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SUMMARY
1
: 

 The Proposed Project. 

BrightSource Energy proposes to construct a 500 megawatt solar thermal facility in  south-

eastern Inyo County adjacent to the rural community of Charleston View.  The proposed project 

will sit on 3200 acres, with the Old Spanish Trail road on the south and the Nevada state line on 

the east.  The proposed project anticipates the construction of two 750 foot towers, each 

surrounding by approximately 85,000 mirrors.  Electricity generated from the site will be 
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transmitted from the site through a new transmission line to the El Dorado substation in Nevada 

and from there to California.  The natural gas will be supplied to the project from a new gas 

transmission line to be constructed in Nevada. The project proponent states that power purchase 

agreements (“PPA”s) have been signed with PG&E, although such agreements were not 

produced by the applicant during these proceedings. 

 The Site Location. 

The proposed project site is located in a remote area of Inyo County.  According to latest census 

data, approximately 180 people reside in the vicinity of the project site in the communities of 

Shoshone, Tecopa and Charleston View.  The project and these communities are located over 

200 miles from the County’s service centers in the Owens Valley and are served with limited 

County staff operating out of satellite offices located in Shoshone and Tecopa. 

The small residential community of Charleston View offers few services to its residents.  At this 

time, Charleston View has no retail or commercial establishments nor is there a place where the 

community can gather. Its residents must travel to the communities of Tecopa or Shoshone for 

County services.  Near the project site, the St. Theresa Mission is under construction and is 

permitted for a restaurant, in addition to a columbarium, place of worship and visitor’s center.  

Residents in the area of the project must provide their own water through residential wells, there 

is no “land-line” telephone service, cellular telephone service is limited and unreliable and 

internet access is primarily limited to satellite providers.   

The current landscape around the project site is one of vast desert with unobstructed views of the 

Spring Mountains and the Nopah Range.  The limited number of residents and structures allows 

the residents a rural life style uninfringed by the growth seen in many desert regions. 

 Inyo County Budget.
2
 

The County provides services to this region through six full-time equivalent employees operating 

out of offices in Tecopa and Shoshone, including 2 deputies and 2 road department workers.  The 

remaining employees perform multiple tasks.  When necessary, County staff from the Owens 

Valley travel to the area to provide other needed services.  Due to the distance from the Owens 

Valley, most employees traveling to provide services to this remote region stay the night, 

requiring the County to incur per diem and lodging costs.  In order to minimize budgetary 

impacts, County departments will, when possible, perform multiple tasks during a visit to the 

area.   

There is a limited amount of private land in Inyo County which results in significant challenges 

to economic development with the County.  The limited opportunities for economic development 
                                                           
2
 A more detailed analysis of the County’s budget is provided in the Scoioeconomic portion of the County’s 

testimony, which is incorporated herein. 
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result in a small tax base for the County.  Despite its vast size, the County serves its 18,500 

residents with a budget of approximately $80 million, of which $50 million represents the 

County’s general fund.  Each year the Board of Supervisors is faced with the daunting task of 

providing essential services to County residents located throughout the County’s 10,000 square 

miles.  During the past few years, the County has been able to meet those needs, in part, by the 

imposition of hiring and salary freezes.  County employees have not received a cost of living 

adjustment since 2009.  In addition, the County is faced with a growing list of deferred 

maintenance projects which outpace available funds.   

During fiscal year 2012-2013 the County budgeted only $55,000 for unforeseen budgetary 

contingencies.  Additional service demands caused by the construction or operation of the project 

would prove devastating to the County and its residents. 

 Inyo County Codebook of Ordinances, Title 21. 

Historically, Inyo County has recognized the importance of maximizing its natural resources.   

Mining and renewable energy exploration and development, particularly in the area of 

geothermal resources, are critical components to the County’s overall economic viability.  The 

County regularly advocates for the continued development of such resources on lands within the 

County and, similarly, has fought efforts to limit such development. 

