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b CHAPTER ONE : GENERIC LAND EIANAGE,MENT ACTIONS AFFECTING 

GEOTHERMAL COMMERCIALIZATION I N  PACIFIC  RIM STATES 

(A) EPA/DOI L i s t  O f  Mandatory " C l a s s  I" Areas On The P u b l i c  

Domain Where " V i s i b i l i t y "  Is An Important Value: 

The Environmental P r o t e c t i o n  Agency and the U.S. Department 

of I n t e r i o r  have r e c e n t l y  i s sued ,  seriatim, t h e i r  f i n a l  lists of 

those  mandatory " C l a s s  I" a i r  q u a l i t y  a reas  on the p u b l i c  domain 

i n  which " v i s i b i l i t y "  i s  an important  value.  These a c t i o n s  w e r e  

r equ i r ed  by the 1977 Amendments t o  t h e  C lean  A i r  Act: T h a t  ex- 

t e n s i v e  1977 s t a t u t e  in t roduced  i n t o  the  Federal a i r  q u a l i t y  

1/ 

regu la to ry  program both t h e  "tiered" concept of a i r  q u a l i t y  "area 
2/ 

des igna t ions"  ( C l a s s  I, C l a s s  I1 and C l a s s  1117' 
Congressional directive t h a t  E.P.A. undertake " t h e  prevent ion  of 

as w e l l  as t h e  

any f u t u r e ,  and t h e  remedying of any e x i s t i n g ,  impairment of 
3/ 

v i s i b i l i t y  i n  mandatory C l a s s  I Federal areas. 'I-' 

A s  far  as those  '"mandatory C l a s s  I Federa l  areas" are 

concerned, they inc lude  i'lall i n t e r n a t i o n a l  parks  , a l l  n a t i o n a l  

wilderness  areas and memorial parks  which exceed 5,000 acres i n  

s i z e  and a l l  n a t i o n a l  parks  which exceed 6,000 ac re s  i n  size."- 

The scope of t h e s e  areas w a s  l i m i t e d  to. those a l ready  i n  e x i s t e n c e  

4/ 

on t h e  d a t e  of the enactment of t h e  1977 Clean A i r  A c t  (C.A.R.) . 
5 /  

Amendments and none of t h o s e  l i s t e d  may be redesignated;. The 

" C l a s s "  a i r  q u a l i t y  area des igna t ions  allow for minimal addi- 

t i o n a l  po l lu t ion .  In C l a s s  I, e.g. 8 t h e  incremental  " l i m i t "  is 
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u roughly t h e  l e v e l  of t h e  primary Nat ional  Ambient A i r  Q u a l i t y  

Standards (N.A.A.Q.S.) only, Thus a C l a s s  I a i r  q u a l i t y  
6/ 

des igna t ion  i n  any area is a severe  barrier t o  geothermal com-  

m e r c i a l i z a t i o n  i n  t h a t  region. 

is  a l r eady  used up, t h a t ' s  it, 

If t h e  allowable "increment" 

This  is  t r u e  even i f  t h e  

area's n a t u r a l  emissions have used it up. 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  t h e  "mandatory" Class  I areas w e  have noted, 

t h e  states, Ind ian  t r i b e s  and Federa l  Land Managers may a l l  

" redes igna te"  any area as class I by following c e r t a i n  s t a t u -  

t o r i l y - s p e c i f i e d  procedures, A t  l e a s t  one Tr ibe ,  the Northern 
7/ 

Cheyenne, has a l r eady  redes igna ted  their e n t i r e  Montana reserva-  

t i o n  as C l a s s  I. For  ou r  purposes,  t h e  procedures se t  o u t  for  
8/ 

redes igna t ion  by Federal Land Managers- are of p a r t i c u l a r  i n -  

teres t. 

The 1977 C.A.A. directs Federa l  Land Manager's t o  "review 

a l l  n a t i o n a l  monuments, p r i m i t i v e  'areas, and n a t i o n a l  p re se rves ,  

and , . . recommend any .approprLate areas for  redes igna t ion  as 

C l a s s  I where a i r  q u a l i t y  rel 'ated va1ues"are important  a t t r i b u t e s  
9/  -. 

of t h e  area."- 

I n  a d d i t i o n ,  t o  class I many o t h e r  Federal lands are re- 

s t r i c t e d .  They may n o t  be i n  "redesignated" below C l a s s  11, 

(where t h e  "increment" is  equa l  t o  t h e  secondary N.A.A.Q.S. 
l o /  

'Standards). 

areas, r e c r e a t i o n  areas, parks  and wilderness  areas l a r g e r  than  

These inc lude  a l l ,  " n a t i o n a l  monuments, p r i m i t i v e  

11/ 
10, 000 acres . 
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Thus the much-ballyhoed "wilderness reviews" now being 

undertaken by BLM and t h e  Forest Service are n o t  the only  "land 

use planning- type  " inven to r i e s  " p r e s e n t l y  confront ing  geother- 

mal commercialization on t h e  Federal lands.  I n  fact ,  the 

a u t h o r i t y  of Federal Land Managers to "redesignate"  Federal 

lands as C l a s s  I or  11 for  a i r  q u a l i t y  purposes r e p r e s e n t s  a 

p o l i c y  convergance of land use planning and so-called "environ- 

W 

mental p r o t e c t i o n "  func t ions  and a clear and p r e s e n t  danger t o  

geothermal commercial izat ion 's  fu tu re .  That impact is increased  

exponent ia l ly  when t h e  E.P.A. req'uiremen't for  " v i s i b i l i t y  protec- 

t i on"  i n ' m o s t  of t h e  "mandatory C l a s s  I areas" established by 

t h e  1977 C.A.A. i s  added to  t h e  mix. 

W e  have a l r eady  reviewed the  severe  l i m i t a t i o n s  on new a i r  

p o l l u t i o n  t h a t  attach to  the des igna t ion  of a C l a s s  I or  C l a s s  I1 

area on the  Federal lands.  #any of thes'e a r e a s ,  of course ,  a r e  

a l ready  off l i m i t s  t o  geothermal l e a s i n g  themselves. The Geo-  . .  

thermal Steam A c t  of 1970 a l ready  bars l e a s i n g  i n  n a t i o n a l  parks ,  

monuments and r e c r e a t i o n  areas, The Wilderness A c t  of 1964 

b a r s  t*mineral l ea s ing"  i n  any wilderness  areas a f te r  D e c .  318 1983- 

'1 2/ 

13/ 

and BLM and Forest Service regu la t ions  governing "wilderness  
14/  

s tudy  areas" make l e a s i n g  ' t he re in  s t r ic t ly  a "no win" p r o p o s i t i o n 7  

But t h e  a d d i t i o n  of a "no-leasing-to-protect-air-qual i ty"  

b e l t ,  or "halo" area, 'around t h e  already foregone lands  means, 

i n  effect, t h a t  the zone of "no geothermal development" established 

by Congress i n  the S t e a m  A c t  is  being e i tended  w e l l  beyond the 



b, boundaries of t h e  p a r t i c u l a r  Federa l  lands l is ted the re in .  The 

impact is analogous t o  tha t  of t h e  proposed "Burton Amendment" 

t o  the Steam A c t ,  where a r e a s . " i n  proximity" t o  c e r t a i n  n a t i o n a l  

parks  would also be off l i m i t s  t o  geothermal l ea s ing .  

T o  no one ' s  s u r p r i s e ,  both D.O.I. and E.P.A. found t h a t  

v i r t u a l l y  a l l  of the 158 "mandatory C l a s s  I Fede ra l  areas" w e r e  

of such a n a t u r e  t h a t  " v i s i b i l i t y  is  an important  value.  'I-- The 

f o u r  "criteria" t h a t  they used i n  coming t o  t h i s  conclusion are 

15/ 

as follows: 

(3 )  

( 4 )  

"Does t h e  l e g i s l a t i o n  f o r  the area ' i nd ica t e  that  

s c e n i c  va lue  w a s  an  important  cons ide ra t ion  f o r  

e s t a b l i s h i n g  t h e  area?; 

A r e  s c e n i c  va lues  of t h e  area p r i m a r i l y  i n  t h e  f o r m  

of panoramic background, in te rmedia te  or  foreground 

v i e w s ? ;  

D o  n a t u r a l  sources' of v i s i b i l i t y  impairment s e r i o u s l y  

affect t h e  a b i l i t y  of t h e  p u b l i c  t o  a p p r e c i a t e  v i s i -  

b i l i t y  as an important  value?; 

For t h o s e  areas . . . [ sa t i s fy ing  (3 f l  , is the 

magnitude of s c e n i c  value s u f f i c i e n t  t o  warran t  
'16/ - -  

I1 - p r o t e c t i o n  from man-caused sources? 

A s  measured a g a i n s t  t h e s e  gu ide l ines  , only Rainbow Lake, 

Wisconsin and B r a d w e l l  Bay, F l o r i d a  "were 'shown n o t  t o  have 

v i s i b i l i t y  as an impor tan t  value,  'I- 
18/. 

list is  i d e n t i c a l  t o  D.0.1.'~. The E.P.A.  w i l l  now e s t a b l i s h  

i n  this r e s p e c t ,  E.P.A.  's 
17/ 

7 
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W r e g u l a t i o n s  for  t h e  p r o t e c t i o n  of t h e  " v i s i b i l i t y "  values  i n  
1 9 /  

t h e  156 areas it o r i g i n a l l y  s e l e c t e d  i n  February, 1979.- J u s t  

what t h e  impact of those r egu la t ions  w i l l  be upon geothermal 

commercialization i s  impossible t o  assess. A s  E.P.A. p u t  it 

i n  i s s u i n g  i t s  f i n a l  l i s t  of a reas ,  such an assessment a t  t h i s  

t i m e  "is n e i t h e r  p o s s i b l e  nor requi red  by law."- 
20/ 

A l i s t  of 

theTlass I-plus  v i s i b i l i t y "  areas i n  t h e  f i v e  Pacific R i m  states 

follows. 
* 

The t o t a l  acreage involved exceeds 103 m i l l i o n  acres. 

. (B) The "Gulf O i l  v. Ventura County" Decis'ion of The U.S. 

Supreme Court: W i l l '  'Ge.otherma1 Re2gn Supreme? 

I n  ou r  A p r i l ,  1980 "Monitoring Report" on t h e  S t a t e  of 

C a l i f o r n i a  w e  d i scussed  b r i e f l y  t h e  'impending l e g a l  con f l i c t  

over  t h e  r e s p e c t i v e  spheres  of l o c a l  (county) and Federa l  regula- 

t o r y  j u r i s d i c t i o n  wi th  r e s p e c t  t o  t h e  so-ca l led  " m i n e r a l  severed" 

lands. As noted t h e r e ,  it appears t h a t  Lake County i n  p a r t i -  

c u l a r  w i l l  a t tempt  t o  assert  w e l l  s i t i n g  j u r i s d i c t i o n  on those 

2 1/ 

p a r c e l s  w i t h i n  i ts  boundaries' w h o s e  .mineral estate (subsurface)  

w a s  l ea sed  by B.L.M. fo r  geothermal development i n  November, 1978 

and on which commercialization is  imminent. This ,  i n  t h e  face 

of a S t a t e  S t a t e  Attorney General ' s  Memorandum opinion- s t a t i n g  
2 2/ 

that  t h e  Fede ra l  government alone had j u r i s d i c t i o n  over  geother- 

m a l  o p e r a t i o n s  on t h e s e  lands by v i r t u e  of i t s  having pre-empted - 
2 3/ 

t h e  f i e l d 7  

A l s o ,  i n  o u r  March, 1980 F i n a l  Report on the S t a t e  Water 

Laws of t h e  P a c i f i c  R i m  states w e  noted t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  for j u r i s -  

* 
See Appendix A ' 
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6, d i c t i o n a l  c o n f l i c t  over  geothermal r e g u l a t i o n  on Federal lands 

between those  s ta tes  de f in ing  "geothermal resources" ,  e x p l i c i t l y  

or i m p l i c i t l y ,  as "water" and t h e  Fede ra l  government. This  is  

predominantly t r u e  i n  the Rocky Mountain-Basin Range states b u t  

may a lso arise i n  Oregon and/or Washington State ,  where t h e  

a p p r o p r i a t i o n  system of water  r i g h t s  r e i g n s  supreme. 

l i k e l y  problem areas appear t o  be i n  Idaho and perhaps Utah. 

The most 

2 4/ 
Recently,  the U.S. Supreme Court has upheld- a dec i s ion  

of t h e  Ninth C i r c u i t  Court of Appeals which may be of some h e l p  

i n  heading off e i t h e r  or both of t h e s e  p o t e n t i a l l y  d i s a s t r o u s  

( f o r  geothermal commercialization) legal conf ron ta t ions .  I n  

Ventura County v. Gulf O i l  Corp., 

a f f i rmed t h e  U . S .  D i s t r i c t  Court  fo r  t h e  C e n t r a l  D i s t r i c t  of 

C a l i f o r n i a  i n  i ts  f l a t  d e n i a l  of local w e l l - s i t i n g  a u t h o r i t y  

over  a F e d e r a l  o i l  lessee'. 

- 2 5 /  
the a p p e l l a t e  c o u r t  roundly 

For ou r  purposes,  t h e  key f ind ings  

inc lude  one t o  t h e  effect that  t h e  'scope of Congressional power 

t o  do as it p l e a s e s  with t h e  Fede ra l  lands i s  v i r t u a l l y  un- 

l i m i t e d  under t h e  Proper ty  Clause 'of t h e  U.S. Cons t i t u t ion .  

