
Planning Department
168 North Edwards Street
Post Office Drawer L
Independence, Califo rnia 93526

Phone: (760)87&0263
FAX: (760)878-0382

E-Mail: inyoplanning@inyocounty.us

December ll,20l5

Director (210)
Atbr: Protest Coordinator
20 M Street SE, Room 2l34LM
Washington D.C.,20003

RE: Protest - Desert Renewable Enerry Conservation Plan Proposed Land Use Plan

Amendment to the California Desert Conservation Plan and the Bakersfield and

Bishop Resource Management Plans and X'inal Environmental Impact Statement

Esteemed Bureau of Land Management Director:

The Inyo County Board of Supervisors directed me, during its December 8, 2015 regular

meeting, to expiess the County's appreciation for your consideration of our concerns in

drafting the Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP) Land Use Plan

Amendnent (LUPA) and Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) and other associated

documents. Overall, the County supports your efforts and is grateful for the opportunities you

have provided for comment and the coordination between our staffs. The Board also directed

me to inform you that the County still has several outstanding issues that we believe have not

been adequately addressed in the LUPA and FEIS and wish to describe these within a formal

protest.

Please consider this the protest of Inyo County to the LUPA and FEIS in accordance with 43

cFR 1610.5-2.

Statement of Issue/Issues being protested

Mapping errors/unclear areas for designation
The maps and associated shapefiles used to create them, provided with the DEIS were

diffrculi read and/or use for comprehensive analysis by the County. The County provided

comments on these conditions during the DRECP and DEIS comment periods and expressed

these same concerns to BLM and California Energy Commission (CEC) staffduring various

meetings. Despite these efforts, the FEIS maps and associated shapefiles have similar clarity

issues and have been made more confusing by the addition of new land use categories and/or

changed land use categories without the benefit of vetting from affected jurisdictions.

These new and/or changed land use categories include Unallocated Lands, Lands Managed as

Wilderness and Variance Process Lands (VPLs). The DEIS included Special Analysis Areas,

Future Assessment Areas, and Variance Lands. Special Analysis Areas have been eliminated,
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and are now included in either DFAs or conservation designations. The Future Assessment

Areas and Variance Lands that remain are now collectively called VPLs and would be open

for solar, wind, and geothermal energy applications under a variance process. The new land

use designation of Unallocated Lands would be open to renewable energy development

applications with a Plan Amendment. These changes are confusing and difficult to evaluate

wittrin the time given and were added without the benefit of agency coordination.

The Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) response to comments indicating that the

County's concerns with the mapping will be addressed in Phase II, as Phase I only includes

BLM iand, is not adequate since the County's comments have been with regard to proposed

designations on public lands and specifically BLM managed land. The BLM's response

indiJating that rivised descriptions and mapping, found in Volume II address these issues is

also not adequate as the maps and associated shapefile are still not clear, nor were they given

to potentially affected jurisdictions within a timeframe that allows for comprehensive

evaluation or comment

The County protests the maps included in the preferred alternative of the FEIS and the land

use categories that orc nri to the FEIS as they are unclear, confusing and were not vetted by

the potentially fficted jurisdictions prior to being added.

Conservatton Designations
The preferred alternative in the LUPA FEIS includes a considerable amount of land area to be

designated in a conservation category. These categories include National Landscape

Coniervation Lands, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, Lands to be Managed as

Wilderness and Special Recreation Management Areas. Inyo County's land use pattern is

shaped predominately by its land ownership pattern; one in which only about 2-percent of the

Una is irivately owned. This creates a greater reliance on public lands for ecorromic

opportunities. The County has repeatedly commented, including during the DEIS comment

pitioa, that if more land is put into conservation categories it will ultimately cause losses to

itre County's traditional economic opportunities such as mining, guingand to access to these

and other multiple uses.

The BLM'5 response to the DEIS comments indicating that the County's concenN will be

addressed in Phase II, as Phase I only includes BLM land, is not adequate since the County's

comments have been with regard to public land and specifically BLM managed land.

The County protests the scale of land designated in a conservation category that will

ffictively ixclude large portions of BLM lands in the Countyfrom economic development

ind the fack of coordnainnwith the County in identifuing the appropriate scale of area

de si gnat e d for c ons erv ation.

Socio-economi c Analys is
The socio-economic analysis conducted for the DEIS only used data for incorporated cities

with more than 10,000 people. There is not a single community in Inyo County that fits this

description. Therefore, Inyo County was not properly evaluated in the DEIS. Many

communities located in Inyo County have lower income and minority populations and are

frequently overlooked due to their unique population and geographic circumstances. The

County piovided comments on the lack of meaningful socio-economic evaluation on the Draft
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DRECP and DEIS and during the comment periods and expressed these same concerns to

BLM and CEC staff during various meetings.

Thb BLM,s response to the DEIS comments indicating that the comment requests an analysis

beyond what is required and feasible within a programmatic National Environmental Policy

ect 6Nffe) socio-economic and environmental justice analysis is not adequate. The County

is noi *rr.ting that the BLM provide analysis beyond what NEPA requires, it is asserting that

the analysis required by NEPA be provided for populations that reflect the circumstances

found in fnyo County that do not fit the parameters (incorporated cities with populations over

10,000) used for the evaluations.

The County protests the Socio-economic and Environmental Justice Analysis provided in the

FIES as it does not include a meaningful evaluation of Inyo County or other jurisdictions and

communities that are not incorporated cities with populations over 10,000'

Coordination with the CountY

Inyo County has, since the onset of the DRECP work, requested the process include

cotrdination with locat jurisdictions. Particularly, the County requested more coordination to

ensure the DRECp's consistency with the County's General Plan; to improve the development

of the DRECP; to include cooperation wittr the Los Angeles Departrnent of Water and Power;

and to address the issues state above including mapping errors and unclear areas for

designation, conservation designations, and socio-economic and environmental justice

analysis.

The County protests the completion of the DRECP, FEIS and LUPA as is, especially with

regard to'mapping of the pieferred alternative land use designations, the scale of
cinservation-aesrgnitions and the socio-economic/environmentaliustice evaluations as they

have not been developed with adequate coordination with local jurisdictions, specifically Inyo

County. Coordinatioin orrurrrawZtt earlier in the process, but was not carriedforwardfor

the FEIS.

STATEMENT OF THE PART OR PARTS OF THE PLAN OR AMENDMENT BEING PROTESTED'

Mapping errors/unclear areas for designation

ffri egis preferred alternative-includes maps and associated shapefiles that are difficult read

and/or use for a comprehensive analysis. New and/or changed land use categories including

Unallocated Lands, iands Managed as Wilderness and Variance Process Lands (VPLs) were

added without the benefit of agency coordination with a local jurisdiction potentially affected

by the decision. For the r.urorr identified herein, these maps and associated shapefiles and

nlw land use categories, as they impact Inyo County and the associated LUPA are being

protested.

Conservation Des ignations
The preferred alternative in the LUPA FEIS includes a considerable amount of land area to be

designated in a conservation category. These designations could ultimately cause losses to the

Corrity's traditional economic opportunities. For the reasons identified herein, the scale of
these conservation designations, as they impact Inyo County and the associated LUPA are

being protested.
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Socio-economic Analysis
The socio-economic analysis conducted for the DRECP and FEIS is inadequate and non-

representative of Inyo Cotrnty. For the reasons identified herein, the Socio-economic and

Environmental Justice analysis, as they impact Inyo County and the associated LUPA are

being protested.

Coordination with the CountY

Coordination with Inyo County has been inadequate as the BLM as not fully coordinated with

the County on issues of importance to the County in the FEIS, especially with regard to

mapping ioorr and unclear areas for designation in the FEIS preferred alternative,

.orr"*ition designations in the preferred altemative in the FEIS, and the socio-economic and

environmental justice analysis and the decisions made based on them; and therefore, does not

meet the requirements or spirit of the FLPMA coordination language. Coordination occurred

well earlier in the process, bul was not carried forward for the FEIS.

A CoPY oF ALL DoCUMENTS ADDRI]SSING THE ISSUE OR ISSUES THAT WERE SUBMIT'IED DURING

THE PLANNING PROCESS BY THE PROTESTING PARTY OR AN INDICATION OF THE DATE THE ISSUE

OR ISSUES WERE DISCUSSED FOR THE RECORD.

