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ABSTRACT 

This report documents the ineffectiveness thus far in the Federal 
geothermal leasing program. Leases have been issued on only 18 percent 
-of non-competitive applications on land under BLM jurisdiction and two 
percent of applied-for National Forest land. It has taken an average of 
about two years to get a lease, although the time lapses involved are 
extremely erratic, and many applications have been pending since January 
1974, the first month applications were accepted. Some gradual 
improvement in BLM performance was demonstrated, however. 

Only about 250 competitive leases have been issued on the S O  
percent of BLM KGRA acreage and the two percent of KGRA acreage in 
National Forests which has been offered. The U.S. Geological Survey 
postlease permitting performance is also non-uniform in timeframes 
required for approvals. To some extent, this has resulted from stated 
lessee priority. 
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hd SECTION I 

INTRODUCTION 

This report characterizes the implementation of the Geothermal 
Steam Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-581) as of June 1, 1978. It thus describes 
the performance of the Federal geothermal leasing and post-lease permit- 
ting program during its first four and one-half years of operation since 
regulations authorizing leasing for geothermal development on Federal 
lands became effective on January 1, 1974. 

F 

The statistical description of the program contained herein was 
used as the basis for the recommendations of the Interagency Geothermal 
Streamlining Task Force, created to recommend remedial changes in the 
system to the Interagency Geothermal Coordinating Council. The IGCC is 
a body established by the Geothermal Energy Research, Development, and 
Demonstration Act of 1974 (P.L. 93-410) to provide overall leadership to 
and coordination of the Nation's efforts to utilize this still largely 
untapped energy resource. 

The Council was, in effect, directed by the President i 
comprehensive energy message to Congress of April 1977 to effe 
streamlining of the geothermal programs of tho Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) and the U.S. Geological Survey (GS) in the Department of the 
Interior and the Forest Service (FS) in the Department of Agriculture. 
The Task Force was subsequently designated as a working group comprised 
of personnel of these involved agencies, as well as the Department of 
Energy, to support the Council in its assignment. The report of the 
Task Force was submitted to the Council in January 1979. 

WAPORA, Inc., was contracted by the Department of Energy, Division 
of Geothermal Energy, to assist the Task Force and to perform other 
tasks designed to develop the characterization of the Federal geothermal 
program summarized in this report. A more comprehensive draft report 
relating the data analysis to specific preliminary recommendations of 
the Task Force was presented to the Chairman on November 2, 1978. An 
interim report detailing only the computer analysis of the 
non-competitive leasing program was filed on December 2, 1978 and made a 
part of the final Task Force report. 

? 
The purpose of this final contractor report is to summarize in one 

source volume, available to the public through the National Technical 
c Information Service (NTIS), all of the information developed on all 

aspects of the Federal program including: 

0 non-competitive leasing 
competitive leasing 

0 post-lease permitting 
0 environmental review 

1 
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Thus, those who have access to the Task Force report will fipd 
duplication between the two. However, all analyses and discussians of 
the data in this report are the work of WAPORA and do not necessarily 
reflect the views of the Task Force. 

Readers who are not conversant with the various steps involved in 
the Federal program and the roles of the several implementing agencies 
are referred to a companion DOE report entitled Geothermal Development 
on Federal Lands - The Impediments and Potential Solutions. The report, 
dated January 1978, describes and illustrates the program graphically 
and is available from NTIS under Accession No. TID-28270. To place the 
contents of this report in context, however, a brief description of the 
major program elements is presented here. 

- - -  

Non-competitive applications for geothermal leases may be filed on 
lands which are not within a known geothermal resource area (KGRA), The 
first qualified applicant to-file for non-KGRA acreage is entitled to a 
lease upon payment of $1 per acre annual rental and a minimal service 
charge, subject to rejection of his application for various specified 
reasons. 

Geothermal Leases for lands within KGRA's, however, can be obtained 
only through competitive bidding at bids sometimes ranging up to several 
hundred dollars per acre. KGRA acreage erroneously included in a 
noh-competitive application will result in rejection of the application, 
in whole or in part, as the case may be. 

The Geothermal Steam Act defines a KGRA as: 

"an area in which the geology, nearby discoveries, competitive 
Interests, or other indicia would, in the opinion of the Secretary 
(of the Interior), engender a belief in men who are experienced in 
the subject matter that the prospects for extraction of geothennal 
steam or associated geothermal resources are good enough to warrant 
expenditures of money for that purpose." 

The Geological Survey is directed to use specified geologic and 
technical "evidence" to determine whether the geology of an area is such 
that it should be designated as a KGRA; an actual discovery is not 
required. Thirty of the current 107 KGRA's were formed solely on the 
basis of such evidence. 

Forty-seven KGRA's were designated entirely on the basis of "compe- 
titive interest," a term which derives from the above definition of a 
KGRA. The term, as defined in the BLM leasing regulations (43 CFR, 
3200.0-5(k)(3)), actually means "competitive overlap" in that the entire 
acreage covered by a non-competitive lease application is designated a 
KGRA if at least one-half of the lands are also covered by another 
application filed during the same 30-day period. Competitive overlap 
accounts for virtually all KGRA designation today and probably will 
continue to do so until use technologies are perfected for lower 
temperature resources. 

t, 

f i  

I 
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There is still a third category of 30 KGRA's which embrace both 
.geologic criteria and competitive overlap acreage. In some cases, these 
resulted from expansion of a geologic criteria KGRA to adjoining acreage 
through competitive overlap applications. In other instances, overlap 
applications have spurred geologic investigations which resulted in the 
designation of adjacent lands as geologic KGR4. 

kd 

The decision of the land management agencies (BLM and IFS) to lease . 
specific land for geothermal development is predicated on the results of 

t an environmental review. This procedure is mandated by the National 
Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA)(P,L. 91-190). In the case of 
competitive leasing, environmental review is completed before a lease 
sale is held. In some instances, the review may result in the decision 
not to offer certain acreage for sale because of its environmental 
Sensitivity, or, alternatively, stipulations, or special conditions, 
applying to all leases issued in the area may be developed. In any 
event, once a sale is held, leases are awarded to the highest qualified 
bidders, and their award is not contingent upon further environmental 
review. 

c 

The issuance of non-competitive leaseq, on the other hand, depends 
on whether or not the applied-for lands have been subjected to environ- 
mental review. If they have.not, lease issuance will be delayed until a 
reyiew permits the same kinds of decisions required in competitive 
bidding, i.e., 

3 

0 lease the lands unconditionally 
0 no lease 
0 lease conditionally 

This element of the program is a major focus of this report. 

Environmental review also plays a large role in post-lease opera- 
tions. A plan of operation (POO) must be submitted to GS for approval 
for all activities on leases other than surface exploration and shallow 
temperature gradient holes which are not covered by a previous plan of 
operation. GS in turn conducts a site-specific environmental analysis 
(EA) on each succeeding plan. While the level of detail in the EA may 
vary depending on the nature of the operation and the depth of wells 
involved, the sensitivity of the area, and other appropriate considera- 
tions, some measure of consideration is required. 

3 



SECTION I1 

CONCLUSIONS 

The study upon which this report is based demonstrates that the 
.lapse of three years between passage of the Geothermal Steam Act and 
promulgation of the regulations* was only the first of many delays in 
the program. "Hang-ups" were shown to occur throughout the non-competi- 
tive, competitive, and post-lease processes. 

* 

These delays are, of course, much more frequent and the effects .I 

considerably more pronounced in the pre-lease stage because of the 
relative numbers involved--i.e., over 6000 non-competitive applications 
have been filed as opposed to 40 plans of operation for post-lease 
exploratory and development activities which included deep test wells. 
The pre-lease delays have resulted in: 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

The 

leases issued on only 18 percent of applications for 
land under BLM jurisdiction with an average time lapse 
of nearly two years before a lease is issued 

Forest Service approval of only two percent of the 
applications involving National Forest land with an 
average wait of over two years 

many applications still pending from as far back as 
January 1974, the first month in which applications 
were received 

applications backlogged in BLM District Offices and 
Forest Service custody for over four years 

generally erratic, non-uniform performance in time lapse 
for various required actions 

postponement of many leasing decisions until well into 
the 1980's or beyond 

issuance of only about 250 competitive leases 

GS post-lease permitting program is similarly non-uniform in 
performance, but significant delays do not occur regularly. Due to the 
low level of activity so far, the timeframe of plan of operation 
approval and drilling permit issuance is frequently geared to the level 
of priority expressed by the operator. 

it Title 43, CFR, Group 3200 and 30 CFR, Parts 270 and 271. 
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The one encouraging note disclosed by the data analysis is that the 

BLM performance is gradually improving. Better performance is 
demonstrated both in percentage of leases issued and the timeframe 
required for issuance. 

* 

1 1 
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SECTION 111 

STUDY METHODS USED 

Study methods used were tailored to the nature and scope of the 
data available on each of the major program elements-the 
non-competitive leasing process, competitive lease sales, post-lease 
approvals and permitting, and environmental review. The data base 
establishing the non-competitive record was the only one of sufficient 
scope to warrant computer analysis. The information on the other system 
components was handled manually by WAPORA, although the GS computerized 
data on competitive leasing* were used as a basis for analysis of that 
element. 

The non-competitive data were supplied by the various'involved BLM 
State Offices and Forest Service Regional Offices responsible for that 
agency's consultation on applications involving lands under Forest 
service jurisdiction. The states covered include: 

Arizona Nevada 
Calif olnia New Mexico 
Colorado Oregon 
Idaho Utah 
Hontana Washington 

Wyoming 

The purpose of L e  data collection, sponsored by the Streamlding 
Task Force, was to identify and quantify the sources of delay in the 
Federal geothermal non-competitive leasing process. Two types of infor- 
mation were assembled to support this objective. They include 
statistical data on: 

0 the movement of non-competitive applications through the 
leasing process 

0 the status of the environmental review process 

The first of these data bases consists of the date on which the 
initial action in the process, lease application, occurred, and the 
dates of completion of each subsequent action. This approach permits 
quantification of the time lag occurring at each step and, in turn, 
allows comparison of the delay involved in each step with the timeframes 
occurring in others. The major steps investigated are itemized in Table 
1. These steps formed the basis of the first portion of a uniform data 
sheet supplied to all appropriate BLM and Forest Service offices in the 
states listed in Section I. 

*Bidding Kistory of the Competitive Geothermal Lease Sales on Federal 
Land, U.S. Geological Survey, Menlo Park, California. 
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TABLE 1 

MAJOR ACTIONS INVOLV'ED THE FEDERAL 
6EoTHERMAL NON-COPIPETITIVE LEASING PROCESS 

STEP 1 - DATE OF APPLICATION 

The date  of application is the date of f i l i n g  stamped on the  enve- 

All  applications are received by BLM, whether or not 
lope containing the application when it  16 received in the appropriate 
BLM S ta t e  Office. 
Forest Service lands are involved. * *r 

STEP 2 - TRANSMITTAL TO APPROPRIATE BIM DISTRICT OFFICE OR 
FOREST SERVICE REGIONAL OFFICE 

The application is transmitted by the BLM State  Office according t o  
The time l a p s e  between the date  of the ownership of the lands involved. 

application and the date of submittal is the f i r s t  source of potent ia l  
delay i n  the process. 

SEP 3 - CONSIDERATION OF THE APPLICATION BY THE BLM DISTRICT 
OFFICE AND/oB THE FOREST SERVICE 

A t  this stage, environmental reviews are conducted; l e a s e h o  lease/ 
conditional lease decisions are made; and special  s t ipulat ions are 

.developed. 
be involved i n  Forest Service consideration along w i t h  the Regional Office. 
When consideration is completed, the application is returned t o  the BIN 
Sta t e  Office. The time lapse between receipt of the application a t  the 
District/Forest  Service and its return is the second point of potential  
delay. 

Forest Service District Offices and National Forests may both 

STEP 4 - TRANSMITTAL TO GS FOR STIPULATION REVIEW 

A time lapse m y  also occur between return of the application t o  the 
BLM S ta t e  Office and its transmittal  t o  GS f o r  s t ipulat ion review. 

STEP 5 - REVIEW OF STIPULATIONS 

The time lapse f o r  this step is measured by the date on which the 
application is returned again t o  the BLM State  Office. 

t 

L 3 

STEP 6 - CLEARLISTING 

Once the BLM Sta t e  Office has secured the applicant's signature on 
the  executed lease form, the last major s t ep  in the  process is "clear- 
l is t ing" by the GS Area Geothermal Supervisor's office-i.e., determiaiag 
that none of *e acreage covered by the lease is in a known geothermal 
resource area'(KGR4). a designation which requires leasing by competitive 
bid. 

STEP 7 - FINAL DISPOSITION OF NON-COMPETITIVE APPLICATIONS 

An application may be withdrawn by the applicant a t  any point in the 
process before the lease has been signed by BLM; the application may be 
rejected; o r  a lease may be issued. 
point in the process, up through the c l ea r l i s t i ng  determillation a f t e r  the 
applicant has signed the lease. 

Rejections may a l so  occur a t  any 
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Complete data--information on all non-competitive lease 
applications filed-were requested from most offices. However, due to 
the large number of applications filed in five offices, a selection of 
only one in ten applications was requested. These offices include BLM 
and the Forest Service in Idaho, and BLM in Nevada, New Mexico, and 
Utah. 

A second sheet of the data format was designed to gather informa- 
tion on size and land ownership of study'areas designated to be covered 
by one environmental analysis record (EAR) or environmental impact 
statement (EIS); acreage already reviewed, acreage under review, and 
acreage yet to be reviewed; and the effect of special studies such as 
those required by the Wilderness Act of 1964 (P.L. 88-577). This kind 
of information is expected to be complete from all reporting offices. 

COMPUTER ANALYSIS OF LEASING PROCESS TIMEI;RAMES 

As the data files were received at WAPORA, they were examined for 
consistency with the uniform format. Where misinterpretations were 
apparent, corrections were requested, and, if necessary, the data file 
was returned for revision. 

Further discrepancies and errors in the data were isolated by the 
computer. Coding or keypunch errors were corrected by checking against 
the BLM/FS submission; remaining errors in the data submitted were 
referred to the appropriate office where the information was checked 
against the Serial Register page. The Serial Register is the BLM filing 
system where applications are first logged in and assigned the serial 
number which they maintain throughout their journey through the process. 

In one instance, it was necessary to develop a data file for a 
Forest Service office which maintained that its files were not organized 
for easy access and that staff was not available to collect the informa- 
tion. WAPORA personnel and a Task Force member utilized a GS computer 
printout of pre-lease history,* BLM information on study areas, and 
National Forest maps to develop the data base. It was possible in this 
case because .of relatively little movement of applications beyond the 
initial step in the process. 

Even though BLM is the leasing agency in that it receives all 
applications and issues all leases, the statistical data relating to 
applications falling solely within BLM jurisdiction were handled 
separately from those involving Forest Service land. This is in 
accordance with the customary recordkeeping practice in both BLM and GS. 
Thus, all discussions and tabulations will be divided between "BLM 
applications" and "FS applications ," expressions which are in effect 
misnomers, but which provide an easy means of distinction. 

*U.S. Geological Survey Conservation Division, Office of the Area 
Geothermal Supervisor, Applications and Lease Records System, FORMAT 
A-3, Combined USCS and BLM Pre-Lease History Sequenced by Application 
Number and Date of Action. 

'I 
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The applications involving Forest Service land were initially 
entered 3nto the computer twice. This duplication was necessary since 
information is needed from both BLM as the leasing agency and the Forest 
Service as the consulting agency in order to develop a complete record 
on Forest Service applications. In fact, it is only the time lapse 
between transmittal of the application by the BLM State Office to the 
Forest Service and its return that the Forest Service effect on the 
system is clearly identified. Although the Forest Service may influence 
the length of time involved in stipulation review, that influence can be 
inferred only on the basis that it is a Forest Service application. 

L J  

s 

3 
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The duplication was eventually eliminated by sorting the file by 
state and Serial Register number to identify duplications and combine 
the records. Where Forest Service data disagreed with the BLM data, the 
Forest Service data were preferred. In most cases, the discrepancies 
appeared to result from clerical error or a time lag in BLM recording of 
a Forest- Service action. None of the discrepancies was particularly 
significant and would not affect the general outcome of the analysis. 

The determination of time intervals was relatively straightforward. 
The dates on which the milestones occurred were converted to the number 
of days elapsed from December 31, 1969. The converted "dates" were then 
subtracted from one another and divided by seven to determine the 
interval to weeks. A partial week is rounded. 

In order to identify the applications which were still pending at 
the end of the data collection period (approximately June 1, 1978) and 
to determine at which step they had stopped and for how long they were 
pending in that status, it was first determined whether there was a 
final dispositon of the application. Final disposition included total 
withdrawal, total rejection, or lease issuance. The date's given were 
then checked in reverse order until the last occurring milestone was 
located. The "pending" actions thus indicate how long an application 
has been waiting for the next milestone to occur. 

In some cases, intermediate dates were not given. For instance, 
some records showed only application and lease issuance dates. Others 
showed two non-consecutive milestones occurring but did not show the 
intermediate date. There was no way to recover useful data for the 
intermediate intervals so they could not be analyzed. Because of this 
situation, and because only partial data were collected from some 
offices, the number of applications shown in both the tables and 
histograms do not represent the actual number of applications which have 
gone through any particular step in the process. 