C i t i n g  the U.S. Supreme Cour t ' s  1976 opin ion  i n  t h e  analogous 
2 6 1  

case  of  Kleppe v. New Mexico7 

"we have ' repeatedly observed t h a t  [t]he power over  t h e  p u b l i c  

land  thus  e n t r u s t e d  t o  Congress [under t h e  Proper ty  Clause] is 

wi thou t  l i m i t a t i o n s .  "- ) t h e  Ninth C i r c u i t  opined t h a t :  " In  

l i g h t  of Kleppe, t h e  'renewed a t t empt  t o  restrict  the scope of 

Congressional  power under t h e  Property' Clause .in' t h e  p r e s e n t  

(where t h e  h igh  c o u r t  s a id :  

2 7/ 

. . . . . . . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . , . . .  
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2 8/ 6.1 case is  l e g a l l y  frivolous" (emphasis added). Thus t h e  power 

is t h e r e ,  b u t  w a s  i t . b e i n g  exe rc i sed  so as to  pre-empt local 

r e g u l a t i o n ?  

Another s i g n i f i c a n t  f a c t o r  i n  the Ventura Co. case from 

geothermal 's  p e r s p e c t i v e  'is t h e  Ninth C i r c u i t ' s  f i nd ing  t h a t  

t h e  "ex tens ive"  Fede ra l  regula tory  framework which e x i s t s  under 

the Mineral  Leasing A c t  of 1920 w a s  ample evidence of a Congres- 

s i o n a l  i n t e n t  t o  f u l l y  e x e r c i s e  'its C o n s t i t u t i o n a l  g r a n t  of 

a u t h o r i t y  and thereby pre-empt non-Federal r egu la t ion  of mineral  
29/ - -  

lessee activities,' Those r egu la to ry  procedures are v i r t u a l l y  

i d e n t i c a l  t o  the  t a n g l e  f ac ing  Fede ra l  geothermal lessees. 

Though t h e  fact s i t u a t i o n  on mineral-severed lands ,  as 

opposed to  t h a t  on pure ly  Federa l  l ands ,  p r e s e n t s  a s l i g h t l y  

d i f f e r e n t  p i c t u r e ,  w e  b e l i e v e  t h a t  t h e  l o g i c  followed by t h e .  

Fede ra l  c o u r t s  i n  Ventura County v. Gulf O i l  Corp., as w e l l  as 
. .  

those  d e c i s i o n s  rendered under t h e  Stock Rais ing Homestead A c t  
30/ 

itself: w i l l  combine for  a s i m i l a r  r e s u l t .  The law i n  the  

l a t te r  cases seems clear. 

o b t a i n s  r i g h t  n o t  only t o  t h e  'subsurface, '  b u t  t o  "so much of the 

s u r f a c e  as is  reasonably necessary for  removal of  t h e  k i n e r a l a  ."- 
Logica l ly ,  i f  t h a t  l i m i t e d  p o r t i o n  of t h e  s u r f a c e  "attaches", i f  

you w i l l ,  t o  t h e  minera l  lease, t h e  'extensive Federa l  (and there-  

The Federal minera l  estate l e a s e  
( 

31/ 

fore pre-emptive) g e o t h e m a l  r e g u l a t o r y  j u r i s d i c t i o n  t h a t  a p p l i e s  

to  both  t h e  s u r f a c e  and subsur face  a c t i v i t i e s '  of t h e  Federa l  geo- 

thermal  lessee 'should "a t t ach"  as w e l l .  
ad 
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Hopefully, the Ventura County case  may be use fu l  i n  persuad- 

ing  Lake and other counties not  to contes t  Federal geothermal 

regulat ion on mineral-severed lands. 

h e l p f u l  in deterring s t a t e  water agencies remains to be seen. 

Whether it w i l l  be equally 
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44 Fed. Reg.  69123 (E.P.A., 11/30/79).  

- 18/ 

- 19/ 

_I 20/ 

43  Fed. Reg.  7721 (D.O. I . ,  2/24/78). 

44 Fed. Reg.  8909 (E.R.A., 2/12/79). 

L d  

44 Ped. R e g .  69123. 

2 1/ 
t - 

The  surface w a s  sold ( p a t e n t e d )  t o  pr iva te  parties u n d e r  the 
now-repealed Stock Rais ing  Homes'tead A c t  of 1916, formerly 

4 3  U.S.C. 291-302, A c t  of D e c .  29, 1916,  39 Stat .  862 et. seq.. 

- 2 2/ 
See Ju ly  31, 1979 Memo f r o m  A s s t .  A t t o r n e y  G e n e r a l  
t o  the C a l i f o r n i a  Div is ion  of O i l  & G a s  S u p e r v i s o r  (Marty Mefford). 

23/ ' - 
id .  . 
40 C.C.H. B-1543 (March 31, 1980) .  

- 2 4/ 

- 2 5 /  
6 0 1  F. 2d 1080 (1979) .  

426 U.S. a t  539. 
- 2 7/ 

- 2 8 /  
6 0 1  F. 2d a t  1083. 

- 29/ 
6 0 1  F. 2d a t  pp. 1083-1084. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . - 3 0 1  

- 3 1/ 

See, e . g . ,  'Bourdi'eu-v: Seaboard O i l  Corp., 38 C.A. 2d 11, 
48 C a l .  App.  2d 429. 

% 

id.. - 
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L J  CHAPTER TWO: SPECIFIC FEDERAL LAND MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 

AFFECTING CALIFORNIA GEOTHERMAL PROSPECTS 

(A)  BLM D r a f t  Environmental  Impact Statement On Geothermal 

Leasing Within The Cos0 K.G.R.A.: 

This  highly-pr ized geothermal area has been t h e  s u b j e c t  of 
- 1/ 

an extensive B.L.M.-contracted E.I.S. s i n c e  September, 1978. 

L a s t  month s a w  t h e  p u b l i c a t i o n  of  t h e  D r a f t  E.1.S: 

F i n a l  Statement s l a t e d  f o r  release i n  September and a December, 

2/ 
wi th  t h e  

1980 1ease.sale s t i l l  i n  the o f f ing .  The D r a f t  E.I.S. covers 

"a major p o r t i o n  of t h e  C o s 0  K.G.R.A., 'I- 

3/ 
some 72,640 acres 

both  w i t h i n  and t o  t h e  w e s t  of  t h e  China Lake Naval Weapons 

Center  (N.W.C.). This  area is, i n  t u rn ,  dubbed t h e  " C o s 0  G e o -  

thermal Study A r e a "  (C.G.S.A.). The D r a f t  E.I.S. "assumes a 

geothermal potent ia l  w i t h i n  t h e  C.G.S.A. of 600 megawatts (M.W.) , 
and a development "model" of eleven 50 M.W. genera t ing  s t a t i o n s ,  

p l u s  a probable 50 M.W. p l a n t  t o  be i n s t a l l e d  E n  t h e  N a v y ' s  

o w n  acquired lands w i t h i n  the N.W.CJ under the Navy's o w n  geo- 

thermal development program. 'I- That  N a v y  p r o p r i e t a r y  program 

is being conducted by C a l i f o r n i a  Energy Co. (C.E.C.) of Santa  

Rosa under a 30 year contract. 

of work i n  C e n t r a l  America, e s p e c i a l l y  i n  Nicaragua. 

4/ 

This  f i r m  has  done q u i t e  a b i t  

B.L.M.'s D r a f t  E.I.S. for Cos0 cons iders  no less than  s i x  

alternatives,  f r o m  (1) "Offer  No Leases" and ( 5 )  "Defer Leasing 

U n t i l  A Federa l  Tes t ing  Program Can B e  Implemented", t o  ( 4 )  "NO 
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5/ b su r face  occupancy on lands wi th  s i g n i f i c a n t  conf l i c t s " -  and 

( 2 )  "Lease a l l  lands  except  t hose  with s i g n i f i c a n t  s u r f a c e  con- 
6/ 

f l i c t s  . 'I- The o t h e r  t w o  a l t e r n a t i v e s .  are a b i t  more unique, 

namely (3)  "Partial  d e f e r r e d  l e a s i n g  t o  p r o t e c t  c u l t u r a l  re- 
7 /  8 1  
.I 

sources"- and ( 6 )  "Uni t i za t ion  a t  the l eas ing  stage."-' 

As f a r  as t h e  m o s t  v i s i b l e  i s s u e  a t  COSO, Native American 

concern over  access t o  and use of t h e  h o t  sp r ings  themselves 

f o r  r e l i g i o u s  purposes ,  t h e  b r a f t  s tates tha t :  

use of t h e  Cos0 H o t  Springs and t h e  Prayer  S i t e  should n o t  be 

"Native American 

9/ 
i n t e r f e r e d  wi th  i f  proposed m i t i g a t i o n  is implemented. 'I- Despi te  

t h i s  f i nd ing ,  and t h e  dea th  of a s t a t e  b i l l  t o  "p ro tec t "  such 

s e n s i t i v e  ho t  s p r i n g s ,  t h e  p o s s i b i l i t y  of a Native-American l a w -  

s u i t ,  based perhaps on l a s t  y e a r s  Congres.siona1 passage of the 
'10 / 

"American Indian  Rel ig ious  Freedom A c t ,  'I- 

threat t o  Coso's geothermal f u t u r e .  

i s  t h e  g r e a t e s t  

The lesson  of B a c a ,  New Mexico 

must n o t  be f o r g o t t e n  by D.O.E.. 

T h e  D r a f t  i t se l f  states' t h a t :  "The i n t e g r i t y  of  Cos0 H o t  
11/ _ _  

II - 
Springs,  h igh ly  valued by t h e  Nat ive  Americans, may be lessened.  

This  s t a t emen t  is  based upon a conclusion t h a t  t h e  local "ground 

w a t e r  table would be lowered." 

Springs could berefore] be ' a l te red .  ''- 

pred ic t ed  by t h e  D r a f t  include:'  

6 1  t o  51  miles; 

p a r t i c u l a t e  (T.S.P.) emissions up t o  b u t  n o t  exceeding s ta te  and 

Federa l  standards; 

. . . E n d  Flow t o  Cos0 Hot 
12/  

Other adverse impacts 

a decrease i n  v i s i b i l i t y  f r o m  
13/ 

i n c r e a s e  ' in  both hydro'gen s u l f i d e  ( H 2 S )  and 

'14/ 15/ 
an i n c r e a s e  ' in  l o c a l i z e d  n o i s e  levels; an 
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16/ 
adverse a f f e c t  on " t h e  w i l d l i f e  community structure; 

" v i s u a l  degradation"; and "some loss of c u l t u r a l  resources  . . . 
unless  geothermal development a c t i v i t i e s  w e r e  g r e a t l y  r e s t r i c t e d  

t o  c l e a r e d  areas. 

some 
17/ 

t4 

I n  sum, t h e  negat ives  don ' t  appear t o  be 
18/ 

n- 

a l l  t h a t  large on balance.  

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  i t s  p o s i t i v e  f ind ing  on t h e  Native-American 

access i s s u e ,  t h e  D r a f t  a lso r e p o r t s  t h a t :  "The N.W.C. mission 
19 / 

should n o t  be s u b s t a n t i a l l y  hindered. Thus t h e  t w o  l a r g e s t  

i s s u e s  confronted i n  t h e  E.I.S. appear t o  have been s e t t l e d  

p o s i t i v e l y  f r o m  geothermal 's  perspec t ive .  Considering t h a t  t h e  

s t a t e d  g o a l  of  t h e  E.I.S. is t o  asses's and analyze " t h e  cumula- 

t i v e  environmental  impacts of t h e  BL! geothermal l e a s i n g  program 

- and t h e  China Lake Naval Weapons C e n t e r ' s  geothermal development 

program, and any o t h e r  r e l a t e d  a c t i o n s  . . . cat] a l l  s t a g e s  of 

geothermal development . . . 
[to1 electrical power genera t ion  . . .ltT B.L.'M. 1s t e n t a t i v e  

bottom l i n e  .appears t o  be 'an extremely encouraging one a t  t h i s  

s tage .  

@.om1 prel iminary exp lo ra t ion  . . . 
' 20/ 

There - are 'a few probl'ems, however. They f a l l  mainly 

i n t o  t h e  c a t e g o r i e s  of archaeology/cul tural  resource;  w a t e r  

q u a l i t y ;  and a i r  q u a l i t y ;  as w e l l  as w i l d l i f e ,  no i se  and land  use. 