The following comments have been submitted to the BLM, CEC and others associated with

the DRECP planning process, and are attached to this protest:

l. March 2,z1l},letter to Governor Arnold Schwarzenegger. This letter stated the

County's enthusiasm for renewable energy planning and encouraggd th-e Energy

Commission and other participating agencies to integrally include local agencies in the

planning process.

Z. March 3l,2}l},letter to Robert R. Cooper, Director California Desert Renewable

Energy Conservation Plan. This letter stated the County's feeling of encouragement

that the State would be actively including local governments in its decision making

process. It also pointed out concerns about conservation area starting points,

restrictions on private lands and reduced access to public lands.

3. August 16,2011, letter to the Califomia Energy Commission, regarding the Notice of
Intent and Notice of Preparation for Joint Environmental Impact

Statement/Environmental Impact Report for Desert Renewable Energy Conservation
plan Docket No. g9-RENEW EO-01. This letter stated the County's concerns about

socio-economics and the County's skewed land use patterns (98% managed by a

public agency). The letter also included a request for staffto staffmeeting to address

inconsisiencies betrveen the proposed plan and the County's plans and policies.

4. May l, z1lz,letter to the California Energy Commission, regarding the Preliminary

Development Scenarios for the DRECP - Docket No. 09-RENEW EO-01. This letter

included the Cognty's concerns regarding economic impacts and further encouraged

the DRECP planning group to meet with the County on the development scenarios to

better coordinate the County's plans and policies with the DRECP.
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5. July 26,21l2,letter to the California F.nergy Commission regarding the DRECP

alternatives (July 25, 2Ol2) and Draft Biological Goals and Objectives (June 14,

z1l2).This letter provided f'eedback on these materials and pointed out mapping

discrepancies, the County's support for multiple uses on publically managed lands,

concerns about potential additions ofprotected lands, and potential losses ofroad

access and mining oPPortunities.

6. January 22,2}I3,letter to the letter to the California Energy Commission regarding

the Description and Comparative Evaluation of the Draft DRECP Alternatives -
DocketNo. Oq-RENEW EO-01. This letter contained the County's concerns about

potential direct economic impacts based targely on the vast scope of the conservation

program and potential losses to multiple uses on publically managed lands.

7. February 77,2}ls,letter to the Califomia Energy Commission, containing the

County;s comments on the DEIS. This letter pointed out that the DEIS contained

numerous mapping errors that made it difficult for the County to use for its comments.

It also asked that coordination take place with the County to work on inconsistencies

in between the DRECP/DEIS and the County's plans and policies. It further

recommended that this coordination also take place with the Los Angeles Department

of Water and Power. The County's comments included that the vast scale of
conservation lands identified in the County and the inadequate evaluation of how it
would affect the County and concerns about losses of multiple uses. The County also

stated its disapproval oithe lack of socio-economic analysis done on the County and

that the County has significant low-income and minority communities that are

completely overlooked in the DEIS due to the approach that was used. The comments

further po-inted out that the County's economy is small and fragile and the DEIS

should be evaluating this reality.

8. November 17,2015, Letter to Jim Kenna, Director Bureau of Land Management

regarding the DRECP - Draft Agreement by and between the Bureau of Land

Management and the California Department of Fish and Wildlife - Docket No.09-

RENEW EO-01. This letter provided a comment encouraging the BLM, based on

FLpMA, to reference coordination with local agencies in the agreement. The letter

included the County's concerns about the loss of multiple uses on Federally managed

lands.

Wnv
Inyo County has consistently conveyed to the BLM and CEC concems about mapping,land

use designations, inadequate socio-economic/environmental justice evaluations and

unsatisfactory coordination with the County.

Mapping errors/unclear areas for designation

esl"aicuted in the record the County clearly commented on the quality and clarity of maps

and associated shapefiles that were used as critical components of land use decisions made by

the BLM. The County also provided comments indicating that the poor quality and clarity of
said maps and associated shapefiles made it difficult, if not impossible, for the County to

provide comprehensive and meaningful comments on the land use proposals. With regard to

new and/or changed land use designations between the DEIS and FEIS, these changes were
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made outside of appropriate coordination with a local jurisdiction (Inyo County) as defined by

FLPMA and have-left the County without adequate time or information to understand and

comment on them.

C ons ervation Designations
As indicated in the record, Inyo County has consistently and clearly conveyed to the BLM
that lands administered by the BLM in the County should be not be designated in a manner

that reduces the opportunity for multiple use; and therefore, traditional economic

opportunities for the County's citizenry. Despite this input, the BLM has created a

disproportionate scale ofland proposed for conservation designations and has not addressed

how these potential losses of economic opportunity from these designations will be mitigated.

The result of this scale of conservation designations is a large portion of BLM land in the

Cognty ends up withdrawn from economic use and is added to the already vast amount of land

in the 
-County 

excluded from economic use, significantly impacting the County, its society,

culture, and environment.

So cio-e c onomic Analysis
As indicated in the record the County has repeatedly pointed out that the socio-economic and

environmental justice evaluations prepared for the DRECP and DEISIFEIS are virhrally non-

existent with regard to Inyo County. The DRECP and DEIS/FEIS criteria of incorporated

cities with u popr,lution of at least 10,000 completely leaves Inyo County out of the analysis as

there are no communities within the County that meet this criteria. Again, this means that

there is no real evaluation for Inyo County in the DRECP, DEIS or FEIS regarding socio-

economics; and therefore, decisions made based on this analysis are not realistic for lnyo

County.

Coordination with the CountY
BLM staffhas not properly responded to the County's concerrls or requests for additional

coordination, and *he, modiffing the project, has either exacerbated or ignored them. This is

contary to the FLPMA and the obligation to coordinate BLM planning efforts with local
jurisdictions. Inyo County is not just a commenter on the DRECP, FEIS and the resulting

iUpA, but an integral partner under FLPMA. The result of the BLM's failure to comply with

FLPMA and to engage in meaningful plaruring with a local jurisdiction directly impacted by

its decisions is that the project is inconsistent with County's existing policies. This lack of
adequate coordination is in itself objectionable, but more importantly has resulted in a faulty

deciiion that is detrimental to the citizens of Inyo County as it lacks the fundamental

coordination between the local jurisdiction and the BLM necessary to achieve a fair and

balanced approach. Coordination occurred well earlier in the process, but was not carried

forward for the FEIS.
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Thank you for your consideration. Please contact me at (760) 878-0263 or jhart@inyocounty.us with

any questions

Sincerely,

Hart, AICP
Planning Director

Attachments

cc: Board of Supervisors
County Administrative Offi cer
County Counsel
California Energy Commission

PageT



BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COI]NTY OT INYO

P. o. BoX N ' INDEPENDENC& CALIFORNTA 93J26

rELBr$oNE(?60) E?8{3?3 ' FAx (,60) ntAz4l
e-mail: pgunsollsy@inyocounty.u!

March 2,2010

The Honorable Govemor of california Arnold sctwazenegger
State CaPitol
Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: Renewable EnergY Prolocts

MSMBSTS OT THE BOATD

LINDA ARCI'LAf,IUS
SUSAN CASH

DBYERLY BROWN
MARTY FONTNBY

XTCSARD CERVANTBS

KBVTN D. CARUNCHTO
ClerL ol th Doeul

PATruCN GUNSOU.BY
Astttknrcluk ol tht Dowtl

Dear Governor Schwanzenegger:

Thank you for your conespondence {a!ed February17, 2010 regarding renex'able energy

pr"jd;il iny,i Countfr. bn behalf.gf the Board of Supervisors, I wish to relay to you our

!6p";i tor idnewauie'"nJrgy development in lnyo County, and our belief that you will be

hard-pressed to nni-a eoarffot supdrvisors anywhere_ in irur state that is more commited

6thJ;ttr"priate oevetopment of iarge-scale ienewable energy-pp-iecp' We.share your

ommitment to expeOgni iin"*"bljenergy proiectl to. helf Glifomia meet its mutual

g""i= 
"f 

economic ieveb[ment and environmental protection.

