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UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY 
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C 

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108-1295 
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: Marshall Reed 
Mary Willcox 
Peggy Brookshier 

FROM: Howard Ross 

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program, Current Status 

DATE: February 25, 1992 

The State Cooperative Program (SCP), last funded through 12 grants as a result of the 
1987 PRDA, is almost concluded. Summary technical results were presented ini 
papers by Ross, Taylor and Reed at DOE Program Review IX (March 1991, San 
Francisco) and at the Annual Meeting of the Geothermal Resources Council (October 
1991, Reno). 

Regular monthly reporting was discontinued after the GRC due to lack 
activity. This memorandum reviews the current status of the remaininc 

of project 
parts of SCP. 

The University of North Dakota, Energy and Environmental Research Center, 
submitted Volume 2, Engineering Report, of the final technical report on September 
27, 1991. This completed all deliverables for the grant. On January 16, 1992, LIURI 
received a draft copy of the Geothermal Resource Map of South Dakota, a late 
deliverable from an earlier grant to this State Team. UURI completed 
review, noting significant errors with the map, and returned the markecJ up map'with 
comments on January 18, 1992. Conversations with Dr. Gosnold (February 3-14) 
confirmed that revisions are in progress and that the final map should 
February 29. 

The formal termination date for the Hawaii- Department of Business, Economic 
Development, and Tourism (HI-DBED) grant was June 20, 1991. Tho Principal 
Investigator, Dr. Donald Thomas, University of Hawaii, suffered a severe injury jast 
year and had numerous time conflicts which continually delayed progress on the final 

be delivered by 



/ • - * • 

report. In response to DOE/ID demands for the final report, a substandard "Draft" final 
report was written and sent to DOE/ID and UURI for review on December 6,1991. 
Review comments noting major deficiencies were returned to Dr. Thomas on January 
2,1992, after several telephone conversations. Followup conversations with Dr 
Thomas, most recently on February 18, indicate that he is rewriting the| final repprt and 
has (finally) given this project his highest priority. Dr. Thomas declined to indicate any 
date for submittal of the report. UURI records indicate that $4,047 remains for this 
grant. These funds should be held at DOE/ID until the final report is received. ! 

The State of Alaska, Division of Geological and Geophysical Surveys (AK-DGGS), 
was issued a no cost time extension (NCTE) to January 31,1992 for Grant No. DE-FG-
0788ID122744. Status reports dated November 29, 1991 indicated that most ! 
deliverables were in draft form. Conversations with Roman Motyka, Principal : 
Investigator, assure me that the DGGS is worthing on the deliverables, but completion 
of the Gecthermal Resources Map and Geochemical Tables are taking much more 
time than they expected. Roman estimates that a draft report and map will be 
available for review about March 30. 
DOE/ID for this grant. 

UURI records indicate about $6,048 remains at 

Progress on the Oregon-DOGAMI grant for scientific drilling at Santiam Pass, not a 
formal part of the SCP, is on schedule for completion on time, October 

recommend that we continue to be patient with the delinquent grants 

15, 1992! 

in order to 
maintain some acceptable rapport with the Principal Investigators, and to assure the 
best final deliverables to DOE. I will continue to call the Principal Investigators and wil 
report to DOE if they do not continue to progress toward the deliverables. 
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July 10, 1991 

State Cooperative Program Monthly Reports, May and June, 1991 

With the completion of the University of Nevada-Desert Research Institute and University pf 
Wyoming final reports, activity in the State Cooperative Program (SCP) has been substantially 
reduced. Activities in tiie SCP and related programs for May and June are described below. 

Telephone calls were made to Dr. Henry Heasler regarding the UURI review comments 
Wyoming draft final report and the late delivery of the final report The final report 
on May 17 and checked for revisions. The final report had been substantially im 
results of this study were summarized in a DOE weekly news item. 

on the 
was received 

proved. The 

Telephone conversations witii Ken Taylor and Scott Applonie, DOE/ED, reviewed the status of 
grants for the Hawaii-DBED; Alaska-DGGS; Wyoming; and North Dakota state teams. Howard 
Ross called Gerald Lesperance, Hawaii-DBED and informed him of the DOE/ID decision to close 
out the grant without new funding and the 90 day period for completion of the final reportJ] 
Lesperance acknowledged the present status of the grant and noted that he wou d discuss this 
information with Dr. Donald Thomas, Principal Investigator (P.I.), and try to ejfpedite the 
completion of the grant 

W i 

Telephone calls and a FAX to Dr. Will Gosnold, University of North Dakota P, 
Dr. Gosnold at Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) where he is 
summer assignment The project at LLNL utilizes results of the DOE geothermal 
completed at North Dakota. Dr. Gosnold realizes his revised final report is overdue 
attempting to overcome word processing and computer problems so the final 
completed and printed. 

report 

A suite of state Geothermal Resource Assessment Maps was transmitted to Mr. 
Lauderdale, Florida following his request to DOE/GD. 

Howard Ross revised a paper presented at DOE PR-IX which summarized results 
Cooperative Program, 1988-1991. This new paper, coauthored by Kenneth Tayl 

I. finally located 
orking on; a 
studies recentiy 

and is 
can be 

Parry Griffin, Ft 

of the State 
or and Marshall 



Reed, has been submitted to the 1991 GRC and accepted for presentation. 
Howard Ross and Robert Blackett, of the Utah Geological Survey (UGS), prepared and submitted 
a second paper to the GRC. This paper titled "Exploring for Concealed Hydrotiiermal Res(Durces 
Using the Self-Potential Method, Escalante Desert, Utah" is coauthored by Micliael Shubat (UGS) 
and has been accepted for presentation at the 1991 GRC. The paper describes the results of work 
completed at UURI as Technical Assistance to State Teams and as Geophysical 
Studies. 

Research-SP 

CURRENT STATUS - STATE COOPERATIVE RESEARCH PROGRAM 

Technical studies remain active for four grants monitored by UURI in the State Cooperative 
Program. Final payment and formal grant closings may be pending for an addition^ three or four 
grants. The status of the four active grants is summarized below. 

ALASKA - DIVISION OF GEOLOGICAL AND GEOPHYSICAL SURVEYS (AK-DGGS) 

Task 4.1 Geyser Bight KGRA Site Specific Study - has been completed and is reported as; part of 
the University of Alaska-Geophysical Institute final report 

Task 4.2 Aleutian Islands-Alaska Peninsula Region - Resource Map and Technical 
DOE/DD has granted a no cost time extension (NCTE) via Mod M003 to extend 
termination date to January 31, 1992. Roman Motyka, P.I. is recovering from 
and geothermal studies currentiy have a low priority in the DGGS. This NCTE 
things up. 

Docunibntation. 
die grant 1 
1 skiing accident, 
should wrjap 

HAWAII - DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, 

Dr. Donald Thomas (P.I.) and Mr. Gerald Lesperance have been notified that no additional 
funding will be forthcomming for this grant and that a final technical report is d je 90 daysjiafter tiie 
last contract termination date of June 20,1991. This means a draft final report is due at DOE and 
UURI on August 4, 1991 and a final report is due September 18, 1991. Dr. Thomas recently 
suffered a severe leg injury which wUl restrict his activities for a few months. He cannot estimate 
when a draft final report will be submitted. It appears that DOE has littie choice but to be patient 
with this grant completion. The technical work completed to date is significant to tiie geotiiermal 
industry and to DOE. 

& TOURISM 

UNIVERSITY OF NORTH DAKOTA 
ENGINEERING 

DEPT. OF GEOLOGY AND GEOLOGIC 

An incomplete 
The final 

The grant termination date for this grant was extended to June 10 1991 by DOEI'ID 
draft final report was reviewed and retumed to the P.L, Dr. Will Gosnold, in 
report is overdue, but revisions are in progress while the P.I. is working on suiinmer 
Lawerence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL). Dr. Gosnold has assiu-ed 
efforts, and the support of the University of Nortii Dakota, in completing the 
as reasonably possible. DOE has littie choice but to continue to be patient for receipt of the final 
deliverable. 

One deliverable remains outstanding from an earlier grant to the UND-DGGE, 
overdue "Geothermal Resource Map of South Dakota" still in progress at a draft 
unrealistic to expect completion and submittal of this deliverable until Dr. Gosnold 
UND, probably in early September. We must continue to remind Dr,. Gosnold 

assignment at 
us of his continuing 

report as soon fiial 

This is the long 
It is review stage. 

returns' to 
of this deUverable. 



OREGON-DOGAMI 

Although not a formal part ofthe State Cooperative Program, this grant is monitored with the SCP 
grants. The active data gathering part of this grant, the drilling of Santiam Paj s 77-24, has been 
completed and much of the analysis is completed. Several technical presentations are in jl 
preparation, and the project appears to be on schedule. The grant termination date and deliverable 
due date is October 15,1992. Litde monitoring is required until the review of i 
required. I 

I 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager, SCP 

a draft final report is 
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May 22, 1991 

State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, April 1991 

DOE Weekly News items were submitted describing: direct-use geothermal projects in New 
Mexico; the Desert Research Institute final report of the Moana reservoir study; the status pf the 
Alaska-Division of Geological and Geophysical Surveys SCP grant; and geothermal solicitations 
by the Hawaii - Department of Business, Economic Development, and Tourisrn. Telephorie calls 
were made to Drs. Jacobson (NV-DRI), Heasler (U-WY) and Gosnold (U-ND,) to discuss draft 
final reports and schedules for completed report deliveries. Dr. Roman Motyka (AK-DGGS) and 
Dr. Donald Thomas (U. HI) were reminded of the need for draft final report review and scheduled 
completion dates. 

A memorandum was submitted to Ken Taylor, DOE/ED, explaining state team project status and 
potential problems in grant cpmpletions. SUdes and hardcopy of the State Cooperative Program, 
DOE Geothermal Program Review IX talk were sent to Marshall Reed for use in DOE internal 
meetings. 

UURI was visited by Franklin Smith, Ormat Energy Systems, who inquired about the current 
status of geothermal development and the potential for discovery of new moderate temperature 
systems in Utah. Data lists for Oregon geothermal areas were sent to Trans-Pajcific Geothermal, 
Oakland, California. 

Howard Ross continued data reduction and compilation for self-potential data acquired at the 
Rincon, Radium Springs, and Tortugas Mountain areas, New Mexico, in Mar<;h. 

Howard Ross (UURI) and Bob Blackett and Mike Shubat (Utah Geological Survey) devoted one 
week to self-potential field studies in early April. They completed 26,000 line- feet of SPi'profiles 
at Thermo Hot Springs, verifying the major SP anomaly and completing data acquisition for this 
area. They began survey work at Baker Hot Springs, completing 18,000 line-feet of survey and 
recording one significant anomaly. More work will be required in this study area. Ross and 
Blackett began work on a GRC paper describing SP studies in Utah. 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager, SCP. 
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Marshall Reed 
Kenneth Taylor 

Howard P. Ross 

April 23, 1991 

State Cooperative Program Montiily Report, March 1991 

UURI completed a critical review of the University of Wyoming draft final report "Improved 
Computational Schemes for the Numerical Modeling of Hydrothermal Resources in Wyoming," by 
Henry P. Heasler, John H. George, and Myron B. Allen. Minor revisions and corrections!|were 
requested to put the report in final form for DOE and NTIS. 

Telephone calls were made to Drs. Gosnold (North Dakota), Heasler (Wyoming) and Jacobson 
(Nevada-Desert Research Institute) regarding revisions to their draft final reports, and scheliules 
for report completion. Completed final reports are expected from Drs. Heasler and Jacobson in 
April, but the requested revisions to the North Dakota reports are more extensive; 
yet another no cost time extension. 

and may require 

Dr. Howard Ross prepared text and slides for a technical paper "DOE/GD State Cooperative 
Program, 1988-91: Results" which was coauthored by Ken Taylor (DOE/ID) and Marshall Reed 
(DOE/GD). Dr. Ross attended DOE Program Review DC in San Francisco and presented tlie paper 
at that time. j 

Robert Blackett, Utah Geological and Mineral Survey (UGMS) and Howard Ross completed 
revisions in response to reviewer comments on their UGMS report "Self-Potential Survey and 
Fluid Chemistry, Wood Ranch (Zane) Thermal Anomaly, Escalante Desert, Iron County, llltah." 

UURI sent geothermal resource information for the Phoenix-Williams Air Force Base (Arizona) 
area to Mr. Ralph Palmroy, Jr., of the Queen Creek (AZ) School District. UURI respondeci to a 
request for Industry Coupled data for Soda Lake, Nevada by Trans-Pacific Geothermal Company. 

Howard Ross (UURI) and Jim Witcher (Southwest Technology Development 
Mexico State Team) continued their self-potential studies in the southem Rio Grknde 
repeated tiiree profiles, totaling 12,4(X) line-feet in the Rincon area for comparison 

Ii^stitute (New 
Rift. They 

with data 



obtained last November. They added 37,0(X) line-feet of survey data at Radium Springs! 
completing this survey, and began a new survey over the well-documented Las Cruces East Mesa 
(Tortugas Mountain) geotheraml system. 

^ ^ c ' ^ ^ ^ 
Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager, SCP. 
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March 26,1991 

State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, February 1991. 

Principal ,1 
time exteri'sions. 

11 

Numerous telephone calls were completed to State Cooperative Program (SCP; 
Investigators regarding the status of draft final reports and the need for no cost 
Drs. Gosnold (North Dakota) and Heasler (Wyoming) requested project extensions to March 31 
and April 15 respectively. Dr. Elizabeth Jacobson (U Nevada - Desert Research Institute); 
discussed the status of reporting and project expenditures with DOE/TD and planned to submit a 
completed final report without extending the project period. > 

Two draft final reports were received firom the North Dakota state team, critical ly reviewed, and 
retumed to the authors for revisions. The two reports are: "Stratabound Geothermal Respurces in 
the Nortiiem Great Plains," and "Study of the Geothermal Production Potential 
Basin, North Dakota, 
reports. 

in the Williston 
Both reports required substantial work before being accepted as final 

A draft final report tided "The Moana Geothermal System in Reno, Nevada: A Hydrologic, 
Geochemical, and Thermal Analysis" by EUzabeth Jacobson and Jeffrey Johnston was received 
and critically reviewed by UURI scientists. The draft will require a few additions and revisions 
before being acceptable as a final report to DOE. 

Calls were attempted to Dr. Paul Damon, University of Arizona, for submittal 
the K-Ar Age Dating services grant. It was finally determined that Dr. Damon 
Eastern Europe but had delegated responsibility for report completion to his co 
Muhammad Shafiquallah. The report is expected in March. 

of a final report on 
was traveling in 
investigator, Dr. 

Howard Ross, UURI, prepared and made a presentation "Geological and Geojjhysicial Studies of 
the Newcastle Geothermal System, south-westem, Utah" to the February 11 luncheon meeting of 
the Utah Geological Association in Salt Lake City. Dr. Ross also completed a critical review of a 
feature article scheduled for pubUcation in the Utah Geological and Mineral Su?/ey (UGMS) 
quarterly publication, Survey Notes. This article is written by Robert Blacket:, former Utah P.L, 
and describes DOE funded geothermal studies by tiie UGMS and UURI at the /Slewcastle 
geothermal area. 



UURI began preparations for DOE Program Review IX and submitted an abstract 
"DOE/GD State Cooperative Program, 1988-91: Results" autiiored by Howard 
Taylor, and Marshall Reed. 

for a paper 
Ross, Kenneth 

At month's end Howard Ross began preparing field equipment and field plans for a March field 
trip to Las Cruces New Mexico, to continue self-potential studies over geothenpal areas in the 
southem Rio Grande rift. 

.^^^^^tft/'25z>'V.==<^':;?^>-sz<z-
Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager, SCP. 
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February 28, 1991 

State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, Jaiiuary 1991. 

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities for January included several calls to Drs. Heasler, 
Gosnold, and Jacobson regarding the status of draft final reports for the Wyorning, NorthlDakota, 
and Nevada-Desert Research Institute state teams. Dr. Heasler recognized the need for another no 
cost time extension, and has requested this from DOE/ID. At month's end, both Dr. Gosnold and 
Dr. Jacobson hoped to complete their draft reports and make revisions before grant termination 
dates on Febmary 28. 

UURI called Dr. Paul Damon, University of Arizona, requesting a two page final report 
summarizing the K-Ar age dating grant of 1986-1989. The grant has not yet been formally closed 
and although this was a laboratory service agreement a final report is required, 
draft text and Table outline and submitted this to Dr. Damon for completion. 

,Utah Dr. Ross prepared iUustrations and text for an invited talk on the Newcastle, 
system to be present at the Utah Geological Association February 11 luncheon 
inquiries were received from potential developers in response to an announcement 
UURI responded to new ORMAT requests for several copies of state resource 
Alaska, Nevada, and Califomia. 

Self-potential (SP) survey data for the Rincon and Radium Springs (NM) areas were reduced and 
preliminary contoiu- maps were sent to Jim Witcher, New Mexico Principal Investigator. Although 
several geothermal targets have been defined, additional work is needed to complete a publication-
quality study. This work will resume in March, weatiier and schedules permitting. j 

UURI prepared a 

geothermal 
meeting. Two 

of tiie taUc. 
maps for Hawaii, 

.,.^}'CcnXA>^/'^ 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager, SCP. 
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January 22, 1991 

State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, December 1990. 

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities were somewhat reduced during December as a result of 
the project status, hoUdays, illness, and efforts devoted to other projects. The SCP portion of the 
1990 Annual Report for DOE was completed and forwarded for inclusion in the report. 

A draft final report written by Dr. Min Chu tided "Study of the Geothermal Production Pbtential in 
the WiUiston Basin, North Dakota" was reviewed and edited. A revised find report has not yet 
been received. The Southwest Technology Development Institute, subcontractor to the New 
Mexico Research and Development Institute, also submitted a draft final report for reviewi by 
UURI. This report tided "Time-Integrated Radon Soil-Gas Surveys in Geothemal Explolration in 
the Southem Rio Grande Rift, New Mexico" was reviewed and edited at UURI. A revised final 
report which completes all deliverable requirements was received by DOE and 
grant termination date of December 31, 1990. 

UURI before the 

Heasler i 
Telephone calls were made to Dr. WU Gosnold (University of North Dakota), 
Jacobsen (University of Nevada-Desert Research Institute), and Dr. Henry 
Wyoming) regarding current project status, status of final reporting, and possî l̂e 
additional no cost time extensions. Conversations with Ken Taylor, DOE/ED, 
recommendation for final payment to the University of Alaska - Geophysical 
current status of the HawaU grant State resource maps were mailed to Petrolelum. 
KS) and to Ormat Energy systems (Sparks, NV). 

;Dr. EUzabeth 
(Univiersity of 

needs for 
ncluded a 

Institute, and the 
, Inc. (Wichita, 

state Work continued on the reduction of self-potential survey data recorded with 
UT, Rincon, NM, and Radium Springs, NM. Additional data reduction, inter|3retation 
verification tests are needed for all three areas. 

..J/Cyjkm.y''^ 
Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager, SCP. 

teams at Thermo, 
and field 



UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY 
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C 

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108-1295 
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

MEORANDUM 

Peggy Brookshier 
Marshall Reed 
Kenneth Taylor 

Howard P. Ross 

December 12, 1990 

State Cooperative Program Montiily Report, November 1990. 

UURI prepared DOE Weekly News Highlights and received and reviewed the University of 
Alaska - Geophysical Institute final report on Geyser Bight studies. The ULM geocheinistry 
laboratory completed 20 detailed ICP analyses on tiie Santiam Pass driU core. [ 

Howard Ross discussed project progress and reporting delays with Dr. WiU Gosnold, University 
of North Dakota P.I. and with Ken Taylor, DOE - ID. Dr. Gosnold then notified DOEjtiiat UND 
would take another no cost time extension to complete reporting requirements for the sti'atabound 
geothermal aquifer study. 

Howard Ross prepared the UURI self-potential equipment and traveled to Las Cruces, New 
Mexico on November 3 and 4. Ross and Jim Witcher, NMSU P.I. completed 64,0(X) Une feet of 
SP traverses in the Rincon study area from November 5-10, and 50,(X)0 line feet of traverse at 
Radium Springs, November 12 -14. Ross assisted Phil Wannamaker with the pickup of CSAMT 
transmitter dipoles at VaUes Caldera on the retum trip to Salt Lake City. 

Howard Ross presented a review of the State Cooperative Program and self 
activities to Peggy Brookshier, DOE/ID at a briefing at UURI, November 26 
briefing, Ross joined Robert Blackett and Michael Shubat for a trip to Beaver 
UGMS team completed an additional 65,420 Une feet of SP traverse at the 
area from November 27 - 30. This effort concludes the SP data acquisition 

potential survey 
Following the 

,Utah. The UURl 
rmo Hot Springs 

for the winter. 
the 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 
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December 12, 1990 

State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, October 1990. 

UURI submitted Weekly News Highlights to DOE and prepared the third quarter SCP report. 

Draft final reports were received form Paul Castelin, Idaho-DWR Principal Investigator, for the 
Twin Falls County and Big Wood River geothermal resource studies. UUR^ reviewedjboth 
reports and discussed suggested revisions with the authors, Paul Castelin, Sieve Baker; and Leah 
Street Revised final reports were received and inspected at month's end. [ 

Howard Ross discussed scientific studies of the Oregon - DOGAMI Santian: Pass 77-24 drill core 
witii Brittain HiU, DOGAMI Project Manager. Arrangements were made for UURI to complete 20 
high precision ICP analyses of the core, and for Dr. Robert Duncan, Oregon State Uniyersity, to 
complete three Ar-Ar age dates. The original reports for the Republic Geotheirmal Company 
Therma Hot Springs (Utah) data base were retumed to Thomas Turner, Utah Energy Office. Otiier 
SCP communications included telephone caUs to Tom Flynn (Nevada - DESj), Henry Heasler 
GJniv. Wyoming), Jim Witcher (New Mexico - STDI) and Robert Blackett (UGMS). ' 

I '' 
Howard Ross, UURI and Robert Blackett and Michael Shubat, Utah - UGMS, recordqd 57,400 
line feet of self-potential (SP) data in the Thermo geotiiermal area of southwest Utah. This survey 
when completed, will document the natural SP response of one of Utah's major geothermal areas. 
A preUminary contour map was prepared and reviewed with the UGMS. Work continu'ed on the 
UGMS, report of investigation for tiie Wood Ranch self-potential survey. 

Howard Ross completed a preliminary contour map and report of the Rincon, NM self-potential 
survey and transmitted it to Jim Witcher, NMSU Geologist. These and NMSU radon and 
temperature studies were presented to NM state energy office officials in Santa Fe, and to 
community leaders in Las Cruces and Hatch, NM. 



Page 2 
December 12,1990 
H.P. Ross 

Additional SCP efforts for October included completion ofthe August and September rtionthly 
reports, and the review of selected geothermal literature. 

îMr̂ -' ' t ^ ix4 . i^ 
'7 

Howard P. Ross 
Project manager, SCP 
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October 23,1990 

State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, August, 

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities were substantiaUy reduced during 
scheduled vacation of the UURI Project Manager, and because of activities re' 
Intemational Geothermal Energy Symposium, held at KaUua-Kona, Hawaii. 

1990 

August due to the 
ated to tiie 1990 

Illustrations and posters were prepared for a poster presentation which was later presented at tiie 
Geothermal Resources Council Intemational Geothermal Energy Symposium' The paper, 
"DeUneation of fluid upflow and outflow plume with electrical resistivity and self-potential data, 
Newcastie geothermal area, Utah" was presented by Howard Ross, UURI, arid was coautiiored by 
Robert Blackett and Michael Shubat, Utah Geological and Mineral Survey (UGMS) and by Claron 
Mackelprang (UURI conti^actor). The presentation was weU received and provided an opportunity 
to discuss resistivity and self-potential studies with investigators from several countries, as well as 
an opportunity to discuss the possible electric power generation potential of the Newcastie 
geothermal resource. 

Howard Ross also prepared slides and a discussion of geophysical data for a 
Duncan Foley, titled "Geology and geophysics of the Zunil geothermal systeiii: 

Reproduction of the Thermo Hot Springs data package obtained from RepubU 
Company was completed and one copy was deUvered to the Utah Geological 
UURI began working on revisions to a paper "Geothermal Resource Development 
submitted earUer to the Utah Geological Association for inclusion in the 1990 

z Geothermal 
iind Mineral Survey. 

in Utah" 
UGA Guidebook. 

^^HimAef 
Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager, SCP 

resentation by Dr. 
, Guatemala". 
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October 23,1990 

State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, September, 1990 

UURI reviewed project status with several State Cooperative Program (SCP) 
Investigators and identified the need for no cost time extensions and contract 
Henry Heasler, University of Wyoming P. I. underwent eye surgery so a no 
was awarded to extend this grant to January 31,1991. 

Discussions with Dr. Christopher Nye, University of Alaska Geophysical Institute 
Roman Motyka, Alaska DGGS P.L, resolved problems with the Geophysical 
report. Dr. Nye reported problems leading to the late delivery of the final report, 
second no cost time extension. The revised final report is due on December 1, 

Howard Ross, UURI, met with Ken Taylor at DOE in Idaho Falls on September 
Taylor reviewed the status and finances of all SCP grants and completed techru,cal 
contract modifications for the University of Nevada-Desert Research Institute 
Department of Business, Economic Development, and Tourism grants. Conversations 
MarshaU Reed, DOE/GD and Dr. Donald Thomas, Hawaii P.I. explored technical 
and cost factors related to the Hawau contract modification. 

Final revisions were completed for a technical paper "Geothermal Resource DeVelop 
written by PhiUip M. Wright (UURI), Robert Blackett (UGMS) and Howard 
paper will be published in the 1990 Utah Geological Association Guidebook, 
prepared slides and a discussion of geophysical surveys and results for a paper 
model of the Newcastle geothermal systeni, Soutiiwestem Utah" presented by 
(UGMS) at the 1990 Rocky Mountain Section Meeting, AAPG. 

Principal 
modifications. Dr. 
cost time extension 

P.I. and 
Institute draft final 

, and requ'ested a 
1990. 

6. Ross and 
evaluations of 

^nd Hawaii 
with Dr. 

considerations 

ment in Utah" 
]^oss(UURI). This 
Howard Ross 
"A hydrologic 

: Robert Blackett 
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Howard Ross and Robert Blackett began documentation of self-potential data 
Woods Ranch thermal area, near Zane, southwestem Utah. The data wUl be 
Report of Investigation. 

acquired on the 
ported as ia UGMS re: 

Howard Ross met with Jay Hauth, Consititing Geothermal Engineer, to review data on the 
Newcastie geothermal system which has been acquired by UI^I and the UGMS, and h^s been 
presented before the GRC and the AAPG. Jay Hauth recognizes some potential for a smaU binary 
power plant at the Newcastie resource and is reviewing the avaUable data. 

Jim Witcher, New Mexico P.I. at Southwest Technology Development Institute, and Howard 
Ross, UURI, completed 45,000 line feet of detailed self-potential surveys at tiie Rincon study 
area, and 4,()00 line feet at the Radium Springs area. New Mexico. The surveys were de'signed to 
test radon anomaUes generated under the New Mexico SCP grant, and to further document the 
appUcabUity of the SP method in exploration for low to moderate temperature resources. :[Three 
major SP anomalies were detected at Rincon, and one at Radium Springs. All SP anomalies are 
associated with radon anomaUes and some correlate with anomalous thermal v/ells. More work is 
needed to complete delineation of. these anomaUes, and this may be done in November or 
December. 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager, SCP 
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August 14,1990 

State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, July, 199C 

UURI reviewed project status with several state team Principal Investigators ( 
Donald Thomas, University of HawaU P. I., with wording of a contract modification 
statement of work for the Hawaii grant was reviewed and a recommendation for 
submitted to DOE/ID. Weekly news items were prepared and submitted to 

.1.) and assisted Dr. 
Tlie revised 

approval was 
I DOE 

UURI completed a review of the University of Alaska-Geophysical Institute draft final report and 
sent editorial comments to Dr. Christopher Nye, P.I. 

A technical paper "Geothermal Resource Development in Utah" was written by PhUUp M Wright, 
Robert E. Blackett (Utah Geological and Mineral Survey) and Howard P. Ross, and subrpitted to 
the Utah Geological Association for inclusion in the 1990 UGA Guidebook. The paper documents 
several topics presented at a UURI sponsored conference in Salt Lake City last October, f 

Howard Ross began preparation for a poster presentation at the 1990 GRC Meeting. The topic of 
the presentation is "Delineation of fluid upflow and outflow plume with electrical resistivity and 
self-potential data, Newcastle geothermal area, Utah." The paper is co-authored by Robek 
Blackett and Michael Shubat (UGMS) and Claron Mackelprang (UURI conttactor). 

Howard Ross and Robert Blackett recorded an additional 20,400 line-feet of self-potential (SP) 
data over the Zane thermal anomaly. This completes the survey for the present level of study, and 
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wiU permit reporting of the data as a UGMS Report of Investigation. A coherent negative; anomaly 
of 20 to 50 mV covers 1.25 sq. mi. (2 sq. km) and is closely associated with two shallow weUs 
which have anomalous fluid chemistry and temperature. 

' ^ ^ h t i / a / t ^ 
Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 
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State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, June, 1990 

UURI reviewed State Cooperative Team (SCP) invoices and submitted recomnkendations 
regarding payment to DOE/TD. Calls were completed to most of the remairung 
investigators regarding project status and deliverables, and weekly news items 
DOE. 

SCP principal 
were submitted to 

UURI completed a critical review of the Idaho-Department of Water Resources ( 
Geothermal Resource Analysis in Tvvm Falls County, Idaho-Part II by Steven J. Baker and Paul 
M. Castelin. The report did not address several subtasks identified in the Statement of Work, and 
provided Uttie of the new technical data called for in the DOE agreement, and was judged 
unacceptable. A letter Usting the problems \yas sent to Paul Castelin, Principal'. 
Ken Taylor, DOE/ID initiated a conference call with CasteUn and Ross to discuss resolution of the 
problems. ID-DWR agreed to extend their Cooperative Agreement and complete the unfiriished 
work. Howard Ross assisted ID-DWR in extending the agreement to October 
Problems with the report were discussed with Leah Stteet, EG&G (former ID-DWR P.I.) and BUI 
Young, USGS hydrologist. 

draft final report 

Investigator, and 

A UURI review of the University of Alaska—Geophysical Institute and Alaska—^Division of 
Geological and Geophysical Surveys draft final report on the Geyser Bight geo ;hermal area 
continued throughout June. Geologic, editorial and conttactual requirements have been considered 
but a review by UURI geochemists is still in progress. 

Howard Ross, UURI, joined Robert Blackett and Michael Shubat, Utah Geological 
Survey (UGMS) is conducting a field review of the UGMS Newcastle geotheiiiial 
southem Utah. Ross described the electrical resistivity and self-potential (SP) 
and Ross, Blackett and Shubat demonsttated the SP method in a profile across 
anomaly. The field review was attended by 17 geologists, hydrologists and engineers 

and Mineral 
study in 

surveys and results, 
the -108 mV SP 

Following the UGMS Newcastie field review, Ross, Blackett, and Shubat completed 
29,0(X) Une-feet of SP coverage over the Wood Ranch thermal anomaly in the 

an additional 
Escalante VaUey. 
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UURI completed calls to Don Thomas, Hawaii P. I. regarding the status of his no-cost-tirne 
extension, revision of state and federal project charges, and plans for a conttact modification. 
Brittian HaU, DOGAMI, was contacted regarding the Santiam Pass drilUng project and UtlRI 
support in geochemistry, age dating, and physical property measurements. Dr. Wil Gosiibld, 
North Dakota P. I. was quizzed about progress on the overdue South Dakota resources map. 
Judging that the North Dakota Survey was again inactive in drafting the map. Dr. Gosnold has 
demanded that the map be retumed so that it can be completed by the Meteorology Department, 
UND. 

UURI submitted a memo to Ken Taylor, DOE/ED, detaUing anticipated SCP cohttact actions 
through September 3, 1990. 

Otiier SCP activities at UURI include preparations for a GRC poster presentation on the 
Newcastle, UT geophysical study, and preparation of a paper for the Utah Geo ogical Association 
(UGA) 1990 guidebook. This paper, titled Geothermal Resource Development in Utah wiU be 
autiiored by MUce Wright and Howard Ross (UURI) and Robert Blackett (UGMS). 

With this broad range of activities, June was a very busy month for the State Cooperative Program 
at UURI. 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 
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State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, May, 1990 

UURI reviewed State Cooperative Team (SCP) invoices and submitted recommendations 
regarding payment to DOE/CD. Calls were completed to most of the remaining 
investigators regarding project status and deliverables, and weekly news items 
DOE. 

SCP principal 
were submitted to 

UURI geochemists and the project manager completed a critical review of the Idaho-Department of 
Water Resources draft final report Geothermal Resource Analysis in the Big Wood Riverlyalley, 
Blaine County, Idaho by Leah Street Comments were forwarded to Paul Castelin, ID-D|iWR P.I. 
and discussed with the author. A review of the University of Alaska-Geophysical Institute draft 
final report Geology and Geochemistry of the Geyser Bight Geothermal Area, Umnak Isfand, 
Aleutian Islands, Alaska was begun and is still in progress. Resolution of comnents for the 
University of Nevada-Division of Earth Sciences final report were discussed with Tom Elynn, P.I. 
and Marshall Reed, DOE. One additional draft final report by the Idaho-DWRlwas received during 
May and is awaiting critical review. In short, much of the SCP effort in May was devoted to 
review of SCP final reports. The same will be tme for June. 

Howard Ross, UURI and Robert Blackett UGMS, P.I. completed 30,000 fee: of self-pp|tential 
survey traverses on the Wood Ranch, hot far from the Newcastie geothermal area in southem 
Utah. Two wells separated by 1.5 miles produce waters at 27° and 37°C, as compared to 
surrounding wells with 15° to 20°C fluids. Using self-potential survey techniques similar to those 
employed in the Newcastle "bUnd" geotiiermal system study, Ross and Blackeb have identified a 
broad SP anomaly which appears to be the upflow zone of fluids from another! totally blind 
(hidden) geothermal system. Additional surveys are planned for June and July to furthenidefine 
and confirm this interesting anomaly. : 

As part of a continuing cooperative study between UURI and the Utah Geological and Mineral 
Survey (UGMS), Howard Ross contacted Gerry Huttter, Geothermal Energy! Consultarit, and 
Timotiiy Evans, Republic Geothermal, regarding release of Republic's database for the Thermo 
geothermal area in southwestem Utah. Tentative agreement was reached to submit the data to 
UURI and the UGMS and a written request for the data was submitted by Mike Wright,'UURI and 
Lee AlUson, UGMS. 
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Other efforts not specifically charged to the State Cooperative Program, but not reported 
elsewhere, included the review and cleanup of GeoOperators final reports for tie Cascades driUing 
program, and review of the Califomia Energy Corporation MZl-11A drilling report. UURI also 
reviewed and revised a proposed news and data release by the National Geophj'sical Datal,Center, 
NOAA, regarding the old StiUwater and Dixie VaUey seismic data 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 
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May 17, 1990 

State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, April, 199b 

UURI received the draft final report from the University of Nevada - Las Vegas - Division of Earth 
Sciences, and completed a technical review and editing of this report. The report Geothermal Fluid 
Genesis in the Great Basin, by Thomas Rynn and Paul Buchanan, documents in detaU the 
geochemical, stable light-isotope, radioactive isotope, archaeological and packrat midden studies 
by UNV-DES. In view of the significance of this study and its conclusions, IVMarshall Reed 
requested additional outside review which is in progress. UURI assisted UNV-DES in preparing a 
one month no-cost-time extension (NCTE) to provide additional time for outside review and final 
changes to this report. 

Discussions with Don Thomas, University of Hawaii Principal Investigator, rciviewed 
conttact modification and grant time extension. Dr. Thomas reviewed the Haw|aU 
and found that approximately $13,000 previously biUed as a Federal cost wiU 
cost share. A request for a conttact modification is being prepared and wiU be 
DOE/DD soon. 

UURI provided guidance to Dr. Wil Gosnold regarding the environmental checklist completion for 
his remaining driU holes, and again reminded him of his overdue South Dakota geothermal 
resources map. Other SCP communications regarding project status were to Eizabeth Jacobsen 
(UNLV-DRI), Paul CasteUn (Idaho-DWR), Bob Blackett (UGMS), and Jim Witcher (NMSU). 

the need for 
-DBEDbUUng 
rebUled as a State 

submitted to 
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Howard Ross contributed to a paper Hydrothermal Energy—An Important 
Energy Strategy, presented by Ken Taylor at the April Department of Energy 
San Francisco. 

