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IV.23 SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE
IV.23.1 Approach to Impact Analysis

This chapter provides a programmatic analysis of potential socioeconomic and environ-
mental justice impacts associated with implementing the Desert Renewable Energy Conser-
vation Plan (DRECP or Plan) alternatives. This analysis discusses typical socioeconomic
impacts associated with the renewable energy project development assumed within Plan
areas for the alternatives and analyzes the potential environmental justice impacts of the
proposed land use designations of the DRECP regarding locations of identified minority
and low-income areas of concern.

The Plan includes designating areas as proposed conservation lands, but does not propose
specific renewable energy projects. Project-specific impacts of renewable energy development
will be assessed during the permitting process and supplemental site-specific California
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA)/National Environmental Policy Acts (NEPA) documents.
Future projects constructed pursuant to Plan approval will also be reviewed on a case-by-
case basis to determine if they would be consistent with adopted land use plans.

Appendix R2.23 provides supporting information for this chapter, specifically 20 maps and
12 tables. The maps support the environmental justice analysis and illustrate key land use
designations of the alternatives as they relate to the locations of identified minority and
low-income census tracts of concern. The tables present data for the Preferred Alternative
only. The tables also show key land use designation acreage proposed within minority and
low-income census tracts of concern.

Iv.23.1.1 General Methods

The specific locations of future renewable energy projects within the Plan are unknown.
This analysis describes at a programmatic level how future development of development
focus areas (DFAs) and related transmission infrastructure may affect socioeconomic con-
ditions of communities within the Plan Area. The analysis of conservation actions of the
Plan primarily focuses on the potential socioeconomic impacts of limiting access to or use
of conservation lands.

This analysis uses minority population and low-income demographic data provided in
Volume III, Chapter I11.23, and Appendices R1 and R2, as obtained from U.S. Census data.
The Native American population accounted for within the census is included within the
total minority and low-income demographic data provided in Chapter I11.23 and Appendices
R1 and R2, and the discussion of environmental justice includes these populations.
However, because many concerns are unique to tribes, they are addressed through a
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government-to-government relationship, Chapter IV.9, Native American Interests, contains
additional issues specific to tribes.

Finally, this chapter proposes mitigations measures to supplement applicable laws and
regulations to reduce or avoid adverse socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts of
the Plan.

1V.23.1.1.1 Specific Methods
Socioeconomics

This socioeconomic analysis is consistent with other federal and state lead agency socio-
economic programmatic-level analyses for renewable energy and transmission intercon-
nection facilities. As discussed in Chapter I11.23, the regional study areas for socioeconomic
analysis include Imperial, Inyo, Kern, Los Angeles, Riverside, San Bernardino, and San
Diego counties. Localized study areas include incorporated cities and communities within
the Plan Area with populations of 10,000 or greater, and the Plan Area is further divided
into 10 ecoregion subareas.

The socioeconomic analysis identifies, by alternative, potential impacts to population and
to housing availability due to construction and operations workforce needs, changes to
existing economic and tax bases, potential impacts to property values, and the social dis-
ruption and change that may occur from development of each alternative. This analysis also
examines the potentially beneficial fiscal and economic effects of renewable energy devel-
opment and its infrastructure, including improved local finances from property and sales
taxes, the creation of employment and employment revenue, and the purchase of goods
and services during development and operation of the projects. While the location of local
and larger metropolitan centers outside the Plan Area is important when considering pop-
ulation and housing, this analysis focuses on potential impacts from workers in-migrating
to communities in the region and not the communities from which many workers may come.

A number of social and economic factors influence socioeconomics. This Environmental
Impact Report/Environmental Impact Statement (EIR/EIS) addresses these issue areas in
Sections [V.11, Land Uses and Policies; V.12, Agricultural Land and Production; IV.13, BLM
Lands and Realty; IV.15, Mineral Resources; 1V.16, Livestock Grazing; and V.18,

Outdoor Recreation.

Environmental Justice

To satisfy the requirements of Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environ-
mental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations, signed by President
Clinton in 1994, this environmental justice methodology and analysis is based on guidance
provided in two documents: Environmental Justice: Guidance Under the National Environ-
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mental Policy Act (Council on Environmental Quality 1997) and Guidance for Incorporating
Environmental Justice Concerns in EPA’s Compliance Analyses (Environmental Protection
Agency [EPA] 1998).

Appendix R1.23 provides a programmatic-level demographic screening to identify low-
income and/or minority population groups within the Plan Area. The screening process
relies on Year 2008 - 2012 5-Year U.S. Census American Community Survey (ACS) data to
determine the numbers and locations of minority and below-poverty-level populations by
census tract. ACS estimates come from a sample population therefore a certain level of
variability is associated with the estimates. Appendix R1.23, Table R1.23-1, shows that the
Plan Area contains all or part of 215 census tracts. These census tracts and their character-
istics provide information at a scale considered appropriate for a regional and local-level
programmatic analysis.

Upon the identification of minority populations and low-income tracts of concern, the envi-
ronmental justice analysis seeks to identify if minority populations or low-income tracts of
concern would burden disproportionate amounts of Plan land use designations (primarily
DFAs, whereupon future renewable energy projects would be located). The following sec-
tions define minority population and provide additional details of each environmental
justice population group.

IV.23.1.1.1.1 Minority Population

According to the Council on Environmental Quality’s Environmental Justice: Guidance
Under the National Environmental Policy Act, minority individuals are defined as members
of the following groups:

e American Indian or Alaskan Native

e Asian or Pacific Islander

e Black, not of Hispanic origin

e Hispanic, including whites of Hispanic origin
The minority population, for purposes of environmental justice, was calculated by
subtracting the number of white, not of Hispanic or Latino origin, from the total population.
A minority census tract of concern was identified when the minority population of the

census tract was found to be greater than 50%. The minority population methodology used
in this analysis is explained in detail as follows:

e For the purpose of this analysis, census tracts within the Plan Area containing a
minority population greater than 50% are analyzed (see Appendix R1.23, Table
R1.23-1). Of the 215 census tracts containing the Plan Area, 135 census tracts have
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been identified with a minority population of concern. These tracts are shown in
Appendix R1.23, Figure R1.23-1, U.S. Census 2008-2012 ACS-Tracts Containing
Greater than 50% Minority Population.

This EIR/EIS acknowledges that Plan impacts may occur specifically to Native American
populations. While Native Americans are one ethnicity identified by both the Council on
Environmental Quality (CEQ) and EPA under their environmental justice guidelines for
determining the minority population, the environmental justice population includes all
ethnicities identified above (of which American Indians are one). While Native Americans
are included as part of the total environmental justice population analyzed in this section,
for a specific analysis of Plan impacts to Native American population, see Chapter IV.9.

IV.23.1.1.1.2 Low-Income (Below Poverty Level) Population

According to the CEQ’s Environmental Justice: Guidance Under the National Environmental
Policy Act, a low-income population is defined as “below poverty level” by the U.S. Census.
The U.S. Census poverty status excludes institutionalized people, people in military quarters,
people in college dormitories, and unrelated individuals younger than 15. Consistent with
both the CEQ and EPA environmental justice guidelines, the term “low-income population”
refers to population identified by the U.S. Census as “below poverty level,” as presented in
Appendix R1.23, Table R1.23-1.

The low-income population methodology used in this analysis is explained in detail as follows:

¢ Low-income populations of concern are identified when the percentage of low-
income population of the census tract within the Plan Area is equal to or greater
than the percentage of low-income of the greater geography (county in which it is
located). As shown in Table R1.23-1, of the 215 census tracts containing the Plan
Area, 110 census tracts have been identified with a low-income population of con-
cern. Appendix R1.23, Figure R1.23-2 shows these tracts.

e The methodology used by BLM in defining low-income populations of concern iden-
tifies tracts when the percent below poverty level of a study area is equal to or
greater than the larger geographic area. However, established CEC methodology
only identifies low-income populations when the study area percentage below
poverty is greater than that of the larger respective geographic area.

e This analysis uses the more conservative BLM methodology. As shown in Table
R1.23-1 (in Appendix R1), the BLM methodology results in identification of two
tracts (Census Tracts 101 in Imperial County and Census Tract 99.06 in San Bernardino
County) as being low-income tracts of concern. These tracts would not be included
using the CEC environmental justice analysis criteria.

Vol. IV of VI IV.23-4 August 2014



Draft DRECP and EIR/EIS
CHAPTER IV.23. SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

1V.23.1.1.2 Specific Methods Not Utilized

This is a programmatic analysis, intended to provide an overarching review of land use plan-
ning actions associated with the Plan, including areas designated for the facilitating and
streamlining of future renewable energy projects and transmission infrastructure and
designating areas for conservation only. This analysis cannot evaluate site-specific impacts
associated with future individual renewable energy projects, as the locations and scale of
individual projects is unknown. Instead, the analysis is presented at a broader, program-
matic level, regarding the proposed land use plans of the DRECP and its alternatives.

Socioeconomics

Nonmarket Value Analysis. When considering socioeconomics of the Plan Area, the use of
nonmarket values was also considered but deemed infeasible due to the size and number of
resources in the Plan Area. A nonmarket valuation study seeks to place a quantitative value
on a natural resource or amenity’s influence. An example could be the affect of a clean and
healthy beach on adjacent home values. The use of nonmarket valuation studies is identi-
fied within Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) Land Use Planning Handbook, Appendix D
(Table D2), as a means to evaluate economic values within a socioeconomic analysis.

Because the Plan Area exceeds 22 million acres, the number of natural resources and
amenities that would require a nonmarket value determination exceed the scope of this
programmatic analysis. While each alternative has assigned DFA areas, implementation of
any Plan alternative does not mean all DFA lands will be developed. Additionally, because
of the overall scale of BLM (and other jurisdictional) lands providing nonmarket resources
and the local/regional economies containing the Plan Area, it was not possible to make rea-
sonable estimates of nonmarket values using typical economic and statistical techniques.
There is also extreme difficulty of estimating either nonuse or passive-use nonmarket
values for the Plan Area. Finally, such nonmarket values would attempt to measure the
quantitative worth people receive indirectly from Plan Area desert resources. For example,
even those who live elsewhere in the state may receive some value by simply visiting
desert resources within the Plan Area or knowing that conservation lands are in place to
provide clean air or clean water or habitat for an endangered species.

In summary, while there are many ways to obtain nonmarket values for natural resources,
any quantitative economic assessment at this programmatic level would require a thorough
accounting of nonmarket values be complete and result in a full estimation of the true
values these public resources provide. Such an analysis extends beyond the programmatic
scope of this document. While nonmarket value studies are regularly included in BLM
project-specific socioeconomic analyses, the economic analysis provided is qualitative and
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is consistent with recent BLM programmatic socioeconomic analyses for renewable
energy development.

Employment and Economic Modeling. Renewable energy project-specific quantitative
employment and income parameters may be derived from economic modeling software
such as IMPLAN and JEDI. These models estimate project-specific details for each defined
economic sector such as number of employees during construction and operations, worker
wages and direct spending, local tax-based contributions, and indirect employment

and spending.

While this programmatic analysis accounts for these considerations qualitatively, individ-
ual project-level details (such as project locations within DFAs, project acreage, megawatt
output, technology, and construction timeline) are unknown. Without these specifics, eco-
nomic modeling and determination of quantitative socioeconomic information is not fea-
sible and would be speculative. These economic models are project-specific and would not
be available to estimate quantitative socioeconomic data for assumed build-out of DFA
acreage in the Plan EIR/EIS. Any quantitative output from proposed Plan DFAs would
incorrectly assume DFA build-out as one continuous project (by technology type). How-
ever, these types of analyses would be available on a project-level basis, allowing for a addi-
tional economic analysis.

Environmental Justice

Common site-specific environmental impacts from facilitating and streamlining renewable
energy and transmission projects would occur within DFAs. However, the exact location of
future projects within DFAs is unknown. Therefore, the exact location(s) of potential site-
specific environmental impacts within DFAs is unknown (see Section IV.23.2.1).

For example, fugitive dust impacts during construction of a renewable energy project
(somewhere within DFAs) could disproportionately impact minority or low-income popu-
lations. Because the affected population would be that immediately adjacent to the project
disturbance area, and the project could occur anywhere within DFAs, knowing the location
and demographic makeup of such a micro-level population is infeasible. Because the minority
and low-income composition of such a micro population is unknown, there is no way to
determine if, for example, fugitive dust impacts from a potential renewable energy or trans-
mission project would be disproportionately borne by these groups. As such, project-
specific impacts of renewable energy development will be assessed during the permitting
process and in site-specific CEQA/NEPA documents. This analysis evaluates the amount of
proposed DFA acreage (and conservation acreage) within identified minority and low-
income tracts of concern.
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IV.23.1.1.3 Future Project-Specific Analyses

Upon implementation of an alternative, as future renewable energy projects are developed
within designated DFA areas, each individual project (including transmission interconnec-
tion) will be required to conduct environmental analysis under the California Environ-
mental Quality Act (CEQA) and/or the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) by the
approving agencies). These future environmental analyses will evaluate potential project
and site-specific socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts.

Socioeconomics

In addition to more focused socioeconomic analyses utilizing similar parameters as those
within this section, future project-level socioeconomic analyses conducted by both the
state and federal lead agencies of the DRECP would include quantitative methods not
utilized within this programmatic EIR/EIS. Future project-level analyses can quantitatively
estimate the number of construction workers necessary, allowing for project-specific and
cumulative determinations of temporary worker in-migration. This would better evaluate
any potential socioeconomic impacts to small rural communities. Such micro-level analyses
are not possible at this time because the exact locations, scale, and cumulative intensity of
future renewable energy projects within proposed Plan DFA areas are unknown. However,
as each individual future project is further analyzed under CEQA and/or NEPA by federal,
State, and local jurisdictions, an analysis of potential socioeconomic impacts to all affected
communities (large and small) will be conducted, as appropriate.

Project-specific quantitative employment and income parameters would be available from
economic modeling software such as IMPLAN and JEDI. These models estimate project-
specific details for each defined economic sector such as number of employees during
construction and operations, worker wages and direct spending, local tax-based contribu-
tions, and indirect employment and spending. Project-level temporary/permanent employ-
ment needs and direct/indirect employment and economic stimulus can be calculated and
analyzed for each future project during CEQA and/or NEPA review.

Future project-level socioeconomic analyses may also involve nonmarket values studies
and quantifying the values of ecosystem services. When applications for future renewable
projects are filed, sites and scale of individual projects are known, and lands/resources
directly impacted are identified and can be analyzed, project-level socioeconomic analyses
can evaluate the value of these lands and resources. This would include the use of nonmarket
value studies to analyze potential impacts to recreation and other open space land values.
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Environmental Justice

Future renewable energy projects built within the Plan Area will include more focused
environmental justice analyses. These will include defining a smaller geographic extent of
potential impacts from an individual project and identification of environmental justice
populations at smaller scales (such as neighborhoods). The environmental justice analysis
contained within this EIR/EIS was agreed to by the lead agencies and found to comply with
all applicable state and federal regulations. However, when evaluating future renewable
energy project applications within the Plan Area, both BLM and CEC would use environ-
mental justice analysis methodology specifically defined by their respective agency, which
may differ from those utilized within this EIR/EIS.

IV.23.1.2  CEQA Standards of Significance

Based on a review of recent CEQA guidelines, Appendix G, the CEQA standards of signifi-
cance identified below are considered the appropriate and applicable thresholds for socio-
economic analysis. The Preferred Alternative and other alternatives are individually evalu-
ated from a programmatic perspective to determine if they would:

e Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly (for example, by
proposing new homes and businesses) or indirectly (for example, through extension
of roads or other infrastructure).

e Displace substantial numbers of existing housing, necessitating the construction of
replacement housing elsewhere.

e Displace substantial numbers of people, necessitating the construction of replace-
ment housing elsewhere.

These CEQA standards of significance are addressed in this chapter in the environmental
analysis for impacts.

Environmental Justice. CEQA does not require the analysis of environmental justice
impacts or provide significance criteria for such impacts. However, as discussed in Section
[11.23.1.2, California Resources Agency Environmental Justice Policy (Government Code
Section 65040.12 and Public Resources Code [PRC] Section 72000) promotes the principles
of environmental justice through incorporating such principles in all Resources Agency
programs, policies, and activities. All departments, boards, commissions, conservancies and
special programs of the Resources Agency must consider environmental justice in their
decision-making process if their actions have an impact on the environment, environ-
mental laws, or policies. Actions that require environmental justice consideration include
adopting regulations, enforcing environmental laws or regulations, making discretionary
decisions or taking actions that affect the environment, providing funding for activities
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affecting the environment, and interacting with the public on environmental issues. The
intent of this policy is to ensure that the public, including minority and low-income popula-
tions, are not discriminated against, treated unfairly, or experience disproportionate
adverse impacts from environmental decisions.

The California Energy Commission, the state lead agency for the Plan, conducts environ-
mental justice evaluations within its project-level CEQA equivalent analyses. Therefore,
while the environmental justice analysis provided is intended to fulfill NEPA requirements,
the analysis presented (as well as the baseline data provided in Volume III, Chapter II1.23,
and Appendices R1.23 and R2) is likely applicable and sufficient for any state or local lead
agency to determine if any communities disproportionally bear the burden of the Plan. This
is programmatic document, so permitting agencies undertaking future environmental eval-
uation will have to address project-specific impacts. This analysis also includes a CEQA
determination with respect to environmental justice.

IV.23.2 Typical Impacts Common to All Action Alternatives
IV.23.2.1 Impacts of Renewable Energy and Transmission Development
1V.23.2.1.1 Impacts of Site Characterization

Socioeconomics

It is assumed all land within DFAs may be developed with renewable energy generation
facilities and associated transmission infrastructure. While each individual site may have
unique characteristics, the overall characterization of each site with respect to socioeco-
nomics is identical to that described below for construction, operations, and decommis-
sioning of the entire DFA. This is because socioeconomic traits are typically broader and
community-based, not site-specific. This would be similar for all renewable energy types
and transmission.

Environmental Justice

Unlike socioeconomics, each potential renewable energy project site and transmission
route would have unique, site-specific populations within the geographic extent of project-
level potentially adverse environmental impacts. The potential for individual project
impacts to disproportionately impact small pockets of minority or low-income populations
within their respective census tracts would be site-specific. Therefore, site characterization
within DFAs would have no common impacts with respect to environmental justice. This
would be similar for all renewable energy types and transmission.
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1V.23.2.1.2 Impacts of Construction and Decommissioning
Socioeconomics

Construction and decommissioning of utility-scale renewable energy projects (of all tech-
nology types) and transmission line infrastructure would produce direct and indirect
socioeconomic impacts. These activities would likely result in the temporary in-migration
of workers (and possibly their families) into rural communities proximate to DFAs and
project sites within them, which could temporarily affect housing availability and disrupt
existing social conditions. Beneficial economic and tax base impacts would occur during
construction from expenditures on worker wages and salaries, as well as from procure-
ment of goods and services required for project construction.

Environmental Justice

When discussing potential environmental justice impacts common to construction of
renewable energy projects (of all technology types) and transmission development, two
things must be considered: the location of minority or low-income populations; and the
types and locations of typical environmental impacts associated with renewable energy
project and transmission development.

Figures R1.23-1 and R1.23-2 (Appendix R1.23) identify the locations of census tracts
within the Plan Area containing greater than 50% minority and those tracts where the per-
cent of low-income population is equal to or greater than the County in which the tracts
are located.

Typical environmental impacts associated with construction of future renewable energy
projects and transmission that could impact populations include:

e Temporary noise and air quality degradation and impacts to public health during
the construction of utility-scale renewable energy facilities, transmission line infra-
structure, and associated access roads.

e Temporary disturbance to land used for agricultural, recreational, or economic pur-
poses, and land with cultural, tribal, or religious significance.

Beneficial impacts from construction of renewable energy projects and transmission would
commonly also occur to those census tracts proximate to DFAs containing greater than
50% minority and identified low-income populations. Such beneficial impacts are part of
the programmatic mitigation and include:

e Establishing vocational training programs for the local workforce to develop skills
required by the renewable energy industry.
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e Direct and indirect economic benefits to the local community from project construc-
tion and worker spending.

Decommissioning of renewable energy facilities and transmission line infrastructure would
occur in the distant future. The location and distribution of environmental justice popula-
tions relative to these facilities and infrastructure is unknown, and any analysis would

be speculative.

1V.23.2.1.3 Impacts of Operations and Maintenance
Socioeconomics

Operations and maintenance of renewable energy projects (of all technology types) and
transmission are not expected to result in significant in-migration of workers into local
communities. These facilities typically require few workers on site to operate and maintain
them. However, while future renewable and transmission projects may not individually
affect housing availability or increase population, their operation may cumulatively affect
local communities. As shown in Volume III, Tables I11.23-1 and I11.23-2, population growth
and vacancy rates in larger communities serving DFAs are expected to readily accommo-
date any long-term employment relocations. It should be noted the vacancy rates pre-
sented in Chapter II1.23 are an overall characterization of vacancy. Recreational and migra-
tory vacancy can account for a sizeable percentage of an area’s overall vacancy rate. For
example, in eastern Riverside County near the Interstate 10 corridor, there is a large
seasonal recreation and migratory worker influx.

As successive renewable energy projects and transmission are built, an overall change is
expected in the socioeconomics of small rural communities in and near DFAs. Social condi-
tions and values of these small-community residents may change as local economies
become influenced by renewable energy facilities. Renewable energy facilities and trans-
mission infrastructure may be perceived as adversely impacting long-term property values.

