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October 28, 2026 
 
Hello Everyone at Inyo County Administration on Edwards Street in Independence, 
California. Thank  you for your hard work and service to Inyo County residents that in 
many instances is taken for granted.  
 
As a property owner in Charleston View, I attended yesterday’s meeting in Teccpa.  
 
I want to be open and transparent, and as an investor in Charleston View with the goal 
that it becomes a viable community settlement and an economic asst to Inyo County, I 
am also one of many current property owners with yet to be developed parcels that 
support the County’s approval of the land lease arrangement with the current solar 
energy developer.  
 
First: With passage of the lease agreement, Inyo County greatly assists California in 
replacing fossil fuels with renewable energy, reducing atmospheric pollution and 
pulmonary disease.  
 
Second: With the additional income from property taxes on the leased land, all Inyo 
County residents’ benefit, even those opposing the development arrangement.  
 
Third: The energy developer has offered ample evidence it will be a good neighbor, and 
the donation of construction funds for a new fire station benefits all of Charleston View 
and create new opportunities for property owners to now receive financing for new 
development.  
 
Fourth: With the front edge of solar field set back along the Old Spanish Trail Highway , 
future development along the highway frontage will block and diffuse views into the 
site from vehicles travelling by. Along neighboring side-roads along the solar field 
perimeter, as good neighbors, I’m certain the developer would install simple 
architectural enhancements and desert landscaping including trees, shrubbery and 
flowering vines to the perimeter fencing to help diminish visual objections. 
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Appointing one of the developer’s operational staff to a Charleston View citizen 
advisory committee would also bring the solar field’s operations and maintenance to the 
table as a community resource.  
 
All throughout my professional career I have been considered a design with nature 
project manager, architect, and community planner and advocate for being a good 
neighbor, so I have no issue with those supporting similar high-level goals pertaining to 
environmental sustainability and resource conservation. However, having experience 
assisting clients with illegal eminent domain and takings cases, I was concerned with the 
objections to moving forward raised by the lady speaker representing the Nevada and 
California Basin and Range Watch. Her concerns regarding the Old Spanish Trail 
corridor across Inyo County towards Immigrant Pass, in my mind, impacts a ten-mile-
wide swath of privately-owned property with owners having a history of paying 
property taxes to Inyo County. Some of these parcels may likely be developed or partially 
developed.  
 
Any move to alter current Inyo County zoning and development ordinances, 
regulations, and guidelines including requiring new vista view sheds and other 
requirements via an additional Eis undertaking would invite legal repercussions lasting 
years of court determinations.  
 
Suspecting minds could easily conclude this would be a successful means to stop the 
solar project.  
 
Ensuring there are better tomorrows is never easy, so once again, I thank each of you 
for your hard work, dedication, and service to Inyo County’s betterment.  
 
 

 
California Registrant # C 6861 
Dr. Robert Fielden, NCARB, FAIA 
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You don't often get email from jcopeland@deathvalleyschools.org. Learn why this is important

From: James Copeland <jcopeland@deathvalleyschools.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 15, 2025 12:51 PM
To: Cynthia Draper <cdraper@inyocounty.us>
Subject: Solar Project follow up

Cynthia -

Following find some thoughts regarding Charleston View and issues which  might be
addressed as the solar project moves forward -

Death Valley Unified School District does, and has, provided K-12 education to those
students residing in Charleston View. What we are seeing is an increase in enrollment
from families who have relocated to Charleston View. All  students are transported via
school bus to our high school and elementary campuses in Shoshone. We do want to
share that increased construction and maintenance traffic on Old Spanish Trail will only
increase the wear and tear on what is already a sub standard highway. Our hope would
be that some consideration be given to highway improvements to include turnouts for
bus stops as well as a highway that would comply with California state highway
guidelines as to width, etc.

At present, the lack of viable emergency services for the entire of eastern Inyo County
are, without a doubt, the biggest concern that our school district faces. Should we call
911 it is doubtful that there will be a response, generally not one with qualified personnel
to fight fire or tackle medical aide calls. I think about this every day with hopes that some
viable solution might be available. SIFPD exists in name only - not comforting for those
of us responsible for young lives and those of employees. 

As a result I propose the following as a partnership with our communities and the
developer of this new solar project.  With the transportation of lithium batteries over our
roads and the siting of lithium ion batteries on the project sit the following would do a lot
to allay fears and  support the viability of this project. In short, DVUSD recommends that
the developer financially support, on an ongoing basis, emergency services for
Charleston View as well as Old Spanish Trail.

mailto:jcopeland@deathvalleyschools.org
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderIdentification


 
I want to be clear in stating that these monies would go to a responsible emergency
services provider, in this case either CAL FIRE or Bureau of Land Management - Thus
assuring that oversight and protocols would guarantee that everyone falling under this
umbrella would be served by qualified and drug free personnel. 
 
This  issue further leads to our suggestion that the developer fund five full time
emergency services positions staffed by trained firefighter/paramedics. While this would
be expensive, the cost would pale if a fire, medical or lithium ion event cost lives.
Needless to say, serious legal issues would arise if it were determined that there were no
emergency services supporting this project.
 
Though it might be suggested that this proposal falls under the Southern Inyo Fire
Protection District, it must be made clear that time and technology simply mandate a
more serious effort to save lives and property. That coupled with a lack of qualified
leadership guiding current SIFPD suggest that this project needs to reach  beyond
our local borders to ensure the safety and security of the surrounding community.
Hence, the suggestion of a BLM or CAL
FIRE presence supporting our communities as well as the project staff and properties.
 
As to support for the Charleston View Community the school district would, without
hesitation, support a road improvement effort covering some of the more traveled roads
in Charleston View. This is not to suggest paved roads but, rather, some efforts including
a road grader to help smooth some of those roads along with a road brush to help ensure
that emergency service, school buses and residents could more easily access
properties off Old Spanish Trail (I will be forwarding a map of the roads our buses
traverse along with the names of the roads with the most traffic).
 
Thanks - anything else let me know
 
Jim
 
--
Jim Copeland
Superintendent
Death Valley Unified School District
(760) 852-4303 PH
(775) 209-4855 Cell
(760) 852-4395 Fax



www.deathvalleyschools.org
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July 14, 2025
Stephanie Lauer  
Senior Director of Permitting, Lands, and GIS  
174 Power Global  
400 Spectrum Center Drive; STE 1400    
Irvine, CA 92618  

Dear Ms. Lauer,  

     As requested, the Military Aviation and Installation Assurance Siting Clearinghouse
coordinated within the Department of Defense (DoD) an informal review of the Bonanza Peak
Energy Project. The results of our review indicated that the solar project, located in Inyo, (CA)
Nye and Clark Counties (NV), CA, as proposed, will have minimal impact on military
operations conducted in the area. However, any subsequent changes will require an additional
review by the DoD.  

     Please note that this informal review by the DoD Military Aviation and Installation
Assurance Siting Clearinghouse does not constitute an action under 49 United States Code
Section 44718 and that the DoD is not bound by the conclusion arrived at under this informal
review. To expedite our review in the Obstruction Evaluation Airport Airspace Analysis
(OE/AAA) process, please add the project number (2025-6-S-DEV-15) in the comments section
of the filing. If you have any questions, please contact me at robbin.e.beard.civ@mail.mil.  

Sincerely,  

Robbin Beard  
Acting Executive Director  
Military Aviation and Installation  
Assurance Siting Clearinghouse  

OFFICE OF THE ASSISTANT SECRETARY OF DEFENSE
3400 DEFENSE PENTAGON

WASHINGTON, DC  20301-3400

ENERGY, INSTALLATIONS
     AND ENVIRONMENT



Memorandum:  

Ambiguities in the Inyo County REGPA Water Rights Retirement Policy 

 

 

From:  Patrick Donnelly, Center for Biological Diversity 

 

To:  Cathreen Richards, Inyo County Planning Department 

Holly Alpert, Inyo County Water Department 

Will Wadelton, Inyo County Commissioner, District 5 

 

CC:  Stephanie Lauer, 174 Power Global 

  Laura Crane, The Nature Conservancy, California Chapter 

  Mason Voehl, Amargosa Conservancy 

  Greg James, Attorney 

 

 

The Inyo County Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment Policy WR-3.7 applies to 

renewable energy projects located in Charleston View in southeast Inyo County. It states, 

“Projects proposed in Charleston View shall be water sustainable and shall require project 

applicants to purchase and retire water rights along the same flow path for the water that will be 

used for the project (construction and maintenance) at a minimum of a 1 to 1 ratio.” 

 

However, there are significant questions about how this provision could be implemented. In 

particular, jurisdictional differences in water management practices between Nevada and 

California make the intent of this provision somewhat vague and difficult to implement. This 

memorandum will look at the history of this provision, the challenges in implementing it, and 

will suggest paths forward. 

 

 

The Inyo County REGPA & Groundwater in Charleston View 

 

To understand the origin of this provision we need to go back to the early part of the 2010s. 

