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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

MEMORANDUM

fO: Marshall Reed
Mary Willcox
Peggy Brookshier
FROM: Howard Ross \
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program, Current Status
DATE: February 25, 1992

]

(Looq ]

| |
The State Cooperative Program (SCP), last funded through 12 grants as a result of the

1987 PRDA, is almost concluded. Summary technical results were pre
papers by Ross, Taylor and Reed at DOE Program Review IX (March 1

sented in!
991, San

Francisco) and at the Annual Meeting of the Geothermal Resources Council (Oétober

1991, Reno).

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

of project
parts of SCP.

o

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, L;JURI

received a draft copy of the Geothermal Resource Map of South Dakot
deliverable from an earlier grant to this State Team. .UURI completed

a, a late

a technical

review, noting significant errors with the map, and returned the marked 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.

be delivered by

The formal termination date for the Hawaii- Department of Business, Economic:
Development, and Tourism (HI-DBED) grant was June 20, 1991. The Principal

Investigator, Dr. Donald Thomas, University of Hawaii, suffered a seve

re injury last

year and had numerous time conflicts which continually delayed progress on the final




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 Ja‘huary
2, 1992, after several telephone conversations. Followup conversations with Dr.
Thomas, most recently on February 18, indicate that he is rewriting the| final report and
has (finally) given this project his highest priority. Dr. Thomas declmed to lndlcate any
date for submittal of the report. UURI records indicate that $4,047 remams 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 DGGé)
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, Pnnmpal
Investigator, assure me that the DGGS is working on the deliverables, |but completlon

~ of the Gecthermal Resources Map and Geochemical Tables are takmg much more
time than they expected. Roman estimates that a draft report and map will be ;
available for review about March 30. UURI records indicate about $6, 048 remains at
DOE/ID for this grant..

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|15, 1992!

| recommend that we continue to be patient with the delinquent grants fin order to
maintain some acceptable rapport with the Principal Investigators, and to assuré the
best final deliverables to DOE. | will continue to call the Principal Investigators and will
report to DOE if they do not continue to progress toward the deliverables.
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Peggy Brookshier

Marshall Reed

Kenneth Taylor

Robert Creede
FROM: Howard P. Ross
DATE: July 10, 1991
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Reports, May and Ji

With the completion of the University of Nevada-Desert Research Institute and 1
Wyoming final reports, activity in the State Cooperative Program (SCP) has bee
reduced. Activities in the SCP and related programs for May and June are descr

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

. Telephone conversations with Ken Taylor and Scott Applonie, DOE/ID, review
grants for the Hawaii-DBED; Alaska-DGGS; Wyoming; and North Dakota state
Ross called Gerald Lesperance, Hawaii-DBED and informed him of the DOE/IL
out the grant without new funding and the 90 day period for completion of the fi
Lesperance acknowledged the present status of the grant and noted that he woul
information with Dr. Donald Thomas, Principal Investigator (P.1.), and try to ex
completion of the grant.

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 v
summer assignment. The project at LLNL utilizes results of the DOE geotherm:
completed at North Dakota. Dr. Gosnold realizes his revised final report is ove
attempting to overcome word processing and computer problems so the final rej
completed and printed.

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 resu
Cooperative Program, 1988-1991. This new paper, coauthored by Kenneth Ta

ine, 1991
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Reed, has been submitted to the 1991 GRC and accepted for presentation.

f:
1
I\

Howard Ross and Robert Blackett, of the Utah Geological Survey (UGS), prepared and sdbrmtted
a second paper to the GRC. This paper titled "Exploring for Concealed Hydrothermal Resources
Using the Self-Potential Method, Escalante Desert, Utah" is coauthored by Michael 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[Research- SP

Studies.

CURRENT STATUS - STATE COOPERATIVE RESEARCH PROGRAM

Technical studies remain active for four grants monitored by UURI in the State

i;
|
Cooperam‘é

Program. Final payment and formal grant closings may be pending for an additional threexor four

grants. The status of the four active grants is summarized below.

ALASKA - DIVISION OF GEOLOGICAL AND GEOPHYSICAL SURVEYS (AK-DGC::}S)

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

|
reported as,; part of
)

Task 4.2 Aleutian Islands-Alaska Peninsula Region - Resource Map and Technical Documientation.

DOE/ID 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

the grant l
a skiing accident,

and geothermal studies currently have a low priority in the DGGS. This NCTE should wr'ap

things up.
HAWAII - DEPARTMENT OF BUSINESS, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT,

Dr. Donald Thomas (P.1.) and Mr. Gerald Lesperance have been notified that n
funding will be forthcomming for this grant and that a final technical report is d

|
& TOURISM

O addmonall
ue 90 dast|\after the

last contract termination date of June 20, 1991. This means a draft final report is due at D@E and
UURI on August 4, 1991 and a final report is due September 18, 1991. Dr. Thomas receptly
suffered a severe leg injury which will restrict his activities for a few months. He cannot ¢stimate
when a draft final report will be submitted. It appears that DOE has little choice but to be patxent

with this grant completion. The technical work completed to date is significant
industry and to DOE.

UNIVERSITY OF NORTH DAKOTA - DEPT. OF GEOLOGY AND GEOLO
ENGINEERING

The grant termination date for this grant was extended to June 10 1991 by DOE
draft final report was reviewed and returned to the P.1., Dr. Wiil Gosnold, in M
report is overdue, but revisions are in progress while the P.I. is working on sug
Lawerence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL). Dr. Gosnold has assured

to the geod'lermal

}
GIC

i

/ID. An incomplete
lay. The final

nmer assxgnment at
us of his contmumg

efforts, and the support of the University of North Dakota, in completing the final report as soon

as reasonably possible. DOE has little choice but to continue to be patient for re
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 draf
unrealistic to expect completion and submittal of this deliverable until Dr. Gosn

ceipt of the final

This is the long
t review stage Itis
old retums' to

UND, probably in early September. We must continue to remind Dr,. Gosnold of this dqhverable.




alg

- OREGON - DOGAMI

Although not a formal part of the State Cooperative Program, this grant is monitored w1th the SCP
grants. The active data gathering part of this grant, the drilling of Santiam Pass 77-24, has been
completed and much of the analysis is completed. Several technical presentations are in ‘R
preparation, and the project appears to be on schedule. The grant termination date and dehverable
due date is October 15, 1992. Little monitoring is required until the review of a draft ﬁnal report is
required. i

. 1]

%»mmg/ : |

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager, SCP
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Peggy Brookshier
' Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
Robert Creede
FROM: Howard P. Ross
DATE: May 22, 1991
SUBIJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, April 1991

DOE Weekly News items were submitted describing: direct-use geothermal pr
Mexico; the Desert Research Institute final report of the Moana reservoir study;
Alaska-Division of Geological and Geophysical Surveys SCP grant; and geothe
by the Hawaii - Department of Business, Economic Development, and Tourisir
were made to Drs. Jacobson (NV-DRI), Heasler (U-WY) and Gosnold (U-

ojects in New

the status of the
rmal solicitations
.. Telephone calls
to dlscuss draft

ND)
final reports and schedules for completed report deliveries. Dr. Roman Motyk£ (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/ID, explaining state team project statds and
potential problems in grant completions. Slides and hardcopy of the State Cooperanve Program
DOE Geothermal Program Review IX talk were sent to Marshall Reed for use in DOE mternal

meetings.

UURI was visited by Franklin Smith, Ormat Energy Systems, who inquired at

out the cutrent

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-Pacific Geothermal

Qakland, California.

Howard Ross continued data reduction and compilation for self-potential data a

Rincon, Radium Springs, and Tortugas Mountain areas, New Mexico, in Mar¢

week to self-potential field studies in early April. They completed 26,000 line;

cquired at the
h.

| Howard Ross (UURI) and Bob Blackett and Mike Shubat (Utah Geological Survey) devoted one

feet of SP“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 11ne-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.

; : /La/
Howard P. Ross
Project Manager, SCP.
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EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Peggy Brookshier {
Marshall Reed |
Kenneth Taylor "
FROM: Howard P. Ross |
‘E
DATE: April 23, 1991
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, March 1991, ‘
. }
i
. . . J
UURI completed a critical review of the University of Wyoming draft final report "Improved
Computational Schemes for the Numerical Modeling of Hydrothermal Resources in Wyommg," 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.

i

Telephone calls were made to Drs. Gosnold (North Dakota), Heasler (Wyommgo and J acobson
(Nevada-Desert Research Institute) regarding revisions to their draft final reports, and schedules

for report completion. Completed final reports are expected from Drs. Heasler a
April, but the requested revisions to the North Dakota reports are more extensive
yet another no cost time extension.

Dr. Howard Ross prepared text and slides for a technical paper "DOE/GD State C
Program, 1988-91: Results" which was coauthored by Ken Taylor (DOE/ID) an

nd Jacobsdn in
and may r'equlre

|

.
Cooperative

d Marshall Reed

(DOE/GD). Dr. Ross attended DOE Program Review IX in San Francisco and presented tl{le paper

at that time,

Robert Blackett, Utah Geologlcal and Mineral Survey (UGMS) and Howard Ro

+
i

ss completed

revisions in response to reviewer comments on their UGMS report "Self- Potenual Survey and
Fluid Chemistry, Wood Ranch (Zane) Thermal Anomaly, Escalante Desert, Tron County, Utah "

UURI sent geothermal resource information for the Phoenix-Williams Air Force

Base (Anzona)

area to Mr. Ralph Palmroy, Jr., of the Queen Creek (AZ) School District. UURI responded toa
+ request for Industry Coupled data for Soda Lake, Nevada by Trans-Pacific Geothermal Company

-~ Howard Ross (UURI) and Jim Witcher (Southwest Technology Development In
Mexico State Team) continued their self-potential studies in the southern Rio Gr
repeated three profiles, totaling 12,400 line-feet in the Rincon area for comparisc

|
1stitute (New

ande Rift. They
on with data




obtained last November. They added 37,000 line-feet of survey data at Radium Sprmgsf
completing this survey, and began a new survey over the well- documentcd Las Cruces East Mesa
(Tortugas Mountain) geothermal system.

%{aﬂ“bﬂ/ | ’f
Howard P. Ross j
Project Manager, SCP. ‘ :
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Peggy Brookshier
Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: Howard P. Ross
DATE: March 26, 1991
SUBJECT: State Cooperative' Program Monthly Report, February 1

Numerous telephone calls were completed to State Cooperative Program (SCP
Investigators regarding the status of draft final reports and the need for no cost

991.

Principal )
time extensmns

Drs. Gosnold (North Dakota) and Heasler (Wyoming) requested project extensions to March 31

and April 15 respectively. Dr. Elizabeth Jacobson (U Nevada - Desert Researc

|h Insutute)

discussed the status of reporting and project expenditures with DOE/ID and planned to submit a

completed final report without extending the project period.

Two draft final reports were received from the North Dakota state team, critically reviewed, and

returned to the authors for revisions. The two reports are: "Stratabound Geoth
the Northern Great Plains," and "Study of the Geothermal Production Potentiall i

Basin, North Dakota." Both reports required substantial work before being ace

reports.

A draft final report titled "The Moana Geothermal System in Reno, Nevada: A
Geochemical, and Thermal Analysis” by Elizabeth Jacobson and Jeffrey Johns
and critically reviewed by UURI scientists. The draft will require a few additi
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.

Howard Ross, UURI, prepared and made a presentation "Geological and Geoy
the Newcastle Geothermal System, south-western, Utah" to the February 11 ly
the Utah Geological Association in Salt Lake City. Dr. Ross also completed a

feature article scheduled for publication in the Utah Geological and Mineral Su
quarterly publication, Survey Notes. This article is written by Robert Blackett,
and describes DOE funded geothermal studies by the UGMS and UURI at the

geothermal area.

ermal Resources in
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epted as final
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UURI began preparations for DOE Program Review IX and submitted an abstract for a paper

Taylor and Marshall Reed.

‘At month's end Howard Ross began preparing field equipment and field plans

. "DOE/GD State Cooperauve Program, 1988 -91: Results” authored by Howard Ross, Kermeth

fora March field

trip to Las Cruces New Mexico, to continue self-potential studies over geothermal areas m the

southern Rio Grande rift.

W%—%

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager, SCP.
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~UURI

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Peggy Brookshier :
: Marshall Reed “’
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: Howard P. Ross
DATE: February 28, 1991
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, January 1991.

v
it

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 Wyoming, North\lDakota
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 texmmatlon
dates on February 28. |

UURI called Dr. Paul Damon, University of Arizona, requesting a two page fmal 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.| UURI prepared a
draft text and Table outhne and submitted this to Dr. Damon for completion.

Dr. Ross prepared illustrations and text for an invited talk on the Newecastle, Utah geothermal
system to be present at the Utah Geological Association February 11 luncheon Ifneetmg Two
inquiries were received from potential developers in response to an announcement of the talk
UURI responded to new ORMAT requests for several copies of state resource maps for Hawau,
Alaska, Nevada, and California. E

|

Self-potential (SP) survey data for the Rincon and Radium Springs (NM) areas|were reduced and
preliminary contour maps were sent to Jim Witcher, New Mexico Principal Investigator. Although
several geothermal targets have been defined, additional work is needed to complete a pubhcatlon-
quality study. This work will resume in March weather and schedules permitting. 1&

Py, | ' i
Howard P. Ross ' '
Project Manager, SCP.
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EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM
TO: Peggy Brookshier
Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: Howard P. Ross
DATE: January 22, 1991
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, December

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities were somewhat reduced during De
the project status, holidays, illness, and efforts devoted to other projects. The
1990 Annual Report for DOE was completed and forwarded for inclusion in th

A draft final report written by Dr. Min Chu titled "Study of the Geothermal Pra
the Williston Basin, North Dakota" was reviewed and edited. A revised find r¢
been received. The Southwest Technology Development Institute, subcontracl
Mexico Research and Development Institute, also submitted a draft final report
UURL This report titled "Time-Integrated Radon Soil-Gas Surveys in Geothe
the Southern Rio Grande Rift, New Mexico" was reviewed and edited at UUR!
report which completes all deliverable requirements was received by DOE and
grant termination date of December 31, 1990.

Telephone calls were made to Dr. Wil Gosnold (University of North Dakota),
Jacobsen (University of Nevada-Desert Research Institute), and Dr. Henry He
Wyoming) regarding current project status, status of final reporting, and possil
additional no cost time extensions. Conversations with Ken Taylor, DOE/ID, ;
recommendation for final payment to the University of Alaska - Geophysical I
current status of the Hawaii grant. State resource maps were mailed to Petrole;
KS) and to Ormat Energy systems (Sparks, NV).

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

Korord

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager, SCP.
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UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITEC
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEORANDUM

TO: Peggy Brookshier
' Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: Howard P. Ross
DATE: December 12, 1990
SUBIJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, Novemb

er 1990.

UURI prepared DOE Weekly News Highlights and received and reviewed the University of

Alaska - Geophysical Institute final report on Geyser Bight studies. The UU

laboratory completed 20 detailed ICP analyses on the Santiam Pass drill core.

Howard Ross discussed project progress and reporting delays with Dr. Will
of North Dakota P.I. and with Ken Taylor, DOE - ID. Dr. Gosnold then not
would take another no cost time extension to complete reporting requirement
geothermal aquifer study.

Howard Ross prepared the UURI self-potential equipment and traveled to L.
Mexico on November 3 and 4. Ross and Jim Witcher, NMSU P.1. complete
SP traverses in the Rincon study area from November 5 - 10, and 50,000 lin;
Radium Springs, November 12 - 14. Ross assisted Phil Wannamaker with t
transmitter dipoles at Valles Caldera on the return 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 Beave
UGMS team completed an additional 65,420 line feet of SP traverse at the T
area from November 27 - 30. This effort concludes the SP data acquisition f

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager
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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

MEMORANDUM

TO: Peggy Brookshier
Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: Howard P. Ross
DATE: December 12, 1990
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, October

UURI submitted Weekly News Highlights to DOE and prepared the third qu

1990.

arter SCP report.

Draft final reports were received form Paul Castelin, Idaho-DWR Principal Investlgatml for the
Twin Falls County and Big Wood River geothermal resource studies. UURI I'CVICWCdJ'bOth
reports and discussed suggested revisions with the authors, Paul Castelin, Steve Baker and Leah

Street. Revised final reports were received and inspected at month's end.

Howard Ross discussed scientific studies of the Oregon - DOGAMI Santiam'
with Brittain Hill, DOGAMI Project Manager. Arrangements were made for
- high precision ICP analyses of the core, and for Dr. Robert Duncan, Oregon
complete three Ar-Ar age dates. The original reports for the Republic Geothe
Therma Hot Spnngs (Utah) data base were returned to Thomas Turner, Utah
SCP communications included telephone calls to Tom Flynn (Nevada - DES

b
i
i

Pass 77- 2‘4 drill core
UURI to complete 20
State Unlversxty, to
rmal Company :
Energy Office. Other
), Henry Heasler

(Univ. Wyoming), Jim Witcher (New Mexico - STDI) and Robert Blackett (UGMS).

Howard Ross, UURI and Robert Blackett and Michael Shubat, Utah - UGM
line feet of self-potential (SP) data in the Thermo geothermal area of southw
when completed, will document the natural SP response of one of Utah's ma
A preliminary contour map was prepared and reviewed with the UGMS. W
UGMS, report of investigation for the Wood Ranch self-potential survey.

Howard Ross completed a preliminary contour map and report of the Rincon,

survey and transmitted it to Jim Witcher, NMSU Geologist. These and NM,
temperature studies were presented to NM state energy office officials in San
community leaders in Las Cruces and Hatch, NM.

1S, recordqd 57,400
est Utah. This survey
jor geothermal areas.
rk conunued on the

NM self-potential

SU radon and
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*i'--

Page 2 _
December 12, 1990
H.P. Ross

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

%m‘f?

Howard P. Ross
Project manager, SCP

ptember monthly
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Peggy Brookshier

Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: Howard P. Ross
DATE: October 23, 1990 ‘
SUBJ ECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Repoﬁ, August, 1

State Cooperative‘Program (SCP) activities were substantially reduced during

990

August due to the

scheduled vacation of the UURI Project Manager, and because of activities related to the 1990

International Geothermal Energy Symposium, held at Kailua-Kona, Hawaii.

Ilustrations and posters were prepared for a poster presentation which was later presented at the
Geothermal Resources Council International Geothermal Energy Symposium! The paper,

"Delineation of fluid upflow and outflow plume with electrical resistivity and

self-potential data,

Newcastle geothermal area, Utah" was presented by Howard Ross, UURI, and was coauthored by

Robert Blackett and Michael Shubat, Utah Geological and Mineral Survey (U
- Mackelprang (UURI contractor). The presentation was well received and pro
to discuss resistivity and self-potential studies with investigators from several

GMS) and by Claron
vided an opportunity
countries, ‘as well as

an opportunity to discuss the possible electric power generation potential of the Newcastle

geothermal resource. :

Howard Ross also prepared slides and a discussion of geophysical data for a presentation by Dr.
Duncan Foley, titled "Geology and geophysics of the Zunil geothermal system, Guatemala”.

Reproduction of the Thermo Hot Springs data package obtained from Republic Geothermal

Company was completed and one copy was delivered to the Utah Geological
UURI began working on revisions to a paper "Geothermal Resource Develop

and Mineral Survey.
ment in Utah"

submitted earlier to the Utah Geological Association for inclusion in the 1990 UGA Guidebook.

2

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager, SCP
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SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108-1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: Peggy Brookshier
Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: Howard P. Ross
DATE: October 23, 1990
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, September

UURI reviewed project status with several State Cooperative Program (SCP) E

, 1990

rincipal

Investigators and identified the need for no cost time extensions and contract modifications. Dr.

Henry Heasler, University of Wyoming P. I. underwent eye surgery so a no c«
was awarded to extend this grant to January 31, 1991.

Discussions with Dr. Christopher Nye, University of Alaska Geophysical Inst
Roman Motyka, Alaska DGGS P.I., resolved problems with the Geophysical 1
report. Dr. Nye reported problems leading to the late delivery of the final repor
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 Septemt
Taylor reviewed the status and finances of all SCP grants and completed techni
contract modifications for the University of Nevada-Desert Research Institute a
Department of Business, Economic Development, and Tourism grants. Conve
Marshall Reed, DOE/GD and Dr. Donald Thomas, Hawaii P.I. explored techni
. and cost factors related to the Hawaii contract modification.

Final revisions were completed for a technical paper "Geothermal Resource De
written by Phillip 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 system, Southwestern Utah" presented by |
(UGMS) at the 1990 Rocky Mountain Section Meeting, AAPG.

DSt time extension

itute P.I. and
nstitute draft final
t, and requested a
1990.

yer 6. Ross and
cal evaluations of
nd Hawaii
rsations with Dr.
cal considerations

velopment in Utah”
Ross (UURI). This
Howard Ross

"A hydrologic
Robert Blackett
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H. P. Ross

Howard Ross and Robert Blackett began documentation of self-potential data acquired on the
Woods Ranch thermal area, near Zane, southwestern Utah. The data will be reported asla UGMS
Report of Investigation.

Howard Ross met with Jay Hauth, Consulting Geothermal Engineer, to review data on the
Newcastle geothermal system which has been acquired by UURI and the UGMS, and has been
presented before the GRC and the AAPG. Jay Hauth recognizes some potential for a small binary
power plant at the Newcastle resource and is reviewing the available data.

Jim Witcher, New Mexico P L. at Southwest Technology Development Insmute and Holward
Ross, UURI, completed 45,000 line feet of detailed self-potential surveys at tllne Rincon study
area, and 4,000 line feet at the Radium Springs area, New Mexico. The surveys were de|51gned to
test radon anomalies generated under the New Mexico SCP grant, and to further document the
applicability 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 anomalles are
associated with radon anomalies and some correlate with anomalous thermal wells. More work is
needed to complete delineation of these anomalies, and this may be done in November or.

December. .

Forard

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager, SCP
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TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: " Peggy Brookshier
Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: Howard P. Ross
DATE: August 14, 1990 ,
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, July, 1990

i

UURI reviewed project status with several state team Principal Investigators (P.1.) and ass1stcd Dr.
Donald Thomas, University of Hawaii P. 1., with wording of a contract modification. The revised
statement of work for the Hawaii grant was Teviewed and a recommendation for approval was
submitted to DOE/ID. Weekly news items were prepared and submitted to DOE. i’

~ UURI completed a review of the University of Alaska-Geophysical Institute draft final ref%)on and
sent editorial comments to Dr. Christopher Nye, P.1. [

A technical paper "Geothermal Resource Development in Utah" was written by Phillip Ml Wright,
Robert E. Blackett (Utah Geological and Mineral Survey) and Howard P. Ross, and subrmtted 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. .[

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 rcs1st1v1ty and
self-potential data, Newcastle geothermal area, Utah.” The paper is co-authored by Robert
Blackett and Michael Shubat (UGMS) and Claron Mackelprang (UURI contractor).

Howard Ross and Robert Blackett recorded an additional 20,400 line-feet of self-potentlal (SP)
data over the Zane thermal anomaly. This completes the survey for the present level of study, and
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will permit reporting of the data as a UGMS Report of Investigation. A cohere

nt ncgatlve anomaly

of 20 to 50 mV covers 1.25 sq. mi. (2 sq. km) and is closely associated with two shallow wells

which have anomalous fluid chemistry and temperature.

Hryord

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager.

’,
t

\
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EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITEC .
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TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: ‘ Peggy Brookshier
‘ Marshall Reed -
_ Kenneth Taylor
4 FROM: Howard P. Ross .
DATE: July 9, 1990
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report June, 1990

UURI reviewed State Cooperative Team (SCP) invoices and submitted recommendations -

regarding payment to DOE/ID. Calls were completed to most of the remaining
investigators regarding project status and dehverables and weekly news items
DOE.

UURI completed a critical review of the Idaho-Department of Water Resources
Geothermal Resource Analysis in Twin Falls County, Idaho-Part Il by Steven

M. Castelin. The report did not address several subtasks identified in the State;
provided little of the new technical data called for in the DOE agreement, and w
unacceptable. A letter listing the problems was sent to Paul Castelin, Principal

SCP principal
were submitted to

draft final report
J. Baker and Paul
ment of Work, and
as judged
Investigator, and

Ken Taylor, DOE/ID initiated a conference call with Castelin and Ross to discuss resolution of the
problems. ID-DWR agreed to extend their Cooperative Agreement and complcte the unfinished

work. Howard Ross assisted ID-DWR in extending the agreement to October

30, 1990. °

Problems with the report were discussed with Leah Street, EG&G (former ID-DWR P.1.).and B111

Young, USGS hydrologlst
A UURI review of the University of Alaska—Geophysrcal Institute and Alaska

—Division of

Geological and Geophysical Surveys draft final report on the Geyser Bight geothermal area
continued throughout June. Geologic, editorial and contractual 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 and Mineral
Survey (UGMS) is conducting a field review of the UGMS Newcastle geothermal study in

southern Utah. Ross described the electrical resistivity and self-potential (SP)
and Ross, Blackett and Shubat demonstrated the SP method in a profile across

surveys and results,
the -108 mV SP

anomaly. The field review was attended by 17 geologists, hydrologists and engineers.

Following the UGMS Newcastle field review, Ross, Blackett, and Shubat completed an additional

~ 29,000 line-feet of SP coverage over the Wood Ranch thermal anomaly in the E

scalante Valley.
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H. P. Ross

UURI completed calls to Don Thomas, Hawaii P. 1. regarding the status of his
extension, revision of state and federal project charges, and plans for a contract

no-cost-time
 modification.

Brittian Hall, DOGAMI, was contacted regarding the Santiam Pass drilling project and UURI

support in geochemistry, age dating, and physical property measurements. Dr
North Dakota P. 1. was quizzed about progress on the overdue South Dakota ¢
Judging that the North Dakota Survey was again inactive in drafting the map, I
demanded that the map be returned so that it can be completed by the Meteorolo
UND.

UURI submltted a memo to Ken Taylor, DOE/ID, detalhn g anticipated SCP co
through September 3, 1990.