It was in this vein that the County adopted Title 21, Inyo County Renewable Energy Ordinance 

(1158 §3, 2010).  This ordinance furthers the County’s commitment to the economic 

development of its natural resources while protecting its environment.  As with all private 

development, however, the ordinance requires that project related impact costs are bore solely by 

the project applicant and not by the residents of Inyo County.  Title 21 further recognizes that 

renewable energy projects may result in a requirement that the project proponents set aside 

mitigation lands in order to mitigate for environmental impacts.  Due to the scarcity of private 

lands in Inyo County, Title 21 requires that the impacts to the County’s economy caused by the 

siting of any mitigation lands within the County be fully mitigated. Moreover, Title 21 requires 

that the residents of Inyo County share in the benefits of the project, recognizing that the size of  

project could result in impacts which cannot be fully quantified or adequately mitigated.   

Title 21 also requires the protection of the County’s environment, in particular its groundwater 

resources.  Given the County’s century long history involving the impacts resulting from 

groundwater extraction, protecting this precious resource is critical.   

 Project Impacts to Charleston View. 

The proposed project will impact the local residents in Charleston View in ways which cannot be 

quantified.  The sheer size of the proposed project, with its two 750 foot towers and 170,000 

mirrors will forever change the look and feel of this rural community.  The construction period 
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will bring thousands of heavy trucks delivering materials and goods to the project site, in 

addition to thousands of workers, all along the two lane Old Spanish Trail, a County road neither 

designed for nor intended for the anticipated traffic.  Moreover, the area’s residents will have to 

bear the inconvenience of fighting that traffic to accomplish life’s basic tasks, such as going to 

the market or the doctor.  Since the applicant proposes to have construction crews working day 

and night, noise and light pollution which is currently non-existent, will additionally impact the 

local residents.  Night time work will continue throughout the operation of the project, with that 

time devoted to cleaning the 170,000 mirrors. 

Mitigation cannot reduce the impacts on the local residents to below significant.  The impacts 

also raise environmental justice concerns because the project is within a block of a community 

designated as economically disadvantaged, meaning many of the residents lack the financial 

ability to escape.   

CONCLUSION 

 Overall Concerns. 

The County’s overall concerns with the proposed project are as follows: 

1. The proposed project must bear any and all project related service costs incurred by 

the County.  The County cannot absorb such costs and Title 21 mandates that those 

costs be paid by the project proponent.  Moreover, if the County’s limited supply of 

private land is set permanently set aside for mitigation, the County’s future economic 

opportunities will be significantly adversely impacted.  In order to assure the County 

is adequately protected from all of these potential impacts and that the proposed 

project complies with Title 21, the modifications to the proposed Findings and the 

adoption of the proposed Conditions of Certification contained in the County’s 

Socioeconomic testimony are necessary.   

2. The County supports the proposed groundwater mitigation and monitoring program 

and believes it is essential to protect both the residents and the fragile environment 

located within the vicinity of the proposed project site.  The County requests certain 

modifications to certain Conditions of Certification within the Water Supply section 

in order to assure the project does not detrimentally impact the County’s legal 

obligation to monitor the groundwater basin from which the project will pump 

groundwater. 

3. The County generally supports the findings and Conditions contained in the Land Use 

section and believes the project proponent must take all steps to bring the project into 

conformance with the County’s General Plan and Zoning.  The County maintains that 

the project site, consisting of 170 separate parcels, must be reduced to either one or 

three parcels (as initially suggested by the project proponent), through merger or lot 
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line adjustments.  The County agrees that the legal implication of the public 

dedication of the roads crisscrossing the project site fall outside the jurisdiction of the 

CEC.  Furthermore, the County agrees that a reclamation plan compliant with Title 21 

is necessary.  The County is requesting certain modifications to the Conditions of 

Certification within the Land Use Section to meet its concerns. 

4. The classification of the communities within the vicinity of the project site as 

disadvantaged communities raises significant environmental justice concerns which 

have not been adequately addressed.  The County agrees with the conclusions in the 

FSA that neither the visual or cultural impacts can be mitigated to a level below 

significant.  Those impacts, coupled with the overall impacts to the community of 

Charleston View noted above, warrant conditions of certification necessary to 

minimize the overall impacts from the proposed project. 

 Recommended Conditions of Certification 

In order to lessen the significant impacts to the residents of Charleston View, the following 

Conditions of Certification should be ordered. 

