October 3, 2017
Regular Meeting
Item # 1a
Opportunity for the
Public to Address the
Board
Mammoth Voices
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October 3, 2017
Regular Meeting
Item # 2a
Clerk of the Board
Domestic Violence
Awareness Month

October 3, 2017
Regular Meeting
Item # 7a
CAO
Conway Ranch Update

The 6W Ranch
Phil & Karen West
23 Black Rock Mine Rd.
Hammil Valley, CA 93514
760-933-0053
rhodeislandalarm@hughes.net
To
From
Date
Re

: Fred Stump, Mono County Supervisor
: Phil & Karen West
: 10-01-17
: Conway Ranch Grazing

Supervisor Stump,
Both sides of our families come with a rich history in ranching and farming and we
support the grazing of livestock in the Conway Ranch area.
The obvious arguments in favor include not only the agricultural economy, which is an
often times forgotten yet large portion of Mono County's economy, but wild land fire
mitigation as well (as stated in the staff report). However, we vehemently disagree with
the possible negative impact assumptions to, "riparian areas," as listed within the report.
Several years ago in the Central Valley/Sierra Foothills area, cattle grazing was
prohibited due to a so called riparian area and located within seasonal wetlands. Within 3
years, invasive non-native plant species had re-established themselves and the
endangered mammal species had left the area. When this was recognized and grazing was
allowed to return, the invasive species were once again diminished, the "endangered"
native plants reestablished themselves, and the endangered mammal species returned.
Ranchers and Farmers may be the premier stewards of the land. If they don't take care of
the land, the land won't take care of them. In these times however, we are up against
those that incorrectly/incoherently thump the environmental bible, and with no facts to
base their assertions. How does a yard look when it isn't mowed & trimmed? A favorite
joke of my uncle's (who spent his life farming in the Sacramento Delta) went like this...
City Slicker: "Boy, you guys sure do live in God's country!" Farmer: "Yeah, but you
should have seen the way He took care of it before we got here."
It is our hope that the Mono County Board of Supervisors are able to clearly see past the
erroneous assertions that will certainly be brought forth, and approve of the grazing of
cattle in the Conway Ranch area. This would be a positive step forward for the care of the
area, the agricultural community, as well as the citizens and visitors of Mono County.
Respectfully,
_______________________________
Phil West

Mono County Board of Supervisors
PO Box 715
Bridgeport, CA 93517

October 2, 2017

Re: Cattle RFP for Conway Ranch
Dear Members of the Board,
I am writing to comment on the proposal before the Board tomorrow to issue an RFP for cattle
grazing at Conway and Mattly Ranches. I understand that there is a strong incentive for the
county to find a lessee to take over irrigation operations at the ranch. Furthermore, the proposal
to offer a lease of ten years duration is based on the need to recover the investment required by
the lessee for infrastructure development. I also appreciate that county staff recognize that any
new proposal for grazing must be evaluated under CEQA because a grazing lease whether shortor long-term, is a project that may have a significant effect on the environment and is therefore
subject to CEQA.
My concern is that this proposal is premature, because a CEQA analysis must be based on
current baseline environmental surveys of sensitive resources on the property—including plants,
animals, soils and water quality. I am not aware that such surveys have been recently done and
strongly urge the county, in consultation with the appropriate wildlife resource agencies, to
undertake such surveys. Otherwise, it will be difficult to analyze whether positive or negative
impacts to resources could occur, avoid negative impacts and develop a comprehensive
monitoring plan.
The county is to be commended for suspending domestic sheep grazing operations to avoid
impacts to the Sierra Nevada Bighorn Sheep. Now is an important opportunity to assess current
environmental conditions before moving ahead with new projects that will affect that
environment.
Thanks to the staff and the Board for your efforts on this issue.
Sincerely,
Ilene Mandelbaum
PO Box 89
Lee Vining, Ca 93541
monogreens@aol.com

Honorable Mono County Board of Supervisors,

Mr. Tony Dublino, of your staff, recently informed the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service)
of tomorrow's October 3, 2017, meeting of the Mono County Board of Supervisors. As part of
the meeting agenda, management of Mono County’s Conway Ranch property will be discussed.
As you are aware, the Conway property contains important habitat for federally endangered
Sierra Nevada bighorn sheep, the Bi-State population of Greater sage-grouse, and other native
plants and wildlife. Therefore, we are writing to express our agency's ongoing support for
managing Conway Ranch for the conservation of plant and wildlife species, as well as for the
good of Mono County residents. Unfortunately, we are unable to send a representative to
tomorrow's meeting.