It is both ironic and conceming that lnyo county acturally wants to expand the size and

number of areas idenfified or otherwise aesignati:o for renewable energy development in

ouiiurisaiAion andin"f ouiCountfs efforts ire being opposed by the very agencies that

v"u'n"r" "ri"rg"d 
;ilh ctrimpioning.renewablq.eprov.development in. our Sfte' lnyo

b"r"tv i. onJ-ot ilrJ uest toiationiin the world for iblar energy development, and also

provides excellentgtotf,erm"f and p.otentialwind energy resources' We have been working

with the Catitomia i;;rgr $rmisiion and other inteiested parties.to id-entiff areas in lnyo

d;;rty ror potenual rEnewaole energy _devetopment through-the Renerrvable Energy

Transmission lnitiade infiil, as well ii tn" Oeslrt Renevvable Energy Conservation PIan

(DREcp). nowuvei, tb o"id._!1v9.county's efforts to.expand the number of califomia

Renerarable energy-lonls tCnfZil located in our county have been largely ignored (see

attachment). Whid;; hive nad dfficulty mak!19 oui voice heard, we have and wil!

*ntinr" to provida input into these proceises. WL ask that you encoupge. the Energy

Commission and otner participating agencies to integrally include local agencies, such as

fn,o County, in the pianning'proJe"ito a greater Jegree and take our view points into

account.



Renewable Enerry Proje cts

March 2,2010
Page 2

While we support renewable energy development in general, we also support clariffing the

ability of local'govemments to exercise local land use authority, and seek reasonable impact

fees and taxei from the development of such facililies. We hope and expect that any

impacts resulting from renewable energy development will be addressed through the

ORECp, or entitlements for specific projects. Potential impac{s of concem include

increased demand for County programs and seruices, increased stress on public

infiastructure including road, water and sewer systems, the need to expand public utilities

and public facilities, and the need for additional housing, as well as aesthetic impacts.

Thank you for your conespondence and interest in renewable energy developpgnt in lnyo

County. We look forward to working with you as we move forward witr the DREGP and

other renewable energy planning processes. lf you have any questions, please contact the
'County Adrninistrative Officer, Kevin Carunchio, at O60) 87841292-

Sincerely,

,&r/rdCa,r*rh-
Richard Cervantes
Chairperson, lnyo County'Board of Supervisors

Attachment

cc: Board of SuPervisors
Kevin Carunchio, CAO
Randy Keller, County Counsel
Doug Wilson, Willdan
Regional Council of Rural Counties
Califomia State Association of Counties
California Energy Commission
Galifomia D€parfrnent of Fish and Game
U.S. Bureau of Land Management
U.S. Fish and Wldlifie Service



Planning Departnent
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E-t$alt lnyopLnnheehyoGouity.or

Phone: rr60)
F60)

E78{28q
078fitr4FAX

March 31,2010

Robeft R. Copper, Director
California Desert Rpnewable Energy Consenration Plan

1416Ninth Steot, Suite l31l
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re D,esert Renewable Enetgr Conservation Plan
Conseiaation Area Starting Points

DearMr. Copper:

Thak you for your efforts to facilitate the Desert Renewable Energy Conservatiou Plan

Cpngip) and convening the Stakeholder Committee. I am encornaged that the Stato is actively

i*Uai"i local govenrments in its decision-makiog prooess for this Plm.

Despite these positive developments, I am deeply concemedlbout thc proposed DRECP

area starting points in southeast Inyo Couuty. The draft proposat designates areas

in ths Owe11s Valley, the-Itose Valloy, the Pauarrint Valley, and tbe Searles Valley as starting

poirts to define conswation areas for the DRECP.

Th€se starting points cncoulpass private lands in the following Inyo County commtmities:

Otaoc,ha Crf,rlo, Valley WeUs, ilomewood Canyon, Hawiee, Dunmovin, Coso Jrmction, Little

Lake, and pearinville. If you af,e not awaro, less than two peryent of the County's land area is

privately owned and almost 65 pereent has beeu designated Wildemess.

Any fintber restristions on private land, reduced access to public lands, or taking of private land

foriublic pqposes are notldy unjusL bfi contrary to the Inyo CountyGeneral Plan'

frxihermore, ihe proposed stariingpoints enoompasl lands being actively studied for renewable

*ory deveiopment, io"n aiog proposed wind energy development in the Rose Valley and near

pearftoville, and geothermat i*o*"". being studied by the n, yreal of Land Management in its

Environmenial Inpact Statement forthe Proposed Leasing of Geotherrral Resource

Dwelopment in the Haiwee Geothermal Leasing Area



.kttq-lron.IWo Coanty PlannW Department tp Mr. Qapp*r Regmding
Conservolion Area Slarting Points

Ite proposed stirrting poiffs should be revised to only include public lands not being studied for
renewable energy development, especially in Inyo County. Any firther restrictions to access to
public lands will be vigorously opposed looally. Also, the County's proposed renewable energy

zoires (see attached); Whioh have been shdred with numelous participating agencies multiple
times, shouldbe co$idered inthe DRECP.

Thank you for attention to these matters. Please call me at (760) 878-0263 or email me at
mconklin@inyocounty.us if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

;
Mke Conklin
Planning Departrrent Director

Attachment

cc: Board of Supenrisors; CAO; County Counsel; Doug Wilson, Willdan; Gove,l:ror
Schwarzenegger; DOI; BLM; USFWS; CDFG CSAC; RCRC;NACO; file

March 31, 2010 Page 2



BOARD OF SUPERVISORS
COUNTY OF INYO

P. O, BOx N o INDEPENDENCE, CALIFORNIA 93526

TELEPHoNE(760) 87t'0373 . r^x (760) 878'2241
€-mail : PgunsolleY@inYocounty.us

Refer to h$p:/linyoplanning.orglgeneraljlar/index.htm regarding the county's General Plan.

MEMBERS OF THE BOARD

LINDA ARCULARIUS
SUSAN CASH

RICK PUCCI
MARTY FORTNEY

RICHARD CERVANTES

KEVIN D. CARUNCHIO
Clcrh ol thc Boord

PATRTCIA OUNSOLLEY
Assktant Clerk of thc Board

August 16,20ll

California Enerry Commission
Dockets OIIice, MS-4
Docket No. O9-RENEW EO-01

1516 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 95 8 I 4-55 12

Iim Bartel, Field Supervisor
Carlsbad Fish and Wildlife Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

6010 Hiddcn Vallcy Road, Suite l0l
Carlsbad, CA 9201 I

Re: Notice of Itrtent and Notice of Preparation fm Joint Environmental Impact StatemenU

Environmental Impact Report foiDesert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan

Docket No. O9-RENEW EO-01

To Whom It May Concern,

On behalf of the Inyo County Board of Supervisors, thank you for the continued opponunity to participate. in

developmcnt of the Desert Rcnewable Energy Conservation flan lbReCf). Inyo County has a long history ofproviding

renewable €ncrgt generation for Californii and the nation, and we are proud that our County possesses the r€sources

nec€ssa4/ for firture rrn"*uUf. in.rgy production. The Inyo County Board of Supervisors has consistently expresed its

support of appropriate renewable Jneigy development, aird tn hop" that Inyo County will be able to participate in

DRECP implementation'

scope of the Environmcntal Impact statement/Environmental Impact Report

We are encouraged that thc Renewable Energy Action Team (REAT) agenoies are engaging in a comprehensive p-rocess

to sreamline ,"n**abie energy p"rriiting through the DRECP and the joint Environmental Impact

Statement/Environ*"otul-i.p".t ["p"rt 6EfSrcfn). t*dil" *" support proper mitigation-1f potential environmental

impacts resulting fom ren"iable energy development, wc ary discouraged that the ?IECP .pryoos is considering

eliminatiug more private properly in Inyi County, despite the County's prwious input- We igmlnd the REAT agencies

that more than 9g p"r""niJit "'c*n 
y is in public ownership, ana 6S percent is designated Wilderness' Wittr this land

ownership pattem, evcry acre or private land tirat is converted to public ownership is significantsrd advene to the peoplc

of Inyo Cti"ty. WiA tfiir in mind, we offer t]rc following comments on thc scope of the EIS/EIR'

Land Use and plonnlng - the EIS/EIR should addrsss land use and planning issues between the DRECP and the

County,s planning policiis and land use procedures.r As previously requeited, aliematives to further taking private lands

for biolory-related mitilation in our iornty should bi considired, including enhancing existing public lands aud

considerini calculating iast Wild.rn.r, designations for biology-related mitigation- T" analysis should include past,

pr"*rf *-a r"asonaU{ foreseeable future lani use actions that have impacted the County's private land base'

Infrastrudure, Semices, Housing - the EIS/EIR should evaluate potential impacts on public services, utilities, and

hJusing. potential impacts to pubiic roads and the Coungr's burden to repair and maintain those roads are of great



California Energy Commission and
Iim Bartel, Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
August 9,2011
Page TWO

concem. In our County, rily of the service providers in the remote areas where renewable energy may be devoloped
may not have the capaoity to adequately provide law enforcement and emergency scrvices. The boom-and-bust cycle of
resource-driven development may also lead to inoeased demand for housing, which then may be abandoned after
cnnstruction due to the relatively low long-term employment opportunities from renewable energy facilities.

