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CHAPTER ONE: GENERIC LAND MANAGEMENT ACTIONS AFFECTING
GEOTHERMAL COMMERCIALIZATION IN PACIFIC RIM STATES

(A) EPA/DOI List Of Mandatory "Class I" Areas On The Public

Domain Where "Visibility"” Is An Important Value:

The Environmental Proteétidn Agency and the U.S. Department
of Interior have recently issued, seriatim, their final lists of
those mandatory "Class I" air quality areas on the public domain
in which "visibility" is én important ﬁalue. These actions were
required by the 1977 Amendments to the Clean Air Act%/ Thatvex—
tensive 1977 statute introduced into the Federal air quality
regulatory program both the "tiered" concept of air quality "area
designations” (Class I, Class II and Class III%/ as well as the

Congressional directive that E.P.A. undertake "the prevention of

any future, and the remedying of any existing, impairment of

visibility in mandatory Ciass I Federal areas.”
As far as those "mandatory Class I Federal areas" are
concerned, they includg}"all'intefnational parks, all national
wilderness areas and memorial parks which exceed 5,000 acres in
size and all natiohal parks which exceed 6,000 acres in size."éj
The scopé of these areas was limited tojthose aiready in existence
on the date of the enactment of the 1977 Clean Air Act (C.A.A.) .
Amendments and none of th¢se‘1isted may be“redesignated?/ The
"Class" air quality area designétions allow for minimal addi-

tional pollution.In Class I, e.g., the incremental "limit" is



roughly the level of the primary National Ambient Air Quality
6/ o

Standards (N.A.A.Q.S.) only. Thus a Class I air gquality
designétion in any area is a severe barrier to geothermal com-
mercialization in that region. If the allowable "increment”
is already used up; that's it. This is true even if the
area's natural emissions have used it:up.

In addition to the "mandatory" Class I afeas we have noted,
the states, Indian tribes and Federal Land Managers méy all
"redesignaté" any area as Class I by following gértain statu-

‘torily—spécified procedures;/ At least one Tribe, the Northern‘

.Chéyénne, has already redesignated their entire Montana reserva-
tion as Class I. For our purposes, the procedures set out for
redesignation by Federal Land Managers§/ are of particular in-
terest.

The 1977 C.A.A. directs Federal Land Manager's to "review

all national monuments, primitive areas, and national preserves,

Class I where air quality related values are important attributes
97 | |

of the area."

In addition, to Class I many other Federal lands are re-
stricted. They may not be in "redesignated" below Class I1I,

(where the "increment" is equal to the secondary N.A.A.Q.S.

10/ : _ . ,
‘Standards)T  These include all, "national monuments, primitive

areas, recreation afeas, parks and wilderness areas larger than
11/
10,000 acres."



Thus the much-ballyhoed "wilderness reviews” now being
ﬁndertaken by BLM and the Forest Service are not the only "land
use” planning-type "inventories" presently confronting geothex-
mal commercialization on the Federal lands. 1In fact, the
authority of Federal Land Managers to "redesignate" Federal
lands as Class I or II for air guality purposes represents a
policy convergance of land use planning and so-called "environ-
mental protection" functions and a clear and present danger to
~geothermal commercialization's future. That impact is increased
exbonentially when the'E;P:A. requirement for "visibility protec-
tion" in most of the "mandatory Class I areas" established by
the 1977 C.A.A. is added to the mix.

| We have already reviewed the severe limitations on new air

pbllution that attach to the'deéignétion of a Class I or Class II
area on the Federal lands. Many of these areas, of course, are
alreédy off limits to.gedﬁhermal leasing themselves. The Geo-
‘thermal Steam Act of 1970 alrgady bars leasing in national parks,
monuments and recreation'areaé%z/' The Wilderness Act of 1964 .
bars "mineral leasing” in any wilderness areas after Dec. 31, 198322/
and BIM and Forest Service regulations governing "wilderness
study areas" make leasing ‘therein strictly a "no win" pfoposition%ﬁ/
| ~ But the addition of a "no-leasing-to-protect-air-quality"
belt, or "halo" area,'afouﬁd the alrgady foregone‘iands means,
in effect, that the zone of "no.gedﬁhermal development” establisheé‘

by Congress in the Steam Act is being'eXtended well beyond the



- boundaries of the particular Federal lands listed therein. The
impact is analogous to. that of the proposed "Burton Amendment"
to the Steam Act, where areas "in proximity" to certain national
parks would also be off limits to geothermal leasing.

To no one's surprise, both D. O»I; and E.P.A. found that
virtually all of the 158 "mandatory Class I Federal areas" were
of such a nature that "visibility is an important value."lS/The
four‘"criteria"vthat they used in coming to this conclusion are
as follows:

(1) "Does the legislation for the area indicate that
scenic value was ah importaht consideration for
eStablishing the area?;

(2)( Are scenic values of the area primarily in the form
of panoramic background, intermediate or foreground
views?;

(3) Do natural éources of visibility impairment seriously
affect the ability of the publlc to appreciate visi-
bility as an 1mnortant value?

(4)‘ For those areas . . . [éatisfying (Bﬂ , is the
magnltude of scenic value sufficient to warrant
protectlon from man-caused sources’"ls/

_ As-méasured against these guidelines, only Rainbow Lake,
Wisconsin and Bradwell Bay, Florida "were shown not to have
~ visibility as an important vaiue.“l7/ In this respect, E.P.A.'s

, 18/ . :
list is identical to D.0.I.'s. fThe E.P.A. will now establish

o



regulations for the protection of the "visibility" values in
- the 156 areas it originally selected in February, 1979%2/ Just
what the impact of those'regulatibns will be upon geothermal
commercialization is imposéible'to assess. As E.P.A. put it
in issuing its final list of areas, such an assessment at this
time "is neither possible nor requifed by 1aw."zg/ A list of

the"Class I-plus visibility" areas in the five Pacific Rim states

*
follows. The total acreage involved exceeds 103 million acres.

(B) The "Gulf Oil‘v.‘Ventura‘CountY":Dedisicn'of The U.S.

Supreme Court: ' Will Geothermal Reign Supreme?

In our April, 1980 "Monitoring Report" on the State of
California we diséussed briefly the impending legal conflict
over the respective spheres of local (county) and Federal regula-
tory jurisdiction with respect to the so-called "mineral severed"
lands%;/ As noted there, it appears that Lake County in parti-
cular will attempt to assert Qell siting jurisdiction on those
parcels within its boundaries whose mineral estate (subsurface)
was leased by‘B.L.M; for’geOthefmal development in November, 1978
and on which commercialization is imminent. rThis,-in the face
of a State'Staté Attorney General's Memorandum opiniongz/stating
that the Federal government alone had jurisdiction over‘geother-
mal operations on these lands by virtue of its having pre;empted
the field%é/

Also, in our March, 1980 Final Report on the State Water

Laws of the Pacific Rim states we noted the possibility for juris-

*
See Appendix A



dictional-conflicttover'gedthermal reguletion on Federal 1ands
between those States,defining "geothermal resources", explicitly.
or implicitly, as "water" and the Federal government. This is
predominantly true'in the Rocky Mountain-Basin Range states but
may also arise in Oregon and/or Washington State, where the
_appropriation system of water rights reigns supreme. The most
llkely problem areas appear to be in Idaho and perhaps Utah.
Recently, the U.S. Supreme Court has upheld24/ a decision

of the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals which may be of some help
.in heading off either or both of these potentially disastrous
(for geothermal commerc1allzat10n) legal confrontatlons. In

o 225/
Ventura County v. Gulf 011 Corp., the appellate court roundly

affirmed the U.S. District Court for the Central District of
California in its flat denial of local well-siting authority
over a Federal o0il lessee. For our purposes, the'key findings
include oneito’the'effect that the scope of Congressional power
to do as it pleases with the Federal lands is virtually un-
limited under the ?roperty Clause of the U.S. Constitution.
Citing'the u. S.~Supreme'Court's 1976 opinion in the'analogous

26/
case of Kleppe v. New Mex1co,' (where the high court said:

"we have'repeatedly observed that [ﬁjhe power over the public

land thus entrusted to -Congress [bnder the Property Clause] is

27/ .
without limitations.” ) the Ninth Circuit opined that: "In
light of Kleppe, the renewed attemEt ‘to restrlct the scope of

Congre551ona1 power under ‘the Property Clause in the present




case is legally frivolous™ ' (emphasis added). Thus the power

is there, but was it .being exercised so as to pre-empt local
regulation?

Another significant factor in the Ventura Co. case from

_geothermal's perspective is the Ninth Circuit's finding that
the "extensive" Federal regulatory frémeWork which exists under
the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 was ample evidence of a Congres-
sional intent to fully exercise its Constitutional grant of
aﬁthority and thgreby pre~empt non#Eederal regulation of mineral
lessee activities%g/ Those'regulatofy procedures are virtually
identical to the tangle facing Federal geothermal lessees.

| Though the fact situation on mineral-severed lands, as

opposed to that on purely Federal lands, presents a slightly

different picture, we believe that the logic followed by the .

those decisions rendered under the‘Stbck'Raising Homestead Act
itself%g/will combine for a similar reSult; The law in the
latter caSes‘séeﬁs-clear. The Federal mineral estate lease
kobtains‘right not inyvto’the'subSurféce; but to "so much of the
surface as is reasonably necessary for removal of the {@ineralé).“éé/
quically, if that limited pprtion of the surface "attaches™, if

you will,'to the mineral lease, theﬂeXtenéive Federal (and there-
fore pre-emptive)‘géOthermal~rggu1at6ry jurisdiction that applies

to both the surface and subsurface activities of the Federal geo-

thermal lessee should "attach" as well.



Hopefully, the Ventura County case may be useful in persuad-

ing Lake and other counties not to contest Federal geothermal
regulation on mineral-severed lands. Whether it will be equally

helpful in deterring state water agencies remains to be seen.
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U CHAPTER TWO: SPECIFIC FEDERAL LAND MANAGEMENT ACTIONS
AFFECTING CALIFORNIA GEOTHERMAL PROSPECTS

(A) BLM Draft Environmental Impact Statement On Geothermal

Leasing Within The Coso K.G.R.A.:

This highly-prized geothermal area has been the subject of
an extensive B.L.M.-contracted E.I.S.l/since September, 1978.
Last month saw the publication of the Draft E.I.S%/ with the
Finél Statement slated for release in September and a December,
1980 lease ‘sale still in the offing. The Draft E.I.S. covers
"a méjor pqrtion of thé'Coso K.G.R.A;,"é/ some 72,640 acres
both within and to the west of the China Lake Naval Weapons
Center (N.W.C.). This area is, in turn, dubbed. the "Coso Geo-
thermal Study Area" (C.G.S.A.). The Draft E.I.S. "assumes a
geothermal potential within the C.G.S.A. of 600 megawatts (M.W.),
and a development "model" of eieveﬁ 50 M.W. generating stations,
plus a probable 50 M.W. plant to be installed [én the Navy's
own acquired lands within the N.W.C;l under the Navy's own geo-
thermal development program."é/ That Navy proprieta:y program
is being conducted by California Ene;gy‘Co.>(C.E.C.) of Sénta ‘
Rosa under a’30 year contract.v This firmrhas done quite a bit
of work in Central America, especially in Nicaragua. |

 B.L.M.'s Draft E.I.S. for Coso consideis no less than six

alternatives, from (1) "Offer No Leases" and (5) "Defer Leasing

Until A Federal Testing Program Can Be Implemented", to (4) "No
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‘ c 5/
surface occupancy on lands with significant conflicts" and
(2) "Lease all lands except those with significant surface con-
flictst"gl The other two alternatives are a bit more unigque,
namely (3) "Partial deferred leasing to protect cultural re-
sources"7/ and (6) "Unitization at the lea51ng stage." &
As far as the most‘visible'issue:at Coso, Native American
concern over access to and use of the hot sprinée themselves
for religious purposes, the Draft states that: "Native American
use of the Coso Hot Springs and the Prayer Site should not be
1nterfered with if proposed mitigation is implemented. "9/ Despite
this finding, and the death of a state bill to "protect"” such
sensitive hot springs, the possibility of a Native-American law-
suit, based perhaps on last years Congressional passage of the
"American Indian Religious Freedom Act,"lg/ is the greatest

threat to Coso's'gedthermal future. The lesson of Baca, New Mexico

must not be forgotten by D.O.E..