Part of America's 
Program Review in 

Howard Ross (UURI) and Bob Blackett and MUce Shubat (UGMS) reviewed 
geophysical data for the Newcastle, Utah area and nearby thermal areas in the 
They obtained additional self-potential data at Newcastle, and at the nearby Chloride 
in a one week field trip in rmd-April. The paper Delineation of fluid upflow 
with electrical resistivity and self-potential data, Newcastle Geothermal Area, 
Blackett, Shubat, and Mackelprang was accepted by the GRC for a poster presentation 

geological and 
scalante Valley. 

Canyon area 
outflow plume 

Utah by Ross, 
ill August. 

and 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 
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April 30,1990 

State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, March 1990 

UURI reviewed state team invoices and forwarded recommendations to DOE/ID, and prpvided 
DOE weekly news items. Telephone calls were completed to several state tear is to discuss the 
status of contract modifications at DOE/ID, project status, and the need for grant time extensions. 
Drs. Roman Motyka (AK-DGGS) and Christopher Nye (UAK-GI) report com inued delays in 
completing a draft final report for the Geyser Bight study, primarily due to moiitoring of the 
Redoubt volcanic activity. Dr. Henry Heasler (U. WY) reported that he had not received approval 
for a no-cost-time extension (NCTE) and had been unable to undertake the field data gathering for 
this study. A NCTE is now in progress. Dr. Elizabeth Jacobsen (UNV-DRI) liad determined the 
need for a NCTE and funding shift within her grant UURI suggested the forriat of a letbr to 
DOE/ID through which UNV-DRI would grant itself a NCTE and ask approvjil for the sliift of 
funds. The letter was immediately accepted as a NCTE. Project status was reviewed in detail with 
Tom Flynn (UNV-DRI), Jim Witcher (NMSU), and Dr. WU Gosnold (UND). 

UURI compUed a list of joumal publications completed during FY89 under State Cooperative 
Program (SCP) funding and provided this to Marshall Reed at DOE-GTD. Howard Ross 
reviewed a Meridian Corporation summary of SCP activities and provided comments to Marshall 
Reed. Ross also provided a write-up of SCP grant status for FY90 and forwarded this to Ken 
Taylor, DOE/ID, Drs. Wright and Ross reviewed deliverables and conttact requirements;for the 
Geo Operator contracts and provide detaUs to Ken Taylor, DOE/ID. Ken Taylor revieweti DOE 
environmental checklist requirements with Howard Ross and possible sensitive activities Jin the 



;/" 

State team projects were discussed. Final reports from past SCP grants were received from Ken 
Taylor and filed at UURI. 

UURI responded to information requests regarding geothermal studies and basic geological and 
geophysical data from Irving Gray, geologist with Double Dragon Exploration Montana) and 
Brace Femeyhaugh, geophysicist with Newmont Exploration (Colorado). Bot^ inquires relate to 
precious metals exploration. 

Much of the month's SCP effort was devoted to a final interpretation of the Newcastle, Utah 
resistivity and self-potential data and integration with geologic and geochemical information. 
Howard Ross and Robert Blackett and Mike Shubat (UGMS) completed a techiiical report entitied 
Delineation of fluid inflow and outflow plume with electrical resistivity and self-potential data, 
Newcastle Geothermal Area, Utah. This paper has been submitted to and accepted by the 1990 
Intemational Symposium on Geothermal Energy. Ross, Blackett and Shubat hope to foUow-up on 
the Newcastie geophysical study to identify other hidden geothermal systems in the Escalante 
Desert area. 

•^^^.uA^^pf 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 
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March 20, 1990 

State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, February, 1990 

UURI reviewed state team invoices and forwarded recommendations to DOE/HD, and provided 
DOE weekly news items. Telephone caUs were completed to several state teams to discuss 
invoices, and project status and anticipated completion dates. A number of extra copies ofj 
Stanford Geothermal Program technical reports, and other state team geothermal reports, \yere 
selected and sent to Dr. L. L. "Roy" Mink, Director, Idaho Water Resource Research Institute, and 
Dr. Duncan Foley, Pacific Lutheran University. ' 

I 

Discussions with Dr. Wil Gosnold, North Dakota Principal Investigator, resulted in agreement to 
complete the long overdue South Dakota Geothermal Resources Map in black aad white, using 
pattems to replace colors which had been a major stumbling block in completing this deliverable. 
Work is once again progressing on the map. ; 

The Utah Geological and Mineral Survey (UGMS) submitted a draft final report for the Newcastle 
geothermal area resource assessment study. The report has been critically reviewed and edited, 
and comments were presented to Robert Blackett, UGMS P.I. The UGMS has completed'a very 
detailed, multi-discipline study and need only make minor changes to complete an excellent final 
report. 

A substantial effort was committed to the preparation of a technical paper describin 
studies at the Newcastie geothermal area, for submittal to the 1990 Internationa; 
Geothermal Energy. Final numerical modeling was completed, illustrations prepared 
report begun. The paper is titled Delineation of fluid upflow and outflow plume 
resistivity and self-potential data, Newcastle geothermal area, Utah and is co-au thored 
Blackett and Michael Shubat (UGMS) and Claron Mackelprang (UURI consultant), 
must be completed by March 15 to be considered for this symposium. 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 
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Febmary 13, 1990 

State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, December, 1989 

On December 7 and 8 UURI hosted a meeting to review Radon studies completed at New Mexico 
State University and to provide a fomm for discussion of the role of Radon soil gas surveys »in 
exploration for low and moderate temperature resources. Attending the discussions were: Dr. 
Rudi Schoenmakers, Director, Southwest Technology Development Institute (of NMSU); Dr. 
Larry Icerman, former Director of New Mexico Research and Development Institute and former P. 
I. for the New Mexico SCP grant, and Jim Witcher, who heads up the NMSU Radon study: Bob 
Blackett, Utah Geological and Mineral Survey (UGMS) P.L, and Charles Bishop, Barry ii 
Solomon, and Mike Shubat (all UGMS) presented Radon survey results and otiier data relating to 
the Newcastle case study. Attending for UURI were Howard Ross, Joe Moore, MUce Wright, 
Dennis Nielson, and Susan Lutz. This meeting provided an excellent opportunity for sever4 
Radon researchers and geotiiermal explorationists to critique each others work and to discuss 
interim results. 

Howard Ross continued to work on the Newcastie resistivity and self-potential interpretatioris as 
time permitted. A near term goal was to make as much information as possible available to the 
UGMS to assist in the Newcastie case study. Bob Blackett, UGMS P.L, organized a meeting on 
December 21 to review the various Newcastle data and interpretations. The meeting was attended 
by UGMS and University of Utah researchers, and by Howard Ross, UURI. K^n Taylor,' 
DOE/ID, joined Bob Blackett and Howard Ross for a discussion of the project data at UURI on 
December 6. 

UURI reviewed state team invoices and forwarded recommendations for payment 
UURI compUed weekly news itenis and sent them to DOE. A statement was prepared 
described Wstorical support by DOE for Idaho geothermal resource studies and this 
to DOE/ID. 

Tom Flynn, University of Nevada - Division of Earth Sciences P. I. was contacteld 
need for a no cost time extension (NCTE) for their grant Dr. Don Thomas, Hawaii 
the closing down of well HGP-A by the County of Hawaii due to H2S pollution 
tiiat this would cause a substantial delay in completing the silica brine geochemistry 

to DOE/ID. 
which 

was forwarded 

to appraise the 
P.L, reported 

oroblems and said 
study. 



UURI made several telephone calls ih response to a DOE request to provide infomiation to Gjordon 
Bloomquist, Washington State Energy Office, regarding the digital database used to compUe iUie 
state geothermal resource assessment maps from 1980-1983. David Clark, Assistant Director 
NOAA - Geophysical Data Center, is one of two remaining NOAA employees who worked on the 
State Geothermal Resource Map program. He confirmed that very littie use was made of digital 
data files in completing the maps. This information and the contact was sent on to Gordon i 
Bloomquist. 

Paul Castelin, Idaho-DWR P.L, forwarded a copy of a draft final report by the Berkeley Group, 
Inc. "Boise Geothermal Aquifer Study" to UURI near the end ofthe month, and UURI began a 
critical review of this report 

' • ^ 7 ^ 6 ^ * / z i A ^ 
Howard Ross 
Project Manager 
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December 7,1989 

State Cooperative Program Monthly Report November, 1989 

Revisions to the Washington—^DNR final report "New Age Dates, Geochemistry, and 
Sttatigraphic Data for the Indian Haven Quatemary Volcanic Field, Soutii Cascade Range,; 
Washington" were reviewed;with Marshall Reed and Ken Taylor. Final editing comments were 
given to Michael Korosec, WA-DNR PT. over the phone, and agreement was reached on a!'cover 
letter to Ken Taylor which wUl describe problems with the University of Arizona age dates. A 
completed final report is expected in December. 

State Cooperative Program (SCP) invoices were reviewed and discussed with Ken Taylor.i[ The 
SCP quarterly report was compUed and sent to DOE/ED for review by Ken Taylor and Ken; 
Osbome. Their comments and corrections were received and the revised quarterly report was 
distributed. Weekly DOE news items were submitted to DOE. 

A summary of the State Cooperative Program activities and progress for FY89 was written for 
inclusion in tiie UURI FY89 Annual Report to DOE. 

UURI responded to inquires from DOE/DD and EG&G regarding die status of deUverables and 
conttact requirements for the GEO Cascade drilling conttacts. AU deliverables have been received 
and conttact requirements completed. 

the 

Dr. Rudi Schoenmakers, Director, Southwest Technology Development Institute 
Howard Ross requesting a meeting to review Radon smdies completed under the 
grant. Techrucal studies under this grant are being conducted by NMSU under 
Witcher. A meeting has been scheduled at UURI on December 7, 8 which wiU i 
Schoenmakers, Jim Witcher, Larry Icerman (former NMRDI P.L), Ken Taylor 
Blackett (UGMS P.L), other UGMS Radon researchers, and UURI scientists. 

Non-polarizing porous pot electtodes, cables, and digital voltmeters were prepared for field use in 
anticipation of completing a Spontaneous Potential (SP) survey at Newcastle. Howard Ross 
(UURI) and Robert Blackett (UGMS) completed a survey of more than 200 stations during the 

of NMSU called 
NMRDI SCP 

direction of Jim 
ikiclude Dr., 
(DOE/ID),'Bob 



week of November 13-17. ExceUent data were obtained, with a basic 1 miUivolt 
though surface conditions were extremely dry and temperatures were well below 
mornings. A weU defined 108 mv low corresponds closely with part of the thermal 
may indicate the source of thermal fliuds. 

Numerical modeUing of Newcastie dipole-dipole resistivity Unes 1,2,3, and 4 continued as time 
permitted. 

Howard Ross 
Project Manger 
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State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, October 1989 

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities in September included the review of team invoices and 
calls to several SCP Principal Investigators. Don Thomas (HI), Roman Montoya (AK-DGGS) 
Henry Heasler (WY) and Wil Gosnold (ND) were reprimanded for overdue quarterly reports. The 
responsibility for late reporting is often due to admiiustrative or business personnel rather tiian 
SCP Principal Investigators. Howard Ross and Paul Castelin, new Idaho-DWR P.L, reviewed 
project status and approaches to conclude studies irutiated by Leah Stteet but net yet in a report 
stage. Copies of a magazine article describing health problems with amoeba found in hot 'springs 
were forwarded to Doug MiUer (ORMAT) and Karl Meachem, (Monroe, UT). 

Several calls were made to Don Chambers, AbeUene, Texas inventor regarding 
data documentation for his oil and gas exploration method. Following discussions 
geophysicists and engineers Chambers was advised to contact his local Hewlett 
and work out arrangements for short term lease of selected broad-range spectrun 
support his SBA proposal. 

instrumentation and 
with IJURI 

-Packardidealer 
analyzers to 

October visitors to UURI included Marshall Reed and Sami Aoki (DOE), Karl Meachem (Monroe, 
Utah hot spring resort owner) and Frank Kawnitz, President of Intermountain 
was researching H2S in geothermal systems. 

H[2S Safety, who 

Howard Ross, SCP Project Manager, attended the Annual Meeting of the Geothermal Resources 
Council in Santa Rosa and met with several active and past SCP principal investigators there. 
Ross contributed geophysical data to the Newcastie Utah study which was presented by Robert 
Blackett, UGMS P.I. and was a co-author of a paper presented by Alan Tripp (JUURI). Qn 
October 6 Ross presented a paper "Dipole-dipole electrical resistivity surveys of waste disposal 
study sites at HUl Air Force Base, Ut£Ji" at the Utah Geological Association Hazardous Waste 
Conference, "Geology and Hydrology of Hazardous-Waste, Mining-Waste, W^ste-Watertand 
Repository Sites in Utah". This talk described envirorunental studies conducted through the 
UURI—DOE conttact in 1982-83. 

Howard Ross and Robert Blackett (UGMS P.I.) presented a taUc "Overview of Geothermal 



Resources in Utah" at the UURI—^Utah Department of Natural Resources seminar "Geothermal 
Energy in Utah—^A Seminar for Developers and Regulators", held at the Uiuversity of Utah [on 
October 24. Howard Ross and Jeffiney Hulen, UURI, Participated in the UGMS field mapping 
review of the Keg Pass quadrangle, in snow, on October 26. 

Final report revisions were received from Mike Korosec, WA—DNR and reviewed at UURI. 
Quarterly reports were received fix>m several state teams and reviewed. 

Numerically modeUng of the Newcastie resistivity survey continued as time peraaitted. Several 
iterations have been completed for dipole lines 2 and 3 which cross the mam thermal anomaly. 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 
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State Cooperative Program Monthly Reports, September 1989 

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities in September included the review of team invoices and 
calls to several SCP Principal Investigators. EUzabeth Jacobsen, UNV-reported that water levels 
in the Moana weUs had not yet recovered to water levels of last October. The study remains 
somewhat behind schedule and will require a no-cost-time extension (NCTE) at some time in the 
future. Dr. Wil Gosnold, North Dakota SCP P.I. notified UURI of his desire to change his 
temperature gradient drilling program 5 holes each in North Dakota and South Dakota to 0 to 2 
holes in North Dakota and the remainder in South Dakota. UURI coordinated discussions with 
Marshall Reed, Ken Taylor and Dr. Gosnold, and recommended wording changes for a contract 
modification which would result in 8 drill holes in South Dakota and 2 drill holes in Nortii Dakota. 
All 10 holes wiU evaluate significant thermal and hydrologic anomaUes. 

UURI completed a detailed review of the Washington-Dept. of Natural Resour9es final report and 
discussed age dating problems with M. Shafiquallah (former U. Arizona Co-P̂ ^ 
discussions witii Marshall Reed and Ken Taylor, a letter of comment and recommendations for 
changes was submitted to Michael Korosec, WA-DNR P.I. 

Howard Ross and Paul Lineau, OIT, discussed possible collaboration on an update of 1980 
Inventory of Westem U. S. Cities with Proximate Hydrothermal Potential. The proposed'update 
will look at temperatures greater than 120°F in 14 westem states. UURI wiU work with the State 
Teams to obtain new resource data and wUl provide a critical review of existing resource 
information used in the report. 

Howard Ross reviewed a broad spectmm of geophysical data obtained from 19|75-1984 at the 
Roosevelt Hot Springs, Utah geothermal area under DOE programs. Ross presented a lecture 
"Geophysical Characterization and Methods Testing" as part of the GRC Pre-CPurse, "Geothermal 
Exploration and Power Plant Case Histories of the Western U. S." at the Santa Rosa conference. 

Howard Ross developed a preliminary interpretative model for Line 3 of the Newcastle electtical 
resistivity study and provided illusttations and discussion to Bob Blackett, UGMS Principal 
Investigator. Bob Blackett wiU present a paper "An Assessment of Geothermal Resources at 



Newcastie, Utah" at the GRC annual meeting. This talk wiU summarize the resu 
Newcastle case smdy. 

ts to date of the 

Otiier September activities at UURI included the preparation of DOE weekly ne\ys items and 
preparation of a talk for the Utah Geological Association to be held October 6 in Salt Lake City. 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 



TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

UURI 
EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY 

391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C 
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108-1295 

TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

M E M O R A N D U M 

Sam.Aoki 
Peggy Brookshier 
MarshaU Reed 
Kenneth Taylor 

Howard P. Ross 

October 16, 1989 

State Cooperative Program Monthly Reports, July and August, 1989 

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities continued at a relatively low level dt ring July and 
August because of vacation periods for many state teams and for the UURI project manager. 
Because of this, and the late date of this report, July and August activities will be summarized 
together. As an ongoing activity State Team invoices were reviewed and discussed in detail with 
Ken Taylor. An in depth review of the Idaho-DNR invoices showed some adjustment of 
individual task accounting (required for this Cooperative Agreement) which had 
earlier. Inquires were made regarding a late payment of $20,000 to ID-DWR w 
Berkeley Group Inc. for the Boise study. 

been in ertor 
lich was oWed 

CaUs were made to the state teams to monitor progress, prompt teams for late qu arterly reports and 
to develop DOE weekly new items. Of special interest were calls to Wil Gosno^ d (U. North 
Dakota, P.I.) regarding the South Dakota map (only a few more weeks of drafting) and an invited 
paper on his geothermal studies to be presented in Moscow. Leah Stteet, Idaho-DNR P. I. 
indicated her plans to resign from DD-DWR prompting a status review of all tasks and discussion 
of her replacement. Dr. Larry Icerman, former New Mexico P.L, was contacted regardingUhe lack 
of progress by NMRDI in naming a successor P.I. and requesting a conttact modification. | 
Subsequent calls to Ponziano Ferraracio, Actmg Director NMRDI, and Patrick Rodriquez, 
nominated as the new P.I. have resulted in requests for necessary conttact modifications. 

The DOGAMI Santiam Pass grant was again the subject of considerable activity for DOE and 
UURI. The Phase I report was reviewed and approval forwarded to Peggy Brookshier with the 
understanding that reproduction and distribution of this interim report would no: be required. 
George Priest was called to discuss problems with map scales and iUusttations. Marshall Reed, 
Howard Ross and George Priest discussed potential problems with access to DOE funded i 
geothermal drUl core, to be obtained in Phase II, if stored at Oregon State University, and agreed 
upon revised wording for the Statement of Work. Peggy Brookshier and Howard Ross reviewed 
the Phase I report and subsequent letters to determine that tiie Bureau of Land Mjanagemeni had 
signed off on a FONSI fpr environmental effects of the proposed drilling project. The request for 
Phase II funding was then forwarded to the Secretary, Department of Energy, where it has! been 
awaiting final approval. 
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UURI began a review of the draft final report of the Washington-Dept. Natural Resources volcanic 
sttatigraphy - age date study. The report in its present form is not an acceptable deliverable to 
DOE. The re\dew continued into September. 

Other SCP activities included contributions to the DOE weekly news, review of 
report, reading of current technical literature, and information dissemination. The State 

SCP quarterly 

geothermal Cooperative Program continues to respond to information requests and visits by , 
industry developers and researchers. Information was provided to Mr. Steve Johnson, Orriiat 
Energy Systems regarding Northem Basin and Range resources in general, and San Emidio in 
particular. Dr. LoweU Lischer, Chief Geologist for Tme Geothermal Company 
review Open File data and UURI reports. Tme Geothermal is also active in the northem Basin and 
Range and is involved in litigation conceming the Colado resource. 

Preparations continued for an electrical resistivity survey at Newcastle, Utah in support of the Utah 
Geological and Mineral Survey study. Four dipole-dipole resistivity lines were completed at 
Newcastie from July 10 to 15. The survey team included Howard Ross, and CLiron Mackelprang 
(UURI Research Associate), and MUce Shubat, Charles Bishop, and Bea Mayes (UGMS).j 
ExceUent data were obtained which wiU help to map the area of upwelling fluids, the source of the 
moderate temperamre plume now being utiUzed by three greenhouse developers. • 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 

HPR:kr 
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State Cooperative Program Monthly Report June 1989 

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities in June included the review of state team invoices and 
quarterly reports, and telephone calls regarding project status and other items to several SGP 
Principal Investigators. DOE weekly news items were prepared and submitted lo DOE. 

The unsolicited DOGAMI proposal for driUing at Santiam Pass continued to be a topic of 
discussion. DOGAMI must receive final environmental approval for driUing peraaits prior ito a 
DOE commitment for Phase n funding. DOGAMI cannot complete an agreement with Oxbow 
Geothermal until DOE support is finalized. Susan Stiger, EG&G, is coordinating the 
environmental studies with DOE and hopes that driUing may stUl begin by August 15. George 
Priest held a meeting of his science team on June 27 to organize personnel and analytical service 
contributions for the project UURI has committed to a senior geologist for on site drilling 
supervision, analytical support and physical propCTty roeasurements, to be funded by State 
Cooperative Program Technical Assistance and Cascades project monies. 

jlem with Howard 
Michael i 

M. Shafiquallah, University of Arizona CO-PI discussed the K-Ar age date prot 
Ross, and provided copies of letters as docmnentation of the problem resolutior. 
Korosec, Washington-DNR P.I. remains skeptical of the revised age dates but wUl complete his 
Cascade volcarusm chronology study as scheduled. The dating of four samples now in progress 
wUl complete the Arizona grant. Howard Ross talked to Drs. Robert Duncan and Martin Fisk, 
Oregon State University about the OSU age dating fadlity. OSU can provide J^Ar or Ar40-Ar39 
age date support to the State Cooperative Program at approximately $400 per sample. The OSU 
dating service is highly recommended by George Priest who has used it many times. High priority 
age date requests from the state teams wUl probably be handled on an individual P. O. basis by 
UURL 

UURI received receipts and expense information relating to the May DOE Program Review from 
Drs. Gosnold, Heasler, and Icerman and has issued reimbursement checks. 



UURI completed a review of the Washington-Dept Natural Resources Open File 
of the 1988 Geothermal Gradient Test DriUing Project for the State of Washington 
changes have been recommended to Michael Korosec and discussed witii Ken 

Other monitoring caUs-discussed the status ofthe South Dakota geothermal 
quarterly report (Dr. Gosnold): pfdject status, needs for conttact modification 
L change (EUzabeth Jacobson, DRI); and several no cost time extensions. 

UURI reviewed an interim data report for the Boise geothermal system submitt&l to the Idaho-
Division of Water Resources by the Berkeley Group, Incorporated. Howard Ross discussed the 
interim report with Leah Stteet who concurred that tiie usable weU histor>' and supporting data had 

report "Results 
". Minor 
or of DOE/DD. Tayl 

resource map and a late 
and a permanent P. 

been properly addressed and that the interim report filled the contract monitoring 
Division of Water Resources. 

needs of the 

Howard Ross and Robert Blackett, UGMS P.L, discussed scheduling and proc(5dures for an 
electrical resistivity survey planned for the Newcasde, UT resource area, fteserit plans call for a 
three or four Une dipole-dipole survey to be completed the week of July 10. UGMS wUl provide 
two crew members plus their field expenses, so the survey cost should be about 510,000. 

On June 27 Howard Ross traveled to DOE/DD where he met with Peggy Brookshire and Susan 
Stiger to discuss the status of the DOGAMI, grant and with Ken Taylor. Taylor and Ross 
reviewed the status of all SCP grants and identified several action items. 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 
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State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities in May 
review of state team invoices and guarterly report 
telephone calls regarding project status and other 
several SCP Principal Investigators, DOE weekly n 
prepared and submitted to DOE. 

May 1989 

included the 
s, and I 
items to 

ews items were 

Discussions with Drs. Larry Icerman (NMRDI), Wil Gosnold (U ND) 
and Henry Heasler (U WY) concerned attendance at and 
presentations for the May 17 DOE-Geothermal Reservoir Technology 
Program Review in Washington, and reimbursement of their 
expenses. Slides summarizing the current State Cooperative 
Program were prepared for DOE-GTD. 

Leah Street, Idaho-Department of Water Resources P I fri nal ly 
received delivery of the USGS Final Report "The Hydrothermal 
System in Central Twin Falls County, Idaho" by R. E. Lewis and H. 
W. Young (Water-Resources Investigations Report 88!-4152).' ID-DWR 
was advised on the initial report distribution, and supplemental 
copies were submitted to DOE/ID for contract files 
earlier transmittal of the ID-DWR final report to 
verified and the final invoice was approved. DOE/ 
close out this 1984 grant. 

and TIC. An 
TIC was' 
ID has iaegun to 

DOE and UURI received the first of two final reports from! the 
Washington-Department of Natural Resources. The report "Results 
of the 1988 Geothermal Gradient Test Drilling Project for! the 
State of Washington" by Douglas B. Barnett and Michael A.IKorosec 
was submitted as WA-Division of Geology and Earth Sciences OF 
report 89-2 without prior review by UURI or DOE with the ! 
understanding that revisions requested by DOE would be raacle as 
required. This report is currently being reviewed. '| 



Michael Korosec, WA-DNR P. I., expressed his concei^n over K/Ar 
age dates received from the University of Arizona Geochronology 
Laboratory after receiving revised age dates for four samples in 
April. The age dating problem resulted when an "a<icident | prone' 
Research Assistant modified both tracer concentration and 
composition without the knowledge of her supervisors, causing 
many erroneous age dates during the period July - December 1988. 
All samples have been reanalyzed and new age dates calculated. 

No Cost Time Extensions (NCTEs) have been requested by the 
University of Nevada Las Vegas-Division of Earth S<:iences and the 
Utah Geologic and Mineral Survey. The requests are supported by 
valid reasons and granting the NCTEs will result in better 
deliverables for DOE. This opinion has been forwarded to,Ken 
Taylor, DOE/ID. 

DOE/GTD reports an agreement between DOGAMI and Ox 
for joint participation in the drilling of a deep 
gradient hole in the Santiam Pass area of the Oreg 
DOE/ID is now finalizing the Grant to DOGAMI so th 
commitment can be made and drilling can be underwa 
August 15. 

UURI completed arrangements with Joe Heal of Geyse 
to receive drill core for four drill holes from th 
geothermal area, California. The drill core was s 
during May and is now being sorted and stored in t 
Sample Library. 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 

bow Geothermal 
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UURI included 
Annual 

April State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities at 
a variety of program management and technical tasks 
Business Review reports were received from the Idaho 
Dakota teams, and summary memoranda were written and 
DOE/ID following review of these documents at UURI. 
invoices were received, reviewed, and comments regarding payment 
were telephoned to Ken Taylor, DOE/ID. 

and North 
submittied to 
State team 

Dr. William Sill, former SCP Principal Investigator ^t the [ 
Montana College of Mineral Science and Technology (MCMST), called 
with concerns that CSAMT equipment used in earlier DOE geotiiermal 
studies would be declared surplus by DOE and lost to MCMST ] 
projects. Background information was supplied to Marshall Reed 
who has written a Memorandum supporting the MCMST request to 
retain this equipment for academic and research purposes. J 

The DOGAMI unsolicited proposal for a deep heat flow 
Santiam Pass was again the subject of discussions wi 
EG&G, and DOE. A letter of authorization to proceed 
studies has been issued by DOE but the final grant 
signed at the month's end. 

had 

hole at: 
tih Ben liunis, 
with Pliase I 

not been 

Quarterly reports were received from several state teams and 
reviewed at UURI. Principal Investigators Drs. Larry Icermailn 
(NMRDI), William Gosnold (UND), and Henry Heasler (UWY) werej 
called to discuss attendance at and presentations for the Ma:iy 17 
program review in Washington. These three Pi's should give lan 
excellent indication of the variety and quality of work curri'ently 
underway in the State Cooperative Program. 
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Howard Ross attended the April 19 meeting of the Boise Geotiiermal 
Aquifer Coordinating Coimnittee in Boise and participeted in 
discussions with Idaho-Department of Water Resources personriel, 
Berkeley Group, Inc. and several of the resource users. A fl©!*̂  
trip to all of the production wells followed this meeting arid 
provided considerable insight into the resource and its prescient 
state of development. 

Howard Ross bega:n preliminary plans for an electrical resist'ivity 
survey at the Newcastle geothermal area in Utah, and 
discussing access permission and scheduling with Bob 

has been 
Blackest, 

UGMS Principal Investigator. The survey should improve the 
delineation of fluid upflow along the range front fat 
outflow plume which is being utilized by three large 
facilities. 

"^^C^^r.^y'i-e/ 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 

HPR:kr 
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greenhouse 
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Discussions continued with State Cooperative Program 
with long term grants regarding their Annual Budget 
month's end Annual Budget Reviews had been received 
Alaska-DGGS, Nevada-DRI, and Hawaii-DBED teams. Pro 
expenditures, and anticipated changes were reviewed 
memorandum transmitted to DOE for each team. 

(SCP) .teams 
Review.ij At 
from the 
ject status, 
by UURlj and a 

eted to] the Telephone calls to monitor project status were compl 
Wyoming, North Dakota, Arizona, Washington and Idaho Teams 
only (minor) problems are the wrap-up of old grants with Id'aho 
and Arizona, and the overdue delivery of the South Dakota 

The 

deliverjy of a 

calibration 
s, and jis 

George Priest 
for various 

geothermal resources map. The Idaho grant requires 
final USGS report and subcontract payment. Paul Damon, 
University of Arizona P. I., has to determine a new 
value to apply to the last six Washington-DNR samples 
awaiting four additional samples from DOGAMI. Dr. 
has been delaying shipment of his last four samples 
reasons but has been advised this opportunity for age datinlg will 
terminate unless the samples are shipped soon. No cost time 
extensions should now be in place for these grants 

State team invoices were reviewed and recommendations for payment 
forwarded to DOE/ID. A brief description of all new SCP grants 
was written and transmitted to Ken Taylor in support of his 
comments at the March DOE Industry Review meeting, 
the DOGAMI Santiam Pass project continued with Ben Lunis, EG&G, 
and with DOE personnel. 

UURI provided State Team reports, maps and geothermal library 
facilities to two visitors during March. Rick Pole, 

Discussion of 

il 

hydrologist 
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with JBR Consultants Group (Salt Lake City) was researching^ 
density, porosity, thermal conductivity and heat transfer j 
properties for alluvial and sedimentary materials in conjunption 
with an environmental impact evaluation for a cold water I 
injection project. Bruce Sibbett, Consulting Geologist and; 
former UURI employee, is studying the possible association of 
previously unknown precious metals deposits with geothermal 
systems in the western United States for a mining industry 
client. 

Howard Ross joined Bob Blackett and Mike Shubat, Utah Geoloaical 
and Mineral Survey (UGMS) for the third round of temperature 
gradient measurements at the Newcastle study area. Temperatures 
as high as 80°C were measured (in air) at depths of 13 m for the 
two warmest holes. The UGMS, in cooperation with the University 
of Utah - Dept. of Geology and Geophysics, is completing a !fine 
case study of this totally blind basin and range geothermal 
system. UURI hopes to complete a limited electrical resistivity 
survey over the thermal plume area as additional support fqr this 
study. Howard Ross also joined a group of 8 UGMS staff members 
in an on site review of a geologic mapping project i|n the B'eaver 
Dam mountains near St. George Utah. 

In summary, March was a productive and interesting month for 
State Cooperative Program activities. tl 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 

HPR:kr 
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SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, December 1988 

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities during December Were 
reduced due to other project commitments, holidays and tlie 
relative lack of problems and reporting requirements 
state teams. December activities included the review 
team invoices and dlscu.ss ions with DOE/ID regarding payment | of 
these invoices and project status. 

SCP activities, progress, and results for FY 89 were 
compiled in summary reports for the DOE annual repor 
complied by EG&G, and in more complete form the UURI 
Report of DOE projects. 

Conversations with state teams included discussions 
Street (Idaho-DWR) regarding the overdue USGS report 
status of a proposed transfer of the PI from Twin Fa 
(still unresolved). Howard Ross and Michael Korosec 
DNR) discussed the costs associated with the WA-DNR 
gradient drilling project, and the interim results o 
piroject. A request for a contract modification rest 
number of holes and depth of holes was submitted to 

for the 
or state 

reviewed and 
being 

Annual 

w i t h Leali 
and t h e 

. . Is t o B o i s e 
(Washijjigton-

t e m p e r a t u r e 
t h i s j 

t i n g t h e 
DOE/ID.I 

George Priest, Oregon-DOGAMI called to discuss various studies in 
the Cascades and to inquire abcnit the status of funding for! the 
unsolicited DOGAMI proposal 
discussions with DOE/ID. 

This was also the subject of 

L and Ben On December 6 and 7 Howard Ross accompanied Sami Aok 
Lunis (EG&G) to meetings with the Bonneville Power Atiministration 
(BPA) in Portland, Oregon. John Geyer and George Da: 
the current BPA electric power demand scenario for tli 
northwest. The group discussed the possible role of 
energy in the Pacific northwest power mix, and possil 

::r presented 
le Pacific 
geothermal 
:> 1 e t 
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cooperative BPA-DOE initiatives. Geothermal energy 
undoubtedly play an important role in future power 
the northwest. Several good thoughts for initiatives were 
discussed but any new project will be dependent on new 
for DOE or BPA. 

pj 
can I 
roduction in 

^ Z ^ r P i i T z z - ' i ^ 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 
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SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, Novemberj 1988 

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities for November 
included the review of state team invoices and discus 
DOE/ID regarding payment of these invoices and p.rojec 
The various state teams were called for significant d„. . .-. 
in geothermal energy in their states for the annual GEOTIMES 

sions with 
t statull's. 
eve J. opmen ts 

update by Marshall Reed, and to correct report distri 
fpr several of the new grants. 

but ion ilists 

Conversations with Leah Street, Idaho-DWR Principal : 
Investigator, concerned: the status of the ID-DWR RFP for â  
consultant to review the Boise (̂ leotliermal Aquifer data base; 
further cooperative geologic studies with the U.S.G.S.; andja 
recent reorganization within the Department of Water Resources. 
This reorganization which transferred Leah from the Energy Bureau 
to the Technical Services Bureau-Hydrology Section could impact 
costs and schedule for the ID-DWR Cooperative Agreement but!| 
details are yet to be worked out. ' 

led that their quarterly reports 
Dakota P.I., and Howard Ross dis 
-he long overdue Geothermal Resou 

Several state teams, including North Dakota, Nevada-DES, and 
Wyoming, were remind 
Will Gosnold, North 
considerations for t 
South Dakota. 

were overdue, 
cussed jformat 
rces MaJp of 

A summary of St 
progress for FY88 wa 
EG&G, for inclusion 

On November r 2 8 
participate in discu 

ate Cooperative Program activ.iti 
s compiled anci forwarded to Joel 
ill the DOE-GTD Annual Report. 

1 

Howard Ross travelled to Idaho Falls to 
ssions v/ith DOE and EG&G personnel regarding 

es and 
Renner, 

r 
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problems with funding the Oregon-DOGAMI unsolicited p::oposal| for 
Cascade drilling. Ross later met with Ken Taylor to discuss)a 
probable contract modification for the Washington-DNR grant,,'to 
review state team invoices, and to discuss other SCP mattersL 

-d^ - ' ^ ' . y - ^ ' 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 

HPR:kr 
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State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, GJctober, 
1988 

November 16, 1988 

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities for October included 
the review of state team invoices with recommendations for 
payment to DOE/ID and telephone calls to review project st;atus 
and call for overdue quarterly reports. Attendance at the 
Geothermal Resources Council Annual Meeting in San 
9-12, provided an excellent opportunity for discussions with 
several state team members in attendance, and with 
prograra managers 

Diego, October 

DOE geothermal 

UURI received two boxes of rock samples submitted by Leah,Street, 
Idaho-DWR for geochemical analyses. UURI will complete whole 
rock geochemistry, Flourine, trace element, and biotite separates 
for Flourine analyses in support of Leah's Wood River geothermal 
study. Conversations with Leah concerned questions on the 
desired geochemical analyses; the status of her requested,!' 
modification to the cooperative agreement; and discussions 
regarding the rate of expenditure for the Wood River study. 

A draft final report was received from Dr. George Priest, ifor the 
DOGAMI 1984 grant. The report was reviewed and discussed Iwith 
DOE/ID, and a letter reconmiending changes for the final report 
was sent to George Priest. The revised final report and other 
final deliverables were received at the end of month, reviewed, 
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November 16, 1988 
October SCP Monthly Report 
H. P. Ross 

and all required deliverables for this grant were verified 
received and acceptable. 

as 

Several discussions with DOE and George Priest attempted tdi 
expedite the final site selection of a deep drillhole so that all 
necessary environmental concerns could be identified and 
assurances provided to DOE/ID. DOE-DGT has proposed incremental 
funding for a grant to fund this unsolicited proposal. Detj'ails 
of the work schedule and DOE grant requirements were being 
resolved at the months end. 

Calls to Michael Korosec, Washington-DNR P.I., monitored the 
progress of the DNR thermal gradient drilling program. At j 
month's end seven of .eight drillholes had been completed. WA-DNR 
was reviewing all costs associated with the drilling before 
requesting a contract modification. 