Recrealion - the polential impacts of renewable energy development to recreation should be evaluated. Renewable
energy development and potentially biology-related mitigation has the potential to block access to recreation, and
mitigation and alternatives to minimize these potential effects should be evaluated. In our County, these impacts should
be considered in light ofpast and continuing e{forts to reduce access for motorized recreation.

Socioeconortq - the fiduciary bencfits of renewable energy development to local agencies should be compared to the
costs of providing infrastructure and services for the development. The analysis should consider the bom-bust cyclc of
resource-driven development - especially renewable energy development that in most cases does not generate substantial
long-term employment locally - as well as the opportunity costs of such development. While it is noble to encourage
renewable energy development on private disturbed lands, thcse areas offer local agencics greater potential revcnue
gencration in rhe long run through other development opportunities, and the socioeconomic effects of their development
with renewable cnergy facilities and/or dedication to biology-related mitigation could be severE, especially in our County
with its skewed land ownership pattem.

Coordination

Based on our preliminary review of the DRECP planning documents, it appears as if the Plan is inconsistent with the Inyo
Coung General Plan, despito the County's previous input. We thercfore requesl continuing and enhanced coordination
with the BLM to address and resolve the inconsistensies between the DRECP and the Inyo County General Plan and
approved policies. In accordance with 43 C-F'.R. 1610.3-l(0, Inyo County hereby informs the BLM of the
inconsistencies between Inyo County plans and policies and the DRECP. The County reque$B staff-lo.staff meetings to
address these inoonsistencies and, idcally, to resolve them.

Thank you for including Inyo County in this important planning process. Please contact the County's Administrative
Offrcer, Kevin Carunchio, at (760) 8784292 or by email at kcarunchio@inyocountlr.us to schedule coordination or if you
have any questions.

Sincerely,

Susan Cash
Chairperson, Inyo County Board ofSupervisors

cc: Kevin Carunchio, CAO
Randy Keller, County Counsel
Joshua Har( Planning Director
DRECP Stakeholders
Governor Brown
Secretary Salazar, DOI
Bob Abbey, BLM
Dan Ashe, USFWS
Ren Lohefener, USFWS
Gerald Hillier, Quadstate
Regional Council ofRural Counties
Catifornia State Association of Counties
National Association of Countics
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Califomia Energy Commission
Dockets Office, MS4
Docket No. 0$RENE\AI EO'01
1516 Ninth Street
Sacramento, CA 9581+551 2

Re: Pretiminary DevelopmentScenarios forthe Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan

Docket No. 09-RENEW EO-OI

Ladles and GenUemeil:

On behalf of the tnyo County Board of Supervisors, thank you for the continued opportuni$ to participate

in development of ine Deseit Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP). lnyo County has.a long

history of providing rena table energy generation for Califomia and the nation, and wo are proud that our

County pdssessei the resources necessary for future renenrvable energy produc{ion. The lnyo County

Board of Supervisors has consistently expressed its support of appropriate renewable energy

development, and we hope that lnyo County will be able to particlpate ln DRECP implementation.

We have reviewed the preliminary development scenarios prepared by the DRECP for lnyo County, and

are fleased that consideration ls-being given to a tange of Potential development h.ere. As you. may.be

*ra;;, the County undertook and compiehensive planning efrort to identify areas where.renewable wind

ana sofr energy devetopment might be appropriate, based on site-specific studies, and the preliminary

Oevelopment sfinarios ibentify areas simiiar to many of those that we considered. Noteworthy from 
^oy1

plannidg effort, we encourage the DRECP to consider ptential aesthetio impacts east of Highway 395

hortfr ofOrens Lake. Also, atthough hydrological issues are present County-wide, we believe that they

are especially acute in the viclnity of Death Valley junction.

As preliously indicgted, we have concems about the DREGP's inconsistencies with the County General
plair and other County pollcies, including the potential loss of lands for biotogy-related mitlgation;

agricultural resources;-irirpacg to public-services, utitities, and intrastructure; demand for housing;

iripeOea recreational acca'ss: and, tire society, cttlture, and economy of the Co.unty. We are reassured

nit tne DRECP is considering providing mitigation for renewable energy development on public lan!-s,

since tess than trlp percent o:f 
'our 

County remains in private ownership, and we look foruard to this

evolving discussion,'lncluding approaches to restore degraded public lands classlfied as Wildemess'

HowevJr, we remain deeply-concemed about the potential direct economic impads ftom renewable

energy development on County servi@s, programs, and infrastructure. We hope that these issues can

be 6oMed tlirough our ongoing coordination, and encourage DRECP staff to maintain contact with

County staffto work on addressing our concernE.
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Thank you again for the contilying opportunity to partic,lp?te in development of the DRECP. lf you have
any questions, please contac{ County's Administrative Cifiicer, Kevin iarunchio, at g1Oy-arc-OZe2orby
email at kcarunchio@inyocounty.us.

Fortney
lnyo

cc: KEvin Carunchlo, CAO
Randy Keller, County Counsel
Joshua Hart, Planning Dlrector
Govemor Brown
Secretary Salazar, DOI
Bob Abbey, BLM
Dan Ashe, USFWS
Ren Lohefener, USFWS
Gerald Hilller, Quadgtate
Regional Council of RuralCounties
Galifomia State Association of Counties
National Association of Counties
Senator Fuller
Assemblyuroman Conway
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Califomia Energ Comnission
Attn: Ctris Boale, Assistant DREC Director
1516 Ninth Steet
Sacrammto, CA 9581+55 12

RE: DRECP Alternatives (July 25, 2012) and Draft Bblogbal Gools & Objectives (June 14,

2012,

Mr.Bale:

I havo rwiewed the 'Overview of DRBCP Altomativeo Briefing Matsriald' as well as the many
studios, documents and presentation maEriats that have been p,roduced for the DRECP planning
efort to dab. As ws discusscd on July 15, this conespondence providcs preliminary feedback

rogardingtho altsrnativcq srdthe draftrevised Biological Goals & Objectives.

In ternrs of tto &aft Alternatives presented at the Stakeholdor meeting on July 25, I havs the
follow ing proliminary comments :

o. 'It#*igrfogn-.h!b{tli$ei,,+ As particularly noted in our conversation on the 156,I am

very encoruaged tat the concopt of providing mitigatbn for renewable encrry projects

on public lands is being canied fomard in the DRBCP. I hope that ths DRECP will '

inctude Wilderness as potential lands for mitigatio,& as cons€rvation can be assured on
such lands, and Wjlderness in Inyo Counly in-many instances is degraded and wortlry of
enhancement.

o Maps. It is understood that the maps for Inyo County are in &aft form, many are as yet
gcneralize4 and will need fulrer rerrisions. For ormple, on the Generalized Mitigation
Contribution Arca map, most of Lone Pine was depistd as a Mitigation Cmtribution
ArBa. I enpectthat zuch issues will be corrected as the maps are refined.

o BiblOgicd,C@sorvation I+d+ It is erdremety important to the rcsidents of Inyo Courty,
the many visiton to the County, and thus ths eoonomy of the County, that open access to,
and use o{, public lands be maintained. To that en4 tho County stongly supports the
conge,pt of allowing multiplo uses on identified Conserrration lands.

o BiohgiOil Sositivihh I have concems overthe labeling of zuoh very lrge hacts of land
as'biologically sonsitive," given the ramifications and limitations of what such a label

might do to tho future use of suoh lands. Such a label is particularly tnoubling for ownors
ofprivate lands, as their private property rights should not ba so hrdened.