While a variety of factors led to the development of the Inyo County REGPA, one of the most 

contentious elements was the Hidden Hills Solar Project proposal in Charleston View. This 

project was a “power tower” proposal, which would have consumed several hundred acre-feet of 

water per year, every year. 

 

Charleston View is part of the Pahrump Valley hydrographic basin, established as Basin 162 by 

the USGS. Basin 162 spans Nevada and California, though it is primarily within Nevada, and 

almost the entirety of the population of Pahrump Valley lives on the Nevada side of the border.  



 

Groundwater underlying Pahrump Valley and Charleston View originates as snowmelt on Mount 

Charleston, which then flows down both a shallow alluvial aquifer and a deep carbonate aquifer. 

Extensive geochemical and geologic evidence indicates that the water discharging at Shoshone 

Spring, Tecopa Hot Springs, the Amargosa River Canyon, and Willow Creek/China Ranch 

mostly also originates from Mount Charleston in Nevada. This water flows under Pahrump 

Valley in the deep carbonate, and then enters California and moves via three flow paths to the 

Shoshone-Tecopa area: via Ash Meadows and down the Amargosa River; via Chicago Valley; 

and via Charleston View and California Valley. So theoretically groundwater will flow off Mount 

Charleston, underneath Charleston View, through California, into Willow Creek, discharging at 

China Ranch and then reaching the Amargosa River. Thus, any new water withdrawals in 

Pahrump Valley and in particular Charleston View, have long raised the hackles of 

conservationists. 

 

Groundwater impacts were the chief concern expressed about the Hidden Hills Solar Project by 

conservationists, and was a driving factor in the debate about the Inyo County REGPA during its 

development in 2014-2015. In particular, The Nature Conservancy’s California Chapter and the 

Amargosa Conservancy strongly advocated for “water neutral” development in Charleston View, 

and for limiting the permissible technologies to those that have no annual consumption of water.  

 

In the end, the Inyo County Supervisors elected to prohibit solar thermal projects like Hidden 

Hills in the REGPA, due to the technology requiring ongoing water consumption. As a 

compromise, the Charleston View Solar Energy Development Area (SEDA) was designated in 

the REGPA, and strict conservation provisions were put in place to minimize the harm that 

development in the SEDA would cause. Again, at the urging of The Nature Conservancy’s 

California Chapter and the Amargosa Conservancy, Policy WR-3.7 was included in the REGPA. 

 

 

Pahrump Valley Water Management in Nevada 

 

Groundwater management in Nevada is far more advanced than in California. Given that the 

Amargosa is not a medium or high priority basin under California’s Sustainable Groundwater 

Management Act, groundwater pumping in Charleston View is functionally unregulated. 

Basically anyone can stick a well in the ground and start pumping with no real limits on how 

much they pump. 

 

By contrast, groundwater pumping in Nevada is strictly regulated. The entire state is broken up 

into groundwater basins, which from a management perspective are functionally regarded as 

discrete hydrogeologic units. Using the old USGS reconnaissance reports from the 1960s, the 

State Engineer (Nevada’s chief water regulator) established “perennial yields” for each basin – 



that is, the total amount of water that can be withdrawn each year without unduly impacting 

groundwater levels in the basin.  

 

Pahrump Valley is managed as Basin 162 by the Nevada State Engineer. It has an established 

perennial yield of 20,000 acre-feet per year. Unfortunately, in the past water rights were issued 

far beyond what turned out to the perennial yield of the basin. As a result, there are 74,932 acre-

feet per year of water rights issued in Basin 162.1 Nearly that full amount was actually pumped 

during the 1960s and 1970s due to intensive cotton agriculture. The amount of pumping today is 

far less – estimated at 14,861 acre-feet per year. However this number is likely low, as it includes 

over 11,000 domestic wells estimated at pumping 0.5 acre-feet per year. Each domestic well is 

entitled to pump up to 2 acre-feet per year, and there are no meters so there is no way to verify 

how much each domestic well pumps. With the extensive tree cover and other irrigated 

landscaping around Pahrump, the 0.5 acre-feet number seems dubious. Thus pumping is likely 

higher than the 14,861 acre-feet per year number. 

 

Overpumping of water in Pahrump Valley has caused groundwater levels to plummet by as much 

as two feet per year in some areas in the basin, causing cumulative declines of over 100 feet in 

the groundwater table. Clearly, pumping has far exceeded a sustainable level. There are also 

indications that overpumping is affecting Inyo County’s water resources – springs down-gradient 

from Pahrump Valley in Inyo County are drying up, including Twelvemile Spring, Chappo 

Spring, and Tule Spring.2 

 

The Nevada State Engineer has an objective of reducing groundwater appropriations in Pahrump 

Valley. Currently, anyone wanting to drill a new domestic well in Pahrump must purchase and 

retire two acre-feet of water per annum.3 While this is well-intentioned, it has the effect of 

solving the problem on paper without solving it in reality. People who own unpumped paper 

water rights are enriched, but there’s still a new domestic well and new pumping.  

 

So there are really two discrete problems to deal with in Basin 162. First is the need to reduce 

pumping to a sustainable level. Given the marked declines in groundwater levels, it’s clear that 

the sustainable level of pumping is far less than the 20,000 acre-foot per year perennial yield. 

Pumping must be reduced until it no longer reduces groundwater levels and dries up Inyo 

County’s water sources. And second, there is a need to reduce paper water rights, which could be 

developed at any time. In other words, all 75,000 acre-feet of water is legally entitled to be 

pumped, which would be a catastrophe. 

 

 
1 https://tools.water.nv.gov/Pumpage%20Inventories/162%20-%20Pahrump%20Valley/162%20-%202023%20-

%20Pahrump%20Valley.pdf  
2 Andy Zdon, State of the Basin Report, 2020. 
3 https://images.water.nv.gov/images/Orders/1293Ao.pdf  

https://tools.water.nv.gov/Pumpage%20Inventories/162%20-%20Pahrump%20Valley/162%20-%202023%20-%20Pahrump%20Valley.pdf
https://tools.water.nv.gov/Pumpage%20Inventories/162%20-%20Pahrump%20Valley/162%20-%202023%20-%20Pahrump%20Valley.pdf
https://images.water.nv.gov/images/Orders/1293Ao.pdf


Given the state of Basin 162, it is generally seen as a good thing by Nye County and the State 

Engineer to both reduce pumping and reduce paper water right allocations.  

 

 

Policy WR-3.7 Is Intended to Retire Water Rights in Nevada 

 

It must be recognized that both The Nature Conservancy, California Chapter and the Amargosa 

Conservancy envisioned this provision applying to water rights retirements in Nevada. Assuming 

that the Inyo County Board of Supervisors also intended for these water rights retirements to 

occur in Nevada is important. Otherwise, Policy WR-3.7 is illogical.  

 

In unmanaged groundwater basins, California does not have a concept of “retiring water rights.” 

Since pumping is not regulated in Charleston View, there is no way to retire a water right. You 

could plug a well, but someone can sink a well right next door and pump as much as they want. 

So there is no legal mechanism for water rights retirement in Charleston View, suggesting that 

the Inyo County Board of Supervisors intended that the retirements occur in Nevada. 

 

There has been some concern that retiring water rights in Nevada would cause a problem with 

equity – wouldn’t Nevada be upset to retire their own water rights to facilitate development in 

California? Wouldn’t retiring water rights in Nevada not actually help Inyo County? The answer 

to both questions is no. Nevada officials would be happy to take water rights off the books in 

Basin 162 for any reason. And since Pahrump Valley is a single groundwater basin encompassing 

both sides of the border, retiring water rights on the Nevada side of the border provides a benefit 

to Inyo County residents and the environment by helping to bring the groundwater basin they are 

a part of into balance. 

 

However, there is some uncertainty regarding Policy WR-3.7 as it applies to specific projects. 

Water rights in Nevada (and basically everywhere) are managed on an annual basis – in acre-feet 

per annum. However, water consumption by a solar project in Charleston View is likely to be a 

one-shot deal – withdrawals on the order of 1,000 acre-feet for construction over a 12-24 month 

period.4 This is further complicated by Policy WR-3.7’s requirement of a 1:1 mitigation ratio.  

 

There is simply no mechanism to retire 1,000 acre-feet of water once. You’d be paying someone 

to say they won’t pump 1,000 acre-feet. But who’s to say they were pumping it to begin with? So 

there is a fundamental incongruity between what WR-3.7 is intending to mitigate and the 

mitigation solution provided in the Policy. There is simply no way to retire 1,000 acre-feet of 

water rights once.  

 

 
4 This is a broad generalization on solar projects, which generally consume about 1,000 acre-feet for construction of 

a 3,000 acre project. 



Additionally, WR-3.7 requires that water rights retirements be on the same groundwater flow 

path as the withdrawals – but there are no significant annual uses of water along the Mount 

Charleston-Charleston View-California Valley-Willow Creek flow path. 

 

 

What’s the Solution? 

