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Planning Department 

168 North Edwards Street 

Post Office Drawer L 

Independence, California  93526 

 

Phone:  (760) 878-0263 

                (760) 872-2706 

FAX:      (760) 878-0382 

E-Mail:   inyoplanning@inyocounty.us 

 

 

 

AGENDA ITEM NO.                                 6  Renewable Energy General Plan   

              Amendment (REGPA) – Workshop 

PLANNING COMMISSION 

MEETING DATE:        February 26, 2014 

 

SUBJECT:     GPA 2013-02/ Renewable Energy General    

                                                                            Plan Amendment. 

    

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

Inyo County adopted a REGPA in April, 2011 to address the growing interest in renewable 

energy development in the County. It was subsequently rescinded in November 2011 due to 

litigation from environmental groups that the County did not have the funding to defend. In July 

2013 the County was awarded a grant from the California Energy Commission (CEC) to work on 

a new REGPA and conduct a Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) on it. Staff has 

begun this work and is asking the Planning Commission to review the draft REGPA and provide 

input to the Board of Supervisors. 

 

PROJECT INFORMATION 

 

Supervisorial District:  County-wide   

   

Applicants:    Inyo County     

 

Landowners:    Multiple     

Address/     

 

Community: County-wide 

    

A.P.N.:    County-wide 

    

Existing General Plan: All General Plan designations.  

     

Existing Zoning: All Zoning designations 

 

Surrounding Land Use:  Various 

 

Recommended Action: Receive a presentation from staff: 
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1.) Review the draft REGPA and provide input to the 

Board of Supervisors. 

 

Alternatives: 1.) Refer to alternatives section 

2.) Continue to future date and request staff provide 

      additional information. This is not recommended 

                                                                  due to scheduling constraints. 

 

Project Planner:   Cathreen Richards, Senior Planner   

 

BACKGROUND 

Inyo County adopted a REGPA in April, 2011 to address the growing interest in renewable 

energy development in the County. It was subsequently rescinded in November 2011 due to 

litigation from environmental groups that the County did not have the funding to defend. During 

this time, and since its inception, the County has been actively involved in the Desert Renewable 

Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP). The DRECP was established in May 2010, by an 

agreement between the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), the California 

Energy Commission (CEC), US Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and the US Department of 

Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to guide renewable energy development in tandem with a 

multispecies conservation plan for the Mojave and Colorado Desert regions in California. In 

March 2013 the County entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the CEC. 

The MOU provides the framework for a cooperative relationship between the CEC and Inyo 

County that focuses on effective planning and promotion of renewable energy development. 

Because of the MOU the county was eligible to submit an application to the CEC for renewable 

energy planning work and was awarded a grant to prepare an REGPA as well as prepare a 

Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) on it. These efforts include updating the 

General Plan with policies designed to facilitate the development of eligible renewable energy 

resources and will focus on solar and wind as geothermal and hydro-electric generation is 

already adequately addressed in the County’s General Plan and the Zoning Code. 

 

Staff began work on the 2013 REGPA by preparing a background report (Attachment A - 

Background Report: Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment) that includes the County’s 

long history with renewable energy development; California’s ambitious renewable energy 

goals; the economic benefits that renewable energy might provide the County; a primer on 

General Plans in California; a description of the most common solar and wind energy generation 

types; and, it reviewed the renewable energy and transmission planning work that has been done 

by a multitude of agencies with jurisdiction over land in Inyo County and its surrounding 

jurisdictions. The background report also provides a discussion and maps of the series of criteria 

that was used to develop the renewable energy overlay areas as defined in the 2011 REGPA and 

are being used as the basis for the 2013 work. It also contained the policies that were developed 

in 2011, some of which might also carry forward into the 2013 REGPA. 

 

A series of stakeholder meetings and one public workshop, held by the Board of Supervisors, for 

the DRECP work and the County’s REGPA were conducted in November 2013. In December 

2013 three public meetings were held in Bishop, Independence and Tecopa. Both series of 

meetings and workshops included a staff review of General Plans, and the background report 
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with special emphasis on the criteria and policies from the 2011 REGPA. During the meetings 

and workshops the attending stakeholders and general public were given handouts and/or 

provided large posters to vote on how appropriate each criterion and policy idea is for the 2013 

REGPA efforts, as well as given the opportunity to comment. The information was compiled and 

put into a report by the County’s consultant team from PMC (Attachment A: Background 

Report, Appendix C).  

 

After the first series of public outreach meetings, the County’s consultant team from Aspen, sub-

consultant to HELIX Environmental began the Opportunities and Constraints Technical Study 

(OCTS) (Attachment B - Renewable Energy General Plan: Opportunities and Constraints 

Technical Study). The OCTS took the criteria from the County’s 2011 REGPA work and the 

early comments from the public outreach efforts to refine and expand each criterion as presented 

by County staff and used it to evaluate the County for renewable energy facility development by 

varying levels of constraints.  

 

Also after the public outreach effort, staff took the ideas, concerns, and comments collected at 

the meetings and workshops, along with the policies developed during the 2011 REGPA effort, 

and created draft REGPA policies for review and comment. The policies primarily focus on 

updates to the: 

 

• Land Use Element 

• Economic Development Element 

• Conservation/Open Space Element, especially with regard to Mineral and Energy and 

Visual Resources 

• Public Safety Element 

 

STAFF ANALYSIS 

 

Background Report 

The background report was written to illustrate the ‘what’ and ‘why’ the County is preparing a 

REGPA. It also contained a discussion of the work that had already been done for the 2011 

REGPA, as well as for the many other renewable energy plans and programs directed at or near 

the County. It was also used as a tool to gauge what people thought worked and did not work 

regarding the 2011 REGPA and provided a foundation of work that would not need to be 

repeated during the 2013 REGPA process. The Background Report was shared with stakeholders 

prior to the November meetings and then again during them and was shared with those in 

attendance at the public outreach meetings in December. Overall, it was well received as most 

people found it a helpful tool for understanding the issues involved in California General Plans, 

renewable energy planning and what the County is trying to achieve. The list of criteria for 

establishing REDAs, along with policy ideas for the 2013 REGPA, that were voted on by 

stakeholders and the attending public, was taken directly out of the background report. A public 

outreach section for both criteria and policy voting results has been added to the Background 

report summarizing what was learned from the stakeholder and public outreach meetings. The 

information contained in the report was also used by the consultant team as a foundation for the 

subsequent Opportunities and Constraints Technical Study (OCTS). The updated version 
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(Attachment A) is the Final Background Report that will become a part of the entire body of 

work being done for the 2013 REGPA. 

 

Public Outreach 

County and consultant staff conducted a series of seven stakeholder meetings and one public 

outreach meeting in coordination with the DRECP outreach between November 12th and 14th, 

2013, and three public workshops between December 3rd and 5th, 2013. The stakeholder 

meetings included groups from: county, state and federally elected and appointed officials; the 

military; renewable energy developers; local business and community organizations; staff from 

state and federal level; nongovernmental organizations representing various environmental 

issues; local Tribes; and, local civic, chamber of commerce, and environmental groups. 

Approximately 45-people attended the stakeholder meetings and around 60-people attended the 

DRECP public outreach meeting. The public workshops were held in Independence, Bishop and 

Tecopa; about 40-people attended (Attachment A: Background Report, Appendix C). 

 

Criteria for identifying Renewable Energy Development Areas (REDA) 

During the stakeholder and public outreach meetings staff presented the criteria that was used in 

2011 to identify renewable energy overlay areas and the updates to the criteria as the REGPA 

planning moved into the 2013 effort. Each criterion map included in the background report was 

shown and explained to the people attending. After question, comment and answer periods, staff 

asked the stakeholders and the attending public to vote on the criteria as presented. The voting 

was conducted by marking a handout or with stickers placed on a series of posters hung 

throughout the room listing each criterion (Attachment A: Background Report, Appendix C, pg. 

34-39). For each criterion the question: “Is this an appropriate evaluation tool” was asked with 

the option of: Yes; Maybe, I need more information; and, No. There was also a space for 

comments where people could explain why or why not, or if they had proposed modifications, 

and/or additional criteria they thought should be added. The results of the voting are illustrated 

on the following table: 

DRAFT  Criteria - Inclusion Yes 
Maybe, I need more 

information 
No 

Concentration Solar Resources - NREL 10 1 3 

Solar Energy Zones (SEZ) - BLM 9 4 1 

Wind Power Resources - NREL 9 1 5 

Wind Development Focus Areas - DRECP 4 1 6 

Competitive Renewable Energy Zones - BLM 4 2 5 

Existing Transmission Lines 11 1 2 

California Independent System Operator  

(CAISO) Information 
12 1 1 
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DRAFT  Criteria - Inclusion Yes 
Maybe, I need more 

information 
No 

State of Nevada Transmission Plan 7 3 3 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 

Transmission Lines 
10  3 

Inyo County Transmission Lines 11  1 

DRECP Development Focus Areas (DFA) 15 3 1 

Solar Programmatic Environmental Impact 

Statement (PEIS), Right of Ways on Private 

Land - BLM 

11 2 7 

PEIS Variance Areas - BLM 6 4 3 

West-Wide Energy Corridor Programmatic 

Environmental Impact Report 
7 1  

Slope 3 1 2 

Degraded Land 11  5 

Brownfields 10   

Mines 9   

Landfills 5 1  

DRAFT  Criteria - Exclusion Yes 
Maybe, I need more 

information 
No 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

(ACEC) 
14  1 

Desert Wildlife Management Areas (DWMA) 13 1 1 

Wilderness Areas 16   

Sensitive Species Areas 14 1 3 

China Lake Naval Air Weapons Station 15  1 

Military Flight Zones 8 1 1 
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DRAFT  Criteria - Exclusion Yes 
Maybe, I need more 

information 
No 

Tribal Lands 11 1 1 

Cultural and Historic Resources 16 1 1 

Scenic Resources 15 1  

Private Lands Development vs. Public Lands 

Development 
1 5 1 

 

The stakeholders and attending public also had the opportunity to add their own ideas for criteria. 

These additional ideas are as follows: 

 

Additional Criteria - Inclusion 

• Built environment/Parking Lots 

• Highway divider areas 

• Aqueducts 

• Lands with minimal visual impact 

 

Additional Criteria - Exclusion 

• Old Spanish Trail – visual impacts 

• Viewsheds 

• Agriculture mapping 

• Manzanar historic landscape viewshed 

• Tie in with economy that is based on non-industrial landscape 

• Open lands that surround Tribal Land 

• Wildlife corridors including avian and insect migration corridors 

• Cultural resource mapping 

• BLM Wilderness Study Areas 

• Seeps and springs 

 

Other factors 

• Dust 

• Decentralized approach – use CEC money to put solar panels on Inyo roofs 

• Benefit to effected communities 

 

Overall, the stakeholders and attending public were in favor of using the criteria presented to 

them as evaluation tools for developing REDAs. Many did comment that some of the data was 

out-of-date and staff has worked to replace the outdated data with newer updated versions 

(addressed in the OCTS). With regard to criteria for inclusion, two of the criteria had more 

negative votes than positive. These are the Wind Development Focus Areas, done for the 

DRECP work by the Wind Energy Association, and Competitive Renewable Energy Zones, 

created  for the Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative. The people who voted were very 
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favorable to using the DRECP development focus areas and the studies by the California 

Independent System Operator (CAISO) for the State’s transmission planning; siting near existing 

local serving and through County transmission lines; and, using already degraded lands. Staff 

received several suggestions about criteria during the comment conversations and tried to include 

them. One suggestion was for the County to use 80-meter wind data along with the 50-meter. 

This data is unavailable in a format that staff can use in a Geographic Information System for 

analysis, but staff did get a map of it (it is now included in the Background Report – Map 5).  It 

illustrates the areas with good wind potential very well, but does not vary, with regard to the 

areas actually mapped, much from the 50-meter data. Staff was also encouraged to take out north 

facing slopes, as they are not optimal for solar energy generation. Staff has been unable to 

provide this analysis but this factor can be considered on a site specific basis. 

 

All but one of the criteria presented for exclusion received positive votes. One criterion, focusing 

on public lands for renewable energy development over private lands, had more ‘Maybe, I need 

more information’ votes, than ‘Yes’ or ‘No’ votes. This is likely due to the difficulty in 

understanding the nature of LADWP land: is it private or is it public? Jurisdictional issues 

regarding LADWP land are consistently difficult to understand and process. LADWP land is, on 

most accounts, treated as public land by the County, but any development proposals LADWP has 

in the County do need to address existing County plans, including the General Plan. 

Exclusionary criteria with the most positive votes were: wilderness areas, cultural and historic 

resources, China Lake Naval Air Weapons Station and scenic resources. 

 

County staff took this information and used it to create a first draft of potential preferred, 

intensive and less intensive REDAs. Each of the REDAs was also given allocations of potential 

development in megawatts for each alternative. Staff developed these megawatt caps in an 

iterative process taking into account needed renewable energy generation, characteristics of each 

REDA, potential disturbance from wind and solar development,
1
 transmission requirements, and 

stakeholder/public input and illustrated them in allocations tables.  Phasing was selected to 

accommodate nearer-term less-intensive and longer-term more significant transmission 

upgrades, as well as military compatibility issues associated with wind energy generation.  In 

order to accommodate future uncertainties but provide assurances about development totals, a 

transfer mechanism was crafted that caps regional development, but permits limited reallocation 

of development potential between REDAs within the same region.  A Preferred Alternative was 

developed that would result in a moderate level of disturbance, and reduced and enhanced 

alternatives were developed to provide context and assist in refining the Preferred Alternative. 

 

The REDAS have been mapped to illustrate what areas in the County are potential REDAs based 

on the criteria, ordered north to south the Preferred REDAs are as follows: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                           
1
  Estimated disturbance areas were based on discussions for the Desert Renewable Energy Conservation 

Plan. 
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Countywide Preferred REDAs 
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Laws 

The Laws REDA is located directly to the north of the town of Bishop and extends northerly to 

the border between Mono County and Inyo County. This REDA is west of the White Mountains 

and east of the Volcanic Tablelands. The approximate size of the Laws REDA is 11,655 acres 

(18 sq. miles). The majority of this REDA is managed by public agencies. 
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Fish Lake Valley 

The Fish Lake Valley REDA is located in the northeast corner of Inyo County, east of the White 

Mountains in Fish Lake Valley. The REDA’s northern boundary borders Mono County and the 

eastern boundary borders the California Nevada Stateline. State Highway 168 runs through the 

REDA and is approximately 25 miles northeast of Big Pine. The approximate size of the Fish 

Lake Valley REDA is 14,719 acres (23 sq. miles). Approximately 93% of the land within this 

REDA is managed by public agencies and 7% is privately owned; the primary land use of the 

privately owned land is agriculture.  
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Deep Springs 

The Deep Springs REDA is located approximately 15 miles northeast of Big Pine along State 

Highway 168 in the Deep Springs Valley, east of the White Mountains and West of the Inyo 

Mountains. The approximate size of the REDA is 10,793 acres (17 sq. miles). Approximately 

25% of the land within this REDA is privately owned and 75% is managed by public agencies; 

the majority of the private land is used for agriculture. 
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Owens Valley 

The Owens Valley REDA is located east of US Highway 395, southeast of Independence and 

northeast of Lone Pine in the Owens Valley, west of the Inyo Mountains. The approximate size 

of the REDA is 26,750 acres (42 sq. miles). Approximately 95% of this REDA is owned by 

LADWP and the remaining 5% is privately owned. 
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Owens Lake 

The Owens Lake REDA is located 5 miles south of Lone Pine on the dry lake bed in the Owens 

Valley, west of the Inyo Mountains. The approximate size of the REDA is 83,720 acres (131 sq. 

miles). The CA State Lands Division manages approximately 93% of the land within this REDA 

and LADWP owns the remaining 7%.  
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Centennial Flat/Darwin 

The Centennial Flat/Darwin REDA is located approximately 20 miles southeast of Lone Pine, 

east of the Coso Range and South of the Inyo Mountains. The southern boundary of this REDA 

borders the China Lake Naval Weapons Center. The majority of the REDA is in the Lower 

Centennial Flat, but a small portion extends to the northwest and borders the Owens Dry Lake 

and State Highway 190 runs through this REDA. The approximate size of the REDA is 86,816 

acres (136 sq. miles); a 640-acre area of land owned by the Death Valley Timbi-Sha Shoshone 

Band is cutout from this REDA. The majority of the land within this REDA is managed by 

public agencies, but there are some small areas of private land near the Community of Darwin in 

the southeastern portion of this REDA. 
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Rose Valley 

The Rose Valley REDA is located between the Communities of Olancha and Coso along the US 

Highway 395 corridor, west of the Coso Range. This REDA borders the China Lake Naval 

Weapons Center along the southeastern edge and the Inyo National Forest along the 

northwestern edge. The approximate size of this REDA is 84,337 acres (132 sq. miles). The 

majority of the land within this REDA is managed by public agencies, but there are some areas 

of private land, primarily around Olancha.  
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Pearsonville 

The Pearsonville REDA is located in the southwestern corner of Inyo County between Little 

Lake and the Inyo-Kern County boundary along the US Highway 395 corridor, east of the Sierra 

Nevada Mountains. The China Lake Naval Weapons Center borders this REDA along the eastern 

edge. The approximate size of this REDA is 15,209 acres (24 sq. miles). The majority of the land 

within this REDA is managed by public agencies, but there is some private land around the 

community of Pearsonville. 
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Panamint 

The Panamint REDA is located in the Panamint Valley between the Argus Range and the 

Panamint Range, approximately 7 miles north of the Inyo-San Bernardino County boundary. The 

China Lakes Naval Weapons Center is to the west of this REDA and Death Valley National Park 

is to the east. The approximate size of this REDA is 94,833 acres (148 sq. miles). The majority 

of the land within this REDA is managed by public agencies. 
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Trona 

The Trona REDA is located in the southern central portion of the County in the Panamint Valley 

between the Argus Range and the Panamint Range. The southern boundary of this REDA is 

along the Inyo-San Bernardino County boundary. The China Lakes Naval Weapons Center is to 

the west of this REDA and Death Valley National Park is to the east. The approximate size of 

this REDA is 69,677 acres (109 sq. miles). The majority of the land within this REDA is 

managed by public agencies, but there is some private land near the community of Trona. 
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Death Valley Junction 

The Death Valley Junction REDA is located in the eastern portion of Inyo County, northeast of 

the Greenwater Range and southeast of the Funeral Mountains in the Amargosa Desert. State 

Highway 190 runs along the northeastern edge and State Highway 127 runs through the center of 

this REDA going north to south. The approximate size of this REDA is 71,037 acres (111 sq. 

miles); a 987-acre area of land owned by the Death Valley Timbi-Sha Shoshone Band is cutout 

from this REDA. The majority of the land within this REDA is managed by public agencies, but 

there is some private land around Death Valley Junction. 
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Chicago Valley 

The Chicago Valley REDA is in the southeastern portion of Inyo County, east of the Resting 

Springs Range and west of the Nopah Range in the Chicago Valley; State Highway 178 runs 

through this REDA. The approximate size of this REDA is 7,959 acres (12 sq. miles). 

Approximately 25% of the land within this REDA is privately owned and the other 75% is 

managed by public agencies. 
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Charleston View 

The Charleston View REDA is located in the southeastern portion of Inyo County, east of the 

Nopah Range and west of the Califronia-Nevada Boundary in the California Valley and Pahrump 

Valley. The eastern edge of this REDA lies along the State border. The approximate size of this 

REDA is 39,697 acres (62 sq. miles). Approximately 60% of the land within this REDA is 

privately owned and the remaining 40% is managed by public agencies. 
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Sandy Valley 

The Sandy Valley REDA is located in the southeastern corner of Inyo County in the Mesquite 

Valley. The eastern boundary of this REDA lies along the California-Nevada border and the 

southern boundary lies along the Inyo-San Bernardino County boundary. The approximate size 

of this REDA is 3,098 acres (5 sq. miles). Approximately 70% of the land within this REDA is 

privately owned and the remaining 30% is managed by public agencies. 
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For more information on how the criteria was used on each REDA please see, Attachment C– 

Table of REDAs Associated Criteria. 

 

County staff also used the information collected to evaluate an intensive and less intensive 

development scenario and created first draft REDAs for them (Attachment D: Alternative REDA 

maps development summary and allocation tables). Countywide maps of Intensive and Less 

Intensive REDAS are as follows: 

 

Intensive Alternative 
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Less Intensive Alternative 
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The intensive alternative increases the size of the preferred REDAs with the exception of: 

Pearsonville, Trona and Sandy Valley. It also adds new REDAs, they are:  

• Big Pine, this area is located to the east of, and follows Highway-395, from north of Big 

Pine to an area midway between Big Pine and Independence; 

• Sierra Wind – Big Pine, this area is located along the Sierra escarpment west of Big Pine; 

• Santa Rita Flat, is located northeast of Independence off Mazourka Canyon Road; and, 

• Sierra Wind Owens Valley, this area is located west of Independence against the Sierra 

escarpment. 

 

The less intensive alternative greatly reduces the size of all the preferred REDAs except for: 

Laws, Owens Valley, Owens Lake/Keeler, Charleston View, and Sandy Valley. It also 

completely eliminates: Fish Lake Valley, Deep Springs, Panamint Valley, Death Valley Junction 

and Chicago Valley. 

 

Policy Concepts 

Like the criteria, the policy developed in 2011 was presented to the stakeholder groups and to the 

public that attended the workshops in November and December 2013. The policies were taken 

out of the General Plan format and presented as general ideas to gauge the support for them. 

They were voted on exactly like the criteria with the question: “Are these appropriate for Inyo 

County?” and the options of: Yes; Maybe, I need more information; and, No. There was also a 

space for comments and/or new or modified policies they would like to see included (Attachment 

A: Background Report, Appendix C, pg.40-45). The results of the voting indicate that the 

stakeholders and attending public are mostly in agreement with the policy concepts identified by 

staff, with some exceptions (not everyone who attended voted on every criterion). The voting 

results for policy concepts are on the following table: 

 

DRAFT  Policy Concepts Yes 
Maybe, I need 

more information 
No 

Renewable energy development will help offset the costs to the 

County and the loss of other potential economic development. 

If there are economic impacts from renewable energy 

development, mitigation and offsets should be required that 

minimizes financial contribution commitments by the County. 

14 1 4 

The conversion of agricultural land for urban development 

should be discouraged and renewable energy development 

should avoid productive agriculture land. 

13 1 1 

The County should have a map of areas where solar or wind 

renewable energy facilities are appropriate. 

13 2 1 

The County should work with renewable energy developers 

and other agencies involved with the development site to 

minimize impacts. 

8  1 

Renewable energy development should take steps to minimize 

water consumption and the use of potable water. 

17 1  

The siting of renewable energy facilities should minimize 

significant changes to the visual environment, including 

minimizing light and glare and screening facilities. 

10 2 1 
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DRAFT  Policy Concepts Yes 
Maybe, I need 

more information 
No 

The County should continue to be involved in large scale 

planning efforts with state and federal level organizations for 

renewable energy development, to promote better land use and 

transmission opportunities. 

8 3 1 

The capacity to generate enough energy to make renewable 

energy financially feasible should be a key consideration of 

which areas are suitable for renewable energy development. 

5 2 5 

The proximity to existing transmission corridors to export 

energy without the development of new transmission lines 

should be a key consideration of the location of renewable 

energy facilities. 

16  2 

Transmission lines that carry energy through Inyo County 

should allow future local tie in. 

11  3 

Future transmission line development should be limited to 

existing public right of way. 

15  3 

Disturbance to critical habitats of plants and animals, and to 

important historical and cultural sites and landscapes, should 

be minimized. 

15 1  

Solar and wind energy facility location should be limited to 

areas with a renewable energy land use designation overlay or 

in an appropriate zoning district. 

11 1 1 

Transmission facilities and related infrastructure should be 

allowed to locate and operate within any land use designation 

and zoning district, provided the facilities operate under valid 

approval and appropriate environmental review. 

3 3 10 

Renewable energy development should be encouraged to 

locate on disturbed lands. 

15 5  

Utilities and renewable energy developers should locate 

transmission and intertie facilities on the same site. 

6 5 1 

The overall size of a single renewable energy facility should be 

limited to minimize impacts on natural, cultural, historic or 

visual resources. 

11 4  

The County should promote or encourage the use of public 

lands for renewable energy development over private lands to 

the maximum extent feasible. 

5 2 11 

 

The stakeholders and attending public also had the opportunity to add their own ideas for policy. 

These additional ideas are as follows: 

 

• Endangered, threatened, and species of conservation concern areas should include necessary 

connectivity to sustain the species and recognize that habitats are variable over time. 

• Cumulative effects shall be considered:  current proposed projects, other approved projects, 

and proposed future projects. 
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• Reclamation and restoration requirements should be sufficiently bonded to assure 

completion, even in event the project owner no longer exists.  There should be triggers as to 

when/how the project is to be regarded as no longer operational to facilitate restoration 

without undue delay. Degree to which meaningful restoration is possible should be 

considered in evaluation of the project proposal. 

• Recognize that information gaps exist and that revisions may be necessary in order to 

maintain compliance with policy concepts and criteria. 

• When alternative technologies exist, preference is for least disruptive technology (as related 

to the other policies and criteria). 

• The County should develop a development impact fee that covers the cost of county services. 

• Distributed generation, community solar, county solar facilities –etc. 

 

The stakeholders and attending public voted positively for most of the policy concepts. The 

strongest negative votes were on the policy concepts allowing for transmission facilities on any 

zoning designation in the County and promoting the development of renewable energy facilities 

on public lands. This would indicate that the people who voted want restrictions on where 

transmission facilities can be built and they do not want them built on public lands over private 

lands. Public lands include the Inyo National Forest, Death Valley National Park, State Lands 

Commission, BLM and potentially LAWDP lands. There was a tie on financial feasibility being 

a key consideration for suitability of where renewable energy development may be built, 

indicating that half of the people who voted think there are more important considerations than 

financial ones when deciding where renewable energy facilities should be allowed. Staff used the 

foundation of policy drafted in 2011 with the comments collected during the stakeholder and 

public outreach, as well as comments provided during one-on-one meetings and conversations 

with additional stakeholders and citizens of Inyo County, and created the following draft policy. 

It covers each General Plan Element and shows if there is a change and if so, what that change is. 

 

Transmission 

Transmission was identified as a major component for renewable energy development potential 

in the County during the 2011 effort and this initial phase of the 2013 work. The background 

report outlined the many reports and plans that have been prepared evaluating the transmission 

needs for energy development within Inyo County as well as for transmission that might pass 

through. The consistent conclusion from this multitude of plans and studies is that there is very 

little transmission capability left on the existing transmission facilities located in the County. 

There are currently two major lines that run through the County, one is operated by Southern 

California Edison (SCE) and the other by the LADWP.  The SCE line is at capacity and the 

LADWP line has additional capacity, but this capacity is already being targeted for projects in 

the planning stages in the Owens Valley, making it unavailable for additional development. All 

of the various reports regarding transmission conclude that substantial upgrades to the current 

transmission capacity in the County will be necessary for large-scale renewable energy facility 

development. Within this body of work, there are plans for upgrades to transmission capacity, 

none, however, are being planned for at the development level or for implementation. 

Transmission will continue to be a critical factor in renewable energy facility development in the 

County and will have to be addressed in tandem with all renewable energy facility plans and/or 

proposals. 
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Transmission Corridors 

Upgrades to the County’s high-voltage transmission capacity will require new lines. Although, 

the County has consistently encouraged co-location, it may not be feasible in all instances. In 

such cases the ROWs will be encouraged to site adjacent to the current lines and coincide with 

BLM lands, Section 368 federal transmission corridor alignment and the DRECP development 

areas. The County could also consider designating high-voltage transmission corridor zones that 

include, and are adjacent to, the existing north/south lines, through the CEC corridor designation 

process to ensure a certain level of control over location. To evaluate what this would look like 

staff mapped the existing lines along with potential new corridor zones and the draft REDAs. 

This was done by creating 1,500-foot wide corridor zones (the maximum allowed by the CEC). 

A 1,500-foot buffer was mapped around the existing lines (750-feet on each side) and then a new 

potential line was drawn, also with a 1,500-foot buffer. In sections where the existing power 

lines crisscross, the area between is highlighted and would also be considered for the corridor 

zone.  Staff used this same methodology to illustrate upgrades to the local feeder lines that would 

also be needed for any substantial renewable energy development (see Transmission Corridor 

map on page 30). All of these potential transmission corridor zones could be subject to the same 

process as the REDAs. This would ensure that they are reviewed with the same level of scrutiny 

as the REDAs.  

 

The DRECP 

The County has been an active participant in the DRECP effort since its onset. The DRECP was 

initiated to conserve and manage plant and wildlife communities in the Mojave and Colorado 

Desert regions of California and provide a framework for the timely permitting of appropriate 

renewable energy projects. The DRECP is being developed under the California Natural 

Community Conservation Planning Act (NCCPA); the Federal Endangered Species Act (FESA); 

and, the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA). When completed, the DRECP will 

provide a biological mitigation and conservation plan and a process to streamline permitting for 

renewable energy developments. The DRECP goals include: 

 

• Provide for the long-term conservation and management of Covered Species within the 

DRECP Plan Area 

• Preserve, restore, and enhance natural communities and ecosystems that support Covered 

Species within the DRECP Plan Area 

• Build on the Competitive Renewable Energy Zones identified by the Renewable Energy 

Transmission Initiative (RETI) 

• Further identify the most appropriate locations within the DRECP Plan Area for the 

development of utility-scale renewable energy projects, taking into account potential 

impacts to threatened and endangered species and sensitive natural communities 

• Provide a means to implement Covered Activities in a manner that complies with the 

Natural Communities Conservation Planning Act (NCCPA), Federal Endangered Species 

Act (FESA), California Endangered Species Act (CESA), National Environmental Policy 

Act, California Environmental Quality Act, and other relevant laws 

• Provide a basis for the issuance of Take Authorizations allowing the lawful Take of 

Covered Species incidental to Covered Activities 

• Provide for issuance of Take permits for other species that are not currently listed but 

which may be listed in the future 
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• Provide a comprehensive means to coordinate and standardize mitigation and 

compensation requirements for Covered Activities within the Plan Area  

• Provide a framework for a more efficient process by which proposed renewable energy 

projects within the Plan Area may obtain regulatory authorizations and which results in 

greater conservation values than a project-by-project, species-by-species review would 

have 

• Provide durable and reliable regulatory assurances, as appropriate, under the NCCPA and 

the FESA for Covered Activities that occur within the DRECP Plan Area 

• Identify and incorporate climate change adaptation research, management objectives, 

and/or policies into the final plan document 

 

Ultimately, the DRECP efforts will identify areas appropriate for renewable energy development 

(DFAs) and conservation areas that are off limits to renewable energy development. Staff 

included the first draft of the alternative DFAs all on one map in the background report (Map 12, 

page 26), the DRECP preliminary conservation areas alternatives maps, can be found on the 

following pages 32-39. The most current version of the DFAs and conservation areas are not 

available for public review and therefore staff was unable to include them within this first draft 

of evaluations or use them for REDA development. As the REGPA moves forward into the PEIR 

process the REDAs could be updated to incorporate the new DFAs. 
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DRAFT REGPA Update 

 

• Government Element 

No change 

 

• Land Use Element 

o New definitions: 

Renewable Energy Facility 

Any electric transmission line, solar thermal powerplant, photovoltaic powerplant, or 

wind energy powerplant to be constructed in Inyo County. A Renewable Energy Facility 

does not include small-scale renewable energy facility, a windmill that does not generate 

electricity, or a pilot or proof of a concept powerplant. 

o Utility-Scale Renewable Energy Facility 

o A Renewable Energy Facility that produces more than 20-megawatts of electricity for 

off-site use, consumption and/or sale, including all equipment and accessory 

structures related to the facility, including but not limited to solar collector arrays, 

wind turbines, mounting posts, substations, electrical infrastructure, transmission 

lines, operations and maintenance buildings, and other accessory structures. 

o Distributed Generation Renewable Energy Facility 

A renewable energy generation facility that produces 20-megawatts or less of 

electricity for off-site local use and/or sale. 

Small-Scale Renewable Energy Facility 

o A facility that uses renewable resources to generate energy for on-site use including 

on-site uses such as roof-top or ground mounted photovoltaic panels, or a small wind 

energy conversion system. 

 

o New Land Use policy: 

Policy LU-1.17 (Utility-Scale Solar and Wind Renewable Energy Development) – The 

County shall consider Solar or Wind Renewable Energy facilities within areas with a 

Renewable Energy Development Area overlay (REDA) or outside the REDA over open 

portions of the Los Angeles Aqueduct, and in any zoning district under Title 18 of the 

Inyo County Code. Based on site-specific studies and appropriate environmental review, 

the County may process solar or wind renewable energy facilities within the REDA or 

over open portions of the Los Angeles Aqueduct, pursuant to Inyo County Code Title 21. 

Potential social, economic, visual and environmental impacts from solar or wind 

renewable energy facilities must be avoided or minimized to the extent feasible. 

Appurtenant transmission facilities and related infrastructure may be constructed and 

operated within any Land Use Designation and any zoning district under Title 18 of the 

Inyo County Code and the standards set forth by the California Environmental Quality 

Act (CEQA). 

 

Policy LU-1.18 (Utility-Scale Wind Renewable Energy Development) 

The County may consider a phasing scheme for wind renewable energy development 

based on possible changes in military instrumentation and/or wind energy technology 

that lowers the impact on the military’s Research, Development, Acquisition, Test and 
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Evaluation (RDAT&E) activities within the County’s boundary and on potential changes 

in the military’s mission as it relates to County airspace. 

 

o New Land Use Implementation Measures: 

 

1. The County shall coordinate with the Department of Defense, the United States Navy 

China Lake, and Edwards Air Force Base personnel on the siting of renewable 

energy facilities in a manner that does not significantly impact military readiness. 

Issues to be addressed in the coordination include: activities that produce 

electromagnetic and frequency spectrum interference, light and glare, dust and 

smoke, heat generation and the effects on military equipment testing and operations, 

including proposed development heights, personnel training, and flight activities. 

 

2. The County shall consider seeking compensation for the loss of revenues from 

potential renewable energy facilities that are not developed due to possible impacts 

on military readiness, special status species, and aesthetics, and/or other barriers to 

development of appropriate renewable energy facilities. Methods of compensation 

include but are not limited to Payment-in-lieu of Taxes (PILT) or similar programs. 

 

3. The County shall work with utilities and renewable energy developers to encourage 

collocation of transmission and intertie facilities. 

 

4. The County shall encourage renewable energy facility development projects on 

disturbed lands, within Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan Development 

Focus Areas, within Variance Areas identified by the Solar Programmatic 

Environmental Impact Statement, and distributed generation projects. 

 

5. The County shall encourage the development of small-scale and distributed 

renewable energy generation facilities. 

 

6. The County will work with the military on a phasing timeline based on potential 

changes in the military’s mission within the County as well as changes in wind energy 

and/or military instrumentation technologies. 

 

7. The County shall work with the Bureau of Land Management to designate new Solar 

Energy Zones in Inyo County. 

 

8. The County shall encourage utilization of State Trust Lands for renewable energy 

facility development and/or mitigation from such development through land trades or 

other mechanisms.  

 

• Economic Development Element 

o New Economic Development policy: 

Policy ED-4.4 (Renewable Energy Facility Development Beneficial to the Local 

Economy) – Renewable energy facility development shall be required to provide the 

means to offset the costs to the County, including but not limited to, the cost of 
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infrastructure improvements and County services, and lost economic development 

potential. Economic impacts from renewable energy facility development identified by the 

Countyshall be mitigated or offset. 

Policy ED-4.5 – The County shall encourage renewable energy developers to employ the 

local labor force, during development and for long-term facility maintenance and provide 

educational and training opportunities, as practicable. 

 

• Housing Element 

No change 

 

• Circulation Element 

 

New Implementation Measure 

o Work with the California Energy Commission and other stakeholders to investigate 

and if appropriate designate Transmission Corridor Zones in the County pursuant to 

Senate Bill 1059 (Escutia and Morrow, 2006). 

 

• Conservation/Open Space Element 

o Modified existing Agricultural Resources policy: 

Policy AG-1.3 (Conversion of Agricultural Land) – Discourage conversions of 

productive agricultural lands for urban development, and encourage avoidance of 

productive agricultural lands for renewable energy facility development. 

 

o New Mineral and Energy Resources Definitions 

 

Distributed Generation Renewable Energy. Renewable resources are used to 

generate energy at rates 20-megawatts or less for off-site use and/or sale, including 

all equipment and accessory structures related to the facility, including but not 

limited to solar collector arrays, wind turbines, mounting posts, substations, 

electrical infrastructure, transmission lines, operations and maintenance buildings, 

and other accessory structures. 

 

Renewable Energy.  Energy that comes from a natural resource that is continually 

replenished on a human timescale, such as geothermal, hydroelectric, wind and 

sunlight. 

 

Renewable Energy Development Areas (REDA).  General Plan Overlay Areas 

identified by the County at a landscape scale as potentially appropriate for renewable 

energy development. 

 

Small-Scale Renewable Energy Facility.  A facility that uses renewable resources to 

generate energy for on-site use including on-site uses such as roof-top or ground 

mounted photovoltaic panels, or a small wind energy conversion system. 

 

Solar Energy.  Energy that is generated through the conversion of the sun’s radiation 

into electricity.   
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Utility-Scale Renewable Energy Facility. A Renewable Energy Facility that produces 

more than 20-megawatts of electricity for off-site use, consumption and/or sale, 

including all equipment and accessory structures related to the facility, including but 

not limited to solar collector arrays, wind turbines, mounting posts, substations, 

electrical infrastructure, transmission lines, operations and maintenance buildings, 

and other accessory structures. 

 

Wind Energy. Energy that is generated with wind turbines to convert the kinetic 

energy of wind into electricity. 

 

o New Mineral and Energy Resources goal: 

Goal MER-2 – Ensure that renewable energy facility development is conducted 

appropriately to avoid, or minimize the impacts from such development on the social, 

economic, visual, and environmental resources of the County. 

 

o New Mineral and Energy Resources policies: 

 

1. Policy MER-2.1 – The County shall continue to encourage small-scale renewable 

energy systems, such as rooftop and ground mounted solar and distributed 

generation facilities that serve the community in which they are sited. 

2. Policy MER-2.2 (Utility-scale Renewable Energy Development Areas) (REDA) – 

The County shall maintain a Land Use Diagram of areas where solar or wind 

renewable energy facilities may be appropriate. 

3. Policy MER – 2.3 REDA Land Inventory – The County shall maintain an 

inventory of the land in the REDA that will include caps on the total megawatts of 

solar and wind energy generation that may be developed. The REDA will be 

grouped into the larger regional areas of Western, Southern and Eastern, for total 

development (in megawatts) per region – REDA Allocations Table. 

4. Policy MER – 2.4 REDA Caps Transfer - The County may allow for the transfer 

of megawatts from the regional total to a REDA within the same region, but not to 

exceed the total allowed megawatts per region – REDA Allocations Table. 

5. Policy MER-2.5 (Phasing of potential development) Development within the 

REDA includes phasing schemes for solar and wind energy development as 

follows: 

• Solar Phase I – requires less intensive upgrades to existing transmission 

facilities. 

• Solar Phase II – requires more intensive upgrades in transmission to 

facilitate. 

• Wind Phase I – development possible with current military radar 

technology and/or requires less intensive upgrades in transmission to 

facilitate. 

• Wind Phase II – requires new military radar technology and/or requires 

more intensive upgrades in transmission to facilitate – REDA Allocations 

Table. 
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Preferred Alternative REDA - Allocations Table  

 

REDA Group 

Megawatts 

Base Case Solar Base Case Wind 
Total 

Base 

Case 

Phases 

1 and 2 

Total 

Solar 

from 

Group 

Eligible to 

Transfer 

In 

Total 

Wind 

from 

Group 

Eligible to 

Transfer 

In 

Total 

Solar 

Potential 

Total 

Wind 

Potential 

Highest 

Total 

Potential 
Phase 

1 

Phase 

2 

Sub-

Total 

Phase 

1 

Phase 

2 

Sub-

Total 

Laws 

W
es

te
rn

 

20 20 40 0 0 0 40 40 0 80 0 80 

Fish Lake Valley 20 20 40 0 30 30 70 40 30 80 60 140 

Deep Springs 30 30 60 0 20 20 80 30 20 90 40 130 

Owens Valley 400 0 400 0 0 0 400 200 0 600 0 600 

Owens Lake 50 100 150 0 100 100 250 200 100 350 200 550 
Centennial 

Flat/Darwin 50 100 150 0 100 100 250 100 100 250 200 450 

Rose Valley  100 100 200 0 100 100 300 200 100 400 200 600 

Pearsonville 50 50 100 200 0 200 300 100 150 200 350 550 

Group Subtotal 720 420 1,140 200 350 550 1,690 n/a n/a 1,140 550 1,690 

Panamint  

S
o
u

th
-

er
n

 100 200 300 0 0 0 300 150 0 450 0 450 

Trona 100 200 300 0 400 400 700 150 0 450 400 850 

Group Subtotal 200 400 600 0 400 400 1,000 n/a n/a 600 400 1,000 
Death Valley 

Junction 

E
a
st

er
n

 100 100 200 0 100 100 300 200 0 400 100 500 

Chicago Valley 50 0 50 0 0 0 50 50 0 100 0 100 

Charleston View 500 250 750 0 0 0 750 750 0 1,500 0 1,500 

Sandy Valley 100 100 200 0 0 0 200 200 0 400 0 400 

Group Subtotal 750 450 1,200 0 100 100 1,300 n/a n/a 1,200 100 1,300 

Total County 1,670 1,270 2,940 200 850 1,050 3,990 n/a n/a 2,940 1,050 3,990 

 

 

 



1. Policy MER-2.6 (Avoid or Minimize Impacts) – The County shall work 

with renewable energy developers and other agencies to avoid or 

minimize impacts to the social, economic, visual, and environmental 

resources of the County from renewable energy development. 

2. Policy MER-2.7 (Reclamation Planning) – The County shall work with 

renewable energy developers to provide and implement a reclamation 

plan for the termination of any renewable energy generation facility 

including all equipment and accessory structures related to the facility, 

including but not limited to solar collector arrays, wind turbines, 

mounting posts, substations, electrical infrastructure, transmission lines, 

operations and maintenance buildings, and other accessory structures. 

3. Policy MER-2.8 (Renewable Energy Facility Development along the Los 

Angeles Aqueducts) – The County shall encourage the use of land over the 

Los Angeles Aqueduct for renewable energy facility development. These 

areas are not included in the REDAs and their area totals shall not be 

used in the transfer of megawatts between REDAs. 

 

o New Mineral and Energy Resources Implementation Measures: 

 

1. Continue the Expedited Permitting Process for Photovoltaic Systems and 

continue providing how-to information for small-scale facilities. 

2. Create and maintain a REDA land use diagram and inventory of the lands 

included in it. 

3. Review renewable energy facility proposals for ways to avoid or minimize 

the potential impacts to the County’s social, economic, visual and 

environmental resources, in consultation with other local, regional, State, 

out-of-State and federal agencies, local Tribes, and Inyo County citizens. 

4. Collect and disseminate strategies to avoid or minimize impacts from 

renewable energy facilities. 

5. Periodically review, and as necessary update, the REDA Overlay and 

allocations tables. 

6. Review and approve reclamation plans at the onset of renewable energy 

facility development projects and oversee the implementation of 

reclamation plans at the termination of renewable energy facilities. 

7. Encourage development of energy storage technologies to maximize 

efficient renewable energy generation. 

8. Encourage mitigation for renewable energy projects to be located in 

Wilderness.  

 

o New Water Resources policy: 

Policy WR-3.5 (Sustainable Renewable Energy Development) – The County shall 

require renewable energy facility development to incorporate measures to 

minimize water consumption and use of potable water and encourage the use of 

reclaimed water. 

 

 



 

 

44 

o New Visual Resources policies: 

 

Policy VIS-1.8 (Utility –Scale Renewable Energy Development, Light and Glare, 

Night Skies) – The County shall encourage siting and screening to avoid or 

minimize significant changes to the visual environment from renewable energy 

facility development, including avoiding or minimizing light and glare, and 

impacts to Death Valley National Park’s International Night Skies designation. 

 

Policy VIS-1.9 (Economic Impacts from lost Visual Resources) - The County shall 

balance renewable energy facility development opportunities with the potential 

loss of tourist based economic opportunities from impacts to visual resources. 

 

o New Visual Resources or Economic Development Implementation Measure 

Work with applicants, economists, and visual resource experts to develop a 

standardized method to quantify economic impacts from lost visual resources due 

to renewable energy facility development to the County’s tourist economy. 

 

o New Recreation Implementation Measures: 

Work with developers and other agencies to minimize impacts to recreational 

access from renewable energy facility development. Work with renewable energy 

developers to provide educational recreation opportunities based on renewable 

energy development. 

 

• Public Safety Element 

o New Air Quality Implementation Measure: 

Support appropriate efforts to combine air quality improvements with other 

social, cultural, and environmental goals, including renewable energy facility 

development. 

 

o New Noise Implementation Measure: 

Work with developers and other agencies to minimize noise from renewable 

energy facility development 

 

Opportunities and Constraints Technical Study (OCTS) 

The County’s consultant team conducted a renewable energy resource analysis to 

evaluate the County by levels of environmental constraints that refined and furthered the 

analysis performed by County staff. The REDAs developed by the County, based on the 

criteria shared with the public and stakeholders, were compared with the OCTS analysis. 

The evaluation also took into consideration the comments provided by the public 

(Appendix B: Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment Opportunities and 

Constraints Technical Study (OCTS). The OCTS environmental resource analysis used 

aesthetics, biological, cultural, geology and soils, hazards and hazardous materials, 

hydrology and water quality, land use, mineral resources and socioeconomic factors to 

identify categories of constraints including: 

• Areas least constrained. 

• Areas moderately constrained 
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This evaluation found that most of the REDAs identified by the County fall into the 

category of ‘moderately constrained’, with some areas also in ‘areas least constrained’.  

 

County staff compared the OCTS analysis to the REDAs to help guide the development 

of the less intense and intense alternatives. Many of the areas identified by the OCTS that 

were inside a REDA and were eliminated by the OCTS as areas that are ‘least 

constrained’ or ‘moderately constrained’, were the same as areas identified by staff and 

were not included in the less intensive alternative. Areas that were identified by the 

OCTS as ‘least constrained’ or ‘moderately constrained’ and found outside of a REDA 

were commonly found near REDAs or were areas identified by staff as potentially 

appropriate for the intensive alternative. The areas adjacent to a REDA were incorporated 

into it and those outside were used to develop new REDAs and provided the intensive 

alternative (Less Intensive and Intensive REDA maps Attachment D). As this REGPA 

moves forward into the PEIR phase, less intense and intense alternatives will be 

necessary as part of the environmental evaluation. These draft versions can be modified 

or used as is for the PEIR.  

  

The OCTS also reviewed transmission issues that will affect renewable energy facility 

development potential in the County. The OCTS results were similar to the County’s 

conclusions that substantial upgrades will be necessary for utility-scale or distributed 

generation facilities to fully develop in the County. The OCTS also found that upgrades 

in the southeast part of the County, tapping into the Nevada lines (Attachment A: 

Background Report, Map 11, pg.23), would require the least amount of investment for 

the upgrades necessary for development.  

 

Summary 

The County is still committed to completing a Renewable Energy General Plan 

Amendment. This is the first step in this process which includes: 

• A Background Report analyzing the ‘what’ and ‘why’ the County is preparing a 

REGPA, including criteria that could be used in developing Renewable Energy 

Development Areas and policy concepts based on the 2011 REGPA. 

• A public and stakeholder outreach campaign to vet the criteria and the policy 

concepts for their appropriateness in using to develop REDAs and a new REGPA. 

• An Opportunities and Constraints Technical Study that further refines the criteria 

as set forth in the background report. 

• DRAFT REGPA Update. 

 

Next Steps  

The Planning Commission will make recommendations to the Board of Supervisors, 

especially with regard to the REDA and draft policies. Once the draft REDAs and 

policies have been reviewed by the Board of Supervisors the proposal will be updated 

and used as the basis for the PEIR. The Notice to Proceed (NOP) will then be submitted 

in spring 2014 to initiate the CEQA process. The draft PEIR is anticipated to be complete 

in summer of 2014 and the Final at the end of 2014. The next series of public outreach 

will occur as part of the NOP and subsequent PEIR process. The REDAs and the draft 

policies will be reevaluated after the PEIR process and updated as appropriate per 
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stakeholder and public outreach. The information will be shared with the Planning 

Commission to make a recommendation for staff to bring to the Board of Supervisors for 

approval. 

 

ALTERNATIVES 

 

1. Recommend staff continue with the information and recommendations as 

presented in this staff report and accompanying attachments, to update the 

County General Plan with Renewable Energy Development language. 

Recommended as this alternative allows staff to continue with the work plan 

already in place for the REGPA and with the products already developed. 

 

2. Recommend staff cease the update efforts for a Renewable Energy General Plan 

Amendment and leave status quo. This alternative this is not recommended as it 

would effectively end the County’s ability to guide how and where renewable 

energy development can occur or incorporate community input into these 

decisions and this is contrary to the Boards’ previous direction.  

 

3. Encourage renewable energy development on BLM Variance Areas and DRECP 

Development Focus Areas. Recommended, as these areas have been fully studied 

and vetted as optimal for renewable energy facility development by a multitude of 

agencies, scientists and citizens. 

 

4. Continue to encourage both small-scale and distributed generation facilities. 

Recommended, these are the preferred facility types based on stakeholder and 

public input and the County has consistently encouraged them in the past. 

 

5. Use the intensive or less intensive alternatives as presented in this staff report as 

the preferred alternative. This alternative is not recommended as it would change 

the preferred alternatives presented by staff to a more intensive or less intensive 

scale and the preferred alternatives are based on criteria vetted by the stakeholder 

groups and the general public. 

 

6. Reevaluate the REDAs and the draft megawatt allocation policies based on them 

to increase or decrease the limitations on the megawatts allowed in each. This 

alternative is not recommended as it would impose changes to the limits allocated 

to each REDA by staff evaluations and effectively increase or decrease the 

amount of megawatts allowed per REDA. These allocations are based on the 

REDAs’ size and locational characteristics that were based on the criteria as 

presented and vetted by the stakeholders and general public. 

 

7. Eliminate the ability to transfer megawatts between the REDAs. This alternative is 

not recommended as it would not allow for megawatt transfers between REDAs 

that could affect the ability to fully develop a choice REDA by keeping megawatt 

allocations open for REDAs that may be less ideal. 
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8. Do not include mapped REDAs as part of the REGPA - instead review proposed 

renewable energy development based on a specific set of criteria and direct staff 

to use the criteria already developed, add or subtract from it, or come up with a 

new set of criteria to evaluate renewable energy facility projects on a case by 

case basis. This alternative is not recommended as this General Plan amendment 

work is being done to provide direction for renewable energy facility 

development so that they do not have to be evaluated on a case by case basis. 

 

9. Work with the CEC to explore the possibility of transmission corridor 

designations in the County. Recommended, this will allow the County more 

control in identifying where transmission facilities can be located. The REDAs 

can be a critical factor in these corridor designations providing for consistency in 

the long term between REDAs and the associated transmission requirements. 

 

10. Streamline classes of renewable energy projects based on: 

a. A specific set of criteria 

b. Within subareas of the REDAs based on a specific set of criteria 

c. The PEIR analysis 

This alternative would allow for additional assurances for developers and 

environmental concerns by further identifying sites that would be pre-qualified 

based on a set of criteria defined by the County or based on the results of the 

PEIR for streamlined development review. This alternative is not recommended 

since the PEIR can streamline all projects. 

 

11. Allow distributed generation projects to site outside of the REDAs. Not 

recommended, this would allow distributed generation facilities to site outside of 

the REDAS that have been determined by the criteria set forth in this report that 

was vetted by the stakeholders and general public.  

 

12. Only allow small-scale renewable energy projects (for private on-site use). This 

alternative is not recommended. Although some of the stakeholders and the 

general public expressed concerns about having utility-scale renewable energy 

facilities in the County and would like to restrict renewable energy development 

to private on-site use of rooftop and ground mounted solar and small wind energy 

systems, this alternative would not provide policy language addressing the larger 

projects that may still be developed on state, federal and LADWP land.  As 

pointed out by some of the stakeholders and general public, renewable energy 

development can also provide greatly needed economic opportunity to the 

County, disallowing it would effectively remove this potential.  

 

13. Only allow Distributed Generation (facilities that generate less than 20-

megawatts). Many of the stakeholders and the general public expressed a 

preference for distributed generation facilities (20 megawatts or less) over utility-

scale (above 20 megawatts). This alternative is not recommended, however, as 

distributed generation is best developed in the area where the power is used. Inyo 

County already gets its power from a renewable resource (the hydroelectric 
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1.  Introduction 

This background report has been prepared to give an overview of Inyo County’s current and 

previous efforts to include policies for renewable energy development in its General Plan. It 

includes a summary of work regarding renewable energy development done by many other 

agencies, organizations and jurisdictions that the County finds important to consider in the 

development of General Plan policy. It also provides a foundation for potential criteria that can 

be incorporated into any effort by the County to identify areas that may be appropriate for 

renewable energy development. This body of work will be shared with stakeholder groups and 

the general public for their input. Once the County has received comment and updated the work 

in this background report, per stakeholder/public comment, it will be further refined. This 

refinement will include an Opportunities and Constraints Technical Study (OCTS) that will 

provide more detailed criteria to identify Renewable Energy Development Areas (REDAs) based 

not only on the results of the OCTS analysis, but also on the background report and 

stakeholder/public input. What is learned from this process will be used to develop policy and 

the REDAs. The areas identified as potential REDAs will be the subject of a Programmatic 

Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) that, along with draft policy, will include outreach for 

additional public input.  

 

This work is being done through a grant from the California Energy Commission (CEC) that was 

authorized by AB 113 Perez, and consists of funds from the Renewable Resource Trust Fund. 

These funds were made available to the County because of its participation in the Desert 

Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP). The DRECP was established in May 2010, by 

an agreement between the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), the CEC, US 

Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and the US Department of Fish and Wildlife Service 

(USFWS) to guide renewable energy development in tandem with a multispecies conservation 

plan for the Mojave and Colorado Desert regions. Counties located within the DRECP area were 

also invited to participate in the DRECP efforts. Inyo County has been active in the DRECP 

since its inception and in March 2013 entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) 

with the CEC. The MOU provides the framework for a cooperative relationship between the 

CEC and Inyo County that focuses on effective planning and promotion of renewable energy 

development (Appendix A). To further these efforts, the County is updating its General Plan with 

policies designed to facilitate the development of eligible renewable energy resources. The 

County will focus primarily on solar and wind in its Renewable Energy General Plan 

Amendment (REGPA), as geothermal and hydro-electric generation is already adequately 

addressed in the General Plan and the Zoning Code. 

 

2.  Inyo County 

Inyo County is best described as rural. With approximately 10,200-square miles of land and 

18,456 people (2010 Census) it has an approximate 1.8 persons-per-square-mile population 

density. Most of the land in Inyo County is held in public ownership, less than 2-percent of 

County land is privately owned (Map 1: Land Ownership Inyo County). The County has only 

one incorporated city (City of Bishop). Most of the County’s population lives in Bishop or in the 

areas just surrounding it. The rest of the County’s population lives in small towns scattered 

throughout, but with most located on the Highway-395 corridor located in the Owens Valley. 
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Map 1: Land Ownership in Inyo County 
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Lying on the east side of the Sierra Nevada, the County has a high-desert climate, caused by the 

rain shadow effect of the Sierra. These climates are marked by very hot summers and very cold 

winters – both predominately dry. The County is part of the basin and range province that 

extends across most of the western United States. The basin and range province was created by 

faulting in the earth’s crust that caused uplifting, down-dropping, and stretching of the land. The 

County’s extreme landscape caused by these geologic forces includes the highest point in the 48-

contiguous states of the United States (Mt. Whitney at 14,505-feet) and the lowest point (Bad 

Water Basin in Death Valley at 282-feet below sea level). Inyo County has a rich history of 

mining and agricultural activities (primarily cattle ranching).  

 

3.  The County’s Interest and Commitment to Renewable Energy 

Inyo County has a long history of renewable energy development, beginning with the 

construction of the Los Angeles aqueduct. In 1908, the Division Creek hydroelectric power plant 

was constructed followed by the Cottonwood Creek hydroelectric power plant. Both were built 

for the purpose of providing the electricity needed in the construction the Los Angeles aqueduct. 

Subsequent dams and power plants were built along the aqueduct system and are still producing 

electricity today. The Southern California Edison Company also has several dams and power 

plants along Bishop Creek that produce hydro-electricity. 

 

Inyo County added Title 19 to its Code in 1973 to guide the development of geothermal 

resources within its borders. The County also has language in its General Plan encouraging the 

development of geothermal resources. These geothermal resources were tapped in 1987, when 

the Coso Geothermal Power generation facility was built. It consists of four power plants that 

have produced up to 270-Megawatts of electricity.  

 

More recently, the County has been active in the large scale planning for renewable energy 

development throughout the desert southwest by involvement in the DRECP, The California 

Transmission Planning Group (CTPG), and the Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative 

(RETI). The County’s involvement in these groups and initiatives is to promote better land use 

and transmission opportunities for responsible renewable energy development in Inyo County. In 

2010 the County adopted Title 21: the Inyo County Renewable Energy Ordinance (Appendix B). 

The Renewable Energy Ordinance was developed to encourage and guide the development of 

solar and wind resources in the County. Also in 2010, the County wrote, and in 2011, adopted a 

Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment (REGPA). It was challenged by environmental 

groups, though, and the County did not have the funds necessary to try to defend it in court; and 

therefore, it was subsequently rescinded. Because of the County’s involvement in the DRECP, 

funding has become available to revisit the REGPA and conduct additional environmental 

evaluation of it, effectively continuing the County’s legacy of interest and commitment to 

renewable energy development. 

 

4.  Economic Potential  

Inyo County’s economy has historically relied on natural resources as its base. This includes 

cattle ranching to supply miners with food during the gold rush, mining a wide variety of 

minerals found in the County, sheepherding, orchard and vegetable crops; and tourist based 
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activities that take advantage of the unique landscapes and wildlife the County has to offer, such 

as camping, hiking, fishing, and hunting. In more recent times, the County has had to rely more 

on tourist based activities and services, as well as, government and land management as its main 

economic drivers. Renewable energy development has also played a role in the County’s 

economy, with the Coso Geothermal Power Plant and several hydroelectric generating facilities.  

 

Additional renewable energy development has the potential to add to the County’s economic 

base. With both solar and wind facilities, an initial boost to the local economy can happen during 

construction in the form of an increase in the labor force that requires goods and services, land 

sales and the use of local materials. In the long term, it can provide higher property and sales tax 

revenues; the continued use of local materials; and the provision of long term jobs (more so with 

wind than solar) that can, in turn, cause a permanent increase in the procurement of local goods 

and services. The County is also well positioned, with an above average potential to provide 

renewable energy generation, to help the State meet the 33-percent renewables goal and the 

entire country become more energy self-reliant. 

 

5.  Why a General Plan Amendment 

In California, State law mandates that every City and County adopt a comprehensive, long-term 

General Plan. The general plans are a set of policies and programs that form the blueprint for 

development throughout a community. General Plans are the basis for land use decisions made 

by elected and appointed officials, such as the Board of Supervisors and the Planning 

Commission. General Plans also provide the policy framework to develop local zoning 

ordinances and maps. California law also requires that each General Plan provide for seven 

mandatory elements, they are: Land Use, Circulation, Housing, Conservation, Open Space, 

Noise and Safety. A jurisdiction may also include additional elements. Inyo County’s General 

Plan has the optional elements of Government and Economic Development. 

 

In 2002, the State of California passed Senate Bill 1078 the California Renewables Portfolio 

Standard (RPS). Originally, the RPS required that investor-owned utilities, electric service 

providers, and community choice aggregators procure 20-percent of electricity from eligible 

renewable energy resources by 2017. In 2006 the RPS was accelerated under Senate Bill 107 to 

meet the 20-percent goal by 2010, and in 2011 it was expanded under Senate Bill 2 to require 33-

percent by 2020. It is one of the most ambitious renewable energy standards in the country and 

recently Governor Jerry Brown stated that he thought it is possible to reach a 40-percent RPS, 

opening the possibility to make it even more ambitious.  

 

In light of the RPS, interest in renewable energy generation grew in Inyo County making it 

apparent to County staff and officials that structure and guidance would be required to ensure 

that potential development is conducted in a manner consistent with the County’s overall goals 

for development. These policies can set the limits of where, when, how, and even if, renewable 

energy generation facilities will be built; and, can include provisions for actual sites identified in 

the County that are appropriate for renewable energy development; what specific factors must be 

met before development can commence; under what conditions a facility can be built; and, 
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requirements for the termination of a facility. Without General Plan policy direction these factors 

have to be considered on a case by case basis - if at all. 

 

6.  Inyo County Code (ICC) Title 21: The Renewable Energy Ordinance 

Noncommercial, small scale, photovoltaic (PV) systems for solar energy production are allowed 

in all Inyo County zoning districts and require building, electrical permits and California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review. To encourage these small scale, private, PV systems 

the County has created an expedited permitting process. In the case of noncommercial wind 

energy generation, the County has included in its zoning code: Chapter 18.79 Regulation of 

Small Wind Energy Systems. ICC 18.79 includes development standards applied to small wind 

energy systems and a requirement that a Conditional Use Permit, which requires Planning 

Commission approval with a public hearing, as well as CEQA review, are necessary for all 

applications to build them. The stricter requirements applying to noncommercial wind energy 

systems are primarily derived from aesthetic, noise, and safety concerns.  

 

ICC Title 21 (Appendix B) provides standards for commercial scale wind and solar energy 

development. Under ICC 21, the construction of any commercial solar thermal, photovoltaic, or 

wind energy power plant, or an electric transmission line associated with these types of power 

plants, requires the developer to either obtain a renewable energy permit or renewable energy 

impact determination or enter into a renewable energy development agreement with the County, 

and each choice is subject to CEQA review. Which one a developer uses is generally based on 

the size and type of facility that is being constructed.  For smaller scale projects a renewable 

energy permit can be appropriate. The permit must be approved by the Planning Commission, 

which requires a public hearing. The specific development standards attached to a renewable 

energy permit are decided on a case by case basis and can address the same requirements found 

in the rest of the County’s zoning code such as noise, light and glare, height, setbacks, and 

distance between structures.   

 

Large scale commercial facilities that are required to obtain approval from the California Energy 

Commission or the California Public Utilities Commission prior to construction are exempt from 

the County’s requirement to obtain a renewable energy permit. They are, however, required to 

obtain a renewable energy impact determination. The purpose of the renewable energy impact 

determination is to ensure that the development standards and/or mitigation measures that would 

otherwise be addressed in a renewable energy permit are to the extent possible, incorporated into 

any approval of the facility granted by a state or federal agency.  

 

The last option, a renewable energy development agreement, is designed to encourage and 

support the development of renewable energy projects. These exempt developers from the 

requirement of obtaining a renewable energy permit or renewable energy impact determination 

and, instead, are tailored to each project and developer through negotiations with the County. 

The process for entering into a renewable energy development agreement with the County are 

specified in ICC Title 20 – Development Agreements. All commercial scale renewable energy 

developments, per ICC 21, must also be consistent with the County’s General Plan.  
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7.  2011 REGPA 

After the adoption of ICC-Title 21 (August 2010) County staff began work on an update to the 

General Plan to provide policy direction for commercial scale renewable energy generation 

development. The REGPA was completed in April, 2011. Its development was based on 

outreach to local, regional, State, Tribal and national stakeholders, government agencies, and the 

interested public.  As part of this update, a General Plan Land Use Designation Overlay was 

created that identified where renewable energy projects, specifically solar and wind, might be 

developed. These areas were identified as places appropriate for further review for potential 

development, and were not pre-selected sites for development. The areas were identified with 

criteria that were based on site specific studies, environmental review, and permitting 

requirements pursuant to the Renewable Energy Ordinance and other applicable State, federal, 

and local laws. The update to the General Plan consisted of additions to the language in the Land 

Use, Public Services and Facilities, Economic Development, Conservation and Open Space, and 

Public Safety Elements. The updates focused on: identifying the appropriate means to develop 

renewable wind and solar energy resources, provided that social, economic, and environmental 

impacts are minimized; offsetting costs to the County and lost economic development potential, 

and mitigation of economic effects; working to protect military readiness, and; considering 

conversions of lands utilized for agriculture, mining, and recreation. Much of this previous work 

has been included in this report to help provide a foundation for the update. 

 

8.  Update – REGPA 2013 

Under California State Planning guidance, the General Plan is where a community develops its 

visions, goals and policies for land use and development.  Inyo County is still committed to 

updating its General Plan with policies for renewable energy development. By doing so, the 

County hopes to provide the proper structure and guidance for potential development and keep it 

consistent with overall vision of the County that was adopted through a thorough public process 

and expressed in the General Plan. Overall, the County and its citizens are in support of 

renewable energy development as long as it is conducted in a manner that does not interfere with 

the other goals and visions for the County. Providing for the realization and coordination of the 

varying interests in the County, as they relate to renewable energy development, is a primary 

goal of the REGPA. 

 

9.  Renewable Energy Development Areas (REDA) 

As part of the REGPA the County will identify REDAs that may be appropriate for renewable 

energy development exploration. They are envisioned to be areas viable for renewable energy 

development, based on criteria developed within the confines of: energy generation ability, 

proximity to transmission, the presence of biological and cultural attributes, socio-economic 

factors, and visual resources, and refined by public input. Identifying sites in this way will help 

to direct potential developers to areas that are appropriate, and out of areas that are not. It will 

also keep costs to developers down by preventing time lost to looking at sites that are inadequate 

or unacceptable. The Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) will provide the 

opportunity to partially, or in some cases fully, conduct environmental reviews on the REDAs. 
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Solar Thermal Power Plant 

10.   Criteria for REDA 

The County developed a set of criteria for identifying areas that may be viable for renewable 

energy development during the 2011 REGPA process. These areas were identified as the 

Renewable Energy Land Use Designation Overlay. Along with public input, there are factors 

that have to be considered and included as criteria as the County moves forward with this current 

update and the development of the new or modified REDA. It is essential to identify areas that 

have the capacity to generate enough energy to make their development financially feasible; 

therefore, the criteria should include areas with the highest potential for renewable energy 

generation. These areas must also be close enough to existing transmission corridors to export 

energy without the huge expense and environmental disruption of new transmission lines. It is 

also vital to minimize disturbance to critical habitats of plants and animals and from important 

historic and cultural sites as well as the landscapes and vistas that make Inyo County unique.  

 

11.  Solar Energy Generation 

The two primary types of solar power 

generation technologies are photovoltaic (PV) 

panel systems and solar thermal trough or 

tower systems. A typical solar thermal power 

plant uses hundreds of mirrors to concentrate 

sunlight for boiling liquid to produce steam 

that spins a turbine. Solar thermal facilities 

have potential visual impacts from use of 

mirrors, and require intensive water use to  

 

cool turbines. PV panels consist of a series of cells 

made from a semiconductor, usually silicon, which 

frees electrons to create an electric current. PV 

facilities cover a lot of land, over one hundred acres 

for large-scale projects generating more than twenty 

megawatts of electricity, raising concerns related to 

habitat and agricultural lands, cultural, historical, 

and visual resources among other possible impacts.  