o BLMrInuirLUso PlanningArco fl,UPA). I rmderstand that nrle sets and land allocation
information for the LUPAs ars still boing drafted by BLM. Given the County's concems
over tlre already largo area of protected lands proposed underthe DRECP, we would look
forjustification for *re "increased protection" professed for LtlPA-dosignated lands.
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ln terms of the &aft Biological Goals & Objectives dated June 14,2012,I have several concems
and requests:

o ,Read$la${p{. This is aprimary consern ofthe County, both on behalf of its
residents, and on behalf oftourists to the Cormty, u/hich contribute so much to
tlre County's oconomy. (Objectivc L3.1; Objective DETOI.4; Objective
MGSI,4)

. C*bti Bar Bmc&&p$qh. The referencs to the "Cabin Bar Ranch" population of
Owens pupfish should be removed: tho County is curre,ntly processing an EIR for
a development proposed on the Cabin Bar Ranch property and to dde no pupfish
have been identified for the site, and no conseryation program for pupfish are
currently being proposed at this time for the prcject site- (Objective HSII2.I)

. !ligi&S, Limitation/rcsbictions on mining activitieq depending or the r€source,
size, and location, most likely will be problematic md objoctionable, as the
County has a long history of supporting mining aotivities. (Objective DETOl.4)

. frUw$,Firryr, ldany Owens Rivor rssources aro managed and prcected under
the terms of thc Long Term Water Agreement (LTWA) and o,tter agreemorts
betweon the County and the Los Angeles DeparErant of Water & Power
(LADWP). (Objectivo WETCI.l ; Objective WETC2.l; Objectivc BPLl.l;
Objective OVCHl.2; Objective FISHI. I )

o MqluhlsUgt. The County would look to balance the conservation needs of the
Owens River with tho many other uses taking place on the river and otlrcr areas,
such as fishing and will continue to support muhiple uscs for fio river and ot[er
areas (Objective WBTC2.3). Similarly, high-value developlrent sibs for
iudutry, zuch as renewablo enerry plan8 in the Pabrump Valley, would need to
be balanced (Objective PAPHl.l), aswould any private property rightrolating to
agricultural uses. (Objcctive FISHI. I )

Lastly, and as has bem consistently noted in prwious comments, the Countlr opposes the
depiction of areas mappcd as ?roposed Feinstein Bill," since such arGas am only proposcd at this
point and their depiotion on planning maps can bo construed as prejudicial or presumptive.

I would like to take ttis opportunity to e:(press support of dte work being dono on tho DRECP,
and look forward to the continuation of a glose working relationship with ell sukeholders.

C.c:

Hail,AICP
Direstor

Board of Supervisors, Inyo County
Kevin Canrnchio, County CAO
Randy Keller, County Counsol
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California Energy Commission
Dockets Office, MS4
Docket No. O9-RENEW EO-01
l5l6 tlinth Strcct
sacramento, cA 958 14-55 12

Re: Dcscription rnd Comparative Evatuation of Draft Desert Renewable Energt Conservrtion Plan

Altematives
Doclret No 09-RENEW EG'01

To Whom It May Concern:

On behalfofthe Inyo County Board ofSupervisors, thank you for the continued opportunity to parlioipate in

devclopment ofm Oesert Renewabte Eneiry Conservation Plan @RECP). Inyo County has a long history of providing

renewable encrgy generation for California and the nation, and we are proud that our County possesses the rGlnurces

necessary for futurr renewable energy production. The Inyo County Board of Supervisors has consistently expressed its..

support of appropriate renewable enirry development thai benefits local communities, and we hope 0rat Inyo County will

Ue iUte to pi.tirip.t" in DRECP implementation. We confirm our continued support of renewable enerry develoqmen!,

;;J;" wiit partitipate in the siting and development of renewable energy facilities to ensur€ that our citizens are heard.

We have reviewe.d the Description and Comparative Evatuation of DRECP Alternativcs and offsr the following

comtnents.

Mlltgadon on publlc Landr: We are reassured that the DRECP is considering providing mitigation for rcnewable energy

deveiopment on pubtic lands, since less than two percent of our County remains in private ovmership, and we look

forwari to ttris continuing discussion, including approaches to ttstore degradcd public lands classified as Wildemess. We

strongly encourage the pl.SCp to bcgin *apping-*"* of Wilderness for potential mitigation to catalpe this dialogue.

As iniicated in y6ur documentation, iv"r s"vi, rrittioo acres within the plan af,Ea are already protected lands, and muoh

ofthis land is in necd of enhancement. We believe that this projoct provides an excellent opportunity to restors soarred

lands, eradicate non-native species, support the recovery ofendangered species, and undertake other importalt work that

ourrent ftnding constraints preclude within Death Valley National Park and Wilderness throughout our County.

InEaas O Inyo CoafiO: As previously indicated, we remain deeply concerned about Potential direct economic impacts

from renewaUte enerrydevelopment on County serviccs, programs, and infrastructure. We also worry about the

DRECp's inconsistcniies withthe County General Plan and other County policies, including the potential loss of lands

for Uiotory-rutded mitigation; impacts to agricultural and mineral resources, impededrecreational access, and other

;;gr"d;fi* to multiplJuses; impacts to puUti" servicas, utilities, and infrastructure; demand for housing; and, the

soJiety, culturc, and economy of ihe County. In particular, the vast scope ofthe conservation prograrn contemplated will

signifi;ndy impact multiple uses on the ever shrinking public lands that accommodate the many varied uses of value to

orir County, StaL, and nation (such as recreation, agricuiture, mining, and other pursuits); we are gravely concerned that

the project will soverely reduoe or eliminate these uses.

We appreciate that the DRECP has begun analyzing some of these issues, and particularly regarding land use, minerals,

and recreational access, but we observE that significant work remains to be undertaken. Specifically, the altematives

analysis does not address agricultural resources and other multiple uses, socioeconomics (and particularly the vast scale of
the iroposed impacts to multiple uses and further loss of private lands in Inyo County), or public services, infrastructure,

o, frouring. GivLn the severity of the new designations pioposed, we encourage the DRECP to begin oonsidering feasible

p-grr-;"ti" mitigation nolv, such as neilexpanded recreation areas and other access improvements, land releases for

privat" developmen=t" release of Wildemess Study Areas, infrastructure and service enhancements, and programs to assist



in temporary housing. Due to the unique land ownership pattern here, we request thal mitigation in our County be limited

to the development that occurs in our County.

Development Focus Areos: We appreciate the DRECP's consideration of the renewable energy overlay that thc County

p*pot.d severat years ago, but noti that most of the overlay is not being carried forward in the DRECP. We continue to

Letieve that many of the arias we identified may be appropriate for renewable enerry development, based on site specific

studies and p.rid.d that our concerRs discussed above can be addressed, and urge you to reconsider the decision to not

identify thosc portions of Panamint Valley, Death Valley Junction, Rose Valley, and Owens Valley that we did as

development focus areas (DFA). We are, however, encouraged that several of the alternatives include DFAs in and

u*und P.*orville and Tiona, similar to our proposal. On the other hand, as we have conveyed to tlre Buroau of Land

Management on multiple occasions, we do not believe that many of the Variance lands identified in the Solar

Programmatic Environmental Impacl Statement in Inyo County are viable, which we reiterate here.

Mapping: We are concemed about the broad-brushed approach to the mapping, and as we have previously conveyed, we

obj'ect to'new designations that further burden our private lands base. In particular, private and djsturbed lands in and

around Lone Pine,-Cartago, and Olancha are designated.moderate biologically sensitivity public lands. Obviously, since

these areas are private und/or are developed and otherwise highly disturbed, this designation is erroneous, and these areas

should instead ie mapped as urban or undesignatsd. Now that these areas have been mapped erroneously, il will be

extremely dificult tscogect. Other examplei of private lands pmposed to be burdened with new designations include

developed lands irr Shoshone and Tecopa, 8$ well as degraded lands in Charleston View and Trona, that are described as

havinghigh and moderate biological sensitivity. Also, as we also have previously indicated, we objectto identi&ing

kndsL r]uU.i."f to the Feinstein-bill, as this is a proposal, has not been approved, and is subject to chonge tkough the

legislative pnocess,

I,Iany of the alternatives propose Arcas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) and National Landscape

Conservation Service 6LCS1 on private lands and disturbed lands in and around Lone Pine, Cartago, Olancha, and

Trona These are highiy inappropriato and should be eliminated. We strongly encourage you to coordinate with the City

of Los Angeles regarding designating lands managed by the City.