Other SCP activities at UURI include preparations for a GRC poster presentatic
Newcastle, UT geophysical study, and preparation of a paper for the Utah Geo
(UGA) 1990 guidebook. This paper, titled Geothermal Resource Development
authored by Mike Wright and Howard Ross (UURI) and Robert Blackett (UG]

With this broad range of activities, June was a very busy month for the State C
at UURL

Hpoasa’

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager

Wil Gosriold,
=sources map
Dr. Gosnold has
gy Department,

ntract actions

on on the

ogical Association
in Utah will be
MS).

ooperative Program
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TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM P

TO: Peggy Brookshier
Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: - Howard P. Ross &
DATE: June 21, 1990
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, May, 1990 r

UURI reviewed State Cooperative Team (SCP) invoices and submitted recommendations ;i
regarding payment to DOE/ID. Calls were completed to most of the remaining [SCP principal
investigators regarding project status and deliverables, and weekly news items were subrnjlitted to
DOE. ‘
UURI geochemists and the project manager completed a critical review of the I iaho-Depairtment of
Water Resources draft final report Geothermal Resource Analysis in the Big Wood River Valley,
Blaine County, Idaho by Leah Street. Comments were forwarded to Paul Casrelm ID-DWR P.L
and discussed with the author. A review of the University of Alaska—Geophyswal Instltute draft
final report Geology and Geochemistry of the Geyser Bight Geothermal Area, }Unmak Island,
Aleutian Islands, Alaska was begun and is still in progress. Resolution of comments for the
University of Nevada-Division of Earth Sciences final report were discussed with Tom Flynn P.I
and Marshall Reed, DOE. One additional draft final report by the Idaho—DWR]was received during
| May and is awaiting critical review. In short, much of the SCP effort in May Tas devoted to

review of SCP final reports The same will be true for June.

i
Howard Ross, UURI and Robert Blackett UGMS, P.1. completed 30,000 feet of self-poltentral
survey traverses on the Wood Ranch, not far from the Newcastle 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 techmc’lues srmrlar to those
employed in the Newcastle "blind" geothermal system study, Ross and Blacket have identified a
broad SP anomaly which appears to be the upflow zone of fluids from another totally blmd
(hidden) geothermal system. Additional surveys are planned for June and Julv to further define

and confirm this interesting anomaly.

Aspartof a continuing cooperative study between UURI and the Utah Geological and Mmeral
Survey (UGMS), Howard Ross contacted Gerry Huttrer, Geothermal Energy Consultant and
Timothy Evans, Republic Geothermal, regarding release of Republic's database for the Thenno
geothermal area in southwestern 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 Allison, UGMS. ,
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Other efforts not specifically chargcd to the State Cooperative Program, but not/reported
elsewhere, included the review and cleanup of GeoOperators final reports for the Cascades drilling
program, and review of the California Energy Corporation MZ1-11A drilling report. UURI also
reviewed and revised a proposed news and data release by the National Geophysical Data Center,
NOAA, regarding the old Stillwater and Dixie Valley seismic data. g

) N ‘
Howard P. Ross *
Project Manager
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MEMORANDUM

' TO: Peggy Brookshier
Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: Howard P. Ross
DATE: May 17, 1990
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, April, 199

UURI received the draft final report from the University of Nevada - Las Vega
Sciences, and completed a technical review and editing of this report. The repc
Genesis in the Great Basin, by Thomas Flynn and Paul Buchanan, documents i
geochemical, stable light-isotope, radioactive isotope, archaeological and packr
by UNV-DES. In view of the significance of this study and its conclusions, M

requested additional outside review which is in progress. UURI assisted UNV

one month no-cost-time extension (NCTE) to provide additional time for outsic
changes to this report.

Discussions with Don Thomas, University of Hawaii Principal Investigator, re
contract modification and grant time extension. Dr. Thomas reviewed the Haw
and found that approximately $13,000 previously billed as a Federal cost will t
cost share. A request for a contract modification is being prepared and will be
DOE/ID soon.

S - D1v151on of Earth
oIt Geothermal Fluid
in detail th“e

-at midden studies
larshall Reed

-DES in preparing a
le review and final

viewed the need for
aii-DBED billing

»e rebilled as a State
submitted to

UURI provided guidance to Dr. Wil Gosnold regarding the environmental checklist completion for
his remaining drill holes, and again reminded him of his overdue South Dakota geothermal

resources map. Other SCP communications regarding project status were to El

izabeth Jacobsen

(UNLV-DRD), Paul Castelin (Idaho-DWR), Bob Blackett (UGMS), and Jim Witcher (NMSU).
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Howard Ross contributed to a paper Hydrothermal Energy—An Important Pa

rt of America’s

Energy Strategy, presented by Ken Taylor at the April Department of Energy Program Review in

San Francisco.

Howard Ross (UURI) and Bob Blackett and Mike Shubat (UGMS) reviewed

geological and

geophysical data for the Newcastle, Utah area and nearby thermal areas in the Escalante Valley.
They obtained additional self-potential data at Newcastle, and at the nearby Chloride Canyon area
in a one week field trip in mid-April. The paper Delineation of fluid upflow a+zd outflow plume

with electrical resistivity and self-potential data, Newcastle Geothermal Area,

Utah by Ross,

Blackett, Shubat, and Mackelprang was accepted by the GRC for a poster presentation in August.

—torid

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager




UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: Peggy Brookshier

Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: Howard P. Ross
DATE: April 30, 1990
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Repoﬁ, March 199

0

UURI reviewed state team invoices and forwarded recommendations to DOE/ID, and provided
DOE weekly news items. Telephone calls were completed to several state teams 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 cont
- completing a draft final report for the Geyser Bight study, primarily due to mo
Redoubt volcanic activity. Dr. Henry Heasler (U. WY) reported that he had ne
for a no-cost-time extension (NCTE) and had been unable to undertake the fiel
this study. A NCTE is now in progress. Dr. Elizabeth Jacobsen (UNV-DRI)

need for a NCTE and funding shift within her grant. UURI suggested the forn

inued delays in
nitoring of;'lthe

ot received|approval
d data gathering for
had detenfdned the
nat of a letter to

DOE/ID through which UNV-DRI would grant itself a NCTE and ask approval for the sﬁiift 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. Wil Gosnold (UND).

UURI compiled a list of journal publications completed during FY89 under State Cooperative
Program (SCP) funding and provided this to Marshall Reed at DOE-GTD. H, ward 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 contract recllulrementslfor the
Geo Operator contracts and provide details to Ken Taylor, DOE/ID. Ken Taylor rev1ewed DOE

environmental checklist requirements with Howard Ross and possible sensitive

activities: nm the




state team projects were discussed. Final reports from past SCP grants were re
Taylor and filed at UURI.

ceived from Ken

UURI responded to information requests regarding geothermal studies and basic geological and

geophysical data from Irving Gray, geologist with Double Dragon Exploration
Bruce Ferneyhaugh, geophysicist with Newmont Exploration (Colorado). Botl
precious metals exploration.

(Montana) and
h inquires relate to

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 technical report entitled

Delineation of fluid upflow and outflow plume with electrical resistivity and self-potential data,
Newcastle Geothermal Area, Utah. This paper has been submitted to and acceéned by the 1990
International Symposium on Geothermal Energy. Ross, Blackett and Shubat hlope to follow-up on

the Newcastle geophysical study to identify other hidden geothermal systems in
Desert area.

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager

the Escalante




UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITEC
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: Peggy Brookshier
Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: Howard P. Ross
DATE: March 20, 1990
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, February, 1

UURI reviewed state team invoices and forwarded recommendations to DOE/ID,

990

D, and pr0v1ded

DOE weekly news items. Telephone calls were completed to several state teams to dtscuss

invoices, and project status and anticipated completion dates. A number of extr.

copies ofE

Stanford Geothermal Program technical reports, and other state team geothermal reports, were
selected and sent to Dr. L. L. “"Roy" Mink, Director, Idaho Water Resource Research Instntute and

Dr. Duncan Foley, Pacific Lutheran Umver51ty

,‘

Discussions with Dr. Wil Gosnold, North Dakota Principal Investigator, resulted in agreement to

complete the long overdue South Dakota Geothermal Resources Map in black a
patterns to replace colors which had been a major stumbling block in completing
Work is once again progressing on the map.

The Utah Geological and Mineral Survey (UGMS) submitted a draft final repor]
geothermal area resource assessment study. The report has been critically revie
and comments were presented to Robert Blackett, UGMS P.I. The UGMS has

nd white, usmg
r this dehverable

 for the Néwcastle
wed and edlted
completedlt 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 descri
studies at the Newcastle geothermal area, for submittal to the 1990 International.
Geothermal Energy. Final numerical modeling was completed, illustrations pre
report begun. The paper is titled Delineation of fluid upflow and outflow plume
resistivity y and self-potential data, Newcastle geothermal area, Utah and is co-au
Blackett and Michael Shubat (UGMS) and Claron Mackelprang (UURI consult
must be completed by March 15 to be considered for this symposium.

%fmﬁf/ /
Howard P. Ross
Project Manager

bing geophyStcal

Symposwm on
pared, andla draft
with electiical
thored by Robert

ant). The report
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UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITEC
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: Peggy Brookshier
: Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: ~ Howard P. Ross
DATE: February 13, 1990
SUBJECT: 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 forum for discussion of the role of Radon soil gas surveysin
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 Insntute 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.I, and Charles Blshop, Barry i
Solomon and Mike Shubat (all UGMS) presented Radon survey results and other data relating to
the Newcastle case study. Attending for UURI were Howard Ross, Joe Moore, Mike Wri ght
Dennis Nielson, and Susan Lutz. This meeting provided an excellent opportunity, for several
Radon researchers and geothermal exploratwmsts to critique each others work and to discuss
interim results.

Howard Ross continued to work on the Newcastle resistivity and self-potential interpretations as

time permitted. A near term goal was to make as much information as possible available to the

UGMS to assist in the Newcastle case study. Bob Blackett, UGMS P.I, 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, UURIL. Ken Taylor, '
DOE/II;e , 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 paymcnt to DOE/ID.
UURI compiled weekly news items and sent them to DOE. A statement was prepared which
described hlstoncal support by DOE for Idaho gcothermal resource studies and this was forwarded
to DOE/ID.

Tom Flynn, University of Nevada - Division of Earth Sciences P. I. was contacted to appraise the
need for a no cost time extension (NCTE) for their grant. Dr. Don Thomas, Hawaii P.I., reported
the closing down of well HGP-A by the County of Hawaii due to H2S pollution problems and said
that this would cause a substantial delay in completmg the sﬂlca brine geochemistry study.




UURI made several telephone calls in response to a DOE request to provide information to Gordon
Bloomquist, Washington State Energy Office, regarding the digital database used to compile the
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 little use was made of dlgltal
data files in completing the maps This information and the contact was sent on to Gordon E
Bloomquist.

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

%afa/b/
Howard Ross
Project Manager
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Sam Aoki
Peggy Brookshier
Marshall Reed .
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: ‘Howard P. Ross
DATE:. December 7, 1989
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, November,

Revisions to the Washington—DNR final report "New Age Dates, Geochemistr
Straugraph1c Data for the Indian Haven Quaternary Volcanic Field, South Casca
Washington" were reviewed with Marshall Reed and Ken Taylor. Final editing
given to Michael Korosec, WA-DNR P.L. over the phone, and agreement was re
letter to Ken Taylor which will describe problems with the University of Arizon:
completed final report is expected in December.

1989

Yy, and :

de Range,
comments were
ached on a cover
) age dates, A

State Cooperative Program (SCP) invoices were reviewed and discussed with Ken Taylor.;f The -

SCP quarterly report was compiled and sent to DOE/ID for review by Ken Tayld
Osbome. Their comments and corrections were received and the revised quarter
distributed. Weekly DOE news items were submitted to DOE.

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

UURI responded to inquires from DOE/ID and EG&G regarding the status of de
contract requirements for the GEO Cascade drilling contracts. All deliverables h
and contract requiréments completed.

Dr. Rudi Schoenmakers, Director, Southwest Technology Development Institute

Howard Ross requesting a meeting to review Radon studies completed under the

grant. Technical studies under this grant are being conducted by NMSU under t

or and Ken:

ly report was

vas written for

liverables and

ave been received

of NMSU called
NMRDI SCP

he direction of Jim

Witcher. A meeting has been scheduled at UURI on December 7, 8 which will i
Schoenmakers, Jim Witcher, Larry Icerman (former NMRDI P.1), Ken Taylor
-Blackett (UGMS P.1.), other UGMS Radon researchers, and UURI scientists. -

clude Dr.,
OE/ID), ‘Bob

Non-polarizing porous pot electrodes, 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 stati

ons during the




week of November 13-17. Excellent data were obtained, with a basic 1 millivolt noise level, even
though surface conditions were extremely dry and temperatures were well below |freezing in the
mornings. A well defined 108 mv low corresponds closely with part of the thermal anomaly, and.
may indicate the source of thermal fluids. _ ‘

- Numerical modelling of Newcastle dipole-dipole resistivity lines 1, 2, 3, and 4 continued as time
permitted. 3 .

Howard Ross
Project Manger
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TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: Sam Aoki
Peggy Brookshier
Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: Howard P. Ross
DATE: December 7, 1989
SUBJECT: 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 administrative or business personnel rather than
SCP Principal Investigators. Howard Ross and Paul Castelin, new Idaho-DWR P.IL, reviewed
project status and approaches to conclude studies initiated by Leah Street but not yet in a réport
stage. Copies of a magazine article describing health problems with amoeba fo

were forwarded to Doug Miller (ORMAT) and Karl Meachem, (Monroe, UT).

Several calls were made to Don Chambers, Abeliene, Texas inventor regarding

data documentation for his oil and gas exploration method. Following discussi
geophysicists and engineers Chambers was advised to contact his local Hewlett

and work out arrangements for short term lease of selected broad-range spectru
support his SBA proposal. ’

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

Howard Ross; SCP Project Manager, attended the Annual Meeting of the Geot
Council in Santa Rosa and met with several active and past SCP principal inve

und in hot 'springs

instrumentation and
ons with UURI
—Packard,dealer

m analyzers to

Meachem (Monroe,
»S Safety, who

tilermal Resources

stigators there.

Ross contributed geophysical data to the Newcastle Utah study which was presEnted by Robert

Blackett, UGMS P.I. and was a co-author of a paper presented by Alan Tripp

(UURI). On

October 6 Ross presented a paper "Dipole-dipole electrical resistivity surveys of waste disposal
study sites at Hill Air Force Base, Utah" at the Utah Geological Association HaZzardous Waste

Conference, "Geology and Hydrology of Hazardous-Waste, Mining-Waste, W
UURI—DOE contract in 1982-83.

Repository Sites in Utah". This talk described environmental studies conductj

Howard Ross arid Robert Blackett (UGMS P.L) presented a talk "Overview

of

aste-Waterland
through the

Geothermél




Resources in Utah" at the UURI—Utah Department of Natural Resources seminar "Geothennal
Energy in Utah—A Seminar for Developers and Regulators", held at the Umvcrs1ty of Utahjon
* October 24. Howard Ross and Jeffrey Hulen, UURI, Participated in the UGMS ﬁcld 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 UURL.
Quarterly reports were received from several state teams and reviewed.

Numerically modeling of the Newcastle resistivity survey continued as time permitted. Several
iterations have been completed for dipole lines 2 and 3 which cross the main thermal anomaly.

Aol

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager
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EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Sam Aoki
Peggy Brookshier
Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: Howard P. Ross
DATE: October 16, 1989
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Reports, Septembe

- 1989

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities in September included the review of team invoices and
calls to several SCP Principal Investigators. Elizabeth Jacobsen, UNV- reponed that water levels
in the Moana wells 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) a

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 Ot 2

holes in North Dakota and the remainder in South Dakota. UURI coordinated Hiscussions with

|ges for a contract

es in North Dakota.

Marshall Reed, Ken Taylor and Dr. Gosnold, and recommended wording chan
modification which would result in 8 drill holes in South Dakota and 2 drill hol
All 10 holes will evaluate significant thermal and hydrologic anomalies.

UURI completed a detailed review of the Washington-Dept. of Natural Resour¢
discussed age dating problems with M. Shafiquallah (former U. Arizona Co-PI

discussions with Marshall Reed and Ken Taylor, a letter of comment and recom
changes was submitted to Michael Korosec, WA-DNR P.1L.

Howard Ross and Paul Lineau, OIT, discussed possible collaboration on an up
Inventory of Western U. S. Cities with Proximate Hydrothermal Potential. Th
will look at temperatures greater than 120°F in 14 western states. UURI will w
Teams to obtain new resource data and will provide a critical review of existing
information used in the report.

Howard Ross reviewed a broad spectrum of geophysical data obtained from 19

es final report and
). Following
imendations for

date of 1980

> proposed update
ork with the State
resource

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- Course "Geothermal

Exploration and Power Plant Case Histories of the Western U. S." at the Santa

Howard Ross developed a preliminary interpretative model for Line 3 of the Ne

Rosa conférence.

wcastle electrical

resistivity study and provided illustrations and discussion to Bob Blackett, UGMS Principal

Investigator. Bob Blackett will present a paper "An Assessment of Geothermal

Resources at




Newcastle, Utah" at the GRC annual meeting. This talk will summarize the results.to date c§‘f the
Newcastle case study. '

Other Septémbcr actvities at UURI included the preparation of DOE weekly news items and
preparation of a talk for the Utah Geological Association to be held October 6 in Salt Lake City.

Hoirarid

Howard P. Ross ' |
Project Manager '
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EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
© 391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO:

Sam Aoki
Peggy Brookshier
Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: Howard P. Ross
DATE: October 16, 1989
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Reports, July and A

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities continued at a relatively low level du
August because of vacation periods for many state teams and for the UURI proje
Because of this, and the late date of this report, July and August activities will be

together. As an ongoing activity State Team invoices were reviewed and drscus<|

:i \
ugust, 1989

j
ring July and
ct manager
summanzed
sed in detaﬂ 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.

Calls were made to the state teams to monitor progress, prompt teams for late qu
to develop DOE weekly new items. Of special interest were calls to Wil Gosno
Dakota, P.L) regarding the South Dakota map (only a few more weeks of draftir
paper on his geothermal studies to be presented in Moscow. Leah Street, Idaho

indicated her plans to resign from ID-DWR prompting a status review of all task:

of her replacement. Dr. Larry Icerman, former New Mexico P.I., was contacted
of progress by NMRDI in naming a successor P.I. and requesting a contract mo
Subsequent calls to Ponziano Ferraracio, Acting Director NMRDI, and Patrick k
nominated as the new P.I. have resulted in requests for necessary contract modi

The DOGAMI Santiam Pass grant was again the subject of considerable activity
UURI. The Phase I report was reviewed and approval forwarded to Peggy Bro
understanding that reproduction and distribution of this interim report would not
George Priest was called to discuss problems with map scales and illustrations.

been in error
hich was owed

arterly reports and
d (U. North

1g) and an invited
-DNR P. L

s and discussion

| regarding; the lack
dification.!
Rodriquez,
fications.

for DOE and
okshier with the
 be required.
Marshall Reed,

Howard Ross and George Priest discussed potential problems with access to DOE funded :

geothermal drill core, to be obtained in Phase 11, if stored at Oregon State Unive
upon revised wording for the Statement of Work. Peggy Brookshier and How4
the Phase I report and subsequent letters to determine that the Bureau of Land M
signed off on a FONSI for environmental effects of the proposed drilling projec
Phase II funding was then forwarded to the Secretary, Departmem of Energy, w
awaiting final approval

rsity, and agreed
rd Ross rev1ewed
anagernent had

t. The request for
where it has/been’
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SCP Monthly Report
H. P. Ross

UURI began a review of the draft final report of the Washmoton -Dept. Natural Resources volcanic
stratigraphy - age date study. The report in its present form is not an acceptable deliverable to

DOE. The review continued into September.

Other SCP activities included contributions to the DOE weekly news, review of
. report, reading of current technical literature, and information dissemination. Th
Cooperative Program continues to respond to information requests and visits by
industry developers and researchers. Information was provided to Mr. Steve Jo
Energy Systems regarding Northern Basin and Range resources in general, and
particular. Dr. Lowell Lischer, Chief Geologist for True Geothermal Company
review Open File data and UURI reports. True Geothermal is also active in the
Range and is involved in litigation concerning the Colado resource.

Preparations continued for an electrical resistivity survey at Newcastle, Utah in
Geological and Mineral Survey study. Four dipole-dipole resistivity lines were ¢
Newcastle from July 10 to 15. The survey team included Howard Ross, and Cl
(UURI Research Associate), and Mike Shubat, Charles Bishop, and Bea Mayes
Excellent data were obtained which will help to map the area of upwelling fluids,
moderate temperature plume now being utilized by three greenhouse developers

Aol

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager

HPR:kr

SCP quarterly

e State
geothermal .

hnson, Ormat

San Emidio in
visited UURI to
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support of the Utah
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(UGMS). l

the source of the
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EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Sam Aoki
Peggy Brookshier
Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: Howard Ross
DATE: July 5, 1989
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, June 1989

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

The unsolicited DOGAMI proposal for drilling at Santiam Pass continued to be
" discussion. DOGAMI must receive final environmental approval for drilling pe
DOE commitment for Phase II funding. DOGAMI cannot complete an agreeme
Geothermal until DOE support is finalized. Susan Stiger, EG&G, is coordinatir
environmental studies with DOE and hopes that drilling may still begin by Augt
Priest held a meeting of his science team on June 27 to organize personnel and
contributions for the project. UURI has committed to a senior geologist foron
supervision, analytical support and physical property measurements, to be fund
Cooperative Program Technical Assistance and Cascades project monies.

M. Shafiquallah, University of Arizona CO-PI discussed the K-Ar age date pro

Ross, and provided copies of letters as documentation of the problem resolution.

Korosec, Washington-DNR P.I remains skeptical of the revised age dates but v

team invoiées and
several SCP
o DOE.

a topic of

rmits priorito a
nt with Oxbow
ng the .

ast 15. George
analytical service
site dnllmg

ed by State

blem with Howard
Michael:
vill compléte his

Cascade volcanism chronology study as scheduled. The dating of four samples now in progress

will complete the Arizona grant. Howard Ross talked to Drs. Robert Duncan ar

Oregon State University about the OSU age dating facility. OSU can provide K

age date support to the State Cooperative Program at approximately $400 per sa

dating service is highly recommended by George Priest who has used it many t;

age date requests from the state teams will probably be handled on an individua
UURL

UURI received receipts and expense information relating to the May DOE Progr

Drs. Gosnold, Heasler, and Icerman and has issued reimbursement checks.

nd Martin Fisk,

-Ar or Ar40-Ar39
mple. The OSU
imes. High priority
1 P. O. basis by

am Review from
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L

- UURI complctéd areview of the Washington—DebL Natural Resources Open Fil
of the 1988 Geothermal Gradient Test Drilling Project for the State of Washington
changes have been recommended to Michael Korosec and discussed with Ken T

Other monitoring calls-discussed the status of the South Dakota geothermal resou
quarterly report (Dr. Gosnold): project status, needs for contract modification an
1. change (Elizabeth Jacobson, DRI); and several no cost time extensions.

UURI reviewed an interim data report for the Boise geothermal system submittex
Division of Water Resources by the Berkeley Group, Incorporated. Howard Ra
interim report with Leah Street who concurred that the usable well history and su
been properly addressed and that the interim report filled the contract monitoring
Division of Water Resources.

Howard Ross and Robert Blackett, UGMS P.1., discussed scheduling and proc:
electrical resistivity survey planned for the Newcastle, UT resource area. Presen
three or four line dipole-dipole survey to be completed the week of July 10. UG
two crew members plus their field expenses, so the survey cost should be about

On June 27 Howard Ross traveled to DOE/ID where he met with Peggy Brooks
Stiger to discuss the status of the DOGAMI, grant and with Ken Taylor. Taylor
reviewed the status of all SCP grants and identified several action 1tems

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager

le report "Results
". Minor
aylor of DOE/ID.

irce map and a late
da permanent P.

d to the Idaho-

ss discussed the
ipporting data had
needs of the

>dures for an

t plans call for a
MS will provide
$10,000.

hire and Susan
and Ross -
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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

MEMORANDUM

TO: Sam Aoki
Peggy Brookshier
Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor

FROM:

Howard Ross
DATE: June 8, 1989
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report

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.

Discussions with Drs. Larry Ilcerman (NMRDI5, Wil G
and Henry Heasler (U WY) concerned attendance at a
presentations for the May 17 DOE-Geothermal Reserv
Program Rewview in Washington, and reimbursement of
expenses. Slides summarizing the current State Co
Program were prepared for DOE-GTD. :

Leah Street, Idaho-Department of Water Resources P
received delivery of the USGS Final Report "The Hy
System in Central Twin Falls County, Idaho"™ by R.

W. Young (Water-Resources lnvestigations Report 88
was advised on the initial report distribution, an
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 1884 grant.

DOE and UURI received the first of two final repor
Washington-Department of Natural Resources. The re
of the 1988 Geothermal Gradient Test Drilling Proj
State of Washington" by Douglas B. Barnett and Mic
was submitted as WA-Division of Geology and Earth
report 89-2 without prior review by UURI or DOE wi
understanding that revisions requested by DOE woul
required. This report is currently being reviewed

, May 1989
i
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“deliverables for DOE. This opinion has been forwa

Howard P. Ross

Michael Korosec, WA-DNR P. ., expressed his concern 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'"accidentfprone"

Research Assistant modified both tracer concentrat

lon 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 Sciences and the
Utah Geologic and Mineral Survey. The requests are suppofted by
valid reasons and granting the NCTEs will result in better

Taylor, DDE/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 Beal of Geyse
to receive drill core for four drill holes from the
geothermal area, California. The drill core was s
during May and is now being sorted and stored in t
Sample Library.