The praft itself states that: . "The'integrity of Coso Hot
11/

Springs, highly valued by the Natlve Americans, may be lessened."
This statement is based upon a conclusion that the local "ground

water table would be lowered." . [éné] Flow to Coso Hot .
12/
Springs could [Eherefore] be altered " . Other adverse impacts

" predicted by the Draft include: a decrease in visibility from
13/
61 to 51 miles; increase'in both hydrogen sulfide (H,S) and:

particulate (T. S P.) em1551ons up to but not exceeding state and
14/ : 15/
Federal standards; an increase in localized noise levels; an
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| 16/
adverse affect on "the wildlife community structure; some
17/ -

"visual degradation"; and "some loss of cultural resources . . .
unless geothermal development activities were greatly restricted

18/ v
to cleared areas."  In sum, the negatives don't appear to be

all that large on balance.
In addition to its positive finding on the Native-American

access issue, the Draft also reports that: "The N.W.C. mission
19/

—!
"

should not be substantially hindered. Thus the two largest

‘issues confronted in the E.I.S. appear to have been settled
positively from geothermal's perspective. Considering that the

stated goal of the E.I.S. is to assess and analyze "the cumula-

tive environmental impacts of the BLM geothermal leasing program

and the China Lake Naval Weapons Center's geothermal development

’Erogram, and any other related actions . . . [?i] all stages of
geothermal development . . ; [Eroﬁ] preliminary exploration . . .
[ﬁd] electrical power generation . ; ."%Q B.L.M.'s tentative
bottom lineiappears‘to be an extremely encouraging one at this
stage. There are a few problems, however. They fall mainly
into the Categories of-archanlpgy/éultﬁral resource; water

quality; and air quality; as well as wildlife, noise and land use.

(1) Scope of the Study Area:

Though the'COSO K.G.R.A. contains over 106,000 acres,
only 72,640 of those ‘acres are even being considered for
leasing by the B.L.M.. Of those being studied, some 41,560

: 21/
acres are within the N.W.C. itself  and only 28,160 are
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22/

"public lands" outside the N.W.C. boundaries.  Another
2,920 acres within the study area (C.é.S.A.S are Navy-
 acquired lands and therefore subject to the Navy's develop-
ment program only, as noted earlier%éf The bulk of the
nearly 34,000 K.G.R.A. acres tﬁat are not considered for
leasing by the'B.L.M; document afe on public lands but are
inside thé N.W.C; itself%éj They are excluded Because B.L.M.,

apparently in advance of the E.I.S. itself, "determined

[ﬁhem] to be environmentally sensitive and less likely to

contain an economic geothermal resource during the establish-
N 174
ment of the scope of ‘this E.I.S.". The author does not

know if the B.L;M. statements as to geothermal resource
potential and availability are well founded or not. Only

. one paragraph later B.L.M;-categorizes the state of resource
knowledge at Coso as "not well characterized . . . [and] . . .
'insufficient."zg/ As for the statements on "environmental
sensitivity", op. cit., it would seem that the E.I.S. is
supposed to determine that, not have it "defined away" in
advance. It might weil be'that last year's Navy "Final
Programmatic E.I.§.“32/ (F.EfI.S.) on iﬁs prpgramsupplied
the key data, since most of the excluded area is within the
N.W.C., but that is nét made clear. The BLM document does
note, howevér,(that fhe Navy F.E.I.S;'is "referenced with

some fregquency . . . because of the interrelationships,

the adjacency of the lands ‘involved and thelsimilarity of
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| : 28/
the environmental conditions."

-(2) Mitigation Measures And Unavoidable Adverse Impacts:

The Draft E.I.S. contains an extensive series of
"mitigation measures” that will be'applied to all geother-
.mal leases issued within the‘C.G.S.A.%g/ Encouragingly
enough, though, it begins that discussion with a listing
of the post-lease, U.S.G;S.~supervised "check points" at
which "site-specific impacts can be mitigated by the review-
ing agencies {?.S.G;S.; B.L.M., Navi]."ég/This is a far cry
from the posture usually adopted by Federal land managers
in previous pre41ease.§edthermal documents. There the
subsequent sharing of post-lease regulatory jurisdiction
with the U.S.G.S; is routinelyydisﬁissed as "inadequate to
protect surface resources, etc;"gl/

Mitigation of air quality impacts will require water-
-ing roads and ?roviding cafpools for on-site workers to cut
down "fugitive dust" (T;S;P.) and a. monitoring system for
HZS?E/’ Truck deliveries and on-site operations will be
limited to daytime hours within 1.5 miles of "sensitive
receptors"” such as the Native American Prayer Site or Coso
Hot Springs itself., - No noise mitigation, other than that
required by U.SJG.S.; eVen on poWer plants, will be necessary
in all other areaé%i/ Structures must be built to withstand
earthquakes as required by the State of California%é/

A "hydrology Monitoring Plan" must be implemented by all
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35/ : -
lessees however. = B.L.M. fears a lowering of the Rose
36/ '

Valley ground water table. After consulting with Inyo

County and Los Angeles Department of Water and Power to
"determine the amount of acceptable water tablellowering"él/
certain measures, including the'injedtion of spent geother-
mal fluids beneath the fresh'watér acquifer in Rose Valley,
may be required. .The key problem is that no conclusion has
been reached on the issue of physical interconnection
between the geothermal and fresh water reServoirs%g/ Until
an écceptable answer to thathﬁeStion is forthcoming, serious
concern over possible "mining" of ground water will confront
'geoihefmal development at Coso.

A monitoring program -at the Coso Hot Springs themselves
is aléo{going to beﬂrequired; Though use‘of‘grouhd water in
the area isvslightgg/ any iﬁpact upon thé hot.springs could
lead to a coﬁrt fight or a reduction or even cessation of
some geothermal operations.

The'"rare and endangered" Mohave ground squirrel will
also present problems. A pbst~1ease’study of population
density for that species will be requiredég/in addition to
a one-half mile "buffer zone" around other raptor and mammal
"nesting siteS"%i/ | ‘

rAll Class II air quality areas (see Chaﬁter I (a), above)
‘will be ihelig}ble:for“the'sitipg of "permanent visible

structures."  Transmission lines and roads will be allowed,

43/
however.



- 15 -

"Extensive mitigation of the impacts upon cultural re-
sources will be ordered on all leases around Coso. A
large percentage of the leased area may, in fact, be '

nominated to the National Register of Historic Places.

| 44/
"as a thematic group." ~ Over 500 sites are believed to
| .45/ '
be included in the C.G.S.A., covering some 50% of its

46/ S
acreage.  During the Draft E.I.S.'s review period, the

California State'Historic Preservation Officer (S.H.P.O.)
will consult with'B;L;M. and the;Navy on the exact scope of
the nominations to the Rggister%Z/ In any event, each Coso
lease will contain a stipulation requiring a "cultural re-
soﬁrces surveY"_by a gqualified archeologist prior to any
leésee'operationsgg/ On any lease area turning up "sensitive"
historical or cultural sites;,no surface use will be per-

mitted and B.L.M., Navy, California S.H.P.0. and the Federal

National Advisory Council on Historic Preservation will
49/

————’

develop "appropriate mitigatién measures." Lessee per-
sonnel will also be required to attend a "cultural resources
educational prpgram"ég/to upgrade their sensitivity to
cultural valués. |

Coso Road,‘whiChﬁpasses thfoﬁgh the prayer site, will
also be “:erouted to the‘south,"él/at lessee expense, to
avoid iﬁterferenceVWith'Native Aﬁerican religious ceremonies.

Finally, a new Class I or II solid waste disposal site

will have to be developed, probably at lessee expense, to



(B)
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avoid the risk of spills during long hauls to the Los Angeles-
area sites how "closest" to éoso?z/

Concurrence in all of these myriad measures will allow
private geothermal developer access to the 72,560 Coso K.G.R.A.
acres covered by the‘B.L;M.'s Draft E;I.S.. The unanswered
"uﬁavoidable'adverse'im?acts" quéstions center on the nature
of the physical interconnection with the‘gréund water reser-
voir and on the degree of "sensitivity" of the numerbus
Native Ametiéan/archaedlpgical cites either already identified
or estimated as occurring throuéhOut the area. |

(3) Recommendation:

The Draft E.I.S; for Coso seems to be a strong document.
D.0.E. should encourage'B.L;M; to proceed with leasing in
concert with"the‘numeroué'bUt nedeSSaryvmitigatioﬁ measures
we have'outlined;_ejen if»cultﬁrally—sensitive‘areas are

later reduced to no surface use status.

BLM Draft Land Use Plan Alternatives And Environmental

‘Impact Statement For The California Desert Conservation

(1) Background:
T 53/ .

Pt
n

As we noted in our February, 1980 "Tracking Report,

the fate of geothermal commercialization at many of the

'Federally-managed‘target'prospects in the Pacific Rim region

is often determined, not in geothermal-specific documents

such as that just reviewed with regard to Coso, but in broader
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"land use pianning“ decisions which cover enormous amounts
of acreage with a blanket of multiple-use priorities.
Such is indeed the case in California for the Coso,
Randsburg and the Imperial-Riverside'County target prospects
located on Federal land (East Mesa, North Salton Sea, Yuha,
etc.). >. |

‘This relationship comes into sharper focus when one
contemplates B.L;M.'s ﬁDraft E;I.S: and Plan Alternatives"”
for the 12.1 million acre'"Ca1ifornia Desert Conservation
Area" (C.D.C.A:); _Iﬁ 1978; the ‘author noted the uncannily
precise convergance of B;L.M;‘s timetables for creation of
both'the‘C.D;C;A. land use plan (mandated by Congress in
the F.L.P.M.A. of 1976 as- October 1, v1980)§£énd'.the Coso
‘_geOthermal leasing E.I;S;?éf What will the interrelationship
between the;two do to geothermal commercialization?", he asked.