Quarterly reports were received from four of the SCP teams,] and 
reviewed by UURI. 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 

HPR:kr 
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TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

M E M O R A N D U M 

TO; Isamu Aoki 
Marshall Reed 
Kenneth Taylor 

FROM: Howard Ross 

DATE: October 24, 1988 

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, 
1988 

September, 

UURI State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities for 
continued at a low level in September due to a diversion of 
effort to the DOE/CFE Los Azufres study. The monitDring and 
support demands for the State Cooperative Program were also low 
because deliverables for most of the pre 1988 grants had been 
accepted and the last of the 1988 grants were being 
DOE/ID. 

signed by 

Discussions with DOE/ID, DOE/GTD and EG&G focused on:; the 
Oregon-DOGAMI unsolicited proposal; the Idaho-DWR Task 2 (Boise 
geothermal aquifer study and RFP for a consultant): and patent 
clearance for Roman Motyka's (AK-DGGS) paper submitted to 
Geochemica et Cosmochemica Acta. 

. The WA-DNR drilling program was reviewed with 
Korosec, Principal Investigator; and the need for a 
modification was discussed. It is still tbo early 
number of 500 foot temperature gradient holes that can be drilled 
with the allocated funds, but eight or nine holes seems likely. 
Dr. Wil Gosnold, North Dakota was contacted regarding the overdue 

Michael 
contract 
to specify the 

Geothermal Resources Map of South Dakota (it was mi 
drafting group - work is now in progress). 

Invoices for the Wyoming and Alaska-Geophysica 
teams were reviewed and recommendations for payment 
Ken Taylor, DOE/ID. 

slaid by the 

1 Institute 
forwarded to 

The UURI quarteriy reports on State Cooperati 
activities for the first and second quarters were 

ive Program 
competed and 
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January 1, 1980 
H. P. Ross 

submitted to DOE. UURI also devoted some SCP time 
review of a technical paper titled "Regional Explore 
Convective - Hydrothermal Resources" which has been 
Geothermal Science and Technology. 

to the final 
tion for 
submitted to 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: 

FROM: 

Marshall Reed 
Kenneth Taylor 

Howard Ross 

DATE: September 6,. 19 88 

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, August, 1988 

UURI during 
at UURI, and a 

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities for 
August were at a low level due to vacation periods 
diversion of effort to the DOE/CFE Los Azufres study. The, 
monitoring and support demands for the State Cooperative Program 
were also low because deliverables for most of the 
grants had been accepted and contracts were being c. 
DOE/ID. 

the Leah Street (Idaho-DWR) was called to track 
the last deliverable on the 1984 grant. The overdue 
has apparently passed final USGS reviews (Geologic 
getting closer to publication. Dr. Wil Gosnold was 
remind him of the overdue Geothermal Resources Map 
Dakota, still expected in a few months. 

pre 198̂ 8 
losed out by 

status of 
USGS Ireport 

Names) :and is 
called to 

of South 

Activities relating to the 1988 grants included the review 
of state team abstracts, technical papers, and quai[terly reports. 
Discussions with Leah Street, Idaho-DWR principal investigator, 
concerned the shipment to UURI and geochemical analysis of Wood 
River rock samples; the cancellation of the Boise geothermal 
aquifer test; and a probable modification to the ID-DWR statement 
of work for the Boise study. 

Several monitoring calls to state team members were not 
completed due to field activities and vacation per:Lods. State 
Cooperative Program activities should increase substantially in 
the next few months. 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM; 

July 13, 1988 

Marshall Reed 
Kenneth Taylor 

Howard Ross 

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report 

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities fo 
June were distributed among three different catego 
monitoring and support for old (pre 1988) grants; 
1988 grants; 3) technical writing for DOE program 
open literature. 

Conversations with Dr. Larry Icerman establis 
delivery date for the NMRDI final report. This re 

, June,: 1988 

r UURI ;jduring 
ries: l') 
2) support for 
reviews' and the 

hed a revised 
port wa|s 

received on June 9, reviewed and found to be acceptable to DOE as 
fulfilling deliverable requirements for the NMRDI 

he 

Dr. Dave Blackwell, SMU was called several ti 
the expected, but continually delayed delivery of 
report. The main cause of the delay, a need for a 
student support to continue work on the national, 
base, was determined by Marshall Reed. Dr. Blackwel 
send the completed reports by the end of June and 
additional data as an addendum at a later time, 
report was received on July 1. 

Dr. Bill Sill, Montana College of Mineral Sci 

grant 

mes regarding 
the SMq final 
dditional 
at flo|w data 
1 agrj'eed to. 

submit ;any 
SMU final The 

ence and 
Technology was again encouraged to make minor corrections to the 
Gunnar Emilsson CSAMT thesis so that it could be submitted as a 
final report to DOE in advance of final.correct Ions and thesis 
defense by the student. Dr. Sill met with Howard Ross at UURI on 
June 9 to discuss changes to the text and illustrations. , The 
report was in final form and ready for distribution at the 
month's end. 

Dr. Wil Gosnold was reminded of DOE's continuing interest in 
the completion of the Geothermal Resources Map of South Dakota, 
Wil says he is actively working on it and it may be available 
about August 1. 
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June SCP Report 
Howard Ross 

Deliverable, financial and status information 
SCP grants was compiled in a format requested by Ke 
then sent to DOE/ID. 

for existing 
n Taylor and 

Statements of Work (SOW) for the 1988 New Mexico NMRDI and 
California Energy Commission proposals were resubmitted t 6 
DOE/ID. The unsolicited DOGAMI proposal for a deep drill |jtest in 
the Santiam Pass area was reviewed and a Technical Evaluation 
Form completed. A Determination of Non-Competitive Financial 
Assistance (DNCFA) statement and an SOW were prepared forjthis 
proposal at DOE/ID request, and these items were forwarded to 
DOE. 

A letter was sent to Leah Street, Idaho-DWR expressing 
support for her plans to present a paper on current geothermal 
studies to the GRC in October. Howard Ross participated iln a 
meeting in Idaho Falls on June 22 which had been organized by Ben 
Lunis, EG&G. Leah Street (Idaho-DWR) and personnel from EG&G, 
USGS, DOE, and UURI developed preliminary plans for a DOEjfunded 
pumping test of the Boise aquifer, tentatively scheduled fjor 
August or September of this year. 
1988 ID-DWR 

A contract modification' to the 
Cooperative Agreement may be necessary to clarity 

deliverables for the Boise study as a result of the timing of 
this test. A draft statement for the modification 
with Leah Street and Ken Taylor. 

Conversations with Michael Korosec, Washington-DNR Principal 
Investigator, and Ken Taylor (DOE/ID) examined the 
of BLM requirements for blow out preventers (BOP) 

was discussed 

program impact 
on holes; 

exceeding 500 feet deep, and on unexpectedly high core drljllling 
bids for the Washington thermal gradient program, 
exploring alternate drilling possibilities which cc 
an acceptable change to the study. A contract modi 
be required for this grant. 

Calls were made to Marcello Lippman (LBL) and 
Campana, UNLV-Desert Research Institute Principal I 
to initiate communication between these organizatio 
current geothermal reservoir modeling capabilities 
Lippman offered to review the DRI statement of work 
study and to get in touch with Michael Campana v;ith 
recommendations. 

Mr. Korpsec xs 
uid result in 
fication will 

to Michael 
nvestigator, 
ns regarding 

Marcejll o 
for th'e Moana 
modelling 

qu 
K/Ar age dating for Oregon Cascades samples wa 

with George Priest, DOGAMI P.I., and with M. Shafi 
University of Arizona K/Ar Research Scientist. Geo 
authorized to send four more samples to the Univers 
for age dating. This leaves the 10 remaining age d 
Arizona grant for the Washington-DNR team. 

s discdssed 
llah, :; 

rge was,j 
ity of Arizona 
ates under the 
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June SCP Report 
Howard Ross 

Two technical writing activities also were ac 
Some time was contributed to the Geothermal Studie 
presented at the DOE geothermal program review at 
The other effort is a contribution to a UURI techn 
"Regional Exploration for Hydrothermal Resources" 
several authors and being submitted to "Geothermal 
Technology" as an invited paper. 

-^y^i 'ty-a^c 

Howard Ross 
Project Manager 

tive in June, 
s document 
LBL in I June. 
ical p^per 
writteri' by 
Science and 
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UURI 
EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY 

391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C 
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108-1295 

TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

June 16, 1988 

Marshal Reed 
DOE/DGHT 
Mail Stop CE-342 
Washington, DC 20585 

Dear Marshall: 

( Enclosed are the April and May monthly reports for UURI 
activities on the State Cooperative Program. It seems I 
overlooked the April report because of the Los Azufres 
aeromagnetic Survey trip, and much catch-up and technical writing 
since my return. 

Please call me if you have any questions regarding 

Regards, 

• < . ^ a ' ' i ^ i ^ 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 

HPR:kr 

these reports 
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SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108-1295 

TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

M E M O R A N D U M 

DATE: June 16, 1988 

TO: Marshall Reed 
Kenneth Taylor 

FROM: Howard P. Ross 

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report 

The principal State Cooperative Program (SCP) acti 
April related to monitoring of existing SCP grants 
discussions with DOE-DGHT and DOE-ID relative to t 
reviewed below. 

, April!, 1988 

Âities for 
and to 

lese grants, as 

'I 

i v e r a b l e s and 
t h e IDWR ' f i n a l 

r) 
rt 

UURI had several conversations wit?i Leah Street, Idaho-DWR 
Principal Investigator regarding the status of del 
future closeout of the present grant. Although 
report and Boise State University (subcontracto 
have been submitted and approved, the USGS repo 
draft stage and may require several months for 
approval and printing. After several discussio 
contacts personnel recommended that DOE not ace 
final report. Leah Street was asked to request 
time extension (NCTE) for an additional six mon 
frequently monitor, progress by the USGS. UURI 
of the draft report .and returned the original and 
for interim use. 

final report 
is still in a 

final editing, 
ns with DOE-ID, 
ept the usbs draft 
another no cost 

ths, and tJD 
made threei copies 

copies to IDWR 

Bill Sill, Montana SCP team Principal Investigator 
relative to the overdue CSAMT report for the Ennis 
study. This report is the overdue deliverable for 
team. Dr. Sill was advised to request another NCTE, and jto 
finalize the report without waiting for the student to make the 
corrections requested by UURI and DOE. 

UURI was in frequent contact with Larry Icerman, NMRDI Principal 
inal report. 

was cajlled 
Hot Springs 
the Montana 

1 revisio'ns from 
Investigator, regarding corrections to the draft f: 
Larry Icerman reported some difficulty in getting 
one subcontractor. Lightning Dock Geothermal. NMÎ DI was asked to 
request another NCTE and urged to finalize the report. ^ 
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June 16, 1988 
SCP Montly Report for April 
Howard P. Ross 

Calls to Wil Gosnold, North Dakota State term, revealed that 
little new progress had been made on the "Geothermal Resoiirce Map 
of South Dakota" due to other commitments. This g.i:ant has been 
closed out and Dr. Gosnold is trying to finalize t 
spare time. He will renew his efforts to do this, 
also reported interest in direct heat usage on the 
Indian Reservation. Several aspects of this subject were 
discussed, and Gosnold was referred to Paul Lienau 
technical information. 

he map in his 
'11' Dr. Gosnold 

Fort Toton 

Other contract monitoring activities for existing grants included 
discussions regarding project status (Paul Damon, Univ. of 
Arizona; and George Priest, DOGAMI) and review of State Team 
invoices with Ken Taylor, DOE-ID (DOGAMI and SMU). 

The revised statement 
Bob Blackett for the 
grant) was reviewed a 
of work was completed 
Division of Earth Sci 
ID. Work began on a 
Development Institute 
NMRDI cost proposals 
were mailed to DOE-ID 

of work (SOW) which had been 
Utah Geological and Mineral Sv 
nd approval indicated to DOE. 
for the University of Nevada, 

ences grant, and this was forwai 
SOW for the new New Mexico Re.^earch and 
grant at the month's end. 

were reviewed and Technical Evaluation forms 

developed with 
rvey (1988 
A statement 
Las Vegas-

i rded i o DOE-
iii 

• ? i 

The UNLV-IDES and 
ll' 

' ^ . V<:^.S>V-^ 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 

HPR:kr 

OIT, for 
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TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

M E M O R A N D U M 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

June 16, 198( 

Marshall Reed 
Kenneth Taylor 

Howard P. Ross 

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, 

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities for UURI 
during May because most support work for the 1987-8E 
had been completed, and because of the Los Azufres, 
geothermal project. 

May, 19,88 

were reduced 
solici|tation 

Mexico I 

Dr. William Sill, Montana Tech and Dr. Larry Icermar., NMRDI, were 
called to discuss final report status and to check on no cost 
time extensions. Discussions with Dr. Paul Damon, liiiversity of 
Arizona, revealed that he is caught vip with all DOE K/Ar age date 
samples, and that he would complete dating on any new samples 
with a quick turn around. '>'• 

UURI called Michael Korosec, Washington DNR Principe 
Investigator, to determine if he was ready to submit 
volcanic samples for K/Ar dating as provided for in 
grant. Unfortunately, it may be several months bef 
selected new samples for age dating. 

Dave Blackwell, SMU, was called to verify the status of dat!a 
submitted for the DNAG Geothermal Map of North Ameri< 
revisions for the final report. This report should 
in early June. 

W 

Work was completed on tlie draft statement of work ( 
NMRDI 1988 grant, and the SOW transmitted to DOE/ID 
drafted for the California Energy Commission (CEC)-
and a Technical Evaluation sheet completed, and thes 
transmitted to DOE/ID. This completes the SOW'S ne 
1987-88 solicitation. 

SOW] 

•tyffC't^^ 7 
Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 

HPR:kr 

Cascade 
h i s 198|;8 
r e W-DNR has 

ca, and 
be completed 

il. 

) for the 
A SOW was 

ilbur grant, 
e items were 
eded for the 
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TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

M E M O R A N D U M 

DATE: April 6, 1988 

TO: Marshall Reed 
Kenneth Taylor 

FROM: Howard Ross 

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, March, 1988 
i 
I. 

Monitoring activities for existing State Cooperative Program 
(SCP) grants included several conversations with Leah Street, 
Principal Investigator for the Idaho-Department ol; Water! 
Resources grant. After a protracted delay, Leah received an 
improved copy of the USGS report "The Hydrothermal System in 
Central Twin Falls County, Idaho" by R. E. Lewis and H. W. Young. 
The draft report was circulated for extensive internal arid 
external review approximately six months ago, and the present 
version is stamped "Provisional Draft" page for pcige. Acceptance 
of this report by ID-DWR and DOE-ID, and payment of subcontract 
funds to the USGS, are the only items delaying closeout of this 
ID-DWR grant. The USGS estimates a minimum of six months before 
the report will be printed in final form. UURI will copy the 
present report to expedite contract closeout if DOE wishes to 
accept a less than final quality report. Otherwise yet another 
no cost time extension (NCTE) for 6-12 months wil]. be required 
for this grant. 

UURI forwarded the original unbound copy of the Idaho-DWR report 
"Geothermal Resource Analysis in Twin Falls County, Idahoi" by 
Leah Street and Robert E. DeTar to TIC for archival storage and 
possible printing. Leah Street has requested a letter firom 
DOE/ID acknowledging receipt and acceptance of th^ ID-DWf^ and BSU 
subcontract reports, and the USGS Provisional Draft (if !' 
accepted). ' 

il • 
II 

Conversations with Dr. Dave Blackwell, SMU Principal Investigator 
related to outstanding quarterly reports, a needed NCTE,land his 
draft final report. The outstanding quarterly reports, a letter 
requesting a NCTE, and a draft final report were received in mid-
month. The report was reviewed in detail and comments submitted 
to DOE/ID and to Dr. Blackwell. 
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April 6, 1988 
Howard P. Ross 

UURI reviewed the DOGAMI financial records and the 
with DOE/ID and recommend payment of same. 

latest invoice 

UURI provided support to DOE/ID in completing the new Idaho-DWR 
Howard Ross joined Ben Lunis (EG&G) and 
in meetings with the Idaho-i-Department of 

Co-Operative Agreement. 
Richard Berger (DOE/ID) 
Water Resources, City of Boise engineering staff, the USGS, and 
BGL in Boise on March 18, 1988. Discussions related to past, 
present, and future monitoring efforts for the Boise Geothermal 
system, the coordination of various studies, and the program of 
new studies funded by DOE/ID to the ID-DWR. 

Howard Ross met with Bob Blackett, Utah UGMS Principal 
Investigator to discuss changes in the work proposed for €he 198! 
grant and to draft a revised SOW for DOE/ID. Additional support 
to DOE/ID for the 1988 PRDA grants included discussions of the 
Technical Evaluation Comments and deliverable requirements for 
the University of Alaska-Geophysical Institute and Alaska-| 
Division of Geological and Geophysical Surveys grants 

•^Z^^^Hkyt 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 



M E M O R A N D U M 

DATE: March 9, 1988 

TO: Marshall Reed 
Kenneth Taylor 

FROM: Howard P..Ross • 

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report 
1988 

February, 

State Cooperative PRogram (SCP) activities during 
included the monitoring of and service to existing 
assistance to DOE/ID and state teams in the new PRDA proc|iarement 
process. 

February 
grantsl, and 

Ken Taylor and Howard Ross discussed the status of Dave 
Blackwell's (SMU) grant. The last no cost time extension'' (NCTE) 
had expired on December 31, 1987 and Dr.Blackwell has not| yet 
submitted a request for another grant extension or 
report for reyiew. The last communication with Dave Blac'ikwell 
indicated that the draft report should be out at the end jpf the 
month, and that a NCTE request to May 31, 1988 was 
mailed. 

about Ito be 

A draft final report, "New Mexico Statewide Geothermal Energy 
Program" was received from Larry Icerman, New Mexico SCP | 
principal investigator, at the beginning of the month. Tjhe 
report is an edited composite of four detailed studies completed 
as subcontracts under the NMRDI grant. UURI completed a Idetailed 
technical review of the report and submitted review and editorial 
comments to Larry Icerman and Ken Taylor. Later t[elephorie 
discussions with Larry Icerman and Roy Cunniff (NMSU andj 
Lightening Dock Geothermal) followed up the review comments. The 
revised final report is expected in early March. It shoiild be 
accompanied by a NCTE to cover the period of final charges and 
payments to subcontractors. 

State Team invoices from DOGAMI, Idaho-DWR, and NMRD 
reviewed and recommendations for payment forwarded 
UURI submitted the Idaho-Department of Water Resourc 
report to DpE/Chicago for patent clearance and rec 
only one week later. At the request of Peggy Brook 

I were 
to DOE/ID. 
es f.inal 

eived approval 
shier! UURI 
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March 9, 1988 
SCP Report 

copied the University of Alaska - Geophysical Inst 
report "Geothermal Energy Resource Investigations 
Alaska" and submitted it to the DOE/Technical Info 
at Oak Ridge, TN. An earlier submittal by DOE/ID 
lost and not logged into the TIC system. 

tute final 
at Mt. Spurr, 
]:mationI Center 
appears to be 

UURI continued to provide technical support to DOE/ID fori 
completion of the PRDA awards. The Idaho-DWR Co-O]perative 
Agreement was the subject of several discussions with Leah 
Street, Marshall Reed, Ken Taylor and Ben Lunis. Items discussed 
included the DWR cost-share; funding level; consultant role in 
the Boise study; and monitoring subcontractor for the Boise 
study. 

Ken Taylor and Howard 
for the North Dakota 
changing the SOW's wi 
Howard Ross has been 
Investigator for the 
revisions to the SOW 
will result from thes 
the UGMS cost share i 

Ross discussed changes in overhead rates 
and Washington-DNR projects and options for 
thin or under previous funding requests. 
meeting with Bob Blackett, Principal'j 
Utah-UGMS proposal, to expedite major 
for this grant. Substantially more 'clata 
e revisions at no cost increas 
tems must be adjusted. 

se to DOE, but 

A draft Statement of Work was completed for the De 
Institute - University of Nevada grant, and submitted 
A technical evaluation sheet was also completed and 

UURI received a request for information on geothermal potential 

sert Relsearch 
to |bOE/ID, 

submiftted. 

Jim I for a property in the Midvale - Sandy area from Mr 
Henderson, of Salt Lake City. The property in que 
close proximity to the Utah Roses wells and may indeed halve 
geothermal potential. Mr. Henderson was given pre|liminar|y 

stion is in 
• i | ; 

information from the Utah Roses wells and advised 
economics for his project and to contact Utah wate 
agencies regarding well spacing requirements 

to evaluate the 
r regujatory 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 

HPR:kr 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

January, 1988 

TO: Marshall Reed 
Kenneth Taylor 

FROM: Howard Ross 

DATE: February 16, 1988 

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, 

Howard Ross met with Ken Taylor at DOE/ID on January 6 to review 
the status of existing contracts and forthcoming deliverables. 
Peggy Brookshier and Ben Lunis joined Ross and Taylor for 
discussions of the new Idaho Cooperative Agreement statemeiiit of 
work (SOW) and in discussions regarding other new SOWs 

The Idaho Cooperative Agreement was the subject of several 
telephone conversations with Leah Street, Ben Lunis, Peggyi 
Brookshier, Marshall Reed, and Ken Taylor, Points of discussion 
included: timing and amount of funding; better definition of the 
Boise study involving a consultant reservoir engineer; and 
possible coordination of efforts with the City of Boise an^ a 
USGS study funded through DOE/DGT. The SOW and a Technica:. 
Evaluation form were completed and transmitted to DOE/ID, 

Statements of Work were completed for new grants fo:: the 
following: Hawaii-Department of Business and Economic 
Development; Utah Geological and Mineral Survey; Geophysical 
Institute, University of Alaska; and Alaska-Division of | 
Geological and Geophysical Su.rveys. The SOW's for GI-UAK and AK-
DGGS were completed by separating tasks and sub-tasks froml the 
single joint proposal. Following a review of cost items for each 
proposal Technical Evaluation forms were completed and 
transmitted to DOE/ID. 

Howard Ross joined Ken Taylor in a conference call 
(GI-UAK) on January, 29 to discuss the SOW's-for GI 
DGGS, and the intended funding levels. It appears 
of work tasks from the joint proposal was substanti 
intended by the proposers. 

'-.o Don Turner, 
UAK anfk AK-
:hat the split 
lly as! 

The routine contract monitoring of existing contracts included a 
conversation with Dr. Bill Sill (Montana team). Dr , Sill ijias 
requested one more no cost time extension (NCTE) to allow him 
time to complete the CSAMT report of the Ennis Hot Spring area. 



Page 2 
SCP Memorandum 
February 17, 1988 

since it is not clear that the student will complete the 
thesis/report in the near future 

Dr. Will Gosnold was again reminded of his overdue "Geothermal 
Resources Map of South Dakota". Dr. Gosnold says le is now 
making good progress after being overcommitted to ccademid duties 
during the last quarter. The map should be completed this' 
quarter. Dr. Gosnold has provided information to the Lemmon, SD 
Economic Development Coordinating Council regarding good 
geothermal resource potential in northwest South Dakota. 

Calls to Dr. Paul Damon (University of Arizona) and Dr. Dave 
Blackwell (SMU) reviewed the status of their grants and 
deliverables. Both will request NCTEs to extend the active 
period of their grants. Dr. Larry Icerman (New Mejjcico team) will 
also request a NCTE to allow time to complete his final report 
which is now in a draft form. 

Final reports were received on January 11 from Lea 
the ID-DWR Twin Falls geothermal study and the Boi 
University (subcontract) Boise reservoir study, 
report for the Twin Falls area, partially funded a 
to this grant, has not yet been printed. 

h Street for 
e State 

The USGS|final 
a subcontract 

The Alaska-DGGS final deliverable, "Stratigraphy, 
Geochemistry of the Spurr Volcanic Complex, Eastern 
Alaska" was received on January 4. The report was 
Dr. Christopher Nye (now at GI-UAK) as provided foi: 
modification to the DGGS grant. In reviewing this 

^etroloigy, 
Aleutian 
completed 
in a il 

report jj it 
noted that the DOE disclaimer statement had been omitted and 
DOE Grant number cited 
Taylor, and then Roman 
receipt of a one page 
with the report. This 

was incorrect. Discussions with Ken 
Motyka and Chris Nye resulted in the 
'Addendum and Corrections" to be included 
grant is now ready for close out. j 

and 
Arc, 
by 

was 
the 

Church of Jesus 
On January 22, Howard Ross met with Orr in "Bud" Midler, Pj. E 
(Civil Engineer and Hydrologist) representing the 
Christ of Latter Day Saints. The DOE State Cooperative P|rogram 
was described in some detail and copies of all the 
geothermal resource maps, and other database items 
to Mr. Miller. The LDS church is interested in geothermaji space 
heating and other direct use at chapels, farms and other 
properties throughout the western United States. 

western states 
were ^provided 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 

HPR:kr 

!l 
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TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

N E H O R A N D U M 

TO: 

DATE: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

Susan Prestwich 
Kenneth Taylor 

January 4, 1988 

Howard P. Ross 

State Cooperati December 1987 

The main State Cooperative Program activities during 
December again related to the 1987 PRDA. Narrative statements 
which described each technical proposal, and the ejvaluation of 
each proposal in terms of technical, cost sharing 
criteria, were written and submitted to DOE/ID. 
were later revised to provide a stronger justifica 
final rankings, and again submitted to DOE/ID. 

and business 
ithe statements 
tion for the 

A statement-of-work (SOW) was drafted for the 
Department of Natural Resources proposal and submi 
to expedite the negotiation and award process for 

Washi 
tted t 
this 

ngton-
o DOB/ID 

competitively ranked proposal. A statement-of-wotk previously 
written in grant form for the Idaho-Department of Water Resources 
proposal was revised to the format for a cooperative agreemenl 
and a first draft of this SOW was submitted to DOII/ID with a 
detailed milestone chart and schedule for payment. Revision of 
the milestone chart and payment schedule will be required 
following the start of negotiations with ID-DWR. Technical 
evaluation for cost proposal forms were completed for the WA-DNR 
and ID-DWR proposals. 

Monitoring activities for existing grants aliso continued 
during December. Conversations with Leah Street ;ID-DWR) related 
to delays in delivery of the ID-DWR final report, and the two 
subcontractor (USGS and Boise State University) reports under 
this grant. Because of these delays and subsequent delayed 
payments to the subcontractors, Leah Street was aiJvised to 
request one more no cost tirae extension from DOE/ED. 

Larry Icerman, Principal Investigator for th 
state team, reported unexpected delays in complet 
final report, and has not yet submitted a draft 
by DOE and UURI. In addition final payments to 

New Mexico 
ing the NMRDI 

rgport for review 
subcontractors 



Page 2 
January 4, 1988 
Memo to S. M. Prestwich & K. Taylor 

will be made after the present contract termination 
12/31/87. Accordingly, Dr. Icerman was advised to 
final no cost time extension from DOE/ID. 

Other SCP calls were to Dr. Wil Gosnold, North 
team, relative to the late delivery of the state get 
resource map of South Dakota; and to Michael Korosec 
state team, relative to K/Ar age dating. Payment ĉ  
Invoice No. 38 was recommended following a review cf deliverables 
and account balance. 

date of 
request a 

Dr. Wil 
submitted a 
Dimensional 
Ennis Geothe 
deliverable 
of Ennis Hot 
incorporates 
and is quite 

liam Sill (Co-P 
final report by 
Gravity Modelin 
rmal Area". Th 
due to DOE unde 
Springs is sti 
the changes re 
acceptable as 

rincipal Investigator, 
Dave Semmons entitled 
g Techniques with Appli 
is is one part of a two 
r the present grant; th 
11 outstanding. The gr 
quested following an ea 
part 1 of the final re 

A draft final report of the Mt. Spurr Alaska 
Christopher Nye was submitted by Dr. Roman Motyka, 
Principal Investigator. The report was reviewed i 
UURI and technical and editorial comments were fo 
Motyka. 

Dakota state 
othermal 
c, Washington 
f DOGAMI 

Dr. Joseph Moore, UURI, shipped six rock samp 
Damon for possible K/Ar age dating under the Onive 
Arizona age dating grant. These samples are from 
geothermal area in Mexico which is being studied uride 
cooperative DOE agreement. 

es to Dr. Paul 
sity of 
tthe Los Azufres 

r a 

ijlontana team) 
Three 
ation to the 
part report 
CSAMT study 

<(ivity report 
lier review 

port to DOE. 

iptudy by Dr. 
Alaska - DGGS 
h detail at 
rwarded to Dr. 

A collection of geothermal resource maps for 
states and a list of reports completed under DOE fiind 
transmitted to Mr. Bennie DiBona, Terra Tek, Inc. 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 

ill western 
ing was 
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TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

H E H O R A N D U n 

TO: Susan Prestwich 
Kenneth Taylor 

DATE: December 22, 1987 

FROM: Howard P. Ross 

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report 

The main State Cooperative Program activities 
November related to the PRDA review and evaluations. The revised 
proposals were studied and compared to the original submittals. 
UURI consultant Dr. Duncan Foley, and Howard Ross met with other 
members of the Technical Review Panel and Source Evaluation Panel 

November 1987 

during 

revised 
a Evaluation 

at DOE offices in Idaho Falls on November 9. The 
proposals were discussed and reevaluated. Criteri|< 
Forms which summarized technical, cost sharing and financial 
comments of the Technical Review Panel were later completed for 
all proposals in the competitive range and submitted to DOE/ID. 

A first draft narrative statement was writter and submitted 
to DOE/ID which described each proposal and proposal strengths 
and weaknesses in terms of the evaluation criterie. A first 
draft Statement of Work was written for the Desert Research 
Institute proposal. 

Other SCP activities related to monitoring oi existing SCP 
grants. Several conversations with Leah Street, Idaho-DWR 
principal investigator, were concerned with delaysi in receiving 
final reports from subcontractors, a month long internal review 
of her own final report, and the need of yet anotlier no cost time 
extension on the grant. A revised distribution l:.st for the ID-
DWR report was suggested to and approved by DOE/ID. 

Michael Korosec, Washington-Department of Nai:ional 
Resources, inquired about the possibility of no cost K-Ar dates 
for volcanic rocks sampled in his program. The dating project 
with Dr. Paul Damon (University of Arizona) and sample 
requirements were described in detail. Acting on advice from 
DOE/ID, the WA-DNR was told to delay any sample s 
the new PRDA solicitation was concluded. The sta 
date program was discussed with Dr. Damon who wil 
cost time extension through December 31, 1988. Only 10 out of a 
40 maximum age dates have been completed to date. 

lipments until 
:us of the age 
L request a no 

Nine 



.e 

Ihe 

additional samples have been submitted for age dat 
proposers to the SCP PRDA have expressed an intere 
cost K-Ar dates which support DOE geothermal studi 

Dr. Dave Blackwell was called regarding delive 
his final report and the status of maps due DOE. 
report and draft maps should be completed in Decemble 
national heat flow map will not be published until 
in 1988. Dr. Wil Gosnold regrets the late delivery 
geothermal resource map of South Dakota but assure 
try to complete it during December. 

UURI distributed geothermal resource maps of 
and Utah in response to requests from the public dt 
UURI began to assemble a collection of all DOE suppo 
resource maps and a list of state reports in respor 
request from Mr. Bennie DiBonna, Terra Tek, Inc. 

V̂ yoming, Idaho, 
ring November. 
rted state 
se to a 

'^^(»€i/Zt^%(!/-^^h^^^^ 
Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 

ng and some 
t in the no 
s. 
ry dates for 

final 
r, but the 
sometime late 
of the 
us he will 
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TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: Susan Prestwich 

DATE: November 16, 1987 

FROM: Howard Ross 

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report 

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities du 
included the review of state team invoices (NMRDI 
calls to the teams. Three of the seven active tea^s 
the delivery of final reports. The final reports 
Montana, and Southern Methodist teams will all be 
mid-November or December, so these teams were advi 
another round of no cost time extensions from DOE 

October 1987 

ring October 
and DOGAMI) and 

are late in 
for the Idaho, 
delayed until 
sed to request 

UURI reviewed a letter from Donald Hull, DOGAMI 
Thome regarding requested revisions to the DOGAMI 
memorandum of rebuttal was written and sent to DOEj/I 
review of associated documentation. 

The quarterly status report of SCP grants anc 
Annual Report of the State Cooperative Program we 
sent to DOE following a review of SCP team records 
and reports. 

, to Trudy 
proposal. A 
D after 

the UURI 
e prepared and 
, deliverables, 

On October 8, Howard Ross met with Susan Presitwich, Peggy 
Bookshier, and Ben Lunis in Idaho Falls. Topics of discussion 
included an update on the status of active SCP greints; the 1987 
PRDA; and the Charles Waag report on the Boise geothermal system, 
Dr. Ross later wrote a letter to Leah Street, ID-DWR, requesting 
final changes to the Waag report and encouraging i.ts rapid 
completion. 

UURI completed a brief review of the DOGAMI 
deliverables and completed a Research in Progress 
DOE/ID. A Consultant Agreement with Dr. Duncan Fbley 
for his services as a member of the SCP PRDA Techn 

rant and 
form for 

, providing 
ical Review 



Page 2 
November 16, 1987 
October SCP Report 

Committee, was extended to permit his continued par 
during FY 88. 

At the month's end, Drs. Ross and Foley were 
clarifying statements and rievised proposals to the 

eva 

• i i i i . m . — I I „ • „ , _ , . . , . , _ n i i i . ^ m j j , . - • • • - I I . I .11 • 

Howard Ross 
Project Manager 

ticipation 

luating 
SCP PRDA. 
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TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Peggy Brookshier 
Susan Prestwich 

FROM: Howard Ross 

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report 
Septembe r, 1907 

DATE: October 14, 1987 

Draft Statements of Work (SOW) were completed for the 
Wyoming and North Dakota grants which should result from the 1987 
State Cooperative Program PRDA. Technical evaluation sheets were 
also completed for the Wyoming and North Dakota proposals, and 
then submitted to DOE/ID. 

Chapters 1 and 2 of the revised Boise Geothemal System 
report by Dr. Charles Waag were reviewed and comments sent to 
DOE/ID and to Ben Lunis, EG & G. Some phrasing of observations 
and conclusions could still be regarded as sensitive in these 
chapters, but the observations are generally valid 
stated with only minor changes 
may be warranted in October. 

Further discussion of the report 

Routine project monitoring activities.during 
included calls to the Montana team requesting acti 
final technical reports and a no cost time extensi 
tracking of the Idaho-DWR report status. UURI als 
questions regarding proposals to the 1987 PRDA. 

on 
on 

Howard Ross 
Project Manager 

and should be 

eptember 
on overdue 
, and 
responded to 
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TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Peggy Brookshier 
Susan Prestwich 

FROM: Howard Ross 

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Prograra Monthly Report 
August 1987 

DATE: October 14, 1987 

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activity at 
at reduced level during August due to the interim 
team reporting, the notification period for the 
and vacation and other project activities at UURI. 

SCP activities included the review and logging 
invoices and telephone calls to monitor project sta 
reporting for selected teams. Several attempts to 
Motyka and Christopher Nye (Alaska-DGGS) were unsxic 
letter was sent requesting a project update and a 
for a no cost time extension to the existing gran 
Conversations with Larry Icerman (New Mexico team 
assurance that no data obtained under the new con 
modification (M003) would be held proprietary. T̂ l 
were made to Idaho, North Dakota, and Montana teaips 
status of final technical reports. 

UURI continued 
status of state 

PftDA responses 

Howard RosS 
Project Managei: 

of state team 
tus and 
contact Roman 
cessful so a 
etter asking 

provided 
act 
ephone cavils 
regarding the 



TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

UURI 
EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY 

391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C 
SALT UKE CITY, UTAH 84108-1295 

TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

M E M O R A N D U M 

Peggy B r o o k s h i e r 

Howard Ross 

State Cooperative Prograra Monthly Report 
July 1987 

August 20, 1987 

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities durjing 
included the review of state team invoices, and caltL 
teams. 

Numerous telephone calls to Dr. Larry Icerman 
concerned with the need for, and the mechanics of, 
contract modification for this grant. The need for 
modification became apparent when litigation involving 
Lightening Dock geothermal area in the Animas Valley 
appear to be nearing resolution. NMRDI proposed the 
existing studies for this area, and a new temperature 
study near the Jarilla Fault Zone in the Orgrande 
Basin. UURI prepared a Statement of Work for this 
modification after verbal agreement was reached by 

Howard Ross and Duncan Foley met with DOE/ID ijn 
and participated in the final ranking and evaluation 
to the SCF PRDA. Detailed comment sheets were left 

The completed text of the North Dakota team deliverable 
"Geothermal Resource Assessment of South Dakota" by Wil Gosnold 
was reviewed and additional comments were forwarded by telephone. 
Delivery of the final report is expected in mid August. 

July 
s to selected 

<NMRDI) were 
another 
a contract 

the 
did not 
delivery of 
gradient 
, Tularosa 

contract 
NMRDI and DOE. 

Area 

Idaho Falls 
of proposals 

with DOE. 