This situation is not critical in the statistical analysis since 
The "universe" which 

study is designed to characterize includes all applications which 
have been filed and all which will be filed in the future and, in that 
sense, the data collected are samples drawn from the universe for each 
office. It is therefore important to remember that the results for the 
offices which provided all data are not necessarily better or more 

data have not been provided for any office. 

reliable than for the offices which provided partial data. 
%iJ 
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In order t o  support t h i s  asser t ion,  a set of s t a t i s t i c a l  tests were 
performed t o  determine whether the data collected were su f f i c i en t  t o  
make reasonable estimates of the true means of program performance. 
These tests were designed t o  determine confidence leve ls  for a l l  of the 
means f o r  each state and agency and each step in tbe leasing process. 

Confidence in te rva ls  a r e  based on:, 1) the  standard deviation of 
the data: 2) the  number of data points;  and 3) the probabi l i ty  in te rva l  
selected. For t h i s  set of tests, a probabili ty in te rva l  of 80 percent 
was selected which means t h a t  the probabi l i ty  is  80 percent t h a t  the 
true mean f o r  any s tep  is within the defined interval .  The s t a t i s t i c  
Student's t--a function of the number of samples minus one, the degree 
of freedom, and the chosen probabi l i ty  interval--was used i n  the  
confidence in te rva l  calculations. For an 80 percent confidence 
in te rva l ,  the t s t a t i s t i c  i s  between 1.372 and 1.282 f o r  degrees of 
freedom between 10 and inf in i ty .  The formula f o r  calculating the 
confidence in te rva l  is : 

s t d  dev True Mean = Calculated Mean t 

In t h i s  formula, t is a function of n--the number of samples-as 
deFcribed above. The standard deviation is equal t o  the square root of 
the sum of the squares of *e difference between the sample values and 
the mean value of a l l  the samples divided by t he  degree of freedom. The 
standard deviation should remain constant regardless of the  sample s i ze  
i f  the  sampling is  t r u l y  random. Since the t value var ies  very l i t t l e  
over a wide range and the standard deviation is  r e l a t ive ly  fixed, the 
only variable i s  n. By increasing n, the confidence in t e rva l  can be 
narrowed. However, the.confidence in te rna l  var ies  a s  the square root of 
n. Therefore, doubling the sample size narrows the confidence interval  
by a fac tor  of about 0.707. 

The tests showed t h a t  the confidence interval  of the data used in 
t h i s  report i s  about f: 10 percent of the average. It is fe l t  tha t  t h i s  
is su f f i c i en t  accuracy to serve the purposes of t h i s  analysis. 

The 1-in-10 data did,  however, i nh ib i t  "mini"  s tudies  within -e 
data. The primary e f f ec t  was that a c t i v i t i e s  in those five off ices  
could not be presented i n  comparisons where absolute numbers were 
involved-leases issued, rejected,  o r  withdrawn--since ac tua l  bmbers 
were not known. It is not possible t o  derive them by multiplication 
since random select ion did not  s e l e c t  out a proportionate balance of a l l  
actions i n  a l l  cases. In the  overal l  s t a t i s t i c a l  r e su l t s ,  the chance of 
over- o r  under-emergence of one act ion in one instance i s  
counterbalanced by the  same chance f o r  over- or under-distribution of 
another action. But, the use of absolute numbers developed from t h i s  
size sample was prohibited. This e f f ec t  was especial ly  pronounced a t  
the study area,  o r  micro, l eve l  as opposed t o  the e n t i r e  s t a t e .  

10 



W SECTION IV 
-~ QUANTIFICATION OF DELAYS IN TBE GEOTHERMAL 

NON-COMPETITIVE LEASING PROGRAM 

This section confirms t h a t  long delays occur i n  the  leasing'process 
between the  f i l i n g  of a non-competitive application and the f i n a l  dispo- 
s i t i o n  of it, and t h a t  overal l  performance is  e r r a t i c  and non-uniform. 
In addition, the data quantify and rank the delays occurring a t  each 
stage of the process and i l l u s t r a t e  the  e f f ec t  of withdrawals on the  
sys tem . 

c 

L 

Petfonnance a t  each stage 2s measured i n  several  ways. The first 
major breakdown is  between 1) those applications which have reached a 
given milestone and have been processed through it, and 2) those appli- 
cations which have reached the milestone and a re  still  pending there 
because the action has not been completed. The terminology used is "In 
Process" and " S t i l l  Pending. " 

breakdown is by average and median t i m e s  i n  process o r  
pending. "Average," a s  used i n  the tables ,  means the  r e s u l t  derived by 
dividing the total'number of weeks a l l  applications represented i n  the 
tabulation were in process, o r  have been pending, by the  numbct of 
applications. "Median" means the mid-point between an equal number of 
longer and shorter  timeframes. 

Performance is also measured by the percent of t o t a l  applications 
which have reached the specified stage and have been acted upon, a s  well 
a s  the percent of those which have reached the s tage and a r e  s t i l l  
pending there. 

A l l  of the  above measurements are pu t  i n t o  perspective by the  
number of applications analyzed. These figures are shown i n  the  l a s t  
column of a l l  the tables  as  separate composite t o t a l s  f o r  BLEP and tfre 
Forest  Service and t o t a l s  by s t a t e  and agency. It is to be remembered 
t h a t  100 percent of the t o t a l  applications f i l e d  were not  analyzed, as 
discussed previously, because 1) only p a r t i a l  data were obtained from 
f ive  off ices ,  and 2) gaps in data resulted i n  computer re jec t ion  of some 
records. The f ive  off ices  a re  asterisked throughout the  tabulations. 

Even within the t o t a l  data analyzed, the "percent" columns do not 
The most common reason f o r  t h i s  is the 

la rge  number of withdrawals which occur p r io r  t o  the various process 
s teps  analysed. Another reason i s  tha t  a large number of applications 
have been rejected before they were transmitted from the BLM Sta te  
Office to the BLM Distri Office o r  the Forest Service, the second s tep 
shown i n  Table 1. Thus for example, only 49 percent of the  t o t a l  BLM 
applications analyzed a re  shown as transmitted, but when withdrawals and 

f 

c a r i l y  add t o  100 percent. 

i 
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rejections which occurred ahead of t h i s  action a re  taken in to  account, 
100 percent w i l l  be approximated. 

SOURCES OF DELAY 

Table 2, which i s  a summary of overall  o r  composite BLM and Forest 
Service performance a t  a l l  stages i n  the non-competitive leasing 
process, shows tha t  the major c r i t i c a l  delay i n  the  process is 
generally, although not i n  a l l  s t a t e s ,  (encountered during the period 
when the  BLM District Office and/or the Forest Service i s  considering 
the appiicatian. This is Step 3 as  described i n  Table 1. 

Not only do the  actual average and median timeframes i n  process a t  
t h i s  stage--60 and 81 weeks and 55 and 48 weeks f o r  BLM and FS respec- 
tively-greatly exceed the s ignif icant  lags elsewhere i n  the  process, 
but  the "st i l l  pending" numbers a re  of greater significance. More BLM 
applications a re  s t i l l  pending than have been acted upon--22 percent t o  
16 percent respectively--and the percentage of FS applications which has 
not completed Step 3 i s  s ix  times the percentage which has been 
processed through. 

It must be remembered tha t  these pending percentages could be con- 
siderably higher i f  large numbers of applications had not been withdrawn 
short ly  a f t e r  they were f i l e d  and d id  not remain in the system. For 
example, 'in California,  99 applications, o r  28 percent of the 357 BLM 
applications f i l e d  i n  January, 1974, the f irst  month of the leasing pro- 
gram under the  Geothermal Steam Act of 1970, were withdrawn within a 
year, many of them within s i x  months or  less. Fifty-six,  o r  34 percent, 
of the  California Forest Service applications f i l e d  the same month were 
s imilar ly  'withdrawn during the  same period. The effect of withdrawal i s  
discussed i n  more d e t a i l  below. 

The finding t h a t  the greatest  s ignif icant  delay a r i s e s  a t  the BLM 
District Office/Forest Service consideration stage was not irnexpected. 
As described i n  Table 1, it is a t  t h i s  point t h a t  1) the  application is  
subjected t o  environmental review i f  the acreage involved i s  not already 
covered by a review considered t o  be adequately up-to-date; 2) decisions 
a re  made as  t o  whether the land should be leased and, i f  so, under what 
conditions; and 3) special  s t ipulat ions a re  formulated i f  they a re  
needed. (Special s t ipulat ions a re  l imitations attached t o  leases t o  
provide fo r  special  treatment of a l l  o r  some portion of the  land--to 
protect  an endangered species, for example.) These considerations 
const i tute  the  "heart" of the leasing process. The timeframes involved 
i n  pre-lease environmental review are  the subject of a subsequent 
section of t h i s  report. 

Table 2 shows t h a t  the next greatest  overal l  source of delay of 
major significance i s  the time lapse which occurs between Steps 1 and 
2--i.e., the  date of application and transmittal  by the BLM Sta te  Office 
t o  the appropriate BLM Dis t r i c t  Office o r  t o  the  Forest  Service, 
although again t h i s  is not t rue  i n  a l l  s t a t e s .  
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TABLE 2 

COMPOSITE SUMMARY OF STEP-BY-STEP DELAYS IN GEOTHERMAL PROGRAM 

(See Table 1 for explanation of steps.) 

Percent of 

c 

Median No. of Weeks- Total  Applications* 
S t i l l  Acted S t i l l  

Averape No. of Weeks.- . -. . 
I n  S t i l l  I n  

Time Lapse 

Process Pending Process Pending Upon Pending 

BLM FS BLM FS BLM FS BLM 1% BLM FS BLM FS 

Between Steps 1 and 2 36 

In Step 3 60 

Between Steps 3 and 4 18 

I n  Step 5 4 

Between Steps 5 and 6 

Between Steps G and 7: 

12 

Lease Issuance 5 

Kejec t ion 117 

24 109 126 9 2 45 131 44 73 5 4 

90 181 16 7 22 42 81 105 159 55 48 

20 112 49 11 13  122 35 11 2 1 4 

8 12 1 <1 < 1  5 73 8 3 3  51  

9 29 180 10 4 22 180 10 1 1 <1  * 

<1 <1 

170 13 

l8 29 rl* [,, 117 29 

*Total BLM applications = 1560 
Total  FS applications = 1743 



The variations indicated between t ransmit ta l  of BLtl and Forest  
Service applications a re  probably anomalies i n  the data s ince no reason 
was established t o  explain a difference. Nor can any one specif ic  
reason be advanced fo r  average delays of 24 t o  36 weeks before the 
application is  sent  on i ts  way. Interaction between manpower 
ava i l ab i l i t y  and p r i o r i t y  i n  i ts  use may often be the major factor.  
Apathy o r  other less-than-constructive a t t i tudes  a r e  known t o  influence 
a c t i v i t y  a t  t h i s  stage i n  isolated in s t anch .  

The percentage of applications which a re  s t i l l  pending . in the  BLM 
Sta t e  Offices which have never been transmitted is  qui te  small-four t o  
five percent--but they have been "hung up" i n  t h i s  s t a t u s  f o r  many 
months. A potent ia l  reason i s  t h a t  the land involved i s  subject t o  
negotiation f o r  withdrawal for other Federal or state purposes, which, 
i f  they prevail ,  would preclude development of the  resource under the  
Geothermal Steam Act. In other cases, the acreage l ies  i n  special  study 
areas such a s  those f o r  detemining wilderness p r i o r i t i e s  and these 
applications may be held i n  s t a tus  quo f o r  extended periods. 

The next most s ignif icant  delay i n  the leasing program is  
encountered a f t e r  the Distr ic t /Forest  Service returns the application t o  
the BLM Sta te  Office and t h a t  of f ice  transmits the application t o  GS fo r  
s t ipu la t ion  review. This dormant period is  s igni f icant ly  larger--an 
average of four t o  f ive  months--than the  time generally required fo r  the 
review i t s e l f ,  which i n  the large majority of cases occurs i n  about one 
month. 

The timeframe between s t ipu la t ion  review and clearlisting--Steps 5 
and 6 i n  Table 1--shown i n  the tabulations i n  t h i s  analysis  includes the 
t i m e  u t i l i zed  by BLEl i n  preparing the lease,  mailing it t o  the applicant 
fo r  signature, returning t o  BLM, and, f ina l ly ,  c l e a r l i s t i n g  by GS. 
Thus, the time element f o r  c l ea r l i s t i ng  alone, which involves only a 
quick check of appropriate maps t o  determine whether any of the  qcreage 
covered by the lease is on KCRA land, is somewhat obscured. 

The timeframe between c l ea r l i s t i ng  and lease issuance when BLM and 
FS applications a re  considered together--and there  is  no reason t o  
suggest t h a t  leases fo r  Forest Service lands would take longer a s  the 
data suggest--adds an average of about three months t o  the entire 
process. The average and median lag between c l ea r l i s t i ng  and reject ion 
of applications a t  t h i s  l a t e r  point--presumably because the  c l ea r l i s t i ng  
procedure showed KGRA lands involved--is the longest of a l l .  However, 
since it involves less than one percent of a l l  applications,  it was not 
considered s ignif icant .  

The following discussions of the charac te r i s t ics  of the  program by 
agency and by s t a t e  follow a step-by-step progression through the 
process, as outlined i n  Table 1, i n  contrast  t o  t he  above discussion i n  
which the steps were considered i n  descending order of magnitude o r  
significance of delay. 

L' 
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TINE LAPSE BETWEEN DATE OF APPLICATION AND 
TRANSMITTAL TO BLM DISTRICT/FOREST SERVICE 

The time lag  between the date of application and t ransmit ta l  t o  the 
Distr ic t /Forest  Service i s  shown i n  Table 3 t o  be considerable i n  most 
s t a t e s ,  and, a s  noted above, represents the second grea tes t  overal l  
source of delay. However, the Oregon BLM State  Office has demonstrated 
t h a t  processing and transmitting applications can be accomplished con- 
s i s t e n t l y  within one week. I n  Figures 1 and 2, which show the dis t r ibu-  
t i on  of time lapses occurring i n  t h a t  o f f ice  a t  t h i s  stage of the 
process, a l l  of the  transmittals shown as taking place within the f i r s t  
10 weeks actual ly  occurred within one week, and less than one percent of 
the  applications submitted were awaiting action beyond t h a t  timeframe. 

This performance represents one of the f e w  examples of uniformity 
i n  a generally e r r a t i c  pat tern a s  i l l u s t r a t ed  by the California B W  
Sta t e  Office performance i n  transmitting applications shown i n  Figure 3. 
Periods f o r  t ransmit ta l  range from 10 weeks f o r  f i v e  applications up t o  
190 weeks for  two applications, although it i s  the many peaks i n  between 
which i l l u s t r a t e  non-uniformity most clearly.. - 

Table 3 shows t h a t  only s i x  percent of the California BLM applica- 
t ions a re  s t i l l  pending without transmittal  f o r  an average of 86 weeks 
and a median of 35 weeks. However, s ix  applications have been held a t  
t h i s  point for up to  240 weeks as  shown in Figure 3. Of the  two percent 
of California FS applications st i l l  pending, the average time lapse is 
36 weeks and the median is 13 weeks, although the maximum goes up t o  190 
weeks. 

Won-uniformity i s  also observed i n  the t ransmit ta l  of applications 
t o  the Forest Service i n  Idaho as  i l l u s t r a t ed  in Figure 4. Although 
long delays of up t o  50, 60, and 70 weeks have occurred, the system 
there does not appear quite so e r r a t i c  as  i n  California. 

In order t o  c l a r i fy  the composite information given i n  Table 3, 
Figures 5 and 6 were prepared t o  i l l u s t r a t e  why the'median time lapses 
a re  shorter than the averages. A t o t a l  of 360 BLM applications w e r e  
sent  t o  the Di s t r i c t s  within the f i r s t  ten-week in te rva l ,  and 851 FS 
applications were dispatched t o  the Forest Service within the same time- 
frame. These f a s t  processing times skew the median t o  nine and two 
weeks fo r  BLM and FS applications,  respectively, a s  compared t o  averages 
of 36 and 24 weeks. Figures 5 and 6 also show t h a t  applications s t i l l  
pending a t  the state off ices  a re  not usually clumped, which could indi-  
cate  a s imilar  processing problem, but a re  evenly d is t r ibu ted  between 10 
and 240 weeks f o r  BLM applications,  and 10 and 250 weeks fo r  FS applica- 
tions. 

TIME LAPSE FOR BLM DISTRICT OF'FICE/FOREST 
SERVICE CONSIDERATION OF APPLICATION 

Table 4 and Figures 7 and 8 show t h a t  i n  the overal l ,  composite 
record, Forest  Service processing time a t  this c r i t i c a l  stage in t h e  
leasing process is  on the average considerably longer than BLM Dis t r i c t  
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TABLE 3 

TPIE LAPSE (ITI WEEKS) FROM BECEIPT OF APPLICATION 'Dl 
BLM STATE OFFICE TO SUBMITTAL TO BLH DISTRICT OFFICE OB TO FOBEST SERVICE 

(See Step 2, Table 1) 

Anenclr 
Composite 
BLM 
Fs 
Arizona 
BLM 
Fs 
Calif ornfa 
BLPI 
Fs 
Colorado 
B W  
Fs 
Idaho 
BIN* 
psi 

Montana 
BLK 
Fs 

- 

- 

- 
Nevada ** - 
Neu Mexico 
B W  
Fs 
Washington 6 * 
FS 
Utah 
B W  
Fs 

BLK 
Fs 

W0frIing 

Percent of ~ T a w  Percent of ~ T O W  
Av. No. of Weeks Xedian lo. of Weeks Tota l  ADsUcatiom Applications 

In S t i l l  xu Still Acted Still 

- -_ -I - __ _-_I 

Av. No. of Weeks Xedian lo. of Weeks Tota l  ADsUcatiom Applications 
In S t i l l  xu Still Acted Still 

Process Pending Roceas Pending Upon Pendizig - 
36 109 9 45 44 5 U60 
24 126 2 331 73 4 1743 

17 
u 

a7 
105 

11 
11 

35 
41 

15 
14 

56 
14s 

1 
1 

32 
26 

18 
6 

86 
36 

227 - 
97 
U1 

231 - 

2 u  - 

224 - 
179 
211 

- - 

14 
5 

92 
246 

9 
10 

36 
48 

l5 
16 

48 
107 

1 
1 

20 
14 

4 
6 

53 
a2 

38 
33 

35 
l00 

43 
42 

41 
62 

81 
79 

94 
ga 

52 
16 

i a  
9a 

0 
0 

6 
2 

4 
0 

i a  
17 

6 
0 

4 
0 

C l  
0 

3 
28 

0 
0 

58 
68 

615 
410 

127 
38 

106 
255 

34 
93 

70 
34 

269 
739 

54 
99 

93 
38 

1 in 10 data. 