B.L.M.'s "preview" of the C;D:C.A; land use plan was

not very éncouraging?é/ The Draft E.I.S. on that Plan is now
formally out and we will anainé'four of the Draft Plan's
nine planning elements: (1) mineral eXploration and develop-
ment; (2) energyvproduétion/utility éorridors;.(3) cultural
.reéources/Native Americanvvalues; and (4) wilderness.

- We Qill also discuss their deéignation of 16 so-called
"Areas of Critical Environmental Concern” (A.C.E.C.) as re-

quired by F.L.P.M.A.. HoweGer, these do not seem to vary

from one alternative to another.
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(2) -Multiple Use Planning:

Basically, the C.D.C.A. plan involves a matrix system
matching one of four alternative multiple-use management
classes or priority systems with each of the nine substan-
tive planning elements ("its muscles and sinems", as B.L.M.
puts it) for each area within thé'sprawlipg 12.1 acre
domain carved out bY'Congress four years agd. These four

classification alternatives are: (1) intensive use and

development; (2) moderate ‘use with competing resource

trade offs; (3) limited use favbring protection of sensi-

tive réSources; (4) and controlled use preserving wilderness
57/
values."

These four classifications are then redesignated as

"No Action" ((4) controlled use); "protection” ((3) limited

use); "Balanced" ((2) moderate use); and "Use" ((1) inten-

sive use) to simplify the naming of the four alternate land
use plans embodyipg their value:rankings and conflicting
useAguidelines.

Once an area is desigﬁated, e.g., for "moderate use"
kthe‘"Balanced# alternative), the guidelines for that
multiple-use class are in two parts: "Resource Management
Guidelines"Aand "conflict Resolution Criteria and Specific
Guidélines."éé/ The former establish the general ranking or
hierarchy of reSourcgfvalues to be used in thejmanagement

of the'aréa, while the latter provide more detailed guidance
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to the land manager in the event of a conflict between two

uses, both of which are allowed under the classification in

effect for that area. E.g., although "mineral exploration

and development" is allowed in a "moderate use" area with

an E.A.R. but without an E.I.S.

59/
I 4

SO are numerous other

activities. In the event of a potential land use conflict,

however, the mineral use must be "traded off" with other

60/

allowable uses. The "screening process", if you will, then

becomes more finely tuned. Mineral use now must be "com-

patible with appropriate mitigation for natural and cultural

61/

resources." This is also true in the event of a conflict

in an area classed for "intensive use.™

(3) The C.D.C.A. Plan Alternatives:

62/

Since we have already sketched the basic approach of

each of the four multiple-use classes and their correspond-

ing "Plan Alternatives", we will compare each's overall

impact with regard to the four key substantive elements noted

above. After that we will look at the four alternatives

from the standpoint of the future for geothermal commerciali-

zation at each target prospect within the C.D.C.A..

(a)

Mineral Exploration and Development:

(i) "Use"™ Alternative:
This alternative would allow leasing and develop-
' 63/
ment in 86% of the C.D.C.A., or on 4.1 million acres.

So-called "stringent restrictions" would be applied
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. ' 64/
to only 12%, or roughly half a million acres,

65/

and "no leases" will be issued on only 2% (90,000 acres).

(ii) "Balanced" Alternative:

The "Balanced" ap?fgach would allow leasing and
development on 6nly 51% (2.44 million acres), with

"stringent" controls on another 41% (1.941 million acres)

68/

and "no leasing” on the remaihipg 8% (380,000 acres)

(iii) "Protection" Alternative:

Under this classification scheme, only 10% of the
‘ o 69/
C.D.C.A. (or 518,000 acres) would be open to leasing
70/

and development, with fully 54% (2.7 million acres)
‘subject to "stringent" restrictions and a whopping 36%

‘ S 71/ ,
(1.793 million acres)  barred from any mineral leasing

whatsoever.

This continuation of present managemenf practices
would allow leésing and development on 70% (3.4 million)
of the C.D.C.A.fs acreage%g/with onlyl30% (1.482 million
acres) subjédt ﬁo "stripgent"-controlszg/and no outright
1easing bans in effect ahywhere; 'There'ié n§ chance of
- this occurring however, as BQL.M;'has been ordered by
kConéress'to come up with a comprehensive plan. "No

action" is simply a "baseline" to use for comparison

purposes.
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(c)
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Ener Production/Utility Corridors:
gy LY

(i) "use":

This approach would provide for 28 transmis-
sion corridor routes and 3.7 million acres of
allowable power plant acreage at 13 separate sites,
with 194,000 acres ggjcifically earmarked for geo-

thermal plant sites.

(ii)  "Balanced":

This more moderate alternative would allow only
20 corridors, 6 power plant sites on 2.435 million

acres and de51gnate 100 000 acres specifically for
74/

vgeothermal power plants.

(1i.4) "Protectlon

Only 15 transmiSsion‘corridors, 6 plant sites

limited to 511,000 acres and a scant 26,000 for

_geothermal plants will be allowed under this third

75/
alternative.

(iv) "No Action":

Present practices allow (in theory) an un-
limited number of power corridors, 13 sites on
unlimited acreage and 194,000 acres for geothermal

plants.

(i)'—- (iv) All Altefnatives:

While the number of "cultural resource areas"
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(C.R.A.'s) does not vary among the four alterna-
4
tives (133 sites on roughly a million acres),

and neither does the amount of C.D.C.A. écreage
devoted to so-called "Traditional Areas" (T.A.'s)

(42 on-1.118 million acres), the "level of protec-

tion provided" for these two types of sites varies

~greatly. It goes from 97% of both receiving "high

79/
to moderate™ protection under the "Protection"

alternative to 56% of the C.R.A.'s and 79% of the
T.A.'s receiving such a high level of protection

80/
under "Balanced"  and to only 24% of the C.R.A.'s

and 39% of the T.A.'s protected rather intensively

under "Use".

Wilderness:

(i) — (iv) ~ All Alternatives:

The amount of recommended wilderness acreage

under "Use" is slight (6 sites on 602,000 acres,
81/

or only 5% of the B.L.M. share of the C.D.C.A.).
But it rises to 39 areas‘covering 1.828 million
acres (15%) undefk“Balancedgg/and to a whopping

108 areaS‘(5.22vmillion acres) unde; "Protection”.
This latter figure is the amount recommended in the
C.D.C.A. wilderness inventory (see our November 1979
"Tracking Report"”) and equalé fully 43% of the land

83/
area under consideration by B.L.M. with the C.D.C.A.
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(e) A.C.E.c.'g;
(i) — (iv) All'Alternatives:
Unlike jtg wilderness recommendations; B.L.M.
has no "sliding scale" for A.C.E.C.'s, 16, cover-
ihg 194,000 acfes, will be‘designated as part of

the final C.D.C.A. lang use plan, regardless of
Yy

—
.

the alternative selected

(4) Plan Alternatives;And Their T

development Oor power plant/transmission corridor siting, it

is not POssible to completely ang accurately gauge the

E.g., "use" would,allow‘ledsing on 86% of the B.L.M.'s
C.D.C.A. acreage.” But jif the 12% Subject to "stringent
restrictions" (or the 2% to be‘Withheld~from any leasing)
Overlapped Coso, East Mesa or Randsburg. then "yge® is not
the best choice. ye are therefore turning to those specific
target*prospedt areas in order to assess the'site-$pecific

impact of each of the Plan Alternatives; We &ill focus on
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This alternative is the best from a Coso geo-
thermal perspective. A large area within the

K.G.R.A. is set aside for possible power plant

- 85/ :
siting_— and several, two-mile-wide transmission

corridors (tracking existing D.W.P. and Edison
86/
lines) are tracked through the Coso area as well.

3L W TR SRR PR |

(ii) "Balanced":

This alternative does not appear to differ
87/
that greatly from "Use" as far as Coso is concerned.

(iii) "Protection":

As expected, this approach would ban all plant
siting near Coso and cut allowable transmission
: ‘ - 88/
corridors almost as drastically.

East Mesa:

(i) "use":
East Mesa fares very well under "Use", with a

very large number of plant sites and at least
L 89/

three possible transmission corridor outlets

(ii}”"Balanced“:

Though not as attractive as "Use", "Balanced"

‘appears to allow adequate plant and corridor sites.
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(iii) "Protection":

East Mesa's development would be limited by
the "Protection" plan, but would not be expunged
like Coso's. Only one corridor would be available
but plant sites appear satisfactory%l/

(c) Randsburg:

(1) "Use":

This former minipg town fares well under "Use",
though the'large WilderneSS recomnmendations to the
south of the Rand Méuntains are clearly a cause for

concern.  An existing transmission corridor lies
v 92/
within a few miles of the K.G.R.A.'s western edge.

Randsburg seems largely unaffected by the
93/

seitch to "Balanced", as were Coso and East Mesa.

(iii) "Protection":

N

Any future geothermal deVeiopment at Randsburg
would be foreclosed by this alternative%éf No geo-
\ thermal plant sites are allowed.

(5) Surmary: | |

As was.prqbably the idea all along, édoption of the
"Balanced Alternative“ will probably be B.L.M.'s decisional
bottom line on C.D.C.A. Land Use. That Plan Alternative

represents a pretty solid value trade-off between the extremes

of "Use"” on the one hand and "Protection" on the other. From
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the standpoint of geothermal commeréialization, a "Balanced"
land.use/management plan for the C.D.C.A. would appear to
allow for fairly full development at the area's "target
prospecté" — Coso, East Mesa and Randsbhurg. Overall, some
51% of the C.D.C.A. (2.44 million acres) would be available

for relatively unhindered leasing and exploratidn under

"Balanced", with another 41% (1.941 million acres) subject

to "stringent" controls. Twenty transmission corridors and

100,000 acres earmarked for geothermal plant sites would

~also be available.

BLM Final Wilderness Inventory For California:

(1) Background:

At the end of 1979, the B.L.M. State Office for California
published its "Final Intensive Inventory" of poténtial wilder-
ness areas on public lands outside of the California Desert

95/
Conservation Area (C.D.C.A.).

The Fihal Wilderness Inventory .for the C.D.C.A. had been
published: in March, 1979 in order to keep in step with the
land use planning process for that area. It £ota1ed a whopping
5.5 million acres. But as We'reported on those'C.D.C.A.
wilderness’designations (as part of our October, 1979 "Sité—
Specific Analysis")%éf Randsbufg appeafs.to be thé ohly poten-~
tial victim of B.L.M.'s wilderness review process in that area.

'Outside of the C.D.C.A., B.L.M., identified some 266 units

as candidates for wilderness designation in its Initial Inven-
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Those unitsg will now be managed ip accordance with
B.L.M.'s "Interim Management Guidelines" for wilderness
Study areas. ag ye noted in ap earlier analysis of those

. Quidelines, "For all ihtentS'and Purposes, areas includeqd

—

‘tion ig concerned. "

its "study" Phase on’ these barcels will take'oﬁly two years,
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[y

pects" in California, particularly near The Geysers.

(2) The Geysers-Area Wilderness Study Areas (W.S.A.s):

Only two units in the vicinity of The Geysers K.G.R.A.
- (and the four other Laké'County-ared K.G.R.A.s) are in-
cluded in B.L.M.'s Final Inventory; These are: "Rocky
Creek-Cache Creek" (B;L.‘. area éA—050—3l7, B.L.M.:Map 05-3)
and'"cédar'Roughs" (B&L.M; area CA-050-331, B.L.M. Map 05-3).