Howard Ross 



TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

UURI 
EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY 

391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C 
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108-1295 

TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

M E M O R A N D U M 

Peggy Brookshier 

Howard Ross 

State Cooperative Program Monthly Report 
June 1987 

August 20, 1987 

&i 

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities fc 
phone calls to state teams regarding the status of 
review of project accounts and new invoices, and 
about poster sessions or presentations at this yea 
meeting in Sparks, Nevada. Dr. Douglas Smith, Uni 
Florida was granted an additional month to complet 
studies in Arkansas and the subsequent documentation 

The draft final report of the CSAMT studies 
Springs was received from the Montana team, then 
critiqued by UURI and comments forwarded to Dr. 
A draft (untitled) report discussing studies of 
geothermal reservoir by Dr. Charles Waag, Boise 
was reviewed for later discussion with DOE at 

prepaiati The principal activity during June was 
participation in the review of proposals to the ne|w 
This review was conducted June 22-25 at DOE office 
Falls. Dr. Howard Ross and Dr. Duncan Foley (Consul 
participated for UURI. The scheduled reyiew periocl 
time for a complete evaluation with full documentat 
comments, but a preliminary ranking of the 23 pro 
completed. The completion of this evaluation and 
of reviewer's comments was then scheduled for Jul^ 

• I ^ ^ V i i y ' t L ^ . ^ 

Howard Ross 

r June included 
deliverables, 
scussions 
r's annual GRC 
versity of 
e his heat flow 

at Ennis Hot 
reviewed and 

William Sill. 
the Boise 

State University, 
idatiO Falls. 

on for and 
SCP PRDA. 

s in Idaho 
tant) 

was not enough 
ion of 

]̂ osals was 
documentation 
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SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108-1295 

TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: Peggy Brookshier 

FROM: Howard Ross 

SUBJECT: State Cooperative 
May 1987 

DATE: June 30, 1987 

Program Monthly Report 

The principal State Cooperative Program (SCP) 
during May was the review of state team reports, -
The Washington-DNR team submitted final geologic 
for the Hood River and Mount Adams Quadrangles, 
final report of the 1985 geothermal gradient proje 
reports were reviewed in brief fashion and accepte 
deliverables. These items were released as open 
W-DNR with proper acknowledgement of partial DOE 

activity 
maps, and data, 
naps and reports 
Waishington, and a 

ct. These 
d as final 
ile reports by 
funding. 

Drs. Sill and Wideman, Montana SCP team, submitted a draft 
of a M. S. thesis by Gunnar Emilsson titled "A Controlled Source 
Audiomagnetotelluric Investigation of the Ennis Hcit Springs 
Geothermal Area, Ennis, Montana". The thesis was 
detail and critical comments were forwarded to Dr 
thesis is another good technical study from the Montana team, but 
requires considerable 
acceptance by DOE 

revision and some additions 

reviewed in 
Sill. The 

before 

Leah Street submitted for review two draft reports resulting 
from the Idaho study. The ID-DWR report "Geothermal Resource 
Analysis in Twin Falls County, Idaho" reads well Ijut requires 
clarification of several items relating to hydrog 
recommendations and conclusions. The USGS report 
Hydrothermal System in Central Twin Falls County, 
Lewis and H. W. Young was also read in detail. Ohly minor 
critical comments could be offered for this report. 

iraph records, 
"The 
Idaho" by R. E. 

A partial rough draft "Geothermal Resource Ajssessment of 
South Dakota" was received from Wil Gosnold (U-ND) 
very significant geothermal resource study, which 
benefit 
UURI 

This is a 
hopefully will 

from the organizational and technical cominents offered by 



other SCP activities included calls relative 
project status, review of invoices, and discussiofi 
contract deadlines and time extensions. Several 
George Priest and Jerry Black (DOGAMI) were conce 
latest DOGAMI request for an additional no cost ti 
Hopefully a five month extension to December 31, 
suffice. 

to report or 
s regarding 
iscussions with 
ned with the 
me extension. 
1988 will 

Howard Ross 
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TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: F®99y Brookshier 

FROM: Howard Ross 

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report 
April 1987 

DATE: May 15, 1987 

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities du 
included the review of SCP team invoices and accounts. Several 
discussions with the AK-DGGS, ID, MT, ND, and WY teams concerned 
the status of draft final reports which appeared 1 
late or were already late. It was determined that 
Wyoming team would require no cost tirae extensions 
the proper corapletion of reports and contracts and 
advised to request these from DOE-ID. Discussions 
Korosec, Washington team, indicated that the two 
outstanding deliverables for this contract should 
DOE in early may, and that no additional contract 
would be needed. 

A draft final report "Geothermal Modeling of 
Teton County, Wyoraing" was received frora Dr. Henr^ 
Wyoraing teara, in raid-raonth. The report was reviewed 
recommended modifications were transmitted to the 

Host of the text of a draft final report "Gecjtherraal 
ora Dr. William 
ew of this 

Resource Assessment, South Dakota" was received fi 
Gosnold (U ND) near month's end. The critical revi 
report began was not completed during April. 

j.s Arrangements were made with a UURI Research 
Judy Ballantyne, to complete CIPW norm calculations 
of 20 rock samples in support of the Idaho SCP te 
technical studies. The computer calculations wer« 
Utah State University. 

ring April 

ikely to be 
all but the 
(NCTlis) for 
the tearas were 
with Michael 
maps which were 
be delivered to 
raodification 

Jackson Hole, 
Heasler, 

and 
author. 

i M 

sociate, Dr. 
for analyses 
(Leah Street) 

completed at 



Questions were received from several state 
the current SCP PRDA. The teams were encouraged 
specific questions in writing to Ms. Trudy Thome 
Management Division, DOE-ID. 

toams regarding 
to submit 
Contracts 

Howard Rous 

cc: P. M. Wright 
H. P. Ross 

SCP.APR 



UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

UURI 
EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY 

391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C 
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84106-1295 

TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: Peggy Brookshier 

FROM: Howard Ross 

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report 
March 1987 

DATE: April 3, 1987 

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities during March 
included the review of SCP team invoices and accounts, and 
telephone calls regarding the status of project:s and reports. 
Several inquiries were received about the statvis of the 1987 
PRDA. Attention was called to the March 5 announcement in the 
Conmerce Business Daily. 

UURI reviewed the revised PRDA and discussed 
clarifications and wording changes with DOE-ID. 

possible 

his heat 
At the request of DOE-ID, discussions were renewed with 

Douglas 
studies 
issued a 
Or. Smith will provide a 
historical heat flow and 
Arkansas, and the principal 

Smith, University of Florida, concerning 
in Arkansas. After clarifying purchasing details UURI 
Purchase Order for $2,158 to the Universp.ty of Florida. 

technical report wh 
thermal gradient me 
facts and data for at 

Dr. 
£low 

(1986-87) heat flow determinations. 

UURI completed a review of the draft report 
Geothermal Bibliography" and submitted comments 
and DOE-ID. The bibliography is one of two delive 
DGGS before contract close out on May 15. 

Discussions with Dr. Heasler (WY) and Dr. Gosnold (ND) 
indicate that draft final reports should be recei«:ed by UURI and 
DOE-ID in early April. This is somewhat late under the current 
contract time extensions, but should permit conttact completions 
within 30 - 45 days of the delivery dates. They hope that 
additional contract modifications will not be required. 

ich sumnarizas 
asurements in 
least eight new 

Alaska 
to Alaska-DGGS 
rabies due from 

: ;4^^ociyU^ 
Howard Ross 
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TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT; 

DATE: 

Peggy B r o o k s h i e r 

Howard Ross 

State Cooperative Program Monthly Report 
February 1987 

March 13, 1987 

du State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities 
included the review of SCP team invoices 
conversations regarding the status of proje 
preparation. The Alaska-DGGS, Idaho-DWR, Nor 
Wyoming teams were reminded that draft final repo 
within the next two months, and encouraged to try 
reports without another round of contract extensi 

UURI completed a review and critique of a "Glossary of 

ring February 
and telephone 
cts and report 
th Dakota, and 
rts would be due 
to complete the 

Ons. 

Terms" being prepared for 
Geothermal Resources Council. 

the geothermal i 

UURI continued to provide input to the revis 
Once again, several state teams inquired about th 
solicitation, and expressed concern about the po 
being funded during the 1987 summer field season. 

id SCP PRDA. 
e status of the 
sibility of not 

The Montana team submitted a draft final tepp 
gravity studies at Ennis Hot Springs. The repo 
extensive review of existing geologic, ge 
geochemical data, and a high quality, sta 
interpretation of the gravity data, ESL reviewe 
detail and suggested several changes in organiz 
interpretation, and data presentation. ESL geo 
several corrections for the geothermometry section 
a required deliverable for the study. Revisions 
report in final form are now in progress. 

The CSAMT study by the Montana team will be 
second report which is still in draft form, not 
UURI for review. Drs. Sill and Wideman hope to 
ports before the end of March without an additi 
extension. The termination date of this grant is 

ndustry by the 

rt for the 
rt presented an 
•physical, and 
te-of-the-art 
d the report in 
tion, wording, 
:hemists offered 

which was not 
to complete the 

presented in a 
yet received at 
;omplete the re-

oitial no cost time 
February 28. 
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TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: Peggy Brookshier 

FROM: Howard Ross 

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report 
January 1987 

DATE: February 16, 1987 

During Janua 
at UURI included 
quarterly reports 
status of report 
Henry Heasler (WY 
extensions of the 
Korosec, WA team, 
available for at 
Deptartment of Na 
formalize a no'cos 

ry. State Cooperative 
the routine review of 
, and telephone conve 
preparation. Dr. Pau 
team) were asked to 
ir grants from DOE-ID 
indicated that final 

least two more months 
tural Resources group 
t time extension for 

SCP Program ( 
SCP team i 
rsations re 
1 Damon (U 
request noco 

Discussi 
geologic 
so the Wash 
was also as 
their contra 

n/o 
ga 
AZ 

OIS 
mass 

Discussions with Dr. Paul Damon (U AZ) clarif 
and information requirements for age dating of youhg 
rocks. Six samples from Ascension Island, South Atl 
were shipped to Dr. Damon at the end of the month 

A request for CSAMT modeling support from Gen0 
GI) was reviewed in detail by Dr. Phil Wannamaker, 
Wannamaker determined that computer CPU time requi 
complex 3-D models would be several days, and thus 
for UURI to undertake without additional support, 
was informed of this and withdrew his request when 
the magnitude of the computational problem. 

The UURI Geochemistry Laboratory completed whbl 
fluorine analyses for ten rock samples submitted by 
Idaho-DWR, and transmitted the results to the Idaho 

UURI completed a quarterly review of invoice 
contract files and prepared a quarterly report for 
status report of the SCP was also prepared, and pr 
Stanford Reservoir Engineering Conference by Dr. P 

) activities 
ices and 

rding the 
) and D r. 
51 t i me 

with Michael 
would not be 

Ington-
<ed to 
:t. 

Led his sample 
volcanic 
antic Ocean, 

Wescott (U AK 
UURI. Dr. 
red for the 
prohibitive 
Dr. Wescott 
he understood 

e rock and 
Leah Street, 
team. 

ind SCP 
DOE. A brief 
sented at the 
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Mr. Ronald Turner of Salt Lake City, who is associated with 
real estate developers in Arizona, contacted DOE-GTD regarding 
information about the Power Ranches Wells near Phoenix, Arizona. 
Well logs and other data had been submitted to DOE and UURI 
during the 1979 evaluation of these geothermal wells for a 
Williams Air Force Base project. These data and reports were made 
available to Mr. Turner in response to a request f rom DOE-GTD. 

A memorandum which documented deficiencies in 
final report "Geothermal Energy Resource Investigat 
Spurr, Alaska" was completed and transmitted to DOE 
discussions with the Geophysical Institute, DOE de:; 
the report as is, and indicated to U AK-GI that the 
should remain on file accessible to the public. 

the U AK-GI 
ions at Mt. 
ID. After 
ided to accept 
basic data 

rmal Assessment 
gton County, 

A final report titled "Low Temperature Geothe 
of the Santa Clara and Virgin River Valleys, Washi 
Utah" by the Utah (UGMS) team was reviewed and fouhd to be quite 
acceptable as a final report to DOE. This report had benefited 
from a critical review by Duncan Foley while in driift form. 

Howard Rosu 
Section Head/Geophysics 
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TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

M E M O R A N D U M 

Peggy Brookshier 

Howard Ross 

State Cooperative Program Monthly Report 
December 1986 

January 19, 1987 

Earth Science Laboratory activities for the state 
Cooperative Prograa durinf Oeceraber included the zeview of 
invoices, contract traekinf through telephone'calls, and 
discussions concerning the status of the announced SCP 
solicitation. The Utah SCP team was advised to contact DOE-ID 
regarding the late delivery of a final report, an^ the Wyoraing. 
and North Dakota teams were advised to seek no cost time 
extensions to their contracts. 

Discussions con 
Florida regarding hi 
support his graduate 
Arkansas. A draft s 
accompany a purchase 
was no authorization 
funds. We hope that 
and his students in 
future. 

tinued with Dr. Douglas Smith 
s proposal to DOE for minimal 
students in their heat flow 
tateraent of work was submittec 
order which would fund this 
to proceed because of the f 
some means can be found to 
their Arkansas heat flow studi 

University of 
funding to 
Studies in 
to DOE-ID to 

Work, but there 
rc eze on new SCP 
support Dr. Snith 
es in the near 

tit 

Joi 

Summary maps of the geothermal resources of 
States were updated for bOE-GTD and for a presen 
P. M. Wright to the Interstate Oil and Gas Commis 
Preparation of these maps and discussions with Dr. 
Dakota team) and Dr. Wright illustrated the need 
several state geothermal resource maps and a 
of national geothermal resource maps. It has been 
since publication of USGS Circulars 790 (1978) anci 
ongoing studies by the SCP state teams and private 
have defined new resources and downgraded some o 
resource potential. The forthcoming SCP solid 

the 
tati 

tihe United 
ion by Dr. 
ion. 
Gosnold (North 
r an update of 

subs4c[uent revision 
several years 
892 (1982) and 
developers 
r areas of 
on may provide 



a low cost means for updating some state and regi 
distribution maps if this activity would be inclu 
funded contracts. 

onal 
included 

Dr. Howard Ross presented a lecture on well logging in 
geothermal environments to a class at the University of Utah, 
also prepared a list of organizations funded by the DOE State 
Cooperative Prograra, both past and present. Cor organisers of the 
technical prograra for the 1987 Geothemal Resource 
meeting. Members of the brga~hizing coranittee hope 
more technical papers and participation from those 
which have been funded by the DOE in the past. A 
geothermal files was conducted for the Utah Geological and 

resource 
in the 

He 

Council annual 
to solicit " 
organizations 
search of ESL 

Hineral Survey in an attempt to locate information 
private geothermal wells in Utah which has not been published. 

A final report on the Mt. Spurr (Alaska) geological 
geophysical studies was received from the University 
Geophysical Institute SCP teara. An initial reading 
sorae probleras with data presentation and conformance 
statenent of work tasks. A sore critical review was 
coapleted and docuraented in a serao to DOE-ID. 

Abstracts of geothemal papers presented at 
annual meetings were reviewed. Several technical 
presented the results of studies funded by the 
Prograra. 

Howard Ross 

the AGU and GSA 
papers 

Stalte Cooperative 

on certain 

and 
of Alaska-
indicated 
with the 
then 



STATE COOPERATIVE RESOURCE ANALYSIS PRdGRAM 
Current Status, January 20, 1987 

At the present time twelve contracts are active under the 
State Cooperative Pragrain (SCP). Of the twelve contracts, ten 
Mrm with designated state agencies or university teaes 
are with university geoscience groups providing sfi 
service and expertise to other state teams and to 
geotheraal data base. 

and two 
ialized 

the national 

after 
un 

Final reporting and/or contract close out i 
seven state teaast AK-D68S, UAK-6I, MT-CMST, UNDH 
UOns, WA-D̂ NRf and UWY-DSe. Pending additional 
extensions only three contracts will be active 
DWR, NHRDI, and 0R-06AHI. Contracts for the two 
geoscience support grcMips will reaain active into 
These groups are: U. AZ (Dr. Paul Damon, Dept. of 
for K/Ar dating of young volcanic rocksi and S II 
Blackwell, Dept of Geological Sciences) for heat 
the Cascades and work on the national heat flow aajp 

•IG, 
cor traict tlaa 

t 

in progress for 

til 
Hay It ID-

iversity 
late 1987. 
Geosciences) 
(Dr. David 

•flow studies in 

i 

A new ^:P solicitation was announced in October 1986 but has 
been held up pending final budget authorizaticm. This 
solictation called for a state teaa cost share prograa with a 
budget of approxiaately OiOK. The aaxiaua funding par teaa 
would be *7SK, so seven or aore contracts could be funded. This 
DOE prograa stresses innovative approaches to geotheraal resource 
delineation and/or geoscience research. Some changes aay be aade 
to the solicitation if additional FY87 funds becoee available. 

to The Earth Science Laboratory/UURI continues 
and the SCP teams with contract monitoring and 
provides geochemical laboratory, geophysical 
specialized geological services to the state teaas 
re«)ueBted. 

assist DOE-ID 
repbrting, and 

interpretation and 
when 
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TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: Peggy Brookshier 

FROM: Howard Ross 

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report 
November, 1986 

DATE: December 15, 1986 

St;ate Coopera-
state team 

(tails. Two 

Earth Science Laboratory activities for the 
tive Program during November included the review ol 
in-voices and contract tracking through telephone 
teams 
(MT and ND)-required additional prompting to provide reports for 
the third quarter which were unusually late. 

ESL files for the State Cooperative Program, 
1978 to 1984, were being reviewed and condensed prj 
to the main ESL library. This task will continue, 
permits, into December and perhaps beyond. 

The draft PRDA for new State Cooperative Prog 
reviewed and comments provided to DOE-ID. ESL pro\kided 
description of technical support services in geochemi 
geophysics which would be available to, and suppor 
State Teams under the new funding. Several state 
groups not presently under contract made inquiries 
status of the solicitation as announced in the Comilie 
Daily in October. 

At the request of Marshall Reed, DOE-HQ, ESL 
Douglas Smith of the University of Florida to dete 
nature of his heat flow studies in Arkansas and th^ 
funding needs. Dr. Smith has one of a very few ac 
student programs in heat flow studies in the south^ 
States. He has established a good working relation 
Arkansas Geological Commission and has developed an 
network of petroleum and water well sources which 
many drill holes suitable for heat flow studies in 

iscal years 
or to transfer 
as time 

ram funds was 
a 

stry and 
for, the 
ams and 
about the 
rce Business 

t;e 

contacted Dr. 
mine the 
extent of his 
ive graduate 
astern United 
ship with the 
information 
s identified 
this state 
ha 



with obvious hydrothermal resources. A suggested iktateraent of 
work was forwarded to DOE-ID which could provide the basis for a 
Purchase Order to support Dr. Smith and his students at a very 
modest level. We hope that SCP funds will be available to 
support this effort in the near future. 

Dr. Gene Wescott, U. AK Geophysical Institute« made a number 
of inquiries about magnetotelluric modeling programs which were 
investigated here at ESL/UURI and with the National Energy 
Software Center on behalf of the Alaska team. He Js preparing a 
small number of 3-D models which ESL will run in support of his 
geophysical program. 

Leah Street (ID-DWR) sent ten rock saraples tojESL for whole 
rock and fluorine analysis. The ESL geochemistry lab will 
complete these analyses in support of the fluoride 
waters studies underway by Leah and Duncan Foley. 

Technical papers presented by Dr. Wil Gosnold 
by Leah Street and Duncan Foley at the annual G S . 
San Antonio gave broad exposure to the technical geloth 
studies supported by DOE's State Cooperative Program 

^ ^ t T t - ^ ' i / f 

Howard P. Ross 

in geothermal 

(ND teaa) and 
meeting in 

ermal 
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TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: Peggy Brookshier 

FROM: Howard Ross 

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report 
October, 1986 

DATE: November 17, 1986 

The principal Earth Science Laboratory activities on the 
State Cooperative Program during October were reviews of new 
invoices from the state teams and telephone calls fpr status 
reports and report reminders. 

A comprehensive mailing list was prepared for 
cooperative program PRDA, and forwarded to DOE-ldah(t> 
state teams have inquired about rumors regarding a 
solicitation and were told it was forthcoming. A p 
announcement of the PRDA was published in the Comme 
Daily on October 27. 

i:he new state 
Several 

new 
eliminary 
ce Business 

Quarterly reports from the state teams were r e v 
received. Several reports were still due at the end 
and the delinquent teams have been called. More no 
extensions are anticipated. 

- ^ ^ ( H ^ Z I ^ U / ' ^ ^ ^ ''<^ 
Howard P. Ross 

HPR:leo 

iewed as 
of October 

cost time 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: Peggy Brookshier 

FROM: Howard Ross 

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report 
September, 1986 

DATE: October 8, 1986 

Earth Science Laboratory activities on the 
Program during September included contacts with st 
technical support to DOE. 

ESL reviewed the text of the new State Coope 
RFP, as submitted to Contracts, and responded to 
inquiries about the RFP. A mailing list for the 
being compiled by ESL. 

St<ite 
tate 

Several contract modifications and time extens 
completed by DOE/ID during September which extend 
dates for draft final and final reports by state 

Cooperative 
teams and 

riitive Program 
siiveral 
SCP - RFP is 

Howard Ross attended a meeting of the Steering Committee 
Program for Scientific Drilling - Cascades in Portland, Oregon on 
September 23, 1986. The PSDC team intends to submit proposals 
for State Cooperative funds to initiate field studies which will 
contribute to the PSDC drilling program. Howard Ross represented 
DOE at the meeting and indicated that the RFP should be out in 2 
or 3 months and that a cost shared program was planned. Members 
from the Oregon and Washington state teams, and Dave Blackwell 
(SMU) were present. 

ions were 
deliverable 

teams. These 



actions reduced the ESL level-of-effort in report 
comment and increased the effort in tracking cont 
modifications during the month of September. 

review and 
ract 

^^^<H.jnAj - ^ ^ i ^ ^ 
HOWARD P. ROSS 

HPR:leo 
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Howard P. Ross 

State Cooperative Program Monthly Report 
August, 1986 

September 9, 1986 

Earth Science Laboratory act iv i t ies on the State Coopera 
during August included contacts with state teams, technical si|j 
and review of reports. 

ESL completed a review of the proposed revision in tasks 
Mexico team and delivered a suggested Statement of Work to DOI 
reports were received from the University of Alaska-Geophysicti 
Oregon (DOGAMI); Utah; Washington; and Wyoraing. The reports 
and progress further monitored by calls to a l l state teams. 
DOE regarding payment of state team invoices. 

ESL submitted to DOE suggested revisions for several secjtions of the new 
State Cooperative Program RFP. 

Duncan Foley has le f t ESL and the State Cooperative Prograra after 8-1/2 
years of service to assume a position teaching Geology at Pacific Lutheran 
College in Tacoma, Washington. His responsibi l i t ies as the ESL/UURI contact 

ive Program 
pport to OOE, 

by the New 
. Quarterly 
1 Ins t i tu te ; 
were reviewed, 
:SL also advised 

for the State Cooperative Progarm have been assumed by Howard 

Howard P. Ross 

Ross. 

HPR:leo 
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l^ugust 8, 1986 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: P«Qgy Brookshier 

FROM! JDuncan Foley / S ^ 

RE: State Cooperative Prcf|r#m mori'thly report, July, 

govijrnmen 

During July, Earth ^tl^nce Laboratory activiti 

State Cooperative PV'og ram . included extensive cont ae 

team«, technical suppofe|t to D(3E, review of reports, 

as an information source abttut geothermal etjiergy foil* 

jpeople. .̂  ?'•! . . . • "*; 

Several phorje ciphyli^ations and one meetifig weif̂ e 

the Idaho team. They are monitoring public and 

response to the discovery of higH^iluoride waters i 

water supplies in the kotcrium, Idaho, area. ESL he 

with the Idaho team and a ̂ fliaoride •researcher at Ut̂ iih 

University, which provf(|»d; much data on the health 

in animals and humans. ^SL also coordinated with tiii 

on their participation in a meeting in Ketchum* ESI|, 

with the Dregori team during the month, to track the 

quarterly progress reports, and to discuss their n 

from the Cascades program. 

ESL support to DOE included state team progresi 

arid drafting. ESL personnel met with DOE HQ per«®nf|ie 

^|>rtp^^^/ori.-^Ih^^rogram. ...ESL-began review, of./a p.ro^0SBd 

OS on the 

•;s with stat#^ 

and serving 

interested ; 

1986 

held with 

tal .....,:' ,;.:':• 

drinking 

d a meeting 

State 

mpacts of F 

e Idaho team 
.•!•' 

also talked 

t r p rog rests on 

©ed for data 

monitoring 

1 to discuss 

«"eyi||iM<.iA^ 



in tasks by the New Mexico team during the month; a suggested 

stat|»pent, of work will be delivered to DOE in early August, after 

conversations wî th the New Mexico personnel to clai'ify some 

points in their proposal. 

ESL reviewed two reports during July. The first was by the 

Alaska te'iam, on geocjiemistry in the Copper River Boisin. This 

report was outstanding from a previous contract. Ihe second 

report was by the Utah team, and was a draft final of their 

report on geothermal resources in Washington County. 

ESL ciSordinated with the geothermal committee of the 

Interstate Oil and Gas Compact Commilision during July. ESL will 

be providing a speaker for the committee meeting in December, 

which will be held in Salt Lake City. ESL also provided data 

about the current status of geothermal resource data bases to the 

Electric Power Research :Institute during the month. 

Techology transfer activities during July included 

continuing efforts on papers about geothermal resources of 

central Texas and Idaho. 

.-.:-• , i > 



July 10, 1986 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Pessy Brookshier 

FROM: Duncan Foley 

RE: State Cooperative Prosram monthly prosrees repcfrt, June, ;L9S6 

ESL support to Idaho Falls focused on tracking; technical and 
financial prosress of the|prosram pazrtlclpants, an<jl continulns 
eflPorts towA'd potential prosram activities for FY 
received a report from the Alaska Division of Geol<j>sioai and 
Geophysical Surveys on the seochemlstry of fluids nnd z ^ s e s a in 
the Copper River Basin; J[|SL will revli^ this repori;. 
team is .continuins their efforts on the Twin Fails 
system. The North Dakota team participated in a de4p continental 
drillî niE peetins durih« the month. They have iden-i;ifled a 
j thermal and seophysicai anoinal.y in South Dakota that is an 
â ttracti'î e tarset. The Ne'W Mexico' team completed I'evisions of a 
proposalvtkay brieihallir. submitted to DOE last November for 
reprosrammins funds; the new proposal, is now beins 
Utah teiun completed writina a draft of their final 

Duriins June, Earth Science Laboratory activit 
State Cooperative Pro83?am included technical suppoz^t 
Falls (ID) and Headquarters (HQ) offices, and several 
transfer activities. 

es on the 
to DOE 'Idaho 
technolosy 

The Idaho 
seothermal 

washinstotn County <St. Georee) area.' The Utah report on hish-
$iiiiperature systems is ih their publication channels. The 
Wyominfli, j^eeearcher has nearly comple'ted the comput<»r codes for 
the^r study of the Jackson Hole area. Some work o;i verificat:^jpn 
ie still required. The Southern Methodist Univers:lty researc.h on 
heat flow is continuinsV with data acquisition froijn cooperatihs 
rieeearchers underway. 

ESL provided ID with comments on technical 
as DQE received and evaluated invoices. ESL also 
with weekly sisnificant events from the program. 

ESL support to HQ durins June focused on two 
first waa to coordinate sampline for ase datins of 
rocks, and the second was to provide technical sup|;>ort 
technolpsv tirartsfer activities. 

reviewed. The 
report on the 

prosresB of teams 
5?«?lii!|itd«d ; i p 

t a a k s . The 
yoxxî Si v o l c a n i c 

f o r HQ 



ilsL was active in technolosy transfer activiiies during 
JuAeW Two abstracts, whiqh are attached to this xeport, were 
submitted to the Geological Society bf America foi> presentation 
at % heir annual meetijig. An article on the thez*me.l resime of the 
Sah Antonio area is also in preparation for inclitcion in a suide 
book. ESL if also con^inuins work on several papers on Idaho 
seothermal syetems. 

Two additional technolosy transfer activitiea were 
undertaken in March. A thermal sradient was meaaiired in a water 
supply well 'for the City of Sandy, Utah, which hikS, poor quality 
w»tei:>. Data on fluoride in thermal waters were jpxovided to the 
Ketchum, Idaho,. Mouiiitain Express. This weekly newspaper has been 
followins Chans*'* in. water quality in wells that supply several; 
homes. The wells have mod|irrate fluoride, which susgests mixing 
of cold water with high~fl^bride thermal waters thjat are in the 
area. ESL will continue to track this problem. 

* ! > • ; > : 



MEMORANDUM 

June 3, 1986 

TOt Peggy Brookahler 

PROMi Duncan Foley 

RE: State Cooperative Progvam monthly progrese i>ep^rt. May. 1986 

Dulling May. Earth Selffiiee Laboratory activltlos on the State 

Cooperative Prograiii Incliuded extensive conmunlcation with state 

agencies, teohnleal tMMlM fo support DOE. teOhnoloty transfer 

activities, and providing geological data to interksted people. 

Most state teaaii if̂ î e eontacted during the mo ith. The Idaho 

researohere were contaeted on the status reports, progress in 

preparation for the up̂ *somlng field season, and hardiware and 

software for their new eomputer. The New Mexico team delivered a 

partial proposal for revised activities under old If finding. ESL 

reviewed this proposal, found it Incomplete, and eantaoted t>oth 

DOE and New Mexico about resolution of the gaps. 

hopefully be oonqpleted in June. The North Dakota 

making good progress, and are completing preparatljons for field 

work. The Oregon team is still working on finishing office lirork 

from thelir field mapping of last season. They will be going to 

the field in July. Extensive contacts were made with the 

tfashlngton team during May. to resolve deliverables and their 

This will 

team has t»een 



^ 

finml report. The missing geologic m»ps «re beini| prepared, and 

will be delivered in the fall. ESL contacts with the Wyoming 

team cofieemed technical progrese. They have neariy ooffiipleted the ̂' 

computer modeling aspect of their progrem. 

ESL provided DOE with support on a variety of technical 

tasks during May^ The most significant of these, frcm the 

standpoint of eontinui|1|ion of the program, was a xevlew of DOE 

Headq^ua#t«rs «|u«sestir:0ns for strategy for an RFP. ESL provided 

eomBents on the str4tegyr This review was aided ty use of the 

DOS electronic mgtll system. ESL continued to track the progress 

of researctMir#; on'the pro^ to provide DOE with analyses of 

accomplishments to ;|udge tl)te appropriateness of r<Q«4ested 

funding. ilt£gnifloe|iit events in the program were r|eported on a 

weekly basis during t|ie itfmth. 

;j 4 "iNkĈ ^ eonti,nued durinlg the month, 

ESL ie preparing two absts>aets and a paper for tha 

Society of America matetinie in the fall. 

ESL continued to be a data seurce on geothernial resources 

during May. Requests for information were handled 

Idaho, and KSL televlsien In Salt Lake. 

Geolosical 

from EOaQ,, 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

Peggy Brookshier 

Duncan Foley 

State Coupled Program 
Monthly Progress Report 
April, 1986 

May 5, 1986 

The Earth Science Laboratory provided DOE with a wide variety of 

technical support during April. This support Included numerous contacts with 

state teams, meetings with two teams, general technical progriiss tasks, 

writing on four program-related reports, and serving as a data source. 

The Alaska Division of Geological and Geophysical Surveys team was 

contacted about progress they are making in their geochemical study of Mt. 

Spurr. Major element data from rocks have arrived, and are currently being 

interpreted. The Idaho team was contacted several times abou1; progress on 

their studies in Twin Falls and Boise. The Montana team is milking 

satisfactory progress, but they generated some problems with 1;heir accounting 

system; ESL coordinated with DOE and the team to resolve technical versus 

financial discrepencies. The New Mexico team has been holdimi meetings with 

individual researchers to scope a revised proposal; ESL has b^en tracking this 

progress. The North Dakota team is preparing for field work, 

start in May. Their South Dakota efforts may result in sitincl a deep 

continental drill hole over a thennal anomaly. The Southern ^ethod1st 

which they will 



University team reports satisfactory progress on data compilation for their 

heat flow map. ESL reminded them of the requirement for quarterly reports on 

a calendar basis. The Utah team is making good progress on their studies in 

the St. George area of southem Utah. They have completed field work, and 

hope to have a draft of their final report by the end of May. The Wyoming 

team has been making good technical progress, but has been tardy with 

quarterly reports. ESL identified the problem, and helped the Wyoming 

personnel understand DOE reporting methods. 

ESL met with both the Idaho and Utah teams during April. The Idaho 

meeting was held in Twin Falls, and Involved thennal gradient neasurements, 

water sampling, and rock collecting. ESL personnel have been doing chemical 

analyses of waters for Utah. The meeting with Utah was to aid in inter

pretation of these results. 

Two technical progress tasks were continued during April. Integration of 

newly received state team quarterly reports into an overall prcgram tracking 

early Nay, when 

DOE with 

document was begun in April. This will be delivered to DOE in 

delinquent reports are received. ESL also continued to provide 

weekly significant events from the State Coupled Program. 

Oata collected on State Coupled projects is currently beir|g prepared by 

ESL as two abstracts and two papers. The abstracts, which will be submitted 

to the annual meeting of the Geological Society of America, corlcern the 

he papers are 

n of the Idaho 

Lackland Air Force Base well, and F in Idaho thennal waters, 

on Texas' thermal regime and hot spring systems along the margi 

batholith. 

ESL also continued to provide data on geothermal resourced to interested 

people. Inquiries on southern Utah and Snake River Plain resources were 

answered during April. 
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MEMORANDUM 

April 4, 1986 

TO: Peggy Brookshier 

FROM: Duncan Foley 

SUBJECT: State Coupled Program Monthly Progress Report, Mirch 1986 

During March, Earth Science Laboratory efforts on the State Coupled 

Program emphasized technical support of DOE and state teams. The efforts for 

DOE included both programatic and general tasks. State tesjm support centered 

on tracking progress. 

The major technical task performed by ESL in support df DOE was to begin 

coordination of samples that will be submitted from outside researchers to the 

University of Arizona for age dating. This coordination Included several 

conversations with" DOE Headquarters and Idaho Operations Office personnel, the 

Arizona daters, and scientists who have samples for dating, 

dating will be coordinated through ESL. During March, ESL 

level efforts on the plugging and abandoning of the Marysvi 

geothermal well. ESL also continued to provide weekly sign|ificant events from 

the program to DOE. 

Coordination with state teams occupied much time during the month. In 

addition to their dating study, the University of Arizona required logistical 

support for report preparation; ESL coordinated with DOE about this support 

The Idaho team is seeking to reallocate a small amount of tfieir funds for 

chemical analyses; ESL discussed the effects on the program of this reallo

cation, ESL held several conversations with New Mexico personnel, who are 

Efforts on the 

also continued low-

lle, Montana, 



not being responsive to DOE requests for more data on the i r proposed realloca

t ion of funds and tasks. The Principal Investigator for thei North Dakota team 

is on the geothermal committee of the Interstate Oil and Gai Compact Commis

sion. He is seeking speakers for the next meeting in Anchorage, and ESL pro

vided a l i s t of contacts famil iar with high-temperature geojhermal resources 

in Alaska. The Oregon team, in addition to having samples for dating at the 

University of Arizona, is interested in dating older rocks. ESL provided them 

with a l i s t of commercial f a c i l i t i e s that are capable of do'ng the potassium-

argon "40-39" dating that w i l l be required. The Utah team delivered the i r 

bibliography on geothermal resources in the state. ESL reviewed th is report 

for technical content. The Washington team also delivered a f ina l report on 

the i r d r i l l i n g program, and a b i l l for closing out the contract. ESL reviewed 

the i r contract and the report and ident i f ied several tasks 

Included. This problem w i l l be resolved in A p r i l . 

During March, ESL personnel also continued work on tecljinical publica

t ions . 

;hat were not 
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UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

UURI 
EARTH SCIENCE UBORATORY 

391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C 
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108-1295 

TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Peggy Brookshier 

FROM: Duncan Foley 

SUBJECT: State Coupled Program Progress Report, February, 

March 10, 1986 

During February, Earth Science Laboratory activities on 

Program included providing direct support to DOE, assistance 

and serving as an information resource for geothermal energy 

tasks were supplemented by continued progress on technical publications. 