** Nevada data omitted on tnis s tep  because of procedural differences. 
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OREGON/WASHINGTON 8LM APPLICATIONS 
TIME LAPSE (IN WEEKS) FROM RECEIPT OF AWLICATION t N  BLM 
STATE OFFICE TO SUBMITTAL TO BLM DISTRICT OFFICE 

APPLKAnON TO SUBMITTAL to W a &JUCAT!ON -blU NOT SUBMITTED TO DO 
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FIGURE 1 

OREGON/ WASHINGTON FS APPLICATIONS 
TIME LAPSE (IN WEEKS) FROM RECEIPT OF APPLICATION IN BtM 
STATE OFFICE TO SUBMITTAL TO FOREST SERVtCE 

WEEKS 

FIGURE 2 
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CALIFORNIA ELM AppucAfloNs 
TIME LAPSE (IN WEEKS) FROM RECElm OF APPLICATION 
IN BLM STATE OFFICE TO SUBMITTAL TO ELM OlSfRfCT OFFICE: 

FIGURE 3 

IDAHO FS AppUCATlOiUS 
TlME U P S E  (IN MMS) FROM RECEIPT OF APPLICATION IN 
B l M  STATE OFFICE TO SuBMlTlAl TO FOREST SERWCE 

APPLICATION x) SUBMIITALTO PS 

5 wspuuna snu NOT suwm 10 ps 

WEEKS 
FIGURE 4 
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BLM COMPOSITE APPUCATlONS 
TIME LAPSE (IN WEEKS) FROM RECEIPT OF APPLICATION 
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I 

Agency 
Composite 
ELM 
FS 
Arizona 
BLM 
PS 
California 
BLM 
FS 
Colorado 
BLM 
FS 
Idaho 
BLM* 
FS * 
Montana 
8LM 
ES 
Nevada ** 
New Mexico 
BLM* 
FS 
Washington h 
Oregon 
BLM 
FS 
Utah 
BLM* 
- 
FS 

Wyoming 
BLM 
FS 

TABLE 4 

TIME LAPSE (IN WEEKS) FOR CONSIDERATION BY 
BLM DISTRICT OFFICE AND/OR FOREST SERVICE 

'(See 

Average No. of Weeks 
In Still 

Process 
60 
81 

49 
53 

43 
81 

60 
92 

45 -- 
82 - 

32 
16 

81 
127 

26 
32 

- 
58 

Pending 
105 
159 

95 
81 

81 
56 

166 
210 

54 
161 

-- 
2 12 

49 
144 

171 
181 

76 
119 

84 
135 

_ _  
Step 3, Table 1) 

Percent of Total 
Uedian No. of Weeks Total Application Applications 

In Still Acted Still 
Process 

55 
48 

53 
53 

43 
81 

57 
61 

32 -- 
94 -- 

37 
13 

82 
99 

11 
19 

-- 
33 

Pending 
90 
18 1 

59 
35 

88 
88 

166 
211 

48 
179 

-- 
212 

15 
144 

178 
227 

61 
100 

84 
125 

Upon 
16 
7 

7 
1 

<1 
<1 

21 
32 

24 
0 

21 
0 

73 
47 

43 
7 

44 
11 

0 
23 

Pending 
22 
42 

33 
81 

32 
12 

1 
50 

16 
65 

0 
4 

7 
29 

35 
54 

7 
5 

8 
50 

1560 
1743 

58 
68 

615 
410 

127 
38 

106 
25 5 

34 
53 

70 
34 

269 
739 

54 
99 

93 
38 

* 1 in 10 daea. 
** Sevada data omitted on this step because oE procedural differences. 
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Office performance, although the difference is less acute in the  median. 
However, the most s ign i f icant  overal l  performance difference is in 
percent of applications s t i l l  pending-42 percent f o r  the Forest  Service 
a s  opposed t o  22 percent fo r  BM. This means t h a t  nearly half  of the 
Forest  Service applications f i l e d  have never progressed beyond t h i s  
stage of the  process, which is especially high i n  l i g h t  of the f a c t  that 
over 30 percent of the applications f i l e d  have been withdrawn. 

b 

The percentage of Forest Service applJcations pending a t  t h i s  stage 
in some s t a t e s  is even higher than the composite. In Idaho, fo r  
example; the data indicate t h a t  65 percent of the FS applications f i l ed  
a r e  s t i l l  "hung up" in Forest Service consideration, with 54'percent of 
Oregon/Washington applications and 50 percent i n  Wyoming i n  the same 
s ta tus .  While the California Forest Service shows ooly 12 percent s t i l l  
pending, it must be remembered t h a t  only 38 percent of t o t a l  
applications f i l e d  were ever transmitted t o  the  Forest  Service, due t o  
withdrawals and reject ions i n  the BLM Sta te  Office, and t h a t  in f a c t  
only one California Forest  Service application has ever emerged from i ts  
custody, taking 81 weeks t o  do so. 

BLM performance i n  California, i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  Figure 9 ,  is not 
appreciably different .  Only one application out of 200 sent t o  the 
D i s t r i c t  Office has returned t o  the S ta te  Office, taking 43 weeks. The 
other 199 applications have been pending a t  t he  D i s t r i c t  f o r  an average 
of -81 weeks. 

Figure 10 i l l u s t r a t e s  t h a t  large numbers of Oregon/Washington 
Forest  Service applications have been pending a t  t h i s  stage f o r  more 
than 200 weeks and Table 4 indicates an average pending time f o r  a l l  
applications of 181 weeks. The Oregon BLM D i s t r i c t  Office record, shown 
i n  Figure 11, a lso  indicates pending times in excess of 200 weeks, 
although the number i n  this category, 18 percent, is less than the 37 
percent of Forest  Service applications shown i n  Figure 10. 

TIME LAPSE I N  BLM STATE OFFICE PRIOR 
TO GS STIPULATION REVIEW 

The time which elapses between return of the application t o  the B M  
Sta te  Office from the Distr ic t /Forest  Service and i ts  submittal t o  GS 
f a r  s t ipu la t ion  review is not as  appreciable a s  that involved i n  the two 
foregoing steps.  However, Table 5 shows t h a t  an average overall  
turn-around time does add 18-20 weeks t o  the entire process. This 
period is essent ia l ly  "dead" t i m e  since t h i s  i s  not commonly a decision 
point i n  the process. It i s  not a point,  however, where there is 
widespread hang-up since only a few of the applications returned t o  the 
BLM State  Office a r e  s t i l l  pending there. This fac tor  is i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  
Figures 12 and 13. 

Figure 13 also serves t o  underscore the large number of Forest 
Service applications whi.ch have never reached t h i s  point i n  the process. 

TIME LAPSE FOR STIPULATION REVIEW 

In view of the importance of t h i s  s tep t o  the timely processing of 
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OREGON/ WASHINGTON BLM APPLICATIONS 
TtME LAPSE (IN WEEKS) 1N BLM DISTRICT OFFICE 
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4!2sL 
b o s i t e  
BIM 
OS 

Arizona 
BLM 
FS 
Calif oraia 
BIM 
FS 
Colorado 
BIM 
Fs 
Idaho 
BLH* 
FS* 
Montana 
BIEI 
PS 
Nevada** 

New Mexico 
BLW 
Fs 
Oream b 
Washington 
BLM 
FS 
Utah 
BtM* 
Fs 

BLH 
Fs 

- 
- 
- 

- 
Vyoming 

TABLE 5 

Average No. of Weeks Xedirm So. of Weeks 
In still In s a l '  

Process Pending Process 

18 
20 

7 
9 

- 
9 
9 

22 

14 - 

I3 - 
26 
22 

u 
1 

41 

112 
49 

- 
- 

176 
144 

94 
28 

- - 

65 
21 

83 
34 

56 
57 

- 
I 

ll 
l3 

5 
9 

- - 
4 
10 

26 

16 - 

3 

31 
l3 

6 
1 

37 

Pendin& 

Itt 
35 

- - 
- 
164 
160 

18 
28 

- - 

28 
25 

51 
35 

48 
57 

- - 

11 
2 

5 
1 

0 
0 

14 
ll 

ll 
0 

21 - 

67 
0 

29 
2 

24 
1 

0 
ll 

Pending 

1 
4 

0 
0 

0 
0 

6 
21 

2 
1 

0 
0 

7 
67 

2 
3 

4 
8 

0 
0 

Percent of 

Acted S t i l l  
Total A p p l i c a t i W  

Total 

catioas 
WU- - 

1560 
1743 

58 
68 

6 U  
610 

127 
311 

106 
255 

34 
53 

70 
34 

269 
739 

54 
99 

93 
38 

1 in 10 data. 
** Nevada data omitted on this s t e p  because of proceduraldiffereacas. 
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LJ 
non-competitive applications,  it is especially interest ing t o  observe 
tha t  it is  most frequently handled i n  a very expeditious mauner. 
Table 6 shows an average turn-around time of four t o  f ive  weeks and, 
equally importantly, less than one percent sent  t o  GS are  s t i l l  pending 
there a s  i l l u s t r a t e d  i n  Figures 14 and 15. This re la t ive  handful of 
applications apparently represents s i tuat ions where agreement between 
the  surface management agency and GS has been very d i f f i c u l t  t o  reach in 
cases where more extreme environmental sens i t iv i ty  of the applied-for 
acreage is involved. 

It  w i l l  be noted. t h a t  as the leasing process proceeds, smaller and 
smaller numbers of applications a re  involved i n  each succeeding step. 
The hang-ups i n  previous steps take t h e i r  t o l l ,  and, as  noted above, 
withdrawals and rejections a l l  throughout the process continue t o  reduce 
the  number. 

TIHE LAPSE BETWEEN STIPULATION REVIEW AND CLEARLISTING 

Since the BLM Sta te  Office is  responsible f o r  forwarding a l l  appli- 
cations t o  GS f o r  c lear l i s t ing ,  it cannot be explained why the data i n  
Table 7 show some variat ion i n  timeframes f o r  c lear l i s t ing  between BLH 
and FS applications,  a s  is  t rue  a t  other steps discussed above. Some 
consideration was given t o  combining the two sets of data a t  these 
points,  but it was decided t o  re ta in  the separate format and let  the 
data stand a s  they were submitted. 

In  any event, since the timeframes shown i n  Table 7 also include 
BLM preparation of the lease and mailing t o  the applicant f o r  signature 
and return,  the delay i n  t h i s  program element does not appear 
par t icu lar ly  s ignif icant .  However, it should be noted tha t  c lear l i s t ing  
itself involves less than half a man-day so t ha t  any time measured i n  
weeks a t t r ibu tab le  t o  t h i s  s tep  i s  dead in-out time, and is not spent i n  
the function i t s e l f .  

This s tep  is not a major point of hang-up since v i r tua l ly  a l l  
applications submitted f o r  c l ea r l i s t i ng  have cleared t h i s  s tep as  shown 
i n  Table 7 and Figures 16 and 17. The figures show t h a t  the actual num- 
bers of applications s t i l l  pending a t  this point are insignificant. 

TINE LAPSE BETWEEN CLEARLISTING AND FINAL 
DISPOSITION OF THE APPLICATION 

Again, it i s  not understood why variations i n  time lag occur 
between the handling of BLM and FS applications since BLM issues or 
formally re jec ts  a l l  leases. However, the data set for th  i n  Table 8 are 
accurate representations of the information submitted. 

When c l ea r l i s t i ng  resu l t s  i n  lease issuance, the  overal l  composite 
This step involves administrative hand- t i m e  lapse i s  f ive  to 18 weeks. 

l i ng  only since a l l  decisions have been made. 

Some off ices  show bet te r  performance than the composite average i n  
lease issuance. The Arizona BLM Sta te  Office has issued a l l  leases 
within one week; Utah reports one t o  four weeks; and i n  Wyoming two 
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TABLE 6 

TME LAPSE (IH CSEEKS) FOR CS STIFULATION BEVIEW 
(See Step 5. Table 1) 

f O t d  

4Pu- 
cattous 

U60 
1743 

sa 
68 

6U 
910 

127 
38 

106 
255 

34 
53 

70 
34 

269 
739 

54 
99 

93 
38 

Percent of 
Average No. of Uecks &dim No. of Weeks Total Applicatitnas 

In S t i l l  In  S t i l l  Acted 
Uoon 

12 
1 

5 
1 

0 
0 

u 
0 

10 
0 

21 
0 

67 
0 

37 
2 

22 
1 

0 
ll 

S t i l l  
Process Pending Process Pending Pendfqg 

Cl 
*1 

0 
0 

0 
0 

0 
5 

1 
0 

0 
0 

0 
0 

1 
0 

2 
0 

0 
0 

Composite 
BZM 4 

5 

2 
1 

- 
3 
4 

4 - 

FS 
Arizona 
BLY 
FS 

Calf f ornir 
BUY 
n 
Calorado 
BLV 
FS 
Idaho 
BLY* 
- 
FS* 
Montana 
BLY 4 

c 

4 - 

3 
3 

2 
2 

- 
7 

rs 
Nevada** - 
Neu Mexico 
BLV* 
FS 
Oregon & 
Was h i  ngton 
BLM 
FS 
Utah 
EL%* 
n 
- 
Wycminq 
B W  
FS 

* 1 i n  10 data. 
**Sevada data omitted on t h i s  s t e p  because of procedural differences. 
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STILL PENDING IN Os 

FI- 15 
400. 

100. BLM COMPOSITE APPUCATlONS 
TIME LAPSE (IN WEEKS) BETWEEN STIPULATION REVIEW 
AN0 CLEARLISTING 

! 

too. 

FIGURE 16 

29 



TABLE 7 

, 

Ccmosite 
BLH 
w 

PS 
Callforni. 
BLn 
Fs 

Bev nexicu 
BLY* 
Fs 
Oregon & 
Washington 
B x s  
FS 
Utah 
BL- 
w 

BW 
FS 

- 

vyaming 

TMe UPSE (IN WEEKS) BENEEH 
STWLP;PION REVIEW AND CLEARLISTING 

(See Step 6, Table 1) Total 
Parcmt af mu- 

Aw. No. of Ueek &dim No. .of Weeks Total Apulicatioas c r t i o n ~  

l2 
9 

1 
1 

- - 
9 
1 

16 - 
21 

10 
I 

u 
11 

5 
23 

u 

10 
4 

1 
1 

3 

I3 
1 

8 - 
21 

14 

ll 
0 

2 
23 

- 
14 

10 
1 

3 
1 

0 
0 

9 
It 

3 
0 

3 
0 

57 
0 

31 
2 

20 
1 

0 
11 

1 1560 
e1 €743 

0 SS 
0 68 

0 6lS 
0 410 

0 l27 
0 38 

1 rO6 
0 23s 

0 34 
2 33 

3 70 
0 3b 

5 269 
3 739 

0 fb 
0 99 

0 93 
0 38 

1 in 10 data. 
**Nevada data omitted on this step because of procedural differences. 
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FS COMPOSITE APPLICATIONS 
TIME LAPSE (IN WEEKS) 8ENlEEN STIPULATION R N I N I  AND 
CLEARLISTING 

FIGURE 17 

BLM COMPOSITE APPLICATIONS 
TIME LAPSE (IN WEEKS) BETWEEN CLEARLlSnNG AND L E A S  
ISSUANCE 

FIGURE 18 
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TABLE 8 

AGENCY 

Camp oei t e 
BLM 
IS 
Arizona 
BIH 
FS 
California 
BLM 
FS 
Colorado 
BW 
FS 
Idaho 
BLM* 
FS * 
Montana 
DLM 
FS 
Nevada 
B U l *  
FS 
New Mexico 
BLM* 
FS 

-- 

- 

TIM?, LAPSE (IN WEEKS) BETWEEN CLEARL,fSTfNG AND LEASE fSSUhNCB/RRftCTION 
(See Step  7, Table 1) 

CLEARLIST TO LEASE ISSUANCE CLEARLIST TO REJECI’ION CLEARLISTED AND STILL PENDING 
Average# Median # %of  Total Average# Median # XoE Total  Average R Median I X o f  Total Total 

Oregon 6 Wash. 
BLM 6 

13 
2 

3 
1 

0 
0 

13 
11 

13 
0 

0 
0 

33 
44 

30 
0 

3 33 -- -- FS 34 6 2 
Utah 
BLM* 
- 

4 3 39 -- FS 1 1 3 

0 -- 2 1 11 

o f  Wke. Apple. 