Ttank you again for the continuing opportunity to participate in development of the DRICP' If you have any questions,

please contaJt County's Administrative Officer, Kevin Carunchio, at (760) 878-02y2 or by email at

kcanrnchio@inyocounty. us.

Sincerely,

Supervisor Linda Arcularius, Chairperson

Inyo County Board ofSupervisor

cc: Kevin Carunchio, CAO
Randy Keller, County Counsel
Joshua Hart, Planning Director
GovonrorBrown
Sccretary Salazar, DOI
Bob Abbey, BLM
Dan Ashe, USFWS
Ren Lohefener, USFWS
Ron Mchols, City of l,os Angeles, Department of Water and Power

Gerald Hillier, Quadstate
Regional Council of Rural Counties
Califomia State Association of Counties

National Association of Counties
Senator Fuller
Assembtywoman Conway
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California Energy Commission
Docket Office, MS4
DocketNo.0$'RENEWEG0I
1516 Ninfr Srcst
sacramento, cA 95814-55 12

Rq Draft Desort Renewable Energy Conservafion Plan, Environmental Impact Report, and Environmentrl

Impact Statement
Docket No. 0$RENEW EO'01

To Whom It May Concorn

Or behalf of the Inyo County Board of Suporvison, thank you for the opporbtrrity to rpriew the Draft Desert Renowable

eoogy Conservation Plau, Environmentallmpact Report, and Elvironmetrtsl Impast Statoment (DRECP/EIR/EIS). Wo

re*fri- and appreciab the torncndous effort that agenry staff has put forth to develop tho doowtenl

Ogr Board wants to aclnowledgc and thank the Califomia Encrgy Commission (CEC) for its grant through the

Renewable Energr Planning G;ils GBPG) progfam &at has enabled Inyo County to pursuo its commitrcut to

renewaUle *.rgfplarlniog-at tle rca tevei. 
- 
Inyo County's "&om tho ground up" planning e{ort ha1leon robust and

enjoycd strong enggemai from tho pubUo, and we orpect to {malize gur Renewabte Encr$/ Gcneral Plan Amendrn€mt

CnCCpel sooi. 6ii* tt u arnount of timq effort and rironoy ffrat all of our agurcies trave gpen!9d on renewable €nerEy

ifa6ing, anO fre amoud ofpubtic partlcipation these planning efIor6 have invited, wo believe it ir uitioal t]ut overy

ifo* 6[nuao to alip the DRECP 
-pla4nfig 

objectivos for lnyo Cormty qq! Inyo County REGPA'. Tovard that en4 wo

foof forwarO to woofiog ,ftU ru Cim*itrion,-B,e gl]vf and othir ageucies to sync the REGPA n'ith the DRBCP and to

come up with a compre[ensivo and consistent plan for roDewable cnerry dwelopment and associatcd conssrvation fti

Inyo County.

Witb &at sai4 we continue to be deeply concemed that Stata tax o<omptions for certain renewable eoergy &cilities, anf

nolv somo ofthe conservatlon policiei 
-being 

promulgated in dre DRECP, ctrate significant fiscal disinccntives for rursl

local governments to even conslder zupportfu tho dcvelopmeut of rcneyrable en€rry frcilitics or soms-of the

**irtion objectives of the DRECP.-Thesc local tax issueg creato a fiscal overlay thatthware and distorB and

nogatively 
"ropiino 

many of the developmcnt and conservation objectivcr the DRECP seeks to prc:notc. The tax

.ihptf.'rr, whicl we Ueiieve are unconstitutional, oroate an environmsnt where solar €ncr6l facilitics seldom pay for tho

increased demands the facitities place on local programs and sorviccs, muoh less provide any long'term economic benofit

to the community. Similarly, when implemented, policies that oncourage the acquisitio:t of privato property for 
-

consonration arcas rcsult iu eiininating properly tax rovemuo for local governments, schools, fire departments and o0ler

speciat districts. Rrgal counties want to be ablo to support Stato and Federal €nergy obje{ves' especially when

associated with thougltftrl conservation strategies and, ideally, see our cornmunities benefit - botr economicaUy and

environmentally- fr6m theso policies. Howoier, these tax iisues create sigrificant socioeconomic impaos to rural local

governments, many that aro aieaay disadvantaged relative to much of thc rest of the Statc. 'ltis is particularly the case in

inyo Cognty where loss than trro-percent of ttre County's land mass is privately owne4 and economic development

oipornmitiis ore already constairiec We carurot ovc;tato tho importanco of addressing these fundamental inequities if
tt 

" 
Stut. aod nation are to be successful in implementing the DRECP. Also during meetings ragarding the DRECP with

agoncy representatives, numorous mapping errors havo beol idontified within the DRECR including between various

*"p ;B -a rA" Geographic Informaiion System data. These errors make it difficult to provide input because we do not
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loow which data aro accurate. These errors should be restilied, and corrected map sets distributed before the end of the
public comme,nt period so that wo, the public, and other stakeholdcrs can provide comments based on accumte
information- In the absence of being ablo to submit comments based on correctmapping information, many of tho
County's comments mwt, understandably, be weigbted on tho side of caution with respect to interpretation of the
mapping data

The County has been participating in the DRECP for many yoars, and we incorporate herein our previous input by
referemco. Ws offer the following addltlonal and supplomental commonts regarding tho Draft DRECP/EIRIEIS:

1. Mltlgotlon wfthln Exlsling Proteded Arsas- we are reassured that the DRECP is consldering
provldlng mitlgatlon for renewable energy development on public lands, since less than two percent
of lnyo County remains in private ownership, Our preference is to have mitigation on public lands in
lnyo County steered towards existlng protected areas, slnce almost two-thirds of our County has
been designated Wilderness. We believe that the DRECP provides an excellent opportunltyto
restore scarred lands, eradlcate non-native species, support the recovery of endangered species, and
undertake other lmportant work that curent funding constraints may preclude on already protected
ldnds. We understand that mltigation required for impacts of renewable energy projects. including
transmission, needs to be dlrectly associated wfth the specific impacts to covered specles and natural
communities, and that it may not be feasible to undertake restoratlon or other mltigatlon actlvltles in
already designated protected lands. However, we request that the DRECP agencies conslder
"protected lands" mltlgatlon for covered specles and natural communitles wherever and whenever it
may prove feasible.

2, Scltoo,l Lands - 3s wB have previously indlcated, we believe that State lands held ln trust for schools
provlde an excellent opportunity to trade such lands for conservatlon and/or renewable energy
development to beneflt our schools. Such trades, however, should occur within a county to eRsure
beneftts to local governments as well as the State. We reiterate our request that this concept be
included in the DRECP.

3. DettelopmentFocusAreaslntheOwen5Valley-the Development FocusAreas (DFA) evaluated in
several of the alternatives for the Owens Valley should be deferred. Through the County's Phase 1

work on the Energy Commission's REPG, it has been reiterated that renewable energy development
in the Owens Valley is quite controversial and of significant public interest. The County is working on
a Phase 2 REPG for the Owens Valley and Owens Lake to work with stakeholders to ldentiry areas
that may be acceptable.

4. Lone Plne DFA - specific lmpacts from development within the DFA being considered surroundlng
Lone Plne (includlng potential impacts to tribal lands and cultural resources) should be evaluated.
This DFA includes mit'rgatlon lands and an educationalfrrm; any lmpacts to these resources should
be mhigated, ldeally, the DFAs should be specifically ldentlfled; in conJunction with, and conslstent
local planning efforts.

5. DRECP Boundary - as curently configured, the DRECP's boundaries may have the unintended
consequence of focusing future renewable energy development north into the Owens Valley. We
request that the Plan boundary be extended north to provlde for enhanced protection for the Owens
Valley. lfnotpossibleatthistime,expansionoftheDRECPboundaryshouldbeconsideredaspanof
any amendment to the DRECP or regional Management Plans.