(1) Scope of t h e  Study A r e a :  

Though the C o s 0  K . G . R . A .  conta ins  over  106,000 acres, 

only  72,640 of those acres'are even being considered f o r  

l e a s i n g  by t h e  B.L.M.. O f  those b e h g  s tud ied ,  some 41,560 
21/ 

acres are w i t h i n  t h e  N.W.C. i t s e l f -  and only 28,160 are 
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2 2/ 
" p u b l i c  lands" o u t s i d e  t h e  N.W.C. boundaries. A n o t h e r  

2,920 acres w i t h i n  the study area (C.&.S.A.) are N a v y -  
I 

acqui red  lands  and t h e r e f o r e  s u b j e c t  t o  t h e  N a v y ' s  develop- - - 

' 23/ 
ment program only ,  as noted earlier, The bulk of t h e  

n e a r l y  34,000 K.G.R.A. ac res  t h a t  are - n o t  considered for  

l e a s i n g  by t h e  B.L.M. document are on public lands  b u t  are 

i n s i d e  the  N.W.C. itself, They are excluded because B.L.M.,  

apparent ly  i n  advance 'of t h e  E.I.S. i tself  "determined 

2 4/ 

Ithem] t o  be environmentally s e n s i t i v e  and less l i k e l y  t o  

con ta in  an economic geothermal resource during t h e  e s t a b l i s h -  

ment of the scoDe of t h i s  E.1.S.". The au tho r  does n o t  
.. 25/  

know i f  the B.L.M. s ta tements  as t o  geothermal resource  

p o t e n t i a l  and a v a i l a b i l i t y  are w e l l  founded or not .  Only 

one paragraph later B.L.M. ca tegor i zes  t h e  s ta te  of resource  

knowledge a t  Cos0 as "no t  w e l l  cha rac t e r i zed  . . . End] . . . 
i n s u f f i c i e n t .  'I- A s  for  t h e  s ta tements  on "environmental  

26/ 

s e n s i t i v i t y " ,  op. cit . ,  it would seem t h a t  t h e  E.I .S.  is 

supposed to  determine ' t ha t ,  n o t  have 'it "defined away" i n  

advance. It might w e l l  be t h a t  l a s t  y e a r ' s  Navy " F i n a l  
. 27/ 

(F.E.I.S.) on i ts  program supp l i ed  I1 - , Programmatic E.I.S. 
\ 

the key d a t a ,  s i n c e  m o s t  of t h e  excluded area is w i t h i n  t h e  

N.W.C., b u t  t h a t  i s  n o t  made 'clear. The BLM document does 

note ,  however, t h a t  the Navy F.E.I.S. is  " referenced  wi th  

some frequency . . . because 'of  t h e  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p s ,  

t h e  adjacency of t h e  lands ,involved and t h e  k i m i l a r i t y  of 

W 

/ 
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2 8/ 6.) t h e  environmental  condi t ions.  

( 2 )  M i t i g a t i o n  Measures And Unavoidable Adverse Impacts: 

The D r a f t  E.I .S.  conta ins  an ex tens ive  series of 

" m i t i g a t i o n  measures" t h a t  w i l l  be app l i ed  t o  a l l  geother- 

m a l  leases i s s u e d  wi th in  t h e  C.G.S.A.. Encouragingly 
- 29/ 

enough, though, it begins that d i scuss ion  wi th  a l i s t i n g  

i 

f r o m  t h e  p o s t u r e  'usual ly  adopted 

i n  prev ious  pre- lease  geothermal 

of t h e  post-lease, U.S.G.S.-supervised "check po in t s "  a t  

which " s i t e - s p e c i f i c  impacts can be mi t iga t ed  by t h e  review- 

i n g  agencies  F.S.G. s., B . L . M . ,  MavJ . 'I-- This  is  a far  c ry  
301 

by Federa l  land managers 

documents. There the 

regu la to ry  j u r i s d i c t i o n  subsequent  s h a r i n g  of pos t - lease  

wi th  t h e  U . S . G . S .  is  rou t ine ly  d 
.a 

smissed as "inadequate t o  
31/ 

I1 - p r o t e c t  s u r f a c e  res.ources, etc. 

M i t i g a t i o n  of a i r  q u a l i t y  im2acts w i l l  r e q u i r e  w a t e r -  

i n g  roads and providing carpools  fo r  o n - s i t e  workers t o  c u t  

down " f u g i t i v e  dus t"  (T. S. P . ) and a- monitoring sys t e m  f o r  
32/ 

H 2 S T  Truck d e l i v e r i e s '  and on - s i t e  ope ra t ions  w i l l  be 

l imi ted  t o  daytime hours  wi th in  1.5 m i l e s  of " s e n s i t i v e  

r ecep to r s "  such as t h e  Native American Prayer  Si te  or C o s 0  

H o t  Spr ings  i t se l f ,  . N o  no i se  mi t iga t ion ,  o t h e r  than t h a t  

r e q u i r e d  by U . S . ' G , S . ,  even on power p l a n t s ,  w i l l  be necessary 

i n  a l l  o t h e r  areas. 

ear thquakes  as r equ i r ed  by t h e  State of C a l i f o r n i a F  

'3 3/ 
Struc tures .  must be b u i l t  t o  .withstand 

34/ 

A "hydrology Monitoring Plan" must be 'implemented by a l l  
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3 5/  
l e s s e e s . h o w e v e r 7  B.L.M. f e a r s  a lowering of t h e  Rose 

Val ley ground water table. A f t e r  consu l t ing  w i t h  Inyo 
36/ 

bi 

County and Los Angeles Department of Water and Power t o  

"determine t h e  amount of acceptab le  water t a b l e  lowering''- 
3 7/  

c e r t a i n  measures, including t h e  i n j e c t i o n  of s p e n t  geother- 

m a l  f l u i d s  beneath the f r e s h  water a c q u i f e r  i n  R o s e  Valley,  

may be requi red .  The key problem is  t h a t  no conclusion has  

been reached on t h e  i s s u e  of phys ica l  inter 'connect ion 

between the  geothermal and fresh water reservoirs. 

an accep tab le  answer t o  t h a t  ques t ion  is forthcoming, s e r i o u s  

concern over  p o s s i b l e  "mining" of ground water w i l l  conf ront  

3 8/ 
U n t i l  

geothermal development a t  Coso. 

A monitoring program . a t  the C o s 0  H o t  Springs themselves 

Though use of ground w a t e r  i n  i s  also going t o  be required.  

t h e  area is  s l i g h t 7  

l e a d  t o  a c o u r t  f i g h t  o r  a reduct ion  or  even ces sa t ion  of 

some geothermal operat ions.  

39/ 
any im;?act upon t h e  h o t  sp r ings  could 

The "rare and endangered" Mohave ground s q u i r r e l  w i l l  

also p r e s e n t  problems. 

d e n s i t y  for t h a t  spec ie s  w i l l  be required- i n  a d d i t i o n  t o  

a one-half m i l e  " 'buffer zone" around o t h e r  r a p t o r  and mammal 

" n e s t i n g  sites". 

A pos t - lease  s tudy  of populat ion 
40/ 

41/ 

A l l  C l a s s  I1 a i r  q u a l i t y  a r e a s  (see Chapter I ( A ) ,  above) 

w i l l  be i n e l i g i b l e  for t h e  ' s i t i n g  of "permanent v i s i b l e  

Transmission l ines '  and roads w i l l  be allowed, s t r u c t u r e s .  - 42/ 
1: - 

4 3/ W h o w e v e r 7  
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- E x t e n s i v e  mi t iga t ion  of t h e  impacts upon c u l t u r a l  re- 

sources  w i l l  be ordered on a l l  leases around C o s o .  A 

l a r g e  percentage of t h e  leased area may, i n  f a c t ,  be 

nominated t o  t h e  Na t iona l '  Reg i s t e r  of  Historic Places 

Over 500 sites are be l i eved  to  
' .45/ 

4 4/ 
"as a thematic group."- 

- 
be inc luded  i n  t h e  C.G.S.A., covering s o m e  50% of i ts  

acreage. During the D r a f t  E . I . S . ' s  review per iod ,  the 
- 46/ 

C a l i f o r n i a  State Historic P rese rva t ion  O f f i c e r  (S.H.P.O.) 

w i l l  c o n s u l t  wi th  B.L.M. and t h e  Navy on the e x a c t  scope of 

t h e  nominations t o  t h e  Register, I n  any event ,  each Cos0 

lease w i l l  conta in  a s t i p u l a t i o n  r e q u i r i n g  a " c u l t u r a l  re- 

sources  survey" by a q u a l i f i e d  a r c h e o l o g i s t  p r i o r  t o  any 

lessee operations. 

h i s t o r i c a l  or c u l t u r a l  sites', no s u r f a c e  use w i l l  be per- 

4 7/ 

4 8/ 
On any lease area tu rn ing  up " s e n s i t i v e "  

m i t t e d  and B.L.M., Navy, C a l i f o r n i a  S.H.P.O. and the Federal 

Na t iona l  Advisory Council on Historic P rese rva t ion  w i l l  

develop "appropr ia te  mi t iga t ion  measures. 

sonne l  w i l l  also be ' required t o  a t tend  a " c u l t u r a l  resources  

49/ 
Lessee per- 11 - 

507 
educa t iona l  program"- to  upgrade t h e i r  s e n s i t i v i t y  t o  

c u l t u r a l  values .  

Cos0 Road, which passes' through the p r a y e r  s i te ,  w i l l  
5 1/ 

also be " re rou ted  t o  t h e  south,"- a t  lessee expense, t o  

avoid  i n t e r f e r e n c e  'with Native American r e l i g i o u s  ceremonies. 

F i n a l l y ,  a new C l a s s  I or  I1 s o l i d  waste d i s p o s a l  s i te  

w i l l  have t o  be developed, probably a t  lessee expense, to 
W 
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t, avoid  t h e  r i s k  of s p i l l s  during long hau l s  t o  the Los Angeles- 

area si tes now tlclosest'l t o  cos07 
5 2 1  

Concurrence i n  a l l  'of these myriad measures w i l l  allow 

p r i v a t e  geothermal developer access t o  the  72,560 Cos0 K.G.R.A. 

acres covered by t h e  B.L.M.'s D r a f t  E . I . S . .  

"unavoidable adverse impacts" ques t ions  center on the n a t u r e  

of the p h y s i c a l  in te rconnec t ion  wi th  t h e  ground water reser- 

voir  and on t h e  'degree of " s e n s i t i v i t y "  of the  numerous 

Native American/archaeological cites either already i d e n t i f i e d  

or  estimated as occurr ing  throughout t h e  'area. 

The unanswered 

( 3 )  Recommendation: 

The D r a f t  E . I . S .  for  C o s 0  see'ms to  be a s t r o n g  document. 

D . O . E .  should encourage B.L.Y.  t o  proceed w i t h  l e a s i n g  i n  

c o n c e r t  w i t h  t h e  numerous- b u t  necessary mi t iga t ion  measures 

w e  have o u t l i n e d ,  even i f  c u l t u r a l l y - s e n s i t i v e  areas are 

la te r  reduced to  no s u r f a c e  'use ' s t a tus .  ' 

BLM Draft Land U s e  P l a n  A l t e r n a t i v e s  A n d  Environmental 

Impact Statement  For The Ca1,ifo'rnia Desert Conservation 

A r e a  (C.D.C.A.): 

(1) Background: 

(B) 

c_ 5 3/ 
A s  w e  noted i n  our  February,  1980 "Tracking Report," 

the fate  of 

Federally-m aged t a r g e  

is o f t e n  determined, not '  i n  geothermal-specif ic  documents 

such as t h a t  j u s t  reviewed w i t h  regard  t o  Coso, b u t  i n  broader 

eothermal commercialization a t  many of t h e  

W 
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b; " land  use planning" dec i s ions  which cover enormous amounts 

of  acreage with a b l anke t  of mult iple-use p r i o r i t i e s .  

Such is  indeed t h e  case i n  C a l i f o r n i a  for t h e  Coso, 

Randsburg and the Imperial-Riverside County t a r g e t  prospec ts  

located on Federal land ( E a s t  Mesa, N o r t h  S a l t o n  Sea, Y u h a ,  

etc.) . 
T h i s  r e l a t i o n s h i p  comes i n t o  sharper  focus when one 

contemplates B.L.M.'s " D r a f t  E . I . S .  and Plan  Al t e rna t ives"  

f o r  t he  1 2 . 1  m i l l i o n  acre "Ca l i fo rn ia  D e s e r t  Conservation 

A r e a "  (C.D.C.A.). I n  1978, the 'author noted the  uncannily 

p r e c i s e  convergance b f  B.L.M.'s timetables f o r  c r e a t i o n  of 

both  t h e  C.D.C.A. land use p l a n  (mandated by Congress i n  
L ' 54/  

t h e  F.L.P.M.A. of 1976 as .October  1, 1980)and t h e  C o s 0  

geothermal l ea s ing  E. I .S . .  

between the t w o  do t o  geothermal commercialization?", he asked. 

B . L . E l . ' s  "preview" of t h e  C.D.C.A. land use p l an  w a s  

- ' - 5 5 1 "  
What w i l l  the  i n t e r r e l a t i o n s h i p  

56/ 
n o t  very encouraging. 

formally o u t  and w e  ' w i l l  analyze ' four of the D r a f t  P lan ' s  

n i n e  planning elements: 

ment; (2) energy p r o d u c t i o n / u t i l i t y  co r r ido r s ;  ( 3 )  c u l t u r a l  

resources/Native 'American /values;  and ( 4 )  wilderness .  