 

Policy WR-3.7 is confusing and illogical as written for three reasons: 

 

• It doesn’t state where water rights retirements should happen, but the only place they 

could logically happen is in Nevada. 

• There are no other appreciable water users along the flow path to retire water rights from. 

• There is no mechanism to retire a single use of water rights. Water rights are managed on 

an annual basis.  

 

We are faced with a challenge at the moment, because Bonanza Peak Solar is under permitting. 

There are two possible solutions to this problem: 

 

1. The Board of Supervisors amends the REGPA to more clearly define the intent of Policy 

WR-3.7 to ensure that impacts to groundwater are sufficiently mitigated by any solar 

project in Charleston View. 

 

OR 

 

2. Bonanza Peak Solar reaches an agreement with the County and interested parties about 

acceptable mitigation measures, the Board of Supervisors uses a one-time variance to 

exempt the project from Policy WR-3.7, and no amendment of the REGPA is needed. 

 

It is essential that Bonanza Peak, the County, and interested parties come to a solution about this 

matter. Policy WR-3.7 is not just fluff, it was put in for a reason – to ensure that impacts from 

projects like Bonanza Peak Solar are sufficiently mitigated so as not to harm Inyo County’s 

residents or environment. Whether via amending the REGPA or having a project-specific 

agreement, steps must be taken to ensure that Inyo County’s water resources are made whole by 

any new renewable energy development in Charleston View.  

 

 







Heavy metals detected in the soil have also created health implications for
Monterey County’s agriculture industry, and the workers who pick the produce.

Listen to this article · 9:18 min Learn more

By Orlando Mayorquín

Reporting from northern Monterey County, Calif.

Feb. 10, 2025

The vast farmlands just off the coast of California’s Monterey Bay are usually quiet

during the winter, when there are no crops to pick.

This winter, a different kind of stillness has taken hold. First, fears of immigration

raids paralyzed the immigrant communities that make up the agricultural work

force. And now, anxiety has spread over what some in the region believe is a

sprawling and silent environmental disaster.

Last month, a battery-storage plant went up in flames and burned for days,

prompting the evacuation of more than 1,000 residents and shutting down local

schools. The plant, located in Moss Landing, an unincorporated community in

Monterey County, is the largest facility in the world that uses lithium-ion batteries

to store energy. Residents have reported feeling ill, and many of them worry that

the fire polluted the air, soil and water with toxins.

A California Battery Plant
Burned. Residents Have
Gotten Sick, and Anxious.

https://www.nytimes.com/2025/02/10/us/california-battery-plant-fire.html

6/26/25, 8:28 AM A California Battery Plant Burned. Residents Have Gotten Sick, and Anxious. - The New York Times

https://www.nytimes.com/2025/02/10/us/california-battery-plant-fire.html 1/9
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“Now you don’t see anybody walking outside because it’s terrifying, everything

that’s going on,” said Esmeralda Ortiz, who had to evacuate from her home in Moss

Landing after the plant began burning on Jan. 16.

She noticed an odd metallic odor as she and her two young children fled. She said

she later took her children to the doctor after they complained of headaches and

sore throats, symptoms she also had. Eventually, her children felt better, but Ms.

Ortiz said she worries about the potential long-term health effects and whether the

strawberry fields where she and her husband plan to work during the harvest have

been contaminated.

No homes were damaged in the fire, which unfolded more than 300 miles north of

the devastating Palisades and Eaton fires in the Los Angeles area. For weeks,

residents, officials, researchers and environmental and public-health experts have

been trying to understand the scale of damage, but so far there have been few

answers. What was unleashed by the plumes of smoke from thousands of burning

lithium-ion batteries? And where did it go?

“A lot of people are concerned about the ingestion of heavy metals,” said Brian

Roeder, who moved his family into a rental home for the next month after they felt

ill at their home in Prunedale, about eight miles southeast of the fire.

“Most people can’t do that,” Mr. Roeder, 62, said of temporarily relocating. “But we

have a 7-year-old and we’re like, ‘We got to get him out of here.’”

6/26/25, 8:28 AM A California Battery Plant Burned. Residents Have Gotten Sick, and Anxious. - The New York Times

https://www.nytimes.com/2025/02/10/us/california-battery-plant-fire.html 2/9



Brian Roeder at his home in Prunedale, Calif., about eight miles southeast of the Moss Landing battery-
storage plant. Ian C. Bates for The New York Times

Vistra, the Texas-based energy company that operates the plant, said there were

approximately 100,000 lithium ion battery modules inside the storage facility and

that most of them had burned. The company said an exact accounting had yet to be

done, because crews were still prohibited from entering the facility to do a visual

inspection.

Tests conducted by a state agency, the Department of Toxic Substances Control,

detected cobalt, nickel, copper and manganese — heavy metals found in lithium ion

batteries — at wide-ranging levels in soil sampled at eight sites near the plant and

up to roughly five miles away from it. Officials said the data was preliminary and

6/26/25, 8:28 AM A California Battery Plant Burned. Residents Have Gotten Sick, and Anxious. - The New York Times
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still needed to be thoroughly analyzed. Tests of the local drinking water found the

presence of the metals but at safe levels. Air quality monitoring has not detected

heavy metal particles or hydrogen fluoride, a gas associated with the batteries,

county officials said.

In a separate study, researchers at San Jose State University’s Moss Landing

Marine Laboratories in the Elkhorn Slough Reserve, an estuary next to the battery

facility, found that the levels of cobalt, nickel and manganese had significantly

increased in topsoil samples in the area compared to levels from studies conducted

before the fire.

The results of soil testing by the state agency and the university lab were cited in a

lawsuit filed on behalf of four residents by a legal team that includes the

environmental activist Erin Brockovich.

The suit alleged that the amount of cobalt, manganese, nickel and copper in the

preliminary state data exceeded federal Environmental Protection Agency risk

levels for residential soil, including for children. The lawsuit claimed the facility’s

fire-suppression system was deficient. It was filed against Vistra as well as other

defendants, including the state’s largest utility company, Pacific Gas & Electric,

which operates another energy storage facility at the Moss Landing plant.

Vistra declined to comment on the lawsuit. The company said in a statement that it

was working closely with local officials and community partners. “We have and

will continue to do everything we can to do right by our community and are

working in concert with federal, state and local agencies to ensure public health

and safety,” Vistra’s statement read.

PG&E said it was reviewing the complaint. In a statement, the utility said the fire

was not a PG&E incident. “The Moss Landing power plant is located adjacent to —

but walled off and separate from — PG&E’s Moss Landing electric substation,” the

statement read.

6/26/25, 8:28 AM A California Battery Plant Burned. Residents Have Gotten Sick, and Anxious. - The New York Times
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Many residents worry that the fire polluted the air, soil and water. Ian C. Bates for The New York Times

Mr. Roeder has helped lead residents in collecting more than 100 of their own soil

samples for testing. The preliminary results detected varying concentrations of

lithium, cobalt, nickel or manganese as far as 46 miles away.

Haakon Faste, 47, who lives in Ben Lomond, a mountain community roughly 25

miles northwest of the plant, recalled a metallic taste in the air in the days after the

fire broke out on Jan. 16. He and his wife experienced a number of symptoms: sore

throat, headaches, bloody noses.

6/26/25, 8:28 AM A California Battery Plant Burned. Residents Have Gotten Sick, and Anxious. - The New York Times
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“It feels like you’re breathing — I don’t know if it’s like breathing acid or it’s like the

air is so incredibly dry that it burns deep down into your lungs, so it hurts to

swallow,” Mr. Faste said.

Soil samples from land surrounding the power plant revealed heavy metals found in lithium ion
batteries. Ian C. Bates for The New York Times

The couple evacuated and moved to a short-term rental. Trips to urgent care have

yielded few answers about what may have sickened them.

People who inhale high concentrations of heavy metals experience profound health

effects, said Dr. Justin Colacino, an associate professor of environmental health

science at the University of Michigan School of Public Health. Throat irritation,

6/26/25, 8:28 AM A California Battery Plant Burned. Residents Have Gotten Sick, and Anxious. - The New York Times
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lung inflammation and difficulty breathing can occur with heavy-metal inhalation,

and manganese can have neurological effects if inhaled at high levels.

“If people in the community are reporting these, that would be consistent with

what we know from folks that breathe in metals like this in an occupational setting

where the levels tend to be high,” Dr. Colacino said.

Even without a full understanding of the environmental and health effects, the fire

has raised questions about the safety of energy storage technology that California

is relying on to meet its ambitious timeline for a clean-energy future. The Moss

Landing Power Plant has stood tall over the region since 1950, generating gas-

powered electricity for the state’s grid. Vistra’s lithium-ion battery facility went

online at the site in 2020, in an expansion approved by the California Public

Utilities Commission.

Facilities like the one in Moss Landing store excess energy collected during the

day and release it as electricity into the grid at night. Presented as a step toward a

carbon-free future, the expansion received little attention or resistance from the

public or from interest groups, said Glenn Church, a county supervisor who

represents northern Monterey County.