Beneficial economic and tax base impacts may occur from expenditures on wages and
salaries, procurement of local goods and services, and the collection of state sales and
income taxes. It should be noted that renewable projects sited on federal land may not gen-
erate property tax benefits to local communities when compared to those proposed under
State and local jurisdiction.

Environmental Justice

While demographic data change over time, the location of minority and low-income popu-
lations are considered to be the same for operations and maintenance, as shown in Figures
R1.23-1 and R1.23-2 (Appendix R1.23). Typical environmental impacts associated with
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operations and maintenance of renewable energy projects and transmission that could
impact populations include:

e Health effects associated with renewable energy facility and power transmission
line operations, including exposure to electric and magnetic fields.

e Access to land used for agricultural, recreational, or economic purposes, and land
with cultural, tribal, or religious significance.

e Visual impacts of facilities, including transmission lines.

Beneficial impacts from operations and maintenance of renewable energy projects would
also occur to those census tracts proximate to DFAs containing greater than 50% minority
populations and identified low-income populations. Such beneficial impacts are part of the
programmatic mitigation and include:

e Establishing vocational training programs for the local workforce to promote devel-
opment of skills required by the renewable energy industry.

e Direct and indirect economic benefits to the local community from operations and
maintenance spending.

IV.23.2.2  Impacts of the Reserve Design
Socioeconomics

Generally, conservation lands within the reserve design and the associated Conservation
and Management Actions (CMAs) could result in long-term socioeconomic impacts by
limiting the access to and development of these lands but also in securing long-term
resiliency for desert lands to maintain natural ecosystem processes that produce services
such as clean air, clean water, wildland recreational opportunity, and conservation of
genetic material. Such limitations could both directly and indirectly affect local economies
and populations, but effects would depend on existing and potential use. Conservation
actions that relate to socioeconomics are also discussed in Chapters IV.11, Land Use and
Policies; IV.12, Agricultural Land and Production; IV.13, BLM Lands and Realty; IV.15, Min-
eral Resources; IV.16, Livestock Grazing; and 1V.18, Outdoor Recreation. The scope and
value of benefits stemming from conservation are no less real but are more difficult to price
because markets for ecosystem services are usually poorly defined in the absence of finan-
cial transactions such as carbon credits for reducing carbon emissions into the atmosphere.

Environmental Justice

Common impacts of conservation lands within the reserve design and the associated CMAs
likely would be beneficial as they would limit disturbance and be managed to protect
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resources. Any adverse impacts related to conservation actions within the Plan Area are
considered to be limiting access to and development of these lands. Such impacts are con-
sidered within this environmental justice analysis. The positive benefits of conservation
actions to offset environmental disproportionality for minority and low-income popula-
tions can be significant, for example, by producing dust-free air, retaining natural
soundscapes for human mental health, and remote recreation experiences for stress reduc-
tion are more difficult to quantify monetarily.

IV.23.2.3  Impacts of BLM Land Use Plan Decisions

1V.23.2.3.1 Impacts of Renewable Energy Development and Transmission on
BLM Lands

The typical impacts from the various renewable energy and transmission technologies on
BLM lands would be the same as those described in Section 1V.23.2.1. However, the specific
locations in which energy and transmission development will be allowed will be driven by
Land Use Plan Amendment (LUPA) decisions, which may encourage or restrict develop-
ment in some areas.

Development of utility-scale renewable energy facilities on BLM public lands may effec-
tively interrupt, restrict, or limit access by low-income people to their public lands
formerly used for multiple societal benefits, such as no-charge recreational opportunities.
Lost recreation opportunities, for example, might entail costs to low-income people who
may have to travel farther and pay admission for the same recreation opportunities that
were closer to home.

1V.23.2.3.2 Impacts of BLM Land Designations and Management Actions

Because the BLM LUPA land designations would be managed to protect ecological, historic,
cultural, scenic, scientific, and recreation resources and values for society, the use of or
access to these BLM-administered lands could be restricted/limited. While other land uses
are allowed within these areas, they must be compatible with the resources and values that
the land designation is intended to protect. Such limitations could both directly and indi-
rectly affect local economies and populations, depending on existing and potential use. BLM
land designation and management actions that relate to socioeconomics also are discussed
in Chapters 1V.11, Land Use and Policies; V.12, Agricultural Land and Production; IV.13,
BLM Lands and Realty; IV.15, Mineral Resources; [V.16, Livestock Grazing; and 1V.18,
Outdoor Recreation.

Common impacts resulting from designations of Areas of Critical Environmental Concern
(ACECs), National Landscape Conservation System (NLCS) lands, and wildlife allocations
would likely be beneficial as these decisions may result in increased recreational use in
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these areas designed to conserve and protect resource values. However, adverse impacts
could result from limiting development of uses that could generate income and stimulate
economic growth. Such determinations would be speculative at this time due to the require-
ment for site-by-site evaluation, while this analysis is programmatic in nature. To the
extent Special Recreation Management Areas (SRMAs) and National Scenic and Historic
Trails management corridors are designated, beneficial impacts are expected from increased
recreation and tourism. Adverse impacts from limiting future development would depend
upon the extent SRMAs are managed to exclude no surface occupancy renewable energy
development and maintain or enhance recreational values of remoteness and naturalness.

Details on allowable uses and management within National Conservation Lands are pre-
sented in the proposed LUPA description in Volume II. Details on the goals, objectives,
allowable uses, and management actions for each ACEC and SRMA are presented in the
LUPA worksheets in Appendix H.

IV.23.2.4  Impacts of Natural Community Conservation Plan and General
Conservation Plan

The NCCP would be administered by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife and
would apply to the entire Plan Area. The GCP would be administered by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service and would apply to nonfederal lands, a subset of the entire Plan Area.

1V.23.2.4.1 Natural Community Conservation Plan

The impacts of renewable energy development permitted under the NCCP would be the
same as those defined for the Plan-wide impacts, including the typical impacts described in
Section IV.23.2, and for each alternative described below.

IV.23.2.4.2 General Conservation Plan

The types of impacts resulting from renewable energy development permitted under the
GCP would be the same as those defined for the Plan-wide impacts, including the typical
impacts described in Section IV.23.2. However, the locations where these impacts would
occur would vary by alternative. Any differences in these impacts that result from the loca-
tional differences are described for each alternative.

1IV.23.2.5 Environmental Justice

All of the census tracts in the Plan Area have been classified with respect to minority and
low-income populations, according to the criteria discussed in Section 1V.23.1.1.1. Because
each alternative does not modify the overall Plan Area boundary but merely alters the pro-
posed land designation areas of the Plan, the following environmental justice analysis is
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common to all alternatives when comparing minority and low-income populations
as follows:

e Minority and low-income census tracts within the entire Plan Area compared with
the minority and low-income percentage of California as a whole.

e Minority and low-income census tracts within the Plan Area by county compared
with the minority and low-income percentage of the county as a whole.

Minority Population

As shown in Appendix R1.23, Table R1.23-1, the census tracts containing the Plan Area as a
whole contain a total minority population of 61.1%. This is similar to the minority popula-
tion of California, which is 59.9%. Therefore, the Plan Area as a whole does not contain a
disproportionate minority population when compared with California as a whole. However,
because the entire Plan Area contains a minority population greater than 50%, it is pro-
grammatically considered an environmental justice area.

The locations of census tracts identified with minority population greater than 50% within
the Plan Area are shown in Appendix R1.23, Figures R1.23-1 and R1.23-3. As shown in
Appendix R1.23, Table R1.23-1, the census tracts containing the Plan Area by county are
as follows:

¢ Imperial County: The Plan Area census tracts contain a minority population of
84.0%, which is slightly less than that of Imperial County as a whole (86.2%).

¢ Inyo County: The Plan Area census tract contains a minority population of 25.0%,
which is less than that of Inyo County as a whole (33.9%).

e Kern County: The Plan Area census tracts contain a minority population of 39.0%,
which is less than that of Kern County as a whole (61.4%).

e Los Angeles County: The Plan Area census tracts contain a minority population of
68.5%, which is less than that of Los Angeles County as a whole (72.2%).

¢ Riverside County: The Plan Area census tracts contain a minority population of
79.1%, which is greater than that of Riverside County as a whole (60.4%).

e San Bernardino County: The Plan Area census tracts contain a minority population
of 52.1%, which is less than that of San Bernardino County as a whole (66.8%).

¢ San Diego County: The Plan Area census tract contains a minority population of
44.0%, which is less than that of San Diego County as a whole (51.5%).

Except for Riverside County, census tracts containing the Plan Area by county are found not
to contain a disproportionate minority population when compared with their respective
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counties. However, all tracts with a minority population percentage exceeding 50% are
included as environmental justice populations within this analysis. It should be noted that
for Imperial, Kern, Los Angeles, Riverside, and San Bernardino counties, within areas
possibly being developed with a disproportionate amount of renewable energy projects,
the benefits of the electricity generated by such projects would be delivered to populations
outside the Plan Area.

As shown in Appendix R1.23, Table R1.23-1, a number of census tracts inside the Plan Area
contain a high percentage minority population. These tracts are evaluated individually
within Section IV.23.3 by how much Plan Area land use designation acreage is proposed.
The location of these tracts is constant across alternatives, as the Plan Area boundary does
not change. Due to the presence of minority populations greater than 50% and dispropor-
tionate levels of minority population within the Plan Area, environmental justice mitigation
measures (as discussed in Section 1V.23.3, Impact SE-6) are included to reduce

adverse impacts.

Low-Income Population

As shown in Appendix R1.23, Table R1.23-1, the census tracts within the Plan Area contain
an average total low-income population of 19.6%. This percentage is higher than the low-
income population of California, which is 15.3%.

The locations of census tracts within the Plan Area with identified low-income population
greater than that of their respective county are shown in Appendix R1.23, Figure R1.23-2.
As shown in Appendix R1.23, Table R1.23-1, the census tracts containing the Plan Area by
county are as follows:

e Imperial County: The Plan Area census tract contains an average low-income popu-
lation of 23.2%, which is slightly greater than that of Imperial County as a
whole (23.0%).

¢ Inyo County: The Plan Area census tract contains an average low-income popula-
tion of 8.6%, which is less than that of Inyo County as a whole (11.3%).

¢ Kern County: The Plan Area census tracts contain an average low-income popula-
tion of 22.0%, which is slightly less than that of Kern County as a whole (22.5%).

e Los Angeles County: The Plan Area census tracts contain an average low-income
population of 20.9%, which is greater than that of Los Angeles County as a
whole (17.1%).

¢ Riverside County: The Plan Area census tracts contain an average low-income pop-
ulation of 20.9%, which is greater than that of Riverside County as a whole (15.6%).
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¢ San Bernardino County: The Plan Area census tracts contain an average low-
income population of 21.4%, which is greater than that of San Bernardino County as
a whole (17.6%).

e San Diego County: The Plan Area census tracts contain an average low-income pop-
ulation of 20.5%, which is greater than that of San Diego County as a whole (13.9%).

Therefore, the average low-income population within the Plan Area by county is often
greater than that of the respective county as a whole. In addition, the low-income popula-
tion of several of the counties-and of the census tracts within them—is higher than the
15.3% for the State of California. As shown in Appendix R1.23, Table R1.23-1, a number of
census tracts inside the Plan Area contain an identified low-income populations greater
than the respective county. Due to the presence of disproportionate levels of low-income
population within the Plan Area, environmental justice mitigation measures (as discussed
in Section IV.23.3, Impact SE-6) are included to reduce adverse impacts.

IV.23.3 Impact Analysis by Alternative

The following sections present impact analysis for the No Action Alternative, the Preferred
Alternative, and Alternatives 1 through 4.

IV.23.3.1  No Action Alternative
1V.23.3.1.1 Impacts Within the Entire Plan Area in No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative assumes the state’s renewable energy goals would be achieved
without the Plan and that renewable energy, transmission development, and mitigation for
projects in the Plan Area would occur on a project-by-project basis, in a pattern consistent
with past and ongoing renewable energy and transmission projects.

IV.23.3.1.1.1 Impacts and Mitigation for Renewable Energy and Transmission Development
in No Action Alternative

Impact Assessment

Impact SE-1: Plan components may induce substantial population growth, either
directly or i ndirectly .

Under the No Action Alternative, over 9.7 million acres of land would be available for

renewable energy development. Construction and operation of future utility-scale renew-
able energy (of all technology types) and transmission projects under the No Action Alter-
native will bring workers to the communities proximate to and serving individual project
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locations. Impacts may occur if the influx of workers, both short and long term, exceeds the
expected growth of an area and adversely impacts the amount of available housing.

The temporary in-migration of construction workers has the greatest potential impact
because construction of utility-scale renewable energy and transmission projects typically
requires large numbers of workers, many of whom have specialized skills. These specialized
workers may not usually reside proximate to the work site and may choose to temporarily
relocate to the area. Under the No Action Alternative, this would be of particular concern in
smaller desert communities where the short-term housing supply accommodates seasonal
tourist demand during the winter months. Operations and maintenance of renewable
energy projects and transmission typically do not require a significant on-site workforce or
result in long-term in-migration of workers and their families.

Under the No Action Alternative, renewable energy projects and development of their
transmission infrastructure would continue throughout the Plan Area but without the
benefit of focusing the siting of these developments within less expansive development
areas. Projects might be located at greater distances from communities that can provide
sufficient housing and potential workers. Additionally, under the No Action Alternative,
local communities would have less ability to plan for any housing shortages resulting from
construction worker in-migration because the location of projects would be dispersed
rather than focused in known areas. Uncertainty about the location of future development
under the No Action Alternative would increase the potential for short-term housing
demand to exceed availability in small rural desert communities if projects are developed
more broadly and in more remote parts of the region.

While future projects under the No Action Alternative would bring new population, individ-
ual project worker in-migration is not expected to significantly increase long-term popula-
tion growth and adversely affect housing availability for the area, as shown in Volume III,
Tables I11.23-1 and II1.23-2. While future projects would increase short-term in-migration
and housing demand, this impact is not considered adverse in larger communities, as the
influx of workers would be small compared with the larger population. However, a large
influx of workers into small rural communities has the potential to result in adverse
impacts, particularly without being evaluated programmatically or cumulatively.

Impact SE-2: Plan components may displace substantial numbers of people or &isting
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

Under the No Action Alternative, renewable energy projects (of all technology types) and
development of their transmission infrastructure would likely occur throughout the Plan
Area. The potential for such future developments to require removal of existing housing
would be low because these large-scale projects typically are sited on large tracts of vacant
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land with few or no structures. Developers and utilities are assumed to seek sites that
would require few residential purchases and relocations. It is assumed that any necessary
property acquisitions would be completed prior to an application for development, with
both parties agreeing to the purchase. Based on these assumptions and the typical housing
vacancy rates presented in Volume III, Table I11.23-2, it is unlikely that development under
the No Action Alternative would displace residents to a level requiring construction of
replacement housing.

Impact SE-3: Plan components may affect economic development and
government finance.

Construction and operation of future renewable energy and transmission projects under
the No Action Alternative will result in regional and local spending for materials and labor
and spending by workers. These economic impacts typically are considered beneficial.

Impact SE-4: Plan components may generate social change and social disruption .

Under the No Action Alternative, renewable energy projects (of all technology types) and
development of the transmission infrastructure are assumed to continue throughout the
Plan Area. The larger geographic area available for development could allow renewable
energy developers to site projects in rural areas away from larger communities with
greater numbers of available workers and housing. Should this occur, it may increase the
likelihood of short-term construction worker in-migration into small desert communities,
which can result in social disruption. Under the No Action Alternative, local communities
would have less ability to anticipate where projects might locate and to plan for worker in-
migration. Therefore, future renewable energy project development under the No Action
Alternative would increase the potential for short-term social disruption in small rural
desert communities. However, the socioeconomic design features (identified in BLM Pro-
grammatic Environmental Impact Statement (Solar PEIS) Appendix W, Section A.4.1.19)
are assumed applicable to all solar projects developed under the No Action Alternative. The
implementation of these design features would reduce adverse social change and social dis-
ruption impacts, but are only applicable for solar projects. Similar measures would be
required for other renewable energy technology projects developed under the No Action
Alternative to reduce potential socioeconomic impacts.

Impact SE5: Plan components may affect property values.

The No Action Alternative would have over 9.7 million acres of available land for renew-
able energy development throughout the Plan Area, potentially resulting in widely
scattered projects. This creates the potential for visual and other environmental impacts to
occur widely. Large and highly visible projects often are perceived to adversely affect the
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value of property and residences near the projects. Because of the visibility of tall compo-
nents of wind energy and some solar thermal technologies, these technologies have a
greater potential for visual impacts than other solar and geothermal technologies. Trans-
mission also results in potential visual and environmental impacts that may be perceived to
impact property values.

Impact SE-6: Plan effects would be dsproportionate ly borne by minority or
low-income population s.

Under the No Action Alternative, the development of future renewable energy and trans-
mission projects would be evaluated on an individual project basis. However, the No Action
Alternative would continue development of these projects without the benefit of a regional
plan encouraging siting these developments within a programmatic development footprint.
There are census tracts with high percentages of minority and low-income population
within the Plan Area (refer to Appendix R1, Figures R1.23-1 and R1.23-2). If future renew-
able energy and transmission projects under the No Action Alternative were to occur
within these tracts, there is a potential for environmental justice impacts. For solar projects
within this area, the environmental justice design features (identified in Appendix W, Sec-
tion A.4.1.19) would be applicable to all solar projects developed under the No Action
Alternative on BLM lands. The implementation of these design features would reduce
adverse environmental justice impacts, but are only applicable for solar projects. Similar
measures would be required for other renewable energy technology projects developed
under the No Action Alternative to reduce potential environmental justice impacts.

Laws and Regulation s

Existing laws and regulations would reduce the impacts of renewable energy development
projects that might otherwise occur in the absence of the DRECP. Relevant regulations are
presented in the Regulatory Setting in Volume III. The requirements of these regulations
reduce impacts through the following mechanisms:

e BLM Land Use Planning Handbook, Appendix D (Social Science Considerations in
Land Use Planning Decisions): Provides guidance on integrating social science infor-
mation into the planning process for projects within BLM lands.

e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service’s Human Use and Economic Evaluation Procedures:
Provides guidance for evaluating projects affecting fish and wildlife resources
(determining the extent of human uses of wildlife and the dollar value of
these uses).

e County General Plan Housing Elements: Requires projects to be compliant with any
policies or goals related to housing needs throughout the jurisdiction.
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Presidential Executive Order 12898: Requires projects on federal land or receiving
federal funding to identify and address any disproportionately high and adverse
human health or environmental effects on minority and/or low-income populations.

California Resources Agency Environmental Justice Policy (Government Code Sec-
tion 65040.12 and PRC Section 72000): Requires the promotion of the principles of
environmental justice through the incorporation of such principles in all Resources
Agency programs, policies, and activities. All departments, boards, commissions,
conservancies and special programs of the Resources Agency must consider envi-
ronmental justice in their decision-making process if their actions have an impact on
the environment, environmental laws, or policies. Actions that require environ-
mental justice consideration include, adopting regulations, enforcing environmental
laws or regulations, making discretionary decisions or taking actions that affect the
environment, providing funding for activities affecting the environment, and
interacting with the public on environmental issues. The intent of this policy is to
ensure that the public, including minority and low-income populations, are not
discriminated against, treated unfairly, or experience disproportionate adverse
impacts from environmental decisions.

Mitigation

Future renewable energy and transmission projects would be subject to applicable project-
specific environmental review. The mitigation that has been adopted for approved renew-
able energy and transmission projects within the Plan Area in the past is assumed to repre-
sent the typical mitigation that would apply in the future for individual projects occurring
under the No Action Alternative. Examples of mitigation measures that have been imple-
mented for socioeconomics and environmental justice include requiring:

Local hiring practices and job training.

On-site temporary housing provisions for construction workers and/or working
with local chambers of commerce to coordinate short-term housing needs.

Community workshops to discuss the potential social change and disruption from
construction of utility-scale renewable energy projects.

All necessary residential property acquisition and relocations that are completed to
be consistent with any state, local, or other jurisdictional guidelines prior to issuance
of building permits.

Public scoping specifically designed to engage minority and low-income populations.

Under the No Action Alternative, the mitigation and best management practices identified
in BLM’s PEIS for utility-scale wind and geothermal energy development are applicable to
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all future renewable energy projects on BLM-administered lands. The Geothermal PEIS also
covers future geothermal projects developed on U.S. Forest Service lands. The mitigation
measures and best management practices included in these documents for socioeconomics
and environmental justice are similar to those included above under Laws and Regulations
for the BLM Solar PEIS.

IV.23.3.1.1.2 Impacts from Reserve Design in the No Action Alternative

The No Action Alternative has no reserve design, but without approval of an action alterna-
tive, there would be continued protection of existing Legislatively and Legally Protected
Areas, such as Wilderness Areas and National Parks. In addition, renewable energy projects
would continue to be evaluated and approved with project-specific mitigation require-
ments. Under the No Action Alternative, it is assumed that the development of renewable
energy projects and transmission could result in additional conservation lands being
acquired as mitigation for individual projects.

In general, conservation under the No Action Alternative is not expected to result in
impacts related to population in-migration, removal of housing, displacement of people, or
impacts to property values. Furthermore, any conservation lands that may be developed
under the No Action Alternative would be evaluated on a project-by-project basis for
potential social disruption and access impacts.