11 7 <1 
29 *1 

0 
29 <1 
-- 

117 3 
0 -- 

0 
0 

-- -- 

of wks. APPlS I 

47 <1 
170 a 

0 
170 25 
-- 

47 1 
0 -- 

180 3 
180 25 

172 1 
86 33 

103 <1 
173 2 

h p p l e .  

1560 
1743 

58 
61) 

615 
4 10 

12 7 
38 

106 
255 

34 
53  

14 3 
9 

70 
34 

269 
739 

54 
99 

9 3  
38 

* 1 in 10 data. 
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weeks is average. However, among these states the number of leases 
issued is significant only in Utah and the number handled by the others 
is minimal. 

The average composite timeframe from clearlisting to lease for 
Forest Service applictions is pushed up significantly by the 34 weeks 
reported for Forest Service applications in Oregon and Washington. This 
is somewhat of an artificial elevation since only 14 applications are 
involved, one of which took an unusually long 106 weeks for lease issu- 
ance. 

The composite timeframes for clearlisting to lease issuance are 
graphed in Figures 18 and 19 which also show the timeframes from clear- 
listing to rejection. 

In one case when clearlisting divulged that the lease could not be 
issued, the BLM State Office in California waited for 29 weeks before 
rejecting an FS application, and in Montana, 117 weeks elapsed before 
rejection of a BLM application. State Offices have also had relatively 
large percentages of applictions clearlisted by GS on which they have 
taken no final action. Twenty-five percent of the California FS appli- 
cations (or 101 applications) have been pending a median of 177 weeks 
since clearlisting. A total of 28 percent of all applications submitted 
in Montana (or 14 applications) have been pending in this status a 
median of 180 weeks. Only three Nevada FS applications have been await- 
ing final action for a 118-week median after clearlisting, but this is 
33 percent of the nine applications submitted. 

TIME LAPSE FROM DATE OF APPLICATION TO FINAL DISPOSITION 

The above discussions illustrate how each step in the leasing pro- 
cess contributes to the total processing time. This discussion looks at 
the total time lapse from date of application to final disposition of 
it--lease issuance, rejection, or withdrawal by the applicant. These 
timeframes are shown in Table 9 which amply demonstrates the long delays 
in obtaining a lease, receiving notification of rejection, the frequency 
of inaction on applications, and the general non-uniformity of the sys- 
tem. The table also suggests the effect of withdrawals. 

The average period for obtaining a lease on lands under BLH juris- 
diction is 97 weeks, or slightly less than two years, with leases issued 
on only 18 percent of applications, and 30 percent still pending. The 
average wait for a lease on Forest Service land is 111 weeks, or nearly 
two years and two months, with leases issued on two percent of applica- 
tions, and 56 percent still pending. The frequency distribution of the 
timeframes for BLM leases is shown in Figure 20 and that for Forest Ser- 
vice leases is illustrated in Figure 21. 

BLM performance on non-competitive lease issuance in California is 
demonstrated in Figure 22, and BLM and Forest Service leasing 
performance i n  Oregon/Washington are compared in Figures 23 and 24. In 
the other offices where a significant number of applications have been 
filed, BLM has issued leases on 36 percent of applications in Nevada, 60 
percent in New Mexico, and 48 percent in Utah. Only 10 percent of BLM 
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ELM COMPOSITE APPLICATIONS 
TIME LCIPSEBN WEEKf)FROM DATE OF APPucLmoN 
To LEASE ISSUANCE 

FIGURE 19 

FS COMPOSITE APPLICATIONS 
TIME LAFSE(1N WEEKS) BETWEEN CLELIRUSTING AND LEPISE 
ISSULINCE/RWECTION 

. 

b e  

FIGURE 20 
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AGENCY 

Colnpoe it e 
BLM 
FS 
Arfzona 
BLA 
FS 
Callfornia 
B t n  
FS 
Colorado 
BLM 
FS 
Idrho  - 

w BIM* 
VI PS* 

, Hentrna 
DIH 
-- 
PS 
Ncvnda 
BLH* 
FS 
New Hexica 
BW* 
FS 

TABLE 9 

TIHE LAPSE (IN WeEKS) FROH DATE OF APPLICATION TO WITHDRAWJU OF 
APPLICATION, W E  ISSUANCE, OR TO LEASE REJECTION 

APPLICATION TO WITHDRAWAL APPLICATION TO LEASE ISSUANCE APPLICATION TO REJECTIQI X OF TOTAL 
Average # Median # X of Total Average I Median # X of Total Average# Median # Xot Total APPLS. 

of Wke. of We. Apple. O f  Wke. O f  Wk8. APPLY. O f  WkS. O f  WkB. Applo.. PENDING 

54 51 35 97 94 18 40 21 16 30 
62 50 32 111 97 2 35 21 9 56 

69 76 17 77 74 5 18 29 47 33 
12 12 7 79 79 1 27 27 10 81 

53 52 39 111 91 2 39 22 23 38 
54 48 52 -- -- 0 36 21 11 39 

56 5 57 96 96 22 37 16 5 10 
I 0 76 

49 39 30 98 91 16 52 42 15 39 
75 50 16 145 100 1 44 4 1 83 

110 104 11 94 92 13 - 

118 107 24 134 134 18 14 4 50 !P 
99 128 38 -- I 0 7 4 40 31 

48 47 41 63 60 36 41 25 13 10 -- -- a 92 74 56 - -0 0 44 

15 3 145 '10 94 74 60 119 122 10 21 
9 9 21 28 28 3 0- 0 16 -- 

OreRon & Wash, 
BIH 108 110 16 118 123 36 93 70 
FS 68 51 30 128 140 2 45 22 
Utah --- 
niH* 
FS 

38 36 13 85 75 48 25 1s 
73 79 40 97 84 6 34 14 

5 44 
9 60 

24 17 
3 41 

c 

TOTAL 
APPLS. 

1560 
1743 

58 
68 

615 
410 

127 
38 

106 

7 

255 

34 
53 

143 
9 

70 
34 

269 
739 

54 
99 

Wyomlna 
n u i  14 6 92 I)- -0 0 - u 0 8 93 
FS 19 5 34" 124 109 11 75 40 18 so 38 

* 1 i n  10 data. 
a Includea 5 applicst ima which were total ly  rejected then withdrawn 3 week8 later.  



FS COMPOSITE APPLICATIONS 
TIMEUPS€ (IN WEEKS) FROM OATE OF APPLICATION TO 
LEASE ISSUANCE 

FIGURE 21 

CAUFORNJA 8LM APPUCATlONS 
TIME LAPSE (IN WEEKS) FROM DATE OF APPLICATION 
TO LEASE ISSUANCE 

P 

FIGURE 22 
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OREGON/WASHINGTON BLM APPLICATIONS 
TIME LAPSE (IN WEEKS) FROM DATE OF APPLICATION TO 
LEASE ISSUANCE 

FIGURE 23 

OREGON/WASHINGTON FS APPLJCATIONS 
TIME LAPSE (IN WEEKS) FROM OAT€ OF APPLICATION TO 
W S E  ISSUANCE 
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applications a re  pending i n  Nevada, 21 percent i n  New Mexico, and 17 
percent i n  Utah, a l l  below the average. 

The overal l  composite performance i n  lease rejection, shown in 
Table 9 and Figures 25 and 26, is  s imilar  f o r  both BLM and Forest  
Service applications. This is  probably explained by the f a c t  t ha t  the 
BIB Sta te  Office r e j ec t s  tbose incoming applications which are 
improperly executed, the reason which accounts f o r  about half  of all 
rejections,  before they even reach the Forest Service. Host of the 
remaining reject ions occur because 1) the  applicant erroneously f i l e s  
f o r  KGRA land which is  not subject t o  non-competitive leasing; o r  2) 
because the application resu l t s  i n  competitive overlap and formation of 
a new KGRA, a s  discussed i n  Section I. The former s i tua t ion  accounts 
f o r  re ject ion of about a th i rd  of BLM applications and 20 percent of FS 
applications; overlap resu l t s  i n  re ject ion of about 10 percent and 23 
percent respectively. It can be expected that the very small number of 
re ject ions f o r  environmental reasons, about seven percent, account f o r  
some of the  long timeframes shown i n  Figures 25 and 26 between 
application and rejection. 

Overall, BLX bas rejected 16 percent of a l l  applications and the 
Forest  Service nine percent, taking an average of 35 t o  40 weeks respec- 
t i ve ly  t o  do so. Eowever, the Forest Service f igure may be expected t o  
rise a s  decisions are made on the  56 percent of pending applications. 
Ihd highest percentages of rejections shown i n  Table 9 have taken place 
i n  Arizona and Montana where the t o t a l  numbers of applications a re  very 
small. 

The withdrawal columns i n  Table 9 describe a s i tua t ion  which 
appears t o  have a two-fold, contradictory e f f ec t  on the  data. F i r s t ,  a s  
discussed previously, i f  such large numbers of applications had not been 
removed from the system by the  applicants, the record of achievement i n  
percentage of lease issuance would probably not be as  high as it is ,  
i.e., BLM would have had t o  a c t  on 35 percent more applications and the 
Forest  Service 32 percent. On the  other hand, many of the  withdrawn 
applications stayed i n  the system long enough t o  require some degree of 
consideration. Their subsequent withdrawal resulted i n  negative use of 
the  manpower and t i m e  applied t o  them. The data show t h a t  t h i s  e f f ec t  
is  especially pronounced in Forest Service applications, as i l l u s t r a t ed  
i n  the  following probabi l i t ies  t ha t  Forest Service applications w i l l  be 
withdrawn a t  a given s tep i n  the process or a t  some time i n  t h e i r  later 
history: 

Step in the Process* Probabili ty of Withdrawal 
(Percent) 

Between 1 & 2 
In  3 
Between 3 & 4 
In 5 
Between 5 & 6 
Between 6 & 7 

72 
76 
74 
77 
76 
7; 

I 

c 

1 

1 

1 

*See Table 1; 
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BLM COMPOSITE APPUCAflONS 
TlME LAPSE(IN WEEKSIFROM WTE OF APRICAm 
TO LEASE REJECTION 

FIGURE 25 

FS COMPOSITE APPLICATIONS 
TIME LAPSE (IN WEEKS) FROM DATE OF APPLICATION TU ' 
LEASE REJECTION 

FIGURE 26 
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It can be seen tha t  t h i s  constant high r a t e  of withdrawal through- 
out the  system would tend t o  hinder orderly processing. On the  other 
hand, t he  assumption tha t  an application would become less and less 
l ike ly  t o  be withdrawn a s  it moved fur ther  through the system was 
determined t o  be correct fo r  B W  applications as follows: 

Step in the  Process* Probability of Withdrawal 
(Percent) 

Between 1 & 2 
I n  3 
Between 3 & 4 
I n  5 
Between 5 & 6 
Between 6 & 7 

50 
23 
6 
3 
2 
2 

*See Table 1. 

It is suspected t h a t  the large number of Forest Service applica- 
t ions which have been withdrawn subsequent t o  c lear l i s t ing  r e f l ec t  
applicant dissat isfact ion with the s t ipulat ions which would be attached 
t o  the lease i f  he accepted it. These s t ipulat ions are  known t o  be 
qui te  s t r ingent  i n  some instances, up t o  no surface occupancy i n  
evnivornmentally sensi t ive areas. 

I n  addition t o  such res t r ic t ions  applied through special  
s t ipulat ions,  other reasons given by applicants f o r  withdrawal include 
the l imitat ion on acreage t h a t  can be held under geothermal lease in any 
one s t a t e ;  decreased in t e re s t  i n  the land as a r e su l t  of exploration on 
t he  applied-for land under a Notice of Intent  (NOI)  exploration permit 
and/or on nearby s t a t e  or private  lands; long delay i n  processing of 
applications; or purely speculative motivation. 

It  is expected t h a t  the  l a s t  category accounts t o  a large extent 
f o r  the applictions t h a t  a r e  withdrawn i n  the very br ie f  timeframes 
shown in Figures 27 and 28. I n  f ac t ,  separate analysis shows tha t  a 
substant ia l  number of applications a re  withdrawn i n  very short  
timeframes within the f i r s t  10-week period. 

For example, i n  Wyoming, about 68 percent of the applications have 
been withdrawn i n  approximately one month. In one instance, 57 applica- 
t ions were f i l e d  i n  January 1978, a l l  of which were withdrawn l a t e r  i n  
January or i n  February. 

The long timeframes shown i n  Figures 27 and 28 can be expected t o  
r e f l ec t ,  i n  most instances, the other reasons fo r  withdrawal given 
above. 
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8LM COMPOSITE APPLlCATtONS 
TIME LAPSE (IN WEEKS) FROM DATE Of APPUCATION TO 
WITHDRAWAL OF APPLICATION 

FIGURE 27 

FS COMPOSITE APPLICATIONS 
TIME LAPSE (IN WEEKS) FROM DATE OF APPLICATION To 

800 WITHDRAWAL OF APPLICATION 

FIGURE 28 
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SECTION V 
I 

! 

AaALYSIS OF BLM: NON-COMPETITIVE LEASING 
PERFORMANCE SINCE 1974 

The geothermal leasing program began with a surge of over 2000 ap- 
pl icat ions f i l e d  i n  January 1974. The numbers have been considerably 
less i n  the years since and much more evenly spread. 

The s t a t i s t i c a l  information on a l l  applications available i n  the 
U.S. Geological Survey non-competitive leasing data base, referenced 
ea r l i e r ,  was u t i l i zed  t o  evaluate BLH performance by year, as of June 1, 
1978, i n  handling the applications received. This information is 
summarized i n  Table 10. Since only two percent of a l l  Forest Service 
applications have resulted i n  leases, there a re  insufficient data by 
which t o  measure any appreciable change i n  i ts  performance. 

Table 10 shows gradual improvement i n  the two primary measurements 
of BLM performance. Perhaps the major achievement i l lus t ra ted  i s  i n  
average timeframe fo r  lease issuance. When a l l  involved BLH offices a re  
considered together average improvement can be seen as follows: 

Year of Months 
Application t o  lease 

1974 23 
1975 16 
1976 11 
1977 8 

BLM i n  Colorado nearly halved i ts  average timeframe for  issuing 
leases on 1974 applications i n  i t s  performance on 1975 applications. 
The leasing timeframes of BLH i n  Idaho have not declined s teadi ly  but 
show a marked improvement i n  1976 and 1977 applications. The 
performance i n  Nevada improved s ignif icant ly  a f t e r  1974, and has 
remained steady over the years since. New Mexico, Oregon, and Utah also 
show considerable improvement in t h i s  category. 

The other major accomplishment is steady improvement i n  the 
percentage of t o t a l  leases issued. The percentage rose from 21 percent 
of 1974 applications t o  31 percent of 1975 applications t o  36 percent 
f o r  1976. Only 14 percent of 1977 applications had resulted i n  leases 
by June 1, 1978, but t h i s  can be expected t o  rise. 

The percentage record i n  Idaho has r isen from 30 percent of '74 ap- 
pl icat ions t o  77 percent of '76 applications. Nevada shows steady 
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TABLE 10 

1975 1976 1977 
TI= rnmea T i n f r a m e s  

w S t a t e  Filed Iesued X & Filed Issued R.nge & Filed Isoued Rmg. & Filed Ieeued &&& 
1974 

Appla. Leaeee (km.] Apple. b a o e e  Tia$&ms Apple. tcao8.a Apple. taaees M . 1  
Tlmc tarnee 

- - - -  -- 10 4 181 la* 5 
- I -  - 52 1 9?* 9** 68 
I -- -- -- 15 6 4 66 3-15 12.6 -- Colorado 79 - 37 47 14-37 23 
34 17 7-21 12 99 31 26 14-32 26.3 44 - -- I - - - c  - 3 

70 30 9-49 22 119 Idaho 232 
Honrsna 39 7 18 5-32 28 -r 

45 64 3-16 9.2 105 Nevada 1002 263 26 8-31 20 174 92 53 4-21 10 70 
New Ncrlco 369 66 18 10-37 21 94 14 15 5-21 19 34 2 5 6** 6** 41 

79 22 28 5-24 18 29 6 20 14-22' 17 15 Oregon 488 78 16 18-47 33 
ut Ill, 

- Arizona 20 3 15 7-18 11.5 22 1 
California 470 8 1 20-35 . 30 106 2 

I 

7 

45 
I - 
-- 
I 

9- 1 eo 282 133 47 7-50 2J.5 51 36 70 8-18 12.4 83 32 38 6-20 11 - 
31 15.7 333 119 36 11 420 61 14 

* only one ** tlmefraaae for a l l  



growth i n  t h i s  category, although the percentage has dropped i n  New 
Mexico, Oregon, and Utah from t h e i r  previous best  records. 

Lj 
Another way t o  evaluate more recent performance is t o  look a t  the 

elapsed time since sti l l-pending non-competitive lease applications were 
f i l ed .  I n  t h i s  context, Table 11 presents the t o t a l  numbers of pending 
applicatioas on an age sca le  of f ive  months o r  less up t o  36 months or 
more. The t ab l e  shows t h a t  applications which have been pending the 
longest account f o r  by f a r  the la rges t  number of applications--in both 

t ion.  
BLM and the Forest  Service-which s t i l l  have not reached f i n a l  disposi- ? 