Regardless, the Service continues to appreciate Mono County's continued coordination with the
Service (via the Reno Fish and Wildlife Office) and the State of California (via the California
Department of Fish and Wildlife) regarding the management of Conway Ranch and its
associated wildlife populations and habitat, for the benefit of wildlife species as well as the
American public. We remain willing and available to assist Mono County with future decisions
related to the future management of this property and its natural resources. Please don't hesitate
to contact our office with any questions or comments. We look forward to continuing to work
with you and/or your staff in the future.

Sincerely,
Carolyn

Carolyn W. Swed
Field Supervisor
Reno Fish and Wildlife Office
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
Desk 775.861.6337
Cell 775.997.6483

October 3, 2017
Regular Meeting
Item # 7d
Public Works
Emergency Road Repairs

October 3, 2017
Regular Meeting
Item # 7f
CAO /
Community Develop.
County Counsel
Sustainable Groundwater
Management Act Update

(760) 878-0001
FAX: (760) 878-2552
EMAIL: mail@inyowater.org
WEB: http://www.inyowater.org
P.O. Box 337
135 South Jackson Street
Independence, CA 93526

COUNTY OF INYO
WATER DEPARTMENT
September 28, 2017
TO:

Owens Valley Groundwater Authority Members

FROM:

Inyo County Water Department

SUBJECT:

Second Draft GSP Development Budget

The Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement creating the Owens Valley Groundwater Authority
(Article II Section 4.1 – GSP Development Budget) requires that:
…within six months of the formation of the Authority, the Inyo County Water Department
shall, with input from any Members and as it otherwise deems appropriate, develop the
Authority’s initial budget for development of the GSP [Groundwater Sustainability Plan]
over a multi-year period (i.e. until the GSP is approved for implementation) within the
requirements of the SGMA (hereinafter referred to as the “GSP Development Budget”).
The GSP Development Budget shall function as a forecasting tool for the Members to
guide them in their respective Funding Contribution decisions…
Upon notice from the Inyo County Water Department that the GSP Development Budget
is complete and ready for approval, the Authority shall place the matter on the next
possible Board meeting agenda. The Board of Directors shall adopt the GSP
Development Budget as submitted by the Inyo County Water Department. In other words,
approval of the GSP Development Budget shall be a ministerial act of the Board of
Directors, provided, however, that it may be modified by the Board at a subsequent
meeting(s) by a majority of the votes of the Directors appointed by the Members and
Associates.
The Water Department has prepared a second draft GSP Development Budget, and is soliciting
input from the Authority Members concerning the second draft budget. The first draft
distributed on September 11 has been modified based on comments from the City of Bishop and
information from the DWR SGMA Groundwater Sustainability Plan Preparation Workshop held
on September 20 in Clovis, California.

The two tables below make up the GSP Development Budget. Table 1 identifies administrative
expenses that will in general be borne by GSA members in one fashion or another. For purposes
of budgeting (and demonstrating match requirements in any grant application) the costs of these
tasks should be recognized in the budget; however, it is assumed that these tasks could be
performed by member agencies and credited against their respective funding commitments or on
a contract reimbursement basis. As you review this draft budget, if you believe that your agency
may be interested in performing any of the identified administrative tasks, please let us know
along with your proposed hourly rate. While discussions of which agency may provide which
services can be discussed and agreed upon later, along with the resulting contract agreements,
knowing what folks may be interested in doing now, and for what price would be helpful in
refining the budget before it is submitted to the JPA Board for Approval.
Table 2 describes tasks that would be undertaken by a contractor preparing the GSP, which may
be funded by a grant if the GSA is a successful grant applicant. The GSP Development Budget
set out below is assumed to be a three-year project, anticipating that the GSP would be prepared
and submitted to DWR for review by mid-2021 and implemented well prior to the January 31,
2022 deadline by which the basin must be managed under a GSP. The Administrative Budget
(Table 1) is based on Water Department staffs’ experience with grants, proposals, RFP/RFQs,
meeting preparation, and contract management. The Plan Preparation Budget (Table 2) was
developed based on budgets from other basins, with consideration of basin-specific aspects of the
Owens Valley Groundwater Basin. This draft budget is approximate, with a likely range of
uncertainty of ±30%. As noted above, this budget can be modified in the future by the GSA
Board of Directors. This budget is not yet refined into annual budgets, but approximate annual
budgets can be determined by assuming these figures will be distributed about equally over three
years.
As you can see, the Budget seems promising and workable. Even without obtaining a grant that
will substantially reduce out-of-pocket costs, $707,625 for three years equates to $235,875 per
year. Split equally between the 11 member agencies (not accounting for Associate member
contributions) the cost is $21,443 per member per year with each agency sharing equally in
voting. If only four (4) of the 11 member agencies agree to fund equal amounts of the GSP (and
assuming no partial funding) the cost is $58,969 per year for those four (4) agencies with each of
the four (4) agencies having an equal number of votes. If we are successful in obtaining a grant
that covers plan preparation costs, then $138,125 split among 11 member agencies for three
years would be $4,186 annually, or less if the contract administration is funded through the grant.
This analysis is preliminary and we hope, once the Board is constituted and votes apportioned
based on funding commitments, that contributions from Associates and/or a successful grant
application can reduce Member contributions further.
We are also happy to meet to discuss the draft budget in person, by phone, or by e-mail before
the JPA Board meeting which is scheduled for October 5, 2017 at 3PM at the Fire Training
Facility in Bishop.