The D r a f t  E . I . S .  on t h a t  Plan is now 

(1) minera l  exp lo ra t ion  and develop- 

W e  w i l l  also d i scuss  thei'r 

" A r e a s  of C r i t i c a l  Environmental Concern" (A.C.E.C.) as re- 

q u i r e d  by F.L.P.M.A.. However, t h e s e  do n o t  s e e m  t o  vary 

f r o m  one a l t e r n a t i v e  t o  another.  
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(2) Mult ip le  U s e  PlanrSrig: 

Bas i ca l ly ,  t h e  C.D.C.A. p l a n  i n  rolves a mat r ix  system 

matching one of f o u r  a l t e r n a t i v e  multiple-use management 

classes or p r i o r i t y  systems wi th  each of t h e  n ine  substan- 

t i v e  planning elements -("i ts  muscles and sinems", as B.L.M. 

p u t s  it) for  each area w i t h i n  t h e  'sprawling 1 2 . 1  acre 

domain carved o u t  by Congress fou r  yea r s  ago. These f o u r  

c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  a l t e r n a t i v e s '  are: (1)' i n t e n s i v e  use and 

development; (2) moderate -use wi th  competing resource 

t r a d e  o f f s ;  (3)  l i m i t e d  use favor ing  p r o t e c t i o n  of s e n s i -  

t i v e  resources ;  ( 4 )  and c o n t r o l l e d  use preserv ing  wi lderness  

values .  'I- 
5 7/ 

These f o u r  classifications are then redesignated as 

"NO Action" ( ( 4 )  c o n t r o l l e d  use) ; "Protect ion" ( (3 )  l i m i t e d  

use)  ; "Balanced" ( ( 2 )  moderate use) ; and " U s e "  ( (1) in ten -  

s ive  use) t o  s impl i fy  t h e  naming of t h e  four  a l t e r n a t e  land  

use p l ans  embodying t h e i r  va lue  'rankings and c o n f l i c t i n g  

use gu ide l ines .  

Once an area i s  des igna ted ,  e.g., f o r  "moderate use" 

( t h e  "Balanced" a l t e r n a t i v e )  # t h e  gu ide l ines  f o r  t h a t  

mult iple-use class are ' in  t w o  p a r t s  : "Resource Management 

Guidelines" and " C o n f l i c t  Res'olution Cr i t e r i a  and S p e c i f i c  

Guidelines.  'I- The former e s t a b l i s h  t h e  'general  ranking or 
5 8/ 

hierarchy  of resource  'values to  be used i n  t h e  management 

of t h e  area, while  t h e  la t ter  provide more d e t a i l e d  guidance 
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hb t o  t h e  land  manager i n  t h e  event  of a conf l ic t  between t w o  

uses ,  both of which are allowed under t h e  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  i n  

, 

effect for  t h a t  area. E.g. ,  although "mineral exploration 

and development" is allowed i n  a "moderate use" area wi th  

an E.A.R. b u t  wi thout  an E . I .S . ,  so a r e  numerous other 
- 59/ 

a c t i v i t i e s .  I n  t h e  'event of a p o t e n t i a l  land use c o n f l i c t ,  

however, t h e  mineral  use must be " t raded  off" w i t h  o t h e r  
GO/ 

allowable uses. T h e  "screening process" ,  i f  you w i l l ,  then  

becomes m o r e  f i n e l y  tuned. Mineral use now must be "com- 

p a t i b l e  w i th  appropr i a t e  m i t i g a t i o n  for  n a t u r a l  and c u l t u r a l  

resources .  

i n  an area c l a s s e d  fo r  " i n t e n s i v e  use."- 

6 1/ 
T h i s  is a l s o  t r u e  i n  the event  of a c o n f l i c t  11 - 

6 2/ 

# 
. .  

( 3 )  The C.D.C.A. P l a n  Alternat ives ' :  

S ince  w e  'have a l ready  sketched t h e  basic approach of 

each of t h e  f o u r  multiple-use classes and t h e i r  correspond- 

i n g  "Plan Al t e rna t ives" ,  w e  ' w i l l  compare each 's  o v e r a l l  

impact w i t h  regard  t o  t h e  f o u r  key subs t an t ive  elements noted 

above. A f t e r  that w e  ' w i l l  look a t  the four  a l t e r n a t i v e s  

f r o m  t h e  s t andpo in t  of t h e  f u t u r e  for  geothermal commerciali- 

z a t i o n  a t  each t a r g e t  p rospec t  w i th in  the  C.D.C.A.. 

(a) Mineral  Exploration'  'and Development: 

(i) " U s e "  A l t e rna t ive :  

Th i s  a l t e r n a t i v e  would allow l e a s i n g  and develop- 

ment i n  86% of  t h e  C.D.C.A., or on 4.1 m i l l i o n  acres. 

So-called " s t r i n g e n t  r e s t r i c t i o n s "  would be a p p l i e d  

6 3/ 
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6 4/ 
t o  only 12%,  .or roughly h a l f  a m i l l i o n  acres: 

6 5, 
and "no leases'' w i l l  be i s sued  on only 2% (90,000 acres). 

(ii) "Balanced" Al te rna t ive :  

The "Balanced" approach would a l l o w  l e a s i n g  and 

development on Only 51% (2 .44  m i l l i o n  acres), wi th  

" s t r i n g e n t "  controls on another  41% ( 1 . 9 4 1  m i l l i o n  acres)- 

and "no l eas ing"  on the remaining 8% (380,000 acres). 

6 6/ 

6 7/ 

6 8/ 

. .  . 
(iii) "Protection" Al t e rna t ive :  

Under t h i s  c l a s s i f i c a t i o n  scheme, only 10% of t h e  
69/ 

C.D.C.A. (oy 518,000 acres) would be open to  l e a s i n g  
70/ -. 

and development, wi th  f u l l y  54% (2.7 m i l l i o n  acres)- 

s u b j e c t  t o  " s t r i n g e n t "  r e s t r i c t i o n s  and a whopping 36% 

(1.793 m i l l i o n  acres')- ba r red  from any minera l  l e a s i n g  
7 1/ 

whatsoever . 
( iv )  "NO Action" Al te rna t ive :  

This  cont inua t ion  of  p r e s e n t  management practices 

would allow leaking  and development on 70% (3.4 m i l l i o n )  

of t h e  C.D.C.A.'s a c r e a g e 7  wi th  only 30% (1.482 m i l l i o n  

acres) subject to  " s t r ingen t "  controls- and no o u t r i g h t  

l e a s i n g  bans i n  e f f e c t  anywhere 

t h i s  occur r ing  however, as B.L.M. has  been ordered  by 

Congress t o  come up wi th  a comprehensive plan.  

72 /  

7 3/ 

There i s  no chance of 

"NO 

imply a "basel'ine" to  use f o r  comparison 

purposes. 

cpi 
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cs Energy Production/Uti ' l i ty Corridors: 

( i j  ' *Use" :  

T h i s  approach wouM provide for  28 transmis- 

s i o n  corridor rou te s  and 3.7 m i l l i o n  acres of 

allowable power p l a n t  acreage a t  13  s e p a r a t e  sites, 

wi th  194,000 acres s p e c i f i c a l l y  earmarked for  geo- 

thermal p l a n t  sites. 
7 3/ 

(ii) "Balanced" : 

This  more inoderate a l t e r n a t i v e  would allow only 

, 20 corridors, 6 power p l a n t  s i tes  on 2.435 m i l l i o n  

acres and des igna te  100,000 ac re s  s p e c i f i c a l l y  for 

geothermal power' plants. 
7 4/ 

(iii) "Prote'dtion" : 

Only 15 t ransmission co r r ido r s ,  6 p l a n t  sites 

l i m i t e d  t o  511,000 acres' and a s c a n t  26,000 for  

geothermal p l a n t s  w i l l  be allowed under t h i s  t h i r d  

alternative. 
75/ 

( iv )  "NO Acti'on": 

P r e s e n t  p r a c t i c e s  allow ( i n  theory)  an un- 

l i m i t e d  number of power corridors, 13  si tes on 

unl imi ted  acreage 'and 194,000 ac res  for  geothermal 

plants. 
76/ 

(c) C u l t u r a l  Resources/Ndtive Lzerican Values: 
. .  

(i) - ( iv )  A l l  A l t e rna t ives :  

While the number of " c u l t u r a l  r e source  areas" 

e*i 
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(C.R.A. ' s )  does n o t  vary among t h e  fou r  a l t e r n a -  

t i v e s  (133 s i tes  on roughly a m i l l i o n  acres), 
7 7/ 

and n e i t h e r  does t h e  amount of C.D.C.A. 'acreage 

devoted t o  so-ca l led  "Trad i t iona l  A r e a s "  ( T . A . ' s )  

( 4 2  on 1.118 m i l l i o n  acres), t h e  " l e v e l  of protec-  

t i o n  provided" f o r  t hese  t w o  types of sites varies 

g r e a t l y .  I t  goes f r o m  97% of both r ece iv ing  "high 

t o  moderate" p r o t e c t i o n  under t h e  "Protection"- 

a l t e r n i t i v e  t o  56% of the C.R.A. ' s  and 79% of the 

7 8/ 

79/ 

T . A . ' s  recei'ving such a high l e v e l  of p r o t e c t i o n  

under "Balanced"- and to  only 24% of t h e  C.R.A. 's  
'8 O/ 

and 39% of t h e  T . A . ' s  p ro t ec t ed  r a t h e r  i n t e n s i v e l y  

. under " U s e " .  

(d)  Wilderness: 

(i) - ( i v )  A l l  Al te rna t ives :  

The amount of recommended wi lderness  acreage 

under ' 'Use"  is s l i g h t  (6  sites on 602,000 acres, 
81/ -. 

or  only 5% of t h e  B.L.M. s h a r e  of t h e  C.D.C.A.). 

But i t  rises t o  39 areas covering 1.828 m i l l i o n  

acres (15%) under "Balancedr and t o  a whopping 
82/ 

108 areas (5.22 m i l l i o n  acres) under "Protect ion".  

This  l a t t e r  f i g u r e  'is t h e  amount recommended i n  t h e  

C.D.C.A. wi lderness  inventory (see our  November 1979 

"Tracking Rep'ort") and equals  f u l l y  43% of t h e  land 

area under cons idera t ion  by B.L.M. wi th  t h e  C . D . C . A F  
8 3/ 
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( 4 )  

(e) A.C.E.C. 's: 

( i )  - ( iv)  A l l  Al te rna t ives :  

Unlike its wilderness  recommendations, B.L.M. 

has no "s. l iding s c a l e "  for A.C.E.C. 's .  16, cover- 

i n g  194,000 acres, w i l l  be des igna ted  as p a r t  of 

t h e  f i n a l  C.D.C.A. land use  p l an ,  r e g a r d l e s s  of 

8 4/ t h e  a l t e r n a t i v e  selected. 

Despite t h e  obvious var iance from one p l a n  a l t e r n a t i v e  

t o  another  i n  t h e  oppor tun i t i e s  for  geothermal l e a s i n g  and 

development or power plant / t ransmission c o r r i d o r  s i t i n g ,  i t  

is  n o t  possible to  completely and accurately gauge t h e  

impact upon i n d i v i d u a l  t a r g e t  prospec ts  i n  t h i s  fash ion .  

E.g., " U s e "  would allow lea'sing on 86% of t h e  B.L.M. Os 

C.D.C.A. acreage. B u t  if the 12% s u b j e c t  t o  " s t r i n g e n t  

res t r ic t ions"  (or t h e  2% to  be withheld f r o m  any leasing) 

overlapped Coso, E a s t  Mesa or  Randsburg, then " U s e i i  is  n o t  

t h e  b e s t  choice. F7e are the re fo re  tu rn ing  t o  those specific 

target-Srospect areas i n  o rde r  t o  assess the site-specific 

impact of each of t h e  P lan  Al t e rna t ives .  W e  w i l l  f o c u s  on 

t h e  treatment of both exploration/development and production/ 

f a c i l i t y  s i t i n g  wi th in  each al ternat ive.  
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ki - (a) Coso: 

(i) " U s e " :  

This  a l t e r n a t i v e  is t h e  best f r o m  a Cos0 geo- 

thermal perspec t ive .  

K . G . R . A .  is set' a s i d e  for p o s s i b l e  power p l a n t  

s i t i n g -  and s e v e r a l ,  t w o - m i l e - w i d e  t ransmission 

c o r r i d o r s  ( t r ack ing  e x i s t i n g  D.W.P.  and Edison 

l i n e s )  are t racked t\rough t h e  Cos0 area as w e l l 7  

A l a r g e  'area wi th in  t h e  

8 5/ 

86/ 

This  a l t e r n a t i v e  'does' n o t  appear t o  d i f f e r  
8 7/ 

t h a t  g r e a t l y  from .' 'Use" a s  f a r  as Cos0  is  c o n c e r n e d 7  
.. .. 

(iii) "Protec t ion"  : 

As expected, this approach would ban a l l  p l a n t  

s i t i n g  near  Cos0 and c u t  a l lowable t ransmission 
88/ 

corridors almost as d r a s t i c a l l y 7 '  

E a s t  Mesa: 

(i) " U s e " :  

E a s t  Mes'a fares' very w e l l  under " U s e " ,  wi th  a 

very l a r g e  numbe'r of p l a n t  s i tes  and a t  least  

t h r e e  p o s s i b l e  t ransmission corridor outlets. 

(E) Balanced" .: 

89/ 

Though n o t  as a t t ract ive as " U s e " ,  "Balanced" 
9 O/ 

appears  t o  a l l o w  adequate p l a n t  and c o r r i d o r  sites. 
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(ii i ) 'I P ro t  e c t i on", : 

E a s t  Mesa's devel-pment rould be l i m i t  d by 

t h e  "Protect ion" p lan ,  b u t  would n o t  be expunged 

l i k e  Coso's. 

b u t  p l a n t  si tes appear satisfactory. 

Only one 'corridor would be a v a i l a b l e  
9 1/ 

(c) Randsburg : 

(i) " U s e " :  

This former' mining town fares w e l l  under " U s e " ,  

though t h e  l a r g e  wi lderness  reconmendations t o  t h e  

south  of the Rand Mountains are c l e a r l y  a cause for 

concern. 

w i th in  a few m i l e s  of t h e  K.G.R.A.'s western edge. 