 

12.  Wind Energy Generation 

Wind energy producing projects vary in size, from a 

few wind turbines (distributed wind systems) serving individual customers or operating either at 

substations or at the end of a utility’s distribution system, to large arrays of wind turbines (wind 

farms) designed for providing large scale electricity production. Wind farms vary in generating 

capacity anywhere from five to more than several hundred megawatts and may consist of a few 

to several thousand wind turbines of the same or different sizes/models. The turbines are 

mounted on towers and often are placed in linear arrays along ridge tops, or sited in uniform 

patterns on flat or hilly terrain. Potential impacts related to wind energy production include the 

Photovoltaic Panels 



Background Report, Inyo County Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment 

Inyo County, California January 13, 2014 8 

noise emitted by the wind turbines; the possibility of birds 

and bats flying into the turbines; and, visual impacts of the 

turbines on the landscape. 

 

13.  The County’s Solar and Wind Potential 

All of the southwest United States has been identified as 

having exceptional solar energy generation potential and 

many in the country are looking to the southwest for 

opportunities to develop solar energy. Wind energy 

generation potential is more scattered. In California, there 

are areas with superb wind energy potential, but not in large 

area expanses like solar. Based on work done for the 

Department of Energy (DOE) by the National Renewable 

Energy Laboratory (NREL), Inyo County, like the rest of 

the southwest US, has excellent solar energy generation 

potential and good to excellent wind energy generation potential in several specific locations. 

The information regarding the County’s renewable energy generation potential will serve as a 

base for the REDA development. 

 

14.  Criteria for REDAs: Solar Potential Maps and Evaluations  

NREL, under the sponsorship of DOE, created the Concentrating Solar Resource of the United 

States Map (Map 2: Concentrating Solar Resources of the United States). This map illustrates the 

potential solar generation resources across the US, expressed in kilowatt hours-per square meter-

per day (kWh/m
2
/Day). The map was produced with a satellite radiation model developed by the 

State University of New York/Albany’s Richard Perez along with NREL, and other universities 

working for DOE. The model used to create the map takes hourly radiance images from 

geostationary weather satellites, daily snow cover data, and monthly averages of atmospheric 

water vapor, trace gases, and the amount of aerosols in the atmosphere, to calculate the hourly 

total insolation (sun and sky) falling on a horizontal surface (for more information about the 

map, please see: http://www.nrel.gov/gis/solar.html). DOE/NREL allows the use of this data in 

the form of ready-made maps as well as the use of Geographic Information Systems (GIS) 

shapefiles. The shapefiles allow the data to be shown at scales, which can include only specific 

areas (Map 3: Concentrating Solar Resources, Inyo County). This map illustrates that most of 

Inyo County is covered by areas with the highest kWh/m
2
/Day - over 7.5. 

 

14.1 Solar Rooftop 
Inyo County was also a participant in the Southwest Solar Transformation Initiative (SSTI).  

The SSTI was another DOE funded project. It focused on rooftop solar generation potential with 

the idea that there is quite a bit of usable area for solar energy generation available on the already 

built environment. The SSTI group provided the County with an evaluation of its ability to 

generate solar energy from the County’s rooftops. It found that the County could potentially 

produce 47,398,000 kilowatt-hours (kWh), over a 5-year period, or enough power production, 

over 5-years, for 4,067 homes from its existing rooftops (SSTI Inyo County Roadmap, please 

see: http://www.solarroadmap.com/national/california/inyo-county-ca/). 

Wind Turbines 
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Map 2: Concentrating Solar Resources of the United States 
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Map 3: Concentrating Solar Resources, Inyo County 
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The SSTI work, like the DOE/NREL Solar Resource Program, provided the County with 

invaluable information that emphasized its vast solar energy generation potential. Although most 

rooftop solar energy generation potential in Inyo County would come from residential resources 

that are already encouraged in the General Plan and allowed in all zoning districts, the County 

may still consider solar rooftop energy potential as it develops renewable energy policy. 

 

15.  Criteria for REDAs: Wind Potential Maps and Evaluations 

Wind energy generation potential in Inyo County is not as remarkable as solar, there is, however, 

still real potential. The 50m and 80m Wind Power Resource Maps of California, produced by 

DOE/NREL, illustrates wind power potential across the state (Map 4: 50-meter Wind Power 

Resource Map of California) (Map 5: 80-meter Wind Power Resource Map of California). These 

maps were developed with information from the wind resource assessment of the US. It was 

created for DOE in 1986 by the Pacific Northwest Laboratory. The wind resource assessment is 

based on surface wind data, coastal marine area data and upper-air data, where applicable.  In 

data-sparse areas, three qualitative indicators of wind speed or power were used when applicable, 

they are: topographic/ meteorological indicators (e.g. gorges, mountain summits, sheltered 

valleys); wind deformed vegetation; and eolian landforms (e.g. playas, sand dunes). The data 

was evaluated at a regional level to produce 12 regional wind resource assessments.  The 

regional assessments were then incorporated into the national wind resource assessment (for 

more information about this map, please see: 

http://www.windpoweringamerica.gov/maps_template.asp?stateab=ca). DOE/NREL, as they do 

with the solar data, allows access to the GIS shapefiles for the 50-meter data, so that the data can 

be shown varying scales. The 50m Wind Power Resource Map of Inyo County shows that there 

are sizable areas in Inyo County with ‘excellent’ wind power potential and small pockets of area 

with ‘outstanding’ to ‘superb’ potential (Map 6: 50m Wind Power Resource Map of Inyo 

County). The 80-meter data map better defines the areas in the County with wind potential, but 

does not really show additional areas. 

 

Through the DRECP efforts, a scenario for wind energy resources was developed by the 

California Wind Energy Association (CalWEA).  The CalWEA work evaluates areas within the 

DRECP for wind energy development potential. The areas are broken into three categories: Wind 

Development Focus Areas (Wind-DFA), these areas have the highest wind resource potential, 

are within 10-miles of existing transmission corridors and do not overlap with BLM Areas of 

Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) or Desert Wildlife Management Areas (DWMA); 

Neutral Areas, these include areas of lower quality (but still commercially viable) wind resources 

and high-quality wind resources located in ACECs and DWMAs, all within 10-miles of existing 

transmission corridors; and, Reserve Design Areas that are areas within the DRECP where wind 

energy development is basically prohibited. They also categorized these area definitions further 

with Phase 1 and Phase 2 distinctions. A map produced by CalWEA shows these areas within the 

DRECP boundary (Map 7: CalWEA Priority Wind Resource Areas). The map shows that the 

area of Inyo County included in the DRECP does have sections identified as Priority Wind 

Resource Areas. These areas are found mostly in the Owens Valley, south of Fish Springs to 

Pearsonville (minus Owens Dry Lake), as well as, a small area east of Trona. There are also 
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Map 4: 50-meter Wind Power Resource Map of California 
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Map 5: 80-meter Wind Power Resource Map of California 
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Map 6: 50m Wind Power Resource Map of Inyo County 
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Map 7: CalWEA Priority Wind Resource Areas 
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Neutral areas that surround the DFAs. This map shows that there is wind energy development 

potential in Inyo County and within the confines of the DRECP.  

 

16.  Criteria for REDAs: Transmission 

Several planning efforts have been dedicated to the evaluation of the current transmission line 

capabilities and necessary upgrades that may be required to carry additional electricity that 

would be generated by renewable energy resources based on the State’s RPS. The potential to 

develop renewable energy resources in specific areas will be dependent on transmission capacity 

as it is pointless to generate energy that cannot be delivered. The County is using these resources 

to help identify appropriate areas for renewable energy development (Map 8: Existing Power 

Plants & Transmission Lines). 

 

16.1 The Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative (RETI) 
The RETI was coordinated by a committee that included staff from the California Public Utilities 

Commission (CPUC); the CEC, the California Independent System Operator; Northern 

California Power Agency; Southern California Public Power Authority; and, the Sacramento 

Municipal Utility District. This group, through a series of studies, evaluated transmission 

projects that would be needed to accommodate the RPS goals, support future energy policy, and 

facilitate transmission corridor designation and transmission and generation (power plant) siting 

and permitting. It assessed areas identified as Competitive Renewable Energy Zones (CREZ) in 

California. These areas were selected based on their ability to provide significant electricity to 

California consumers by the year 2020, while also being cost effective and having low impacts 

on the environment. The transmission plans developed by the RETI used the CREZs for 

development areas to base their evaluations (Map 9: Proposed Transmission Corridors – Inyo 

and Surrounding Counties). 

 

Competitive Renewable Energy Zones (CREZ) areas were identified within the RETI with goals 

and criteria including: 

• Minimize area needed to collect and transmit energy  

• Minimize proximity to protected areas 

• Minimize disruption of wildlife and species of special significance 

o Significant species frequency 

o Wildlife corridors 

o Important bird areas 

• Maximize utilization of previously disturbed lands  

o Disturbed area sites (previously developed, including resource extraction) 

• Expected generation capacity and annual energy potential  

• Transmission rights of way 

• Transmission availability and resource capacity 

o Engineering feasibility 

The CREZ were also given an economic ranking that was determined based on the value of all 

resources located within each CREZ, relative to their size and limitations (Map 8: Proposed 

Transmission Corridors – Inyo and Surrounding Counties).
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Map 8: Existing Power Plants & Transmission Lines 
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Map 9: Proposed Transmission Corridors – Inyo and Surrounding Counties 
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16.2 California Transmission Planning Group (CTPG) 
The CTPG also studied the State’s current transmission capacity as it relates to renewable 

energy. The CTPG evaluated existing transmission for potential additional delivery capacity and 

for transmission reliability. Their work focused on the large scale movement of electricity and 

did not provide mapped areas, but instead, a list of priority transmission projects. The CTPG did 

not identify transmission upgrades in Inyo County as high or medium potential upgrades (these 

are based on projects already approved, or in the planning stage, and convenience for large scale 

and interstate transmission), although they did identify potential need for additional capacity on 

current transmission lines that run through the Owens Valley if additional electricity is imported 

from northern California the Pacific North West or Northern Nevada. 

 

16.3 Solar Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) 
PEIS was an effort by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and DOE to study the availability 

of BLM land for solar development and transmission projects. The geographic scope of the PEIS 

for the BLM includes all BLM-administered lands in a six-state study area: Arizona, California, 

Colorado, Nevada, New Mexico, and Utah. The scope of the impact analysis included an 

assessment of the potential environmental, social, and economic impacts of utility-scale solar 

facilities and the required transmission connections from these facilities to the existing electricity 

transmission grid and other associated infrastructure such as roads over an approximately 20-

year time frame (until about 2030). The PEIS also evaluated BLM land for right-of-way (ROW) 

access for transmission facilities to make private solar energy development possible on private 

land. This work identified some BLM land located in Inyo County as available for solar energy 

ROW authorizations.  

 

The BLM’s PEIS work was based on the development of Solar Energy Zones (SEZ). The SEZs 

are defined areas where the BLM may prioritize and facilitate utility-scale production of solar 

energy and associated transmission infrastructure development. SEZs are relatively large areas 

that provide highly suitable locations for utility-scale solar development: locations where solar 

development is economically and technically feasible, where there is good potential for 

connecting new electricity-generating plants to the transmission distribution system, and where 

there is generally low resource conflict. ROWs for utility-scale solar energy development in 

SEZs will be given priority over all other ROWs. In the final PEIS BLM identified two SEZs in 

California that are located in Imperial and Riverside counties – none were established in Inyo 

County. County leaders were disappointed with this result as the County has maintained a high 

level of interest in renewable energy development and welcomed SEZs within it boundary. The 

County appealed the BLMs decision to exclude SEZ in Inyo County based on arguments that:  

• The decision was inconsistent with the need identified in the PEIS to provide for utility 

scale solar energy development on public land, provide flexibility to the solar industry to 

consider a variety of solar energy projects, optimize existing transmission infrastructure 

and corridors, and meet projected demand for solar energy development; 

• BLM’s plans were inconsistent with County plans and policies and therefore the results 

were detrimental to the citizens of Inyo County; and, 
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• Many lands were excluded based on the BLM’s land category of Special Recreation 

Management Areas (SMRA) and BLM was not able to provide a satisfactory definition 

for the SMRA designation. 

BLM contended that their planning efforts did meet the objectives set forth in the PEIS, which 

were based on numerous federal orders and mandates and that BLM’s work was consistent with 

officially approved or adopted resource-related plans of Indian tribes, other Federal agencies, and 

State and local governments to the extent that the resource-related plans agreed with the Federal 

Land Policy Management Act of 1976 and other the Federal laws and regulations they were 

operating under; and, further explained that a SRMA is an administrative unit where the existing 

or proposed recreation opportunities and recreation setting characteristics are recognized for their 

unique value, importance, and/or distinctiveness, especially as compared to other areas used for 

recreation and were excluded due to their recreational value. The BLM also advised the County 

that it could petition BLM for new or expanded solar energy zones in or in proximity to Inyo 

County and that future efforts to identify priority areas for solar energy development would be 

most appropriately conducted at the state or field office level as an individual land use planning 

effort, or as part of an ongoing land use plan revision. The BLM also encouraged the County to 

participate in the DRECP work, which it has been doing since the DRECP work began. 

  

The PEIS identified the lands that were proposed to be excluded from the SEZ and areas that 

might have development potential, but would require a variance. Exclusion areas are public lands 

to be avoided due to potential resource conflicts; to be reserved for other public uses; and, to 

keep lands that are not well suited for utility-scale solar energy development out of the SEZs. 

Variance areas are those areas that have been identified as possibly appropriate for development, 

but would require a variance from the BLM prior to any construction. The variance areas are the 

only areas identified in the PEIS for potential solar energy development in Inyo County. (Map 

10: BLM Variance Areas). 

 

16.4 DRECP Transmission Planning 
The DRECP is a regional planning effort that focuses on the areas of the Colorado and Mojave 

deserts located in California. As part of the DRECP planning process, an analysis of transmission 

needs was conducted. This analysis focused on the areas defined in the DRECP process as 

Development Focus Areas (DFA) and evaluated what the transmission needs would be to 

develop within them. These areas were selected based on their ability to provide high‐quality 

renewable energy resources; their access to existing or planned transmission and other 

supporting infrastructure; and, where impacts to wildlife and natural communities could be 

appropriately managed and mitigated. Six alternatives were examined (five included area within 

Inyo County). In each of these five alternatives, the conceptual transmission upgrades likely to 

be required to serve the conceptual DFAs, are: a new substation located, roughly, between 

Independence and Lone Pine and a new substation located near Ridgecrest, both serving a new 

transmission line that extends between them; and, a new transmission line extending from the 

new substation located between Independence and Lone Pine to the Keeler area (Map 9: 

Proposed Transmission Corridors – Inyo and Surrounding Counties). 
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Map 10: BLM Variance Areas 
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16.5 The West-Wide Energy Corridor Programmatic Environmental Impact 

Statement (WWEC-PEIS) 
The Bureau of Land Management and the U.S. Departments of Energy, Agriculture, and 

Defense, as part of their work to implement Section 368 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005, 

prepared a Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for Energy Corridors in 

Eleven Western States. The PEIS identifies energy corridors to facilitate future siting of oil, gas, 

and hydrogen pipelines, as well as renewable energy development projects and electricity 

transmission and distribution facilities on federal lands in the West to meet the region’s 

increasing energy demands while mitigating potential harmful effects to the environment. The 

PEIS identified corridors through the Owens and Rose Valleys roughly following existing 

transmission lines, as well as along the County’s eastern boundary with Nevada (Map 9: 

Proposed Transmission Corridors – Inyo and Surrounding Counties). 

 

16.6 California Independent System Operator (CAISO) 
CAISO is a nonprofit, public benefit, corporation serving as the independent grid operator that 

manages the flow of electricity across the high-voltage, long-distance power lines that make up 

80-percent of California’s and a small part of Nevada’s power grid. As part of their responsibility 

for power transmission, CAISO develops a yearly transmission plan. These plans are based on 

studies of electricity needs in low to high use period scenarios, transmission of electricity from 

out-of-state sources and renewable resources. The latest of these plans 2012-2013 identifies the 

transmission corridors held by Inyo County’s two electricity providers Southern California 

Edison (SCE) and the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP). The SCE 

transmission line service area that includes Inyo County is referred to as North of Lugo. It spans 

south to north serving San Bernardino, Kern, Inyo and Mono Counties and has ties into LADWP 

lines. The CAISO modeling identified various reliability concerns on the North of Lugo system. 

The proposed fixes are minor and do not include upgrades or increases in capacity to the system. 

SCE has no plans or proposals to generate or purchase power from locations that would require 

upgrades to the transmission lines that run through Inyo County. SCE also has transmission lines 

in the area identified as East of Lugo. This is a major transmission line that connects California, 

Nevada and Arizona. Upgrades to a 35-mile section of this line were approved for increased 

capacity from Ivanpah to El Dorado. This line also serves as the tie into Valley Electric facilities 

between Nevada and California (Map 11: Valley Electric Transmission). Although not 

mentioned in the CAISO plan, this line may provide the potential in the future for additional 

transmission to southeast Inyo County. 

 

16.7 Nevada Conceptual Transmission Plan 
The Nevada transmission plan was developed through a collaboration of utility companies in the 

State of Nevada to upgrade the State’s transmission system to serve renewable energy zones 

(established through work conducted by Nevada Renewable Energy Transmission Access 

Advisory Committee). Nevada’s plan includes a potential western route that could serve as a 

transmission section for linking northern and southern California. This conceptual line would run 

from northeast California to the Amargosa Valley in southwest Nevada. The expanded 

transmission capacity in Nevada would help Nevada energy developers get electricity to 

California markets. It might also create potential opportunities for local transmission lines to 
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Map 11: Valley Electric Transmission - Nevada 
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branch off of it allowing for renewable energy generated in Inyo County to be delivered to 

southern California and Nevada markets Nevada (Map 9: Proposed Transmission Corridors – 

Inyo and Surrounding Counties).  

 

16.8 LADWP 
LADWP has transmission lines that run along the east side of the Owens Valley, beginning in 

the Owens River Gorge and continuing into the San Fernando Valley. According to LADWP’s 

Southern Owens Valley Solar Ranch EIR, 2013, LADWP has transmission availability on this 

line and has a proposal for a solar project adjacent to it. This solar project will use most of the 

rest of the existing capacity on the LADWP line. Recently, LADWP was approved for an 

upgrade at its Barren Ridge transfer station that will increase the capability to move electricity 

from the Barren Ridge area into southern California, and opens the potential to increase capacity 

from the north to Barren Ridge if the lines into the Owens Valley and from the Owens Valley to 

Barren Ridge are ever upgraded.  

 

16.9 Local Lines 
Local lines can be found throughout Inyo County. Although these lines are far from each other 

and serve specific, isolated, areas, they have the potential to be upgraded or to have new higher 

capacity transmission located in their ROWs that could ultimately serve renewable energy 

generation facilities. These lines run from main lines, including but not limited to: Deep Springs, 

Panamint, Darwin, Death Valley Junction and Tecopa (Map 8: Existing Power Plants & 

Transmission Lines).  

 

16.10 Transmission Summary 
The County will include the transmission information in identifying the REDAs. It will 

incorporate the mapping elements from the RETI, DRECP, the WWEC-PEIS and the Solar 

PEIS, as well as the information contained in the other studies and plans that indicated there are 

no current plans for upgrading transmission in Inyo County in the near future. The County’s 

General Plan also provides direction through policies to consider the visual and environmental 

impacts associated with the placement of regional conveyance corridors (including utilities) and 

further encourages the co-location of such facilities. Staff will use this policy direction to 

identify REDAs close to existing regional transmission lines so that future needs for additional 

capacity could be met by co-locating in already established utility ROWs. Staff will also include 

areas that could be reached by local transmission lines that are close or convenient, based on 

ROW availability with minimal impacts. 

 

17.    Criteria for REDAs: Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP) 

The DRECP is a regional planning effort that focuses on the areas of the Colorado and Mojave 

deserts located in California. The DRECP boundary encompasses approximately 35,292 square 

miles of the southeast portion of California stretching from the US-Mexico Border up into Inyo 

County. Within Inyo County, the DRECP area covers 4,668 square miles of the county or 

roughly 46% of the land area. The western flank of the DRECP area includes the Owens Valley 

and extends from the southern boundary of Inyo County near Pearsonville to approximately 5-

miles south of Big Pine and is bordered on the west by the Sierra Nevada Mountains and on the 



Background Report, Inyo County Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment 

Inyo County, California January 13, 2014 25 

east by the Inyo Mountains. The 

DRECP encompasses portions 

of the China Lake Naval 

Weapons Center including the 

Coso Basin. The middle flank of 

the DRECP occupies the 

Panamint Valley and extends 

from the Inyo County boundary 

near Trona to approximately 3-

miles south of Hunter Mountain 

and is bordered on the west by 

the Argus Range and on the east 

by the Panamint Range. The 

eastern flank of the DRECP area 

covers much of the southeast 

portion of Inyo County 

including portions of Pahrump Valley, Chicago Valley, and Death Valley. A large portion of the 

eastern flank lies within the Death Valley National Park. This portion of the DRECP is bordered 

on the west by the Panamint Range and on the east by the Grapevine Mountains. The northern 

terminus of this portion ends at the California-Nevada border near Last Chance Canyon 

California. 

 

The DRECP was established in reaction to federal and state legislation enacted to promote 

renewable energy development, while providing for the conservation and management of plant 

and wildlife communities. The DRECP includes the development of solar thermal, utility-scale 

solar photovoltaic (PV), wind, and other forms of renewable energy and associated infrastructure 

such as electric transmission lines necessary for renewable energy development. It was prepared 

by a collaboration of state and federal agencies, with input from local governments, 

environmental organizations, industry, and other interested parties.  

 

A Renewable Energy Action Team (REAT) was assembled to be responsible for the 

development of the DRECP by a state executive order to streamline permit review and issuance 

time for renewable energy projects and to recommend avoidance measures or alternatives when 

appropriate. The REAT developed Solar Study Areas that were identified as potential areas for 

utility‐scale solar development. These areas were identified based on a number of criteria, 

including quality of solar resources, suitable slope, proximity to roads and transmission, acreage, 

and the conservation value of the land. Following further study, the areas were further refined to 

be available for projects capable of producing 10-megawatts, or more, of electricity for 

distribution. When the final DRECP is completed, it is expected to provide binding, long-term 

endangered species permit assurances while facilitating the review and approval of compatible 

renewable energy projects. Currently the DRECP is in review with seven alternatives being 

considered. Staff will include areas identified as appropriate for development with the DRECP 

mapping information (Map 12: Draft DRECP Development Focus Areas, based on the seven 

alternatives).

DRECP in Inyo County Inyo 
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Map 12: Draft DRECP Development Focus Areas, based on the seven alternatives 
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18.  Criteria for REDAs: Slope 

The placement of solar energy generating facilities requires a relatively flat terrain. Parabolic 

trough systems require a terrain with less than 2-percent slope; a 1-percent slope is ideal. Photo 

Voltaic panels are best located on terrains with slopes less than five-percent. The requirements 

for solar energy generation systems regarding slope optimize the systems’ ability to capture the 

sun’s solar radiation at varying angles throughout the day. The BLM used a less than 5-percent 

slope in the analysis for the PEIS. County staff repeated the use of less than 5-percent slope for 

the REDA criteria (Map 13: Inyo County Areas with Slopes less than 5-percent). 

 

19.  Criteria for REDAs: Degraded Land 

Degraded land is land that has previously been developed or disturbed in one form or another. 

This can include anything from abandoned housing to old mining sites. Degraded land can be a 

valuable asset for redevelopment, and depending on the specific conditions of the sites, is 

considered throughout many of the studies regarding renewable energy development, as land to 

consider for development. 

 

19.1 Brownfields 
The Rural Desert Southwest Brownfields Coalition (RDSBC) was established in 2011 and is 

made up of five counties: four from Nevada, Nye, Esmeralda, Lincoln, and White Pine; and, 

Inyo County, in California. The RDSBC Counties’ work focused on opportunities for renewable 

energy development, energy efficient technologies, and other “clean economy” projects. 

Currently two properties have been identified in Inyo County for potential brownfield 

redevelopment and one is potentially appropriate for renewable energy development. It is 

approximately100-acres of predominantly vacant land and is located on the west bank of the 

Owens Dry Lake, approximately ten-miles south of Lone Pine. Originally, the site was used by 

PPG Industries Bartlett Plant (PPG) as a salt extraction facility, until it ceased operation in 

1958.  Redevelopment ideas for the PPG Plant site have included a renewable energy project 

(Map 14: Inyo County Degraded Land). The RDSBC funding includes Phase I and Phase II 

assessments of the sites identified. As work with the RDSBC continues, additional sites within 

Inyo County may be identified as possible locations for renewable energy development. 

 

19.2 Mines 
There are numerous abandoned mine sites throughout Inyo County. Many of these sites are on 

BLM, National Forest and National Park lands. As the REGPA work continues, staff will further 

evaluate abandoned mines and borrow pits sites that might have the potential for renewable 

energy redevelopment (Map 13: Inyo County Degraded Land). 

 

19.3 Landfills 
Landfills within Inyo County were identified during the 2011 REGPA as places that may be 

appropriate for renewable energy development. They are located throughout the County and 

could be redeveloped as they become full, or in areas that are currently taken out of service. 

There are landfills that service, and are located, near each of the County’s communities (Map 14: 

Inyo County Degraded Land).
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Map 13: Inyo County Areas with Slopes less than 5-percent 
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Map 14: Inyo County Degraded Land 
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19.4 LADWP - Type-A vegetation management areas and Southern Owens 

Valley Solar Ranch – Area Narrowing Study, Area I 
As part of the Long Term Water Agreement entered into by Inyo County and the LADWP a 

study of vegetation communities was conducted. These vegetation communities were 

categorized into five management categories based on plant water use requirements. Type-A 

management areas are described under the water agreement as non-groundwater dependent and 

were considered as areas to be explored for renewable energy development early in the process. 

As LADWP seriously began exploring its properties in the Owens Valley for potential sites for 

solar energy development it included areas with Vegetation Type-A criteria and then expanded 

its criteria to include many other factors, including but not limited to: sensitive wildlife and plant 

communities; sensitive visual and cultural resources; wetland, riparian areas and springs; flood 

hazard areas; and, distance to transmission (Map 15: Type-A vegetation management areas and 

Southern Owens Valley Solar Ranch – Area Narrowing Study, Area I). This work effectively 

eliminated the northern area of the Owens Valley, roughly everything north of Independence. 

 

19.5 Owens Dry Lake 
The Owens Dry Lake is approximately 110-square-miles in size and, historically, it was the 

terminus of the Owens River. The Owens River and other area streams that fed Owens Lake 

were diverted by LADWP into the Los Angeles Aqueduct, which was completed in 1913. As a 

result of these water diversions, Owens Lake was predominately dry by 1930. The exposed 

lakebed became a major source of airborne dust in the Owens Valley. Due to the effects on air 

quality from the lake dust, the Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District mandated that 

the LADWP implement dust control measures. In 2009 the LADWP Board announced that they 

would be pursuing a solar demonstration project on a part of the dry lake bed that would also 

serve as a dust control measure. The LADWP has completed (2013) a Mitigated Negative 

Declaration on the solar demonstration project and plans to proceed with it, although there is 

currently no set date for the start of construction (Map 16: Solar Demonstration Project).  

 

20.  Criteria for REDAs: Property Owner Requests 

During the 2011 REGPA process several people requested that the County include their property 

in the Renewable Energy General Plan Overlay. The County also realized that it too, had 

property that may be appropriate to be included in the overlay. These additional properties have 

been incorporated as part of the 2013 REDA evaluations. 

 

20.1 County Property Surrounding Darwin 
Inyo County owns land that surrounds the community of Darwin. During the 2011 REGPA 

process of identifying Renewable Energy Overlay Areas this property was included as viable for 

renewable energy development as it is flat, currently unused, and near local transmission lines 

(Map 17: 2011 REGPA Areas to Include).  

 

20.2 Chicago Valley, Tecopa, Panamint and Laws 
Also during the 2011 REGPA process property owners in the Chicago Valley, Panamint, and 

Tecopa areas requested that land they owned be included in the Renewable Energy Overlay 
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Map 15: Type-A vegetation management areas and Southern Owens Valley Solar Ranch, 

Area Narrowing Study, Area I 
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Map 16: Solar Demonstration Project 
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Map 17: 2011 REGPA Areas to Include 
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with the hope that they could someday develop it. In Laws several areas owned by various 

agencies were also identified as being disturbed and subsequently it was suggested to include 

them as well (Map 17: 2011 REGPA - Areas to Include). 

21.  Criteria for REDAs: Proposed and Potential Projects 

Currently there are several proposed projects and projects that developers have discussed with 

staff, but have not yet submitted applications, as well as, some recently completed projects. 

These areas will be considered for inclusion in the REDAs. From north to south, these projects 

and proposals include:  

• the Big Pine School recently completed a solar rooftop parking structure;  

• Inyo County is presently finishing a solar rooftop parking structure at the Annex building 

in Independence and a ground mounted photovoltaic system has been completed at the 

jail;  

• Northland Power, Independence LLC is currently waiting to begin an EIR to develop a 

200-megawatt solar photovoltaic facility off Mazourka Canyon Road near Independence; 

• LADWP Southern Owens Valley Solar Ranch, a 200-megawatt facility to be located off 

Manzanar Reward Road, is currently in EIR review and comment period;  

• LADWP Solar Demonstration Project on the Owens Dry Lake, completed the CEQA 

process in June 2013;  

• Xanterra’s Furnace Creek Resort located in Death Valley installed a Photo Voltaic 

system that provides the electricity for all of its facilities, including the historic the Inn at 

Furnace Creek, the Ranch at Furnace Creek, Furnace Creek Golf Course, employee 

offices and housing;  

• Death  Valley National Park Visitor Center installed Photo Voltaic for use at all the 

park’s facilities;  

• Munro Valley Solar LLC applied for a 4-megawatt solar voltaic project in Olancha, 

currently staff is working with them on a development agreement;  

• Bright Source Energy, Hidden Hills, applied for a 500-megawatt Solar Thermal Power 

Plant project on approximately 3,500 acres in Charleston View, the County had come to 

an agreement with the applicant to address mitigation measures, but in April 2013 Bright 

Source suspended their application with the CEC and with the County in June 2013, the 

project is on hold indefinitely;  

• Little Lakes North and South, a wind energy developer has erected meteorological towers 

to test for the viability of wind energy resources in the area;  

• Coso Junction/Deep Rose a solar developer has expressed an interest in property located 

near the Deep Rose geothermal exploration area and near Coso Junction; and, 

• in Pearsonville, a solar developer has expressed an interest in property located on the east 

side of Highway-395 for solar development, no applications for a project have  

been submitted (Map 18: Proposed and Potential Projects).  
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Map 18: Proposed and Potential Projects 
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22.  Areas to be Considered for Exclusion from REDAs 

There are several current land uses, conditions and/or specific landscape characteristics that will 

need to be carefully examined during the REDA development process. Ultimately, some of these 

areas will need to be considered for exclusion from the REDAs. 

 

22.1 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) and Desert Wildlife 

Management Areas (DWMA) 
ACECs are areas defined by the BLM as having more than locally significant qualities, which 

give it special worth, consequence, meaning, distinctiveness, or cause for concern, especially 

compared to any similar resource;  

• have qualities or circumstances that make it fragile, sensitive, rare, irreplaceable, 

exemplary, unique, endangered, threatened, or vulnerable to adverse change;  

• has been recognized as warranting protection in order to satisfy national priority 

concerns or to carry out the mandates of Federal Land Management and Practices 

Act;  

• has qualities which warrant highlighting in order to satisfy public or management 

concerns about safety and public welfare; and/or  

• poses a significant threat to human life and safety or to property. 

 

Inyo County has about 20 identified ACECs within its boundary. The BLM has an additional 

designation for its lands: the Desert Wildlife Management Areas (DWMA). BLM land located 

Inyo County has one DWMA, the Mojave Ground Squirrel Management Area. This DWMA 

includes an area in the southwest section of the county from west of Pearsonville north to and 

surrounding Haiwee, and east to, and surrounding Darwin, and an area in the south center of the 

County that surrounds Homewood Canyon and Valley Wells (Map 19: ACEC and Mojave 

Ground Squirrel Management Area).  

 

22.2 Wilderness Areas 
Four federal agencies administer the US Wilderness areas: the US Forest Service; National Park 

Service; BLM and the US Fish and Wildlife Service. Much of the land in Inyo County is 

designated as Wilderness Area with an approximate total of 6,278-sq.mi., or approx. 61% of the 

County’s total land area (approx. 10,200-sq.mi.) (Map 20: Wilderness Areas). 

 

22.3 Sensitive Species 
Scattered throughout Inyo County are areas that may accommodate rare, endangered, and 

sensitive plant and animal species. The California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Wild Life 

and Habitat Program, created and maintains a database of critical species, the California Natural 

Diversity Database (CNDDB). CNDDB (2006 database was used for this report) provides data 

on Federal and State listed species by category of legal status. Inyo County has several species 

identified in the CNDDB as endangered or threatened on both the Federal and State lists. An 

Endangered Species is any species that is in danger of extinction throughout all or a significant 

portion of its range and a Threatened Species is any species that is likely to become an 

endangered species within the foreseeable future throughout all or a significant portion of its 

range. The Federal Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act) describes these two categories as  
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Map 19: ACEC and Mojave Ground Squirrel Management Area 
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Map 20: Wilderness Areas 
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those of declining species of plants and animals that need the Act's protections. The California 

definitions mean basically the same thing as the Federal. There are 9 federally listed endangered 

and 7 federally listed threatened species and 12 California listed endangered and 7 California 

listed threatened species in Inyo County, 8 of the total listed species are found on both the federal 

and state lists. Staff plans to leave these areas out of the REDAs (Map 21: Federal and State 

Listed Endangered and Threatened Species). 

 

22.4 Military interests:  

China Lake Naval Air Weapons Station (NAWS) and Military Flight ZonesDuring the 2011 

REGPA planning efforts, staff from the China Lake NAWS, alerted planning staff to their desire 

to keep the base out of the Renewable Energy Overlay Areas. They also informed staff that wind 

turbines have a disruptive effect on the radar systems that their test pilots rely on for flying 

aircraft and the heat from solar thermal power plants can also have a negative effect on the safety 

of military test pilots. Due to these factors, staff took China Lake NAWS out of the Renewable 

Energy Overlay Areas and made note of height limitations for wind energy systems and solar 

thermal facilities. These same factors will be addressed in the current REDA mapping exercise 

(Map 22: China Lake and Military Operations Overlay). 

 

22.5 Tribal Land 
There are five Tribes in Inyo County with Tribal land, they are: Bishop Paiute Tribe, Big Pine 

Band of Owens Valley, Fort Independence Community of Paiute, Lone Pine Paiute-Shoshone 

and the Timbisha Shoshone. All of the Tribal land is governed by the tribes and the County has 

no jurisdiction over it. Any renewable energy development that may occur on tribal land will be 

at the tribes’ discretion. As in the 2011 REGPA work, if a tribe wants to have their land included 

in the REDAs, they may do so. Otherwise, all tribal land will be left out of the REDAs (Map 1: 

Land Ownership Inyo County). 

 

22.6 Cultural and Historic Resources 
Inyo County has an abundance of cultural and historic resources. The Paiute and Shoshone 

people lived in Inyo County and the areas surrounding it, long before Euro-Americas settled 

there. Their legacy can be found throughout the County in the form of burial grounds, artifacts 

and landscapes with cultural significance. Early Euro-American settlement also left important 

historic resources throughout Inyo County, from mining, ranching and railroad artifacts to old 

cabins and buildings. Cultural and historic resources are difficult to identify at a large scale. 

Once the REDAs are identified they will be further refined with cultural and historic resource 

information gathered during the environmental review process. The County’s General Plan 

presently includes policies designed to protect its cultural and historic resources. These include 

Cultural Resources CUL-1.3 Protection of Cultural Resources: Preserve and protect key 

resources that have contributed to the social, political, and economic history and prehistory of the 

area, unless overriding circumstances are warranted. 

 

22.7 Scenic Resources 
Inyo County is a land of scenic beauty. It is hard to find a place in the County without a view of 

a dramatic landscape feature. Because of the County’s unparalleled opportunity to scenic beauty 
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Map 21: Federal and State Listed Endangered and Threatened Species 
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Map 22: China Lake and Military Operations Overlay 
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there are several policies and strategies in place to preserve them. The USFS has a program 

designed to preserve air quality in areas with scenic, recreational, historic or natural value. This 

program, called the Prevention of Significant Deterioration, has an area identified along the 

western edge of Inyo County in the John Muir Wilderness. There are also several scenic byway 

designations from BLM and the State of California. These designations were created to help 

people find the best roads for auto touring and to encourage the preservation of these scenic 

resources. During the 2011 REGPA process, staff also eliminated everything west of Highway-

395 and north of the Rock Creek area (south of Lone Pine) from the overlay areas due to public 

comment regarding the view shed to the Sierra. Staff plans to leave this area out in the 2013 

REGPA REDAs, as well (Map 23: Scenic Vistas and Highways).  

 

23.  Public Input – REDA Criteria 

County and consultant staff conducted a series of seven stakeholder meetings and one public 

outreach meeting in coordination with the DRECP outreach between November 12th and 14th, 

2013, and three public workshops between December 3rd and 5th, 2013. The stakeholder 

meetings included groups from: county, state and federally elected and appointed officials; the 

military; renewable energy developers; local business and community organizations; staff from 

state and federal level nongovernmental organizations representing various environmental issues; 

local Tribes; and, local civic, chamber of commerce and environmental groups. Approximately 

45-people attended the stakeholder meetings and around-60 people attended the DRECP public 

outreach meeting. The public workshops were held in Independence, Bishop and Tecopa; about 

40-people attended.  Consultant staff from PMC provided a summary report on these meetings 

(Appendix C, Renewable Energy General Plan Element Community Engagement Summary).  

 

During the stakeholder and public outreach meetings staff presented the criteria that was used in 

2011 to identify renewable energy overlay areas and the possible updates to the criteria as they 

moved into the 2013 effort. Each criterion map included in this background report was shown 

and explained to the people attending. After question, comment and answer periods, staff asked 

the stakeholders and the attending public to vote on the criteria as presented. The voting was 

conducted by marking on a handout or with stickers being placed on a series of posters hung 

throughout the room listing each criterion. For each criterion the question: “Is this an appropriate 

evaluation tool” was asked with the option of: Yes; Maybe, I need more information; and, No. 

There was also a space for comments on each where people could explain why or why not, or if 

they had proposed modifications, and/or additional criteria they thought should be added. 

 

The results of the voting indicate that the stakeholders and attending public are mostly in 

agreement with the criteria identified by staff, with a few exceptions. Not everyone who attended 

voted on every criterion, the voting results for criteria are as follows: 
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Map 23: Scenic Vistas and Highway 
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DRAFT Criteria - Voting Results 

DRAFT  Criteria - Inclusion Yes 
Maybe, I need more 

information 
No 

Concentration Solar Resources - NREL 10 1 3 

Solar Energy Zones (SEZ) - BLM 9 4 1 

Wind Power Resources - NREL 9 1 5 

Wind Development Focus Areas - DRECP 4 1 6 

Competitive Renewable Energy Zones - BLM 4 2 5 

Existing Transmission Lines 11 1 2 

California Independent System Operator 

(CAISO) Information 
12 1 1 

State of Nevada Transmission Plan 7 3 3 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 

Transmission Lines 
10  3 

Inyo County Transmission Lines 11  1 

DRECP Development Focus Areas (DFA) 15 3 1 

Solar Programmatic Environmental Impact 

Statement (PEIS), Right of Ways on Private 

Land - BLM 

11 2 7 

PEIS Variance Areas - BLM 6 4 3 

West-Wide Energy Corridor Programmatic 

Environmental Impact Report 
7 1  

Slope 3 1 2 

Degraded Land 11  5 

Brownfields 10   

Mines 9   
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Landfills 5 1  

DRAFT  Criteria - Exclusion Yes 
Maybe, I need more 

information 
No 

Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

(ACEC) 
14  1 

Desert Wildlife Management Areas (DWMA) 13 1 1 

Wilderness Areas 16   

Sensitive Species Areas 14 1 3 

China Lake Naval Air Weapons Station 15  1 

Military Flight Zones 8 1 1 

Tribal Lands 11 1 1 

Cultural and Historic Resources 16 1 1 

Scenic Resources 15 1  

Private Lands Development vs. Public Lands 

Development 
1 5 1 

 

The stakeholders and attending public also had the opportunity to add their own ideas for criteria. 

These additional ideas are as follows: 

 

Additional Criteria - Inclusion 

• Built environment/Parking Lots 

• Highway divider areas 

• Aqueducts 

• Lands with minimal visual impact 

 

Additional Criteria - Exclusion 

• Old Spanish Trail – visual impacts 

• Viewsheds 

• Agriculture mapping 

• Manzanar historic landscape viewshed 

• Tie in with economy that is based on non-industrial landscape 

• Open lands that surround Tribal Land 
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• Wildlife corridors including avian and insect migration corridors 

• Cultural resource mapping 

• BLM Wilderness Study Areas 

• Seeps and springs 

 

Other factors 

• Dust 

• Decentralized approach – use CEC money to put solar panels on Inyo roofs 

• Benefit to effected communities 

 

Overall, the stakeholders and attending public were in favor of using the criteria presented to 

them as evaluation tools for developing REDAs. Many did comment that some of the data was 

out-of-date and staff has worked to replace the outdated data with newer versions. With regard to 

criteria for inclusion, two of the criterion had more negative votes than positive. These are the 

Wind Development Focus Areas, done for the DRECP work by the Wind Energy Association, 

and Competitive Renewable Energy Zones, created by the BLM. The people who voted were 

very favorable to using the DRECP development focus areas and the studies by the California 

Independent System Operator (CAISO) for the State’s transmission planning; siting near existing 

local serving and trough County transmission lines; and, using already degraded lands. Staff 

received several suggestions about criteria during the comment conversations and tried to include 

them. One suggestion was for the County to use 80-meter wind data instead of the 50-meter. This 

data is unavailable in a format that staff can use in a Geographic Information System for 

analysis, but staff did get a map of it.  It does not vary, with regard to mapped area, much from 

the 50-meter data, this map is now included in the background report. Staff was also encouraged 

to take out north facing slopes, by renewable energy developers, as they are not optimal for solar 

energy generation. To date, this is still being worked on. All but one of the criteria presented for 

exclusion received positive votes. One criterion, focusing on public lands for renewable energy 

development over private lands, had more ‘Maybe, I need more information’ votes, than ‘Yes’ or 

‘No’ votes. This is likely due to the difficulty in understanding the nature of LADWP land: is it 

private or is it public? Jurisdictional issues regarding LADWP land are consistently difficult to 

understand and process. LADWP land is, on most accounts, treated as public land by the County, 

but any development proposals LADWP has in the County does need to address existing County 

plans, including the General Plan. Exclusionary criteria with the most positive votes were: 

wilderness areas, cultural and historic resources, China Lake Naval Air Weapons Station and 

scenic resources. 

 

The next step in this process will take the criteria identified in this background report, and the 

results of an Opportunities and Constraints Technical Study (OCTs) and stakeholder and public 

comment to evaluate areas for REDAs. Eventually, a set of REDA, including a preferred 

alternative, a least intensive alternative, and an intensive alternative will be identified and 

evaluated for the Programmatic Environmental Impact Report. 
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24.  The 2011 REGPA 

While staff developed the 2011 REGPA, it was determined that small scale wind and solar 

energy development for individual homes and businesses are already adequately addressed by 

existing County regulations. These include building permit requirements for solar installations 

intended primarily for on-site energy consumption and Inyo County Code (ICC) Chapter 18.79 

(Regulation of Small Wind Energy Conversion Systems). Staff further determined that General 

Plan policies were not necessary for small scale development and 2011 REGPA was written for 

commercial scale solar and wind energy development. The 2011 REGPA updated the: Land Use, 

Public Services and Facilities, Economic Development, Conservation and Open Space and 

Public Safety elements. A review and reevaluation of the 2011 policies will be conducted as part 

of the 2013 process. New information collected from the REDA identification, and the 

stakeholder/public outreach processes will be used to develop new and/or updated General Plan 

policies. The 2011 REGPA General Plan changes included: 

 

• Government Element 

No change 

 

• Land Use Element 

o New definition: 

Solar or Wind Renewable Energy Facility. Any electric transmission line, solar 

thermal powerplant, photovoltaic powerplant, or wind energy powerplant to be 

constructed in Inyo County. A Facility does not include a “solar energy system,” a small 

wind energy conversion system or a windmill that does not generate electricity, or a pilot 

or proof of concept powerplant. 

 

o New Land Use policy: 

Policy LU-1.17 (Solar and Wind Renewable Energy Development) – The County shall 

consider Solar or Wind Energy facilities within areas with a Renewable Energy Land 

Use Designation Overlay and in any zoning district under Title 18 of the Inyo County 

Code. Based on site-specific studies and appropriate environmental review, the County  

may process Solar or Wind Renewable Energy Facilities within the Overlay pursuant to 

Inyo County Code Title 21. Potential social, economic, and environmental impacts from 

Solar or Wind Renewable Energy Facilities must be minimized to the extent feasible. 

Appurtenant transmission facilities and related infrastructure may be constructed and 

operated within any Land Use Designation and any zoning district under Title 18 of the 

Inyo County Code, provided that the facilities they connect operate under valid approval 

and are the subject of appropriate environmental review. 

 

o New Land Use Implementation Measures: 

1. The County shall coordinate with the Department of Defense to work to site 

renewable energy facilities in a manner that does not significantly impact military 

readiness. Issues to be addressed in the coordination include radar, light and 

glare, heat generation, equipment testing and operations, personnel training, and 
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flight activities. The County shall consider seeking compensation for the loss of revenues 

from 

potential renewable energy facilities that are not developed due to potential 

impacts on military readiness, special status species, and aesthetics, and/or other 

barriers to development of appropriate renewable energy facilities. Methods of 

compensation include but are not limited to Payment-in-lieu of Taxes (PILT) or 

similar programs. 

 

1. The County shall work with utilities and renewable energy developers to 

encourage collocation of transmission and intertie facilities. 

2. The County shall encourage renewable energy development on disturbed lands. 

 

• Public Services and Facilities Element 

o New Public Services and Facilities policy: 

Policy PSU-10.5 (Encourage Renewable Energy Development) – The County shall 

encourage appropriate development of renewable energy resources, provided that social, 

economic, and environmental impacts are minimized. 

 

• Economic Development Element 

o New Economic Development policy: 

Policy ED-4.4 (Renewable Energy Development Beneficial to the Local Economy) – 

Renewable energy development shall provide means to offset costs to the County and lost 

economic development potential. If potential economic impacts from renewable energy 

development are identified by the County, commensurate mitigation and/or offsets shall 

be required. 

 

• Housing Element 

No change 

 

• Circulation Element 

• No change 

 

• Conservation/Open Space Element 

o Modified existing Agricultural Resources policy: 

Policy AG-1.3 (Conversion of Agricultural Land) – Discourage conversions of 

productive agricultural lands for urban development, and encourage avoidance of 

productive agricultural lands for renewable energy development. 

 

o New Mineral and Energy Resources goal: 

Goal MER-1 – Encourage appropriate renewable energy development and minimize 

impacts from such development to the social, economic, and environmental resources of 

the County. 

 

o New Mineral and Energy Resources policies: 
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1. Policy MER-2.1 (Large-scale Renewable Energy Development Areas) – The 

County shall maintain a Land Use Diagram of areas where Solar or Wind 

Renewable Energy Facilities may be appropriate. 

2. Policy MER-2.2 (Minimize Impacts) – The County shall work with renewable 

energy developers and other agencies to minimize impacts from renewable energy 

development. 

 

o New Mineral and Energy Resources Implementation Measures: 

1. Review proposals for renewable energy development and work to minimize 

potential impacts to the County’s social, economic, and environmental resources, 

in cooperation with other local, regional, State, out-of-State, and federal agencies. 

2. Collect and disseminate strategies to minimize impacts from Renewable Energy 

Facilities. 

3. Periodically review, and as necessary update, the Solar and Wind Renewable 

Energy Land Use Designation Overlay. 

 

o New Water Resources policy: 

Policy WR-3.5 (Sustainable Renewable Energy Development) – The County shall 

encourage renewable energy development to incorporate measures to minimize water 

consumption and use of potable water. 

 

o New Visual Resources policy: 

Policy VIS-1.8 (Renewable Energy Development) – The County shall encourage siting 

and screening to minimize significant changes to the visual environment from renewable 

energy development, including minimizing light and glare, to the extent possible. 

 

o New Recreation Implementation Measure: 

Work with developers and other agencies to minimize impacts to recreational 

access from renewable energy development. 

 

• Public Safety Element 

o New Air Quality Implementation Measure: 

Support appropriate efforts to combine air quality improvements with other 

social, cultural, and environmental goals, including renewable energy 

development. 

 

o New Noise Implementation Measure: 

Work with developers and other agencies to minimize noise from renewable 

energy development. 

 

25.  Public Input 2011 - REGPA Policy 

Like the criteria, the policy developed in 2011 was presented to the stakeholder groups and to the 

public that attended the workshops in November and December 2013. The policies were taken 

out of the General Plan format and presented as general ideas to gauge the support for them. 
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They were voted on exactly like the criteria with the question: “Are these appropriate for Inyo 

County?” and the options of: Yes; Maybe, I need more information; and, No. There was also a 

space for comments and/or new or modified policies they would like to see included. The results 

of the voting indicate that the stakeholders and attending public are mostly in agreement with the 

policy concepts identified by staff, with some exceptions. The voting results for policy concepts 

are as follows: 

 

DRAFT Policy Concepts - Voting Results 

 

DRAFT  Policy Concepts Yes 
Maybe, I need 

more information 
No 

Renewable energy development will help offset the costs to the 

County and the loss of other potential economic development. 

If there are economic impacts from renewable energy 

development, mitigation and offsets should be required that 

minimizes financial contribution commitments by the County. 

14 1 4 

The conversion of agricultural land for urban development 

should be discouraged and renewable energy development 

should avoid productive agriculture land. 

13 1 1 

The County should have a map of areas where solar or wind 

renewable energy facilities are appropriate. 

13 2 1 

The County should work with renewable energy developers 

and other agencies involved with the development site to 

minimize impacts. 

8  1 

Renewable energy development should take steps to minimize 

water consumption and the use of potable water. 

17 1  

The siting of renewable energy facilities should minimize 

significant changes to the visual environment, including 

minimizing light and glare and screening facilities. 

10 2 1 

The County should continue to be involved in large scale 

planning efforts with state and federal level organizations for 

renewable energy development, to promote better land use and 

transmission opportunities. 

8 3 1 

The capacity to generate enough energy to make renewable 

energy financially feasible should be a key consideration of 

which areas are suitable for renewable energy development. 

5 2 5 

The proximity to existing transmission corridors to export 

energy without the development of new transmission lines 

should be a key consideration of the location of renewable 

energy facilities. 

16  2 

Transmission lines that carry energy through Inyo County 

should allow future local tie in. 

11  3 

Future transmission line development should be limited to 

existing public right of way. 

15  3 
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DRAFT  Policy Concepts Yes 
Maybe, I need 

more information 
No 

Disturbance to critical habitats of plants and animals, and to 

important historical and cultural sites and landscapes, should 

be minimized. 

15 1  

Solar and wind energy facility location should be limited to 

areas with a renewable energy land use designation overlay or 

in an appropriate zoning district. 

11 1 1 

Transmission facilities and related infrastructure should be 

allowed to locate and operate within any land use designation 

and zoning district, provided the facilities operate under valid 

approval and appropriate environmental review. 

3 3 10 

Renewable energy development should be encouraged to 

locate on disturbed lands. 

15 5  

Utilities and renewable energy developers should locate 

transmission and intertie facilities on the same site. 

6 5 1 

The overall size of a single renewable energy facility should be 

limited to minimize impacts on natural, cultural, historic or 

visual resources. 

11 4  

The County should promote or encourage the use of public 

lands for renewable energy development over private lands to 

the maximum extent feasible. 

5 2 11 

 

The stakeholders and attending public also had the opportunity to add their own ideas for policy. 

These additional ideas are as follows: 

 

• Endangered, threatened, species of conservation concern areas should include necessary 

connectivity to sustain the species and recognize that habitats are variable over time. 

• Cumulative effects shall be considered:  current proposed project, other approved projects, 

and proposed future projects. 

• Reclamation, restoration requirements should be sufficiently bonded to assure completion, 

even in event the project owner no longer exists.  There should be triggers as to when/how 

the project is to be regarded as no longer operational to facilitate restoration without undue 

delay. Degree to which meaningful restoration possible should be considered in evaluation 

project proposal. 

• Recognize that information gaps exist and that revisions may be necessary in order to 

maintain compliance with policy concepts and criteria. 

• When alternative technologies exist, preference is for least disruptive technology (as related 

to the other policies and criteria). 

• The County should develop a development impact fee that covers the cost of county services. 

• Distributed generation, community solar, county solar facilities –etc. 

 

The stakeholders and attending public voted positively for most of the policy concepts. The 

strongest negative votes were on the policy concepts allowing for transmission facilities on any 
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zoning designation in the County and promoting the development of renewable energy facilities 

on public lands. This would indicate that the people who voted want restrictions on where 

transmission facilities can be built and they do not want them built on public lands over private 

lands. Public lands include the Inyo National Forest, Death Valley National Park, State Lands 

Commission, BLM and potentially LAWDP lands. There was a tie on financial feasibility being 

a key consideration for suitability of where renewable energy development may be built, 

indicating that half of the people who voted think there are more important considerations than 

financial ones when deciding where renewable energy facilities should be allowed.  

 

This information along with additional recommendations from the Planning Commission and the 

Board of Supervisors will be used to craft a new set of policies for the 2013 REGPA. 

 

26.  Summary 

Inyo County has excellent solar energy generation potential and scattered good-excellent wind 

energy generation potential. Due to this high potential there has been increased interest in the 

development of these resources in the County over the past several years. In reaction to this 

interest the County adopted a Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment in 2011, but 

subsequently had to rescind it do to threatened litigation. Along with the remarkable potential for 

wind and solar energy generation, comes many variables regarding where the most appropriate 

areas for this develop is. As the County revisits a Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment it 

will have to take into account:  

o the areas with the highest energy generation potential; 

o availability of transmission; 

o a multitude of studies and plans conducted by other jurisdictions and groups; 

o land with the right slope and development characteristics; 

o avoiding critical habitats, military concerns, tribal lands, cultural and historic resources; 

and scenic resources; and, 

o the public’s vision and goals. 

 

The County is still committed to completing a Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment, as 

under California State Planning guidance, the General Plan is where a community develops its 

visions, goals and policies for land use and development. 
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27.  Resources 

 

Bureau of Land Management, Area of Critical Environmental Concern, and Desert Wildlife  

Management Area, information available at: 

http://webservices.itcs.umich.edu/drupal/recd/?q=node/31 

 

Bureau of Land Management Director’s Protest Resolution Report: Programmatic Land Use Plan  

Amendments for Solar Energy Development in Six Southwestern States, available at: 

http://solareis.anl.gov/documents/docs/Solar_PEIS_BLM_Protest_Resolution_Report.pdf 

 

Bureau of Land Management, Solar Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, available   

at: http://solareis.anl.gov/ 

 

California Department of Fish and Wildlife: California Natural Diversity Data Base, available at: 

http://www.dfg.ca.gov/biogeodata/cnddb/ 

 

California Independent System Operator – 2012-2013 Transmission Plan, available at: 

http://www.caiso.com/planning/Pages/TransmissionPlanning/2012-

2013TransmissionPlanningProcess.aspx 

 

California Transmission Planning Group, information available at: 

 http://www.ctpg.us/ 

 

Clark, Morrison, Radar, Nancy. 2012. Proposed DRECP Scenario for Wind Energy Resources.     

The California Wind Energy Association. 

 

County of Inyo and the City of Los Angeles, Long Term Water Agreement, available at: 

 http://www.inyowater.org/documents/governing-documents/water-agreement/ 

 

County of Inyo: Expedited permit process for photovoltaic systems, available at: 

 http://www.inyoplanning.org/documents/ExpeditedPermitProcessforPhotovoltaicPVSyste 

ms.pdf 

 

County of Inyo – Inyo County Code: Chapter 18.79 Regulation of Small Wind Energy Systems,  

available at: http://www.qcode.us/codes/inyocounty/ 

 

County of Inyo: Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment 2011, available at: 

 http://www.inyoplanning.org/projects/2011-REGPA.htm 

 

County of Inyo – Inyo County Code: Title 20 Development Agreements, available at: 

 http://www.qcode.us/codes/inyocounty/ 

 

Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan: information available at: 

 http://www.drecp.org/ 
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Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan: Appendix A Transmission Technical Group  

Report, available at: 

http://www.drecp.org/documents/docs/alternatives_eval/Appendices/Appendix_A_TTG_

Report.pdf 

  

Owens Lake Demonstration Project, information available at:  

https://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/faces/wcnav_externalId/a-fr-envirt-repo?_adf.ctrl-

state=18u2iymv4s_4&_afrLoop=302853499764715&_afrWindowMode=0&_afrWindow

Id=o92km4ukt_1#%40%3F_afrWindowId%3Do92km4ukt_1%26_afrLoop%3D3028534

99764715%26_afrWindowMode%3D0%26_adf.ctrl-state%3Do92km4ukt_29 

 

Pacific Northwest Laboratory. 1986. Wind Energy Resource Atlas of the United States. 

 

Perez Et Al. 2002.  The State University of New York/Albany Satellite Radiation Model.  

Renewable Energy Development Institute, information available at: 

http://www.redinet.org/ 

 

Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative, information available at: 

http://www.energy.ca.gov/reti/documents/ 

 

Rural Southwest Brownfields Coalition – Inyo county, information available at: 

 http://www.rdsbc.org/counties/inyo-county/ 

 

Senate Bill 107, available at:  

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-

bin/postquery?bill_number=sb_107&sess=0506&house=B&author=simitian 

 

Senate Bill 1078, available at: 

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-

bin/postquery?bill_number=sb_1078&sess=0102&house=B&author=sher 

 

Senate Bill 2, available at:  

http://www.leginfo.ca.gov/cgi-

bin/postquery?bill_number=sbx1_2&sess=PREV&house=B&author=simitian 

 

Solar Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement available at: 

http://solareis.anl.gov/documents/fpeis/ 

 

Southern Owens Valley Solar Ranch Environmental Impact Report, available at: 

https://www.ladwp.com/ladwp/faces/wcnav_externalId/a-fr-envirt-repo?_adf.ctrl-

state=18u2iymv4s_4&_afrLoop=302853499764715&_afrWindowMode=0&_afrWindow

Id=o92km4ukt_1#%40%3F_afrWindowId%3Do92km4ukt_1%26_afrLoop%3D3028534

99764715%26_afrWindowMode%3D0%26_adf.ctrl-state%3Do92km4ukt_29 
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Southwest Solar Transformation Initiative – Inyo County Road Map, available at: 

 http://www.solarroadmap.com/national/california/inyo-county-ca/ 

 

State of Nevada, Renewable Energy Conceptual Transmission Plan, available at: 

https://www.nvenergy.com/company/rates/filings/IRP/NPC_IRP/images/vol_17.pdf 

 

West-Wide Energy Corridor Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, available 

at:http://corridoreis.anl.gov/eis/index.cfm 
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28.  Appendices 

 

o Appendix A: Memorandum of Understanding California Energy Commission and 

Inyo County. 

 

o Appendix B: Inyo County Title 21, the Inyo County Renewable Energy 

Ordinance. 

 

o Appendix C: Renewable Energy General Plan Element Community Engagement 

Summary. 
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Chapter 21.04 TITLE, AUTHORITY AND PURPOSE  

21.04.010 Title. 

 This title shall be known as the Inyo County Renewable Energy Ordinance. (Ord. 1158 § 

3, 2010.) 

21.04.020 Authority. 

 Article XI, Section 7 of the California Constitution empowers Inyo County (“county”) to 

make and enforce within its limits all local, police, sanitary and other ordinances and regulations 

not in conflict with general laws. The county’s police powers extend to all lands within the 

county. The police powers of the county of Inyo include: 

 A. Protection of the environment of Inyo County, including biological and other 

natural resources, aesthetics, recreational attractiveness and availability, traditional social 

activities and values of the citizens of the county, housing, public services, utilities, and 

economic potential within the county; 

 B. Traditional authority over the use of land within the county, where such authority 

is not preempted by federal or state law; 

 C. The public trust doctrine under which the county is empowered to exercise its 

police power to protect natural resources such as streams, lakes, marshlands, tidelands, wildlife 

and other resources. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.04.030 Purpose. 

 A. It is in the public interest to support, encourage and regulate the development of 

solar and wind resources for the generation and transmission of clean, renewable electric energy. 

By this title, the county intends to: (1) support and encourage the responsible development of its 

solar and wind resources to generate and transmit clean, renewable electric energy while 

protecting the health, safety and welfare of its citizens and its environment, including its public 

trust resources, by requiring that the adverse impacts of such development are avoided or 

acceptably mitigated; (2) recover the county’s costs of increased services resulting from such 

development; and (3) ensure that the citizens of Inyo County equitably share in the benefits 

resulting from the use of such resources. 

 B. To support, encourage and facilitate the responsible utilization of its solar and 

wind resources for the generation and transmission of clean, renewable electric energy, the 

county encourages potential developers of such resources to work with the county and to enter 

into a mutually agreeable renewable energy development agreement in lieu of applying for the 

issuance of a renewable energy impact determination or a renewable energy permit. (Ord. 1158 § 

3, 2010.) 

  



Chapter 21.08 DEFINITIONS  

21.08.010 Environment. 

 For the purposes of this title, the term “environment” includes the ecological environment 

of the county as well as the social, aesthetic and economic environment of the county. Impacts 

upon the quality of life within the county are considered environmental impacts. Therefore, the 

definition of environment is not limited by and may be broader than environmental 

considerations under the California Environmental Quality Act or the National Environmental 

Policy Act. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.08.020 Electric transmission line. 

 “Electric transmission line” means any electric powerline within Inyo County carrying 

power from a photovoltaic, solar thermal or wind energy powerplant located within or outside 

Inyo County to a point of junction with an interconnected transmission system. “Electric 

transmission line” does not include any replacement on the existing site of existing electric 

powerlines with electric powerlines equivalent to such existing electric powerlines or the 

placement of new or additional conductors, insulators, or accessories related to such electric 

powerlines on supporting structures in existence on the effective date of the ordinance codified in 

this title or certified pursuant to this title. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.08.030 Facility. 

 “Facility” means any electric transmission line, solar thermal powerplant, photovoltaic 

powerplant, or wind energy powerplant to be constructed in Inyo County. A facility does not 

include a “solar energy system” or a pilot or proof of concept powerplant. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.08.040 Mitigation. 

 “Mitigation” refers to mitigation of adverse environmental impacts and includes: 

 1. Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain action or parts of an action; 

 2. Minimizing impacts by limiting the degree or magnitude of the action and its 

implementation; 

 3. Rectifying the impact by repairing, rehabilitating, or restoring the impacted 

environment; 

 4. Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and maintenance 

operations during the life of the action; 

 5. Compensating for the impact by replacing or providing substitute resources or 

environments. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

  



21.08.050 Modification of an existing facility. 

 “Modification of an existing facility” is an increase in the electric generating capacity of 

an existing facility or electric transmission line by ten percent or more. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.08.060 Person. 

 “Person” means any natural person and any corporation, partnership, association, public 

entity and any other entity with legal existence under California law. “Person” also includes any 

city, county, public district or agency, the state or any department or agency thereof, and the 

United States and any department or agency thereof. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.08.070 Photovoltaic powerplant. 

 “Photovoltaic powerplant” means an electrical generating facility in which the total 

energy output is from the direct conversion of solar energy into electricity and which transmits a 

portion of the electrical energy off the site of the facility. The definition of a “photovoltaic 

powerplant” does not include a “solar energy system.” (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.08.080 Pilot or proof of concept powerplant. 

 “Pilot or proof of concept powerplant” is a powerplant with a capacity of five megawatts 

or less that is designed and constructed to test the feasibility of constructing and operating larger 

capacity facilities. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.)  

21.08.090 Public trust resources. 

 “Resources protected by the public trust doctrine” are as defined by statute and the 

courts. Such resources include tidelands, navigable bodies of water, tributaries to navigable 

bodies of water, wildlife and wildlife habitat. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.08.100 Renewable energy development agreement. 

 “Renewable energy development agreement” means an agreement for the development of 

a facility entered into by the county and a developer of a facility in lieu of a renewable energy 

permit or a renewable energy impact determination. A renewable energy development agreement 

shall be processed in the same manner as a development agreement described in Title 20 of this 

code except that the county planning commission will not be involved in the consideration, 

approval or review of such agreements, nor will the planning commission be the county agency 

for the purpose of California Environmental Quality Act review and processing for such projects. 

Further, a renewable energy development agreement may be exempted from the annual review 

provisions of Title 20, Section 20.08.050 if the renewable energy development agreement 

contains the enforcement provisions set forth in Sections 21.24.010 to 21.24.080 of this title. The 

county planning director is the point of contact regarding a renewable energy development 

agreement. Renewable energy development agreements must include a reclamation plan, 

acceptable financial assurances, be consistent with the county general plan, be approved by the 

board of supervisors, which will be the review and processing agency for compliance with the 



California Environmental Quality Act, and must include provisions acknowledging that the 

agreement is enforceable by injunctive relief contractual remedies and other remedies provided 

by law and equity. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010. 

21.08.110 Small wind energy conversion system. 

 “Small wind energy conversion system” is as defined in Section 18.79.040 of this code. 

As defined in that section, a small wind energy conversion system means a facility consisting of 

a tower, wind turbine generator with blades, guy wires and anchors, and associated control and 

conversion electronic equipment to convert wind movement into electricity, and that is incidental 

and subordinate to another use on the same parcel. A facility shall be considered a small wind 

energy conversion system if it supplies electrical power solely for on-site use; however, a facility 

shall also be considered a small wind energy conversion system if it is located on a parcel that 

also receives electrical power supplied by a utility company and any excess electrical power 

generated by the small wind energy conversion system not then needed for on-site use, is used by 

the utility company in exchange for a reduction in the cost of electrical power supplied by that 

company to the parcel for on-site use. No net revenue to the owners shall be produced by such 

excess electrical power generation. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.08.120 Solar energy system. 

 “Solar energy system” has the same meaning as set forth in paragraphs (1) and (2) of 

subdivision (a) of Section 801.5 of the California Civil Code and as used in Section 65850.5 of 

the California Government Code. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.08.130 Solar thermal powerplant. 

 “Solar thermal powerplant” means an electrical generating facility in which a portion of 

the total energy output is from solar energy converted to heat to produce electricity and which 

transmits a portion of the electrical energy off the site of the facility. The definition of a solar 

thermal powerplant does not include a “solar energy system.” (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.08.140 Wind energy powerplant. 

 “Wind energy powerplant” means an electrical generating facility that converts wind 

energy into electricity which is transmitted off the site of the facility. A wind energy powerplant 

does not include a small wind energy conversion system or windmills that do not generate 

electricity. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

Chapter 21.16 GENERAL PROVISIONS  

21.16.010 Renewable energy permit. 

 Any person who proposes to construct a facility within the county or modify an existing 

facility within the county shall, prior to the commencement of construction or modification, first 

apply for and obtain from the county planning commission a renewable energy permit, unless 



specifically exempted from such requirements by this title or by state or federal law. (Ord. 1158 

§ 3, 2010.) 