Addltionally, we believe the conservation plannlng area that extends to the northern DRECP boundary should
be expanded east and west to encompass the entire Plan area north of Owens Lake in order to achleve Breater
conservatlon obJectives.
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5. Tronsmisslon - we beJleve that coordlnation is paramount in development of any transmisslon

upgrades through lnyo Crunty, and repeat our earller requests for coordlnatlon. The County

opposes any transmission upgrades through lnyo County that could provide capaclty for increased

renewable energy development beyond the 250 megawatB being provided for in local plannlng

efforts. We note that the Owens Valley has already been ldentifled as a corridor of concem.

7, CoordtnatlonwiththeCttyotLosAngeles-weencouragecoordinationwiththeCityofLosAngeles
and the County of lnyo to dEtermine the approprlateness of the DRECPS treatment of City lands

within lnyo County.

8. Catculotlng Renewoble Enerey Danelopmen?- we urge the State to lnclude small-scale solar (such as

roof top), geothermal, wind, and other small-scale renewable energy development in calculating its

progress in meetlng its targets.

9, tnyo County Renewoble Eneryy Generol Plon Amendment-the Draft DRECP conflicu with the

County's draft REGPA. lt is our hope that these confllcts can be mlnlmlzed, if not eliminated, and

synergy created between the two land use plans. ln particular, the Lone PIne and Owens Valley DFA.s

and the Study Areas near Aberdeen, Stewart Valley, and a portion of those around Owens Lake are

outside of the draft Solar Energy Development Areas (SEDA) ldendfied by the County. Also,

Consernatlon Management Areas (CMA), Conservatlon Prlority Areas, Areas of Critical Environmental

Concern (ACEC), National landscape Conservation System (NLCS], and Speclal Recreatton

Management Areas (SRMA) are proposed within the SEDAs belng consldered by the County. We

encourage the Agencies to work with the County to harmonize these planning efforts, and offer the
following concepts for consideration.

a. As discussed prevlously, we request that the DFAs and Study 4p35 ln the Owens Valley be

deferred untll the County completes lts REPG Phase 2 work program. We hope that thls
process will wo* to build community suppof for potential renewable energy development
and conservation around our communitles, includin8 potentially ldentif,ing approprlate
lands withln the Lone Pine DFA for solar energy development'

b. The County has identiffed megawatt and areage caps for lts SEDAS, including a 25&
megawatt cap for the Western Group of SEDAs, correspondtng wlth our understanding of the

existing transmisslon capacity. This cap, as well as the other REGPA capq should be

incorporated into the DRECP.

c. We recommend that Owens Lake be consldered for solar energy development, particularly in

areas that have been disturbed for dust mitlgation and do not support important habluts.
d. Through the REGPA process, we may conslder reducing the slze of SEDAs to better

correspond whh the DFAs.

l. We understand that the DRECP ls workinB to provide connectivity for the MoJave

Ground Squirrel ln southwest lnyo County. We plan to consider reducing the extent
of the Pearsonville and Rose Valley SEDAs to accommodate a corridor west of
Highway 395. Note that we belleve that these areas provlde some of the best

opportunltles for solar energy development on disturbed lands.

ii. Property owners in Chicago Valley and Charleston View have requested that we

include these areas as SEDAs. We plan to work with stakeholders to reduce the size

of the Charleston View SEDA to more closely align with the DFA. We also plan to
work with the property owner in Chlcago Valley to refine that SEDA.
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e. Sandy Valley provides an excellent oppoftunity for development on dlsturbed lands ln close

proxlmity to electrical conveyance infrastructure. The CMAs in ln Sandy Valley should be

eliminated.
f. The Study Area near Stewart Valley will slgnificantly lmpad that community and should be

excluded.
g. As requested above, we believe the conservation planning area that extends to the northern

DRECP boundary should be expanded east and west to eRcompass the entlre Plan area north

of Owens lake in order to achieve greater conservation objectives.

h. Note that the county's REGPA does not lnclude wlnd, and that the DRECP ls inconsistent ln

that wind technologies are not excluded. We continue to consider the appropriatenes of
solar thermal technologles in lnyo County. We request that technologles be addresed by

the DFAs consistent with local planning efforts.

LO, programmatlc Anaws- slgnificant detall ls avallable to analyre specific aspects of the proposals,

lncluding the proposed DFAs and conservation areas at a programmatlc level, as well more

deflnltively. For example, the proposed DFAs include preclse boundarles, which can be utllized to

ldentifu detalled potentlal lmpacts. While in some lnstances the E]R/EIS evaluates such impacts

approprlately, it does not for others (such as land use and planning public services, etc.).

tt. tond Excfianles-The Plan should provide a policy framework to workto release publlc lands ln lnyo

County, particularly ln light of the conservatlon strategy to acquire private lands. lf prlvate property

is acqulred for conservatlon ln lnyo County, other publlc lands should be released ln lnyo County to

offset impacts to the County's tax base.

L2. Conseruatio, - We have questions and concerns a bout the vast scale of the proposed conservation

strategy in lnyo County.
a. The Conservatlon Priority Area includes large swaths of the County's little remainlng prlvate

lands. As dlscussed elsewhere, acquisitlon of these lands will result in significant

socioeconomic lmpacts to the County, whlch should be rectlfied. Property owners of lands

targeted for acqulsltlon should be compensated for the dlmlnished value of the lands due to
thE DRECP.

b. While we appreciate that the proposed ACEC and NLCS are intended to preclude renewable

energy development, we are concerned about the scale of the proposed designations.

Specifically, many of these areas are currently open to a variety of multiple uses, and we

want to ensure that these multlple uses are not displaced by these deslBnatlons. lf there

exists any potential for ACEC and NLCS deslgnatlons to dlsplace multiple uses on these areas

we note that the Draft EIR/EIS does not evaluate the associated potentlaldirect, indirect,

and/or induced effects. The County supports the NLCS designationq if they are crafted in a

manner that ensures the abillty to continue to accommodate multiple uses, lncluding mlnlng.

c. The Draft EIR/ElS does not adequately evaluate the conservatlon strategy's lmpact to lnyo

County. Due to the relative size ofthe Countyand the scale ofthe conservation proposed,

the loss of private lands to accommodate the conservation strategy will be significant. ln

light of the County's llmited land base, the cost to the County of these actions will be to the

detriment of future economic development potential, as well as reductions in tax revenues.

These actions will also significantly impact local schools, fire departments and other special

distrfcts, many of whlch are already struggling with the cumulative impacts of the ever-

shrinking private land supply.
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d. The Biologlcal Goals and Objectives approach to the Mojave Ground Squirrel is overreaching.

Flexibllity should be lncorporated to provide for on-theAround conditlons.

e. we obJect to conservation designatlons being applied to private lands.

t3. S*ioeconomics-the Draft EIR/EIS lnadequately evaluates potentialsocioeconomlc effects to lnyo

County
a. The soclo-economic anatysis only evaluates lncorporated cities with more than 10,000

people. lnyo County has no communlty that meets thls criterion, resultlng in no meanlngful

localized analysis br lnyo County.

b. tnyo County includes significant minority and low-income populations that are regularly

overlooked due to our unique circumstances. Because of the Count/s small slze and large

Beographic scale, these communities are often lost when evaluating potentlal socioeconomlc

impaAs. For example, the residents of the community of Charleston Vlew have relatively

low incomes, but this fuct is overlooked due to the census"based analytic approach.