An e x i s t i n g  t ransmission corridor lies 
9 2/ 

. .. 
(ii) "Balance'd" : 

Randsburg seems l a r g e l y  unaf fec ted  by the 
- 9 3/ 

seitch t o  "Balanced", as w e r e  C o s 0  and E a s t  Mesa. 

(iii) "Protect ion" : \ 

Any f u t u r e  geothermal develo2ment a t  Randsburg 
9 4/ 

would be forec losed  by t h i s  alternative. N o  geo- 

thermal p l a n t  sites are allowed. 

( 5 )  Summary: 

A s  w a s  probably t h e  .idea a l l  along, adoption of t h e  

"Balanced Al t e rna t ive"  w i l l  probably be B.L.M. 's d e c i s i o n a l  

bottom l i n e  n C.D.C.A. Land U s e .  That  P lan  A l t e r n a t i v e  

repres 'ents  a p r e t t y  s o l i d  value ' trade-off befwee'n the extremes 

of " U s e "  on t h e  one hand and "Pro tec t ion"  on the  o ther .  From 
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t h e  s t andpo in t  of geothermal commercialization, a "Balanced" 

l and  uselmanagement p l an  f o r  t h e  C.D.C.A. would appear t o  

allow for  f a i r l y  f u l l  development a t  t h e  area's " t a r g e t  

prospectsn - Coso, E a s t  Mesa and Randsburg. Overa l l ,  some 

51% of t h e  C.D.C.A. (2 .44  m i l l i o n  acres) would be a v a i l a b l e  

for  r e l a t i v e l y  unhindered l e a s i n g  and exp lo ra t ion  under 

"Balanced", wi th  another  41% (1 .941  m i l l i o n  acres) subject 

.. 

t o  " s t r i n g e n t "  c o n t r o l s  . Twenty t ransmission c o r r i d o r s  and 

100,000 acres earmarke'd for  geothermal p l a n t  sites would 

also be a v a i l a b l e .  
I 

(C)  BLY F i n a l  Wi'lderness Inventory For C a l i f o r n i a :  I 
(1) Background: 

A t  t h e  end of 1979, t h e  B.L.M. State Of f i ce  f o r  C a l i f o r n i a  

publ i shed  i t s  "F ina l  I n t e n s i v e  Inventory" of p o t e n t i a l  wilder-  

nes s  areas on p u b l i c  lands o u t s i d e  of t h e  C a l i f o r n i a  Desert - 
95/ . 

Conservation A r e a  (C.D.C.A. 

T h e  F i n a l  Wilderness Inventory,for  t h e  C.D.C.A. had been I 
publ i shed  i n  March, 1979 i n  o r d e r  t o  keep i n  s t e p  wi th  t h e  

land use  planning process  for  t h a t  area. 

5.5 m i l l i o n  acres. 

I t  t o t a l e d  a whopping 

But  as w e  ' reported on those 'C.D.C.A. 

wi lderness  des igna t ions  (as p a r t  of our  October, 1979 "Si te -  
96/ 

S p e c i f i c  Analysis"). Randsburg appears  t o  be the only poten- 

t i a l  v i c t i m  of BoL.IJIors wilderness  review process  i n  t h a t  area. 

Outside of the 'C.D.C.A., B.L.M. i d e n t i f i e d  some 266 u n i t s  
1 

as candida tes  f o r  wildernes's des ' ignation i n  i t s  I n i t i a l  Inven- 
L J  
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tory.  These "poss ih les"  covered some 3.2 m i l l i o n  acres, 

A f t e r  s tudying a l l  of t h e s e  u n i t s  more closeiy, over t w o  

m i l l i o n  ac re s  were dropped as unsui tab le  for  wilderness  

des igna t ion  for  one reason or  another. B . L . M . ' s  f i n a l  non- 

C.D. C.A. wi lderness  inventory now comprises only n ine ty  

three (93) u n i t s  or ?arts thereof t o t a l l i n g  1.134 m i l l i o n  

acres. 

1 

Those u n i t s  w i l l  now be managed i n  accordance w i t h  

B.L.N.  's "Inter im Planagement Guidelines" for wilderness  

s tudy  areas .  A s  w e  noted i n  an earlier a n a l y s i s  of those 

gu ide l ines  I "For a l l  i n t e n t s  and purposes a reas  included 

i n  t h e  B.L.M. wi1dernes.s inventory w i l l  have to  be w r i t t e n  

off for  t h e  next  decade a s  f a r  as, geothemal commercializa- 

t i o n  i s  concerned. I!- Even' though B.L.M. now states t h a t  
i ts  "study" phase on thes'e p a r c e l s  w i l l  t a k e  only t w o  yea r s ,  

wi th  another. three years expec'ted for  P r e s i d e n t i a l  recomenda- 

t i o n  and f i n a l  Congressional action, t h i s  t imetable  can be 

expected to  s l i p  as c o n s e r v a t i o n i s t  groups protest  any pro- 

m u l t i p l e  use/anti-wilderness decisions by B.L.M.. Already, 

appeals and protests have been f i l e d  on over one m i l l i o n  

acres (1,015,869) that  were n o t  selected by B.L.M. for  i t s  

991 Fina l  Inventory: I n  view of t h i s  enormous p o t e n t i a l  for 

delay,'W@ s h a l l  examine t h e  B.L.M.'s non-C.D.C.A. wilderness  

inventory  t o  see i f  any of its Wilderness Study Areas (FJ.S.A.'s) 

w i l l  impinge upon any of t h e  o t h e r  geo'thermal " t a r g e t  pros- 

9 7 1  

9 8/ 

- 
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. 

bi pec t s "  i n  C a l i f o r n i a ,  pa r t i cu la r l l  near The Geysers. 

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

Only t w o  u n i t s  i n  t h e  v i c i n i t y  of The Geyse r s  K.G.R.A. 

(and t h e  fou r  o t h e r  Lake' County-area K.G.€?.A.s) are i n -  

cluded i n  B.L.M. ' s  F i n a l  Inventory.  These are: "Rocky 

Creek-Cache Creek" (B.L.X. area' CA-050-317, B.L.M. *Map 05-A) 

and "Cedar Roughs" (B!L.M. area CA-050-331, B.L.M. Map 05-A) . 
. . .  . 

(a) "Cedar Roughs W.S.A.'" . ( ~ ~ - 0 5 0 - 3 3 1 )  : 

This  f a i r l y  s o l i d  block of 7,343 ac res  of p u b l i c  

land  (160 acres are p r i v a t e ) '  is  i n  Napa County w e s t  of 

Lake Berryessa,  east of Hardin Creek and south  of Pope 

Creek. 

K.G.R.A. boundaries and no comments concerning its geo- 

I t  is  p r e t t y  w e l l  t o  t h e  south of any of t h e  

thermal po ten t i a l  were d i r e c t e d  t o  B.L.M. dur ing t h e  

inventory phase. 

(b) "Rocky Creek '-' Cache' Creek W.S.A." (CA-050-317) : 
. .  . . . . . . . 

This  l a r g e  (33,982 acre)' u n i t ,  98% p u b l i c  land, 

r ep resen t s  a p o t e n t i a l  problem. 

t h e  Rieff-Rayhouse Road and only several niles to  t h e  

eas t  of Clear  Lake and C l e a r  Lake Highlands. Although 

It i s ' l o c a t e d  n o r t h  of 

t h e r e  i s  no geothermal development i n  t h e  area a t  pre-  

s e n t ,  s i x  pro-geothermal comen.ts were rece ived  by 

B.L.M. dur ing i t s  inventory phase. A s  w e  have noted on 

several occasions however, such comments are, as B.L.11. 

p u t  it "study phase,  rather than inventory phase, cons i -  
I 
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l o o /  
de ra t ions .  'I- 

"Knoxville W.S.A. 'I '(cA-050-319) : 

Another p o t e n t i a l  c o n f l i c t  between geothermal and 

wi lderness  may a l ready  been aver ted  when B.L.M. decided 

t o  drop t h e  "Knoxville" wi lderness  area (CA-050-319) 

f r o m  its inventory.  This  5,624 acre p a r c e l  i s  almost 

t o t a l l y  wi th in  t h e  'Knoxville 'K.G.R.A. . 
is being protes ' ted,  however, by pro-wi1dernes.s groups . 

This dec i s ion  
.. 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . . , . . . . . - . . . . 

(3) Mono-Long Va'l'l'ey 'Are'& W.'S,"'''s: 
. .  

Although thi's K.G.R'.A. Ts a'lmost e n t i r e l y  on F o r e s t  Ser- 

vice land,  q u i t e  'a b i t  of B.L.M.-administered acreage borders  

it and much of t h a t  i s  being recommended for formal wi lderness  

designat ion.  Thes'e W.S.A.s include:  s e v e r a l  u n i t s  t o  t h e  

east  of Flono Lake ( to  t h e  'north of the K.G.R.A.) p a r t i c u l a r l y  

G r a n i t e  Mountains (B.L.M. A r e a  CA-010-090); a few more s t i l l  

f u r t h e r  south  towards O w e n s  Lake (Southern Inyo B.L.M. A r e a  

CA-010-056); Cerro Gordo (B.L.M. A r e a  CA-010-055); and 

Independence Creek '(B.L.M. A r e a  CA-010-057). 

they do not  appear t o  pres.ent any problems f o r  geothermal 

A t  t h i s  t i m e  

commercialization; however. 

( 4 )  S u s a n v i l l e  A r e a  W.S.A.'s: 

Though numerous parcels i n  and around t h e  S u s a n v i l l e  

K.G.R.A. w e r e  inc luded  i n  t h e  ' I n i t i a l  B.L.M. Wilderness Inven- 

tory, almost a l l  have been dropped from t h e  f i n a l  version. 

The exception is  the Tunnison Mountain W.S.A. (B.L.M. A r e a  
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c-, CA-020-311) c o n s i s t i n g  of some 21,450 acres .  N o  comments 

concerning any geothermal p o t e n t i a l  w e r e  .forthcoming, how- 

ever ,  and t h e  area seeins s u r e  t o  be des'ignated as wilder-  

nes s  based upon i ts  s e t t i n g .  
10  1/ 
7 

( 5 )  Summary: 

With t h e  p o s s i b l e  'exception of the one ' un i t  i n  The 
.. 

Geysers only Randsburg, of a l l  the 'Cal i forn ia  t a r g e t  pros- 

p e c t s ,  appears  t o  have been h i t  hard by B.L.M.'s wi lderness  

review process  thus- f a r .  D.O.E. should,  however, press 

B.L.M. t o  open up Randsburg f o r  geothermal exp lo ra t ion  by 

U.S.G.S. during t h e  '"study phase" i n  o r d e r  t o  prove t h e  

K.G.R.A. ' s  non-wildernes's, geothermal energy p o t e n t i a l .  

(D) FOREST SERVICE FINAL ENVIRONMENTA'L ASSESSMENT ON GEOTHER- 

MAL LEASING W I T H I N  THE MONO-LONG VALLEY K.G.R.A. : 
... .. . . . . . . . . . . 

(1) Background: 

The long and u n t i l  now sad  saga of geothermal develop- 

ment w i t h i n  the 'Inyo Nat iona l  Pores't's Mono-Long V a l l e y  

R.G.R.A. may have f i n a l l y  come 'to an end. A s  w e  r epor t ed  i n  
102/  

ou r  February "Tracking R e p o r t " 7 .  it took the Fores t  Se rv ice  

s i x  y e a r s  t o  come up wi th  a land management p l an  for  tbe 

Inyo Na t iona l  F o r e s t ' s  "Mammoth-Mono Planning Unit" (M.M.P.U.) , 
con ta in ing  a geothermal area t h a t  developers had been seeking  

access to  s i n c e  t h e  'ear ly  1960s.  That  t a sk  w a s  n o t  completed 

u n t i l  May, 1979. But t h e  ' f i n a l  dec is ion  on t h e  specifics of 

geothermal leasing/ex)?loration'were 'not contained i n  t h a t  land 
b.' 
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management document. 

most of it s p e n t  i n  hea ted  controversy over  t h e  s t i p u l a -  

t i o n s ,  etc., t o  be contained i n  the " f i n a l "  Forest Se rv ice  

dec i s ion  document on geothermal leas ing .  O r i g i n a l l y  slated 

Nearly another f u l l  yea r  has passed,  

. 
b 

for  a February lease sale 'date,  more delays pushed t h e  

long-awaited Mono-Long Valley o f f e r i n g s  back t o  J u l y ,  19  80. 