Direct support to DOE included many contacts with state 

probleras. ESL continued to monitor team technical progress, 

able to provide DOE with an evaluation of the reasonableness 

986 

the State Coupled 

to state teams, 

data. These 

teams on diverse 

in order to be 

of invoices 
received. The Alaska team was provided with data about the possibi l i ty of 

obtaining further funding for thei r program, which overspent on f i e ld logis

t i c s . The New Mexico team was contacted several times durin3 the month, to 

encourage them to produce a quarterly report (which they d id ) , to obtain fur 

ther data on the i r desired redirection of funds (these data were not produced, 

due to time conf l ic ts of the principal investigator during the legis lat ive 

session), and to resolve an apparent problem between a press report and their 

proposal. The Montana team was contacted about progress on their program. 

The Washington team is requesting a no-cost extension, as th«nr editor has 

qu i t , and they therefore w i l l need extra time to produce the f inal report. 

The Wyoming teara had several problems with the i r b i l l i ng during the month. 



ESL contacted them to resolve questions concerning the rate 

progress versus the rate of invoicing. 

During February, ESL provided two additional kinds of 

The first of these was an update of the state team progress 

ments. These documents consist of a summary spreadsheet shoiwi 

deliverable dates and current status, and a series of more 

each team, outlining financial and task progress. ESL also 

provide DOE with significant news events about state teams. 

The Idaho and Utah teams were major contacts of ESL durji 

Work continued with the Idaho team on a technical paper; thi 

meeting during the month. ESL finished review of the final 

year's contract by the Utah team, and returned the report wi 

comments. The Utah team will now complete production of thi 

also provided technical support to Utah as they seek to purcha 

computer. 

During February, ESL continued to serve as an informati 

about geothermal resources for both DOE and others. Two tasks 

DOE: a preliminary assessment of the requirements for plu 

the Marysville, Montana geothermal well, and a contact with 

Intrastate Gas Transmission Company. The plugging of the 

contacts with both the Montana team and the Montana office 

Shreveport company requested geothermal maps. ESL reviewed 

Arizona Geological Digest, which was a summary of state team 

the State Coupled Program there. ESL also provided extensi 

geothermal resources to an appraiser, who is working on a 

a well drilled in the 1970s. 
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UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

UURI 
EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY 

391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C 
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108-1295 

TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Peggy Brookshier 

FROM: Duncan Foley 

SUBJECT: State Coupled Program Progress Report 

Enclosed please find the State Coupled Program monthly 
from ESL/UURI for January, 1986. Please call me if you hav(e 
this report. 

l/Mii;^ 
Duncar 

DF/jp 

enclosure 

February 6, 1986 

progress report 
any questions on 

Foley 



of contacting num-

ned in their cur-

uested additional 

STATE COUPLED PROGRAM 

MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT, JANUARY 1986 

During January, the Earth Science Laboratory continued to provide DOE and 

other participants in the State Coupled Program with technical support on a 

wide range of tasks. ESL also continued to work on the preparation of a 

technical report during the month. 

The main ESL efforts on the program for DOE consisted 

erous state teams to acquire information and track progress. DOE requested 

data on the financial status of the Wyoming team, which ESI gathered. The 

Utah team needed information on reporting requirements defi 

rent contract modification; ESL provided the data. DOE redi 

information on changes in proposed tasks from the New Mexico team. ESL 

followed up an earlier memo reviewing the New Mexico proposal by talking with 

the team during the month. ESL continued to monitor the progress of other 

teams through conversations with program participants in Idaho, Alaska (on 

both old work in the Copper River Basin and current efforts 

Washington. 

ESL continued to provide DOE with significant events cn a weekly basis, 

when they occurred, and to respond to DOE needs for program data in a short 

response time. The main request for data in January was for a list of all 

projects that ESL and State teams had worked on in connection with the 

Department of Defense. This involved contacting many state] teams, including 

California, Nevada, Oregon, and Washington, and a review of 

files. 

During January, ESL worked on two major reviews of reports being prepared 

for publication by state teams. The first report was from Alaska on research 

at Akutan, and the second report was from Utah on high-temparature geothermal 

at Mt. Spurr) and 

program data 



systems. Comments on the Alaska report were delivered to t|ie team; comments 

on the Utah report w i l l be ready in early February. 

ESL continued during January to provide interested usej-s with geothermal 

resource data. A copy of the Nevada geothermal map, which \*as produced by the 

State Coupled Program, was given to an aquaculture developer, along with 

additional resource data. Several publications on geothermal energy along the 

Wasatch front were compiled for Kimberly-Clark Corporation, 

investigating geothermal resources as they plan expansion o1 

near Ogden. ESL was also contacted by EG&G, Idaho for data 

State Coupled Program. 

Progress continued on wri t ing a paper on geothermal resources of Idaho 

during January. Geochemical modeling of water-rock equilibrium for both ESL-

collected and literature-based f l u i d analyses was done, using the WATEQ 

program from the U. S. Geological Survey. Studies of the thermal regime 

continued, with two anomalously warm mines ident i f ied in arcias without known 

geothermal systems. One of the mines has a gradient of more 

C/km between the 200 and 800 foot levels. 

who are 

a diaper factory 

compiled by the 

than 100 degrees 
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UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

UURI 
EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY 

391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C 
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108-1295 

TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

January 9, 1986 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Peggy Brookshier 

FROM: Duncan Foley 

SUBJECT: Monthly Report 

Enclosed please find a monthly report for ESL activities 
Coupled Program during December. I will prepare a quarterly 
team progress when I receive all currently due progress report 

o c 
t^OvMl/Uc-> 

Duncan Foley 

DF/jp 

on the State 
ijipdate on state 
s. 

hp.) 



January 6, 1986 

STATE COUPLED PROGRAM 
MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT 

DECEMBER 1985 

During December, the Earth Science Laboratory continued jto provide 

technical support to DOE and state teams under the auspices of the State 

Coupled Program. ESL also continued efforts in research on giothermal 

resources. 

Support provided to DOE by ESL included meetings, news bulletins, 

proposal reviews, report reviews, and continuing communication with states. 

The major meeting during December was with representatives frum DOE 

headquarters and EG&G, Idaho. The wide-ranging discussion covered many 

current aspects of the program, including state team progress, contract 

status, management decisions and anticipated deliverables. One major 

management decision that is unresolved is how rock samples wi 1 be selected 

for age dating by the University of Arizona. ESL prepared a nemo describing a 

suggested decision process, and distributed it to OOE headquarters and Idaho 

Falls personnel. ESL continued to send DOE weekly summaries of significant 

items from the program, which are gathered through regular phone calls with 

states. A proposal for redirection of unspent funds was recei^ 

Mexico team. ESL reviewed this proposal, and provided DOE with written 

comments. The Alaska teams are interested in releasing data from their Mt. 

Spurr research, ESL communicated with both the team and OOE, ejind reviewed the 

proposed data release, during the month. 

ESL held many conversations with state teams during December. A meeting 

with the Idaho team was held in Salt Lake City. The Southern Methodist team 

was concerned about their contract status; ESL communicated thlis concern to 

ved from the New 



DOE. The Utah team was provided with further data for their 

bibliography. The Oregon team is reworking some early field 

not anticipate needing a contract task extension. ESL is re 

from the Alaska team on their research at Akutan. The report 

delivered to DOE, and is now being prepared for publication 

Two research efforts continued at ESL during December, 

rock crushing for age-dating for the Idaho team, and the secoind 

paper on geothermal resources of central Idaho. Efforts on 

continue in January. 

nearly-finished 

data, but does 

iewing a report 
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the state. 
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UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

UURI 
EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY 

391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C 
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108-1295 

TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

December 10, 1985 

f^9.M U CUc. 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Marahall Reed A . 
Peggy Brookshier r e ^ i m h \ae Mf^^^ ^ " ^ 

FROM: Duncan Foley 

SUBJECT: State Coupled Monthly Report 
November, 1985 

During November, ESL continued to provide technical support to DOE 

offices and state teams and to work on technology transfer. 

Support to DOE headquarters and the Idaho Falls Operatiolns Office pri 

marily emphasized the preparation of a draft RFP, with efforts also directed 

toward numerous communications with state teams. ESL/UURI gejnerated sugges

tions for several sections of the RFP and delivered these to 

office. The RFP is being prepared for distribution to state 

surveys and universities that may wish to seek State Coupled 

the Idaho 

geological 

Program funding 

to pursue research in geothermal programs. As part of the RFP preparation, 

ESL/UURI contacted current state teams to evaluate their ability to cost-share 

new work. All teams contacted will be able to cost share, bu^ some will 

probably propose "in-kind" cost-sharing. 

Most state teams were contacted during the month, and several meetings 

were held with personnel frora the Utah Geological and Mineral Survey. Both 



Su 

Idaho 

ng 

Mexi 

was 

teams in Alaska needed information, the Geophysical Institute 

distribution and the Division of Geological and Geophysical 

requirements of DOE for release of data to industry. The 

discovered that the Boise geothermal reservoir may be droppi 

anticipated. ESL/UURI held many conversations with them to 

data in answer to requests from DOE headquarters. The New 

to solve reallocation of funds they identified for industry 

drilling, now that the companies that were selected have been 

has been in touch with the New Mexico Principal Investigator, 

prompt decisions on this matter. The North Dakota team had 

during November; they needed details on their contracts and i 

thermal regimes of the Texas Gulf Coast. The Wyoming team 

regarding progress of their new research. The meetings with 

Utah team concerned an ESL/UURI review of their bibliography 

references, and follow-up efforts to identify selected additi 

ESL/UURI also provided the Utah team with national data about 

status of the geothermal industry. 

Weekly significant news items were contributed during 

news items flag areas of importance or concern to DOE. 

Technology transfer continued to be emphasized under 

gram auspices during November. The applicability of State 

research to the needs of private industry was illustrated thi 

industry request for multiple state data on geothermal resou 

researchers. ESL/UURI provided the requested data. ESL/UURI 

November to prepare a paper on geothermal systems in Idaho, 

samples for age dating. A request was received from an edi 

to the geology of the Balcones fault zone in central Texas 

two 

f o f 

on deliverable 

rveys on 

team 

faster than 

olbtain further 

CO team needs 

dost-share 

sold. ESL/UURI 

to encourage 

requests 

nforraation on 

contacted 

members of the 

of geothermal 

onal references, 

the current 

November. These 

State Coupled Pro-

Coupled Program 

s month by an 

rtes and 
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the thermal regime of Bexar County. The guidebook will be 

conjunction with the 1986 annual meeting of the Geological 

which will be held in San Antonio. 

piblished in 

Society of America, 



STATE COUPLED PROGRAM 

MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT 

OCTOBER, 1985 

^ < M , J i - * ^ 

ie State Coupled During October, Earth Science Laboratory activities on t 

Program included providing support to the Idaho Falls and Headquarters offices 

of DOE, providing technical support to state teams, and making progress on 

technical publications. 

Both unusual and routine tasks were done during October 

DOE. The primary unusual task was to prepare a map depicting 

potential geothermal resource areas in the U.S. for headquarteirs. This page-

size map showed three categories of resources: above g C C , below 90°C, and 

geopressured. The final copy of the map was produced in one vjieek. ESL 

continued to contact State Coupled Program teams for DOE. In 

extensive conversations were held with the University of Alaskj 

in support of 

known and 

Division of Geological and Geophysical Surveys, the Idaho Department of Water 

October, 

a, the Alaska 

University of 

ogical and 

public data from 

Resources, Montana Tech, the New Mexico Energy Institute, the 

North Dakota, Southern Methodist University, and the Utah Geoli 

Mineral Survey. ESL continued to serve as an information source for other DOE 

programs during October. The primary emphasis was on providing data for the 

Cascades prograra. Seattle City Light was contacted to obtain 

their geothermal program at Mt. Baker. The Washington State Cjaupled Program 

team was contacted about available geologic samples from past irilling 

programs. 

ESL was active on two project management reporting efforti during 

October. The first of these was to continue to provide weekly news updates to 

DOE, The other reporting effort is the preparation of an annujil report on the 

status of the program. ESL has begun writing this report, but currently is 



waiting for more data from DOE and the states in order to acc|urately portray 

the team contracts and progress. 

Two major areas of technical support to teams were activ^ in October. 

The f i r s t of these was to review an extensive bibliography of geothermal 

publications for the Utah team. The nature of the publication made this 

review extensive and time consuming. The second area of technical support has 

been to begin preliminary rock preparation steps for providing the Idaho teara 

with dates on volcanic rocks frora their geologic raapping area 

During October, ESL was active on two State Coupled Program related 

publications. The f i r s t of these was the publications of "Th(jrraal regiraes of 

the Balcones/Ouachita trend, central Texas", by C. M. Woodrufi' and Duncan 

Foley. This paper was published in the Transactions of the Gulf Coast 

Association of Geological Societies (v. 35, p. 287-292). The second paper, 

which is in preparation, w i l l be on hydrotherraal systeras alone the raargins of 

the Idaho bathol i th, in south-central Idaho. This paper wi l l 

of regional hot spring geology and geochemistry. 

be a discussion 
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UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

UURI 
EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY 

391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C 
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108-1295 

TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

M E M O R A N D U M 

Kenneth Taylor , DOE/ID 

Howard Ross 

Est imated Support for DOE S t a t e 
Reservoi r Analysis Program (SCP) -
Ass i s t ance - FY 89 

October 20, 1988 

Coop<5rat live 
Technical 

1.0 Introduction 

UURI is funded by DOE/ID to provide technical 
the DOE-GTD State Cooperative Reservoir Analysis 
called the State Coupled Program, or SCP) under Conj: 
85ID12489. As a result of the 1988 DOE-SCP solid 
wrap up of earlier grants, 14 grants and cooperati 
are now active in the State Cooperative Program 
grants will continue into mid-FY 90, and one or two 
state teams may be funded. We understand that spec 
for SCP activities was not included in the FY 89 
Budget. 

Prog 

tat 
:iv(5 
Ai: 

2.0 Scope 

UURI will provide technical and administrative 
DOE/ID and DOE/GTD in the continuation of the State 
Program. Anticipated activities include assistance 
solicitation process, progress monitoring, review o 
expenditures, critical review of state team technic 
technical assistance (geological, geotechnical, geo 
the state teams. 

Ĥ  

Assistance for 
ram (also 

ract DE-AC07-
ion and the 
agreements 
least seven 

additional 
Lfic funding 

Congressional 

support to 
Cooperative 
to DOE in the 
state team 

1 reports and 
jDhysical) to 



3.0 Funding Required 

UURI salaries, supplies, 
geochemical analyses, travel: FY 89 $96,978 

We estimate carryover funds of approximately $30,000, 
pending our final FY closing. It has been DOE and UURI policy 
that UURI should carry over enough funding for 3 to 5 months 
operations because it is characteristically that length of tirae 
before all of our funds have become available from EOE for the 
new FY. UURI is such a small organization that we can not 
operate on our own for any significant period of time. 

Please contact me or Wil Forsberg (588-3442) fcir 
clarification. A more complete Statement of Work nqirrat 
FY88, is attached for your information. 

additional 
ive, from 

Howard P. Ross 
Project Manager 



Contract No. DE-AC07-85ID12489 
Attachment A 
Page 1 of 2 

STATEMENT OF WORK 

STATE COOPERATIVE RESERVOIR ANALYSIS PR0GRAM 

1.0 Introduction 

The State Cooperative Reservoir Analysis Program (;3CP) was 
established by DOE in the mid-1970's, as the State Coupled 
Program to assess low-and moderate-temperature geothermal 
resources in the U.S. The early efforts of the State Coupled 
Program were national in scope. Geoscientific investigations 
were made in all states, with the more intensive activity 
focusing on states with either known existing geotiermal 
resources or a large user potential. These studies provided 
extensive input to the USGS computer file GEOTHERM and -
demonstrated that most moderate-and high-temperature geothermal 
resources are found in the western portion of the ::ountry, with 
low-temperature resources also found in the great plains and 

It^ 

Atlantic coast region. These and subsequent studi 
the publication and distribution of a series of stjate geothermal 
resource maps. More recent work has expanded upon 
resource assessment activities and included detail 
analysis and generic studies. 

IS have led to 

earlier 
ed reservoir 

UURI has provided technical program monitoring, coordination, and 
administrative support to DOE for the SCP, and has 
technical support to state teams. UURI has also p 
technical and administrative support to DOE/ID and 
the establishment of new grants, including the 198 
solid tation. 

2.0 Scope 

UURI will provide technical and administrative suplpo 
and DOE/HQ in the continuation of the State Cooper 
Seven contracts with State teams remain active as 
1987 and ten or more new grants may result from thie 
PRDA. Anticipated activities include assistance t 
solicitation process, progress monitoring, review 
expenditures, critical review of state team techni 
technical assistance to the state tearas. 

3.0 Applicable Documents 

Reports submitted on geoscience research and techn 
conducted under DOE Contract No. DE-AC07-85ID12489 
Prograra Research and Development Announcement (PRDA 
Geothermal Research and Development-PRDA No. DE-PR|O7 

provided 
rovided 
DOE/HQ during 
7 PRDA 

rt to DOE/ID 
ative Program, 
of October 1, 

1987 SCP 
o DOE in the 
of state team 
cal reports and 

ical assistance 
DOE/ID 

) for State 
87ID12662. 



Contract No. DE-AC07-85ID12489 
Attachment A 
Page 2 of 2 

4,0 Technical Tasks 

Task 4.1 Progress Monitoring 

Monitor the technical progress of state teams on a 
through the State Cooperative Program. Accomplish 
monitoring through telephone conversations, writteri 
communications, and at on-site visits or meetings 
required. Provide DOE/ID and DOE/HQ with regular 
evaluations of state team progress. 

Task 4.2 Technical Support 

1 tasks funded 
such 

s may be 
xipdates and 

Provide geoscience technical support to state tearas 
conducting studies that support state team efforts 
to state team results. Provide geological, geochenli 
geophysical consultation and services as appropria 
available UURI funding. Provide critical technica 
reviews. 

5,0 Reports, Data and Deliverables 

Prepare appropriate reports and deliverables based 
tasks, including monthly progress reports, a year-e 
report, and technical reports as appropriate. 

6.0 Special Considerations 

None. 

7.0 Proposed Budget 

The proposed budget to complete this project is $9̂ ,490-

through 
or contribute 
ical.-and 
e and within 
report 

on the above 
nd progress 



Contract No. DE-AC07-85ID12489 
Attachment A 
Page 1 of 2 

STATEMENT OF WORK 

STATE COOPERATIVE RESERVOIR ANALYSIS PROGRAM 

1.0 Introduction 

The State Cooperative Reservoir Analysis Program (£iCP) was 
established by DOE in the mid-1970's, as the State Coupled 
Program to assess low-and moderate-temperature geothermal 
resources in the U.S. The early efforts of the State Coupled 
Program were national in scope. Geoscientific investigations 
were made in all states, with the more intensive activity 
focusing on states with either known existing geothermal 
resources or a large user potential. These studies provided 
extensive input to the USGS computer file GEOTHERM and 
deraonstrated that raost raoderate-and high-teraperature geotherraal 
resources are found in the western portion of the country, with 
low-temperature resources also found in the great plains and 
Atlantic coast region. These and subsequent studie 
the publication and distribution of a series of sta 
resource raaps. More recent work has expanded upon 
resource assessment activities and included detaile|d reservoir 
analysis and generic studies. 

s have led to 
te geothermal 
earlier 

UURI has provided technical prograro monitoring, coordination, and 
administrative support to DOE for the SCP, and has provided 
technical support to state tearas. UURI has also provided 

OE/HQ during 
PRDA 

technical and adrainistrative support to DOE/ID and 
the establishment of new grants, including the 1987 
solicitation. 

2.0 Scope 

UURI will provide technical and adrainistrative support to DOE/ID 
and DOE/HQ in the continuation of the State Cooperaliive Program. 
Seven contracts with State tearas reraain active as oil October 1, 
1987 and ten or raore new grants may result from the 1987 SCP 
PRDA. Anticipated activities include assistance to __ 
solicitation process, progress monitoring, review oi; state team 
expenditures, critical review of state teara technicc.l reports and 
technical assistance to the state teams. 

3.0 Applicable Documents 

Reports subraitted on geoscience research and technicial assistance 
conducted under DOE Contract No. DE-AC07-85ID12489 
Program Research and Development Announcement (PRDA) 
Geothermal Research and Development-PRDA No. DE-PR07-87ID12662 

DOE/ID 
for State 
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4.0 Technical Tasks 

Task 4.1 Progress Monitoring 

tasks funded 
ikuch 

Monitor the technical progress of state teams on al 
through the State Cooperative Program. Accomplish 
monitoring through telephone conversations, written 
communications, and at on-site visits or meetings ai may be 
required. Provide DOE/ID and DOE/HQ with regular updates and 
evaluations of state team progress. 

Task 4.2 Technical Support 

Provide geoscience technical support to state teams 
conducting studies that support state team efforts 
to state team results. Provide geological, geochem:. 
geophysical consultation and services as appropriate 
available UURI funding. Provide critical technical 
reviews. 

5.0 Reports, Data and Deliverables 

Prepare appropriate reports and deliverables based 
tasks, including monthly progress reports, a year-e 
report, and technical reports as appropriate. 

6.0 Special Considerations 

None. 

7.0 Proposed Budget 

The proposed budget to complete this project is $98 

through 
r contribute 
cal and 
and within 
report 

on the above 
nd progress 

490. 
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Ir/rtTi^ F^v/7sr, I D S S 4 a z 

Geology and Geophysics 
Wyoming 

Some suggested wording: 

It has come to my attention that recent changes in Federal 
Regulations permit the recipients o-f research awards to 
extend the expiration date o+ the final budget period of the 
project. Therefore, for the medical reasons cited in my 
letter of September 13, 1990, The University of Wyoming, 
Department of Geology and Geophysics, has awarded itself a 
three month time extension, to January -31, 1991, for the 
completion of Grant as provided for in 10 

amended by FR doc. 89-CFR Part 600, Section 600-31(d) i 
24243, filed 10/12/89. No additional Federal funds ax-̂ & 
requested for this extension. 

Please send copies of this letter to: 

Howard P. Ross, Earth Science Laboratory, UUF;I 
Kenneth Taylor, DOE/ID 

Please call me at (801) 524-3444 if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Howard Ross 
Project Manager 



Ms. Alice Rush 

Department of Geology and Geophysics 
University of Wyoming 

Dear Alice: 

Some suggested wording: 

It has come to my attention that recent changes in Federal 
Regulations permit the recipients of research awards to 
extend the expiration date of the final budget period of the 
project. Therefore, for the medical reasons cited in my 
letter of September 13, 1990, The University of Wyoming, 
Department of Geology and Geophysics, has awarded itself a 
three month time extension, to January 31, 1991, for the 
completion of Grant , as provided for in 10 
CFR Part 600, Section 600.31(d) as amended by FR doc. 89-
24243, filed 10/12/89. No additional Federal funds a r e 
requested for this extension. 

Please send copies of this letter to: 

Howard P. Ross, Earth Science Laboratory, UURI 
Kenneth Taylor, DOE/ID 

Please call me at (801) 524-3444 if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Howard F;oss 
Project Manager 
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Geology and Geophysics 
Wyoming 

Some suggested wording: 

It has come to my attention that recent changes in F'ederal 
F.:egulat ions permit the recipients of research awards to 
extend the expiration date of the final budget period of the 
project. Therefore, for the medical reasons cited in my 
letter of September 13, 1990, The University of Wyoming, 
Department of Geology and Geophysics, has awarded itself a 
three month time extension, to January -31, 1991, for the 
completion of Grant , as provided for in 10 
CFR Part 600, Section 600.31(d) as amended by FR doc. 89-
24243, filed 10/12/89, No additional Federal funds are 
requested for this extension. 

Please send copies of this letter tc 

Howard P. Ross, Earth Science Laboratory, UUF;I 
Kenneth Taylor, DOE/ID 

Please call me at (801) 524-3444 if you. have a.ny questions. 

Sincerel' 

Howard Ross 
Project Manaqer 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Office of the Secretary 

10 CFR Part 600 

Financial Assis tance Rules: Revised 
Policy on 0t;iect!v9 Merit Review of 
Di:;cretlonar/ Financial Ass is iancs 
AppUcations 

AGENCY: Department of Energy. 

ACTION: Final nile. 

SUMMARY; The Depajtment of Energy 
today is revising subparts A and B of the 
Financial Assistance Rales, 10 CFR part 
600. to establish standards for program 
offices ;Q follow in conducting the 
objective merit review of discredonary 
financiui assistance applications, to 

secretaries to issue general solicitations 
covering broad areas of research for 
which financial assistance is being 
made available, and to establish a 

ement whereby applicants may 
an evaluation of their 
on. In addition, this revision 

gives recipients of financial assistance 
research awards expanded authority to 
rebudget among categories and 
authority to carry over funds frora one 
funding period to the next, to incur 
preaward costs, and to extend project 
periods without prior approval under 
certain circtimstances. These changes 
will maintain the Federal stewardship 

whicn tin; 

J made ava 
requireme 
receive ar 
submissic 

over the funds being awarded while 
simultaneously allowing research to be 
done more efficiently and productively. 

EFFECTIVE DATE Effective November ia , 
1989. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION COKTACTT 

Edward F. Sharp, Business and 
Financial Policy Division (MA-422), 
U.S. Department of Energy, 1000 
Independence Avenue, SW„ 
Washington, DC 20585 ( 2 0 ^ 580-6192. 

Christopher Smith, Office ofthe 
Assistant General Counsel for 
Procurement and Finance (GC-341, 
U.S. Department of Energy. 
Washington, DC 20585 (202) 586-1526. 

suppt.EMefrrARY INFORIWATION: 

Tabls of Co.ntents 

L In'-oduction 
!!. Ch2.".3S3 ta 10 CFR Psn C«) 
!il. Discusoioa of Comments on Proposed 
P.uie 
IV. Review under Ejteculive Order 12291 
V. Review under the Regulatory Flexibility 
.*.ct 
VI. Review under the Papenvork Reduction 
Act 
VU. Review under the Natiotiaf 
Envirtimnental Policy Act 
VOL Review Under Executive Order 12612 

I, Introduction 

With this final rjle. the Department of 
Energy (DOE) is a.Tiending its Financial 
Assistance Rules to establish standards 
far program offices in setting up 
procedures for the objective merit 
review of discretionary financial 
assistance applications. The changes 
also allow recipients of financial 
assistance research awards authority, 
wilhout obtaining prior approval from 
ihe Contracting Officer, to (1) rebudget 
among categories; (2) carry over funds 
frcm cr.e ftir.ding -per.sd to the next: (3) 
incur limited preaward costs; and (4) 
e.xtend project periods withoui 
additional funds. 

Also, today's rule estabhshes an 
outiine for a Department-wide process 
for the review of applications for 
llnancial assistance. Requests for 
financial assistance funds are to be 
reviewed and evaluated by the DOE 
based on scientific merit of the project, 
applicant's qualifications, adeqtiacy of 
applicant's facilities and resources, 
project appropriateness to the mission of 
the DOE. and other appropriate factors 
established and set forth by the 
cognizant program office. The DOE 
review process is to consist of review by 
DOE personnel for scientific and 
technical merit and program policy 
matters and may include extemal 
review by Federal (including DOE) and 
non-federal personnel either as part of a 
standing committee, ad hoc committee, 
or field reader review for sdent iSc and 
technical merit. The Federal/non-
Federal composition of the review 
groups may vary, as long as objective 
review standards are maintained. 

Additionally, this rule allows the 
issuance of general solicitations such, 
that applications which are in the 
subject area of one of the programs 
listed in the solicitation-may be treated 
as having been in response to the 
ge.nersl solicitation. 

rmally, a provision regarding 
evaluations of applications provides 
that, upon request the applicant will 
receive a written summary of the 
evaluation. 

The DOE has concluded t.hat the other 
changes regarding prior approvals, 
carri'overs, preaward costs and project 
extensions (which are the DOETs 
L-nplementation of recommendatfana .. 
stemming from the Federal 
De.monstration Project) wiU provide 
additional fle.xibility to financial 
assistanca recipients and reduce the 
work involved in managing financial 
assistance awards without adversely 
affecting appropriate Federal oversighi 
of certain awards, 

II. Changes to 10 CFR Part 600 

Section 600.3 is amended by inserting 
in alphabetical order definitions for "ad 
hoc committee." "field readers." 
"objective merit revisw," "responsible 
oiTicial," and "standing coramittee." and 
changing tiie definition of "research." 

Section 5C0.9 is a.T.Ended by revising 
parajraph (a)(l] to provide authority for 
program assistant secretaries to issue 
general solicitations. Paragraph (c)(10) is 
amended to allow program offices lo 
establish due dates or periods 
appropriate for the receipt of 
applications. Multiple receipt dates 
tiiroughout the year may be established 
which would permit applications to b e 
"btmched" and reviewed in comparison 
to each other. Paragraph (c)(12)(vi) i» 
changed to provide that solicitations 
must contain specific requirements for 
non-statutory cost s'naring when coal 
sharing is to be considered in the 
selection process. 

Section 600.15 is amended by revising 
paragraph (a) to establish the 
responsibility of the program office for 
setting up an objective merit review 
system and ensuring its satisfectxwy 
functioning. A new paragrapa (b) ia 
added to set out basic revievr 
requirements, including the goal to 
normally obtain review by at least three 
individuals who have no other - . . -

responsibilities concern tng the Soancial 
assistance applications being revienved. ' 
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individual who participated in the 
review of an application being 
appointed as the project officer. This 
will not be considered a violation of this 
policy of objective merit review 
provided the assignment was not 
expected when the review was 
conducted. 

(5) Persons outside the cognizant 
program office must not have been 
employees of that office, including 
having line authority over that office, for 
one year prior to participation as a 
reviewer in the objective merit review 
process for the program. 

(c) CompcTQtive rs:':ew. (1) !n order to 
enhance the validity of the evaluation 
and rating process, appiicaticns can be 
evaluated in comparison to each other. 

(2) If a program area has issued a 
program notice, the responsible official 
may implement review procedures 
which will result in applications being 
evaluated in comparison to each other. 
Applications in response to that notice 
may be assigned to a group of field 
readers, to a standing coirjnittee, or to 
an ad hoc committee, as discussed 
below, which is capable of reviewing 
them, and may be considered along with 
other applications which were 
submitted in response to the progra.̂ n 
notice. Such an application may also be 
eligible for review under an applicable 
program announcement For 
solicitations, review procedures may 
also permit comparative evaluation with 
field readers, a standing committee, or 
an ad hoc committee bei.ig used as 
appropriate. 

[d] Typns cf review grc'jps—fl] Field 
readsrs. (i) Objective merit i-cview of 
applications may be obtaLaed by using 
field readers to whom applications are 
sent for review and com.ment Field 
readers may also be used as an adjunct 
to financial assistance application 
review committees when, for example, 
the type of expertise needed or the 
volume of financial assistance 
applications to be reviewed requires 
such auxiliary capacity. 

(ii) Safeguards should be instituted to 
ensure that field readers clearly 
understand the process, their role, and 
the criteria upon which the applications 
are to be evaluated. 

(iii) For those situations in which a 
standing committee is the appropriate 
review mechanism (see paragraph (d)(2] 
cf this section), but a group offield 
readers must be used instead, it should 
function as nearly like a committee as 
possible. For example, if all members of 
the standing committee were to evaluate 
all of the applications under review, 
then all field readers must receive all of 
the applications to be reviewed even 
though they are in geographically 

separate locations and all field readers 
should be instnjcted to follow the 
procedures established for evaluating 
the applications. 

(2) Scandins coiumittess. (i) Standing 
com.Tiittees are normally appropriate 
when required by legislation or when 
the following conditions prevail: 

(A) A sufficient number of 
applications on specific topics to justify 
the use of a standing committee(s) is 
received by the program on a regular 
basis in accordance with a 
predetermined review schedule: 

(B) There are a sufficient number of 
persons with the required expertise who 
are willing and able to [1] accept 
appointments, [2] ser\-e over reasonably 
protracted periods of time, and (J) 
convene at regularly scheduled intervals 
or at the call of the chairperson; and 

(C) The legislative authority for the 
particular program(s) involved extends 
for more than one year, 

(ii) Persons outside the cognizant 
program office shall constitute at least 
half the reviewers on such committees 
unless a deviation from this reqi.urement 
has been approved under § 6C0.iG[\jl 
below. 

(3) Ad hoc com.T.;'.t2es. (i) Ad hoc 
rs'.'iew committees may not exceed one 
rear in duration and Ate appropriately 
used when use of a standing committee 
is not feasible or when one of the 
following conditions prevails: 

[.\] A small number of applications is 
recaivRd on an intermittent basis; 

(3! The program is one of limited 
d'ration. usuaiiy -sss than one year 

(Cj The applications to be reviewed 
have been solicited to meet a specific 
program objective and carmot 
appropriately be reviewed by a standing 
committee because of subject matter, 
time constraints, or other limitations; 

(D) The volume of applications 
received necessitates convening an 
additional coinmittee(s) of available 
reviewers; or 

(E) It is detarmined that the 
applications submitted have special 
review requirements, e.g., constraction 
of a facility, the complexity of subject 
matter cuts across the areas of expertise 
of two or more standing committees, or 
the subject matter is of a special, 
nonrecurring nature. 

(ii) Ad hoc committees may not be 
used for rcviewi.^g financial assistance 
applications for any program for which 
a standing committee has been 
established (except for paragraph 
(d)(3)(i](D) of this section) unless a 
deviation is approved under J 600,16(3) 
below. 

(e) Review samsiary. Upon request 
applicants aire to be provided with a 

written summary of the evaluation of 
their appUcation. 

(f) Reviewers with interest in 
application being reviewed. RevieNvers 
must comply with the requirements for 
the avoidance of conflict of interest 
established in 5 600.17. In establishing a 
system of objective merit review 
required in § 600.16(a)(1), the 
responsible ofilcia! shall develop 
procedures which will permit DOE to 
evaluate whether a conflict of interest 
exists. .\ ca.T..mit;ee or group cf field 
readers which includes as objective 
merit reviewers any individuals who 
cannot meet ths requirements of 5 6C0.17 
or the program's review procedures, 
with regard to a particular application 
being reviewed, e.g.. officials mentioned 
in paragraphs (bj (3) and (5) of this 
section, shall operate as follows: 

(1) These individuals or officials may 
not review, discuss, and/or make a 
recommendation on an application(3) in 
which they have a conflict of interest. 

(2) In the case of a review committee, 
the committee member must absent 
himself or herself from tlie committee 
.T.cetina during the re'.-ievv and 
diacussion of ihe application(s) in w'r.ich 
he/she has a conflict of interest 

(s) Deviations. (1) In any instance in 
which a program's pre-established 
review system is not to be used to 
review an application, group or 
applications, or class of applications, 
written prior approval for utilization of a 
different procedtire, which itself must, to 
the extent possible, conform to the 
provisions of this section pertaining to 
ob;ec'-;'.'9 merit review, must be 
obtained from the responsible official or 
his or her designee. 

(2) If L".e deviation sought applies to a 
class of applications and constitutes a 

.. deviation from the requirements of this 
part, approval for deviation must be 
obtained in accordance with § 600.4. If 
such requast for deviation is approved, 
aU details ofthe review procedure 
udlized and the proceedmgs and 
determination must be fully 
documented. 

5. Section 600.31 is amended by 
revising paragraph (d) to read as 
follows: 

§600.31 Funding. ~1 
(d) B<te.isions. (1) Recipients of 

research awards may extend the 
expiration date of the ilnal budget 
period ofthe project (thereby extending ' 
the project period) if additional time 
beyond the established expiration date 
is needed to assure adequate completion 
of the original scope of work within the 

^ - ^ ^ V ^ ' ^ io«S 
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funds already tnade available. A single 
extension, which shall not exceed 
nvelve (12) months, may be made for 
this purpose, and must be made prior to 
the originally established expiration 
date. The recipient must notify the 

. cognizant DOE Contracting Officer in 
the awarding office in writing within ten 
(10) days of making the extension. 

(2) DOE may extend any budget 
period of any type of financial 
assistance without the need for 
C(Jmpetition or a justification of 
restricted eligibifity if: 

(i) In the case of the final budget 
period cf a project period, the additional 
time necessary is 13 months or less in 
t o t a l or for all other budget periods, the 
addidonal time necessary is 6 months or 
less in totai; and 

(ii) The grantee submits a written 
request for an e-xtension before the 
e.xpiration date of the budget period In 
process and includes a justification for 
the e.Ktension along with an expenditure 
plan for the use of any additional fluids 
requested. An expenditure plan need not 
be provided whe.^ no additional fu.ids 
are requested, unless the grantee 
inte.nds to rebudget funds in such a way 
as to require DOE prior approval or 
unless the grantee is instructed 
otherwise by the ContractL".g Officer. 
• « • • • 

6. Section 600.32 is a.-nended by 
revising paragraph (c)(2). rcnoving 
paragraph (dj, redesignating paragrap'ns 
(ej ir.6 (fl as (d) and (e) zr.d revising 
newly redesignated paragraphs (d) and 
(eJ as follows; 

(e) Adjustments. Whenever DOE 
adjusts the amount of an award under 
this subpar t it shall also make an 
appropriate upward or downward 
adjustment to the amount of required 
cost sharing in order that the adjusted 
award maintain any required percentage 
of DOE and non-Federal participation in 
the costs of the project 

". Section 600.103 is amended by 
revising paragrap'ns (b)(6) and (g) to 
read as follows; 

§600.103 Cost determinations. 