Project Manager

rded to Ken

bow Geothermal
temperature

on Cascades.

bt a formal

y no later than

rs Geothermal

<] Medic%ne Lake
hipped to UURI
he Geothermal




" Quarterly reports were received from several state te

UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: Sam Aoki
Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: -Howard Ross
DATE: May 10, 1989
SUBJECT:

State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, April 1?89

April State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities at UURI inéluded
a variety of program management and technical tasks. Annual |

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,
were telephoned to Ken Taylor, DOE/ID.

and North
submltted to
State team

and comments regarding payment

Dr. William Sill, former SCP Principal Investigator at the |

Montana College of Mineral Science and Technology (MCMST),

éalled

with concerns that CSAMT equipment used in earlier DOE geothermal

studies would be declared surplus by DOE and lost to
projects.

Background information was supplied to Mar

MCMST !
shall Reed

who has written a Memorandum supporting the MCMST request to

retain this equipment for academic and research purpd

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

reviewed at UURI. Principal Investigators Drs. Larry
(NMRDI), William Gosnold (UND), and Henry Heasler (UW
called to discuss attendance at and presentations for
program review in Washington. These three PI’'s shoull
excellent indication of the variety and quality of wo
underway in the State Cooperative Program.

ses. {

|

hole at

h Ben ﬂunls,
with Phase I
d not been

ams and
Icerman

Y) weré

the May 17

d give lan

rk currently
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May 10,
H. P.

1989
Ross - SCP Monthly Report

Howard Ross attended the April 19 meeting of the Bois

Aquifer Coordinating Committee in Boise and participated in;

discussions with Idaho-Department of Water Resources
Berkeley Group, Inc. and several of the resource user
trip to all of the production wells followed this mee

state of development.

Howard Ross began preliminary plans for an electrical
survey at the Newcastle geothermal area in Utah, and
discussing access permission and scheduling with Bob
UGMS Principal Investigator.

facilities.

M
Howard P. Ross
Project Manager

HPR:kr
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The survey should improve the |
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TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: Sam Aoki
Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: Howard Ross
DATE : April 13, 1989
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report,

March 1989
!

Discussions continued with State Cooperative Program (SCP) teams

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.
expenditures, and anticipated changes were reviewed
memorandum transmitted to DOE for each team.

Review.| At

from the

Project sﬂ%tus,

by UURI| and a
e

Telephone calls to monitor project status were complleted tdithe

Wyoming, North Dakota, Arizona, Washington and Idaho Teams.

only (minor) problems are the wrap-up of old grants

! The

with Idaho

and Arizona, and the overdue delivery of the South Dakota |

geothermal resources map.
final USGS report and subcontract payment.
University of Arizona P. I., has to determine a new

The Idaho grant requires

value to apply to the last six Washington-DNR samples,
Dr. George %riest

awaiting four additional samples from DOGAMI.
has been delaying shipment of his last four samples
reasons but has been advised this opportunity for ag
terminate unless the samples are shipped soon. No ¢
extensions should now be in place for these grants.

State team invoices were reviewed and recommendation
forwarded to DOE/ID. A brief description of all new
was written and transmitted to Ken Taylor in support
comments at the March DOE Industry Review meeting.
the DOGAMI Santiam Pass project continued with Ben L
and with DOE personnel.

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

delivery of a

Paul Damon,

calibr%tion
andgis

for vaqious
e datiqg will
ost time

t
1

s for ﬂayment
1 SCP gqants
of his
Discus%ion of
unis, %G&G,

1 library
hydro%ogist
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April 13,
H. P. Ross

1989

with JBR Consultants Group (Salt Lake City) was rese
density, porosity, thermal conductivity and heat tra
properties for alluvial and sedimentary materials in

with an environmental impact evaluation for a cold water

injection project. Bruce Sibbett, Consulting Geolog
former UURI employee, is studying the possible assoc
previously unknown precious metals deposits with geo
systems in the western United States for a mining in
client.

Howard Ross joined Bob:  Blackett and Mike Shubat, Uta
and Mineral Survey (UGMS) for the third round of tem
gradient measurements at the Newcastle study area.

as high as 80°C were measured (in air) at depths of
‘two warmest holes. The UGMS, in cooperation with th
of Utah - Dept. of Geology and Geophysics, is comple
case study of this totally blind basin and range ged
system. UURI hopes to complete a limited electricall
survey over the thermal plume area as additional sup
study. Howard Ross also joined a group of 8 UGMS st
in an on site review of a geologic mapping project i
~Dam mountains near St. George Utah.

In summary, March was a productive and interesting m
State Cooperative Program activities.

Fbiard

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager

HPR:kr
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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

MEMORANDU UM

TO: Isamu Aoki !

Marshall Reed i

Kenneth Taylor :

FROM: Howard Ross 5|‘

t

DATE: January 18, 1989 E
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, December 1988

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities during December were
reduced due to other project commitments, holidays and the

relative lack of problems and reporting requirements
state teams.

for the

team invoices and discussions with DOE/ID regarding payment

these invoices and project status.

SCP activities, progress, and results for FY 89 were
complied by EG&G, and in more complete form the UURI

Report of DOE projects.

Annual

[

December activities included the review of state

of

|

reviewed and
compiled in summary reports for the DOE annual report being]

i

Conversations with state teams included discussions with Leah

Street (Idaho-DWR) regarding the overdue USGS report

and thé
Boise

status of a proposed transfer of the PI from Twin Falls to

(still unresolved). Howard Ross and Michael Korosec

gradient drilling project, and the interim results o
project.

(Washii
DNR) discussed the costs associated with the WA-DNR tewmpera
f this

A request for a contract modification restating the

|
ngton-
ture

number of holes and depth of holes was submitted to DOE/ID.#

i

George Priest, Oregon-DOGAMI called to discuss various studies in

the Cascades and to inguire about the status of fund
unsolicited DOGAMI proposal.
discussions with DOE/1D.

On December 6 and 7 Howard Ross accompanied Sami Aok
Lunis
(BPA)

in Portland, Oregon. John Geyer and George Da

ing for; the
This was also the subject of

i and Beén
(EG&G) to meetings with the Bonneville Power Administration
rr presented

the current BPA electric power demand scenario for the Pacific

northwest. The group discussed the possible role of
energy in the Pacific northwest power mix, and possil

geothe%mal
hle

1
if
]
i
15
!

|

I
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SCP Monthly Report
January 19, 1989
H. P. Ross

cooperative BPA-DOE initiatives. Geothermal energy
undoubtedly play an important role in future power p
the northwest. Several good thoughts for initiative
discussed but any new project will be dependent on n
for DOE or BPA.

T

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager
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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

MEMORANDUM

TO: Isamu Aoki
' Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor

FROM: Howard Ross

DATE: December 30, 1988
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, N

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities for N
included the review of state team invoices and discus
DOE/ID regarding payment of these invoices and projec
The various state teams were called for significant d
in geothermal enerqy in their states for the annual G
update by Marshall Reed, and to correct report distri

|

6vember11988_

ovembeﬂ
sions with

t statd@
évo]opﬂénts
FOTIMPS
butlon>llsts

for several of the new grants.

‘Conversations with Leah Street, Idaho-DWR Principal
concerned: the status of the ID-DWR RFP for a.

Investigator,

¢
j

consultant to review the Boise Geothermal Aquifer da¢a base'

further cooperative geologic studies with the U.S5.G.§.

and a

recent reorganization within the Department of Water Pesourceq
This reorganization which transferred Leah from the Energy Bureau
to the Technical Services Bureau-Hydrology Section could 1mbact
costs and schedule for the ID-DWR Cooperative Agreement butH

details are yet to be worked out.

Several state teams, ihcluding North Dakota, Nevada DES - and
Wyoming, were rewinded that their quarterly reports were overdue

Will Gosnold, North Dakota P.I.,

and Howard Ross discussed|f01mat.f

considerations for the long overdue Geothermal Resources Mdp of

South Dakota.

A summary of State Cooperative Program activitiles

progress for FY88 was compiled and forwarded to Joel
EG&G, for inclusion in the DOE-GTD Annual Report.

(DO.

j
|

!
Renn ﬁ
/

|
I

On .November 28 Howard Ross travelled to Idaho Falls to
participate in dlSCUSSlOHS with DOE and EG&G personnel l@g?idihg

1

I
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December 30, 1988
H. P. Ross

“problems- with funding the Oregon-DOGAMI unsolicited proposalj for

Cascade drilling. Ross later met with Ken Taylor to discussia

probable contract modification for the Washington-DNR

grant,’ to

review state team invoices, and to discuss other SCP matters.

%’!s/ﬂ/‘z/ ;

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager

HPR:kr
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FROM: Howard Ross

‘SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Re
1988

DATE: November 16, 1988

UURI received two boxes of rock samples submitted Lk

.study.

UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295

TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: Isamu Aoki
"~ Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor

the review of state team invoices with recommendati
payment to DOE/1D and telephone calls to review prc
and call for overdue quarterly reports. Attendance
Geothermal Resources Council Annual Meeting in San
9-12, provided an excellent opportunity for discuss
several state team members in attendance, and with
program managers.

o

port, Qctober,

- State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities /for October inéluded

ons for

yject status -

> at the

Diego, |October

ions w%th

DOE ge%thermal
f

- H

Yy LeahtStreet,

Idaho-DWR for geochemical analyses. UURI will comg

»lete whole

rock geochemistry, Flourine, trace element, and biotite separates

for Flourine -analyses in support of Leah’s Wood River geothermal

desired geochemical analyses; the status of her reg
modification to the cooperative agreement; and disg
regarding the rate of expenditure for the Wood Rive

Conversations with Leah concerned question§ on the

;uested¢
- i
ussiong
-3 stud%.

A draft final report was received from Dr. George Priest,ifor the

DOGAMI 1984 grant.

'"The report was reviewed and discussedeith

DOE/ID, and a letter recommending 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, revi
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November 16, 1988

October SCP Monthly Report
H. P. Ross

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

Several discussions with DOE and George Priest attem
expedite the final site selection of a deep drillhol
necessary environmental concerns could be identified
assurances provided to DOE/ID. DOE-DGT has proposed
funding for a grant to fund this unsolicited proposa
of the work schedule and DOE grant requirements were
resolved at the months end. :

Calls to Michael Korosec, Washington-DNR P.I., monit
progress of the DNR thermal gradient drilling progra
month’s end seven of .eight drillholes had been compl
was reviewing all costs associated with the drilling
requesting a contract modification.

Quarterly reports were received from four of the SCE
reviewed by UURI.

Hpard

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager
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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

MEMORANDTUM

TO: Isamu Aoki
: Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: Howard Ross
DATE: October 24, 1988
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report,

1988

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

Discussions with DOE/ID, DOE/GTD and EG&G focu
Oregon-DOGAMI unsolicited proposal; the Idaho-DWR T
geothermal aquifer study and RFP for a consultant):
clearance for Roman Motyka's (AK- DGGS) paper submit
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 too early
number of 500 foot temperature gradient holes that
with the allocated funds, but eight or nine holes s
Dr. Wil Gosnold, North Dakota was contacted regardi
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 recommendatlons for payment|
Ken Taylor, DOE/ID.

The UURI quarterly reports on State Cooperativ
activities for the first and second quarters were c

September,

UURI

rsion of
oring and
ere also low
s had been
signed by

sed on. the
ask 2 (BOlse
and patent
ted to

Michael
contract

Fo specify the
can be drilled
eems likely.
ng the overdue
slaid by the

1 Institute
forwarded to

e Program
ompeted and




[

Page 2
January 1, 1980 -
H. P. Ross

submitted to DOE. UURI also devoted some SCP time to the final

review of a technical paper titled "Regional Explora
Convective - Hydrothermal Resources" which has been
Geothermal Science and Technology.

A

Howard P. Ross '
Project Manager

tion for
submitted to




UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C

SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 841081295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: Howard Ross
DATE: September 6, 1988
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report,

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 stud
monitoring and support demands for the State Cooper
were also low because deliverables for most of the
grants had been accepted and contracts were being c
DOE/ID. -

Leah Street (Idaho-DWR) was called to track th
the last deliverable on the 1984 grant. The overdu
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.

Activities relating to the 1988 grants include
of state team abstracts, technical papers, and quar
Discussions with Leah Street, Idaho-DWR principal i
concerned the shipment to UURI and geochemical anal
River rock samples; the cancellation of the Boise ¢
aquifer test; and a probable modification to the II
of work for the Boise study.

J

5
L

o
D

Several monitoring calls to state team members
completed due to field activities and vacation per]
Cooperative Program activities should increase subs
the next few months.
Howard P. RoOss
Project Manager

August, 1988
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- additional data as an addendum at a later time. 1T

UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

=%y

D

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM
DATE : July 13, 1988

TO: Marshall Reed
" Kenneth Taylor

FROM: 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
received on June 9, reviewed and found to be accep
fulfilling deliverable requirements for the NMRDI

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 h
base, was- determined by Marshall Reed. Dr. Blackw
send the completed reports by the end of June and

report was received on July 1.

Dr. Bill Sill, Montana College of Mineral Sci
Technology was again encouraged to make minor corrx
Gunnar Emilsson CSAMT thesis so that it could be s
final report to DOE in advance of final correction
defense by the student. Dr. Sill met with Howard
June 9 to discuss changes to the text and illustra
report was in final form and ready for distributig
month'’'s end.

: Dr. Wil Gosnold was reminded of DOE'’s continu
the completion of the Geothermal Resources Map of

, June,: 1988

r UURI ‘during
ries: 1)
2) support for

reviews: and the

hed a revised
port wals

table to DOE as
grant. ,
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tions. . The
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South Dakota.

Wil says he is actively working on it and it may be available

about August 1.




Page 2
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. ,

Statements of Work (SOW) for the 1988 New Mexi
California Energy Commission proposals were resubmi
DOE/ID. The unsolicited DOGAMI proposal for a deep
the Santiam Pass area was reviewed and a Technical
Form completed. A Determination of Non-Competitive

Assistance (DNCFA) statement and an SOW were prepar
proposal at DOE/ID request, and these items were fo
DOE.

A letter was sent to Leah Street, Idaho-DWR ex
support for her plans to present a paper on current
studies to the GRC in October. Howard Ross particil
meeting in Idaho Falls on June 22 which had been on
Lunis, EG&G. Leah Street (Idaho-DWR) and personnel
USGS, DOE, and UURI developed preliminary plans fon
pumping test of the Boise aquifer, tentatively sche
August or September of this year. A contract modif
1988 ID-DWR Cooperative Agreement may be necessary
deliverables for the Boise study as a result of the
this test. A draft statement for the modification
with Leah Street and Ken Taylor.

Conversations with Michael Korosec,
Investigator, and Ken Taylor (DOE/ID)
of BLM requirements for blow out preventers (BOP) a
exceeding 500 feet deep, and on unexpectedly high c
bids for the Washington thermal gradient program.
exploring alternate drilling possibilities which co
an acceptable change to the study. A contract modli
be required for this grant.

Washington
examined the

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 with
recommendations.

K/Ar age dating for Oregon Cascades samples wal
with George Priest, DOGAMI P.I., and with M. Shafigq
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.
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Page 3
June SCP Report
Howard Ross

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

=4

Howard Ross
Project Manager

tive iﬁ June.
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LBL in {June.
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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

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
activities on the State Cooperative Program. It se
overlooked the April report because of the Los Azuf
aeromagnetic Survey trip, and much catch-up and tec
since my return.

Please call me if you have any questions regarding

Regards,

%ﬁfﬂ'i./(/

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager

HPR:kr
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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

MEMORANDUM

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.

UURI had several conversations with Leah Street, I
Principal lnvestigator regarding the status of del
future closeout of the present grant.
report and Boise State University (subcontractor)
have been submitted and approved, the USGS report
draft stage and may require several months for fin
approval and printing. After several discussions

contacts personnel recommended that DOE not accept
final report. Leah Street was asked to request an
time extension (NCTE) for an additional six months
frequently monitor. progress by the USGS. UURI mad
of the draft report. and returned the original and
for interim use.

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 NCT
finalize the report- without waiting for the studen
corrections requested by UURI and DOE.

UURI was in frequent contact with Larry Icerman, N
Investigator, regarding corrections to the draft f
Larry Icerman reported some difficulty in getting
one subcontractor, Lightning Dock Geothermal. NMR
request another NCTE and urged to finalize the rep

, April), 1988

ﬂ

vities For

, and to

hese grants, as
i
daho—DWB

iverablFS‘and

Although the IDWR final

final report
is still in a
Fl editing,
with DOE ID,
the USGS draft
other no cost
, and to
F threej copies
copies to IDWR
]
was callled
Hot Sﬁrings
the Montana
E, and to
£ to make the

MRDI Principal

inal report.
revisions from
DI was asked to
ort. ;




i

Page 2

June 16, 1988

SCP Montly Report for April
Howard P. Ross

Calls to Wil Gosnold, North Dakota State term, reve
little new progress had been made on the "Geotherms
of South Dakota" due to other commitments. This g
closed out and Dr. Gosnold is trying to finalize tl
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 subjec
discussed, and Gosnold was referred to Paul Lienau
technical information.

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

The revised statement of work (SOW) which had been
Bob Blackett for the Utah Geological and Mineral St
grant) was reviewed and approval indicated to DOE.
of work was completed for the University of Nevada,
Division of Earth Sciences grant, and this was fory
ID. Work began on a SOW for the new New Mexico Res
Development Institute grant at the month’s end. Tk
NMRDI cost proposals were reviewed and Technical Ev
were mailed to DOE-ID.

Tﬁ&émgyig/

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager

HPR:kr

!

caled that
31 Resomrc
rant has been
ne map 1n his

Map

Dr. G@qnold
Fort T@ton

t werew

for

o1T,

jrants included
iniv. of
state T%am

[

|
develoéed with
1rvey (%988
A statement

]
Las Vegas-
rarded to DOE-
search énd
e UNLV= DES and

valuatlon forms
I

|

t
|




1
vt ]

UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 16, 1988
TO: Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor
FROM: Howard P. Ross
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report,

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities for UURI

during May because most support work for the 1987-88
had been completed, and because of the Los Azufres,

geothermal project.

Dr. William Sill, Montana Tech and Dr. Larry JIcerman
called to discuss final report status and to check o©
time extensions. Discussions with Dr. Paul Damon, U
Arizona, revealed that he is caught up with all DOE
samples, and that he would complete datlng on any ne
with a quick turn around.

UURI called Michael Korosec, Washington DNR Principa
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 befo
selected new samples for age dating.

Dave Blackwell, SMU, was called to verify the status

submitted for the DNAG Geothermal Map of North Ameri
revisions for the flnal report. This report should
in early June. ’

Work was completed on the draft statement of work (8§
NMRDI 1988 grant, and the SOW transmitted to DOE/ID.

May, 1988

:
were reduced
soliciltation
Mexico |

1
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|
 NMRDI, were
n no cost
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ca, and
be comqleted

i
OW) fog the

A SOW was

drafted for the Califarnia Energy Commission (CEC)-Wilbur grant,

and a Technical Evaluation sheet completed, and thes
transmitted to DOE/ID. This completes the SOW's nee
1987-88 solicitation.

S

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager
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UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE ‘ '

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY : r
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
“TELEPHONE 801-524-3422 !

MEMORANDUM
DATE : Aapril 6, 1988 :

TO: Marshall Reed ‘
Kenneth Taylor

|
FROM: Howard Ross {

1

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, March, 1988

¢
1
3

Monitoring activities for existing State Cooperative Program
(SCP) grants included several conversations with Leah Street,
Principal Investigator for the Idaho-Department of Water
Resources grant. After a protracted delay, Leah Iecelved 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 and
external review approximately six months ago, and|the present
version is stamped "Provisional Draft" page for page. Aeceptance
of this report by ID-DWR and DOE-ID, and payment of subcontract
funds to the USGS, are the only items delaylng closeout @f this
ID-DWR grant. The USGS estimates a minimum of SL# months before
the report will be printed in final form. UURI will copy the
present report to expedite contract closeout if DOE w1shes to
accept a less than final quality report. Otherw1se yet another
no cost time extension (NCTE) for 6-12 months will be requlred
for this grant.

UURI forwarded the original unbound copy of the Idaho DW% report
"Geothermal Resource Analysis in Twin Falls County, Idah@" by
Leah Street and Robert E. DeTar to TIC for archlvél storage and
possible printing. Leah Street has requested a letter from
DOE/ID acknowledging receipt and acceptance of the ID- DW$ and BSU
subcontract reports, and the USGS Provisional Draft (if !

accepted).

'Conversations with Dr. Dave Blackwell, SMU Principal Investlgator
" related to outstanding quarterly Leports, a needed NCTE, jand his

draft final report. The outstanding quarterly reports, a letter
requesting a NCTE, and a draft final report were {ecejved in mid-
month. The report was reviewed in detail and comments sumetted

to DOE/ID and to Dr. Blackwell.
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Page 2
April 6,
Howard P.

1988
Ross

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

latesttinvoice

i

UURI provided support to DOE/ID in completing the new Idaho DWR

Co-Operative: Agreement.

‘Howard Ross joined Ben Lunis (EG&G) and

Richard Berger (DOE/ID) in meetings with the ldaho-Departﬁent of

Water Resources, City of Boise engineering staff, the USGS,
Discussions related to past

BGL in Boise on March 18,
present, and future monitoring efforts for the Bois
system, the coordination of various studies, and tI
new studies funded by DOE/ID to the ID-DWR..

1988.

Howard Ross met with Bob Blackett, Utah UGMS Princi
Investigator to discuss changes in the work proposs
grant and to draft a revised SOW for DOE/ID. Addit
to DOE/ID for the 1988 PRDA grants included discuss
Technical Evaluation Comments and deliverable requi
the University of Alaska-Geophysical Institute and
Division of Geological and Geophysical Surveys grar

Hwrrd

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager

and

e Geothermal
e program of
1
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MEMORANDIUM
DATE: March 9, 1988

TO: Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor

FROM: :ﬁéWéfd;Pf”Ross i

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report) Febru

1988

State Cooperati&e PRogram (SCP) activities during ebruaﬁy

included the monitoring of and service to existing| grants;
assistance to DOE/ID and state teams in the new PRDA proc
process.

Ken Taylor and Howard Ross discussed the status of| Dave I

!
i

|
L
ALY,

, and

urement

it

Blackwell’s (SMU). grant. The last no cost time extensioﬁ‘(NCTE)
had expired on December 31, 1987 and Dr.Blackwell has not} yet
submitted a request for another grant extension or| a draﬁ¢ final
report for review. The last communication with Dave Blackwell

indicated that the draft report should be out at the end
month, and that a NCTE request to May 31, 1988 was about
mailed.

A draft final report, "New Mexico Statewide Geothermal En

Program" was received from Larry Icerman, New Mexico SCP{

bf the

jto be

ergy

principal investigator, at the beginning of the month. %he
report is an edited composite of four detailed studies completed

as subcontracts under the NMRDI grant. UURI compyeted a

detailed

technical review of the report and submitted review and editorial

comments to Larry Icerman and Ken Taylor. Later telephore

discussions with Larry Icerman and Roy Cunniff (N%SU and

Lightening Dock Geothermal) followed up the review commer
revised final report is expected in early March. fIt ShOL

Its . The
1d be

accompanied by a NCTE to cover the perlod of final charges and

payments to subcontractors.

3 ; I
State Team invoices from DOGAMI, Idaho-DWR, and NMRDI wer

&

reviewed and recommendations for payment forwarded to DOE/ID
UURI submitted the Idaho-Department of Water Resources f%nal
report to DOE/Chicago for patent clearance and received approval
only one week later. At the request of Peggy Brookshlerﬂ UURI

fl
t
|

I
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March 9, 1988
SCP Report

copied the University of Alaska - Geophysical Inst
report
Alaska"
at Oak Ridge, TN.
lost and not logged into the TIC systen.

UURI continued to provide technical support to DOE
completion of the PRDA awards.
Agreement was the subject of several discussions w
Street, Marshall Reed, Ken Taylor and Ben Lunis.
included the DWR cost=-share; funding level; consul
the Boise study; and monitoring subcontractor for
study.

Ken Taylor and Howard Ross discussed changes in ov
for the North Dakota and Washington~DNR projects a
changing the SOW’s within or under previous fundin
Howard Ross has been meeting with Bob Blackett, Pr
Investigator for the Utah-UGMS proposal, to expedi
revisions to the SOW for this grant. Substantiall
will result from these revisions at no cost increa
the UGMS cost share items must be adjusted.

A draft Statement of Work was completed for the De
Institute - University of Nevada grant, and submit|
A technical evaluatlon sheet was also completed an

UURI received a request for information on geother

for a property in the Midvale - Sandy area from Mrn.

Henderson, of Salt Lake City. The property in que
close proximity to the Utah Roses wells and may in
geothermal potential. Mr. Henderson was given pre
information from the Utah Roses wells and advised
economics for his project and to contact Utah wate
agencies regarding well spacing requirements.

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager

HPR:kr
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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

MEMORANDUM I

TO: Marshall Reed
Kenneth Taylor

FROM: Howard Ross

| \
DATE : February 16, 1988 {
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report, Januar*

Howard Ross met with Ken Taylor at DOE/ID on January 6 to
the status of existing contracts and forthcoming dellverab

Peggy Brookshier and Ben Lunis joined Ross and Tdylor for |

discussions of the new Idaho Cooperative Agreement stateme

work (SOW) and in discussions regarding other new SOWs. i

several
Ben Lunis! Peggy

The Idaho Cooperative Agreement was the subject of
telephone conversations with Leah Street,
Brookshier, Marshall Reed, and Ken Taylor.

t

o
review

y, 1988

les.

nt of

i

|

Points of diSCJSSlon

included:

possible coordination of efforts with the City of 801se ang
USGS study funded through DOE/DGT. The SOW and a Technlca

Evaluation form were completed and transmitted to DOE/ID.

Statements of Work were completed for new grants for the
following: Hawaii-Department of Business and Economic
Development; Utah Geological and Mineral Survey; Geophysic
Institute, University of Alaska; and Alaska-Division of |
Geological and Geophysical Surveys. The SOW's for GI-UAK :

DGGS were completed by separating tasks and sub-tasks fromj

single joint proposal. Following a review of cost items fc
proposal Technical Evaluation forms were comnpleted and
transmitted to DOE/ID.