The potential for environmental justice impacts from conservation under the No Action
Alternative is unknown and needs definition for specific local contexts. Understanding the
impact would require knowledge of the location of lands proposed for conservation, poten-
tial land conversion impacts, and any potentially adverse impacts and their effects upon
affected minority or low-income populations. Census tracts with high percentages of
minority and low-income population are within the Plan Area (refer to Appendix R1,
Figures R1.23-1 R1.23-2). If conservation under the No Action Alternative were to occur
within these tracts, there is a potential for environmental justice impacts.

Existing protected areas and existing BLM Conservation Designations are assumed to pro-
vide ongoing conservation; however, there would be no reserve design established to guide
where BLM Conservation Designations could be established in the future or where reserves
could be assembled to offset the effects of renewable energy or transmission development.
Therefore, the conservation generated from renewable energy or transmission development
would be solely based on the mitigation requirements imposed on a project-by-project basis.
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1V.23.3.1.2 Impacts on BLM Lands of Existing BLM Land Use Plans in No
Action Alternative

Under the No Action Alternative, existing BLM land management plans and designations
within the Plan Area (California Desert Conservation Area Plan, as amended, Caliente
Resource Management Plan, and Bishop Resource Management Plan) would remain
unchanged and continue to be implemented on BLM-administered lands.

Under the No Action Alternative, individual renewable energy and related transmission
projects occurring on BLM lands inside the Plan Area would require individual assessment
under NEPA for both project-level activities and all necessary land use plan amendments.
These individual NEPA assessments would evaluate socioeconomic and environmental
justice impacts consistent with BLM requirements. There are census tracts with high per-
centages of minority and low-income population within the Plan Area (refer to Appen-

dix R1, Figures R1.23-1 R1.23-2). If BLM actions under the No Action Alternative were to
occur within these tracts, there is a potential for environmental justice impacts. As discussed
above, environmental justice design features (identified in Appendix W, Section A.4.1.19)
are assumed applicable to solar projects developed under the No Action Alternative. Similar
measures would be required for other renewable energy technology projects developed
under the No Action Alternative to reduce potential environmental justice impacts.

1V.23.3.1.3 Impacts of Natural Community Conservation Plan in No
Action Alternative

In the absence of Plan implementation, the NCCP would not be approved, and no incidental
take permits would be issued under the NCCP. The appropriate lead agency would continue
to consider projects individually. The impacts that would occur in the absence of the NCCP
would be the same as those described in Section 1V.23.3.1.1.1.

1V.23.3.1.4 Impacts of General Conservation Plan in No Action Alternative

In the absence of Plan implementation, the GCP would not be approved, and no incidental
take permits would be issued under the GCP. The appropriate lead agency would continue
to consider projects individually. The impacts that would occur in the absence of the GCP
would be the same as those described in Section [V.23.3.1.1.1 but would be specific to
nonfederal lands.

1V.23.3.1.5 Impacts Outside the Plan Area in No Action Alternative

Additional transmission lines would be needed to deliver renewable energy to load centers
(areas of high demand) Outside the Plan Area. It is assumed that new Outside the Plan Area
transmission lines would use existing transmission corridors between the Plan Area and
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existing substations in the more heavily populated areas of the state. The Outside the Plan
Areas through which new transmission lines might be constructed includes the San Diego,
Los Angeles, North Palm Springs-Riverside, and Central Valley areas. These are described
in Volume III, Section I11.23.9.

1V.23.3.1.5.1 Impacts of Transmission Outside the Plan Area

Impact SE-1: Plan components may induce dubstantial population growth, either
directly or i ndirectly .

Many of the construction jobs on Outside the Plan Area transmission lines would be filled
from the regional workforce with workers commuting to job sites. Specialty workers coming
from other regions to work on new transmission lines would use temporary housing and
return to their homes at the end of construction. Because the Outside the Plan Areas are in
or near large metropolitan centers or, in the Central Valley, within reasonable commute
distance of towns and cities, substantial population growth would not occur as a result of
transmission projects. Operations and maintenance of transmission facilities would require
few new permanent employees.

Impact SE-2: Plan components may displace substantial numbers of people or eisting
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

New transmission lines would be developed in existing corridors and would not displace
substantial numbers of people or existing housing. If lines were to be located Outside of
existing corridors, they would be routed to avoid existing housing, as purchasing residences
would be extremely expensive.

Impact SE-3: Plan components may affect economic development and
government finance.

Purchases made by transmission line owners and construction contractors during trans-
mission line construction and operation and purchases by the workforce would generate
sales tax revenue where the purchases occur. Purchases of goods and services by con-
tractors and workers also would contribute to the regional economy by increasing sales
revenues at local and regional businesses. Because transmission line construction is rela-
tively short term, it is not expected to generate new businesses. The need for government
services such as police, fire, and emergency response would be similar to any construction
project and is not expected to be high or to create a need to expand current services or
levels of service.
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Impact SE-4: Plan components may generate social change and social disruption .

Adding a new transmission line in an existing corridor would not generate social change or
disruption. The Outside the Plan Area lines would be in or near urbanized areas or, in the
Central Valley, would be in open agricultural land. The workforce constructing the line
would come from various points throughout the region and commute rather than move
near the project. Specialty trade workers temporarily in-migrating to the region would find
temporary housing in the metropolitan areas of Southern California or in Central Valley
towns, depending on the location of the line.

Impact SE5: Plan components may affect property values.

Any potential effects on the value of properties near existing transmission corridors
Outside the Plan Area have already been accounted for due to the presence of existing lines.
Often residents in the vicinity of transmission lines believe that there is an adverse effect
on their property values. Studies of the impact of power lines on property values have
produced mixed findings (Bond, Sims, & Dent 2013, Headwaters 2012, Chalmers and
Voorvaart 2009, Kinnard and Dickey 1995, Kroll and Priestley 1992, Pacific Consulting Ser-
vices 1991). Regardless of the methodology, researchers acknowledge the difficulty of
segregating the various variables affecting decisions. They recognize that the purchase of a
residential property is a personal decision to which buyers bring their own mix of expecta-
tions, preferences, and biases, including how to weigh other factors in reaching a decision
to purchase a property and at what price. Studies such as those discussed above indicate
that other property-specific factors such as neighborhood amenities, schools, proximity to
work, square footage of house, lot size, current market conditions, housing stock availa-
bility, and so on are substantially more likely than the presence of overhead transmission
lines to be major determinants of the sales price of property.

IV.23.3.1.5.2 Impacts of Existing BLM Land Use Plans Outside the Plan Area

Under the No Action Alternative, the existing BLM CDCA Plan would continue to be imple-
mented on CDCA lands. Under the No Action Alternative, renewable energy projects would
still be developed through BLM’s existing policies. Impacts on socioeconomics and environ-
mental justice populations would be of the types described in Section 1V.23.2.1, with simi-
lar mitigation measures included on a case-by-case basis.

The existing land designations—such as existing protected areas, ACECs, and National
Scenic and Historic Trails—would continue to be managed to protect their associated
values and resources.

Under the No Action Alternative, individual renewable energy and related transmission
projects occurring on BLM lands Outside the Plan Area would require individual assess-
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ment under NEPA for both project-level and possibly BLM LUPA activities. These individual
NEPA assessments would evaluate socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts con-
sistent with BLM requirements. Because the No Action Alternative assumes that develop-
ment of future renewable energy and transmission projects involving BLM lands would be
evaluated on an individual project basis, the potential for socioeconomic and environ-
mental justice impacts is unknown. Evaluation of potential impacts would require knowl-
edge of the location, the specific project, and any adverse impacts to affected minority or
low-income populations.

1V.23.3.1.6 CEQA Significance Determination: No Action Alternative

CEQA significance determinations are presented for Impacts SE-1, SE-2, and SE-6. As
described in Section IV.23.1.2, the other three impacts considered in this section are evalu-
ated only under NEPA.

SE-1: Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly.
Construction and operation of future utility-scale renewable energy (of all technology
types) and transmission projects constructed under the No Action Alternative will bring
workers to the communities serving the projects. The temporary in-migration of construc-
tion workers would result in the greatest numbers of population increase. Operations and
maintenance of renewable energy projects (of all types) and transmission typically do not
require a significant on-site workforce or result in long-term in-migration of workers.
While these activities would increase the population in the area, future projects under the
No Action Alternative are not anticipated to increase population beyond the expected
growth shown in Volume IlI, Table I11.23-1. However, this is limited to larger communities.
Where temporary worker in-migration would significantly increase population in smaller
rural desert communities, mitigation would be required on an individual project basis. The
socioeconomic design features (identified in Appendix W, Section A.4.1.19) are assumed
applicable to solar projects developed on BLM lands under the No Action Alternative. This
impact is considered less than significant with any necessary project-specific

mitigation incorporated.

SE-2: Displace substantial numbers of existing housing or people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

Displacement of housing. Conservation actions under the No Action Alternative are
assumed not to require the removal or displacement of any housing. While future renew-
able energy projects and transmission lines may require the removal of housing under the
No Action Alternative, it is assumed that any necessary land acquisitions would be com-
pleted prior to an application for development, with both parties agreeing to such
purchases. Furthermore, it is assumed developers and utilities would seek sites that
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require minimal residential purchases and relocations necessary for development. How-
ever, some level of residential housing purchases is likely during future renewable energy
and transmission interconnection projects under the No Action Alternative. To ensure any
potential impacts are minimized, mitigation would be required on an individual project
basis. It is unlikely development of renewable energy facilities and transmission infrastruc-
ture under the No Action Alternative would necessitate construction of housing outside of
regular growth occurring inside the Plan Area. Therefore, this impact is considered less
than significant with any necessary project-specific mitigation incorporated.

Displacement of People. Please refer to the analysis presented above regarding the poten-
tial for housing displacement, which also provides the analysis for displacement of people.
Based on the analysis provided above, this impact is considered less than significant with
any necessary project-specific mitigation incorporated.

Impact SE-6: Plan effects would be dsproportionate ly borne by minority or
low-income population s.

Under the No Action Alternative, the development of future renewable energy and trans-
mission projects would be evaluated on an individual project basis. The environmental
justice design features (identified in Appendix W, Section A.4.1.19) are assumed applicable
to solar projects developed on BLM lands under the No Action Alternative. Due to the
presence of environmental justice populations within the Plan Area, individual project
environmental justice analyses and necessary mitigation would be required on an individ-
ual project basis. This impact is considered less than significant with any necessary project-
specific mitigation incorporated.

1V.23.3.2 Preferred Alternative

1V.23.3.2.1 Plan-wide Impacts of Implementing the DRECP:
Preferred Alternative

IV.23.3.2.1.1 Plan-wide Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Renewable Energy and
Transmission Development

Impact Assessment

Impact SE-1: Plan components may induce substantial population growth, either
directly or i ndirectly .

Construction. The facilitating and streamlining of future renewable energy projects within
Preferred Alternative DFAs would likely create a significant number of jobs and cause tem-
porary population growth during construction of future renewable energy (of all technol-
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ogy types) and transmission line infrastructure projects. The Preferred Alternative includes
2,027,693 acres of DFA lands for facilitating and streamlining of future renewable energy
projects and the activities described in Volume II, Section 11.3.1.3.

As shown in Volume II, Figure I1.3-1 (Preferred Alternative), with the exception of several
small remote DFAs within the West Mojave and the Owens River Valley ecoregion subareas,
the DFAs are located fairly proximate to the local study area communities in Los Angeles,
Kern, Riverside, San Bernardino, and Imperial counties, as identified in Volume III, Section
[11.23.2, Social and Economic Conditions. It should be noted that varying socioeconomic
conditions exist within these localized communities proximate to DFAs.

A portion of the construction workforce for each future renewable energy and transmis-
sion line infrastructure project may come from these larger local communities proximate to
DFAs. However, the Preferred Alternative DFAs remain large and mostly undeveloped
areas that will encourage a number of construction workers to seek more proximate tem-
porary housing to future project sites. Furthermore, it is anticipated that some specialized
workers will be required and may come from outside the regional communities proximate
to the DFAs.

Future renewable projects occurring within Preferred Alternative DFAs would not all be
constructed at the same time. Therefore, from a programmatic analysis of DFA develop-
ment, construction workforce demands would fluctuate. This would reduce adverse
impacts to the rural short-term housing markets that would serve construction worker
demand. Given the existing numbers of available housing units and vacancy rates within
the overall Plan Area (see Volume III, Table I11.23-2) and ecoregion subareas (as described
in Volume III, Section II1.23.5), rental housing is available throughout the Plan Area. How-
ever, workers seeking shorter commutes to projects near small rural communities may
affect the availability of transient accommodations (hotels, motels, mobile home parks and
recreational vehicle parks). The overall number of transient units is expected to be small in
rural desert communities when compared with that available in larger nearby communi-
ties. It is likely that transient housing availability would be further decreased during the
winter months when higher demand occurs from tourists seeking winter lodging within
California’s desert areas. Housing demands would also increase if multiple projects were
built at the same time within any single ecoregion subarea (see Chapter IV.25 for a discus-
sion of cumulative impacts).

Due to the potential for adverse impacts to available short-term housing in small rural
communities serving the Preferred Alternative DFAs, Mitigation Measures SE-1a and SE-1b
are proposed to reduce socioeconomic impacts from future project worker in-migration.
However, the facilitating and streamlining of future renewable energy projects within Pre-
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ferred Alternative DFAs will result in the need for construction workers to secure transient
housing in nearby rural communities proximate to future project sites.

Operations. Future renewable energy facilities are not expected to require large numbers
of on-site operations and maintenance employees. Geothermal facilities typically require
the most on-site employees during operations compared with solar and wind technologies.
With a relatively small local labor force needed to operate and maintain renewable energy
facilities, minimal long-term in-migration to rural areas proximate to DFAs is expected.
While minimal, it is assumed that some permanent in-migration will occur from specialized
operations and maintenance workers within rural desert areas.

Such growth is not expected to exceed that already projected for DFAs in the local and
regional study areas (see Volume IlI, Table II1.23-1). Given the availability of long-term
housing and vacancy rates (see Table I11.23-2), any increase in permanent population
would not significantly affect the availability of housing within the communities serving the
Preferred Alternative DFAs.

Impact SE-2: Plan components may displace substantial numbers of people or eisting
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

Under the Preferred Alternative, renewable energy projects (of all technology types)
facilitated and streamlined by the DRECP and development of their transmission infra-
structure could occur anywhere within DFAs. As individual project sites are considered,
developers and utilities are assumed to consistently seek sites with minimal residential
purchases and relocations necessary for development. It is also assumed that developers
would assess any necessary land acquisitions prior to an application for development, with
both parties agreeing to such purchases.

[t is possible that some level of residential purchases would be required for the amount of
renewable and transmission development facilitated and streamlined under the Preferred
Alternative. However, the potential for such future developments to require removal of
existing housing would be low, since these large-scale projects typically are sited on large
tracts of vacant land with few or no structures on them. Developers and utilities are
assumed to seek sites that would require few residential purchases and relocations. As
purchase agreements are made and developers secure site control, it is unknown if resi-
dents would seek relocation within the same area or seek housing Outside the Plan Area.
When considering the numbers of available housing units and vacancy rates presented in
Volume III, Table I11.23-2, it is unlikely that any residential relocations associated with
development of DFAs and transmission infrastructure facilitated and streamlined under
the Preferred Alternative would necessitate construction of housing outside of regular
growth occurring inside the Plan Area.
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Impact SE-3: Plan components may affect economic development and
government finance.

Renewable energy project facilitating and streamlining within Preferred Alternative DFAs
may affect environmental amenities including environmental quality, stable rural commu-
nity values, and cultural values (BLM 20123, 2008, 2005). Should the environmental
quality of a community be impacted, local communities may have difficulty attracting busi-
nesses that are highly sensitive to actual or perceived changes in environmental amenities
(BLM 2012a, 2008, 2005). Other factors including cost of living, availability of labor
resources, and the prevailing cost of doing business may, however, be more important than
environmental amenities to some sectors. A recent study indicated that perceived
deterioration of the natural environment and in amenities in particular locations may have
an important impact on the ability of communities in adjacent areas to foster sustainable
economic growth (BLM 2012a, 2008, 2005). The potential for such impacts is limited to
those communities containing and immediately adjacent to Preferred Alternative DFAs.
With respect to certain impacts that can directly influence this socioeconomic concern, see
the following sections within this EIR/EIS: Sections IV.11, Land Use and Policies; IV.12,
Agricultural Land and Production; IV.13, BLM Lands and Realty; IV.15, Mineral Resources;
V.16, Livestock Grazing; and 1V.18, Outdoor Recreation.

Based on these considerations, the extent to which future renewable energy (of all genera-
tion types) and transmission infrastructure development may create conflicts with the
ability of communities containing and immediately adjacent to Preferred Alternative DFAs
to attract future economic growth is speculative. Other economic and demographic factors
would have to be either favorable or unfavorable in any given community for additional
economic growth or decline to occur. In particular, the economic development potential of
infrastructure and human resources in the area and the cost of doing business are relative
to those in comparable locations (BLM 2012a; 2008; 2005).

Given the overall rural nature of the Preferred Alternative DFAs, it is unlikely that high-
amenity values alone would be sufficient to encourage local economic growth or that busi-
nesses, once established in a given location, would necessarily relocate because of changes
in amenity values. While analysis of these potential adverse impacts is speculative from a
programmatic perspective and impacts are not considered adverse, the implementation of
Mitigation Measures SE-1a and SE-1b would ensure all future projects conduct socioeco-
nomic analysis in conjunction with regional and local agency experts.

Beneficial impacts would also occur from future projects constructed within Preferred
Alternative DFAs. Workforce wages and spending during the construction and operation of
future renewable energy and transmission projects would be an economic stimulator to
regional and local governments. Other important public benefits include both short-term
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and long-term increases in local expenditures, payrolls, and sales tax revenues. These
would positively affect the economy at state, regional, and local levels. Such economic
benefits would not be limited to either the Plan Area or California, but would occur at some
level to areas where renewable and transmission infrastructure project components are
manufactured. It should also be mentioned that much of the renewable energy generated
within the Plan Area would benefit larger communities outside of it.

Impact SE4: Plan components may generate social change and social disruption .

The nature and magnitude of the social impact of renewable energy development projects
in small rural communities are still unclear (BLM 2012a, 2008, 2005). While some degree
of social disruption is likely to accompany short-term construction worker in-migration
(particularly if a number of renewable facilities are built simultaneously within the same
localized rural area), there is insufficient evidence to predict the extent to which specific
communities are likely to be affected, which population groups within each community are
likely to be most affected, and the extent to which social disruption is likely to persist
beyond facility construction. As overall in-migration could alter an existing social climate
and future growth, this analysis is focused on short-term in-migration of construction
workers, which has the greatest potential to initiate social change or disruption.

As discussed for Impact SE-1, in-migration of construction workers (and possibly their
families) to rural communities containing and proximate to Preferred Alternative DFAs is
expected. Regardless of the pace of population growth within these localized communities,
the number of workers and scale of future development is expected to create some demo-
graphic and social change. Communities hosting the transient housing needs of construc-
tion workers will be faced with some differences in their quality of life such as trending
away from a more rural lifestyle in small, isolated, close-knit, homogenous communities
with a strong orientation toward personal and family relationships and moving toward a
more urban lifestyle with greater cultural and ethnic diversity and dependence on formal
social relationships within the community (BLM 2012a, 2008, 2005).

Mitigation Measures SE-1a and SE-1b are proposed to reduce socioeconomic impacts from
future project worker in-migration. These measures would reduce potential adverse social
disruption impacts resulting from worker in-migration from the Preferred Alternative.

Impact SE5: Plan components may affect property values.

Public comments on recent utility-scale renewable energy and transmission projects have
included concerns that such facilities may adversely impact existing property values.
Negative imagery could be based on individual perceptions of risk associated with proxi-
mity to these facilities or on perceptions at the community level that the presence of such a
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facility might adversely affect local economic development prospects (BLM 2012a, 2008,
2005). Typically, public concern is that property values might decline as a result of
deterioration of aesthetic quality, real or perceived health effects, or changes to existing
land use patterns.

To date, such determinations prove speculative. Many studies have concluded mixed
findings regarding the impact traditional electric generation facilities and transmission
infrastructure have on property values (Bond, Sims, & Dent 2013, Headwaters 2012,
Chalmers and Voorvaart 2009, Kinnard and Dickey 1995, Kroll and Priestley 1992, Pacific
Consulting Services 1991). Furthermore, recent studies have shown that wind turbines do
not have long-term adverse effects on property values (Hinman 2010, Hoen et al. 2009).
Recent studies and analyses have also indicated that under conditions of moderate popula-
tion growth and housing demand, property values could increase with expansion in local
employment opportunities (BLM 2012a, 2008, 2005). While environmental concerns and
public perceptions in some areas may lead a property owner to believe future renewable
energy development will have a negative impact to their property values, in other locations
property values might increase because of access to employment opportunities associated
with renewable energy development.

Regardless of the methodology, researchers acknowledge the difficulty of segregating the
various variables affecting decisions. They recognize that the purchase of a residential
property is a personal decision to which buyers bring their own mix of expectations, pref-
erences, and biases, including how to weigh other factors in reaching a decision to
purchase a property and at what price. Studies such as those discussed above indicate that
other property-specific factors such as neighborhood amenities, schools, proximity to
work, square footage of house, lot size, current market conditions, housing stock availa-
bility, and so on are substantially more likely than the presence of proximate renewable
energy facilities or overhead transmission lines to be major determinants of the sales price
of property.