(b) Costpr .napies . ' ' ' 
(6) Before a recipient may make \ 

hanges in the following areas on \ 

§ 500.32 Calculation of award. 

(c) unobligated balances— 
(2) Research grants. Any unobligated 

balance of funds w'nich remains at the 
end of any funding period, except the 
final funding period of the project 
period, may be carried over to the next 
funding period, and may be used to 
defray costs of the period into which it 
is carried over. The recipient shall not 
be entitled to reimbursement if a 
continuation award is not made. 
Recipients may be requested to provide 
information with regard to expenditures 
in the progress report covering the 
previously completed period. The 
recipient shall also include in the 
Financi.il Status Report for the 
previously completed period, the 
amount of the unobligated balance as of 
the end of the funding period. 

(d) Added funding nol required. 
Nothing in paragraph (c) of this section 
shall in any way require the DOE to. 
increase the total amount obligated for 
the project 

(b) Cost principles. ' r changi ._̂  

research financial assista.-ce aiva.-ds. 
the written approval of the cognizant 
Contracti.ng Of.lccr at the DOE is 
required; (i) Changes in objectives or 
scope, (ii) temporary replace.ment or 
change of principal investigator or 
change of key personnel, and (iii) 

I change of the institution lo which the 
I a'.vard is to be made. .-Vi! other Fedara! 

prior approva! requirements, i.^.ciucir.g 
those ia 0.VI3 Circulars .^-21 and A-110 
are waived for research awards. The 
recipient may maintain such intemal 
prior approval systems as it considers 
necessarj-. . ^ 

^ , , . . 
(g) Preaward costs—(1) All .Awards. 

Any preaward expenditures are made at 
the recipient's risk. .Approval cf 
preaward costs by ths Contracting 
G;'';icer or incurrence by t ie rec;pie.tt 
docs no: impose any cb;:g2t:cn cn DOE 
if an award is not subsequendy made, or 
if an award is made for a lesser a.Tiount 
tnan the recipie.nt expected. 

(2) Resect-ch cwo.-ds only, (i) For ce-.v 
cr renewal rescirch awards, recipients 
may incur preaward costs up to ninety 
(90) days prior to the effective date of 
the award. Preaivard costs for periods 
preceding 90 days prior to the effective 
date of the award are ailowa'ole only tf 
approved in writing, prior to incurrence, 
by a DOE Contracting Officer. 

(ii) For continuation awards wilhin a 
multiple year project prior to receipt of 
continuation funding, preav.-ard 
expenditiures by recipients are not 
subject to the limitation or approval 
require.T.enls of paragrap'n (gj(2)(i) of 
this sectiort. 

(iii) Preaward costs, as incurred by 
the recipient, must be necessary for the 
effective and economical conduct of the 
project and the costs must be other,\-ise 
in accordance with these rules and may 
not include those specific costs for 
which agency prior approval is requu-ed 
under the circulars. In. any instance in 
which the circulars permit the agency to 

grant prior approval to the recipient it is 
the Department's intention to do so, 

(3) Ot.her than research awards. All 
odier financial assistance recipients 
may incur preaward costs only if the 
e.\pendisure is approved in writing, prior 
to incurrence, by the Contracting 
Office.''. In the case of governmental 
entities, the approval must additionally 
be reflected on the award notice. 

IFR Doc 89-24243 Filed 10-12-89: S:45 amj 

BILLING CODE 5< l» -01-« 

OVEHSIGHT SOARO 

12 CFH Parts 1510 and 1511 

The Resolut ion Funding C o r p o r a t i o n — 
Operat ions 

AGENCY: Oversight Board. 
ACTION; Final rule. 

SUMMA.SY: The Oversight Board has 
adopted H.-ial regulations for the 
Resolution Fundi.ng Corporation. Tne 
Financial Lnstitations Reform. Recovery, 
and Enfcrcament Act of 1989 ("Act"), 
established the Resolution Funding 
Corporation and the Resolution Trust 
Corporation. The Resolution Funding 
Co-Tjoration is required by the Act to 
provide funds to the Resolution Trust 
Corporation to enable it to carry out its 
purposes under the Ac t T'nese 
.'cgulations prescribe the manner in 
v.'hich the F.esolution Funding 
Co.-pora'.:on will operate and clarify the 
manner in which assessments will be 
msde to capitalize the Resolution 
F-undir.g Corporation. 
EFTECTiVE OATS: These regulations are 
effective September 21, 1989. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Bradford E. Baker, Acting E.xecutive 
Secretarv'. or Robert Frierson, attorney, 
at(202)33"-75r5. 
SUPPLS.MENTAflY INFORMATION: 

. \ . General 

On .\iigusl 9.1989. the Financial 
Institutions Reform. Recovery, and 
E.nforcepeni .*.ct of 1939 ("FILRKEA") 
was enicled into law. Among other 
things, the FiRR£.\ added section 21B to 
the Fedisral Home Loan Barik Act (the 
"Act") which established a corporation 
known as the Resolution Funding 
Co.'poration ("Funding Corporation") to 
provide funds necessary for the 
Resolution Trust Corporation ("RTC") to 
carry out its purpose under the FIRRE,^. 
The Funding Corporation viafl issue 
bonds, notes, debentures, or similar ^ 
o'oligalions. and with the net proceeds 
thereof, it will purchase capital ;1 ' 

file:///iigusl


DIVISION OF EARTH SCIENCES 
ENVIRONMENTAL RESEARCH CENTER 
UNIVERSITY OF NEVADA, LAS VEGAS 

100 WASHINGTON ST., SUITE 201 
RENO. NEVADA 89503 • (702) 784-6151 

FAX (702) 784-1300 

Apri l 25. 1990 

Ms. El izabe th Bowhan, Cont rac t s D i r e c t o r 
U.S. Departinent of Energy 
Idaho Operat ions Office 
785 DOE Place 
Idaho Palls, ID 83402 

Dear Ms. Bowhan: 

The Division of Earth Sciences is completinq work on DOE 
contract DE-FG07-88ID12784, entitled "Geothermal Fluid Genesis in the 
Great Basin" (see attached). The scheduled completion date for 
submission of the final report is May 1. 1990. All of the research 
and field work have been completed and a draft report was submitted 
for technical r'eview to Dr. Marshall Reed (DOE Headquarters in 
Washington, D.c), Dr. Howard Ross (University of Utah Research 
Institute), and others, in March, 1990. All comments and suggestions 
have been incorporated into a revised draft (see attached). The 
purpose of this letter is to request additional time for review of 
the draft by the U.S. Geological Survey, in Menlo Park, California. 

Earlier this month. Dr. Reed suggested that I forward a copy of 
the draft to Dr. Robert Mariner, a geologist with the USGS who is a 
recognized authority in geothermal science. Dr. Ross agreed that the 
report findings were significant and warranted the expertise of an 
outside agency for review. I contacted Dr. Mariner by telephone and, 
although he agreed to review the report, he explained that his 
schedule would keep him from the review until May 1, 1990. 
I contacted Dr. Ross and, after discussion with Dr. Reed, they 
recommended that I contact your office with the following proposal. 

The Division of Earth Sciences, University of Nevada, Las Vegas, 
proposes to grant itself a one month no-cost extension of time on 
contract DE-FG07-88ID12784 for the purposes of obtaining and 
incorporating addition input to the draft copy of the final report 
from the U.S. Geological Survey. This request will change the Budget 
and Proiect Termination Date from May 1, 1990 to June 1, 1990. It is 
the understanding of the Division of Earth Sciences that this request 
is provided for in 10 CFR Part 600, section 600.31d, as amended by 
FR doc. 89-24243. filed 10/12/89. No additional Federal funds are 
requested for this extension. 



EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY 
UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE 

391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84108-1295 

September 18. 1990 
DATE 

Ms. Alice Rush 
TO 

U of Wyoming 
ORG./LOCATION TELEPHONE NO. 

307 7^6-2737 
TELEFAX NO. 

Howard Ross 
FROIVI 
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funds already made available. A single 
extension, which shall not exceed 
twelve (12) months, may be made for 
this purpose, and must be made prior to 
the originally established expiration 
date. The recipient must notify the 
cognizant DOE Contracting Officer in 
the awarding office in writing within ten 
(10) days of making the extension. 

(2) DOE may extend any budget 
period of any type of financial 
assistance without the need for 
c<?rrpetition or a justification of 
."^stricted eligibility if: 

(i) In the case of the final budget 
period cf a project period, the additional 
time necessary is 13 months or less in 
tutaL or for all other budget periods, the 
additional time necessary is 6 months or 
less in total; and 

(ii) The grantee submits a written 
request for an extension before the 
expiration date of the budget period in 
process and includes a justification for 
the extension along with an expenditiire 
plan for the use of any additional ftinds 
requested. An expenditure plan need not 
be provided when no additional funds 
are requested, unless the grantee 
intends to rebudget funds in such a way 
as to require DOE prior approval or 
unless ths grantee is instructed 
otherwise by the Contracting OlScer. 
• • « « • 

6. Section 600.32 is a.mended by 
revising paragraph (c)(2). removing 
paragraph (d). redesignating paragraphs 
(ei and (f) as fd) and (e) and revising 
newly .-edesignated paragraphs (d) and 
(e) as follows: 

§ SO0.32 Calculation of award. 
. . . . . 

(c) Unobligated balances— • • • 
(2) Research grants. Any imobligated 

balance of funds which remains at the 
end of any funding period, except the 
final funding period of the project 
period, may be carried over to the nexl 
funding period, and may be used to 
defray costs of the period into which it 
is carried over. The recipient shall not 
be entitled to reimbursement if a 
continuation award is not made. 
Recipients may be requested to provide 
information with regard to expenditures 
in the progress report covering the 
previously completed period. The 
recipient shall also include in the . 
Financial Status Report, for the 
previously completed period, the 
amount of the imobligated balance as of 
the end of the funding period. 

(d) Added funding not required. 
Nothing in paragraph (c) of this section 
shall in any way require the DOE to. 
increase the total amount obligated for 
the project 

(e) Adjustments. Whenever DOE 
adjusts the amount of an award under 
this subpar t it shall also make an 
appropriate upward or downward 
adjustment to the amount of required 
cost sharing in order that the adjusted 
award maintain any required percentage 
cf DOE and non-Federal participation in 
the costs of the project. 

7. Section 600.103 is ame.nded by 
revising paragraphs (b)(6) and (g) to 
read as follows: 

n 
§600.103 Cost determinations. 
• • • • • 

(b) Cost principles. * ' * r (6) Before a recipient may make 
changes in the following areas on 
research financial assistance awards, 
the written approval of the cognizant 
Contracting Officer at the DOE is 
required: (i) Changes in objectives or 
scope, (ii) temporary replace.ment or 
change of principal investigator or 
change of key personnel, and (iii) 
change of the insliiution to which the 
award is to be .T.ade. Al! other Federa! 
prior approval requirements, ir.cludir.g 

lose in ONIB Circulars .A-21 and A-110. 
are waived for research awards. The 
recipient may maintain such intemal 
prior approval systems as it considers I 

; necessary. ^ 
. . . . 

(g) Preaward casts—(1) All .Awards. 
Any preaward expenditures are made at 
ths recipient's risk. .Approval of 
preav/ard costs by the Contracting 
Oi'iiccT or incurrence by the rec:pie."t 
v . . ^ c . ^ . . < j . . . . . ^ \ . ^ l . . ^ . . j . . . . . . ^ . ^ . . . . . . K . . . . . j \ . . . 

if an award is not subsequently made, or 
if an award is made for a lesser a.iiounl 
tnan the recipient e.xpected. 

(2) Research awards only, (i) For new 
cr renewal research awards, recipients 
may incur preaward costs up to ninety 
(90) days prior to the effective date of 
the awardL Preaward costs for periods 
preceding 90 days prior to the effective 
date of the award are allowable only if 
approved in writing, prior to incurrence, 
by a DOE Contracting Officer. 

(ii) For continuation awards within a 
multiple year project prior to receipt of 
continuation funding, preaward 
e.xpenditures by recipients are not 
subject to the limitation or approval 
requirements of paragraph (g)(2)(i) of 
this section. 

(iii) Preaward costs, as incurred by 
the recipient must be necessary for the 
effective and economical conduct of the 
project and the costs must be other,\'ise 
in accordance with these rules and may 
not include those specific costs for 
which agency prior approval is required 
under the circtilara. In any instance in 
which the circulars permit the agency to 

grant prior approval to the recipient it is 
the Detjiartmenl's intention to do so. 

(3) Other than research awards. All 
other financial assistance recipients 
may inqur preaward costs only if the 
expenditure is approved in writing, prior 
to incurrence, by the Contracting 
Officer. In the case of governmental 
entities, the approval must additionally 
be reflected on the award notice. 
. • • • • 

[FR Uoc 89-24143 Filed 10-12-89: 8:45 am) 
all-UNG C00€ 5J0O-Ot-« 

OVEHSIGHT SOARO 

12 CFR Parts 1510 and 1511 

The Resolution Funding Corporation— 
Operations 

AGENCY: Oversight Board. 
ACTION: Fi.nal rule. 

SUMMA.RY: The Oversight Board has 
adopted fi.ial regulations for the 
Resolution Funding Corporation. Ths 
Financial institutions Reform. Recovery, 
and Enforcement Act of 1983 ("Act"), 
established the Resolution Funding 
Corporation and the Resolution Trust 
Corporation, The Resolution Funding 
Corporation is required by the Act to 
provide funds to the Resolution Trust 
Corporation to enable it to carry out its 
purposes under the Ac t These 
regulations prescribe the manner in 
which the Resolution Funding 
Co.-poraiion will operate and clarify the 
manner in which assessments will be 
msde to capitalize the Resolution 
Fund;,-.g Corporation. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: These regulations are 
effective September 21,1989. 

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Bradford B. Baker, Acting E.xecutive 
Secretary, or Robert Frierson, attorney, 
at(202)387-7575. 
SUPPLS.VENTARY INFORMATION! 

A. General 

On .\ugust 9, 1989, the Financial 
Institutions Reform. Recovery, and 
E.-iforcsmenl .''.ct of 1939 ("FLRKEA") 
was enacted into law. Among other 
things, the FIRRE.A. added section 213 to 
the Federal Home Loan Baink Act (the 
"i^ct") which established a corporation 
known as the Resolution Funding 
Co.'poration ("Funding Corporadon") to 
provide funds necessary for the 
Resolution Trust Corporation ("RTC") to 
carry out its purpose under the FERRE.A. 
The Funding Corporation will issue 
bonds, notes, debentures, or sixnilar , 
obligations, and with the net proceeds 
thereof, it will purchase capital ;. ' 

file:///ugust
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D E S E R T R E S E A R C H I N S T I T U T E 

\\',it('r Rc'-otircei Center —Renu.l..T. I'eK'i^ 

April 3, 1990 

7010 Dandini Blvd. 
Reno. NV 89512 

(702) 673-7361 
Fax: (702) 573-7397 

Mai l ing Address: P.O. Box 60220 
Reno. Nevada 89506-0220 

»C 

i> 

Mr. Kenneth K. Osborne 
Contracts Specialist, DOE/ID 
U.S. Department of Energy 
785 DOE Place 
Idaho Falls, ID 83402 

SUBJECT: DOE Research Grant, DE-FG07-88ID12757: 
Notification of No-Cost Time Extension 

Dear Mr, Osborne: 

Several situations have occurrecj during our work on the research project "Evaluation and Simu
lation ofthe Moana Geothermal System", Grant DE-FG07-88ID12757, which resulted in project de
lays and make it impossible to complete this project as scheduled. Tlie initial Principal Investigator, 
Dr. Michael Campana, left DRI only six weeks after the start ofthe project requiring the naming of a 
new Principal Investigator. The logistics required to begin the monitoring program (in all private wells) 
delayed data collection by approximately three months. Other problems were related to accessing the 
monitoring wells, training graduate students, and compiling input data for the numerical model. Be
cause of these and other delays, we have granted ourselves, Desert Research Institute-UNS, a seven 
month no-cost time extension, changing the Budget Period and Project Period termination date from 
April 30, 1990 to November 30,1990. This change in the final budget period ofthe project is provided 

by 10 CFR Part 600, Section 600.31(d) as amended by FR Doc. 89-24243, Filed 10-12-89, No addi-
Fcderal funds are requested, J 

April 

Lfor b} 
tiona 

In addition, I request DOE approval for a reallocation of project funding categories. Due largely 
to problems described above, it is necessary to transfer $6,500 previously budgeted for operation to 
salaries, increasing the project budget for salaries to $25,300 for the second year. This transfer involves 
less than 5 percent of the total project budget and appears to be provided for in Special Terms and 
Conditions for Research Grants, items 2 and 7. No additional Federal funds ate requested. 

Please call me if you require additional information on these matters. 

EJ:bjn 
cc: Howard Ross, UURI 

Kenneth J. Taylor, DOE-ldaho 

Sincerely, 

Elizabeth Jacobson 
Assistant Research Professor 

Almosph.Tir Scii-nri-s CcnliT ninloi!ic,il St ii'>H,.\ Ccnlfi I ni'cuv .md I nvnonmi'nl j l t nKinpi-nnK Cenle Qu.iti'fn.irv ScH'nct'sOntc W.i(or Resoufces Center 
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A new paragraph (c) has been added to 
outline requirements for comparative 
review. A new par.ngraph (d) has been 
added to describe the types of review 
processes which may be used, which 
include field readers, standing 
committees, and ad hoc committees, A 
new paragraph (e) has been added 
establishing a requirement for providing 
the applicant with an evaluation of his/ 
her application. A new paragraph (f) has 
been added to address situations in 
which the reviewer has an interest in 
the application being reviewed, A new 
paragraph (g) has been added to 
establish deviation procedures from this 
part of the rule. E-xisting paragraphs (b) 
and (c) have been redesignated 
paragraphs (h) and (i). 

Section 6C0.31 is arr.ended by 
including a provision allowing recipients 
of financial assistance research awards 
to e.xtend the final year of a project 
period withoui receiving the prior 
approval of the DOEL Recipients must 
take this action prior to the originally 
established expiration date and notify 
the DOE within ten days of the 
extension. 

Section 600.32 is amended to allow 
recipients of financial assistance 
research awards to carry over 
unexpended funds in a continuation 
award without the prior approval or the 
DOE. 

Section 500.103 is amended to 
eliminate ai! Federal prior approval 
requiremsntj fcr a .-ecipie.it of financial 
assistance research awards (including 
those in O.MB Circulars .^-21 and A-
110) except for change in objective cr 
scope, te.iiporary replacement or change 
of principal investigator, change of key 
personnel, and change of the institution 
to which the award is made. It is also 
amended to establish the authority of 
these recipients to incur pre-award costs 
of up to 90 days prior to a new or 
renewal award. The section also 
provides that if a recipient takes such 
an action, the DQE is not therefore, 
obligated to issue an award. 

III. Discussion of Comments oa 
Proposed Rule 

On March 15,1989 (54 FR 10670). DOE 
published a proposed rule to establish 
standards for program offices in setting 
up procedures for the objective merit 
review of discretionary financial 
assistance appUcations, and to 
implement the provisions of the Federal 
Demonstration Project (FDP) which 
would allow recipients of Gnancial 
assistance research awards expanded 
authority to act in several areas without 
obtaining prior approval from the -
Contracting Officer. Written comments 
were to be submitted by April 14,1989. 

Three Institutions of higher education 
submitted comments. 

All three commenters requested that 
DOE change its proposal which limits 
the recipient's ability to e.xtend the 
length of the project period without 
additional funds to the last budget 
period of a project period. They assert 
that the proposed provision 
{600,31(d)(l)) 13 contrary to what is being 
permitted in the FDP which, they 
contend, allows any budget period to be 
extended. They also view reser.-ing the 
extension without additional funds 
autliority to the last budget period to be 
an unnecessary restriction. 

DOE has reviewed the applicable 
provision in the FDP and determined the 
Umitation in the proposed rule is not 
inconsistent with that provision. DOE 
has also verified with other Federal 
participants in the FDP that the 
intention and implementation of the 
applicable provision have been to limit 
that authority to the final budget period 
of the proi'jct period. Additionally, it is 
noted that if recipients did have the 
authority to extend eariier budget 
periods, funding needs for the project 
might well extend into a later fiscal year 
than the federal agency had anticipated, 
thereby complicating its budget 
planning. 

For the reasons stated in the previous 
paragraph, DOE will continue to limit 
the provision reganiing extensions 
without additional funds to the fmal 
budget period as provided in the 
proposed rule. 

The three commenters also requested 
mat DOE change the provision in the 
proposed rule that permits DOE tc 
adjust the amounts awarded in future 
budget periods based on the amount the 
recipient estimates is remaining in the 
previously completed year 
(§ 600.32(c)(2)). They noted that this is 
not consistent with the similar provision 
in the FDP conceming carryover and 
that such adjustments would have to 
rely on an estimate that would be of 
questionable reliability as it would be 
made well in advance of the end of the 
budget year, 

DOE agrees with these comments and 
has changed the final rule to conform 
with the provision regarding carryover 
in the FDP, The recipient will have the 
ability to carryover funds without the , 
approval of DOE, but will be required to 
report to DOE the amount of funds 
tmobligated in the Financial Status 
Report to be submitted after the budget 
period is over, A sentence has been 
added which permits DOE to request 
recipients to provide information in the 
progress report regarding budget 
expenditures. 

One cominenter staled thai the words 
the costs must be otherwise in 

accordance with these rules" in 
§ 600.103(g)(2)(iii) are confusing and 
unneedcd. After careful consideration of 
the comment DOE has concluded that 
while some readers may see the phrase 
as simply e.'cpressing a truism (that is, a 
recipient may not do what it is not 
permitted to do), it is important to retain 
the phrase so that the removal of prior 
approval requirements in the proposed 
rule not be interpreted as a general 
waiver of other portions of DOE's 
t~inancial assistance rules and the 
applicable OMB circulars. For example, 
a cost would still have to be allowable 
to be incurted. even if agency prior 
approval were not needed to incur it 

One cotnmenter stated that 
Contracting Officers should have the 
authority tb approve pre-award costs 
retroactively. DOE's fmancial assistance 
rules currently provide that the 
Contractinjg Officer may approve pre
award costs prior to incurrence. 
Retroactivp approval would require a 
deviation imder § SCO.4. DOE did not • 
propose to change the retroactive 
approval riequirement in the proposed 
rule and still does not see a reason to do 
so. 

As a result of comnents by DOE staff, 
the following clarifying changes have ' 
been madfe to the proposed rule. 

The role of field readers acting as a 
standing Committee in § 600.16(d)(iii) is 
clarified tb emphasize that even though 
geographically dispersed, they should 
operate a | if they were a standing 
committei to the degree possible. 

In 5 600-3l(d)(l). the apostrophe after 
"recipientjs" and the word "award" have 
been deleted to remove an awkward 
phrasing. 

In 5 60Ci.31(d)(2). the introductory 
clause is tnoved to the middle of the 
sentence jand the word "other" is 
deleted. U 5 600.31(d)(2)(i}. the 
references to "research" and "non-
research" are eliminated. These changes 
retain thej authority of a Contracting 
Officer to authorize extensions without 
addition^ funds for all types of 
financial assistance. This authority 
currently! exists in DOE's financial 
assistant^e rules and was inadvertently 
limited iil the proposed rule. 

In J 60p,32(c)(2). the sentence 'The 
recipient shall not be entitled to 
reimbursement if a continuation a%vard 
is not made" has bees relocated in the 
section t0 make its meaning clearer. 

Sectio^ 600.103(g) is changed to drop 
the phrase "in the absence of 
appropriations". Absence of 
appropriations is envisioned to be 
already iovered by the next danse 'if 
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an award ia not subsequently made" 
and raised the concern that a 
Contracting Officer might be giving 
approval for pre-award costs even 
though funds have not been 
appropriated. 

IV. Review Under Executive Order 
12291 

Today's rule was reviewed under 
Executive Order 12291 (Februa.-y 17. 
1931). The DOE has concluded that the 
mie is not a "major rule" because its 
p.'-omulgation ',vill not result in: (1) An 
annual effect on the economy of SlOO 
millio.-. or more: (2) a major increase in 
costs or prices for consumers, individual 
industries. Federal. State, or local 
government agencies, or geographic 
regions: or (3) significant adverse effects 
on competition, e.T.plo>Trent 
investment p.'oducti'v-itv, innovation, or 
on the ability cf United Stctss based 
en'e.-prises to compete in domestic or 
e.xport markets. In accordar:ce v.ith 
requirements of the E.xeCiirive Ordsr. 
this rulemaking has been re\iewed by 
the Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB). 

V. Review Under the Regulatory 
rie.xibility . \c : 

These regulations were reviewed 
t:nder the Regulator^' FleT îbility Act of 
1980, Public Law 96-354. 94 Stat 1164. 
•.vhich requires preparation of a 
regulatory ilexibility analysis for any 
regulation that will have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities; i.e., small 
businesses, small organizations, and 
small governmental jurisdictions. The 
DOE has concluded that the rule would 
only affect small entities as they apply 
for and receive financial assistance and 
does not create additional economic 
impact on smal! entities. The DOE 
certifies that this rule will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities and. 
therefore, no regulatory flexibility 
analysis has been prepared. 

VI. Review Under the Paperwork 
Reduction Act 

No information collection or 
recordkeeping requirements are imposed 
upon the public by this rulemaking. 
Accordingly, no OMB clearance ia 
required under the Papenvork Reduction | 
Act cf 1380. 44 USC 3501. et seq.. or 
O.MB's implementing regulations at 5 
CFR part 1320. 

VIL Review Under the National 
Environmental Policy Act 

The DQE has concluded that 
promulgation of these wholly procedural 
rules clearly would not represent a ' 

major Federal action 'naving significant 
impact on the human environment under 
the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEP.\) of 1969 (42 U.SC 4321. et seq. 
(l976)). the Council on Enviromnental 
Quality Regulations (40 CFR parts 1500 
through 1508), and the DOE guidelines 
(10 CFR part 1021) and, therefore, does 
not require an environmental impact 
statement pursuant to NEP.^ 

VIII. Review Under E.xecutive Order 
12612 

E-xecutive Order 12S12 requires Aat 
regulations or rules be reviewed for 
substantial direct effects on States, on 
the relationship beUveen the Nationai 
Govemment and the States, or in the 
distribution of power am.ong various 
levels of govemment If there are 
sufficient substantial direct effects, E.O. 
12612 requires preparation of a 
federalism asscssmc csedi 
decisions involved in promulgating or 
i.mplementing a regulation orraie. 

Today's regulate-/ amendments will 
have-some direct effect on State 
recipients of financial assistance who 
receive research awards. The number of 
awards affected is very small, however, 
and thus there wiil be insufficient direct 
effect to warrant the preparation of a 
federahsm assessment by DOE. 

List of Subjects in 10 CFR Part 600 
.A.dministrative practice and 

procedure. Cooperative agreements/ 
energy. Copyrights, Debarment and 
Suspension, Educational institutions, 
E-iergy, Grants/energy. Hospitals, 
Indian Tribal govemments. Individuals, 
Inventions and patents. Nonprofit 
organizations. Reporting requirements. 
Small businesses. 

In consideration of the foregoing, the 
DOE hereby amends chapter IT of titie 10 
of the Code of Federal Regulations by 
amending part 600 as set forth below. 

Issued in Wasiiington. DC October 8,198U. 
Bertoa J. Roth. 
Deputy Assistant Secretar/ for Procurs..nent 
and Assistance Mtmagsineiit 

For the reasons set out in the 
preamble, part 6500 of chapter Q. titie 10 
of the Code of Federal Regulations is 
amended as follows: 

PART 600—(AMENDED 1 

1. The auti-.ority citation for part 600 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: Sec. 644 and 64a. Puo. L 93-91. 
91 Stat. 599 (42 U.S.C. 7254 and 7256); Pub. I. 
37-233. 95 Slat. 1003-1005 (31 U.S.C 6301-

I 6308), unless oihsr.vise noted 
2. Section 600w is amended by adding 

I new definitions for "Ad hoc committee." 
{"Field readers," "Objective merit 

review." "Responsible offldaL" and 
"Standing committee * ia alphabetical 
order and by revising the definition of 
"Research" as follows: 

§ 6Ca3 Ceflnltions 
Ad hoc committee means a temporary 

co.Tjnittee established to perform a ' 
single, specific short-term task, after 
which the committee disbands, 
* • « * • 

Field readers means persons with 
expertise to evaluate a specific 
application or category of applications. 
Field readers may act as independent 
individuals or as members of a group 
with the revieiv generally being done by 
mail. 
* « • « • 

Objective merit revisvf means a 
thorough, consistent and independent 
e.xaitiination of applications based on 
pre-tstablished criteria by persons 
kno'A'isdgeable in the field of endeavor 
for which support is reqcested. This sort 
of review is conducted to provide ad'/ice 
to selecting officials based on an 
evaluation of the scientific or technical' 
merit. The reviewers themselves may be 
engaged in comparable efforts in 
institutions or organizations similar to 
the applicant's or have in the past been 
directly involved in such activities. 
. ^ . . . 

P.isearch .resins any scientific or 
e.igineermg activity which (1) 
constiaites a systematic intensive study 
directed specifically toward greater 
knowledge or understanding of the 
subject studied and contributes to a 
continuing flow of new knowledge; or 
(2) is directed toward applying new 
knowledge to meet a recognized need; 
and/or (3) applies sncb knowledge 
toward the production of usefiii 
methods, including design, development 
and;improvement of prototypes and new 
processes to meet established 
requirements. 

Rksponsihle official mesna the Head 
of a Departmental Element or a Program 
Assistant Secretary, These indrvidaals 
are f esponsible for the syiteat of 
objective merit review of finaaaeil 
assistance applications ftmded by their 
prograra or department element The 
functions associated wrtth the objective 
merit review may be delegated, but only 
to the level specified in the relevcmf 
sectjons of t.his part. The responsible 
official, however, remains nltinafdy -
responsible for the execution of these ••'••• 
functions. - .'- '• 
. . . . . 

Standing committee means a long- ;.̂  ••. 
temi committee established to review |.; 
appUcations and may be used whea 



EfsasssanmB^Ks 

41946 Federal Register / Vol. 54, No. 197 / Friday, October 13, 1989 / Rules and Regulations 

.*:; 

5: 

8 

required by legislation or when 
significant numbers of applications on 
specific topics are received periodically. 

3. Section 600.9 is amended by 
revising paragraphs (a)(1) and (c)(8), 
(10), and (12)(vi) as follows: 

§ 600.9 Solicitation. 
(a) Cene.-xi/. ' * * 
(lj A Program Assistant Secretary 

may annually issue a program notice 
describing research areas in which 
financial assistance is being made 
available. Such notice shall also state 
whether the research areas covered by 
the notice are to be added to those listed 
in a previously issued program rule. If 
they are to be included, then 
applications received as a result of the 
notice may be treated as having been in 
response to that previously published 
program rule. If they are not to be 
included, then applications received in 
response to the notice are to be treated 
as unso'iiciied applications. Solicitations 
(ether than a program rule which se.-\-es 
to solicit applications), e.g., PO.NS ar,d 
?RD.-\S, may be issued only by a DOE 
Contracting Officer, 
« « * • • 

(c) • • • 
(8) The name of die responsible DOE 

Contracting Officer (or, for program 
notices, the program office contact) to 
contact for additional information, and. 
as appropriate, an address where 
application forms may be obtained; 

(10) .-Appropriaie periods or due dates 
for submission of applications and a 
statement describing the consequences 
of late submission. If programs have 
established a series of due dates to 
allow for the comparison of applications 
against each other, these dates shall be 
indicated in the solicitation: 
* • • * • 

(12) * • • 
(vi) Sources of financing available to 

the project. Any expectation conceming 
cost sharing shall be clearly stated. 
While cost sharing is encouraged, unless 
the cost sharing expectation is 
addressed in the solicitation, it shall not 
be considered in the evaluation process 
and shall be considered only at the time 
the award is negotiated. 

4. Section 600.16 is amended by 
revising paragraph (a), redesignating 
paragraphs (b) and (c) as (h] and (i], and 
by adding new paragraphs (b) through 
(g) as follows: 

§ 600.16 Reviewer atfiUatlon, 
(a) General (1) Each responsible 

official must establish and publish in the 
Federal Re^ster the details of the . 
system oi objective merit review which 

covers the financial assistance program 
ad.ministered by each cognizant program 
office within his or her jurisdiction 
witiiin 120 days of the issuance of this 
rule for e.xisting programs and prior to 
the review of appUcations for new 
programs. More than one program may 
adopt the same system. If a program 
wants to review an application or group 
of applications using the criteria and 
procedures of an aheady established 
review system other than its own, it may 
do so by following the deviation 
procedure described in paragraph (g) of 
this section. DOE employees designated 
by responsible officials to carry out the 
review process shall ensure that the 
evaluation of applications is conducted 
in a fair and objective manner. 

(2) Objective merit review of financial 
assistance applications is intended to be 
ad\isory and is not intended to replace 
the authority of the program official with 
responsibility for deciding whether an 
u'.vard will be made. It is expected tbat 
the cognizant project/program officer 
(scientific monitor) v.-ho r.c.-mally also 
reviews the proposals for technical/ 
scientific merit will, additionally, 
review it from a program policy 
perspective. .Nevertheless, the objective 
merit review system must set forth the 
relationship between the reviewing 
individuals, or the review committees or 
groups, and the official who has the final 
decision-making authority. In defining 
this relationship, the system must set 
cut as a minir.u.m, the decision-making 
and documentation processes to be 
followed by the authorized official 
responsible for selection when an 
adverse recommendation has been 
received through the objective merit 
review process. 

(3)(i) This section applies to all new 
and renewal applications (except 
applications for conferences/symposia 
and for awards which come under the 
criteria of paragraph (a)(3)(ii) of this 
section) in programs which make 
discretionary fmancial assistance 
awards and to any other financial 
assistance programs in which objective 
merit review is required by the 
authorizing legislation. 

(ii) For projects in which multiple 
renewals are probable, an objective 
merit review need not necessarily be 
done at each renewal, but instead at 
appropriate points in the overall project 
period. A determination that a project 
need not be reviewed at each renewal 
shall be made in writing by the project 
officer at the time the initial award is 
issued, or at least one year prior to the 
date a renewal award woidd be issued, 
and concurred In by an official at least 
one level above the official responsible 
for selecting the application for award. 

The determination shall also indicate 
the reports required under the award. 
The criteria on which the determination 
that a p.rojoct need not be reviewed at 
each renewjal is based shall be included 
in the systeim of objective merit review 
to be established by the responsible 
official in accordance with paragraphs 
(a) (1) and (2) of tiiis section. 

(4) Each responsible official shall 
insure consistency among DOE field 
offices in the implementation of the 
review sys!em(s) for his/her program 
area. 

(5) Each formal review system must 
contain the elements fisted in 
paragraphs (b) through (e) of this 
section. 

(b) Basic review standards. (1) Each 
application may be assessed L-om a 
policy/projrammatic perspective prior ' 
to undergoing merit review. Those that 
meet policy and programmatic 
consideratjbns shall generally be 
reviewed by at least three qualified 
perscr.3 -in addition to the official 
responaibia for selectio.n. 

(-) The reviewers of any particular 
application may be any mixture of 
federal or non-federal expe.rts, including 
individuals from within the cognizant 
program office, except as indicated 
otherwise below (see paragraphs (b)(3). 
(5) and (d)(2)(ii) of this section). The 
DOE shail select e.xtemal (non-DOE 
Federal or non-federal) reviewers on the 
basis of their professional qualifications 
and s.xpertise in the field.of research. 

(3) In selecting persons in accordance 
witii § 0OO.I6C0) (1) and (2) to review 
applications, such selection of 
additional reviewers shall not include, 
to the extent possible, anyone who, on 
behalf of ti;e Federal Govemment 
performed or is likely to perform any of 
the following duties for any of the 
applications: 

(i) Providing substantive techiucal 
assistance to the applicant; 

(ii) Approving/disapproving or having 
any decision-making role regarding the 
application; 

(iii) Serving as die project officer or 
otherwise monitoring or evaluating thel 
recipient's programmatic performance; 

(iv) Serving as the Contracting Officer 
(CO), or performing business 
management functions for the project or 

(v) Auditing the recipient or the 
project 

Anyone Who has line authority over a 
person wh(i) is ineligible to serve as a 
reviewer because of fhe above 
limitations is also ineligible to serve as a 
reviewer. . 