Howard Ross joined Ken Taylor in a conference call to Don T

al

timing and amount of funding; better defipition of the
Boise study involving a consultant reservoir engineer; andt

d a

= fd

ind AK-
' the
DY each

Purner,

(GI-UAK) on January, 29 to discuss the SOW’s- for GITUAK and AK-

DGGS, and the intended funding levels.

intended by the proposers.

|
*

It appears that the split
of work tasks from the joint proposal was substantially as}

The routine contract monitoring of existing contracts incliuded a

conversation with Dr. Bill Sill (Montana team). Dr

Sill has

requested one more no cost time extension (NCTE) to|allow Qim
time to complete the CSAMT report of the Ennis Hot Spring area,
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SCP Memorandum
February 17, 1988

thesis/report in the near future.

b
since it is not clear that the student will complete the f

Dr. Will Gosnold was again reminded of his overdue
Resources Map of South Dakota".
making good progress after being overcommitted to a
during the last quarter. The map should be complet
quarter. Dr. Gosnold has provided information to t
Economic Development Coordlnatlng Council regarding
geothermal resource potential in northwest South Da

Calls to Dr. Paul Damon (University of Arizona) and
Blackwell (SMU) reviewed the status of their grants
deliverables. Both will request NCTEs to extend th
period of their grants. Dr.

t
|
|

"Geothermal

cademlc

ed thlq

Dr. Gosnold says he is now

duties

he Lemmon, SD

x

good 1
kota. |

Dr. Dave

and

e actlve

Larry Icerman (New Mex1co team) will

also request a NCTE to allow time to complete his flnal report

which is now in a draft form.

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

The Alaska-DGGS final deliverable,

Street
e State

for

he USGSqfinal

a subqontract

"

"Stratigraphy, Petrology,

and

Geochemistry of the Spurr Volcanic Complex, Eastern Aleutlan Arc,
completed by

Alaska" was received on January 4. The report was
Dr. Christopher Nye (now at GI-UAK) as provided for
modification to the DGGS grant. 1In reviewing this

[

in a
report|

it was

noted that the DOE disclaimer statement had been omitted and the
with Ken
Taylor, and then Roman Motyka and Chris Nye resulted in the

DOE Grant number cited was incorrect. Discussions
receipt of a one page
with the report. This grant is now ready for close
h .
On January 22, Howard Ross met with Orrin
(Civil Engineer and Hydrologist) representing the
Christ of Latter Day Saints. _
was described in some detail and copies of all the

"Bud" Mill

out.ﬂ

ler,

fi
western

"Addendum and Corrections" to be included

|
PLE.
Church of Jesus
The DOE State Cooperative Program

states

geothermal resource maps, and other database items|, were'prov1ded

to Mr. Miller.
heating and other direct use at chapels, farms and
properties throughout the western United States.

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager

HPR:kr
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The LDS church is interested in geothermall space




UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

‘ UURI

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 841081295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: Susan Prestwich
Kenneth Taylor

DATE: January 4, 1988
‘FROM: Howard P. Ross
SUBJECT:

State Cooperative Program Monthly Report|, December 1987

The main State Cooperative Program activities during

December again related to the 1987 PRDA.

Narrativie statements

which described each technical proposal, and the evaluation of

each proposal in terms of technical, cost sharing

and business

criteria, were written and submitted to DOE/ID. The statements
were later revised to provide a stronger justification for the

final rankings, and again submitted to DOE/ID,

A statement-of-work (SOW) was drafted for th

Washington-

Department of Natural Resources proposal and submitted to DOE/ID
to expedite the negotiation and award process for |this

competitively ranked proposal.

A statement-of-work previously

written in grant form for the Idaho-Department of Water Regources
proposal was revised to the format for a cooperative agreement
and a first draft of this SOW was submitted to DOE/ID with a

detailed milestone chart and schedule for payment|
the milestone chart and payment schedule will be 1
following the start of negotiations with ID-DWR.
evaluation for cost proposal forms were completed
and ID-DWR proposals.

Revision of
required
Technical

for the WA-DNR

Monitoring activities for existing grants also continued

during December. Conversations with Leah Street
to delays in delivery of the ID-DWR final report,

ID-DWR) related
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 advised to
request one more no cost time extension from DOE/ID.

Larry Icerman, Principal Investigator for the New Mexico
state team, reported unexpected delays in completing the NMRDI

final report, and has not yet submitted a draft r
by DOE and UURI. 1In addition final payments to s

port for review
bcontractors

G L a

RSP P OWPO T

REP PP

e £y

i




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

will be made after the present contract termination date of

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 g
resource map of South Dakota; and to Michael Koros
state team, relative to K/Ar age dating. Payment d
Invoice No. 38 was recommended following a review ¢
and account balance.

Dr. Joseph Moore, UURI, shipped six
Damon for possible K/Ar age dating under
Arizona age dating grant. These samples
geothermal area in Mexico which is being
cooperative DOE agreement.

rock sampl
the Univey
are from t
studied un

r

request a

Dakota state
othermal
¢, Washington
f DOGAMI
f deliverables

es to Dr. Paul
sity of

he Los Azufres

\der a

Dr. William Sill (Co-Principal Investigator,

ontana team)

submitted a final report by Dave Semmons entitled "'Three

Dimensional Gravity Modeling Techniques with Appli
Ennis Geothermal Area". This is one part of a two
deliverable due to DOE under the present grant; th
of Ennis Hot Springs is still outstanding. The gr
incorporates the changes requested following an ea
and is quite acceptable as part 1 of the final rep

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 for
Motyka.

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

ation to the
part report
CSAMT study
vity report
lier review
rt to DOE.

tudy by Dr.

Alaska - DGGS
detail at
arded to Dr.

11 western
nding was

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager
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UURI

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUMNM

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 evaluation
proposals were studied and compared to the origing
UURI consultant Dr. Duncan Foley, and Howard Ross
members of the Technical Review Panel and Source E
at DOE offices in lIdaho Falls on November 9. The
proposals were discussed and reevaluated. Criteri
Forms which summarized technical, cost sharing and
comments of the Technical Review Panel were later
all proposals in the competitive range and submitt

, November 1987

during

s. The revised
1 submittals.
met with other
valuation Panel
revised

a Evaluation
financial
completed for
ed to DOE/ID.

A first draft narrative statement was written
to DOE/ID which described each proposal and propo
and weaknesses in terms of the evaluation criteri
draft Statement of Work was written for the Deser
Institute proposal.

Other SCP activities related to monitoring o
grants. Several conversations with Leah Street,
principal investigator, were concerned with delay
final reports from subcontractors, a month long i
of her own final report, and the need of yet anot
extension on the grant. A revised distribution 1
DWR report was suggested to and approved by DOE/I

Michael Korosec, Washington-Department of Na
Resources, inquired about the possibility of no ¢
for volcanic rocks sampled in his program. The d
with Dr. Paul Damon (University of Arizona) and s
requirements were described in detail. Acting on
DOE/ID, the WA-DNR was told to delay any sample sh
the new PRDA solicitation was concluded. The stat
date program was discussed with Dr. Damon who will
cost time extension through December 31, 1988. On
40 maximum age dates have been completed to date.

and submitted

al strengths
A first

Research

existing SCP
daho-DWR

in receiving
ternal review
er no cost time
st for the ID-

ional

st K-Ar dates

ting project

mple

advice from

ipments until

us of the age
request a no

ly 10 out of a
Nine




N
additional samples have been submitted for age dating and some

proposers to the SCP PRDA have expressed an intere
cost K-Ar dates which support DOE geothermal studi

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

UURI distributed geothermal resource maps of

t in the no
5.

ry dates for
he final

er, but the
sometime late
of the

us he will

yoming, Idaho,

and Utah in response to requests from the public during November.
UURI began to assemble a collection of all DOE supported state
resource maps and a list of state reports in response to a

request from Mr. Bennie DiBonna, Terra Tek, Inc.

Howard P. RoSS
Project Manager
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MEMORANDUM

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
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.

UURI reviewed a letter from Donald Hull, DOGA
Thorne regarding requested revisions to the DOGAM

October 1987

ring October
and POGAMI) and
Fs are late in
for the 1daho,
delayed until
sed to request

MI, to Trudy

proposal. A

memorandum of rebuttal was written and sent to DO
review of associated documentation.

The quarterly status report of SCP grants an

/1D after

the UURI

Annual Report of the State Cooperative Program were prepared and

sent to DOE following a review of SCP team record
and reports.

Oon October 8, Howard Ross met with Susan Pre
Bookshier, and Ben Lunis in Idaho Falls. Topics
included an update on the status of active SCP gr
PRDA; and the Charles Waag report on the Boise gegq
Dr. Ross later wrote a letter to Leah Street, ID-I
final changes to the Waag report and encouraging i
completion.

UURI completed a brief review of the DOGAMI ¢
deliverables and completed a Research in Progress
DOE/ID.

DWR ,

, deliverables,

twich, Peggy

f discussion
nts; the 1987
thermal system.
requesting
ts rapid

jrant and

form for

A Consultant Agreement with Dr. Duncan Foley, providing

for his services as a member of the SCP PRDA Technical Review
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October SCP Report

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

At the month’s end, Drs. Ross and Foley were e
clarifying statements and revised proposals to the

ticipation

valuating
SCP PRDA.

Lci-

Howard Ross
Project Manager
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Peggy Brookshier
Susan Prestwich
FROM: Howard Ross
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report
September, 1987
DATE: October 14, 1987

Draft Statements of Work (SOW) were completed
Wyoming and North Dakota grants which should resul
State Cooperative Program PRDA. Technical evaluat
also completed for the Wyoming and North Dakota pro
then submitted to DOE/ID.

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

Routine project monitoring activities. during 4
included calls to the Montana team requesting actig
final technical reports and a no cost time extensig
tracking of the Idaho-DWR report status. UURI alsg
questions regarding proposals to the 1987 PRDA.

e

b

for the

t from the 1987
ion sheets were

posals, and

al System

ts sent to
observations
e in these

and should be
n of the report

september

n on overdue
n, and

) responded to

Howard Ross
Project Manager
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391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 841081295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: Peggy Bronokshier
Susan Prestwich

FROM: Howard Ross

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report
August 1987
October 14, 1987

DATE:

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activity at UURI continued

at reduced level during August due to the interim
team reporting,
and vacation and other project activities at UURI,

SCP activities included the review and logging of state team
invoices and telephone calls to monitor project status and
Several attempts to contact Roman
Motyka and Christopher Nye (Alaska-DGGS) were unsuccessful so a

reporting for selected teams.

letter was sent requesting a project update and a

for a no cost time extension to the existing grant

Conversations with Larry Icerman (New Mexico team

assurance that no data obtained under the new cont

modification (M003) would be held proprietary. T
were made to ldaho, North Dakota, and Montana tea
status of final technical reports. :

the notification period for the PRDA responses

status of state

letter asking
provided

ract

lephone -calls

s regarding the

Howard Rosg

Project Manager
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UURI

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: - Peggy Brookshier

FROM: Howard Ross

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report
July 1987

DATE: August 20, 1987

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities dur
included the review of state team invoices, and cal
teans.

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 involv
Lightening Dock geothermal area in the Animas Valle
appear to be nearing resolution. NMRDI proposed th
existing studies for this area, and a new temperatu

ing July
1s to selected

(NMRDI) were
another

a contract
ing the

y did not

e delivery of
re gradient

study near the Jarilla Fault Zone in the Orgrande Area, Tularosa

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 i

contract

n Idaho Falls

and participated in the final ranking and evaluation of proposals

to the SCP PRDA. Detailed comment sheets were left

"Geothermal Resource Assessment of South Dakota" b

with DOE.

Wil Gosnold

The completed text of the North Dakota team dgliverable

was reviewed and additional comments were forwarde
Delivery of the final report is expected in mid Aug

Hanrd

by .telephone.
ust. '

Howard Ross

NMRDI and DOE.
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EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: Peggy Brookshier

FROM: ’ Howard Ross

SUBJECT: Sfate Cooperative Program Monthly Report
June 1987

DATE: August 20, 1987

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

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

The principal activity during June was prepa
participation in the review of proposals to the n
This review was conducted June 22-25 at DOE offic
Falls. Dr. Howard Ross and Dr. Duncan Foley (Con
participated for UURI. The scheduled review perio
time for a complete evaluation with full document
comments, but a preliminary ranking of the 23 pro
completed. The completion of this evaluation and

of reviewer's comments was then scheduled for July.

Abarins’

r June included
deliverables,
iscussions

r’'s annual GRC
versity of

e his heat flow
on.

t Ennis Hot
eviewed and
lliam Sill.

he Boise

ate University,
o Falls.

ation for and
w SCP PRDA.

s in Idaho
ultant)

was not enough
tion of

osals was
documentation

Howard Ross
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EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: Peggy Brookshier

FROM: Howard Ross

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report
May 1987

DATE: June 30, 1987

The principal State Cooperative Program (SCP)

during May was the review of state team reports,
The Washington-DNR team submitted final geologic

activity
aps, and data.
aps and reports

for the Hood River and Mount Adams Quadrangles, Washington, and a

final report of the 1985 geothermal gradient project.

reports were reviewed in brief fashion and accept
deliverables. These items were released as open
W-DNR with proper acknowledgement of partial DOE

Drs. Sill and Wideman, Montana SCP team, sub
of a M. S. thesis by Gunnar Emilsson titled "A Co

These

d as final

ile reports by
unding.

itted a draft
trolled Source

Audiomagnetotelluric Investigation of the Ennis Hot Springs

Geothermal Area, Ennis, Montana". The thesis was
detail and critical comments were forwarded to Dr

reviewed in
Sill. The

thesis is another good technical study from the Montana team, but

requires considerable revision and some additions
acceptance by DOE.

Leah Street submitted for review two draft r
from the I1daho study. The ID-DWR report "Geother
Analysis in Twin Falls County, Idaho" reads well
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.

before

ports resulting
al Resource

ut requires

aph records,
"The

Idaho"” by R. E.

Only minor

critical comments could be offered for this report.

A partial rough draft "Geothermal Resource Assessment of

South Dakota" was received from Wil Gosnold (U-NDJ).

This is a

very significant geothermal resource study, which| hopefully will
benefit from the organizational and technical comments offered by

UURI.

PN




Other SCP activities included calls relative |[to report or
project status, review of invoices, and discussions regarding

contract deadlines and time extensions.

Several discussions with

George Priest and Jerry Black (DOGAMI) were concerned with the
latest DOGAMI request for an additional no cost time extension.
Hopefully a five month extension to December 31, (1988 will

suffice.

Howard Ross
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EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C

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

MEMORANDUMN

TO: Peggy 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 acco
discussions with the AK-DGGS, ID, MT, ND,

ring April
ts. Several

and WY teams concerned

the status of draft final reports which appeared likely to be

late or were already late. It was determined tha
Wyoming team would require no cost time extension

all but the
(NCTEs) for

the proper completion of reports and contracts and the teams were

advised to request these from DOE-ID.
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, Wyoming" was received from Dr. Henr
Wyoming team, in mid-month. The report was revie
recommended modifications were transmitted to the

Most of the text of a draft final report "Geg
Resource Assessment, South Dakota" was received f£rp
Gosnold (U ND) near month’s end. The critical revi
report began was not completed during April.

Arrangements were made with a UURI Research

Discussions with Michael

maps which were
be. delivered to
modification

Jackson Hole,
Heasler,

ed and
author.

thermal

om Dr. William
ew of this

ssociate, Dr.

Judy Ballantyne, to complete CIPW norm calculations for analyses
of 20 rock samples in support of the Idaho SCP team (Leah Street)

technical studies. The computer calculations wer
Utah State University.

completed at




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

Howard Ross
cc: P. M. Wright

H. P. Ross

SCP.APR
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UURI

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUMN

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 projects and reports.
Several inquiries were received about the status of the 1987
PRDA. Attention was called to the March 5 announcement ‘in the

Commerce Business Daily.

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

At the request of DOE-1ID, discussions were renewed with Dr.
Douglas Smith, University of Florida, concerning his heat flow
studies in Arkansas.' After clarifying purchasing details UURI
issued a Purchase Order for $2,158 to the University of Florida.
Dr. Smith will provide a technical report which summarizes
historical heat flow and thermal gradient measurements in
Arkansas, and the principal facts and data for at |least eight new
(1986-87) heat flow determinations.

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

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

Hueiel

Howard Ross




UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: Peggy Brookshier
FROM: Howard Ross

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report
: February 1987

DATE: March 13, 1987

State Cooperative Program (SCP) activities during February

review of SCP team invoices

conversations regarding the status of proje
preparation. The Alaska-DGGS,
Wyoming teams were reminded that draft final repo
within the next two months, and encouraged to try

included the

Idaho-DWR, North Dakota,

and telephone
cts and report
and
rts would be due
to complete the

reports without another round of contract extensions.

UURI completed a review and critique of a "G
Terms" being prepared for the geothermal i
~ Geothermal Resources Council.

UURI continued to provide input to the revis
Once again,
solicitation,
being funded during the 1987 summer field season.

The Montana team submitted a draft final rep
gravity studies at Ennis Hot Springs. The repo
extensive
geochemical data,
interpretation of the gravity data.
detail and suggested several changes in organiz
interpretation, and data presentation.
several corrections for the geothermometry sectio
a required deliverable for the study. Revisions
report in final form are now in progress.

and a high quality, sta

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 additior
extension. The termination date of this grant is

review of existing geologic, geophysical,

lossary of ‘
ndustry by the

od SCP PRDA.

several state teams inquired about the status of the
and expressed concern about the possibility of not

ort for the

rt presented an
and
te-of-the-art

ESL reviewid the report in

tion, wording,

'ESL geochemists offered

n, which was not
to complete the

presented in a
yet received at
romplete the re-
nal no cost time
February 28.

Lo

eI




UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: Peggy Brookshier

- FROM: Howard Ross
SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report
January 1987

DATE: February 16, 1987

During January, State Cooperative Program (SC
at UURI included the routine review of SCP team in
quarterly reports, and telephone conversations reg
status of report preparation. Dr. Paul Damon (U A

P) activities
voices and
arding the
Z) and Dr.

Henry Heasler (WY team) were asked to request noto
extensions of their grants from DOE-ID. Discussio
Korosec, WA team, indicated that final geologic ma

available for at least two more months so the Washi

Deptartment of Natural Resources group was also as
formalize a nocost time extension for their contra

Discussions with Dr.
and information requirements for age dating of you
rocks. Six samples from Ascension Island, South A
were shipped to Dr. Damon at the end of the month.

Paul Damon (U AZ) clarifj

t time

s with Michael
s would not be
ngton-

ed to

t.

ed his sample
g volcanic
lantic Ocean,

A request for CSAMT modeling support from Gene Wescott (U AK

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 wh
fluorine analyses for ten rock samples submitted b

UURI. Dr.
red for the
prohibitive
Dr. Wescott
he understood

ble rock and
y Leah Street,

idaho-DWR, and transmitted the results to the Idaho team.

' UURI completed a quarterly review of invoice
contract files and prepared a quarterly report for

and SCP

DOE. A brief

status report of the SCP was also prepared, and presented at the
Stanford Reservoir Engineering Conference by Dr. Phillip Wright.




s

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 wellls for a
Williams Air Force Base project. These data and reports were made
available to Mr. Turner in response to a request firom DOE-GTD.

A memorandum which documented deficiencies in| the U AK-GI
final report "Geothermal Energy Resource Investigations at Mt.
Spurr, Alaska" was completed and transmitted to DOE-ID. After
discussions with the Geophysical Institute, DOE decided to accept
the report as is, and indicated to U AK-GI that the basic data
should remain on file accessible to the public.

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

Howard Ros
Section Head/Geophysics




UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITEC

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

"MEMORANDUM

TO: Peggy Brookshier
FROM: Howard Ross

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report
December 1986

DATE: January 19, 1987

s Elrmaganere -

Earth Science Laboratory activities for the
Cooperative Program during December included the
invoices, contract tracking through telephone cal
discussions concerning the status of the announce
solicitation. The Utah SCP team was advised to ¢
regarding the late delivery of a final report, an
and North Dakota teams were advised to seek no co
extensions to their contracts.

Discussions continued with Dr. Douglas Smith
Florida regarding his proposal to DOE for minimal
support his graduate students in their heat flow
Arkansas. A draft statement of work was submitte
accompany a purchase order which would fund this
was no authorization to proceed because of the fr
funds. We hope that some means can be found to s
and his students in their Arkansas heat flow stud
future.

Summary maps of the geothermal resources of
States were updated for DOE-GTD and for a presentg
P. M. Wright to the Interstate 0il 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 subs
of national geothermal resource maps. It has bee
since publication of USGS Circulars 790 (1978) an
ongoing studies by the SCP state teams and privat
have defined new resources and downgraded some ot

resource potential. The forthcoming SCP solicitat

1

tate
eview of
s, and

sCp
ntact DOE-ID
the Wyoming,
t time ‘

University of
funding to
tudies in

to DOE-ID to
ork, but there
eze on new SCP
pport Dr. Smith
es in the near

he United

tion by Dr.
ion.
Gosnold (North

or an update of

quent revision
several years
892 (1982) and
developers

er areas of

ion may provide




a low cost means for updating some state and regional resource
distribution maps if this activity would be included in the
funded contracts.

Dr. Howard Ross presented a lecture on well logging in
geothermal environments to a class at the University of Utah. He
also prepared a list of organizations funded by the DOE State
Cooperative Program, both past and present, for organizers of the
technical program for the 1987 Geothermal Resourcel Council annual
meeting. Members of the organizing committee hope to solicit -
more technical papers and participation from those organizations
which have been funded by the DOE in the past. A |search of ESL
geothermal files was conducted for the Utah Geological and
Mineral Survey in an attempt to locate information on certain

private geothermal wells' in' Utah which has not be n;published.“ o

A final report on the Mt. Spurr (Alaska) geollogical and
geophysical studies was received from the University of Alaska-
Geophysical Institute SCP team. An initial reading indicated
some problems with data presentation and conformance with the
statement of work tasks. A more critical review was then
completed and documented in a memo to DOE-ID.

Abstracts of geothermal papers presented at the AGU and GSA
annual meetings were reviewed. Several technical papers
presented the results of studies funded by the State Cooperative

Program.

Howard Ross




Current Status, January 20, 1987

geothermal data base.

Final reporting and/or contract close out is
seven state teams: AK-DGES, UAK-GI, MT-CMST, UND-rrg U?—v'*-
UBMS, WA-DNR, and UWY-DEB. Pending additional cc
extensions only three contracts will be active after Nay 1z ID-
DWR, NMRDI, and OR-OGAMI. Contracts for the two university
geoscience support groups will remain active into [late 1987.
These groups are: U. AZ (Dr. Paul Damon, Dept. of Geosciences)
for K/Ar dating of young volcanic rocksg and S M {Dr. David
Blackwell, Dept of Beological Sciences) for heat flow studies in
the Cascades and uork on the national heat flou P PR

A new SCP sulicitation was announced in Dct--
been held up pending final budget authorization. (This
solictation called for-a state team cost share pragram with a
budget of approximately $3510K. The maximum funding per team =
"would be $75K, so seven or more contracts could bae funded. ' This
- DOE program stresses innovative approaches to geothermal resource
delineation and/or geoscience research. Some changes may be sade
. to the solicitation if additional FY87 funds become available.

The Earth Science Laboratory/UURI continues tp assist DOE-ID
and the SCP teams with contract monitoring and repprting, and
provides geochemical laboratory, geophysical interpretation and
specialized 9eo1o91ca1 services to the state teams when
requested. ’

tract time —= -




UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

UURI

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUMHM

TO: ' Peggy Brookshier

FROM: ' Howard Ross

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report -

November, 1986

DATE: December 15, 1986

Earth Science Laboratory activities for the State Coopera-

tive Program during November included the review of
in-voices and contract tracking through telephone ¢
teams
(MT and ND)-required additional prompting to provid
the third quarter which were unusually late.
ESL files for the State Cooperative Program, f
1978 to 1984, were being reviewed and condensed pri
to ‘the main ESL library. This task will continue,
permits, into December and perhaps beyond.

The draft PRDA for new State Cooperative Progr

state team
alls. Two

e reports foi

iscal years
or to transfer
as time

am funds was

reviewed and comments provided to DOE-ID. - ESL provided a

description of technical support services in geoch
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 Com
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

mistry and
for, the
eams and
about the
erce Business

ontacted Dr.
mine the
extent of his
ive graduate
astern United

States. He has established a good working relationship with the
Arkansas Geological Commission and has developed an information
network of petroleum and water well sources which has identified

many drill holes suitable for heat flow studies in

this state




with obvious hydrothermal resources. A suggested

tatement 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
of inquiries about magnetotelluric modeling progra

investigated here at ESL/UURI and with the National

Software Center on behalf of the Alaska team. He i

made a number
s which were
Energy

s 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 samples to
rock and fluorine analysis. The ESL geochemistry 1
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 2

ESL for whole
ab will
in geothermal

(ND team) and
, meeting in

San Antonio gave broad exposure to the technical g;othermal

studies supported by DOE’s State Cooperative Progr

Scvara’

Howard P. Ross




UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: Peggy Brookshier
FROM: Howard Ross

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report
October, 1986

DATE: November 17, 1986

The principal Earth Science Laboratory activitjies on the

State Cooperative Program during October were revie

s of new

invoices from the state teams and telephone calls for status

reports and report reminders.

A comprehensive mailing list was prepared for

he new state

cooperative program PRDA, and forwarded to DOE-Idaho. Several

state teams have inquired about rumors regarding a

ew

solicitation and were told it was forthcoming. A preliminary
announcement of the PRDA was published in the Commerce Business

Daily on October 27.

Quarterly reports from the state teams were reviewed as
received. Several reports were still due at the end of October

and the delinquent teams have been called. More no-
extensions are anticipated.