However, BLM and Forest  Service spokesmen have maintained t h a t  the 
i n i t i a l  surge of applications f i l e d  i n  January 1974 would account for  
t h i s  s i t ua t ion  t o  a major degree-+.e., that such a large number a l l  a t  
once swamped the new leasing program t o  such an extent t h a t  it has never 
completely recovered and caught up w i t h  the backlog. Table 12,  prepared 
from the above referenced GS data,  shows t h a t  whether o r  no t  it is 
reasonable f o r  many applications t o  be dormant f o r  four and one-half 
years, the applications f i l e d  in January 1974 do, i n  most cases, account 
f o r  a l a rge  bulk of the  t o t a l  pending applications. Many of the  appli- 
cations have been p a r t i a l l y  rejected,  withdrawn, or suspended, but  in  
each case some acreage is still pending for f i n a l  disposit ion.  Many 
have seen no act ion a t  a l l .  

In t he  California BLn s t a t e  of f ice ,  f o r  example, 77 of the 177 ap- 
p l ica t ions  which have been pending more than three-years,  or 43 percent, 
a r e  January 1974 applications. The f a c t  that it is not  a higher 
percentage is due largely t o  the withdrawal of 139 of the 359 January 
' 7 4  applications and the reject ion of 135. Only e ight  leases have been 
issued on these applications.  

O f  the 123 California Forest  Service applications pending more than 
three years, 48, or 39 percent, were f i l e d  in January ' 7 4 .  Again, 100 
withdrawals and 19 re ject ions have been responsible fo r  the "pending" 
performance. No leases  have been issued on the 167 January ' 7 4  applica- 
t ions.  

In Idaho, 23 of the 62 BLM applications pending f o r  three years or 
longer, o r  37 percent, were f i l e d  in January ' 7 4 .  The 126 applications 
f i l e d  in t h a t  month have been more equally disposed of through 
re jec t ion ,  withdrawal, and leasing a s  shown i n  Table 12 than was the 
case i n  California.  

Idaho Forest  Service records indicate  tha t  57 of i ts  214 applica- 
t ions pending three years or more, or 27 percent, a re  a t t r ibu tab le  t o  
January 1974 applications.  Withdrawals and rejections a re  largely re- 
sponsible f o r  the disposi t ion of the 136 f i l e d  during t h a t  month since 
only one lease  has resulted.  
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TABLE 11 

AGE OF NON-COMPETITIVE LEASE APPLICATIONS STILL PENDING (as of 4/78) 

5 mo. or less 6-11 mos. 12-17 mos. 
S t a t e  - B L M U S F S E U S F S E -  USFS 

Arizona 3 
0 

Cal i fo rn ia  11 

Idaho 44 
Montana 0 

Nevada 35 
New Mexico 23 
Oregon 10 

P 
UI Colorado 

Utah 16 

Washington 0 

T o t n l  142 

0 2 27 11 

0 0 0 0 

10 16 17 42 
1 46 17 1 

0 0 0 0 
1 18 0 3 
6 11 5 24 

17 10 7 13 
1 22 1 23 

20 0 0 0 

56 125 74 117 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 
0 

0 

25 
9 
0 

34 

18-23 nos.  - BLM UsFs 
0 

0 

9 
9 
0 

4 
0 

10 
11 

0 

43 

0 

0 

3 
1 

0 

0 

0 

17 
6 
0 

27 

24-35 mos. 36months ormore T o t a l s  
USFS BLM USFS E . - BU* - - 

2 
0 

27 
27 
0 

17 
8 

40 
9 
8 

26 7 1 25 
0 9 27 9 

18 177 123 282 
52 62 143 189 
0 2 12 2 
1 197 8 274 
3 144 20 2 10 

28 144 424 227 

3 135 41 216 
16 0 3 8 

138 147 87 7 810 1442 

54 
27 

171 
2 14 

12 
10 
42 

518 
61 
39 

1148 



* I 

Arizona 
C a l i f o r n i a  
Colorado 
Ida110 
Montana 
Nevada 
New Mexico 
Oregon* 
Utah 

TOTAL 

TABLE 12' 

STATUS OF NON-COMPETITIVE GEOTHERMAL APPLICATIONS 
(FILED IN JANUARY 1974) 

T o t a l  F i l e d  Rej ect ed 
BS - BLM: - PS - B M  - 

Withdrawn 
BLM FS - - 

17  

359 
45 

126 
29 

433 
233 
279 
186 

1707 
- 

1 2 

167 135 
19  1 2  

136 23 

26 13 
5 157 

44 27 
325 140 

4 
736 513 

- 13 - 

0 

19 
0 

45 

10 
2 

11 
50 

0 

137 
- 

8 0 

139 100 

2 3 

47 33 
9 11 

117 1 

a2 9 
23 45 

0 

436 202 
- 9 - 

2 1 
8 0 

22 0 

33 1 
6 0 

139 0 

56 0 

28 0 

3 75 
369 5 

- - 

* Inc ludes  Washington app l i ca t ions .  

Pending 
FS - n s a  - 

5 0 

77 48 
9 16 

23 57 
1 5 

20 2 
68 24 
88 230 

10 98 
389 392 

- - 
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Nearly half of the oldest applications i n  the New Mexico BLM Sta te  
Office go back t o  January 1974. This performance has been achieved t o  a 
large extent because over a third of the 233 applications f i l ed  i n  that 
month were withdrawn, although 27 have been rejected and 56 leases have 
resulted. 

w 

January 1974 applications account fo r  nearly a l l  of the New Mexico 
Forest Service oldest  applications. Although the t o t a l  numbers-24 of 
28--are re la t ively insignificant,  the strong influence of the or iginal  
influx i s  evident. 

Over half of the applications pending three years or  more i n  the 
Oregon BLH s t a t e  off ice ,  Forest Service regional off ice  covering Oregon 
and Washington, and i n  the Utah BIB s t a t e  off ice  are  a t t r ibutable  t o  
January 1974 applications. 

The one exception appears t o  be the Nevada BLM off ice  whose records 
show tha t  only 10 January ' 7 4  applications remain, accounting for  only  
10 percent of the t o t a l  of 197 pending three years o r  more. Thus, the 
of f i ce  which received the greatest  number of applications in January 
' 7 4 ,  433, has almost worked i t s  way through them, but due t o  the large 
numbers f i l e d  in tha t  s t a t e  i n  the remainder of 1974 and 1975, as  shown 
in*Table 10, it s t i l l  has the greatest  backlog of applications pending 
three years or  more. 

I 

i 
i 
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SECTION V I  

ANALYSIS OF THE POTENTIAL IWACT OF 
MANDATORY TIME LIMITS ON AGENCY ACTIONS 

A computer program was undertaken t o  assess the  poten t ia l  domino 
e f f e c t s  on the  geothermal leasing program i f  mandatory time l i m i t s  were 
placed on each succeeding agency act ion i n  the leasing process. Under 
the  ex is t ing  regulations,  time l i m i t s  a r e  imposed only on the  issuance 
of pre- and post-lease Notice of In ten t  exploratory permits which must 
be issued within 30 days. 

Rather than t*borrow't time l i m i t s  from other types of regulations o r  
t o  apply what could be considered a rb i t r a ry  timeframes, it was decided 
t o  determine the  e f f ec t s  po ten t ia l ly  achievable i f  BLM and the  Forest  
Service m e t  t h e i r  exemplary performance on a l l  applications. I n  
recognition t h a t  peak performance i n  issuing a lease-six weeks i n  
composite BLM performance and seven weeks f o r  t he  Forest Service-is 
unlikely to  be sustained consistently,  the  bes t  25 percent i le  and 50 
p r t c e n t i l e  performances were selected.  

The analysis  consisted of several  s teps .  First, the actual  minimum 
timeframes f o r  each s t ep  i n  35 and 50 percent of t he  available records 
were detemined as follows: 

Between 1 & 2 
I n  3 
Between 3 & 4 
In  5 
Between 5 b 6 
Between 6 & 7 

Totals 

*See Table 1. 

BLM 
( In  Weeks) 
- 25% 

2 9 
30 55 

4 11 
2 3 
5 10 

4 
45 92 

- 2 - 

FS 
( In  Weeks) 
- 25% 50% 
1 2 

25 48 
5 13 
2 3 
1 4 

3 1 
35 73 

- - 

These timeframes compare with the current average of 97 weeks for  BLM 
applications and 111 weeks f o r  Forest  Service applications.  

The second s tep  was t o  estimate the probable f i n a l  
disposit ion--lease issuance, re ject ion,  o r  withdrawal--of s t i l l  pending 
appl icat ions.  The data on applications on which act ion has been 
completed were used t o  determine the  probabi l i ty  for  each type of 
action. The probabi l i t i es  vary a t  each point i n  the leasing process a s  
shown in Table 13.  

. 
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T U L E  13 

PROBABILITIES FOR FINAL DISPOSITION OF u 
NON-COMPETITIVE APPLICATIONS AT EACH STEP IN THE LEASING PROCESS 

(Percent age) 

Lease Issued 
FS 

On Date of Application 26 6 

Step - BLM - . 
Re1 ectfon Withdrawal 

FS - BLM - BLM - 
24 22 50 72 

* Submittal to District/ 
Forest 72 8 4 16 23 76 

Upon Completion of 
District/ 
Forest Consideration 92 20 2 6 6 74 

Pending i n  BLM State 
a f f i c e  Prior to 
Stipulation Review 96 22 1 2 3 77 

Upon Completion of 
Stipulation R e v i e w  97 22 1 2 2 76 

After Clearlisting 98 22 0 1 2 7 7  
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I t  i s  t o  be remembered t h a t  the probabi l i t ies  of being withdrawn o r  
rejected a re  not necessarily the probabi l i t ies  of withdrawal o r  
re ject ion during the step.  They are the overall  probabi l i t ies  t h a t  an 
application reaching a s tep  w i l l  be withdrawn or  rejected during the 
s tep  o r  a t  some future time, as noted i n  Section I V  i n  connection with 
withdrawals. 

The th i rd  s tep  i n  the analysis was t o  determine the applications 
upon which act ion would have been completed assuming compliance with the 
above timeframes. This was accomplished by identifying the s tep a t  
which each uncompleted application i s  pending and the date it entered 
t h a t  point  i n  the process. The above timeframes were then added f o r  each 
remaining s tep  t o  be completed. If the calculated completion date fe l l  
before June 1, 1978, action on the application was considered to be 
complete; i f  not,  it was assumed t o  be s t i l l  pending. 

Next, the calculated completed actions were dis t r ibuted according 
t o  the  determined probabili ty of f i n a l  action and added t o  the t o t a l s  of 
actual  disposition. Thus, the probable number of applications result ing 
i n  lease issuance, rejection, and withdrawal was derived. 

The r e su l t s  a r e  shown i n  Table 14. I n  terms of BLM performance, 
the tab le  shows t ha t  if the bes t  25 percent effort had been m e t  consis- 
t en t ly ,  twice a s  many leases could have been issued by June 1, 1978, and 
t h e  number pending could have been reduced from 30 percent t o  f ive  
percent. Lease issuance would a l so  have almost doubled i n  the  50 
percent i le  performance and the pending category would have been reduced 
t o  nine percent. 

However, the tab le  i l l u s t r a t e s  the  e f f ec t  of very prolonged 
timeframes which have elapsed on large numbers of BLM applications 
before f i n a l  action is taken. Even a t  the bes t  25 percent BLM 
performance, it would s t i l l  take nearly a year t o  get a lease,  and, 
under a 50-percentile system, nearly two years, only a s l i g h t  reduction 
i n  current average performance. 

I 

Poor performance i n  actual lease issuance i n  the Forest Serivce 
applications,  in combination with the projected number of withdrawals, 
l i m i t s  the  calculated lease issuance performance t o  only eight percent 
i n  both the 25 and 50 percent i le  columns. However, the number of appli- 
cations s t i l l  awaiting f i n a l  action would have been reduced from 56 
percent t o  four percent and e ight  percent respectively. While Forest 
Service timeframes a re  somewhat shorter  a t  about nine and 18 months 
respectively, the benefit  would only accrue t o  the eight  percent of 
applicants who received a lease. 

It can be seen t h a t  i n  order t o  process and issue the numbers of 
leases which w i l l  be necessary t o  support a viable geothermal industry, 
performance superior t o  today's best  w i l l  be needed. 
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TABLE 14 

=-ED POTENTIAL PERFORMANCE IN THE XON-COMPETITZVE GE- 

25 AND 50 PERCENTILE PERFOKXABCE 
LEASIN6 SYSTEM BASED ON EXISTING EXEMPwlKp 

Calculated Calculated 
Percent of Performance Performance 

Applications Actual Based on Best Based on Best 
Resulting In* Performance 25% Perf ormanee 50% Performance 

FS BLM - 
2 36 0 33 8 

9 18 I7 18 16 

32 44 71 40 68 

- FS - BLM - FS BLM - - 
Lease Issuance 18 

Rejection 16 

Withdrawal 35 

5 4 9 a No Final Action 30 56 

- 
*Percentages are rounded. 
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SECTION VI1 

ANALYSIS OF COMPETITIVE LEASING 

Even though the potential productivity of KGRA's has yet to be 
proven in most areas, it would be reasonable to expect the rate of 
competitive leasing to be well ahead of non-competitive because of the 
higher promise of lands inherent in designation as a KGRA. Just the 
reverse situation is true, however, as illustrated by the relative 
status as of June 1, 1978, as follows: 

Non-Competitive 

Leases Issued Acres 

1092 1,863,841 

Competitive 

Leases Issued Acres 

25 3 465,391 

One reason for the relatively smaller acreage leased competitively 
is that, according to BLM data, BLM has only offered about half of the 
acreage theoretically available for leasing in the KGRA's under its 
jurisdiction, and the Forest Service has approved sales on only two per- 
cent of the available National Forest lands. These figures and the 
status by state are shown in Table 15. In California, which contains 
the largest amount of available BLM land and the second largest Forest 
Service holding, only 25 percent of the BLM acreage has been offered and 
none of the Forest Service acreage. 

Industry maintains that another deterrent to competitive leasing is 
the low level of interest in those lands which have been offered. Spe- 
cifically it contends that neither the most attractive tracts of KGRA 
acreage nor all contiguous tracts are being offered for sale. The 
latter is important from a competitive standpoint and induces reluctance 
to bid on isolated tracts. Such a show of interest would tend to 
divulge proprietary knowledge on the part of the bidder and to push up 
the bid price for the adjacent choice parcels if they are ever offered 
for sale. The initial bidder would then risk losing the opportunity to 
assemble a developable parcel of land. 

.- 

Table 16, which is a summary of competitive lease sales derived 
from the GS data, supports this viewpoint in that it shows that bids 
have been received on less than half the tracts offered. In addition, 
the table indicates that when total bids are compared with the number of 
tracts bid, it is evident that interest centered only on specific 
acreage, rather than the total offered. 
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Arizona 
California 

Colorado 

Idaho 

Montana 

Nevada 

N e w  Hoxico 

VI 
w 

Total Federal 
Acreage 

FS BW - - 
3,240 0 

387,374 394,582 

19 , 045 1,780 

103,500 42,500 

8,861 29,170 

326 , 802 4 , 160 

190,320 1,316,004 

Oregon 198,495 62,125 

Utah 83,215 15,572 

Washington 0 19,001 

Wyoming 0 0 

TOTALS 1,320,852 1,884,894 

c 

TABLE 15 

STATUS OF LEASE S U B  Ow ERA'S 

Theoretically Pederal Actea 
Available Rematnins 

for Leaaina Acrea Offered Acres Bid On Acres Accepted for Leas% 
BLU - FS FS - BLH - FS - Bin - - FS - Bin - FS - B I N  - 

3,240 0 780 0 0 

353,054 394,582 90.167 0 40,235 

11,271 1,513 11,271 0 5,036 

52,500 40,500 48,500 0 32,000 

8,861 29,170 320 1,280 0 

326,802 4,160 201,988 2,560 148,163 

190,320 1,224,004 101,693 29,375 62.482 

198,495 61,605 155,910 0 68,873 

83,215 15,572 78,966 10,852 77,277 

0 13,187 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 0 

1,227,758 1,784,293 689,595 44,067 434,066 

0 0 

0 39,449 

0 5,036 

0 32,000 

0 0 

0 145,682 

18,050 62,480 

0 63,911 

10,052 77,277 

0 0 

0 0 

28,902 425,837 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 

18,050 

0 

10,852 

0 

0 

28,902 

3,240 0 
313,605 394,582 

6 8 235 1,513 

20 , 500 40,500 

8,861 29,170 

181 , 120 4,160 

127,838 1,205,954 

129,210 61,605 

7,138 4,719 

0 13,187 

0 0 

797,747 1,755,390 

Sourcer Bureau of Land Management 
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TABLE 1G 

No. of KGRA 
State Lease Sales 

Arizona 1 

California 7 

Colorado 7 

Idaho 9 

Montana 1 

Nevada 34 

New Mexico 11 

Oregon 13 

Utah 15 

TUfAL 98 

SUMMARY OF C W E T I T I V E  GEOTHERMAL LEASE SALES 
BB of June 1'978 

Offered - Received Bids Total  
Bids - Acre6 Tracts Acres Tracts - - 

780 1 0 0 0 

39,448 30 40,234 30 77 

17,507 13 5,037 3 3 

48,630 32 31,889 16 30 

1,608 1 0 0 0 

368,353 197 153,144 76 107 

115,235 77 78,241 47 79 

191,324 12 8 83 153 44 76 

128,083 67 89,320 46 94 

910,968 546 481,018 262 465 

Accepted Dids 
Acres Tracts - 

0 0 

39,448 28 

5,036 3 

31,889 16 

0 0 

152,583 75 

78,241 47 

68,874 38 

89,320 46 

465,391 253 

Source: U.S. Geolgoical Survey Conservation Division, Office of the  Area Geothermal Supervisor, 
Applications and Lease Records System, FORMAT A-3, Combined USGS and B M  Pre-Lease History 
Sequenced by Application Number and Date of Action. 