 GENERAL COC-1:  Project owner shall construct and maintain a facility in the 

community of Charleston View at which the local residents may use for a meeting place.  The 

facility may be combined with other uses, such as fire, emergency services and/or law 

enforcement.   

  Verification:  Within 180 days of the commencement of construction, project 

owner shall provide the location and plans and specifications for the facility, which shall be 

constructed and become operational no later than the commencement of operations. 

 GENERAL COC-2:  Project owner shall construct a cellular communications tower on 

the project site and allow its use by any cellular communications company for the purpose of 

expanding and/or improving cellular communications service to the vicinity of the project site, 

including the community of Charleston View.  To the extent necessary, the project owner shall 

work with the County to secure a cellular communications company to provide such service. 

  Verification:  Within 180 days of the construction of a cellular communication 

tower, the project owner shall provide the status and progress made toward fulfilling this 

condition to the CPM and the County of Inyo. 

 GENERAL COC-3:  Within 30 days of the commencement of construction, project 

owner shall provide financial compensation to each resident in Charleston View in an amount 

which would be sufficient for the resident to relocate to a location away from the project site.  

The amount of mitigation compensation shall be approved by the CPM after consultation with 

the County of Inyo and, to the extent practical, the residents of Charleston View.   
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  Verification:  Within 30 days of the commencement of construction project owner 

shall provide proof of the agreed upon amount of the economic mitigation and proof of payment 

to each resident of CharlestonView.   



 APPENDIX A 

GENERAL STATEMENT OF QUALIFICATIONS, RESUMES AND DECLARATIONS 

 1. Claude Gruen – Mr. Gruen’s resume and declaration. 

 2. Nina Gruen – Ms. Gruen’s resume and declaration. 

 3. Eric Myers – Mr. Myers’ resume and declaration. 

 4. County Elected Officials, Department Heads and Employees: 

  a. Supervisor Linda Arcularius:  Supervisor Arcularius represents Inyo County’s 

First District and is the current chairperson of the Inyo County Board of Supervisors.  Supervisor 

Arcularius has represented the First District since 1993. 

  b. Supervisor Matt Kingsley:  Supervisor Kingsley represents Inyo County’s Fifth 

District, which includes the location of the proposed project site.  Supervisor Kingsley has represented 

the Fifth District since January 2013. 

  c. Kevin Carunchio, Inyo County Administrator and Budget Officer:  Mr. 

Carunchio has served as the County’s administrative officer and budget officer since December 2007. 

  d. Leslie Chapman, CPA, Inyo County Auditor/Controller:  Ms. Chapman was 

elected Inyo County Auditor/Controller in 2002 and took office January 2003.   

  e.  Bill Lutze, Inyo County Sheriff:  Sheriff Lutze has been employed with the Inyo 

County Sheriff’s Department since 1973, working his way through the ranks of Deputy, Sergeant, 

Lieutenant, and Under-Sheriff.  Sheriff Lutze was a resident Deputy in Shoshone from 1975 to 1980.  

Sheriff Lutze was elected Inyo County Sheriff in 2006 and has served as Sheriff since he took office in 

January 2007.   

  f. Thomas Lanshaw, Inyo County Assessor:  Thomas Lanshaw was elected Inyo 

County Assessor in 1998 and has served as Assessor since taking office in 1999. 

  g. Doug Wilson, P.E., Interim Director, Inyo County Public Works:  Mr. Wilson has 

served as Interim Public Works Director for the County on two occasions.  The first from 2008 to 2009 

and again, commencing 2010 to the present. 

  h. Jean Turner, M.A., Director, Inyo County Health and Human Services:  Ms. 

Turner has served as Director of the Inyo County Health and Human Services Department since 

September, 2003. 

  i. Robert Harrington, Ph.D., R.G., Director, Inyo County Water Department:  Dr. 

Harrington has served as Director of the Inyo County Water Department since 2008.  His resume and 

declaration are attached. 



  j. Brandon Shults, Director, Inyo County Information Services:  Mr. Shults has 

served as the Director of Inyo County Information Services since January, 2002. 

  k. Joshua Hart, Director, Inyo County Planning Department:  Mr. Hart has served 

as the Director of the Inyo County Planning Department since 2010. 
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