Lbevasod 724

cost time

Howard P. Ross’
HPR:leo




UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: Peggy Brookshier
FROM: Howard Ross

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report
September, 1986

DATE: October 8, 1986

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

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

Howard Ross attended a meeting of the Steerin
Program for Scientific Drilling - Cascades in Port
September 23, 1986. The PSDC team intends to subm
for State Cooperative funds to initiate field stud
contribute to the PSDC drilling program. Howard R
DOE at the meeting and indicated that the RFP shou
or 3 months and that a cost shared program was pla
from the Oregon and Washington state teams, and Da
(SMU) were present.

te Cooperative
te teams and

tive Program
veral
P - RFP is

Committee,
and, Oregon on
it proposals
ies which will
pss represented
1d be out in 2
nned. Members
ve Blackwell

Several contract modifications and time exten
completed by DOE/ID during September which extend

sions were
eliverable

dates for draft final and final reports by state teams. These




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

Foard Rrso—

HOWARD P. ROSS

HPR:leo




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

T0: Peggy Brookshier
FROM: Howard P. Ross

SUBJECT: State Cooperative Program Monthly Report
August, 1986

DATE: September 9, 1986

Earth Science Laboratory activities on the State Cooperative Program
during August included contacts with state teams, technical support to DOE,

and review of reports.

ESL completed a review of the proposed revision in tasks|by the New
Mexico team and delivered a suggested Statement of Work to DOE. Quarterly
reports were received from the University of Alaska-Geophysical Institute;
Oregon (DOGAMI); Utah; Washington; and Wyoming. The reports|were reviewed,
and progress further monitored by calls to all state teams. ESL also advised
DOE regarding payment of state team invoices.

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

Duncan Foley has left ESL and the State Cooperative Program after 8-1/2
years of service to assume a position teaching Geology at Pacfific Lutheran
College in Tacoma, Washington. His responsibilities as the ESL/UURI contact
for the State Cooperative Progarm have been assumed by Howard| Ross.

Howard P. Ross l

HPR:1eo




Uqas an 1nformat1on source about geothermal energy for intarested

E people. : Hf‘ | sﬂff.k . s

‘”%f ‘ B ‘ o *ﬂ»;“ ; . o fugust 8, 1986
A T © MEMORANDUM |

‘O} Paggy Bromkshler

FRDM: Duncan Foley ngﬂ; -

RE; Stata Cooperatlve Prugram monﬁhly report, July, 1?86

Durxns July, Earth Science Labnratory activ1t1es on the

fStata Cuoperat1ve Program included exten51ve contacts w:th statéﬁl

?to DBE, revxew a+ reports, and servins

teams, tachnical SuPPQP

b <8

Several phone cbnvﬁrﬁat1ons and one meatxns were held wmth )

the Idaha team. They i tal-] manitorzng publzc and -govs

‘,7

rnmental

response to the dxscovery af hlghhﬁiuorxde waters i drinkihg

Ve

water supplxes in the Ketchum, Idaho, area. ESL'he d a meeting

with the Idaho team and a fluor1da researcher at Ut‘h State

Unxversity, wh1ch provi@ud much data on the health mpacts of F

in animals and humans. ‘ESL also coord1nated with t e Idaho team

on their pakﬁi&ipatibn in a meeting in Ketchum. ESL a1so talked

with the‘Dregbﬁ ?éam‘durihg_the mnnth, to track theﬁrwpbogregé?on
quarterly pﬁereSs'Eeparts,“ahd to distuss'th91rfnegd for dgt; '
from the Cascadas prosram. - E

ESL suppowt to DBE included state team prngresl MQnitoriﬁg

and draft1ng.. ESL persnnnel met with DOE HQ pers@nnel to discuss

_ég§3§g§§§ 9nA§pg1pr09ram. ESL besan review uf a pruﬁoaed revising e




L&
o

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

statﬁment of wurk will be delivered to DOE in early
conversations wxxh the New Mex:co personnel to clar
polnts&1n ‘their proposal.

:ESL reyieﬁed two reports during July. The fir

Alaska team, on geochemistry in the Copper River B*sin.

report was outstanding from a prevzous contract. T

report was by the Utah team, and was a draft final
report pn‘geotherma; resources in Washiﬁétoh County

| ESL €é§fqinatéd:with.the geothermal :ommittee
Interéfate 631 and GéSICDMPaCt Commiésioh during Ju
. be proyidiﬁsva speakef,for.the committee meeting in
which will be held in'Sélt Lake City.
about the current status of geothékmal resource dat

Electric Power Research;!hstitute during the month.

Techology transfer ‘activities during July incl

continuing efforts on papérs about geothermal resou

central Texas and Idaho.

y August,

ESL also pro

after

rify some

st waé by the

This
he second
of their
of the

ly. ESL will
December,

vided data

% bases to the

Lded

rces of

i
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MEMORANDUM
TO: Peggy Brookshier
FROM: Duncan Foley
RE: State COOperativo Program monthly progressg repd

During June,
State Cooperative Program ineluded technical suppor
Falls (ID) and Headquarters (HQ) offices, and sever
transfer activities.

Earth Science Laboratory activiti

July 10, 1986

rt._iune._;986
es on the

't to DOE 'Idaho
ral technology

ESL support to Idaho Falls focused on trackin
financisl progress of theénrozram panticipants, an
efforts towdhkd potential pragram activities for FY
received a report from the Alaska Division of Geol
Geophysical Surveys on the geochemistpry of fluids
the Copper River Basin;: QSL wikl reviéw this repor
team ie‘oontinuinz their ‘efforts on the Twin Falls
svotem.
.drillinc mnetinc durinc the month. They have ‘iden
;thormal and geophysical anomaly in South Dakota th
attractive ‘target. The New Mexico' team completed
proposal they ‘originally: submitted to DOE last Nov
rcprocramminc funds; the new proposal is now being
Utah team coOmpleted writinc A draft. pf their final
Wéshincton County (St._Georze) area. The Utah rep
‘t&ﬁpergture systems 1is. in their publication channe
Wvomint regearcher has. nearly completed the comput
thqir study of the Jackson Hole area. Some work o
is still required. The Southern Methodist Univers
‘.heat flow is continuing, with data acquisition frai
' researchers underway. ' '

ESL providod ID with comments on technical pr
a3 DOE received snd evaluated invoices. ESL also:
with weekly siznificant events from the program.

‘ESL support to HQ during June focused on two
‘fivrest wasa: to. coordinate sampling for age dating of

. rocks, and the aecond was to provide technical sup
. technolozyrtransfer activit es.

i ..m..«.’

‘The North Dakota team participated in a deé

tasks.

technical and
continuing
1987. ID

gical and

nd gasses in

. The Idaho

geothermal

p continental
ified a '

t is an

evisgions of a

mbexr for -

raeviewed. The
report on the
rt on high-

8. The

r codes for
verificatgon
ty research on

cooperating

sress of teams
‘?ﬁgiﬂed ID
The
young volecanic

port for HQ

& Rl
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A ESL was active in technology transfer activities during
Juﬂe, Two abstracts, which are attached to this peport, were
submitted to the Géolozical Society of America fo:‘presentation
at their annusal- meetinc. "An article on the thermal regime of the’
Sari Antonio area is also in preparation for inclu 1on in a guide

book.- ESL ig also continuing work on several papfrs on Idaho
zeothermal systems. : 1 ‘

were _
red in a water
. poor quality’

ovided to the
spaper has been

. Two additional technclosy transfer activitie
‘undertaken in March. A thermal gradient was meas
supply well for the City of- Sandy. Utah, which ha
 water. Data on fluoride in thermal waters were ¥
" Ketchum, Idaho,. Mountain Express. This weekly ne
following chances 1n water quality in wells that supply several
homee. The welle have modgrate fluoride, which suggests mixiﬁc
- of .ecold water with high- fluoride thermal waters that are in the
ares. ESL will continue to track this problem.

sl il Y

EN
*
i
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Jhne 3,

1986
 MEMORANDUM
Peggy Brocknhier ﬁ;;L
FROH: Duncan Foley
.RE3 State c¢§pqraf1vj;réo¢§nﬁ month1v pro¢bcl. report, May, 1986
During May,. larth SQiane Laboratorv activiti 8 on tho State

Cooperative Procr.n 1nc1udod extencivo communicati

accncio.. ttchnical tnak. ta .upport DOE,

nctivitios. and prcviding coological dat. to. 1ntcr
no-t -tatc toqnq w*ro contactqd during thc

rosoarchtrs were contactad on tho status reports.

preparation for ‘the upcominc field season, and h »
software for thcir new computor.
partial propo-al for ravilod activitiol under old
reviewed this prowocnlm found it 1ncomplete. and ¢
DOE and Now Moxicb .bout rololution of the gaps.

hopefully bde complotcd 1n June. The North Dakota

making good progress. and are completing preparati

work. The Orocon”%o.m is .till%workins on finishi

from tho&r tiold mappinc or last ssason. They wil

the fiold in July. Exsantivq,pontactc were made w

"technolog:

nrtwaro and
The New Mexico tepam delivered

n with state
transf.r‘

sted people.
nth.‘

The I&iﬁo

progress in

funding.  ESL

ontacted Both

This will

foam has been
ons for ricld
ng orricc work
1 bo coinc to

ith the

: K-shincto@ team during May, to recolv. deliverablql and their

ety . .
T SV . ST




finsl report.

will be doI;verod in tngyfgll. ESL contacts with

tenm conecéned tochni%ﬁl pfozress. Thew huvs nearl
computer modelinc a.poct of their program.

ESL provided Donzwith lupport on ‘.varietv of
 tu-k- durinc Mav Tho most siznificant of these,

standpoint of continuation of the procran. wu- ar

H.adqumtm ‘u“ﬁ'ti&lnl fOl‘ .t!‘lt.ﬁv for an RFP.

commtnt- on tno atrntﬁgy, This roview was aided b
oox cloctmonic mail lvntcm EsL:continu-d to trac

of rcsoarchcrﬁ on tho prozram. to: provide DOER witn

Thc nislins scolocic mlps nro beinq pruparcd. nnd

the Wyoming 'ﬁ

¥y completed the ‘-

te&ﬁnictl .
from the
ovieﬁ of DOE
ESL providoq
v/u?e of the

k tpc progress

analyses of'

aeeomplishmonta to dudso thc appropriatenena of rqup-ted

funding. - aisnizicqnt cv-ntc 1n the prozram wers by

;waoklv bauis durinc the ncnth.

neported on a

thhnic.l tran.fcr‘activitios eontinued duri

'ISL i' pr;pcrinc two'abotract- and a papor for' th

t‘St:mi.ﬂ:ar of. America m.ctinz 1n the fall.

g the month.

Geological

ESL continuod to bq I data iouvce on zeothormal resouruol

durinc Hw.

Idaho, and KSL talevilion 1n S.lt Lake.

chuo.tl for 1n£ovnption were n&ndled
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UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

UURI

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 841081295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

T0: Peggy Brookshier

FROM: Duncan Foley

SUBJECT: State Coupled Program
Monthly Progress Report
April, 1986

DATE: 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 progress 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 phogress 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 about progress on
their studies in Twin Falls and Boise. The Montana team is making
satisfactory progress, but they generated some problems with their accounting
system; ESL coordinated with DOE and the team to resolve technical versus
financial discrepencies. The New Mexico team has been holding meetings with
individual researchers to scope a revised proposal; ESL has been tracking this
progress. The North Dakota team is preparing for field work, [which they will
start in May. Their South Dakota efforts may result in siting a deep

continental drill hole over a thermal anomaly. The Southern Methodist




University team reports satisfactory progress on data compilati
heat flow map. ESL reminded,them—of the requirement for quart
alcalendar basis. 'The Utah team is making good progress on th
the St. George area of southern Utah. They have completed fiel
hope to have a draft of their final report by the end of May.

team has been making good technical progress, but has been tard
quarterly reports, ESL {identified the problem, and helped the

personnel understand DOE reporting methods.

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

on for their
rly reports on
ir studies in
d work, and
The Wyoming
y with
Wyoming

The Idaho

meeting was held in Twin Falls, and involved thermal gradient
water sampling, and rock collecting. ESL personnel have been
analyses of waters for Utah. The meeting with Utah was to aid
pretation of these results.

Two technical progress tasks were continued during April.
newly received state team quarterly reports into an overall prd
document was begun in April. This will be delivered to DOE in
delinquent reports are received. ESL also continued to prov1d7
weekly significant events from the State Coupled Program.

Data collected on State Coupled projects is currently bein
ESL as two abstracts and two papers. The abstracts, which will
to the annual meeting of the Geological Society of America, cor
Lackland Air Force Base well, and F in Idaho thermal waters. 1
on Texas' thermal regime and hot spring systems along the margt
batholith.

ESL also continued to provide data on geothermal resources
people. Inquiries on southern Utah and Snake River Plain reso&

answered during April.

asurements,
oing chemical

in inter-

Integration of
gram tracking
early May, when

DOE with-

g prepared by
be submitted

cern the

he papers are

n of the Idaho

to interested
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UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

URI

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108~-1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

T0: Peggy Brookshier
FROM: Duncan Foley

SUBJECT: State Coupled Program Monthly Progress Report, M#

April 4, 1986

rch 1986

During March, Earth Science Laboratory efforts on the |State Coupled

Program emphasized technical support of DOE and state teams
DOE included both programatic and general tasks.
on tracking progress.

The major technical task performed by ESL in support d
coordination of samples that will be submitted from outside

. The efforts for

State team support centered

f DOE was to begin
researchers to the

University of Arizona for age dating. - This coordination included several

conversations with’ DOE Headquarters and Idaho Operations Of]
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 sigd
the program to DOE.

Coordination with state teams occupied much time durin
addition to their dating study, the University of Arizona r
support for report preparation; ESL coordinated with DOE ab
The Idaho team is seeking to reallocate a small amount of t
chemical analyses; ESL discussed the effects on the program

cation, ESL held several conversations with New Mexico per

fice personnel, the
Efforts on the
also continued low-
11e, Montana,
ificant events from

g the month, In
Fquired logistical
put this support.
heir funds for

of this reallo-
sonnel, who are

oy




not being responsive to DOE requests for more data on their
tion of funds and tasks. The Principal Investigator for the
is on the geothermal committee of the Interstate 0i1 and Gas
sion. He is seeking speakers for the next meeting in Ancho#
vided a list of contacts familiar with high-temperature geot
in Alaska. The Oregon team, in addition to having samples f
University of Arizona, is interested in dating older rocks.
with a 1ist of commercial facilities that are capable of doj
argon "40-39" dating that will be required. The Utah team
bibliography on geothermal resources in the state. ESL rev
for technical content. The Washington team also delivered
their drilling program, and a bill for closing out the cont
their contract and the report and identified several tasks
included. This problem will be resolved in April.

During March, ESL personnel also continued work on tec

/[foe

tions.

proposed realloca-
North Dakota team
Compact Commis-
age, and ESL pro-
hermal resources
or dating at the
ESL provided them
ng the potassium-
elivered their
ewed this report
final report on
act. ESL reviewed
hat were not

nical publica-
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UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

URI

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

~ MEMORANDUM

T0: Peggy Brookshier
FROM: Duncan Foley

March 10, 1986

SUBJECT: State Coupled Program Progress Report, February, 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

the State Coupled
to state teams,
data. These

tasks were supplemented by continued progress on technical qub]ications.

Direct support to DOE included many contacts with state
problems. ESL continued to monitor team technical progress,
able to provide DOE with an evaluation of the reasonableness

teams on diverse
in order to be
of invoices

received, The Alaska team was provided with data about the possibility of

obtaining further funding for their program, which overspent

on field logis-

tics. The New Mexico team was contacted several times during the month, to
encourage them to produce a quarterly report (which they did), to obtain fur-
ther data on their desired rédirection of funds (these data were not produced,
due to time conflicts of the principal investigator during the legislative
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
quit, and they therefore will need extra time to produce the
The Wyoming team had several problems with their billing duri

ir editor has
final report.
ng 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 sh
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.

j

The Idaho and Utah teams were major contacts of ESL dun
Work continued with the Idaho team on a technical paper; thi
ESL finished review of the final
year's contract by the Utah team, and returned the report wi
The Utah team will now complete production of thi

meeting during the month.

comments.
also provided technical support to Utah as they seek to purc
computer.

During February, ESL continued to serve as an informati
about geothermal resources for both DOE and others. Two tas
DOE: a preliminary assessment of the requirements for plugg
the Marysville, Montana geothermal well, and a contact with
Intrastate Gas Transmission Company. The plugging of the we
contacts with both the Montana team and the Montana office o
Shreveport company requested geothermal maps. ESL reviewed
Arizona Geological Digest, which was a summary of state team
ESL also provided extensiv

geothermal resources to an appraiser, who is working on a ba

the State Coupled Program there.

of technical

upport to DOE.
tracking docu-
wing all team
etailed sheets
continued to

for

ing the month.
s included one
report on last
th extensive
s document. ESL

hase a personal

on source for data
ks were done for
ing and abandoning
the Shreveport

11 involved

f the BLM. The
paper for the
efforts during
data about Utah
nk case involving

Duncan F

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 841081295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

February 6, 1986

MEMORANDUM

T0: Peggy Brookshier |
FROM: Duncan Foley
SUBJECT: State Coupled Program Progress Report -

Enclosed please find the State Coupled Program monthly progress report
from ESL/UURI for January, 1986. Please call me if you have any questions on

this report.

/iduélq
/ Duncan Foley

DF/jp

enclosure




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 technjcal 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|of contacting num-
erous state teams to acquire information and track progress. DOE requested
data on the financial status of the Wyoming team, which ESL gathered. The
Utah team needed information on reporting requirements defined in their cur-
rent contract modification; ESL provided the data. DOE requested additional
information on changes in proposed tasks from the New Mexigo team. ESL
followed up an earlier memo reviewing the New Mexico propogal 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 at Mt. Spurr) and
Washington.

ESL continued to provide DOE with significant events an a weekly basis,
when they occurred, and to respond to DOE needs for prograq data in a short
response time. The main request for data in January was far a list of all
projects that ESL and State teams had worked on in connectijon with the
Department of Defense. This involved contacting many state teams, including
California, Nevada, Oregon, and Washington, and a review of| program data
files.

During January, ESL worked on two major reviews of repprts 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-tempgrature geothermal




systems. Comments on thé Alaska report were delivered to tl
on the Utah report will be ready in early February.

ESL continued during January to provide interested use

he team; comments

rs 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 geotherm

Wasatch front were compiled for Kimber1y4C1ark Corporation,

investigating geothermal resources as they plan expansion of

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

Progress continued on writing a paper on geothermal res
during January. Geochemical modeling of water-rock equilibr
collected and literature-based fluid analyses was done, usif
program from the U. S. Geological Survey. Studies of the th
continued, with two anoma]ously warm mines identified in are
geothermal systems. One of the mines has a gradient of more

C/km between the 200 and 800 foot levels.

1 energy along the
who are
a diaper factory

compiled by the

sources of Idaho
*ium for both ESL-
1g the WATEQ

ermal regime
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UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

U

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

T0: Peggy Brookshier
FROM: Duncan Foley
SUBJECT: Monthly Report

Enclosed please find a monthly report for ESL activities

January 9, 1986

on the State

Coupled Program during December. I will prepare a quarterly update on state

team progress when I receive all currently due progress reports.

S

7.P.)

Duncan Foley

DF/Jp




STATE COUPLED PROGRAM
MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT
DECEMBER 1985

Durihg December, the Earth Science Laboratory continued

technical support to DOE and state teams under the auspices o

January 6, 1986

to providel )

f the'State-u‘

Coupled Program. ESL also continued efforts in research on geothermal

resources.

Support provided to DOE by ESL included meetings, news b
proposal reviews, report reviews, and continuing communicatio
The major meeting during December was with representatives fr
headquarters and EG&G, Idaho. The wide-ranging discussion co
current aspects of the program, including state team progress
status, management decisions and anticipated deliverables.

management decision that is unresolved is how rock samples wi

ulletins,

n wfth states.
pm DOE

vered many

contract

Ope major

1 be selected

for age dating by the Univefsity of Arizona. ESL prepared a

emo describing a

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

Falls personnel. ESL continued to send DOE weekly summaries

items from the program, which are gathered through regular phe

states.
Mexico team,

comments.

Spurr research, ESL communicated with both the team and DOE, 4

proposed data release, during the month,

A proposal for redirection of unspent funds was recef
ESL reviewed this proposal, and provided DOE wit

The Alaska teams are interested in releasing data f

f significant
me calls with‘
ved from the New
h written

'rom their Mt.

nd reviewed the

ESL held many conversations with state teams during Deceﬂber. A meetjﬁg

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

was concerned about their contract status; ESL communicated th

Methodist team

is concern to




DOE. The Utah team was provided with further data for their|n
bibliography. The Oregon team is reworking some early field |d
not anticipate needing a contract task extension, ESL is rewvi
from the Alaska team on their research at Akutan. The reporJ

delivered to DOE, and is now being prepared for publication by

early-finished
ata, but does
ewing a beport
has been

the state,

Two research efforts continued at ESL during December. (The first was

rock crushing for age-dating for the Idaho team, and the secord was writing a

paper on geothermal resources of central Idaho. Efforts on t%

continue in January.

ese will




UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE
EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITE C
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422
D

MEMORANDUM

T0: -Mapshatt—Reed-

ecember 10, 1985

Peggy Brookshier revised f be Pegqy only ,m(uteol i Dec

A, |

FROM: Duncan Foley
SUBJECT: State Coupled Monthly Report
November, 1985

During November, ESL continued to provide technical supp
offices and state teams and to work on technology transfer.

Support to DOE headquarters and the Idaho Falls Operatio
marily emphasized the preparation of a draft RFP, with effort
toward numerous communications with state teams. ESL/UURI ge
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
to pursue research in geothermal programs. As part of the RF
ESL/UURI contacted current state teams to evaluate their abil
new work, A1l teams contacted will be able to cost share, bu
probably propose "in-kind" cost-sharing.

Most state teams were contacted during the month, and se

were held with personnel from the Utah Geological and Mineral

ort to DOE

ns Office pri-

s also directed
nerated sugges-
the Idaho
geological
Program funding

P preparation,
ity to cost-share

t some will

veral meetings

Survey. Both

N R T




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 Ida
discovered that the Boise geothermal reservoir may be droppin
anticipated. ESL/UURI held many conversations with them to o
data in answer to requests from DOE headquarters. The New Me
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,

on deliverable
urveys on

ho team

g faster than
btain further
xico team needs
ost-share

sold. ESL/UURI

to encourage

prompt decisions on this matter. The North Dakota team had two requests

during November; they needed details on their contracts and i
thermal regimes of the Texas Gulf Coast. The Wyoming team wa
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 No
news items flag areas of importance or concern to DOE,

Technology transfer continued to be emphasized under Sta
gram auspices during November. The applicability of State Co
research to the needs of private industry was illustrated thi
industry request for multiple state data on geothermal resour
researchers, ESL/UURI provided the requested data. ESL/UURI
November to prepare a paper on geothermal systems in Idaho, a
samples for age dating. A request was received from an edito

to the geology of the Balcones fault zone in central Texas fo

nformation on

s contacted
members of the
of geothermal
onal references.

the current

vember, These

te Coupled Pro-
upled Program

s month by an

ces and

continued during
nd to process

r of a guidebook

r an article on




the thermal regime of Bexar County. The guidebook will be published in
conjunction with the 1986 annual meeting of the Geological Saciety of America,

which will be held in San Antonio.




STATE COUPLED PROGRAM
MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT
OCTOBER, 1985

During October, Earth Science Laboratory activities on the State Coupled
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 jn support of

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

potential geothermal resource areas in the U.S. for headquarters. This page-
size map showed three categories of resources: above 90°C, below 90°C, and
geopressured. The final copy of the map was produced in one week., ESL

continued to contact State Coupled Program teams for DOE. In |October,

extensive conversations were held with the University of Alaska, the Alaska
Division of éeological and Geophysical Surveys, the Idaho Department of Water-
Resources, Montana Tech, the New Mexico Energy Institute, the [University of
North Dakota, Southern Methodist University, and the Utah Geological and

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

programs during October. The brimary emphasis was on providing data for the
Cascades program. Seattlg City Light was contacted to obtain public data from
their geothermal program at Mt. Baker. The Washington State Coupled Program
team was contacted about available geologic samples from past drilling |
programs.
ESL was active on two broject management reporting efforts 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 annual 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 accurately portray

the team contracts and progress.

Two major areas of technical support to teams were activ
The first of these was to review an extensive bibliography of
h

publications for the Utah team. The nature of the publicatio

review extensive and time consuming. The second area of tech

e in QOctober,

geothermal

made this

nical support has

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

with dates.on'volcanic rocks from their geologic mapping area

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

publications. The first of these was the publications of "Thérma] regimes of

the Balcones/Ouachita trend, central Texas", by C. M. Woodruff

and Duncan

Foley. This paper was published in the Transactfons of the Gu]f'Coast

Association of Geological Societies (v. 35, p. 287-292). The
which i$ in preparation, will be on hydrothermal systems along
the Idaho batholith, in south-central Idaho. This paper will

of regional hot spring geology and geochemistry.

second paper,
the margins of

be a discussion




UNIVERSITY OF UTAH RESEARCH INSTITUTE

EARTH SCIENCE LABORATORY
391 CHIPETA WAY, SUITEC
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84108—1295
TELEPHONE 801-524-3422

MEMORANDUM

TO: Kenneth Taylor, DOE/ID

FROM: Howard Ross

SUBJECT: Estimated Support for DOE State Cooperative
: Reservoir Analysis Program (SCP) - Technical

Assistance - FY 89

DATE: October 20, 1988

1.0 Introduction

UURI is funded by DOE/ID to provide technical assistance for

the DOE-GTD State Cooperative Reservoir Analysis Program (also
called the State Coupled Program, or SCP) under Contract DE-ACO07-
85ID12489. As a result of the 1988 DOE-SCP solicitation and the
wrap up of earlier grants, 14 grants and cooperativt agreements
are now active in the State Cooperative Program. At least seven
grants will continue into mid-FY 90, and one or two|additional
state teams may be funded. We understand that specific funding
for SCP activities was not included in the FY 89 Congressional
Budget.