21.16.020 Renewable energy impact determination. 

 Any person who proposes to construct a facility within the county or modify an existing 

facility within the county who is not subject to a renewable energy permit issued by the county 

for the facility, shall, prior to the commencement of construction or modification, first apply for 

and obtain from the county planning commission, a renewable energy impact determination that 

identifies environmental and other impacts expected to result from such project and mitigation 

for those impacts. As part of its analysis, the county planning commission shall determine 

whether the project is consistent with the county general plan. The goal of the renewable energy 

impact determination is to ensure that mitigation measures that would otherwise be addressed in 

a renewable energy permit and/or renewable energy development agreement that are identified 

pursuant to the renewable energy impact determination are, to the extent possible, incorporated 

into any approval of the facility granted by a state or federal agency. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.16.030 Exemptions. 

 Any person applying for a renewable energy permit need not apply for a renewable 

energy impact determination. Any person who has a renewable energy development agreement 

with the county for the construction or modification of a facility need not apply for a renewable 

energy impact determination or a renewable energy permit for the facility that is the subject of 

the renewable energy development agreement. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.16.040 Applications. 

 An application for a renewable energy impact determination or a renewable energy 

permit shall be filed and processed in the same manner as land use and conditional use permit 

applications submitted to the county as provided in Sections 18.81.160 to 18.81.300 of this code. 

(Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.16.050 Application fees. 

 An applicant for a renewable energy impact determination and/or permit shall pay fees 

and costs to the county planning department as provided in Chapter 3.60 of this code. The fee for 

either a renewable energy impact determination or a renewable energy permit shall be equal to 

the fee charged for a conditional use permit. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.16.060 Application processing procedures. 

 Upon completion of the county’s environmental review process and the filing of all 

required documents, a noticed public hearing will be scheduled and conducted by the county 

planning commission to consider issuance of a renewable energy impact determination or to 

consider issuance of a renewable energy permit. Such a hearing will be scheduled and conducted 

in accordance with this title and Chapter 18.81 of this code. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 



  

21.16.070 Appeals. 

 Appeals of an action by the county planning department or the county planning 

commission shall be in conformance with the procedures described in Sections 18.81.270 to 

18.81.300 of this code. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

Chapter 21.20 MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS FOR RENEWABLE ENERGY IMPACT 
DETERMINATIONS AND RENEWABLE ENERGY PERMITS  

21.20.010 Mitigation measures. 

 As a condition to the issuance of a renewable energy impact determination or a renewable 

energy permit, the county planning commission may, in the case of a renewable energy impact 

determination, incorporate, and in the case of a renewable energy permit, impose such reasonable 

and feasible mitigation measures as it finds to be necessary to protect the health, safety and 

welfare of the county’s citizens, the county’s environment, including its public trust resources, 

and to ensure that the county and its citizens do not bear an undue financial burden from the 

project. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.20.020 Development standards. 

 In lieu of imposing the standards and procedures set forth in Title 18 concerning: (1) 

permitted, conditional, and/or accessory uses related to a facility and its accessory uses and 

structures; (2) distance between buildings; (3) height, density and intensity; (4) light and glare; 

(5) noise; and (6) wireless communications facilities directly related to the facility, with regard to 

renewable energy development agreements, the county board of supervisors shall incorporate, 

and with regard to renewable energy permits, the county planning commission shall impose, 

such standards as are deemed appropriate and may incorporate or impose such other standards 

and mitigation measures as are deemed necessary. Except for those exceptions specified in the 

preceding sentence, any facility for which a renewable energy development agreement or a 

renewable energy permit is required shall, to the extent allowed by law, be governed by the 

standards and/or procedures in Title 18. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.20.030 Reclamation plan. 

 Any person who submits an application for a renewable energy impact determination or a 

renewable energy permit shall, at the time of the submission of the application, submit a plan for 

reclamation/revegetation of the site of the facility once the facility is decommissioned or 

otherwise ceases to be operational. The reclamation plan shall be based upon the character of the 

surrounding area and such characteristics of the property as type of native vegetation, soil type, 

habitat, climate, water resources, and the existence of public trust resources. Reclamation plans 

issued pursuant to this chapter shall run with the land affected thereby and shall be binding on all 

successors, heirs and assigns of the applicant. 



 In the case of the issuance of a renewable energy impact determination, the county 

planning commission shall incorporate into the determination, and in the case of a renewable 

energy permit, shall impose as a condition of approval, a plan for the reclamation/revegetation of 

the site of the facility at the time that the facility is decommissioned, or otherwise ceases to be 

operational, and shall establish site-specific criteria for evaluating and monitoring compliance 

with the approved reclamation plan. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.20.040 Financial assurances. 

 As a condition to the approval of a renewable energy permit, in order to ensure that 

reclamation will proceed and be accomplished in accordance with an approved reclamation plan, 

the county planning commission shall require financial assurances from the applicant as provided 

herein: 

 A. Financial assurances may take the form of surety bonds, irrevocable letters of 

credit, trust funds or other mechanisms. 

 B. Public agencies may satisfy financial assurance requirements by using “pledges of

 revenue” or “budget set aside” as acceptable financial assurances mechanisms. 

 C. The financial assurances shall remain in effect for the duration of the operation 

and any additional period until reclamation is completed. 

 D. Financial assurances shall be sufficient to cover the costs of fully implementing 

the reclamation plan. 

 E. The financial assurances shall be made payable to Inyo County and any other 

affected public agency. However, if a facility has received approval of its financial assurances 

from a public agency other than the county, the county shall deem those financial assurances 

adequate for purposes of this section, or shall credit them toward fulfillment of financial 

assurances required by this section, if they are made payable to the public agency, the county, 

and otherwise meet the requirements of this title. 

 F. If a permitted facility is sold or ownership is transferred to another person, the 

existing financial assurances shall remain in force and shall not be released by the county until 

new financial assurances are secured from the new owner and have been approved by the county. 

 G. The release of financial assurances shall be with the concurrence of all agencies 

named on the financial assurance. The criteria for release of financial assurances, or part of the 

financial assurances, shall be made part of the reclamation plan. In no case shall the financial 

assurance be released until reclamation has been completed. 

 H. The amount of financial assurances shall be reviewed annually, or as deemed 

necessary, by the county planning commission and adjusted, if required, to ensure that the 

assurances are sufficient to cover the costs of fully implementing the reclamation plan. (Ord. 

1158 § 3, 2010.) 



21.20.050 Term of permit. 

 Each applicant for a renewable energy permit pursuant to this title shall specify in the 

application the duration or term of the permit requested. The county planning commission shall 

determine the term of the permit if it grants the permit. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.20.060 Consistency with the Inyo County general plan. 

 Prior to the issuance of renewable energy impact determination or the granting of a 

renewable energy permit, the Inyo County planning commission must find that the proposed 

facility is consistent with the Inyo County general plan. Prior to entering into a renewable energy 

development agreement, the county board of supervisors must find that the proposed facility is 

consistent with the Inyo County general plan. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.20.070 Health, safety and welfare of the county’s citizens. 

 Prior to the issuance of a renewable energy impact determination or the granting of a 

renewable energy permit, the county planning commission must find that, through the imposition 

of mitigation measures, the approval of a reclamation plan, the receipt of adequate financial 

assurances, and by other conditions incorporated into the determination or imposed upon the 

permit, the health, safety and welfare of the county’s citizens, the county’s environment, 

including its public trust resources, and the county’s financial well-being, have been adequately 

safeguarded. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

Chapter 21.24 ENFORCEMENT  

21.24.010 Prohibition. 

 No person shall construct a facility without first obtaining a renewable energy 

development agreement, a renewable energy permit or a renewable energy impact determination 

and no person shall operate a facility in violation of a renewable energy permit or renewable 

energy development agreement. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.24.020 Notice. 

 Where it appears to the county planning department that a facility is in violation of any 

condition of a renewable energy development agreement, a renewable energy permit, an 

approved reclamation plan or any applicable statute, regulation or ordinance, the planning 

department shall serve formal notice to the facility operator and/or owner stating the nature of 

the violation and the specified time frame to correct the violation before an order is issued. (Ord. 

1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.24.030 Timing of remedy. 

 The time within which the facility operator and/or owner must commence correction of 

the violation shall be sooner than sixty days from the notice of violation. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 



 21.24.040 Order. 

 An order shall be issued if the facility operator and/or owner fails to comply with the 

notice within the specified time limit. Not sooner than thirty days after the date of the order, a 

hearing shall be held by the county planning director or designee, for which at least ten days’ 

written notice has been given to the facility operator and/or owner. The order shall not take effect 

until after the hearing. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.24.050 Failure to comply. 

 Failure to comply with the order shall be subject to an order setting administrative 

penalties and permit modification or revocation. Penalties shall be assessed from the date of 

original noncompliance. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.24.060 Penalty. 

 In determining the amount of administrative penalty, the county shall take into 

consideration the nature, circumstances, extent and gravity of the violation or violations, any 

prior history of violations, the degree of culpability, economic savings, if any, resulting from the 

violation, and any other matters as justice may require. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.24.070 Payment of penalty. 

 Orders setting administrative penalties and revoking or modifying the determination or 

permit shall become effective upon issuance thereof. Payment of penalties shall be made to the 

planning department unless the affected facility operator and/or owner files an appeal with the 

county board of supervisors within ten days of the issuance of such administrative penalties. If 

after the hearing, the board affirms an order setting administrative penalties, the facility operator 

and/or owner shall pay the administrative penalties set by the board’s order within thirty days of 

the service of that order. A permit modification or revocation shall become effective thirty days 

after the board’s order. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.24.080 Enforcement authority. 

 The provisions of this chapter shall be enforced by the county planning director or 

designated appointee. Violations of Section 21.24.010 or other provision of the chapter may be 

prosecuted by the Inyo County district attorney. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

21.24.090 Additional remedies. 

 Notwithstanding the foregoing, a violation of this chapter may be enforced by the county 

by the use of any legal or equitable remedy available to the county. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 

Chapter 21.28 SEVERABILITY  

21.28.010 Severability. 



 If any section, subsection, sentence, clause, or phrase of this title, as applied to any 

person, is for any reason held to be illegal, invalid, unconstitutional, or outside the jurisdiction 

and/or the police powers of the county of Inyo, as determined by any court of competent 

jurisdiction, such decision shall not affect the validity of this title as to other persons. If any 

section, subsection, sentence, clause, or phrase of this title is for any reason held illegal, invalid 

or unconstitutional by the decision of any court of competent jurisdiction, such decision shall not 

affect the validity of the remaining portions hereof. This title, and each section, subsection, 

sentence, clause or phrase hereof, would have been enacted irrespective of the fact that any one 

or more sections, subsections, sentences, clauses, or phrases be declared illegal, invalid, 

unconstitutional, or outside the jurisdiction and/or police powers of the county of Inyo as to 

certain entities or persons. (Ord. 1158 § 3, 2010.) 
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2729 Prospect Park Drive, Suite 220 • Rancho Cordova, CA 95670 • P: (916) 361-8384 • F: (916) 361-1574 

MEMO 

To: Cathreen Richards, County of Inyo 
Josh Heart, County of Inyo 

From: Nora DeCuir, PMC 

Cc: Jeff Henderson, PMC 
Robert Edgerton, Helix Environmental Planning 
Emily Capello, Aspen Environmental Group 
Nolan Bobroff, County of Inyo 

Date: January 16, 2014 

Re: Renewable Energy General Plan Element Community Engagement Summary 

This memorandum summarizes a series of stakeholder meetings and public workshops conducted by 
Inyo County and PMC staff for the preparation of the Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment 
(REGPA). This summary includes key trends and findings, the approach and format of each forum, topics 
discussed, and next steps for the community. The following sections and appendices provide more 
detailed results from each outreach event. 

OVERVIEW 

Inyo County conducted a series of seven stakeholder meetings, held 
November 12–14, 2013, and three community workshops held December 
3–5, 2013. The stakeholder meetings were held in concert with the Desert 
Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP) update and included the 
following types of groups: local, state, and federal environmental 
organizations; renewable energy developers; County and federal elected 
and appointed officials; the military, local businesses, and community 
organizations; local tribes; and civic and chamber of commerce members. 
The community workshops were hosted in three communities—
Independence, Bishop, and Tecopa—and were together attended by 40 
community members. In each community forum, County staff provided an 
overview of purpose and draft criteria and policy concepts for the REGPA. 
Each meeting solicited input on those concepts and any other thoughts or 
concerns about the process or content of the General Plan amendment. 
The following is a summary of the forums and the input received therein.  
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TRENDS AND KEY FINDINGS 

Although stakeholders and community members provided input on a 
wide variety of issues, a handful of key focuses emerged.  

Relationship of REGPA to DRECP. General desire and concern 
related to understanding how the REGPA results and planning process 
will relate to the DRECP. These concerns pertained both to whether the 
REGPA would fully consider the DRECP locations and whether the 
DRECP would respect the policies and renewable energy development 
areas established in the REGPA. 

Project Siting and Other Agencies. Concern about how and where 
federal agencies and the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
(LADWP) will develop renewable energy projects and how their 
decision-making and siting will be affected by the REGPA. Many 
participants expressed doubt regarding whether the County’s General 
Plan will influence other agencies’ planning decisions. 

Consideration of Habitat as Criteria. Concerns whether critical and endangered species habitat is 
being fully and effectively considered criteria within the REGPA. This encompassed concerns that the 
data used for the proposed criteria overlay from the REGPA Background Report is too old and that the 
overlay is, in general, not comprehensive enough to adequately protect critical habitats. 

Importance of Transmission. A strong consensus that transmission is a key issue which should be 
considered for renewable energy development and siting. Many participants emphasized support for the 
County’s proposed criteria in the Background Report relating to transmission and efforts to strategically 
utilize existing transmission infrastructure to increase efficiency and reduce impacts. 

Importance of Cultural and Historic Resources. The desire for the REGPA to more fully address 
cultural and historical resources, either through development of a map overlay or by more clearly 
stating how these resources will be considered in later project-by-project approval processes.  

Leveraging Economic Benefits. Questions about the economic benefits of solar and wind 
development to the county. Many participants noted the importance of realizing economic benefits and 
compensation for impacts to county services. Participants offered suggestions for how to leverage 
benefits, such as charging a tax per kilowatt produced or a comprehensive fee system. 

APPROACH AND FORMAT 

Below is a brief summary of the approach and format of the stakeholder meetings and workshops.  

STAKEHOLDER MEETINGS 

The stakeholder meetings were held in concert with an update on the DRECP. The purpose of the 
DRECP is to provide a long-term plan for renewable energy development in the desert region. During 
each stakeholder meeting, an overview of the DRECP was presented, followed by a question-and-
answer period. Thereafter, County staff provided an overview of the REGPA purpose and process, 
shared key findings from the Background Report, and facilitated a discussion on the draft criteria and 
policy concepts to be included in the REGPA. Stakeholder attendance at each meeting varied from three 
to twelve. 
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COMMUNITY WORKSHOPS 

At each workshop, attendees were first given an overview by County staff of the REGPA’s purpose and 
overall process, followed by a detailed review of potential criteria. Questions were taken informally 
both during and after the presentation period. Afterward, members of the public were invited to 
provide input on the preliminary REGPA criteria, policies, and specific map locations for renewable 
energy development areas.   

CONCLUSION 

Community members and stakeholders appreciated the opportunity to provide input and proactively 
address such an important component of the region’s economic and environmental future. Varied 
opinions were offered as to how renewable energy projects should be designed and where they should 
be located. For many, environmental concerns are paramount. For others, quality of life and viewshed 
obstructions are the most important site characteristics to consider. There was a commonly voiced 
concern about how the REGPA relates to other planning processes and other agencies’ siting decisions. 
In general, thoughtful and creative placement of future renewable energy projects is supported, but with 
comprehensive consideration for potential impacts to the community, economy, and resources. 

NEXT STEPS 

Another round of public engagement will be held in early 2014 to review the REGPA and provide input 
on the scope of the environmental document.   
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STAKEHOLDER MEETINGS SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS 

OVERVIEW 

The County hosted seven stakeholder meetings November 12–14, 2013, at the Inyo County Water 
Department building. 

1. State and federal environmental organizations, November 12, 12:30–2:30 PM 

2. Renewable energy developers, November 12, 4:00–5:30 PM 

3. County elected and appointed representatives, November 13, 8:30–10:00 AM 

4. Federal and military representatives, November 13, 10:00–11:30 AM 

5. Local businesses and community-based organizations, November 13, 11:30 AM–1:00 PM 

6. Local environmental organizations and tribes, November 13, 3:00–5:00 PM 

7. Civic and chamber of commerce representatives, November 14, 8:30–10:00 AM 

The meetings provided an opportunity for stakeholders to learn about and provide input on both the 
DRECP and the REGPA. The purpose of these meetings was to: 

• Learn about the purpose and process of the DRECP. 

• Discuss the relationship between the DRECP and the REGPA. 

• Present the purpose of the REGPA. 

• Review the contents and describe the development of the REGPA Background Report. 

• Solicit input on draft criteria and policy concepts for the REGPA. 

During each stakeholder meeting, California Energy Commissioner Karen Douglas and Bureau of Land 
Management Director Jim Kenna (or representatives thereof) presented an overview of the DRECP and 
invited participants to ask questions and provide comments. The purpose of the DRECP is to provide a 
long-term plan for renewable energy development in the desert region.   

Then, County staff provided an overview of the REGPA purpose and process, shared key findings from 
the Background Report, and facilitated a discussion on the draft criteria and policy concepts to be 
included in the REGPA. 

The following is a summary of feedback provided during the seven stakeholder meetings. 

  



 

6 

STAKEHOLDER MEETING #1 – STATE AND FEDERAL ENVIRONMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS 

The following people participated in Stakeholder Meeting #1: 

REGPA Staff DRECP Staff Stakeholders 

• Cathreen Richards, Inyo 
County 

• Nolan Bobroff, Inyo County 

• Robert Edgerton, Helix 
Environmental Planning 

• Susan Lee, Aspen 
Environmental Group  

• Emily Capello, Aspen 
Environmental Group 

• Nora De Cuir, PMC 

• Andrea Nelson, PMC 

• Terry Watt, DRECP 

• Jim Kenna, Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) 

• Carl Symons, BLM 

• Becca Brooke, BLM 

• Bob Abbey, BLM 

• Robert Pawelek, BLM 

• Steve Nelson, BLM 

• Karen Douglas, California 
Energy Commission (CEC) 

• Sandy Lovey, CEC 

• Eli Harland, CEC 

• Roger Johnson, CEC 

• Tom Budlong, Sierra Club 

• Sophie Parker, The Nature 
Conservancy  

• Sally Miller, The Wilderness 
Society 

• Ileene Anderson, Center for 
Biological Diversity (CBD) 

• Stephanie Dashiell, Defenders 
of Wildlife 

• Greg Suba, California Native 
Plant Society (on phone) 

• Helen Osha, National 
Resources Defense Council 
(on phone) 

Summary of Group Discussion 

After the DRECP presentation, participants provided comments and asked questions regarding the plan 
and process. 

• If we want people to use the Data Basin tool, we need to figure out how to transmit web-based 
tools to the general public. 

− Response from CEC: There will be an online tutorial that will explain the Data Basin tool on 
November 21, 1:00–3:00 PM, which will be recorded and posted on the DRECP website. There 
are also existing tutorials available for people on the DRECP website. Ms. Douglas encouraged 
participants and the general public to use the tool early and to provide feedback to the DRECP 
team. The tool is accessible from all types of devices with web browsers. Additionally, when the 
draft DRECP is released and there is a public workshop in Inyo County, staff will provide a 
demonstration so that the participants understand how to use the Data Basin tool. The webinar 
will be recorded and posted online. 

• Do you have a revised schedule for the release of the draft DRECP? 

− Response to question: A draft DRECP will not be released before the end of 2013. The hope is 
to have a draft in 2014. 

Following the DRECP discussion, Inyo County staff provided an overview of the REGPA, the 
Background Report, and the draft criteria and policy concepts. Thereafter, participants were invited to 
ask questions and provide comments. 
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Background Report  

Inyo County staff presented an overview of the Background Report, which was prepared to give a 
summary of the County’s current and previous efforts to include policies for renewable energy 
development in its General Plan. The following discussion resulted. 

• Wind or solar on DRECP fair areas? 

− Response from CEC: Yes. Slope and degraded land considerations.  

• Regarding Map 13 and 15, how were these properties identified? 

− Response from County: Some private property owners asked that their property be included on 
the map. Potential projects identified on the map are projects that are either approved or in the 
application process. 

• Has the LADWP indicated what they want to see out of this project, particularly in terms of lakebed 
solar? I am interested in dust mitigation. 

− Response from County: LADWP is in a holding period right now. 

• Regarding the endangered and threatened species overlay, are you including the critical habitat? 
There could be a difference between where the species are located and where the habitat is 
designated.  

− Response from County: The County used the endangered and threatened species overlay since 
it is more inclusive and includes critical habitat. 

• What is the grey area on the California Natural Diversity Database? 

− Response from County: These are areas that are not known to have endangered or threatened 
species as of 2006 (when the data was collected). 

• What is Map 15? 

− Response from County: A map of private landowners who asked to include their properties as 
potential sites for renewable energy development, as well as County-owned lands. 

• What is the Wilderness Study Area? 

− Response from County: The area is legally off limits to development. 

• Where was the landowner interest in Panamint Valley, specifically? There are concerns over scenic 
resources.  

− There is a difference between a new solar project and powering an existing mine operation with 
solar power.  

− Response from County: We will make that distinction in subsequent analysis.  

• Have you looked at the Nature Laboratory wind data?  

− The data includes wind measurements at different heights (e.g., 50 meters versus 80 meters). 
Wind measurements at 80 meters may be more relevant. 

− Response from County: We have not looked at that data. Thank you for that suggestion. 



 

8 

Draft Criteria 

Inyo County staff presented a list of criteria derived from both the Background Report and the initial 
work done in 2011 (also included in the Background Report). Draft criteria were reviewed aloud for the 
group and explained where unclear. The following discussion resulted. 

• Where are the transmission lines most likely to be developed, particularly in Deep Springs Valley? 

− Response from County: The County is looking at existing transmission lines and disturbed sites, 
as well as other criteria, for future transmission line development. 

• What are the County-owned lands that have been identified as good areas for development?  

− Response from County: Near Darwin and Laws. 

• Are you familiar with the 2010 ecoregional assessment from The Nature Conservancy? 

− The majority of the land is in the Mojave ecoregion. Look at how important Inyo County is 
regionally for natural communities. Hope this is all included in Data Basin. 

• Have you looked at the data related to migratory birds or flyways?  

− Audubon Society has done some assessments. 

• We’re seeing some migratory bird mortality with solar.  

− This is a concern that we [CBD] had last time. A number of species here are tied to water or 
groundwater.  

− Are you going to analyze water use as part of this? 

− Response from County: All Inyo County projects deal with water; it is expected that this project 
will as well. 

Draft Policy Concepts 

Inyo County staff presented a list of policy concepts derived from both the Background Report and the 
initial work done in 2011 (also included in the Background Report). Draft policy concepts were 
reviewed aloud for the group and explained where unclear. The following discussion resulted. 

• Water policies should be drafted specific to renewable energy development.  

− You may have them elsewhere in the General Plan, but perhaps there should be specific policies 
added to the REGPA to address water.  

• Transmission policies 

− If transmission comes in through Nevada, it has the potential to change how the Owens River 
Valley looks.  

− It would be nice to do some visual simulations to see how these policies might actually impact 
the valley in the future. It would help community members.  

• Mitigation on public lands 
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− The County should try to get long-lasting mitigation on public lands, working with the BLM. 
Other groups are trying to do this, still in progress, but can be an idea. 

• What is meant by the overall size of renewable energy installations? Is this a place-based concept? 

− Response from County: We may want to designate the size of a facility that is appropriate for a 
specific place and not appropriate in other places.  

• The word “minimize” has a specific meaning in the mitigation hierarchy. Should we use the rest of 
the mitigation hierarchy language in the policies? 

• Does “disturbed land” include agriculture? 

• Has the County looked at which use is more beneficial economically? Agriculture or renewable 
energy? 

− Response from County: No, but for example, we do know that if it is a solar project, there may 
be a property tax loss relative to agriculture.  

• What about rooftop solar and distributed generation? Are we creating incentives in the plan for 
this? 

− Response from County: We are already promoting this. Solar is permitted on any rooftop in the 
county, provided you follow the building code. We also have an expedited permitting process. 

• How is the REGPA going to mesh with the DRECP? 

− Response from County: The REGPA needs to be completed in 2014. “Mesh” is the right word. 

− Response from CEC and BLM staff: The DRECP is on a different timeline. The work the County 
is doing is going to be a step down in level of detail. We are working from the same data. We 
are doing our best to be directionally in step with the County. We want to adopt a plan that the 
County can work with.  

− The DRECP will work with the County on the draft and final plan. We’ll reach decisions on key 
items. We will have to work with the County to implement the plan. At the end of the day, we 
hope to have meshed plans. It is helpful that Inyo County is ahead of the curve so that we have a 
good outline for what we need to talk about. This is going to be a living dialogue.  

− Response from County consultant: The EIR is also at the programmatic level—looking 
countywide. Any follow-up development applications will need their own project-level review; 
they will do surveys, assessments, and so forth.  

• Is there a targeted release date for the REGPA? 

− Response from County: Summer 2014. 

• Once the DRECP is finalized, will there be an opportunity to amend it based on the final REGPA? 

− Response from CEC: That assumes that the County wants to be a plan implementer. If they 
think differently about some of the areas of the DRECP, it requires a lot of negotiation. It may 
be possible for a county to be an informal participant, but if the County is formally participating, 
it will require a formal amendment. We are not yet sure what would be required in an 
amendment. Some counties might have plans that are very consistent with the DRECP. Some 
might not, and then they may have to do more work and a more detailed study of something. 
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There are so many different ways for this to come together. These are three interlocked plans 
in the DRECP, so folks may have more interest in one other another.  

CEC staff made final comments about agencies working together. Inyo County staff adjourned the 
meeting.  

STAKEHOLDER MEETING #2 – RENEWABLE ENERGY DEVELOPERS 

The following people participated in Stakeholder Meeting #2: 

REGPA Staff DRECP Staff Stakeholders 

• Cathreen Richards, Inyo 
County 

• Nolan Bobroff, Inyo County 

• Josh Hart, Inyo County 

• Robert Edgerton, Helix 
Environmental Planning 

• Susan Lee, Aspen 
Environmental Group 

• Emily Capello, Aspen 
Environmental Group 

• Nora De Cuir, PMC 

• Andrea Nelson, PMC 

• Terry Watt, DRECP 

• Jim Kenna, BLM 

• Carl Symons, BLM 

• Steve Nelson, BLM 

• Karen Douglas, CEC 

• Sandy Lovey, CEC 

• Eli Harland, CEC 

• Roger Johnson, CEC 

• Tom Hockin, Clean Power 
Group 

• Charlie Kuffner, Clean Power 
Group 

• Julie Faber, Coso Operating 
Company 

• Yamen Nanne, LADWP Solar 
Energy Development Group 

• Ann Wood, LADWP Solar 
Energy Development Group  

• Fernando Pardo, LADWP 
DRECP Research 

• Matt Ho, LADWP DRECP 
Research 

• John Bennett, LADWP 
Transmission Planning 

• Ashley Richmond, CANEA 

• Chris Little, ECOS Energy 

 

Summary of Group Discussion 

After the DRECP presentation, participants provided comments and asked questions regarding the plan 
and process. 

• Regarding slope, it’s only relevant in specific directions—stay away from anything sloping north. 

• Will the Data Basin web-based tool still go live in November 2013? Are you anticipating that 
comments should be included on the public draft of the plan? 

− Response from CEC: There will be an online tutorial on November 21 from 1:00 to 3:00 PM. 
We welcome comments regarding the tool and the DRECP at any time, but there is no formal 
comment period for the web-based tool or the DRECP prior to release of the draft. 

• Transmission planning is very important and complicated. Transmission authorities do not always 
communicate, and the FERC [Federal Energy Regulatory Commission] rules impact the process. As 



 

11 

renewable energy developers, we can deploy a good plan, but if the transmission doesn’t work, then 
the plan doesn’t work. Developers are challenged by how long they can wait for a transmission 
project plan to be finalized. 

− Response from County: We hope that, by working with the DRECP, we will make some 
progress on this. The LADWP and SCE are transmission providers. 

− Response from BLM: With each alternative, the DRECP will include a concept about what 
would be planned for transmission. 

− Response from CEC: The DRECP is not going to solve the transmission problem, but it is 
bringing together a lot of the same decision-makers in the process: utilities, CAISO [California 
ISO], and the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC).   

• It is important to have real transparency with what is happening with projects such as Barren Ridge. 
Other energy developers need more access to the project-related information. 

− Response from CEC: It is challenging since there needs to be a certain amount of project 
confidentiality. Roger Johnson is a key contact for this concern. I recommend you speak with 
him at the community workshop this evening. Each DRECP alternative will include transmission 
upgrade plans. The plan will not solve all problems, but will diminish them. 

− Response from LADWP: We believe the Barren Ridge project is approved and planned. 

• Will the DRECP include transmission corridor analysis? 

− Response from CEC: The conceptual model will include how much transmission will be needed 
to serve energy needs. It will not include the corridor level, but will include it in a footprint 
sense. 

• With the Bishop substation, the State of Nevada would cross state borders with transmission. 

− Response from CEC: We are sensitive to costs with environmental analysis and renewable 
energy development. The Data Basin web-based tool will be a resource. You will be able to look 
at what you would have to mitigate on a specific site. Data Basin will tell you what surveys are 
required for an area you select on the map. 

• How are you handling cultural impacts in the DRECP? 

− Response from CEC: Analysis for cultural impacts will still have to be done on a project level. 
There will be site-specific impacts. 

• This will deter renewable energy developers who don’t really know what they are doing or what 
they are getting into. 

− Response from CEC: Creating more tools for mitigation will not be terribly prescriptive the first 
time around. It is necessary, though, since some of the critical species are only found on public 
land. Habitat restoration in potential corridors could be a tool. We are trying to open the door 
to non-acquisition mitigation and mitigation on public land. 

− Response from BLM: You will see some new creativity in that area. For example, raptor 
impacts—is it possible to offset an impact on raptor populations by improving survival rates 
through design? The DRECP is a mechanism for taking permits through the Habitat 
Conservation Plan (HCP). There are no take permits presently. 
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Background Report 

Inyo County staff presented an overview of the Background Report, which was prepared to give a 
summary of the County’s current and previous efforts to include policies for renewable energy 
development in its General Plan. The following discussion resulted. 

• The Background Report is very comprehensive. ECOS Energy works in distributed generation. 
Suggest the County address distributed generation, particularly connections between rooftop solar 
and transmission lines. 

− Response from LADWP: In order to connect to a distribution center, a location needs to be 
close to demand centers and the load needs to be accommodated. Just because the circuit has 
capacity does not mean the transmission line does.  Most of the load is currently in the LA 
Basin, and the transmission system in LA would have to be used for distributed generation 
projects. There is very low population in Inyo County to support distributed generation. 
Whatever power is generated but is not used will incur transmission costs. 

• Regarding Map 16 Proposed Projects throughout the county: suggest including the number of 
megawatts on the map for each proposed project. 

Draft Criteria 

Inyo County staff presented a list of criterion derived from both the Background Report and the initial 
work done in 2011 (also included in the Background Report). Draft criteria were reviewed aloud for the 
group and explained where unclear. The following discussion resulted. 

• Slope is only relevant for solar development in specific directions. Suggest staying away from 
anything north-facing. 

− Response from County: Thank you for that suggestion. 

Draft Policy Concepts 

Inyo County staff presented a list of policy concepts derived from both the Background Report and the 
initial work done in 2011 (also included in the Background Report). Draft policy concepts were 
reviewed aloud for the group and explained where unclear. The group did not ask questions or provide 
comments on the draft policy concepts. 

Inyo County staff thanked participants for attending and adjourned the meeting.  
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STAKEHOLDER MEETING #3 – COUNTY ELECTED AND APPOINTED REPRESENTATIVES  

The following people participated in Stakeholder Meeting #3: 

REGPA Staff DRECP Staff Stakeholders 

• Cathreen Richards, Inyo 
County 

• Nolan Bobroff, Inyo County 

• Josh Hart, Inyo County 

• Robert Edgerton, Helix 
Environmental Planning 

• Nora De Cuir, PMC 

• Terry Watt, DRECP 

• Jim Kenna, BLM 

• Carl Symons, BLM 

• Steve Nelson, BLM 

• Karen Douglas, CEC 

• Sandy Lovey, CEC 

• Eli Harland, CEC 

• Roger Johnson, CEC 

• Kevin Carunchio, Inyo 
County Administrator 

• Clint Quilter, Inyo County 
Public Works Director 

• Cynthia Wahrenbrock, 
Planning Commissioner 

 

Summary of Group Discussion 

After the DRECP presentation, participants provided comments and asked questions regarding the plan 
and process. 

• How will you address local government issues, like infrastructure, in permitting projects on federal 
land? 

− Response from BLM: Each project is a dialog. The BLM works with all different agencies to 
facilitate these discussions. In our experience with infrastructure issues, those conversations go 
on directly between the applicant and the city or community. Those conversations will have a 
very local flavor. And we’ve found project proponents to be responsive. Renewable energy is a 
fairly young industry, so these are all somewhat like pilot projects. We are comfortable with 
these negotiations coming through the General Plan process at the county level.  

− Response from CEC: We want the County to be in good condition and we want the developers 
to play a role. We have seen very different experiences and outcomes; for example, in Kern 
County, where they have been successful in getting benefits from developers.  

• Is there a difference between geothermal and solar and wind in the DRECP?  

− Response from CEC: There are differences between the technologies. The process is different; 
development for geothermal is guided by the Geothermal Steam Act. There is a fairly prescribed 
process for that. Transmission along Highway 395 would really impact geothermal.  

• Will the mapping tool allow a layer to be added for public sector service impacts? 

− Response from CEC: The mapping tool is very versatile. You’d need to construct data layers, 
etc. You’d have to think about how to construct the layers. There is a second round of planning 
grants coming out; you can apply for another grant and make this part of your application. 

• You should have a model to start from. Maybe a few of the counties can get together on an 
application. It would be good to have some very fundamental calculations. Could we do this as a 
seven-county discussion? 
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− Response from CEC: This would be an ideal county-to-county discussion. We want to have 
adjustability within each county. The key word is baseline—still allowing for unique projects. 
Data Basin could be used for some of these group discussions. Calls can be coordinated by the 
DRECP for county coordination on best practices as well as future legislation.  

• Example from Imperial County. They have a voluntary mitigation program around agriculture. 
Community involvement in how to spend funding. They have generated some community interest in 
renewable energy through this.  

• There are some counties who have pretty frank discussions with developers about what brings the 
most economic benefit. There has got to be something in it for the counties because these are 
rarely easy responses for the supervisors.  

• There are places you’ll need variability in order to make it work.  

− The conversation can be started next week between County Administrative Offices.  

• If there were federal or state renewable energy zones in the county, it would be helpful. At this 
point, we are only seeing mitigation lands.  

• Will the timelines for REGPA and DRECP line up? 

− Response from County staff: It is possible. 

− Response from BLM: The timeline fits pretty well. We primarily want to know where the 
County is going with its document by the time the BLM signs its decision document.  

− Response from DRECP staff: We want to make sure that we’ve framed your “decision space” 
correctly in the DRECP alternatives. In the range of alternatives we had last December, we 
were missing some areas. In some places, counties whittle down the development focus areas 
(DFAs). In this case, you are interested in adding DFAs, which is different.  

• You are refining your ideas; you may come back with new ideas after our public process. The 
question is: Does that cause us to recirculate if we need to add something? 

− Response from BLM: I see this differently. We are devising a plan amendment process, so there 
is a pathway.  

− Response from County: And you’d use our CEQA.  

− BLM: But we’d add NEPA. However, if you are thinking of areas where the DRECP and REGPA 
don’t match up… 

− Response from DRECP staff: We need to identify issue areas and placehold them if we can.  

− BLM: We have just finished two plan amendments in Imperial County; for example, Imperial 
Sand Dunes. There is ample time; we do this all the time and we don’t need to stop the train 
here.  

− CEC: This is really a geographically based problem-solving exercise. 

− BLM: We are trying very hard, because counties see the BLM as a place to meet conservation 
requirements, but others have other interests for private land and want the BLM to do more 
renewable energy development. In order to hold it all together, we need to know what has to 
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happen where. We are trying to meet all the goals—conservation and energy. The BLM is trying 
to work with everyone’s vision. We need our role clarified.  

• I understand that renewable energy development can occur outside of the DFAs. The county map 
can identify other areas.  

− Response from CEC: That’s correct. The DRECP does not restrict the County from permitting 
something else.  

− Response from County: We see a two-tiered system in our plan. 

− CEC: That would work. 

− DRECP: Where those projects need permits, if they want to use the conservation plan for 
permitting, there are benefits. This is the advantage of working with us early. At some point, you 
will run out of mitigation options.  

− CEC: We just want to avoid having any conflicts. Additional areas are not a problem.  

• Your idea of a matrix of conservation measures—could that be on wilderness? 

− Response from CEC: Yes. If it is on wilderness and we’ve increased the ecological value, that’s 
permanent. And we like that.  

− Response from BLM: For example, in the desert, we are accepting a grazing retirement as 
mitigation for a road project. There are possible avenues to explore. We still need to meet legal 
standards, but augmentation of ecological values is fine.  

• This is a powerful concept in Inyo County, but don’t lead with the grazing allotment example.  

• There are some degraded lands is our wilderness from past activity.  

− Response from BLM: It’s important that the County think of conservation on the broadest level. 
Where we go with it is really very flexible.  

• Being able to show conservation overlays on public land is very helpful.  
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STAKEHOLDER MEETING #4 – FEDERAL AND MILITARY REPRESENTATIVES 

The following people participated in Stakeholder Meeting #4: 

REGPA Staff DRECP Staff Stakeholders 

• Cathreen Richards, Inyo 
County 

• Nolan Bobroff, Inyo County 

• Josh Hart, Inyo County 

• Robert Edgerton, Helix 
Environmental Planning 

• Susan Lee, Aspen 
Environmental Group 

• Emily Capello, Aspen 
Environmental Group 

• Andrea Nelson, PMC 

• Terry Watt, DRECP 

• Carl Symons, BLM 

• Steve Nelson, BLM 

• Robert Pawelek, BLM 

• Eli Harland, CEC 

• Tim Fox, Naval Air Weapons 
Station China Lake 

• Les Inafuku, Manzanar 
National Historic Site 

• Mike Cipra, Death Valley 
National Park 

• Scott Kiernan, Edwards Air 
Force Base 

 

Summary of Group Discussion 

After the DRECP presentation (by Ms. Douglas and Mr. Kenna), participants provided comments and 
asked questions regarding the plan and process. 

• Will the County consider DRECP newly designated lands for renewable energy development as part 
of the REGPA? 

− Response from County: Yes. The DRECP will be mirrored as much as possible in the REGPA. 

− Response from CEC: This will be an iterative process between the DRECP and the County. 

• There are cross-border transmission and ecological issues between California and Nevada. How is 
the DRECP addressing these? 

− Amargosa River is an example. 

− Response from CEC: We have had conceptual-level conversations with the State of Nevada. 
The Data Basin tool provides an opportunity for the DRECP to incorporate Nevada data and 
make it publicly accessible. 

• Do the County-identified sites in 2011 correspond with the DRECP DFA sites? 

− Response from CEC: Some do, but the DRECP DFA sites are preliminary alternatives at this 
point. 

• What is the timeline of the DRECP? 

− Response from CEC: The DRECP draft will likely be released in early 2014. 
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Background Report  

Inyo County staff presented an overview of the Background Report, which was prepared to give a 
summary of the County’s current and previous efforts to include policies for renewable energy 
development in its General Plan. The following discussion resulted. 

• What is the timeline of the REGPA? 

− Response from County: The REGPA will be completed by the end of 2014 or early 2015. 

• Is there an economic benefit to the County to build solar and wind renewable energy projects? 

− Response from County: Yes, wind and solar projects present different economic benefits to the 
county. There is a tax exemption for solar projects, though it is scheduled to sunset in 2016. 

− Response from CEC: Suggest speaking with assessor and other counties to address options. 

Draft Criteria 

Inyo County staff presented a list of criterion derived from both the Background Report and the initial 
work done in 2011 (also included in the Background Report). Draft criteria were reviewed aloud for the 
group and explained where unclear. The following discussion resulted. 

• The Park Service is very supportive of renewable energy, particularly small-scale landscape and 
rooftop solar. 

− Large-scale solar project will be constrained by parklands. Additionally, the Organic Act should 
be captured in the REGPA. 

• There are a number of constraints on rooftop solar on historic structures and cultural landscapes. 

• What is the status of solar and wind energy zones in the county? 

− Should the Park Service provide input regarding solar and wind energy zones? 

− Response from County: The County has not identified solar or wind energy zones yet. We 
welcome feedback on criteria prior to December 6. 

− Response from CEC: Data Basin will be a great resource to help home in on potential energy 
zones. 

• The military is concerned about wind energy development, especially wind turbines, and renewable 
energy projects that concentrate heat. 

− Wind turbines impact flight radar. The military does not have as much concern about PV solar 
projects. 

− The Department of Defense (DOD) would be concerned about wind development in the 
Pearsonville area, which has a high wind score. 

− Response from CEC: These areas of concern will likely be built into the DRECP. The County 
can work directly with the DOD to evaluate areas based on DOD criteria. 
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STAKEHOLDER MEETING #5 – LOCAL BUSINESSES AND COMMUNITY-BASED 

ORGANIZATIONS 

The following people participated in Stakeholder Meeting #5: 

REGPA Staff DRECP Staff Stakeholders 

• Cathreen Richards, Inyo 
County 

• Nolan Bobroff, Inyo County 

• Josh Hart, Inyo County 

• Robert Edgerton, Helix 
Environmental Planning 

• Susan Lee, Aspen 
Environmental Group 

• Emily Capello, Aspen 
Environmental Group 

• Nora De Cuir, PMC 

• Terry Watt, DRECP 

• Carl Symons, BLM 

• Steve Nelson, BLM 

• Robert Pawelek, BLM 

• Eli Harland, CEC 

• Deanna Campbell, Cerro 
Coso Community College 

• Peter Andersen, Deep Rose 
Geothermal 

• Hal Dawes, Deep Rose 
Geothermal 

• Paul Lamos, Rio Tinto 
Minerals 

 

Summary of Group Discussion 

After the DRECP presentation (by Ms. Watt, Mr. Harland, and Mr. Nelson), participants provided 
comments and asked questions regarding the plan and process. 

• How will permitting be addressed? 

− Deep Rose has a good amount of experience in permitting. There wasn’t a permitting 
framework when all of the applications started to come through. The DRECP is a big plan; 22.5 
million acres of federal and non-federal California desert land are in Inyo County. Mexico needs 
cutting edge we took at some point. Needed a way to deal with this. Plan needs to balance 
objectives, native species, and habitats with energy production. 

• Goals of the process: greenhouse gas (GHG) reduction under Assembly Bill 32, Renewables 
Portfolio Standard (RPS).   

− Plan is a Land Use Plan Amendment for the BLM; HCP for the US Fish and Wildlife Service; 
natural community conservation plan (NCCP) for the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife; EIR/EIS for all. 

− Ambitious plan to integrate processes that were previously project by project. 

• What is in it for industry? 

− Identifying where we can move rapidly to permit and with more certainty. 

− Mining is not a covered activity, but the county’s solar can cover that. 

− We hope it provides incentives and transparency of data.  

• Are other counties doing general plan amendments? 
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− Response from CEC/DRECP: We have a bit of variation. Kern County is doing a full General 
Plan starting next year, hopefully seeking a grant in this next round. LA County has the Antelope 
Valley Area Plan, and San Bernardino is doing a General Plan element.  

− Response from County: The County tried to do a General Plan amendment in 2011. We saw a 
lot of interest in this after the RPS was set. We wanted to address renewable energy 
development at the local level. This gives us an opportunity to articulate our local vision and 
authority for renewable energy.  

− Response from BLM: We are looking at reinventing how we provide electricity in California. It’s 
a big complicated thing with lots of moving parts. We need to meet our energy and 
conservation goals, and we are looking out to 2040. There are 10 million BLM acres and 20,000 
megawatts of development focus areas in this area of California. The public process is very 
important. 

Flip Chart Notes  

DRECP Questions: 

• How many acres of land are managed by the BLM in California? 

− Response from BLM: Can’t give actual number right now.  Estimateis15.2 million acres. 

• Does the DRECP have a shelf life? 

− 2040 (components have different requirements) 

− But tool with more longevity (Data Basin) � Need to keep updating! 

− Reduce project-by-project approach 

• For geothermal ���� more project-by-project evaluation, different authority 

REGPA Questions: 

• Have you considered utilizing EPA’s Repowering America? 

− Response from County: We’ll be looking into this.  

• What about cultural resources? 

− Response from REGPA: Can be difficult to map. Can come down to project-specific assessment. 

− Response from DRECP: We are undergoing an effort to get this information and make it less 
sensitive. We will get some of this information for environmental review. 

− Having a good relationship with tribes is key (e.g., Hawaii and ground blessing). 

• Where do geothermal policies exist? 

− Looking toward future projects. 

− Geothermal ordinance is in place. 

• Looking at multi-use with geothermal, e.g., mixed technologies, solar. 
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− One example: lifting solar in order to allowing sheep and cattle grazing on the same land. 

• Where do you put panels where they have no impact? 

− Designate impact areas. 

• How do we match up county and state and federal regulations (zoning-wise?) 

− Comes back to land use authority on specific sites. 

− DRECP does not zone, just provides clarity of permitting. 

− County permitting has gotten easier but still relies on state approvals. 

• Getting agencies on the same page upfront is essential in order to save time and money. 

− An integrated process would be preferable. 

− Getting better. The DRECP helps formalize that process and provides tiering opportunities.  

• Need to consider transmission for geothermal. 

− Use existing transmission corridors.  

− BLM has corridor with room for additional transmission development. 

STAKEHOLDER MEETING #6 – LOCAL ENVIRONMENTAL ORGANIZATIONS AND TRIBES 

The following people participated in Stakeholder Meeting #6: 

REGPA Staff DRECP Staff Stakeholders 

• Cathreen Richards, Inyo 
County 

• Nolan Bobroff, Inyo County 

• Josh Hart, Inyo County 

• Robert Edgerton, Helix 
Environmental Planning 

• Susan Lee, Aspen 
Environmental Group 

• Emily Capello, Aspen 
Environmental Group 

• Nora De Cuir, PMC 

• Terry Watt, DRECP 

• Carl Symons, BLM 

• Steve Nelson, BLM 

• Robert Pawelek, BLM 

• Greg Haverstock, BLM 

• Ashley Blythe, BLM 

• Eli Harland, CEC 

• April Zrelak, Lone Pine Paiute-
Shoshone Reservation  

• Earl Wilson, Lone Pine 

• Sally Miller, The Wilderness 
Society 

• Alan Bacock, Big Pine Paiute 
Tribe 

• Bill Helmer, Big Pine Paiute 
Tribe 

• Sally Manning, Big Pine Paiute 
Tribe 

• Julie Anne Hopkins, California 
Native Plant Society 

• Mark Bagley, Bishop Sierra 
Club  

• Malcolm White, Bishop Sierra 
Club 

• Malcolm Clark, Toiyabe Sierra 
Club (on phone) 
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Summary of Group Discussion 

After the DRECP presentation (Mr. Harland and Mr. Nelson), participants provided comments and 
asked questions regarding the plan and process. 

• How much of the DRECP’s 20,000-megawatt (MW) renewable energy goal is accounted for by the 
projects in the pipeline? 

− Response from CEC: Roughly 6,000 MW of the 20,000-MW goal are accounted for by projects 
in the pipeline, which are at various stages of the approval and construction process. The 
pipeline projects are a part of the baseline. Approved/built projects are a part of the cumulative 
impacts of the environmental assessment. 

• Which projects are included in this 6,000 MW? Is the DRECP including built projects such as Mojave 
and Antelope Valley? 

− Response from CEC: Yes, these built projects will be included in the DRECP analysis. 

• What about habitat and ecological impacts that have already happened as a result of built renewable 
energy projects? 

− Will the studies conducted for these projects be included in the DRECP? 

− Response from CEC: The HCP and the NCCP process for these sites analyzed impacts. The 
DRECP takes studies conducted as a part of these projects into account. The DRECP is data-
driven, and the results of these studies will be taken into account. The DRECP is working to be 
proactive and conserve and meet energy goals. 

• Will the DRECP alternatives have different renewable energy targets? 

− Response from CEC: All alternatives will have the same 20,000-MW planning target. The 
alternatives show different areas available for renewable energy development. The DRECP is 
developed to be adaptable over time (until 2040). 

• What criteria did the DRECP use to determine the 20,000-MW renewable energy goal? 

− Response from CEC: The DRECP took a couple of factors into account including the state’s 
GHG emissions goal, the energy sector’s projected GHG emissions and subsequent contribution 
to goal, estimated energy use, projected population growth, and projected energy conservation 
over time, among other factors.  

− Response from Ms. Watt: The DRECP website provides the method used to calculate the 
20,000-MW goal. It also includes the Sierra Club methodology for the renewable energy goal. 

• How does the CEC predict population growth? 

− Response from CEC: The CEC has been predicting population growth out 10 years for the last 
30 years with a fair amount of accuracy. 

• Request: Data illustrating the energy consumption in California. 

• What is the federal renewable energy goal? 

− Response from CEC: The federal government recently redefined their goal. I do not know it 
offhand. 
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• Does the DRECP boundary criterion include the cost of land? 

− Response from CEC: No, it does not. The land is defined as the desert ecosystem and was 
created by the DRECP. It includes the renewable energy as a use that requires a permit. 

• Where does the baseline start for the DRECP analysis? 

• Why does the DRECP boundary differ from the county boundaries? 

− Response from CEC: The boundaries are based on existing HCP/NCCP designations and 
ecological areas, which span county boundaries. 

• Why are the boundaries limited to BLM lands? Why not identify brownfield sites? 

− Response from CEC: The DRECP includes lands available to do this type of ambitious plan. The 
DRECP is limited to the desert region and therefore does not include the San Joaquin Valley. 
The EPA’s Repowering America program includes brownfield sites, and the CEC encourages the 
use of brownfields for renewable energy development. 

• Is there a statewide analysis of energy needs? 

− What is the equivalent of the 20,000 MW for the state? 

− Response from CEC: Yes, there is a statewide analysis. No, the state does not have an 
equivalent. 

• Why is military land excluded from the DRECP at this point? 

− Response from CEC: The DOD is a DRECP partner and has small-scale solar projects on their 
lands. The DOD has provided data demonstrating the impact of renewable energy projects on 
their operations. 

• Does the DRECP take the Desert Conservation Plan into account (championed by Senator 
Feinstein)? 

− The plan states that there is potential for 7,000 MW of renewable energy on DOD land. 

− Response from DRECP: This doesn’t include transmission, so it is excluded from the 20,000-
MW goal. The plan will be taken into account as part of the DRECP environmental analysis. 

• How does the DRECP take existing infrastructure and proposed projects into account? 

− Response from CEC: The DFAs inform the transmission needs. Some of the DFA alternatives 
are aligned with transmission and others are not. Transmission along existing corridors will be 
encouraged. 

• Will the DRECP address decommissioning and restoration of old energy sites? 

− Response from CEC: This is approved on a project-by-project basis and is not included in the 
DRECP. 

• What is the life span of a PV solar facility? 

− Response from CEC: 25–30 years. 

• Why does the DRECP DFA not include the two proposed solar projects? 
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− Response from CEC: There is an opportunity to understand this discrepancy by using Data 
Basin. The purpose of the DFAs is to streamline projects. 

• Suggestion to include the cultural resources overlay at the programmatic level, rather than just in 
project-by-project assessment and analysis. 

− Response from CEC: Cultural resources surveys will still have to be conducted for each project. 

Background Report  

Inyo County staff presented an overview of the Background Report, which was prepared to give a 
summary of the County’s current and previous efforts to include policies for renewable energy 
development in its General Plan. The following discussion resulted. 

• The DRECP map is inconsistent with the County map regarding area of critical concern near 
Pearsonville. 

• The BLM recreational trail through the Panamint Valley should be put on the map. 

− Response from County: Thank you for that suggestion. 

• Does the County have more current DFAs than 2011? 

− Response from County: At this point, the County only has 2011 DFAs. 

• How will you handle restrictions on LADWP land? 

− Response from County: These will be included in the REGPA. The LADWP like all other public 
agencies must demonstrate that it is in compliance with and has addressed the policies in the 
General Plan and all other County regulations. 

Draft Policy Concepts 

Inyo County staff presented a list of policy concepts derived from both the Background Report and the 
initial work done in 2011 (also included in the Background Report). Draft policy concepts were 
reviewed aloud for the group and explained where unclear. The group did not ask questions or provide 
comments on the draft policy concepts. 

• It is important to reach out to local tribes on a site-specific basis. 

• Can the County consider community solar? 

− If a community has a net generation, then the County should include it in the REGPA. 

− Response from County: There are different restrictions on commercial versus residential 
projects.  
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STAKEHOLDER MEETING #7 – CIVIC AND CHAMBER OF COMMERCE REPRESENTATIVES 

The following people participated in Stakeholder Meeting #7: 

REGPA Staff DRECP Staff Stakeholders 

• Cathreen Richards, Inyo 
County 

• Nolan Bobroff, Inyo County 

• Robert Edgerton, Helix 
Environmental Planning 

• Susan Lee, Aspen 
Environmental Group 

• Emily Capello, Aspen 
Environmental Group 

• Nora De Cuir, PMC 

• Terry Watt, DRECP 

• Carl Symons, BLM 

• Steve Nelson, BLM 

• Robert Pawelek, BLM 

• Greg Haverstock, BLM 

• Ashley Blythe, BLM 

• Eli Harland, CEC 

• Lisa Isaacson (on phone) 

• Jeff Bouders (on phone) 

• Jim Stroh 

• Mary Roper 

• Nina Weisman 

• Nancy Masters 

 

Summary of Group Discussion 

After the DRECP presentation (Mr. Harland), participants provided comments and asked questions 
regarding the plan and process. 

• What is the consequence of not meeting the RPS? 

− Response from CEC: Fines. The CPUC will not set this and enforce it; the Air Resources Board 
will assess penalties. 

• What percentage of electricity is currently renewable? 

− Response from CEC: A little over 20%. Some counties have accomplished more. 

• Required for each one? Not overall in state? 

− Response from CEC: Yes, for each one. 

• How is the LADWP doing? 

− Response from CEC: We are just starting to assess how they’re doing. First compliance period 
doesn’t end until 2015, so we won’t know until then. They have not, however, met the interim 
20% goal. 

− At that time, the CPUC would bind the investor-owned utilities to do this, but the publicly 
owned utilities were just encouraged to do it. Now this is more oversight of the publicly owned 
utilities. 

• Do the investor-owned utilities have oversight by the CPUC? What about elected officials of the 
publicly owned utilities? 

− Response from CEC: The CEC enforces the RPS for both. 

• What about the Northland proposal? 
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− Response from CEC: We have that proposal. Utilities can buy power from these private 
developers. 

− Developers won’t build until they have an agreement to sell power to a utility.  

− The Power Purchase Agreements are typically public record since they have to be approved by 
the board. However, for investor-owned utilities, the Power Purchase Agreements are not 
public until the point when the CPUC approves them. 

• There is a little chicken-and-egg problem of projects between the concept and coming to fruition.  

− Response from CEC: But under CEQA, it becomes a matter of public interest, if reasonably 
foreseeable. 

• Does the DRECP address social and economic impacts? 

− Response from CEC: There are those plan components and there will be CEQA/NEPA projects. 
CEQA and NEPA require an assessment of economics from a programmatic perspective. 

• How is the DRECP going to deal with environmental issues that are unforeseen now? 

− Response from CEC: The plan is designed to be very flexible and adaptable—it can be changed 
as appropriate. 

− The plan will have a web-based mapping component that will help everyone access it. It will be a 
tool for adapting to unforeseen changes. 

• Will the CEC have authority to shut down a power plant that has unforeseen consequences? 

− Response from CEC: Our licenses have a lot of conditions and qualifications that are based on 
what we know now and find in these hearings. This isn’t part of the DRECP, though. 

• Will this apply to tribal lands? Are there any projects being built on tribal land? 

− Response from CEC: It does not apply to tribal lands. Don’t know if there are currently any 
projects, but there has been a lot of interest. 

• What sort of mechanism does the DRECP have to enforce environmental regulations? 

− Response from CEC: It will establish project-by-project conditions. The responsibility of 
enforcement will be on the party who issued the permit to build that facility. 

− The EIR/EIS will have mitigation measures, which are theoretically enforceable under CEQA. But 
ultimately, this will be a planners’ document, which just suggests actions and does not 
dictate/indicate everything that will ultimately get built. But it will be an improvement over the 
status quo; right now, there is no plan. Developers have been taking their best shot at where to 
put projects. We are hoping that by having this plan in place, we’ll avoid haphazard siting in the 
future. 

• Does the County have to consult with the DRECP in order to permit projects? 

− Response from CEC: The HCP/NCCP has “plan participants.” The DRECP does not have to 
join, and it can do this informally. 

− Response from BLM: On the BLM side, yes, they conform to it. 
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• What are the HCP and NCCP? 

− Response from CEC: A habitat conservation plan/natural community conservation plan. 

• When do American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funds dry up? 

− Response from CEC: Most of the ARRA money has been accounted for. There is still the 
investment tax credit, which is not ARRA, but is a federal incentive for solar installations for 
everyone. 

• Is rooftop solar counted in utilities’ RPS? 

− Response from CEC: They can count excess energy produced by residential solar installations, 
but can’t count what the resident is actually using behind the meter. 

• How many biologists did this program put on the ground? I’m sure there are huge gaps in the data 
because of the size of the project area. 

− Response from CEC: You can dial down to a location and see the species that exist there, that 
are projected to exist there, but ultimately you’re still going to need to do a survey. It helps 
with probabilities—so it’s better than not knowing anything/going in blind. 

• Shouldn’t the 33% be a moving target based on population change? There is a lot to do. 

• We have an entity who owns 300,000 acres. They don’t follow county plans. Will the DRECP help 
the County with permitting? 

− Response from CEC: The LADWP says they are not subject to the County’s lead agency status. 
The DRECP will not change lead agency status, but will provide a programmatic framework to 
identify whether the biological goals are being met. 

− There are potentially permitting issues for an entity like the DRECP because there are 
requirements under CEQA to identify inconsistencies with HCPs/NCCPs. 

− If their projects are conflicting with the state agencies’ considerations/plans in a certain area, this 
has to make it more difficult for them. 

− Not ideal to have major projects moving forward right now, but is a fact true of most public 
processes. 

Background Report  

Inyo County staff presented an overview of the Background Report, which was prepared to give a 
summary of the County’s current and previous efforts to include policies for renewable energy 
development in its General Plan. The following discussion resulted. 

• Is there a proposed transmission corridor? Is it likely to get off the ground? 

− Response from County: Yes, the 368 (transmission line). Whether it happens depends on what 
the political outlook is like. 

− We have read a lot of studies that talk about transmission needs, but there are no real 
proposals for transmission upgrades in the county. 

• What is the mine site north of Independence? 
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− Response from County: The Old Quarry Site. This is from USGS data. The EPA has a great old 
mine sites database, and we will be looking through it and looking at old mines. 

• All the sites are so small. 

− Response from County: The dots are not representative of the area at this point. 

− Even if they are small, why is that a hindrance? Maybe it’s a better geographic location for 
distribution. 

• Owens Valley Land Management Plan. This was excluded from the analysis. Why? 

− The governing document is the 1991 EIR. The long-term waste management EIR is for 1970–
1990 extractions, and the MOU (1997) amends the EIR. 

− In their EIR for solar, they didn’t address their own MOU or the City of LA General Plan 
Conservation Element. 

• County has made permitting for residential solar quite easy.  

− Response from County: The County is definitely in support of residential solar and making it 
easier. 

• What about small hydro? 

− Response from County: We already have policies addressing small hydro in the General Plan, so 
the REGPA will not address it. The DRECP does include geothermal. 

• If the military doesn’t like it, what does that mean? 

− Response from County: We aren’t legally bound by it, but we need to recognize it. 

• SHPO [State Historic Preservation Office] databases? For historical and cultural resources? 

− Response from County: These are hard to map, and so it has to be done on a case-by-case 
basis. 

• How do you anticipate overlaying the maps? Are you weighting them somehow? 

− Response from County: We have not yet thought about a weighting or rating system. 

•  On what basis were the boundaries of the DRECP drawn? Why not include northern Inyo County? 

− Response from CEC: Not sure exactly why the boundary was drawn exactly where it is, but the 
decision was based on trying to follow the “desert ecosystem.” 

• It would be interesting to see the data that made that determination. With climate change, does the 
boundary change? 

− Response from County: If they are using an existing model, it might not make sense everywhere. 
And there have been some changes to the boundaries of the plan in the past. 

− Really, it’s based on 50 species, 30 natural communities. The desert tortoise, for instance, had an 
impact on bringing the boundary up into the Owens Valley. 

• What role do cultural landscapes play? 
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− Response from CEC: They are not well defined in the DRECP, but some of the biological 
resource areas also cover it. This is a big issue for Hidden Hills and Manzanar. There are so 
many more grey areas with this type of evaluation; no scientific method is fully adequate. But 
remember that each of these planning areas will have to go through CEQA. 

• What are the lands colored white? What does white represent on the maps? 

− Response from County: State Lands Commission, private land, BLM land that is mislabeled, US 
Forest Service, and US Fish and Wildlife Service land that is mislabeled. We are working to 
refine this in the Background Report. 

• On private land, what economic benefits are there for the County? 

− Response from County: Not a lot for solar, but some for geothermal and wind. Tax incentives 
may change. The assessor doesn’t come and reassess after solar, which is meant to incentivize 
solar, but that sunsets shortly. Legislation could re-extend it. About two years ago, the assessors 
started to talk to the Board of Equalization about this. The board issued guidance that said that 
all solar generation applies, but it only applies to the first person who builds it. The assessor can 
reassess after it is sold. But investors are pretty savvy of this, so often the majority don’t sell. 

• Going forward 25 years, what sort of restoration standards could be incorporated into the REGPA? 
What kind of restoration? Will it be part of pre-project conditions/requirements? 

− Response from County: The County had this in the 2011 versions. The CEC includes this in the 
licenses. 

− What is required has to be project-specific. Might be things like requiring a reclamation plan or 
requiring a bond raised for reclamation. That’s already in the renewable energy ordinance. 
Ensuring that restoration is part of a plan is one of the reasons why it’s important that we have 
the REGPA. 

• Regarding connection efforts, has the CEC thought about increasing rates to convey the price of 
electricity, both for efficiency and for things like mitigation costs? 

− Response from CEC: Some of the fee is passed through the Power Purchase Agreement. The 
revenue that they think they can generate has to cover the cost to build and operate, which 
includes mitigation. 

− Response from County: A lot of concurrent efficiency planning efforts are also going on. They 
are looking at tiered pricing, new building standards, Title 24, much more mandatory efficiency 
and net zero, which are also state goals. 

• Electricity use is very elastic. When people start getting their bills, they will be motivated to 
conserve. 

• Education is already a good thing. 

• When you are generating your own power, it gives you a good feeling. We’re doing so much with 
efficiency, and we’re so much more comfortable. 
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ADDITIONAL WRITTEN COMMENTS FROM STAKEHOLDERS 

Comment Card #1: 

Why does Inyo County think its citizens want/need large-scale renewable energy development (i.e., 
whose idea was this?). I think Inyo County’s people DON’T want this sort of development. Focus on 
getting rooftop/parking and maybe disturbed-land solar on much smaller scale and community co-op 
projects. This whole approach is top down, but it should be bottom up. Have citizens propose, not 
developers. 

Comment Card #2: 

I frequently feel that not enough attention is given to how important tourism is to the economy here in 
Inyo County. With that in mind, I believe we need to be very careful identifying potential locations for 
industrial-scale energy. Viewshed is extremely important in scenic evaluation, and we need to keep that 
in mind. Any proposed increase in jobs is temporary and not really a net increase and shouldn’t be 
counted as such. Also sites should be located on already disturbed land. 

PUBLIC WORKSHOPS SUMMARY AND ANALYSIS 

OVERVIEW 

The community workshops were held Tuesday, December 3, to Thursday, December 5, 2013, from 
6:00 to 7:30 PM each evening. They were held at Independence High School, the Bishop City Hall 
Auditorium, and the Tecopa Community Center. Each of the three workshops had the same approach 
and general content. A total of 6, 22, and 15 community members attended each workshop, 
respectively, for a total of 43 members of the public combined. 

Workshop Purpose and Approach 

At each workshop, attendees were first given an overview by County 
staff of the REGPA’s purpose and overall process, followed by a 
detailed review of potential criteria to be used for development of 
renewable energy development areas in the county, including areas for 
inclusion and areas for exclusion. This was done with the aid of a 
PowerPoint presentation. Questions were taken informally both during 
and after the presentation period. Notes were taken of each public 
comment or question on a flip chart. The presentation portion of the 
workshops took approximately 30 minutes to an hour depending on 
the volume of questions and comments by members during this time. 
Afterward, members of the public were invited to provide input on the 
preliminary REGPA criteria, policies, and specific map locations for the 
renewable energy development areas. For all three areas, participants 
were asked to provide their feedback on posters using sticky dots or 
to write specific comments on sticky notes. 

In sum, attendees were able to provide input through sticky dot voting on posters and maps of the 
county, sticky note comments, comment cards, and comments and questions recorded on the flip chart 
during the discussion.  

Below is a more detailed description of each area of feedback topics and the results. 
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Criteria Interactive Posters 

This activity streamlined the technical criteria selected by staff and was explained during the 
presentation portion of the workshops. The map results of each criterion were printed and displayed 
along with the criteria descriptions (see Appendix A). Participants were asked “Is this an appropriate 
evaluation tool?” and could respond using sticky dots on a grid of options including “yes,” “no,” and 
“maybe, I need more information,” or provide written comments for each criterion.  

Policy Interactive Posters 

This set of posters listed policy statements proposed by County staff to be included in the REGPA. The 
activity was set up similarly to the criteria posters, with a grid of voting options allowing attendees to 
indicate whether they consider each policy appropriate for the county (see Appendix B). 

Mapping Exercise 

The participants were also presented with a large-scale map of the 
county that indicated the locations of proposed renewable energy 
development overlay areas from the 2011 update effort and based 
largely on the criteria presented from the Background Report (see 
Appendix C). The participants could indicate whether they support 
or would oppose renewable development in those areas or any 
other portion of the county using green dots (support) or red dots 
(not support).  

Key Findings 

The following is a summary of key findings from the community workshops. A complete summary of 
participant feedback is included in Appendix D. 

Criteria 

Potential and Infrastructure 

• In general, workshop participants indicated support for the use of renewable potential mapping tools 
as an evaluative tool for project siting.  

• Participants more strongly supported the consideration of solar potential over wind potential. This 
is likely linked to stronger support for solar development over wind development generally. 

• Participants indicated strong support for all transmission-related criteria. 

• Considering and utilizing the DRECP development focus areas and transmission areas received the 
most number of positive responses of any proposed evaluative potential criteria, and received no 
“no” responses. 

• Environmental impact statement criteria received many responses (i.e., high input) but with little 
consensus (split nearly evenly between positive and negative responses) as to whether 
programmatic environmental impact statements are an appropriate evaluation tool. 

Areas for Inclusion 
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• Degraded land was supported by a number of participants, but also drew a number of “no” 
responses and comments, including the need to still consider cultural and other impacts on these 
lands. 