(a) "Cedar Roughs W.S.A."™ (CA-050-331):

~ This fairly solid block of 7,343 acres of public
land (160 acres are privaée)'is in Népa County west of
Lake Berryessa; east of Hardin Creek and south of Pope
Creek. It is pretty well to the south of any of the
K.G.R.A. boundaries and no comments concefning its geo-
thermal potential were directed to B.L.M. during the
inventory phase. - -

(b) "Rocky Creek = Cache Creek W;S.A."‘(CA-050—317):

) This 1axge'(33;982'acrey unit, 98% public land,
fepresents‘a potential éroblem; It is located north of
the Rieff—Rayhouse:Rpad and . only several miles to the
‘east of Clear -Lake and Clear Lake Highlands. Although
‘there is no_gedthermal development in the area at pre-
sent,.six.profgedtherﬁal‘comments were reCeivedAby
B.L.M. dufing.itékinventOfy phase. As we have noted on
several occasions howéver; Such comments are, as B.L.M.

!

put it "study phase, rather than inventory phase, consi-
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100/
“derations."

(c) "Knoxville W.S.A." (CA-050-319):

Another potential conflict between geothermal and
wilderness may already'been'averted when B.L.M. decided
to drop the "Knoxville" wilderness area (CA-050-319)
from its inventory; This 5;624 acre parcel is almost
totally within the'Knoxville'K G.R.A.. This decision
is being protested however, by pro-wilderness groups.

(3) Mono-Long Vallez;Area W S A 's-

Although this K.G;R;A; is almost entirely on Forest Ser-
vice land, quite a bit of'B:L:M;Qadmioistered-acreage borders
it and much of that is being recommended for formal wilderness
designation; These”W:S;A.s include: several units to the
east of Mono Lake (to the’north’of*the*K;G.R.A.) particularly
Granite Mountains (B;L:M; Area CA-010-090); a few more still
further south towards Owens Lake (Southern Inyo B.L.M. Area
CA-010-056); Cerro Gordo (B.L.M. Area CA-010-055); and
'Independence Creek (B.L.M. Area CA-010-057). At this time
they do notrappear to present any problems for geothermal
commercialization} however.

(4) Susanv111e Area W S A sy .

Though numerous parcels in and. around the Susanv111e
K.G.R.A. were'lncluded in the Initial B.L;M;,Wllderness Inven-
tory, almost all have been dropped from the final version.

The exception is the Tunnison Mountain W.S.A. (B.L.M. Area
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CA-020-311) consisfing~of some’21,4§0 acres. No comments
concerning any geothermal potential were forthcoming, how-
ever, and the area seems sure to be designated as wilder-
ness based upon its settlng%Ol/

(5) Summary:

With the possible'eXceptionfof'the one unit in The
GeYsers‘only Randstré; of all the California target pros-
pects, appears to have beeﬁrhit hard by B.L.M.'s wilderness
review process thus far. D.O.E. ehOuid, however, press
B.L.M. to open up Raﬁdsburé for geethermal expleration by
U.S.G.S. durlng the "study phase™ 1h order to prove the

K.G.R.A.'s non—w1lderness, geothermal energy potential.

(D) FOREST SERVICE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT ON GEOTHER-

MAL LEASING WITHIN THE MONO LONG VALLEY K G R A.:

(1) Backgroundt

The long and until now sad eaga of geothermal develop-
ment within‘the'Inyo National Forest's Meno—LOpg Valley
K.G.R.A. may have finally come to an end. As we reported in
our February "Tracking Report"loz/lt took the Forest Ser&ice
six years to eome'up with aIlahd_management élan for the
Inyo National ForeSt'é'"MammethéMono Planning Unit" (M.M.P.U.),
containing’a;gedthermal area that developers had been seeking
access to since the early 1960s. That task was. not completed

until May, 1979. But the final decision on the specifics of

geothermal leasing/exploration were not contained in that land
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management document. Nearly another full year has passed,
post of it spent in heated controversy over the stipula-
tions, etd@, to be contained in the "final" Forest Service
decision document onlgedthérmal leasing. Originally slated
for a February lease sale date, more delays pushed the
long—awaited.Mono;LOng Valley offerings back to July, 1980.
"Fina;;y", as of April 1980;_the Forest Servicelhas made a
decisio%géf Well, sort ofz They will "allow" geothermal
leasing, but only undef'a cbmpulsory unitization agreement,
and passive‘eXploratioﬁ‘only (ﬁo deep well drilling). When,
and if, a lessee submits a Plaﬁ of Operation for such deep
hole exploration to the U;S.Grs;; the Service and the

Survey will then conduct a separate; GS-1led "E.A." on that
phase, as well as for subsequent phases; The "final"
Service "E.A." is therefore not "final" at all; Basically
it allows fairly bare'bdﬁésvleasipé only. Whether or not
deep hole EXploration;,deVelopmental drilliné and/or resource
‘utilization'will eﬁeﬂtually Be'"allowéd" by them as well

is not answered. As ﬁhe Final E.A; puts it: "The purpose
of this analysié'; . ;4is not to provide input for a decision
to proceed into the deep well drilliﬁg'stage; but to provide
the necessary contingencies so that the option of proceeding
is not foreclosed;_and‘tO'provide'the necessary guidelines
and direction for'continuityfshduid a decision to proceed in

104/ -
the future.™ Thus hedged, the service document then makes
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a declaration of "no significant impacts upon. the guality
of the human environment . . . from geothermal activities
involved in up to, but not including deep well drilling%OS/

What is incredible to the‘outside'observer'is that it
took the Forest Service this long to recognize the viability
of the U.S5.G.S.'s phased-E.A;_approach to the,environmental
assessment of post—lease'activities; Their April, 1980
decision could have been made years ago, and on an identical
basis!  They stili refuse to credit the G.S., however, re=
ferrlng to the system employed by the Survey for over six
years as "conditional development%gélthus giving it a gloss
of Se:vicé’creativity.

Their dec;sion to COndtct all leasing on a compulsory
unitization systé%l/is also not‘new; having been utilized
by ‘the U.S.G.S. preV1ously, and on several occasions.

In any event, on July 15, 1980, B.L.M. will hold a
lease Saie‘for.the'sosCalled "grandfather area" of the Mono-
Long Valley K.G.R. A.,'coverlng some 27,460kacrés within the
Long valley caldera 1tse1f. Whether the geothermal industry
will'respond'enthu51ast;cally at'that time is not clear.

The reasons for doubt, revolvé‘around the additional restric-
‘tlons (beyond compulsory unltlzation) that ﬁhe‘Service has |
1mposed as the "terms” upon. which it has glven its Steam

_Actfgranted "consent"fto this_geothermal jease sale.  Those

additional restrictions fall into three distinct categories:
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108/ ‘ 109/

(1) "Environmental Concern" maps; (2) "Mitigation Procedures”;
110/

and (3) "Lease Stipulations.”

(2) Required Mono-Long Valley Lease Stipulations

and Conditions:

If all the required sfipulations are actually included
in the 18 odd parcels that will be leased in July, the
successful bidders may well be hamstrung in their efforts to
develop this key target prospedt. Included will be provi-
sions to "mitigate”™ the ‘impacts’ upon (1) visual; (2) range;
(3) recreation; (4) fish and wildlife; (5) timber; (6) water-
shed;v(7) social; and (8) sensitive plants "environmental
concerns%%l/ Each of those categories has a specific "concern
map“ for it, detailing where in the ‘lease area it is presentTZ/
In almost all of the eight cases there are "no surface
occupancy" areas set out for the protectlon of these non-
energy value;}B/

A certified survey and statemeﬁt of no impact by a
gualified archaeologlst must also be provided by the Lessee
for any work beyond "casual use}l4/ Disturbance of any
"range improvenment" may also result in a requlrement that
the disturbed range be “replacedl%S/

A hot springs monitoring'program must be set up by the
lessees and they must furnlsh G.S. and the Service with a
final "study" of any impacts upon the area's "hydrologic

116/
system o . e includipg‘hot‘springs. Should that study show
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an "adverse effect" upon the California Department of Fish
& Game's Hot Creek Fish Hatchery, or upon any area hot
spring, there must be'mifigation measures taken or the
lessee(s) willkbé'"required to ; . ; cease'the'activity%%Z/
No "surface disturbing activity” can take place until
a "detailed stud%%g/of'endangered or threatened plants and
animais and their habitats is conducted at_the'lessee's ex-
pense and submitted to the Service and G,S%%E/ Road use out-
side the leased lands shall be by permit from the Service
and maintenance shall be by 1eSseéé%2/ Cut or destroyed
timber shall subiedt a lessee to damage payments to the

120/
Service.

Finally, should an acceptable (to G.S. and the Service)
unit agreement among all thé'leSSees not be forthcoming
within seven (7) months of notification of high bid accept-
ance;‘theiléaseS'not'sO‘covered shall'be'terminated auto-

121/
matically.

All in’all, it willAbé'a someWhat‘discouragipg future
for the prospective Mono-LOpg Valléy 1eSsee;_oneitightly
regulated and carrying with'it;great risks of termination
prior to any final production. it is not an impossible
road; however, and\the‘afea is beliéved’to have gfeat com-
mercial geothermal poteﬁtial; Nonetheless, the bottom line
will prbbably be depressed bids and fewer bidders. The geo-

thermal story of Mono-Long Valley is not yet over.
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CHAPTER THREE: SPECIFIC FEDERAL LAND MANAGEMENT ACTIONS AFFECT-

ING PACIFIC NORTHWEST GEOTHERMAL PROSPECTS

(A) B.L.M. Final Wilderness Inventory For Oregon

~and Washington:

(1) Background

B.L.M. is clearly maklng an all out effort to expedite
its wilderness review process. Though they were given an
expansive time frame in the Federal Land Policy and Manage-
ment Act of 1976l/;% oétobér l; 1980 for the'"inventory"
and until October 1, 1991 to make their "study“ and forward
recommendations to the Pre51dent — it is quite evident that
they intend to beat thdse generouS deadlines by a consider-
able margin. In Chapter Two (C) we'aﬁalyzed the California
State Office's Final WilderneSS Inventory for that state's
public 1ands; cdmpleted in December;,1979.' Here we turn our
attention to the Final Inventory-for’the‘Oregon/Washington
B.L.M;;'publiehed at the end of March. It appears to be
fairly encoureging; .

' Out of an Initial Inventory of over seven (7) million -
'ecres,:almOSt five million'(4;98 million) acres have been
dropped from consideration as wildefneSs%/ Another 431,700
acres have been-formaily and'officially deSignated as wilder-
ness study areas (W;S;A;SS%/ The remaining 1.75 million acres
are being ﬁiooosed for such a fihal deSignation; with the com-
ment perlod on that actlon 01051ng on June 25, 1980?/ Though

the general trend of the numbers looks reasonable, we must
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take a look at the situation near each geothermal target
prospect in the two states, as we did with the B.L.M. inven-
tory for California and thé C;D;C;A: land use plan; in order
to determine the exact B.L.M. wilderness impact upon;geother—
mal hydrothermal commercialization in Oregon and Washington.