“We are right now in a place where government does not have the knowledge to

regulate this technology and industry does not have the know-how to control it,”

Mr. Church said.

When a lithium-ion battery catches fire, industry best practice is to let it burn.

Dousing it with water is ineffective and can cause a chemical reaction.

“I know of no other industry that does that,” Mr. Church said of letting the material

burn.

He is pushing to keep the facility off line until there is a full accounting of the cause

of the fire and its fallout. In addition, Dawn Addis, the state assembly member who

represents the central coast, has introduced a bill to require local input in the

permitting process and new regulations for new energy storage facilities. And the

utilities commission has proposed the implementation of new safety rules.

6/26/25, 8:28 AM A California Battery Plant Burned. Residents Have Gotten Sick, and Anxious. - The New York Times
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More than 1,000 residents had to evacuate when the battery-storage plant went up in flames. Ian C. Bates

for The New York Times

The depositing of heavy metals onto soil carries added implications for a region

known for growing strawberries and other produce, and for the workers who pick

the fruit.

At a forum on immigrant rights hosted by the local school district in nearby

Castroville in late January, many hands shot up when the presenter asked how

many farmworkers were in the room.

6/26/25, 8:28 AM A California Battery Plant Burned. Residents Have Gotten Sick, and Anxious. - The New York Times
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“People are in a such big moment of stress that they say it’s one thing and another,”

Maria Tarelo, who works packing berries, said of the fears of federal raids and the

battery plant fire.

Ms. Tarelo has advised her fellow workers to take precautions by wearing masks

and gloves, as they face the potential of working land that could turn out to be

hazardous to their health. For many men and women who labor in the fields, the

pressing concern is that contaminated crops could result in less work.

“Then we don’t have anything to pay for food or rent,” Ms. Tarelo said. “Sometimes,

no matter the state of the environment, we have to go work.”

Orlando Mayorquín is a Times reporter covering California. He is based in Los Angeles.

A version of this article appears in print on , Section A, Page 10 of the New York edition with the headline: A Battery Plant Burned, And
Residents Grew Sick
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February 9, 2026 

Cathreen Richards, Planning Director 
Inyo County Planning Department 
168 N. Edwards Street 
Independence, CA 93526 
cc: Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Cynthia Draper, Associate Planner 

Re: Bonanza Peak Solar Project—request for Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 

The undersigned organizations and individuals respectfully request that Inyo County prepare a site-specific 
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the proposed Bonanza Peak Solar Project (Project), rather 
than relying on an Addendum to the 2015 Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for Inyo 
County's Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment (REGPA). 

Under CEQA, an Addendum is intended only for minor changes to a previously analyzed project. The Bonanza Peak 
Solar Project is not a minor change. It is a 500-megawatt industrial solar facility proposed on approximately 2,400 
acres of private land in Charleston View, California. The Project includes extensive solar arrays, a new substation, 
new access roads, an Operations and Maintenance building, and a nine-mile, 230-kilovolt generation-tie 
transmission line connecting to the Trout Canyon Substation in Nevada. 

The Project site overlaps the location of the former, proposed Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating System 
(HHSEGS), which was withdrawn in 2015 in part due to its significant and unavoidable impacts to environmental, 
cultural, and historic resources, including impacts to the Old Spanish National Historic Trail. 

The 2015 PEIR addressed potential impacts only at a programmatic level for future projects within designated 
Solar Energy Development Areas (SEDAs). It did not evaluate site-specific conditions or impacts under current 
environmental, cultural, hydrologic, or visual circumstances. As a result, the PEIR cannot adequately support an 
Addendum for this Project. A full SEIR is required to analyze the Project's new and more severe impacts, and to 
provide meaningful public review and participation. 

The Project would result in significant impacts to the following resources: 

*Air Quality: Construction would generate substantial fugitive dust, potentially affecting public health in 
nearby communities. 

*Groundwater Resources: A project of this scale may require 500 to 1,000 acre-feet of water during 
construction for dust suppression, raising serious concerns about groundwater depletion and impacts to local 
wells. 

*Old Spanish National Historic Trail: The Project's southeast boundary ties approximately 11/4 miles from the 
Trail's centerline and is entirely within the 10-mile-wide Old Spanish Trail corridor designated by the Bureau of 
Land Management and the National Park Service. The Project would significantly degrade the historic setting, 
viewshed, and experiential integrity of this nationally significant resource. 

*Wildlife: The Project would destroy habitat for desert tortoise, burrowing owl, kit fox, and migratory birds, and 
would impair landscape connectivity for larger species such as desert bighorn sheep. 
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*Rare Plants: The Project would remove native vegetation across 2,400 acres, as well as along the generation-
tie line corridor, impacting rare species such as Pahrump buckwheat. Ground disturbance would also 
facilitate invasive weeds, likely leading to long-term herbicide use. 

*Public Health and Property Values: The Project would introduce large-scale industrial visual impacts into a 
rural residential area, reducing community desirability and property values. Fugitive dust and groundwater 
drawdown present additional risks to public health and domestic water supplies. 

*Cumulative Impacts: The generation-tie transmission line in Nevada would contribute to cumulative 
impacts affecting desert tortoise, rare plants, cultural resources, visual resources, and the Old Spanish 
National Historic Trail. 

The Project also has a clear NEPA nexus, as it requires a BLM right-of-way for the transmission line connection to 
the Trout Canyon Substation in Nevada. The transmission line would have significant visual and cultural impacts 
along Tecopa Road, an important corridor for experiencing the historic route of the Old Spanish National Historic 
Trail. 

We therefore urge Inyo County to evaluate the Bonanza Peak Solar Project through a full, project-specific 
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report, including all required CEQA procedures: a Notice of Preparation, 
public scoping, preparation and circulation of a Draft EIR, public meetings and hearings, and a Final DR. 

Despite the Project application having been submitted in July 2024, there is currently no information available on 
the Inyo County Planning Department website, and many residents remain unaware that one of the largest 
industrial developments ever proposed in Inyo County is under consideration. There is an immediate need to 
create a Bonanza Peak Solar Project folder under Current Projects on the Inyo County Planning website. All the 
pertinent documents can be placed there, including relevant Planning Commission decisions, Board of 
Supervisors decisions, Findings, and Resolutions. 

The Charleston View SEDA was the most controversial location identified in the 2015 REGPA. Given the scale and 
severity of impacts associated with this Project, the residents of Inyo County deserve full transparency, 
disclosure, and meaningful public participation. This can only be achieved through preparation of a complete 
SEIR. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Waller, President, Old Spanish Trail Association 

Lynn Brittner, Executive Director, Old Spanish Trail Association 
Jack Prichett, Co-Chair, Stewardship Committee, Old Spanish Trail Association 

(Prwlet 
Bill Helme , Co-Chair, Stewardship Committee, Old Spanish Trail Association j r 

gAi cl-IderAa-A.- 

Kevin Emmerich, Co-Founder 
Basin and Range Watch 
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Laura Cunningham, California Director 
Western Watersheds Project 

Chandra Rosenthal, Western Lands & Rocky Mountain Advocate 
Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility 

Shannon Salter, Creative Coordinator 
Mojave Green 

Steve Bardwell, President 
Morongo Basin Conservation Association 
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September 28, 2026 
 
Cathreen Richards 
Planning Director 
Inyo County Planning Department 
168 North Edwards Street 
Independence, California 93526 
 
Re: Bonanza Peak Energy Project, Response to Center for Biological Diversity Memorandum Regarding 
Policy WR-3.7 
 
Dear Ms. Richards: 
 
Bonanza Peak Solar, LLC, a subsidiary of Hanwha Renewables, (Bonanza Peak) submits this letter in response 
to the memorandum from Patrick Donnelly of the Center for Biological Diversity (CBD) concerning 
implementation of Inyo County General Plan Policy WR-3.7 for the Bonanza Peak Solar Project (Project) (CBD 
Memorandum). Bonanza Peak appreciates CBD’s attention to groundwater sustainability in the Charleston 
View Solar Energy Development Area and the implementation questions identified in the CBD Memorandum.  

This response is intended to provide CBD with an update regarding the treatment of Policy WR-3.7 in the 
County’s current Project record and proposed approval framework. It does not speak for the County or 
prejudge the Board of Supervisors’ consideration of the Project, the proposed Renewable Energy 
Development Agreements (REDAs), or the associated conditions of approval. 

Policy WR-3.7 and the Proposed Project-Specific Approach 

Policy WR-3.7 requires projects proposed in Charleston View to be water sustainable and requires applicants 
to purchase and retire water rights along the same flow path as the water used for Project construction and 
maintenance at a minimum ratio of 1:1. The CBD Memorandum identifies practical questions regarding 
implementation of that language and presents two potential courses of action. The second proposed course 
contemplates a project-specific agreement regarding acceptable mitigation measures, together with what the 
memorandum characterizes as a one-time variance from Policy WR-3.7.  