"F ina l ly" ,  as of A p r i l  1980, t h e  Fores't Serv ice  h a s  made a 

dec is ion .  Well, s o r t  of . They' w i l l  "allow" . .  geothermal 
. 103/ - 

l ea s ing ,  b u t  only under a compulsory uni tTza t ion  agreement, 

and p a s s i v e  exp lo ra t ion  only (no deep' w e l l  d r i l l i n g ) .  When, 

and i f ,  a lessee s u b m i t s  a Plan  of Operation for  such deep 

hole exp lo ra t ion  t o  the U.S.G.S., t h e  'Service and the 

Survey w i l l  then  conduct a separate , '  GS-lpa "E.A." on t h a t  

phase, as w e l l  as for  subsequent phases. The " f i n a l "  

Se rv ice  '"E.A. 'I is ther 'efore  'not " f i n a l "  a t  a l l .  B a s i c a l l y  

it allows f a i r l y  bare bones' l ea s ing  only. Whether or n o t  

deep h o l e  'explorat ion,  developmental d r i l l i n g  and/or resource  

u t i l i z a t i o n  w i l l  even tua l ly  be '"allowe6" by them as w e l l  

is n o t  answered. As Lhe F i n a l  E.A. p u t s  it: "The purpose 

of t h i s  a n a l y s i s  . . . is n o t  t o  provide ' input  for  a d e c i s i o n  

t o  proceed i n t o  t h e  .dee'p w e l l  d r i l l i n g  s t a g e ,  but  t o  provide  

t h e  neces'sary contingencies '  so t h a t  t h e  'option of proceeding 

-10 
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a d e c l a r a t i o n  of "no s i g n i f i c a n t  impacts upon the q u a l i t y  

of the human environment . . . f r o m  geothermal ac t iv i t ies  105 /  

involved i n  up to, b u t  n o t  inc luding  deep well d r i l l i n g 7  

What is  i n c r e d i b l e  t o  the o u t s i d e  observer is  that i t  

took t h e  Forest Se rv ice  ' t h i s  long to  recognize the v i a b i l i t y  

O f  the U . S , G . S ,  ' s  phased-E.A. approach t o  t h e  environmental 

assessment of post-lease ac t iv i t i e s .  T h e i r  A p r i l ,  1980 

dec i s ion  could have been' made years ago, and on an i d e n t i c a l  

basis! They s t i l l  re fuse  to  credit the G . S . ,  however, re- 

f e r r i n g  t o  the system employed by. the 'survey fo r  over s i x  

years as "condi t iona l  d e v e l o p m e n t 7  thus g iv ing  i t  a gloss 

of Service creativity.  

106/ 

conduct a l l  l e a s i n g  on a compulsory 

-.I 

- . --=. ye" 

w i l l  respond e n t h u s i a s t i c a l l y  a t  t h a t  t i m e  'is n o t  clear. 

The reasons for  doubt, revolve 'around the a d d i t i o n a l  restric- 

t i o n s  (beyont! compulsory unitization) t h a t  the Service has 

imposed as t h e  "terms" upon which i t  has given i ts  Steam Act-granted "consen't" t o  t h i s  gedthermal lease sale.' Those 

a d d i t i o n a l  res t r ic t ions fall i n t o  three'  d i s t i n c t  categories : 
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10 8/ - 109/ - L, (1) "Environmental Concern" maps ; (2 )  " M i  t i g a t i o n  Procedures" ; 

and ( 3 )  "Lease S t i p u l a t i o n s  . ' 110/  - 

Required Mono-Long Val ley Lease S t i p u l a t i o n s  

and Conditions:  

I f  a l l  t h e  requi red  s t i p u l a t i o n s  are a c t u a l l y  included 

i n  t h e  18 odd F a r c e l s  t h a t  w i l l  be l eased  i n  J u l y ,  the 

s u c c e s s f u l  b idde r s  m a y  w e l l  be hamstrung i n  their  e f f o r t s  t o  

develop t h i s  key t a r g e t  prospect .  

s i o n s  t o  " m i t i g a t e "  t h e  'impacts upon (1) v i s u a l ;  (2)  range; 

Included w i l l  be provi-  

(3)  r e c r e a t i o n ;  ( 4 )  f i s h  and w i l d l i f e ;  ( 5 )  timber; (6 )  water- 

shed; ( 7 )  social; and (8) s e n s i t i v e  p l a n t s  "environmental 

Each of those ' ca tegor ies  has  a s2ecific "concern concerns . 
map" f o r  it, d e t a i l i n g  where ' in  the 'lease a r e a  it is present .  

111/ 

112/ - 

I n  almost a l l  of t h e  ' e igh t  cases  ,there 'are "no s u r f a c e  

occu?ancy" areas set  o u t  f o r  t h e  p r o t e c t i o n  of these non- 

energy values .  
113/ - 

A certif ied survey' and s ta tement  of no impact by a 

q u a l i f i e d  a rchaeo log i s t  must also be provided by the Lessee 

for any work beyond "casua l  use 

"range improvement" may also re s ' u l t  i n  a requirement that  

the d i s t u r b e d  range be ' " r e p l a c e d 7  

ance of any 

l15 /  

A h o t  s p r i n g s  monitoring program must h e  set  up by t h e  

lessees and they  must f u r n i s h  G . S .  and the 'Service w i t h  a 

f i n a l  "study" of any impacts upon t h e  'area's "hydrologic 
. T16/ -. 

system . . i nc lud ing  h o t  s p r i n g s 7  Should t h a t  s tudy show 
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CI, an "adverse effect" upon the C a l i f o r n i a  Department of 

& G a m e ' s  H o t  Creek F i s h  Hatchery, or upon any area ho 

Fish  

s p r i n g ,  t h e r e  must be .mit igat ion measures taken or t h e  

lessee(s) w i l l  be " requi red  t o  . . . cease t h e  a c t i v i t y . "  
117/ - 

No "su r face  d i s t u r b i n g  a c t i v i t y "  can take p l a c e  u n t i l  
1181 

a " d e t a i l e d  s t u d F  of endangered o r  threa tened  p l a n t s  and 

animals and t h e i r  h a b i t a t s  is  conducted a t  t h e  lessee's ex- 
118/ - 

pense and submit ted to  the Serv ice  and G.S.. Road use out- 

side the leased lands s h a l l  be by permi t  from the Serv ice  

and maintenance ' s h a l l  b e  by les'sees. Cut or  destroyed 

timber s h a l l  subject a les'see 'to damage payments t o  t??e 

Serv ice .  

1 1 9 1  - 

120/ 
7 

F i n a l l y ,  should an acceptab le  ( to  G.S. and t h e  Serv ice)  

u n i t  agreement among a l l  t h e  'les'sees' n o t  be forthcoming 

w i t h i n  seven (7 )  months' of n o t i f i c a t i o n  of high bid accept- 

ance,  t h e  leases' n o t  so covered s h a l l  be te rmina ted  auto- 

matically. 
l 2 1 /  - 

. A l l  i n  a l l ,  it w i l l  be 'a s o m e w h a t  d iscouraging f u t u r e  

f o r  t h e  p rospec t ive  'Mono-Long Valley' les'see', one ' t igh t ly  

r e g u l a t e d  and ca r ry ing  w i t h  it g r e a t  r i s k s  of te rmina t ion  

p r i o r  t o  any f i n a l  production. It  is  n o t  an impossible 

road,  however; and t h e  area is b l i e v e d  to  have g r e a t  cm- 

mercial geothermal p o t e n t i a l .  Monethel'ess , t h e  bottom l i n e  

w i l l  probably be .de$ressed bids and fewer bidders. The geo- 

thermal s t o r y  of Mono-Long Val ley is n o t  y e t  over.  
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CHAPTER TSREE: SPECIFIC FEDERAL LAND MANAGEMENT ACTIONS AFFECT- 

I N G  P A C I F I C  NORTHWEST GEOTHERMAL PROSPECTS 

(A)  B.L.M. F i n a l  Wilderness Inventory For Oregon 
and Washington: 

(1) Background 

B.L.M. i s  c l e a r l y  making an a l l  o u t  e f fo r t  t o  expedi te  

i t s  wi lderness  review proces's. Though they were given an 

expansive t i m e  frame i n  t h e  Federal Land Pol icy  and Manage- 

ment A c t  of 1976- - October 1, 1980 f o r  the " inventory" 

and u n t i l  October 1, 1 9 9 1  t o  make t h e i r  ''study" and forward 

. 1/- 

recommendations t o  t h e  Pres ' ident  - it is q u i t e  ev iden t  that  

they i n t e n d  t o  b e a t  those  generous deadl ines  by a consider- 

able margin. I n  Chapter Two (C) w e  'analyzed the C a l i f o r n i a  

State  . O f f i c e ' s  F i n a i  Wilderness Inventory for  t h a t  s t a t e ' s  

p u b l i c  lands ,  completed i n  December, 1979. Here w e  t u r n  our  

a t t e n t i o n  t o  t h e  F i n a l  Inventory for  t h e  Oregon/Washington 

.. 

B.L.M.,  publ i shed  a t  t h e  'end of' >larch. 

f a i r l y  encouraging. 

It  appears t o  be 

Out of an I n i t i a l  Inventory o f  over  seven (-71 m i l l i o n  

acres., almost f i v e  m i l l i o n  (4.38 mi l l ion]  acres' have been 

dropped f r o m  cons ide ra t ion  as wilderness: 

acres have b e e n  formally and o f f i c i a l l y  designated as w i l d e r -  

ness  s tudy  areas (W.S.A.s)y The remaining 1.75 m i l l i o n  acres 

are b e i n g  proposed f o r  such a f i n a l  des ' ignation, w i th  t h e  com- 

ment p e r i o d  on t h a t  a c t i o n  c los ing  on June 25, ,198OT 

the g e n e r a l  t r e n d  of the 'numbers looks' reasonable ,  w e  must 

- 2/ 
Another 431,700 

3/ 

' 4/ 
Though 
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take-  a look a t  the ' s i t u a t i o n  nea'r each geothermal target  

p r o s p e c t  i n  t h e  two states', as w e  d i d  wi th  t h e  B.L.M. inven- 

tory for C a l i f o r n i a  and t h e  C.D.C.A'. land use  p l a n ,  i n  o rde r  

t o  determine t h e  'exact B.L.M. wilderness  impact upon geother- 

m a l  hydrothermal comnercial3.zation i n  Oregon and Washington. 

Li 

i . .  . . . . . . . . - . . . . . . . .... _ . .  . .  . . _  

( 2 )  Oregon Prospec ts  -AAlvord and V a l e  W.S.A.S: 

Both of t h e s e  sou ' theastern Oregon p rospec t s  had been 

b lanketed  wi th  i n i t i a l  wildernes's inventory '  des'ignations. 

Alvord D e s e r t  itsel'f was v i r t u a l l y  inundated 'by some 296,100 
. 5 /  -. 

acres of p o s s i b l e  wi lderness  study areas (W.S.A.s)T Fortunate- 

l y ,  some 135,210 acres' of' t h a t  t o t a l  have now been dro;?ped 

and are n o t  p a r t  of  t h e  'Oregon-Washington B.L.M.'s F i n a l  
6 1  

Inventory, Tha t ' s  t he  good news. 

The bad news is  t h a t  a whopping 160,890 ac res  have been 

selected for  des'ignation as a W.S.A. (-"Alvord Desert" (Inven- 

tory Uni t  2-74F) and must t h e r e f o r e  be' managed under t h e  

B.L.PI.'s I n t e r i m  flanagement Guidelines' f o r  1J.S.A.s- u n t i l  a 

f i n a l  dec i s ion  is  made Congres's, or u n t i l  B.L.M. decides 

t o  drop theni f r o m .  t h e  . 

"h igher  use", such as eothermal commercialization. 

7/ 

ritory due 'to t h e  presence of a 

I n  a d d i t i o n  t o  p t i n g  t h a t  f i n a l  W.S.A. stamp on t h e  

main "Alvord D e s ' e r t "  inventory u n i t ,  B.L.M. has  also "pro- 

posed" a s i m i l a r  f i n a l  dec i s ion  on no less than 103,355 

acres i n  thre b t h e r  inventory n i t s .  border ing a .  t h e  Alvord 

D e s e r t  H.G.R.A. . These 'are 'the '67,320 acre '"South Steens" 
W 
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u n i t  (2-85F) i n  t h e  Steens Yountains (above t h e  Steens f a u l t  U 
81 

zone) j u s t  t o  t h e  West- and t w o  of t h e  t h r e e  % i n t e r  Range" 

u n i t s  t o  t h e  n o r t h e a s t  of Alvord Des'ert ( u n i t s  2-73 A and 

2-73 H): These two l a t t e r  areas t o t a l  36,035 acres. 
9/ 

Though t h e  au thor  does' n o t  have 'an ove r l ap  map d e f i n i t i v e l y  

showing these a r e a s  upon t h e  'K.G.R.A., t h e r e  is  no ques t ion  

t h a t  t h e  nega t ive  'impact of  a " f i n a l "  W.S.A. des igna t ion  on 

a l l  f o u r  u n i t s  (Alvord, South Stee'ris and t h e  t w o  Winter 

Range u n i t s ) ,  t o t a l l i n g  264,245 acres: upon geothermal commer- 

c i a l i z a t i o n  a t  t h e  Alvord " target '  p rospec t"  would be l a r g e  

indeed. 

Though t h e  V a l e  H.S.  area is  n o t  be l i eved  to  be that  

high i n  geothermal p o t e n t i a l  and is t h e r e f o r e  n o t  a " t a r g e t  

prospec t"  as such, i t s  smal l  (23,000 acre) K.G.R.A. w a s  almost 

t o t a l l y  surrounded by possible 1V.S.A.s during t h e  ' i n i t i a l  

inventory  s tage. '  Though t h e  bulk  'of t h e s e  ' un i t s  have now 

- .  

been dropped, t h e r e  h a s  bee'n' a f i n a l  W.S.A. des ' ignation on 
. .  . lo/ 

one 48,500 parcel'  ("FifteenmileK, Un i t  3-156 A T v  and s e v e r a l  

o t h e r  s u b s t a n t i a l  u n i t s  i n  t h e  . v i c i n i t y  have been "proposed" 

f o r  t h e  f i n a l  W.S.A. stamp. They include:' "Bowden H i l l s "  

(Uni t  3-118A, 50800 acres') ; "Owyhee River" (Unit 3-143A1 

44769 acres') ; "Whitehorse 'Creek'" (Un i t  3-152, 27350 acres) ; 

"Disaster Peak" (Unit  3-153,' 1342rJ acres) ; "Oregon Canyon" 

CUnit 3-157, 49400 acres') ; "Twe'lvemile"' (Unit  3-162A, 27160 

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

hd 
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t o  t h e i r  geologic  similari t ies t o  Alvord ( t o  t h e  West) and 

s e v e r a l  areas i n  southern Idaho ( t o  t h e  e a s t )  t h i s  291,810 

acres must be i n t e n s i v e l y  s t u d i e d  by U . S . G . S .  during t h e  

"study" phase i n  o r d e r  t o  eva lua te  t h e i r  geothermal poten- 

t i a l .  