(2) Oregon ProsoectS‘«-Alvord and Vale W.S.A.s:

Both of these southeastern Oregon prospects had been
blanketed with initial wildernéés inventory designations.
Alvord Desert 1tself was v1rtually 1nundated by some 296,100
acres of possible wilderness study areas (W.S A. 5)5/ Fortunate-
ly, some'135,210 acres of that total have now been dropped
and are not part of the Oregon;Waéhiﬁgton'B.L;M;'s Final
Inventory?/ That's the good news.

The bad news is that a whopplng 160,890 acres have been
selected for de51gnatlon as a W S. A. ("Alvord Desert" (Inven-
tory Unit 2-74F) and must therefore be managed under the
B.L;M.'s_Interim Hangéemént Guidelines'for'W.S.A.s7/until a
finél dedision’is:madevby'CopéreSs; or until B.L.M. decides
to drop them from the inventory due to the presence of a
"higher use"; suchfas_gedtﬁermaI commercialization.

In addition to Duttlng that final W.S.A. stamp on the
maln “Alvord Desert" 1nventory unit, B.L.M. has also "pro-
posed" a similar final decision on no less than 103,355
acres in,threé bthéf,ihventory units bordering the Alvord

Desert K.G.R.A.. These are the 67,320 acre "South Steens"
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unit (2 85F) 1n the Steens Mountalns (above ‘the Steens fault
zone) Just to the. Westgfand two of the three "Winter Range"”
units_to the northeast of Alvord Desert (units 2-73 A and
2—73-H)%/ Theee two latter areas total 36,035 acres.
Though the author does nét’have'aﬁ overlap map definitively
showing these areas upon“the'K:G;R;A:: there is no question
that the negative impact of a "final" W:S.A; designation on
all four units (Alvord:_SouthfSteens and the two Winter
Range unitS),-totallip§'264;245'aereélupon;gedthermal commer-
cialization at the Alvord "tepgef prospect” would be large
indeed.

Though the Vale H.S. area is not believed to be that
~ high 'in geothermal potential and is therefore not a "target
’prespedt" as euch” its small (23'000 acre) K.G.R. A. was almost
totally surrounded by p0551b1e W S A s durlng the initial
inventory stage. Though ‘the bulk of these units have now
been dropped there has been a final W.S. A. designation on
one 48,500 parcel ("Flfteenmlle ' Unlt 3-156 A%g/and several
other substantial units in the Vicinity'have been "proposed"
for the'final'W.S;A; Stamp; Thef include:s “BoWden Hills"i
(Unit 3f118A;-50800 aefeS);1"OWYhee'River" (Unit 3-143a,
44760 acres); “WhitehereefCreek" (Unit 3—152; 27350 acres);
"Disaste:»Peak"'(Unit 34153;‘13420 acres); "Oregon Canyon"
(Unit 3-157, 49400 acres); "Twelvemile" (Unit 3-162A, 27160

: . 11/
acres); and "Jack's Creek"™ (Unit 3-173A, 78920 acres). Due



to their geologic similarities to AiVord (to the West) and
several areas in southern Idaho (to the east) this 291;810
acres must be intensively studied by U.S.G.S. during £he

"study" phase in order to evaluate their geothermal poten-

tial.

(3) washington Prospects — Mt. St. Helens, Mt. Baker:

None of the Blb.MIs'Washington'wilderneSS actions will
affect either of these candidates for geothermal commerciali-
zation, since both are on Forest Service - administered
lands; 'However the recent eruption of the supposedly-dormant
Mt. St. Helens volcano haé probably dealt hopes of leasing/
developing a large portioﬁ'of'the Gifford Pinchot National
. Forest a fatal b10w:'-ReEiceht thCOASent to leaéing in the
first place, the'Serviée'Will now'be‘ablelto amply justify

such inaction.
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION
AGENCY

) 40 CFR Part 81
{FRL1349-4; Docket No, OAQPS-79-09]

National Visibility Goal for Federal
Class | Areas; Identification of -
Mandatory Class | Federal Areas
Wheére Visibllity Is an Important Value

AGENCY: U.S. Environmental Protection
Agency. v
ACTION: Final action.

SUMMARY: Section 169A(a)(2) of the
Clean Air Act requires EPA to
promulgate, afler consultation with the
Secretary of the Department of the
Intefior (DOI), a list of mandatory class I’
Federal areas where visibility is an
important value. On February 12,1979 -
(44 FR 8909) the Environmental

Protection Agency (EPA) proposed, after

consullation with DOJ, alistof |
mandatory class I Federal areas where
-visibility is an-important value. EPA is
today promulgating the proposed list
without a change. ’
EFFECTIVE DATE: November 21, 1979,

ADDRESSES: This promulgation and
background information relevant to it
are available for public inspection
during normal business hours at the EPA
Central Docket Section {Docket No.
OAQPS-79-09) Room 2903B, 401 M
Street S.W., Washington, D.C. 20460. A
reasonable fee may be charged for
copying. *.

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: -
Johnnie L. Pearson, Standards
Implementation Branch, Control
Programs Development Division, Office
of Air Quality Planning and Standards,
. Environmental Protection Agency (MD-
15), Research Triangle Park, North -~
Carolina 27711. Phone: {919) 541-5497.

. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: -

Background -

‘The Clean Air Act Amendments of
1977 added Section 169A to the Clean ,
Air Act. In this Section, Congress
established, as a national goal, “the *
prevention of any future, and the |
remedying of any existing, impairment
of visibility in mandatory tlass I Federal
areas which impairment results from
manmade air pollution.” Mandatory
class I Federal areas are composed of all
international parks, all national
wilderness areas and memorial parks
which exceed 5,000 acres in size and all
national parks which exceed 6,000 acres
in size. These areas must have been in
existence on the date of enactment of

. the 1977 amendments and may not be
redesignated. There are 158 such areas.

An initial step in developing programs
which make reasonable progress toward
meeling this national goal is set out'in
Section 169A(a)(2), which requires that’
DOL in consultation with other Federal
Land Managers, review all mandalory
class 1 Federal areas and identify those

. areas where visibility is an important
value. EPA, after consulting with DOL,
must promulgate a list of mandatory
class I Federal areas in which it
determines visibility is an important
value. .

On Oclober 14, 1977 {42 FR 55280} DOI
published notice seeking public
comment on its preliminary -
determination that 153 of the 158
mandatory class I Federal areas
possessed visibility as an important
value. These 153 areas were identified

* by a task force, of which EPA was a

consulting member, that created and _
applied the following criteria: . -.

1. Does the legislation for the area
indicate thal scenic value was an -
imporiant consideration for establishing
the area? or, . .

Is the area possessed of scenic values
that are important 1o public enjoyment?

2. Are scenic values of the area -

primarily in the form of panoramic
background, intermediate or foreground
views?
" 3. Do natural sources of visibility
impairment seriously affect the ability of
the public 1o appreciate visibility as an
importan! value? N

4. For those areas in which natural

- sources of visibility impairment
seriously affect public appreciation of
scenic values, is the magnitude of scenic
value sufficient to warrant protection
from man:caused sources?

The process by which the criteria was

applied to each Federal mandatory class -

1 area involved (1) the participation of -
the individual park superintendents and
forest rangers who surveyed each area,
and (2) a review of the park” <
superiniendents’ and forest rangers’
- recommendations by the regional staffs

- responsible for the class I areas in their

region and by the Washington, D.C. staff
who consulted with the regional staffs.
Through this consultation process, each
of the 158 mandatory class I Federal
areas was evaluated and tested against

" the criteria. o

. Review and analysis of public
comments and DOT's preliminary
findings produced one change in the
criteria used to identify whether
visibility is an important value. The
Character of the Scenic Values {Step 3)
used in the-logic network for evaluating
class 1 areas was changed so that only
those areas which possess no sweeping

-

, Nafional Park, Kentucky; Moosehorn
- ‘Wilderness, Maine; and Medicine Lake

- proposal of this action {44 FR 8909)

view of background features,
panoramas, or views of middleground or
background features would fail tobe -
identified to possess visibility as an
impotant value in this step. Under the
preliminary crileria, an area was,
identified as not possessing visibilily as
2n important value if views were
primarily, or mostly, of foreground
features less than one mile distant,
although one of more background or __
middleground view or panorama was
present. The one-mile cutoff is used
because it is the shdrtest distance at
which a broad perception of an area is
possible, i.e., it allows an individual to
observe overall patlerns, shapes, and
textures of the area. The one-mile cutoff
is consisfent with definitions of
foreground, middleground, and
background presented in the USDA,
Forest Service Landscape Management
Book, Volume L

The application of the revised criteria
jdentified three areas which possess
visibility as an important value in
addition to the 153 areas so identified in
the preliminary findings. The three
additional areas are: Mammoth Cave ;

Wilderness, Montana. DO published ) l
this final list of 156 areas on February
24,1978 (43FR 7721). - -

On February 12, 1979, EPA proposed
to list these same 156 areas.

EPA Review .

From the earliest stages of
development, EPA followed DOI's
progress in developing and applying the
criteria by which the list of class 1
visibility protection areas was
produced. EPA also reviewed the
criteria and the comments obtained from
public meetings conducted thronghout
the country. Finally, the workbooks,
containing narratives provided by
Federal Land Managers, were reviewed

. with particular atlention paid to the
Jogic behind the application of criteria to
specific areas and the extensive public
comment received. It is EPA’s judgment
that the Federal class I areas meeting
visibility protection requirements as .
detenmined by DO! are correct.
Therefore, EPA is promulgating the

. proposed list without any changes in .

designations. It should be noted, ~ -
however, that the February 12, 1979

" contained an error, Although Minarets
_Wilderness in California was evaluated
as having visibility as an important
value, it was inadvertently omitted from
the February 12, 1979 proposal and is
properly listed in this promulgation.
Since Minarets Wilderness was
included on the twice published DOI list
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~
of potentially eligible areas, and since
gPA's proposal specifically mentioned
the only two negative identifications on
that list, EPA does not believe it is
pecessary to repropose Minarets
wilderness and as such promulgates it
at-this time. -
Significant Comments

Both wrilten comments and comments
from the public hearings conducted by
DOI were considered in this
promulgation. The significant comments
are discussed below. . .

Most speakers at the public hearing
disagreed with the premise thata .
mandatory class I area could exist
where visibility is not an important
value. The commenters felt the intent of
Congress and the national goal was to
include all mandgtory class I Federal
areas in the visibility protection

" program. .

- EPA has found that visibility is an
important value in 156 out of 158 ’
mandalory class I areas. The two
wildernesses which were shown not to
have visibility as an important value -
{Rainbow Lake, Wisconsin and -
Bradwell Bay, Florida) did not meet the
criteria established by DOL In requiring
an analysis of the visibility values in all
mandatory class I Federal areas before
determining whether visibility
protection is necessary, Congress
clearly did not necessarily intend that
visibility be identified as an important .
value in all class I areas. See also HR.
Rep. No. 95-294, 95th Cong., 1st Sess. 205’

The greatest number of comment

_ letters received pertained to the lack of -

information concerning the impact of -
listing an area as one where visibility is
an important value. The commenters
expressed concern over the extent of ..
social and economic impacts on
communities surrounding class I areas.
Commenters felt that there was a need
to evaluate more fully the impact of
natural sources, investigale the existing
air quality in and around class I areas,
and list sources which may potentially
be required to install Best Available

.- Retrofit Technology {BART).