We understand the net result of working through the County’s review process to be that the current 
proposed approval framework would effectuate the substance of the CBD Memorandum’s second proposed 
course of action, with one important caveat: a variance from Policy WR-3.7 would not be required. The 
proposed REDAs and conditions of approval provide a Project-specific, enforceable framework addressing the 
groundwater-conservation purpose of the policy. The result reflects the outcome of the Project review and 
coordination process undertaken with the County. 

Bonanza Peak owns 1,880 acres of private land (referred to as Kingston View) just south of the Project area in 
the same groundwater basin as the Project (Attachment 1). This land will be used as mitigation for Project 
impacts to satisfy California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) requirements, and the land will be put under conservation easement in perpetuity. Under the 
proposed conditions, Bonanza Peak would prepare and record deed restrictions covering the Kingston View 
mitigation land. The restrictions would disallow, or have the effect of disallowing, groundwater use or export 
from those parcels in perpetuity, except for onsite water use associated with environmental mitigation 
activities dictated by CDFW and/or USFWS, if any. The proposed REDAs expressly identify these restrictions as 



   
 

a requirement intended to meet General Plan Policy WR-3.7. Separately, the proposed conditions include a 
Groundwater Monitoring and Contingency Plan for voluntarily-participating residential wells within one-half 
mile of the Project production wells during construction. The plan would include monitoring and reporting 
requirements, together with contingency measures if water levels in participating wells drop below 
thresholds as a result of Project construction activities based on preconstruction trends. 

The Planning Commission staff report compares the Project’s estimated water use over its 50-year life with 
potential groundwater use associated with development that could otherwise occur on the mitigation 
Kingston View parcels under their current General Plan and zoning designations. Based on that analysis, 
County staff concluded that the proposed restrictions would preserve more groundwater than the Project 
would use, would provide more than a 1:1 groundwater benefit, and would place the Project in substantial 
conformance with Policy WR-3.7.  

Accordingly, the current County record does not rely on or propose a variance from Policy WR-3.7. Instead, 
the proposed approval framework reflects County staff’s conclusion that the Project, subject to the perpetual 
Kingston View groundwater restrictions, would substantially conform to Policy WR-3.7. 

The CBD Memorandum also emphasizes the importance of ensuring that groundwater effects are sufficiently 
evaluated and addressed. Inyo County has provided this Policy WR-3.7 discussion in the Planning Commission 
staff report; the proposed water rights condition in Exhibit C to the REDAs; Section 5.IX, “Hydrology and 
Water Quality,” of the Bonanza Peak Renewable Energy Project Final Initial Study/Addendum; Appendix M, 
“Hydrology and Water Quality Assessment”; and Appendix N, “Water Supply Assessment.” These materials 
provide additional information regarding Project water demand, groundwater conditions, potential effects on 
local aquifers and wells, and the applicable monitoring and groundwater-protection measures.  

We hope this response is helpful in clarifying for CBD how the implementation concern identified in its 
memorandum is addressed in the current Project record. In substance, the proposed Project-specific 
agreement and conditions would provide the enforceable groundwater-conservation mechanism 
contemplated by the memorandum’s second proposed course of action. The distinction is that County staff 
concluded that the proposed restrictions would result in substantial conformance with Policy WR-3.7, and 
therefore that a variance from Policy WR-3.7 is not necessary. 

Bonanza Peak appreciates CBD’s engagement regarding groundwater sustainability in Charleston View and 
the opportunity to provide this updated Project context. We will continue to work with the County and other 
interested parties as the County completes its independent review and consideration of the Project. 

Sincerely, 

 
Stephanie Lauer 
Senior Director, Permitting 
Bonanza Peak Solar, LLC 

Attachment 1: Bonanza Peak – Project and Vicinity, Groundwater Basins 

CC: Patrick Donnelly, Center for Biological Diversity 
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                     HANWHA RENEWABLES 
400 SPECTRUM CENTER DRIVE 

IRVINE, CA 92618 
  

 
September 28, 2026 
 
Cathreen Richards 
Planning Director 
Inyo County Planning Department 
168 North Edwards Street 
Independence, California 93526 
 
Re: Bonanza Peak Energy Project, Response to February 9, 2026 Correspondence Regarding Environmental 
Review 
 
Dear Ms. Richards: 
 
Bonanza Peak Solar, LLC, a subsidiary of Hanwha Renewables (Bonanza Peak) submits this letter in response 
to the concerns regarding environmental review of the Bonanza Peak Solar Project (Project) raised in the 
February 9, 2026 letter from the Old Spanish Trail Association and the other signatories (collectively, the Co-
signatories) (February 9 Letter). Hanwha appreciates the Co-signatories’ engagement in Inyo County’s review 
of the Project and the importance of the environmental, cultural, and community issues identified in the 
February 9 Letter. 

This response is based on the Bonanza Peak Renewable Energy Project Final Initial Study/Addendum, dated 
September 2026 (Addendum). The Addendum is supported by Project-specific technical studies prepared to 
evaluate the environmental topics discussed in the February 9 Letter. 

As lead agency under the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), Inyo County prepared the Addendum 
pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15164 after determining that the Project does not trigger the need for 
supplemental or subsequent environmental review under CEQA Guidelines Section 15162. This letter does 
not independently opine on or speak for the County regarding that determination. Rather, it is intended to 
identify where the concerns raised in the February 9 Letter are evaluated in the Addendum and supporting 
technical studies and to provide relevant Project context. 

Issues Raised in the February 9 Letter 

The February 9 Letter requests preparation of a Project-specific Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 
and contrasts the Project with the former Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating System. The Addendum 
provides a site-specific evaluation of the Project, supported by current technical studies, within the 
programmatic framework established by the 2015 Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment Program 
Environmental Impact Report (REGPA PEIR). It evaluates the Project as currently proposed, a photovoltaic 
solar facility rather than the solar thermal power tower facility proposed as part of Hidden Hills in 2012. The 
Co-signatories can refer generally to Sections 1.0 through 5.0 of the Addendum, including the Project 
background, Project description, technical studies, and resource-specific environmental analyses discussed 
below. 

Air Quality. The February 9 Letter raises concerns regarding construction-related fugitive dust and potential 
effects on nearby communities. These issues are evaluated in Section 5.III, “Air Quality,” including 
construction emissions, fugitive dust generation, applicable Great Basin Unified Air Pollution Control District 
requirements, and potential health risks to nearby sensitive receptors. The analysis incorporates Project-
specific emissions modeling and a health risk screening. It identifies REGPA PEIR Mitigation Measure AQ-1, 



   
 

requiring a site-specific air quality technical report, as satisfied through preparation of the Project’s Air 
Quality and Greenhouse Gas Emissions Report; requires implementation of REGPA PEIR Mitigation Measure 
AQ-2 to reduce fugitive dust and particulate matter emissions during construction; and concludes that REGPA 
PEIR Mitigation Measure AQ-3 would not be applicable because of the Project’s very low operational dust 
emissions. With implementation of Mitigation Measure AQ-2, the Addendum concludes that the Project’s air 
quality impacts would be less than significant and would not be new or substantially more severe than those 
evaluated in the REGPA PEIR. Addendum Appendix F, “Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Report” provides 
additional detail. 

Groundwater Resources. The February 9 Letter raises concerns regarding construction water demand, 
groundwater depletion, and effects on local wells. These issues are evaluated in Section 5.IX, “Hydrology and 
Water Quality,” including anticipated water demand, the proposed use of groundwater from the Pahrump 
Valley Groundwater Basin, basin conditions, groundwater recharge, and potential effects on local aquifers 
and wells. The Addendum estimates that construction would require approximately 1,085 acre-feet of water 
over the approximately 18-month construction period, while normal operation would require approximately 
0.014 acre-feet per year. The analysis identifies REGPA PEIR Mitigation Measures HYD-1 and HYD-3 as 
satisfied through the Project-specific technical studies and requires implementation of the remaining 
applicable provisions of Mitigation Measure HYD-2. Those provisions include evaluation and implementation 
of appropriate groundwater-recharge measures during final design, monitoring of local aquifer and private 
and production well levels, restrictions on Project-related groundwater withdrawals where necessary to avoid 
significant adverse effects, and mitigation for affected wells or other groundwater-dependent uses where 
applicable. With implementation of Mitigation Measure HYD-2, the Addendum concludes that the Project’s 
effects on groundwater supplies and recharge would be less than significant and would not be new or 
substantially more severe than those evaluated in the REGPA PEIR. The Co-signatories can refer to Appendix 
M, “Hydrology and Water Quality Assessment,” Appendix N, “Water Supply Assessment,” and Appendix O, 
“Drainage Report,” for additional detail. 