(3) Washington Prospects  - M t .  S t .  Helens, M t .  Baker: 

None of t h e  B.L.N.  s Washington wilderness  a c t i o n s  w i l l  

a f f e c t  e i t h e r  of Lles'e candidates  f o r  geothermal commerciali- 

z a t i o n ,  s i n c e  both a r e  'on' Fores't Ser'vice - adminis tered 

lands.  H o w e v e r  t h e  ' recent  e rup t ion  of t h e  supposedly-dormant 

M t .  St. Helens volcano has probably d e a l t  hopes of leas ing/  

developing a l a r g e  p o r t i o n  of t h e  Gif ford  Pinchot  Nat ional  

F o r e s t  a f a t a l  blow. Reticent t o  consent  t o  l eas ing  i n  t h e  

f irst  place, t h e  'Service w i l l  now be able t o  amply j u s t i f y  

such i n a c t i o n .  



FOOTNOTES . 

CHLDTER THREE 

- I/ 
P.L. 94-579, S603, 90 S t a t .  2785, 43 U.S.C. S1782. 

- 2/ - 
Wilderness R e v i e w  In t ens ive  Inventory,  B.L.M. (March 1980) , 
a t  pp. 6 and 78, h e r e i n a f t e r  c i t e d  as "B.L.M. Inventory". 

B.L.M. Inventory a t  p.  6. 
- 3/ 

- 4/ 
ib id . ,  a t  p. 78. 

- 5/ - 
ib id . ,  a t  p. 8. 

These w e r e  reviewed i n  ou r  February "Tracking Report", 
J . M .  Energy Consultants,  Inc.  Rpt. No .  1018 (Feb. 1980). 

7/ 

- 8/ 

- 9/ 

. B.L.M. Inventory,  a t  p. .SS.  

ibid. ,  a t  p. 84. 

- l o /  
ib id . ,  a t  p. 8. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION . 
AGENCY 

u 40 CFR Part 81 
. .  

lFRL1349-4; Docket No. OAOPS-79-09) 

Natlonal Visibillty Goal for Federal 
Class I Areas; Identification of ~ 

Mandatory Class I Federal Areas 
Where Visibllity 1s an Important Value 

AGENCY: US. Environmental Prcjteciion 
Agency. 

' - 

- 
. ACTION: Final action. 

SULlMARY: Section 169A(a][2) of the ' 
q e a n  Air Act requires EPA to 
promulgate, after consultation with the 
Secretary of the Department of the 
In'teiior [Don. a list of mandatory class I' 

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

initial step In developing programs 
which make reasonable progress toward 
meeting this national goal is set out in 
Sectfon 169A(a)(2), which requires that 
DOL in ~~nsul ta t ion  With other Federal 
Land Managers, review all mandatory 
class I Federal areas and identify those 
areas where visibility is an important 
value. EPA, after consulting with DO& 
.must promulgate a list of mandatory 
class 1 Federa? areas in which it 
'determines visibility is an important 
value. 

published notice seeking public 
comment on i t s  preliminary 
determination that 153 of the 158 

On October 14,1977 [4i FR 55280) DO1 

mandatory class I Federal areas 
possessed visibility as an important 
value. These 153 areas were identified- 

Federal areas where visibility is-& * by a task force, of which EPA was a 
important On February 1% 1979 consulting member. that created and 
(44 FR 8909) the Environmental 
Protection Agency P A 1  proposed. after . 1. Does &e legislation for the area 
consultation with DOL a list of 

. *  

applied the following criteria: : - 
. 

mandatory class I Federal areas where 
.visibility-is an important value. EpA is 
today promulgating the proposed list 

EFFECTIVE DAT-IZ 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., Washigton, D.C u)460. A 
reasonable fee may be charged for 

* without a change. 

- 

- 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. 

Background 
The Clean Air Act Amendments of,  

1977 added Section l 6 9 A  to the Clean . 
Air Act. In thjs Section, Congress 
established, a3 a national goat "the - 
prevention of any future. and the (. 

remedying of any existing, impairment 
of visibility in mandatory class I Federal 
areas which impairment results from 
manmade air ollutioa" Mandatory 

international parks, all national 
wilderness areas and memorial parka 
which exceed !i.OOO acres in size and an 
national parks which exceed 6.000 acres 
in size. These areas must have been in 
existence on the date of enactment of 

. SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: 

. 

class I Feder? P areas are composed of an 

- 

indicate that scenic value was an 
important consideration for establishing 
the area? or, 
Is the area possessed of scenic values 

that are important to public enjoyment? 
2 Are scenic values of the area . 

primarily in the form of panoramic 
background. intermediate or foreground 
V i P W d  

. 

- - - - - - - 
3. Do natural sources of visibility 

impairment sen'ously affect the ability o€ 
the public to appreciate visibility as  an  
important value? 

4. For those areas in which natural 
sources of visibility impairment 
seriousIy 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 
I area involved (1) the participation of 
the individual park superintendents and 
forest rangers who surveyed each area, 

superintendents' 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 consulta tion process, each 
of the 158 mandatory class I Federal 
areas was evaluated and tested against 

and (2) a review of the park \ 

. the cn'teria 

view of background features. 
panoramas, or views of middleground or 
background features would fail lo be 
identified to possess visibility as an 
impoi-tant value in this step. Under the 
preliminary criteria, an area wan. 
identified as not possessing visibility as 
_an imporlant 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. ;.e.. it allows an individual lo 
observe overall patterns, shapes. and 
textures of the area. The one-mile cutoff 
is consistent with definitions of * 

foreground, middleground, and 
background presented in the USDA. 
Forest Service Landscape .Management 
Book. Volume L 

The application of the revised criteria 
identified three areas which possess 
visibility as an important value in 
addition i o  the 353 areas so identified in 
the preliminary findinis. The three 
additional are_as are: Mammoth Cave 
, Nafional Park, KentuckJ: Moosehorn 
. Wilderness, Maine; and Medicine Lake 

Wilderness, Montana. DO1 published 
this final list of 156 areas on February 
24.1978 (43 FR 7721). - 

. 

On February 32,1979. EPA proposed 

r. Review and analysis of public 
comments and DOrs preliminary 
findings produced ,one change in the 
criteria used to identify whether 
visibility is an important value. The 
Character of the Scenic Values (Step 31 
used in thefogic network for evaluating 
class 1 areas was changed SO that ody 
those areas which possess no sweeping 

to list these same 156 areas. 
EPA Review 

development. EPA followed DOI's 
progress in developing and applying the 
criteria by which the list of class I 
visibility protection areas was 
produced. EPA also re.viewed the 
criteria and the pomments obtained from 
public meetings conducted throughout 
the country..Fmally, the workbooks. 
containing narratives provided by 
Federal Land Managers, were reviewed 

+with particular attention paid to the 
logic 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 
determined by DO1 are correct 
Therefore. EPA is promulgating the 
proposed list without any changes in . 
designations. It should be noted, - 
however, that the February 12 1979 

From the earliest stages of 

proposal of this action (4-m 89091 
con!ained an error. Although Minarets 

.Wilderness in California was evaluated 
as having visibility as an important 
value. 3t. 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 DO1 list 
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. bfpotentially eligible areas, and since Wilderness, Okefenokee Swamp, and "affirmative responsibility" io protect 

weight Congress intended the judgment 
of Federal Land Managers to have. A 
technical base for use in future 
regulations h response to Section l69A 

quantify and define many of the . 
concerns mentioned above.- - 

One commentei, noting that the effeci 
of the Iistim*will not be precisely known 

PA'S proposal specifica1Iy mentioned Wolf Island Wilderness: - - visibility values, together show the great 
&e only two negative identifications on As many cornenters recognize, to 
bat  list, EPA does not believe it is . y assess, at the present time, the impact of - 

is now being established which will -. 

a Future regulatory program unde; 
Section 169A is neither possible nor 

ed by law. In Section l69A. 

of areas subject to regulation far in 
advance of the time when EPA must 
devel6p specific regulations for the 
States which contain guidelines and 

progress towards the national goal. 
Coniress revealed its sensitivity to the 
economic impact of any Section 169A 

.. regulations by making a cost and energy 
analysis part of the conk01 technology 
standard and providing the possibility 

.for exemption to that standard. 

.However, there is no indication that 
economic impacts be somehow 

regulations themselves-in compiling - 
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 Section 317. . 

The second most mentioned c'omment 
was the subjective nature of the 
evaluation criteria. Two commenters felt 

- 
Wilderness and as such promulgates it 
&ssary to repropose Minarets 

at-this w e .  
Significant Cdmments . 

from the public hearings conducted by 
DO1 were considered in this 
promulgation. The significant comments techniques for making reasonable - 
are discussed below. 

disagreed with the premise that a 
mandatory class I area could exist 
where visibility is not an important 
value. The conimenters felt the intent of 
Congress and the national goal was to 
include aU mandstory dass I Federal 
areas in the visibility protection 
p"gram. considered-in advance of the - 

EPA has found that visibility is an 
important value in 156 out of 158 - - the Section 169A(a)(2) list A regulatory 
mandatory 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 visibilitv 

ress explicitly called for t h k  listing J - 

Both written comments and comments 

Most speakers at the public hearings 
I 

- 1 

protection L necessary, Con&ess 
clearly did not necessarily intend that 
visibility be identified as an important 
value in all class I areas. See also H.R 

key terms such as  "important," @'scenic 
value: "public appreciation," and 
"seriously afiect" should have been 
defined Drior to the evaluations. Other 

' 

Rep. No. 95-294,gSth Cong.. I'st Sess. 205' conme& expressed concern over the 
(1snE ' . -  dependence of the criteria upon highly W A  exiecti that the future proposal of 

. The greatest number of comment variable human judgments, and felt a visibility regulations will require Sates  

. letters received pertained to the lack of need to measure objectively the and Federal Land Managers to develop 
information concerning the fmpact of * visibility of vistas from their associated such additional area-specific . - 
listing an area as  one where visibility is viewpoinb and lncorporate such assessments. Both this process, and the 
an important value. Tbe commenters . . measurements into the evaluation. proposal itself, will be subject to public 
expressed concern over the extent of . While EPA acknowledges that in comment. To the extent that further 
social and economic impacts on some respects the' established criteria comment and additional analysis (or 
communities surrounding class I areas are subjective, it believes that the anything else) affects the basis for the 
Commenters €elt that there was a nee subjectivenegs of these evaluations is to list. EPA win propose appropriate 
to evaluate more fully the impact of Borne extent inherent in the task of revisions. 
natural sources. investigate the existing assigning "value" to the visibility of an Several comments asserted that 
air quality in and around class I areas, area. Congress required DO1 ani3 EPA to Section 189A is limited to vistas wirhin - 
and list sources which may potentially accomplish this task in a very short time the boundaries of mandatory class I 
be required to install Best Available and did not anticipate that technical Federal areas, and, accordingly, that the 

problems Involved in objective EPA and DOI lists are defective because 
Specifically, two commenters oppose$ measurements of visibility impairment there is no indication that this alleged 
the designations of Mount Zirkel would be solved before the task could "jurisdictional limit" was observed by 
Wilderness, Rawah Wilderness, and be completed. Since a technical base the persons engaged in the identification 
Rocky Mountain National Park as  areas broad enough to more quantitatively process. Tbls observation overlooks - 
where visibility is an Important value assess the class I area evaluations was DOrs specific discussion of this issue In 
due to the uncertaintybf how the . not available in the time frame specified its February 24,1978, notice (43 FR 7721, 
designations would affect the local by Congress, criteria agreed on by EPA 7724). DO1 acknowledged the dispute a s  
economy. In addition, groups in the and DO1 were developed which to whether vistas without the 
Pacific Northwest protested the established certain priorities and were boundaries of the subject class fareas 
reduction or abolition of prescribed readily available for use by Federal are protected. but noted that it need not 

, burning. One commenter expressed the Land Managers. Sections 18S(d) and reach the issue because the 156 
8ame concern for forest products 

. 
169A which, among other things, charge mandatory class I Federal areas 
Federal Land Managers with an identified were based on views within hduslries located near Cohutte 

. 

, Retrofit Technology [BART). 

- 

- 
- 

u d  the Section 169A r i d a t i o i s  are 
proposed, suggested that promulgation ~ 

of the h a 1  list be postponed until after 
the hearing on the proposed regulations 
and that the public record be left open 
dwiq  the interim. EPA believes such an . 
approach would be contrary to' the 
Congressional scheme-clearly set out 
in Section 169A-of promulgating the 
list of areas in advance, even of the 
report to Congiess containing the 
technical outline for the eventual 
visibiljty regulations. 
This does not mean, however, that 

fu&e public comment and its 
consideration by EPA as to the speeific 
visibility objectives. values, and 
important vistas of each area is 
precluded. EPA recognizes that the 

.future rulemakicg under Section 169A 
will require such additional area- 
specific analysis. At EPA's request, DO1 
and the Forest Service have conducted a 
preliminary analysis of the range of 
scenic vistas, the nature of visual values 
ind  a pre'fhbary estimate of the degree 
of existing natural and man-made 
visibilit+ i m v a h e n t  found in each area. 