Specifically, two commenters opposed
the designations of Mount Zirkel
Wilderness, Rawah Wilderness, and
Rocky Mountain National Park as areas
where visibility fs an fmportant value
due to the uncertaintydf how the .
designations would affect the local
economy. In addition, groups in the
Pacific Northwest protested the
reduction or abolition of prescribed
‘burning. One commenter expressed the
same concern for forest products
{ndustries located near Cohutta

~value,

Wilderness, Okefenokee Swamp, and
Wolf Island Wilderness. e

As many commenters recognize, to
assess, at the present time, the impact of
a future regulatory program under -
Section 169A is neither possible nor
required by Jaw, In Section 169A "
Congress explicitly called for thé listing
of areas subject to regulation far in
advance of the time when EPA must
develdp specific regulations for the
States which contain guidelines and
techniques for making reasonable
progress towards the national goal.
Congress revealed its sensitivity to the
economic impact of any Section 169A

- regulations by making a cost and energy

analysis part of the control technology
standard and providing the possibility

for exemption to that standard. ~ -
‘However, there is no indication that

economic impacts be somehow
considered—in advance of the N
regulations themselves—in compiling -
the Section 169A(a)(2) list A regulatory
analysis is being prepared and these
issues, along with those pertaining to

_ prescribed burning, will be dealt with

there. This analysis will also address
the elements of economic impact set out
in Section317. . - :

The second most mentioned Somment

‘was the subjective nature of the

evaluation criteria. Two commenters felt
key terms such as “important,” “scenic
" “public appreciation,” and
“geriously affect” should have been
defined prior to the evaluations. Other
comments expressed concern over the

dependence of the criteria upon highly

‘variable human judgments, and felt &

peed to measure objectively the
visibility of vistas from their associated
viewpoints and incorporate such

. measurements into the evaluation.

While EPA acknowledges that in
some respects the established criteria
ere subjective, it believes that the
subjectivenegs of these evaluations is to
some exlent inherent in the task of
assigning “value” to the visibility of an
area. Congress required DOI and EPA to

- accomplish this task in a very short time

and did not anticipate that technical

- problems involved in objective
‘measurements of visibility impairment

would be solved before the task could
be completed. Since & technical base -
broad encugh to more quantitatively
assess the class I area evaluations was
not available in the time frame specified
by Congress, criteria agreed on by EPA
and DO!I were developed which
established certain priorities and were

. readily avallable for use by Federal

Land Managers. Sections 165{d) and

" 169A which, among other things, charge

Federal Land Managers with an -

“affirmative responsibilily” to protect

. visibility values, logether show the great

weight Congress interded the judgment
of Federal Land Managers o have. A
fechnical base for use in future
regulations in response to Section 169A
is now being established which will ~ -
quantify and define many of the
concerns mentioned above.: - .

One commenter, noting that the effect
of the listing' will not be precisely known
urftil the Section 169A regulations are
proposed, suggested that promulgation
of the final list be postponed until after
the hearing on the proposed regulations
and that the public record be left open
during the interim. EPA believes such an -
approach would be contrary 16 the
Congressional scheme—<clearly set out
in Section 169A—of promulgating the
list of areas in advance, even of the
report to Congress containing the
technical outline for the eventual
visibility regulations. )

‘This does not mean, however, that
future public comment and its
consideration by EPA as o the speeific
visibility objectives, values, and
important vistas of each area is
precluded. EPA recognizes that the

L

.future rulemakinrg under Section 169A

will require such additional area- =~ -
specific analysis. At EPA’s request, DOI
and the Forest Service have conducted a
preliminary analysis of the range of
scenic vistas, the nature of visual values
and a preliminary estimate of the degree

- of existing riatural and man-made

visibility impalrment found in each area.
EPA expects that the future proposal of

_ - visibility regulations will require States

and Federal Land Managers o develop
such additional area-specific - ~
assessments. Both this process, and the
proposal itself, will be subject to public
comment. To the extent that further
comment and additional analysis {or
anything else) affects the basis for the
list, EPA will propose appropriate
revisions. ol

-Several comments asserted that
Section 169A is limited to vistas within
the boundaries of mandatory class 1
Federal areas, and, accordingly, that the
EPA and DOI lists are defective because
there is no indication that this alleged
“jurisdictional limit” was observed by

‘the persons engaged in the identification
- process. This observation overlooks~
- DOT's specific discussion of this issue in

its February 24, 1978, notice (43 FR 7721,
7724). DOI acknowledged the dispute as
to whether vistas without the

- boundaries of the subject class I areas

are protected, but noted that it need not
reach the Issue because the 156
mandatory class I Federal areas
identified were based on views within

..
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the arcas seen from within the areas. .

The two areas not identified possessed

no out-of-area vistas which would
‘herwise qualify them for the list.

EPA also recognizes that there is an
issue as 1o the asserled “jurisdictional
limits” of Section 169A. EPA is.
announcing its preliminary position and
soliciting comments on a number of
issues in the Advance Notice of
Proposed Rulemaking published
elsewhere in this Federal Regtster. For
the purposes of this list under Section
169{a)(2}). however, EPA has adopled
DOT's approach and considered only
vistas within an area as observed from a
Jocation within the same area. The two
mandatory class I Federal areas
identified as not possessing visibility as
an important value do not bave out-of-
park vistas which, if considered, would
warrant their listing. .

Both written comments and those

- received from public hearings felt
criterion 4 (for those areas in which
natural sources of visibility impairment .

seriously affect public appreciation of

scenic values, is the magnitude of the
scenic value sufficient to warrant ]
protection from man-made causes?) was
vague. One writlen comment suggesled
the elimination of crilerion 4, calling it
“inappropriate and illogical.” This
commenter felt that controlling man-
made sources wken natural sousrces of -
impairmment degrade the scefiic value -
such that public enjoyment is
diminished is not valid. On the other -
" hand, comments obtained from the
public hearings expressed the opinion
that man-made pollution can ’
significantly increase visibility -
impairment even when natural sowrces
are present. '

1t is important to consider that while -
natural visibility impairment does exist
in some class 1 areas, it will not only
vary in magnitude, but also in duration.’
The criterion was established to ‘
recognize natural sources of impairment
which may be of consequence, but it
also allows areas with particularly -~ -
significant scenic values protection from
man-made impairment. While the
magnitude and duration of natural

impairment may be grea\, the imposition .

of man-made impairment can
significantly reduce the visual

appreciation of an area even though itis -

experiencing some form of natural
visibility impairment. Therefore, EPA
agrees with the comment that even in

areas with substantial natural visibility- -

impairment, important visibility values
exist and can be enhanced by control of
u:m—made sources of visibility -
impairment. -
DOI public bearings received
numerous comments on the importance

. . . - B

-

- presented at the public bearings which

of nighttinie sky viewing. Many
commenters felt this should be included
in the criteria o evaluate the importance
of visibility o a class I area. EPA '
acknowledges that nighttime skies are

" an important part of the wildnerness

experience; especially to campers and |
backpackers. EPA feels that this aspect .
can be considered & visibility value for
use in establisbing visibility objectives
by the Federal Land Managers. It is not .
.considered, however, a major faclor in
distinguishing between class I areas or

- evaluating the imporiance of visibility in

one class ] area as opposed jo another.
Indeed, EPA received no writlen
comments suggesting that the two areas
excluded from the list promulgated -
today should bave been included
because of their nighttiine skies. _

Several comments received discussed
individual wildernesses and reasons
why they sbould or should not be
included as areas warranting visibility *
protection. While most questions are
answered in the evaluations of the ~ -
workbooks, a few will be discussed
bere. - . .

Although Brigantine Wilderness is
used primarily for fishing and .
birdwalching, the scenic value of the
wilderness cannot be separated from the

total enjoyment of the park. Even though .

_fishing is the primary attraction, the
. views one sees are part of the total
experience which the public has come to

. enjoy. Therefore, visibility is an

important value contributing to the fotal
enjoyment of this area. -
Breton Wilderness was another area
for which one commenter urged *
deletion. In response to the comment - _
that the area is not eligible because of
size limitations. EPA has noted that DOI

promulgated Breton at 5000 acres and it

therefore meets the size requirements
. set by Congress. The comment also
mentioned the poor maintenance of the

* area. Poor maintenance, however, is

irrelevant 1o whether Congress intended
visibility 1o be prolecied in the nation’s
wildlife areas. Brelon Wilderness meets ~

" the requirements set forth in the criteria,

and it is EPA’s responsibility to
acknowledge this and designate it as an
area warranting visibility protection.

. In the preliminary evaluation by the

National Park Service, Mammoth Cave

National Park was excluded from the
list of areas having visibility as an
important value. Evidence was

supportied the inclusion of the garlc'yin
the list. This evidence included -
legislative history which showed the
surface area was a major consideration
in the designation of Mammoth Cave as

~ anational park and as a result this park
. was proposed by DOI and I-}PA. o

* -

o
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Comment was also recejved
concerning the independence of EPA’s
evalualion of class | areas under
consideration for visibility protection, = .
One commenter felt “EPA should not
parrot DOTI's list” and another )
commenter did not want EPA to “rubber

" stamp” DOI's designations. EPA has, . .

however, conducted an independent anq'
thorough evaluation of the workbooks -

submitted by the Federal Land

Managers and bas taken into
consideration comments supplied at the
public bearings beld around the country. _
Numerous other written and oral
commen!s were received which
concerned the upcoming regulations.
These commenters did not object to the
list, but were more concerned with the-
potential impact it would cause. These
questions will be reviewed and

“discussed in the regulatory procedure

under Sections 165 and 169A of th
Clean Air Act. - .

This promulgation is issued under the
authority granted in Sections 101{b)(1),
110, 169A(a)(2), and 301(a) of the Clean

Air Act as amended (42 U.S.C. ’7491 (b,

" 7410, 7491(a)(2), 7601(a)).

Dated: November 21, 1978.
Douglas M. Costle,
Administrator.

PART 81—DESIGNATION OF AREAS
FOR AIR QUALITY PLANNING
PURPOSES : ‘

Part 81 of Chapter L, Title 40 of the
Code of Federal Regulations is amended
by adding Subpart D as follows: -
Subpart D—ldentification of Mandatory
Class { Federat Areas Where Vishility lsan
Important Value

~

See.

81.400
81.401
B81.402
81.303
81.404
81.405
81.406
81.407
81.408
81.408
81.410
81.411

Scope.

Alabama.

Alaska.

Arizona.

Arkansas. .

California.

Colorado. .
Florida. :

Georgia.

Hawall.

Idaha.

Kentucky.

Louisiana. -

Maine.

Michigan.

Minnesota.

