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is a planned amount.  We can't predict at this point how

much of that amount will actually be subscribed over the

duration of the plan to 2040.

         And so I want to just focus in on your word

"hope."  I don't think "hope" is quite the right word.

You know, it's a planned up-to amount that allows us to

tap the amount of energy that could occur under the plan

for planning purposes and analysis purposes.  Is that

helpful, Mike?

         MR. SINTETOS:  Yeah, that's a good

clarification.  I tried to make that point in the

clarification that the 20,000 megawatts.  You know, the

plan isn't saying we're going to have 20,000 megawatts

in the desert; it's saying that if because of outside

policy drivers, there is demand for that much

development, this plan would be able to accommodate

that.

         To answer your question, Randy, you know, the

Energy Commission developed this calculator that came up

with that number, and, you know, all the assumptions in

terms of, you know, how much are we expecting we'll get

from distributed generation, from large-scale generation

in other parts of the state, things like that.  And

then, you know, scaling out to 2040, we could see this

much development in the desert by 2040 to meet the
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state's goals.  So that will all be in the document.  I

believe it's in an appendix, so you'll be able to review

that as well.

         CHAIRPERSON BANIS:  Thank you.  Follow-up

question, April?

         MEMBER SALL:  Yes.  Thank you.  April Sall.  I

was going to save this comment for later, but since we

just opened this up about the 20,000 megawatts, I guess

part of what I wanted to give feedback back to BLM and

to the agencies on this point is that, you know, I have

mixed feelings about the DRECP and its value, and this

is one of the reasons.  It is based on the assumptions

that basically frame the plan.

         And, you know, the devil is in the details, but

in this case it's also in the assumptions and the

high-level constraints that were put on this planning

process.  And, you know, you make the comment that this

is not being done in a vacuum.  But in terms of

renewable energy throughout the state, it is being done

in a vacuum because outside goals and accomplishments,

if you will, and development in renewable energy

throughout the state is not being continually reassessed

and reapplied to the DRECP, thus changing the pressure

and the requirements for the desert and the DRECP

planning boundary to absorb up to 20,000 megawatts.
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         And so I think it's a very important point that

you're going to hear from the public I would estimate

thousands of times when this draft comes out.  And in

trying to prepare and somewhat answer your questions up

on the slide projector here, I really feel the agencies

and the REAT teams, Renewable Energy Action Teams --

sorry -- need to do a better job at talking about that,

because you are going to hear, why 20,000 megawatts?

Where is rooftop solar in this, et cetera, et cetera.

What are we doing with geothermal?  Why is that not

catching up, et cetera?

         So I think in all the presentations I've heard

about DRECP, you guys do a very good job, and I

understand there are so many different roles that each

person is trying to fill.  And I don't mean to be too

harsh with my criticism, but from a public standpoint

and the public being able to understand this massive

planning document, I really think it's critical that

these other components are part of the presentation

because they will come up in questions.  And I can't

stress that enough.

         And so in terms of, you know, looking at this

plan and its requirements, you know, you just made a

comment about setting policy.  And by having the

constraints of the DRECP as they exist today, the REAT
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team is essentially setting policy to make utility-scale

renewable energy development in the desert the model for

meeting the state's 33-percent goal, and I think the

public takes issue with that.  I take issue with that

very clearly, but I think it's something that we need to

continue to be able to address throughout this process.

         And certainly as the public meetings and the

draft is released, there needs to be more information

provided about that because in the meetings -- and I'm

on the DRECP stakeholder group, for anyone that doesn't

know.  But the public asks these questions in meetings,

and they are frequently told, "That's not part of what

we're talking about today," or, "That's not part of the

DRECP plan."  And I think that's very inappropriate,

when this is a statewide goal.  It should be statewide

analysis.

         And I'm going to give Lorelei some kudos here.

As other counties -- for example, like Kern County --

have very aggressive renewable energy targets and goals

that they are meeting, that calculation needs to be

current and updated with the DRECP in reference to this

20,000 megawatt goal.

         So I just want wanted to dive into that a

little bit because I think it's really important for the

public to hear that discussion.
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         MR. SINTETOS:  That's really good feedback.

Thanks for that.

         MS. WATT:  For the benefit of listening, what

I've found that I'm listening really carefully to words.

So I have a question for you, April, and a request.  So

one of the things you sort of suggested is that that

analysis be statewide.  And of course I'm going to parse

that a bit because the analysis for the environmental

and other impacts is obviously going to be the desert

area, the geography.  But I think you make a really

important point, is that there needs to be information

about the current sort of state's renewable energy need.