Cultural Resources and the Old Spanish National Historic Trail. The February 9 Letter raises concerns 
regarding cultural resources and potential effects on the Old Spanish National Historic Trail (OSNHT), 
including effects on its historic setting, viewshed, and experiential integrity. These issues are addressed 
through the Project’s cultural resources and visual resources analyses. Addendum Section 5.V, “Cultural 
Resources,” and Appendix H, “Non-Confidential Cultural Resources Assessment,” provides information 
regarding the cultural resources investigations, identified resources, significance evaluations, and applicable 
mitigation and monitoring measures. Section 5.I, “Aesthetics,” and Appendix C, “Visual Simulations,” address 
visual character and public views in the Project vicinity. Together, these materials provide information 
relevant to the concerns raised in the February 9 Letter. 

Cultural resources work continued after completion of the assessment included as Appendix H to the 
Addendum. On September 11, 2026, the Project team submitted to the County an updated non-confidential 
Cultural Resources Assessment dated September 3, 2026. The revised assessment supersedes the December 
2025 report and incorporates supplemental background research, survey work, and targeted Extended Phase 
I archaeological testing undertaken to support updated resource evaluations and eligibility 
recommendations. The testing found that cultural materials at the evaluated sites were largely confined to 
surface contexts and did not identify intact subsurface cultural deposits. Based on the available field data, the 
revised assessment recommends that none of the 25 archaeological sites evaluated through the testing 
program is eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or California Register of 
Historical Resources (CRHR). Because the Project Study Area retains moderate potential for previously 
unidentified buried cultural resources in areas not subject to testing, the revised assessment continues to 
recommend archaeological monitoring, worker training, stop-work authority, and procedures for evaluating 
and treating previously unidentified resources. The County has posted the September 3, 2026 non-



   
 

confidential revised assessment on its Project webpage in place of the earlier public report. At the time of 
writing, the publicly posted report version does not include the in-progress confidential appendices. 

Additionally, the revised assessment separately considers the OSNHT using currently available National Trails 
System alignment information. That information places the documented OSNHT alignment outside the 
Project’s Developed Area and approximately 1.5 miles from the planned solar photovoltaic facility. Project 
access road segments would be located north of Old Spanish Trail Highway/Tecopa Road, and the intervening 
area includes existing roads. Based on the currently documented alignment, the distance and intervening 
development, and the absence of anticipated direct disturbance to that trail route, the revised assessment 
concludes that the Project is not expected to result in a historical resource impact to the OSNHT. That 
conclusion is consistent with the Project’s visual resources evaluation, which concludes that the proposed 
facilities would not degrade the existing visual character or quality of public views in the Project vicinity. 

We understand that the Co-signatories may also be seeking recognition of additional route segments or 
associated trail features in California beyond the OSNHT alignment reflected in the currently available 
information reviewed for the revised assessment. The cultural resources investigations reviewed available 
federal, State, and local records, prior studies, historical mapping and imagery, and field survey results. The 
assessment concluded that previously recorded linear resources on the Project area are not contributing 
elements to the OSNHT and are not eligible for the NRHP or in the CRHR. If an appropriate agency formally 
documents or designates additional route information relevant to the Project area, that information can be 
considered through the applicable review process. Based on the information currently available, however, 
the revised assessment evaluates the documented OSNHT alignment and the cultural resources identified 
within the Project Study Area and does not identify a historical resource impact to the OSNHT. 

Wildlife. The February 9 Letter raises concerns regarding habitat for desert tortoise, burrowing owl, desert kit 
fox, and migratory birds, as well as potential effects on landscape connectivity for desert bighorn sheep. 
These issues are evaluated in Section 5.IV, “Biological Resources,” of the Addendum and Appendix G, 
“Biological Resources Technical Report.” The project-specific analysis incorporates desktop review, habitat 
assessments, and field surveys conducted between 2020 and 2025. Those investigations documented desert 
tortoise and burrowing owl individuals and sign, desert kit fox sign, migratory and other special-status birds, 
and other wildlife within the survey area. A horn fragment possibly associated with desert bighorn sheep was 
also documented and was believed to have washed downslope from the nearby mountains. 

The Addendum identifies measures applicable to the species and concerns raised in the February 9 Letter, 
including special-status wildlife surveys and biological monitoring; desert tortoise avoidance, exclusion, 
clearance, and relocation or translocation requirements; burrowing owl surveys, avoidance buffers, and 
compensatory mitigation where required; an American badger and desert kit fox management plan; nesting-
bird surveys and avian-protection measures; raven monitoring, management, and control measures; and 
agency coordination regarding desert bighorn sheep and potential movement routes. The Co-signatories may 
also wish to refer to Appendix Q, “LeConte’s Thrasher CEQA Impact Analysis Memorandum,” and Appendix S, 
“Raven Monitoring, Management, and Control Plan,” for additional information regarding special-status and 
migratory birds. The Project requires consultation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) 
and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) and applicable take authorization for listed species before Project 
activities that could result in take. The Project team continues to coordinate with these agencies regarding 
applicable biological permitting, mitigation, and monitoring requirements. With implementation of the 
applicable REGPA PEIR mitigation measures and the Project-specific conditions identified for LeConte’s 
thrasher, the Addendum concludes that impacts to special-status wildlife would be less than significant and 
would not be new or substantially more severe than those evaluated in the REGPA PEIR. 



   
 

Rare Plants and Vegetation. The February 9 Letter raises concerns regarding native vegetation, rare plants, 
including Pahrump buckwheat, and the potential for ground disturbance to facilitate invasive weeds and 
result in long-term herbicide use. These issues are evaluated in Section 5.IV, “Biological Resources,” and 
Appendix G, “Biological Resources Technical Report,” of the Addendum. Project-specific botanical surveys 
documented eight special-status plant species, including five species protected under the California Desert 
Native Plants Act and three species ranked by the California Native Plant Society; no federally or State-listed 
plant species were detected. The applicable REGPA PEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-2 requires avoidance and 
minimization of effects on special-status plants to the maximum extent feasible and species-specific 
mitigation where complete avoidance is not feasible. 

The Project is also subject to REGPA PEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-22, which requires measures to limit 
vegetation and ground disturbance, prevent the introduction and spread of invasive weeds, and require the 
prompt reestablishment of native vegetation in disturbed areas. Surveys completed to date on the proposed 
mitigation lands have documented many of the California Native Plant Society-ranked special-status species 
identified in the Project Area. CDFW has reviewed the proposed mitigation lands and mitigation approach 
and has not identified a need for additional mitigation lands or species-specific measures. Furthermore, 
surveys and management planning for the mitigation lands will continue as mitigation implementation 
progresses. The Addendum explains that preparation of the Project’s Habitat Restoration, Revegetation, and 
Noxious Weed Control Plan satisfies the requirements of Mitigation Measure BIO-22. 

The Project's Habitat Restoration, Revegetation, and Noxious Weed Control Plan has been reviewed and 
approved by both CDFW and USFWS. During that review process, the agencies provided recommendations 
regarding restoration, maintenance, and invasive species management, including the use of herbicides where 
appropriate, and those recommendations were incorporated into the final plan. Applicable measures do not 
require long-term herbicide use. Herbicides, if needed, would be applied as targeted spot treatments to 
address specific invasive weed occurrences and would not be used on a routine or continuous basis. REGPA 
PEIR Mitigation Measure BIO-3 prohibits preemergent and other herbicides with documented residual 
toxicity and requires herbicide applications to comply with applicable federal, State, and local laws and 
wildlife-safe-use guidance. With implementation of the applicable measures, the Addendum concludes that 
impacts would be less than significant and would not be new or substantially more severe than those 
evaluated in the REGPA PEIR. 

Public Health and Property Values. The February 9 Letter raises concerns regarding potential public health 
effects from fugitive dust and groundwater drawdown, as well as potential effects on community desirability 
and property values associated with changes to the visual environment. The public health issues are 
evaluated in Section 5.III, “Air Quality,” and Section 5.IX, “Hydrology and Water Quality,” of the Addendum. 
As discussed above, the air quality analysis includes a Project-specific health risk screening and concludes that 
estimated construction and operational health risks would remain below the applicable screening thresholds. 
The groundwater analysis evaluates Project water demand and potential effects on local aquifers and wells. 
The Addendum identifies measures to control fugitive dust and provides for monitoring and other responsive 
measures, as applicable, to avoid or address significant Project-related effects on local groundwater levels 
and wells. The groundwater measures include monitoring local aquifer and private and production well 
levels, restricting Project-related groundwater withdrawals where necessary to avoid significant adverse 
effects, and providing mitigation for affected wells or other groundwater-dependent uses where applicable. 
The Co-signatories may wish to refer to Appendix F, “Air Quality and Greenhouse Gas Report,” Appendix M, 
“Hydrology and Water Quality Assessment,” and Appendix N, “Water Supply Assessment,” for additional 
detail. 

Potential changes to the visual environment are evaluated in Section 5.I, “Aesthetics,” and Appendix C, 
“Visual Simulations.” The visual simulations depict the proposed facilities in relation to existing conditions 



   
 

and public viewpoints in the Project vicinity. Based on that Project-specific analysis, the Addendum concludes 
that, with implementation of the applicable measures addressing screening, construction effects, and 
transmission infrastructure, the Project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or 
quality of public views. The Addendum further concludes that visual impacts would be less than significant 
and would not be new or substantially more severe than those evaluated in the REGPA PEIR.  