Missouri. N -
Montina, *
Nevada,

New Hampshire,
New Jersey.
New Mexico.
North Carolina. -
North Dakota.
Oklahoma. )
81425 Oregon. . -

81428 South Carclina. ° T

- -

81.413
81.414
81.415
81418
81.417
81.418

81.420
81421
81.422
£1.423
81424

m
[
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81.427
81.428
81.428
81.430
61.431
81.432
81.433
81.434
81.435

South Dakota.
Tennessee,
Texas. .
Utah., - -
Vermont.
Virgin Islands.
Virginia., == - -
Washington. - . ,
West V'ugmia. PRI
81.436 .

yoming.
81.437 New Brunswick, Canada.
Authority—Secs. 101(b)(1), 110, 169A[a)(2).
and 301(a} of the Clean Air Act as amended
(82 US.C. 7401(b). 7410, 7491(a)(2). 7601(3)).

Subpart D—Identification'of ..
Mandatory Class | Federal Areas .
Where Visibility Is an lmportant Value

- §81.400 Scope.

Subpart D, §§ 81.401 through 81.437
lists those mandatory Federal Class I
areas, established under the Clean Air -
Act Amendments of 1977, where the - _
Administrator, in consultation with the
Secretary of the Interior, has determined
visibility to be an important value. The
following listing of areas where =~ - -.
visibility is an important value -
represents an evaluation of all
international parks (IP), national
wilderness areas [Wild) exceeding 5,000
acres, national memorial parks (NMP)
exceeding 5,000 acres, and national
parks (NP} exceeding 6,000 acres, in
existence on August 7, 1977.
Consultation by EPA with the Federal
Land Managers involved: the .
Department of Interior (USDI), National
Park Service {NPS}, and Fish and o
Wildlife Service (FWS); and the: " "
Depariment of Agriculture [USDA] '
Forest Semce {Fs).

§ 81.401 A!abama.

.o Public law Federal fand
Area name

12646 82622 USDA-FS

§81.402 Alaska,

T

. Public Law Fedaral land
Ares name Aueage estabiishing - manager
Bering Sea Wid_.—.—. 41,113 91-622 USOI-FWS -
Mount MciGnley NP, * 1,949,483  64-353 " USDI-NPS
Simeonof Wild .eeeee 25,141 - 94-557 ‘USDI-FWS
Tuxedni Wid oo 6402  81-504 USDIFWS

$81.403 Arizona.

Public Law Federal land

Area name Acreage - estabfishing ‘Manager

Chicicahua National .

Monument Wid.__... 9,440 $4-567 USDI-NPS
Chiicahua Wid...—... - 18,000  88-517 USDAFS |
GaliwoWid______. 52717  88-577 USDAFS ~
Grand Canyon NP . 1,176,913 85-277 USDI-NPS
Maatatwag .. 205137 88-S77 USDA-FS
Mount Baldy Wid..—.. . 6975  $1-504 USDA-FS

Uified Forest NP, $3,493 = £5-358

USDI-NPS

Acreage establishing manager .-

§81.406 Colorado. .

Area name Acreags Public Law Fedeoral land
establishing manager .
"~ Black Canyon of the :

: Gunnison _ 14,380 94-587  USDI-NPS.

" Eagles NestWid. ... 133,910 . 04-352 USDA-FS.

Flat Tops Wid ... 235230 ° §4-148  USDA-FS.
“Great Sand Dunes Wid 33450 94-557 USDI-NPS.

La Garita Wild.. 48,488 88-577 USDA-FS.

* Maroon Bells- -
Snowmass Wild ...w 71,060 88-577 USDA-FS.

e e g e

Pubtic Law Federal tand Asea name Aceage Public law Fedizallend
Area name Acreage establishing Manager estatfishng manager
Pine Mountan Wid... . 20,068 §2-230  USDAFS  Mesa Verde NP 61,488 50-353 USDI-NPS.
Saquaro Wid . . 71400 §4-567  USDIFS  poutZael Wi 72472 83-577 USDAFS
SieraAnchaWid_. 20850  88-577° USDAFS  poyahwid.... .. 26674 88577 USDAFS.
Superstiton Wid 124147 83-577 USDAFS o . o e 263138 63238 USOL-NPS.
Sycamore Canyon Wad - 42,757 - 92-241 ~ USDA-FS ¥ -
-  Weminuche WRd_____ 400,507 $3-832 USODA-FS.

: - T WestERWAd.. . 61,412 88-577 USDAFS

$81.404 Arkansas. ’ . .
TR - e T §81.407 Florida.
TR " publiclaw Federal land I N :
Area rame Aceage  establishing  manager Avea Name Acreage  Public Law Federal fand
estabfishing manager
. Caney Creck Wild .., 1434 93-622 USDA-FS
Upper Buftalo Wid— 9,912 93622 USDAFS o . rawid_ 23360 S4-5S7 USDI-FWS.
Everglades NP 1,397,429 73-267 = USDH-NPS.
: - . St Marks Wid 17745 93-632 USDIFWS.
81.405. Callfornla. -
T 81.408 Georgla. -
Area name Acreags Public Law . Federalland 58 g N
! establishing manager
- . - Avea Name Acreage  Pubfic Law Federal Land
Agua Thbia 15934 93-632... USDA-FS. . E . Establishing Manager |
wild, . -
Casibou Wid 19,080 88-577 ... USDA-FS.

- . _ CohotaWld.._ . 33776 93622 USOAFS
Cucarionga 9.022 88577 —— USDAFS. Okofenckce Wid____. 343850 83-i28 USDI-FWS.
Desotation 63,469 91-82 USDA-FS. Woll Island Wid ., 5126 93632 USDI-FWS
“Dome Land 62,206 USDA-FS.. -~

wid - : . . “ . B .

Emigrant Wild. 104,311 93-632.___ USDAFS
Hoover Wid—. 47316 88-577____ USDASFS. §81.409 Hawall
John Muir 484,673 88-577 USDA-FS. , . -

wid - v
Joshua Tiee 429,690 94—567_..__. USDI-NPS. Area name - Aceage Publiclaw Fedesalland
Kaiser Wid._. 22,500 94577 USDAFS. - = - -
'G"‘gca"rm 459,894 764248 USDI-NPS.* " pgleakata NP 27208 87-744 USDI-NPS.
Lassen . 105,800 €4-184 . USDI-NPS. Hawai Volcances__. 217,029 64-171 _ USDI-NPS.

Voicanic NP, 'R
Lava Beds 28,640 92-493_.. - USDI-NPS. °

wird. i §81.410 Idaho.

arble 213,743 86-577.____ USDAFS.

Mountain < R - -

wid N . 2 - Asea Name Acreage Putfic Law Federal Land
Minarets Wild., 109,484 88-577.—... USODA-FS. - c . Establishing  Manager
Mokelumma 50,400 88-577. ... USDAFS .

wid, )

Pinnacles Wid . 12,952 94-567 .. USDF-NPS. Crsters of e 43243 91-504 . USDI-NPS.

tR 4-544, . USD! Moon . -

P e T 5AT0 434, ——s UST-NPS. Hefls Canyon 83,800 94-199..._. USDA-FS.

Redwood NP " 27,792 90-545_ . USDI-NPS. wide, :

San Gabrial 36,137 90-318 . USOAFS. .~ Sawtooth Wid 216,383 92-400... . USDA-FS.
. S e o Setway- 968,770 88-577.._.._. USDA-FS

San Gorgonia 34,644 £8-577..... USDA-FS ammdegoot -

San Jacinto 20,564 88-577_ USDA-FS. Yeflowstone - 31,488 17 St 32

Wid. - : e : : NP
SanRafasl ., 142722 90-27%.. < USDA-FS. - (42nd Cong). USDI-NPS.
Sequola NP ' 386,642 26 $ial 478  USDI-NPS.

i = ~ . Bt 8 Hells Canyon Wildemness, 192,700 acres overall, of which

. - Cong) . _-108.900 acres are in Oregon and 63.800 scres are iy Idaha.
South Warner 68,507 88-577 e USDA-FS, b Selway Bittersoot Wilderness, 1.240.700 acres oversll. of
wid, . ‘which $88,700 acres are in Idzho and 251,930 acres are in
Thousand 15,695 88-577 . . USDA-FS. Montans.

Lakes Wild ' : - ¢ Yellowstone National Park, 2.219.737 acres overall of
Ventana Wild., 95,152 81-58 ........ USDA-FS: which 2,020,628 acres are in Wyoming, 167.624 la‘umh :
Yolla-Bolty- 109,091 88-577..... USDA-FS Montana, and 31,488 acres are in 1dsho.

Middie-Eet -

wid. S §81.411 Kentucky. ’ -
Yosemite NP... 759,172 5849 USDI-NPS. - .

Areaname - '~ Acreage Publiclsw Federaltand
. establishing  manager
Mammoth Cave NP.. 51,303 605-283 USDLNPS.

§81.412 Loulslana

Aréa name Acreage  Putliclaw Federal fand
establishing manager
Breton Witd 50004 $3-632 USDI-FWS

-




. .
P

/7

~

.69126

Federal Register | Vol. 44, No. 232 | Friday, November 30, 1979 / Rules and Regulations.

£ 81.413 “Malne.

§81.419 New Hampshlre,

§81.428 Tennessee,

Aven name Actesge  Publiclaw Faederal land Aroa name Acreage  Public Law Federal land Avea name Acreage  Pudiic law Fedors! 1and

i . establishing manager estabfishing manager establishing  manager

Acadia NP —— 37503 €5-278 USDI-NPS.  GrestGuf Wid...— 5552 88-577 USDAFS. -GrestSmoky o .

Moosehomn Wild.........  1.503 USDI-FWS.  presidential Range-Doy Wountaing NP*__.. 241,207 69-268 USDI-NPS.
(Edmunds Unlf) ... (2782 . 91-504 - Lo . River Wid — 20,000 ©3-622 USDA-FS. Joyce Kilmer-Shicksock :
(Bating Unlty . —_........ {4,719) 83-632 : s Widb o 3832 93622 USDA-

. . X RS NPS,
. - . 81.420 New Jersey

§_B.1-4 14 Michigan. § i - g 8 Joyce Kilmer-Slickrock Wﬂdemen. 14,033 acres oversll, of

- - which 10.201 acres are In Norih Carolins, and 3,932 acres are

. Aseaname - .Acreage - Pubiic Law Federalfand  in Tennessee.
Area name Acreage  Public law Federal land b . establishing manager « b Great Smoky Mountsins National Park. 514.758 acres
. esteblishing  manager overall. of which 273,551 scres are in North Carolina, and
R g P - 241,207 scres are in Tennessee.

1sle Royale NP 512428 71-835 USDI-NPS < DigantneWid.... 6603 83632 USDIFWS.

Seney Wid oo

25,150 91-504  USDI-FWS,

§ 81.415 " Minnesota.

§81.421 New Mexico

Area name Acreage  Public Law Fedetal tand

Asea name ACreage  Public taw Federal land . establishing manager

. - establishing ! -
Bandefier Widee.oocomeerme 23,267 94-567° USDI-NPS.

Walers : - . Bosque dal Apache . ‘

Canoe Asca Wid..... 747,840 99-577  USDA-FS. wiid e 80,850 93632 USDI-FWS
Voyagews NP______ = 114,964 8§9-26) USDI-NPS.  Carisbad Cavems NP.. - 46,435 71-216° USDI-NPS.