Areas for Exclusion 

• Overall, exclusionary criteria received the most positive responses of all criteria presented, with 7 
to 10 “yes” responses for nearly every criterion in the category. 

Additional Criteria (participants were asked what additional criteria, if any, should be used) 

• Various viewshed areas were emphasized, and the need for further assessment of visual impacts 

• Cultural and historical impacts  

• Water 

• Dust creation or mitigation potential 

• Decentralization 

Policies 

• In general, participants indicated they supported each proposed policy statement, except for those 
listed in the bullet points below.  

• Nearly half the policies garnered at least one response indicating the need for more information 
before deciding if the policy was appropriate. 

• The following policy received the highest number of positive responses (13) of any policy, and no 
“no” responses: Renewable energy development should take steps to minimize water consumption 
and the use of potable water. 

• The following policy received 8 “no” responses and only 1 “yes” response: Transmission facilities 
and related infrastructure should be allowed to locate and operate within any land use designation 
and zoning district, provided the facilities operate under valid approval and appropriate 
environmental review. 

• The following policy received 9 “no” responses and 3 “yes” responses: The County should promote 
or encourage the use of public lands for renewable energy development over private lands to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

Map Areas 

The table below summarizes participants’ responses as to where renewable growth should be promoted 
or discouraged. Seven location areas on the map received between three and four responses indicating 
they were not good for development. Owens Lake-Keeler is notable for receiving a significant number 
of responses indicating it is good for renewable energy development and only one response indicating it 
is not good for development. Likewise, the Charleston View area is notable for receiving a much higher 
number of responses (10) indicating it is not good for renewable development and no responses 
indicating it is a good location for development. 
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Location on Map 
Good for RE Development? 

Yes No 

East side of 395 corridor north of Owens Valley up until Laws  4 

Far western edge of county west of 395 corridor and from 
north of Owens Valley to approx. where 168 enters the county 

 3 

Near intersection of 395 and 168 near Laws 1  

Laws  1 

Deep Springs   

Fish Lake Valley   

Owens Valley 1 4 

Owens Lake-Keeler 6 1 

Rose Valley 4 3 

Centennial Flat-Darwin   

Death Valley Junction  4 

Pearsonville 1  

Panamint Valley  3 

Chicago Valley  4 

Charleston View  10 

Trona  2 

Sandy Valley 2 1 

 

Other Issues 

The following is a list of issues raised during the discussion and question-and-answer period in the 
presentation portion of the workshops that otherwise might not be fully articulated in the results 
summarized above. 

• Participants frequently indicated concern about the LADWP’s intentions to develop renewable 
projects on their land and how the REGPA would impact those projects. 

• Participants had a number of questions about how the DRECP decisions and other public agencies’ 
general decision-making processes to move forward with siting and developing renewable energy 
projects would interact with the REGPA process and results. 

• Several participants at multiple workshops indicated a desire that renewable energy projects provide 
some form of additional contribution to the community either through taxes per kilowatt produced 
or paying for land conservation areas equivalent to land area taken for renewable project 
development. 

• A number of participants emphasized the need to develop criteria that directly consider cultural 
resources more than currently indicated in the proposed criteria. 
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APPENDIX A - CRITERIA ACTIVITY POSTERS AND RESULTS 

Participants were invited to indicate their support in the following table showing criteria. The following shows the summed voting results from 
all community members that voted at the stakeholder meetings or workshops, or which were turned in later to county staff. 

DRAFT Criteria 

Is this an appropriate evaluation tool? 

Yes 
Maybe,  

need more 
information 

No 
Comments 

If not, why not? What modifications do you suggest? 

I.  Solar Potential  

A. Concentrating Solar Resources of the 
United States Map 

• A map illustrating the potential solar 
generation resources across the 
United States.  

• Developed by the National Renewable 
Energy Laboratory (NREL) using 
satellite radiation modeling. 

10 1 3 

Not for Inyo County.  It only serves as justification by power 
developers.  It does not require the County to relinquish 
jurisdiction of land use.  Line loss from source to use is not 
factored into the scale.   

Recommend the photovoltaic map rather than concentrating as 
county more likely to have PV facilities. 
http://www.nrel.gov/gis/images/map_pv_national_hi-res_200.jpg 

Doesn’t take into account local needs, solar resources should 
be positioned where use is. 

B. Solar Energy Zones (SEZs) 

• Relatively large areas that provide 
highly suitable locations for utility-scale 
solar development. 

• Include locations where: 

• Solar development is economically and 
technically feasible 

• There is good potential for connecting 
new electricity-generating plants to 
the distribution system 

• There is generally low resource 
conflict. 

9 4 1 

Yes, but…Only as a way to quickly eliminate non-
geographically acceptable sites.  Economics and technically 
feasible aspects should not be Inyo County’s concern or 
decision. 

Community input should be a large part of site selection. 

Need to protect local cultural landscapes and related economy 
(i.e., tourism).  Solar should not be a money maker for utilities.  
Generate it where folks live. 

Clarify north sloping up to 5% not desirable to PV solar 
developers� look at 90-270 degrees up to 5% slope to the 
west, south to east and drop 270-90 degrees west, north and 
east. 
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DRAFT Criteria 

Is this an appropriate evaluation tool? 

Yes 
Maybe,  

need more 
information 

No 
Comments 

If not, why not? What modifications do you suggest? 

II.  Wind Potential 

A. Wind Power Resource Map of California 

• A map illustrating wind potential 
across California. 

• Developed by the Department of 
Energy (DOE) and NREL using surface 
wind data, coastal marine data, and 
upper-air data. 

9 1 5 

There is a lot of dust in Inyo County.  To what extent will wind 
farms aggravate our ability to breathe? DUST 

Not locally sensitive, problems with cultural landscape and 
birds. 

Make sure to look at wind resources at 50m above ground and 
at 80m above ground.  Newer generation is much higher/taller. 

B. Wind Development Focus Areas (DFAs) 

• Five Development Focus Areas for 
solar development based a set of 
criteria.  

• Created by Desert Renewable Energy 
Conservation Plan (DRECP), a 
planning organization for the Colorado 
and Mojave desert areas. 

4 1 6 

Again, community input should play a major role. 

Not locally sensitive, problems with cultural landscape and 
birds. 

Made by wind energy association.  Inyo should get raw data 
from NREL or another agency and use their own criteria to 
screen appropriate areas. 

Not sure how these were designated.  I think CalWEA* layers 
were used, in which case the info is for wind advocacy and not 
objective.   
* CalWEA is a non-profit corporation supported by members 
of the wind energy industry. 

III.  Renewable Energy Transmission 

A. Competitive Renewable Energy Zones 
(CREZ) 

• Zones identified as able to provide 
electricity by year 2020 based on cost 
effectiveness and low environmental 
impacts. 

• Zones include existing and proposed 
transmission corridors.  

4 2 5 

The county should identify its best areas for solar PV and be 
ready when inquiries come in. 

This is a market issue.  Inyo County should have access to 
information of future transmission corridors, but should not 
use this to determine where appropriate energy sites should be 
located. 

Cost effectiveness should not be the issue (environmental 
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DRAFT Criteria 

Is this an appropriate evaluation tool? 

Yes 
Maybe,  

need more 
information 

No 
Comments 

If not, why not? What modifications do you suggest? 

• Created by the Renewable Energy 
Transmission Initiative (RETI).  

impact yes)- needs to take into account local issues first. 

Early planning which has informed DRECP now considers RETI 
successor. 

Isn’t this info out of date? 

Out of date? 

B. Transmission Line Maps 

• Maps identify transmission lines with 
high or medium potential upgrades to 
move large scale electricity. 

• Created by the California 
Transmission Planning Group (CTPG).  

11 1 2 

Again, not for use to determine appropriate development.  This 
is a market issue.  Inyo County should not promote large-scale 
development. 

Needs to take into account local issues first. 

As below, Inyo should be practice as TX—what do county and 
residents want? 

Consider but doesn’t necessarily need to dictate what Inyo 
Plans/does. 

C. California Independent System Operator 
(CAISO) Annual Transmission Plan 

• Identifies the transmission corridors 
entering and exiting California.  

• Corridors are held by Inyo County's 
two electricity providers. 

• Created by the California Independent 
System Operator (CAISO).  

12 1 1 

Yes—but only where Inyo County is impacted.  Not to use for 
siting acceptability.  Informational only. 

D. State of Nevada Conceptual Transmission 
Plan 

• Plan to upgrade the State's 
transmission system to serve 
established renewable energy zones. 

• Includes conceptual transmission line 
linking Northern and Southern 

7 3 3 

Yes, but only where Inyo County is impacted.  Not to use for 
siting acceptability.  Informational only. 

To extent it does not conflict with policy of no new 
transmission corridors. 

Inyo should decide (be proactive) if it wants this rather than be 
passive and/or reactive to what NV is planning. 
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DRAFT Criteria 

Is this an appropriate evaluation tool? 

Yes 
Maybe,  

need more 
information 

No 
Comments 

If not, why not? What modifications do you suggest? 

California. 

• Created through collaboration of 
utility companies in Nevada. 

CA not reactive to other state’s plans.  CA/Inyo need to be 
proactive. 

E. Los Angeles Department of Water and 
Power (LADWP) Transmission Lines 

• Identifies existing transmission lines 
that run along the east side of Owens 
Valley.  

• Identifies transmission availability on 
this transmission line. 

• Includes proposal for a solar project 
adjacent to this line. 

• Includes approval to upgrade at Barren 
Ridge transfer station to: 

• increase electricity movement from 
Barren Ridge area to southern 
California 

• Open potential to increase capacity 
between Barren Ridge and Owens 
Valley. 

10  3 

LADWP will always make plans without consulting Inyo 
County.  The information is needed to predict what LADWP 
will want to do. 

Solar project on this scale not appropriate to our cultural 
landscape and economy. 

I couldn’t find this “available” transmission information.  And 
what is the status of the BRRTP [Barren Ridge Renewable 
Transmission Project]?? 

F. Inyo County Transmission Lines 

• Includes existing transmission lines 
throughout Inyo County.  

• Illustrates transmission lines with 
upgrade potential to serve renewable 
energy generation facilities. 

11  1 

What’s the status of SCE transmission lines and capacity to 
transmit power south to Kramer Junction and /or Vincent to 
get into the solar power use load center?  I couldn’t find the 
“upgrade potential” defined. 

G. Desert Renewable Energy Conservation 
Plan (DRECP) 

• Includes an analysis of five 

15 3 1 
Bird migration pathways. 

DRECP has eliminated areas of some natural resource concern.  
However, the DFAs are not complete as evidenced by the two 
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DRAFT Criteria 

Is this an appropriate evaluation tool? 

Yes 
Maybe,  

need more 
information 

No 
Comments 

If not, why not? What modifications do you suggest? 

Development Focus Areas (DFAs) in 
Inyo County and the transmission 
needs to develop within them. 

• Presents conceptual transmission 
upgrades:  

• A new substation (#1) located 
between Independence and Lone Pine 

• A new substation (#2) near Ridgecrest 

• A new transmission line extending 
from new substation (#1) to the 
Keeler area. 

current large-scale arrays in OV [Owens Valley] that have 
footprints outside the DRECP DFAs.  Inyo should not use this 
as acceptable siting prior to other resource criteria evaluation. 

No sub-station in Owens Valley.  Ask Ridgecrest about it--
Ridgecrest plant. 

Who pays for? 

IV.  Environmental Impact Statements 

A. Solar Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement (PEIS) - Right of Way (ROW) 
Access on Private Land 

• Evaluates the right of way access on 
private land to transmission facilities 
for solar development.  

• Created by Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM). 

11 2 7 

There is almost no private land here. 

Why only private lands? 

 

B. Solar Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement (PEIS) – Variance Areas 

• Variance areas are the only areas 
identified in PEIS as possibly 
appropriate for solar energy 
development. 

• A variance is required from the 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
prior to construction. 

6 4 3 

Variance lands are contentious, not always near transmission 
and have not been environmentally pre-screened. 

Consider these areas but know that they have not been 
thoroughly screened for environmental impact. 



 

39 

DRAFT Criteria 

Is this an appropriate evaluation tool? 

Yes 
Maybe,  

need more 
information 

No 
Comments 

If not, why not? What modifications do you suggest? 

• Created by Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM). 

C. West-Wide Energy Corridor 
Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement (WWEC-PEIS) 

• An Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) prepared for energy corridors 
identified in 11 western states. 

• Purpose is to facilitate future site of 
oil, gas, and hydrogen pipelines; and 
renewable energy development. 

• Created by Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM), Department of 
Energy (DOE), and Department of 
Agriculture and Defense. 

7 1  

The EIS data are valuable to Inyo County. 

On the basis of description in the background report, and 
excluding corridors—if any—primarily relevant to pipeline 
transmission (oil, gas, etc.) 

Subject to further NEPA –corridor ID 

Additional Criteria Please include any additional criteria below that we may have missed. 

A. Old Spanish National Historic Trail—
Visual impacts 

2   
 

B. Viewsheds 2    

C. Agriculture mapping 1    

D. Water and water resource maps 2    

E. All new renewable energy projects to be 
offset by equally sized areas of 
conservation land 

1   
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APPENDIX B - PUBLIC WORKSHOPS – POLICY ACTIVITY POSTERS AND RESULTS 

Participants were invited to indicate their support in the following table showing proposed policies.  The following shows the summed voting 
results from all community members that voted at the stakeholder meetings or workshops, or which were turned in later to county staff. 

DRAFT Policy Concepts 

Are these appropriate for Inyo County? 

Yes 
Maybe,  

need more 
information 

No 
Comments 

If not, why not? What modifications do you suggest? 

Renewable energy development will help offset 
administrative costs to the County and the 
loss of other potential economic development. 
If there are economic impacts from renewable 
energy development, mitigation and offsets 
should be required that minimizes financial 
contribution commitments by the County. 

14 1 4 

Yes but, renewable energy development should not be 
permitted where the result is a financial burden on the County.   
Loss of other economic sources must include current impact on 
tourism. 

Look to Riverside County for policy related to solar tax to 
provide revenue to county. 

The conversion of agricultural land for urban 
development should be discouraged, and 
renewable energy development should avoid 
productive agricultural land. 

13 1 1 

Productive ag land should be preserved. 

Ag land should be screened to see if it is appropriate for future 
agric. Use or more useful/economical for conversion to RE. 

The County should have a map of areas where 
solar or wind renewable energy facilities are 
appropriate. 

13 2 1 

Maps should be easily updateable as relevant new information 
becomes available. 

And these areas should include smaller, qualified sites. 

The County should work with renewable 
energy developers and other agencies involved 
with the development site to minimize 
impacts. 8  1 

Add: and other local stakeholders, including those adjacent to 
proposed projects. 

Assuming that minimizing impacts has been key to the pre-
designated RE siting criteria, further resource protection is 
good, though promotion of large-scale RE by the County would 
not be acceptable. 
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DRAFT Policy Concepts 

Are these appropriate for Inyo County? 

Yes 
Maybe,  

need more 
information 

No 
Comments 

If not, why not? What modifications do you suggest? 

Renewable energy development should take 
steps to minimize water consumption and the 
use of potable water. 

17 1  

Should be evaluated in light of total water needs & resources, 
recognizing that water withdrawal may in some cases impact 
areas some distance from the project. 

Yes, but should be a criterion not a policy. 

Avoidance first. Then minimization of impacts. 

County should draft water policies specific to RE development. 

The siting of renewable energy facilities should 
minimize significant changes to the visual 
environment, including minimizing light and 
glare and screening facilities. 10 2 1 

Not minimize but avoid completely. 

Yes but…Rather, “avoid” significant impacts.  If they are 
minimal, they are not significant.  If somewhat significant, the 
development should not be permitted. 

Dark skies? 

Avoidance first. Then minimization of impacts. 

The County should continue to be involved in 
large scale planning efforts with state and 
federal level organizations for renewable 
energy development, to promote better land 
use and transmission opportunities. 

8 3 1 

The County should not promote large scale development of RE.  
There are no direct benefits. Long-term destruction of the 
vistas and cultural landscape so unique to Inyo must be 
preserved.  Land does not have to be ‘used’ to be valuable. 

Work in collaboration w/DRECP esp. w/regard to species 
conservation.  Plants/animals do not know jurisdictional 
boundaries. 
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DRAFT Policy Concepts 

Are these appropriate for Inyo County? 

Yes 
Maybe,  

need more 
information 

No 
Comments 

If not, why not? What modifications do you suggest? 

The capacity to generate enough energy to 
make renewable energy financially feasible 
should be a key consideration of which areas 
are suitable for renewable energy 
development. 5 2 5 

Many other policy considerations should precede this. 

Financially feasible but also in accordance with the character of 
surroundings adding design assessments. 

Need independent analysis of what constitutes “financially 
feasible.”  Developers frequently make unsubstantiated claims of 
a project not being financially feasible unless all their “desires” 
are granted. 

This is a market issue.  The County should protect its resources 
as a primary goal. 

The proximity to existing transmission 
corridors to export energy without the 
development of new transmission lines should 
be a key consideration of the location of 
renewable energy facilities. 

16  2 

Yes, If this means: only along current corridors and no 
additional lines.  More transmission lines should be actively 
discouraged.   

Transmission lines that carry energy through 
Inyo County should allow future local tie in. 

11  3 

Not where the communities are too far from lines to trade 
impacts of new line development.  Instead, promote RE within 
and around communities for local use. 

Hopefully this will not occur: there needs to be a very public 
conversation about what we want OV to look like in 20, 40 
years.  New transmission lines will drive new development.  
Can EIR do visual simulations? 

Yes for California ISO but not necessarily for LADWP or other 
municipal governments. 
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DRAFT Policy Concepts 

Are these appropriate for Inyo County? 

Yes 
Maybe,  

need more 
information 

No 
Comments 

If not, why not? What modifications do you suggest? 

Future transmission line development should 
be limited to existing public right of way. 

15  3 

We would not like to see future line development in the Owens 
Valley.  Protection of cultural landscape is critical to native 
people, Manzanar National Historic Park and visitors from 
around the world. 

Current right of way might be too narrow for future 
development of new line. There might be compelling reasons to 
have new rights of way. 

Disturbance to critical habitats of plants and 
animals, and to important historical and 
cultural sites and landscapes, should be 
minimized. 

15 1  

Yes but…Should be “avoided.”  How to quantify “minimized.”  
By whose standards?  Landscape cannot be broken up and 
remain a valuable cultural landscape or scenic vista. 

Avoidance first. 

Solar and wind energy facility location should 
be limited to areas with a renewable energy 
land use designation overlay or in an 
appropriate zoning district. 

11 1 1 

 

Transmission facilities and related 
infrastructure should be allowed to locate and 
operate within any land use designation and 
zoning district, provided the facilities operate 
under valid approval and appropriate 
environmental review. 

3 3 10 

Don’t want a situation like common in current Texas oil boom 
where people find oil/gas rigs situated adjacent to their homes. 

This one appears to conflict with the policy above (future 
transmission lines should be limited to public right of way). 

We strongly urge the County to map appropriate potential sites 
as first step in permitting, then require further environmental 
review. 

Renewable energy development should be 
encouraged to locate on disturbed lands. 

15 5  

Yes but…On disturbed lands as appropriate siting, but not 
promoted for RE above other possible uses. 

Transmission lines should be sited to avoid impacts, then 
minimize, then mitigate, if necessary. 
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DRAFT Policy Concepts 

Are these appropriate for Inyo County? 

Yes 
Maybe,  

need more 
information 

No 
Comments 

If not, why not? What modifications do you suggest? 

Utilities and renewable energy developers 
should locate transmission and intertie 
facilities on the same site. 

6 5 1 
Unless less impact can be demonstrated by doing otherwise. 

Including agricultural lands that are no longer productive. 

The overall size of a single renewable energy 
facility should be limited to minimize impacts 
on natural, cultural, historic or visual 
resources. 

11 4  

Prefer cluster development even if it means larger facilities—
rather than leapfrog or scatter hot industrial RE development. 

The County should promote or encourage the 
use of public lands for renewable energy 
development over private lands to the 
maximum extent feasible. 

5 2 11 It is uncertain where LADWP fits into these categories.  With 
similar design review and resource protection?  Real private 
land is very limited, and public may hold more options for 
resource protected locations. 

This presupposes private land is more “valuable” than public 
land. If a private landholder wants to develop renewable energy 
it is not the county’s duty to discourage such development. 

 Why? The county gets the impacts and the BLM gets the rent. 

Use best lands and landowners willing.  Public lands could serve 
as mitigation. 

County should ID the lands that avoid the most amount of 
impacts first.  Then deal with private/public land impacts. 

What are we missing? 

Endangered, threatened, species of 
conservation concern areas should include 
necessary connectivity to sustain the species 
and recognize that habitats are variable over 
time. 

 

1    
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DRAFT Policy Concepts 

Are these appropriate for Inyo County? 

Yes 
Maybe,  

need more 
information 

No 
Comments 

If not, why not? What modifications do you suggest? 

Cumulative effects shall be considered:  
current proposed project, other approved 
projects, and proposed future projects. 

1    

Reclamation, restoration requirements should 
be sufficiently bonded to assure completion, 
even in event the project owner no longer 
exists.  There should be triggers as to 
when/how the project is to be regarded as no 
longer operational to facilitate restoration 
without undue delay. Degree to which 
meaningful restoration possible should be 
considered in evaluation project proposal. 

1    

Recognize that information gaps exist and that 
revisions may be necessary in order to 
maintain compliance with policy concepts and 
criteria. 

1    

When alternative technologies exist, 
preference is for least disruptive technology 
(as related to the other policies and criteria). 

1    

The county should develop a development 
impact fee that covers the cost of county 
services. 

1    

DG, community solar, county solar facilities, 
etc. 

1    
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APPENDIX C - PUBLIC WORKSHOPS – MAPPING EXERCISE RESULTS 

Location on Map 
Good for RE development? 

Yes No 

East side of 395 corridor north of Owens Valley up 
until Laws 

 4 

Far western edge of county west of 395 corridor and 
from north of Owens Valley to approx. where 168 
enters the county 

 3 

Near intersection of 395 and 168 near Laws 1  

Laws  1 

Deep Springs   

Fish Lake Valley   

Owens Valley 1 4 

Owens Lake-Keeler 6 1 

Rose Valley 4 3 

Centennial Flat-Darwin   

Death Valley Junction  4 

Pearsonville 1  

Panamint Valley  3 

Chicago Valley  4 

Charleston View  10 

Trona  2 

Sanay Valley 2 1 

 

 



 

47 

APPENDIX D - PUBLIC WORKSHOPS – DISCUSSION NOTES TRANSCRIPTION 

Key: C= comment (by member of public) Q= question (by member of public) A= answer (by County 
staff)  

• Q: Are we calculating leakage from transmission? 

− Q: Can we add this as criteria? 

− C: Could be displayed as loss percentage over the county (image: radiating circles of percentage 
loss around given areas). 

− C: Adjust solar potential map. 

− C: This would be more realistic about how much energy is available and used. 

− C: There are also different amounts of loss with different current type (i.e., AC vs. DC). 

• C: So much of land is LADWP, need to include them—key to this.  

− A: Previously included LADWP lands also included federal lands, as well as private. 

− A: We will consider how to treat this. 

• C: All criteria seem to lead to areas for solar development that exclude the north county. 

− A: The criteria do seem to include more area in the south, but there are still some in the north. 

− A: In 2011, excluded northern areas due to environmental constraints. 

• Q: Do you have a map of all criteria that show what’s “left” after exclusions for solar/wind 
development? 

− A: Yes, the 2011 summary map that has been created is on display today on one of the posters. 

• Q: How does the DRECP have a boundary that does not match LADWP areas to the north? 

− Q: Reason for boundary? 

• Q: What is the relationship between Inyo County and the LA County General Plan relating to the 
REGPA? 

− A: The County of LA is required to consider the Inyo County General Plan in their development 
decision-making. They have to explain and justify any inconsistencies. 

• Q: Is LADWP land private or public? 

− Q: How will we define it in the REGPA? Private, public, or hybrid? 

− A: Tax issues? Pay only in special cases, specific rate, calculated annually.  

− A: It is its own category. 

• A: More stakeholder meetings will be held. 

− C: Want opportunity for more organized voice. 

• Q: Will you consider size/scale? 
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− A: Yes, being considered. 

− C: It’s very important. 

• C: Tourism is key here; visual and cultural impacts are therefore a very big deal in the county, 
economically. 

• Q: What is the status of solar on Owens Lake? 

− A: There is a small project under way. To be done in mid-2014. 

− C: Solar should be put there because it is already disturbed land there. 

− C: Disagree that solar should be sited there. 

• Q: How long to see a return on investment on solar and wind? 

• Q: Why is the scenic overlay only the west side of 395 corridor, and not on its east side? 

• Q: Why don’t we see cultural and historic sites on these maps? 

− A: Hard to get that information and hard to display at this large a scale, but these things will be 
included at the site-specific level of decision-making. 

• Q: So much public land in Inyo County that is managed by other agencies—what role does the 
County play in these lands that it doesn’t necessarily control? 

− A: The other agencies must consider the content of the County General Plan before they make 
land use decisions—that’s partly why we’re doing this. 

• C: Recommendation for working group of citizens (see my comment letter) to be formed that 
address this element and siting issues. 

− C: County ratepayers should have more of an opportunity to work together to develop a 
ratepayer idea for how to deal with renewable energy in the county. 

• Q: How will the General Plan address the lack of tax benefits from solar? 

− A: Other renewable energy pays taxes. 

− C: Can we ask for tax payment? 

• Q: Why tax breaks? 

− C: State initiative. 

− C: Voter initiative regarding rooftop solar, later applied to utility scale. 

− A: Up in the air. 

• Q: Will this effort avoid issues of past lawsuit? 

• A: Have EIR this time and public process which should help avoid the lawsuit issue. 

• Q: Can we have a fee per kilowatt installed? 

− A: Renewable energy ordinance does look at fiscal impacts. 
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− A: Cost can vary in different parts of county. 

− C: We should already be doing something like this. 

− Q: Will projects happen before this is completed? 

− Q: Can look into this. 

• Q: What was the basis of the past lawsuit?  

APPENDIX E - PUBLIC WORKSHOPS – COMMENT CARD TRANSCRIPTION 

One concern I have on the present proposed project along the McIver Canal is that the canal retain its 
location should an alfalfa project be done in the future. I think the project would be a good addition to 
the Owens Valley. 

Keep large-scale solar development off most highly visible area of the Owens Valley floor. To preserve 
the viewscape, consider that this area is highly visible from many perspectives. 

Shades of grey concept: The General Plan LUE Diagram Overlay is designed to “include policies for 
renewable energy development in its GP.” This has been an iterative process, but in the end there will 
be maps with “permitted” use for wind, solar, and perhaps other renewable energy sources (like 
biofuels). 

“Criteria utilized at the beginning of the process included (1) areas with known interest in 
renewable wind and solar energy development; (2) proximity to transmission and electrical 
conveyance facilities, and (3) appropriate terrain. Through an extensive public engagement 
effort, the maps were refined and updated iteratively. The GP LUE Diagram Overlay maps now 
show areas where it may be appropriate to develop renewable wind and solar energy projects 
based on a more comprehensive set of criteria.” 

My comments in this note are not simply I’m for or against renewable energy development in Inyo 
County, everyone knows by now where I stand on that, but about the maps. I assume each type of 
renewable energy source will receive a separate map, with overlap possible. The maps will designate 
where renewable energy development is “permitted” under the GP. 

I would also like to see maps indicating some range of value where the development should be most 
likely or most encouraged. That is why I call this a “shades of grey” concept for renewable energy. The 
Planning Commission and general public would then have something in addition to a simple in or out 
criterion for using the overlay. As an example, solar maps could show values related to the following 
criteria, graded higher desirability to lower desirability (this is a slant on the criteria Planning has used 
this far): 

1. Nearness to current high voltage transmission corridors. This is important for two reasons. The 
cost and environmental impact is lower if minimal new connection is needed, and a new 
transmission line would most likely follow in the same corridors as existing one again to 
minimize impact. 

2. Location at brownfield or reclamation sites (currently used as a criterion). 

3. The nearer transportation the better, specifically paved roads and the quality of those roads for 
safe transportation of building materials. 
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4. The farther from transportation the better. This is because of possible viewshed impairment. So 
there is no golden rule for transportation. 

5. Lower slopes. This is desirable for solar, less so for wind. 

6. Farther from national parks and wilderness area boundaries. 

7. And so on. 

Please note, I suggest varying the intensity of the desirability or liability. These maps could be objective; 
for example, the distance from a wilderness boundary, proximity to a transmission line. Users can put 
their own values on the criterion. 

Also, I have my favorite zones for solar development � Owens Lake (LADWP); LADWP Reward; 
Northland Power “McNaughton.” Also high potential areas � Coso Junction area; Briggs Mine 
reclamation; Owens Valley along the transmission corridors; Charleston View. 

Thank you for reading! 

1. Inyo County should develop a citizen working group to provide recommendations and strategies 
for the formation of renewable energy policy and the practical application of some to Inyo 
County. 

2. The citizen working group should consist of a reasonable cross-section of taxpayers to include 
individual citizens, business, nongovernmental organizations, city and county representatives, 
other public and private entities (like federal land management agencies, Southern California 
Edison, LADWP), and other interests as appropriate. 

3. The citizen working group should be formed in the near term (e.g., 3 to 4 months) and provided 
general and specific direction by the Inyo County Board of Supervisors for developing useful 
recommendations for renewable energy policy. 

4. The working group should provide renewable energy policy recommendations through 
consensus. 
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APPENDIX F - ADDITIONAL PUBLIC COMMENT RECEIVED 

 





1

Michele Mattei

From: Jane Mcdonald <janemcd1@mac.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 13, 2013 9:31 AM
To: Cathreen Richards
Subject: Criteria

Hi Cathreen,  
 
Thanks for your part in a good meeting last night.  
 
Regarding criteria....is there a way we can be more specific about the landscape issues effect on our local ecomomy? In a 
non tourist based economy the landscape criteria alone might be sufficient, but I'm thinking we should take it one step 
further here: Will the project's visibility detract from our local tourist based economic capacity?  
 
Thanks for your thoughts,  
 
Jane McDonald 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Michele Mattei

From: Colleen Hampton <wallandcrocket@me.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 17, 2013 12:34 PM
To: Nolan Bobroff
Subject: LA DWP solar in the Owens Vally

How can this possibly be good for the Owens Valley? If you can answer that I would listen with an open mind. Owens 
Valley residents are saying no this isn't a good thing, and providing many reasons why. Is anyone listening to us? Will you 
hear us? I urge you to ask LA DWP to find another way, and yes there are other ways. Please stand behind us and don't 
let this happen. Please say No to the dust storms, no to the visual blight, and no to the raping of the land. There are 
other ways! 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Colleen 
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Michele Mattei

From: Colleen Hampton <wallandcrocket@me.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 17, 2013 12:36 PM
To: Nolan Bobroff
Subject: LA DWP SOLAR
Attachments: image.jpeg
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Michele Mattei

From: Colleen Hampton <wallandcrocket@me.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 17, 2013 12:44 PM
To: Nolan Bobroff
Subject: LA DWP
Attachments: image.jpeg; ATT2506010.txt

 
Please don't let this happen to the Owens Valley! 
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Michele Mattei

From: Andy Decker <andydecker01@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 17, 2013 11:37 AM
To: Nolan Bobroff
Subject: NO to solar in Owen's Valley!

Hello Sir, 

My name is Andy Decker and I live in California. 
 
I am an informed and concerned voter.  I believe wind and solar belong ONLY on rooftops and already 
disturbed land.  California's wild lands are so few and precious and already being gobbled up by projects like 
the one being proposed in your plan. 

There are many many ways to implement projects of this scale in your county that bring jobs and economic 
activity WITHOUT doing irreparable harm. 

I consider myself pragmatic and centrist. And I believe you should not support the 1,200 acre Northland Power 
Indepedence LLC Solar Project. 

Thank You for your time. 
 
Regards, 

Andrew Decker 
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Michele Mattei

From: McDonald Jane <janemcd1@mac.com>
Sent: Sunday, November 17, 2013 5:27 PM
To: Nolan Bobroff
Subject: Northland Power Independence, LLC Solar Project, and DWP project adjacent to it

Hi Nolan,  
 
I am writing to comment both on the Northland Power Independence project, and the DWP project adjacent to it..  I am 
totally opposed to this kind of mass scale solar operation in our valley, as it will have an incredibly detrimental effect on 
our way of life here.  We rely on our landscape for tourism, our primary economic engine here.  This kind of project 
completely change the nature of our landscape, making our space industrial and providing a serious disincentive for 
tourists to travel here.  Our landscape is also the reason the majority of our residents choose to live here.     
 
I appreciate the opportunity to comment on these projects and the overall general plan with regard to renewable 
energy.  I support renewable energy on rooftops, not on our open spaces. 
 
Thank you,  
 
Jane McDonald 
140 Rosedale 
Independence 
 
 
 



 

 

Comment Cards Transcriptions 

One concern I have on the present proposed project along the McIver Canal is that the canal 
retains its location should an alfalfa project be done in the future.  I think the project would be 
good addition the Owens Valley. 

Keep large scale solar development off most highly visible area of the Owens Valley floor. To 
preserve the viewscape, consider that this area is highly visible from many perspectives. 

Shades of grey concept:  The General Plan LUE Diagram Overlay is designed to “include policies 
for renewable energy development in its GP” this has been an iterative process, but in the end 
there will be maps with “permitted” use for wind, solar, and perhaps other renewable energy 
sources (like biofuels). 

o “Criteria utilized at the beginning of the process included (1) areas with known interest 
in renewable wind and solar energy development; (2) proximity to transmission and 
electrical conveyance facilities, and (3) appropriate terrain.  Through an extensive public 
engagement effort, the maps were refined and updated iteratively. The GP LUE Diagram 
Overlay maps now show areas where it may be appropriate to develop renewable wind 
and solar energy projects based on a more comprehensive set of criteria.” 

My comments in this note are not simply I’m for or against renewable energy development in 
Inyo County, everyone knows by now where stand on that, but about the maps.  I assume each 
type of renewable energy source will receive a separate map, with overlap possible.  The maps 
will designate where renewable energy development is “permitted” under the GP. 

I would also like to see maps indicating some range of value where the development should be 
most likely, or most encouraged. That is why I call this a “shades of gray” concept for renewable 
energy.  The planning commission and general public would then have something in the addition 
to a simple in or out criterion for using the overlay.  As an example for solar maps could show 
values related to the following criteria, graded higher desirability to lower desirability (this is a 
slant on the criteria Planning has used this far): 

1) Nearness- to current high voltage transmission corridors. This is important for two 
reasons. The cost and environmental impact is lower if minimal new connection is 
needed, and new transmission line would most likely follow in the same corridors as 
existing one again to minimize impact. 

2) Location at brownfield or reclamation sites (currently used as a criterion). 
3) Nearer transportation the better, specifically paved roads and the quality of those 

roads for safe transportation of building materials. 
4) Farther from transportation the better. This is because of possible viewshed 

impairment.  So there is no golden rule for transportation. 



5) Lower slopes.  This is desirable for solar, less so for wind 
6) Farther form National Parks and wilderness area boundaries. 
7) And so on. 

Please note, I suggest varying the intensity of the desirability or liability.  These maps could 
objective, for example distance form a wilderness boundary, proximity to a transmission line.  
Users can put their own values on the criterion. 

Also, I have my favorite zones for solar developmentOwens Lake (LADWP); LADWP Owen yo; 
LADWP Reward; Northland Power “McNaughton.”  Also high potential areas Coso Junction 
area; Briggs Mine reclamation; Owens Valley along the transmission corridors; Charleston View 

Thank you for reading! 

1) Inyo County should develop a citizen working group to provide recommendations and 
strategies for the formation of renewable energy policy and the practical application of 
some to Inyo County. 

2) The citizen working group should consist of a reasonable cross section of tax payers to 
include individual citizens, business, non-governmental organizations, city and county 
representatives, other public and private entities (like federal land management agencies, 
Southern  California Edison Company, LADWP) and other interests as appropriate. 

3) The citizen working group should ne formed in the near term (e.g. 3 to 4 months) and 
provided general and specific direction by the Inyo County Board of Supervisors for 
developing useful recommendations for renewable energy policy. 

4) The working group should provide renewable energy policy recommendations through 
consensus. 
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Michele Mattei

From: Jeff Borders <jeffborders@bordersconsulting.com>
Sent: Wednesday, November 20, 2013 2:41 PM
To: Cathreen Richards
Subject: RE: Inyo County Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment (REGPA) - Public 

Workshops

Cathreen 
 
I am not sure how to get this issue addressed by the planning process, so I’ll just throw it out to you to do with as you 
see fit. 
 
As you may know, I own a 140 acre parcel of vacant land between Pearsonville and Little Lake, Parcel # 037‐250‐03.  A 
few years back, several developers contacted me regarding the possibility of developing the property as a solar site 
following the County’s initial efforts to approve a Renewable Energy overlay that included my property.  While I actually 
opposed developing the area for solar, because I think the county would be better served by developing a community in 
the area, I finally signed a purchase option agreement with Lincoln Renewable Energy (LRE).   LRE spent almost 3 years 
and probably over $100,000  doing surveys and working through the approval process with LADWP to connect to the 
high voltage lines along the east side of the property.   They recently terminated the option agreement because they 
would not be likely to get approval to connect to the LADWP lines.   I asked them to explain why, since this would most 
likely affect any other developer that might be interested in developing a solar site in the area.   Here is what Jason 
Tundermann of LRE provided me. 
 
“The problem with the interconnection is that the available capacity in a given line is allocated “first‐come first served” to the 
projects in the interconnection queue.  LRE’s proposed 200 megawatt (MW) solar project proposed to interconnect to LADWP’s 
230kV line adjacent to your property.  The problem is that there are two projects ahead of us in the queue – a 200 MW proposed 
project (LADWP’s Owen’s Valley Solar project), and a 138 MW proposed project (Northland Solar’s project).  According to permitting 
documents published by LADWP, there is approximately 240 MW of existing capacity on that LADWP line.  Once the existing capacity 
gets consumed, then new any additional projects would be financially responsible for building a new transmission line, which would 
make the project economically infeasible.  So essentially, both projects ahead of us in the interconnection queue would need to drop 
out of the queue for our project to be able to step into that existing capacity.  Since both projects ahead of us appear to be actively 
permitting, the likelihood of both failing seemed relatively unlikely.” 
 
This being the case, what purpose does it serve for the Inyo Planning Department to expend all of this effort and resources to 
develop solar and wind anywhere along this particular high voltage line through the County?   There simply does not appear to be 
any more capacity to move any power produced to market.  Should this not be clearly addressed in the planning process.  I am 
doubtful that any developer will be willing to build a generation facility AND add or upgrade the high voltage electric lines necessary 
to be able to sell it.  
 
Just something I assumed the County would already be thinking about.  Thanks. 
 
Jeff   

 
 
 
 

From: Cathreen Richards [mailto:crichards@inyocounty.us]  
Sent: Wednesday, November 20, 2013 2:00 PM 
To: Cathreen Richards 
Subject: Inyo County Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment (REGPA) ‐ Public Workshops 
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Please pass this along to anyone who may be interested – Thank You!! 
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Stakeholder Meetings –November 17th 2013 

Additional Written Comments from Stakeholders 

Comment Card #1: 

 Why does Inyo County think its citizens want/need large-scale renewable energy development 
(ie whose idea was this?  I think Inyo County’s people DON’T want this sort of development.  Focus on 
getting rooftop/parking and maybe disturbed-land solar on much smaller scale and community coop 
projects.  This whole approach is top down, but it should be bottom up.  Have citizens propose, not 
developers. 

 

Comment Card #2: 

I frequently feel that not enough attention is given to how important tourism is to the economy here in 
Inyo County.  With that in mind I believe we need to be very careful identifying potential locations for 
industrial scale energy.  Viewshed is extremely important in scenic evaluation  and we need to keep that 
in mind.  Any proposed increased in jobs is temporary and not really a  net increase and shouldn’t be 
counted as such.  Also sites should be located on already disturbed land. 
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1. Introduction 

Inyo County (County) has initiated the development of a Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment 
(REGPA) to include policies for renewable energy development in the County’s General Plan. The County 
prepared a Background Report for the REGPA in October 2013 and has held multiple stakeholder and 
public meetings in November and December 2013 to provide opportunities for public involvement in the 
process. The Background Report provides an overview of the County’s previous and current efforts to 
include policies for renewable energy development in the General Plan and to provide a foundation to 
identify areas that may be appropriate for future renewable energy development (Inyo County, 2013). In 
2011, the County worked on an update to the General Plan to provide policy direction for commercial 
scale renewable energy generation development. As part of this update, a General Plan Land Use 
Designation Overlay was created that identified where renewable energy projects, specifically solar and 
wind, might be developed. These areas identified places appropriate for further review for potential devel-
opment and were not pre-selected sites for development (Inyo County, 2013). 

Building off of the Background Report, the County has prepared this Opportunities and Constraints 
Technical Study (OCTS), which identifies the County’s renewable energy resources and potential loca-
tions where development of these resources can most feasibly occur. This OCTS serves as the basis for a 
subsequent effort in which the County would develop a General Plan Amendment and complete the 
required environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). 

The OCTS combines resource and infrastructure requirements for renewable energy development with 
key environmental considerations within the County and readily available spatial information to doc-
ument existing environmental conditions. This information is used to identify areas within the County 
suitable for future renewable energy development as well as available or most easily upgraded trans-
mission and distribution lines that may be used to connect the renewable energy facilities to the power 
grid. 

Similar to the 2011 General Plan Land Use Designation Overlay areas, the OCTS reviews the 2011 
Designation Overlay areas and identifies areas with reduced constraints based on a set of criteria, where 
commercial scale renewable energy projects might be developed. The purpose of this analysis is to 
further refine the County’s proposed Renewable Energy Development Areas (REDAs)  and include them 
in the  2013 REGPA. 

To the extent practicable, the OCTS evaluations: 

 Spatially depict the County’s renewable energy resource potential; 

 Are in proximity to electric transmission/distribution and other infrastructure (e.g., roads, water, etc.); 
and 

 Identify opportunities for renewable energy development that avoid or minimize impacts to sensitive 
resources. Where sensitive resources cannot be avoided, mitigation would be defined at a program-
matic level in the Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) for the REGPA. 

The final REDAs will be used as a basis for the definition and delineation of a new Renewable Energy 
Land Use Designation Overlay. They will become a key part of the Project Description and alternatives in 
the Program EIR that will serve as the CEQA document for the REGPA.  

The purpose of the OCTS is to identify locations in the County that would result in the development of 
renewable energy with the least environmental impacts, and so would present the best opportunities 
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for streamlined processing of renewable energy development applications. These areas are illustrated 
by level of constraint: Least Constrained and Moderately Constrained. 

The remainder of the study is organized as follows: 

 Section 2, Policy and Economic Drivers of Renewable Energy Development provides an overview of 
both State and local policies and the economic drivers applicable to renewable energy; 

 Section 3, Renewable Energy Resources provides background on the energy development requirements 
of the resources that exist in the County; 

 Section 4, Electric System Infrastructure provides background regarding the transmission and distri-
bution system in the County; 

 Section 5, Renewable Energy  Areas provides the conclusions of the OCTS and  illustrates the results; 

 Section 6, Data Sources and References provides a list of data sources and resources used to prepare 
the study; 

 Section 7, Figures provides a large number of maps associated with the areas established by the OCTS 
with renewable energy requirements, and infrastructure. 

 Appendix A, Environmental Resource Analysis: Opportunities and Constraints provides the detailed 
analysis supporting the environmental considerations that were used to define the areas of 
constraints and the environmental resources maps. 
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2. Policy and Economic Drivers of Renewable Energy 
Development 

California and Inyo County have numerous policies designed to increase renewable energy develop-
ment. State and County policies focus on encouraging appropriate development. Sections 2.1 through 
2.4 provide a brief overview of these policies. 

2.1 State Renewable Energy Policies 

In California, a number of existing and proposed policies drive renewable energy development, the pri-
mary of which is California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS). 

Renewable Portfolio Standard 

California’s RPS was established in 2002, accelerated in 2006, and expanded in 2011; it is the most 
aggressive RPS in the country. It requires investor-owned utilities (IOUs), publicly owned utilities (POUs) 
and other electric service providers, and community choice aggregators to increase procurement from 
eligible renewable energy resources to 33 percent by 2020. The RPS is the primary driver for new utility-
scale renewable energy development in California (CPUC, 2013). 

As of the end of 2012, the IOUs reported that they served 19.6 percent of their electricity with RPS-
eligible generation in 2012 (CPUC, 2013). RPS procurement requires the utilities to achieve a target of 20 
percent from 2011 to 2013. According to the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC), California is 
on track to meets its interim requirement of 25 percent renewable by 2016 and well positioned to meet 
33 percent by 2020 (CPUC, 2013). With California’s utilities on track to meet the RPS, the development of 
new renewable energy could slow. In October 2013, California’s Senate and State Assembly passed 
Assembly Bill 327. This bill removes the RPS upper limit thereby providing the potential to increase 
renewable generation to more than 33 percent. While the RPS has not yet been raised, AB 327 indicates 
the governor’s willingness to exceed the current RPS which may continue to drive developer interest. 

In addition to the California RPS goals, other programs encourage development of customer-side renew-
able energy. The California Solar Initiative1 and Self-Generation Incentive Program2 encourage customers 
to install renewable energy technologies to directly serve their electricity needs (or loads). This elec-
tricity may contribute to meeting California’s RPS goals if a project meets the eligibility requirements 
established for the RPS. On-site projects also indirectly contribute to meeting the RPS by reducing the 
overall electricity demand in California. 

Assembly Bill 32: Global Warming Solutions Act 

In 2006, the Legislature passed the Global Warming Solutions Act which set into law the recommenda-
tion for reducing California’s greenhouse gas emissions to 1990 levels by 2020. It directed the California 
Air Resources Board to begin developing actions to reduce greenhouse gases while preparing a Scoping 

                                                           
1
  The California Solar Initiative (CSI) is a solar rebate program that offers cash back to customers of the IOUs – 

Pacific Gas and Electric, Southern California Edison, and San Diego Gas & Electric. This program funds solar panels 
on existing homes, and on existing or new commercial, agricultural, governmental, and non-profit buildings. The 
CSI project has a goal to install approximately 2,000 MW of solar projects by 2016.   

2
  The CPUC's Self-Generation Incentive Program (SGIP) provides incentives to support existing, new, and emerg-

ing distributed energy systems. The SGIP provides rebates for qualifying distributed energy systems installed on 
the customer's side of the utility meter. 
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Plan to identify how best to reach the 2020 limit. A key element of the Scoping Plan was to achieve a 
statewide renewables energy mix of 33 percent. 

Distributed Generation Policies 

In California, renewable energy projects are considered either distributed (i.e., 20 megawatts (MW) or 
less) or utility-scale (over 20 MW). Distributed generation (DG) is also defined as localized energy gene-
ration interconnected on site or close to load. DG is generally constructed quickly with no new transmis-
sion infrastructure required and minimal environmental impacts. In the Clean Energy Jobs Plan, Gov-
ernor Brown established a goal of 12,000 MW of localized energy development in California (Brown, 
2008). The Plan identified solar systems of up to 2 MW that would be installed on roofs and other proj-
ects up to 20 MW in size that would be located on public and private property throughout the State. 
Utility-scale renewable development is defined as projects that are greater than 20 MW in size. 

Assembly Bill 327 (Electricity: natural gas: rates: net energy metering: California Renewables 
Portfolio Standard Program) 

The cost of electricity has a major influence over DG and other small-scale renewable installations. One 
recent policy change, Assembly Bill (AB) 327 is specifically relevant to electricity rates, and is expected to 
directly influence and create opportunities for future solar development because it removes the net 
metering cap for IOUs and removes the RPS cap as noted above. 

Under previously existing law, the CPUC had regulatory authority over public utilities, including electrical 
corporations. AB 327 is comprehensive rate reform legislation that provides the CPUC with the authority 
to address current electricity rate inequities, protect low-income energy users, and maintain robust 
incentives for renewable energy investments. It also requires the electric utilities to develop distribution 
infrastructure plans to ensure that ratepayer dollars are being used in the most efficient way possible. 

AB 327 authorizes the CPUC to rewrite rules for solar power users selling excess power back to the grid 
and to require utilities to generate even more electricity from wind, solar, and other renewable sources. 
AB 327 also sets pricing tiers for electrical customers. People living in temperate climates will probably 
see higher bills. Meanwhile, those in warmer regions of the State, such as Inyo County, would get a rate 
decrease. Exactly how much rates would change would be left to the CPUC after it conducts a detailed 
technical investigation. 

2.2 Financing Mechanisms for Renewable Energy Development 

The economic feasibility of renewable energy projects is contingent on a willing purchaser of the energy. 
The most common market agreement is a Power Purchase Agreement (PPA). A PPA is a contract between 
an electricity generator and a purchaser of electricity. A renewable developer would be unlikely to 
develop a project without a purchaser for the energy. As California IOUs and POUs have moved closer to 
reaching the 33 percent RPS goal, the number of available PPAs has decreased. 

Since 2009, the number of viable renewable projects has increased significantly, and these projects are 
competing for a decreasing RPS need (Douglas, 2012). The result is an increased number of solar photo-
voltaic (PV) installations and wind energy to the disadvantage of solar thermal technologies (Douglas, 
2012). Because the number of viable renewable energy projects has increased since 2009, there is a 
decreasing RPS need, PPAs are becoming increasingly challenging to get. As a result, power purchasers 
are paying less for renewable energy. 
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In addition to PPAs, there are three primary market strategies for smaller energy projects called whole-
sale DG. Wholesale DG is considered to be electric generation between 1 and 20 MW produced for sale 
to utilities or other purchasers for distribution. The market strategies are the Renewable Auction 
Mechanism, IOU solar PV programs, and the Senate Bill 32 Feed-in-Tariff; summarized below. 

 Renewable Auction Mechanism (RAM). In December 2012, the CPUC adopted the RAM to stimulate 
the development of wholesale renewable DG projects between 3 MW and 20 MW by lowering 
transaction costs. RAM is a streamlined contracting mechanism that uses an auction where renewable 
energy sellers that meet certain criteria can submit non-negotiable price bids. The buyer then selects 
winning sellers based on the lowest-priced bids and signs non-negotiable standard contracts with 
these sellers. RAM is intended to be the primary procurement means for projects in this size range. 

 IOU solar PV programs. The CPUC authorized Pacific Gas and Electric (PG&E), Southern California 
Edison (SCE), and San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) to own and operate solar PV facilities and execute 
solar PV PPAs with independent power producers through a competitive process. The three programs 
were supposed to yield up to 1,100 MW in total; however, the programs were revised downward 
after other market strategies came into fruition. 

 Feed-in Tariff. Assembly Bill 1969 (2007) created a feed-in-tariff program for projects up to 1.5 MW to 
stimulate small-scale renewable DG by streamlining the process for generators to sell power whole-
sale to IOUs through a standard contract. In 2012, the CPUC adopted a revised, larger program. 

2.3 Financial Incentives for Renewable Energy Development 

Federal renewable energy plans and polices regarding financial incentives are wide ranging, from tax 
deductions to providing grants and loans to renewable developers. Several federal tax incentives can 
support siting of renewable energy facilities. In general the goal of tax incentives is to channel private 
capital to certain areas, such as distressed communities, or to achieve a desired investment outcome, 
such as renewable energy development. Examples include: 

 Business energy investment tax credits: The federal government offers tax credit incentives to pro-
mote the development and deployment of renewable technologies. 

 Renewable energy bonus depreciation: Many renewable energy projects are classified as “five-year 
property” under the IRS Modified Accelerated Cost Recovery System (MACRS), making total project 
costs depreciable over five years, with 50 percent “bonus” depreciation for eligible systems in the first 
year. 

 Property Tax Exemptions: Section 73 of the California Revenue and Taxation Code allows a property 
tax exclusion for certain types of solar energy systems installed between January 1, 1999, and Decem-
ber 31, 2016 (DSIRE, 2013a). 

 Renewable Electricity Production Tax Credit: The federal renewable electricity production tax credit is 
a per-kilowatt-hour tax credit for electricity generated by qualified energy resources (including wind) 
and sold by the taxpayer to an unrelated person during the taxable year. Originally enacted in 1992, it 
has been renewed and expanded numerous times, most recently by the American Taxpayer Relief Act 
of 2012 (H.R. 6, Sec. 407) in January 2013 (DSIRE, 2013b). 

 New Markets Tax Credits (NMTC): NMTCs were designed to stimulate investments and create jobs in 
distressed communities, often the location of brownfield properties. 

More than two-dozen federal programs have been used to support brownfields redevelopment. These 
programs support the use of brownfield sites for renewable energy projects. The US Environmental 
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Protection Agency’s (EPA) Brownfields Program may be used to supplement investment in renewable 
energy site planning, preparation, construction, or capital equipment purchases. Renewable energy 
projects could benefit during the early stages of project planning and development from EPA assess-
ment grants (up to $200,000) and cleanup grants (up to $200,000, typically with a 20 percent cost share 
requirement); renewable energy project developers may also be able to partner with recipients of EPA 
Revolving Loan Funds (capitalized up to $1 million). These funds can be used to make the site “shovel 
ready” for a renewable energy project, potentially incorporating elements of the final site requirements. 

2.4 Inyo County Renewable Energy Policies 

The County has a long history of planning for renewable energy. Beginning in the early 20th century 
hydroelectric power plants were built for the purpose of constructing the Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power (LADWP) Los Angeles aqueduct. Since this time, the County has developed several 
codes to address and facilitate the development of renewable energy. 

Title 19: Geothermal Resource Development 

In 1973, the County added Title 19, Geothermal Resource Development, to its County Code to provide 
regulations, procedures, and performance standards for the development of geothermal resources. The 
goal of Title 19 was to provide for geothermal development while providing protection for the public 
and general welfare and protection of the environment. 

County Code Title 18: Chapter 18.79 Regulation of Small Wind Energy Conversion Systems 

Chapter 18.79 of the County Code includes development standards applied to small wind energy sys-
tems. Small wind energy systems are those that supply energy solely for on-site use. It allows small wind 
conversion systems with a Conditional Use Permit in all County zones and sets standards with respect to 
the development of small wind energy systems. A Conditional Use Permit requires Planning Commission 
approval with a public hearing, as well as California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) review. The 
requirements applying to small wind energy systems are primarily derived from aesthetic, noise, and 
safety concerns. 

County Code Title 21: The Renewable Energy Ordinance 

Noncommercial, small scale, photovoltaic (PV) systems for solar energy production are allowed in all 
Inyo County zoning districts and require building and electrical permits. To encourage these small scale, 
private, PV systems the County has created an expedited permitting process. 

Title 21 provides standards for commercial scale wind and solar energy development. Under Title 21, the 
construction of any commercial solar thermal, photovoltaic, or wind energy power plant, or an electric 
transmission line associated with these types of power plants, requires the developer to either obtain a 
renewable energy permit or renewable energy impact determination or enter into a renewable energy 
development agreement with the County. Each choice is likely subject to CEQA review. 

Depending on the scale of a project a renewable energy permit can be appropriate. The permit must be 
approved by the Planning Commission, which requires a public hearing. The specific development 
standards attached to a renewable energy permit are decided on a case by case basis and can address 
the same requirements found in the rest of the County’s zoning code such as noise, light and glare, 
height, setbacks, and distance between structures.  
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A renewable energy impact determination is required for a commercial facility that is required to obtain 
a permit approval from a permitting authority other than the County such as the Energy Commission. 
The purpose of the renewable energy impact determination is to ensure that the development stand-
ards and/or mitigation measures that would otherwise be addressed in a renewable energy permit are 
to the extent possible, incorporated into any approval of the facility granted by a state or federal 
agency. 

The last option, a renewable energy development agreement, is designed to encourage and support the 
development of renewable energy projects. These exempt developers from the requirement of obtain-
ing a renewable energy permit or renewable energy impact determination and, instead, are tailored to 
each project and developed through negotiations with the County. The process for entering into a 
renewable energy development agreement with the County are specified in ICC Title 20 – Development 
Agreements. All commercial scale renewable energy developments, per Title 21, must also be consistent 
with the County’s General Plan. 

Small scale, private, wind or solar generation systems (rooftop and ground mount, onsite serving) are 
allowed in all County zoning districts. They only require building and electrical permits and the County 
has established an expedited permit process for small scale photovoltaic systems.  

Ordinance No. 1158 to Encourage and Regulate Development of Renewable Energy Resources. Ordi-
nance No. 1158 Amends Title 2, Section 2.40.070 of the Inyo County Code and adds to Section 20.08.120 
to Title 20 of the Inyo County Code. The purpose of this ordinance is to support, encourage and regulate 
the development of solar and wind resources for the generation and transmission of clean, renewable 
electric energy. As stated in the General Provisions, development of any renewable energy facility 
requires a renewable energy permit from the County Planning Commission. Any exemptions from this 
provision would require a renewable energy impact determination from the County Planning Commis-
sion. The ordinance sets forth the minimum requirements necessary for a permit such as mitigation mea-
sures, development standards, and financial assurances. 

2011 Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment 

In 2010 the County began work on an update to the General Plan to provide policy direction for com-
mercial scale renewable energy generation development. The Amendment was completed in April 2011 
and was based on outreach to local, regional, State, Tribal and national stakeholders, government 
agencies, and the interested public. As part of this update, a General Plan Land Use Designation Overlay 
identified potential development areas appropriate for further review for renewable energy. The areas 
were identified based on a constraints analysis and would have permitted the County to consider 
applications for renewable energy projects within the Overlay based on site specific studies, environ-
mental review, and permitting requirements pursuant to the Renewable Energy Ordinance and other 
applicable State, federal, and local laws. These overlay areas are used as a starting point for this OCTS, 
see Section 5. 

The update to the General Plan consisted of additions to the language in the Land Use, Public Services 
and Facilities, Economic Development, Conservation and Open Space, and Public Safety Elements. The 
updates focused on: identifying the appropriate means to develop renewable wind and solar energy 
resources, provided that social, economic, and environmental impacts are minimized; offsetting costs to 
the County and lost economic development potential, and mitigation of economic effects; working to 
protect military readiness, and; considering conversions of lands utilized for agriculture, mining, and rec-
reation. The 2011 General Plan Amendment was challenged by environmental groups and the County 
did not have the funds necessary to try to defend it in court and was subsequently rescinded. 
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3. Renewable Energy Resources 

A number of renewable energy resources are available in Inyo County. The primary resources available 
in the County are solar, wind, geothermal, and hydroelectric, but other renewable technologies are avail-
able at a smaller scale. The County already has policies for geothermal and hydroelectric development, 
so this section focuses on solar and wind energy. The majority of the data summarized below is from the 
National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL) Renewable Electricity Futures Study: Volume 2 Renewable 
Electricity and Storage Technologies. Other citations are provided as relevant. 

3.1 Solar Photovoltaic Technology 

3.1.1 Technology Description 

Solar photovoltaic (PV) technologies convert sunlight directly into electricity by allowing solar photons to 
heat electrons from their ground state, producing a freed electron and a “hole” pair. The electron and 
the hole are then separated by an electric field within the PV cell and pulled toward positive and nega-
tive electrodes, generating direct current (DC) electricity. Multiple PV technologies are currently in use 
and under development, and the most widely developed PV technology is based on crystalline silicon 
cells and thin-film cells, including amorphous silicon and cadmium telluride.1 

A typical PV module or panel includes several PV cells wired together and encapsulated. PV modules are 
connected electrically into a PV array. PV arrays generate DC electricity that is converted to alternating 
current (AC) electricity using an inverter. PV projects can be mounted on existing structures such as roof-
tops or parking structures or can be ground mounted, that is to say, free standing. Ground-mounted 
solar PV projects can use a fixed-tilt or tracking structure. Ground-mounted PV structures range between 4 
and 30 feet in height depending on the technology used. 

Larger solar PV projects would typically require an area with a slope of under 5 percent, although some 
technologies can accommodate greater slopes and small projects can be built on very steep slopes if 
necessary. Slopes must face south or southeast to be appropriate for siting in North America. Solar PV 
would typically require between 7-10 acres per MW of energy produced. Solar PV systems do not 
require water during operations other than for panel washing which is minimal, less than 5 gallons/
megawatt-hour (MWh). 

3.1.2 Solar PV Resources in Inyo County 

The National Renewable Energy Laboratory (NREL), under the sponsorship of Department of Energy (DOE), 
created a data layer to illustrate the solar generation resources, called insolation, across the U.S., expressed 

                                                           
1
  PV modules contain hazardous materials such as cadmium telluride. Cadmium telluride is a lung carcinogen and 

long-term exposure can cause detrimental effects to kidney and bone tissues. PV modules do not fail the federal 
hazardous waste criteria for toxicity but may be hazardous waste by California standards. Since 2012, the 
Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC) has been drafting and revising potential regulatory language to 
address PV modules. After several public comment periods, the DTSC proposed to amend the California Code 
of Regulations to designate both hazardous waste solar modules and non-hazardous waste solar modules as 
universal waste. The Department’s goal is to limit the number of modules in California’s landfills by managing 
the waste stream and recycling activities of solar modules. The Office of Administrative Law disapproved the 
proposed regulations in October 2013. No further update regarding the status of PV modules is available at this 
time: see Proposed Regulations: Proposed Standards for the Management of Hazardous Waste Solar Modules.  

http://www.dtsc.ca.gov/LawsRegsPolicies/Regs/Reg_Exempt_HW_Solar_Panels.cfm
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in kilowatt-hours per square meter per day (kWh/m2/day).2 This data was used to create a map of Inyo 
County’s solar resources, see Figure 3-1. All figures are presented in Section 7. As shown in this figure, all 
of Inyo County is covered by areas with high kWh/m2/day with most of the County being covered with 
the highest kWh/m2/day (greater than 7.5). This indicates that the entire County has an extremely high 
solar resource capacity and could support solar PV generation. Commercial-scale solar PV technologies 
are most economic when sited on land that has less than 5 percent south-facing slope for maximum 
exposure to the sun.3 Much of the County has a slope under 5 percent as seen in Figure 3-2. As part of 
the study, a map with only south-facing slope was created. After reviewing the map, it became clear that 
the direction of the slope varied substantially throughout large areas such that to have sufficient 
continuous land, a developer would likely have to incorporate some of the north facing locations and 
adjust the technology accordingly. As such, Figure 3-2 includes both south-facing and north-facing slope. 

 
Photo credit: Emily Capello 

                                                           
2
  The solar resource data was produced with a satellite radiation model developed by the State University of New 

York/Albany’s Richard Perez along with NREL, and other universities working for DOE. The model used to create 
the data takes hourly radiance images from geostationary weather satellites, daily snow cover data, and monthly 
averages of atmospheric water vapor, trace gases, and the amount of aerosols in the atmosphere, to calculate 
the hourly total insolation (sun and sky) falling on a horizontal surface. The insolation values represent the 
resource available to a flat plate collector, such as a photovoltaic panel, oriented due south at an angle from hor-
izontal to equal to the latitude of the collector location. (NREL, 2013). 

3
  Commercial-scale solar PV project can be sited on locations with greater than 5 degree slope or slopes that are 

not completely south facing. Steeper slopes or slopes that are not entirely south facing may require additional 
grading increasing the cost and potential impacts of the project. South-facing slopes are required for solar PV 
projects located in the northern hemisphere only because of the position of the sun relative to the solar 
project.  
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3.2 Solar Thermal Technology 

3.2.1 Technology Description 

Solar thermal technologies use mirrors or lenses to focus sunlight onto a receiver that contains a work-
ing fluid such as an oil-based heat transfer fluid, molten salt, or water. This fluid transfers the thermal 
energy to a heat engine that drives an electrical generator. There are multiple types of solar thermal tech-
nologies. Developers in California are constructing and operating solar trough and solar power tower 
projects. Solar trough projects include a parabolic trough concentrator that uses a 1-axis tracking receiver 
to collect concentrated sunlight. Solar power towers use an array of tracking flat mirrors (heliostats) to 
focus sunlight onto a fixed central receiver. Additional technologies such as the Linear Fresnel system4 
and dish concentrators5 have been proposed in California in the past, but are no longer being commer-
cially pursued as of 2013. 

Solar thermal technologies can have storage integrated into the system such that energy captured dur-
ing the daytime can be used in the evening or when needed. Solar thermal technologies with over 7 
hours of storage are operating in Spain (Andasol 1 and 2). Solar thermal technologies can be developed  
 

 
Solar trough. Photo credit: Dr. Joel Pagel, USFWS 

                                                           
4
  A linear Fresnel system uses long rectangular, curved mirrors that reflect the sunlight on the receiver tube. In a 

linear Fresnel system, one receiver tube is positions above several mirrors to allow the mirrors greater mobility 
in tracking the sun (NREL, 2012).   

5
  A dish/engine system uses a mirrored dish similar to a large satellite dish that directs and concentrates sunlight 

onto a thermal receiver that absorbs and collects the heat and transfers it to the engine generator. The most 
common type of heat engine is the Stirling engine (NREL, 2012).  
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Solar power tower. Photo credit: Susan Lee 

at the DG level, although the majority of the solar thermal projects proposed in California have been at a 
utility scale. Solar thermal technologies have a variety of slope requirements, from less than 2 percent 
(solar trough) to up to 3 percent (solar power tower). As with solar PV, solar thermal technologies require 
a minimum of 7 acres per MW of electricity generated. Solar thermal technologies can vary in height 
from 30 feet (solar trough) to hundreds of feet tall (solar power tower). 

Solar thermal technologies require water consumption for cooling (both wet- and dry-cooled) projects. 
Water consumed for wet-cooled solar thermal projects ranges from 800 to 1,000 gal/MWh. The use of 
dry-cooling or hybrid wet-dry cooling can reduce water by up to 97 percent based on system design and 
location. 

3.2.2 Solar Thermal Resources in Inyo County 

As highlighted above for solar PV technologies, almost all of Inyo County is covered by the highest solar 
kWh/m2/day (greater than 7.5). Much of this area has appropriate slope considerations for solar 
thermal development. This indicates that the entire County has an extremely high solar resource 
capacity and could support solar thermal generation. 

3.3 Wind Generation Technology 

3.3.1 Technology Description 

Wind turbines, like windmills, are mounted on a tower to capture the most energy from the resource 
(NREL, 2012a). Turbines catch the wind's energy with their propeller-like blades; usually two or three 
blades are mounted on a shaft to form a rotor. The wind’s force against the blade causes the rotor to 
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spin like a propeller, and the turning shaft spins a generator to make electricity. Wind turbines can be 
used as stand-alone applications (e.g., for water pumping or communications), or can be combined with 
a PV system. For utility-scale applications, large numbers of wind turbines are built in various configura-
tions in the same general area to form a wind farm. Small wind systems have potential as distributed 
energy resources. Utility-scale turbines range from 50 kW to over 5 MW; the average wind turbine in the 
U.S. is rated at 1.5 MW (AWEA, 2012), but 2- and 3-MW turbines are also being used more frequently. 

The electrical power output of a wind turbine is a function of wind speed. Wind speeds at 3-5 meters/
second (m/s) can be captured to produce energy. Wind turbines generally produce energy best at wind 
speeds of between 12-15 m/s. Wind turbines are typically designed to shut down at speeds above 25-30 
m/s to prevent damage to the generator. 

3.3.2 Wind Resources in Inyo County 

Inyo County wind resources are depicted in Figure 3-3. Most of the County has poor or marginal wind 
resource potential. Pockets of good to superb wind resource potential are found along the Sierra 
Nevada Mountains near the western border of the County and near Pearsonville along US-395. Very 
minor amounts of excellent to superb wind resource are located along the peaks of the Panamint Range, 
the Amargosa Range, and the Funeral Mountains. 