2.0 Scope

UURI will provide technical and administrative|support to
DOE/ID and DOE/GTD in the continuation of the State|Cooperative
Program. Anticipated activities include assistance|to DOE in the
solicitation process, progress monitoring, review ok state team
expenditures, critical review of state team technic%l reports and
technical assistance (geological, geotechnical, geophysical) to
the state teams.

KE |




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 time
before all of our funds have become available from DOE for the
new FY. UURI is such a small organization that we gan not
operate on our own for any significant period of time.

Please contact me or Wil Forsberg (588-3442) f#r additional

clarification. A more complete Statement of Work na
FY88, is attached for your information.

PR

Howard P. Ross
Project Manager

rrative, from




Contract No. DE-AC07-851ID12489
Attachment A

Page 1 of 2

STATEMENT OF WORK

STATE COOPERATIVE RESERVOIR ANALYSIS PRQGRAM

1.0 Introduction

The State Cooperative Reservoir Analysis Program (
established by DOE in the mid-1970’'s, as the State
Program to assess low-and moderate-temperature geo
resources in the U.S. The early efforts of the St
Program were national in scope. Geoscientific inv
were made in all states, with the more intensive a
focusing on states with either known existing geot
resources or a large user potential. . These studie
extensive input to the USGS computer file GEOTHERM
demonstrated that most moderate-and high-temperatu
resources are found in the western portion of the
low-temperature resources also found in the great
Atlantic coast region. These and subsequent studi
the publication and distribution of a series of st
resource maps. More recent-work has expanded upon
resource assessment activities and included detail
analysis and generic studies.

UURI has provided technical program monitoring, co
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
solicitation.

2.0 Scope
UURI will provide technical and administrative sup
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 th
PRDA. Anticipated activities include assistance t
solicitation process, progress monitoring, review
expenditures, critical review of state team techni
technical assistance to the state teams.

3.0 Applicable Documents

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

S5CP) was
Coupled
thermal
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07-871D12662.
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Contract No. DE-AC07-851ID12489
Attachment A
Page 2 of 2

4,0 Technical Tasks

Task 4.1 Progress Monitoring

Monitor the technical progress of state teams on all tasks funded
through the State Cooperative Program. Accomplish |such
monitoring through telephone conversations, writte
communications, and at on-site visits or meetings 3s may be
required. Provide DOE/ID and DOE/HQ with regqular ypdates and
evaluations of state team progress.

1

Task 4.2 Technical Support

Provide geoscience technical support to state teamsg through
conducting studies that support state team efforts (or contribute
to state team results. Provide geological, geochemical-and
geophysical consultation and services as appropriate and within
available UURI funding. Provide critical technical report
reviews.

5.0 Reports, Data and Deliverables

Prepare appropriate reports and deliverables based jon the above
tasks, including monthly progress reports, a year-end progress
report, and technical reports as appropriate.

6.0 Special Considerations

None.

7.0 Proposed Budget

‘The proposed budget to complete this project is $98,490.
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STATEMENT OF WORK

STATE COOPERATIVE RESERVOIR ANALYSIS PROFRAM

1.0 1Introduction

The State Cooperative Reservoir Analysis Program (

established by DOE in the mid-1970’'s, as the State

Program to assess low-and moderate-temperature geo

resources in the U.S. The early efforts of the St

Program were national in scope. Geoscientific inv

were made in all states, with the more intensive a

focusing on states with either known existing geot

resources or a large user potential. These studie

extensive input to the USGS computer file GEOTHERM

demonstrated that most moderate-and high-temperatur
resources are found in the western portion of the c
low-temperature resources also found in the great p
Atlantic coast region. These and subsequent studie
the publication and distribution of a series of sta
resource maps. More recent work has expanded upon

resource assessment activities and included detaile
analysis and generic studies.

UURI has provided technical program monitoring, coo
administrative support to DOE for the SCP, and has
technical support to state teams. UURI has also pr
technical and administrative support to DOE/ID and
the establishment of new grants, including the 1987
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2.0 Scope

UURI will provide technical and administrative support to DOE/ID

and DOE/HQ in the continuation of the State Coopera

tive Program.

Seven contracts with State teams remain active as of October 1,
1987 and ten or more new grants may result from the|1987 SCP

PRDA.

solicitation process, progress monitoring, review o

Anticipated activities include assistance to|DOE in the

state team

expenditures, critical review of state team technical reports and

technical assistance to the state teams.

3.0 Applicable Documents

Reports submitted on geoscience research and technidal assistance

conducted under DOE Contract No. DE-AC(07-851D12489.

DOE/ID

Program Research and Development Announcement (PRDA) for State
Geothermal Research and Development-PRDA No. DE-PRO7-87ID12662.
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Attachment A
Page 2 of 2

4.0 Technical Tasks

Task 4.1 Progress Monitoring

Monitor the technical progress of state teams on al]

tasks funded

through the State Cooperative Program. Accomplish
monitoring through telephone conversations, written
communications, and at on-site visits or meetings a
required. Provide DOE/ID and DOE/HQ with regular uj
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

uch

may be
pdates and

through

br contribute
lcal and

> and within
report

Prepare appropriate reports and deliverables based on the above

tasks, including monthly progress reports, a year-er
report, and technical reports as appropriate.

6.0 Special Considerations

None.

7.0 Proposed Budget

The proposed budget to complete this project is $98
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No Cost Time Extensions

Direct letlors Hoo Ms. & lizabestt 3«’«/4:!/1, Contracts Director
Y. S, Deparfmanfa Ene y
Tolaks 5&%»&%%:5 C»é;;e 7
785 DOE Place
M=—Alice Rush— Tdeks faltc, ID 83402

Depar
Universi

Geclogy and Geophysics
£ Wyoming

Dear Ce:
Some suggested wording:

It has come to my attention that recent changes in Fedsral
Regulations permit the recipients of research awards to
extend the expiration date of the final budget period ot the
project. Theretore, +or the medical teasons cited in my
letter of September 13, 1990, The University ot Wyoming,
Department of Geclogy 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 Fart 600, Section &00.31(d) as amended by FR doc. 8%-
24243, filed 10/12/89%9. Mo additional Federal {funds are
requested for this extension.

Flease send copies of this letter to:

Howard F. Ross, Earth Science Laboratory, UURI
Fenneth Taylor, DOE/ID

Fleass call me at (801) SZ4-3444 1+ yvou have any questions.
Sincerely,

Howard Ross
Froject Mamager




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 ot research awards to

extend the expiration date of the final budget period of the

project. Theretarse, 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, 19921, {for the
completion of Grant s as provided {for in 10
CFR Fart 600, Section 600.31(d) as amended by FR doc. 89—
24245, Filed 10/12/8%9. Mo additional Federal funds are
requested for this extension.

Flease send copies of this letter to:

Howard F. Ross, Earth Science Laboratory, UURI
Fenneth Taylor, DOE/ID

Flease call me at (BOL) 324-3444 if you have any questions.

Sinceraly,

Howard Ross
Froject Manager
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- Mo Gps/ 77%& Extensions

Dirrect letlorsHo: Ms. & /1zabett 30‘01?/1, Contracts Drrector
. S, De/oa,rzlmenf 0/£”e y

Ttahs Opera%:s O e 7

_ 785 DOE Place
-Ms—Alice Rush— Tdoks Falts, ID 83462

Depat
Universi

Geology and Geophysics
f Wyoming

Dear ce:s
Some suggested wording:

It hazs 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
praoject. Theretore, +for the medical reasons cited in my
letter of September 1%, 1990, The University of Wyoming,
Department of Geaology and Geophysics, has awarded itseldf
three month time extension, to January 31, 1921, {for the
complation of Grant s, as provided {for in 10
CFR Fart 600, Section &600.31(d) as amended by FR doc. B9-
24243, filed 10/12/89%9. Mo additional Fedesral funds are
requested for this extension.

bl

Flease send Copies of this letter to:

Howard F. Ross, Earth Science Laboratory, UURIL
Fenneth Tavlor, DOE/ID

Fleass call me at (BO1) 324-3444 14 vou have any questions.
Sincerely,

%‘v’mﬁ/ fﬂ&

Howard Ross
Froject Manager
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No. 197

Friday. October 13, 1989

This section of the FEDERAL REGISTER
containg regulatory documents having
general applicabiiity and legal afiect, most
of which are keyed to and codified in
the Code of Federal Regulations, which is
published undar S0 tities pursuant 0 44
U.S8.C. 1510.

The Ccde cf Federal Reguialicns is scid
by the Sugerintendent of Dacuments.
Prices of new books are listed in the
first FECERAL REGISTER issue of each
weelc

DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Cifice of the Secretary
10 CFR Part 600

Financial Assistance Rules: Revised
Policy on Objective Merit Review of
Discrationary Financial Assigtancs
Applications

Acexcy: Department of Energy.
ACTiCN: Finai rule.

sutsMARY: The Department of Energy
today is revising subparts A ard B of the
Financial Assistance Rules, 10 CIR parct
600, to establish standards for program
cfiices ia follow in conducting the
oviective merit review of discretionary
financial assistance agpiications. to

..... dlapide e Tam m e - ~e
provida autherily oo pregram assisiant

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 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
will maintain the Federal stewardship
over the funds being awarded while
simultaneously allowing research to be
done more efficiently and productively.
EFFECTIVE DATE: Effective November 13,
1989.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Edward F. Sharp, Business and
Financial Policy Division (MA—$22}.
U.S. Department of Energy, 1000
Independence Avenue, SW.,
Washington, DC 20585 (202} 586-8192.

Christopher Smith, Office of the
Assistant General Counsel for
Procurement and Finance (GC-34),
U.S. Department of Energy.
Washington, DC 20585 {202) 586~1328.

- SUPPLEMENTARY INFCRMATION:

Tabla of Contents

L Introduction

1. Changes to 10 CFR Part €00

11 Discussion of Comments on Proposed
Ruie

IV. Review under Executive Order 12291
V. Review under the Regulatory Flexibility
A~t

VI Review under the Paperwork Reduction
Act

V1L Review under the National
Environmental Policy Act

VIOL Review Under Executive Order 12612

1. 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 research awards authority.
.\.f 1out obtaining pricr approval from

the Contracting Officer, to {1) ret:ucgt.t
among categories; {2} carry over funds
from one funding pericd to the next: (3)
incur limited preaward costs; and (4}
extend project pericds without
additional funds.

Alse, today's ruie establishes an

" outline for a Departrment-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 resources,
project appropriateness to the mission of
the DOE, and other appropriate faciors
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 external
review by Federal (including DOE) and
non-federal personnel either as partof a
standing committee, ad hoc committee,
or field reader review for scientific and
technical merit. The Federal/naon-
Federal composition of the review
groups may vary, as long as objective
review standards are maintained. .

B n——

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 zolicitatior may be treatad
as having been in response to the
ral sclicitation.

Finally, a provision regarding
evaluations of applications provides
that, upon request, the applicant will
receive a written summary of the
eva‘uatim

te DOE has concluded that the otker
ges regarding prior approvals,

carr;. overs, preaward costs and project
extensions (which are the DOE's |
implementation of recommendations ..
stemming {rom the Federal
Demonstration Project} will ptovxde
additional flexibility to financial
assistance recipients and reduce the
work 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
n alphabetical order definitions for “ad
hce committee,” “field readers.”
“opjective merit review,
fficial,” and “standing committze,” and
changing tire definiticn of “research”

Secicn £00.9 is amended by revising
paragzraph {a){(i) to provide authonty xor
program assistant secretaries to issue
general solicitations. Paragraph (¢){10) is
amended to allow program offices to
establish due dates or periods
appropriate for the receipt of
applications. Multiple receipt dates
throughout the year may be established
which would permit applications to be
“bunched” and reviewed in comparison
to each other. Paragraph (c}{12j{vi) is
changed to provide that solicitatiors
must contain specific requirements for
non-statutory cost sharing when cost
s'naxing is to be considered in the
selection process.

Section 600.16 is amended by re*z.smg
paragraph (a) to establish the
responsibility of the program office for
setting up an objective merit reviews
system and ensuring its satisfactory
functioning. A new paragrapa (b} is
added to set out basic review
requirements, including the goal to
normally obtain review by at least three
individuals who have no other R
responsibilities corcemming the ﬁnancal
assistance applications being reviewed.

" e

responsibie
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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 coomzant
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) Comperotive review. (1) In order to
enhance the validity of the evaluation
and rating process. applicaticas can be
evaluated in comparison to each other.

(2) If a program arca 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 committee, o to
an ad hoc committee, as discussed
below, which is capable cf reviewing
them, and may be considered along with
other applications which were
submittad in respense 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 evaluaticn with
field readers, a standing committee. or
an ad hoc commit:ee being used as
apsrooriate.

(d) Twvpes ¢f roview grou
readers. (i) Objective meri rcview 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 appiication
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 shouid 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 whxch a
standing committee is the appropriate
review mechanism (see paragraph {d}(2)
of this section), but a group of feld
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

—{(1) Freid

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 committea(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 (i} accept
appointments, () serve over reasonably
protracted periods of time, and (3)
cornvene 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 requirement
has been approved under § 660.16:3)
below.

(3) Ad hoc comumitices. (i) Ad hee
review commitiees may not exceed one
vear in duration and are appropriately
used when use of a standing committee
is not feasible or when one of the
foilowing conditions prevails:

{AlA Smail number of applications is
received on an intermittent basis:

(B} The program is one of limited
duraticn, usually less than one yean

{C] The doplwatzo 13 to be reviewed
have Leen sciicited to meet a specific
srogram objective and cannot
appropriately be reviewed by a standing
committee because of stbject matter,
time constraints, or other limitations:

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

(E) It is determined that the
applications submitted have special
review requirements, e.g., construction
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.
nonrecwrring nature.

(i) Ad hoc committees may not be
used for reviewing financial assistance
applications for any prooram for which
a standing committee has been
established (except for paragraph
{d}(3)(1}(D] of this section) unless a
deviation is approved under § 600.16(3)
below. )

(e) Review summary. Upon request.
applicants are to be provided with a

written summary of the evaluat\on of
their application.

() Reviewers with interest in
cpplicetion bemg reviewed. Reviewers
must comply with the requirements for
the avoidance of conflict of interest
established in § £00.17. In establishing a
system of objective merit review
required in § 600.16{a})(1}, the
responsitle official shall develop
procedures which will permit DOE to
evaluate whether a conflict of interest
exists. A committee or group of field
readers which includes as objective
merit reviewers any individuvals who
cannot meet the requirements of § 660.17
or the program's review procedures,
with regard to a particular application
being reviewed, e.2., officials mentioned
in paragraphs (b) (3} and (3] of this
section, snhall operate as follows:

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

(2) In the case of a review committee,
the committes memoer must absont
himself or herse: Zom the committee
meeiing during the teview and
discussion of tha application(s) in which
he/she has a conflict of interest,

{g} Deviutions. (1) In any instance in
which a program’s pre- -established
review svstem is not to be used to
review an application, group of
applications, or class of applications,
written prior approval for utilization of a
different procadure, which itself must. to
the extent possidle, conform to the
pmvisicns oi this saction pertaining to

b"””' e merie raview, must be
obtained from the responsible offizial or
his or her desiznee,

{2) If the deviation sought appiies to a
class of applications and constitutes a

..deviation from the requirements of this

part. approval for deviation must be
chtained in accordance with § 600.5. If
such request for deviation is approved,
all details of the review procedure
utilized and the proceedings and
datermination must be fully
documenied.
- . - - -

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

- .
§ 60C.31 Funding.

. - . . «

(d) Extensicns. (1) Recipients of
research awards may extend the
expiration date of the final budget
period of the 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

G105
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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
cdmpetition or a justification of
restricted eligibility if:

(i) In the case of the final budget
period cf a project period. the additionatl
time necessary is 18 months or less in
total or for all other budget periods. the
additdonal time necessary is 6 months or
iess in total; and

(ii) The grantee sudbmiis a written
request for an extension before the
expiration date of the budget period in
process and iicludes a justficatica for
the extension along with an expenditure
plan for the use of any additional funds
requesied. An exvenditure plan need cos
be providad when no additicnal funds
are requested. vnless the grantee
intends to rebudget funds in such a way
as to require DOE prior approval or
unless the grantae is instructed
ctherwise by the Contracting Officer.

. . R . . :

6. Section 600.32 is amended by
revising paragraph (c}{2). removing
paragrapn (d). redesignating paragraphs
{e? and {f) a3 (d) and (e} 2nd revising
rewly redesignated paragraphs (d} and
{e) as foilows:

§500.32 Calculation of award.

. « b -

{cj Unobligated balances— °

(2) Resecrch groats. Any unabligated
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
furding 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.
Recipiants may be requesied 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 aof
the end of the funding period.

(d} Added funding not required. .
Necthing 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 awurd 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
cf DOE and non-rederal participation in
the costs of the projact. .

7. Section 600.103 is amended by
revising paragrapas (£)(6) and (g) to
read as follows:

§€90.103 Cost determinations.

. . . . .

(b) Cost principles. * *

{6) Before a recipient may make
changes in the foilowing areuas on
research financial assistance awards,
the written approval of the cognizant
Contiracting Officerat he DCE 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
zward is to be made. Al othar Federal

Q2. sLll CLaST (5484

prior approval requirements, inciuding
ihose in OMB Circulars A-21 and A-110.
are waived for research awards. The
recipient may maintain such interna
prior approval systems as it considers
necessary.

. . . v

N

{5) Preaward cosis—(1) All Awards.
Any preaward expenditures are made at
the recipient's risk. Approval of
sreaward costs by tte Contraciing
Oificer or incurrence by the recipient
dsos nctimpese any ehlization en DOE
n award is not subsequently made, or
if an award is made for a lesser amount
than the recipient expected.

{2) Research cwvards cady. i) For cew
cr renewazl research awards, recipients
may incur preaward costs up to ninety
{20) days prior to the effective date-of
the award. Preaward costs {cr periods
preceding 90 days prior to the effective
date of the award are ailowable oniy if
approved in writing, prior to incurrence,
by a DOE Conuracting Officer.

(ii) For continuaticn awards within a
multiple year project. prior to receipt of
continuation funding, preaward
expenditures by recipieats 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
elfective and econonical conduct of the
project, and the costs must be otherwise
in accordance with these rules and may
not include those specific costs for
which agency prior approval is required
under the circulars. [n any instance in
which the circulars permit the agency to

i
wa

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

(3) Otaer thaa research awards. All
other financial assistance recipients
may incur preaward costs only if the
expenditure is approved in writing, pricc
to incurrence. by the Contracting
Officer. In the case of governmental
entities. the approval must additionaily
be reflected on the award notice.

. - « . .

|FR Doc. 89-24243 Filed 10-12-89: 8:45 amj
BILLING CODE 5409-01-4

OVERSIGHT 80ARD
12 CFR Parts 1510 and 1511

The Resclution Funcing Corporation—
Operations

AGENCY: Oversight Board.

ACTiON: Final rule.

summAsgy: The Oversight Board has
dogted final regulations for the
Resgizdon Funding Corporation. The
Finoncizi Instituticns Reform. Recovery,
and Enforcament Act of 1983 (“Act”),
esiabiished the Resolution Funding
Corporation and the Resolution Trust
Corporation. The Resolutioc Funding
Corparation is required by the Act to
provide funds to the Resolution Trust
Corporation to enable it to carry out its
purposes under the Act. These
lations prescribe the manner in
~nich the Resolution Funding
crporation wiil operate and clarily the
manner in waich assessmenrs will te
made 10 cagitaiize the Resolutien
unding Corporation.
EFFECTIVE DATE: These regulations are
eifactive September 21, 1959.
FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Bradford B. Baker, Acting Executive
Secretary. or Robert Frierson, attomey,
at {202) 387-7573. '
SUPPLEMENTAAY INFORMATION:
A. Gezeral

On August 9, 1989, the Financial
Institutions Reform, Recovery, and
Enforcement Act of 1999 (“"FIRREA™)
was enécted into law. Among other
things. the FIRREA added secticn 21B to
the Federal Home Loan Bank Act (the
“Act”) which established a corporation
knawa es the Resolution Funding
Ccrporation {"Funding Corporation™) to
provide funds necessary for the
Resolution Trust Corporation (“RTC") to
carry out its purpose uader the FIRREA.
The Fuading Corperaticn will issue
bonds. notes, debentures, or similar _
obligations, and with the net proceeds
thereof, it will purchase capital :*

[l
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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

April 25. 1990

Ms. Elizabeth Bowhan, Contracts Director
U.S. Department of Energy

Idaho Operations Office

785 DOE Place

Idaho Falls, ID 83402

Dear Ms. Bowhan:

The Division of Earth Sciences is completing 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 resgarch
and field work have been completed and a draft report was submlttgd
for technical review to Dr. Marshall Reed (DOE Headquarters 1in
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 suagested 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 anq.
although he agreed to review the report. he explained that his
schedule would Kkeep him from the review until May 1, 1990.
I contacted Dr. Ross and, after discussion with Dr. Reed, they
recommended that I contact vour office with the following proposal.

The Division of Earth Sciences, Universitv of Nevada, Las Vegas,
proposes to grant itself a one month no-cost extension of time on
contract DE-FG07-881ID12784 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 Proiject Termination Date from May 1, 1990 to June 1, 1990. 1t 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

Ms. Alice Rush

TO

Howard Ross

FROM

September 18, 1990

DATE
U of Wyoming
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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
daute. 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
cdmpetition or a justification of
restricted eligibility ift

(i} In the case of the final budget
period of a project period. the additional
time necessary is 18 months or less in
total. or for all other budget periods, the
additonal time necessary is 6 months or
less in total: and

(ii) The grantee submiis a written
request for an extensioa before the
expiration date of the budget period in
process and includes a justification for
the extension along with an expenditure
plan for the use of any additional funds

requesied. An expenditure plan need not

he provided when no additicnal 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
ctherwise by the Contracting Officer.

. .

. . . -

6. Section 600.32 is amended by
revising paragraph (c){(z). removing
paragraph (d). redesignating paragraphs
fe} 'md 19) a3 {d) and (&) 2nd revising
newly 'Pcﬂsmndted paragrapns (d} and
{ej as loilows:

§300.32 Calculation of award.

o o

(¢} Unobligated balances— *

{2) Resecrch groats. Any unobligated
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 ifa
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
previcusly 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 amount oblxgated 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
adjustmeaqt to the amount of required
cost sharing in order that the adjusted
award maintain any required percentage
cf DOE and non-rederal participation in
me costs of the pro;ect

7. Section 600.103 xs amended by
rensmg paragrapns {b)(6) ard (g) to
read as follows:

§€00.103 Cost determinations.

. . . . .

* e #

(b) Cost pr"ncip!es
(™ (6) Before a recipient may make
changes in the following areas on
research financial assistance awards.
the written approval of the cognizant
Contracting Officer 2t 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) |
c}mnae of the insdxution to which the

p:‘or approval requ‘rements. inciuding
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 J
necessary.

* . * t
() Preaward costs—{(1) All Awards.
Any preaward expenditures are made at
the recipient's risk. Approval cf
oreaward costs by the Contracting
Oificer or incurrence by the recipient
dzes notimpcese any chiigaticn cn DOE
if an award is not subsequently made. or
if an award is made for a lesser amount
than the recipient expected.

{2) Reseaich cwards only. (1) 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 ailowable only if
approved in writing, prior to incurrence,
by a DOE Contracting Officer.

{ii) For continuaticn awards witkin a
muliiple year project. prior to receipt of
continuation funding, preaward
expenditures 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 otherwise
in accordance with these rules and may
not include those specific costs for
which agency prior approval is requ'u'ed
under the circulars. In any instance in
which the circulars permit the agency ta

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

2) O't.‘xer than research awards. All
other financial assistance recipients
may in¢ur preaward costs only if the
expenditure is approved in writing, priot
to incurrence. by the Contracting
Officer. In the case of governmental
entities, the apgroval must additionaily
be reflected on the award notice.

. . . . .
FR Doc. 89-24243 Filed 10-12-89: 8:43 amj
BILLING CODE 5409-01-4

OVERSIGHT BCARD
12 CFR Paris 1510 and 1511

The Resclution Funding Corporation—
Operations

AGENCY: Qversight Board.
ACTION: Final rule.

sUMMARY: The Gversight Board has
adogted final regulations for the

QMG'.; a Funding Corporation. The
Financlal ’“sthcns Reform. Recovery

and Enforcement Act of 1989 (“Act”),
established the Resolution Funding
Corporation and the Resolution Trust
Cocporation. The Resolutior 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 Act. These
rezulations prescribe the manner in
which the Resolution Funding
Corporation wiil operate and clarify the
mannef in which assessmen:s will be
made 10 capitaiize the Resoluticn
Funding Corporation.

EFFECTIVE DATE: These regulations are
effactive September 21, 1959.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Bradford B. Baker, Acting Executive
Secretary, or Robert Frierson, attomey,
at {202) 387-7373. '
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

A. Gezeral

On August 9. 1989, the Financial
Insttutions Reform, Recovery, and
Enforcement Act of 1989 ("FIRREA™)
was enzcted into law. Among other
things. the FIRREA added secticn 21B to
the Federal Home Loan Bank Act {the
“Act”) which established a corporaticn
known a3 the Resolution Funding
Cerporation (“Funding Corporation™) to
provice funds necessary for the
Resolution Trust Corporation ("RTC") to
carry out its purpose under the FIRREA.
The Funding Corporation will jssue
bonds, notes, debentures, ot similar
obligations. and with the net proceeds
thereof, it will purchase capital :*
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7010 Dandini Blvd.
Reno, NV 89512
(702) 673-7361

r DESERT RESEARCH INSTITUTE
Fax: (702) 673-7397

d l \Water Resources Center — Reno, Las Vegas Mailing Address: P.O. Box 60220
Reno, Nevada 89506-0220

April 3, 1990

Mr. Kenneth K. Osborne
Contracts Specialist, DOE/ID
U.S. Department of Energy
785 DOE Place

Idaho Falls, ID 83402

Taul Castelin —
Plosa coll W o Warre
army (‘g)es-i—‘\ms—

Wowacd

SUBJECT: DOE Research Grant, DE-FG07-881D12757,
Notification of No-Cost Time Extension

Dear Mr. Osborne:

Several situations have occurred during our work on the research project “Evaluation and Simu-
lation of the Moana Geothermal System”, Grant DE-FG07-881D12757, which resulted in project de-
lays and make it impossible to complete this project as scheduled. The initial Principal Investigator,
Dr. Michael Campana, left DRI only six weeks after the start of the 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 of the project is provided
for by 10 CFR Part 600, Section 600.31(d) as amended by FR Doc. 89-24243, Filed 10-12-89. No addi-
tional Federal funds are requested.