15. Plan review
16. Plan approval

Description
Comply with JPA formation
requirements.
JPA submits required material to DWR to
form a GSA.
Four existing GSA’s withdraw their
notices so that JPA/GSA can assume GSA
status for whole basin
Inyo WD prepares initial budget for JPA
members to identify funding level.
Website development and maintenance
for meeting information and SGMA
related documents.
JPA members commit to funding levels,
elect officers.
Develop and submit proposal to DWP for
funds to prepare plan.
Manage contract for plan preparation
and provide technical assistance to
contractor.
Notice meetings and public hearings;
prepare agendas, minutes, other
materials; maintain contact list.
Attorney services to GSA – Brown Act
compliance, bylaws preparation.
Contact potential Associates and
Interested Parties to determine their
interest in participation.
GSA may request a basin boundary
modification, either for TV/Owens
division or extrication of Starlite
CASGEM compliance has to be
maintained
Prepare and circulate RFP/RFQ for
contractor to prepare plan, enter
contract.
Review of contractor’s product.
Approval of final plan for submittal.

17. Plan submittal to DWR
18. DWR plan review
19. GSP revision and
resubmittal to DWR

Submit plan to DWR.
DWR reviews plan.
GSA revises plan as DWR’s review may
require.

1.
2.
3.

4.

Task
Submit JPA to State
Submit OVGA GSA notice
to DWR
Withdraw existing GSA
notices

5.

Preparation of initial
budget
Website development

6.

Initial meeting

7.

Grant proposal

8.

Grant administration and
technical assistance.

9.

Meeting preparation and
archiving

10. GSA counsel
11. Associates and interested
parties
12. Basin boundary
modification
13. Data submittal to State
14. Procure consultant

Table 1. GSA Administrative Tasks and Budget
Responsible Party
Deliverable
Inyo
JPA accepted by State

Approximate hours
4-8

Cost
500

JPA membership

Notice accepted by DWR

4-8

500

Inyo, Mono, Bishop,
TVGMD

Notices withdrawn by DWR

4-8

500

Inyo, review by OVGA
membership
OVGA member or
Contractor

Initial budget adopted by JPA board

5-10

680

Web site developed and maintained

$7,700 for devel. +
$2,000/yr maint.

11,700

OVGA members

Meeting held

5-8

600

Inyo

Complete grant proposal submitted
to DWR
Grant billing and reporting
maintained.

40 - 80

5,100

7% added to grant
amount

39,865

OVGA

18 meetings producing agendas,
minutes, & and meeting materials

120 – 160 + room
rental

12,600

OVGA member(s)

Legal services for JPA

300 - 450

36,000

OVGA

Address Article V of JPA

10 - 30

2,200

OVGA members desiring
basin boundary
modification
CASGEM monitoring
entities (Mono, TVGMD)
Inyo

Submit complete basin boundary
modification to DWR

0 - 80

5,100

CASGEM monitoring entities submit
data to DWR
RFP/RFQ circulated, contract entered

20 - 40

2,040

40

3,400

OVGA, stakeholders, public
OVGA

JPA member review plan
JPA board adopts plan

14,960
--

OVGA, Contractor
DWR
OVGA, Contractor

Plan is submitted to DWR
DWR identifies revisions to plan
Revises Plan

150 - 200
Budgeted in
meetings
4
-20 - 40

Inyo

GSA Administrative Tasks Total

340
-2040

138,125

1.