(4) It may occasionally be necessary. 
after the fact to change project officer -
designatioii. thereby resulting in an 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Office of the Secretary 

10 CFR Part 600 

Financial Assistance Rules; Revised 
Policy on Objective Merit Review of 
Discretionary Financial Assistance 
Applications 

AGENCY: Department of Energy, 

ACTiOJt Fmal rule. 

suMMAHYtThe Department of Energy 
today is revising subparts A and B of the 
Financial Assistance Rules. 10 CFR part 
600, to establish standards for program 
offices to follow in conducting the 
objective merit review of discretionary 
financial assistance applications, to 
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secretaries to issue general solicitations 
covering broad areas of research for 
which financial assistance is being 
made available, and to establish a 
requirement whereby applicants may 
receive an evaluation of their 
submission. In addition, this revision 
gives recipients of financial assistanca 
research awards expanded authority to 
rebudget among categories and 
authority to carry over fimds from one 
funding period to the next to Incur 
preaward costs, and to extend project 
periods without prior approval under 
certain circumstances. These changes 
will maintain the Federal stewardship 
over the funds being awarded while 
simultaneously allowing research to be 
done more efficientiy and productively. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: Effective November 12, 
1989. 
FOR FUBTHER tNFOHMATIOM COKTACTT 

Edward F. Sharp, Business and 
Financial Policy Division (MA--t22], 
U.S. Department of Energy, 1000 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington, DC 20585 (202) 586-8192. 

Christopher Smith. Office of die 
.Assistant General Counsel for 
Procurement and Finance (GC-34), 
U.S. Department of Energy. 
Washington, DC 20585 (202) 586-1526. 

SliPPUEMEnTARY IHF0BMAT10N: 

Table of Co.ntents 

L Introduction 
!I. Cha.-.ges to 10 CFR Part COO 
III. Discusiion oi Comments on Proposed 
Ruie 
IV. Review under Executive Order 12291 
V. Review under the Regulatory Flexibility 

VI. Review under the Paperwork Reduction 
Act 
VU. Review under the National 
Environmental Policy Act 
VUL Review Under Executive Order 12612 

I. Introduction 

With this final rule, the Department of 
Energy (DOE) is amending its Financial 
Assistance Rules to establish standards 
for program offices in setting up 
procedures for the objective merit 
review of discretionary financial 
assistance applications. The changes 
also allow recipients of financial 
assistance reseani awards authority, 
without obtaining prior approval from 
the Contracting Officer, to (1) rebudget 
among categories; (2) carry over funds 
t z~ . one fimding period to tha next; (3) 
incur li.mited preaward costs; and (4) 
extend project periods without 
additional funds. 

Also, today's rule establishes an 
outline for a Department-wide process 
for the review of applications for 
financial assistance. Requests for 
financial assistance funds are to be 
reviewed and evaluated by the DOE 
based on scientific merit of the project 
applicant's qualifications, adequacy of 
applicant's facilities and resouroes. 
project appropriateness to the mission of 
the DOE. and other appropriate factors 
established and set forth by the 
cognizant program office. The DOE 
review process is to consist of review by 
DOE personnel for scientific and 
tec'nnical merit and program policy 
matters and may include extemed 
review by Federal (including DOE) and 
non-federal personnel either as part of a 
standing committee, ad hoc committee, 
or field reader review for sdentiSc and 
technical merit The Federal/non-
Federal composition of the review 
groups may vary, as long as objective 
review standards are maintained. 

Additionally, this rule allovfs the 
issuance of general solicitations such 
that applications which are in the 
subject area of one of the programs 
listed in the solicitatiotrmay be treated 
as having been in response to the 
general solicitation. 

Finally, a provision regarding 
evaluations of applications provides 
that upon request die applicant will 
receive a written summary of the 
evaluation. 

The DOE has concluded that the other 
changes regarding prior approvals, 
carryovers, preaward costs and project 
extensions (which are the DOCs 
implementati'on of recommendations ... 
stemming from die Federal 
Detlionstration Project) vriH provide 
additional fiexibiliry to financial 
assistance recipients and reduce the 
v\'ork involved in managing financial 
assistance awards without adversely 
affecting appropriate Federal oversight 
of certain awards, 

II. Changes to 10 CFR Part 600 

Section 600,3 is amended by inserting 
in alphabetical order definitions for "ed 
hcc committee," "field .-eaders." 
"objective merit revisw," "responsible 
official," and "standing committee." and 
changing tlie definition of "research." 

Section 6C0.9 is amended by revising 
paragraph (a)(1) to provide authority for 
program assistant secretaries to issue 
general solicitations. Paragraph (c)(10j Is 
a.Titnded to allow program offices to 
establish due dates or periods 
appropriate for the receipt of 
appllications. Multiple receipt dates 
throughout the year may b« established 
whjch would permit applications to be 
"bunched" and reviewed in comparison 
to each other. Paragraph (c)(12)(vi} i» 
changed to provide that solicitations 
must contain specific requirements for 
non-statutory cost sharing when cost 
sharing is to be considered in the 
selection process. 

Section 600.16 is amended by revistng 
paragraph (a) to establish the 
res(}onsibility of the program oSice iar 
setting up an objective merit review 
sysftem and enstuing its satis&ctOTT' 
functioning: A new paragraph (b) is 
added to set out basic review 
reqpirements, including the goal to 
noijmally obtain review by al least three 
individuals who have no other . . ..: 
responsibilities concerning the Tmmri»\ 
essjistance applications being reviewedL ' 
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A new paragraph (c) has'been added to 
outline i-oquirements for comparative 
review. A new paragraph (d) has been 
added to describe the types of review 
processes which may be used, which 
include field readers, standing 
committees, and ad hoc comtnittees. A 
new paragraph (e) has been added 
establishing a requirement for providing 
the applicant with an evaluation of his/ 
her application. A new paragraph (f) has 
been added to address situations in 
which the reviewer has an interest in 
the application being reviewed, A new 
paragraph (g) has been added to 
establish deviation procedures frora tiiis 
part of the rule. Existing paragraphs (b) 
and (c) have been redesignated 
paragraphs (h) and (i). 

Section 600.31 is amended by 
including a provision allowing recipients 
of financial assistance research awards 
to extend the final year of a project 
period without receiving the prior 
approval of die DOE. Recipients must 
take this action prior to the originally 
established expiration date 2.".d notify 
the DOE within ten days of the 
e.xtension. 

Section 500.32 is amended to allow 
recipients of financial assistance 
research awards to carry over 
vne.xp ended funds in a continuation 
award without the prior approval of the 
DOE, 

Section 600.103 is amended to 
eli.minate all Federal prior approval 
requirement! for a rtjcipient of financial 
assistance research awards (including 
those in O.MB Circulars .A-21 and A-
110) except for c'nange in objective er 
scope, te.mporary replacement or change 
of principal investigator, change of key 
personnel, and change of the institution 
to which the award is made. It is also 
amended to establish the authority of 
these recipients to incur pre-award costs 
of up to 90 days prior to a new or 
renewal award. The section also 
provides that if a recipient takes such 
an action, the DOE is not therefore, 
obligated to issue an awarcL 

III. Discussion of Comments on 
Proposed Rule 

On March 15,1989 (54 FR 10670), DOE 
published a proposed rule to establish 
standards for program offices in setting 
up procedures for the objective merit 
review of discretionary financial 
assistance applications, and to 
implement the provisions of the Federal 
Demonstration Project (FDP) which 
would allow recipients of financial 
assistance research awards expanded 
authority to act in several areas without 
obtaining prior approval from the • 
Contracting Officer. Written comments 
were to be submitted by April 14,1989. 

Three Institutions of higher education 
submitted comments. 

All three commenters requested that 
DOE change its proposal which limits 
the recipient's ability to extend the 
length of the project period without 
additional funds to the last budget 
period of a project period. They assart 
that the proposed provision 
(600.31(d)(1)) is contrary to what is being 
permitted in the FDP which, they 
contend, allows any budget period to be 
extended. They also view reserving the 
extension without additional funds 
autiiority to the last budget period to be 
an unnecessary restriction. 

DOE has reviewed the applicable 
provision in the FDP and determined the 
limitation in die proposed rule is not 
inconsistent with that provision. DOE 
has also verified with other Federal 
participants in the FDP that tha 
intention and implementation of the 
applicable provision have been to limit 
that authority to the final budget period 
of the proiect period. Additionally, it is 
noted that if recipients did have tha 
authority to extend eariier budget 
periods, funding needs for the project 
might well extend 'into a later fiscal year 
than the federal agency had anticipated, 
thereby complicating its budget 
planning. 

For the reasons stated in the previous 
paragraph, DOE will continue to limit 
the provision regarding extensions 
without additional funds to the final 
budge: period as provided in the 
proposed rule. 

The three commenters also requested 
ihat DOE change ihe provision in the 
proposed rule that permits DOE tc 
adjust the amoimts awarded in future 
budget periods based on the amount the 
recipient estimates is remaining in the 
previously completed year 
(§ 600,32(c)(2)). They noted that this is 
not consistent with the similar provision 
in the FDP concerning carryover and 
that such adjustments would have to 
rely on an estimate that woidd be of 
questionable reliability as it would be 
made well in advance of the end of the 
budget year. 

DOE agrees with these comments and 
has changed the final role to cotiform 
with the provision regarding carryover 
in the FDP. The recipient will have the 
ability to carryover funds without the 
approval of DOE, but will be required to 
report to DOE the amoimt of funds 
imobligated in the Financial Status 
Report to be submitted after the budget 
period is over. A sentence has been 
added which permits DOE to request 
recipients to provide information in the 
progress report regarding budget 
expenditures. 

One commenter stated that the words 
the Costs must be otherwise In 

accordance with these rules" in 
5 600.t03(gj(2)(iii) are confusing and 
unneedcd. After careful consideration of 
the comment, DOE has concluded that 
while some readers may see the phrase 
as simply a.xpressing a truism (that is, a 
recipient may not do what it is not 
permitted to do), it is important to retaui 
the phrase so tiiat the removal of prior 
approval requirements in the proposed 
rule not ba interpreted as a general 
waiver of otiier portions of DOE's 
financial assistance rules and the 
appUcable O.MB circulars. For example, 
a cost would still have to be allowable 
to be incufi-ed, even if agency prior 
approval were not needed to inctir it 

One commenter stated that 
Contractiag Officers should have die 
authority to approve pre-award costs 
retroactively. DOE's financial assistance 
rules currentiy provide Uiat the 
Contracting Officer may approve pre
award costs prior to incurrence. 
Retroactive approva! would require a 
deviation u.ntier 5 5C0.4. DOE did not " 
propose to change the retroactive 
approval requirement in the proposed 
rule and still does not see a reason to do 
sa. 

As a result of comments by DOE staff, 
the following clarifying changes have • 
been made to the proposed rule. 

The rolie of field readers acting as a 
standing committee in § 600,16(d)(iii) is 
clarified to emphasize that even though 
geograp'racally dispersed, they should 
operate as if they were a standing 
committee to the degree possible. 

In § 600.31(d)(1), die aposhxiphe after 
"recipients" and the word "award" have 
been deleted to remove an awkward 
phrasing, 

In 5 6Q0.31(d)(2), the inti-oductor/ 
clause is moved to the middle of die 
sentence and the word "otiier" is 
deleted. In § 600,31(d)(2)(i). the 
references to "research" and "non-
researcH" are eliminated. These changes 
retain the authority of a Contracting 
Officer Ijo authorize extensions without 
additional funds for all types of 
financial assistance. This authority 
currently exists in DOE's financial 
assistance rules and was inadverte.ntiy 
limited in the proposed rule. 

In S 600.32(c)(2), tiie sentence "The 
recipient shall not be entitied to 
reimbursement if a continuation award 
is not made" has been relocated in the 
section ito make its meaning clearer. 

Section 600.103(g] is changed to drop 
the phrase "in the absence of 
appropriations". Absence of 
appropifiations is envisioned to be 
already covered by the next danse 'if 
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an award is not subsequendy made" 
and raised the concern that a 
Contracting Officer might be giving 
approval for pre-award costs even 
though funds have not been 
appropriated. 

IV. Review Under Executive Order 
12291 

Today's rule was reviewed under 
Executive Order 12291 (February 17, 
1331). The DOE has concluded that the 
role is not a "major role" because its 
pi-o.TiuIgation will not result in: (T) An 
annual effect on the economy of SICO 
millio.-i or more: (2) a major increase in 
costs or prices for consumers, individual 
industries. Federal, State, or local 
govemment agencies, or geographic 
regions: or (3) sigruficant adverse effects 
on competition, emplojmient 
investment productivity, innovation, or 
O i l LilC U u l . l . ^ O l , . . ( .u iC .v . . . . . . . . . . . . L . M 3 C . 

enterprises to compete in domestic or 
export markets. In accordance -with 
requirements of the ELxecutive Order, 
this rolemaking has been reviewed by 
the Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB). 

V, Review Under the Regulatory 
Fie.xibility .\ct 

These regulations were reviewed 
under the Regula tc.-j' Flexibility Act of 
1980. Public Law 96-354, 94 Stat 1164. 
which requ:rt>s preparation of a 
re:^jiatory ile.xibility analysis for any 
regulation that will have a significant 
economic i.mpact on a substantial 
number of small entities; i.e., small 
businesses, small organizations, and 
small governmental jurisdictions. The 
DOE has concluded that the rule would 
only affect small entities as they apply 
for and receive financial assistance and 
does not create additional economic 
impact on small entities. The DOE 
certifies that this role will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities and. 
therefore, no regulatory flexibility 
analysis has been prepared. 

VT. Review Under the Paperwork 
Reduction Act 

iN'o information collection or 
recordkeeping requirements are imposed 
upon the public by this rulemaking. 
Accordingly, no OMB clearance is 
required under the Paperwork Raduction 
Act cf 1980, 44 USC 3501. et seq.. or 
OMB's implementing regulations at 5 
CFP. part 1320. 

VTI. Review Under the fvfatioaal 
Environmental Policy Act 

The DOE has concluded tiiat 
promulgation of these wholly procedural 
roles clearly would not represent a ' 

major Federal action having significant 
impact on the human environment under 
the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEP.\) of 1969 (42 U.SC 4321, et seq. 
(l975)), the Council on Environmental 
Quality Regulations (40 CFR parts 1500 
through 1508), and the DOE guidelines 
(10 CFR part 1021) and, dierefore, does 
not require an environmental impact 
statement pursuant to NEP.A. 

VIII, Review Under Executive Order 
12612 

Executive Order 12612 requires that 
regulations or roles be reviewed for 
substantial direct effects on States, on 
the relationship between the National 
GovetTiment and the States, or In the 
distribution of power among various 
levels of government If there are 
sufficient substantial direct effects, E.O. 
12512 requires preparation of a 
federalism assessment tc be used ia all 
decisions involved in promulgatirig or 
i.Tiplementing a regulation or rule. 

Today's regulatory amendments will 
have some direct effect on State 
recipients of financial assistance who 
receive research awards. The number of 
awards affected is very small, however, 
and thus there will be insufficient direct 
effect to warrant the preparation of a 
federalism assessment by DOE. 

List of Subjects in 10 CFR Part 500 
.-Administrative practice and 

procedure^ 
^HtflPfCopyHgnts, Debarment ~an2 

Susoension. Educational institutions, 
MHH^PHHHIIHHHIlp^Hospitals, 

Indian Tribal govemments. Individuals, 
Inventions and patents. Nonprofit 
organizations. Reporting requirements; 
Small businesses. 

In consideration of the foregoing, the 
DOE hereby amends chapter II of titie 10 
of the Code oi Federal Regulations by 
amending part 600 as set forth below. 

Issued in Washington. DC October 6.198U. 
Bertoa}. Roth. 
Deputy Assistant Secrvuiry for i'TncuTS..nent 
and Assistance I'lcna^sineiiL 

For the reasons set out in the 
preamble, part 6S0O of chapter U, titie 10 
of the Code of Federal Regulations is 
amended as follows: 

PART 600—{AMENDED 1 

1. The authority citation for part 600 
continues to read as follows: 

Authority: Sec. 644 and 648. Pu'a. I_ 95-91. 
91 Stat 399 (42 U.S.C. 7254 and 72S6); Pub. L 
97-233. 95 Slat. 1003-1005 (3t aS.C 6301-
6308), unless othsr̂ vise noted! 

2. Section 600J3 is amended by adding 
new definitions for "Ad hoc committee," 
"Field readers," "Objective merit 

review," "•Responsible official." and 
"Stanlding committee" in alphabetical 
orders and by revising the definition of 
"Research" as follows: 

§600.3 Ce«nitions 
Ad hoc committee means a temporary 

coirjnittee established to perform a ' 
singly, specific short-term task, after 
which the committee disbands. 

Field readers means persons with 
e.xpettise to evaluate a specific 
applibation or category of applications. 
Field readers may act as independent 
individuals or as members of a group 
with the review generally being done by 
maiL 

Objective merit review means a 
thordugh. consistent and independent 
e.xantinaUon of applications based on 
pre-established criteria by persons 
knowledgeable in the field of endeavor 
for which support is requested. This sort 
of review is conducted to provide advice 
to selecting officials based on an 
evaloation of the scientific or fechnicaf 
merit The reviewers themselves may be 
engajged in comparable efforts in 
institutions or organizations similar to 
the applicant's or have in the past been 
directly involved in such activities. 

Rasaarc.b means any scientific or 
engijieering activity which (1} 
constitutes a systematic, intensive study 
directed specifically toward greater 
knowledge or understanding of the 
subject studied and contributes to a 
contlntting fiow of new knowledge; or 
(2) is directed toward applying new 
knowledge to meet a recognized needi 
and/or (3) applies such knowledge 
toward the production of useful 
methods, including design, development 
and jimprovement of prototypes and new 
pro<|esses to meet established 
reqttirements. 

Responsible official mezia the Head 
of a.Departmental Element or a Program 
Assistant Secretary, These indrvidaals 
are (responsible for the system of 
objective merit review of finaiicial 
assistance applications funded by their 
program or departaent dement The 
ftmotions associated virilh the objectrve 
merit review may be delegated, but oidy 
to t ie level specified in the relevant 
sections of this part. The respotisfble 
official, however, remains oJtimafefy -
responsible for die execution of these •'• •-
functions. .-. . . • 

Standing committee means a long- ;̂  -
tenii committee established to revievi/', 
appllications and may be used when 
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required by legislation or when 
significant numbers of applications on 
specific topics are received periodically. 

3. Section 600.9 is amended by 
revising paragraphs (a)(1) and (c)(8), 
(10), and (12)(vi) as follows: 

§ 600.9 Solicitation. 
[a]Cene.'nl ' ' ' 
(1) A Prograra Assistant Secretary 

may annually issue a program notice 
describing research areas in which 
financial assistance is being made 
available. Such notice shall also state 
whether the research areas covered by 
tho notice are to be added to those listed 
in a previously issued program role. If 
they are to be included, then 
applications received as a result of the 
noiice may be t-eatcd as having been in 
response to that previously published 
program rule. If uiey are not to be 
included, then applications received in 
response to the notice are to be treated 
as unso'uciied applications, SolicitatioriS 
(ether than a program role which serves 
to solicit applications), e.g., PO.N'S and 
FRD.A.S, may be issued only by a DOE 
Contracting Officer. 

(c) • • • 
(8) The name of the responsible DOE 

Contracting Officer (or, for program 
notices, the program office contact) to 
contact for additional information, and. 
as appropriate, an address where 
application forms may be obtained; 
• > • * « 

(10) .-appropriale periods or due dates 
for submission of applications and a 
statement describing the consequences 
of late submission. If programs have 
established a series of due dates to 
allow for the comparison of applications 
against each other, these dates shall be 
indicated in the solicitation; 
• • « • • 

(12) • • • 
(vi) Sources of financing avaUable to 

the project Any expectation concerning 
cost sharing shall be clearly stated. 
Whde cost sharing is encouraged, unless 
the cost shairing expectation is 
addressed in the soUcitation. it shall not 
be considered in the evaluation process 
and shall be considered oidy at the time 
the award is negotiated. 

4. Section 600.16 is etmended by 
revising paragraph (a), redesignating 
paragraphs (b) and (c) as (h) and (i], and 
by adding new paragraphs (b) through 
(g) as follows: 

§ 600.16 Reviewer affiliation. 
(a) General (1) Each responsible 

official must establish and publish in the 
Federal Register the details of the , 
system ol objective merit review which 

covers the financial assistance program 
ad.ministered by each cognizant program 
office within his or her jurisdiction 
witiiin 120 days of die issuance of this 
role for e.xisting programs and prior to 
the review of applications for new 
programs. More than one program may 
adopt the same system. If a program 
wants to review an application or group 
of applications using the criteria and 
procedures of an already established 
review system other than its own, it may 
do so by fo'tlowing the deviation 
procedure described in paragraph (g) of 
this section, DOE employees designated 
by responsible officials to carry out the 
review process shall ensure that the 
evaluation of applications is conducted 
in a fair and objective manner. 

(2) Objective merit review of financial 
assistance applications is intended to be 
advisory and is not intended to replace 
the authority of die program official witii 
responsibility for deciding whether an 
award will be made. It is expected that 
the cognizant project./progtam officer 
(scientific monitor) who nc-mally also 
reviews the proposals for technical/ 
scientific merit will, additionally, 
review il from a program policy 
perspective. Nevertheless, the objective 
merit review system must set forth the 
relationship between the reviewing 
individuals, or the review committees or 
groups, and the official who has the fmal 
decision-making authority. In defining 
this relationship, the system must set 
cut as a minimum, the decision-making 
and documentation processes to be 
followed by the authorized official 
responsible fcr selection when an 
adverse recommendation has been 
received through the objective merit 
review process. 

(3)(i) This section applies to all new 
and renewal applications (except 
applications for conferences/symposia 
and for awards which come imder the 
criteria of paragraph (a)(3)(ii) of this 
section) in programs which make 
discretionary financial assistance 
awards and to any other financial 
assistamce programs in which objective 
merit review is required by the 
authorizing legislation. 

(ii) For projects in which multiple 
renewals are probable, an objective 
merit review need not necessarily be 
done at each renewaL but instead at 
appropriate points in the overall project 
period. A determination that a project 
need not be reviewed at each renewal 
shall be made in writing by the project 
officer at the time the initial award is 
issued, or at least one year prior to the 
date a renewal award wotdd be issued, 
and concurred in by an official at least 
one level above the official responsible 
for selecting the application for award. 

The determination shall also indicate 
the reports required under the award. 
The criteria on which the determination 
that a p.-oject need not be reviewed at 
each rc.".£Wal is based shall be included 
in the system of objective merit review 
to be established by the responsible 
official in accordance wilh paragraphs 
(a) (1) and (2) of tills sectioa 

(4) Each responsible official shall 
insure consistency among DOE field 
offices ia the implementation ofthe 
review sysSem.(s) for his/her program 
area. 

(5) Each formal review system must 
cc.itaLn the ele.ments listed in 
paragraphs (b) tiirough (e) of this 
section. 

(b) Basic review standards. (1) Each 
application may be assessed from a 
policy/programmatic perspective prior " 
to undergoing merit review. Those that 
meet policy and programmatic 
considerations shall generally be 
reviewed by at least tiiree qualified 
pe:so.-.5 Ln addition to the official 
responsible for selection. 

(2) The reviewers of any particuljir 
application may be any mixture of 
federal or non-federal experts, including 
individuals from within the cognizant 
program office, except as indicated 
odienvise below (see paragraphs (b}(3). 
(5) and (d)(2)(ii) of tills section). The 
DOE shail Select e.xtemal (non-DOE 
Federal or non-federal) reviewers on the 
basis of 'iheir professional qualifications 
and expertise in the field.of research. 

(3) In selecting persons in accordance 
with I 500,16(b) (1) and (2) to review 
applications, such selection of 
additional reviewers shall not include, 
to the extent possible, anyone who. on 
behalf of d}e Federal Govermnent 
performed or is likely to perform any of 
the following duties for any of the 
applications: 

(i) Providing substantive technical 
assistance to the applicant; 

(ii) Approving/disapproving or having 
any decision-making role regarding the 
application; 

(iii) Serving as the project officer or 
otherwise monitoring or evaluating the 
recipient"s programmatic performance: 

(iv) Serving as the Contracting Officer 
(CO), or performing business 
management functions for the project or 

(v) Auditing the recipient or die 
project 

Anyone who has line authority over a 
person who is ineligible to serve as a 
reviewer because of the above 
limitations is also ineligible to serve as a 
reviewer. . 

(4) It may occasionally be necessary, 
after the fact to change project officer -
designation, thereby restdting in an 
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individual who participated in the 
review of an application being 
.nppointed as the project officer. This 
will not be considered a violation of this 
policy of objective merit review 
provided the assignment was not 
expected when the review was 
conducted. 

(5) Persons outside the cognizant 
program office must not have been 
employees of that office, including 
having line authority over that office, for 
one year prior to participation as a 
reviewer in the objective merit review 
process for the program. 

(c) Comparative review. (1) In order to 
enhance the validity of the evaluation 
and rating process, applications can be 
evaluated in comparison to each other. 

(2) If a program area has issued a 
p.'ogram notice, the responsible official 
may implement review procedures 
which wiil result in applications being 
evaluated in comparison to each odier. 
Applications in response to that notice 
may be assigned to a group offield 
readers, to a standing committee, or to 
an ad hoc committee, as discussed 
below, which is capable cf reviewing 
them, and may be considered along with 
other applications which were 
submitted in response to the program 
notice. Such an application may also be 
efigible for review under an applicable 
program announcement For 
solicitations, review procedures may 
also permit comparative evaluation with 
field readers, a standing committee, or 
an ad hoc committee bei.ng used as 
appropriate. 

(dl Typns cf ra:-:c:v groups—[1] Field 
readsrs. (i) Objective merit review of 
applications may be obtained by using 
field readers to whom applications are 
sent for review and comment Field 
readers may also be used as an adjunct 
to financial assistance application 
review committees when, for example, 
the type of e,xpertise needed or the 
volume of financial assistance 
applications to be reviewed requires 
such au-xiliary capacity. 

(ii) Safeguards should be instituted to 
ensure that field readers clearly 
understand the process, their role, and 
the criteria upon which the applications 
are to be evaluated. 

(iii) For those situations in which a 
standing committee is the appropriate 
review mechanism (see paragraph (d)(2) 
of this section), but a group offield 
readers must be used instead, it should 
function as nearly like a committee as 
possible. For example, if all members of 
the standing committee were to evaluate 
all of the applications under review, 
then all field readers must receive all of 
the applications to be reviewed even 
though they are in geographically 

separate locations and all field readers 
should be instructed to follow the 
procedures established for evaluating 
the applications. 

(2) Standing committees, (i) Standing 
committees are normally appropriate 
when required by legislation or when 
the following conditions prevail: 

(A) A sufficient number of 
applications on specific topics to justify 
the use of a standing conimittee(s] is 
received by the program on a regular 
basis in accordance with a 
predetermined review schedule; 

(B) There are a sufficient nu.-nber of 
persons with the required expertise who 
are willing and able to [I] accept 
appointments, [2] serv-e over reasonably 
protracted periods of time, and (J) 
convene at regularly scheduled intervals 
or at the call of the chairperson; and 

(C) The legislative authority for the 
particular program(s) involved extends 
for more than one year. 

(il) Persons outside the cognizant 
program office shall constitute at least 
half the reviewers on such committees 
unless a deviation from this requirement 
has been approv.?d under § 600.iu(g) 
below. 

(3) Ad hoc committaes. (i) Ad hoc 
rsv"lew committees may not exceed one 
year in duration and are appropriately 
used when use of a standing committee 
is not feasible or when one of the 
foilovving conditions prevails: 

(A) A small number of applications is 
received on an intermittent basis; 

(3) The prcgram is one of iLmited 
d'.iration. usually less than one year 

(C) The applications to be reviewed 
have been solicited to meet a specific 
program objective and caimot 
appropriately be reviewed by a standing 
committee because of subject matter, 
time constraints, or other limitations: 

(D) The volume of applications 
received necessitates convening an 
additional committeefs) of available 
reviewers; or 

(E) It is determined tiiat die 
applications submitted have special 
review requirements, e.g., constmction 
of a facility, the complexity of subject 
matter cuts across the areas of expertise 
of two or more standing committees, or 
the subject matter is of a speciaL 
nonrecurring nature. 

(ii) Ad hoc committees may not be 
used forrcviewLTg financial assistance 
applications for any program for which 
a standing committee has been 
established (except for paragraph 
(d)(3){i){D) of tills section) unless a 
deviation is approved under J 600.16(3) 
below, 

(e) Review summary. Upon request 
appUcants are to be provided with a 

written summary of the evaluation of 
their application. 

(f) Reviewers with interest in 
cpplicctlon being reviewed. Reviewers 
must comply witii the requirements for 
the avoidance of conflict of interest 
established in § 6C0.17, In establishing a 
system of objective merit review 
required in § 600.15(a)(1), the 
responsible official shall develop 
procedures which will permit DOE to 
evaluate whether a conflict of interest 
exists, A com-mittes or group of field 
readers which includes as objective 
merit reviewers any individuals who 
ca.-.not meet the requirements of § 600.17 
or the program's review procedures, 
with regard to a particular application 
being reviewed, e.g.. officials mentioned 
in paraigraphs (b) (3) and (5) of this 
section, shall operate as follows: 

(1) These individuals or officials may 
not review, discuss, and/or make a 
recommendation on an applicaUon(3) in 
which Ihey have a conflict of interest. 

(2) In the case of a review committee. 
the committee mem'oer must absent 
himself or herself from the committee 
meeting during the review and 
discussion of tiie application(s) in which 
he/she has a conflict of interest 

(g) Deviations. (1) In any instance in 
which a program's pre-established 
review system is not to be used to 
review an applicatioa group of 
applications, or class of applications, 
written prior approval for utilization of a 
different procedure, which itself must to 
the extent possible, conform to t.he 
provisions of this section pertaining to 
objective merit review, must be 
obtairiftd frora the responsible official or 
his or her designee. 

(2) If the deviation sought applies to a 
class of applications and constitutes a 
deviation from the requirements of this 
part approval for deviation must be 
obtained in accordance with § 800.4. If 
such request for deviation is approved, 
all details of the review procedure 
utilized and the proceedmgs and 
determination must be fully 
documented. 
• « • • • 

5. Section 600.31 is amended by 
revising paragraph (d) to read as 
follows: 

§ 60CJ1 Funding. 
• • « • * 

(d) Extensions. (1) Recipients of 
research awards may extend die 
expiration date of the final budget 
period of fhe project (thereby extending 
the project period] if additional time 
beyond the established expiration date 
is needed to assure adequate completion 
of the original scope of work within the 

H J 
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f'.inds already made available. A single 
extension, which shall not exceed 
rvvelve (12) months, may be made for 
this purpose, and must be made prior to 
the originally established expiration 
dute. The recipient must notify die 
cognizant DOE Contracting Officer in 
the awarding office in writing within ten 
(10) days of making the extension. 

(2) DOE may extend any budget 
period of any type of financial 
assistance without the need for 
cdmpetition or a justification of 
restricted eligibility if: 

(i) In the case of the final budget 
period cf a project period, the additional 
time necessary is 13 months or less in 
tutaL or for all other budget periods, the 
additional time necessary is 6 months or 
less in total; and 

(ii) The grantee submits a written 
request for an extension before the 
expiration date of the budget period in 
process and includes a justification for 
the e.xtension along with an expenditure 
plan for the use of any additional funds 
requested. An expenditure plan need not 
be provided when no additional funds 
are requested, unless the grantee 
intends to rebudget funds in such a way 
as to require DOE prior approval or 
unless the grantee is instructed 
otherwise by die Contracting Officer. 
« • « • « 

6. Section 600.32 is amended by 
revising paragraph (c)(2), removing 
paragraph (d), redesignating paragraphs 
(e) and (f) as fd) and (e) and revising 
newly .-edesignated paragraphs (d) and 
(e) as follows: 

I oOOJ32 Calculation of award. 
, • • • « 

(c) L'nobligated balances— ' 
(2) Research grants. Any unobligated 

balance of funds which remains at the 
end of any funding period, except the 
fmal funding period of the project 
period, may be carried over to the next 
funding period, and may be used to 
defray costs of the period into which it 
is carried over. The recipient shall not 
be entitied to reimburseme.nt if a 
continuation award is not made. 
Recipients may be requested to provide 
information with regard to expenditures 
in the progress report covering the 
previously completed period. The 
recipient shall also include in the . 
Financial Status Report for tiie 
previously completed period, the 
amount of the unobligated balance as of 
the end of the fimding period. 

(d) Added funding not required. 
Nothing in paragraph (c) of this section 
shall in any way require the DOE to. 
increase the total amoimt obligated for 
the project 

(e) Adjustments. Whenever DOE 
adjusts the amount of an award under 
this subpart it shall also make an 
appropriate upward or downward 
adjustment to the amount of required 
cost sharing in order that the adjusted 
award maintain any required percentage 
of DOE and non-Federal participation in 
the costs of the project 

7. Section 600.103 is amended by 
revising paragrap'ns (b)(6) and (g) to 
read as follows: 

§600.103 Cost determinations. 
• « « • • 

(b) Cost principles. ' ' ' 
(6) Before a recipient may make 

changes in the following areas on 
research financial assistance awards, 
the written approval of the cognizant 
C3ntracti.^g Officer at the DOE is 
required: (i) Changes in objectives or 
scope, (ii) temporary replacement or 
change of principal investigator or 
change of key personneL and (iii) 
change of the Instiiution lo which the 
award is to be made. A!! other Federal 
prior approval requirements, including 
those ia OMB Circulars A-21 and A-llQ. 
ar^ waived for research awards. The 
recipient m.ay maintain such internal 
p.rior approval systems as it considers 
necessary. 
• « t t « 

(s) Preaward costs—(1) All Awards. 
Any preaward expenditures are made at 
the recipient's risk. Approval of 
preav/ard costs by the Contracting 
Officer or incurrence by the recipient 
tzr.% not i.T.pcse any obiigaticn cn DOE 
if an award is not subsequently made, or 
if an award is made for a lesser a.mount 
than the recipient expected. 

(2) Research awards only, (i) For new 
cr re.newal research awards, recipients 
may incur preaward costs up to ninety 
(90) days prior to the effective date of 
the award Preaward costs for periods 
preceding 90 days prior to the effective 
date of the award are allowable only if 
approved in writing, prior to incurrence, 
by a DOE Contracting Officer. 

(ii) For continuation awards within a 
multiple year project prior to receipt of 
continuation fimding. preawetrd 
e.xpenditures by recipients are not 
subject to the limitation or approval 
requirements of paragraph (g)(2)(i] of 
this section. 

(iii) Preaward costs, as incurred by 
the recipient must be necessary for the 
effective and economical conduct of the 
project and the costs must be other.vise 
in accordance writh these rules and may 
not include those specific costs for 
which agency prior approval is required 
under the circiilars. In any instance in 
which the circulars permit the agency to 

grant prior approval to the recipient it is 
the Department's intention to do so. 

(3) Other than research awards. Ail 
other financial assistance recipients 
may incur preaward costs only if the 
expenditure is approved in writing, prior 
to incurrence, by the Contracting 
Officer. In the case of governmental 
entities, the approval must additionally 
be reflected on the award notice. 
• • • * • 

(FR Uoc. 89-24243 Filed 10-12-89: 8:45 an)) 
BILLING COOE «400-OI-M 

OVERSIGHT BOARD 

12 CFR Parts 1510 and 1511 

The Resclution Funding Corporation— 
Operaiions 

AGENCY; Oversight Board. 

ACTION: Final role, 

SUMMARY: Tne Oversight Board has 
adopted fi.ial regulations for the 
Resolution Funding CorporatiotL The 
Financial Institutions Reform. Recovery, 
and Enforcement Act of 1989 ("Act"), 
established die Resolution Funding 
Corporation and the Resolution Trust 
Corporatioti. The Resolution Funding 
Corporation is required by the Act to 
provide funds to the Resolution Trost 
Corporation to enable it to carry out Its 
purposes under the Act These 
regulations prescribe the manner in 
which tho Resolution Funding 
Corporation will operate and clarify the 
manner in which assessments will be 
made to capitalize the Resolution 
Funding Corporation. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: These regulations are 
effective September 21.1989. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Bradford B. Baker, Acting Executive 
Secretary, or Robert Frierson. attorney, 
at (202) 387-7573. 
SUPPl4'VENTARY INFORMATION: 

A. General 

On August 9,1989, the Financial 
Institutions Reform, Recovery, and 
E.iforcement .Act of 1939 ("FIRREA") 
was enacted into law. Among other 
things, die FIRREA added section 213 to 
the Federal Home Loan Bank Act (die 
"Act") which established a corporation 
known as the Resolution Funding 
Corporation ("Funding Corporation") to 
provide funds necessary for the 
Resolution Trust Corporation ("RTC"! to 
carry Out its purpose under the FIRREA. 
The Fuiading Corporation will issue 
bonds, notes, debentures, or susilar ^ 
obligations, and with the net prt>ceeds 
thereof, it will purchase capital ;." 
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 

Office of the Secretary 

10 CFR Part 600 

Financial Assistance Ruiss; Revised 
Policy on Obiectlve Mertt Review of 
Discretionary Financial Assistance 
Applications , 

AGENCY: Department of Energy, 

ACTICN: Final rule. 