Appendixes A, B, and C,  which break down the  leasing his tory by 
type of KGRA--competitive in t e re s t ,  geologic, and the  "both" category a s  
described i n  Section I--show fur ther  t h a t  30 percent of a l l  sa les  have 
produced no bids. In other  cases, two o r  three sa l e s  have been required 
t o  generate even one bid on t he  parcel o r  parcels offered. 

W 

Table 17, which summarizes Appendices A, B, and C,  shows t h a t  only 
13 percent of t he  geologic c r i t e r i a  acreage--theoretically the  most 
desirable-has been offered with bids received on only 51 percent of 
t h a t  offered. As 8 r e su l t ,  considerably less acreage has been leased in 
this category than i n  the  other  two, although it embraces more 
acreage-nearly four times a s  much as  the  competitive in t e re s t  category 
alone. 

Table 17 a l so  shows t h a t  38 percent of the  sa l e s  of competitive 
i n t e r e s t  acreage produced no bids a s  compared t o  31 percent and 16 per- 
cent i n  the  other  two categories respectively. This information demon- 
s t r a t e s  t h a t  even those applicants whose applications engendered the 
creat ion of t he  KGRA l o s t  i n t e re s t  i n  the  acreage i n  the competitive bid 
s i t ua t ion  in over one-third of t he  sa les  i n  the  competitive overlap 
category. On the other  hand, the  remaining sa les  i n  this category have 
yielded bids on 75 percent of the acreage offered, indicating a high 
degree of i n t e r e s t  i n  a r e l a t ive ly  small amount of acreage. 

Considerably more acreage has been leased i n  the  "both" 
category--acreage bid is  almost tantamount t o  acreage leased since very 
f e w  bids  a r e  rejected--even though only 20 percent of it has been 
offered. Bids have been received on 61 percent of t he  offered acreage, 
a value which suggests t ha t  t he  f a i lu re  t o  o f f e r  l a rge r  amounts of land 
i n  t h i s  category may have exerted a repressive e f f e c t  on leasing i n  t h i s  
category. 

The do l l a r  value of bids i s  equalized i n  the  competitive i n t e r e s t  
category and the  "both" category t o  a large extent  by removing the  in- 
fluence of Cove Fort-Sulphurdale in the  one and The Geysers i n  the  
other ,  leaving the  geologic c r i t e r i a  KGRA as  the  highest  earner i n  bonus 
bids. However, U.S. Treasury earnings through competitive geothermal 
leasing is  shown by Table 17 t o  be negligible i n  any category. 

. 
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Type of 
KGRA 

NO. 
Total- Sales 
Sales with- 

out  Bids 

TABLE 17 

SUMMARY OF LEASE SALE 'ACTIVITY BY TYPE OF KGRA 

Competitive Geologic Geologic Criteria + 
Interest Criteria Competitive Interest 

47 30 30 

39 16 43 

15 5 

Total Acreage 384,537 
i n  ERA 

Total Acreage 171,794 
Offered 

Percent Offered 45 

Total  Acreage Bid 129,563 

Percent Bid 75 

Average Acreage 
of KGRA'S 8,182 

Average Acreage Bid 7,197 

Average Bid 12 

Average Iiigh 21 

$/acre (SIa 

Bid $/acre (141a 
Average Total 

SIKGRA 27a,a82 
(102,703) a 

1,519,332 

192,774 

13 

97,706 

51 

50,644 

10,856 

21 

30 

304,730 

7 

1,464,935 

416,905 

20 

255,562 

61 

48,821 

12,170 

521,401 
(142,4191 

Without Cove Fort-Sulphurdale 

Without The Geysers 

a 

Source: U.S. Geological Survey Conservation Division, Office of the  Area 
Geothermal Supervisor, Applications and Lease Records System, 
FORMAT A-3, Combined USGS and BLM Pre-Lease History Sequenced by 
Application Number and Date of Action 

? 
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SECTION VI 

STATUS OF PRE-LEASE EAR/EIS PREPARATION u 
A study area in the .context of t h i s  discussion is geothermal 

prospect acreage--KGRA and/or non-competitive lands-which is  n w  o r  can 
be expected t o  be covered by one EAR o r  EIS, BLM t o  date has not found 
it necessary t o  prepare alb. EIS on individual leases o r  lease sales  

c because of the existence of D O I ' s  programmatic environmental impact 
statement on the en t i r e  geothermal leasiog program (Office of the 

. 

0 

Secretary, Final Environmental 'Impact Statement for the Geothermal 
Leasing Program, Department of t h e  Inter ior ,  1973). In .effect ,  the EAR 
has in each case served as  a Negative Declaration u d e r  NEPA, although 
the  EAR'S often do not s t a t e  a specific decision a s  t o  whether o r  not an 
EIS is necessary. The Forest Service on the other hand frequently goes 
di rec t ly  t o  an EIS without first preparing an EAR. 

A study of 50 M ' s / E I S ' s  on geothermal development prepared by the 
various off ices  subject t o  t h i s  report has disclosed tha t  the only 
apparent difference between the EAR and EIS documents themselves is i n  
the name. W i t h  f e w  exceptions, the format and content of both types of 
documents a r e  quite similar. The only significant point of departure 
appeared t o  be the s ta ted o r  implied belief i n  some EAR'S that it was 
not the decision-making document. The implication i s  not c lear  since in 
no case of t h i s  s o r t  was a recommendation made f o r  preparation of an 
EIS. The EIS, regardless of i ts 'der ivat ioa,  is subject t o  public hearing 
and other formalit ies which are not required of the EAR. 

Table 18 assembles data provided OR the EAR/EIS s ta tus  of the study 
areas. It  w i l l  be noted t ha t  there is  a considerable range in acreage 
covered by individual EAR's/EIS's, i n  elapsed time spent i n  EAR/EIS 
preparation, i n  t o t a l  costs, and i n  cost  per acre. It can also be seen 
t h a t  timeframes and dol lar  expenditures da not correlate w e l l  with each 
other o r  in relationship t o  acreage covered. Table 19 was thus prepared 
to break down the time and cost  involved on a per-acre basis. While 
thecse numbers become so small when exceedingly Large acreages are 
involved t h a t  they a re  less meaningful thaa when smaller parcels a r e  
covered by the study, they provide the only means f o r  d i rec t  comparison. 

The table  shows that dollar  expenditures range from $8.28 per acre 
L f o r  the ongoing Cos0 EIS in California t o  less than one cent per acre 

The average cost is $ .63 per f o r  many EAR'S in Nevada and elsewhere. 
acre. 

The above-meationed study o f  EAR/EIS documents showed t h a t  the re- 
views i n  t k .  hi'gher c o s t  range-up to  more than $5 per acre over a 
median 'cost of 'less than $1 pet  acre of Lhose studied--are not 
signif icant ly  'mote comprehensive in analysis of potential  environmental, 
socioeconomic, o r  land use impacts or  i n  identifying sensit ive lands 
within the study area. However, studies a t  the l o w  end of  the  cost 
scale (with study areas i n  the millions of acres and costs of less than 

LJ 57 



TABLE 18 

AZ G i k  Box DWFSfNF 30,400 
Ian Jose KMh BIN 20,360 
v u l n f c 5 a  BUl 690 

89.280 
m g s t d f  HF/PS/HLpI 427.000 
Roskru~etps. - - 
Unnamed 
turro  Creek BUl 12.623 
~ B e . r o a r d L 0 0  DIM 3.000 

ab B0n.y trL0 B U D F  58,880 
@per Pit 8. KFfFSfBIM 188.160 
Surprlse-Upmar 

Vallem WNF 241.920 

- - 

BQ Fm,t Kt.' B W N F  2b.U8 
c4v Xt. BLKlId. 42.900 

W P l e  IUwfblF 33,000 
Wittar Sprlng B L ~  39.680 
Salina VaUey BLMINP 22.150 
Bodie BIWfN? 47.425 

&e Crowley BLM/FS/W 63.525 

(kens klro  Buvm 20,725 

Llttfe Horse ps . 1.U8 
ut. 

(Long Valley) 

Tecopa BIM 24.950 

37 
4 
4 
2 - - 

21 
5 

30 

7/75 (4f80) 
1/75 4/75 
7/76 10176 

24 3/75 -15177 60;OOO 

17 7/24 1Of75 1.300 

Hot scheduled - - (Uf79) - 
2b 1/77 (7179) - 
Hot schduled 
Is tabled BLn prep. 
p k n  for EAR 

(llf80) 
(10/8Ue - 

Iocl. io Glass Kt. 
Hot s&eduled 
Used V o l  11, DO1 
pmeric KIS 

1974 12/74d - 
U 6/74 6/75 26,000 
l o t  scheduled 
Not scheduled 
Aaticip.t. 
xejectiori 

xot scheduled 
Not ChedUled 
FJot schaduled 

18 9/17 (2179) - 
28 Lff75 (7f76) - 
not 6ch@duled 

(1983) (1982) - 
UP EIS - 1176 - 

- 
e -  

kopped because appls. w i t h d n m  - - -  
Not scheduled - - -  

U * wilderness; R - RARE 11: RR - madles s  re-ev; BFP - BLY Uanqement Framevork Plan; 

h t h s  include the  e n t i r e  month of  start and f in i sh  s ince  ac tua l  dates are u5wd.b  unknoun. 

- FS l aad  
aaaagement plan. 

$0 study 
area d a t a  recaived from Cal i forn ia  Forest  Service Office. 
Service accelerated planning; UR 11/80. 
o e c e s s y .  

%oecompetit ivc west of lCCRA in Forest 
Class K t .  E R A  and periphery. 10/81. % r a f t  - no f i n a l  

%ill probably aever be evaluated because of lack of interut/resource. 

. .. 

* I  
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E W N F  i D Bruouu- 
Crsadviev - 
ne. Eoum 

&ended 
Craaa Creak Sm/NF 

Booire Front BLM 
Parma Area nn 

460,256 30 6178 (llle0)' - - -  
80,640 26 (8/78)(9/80) 667.661 8-25 - - - 

7.040 UB u b l d  near - -  - 
8.320 8 

bador u111 
64,640 

43.520 
14 , 720 
15.360 

25 505 
77,000 
7.650 
1,680 

70,408 

25.500 5 3/76 7116 9,ooO 060 - 2 1178 2/78 5,000 . 
b85 2 5177 6/17 2.000 b S 2  

cassid co. Swan 482.400 5 2/15 6/75 20,000 -04 

- 
8.700 2 (7181)(9/811 ( 5 . m )  ( .J7) 

Uddy B.S. BLK 1.246 20 7/75 2/77 5.000 4.01 
Unended 1.209 6 (2/79)(7/79) ( 1 , S W  (1.24) 

)6rd b k 8  B W W  11.500 9 (10/81)(6/82) (10,000) ( -87) 
Heiae H.S. BLtl 13,000 21 (10/78)(6/80) (45,000) (3.46) 

Freedam Bm/Fs S.440 24 7/75 6/77 5,000 -92 

*Izaeluded in Forest Se ce acccler8ted p l 8 ~ i n g .  Leasing deeisioa 1/79. b a s i n g  of ERA and surround- 
ing NCL deferred. 
a d  FS ia Idaho d BLU in Nevada. New Mexico, 8nd Utah. 

30 study are1 data received from blor8Q SLY State Office. 10% d8t8 from EL?? 
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Table 18 - Cont'd. 

brkallr  H.S. llLn 10,376 - - 5/75 - - 
Buntar H.S. BWUF 50,000 10 4/75 1/76 - - 
Chieo H.S. B M F S  (Uo study because a p p l h t i o l u  vithdrgwu) 
bnsin 0.s. Fslm 39.394 19 w 7 9 x w a o )  ( 6,800) 
I#ld Park FS/NF 41.000 24 5/77[4/791 ( 10.200) 

L Btltmore B.S. 
wp - 

0 
0 - 

9,600 
4,000 

a 
2,000 

0 

0 

57,244 

66.400 
7,040 

640 
1.650 

0 
0 

0 

43.72dD 
0 

0 
0 

0 

9,000 

9,000 

13,200 

( -17) 
( e251 

1.60 
.33 

.02 

.01 - 17 . 01 

.01 

.ol 
e .ol 
< .01 
.01 

. 01 

.ol 

.01 

.02 

.01 
e .01 
< .ol 
.ol 

.or 

.02 

.02 

.19 

.06 

.04 

.ol 

.or 

- 
l36,000 
26.800 

22.300 

22,300 
22,500 
22.500 
22,500 
22,500 
33,000 
18,000 
22,500 

22.300 
22. 500 
28.m 
22.500 
22,500 
18,000 
18,000 
22.500 

22.m 

17.000 
18,500 
34,000 

30,000 
22,600 

22,000 
22,600 

Hpk Jakas Valley - W F S / N F  1.042.366 l3 4/73 4/76 
h m Y S i d 8  

Stat8lina W F S / H F  3,847.7ll 
Brrdy Earan WN'F 128.600 
Cherry Creek BLM/FS/NF 2.149.900 
Ba'ur PSJNF 1,591,800 
Kamenl& BM/FS/NF 3,105,160 
llk0 EM/FSlNF 10,830,902 
*shone Hw/PS/NF 2,677,800 

Buffalo Bill 8WNF 1.457.000 

t t .  Chur~kill- WNF 3.320,000 
Clan U p h e  

Pinaaut-walker BWNF/IS 1.481.000 

37 
6 

23 
18 
4. 
u 
6 

10 

12 
13 

5/73 5/76 
2/74 7/74 
6/74 6/76 

lOJ76 3/78 
lOJ74 1/73. 
9/74 6/73 
7/74 12/74 
7/74 4/75 

7/7b 6/73 
7/74 7/73 

HEF 

3;907;149 9 11/74 7/75 
927,196 14 7/74 8/73 

1.314.400 17 7/74 11/73 
2,109.193 11 3/73 1/76 
2,250,000 18 U/74 4/76 
6.709.280 12 9/75 8/76 

6.666.406 12 2/75 1/76 

8ao.640 8 10/74 5/15 

277,284 a i 2 m  7/76 
971,320 4 10/7S 1/76 

b3.720 

626.676 
395,640 
133.000 

44,290 
223.2ao 

2s9.334 
212,931 

496.950 23 1/73 1/77 
624.814 10 8/76 5/77 

1.816.320 8 7/76 2/77 
1,629,910 3 10/77 2/78 

BB (1979) 
88 (1991) 

Ba (1991) 
BB (1992) 

'Sa= Uy&.rg. 'A krga part of the Black Rock Desert area is'being considerd for the NatioaPl Park 
System as tHe 5igroot  Trdl. 
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' I  

Clh Lovar ISJW 855.256 

Ojo Caliente BLU/PS/NF 170.240 
lrfrco 

OR & Uarnar BWNF 405,000 
Valley 
(-1. 

Geyser 

Wn 

c-p 1) 

Klamath BWNP 650,000 
sutmotr kke BLWWF 167.000 
Goose Lab FS/BIH/.yF 1.210 

Valley 
Clara Butte BLM/P 
Clasa Butte 

s u p .  
Vale WNF 

Additfan 
vale ERA W N F  
Bully Creek BWNP 
Cow Creek BLH/HF 
Oregon Canyon BLM/NP 
Xo. W h e u r  BLKlNP 
Uvord ILzM/Np 
h r n s  Butte W W  
So. Pueblo BWNF 
K t .  Hood PS 
faV8 8 a l e  IS 

Bull Bun IS 
Timber Line FS 

ClAckPnas 1s 

W e e  R. 

Loogo 

Green S p i r i c  FsJNF 
(WA) 

GfEford Pi\- PS 
choc X S  
irrtl. Wild, 
Cougar. 
Upper C~SPUS 
(W 

Indian Hetvtn PS 
incl. White 
Panther 

Kt .  Baker1 
SaoquafnieWA) PS 

Okanogan &A) PS 
Frcmont FS 

Breiteabwh" FS/Q 
Vest Breittnbushp FS 
Belkuap-Foley PSJNP 
IkCrcdie QS 
Sisters I S  

Fort Bock FS 

Cauldera FSlNF 

130.000 

65.U7 

8,940 
106,575 
366.406 

1,038,000 
2,300,000 

200,000 
71.959 
14,273 

158 , 000 
38,000 

101,400 
589 

334 000 
80,000 

300,000 

60,000 

12 5174 4/75 U.90(1. 

10 4175 1/76 1 7 . 0 ~  
9 11175 7/76 U.6011 
6 ( 9/78 2/79) 8,500 

26 7/74 8/76 35,300 
4 9/77 12177 1.7W 

9 11/74 7/75 lIs90Q 

10 7173 4/74 U.9W 
12 3/75 2/76 10.200 
20 3/75 10176 U.3m 
5 4/77 3/77 8,500 

13 4/77 4/78 8.500 
8 7174 2/75 %.6M 

14 1/76 2/77 la,200 
6 1178 6/78 6.800 
2 9/77 10/77 - 
3 ( 9/78)(11/78) - 
4 (10/78)(1/79) - 
4 3177 6/74 - 
5 ( 9/78)(1/79) - 

17 2/78 (61791 - 
46 Si75 (3179) - 

24.000 19 (7/78)(1/80) - 

f -03) 

( .It) 

.a 

.03 

.08 
2.02 

-12 - 
.18 

1.33 
.09 
.ob 
<.a 
<.a 
-18 . 14 
.ba - - 

\ 
\ 

SPECIAL S W O Y  AIW 

~ c t . .  =* rioa b c m  
bmple- 

0 

0 
119,640 SR (? /El)  

l30,000 88 (9179) 

63,730 llIl (9/80) 

1,320 XX (9/80) 
82,obO BB (9/80) 

366,406 BB (9/80) 
1.03SJ,000 RR (9180) 
1,890,500 EX (9/80) 

186.000 BX (9182) 

ndutar.data m l m  
200,000 KFPlaa 

11,000 U (9182) 
8.880 R (12178) 

39,490 LIP (12/80) 

101.400 LMP (9/78) 
0 - 

8,100 d (1U78) 
90.300 XXP (6/79) 

34,080 I? (100 Dat) 
76,070 B (1179) 
32,000 LIP (9178) . 