Task
Initial meeting

2.

Data and document
compilation, review,
and management

3.

GSP area and GSA
information

4.

Hydrogeologic
conceptual model

5.

Groundwater
conditions
Water budget

6.

7.

Identify
management areas

8.

Interagency
agreements

9.

Define sustainability
criteria

10. Progress report
public meeting

Table 2. Groundwater Sustainability Plan Preparation Tasks and Budget
Description
Responsible Party
Deliverable
Plan preparation consultant meets with GSA
OVGA, Contractor
Presentation materials and meeting
and public to discuss GSP requirements, GSP
summary.
goals and objectives, and GSP outline.
Consultant works with GSA members to
OVGA, Contractor
Library of documents;
compile available documents and data related
database/repository of groundwater
to GSP preparation, including technical
data.
standards, monitoring plans, reporting
protocols, reports, studies, plans, models, and
court documents. Describe current basin
condition with respect to SGMA sustainability
criteria. Data gaps identified. Compilation of
groundwater data. Develop a system for
storing and accessing documents and data.
Describe institutional and jurisdictional
OVGA, Contractor
Plan content (Description of Plan
framework, demographics, and land use plans
Area)
and practices, additional information related to
gw management in GSA/GSP area.
Describe groundwater system (structural
Contractor
Plan content (Basin Setting)
geology, hydrostratigraphy, recharge and
discharge zones, hydraulic parameters, basin
boundary conditions, water quality). Includes
maps, cross-sections, and other graphical
rendering of content.
Presentation of existing and historical
Contractor
Plan content (Basin Setting)
conditions related to SGMA undesirable results
Quantify budgets based on Tasks 2, 4, and 5.
Contractor
Plan content (Basin Setting)
Identify basin-wide and management-area
water budgets.
Identify management areas based on
OVGA, Contractor
Plan content (Basin Setting)
hydrogeologic and managerial considerations
based on Tasks 2, 3, and 4.
Develop coordination and data sharing
OVGA, Contractor
Plan content ( Interagency
agreements with other agencies that managing
Agreements)
groundwater in basin that are not subject to
SGMA (LADWP, tribes, State, Feds)
Identify and discuss SGMA undesirable results’
OVGA, Contractor
Plan content (Sustainable
applicability to Owens Valley Basin. Show
Management Criteria)
where undesirable results are or are not
present. Identify minimum thresholds and
measurable objectives.
Report on progress in a public workshop
OVGA, Contractor
Meeting presentation materials and
setting and receive public comment
meeting notes

Approximate Hours
60 – 90 + travel

Cost
15,000

250 – 350

60,000

100 - 150

22,000

150 - 300

35,000

100 - 150

26,000

200 - 275

47,500

175 - 225

24,000

100 - 150

25,000

125 - 175

27,000

60 – 90 + travel

15,000

11. Develop/refine
monitoring program
12. Identify and
describe projects
and management
actions

13. Develop
implementation
schedule & budget
14. Develop system for
annual reporting.
15. Compilation,
presentation, and
submittal of GSP

16. Revise according to
DWR evaluation and
assessment
17. Coordination
meetings

Refine existing monitoring programs as
necessary to track basin conditions with
respect to sustainability criteria.
Identify projects to mitigate groundwater
problems, including monitoring network
improvements, studies to circumstances that
may lead to undesirable groundwater
conditions, revisions and updates to
groundwater models, and management area
specific projects. Develop goals and objectives,
scope, tasks, budget, and schedule for projects.
Develop schedule and estimate ongoing
monitoring, management, and reporting costs
for GSA.
Develop strategy and tools for streamlining
annual reporting process.

OVGA, Contractor

Plan content (Sustainable
Management Criteria)

100 - 150

25,000

OVGA, Contractor

Plan content (Projects and
Management Actions to
Achieve/Maintain Sustainability
Goals)

200 - 250

47,000

Contractor

Plan content (Plan Implementation)

30 - 40

7,000

Contractor

50 - 70

12,000

Compile GSP administrative draft for internal
review; revise based on internal review,
compile public release draft; attend public
hearing; based on public hearing and direction
from GSA, compile final draft. Submit final
draft to state for review.
Address deficiencies and corrective actions
identified by DWR, and resubmit.