3.4 Energy Storage 

Energy storage devices store energy during periods of low demand and discharge this energy during 
periods of high demand. In order to improve the reliability of renewable energy in Inyo County, storage 
could be added to renewable energy development, such as solar thermal development, or included in 
addition to the renewable energy projects. 

 
Photo credit: Emily Capello 
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In October 2013, the CPUC established an energy storage target of 1,325 MW for PG&E, SCE, and 
SDG&E. As stated by the CPUC, the benefits of storage include optimizing the grid by reducing the peak 
load, contributing to reliability of the grid, or deferring transmission and distribution upgrade invest-
ments (see Section 4); aiding in the integration of renewable energy; and aiding to reduce the green-
house gas emissions to 80 percent by 2050 per California’s goals (CPUC, 2013b). 

There are many types of energy storage products ranging from multiple types of battery storage to com-
pressed air or pumped-storage hydropower. Batteries provide an uninterrupted supply of electricity and 
can also increase power quality and reliability. Lead-acid batteries are currently the standard battery 
type used in energy storage applications, but many other types of batteries are near commercial readiness 
(Energy Commission, 2013d). 

Compressed air energy storage uses pressurized air as an energy storage medium. An electric motor–
driven compressor pressurizes the storage reservoir using energy during off-peak or low-use times and 
then the air is released from the reservoir through a turbine during on-peak or high-use hours to produce 
energy (Energy Commission, 2013d). Ideal locations for large compressed air energy storage reservoirs 
are empty aquifers, abandoned conventional hard rock mines, and abandoned hydraulically mined salt 
caverns (Energy Commission, 2013d). 

Pumped-storage includes storing energy by pumping water from a lower elevation reservoir to a higher 
elevation reservoir using pumps that run during off-peak times. During high electricity demand times, the 
stored water is released through turbines that produce electricity. 

3.5 Conclusions: Renewable Resources in Inyo County 

While a number of renewable energy types are potentially feasible in Inyo County, the largest resource 
available is solar energy. Table 3-1 provides a summary of the information presented in Section 3 for the 
renewable resources available in the County, including the siting requirements. 

Table 3-1. Summary of Renewable Energy Technologies and Requirements 

Technology Siting Requirements Land Use Requirements Potential Locations Potential Sizes 

Solar PV  Insolation 
 Slope 

 7 to 10 acres per MW  Throughout the County  From rooftop or 
parking lot to several 
thousand acres 

Solar Thermal  Insolation 
 Slope 

 7 to 10 acres per MW  Throughout the County  Generally greater than 
500 acres (50 MW) 

Wind  Wind Speed  Up to 40 acres per MW 
 Ground disturbance is 

much lower  

 Along the peaks of the 
Sierra Nevada, 
Panamint, Amargosa, 
and Funeral Ranges 

 Near Pearsonville 

 Small to medium-sized 
wind projects 
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4. Electric System Infrastructure and Demand 

The electric system consists of the transmission and distribution networks. The distribution system of 
lines (conductors) interconnects homes, buildings, and other customer locations to the bulk electrical 
transmission system, which ties together power plants. The function of the system is to provide reliable 
service to all customers or end-users of electricity. Electricity customers may be customer‐generators, 
often with renewable generation facilities that serve on‐site, offsite, or both on‐site and offsite loads. 
California’s electric service providers, including SCE and LADWP, are obligated by the Public Utilities Code 
to provide reliable service at a reasonable cost. 

At the retail customer level, the two electric service providers (SCE and LADWP) cover portions of the 
County, as described in more detail below. Valley Electric Association, a rural electric cooperative of 
Nevada, provides retail electric service within a small northeastern corner of the County, and develop-
ment near the Nevada state line will likely find the Valley Electric Association network more accessible 
than those of SCE and LADWP. 

4.1 Energy Demand 

Demand for reliable electric service dictates the nature and extent of electric system infrastructure. The 
infrastructure must be built with sufficient capacity to serve peak load for all customers including high 
demand users, with redundancies to ensure continuous service even during maintenance or accidental 
outages of portions of the system. Peak load is the maximum capacity demand (e.g., MW) at any instant, 
whereas electrical energy is quantified as the amount of power delivered over time (e.g., kWh). 

Customers within Inyo County use about 0.03 to 0.06 percent of all of California’s total electricity 
demand. The Inyo County Electricity Use is shown in Graph 4-1. As with much of the State, Inyo County’s 
use decreased after 2008 with the slowing of the economy.  

Graph 4-1. Electricity Usage in Inyo County 

 
Source: Energy Commission, Energy Almanac 2013. 
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Both LADWP and SCE provide electricity to portions of the County. LADWP provides electricity service to 
the towns and cities along U.S. Route 395 including Bishop, Independence, Lone Pine, Keeler, and Big 
Pine, as shown below. LADWP’s approximate load for Inyo County is 29 MW. SCE provides electricity ser-
vice to the remaining portion of the County. Exhibit 4-1 illustrates the LADWP territory in gray and the 
SCE territory is shown in yellow. Graph 4-2 illustrates the residential usage in SCE’s territory in 2012.  

Exhibit 4-1. California Electric Utility Service Areas: Inyo County 

 
Source: Energy Commission, California Energy Maps 2011a. 

Graph 4-2. Unincorporated Inyo County (SCE Territory) – 2012 Residential Usage (million kWh 
per month) 

 
Source: CPUC, Residential Consumption Data 2013. 
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Local Generation and Power Plants 

The existing generation facilities in Inyo County are hydropower and geothermal generation. The 
primary hydroelectric resources are located along the Owens River Gorge and the headwaters of Bishop 
Creek. The Coso geothermal field is located north of Pearsonville within the Naval Air Weapons Station 
at China Lake. Table 4-1 summarizes the current hydro and geothermal generation in the County.  

Table 4-1. Inyo County Power Plants 

Power Plant Name Fuel Service Territory Online Year 
Online Capacity 

(MW) 

Coso Finance Partners, Unit 1-3 Geothermal SCE 1987 102.43 

Coso Energy Developers, Unit 4-6 Geothermal SCE 1989 99.99 

Coso Energy Developers, Unit 7-9 Geothermal SCE 1988 99.99 

LADWP Control Gorge Hydroelectric SCE 1952 37.5 

Bishop Creek 2 Hydroelectric SCE 1908 7.3 

Bishop Creek 3 Hydroelectric SCE 1913 7.84 

Bishop Creek 4 Hydroelectric SCE 1905 7.95 

Bishop Creek 5 Hydroelectric SCE 1919 3.8 

Bishop Creek 6 Hydroelectric SCE 1913 1.6 

LADWP Haiwee 1-2 Hydroelectric SCE 1927 5.6 

LADWP Pleasant Valley Hydroelectric SCE 1958 3.2 

LADWP Big Pine Hydroelectric LADWP 1925 3.2 

LADWP Cottonwood 1-2 Hydroelectric LADWP 1908 1.5 

LADWP Division Creek Hydroelectric LADWP 1909 0.65 

Desert Power Co. Hydroelectric SCE 1983 0.95 

Cinnamon Ranch Hydroelectric SCE 1986 0.155 

Deep Springs College Hydroelectric SCE 1988 0.1 

Source: Energy Commission, Power Plant Database, 2013. 

Small-scale solar1 is deployed and being developed, but larger distributed generation projects and utility-
scale solar2 proposals have not yet been realized. Several utility-scale solar projects have been proposed 
or are under environmental review. These include: 

  The LADWP Southern Owens Valley Solar Ranch is a 200 MW solar PV project located on approx-
imately 1,200 acres six miles southeast of the town of Independence that would tie into the LADWP’s 
existing 230 kV Inyo-Rinaldi transmission line. LADWP published a Draft EIR for this project in Sep-
tember 2013 and has an anticipated construction schedule that would begin in 2014 and end in 2019 
(LADWP, 2013a). 

 The Northland Power Independence, LLC Solar Project is an estimated 140 to 200 MW solar PV project 
located on approximately 1,280 acres five miles east of the town of Independence. The solar project 
proposes to tie into the LADWP’s existing 230 kV transmission line. The County has prepared an Initial 
Study for the project (Inyo County, 2013). 

 The Bright Source Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating System is a 500 MW solar power tower 
project located on approximately 3,280 acres located near the residential community of Charleston 

                                                           
1
  The small-scale projects are all primarily smaller than 1 MW and are used to supply the existing load at the site.  

2
  Utility-scale projects are generally considered greater than 20 MW and are interconnected to the California grid 

system at the transmission level. Distributed generation ranges up to 20 MWs.  
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View adjacent to the Nevada border. The project would interconnect to the Valley Electric Association 
system, a system in Nevada that is part of the California Independent System Operator (CAISO) 
operational system. In April 2013, the project was suspended for a year (Energy Commission, 2013). 

Additionally, many solar projects of 5 MW or less are proposed or under construction throughout the 
County, as highlighted in the REGPA Background Report. 

The County has no thermal power plants that produce electricity from fossil fuels such as coal or natural 
gas, and there are no cogeneration facilities in the County. Biomass is not used for energy in Inyo County. 
The county does not have any grid-connected wood or agricultural waste burning power plants or 
electric facilities powered by digester gas or landfill gas. 

4.2 Transmission Planning 

State and federal agencies and utilities in California have completed many transmission planning 
processes, primarily focusing on the transmission needed to integrate large amounts of renewable 
energy. Inyo County has participated in a number of these planning procedures as discussed in the 
County Background Report. The transmission planning processes indicate that the high level upgrades 
needed across the state to meet the RPS goals by 2020 do not target upgrades in Inyo County. The 
DRECP’s Transmission Technical Group looked at the development of 20,000 MW of renewable energy 
in the California desert by the year 2040 and identified a specific transmission upgrade of about 64 miles 
between Owens Dry Lake and LADWP’s Barren Ridge Substation in Kern County. The Renewable Energy 
Transmission Initiative, West-wide Energy Corridor Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, the 
California Transmission Planning Group, and transmission planning in the State of Nevada have also 
evaluated the need for additional transmission through Inyo County. 

Electric Transmission Corridor Designation Under SB 1059 

In 2006, Senate Bill (SB) 1059 (Escutia and Morrow, Chapter 638, Statutes of 2006) was passed and signed 
into law by the governor. This law established an electric transmission corridor designation process to link 
electric transmission planning processes with transmission permitting to assure the timely permitting and 
construction of needed transmission facilities. The law grants the Energy Commission the authority to 
designate electric transmission corridors to help assure that California can develop a robust and reliable 
high‐voltage electric transmission system that will meet future electricity needs, reduce congestion 
costs, integrate renewable resources into the state’s energy mix, and meet the state’s critical energy 
and environmental policy goals. Corridors could be proposed by a utility, a state or local agency, or by 
the Energy Commission itself. 

When enacted, SB 1059 created a new chapter to the Public Resources Code (PRC), starting at PRC 
Section 25330 titled, “Chapter 4.3. Designation of Transmission Corridors.” The regulations developed 
pursuant to this chapter are in the California Code of Regulations, Title 20, Sections 2320 through 2340. 
SB 1059 provides entities such as Inyo County the opportunity to work with the Energy Commission to 
propose and evaluate locations that may be appropriate for designation as an electric transmission 
corridor. 

West-Wide Energy Corridor Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 

Section 368 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005, Public Law 109-58 (H.R. 6), directed the Secretaries of 
Agriculture, Commerce, Defense, Energy, and the Interior to designate under their respective authorities 
corridors on federal land in 11 Western States, including California, for oil, gas, and hydrogen pipelines 
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and electricity transmission and distribution facilities (energy corridors). As part of that effort, the US 
Forest Service and BLM evaluated designated potential energy corridors on federal lands in a Program-
matic EIS. The result was the designation of specific corridors across the 11 western states. After publi-
cations of the Record of Decision, multiple organizations filed a Complaint that raised challenges to the 
Agencies’ Records of Decisions. The BLM, US Forest Service, Department of Energy, and the Department 
of Justice worked collaboratively with the plaintiffs to develop a settlement to mutually resolve the cha-
llenges in the Complaint. The settlement required the agencies to complete a Memorandum of Under-
standing addressing period corridor reviews; update agency guidance; update agency training; and com-
plete a corridor study. The BLM, US Forest Service, and DOE executed a Memorandum of Understanding 
on July 8, 2013 that includes a work plan for the Regional Periodic Reviews and approved a work plan for 
the corridor study. In December 2013, the 368 Working Group released a 2013 annual report as required 
by the settlement. A subgroup has been formed to designate regions and prioritize the top three regions 
to be studied.  

Within Inyo County, the PEIS defined a corridor on BLM lands near Highway 395 and within the Bishop 
Resource Management Plan area. The corridor (Corridor 18-23) was designated as 1,320 feet wide 
within the Bishop Resource Management area and as 10,560 feet wide within the CDCA (BLM, 2009).  

Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative 

The Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative (RETI) was a statewide initiative to help identify the 
transmission facilities needed to accommodate California’s renewable energy goals, support future 
energy policy, and facilitate transmission corridor designation and transmission and generation siting 
and permitting. RETI was a collaborative process between the CPUC, Energy Commission, CAISO, 
publicly-owned utilities, PG&E, SDG&E, SCE, renewable energy developers, the Natural Resources 
Defense Council, Department of Ratepayer Advocates, and Native American tribal representatives, 
among others.  

RETI developed and evaluated Competitive Renewable Energy Zones (CREZs) in California and identified 
where renewables could be most cost effective and least environmentally constrained. RETI analyzed 
3,750 MW of potential development in the Owens Valley CREZ and determined transmission upgrades 
and a new transmission right-of-way would be needed access this CREZ and to transport this energy to a 
load center. RETI determined that the Owens Valley CREZ’s environmental score was below (i.e. had 
fewer impacts than) the median environmental score but its economic score was much higher than the 
median score. The Owens Valley CREZ was ranked the second most costly in-state renewable energy 
zone (RETI, 2010a).  

California Independent System Operator and the California Transmission Planning Group 

The California Transmission Planning Group (CTPG) conducts joint transmission planning studies and 
allows for coordination between members’ transmission planning activities. The primary objective is to 
provide a foundation for a statewide transmission plan that identifies the infrastructure needed to meet 
California’s RPS by 2020. In the CTPG’s most recent transmission plan, the Phase 3 of the 2011 Statewide 
Transmission Plan, the CTPG used multiple inputs to determine “high” and “medium” potential trans-
mission upgrades. No such upgrades were determined in Inyo County (CTPG, 2012). Some of the earlier 
CTPG studies (2010 CTPG Draft Phase 4 Study Report) did identify a need for upgrades in Owens Valley if 
additional renewable energy were to be located here.  

The CAISO prepared a 2012/2013 Conceptual Statewide Transmission Plan Update for the 2013/2014 
Transmission Planning Cycle that drew on the efforts of the CTGP. The conceptual plan focused on the 
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transmission upgrades across the state needed to meet the state’s RPS goal by 2020. No projects were 
identified in Inyo County but some upgrades in the southern Nevada Eldorado area were identified to 
bring energy into the state from southern Nevada (CAISO, 2013).  

Nevada Conceptual Renewable Energy Zone Transmission Plan 

As part of the requirements defined in Nevada Assembly Bill 387 and NAC 704.9385.6, Nevada Power 
Company and Sierra Pacific Power Company prepared a Conceptual Renewable Energy Zone Transmis-
sion Plan. The plan was for informational purposes only and focused on renewable energy zones in 
Nevada. The S-1 solar resource zone was located along the Nevada/California border near the Amargosa 
Valley. The Study anticipated that an estimated 5 – 15 mile long interconnection line would be needed 
to access renewable energy in this area with an estimated $13.2 to 12.8 million (2009 USD cost; Nevada 
Power Company, 2012). This solar resource zone is in proximity to the southeast corner of Inyo County 
and expanded transmission capacity in this region would likely provide potential access opportunities for 
renewable development in Inyo County to be delivered to California and Nevada markets.  

Nevada Transmission Initiative Routing Study 

The Transmission Initiative Routing Study (February 2012) was prepared for the Nevada Energy 
Assistance Corporation to evaluate the viability of high voltage transmission lines for the benefit of 
renewable energy development and export out of Nevada. One of the preferred corridor opportunities 
would exit Nevada to the south, cross the northeastern corner of Inyo County, then follow the Highway 
395 corridor south until Ridgecrest where it would head southwest until reaching the Antelope 
Substation near Lancaster. The project was analyzed as a 290-mile 500 kV transmission line with a cost 
of $595 million dollars (2012 USD). It also considered a potential substation near Ridgecrest that could 
accommodate California resources if requested. This substation was not included in the cost of the 
project. A second route through the southeastern corner of Inyo was also considered as part of the 
study but was found to be constrained by established BLM wilderness and wilderness study areas and 
was determined to have limited feasibility. 

Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan 

In January of 2012, the REAT agencies created the Transmission Technical Group to develop conceptual 
information about the transmission upgrades likely to be required to serve the various alternatives 
being studied to develop renewable energy in the DRECP Plan Area.  

The DRECP allocated between 70 to 237 MW (depending on the alternative) of renewable energy in the 
Owens River Valley. The transmission study considered the need to deliver this energy to load centers 
like the Los Angeles basin. The report concluded that a single-circuit 230 kV line would be needed for up 
to 237 MW. This line would join a new substation near the Owens Valley Dry Lake with the existing 
LADWP Barren Ridge Substation (in northern Kern County). 

4.3 Electric Transmission Infrastructure in Inyo County 

The transmission network in the County is split between two different balancing authorities. The CAISO3 
controls power flows on the transmission lines owned by SCE. LADWP is a separate balancing authority in 
control of its own transmission lines. These systems generally run to the load centers of southern 

                                                           
3
  CAISO is a nonprofit public benefit corporation that manages the flow of electricity across the high-voltage, long-

distance power lines that make up 80 percent of California’s  and a small portion of Nevada’s power grid.  
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California. Although some Nevada electric transmission lines allow delivery to the County, no electric 
transmission facilities cross the Sierra Nevada range into the County from central California. 

Transmission versus Distribution 

The two electric service providers own separate transmission and distribution networks. Service volt-
ages on distribution lines vary by utility and location across California. In Inyo County, the SCE high-
voltage transmission network operates at 115 kV and 55 kV and is controlled by the CAISO. In Inyo 
County, the LADWP transmission lines operate at 230 kV. LADWP owns a separate 500 kV DC system 
that passes through Inyo County without a local connection. 

The distribution network is the remainder of the system that delivers energy to the end user, or any part 
of the grid owned and controlled by the utility at a service voltage below 55 kV (typically 33 kV or 12 kV 
in the County). 

Both transmission and distribution systems lose electricity as energy passes along the line. The amount 
of energy lost depends on the specific conductors, the electric current flowing through the line, the 
length of transmission, and air temperature. The Energy Information Administration estimates that 
annual electricity transmission and distribution losses average about 7% of the electricity that is 
transmitted in the United States (EIA, 2012). The Energy Commission has estimated an average of 5.4 to 
6.9 percent system loss in California between 2002 and 2008 (Energy Commission, 2011b). Because 
renewable energy developed in Inyo County would be a large distance from load centers, transmission 
losses would be at the higher end of the typical range. 

SCE Transmission System 

The northernmost portion of the SCE service territory is in Inyo and Mono counties. SCE’s main north-
south corridor along Route 395 provides access to geothermal and hydroelectric energy sources in Inyo 
and Mono counties, while serving SCE’s portion of the local load, see Figure 4-2, presented in Section 7. 

The SCE system in Inyo County is isolated from the remainder of central and coastal California and is 
only weakly connected to Nevada. SCE’s transmission system through Inyo County includes an intertie to 
the northeast through the Silverpeak (55 kV) transmission line to Esmeralda County, Nevada. The 
intertie to Silverpeak, Nevada occurs along SCE’s main north-south 115 kV system at SCE’s Control Sub-
station in the hydro-rich headwaters of the Bishop Creek, west of Bishop. SCE’s Control Substation is 
connected to SCE’s Inyokern Substation to the south with two 125-mile low capacity and high impedance 
115 kV lines (SCE, 2008). It is also connected to the LADWP system through a single 3-mile 115 kV line 
that is tied to a phase shifting transformer bank (SCE, 2008). Due to the weak system connections, a 
special protection system4 (also called a Remedial Action Scheme) is in place to mitigate reliability issues 
in the area under specific outage conditions. 

In 2007, SCE published a conceptual transmission report for integrating renewable resources (SCE, 2007). 
The report concluded that a number of upgrades to the existing substations and transmission lines would 

                                                           
4
  A system protection scheme uses a set of fast and automatic control actions, protection relays, and a telecom-

munications network to ensure the most reliable and safest power system performance following critical out-
ages on a transmission network. They are used to mitigate problems following the loss of one or more trans-
mission lines in a transmission corridor. The primary function is to monitor load flows on critical transmission 
lines, detect outages, take pre-planned actions to reduce the problems, and to signal system operators. (Wang 
and Rodriguez, no date). 
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be needed to export renewable energy from Mono and Inyo counties. It noted that renewable resources 
located in the Inyo County region of study (Cluster 8, Control Substation) would require upgrades to the 
Control and Inyokern Substations and a new 230 kV transmission line between Control and Inyokern (SCE, 
2007). More recently, in November 2013, SCE provided a Technical Assessment for Generation Inter-
connection in the Bishop region (SCE, 2013a). This report was for development in the Mammoth Lakes 
area and reiterated the need for upgrades to the SCE system to interconnect renewable energy in the 
region that would cost between $43 and $449 million.5 

Exporting energy from the Inyo County region on the existing SCE system is possible and it has been 
studied by SCE for renewable energy in the County region, but it would require substantial upgrades to 
the existing SCE system. Such upgrades are costly and time consuming but may offer a potential long-
term solution for future renewable energy export. 

LADWP Transmission System 

LADWP’s system includes the 230 kV Inyo-Rinaldi Transmission System from the Owens River Gorge substa-
tion to the Rinaldi Receiving Station in the San Fernando Valley, see Figure 4-2 (LADWP, 2013a.) The Inyo-
Rinaldi System is a 230 kV line with a rated capacity of about 450 MW (although a substantial upgrade to 
the line’s capacity is scheduled to occur in the segment between the Barren Ridge Switching Station, in 
Kern County and the Rinaldi Switching Station). LADWP holds entitlement to the entire 450 MW capacity 
of the existing line that has approximately 240 MW of excess carrying capacity. The LADWP-proposed 
Southern Owens Valley Solar Ranch project has priority position for future interconnection to this exist-
ing line6 (LADWP, 2013a). According to LADWP, the interconnection of the proposed 200 MW project 
would require relatively minor work at the project site, but no upgrades to the transmission line itself. 

As noted in the LADWP 2012 Power Integrated Resource Plan, potential Owens Valley solar projects may 
require upgrades to the Inyo–Barren Ridge segment of the Inyo-Rinaldi transmission line, and an addi-
tional new transmission line may be required depending on the solar build-out. As part of the Desert Renew-
able Energy Conservation Plan7 (DRECP), LADWP and SCE studied the potential transmission needs to 

                                                           
5
  SCE’s study noted that substantial upgrades would be necessary to interconnect as few as 30 to 35 MW of new 

renewable generation under an Energy Only Interconnection status and would require new substation infra-
structure, telecommunications, and a phase shifting transformer to mitigate thermal overload and stability 
problems for an outage on the Control-Inyo 115 kV line or a loss of the Inyo 115 kV phase-shift transformer of 
Inyo 115/220 kV A-Bank service LADWP (SCE, 2013a). This upgrade was estimated to cost over $43 million.  

6
  The majority of LADWP’s transmission assets are located outside of the Los Angeles Basin. They were originally 

constructed to supply lower cost electricity to LADWP’s customers and maintain lower electricity rates. LADWP 
considers these assets as important to meetings the 33 percent RPS goal by 2020. According to LADWP “Excess 
transmission capacity is sold on a non-discriminatory basis in a wholesale market under an open-access trans-
mission tariff largely conforming to FERC Order 890.” (LADWP, 2012).  

7
  The County General Plan Update is being done through a grant from the California Energy Commission (CEC) 

that was authorized by AB 113 Perez, and consists of funds from the Renewable Resource Trust Fund. These 
funds were made available to the County because of its participation in the DRECP. The DRECP was established 
in May 2010, by an agreement between the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW), the CEC, U.S. 
Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and the US Department of Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) to guide renew-
able energy development in tandem with a multispecies conservation plan for the Mojave and Colorado Desert 
regions. Counties located within the DRECP area were invited to participate in the DRECP efforts. Inyo County 
has been active in the DRECP since its inception and in March 2013 entered into a Memorandum of Under-
standing (MOU) with the CEC. The MOU provides the framework for a cooperative relationship between the 
CEC and Inyo County that focuses on effective planning and promotion of renewable energy development.  
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export renewable energy from the Owens Valley Area. The December 2012 DRECP Transmission Tech-
nical Report concluded that exporting renewable energy would require a new single circuit 230 kV trans-
mission line between the Owens Valley and the Barren Ridge Substation. It is possible that LADWP could 
upgrade the Inyo-Rinaldi system rather than constructing a new transmission line; however, there is no 
indication at this time that such upgrades are planned. 

Valley Electric Association 

Projects located near the state line and in the southeastern portion of the County, could interconnect 
with the Nevada transmission system. In January 2013, the Valley Electric Association became a part of 
the California grid as a participating member and part of the CAISO. The proposed Hidden Hills Solar 
Electric Generating System planned to interconnect to the Valley Electric Association system. This would 
require analysis by the Valley Electric Association and approval by the CAISO. The studies performed for 
the Hidden Hills project concluded that the Valley Electric Association system could interconnect the 500 
MW project to its existing Pahrump Bob Tap 230 kV line (Energy Commission, 2013). This would require 
a new substation and either a re-conductoring of existing 230 kV line or a new 230 kV line between the 
new substation and the existing SCE Eldorado substation near Boulder City, Nevada (Energy 
Commission, 2013). 

4.4 Electric Distribution System 

The distribution system is fed by the statewide bulk transmission system. As noted above, both LADWP 
and SCE own and manage portions of the distribution system in Inyo County. Because of the size of the 
load in Inyo County, the distribution system and substations are small. It is generally possible for circuits 
on the distribution system to physically accommodate power plants up to about 20 MW. In Inyo County, 
the distribution system would accommodate less energy because it would be constrained by the amount 
of energy serving the customer load and the capability of the generation to be properly designed for 
safe interconnection. 

LADWP has a Feed-In Tariff program that studied the capacity of their system in the Owens Valley to 
interconnect distributed projects. LADWP concluded that up to 4 MWs of distributed generation could 
interconnect with its distribution system. 

Similarly, SCE has performed studies of the SCE system pertinent to distributed generation developers 
who are interested in interconnecting with SCE’s distribution system. SCE would typically consider proj-
ects of less than 10 MW to be viable for interconnection to SCE’s distribution system. SCE identifies 
“preferred” and “not preferred” areas of the distribution system for DG interconnection. Preferred areas 
are high load density areas that currently have low DG penetration levels which would minimize the cost 
of interconnection to the SCE system (SCE, 2013b). Not preferred areas are areas with a low load density 
and/or high DG penetration. These areas are identified because the cost of interconnection would likely 
be higher and could take longer. Most of SCE’s distribution system in Inyo County is not preferred because 
there is no available capacity on SCE’s distribution system (SCE, 2013b). A portion of the SCE distribution 
system in the Bishop region is preferred for distributed generation (SCE, 2013b). This portions includes a 
substation that has an estimated 19 MW of available capacity on the outskirts of Bishop (SCE, 2013b).  

4.5 Inyo County Renewable Transmission Infrastructure Needs 

In order to plan for renewable development, Inyo County has estimated the amount of energy (in MW) 
likely to be developed in each REDA, using the 2013 designation overlays. The designation of energy 
capacity is provided for both solar and wind and is presented in phases, as shown in Table 4-2.   
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Phase 1 corresponds to the energy estimated to require fewer and less costly transmission upgrades. 
Phase 2 corresponds to energy development where transmission upgrades would be more challenging 
and more costly.  

Table 4-2. Energy Distribution in Inyo County REDAs 

  Base Case Solar  Base Case Wind   
Total 

Phase 1 
(MW) 

Total 
Phase  2 

(MW) 
Total  
(MW) REDA Group 

Phase 1 
(MW) 

Phase 2 
(MW) 

Phase 1 
(MW) 

Phase 2 
(MW) 

Laws 
W

es
te

rn
 

20 20 0 0 20 20 40 

Fish Lake Valley 20 20 0 30 20 50 70 

Deep Springs 30 30 0 20 30 50 80 

Owens Valley 400 0 0 0 400 0 400 

Owens Lake 50 100 0 100 50 200 250 

Centennial Flat/Darwin 50 100 0 100 50 200 250 

Rose Valley  100 100 0 100 100 200 300 

Pearsonville 50 50 200 0 250 50 300 

Group Subtotal 720 420 200 350 920 770 1,690 

Panamint  

S
o

u
th

er
n

 

100 200 0 0 100 200 300 

Trona 100 200 0 400 100 600 700 

Group Subtotal 200 400 0 400 200 800 1,000 

Death Valley Junction 

E
as

te
rn

 

100 100 0 100 100 200 300 

Chicago Valley 50  0 0 50 0 50 

Charleston View 500 250 0 0 500 250 750 

Sandy Valley 100 100 0 0 100 100 200 

Group Subtotal 750 450 0 100 750 550 1,300 

County Total  1,670 1,270 200 850 1,870 2,120 3,990 

Source: Inyo County. 

Transmission Requirements for Each REDA Group 

Table 4-2 shows three groups of REDAs within Inyo County. The transmission requirements for each 
group are presented below. 

Western Group REDAs. In order to carry 920 MW of solar and wind from the western REDAs in Phase 1, 
upgrades to the existing SCE 115 kV or LADWP single circuit 230 kV line would be needed. As highlighted 
in Section 4.2, the SCE line is fully subscribed, but the LADWP could carry an additional 240 MW. 
Therefore, transmission would be needed to carry about an additional 700 MW of electricity.  

As part of the RETI process, a 230 kV line was defined that could carry 500 MW from the Control Substa-
tion (near Bishop) to the Kramer Substation (near Kramer Junction in Kern County). This line was assumed 
to have the capacity for 500 MW, but could carry up to 1,000 MW. RETI assumed a new 230 kV line 
could carry 500 MW for single conductor and 1,000 MW for bundled conductors. The cost of this line 
was estimated at $655.5 million (in 2010 USD; RETI, 2010b). Similar transmission would be needed to 
carry the Phase 1 generation (700 MW) in the Western REDAs.  

An alternative to constructing a completely new line would be to upgrade the existing SCE 115 kV line 
and the existing LADWP 230 kV line, most likely requiring new towers and new lines due to the age of 
the existing infrastructure. Upgrading these two lines would allow them to carry additional energy. SCE’s 
Technical Assessment for Generation Interconnection in the Bishop region for a geothermal project 
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noted that replacing the existing 115 kV line with a new Control-Inyokern 115 kV line would allow the 
line to carry additional load. SCE estimated the cost of replacing the line with a new line, expanding the 
infrastructure and installing a new communication system at over $449 million (SCE, 2013a). Upgrades 
to the existing LADWP 230 kV line to a new 230 kV line or 500 kV line would likely be as or more costly 
and would also likely require replacing the existing line.  

Phase 2 would add an additional 770 MW of renewable generation in this area. If a new 500 kV line 
were built along the Highway 395 corridor from the Control Substation to Kramer Substation, it would 
likely be able to carry the total generation from Phase 1 and 2 developments (1,690 MW). The typical 
rating for a 500 kV line is 1,200 to 2,500 MW (RETI, 2010b). 

Southern Group REDAs. Exporting 400 MW in Phase 1 from the southern REDAs (Panamint and Trona), 
would require a new transmission line, because there are no existing transmission lines in this area of 
the County; only distribution to local residences now exist. This new line could parallel the existing SCE 
distribution line and be built at either 115 kV or 230 kV. Building this line could be both costly and time 
consuming to permit due to public resistance and because it would require CEQA and NEPA review as it 
crosses BLM-administered land. Exporting an additional 600 MW in Phase 2 would require a new line if 
the first line was not built as a 230 kV line. While there is substantial potential for renewable energy in 
this area, no planning documents or completed processes (e.g., RETI or DRECP) discuss specific 
transmission upgrades to the Panamint Valley area. Renewable energy development could replace 
existing diesel generators at the Briggs Mine and be used onsite. 

Eastern Group REDAs. Exporting 750 MW in Phase 1 from the eastern REDAs would likely require a 
transmission interconnection into Valley Electric Association, already part of the California grid. As noted 
in Section 4.2, the Nevada Conceptual Renewable Energy Zone Transmission studied the area of Nevada 
that is just east of the state line for potential development, and concluded that up to 4,000 MW of solar 
energy could interconnect to a new Amargosa 500 kV substation at a cost of $13.2 million (2009 USD) 
and new Amargosa 230 kV substation at a cost of $12.8 million (2009 USD). New substations and trans-
mission interconnections would be necessary to export the 750 MW in Phase 1 although the length of 
interconnection and subsequent cost would be greater. Exporting an additional 550 MW would have 
similar upgrade requirements.  

4.6 Conclusion 

Because the Inyo County load is small, large-scale renewable energy would serve load outside of the 
County. Exporting energy would require the use of an existing or upgraded transmission system to 
deliver the energy. Renewable energy developers of large-scale projects could request transmission 
service from either the SCE system, the LADWP system, or Nevada’s Valley Electric Association. LADWP 
has priority for use of its transmission system. For the SCE and LADWP systems, the transmission 
interconnection request would establish a queue position for each new project and initiate the study 
process that specifies the scope of the transmission upgrades necessary to serve the project.  All sys-
tems would require substantial and costly upgrades in order to deliver large amounts of energy, intercon-
nection to the existing capacity on the existing LADWP 230 kV line and to the Valley Electric Association 
system would be the least costly. The upgrades would require a significant time to plan, permit, and 
construct.  
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5. OCTS Evaluation Areas 

This section presents the methodology used to identify areas in the County by levels of constraints for 
potential renewable energy development and the conclusions of the OCTS. It identifies and spatially 
illustrates these areas by high renewable energy resource availability, access to infrastructure, and 
reduced environmental conflicts. Section 5.1 summarizes the detailed analysis provided in Appendix A. 
Section 5.2 provides the results of the environmental opportunities and constraints analysis, defining 
those resources that are most likely to dictate where renewable energy can be developed and that are 
quantifiable. Using this information, Section 5.3 defines the resulting areas and Section 5.4 presents the 
study’s conclusions. 

5.1 Summary of the Environmental Resource Analysis 

Appendix A provides a detailed analysis of the environmental resources that were used to identify the 
opportunities and constraints for renewable development in Inyo County. Key quantifiable data was 
used to map the sensitive resources throughout the county. This data was then used to identify 
locations that were more or less sensitive based on the available data. The data sources and the findings 
are summarized below.  

Aesthetics. The OCTS maps (see Appendix A, Figure A.1-1) use the designated scenic highways, the 2011 
REGPA scenic designation, as well as the federal lands Visual Resource Management classifications to illus-
trate the most sensitive aesthetic resources in the County. The Death Valley National Park was also iden-
tified as a sensitive resource due to its purpose to conserve scenery. Views within 0-1 miles (foreground 
views) of a sensitive resource, such as a scenic highway were mapped to provide a buffer to the viewers. 
Views within 1-3 miles (middleground view), were mapped but were found to be less sensitive as the views 
of development diminish as the distance to them increases. Because commercial-scale renewable energy 
can be readily viewed from some distance, locations furthest from these sensitive visual resources were 
identified as potential opportunities and locations near the sensitive resources as potential constraints. 

Biological Resources. For the biological resources analysis, categories were selected to serve as proxies 
for areas of high biological sensitivity. Each category was mapped using publically available data. These 
categories include: 

 Designated critical habitat for species listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) 

 Available occurrence data for special-status species, including those listed under ESA and California 
Endangered Species Act 

 Sensitive vegetation and habitats, including waters and wetlands 

 Migratory and movement corridors for wildlife, including important migratory bird stopovers 

 Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) and other biological considerations. 

Publicly available spatial datasets were obtained from various sources including the CDFW, Inyo County, 
FWS, CEC, and DataBasin.org. Datasets were grouped according to the biological sensitivity categories 
identified above and maps were developed to identify the geographic extent of each resource, as 
applicable (see Appendix A, Figures A.2-1 through A.2-6). The report also identified areas that are off-limits 
to renewable energy development because they are protected (in full fee or through conservation 
easements) specifically to preserve habitat or agricultural land. The biological resources data were 
assessed in terms of sensitivity, and a ranking system was developed that uses a subset of these data 
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(see Appendix A, Figure A.2-7). The ranking system is intended to roughly identify areas of moderate and 
low sensitivity for renewable energy development, with respect to biological resources. 

Cultural Resources. The OCTS discusses three kinds of cultural resources, prehistoric, historic, and built-
environment. Most cultural resources have a site specific nature. That is, the identification and 
evaluation of cultural resources can only be accomplished through pedestrian survey of the project area 
because each and every cultural resource site is unique in its location, preservation of artifacts and 
features, and extent of its boundaries. However, in order to predict the potential for cultural resources, 
the study used available datasets to highlight areas of potential sensitivity, including named streams, 
water bodies, wetlands and playas/dry lakes; ecotone boundaries1; obsidian and Fine-grained Volcanic 
toolstone sources; and slope. This is because access to water and other natural resources was an impor-
tant consideration for prehistoric population settlements. The study then used the data sets to map 
where the individual data overlapped highlighting the areas of the County that are most likely to be 
sensitive for cultural resources (see Appendix A, Figures A.3-1 and A.3-2). In addition, the historic and 
built-environment areas were mapped to show sensitive locations (see Appendix A, Figure A.3-3). 

The OCTS also considered cultural landscapes, or geographic areas associated with a historic event, 
activity, or person exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic values. Landscapes are understood and 
documented by conducting ethnographic research that identifies the contributing elements or attributes 
of the landscape. Contributing elements can include both cultural and biological resources, climate and 
landforms, subsistence, religion, economy and the built environment. In Inyo County several cultural 
landscapes have been identified by state agencies, primarily in the southeast corner of the County, in 
the Panamint Valley, and along the Inyo and White Mountain ranges east of the Owens River Valley. This 
is not to say that cultural landscapes are not extant in other portions of the County as well, but that thus 
far these regions are known to have culturally important landscapes. Renewable energy resources may 
affect cultural landscapes and would be addressed in the programmatic environmental review. 

Geology and Soils. Geologic features were mapped where the data was available (see Appendix A, 
Figure A.4-1). In addition, the overall geologic stability of the County was researched and considered. As 
with much of California, Inyo County has an extensive fault system that can result in impacts to sub-
surface conditions resulting in liquefaction, seismic settlement or other effects. While the geologic fea-
tures were mapped and considered, renewable energy development can generally mitigate for seismic 
concerns through appropriate engineering. Commercial-scale renewable energy development facilities 
are not themselves habitable structures so are not required to conform to the California Building Code.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials. Siting renewable energy on contaminated land can provide an eco-
nomically viable reuse for sites with significant cleanup costs or low real estate development demand 
that would otherwise lay idle, providing additional tax revenue. As part of this study, brownfield sites 
that have renewable energy potential were mapped using the Rural Desert Southwest Brownfields Coali-
tion data and the EPA Renewable Energy Mapper data. This EPA tool makes it possible to view informa-
tion about renewable energy potential on federal- and State-identified contaminated lands, landfills, 
and mine sites. All of EPA’s RE-Powering Mapper sites have been designated as viable for off-grid solar 
PV development. Additionally, of the sites that have been designated as viable for large-scale and/or 
utility level solar PV and wind development for grid integration, all but one are located within land under 
County jurisdiction along the Route 395 corridor (see Appendix A, Figure A.5-1). 

Hydrology and Water Quality. As described in Appendix A, the study considered the County ground-
water basins as well as the surface water (see Appendix A, Figures A.6-1 through A.6-3). Some renew-

                                                           
1
  An ecotone boundary is the boundary between two different vegetation zones. 
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able energy technologies, such as wind and solar PV, have very minimal water requirements while others, 
such as solar thermal technologies, require more water resources for operational purposes. Ground-
water in Inyo County is governed by a number of documents including the 1991 Inyo County/Los Angeles 
Water Agreement that designates some groundwater basins as On and others as Off. Groundwater 
basins with an On status provide potential opportunities for siting renewable energy developments with a 
higher water footprint, such as solar thermal technologies. Because some technologies have very minimal 
water requirements beyond construction, the groundwater basins were not used as a siting criteria for 
the REDAs (see Section 5.2). Flood hazard areas were identified and would constrain the amount of 
renewable energy development potential in such areas. 

Land Use. The OCTS considers what land uses within Inyo County would be appropriate for commercial-
scale renewable development. Land uses such as public facilities and institutional uses, industrial land 
uses, airports, and agriculture were identified spatially (see Appendix A, Figure A.7-2). Much of Inyo 
County is under federal or state jurisdiction. These areas were also mapped to identify sensitive areas 
under the appropriate jurisdictional land use plan (see Appendix A, Figure A.7-1). Existing land uses, 
zoning, and regulatory and policy constraints were considered because land use constraints associated 
with renewable development are typically associated with such concerns. 

Mineral Resources. Mineral resources provide both an opportunity and a constraint for renewable energy 
siting. While siting of renewable energy on active or potential future mine sites must be done carefully 
to avoid interference with active operations, renewable energy can coincide with mining operations or 
be a profitable reuse option for former sites. Many existing mines would potentially provide opportu-
nities for development of renewable energy either in conjunction with the active running of the mine or 
as a potential part of remediation of the mine site (see Appendix A, Figure A.8-1).  

Socioeconomic Factors. While socioeconomic factors would not dictate the most appropriate locations 
for renewable energy, they are important for the County to consider when making policy decisions. County 
costs vary in the disparate regions due to the relative costs of providing infrastructure and services. The 
existing level of services in some areas of the County, such as the south and southeast locations, are low 
compared with other areas such as the Owens Valley. Future renewable energy project development 
would directly and indirectly result in socioeconomic (employment, etc.) and fiscal (tax and other County 
revenue) opportunities and constraints.  

5.2 Results: Environmental Screening and Infrastructure 

Appendix A of this report presents an analysis of environmental resources, identifying the opportunities 
and constraints of nine technical resources for areas where renewable energy generation could be sited. A 
subset of the environmental resources analyzed in Appendix A was then defined as those with most 
relevance for identifying opportunities and constraints for renewable development.  For some resources, 
no constraints or opportunities were quantifiable such that they would help identify locations where 
renewable energy development would be most appropriate. For example, while geology would be an 
important feature to consider when engineering a project, it is not a factor that would affect the County’s 
actions in either precluding or encouraging development. Geologic features such as active faults would 
be addressed via adequate project-level engineering. 

After consideration of all environmental resources and evaluation of potential assessment methodolo-
gies, the following resources were selected as being the most valuable for identifying opportunities and 
constraints for renewable energy development: aesthetics, biological resources, cultural resources and 
land uses. Also, the location of existing available electric transmission and distribution lines has also 
been included in the consideration of opportunities and constraints. 
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The REDA maps (presented in Section 7) and the REDA descriptions in this section are intended to be 
used together. Based on the opportunities and constraints identified for each of the important resource 
areas (see Appendix A), the County has been divided into the following three ratings for renewable 
energy development: 

 Least Constrained (identified as blue on maps) 

 Moderately Constrained (identified as yellow on maps) 

 Areas with the most constrains are not highlighted in a color.  

These ratings are applied to each resource.  The factors used to determine the ratings are discussed in 
detail for each resource considered in developing the REDAs. 

Aesthetics 

The results of the aesthetics analysis are shown on Figure 5-1, Overview of Aesthetics Resources (pre-
sented in Section 7) and described below. 

Least Constrained. For visual resources, the locations where renewable installations would be less 
visible were found to be least constrained. Much of the County is designated as visually sensitive so 
these areas were avoided in this designation. 

Moderately Constrained. The Route 395 middleground corridors were considered a potential 
opportunity for development. While some of the scenic corridors may be sufficiently sensitive such that 
they would not be appropriate for development, many of the areas may provide opportunities for 
development at a further distance as with the middleground corridors. 

Most Constrained. The locations designated by the BLM as sensitive visual resource management classes, 
Death Valley National Park, and the locations identified as visually sensitive on the U.S. Forest Service 
lands were identified as not appropriate for renewable energy development at a large scale. These 
locations have been designated as having high visual sensitivity and the contrast with renewable energy 
development would be great. 

Biological Resources 

The results of the biological resources analysis are shown on Figure 5-2, Overview of Biological Resources. 
Much of the County has one or more potential constraints for renewable energy development, from a 
biological resources perspective. Portions of the County have sensitive biological resources that may not 
preclude development of renewable energy, but would require biological surveys, permitting, and 
mitigation. 

Least Constrained. Areas with non-native vegetation types, including areas mapped as Barren, Cropland, 
Irrigated Hayfield, and Urban were identified as potential opportunities for development. Additionally, 
LADWP Zone I Areas were identified as opportunities for LADWP properties in the Owens Valley because 
they were screened by LADWP for vegetation types, sensitive wildlife and plant communities, wetland, 
riparian areas and springs and found to be the best opportunities for renewable energy development.  

Moderately Constrained. Areas with moderate biological sensitivity would potentially be available for 
renewable energy development, but would likely require additional surveys and mitigation, so are not 
likely to be appropriate for streamlined development. 
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Most Constrained. Areas that have been identified as having high sensitivity or been identified for 
preservation for unique biological values would be less available or not open to renewable energy 
development. 

Cultural Resources 

Cultural resources were evaluated in detail in this study, but were not included as a factor in the 
development of REDAs because most cultural resources are site specific. There is no available data at 
the County scale that would allow development or prohibit at specific sites. Figure 5-3 illustrates the 
locations of potentially sensitive archaeological areas overlain by the 2011 REGPA Overlays for 
informational purposes. However, without completion of site surveys, it is not possible to know the 
specific locations of most cultural resources and it would not be possible to rank these locations. Best 
management practices and pre-construction surveys to ensure avoidance will be recommended in the 
Program EIR to reduce any impacts to cultural resources. 

In Inyo County several cultural landscapes have been identified by state agencies, primarily in the 
southeast corner of the County, in the Panamint Valley, and along the Inyo and White Mountain ranges 
east of the Owens River Valley. This is not to say that cultural landscapes are not extant in other portions 
of the County as well, but that thus far these regions are known to have culturally important landscapes. 
Renewable energy resources may affect cultural landscapes and would be addressed in the 
programmatic environmental review. 

Land Use 

The OCTS considers what land uses within Inyo County would be appropriate for commercial-scale 
renewable development. The results of the land use analysis are shown on Figure 5-4. 

Least Constrained. Areas currently being used for Agriculture, General Industrial, Heavy Commercial, 
Light Industrial, or Public Service Facilities would be most appropriate for renewable energy 
development because they are already disturbed. Some of these areas, such as existing industry, would 
be available for renewable energy at a smaller scale because of the existing use but would potentially 
also provide a load center for the renewable energy. Brownfield sites (as identified by EPA) would also 
be available for development, but any cleanup of potentially contaminated sites would need to be 
considered. LADWP lands were also identified as appropriate for renewable energy development based 
on the LADWP Area Narrowing Study performed in 2013. 

Moderately Constrained. Locations where the land use would potentially be compatible with renewable 
energy development were identified. These included areas that were neither disturbed nor protected 
under a specific policy. 

Most Constrained. Renewable energy development would not be appropriate on wilderness and tribal 
lands (unless proposed by the tribe). For these locations, renewable energy development would be 
contrary to the purposes for which such lands are used and designated (i.e., areas with natural environ-
ment not intended for human use).  In Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, renewable energy 
development may be prohibited or constrained depending on the stipulations the BLM designates for 
the area.  

BLM-administered grazing allotments are also shown on Figure 5-4, but were not used in the ranking 
system. The BLM management plans provide an overview of acceptable uses in grazing allotments. 
These plans would need to be considered when proposing renewable energy on grazing allotments. 
Wind energy may be compatible with grazing whereas solar energy would likely require the removal of 
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the grazing allotment. Prior to any development on such land, the effects to grazing allotments would 
need to be considered and mitigated.  

Energy Infrastructure 

The existing County energy infrastructure is shown on Figure 4-1 and discussed in Section 4. Both SCE 
and LADWP have existing transmission lines that run north-south along the Route 395 corridor and 
energy developers could also interconnect with the Nevada transmission system. For the use of any of 
these transmission systems, substantial upgrades would be required. LADWP’s existing 230 kV Inyo-
Rinaldi Transmission System has capacity for approximately 240 MW of renewable energy at this time. 
LADWP has stated that the Southern Owens Valley Solar Ranch has a priority position for future 
interconnection to this existing line. If this project is not completed, this capacity would be potentially 
available for a different project. For projects located in the southeastern portion of the County, existing 
transmission would be available via the Nevada transmission system. Upgrades along the Valley Electric 
Association system would also be required. 

For distributed commercial generation some capacity is available in the Bishop area on the SCE distribu-
tion system. SCE has stated that in general it considers projects of less than 10 MW as the appropriate 
size to interconnect with their distribution system.   

5.3 Description of OCTS Areas by Constraints 

Having established resource-specific opportunities and constraints as described in Section 5.1 (and ana-
lyzed in Appendix 6), those data were then used to determine the REDAs throughout the County, as 
shown on Figure 5-5. The methodology used to determine the REDAs is as follows: 

 As a starting point, the entire County is considered potentially available for renewable energy devel-
opment. This analysis then eliminated all areas that were considered challenging for renewable 
energy development, i.e., all areas left unshaded. 

 The analysis then identified locations where development could potentially be appropriate for renew-
able energy development, i.e., locations identified as moderately constrained and identified as yellow 
for each environmental consideration. 

 Locations not eliminated or identified as potentially available for renewable energy development 
were then identified as likely to be open for renewable energy development, i.e., locations identified 
as least constrained and identified as blue in Section 5.1. 

The analysis identified multiple areas with varying sensitivity levels for each environmental resource. 
Where sensitivities were conflicting, the most conservative designation (i.e., most protective of the 
resources) was used for the area. The analysis then included brownfield sites as identified by the U.S. EPA 
RE-Powering data and the Owens Valley Dry Lake. The EPA RE-Powering data identifies locations that are 
already disturbed and potentially feasible for renewable development. The LADWP is considering renew-
able energy development on portions of the Owens Valley Dry Lake as potential mitigation for dust emis-
sions resulting from the Dry Lake. 

The 2011 REGPA General Plan Land Use Designation Overlay areas have been included in Figures 5-5a 
through 5-5o. This is because the County has already performed studies on the 2011 REGPA General 
Plan Land Use Designation Overlay and there is potential development interest in these locations. 
However, the OCTS is not limited to these regions and presents areas covering the entire County. 
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The DRECP Development Focus Areas are also 
shown on Figures 5-5a through 5-5o. The 
DRECP Development Focus Areas are 
locations where renewable energy 
development would be focused and where 
renewable projects could receive incidental 
take permits2 under the DRECP. The DRECP 
presented seven alternatives in the 
Description and Comparative Evaluation of 
Draft DRECP Alternatives, published 
December 2012. The County Background 
Report Map 10 illustrates the Draft DRECP 
Development Focus Areas based on the seven 
alternatives. The OCTS figures show the 
Development Focus Areas from Alternative 5 
because this alternative had the largest 
number of acres of Development Focus Areas 
in Inyo County and would represent the most 
conservative analysis in the CEQA document.   

Overall, as identified within Table 5-2, the 
OCTS analysis concludes that within the 2011 
REGPA overlays, the County has  

 Over 93,000 acres of areas most appropriate for renewable development;  

 Over 60,000 acres of land potentially appropriate for renewable development; and  

 Over 400,000 acres of land least appropriate for renewable development.  

Some of the 2011 overlay areas, such as the Chicago Valley, Deep Springs, Fish Lake Valley, and Panamint 
Valley are identified in this report as potentially subject to constraints for renewable development 
because of sensitive biological or visual resources. Other 2011 General Plan Land Use Designation Overlay 
areas such as Owens Valley, Owens Lake–Keeler, and Charleston View would potentially be appropriate 
for renewable energy development.  

As can be seen on Figure 5-5, some locations outside of the 2011 REGPA overlay areas would be likely or 
potentially appropriate for renewable energy development and portions of the DRECP DFAs are located 
outside of the 2011 REGPA overlay areas. There are over 24,000 of least constrained acres outside of the 
overlays that would be potentially appropriate for renewable energy development and almost 800,000 of 
moderately constrained acres outside of the overlays that would be potentially appropriate for renew-
able energy development. Most of this area is in and around the Owens Valley Route 395 corridor and 
near the Laws overlay area. However, it should be noted that some of the cultural landscapes overlap 
with these areas, so they may be less appropriate from a cultural resource perspective.  

                                                           
2
  The Endangered Species Act prohibits the "take" of listed species through direct harm or habitat destruction. In 

the 1982 ESA amendments, Congress authorized the U.S Fish and Wildlife Service (through the Secretary of the 
Interior) to issue permits for the "incidental take" of endangered and threatened wildlife species. Thus, permit 
holders can proceed with an activity that is legal in all other respects, but that results in the "incidental" taking 
of a listed species. 

Table 5-2. REDA Acres by  General Plan Land Use 
Designation Overlay 

2011 Overlay Name 

Moderately 
Constrained 

Acres 
Least Constrained 

Acres 

Centennial Flat–Darwin 72,126 0 

Charleston View 30,419 0 

Chicago Valley 6,453 0 

Death Valley Junction 67,664 3 

Deep Springs 6,897 0 

Fish Lake Valley 13,479 0 

Laws 3,064 3,672 

Owens Lake–Keeler 0 77,014 

Owens Valley 29,568 7,240 

Panamint Valley 76,495 0 

Pearsonville 7,198 0 

Rose Valley 48,226 0 

Sandy Valley 3,115  

Tecopa 39 1 

Trona 19,530 944 

Total 381,234 88,869 
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The DRECP DFAs coincide with much of the Charleston View overlay area, portions of the Owens Lake-
Keeler overlay area, portions of the Owens Valley overlay area, portions of the Pearsonville overlay area, 
and portions of the Rose Valley overlay area. The DRECP Alternative 5 DFAs cover almost 68,000 acres in 
Inyo County. There are approximately 4,500 acres of the Development Focus Areas outside of the 
moderately and least constrained areas that would be potentially appropriate for renewable energy 
development 

5.4 Conclusion 

Based on the spatial analysis of the county, there are a total of over 88,000 acres of land in the County 
2011 Overlay areas that have the least constraints and  over 381,000 acres of land that have moderate 
constraints that may be appropriate for renewable energy development. The majority of the most or 
potentially appropriate areas for renewable energy development are located along the Route 395 
corridor near existing LADWP and SCE transmission. Some REDAs are located near the Nevada/California 
border near the Valley Electric Association. As discussed in Section 4.4, both the LADWP and SCE 
transmission systems would require substantial upgrades to carry large amounts of renewable energy 
that would be costly and time consuming.   

The County could revise the 2011 REGPA overlay areas based on all or some of the information provided 
in the OCTS and the development focus areas identified in the DRECP. In many instances, this would 
entail revising the boundaries of REGPA overlay areas but in some instances the County could consider 
whether to eliminate an overlay area. Because substantial upgrades would be needed to export the 
energy, the County could work with LADWP, SCE, the Energy Commission, and the CPUC to consider 
how to encourage upgrades that would be most beneficial to all parties involved.  
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Table 6-1. Data Sources Used in Biological Resources Screening Assessment 

Data Layer Source     Data Obtained From     Summary      Rationale for Inclusion   

Critical habitat USFWS USFWS ECOS website: 
http://ecos.fws.gov/ecos/
home.action# 

All available designated critical habitat for 
federally listed species as of November 2013. 

Critical habitat supports listed and other 
rare species; regulatory constraints and 
environmental sensitivity warrant avoid-
ance to the extent possible 

CNDDB CDFW CNDDB professional subscription Occurrence records for special-status species 
and sensitive vegetation communities submitted 
to the CNDDB; current as of 11/2013. 

Identifies known occupied areas for special-
status species, and sensitive vegetation 
occurrences that have been submitted to 
CNDDB. 

Modeled Desert 
Tortoise Habitat 

Nussear, K. E., T. C. Esque, R. D. 
Inman, Leila Gass, K. A. Thomas, 
C. S. A. Wallace, J. B. Blainey, 
D. M. Miller, and R. H. Webb. 2009. 
Modeling habitat of the desert tor-
toise (Gopherus agassizii) in the 
Mojave and parts of the Sonoran 
Deserts of California, Nevada, Utah, 
and Arizona: U.S. Geological Survey 
Open-File Report 2009-1102, 18 p. 

USGS: 
http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2009/1102/ 

Quantitative habitat model for the desert tortoise 
using an extensive set of field-collected presence 
data. Habitat is rated from lowest to highest 
quality on a scale of 0-1. 

Identifies the higher quality modeled habi-
tat (ranked 0.6-1.0) in Inyo County for the 
desert tortoise, a State- and federally listed 
species. 

GAP vegetation data Davis, F. W., D. M. Stoms, A. D. 
Hollander, K. A. Thomas, P. A. 
Stine, D. Odion, M. I. Borchert, J. 
H. Thorne, M. V. Gray, R. E. 
Walker, K. Warner, and J. Graae. 
1998. The California Gap Analysis 
Project--Final Report. University of 
California, Santa Barbara, CA. 

http://www.biogeog.ucsb.edu/
projects/gap/gap_data2.html 

Land-cover/land use data compiled for the 
California Gap Analysis Project. It contains 
vegetation attributes for landscape scale map 
units, including canopy dominant species, 
canopy density, presence of regional endemic 
species, and inclusion of wetland habitats. 

Provides County-wide vegetation data, 
including sensitive vegetation where 
development should be minimized and 
disturbed habitats where vegetation 
should be focused  

LADWP Type A 
Vegetation 
Management Areas 
and Zone 1 areas 

LADWP Inyo County A study of vegetation was conducted for the 
Long Term Water Agreement between Inyo 
County and the LADWP. Type-A management 
areas are non-groundwater dependent and 
were identified as areas to be explored for 
renewable energy development early in the 
process. LADWP then screened its properties 
in the Owens Valley for potential sites for solar 
energy development, and Zone 1 areas are the 
locations identified as best opportunities for 
renewable energy development. 

Identifies potential opportunities for renew-
able energy development on LADWP-
owned lands in the Owens Valley. 

http://ecos.fws.gov/ecos/home.action
http://ecos.fws.gov/ecos/home.action
http://pubs.usgs.gov/of/2009/1102/
http://www.biogeog.ucsb.edu/projects/gap/gap_data2.html
http://www.biogeog.ucsb.edu/projects/gap/gap_data2.html
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Data Layer Source     Data Obtained From     Summary      Rationale for Inclusion   

NHD streams and 
waterbodies 

USGS USGS:  
http://nhd.usgs.gov/data.html  

The National Hydrography Dataset (NHD) is a 
comprehensive set of digital spatial data that 
contains information about surface water features 
such as lakes, ponds, streams, rivers, springs 
and wells. Within the NHD, surface water fea-
tures are combined to form "reaches," which 
provide the framework for linking water-related 
data to the NHD surface water drainage network. 

Streams and waterbodies are sensitive 
habitats/landforms 

Missing Linkages in 
California’s Landscape 

SC Wildlands: 
Penrod, K., R. Hunter, and M. 
Marrifield. 2001. Missing Linkages: 
restoring connectivity to the 
California landscape. California 
Wilderness Coalition, The Nature 
Conservancy, US Geological 
Survey, Center for Reproduction 
of Endangered Species, and 
California State Parks. 

CDFW BIOS: 
ftp://ftp.dfg.ca.gov/BDB/GIS/BIOS/
Public_Datasets/ 

Data was created to assist land managers, 
planners, scientists, regulators, and conser-
vation organizations working on connectivity 
issues in California. For more details, the full 
report is available at www.scwildlands.org 

Habitat linkages are sensitive because 
they can support biological connectivity 
between otherwise fragmented habitat 
blocks 

Natural Landscape 
Blocks, Essential 
Habitat Connectivity 
Areas, and Interstate 
Connections 

Spencer, W.D., P. Beier, K. Penrod, 
K. Winters, C. Paulman, H. 
Rustigian-Romsos, J. Strittholt, 
M. Parisi, and A. Pettler. 2010. 
California Essential Habitat 
Connectivity Project: A Strategy for 
Conserving a Connected California. 
Prepared for California Department 
of Transportation, California Depart-
ment of Fish and Game, and 
Federal Highways Administration 

CDFW BIOS: 
ftp://ftp.dfg.ca.gov/BDB/GIS/BIOS/
Public_Datasets/ 

Caltrans and CDFW commissioned the California 
Essential Habitat Connectivity Project because 
a functional network of connected wildlands is 
essential to the continued support of California's 
diverse natural communities in the face of human 
development and climate change. The Essential 
Connectivity Map depicts large, relatively natural 
habitat blocks that support native biodiversity 
(Natural Landscape Blocks) and areas essential 
for ecological connectivity between them (Essen-
tial Connectivity Areas). This coarse-scale map 
was based primarily on the concept of ecological 
integrity, rather than the needs of particular 
species. Interstate Connections were identified 
to recognize the need for connectivity into neigh-
boring states (Arizona, Nevada, and Oregon). 

Natural landscape blocks are sensitive 
because they are large, relatively intact 
natural habitats that support native bio-
diversity, and Essential Habitat Connec-
tivity Areas maintain connectivity between 
them. Interstate Connections are place-
holders for future modeling efforts, ideally 
in collaboration with the neighboring 
states. 

http://nhd.usgs.gov/data.html
ftp://ftp.dfg.ca.gov/BDB/GIS/BIOS/Public_Datasets/
ftp://ftp.dfg.ca.gov/BDB/GIS/BIOS/Public_Datasets/
ftp://ftp.dfg.ca.gov/BDB/GIS/BIOS/Public_Datasets/
ftp://ftp.dfg.ca.gov/BDB/GIS/BIOS/Public_Datasets/
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Data Layer Source     Data Obtained From     Summary      Rationale for Inclusion   

Desert Tortoise 
Connectivity Areas 

USFWS Desert Tortoise Recovery 
Office 

BLM: 
http://solareis.anl.gov/maps/gis/ 

The FWS Desert Tortoise Recovery Office per-
formed this landscape-scale modeling exercise 
to identify priority habitat linkages between and 
among desert tortoise conservation areas (as 
defined in USFWS, 2011) and define other large 
blocks of habitat with important value to recovery 
of the desert tortoise. Based on FWS current 
understanding, the combination of linkages and 
existing desert tortoise conservation areas rep-
resents the basis for a conservation network for 
the Mojave desert tortoise. Priority 1 lands are 
potential habitat linkages between existing con-
servation areas that have the best chance of 
sustaining connectivity for desert tortoise popu-
lations, and are priority areas for conservation of 
desert tortoise population connectivity. Priority 2 
lands are other blocks of habitat with the greatest 
potential to support populations of desert tortoises, 
outside least cost corridors, and may also have 
important value to recovery. 

Identifies modeled habitat linkages for the 
listed desert tortoise; a species of high 
conservation priority in the California 
deserts. 

Connectivity Linkages 
and Condition, DRECP 

Conservation Biology Institute; 
DRECP; SC Wildlands, Kristeen 
Penrod; Brian Croft, US Fish and 
Wildlife Service, San Bernardino, 
CA - 909-382-2677 John M. Taylor, 
US Fish and Wildlife Service, Palm 
Springs, CA - 760-322-2070 Ken 
Corey, US Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Palm Springs, CA - 760-
322-2070Pete Sorensen, US Fish 
and Wildlife Service, Palm Springs, 
CA - 760-322-2070Cat Darst, US 
Fish and Wildlife Servie, Desert 
Tortoise Recovery Office, Ventura, 
CA - 805-644-1766 University of 
Redlands, Redlands, CA 

DataBasin.org These data represent linkages where mainte-
nance or restoration of ecological connectivity is 
essential for conserving biological diversity 
within the DRECP area.  

Identifies modeled habitat linkages for 
wildlife in the DRECP planning area, and 
includes current condition of linkages. 

http://solareis.anl.gov/maps/gis/
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Table 6-1. Data Sources Used in Biological Resources Screening Assessment 

Data Layer Source     Data Obtained From     Summary      Rationale for Inclusion   

Important Bird Areas  Audubon California. 2008. Mapping 
California’s Important Bird Areas. 
National Audubon Society unpub-
lished report. 65 p. 

Audubon California: 
http://ca.audubon.org/california-
important-bird-areas-gis-data-and-
methods 

Important Bird Areas (IBAs) identify essential 
sites that provide habitat for (i) rare, threatened 
or endangered birds, (ii) exceptionally large 
congregations of shorebirds, or (iii) exception-
ally large congregations of waterfowl. In an 
effort to promote conservation and awareness 
of these areas, Audubon California set out to 
define and map the geographic boundaries of all 
IBAs in California using a Geographic Information 
System (GIS). The GIS data are current as of 
October 2013. 

Identifies general areas important for 
migrating and breeding birds. 

Conservation 
Easements – NCED 
Version 3, July 2013 

National Conservation Easement 
Database (NCED)  

DataBasin.org The NCED is a collaborative venture to compile 
easement records (both spatial and tabular) 
from land trusts and public agencies throughout 
the United States in a single, up-to-date, sustain-
able, GIS compatible, online source. The goal of 
the NCED is to provide a comprehensive picture 
of the privately owned conservation easement 
lands, recognizing their contribution to America's 
natural heritage, a vibrant economy, and healthy 
communities. Conservation easements are legal 
agreements voluntarily entered into between 
landowners and conservation entities (agencies 
or land trusts) for the express purpose of protect-
ing certain societal values such as open space 
or vital wildlife habitats. In some cases land-
owners transfer "development rights" for direct 
payment or for federal and state tax benefits. 

Identifies conservation easements in Inyo 
County 

Wildlife Conservation 
Board (WCB) approved 
projects 

Wildlife Conservation Board CDFW BIOS: 
ftp://ftp.dfg.ca.gov/BDB/GIS/BIOS/
Public_Datasets/ 

A comprehensive set of Wildlife Conservation 
Board projects from board inception in 1949 to 
present (8/23/2013 publication date) 

Identifies conservation easements and 
ecological reserves in Inyo County 

http://ca.audubon.org/california-important-bird-areas-gis-data-and-methods
http://ca.audubon.org/california-important-bird-areas-gis-data-and-methods
http://ca.audubon.org/california-important-bird-areas-gis-data-and-methods
ftp://ftp.dfg.ca.gov/BDB/GIS/BIOS/Public_Datasets/
ftp://ftp.dfg.ca.gov/BDB/GIS/BIOS/Public_Datasets/
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Table 6-1. Data Sources Used in Biological Resources Screening Assessment 

Data Layer Source     Data Obtained From     Summary      Rationale for Inclusion   

IMS Mitigation Target 
Areas – 2010 

CDFW CDFW BIOS: 
ftp://ftp.dfg.ca.gov/BDB/GIS/BIOS/
Public_Datasets/ 

Mitigation Target Areas (MTA) were developed 
by the CDFW for the Interim Mitigation Strategy 
(IMS) in 2010. The MTAs are an identification of 
generalized target sub-areas for initial priority 
acquisition under the IMS. The MTAs were devel-
oped through collaboration between desert land 
trust experts, BLM, and CDFW biologists. These 
sub-areas were known to contain high-quality 
habitat with parcels that may potentially be avail-
able for acquisition under the provisions of SB 
34. The selected MTAs are intended only for 
habitat acquisition under the provisions of SB 34 
and do not necessarily correspond with mitiga-
tion areas yet to be defined after more detailed 
analyses under the DRECP Conservation Strat-
egy. However, it is anticipated that the DRECP 
Conservation Strategy conservation areas will 
include portions of the areas designated here as 
IMS MTAs. 