= GlaWid.. o 433690 88-577 USDA-FS.

. R Pecos Wild ... — 167416 68-577 = USDA-FS.
16 1% © Saht Creek Wid.. e 8500 91-504 USDI-FWS,

. Ol g : >
§81.416 Miss u"', San Pedro Parks Witd... 41,132 88-577 USDAFS

d d Wheeler Peak Wild. 6,027 88-577 _ USDA-FS.

Area name Acveag. Public Law Federalland -~ White Mountain Wid— - 31,171 88-577_ USDA-FS.

’ 4 establishing = manager — -

-

§81.429 Texas.

Area name - Acicage  Pubfic law Federal Land
establishing Manager
BigBend NP, 708,118 74-1S7 USDI-NPS.
Guadalupe Mountaing :
NP . 76292 B9-667 USDI'NPS
§81.430 Utah. ~ . ' . .
Huea rame Acieage  Public law Federal land
) . establishing manager
" Aches NP €5.008 ' 52-155  USDI-NPS.
ByceCamyon NP.__. 35832 68-277 USDI-NPS.
© Canyonlands NP 237,570 88-500 USDI-NPS.
Capito! Real NP 221,896 92-507 USDI-NPS.
ZonNP._._ . 142462 6883 USDI-NPS.

§81.431 Vermont - -

Aceage Publiclaw Federalland

Area name
- s establishing manager

.

LyeBrock Wid__.___. - 12430 $3-622 USOA-FS.

"§81.432 Virgin Islands.

Arca name Acieage ' Public law Federa! tand
estadlishing manager
Viginislands NP .. 12,295 82£-925 USDI-NPS.

§81.433‘ Virginia, .
. *

* Horcules-Glades Wid_ 12315 94-557 USDAFS. : .
Mingo Wild oo T 8000 94-557 USODIFWS.  §81.425 Oregon.
§81.417 Montana. . s Asea name Aceage - Pubfic law Federal land
. . eslabﬁshing manager
Area name Acreage Public Law  Federal land p K
] establishing manager - Culev Lake NP 150..299‘ 57121 USDA.NPS.
- = Diamond Posk Wik 36507 85571 USOAFS
Anaconda- 157,803 88-577 ... USDA-FS Eagle Cap Wid........_... 293,476 B8-577 USDA-FS. .
Pinllay Wild. ', PR Gearhart Mountain .
Bob Marshall 950,000 88-577_____ USDA-FS. Wild 18708 88577 USDA-FS.
wid : ——_— .
A Hells Canyon Wild®.... 108,900 94-198 USDA-FS.
binet 94 577...—.—. USDA >
C‘Mounm . 272 98- +3. Kalmiopsis Wi .._....%. 76,900 88-577 USDAFS.
wad, . E Mountain Lakes Wild ... = 23,071 " B8-577 USDA-FS
Gates of the 28,562 €8-577..._.. USDA-FS. Mount Hood Wild ... 14,160  88-577 USDA-FS
Mtn wikd, ", Mount Jeflerson Wild.. 100,208 ~ 80-548 - USDA-FS
Glaciet NP ... 1,012,599 61-179.__... USDI-NPS. . Mount Washingion :
Medicine Lake 11,366 94-557 .. USDI-FWS. - oo e oo 46,116 88-577 USDA-FS.
‘Wid. . Suawberry Mountain =~ . * - :
Mission 73877 92-632....... USDE-FS. : i 33,003 - 88-577 - USDA-FS.
Mountain ‘ Tiveo Sisters Wid..... 199,902 B8-577 USDA-FS.
Red Rock 92,350 94-557...._' usou-'ws.
Lakes Wikl a Hells Canyon Wilderness, m:;mo acres overall, of which
Scapegost 239,295 92-395 ... USDA-FS. 102,900 acres are in Oregon, end 83.800 acres are io ldn!m
wid T
Setway- * 251,930 BB-577..... USDA-FS. s
a‘rﬁdz’_"’“ - §81.426 South Carolina. -
U.L Bend 20,890 94-557...... USDI-FWS, - -
. Wit . . - . .
Yellowstone - 167,626 17 5L 32 _ USDI-NPS. Area nama Acreage . Public law Federal land
L NPS, ta2ng : establishing manager.
N Cong). . , —
- . CapeR in WilQ e 28,000 = 93-632 USDl-F\_NS.
a Se!way Bxllcmol Wildemess, 1.240,700 acres % of e - -
which §88.770 scres are in 1daho and 251,930 acres are fa - - . . . . ;
Montana. §81.427 SouthDakota. - . .
b Yellowstone Nations] Park. 2.219.737 acres overall of o
which 2020.675 scres are in W {:mmﬁgﬁ?.&( acses wre h hd -
Montana. and 31.658 acres gre ST Aearame  Acteape - Pubiclaw Fedora tand
§81.418 Nevada. . S - sstadishing manager
- Badlands WAS_.__ . 64250 ©$4-567 USOI-NPS.
Area name Acreags. Pubic Law Federal tand vind Cave NP . 28060 57-16 USDI-NPS -
JatidgeWid____ 64567 B8-517 USDAFR s

" Area name Acreage  Public Taw Federal land

’ establishing manager

James River Face Wid 8703 93622 USDAFS.
$h doah NP . 190,535 £9-268 USDI-NPS.

§81.43¢ Washington.

Area name Acreage Publiclaw  Federa! land
. . . establishing manager

Alpine Lakes 303,508 94-357._..._ USDA-FS.
Glacia Pesk 454,258 B3-577 ... uso»\-rs

wid,
Goa! Rocks az.sso 88-577 e USDA-FS.
uanmmm 32,356 B8-577..._. usom
Wount Rainer 235239 30 St sso usox-t:vs.

NP, ’ . (550 - - -

© - Cong).
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- Ncn'rgamc A.a;age Putlic law  Federal tand ' §31_424 Oklahoma -
. . establishing wanager : . . .
North 503,277 90-554._ USDI-NPS.~ ~ Arca Name Pubic law Federal 1and
Cascades L . b establishing manages
NP. - v _
Otympic NP £92,578- 75-776 . USOI-NPS. Wichita Mountains Wild 8500 91-504  USDI-FWS.
Pasaylen Wid. 505,524 90-544— USDA-FS. . ~ s . . X .
- S s . .[_ngl;égcn-wixzmedu-n-musm] - . . .
§81.435 WestVirginla. " ‘BILLING CODE 6550-01-N S e . .. -t .

Mea name, Acreage  Public taw Federalland- - - ) - : . » ol

; . establishing  manager ] : T . . . N

Dolly Sods Wid . 10215 93-622 USDA-FS. . = :
.

Otter Creek Widoeooees 20,000 93-622 USDA-FS.

581.436- Wyoming.

Asea name Acreage

pubbic taw  Federal land
_ establishing manager

Bridger Wid . 392,160 88-577 e USDA-FS. .
Fitzpatrick 191,103 94-567 e USDA-FS. .
wid - - - -
Grand Teton - 305,504 81-787 USDI-NPS.
NP, - - . B ’ N
Noth T 351,104 88-577 —— USDA-FS. *
Absa!oka * &
B ‘Wikd. . M . )
Teton Wid 557,311 88-577 e USDA-FS.
‘Washakie Wid 686,584 92476 —.— USDA-FS.
Yehowstone 2020625 V7 Stat 32 USDI-NPS. - -~
42nd -

NP,

Cong) -

a Yellowstone National Park, 2.219,737 acres ovéun-. of
which 2,020,825 acres are in Wyoming. 167,624 acres are g
Montana, and 31.483 acres are inIdaha. - c

§81.437  New Brunﬂ:k, Canada.

Acreage  Publiclaw Federalland

A}

Area name N
estabfishing manager, -
Roosevelt Campobefio - . -7 R
ntemational Park . 2,721 88-363 Not T

ble.

-

'§81.422 North Carofina.

-

-

Area name Acreage  Pubfic law Federal land
estadblishing ~manager N .
Great Smoky . i : - . ) T
Mountains NP ® e 273551 69-268 USDI-NPS. .
Joyce Kimer-Stickrock g -
wildr........ 10201 93-622 USDA-FS. -
Unyille Gorge Wil ... 7.5715 88-577 USDA-FS. *
Shining Rock Wil .. 13,350 B8-577 USDA-FS.
Swanguarter Wid ceem 8,000 94-557 USDI-FWS.
& Crest Smoky Mountains National Park, 514,758 acre . .

o. overall, of which 273.551 acres arein

241,207 acres are in Tennessee. :
8 Joyce Klimer-Slickrock Wilderness, 14,033 acres overall,

~ “of which 10,201 acres are in

North Carolina, and _

Nosth Carolina, and 3.832 scres

v are in Tennessee. : . b
- $81.423 NorthDakota. . - | . - )
T Acreags  Publiclaw Federalland . o .
' . establishing - manager ~ . -
,— i .

. Lostwood Wild e =557 93-632 USDI-FWS
N Theodors Roosevelt,
i > NP €9,675 80-38  USDHNPS.




	DISCLAIMERS.pdf
	SUMMARY
	LISTOFTABLES
	LISTOFFIGURES
	GLOSSARY
	FACILITY DESCRIPTION
	VITRIFICATION CELL
	EQUIPMENT
	UTILITIES MATERIALS AND WASTES

	SITING
	OP ERAT IONS
	MA I N TEN AN C E
	REFERENCES
	High-Level Liquid Waste Vitrification Flowsheet
	Canister Operating Time Cycle

	Zone Classifications
	Liquid Waste
	Personnel Exposure Categories
	NWVF Areas and Associated Functions
	Process Equipment
	Legend for Figures 5 Through
	Essential Material Requirements
	Nuclear Waste Vitrification Faciltiy Waste Generation
	Allocated Facility Staffing Requirements
	Source of High-Level Waste in the Fuel Cycle
	High-Level Liquid Waste Vitrification Flow Diagram
	High-Level ‚daste Vitrification Cell Plan View
	High-Level Waste Vitrification Cell Elevation View
	Calciner Feed Tank
	Calciner
	Melter
	Frit Feeder
	Calciner Condensate Tank
	Decontamination Solution Tank
	Canister Storage Rack
	Cell AirFilters

	Welding and Inspection Stations
	Calciner Condenser


	Calciner Scrubber-Separator
	Off-Gas Demister
	I and Ru Sorber Feed Heaters
	Calciner Feed Tank
	Cal ci ner
	Me1 ter
	Frit Feeder
	Calciner Condensate Tank
	Decontamination Solution Tank
	Canister Storage Rack
	Cell Air Filters
	lrlelding and Inspection Stations
	Calciner Condenser
	Cal ciner Scrubber-Separator
	Off-Gas Demister
	I and Ru Sorber Feed Heaters
	Ruthenium Sorber
	Pre- and HEPA Off-Gas Filters
	Iodine Sorber
	NOx Destructor
	Off -Gas Cool er
	Process Operators
	Radiation Monitors
	Supervisors
	Others
	(P1 ant Forces
	Craft Workers
	P1 anners and Supervisors
	Others
	Process Engineers
	Faci 1 i ty Engineers
	Safety
	Technicians
	Others (Including Analytical )
	Others
	Totals: Nonexempt
	Exempt
	Supervisors