Programmatically, these studies show a trend toward renewable generation and transmis-
sion facilities not having adverse impacts to property values. However, more accurate site-
specific conclusions would require knowledge of the local real estate market, historic sales
trend data, and a long-term regression analysis of the local area. Due to the number of
variables involved, any programmatic determination related to future renewable energy
and transmission development associated with the Plan would be speculative. However,
public concern on this issue is acknowledged.
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Impact SE-6: Plan effects would be dsproportionate ly borne by minority or
low-income population s.

The following analysis compares key Preferred Alternative land use designation locations
(DFAs and conservation areas) against those census tracts identified with minority or low-
income populations of concern (refer to Appendix R1.23).

Minority Population

Appendix R2.23, Tables R2.23-1, R2.23-3, R2.23-4, R2.23-6, R2.23-8, and R2.23-10 show
the total Plan Area proposed DFA designation acreages for the Preferred Alternative by
county for each census tract identified with minority population of concern. The locations
of these census tracts and proposed DFA acreage areas are identified in Appendix R2.23,
Figure R2.23-1.

The following summarizes all census tracts containing a minority population greater than
50% within each county when compared against the total tract acreage:

¢ Imperial County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-1, provides details of Preferred
Alternative DFA acreage within Imperial County. As shown, Preferred Alternative
DFA acreage is disproportionately borne by 16 minority census tracts of concern
within the county (meaning more than 50% of the tract total acreage is proposed as
DFA land).

¢ Inyo County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-3, provides details of Preferred Alterna-
tive DFA acreage within Inyo County. As shown, Preferred Alternative DFA acreage
is not disproportionately borne by any minority census tracts of concern within
the county.

e Kern County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-4, provides details of Preferred Alterna-
tive DFA acreage within Kern County. As shown, Preferred Alternative DFA acreage
is disproportionately borne by one minority census tract of concern within
the county.

¢ Los Angeles County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-6, provides details of Preferred
Alternative DFA acreage within Los Angeles County. As shown, Preferred Alterna-
tive DFA acreage is disproportionately borne by four minority census tracts of con-
cern within the county.

e Riverside County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-8, provides details of Preferred
Alternative DFA acreage within Riverside County. As shown, Preferred Alternative
DFA acreage is disproportionately borne by two minority census tracts of concern
within the county.
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San Bernardino County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-10, provides details of Pre-
ferred Alternative DFA acreage within San Bernardino County. As shown, Preferred
Alternative DFA acreage is disproportionately borne by seven minority census
tracts of concern within the county.

San Diego County: San Diego County does not contain any minority tracts of con-
cern or Preferred Alternative DFA acreage.

Low-Income Population

Appendix R2.23, Tables R2.23-2, R2.23-5, R2.23-7, R2.23-9, R2.23-11, and R2.23-12 show
the total Plan Area proposed DFA designation acreages for the Preferred Alternative by
county for each census tract identified with low-income population of concern. The loca-
tions of these census tracts and proposed DFA acreage areas are displayed in Appendix
R2.23, Figure R2.23-3.

The following summarizes all census tracts containing identified low-income populations
of concern within each county when compared against the total tract acreage:

Imperial County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-2, provides details of Preferred
Alternative DFA acreage within Imperial County. As shown, Preferred Alternative
DFA acreage is disproportionately borne by four low-income census tracts of con-
cern within the county (meaning more than 50% of the tract total acreage is pro-
posed as DFA land).

Inyo County: Inyo County does not contain any low-income tracts of concern.

Kern County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-5, provides details of Preferred Alterna-
tive DFA acreage within Kern County. As shown, Preferred Alternative DFA acreage
is disproportionately borne by two low-income census tracts of concern within

the county.

Los Angeles County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-7, provides details of Preferred
Alternative DFA acreage within Los Angeles County. As shown, Preferred Alterna-
tive DFA acreage is disproportionately borne by five low-income census tracts of
concern within the county.

Riverside County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-9, provides details of Preferred
Alternative DFA acreage within Riverside County. As shown, Preferred Alternative
DFA acreage is disproportionately borne by two low-income census tracts of con-
cern within the county.

San Bernardino County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-11, provides details of Pre-
ferred Alternative DFA acreage within San Bernardino County. As shown, Preferred
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Alternative DFA acreage is disproportionately borne by four low-income census
tracts of concern within the county.

¢ San Diego County: San Diego County contains one low-income census tract of con-
cern, but the Preferred Alternative does not contain any DFA acreage within
the county.

Environmental Justice SImmary

As discussed above and shown in Appendix R2.23, Tables R2.23-1 through R2.23-12, both
minority and/or low-income census tracts of concern within Imperial, Kern, Los Angeles,
Riverside, and San Bernardino contain a disproportionate amount of DFA acreage associ-
ated with the Preferred Alternative. Facilitating and streamlining renewable energy proj-
ects within Preferred Alternative DFAs could translate into a disproportionate amount of
future renewable energy projects occurring within these areas. The locations of these
census tracts of concern and proposed DFA acreage areas are displayed in Appendix R2.23,
Figures R2.23-1 and R2.23-3. In addition to these areas possibly being developed with a
disproportionate amount of renewable energy projects, it should be noted that much of the
electricity generated by such projects would be delivered to population outside of these
areas. It should also be noted that disproportionate exposure to renewable energy projects
and conservation areas means that the environmental justice populations could receive
beneficial as well as negative effects.

Mitigation Measure SE-6a is proposed to reduce environmental justice impacts from future
renewable energy projects within the entire Plan Area. This would include those that may
be developed within or adjacent to those census tracts identified above as containing a dis-
proportionate minority or low-income population and a disproportionate amount of
planned DFA acreage. Mitigation Measure SE-6a ensures that environmental justice analy-
sis be conducted for all future renewable energy projects within the Plan Area. This
includes extensive public outreach and additional study would occur to mitigate any poten-
tial adverse environmental justice impacts associated with the Preferred Alternative.

Impacts in Study Area Lands

“Study Area Lands” refers to three categories of lands shown on alternative maps: Future
Assessment Areas (FAAs), Special Analysis Areas (SAAs) and DRECP Variance Lands.

Future AssessmentAreas (FAAS) Lands within FAAs are neither reserve lands nor DFAs;
they are simply areas that are deferred for future assessment. The future assessment will

determine their suitability for renewable energy development or for ecological conserva-

tion. If renewable energy development occurs on FAA lands, a Land Use Plan Amendment
would not be required. FAAs for each alternative are included and located as shown in
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Chapter IV.1, Table 1V.1-2 and Volume II, Figure 11.3-1. The FAAs represent areas where
renewable energy development or inclusion to the reserve design could be implemented
through an amendment to the DRECP but additional assessment would be needed.

Because most of the FAAs are presented as “undesignated areas” in the action alternatives,
there would be no difference between the FAAs in the Preferred Alternative except that
renewable development in an FAA would not require a BLM Land Use Plan Amendment.
Therefore the environmental review process would be somewhat simpler than if the loca-
tion were left undesignated. Development of the FAAs with renewable energy projects
could result in impacts to socioeconomics and environmental justice similar to those
described above for development of DFAs. The implementation of mitigation similar to Mit-
igation Measures SE-1a, SE-1b, and SE-6a would ensure such development conduct socio-
economic and environmental justice analyses. Development of FAAs as conservation would
be similar to that described below for Reserve Design Lands.

Special Analysis Areas. There are two areas defined as SAAs, representing areas subject to
ongoing analysis. These areas (located in the Silurian Valley and just west of Highway 395
in Kern County) have high value for renewable energy development, and high value for eco-
logical and cultural conservation and recreation. SAA lands are expected to be designated
in the Final EIR/EIS as either DFAs or included in the Reserve Design/

Conservation Designation.

DRECP Variance LandsDRECP Variance Lands represent the BLM Solar PEIS Variance
Lands as screened for the DRECP and EIR/EIS based on BLM screening criteria. Covered
Activities could be permitted for NCCP purposes only through an NCCP Plan amendment.
However, development of renewable energy on Variance Lands would not require a BLM
Land Use Plan Amendment so the environmental review process would be somewhat
simpler than if the location were left undesignated.

As discussed above, for development of these lands similar to that of DFAs, the implemen-
tation of mitigation similar to Mitigation Measures SE-1a, SE-1b, and SE-6a would ensure
such development conduct socioeconomic and environmental justice analyses and reduce
any potential impacts. The development of the DRECP Variance Lands as conservation
would result in impacts to socioeconomics and environmental justice similar to those
described below in Section 23.3.2.1.2, Impact of the Reserve Design.

Impact Reduction Strategies and Mitigation

The implementation of the Plan would result in conservation of some desert lands as well
as facilitating and streamlining the siting and environmental review of renewable energy
generation and transmission facilities on other lands. The impacts of the renewable energy
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development covered by the Plan would be lessened in several ways. First, the Plan incor-
porates CMAs for each alternative, including specific biological reserve design components
and LUPA components. Also, the implementation of existing laws, orders, regulations, and
standards would reduce the impacts of project development. If significant impacts would
still result after implementation of CMAs and compliance with applicable laws and regula-
tions, then specific mitigation measures are recommended in this section.

Conservation and Management Actions

The conservation strategy for the Preferred Alternative (presented in Volume II, Section
[1.3.2.3) defines specific actions that would reduce the impacts of this alternative. The con-
servation strategy includes a definition of the reserve design and specific CMAs for the Pre-
ferred Alternative. Conservation and Management Actions (CMAs) were developed specif-
ically for BLM lands only.

CMAs under the Preferred Alternative could adversely impact local community socioeco-
nomics by limiting or restricting access and use of these lands. Plan actions that limit or
restrict future development and use of CMA lands could directly and indirectly affect local
economies and populations (for example, by not allowing mining activities, recreational
access, or agricultural access). CMAs could also result in beneficial impacts by enhancing or
expanding recreational and other economic opportunities. With respect to quantifying
potential economic impacts of CMAs, as discussed in Section 1V.23.1.1.2, the use of
nonmarket values or other means of providing a quantitative analysis was found infeasible
for this programmatic analysis.

While this analysis acknowledges that CMAs of the Preferred Alternative have the potential
to result in both adverse and beneficial impacts, such localized determinations would be
assessed during the permitting process and site-specific CEQA/NEPA review. In general,
the Plan itself is meant to guide both renewable energy and transmission development and
conservation actions in locations found best to preserve environmental resources and min-
imize environmental impacts. Socioeconomic impacts from CMAs directly relate to how
development on or access to these lands may be restricted or enhanced. See the analysis
and inclusion of CMAs in Chapters [V.11, Land Use and Policies; IV.12, Agricultural Land
and Production; IV.13, BLM Lands and Realty; IV.15, Mineral Resources; IV.16, Livestock
Grazing; and IV.18, Outdoor Recreation. A number of nonbiological CMAs are specified and
would apply to these resources, as discussed within the respective chapters.

Laws and Regulation s

Similar to the No Action Alternative, existing laws and regulations will reduce certain
impacts of Plan implementation. Relevant regulations are presented in the Regulatory
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Setting in Volume III. The requirements of relevant laws and regulations are summarized
for the No Action Alternative in Section 1V.23.3.1.1.1 and are assumed applicable to the Pre-
ferred Alternative.

Mitigation Measures

After implementation of the CMAs and existing laws and regulations, the following mitiga-
tion measures are proposed to further reduce adverse socioeconomic and environmental
justice impacts. Mitigation is not required for Impacts SE-2, SE-3, and SE-5 because the Plan
will not have adverse impacts with respect to displacement of housing or people, economic
development or government financing, or existing property values.

Mitigation Measures for Impact SE1: Plan components may induce ubstantial popula-
tion growth, either directly ori ndirectly .

Mitigation Measure SE-1a and SE-1b would lessen this impact by requiring the evaluation
of socioeconomic impacts for all future renewable energy projects within the Plan Area, for
project developers to work with local communities regarding temporary worker in-
migration and local hiring, and encouraging project developers to provide on-site tempo-
rary housing accommodations.

SE-1a Project Socioeconomic Analysis and Mitigation. Project developers shall
coordinate with all applicable federal, state, and local agencies to identify and
minimize potential socioeconomic impacts.

(a) Identifying socioeconomic impacts shall include, but is not limited to,
the following:

0 Assessing the potential for socioeconomic impacts associated with the
proposed project in coordination with qualified experts from each
affected agency. Project developers shall collect and evaluate available
information describing the socioeconomic conditions in the vicinity of
the proposed project, as needed, to predict potential impacts of
the project.

o Evaluating socioeconomic impacts as part of the environmental impact
analysis for the project and considering options to minimize and/or
mitigate impacts in coordination with affected agencies.

(b) Methods to minimize socioeconomic impacts may include, but are not lim-
ited to, the following:
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SE-1b

Establishing local hiring practices and vocational training programs for
the local workforce to promote development of skills required by the
renewable energy industry.

Developing community-monitoring programs that would be sufficient
to identify and evaluate socioeconomic impacts resulting from
renewable energy development. Measures developed for monitoring
may include the collection of data reflecting the workforce, economic,
fiscal, and social impacts of development at the local and tribal level.

Developing community outreach programs that would help
communities adjust to changes triggered by renewable
energy development.

Developing instructional materials for use by local residents to educate
the local communities on the renewable energy industry.

Provide Temporary Housing. Project developers shall consider the
feasibility of providing on-site temporary housing accommodations for all
projects with large workforces. Project developers shall also work with
chambers of commerce or other local groups to assist transient workers in
finding temporary local lodging in rural areas.

Mitigation Measures for Impact SE-4: Plan components may generate social change
and social disruption. Mitigation Measure SE-1a and SE-1b would lessen this impact by
requiring the evaluation of socioeconomic impacts for all future renewable energy projects
within the Plan Area and for project developers to work with local communities regarding
temporary worker in-migration and local hiring.

Mitigation Measures for Impact SE6: Plan effects would be dsproportionate ly borne
by minority or low -income population s.

Mitigation Measure SE-6a would lessen environmental justice impact associated with future
projects and conservation actions that may restrict access disproportionally affecting
minority or low-income populations.

SE-6a

Vol. IV of VI

Project Environmental Justice Analysis and Mitigation. Project developers
shall coordinate with all applicable federal, state, and local agencies to identify
and minimize the potential for environmental justice impacts.

(a) Identifying environmental justice impacts shall include, but is not
limited to, the following:
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(0]

Ensuring adequate local public outreach occurs during environmental
scoping to engage local minority and low-income populations.

Evaluating environmental justice as part of the environmental impact
analysis for the project and considering options to avoid, minimize,
and/or mitigate such risk in coordination with qualified experts from
each affected agency. Project developers shall collect and evaluate
available demographic information describing the minority and low-
income population levels in the vicinity of the proposed project, as
needed, to predict potential environmental justice impacts of the
project (i.e,, environmental, economic, cultural, and health impacts on
low-income and minority populations). This will include the identifi-
cation of all environmental justice communities in proximity to a
proposed project.

(b) Methods to minimize negative environmental justice impacts and enhance
or facilitate positive impacts may include, but are not limited to,
the following:

(0]

Developing and implementing focused public information campaigns
to provide technical and environmental health information directly to
low-income and minority groups or to local agencies and
representative groups. Including key information such as any adverse
impact on air quality, drinking water supplies, social disruption,
subsistence resources, public services, and the relevant preventive or
minimization measures that may be taken.

Providing community health screenings for low-income and
minority groups.

Providing financial support to local community groups or libraries in
low-income and minority communities on renewable energy, including
materials on the hazards and benefits of utility scale development.

Establishing vocational training programs for the local low-income and
minority workforce to promote development of skills for the
renewable energy industry.

Developing instructional materials for use in area schools to educate
the local communities on the renewable energy industry.

Providing key information to local governments and directly to low-
income and minority populations on the scale and timeline of expected
renewable energy projects and on the experience of other low-income
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and minority communities that have followed the same energy
development path.

o Considering making available information about planning activities
that may be initiated to provide local infrastructure, public services,
education, and housing.

1V.23.3.2.1.2 Impacts of the Reserve Design

Reserve Design Lands for the Preferred Alternative include 15,514,530 acres. Reserve
Design Lands could adversely impact local community socioeconomics by limiting or
restricting access and use of lands. Reserve Design Lands could also result in beneficial
impacts by enhancing or expanding recreational and other economic opportunities through
conservation. The limitations on determining localized socioeconomic impacts of Reserve
Design Lands are identical to that described above for CMAs.

Because reserve design actions may limit public access and use of these lands, an environ-
mental justice impact analysis of Reserve Design Land designations has been conducted.
Minority and low-income census tracts of concern have been analyzed for any dispropor-
tionate Preferred Alternative conservation acreage.

Impact SE-6: Plan effects would be dsproportionate ly borne by minority or
low-income population s.

For purposes of this environmental justice analysis, reserve design acreage is considered the
sum of proposed new ACEC, ACEC/NLCS, NLCS, wildlife allocation, Conservation Planning
Areas, DRECP Variance Lands, and Future Assessment Areas (SA) proposed designations.
While the Preferred Alternative may not include reserve design actions on all of these des-
ignations, they are all included to ensure a conservative analysis has been conducted.

The following analysis compares the sum of these Preferred Alternative land use Conserva-
tion Designation acreages against those census tracts identified with minority or low-income
populations of concern (refer to Appendix R1.23).

Minority Population

Appendix R2.23, Tables R2.23-1, R2.23-3, R2.23-4, R2.23-6, R2.23-8, and R2.23-10 show
the total Plan Area proposed Conservation Designation acreages for the Preferred Alterna-
tive by county for each census tract identified with minority population of concern. The
locations of these census tracts and proposed conservation acreage areas are displayed in
Appendix R2.23, Figure R2.23-2.
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The following summarizes all census tracts containing a minority population greater than
50% within each county when compared against the total tract acreage:

e Imperial County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-1, provides details of Preferred
Alternative conservation acreage within Imperial County. As shown, Preferred
Alternative conservation acreage is disproportionately borne by one minority
census tract of concern within the county (meaning, more than 50% of the tract
total acreage is proposed as conservation land).

¢ Inyo County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-3, provides details of Preferred Alterna-
tive conservation acreage within Inyo County. As shown, Preferred Alternative con-
servation acreage is not disproportionately borne by any minority census tracts of
concern within the county.

e Kern County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-4, provides details of Preferred Alterna-
tive conservation acreage within Kern County. As shown, Preferred Alternative con-
servation acreage is not disproportionately borne by any minority census tracts of
concern within the county.

¢ Los Angeles County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-6, provides details of Preferred
Alternative conservation acreage within Los Angeles County. As shown, Preferred
Alternative conservation acreage is disproportionately borne by two minority
census tracts of concern within the county.

e Riverside County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-8, provides details of Preferred
Alternative conservation acreage within Riverside County. As shown, Preferred
Alternative conservation acreage is not disproportionately borne by any minority
census tracts of concern within the county.

e San Bernardino County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-10, provides details of Pre-
ferred Alternative conservation acreage within San Bernardino County. As shown,
Preferred Alternative conservation acreage is not disproportionately borne by any
minority census tracts of concern within the county.

e San Diego County: San Diego County does not contain any minority tracts of concern.

Low-Income Population

Appendix R2.23, Tables R2.23-2, R2.23-5, R2.23-7, R2.23-9, R2.23-11, and R2.23-12 show
the total Plan Area proposed Conservation Designation acreages for the Preferred Alterna-
tive by county for each census tract identified with low-income population of concern. The
locations of these census tracts and proposed conservation acreage areas are displayed in
Appendix R2.23, Figure R2.23-4.
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The following summarizes all census tracts containing identified low-income populations
of concern (percent of low-income population equal to or greater than that of their
respective county) within each county when compared against the total tract acreage:

e Imperial County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-2, provides details of Preferred
Alternative conservation acreage within Imperial County. As shown, Preferred
Alternative conservation acreage is disproportionately borne by one low-income
census tract of concern within the county (meaning, more than 50% of the tract
total acreage is proposed as conservation land).

¢ Inyo County: Inyo County does not contain any low-income tracts of concern.

e Kern County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-5, provides details of Preferred Alterna-
tive conservation acreage within Kern County. As shown, Preferred Alternative con-
servation acreage is not disproportionately borne by any low-income census tracts
of concern within the county.

¢ Los Angeles County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-7, provides details of Preferred
Alternative conservation acreage within Los Angeles County. As shown, Preferred
Alternative conservation acreage is disproportionately borne by one low-income
census tract of concern within the county.

e Riverside County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-9, provides details of Preferred
Alternative conservation acreage within Riverside County. As shown, Preferred
Alternative conservation acreage is not disproportionately borne by any low-income
census tracts of concern within the county.

e San Bernardino County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-11, provides details of Pre-
ferred Alternative conservation acreage within San Bernardino County. As shown,
Preferred Alternative conservation acreage is not disproportionately borne by any
low-income census tracts of concern within the county.

e San Diego County: Appendix R2.23, Table R2.23-12, provides details of Preferred
Alternative conservation acreage within San Diego County. As shown, Preferred
Alternative conservation acreage is not disproportionately borne by any low-income
census tracts of concern within the county.