Identifies areas of conservation priority 
due to high biological value. 

Mohave Ground 
Squirrel Management 
Area 

BLM Inyo County The Mohave Ground Squirrel (MGS) Manage-
ment Area is a BLM-designated Desert Wildlife 
Management Area (DWMA) under the WMP. 
Along with the desert tortoise, MGS is a target 
species of conservation concern for the WMP. 
This area was designated to protect MGS hab-
itat in a core area of its current distribution, but 
applies only to BLM lands. 

Identifies a conservation area on BLM 
lands for the listed MGS; a species of high 
conservation priority in the California 
deserts. 

Protected Areas – 
California, October 
2012 (PAD-US 
Version 2) 

Conservation Biology Institute DataBasin.org PAD-US (CBI Edition) Version 2 is a national 
database of protected fee lands in the United 
States. This dataset is a subset showing fee 
lands in California. 

Protected Areas have been set aside in 
perpetuity to preserve functioning natural 
ecosystems, act as refuges for species, 
and maintain ecological processes. 

Conservation Plan 
boundaries, HCP and 
NCCP 

CDFW CDFW BIOS: 
ftp://ftp.dfg.ca.gov/BDB/GIS/BIOS/
Public_Datasets/ 

Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) and Natural 
Community Conservation Plan (NCCP) 
boundaries in California. 

Designated for sensitive resources; 
development restricted or prohibited 

ftp://ftp.dfg.ca.gov/BDB/GIS/BIOS/Public_Datasets/
ftp://ftp.dfg.ca.gov/BDB/GIS/BIOS/Public_Datasets/
ftp://ftp.dfg.ca.gov/BDB/GIS/BIOS/Public_Datasets/
ftp://ftp.dfg.ca.gov/BDB/GIS/BIOS/Public_Datasets/


Inyo County Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment 
6. DATA SOURCES/REFERENCES 

February 2014 6-13 Opportunities & Constraints Technical Study 

Table 6-1. Data Sources Used in Biological Resources Screening Assessment 

Data Layer Source     Data Obtained From     Summary      Rationale for Inclusion   

Environmental yellow 
areas (RETI) 

Energy Commission CDFW BIOS: 
ftp://ftp.dfg.ca.gov/BDB/GIS/BIOS/
Public_Datasets/ 

Environmentally sensitive "Yellow" areas were 
generated by Black and Veatch and are general 
zones of sensitivity for renewable energy proj-
ects due to environmental sensitivity and other 
land use/management constraints. See "Phase 
1B Proposed Final Report" at http://www.energy.
ca.gov/reti/documents/index.html for more 
details. Yellow Areas are areas where existing 
restrictions are intended to limit potential renew-
able development. The following are considered 
Yellow Areas although some lands have restric-
tions unique to each area: BLM Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern; USFWS designated 
Critical Habitat for federally listed endangered 
and threatened species; Special wildlife manage-
ment areas identified in BLM's West Mojave 
Resource Management Plan i.e., Desert Wildlife 
Management Areas and Mojave Ground Squirrel 
Conservation Areas; Lands purchased by private 
funds and donated to BLM, specifically the Cali-
fornia Desert Acquisition Project by The Wildlands 
Conservancy; and "Proposed and Potential 
Conservation Reserves" in HCPs and NCCPs. 

Environmentally sensitive areas identified 
through the RETI process 

 

ftp://ftp.dfg.ca.gov/BDB/GIS/BIOS/Public_Datasets/
ftp://ftp.dfg.ca.gov/BDB/GIS/BIOS/Public_Datasets/
http://www.energy.ca.gov/reti/documents/index.html
http://www.energy.ca.gov/reti/documents/index.html
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Renewable Energy Development Areas -2011 County REDA: Trona1:100,000
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Figure 5-5n
Renewable Energy Development Areas -2011 County REDA: Centennial Flat - Darwin1:120,000
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Figure 5-5o
Renewable Energy Development Areas -2011 County REDA: Death Valley Junction1:150,000
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Appendix A 
Environmental Resource Analysis: Opportunities and Constraints 

This section provides a description of the types of environmental opportunities and constraints through-
out Inyo County. The environmental resources selected for analysis are those that would be most likely 
to either provide an opportunity for renewable development or an on-the-ground constraint to the devel-
opment of renewable energy. Not all the resources provide quantitative data regarding the existing sen-
sitive environmental features. In such instances, the authors used qualitative information regarding the 
environmental resource to define opportunities and constraints. This information was then used to iden-
tify areas that would be potential renewable energy development areas. 

The following resources are discussed: 

 Aesthetics  Biological Resources 
 Cultural Resources  Geology and Soils 
 Hazards and Hazardous Materials  Hydrology and Water Resources 
 Land Use  Mineral Resources 
 Socioeconomics and Fiscal Concerns  

The analysis of biological resources presented numerous key variables and data points. Because of the 
numerous ways to assess the value of and potential conflict with biological resources, Section A.2 ranks 
the resources based on a subset of the variables. This ranking is then used to establish the OCTS 
Evaluation Areas presented in Section5. 
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A.1 Aesthetics 

Environmental Considerations 

Scenic resources include landscape patterns and features that are visually or aesthetically pleasing and 
that contribute affirmatively to the definition of a distinct community or region including, but not lim-
ited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings. Scenic areas, open spaces, rural landscapes, 
vistas, country roads, and other factors interact to produce a net visual benefit for individuals or com-
munities within the County. The consideration of scenic resources and aesthetics utilizes resource-specific 
quantitative and qualitative terminology. The following factors are important to the analysis of visual 
resources: 

 Key Observation Point (KOP): Areas or a series of points on a travel route or at a public/private use 
area, where the view of a proposed activity would be most revealing. 

 Viewshed: The landscape that can be directly seen under favorable atmospheric conditions, from a 
particular point/area or along a transportation corridor. 

– Foreground View: 0–1 mile. 

– Middleground View: 1–3 miles. 

– Background View: 3–5 miles. 

 Visual Contrast: Opposition or unlikeness of different forms, lines, colors, or textures in a landscape. 
Generally, increased visual contrast within foreground distances would be more noticeable to viewers 
than increased visual contrast within background distances. 

 Visual Quality: The relative worth of a landscape from a viewer’s visual perception. 

Inyo County Visual Resource Management. Visual resource management of lands under Inyo County 
jurisdiction is primarily guided by the visual resource goals and policies within the Inyo County General 
Plan Conservation Element. The proposed 2011 Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment (REGPA) 
would have included the following policy regarding visual impacts of renewable energy projects: 

Policy VIS-1.8 (Renewable Energy Development) – The County shall encourage siting and 
screening to minimize significant changes to the visual environment from renewable energy 
development, including minimizing light and glare, to the extent possible. 

A similar policy may be included in the current REGPA to reduce impacts to visual resources and sensi-
tive viewers. 

As shown in Figure A.1-1, the primary designated scenic resource in Inyo County is U.S. Route 395 (US-395), a 
portion of which is designated a State Scenic Highway and part of the Eastern Sierra Scenic Byway 
throughout the County. Also shown on Figure A.1-1 are foreground and middleground viewshed buffers 
around the designated scenic portions of US-395. During the 2011 REGPA process, County staff also 
eliminated everything west of US-395 and north of the Boulder Creek area (south of Lone Pine) from 
renewable energy development overlay areas due to public comment regarding the western viewshed 
to the Sierra Mountains from US-395. This area corresponds with the “Scenic Area West of Hwy 395” 
designation identified on Figure A.1-1. 

Federal Lands Visual Resource Management. As shown in Figure A.7-1, the majority of land within the 
Inyo County border is under federal jurisdiction. The agencies that manage these lands and their associ-
ated resources include the National Park Service (NPS), U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and 
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U.S. Department of Agriculture, Forest Service (USFS). An additional federal agency with lands in Inyo 
County is the U.S. Department of Defense (DOD). However, because DOD has no policies related to visual 
resource management of their lands, the following discussion is focused on NPS, BLM, and USFS visual 
resource management. 

While the NPS has policies that are conducive to the protection of visual character, the BLM and USFS 
are charged with multiple use mandates that expressly permit resource uses that have the potential for 
long term visual contrast, such as large-scale renewable energy facilities and the associated necessary 
transmission facilities. As land managers, both the BLM and USFS are responsible for balancing multiple 
uses in an appropriate manner that includes public involvement and feedback on project activities. 
These agencies have developed specific protection policies for scenic resources located on lands under 
their jurisdiction. These federal policy directives are applied at the planning and project levels to ensure 
adequate protection of their land. The following briefly summarizes NPS, BLM, and USFS visual resource 
management: 

 National Park Service: The NPS Organic Act of 1916 established the NPS with the purpose "…to con-
serve the scenery and the natural and historic objects and the wild life therein to provide for the 
enjoyment of the same in such manner and by such means as will leave them unimpaired for the 
enjoyment of future generations…" (NPS, 2013). NPS lands are designated and considered visually 
sensitive resources in this evaluation. 

 Bureau of Land Management Visual Resource Management System: By law, BLM is responsible for 
ensuring that the scenic values of public lands under its jurisdiction are considered before allowing 
uses that may have adverse visual impacts. BLM accomplishes this through its Visual Resource Man-
agement (VRM) system (BLM, 2013). BLM’s VRM system provides a way to identify and evaluate 
scenic values to determine the appropriate levels of management. It also provides a way to analyze 
potential visual impacts and apply visual design techniques to ensure that surface-disturbing activities 
are in harmony with their surroundings. BLM has established VRM coordinators in each state and pro-
vides training in VRM so that this system is implemented effectively throughout BLM lands. All BLM 
lands within Inyo County have been inventoried and classified for their visual resource sensitivity 
using BLM’s visual resource inventory process. These classifications are shown on Figure A.1-1, as uti-
lized uniformly by BLM and identified within the Bishop Resource Management Plan (RMP) for Inyo 
County, are defined as: 

– Class I Objective: To preserve the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the 
characteristic landscape should be very low and must not attract attention. 

– Class II Objective: To retain the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the char-
acteristic landscape should be low. 

– Class III Objective: To partially retain the existing character of the landscape. The level of change to 
the characteristic landscape should be moderate. 

– Class IV Objective: To provide for management activities which require major modification of the 
existing character of the landscape. The level of change to the characteristic landscape can be high. 

As part of the Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP), the BLM California Desert 
Conservation Plan and Bishop RMP would be amended to identify desired outcomes expressed as 
specific goals and objectives and allowable uses and management actions designed to achieve those 
specific goals and objectives including changes or additions to land use allocations such as visual 
resource management classes (DRECP, 2012). 
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 Forest Service Scenery Management System (SMS) Methodology: The purpose of SMS is to method-
ically inventory, manage, and monitor visual and scenic resources on National Forest System (NFS) 
lands (USFS, 2013). The goal of the USFS SMS is to manage NFS lands to attain the highest possible vis-
ual quality of landscape aesthetics and scenery for the public in perpetuity, commensurate with other 
appropriate public uses, costs, and benefits. The Forest Service SMS uses “Theme, Setting, Desired 
Condition, Program Emphasis, and Scenic Integrity Objectives” to evaluate, manage, and monitor 
visual resources, landscape aesthetics, and scenery on NFS lands. Desired Condition expresses the 
highest quality goal for a given landscape. A Scenic Integrity Objective (SIO) defines the minimum 
level of visual quality to which any National Forest landscape should be subjected, in other words, the 
minimum acceptable standard for visual quality for an area. SIO classifications are shown in Figure 
A.1-1, as utilized uniformly by USFS, are defined as: 

– Very High SIO: Landscapes where the valued landscape character “is” intact with only minute if any 
visual deviations. The existing landscape character is expressed at the highest possible level. 

– High SIO: Landscapes where the valued landscape character “appears” intact. Visual deviations 
(human-made structures) may be present but must repeat the form, line, color, texture, and pat-
tern common to the landscape character so completely and at such a scale that they are not evident. 

– Moderate SIO: Landscapes where the valued landscape character “appears slightly altered.” Notice-
able deviations must remain visually subordinate to the landscape character being viewed. 

– Low SIO: Landscapes where the valued landscape character “appears moderately altered.” Visual 
deviations (human-made structures) begin to dominate the valued landscape character being viewed 
but they borrow valued attributes such as size, shape, edge effect and pattern of natural openings, 
vegetative type changes or architectural styles outside the landscape being viewed. They should 
not only appear as valued character outside the landscape being viewed but compatible or compli-
mentary to the character within. 

– Very Low SIO: Landscapes where the valued landscape character “appears heavily altered.” Visual 
deviations (human-made structures) may strongly dominate the valued landscape character. They 
may not borrow from valued attributes such as size, shape, edge effect and pattern of natural open-
ings, vegetative type changes or architectural styles within or outside the landscape being viewed. 
However, visual deviations (human-made structures) must be shaped and blended with the natural 
terrain (landforms) so that elements such as unnatural edges, roads, landings, and structures do 
not dominate the composition. 

Renewable Energy Project Development and Visual Resources. In terms of analyzing aesthetic-based 
opportunities and constraints of renewable energy development on lands under County jurisdiction, one 
must consider the qualitative and subjective nature of visual resources. Unlike defined policy or physical 
limitations, the opportunities and constraints from a visual resources perspective are primarily tied to 
either avoiding or reducing potential visual impacts from future renewable energy projects. Changes to 
visual conditions that could be perceived as either an opportunity or constraint are extremely site-
specific, subjective in nature, and would likely be evaluated for significance differently by each viewer. 
Because of the site-specific nature of aesthetic resources, the following is intended to outline general 
assumptions for renewable energy installations and their potential impacts on visual quality: 

 Renewable Energy Type: DG (those that generate 20mw or less) roof-top project components are 
typically of smaller size, lower profile, and the installations are frequently spread out as opposed to a 
singular large-scale generation project dominating the visual character of any one location. Due to 
these factors, DG is considered to have the least visual impact. DG ground-mounted solar PV 
installations can also result in less visual impacts due to their low profile. As such, intervening terrain, 
adjacent development, and site-specific screening can shield these installations from direct line of 
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sight. Larger-scale solar PV, solar thermal, and wind energy facilities typically result in the greatest 
potential for visual contrast impacts. Both solar thermal and wind energy facilities require vertical 
structures of heights that are likely to be seen in both foreground and middleground views from most 
KOPs. Because of their height and likely siting in open areas, screening techniques are typically not 
applicable to wind turbines and power tower solar thermal receivers. Furthermore, solar thermal 
technology results in solar receiver brightness and glint/glare impacts to foreground (and sometimes 
middleground) views. 

 Distance and Viewshed: The viewshed from any KOP or scenic corridor would have unique, site-
specific attributes that would limit the line-of-sight extent of the viewshed. Topography features are 
considered static with respect to how they may limit the distance of a view. However, development 
and vegetation can change over time, changing the influence on viewshed obstruction. As discussed 
above, DG and solar installations can also be designed with visual screening to minimize visual con-
trast. While site-specific in nature, to develop a program-based analysis it is assumed that renewable 
energy installations developed within the foreground of any visually sensitive area would generate 
the greatest potential for visual contrast and impact. Those sited in the middleground would have the 
second least potential for visual contrast, and those developed in background view areas would have 
the least potential for impact. Figure A.1-1 depicts foreground and middleground viewshed distances 
around the US-395 designated scenic resource corridor. How individual installation attributes can 
influence visual contrast and change is described below. 

 Size, Massing,1 and Scale: The larger the footprint of each renewable energy facility, the greater the 
potential for visual impact. Smaller solar facilities can incorporate screening techniques, typically by 
vegetation and/or landscape berms, to minimize visual impacts from sensitive KOPs. However, large-scale 
wind and solar thermal facilities require large sites and result in vertical infrastructure, and some level of 
visual contrast is likely. The following provides a general analysis of renewable energy installations by scale: 

– 0–5 MW. This size facility would create the least potential for visual impact. Solar PV (including 
rooftop solar) facilities of this size would likely blend into the landform and existing viewshed. 
Furthermore, due to the low profile of solar PV installations, this scale allows for the greatest 
potential that visual screening can be utilized to reduce visual contrast. However, wind develop-
ment of this size would still likely result in visual impact. To develop wind of this MW output, at 
least one or more turbines of noticeable height would likely be required. It is assumed solar thermal 
would not be developed at this scale. However, if it were, visual contrast impacts would be similar 
to wind due to the required receiving tower. 

– 5–20 MW. Both massing and acreage of renewable installations would increase for this output. 
Renewable development at this scale would have the second-lowest potential to result in visual 
impacts. For all technologies, development at this scale would potentially require development of 
rural areas. This would likely result in increased potential for visual contrast with open space and 
rural landscape. Wind energy facilities would require numerous turbines to create this output. Fur-
thermore, development at this scale would likely require an on-site switchyard and other on-site 
transmission infrastructure. 

– Greater than 20 MW. Visual impacts from renewable energy generating facilities producing this 
MW range would likely result in significant visual contrast at KOPs providing foreground and middle-
ground views. Facilities of this size would be considered to have the greatest potential for visual 
impact. The necessary acreage and infrastructure to produce this electrical generation would require 
large-scale installations, likely in rural areas, which would result in some level of visual contrast at 

                                                           
1
  Massing is an architectural term that refers to the general shape and size of a development.  
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KOPs with foreground and middleground views of the facility. Further impacts to background views 
would be strongly dependent on intervening terrain and other site-specific viewshed features. 

Potential Opportunities 

As shown in Figure A.1-1, there are background view areas within the County jurisdiction areas east and 
southwest of the US-395 corridor that would likely result in minimal visual impacts regardless of the 
renewable technology or scale. Additionally, the middleground viewshed area along this sensitive view-
shed corridor identifies locations where renewable installations would have less potential for visual con-
trast impacts. These middleground view opportunities would likely be for installations less than 20 MW, 
with opportunities for larger generation facilities dependent upon site-specific visual analysis. Also 
shown on Figure A.1-1 are areas defined by BLM as Class III and Class IV, as well as those classified by 
USFS as Low SIO and Very Low SIO. These areas would offer the greatest opportunity for renewable 
energy development where significant visual impacts would be least likely to occur. 

Potential Constraints 

As discussed above, areas under federal jurisdiction (as shown on Figure A.1-1) would be subject to 
applicable visual resource management plans and policies of the applicable federal agency. It is likely 
that no renewable energy development would be considered on NPS lands beyond small installations 
designed only to power a specific NPS facility. Development of renewable energy facilities on BLM lands 
designated as VRM Class I and Class II would be a constraint given the visual sensitivity and likelihood for 
significant visual impact/contrast associated with renewable energy development. Furthermore, devel-
opment on USFS lands designated as “very high” and “high” SIO areas would be constrained for the 
same reason. Visual impacts would be more likely for larger-scale installations. As such, there are regula-
tory constraints to renewable energy development on BLM or USFS lands. It should be noted that these 
land designations are regularly updated by BLM and USFS as development of their lands occurs, and as 
applicable plans and policy documents are amended and/or updated. Any renewable energy develop-
ment on these federal lands would be subject to a project-specific land management plan amendment 
and its associated NEPA clearance document. Alternatively, these agencies can opt to factor in areas 
that can be conducive to renewable energy development as part of a future comprehensive amendment 
to their land management plans. 

As shown in Figure A.1-1, a portion of US-395 is a designated State Scenic Highway and represents the 
designated Eastern Sierra Scenic Byway. Furthermore, the 2011 REGPA process identified the “Scenic 
Area West of Hwy 395” as a sensitive visual resource area due the high viewer concern with impacts to 
this region (refer to Figure A.1-1). The USFS has a program designed to preserve air quality in areas with 
scenic, recreational, historic or natural value. This program, called the Prevention of Significant Deterio-
ration, has an area identified along the western edge of Inyo County in the John Muir Wilderness. This 
area overlaps with the “Scenic Area West of Hwy 395” as shown on Figure A.1-1. These scenic resource 
areas retain a high visual quality and continue to be considered a constraint to renewable energy 
development. Renewable energy development within the “Scenic Area West of Hwy 395” is considered 
constrained. Therefore, the following discussion is focused on constraints associated with foreground 
and middleground viewed areas along the US-395 corridor (refer to Figure A.1-1). 

Small-scale facilities (less than 5 MW) would have a reduced visual impact in foreground viewshed areas 
if adequate screening is available. Large-scale renewable energy projects would likely result in visual 
contrast impacts within the foreground viewshed of US-395, site-specific evaluations, however, may 
show no constraint within them. An example of this would be a large-scale ground mounted solar PV 
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installation that can be screened by berms, trees, and/or existing topography. Large-scale installations 
within middleground views may also have the potential to introduce structures that dominate rather than 
blend with a natural landscape. Development in middleground viewshed areas would require a site-
specific evaluation. Additionally, transmission infrastructure of 230 kV or greater typically results in 
overall visual contrast impacts when developed within a new utility corridor. The development of 
transmission infrastructure within existing bulk power transmission corridors would have a reduced 
impact (constraint) as new lines would blend with existing transmission infrastructure. 

While background viewshed areas outside of the US-395 corridor (as shown on Figure A.1-1) are found 
to have the least potential for renewable energy project visual impacts, large-scale renewable energy 
facilities sited in this area would likely result in overall visual contrast and impacts may occur at localized 
KOPs where property owners or other members of the public feel are visually sensitive. While these 
public KOPs are not County-designated scenic resources, the extent of visual contrast would depend on 
the land use character and visual sensitivity of the area. While not considered a significant constraint, 
large-scale renewable development (>20 MW) in background viewsheds would require site-specific 
evaluations. 

Site and technology-specific visual attributes such as glint/glare from solar installations and shade/shadow 
impacts of wind turbines can also influence the overall visual impact. The extent of these determinations 
would depend on a number of factors, including technology used, size and scale, and specific location. 

In summary, compliance with applicable General Plan Conservation Element goals and policies pertain-
ing to visual resource management may be achieved through avoidance of siting future renewable facili-
ties within the “Scenic Area West of Hwy 395” area and foreground viewshed areas of US-395 (as identi-
fied in Figure A.1-1). It is important to note that due to the site-specific nature of determining visual 
impact determinations, project-level analysis would be required for all facilities sited within the County 
for consistency with any new or updated visual policies. 
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A.2 Biological Resources 

The principal goals of this section are to develop a set of site screening tools to identify potential 
opportunities or constraints to siting renewable energy facilities, from a biological perspective. Evaluat-
ing impacts to biological resources is an important consideration in siting renewable energy projects. 
Projects located in areas supporting sensitive biological resources may be inconsistent with adopted land 
use plans; are subject to intense public scrutiny; require extensive regulatory coordination; or may incur 
extensive mitigation requirements. Development in areas supporting species protected under the fede-
ral or California Endangered Species Acts (ESA/CESA) may result in lengthy consultation with wildlife 
agencies including the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Admin-
istration’s (NOAA’s) National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), and the California Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (CDFW). 

Identifying Biological Opportunities and Constraints 

Identifying opportunities and constraints for renewable energy development emphasizes minimizing impacts 
to sensitive species, habitat essential to their survival, and important migratory or movement corridors. 
Ideally, development would be sited on previously disturbed lands in or adjacent to developed areas. 

Biological opportunities are defined as sites that do not support or have a low potential to support sensi-
tive species or their habitat. Brownfield sites including industrial facilities, developed lands, or other pre-
viously disturbed lands would be considered opportunities for development. 

Biological constraints include factors such as the presence of wetlands, concentrations of threatened or 
endangered species, critical habitat, or important migratory corridors. Certain vegetation communities 
would also be considered a biological constraint. For example, riparian assemblages have limited distri-
bution in California and support a number of rare species. 

Methods 

Categories were selected to serve as proxies for areas of high biological sensitivity. Each category was 
mapped using publically available data and described in the following sections. These categories include: 

 Designated critical habitat for species listed under the ESA 

 Available occurrence data for special-status species, including those listed under ESA and CESA 

 Sensitive vegetation and habitats, including waters and wetlands 

 Migratory and movement corridors for wildlife, including important migratory bird stopovers 

 Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) and other biological considerations. 

Publically available Geographic Information Systems (GIS) datasets were obtained from various sources 
including, but not limited to: the CDFW, Inyo County, FWS, CEC, and the DRECP’s DataBasin.org. 
Datasets were grouped according to the biological sensitivity categories identified above and maps were 
developed to identify the geographic extent of each resource, as applicable. The following sections 
describe these datasets in greater detail, and identify specific limitations to available data. These 
discussions are followed by an analysis using a subset of the data, to identify priority rankings for 
renewable energy development in the County. 

In addition to the constraints described below, Figure A.2-6 shows areas that are off-limits to renewable 
energy development because they are protected (in full fee or through conservation easements) specif-
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ically to preserve habitat or agricultural land. The data used for Figure A.2-6 are described in more detail 
in Section A.7 (Land Use). 

Limitations of Environmental Screening 

The datasets underlying this analysis exist at a variety of spatial and temporal scales, accuracies, and 
geographic scopes. Few of the datasets offer current, comprehensive coverage for the entire County, 
which limits the power of the data to precisely define site-specific opportunities or constraints. The 
datasets should be considered on a landscape level as a screening tool to aid efforts to refine focal areas 
for renewable energy development. Project-level datasets, local experts, field studies, and unpublished 
data would provide additional site-specific information, but these are beyond the scope of the current 
exercise. This screening process is not intended to identify the scale or magnitude of potential impacts 
to biological resources resulting from development of renewable energy projects in Inyo County. 

Critical Habitat 

Critical habitat is a federal designation to provide essential habitat for listed species. It is one or more 
areas essential for the conservation of a species listed as threatened or endangered under the ESA. Criti-
cal habitat often includes areas that are not occupied by the species for which it was designated, but 
includes land that provide specific functions (i.e., sand transport, connectivity, dispersal areas) necessary 
for the species’ recovery. For the purposes of this study all critical habitat units are considered a 
constraint. 

Data: Figure A.2-1 identifies all designated critical habitat units in Inyo County. These data were obtained 
from the FWS, and include all available data as of November 2013. Some recently proposed critical habi-
tat is not yet available in GIS, such as for the greater sage-grouse (critical habitat proposed on October 
28, 2013 in eight counties in Nevada and California, including Inyo County). Critical habitat is designated 
in Inyo County and is currently available in GIS for the following species: 

 Amargosa niterwort 
 Amargosa vole 
 Ash Meadows gumplant 

 Fish Slough milk-vetch 
 Inyo California towhee 
 

 Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep 
 Southwestern willow flycatcher 
 

Constraints: While development is not precluded from designated critical habitat, these areas have 
been afforded legal protection which requires developers to consult with the FWS if the project would 
affect critical habitat or any listed species. Critical habitat units support important habitat and often sup-
port more than one listed species. Renewable energy development within these biologically sensitive 
areas typically require extensive biological surveys to document the distribution of the target species, a 
longer permitting timeframe to allow for consultation under Section 7 or Section 10 of the ESA, and 
extensive mitigation to off-set project impacts to listed species. 

The amount of designated critical habitat in Inyo County is very limited, despite the large number of 
listed species. Most areas of the County do not include designated critical habitat; however, many of 
these areas are, nonetheless, occupied by listed species. 

Special-Status Species 

A number of species listed or candidates for listing as endangered or threatened under the ESA or CESA 
have been recorded or potentially occur in Inyo County. Some of these include: 
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 Desert tortoise 
 Sierra Nevada yellow-legged frog 
 Sierra Madre yellow-legged frog 
 Black toad 
 Yosemite toad 
 Mohave ground squirrel 
 Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep 
 Sierra Nevada red fox 
 Fisher 
 California wolverine 
 Amargosa vole 
 Inyo California towhee 

 Bank swallow 
 Greater sage-grouse 
 Western yellow-billed cuckoo 
 Southwestern willow flycatcher 
 Least Bell’s vireo 
 Western snowy plover 
 Bald eagle 
 Swainson’s hawk 
 Paiute cutthroat trout 
 Owens tui chub 
 Owens pupfish 
 Cottonball Marsh pupfish 

 Nevares Spring naucorid bug 
 Eureka Valley dune grass 
 Owens Valley checkerbloom 
 Eureka Dunes evening primrose 
 Amargosa nitrophilia 
 Ash Meadows gumplant 
 Ash Meadows daisy 
 Mojave tarplant 
 Sodaville milk-vetch 
 Fish Slough milk-vetch 

Numerous other special-status species occur in the County, including wildlife designated as California 
fully protected species or California Species of Special Concern as well as plants identified as California 
Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) 1, 2, 3, and 4. CRPR-ranked plants have been identified by CDFW and the Cali-
fornia Native Plant Society as rare and worthy of conservation concern. 

Data and Limitations: Figure A.2-2 illustrates occurrence records for special-status species in Inyo 
County, with listed species highlighted (federally listed, State-listed, or both). These records are from the 
CDFW’s California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB). Figure A.2-2 also shows modeled higher-quality 
desert tortoise habitat from the current USGS Desert Tortoise Habitat Model (Nussear et al., 2009). The 
model is a predictive tool for mapping the potential distribution of desert tortoise habitat and is useful 
for evaluating land use decisions potentially affecting desert tortoises at a landscape scale. It is not 
intended to be used, or viewed, as a substitute for ground-based, site-specific field surveys. Modeled 
habitat scores reflect a hypothesized habitat potential given the range of environmental conditions 
where tortoise occurrence was documented. The report (Nussear et al., 2009) emphasizes that: 

. . . there are likely areas of potential habitat for which habitat potential was not predicted to be 
high, and likewise, areas of low potential for which the model predicted higher potential. Finally, 
the map of desert tortoise potential habitat that we present does not account either for anthropo-
genic effects, such as urban development, habitat destruction, or fragmentation, or for natural dis-
turbances, such as fire, which might have rendered potential habitat into habitat with much lower 
potential in recent years. 

Figure A.2-2 identifies areas in Inyo County that were mapped in the USGS Desert Tortoise Habitat 
Model as medium- to high-quality desert tortoise habitat, with scores of 0.6 to 1.0 on a scale of 0 to 1 (1 
being the highest quality). 

It is important to note that special-status species in the County are not restricted to the locations of 
occurrence records and modeled habitat shown on Figure A.2-2. Most areas of the County have not 
been systematically or recently surveyed, and where biological surveys have occurred, results are not 
always publically available. Further, a given species’ range or distribution are scientific estimates based 
on known occurrence records and expected habitat associations. Actual ranges of species often change 
as scientists gather more data on the distribution of a species. Range expansions and contractions for 
many species occur naturally and in response to anthropogenic causes. In some instances a species’ range 
can rapidly expand into unoccupied lands adjacent to core populations. Therefore, Figure A.2-2 is a guide 
to help refine identification of the most appropriate areas for renewable energy development. Special-
status species occurrence data are best considered in conjunction with sensitive vegetation and habitats 
(see Figures A.2-3 and A.2-4). Together, these datasets help to identify the most biologically sensitive 
areas within the County. 
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Constraints: Where sensitive species are present, renewable energy projects typically face greater regu-
latory restrictions, greater mitigation requirements, and extended permitting timeframes (for impacts to 
listed species requiring take authorization). Seasonal restrictions on construction and operation activi-
ties, biological monitoring, and extensive compensatory land acquisition are examples of mitigation 
often required of projects that impact listed and other special-status species. 

Renewable energy technologies (e.g., solar and wind) have different potential impacts to sensitive spe-
cies. Wind energy development has the potential for considerably higher impacts to birds and bats than 
terrestrial species, as the actual footprint of these developments is usually relatively small. Depending 
on fencing configurations, wind developments may have minor impacts to terrestrial species and poten-
tially little impact to aquatic species if waterways are avoided via strategic placement of turbines and 
roads. However, bird and bat mortality via collision with turbines is well documented, and placement of 
a wind farm in or near a migratory corridor or other area of concentrated avian and bat use can result in 
significant mortality. Solar developments are generally thought to present less risk to birds and bats, 
although birds may mistake the reflective photovoltaic panels for water, resulting in collisions. Utility 
scale solar developments may have greater impacts to birds and bats than previously thought. Data on 
various solar technologies is scarce, but new data is becoming more available as many recently 
developed solar developments are entering operation phase. Solar developments typically have a 
relatively large footprint and many terrestrial species, including special-status species, are sometimes 
excluded from the evaluations for solar developments. Therefore, a given renewable energy technology 
may have substantially different impacts to special-status species at a given location. 

Based on the data used in this analysis, listed species records are more prevalent in the western and 
northern portions of the County, primarily associated with the Sierra Nevada foothills and the northern 
area of the Owens River in Inyo County. However, much of the County is made up of undeveloped wil-
derness areas that have not been systematically surveyed.  

Sensitive Vegetation and Habitats 

Sensitive vegetation and habitats are a conservation priority for local, State, and federal regulatory 
agencies because they have limited distribution and support a variety of sensitive plants and wildlife. 

Data and Limitations: The California Gap Analysis Project (GAP), conducted by the Biogeography Lab at 
the University of California, Santa Barbara and coordinated through the USGS Biological Resources 
Division, was initiated in 1990 to (1) develop new GIS databases of land-cover, wildlife habitats, pre-
dicted distributions of native wildlife species, and land stewardship and management in California; (2) 
identify land-cover types and wildlife species that are inadequately represented in existing biodiversity 
management areas (i.e., the "gaps"); and (3) make all GAP information available to users to encourage 
and facilitate its use so that resource managers may be more effective stewards of California's biological 
heritage (Davis et al., 1998). Although last updated in 2002, this dataset provides comprehensive vegeta-
tion data for the entire County. This dataset was developed using satellite imagery, infrared photog-
raphy, and miscellaneous maps and field verification. The minimum mapping unit for upland landcover 
was 100 ha and 40 ha for wetlands. Although the scale of this dataset does not allow detailed site-specific 
analysis, it is useful for this planning-level screening assessment to show the general distribution of veg-
etation in the County. Sensitive habitats are highlighted in the GAP dataset shown on Figure A.2-3, and 
include the following: 

 Aspen 
 Bitterbrush 
 Desert Riparian 

 Freshwater Emergent Wetland 
 Joshua Tree 
 Lacustrine 

 Montane Riparian 
 Wet Meadow 



Inyo County Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment 
APPENDIX A. ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE ANALYSIS: OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS 

Opportunities & Constraints Technical Study A-12 February 2014 

Figure A.2-4 identifies the locations of sensitive landforms and habitats. These features are important 
because they are limited in distribution and support suites of rare and endemic (occurring nowhere else) 
species, as well as providing generally higher quality habitat for most wildlife species. The following data-
sets are mapped: 

 Streams, rivers, and water bodies (U.S. Geological Survey’s National Hydrography Dataset). The National 
Hydrography Dataset (NHD) is a comprehensive set of digital spatial data that contains information 
about surface water features such as lakes, ponds, streams, rivers, and springs. These surface water 
features often support a variety of rare and common species, in a higher concentration than in 
surrounding uplands due to access to water, presence of riparian habitat, and other factors. 

 Type A Vegetation Management Areas and Zone I areas (LADWP). A study of vegetation communi-
ties was conducted in support of the Long Term Water Agreement between Inyo County and the 
LADWP. These vegetation types were categorized into five management categories based on plant 
water use requirements. Type-A management areas are non-groundwater dependent and were iden-
tified as areas to be explored for renewable energy development early in the process. As LADWP 
began screening its properties in the Owens Valley for potential sites for solar energy development, it 
included areas with Vegetation Type-A criteria and then expanded its criteria to include many other 
factors, including but not limited to: sensitive wildlife and plant communities; sensitive visual and cul-
tural resources; wetland, riparian areas, and springs; flood hazard areas; and, distance to 
transmission. This work effectively eliminated the northern area of the Owens Valley, roughly 
everything north of Independence. Zone I areas are the locations identified as best opportunities for 
renewable energy development by this LADWP screening process. 

 Sensitive Communities and Notable Sensitive Habitat (CNDDB). The following sensitive vegetation 
communities have been mapped in the CNDDB and are shown on Figure A.2-4. Note that the vegeta-
tion classification systems and vegetation mapping scales used for the GAP data and the CNDDB data 
are different, and the CNDDB data are not a comprehensive identification of sensitive vegetation 
throughout the County. Therefore, sensitive vegetation data from the CNDDB are shown for informa-
tional purposes, but the analysis focuses on sensitive vegetation communities in the GAP dataset 
because that data is available County-wide. 

 Active Desert Dunes 
 Alkali Meadow 
 Alkali Seep 
 Bristlecone Pine Forest 

 Great Basin Desert Spring 
Outflow 

 Mesquite Bosque 
 Mojave Riparian Forest 

 Stabilized and Partially Stabilized 
Desert Dunes 

 Transmontane Alkali Marsh 
 Water Birch Riparian Scrub 

Three unique locations in Inyo County are also shown, as mapped by the CNDDB — Salt Creek, Cotton-
ball Marsh, and the Amargosa River. These locations are sensitive because they support a high propor-
tion of endemic and other rare species. These are only the locations mapped by CNDDB, additional 
locations serving as oases for rare and endemic species likely occur in the County as well. 

The data on Figures A.2-3 and A.2-4 do not provide a complete depiction of the distribution of sensitive 
vegetation and habitats across Inyo County. Sensitive vegetation and habitats were mapped coarsely 
from aerial photography on a geographic scale with large minimum mapping units and little or no field 
verification. Any renewable energy development would require site-specific vegetation mapping in addi-
tion to other biological studies, and most sites would require a delineation of jurisdictional waters to 
support permitting. 

Opportunities and Constraints: Renewable energy development should be sited to avoid sensitive vege-
tation and habitats to the extent possible. These areas often support higher concentrations of listed and 
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other special-status species. Wetlands and waters (streams, creeks, ponds, lakes, etc.) are regulated under 
the Clean Water Act and the California Fish and Game Code. Impacts to these waters would require a 
project applicant to obtain all applicable permits. LADWP Zone I Areas identified through LADWP’s 
screening exercise for its properties in the Owens Valley may provide renewable energy development 
opportunities from a biological perspective. Areas identified as Barren, Cropland, Irrigated Hayfield, and 
Urban in the GAP dataset may provide opportunities for renewable energy development, as they are 
less likely to support sensitive resources. 

Sensitive vegetation and habitats occur throughout Inyo County, as shown on Figures A.2-3 and A.2-4. 
The largest blocks of non-sensitive habitat occur within desert scrub communities in the central and 
eastern areas of the County, as well as areas mapped as cropland. Many sites within the areas that are 
mapped as sensitive habitat, on Figure A.2-3, may not support sensitive species or even habitat, due to 
large minimum mapping units or landcover changes since the dataset was produced. 

Migration and Wildlife Movement2 

Migratory pathways are routes used by species during migration, particularly in the fall and spring. Bird 
and bat migratory pathways often span thousands of miles and follow specific topographic features such 
as canyons and mountain ranges. In topographically open areas, migratory pathways may be broad and 
less concentrated. Riparian and wetland areas, lakes and reservoirs, meadows, and fallow agricultural 
fields are particularly important as foraging and stopover sites for migrating and wintering birds in Inyo 
County. 

Wildlife corridors facilitate movement between habitats that would otherwise be isolated. These cor-
ridors include habitat linkages between natural areas, greenbelts, and refuge systems. They can divert 
wildlife across permanent physical barriers to aid dispersal (e.g., underpasses and ramps that help wild-
life cross highways and dams) (Haas, 2000; Simberloff et al., 1992). Noss (1987) suggests several benefits 
of corridors, including the promotion of species richness and diversity, decreased probability of extinc-
tion, maintenance of genetic variation, increased mix of habitat and successional stages, and alternative 
refugia from large disturbances. 

Data and Limitations: Figure A.2-5 identifies some important areas for wildlife movement. Important 
Bird Areas are areas identified by Audubon California as critical terrestrial and inland habitats for birds, 
particularly habitat that supports rare, threatened, or endangered birds or exceptionally large congre-
gations of shorebirds or waterfowl and are identified as conservation priorities (Audubon California, 
2008). Missing linkages are areas identified through the Missing Linkages collaboration process that are 
important to maintain or reinstate habitat connectivity throughout California. Linkages identified in this 
dataset include ones that are large, regional connections between habitat blocks meant to facilitate 
animal movement and other essential functions; narrow, impacted, or otherwise tenuous linkages con-
necting two or more habitat blocks; and, highly impacted linkages that currently provide little to no con-
nectivity function (due to intervening development, roadways, etc.) but based on location are consid-
ered critical to restoring connectivity function (Penrod et al., 2001). 

Essential Connectivity Areas and Natural Landscape Blocks were identified in the California Essential 
Habitat Connectivity Project (Spencer et al., 2010). Natural Landscape Blocks are large, relatively natural 
habitat blocks that support native biodiversity and Essential Connectivity Areas are essential for ecolog-
ical connectivity between them. Interstate Connections were identified to recognize the need for con-

                                                           
2
  Many of these studies have not been peer reviewed or officially adopted and are not recognized by the County, 

and are included herein only for planning purposes. 
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nectivity into neighboring states (Arizona, Nevada, and Oregon). They are depicted as placeholders for 
future modeling efforts, ideally in collaboration with those states. Four Interstate Connections were identi-
fied between Inyo County and Nevada. 

Both the Missing Linkages and the California Essential Habitat Connectivity projects were developed at 
coarse scale and are focused on ecological integrity. The areas identified are broad-scale regional con-
nectivity areas, and individual potential development sites within these identified areas may or may not 
significantly interfere with habitat connectivity. 

Figure A.2-5 also identifies modeled connectivity areas specifically studied for desert tortoise, as main-
taining gene flow between subpopulations of this long-lived species is critical to its survival. The FWS 
Desert Tortoise Recovery Office performed this landscape-scale modeling exercise to identify priority 
habitat linkages between and among desert tortoise conservation areas (as defined in USFWS, 2011) 
and define other large blocks of habitat with important value to recovery of the desert tortoise. Based 
on FWS current understanding, the combination of linkages and existing desert tortoise conservation areas 
represents the basis for a conservation network for the Mojave desert tortoise. Priority 1 lands are poten-
tial habitat linkages between existing conservation areas that have the best chance of sustaining con-
nectivity for desert tortoise populations, and are priority areas for conservation of desert tortoise popu-
lation connectivity. Priority 2 lands are other blocks of habitat with the greatest potential to support 
populations of desert tortoises, outside least cost corridors, and may also have important value to 
recovery. Based on the USGS model (Nussear et al., 2009), FWS identified areas of contiguous, high-
value desert tortoise habitat as “Priority 2” lands for conservation of desert tortoise within the context 
of the BLM’s Final Solar PEIS (BLM and DOE, 2012). 

The Connectivity Linkages and Condition data shown on Figure A.2-5 identifies linkages where mainte-
nance or restoration of ecological connectivity is essential for conserving biological diversity within the 
Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP) planning area; see the discussion of Conservation 
Plans and Other Biological Considerations below for more information on the DRECP. These connectivity 
linkages are identified for desert wildlife, with special emphasis on desert tortoise and desert bighorn 
sheep. Current condition of linkages is represented by terrestrial intactness scores based on multiple 
measures of landscape development and vegetation intactness. These data do not cover the entire 
County, just the portions of the County within the DRECP planning area. 

Constraints: Impacts from renewable energy development within a wildlife corridor would depend on 
the proposed technology and which species utilize a designated wildlife or movement corridor. For 
example, the size of a corridor varies greatly based on the ecology or behavior of a given species. Some 
species including Mohave ground squirrel are considered corridor dwellers in that they spend their entire 
life history within their home range. Dispersal or gene flow occurs as the population ebbs and flows or 
as young animals disperse to breed with animals in adjacent territories. Disruption of lands that provide 
connectivity to species with this ecology would be a substantial impact and would likely incur increased 
regulatory permitting and mitigation costs. This would most likely occur with projects such as solar 
developments that disturb very large tracts of contiguous land. Other species such as desert tortoise are 
capable of long-distance dispersal, and while the preservation of suitable habitat is essential for this 
species, some land uses such as wind farms may be compatible provided they do not present large 
barriers to movement (such as tortoise-proof fencing of entire project sites rather than individual 
turbines or small arrays). FWS-modeled Priority 1 and Priority 2 lands are of high conservation value to 
protect connectivity and are therefore considered constraints to renewable energy development. 

Birds and bats are vulnerable to collisions with wind turbines, and wind developments sited in or near 
migratory pathways are likely to result in substantial mortality of migrants. Similarly, wind turbines 
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placed in or near areas of high bird or bat concentration, such as lakes, wetlands, waterways, and associ-
ated riparian habitat are also more likely to result in significant mortality. These areas may experience 
high mortality year-round as both resident and migrating individuals encounter turbines in the paths 
between foraging and nesting or roosting sites (PNAWPPM-III, 2000: Drewitt and Langston, 2006). Wind 
developments typically have a smaller disturbance footprint within a given project site, as disturbance is 
limited to turbine foundations, access roads, and appurtenant facilities. However for some terrestrial 
species wind development may pose less of a constraint to movement that compared to some solar 
technologies. Solar developments usually disturb an entire site and have a larger footprint than wind 
developments. Solar developments may have more detrimental impacts to terrestrial wildlife movement 
than bird and bat movement. 

The majority of the County is in the general vicinity of one or more linkage areas or natural landscape 
blocks identified via the Missing Linkages and the California Essential Habitat Connectivity projects, in 
part because the majority of the County is open space and wilderness areas. Important Bird Areas occur 
in various locations, especially associated with the Owens River and Owens Lake. 

Conservation Plans and Other Biological Considerations 

Several areas within Inyo County are covered or proposed for Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs), Natural 
Community Conservation Plans (NCCPs), conservation easements or reserves, or have otherwise been 
designated as environmentally sensitive areas by various agencies or entities (see Section A.7, Land Use, 
for a description of wilderness areas, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, and other protective des-
ignations by federal agencies in the County). Many of these areas have development restrictions or pro-
hibitions, and where development may be possible, specific mitigation would be required in compliance 
with the affected designation. 

Data and Limitations: Figure A.2-6 identifies planning designations for environmentally sensitive areas 
in the County. 

Two HCPs include areas within Inyo County: the DRECP and the West Mojave Plan. The DRECP is a multi-
agency planning effort currently underway that is intended to provide protection and conservation of 
desert ecosystems while allowing for the appropriate development of renewable energy projects in the 
California deserts. It is a proposed HCP and NCCP. The DRECP planning area includes portions of Inyo 
County. As of December 2013, the DRECP is undergoing environmental review, and has not yet been 
adopted by any of the participating agencies. As biological resources are a prime concern of the DRECP, 
plan-wide biological data modeling has been conducted to aid in the identification of appropriate areas 
for renewable energy development, as well as conservation areas. These datasets only cover the DRECP 
planning area and not the entirety of Inyo County; therefore, this OCTS focuses on publically available 
datasets that provide more comprehensive coverage. Where appropriate, information from the DRECP 
effort has been incorporated. 

Mitigation Target Areas (MTA) were developed by the CDFW for the Interim Mitigation Strategy (IMS) in 
2010. The MTAs are an identification of generalized target sub-areas for initial priority acquisition under 
the IMS. The MTAs were developed through collaboration between desert land trust experts, BLM, and 
CDFW biologists. These sub-areas were known to contain high-quality habitat with parcels that may 
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potentially be available for acquisition under the provisions of SB 34,3 The selected MTAs are intended 
only for habitat acquisition under the provisions of SB 34 and do not necessarily correspond with mitiga-
tion areas yet to be defined after more detailed analyses under the DRECP Conservation Strategy. How-
ever, it is anticipated that the DRECP Conservation Strategy conservation areas will include portions of 
the areas designated here as IMS MTAs. 

The West Mojave Plan (WMP) is “a habitat conservation plan and federal land use plan amendment that 
(1) presents a comprehensive strategy to conserve and protect the desert tortoise, the Mohave ground 
squirrel (MGS) and nearly 100 other plants and animals and the natural communities of which they are 
part, and (2) provides a streamlined program for complying with the requirements of the California and 
federal Endangered Species Acts” (BLM, 2005). The 9,359,070-acre planning area includes 3,263,874 
acres of BLM-administered public lands; 3,029,230 acres of private lands; and, 102,168 acres of lands 
administered by the State of California within portions of Inyo, Kern, Los Angeles, and San Bernardino 
Counties. 

The BLM issued a Record of Decision (ROD) based on the WMP Environmental Impact Statement/Envi-
ronmental Impact Report (EIS/EIR). However, the ROD addressed only BLM’s amendment of the Cali-
fornia Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan, and it did not include actions proposed by State and local 
governments for non-federal lands, except when specifically identified (BLM, 2006). The HCP has not 
been completed and would require greater specificity for local governments to obtain incidental take 
permits under the State and federal endangered species acts (BLM, 2006). The WMP applies to BLM 
lands in the southwestern portion of Inyo County. 

The MGS Management Area is a BLM-designated Desert Wildlife Management Area (DWMA) under the 
WMP, a portion of which occurs in southwestern Inyo County. Along with the desert tortoise, Mojave 
ground squirrel is a target species of conservation concern for the WMP. This area was designated to 
protect Mojave ground squirrel habitat in a core area of its current distribution, but applies only to BLM 
lands. 

In addition to these HCP regional planning efforts, the Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative (RETI) is 
a statewide initiative to help identify the transmission projects needed to accommodate renewable energy 
goals, support future energy policy, and facilitate transmission corridor designation and transmission 
and generation siting and permitting. The effort is a collaboration headed by the CEC and includes CEC, 
California Public Utilities Commission, the California Independent System Operator, publicly owned 
utilities, and other stakeholders. One component of the RETI was to identify areas that could best sup-
port utility scale renewable energy development with fewest environmental constraints. These areas are 
called Competitive Renewable Energy Zones (CREZs). To identify CREZs, the RETI team undertook a 
screening exercise similar to that being conducted in this report. The focus of the data used to develop 

                                                           
3
  Senate Bill X8 34 (Padilla) (SB 34, codified as Section 2069 of the Fish and Game Code), was enacted on March 

22, 2010 to facilitate project mitigation actions for certain proposed renewable energy projects in the California 
desert that are seeking federal American Recovery and Reinvestment Act (ARRA) funding. Among other things, 
the bill provides for eligible project developers to pay in-lieu fees that would then be used by CDFW to acquire 
and restore habitat as mitigation for project impacts to endangered, threatened, and candidate plant and animal 
species listed under the CESA. The bill authorizes CDFW, in consultation with the California Energy Commission 
(CEC), U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) (collectively the 
Renewable Energy Action Team, or REAT Agencies) to design and implement advanced mitigation actions, 
including the purchase of land and conservation easements to protect, restore, and enhance the habitat of 
plants and wildlife. The SB 34 Advance Mitigation Land Acquisition Grants Program was created to provide 
grants to third parties (“eligible entity”) to implement these advance mitigation actions. 
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CREZs was on renewable energy developments much larger than those considered in this report. Envi-
ronmental restrictions data developed for the RETI project is shown on Figure A.2-6. 

RETI environmental yellow areas are general zones of sensitivity for renewable energy projects based on 
environmental sensitivity and other land use/management constraints. In RETI yellow areas, existing 
restrictions are intended to limit potential renewable development. Environmental yellow areas include 
BLM Areas of Critical Environmental Concern; FWS-designated critical habitat for federally listed endan-
gered and threatened species; special wildlife management areas identified in BLM's WMP (i.e., DWMAs 
and MGS Conservation Areas); lands purchased by private funds and donated to BLM, specifically the 
California Desert Acquisition Project by The Wildlands Conservancy; and, "Proposed and Potential Con-
servation Reserves" in HCPs and NCCPs (Black & Veatch, 2008). 

Conservation easements shown on Figure A.2-6 include all projects approved by the Wildlife Conserva-
tion Board from its inception in 1949 to present (2013). Additional conservation easements and ecolog-
ical reserves occur in the County, and many of these are included in Figure A.2-6 — see National Conser-
vation Easement Database (NCED) Conservation Easements. Protected areas are also identified; these 
are from the 2012 dataset created by the Conservation Biology Institute. This dataset shows protected 
fee lands that are cornerstones of national and international conservation strategies. By way of these 
designations, lands and waters are set aside in perpetuity to preserve functioning natural ecosystems, 
act as refuges for species, and maintain ecological processes. It is likely that these datasets do not 
capture the full range of protected areas within the County and stakeholders should be consulted for 
additional spatial information to create a more comprehensive set of data identifying conservation 
easements and ecological reserves in Inyo County. 

Constraints: Lands within wilderness areas, ecological reserves, and conservation easements would be 
unavailable for development. Areas shown on Figure A.2-6 that are under conservation easements or 
have otherwise been protected (such as mitigation sites for previous projects) should be avoided; how-
ever, development could occur in HCPs and NCCPs provided it is in compliance with the siting and mit-
igation requirements of the applicable plan(s). All federal lands, regardless of designation will require 
approval of the administering agency. 

Analysis and Conclusions 

The biological resources data described above were assessed in terms of sensitivity, and a ranking sys-
tem was developed that utilizes a subset of these data. The ranking system is intended to roughly iden-
tify areas of high, moderate, and low sensitivity for renewable energy development, with respect to 
biological resources. Figure A.2-7 presents the results of this analysis. The following describes the data 
associated with each ranking, and a rationale for each dataset’s inclusion in its particular rank. 
Anywhere that data of different sensitivity ranking overlaps, the higher sensitivity prevails. For example, 
if an area is ranked moderate for a vegetation type present, but is also within critical habitat for a listed 
species, that area would be ranked as high sensitivity. 

High Sensitivity Areas 

Areas ranked as high sensitivity would not be precluded from renewable energy development, but would 
be most likely to support sensitive biological resources and have additional permitting, survey, and miti-
gation requirements. The following are considered high sensitivity: 

 Critical habitat for listed species. Would generally require consultation with the FWS and higher miti-
gation requirements. 
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 Sensitive native vegetation types in GAP dataset. The GAP dataset is used because it has complete, 
County-wide coverage. Sensitive native vegetation types in this dataset are Aspen, Bitterbrush, Desert 
Riparian, Freshwater Emergent Wetland, Joshua Tree, Lacustrine (lake), Montane Riparian, and Wet 
Meadow. Mitigation requirements for impacts to these communities are typically higher than for com-
mon vegetation. 

 Audubon Important Bird Areas. Identifies sites that provide essential habitat for migrating and breed-
ing birds. 

 Water bodies and streams (NHD dataset). A 400-foot buffer around these features was selected to 
include the water feature and an approximation of the associated upland area that provides wildlife 
habitat. Many aquatic and semiaquatic species such as frogs and toads utilize upland habitats in proxi-
mity to streams for portions of their life cycles, and birds and terrestrial species often concentrate 
near waterways. This buffer size is consistent with effective riparian buffer sizes reported in the litera-
ture (Hawes and Smith, 2005). 

 FWS Priority 1 and Priority 2 Desert Tortoise Connectivity Lands. These areas have been identified as 
high priority for conservation by the FWS to maintain population connectivity for desert tortoise. 

Moderate Sensitivity Areas 

Moderate sensitivity areas may support sensitive biological resources, but the level of sensitivity is gene-
rally lower than those areas ranked as high. Additional mitigation or permitting may still be required, but 
in general moderate areas are considered less constrained by biological resources than high sensitivity 
areas. The following are considered moderate sensitivity: 

 Essential connectivity habitat and natural landscape blocks. These datasets are mapped at a very 
broad scale, and individual sites within these may or may not significantly facilitate wildlife movement. 

 Non-sensitive native vegetation types in GAP dataset. These communities have value in that they 
provide habitat, but are generally widespread enough that they have not been identified as rare and 
worthy of consideration by CDFW. These include alkali desert scrub, alpine-dwarf shrub, desert scrub, 
Jeffrey pine, juniper, lodgepole pine, low sage, mixed chaparral, montane chaparral, montane hard-
wood, pinyon-juniper, red fir, sagebrush, Sierran mixed conifer, and subalpine conifer. 

 Desert Tortoise Modeled Habitat. Areas modeled as medium- to high-quality habitat (0.6 to 1.0 on a 
scale of 0 to 1, with 1 being best) in the USGS Desert Tortoise Habitat Model (Nussear et al., 2009) 
would have a higher potential to support tortoises. If tortoises are present on a proposed project site, 
additional permitting and mitigation would be required. 

Low Sensitivity Areas 

Areas ranked as low sensitivity are most appropriate for renewable energy development from a biolog-
ical resources perspective, because they are least likely to contain sensitive resources. The following are 
considered low sensitivity: 

 Non-native vegetation types in GAP dataset. These are least likely to support sensitive biological 
resources, and include areas mapped as Barren, Cropland, Irrigated Hayfield, and Urban. 

 LADWP Zone I Areas. These were identified through LADWP’s screening exercise for its properties in 
the Owens Valley as opportunities for renewable energy development from a biological perspective. 
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A.3 Cultural Resources 

The Cultural Resources section of this OCTS outlines key environmental and logistical issues regarding 
potential impacts to cultural resources associated with the development of solar and wind energy 
resources on lands designated by Inyo County as Renewable Energy Development Areas (REDAs). Cul-
tural resources reflect the history, diversity and culture of the region and people who created them. 
They are unique in that they are often the only remaining evidence of the activity that occurred histor-
ically. Once destroyed, historic resources cannot be made again, and they cannot provide any more 
information about past activities. Thus, there are several federal, State and local laws and guidelines 
that require the consideration of renewable energy development effects on cultural resources. 

Three kinds of cultural resources, classified by their origins are considered in this OCTS: 

 Prehistoric Resources: Prehistoric archaeological resources are associated with the initial human use 
and occupation of the Inyo County region prior to prolonged European contact. In Inyo County the 
prehistoric period began over 12,000 years ago and extended through the eighteenth century until 
the 1850s when gold and silver mining by Euro-Americans began in earnest in the region; 

 Historic Resources: Historic period resources are associated with Euro-American exploration and 
settlement of the area and the beginning of a written historical record for the region, and can include 
any historic resource that is at least 50 years old; and, 

 Built-Environment Resources: Built-environment resources are a type of historic period resource and 
are architectural in nature. 

Ethnographic resources are another type of cultural resource and are resources that are of importance 
to a specific group of people (e.g., Native Americans, Hispanics, or African-Americans) and are some-
times also referred to as traditional cultural properties. The identification of ethnographic resources is 
best accomplished through archival research and consultation with those groups who derive cultural 
importance from the place, and, ideally, ethnography of those groups of concern. Because ethnographic 
resources encompass a broad range of resource types, such as prehistoric and historic archaeological 
sites, ceremonial areas, traditional collection areas, and places of political, religious or historical impor-
tance, standard field archaeological methods are not an appropriate approach to the identification of 
such resources. However, an overview of cultural landscapes is presented here, based on the California 
Desert Conservation Area Plan EIS cultural resources discussion. 

The National Park Service Preservation Brief 36 (NPS 1994: 1) provides the following definition of a 
cultural landscape and lists four types. A cultural landscape is: 

“…a geographic area (including both cultural and natural resources and the wildlife or domestic animals 
therein), associated with a historic event, activity, or person exhibiting other cultural or aesthetic values. 
There are four general types of cultural landscapes, not mutually exclusive: historic sites, historic 
designed landscapes, historic vernacular landscapes, and ethnographic landscapes.” 

The four types of cultural landscapes are further defined as follows: 

Historic Site: a landscape significant for its association with a historic event, activity, or person. Examples 
include battlefields and president’s house properties. 

Historic Designed Landscape: a landscape that was consciously designed or laid out by a landscape 
architect, master gardener, architect, or horticulturist according to design principles, or an amateur 
gardener working in a recognized style or tradition. The landscape may be associated with a significant 
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person(s), trend, or event in landscape architecture; or illustrate an important development in the 
theory and practice of landscape architecture. Aesthetic values play a significant role in designed 
landscapes. Examples include parks, campuses, and estates. 

Historic vernacular landscape: a landscape that evolved through use by the people whose activities or 
occupancy shaped it. Through social or cultural attitudes of an individual, a family, or a community, the 
landscape reflects the physical, biological, and cultural character of everyday lives. Function plays a 
significant role in vernacular landscapes. Examples include mining or ranching complexes. 

Ethnographic landscape: a landscape containing a variety of natural and cultural resources that associ-
ated people define as heritage resources. Examples are contemporary settlements, religious sacred sites 
and massive geological structures. Small plant communities, animals, subsistence and ceremonial 
grounds are often components. Examples include a section of a river where a Native American culture 
lives, travels, and fishes; or an upland mountain area where tribal people hunt, gather, camp and travel 
extensively during part of the year.  

Landscapes are understood and documented by conducting ethnographic research that identifies the 
contributing elements or attributes of the landscape. Contributing elements can include both cultural 
and biological resources, climate and landforms, subsistence, religion, economy and the built environment. 

In Inyo County several cultural landscapes have been identified by state agencies, primarily in the south-
east corner of the County, in the Panamint Valley, and along the Inyo and White Mountain ranges east 
of the Owens River Valley. This is not to say that cultural landscapes are not extant in other portions of 
the County as well, but thus far these are the regions that are known to have culturally important 
landscapes. Renewable energy resources may affect cultural landscapes and would be addressed in the 
programmatic environmental review.  

Policy Framework 

There are several State and local laws, regulations and guidelines applicable to cultural resources in the 
development of renewable energy projects. These laws, regulations, and guidelines have the potential 
to result either in opportunities or constraints to renewable energy development. 

The principal State law related to considering the impacts on historic and archaeological resources is the 
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (Sections 21083.2 and 21084.1) and its implementing guide-
lines (CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5), as well as Public Resources Code Section 5020 et seq. The pri-
mary function and purpose of this law and these guidelines are to identify, analyze, and disclose poten-
tial adverse impacts to historical resources, which include all resources listed in or formally determined 
eligible for the California Register of Historic Places (CRHR), or local registers. 

In practice, resources unevaluated for the CRHR are treated as potentially significant. In addition to 
meeting specific criteria for CRHR eligibility, cultural resources must also retain most of the original char-
acteristics of the property (i.e., its integrity) such that it continues to convey the period of historical sig-
nificance for which the resource is important. The CRHR criteria are similar to criteria for federal law 
(i.e., the National Historic Preservation Act) and are tied to CEQA, as any resource that meets one or 
more of the criteria and retains its integrity is considered a historical resource under CEQA. 

CEQA also addresses the protection and preservation of historic and prehistoric human remains. These 
remains may consist of historic period burials or cemeteries, and Native American remains that occur as 
isolated features or in archaeological site contexts. Native American sanctified cemeteries, places of 
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worship, ceremonial and religious sites, or sacred shrines situated on public property must be protected 
from vandalism and damage. 

CEQA, and the associated regulations and guidelines, could constrain or provide opportunities for 
renewable energy development depending on the potential for the occurrence of cultural resources at a 
project site. That is, for a project site with a low potential for cultural resources, certain laws, regula-
tions, and guidelines would provide an opportunity for renewable energy development, while a project 
site with a high potential for cultural resources is more likely to be constrained by these factors. The 
results of site-specific cultural surveys would provide direct evidence as to which and how specific laws, 
regulations, and guidelines would contribute to the opportunities and constraints for solar and wind 
energy development. A renewable energy developer should be aware that, generally, the greater amount 
of ground disturbance associated with a project the more likely it is that cultural resources would be 
discovered during survey or earth-moving activities. 

Another constraint that could result from applicable cultural resource laws and guidelines include the 
adequacy and timeliness of previous surveys of the project area. A cultural resources survey is generally 
considered applicable for the same project area if it was conducted within 5 years of the current project; 
surveys older than 5 years would likely be conducted again. Additionally, if a survey does not meet pro-
fessional standards (e.g., poor site documentation, insufficient ground-surface visibility) it should be 
updated. Local Native American tribes, identified by the Native American Heritage Commission (NAHC) 
as having a potential interest in a project, would be notified concerning the results of the archaeological 
survey and consulted regarding the presence of any sites identified in the Sacred Lands File by the 
NAHC. Consultation with Native Americans is also required for certain actions (e.g., changes to a General 
Plan). Native American consultation could present an opportunity or a constraint to a developer depend-
ing on the involvement of interested parties, the types of resources in the area and the potential for 
buried archaeological or paleontological resources. 

General Assumptions 

Cultural resources have a site specific nature. The identification and evaluation of cultural resources can 
only be accomplished through a pedestrian survey of the project area because each and every cultural 
resource site is unique in its location, preservation of artifacts and features, and extent of its 
boundaries. 

With technological developments, especially in GIS, cultural resource data is becoming more useful for 
large-scale planning purposes. Archaeological site records in California are housed at 11 independently 
run, regional depositories. These Information Centers are currently in the process of digitizing the site 
records and reports, as well as plotting the location of sites and surveys in GIS programs for the entire 
State of California. GIS analysis of this data, once it is entirely digitized and operational (estimated to be 
accomplished in four to eight years [CHRIS 2013]), would provide myriad opportunities for querying the 
data, such that correlations between sites and environmental variables could provide a predictive power 
with a high degree of confidence in those predictions. 

There are methods for predicting the potential for cultural resources. Analysis could consist of known 
digitized archaeological site GIS data correlated with various data sets, such as distance to water, 
ecotone boundaries, slope, soil type, geological contexts, and elevation. This type of analysis could pro-
vide a more thorough discussion of the potential for cultural resources, as well as a more statistically sig-
nificant model than that presented in this OCTS. The lack of such digitized data, in addition to the scope 
of this discussion, does not provide for the opportunity to conduct such detailed analyses. However, the 
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conclusions derived herein do provide a reasonable approximation of the potential for cultural resources 
in Inyo County. 

Cultural Resources Sensitivity 

This OCTS identifies areas that may be suitable for renewable energy development based on environ-
mental and policy constraints, and possible steps that could be taken to minimize renewable energy 
development impacts on cultural resources. Knowledge of the specific location of cultural resources is a 
task that can only be accomplished by a “feet-on-the-ground” pedestrian survey for such resources by a 
qualified cultural resources specialist. There are variables, however, that facilitate educated predictions 
as to the locations of prehistoric, historic, or built-environment resources. A description of the various 
data sets included, and the rationale behind using the data in developing the sensitivity maps follows. 

A total of three maps were made for cultural resources: two associated with prehistoric resources and 
one associated with historic and built-environment resources. These maps identify areas that may con-
tain significant historic resources. It should be noted that the maps are not predictive models based on 
actual known site data, or correlations with landforms or other resources. In addition, the maps are not 
intended to define the specific location of any cultural resources. The maps are intended to be used as a 
tool to help site renewable energy facilities in locations that are less likely to contain cultural resources. 

Prehistoric Sensitivity 

The maps of prehistoric sensitivity are separated into two different categories. The first map (Figure 
A.3-1) identifies the data sets that were used in developing the second map (Figure A.3-2)), which indi-
cates areas most likely to be sensitive for cultural resources. 

A number of different literature sources suggest criteria by which the sensitivity analysis for prehistoric 
resources in Inyo County was conducted. Some of these sources were predictive models created for 
regions in the Great Basin or California, and several of the variables analyzed in these studies were 
extrapolated to the project area. 

Four data sets were used to develop the maps: 

 Named streams, water bodies, wetlands and playas/dry lakes; 

 Ecotone boundaries; 

 Obsidian and Fine-grained Volcanic toolstone sources; and 

 Slope. 