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
salarics, 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.

Sincerely,

LC_ QAI/BQLA' H\ \:‘*-“u. 8 OK'DO\;*‘

Elizabeth Jacobson
Assistant Research Professor

EJ:bjn
cc: Howard Ross, UURI ‘
Kenneth J. Taylor, DOE-Idaho

Atmosphence Saences Center fiological Sciences Center Energy and | nvitonmental Enginecang Conter Quaternary Scrences Center Water Resources Center
|
|
!
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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 providin
the applicant with an evaluation of hisf
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 (t)
and (c) have been redesignated

- paragraphs (h) and (i).

Section 6C0.31 is amended by
including a provision ailowing recipients
of financial assistance research awards
to extend the final year of a project
period without receiving the prior
approval of the DOE. Racipients must
take this action prior to the originally
estabiished exgiration date and notify
the DOE withic ten daysg of the
extension.

Section 600.32 is amended to allow
recipients of financial assistance
tesearch 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
requiremants for a recipient of financial
assistance research awards (inciuding
those in OMB Circulars A-21 and A~
110) except for change in cbjective 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.

111. Discussion of Comments oz
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
DCE 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 assert
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
authority to the last budget period to be
an unnecessary restriction.

DOE has reviewed the applicable
provision in the FDP and determined the
limitation 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 impiementation of the
appiicable provision have been to limit
that authority to the final budget period
¢f the proiect period. Additionally, it is
noted that if recipients did have the
authority ‘o 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
clanning.

For the reasons stated in the previous
paragraph, DOE will continue to limit
the provision regarding extensions
without additioral funds te the final
Sudget period as provided in the
sroposed rule.

The three comuzenters also requested
tnat DGE 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 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 in advance of the end of the
budget year.

DOE agrees with these comments and
has changed the final ruie 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
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. o

One commenter stated that the words
** * * the dosts must be otherwise in
accordance with these rules" in
§ 600.103(g){2){iii) are confusing and
unneeded. After careful considzration of
the comment, DOE has concluded that
while some readers may see the phrase
as simply ekpressing a truism (that is, a
recipient may not do what it is not
permitted to do), it is important to retain
the phrase 5o that the removal of prior
approval reéquirements in the proposed
rule not be interpreted as a general
waiver of other portions of DOE's
financial assistance rules and the
applicable OMSB circulars. For example,
a cost would stiil have tc be allowable
to be incurred, even if agzncy prior
approval were not neeced to incur it.

One commenter stated that
Conrtracting Officers should have the .
authority tb approve pre-award costs
retroactively. DOE's financial assistance
rules currently provide that the
Contracting Officer may approve pre- -
award costs prior to incurrence.
Retroactive appreval would require a
deviation encer § 800.4. DOE did not -
propose ta change the retroactive
approval requirement in the proposed
ruie and still does nct see a reason to do
so.
As a result of comments by DOE staff,
the foilowing clarifying changes have
been made to the proposed rule.

The role of field readers actingas a
standing dommittee in § 600.16(d)(iii) is
clarified tb emphasize that even though
geographitaily dispersed. they should
operate a§ if they were a standing
committes to the degree possible.

In § 600.31{d)(1), the apostrophe after
“recipients” and the word “award"” have
been deleted to remove an awkward
phrasing.

In § 600.31(d)(2), the introductory
clause is moved to the middle of the
sentence gnd the word “other" is
deleted. LE § 600.31(d)(2)(i), the
references to “research” and “non-
research’| are eliminated. These charges
retain thd authority of a Contracting
Officer tg authorize extensions without
additional funds for all types of
financial assistance. This authority
currently|exists in DOE's financial -
assistande rules and was inadvertently
limited in the proposed rule.

In § 600.32(c}(2). the sentence “The

" recipient|shail not be entitled to

reimbursement if a continuation award
is not made” has been relocated in the
section tp 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 ¢overed by the next clause “if
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an award is not subsequently made”
and raised the concern thata
Contracting Officer might be giving
approval for pre-award cosis even
though funds have not been
appropriated.

IV. Review Under Executive Order
1227

Today's rule was reviewed undar
Executive Order 12291 {February 17,
1921). The DCE has concluded that th
rule is not a “major rule” because its
promuization will not result in: (1) An
annual effect cn the economy of $S160
million or more: {2} @ major increase in
costs or prices for consumers, individual
industries, Federal, State, or local
governmern! agencies. or gecgraghic
regions: or (3] significant adverse effects
on competition, employment,
investmcnt. productivity, inngvation, or
on the quuuj of United Stotes based
enterprises to compete n domes
expnrt marke's. In accordance with
requirements of the Executive Ordar.
this mlemamng has been reviewed by
the Office of Manzgement and Budoe
(OMB).

V. Review Under the Regulatory
Fiexibility Act

These reguiations were reviewed
under the Regqulatcry Flexibility Act of
1980, Public Law 96-334. 94 Stat. 1164,
which requires preparation of a
reguiatory tiexibility analysis for any
-eguia;on that will have a significant
economic is pac‘ ona su.;&an'ml
number of small entities; i.e., smalil
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 rule will not have a
significant economic impact on a
substantial number of small entities and.
therefore, no regulatory flexibility
analvsis has been prepared.

V1. Raview Under the Paperwork
Reduction Act

No information collection or
recordxeeping requiremeants are imposed
upon the public by this rulemaking.
Accordingly. no OMB clearance is
required ander the Paperwork Raduction
Act cf 1980, 44 USC 33501, et seq.. or
OMB's impiementing regulations at §
CFR part 1320.

VIL Review Under the National
Eavironmental Policy Act

The DOE has concluded that
promuigation of these wholly procedusal
rules clearly would not represent a

major Federal action having significant
impact on the human environmeat under
the National Environmental Policy Act
{NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321, et seq.
(1976}). the Council on Environmental
Quality Regulations {40 CFR parts 1500
through 1508}, and the DOE guidelines
(10 CER part 1021} and, therefore, does

ot require an environmental impact
stataicent pursuant to NEPA.

VIII Review Under Executive Order
12612
Executive Ordar 12612 raquires that
reg"lations or rules be reviewed for
subsrantial direct elfects on States, on
the relationship between the National
Government and the States, oc in the
disiribution of power among varicus
levels of government if there are
sufficient substantial direct effects, E.O.
12612 requires preparation of a
{ederalism assessment to be vsedinall
decisions invalved in pr au.ulga:ing or
implemenzing a reguiation or rle.
Today's regulatory amendments will
have some direct eifect on State
recipients of finarcial 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
federalism assessment by DOE.
List of Subjects in 20 CFR Part 600
Administrative practice and
procedure, Cooperative agreements/
enerzy, Copyrignts. Debarmernt and
Suspension, Educational institutions.
Energy, Grants/energy, Hospitals.
Indian Tribal governments, Individuals.
Inventions and patents, Nonprofit
organizations, Reporting reqmrements.
Small businesses.

In consideration of the foregoing, the
DOE hereby amends chapter IT of title 10
of the Code of Federal Regulations by
amending part 600 as set forth below.

Issued in Washington. DC October 6, 1984,
Berton |. Roth,
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Procurament
cnd Assistance Maneg2ment

For the reasons set out in the
preamble, part 6500 of crapter L. title 10
of the Code of Federal Regulations is
amended as follows:

PART 600—{ AMENCED]

1. The authority citation for part 800
continues to read as follows: '

Authority: Sec. 6+ and 648, Pub. L. 83-81.
91 Stat. 599 {42 US.C. 7254 and 7256); Pub. L
97-233. 96 Stat. 1003-1003 (31 U.S.C. 6301~
6308}, unless otherwvise noted.”

2. Section 600.2 is amended by adding
new definitions {or “Ad hoc committee,”
“Field readers,” “Objective merit

- 5

™o

"o

revigw,” “Responsibie official. and
“Stahding committee” in alphabetical

order and by revising the definition of
“Research” as follows:

§ 6CO.3 Cefinitions

Ad hoc commi'tee means a temporary
committee established to performa -~
single. specific short-term task, after
which the committee disbands.

. . . - -

Field readsrs means persons with
expertise to evaiuate a specific
applicaticn or category of applications.
Field readers may act as independent
individuals or as members o.’a group
with the review generally being done by
mail,

. . . . .

Objective merit review means a
thorough, consistent and independent
examination of applications based on
pre-established criteria by persons
kaowiedzeabdle in the Jeld of endeavor
for which support is requested. Tkis sort
of review is conducted to provide advice
to selecting officials based on an
eva[uatx’on of the scientific or technical’
merit. The reviewers themselves may be
engaged in comparable efforts in
institutions or organizations similar to
tke appiicant’s or have in the past been
directly involved in such activities.

. » - - *

RBgsearch means any scientific or
engineering activity which (1}
consiitutes a systematic, inteasive study
directed spacifically toward greater
knowladge or understacding of the
subject smd'ed and contzibutes to a
continuing flaw of new knowledge; or
(2) is directed toward applyirg new .
knowledge o meet a recogmized need:
and/or (3) applies such knowledge
toward the production of useful
methods, including design, development
and improvement of prototypes and new
prodesses to meet established
requirements.

Responsible official means the H’ead
of a. Departmental Element or 2 Pregram
Assistant Secretary, These individaals
are tesgonsible for the system of
objdctive merit review of finamcial
assistance applications funded by their
program or department efement. The
funqtions associated with the objective
merit review may be delegated, but only
to the level specified in the relevant
sections of this part. The responsible -

official, however. remains ultimately -
responsible for the execution of these ™
funqt.ons. Coa L

- - - - .

Stending commii:ee means a loﬁg— -
term commmittee established to review "
applications 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) General. ¢ * ¢

(1) A Program Assistant Secretary
may annually issue a program notice
describing research areas in which
financial assistance is being made
availabie. Such natice 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 puklished
program rule. If they are not to be
included, then applications received in
response to the notice are to be treated
as unsoliciied applications. Solicitations
{cther than a program ruie which serves
10 solicit appiications), e.g., PONS and
PRDAS, may be issued only by a DOE
Cortracting Officer.

« e . . .

(C) . @ @

(8) The name of the responsible DOE
Contracting Officer {or, for program
notices, the program office centact) to
contact for additional information. and.
as appropriate, an address where
appiication forms may be obtained;

{10} Appropriaie periods or due dates
for submissisna 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) Sourcas of finaacing available to
the project. Any expectation concerning
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 affiliation.

{a) General. (1) Each responsible
official must establish and publish in the
Federal Register the details of the -.
system ol abjective merit review which

covers the financial assistance program
administered by each cognizant program
office within his or her jurisdiction
within 120 days of the issuance of this
rule for existing 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 following the deviation
procecure described in paragraph (g) of
this section. DOE employees designated
by responsible officials to camry out the
review process shall ensure that the
evaluation of applications is conducted
in a fair and objective manner.

(2) Obiective 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
award will be made. It is expected that
the cognizant project/program officer
{scientific moxiter) who normally 2lso
reviews the proposals for technical/
scientific merit. will, additionally,
review it from a program policy
perspective. Nevartheless. the objective
merit review system must set forth the
relationship between the reviewing
individuais, 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 minimum, the decision-making
and documentation processes to be
followed by the authorized official
resgensibie 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 iegislation.

(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 would be issued,
and concurred in by an official at least
one level above the official responsible
for selecting the application for award.

The de'ermination shall also indicate
the reports required under the award.
The criterig on which the determination
that a project need rot be reviewed at
each rengwal is based shall be included
in the system of objective merit review
to be established by the responsible
official in accordance with paragraphs
{a) (1) and (2) of this section.

{4) Each responsible official shall
insure consistency among DOE feld
oifices ia the implementation of the
review system(s) for his/her program
area.

{3) Each formal review system must
ccntein the elements listed in
paragraghs (b) through {e) of this
section.

(b) Basic review standards. (1) Each
applicatcn may be assessed &om a
policy/programmatic perspective prior
to undergoing merit review. Those that
meet policy and programmatic
considerations shall generally be
reviewed by at least three qualified
perscns in addition to the official
resgonsivig for selection.

(2} The reviewers of any particular
appiication may be any mixture of
federa! or non-federal experts, including
individuals from within the cognizant
program office, except as indicated
otherwise below (see paragraphs (b)(3}.
(5) and (&)(2){ii) of this section). The
DCE shail select external (non-DOE
Federal or non-federal) reviewers on the
basis of iheir professional qualifications
and exgertse in the field.of research.

(3) In selecting persons in accordance
with § 800.16{(b) (1) and (2) to review
applicatons, such selection of
additional reviewers shall not include,
to the extenit possible, anyone who, on
behalf of the Federal Government,
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) Appnfsving/ 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 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. . i

(4) It may occasionally be necessary,

after the fact, to change project officer - -

designation, thereby resulting in an

[
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SuMMARY: The Department of Energy
today is revising suoparts A ard B of the
Financial Assistance Rules, 10 CFR part
600, to establish standards for program
ofiices ta follow in conducting the
oviective merit review of discretionary
financial assistance agpiications, to
provida autherity for program assistant
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 assistance
research awards expanded authority to
rebudget among categories and
authority ta 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
will maintain the Federal stewardship
over the funds being awarded while
simultaneously allowing research to be
done more efficiently and productively.

EFFECTIVE DATE: Effective November 13,

1989. '

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:

Edward F. Sharp, Business and
Financial Policy Division (MA—422},
U.S. Department of Energy. 1000
Independence Avenue, SW,
Washington, DC 20585 (202} 586-8192.

Christopher Smith, Office of the
Asgistant General Counsel for
Procurement and Finance (GC-34),
U.S. Department of Energy,
Washington, DC 20585 (202] 586-1328.
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1V. Review under Executive Qrder 12291
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Act

V1. Review under the Paperwork Reduction
Act

V1L Review under the National
Environmental Policy Act

VIL Review Under Executive Order 12612

L. 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 research awards authority,
without cbtaining prior approval ffom
the Contracting Officer, to (1) rebudget
among categories; {2) carry over funds
Srom one funding pericd o the next: {2)
incur limited 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 resources,
project appropriateness to the mission oi
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 external
review by Federal (including DOE) and
non-federal personnel either as partof a
standing committee, ad hoc committee,
or field reader review for scientific and
technical merit. The Federal/non-
Federal compaosition of the review
groups may vary, as long as objective
review standards are maintained. .

Additionally, this rule allows the
issunce of general solicitations such
that applications which are in the
subject area of one of the programs
listed in the solicitatior may be treated
as having been ir response to the
general sclicitation.

Finally, a provision regarding
evajuations of applications provides
that, upon request, the applicant will -
receive a written summary of the
evaluation.

The DOE has concluded that the otker
changes regarding prior approvals,
carryovers, preaward costs and project
extensions (which are the DOE's
implementation of recommendations ..
stemming from the Federal .
Demonstration Project) will provide
addjtional flexibility to financial
assistance recipients and reduce the
work involved in managing financial
assistance awards without adversely
affecting appropriate Federal ovessight
of certain awards.

II. GChanges to 10'CFR Part 600

Section 600.3 is amended by inserting
in alphabetical order definitions for “ad
hec committee,” “field readers,”
“objective merit review,” “respoasibie
official,” and “standing committee,” and
changing tire definiticn of "research.”

Secticn £00.9 is amended by revising
paragraph {(a){i) to provide authority for
program assistant secretaries to issue
general solicitations. Paragraph {c)(10} is
aménded to allow program offices to
establish due dates or periods
appropriate for the receipt of
applications. Multiple receipt dates
thrgughout the year may be established
which would permit applications to be
“bunched” and reviewed in comparison
to ach other. Paragraph (c){12){vi} is
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 800.16 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 satisfactory
funictioning. A new paragraph (b} is
added to set out basic review -
reguirements, including the goal to :
normally obtain review by at least three
individuals who have no other N
responsibilities concemning the fnancial -
assistance applications being reviewed.
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A new paragraph (¢) 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 ho¢ committees. A
new paragraph {e) has been added
establishing a requirement for providin
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 (¢} have been redesignated

- paragraphs (b} and (i},

Section 600.31 is amended by
including a provision ailowing recipients
of financial assistance research awards
to extend the final year of a project
period without receiving the prior
approval of the DOE. Racipients must
take this action prior to the criginally
established exgiration date and notify
the DOE withizn ten days of the
extension.

Section §00.32 is amended ¢c allow
recipients of financial essistance
research aswards 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 OMB Circulars A-21 and A~
110) except for change in cbjective or
scope, temparary 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
rezewal award. The secticn also
provides that, if a recipient takes such
an action, the DOE is not. therefore,
obligated to issue an award.

{11. 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 applications, and to
implement the provisions of the Federal
Demonstration Project (FDP) which
wauld 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 assert
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
authority to the last budget period to be
an unnecessary restriction.

DOE has reviewed the applicable
provision in the FDP and determined the
limitation in the proposed rule is not
inconsistent with that provision. DOE
has alsc verified with other Federal
participants in the FDP that the
intention and implementation of the
applicable provision have been to limit
that authority (o the final budget neriod
of the project period. Additicnally, it is
noted that if recipients did have the
authority ‘o extend earlier budget
periods, funding needs for the project
mignt well extend into a later fiscal year
than the federal agency had anticipated.
thereby complicating its budget
clanning.

For the reasons stated in the previous
paragraph, DOE will continue to limit
the provision regarding extensions
without additioral funds te the final
Sudget peried as provided in the
sroposed rule.

The three commenters also requested
that 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 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 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
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 tosts must be otherwise in
accordance with these rules” in
§ 600.103(g}(2)iii} are confusing and
unneeded. 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 to retain
the phrase so that the removal of prior
approval requirements in the proposed
rule not be interpreted as a general
waiver of pther portions of DOE's
financial assistance rules and the
applicable OMB circulars. For example,
a cost would still have to be allowable
ta be incutred. 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 currently provide that the
Contracting Officer may approve pre- -
award costs prior to incurrence.
Retroactive approval would require a
deviation under § 8C0.4. DOE did not -
propose tp change the retroactive
approval requirement in the proposed
rule and still does not see a reason to do
50,
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 to emphasize that even though
geograpnically dispersed. they should
operate gs if they were a standing
committae to the degree possible.

In § 600.31(d)(1). the apostrophe after
“recipients” and the word “award"” have
been deleted to remove an awkward
phrasing,

In § 600.31(d)(2), the introductory
clause is moved to the middle of the
sentency and the word “other” 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 o authorize extensions without
additional funds for all types of
financial assistance. This authority
currently exists in DOE’s financial -
assistance rules and was inadvertently
limited in the proposed rule.

In § 600.32(c)(2). the sentence “The
recipient shall not be entitled to
reimbursement if a continuation award
is not made” has been relocated in the
section to make its meaning clearer,

Sectign 800.103(g) is changed to drop
the phrase “in the absence of

.appropriations”. Absence of

approptiations is envisioned ta be
already covered by the next ciause “if
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an award is not subsequently made™
and raised the concern thata
Contracting Officer might be giving
approval for pre-award costs even
though funds have not been
appropriated.

IV. Review Under Executive Order
1227

Today's rule was reviewed undar
Executive Order 12292 (February 17,
1981). The DOE has concluded that the
rule is not a "major rule” because its
promuization will not result in: {1} An
annuazl effect on the economy of $160
million or more; (2) 2 major increase in
costs or prices for consumaers, individuaal
industries, Federal, State, or local
government agencies, or geograghic
regions: or (3) significant adverse effects
on competition, employment,
investment, productivity, inngvation, or
on the atility of United States based
enterprises to compete in domestic or
expnrt markets. In accordance with
requirements of the Executive Ordzr,
this rulemaking has been reviewed by
the Office of Management and Budget
(OMB].

V. Review Under the Regulatory
Fiexibility Act

These reguiations were reviewed
uncer the Regulatery Flexibility Act of
1980, Public Law 96334, 34 Stat. 1164,
which requires preparation of a
regulatory flexibility analysis for any
reguiation 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 agsistance and
does not create additional economic
impact on small entities. The DOE
certifies that this rule will not have a
significant economic impactona
substantial number of small entities and,
therefore, no regulatory flexibility
analysis has been prepared.

V1. Raview Under the Paperwork
Reduction Act

No information collection or
recordxeeping requirements are imposed
upon the public by this rulemaking.
Accordingly. no OMB clearance is
required ander the Paperwork Reduction
Act cf 1880, 44 USC 3301, et segq.. ot
OMB's impiamenting regulations at 5
CFR. part 1320. o
V1L Review Under the National
Eavironmental Policy Act

The DOE has concluded that
promulgation of these wholly procedural
rules clearly would not represent a

majoc Federal action having significant
impact on the human environment under
the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321, et seq.
{1976)), the Council on Environmental
Quality Regulations (40 CFR parts 1500
through 1508), and the DOE guidelines
{10 CFR part 1021} and, therefore, does
not require an environmental impact
statercent pursuant to NEPA.

V111 Review Under Executive Order
12612

Executive Order 12612 requires that
regulations or rules be reviewed for
substantial direct effects on States, on
the relationship between the National
Covernment and the States, or in the
distribution of power among varicus
levels of government. If there are
sufficient substantial direct effects, E.O.
12612 requires preparation of a
federslism assessment to be vsed in all
decisions involved in promulgating or
implementing a reguiation or rule.

Today's regulatory amendments will
have some direct effect on State
secipients 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 SESEEENNERININNE
opyrignts, Debarment an
Suspension, Educational institutions,

Hospitals,

Indian Tribal governments, Individuals,
Inventions and patents, Noaprofit
organizations. Reporting requirements,
Small businesses. :

In consideratian of the faregoing, the
DOE hereby amends chapter I¥ of title 10
of the Code of Federal Regulations by
amending part 600 as set forth below.

Issued in Washingtan, DC October 6, 1989.
Berton |. Roth,
Deputy Assistant Secretary for Procursment
and Assistance Menag2ment

Far the reasans set out in the
preamble, part 6500 of chapter LI, title 10
of the Cade of Federal Regulations is
amended as follows:

PART 600—{AMENCED]

1. The authority citation for part 600
continues to read as follows:

Authority: Sec. £44 and 646, Pub. L. 93-91.
g1 Stat. 399 {42 U.S.C. 7254 and 7256); Pub. L.
97-233, 96 Stat. 1003-10035 {31 U.S.C. 6301~
6308), unless othenvise noted.”

2. Section 600.3 is amended by adding
new definitions for *Ad hoc commitree,”
“Field readers,” “Objective merit .

review,” “Responsible official,” and
“*Standing committee” in alphabetical
order and by revising the definition of
“Research” as follows:

§6C0.3 Cefinitions

Ad hoc commi‘tee means a temparary
commiittee established to performa
single. specific short-term task, after
which the committee disbands.

. - . - .

Field recders means persons with
expertise to evaluate a specific
applicaticn or category of applicaticns.
Fieid readers may act as independent
individuals or as members of a group
with the review generally being done by
mail.

* - L] L 2 *

Objective merit review means a
thordugh, consistent and independent
exanination of applications based on
pre-gstablished criteria by persons
knowiadgeable in the feld of endeavor
for which suppart is requested. This sort
of review is conducted to provide acvice
to selecting officials based on an
evaluation of the scientific or {echnical’
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
dire¢tly involved in such activities.

* » . - -

Rasearch means any scientific or
engifieering activity which (1}
coastitutes a systematic, inteasive study
directed spacifically toward greater
knowladge or understazding of the
sutjfect studied and caontributes to a
continuing flow of new knowledge: or
(2) ig directed toward applying new .
knowledge to meet a recognized need:
and/or (3) applies such knowledge
toward the production of useful )
methods, including design, development
and improvement of prototypes and new
prodesses to meet established
requirements. -

Responsible official means the Head
of a Departmental Element or a Pregram
Assistant Secretary. These individaals
are tesponsible for the system of
objactive merit review of fixrancial
assistance applications funded by tkeir
program or department element. The
fundtions associated with the objective
merit review may be delegated, but only
to the level specified in the relevant :
sections of this part. The responsible -
official, however, remains altimatefy -
responsible for the execution of these *+
fun¢tions. R

Standing comm:t:ze means a long~ - -,
term committee established to review -,
applications and may be used when
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required by legisiation 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) General. * * *
(1) A Program Assistant Secretary

may annually issue a program notice

describing research areas in which
financial assistance is being made
availabie. 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
actice 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 unsoliciied appiicalions. Soliciiations

{cther than a program rule which serves

to solicit appiications), e.g., PONS end

PRDAS, may be issued only by a DOE

Contracting Officer.

- .

(C) ¢« v e

(8) The name of the responsible DOE
Contracting Ofificer (or, for program
notices, the program office contact) to
contact for additional information. and.
as appropriate. an address where
appiication forms may be obtained:;

0 . . L] «

{10} Appropriaie periods or due dates
for submissicn 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) Sourcas of finaacing available to
the project. Any expectation concerning
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. i

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 atfiliation.