Environmental Justice Summary of Reserve Design Conservation Designations

As discussed above and shown in Appendix R2.23, Tables R2.23-1 through R2.23-12, Impe-
rial county contains one tract (123.02), designated as both a minority and low-income tract
of concern, that will have more than 50% of its total acreage as proposed conservation

under the Preferred Alternative. Within Los Angeles County, one minority tract (9003) and

Vol. IV of VI IV.23-43 August 2014



Draft DRECP and EIR/EIS
CHAPTER IV.23. SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

one low-income tract (9001.02) of concern will have more than 50% of their total acreage
as proposed conservation under the Preferred Alternative.

While these tracts are considered to have a disproportionate amount of conservation acre-
age, it’s difficult to predict what, if any, disproportionate environmental impacts this could
have on those populations. As discussed, social impacts from conservation would be lim-
ited to public access restrictions. Such impacts would affect a greater population than only
that residing within the tract area depending on use patterns. Furthermore, one could con-
sider conservation of these lands within these tracts as a beneficial environmental justice
impact, restricting future development of these lands with uses that could create impacts to
adjacent population. Therefore, while these three tracts would have a disproportionate
amount of conservation acreage planned within them under the Preferred Alternative, no
adverse environmental justice impacts are considered to occur from conservation actions
of the Preferred Alternative.

1V.23.3.2.2 Impacts of DRECP LUPA on BLM Land: Preferred Alternative

This section addresses two components of effects of the BLM LUPA: the streamlined devel-
opment of renewable energy and transmission on BLM land under the LUPA and the impacts
of the amended land use plans themselves.

IV.23.3.2.2.1 Impacts from Renewable Energy and Transmission Development on BLM Land

BLM LUPA actions associated with the Preferred Alternative include changing existing BLM
land use plan designations within DFA lands under its jurisdiction, allowing for environ-
mental streamlining and development of renewable energy and transmission projects. The
primary adverse socioeconomic impact of this BLM action would be the same as those
described above within Impacts SE-1 through SE-6 for the development of renewable
energy and transmission projects within DFAs, only limited to that built on BLM lands.

IV.23.3.2.2.2 Impacts of Changes to BLM Land Designations

The potential long-term adverse impact from changing existing land use designations
would come from restricting access and use of lands. Social impacts of renewable energy
development that relate to public lands are primarily limited to visual impacts and loss of
access. Anecdotal evidence suggests that some people view renewable energy power gene-
rating facilities as a form of visual pollution (BLM 2012b). Additional impacts may also
include noise and dust from roads required to access facilities and the closure of recreation
areas for facility development and security. Conversely, the environmental community
tends to look upon renewable energy facilities as a way to reduce air and water pollution
from fossil-fueled energy production. Use of BLM-administered lands for renewable energy
development could also be perceived as a public benefit and overall commitment by BLM
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toward reducing impacts of conventional power generation. Additional analysis related to
BLM LUPA actions is provided below for the entire Plan Area but is applicable to BLM LUPA
actions within Preferred Alternative DFAs allowing for environmental streamlining and
development of renewable energy and transmission projects.

from an economic perspective, it would be speculative to compare what types of land use
within BLM-administered lands are more beneficial. Furthermore, as discussed in Section
[V.23.1.1.2, the use of nonmarket values or other means of providing a quantitative analysis
of these adverse versus beneficial impacts of conservation was found infeasible for this
programmatic analysis, especially given the lack of quantitative information on market
values at this programmatic scale. While current BLM land use designations could allow for
other types of uses and development, once changed to allow for renewable energy and
transmission development with the DFAs, future development of these renewable energy
and transmission projects would generate substantial economic benefits (as described in
Section 1V.23.3.2.1.1).

BLM LUPA land designations for conservation (National Conservation Lands, ACECs, and
wildlife allocations) could limit the amount of economic-generating activities on these
lands by not allowing or encouraging some types of outdoor recreation. However, BLM
LUPA land designations as SRMAs (or if other BLM LUPA designations do not exclude
outdoor recreational use) could generate beneficial impacts to BLM by encouraging some
types of outdoor recreational users to utilize the area. Furthermore, increased recreational
use of these areas is considered a beneficial social impact to area residents and visitors. In
general, whether limited or increased through LUPA actions, outdoor recreation use would
result in limited potential economic benefits to communities within the Preferred Alterna-
tive overall Plan Area. While individual BLM permits could stimulate some economic and
socioeconomic influence (film permits, allowable short-term recreational use, etc.), the
overall beneficial effect of these certain activities to the neighboring communities is
expected to be nominal.

1V.23.3.2.3 Impacts of Natural Community Conservation Plan:
Preferred Alternative

The analysis of Covered Activities under the NCCP is equivalent to the Plan-wide analysis of
the interagency alternatives. Reserve design and other conservation actions under the
NCCP alternatives represent more detailed categories of the reserve design under the Plan-
wide alternatives. These NCCP differences in reserve design do not affect nonbiological
resources analyzed in this document, and the analysis of reserve design and conservation
and management actions under the NCCP is therefore equivalent to the Plan-wide analysis
of the interagency alternatives, as described in Section 1V.23.3.2.1.
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1V.23.3.2.4 Impacts of General Conservation Plan

The impacts of the GCP for the Preferred Alternative would be similar to those described
for Reserve Design, but they would occur on nonfederal lands only. In general, conservation
actions of the Preferred Alternative could result in adverse socioeconomic impacts to local
communities by limiting or restricting access and use of these lands. Conversely, conserva-
tion actions could result in beneficial socioeconomic impacts by enhancing local communi-
ties dependent upon environmental resource recreation through GCP-related

preservation actions.

1V.23.3.2.5 Impacts Outside the Plan Area
IV.23.3.2.5.1 Impacts of Transmission Outside the Plan Area

The impacts of transmission outside the Plan Area on socioeconomics and environmental
justice would be the same under all alternatives. These impacts are as described for the No
Action Alternative in Section 1V.23.3.1.5.

IV.23.3.2.5.2 Impacts of BLM LUPA Decisions Outside the Plan Area

Impacts related to BLM LUPA actions changing existing BLM land use designations would
be the designation of NLCS lands, ACECs, and National Scenic and Historic Trails manage-
ment corridors, and Visual Resource Management classes and new land allocations to
replace multiple-use classes on CDCA lands on certain Outside the Plan Area lands. Under
such BLM LUPA actions, potential socioeconomic impacts would be similar or identical to
those discussed in Section 1V.23.3.2.2.2. As discussed, the primary impact of these actions
would be to limit future use of and access to this land as BLM designates them for these
uses. Conservation and recreational management classes could result in adverse socioeco-
nomic impacts to local communities if such actions limit or restrict access and use of these
lands. Conversely, such conservation and actions could result in beneficial socioeconomic
impacts by enhancing local communities dependent upon environmental resource recrea-
tion and related values such as visual and open space, which is based on BLM LUPA-related
conservation and recreational designation actions.

1V.23.3.2.6 CEQA Significance Determination for the Preferred Alternative

CEQA significance determinations are presented for Impacts SE-1, SE-2, and SE-6. As
described in Section 1V.23.1.2, the other three impacts considered in this chapter are evalu-
ated only under NEPA.

SE-1: Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly.
Construction and operation of future utility-scale renewable energy (of all technology
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types) and transmission projects facilitated and streamlined under the Preferred Alterna-
tive will bring workers to the communities serving DFAs. The temporary in-migration of
construction workers would result in the greatest population increases. Operations and
maintenance of renewable energy projects and transmission typically do not require a sig-
nificant on-site workforce or resulting permanent in-migration of workers. While these
activities would increase the population in the area, future projects facilitated and stream-
lined under the Preferred Alternative would not increase population beyond the expected
growth shown in Chapter I11.23, Table I11.23-1. However, this is limited to larger communi-
ties. Where temporary worker in-migration would significantly increase the population in
smaller rural desert communities, Mitigation Measures SE-1a and SE-1b will reduce poten-
tial adverse impacts. Therefore, this impact is less than significant with

mitigation incorporated.

SE-2: Displace substantial numbers of existing housing or persons, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

Displacement of Housing. Conservation actions under the Preferred Alternative are
assumed not to require the removal or displacement of any housing. While future renew-
able energy projects and transmission lines facilitated and streamlined by the Preferred
Alternative may require the removal of housing, it is assumed that any necessary land
acquisitions would be completed prior to an application for development, with both parties
agreeing to such purchases. Furthermore, it is assumed developers and utilities would seek
sites that require minimal residential purchases and relocations for development. How-
ever, residential housing purchases may be likely during future build-out of Preferred
Alternative DFAs. Because all parties would agree to any necessary property purchases,
this impact is less than significant.

Displacement of People. Refer to the CEQA determination above regarding the potential
for housing displacement, which also provides the analysis for displacement of people.
Based on the analysis provided above, this impact is less than significant.

SE-6: Plan effects would be disproportionately borne by minority or low-income pop-
ulations. Conservation actions under the Preferred Alternative are assumed to not result
in disproportionate impacts to minority or low-income populations. The Preferred Alterna-
tive includes a disproportionate amount of DFA acreage within both minority and low-
income census tracts of concern. This could result in disproportionate adverse and benefi-
cial impacts from facilitating and streamlining of future renewable energy projects within
Preferred Alternative DFAs. Mitigation Measure SE-6a would ensure environmental justice
impacts are evaluated for each project and includes measures to reduce adverse impacts to
these communities. This impact is considered less than significant with

mitigation incorporated.

Vol. IV of VI IV.23-47 August 2014



Draft DRECP and EIR/EIS
CHAPTER IV.23. SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

1V.23.3.2.7 Comparison of the Preferred Alternative With No Action Alternative

Chapter IV.27 presents a comparison of all action alternatives and the No Action Alterna-
tive across all disciplines. This section summarizes the comparison of the Preferred Alter-
native with the No Action Alternative.

1IV.23.3.2.7.1 Preferred Alternative Compared With No Action Alternative for Plan-wide DRECP

Construction of utility-scale renewable energy facilities (of all technology types) and trans-
mission line infrastructure would produce direct and indirect socioeconomic impacts,
potentially adverse and beneficial. Facilitated and streamlined project construction would
result in the temporary in-migration of workers into communities proximate to Plan Area
DFAs, which would in turn temporarily affect housing availability and increase population.
Construction worker in-migration could also result in socioeconomic impacts to rural com-
munities proximate to DFAs in the form of changes and disruptions to existing social values
and perception of renewable energy projects. When compared with the No Action Alterna-
tive, the Preferred Alternative includes Mitigation Measures SE-1a and SE-1b, which allow
for programmatic planning and individual assessments for communities affected by Plan
DFAs. Under the No Action Alternative, similar impacts could occur across the entire Plan
Area without allowing for agencies, stakeholders, and decision makers to have a program-
matic approach for guiding such development.

Beneficial economic and tax base impacts would occur during construction from expendi-
tures on worker wages and salaries as well as from procurement of goods and services
required for project construction. Indirect impacts (also beneficial) would occur through
worker spending at local businesses and income tax revenues that would subsequently
circulate through the economy. Because these beneficial impacts are typically distributed at
aregional level, there would be a nominal difference between the Preferred Alternative and
the No Action Alternative, except worker wage spending would be more focused at local
communities serving Preferred Alternative DFAs.

Conservation actions of the Preferred Alternative could adversely impact local communi-
ties by limiting or restricting access and use of these lands. Conversely, conservation
actions could result in beneficial socioeconomic impacts by enhancing local communities
dependent upon environmental resource recreation through Preferred Alternative-related
conservation actions. Under the No Action Alternative, it is assumed the only conservation
actions would result from individual project mitigation requirements. Under this scenario,
mitigation lands designated for conservation could occur anywhere and would not be pro-
grammatically managed. Therefore, under the No Action Alternative, conservation actions
(and potential adverse and beneficial socioeconomic impacts) may occur without allowing
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for agencies, stakeholders, and decision makers to have a programmatic approach for
guiding such actions.

The No Action Alternative evaluates the potential for environmental justice impacts on a
project-by-project basis. Being programmatic, the Preferred Alternative also requires site-
specific environmental justice studies be done under Mitigation Measure SE-6a. However,
potential environmental justice impacts would be slightly reduced under the Preferred
Alternative when compared to the No Action Alternative due to incorporation of the Plan to
guide development and early identification of environmental justice communities, con-
cerns, and mitigation actions.

IV.23.3.2.7.2 Preferred Alternative Compared With No Action Alternative for the BLM LUPA

Under the No Action Alternative, BLM LUPA actions (those allowing for renewable energy
and transmission projects, as well as conservation or any other actions requiring a LUPA)
would occur on a case-by-case basis. Potential impacts of those BLM actions under the No
Action Alternative are similar or identical to that discussed for the Preferred Alternative
(see Section 1V.23.3.2.2). However, any adverse or beneficial socioeconomic impacts from
BLM LUPA actions under the No Action Alternative would not be programmatically man-
aged or considered (instead of within the DFAs and conservation areas designated as part
of the Preferred Alternative). Therefore, under the No Action Alternative, BLM LUPA
actions (and any potential adverse and beneficial socioeconomic impacts) may occur with-
out allowing for BLM, stakeholders, and other decision makers to have a programmatic
approach for guiding such actions.

IV.23.3.2.7.3 Preferred Alternative Compared With No Action Alternative for NCCP

The impacts of the NCCP for the Preferred Alternative are the same as those defined in Sec-
tion IV.23.3.2.1 for the Preferred Alternative. As a result, the comparison of the Preferred
Alternative with the No Action Alternative for the NCCP is the same as described earlier.

IV.23.3.2.7.4 Preferred Alternative Compared With No Action Alternative for the GCP

The impacts of the GCP for the Preferred Alternative are the same as those defined in Sec-
tion 1V.23.3.2.1 for the Preferred Alternative, only limited to that discussed for conserva-
tion actions. As a result, the comparison of the Preferred Alternative with the No Action
Alternative for the GCP is the same as described for Preferred Alternative impacts
pertaining to reserve design conservation actions.
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IV.23.3.3  Alternative 1
1V.23.3.3.1 Plan-wide Impacts of Implementing the DRECP: Alternative 1

1IV.23.3.3.1.1 Plan-wide Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Renewable Energy and
Transmission Development

The types of potential socioeconomics and environmental justice impacts would be the
same as discussed under the Preferred Alternative (Section IV.23.3.2.1); however, the
amounts and locations of land designations in the Plan Area would differ under this alter-
native when compared with the Preferred Alternative.

Impact Assessment

Impact SE-1: Plan components may induce substantial population growth, either
directly or i ndirectly .

Alternative 1 includes 1,070,208 acres of DFA lands, a significant decrease compared with
the 2,027,693 acres of DFA lands under the Preferred Alternative. As shown in Volume I,
Figure 11.4-1 (Alternative 1), the reduction in DFA lands occurs somewhat evenly within
each ecoregion subarea, with noticeable decreases in the West Mojave and Eastern Slopes
and the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subareas. Therefore, any reduction in construc-
tion worker in-migration would be focused in the communities proximate to DFAs in these
areas. The overall reduction in DFA acreage could reduce potential population in-migration
and housing demand impacts when compared with the Preferred Alternative due to the
assumed reduction in overall renewable energy and transmission projects facilitated and
streamlined within Alternative 1 DFAs. Mitigation Measures SE-1a and SE-1b, as identified
for the Preferred Alternative, would be required to reduce potential adverse impacts from
short-term worker in-migration from Alternative 1.

Impact SE-2: Plan components may displace substantial numbers of people or &isting
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

Alternative 1 includes 1,070,208 acres of DFA lands, a significant decrease compared with
the 2,027,693 acres of DFA lands under the Preferred Alternative. This could reduce the
potential for removal of existing housing units within Alternative 1 DFAs as future projects
are developed. This reduction would be most noticeable within the West Mojave and Eastern
Slopes and the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subareas due to the reduction in DFA
acreage in these ecoregion subareas. However, it is likely some level of residential purchases
would be required for the amount of renewable development facilitated and streamlined
under Alternative 1. When considering the numbers of available housing units and vacancy
rates presented in Volume III, Table I11.23-2, it is unlikely that any residential relocations
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associated with Alternative 1 would necessitate construction of housing outside of regular
growth occurring inside the Plan Area.

Impact SE-3: Plan components may affect economic development and
government finance.

The reduction in overall DFA acreage associated with Alternative 1 could slightly reduce
any potential economic development beneficial impacts. It is assumed that beneficial
impacts from taxes and contributions to government revenue would decrease with Alterna-
tive 1 due to a reduction in overall DFA acreage. While somewhat evenly distributed within
the Plan Area, any reduction would likely occur in the regional and local communities
serving the West Mojave and Eastern Slopes and the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion
subareas due to the significant reduction in DFA lands within these ecoregion subareas.
While at a slightly decreased level, direct and indirect economic stimulus and revenue from
development of future renewable energy and transmission infrastructure facilities within
the Alternative 1 DFAs would be similar to those discussed in the Preferred Alternative in
Section IV.23.3.2.1.

Impact SE-4: Plan components may generate social change and social disruption .

The reduction in overall DFA acreage associated with Alternative 1 could reduce potential
social change and disruption impacts from construction worker in-migration. This reduc-
tion would be focused within the communities serving the West Mojave and Eastern Slopes
and the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subareas due to the significant reduction in DFA
lands within these ecoregion subareas. However, overall potential social change and dis-
ruption impacts for Alternative 1 would be similar or identical to those discussed in Section
IV.23.3.2.1 for the Preferred Alternative. Mitigation Measures SE-1a and SE-1b, as identi-
fied for the Preferred Alternative, would be required to reduce potential adverse impacts
from social change and disruption associated with worker in-migration from Alternative 1.

Impact SE-5: Plan components may affect property values.

The reduction in overall DFA acreage associated with Alternative 1 could slightly reduce
the potential for perceived property value impacts. This reduction would be focused within
the communities serving the West Mojave and Eastern Slopes and the Imperial Borrego
Valley ecoregion subareas due to the significant reduction in DFA lands within these eco-
region subareas. from a programmatic perspective and identical to that presented in Sec-
tion 1V.23.3.2.1 for the Preferred Alternative, potential property value impacts from devel-
opment of future renewable energy and transmission infrastructure facilities within the
Alternative 1 DFAs are speculative at this time and require future analysis during individ-
ual project reviews.

Vol. IV of VI IV.23-51 August 2014



Draft DRECP and EIR/EIS
CHAPTER IV.23. SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

Impact SE-6: Plan effects would be dsproportionate ly borne by minority or
low-income population s.

Although Alternative 1 results in a decrease in DFA acreage, when the proposed DFA desig-
nations of Alternative 1 are compared with the locations of census tracts containing greater
than 50% minority and identified low-income populations (refer to Appendix R2.23,
Figures R2.23-5 and R2.23-7), the affected population and potential for disproportionate
acreage of Alternative 1 would be similar to that provided for the Preferred Alternative.
Mitigation Measure SE-64a, as identified for the Preferred Alternative, would be required to
reduce potential adverse environmental justice impacts from Alternative 1.

Study Area Lands

“Study Area Lands” refers to three categories of lands shown on alternative maps: Future
Assessment Areas (FAAs), Special Analysis Areas (SAAs) and DRECP Variance Lands. How-
ever, Alternative 1 does not include FAAs.

Special Analysis Areas. Designating the SAAs as conservation would have no impact on
this resource. Conservation impacts would be the same as those explained for the Preferred
Alternative reserve design in Section 1V.23.3.3.1.2, Impacts of the Reserve Design.

DRECP Variance Lands. DRECP Variance Lands represent the BLM Solar PEIS Variance
Lands as screened for the DRECP and EIR/EIS based on BLM screening criteria. Covered
Activities could be permitted for NCCP purposes only through an NCCP Plan amendment.
However, development of renewable energy on Variance Lands would not require a BLM
Land Use Plan Amendment so the environmental review process would be somewhat
simpler than if the location were left undesignated.

As discussed above, for development of these lands similar to that of DFAs, the implemen-
tation of mitigation similar to Mitigation Measures SE-1a, SE-1b, and SE-6a would ensure
such development conduct socioeconomic and environmental justice analyses and reduce
any potential impacts. The development of the DRECP Variance Lands as conservation
would result in impacts to socioeconomics and environmental justice similar to those
described in Section 1V.23.3.3.1.2 Impacts from Reserve Design.

Impact Reduction Strategies and Mitigation

The implementation of the Plan would result in conservation of some desert lands as well
as the development of renewable energy generation and transmission facilities on other
lands. The impacts of the renewable energy development covered by the Plan would be
lessened in several ways. First, the Plan incorporates CMAs for each alternative, including
specific biological reserve design components and LUPA components. Also, the implemen-
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tation of existing laws, orders, regulations, and standards would reduce the impacts of proj-
ect development. If significant impacts would still result after implementation of CMAs and

compliance with applicable laws and regulations, then specific mitigation measures are rec-
ommended in this section.

Conservation and Management Actions

The conservation strategy for Alternative 1 (presented in Volume II, Section 11.3.2.3)
defines specific actions that would reduce the impacts of this alternative. The conservation
strategy includes a definition of the reserve design and specific CMAs for the Preferred
Alternative. While the CMAs were developed for BLM lands only, this analysis assumes that
all CMAs would be applied also to nonfederal lands.

The applicability and analysis of CMAs for Alternative 1 with respect to socioeconomics and
environmental justice is the same as that described under the Preferred Alternative in Sec-
tion [V.23.3.2.1.