Contractor

Templates and procedures for
producing and submitting annual
reports
Final Plan for submittal to DWR

600 - 750

135,000

Contractor

Revised final plan accepted by DWR

60 - 80

15,000

Monthly or bimonthly calls with GSA staff to
coordinate plan development activities and
maintain progress throughout project.

OVGA, Contractor

Call notes and action items

125 - 175

32,000

Contractor cost subtotal
18. Contract
administration

Administration of DWR contract (contracting,
invoicing, reporting)

Inyo

7% of Contractor cost subtotal

569,500
39,865

Plan Preparation Total

609,365

GSA Administrative Budget
Plan Preparation Contractor
Total

138,125
569,500
707,625

3-Year Budget Total

October 3, 2017
Regular Meeting
Item # 11a
Community Develop.
Cannabis Policy and
Regulations Workshop

October 3, 2017
Mono County Board of Supervisors
Comments regarding Cannabis in Mono County
Honorable Supervisors,
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments as you deliberate regarding the
appropriate implementation of regulations for cannabis in Mono County. I commend the
Board for its efforts to craft reasonable regulations to implement this, and especially
want to express appreciation for the staff of the Community Development Department
for their work on the issue. I would like to share the following comments:
In the November 2017 election, voters in Mono County voted 61.58% in favor of
Proposition 64, to allow for recreational and personal use of cannabis. In the Mono
Basin precinct, the percentage in favor was even higher, however the by-precinct
results are no longer available on the County website.
This summer, I had the opportunity to spend a month in Oregon, which is quite a ways
ahead of California in addressing the cannabis issue. In almost every large and small
town, retail cannabis businesses are evident. They are located amongst other
businesses, in strip malls or other business locations, next to the hair and nail parlors,
Mexican restaurants, dental offices etc. There was no obvious concern with crime or
traffic, and they seemed as appropriate as any other type of business in the same area.
The interiors of the businesses were clean and orderly, the clientele well-behaved, the
staff knowledgeable and professional in demeanor, and the products labelled as to
origin and content.
I am personally in favor of allowing the potential for such a business, such as retail
stores of some kind, if someone is interested and can meet the requirements.
Proposition 64 sets a 600 foot exclusion for cannabis businesses from school facilities.
In Lee Vining, that leaves very few properties where this could occur. Add in parking
and other planning constraints, and it is very unlikely but not impossible that a business
could be established. Increasing the limit would effectively eliminate the possibility of a
viable business within the town. A Use Permit would be an appropriate way of
addressing any concerns that arise within the community.
I would like to see a least-restrictive approach to personal outdoor cultivation as allowed
under the proposition, as long as people follow the State guidelines. Requiring
cultivation to be indoors-only would increase energy use, and also create more
opportunities for electrical and building code issues that could be hazardous,
problematic and difficult to enforce. I do not believe registration with or taxation by Mono
County would be appropriate or necessary for personal use cultivation, done within
state guidelines.

Commercial cultivation is a more complex issue. I come from Humboldt County, where
unregulated cultivation is off the charts and a source of serious environmental and
social problems. Fortunately, Mono County does not have an existing out of control
situation, and has the opportunity to get ahead of the issue. State law addresses to
some degree and Mono County will no doubt be looking at: water use, proximity to
adjacent land owners, energy use, night sky, noise from generators, pesticides, and
testing and labeling of products to name a few.
My biggest concerns with commercial cultivation in the Mono Basin are noise, light
pollution and visual impacts if in greenhouses. I would have zero tolerance for additional
impacts to the dark sky, and constant noise. Also, visual impacts of greenhouses in the
Mono Basin should be considered. Size matters, and Northern California is off the
charts, with previously scenic viewsheds cluttered with greenhouses sprouting like
mushrooms from every hill and valley. I would be extremely disappointed to see
investors starting large-scale greenhouse grows on 20 acre parcels zoned agricultural
on the Bodie Road, adjacent to the Mono Basin Scenic Area. Perhaps requiring a
primary residence first, and limiting greenhouse size to no greater than that of the
primary residence, and requiring visual mitigation, will limit speculative investments
which do not fit the character of the area.
Final thought: If we over-regulate and over-tax legal cannabis, we will continue to
incentivize illegal cannabis.
Thank you for your consideration and work on this issue.
Cedar Barager
PO Box 89
Lee Vining, CA 93541
email: regarab@aol.com

October 3, 2017
Regular Meeting
Item # 11b
Code Enforcement
Compliance Agreement /
Rainbow Ridge