A buffer of 1,000 meters was applied to the named streams, water bodies, wetlands, and playas/dry 
lakes layer (obtained from the National Hydrological Database dataset) because this was one of the 
most common positive factors identified by Drews et al. (2004) as positively correlating to cultural 
resources in their analysis of various Great Basin regions (the Pilot–Thousand Springs Valley, the Ruby–
Long Valley, Spring–Steptoe Valley, the Great Salt Lake area, and the Upper Snake River Valley). Access 
to water was not only important for prehistoric peoples, but also for European and American settlers. 
Additionally, research conducted by Garfinkel (1976) in the Fossil Falls and Little Lake region in south-
western Inyo County suggested that prehistoric archaeological sites are commonly found near Pleisto-
cene river channels, and playas/dry lakes, and that rock art sites are often found near water sources. 
Moreover, prehistoric sites in Death Valley National Park also tend to be located near water sources 
(NPS, 2002), and thus this data set of locations of where water is presently and historically was included. 
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In addition to water, access to natural resources was another important consideration for prehistoric 
population settlement. Food resources such as mesquite and pinyon were important especially in the 
arid Great Basin, and prehistoric sites are often found near such resource locations (NPS, 2002). A pre-
dictive model created for the Santa Ynez River Valley in western California (Neal, 2007) found a positive 
correlation between sites and 200 meters of an ecotone boundary, i.e., the boundary between two dif-
ferent vegetation zones. In order to visualize this data, California Gap Analysis Program (GAP) data of 
vegetation zones from the University of California–Santa Barbara Biogeography Lab were plotted, and a 
200 meter buffer between the different zones was cut out. 

Other resources available in Inyo County important to prehistoric populations include sources of raw 
material for making stone tools, in this case obsidian and fine-grained volcanic (FGV) toolstone sources. 
Garfinkel (1976) noted the importance of obsidian sources as potential site locations and thus locations 
of obsidian and FGV toolstone sources that were identified by the Northwest Research Obsidian Studies 
Laboratory are included in this analysis. It should be noted that sources of toolstone are important for 
the resource it offers and groups likely made excursions and established temporary camps to exploit 
sources of toolstone on an as-needed basis. Toolstone source locations likely did not influence the loca-
tion of more permanent settlements. 

Slope was the final data set used in the prehistoric sensitivity analysis. Research conducted by Neal 
(2007) in the Santa Ynez River Valley found that a slope of 15% or less correlated positively with the 
location of village sites. Therefore, areas with a slope of less than 15% were included as areas where 
sites were likely to occur, and areas of slope higher than 15% are considered to have a low potential for 
cultural resources sites. 

The second map shows the intersection of the data sets identified in the first map (excluding obsidian 
and FGV toolstone sources), highlighting those areas of the County that are most sensitive for cultural 
resources. The second map shows the areas that are within 1,000 meters of water, within 200 meters of 
an ecotone, and located on land with 15% or less slope. Obsidian and FGV toolstone sources are still 
included on this map because of their importance as a resource for prehistoric peoples, and those areas 
of intersection that are also close to obsidian or FGV toolstone sources are even more likely to have 
prehistoric cultural resources. 

Historic and Built-Environment Sensitivity 

The historic and built-environment sensitivity map (Figure A.3-3) includes four data sets as follows: 

 All named streams and water bodies because access to water was not only important for prehistoric 
peoples, but also for European and American settlers. Also, reservoirs are included which could con-
tain historic dams and associated infrastructure; 

 U.S. Route 395, previously known as Owens River Road, Indians Big Trail, the Midland Trail, and Bullion 
Road was an important historic route for miners and settlers because it connected the Owens River 
Valley with Los Angeles via the Tehachapi Pass or Walker’s Pass; 

 The Old Spanish Trail was a route linking New Mexico to California, opened in 1829. Historic archaeo-
logical sites can be found in the trail corridor, the Inyo County portion of which passes through the 
southeast corner of the County. This route eventually became U.S. Route 66, a popular cross-country 
road in the 20th Century; and, 
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 Mining has a long history in Inyo County, and the locations of mines that are at least 50 years old are 
included here. 

Conclusions 

Regions most sensitive for prehistoric resources are those areas within 1,000 meters of a water source 
(in this case, named streams, water bodies, wetlands, and playas/dry lakes), within 200 meters of an 
ecotone boundary, near obsidian or FGV toolstone sources, and less than 15% slope. Historic sites are 
likely to occur in those areas near historic roads and trails, mines, and near sources of water. 

 

 

 

 
  



Inyo County Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment 
APPENDIX A. ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE ANALYSIS: OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS 

February 2014 A-25 Opportunities & Constraints Technical Study 

A.4 Geology and Soils 

This section discusses how geological-based hazards (such as earthquakes, landslides, etc.) and geologic 
formations can influence the siting of renewable energy facilities. Two of the direct effects of an earth-
quake include the rupture of the ground surface along the trend or location of a fault, and ground 
shaking that result from fault movement. Other geologic hazards that may occur in response to an earth-
quake include liquefaction, seismic settlement, landslide, tsunami, and seiche. Public hazards related to 
seismic events also include slope failure, flooding from dam or levee failure, fires, and structural damage. 

It should be noted that renewable energy facilities themselves are not habitable structures. While smaller 
installations (such as rooftop solar) are typically sited atop or immediately adjacent to occupied struc-
tures and large-scale renewable facilities often have on-site operations and maintenance structures, the 
construction and design of each installation will incorporate geotechnical engineering to determine the 
seismic design parameters. Standard geotechnical engineering practices and adherence to seismic building 
code requirements minimizes any siting considerations of renewable energy facilities with respect to fault 
locations or seismic events. This also applies to any necessary transmission infrastructure. For a discus-
sion of soils related to agricultural and other uses, please refer to Section A.7 (Land Use). 

The following defines terms are used in this discussion: 

 Active Fault: A fault that is likely to have another earthquake sometime in the future. Faults are com-
monly considered to be active if there has been movement observed or evidence of seismic activity 
during the last 10,000 years. 

 Fault Rupture: Fault rupture refers to displacement of the ground surface along a fault trace. Rupture 
of the ground surface along a fault trace typically occurs during earthquakes of approximately mag-
nitude 5 or greater. Fault rupture can endanger life and property if structures or lifeline facilities are 
constructed on, or cross over, a fault. 

 Groundshaking: The motion that occurs in response to local and regional earthquakes. 

 Liquefaction and Seismic Settlement: Liquefaction is the sudden loss of soil strength due to a rapid 
increase in soil pore water pressures resulting from groundshaking during an earthquake. Seismic set-
tlement is the reduction of volume within a saturated or unsaturated soil mass due to groundshaking 
during a seismic event. 

 Landslides and Slope Instability: Landslides and slope instability can occur as a result of wet weather, 
weak soils, improper grading, improper drainage, steep slopes, adverse geologic structure, earth-
quakes, or a combination of these factors. Slope instability can occur in the form of creep, slumps, 
large progressive translation or rotational failures, rockfall, debris flows, or erosion. 

 Rock Outcroppings: A significant number or sized portion(s) of bedrock or other stratum protruding 
above the surface of the surrounding land. 

With respect to soils, this section focuses on how seismic events can impact subsurface conditions and 
result in liquefaction and seismic settlement. During a seismic event, fault rupture or strong ground 
shaking may compromise renewable energy installations and transmission infrastructure. Additionally, 
these facilities could be compromised if sited on soil subject to liquefaction or other slope instability. 
These facilities could also be impacted if sited adjacent to steep slopes subject to landslides. Figure A.4-1 
shows the locations of faults within the County. As shown, Inyo County has extensive fault systems 
running along the bases of mountain ranges and fault zones extending several miles underlie the lengths 
of Owens Valley, Death Valley, and Panamint Valley (Inyo County, 2001). These faults can result in haz-
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ards such as liquefaction, groundshaking, landslides, and unstable soils. Rock outcroppings are located 
within the central and western portions of the County and would be challenging for siting renewable 
energy. It should be noted that recent solar projects have designed the solar fields to accommodate 
isolated rock outcroppings (for example, see the Rio Mesa Solar Electric Generating System). 

Potential Opportunities 

Structures in seismically active areas, such as all of California and specifically Inyo County, are designed 
and retrofitted to resist seismic forces resulting from earthquakes. The California Building Code (CBC), 
Title 24, Part 2 provides building codes and standards for design and construction of structures in Cali-
fornia. The CBC is based on the International and Uniform Building Codes with the addition of more 
extensive structural seismic provisions. As renewable energy and transmission infrastructure develop-
ment could be sited within designated seismic zones (as identified by the California Geological Survey 
and/or Inyo County), provisions for design should follow the requirements of Chapter 16 of the CBC, 
which contains definitions of seismic sources and the procedure used to calculate seismic forces on 
structures. 

As shown in Figure A.4-1, large areas of flatland across the Owens Valley, and in particular the Owens 
Valley Dry Lake, have less seismic hazard potential and may be opportunities for larger-scale renewable 
development. 

Potential Constraints 

The County acknowledges that areas of known liquefaction are generally not suitable for critical facili-
ties4 unless engineering can mitigate potential risks. While renewable energy development should avoid 
areas of known slope instability or high landslide risk when possible, siting considerations would mini-
mize the risk of upset from seismic and rain events. As stated earlier, standard geotechnical engineering 
practices and adherence to seismic building code requirements minimizes any siting considerations of 
renewable energy facilities with respect to fault locations or seismic events. This also applies to any nec-
essary transmission infrastructure. Therefore, while worth mentioning, this is more a siting considera-
tion than development constraint. 

As shown in Figure A.4-1, central Inyo County provides large areas of flatland with less potential for 
landslide and other seismic hazards. While these areas may be ideal for large-scale renewable develop-
ment, it is also assumed that renewable facilities would not be constructed over rock outcroppings as 
they can limit size and feasibility of site design/construction as well as access. As shown in Figure A.4-1, 
significant areas of rock outcroppings occur within the central and western portions of the County. 

 

 

 
  

                                                           
4
  The Inyo County Policy GEO-1.1 does not specifically call out energy power plants as a critical facility; however, 

in general, energy infrastructure is considered critical infrastructure. 
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A.5 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

This section discusses how past, existing, and future land uses that manufacture, generate, treat, store, 
use, or dispose of toxic substances in significant quantities may influence siting of renewable energy devel-
opment. Additionally, this discussion considers several naturally occurring hazards. For geological-based 
hazards (such as earthquakes, landslides, etc.), please refer to section A.4, Geology and Soils. 

The following defines terms and hazardous site classifications are used in this discussion and identified 
in Figure A.5-1: 

 Contaminated Site: A site that is either contaminated or believed contaminated with some level of 
toxic substances. These types of sites typically include industrial properties, military bases and other 
defense installations, landfills, and smaller commercial uses (gas stations, dry cleaners, etc.). 

 Superfund Site: Superfund is the name given to the environmental program established by the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to address abandoned hazardous waste sites. The program 
allows the EPA to clean up such sites and to compel responsible parties to perform cleanups or reim-
burse the EPA for such cleanups. A Superfund site refers to a parcel that has been designated as requir-

ing, or is currently undergoing, site remediation through the Superfund program. 

– Abandoned Mine Land (AML) Site: Includes all abandoned hardrock mines and mineral processing 
sites listed in the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Information 
System (CERCLIS). Abandoned mine sites are included on the National Priorities List (NPL) of Super-
fund sites. 

 Brownfield Sites: A brownfield site is a property where expansion, redevelopment, or reuse of the 
site may be complicated by the presence or potential presence of a hazardous substance, pollutant, 
or contaminant. These sites are designated both federally by the EPA and at the State level by the 
Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC). DTSC typically considers brownfield sites to be often 
idle or underused, contributing to both urban blight and urban sprawl. However, brownfield sites are 
not limited to urban areas, but instead define a site that had been previously contaminated at some 
level. 

– Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) Sites. As designated by EPA, these facilities are 
considered brownfield sites that are commercial, industrial, and federal facilities that treat, store, 
or dispose of hazardous wastes that require cleanup of the contamination under the RCRA Correc-
tive Action (CA) Program. 

– California DTSC Cleanup Program. The DTSC Cleanup Program list includes sites cleaned up under 
the Program's oversight and, generally, does not include current or former hazardous waste facili-
ties that required a hazardous waste facility permit. The list represents sites with active land use 
restrictions. 

 Landfill Methane Outreach Program (LMOP) Site: The EPA’s LMOP is a voluntary assistance program 
that helps to reduce methane emissions from landfills by encouraging the recovery and beneficial use 
of landfill gas as an energy resource. Landfill gas contains methane, a potent greenhouse gas that can 
be captured and used to fuel power plants, manufacturing facilities, vehicles, homes, and more. The 
LMOP promotes the use of landfill gas as a renewable, green energy resource. LMOP screens landfills to 
determine if they are candidates for landfill gas energy projects or have potential for landfill gas 
energy projects. In addition, it tracks landfills with energy projects that are operational, under con-
struction, or shut down. 
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 RE-Powering Mapper: The EPA has developed an online siting and mapping tool encouraging renew-
able energy development on current and formerly contaminated lands, landfills, and mine sites when 
it is aligned with the community’s vision for the site. This initiative identifies the renewable energy 
potential of these sites and provides other useful resources for communities, developers, industry, 
State and local governments, or anyone interested in reusing these sites for renewable energy devel-
opment. This mapping tool includes more than 66,000 EPA and State-tracked sites, comprising over 35 
million acres. Types of sites currently mapped include Superfund, RCRA corrective action, abandoned 
mines, landfills, and brownfields. Renewable energy technologies analyzed and mapped include solar, 
wind, biomass, and geothermal. 

– Mines: There are numerous abandoned mine sites throughout Inyo County. Many of these sites are 
on BLM, National Forest and National Park lands. For purposes of this opportunities and constraints 
technical study, Figure A.5-1 includes abandoned mine sites identified by EPA RE-Powering Mapper 
within Inyo County and those identified within the Inyo County Renewable Energy General Plan 
Amendment Background Report (Map 12: Inyo County Degraded Land). 

– Landfills: Landfills are places that may be appropriate for biogas or other renewable energy devel-
opment. They are located throughout the County and could be redeveloped as they become full, or 
in areas that are currently taken out of service. For purposes of this opportunities and constraints 
technical study, Figure A.5-1 includes landfill sites identified by EPA RE-Powering Mapper within 
Inyo County and those identified within the Inyo County Renewable Energy General Plan Amend-
ment Background Report (Map 12: Inyo County Degraded Land). 

 Rural Desert Southwest Brownfields Coalition (RDSBC): The RDSBC was established in 2011 and is 
made up of five counties: four in Nevada: Nye, Esmeralda, Lincoln, and White Pine; and one in Cali-
fornia: Inyo County. The RDSBC Counties’ work focuses on opportunities for renewable energy devel-
opment, energy efficient technologies, and other “clean economy” projects. Currently two properties 
have been identified in Inyo County for potential brownfield redevelopment, with one deemed poten-
tially appropriate for renewable energy development. This site identified by the RDSBC for renewable 
development is approximately 100 acres of predominantly vacant land and is located on the west 
bank of the Owens Dry Lake, approximately ten-miles south of Lone Pine. PPG Industries (PPG) orig-
inally used this site as a salt extraction facility (Bartlett Plant) until it ceased operation in 1958. As 
work with the RDSBC continues, additional sites within Inyo County may be identified as possible loca-
tions for renewable energy development. RDSBC incentives include the funding of Phase I and Phase II 
site assessments of identified brownfield sites. 

Potential Opportunities 

Siting renewable energy on contaminated land can provide an economically viable reuse for sites with 
significant cleanup costs or low real estate development demand that would otherwise lay idle, provid-
ing additional tax revenue. Many contaminated land sites have onsite infrastructure including transmis-
sion lines, substations, roads, rail, and buildings that can be reused or upgraded at a lower cost than 
building new infrastructure. Contaminated land sites may have compatible zoning or a simplified pro-
cess for acquiring zoning variance/change. 

As part of the RDSBC, Inyo County is actively seeking brownfield sites for renewable energy develop-
ment. Figure A.5-1 shows the locations of the site within the Inyo County boundary identified by the 
RDSBC as having positive potential for renewable energy development. As discussed above, the site 
identified by the RDSBC for renewable development is approximately 100-acres of predominantly vacant 
land and is located on the west bank of the Owens Dry Lake, approximately ten-miles south of Lone 
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Pine. The RDSBC has not identified technology type or scale of potential renewable energy development 
of this site. 

When considering how contaminated sites can provide opportunities for siting renewable energy instal-
lations, this analysis also utilized the EPA RE-Powering Mapper system.5 This EPA tool makes it possible 
to view information about renewable energy potential on federal- and State-identified contaminated 
lands, landfills, and mine sites. This system utilizes EPA and DTSC contaminated site data and applies a 
methodology to determine renewable energy potential (EPA, 2013). Figure A.5-1 identifies site located 
on lands both under County and federal jurisdiction by the RE-Power Mapper system as having potential 
for renewable energy development. As shown in Figure A.5-1, a number of potential sites have been iden-
tified within the County, with the majority being DTSC cleanup program sites. These sites, in addition to 
the RDSBC site, represent key renewable energy development opportunities with respect to reuse of 
hazardous sites. 

As shown in Figure A.5-1, all of EPA’s RE-Powering Mapper sites have been designated as viable for off-
grid solar PV development. Additionally, of the sites that have been designated as viable for large-scale 
and/or utility level solar PV and wind development for grid integration, all but one are located within 
land under County jurisdiction along the U.S. Highway 395 corridor. This scale is defined by EPA as follows 
(EPA, 2013): 

 Utility scale PV: Uses PV technology at the multi-megawatt scale at sites with the greatest resource 
and acreage availability. Electricity generated is typically exported to the grid. 

 Large scale PV: Uses PV technology at the 300-kW scale or greater at sites with the strong resource 
and suitable acreage availability. Electricity generated may be exported to the grid or used to offset 
onsite electricity consumption, depending on site requirements and market conditions. 

 Off-grid PV: This category represents PV technology being used at a smaller scale, typically to power 
the energy needs of a single property when interconnection to the grid may not be feasible. Addi-
tional sites with lower solar resource may be technically and economically feasible depending on the 
potential for battery back-up and cost barriers associated with grid interconnection (e.g., due to 
remote locations). 

It should be noted that one site identified by EPA RE-Powering Mapper as available for utility-scale PV 
development falls within National Park Service (NPS) lands. While this is shown in Figure A.5-1, it is 
unlikely development at this scale would be authorized by the NPS. Furthermore, both the EPA and 
DTSC have programs designed to empower states, communities, and other stakeholders in redevelop-
ment to work together in a timely manner to prevent, assess, safely clean up, and sustainably reuse con-
taminated sites. 

Acreage is not a screening criterion utilized by the EPA RE-Powering Mapper system for off-grid solar 
because such systems are typically used to power a single property or local area, and are not constrained 
by limited acreage. While the majority of sites identified by RE-Powering Mapper on Figure A.5-1 are 
designated as off-grid solar uses, these sites do not identify all existing industrial uses (brownfield sites) 
where off-grid technology could be utilized to supplement power use. The sites identified on Figure 
A.5-1 only indicate those sites EPA has designated (as discussed above). Therefore, Figure A.5-1 does not 

                                                           
5
  The EPA’s RE-Powering Mapper is available at http://www.epa.gov/oswercpa/rd_mapping_tool.htm#i_map. This 

tool is available in both Google Earth and via GIS shapefiles and is updated regularly. While this study does not 
provide specific detail about each potential disturbed site, details regarding the renewable energy potential, 
distance from infrastructure, and other data is provided in RE-Powering Mapper for each potential site.  

http://www.epa.gov/oswercpa/rd_mapping_tool.htm#i_map
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include many existing industrial facilities that could implement off-grid renewable. For example, an 
industrial complex owner could install PV panels to supplement the electricity provided to the facility 
from traditional sources. Depending on the scale, these systems may or may not need to be intercon-
nected to the existing utility grid (and thus subject to utility regulations or policies). However, an off-grid 
system could be designed to only power or supplement a given load (e.g., a water pump, water treat-
ment or cooling system, or the facility itself) and would not require interconnection. These facilities are 
assumed to be 1 MW or less and would therefore fall under Inyo County Code Title 21, Renewable Energy 
Ordinance for noncommercial, small scale PV systems. While the potential opportunities for developing 
small off-grid renewable facilities at these types of active brownfield sites is considered high, these loca-
tions are not shown on Figure A.5-1 as they are both not available on the EPA RE-Powering Mapper 
database and would be permitted under Title 21, Renewable Energy Ordinance. 

Potential Constraints 

When evaluating potential constraints to future renewable development, hazards in the form of envi-
ronmental considerations during construction are the primary focus. The construction of renewable 
energy facilities on previously undisturbed soil has the potential to create health hazards within Inyo 
County. While not a constraint, it is an environmental consideration for future large-scale utility devel-
opers, particularly for projects in rural areas. The majority of the County is designated by the Centers for 
Disease Control (CDC) as being a “suspected endemic” area for Valley Fever, with the westernmost areas 
of the County designated as “mildly endemic” (CDC, 2013). Valley fever is caused by Coccidioides, a 
fungus that lives in soil throughout California. Inhaling the airborne fungal spores can cause a respiratory 
infection called coccidioidomycosis, which is also known as “cocci” or “valley fever.” Earthmoving activi-
ties into previously undisturbed soil can increase the potential for fungus exposure. The primary location 
for such concerns would be during construction of larger-scale renewable installations in rural areas. 
Watering of work areas for dust suppression would help contain the possible exposure to valley fever 
spores to within the project site. The use of respirators by construction workers compliant with Occu-
pational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations in conjunction with regular soil testing for 
valley fever spores would reduce the impact of this consideration. 

In addition to Valley Fever, naturally occurring asbestos could pose health hazard risks to on-site workers 
and adjacent areas throughout Inyo County. The term refers to the mineral as a natural component of 
soils or rocks as opposed to asbestos in commercial products, mining, or processing operations. Nat-
urally occurring asbestos can be released from rocks or soils by routine human activities, such as con-
struction, or natural weathering processes. If naturally occurring asbestos is not disturbed and fibers are 
not released into the air, then it is not a health risk. This risk would primarily be limited to construction 
activities of renewable energy installations exceeding DG scale and transmission infrastructure greater 
than 230 kV. Similar to valley fever spores, exposing naturally occurring asbestos is an environmental con-
cern. Mitigation strategies identical to those utilized for valley fever would reduce the potential impact of 
naturally occurring asbestos. 
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A.6 Hydrology and Water Quality 

Water resources in Inyo County include both groundwater basins and surface water resources. Multiple 
County policies seek to preserve and sustain water resources and watersheds. Additionally, increases in 
density or development are required to consider where critical resource levels exist, including adequate 
water for development as well as on-site management of stormwater runoff. Inyo County has a unique 
water landscape due to the mountain front recharge that takes place from Eastern Sierra snowpack. 
Also the Los Angeles Aqueduct transfers substantial surface and groundwater out of the County. Water 
demands for renewable energy must be carefully balanced with existing draws on the County’s hydro-
logic features. 

Environmental Considerations 

Groundwater Basins 

Inyo County has 38 groundwater sub-basins, 12 of which extend into adjoining counties. Figure A.6-1 
identifies groundwater sub-basins throughout Inyo County. The majority of these basins are located in 
the eastern portion of the County. The largest groundwater basin both in physical size and in storage 
capacity is the Death Valley Sub-basin. Groundwater underlying the County is an important source of 
water for agricultural, domestic, municipal, and environmental purposes. The 1991 Inyo County/Los 
Angeles Water Agreement is one of the governing documents for collaborative management of the 
County’s water resources between LADWP and Inyo County. LADWP groundwater transfers are gov-
erned by the Water Agreement’s ON/OFF provision which is based on monitoring vegetation cover, soil 
water, and depth to water table at selected sites within the Owens Valley.6 Of the 22 monitoring wells 
located in the Owens Valley, 6 have an ON status for LADWP pumping as of April 2013. 

The County’s General Plan Conservation and Open Space Element contains a Sustainable Groundwater 
Withdrawal policy that calls for the management of groundwater to ensure adequate, safe, and eco-
nomically viable groundwater supply for existing and future development. 

Surface Water 

This section discusses both natural and man-made water bodies and features. Figure A.6-2 identifies sur-
face water features throughout Inyo County. The Owens River is the primary surface water feature in 
the County. It terminates at the Owens Lake, now commonly referred to as Owens Dry Lake. The head-
waters of the Owens River enter the Owens Valley south of Pleasant Valley Reservoir. Pleasant Valley 
Reservoir is 35 miles north of the Tinemaha Reservoir. The intake for the Los Angeles Aqueduct is 5 
miles south of Tinemaha Reservoir. The Haiwee Reservoir is south of Owens Dry Lake. Numerous trib-
utary streams collect snowmelt and feed into the Owens River. The largest tributaries are Bishop, Big 
Pine, Cottonwood, Independence, and Lone Pine Creeks. 

                                                           
6
  The ON/OFF provision is outlined in the “Green Book,” the Technical Appendix to the Long-Term Groundwater 

Management Plan for the Owens Valley and Inyo County (Inyo County and LADWP, 1990). It seeks to avoid 
groundwater mining that could take place due to LADWP groundwater transfers. In addition to monitoring soil 
moisture characteristics and vegetation cover, hydrologic data collected include depth to water in monitoring 
wells, pump data in 100 pump-equipped wells, flow data from streams and channels, precipitation data, and 
usage data on LADWP-owned land. Groundwater mining is defined as occurring when the total pumping from a 
well-field over a 20-year period exceeds the total recharge that took place during that same period. New well 
production areas could be activated where water table drawdown has not exceeded more than 10 feet and 
hydrogeologic conditions are able to withstand additional pumping based on groundwater flow models. 
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Flood Areas 

FEMA Flood Hazard Zones are located in parts of the Owens River Valley around Bishop, Owens Dry 
Lake, Panamint Valley, Death Valley, the Middle Amargosa Valley, and the Pahrump Valley. Figure A.6-3 
identifies 100-year and 500-year flood zones throughout the County. Dams in the Bishop area operated 
by Southern California Edison Company for hydroelectric generation provide incidental flood protection. 
These include Sabrina Dam, Hillside Dam, and Bishop Creek Dam. 

Water-Related General Plan Policies 

The County’s General Plan contains policies that address water in the Land Use, COSE, and PSU Element. 
These include: 

 Policy WR-1.3 – Water Reclamation – Encourage the use of reclaimed wastewater, where feasible, to 
augment groundwater supplies and to conserve potable water for domestic purposes. 

 Policy WR-2.3 – New Hydroelectric Facilities – New or expanded hydroelectric power facilities shall be 
discouraged 

 Policy WR-3.5 – Sustainable Renewable Energy Development – The County shall encourage renewable 
energy development to incorporate measures to minimize water consumption and use of potable 
water 

 Policy PSU-3.1 – Efficient Water Use – The County shall promote efficient water use and reduced water 
demand by requiring water-conserving design and equipment in new construction. 

 Policy FLD-1.2 – Development in a Floodplain – Prior to any development in a floodplain area, the 
project applicant shall demonstrate that such development will not adversely impact downstream 
properties. 

Potential Opportunities 

Some renewable energy technologies, such as wind and solar PV, have very minimal water requirements 
while others, such as solar thermal technologies, require more water resources for operational pur-
poses. Groundwater basins with an ON status provide potential opportunities for siting renewable energy 
developments with a higher water footprint, such as solar thermal technologies. 

Wind energy generation requires minimal operational water, primarily for workers and other minor uses. 
The technology itself does not require the use of water. Solar PV technologies require minor amounts of 
water for operational activities such as panel washing. But, as highlighted in Section 4.1, the amount of 
water varies between 0 and 5 gallons per MWh. As Inyo County continues the long-term planning for 
water-scarce regions, renewable energy provides potential opportunities for development. 

Potential Constraints 

Flood zones, flood control regulations, and standards are typically proposed to provide appropriate level 
of flood protection for residential developments. However, wherever feasible, renewable energy devel-
opment should not be sited within areas that have a Flood Hazard (FH) combining designation (FEMA 
100-year flood zones) per the Inyo County General Plan. Additionally, development of transmission or 
stand-alone renewable energy facilities within wetlands should be avoided or minimized to avoid sensi-
tive biological resources found in wetlands (see Section A.2, Biology). As shown in Figure A.6-3, desig-
nated wetland areas within the County are limited to the Owens River corridor, Owens Dry Lake, parts of 
Death Valley, and Saline Valley in the central part of the County. 
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Stormwater runoff should be considered during the site selection and construction phase. Impacts to 
water include increased stormwater runoff, erosion and sedimentation caused by flash floods, and 
water quality degradation from oil, gas, and chemical compounds. During site selection, preference should 
be given to designs that minimize stormwater runoff with catchment or landscaping features, maintain 
or improve water quality, and use water-conserving features to minimize potable water requirements. 
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A.7 Land Use 

Land use within Inyo County is generally characterized as rural development, with vast areas of desig-
nated wilderness and recreation areas. The County’s population is largely located on the western side of 
the County in small communities along Highway 395. The Land Use Element of the Inyo County General 
Plan provides a summary of the County’s land ownership and jurisdiction, which is listed below and also 
shown in Figure A.7-1 (Inyo County, 2001). 

 Federal (91.6 percent) – Includes land under the jurisdiction of the National Park Service, the BLM, 
the USFS, and the DOD. 

 State of California (3.5 percent) – Includes land under the jurisdiction of the State Lands Commission 
(SLC), which includes Owens Dry Lake, and California Department of Fish and Wildlife. 

 Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (2.7 percent) – Includes land for the Los Angeles aque-
duct and transmission line rights-of-way. Much of the land owned by the LADWP is open to the public 
for recreational uses (LADWP, 2013a). 

 Inyo County (1.9) – Private, County, and LADWP lands fall within the jurisdiction of the County. 

 Reservation Land (0.3 percent) – Includes land under the jurisdiction of the following tribes: Bishop 
Paiute, Big Pine Band of Owens Valley, Fort Independence Community of Paiute, Lone Pine Paiute-
Shoshone, and Timbisha Shoshone. 

Land Use Compatibilities 

Identifying compatible land uses and consistency with adopted land use policies are important factors in 
the successful siting of renewable energy generation facilities. As shown on Figure A.7-2, for the areas 
under the jurisdiction of the County, the majority of County land is designated as Natural Resources 
(NR). Within the vicinity of the City of Bishop and the communities, the predominant land designations 
include various residential designations, Agriculture (A), and Open Space and Recreation (OSR) by the 
2001 Inyo County General Plan. The County’s critical land use issues include the need to guide land 
development in a manner that maintains the existing character of the County, while also supporting new 
development in communities. In recent years, the development of renewable energy has become 
important to the County, which could include careful development of renewable energy in appropriate 
rural areas. 

Renewable Energy Development Areas 

Based on the County’s Background Report (Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment: Background 
Report), the 2011 Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment (REGPA) identified a General Plan Land 
Use Designation Overlay that may be appropriate for renewable energy development and would identify 
sites under the Renewable Energy Land Use Designation Overlay (Inyo County, 2013). The criteria for 
identifying appropriate overlay zones was as follows: areas with the capacity to generate enough energy 
to make a development financially feasible, proximity to existing transmission corridors, minimal 
disturbance to critical habitats, and areas with suitable slopes for the development of solar energy gene-
rating facilities. The following is a summary of the General Plan Overlays that were identified within the 
2011 REGPA: 

 Areas with Suitable Slope – For the Solar Programmatic EIS, the BLM’s criteria were land areas with 
less than five percent slope. Figure 4-2 shows the areas throughout the County that qualify. 
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 Degraded Land – Land that has been previously developed or disturbed can be used for renewable 
energy development, see Section A.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials. In particular, one brownfield 
site is approximately 100 acres of vacant land located on the west bank of the Owens Dry Lake and it 
is potentially appropriate for renewable energy development. Opportunities and constraints regard-
ing the development of contaminated brownfield sites are discussed in Section A.5, Hazards and Haz-
ardous Materials. 

 LADWP – Type A Vegetation Management Areas and Zone I Areas – As part of a Long Term Water 
Agreement between the County and the LADWP, vegetation communities were categorized into five 
management categories. Type A categories are described as non-groundwater-dependent areas and 
can be considered for renewable energy development. Section A.2, Biological Resources, ranks the 
LADWP Zone I Areas as Low Sensitivity Areas, which are appropriate for renewable energy from a 
biological resources perspective. See Section A.2 for the full discussion. 

 Owens Dry Lake – Owens Dry Lake is located immediately south of the intersection of Highway 395 
and State Route 136. In 2009, the LADWP Board announced they would pursue a solar demonstration 
project on a part of the dry lake bed. In March 2013, an Initial Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(IS/MND) was completed and June 2013 the Owens Lake Solar Demonstration Project was approved 
by the Board of LADWP. According to the IS/MND, this project has been development to assist LADWP 
in determining the feasibility and economics of installing ground-mounted solar power systems on 
Owens Lake and to serve as a model for potential future solar energy generating systems on Owens 
Lake (LADWP, 2013b). The lease agreement between the SLC and LADWP was issued on December 2, 
2013, which is the start date of the 20-year lease (SLC, 2013). It is expected that the LADWP will begin 
construction in 2014 and the demonstration period would last three to five years. In addition, the 
LADWP, along with a group of stakeholders, are currently in the process of developing the Owens 
Lake Master Plan, which will include opportunities for solar energy development (LADWP, 2013c) 

 Property Owner Requests – During the 2011 REGPA process, several members of the public requested 
that the County include their property in the Renewable Energy General Plan Overlay. The requests 
came from property owners in Chicago Valley, Panamint, and Tecopa. In the community of Laws, 
various agencies also identified several areas as disturbed land and suggested that these properties 
be included in the overlay as well. 

 County Property – The County owns land that surrounds the community of Darwin, which is located 
approximately 20 miles east of the Highway 395. During the 2011 REGPA process, this property was 
included as a viable site for renewable energy development as it is flat, currently unused, and located 
near local transmission lines. 

 Proposed and Potential Projects – The following are proposed and potential projects that will be con-
sidered for inclusion in 2013 REDAs: 

– Northland Power, Independence LLC is currently waiting to begin an EIR to develop a 200-megawatt 
solar photovoltaic (PV) facility off Mazourka Canyon Road near Independence; 

– LADWP Southern Owens Valley Solar Ranch, a 200-megawatt facility to be located off Manzanar 
Reward Road, is currently in EIR review and comment period; 

– LADWP Solar Demonstration Project on the Owens Dry Lake, completed the CEQA process in June 
2013; 

– Munro Valley Solar, LLC applied for a 4-megawatt solar PV project in Olancha, currently staff is 
working with them on a development agreement; 
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– Bright Source Energy, Hidden Hills, applied for a 500-megawatt Solar Thermal Power Plant project 
on approximately 3,500 acres in Charleston View, the County had come to an agreement with the 
applicant to address mitigation measures, but in April 2013 Bright Source suspended their applica-
tion with the CEC and with the County in June 2013, the project is on hold indefinitely; 

– Little Lakes North and South, a wind energy developer has erected meteorological towers to test 
for the viability of wind energy resources in the area; 

– Coso Junction/Deep Rose a solar developer has expressed an interest in property located near the 
Deep Rose geothermal exploration area and near Coso Junction; and 

– In Pearsonville, a solar developer has expressed an interest in property located on the east side of 
Highway-395 for solar development, no applications for a project have been submitted. 

 Recently Completed Projects – The following are recently completed projects that were included as 
criteria in the Background Report: 

– The Big Pine School recently completed a solar rooftop parking structure; 

– Inyo County is presently finishing a solar rooftop parking structure at the Annex building in Inde-
pendence and a ground-mounted PV system has been completed at the jail; 

– Xanterra’s Furnace Creek Resort located in Death Valley installed a PV system that provides the 
electricity for all of its facilities, including the historic the Inn at Furnace Creek, the Ranch at Fur-
nace Creek, Furnace Creek Golf Course, employee offices and housing; and 

– Death Valley National Park Visitor Center installed a solar PV system for use at of all the park’s 
facilities. 

These are examples of renewable energy projects that have been approved by the County.  

Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan 

The Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan (DRECP) is a regional planning effort that is currently 
being prepared through a collaborative effort between the California Energy Commission, California 
Department of Fish and Game, the BLM, and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Inyo County is located at 
the northeast edge of the DRECP boundary, and the DRECP area covers 4,668 square miles of the county 
or roughly 46% of the land area. When the final DRECP is completed, it is expected to provide binding, 
long-term endangered species permit assurances while facilitating the review and approval of compat-
ible renewable energy projects. Currently the DRECP is in review with seven alternatives being consid-
ered. The areas identified as appropriate for development by the DRECP may be included as part of the 
REGPA. 

Compatible Land Uses 

In addition to the criteria identified in the County’s Background Report, renewable energy development 
may be collocated with the land uses discussed below. Components of renewable energy technologies 
can be incorporated into building and development design, thereby reducing the potential to disrupt 
existing land uses or change the land use character of an area and already receive expedited permitting 
under the Inyo County Code Title 21, Renewable Energy Ordinance. 

Public Facilities and Institutional Uses. Development of renewable energy facilities with public and insti-
tutional uses (e.g., government buildings, schools, hospitals, etc.) would be a collocation opportunity, 
especially for solar PV projects, as public facilities tend to have large hard-scape surfaces. 
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As discussed under the Land Use Conflicts section below, the majority of land within the County consists 
of wilderness areas that are not open to development. However, as public lands make up more than 98 
percent of the County’s land, the County’s economy is largely dependent on business and other activi-
ties taking place on such land. Therefore, renewable energy development similar to the completed proj-
ects discussed above, including the rooftop solar PV projects and the Death Valley National Park Visitor 
Center, are examples of opportunities to utilize public and institutional facilities. 

Industrial. Both light industrial (e.g., water treatment and pumping facilities) and heavy industrial uses 
provide an opportunity for collocation of renewable energy facilities due to similar land uses and the 
potential for hardscape surfaces. For instance, electricity to pump water is expensive, so collocating with 
renewable generation to help with pumping needs is attractive to water treatment and pumping 
facilities. 

As shown in Figure 5-1 there are several existing hydroelectric power generation facilities, particularly in 
the northwest side of the County surrounding Highway 395, along with geothermal resources. In addi-
tion to the renewable energy projects listed above, there are authorized and pending wind energy 
developments within the County on BLM lands. The Sierra Renewables project is an authorized wind 
testing site on 4,120 acres in Pearsonville, and the following are pending projects on BLM land: 

 Little Lake South Renewables – Wind energy facility on 13,989 acres located along Highway 395 just 
south of the South Haiwee Reservoir; 

 New Dimension Energy – Wind energy facility on 5,121 acres just east of the Coso Range Wilderness 
area and south of State Route 190; 

 Ridgeline Power, LLC–Piper – Wind energy facility on 11,396 acres located in the northeast corner of 
the County (BLM, 2013). 

Airport Uses. Within Inyo County there are seven public airports and six private airstrips. Of these 
airports, the County maintains four: Eastern Sierra Regional (in Bishop), Independence, Lone Pine and 
Shoshone (Inyo County, 2012). Figure A.7-2 shows the locations of the airports. Airports and air fields 
are potential locations that could support solar PV. However, the constraints associated with the 
collocation of solar facilities include issues of glint/glare from solar panels and the height of transmission 
lines near flight routes. 

Airport Land Use Plans are state-mandated plans intended to ensure that new development around an 
airport does not result in conflicts with the normal operation of the airport. The Inyo County Airport 
Land Use Commission adopted a Policy Plan and Airport Comprehensive Land Use Plan (CLUP) in Decem-
ber 1991, which guides the orderly development of each public use airport in the County (Inyo County, 
2012). Constraints regarding certain technologies and Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) regulations 
are discussed below. 

Medium- to High- Density Residential. Depending on the type of renewable energy generation technol-
ogy, facilities such as solar PV could be sited with residential communities, especially if they are planned 
for in the initial design of the development. Constraints on renewable energy development in residential 
areas are discussed below. 

Low- to High-Density Commercial. Commercial facilities tend to have hardscape surfaces such as park-
ing lots that could support solar PV. Commercial uses provide an opportunity for renewable energy 
siting, especially if incorporated into the initial planning and design of the commercial development. 
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Agriculture. The County General Plan notes that agriculture is important to the culture, heritage, and 
economy of Inyo County, and the General Plan encourages soil conservation for agriculture (Conserva-
tion and Open Space Element, Goal S-1). 

Livestock production is the dominant agricultural activity in Inyo County. According to the Inyo–Mono 
County Farm Bureau,7 the County’s top five agricultural crops (by value) in 2011 were: alfalfa hay 
($4,797,000), steers ($4,698,000), heifers ($3,718,000), honey ($2,828,000), and stockers/feeders 
($2,342,000).8 

Inyo County does not participate in the state’s Williamson Act program, so there are no designated agri-
cultural preserves, Williamson Act contracts, or Farmland Security Zone contracts in the County. Inyo 
County has also not been mapped by the California Department of Conservation’s Farmland Mapping 
and Monitoring Program, so there is no officially-designated Important Farmland in the County. As 
shown on Figure A.7-2, 38,490 acres of land have been designated for agricultural use in the County’s 
General Plan. Most of this acreage is in the Owens Valley for which some soil data was available at the 
time the 2001 General Plan was published.9 

In the most recent USDA Census of Agriculture (2007),10 there were 94 farms in Inyo County covering 
292,552 acres. Sixty-five farms included irrigated land covering 32,530 acres. Only 43 farms included 
cropland, and cropland covered only 8,261 acres. 

Depending on the type of renewable energy technology and allowable land uses, siting projects on agri-
cultural land could result in a dual use of an already disturbed site and could be an opportunity for 
renewable energy development. 

Land Use Opportunities 

In addition to land uses that may be compatible with renewable energy development, identified above, 
some existing land uses provide opportunities for siting renewable energy. 

Areas Adjacent to Existing Power Generation 

Given the availability of existing transmission and transportation infrastructure and similar industrial 
land uses, collocation of renewable energy facilities with existing power generation facilities or adjacent 
to existing substations is considered an opportunity for development. Figure 5-1 shows existing energy 
development and transmission lines within the County. This map indicates the majority of the energy-
related infrastructure is located along Highway 395. In particular, in the northwest areas of the County 
near the City of Bishop, there are several hydroelectric plants, and LADWP and Southern California Edi-
son (SCE) substations. High-voltage LADWP and SCE transmission lines parallel Highway 395 from the 
north to the south end of the County. In addition, the northeast corner of the County, along State Route 
168 is also notable for hydroelectric development, an LADWP transmission line, and a pending wind 
energy facility on BLM lands. Therefore, given the existing energy-related infrastructure, these areas 
along Highway 395 and State Route 168 areas provide opportunities for renewable energy development. 

                                                           
7
 http://www.cfbf.com/counties/?id=14 

8
 Steers, heifers, stockers, and feeders all refer to cattle. Steers are male cows used for beef production. Heifers 

are female cows that are used for milk production when they are young, and stockers and feeders are male or 
female cattle that are sold for beef production. 

9
 http://www.inyoplanning.org/general_plan/goals/ch8.pdf at Page 8-8 

10
 http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2007/Full_Report/Volume_1,_Chapter_2_County_Level/California/

st06_2_001_001.pdf 

http://www.cfbf.com/counties/?id=14
http://www.inyoplanning.org/general_plan/goals/ch8.pdf
http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2007/Full_Report/Volume_1,_Chapter_2_County_Level/California/st06_2_001_001.pdf
http://www.agcensus.usda.gov/Publications/2007/Full_Report/Volume_1,_Chapter_2_County_Level/California/st06_2_001_001.pdf
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Accessible Land 

The majority of existing energy-related development is concentrated on the west side of the County in 
areas along Highway 395. Continuing to focus potential renewable energy development along Highway 
395 would reduce the need for transmission/distribution expansions and the construction of access 
roads. In addition, an SCE transmission line and substation are located near State Route 168 in the north-
east corner of the County. There is also road access via Route 266 from the north and east. As shown in 
Figure A.7-1, this area is outside of the boundaries of national wilderness and recreation lands. The 
majority of this land is managed by the BLM, which depending on the BLM’s land use designations, may 
be eligible for renewable energy development. 

In the southeast corner of the County, a portion of Nevada’s power grid is managed by CAISO. This 
presents the opportunity to establish CAISO connections in this area of the County to energy-generating 
facilities and transmission lines in Nevada. 

Land Use Constraints 

The 2011 REGPA identified the following exclusion criteria. Because of the sensitivity of the areas, they 
should continue to be used in the 2013 REDA development: 

 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) – ACECs are areas designated by the BLM and are 
defined as having more than locally significant qualities which give it special worth, consequence, 
meaning, distinctiveness, or cause for concern. There are about 20 identified ACECs in Inyo County. 
Figure 7-1 shows the ACECs throughout the County. 

 Desert Wildlife Management Areas (DWMA) – DWMAs are areas designated by the BLM which are 
established to protect sensitive species. The Mojave Ground Squirrel Management Area is located in 
the southwest section of the County. Figure 7-1 shows the location of this DWMA in Inyo County. 

 Wilderness Areas – The following four federal agencies administer wilderness areas: the U.S. Forest 
Service, National Park Services, BLM, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. Approximately 61 percent of 
Inyo County is designated as Wilderness Area. Figure 8-1 shows the location of the Wilderness Areas 
in Inyo County. 

 Sensitive Species – The County’s Background Report discusses the areas where federal- and State-
listed special-status species occur, which were excluded from the REDAs. Section A.2, Biological 
Resources, also discusses special-status species and provides figures (Figures A.2-2 through A.2-3) 
identifying the most biologically sensitive areas within the County. Refer to Section A.2 for a detailed 
discussion regarding the biological opportunities and constraints. 

 Military Interests – During the 2011 REGPA planning efforts, staff from the China Lake NAWS, alerted 
planning staff to their desire to keep the base out of the Renewable Energy Overlay Areas. They also 
informed staff that wind turbines have a disruptive effect on the radar systems that their test pilots 
rely on for flying aircraft and the heat from solar thermal power plants can also have a negative effect 
on the safety of military test pilots. Due to these factors, staff took China Lake NAWS out of the 
Renewable Energy Overlay Areas and made note of height limitations for wind energy systems and 
solar thermal facilities. Map 20 of the County’s Background Report shows the China Lake and Military 
Operations Overlay. 

 Tribal Land – The following are the five Tribes in Inyo County with Tribal land: Bishop Paiute Tribe, Big 
Pine Band of Owens Valley, Fort Independence Community of Paiute, Lone Pine Paiute-Shoshone, and 
the Timbisha Shoshone. All of the Tribal land is governed by the tribes and the County has no jurisdic-
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tion over it. Any renewable energy development that may occur on tribal land will be at the tribes’ 
discretion. As in the 2011 REGPA work, if a tribe wants to have their land included in the 2013 REDAs, 
they may do so. Otherwise, all tribal land will be left out of the REDAs. Map 1 shows the land 
ownership Inyo County, including Tribal lands. 

 Cultural and Historic Resources – Inyo County has an abundance of cultural and historic resources 
from Native American tribes and early Euro-American settlements. As such, the County’s General Plan 
presently includes policies designed to protect its cultural and historic resources. See Section A.3 for a 
discussion regarding cultural resources. 

 Scenic Resources – The USFS has a program designed to preserve air quality in areas with scenic, rec-
reational, historic or natural value. This program, called the Prevention of Significant Deterioration, 
has an area identified along the western edge of Inyo County in the John Muir Wilderness. There are 
also several scenic byway designations from BLM and the State of California. These designations were 
created to help people find the best roads for auto touring and to encourage the preservation of 
these scenic resources. During the 2011 REGPA process, County staff also eliminated everything west 
of Highway- 395 and north of the Boulder Creek area (south of Lone Pine) from the overlay areas due 
to public comment regarding the view shed to the Sierra. See Section A.2 regarding aesthetic 
resources. 

Existing Land Uses 

Land use constraints associated with renewable energy development primarily arise due to conflicts 
with existing land uses and due to policy, regulatory, and zoning restrictions, as described below. 

Change to Land Use Character – Rural, Open Space, and Agriculture Uses. Much of the County land use 
designations are Natural Resources (NR), Agriculture (A), and Open Space and Recreation (OSR) and it is 
a priority of the County to preserve and protect these natural and agricultural resources. In addition, 
one of the County’s primary concerns is to maintain the rural character associated with the communities 
within the County, and development of renewable energy facilities could change the character of the 
area to a more intense land use or result in land use incompatibilities. 

Section A.2 (Biological Resources) discusses renewable energy development on biologically sensitive 
lands, including the potential for careful development of renewable energy in appropriate areas. 

Incompatible Existing Use. Portions of the BLM-administered land is currently being used for non-
renewable energy uses that may not be compatible with renewable energy facilities. BLM grazing 
allotments overlap with some of the 2011 overlay areas. Grazing allotments may be compatible with 
wind energy but are unlikely to be compatible with solar energy as currently designed.  

Property Taxes. The development of renewable energy facilities may result in the loss of tax revenue on 
private County land. Refer to Section A.9, Socioeconomic Factors, for a discussion of the potential socio-
economic opportunities and constraints. 

Sensitive Receptors – Residential Uses. Areas with medium to high concentration of residences or other 
sensitive receptors would be sensitive to impacts of renewable energy development based on the type 
of technology. During the construction period, temporary impacts may include increased noise levels, 
restricted access to surrounding properties, a change in the scenery, and increased traffic. During the 
operation period, permanent impacts may include visual changes in the surrounding environment, 
which may result in a change in the overall character of a community. In addition, issues associated with 
public health and safety and property value concerns could cause community opposition to a project. 
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Zoning, Regulatory and Policy Constraints 

Agency Land Ownership. Over 60 percent of the land in the County is wilderness, much located in Death 
Valley National Park. Wilderness lands are not open to exploration or development of resources. Approxi-
mately 12 percent of the land in the County is National Forest. The remainder of the federal land in the 
County is managed by the BLM for multiple uses. Three percent of the land in the County is owned by 
the LADWP, which manages those lands for water supply infrastructure, as well as watershed manage-
ment. LADWP’s Owens Valley Watershed Management Program emphasizes land management that pre-
vents soil erosion and promotes vegetation cover, protects water quality, and minimizes water losses 
(LADWP, 2013d). Altogether, the combined land use restrictions set forth by these agencies will limit the 
potential for renewable energy development throughout the majority of the County although the LADWP 
has targeted portions of its land for renewable energy development. 

Regulation of Small Wind Energy Conversion Systems. Chapter 18.79 of the County’s Zoning Ordinance 
includes the Regulation of Small Wind Energy Conversion Systems. The purpose of this chapter is to pro-
vide a uniform, comprehensive set of standards and procedures for the placement of noncommercial 
small wind energy conversion systems and temporary meteorological towers. A conditional use permit is 
required to construct and operate such facilities, and they are to be used for the production of elec-
tricity to be used on-site, as a means of supplementing electrical power supplied by more traditional 
sources, such as utility companies. 

Ordinance No. 1158 to Encourage and Regulate Development of Renewable Energy Resources. Ordi-
nance No. 1158 results in the following changes to the Inyo County Code: adds Title 21, Renewable 
Energy Development; Amends Title 2, Section 2.40.070; and adds to Section 20.08.120 to Title 20. The 
purpose of this ordinance is to support, encourage and regulate the development of solar and wind 
resources for the generation and transmission of clean, renewable electric energy. As stated in the Gen-
eral Provisions, development of any renewable energy facility requires a renewable energy permit from 
the County Planning Commission. Any exemptions from this provision would require a renewable energy 
impact determination from the County Planning Commission. The ordinance sets forth the minimum 
requirements necessary for a permit such as mitigation measures, development standards, and financial 
assurances. 

FAA Regulations. As discussed above, the siting of renewable energy facilities within the County’s Air-
port CLUP would collocate compatible industrial land uses and existing infrastructure. However, FAA 
regulations will the limit use of certain renewable technologies in close proximity to airports due to the 
potential for safety hazards, such as glint/glare from solar panels and the height of wind turbines and 
electrical infrastructure. 
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A.8 Mineral Resources 

Mineral resources provide both an opportunity and a constraint for renewable energy siting. While siting 
of renewable energy on active or potential future mine sites must be done carefully to avoid interfer-
ence with active operations, renewable energy can coincide with mining operations or be a profitable 
reuse option for former sites. 

The EPA is encouraging renewable energy development on current or former mine sites when such devel-
opment would be aligned with the community’s vision of the site. The EPA RE-Powering America’s Land 
website provides tools for identifying potential renewable energy development on mining sites. The EPA 
also has an Abandoned Mine Lands Team that provides communities with technical support and resources 
to explore innovative reuse opportunities on former mine lands. As part of the RE-Powering project, the 
EPA identifies several examples of renewable energy projects on mines including: 

 renewable energy projects on active mines where the project is sited on a portion of the tailings area; 

 renewable energy projects developed on former mine sites with the goal of powering or partially power-
ing the site cleanup and remediation activities; and 

 renewable energy projects developed on former mine sites as a commercial venture (EPA, 2012). 

Opportunities 

As illustrated in Figure A.8-1, many existing mines would potentially provide opportunities for develop-
ment of renewable energy either in conjunction with the active running of the mine or as a potential 
part of remediation of the mine site. The majority of mining sites are located in the central parts of the 
County and would need careful technical review prior to development of renewable energy. As high-
lighted in Section A.5, Hazards and Hazardous Materials, the EPA has an existing program to help direct 
renewable energy development to contaminated sites, including mines. 

Constraints 

While mines provide opportunities for the development of renewable energy, they also provide poten-
tial constraints. Through the combining designation, County policy specifically protects mineral resources, 
and prior to the use of such areas for renewable energy the developer would need to determine that its 
project would not hinder continued operation of existing or potential future mines. 
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A.9 Socioeconomic Factors 

Inyo County Socioeconomic Baseline 

Demographics. Table A.9-1 identifies current and projected population growth within Inyo County. In 
2010 the unincorporated portions of the County comprised 79.1% of the total population. It is assumed 
a similar ratio between incorporated and unincorporated population currently exists. Projected growth 
of the entire County is expected to be greatest between the years 2030 and 2040. 

Table A.9-1. Population Profile and Projections for Inyo County 

Area 
2010 

Population 
2020 

Projected  
2030 

Projected  
2040 

Projected  
2050 

Projected  
2060  

Projected  

Inyo County 18,528 19,350 
(+4.4%) 

20,428 
(+5.6%) 

22,009 
(+7.7%) 

23,053 
(+4.7%) 

23,921 
(+3.8%) 

Bishop (Incorporated) 3,879 — — — — — 

Balance of County 
(Unincorporated) 

14,649 — — — — — 

— = Data unavailable 
Source: DOF, 2013a and 2013b 

Economic and Employment Trends. Table A.9-2 summarizes civilian workforce occupations and industry 
types in Inyo County. The County’s employment is primarily a business, sales, and services. Health ser-
vices and educational facilities, retail, and recreational/tourism are major industries within the County 
economy. The small size of the County's communities, scattered along the mountains of the Sierra Nevada 
range, provides a wide variety of ecologies to support many kinds of tourist-based businesses.  

Table A.9-2. Inyo County Employment and Industry – 2012 

Industry Percent of Workers/Industry 

Total Workforce 9,401 

Total Unemployed 668 (7.1%) 

Occupation 

Management, business, science, and arts  2,593 (29.7%) 

Service 1,940 (22.2%) 

Sales and office occupations 2,483 (28.4%) 

Natural resources, construction, and maintenance 930 (10.6%) 

Production, transportation, and material moving 791 (9.1%) 

Industry 

Agriculture, forestry, fishing, hunting, and mining 1.5% 

Construction 8.2% 

Manufacturing 4.3% 

Wholesale trade 1.4% 

Retail trade 14.8% 

Transportation, warehousing, and utilities 8.6% 

Information 0.8% 

Finance, insurance, real estate, and rental and leasing 2.9% 

Professional, scientific, management, administrative, and  
waste management services 

3.7% 

Educational, health, and social services 20.2% 
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Table A.9-2. Inyo County Employment and Industry – 2012 

Industry Percent of Workers/Industry 

Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation, and  
food services 

18.4% 

Other services (except public administration) 4.7% 

Public administration 10.6% 

Source: U.S. Census, 2013 

Table A.9-3 summarizes the employment projections between 2008 and 2018 by industry type within 
the Eastern Sierra Region, which includes Inyo, Alpine, and Mono Counties. Employment growth proj-
ections supply a good indicator for overall projected development of the County. The areas of largest 
growth are expected to be with private household workers and those in the educational services, health 
care, and social assistance industries. Additionally, the projections indicate a high number of workers in 
the hospitality and retail trades.  

Table A.9-3. Industry Employment Projections for 2008-2018, Eastern Sierra Region 

 Annual Average Employment   Employment Change 

Industry Title 2008  2018   Numerical  Percent 

Self-Employment  1,440 1,490  50 3.5 

Private Household Workers  90 130  40 44.4 

Total Farm  70 70  0 0 

Mining and Logging  30 30  0 0 

Construction 750 730  –20 –2.7 

Manufacturing  350 380  30 8.6 

Wholesale Trade  100 120  20 20.0 

Retail Trade  1,720 1,830  110 6.4 

Transportation, Warehousing, and Utilities  300 330  30 10.0 

Information 150 130  –20 –13.3 

Financial Activities 530 570  40 7.5 

Professional and Business Services  600 690  90 15.0 

Educational Services, Health Care, and Social Assistance  480 610  130 27.1 

Leisure and Hospitality  5,150 5,420  270 5.2 

Other Services  440 450  10 2.3 

Total Non-Government Employment  12,200 12,980  780 6.4 

Federal Government  570 610  40 7.0 

State Government  580 630  50 8.6 

Local Government  3,940 4,450  510 12.9 

Total Government Employment  5,090 5,690  600 11.8 

Source: EDD, 2013 

Inyo County Revenues. Table A.9-4 identifies the financing sources for Inyo County, as proposed for the 
fiscal year (FY) 2012-2013. As shown, revenues from other government agencies and local taxation are 
the largest County funding sources, while licenses and permits accounts for slightly less than 1% of the 
County’s annual revenue.  
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Table A.9-4. Government Revenue for Inyo County Proposed Budget FY 2012-2013 

Revenue Amount  Percent 

Aid From Other Government Agencies $22,941,703 49.53 

Taxes –- Property  10,755,226 23.22 

Charges for Current Services 5,664,789 12.23 

Taxes – Other 2,811,551 6.07 

Other Revenue  1,315,454 2.84 

Fines and Forfeitures  1,269,135 2.74 

Taxes – Sales 875,425 1.89 

Licenses and Permits  430,764 0.93 

Use of Money and Property  250,121 0.54 

Total Revenue $46,318,803 100.00 

Source: Inyo County, 2013 

Potential Opportunities 

Future renewable energy project development would directly and indirectly result in socioeconomic 
(employment, etc.) and fiscal (tax and other County revenue) opportunities. For the purposes of this 
analysis, the following discussion focuses on the opportunities and constraints created by existing Inyo 
County policies and local incentives for renewable energy installations. 

Fiscal Opportunities. Fiscal opportunities for future renewable development within the County are 
mostly limited to incentives and programs designed to promote the development of alternative energy 
for both large- and small-scale projects. The County has taken actions to make renewable energy devel-
opment as easy as possible. The County General Plan Economic Element currently includes no policies 
that directly support the streamlining of, or create financial incentives for, renewable energy develop-
ment. However, the General Plan is currently being updated and would include policies related to 
renewable energy development. The 2011 REGPA included the following draft General Plan Economic 
Development policy regarding renewable energy projects: 

Policy ED-4.4 (Renewable Energy Development Beneficial to the Local Economy) – Renewable 
energy development shall provide means to offset costs to the County and lost economic devel-
opment potential. If potential economic impacts from renewable energy development are iden-
tified by the County, commensurate mitigation and/or offsets shall be required. 

Similar policy language may be included in the current REGPA. 

The following identifies the applicable portion of Inyo County Code Title 21 (Renewable Energy Develop-
ment) that relates to economic development of renewable energy projects: 

 Chapter 21.04 TITLE, AUTHORITY AND Purpose: 

21.04.020 Authority. Article XI, Section 7 of the California Constitution empowers Inyo County to 
make and enforce within its limits all local, police, sanitary and other ordinances and regulations not 
in conflict with general laws. The county’s police powers extend to all lands within the County. The 
police powers of Inyo County include: 

A. Protection of the environment of Inyo County, including biological and other natural resources, 
aesthetics, recreational attractiveness and availability, traditional social activities and values of the 
citizens of the county, housing, public services, utilities, and economic potential within the County. 
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Inyo County participated in the Southwest Solar Transformation Initiative (SSTI). The SSTI is part of the 
U.S. Department of Energy’s Rooftop Solar Challenge and received funding to help “streamline and stand-
ardize permitting, zoning, metering and connection processes — and improve finance options for resi-
dential and commercial rooftop solar systems.” The idea behind the SSTI work is to get as much solar 
energy generation as possible on already built areas. There are also two financial institutions that 
include Inyo County in their service territory that also have loan programs for both energy reduction 
projects and small scale renewable energy development: Umpqua Bank (Green Streets Lending Program) 
and Matadors Community Credit Union. 

Socioeconomic Opportunities. Renewable energy development has played a role in the County’s econ-
omy, with the Coso Geothermal Power Plant and several hydroelectric generating facilities operating 
within the County. Additional renewable energy development has the potential to add to the County’s 
economic base. With both solar and wind facilities, an initial boost to the local economy can happen 
during construction in the form of an increase in the labor force that requires goods and services, land 
sales and the use of local materials. In the long term, it can provide higher property and sales tax reve-
nues; the continued use of local materials; and the provision of long-term jobs (more so with wind than 
solar) that can, in turn, cause a permanent increase in the procurement of local goods and services. The 
property tax exclusion for certain types of solar energy systems is set to expire in December 31, 2016 
and the County could work with developers to establish a fee for the services required by larger renew-
able development. While Inyo County has a small construction and utilities workforce (refer to Table 
A.9-3), jobs in the renewable energy industry are expected to be in greater demand as the industry 
grows. Local opportunities for renewable energy career training are available to the Inyo County work-
force at Cerro Coso Community College and the Kern Community College District. 

Renewable energy opportunities within Inyo County also relate to future population and industry 
growth. These socioeconomic factors influence overall demand for electricity, which directly relates to 
future renewable energy project development with the County. These socioeconomic factors also influ-
ence the potential for small-scale renewable installations, as certain facilities and industries are better 
suited for siting renewable facilities and have a greater demand for the electricity generated. The con-
tinued population and economic growth projected for the County would result in continued electricity 
demand. This continued growth indicates that electricity demand will continue to rise. 

As shown in Tables A.9-2 and A.9-3, the County has significant opportunity for development of retail and 
hospitality small-scale renewable installations, as well as large-scale utility installations. Retail and 
hospitality facilities offer opportunity for siting DG. Additionally, the County shows strong growth expec-
tations in institutional uses. This growth also provides opportunity as these facilities often offer expanses 
of disturbed or previously disturbed land and the incentive to offset electricity costs. While existing and 
overall population and industry growth within Inyo County is small, opportunities within the County to 
develop larger scale renewable facilities always exist. A discussion of energy demand within the County 
is provided in Section 5.1, Energy Demand. 

Potential Constraints 

Fiscal constraints are primarily related to Inyo County’s ability to provide direct funding assistance and 
other direct financial incentives to renewable developers. Furthermore, providing local tax based incen-
tives could result in the loss of revenue, but would depend on how direct and indirect spending in the 
County would offset such a loss. While licenses and permits account for less than 1% of the County’s 
annual revenue, federal and State aid supply the County with the majority of revenue. Should the 
County seek federal or State aid to fund renewable energy project loans or other financial offset pro-



Inyo County Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment 
APPENDIX A. ENVIRONMENTAL RESOURCE ANALYSIS: OPPORTUNITIES AND CONSTRAINTS 

February 2014 A-47 Opportunities & Constraints Technical Study 

grams, this would further increase the County’s reliability on federal and State aid as a budget tool. 
Property taxes account for 23% of the County’s annual revenue. Developing County-level programs and 
incentives that would reduce or exempt property taxation to renewable energy developments could 
decrease this revenue stream. This potential impact/constraint related to lost tax revenue has been 
addressed in the proposed 2011 REGPA draft Policy ED-4.4 (discussed above). 