Laws and Regulation s

Similar to the No Action Alternative, existing laws and regulations will reduce certain
impacts of Plan implementation. Relevant regulations are presented in the Regulatory
Setting in Volume III. The requirements of relevant laws and regulations are summarized
for the No Action Alternative in Section 1V.23.3.1.1.1.

Applicable laws and regulations for Alternative 1 are the same as those described under
the Preferred Alternative in Section [V.23.3.2.1.

Mitigation Measures

After implementation of the CMAs and existing laws and regulations, mitigation measures
will be applied to further reduce some of the DRECP’s adverse impacts.

Applicable mitigation measures for Alternative 1 are the same as those described under the
Preferred Alternative in Section 1V.23.3.2.1.

IV.23.3.3.1.2 Impacts from Reserve Design

Reserve Design Lands for Alternative 1 would be slightly increased to 15,885,680 acres
compared with 15,514,529 acres under the Preferred Alternative. Because this change in
Reserve Design Land acreage is minimal, potential adverse and beneficial socioeconomic
impacts would be similar to those discussed in Section 1V.23.3.2.1 for the

Preferred Alternative.
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Although Alternative 1 results in an increase in conservation acreage, when the proposed
Conservation Designations of Alternative 1 are compared with the locations of census
tracts containing greater than 50% minority and identified low-income populations (refer
to Appendix R2.23, Figures R2.23-6 and R2.23-8), the affected population and potential for
disproportionate acreage of Alternative 1 would be similar to that provided for the Pre-
ferred Alternative. No adverse environmental justice impacts from planned conservation
are expected from Alternative 1.

1V.23.3.3.2 Impacts of DRECP LUPA on BLM Land: Alternative 1

This section addresses two components of effects of the BLM LUPA: the streamlined devel-
opment of renewable energy and transmission on BLM land under the LUPA and the impacts
of the amended land use plans themselves.

IV.23.3.3.2.1 Impacts from Renewable Energy and Transmission Development on BLM Land

Due to the reduction in DFA acreage under Alternative 1, the types of potential socioeco-
nomic and environmental justice analysis impacts associated with BLM LUPA actions for
Alternative 1 DFAs would be similar to, but possibly less than, those provided in Section
1V.23.3.2.2 for the Preferred Alternative.

IV.23.3.3.2.2 Impacts of Changes to BLM Land Designations

BLM LUPA land designations for conservation (NLCS lands, ACECs, and wildlife allocations)
and as SRMAs for Alternative 1 would only be slightly reduced to 6,164,918 acres com-
pared with 6,193,606 acres of these LUPA land designations associated with the Preferred
Alternative. Similar to the Preferred Alternative, the primary potential socioeconomics
impacts would be possible adverse impacts from limited or restricted access and use of
BLM lands, which could both adversely and beneficially affect local economies and popula-
tions. Therefore, the types of potential socioeconomic and environmental justice analysis
impacts associated with BLM LUPA land designations would be similar or identical to those
discussed in Section 1V.23.3.2.2 for the Preferred Alternative.

1V.23.3.3.3 Impacts of Natural Community Conservation Plan: Alternative 1

The analysis of Covered Activities under the NCCP is equivalent to the Plan-wide analysis of
the interagency alternatives. Reserve design features and other conservation actions under
the NCCP alternatives represent more detailed categories of the reserve design under the
interagency Plan-wide alternatives. These NCCP differences in reserve design features do
not affect nonbiological resources analyzed in this document. The analysis of reserve
design and CMAs under the NCCP is therefore equivalent to the Plan-wide analysis of the
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interagency alternatives, as described in Section 1V.23.3.3.1, Plan-wide Impacts of Imple-
menting the DRECP: Alternative 1.

1V.23.3.3.4 Impacts of General Conservation Plan

The impacts of the GCP for Alternative 1 would be similar to those defined in Section
[V.23.3.2.1 for the Plan-wide analysis, but they would occur on nonfederal lands only.

1V.23.3.3.5 Impacts Outside the Plan Area
IV.23.3.3.5.1 Impacts of Transmission Outside the Plan Area

The impacts of transmission outside the Plan Area on socioeconomics and environmental
justice would be the same under all alternatives. These impacts are as described for the No
Action Alternative in Section 1V.23.3.1.5.

IV.23.3.3.5.2 Impacts of BLM LUPA Decisions Outside the Plan Area

Potential socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts from BLM LUPA actions
Outside the Plan Area under Alternative 1 would be similar or identical to those discussed
in Section 1V.23.3.3.2.2. As discussed, the primary impact of these actions would be to limit
future use of and access to this land as BLM designates them for these uses. Conservation
and recreational management classes could result in adverse socioeconomic impacts to
local communities if such actions limit or restrict access and use of these lands. Conversely,
such conservation and actions could result in beneficial socioeconomic impacts by enhancing
local communities dependent upon environmental resource recreation through BLM LUPA-
related conservation and recreational designation actions.

IV.23.3.3.6 CEQA Significance Determination for Alternative 1

CEQA significance determinations are presented for Impacts SE-1, SE-2, and SE-6. As
described in Section 1V.23.1.2, the other three impacts considered in this chapter are evalu-
ated only under NEPA.

SE-1: Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly.
Construction and operation of future utility-scale renewable energy (of all technology types)
and transmission projects facilitated and streamlined under Alternative 1 will bring workers
to the communities serving DFAs. Alternative 1 may reduce the amount of temporary in-
migration by reducing the amount of DFA land compared with the Preferred Alternative.
While these activities would increase the population in the area, future projects facilitated
and streamlined by Alternative 1 would not increase population beyond the expected growth
shown in Volume III, Table I11.23-1. Where temporary worker in-migration would
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significantly increase the population in smaller rural desert communities, Mitigation
Measures SE-1a and SE-1b, as identified for the Preferred Alternative, would be required to
reduce potential adverse impacts from worker in-migration at a programmatic level.
Therefore, this impact is considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

SE-2: Displace substantial numbers of existing housing or people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere

Displacement of Housing. Conservation actions under Alternative 1 are assumed not to
require the removal or displacement of any housing. Where future renewable energy proj-
ects and transmission lines may require the removal of housing, Alternative 1 may reduce
this potential impact by reducing the amount of DFA land when compared to the Preferred
Alternative. It is unlikely facilitated and streamlined renewable energy facilities and trans-
mission infrastructure under Alternative 1 would necessitate construction of housing
outside of regular growth occurring inside the Plan Area. Therefore, this impact is less
than significant.

Displacement of People. Refer to the analysis presented above regarding the potential for
housing displacement, which also provides the analysis for displacement of people. Based
on this analysis, the impact is less than significant.

SE-6: Plan effects would be disproportionately borne by minority or low-income pop-
ulations. For CEQA, Alternative 1 environmental justice impacts are considered less than
significant with incorporation of Mitigation Measure SE-643, as identified for the Preferred
Alternative. Therefore, this impact is less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

1V.23.3.3.7 Comparison of Alternative 1 With Preferred Alternative

Chapter IV.27 presents a comparison of all action alternatives and the No Action Alterna-
tive across all disciplines. This section summarizes the comparison of Alternative 1 with
the Preferred Alternative.

IV.23.3.3.7.1 Alternative 1 Compared With Preferred Alternative for Plan-wide DRECP

Potential socioeconomic impacts of Alternative 1 would be similar to those of the Preferred
Alternative. Mitigation Measures SE-1a and SE-1b, as identified for the Preferred Alterna-
tive, would be required to reduce potential adverse socioeconomic impacts of Alternative 1.
However, due to a reduction in DFA acreage in those ecoregion subareas, Alternative 1 may
slightly decrease worker in-migration, residential relocation, social disruption impacts, and
beneficial economic impacts to the regional and local communities serving the West Mojave
and Eastern Slopes and the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subareas.
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Conservation actions of Alternative 1 would be similar or identical to those under the Pre-
ferred Alternative, as the amount and locations of conservation land for both alternatives
is similar.

The affected population and potential for disproportionate acreage of Alternative 1 would
be similar or identical to that provided above for the Preferred Alternative. Mitigation Mea-
sure SE-6a, as identified for the Preferred Alternative, would be required to reduce poten-
tial adverse environmental justice impacts of Alternative 1.

Geographic Distinctions

As discussed, this alternative includes a reduction in DFA lands, with the only noticeable
decreases in the West Mojave and Eastern Slopes and the Imperial Borrego Valley eco-
region subareas. Potential socioeconomic impacts from worker in-migration may be
slightly reduced within these ecoregion subareas when compared to the

Preferred Alternative.

IV.23.3.3.7.2 Alternative 1 Compared With Preferred Alternative for the BLM LUPA

Potential socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts from BLM LUPA actions (those
allowing for streamlining of renewable energy and transmission projects) under Alterna-
tive 1 would be slightly less compared with the Preferred Alternative due to a decrease in
overall DFA acreage. Additionally, potential socioeconomic and environmental justice
impacts from BLM LUPA actions (those allowing for Conservation Designations as SRMAs,
NLCS lands, ACECs, or wildlife allocation) under Alternative 1 would be similar compared
with the Preferred Alternative.

IV.23.3.3.7.3 Alternative 1 Compared With Preferred Alternative for NCCP

The impacts of the NCCP for Alternative 1 are the same as those defined in Section
IV.23.3.2.1 for the Plan-wide analysis. As a result, the comparison of Alternative 1 with the
Preferred Alternative for the NCCP is the same as described for the Plan-wide DRECP.

IV.23.3.3.7.4 Alternative 1 Compared With Preferred Alternative for the GCP

Conservation actions under Alternative 1 for the GCP could adversely impact local commu-
nity socioeconomics by limiting or restricting access and use of these lands. Conversely,
conservation actions could result in beneficial socioeconomic impacts by enhancing local
communities dependent upon environmental resource recreation. These potential impacts
would be similar or identical under Alternative 1 compared with those under the Preferred
Alternative, as the amount and locations of GCP conservation land for both alternatives

is similar.
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IV.23.3.4  Alternative 2
1V.23.3.4.1 Plan-wide Impacts of Implementing the DRECP: Alternative 2

1IV.23.3.4.1.1 Plan-wide Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Renewable Energy and
Transmission Development

Impact Assessment

Impact SE-1: Plan components may induce dubstantial population growth, either
directly or i ndirectly .

Alternative 2 includes 2,475,329 acres of DFA lands, an increase compared with the
2,027,693 acres of DFA lands of the Preferred Alternative. As shown in Volume II, Figure
I1.5-1 (Alternative 2), the increase in DFA lands occurs somewhat evenly within each eco-
region subarea. This increase in overall DFA acreage would slightly intensify any potential
population in-migration and increased housing demand impacts when compared with the
Preferred Alternative due to the assumed increase in overall renewable energy projects
and related transmission facilitated and streamlined. Mitigation Measures SE-1a and
SE-1b, as identified for the Preferred Alternative, would be required to reduce potential
adverse impacts from short-term worker in-migration for Alternative 2.

Impact SE-2: Plan components may displace substantial numbers of people or &isting
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

The increase in DFA lands associated with Alternative 2 could slightly increase the poten-
tial for removal of existing housing units as future projects are developed. It is likely some
level of residential purchases would be required for the amount of renewable energy proj-
ects facilitated and streamlined assumed under Alternative 2. When considering the num-
bers of available housing units and vacancy rates presented in Volume III, Table I11.23-2, it
is unlikely that any residential relocations associated with development of renewable
energy facilities and necessary transmission interconnection infrastructure facilitated and
streamlined under Alternative 2 would necessitate construction of housing outside of
regular growth occurring inside the Plan Area.

Impact SE-3: Plan components may affect economic development and
government finance.

The increase in overall DFA acreage of Alternative 2 could slightly increase any potential
economic development beneficial impacts. It is assumed that beneficial impacts from
taxation and contribution to government revenue would increase with Alternative 2 due to
the intensification in associated development within the overall DFA acreage. This increase

Vol. IV of VI IV.23-58 August 2014



Draft DRECP and EIR/EIS
CHAPTER IV.23. SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

in DFA lands occurs somewhat evenly within each ecoregion subarea. While at a somewhat
increased level, direct and indirect economic stimulus and revenue from development of
future renewable energy and transmission infrastructure facilities within the Alternative 2
DFAs would be similar to those discussed in the Preferred Alternative in Section 1V.23.3.2.1.

Impact SE-4: Plan components may generate social change and social disruption .

The increase in overall DFA acreage associated with Alternative 2 could slightly increase
potential social change and disruption impacts from construction worker in-migration.
This increase would spread evenly across the communities serving the ecoregion subareas.
However, overall potential social change and disruption impacts for Alternative 2 would be
similar or identical to those discussed in Section IV.23.3.2.1 for the Preferred Alternative.
Mitigation Measures SE-1a and SE-1b, as identified for the Preferred Alternative, would be
required to reduce potential adverse impacts from social change and disruption associated
with worker in-migration from Alternative 2.

Impact SE-5: Plan components may affect property values.

The increase in overall DFA acreage associated with Alternative 2 could slightly increase
the potential for perceived property value impacts. This increase would be spread evenly
across the communities serving the ecoregion subareas. from a programmatic perspective
and identical to that presented in Section IV.23.3.2.1 for the Preferred Alternative, potential
property value impacts from development of future renewable energy and transmission
infrastructure facilities within the Alternative 2 DFAs are speculative at this time and
require analysis during individual project reviews.

Impact SE-6: Plan effects would be dsproportionate ly borne by minority or
low-income population s.

Although Alternative 2 results in an increase in DFA acreage, when the proposed DFA des-
ignations of Alternative 2 are compared with the locations of census tracts containing
greater than 50% minority and identified low-income populations (refer to Appendix
R2.23, Figures R2.23-9 and R2.23-11), the affected population and potential for dispropor-
tionate acreage of Alternative 2 would be similar to that provided for the Preferred Alter-
native. Mitigation Measure SE-6a, as identified for the Preferred Alternative, would be
required to reduce potential adverse environmental justice impacts from Alternative 2.

Impacts in Study Area Lands

“Study Area Lands” refers to three categories of lands shown on alternative maps: Future
Assessment Areas (FAAs), Special Analysis Areas (SAAs) and DRECP Variance Lands.
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Future Assessment Areas (FAAs). Lands within FAAs are neither reserve lands nor DFAs;
they are simply areas that are deferred for future assessment. The future assessment will
determine their suitability for renewable energy development or for ecological conserva-
tion. If renewable energy development occurs on FAA lands, a Land Use Plan Amendment
would not be required. FAAs for each alternative are included and located as shown in
Table IV.1-2 and Figure I.5-1 in Volume II. The FAAs represent areas where renewable
energy development or inclusion to the reserve design could be implemented through an
amendment to the DRECP but additional assessment would be needed.

Because most of the FAAs are presented as “undesignated areas” in the action alternatives,
there would be no difference between the FAAs in the Preferred Alternative except that
renewable development in an FAA would not require a BLM Land Use Plan Amendment.
Therefore the environmental review process would be somewhat simpler than if the loca-
tion were left undesignated. Development of the FAAs with renewable energy projects
could result in similar impact to socioeconomics and environmental justice as those
described for above development of DFAs. The implementation of mitigation similar to Mit-
igation Measures SE-1a, SE-1b, and SE-6a would ensure such development conduct socio-
economic and environmental justice analyses. Development of FAAs as conservation would
be similar to that described below for Reserve Design Lands.

Special Analysis Areas. Designating the SAAs as development would result in impacts
similar to those identified for the DFAs for the Plan-wide Impacts. As discussed above, for
development of these lands similar to that of DFAs, the implementation of mitigation simi-
lar to Mitigation Measures SE-1a, SE-1b, and SE-6a would ensure such development con-
duct socioeconomic and environmental justice analyses and reduce any potential impacts.

Impact Reduction Strategies and Mitigation

The implementation of the Plan would result in conservation of some desert lands as well
as the development of renewable energy generation and transmission facilities on other
lands. The impacts of the renewable energy development covered by the Plan would be
lessened in several ways. First, the Plan incorporates CMAs for each alternative, including
specific biological reserve design components and LUPA components. Also, the implemen-
tation of existing laws, orders, regulations, and standards would reduce the impacts of proj-
ect development. If significant impacts would still result after implementation of CMAs and
compliance with applicable laws and regulations, then specific mitigation measures are rec-
ommended in this section.
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Conservation and Management Actions

The conservation strategy for Alternative 2 (presented in Volume II, Section 11.3.2.3)
defines specific actions that would reduce the impacts of this alternative. The conservation
strategy includes a definition of the reserve design and specific CMAs for the Preferred
Alternative. While the CMAs were developed for BLM lands only, this analysis assumes that
all CMAs would be applied also to nonfederal lands.

The applicability and analysis of CMAs for Alternative 2 with respect to socioeconomics and
environmental justice is the same as that described under the Preferred Alternative in Sec-
tion [V.23.3.2.1.

Laws and Regulation s

Similar to the No Action Alternative, existing laws and regulations will reduce certain
impacts of Plan implementation. Relevant regulations are presented in the Regulatory
Setting in Volume III. The requirements of relevant laws and regulations are summarized
for the No Action Alternative in Section 1V.23.3.1.1.1.

Applicable laws and regulations for Alternative 2 are the same as those described under
the Preferred Alternative in Section 1V.23.3.2.1.

Mitigation Measures

After implementation of the CMAs and existing laws and regulations, mitigation measures
will be applied to further reduce some of the DRECP’s adverse impacts.

Applicable mitigation measures for Alternative 2 are the same as those described under the
Preferred Alternative in Section 1V.23.3.2.1.

IV.23.3.4.1.2 Impacts from Reserve Design

Reserve Design Lands for Alternative 2 would be slightly reduced to 15,323,675 acres com-
pared with 15,514,529 acres under the Preferred Alternative. Because this change in
Reserve Design Land acreage is considered minimal, potential adverse and beneficial socio-
economic impacts would be similar to those discussed in Section 1V.23.3.2.1 for the Pre-
ferred Alternative.

Although Alternative 2 results in a reduction in conservation acreage, when the proposed
Conservation Designations of Alternative 2 are compared with the locations of census

tracts containing greater than 50% minority and identified low-income populations (refer
to Appendix R2.23, Figures R2.23-10 and R2.23-12), the affected population and potential

Vol. IV of VI IV.23-61 August 2014



Draft DRECP and EIR/EIS
CHAPTER IV.23. SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

for disproportionate acreage of Alternative 2 would be similar to that provided for the Pre-
ferred Alternative. No adverse environmental justice impacts from planned conservation
are expected from Alternative 2.

1V.23.3.4.2 Impacts of DRECP LUPA on BLM Land: Alternative 2

This section addresses two components of effects of the BLM LUPA: the streamlined devel-
opment of renewable energy and transmission on BLM land under the LUPA and the impacts
of the amended land use plans themselves.

IV.23.3.4.2.1 Impacts from Renewable Energy and Transmission Development on BLM Land

Similar to the Preferred Alternative, the primary potential socioeconomics impacts from
BLM LUPA actions in the Alternative 2 DFAs would be adverse impacts from limited or
restricted access and use of BLM lands, which could both adversely and beneficially affect
local economies and populations (see the analysis in Section [V.23.3.2.2). The increase in
overall DFA acreage associated with Alternative 2 could slightly increase any potential
impacts as increased acreage of BLM-administered land could be designated for renewable
energy facility and transmission development under LUPA actions. Overall, the types of
potential socioeconomic and environmental justice analysis impacts associated with BLM
LUPA actions for Alternative 2 DFAs would be similar, but possibly increased, compared
with those provided in Section 1V.23.3.2.2 for the Preferred Alternative.

1IV.23.3.4.2.2 Impacts of Changes to BLM Land Designations

BLM LUPA designations for conservation lands (NLCS lands, ACECs, and wildlife alloca-
tions) and as SRMAs for Alternative 2 would only slightly increase to 6,310,612 acres com-
pared with 6,193,606 acres of these LUPA land designations in the Preferred Alternative.
Therefore, the types of potential socioeconomic and environmental justice analysis impacts
associated with BLM LUPA land designations would be similar or identical to those dis-
cussed in Section IV.23.3.2.2 for the Preferred Alternative.

1V.23.3.4.3 Impacts of Natural Community Conservation Plan: Alternative 2

The analysis of Covered Activities under the NCCP is equivalent to the Plan-wide analysis of
the interagency alternatives. Reserve design features and other conservation actions under
the NCCP alternatives represent more detailed categories of the reserve design under the
interagency Plan-wide alternatives. These NCCP differences in reserve design features do
not affect nonbiological resources analyzed in this document. The analysis of reserve
design and CMAs under the NCCP is therefore equivalent to the Plan-wide analysis of the
interagency alternatives, as described in Section 1V.23.3.4.1, Plan-wide Impacts of Imple-
menting the DRECP: Alternative 2.
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1V.23.3.4.4 Impacts of General Conservation Plan

The impacts of the GCP for Alternative 2 would be similar to those defined in Section
[V.23.3.2.1 for the Plan-wide analysis, but they would occur on nonfederal lands only.

1V.23.3.4.5 Impacts Outside the Plan Area
1IV.23.3.4.5.1 Impacts of Transmission Outside the Plan Area

The impacts of transmission outside the Plan Area on socioeconomics and environmental
justice would be the same under all alternatives. These impacts are as described for the No
Action Alternative in Section 1V.23.3.1.5.