         We have the RPS, the 33 percent you've all

heard.  We've essentially met that.  So what is the next

goal we're trying to meet with the plan?  I think that

needs to be articulated.  And I think you make a really

good point about where are we in sort of renewable

energy around the state and other energy towards the

state's need, the state's goal for renewable or emerging

potentially updated goals, which we could see out of the

state at any point in time, and break that all out.

         And, April, I'd be really interested if you're

willing to take the time for an off-line with Mike and

me to sort of list the kinds of questions you're

interested in.  Karen, Commissioner Douglas, we've had
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these conversations.  We've had them recently about the

goal, if you will, of up-to amounts of this plan, and I

think this would be a really important frequently asked

question and contextual piece we need to issue along

with the plan.

         MEMBER SALL:  Thank you, Terry, and I would be

happy to do that.

         MS. WATT:  Great.

         MEMBER SALL:  Just to dive into the weeds very

quickly, just for your sake, I have had this

conversation with Karen Douglas's office and with

several other members.  In this discussion one of the

things that came back is that the reporting process for

utilities and for the CEC, California Energy Commission,

on where we're at with renewable energy is two to four

years behind basically, and so I will just ask you to

look into that before we have our conversation so that

that is not one of the reasons, if you will, that we

can't move forward on this.  Thank you.

         MS. WATT:  I'll do you one better.  I'll look

into that, and I'll also see what, April and folks in

the room, we have developed as public information on

this.  But I think it's a really important question.  As

you look at the state's major infrastructure priorities

related to water and energy, I think it's really
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important to provide what contacts we have, even though

we know there are gaps in information.  There are gaps

in information.  There are definitely gaps in

information.  There's gaps in groundwater information.

There are probably gaps in what we know about what local

governments are producing on the renewable end,

especially rooftops.  But I know a focus of the

governor's office and the Office of Planning and

Research is to try to go find the best ways to assemble

this information.

         So let's find out what we know, how we know it

and what we don't know and what that means for this and

other planning efforts we're all engaged in together.

So let me find out some things, April, and I'll send you

an e-mail.

         MEMBER SALL:  Thank you.

         CHAIRPERSON BANIS:  Very good.  You know, we're

about to make a 45-minute run from the DAC, and so I'd

like to ask, Diane, are you okay for a 45-minute flurry,

or would you like to take five?

         THE REPORTER:  What does the flurry entail?

         CHAIRPERSON BANIS:  Our talking for 45 minutes

straight.

         THE REPORTER:  That is okay.

         CHAIRPERSON BANIS:  We're going to thank our
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presenters and take over and answer the questions that

are on the screen and provide all the input that we can

relative to public participation in the DRECP.

         So do you have a comment, Al, or do you want to

start?  Either way.

         MEMBER MUTH:  Before we get off of this and

before Mike sits down -- and I know what Gerry Hillier

is going to say, I think, when he comments.  On the

slide "Land Use Plan Amendments, Conservation Management

Actions, Avoidance, Minimization and Compensation

Requirements for Various Resources," the counties are

adamantly opposed to removal of any more private land

from the tax base and inclusion in as compensation for

projects under this plan.  Does the DRECP address that

issue?

         MR. SINTETOS:  I thought I was off the hook.

Here I am again.  So I would think about compensation as

not just acquisition of land but as acquisition or

restoration or enhancement.  So when we say

"compensation," that doesn't necessarily mean buying

more private land.  It could easily mean restoration of

public land.

         MEMBER MUTH:  I assume you're aware that, when

you start talking about restoration in the desert,

that's another whole bag of worms?
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alone that it’s causing us to try to set our lives aside to 1

deal with all of this is -- should be taken into 2

consideration.3

  We’ve got a lot of incidences of Valley Fever that 4

are already happening out there.  The tremendous land 5

disturbance that is being proposed could cause an incredible 6

amount of this Valley Fever.  It’s called coccidioides and 7

it causes all kinds of chronic problems which include fever, 8

chest pains, joint aches, fatigue, headaches, chills, night 9

sweats.  I think I have a lot of that from going through 10

some of this process already. 11

  And you know, there’s just a lot of considerations 12

that we feel need to be looked at before we hurdle into 13

things that will destroy our desert forever.  It’s not just, 14

you know, it’s not just a few considerations.  We’ve got -- 15

we’ve got precious land out there that we want to protect, 16

and we want to protect it for our generations to come.17

  And we are imploring you, especially the BLM and 18

those of you that have, you know, stepped up, too, because 19

you love this land, we’re asking you to take another look at 20

this and to give us the time that we need to -- to come up 21

with some viable alternatives and solutions.  Thank you. 22

  MR. BEALE:  Thank you.  Ron Rempel. 23

  MR. REMPEL:  My name is Ron Rempel and I’ve had 24

the privilege of working on numerous NCCPs, both in the 25
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development and the implementation of those plans.  And I 1