- 

- 0 

(ail applications withdrawn SO EO E W E I S  plauned at this 
55,000 37 6/75 7/78 - - 7,961 

320 
40 

47,283 42 6/74 1/78 70,000 -68 0 
12,807 12 (7/78)(6/79) (l5,OOO) U.17) 0 
103,000 18 Ut77 (4179) (45.000) (.'A) 0 

48,000 9 5/78 (1179) - - 22,880 
25,000 22 11/77 (8/79) (30,000) u.20) 5,700 

36.699 
570,000 67 1/75 (1180) - - 3.080 

321.500 
80,000 19 (1/79)(7/80) - - 14,530 

67,995 

1179 
12/66 
5/78 

12/78 
1/79 

12178 
1/79 

12/78 
1179 

12178 

lxncludeS reoffer. %easing decision t o  be based upon LLIP LIS d y :  ao scparace geothermal 8nv i ro -m~ 
study. %illameete and UWamette West NP's. 
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Table 18 - Cont’d. 

96,OOO 
48,000 

330, Ooo 

425.000 
3,OSO ,000 

so.ao0 

27,400 

79,071 
1,343,066 

a0 ,m 
630.000 
%ooo 
120.000 
23.669 

6 12/74 5/75 P.OO0 
7 1/14 6/74 20,ood 
5 6/74 10174 12.000 
5 2/77 6/77 12.W 

16 lf76 4/77 U.000 
5 1/76 4/76 20.000 
7 9/70 3/75 10.000 
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TABLE 19 

gd 

P 

I 

* 

Arizona 

calif orniab 

Colorado 

Idaho 

COMPARISON OF TIME/DOLIAK EXP~XTURES 
IN EAR PREPARATION BY STATE 

- HoursjAcre - BLM - FS BLM/FS& 

. 14 
4.17 . 02 
(1.20) 
(1 . 20) . 37 

' 0  os 

. 32 

. 05 . 21 . 53 

.lo= 

e. 01 . 14 
2.97 
( 16) 
<eo1 
11.56 
(3.57) 
(1.16) 

(056 )  

( 0  34)  
(023) 
( 0  50) 

- 

(1.35) 

- 

. a9 

(1.31) 
.04 

-- 
1.35 
1.28 

3.20 
(012) 

$/Acre - BLM 3 FS BLM/FS" 

.I5 

. 07 
(-79) 

(2 . 00) 
A 0  

. 03 

- 

-. 

.32 

I. 25 

2.7lC 
1.05 

- 

. 66 
1-56 

059 

. 01 
-40 
.39 

4.12 
(. 57) 

4.01 
(1.24) 
(3 .46)  

- 

(1 . 00) 
(079) 
(1.50) 

92 
(0 36) 

aBLY/FS refers only to jo int  ownership of study area acreage. The data do not 
always disclose whether EAR preparation is jo int  or separate. 

bCalifornia FS furnished no study area data. 
* -- 
I c3ureau of Reclamation. 
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TABLE 19 - Cont'd. 

Montana 

Nevada 

< 001 
< e o 1  

< 001 
< 001 

New Mexico 

*35 
015 

5 *01 
coo1 

em01 

<*tu 
001 
-01 

< 001 
< -01 

0 01 
em01 
< -01 

< e o 1  
< 001 
001 
0 02 

0 01 
-01 

< 001 

01 

e 01 
04 

Oregon/ 
Washington .02 

01 
.03 

(1 e 00) 
e 01 

* e o 9  
80 
08 
04 

<. 01 

1.60 
.33 
*02 
*.or 

0 01 

g001 
e001 
em01 

.17 

01 

eo01 
-01 
01 

0 01 
02 

0 0 1  
s o 1  

< -01 
< 001 

< 001 
0 02 
0 02 
019 

.06 
04 
01 

0 01 
03 

-12 

0 03 
03 
08 

(2 e 02) 
*I2 
*18 

1-33 
e 09 
04 

<. 01 
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T ~ L E  i 4  - Cont'd, 

HoursfAcre 
BLM - FS BLY/ FSa - 

*. 01 . 02 

.30, 
<. 01 
.os 

(.02) 
4.89 

Utah . .04 . 10 . 01 
.04 

03 
< e o 1  

$/Acre - BLM - FS BLM/FS= 

(. 01 
.I8 

.48 
. 14 

65 

0-1 2 
42 

.04 

.l5 . 03 
< a 0 1  

18 . os 
0'10 
96 

14 

.36 
038 . 10 . 52 



$ .01 per  acre) lacked much i n  area spec i f ic  considerations. The most 
expensive EAR/EIS documents a re  ident i f ied  i n  Table 20,  which shows that  
t h i s  f ac to r  is not controlled by amount of acreage, elapsed time, o r  
agency. 

tj 

The range i n  time element, reduced t o  a u n i t  of hours, is from less 
than .Ol.hour t o  11.56 hours. The average hourly expenditure is .37 
hour. 

The range of t o t a l  elapsed t i m e  i n  EAR/EIS preparation by s t a t e  is 
shown i n  Table 21. The average of t o t a l  elapsed t i m e  by s t a t e  is shown 
i n  Table 22. The EAR/EIS study showed t h a t ,  i n  the  documents analyzed, 
long study periods of up t o  44 months did not produce a b e t t e r  product 
than s tudies  prepared i n  10-12 months. Major flaws i n  many of the 
EAR'S--failure t o  explain technical material  su f f i c i en t ly  for layman 
comprehension; the  absence of concise summaries and conclusions t o  
support decision-making; and poor logic--were not  a function of time or 
cos t  . 

Table 23 summarizes the  number of reviews completed, in process, 
scheduled, and designated but not scheduled. A grea t  many in the l a s t  
category l i e  i n  California and it i s  expected t h a t  several  of them w i l l  
never be subjected t o  review because of poor geothermal po ten t i a l  and a 
low level of i n t e r e s t .  In other  cases, s tudies  were tabled and have not 
been rescheduled where applications were withdrawn. 

Table 18 shows t h a t  a number of the  environmental reviews are not 
scheduled f o r  completion u n t i l  the  mid-1980fs, although the la rge  
majority, if they adhere t o  schedule, w i l l  be completed by 1980. Some 
of the  roadless review studies ,  ELM studies  on wilderness p r i o r i t i e s ,  
a r e  not scheduled t o  be completed u n t i l  1991. Leasing is not  precluded 
i n  these lands u n t i l  they a r e  formally placed i n  the  National Wilderness 
System by Congress, i f  they a r e  selected f o r  t h a t  purpose, bu t  consider- 
a t ion  of non-competitive leasing applications i n  these ' a r eas  could be 
delayed. 
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Gila Box, AZ 
San Bernardino, AZ 
Coso, CA 
Dunton Rico PVA,-CO 
Boise Front, I D  
Liddy H.S., I D  
Liddy H.S. Amended 
Heise H.S., CO 
Big Southern Butte,  I D  
Twin Lakes, I D  
Marysville, MT 
Goose Lake Valley, OR 
Vale KC'ItA, OR 
Breitenbush, OR 
West Breitenbush, OR 
McCredie, OR 

TABLE 20 

MOST COSTLY EAR'S I N  DOI.LARS/ACRE 
WITH ELAPSED TIME, ACREAGE, AND 

OWNERSHIP RELATIONSHIPS 

Elapsed cost 
Time-Moa . j/acre 

57 
5 

26 
6 
2 

20 
6 

21 
12 

7 
42 

6 
10 
42 
12 
22 

5.59 
2.00 
8.28 
1.56 
4.12 
4.01 
1.24 
3.46 
1.00 
1.50 
1.60 
2.02 
1.33 
1.48 
1-27 
1.20 

c 

Acreage 
Covered Ownership 

30,400 
3,000 

80,640 
3,202 

485 
1,246 
1,209 

13,000 
25,000 
10,000 
86,328 

4,210 
8,940 

47,283 
12,807 
25,000 

BLM/PS 
BLM 

BLM/FS 
PS 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BtM 

FS/ HLM 
FS/ BLM 

BZM 
BLM/PS 
FS 
FS 
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TABLE 21 

Arizona 

California* 

Colorado* 

Montana 

Nevada 

New Mexico 

Oregon and 
Washington 

RANGE OF TOTAL EUSPED TIMEFRAMES 
FOR EM/EIS PREPARATION BY STATE 

AND AGENCY IN MONTHS 

BLM 

2-21 

8-30 

2-36 

- 

*lob 

6-18 

4-10 

5-26 

24b 

17b 

19-24 

l B b  

22-25 

2-67 

BLM/FSa 

57b 

13-30 

9-26 

17-42 

4-37 

lob 

6b 

Utah 5-16 - 6-7 

Wyoming - -.L 6-10 

aJoin t  ownership. 

bOnly one ' i n  t h i s  category cepor red. 

* No California Forest Service da ta  and no Colorado BLM data. 

It is not known in every case whether the EAR wa6 a j o i n t  or 
separate undertaking. 

.. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  . ~~~ ~. 



TABLE 22 

AVERAGE OF TOTAL ELAPSED TIME-S 
FOR EAR/EIS PREPARATIOU BY s'l!A'l% 

AND AGENCY I N  MONTHS 
(rounded) 

Arizona 

Colorado* 

Idaho 

Montana 

Nevada 

New Mexico 

Oregon and 
Washington 

Utah 

Wyoming 

aJoint ownership . 

BLM - 

16 24b 

-- 11 

9 17b 

lob 21 

12 lab 
7 23 

11 20 

BLM/FS~ 

57b 

23 

-- 
l a  
29 

14 

lob 

6b 

6 

8 

It is  not known i n  every case whether the EAR was a joint  
or separate undertaking. 

bOnly one in this  category reported. 

* No California Forest Service data and no Colorado BLM data. 
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TABLE 23 

CURRENT STATUS OF GEOTHERMAL EAR's/EIS'~I 

DESIGNATED 

COMPLETED I N  PROCESS SCHEDULED BUT. NOT SCHEDULED BLM FS BLM/FS BIN FS BLM/FS E DLM/FS E E BLMJFS - - -  - 
2 1 1 Arizona 3 

gb 2 2 11 4 5 C a l i  forniaa 3 3 
ColoradoC 3 
Idaho 7 1 1 
Montana 3 2 
Nevada 5 1 12 

New Mexico 6 1 
Oregon & 
Washington 
Utah 
Wyoming 

2 1 11 2 1 1 

1 1 1 

1 1 1 

8 5 1 13 4 1 
7 3 2 1 

1 1 

There are no maps available for three study areas i n  California, so ownership cannot be identified. 
No  studies scheduled. 
One is  Bureau of Reclamation. 

No data provided ou f ive  FS study areas. 

a 

C 

0 
I- 



SECTION VI1 

ANALYSIS OF GEOLOGICAL SURVEY PERFORMANCE 
IN POST-LEASE ACTIVITIES 

As noted earlier, the lessee must submit to GS a plan of operation 
(POO) for the first activity on the leased land--other than surface 
exploration and shallow temperature gradient holes which only require a 
Notice of Intent exploratory permit-and each subsequent activity not 
covered by a previous plan of operation. In addition, a permit is 
required for all wells drilled pursuant to an approved POO. 

The permit is essentially an approval of the safety and other engi- 
neering features of the well whereas approval of the plan of operation 
takes into account much broader considerations, including the environ- 
mental impact of the whole operation. Thus, GS undertakes an environ- 
mental review--called an environmental analysis, or EA--on each plan. 

The basic difference in intent between these documents and the 
pre-lease EAR is that the latter covers the entire leasehold--or, as 
discussed in 'Section VI, in most instances a much larger surrounding 
area--and the EA is intended to be specific to the site of operations. 
However, a review of several series of EA's shows that in actual 
practice this is not always the case. In fact, the following statement 
is made in many EA's: 

"Although the EA is addressed specifically to operations within the 
lease(s), the consideration of environmental impacts and mitigating 
measures'is not confined to the area within the lease boundaries." 

For exploratory wells, and others as deemed necessary, a joint 
on-site inspection is held by GS, BLM (and/or Forest Service), the Fish 
and Wildlife Service, and, usually, the operator. In some cases the 
Geothermal Environmental Advisory Panel (GEAP) reviews and comments on 
the EA. 

An analysis of the GS records on individual PO0 and permit 
approvals, shown in Table 24, indicates that while some key delays have 
occurred in EA preparation--and, as a result, in approvals--really 
significant delays do not occur regularly or with frequency. It is 
again, as in the pre-lease program, the non-uniformity in performance 
which at times impedes orderly, efficient, and economic lessee planning 
and operations. I 

I 
Table 24 shows the record on the first 40 plans of operation for 

exploration qubmitted which include deep test wells, This is the 
significant category since NO1 permits for shallow temperature gradient 

~ 

I 
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TABLE 24 
U. S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

PEKFORHANCE I N  APPROVING EXPLORATION PLANS OF 
OPERATION AND DEEP-WELL DRILLING PERMITS 

Ean t Mesa 
KGRA 

Time Lapse No. of EAR Time Lapse No. of 
Wells Received .Campleted ( in  mos) APDs Received Approved (in me) 

4 9/25/75 1/28/76 4 4 11/22/75 not exec. 
11120175 2/13/76 3 
11/20/75 4 129 176 5 
11/20/75 not. exec. 

4 

18 

9 

8 

4/4/77 

7/9/75 

9/22/75 

6/10/77 

6/17/77 4.5 

9/11/75 2b 

12/5/75 2.5 

1/13/78 7 

a 
b priority to APD approval, 

Because operator wan in  no hurry, GS gave low 

GEM and/or public meeting involved. 

4/1/77 
4/1/77 
4/1/77 
4/1/77 

12/1/75 
10/20/75 
101 311 7 7 
8/15/75 

5/28/78 
5 111 17 7 
5/23/77 
3/ 30 / 7 7 

8/22/77 

4/14 178 13. 5a 
41141 78 13 . 5: 
4/14 178 13. 5a 
4 f 14/78 13.5 

12/8/75 0.25 
10 128 / 75 0.25 
11/23/77 1 
9/12/75 1 

6/23/78 0.75 
6/23/77 1 
6 1191 77 0.5 
5/3/77 1 

,in process 
(plan changed) 

* .. 6 
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TABLE 24 - Cont'd. 
No. of 
Wells 

Geysers / 2 
Calis toga 
KCRA 

1 

1 

Received 

8/14/74 

7/23/75 

8/22/75 

1 1/26/76 

1 4/i/76 

2 
multiple' 1 2  /14/76 

U 

w 1 8/12/74 

mul- 
t i p l e=  8/8/74 

1 5/15/75 

1 6/7/75 

1 7/ 16/75 

2 9/7/76 

EAR 
Completed 

8/26/74 

7/28/75 

1018175 

1/ 30176 

7/22/76 

5 / 9/77 

8/26/74 

4/4/75 

7/8/75 

7/18/75 

9/11/75 

2/25/77 

Time Lapse 
( i n  mos) 

b 0.5 

0.20 

1.5 

0.15 

4 

5 

0.5 b 

8 

2b 

1 

2 

7 

No. of 
APDs 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

1 

Several w e l l s  a t  one site-tule of thumb estimate 
is 4 per site. 

Received 

9131.74 
9/3/74 

7/23/75 

8/22/75 

1/30/76 

4/1/76 

6/9/77 
12/14/77 

8/12/74 

4/9/75 

6/13/75 

6/19/75 

9/7/75 

1/18/77 

L 

Approved 

9/6/74 
9/6/74 

71311 75 

12/8/75 

11 30 176 

8/12/76 

7/21/77 
1 2  / 201 77 

9/6/74 

4/14/75 

7/8/ 75 

7/8/75 

101 1/ 75 

12/2/77 

Q 

Time Lapse 
( i n  mos) 

0.10 
0.10 

0.25 

11.5 

0 

4.5 

1.5' 
0.25 

1 

q0.25 

0.75 

0.5 

0.75 

11.5 



TADLE 24 - Cont'd. 

Mono /Long 
Val ley KCRA 

Fish Lake . 
Vallley (N/C) 

Rye Patch KGRA 

Sbda Lake 

1 

4 

+ BeodaweKGRA 
f. r i  

Brad y- liaz en 
KGRA 

Dix ie  Val ley 
KCRA 

Roosevel t 
HS KCRA 

' I  

No. of 
Wells 

1 

3 

4 

6 

3 

2 

6 

6 

6 

11 

4 

1 

1 

Time Lapse 
Received Completed ( i n  mas). 