SUMMARY: The Department of Energy 
today is revising subparts A and B of the 
Financial Assistance Rales, 10 CFR part | 
600, to establish standards for program : 
offices to follow in conducting the i 
objective merit review of discretionary 
financial assistance applications, to ; 
prc'.'ica aii...cn.y .cr program ascis.an. 
secretanes to issue general solicitations i 
covering broad areas of research for i 
which financial assistance is being I 
made available, and to establish a 
requirement whereby applicants may 
receive an evaluation of their 
Submission. In addition, this revision 
gives recipients of financial assistance 
research awards expanded authority to 
rebudget among categories and 
authority to carry over funds from one 
funding period to the next to incur 
preaward costs, and to extend project 
periods without prior approval under 
certain circumstances. These changes 
wiil maintain the Federal stewardship 
over the funds being awarded while 
simultaneously allowing research to be 
done more efficientiy and productively. 

EFFECTIVE DATE Effective November 13, 
1989. 
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Edward F. Sharp, Business and 
Financial Policy Division ^IA-422], 
U.S. Departmeat of Energy. 1000 
Independence Avenue. SW.. 
Washington. DC 20585 [202^ 586-8132. 

Christopher Smith. Office of the 
Assistant General Counsel for 
Procurement and Finance (GC-34), 
U.S. Department of Energy, 
Washington, DC 20585 (202) 58&-1526, 

SUPPUEMEMTARY INFORMATION: 
Table of Co.̂ tent3 

L Introduction 
U. Ch3.".ge3 to 10 CFR Part 000 
III. Oiscusjion of Comments on Proposed 
Ruie 
IV. Review under Executive Order 1231 
V. Review under the Regulatory Flexibility 
Act 
VI. Review under the Paperwork Reduction 
Act 
VII. Review under the National 
Enviromnental Policy Act 
VEL Review Under Executive Order 12812 

I. Introduction 

With tills final rule, the Department of 
Energy (DOE] is amending its Financial 
Assistance Rules to establish standards 
for program offices in setting up 
procedures for the objective merit 
review of iliscretionary financial 
assistance applications. The changes 
also allow recipients of Snancial 
assistance research awards authority, 
without obtaining prior approval from 
the Contracting Officer, to (1) rebudget 
among categories; (2) carry over funds 
hzzr. one funding period to tha next; (3) 
incur li-Tiited preaward costs; and (4) 
extend project periods without 
additional funtls. 

Also, today's rule establishes an 
outline for a Department-wide process 
for the review of applications fot 
financial assistance. Requests for 
financial assistance ftmds are to be 
reviewed and evaluated by the COE 
based on scientific merit of the project 
applicant's qualifications, adequacy of 
applicant's facilities and resources, 
project appropriateness to the mission of 
tile DOE, and other appropriate factors 
established and set forth by the 
cognizant program office. The DO£ 
review process is to consist of review by 
DOE personnel for scientific and 
technical merit and program policy 
matters and may include extemal 
review by Federal (including DOE) and 
non-federal personnel either as part of a 
standing committee, ad hcc committee, 
or field reader review for scientific and 
technical merit. The Federal/non-
Federal composition o£ the review 
groups may vary, as long as objective 
review standards are maintained. 

Additionally, this rule allows the 
issuance of general solicitah'ons such 
thai applications which are in the 
subject area of one of the programs 
listed in the solicitation-may be treated 
as having been in response to die 
ge.^eral solicitation. 

Finally, a provision regarding 
evaluations of applications provides 
that, upon request, the applicant will 
receive a written summary of the 
evaluation. 

The DOE has concluded diat the other 
changes regarding prior approvals, 
canrj-overs, preaward costs and project 
extensions (which are the DOE's 
impilemcntati'on of recommendatfaas .... 
steitiming from die Federal 
Dertionsti-ation Projectj will provide 
additional flexibility to financial 
assistance recipients and reduce the 
woek involved in managing financial 
assistance awards without adversely 
affecting appropriate Federal oversight 
of oectain awards. 

11. Changes to 10 CFR Part 600 

Section 600,3 is amended by inserting 
in ailphabetical order definitions for "ad 
hoc committee," "field readers," 
"objective merit review," "responsible 
official," and "standing committee," and 
changing llie definition of "researtdi." 

Section 6C0.9 is amended by revising 
parasraph (a)(1) to provide authority for 
program assistant secretaries to issue 
general soUcitations. Paragraph Cc][10} is 
amended to allow program offices to 
establish due dates or periods 
appropriate for the receipt of 
applications. Midtiple receipt dates 
tiiroughout the year may be established 
which would permit applications to be 
"bitched" and reviewed in comparisoa 
to each other. Paragraph (c)(12)(vi] L» 
chapged to provide that solicitations 
mu|t contain specific requirements for 
non-statutory cost sharing when cost 
shajring is to be considered in the 
selection process. 

Section 800.16 is amended by revisiBg 
parjigraph (a) to establish the 
rest>onsibility of the program oSice far 
setting up an objective merit review 
system and ensuring its satisfactocT' 
functioning: A new paragraph (b) is 
added to set out basic revievr 
reqiiirements, including the goal to 
noitnally obtain review by at least three 
individuals who have no other ... .^. 
responsibilities concemjiig the Bnj»wi«l 
assistance applicatioos being reviewed.-" 
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A new paragraph (c) has been added to 
outline requirements for comparative 
review. A new paragraph (d) has been 
added to describe the types of review 
processes which may be used, which 
include field readers, standing 
committees, and ad hoc committees. A 
new paragraph (e) has been added 
establishing a requirement for providing 
the applicant with an evaluation of his/ 
her application. A new paragraph (f) has 
been added to address situations in 
which the reviewer has an interest in 
the application being reviewed, A new 
paragraph [g] has been added to 
establish deviation procedures from this 
part of the rule. Existing paragraphs (b) 
and (c) have been redesignated 
paragraphs (h) and (i). 

Section 600,31 is amended by 
including a provision allowing recipients 
of financial assistance research awards 
to extend the final year of a project 
period without receiving the prior 
approval of die COE Rscipients insist 
take this action prior to the originally 
established expiration date and notify 
die DOE within ten days of the 
extension. 

Section 600.32 is amended to allow 
recipients of financial assistance 
research awards to carry over 
unexpended funds In a continuation 
award without the prior approval of the 
DOE 

Section 600.103 is amended to 
eliminate all Federal prior approval 
requirements for a recipient of financial 
assistance research awards (including 
those in O.MB Circulars .A-21 and A-
110) except for change in objective or 
scope, temporary replacement or change 
of principal investigator, change of key 
personnel, and change of the institution 
to which the award is made. It is also 
amended to establish the authority of 
these recipients to incur pre-award costs 
of up to 90 days prior to a new or 
renewal award. The section also 
provides that, if a recipient takes such 
an action, the DOE is not, therefore, 
obligated to issue an award. 

III. Oisciusion of Comments oa 
Proposed Rule 

On March 15,1989 (54 FR 10670), DOE 
published a proposed rule to establish 
standards for program offices in setting 
up procedures for the objective merit 
review of discretionary financial 
assistance applications, and to 
implement the provisions of the Federal 
Demonstration Project (FDP) which 
would allow recipients of financial 
assistance research awards expanded 
audiority to act in several areas without 
obtaining prior approval £rom the 
Contracting Officer. Written comments 
were to be submitted by April 14,1989, 

Three Institutions of higher education 
submitted comments. 

All three commenters requested that 
DOE change its proposal which limits 
the recipient's abdity to extend die 
length of the project period without 
additional funds to the last budget 
period of a project period. They assert 
that the proposed provision 
(600.31(d)(1)) is conti:ary to what is being 
permitted in die FDP which, they 
contend, allows any budget period to be 
extended. They also view reserving the 
extension witiiout additional funds 
audiority to die last budget period to be 
an unnecessary restiiction. 

DOE has reviewed die applicable 
provision in the FDP and detennined die 
limitation in die proposed rule is not 
Inconsistent with that provision, DOE 
has also verified witii other Federal 
participants in the FDP that the 
intention and implementation of the 
applicable provision have been to limit 
that authority to the final btidgel period 
bf the proiect period. Additionally, it is 
noted that if recipients did have the 
authority to extend earlier budget 
periods, funding needs for the project 
might well extend into a later fiscal year 
than the federal agency had anticipated, 
thereby complicatimg its budget 
planning. 

For the reasons stated in the previous 
paragraph, DOE will continue to limit 
the provision regarding extensions 
without additional funds to the final 
budget period as provided in the 
proposed rule. 

The three commenters also requested 
diat DOE change the provision in die 
proposed rule that permits DOE tc 
adjust the amounts awarded in future 
budget periods based on the amount the 
recipient estimates is remaining in the 
previously completed year 
(§ 600.32(c)(2)). They noted diat dds is 
not consistent with the similar provision 
in the FDP concerning carryover and 
that such adjustments would have to 
rely on an estimate that would be of 
questionable reliability as it would be 
made well is advance of the end of the 
budget year. 

DOE agrees with these comments and 
has changed the final rule to conform 
with the provision regarding carryover 
in die FDP. The recipient will have Uie 
ability to carryover funds without the 
approval of DOE but will be required to 
report to DOE the amount of fimds 
unobligated in the Financial Status 
Report to be submitted after the budget 
period is over. A sentence has been 
added which permits DOE to request 
recipients to provide information in the 
progress report regarding budget 
expenditures. 

One commenter stated that the words 
* the Costs must be otherwise In 

accordance with these rules" in 
§ 600.103(g)(2)(iii) are confusing and 
unneedcd. After careful consideration of 
the comment. DOE has concluded that 
while some readers may see the phrase 
as simply expressing a truism (that is, a 
recipient may not do what it is not 
permitted to do), it is important lo retain 
the phrase so diat the removal of prior 
approval requirements in the proposed 
rule not bei interpreted as a general 
waiver of other portions of DOE's 
financial assistance rules and the 
applicable; OMB circulars. For example, 
a cost woiild still have to be allowable 
to be incurred, even if agency prior 
approval were not needed to incur it. 

One commenter stated that 
Contracting Officers should have the 
authority to approve pre-award costs 
retroactively, DOE's financial assistance 
rules currentiy provide that die 
Contractiitig Officer may approve pre
award costs prior to incurrence. 
Retroactive approva! would require a 
deviation under § 600.4. DOE did not • 
propose to change the retroactive 
approval requirement in the proposed 
rule and still does not see a reason to do 
so. 

As a result of comments by DOE staff, 
the following clarifying changes have 
been made to the proposed rule. 

The role of field readers acting as a 
standing committee in § 600.16(d)(iii) is 
clarified lo emphasize that even though 
geographically dispersed, diey should 
operate as if they were a standing 
committee to the degree possible. 

In 5 600.31(d)(1), die apostiwphe after 
"recipients" and the word "award" have 
been deleted to remove an awkward 
phrasing. 

In 5 600,31(d){2), the inti^ductory 
clause is moved to die middle of the 
sentence and the word "odier" is 
deleted. In 5 600.31(d)(2)(i), the 
references to "research" and "non-
research** are eliminated. These changes 
retain the authority of a Contracting 
Officer to authorize extensions without 
addition^ funds for all types of 
financial assistance. This authority 
currently exists in DOE's financial 
assistance rules and was inadvertendy 
limited iti the proposed nde. 

In S 600.32(c)(2), die sentence "The 
recipient shall not be entitied to 
reimbur$ement if a continuation award 
is not m^de" has been relocated ia the 
section to make its meaning clearer. 

Section 600.103(g] is changed to drop 
the phrase "in the absence of 
appropriations". Absence of 
appropriations is envisioned to be 
already covered by the next clause '*if 
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an award is not subsequendy made" 
and raised the concem that a 
Contracting Officer might be giving 
approval for pre-award costs even 
though funds have not been 
appropriated. 

IV. Review Under Executive Order 
12291 

Today's rule was reviewed under 
Executive Order 12291 (February 17. 
1981). The DOE has concluded tiiat die 
rale is not a "major rule" because its 
promulgation will not result in: (t) An 
annual effect on the economy of SIOO 
million or .-nore; (2) a major increase in 
costs or prices for consumers, individual 
i.".dustries. Federal, State, or local 
govenunent agencies, or geographic 
regions; or (3) significant adverse effects 
on competition, e.T.ployment, 
investment, productivity, innovation, or 
on the abili^/ of United Stctss based 
ente.-prises to compete in domestic or 
export markets, fn accordance with 
requirements of the Executive Ordsr. 
this rulemaking has been reviewed by 
the Office of Management and Budget 
(OMB), 

V. Review Under the Regulatory 
Fie.xibility .Act 

These regulations were reviewed 
under die Regulatory Flexibility Act of 
1980, Public Law 96-334, 94 Stat. 1164. 
which requires preparation of a 
regulatory tlexibdity analysis for any 
regulation that will have a significant 
economic impact on a substantial 
number of small entities; i.e.. small 
businesses, small organizations, and 
small governmental jurisdictions. The 
DOE has concluded that the rule would 
only affect small entities as they apply 
for and receive financial assistance and 
does not create additional economic 
impact on small entf ti'es. The DOB 
certifies that this rule will not have a 
significant economic impact on a 
substantial number of small entities and, 
therefore, no regulatory flexibility 
analysis has been prepared. 

VI. Review Under die Papertvork 
Reduction Act 

No information collection or 
recordkeeping reqiurements are imposed 
upon the public by this rulemaking. 
Accordingly, no OMB clearance is 
required under the Paperwork Reduction 
Act cf 1980, 44 USC 3501. et seq.. or 
OMB's implementing regulations at 5 
CFR part 1320. 

VU. Review Under the National 
Environmental Policy Act 

The DOE has concluded diat 
promulgation of these wholly procedural 
rules clearly would not represent a ' 

major Federal action 'naving significant 
impact on the human environment under 
the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S.C 4321, et seq. 
(1976)), die Council on Environmental 
Quality Regulations (40 CFR parts 1500 
through 1508), and die DOE guidelines 
(10 CFR part 1021) and, therefore, does 
not require an envircnmentaJ impact 
statement pursuant to NEP.A. 

Vlir. Review Under Executive Order 
12812 

Executive Order 12612 requires that 
regulations or rules be reviewed for 
substantial direct effects on States, on 
the relationship between the National 
Govemment and the States, or in the 
distribution of power among various 
levels of government If there are 
sufficient substantial direct effects, EO. 
12612 requires preparation of a 
federalism assessment to be used in all 
decisions involved in promulgating or 
implementing a regulation or nde. 

Today's regulatory amendments wUl 
have some direct effect on State 
rscipients of financial assistance who 
receive research awards. The number of 
awards affected is very small, however, 
and thus there will be insufficient direct 
effect to warrant the preparation of a 
federalism assessment by DOE 

List of Subjects in 10 CFR Part 600 
.Administrative practice and 

procedure. Cooperative agreements/ 
energy. Copyrights, Debarment and 
Suspension, Educational institutions. 
Energy, Grants/energy, Hospitals, 
Indian Tribal govemments. Individuals, 
Inventions and patents. Nonprofit 
organizations. Reporting requirements, 
Small businesses. 

In consideration of the foregoing, the 
DOE hereby amends chapter U of tide 10 
of die Code of Federal Regulations by 
aitnending part 600 as set forth below. 

Issued in Washington. DC October 6, laea. 
Betton). Roth. 
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Pnoirement 
and Assistance McnassmeiiL 

For the reasons set out in the 
preamble, part 6S0O of chapter IL tide 10 
of the Code of Federal Regidatioos is 
amended as follows: 

PART 600—tAMENDEDl 

1. The authority citation for part SOO 
continues to read as follows: 

Autiiority: S«c. 644 and 640, Pub. L. 93-91. 
91 Stat. 399 (42 U,S.C 7254 and 7256); Pub. L 
97-25a. 96 Slat. 1003-1003 (31 U.S.C 6301-
6308), unless otherwise noted' 

2, Section 600J is amended by adding 
new definitions for "Ad hoc committee," 
"Field readers," "Objective merit 

review." "Responsible official," and 
"Standing committee" ia alphabetical 
order and by revising the defiaition of 
"Research" as follows: 

§600.3 Cetinltlons 
Ad hoc committee means a temporary 

committee established to perform a ' 
single, specific short-term task, after 
which the committee disbands. 

Field readers means persons with 
expertise to evaluate a specific 
application or category of applications. 
Field readers may act as independent 
individuals or as members of a group 
with the review generally being done by 
mail 

Objective merit review means a 
thorough, consistent and Independent 
exai&ination of applications based on 
pre-established criteria by persons 
knowledgeable in the field of endeavor 
for which support is requested. This sort 
of review is conducted to provide advice 
to selecting officials based on an 
evalbation of the scientific or fechnfcaf 
merit The reviewers themselves may be 
engaged in comparable efforts in 
institutions or organizations similar to 
the applicant's or have in fi» past been 
directly involved tn such activities. 

Rssearcb means any scientific or 
engineering activity which (l) 
con$titutes a systematic, intensive study 
directed spscifically toward greater 
knowledge or understanding of the 
subject studied and contributes fo a 
continuing flow of new knowledge; or 
(2) is directed toward applying new 
knowledge to meet a recognized need: 
and/or (3) applies such knowledge 
toward the production of useful 
met|iods, including design, development 
and improvement of prototypes and new 
prot^esses to meet established 
reqiiirements. 

Responsible official mean the Head 
of a Departmental Element or a Program 
Assistant Secretary. These indhndnals 
are responsible for the system of 
objective merit review of ffnancial 
assistance applications ftmded by their 
program or department element The 
ftmctions associated with theobfectfve 
merit review may be delegated, but only 
to the level specified in thereievanf 
sections of this part. The responsible 
offidal. however, remains tdtiiaatefy • -
responsible for the execution of these -''•''• 
functions. . - . ; . ' - '' 
• • • . • 

Standing commitieemeaasi long- ]̂ -[ 
term committee established to review,^ ^ 
api^ications and may be used whea 



41946 Federal Register / Vol. 54. No. 197 / Friday. October 13, 1989 / Rules and Regulations 

K 
9 

» 
S 

required by legislation or when 
significant numbers of applications on 
specific topics are received periodically. 

3, Section 600.9 is amended by 
revising paragraphs (a)(1) and (c)(8), 
(10), and (12)(vi) as follows: 

§ 600.9 Solicitation. 
(a) Gene.-al. ' ' * 
(1) A Program Assistant Secretary 

may annually issue a program notice 
describing research areas in which 
financial assistance is being made 
available. Such notice shall also state 
whether the research areas covered by 
tha notice are to be added to those listed 
in a previously issued program rule. If 
they are to be included, then 
applications received as a result of die 
Eoiice may be treated as having been in 
response to that previously published 
program rule. If they are not to be 
included, then applications received in 
response to die notice are to be treated 
as unsolicited applications, Solicitationa 
(other than a program rule which serves 
to solicit applications), e.g., PONS and 
FRD.AS, may be issued oidy by a DOE 
Contracting Officer. 
, « * • « 

(cj • • • 
(8) The name of the responsible DOE 

Contracting Officer (or, for program 
notices, the program office contact) to 
contact for additional information, and. 
as appropriate, an address where 
application forms may be obtained: 
* • * « • 

(iO) .Appropriaie periods or due dates 
for submission of applications and a 
statement describing the consequences 
of late submission. lif programs have 
established a series of due dates to 
allow for the comparison of applications 
against each other, these dates shall be 
indicated in the solicitation; 
* • • • • 

(12) * • • 
(vi) Sources of financing available to 

the project. Any expectation concerning 
cost sharing shall be clearly stated. 
Whde cost sharing is encouraged, unless 
the cost sharing expectation is 
addressed is the solicitation, it shall not 
be considered in the evaluation process 
and shall be considered only at the time 
the award is negotiated. 

4. Section 600.16 is amended by 
revising paragraph (a), redesignating 
paragraphs (b) and (c) as (h) and (i), and 
by adding new paragraphs (b) through 
(g) as follows: 

§60&16 Reviewer aHiUation. 
(a) General. (1) Each responsible 

o^icial must establish and publish in the 
Federal Register the details of the . 
system ol objective merit review which 

covers the financial assistance program 
administered by each cognizant program 
office within his or her jurisdiction 
wilhin 120 days of die issuance of this 
rule for e.xisting programs and prior to 
the review of applications for new 
programs. More dian one program may 
adopt the same system. If a program 
wants to review an application or group 
of applications using the criteria and 
procedures of an already established 
review system other than its own, it may 
do so by following the deviation 
procedure described in paragraph (g) of 
this section. DOE employees designated 
by responsible officials to carry out the 
review process shall ensure diat die 
evaluation of applications is conducted 
in a fair and objective manner. 

(2) Objective merit review of financial 
assistance applications is intended to be 
advisory and is not intended to replace 
the authority of the program official with 
responsibility for deciding whether an 
av.-arti will be made. It is expected that 
the cognizant project/program officer 
(scientific monitor) who normally also 
reviews the proposals for technical/ 
scientific merit will, additionally, 
review il from a program policy 
perspective. Nevertheless, the objective 
merit review system must set fordi the 
relationship between the reviewing 
individuals, or the review committees or 
groups, and the official who has the final 
decision-making audiority. In defining 
this relationship, the system must set 
cut. as a minimum, the decision-making 
and documentation processes to be 
followed by the authorized official 
responsible for selection when an 
adverse recommendation has been 
received through the objective merit 
review process. 

(3)(i) This section applies to all new 
and renewal applications (except 
applications for conferences/symposia 
and for awards which come under the 
criteria of paragraph (a)(3)(ii) of this 
section) in programs which make 
discretionary financial assistance 
awards and to any other financial 
assistance programs in which objective 
merit review is required by the 
authorizing legislation. 

(ii) For projects in which multiple 
renewals are probable, an objective 
merit review need not necessarily be 
done at each renewal, but instead at 
appropriate points in the overaU project 
period. A determination that a project 
need not be reviewed at each renewal 
shall be made in writing by the project 
officer at the time the initial award is 
issued, or at least one year prior to the 
date a renewal award would be issued, 
and concurred tn by an official at least 
one level above the official responsible 
for selecting the application for award. 

The determination shall also indicate 
the reports fequired under the award. 
The criteria! on which the determination 
that a project need not be reviewed at 
each rc.iswal is based shall be included 
in the systetn of objective merit review 
to be established by the responsible 
official in accordance with paragraphs 
(a) (1) and £2) of diis section. 

(4) Each responsible official shall 
ins'.:re consistency among DOE field 
offices ia the implementation of die 
review system(s) for his/her program 
area. 

(5) Each formal review system must 
co.itaia the elements listed in 
paragraphs (b) dirough (e) of diis 
section. 

(b) Basic review standards. (1) Each 
application may be assessed from a 
policy/progiammatic perspective prior" 
to undergoing merit review. Those that 
meet policy and programmatic 
considerations shall generally be 
reviewed by at least three qualified 
persor.s in addition to the official 
responsible for selection. 

(2) The reviewers of any particular 
application may be any mixture of 
federal or non-federal experts, including 
individuals from within the cognizant 
program office, except as indicated 
otherwise below (see paragraphs (b](3], 
(5) and (d)C2)(il) of diis section). The 
DOE shall select e.xtemal (non-DOE 
Federal or tion-federal) reviewers on the 
basis of dieir professional qualifications 
and expertise in the field.of research. 

(3) In selecting persons in accordance 
witii § 500.16(b) (1) and (2) to review 
applicatiotis. such selection of 
additional reviewers shall not include, 
to the extent possible, anyone who, on 
behalf of dte Federal Government, 
pen'ormed or is likely to perform any of 
the following duties for any of the 
applications: 

(i) Providing substantive technical 
assistance I to the applicant; 

(ii) Apprjoving/disapproving or having 
any decisi(^n-making role regarding the 
applicatioii: 

(iii) Serving as the project officer or 
otherwise |nonitoring or evaluating the 
recipient's programmatic performance; 

(iv) Servjhig as the Contracting Officer 
(CO), or performing business 
managemdnt functions for the project or 

(v) Auditing the recipient or the 
project 

Anyone who has line authority over a 
person who is ineligible to serve as a 
reviewer because of the above 
limitations is also ineligible to serve as a 
reviewer, j. 

(4) It may occasionally be necessary, 
after the f^ct. to change project officer -
designatioti. thereby resulting in an 
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individual who participated in the 
review of an application being 
.ippointed as the project officer. This 
wid not be considered a violation of this 
policy of objective merit review 
provided the assignment was not 
expected when the review was 
conducted. 

(5) Persons outside the cognizant 
program office must not have been 
employees of that office, including 
having line authority over that office, for 
one year prior to participation as a 
reviewer in the objective merit review 
process for the program. 

(c) Comparative review. (1) In order to 
enhance the validity of the evaluation 
and rating process, applications can be 
evaluated in comparison to each other, 

(2) If a program area has issued a 
program notice, the responsible official 
may implement review procedures 
which will result in applications being 
evaluated in comparison to each other. 
Apphcations in response to that notice 
may be assigned to a group of field 
readers, to a standing committee, or to 
an ad hoc conunittee, as discussed 
below, which is capable of reviewing 
them, and may be considered along with 
other applications which were 
submitlad in response to the program 
notice. Such an application may also be 
eligible for review under an applicable 
program announcement For 
solicitations, review procedures may 
also permit comparative evaluation with 
field readers, a standing committee, or 
an ad hoc committee being used as 
appropriate. 

(d) Typns cf review groups—(1) Field 
..•eaders. (i) Objective merit review of 
applications may be obtained by using 
field readers to whom applications are 
sent for review and comment Field 
readers may also be used as an adjimct 
to financial assistance application 
review committees when, for example, 
the type of expertise needed or the 
volume of financial assistance 
applications to be reviewed requires 
such aitxiliary capacity. 

(ii) Safeguards should be instituted to 
ensure that field readers clearly 
understand the process, their role, and 
the criteria upon which the applications 
are to be evaluated. 

(iii) For those situations in which a 
standing committee is the appropriate 
review mechanism (see paragraph (d)(2) 
of this section), but a group of field 
readers must be used instead, it should 
function as nearly like a committee as 
possible. For example, if all members of 
the standing committee were to evaluate 
all of the applications under review, 
then all field readers must receive all of 
the applications to be reviewed even 
though they are in geographically 

separate locations and all field readers 
should be instmcted to follow the 
procedures established for evaluating 
the applications. 

(2) Standing committees, (i) Standing 
committees are normally appropriate 
when required by legislation or when 
the following conditions prevail: 

(A) A sufficient number of 
applications on specific topics to justify 
the use of a standing committee(s] is 
received by the program on a regular 
basis in accordance wilh a 
predetemined review schedule; 

(B) There are a sufficient number of 
persons with the required expertise who 
are willing and able to [1] accept 
appointmerits, [2] serv-e over reasonably 
protracted periods of lime, and (J) 
convene at regularly scheduled intervals 
or at the call of the chairperson; and 

(C) The legislative autiiority for die 
particular program(s) involved extends 
for more dian one year. 

(ii) Persons outside the cognizant 
program office shall constitute at least 
half the reviewers on such committees 
unless a deviation from this requirement 
has been approved under § 6G0.iu(gJ 
below. 

(3) Ad hoc commitijes. (i) Ad hoc 
review committees may not exceed one 
year in duration and are appropriately 
used when use of a standing committee 
is not feasible or when one of the 
following conditions prevails: 

(A) A small number of applications is 
received on an intermittent basis; 

(B) The program is one of limitsd 
dMTaticn. usually less than one yean 

(C) The applicatio.is to be reviewed 
have been sciicited to meet a specific 
program objective and cannot 
appropriately be reviewed by a standing 
committee because of subject matter, 
time constraints, or other limitations; 

(D) The volume of applications 
received necessitates convening on 
additional committee(s) of available 
reviewers; or 

(E) It is determined that the 
applications submitted have special 
review requirements, e.g., constmction 
of a facility, the complexity of subject 
matter cuts across the areas of expertise 
of two or more standing committees, or 
the subject matter is of a special, 
nonrecurring nature. 

(ii) Ad hoc committees may not be 
used for reviewing fmancial assistance 
applications for any program for which 
a standing committee has been 
established (except for paragraph 
(d)(3)(i)(0) of this section) unless a 
deviation is approved under i 600,ie(g] 
below. 

(e) Review summary. Upon request, 
applicants are to be provided with a 

written summary of the evaluation of 
their application. 

(0 Reviewers with interest in 
application being reviewed. Reviewers 
must comply with the requirements for 
the avoidance of conflict of interest 
established in § 600.17. In establishing a 
system of objective merit review 
required in § 600.16(a)(1), die 
responsible official shall develop 
procedures which will permit DOE to 
evaluaSe whether a conflict of interest 
exists, A committee or group of field 
readers which includes as objective 
me.rit reviewers any individuals who 
cannot meet the requirements of | 600.17 
or the program's review procedures, 
with regard to a particular application 
being reviewed, e.g., officials mentioned 
in paragraphs (b) (3) and (5) of this 
section, shall operate as follows: 

(1) These individuals or officials may 
not review, discuss, and/or make a 
recomitiendation on an appIication(3] in 
which diey have a conflict of interest. 

(2) In the case of a review committee, 
the coijimittee member must absent 
himself or herself from die committee 
meeting daring the review and 
discussion of die application(s) in which 
he/she has a conflict of interest. 

(g) Deviations. (1) In any instance in 
which a progreim's pre-established 
review system is not to be used to 
review an application, group of 
applications, or class of applications, 
written prior approval for utilization of a 
different procedure, which itself must, to 
the extent possible, conform to the 
provisions of this section pertaining to 
objective merit review, must be 
obtained from the responsible official or 
his or her designee. 

(2) If the deviation sought applies to a 
class of applications and constitutes a 
deviation from the requirements of this 
part approval for deviation must be 
obtained in accordance with § 800.4. If 
such request for deviation is approved, 
all details of the review procedure 
utilized and the proceedmgs and 
detenliination must be fully 
docun^ented. 
• • • • • 

5. Section 600.31 is amended by 
revising paragraph (d) to read as 
follows: 

§600.31 Funding. 
• * * • • 

(d) Exte.tsions. (1) Recipients of 
reseaich awards may extend the 
expiration date of the final budget 
periot^ of the project (thereby extending 
the project period) if additional time 
beyoiid the established expiration date 
is needed to assure adequate completion 
of the original scope of work within the 
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funds already made available. A single 
extension, which shall not exceed 
twelve (12) months, may be made for 
this purpose, and must be made prior to 
the originally established expiration 
daie. The recipient must notify the 
cognizant DOE Contracting Officer in 
the awarding office in writing within ten 
(10) days of making the extension. 

(2) DOE may extend any budget 
period of any type of financial 
assistance without the need for 
cdfmpetition or a justification of 
restricted eligibility if: 

(i) In the case of die final budget 
period cf a project period, the additional 
time necessary is 18 months or less in 
tutaL or fot all other budget periods, the 
additional time necessary is 6 montiis or 
less in total; and 

(ii) The grantee submits a written 
request for an extension before the 
expiration date of the budget period in 
process and includes a justification for 
the e.xtension along with an expenditure 
plan for die use of any additional funds 
requested. An expenditure plan need not 
be provided when no additional funds 
are requested, unless the grantee 
intends to rebudget funds in such a way 
as to reqiure DOE prior approval or 
unless die grantee is instructed 
otherwise by die Contracting Officer. 
• • • * « 

6. Section 600.32 is amended by 
revising paragraph (c)(2). removing 
paragraph (d). redesignating paragraphs 
(e) and (f) as (d) and (e) a.id revising 
newly redesignated paragraphs (d) and 
(e) as follows; 

§ 300J2 Calculation of award. 
* * * • • 

(c) Unobligated balances— ' ' ' 
(2) Research grants. Any tmobligated 

balance of funds which remains at the 
end of any funding period, except the 
final funding period of the project 
period, may be carried over to the next 
funding period, and may be used to 
defray costs of the period into which it 
is carried over. The recipient shall not 
be entitled to reimbursement if a 
continuation award is not made. 
Recipients may be requested to provide 
information with regard to expenditures 
in the progress report covering the 
previously completed period. The 
recipient shall also include in the . 
Financial Status Report, for the 
previously completed period, the 
amount of the unobligated balance as of 
the end of the funding period. 

(d) Added funding not required. 
Nothing in paragraph (c) of this section 
shall in any way require the DOE to. 
increase the total amoimt obligated for 
the project 

(e) Adjustments. Whenever DOE 
adjusts the amount of an award under 
this subpart it shall also make an 
appropriate upward or downward 
adjustment to the amount of required 
cost sharing in order that the adjusted 
award maintain any requirtsd percentage 
of DOE and non-Federal participation in 
die costs of the project 

7. Section 600,103 is amended by 
revising paragrap'ns (b)(6) and (g) lo 
read as follows; 

§600.103 Cost determinations. 
• « • • * 

(b) Cost principles. ' ' ' 
(6) Before a recipient may make 

changes in the foUowing areas on 
research financial assistance awards, 
the written approval of die cognizant 
Conti:acti.ng Officer at the DOE is 
required: (i) Changes in objectives or 
scope, (ii) temporary replacement or 
change of principal investigator or 
change of key personnel, and (iii) 
change of the institution lo which the 
award is to be made. All other Federal 
prior approval require.menta, iaciudi.ag 
those in OMB Circulars A-21 and A-110, 
are waived for research awards. The 
recipient may maintain such internal 
prior approval systems as it considers 
necessary. 
• * * t t 

(s) Preaward costs—(1) All A wards. 
Any preaward expenditures are made at 
the recipient's risk. Approval of 
preaward costs by the Contracting 
Officer or incurrence by the recipient 
dcf;s net i.-r.posc any obiigation cn DOE 
if an award is not subsequendy made, or 
if an award is made for a lesser a.moimt 
ttian the recipient expected. 

(2) Research awards only, (i) For new 
cr renewal research awards, recipients 
may incur preaward costs up to ninety 
(90) days prior to the effective date of 
the award. Preaward costs for periods 
preceding 90 days prior to the effective 
date of the award are allowable oidy if 
approved in writing, prior to incurrence, 
by a DOE Contracting Officer. 

(ii) For continuation awards within a 
multiple year project prior to receipt of 
continuation funding, preaward 
e.xpenditures by recipients are not 
subject to the limitation or approval 
requirements of paragraph (g)(2)(i) of 
this section. 

(iii) Preaward costs, as incurred by 
the recipient must be necessary for the 
effective and economical conduct of the 
project and the costs must be odierwise 
in accordance with these rules and may 
not include those specific costs for 
which agency prior approval is required 
under the circulars. In any instance in 
which the circulars permit the agency to 

grant p|rior approval lo the recipient it is 
the Debartment's intention to do so. 

(3) Other than research awards. Ail 
otiier financial assistance recipients 
may imcur preaward costs only if the 
e.xpendilure is approved in writing, prior 
to incurrence, by the Contracting 
Officer. In the case of governmental 
entities, die approval must additionally 
be reflected on die award notice. 
* * • • • 

(FR Uoc 89-24243 Filed 10-12-69; 8:45 am) 
BILLING CODE «4Q9-01-M 

OVERSIGHT BOARD 

12 CFR Parts 1510 and 1511 

The Resolution Funding Corpora t ion -
Operations 

AQENCY: Oversight Board, 
ACTION; Final rule. 

SUMMARY: The Oversight Board has 
adopted final regulations for the 
Resolution Funding Corporation. The 
Financial Institutions Reform. Recovery, 
and Enforcement Act of 1989 ("Act"), 
established the Resolution Funding 
Corpofation and the Resolution Trust 
Corporation. The Resolution Funding 
Corporation is required by the Act lo 
provide funds to the Resolution Trust 
Corporation to enable it to carry out its 
purposes under the Act These 
regulations prescribe the manner in 
which the Resolution Funding 
Corporation will operate and clarify the 
manner in which assessments will be 
made to capitalize the Resolution 
Funding Corporation. 
EFFECTIVE DATE: These regulations are 
effective September 21,1989. 
FOB FARTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: 
Bradford B. Baker, Acting Executive 
Secretary, or Robert Frierson, attorney, 
at(202) 387-73-3. 
SUPPLV^EHTAm INFORMATION: 
A. General 

On .August 9,1989, the Financial 
Institutions Reform, Recoverv, and 
E.ifor(jement .Act of 1939 ("FIRREA") 
was enacted into law. Among other 
things; die FIRREA added section 21B to 
the Federal Home Loan Bank Act (die 
"Acf'j which established a corporation 
knowSL as the Resolution Funding 
Corporation ("Funding Corporation") lo 
provide ftmds necessary for the 
Resolution Trust Corporation ("RTC") lo 
carry out its purpose under the FIRREA. 
The Fimding Corporation will issue 
bonds^ notes, debentures, or similar ^ 
obligations, and with dte net proceeds 
thereof, it will purchase capital :. * 