IV.23.3.4.5.2 Impacts of BLM LUPA Decisions Outside the Plan Area

Potential socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts from BLM LUPA actions Outside
the Plan Area under Alternative 2 would be similar or identical to those discussed in Sec-
tion 1V.23.3.4.2.2. As discussed, the primary impact of these actions would be to limit future
use of and access to this land as BLM designates lands for these uses. Conservation and rec-
reational management classes could result in adverse socioeconomic impacts to local com-
munities if such actions limit or restrict access and use of these lands. Conversely, such con-
servation and actions could result in beneficial socioeconomic impacts by enhancing local
communities dependent upon environmental resource recreation, which is based on BLM
LUPA-related conservation and recreational designation actions.

1V.23.3.4.6 CEQA Significance Determination for Alternative 2

CEQA significance determinations are presented for Impacts SE-1, SE-2, and SE-6. As
described in Section 1V.23.1.2, the other three impacts considered in this chapter are evalu-
ated only under NEPA.

SE-1: Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly.
Construction and operation of future utility-scale renewable energy (of all technology
types) and transmission projects facilitated and streamlined under Alternative 2 will bring
workers to the communities serving DFAs. Alternative 2 may increase the amount of tem-
porary in-migration by increasing the amount of DFA land when compared with the Pre-
ferred Alternative. While these activities would increase the population in the area, future
projects facilitated and streamlined under Alternative 2 would not increase the population
beyond the expected growth shown in Volume III, Table I1.23-1. Where temporary worker
in-migration would significantly increase population in smaller rural desert communities,
Mitigation Measures SE-1a and SE-1b, as identified for the Preferred Alternative, would be
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required to minimize this potential impact at a programmatic level. Therefore, this impact
is considered less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

SE-2: Displace substantial numbers of existing housing or people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

Displacement of Housing. Conservation actions under Alternative 2 are assumed not to
require the removal or displacement of any housing. Where future renewable energy proj-
ects and transmission lines may require the removal of housing, Alternative 2 may increase
this potential impact by increasing the amount of DFA land compared with the Preferred
Alternative. It is unlikely facilitated and streamlined renewable energy facilities and neces-
sary transmission infrastructure under Alternative 2 would necessitate construction of
housing outside of regular growth occurring inside the Plan Area. Therefore, this impact is
less than significant.

Displacement of People. Refer to the analysis presented above regarding the potential for
housing displacement, which also provides the analysis for displacement of people. Based
on this analysis, the impact is less than significant.

SE-6: Plan effects would be disproportionately borne by minority or low-income pop-
ulations. For CEQA, Alternative 2 environmental justice impacts are considered less than
significant with incorporation of Mitigation Measure SE-6a, as identified for the Preferred
Alternative. Therefore, this impact is less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

IV.23.3.4.7 Comparison of Alternative 2 With Preferred Alternative

Chapter IV.27 presents a comparison of all action alternatives and the No Action Alterna-
tive across all disciplines. This section summarizes the comparison of Alternative 2 with
the Preferred Alternative.

IV.23.3.4.7.1 Alternative 2 Compared With Preferred Alternative for Plan-wide DRECP

Potential socioeconomic impacts of Alternative 2 would be similar to those of the Preferred
Alternative. Mitigation Measures SE-1a and SE-1b, as identified for the Preferred Alterna-
tive, would be required to reduce potential adverse socioeconomic impacts associated with
Alternative 2. However, due to a uniform increase in DFA acreage throughout the Plan
Area, Alternative 2 may slightly increase potential adverse worker in-migration, residential
relocation, social disruption impacts, and beneficial economic impacts to the regional and
local communities serving DFAs

Conservation actions of Alternative 2 could adversely impact local community socioeco-
nomics by limiting or restricting access and use of these lands. Conversely, conservation
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actions could result in beneficial socioeconomic impacts by enhancing local communities
dependent upon environmental resource recreation. These potential impacts would be
similar or identical under Alternative 2 compared with those under the Preferred Alterna-
tive, as the amount and locations of conservation land for both alternatives is similar.

The affected population and potential for disproportionate acreage of Alternative 2 would
be similar or identical to that provided above for the Preferred Alternative. The implemen-
tation of Mitigation Measure SE-6a, as identified for the Preferred Alternative, would be
required to reduce potential adverse environmental justice impacts from Alternative 2.

Geographic Distinctions

As discussed, this alternative includes an increase in DFA lands that occurs somewhat
evenly within each ecoregion subarea. Potential socioeconomic impacts from worker in-
migration would not have a noticeable change within these ecoregion subareas when com-
pared to the Preferred Alternative.

IV.23.3.4.7.2 Alternative 2 Compared With Preferred Alternative for the BLM LUPA

Potential socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts from BLM LUPA actions (those
allowing for streamlining of renewable energy and transmission projects) under Alterna-
tive 2 would be slightly increased compared with the Preferred Alternative due to an
increase in overall DFA acreage. Additionally, due to a slight increase in overall acreage of
these LUPA actions, potential socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts from BLM
LUPA actions (those allowing for designations as NLCS lands, ACECs, and wildlife alloca-
tions, or SRMAs) under Alternative 2 would also be slightly increased compared with the
Preferred Alternative.

IV.23.3.4.7.3 Alternative 2 Compared With Preferred Alternative for NCCP

The impacts of the NCCP for Alternative 2 are the same as those defined in Section
[V.23.3.2.1 for the Plan-wide analysis. As a result, the comparison of Alternative 2 with the
Preferred Alternative for the NCCP is the same as described for the Plan-wide DRECP.

IV.23.3.4.7.4 Alternative 2 Compared With Preferred Alternative for the GCP

Conservation actions under Alternative 2 for the GCP could adversely impact local commu-
nity socioeconomics by limiting or restricting access and use of these lands. Conversely,
conservation actions could result in beneficial socioeconomic impacts by enhancing local
communities dependent upon environmental resource recreation. These potential impacts
would be similar or identical under Alternative 2 compared with those of the Preferred
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Alternative, as the amount and locations of GCP conservation land for both alternatives
is similar.

IV.23.3.5 Alternative 3
1V.23.3.5.1 Plan-wide Impacts of Implementing the DRECP: Alternative 3

1V.23.3.5.1.1 Plan-wide Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Renewable Energy and
Transmission Development

Impact Assessment

Impact SE-1: Plan components may induce substantial population growth, either
directly or i ndir ectly.

Alternative 3 includes 1,407,534 acres of DFA lands, a significant decrease compared with
the 2,027,693 acres of DFA lands in the Preferred Alternative. As shown in Figure I1.6-1
(Alternative 3), the reduction in DFA lands occurs somewhat evenly within each ecoregion
subarea, with noticeable decreases within the West Mojave and Eastern Slopes and the
Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subareas due to a reduction of DFAs near proximate
regional and local study area communities within these ecoregion subareas. This reduction
in overall DFA acreage could reduce any potential population in-migration and housing
demand impacts compared with the Preferred Alternative due to the assumed reduction in
overall renewable energy project and related transmission facilitated and streamlined.
However, Mitigation Measures SE-1a and SE-1b, as identified for the Preferred Alternative,
would be required to reduce potential adverse impacts from short-term worker in-
migration for Alternative 3.

Impact SE-2: Plan components may displace substantial numbers of people or &isting
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

The reduction in DFA lands associated with Alternative 3 could reduce the potential for
removal of existing housing units located within Alternative 3 DFAs as future projects are
developed. This reduction would be most noticeable within the West Mojave and Eastern
Slopes and the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subareas due to the reduction in DFA
acreage in these ecoregion subareas. However, it is likely some level of residential pur-
chases would be required for the amount of renewable development facilitated and stream-
lined assumed under Alternative 3. When considering the numbers of available housing
units and vacancy rates presented in Volume IlI, Table I11.23-2, it is unlikely that any resi-
dential relocations associated with development of renewable energy facilities and trans-
mission infrastructure facilitated and streamlined under Alternative 3 would necessitate
construction of housing outside of regular growth occurring inside the Plan Area.
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Impact SE-3: Plan components may affect economic development and
government finance.

The reduction in overall DFA acreage associated with Alternative 3 could slightly reduce
any potential economic development beneficial impacts. It is assumed that beneficial
impacts from taxation and contribution to government revenue would decrease with Alter-
native 3 due to a reduction in overall DFA acreage and associated development. While
somewhat evenly distributed within the Plan Area, any reduction would likely occur in the
regional and local communities serving the West Mojave and Eastern Slopes and the Impe-
rial Borrego Valley ecoregion subareas due to the reduction in DFA lands within these eco-
region subareas. While reduced, direct and indirect economic stimulus and revenue from
development of future renewable energy and transmission infrastructure facilities within
the Alternative 3 DFAs would be similar to those discussed for the Preferred Alternative in
Section IV.23.3.2.1.

Impact SE-4: Plan components may generate social change and social disruption .

The reduction in overall DFA acreage associated with Alternative 3 could reduce potential
social change and disruption impacts from construction worker in-migration. This reduc-
tion would be focused within the communities serving the West Mojave and Eastern Slopes
and the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subareas due to the significant reduction in DFA
lands within these ecoregion subareas. However, overall potential social change and dis-
ruption impacts for Alternative 3 would be similar or identical to those discussed in Section
IV.23.3.2.1 for the Preferred Alternative. Mitigation Measures SE-1a and SE-1b, as identi-
fied for the Preferred Alternative, would be required to reduce potential adverse impacts
from social change and disruption associated with worker in-migration from Alternative 3.

Impact SE-5: Plan components may affect property values.

The reduction in overall DFA acreage associated with Alternative 3 could slightly reduce
the potential for perceived property value impacts. This reduction would be focused within
the communities serving the West Mojave and Eastern Slopes and the Imperial Borrego
Valley ecoregion subareas due to the significant reduction in DFA lands within these eco-
region subareas. from a programmatic perspective and identical to that presented in Sec-
tion 1V.23.3.2.1 for the Preferred Alternative, potential property value impacts from devel-
opment of future renewable energy and transmission infrastructure facilities within the
Alternative 3 DFAs are speculative at this time and require future analysis during individ-
ual project reviews.
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Impact SE-6: Plan effectswould be disproportionate ly borne by minority or
low-income population s.

Although Alternative 3 results in a decrease in DFA acreage, when the proposed DFA desig-
nations of Alternative 3 are compared with the locations of census tracts containing greater
than 50% minority and identified low-income populations (refer to Appendix R2.23,
Figures R2.23-13 and R2.23-15), the affected population and potential for disproportionate
acreage of Alternative 3 would be similar to that provided for the Preferred Alternative.
Mitigation Measure SE-64a, as identified for the Preferred Alternative, would be required to
reduce potential adverse environmental justice impacts from Alternative 3.

Impacts in Study Area Lands

“Study Area Lands” refers to three categories of lands shown on alternative maps: Future
Assessment Areas (FAAs), Special Analysis Areas (SAAs) and DRECP Variance Lands.

Future Assessment Areas (FAAs). Lands within FAAs are neither reserve lands nor DFAs;
they are simply areas that are deferred for future assessment. The future assessment will
determine their suitability for renewable energy development or for ecological conserva-
tion. If renewable energy development occurs on FAA lands, a Land Use Plan Amendment
would not be required. FAAs for each alternative are included and located as shown in
Table 1V.1-2 and Figure 11.6-1 in Volume II. The FAAs represent areas where renewable
energy development or inclusion to the reserve design could be implemented through an
amendment to the DRECP but additional assessment would be needed.

Because most of the FAAs are presented as “undesignated areas” in the action alternatives,
there would be no difference between the FAAs in the Preferred Alternative except that
renewable development in an FAA would not require a BLM Land Use Plan Amendment.
Therefore the environmental review process would be somewhat simpler than if the loca-
tion were left undesignated. Development of the FAAs with renewable energy projects
could result in similar impact to socioeconomics and environmental justice as those
described for above development of DFAs. The implementation of mitigation similar to Mit-
igation Measures SE-1a, SE-1b, and SE-6a would ensure such development conduct socio-
economic and environmental justice analyses. Development of FAAs as conservation would
be similar to that described below for Reserve Design Lands.

Special Analysis Areas. Designating the SAAs as conservation would have no impact to
this resource. Impacts would be the same as those explained for the Plan-wide reserve
design in Section 1V.23.3.3.1.2 “Impacts of the Reserve Design.”

DRECP Variance Lands. DRECP Variance Lands represent the BLM Solar PEIS Variance
Lands as screened for the DRECP and EIR/EIS based on BLM screening criteria. Covered
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Activities could be permitted for NCCP purposes only through an NCCP Plan amendment.
However, development of renewable energy on Variance Lands would not require a BLM
Land Use Plan Amendment so the environmental review process would be somewhat
simpler than if the location were left undesignated.

As discussed above, for development of these lands similar to that of DFAs, the implemen-
tation of mitigation similar to Mitigation Measures SE-1a, SE-1b, and SE-6a would ensure
such development conduct socioeconomic and environmental justice analyses and reduce
any potential impacts. The development of the DRECP Variance Lands as conservation
would result in impacts to socioeconomics and environmental justice similar to those
described for below for Reserve Design Lands.

DRECP Variance Lands. DRECP Variance Lands represent the BLM Solar PEIS Variance
Lands as screened for the DRECP and EIR/EIS based on BLM screening criteria. Covered
Activities could be permitted for NCCP purposes only through an NCCP Plan amendment.
However, development of renewable energy on Variance Lands would not require a BLM
Land Use Plan Amendment so the environmental review process would be somewhat
simpler than if the location were left undesignated.

As discussed above, for development of these lands similar to that of DFAs, the implemen-
tation of mitigation similar to Mitigation Measures SE-1a, SE-1b, and SE-6a would ensure
such development conduct socioeconomic and environmental justice analyses and reduce
any potential impacts. The development of the DRECP Variance Lands as conservation
would result in impacts to socioeconomics and environmental justice similar to those
described in Section [V.23.3.5.1.2, Impacts from Reserve Design.

Impact Reduction Strategies and Mitigation

The implementation of the Plan would result in conservation of some desert lands as well
as the development of renewable energy generation and transmission facilities on other
lands. The impacts of the renewable energy development covered by the Plan would be
lessened in several ways. First, the Plan incorporates Conservation and Management
Actions (CMAs) for each alternative, including specific biological reserve design compo-
nents and LUPA components. Also, the implementation of existing laws, orders, regulations,
and standards would reduce the impacts of project development. If significant impacts
would still result after implementation of CMAs and compliance with applicable laws and
regulations, then specific mitigation measures are recommended in this section.

Conservation and Management Actions

The conservation strategy for Alternative 3 (presented in Volume II, Section 11.3.2.3)
defines specific actions that would reduce the impacts of this alternative. The conservation
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strategy includes a definition of the reserve design and specific CMAs for the Preferred
Alternative. While the CMAs were developed for BLM lands only, this analysis assumes that
all CMAs would be applied also to nonfederal lands.

The applicability and analysis of CMAs for Alternative 3 with respect to socioeconomics and
environmental justice is the same as that described under the Preferred Alternative in
Section IV.23.3.2.1.

Laws and Regulation s

Similar to the No Action Alternative, existing laws and regulations will reduce certain
impacts of Plan implementation. Relevant regulations are presented in the Regulatory
Setting in Volume III. The requirements of relevant laws and regulations are summarized
for the No Action Alternative in Section IV.23.3.1.1.1.

Applicable laws and regulations for Alternative 3 are the same as those described under the
Preferred Alternative in Section IV.23.3.2.1.

Mitigation Measures

After implementation of the CMAs and existing laws and regulations, mitigation measures
will be applied to further reduce some of the DRECP’s adverse impacts.

Applicable mitigation measures for Alternative 3 are the same as those described under the
Preferred Alternative in Section IV.23.3.2.1.

IV.23.3.5.1.2 Impacts from Reserve Design

Reserve Design Lands for Alternative 3 would be increased to 15,818,882 acres compared
with 15,514,529 acres of Reserve Design Lands in the Preferred Alternative. Because this
change in Reserve Design Land acreage would be minimal, potential adverse and beneficial
socioeconomic impacts would be similar to those discussed in Section 1V.23.3.2.1for the
Preferred Alternative.

Although Alternative 3 results in an increase in conservation acreage, when the proposed
Conservation Designations of Alternative 3 are compared with the locations of census
tracts containing greater than 50% minority and identified low-income populations (refer
to Appendix R2.23, Figures R2.23-14 and R2.23-16), the affected population and potential
for disproportionate acreage of Alternative 3 would be similar to that provided for the Pre-
ferred Alternative. No adverse environmental justice impacts from planned conservation
are expected from Alternative 3.
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1V.23.3.5.2 Impacts of DRECP LUPA on BLM Land: Alternative 3

This section addresses two components of effects of the BLM LUPA: the streamlined devel-
opment of renewable energy and transmission on BLM land under the LUPA and the impacts
of the amended land use plans themselves.

IV.23.3.5.2.1 Impacts from Renewable Energy and Transmission Development on BLM Land

Similar to the Preferred Alternative, the primary potential socioeconomics impacts from
BLM LUPA actions in the Alternative 3 DFAs would be potential adverse impacts from lim-
ited or restricted access and use of BLM lands, which could both adversely and beneficially
affect local economies and populations (see the analysis in Section [V.23.3.2.2 under the
Preferred Alternative). However, the reduction in overall DFA acreage associated with
Alternative 3 could slightly reduce any potential impacts as reduced acreage of BLM-
administered land could be designated for renewable energy development facilitated and
streamlined under LUPA actions. Overall, the types of potential socioeconomic and envi-
ronmental justice analysis impacts associated with BLM LUPA actions for Alternative 3
DFAs would be similar to, but possibly less than, those provided in Section 1V.23.3.2.2 for
the Preferred Alternative.

IV.23.3.5.2.2 Impacts of Changes to BLM Land Designations

BLM LUPA land designations for conservation (NLCS lands, ACECs, and wildlife allocations)
or as SRMAs associated with Alternative 3 would be slightly increased to 6,346,620 acres
compared with 6,193,606 acres of these LUPA land designations associated with the Pre-
ferred Alternative. However, the types of potential socioeconomic and environmental
justice analysis impacts associated with BLM LUPA land designations would be similar or
identical to those discussed in Section IV.23.3.2.2 for the Preferred Alternative.

1V.23.3.5.3 Impacts of Natural Community Conservation Plan: Alternative 3

The analysis of Covered Activities under the NCCP is equivalent to the Plan-wide analysis of
the interagency alternatives. Reserve design features and other conservation actions under
the NCCP alternatives represent more detailed categories of the reserve design under the
interagency Plan-wide alternatives. These NCCP differences in reserve design features do
not affect nonbiological resources analyzed in this document. The analysis of reserve
design and CMAs under the NCCP is therefore equivalent to the Plan-wide analysis of the
interagency alternatives, as described in Section 1V.23.3.5.1, Plan-wide Impacts of Imple-
menting the DRECP: Alternative 3.
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IV.23.3.5.4 Impacts of General Conservation Plan: Alternative 3

The impacts of the GCP for Alternative 3 would be similar to those defined in Section
[V.23.3.2.1 for the Plan-wide analysis, but they would occur on nonfederal lands only.

IV.23.3.5.5 Impacts Outside the Plan Area
IV.23.3.5.5.1 Impacts of Transmission Outside the Plan Area

The impacts of transmission outside the Plan Area on socioeconomics and environmental
justice would be the same under all alternatives. These impacts are as described for the No
Action Alternative in Section 1V.23.3.1.5.

IV.23.3.5.5.2 Impacts of BLM LUPA Decisions Outside the Plan Area

Potential socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts from BLM LUPA actions
Outside the Plan Area under Alternative 3 would be similar or identical to those discussed
in Section 1V.23.3.5.2.2. As discussed, the primary impact of these actions would be to limit
future use of and access to this land as BLM designates lands for these uses. Conservation
and recreational management classes could result in adverse socioeconomic impacts to
local communities if such actions limit or restrict access and use of these lands. Conversely,
such conservation and actions could result in beneficial socioeconomic impacts by enhancing
local communities dependent upon environmental resource recreation, which is based on
BLM LUPA-related conservation and recreational designation actions.

IV.23.3.5.6 CEQA Significance Determination for Alternative 3

CEQA significance determinations are presented for Impacts SE-1, SE-2, and SE-6. As
described in Section 1V.23.1.2, the other three impacts considered in this chapter are evalu-
ated only under NEPA.

SE-1: Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly.
Construction and operation of future utility-scale renewable energy (of all technology
types) and transmission projects facilitated and streamlined under Alternative 3 will bring
workers to the communities serving DFAs. Alternative 3 may reduce the amount of tempo-
rary in-migration by reducing the amount of DFA land compared with the Preferred Alter-
native. While these activities would increase the population in the area, future projects
facilitated and streamlined under Alternative 3 would not increase population beyond the
expected growth shown in Volume III, Table I11.23-1. Where temporary worker in-
migration would significantly increase population in smaller rural desert communities,
Mitigation Measures SE-1a and SE-1b, as identified for the Preferred Alternative, would be

Vol. IV of VI IV.23-72 August 2014



Draft DRECP and EIR/EIS
CHAPTER IV.23. SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE

required to minimize this potential impact at a programmatic level. Therefore, this impact
is less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

SE-2: Displace substantial numbers of existing housing or people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

Displacement of Housing. Conservation actions under Alternative 3 are assumed not to
require the removal or displacement of any housing. Where future renewable energy proj-
ects and transmission lines may require the removal of housing, Alternative 3 may reduce
this potential impact by reducing the amount of DFA land when compared to the Preferred
Alternative. It is unlikely facilitated and streamlined renewable energy facilities and trans-
mission infrastructure under Alternative 3 would necessitate construction of housing
outside of regular growth occurring inside the Plan Area. Therefore, this impact is less
than significant.