9/9/75 9 / 15/ 75 

10/24/75 2/11/76 

7/21/75 11/13/75 

2/24/78 i n  progress  

5/25/76 12/29/76 

5/25/76 12/27/76 

9/1/76 6/28/77 

5/2/77 8/25/77 

8/1/77 11/3/77 

5/17/78 in progress  

12/6/76 1/8/75 

3/28/75 4/4/75 

6/4/75 6/13/75 

0.20 
b 3.5 

4 

7b 

7b 

IOb  

qb 

3 

b 

1.5 

- 
b 

0.20 

0.30 

No. of Time Lapse 
APDs Received Approved (in mos) - 4 -  

1 3/3/76 4/9/76 1 

0 L. -_ 

1 8/15/75 1/16/76 

1 7/17/77 11/11/77 

0 -_ -- 
Dropped because unable  t o  form a 

0 -e -.- 

U L- CL 

5 

4 

mi t 

1/24/75 1/24/75 

1/24/75 1/24/75 
1/24/75 1/24/75 

4 1/24/75 1124175 

1 3/17/75 4/14/75 

0 
0 
0 
0 

1 

1 5/28/75 7/15/75 6.5 

I 4 



TABLE 24 - Cont'd. 
I 

i No. of Time Lapse No. of Time Lapse 
Wells Received Completed ( i n  mos) APDs Received Approved ( i n  moa) - 

6 6 8/5/76 8 / 10 / 76 <0.25 16 1/5/76 6/25 / 76 
4/13/78 5/22/70 1 

HS KO 
5/25/76 7/9/76 6.5 
1/10/77 1/19/77 0.25 
1/10/77 1/19/77 0.25 
1/10/77 1/19/77 0.25 

Rooseli?t 

5 1 4/13/78 5/22/78 1 9/28/76 4/7/77 

9/12/75 9/12/76 eame day 1 9/12/75 10/1/75 0.5 

Cove Fort-  
U Ln SuQhurdale 

( N / C )  

Clakemas Co. 

Castle Creek 

1 

1 
9.75 

3 5/27/7.7 8/17/77 2.5 1 9/13/77 10/17/77 

31 9/14/76 7/6/77 lob 2 11/11/77 12/21/77 
2/7/77 10/18/77 

* 3  9/21/77 12/21/77 . 3  0 -_ -- 

1.25 6 5/31/77 9/23/77 4 1 8/15/77 9/28/77 

1 -1/26/78 i n  progreee - b 

6 2/2/78 Operator  lost i n t e r e e t  because of poor 

0 -- -- 

showing nearby 



holes require only brief environmental analysis and are usually issued 
within a month. There have been insufficient plans of development, 
injection, utilization, and production filed to establish a record. 

In summary, the time lapse for completion of EA's on exploration 
PO0's ranges from the same day the PO0 was filed in one case up to 10 
months. The average time lapse is 3.5 months, and the median is three 
months. Formal written approval of the PO0 appears to follow routinely 
within a day or at most a week. 

Perhaps the most intersting disclosure of the data is that neither 
of two factors have exerted the expected degree of influence. First, it 
had been assumed that the EA's on the first exploratory POO's in an area 
would take longer than subsequent ones in the same area, and, second, 
that approval of a PO0 involving multiple well sites might be a more 
lengthy process than for POO's involving only a single site. Table 25 
shows that neither is always the case. 

The first PO0 for deep drilling in the East Mesa KGRA, for example, 
covered 18 well sites and was approved in two months. The most recent 
PO0 in the same area covered eight well sites, and the EA was seven 
months in preparation. The latter may be explained by the fact that the 
plan itself was changed. An examination of both EA's involved did not 
reveal any significantly increased effort on the latter. In The 
Geysers/ Calistoga KGRA, the first WO was for multiple wells and took 
eight months, as might be expected, but one of the most recent covering 
only two wells still took seven months. In Roosevelt Hot Springs KGRA, 
the other area subject to more than one or two exploratory POO's, the 
first approval, involving only one well, was achieved in 1975 in less 
than a week. In 1976, it took six months for 16 wells, and in 1977 two 
and one-half months for three wells. 

Review of several series of EA's on succeeding lessee activities on 
the same lease or leases does not disclose the reasons for this erratic 
pattern. In fact, there is little consistency in the anticipated 
pattern of the EA's themselves--i.e., decreasing effort with each 
analysis is the same area. 

However, it can be seen that the material in the initial EA i s  
generally used repeatedly in subsequent ones. It is not clear why this 
material is retyped, or cut-and-pasted, as the case may be, in so many 
of the succeeding documents. Even the clerical effort involved in 
assembling the document and in making the lengthy distribution copies is 
time consuming. It is believed that reference to the previously 
published material, presentation of any new information developed, the 
impact summary and impact evaluation matrix, along with the necessary 
appended material, would meet the requirements of NEPA. 

I 
1 The effect of GEM involvement on timeframes of EA preparation is 

difficult to assess on the basis of the limited data available sine/ 
timeframes where it participated range from about two w 

re ce 1 - w  onths after, although one month's 
delay is more common. 

~ 

'--- months. The EA was subsequently completed ansrwh- 4 : f t : :  
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TABLE 25 
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* Area - 
East Mesa 

&ysers/Calistoga 

Roosevelt Hot 
Springs 

U. S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 
RECORD ON ENVIRONllF3TAL ANALYSIS OF 

EXPLORATION FLUS OF OPJZATION IN 
THE THREE MOST ACTIVE 
GEOTHERMAL AREAS 

Date Plan 
of Operation 

Filed 

7/75 
9/75 
9/75 
4/77 
6/77 

8/74 
8/74 
5/75 
6/75 
7/75 
7/75 
8/75 
1/76 
4/76 
9/76 

12/76 

3/75 
6/75 
9/75 
1/76 
9/76 

12/76 
5/77 

.. .," - 
1. 

x 

Nunrber 
of Wells 
Involved 

18 
9 
4 
4 
0 

multiple 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
I 
1 
2 

multiple 

1 
1 
1 

16 
6 
4 
3 

Time Lapse 
f o r  EA 

( in  mos.) 

2 
2.5 
4 
4.5 
7 

8 
0.5 
2 
1 
2 
0.2 
1.5 
0.15 
4 
7 
5 

0.20 
0.30 

same day 
6 
5 
1.5 
2.5 

77 



The record on approval of actual  well permit applications (APD's) 
is similar ly  noa-uniform. The longest period is over 13 months for four 
permits, but i n  t h i s  case, according t o  the  Geothermal Supemisor 's  
o f f ice ,  t he  applicant was i n  no hurry and the applications were given 
very low p r io r i ty .  If these applications a re  included in the  
tabulation, the median approval time is  one month and t he  average is  
nearly three months. If they a r e  excluded, the average is a l i t t l e  less 
than two months, and, because of the number of approvals in one month, 
the  median remains a t  one month. The shortest  time f o r  appraval is 
again the  date  of application i n  f ive  cases. 

cp.' 

0 

In any assessment of the GS program, it m u s t  be remembered that its 
performance has frequently been determined by the operator's intentions.  
In some instances,  when the applicant indicated a desire  f o r  speedy 
approvals, aorc e f f o r t  was brought t o  bear and faster action was 
achieved. In  others,  low p r i o r i t y  has been given t o  applications when 
i t  was known the  applicant would not  u t i l i z e  the approval immediately in 
any event. 

s 

B 
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APPENDIX A 

SALES ON COMPETITIVE INTEREST KGRA’a Avernge 
No. of NO. O f  Average Nigh 

Total No. of Tract8 Tract e Total Bid-$/ Did-$/ Total 
KGRA Acreap.e Sales Offered Acreage Did . .Acreage Bids  Acre . Acre $ 

ARIZONA 

780 0 0 0 0 0 0 C l i f t o n  3,700 1 1 
G i l l i 1 r d  1l.S. 920 

CALT FOR% 

2 , 558 
640 

14 , 792 
1 , 196 
6,239 . 

12 , 880 
3 , 200 
18 , 162 

7,687 

C O l . ~ l l ~ h n O  

2,484 hlnniosn Co. 

‘ 916 
Nlneritl 11. S. 

Vol lcy  View 1I.S. 5,099 2 2 3,271 1 1,636 I’onrlia 

-.e-. 

0 0 0 0 0 
7,877 
1,951 
3, 749 

0 
1 
1 

3 
2 
2 

3,561 
3 , 524 
916 

3 
2 
2 

2 
3 
1 

1 
1 
1 

6,761 2 
5,765 
3 , 200 1 

2 

- 

I s land  Park 
blountrrin llome 
Vulcnn 

- 
2,600 2 2,600 2 2 2 5,538 Bruneiru 5,120 1 2 

28,539 3 5,102 3 5 5 26,023 9,520 3 3 5,102 
3,836 



Appendix A -- Cont'd. 
Avernge 

No. of No. of Avoraee High 
Total No. of Tracts Tracts Total Bid-$/ Bid-$/ Total 

KGRA hcrcofie Soles O f f  eted Acreage Bid Acr-cage Bids Acre Acre $ 

NEVADA 

Bnl tnzar 
Colndo 
F l y  Ranch N.E. 
Gerlnclr N.E. 
1l.S. Paint 
Rye Pn tclr 
Snl t  IJella nnein 
Silvcr Peak 
Soldler Meadow 
Trcgo 

5,617 
640 

7,600 
7,971 
8,549 

801 
19,323 

5,117 
5 , 986 
7,013 

1 
2 

3 5,537 3 5,537 
1 640 1 640 

3 
1 

4 
8 

4 
8 

21,515 
5,107 

1 
1 
1 
1 

4 5 , 981 2 4 , 701 
1 801 1 801 
8 18,577 0 0 
2 4,924 1 2,547 

4 
2 

1 
,o 

29 
29 
0 
5 

51 
40 
0 
S 

240,984 
32,361 

0 
13,471 

NEW Ell;XICO 

Gila 11,s. 
Ki lbourne llole 
Lightning Dock 
Lower Prisco M.S. 
Snn YRidro 
Radlum Springe 

3,202 
25,134 
23,552 

5,760 
1,915 
9,813 

368,046 
52,300 

9' 
4 

2 
3 

12 24,27.7 12 18,476 
7 13 , 371 7 13,371 

1 1,275 0 0 
5 5 , 367 4 3,622 

13 
10 

16 
3 

2 
1 

0 
11 

0 
12 

0 
18 

0 
54 , 985 

Uolkniip-Foley 1I.S. 
Burns Uutto 
McCrodLe 11.S. 

5 066 
640 

3,659 
1 1 640 0 0 0 0 0 0 

WASIIINGTON 

Kennedy II. S. 3,311 
Indian tleaven 2,547 



e c 

,fppendix A -9 Cont’d, 

Average 
No. of No. of Average High 

Total No. of Tracts Trac ta  Total Bid-$/ Bid-$/ Total 
K C M  Acreage Solea Offered Acreags Bid Acreage Bids Acre Acre $ 

UTAH 
_I_ 

cove Ft .-Sulp. 24 , A74 3 12 23,900 12 23,900 15 71 . 136 3,171,223 
LUld 3 , 840 2 2 3,360 2 3,360 <2 e2 2 5,947 
NavnJo Lake . 2,522 
Ncwcastle 2,635 1 1 1,830 1 1,830 2 19 35 64,729 

2 13 24,591 13 24 , 591 30 12 36 879,773’ 
64 , 388 

RoosL*vclt 11. s. 29,791 
Tltcriw 26,019 3 10 16 , 969 8 13,449 18 
kildt)w-lln t ton 1,927 

4 5 

7 
W 

Source: U.S. Geolog ica l  Survey Conservation Div i s ion ,  Office of t h e  Area Geothermal Supervisor, Applications and 
,Lease Records System, FORMAT A-3, Combined USGS and BLM Pre-Lease History Sequenced by Appl icat ion Number 
and Date af Action 
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APPENDIX B 

SALES ON GEOLOGIC CRITERIA KGRA'e 
Average - No, of Average High 

Acreage Did8 Acre A.c re 

No. of 
Total No. of Tracta Tracte Total Bid-$/ Bid-$/ Total 

KCRh AcrcaEe Sales  Offered Acreage . Bid s 

Ccyser SprLng Basin 
Okmok Caldera 
Pi lgriin Sprinbs' 

CALT IWIINIA - 

20,960 
44 , 800 
22 , 4 0 0  

28 , 886 
7 , 680 

38 , 365 
25 , 505 
58,568 
78,642 

460,256 

7 , 0 3 4  
17,932 

95, 824 

XBhllO 

Ye1 lowstone 14 164 

- -- - 

14 30,168 

7 13 714 

nouIdcr l1.S. 6,343 1 1 1 608 
Yellowstone 12,763 

NEVAIM 

Ditrrittiglr 11. S. 8,363 2 3 5,803 
E l k o  I1.S. 8,960 

-- 

6 11 770 6 52 

3 5,483 10 63 

0 0 0 0 

0 0 0 0 

*ReoEfers_are not counted as additional tracts 0- i . e . ,  a tract is counted only once. 

'W n 

52 

118 

661 SO4 

632 818 

c 



c *' c 

hppctidix B -- Cont'd. 
A v c r q e  

No. of No. of Average 11 tgh 
T o t a l  No. of T r a c t s  T r a c  te T o t a l  Bid-$/ Bid-$/ T o t a l  

KCRA hcrenjie S a l e e  Offered  Acreoge Bid Acreage Bids Acre .Acre $ 

Kyle 1l.S. 2,561 1 1 2,400 1 2,400 1 3 3 R ,  I14 
Monitn I!. S, 5,120 

S t e n  riibon t S p LT inge  8,911 1 1 1,548 1 1,548 3 21  32 50,000 
Monte Ncvn 10,302 1 4 7,547 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Stl l lwnter-Soda Lake 225,260 2 21  47,157 6 13 , 259 7 
Wobtis ko 11,520 1 3 5,640 3 5,640 3 9 9 59,151 

NEW MEXICO - 
Boca, LOC. I 162,761 2 1 7  29,375 16 25,625 25 24 31 1,005,954 

89,716 1 18 32,813 9 16,980 1 7  16 19 275,411 Sucorro Peak 'p 
t 4  

Cnrcy 11.S. 7,579 
1,nkrtvl ew 1 2  , 165 
EloulrL Iloud 8,671 

UTA1 I 

Crct ter Sp. 17,321 1 6 15,001 6 15,003. 7 3 3 49,620 

- 

Source: U.S. Geological  Survey Conservation Division, O f f i c e  of t h e  Area Geothermal Supervisor ,  Applicat ions 
and Leaae Recorda Syatem, FORMAT A-3, Combined USGS and BW Pre-Leaae Ria tory  Sequenced by Applicat ion 
Number nnd Date of Action 
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APPENDIX C 

SALES ON KGRA’s CONTAINING BOTH 
CRTTERIA AND COMPETITIVE INTEREST ACRUGE 

No. of NO. O f  
Total No. of Tracts  Tracts  

CALIFORNIA 

cos0 1I.S. 
Ccysers- 

C l c t s s  t4c. 
Lalce c i cy -  

ca1 Fstogn 

Surprise Valley 

IlMllO 

Castle Creek 
Crane Creek 

- 

‘;J Raft Rlver 
I- 

M~NTAN A 

Corwin sp. 
Ma rysv 1 l l e  

NEVhlIA - 
DWW ii\JC 

U r ntl y - I I ii zen 
D l H i o  Vafley 
Double 11,s. 

Gorlacli 
F l y  Ilitttch 

106,713 
374,910 (GC) 3 15 

1,120 (CI) 
33,287 
72,940 1 16 

79,722 2 9 
4,342 1 1 
30,209 2 10 

20,349 
19,200 

33,224 2 8 
98,508 4 27 
36,348 2 17 
29,326 
20,759 3 9 
25,326 1 11 

11,692 

34,591 

20,924 
1,381 
11.915 

16,530 
54 , 304 
37,472 

14,479 
22,565 

* Dids on 2 tracts rejected and bid again; 1 trac t  not bid  
** 1 bid rejected 

k 1 rr 

16* 

5 

9 
1 
11 

6 
20 
14 

4 
4 

12,397+ 

10,584 

18,364 
1,381 
4,427 

13,766 
3t.684 
3 0 ,.4 91 

8,751 
8,494 

55 

6 

23 
1 
1 

13 
23*+ 
24 

5 
5 

472 

11 

S 
17 

2 

29 
9 
12 

4 
15 

J! bY 

752 8.101,039 

13  134,532 

8 
17 

3 

48 
10 
11 

5 
15 

162,080 
23,857 
4,427 

696,272 
386,221 
-379,355 

41,297 
130,031 

c 



s CI’ I 

9 
8 Liknclr H.S. 

Pinto I1.S. 

I San Fmidio Desert 
Warm Springe 

I- Wilson 11.8. 3 
? 

54 
ORECON 

hlvord -. 

Dreitenbush 11,s. 
Crunlp Geyser 

? Klnniatlr Falls 
Newhurg Crater 
Vnlo 1t.S. 
Sitrtniww La 

J -  

UTA11 

Hen r ae-Jo a enh 

7 

12,846 1 
8,015 1 
5, 743 1 
7 678 2 
3,812 1 
1,294 1 

5 A35 3 
3,1345 

85,653 2 
SO; 300 2 
31,284 
22 , 998 3 
13,633 2 

29,7515 
< .  

16 , 364 3 

5 
4 
2 
3 
1 
1 

44 

18 
15 

’I 
4-  

4. 

3,059 
5,231 
1,312 
1,294 

35,974 
4,954 

13,920 
7 521 

9,107 

. 5  
0 
1 
5 
1 
1 

29 

? 
6 

7 
4 

4 

12,246 

1,612 
1,312 
1.294 

13,926 
7,521 

7 , 187 

5 
0 
4 
1 
- 1  
1 

44* 

7 
6 

15 
4 

6 

4 
0 

35 
10 
9 
4 

4 

3 

10 

4 4,776 

8 l t 9 .603  

63,153 

13 112,639 

Supervi icsttone 
y Sequenced by Application 

!umber and Date of Action 
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