just have a few comments tonight, since I haven’t had a 2

chance to look at the whole document yet.  I do have the 3

disk now, and I appreciate the Energy Commission providing 4

that.5

  One of the clear pieces the NCCP Act requires is 6

funding for the long-term management and monitoring of 7

species.  The plan does not appear to include funding that 8

will take those management and monitoring into the long 9

term.  I think the assumption is that someday some plants 10

will be taken out and be restored.  But that is, I think, 11

really open question over the long term. 12

  But in addition the costs associated with 13

management and monitoring appear to be off by a factor of 20 14

or more.  In other words, there isn’t near enough money 15

being put into the program in order to do the management and 16

monitoring.  And I’m sure there are some folks here in San 17

Diego that would be more than willing to sit down with Staff 18

and go over the real costs of management and monitoring for 19

an NCCP and the types of species we’re talking about since 20

we do know those costs today, and it’s far greater than 21

anybody anticipated. 22

  I think the piece, also, with the long-term 23

funding for management and monitoring is -- I see that 24

really as a cost shift to future -- to future residents, to 25
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future developers out in the desert.  Because this program 1

really is going to underestimate the required mitigation to 2

fully offset the impacts.  We know that out at Coso 3

Geothermal,  the mitigation that was put in there did not 4

work for Mojave ground squirrels.  There was not 5

demonstratable increase to take care of the losses that 6

occurred there, and I think that’s going to be a situation 7

throughout this conservation plan area. 8

  Some very simple facts I didn’t see in the 9

documents at this point, maybe they’re in there someplace, 10

but for the plants, nobody has even discussed the ploidy 11

level in the plants which could affect whether or not 12

adjacent populations of plants are actually part of the same 13

population or are they -- if they cross, are they 14

incompatible?  And that’s terribly important if you’re going 15

to manage these plant species over the long term, 16

understanding what that is.  And the same thing with -- with 17

the animal species.  The talk is about connectivity, 18

functional connectivity, yet there is no data that’s in 19

there that would show that, in fact, the populations of 20

these various species are actually connected out there.  The 21

techniques are there.  It does take some time to get that 22

data.  But the techniques are clearly there so you know 23

whether or not you’re trying to manage a meta population or 24

a whole lot of individual populations.  The management and 25
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monitoring is totally different depending on that situation. 1

  I think lastly, I didn’t see anything in the 2

document at this point that talks about the impacts of the 3

NCCP for the DRECP on adjacent NCCPs.  That appears to be 4

totally missing.  Perfect example there is within San Diego 5

County in the western portion there’s a very specific number 6

of nesting pairs of Golden Eagles that is required to 7

maintain.  If -- and those eagles do move around.  They do 8

move out of the area at times.  If one of those eagles gets 9

killed by a wind energy project in DRECP, who has to make it 10

up, the people of the Western San Diego County who had no 11

impact on that eagle pair, or does DRECP proponents have to 12

make it up and deal with that particular issue?13

  And I think we don’t know enough about a lot of 14

these populations to really understand how that whole piece 15

fits together.  It would strike me that a lot more data 16

needs to go in and the management and the monitoring piece, 17

at least sampling designs, how the data is going to be 18

analyzed to understand whether change occurs, and what 19

change has to occur in order for the Department of Fish and 20

Wildlife to take the step of actually revoking the permits 21

or removing species from the covered species list.22

  It seems to be the assumption that it’s all going 23

to work.  I can tell you, it is not going to all work, based 24

on experience.  Thank you.25
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IV.7-281 is the only place that mentions Undesignated Areas, “Approximately 471,000 acres were not designated as Reserve Design Lands under the 
Preferred Alternative that were identified in the conceptual reserve envelope, which is 
primarily comprised of BLM-administered lands in the Plan Area without BLM LUPA 
conservation designations over them”. What about the other 
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Figure 9. Mohave Ground Squirrel Conflicts in the Pinto Lucerne Valley Eastern Slopes 
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Figure 10. Covered Species Count in the Pinto Lucerne Valley Eastern Slopes 
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