{a) General. (1) Each responsible
official must establish and publish in the
Federal Register the details of the -.
system of objective merit review which

cevers the financial assistance program
administered by each cognizant program
office within his or her jurisdiction
within 120 days of the issuance of this
rule for existing 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 foilowing the deviation
procedure described in paragraph (g) of
this section. DOE employees designated
hy 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 the program official with
responsibility for deciding whether an
award will be made. It is expected that
the cognizant project/zrogram officer
{scientific meniter) who nermally also
reviews the proposals for technical/
scientific merit. will, additionally,
review it from a program policy
perspective. Nevartheless, the objective
merit review system must set forth the
relationship between the reviewing
individuais. 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 minimum, the decision-making
and documentation processes to be
followed by the authorized official
resgensibie 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 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 would 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 project need not be reviewed at
each renewal is based shall be included
in the system of objective merit review
to be established by the respansible
official in accordance with paragraphs
{a) (1) and {2) of this section.

(4} Each responsible official shall
insure consistency among DOE field
cifices in the implementation of the
review system(s) for his/her program
area.

(3) Each formal review system must
ccntzin the elements listed in
paragraphs (b) through (e) of this
section.

(b) Zssic review standards. (1) Each
applicaZcn 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 three qualified
persons in addition to the official
resconsibie for selection.

{2) The reviewers of any particular
appiication may be any mixture of
federa! or non-federal experts, 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
DCE shail select external {non-DOE
Federal or non-federal) reviewers on the
basis of their professional qualifications
and expertise in the fieid.of research.

(3) In selecting persons in accordance
witn § 500.16{b) (1) and (2} to review
applicatons, such selection of
additional reviewers shall not include.
to the extent possible, anyone who, on
benaif of the Federal Government,
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) Apprpving/disapproving or having
any decisign-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 parforming business .
management 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. .

(4) It may occasionally be necessary,
after the fact, to change project officer -
designation. thereby resulting in an

g mwmmm
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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 coomzant
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.

(¢} Compcrative review. (1} In order to
enhance the validity of the evaluation
and ratinrg process. applicaticns can be
evaluated in comparison to each other.

{2) If a program arca has issued a
program notice, the responsible official
may implemen! review procedures
which wiil 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 committee, or to
an ad hoc committee, as discussed
helow, which is capable cf reviewing
them. and may be considered along with
other apolications which were
submittad in respernse 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 evaluaticn with
field readers, a standing committee, or
an ad hoc committee being used as
aporopriate.

(d) Tvoes ¢f reviesw grougs—{1) Fieid
readers. (i) Objective merit review of
applications may be obtained by using
field readers to whom applications are
sent for review and commert. Field
readers may also be used as an adjuact
to financial assistance application
review committees when, for example,
the type of expertise needed or the
valume of financial assistance
applications to be reviewed requires
such auxiliary capacityv.

(ii} Safeguards shouid be instituted to
ensure that feld 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 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 ta be reviewed even
though they are in geographically’

separate locations and all field readers
should be instructed to {ollow the
procedures established for evaluating
the applications.

(2} Stending 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 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) serve over reasanably
pratracted periods of time, and (3)
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 cogm..am
program office shall constitute at least
half the reviewers on such committees
unless a deviation from this requirement
has been approved urder § 6G0.1503)
below.

{3) Ad koc comumitices. (i) Ad hec
review commitiees may not exceed one
year in deration and are appropriately
used when usa of a standing committee
is not feasible or when one of the
following conditions prevails:

(A) A smail number of applications is
received on an intermittent basis:

{B) The prearam is one of limitad
drsation, useally less than one yean

{C} The aophs.a!zc 1s to be reviewed
have been sciicited to meet a specific
noegram 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 an
additional committee(s) of available
reviewers; or

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

{ii) Ad hoc committees may not be
used for reviewing 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 § 600.18(3)
below.

{e) Review summary. Upon request..
applicants are to be provided with a

written'summary of the evaluauon of
their application.

(T} Raviewers with interest in
cpplicction being reviewed. Reviewers
must comply with the requirements for
the aveoidance of conflict of interest
established in § £00.17. In establishing a
system of objective merit review
required in § 600.16(a}(1), the
responsible official shall develop
procedures which will permit DOE to
evaluate whether a conflict of interest
exists. A commities or group cf field
readers which includes as objective
merit reviewers any individuals who
cannet meet the requirements of § 660.17
or the program'’s review procedures,
with regard to a particular application
bcmg revicwed, 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
recommendation on an application(s) in
which they have a conflict of interest.

(2) In the case of a review committee,
the committee member must absent
himself or herseif from the committee
meeting during the review and
discussion of the applicatien(s) in which
he/she has a conflict of interest.

[g) Deviations. (i) In any instance in
which a program’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 passible, conform to the
provisicns of this section pertaining to

cojociive 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 § 600.4. If
such request for deviation is approved.
all details of the review procedure
\.n.iliz‘j;lil and the proceedings and

datermination must be fully
documented.
- L ] - - L ]

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

§ 600.31 Funding.

(d) Extensions. (1) Recipients of
research awards may extend the
expiration date of the final budget

period of the 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

éﬁ‘z
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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
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
total. or for all other budget periods, the
additional time necessary is 6 months or
less in total; and

(ii) The grantee submiis 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 expenditure
plan for the use of any additional funds
requesied. An expenditure plan need not
be provided when no add:iticnal 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
ctherwise by the Contracting Officer.

. - . .

6. Section 600.32 is amended by
revising paragraph (c}(2). removing
paragraph (d). redesignating paragraphs
(el and {f] as (d} and (e} and revising
rewly recesignated paragraphs {d} and
{e] as foilows:

§500.32 Calculation of award.

. . . . .

e« o .

(c) Unodiigated baiances—

(2) Resecrch grants. Any unobligated
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
furding period, and may be used to
defray costs of the period into which it
is carried over. The recipient shall not
be entitled to reimbursementif a
continuzation 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.
x\cthmg in paragraph (c} of this section
shall in any way require the DOE to.

increase the total amount obhgated 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
adjustmeant 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 amended by
revising paragrapns (b)(6) and (g) to
read as follows:

§€00.103 Cost determinations.

. - . . -

(b) Cost principles. * = *

{6) Before a recipient may make
changes in the foilowing 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 replacement or
change of principal investigator or
change of key personnel, and (iii}
cuhange of the institution to which the
award is to be made. All other Federy]
prior approv al requirements, inciudin
those in O\[B Circulars A~21 and A- A—no
are waived for research awards. The
recipient may maintain such internal
prior approval systems as it considers
necessary.

. . . (3 .

{g) Preawcrd costs—{(1) All Awards.
Any preaward expenditures are made at
the recipient’s risk. Approval cf
preaward costs by tbe Contracting
Gificer or incurrence by the recipient
dses nctimpese any shiigation cn DOE
if an award is not =uosequently made. ot
if an award is made for a lesser amount
than the recipient expected.

{2) Research cwards only. (i) For cew
cr renewal research awards, recipients
may incur preaward costs up to ninety
(99) 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 continuaticn awards witkin a
multiple year project. prior to receipt of
coatinuation funding, preaward
expenditures 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 otherwise
in accordance with these rules and may
not include those specific costs for
which agency prior approval i3 requi.red
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} Otaer 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 additionaily
be reflected on the award potice.

. - - . -
[FR Doc. 89-24243 Filed 10-12-89: 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 3400-01-M

OVERSIGHT BOARD
12 CFR Parts 1510 and 1511

The Resclution Funding Corporation—
Operations

AGENcY: Oversight Board.
AcTiON: Final rule.

sumMARY: The Oversight Board has
adopted final regulations for the
Resclution Funding Corporation. The
Financiai Iastitutions Reform, Recovery,
and Enforcement Act of 1989 (“Act"),
esiablished the Resolution Funding
Corporation and the Resolution Trust
Corporation. The Resolutioz 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 Act. These
regulations prescribe the manner in
which the Resolution Funding
Ccrporation will operate and clarify the
manner in which assessmen's will be
made to capitalize the Resolutien
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.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

A. Gegeral

On August 9, 1989, the Financial
Ins:itutions Reform. Recovery, and
Enforcement Act of 1989 (“FIRREA")
was enacted into law. Among other
things, the FIRREA added section 21B to
the Federal Home Loan Bank Act {the
“Act”) which established a corporaticn
known as the Resolution Funding
Carporation {(“Funding Corporation™} to
provide funds necessary for the
Resolution Trust Corporation ("RTC™) to
carry qut its purpose uader the FIRREA.
The Funding Corporation will issue
bonds, notes, debentures, or similar _
obliga?ons. and with the net proceeds
thereolf, it will purchase capital :.*
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DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
Qifice of the Secretary
10 CFR Part 600

Financial Assistance Rules; Revised
Policy on Objective Merit Review of
Discretionary Financlal Assietance
Appllications

AGeNcY: Department of Energy. '
ACTION: Final rule. ‘

SuMMARY: The Depa:tment of Energy
today is revising subparts A and B of khe
Financial Assistance Rules, 10 CFR part 1
600, to establish standards for program
offices ta follow in conducting the
ovjective merit review of discretionary
financial assistance appiications, to
provida autherity forprogram assistant
secretaries to issue general solicitations
covering broad areas of research for -
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which financial assistance is being L

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 ta
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
will maintain the Federal stewardship
over the funds being awarded while
simultaneously allowing research to be
done more efficiently and productively.

EFFECTIVE DATE: Effective November 13,

1989.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT

Edward F. Sharp, Business and
Financial Policy Division (MA-422},
U.S. Department of Energy, 1000
Independence Avenue. SW.,
Washington, DC 20585 (202} 586-8192.

Christopher Smith, Office of the
Asgistant General Counsel for
Procurement and Finance {GC-~34),
U.S. Department of Energy,
Washington, DC 20585 (202] 586-1528.
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Act

V. Review under the National
Environmental Policy Act

VL 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

i procedures for the objective merit
i review of discretionary financial

assistance applications. The changes
also allow recipients of financial
assistance research awards authority,
without obtaining prior approval from
the Contracting Officer, to {1) rebudget
among categories; (2) carry over funds
from one funding perisd to tha zext; (3)
incur iimited preaward costs; and (4}
extend project periods without
additional funds.

Also, teday's rule establishes an
outline for a Department-wide process
for the review of applications for
financial assigtance. 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 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 external
review by Federal (including DOE) and
non-federal personnel either as partof a
standing committee, ad hoc committee,
or field reader review for scientific and
technical merit. The Federal/non-~
Federal composition of the review
groups may vary, as long as objective
review standards are maintained. .

Additionaily, this rule allows the
issuance of general solicitations such
that applications which are in the
subiect area of ane of the programs
listed in the solicitatior may be treated
as having been in response to the
general sclicitation.

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 that the otker

changes regarding prior approvals,
carryovers, preaward costs and project
exte¢nsions (which are the DOE's
implementation of recommendations ..
stemming from the Federal
Derhonstration Project] will provide
additional flexibility tq financial
assistance recipients and reduce the
work involved in managing financial
assistance awards without adversely
affecting appropriate Federal oversight
of certain awards.

1L Changes o 10 CFR Part 600

Section 600.3 is amended by inserting
in alphabetical order definitions for “ad
hee committee,” “field readers,”

obr)ecuve merit review,” “responsible
official.” and “standing committee,” and
changing the definitice of “research.”

Secticn £00.9 is amended by revising
paragraph (a)(1) to provide authority for
program assistant secretaries to issue
general solicitations. Paragraph {¢)(10} is
amended to allow program offices to
establish due dates or periods
appropriate for the receipt of
applications. Multiple receipt dates
throughout the year may be established
which would permit applications to be
“bunched” and reviewed in comparison
to each other. Paragraph {c}{12){vi) is
changed to provide that solicitations
must contain specific requirements for
non-statutory cost sharing when cost
sha;nng is to be considered in the
selection process.

ggcuon 600.16 is amended by revumg
paragraph (a) to establish the
resgonsibility of the program office for
setting up an objective merit review:
system and ensuring its satisfactory
functioning. A new paragraph (b} is
added to set out basicreview .
reqmrzmenu. including the goalto -
normally obtain review by at least three
individuals who have no other _.
responsibilities concerning the Bnancial :
assistance applications 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 providin,
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
astablish deviation procedures from this
part of the rule. Existing paragraphs (b)
and (c) have been redesignated

- paragraphs (h} and (i).

Section 6C0.31 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
approvai of the DOE. Recipients must
take this action prior to the originally
established exgiration date and notify
the DOE withir 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 (inciuding
those in OMB Circulars A-22 and A~
110) except for change in cbjective 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.

111. 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 procadures 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 assert
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
authority to the last budget period ta be
an unnecesgsary restriction.

DOE has reviewed the applicable
provision in the FDP and determined the
limitation 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 project 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 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
budget period as provided in the
proposed rule.

The three commenters also requested
that 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 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 in advance of the end of the
budget year.

DOE agrees with these comments and
has changed the final rule ta 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
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. S

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
unneeded. 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 de), 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
financial assistance rules and the
applicable OMB circulars. For example,
a cost would 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 currenty provide that the
Contracting Officer may approve pre- -
award costs prior to incurrence.
Retroactive approval 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
0.

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 to emphasize that even though
geographically dispersed, they should
operate as if they were a standing
committee to the degree possible.

In § 600.31(d)(1). the apostrophe after
“recipients” and the word “award” have
been deleted to remove an awkward
phrasing.

In § 600.31(d)(2), the introductory
clause is moved to the middle of the
sentence and the word “other” 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 to authorize extensions without
additional funds for all types of
financial assistance. This authority
currently exists in DOE's financial -
assistante rules and was inadvertently
limited ih the proposed rule.

In § 600.32(c)(2), the sentence “The
recipient shall not be entitled to
reimbursement if a continuation award
is not made” has been relocated in the
section fo make its meaning clearer.

Section-800.103(g) is changed to drop
the phrase “in the absence of

.appropriations”. Absence of

appropriations is envisioned to be
already covered by the next clanse “if

Y
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an award is not subsequently made™
and raised the concern that a
Contracting Officer might be giving
approval for pre-award costs even
though funds have nct been
appropriated.

IV. Review Under Executive Order
12297

Today's rule was reviewed undar
Executive Order 12292 (February 17,
1981). The DOE has concluded that the
rule is not a “major rule” because its
promulgation will not result in: (1) An
annual effect on the economy of $160
inillion or more: (2] a2 major increase in
cos's or prices for consumers, individual
industries, Federal, State, or local
government agencies, or geograghic
regions; or (3} significant adverse effects
on competition, employment,
investment, productivity, innovation, or
on the ability of United Stotes based
enterprises to compete in domestic or
export markets. In accordance with
requirements of the Executive Qrdzr.
this rulemaking has been reviewed by
the Office of Management and Budget
{OMB).

V. Review Under the Regulatory
Fiexibility Act

These reguiations were reviewed
uncer the Regulatcry Flexibility Act of
1980, Public Law 96~334, 94 Stat. 1164.
which requires preparation of a
regulatory tlexibility analysis for any
reguiation that will have a significant
econormic 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 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.

V1 Raview Under the Paperwork
Reduction Act

No information collection or
recordxeeping requirements are imposed
upon the public by this rulemaking.
Accordingly, no OMB clearance is
required under the Paperwork Raduction
Act cf 1380, 44 USC 3501, et seg., or
OMB's implementing regulations at 5
CFR part 1320. o
V1L Review Under the National
Environmental Policy Act

The DOE has concluded that
promulgation of these wholly procedural
rules clearly would not representa -

major Federal action having significant
impact on the human environment under
the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA) of 1969 (42 U.S.C. 4321, et seq.
(1976}), the Council on Environmentai
Quality Regulations (40 CFR parts 1500
through 1508}, and the DQOE guidelines
(10 CFR part 1021} and, therefore, does
not require an environmental impact
statement pursuant to NEPA.

VIIL Review Under Executive Order
12612

Executive Order 12612 requires that
regulations or rules be reviewed for
substantial direct effects on States, on
the relationship between the National
Government and the States, or in the
distribution of power among various
levels of government If there are
sufficient substantial direct effects, E.O.
12612 requires preparation of a
federalism assessment to be used in all
decisions involved in promulgating or
implementing a reguiation 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 600

Administrative practice and
procedure, Cooperative agreements/
energy, Copyrights, Debarment and
Suspension, Educational institutions,
Energy. Grants/energy, Hospitals,
Indian Tribal governments, Individuals,
Inventions and patents, Nonprofit
organizations, Reporting requirements,
Small businesses. .

In consideration of the foregoing, the
DOE hereby amends chapter I¥ of title 10
of the Code of Federal Regulations by
amending part 600 as set forth below.

Issued in Washington, DC October 8, 1989
Berton J. Roth,

Deputy Assistant Secretary for Procurement
and Assistance Menagsment.

For the reasons set out in the
preamble, part 6500 of chapter II, title 10
of the Code of Federal Regulations is
amended as follows:

PART 600—{AMEMNDED]

1. The authority citation for part 800
continues to read as follows:

Authority: Sec. 644 and 648, Pub. L. 95-91.
g1 Stat. 599 (42 U.S.C. 7254 and 7256); Pub. L.
§7-258. 96 Stat. 1003-1003 {31 U.S.C. 6301~
6308}, unless otherwise noted.” -

2. Section 600.3 is amended by adding’

new definitions for "Ad hoc committee,”
“Field readers,” “Objective merit

review,” “Responsible official,” and
“Standing committee” in alphabetical
order and by revising the definition of
“Research” as follows:

§ 609.3 Cef!nitions

Ad hoc committee means a temporary
committee established to performa =
single, specific short-term task, after
which the committee disbands.

. » L] - -

Field readers means persons with
expertise to evaluate a specific
applicaticn 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.

L] - L L] *

Objective merit review means a
thorpugh, consistent and independent
examination of applications based on
pre-established criteria by persons
knowledgeabdle in the feld of endeavor
for which support is requested. This sort
of review is conducted to provide advice
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
tke applicant’s or have in the past been
directly involved in such activities.

Research means any scientific or
engineering activity which (1}
consglitutes a systematic, intensive study
directed specifically toward greater
knowladge 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 such knowledge
toward the production of useful
methods, including design, development
and improvement of prototypes and new
processes to meet established
requirements. -

Responsible official means the Head
of a Departmental Element or a Program
Assistant Secretary. These individaals
are responsible for the systemof -
objective merit review of finamcial
assistance applications funded by their
program or department element. The
functions associated with the objective
merit review may be delegated, but only
to the level specified in the relevant
sections of this part. The responsible -
official, however, remains ultimately -
responsible for the execution of these
functions. Lo e

Stending commitiee means a Ia;igl s
term committee established to review -’
applications and may be used when




41946

Federal Register / Vol. 54, No. 197 / Friday, October 13, 1988 / Rules and Regulations

required by legislation or when
significant numbers of applications on
specific tepics 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) General. * * *

(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
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 ireated as havirg been in
response to that previously published
program rule, If they are not to be
included, then epplications received in
response to the notice are to be treated
as unsoliciied applications. Soliciiations
{other than a program rule which serves
to solicit appiications), e.g., PONS and
PRDAS, may be issued only by a DOE
Cortracting Officer.

- - * L] L ]

[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
appiication 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 finaacing available to
the project. Any expectation concerning
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 atfillation.

(a) General. (1) Each responsible
official must establish and publish in the
Federal Register the details of the -.
system of objective merit review which

covers the financial assistance program
administered by each cognizant program
office within his or her jurisdiction
within 120 days of the issuance of this
rule for existing 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 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
advisory and is not intended to replace
the authority of the program official with
responsibility for deciding whether an
award will e made. It is expected that
the cognizant project/program officer
(scientific menitor] who normally also
reviews the proposals for technical/
scientific merit, will, additionally,
review it from a program policy
perspective. Nevartheless, the objective
merit review system must set forth the
relationship between the reviewing

" individuais, 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 minimum, the decision-making
and documentation processes to be
followed by the autharized official
responsibie 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 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 would be issued,
and concwrred 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 project need not be reviewed at
each renewal is based shall be included
in the system of objective merit review
to be established by the responsible
official in accordance with paragraphs
{a) {1) and {2) of this section.

(4) Each responsible official shall
insure consistency among DOE field
offices ia the implementation of the
review system(s) for his/her program
area.

{3) Each formal review system must
contain the elements listed in
paragraphs (b) through (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 three qualified
persons in addition to the official
responsibie 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 (bj(3},
(5) and (d)(2)(ii) of this section). The
DQE shall select external {(non-DOE
Federal or hon-federal) reviewers on the
basis of their professional qualifications
and expertise in the fieid.of research.

(3) In selecting persons in accordance
with § 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 the Federal Government,
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
(COJ. or performing business .
management functions for the project: or

{v} Auditing the recipient or the
project. '

Anyone who has line authority over a
person whp 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 resulting in an

e v
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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.

(¢} Comperative review. (1} In order to
enhance the validity of the evaluation
and rating process, applicaticus can be
evaluated in comparison to each other.

{2) If a program arca 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 commiltee, 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
submittad 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) Tvoes ¢f review groups—(1} Fieid
readers. (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 expertise needed or the
volume of financial assistance
applications ‘o be reviewed requires
such auxiliary capacity.

(ii) Safeguards shouid 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 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 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 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) serve over reasonably
protracted periods of time, and (3)
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 requirement
has been aporeved under § 660.16{3)
below.

(3) Ad koc commitizes. (i) Ad hee
review commitiees 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 smail number of applications is
received on an intermittent basis;

(B} The pregram is one of limited
drration, usually less than one year

{C) The applicaticns to be reviewed
have been sclicited to mest a specific
program obiective 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 an
additional committee(s) of available
reviewers; or

(E) It is determined that the
applications submitted have special
review requirements, e.g., construction
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. i

(ii) Ad hoc committees may not be
used for reviewing 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 § 600.18(3)
below. S )

(e) Review summary. Upon request,.
applicants are to be provided with a

written summary of the evaluation of
their application. :

(D} Raviewers with interest in
epplicetion being reviewed, Reviewers
must camply with the requirements for
the avoldance of conflict of interest
establighed in § 600.17. In establishing a
system 'of objective merit review
required in § 600.16(a)(1), the
responsible official shall develop
procedures which will permit DOE to
evaluate whether a conflict of interest
exists. A cammittee or group of field
readers which includes as objective
merit reviewers any individuals who
cannot meet the requirements of § 600.17
or the program'’s review procedures,
with regard to a particular application
being reviewsd, e.g., officials mentioned
in paragraphs (b) (3) and (3) of this
section, shall operate as follows:

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

(2) In the case of a review committee,
the committee member must absent
himself or herseif from the committee
meeting during the review and
discussion of the application(s) in which
he/she has a conflict of interest.

{g) Deviutions. (1) In any instance in
which a program'’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
provisicns of this section pertaining to
objective merit review, must be
obtained from the responsible official or
his or her designes.

{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 delﬁils of the review procedure
utilized and the proceedings and

determhination must be fully
docuntentied.
- * . * L 2

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

§600.31 Funding.

* - L] -

(d) Extensions. (1) Recipients of
reseatch awards may extend the
expiration date of the final budget
period of the project (thereby extending
the project period) if additional time
beyord 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
date. The recipient must notify the

. cognizant DOE Contracting Officer in
the awarding offica 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 18 months or less in
total, or for all other budget periods, the
additional time necessary is 8 months or
less in total; and

{ii) The grantee submils 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 expenditure
plan for the use of any additional funds
requested. An expenditure plan need not
be provided when no add:ticnal 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 the Contracting Officer.

» [} . ” .

6. Section 600.32 is amended by
revising paragraph {(c)(2). removing
paragraph {d), redesignating paragraphs
(e) ard {f} as (d) and (e} and revising
new!y redesignated paragraphs (d) and
{e) as {oilows:

§500.32 Calculation of award.

. * « . -

. o .

(¢} Unobligated balances—

(2) Research grants. Any unobligated
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 amount 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
¢f DOE and non-Federal participation in
the costs of the project. .

7. Section 600.103 is amended by
revising paragraphs (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
Contracting 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}
caange of the institution to which the
award is to be made. All other Federal
prior approval requirements, inciuding
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.

. * Al . t

{§) Pregward costs—{1) All Awards.
Any preaward expenditures are made at
the recipient’s risk. Approval of
preaward costs by the Contracting
ificer or incurreace by the recipieat
dces not impese any chligation cn DOE
if an award is not subsequently made, or
if an award is made for a lesser amount
than the recipient expected.

{2) Research cwards cialy. {i) For new
cr renewal research awards, recipients
may incur preaward costs up to ninety
(90} days prior ta the effective date of
the a*vard. Preaward costs for periods
preceding 90 days prior to the effective
date of the award are allowable only if
approved in writing, prior to incwrence,
by a DOE Contracting Officer.

(ii) For continuaticn awards within a
multiple year project, prior to receipt of
continuyation funding, preaward
expenditures 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 otherwise
in accordance with these rules and may
not include those specific costs for
which agency prior approval i required
under the circulars. In any instance in
which the circulars permit the agency ta

grant prior approval to the recipient, it is
the Department’s intention to do sa.

(3) Qther than research awards. All
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 appraval must additionaily
be reflected on the award notice.

- » . . .

[FR Do¢. 89-24243 Filed 10~12-89; 8:45 am}
BILLING CODE 4400-01-M

o—

OVERSIGHT BOARD
12 CFR Parts 1510 and 1511

The Resclution Funding Corporation—
Operations .

AGENCY: Oversight Board.
ACTiON: Final rule.

susmMARY: The Oversight Board has
adogted firal regulations for the
Resclytion Funding Corporation. The
Finangiai Institutions Reform, Recovery,
and Enforcement Act of 1989 (“Act”),
established the Resolution Funding
Corpotation 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 Act. These
regulations prescribe the manner in
which the Resolution Funding
Corporation will operate and clarify the
manner in which assessmen’s will be
made Lo capitalize the Resolution
Fundirg 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.

SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION:

A. Gegperal

On August 9, 1989, the Financial
Institutions Reform. Recovery, and
Enforgement Act of 1989 (“FIRREA")
was epacted into law. Among other
things; the FIRREA added section 21B to
the Federal Home Loan Bank Act (the
“Ac!"] which established a corporation
known as the Resolution Funding
Corporation (“Funding Corporation™) to
provide funds necessary far the
Resolution Trust Corporation {("RTC") to
carry out its purpose under the

The Funding Corporation will issue
bonds, notes, debentures, or similar _
obligations, and with the net proceeds -
thereof, it will purchase capital :*