Ahernative methods, such as community surveys, should be employed to address these

lssues ln small disparate communlties.
c. lnyo Countt's economy ls relatlvety small and fraglle; renewable energy development has the

potentialto cause slgnificant swlngs in the economy, resulting ln a boom-bust cycle that can

tead to rural decay, 6iven the programmatlc nature of the EIR/EIS and the potentlal overall

effe_qts of these impacts, this ls the time to evaluate these potentlal effects. lnyo county

Code (lCC) Title 21 provides an excellent method to address such impacts.

d. The anatysls'approach to the proposed conservatlon strategles provldes limited data and

inconclusive outcomes. Given the programmatlc nah.lre of the EIR/E|S and the potentlal

overall effects of the conservation actions, thls ls the Ume to erraluate these potential effects.

e. Stmilar to Payment in lleu of Taxes, revenues should be provided to the County to offset the

costs of renewable energy development and conservation. Methods that should be

considered lnclude revenue sharlng and royalty payments.

t4. Land ltse ond Ptanntng- we appreciate the EIR/EIS' recognitlon of the Coun!y's land use plannlng

efforts, lncludlng ICC Tltle 21, as well as proposed mltlgation requiring actions to address any

inconslstencies.
a. Landscap*scale consistency analyses shoutd be undertaken to identlry Inconsistencies at thls

level. The conservation strategy in particular confllcts with the lnyo County General Plan,

and the proposed modificatlons to land use in the County are lncongruent. Given the

programmatlc nature of the EIR/EIS and the potentlat overall effects of the DRECP, this is the

time to evaluate these potentialeffects.
b. The proposed conservation could divlde targeted communities, a toplc whlch ls not

evaluated by the draft EIR/EIS. For example, acquisition of conservation lands wlthin

Olancha could lmpede access between neighborhoods.

tS, publlcSerutces-the Draft EIR/EIS'statement on page !V,22-L4 that conservation actions would have

an orrerall positive effect on publlc servlces does not apply in lnyo County' lt is unclear how

conservation management actions would ensure less than slgniflcant effects on publlc services, and

the EtR/ElS should etaborate such presumptions. Due to the scale of the conservation strategy,

significant impacts to local governments can be expected in lnyo County aS prfuate lands are taken

for conservatlon and the County's (and other local agencies') tax bases are diminished. Coupled with

the tax exemption provided for solar energy development and its demand for services that are not

ofbet by tax revenues, the conservation strategy has the potential to decimate local government

finances. ICC Title 21 provides an exceltent method to mitigate impacts to public services.
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16, Alrport Solety llozards -the Draft EIR/EIS only identifies one airport (apparently lndependence)
within the Plan area in lnyo County, but does not identify any others, such as the Lone Pine, Trona,

and Shoshone airports. Partlcular attentlon should be given to airport safety hazards in Lone Plne

and Trona given the DFA and Study Area around those airports. The statements on pages lll.22-26

and lll.22-29 that there are no airports in the Owens Valley, Panamint/Death Valley, or
Kingston/Fu neral Mountains ecoregions a re incorrect.

L7. Lan$llls-the Draft EIR/EIS does not identify any landfllls wlthin the Plan area in lnyo County. The

statements on pages ,11,22-26 and lll.22-29 that there are no landfills in the Owens Valley,
PanaminVDeath Valley, Klngston/Funeral Mountains ecoregions are incorrect.

L8. Groundwaler-as is well documented, groundwaterextraction is a slgniflcant issue in lnyo County.

The Plan can be expected to resuh ln additlonalwater use whhin the County, We applaud the
DRECPs incorporatlon of groundwater management plans through conservation management and

mitlgation, but are concerned that irnpacts are consldered signiflcant and unavoidable. The County's
Groundwater Ordlnance should be clted (refur to lnyo County Code Chapter 18,771and references
provided in the mitlgatlon to evaluate local agencies surface and groundwater regulations. Due to
the remote nature of many of the groundwater baslns in lnyo County and the Count/s lack of
resources to rnonttor groundwater in those basins, mltlgatlon should include a requirement to assist

local agencles in monltorlng groundwater per State requlrements, Mitlgatlon measures should be

identlfied to preclude slgnlflcant impacts.

L9. Transportatlon ond PubllcAccess - given our experlence with renewable energy development, we
are concerned about traffic and clrculatlon lmpacts, partlcularly ln remote locations. We recommend
that coordinatlon with localjurisdictions be undertaken to preclude slgnificant effects. We are also

concerned about the conservation plan's impacts to circulation and publlc access.

20. Mlnerols-We are concerned that new mineral exploration and extraction will not be permitted ln
the DFAs and ln some of the lands deslgnated for conservatlon, such as the reserve deslgn system. A
mlneral withdrawal is recommended for all DFAs and, whlle NLCS designatlons proposed by the
DRECP preferred alternative do not contain a mineralwithdrawal, we are concerned there could be

llmitations on mining ln these areas, We are also concerned about the possible impact of land

acquisitlon on mineral resources. Mining is one of the few remaining industries in lnyo County that
provldes high-paying jobs and adds diversity to the local economy. We would like to see mlnlng be

permltted ln DFAs, where it does not conflict with energy development. We would also like to
ensure that NICS designations allow for contlnued mineral exploration and mlnlng subject to valid
existing rights.

2L. Agrlcalturol and LlvestockGrazlng Resources-the EIR/EIS should evaluate potential impacts of
acqulrlng private lands on agricultural and livestock grazing resources. The setting sections should
also lnclude agriculturaland livestock grazing resources on non-public lands. We applaud the
approach to the mitigatlon proposed for livestock grazing. Mitigation should also lnclude providlng

for alternatlve areas for grazing and agriculture displaced by DFAs ahd/or conservation.

22. Reueation - recreation is an important an ever-increasingly important sector of the Count/s
economy. The EIR/El9s finding that impacts will be slgniflcant and unavoidable is unacceptable
Access to recreation should be maintained and enhanced by the Plan, and mitigation measures

should be consldered to accomplish these goals.
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23. Cumulatlve tmpacts-the cumulative projects llst should include the Coso Geothermal and Crystal

Geyser projects. We relterate our concerns described above for potentlal cumulative lmpacts.

24. Mitlgotlon Moitorlng Program-the mitlgation monitoring program should be expanded to lnclude

mitigation measures identified in the EIR/EIS. lt would also be helpfulto include the conservation

strategles referenced in the EIR/EIS to evaluate how they will be executed and complement the

mitltation measures.

'lhank you again for tbe
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Jim Kenna, Director
Catifomia State Office, Bureau of Land Management

2800 Cottage V/ay, Suite W-1623

Sacramento, CA 95825

Charlton Bonham, Director
CalifomiaDeDtrtment of Fish and Wildlife
t4l6f Strlcq, 126 Floor
Saoramento, CA 95814

Re: Desert Renewable fnelgl conservation Plan - Draft Agreement by and behreen the Bureau of

Land Management and ihe California Department of Fish and lYildlife

Docket No. 0FRENEW EO'01

Dear Mr. Kenna and Mr. Bonham:

On behalf of the Inyo County Board of Supervisors, thank you for the continued opportunity to participate in

development of the Desert denewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP). Inyo County has a long history

of proriAirg renewabteenergr generation 16 Cutifomia and the nation, and we are proud that our County

possesses the resources ,*"u6riy for future renewable enerry production. we appreciate the opportunity to

review tlre Draft egreernent by *d b"t*.*n the Bureau of iana Management (BtM) and the California

Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), and provide ourinput below.

Mirigarion withln wilderness and Death vatley National Park^: 
-As 

previously expressed, we are reassured

that the DRECp ir ro*iarring;pr*iOing mitigition for renewable enerry development.on public lands, since

less than two peroent "fl"y"A;rt 
r.frainsin private ownership. wc continue to believe that mitigation on

public lands in rnvo countylt o"ro [, steered towards existing protected areas, since almost two-thirds of our

L"*rv has been iesignated wilderness. we believe that the Dngcp provides an excellentopportunity to 
-

restore scarred lands, eradicate non-native species, support the recovery ofendangered :p""it:' and undertake

other important work that current funding constraints preclude within oeath valley National Park (DVI'{P) and

Wilderniss throughout Inyo County. We suggest that the Agreement include specific references to encourage

enhancement in Wildemess, and we recommend developmeit of additional agreements with the National Park

Service to enhance Wildemess and other lands within the DRECP planning area in DVNP'

Federal Land Pollty Management Act: The draft Agreement references the Federal Land Policy

vt*ut r.rt Act with r"grilr to coordination with tlie State. we suggest that it also reference coordination

with local agencies, incluiing working to harmonize BLM's land use planning with local agency planning'

Maltiple Uses: We are pleased that the draft Agreement recognizes the importance of multiple uses on BLM

lands. As we have previously conveyed, *" *Jr"ry 
"on""*"d 

about the DRECP's potential to displace

*rtript" uses on priUti" lands in Inyo County, particularly from mitigation for project occurring outside of Inyo
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County. We encourage strorgthening the Agreement's commitment to maintaining these multiple uses within
the context of conservation on the same lands. Please also clari$ how conservation on public lands will be
implemented temporally.

Thank you again for the continuing opportunity to participate in development of the DRECP. If you have any
guestions, please contact County's Administrative Officer, Kevin Carunchio, at (760) 8784292 or by email at
kcanrnchi o@inyocounty. us.
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