The Addendum does not include a separate appraisal or quantitative analysis of effects on individual property 
values. Section 5.XVI, “Socioeconomics,” explains the treatment of economic and social information under 
CEQA and evaluates the Project’s broader socioeconomic effects. The Addendum nevertheless evaluates 
environmental factors that could bear on community desirability or property values, including visual 
character, air quality, public health, and groundwater. Based on the analyses and applicable measures 
discussed above, the Addendum concludes that the evaluated effects would be less than significant and 
would not be new or substantially more severe than those evaluated in the REGPA PEIR.  

Additionally, as you are aware, the Project approval process includes two proposed Renewable Energy 
Development Agreements (REDAs) between the County, Bonanza Peak, and the applicable property owners. 
The proposed REDAs would provide a combined $2.5 million in community benefits, including $2 million for a 
Southern Inyo Fire Protection District firehouse and equipment and $500,000 to support environmental 
review of the Charleston View Community Plan and local road signs, with any remaining funds from the latter 
contribution directed to firehouse and equipment maintenance. Although the final terms remain subject to 
negotiation and County approval, these prospective commitments provide relevant context for considering 
the Project’s overall relationship with the community. 

Cumulative Impacts and the Nevada Generation-Tie Line. The February 9 Letter raises concerns regarding 
the generation-tie line in Nevada and its potential cumulative effects on desert tortoise, rare plants, cultural 
resources, visual resources, and the Old Spanish National Historic Trail. The Addendum evaluates the Project 
within the programmatic framework established by the REGPA PEIR and considers the Project’s potential 
contribution to regional or cumulative effects through its resource-specific analyses. These analyses include 
whether the Project would result in a cumulatively considerable increase in criteria pollutant emissions; 
effects on special status species, sensitive natural communities, and wildlife movement or connectivity; 
effects on cultural resources and public views; regional and global greenhouse gas effects; groundwater and 
water quality effects; and construction and operational transportation effects. The applicable analyses 
incorporate Project-specific studies and identify measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the Project’s 
contribution to the effects evaluated in the REGPA PEIR. The Addendum generally concludes that, with 
implementation of the applicable measures, the evaluated effects would be less than significant and would 
not be new or substantially more severe than those evaluated in the REGPA PEIR. 

The complete generation-tie line would extend approximately 8.9 miles from the proposed Project substation 
to the interconnection in Nevada. Approximately 0.42 mile would be located in Inyo County, and the 
remaining approximately 8.47 miles would be located in Nevada. The Addendum describes the complete 
generation-tie line to provide Project context but jurisdiction is limited to Inyo County and the State of 
California. The California segment is included in the Project’s resource-specific analyses, including the 
evaluations of biological, cultural, visual, air-quality, greenhouse-gas, and transportation effects. The 
Addendum also requires measures applicable to transmission infrastructure, including measures addressing 
visual contrast, biological resources, cultural resources, and construction effects. 

The Nevada portion of the generation-tie line is subject to a separate federal environmental review and 
authorization process. Bonanza Peak is coordinating with the Bureau of Land Management and other 
applicable agencies regarding the environmental review, resource studies, and mitigation requirements for 
that portion of the line. That separate process will address the applicable federal requirements and the 



   
 

potential biological, cultural, and visual effects of the Nevada segment, including effects associated with 
desert tortoise habitat and effects in the vicinity of Tecopa Road and the OSNHT. Accordingly, the 
Addendum’s limitation to the California portion does not mean that the Nevada segment is exempt from 
environmental review; rather, the Nevada segment is being addressed through the separate federal, state, 
and local processes, as applicable, to that portion of the generation-tie line.  

Public Participation and Access to Project Information. The February 9 Letter requests preparation and 
circulation of a Subsequent EIR, additional opportunities for public participation, and creation of a Project 
page on the County’s website. As stated above, the County independently determines the appropriate form 
of environmental review and the associated public process. The information below is provided in response to 
those requests and to give the Co-signatories an updated account of the opportunities for public involvement 
and access to Project information. Public engagement regarding the Project began before the formal County 
review process, with outreach letters sent to local residents, property owners, and regional stakeholders 
beginning in April 2024. Subsequent opportunities have included an October 9, 2024 presentation in 
Charleston View, an additional presentation on December 3, 2024, a November 4, 2025 Board of Supervisors 
meeting in Tecopa, a community meeting held later that day in Charleston View in coordination with the 
Southern Inyo Fire Protection District and representatives of Inyo County, a community open house in 
Charleston View on July 1, 2026. These outreach activities provided opportunities for community members to 
receive Project information, ask questions, identify concerns, and provide comments. 

Additionally, public input informed the Project and its proposed conditions. In particular, concerns regarding 
fire safety associated with the originally proposed battery energy storage system (BESS) contributed to its 
removal from the Project. Concerns regarding construction water use and potential effects on domestic wells 
also informed development of a proposed voluntary groundwater monitoring program, including monitoring 
during construction and provisions addressing Project-related changes in groundwater levels. These examples 
demonstrate that comments received during the review process have been considered as the Project and its 
proposed conditions have developed.  

For the benefit of the Co-signatories, we also note that the County’s September 23, 2026 Planning 
Commission hearing provided an additional opportunity for public input regarding the proposed REDAs and 
the Project. As reflected in the County’s staff report, the Planning Commission was not asked to approve the 
Project or to make a recommendation regarding approval of the Project or the REDAs. Its role was to conduct 
the hearing and direct County staff to provide the comments received, or a summary of those comments, to 
the Board of Supervisors. The Board of Supervisors has sole authority to consider approval of the REDAs and 
will conduct a separate public hearing when it considers the Project. 

In response to the February 9 Letters’ request for a dedicated Project page, we further note for the Co-
signatories that the County now maintains a dedicated Bonanza Peak Renewable Energy Project webpage 
(https://www.inyocounty.us/services/planning-department/bonanza-peak-renewable-energy-project) 
containing the Final Addendum, the Planning Commission staff report, the proposed REDAs, public outreach 
documentation, and numerous supporting Project materials. A revised non-confidential Cultural Resources 
Assessment dated September 3, 2026 has also been posted in place of the earlier public report. The Project 
webpage provides the Co-signatories and other interested members of the public with access to a substantial 
collection of the information supporting the County’s review.  

Bonanza Peak supports making Project information reasonably available to the public and will continue to 
participate in the public hearings and other engagement opportunities established by the County as the 
review and approval processes proceed. 

We hope this response is helpful in addressing the concerns and questions raised in the February 9 Letter and 
in providing the Co-signatories with updated information regarding the Project, its environmental analysis, 

https://www.inyocounty.us/services/planning-department/bonanza-peak-renewable-energy-project


   
 

and the opportunities available for continued public engagement. Bonanza Peak appreciates the Co-
signatories’ engagement, investment in the community and local resources, and the opportunity to provide 
this additional information. We recognize the importance of the environmental, cultural, and community 
issues identified in the February 9 Letter and look forward to continuing to work with the County, responsible 
and trustee agencies, local residents, and other interested parties as the County completes its independent 
review of the Project. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Stephanie Lauer 
Senior Director, Permitting 
Bonanza Peak Solar, LLC 

 

 



 
 

     

 

 

 

 

 

November 4, 2026 

 

Via email: crichards@inyocounty.us; cdraper@inyocounty.us 

 

 

Inyo County Planning Department 

PO Drawer L 

Independence, CA 93526 

Attention: Cathreen Richards and Cynthia Draper 

 

RE: Bonanza Peak Solar Project 

 

 

Dear Ms. Richards and Ms. Draper, 

 

 

On behalf of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers (IBEW) Local 

Union No. 47 and the hardworking men and women we represent, I am pleased to 

express our strong support for the proposed 500-megawatt Bonanza Peak Solar 

Project in Charleston View, California. 

 

Our membership recognizes the high-quality jobs that the Project will bring to the 

region and looks forward to working with the Project sponsors to bring it online.  

We also recognize the benefits to the broader community provided by solar power 

to meet regional renewable energy goals and provide lower cost clean energy 

during the day. 

 

We support an Inyo County staff recommendation for approval by the Inyo County 

Board of Supervisors of the Project as presented at the following link: Bonanza 

Peak Renewable Energy Project | Inyo County California. We compliment Inyo 

County staff for its thorough analysis and look forward to approval of the Project. 

