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CHAPTER TWO: 

Incentives. 
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In attempting to rem0 e risk obstacles we have noted 

One the Federal 

programs to provide financial incentives for goethermal develop- 

1 Energy Tax Act of 1978 granted 

ibid., at s 4 0 3 ( 3 ) .  
ibid., s 301(a)(l). 





land packages could be put together, tax sheltered 

illing dollars e 

scoverkl but  pro the satisfaction of sers and bankers 

hrough step-out drilling, interference testing and reservoir 

ded and a commercial resource not only 
W 

performance estimates) no real commercial loan situation even 

existed. Thus, th egulatory and investment parity risk 

factors (as well as perhaps those related to resource life 

commercialization picture at the end of the pre-production cycle, 

and therefore assume primacy in developer and investor calcu- 

tionsl It is therefore not surprising that the bulk of the 



_ .  

P ' s  impact would have been several  

quantums higher. 

i l e  Congress enacted the GLGP 

' 1974, long before the need fo r  it had ar i sen ,  def in i t ive  

act ion has yet  t obe  

w a s  f i r s t  ra ised,  t o  the author 's  knowledge, by Donald F. X.  

Finn i n  January 1975. Finn pointed out t ha t  the "resource 

aken on a more pressing issue.  The point 

s t  be devised t o  



. -  
i .  
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ports  onthe subject ,  recomnended 

t h a t  annual outlays of f 

($50-100 million) be  mad 

f e a s i b i l i t y  s tud ies  over the next decade. 33 

adopted t h a t  posi t ion a t  i t s  meeting the next day. 34 

the fate of both this prog 

established by Congress i n  y Security A c t  are up i n  

the budgetary a i r  a t  t h i s  

t y  t o  one hundred mil l ion dol la rs  

f o r  reservoir  confirmation and 

The f u l l  E.R.A.B. ' 

However, 

e forgivable loan var ian t  

a t ion  does have the  advantage 

r a l  years (geopressured aside) 

l a n t s  i n  which DOE has been 



p - 9 .  

e effort in educing the resource, utilization tech- 

nology and institutional aversion risk factors. 

reservoir insurance 

As with 

these incentives appear likely to be 

d commitment to hydrothermal commercialization, 
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deadlines and delete provisions restricting development around 

certain national park and monuments (the so-called Burton 

Amendment) 

Their goals are to further tighten the KGRA and time 

38 and imposing new diligence requirements and lease 
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