One potential socioeconomic consideration for renewable energy development in Inyo County is that 
only a small local construction and skilled workforce is available. As shown in Table A.9-3, the overall 
construction workforce is expected to decrease (although not considerably). In contrast, the County has 
a strong hospitality industry to attract workers who may temporarily relocate to the area for con-
struction of large-scale renewable energy projects. The single significant constraint related to socioeco-
nomics is the small population of the County, which is problematic for encouraging rooftop and other 
small-scale net-metering installations. 
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Source: USGS, 2013; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 2010. 
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Laws Fish Lake Valley Deep Springs Owens Valley Owens Lake

Criteria For Inclusion

Existing Projects None None None 2 projects 1 project

Mine Sites 6 sites 10 sites 3 sites 3 sites 8 sites

Brownfield Sites None None None None 1 site

Landfills None None None None None

Owens Dry Lake No No No No Yes

Presence of Transmission Lines SCE line runs through the REDA SCE line runs through the REDA SCE line runs through the REDA

LADWP line runs through the REDA; SCE 

line is west of the REDA

LADWP & SCE lines run directly to the west 

of the REDA; Local lines run along the 

eastern edge

Type‐A Vegetation Yes No No Yes Yes

Solar PEIS Variance Areas Yes None None None Yes

DRECP‐ Proposed DFA Area No No No Yes Yes

Solar Potential Very High Very High Very High Very High High ‐ Very High

Wind Potential Low potential throughout the REDA

Low‐Moderate potential throughout the 

REDA

Some areas of Moderate potential in the 

northern portion of the REDA Low potential throughout the REDA

Low‐Moderate potential throughout the 

REDA

Slope less than 5% Yes; majority of the REDA Yes; approx. 75% of the REDA Yes; majority of the REDA Yes; majority of the REDA Yes; majority of the REDA

Land Ownership Public (BLM; LAWDP) Public (BLM) & Private Public (BLM) & Private Public (LADWP) & Private Public (CA State lands division & LADWP)

Criteria For Exclusion

Non‐Type‐A Vegetation Yes; These are failed mitigation lands No No No No

Military Training Route No Yes Yes Small portion in the northeastern part Yes

Military Restricted Airspace No No No Yes Yes

ACEC No No No No No

Endangered Species Yes; 1 area that may contain a species No No Yes; 1 area that may contain a species Yes; 2 areas that may contain a species

Threatened Species No No No No Yes; 1 area that may contain a species

395 Scenic Area No No No No No

State Scenic Highway No No No No No

Eastern Sierra Scenic Byway (ESSB) No No No ESSB is west of the REDA ESSB is west of the REDA

Wilderness No

No; The Piper Mountain & Sylvania 

Mountain areas are to the south No; The Pipe Mountain area is to the east No; The Inyo Mountain area is to the east No; The Maplais Mesa area is to the east

Mojave Ground Squirrel Management Area No No No No No

Western Group

crichards
Typewritten Text
Attachment C



Criteria For Inclusion

Existing Projects

Mine Sites

Brownfield Sites

Landfills

Owens Dry Lake

Presence of Transmission Lines

Type‐A Vegetation

Solar PEIS Variance Areas

DRECP‐ Proposed DFA Area

Solar Potential

Wind Potential

Slope less than 5%

Land Ownership

Criteria For Exclusion

Non‐Type‐A Vegetation

Military Training Route

Military Restricted Airspace

ACEC

Endangered Species

Threatened Species

395 Scenic Area

State Scenic Highway

Eastern Sierra Scenic Byway (ESSB)

Wilderness

Mojave Ground Squirrel Management Area

Centennial Flat/Darwin Rose Valley Pearsonville Panamint Trona

None 2 projects 1 project None None

104 sites 42 sites 2 sites 20 sites 33 sites

None None None None None

None None None None None

No No No No No

Local lines run through a portion LADWP & SCE lines run through the REDA LADWP & SCE lines run through the REDA Local lines run through a portion Local lines run through a portion

No None None None None

None Yes None None None

No Yes Yes No Yes

Very High High ‐ Very High Very High Very High Very High

Some areas of Low‐Moderate potential in 

the southern and eastern portions

Some areas of Moderate‐High potential in 

the eastern portion of the REDA

Moderate‐Very Good potential throughout 

the REDA

Some areas of Low‐Moderate potential in 

the northern portion of the REDA

Some areas of Moderate‐Good potential 

throughout the REDA

Yes; approx. 70% of the REDA Yes; approx. 65 % of the REDA Yes; approx. 85 % of the REDA Yes; approx. 85 % of the REDA Yes; approx. 65 % of the REDA

Public (BLM, CA State Lands Division, Inyo 

County) & Private

Public (BLM & CA State Lands Division) & 

Private Public (BLM) & Private Public (BLM & CA State Lands Division)

Public (BLM & CA State Lands Division) & 

Private

No No No No No

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes

No Yes; 1 ACEC area No No No

No Yes; 1 areas that may contain a species No No No

Yes; 1 area that may contain a species Yes; 12 areas that may contain a species Yes; 3 areas that may contain a species No Yes; 7 areas that may contain a species

No No No No No

No; the Saline Valley Back Country byway 

runs through a portion of the REDA No No No No

No The ESSB runs through the REDA No No No

No; The Maplais Mesa area is to the north; 

Death Valley, Darwin Falls, & Argus Range 

areas are to the east; the Coso Range area is 

to the west

No; the Golden Trout, South Sierra, & 

Sacatar Trail areas are to the west; the Coso 

Range area is to the east

No; the Sacatar Trail & Owens Peak areas 

are to the west

No; the Manly Peak, Surprise Canyon, & 

Death Valley areas are to the east; the Argus 

Range is to the west

No; the Death Valley & Manly peak areas 

are to the east; the Argus Range is to the 

west

Yes; approx. 60% of the REDA Yes; majority of the REDA Yes; approx. 50% of the REDA No Yes; approx. 50% of the REDA

Southern GroupWestern Group



Criteria For Inclusion

Existing Projects

Mine Sites

Brownfield Sites

Landfills

Owens Dry Lake

Presence of Transmission Lines

Type‐A Vegetation

Solar PEIS Variance Areas

DRECP‐ Proposed DFA Area

Solar Potential

Wind Potential

Slope less than 5%

Land Ownership

Criteria For Exclusion

Non‐Type‐A Vegetation

Military Training Route

Military Restricted Airspace

ACEC

Endangered Species

Threatened Species

395 Scenic Area

State Scenic Highway

Eastern Sierra Scenic Byway (ESSB)

Wilderness

Mojave Ground Squirrel Management Area

Death Valley Junction Chicago Valley Charleston View Sandy Valley

None None 1 project None

13 sites 1 site 1 site None

None None None None

None None None None

No No No No

Local lines run through a portion Local lines run through a portion None None

None None None None

None None Yes Yes

No No Yes No

Very High Very High Very High Very High

Low‐Moderate potential throughout the 

REDA No potential

Some areas of Low potential throughout 

the REDA No potential

Yes; majority of the REDA Yes; majority of the REDA Yes; majority of the REDA Yes; majority of the REDA

Public (BLM & CA State Lands Division) & 

Private

Public (BLM & CA State Lands Division) & 

Private Public (BLM) & Private Public (BLM) & Private

No No No No

Yes Yes Yes; a portion of the REDA No

Yes; a portion in the southwest of the REDA

Yes; a small portion in the southwest of the 

REDA No No

No No No No

Yes; 1 area that may contain a species No No No

No No No No

No No No No

No No No No

No No No No

No; the Resting Spring range is to the 

southeast; Death Valley area is to the 

south; the Funeral Mountains area is to the 

north

No; the Nopah Range area is to the east; 

the Resting Spring range is to the north

No; the Pahrump Valley area is to the 

south; the Nopah Range area is to the west

No; the Pahrump Valley area is west of the 

REDA

No No No No

Eastern Group



Intense Alternative 

The “More Intense” alternative has 18 REDA zones throughout the County; 12 in the western 

group, 2 in the southern group, and 4 in the eastern group. The more intense alternative looked at 

areas throughout the County where expansion could occur on the “Preferred REDA’s” or new 

REDA’s could be developed; the Pearsonville, Trona, and Sandy Valley REDA’s did not change 

from the “Preferred Alternative.”  

The methodology for developing the “More Intense REDA’s” was to look at all areas within the 

County with moderate or higher wind potential based on the 50m NREL data and/or slope less 

than 5% and moderate or higher solar potential based on the NREL satellite radiation model and 

were outside of areas that do not allow development (ie: wilderness). Using this method, the 

following REDA’s changed: 

REDA Acreage Added Reason 

Laws 8,440 Expanded to capture areas to the southwest 

with flat slope & excellent solar potential; 

the Bishop airport was excluded from the 

REDA 

Fish Lake Valley 2,446 Expanded to the west to capture areas with 

good wind potential 

Deep Springs 13,169 An area to the northwest of the Preferred 

REDA was added to capture areas with 

good wind potential; an area to the 

southwest was added to capture areas with 

flat slope & excellent solar potential; the 

White Mountain City ACEC was excluded 

and the polygons from the CNDDB 

database were removed from the REDA 

Owens Valley 34,816 This areas has moderate wind potential 

throughout and flat slope & excellent solar 

potential;  Hwy 395 to the west and the 

wilderness areas to the east defined the 

boundaries 

Owens Lake/Keeler 17,578 Expanded to the west to capture areas with 

good wind potential 

Centennial Flats/Darwin 16,590 Expanded to the north to capture areas with 

good wind potential and flat slope & 

excellent solar potential; the Cerro Gordo 

ACEC and adjacent wilderness areas 

defined the boundaries 

Rose Valley 2,968 Expanded to the west of Hwy 395 to capture 

areas with good wind potential 

Panamint 49,351 Expanded to the north to capture areas with 

flat slope & excellent solar potential; 

crichards
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wilderness boundaries to the north, east, and 

west defined the boundaries 

Death Valley Junction 21,617 An area to the northwest of the Preferred 

REDA was added to capture areas with flat 

slope & excellent solar potential; an area to 

the southwest was added to capture areas 

with decent wind potential and flat slope & 

excellent solar potential; the Amargosa 

River ACEC was cut out and adjacent 

wilderness areas defined the boundaries  

Chicago Valley 4,505 Expanded to the west to capture areas with 

good wind potential; wilderness areas to the 

north and south defined the boundaries 

Charleston View 15,717 Expanded to the southwest to capture areas 

with flat slope & excellent solar potential; 

the Kingston Range ACEC and adjacent 

wilderness areas defined the boundaries 

Development of the additional REDA zones in the “More Intense Alternative” followed the same 

methodology as was used for expanding the REDA’s. Using that method, the following REDA’s 

were developed: 

REDA Location Reason 

Big Pine Covers the area from 5 miles 

north of Big Pine to 16 miles 

south of Big Pine with the Inyo 

Mountain to the east and Hwy 395 

to the west. 

The entire area has flat slope & 

excellent solar potential; a few 

polygons with Type E 

vegetation were cut out of the 

REDA. 

Sierra Wind: Big Pine Located approx. 4.5 miles west of 

Big Pine and east of South Lake. 

This area had moderate-good 

wind potential throughout; the 

wilderness area to the west 

defined the boundaries 

Sierra Wind: Owens 

Valley 

Located approx. 4 miles 

southwest of Independence and 

approx. 1 mile west of the County 

boundary. 

This area has moderate-good 

wind potential throughout; the 

wilderness area to the west 

defined the boundaries 

Santa Rita Flat Located approx. 6.5 miles 

northeast of Independence in the 

Santa Rita Flat area, east of the 

Owens River and west of the Inyo 

Mountains. 

This area has moderate wind 

potential throughout. 

 

The REDA’s that remained the same was a result of those areas already maximizing the area not 

in wilderness.  



Less Intense Alternative 

The “Less Intense” alternative has 9 REDA zones throughout the County; 6 in the western group, 

1 in the southern group, and 2 in the eastern group. The less intense alternative looked at the 

“Preferred REDA’s” and reduced or eliminated the REDA’s that contained Desert Wildlife 

Management Areas and sensitive species areas or have other factors, such as potential impacts on 

visual resources; the Laws, Owens Valley, Owens Lake/Keeler, Charleston View, and Sandy 

Valley REDA’s did not change from the “Preferred Alternative.” 

The following REDA’s were changed or eliminated in the “Less Intense Alternative”: 

REDA Acreage 

Removed 

Reason 

Fish Lake Valley Eliminated Eliminated due to potential impacts on 

visual resources 

Deep Springs Eliminated Eliminated due to potential impacts on 

visual resources 

Centennial Flats/Darwin 77,825 Majority of the Mojave Ground Squirrel 

Management Area was removed with the 

exception of the areas surrounding the 

community of Darwin 

Rose Valley 62,940 Majority of the Mojave Ground Squirrel 

Management Area was removed with the 

exception of a corridor along Hwy 395. 

Pearsonville 7,856 All of the Mojave Ground Squirrel 

Management Areas was removed from the 

“Proffered REDA” 

Panamint Eliminated Eliminated due to potential impacts on 

visual resources 

Trona 65,101 All of the Mojave Ground Squirrel 

Management Areas was removed from the 

“Proffered REDA” 

Death Valley Junction Eliminated Eliminated due to potential impacts on 

visual resources 

Chicago Valley Eliminated Eliminated because its small size would 

make it difficult for a project to be 

financially feasible. 
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Summary of Allocation Development 

Staff developed megawatt caps in the Allocation Table in an iterative process taking into account 

needed renewable energy generation, characteristics of each REDA, potential disturbance from 

wind and solar development,
1
 transmission requirements, and stakeholder/public input.  Phasing 

was selected to accommodate nearer-term less-intensive and longer-term more significant 

transmission upgrades, as well as military compatibility issues associated with wind energy 

generation.  In order to accommodate future uncertainties but provide assurances about 

development totals, a transfer mechanism was crafted that caps regional development, but 

permits limited reallocation of development potential between REDAs within the same region.  

A Preferred Alternative was developed that would result in a moderate level of disturbance, and 

reduced and enhanced alternatives were developed to provide context and assist in refining the 

Preferred Alternative. 

The following summarizes issues considered in development of the Allocation Table by REDA: 

Laws:  low development potential due to its relatively small size and environmental constraints 

(with the exception of the failed mitigation sites and BLM Variance lands); low wind potential. 

Fish Lake Valley:  low development potential due to its relatively small size and environmental 

constraints (with the exception of existing agricultural lands); high wind potential. 

Deep Springs:  low development potential due its relatively small size and environmental 

constraints; moderate wind potential. 

Owens Valley:  accommodates existing proposals by DWP and Northland, plus an additional 

approximately 200 megawatt project; further development potential possible but limited in 

response to public input. 

Owens Lake:  although excellent development potential possible based on the criteria, low 

development foreseen due to engineering issues; moderately high wind potential along western 

shore. 

Centennial Flat/Darwin:  low development potential relative to its size due to 

environmental/transmission constraints, despite excellent solar and wind resources. 

Rose Valley:  moderate development potential balanced between varying environmental 

constraints, land disturbance/fragmentation, and better relative transmission characteristics; 

excellent wind potential in eastern portions. 

                                                           
1
  Estimated disturbance areas were based on discussions for the Desert Renewable Energy Conservation 

Plan. 



Pearsonville:  high development potential balanced with varying environmental constraints, land 

disturbance/fragmentation, and better relative transmission characteristics; excellent wind 

potential balanced with military compatibility issues. 

Panamint:  low development potential relative to its size due to perceived 

environmental/transmission constraints and stakeholder/public input, despite land 

disturbance/fragmentation and high solar resources. 

Trona:  moderate development potential balanced with varying environmental constraints, land 

disturbance/fragmentation, and better relative transmission requirements; excellent wind 

potential to the north and east. 

Death Valley Junction:  moderate development potential balanced with varying environmental 

constraints, land disturbance/fragmentation, and better relative transmission requirements. 

Chicago Valley:  low development potential due to its small size and environmental/transmission 

constraints. 

Charleston View:  high development potential due to existing land disturbance/fragmentation 

and better relative transmission requirements. 

Sandy Valley:  high development potential due to existing land disturbance/fragmentation and 

better relative transmission requirements. 

 



Preferred Alternative 

  

 

Intensive Alternative  

 

Phase 

1

Phase 

2

Sub-

Total

Phase 

1

Phase 

2

Sub-

Total

Laws 20 20 40 0 0 0 40 40 0 80 0 80 11,500 480 4% 0 0% 0 0% 480 4% 480 4% 240 2% 0 0% 0 0% 240 2% 240 2%

Fish Lake Valley 20 20 40 0 30 30 70 40 30 80 60 140 14,700 480 3% 180 1% 2,400 16% 660 4% 2,880 20% 240 2% 90 1% 1,200 8% 330 2% 1,440 10%

Deep Springs 30 30 60 0 20 20 80 30 20 90 40 130 10,800 540 5% 120 1% 1,600 15% 660 6% 2,140 20% 360 3% 60 1% 800 7% 420 4% 1,160 11%

Owens Valley 400 0 400 0 0 0 400 200 0 600 0 600 26,750 3,600 13% 0 0% 0 0% 3,600 13% 3,600 13% 2,400 9% 0 0% 0 0% 2,400 9% 2,400 9%

Owens Lake 50 100 150 0 100 100 250 200 100 350 200 550 83,700 2,100 3% 600 1% 8,000 10% 2,700 3% 10,100 12% 900 1% 300 0% 4,000 5% 1,200 1% 4,900 6%

Centennial Flat/Darwin 50 100 150 0 100 100 250 100 100 250 200 450 86,550 1,500 2% 600 1% 8,000 9% 2,100 2% 9,500 11% 900 1% 300 0% 4,000 5% 1,200 1% 4,900 6%

Rose Valley 100 100 200 0 100 100 300 200 100 400 200 600 84,300 2,400 3% 600 1% 8,000 9% 3,000 4% 10,400 12% 1,200 1% 300 0% 4,000 5% 1,500 2% 5,200 6%

Pearsonville 50 50 100 200 0 200 300 100 150 200 350 550 15,200 1,200 8% 1,050 7% 14,000 92% 2,250 15% 15,200 100% 600 4% 600 4% 8,000 53% 1,200 8% 8,600 57%

Group Subtotal 720 420 1,140 200 350 550 1,690 n/a n/a 1,140 550 1,690 333,500 6,840 2% 1,650 0% 22,000 7% 8,490 3% 28,840 9% 6,840 2% 1,650 0% 22,000 7% 8,490 3% 28,840 9%

Panamint 100 200 300 0 0 0 300 150 0 450 0 450 94,800 2,700 3% 0 0% 0 0% 2,700 3% 2,700 3% 1,800 2% 0 0% 0 0% 1,800 2% 1,800 2%

Trona 100 200 300 0 400 400 700 150 0 450 400 850 69,700 2,700 4% 1,200 2% 16,000 23% 3,900 6% 18,700 27% 1,800 3% 1,200 2% 16,000 23% 3,000 4% 17,800 26%

Group Subtotal 200 400 600 0 400 400 1,000 n/a n/a 600 400 1,000 164,500 3,600 2% 1,200 1% 16,000 10% 4,800 3% 19,600 12% 3,600 2% 1,200 1% 16,000 10% 4,800 3% 19,600 12%

Death Valley Junction 100 100 200 0 100 100 300 200 0 400 100 500 71,000 2,400 3% 300 0% 4,000 6% 2,700 4% 6,400 9% 1,200 2% 300 0% 4,000 6% 1,500 2% 5,200 7%

Chicago Valley 50 0 50 0 0 0 50 50 0 100 0 100 8,000 600 8% 0 0% 0 0% 600 8% 600 8% 300 4% 0 0% 0 0% 300 4% 300 4%

Charleston View 500 250 750 0 0 0 750 750 0 1,500 0 1,500 39,700 9,000 23% 0 0% 0 0% 9,000 23% 9,000 23% 4,500 11% 0 0% 0 0% 4,500 11% 4,500 11%

Sandy Valley 100 100 200 0 0 0 200 200 0 400 0 400 3,100 2,400 77% 0 0% 0 0% 2,400 77% 2,400 77% 1,200 39% 0 0% 0 0% 1,200 39% 1,200 39%

Group Subtotal 750 450 1,200 0 100 100 1,300 n/a n/a 1,200 100 1,300 121,800 7,200 6% 300 0% 4,000 3% 7,500 6% 11,200 9% 7,200 6% 300 0% 4,000 3% 7,500 6% 11,200 9%

1,670 1,270 2,940 200 850 1,050 3,990 n/a n/a 2,940 1,050 3,990 619,800 17,640 3% 3,150 1% 42,000 7% 20,790 3% 59,640 10% 17,640 3% 3,150 1% 42,000 7% 20,790 3% 59,640 10%
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Laws 50 50 100 0 0 0 100 100 0 200 0 200 20,100 1,200 6% 0 0% 0 0% 1,200 6% 1,200 6% 600 3% 0 0% 0 0% 600 3% 600 3%

Fish Lake Valley 50 50 100 50 100 150 250 40 200 140 350 490 17,200 840 5% 1,050 6% 14,000 81% 1,890 11% 14,840 86% 600 3% 450 3% 6,000 35% 1,050 6% 6,600 38%

Deep Springs 50 50 100 50 100 150 250 100 150 200 300 500 24,000 1,200 5% 900 4% 12,000 50% 2,100 9% 13,200 55% 600 3% 450 2% 6,000 25% 1,050 4% 6,600 28%

Owens Valley 500 500 1,000 0 0 0 1,000 500 0 1,500 0 1,500 61,600 9,000 15% 0 0% 0 0% 9,000 15% 9,000 15% 6,000 10% 0 0% 0 0% 6,000 10% 6,000 10%

Owens Lake 100 500 600 0 100 100 700 200 100 800 200 1,000 101,700 4,800 5% 600 1% 8,000 8% 5,400 5% 12,800 13% 3,600 4% 300 0% 4,000 4% 3,900 4% 7,600 7%

Centennial Flat/Darwin 100 100 200 0 100 100 300 200 200 400 300 700 103,400 2,400 2% 900 1% 12,000 12% 3,300 3% 14,400 14% 1,200 1% 300 0% 4,000 4% 1,500 1% 5,200 5%

Rose Valley 100 100 200 0 100 100 300 400 200 600 300 900 93,950 3,600 4% 900 1% 12,000 13% 4,500 5% 15,600 17% 1,200 1% 300 0% 4,000 4% 1,500 2% 5,200 6%

Pearsonville 100 100 200 200 0 200 400 100 125 300 325 625 15,200 1,800 12% 975 6% 13,000 86% 2,775 18% 14,800 97% 1,200 8% 600 4% 8,000 53% 1,800 12% 9,200 61%

Big Pine 250 250 500 0 0 0 500 750 0 1,250 0 1,250 34,500 7,500 22% 0 0% 0 0% 7,500 22% 7,500 22% 3,000 9% 0 0% 0 0% 3,000 9% 3,000 9%

Sierra Wind - Owens V. 0 0 0 50 100 150 150 0 100 0 250 250 12,000 0 0% 750 6% 10,000 83% 750 6% 10,000 83% 0 0% 450 4% 6,000 50% 450 4% 6,000 50%

Sierra Wind - Big Pine 0 0 0 50 200 250 250 0 100 0 350 350 52,300 0 0% 1,050 2% 14,000 27% 1,050 2% 14,000 27% 0 0% 750 1% 10,000 19% 750 1% 10,000 19%

Santa Rita Flat 50 50 100 50 50 100 200 50 50 150 150 300 16,400 900 5% 450 3% 6,000 37% 1,350 8% 6,900 42% 600 4% 300 2% 4,000 24% 900 5% 4,600 28%

Group Subtotal 1,350 1,750 3,100 450 850 1,300 4,400 n/a n/a 3,100 1,300 4,400 552,350 18,600 3% 3,900 1% 52,000 9% 22,500 4% 70,600 13% 18,600 3% 3,900 1% 52,000 9% 22,500 4% 70,600 13%

Panamint 200 400 600 100 100 200 800 300 100 900 300 1,200 147,250 5,400 4% 900 1% 12,000 8% 6,300 4% 17,400 12% 3,600 2% 600 0% 8,000 5% 4,200 3% 11,600 8%

Trona 200 400 600 0 500 500 1,100 300 100 900 600 1,500 69,700 5,400 8% 1,800 3% 24,000 34% 7,200 10% 29,400 42% 3,600 5% 1,500 2% 20,000 29% 5,100 7% 23,600 34%

Group Subtotal 400 800 1,200 100 600 700 1,900 n/a n/a 1,200 700 1,900 216,950 7,200 3% 2,100 1% 28,000 13% 9,300 4% 35,200 16% 7,200 3% 2,100 1% 28,000 13% 9,300 4% 35,200 16%

Death Valley Junction 100 100 200 0 200 200 400 400 0 600 200 800 71,000 3,600 5% 600 1% 8,000 11% 4,200 6% 11,600 16% 1,200 2% 600 1% 8,000 11% 1,800 3% 9,200 13%

Chicago Valley 100 100 200 0 0 0 200 100 0 300 0 300 16,545 1,800 11% 0 0% 0 0% 1,800 11% 1,800 11% 1,200 7% 0 0% 0 0% 1,200 7% 1,200 7%

Charleston View 750 500 1,250 0 0 0 1,250 1000 0 2,250 0 2,250 39,700 13,500 34% 0 0% 0 0% 13,500 34% 13,500 34% 7,500 19% 0 0% 0 0% 7,500 19% 7,500 19%

Sandy Valley 200 150 200 0 0 0 200 300 0 500 0 500 3,100 3,000 97% 0 0% 0 0% 3,000 97% 3,000 97% 1,200 39% 0 0% 0 0% 1,200 39% 1,200 39%

Group Subtotal 1,150 850 1,850 0 200 200 2,050 n/a n/a 1,850 200 2,050 130,345 11,100 9% 600 0% 8,000 6% 11,700 9% 19,100 15% 11,100 9% 600 0% 8,000 6% 11,700 9% 19,100 15%

2,900 3,400 6,150 550 1,650 2,200 8,350 n/a n/a 6,150 2,200 8,350 899,645 36,900 4% 6,600 1% 88,000 10% 43,500 5% 124,900 14% 36,900 4% 6,600 1% 88,000 10% 43,500 5% 124,900 14%
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Laws 0 20 20 0 0 0 20 40 0 60 0 60 11,650 360 3% 0 0% 0 0% 360 3% 360 3% 120 1% 0 0% 0 0% 120 1% 120 1%

Owens Valley 200 200 400 0 0 0 400 200 0 600 0 600 26,750 3,600 13% 0 0% 0 0% 3,600 13% 3,600 13% 2,400 9% 0 0% 0 0% 2,400 9% 2,400 9%

Owens Lake 50 100 150 0 50 50 200 100 25 250 75 325 83,700 1,500 2% 225 0% 3,000 4% 1,725 2% 4,500 5% 900 1% 150 0% 2,000 2% 1,050 1% 2,900 3%

Centennial Flat/Darwin 0 50 50 0 0 0 50 50 0 100 0 100 9,000 600 7% 0 0% 0 0% 600 7% 600 7% 300 3% 0 0% 0 0% 300 3% 300 3%

Rose Valley 50 50 100 0 50 50 150 100 25 200 75 275 21,400 1,200 6% 225 1% 3,000 14% 1,425 7% 4,200 20% 600 3% 150 1% 2,000 9% 750 4% 2,600 12%

Pearsonville 50 50 100 0 100 100 200 50 50 150 150 300 77,350 900 1% 450 1% 6,000 8% 1,350 2% 6,900 9% 600 1% 300 0% 4,000 5% 900 1% 4,600 6%

Group Subtotal 350 470 820 0 200 200 1,020 n/a n/a 820 200 1,020 229,850 4,920 2% 600 0% 8,000 3% 5,520 2% 12,920 6% 4,920 2% 600 0% 8,000 3% 5,520 2% 12,920 6%

Trona 0 100 100 0 0 0 100 0 0 100 0 100 4,500 600 13% 0 0% 0 0% 600 13% 600 13% 600 13% 0 0% 0 0% 600 13% 600 13%

Group Subtotal 0 100 100 0 0 0 100 n/a n/a 100 0 100 4,500 600 13% 0 0% 0 0% 600 13% 600 13% 600 13% 0 0% 0 0% 600 13% 600 13%

Charleston View 200 200 400 0 0 0 400 100 0 500 0 500 39,700 3,000 8% 0 0% 0 0% 3,000 8% 3,000 8% 2,400 6% 0 0% 0 0% 2,400 6% 2,400 6%

Sandy Valley 100 0 100 0 0 0 100 100 0 200 0 200 3,100 1,200 39% 0 0% 0 0% 1,200 39% 1,200 39% 600 19% 0 0% 0 0% 600 19% 600 19%

Group Subtotal 300 200 500 0 0 0 500 n/a n/a 500 0 500 42,800 3,000 7% 0 0% 0 0% 3,000 7% 3,000 7% 3,000 7% 0 0% 0 0% 3,000 7% 3,000 7%

650 770 1,420 0 200 200 1,620 n/a n/a 1,420 200 1,620 277,150 8,520 3% 600 0% 8,000 3% 9,120 3% 16,520 6% 8,520 3% 600 0% 8,000 3% 9,120 3% 16,520 6%
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March 24, 2014 
 
Board of Supervisors 
Inyo County 
PO Box N 
Independence, California 93526 
Delivered via email to: Jhart@inyocounty.us 
 
 RE: Inyo County Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide stakeholder comments for Inyo County’s 
(County) Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment (REGPA) which is being prepared 
under a grant from the California Energy Commission (CEC).  These comments are 
submitted on behalf of Defenders of Wildlife (Defenders), Natural Resources Defense 
Council (NRDC) and The Wilderness Society (TWS) and on behalf of our combined 
members and supporters, which number more than 350,000 in California alone. 
 
Introduction 
 
Inyo County is a land of superlatives. The combination of soaring snow-capped 
mountain ranges, sweeping valleys, desert riparian areas supported by springs and 
snowmelt rivers and diverse desert scenery creates a place of stunning beauty.  Inyo 
County harbors a multitude of rare and threatened species, some of which are found 
nowhere else.  And, Inyo County is a recreational paradise for residents and the millions 
of visitors who descend upon the region annually.  Many of our members and 
supporters, from all over California and the U.S., regularly visit Inyo County and the 
Eastern Sierra to use its public lands for a variety of purposes including hiking, fishing 
and back-road touring, and they feel passionately about the County’s landscapes. 
 
Our organizations strongly support the emission reduction goals found in the Global 
Warming Solutions Act of 2006 (AB 32), including the development of renewable energy 
in California. We urge that in seeking to meet the state’s renewable energy portfolio 
standard, and within Inyo County in particular, renewable energy development is 
designed and sited in the locations that will have the least potential impact on the 
values described above. Proper siting is essential to ensure that project approvals move 

mailto:Jhart@inyocounty.us
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forward expeditiously and in a manner that does not sacrifice our fragile landscapes and 
wildlife, and our scenic vistas and recreational destinations, in the effort to meet our 
renewable energy goals. 
 
As we transition toward a clean energy future, it is imperative for our future and the 
future of our wild places and wildlife that we strike the appropriate balance between 
addressing the near term impact of industrial-scale solar development with the long-
term impacts of climate change on biological diversity, fish and wildlife habitat, and 
natural landscapes. To ensure that the proper balance is achieved, we need smart 
planning for renewable energy that avoids and minimizes adverse impacts on wildlife 
and lands with known high-resource values. 
 
Our organizations support planning for renewable energy development and 
development of policies which incentivize “Smart from the Start” renewable energy 
projects.1 Our preference is that projects be sited on disturbed private lands, 
brownfields and, lastly, on disturbed public lands.  We also support the development of 
policies statewide that further incentivize rooftop solar and community-based solar 
projects.  We recognize that a mix of technologies and approaches will be needed to 
meet California’s renewable energy goals. 
 
Inyo County Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment & Our Recommendations 
 
We are pleased the County is working with the CEC to plan for renewable energy 
development within its jurisdiction, and we have supported the allocation of monies 
from the CEC to desert counties to develop renewable energy elements in their general 
plans. As organizations who have been involved in the Desert Renewable Energy 
Conservation Plan (DRECP) process, of which Inyo County is a part, it’s critically 
important that knowledge and data on land use, species and habitat, development 
constraints and other factors flow both ways and be integrated between the counties, 
state and federal government. Our hope is that Inyo County and the DRECP agencies will 
ultimately develop a plan that helps the state and the County meet their respective 
renewable energy needs while preserving what is special about Inyo County, and 
provides more certainty for the County, the public and developers as to where 
renewable energy will and will not go. 
 
However, we do not support the “preferred alternative” (PA) as described by staff in its 
report to the Planning Commission (dated February 26, 2014) and recommended by the 
Planning Commission for adoption by the Board of Supervisors.  (The PA, once chosen, 

                                                 
1
 As part of Defenders of Wildlife’s work on renewable energy planning and siting policy we prepared Smart from the Start, a 

report which is focused on incentivizing the siting of renewable energy projects in low-conflict areas and on impaired 
agricultural lands with low habitat value as an important strategy for accelerating renewable energy development and 
protecting vital natural resources. While the recommendations presented in the Report are based on Defenders’ analysis of 
the opportunities and constraints for renewable energy development in the southern San Joaquin Valley, the 
recommendations are broadly applicable to other areas of California that are planning for renewable energy development. 
Available at: http://www.defenders.org/sites/default/files/publications/smartfromthestartreport12_print.pdf  

http://www.defenders.org/sites/default/files/publications/smartfromthestartreport12_print.pdf
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would then be subject to analysis under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) 
in a programmatic Environmental Impact Report (EIR)).  The PA designates areas for 
development that are unrealistic, pose conflicts with other uses including diverse types 
of recreation, and could have detrimental impacts on wildlife and wildlife habitat2. We 
respectfully request that the Board adopt a modified “lesser-development” alternative 
(LDA); we have detailed suggested modifications in this letter, along with describing the 
reasons why some of the proposed Renewable Energy Development Areas (REDAs) in 
both the PA and the LDA are inappropriate locations for development.  A modification of 
the LDA is a more realistic starting point from which to move forward in the CEQA 
process3, and we believe will lead to a more successful plan that appropriately balances 
renewable energy development with conservation. 
 
Our specific recommendations as to areas that should be further studied as potential 
REDAs (including for community solar) and those that should be eliminated are detailed 
below.   
 
Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan 
 
The DRECP, if approved, will be a Land Use Plan Amendment (LUPA) for the BLM, a 
Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) under the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), and a 
Natural Communities Conservation Plan under CA Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(DFW). The plan is a coordinated planning and analysis process involving federal 
agencies, tribal governments and other stakeholders. The DRECP aims to identify those 
areas most suitable for development while providing conservation for species and 
natural communities that are impacted by the planned level of renewable energy 
development. Portions of Inyo County fall within the DRECP planning area which 
highlights the importance of cooperation and collaboration to ensure identification of 
development areas and conservation reserves align. We hope the County will integrate 
its planning with that of the DRECP and use the DRECP biological and conservation 
reserve design information to help guide its planning process so that the natural 
treasures that exist within Inyo County can be protected and preserved within the 
larger, connected landscape of the California desert. 
 
BLM’s Solar Energy Program 
 
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has identified areas of public land having 
suitable insolation and relatively low environmental conflicts that are zoned for 

                                                 
2
 While the land area recommended by staff for designation as REDAs may indeed be small relative to Inyo County’s land 

base, (less than 1% according to the staff report) it is still well over 600,000 acres of largely public lands.  And, it is the 
quality of the land not the quantity that should dictate where renewable energy development should go. 
3
 Our support for areas we think should be examined in a modified LDA does not mean we endorse these areas for 

development, but rather that they should be subject to a detailed analysis.  We expect further fine tuning will be necessary, 
especially to ensure that any proposed REDAs do not conflict with the biological goals and objectives and the reserve 
design proposed for DRECP focal species.    
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streamlined permitting of renewable energy projects that employ standardized design 
features. The BLM Solar Energy Program, and the analysis that accompanied it, included 
no solar energy zones within Inyo County. The Solar Energy Program called for the 
identification of new zones on public and/or private lands via processes such as the 
DRECP.  Thus any areas proposed for development by the County on public lands should 
be screened and ultimately approved through the DRECP, which is also a Land Use Plan 
Amendment for the BLM, the agency with jurisdiction on the public lands.  
 
The Solar Energy Program also identified “variance lands,” areas that could be subject to 
development pending a thorough pre-screening process (as outlined in the EIS for the 
BLM’s solar program) but for which development is in no way guaranteed.  Some of 
these lands exist in Inyo County.  While some of these lands may ultimately be suitable 
for development, they are subject to a rigorous review process and should be the 
exception, not the rule.  The variance lands should be subject to a thorough analysis not 
only via the REGPA but via the DRECP.  We expect the DRECP will contain substantial 
biological and other information that will identify areas of likely conflict with BLM 
variance lands; any such lands should not be proposed as REDAs in the REGPA. 
 
Technology Inclusive Planning 
 
The REGPA should address and provide incentives for localized distributed generation. 
As renewable energy technology becomes more sophisticated, the opportunities for 
community-based renewable energy that is generated close to the point of use will 
expand.  The REGPA should anticipate that future and encourage well-planned 
distributed generation and small-scale power projects.  These types of projects are 
expected to reduce impacts to species and agricultural lands that result from large-scale 
remote power plants and their associated transmission facilities. The REGPA should 
ensure that small-scale projects that supply multiple users, such as a homeowner’s 
association rooftops or local solar panel facilities, are not excluded from areas outside 
the REDAs. For example, a commercial park would potentially have significant rooftop 
area which could be used to supply power to all entities in the commercial park. The 
REGPA should consider and address any current limitation on rooftop or parking lot 
solar facilities, as well as other areas outside REDAs that could be suitable for solar, and 
ensure they are promoted4.   
 
Existing and Planned Electrical Transmission 
 
Development and transmission of electrical energy derived from any future solar and 
wind energy facilities will require the use of existing transmission facilities with available 
capacity or new facilities. With a few exceptions, we are unaware of existing or planned 
transmission facilities that could support large-scale wind and solar energy development 

                                                 
4
 If policies already exist in the County’s general plan to promote these types of renewable energy, this should be made clear 

in the REGPA. 
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in the County. We recommend that the REGPA be based on existing available 
transmission, which is most similar to the LDA. This would allow for a much more 
realistic proposed action and associated analysis. Until such time as the most suitable 
physical locations for renewable energy development are determined, based on 
biological and other data available via the DRECP Databasin Gateway planning tool and 
from local sources, we do not support planning for additional transmission lines or new 
corridors in Inyo County. The identification of potentially suitable locations for 
development should come first; the transmission, where feasible, should follow. 
 
Biological Resource Considerations 
 
1) Migratory Birds 
Development of large-scale renewable energy is having direct and indirect impacts on 
migratory birds.5 The scale of the impacts and the significance to the overall population 
abundance and ecology of migratory bird species is potentially severe, yet due to a lack 
of standardized monitoring and analysis, remains unknown. All migratory birds are 
protected under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and pursuant to Executive Order 
13186, federal agencies taking actions that have, or are likely to have, a measurable 
negative effect on migratory bird populations are responsible for promoting the 
conservation of migratory birds. At solar facilities in California that are either under 
construction or operational, individuals of over 40 species of migratory and resident 
birds have been found injured or dead.  Avifauna impacted by these facilities includes 
multiple species of raptors, passerines, and waterbirds, including the endangered Yuma 
clapper rail (Rallus longirostris yumanensis), and the Yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus 
americanus; proposed for federal listing). Some biologists believe that multiple bird 
species may perceive solar facilities as large bodies of standing water or reflected 
airspace through which to fly. In the case of power tower technology, as was recently 
proposed in eastern Inyo County, we are concerned about the effect on birds that come 
into contact with elevated flux levels and resulting immolation. Considering that the 
Owens Valley and Owens Lake, internationally recognized Important Bird Areas, are 
known to be used by migratory birds and are part of the Pacific Flyway6, we are 
particularly concerned about large-scale renewable energy development in this area 
moving forward without understanding the severity of potential impacts. Until the 
impacts are better understood and techniques for avoidance and minimization have 
been established, we suggest that any utility-scale solar energy development planned 
for and developed in areas with high migratory bird use proceed with great caution.  We 
have made some recommendations below in our comments on the Owens Valley and 
Owens Lake REDAs. 
 

                                                 
5
 Monthly compliance reports for solar projects under construction estimate up to 70 bird mortalities found incidentally 

within a month. For more information, see: http://www.kcet.org/news/rewire/solar/water-birds-turning-up-dead-at-solar-
projects-in-desert.html 
6
 This also includes Pleasant Valley Reservoir, Crowley Lake, Mono Lake, Bridgeport Reservoir and water bodies farther 

north. 

http://www.kcet.org/news/rewire/solar/water-birds-turning-up-dead-at-solar-projects-in-desert.html
http://www.kcet.org/news/rewire/solar/water-birds-turning-up-dead-at-solar-projects-in-desert.html
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2) Desert Bighorn Sheep 
Inyo County is home to multiple populations of Desert bighorn sheep which tend to use 
the mountainous areas as their primary habitat. However, bighorn sheep require that 
there is intermountain habitat for them to migrate between mountain ranges and 
maintain genetic connectivity for a robust population. The California Department of Fish 
and Wildlife (DFW) has identified intermountain habitat for bighorn sheep that overlaps 
with many of the REDAs identified in Inyo County’s REGPA. We encourage Inyo County 
to consult with the DFW to ensure that the placement of REDAs will not impede 
essential movement of bighorn sheep between populations.  
 
3) Mohave Ground Squirrel 
Mohave ground squirrel is a state-listed threatened species of ground squirrel found 
only in the Mojave desert.  A portion of the public lands within Inyo County are 
designated as a Wildlife Habitat Management Area for the Mohave ground squirrel. This 
conservation area was established in 2006. Among the conservation provisions are a 
one percent cap on habitat loss and a five-to-one compensation ratio for lost habitat. 
New modeling of Mohave ground squirrel shows that much of the species habitat that is 
suitable under the current climate will not be suitable in future climate scenarios. Thus, 
it is extremely important that connectivity between habitat patches be maintained and 
that higher elevation habitat patches be prioritized for conservation and protection to 
ensure this species’ survival. 
 
4) Golden Eagles 
Resident and migratory golden eagles frequently use the eastern Sierra landscape for 
either foraging or nesting habitat. Golden eagles are directly impacted by wind energy 
development through collision with the moving blades of wind turbines and indirectly 
through habitat fragmentation. When considering siting of wind energy facilities, it is 
essential the county refer to the Land-based Wind Energy Siting Guidelines and ensure 
that project proponents adhere to the Eagle Conservation Guidance from the FWS. The 
guidance included in these documents from FWS will assist wind developers in siting 
wind energy facilities to avoid impacts to golden eagles in the County. Use of the Land-
based Wind Energy Siting Guidelines and the Eagle Conservation Guidance should be 
incorporated into any plans for wind development in the County.  
 
Specific Comments and Recommendations on REDAs in the Preferred and Lesser 
Development Alternatives 
 
We offer the following brief overviews and potential issues associated with the 
proposed overlay areas that are displayed in the staff-recommended preferred 
alternative (PA) and/or the lesser development alternative LDA. This section is intended 
not only to raise issues of concern but also to focus attention on areas that we believe 
may be most appropriate for potential renewable energy development, pending site-
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specific analysis.7  Any areas put forward for consideration should incorporate the 
biological and proposed information on reserve design from the draft DRECP, when it is 
released later this spring.  For each potential REDA we note if it is being considered in 
the staff-recommended preferred alternative (PA) the LDA or both.   
 

1) Laws (PA & LDA): The Laws area is subject to the regulations contained in the 
1991 Long Term Water Agreement between Inyo County and the Los Angeles 
Department of Water and Power (LADWP), and additional irrigation and 
revegetation agreements between the two entities. Any renewable energy 
technology developed in this location should be carefully considered in light of 
these agreements.   
 

2) Fish Lake Valley (PA): Public lands in Fish Lake Valley are designated Limited Use 
Class by BLM, and the proposed renewable energy area includes a portion of 
Cottonwood Creek flowing from the White Mountains. Four miles of 
Cottonwood Creek from the Forest Service boundary downstream on BLM land 
are a federal Wild and Scenic River. Public lands are within livestock grazing 
allotments which are actively used by local ranching operators. Public lands in 
the valley offer important scenic vistas of the surrounding valley. To our 
knowledge, Fish Lake Valley lacks existing or planned transmission facilities and 
local residences and businesses are served through local distribution lines. 
Consideration of solar energy development should therefore be limited to those 
private lands located near Oasis Road that are or have been used for alfalfa 
cultivation. Such development could serve the needs of local power consumers.  
 

3) Deep Springs (PA): Public lands in Deep Springs Valley are designated as Limited 
Use Class by BLM, and are within an area of high visual resource value due to 
scenic vistas of surrounding valleys and mountain ranges. The valley is 
undeveloped except for Deep Springs College and Highway 168 that traverses 
the valley. Public lands in the valley are within the Deep Springs Grazing 
Allotment which is actively used by Deep Springs College. Furthermore, public 
lands in a portion of the valley within the proposed renewable energy area are a 
designated Wildlife Habitat Management area for the shadscale scrub habitat 
and State threatened Black toad. We are unaware of any existing or planned 
electrical transmission facilities in the valley except for distribution lines serving 
Deep Springs College and the Caltrans highway maintenance facility. Private 
lands could be considered for limited solar energy development using 
photovoltaic technology to serve the needs of Deep Springs College and the 
Caltrans facility. Public lands in this proposed REDA, due to existing uses and 
significant resource values, should be removed from consideration. 
 

                                                 
7
 We first provided Inyo County input on REDAs proposed in the 2011 REGPA.  Since that time new information has 

come to light which has caused us to modify some of our initial recommendations.   
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4) Owens Valley (PA & LDA): The Owens Valley contains highly sensitive resources, 
including Mohave ground squirrel potential habitat, the Owens River and 
tributaries, highly scenic vistas, and high value wildlife resources including 
several Audubon Important Bird Areas (IBAs) for resident and migratory birds 
(Owens Lake and Owens River), habitat including lekking grounds for the bi-state 
population of the Greater sage grouse, trout streams, and free-roaming Tule elk 
herds.  Large numbers of water birds are known to pass through the region, a 
part of the Pacific Flyway.  These birds utilize Owens Lake, Crowley Lake and 
Mono Lake and pass through the Owens Valley, particularly during migration.  
Years of litigation have resulted in portions of the Valley being restored including 
62 miles of the Lower Owens River and the Owens Lake delta as part of the 
Lower Owens River Project (LORP).  The Valley is also subject to the 1991 Long 
Term Water Agreement.  Any development that could adversely impact the 
requirements contained in this long-standing agreement should not be 
permitted. 

 
We recognize that portions of the Owens Valley may appear very appealing for 
large-scale renewable energy development due to its large size, generally level 
terrain and access to nearby transmission.  However, in addition to the 
constraints identified above, new information about solar photovoltaic-bird 
mortalities has surfaced that also needs to be considered if any large-scale 
development is proposed here. Until more is understood about the interaction 
between migratory birds and solar photovoltaic facilities, we do not recommend 
siting large photovoltaic solar facilities in this region. Likewise, wind energy 
development could pose a significant risk to resident and migratory birds, some 
of which are listed under State and federal endangered species laws.  
 
We do believe that portions of the Owens Valley could be considered potentially 
suitable for solar photovoltaic development if facilities are sited on lands that 
have been previously disturbed, have low biological value and are sized and 
designed in a way to avoid impacts to migratory birds. There is nearby electrical 
transmission which could facilitate renewable energy generation and relatively 
short-distance connector lines at substations. Due to the sensitivity of the 
biological, scenic, historical and other resources within the Owens Valley, we 
recommend that transmission capacity in the Owens Valley region and southern 
Inyo County be limited for the life of the REGPA to that which is presently 
available.  The Valley is sensitive enough, as the keen public interest in and 
concern about large-scale solar or wind development in Owens Valley has 
shown, that there needs to be a reasonable limit on development.  It is our 
understanding that the LADWP Rinaldi line has approximately 250 MW of 
available transmission.  The source of power for that transmission could come 
from any number of sources including projects sited in various places such as the 
Bishop airport, near communities, and areas within and south of the Owens 
Valley.  
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To address the problems posed by solar development for birds, if a REDA is 
proposed in the Owens Valley (or at Owens Lake; see below), the County’s EIR 
should contain a thorough analysis of the state-of-knowledge currently available 
on solar-photovoltaic and solar-thermal bird injuries and mortalities.  The EIR 
should require that if REDAs are identified in the Owens Valley or at Owens Lake, 
all project proponents contribute money to the state and federal wildlife 
agencies to fund further study of this problem. The County should also consult 
with the state and federal wildlife agencies to develop a protocol for analyzing 
projects in these REDAs as well as proposing a suite of mitigation measures that 
must be considered by all proponents. All proponents should be required to 
abide by these requirements.   

 
Finally, a majority of the land within the proposed REDA is owned by the Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) and is not under the 
jurisdiction of the County.  We urge that the County work with its citizens, the 
Los Angeles Mayor’s office, Los Angeles City Council, the LADWP Board of Water 
and Power Commissioners and others to help ensure that LADWP is part of the 
County’s renewable energy planning going forward. We do not think it’s possible 
to formulate a good plan for renewables development in the Owens Valley 
absent the full participation of its largest landowner. A collaborative planning 
process involving all stakeholders should be established that includes LADWP 
and that assesses an array of possible options for use of LADWP lands. 
 

5) Owens Lake (PA & LDA):   Owens Lake is identified as an IBA and was subject to a 
master planning process for the past five years that included Audubon, LADWP, 
state and federal agencies and multiple stakeholders.  Similar to Owens Valley, 
the main issue with siting renewable energy in this REDA is the potential impact 
to migratory and resident birds, particularly to large numbers of shorebirds that 
breed at and migrate through Owens Lake. Additionally, the area around Owens 
Lake contains suitable habitat for Mohave ground squirrel.  Owens Lake also 
contains sensitive archaeological resources.8 For Owens Lake we recommending 
consulting the Owens Lake master planning process documents and, in 
particular, the “Report on the Owens Lake Master Plan Collaboration” (October, 
2013) that outlines recommendations for placement of potential solar projects.  
For both the Owens Valley and Owens Lake REDAs, we recommend that no more 
development is allowed than the current existing transmission capacity can 
handle for the life of the REGPA.  Any development that goes into this region 
needs to be very carefully sited to avoid impacts to sensitive resources and 
scenic viewsheds. 
 

                                                 
8
 See http://articles.latimes.com/2013/jun/02/local/la-me-massacre-site-20130603  

http://articles.latimes.com/2013/jun/02/local/la-me-massacre-site-20130603
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6) Centennial Flat/Darwin (PA & LDA): As mentioned in the Planning Staff Report, 
this area is comprised largely of public lands in the California Desert 
Conservation Area and is classified by BLM as Limited Use Class.  Public lands in 
the entire area, except for a narrow land area adjacent to Highway 190 overlap 
the 2006 Mohave ground squirrel designation. Groundwater within this area is 
very limited and likely insufficient to support solar energy development that 
would require considerable water for construction and operation. For the LDA, 
specifically, over half of the Centennial Flats area overlaps with modeled suitable 
habitat for Mohave ground squirrel and the Darwin area overlaps significantly 
with Mohave ground squirrel modeled habitat. Considering this is the northern 
end of the range of Mohave ground squirrel, it is likely that this portion may be 
more important considering range shifts in response to climate change.  
 
The area south of Highway 190 is identified as an essential habitat connectivity 
area linking large blocks of ecologically intact lands located to the north (Hunter 
Mountain, cottonwood Mountains, Inyo Mountains) with those to the south 
(Coso Range).9 Additionally, this area was modeled as important intermountain 
habitat for Desert Bighorn Sheep based on genetic studies of dispersed 
populations of bighorn sheep across the California desert.  
 
The area is generally highly scenic with unobstructed vistas of the Coso, Inyo, 
Hunter Mountain and Argus Ranges.  Cultural resource sensitivity is high, 
especially within and adjacent to the Coso Range and Darwin Falls. Consideration 
of renewable energy development should therefore eliminate the extensive 
public lands in this proposed REDA and be limited to the private lands located 
near the small community of Darwin, and limited to photovoltaic technology that 
would generate electrical power to serve local needs. There are no planned or 
existing transmission facilities in the area except for local distribution lines that 
serve Darwin. 
 

7) Rose Valley (PA & LDA): Although electrical transmission is located in the valley, 
natural habitat here is occupied by Mohave ground squirrel and the loss of the 
habitat in this narrow valley would sever connectivity with populations to the 
north and south. The public lands in Rose Valley are designated as Mohave 
ground squirrel conservation area. We recommend that private lands that have 
been impacted by alfalfa farming and other commercial activities be considered 
for renewable energy development and that those federal lands essential for the 
conservation of Mohave ground squirrel be eliminated from consideration. 
 

8) Pearsonville (PA & LDA): There appears to be significant acreage of disturbed 
private lands in the Pearsonville area directly adjacent to existing transmission 

                                                 
9 Spencer, W.D., P. Beier, K. Penrod, K. Winters, C. Paulman, H. Rustigian-Romsos, J. Strittholt, M. Parisi, and A. Pettler. 
2010. California Essential Habitat Connectivity Project: A Strategy for Conserving a Connected California. Prepared for CA 
Department of Transportation, CA Department of Fish and Game, and Federal Highways Administration. 



Defenders of Wildlife ~ NRDC ~ The Wilderness Society   Inyo County REPGA comments - 11 

 

lines. These private lands, as well as disturbed public lands in the vicinity, may be 
suitable for development. It should be noted, however, that all public lands in 
this area are Limited Use Class and designated as Mohave ground squirrel 
conservation areas. Public lands located west of Highway 395 are essential in 
maintaining habitat connectivity and north-south movement for this species. We 
recommend that critical areas for the Mohave ground squirrel be removed from 
this REDA. Additionally, the northern section of this REDA overlaps with desert 
bighorn sheep intermountain habitat. 
 

9) Panamint (PA): The proposed Panamint Valley renewable energy area is 
essentially all public land classified as Limited Use Class except for a relatively 
small area of Moderate Use Class associated with local limestone mining activity. 
Similar to other remote valleys in the County, Panamint Valley has very 
significant scenic qualities, with superb views of the Panamint, Argus and Hunter 
Mountain areas. Panamint Valley is adjacent to and part of the western gateway 
for Death Valley National Park. With a few exceptions – a small government 
radar facility near the Ballarat turnoff and Panamint Valley Road, a large gold 
mine in the extreme southern end of the proposed overlay area, and a limestone 
mine at the base of the Argus Range, Panamint Valley is void of development. 
Furthermore, there are no existing or planned electrical transmission facilities in 
the valley. Nearly all the non-federal land in Panamint Valley is owned by the 
State of California and under jurisdiction of the State Lands Commission. We 
agree with the removal of Panamint Valley in the LDA and do not think the 
County should consider siting renewable energy in this area. 
 

10) Trona (PA & LDA): Public lands within the Trona overlay area are a mixture of 
Limited Use Class, Moderate Use Class, and Unclassified. The southern portion of 
the overlay area contains private lands, and public lands in the Moderate Use 
Class and Unclassified that appear suitable for solar energy development 
consideration. Due to military and civilian aircraft operations within the area, we 
suggest that only photovoltaic technology be considered. Some transmission 
capacity may exist in SCE facilities linking the Searles Valley with the substations 
in the Indian Wells Valley. Photovoltaic solar development on private and 
Unclassified public lands could be used to generate electrical power for use in 
the local area of Homewood Canyon, Pioneer Point, and Trona. 
 

11) Death Valley Junction (PA): Lands within the proposed Death Valley Junction 
REDA include the historic Amargosa Opera House and hotel, and are located in 
the center of the region serving as the eastern gateway for Death Valley  
National Park. An area of approximately 1,000 acres in Death Valley Junction is 
held in trust for the Timbisha Shoshone Tribe in addition to a federal allocation 
of 15.1 acre feet per annum of groundwater for the purposes associated with 
use of the lands. We are unaware of any planned or existing transmission lines in 
the area, and existing distribution lines serve local communities. Groundwater in 
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this area is associated with the Death Valley Flow System which extends far 
north into Nevada. The local Amargosa Groundwater Basin is in overdraft and 
fully allocated within Nevada.  
 
Public lands in this area were excluded from consideration for solar development 
through analysis of the BLM’s Solar Energy Program. Thus, any limited 
development that may take place should be on suitable private lands and should 
not require any new groundwater to become operational. Photovoltaic 
technology on a scale that would serve the needs of the local community may be 
appropriate. 
 

12) Chicago Valley (PA): Public lands in this area are designated as Limited Use Class. 
Groundwater in the basin is limited and there are no electrical transmission 
facilities other than local distribution lines serving scattered local residences. 
Chicago Valley has well developed mesquite woodland habitat and is suitable 
Desert tortoise habitat. Golden eagles nest in numerous locations in surrounding 
mountain ranges and likely utilize Chicago Valley for foraging. Bighorn sheep 
occur in these ranges as well, and may cross Chicago Valley during inter-herd 
movements or utilize the bajadas in the valley adjacent to the mountains for 
winter and early spring forage. This area has been modeled as intermountain 
habitat for desert bighorn sheep. We agree with the decision to remove this 
REDA in the LDA and do not think the County should consider renewable energy 
development in this region. 
 

13) Charleston View (PA & LDA): We consider private lands within this proposed 
REDA potentially suitable for renewable energy development provided that 
water demands are low and in balance with the limited and over-utilized 
groundwater supply in the Pahrump Valley region. We urge great caution in this 
regard because there is potential for groundwater in this basin to be connected 
with the Death Valley Flow System and the Amargosa River. For these reasons, 
we strongly recommend that this area be designated as a potential REDA for 
photovoltaic technology only. Undeveloped public lands within the REDA likely 
support populations of the threatened Desert tortoise. We recommend that 
public lands not be considered for development unless they have been 
designated by BLM as Unclassified and suitable for disposal. 
 

14) Sandy Valley (PA & LDA): The Sandy Valley REDA is comprised of private and 
public lands, the latter of which are designated Unclassified by BLM. Many of the 
private land parcels are used for alfalfa and sod production or are no longer in 
use. This REDA appears to be suitable for consideration of solar energy facility 
development provided water use requirements are minimized, such as through 
the use of photovoltaic technology requiring minimal water for infrequent solar 
panel washing. Groundwater under Sandy Valley is in a state of decline due to 
groundwater extraction for alfalfa and sod grass irrigation, and any additional 
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water demand may result in groundwater depletion issues in adjacent Nevada, 
where residents of Sandy Valley, Nevada also use the same groundwater but 
under Nevada permits. 

 
Conclusion 
 
In a variety of landscapes that contain unique and threatened species, diverse habitats 
and world-class scenic and recreational resources, Inyo County has a tremendous 
responsibility to plan “right” for renewable energy development.  Working with the 
DRECP and other agencies to sync data and planning, having a very transparent public 
process and engaging LADWP in planning for both renewable energy and conservation, 
we believe it can be done.  We look forward to working with Inyo County to ensure the 
development of an REGPA that identifies appropriate locations for various scales of 
renewable energy while ensuring protection for sensitive desert species and habitat, 
preserving Inyo County’s world-class scenery and helping to diversify the economy of 
Inyo County. 
 
We thank the staff of the Inyo County planning department for their hard work and 
diligence through what has been an intensive process to date.   
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

 
Stephanie Dashiell 
California Representative 
Defenders of Wildlife  
Sdashiell@defenders.org 
 
 

 
Helen O’Shea 
Director, Western Renewable Energy Project  
Natural Resources Defense Council 
Hoshea@nrdc.org 
 
 
 

mailto:Sdashiell@defenders.org
mailto:Hoshea@nrdc.org
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Sally Miller 
Senior Conservation Representative, CA 
The Wilderness Society 
Sally_miller@tws.org  

mailto:Sally_miller@tws.org
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Section 6 – Status of Other Studies, 6-72 May 2011 
                   Projects, and Activities 
 

6.11  Annual Report on the Owens Valley Land Management Plan 
 
Introduction  
The 1997 MOU contains a requirement for a land management plan for 
Los Angeles-owned, non-urban lands in the Owens River Watershed in Inyo County 
(excluding the LORP planning area).  The 1997 MOU states that LADWP shall continue 
to protect water resources used by the citizens of Los Angeles while providing for the 
continuation of sustainable uses such as recreation, livestock grazing, agriculture, and 
other activities.  In doing so, LADWP shall promote biodiversity and healthy 
ecosystems, and address situations or problems that occur from the effects of various 
land uses on City of Los Angeles-owned property.  The 1997 MOU states that priority is 
to be given to riparian areas, irrigated meadows, and sensitive plant and animal 
habitats.  
 
Subsequently, LADWP developed the OVLMP (LADWP 2010a) to fulfill this requirement 
of the 1997 MOU and to better manage the City’s lands in the Owens Valley.  The 
OVLMP consists of 10 chapters that describe current conditions and future 
management of grazing, riverine-riparian ecosystems, recreation, cultural resources, 
fire, commercial uses, threatened and endangered species, and areas of special 
management concern.  The fundamental role of resource management is to assess and 
evaluate the effects of existing land and water use practices, and recommend flow 
management and land management improvements if necessary.  
 
CEQA Process for the Additional Mitigation Projects 
 
Following the completion of the OVLMP, LADWP prepared an Initial Study and 
Mitigated Negative Declaration (MND) (LADWP 2010b) for CEQA compliance.  The 
document was released on March 23, 2010, to public agencies and other interested 
parties for a 30-day review period; the review period ended April 26, 2010.  LADWP 
received two letters of comment regarding the project, but comments received did not 
necessitate a change in the findings and conclusions of the document.  After review of 
the comments received and based on the information in the Initial Study, LADWP 
determined that with adoption of mitigation measures, implementation of the OVLMP 
would not have a significant impact on the environment.   
 
The final MND and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting Program (Section 6.11.2) were 
presented and approved by the City of Los Angeles Board of Water and Power 
Commissioners at the June 1, 2010 Board meeting.  A Notice of Determination was filed 
with the Inyo County Clerk on June 2, 2010.  LADWP began implementing the OVLMP 
shortly thereafter.  
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LADWP>About Us>Water>Los Angeles Aqueduct>Watershed Management

 
 
The Lower Owens River Project 

The Lower Owens River Project (LORP) settles more than 24 years of litigation between 

the LADWP and Inyo County over groundwater pumping and water exports. This project 

is intended to mitigate for a host of lost environmental values in the reach of the Owens 

River from the Los Angeles Aqueduct Intake to Owens Lake as well as associated 

springs, seeps, off-river lakes, and ponds. The project is the largest restoration effort 

undertaken by the LADWP. It has an extensive scope and includes a geographic area 65 

miles long and across the Owens Valley from the White Mountains to the Sierra Nevada 

Mountains. This area has been designated the Lower Owens River Conservation area 

and consists entirely of LADWP property. This project includes not only restoration of the 

river, but developing habitat connectivity with off-river habitats (numerous ponds and 

lakes) and thousands of acres of wetlands, riparian pasture and upland grazing 

management, sanctuaries for T&E bird, fish, and plant species, recreation plans, and a 

pumpback facility. The project was initiated in 1993 with a controlled flow study, data 

acquisition, and geographic information system data development. LADWP and 

consultants are now in the final stages of developing management plans for all resource 

components in the ecosystem. 

River Management 

The Lower Owens River will be managed with a base flow of 40 cubic feet per second (cfs) and an annual riparian (freshet period) flow of up to 200 

cfs. These flows will allow natural processes to create diverse and complex fisheries and riparian habitat. 

Wildlife/Wetlands Management 

The LORP will result in the creation of hundreds of acres of new wetland habitat for the benefit of wading birds, shore birds, and riparian species. Elk, 

deer, and other animals will benefit from the extensive wildlife habitat that will accompany the water and land management actions. 

Spring & Seep Habitat Management 

Over 100 springs and seeps have been inventoried in detail. Representative springs and seeps will be selected for long-term monitoring to measure 

changes caused by groundwater pumping. Some springs will be identified for restoration. 

Threatened & Endangered Species Conservation 

Development of a plan for indigenous threatened and endangered (T & E) species of fish, wildlife and plants, forms a part of the overall goal of the 

project to benefit biodiversity and comply with federal and state laws. The T & E plan focuses on the occurrence, distribution, and habitat requirements 

of the federally listed species, as well as for selected federal and state species of concern. To ensure that the plan is not in conflict with the habitat 

requirements of other species of the planning area, information on candidate species of concern in addition to the federal T & E are being incorporated. 

The preliminary plan will identify conservation areas within the Lower Owens River planning area and incorporate all the actions planned to support 

recovery of T&E species. Most if not all of the planned actions within the Lower Owens project will benefit identified threatened and endangered 

species and measures are being taken to fully integrate T&E species into all elements of the planning process. 

Monitoring & Adaptive Management 

The LORP is a long-term commitment to monitoring trends, measuring attainment of goals, and decision-making on a host of ecological issues through 

adaptive management. Monitoring and adaptive management represents a major effort over many years to reach goals set for the LORP. 

Baker and Hogback Creek Management 

Two high quality riparian systems, Baker and Hogback creeks, in the Lower Owens River will be managed for their unique values for threatened and 

endangered bird species and associated habitat. 

Habitat Conservation Plans (HCPs) 

HCPs are one of the many programs LADWP performs on an ecosystem-wide basis that benefits the whole watershed management effort includes 

managing threatened and endangered species. While there are some existing sanctuaries for T&E species, and others in the development stage, the 

effort to maintain water deliveries to the city without creating conflicts with T&E species is too often piecemeal. LADWP has initiated habitat 

conservation plans for all T&E species on all LADWP-controlled lands beginning with fish in 1999. Successful implementation of HCPs will allow 

LADWP to continue water delivery operations for perhaps 40 years without risk of conflict with T&E species and issues. 



Resource Monitoring 

Vegetation Mapping: Another ecosystem-wide program is the development of new vegetation maps at regular intervals for all LADWP-controlled lands 

in the Owens Valley. These maps illustrate vegetation changes over time that is essential information for watershed management and planning. These 

maps, and associated data, like most LADWP databases, are available to other agencies, universities, and researchers. 

 

Aerial Photography: LADWP also updates its library of aerial photography and satellite images at prescribed intervals. Again, this information is 

essential in watershed management and photos and data are always made available to interested parties. 

Land Use Management 

Water export, grazing/ irrigation, and recreation are the three primary uses of the Lower Owens watershed. The future quality and quantity of water to 

be supplied to Los Angeles is dependent on the management of both the water and the land. Grazing lease management plans are being prepared for 

each of the leases so as to meet best management practices and to conform to the stated goals and objectives of the LORP. Elements covered in the 

plans and future implementation include: threatened and endangered species, livestock and elk grazing, waterfowl management, recreation, and water 

quality both in the uplands and the riparian areas. Management plans are being designed to promote biodiversity and a healthy ecosystem while 

allowing for the continuation of sustainable land uses. The individual lease plans will be used to build the land use management plan for the Lower 

Owens River and to continue to be in compliance with state and federal laws that protect water quality and threatened and endangered species. 

Recreation Management 

As the restoration effort proceeds and the river and wetlands increase in biomass and diversity, the area will undoubtedly attract an increasing number 

of tourists and other outdoor recreation enthusiasts. Any increase in tourism and other recreation will be an economic boom to retailers and hotels in 

Lone Pine, Independence, and Bishop. LADWP will adaptively manage recreation to prevent harm to the ecosystem and to minimize user conflicts. 

LADWP expects to be proactive in our management as recreation use increases. Klondike, Warren, and Diaz lakes are valued recreation areas in the 

Lower Owens River. LADWP will continue to provide management that promotes water sports, fishing, and hunting opportunities on these large lakes 

 








































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































	20140401AgendaPacket
	ARF REGPA_ALL
	ARF BOS April 1 2014
	Attachment 1
	Document1
	Laws
	Fish Lake Valley
	Deep Springs
	Owens Valley
	Owens Lake Keeler
	CentennialFlatsDarwin
	Rose Valley
	Pearsonvillle
	Panamint Valley
	Trona
	Death Valley Junction
	Chicago Valley
	Charleston View
	Sandy Valley

	Attachment 2
	Document1
	0102_001
	Allocations proportions map

	Attachment 3
	Attachment 4
	Attachment 5
	Attachment 6 PC Staff Report with attachments
	REGPA Planning Commission Staff Report February 26 2014
	Attachment A Background Report
	Attachment B Opportunities and Constraints Technical Study
	Cover 
	Title Page 
	Contents 
	List of Acronyms 
	1 Introduction
	2 Policy and Economic Drivers of Renewable Energy Development
	3 Renewable Energy Resources
	4 Electric System
	5 Renewable Energy Development Areas
	6 Data Sources/References 
	7 Figures
	Fig 3-1 Solar
	Fig 3-2 Solar Slope
	Fig 3-3 Wind
	Fig 4-1 Aesthetics
	Fig 4-1 Transmission
	Fig 5-2 Biological
	Fig 5-3 Cultural
	Fig 5-4 Land Use
	Fig 5-5 REDAs Countywide
	Fig 5-5a Countywide 2011 REDAs
	Fig 5-5b Countywide 2011 REDAs
	Fig 5-5c Countywide 2011 REDAs
	Fig 5-5d Countywide 2011 REDAs
	Fig 5-5e Countywide 2011 REDAs
	Fig 5-5f Countywide 2011 REDAs
	Fig 5-5g Countywide 2011 REDAs
	Fig 5-5h Countywide 2011 REDAs
	Fig 5-5i Countywide 2011 REDAs
	Fig 5-5j Countywide 2011 REDAs
	Fig 5-5k Countywide 2011 REDAs
	Fig 5-5l Countywide 2011 REDAs
	Fig 5-5m Countywide 2011 REDAs
	Fig 5-5n Countywide 2011 REDAs
	Fig 5-5o Countywide 2011 REDAs

	Appendix A - Environmental Resource Analysis 
	Appendix A Figures
	Fig A.1-1 Aesthetics
	Fig A.2-1 Biology Critical Habitat
	Fig A.2-2 Biology Special Status Species
	Fig A.2-3 Biology Vegetation
	Fig A.2-4 Biology Sensitive Habitats
	Fig A.2-5 Biology Migration
	Fig A.2-6 Biology Considerations
	Fig A.2-7 Biology Rankings
	Fig A.3-1 Prehistoric
	Fig A.3-2 Prehistoric
	Fig A.3-3 Historic
	Fig A.4-1 Geology
	Fig A.5-1 Hazards
	Fig A.6-1 Groundwater
	Fig A.6-2 Hydrology
	Fig A.6-3 Flood Hazards
	Fig A.7-1 Ownership
	Fig A.7-2 General Plan
	Fig A.8-1 Minerals


	Attachment C Table of  REDAs Associated Criteria
	Attachment D Alternative REDA maps development summary and allocation tables
	REDA Alternatives Narrative (2)
	County_Intense
	County_LessIntense
	AllocationDevelopmentSummary
	Allocation Alternatives tables


	Attachment 7
	Attachment 7 Comments up to and for Planning Commission February 26 2014
	Comments up to and for Planning Commission February 26 2014 (1)
	Comments up to and for Planning Commission February 26 2014 (2)

	Attachment 7 Comments received after February 26 2014 Planning commission meeting
	Comments received after February 26 2014 Planning commission meeting (1)
	Comments received after February 26 2014 Planning commission meeting (2)
	Comments received after February 26 2014 Planning commission meeting (3)