1 a - 

* 

- 

- 
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the areas seen lrom within the areas. . ofnkhtlinie sky viewing. h h y  Comment was also recelved 
The two areas not identified possessed cornenters felt this should be included concerning the independence of EPA% 
no out-of-area vistas which would - in the criteria lo evaluate the importance evaluation of class 1 areas under 

erwise qualify them for the list. of visibility to a class I area. EPA consideration for visibility protection. 
One commenter felt "'EPAshould not 

issue a3 lo the asserted " ju f i sd i c~on~  an hportant part of the wildnerness parrot Dol's list" and another 
limits" of Section 169k EPA Is. experience; especially to campsrs commenter did not want EPA to *rubber 
announcing its preliminary position apd backpackers. EPA feels that this a stamp" DOI's designations. EPA ha& : 
soliciting comments on a number of can be considered a visibility valu however, conducted an Independent and 
issues in the Advance Notice of use In establishing visibility objectives thorough evaluation of the workbooks - 

* Proposed Rulemaking published by the Federal Land Managers. It is not . submitted by lhe Federal Land - .  
elsewhere in this Federal Register. For considered. bowever, a major factor in . Managers and bas taken into 

' the puiposes ofthjs list under Section distinguishins betweeh class I areas or . consideration commenls supplied at ths 
169(a)(2), however. EPA has adopted evaluating the importance of visibility in public bearings held around the country. 
DOrs approach and considered only one class I area as  opposed 10 another. Numerous other written and oral 
vistas within an area as  observed from a Indeed P A  received no written comments were received which 
location within the same area. The two comments suggesting that the two areas concerned the upcoming regulations. 
mandatory class I Federal areas exJuded from the k t  promulgated These commenfers did not object io the 
identified as not possessing visibility as  today sbould have been included list, but were more concerned with the- - 
an -mportant value do not have outof- because of their nighttime skiea pote'ntial impact it would cause. These 
park yistas \vhich. if considered. would Sever$ comments received discussed questions be reviewed and 
warrant tbeh listing. - IndiGdual wildernesses and reasons , discussed in the regulatory procedure 

Both written comments and those . why they should.or should not be . under Sections 165 and 169A of the 
included as areas warranting visibility 

criferion.4 [for those areas in which protection ?vhile most questions a? 
natural sources of visibility impairment answered in the evaluations of the 
seiiously affect public appreciation of . work5ookS, a few will bediscussed 
scenic values, is the magnitude of the here. - 
scenic value sufficient to warrant - NthOUSh B r % a h e  wilderness is 7410,749l(a)(2). 7Wl[a)). 
protection from man-made causes?) was Dated: November 2l. 1919. vague. One written comment suggested 
the elimination of criterion 4, calling it 
"inappropriate and illogical" This 
commenter felt that controlling man- 
made souFces when natural sources of 
impa'ument degrade the scefiic value - 
such &at public enjoyment is ~ enjoy. Tberefore, visibaty is hn . PURPOSES ~ 

diminished is not valid. On the other . important valu~conlriiuting to the lo td  part 81 of &apter ~ j d ~ . a  of the , - 
public hearings expressed the opinion 
that man-made pollution can . for which one commenfer urged 
significantly increase visibility - - deletion In response to the comment . Subpart &-tdenWiafion *frAanciatow 
impairmeilt even when natura? s o m  

It is fmportant to consider that while 
natural visibility impairment does e$st 
in some dass  I areag. it will not only 
vary in magnitude, but also in duratioa 
The criterion was established to 
recognize natural sources of impairment 
which may be of consequence. but it 

significant scenic values protection from the requfrements set forth in the miteria. 81.408 Georgia. 
man-made impairment While the and it is ITA% responsibility to 81.409 Haw-aii. 
magdtude and duration of natural acknowledge this and deslgnate if as  an 2::; Ee'& impairment may be great the osition area wmanting visibiiit protection. 
of man-made impairmenf can 
significantly reduce the visual National Park Service, Mammoth Cave 81.414 h&..jggan. 
appreciation of an area even though it is * National Park was excluded from the W.415 *esoh . 
visibility hpa'irment Therefore, EPA important value Evidence W ~ S  8l.417 Montdna. 
agrees with the comment that even in 81.438 Nevada. 

. areas with substantial nahval v$sibiity- 22; ::; pz;b - 
81.42l New Mexico. exist and can be enhanced by control of 81A22 

w a n - m a d e  sources of visibiIity - surface area was a major consideration 81.425 N o d  DAota. 
mpairment. in the designation of Mammoth Cave a8 m . 4 ~  O I J ~ ~ ~ ~ &  

81.425 
numerous comments on the importance 81.426 Sooth &b1~ - 

also recognizes that Gem is acknowledges that nighttime skies are 

. 
. 

- - received from public hearings felt - Clean A i  A& 
"Ids promulgation is issued under !he 

authority granted in Sections lol@](l). 
114 169A(a)[2), and 3Ol(a) of $e Clean 
Air Act as amended (42 U.S.C. 740l(b], 

used primarily for fishing and 
blrdwalchiig, the scenic value of the 
wilaerness cannot be separated from the 
total enjoyment of the park Even though ~ Admihistmior. 
fishing is the primary attraction. the 
views-one sees are part of !he total 
experience which the public has come to 

enjoyment of this area. 

. -  
PART 81-DESIGNATION OF AREAS 

AIR QUALtn PLAfJNIHG , 

.. hand, comments obtained from the Code of Federal Regalations isamended 
by ad&ng Subpart D as follows: - 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ! ~ ~ , , ' '  
Sea 
81.400 scope. 
81.401 Alabama 

Breton Wilderness was another area 

that the area is not eligible because of 
- arepresent. - size limitations. EPA has noted that DO1 

promulgated Breton at 5000 acres and it. 
tberefore meets the dze-requirements 
set by Congiess. The comment also 
mentioned &he poor maintenance of the 
area. Poor maintenance, however, ia 
irrelevant to whether Congress intended 
visibility to be protected in the nation% 81.406 C0ioreda - 

Y,srbinv Is . 

2:: 
81.404 Arkansas . 
81.405 California. 

I 

also allows areas with particularly - wildlife meas. Breton Wilderness meets - 81.407 Florida. . .  

. In the preliminary evavuation by the I 

- experiencing some form of natural list of areas having visibility a s  an 81.416 hfissod - 

a impairment. important visibility values 

- presented at the public h e a h s  which 
supported the inclusion of the ark' in 

legislative hlS!oq which showed the 
the list. Th& evidence include B 

a national park and as  a resdt this park - 
0 .  

DO1 public bearings received 
was proposed by DO1 and EPA -. - 

. _  . -  



c 

Y 

d 

81.427 Sou& Dakota. 
m.428 Tennessee. 

* 5 81.400 SCopC Q 81.408 Georgla. 
kr~p MrcLnr. F&W . Subpart D. 0 f 81.401 through 81.437 1 estab- WQff 

lists those mandatory Federal Class I kssNarn h a o w  W c b w F e d e r s l M  
areas, established under the Clean Air wW-& *  is..^^ 93632. VSM-FS firablis%ng M a n a g a ,  

Act Amendments of 1977. where the 
Administrator, In consultation with the h m ~ n g a  -. e.oa 08-577.- ISM? - ELyrny s:; E 
Secretary of the Interior, has determined sm 63,(6991-82-usDA-FS wdflslandWW- SW6 - lMJt-fWS visibility to be an important valu?. The 
€allowing listing of areas where - -. 'borne Land , 

represents an evaluation ofFIf Hoov6fwild~ 47,916 sa-577- OSDMS. - J d n M u k  mm 88-577- VSOA-FS., international: parks (IF']. nahonal 
wilderness areas fwid] exceeding 5,000 . 4zs.690 94-567- U S D I ~  

la- 105,m 64-184- USMNPS. 
parks (NP) exceeding 6,000 acres, in 

Land Managers involved: the MahM ~ W ; I U  K-577- WMS 

Mularetswild- 109.484 88-577- USDMS Park Service [NPS). and Fish and 
Wildlife Service (FWS); and the . Mokelwnme 50.400 88-57-r- U S O A ~ S  

RMaclesW3d .12952 84-587- USDCNPS uoonwild Offhe Deparbnent of Agriculture [USDA), 

- *, is .0~0 sa-577- OSDA-FS 

. w ~ d  
6 2 2 0 6 8 8 - 5 n L u s ~ - ~ ~  . #- . -  w a d .  visibility is an important value - EmikpntW.. 104.311 83632- USDMs. 981.409 ~~~~a 

- .  
e 

wad kea-.. kreag.  PIlbEbw Federallad 
w a d . .  e s m m a M g a  - Joshua TWO 

- acres, national memorial parks m)  kaiser^., 22500 94-577- VSM-FS - 
exceeding 5.000 acres. and national K h g S  CWIyOfl 459.9% 76424- Usm-NPs. -H&ak& NP,-, 27- 67-74 

NP. . -  HawaiiVdcanoer- 2l7.02Q 64-171 . USM-W'S 

volcanic NP. existence on Aygst 7,1937. 
981.410 . Idaho. . 

Consultation by EPA with the Federal b;*Ms 28.640 92-493- USDI-NPS 

Department ofhterior (USD9. Nationai Mountah _ *  - keaNanm &ea9  PUtEcLaw F e d e r d b d  WDd 
Establishing Mana~ef 

43243 91-50)- usm-NPs W 

Forest Service m). .- PoinIReye~ 
I WJd =. WM. 84-567- * 3 81.401 'Alabama. Redrrood NP, 

S m G W  
seh*Y- w w . .  
,W .. 

Hens Canyon 63.800 94-198- USDA-FS. 25.3370 QCW.,, USM-NPS 

27.792 90-545- OsrxNPs 
+137 90-318- . - So~oothwdd 216,383 92-6CO- USOA-FS 

w,no sa-577-.- USM-FS. 
Bmerrod SrAbr -77- ~SDA-FS 

SanJacinla . 20.564 88-577- USDA-FS Y%llMloW 
.. RibrCk~ F - I ~  ~ G Q ~ M  

31.488 17 SW. 32- kea- ~ ~ e a p  astabtshinp -ga . 
WM. NP'. ~ 

wad 
sPWwzld- (aM6 b3-622 usDA-FS J.nRafad . 142722 90-271- USM-FS (42ndGYng.). u s w a  , 

- 
Hells Canyon Wildemera. 19L7W aU+a overall of whlcb 
OW acres M in Oregoo and (15800 a m i  M i m I c f h  
ktway BIttenmt Widerncrh 1.24WW acrea ovrnlL of * 
cb 08gmO m e s  am in Idaho end 251$30 a u e i  are in 

kea- h e a p  cstabr- m a p a  .L cyenowstonc Naeonal PEAL ~ 1 0 ~ 3 1  ams ovcnn d . 

' - SequoiaNP, -.386,642 26SlaL478 USM-NPS 
. (51.1 

COnqL - . -  
w.507 89-sn- USM-FS south wuner 

PubkLaw Fededland 15.695 sa-577- USDA-FS 

,152 91-58 -_ SDA- wM& ~0m.823 acrea are io Wyoming. l W E 4  aues u e  h 
' BeringSesw..- 41.11a u t a 2  U S M - W  YOII~.BOII,+ ,001 -577- ~JSDA-FS Montana, and fi.488 aaea arc in Idaho. 

~OUtllMclcnlqNP, 1.849.493 6c3u USM-NPS Mk3UIe.E.l 
W f W J d -  25.141 . 94-557 USM-FWS VYJd -. Q 81.411 Kentucky. 
fuwWwJd- 6.402 91-504 USOUWS YosemitoNP- - 759,172 58-49- USMhlph 

- - . 

.. 
-- , '  

. .  . 
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. .LyIIIL.i  , -.--- -- -- 
81.413 Malne. 5 81.419 Hew Hampshlrs. . .  81.428 Tennessee. 

581.4'16' Mis3ourf. 

AI- - Aaeag. pubrr Law Federal land = .  eslablishing manaper 

. Hwcules-Glades W, 12,315 94-557 USDA-FS. 

\ - 
MinpowJd-& 8.O0O 94-557 USDI-FWS 

581.417 Montana.. . . .  
k e a  name Acreage PuWc Law Federal bd  

establishing manam 

0 81.429 Texas. 

k e a  MIW h e a g e  Pubk law Fejerd Land 
eslabkhmg Managsr -- 

8% Bend NP-- 708,118 74-157 USDI-NPS 
Guadaw M@aim 

w----.---- 76.292 89-667 USDl-PS 
- 

* .  Q 01.430 Utah . 
kea-- h e a p  Puwc law Federallad 

eslatwing mnaw - 
I 

&char NP- 65.0911 * 92-155 U S M N a  
BlyaCarrpnNP,, 35.832 68-27l USM-NPS 

t a p i ( o l R & N P A  221896 92-507 USDlNPS 
2 u n N P - A  142.462 68%3 USU-NPS 

th l yda&NP, ,  337.570 88-590 USOI-NPS 

. .  
581.431 Vermont - 

5 81.432 Virgin Islands 
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