 

Sincerely, 

     
Colin  Lavin 

Business Manager/Financial Secretary 
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IBEW LOCAL #47 

 

 
Colin Lavin 
Business Manager/ 

Financial Secretary 

 

 
Rafael Gomez 
President 

 

 
600 N. Diamond Bar Blvd 

Diamond Bar, CA  91765 

Ph: 909-860-4239 

Fax: 909-860-2136 

 

 
Dispatch 

1405 Spruce St, Suite H 

Riverside, CA  92507 

Ph: 951-784-7507 

Fax: 951-784-4818 

 

 
www.ibew47.org 
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Old Spanish Trail Association        
P.O. Box 569, Corrales, NM 87048 

October 27, 2026  

Inyo County Board of Supervisors 
PO Box N 
Independence, CA 93526 

RE: Request for the Board to reject the Bonanza Peak Solar Project Addendum and 
Prepare a Subsequent Environmental Impact Report  

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

On February 9, 2026, the Old Spanish Trail Association (OSTA), along with other 
organizations, requested that Inyo County prepare a site-specific Subsequent 
Environmental Impact Report (SEIR} for the proposed Bonanza Peak Solar Project (Project), 
rather than rely on an Addendum to the 2015 Final Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Report {PEIR) for Inyo County's Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment (REGPA) (see 
attached letter).  

Now that the Addendum and associated documents have belatedly been available for 
public review, beginning September 11, 2026, OSTA is convinced more than ever that a 
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) is needed for the proposed Bonanza Peak 
Solar Project.    

Although CEQA does not require a public hearing for the Addendum, OSTA believes there 
should be one as soon as possible.  Other cities and counties in California have had public 
hearings before approving Addendums for their previous Environmental Impact Reports,   
i.e., City of Richmond regarding the environmental review for the HRP Campus Bay Property 
in 2020.   

 OSTA also recommends that a Board decision on the Bonanza Peak Solar Project be 
postponed until after the Thanksgiving, Christmas, and New Years holidays.  Because there 
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has been very little Couty-wide, comprehensive publicity about the Project, most people 
are probably unaware that such as large project--with known potential for significant    
impacts-- is being proposed with virtually no site-specific CEQA public review.   

The Old Spanish National Historic Trail was designated by Congress in 2002.  The Old 
Spanish Trail Association (OSTA) is a 501(c)3 organization whose mission is to study, 
preserve and protect, interpret and educate, and promote respectful use of the Old 
Spanish Trail (OST), the Old Spanish National Historic Trail (OSNHT), and closely related 
historic routes. OSTA is a consulting party with BLM for the Old Spanish National Historic 
Trail, and is one of the volunteer groups which partners with the Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) and the National Park Service (NPS) “in planning, developing, 
maintaining, and managing trails” Section 11(b) of the National Trails System Act (NTSA).   

Following further research, OSTA will submit a more detailed comment letter to the Board.  
One issue that will be thoroughly addressed is the conclusion in Appendix H of the 
Addendum:  

 “ Given the distance; existing, visually obstructing infrastructure; and lack of 
 anticipated direct disturbance to the OSNHT trail route, the Project is not expected 
 to result in a potential historical resource impact to the OSNHT. This conclusion is 
 consistent with the findings of the Visual Impact Assessment prepared for the 
 Project, which determined that the proposed facilities would not degrade the 
 existing visual character or quality of public views in the Project vicinity (Inyo County 
 & HELIX 2026)” (Non-Confidential Cultural Resources Assessment, p. 28, ERM, 
 10/15/2026).   

This conclusion is based on no substantive evidence and contradicts every major analysis 
of the Old Spanish National Historic Trail Corridor in the Project area vicinity.   To cite one 
example from the Old Spanish National Historic Trail Comprehensive Administrative 
Strategy (CAS), BLM and NPS, Department of the Interior (2017): “The trail corridor is 
informally considered by the NPS to lie five miles on either side of the centerline of the trail 
alignment to include the nearest elements of the view shed, parts of the cultural 
landscapes, landmarks, and traditional cultural properties near the trail” (CAS, p. 5). 
Thank you very much for your consideration.   

Nancy Melendez 

 

President, Old Spanish Trail Association 
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February 9, 2026 

Cathreen Richards, Planning Director 
Inyo County Planning Department 
168 N. Edwards Street 
Independence, CA 93526 
cc: Board of Supervisors, Planning Commission, Cynthia Draper, Associate Planner 

Re: Bonanza Peak Solar Project—request for Subsequent Environmental Impact Report 

The undersigned organizations and individuals respectfully request that Inyo County prepare a site-specific 
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report (SEIR) for the proposed Bonanza Peak Solar Project (Project), rather 
than relying on an Addendum to the 2015 Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Report (PEIR) for Inyo 
County's Renewable Energy General Plan Amendment (REGPA). 

Under CEQA, an Addendum is intended only for minor changes to a previously analyzed project. The Bonanza Peak 
Solar Project is not a minor change. It is a 500-megawatt industrial solar facility proposed on approximately 2,400 
acres of private land in Charleston View, California. The Project includes extensive solar arrays, a new substation, 
new access roads, an Operations and Maintenance building, and a nine-mile, 230-kilovolt generation-tie 
transmission line connecting to the Trout Canyon Substation in Nevada. 

The Project site overlaps the location of the former, proposed Hidden Hills Solar Electric Generating System 
(HHSEGS), which was withdrawn in 2015 in part due to its significant and unavoidable impacts to environmental, 
cultural, and historic resources, including impacts to the Old Spanish National Historic Trail. 

The 2015 PEIR addressed potential impacts only at a programmatic level for future projects within designated 
Solar Energy Development Areas (SEDAs). It did not evaluate site-specific conditions or impacts under current 
environmental, cultural, hydrologic, or visual circumstances. As a result, the PEIR cannot adequately support an 
Addendum for this Project. A full SEIR is required to analyze the Project's new and more severe impacts, and to 
provide meaningful public review and participation. 

The Project would result in significant impacts to the following resources: 

*Air Quality: Construction would generate substantial fugitive dust, potentially affecting public health in 
nearby communities. 

*Groundwater Resources: A project of this scale may require 500 to 1,000 acre-feet of water during 
construction for dust suppression, raising serious concerns about groundwater depletion and impacts to local 
wells. 

*Old Spanish National Historic Trail: The Project's southeast boundary ties approximately 11/4 miles from the 
Trail's centerline and is entirely within the 10-mile-wide Old Spanish Trail corridor designated by the Bureau of 
Land Management and the National Park Service. The Project would significantly degrade the historic setting, 
viewshed, and experiential integrity of this nationally significant resource. 

*Wildlife: The Project would destroy habitat for desert tortoise, burrowing owl, kit fox, and migratory birds, and 
would impair landscape connectivity for larger species such as desert bighorn sheep. 
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*Rare Plants: The Project would remove native vegetation across 2,400 acres, as well as along the generation-
tie line corridor, impacting rare species such as Pahrump buckwheat. Ground disturbance would also 
facilitate invasive weeds, likely leading to long-term herbicide use. 

*Public Health and Property Values: The Project would introduce large-scale industrial visual impacts into a 
rural residential area, reducing community desirability and property values. Fugitive dust and groundwater 
drawdown present additional risks to public health and domestic water supplies. 

*Cumulative Impacts: The generation-tie transmission line in Nevada would contribute to cumulative 
impacts affecting desert tortoise, rare plants, cultural resources, visual resources, and the Old Spanish 
National Historic Trail. 

The Project also has a clear NEPA nexus, as it requires a BLM right-of-way for the transmission line connection to 
the Trout Canyon Substation in Nevada. The transmission line would have significant visual and cultural impacts 
along Tecopa Road, an important corridor for experiencing the historic route of the Old Spanish National Historic 
Trail. 

We therefore urge Inyo County to evaluate the Bonanza Peak Solar Project through a full, project-specific 
Subsequent Environmental Impact Report, including all required CEQA procedures: a Notice of Preparation, 
public scoping, preparation and circulation of a Draft EIR, public meetings and hearings, and a Final DR. 

Despite the Project application having been submitted in July 2024, there is currently no information available on 
the Inyo County Planning Department website, and many residents remain unaware that one of the largest 
industrial developments ever proposed in Inyo County is under consideration. There is an immediate need to 
create a Bonanza Peak Solar Project folder under Current Projects on the Inyo County Planning website. All the 
pertinent documents can be placed there, including relevant Planning Commission decisions, Board of 
Supervisors decisions, Findings, and Resolutions. 

The Charleston View SEDA was the most controversial location identified in the 2015 REGPA. Given the scale and 
severity of impacts associated with this Project, the residents of Inyo County deserve full transparency, 
disclosure, and meaningful public participation. This can only be achieved through preparation of a complete 
SEIR. 

Sincerely, 

Richard Waller, President, Old Spanish Trail Association 

Lynn Brittner, Executive Director, Old Spanish Trail Association 
Jack Prichett, Co-Chair, Stewardship Committee, Old Spanish Trail Association 

(Prwlet 
Bill Helme , Co-Chair, Stewardship Committee, Old Spanish Trail Association j r 

gAi cl-IderAa-A.- 

Kevin Emmerich, Co-Founder 
Basin and Range Watch 
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Laura Cunningham, California Director 
Western Watersheds Project 

Chandra Rosenthal, Western Lands & Rocky Mountain Advocate 
Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility 

Shannon Salter, Creative Coordinator 
Mojave Green 

Steve Bardwell, President 
Morongo Basin Conservation Association 
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