Displacement of People. Refer to the analysis presented above regarding the potential for
housing displacement, which also provides the analysis for displacement of people. Based
on this analysis, the impact is less than significant.

SE-6: Plan effects would be disproportionately borne by minority or low-income pop-
ulations. For CEQA, Mitigation Measure SE-6a, as identified for the Preferred Alternative,
would be required to reduce potential adverse environmental justice impacts from Alterna-
tive 3. Therefore, this impact is less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

IV.23.3.5.7 Comparison of Alternative 3 With Preferred Alternative

Chapter IV.27 presents a comparison of all action alternatives and the No Action Alterna-
tive across all disciplines. This section summarizes the comparison of Alternative 3 with
the Preferred Alternative.

IV.23.3.5.7.1 Alternative 3 Compared With Preferred Alternative for Plan-wide DRECP

Potential socioeconomic impacts of Alternative 3 would be similar to those of the Preferred
Alternative. Mitigation Measures SE-1a and SE-1b, as identified for the Preferred Alterna-
tive, would be required to reduce potential adverse socioeconomic impacts from Alterna-
tive 3, However, due to a reduction in DFA acreage in those ecoregion subareas, Alternative
3 may slightly decrease potential adverse worker in-migration, residential relocation,
social disruption impacts, and beneficial economic impacts to the regional and local com-
munities serving the West Mojave and Eastern Slopes and the Imperial Borrego Valley
ecoregion subareas.
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Conservation actions of Alternative 3 could adversely impact local community socioeco-
nomics by limiting or restricting access and use of these lands. Conversely, conservation
actions could result in beneficial socioeconomic impacts by enhancing local communities
dependent upon environmental resource recreation. These potential impacts would be
similar or identical under Alternative 3 compared with those under the Preferred Alterna-
tive, as the amount and locations of conservation land for both alternatives is similar.

The affected population and potential for disproportionate acreage of Alternative 3 would
be similar to that provided above for the Preferred Alternative. The implementation of Mit-
igation Measure SE-64a, as identified for the Preferred Alternative, would be required to
reduce potential adverse environmental justice impacts from Alternative 3.

Geographic Distinctions

As discussed, this alternative includes a reduction in DFA lands, with the only noticeable
decreases in the West Mojave and Eastern Slopes and the Imperial Borrego Valley eco-
region subareas. Potential socioeconomic impacts from worker in-migration may be
slightly reduced within these ecoregion subareas when compared to the

Preferred Alternative.

IV.23.3.5.7.2 Alternative 3 Compared With Preferred Alternative for the BLM LUPA

Potential socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts from BLM LUPA actions (those
allowing for streamlining of renewable energy and transmission projects) under Alterna-
tive 3 would be slightly decreased compared with the Preferred Alternative due to a
decrease in overall DFA acreage. Additionally, due to a slight increase in overall acreage of
these LUPA actions, potential socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts from BLM
LUPA actions (those allowing for Conservation Designations as NLCS lands, ACECs, wildlife
allocations, or SRMAs) under Alternative 3 would also be slightly increased compared with
the Preferred Alternative.

IV.23.3.5.7.3 Alternative 3 Compared With Preferred Alternative for NCCP

The impacts of the NCCP for Alternative 3 are the same as those defined in Section
[V.23.3.2.1 for the Plan-wide analysis. As a result, the comparison of Alternative 3 with the
Preferred Alternative for the NCCP is the same as described for the Plan-wide analysis.

IV.23.3.5.7.4 Alternative 3 Compared With Preferred Alternative for the GCP

Conservation actions under Alternative 3 for the GCP could adversely impact local community
socioeconomics by limiting or restricting access and use of these lands. Conversely, conservation
actions could result in beneficial socioeconomic impacts by enhancing local communities
dependent upon environmental resource recreation. These potential impacts would be similar or
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identical under Alternative 3 compared with those under the Preferred Alternative, as the
amount and locations of GCP conservation land for both alternatives is similar.

IV.23.3.6  Alternative 4
1V.23.3.6.1 Plan-wide Impacts of Implementing the DRECP: Alternative 4

IV.23.3.6.1.1 Plan-wide Impacts and Mitigation Measures from Renewable Energy and
Transmission Development

Impact Assessment

Impact SE-1: Plan components may induce substantial population growth, either
directly or i ndirectly .

Alternative 4 includes 1,608,230 acres of DFA lands, a decrease compared with the
2,027,693 acres of DFA lands under the Preferred Alternative. As shown in Volume II,
Figure I1.7-1 (Alternative 4), the reduction in DFA lands occurs somewhat evenly within
each ecoregion subarea, with a noticeable decrease within the Imperial Borrego Valley eco-
region subarea due to the reduction of DFAs near proximate regional and local study area
communities within this ecoregion subarea. This reduction in overall DFA acreage could
reduce any potential population in-migration and housing demand compared with the Pre-
ferred Alternative. However, Mitigation Measures SE-1a and SE-1b, as identified for the
Preferred Alternative, would be required to reduce potential adverse impacts from short-
term worker in-migration for Alternative 4.

Impact SE-2: Plan components may displace substantial numbers of people or &isting
housing, necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

The reduction in overall DFA acreage associated with Alternative 4 could slightly reduce
the potential for removal of existing housing units within Alternative 4 DFAs as future proj-
ects are developed. This reduction would be most noticeable within the Imperial Borrego
Valley ecoregion subarea due to the reduction in DFA acreage in that ecoregion subarea.
However, it is likely some level of residential purchases would be required for the amount
of renewable development facilitated and streamlined under Alternative 4. When consider-
ing the numbers of available housing units and vacancy rates presented in Volume III, Table
[11.23-2, it is unlikely that any residential relocations associated with development of
renewable energy facilities and necessary transmission interconnection infrastructure
facilitated and streamlined under Alternative 4 would necessitate construction of housing
outside of regular growth occurring inside the Plan Area.
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Impact SE-3: Plan components may affect economic development and
government finance.

The reduction in overall DFA acreage associated with Alternative 4 could slightly reduce
potentially beneficial economic development impacts. It is assumed that beneficial impacts
from taxation and contributions to government revenues would decrease under Alterna-
tive 4 due to a reduction in overall DFA acreage and its associated development. While
somewhat evenly distributed within the Plan Area, any reduction would likely occur in the
regional and local communities serving the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea due
to the reduction in DFA lands within this ecoregion subarea. While at a decreased level,
direct and indirect economic stimulus and revenue from the development of renewable
energy and transmission infrastructure facilities within the Alternative 4 DFAs would be
similar to those discussed for the Preferred Alternative in Section IV.23.3.2.1.

Impact SE-4: Plan components may generate social change and social disruption .

The reduction in overall DFA acreage associated with Alternative 4 could reduce potential
social change and disruption impacts from construction worker in-migration. This reduc-
tion would be focused within the communities serving the Imperial Borrego Valley eco-
region subarea due to the reduction in DFA lands within this ecoregion subarea. However,
overall potential social change and disruption impacts for Alternative 4 would be similar or
identical to those discussed in Section 1V.23.3.2.1 for the Preferred Alternative. Mitigation
Measures SE-1a and SE-1b, as identified for the Preferred Alternative, would be required to
reduce potential adverse impacts from social change and disruption associated with
worker in-migration from Alternative 4.

Impact SE-5: Plan components may affect property values.

The reduction in overall DFA acreage associated with Alternative 4 could slightly reduce
the potential for perceived property value impacts. This reduction would be focused within
the communities serving the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea due to the reduc-
tion in DFA lands within this ecoregion subarea. from a programmatic perspective and
identical to that presented in Section IV.23.3.2.1 for the Preferred Alternative, potential
property value impacts from development of future renewable energy and transmission
infrastructure facilities within the Alternative 4 DFAs are speculative at this time and
require future analysis during individual project reviews.

Impact SE-6: Plan effects would be dsproportionate ly borne by minority or
low-income population s.

Although Alternative 4 results in a decrease in DFA acreage, when the proposed DFA desig-
nations of Alternative 4 are compared with the locations of census tracts containing greater
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than 50% minority and identified low-income populations (refer to Appendix R2.23,
Figures R2.23-17 and R2.23-19), the affected population and potential for disproportionate
acreage of Alternative 4 would be similar to that provided for the Preferred Alternative.
Mitigation Measure SE-643, as identified for the Preferred Alternative, would be required to
reduce potential adverse environmental justice impacts from Alternative 4.

Study Area Lands

“Study Area Lands” refers to three categories of lands shown on alternative maps: Future
Assessment Areas (FAAs), Special Analysis Areas (SAAs) and DRECP Variance Lands. How-
ever, Alternative 4 does not include FAAs.

Special Analysis Areas. Designating the SAAs as conservation would have no impact on
this resource. Impacts would be the same as those explained for the Plan-wide reserve
design in Section 1V.23.3.6.1.2, Impacts from Reserve Design.

DRECP Variance Lands. DRECP Variance Lands represent the BLM Solar PEIS Variance
Lands as screened for the DRECP and EIR/EIS based on BLM screening criteria. Covered
Activities could be permitted for NCCP purposes only through an NCCP Plan amendment.
However, development of renewable energy on Variance Lands would not require a BLM
Land Use Plan Amendment. Therefore the environmental review process would be
somewhat simpler than if the location were left undesignated.

As discussed above, for development of these lands similar to that of DFAs, the implemen-
tation of mitigation similar to Mitigation Measures SE-1a, SE-1b, and SE-6a would ensure
such development conduct socioeconomic and environmental justice analyses and reduce
any potential impacts. The development of the DRECP Variance Lands as conservation
would result in impacts to socioeconomics and environmental justice similar to those
described for Section 1V.23.3.6.1.2, Impacts from Reserve Design.

Impact Reduction Strategies and Mitigation

The implementation of the Plan would result in conservation of some desert lands as well
as the development of renewable energy generation and transmission facilities on other
lands. The impacts of the renewable energy development covered by the Plan would be
lessened in several ways. First, the Plan incorporates Conservation and Management
Actions (CMAs) for each alternative, including specific biological reserve design compo-
nents and LUPA components. Also, the implementation of existing laws, orders, regulations,
and standards would reduce the impacts of project development. If significant impacts
would still result after implementation of CMAs and compliance with applicable laws and
regulations, then specific mitigation measures are recommended in this section.
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Conservation and Management Actions

The conservation strategy for Alternative 4 (presented in Volume II, Section 11.3.2.3)
defines specific actions that would reduce the impacts of this alternative. The conservation
strategy includes definition of the reserve design and specific CMAs for the Preferred Alter-
native. While the CMAs were developed for BLM lands only, this analysis assumes that all
CMAs would be applied also to nonfederal lands.

The applicability and analysis of CMAs for Alternative 4 with respect to socioeconomics and
environmental justice is the same as that described under the Preferred Alternative in
Section IV.23.3.2.1.

Laws and Regulation s

Similar to the No Action Alternative, existing laws and regulations will reduce certain
impacts of Plan implementation. Relevant regulations are presented in the Regulatory
Setting in Volume III. The requirements of relevant laws and regulations are summarized
for the No Action Alternative in Section 1V.23.3.1.1.1.

Applicable laws and regulations for Alternative 4 are the same as those described under the
Preferred Alternative in Section IV.23.3.2.1.

Mitigation Measures

After implementation of the CMAs and existing laws and regulations, mitigation measures
will be applied to further reduce some of the DRECP’s adverse impacts.

Applicable mitigation measures for Alternative 4 are the same as those described under the
Preferred Alternative in Section 1V.23.3.2.1.

1IV.23.3.6.1.2 Impacts from Reserve Design

Reserve Design Lands for Alternative 4 would decrease to 15,164,773 acres compared with
15,514,529 acres of Reserve Design Lands under the Preferred Alternative. Because this
change in Reserve Design Land acreage is minimal, potential adverse and beneficial socio-
economic impacts would be similar to those discussed in Section 1V.23.3.2.1 for the Pre-
ferred Alternative.

Although Alternative 4 results in a decrease in conservation acreage, when the proposed
Conservation Designations of Alternative 4 are compared with the locations of census
tracts containing greater than 50% minority and identified low-income populations (refer
to Appendix R2.23, Figures R2.23-18 and R2.23-20), the affected population and potential
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for disproportionate acreage of Alternative 4 would be similar to that provided for the Pre-
ferred Alternative. No adverse environmental justice impacts from planned conservation
are expected from Alternative 4.

1V.23.3.6.2 Impacts of DRECP LUPA on BLM Land: Alternative 4

This section addresses two components of effects of the BLM LUPA: the streamlined devel-
opment of renewable energy and transmission on BLM land under the LUPA and the impacts
of the amended land use plans themselves.

IV.23.3.6.2.1 Impacts from Renewable Energy and Transmission Development on BLM Land

Similar to the Preferred Alternative, the primary potential socioeconomics impacts from
BLM LUPA actions in the Alternative 4 DFAs would be potential adverse impacts from lim-
ited or restricted access and use of BLM lands, which could both adversely and beneficially
affect local economies and populations (see the analysis in Section 1V.23.3.2.2). However,
the reduction in overall DFA acreage associated with Alternative 4 could slightly reduce
any potential impacts as reduced acreage of BLM-administered land could be designated
for renewable energy facility and transmission development under LUPA actions. Overall,
the types of potential socioeconomic and environmental justice analysis impacts associated
with BLM LUPA actions for Alternative 4 DFAs would be similar to, but possibly less than,
those provided in Section 1V.23.3.2.2 for the Preferred Alternative.

1IV.23.3.6.2.2 Impacts of Changes to BLM Land Designations

BLM LUPA land designations for conservation (NLCS lands, ACECs, or wildlife allocations)
or as SRMAs associated with Alternative 4 would be reduced to 5,669,501 acres compared
with 6,193,606 acres of these LUPA land designations under the Preferred Alternative.
However, the types of potential socioeconomic and environmental justice analysis impacts
associated with BLM LUPA land designations would be similar or identical to those dis-
cussed in Section 1V.23.3.2.2 for the Preferred Alternative.

1V.23.3.6.3 Impacts of Natural Community Conservation Plan: Alternative 4

The analysis of Covered Activities under the NCCP is equivalent to the Plan-wide analysis of
the interagency alternatives. Reserve design features and other conservation actions under
the NCCP alternatives represent more detailed categories of the reserve design under the
interagency Plan-wide alternatives. These NCCP differences in reserve design features do
not affect nonbiological resources analyzed in this document. The analysis of reserve
design and CMAs under the NCCP is therefore equivalent to the Plan-wide analysis of the
interagency alternatives, as described in Section 1V.23.3.6.1, Plan-wide Impacts of Imple-
menting the DRECP: Alternative 4.
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1V.23.3.6.4 Impacts of General Conservation Plan

The impacts of the GCP for Alternative 4 would be similar to those defined in Section
[V.23.3.2.1 for the Plan-wide analysis, but they would occur on nonfederal lands only.

1V.23.3.6.5 Impacts Outside the Plan Area
1V.23.3.6.5.1 Impacts of Transmission Outside the Plan Area

The impacts of transmission outside the Plan Area on socioeconomics and environmental
justice would be the same under all alternatives. These impacts are as described for the No
Action Alternative in Section 1V.23.3.1.5.

IV.23.3.6.5.2 Impacts of BLM LUPA Decisions Outside the Plan Area

Potential socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts from BLM LUPA actions
Outside the Plan Area under Alternative 4 would be similar or identical to those discussed
in Section 1V.23.3.6.2.2. As discussed, the primary impact of these actions would be to limit
future use of and access to this land as BLM designates lands for these uses. Conservation
and recreational management classes could result in adverse socioeconomic impacts to
local communities if such actions limit or restrict access and use of these lands. Conversely,
such conservation and actions could result in beneficial socioeconomic impacts by enhancing
local communities dependent upon environmental resource recreation, which is based on
BLM LUPA-related conservation and recreational designation actions.

1V.23.3.6.6 CEQA Significance Determination for Alternative 4

CEQA significance determinations are presented for Impacts SE-1, SE-2, and SE-6. As
described in Section 1V.23.1.2, the other three impacts considered in this chapter are evalu-
ated only under NEPA.

SE-1: Induce substantial population growth in an area, either directly or indirectly.
Construction and operation of future utility-scale renewable energy (of all technology
types) and transmission projects facilitated and streamlined under Alternative 4 will bring
workers to the communities serving DFAs. Alternative 4 may reduce the amount of tempo-
rary in-migration by reducing the amount of DFA land compared with the Preferred Alter-
native. While these activities would increase the population in the area, future projects
facilitated and streamlined under Alternative 4 would not increase population beyond the
expected growth shown in Volume III, Table I1I.23-1. Where temporary worker in-migration
would significantly increase the population in smaller rural desert communities, Mitigation
Measures SE-1a and SE-1b, as identified for the Preferred Alternative, would be required to
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minimize this potential impact at a programmatic level. Therefore, this impact is less than
significant with mitigation incorporated.

SE-2: Displace substantial numbers of existing housing or people, necessitating the
construction of replacement housing elsewhere.

Displacement of Housing. Conservation actions under Alternative 4 are assumed not to
require the removal or displacement of any housing. Where future renewable energy proj-
ects and transmission lines may require the removal of housing, Alternative 4 may reduce
this potential impact by reducing the amount of DFA land compared with the Preferred
Alternative. It is unlikely development of renewable energy facilities and necessary transmis-
sion infrastructure under Alternative 4 would necessitate construction of housing outside of
regular growth occurring inside the Plan Area. Therefore, this impact is less than significant.

Displacement of People. Refer to the analysis presented above regarding the potential for
housing displacement, which also provides the analysis for displacement of people. Based
on this analysis, the impact is less than significant.

SE-6: Plan effects would be disproportionately borne by minority or low-income pop-
ulations. For CEQA, Mitigation Measure SE-6a, as identified for the Preferred Alternative,
would be required to reduce potential adverse environmental justice impacts from Alterna-
tive 4. Therefore, this impact is less than significant with mitigation incorporated.

IV.23.3.6.7 Comparison of Alternative 4 With Preferred Alternative

Chapter IV.27 presents a comparison of all action alternatives and the No Action Alterna-
tive across all disciplines. This section summarizes the comparison of Alternative 4 with
the Preferred Alternative.

IV.23.3.6.7.1 Alternative 4 Compared With Preferred Alternative for Plan-wide DRECP

Potential socioeconomic impacts of Alternative 4 would be similar to those of the Preferred
Alternative. Mitigation Measures SE-1a and SE-1b, as identified for the Preferred Alterna-
tive, would be required to reduce potential adverse socioeconomic impacts from Alterna-
tive 4. However, due to a reduction in DFA acreage in this ecoregion subarea, Alternative 4
may slightly decrease potential adverse worker in-migration, residential relocation, social
disruption impacts, and beneficial economic impacts to the regional and local communities
serving the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea.

Conservation actions of Alternative 4 could adversely impact local community socioeco-
nomics by limiting or restricting access and use of these lands. Conversely, conservation
actions could result in beneficial socioeconomic impacts by enhancing local communities
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dependent upon environmental resource recreation. These potential impacts would be
similar or identical under Alternative 4 compared with those under the Preferred Alterna-
tive, as the amount and locations of conservation land for both alternatives is similar.

The affected population and potential for disproportionate acreage of Alternative 4 would
be similar or identical to that provided above for the Preferred Alternative. The implemen-
tation of Mitigation Measure SE-6a, as identified for the Preferred Alternative, would be
required to reduce potential adverse environmental justice impacts from Alternative 4.

Geographic Distinctions

As discussed, this alternative includes a reduction in DFA lands, with the only noticeable
decreases in the Imperial Borrego Valley ecoregion subarea. Potential socioeconomic
impacts from worker in-migration may be slightly reduced within this ecoregion subarea
when compared to the Preferred Alternative.

IV.23.3.6.7.2 Alternative 4 Compared With Preferred Alternative for the BLM LUPA

Potential socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts from BLM LUPA actions (those
allowing for streamlining of renewable energy and transmission projects) under Alterna-
tive 4 would be slightly decreased compared with the Preferred Alternative due to a
decrease in overall DFA acreage. Additionally, due to a slight decrease in overall acreage of
these LUPA actions, potential socioeconomic and environmental justice impacts from BLM
LUPA actions (those allowing for Conservation Designations as NLCS lands, ACECs, and
wildlife allocations, or SRMAs) under Alternative 4 would also be slightly reduced com-
pared with the Preferred Alternative.

IV.23.3.6.7.3 Alternative 4 Compared With Preferred Alternative for NCCP

The impacts of the NCCP for Alternative 4 are the same as those defined in Section
IV.23.3.2.1 for the Plan-wide analysis. As a result, the comparison of Alternative 4 with the
Preferred Alternative for the NCCP is the same as described for the Plan-wide DRECP.

IV.23.3.6.7.4 Alternative 4 Compared With Preferred Alternative for the GCP

Conservation actions under Alternative 4 for the GCP could adversely impact local community
socioeconomics by limiting or restricting access and use of these lands. Conversely, conser-
vation actions could result in beneficial socioeconomic impacts by enhancing local commu-
nities dependent upon environmental resource recreation. These potential impacts would
be similar or identical under Alternative 4 compared to those under the Preferred Alternative,
as the amount and locations of GCP conservation land for both alternatives is similar.
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