Brendan Hughes To <asolomon@energy.state.ca.us>,
-l <jesusthedude @hotmail.com> <capssolarblythe@blm.gov>
06/06/2010 03:38 PM ce
bcc

Subject Comments on Solar Millennium Blythe Solar Power Project

To whom it may concern:

My name is Brendan Hughes and | would like to comment on the Solar Millennium Blythe
Solar Power Project proposal. | believe CEC should favor a modified Blythe Mesa alternative
to the Solar Millennium proposal. This alternative would have much less environmental and
visual resource impact than the applicant's proposal. CEC should not enable the destruction
of California's wild heritage by allowing these proposals on intact public land. The Blythe
Mesa alternative meets all of the legitimate goals of the original proposal, without its
destructive consequences. The fact that CEC has several private land proposals before it,
such as the Beacon Solar Energy Project and the Abengoa Harper Dry Lake Project, and two
operational projects on private land at Kramer Junction and Harper Lake, demonstates that
this type of development is feasible. CEC should have no sympathy for Chevron (a
multi-billion dollar international corporation) and Solar Millennium's protestations that they
would have to deal with 20-40 private landowners to consolidate land for the Blythe Mesa
Alternative. Additionnally, Solar Millennium does not need to create such as large power
plant. Most of the projects currently before the CEC are 600 MW or less. A 1,000 MW plant
is an enormous, untested endeavor. CEC should think about approving such a large plant
when the largest plant currently in operation is less than 200 MW.

The fact that the visual impacts of the proposed project cannot be mitigated, along with the
unknown quantities of cultural resources on the site, should give CEC pause. Also, despite
what you say, the loss of 8,000 or so acres of intact desert habitat cannot be mitigated.

Thank you for your consideration.
Brendan Hughes

61093 Prescott Trail
Joshua Tree, CA 92252

The New Busy think 9 to 5 is a cute idea. Combine multiple calendars with Hotmail. Get
busy.



Brendan Hughes To <capssolarblythe@blm.gov>
P <jesusthedude @hotmail.com>

06/06/2010 03:45 PM

cc
bcc

Subject Comments on Blythe Solar project (Solar Millennium)

I urge BLM to choose the No Action alternative for the Solar Millennium Blythe Solar power
project. See my comments below to the California Energy Commission:

To whom it may concern:

My name is Brendan Hughes and | would like to comment on the Solar Millennium Blythe
Solar Power Project proposal. | believe CEC should favor a modified Blythe Mesa alternative
to the Solar Millennium proposal. This alternative would have much less environmental and
visual resource impact than the applicant's proposal. CEC should not enable the destruction
of California's wild heritage by allowing these proposals on intact public land. The Blythe
Mesa alternative meets all of the legitimate goals of the original proposal, without its
destructive consequences. The fact that CEC has several private land proposals before it,
such as the Beacon Solar Energy Project and the Abengoa Harper Dry Lake Project, and two
operational projects on private land at Kramer Junction and Harper Lake, demonstates that
this type of development is feasible. CEC should have no sympathy for Chevron (a
multi-billion dollar international corporation) and Solar Millennium's protestations that they
would have to deal with 20-40 private landowners to consolidate land for the Blythe Mesa
Alternative. Additionnally, Solar Millennium does not need to create such as large power
plant. Most of the projects currently before the CEC are 600 MW or less. A 1,000 MW plant
is an enormous, untested endeavor. CEC should think about approving such a large plant
when the largest plant currently in operation is less than 200 MW.

The fact that the visual impacts of the proposed project cannot be mitigated, along with the
unknown quantities of cultural resources on the site, should give CEC pause. Also, despite
what you say, the loss of 8,000 or so acres of intact desert habitat cannot be mitigated.
Thank you for your consideration.

Brendan Hughes

61093 Prescott Trail
Joshua Tree, CA 92252

Hotmail has tools for the New Busy. Search, chat and e-mail from your inbox. Learn more.
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]] METROPOLITAN WATER DISTRICT OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA

Executive Office

JUNE 15, 2010 Via Electronic & U.S. Mail
Alan Solomon Allison Shaffer

Siting, Transmission and Environmental Project Manager

Protection Division Palm Springs South Coast Field Office
California Energy Commission Bureau of Land Management

1516 Ninth Street, MS-15 1201 Bird Center Drive

Sacramento, CA 95814 Palm Springs, California 92262

To Whom it May Concern:

Notice of Availability of the Draft Environmental

Impact Statement and Revised Staff Assessment for the Chevron Energy Solutions/Solar
Millennium, Blythe Solar Power Project and Possible California Desert Conservation
Area Plan Amendment, CEC Docket No. 09-AFC-6, BLM Docket No. CACA 48811

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California (Metropolitan) reviewed the Revised
Staff Assessment and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (collectively, “DEIS”) for the
Blythe Solar Power Project and Possible California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment
(Project). The U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is the lead agency under the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) for the DEIS and the California Energy Commission (CEC)
is the lead agency (for licensing thermal power plants 50 megawatts and larger) under the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) and has a certified regulatory program under
CEQA. Under its certified program, CEC is exempt from having to prepare an environmental
impact report. Its certified program, however, requires environmental analysis of the project or a
“staff assessment,” including an analysis of alternatives and mitigation measures to minimize
any significant adverse effect the project may have on the environment.

Metropolitan is pleased to submit comments for consideration by BLM and CEC during the
public comment period for the DEIS and staff assessment.! In sum, Metropolitan provides these
comments to ensure that any potential impacts on its facilities in the vicinity of the Project and
on the Colorado River water resources are adequately addressed.

! Comments on the DEIS and Revised Staff Assessment are due June 16, 2010 per the Federal
Register notice. 75 Fed. Reg. 13275 (March 19, 2010). This comment deadline applies to the
CEC’s Revised Staff Assessment issued June 4, 2010 regardless of whether it is finalized
separately from BLM’s DEIS as the relevant comment periods may not be reduced or altered
retroactively.

700 N. Alameda Street, Los Angeles, California 90012 « Mailing Address: P.O. Box 54153, Los Angeles, California, 90054-0153 » Telephone: (213) 217-6000
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Background

Metropolitan is a public agency and regional water wholesaler. It is comprised of 26 member
public agencies serving more than 19 million people in six counties in Southern California. One
of Metropolitan’s major water supplies is the Colorado River via Metropolitan’s Colorado River
Aqueduct (CRA). Metropolitan holds an entitlement to water from the Colorado River. The
CRA consists of tunnels, open canals and buried pipelines. CRA-related facilities also include
above and below ground reservoirs and aquifers, access and patrol roads, communication
facilities, and residential housing sites. The CRA, which can deliver up to 1.2 million acre-feet
of water annually, extends 242 miles from the Colorado River, through the Mojave Desert and
into Lake Mathews. Metropolitan has five pumping plants located along the CRA, which
consume approximately 2,400 gigawatt-hours of energy when the CRA is operating at full
capacity.

Concurrent with its construction of the CRA in the mid-1930s, Metropolitan constructed 305
miles of 230 kV transmission lines that run from the Mead Substation in Southern Nevada, head
south, then branch east to Parker, California, and then west along Metropolitan’s CRA.
Metropolitan’s CRA transmission line easements lie on federally-owned land, managed by BLM.
The transmission lines were built for the sole and exclusive purpose of supplying power from the
Hoover and Parker projects to the five pumping plants along the CRA.

Metropolitan’s ownership and operation of the CRA and its 230 kV transmission system is vital
to its mission to provide Metropolitan’s 5,200 square mile service area with adequate and
reliable supplies of high-quality water to meet present and future needs in an environmentally
and economically responsible way.

Project Understanding

Pursuant to the Project Description in the DEIS, Solar Millennium, LLC and Chevron Energy
Solutions, the joint developers of this project (collectively, “Proponents™), propose to construct,
own, and operate the Blythe Solar Power Project. The project is a concentrated solar thermal
electric generating facility with four adjacent, independent, and identical solar plants of 250
megawatt (MW) nominal capacity each for a total capacity of 1,000 MW nominal.

The Project will utilize solar parabolic trough technology to generate electricity. With this
technology, arrays of parabolic mirrors collect heat energy from the sun and refocus the radiation
on a receiver tube located at the focal point of the parabola. A heat transfer fluid (HTF) is heated
to high temperature (750°F) as it circulates through the receiver tubes. The heated HTF is then
piped through a series of heat exchangers where it releases its stored heat to generate high
pressure steam. The steam is then fed to a traditional steam turbine generator where electricity is
produced.

The Project water needs would be met by use of groundwater pumped from one of two wells on
the plant site. Water for domestic uses by project employees would also be provided by onsite
groundwater treated to potable water standards. During construction, the Project proponent
anticipates using up to 4,100 acre-feet of water over the course of 60 months. Following
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construction and for long-term operations, the average total annual water usage for all four units
combined is estimated to be about 600 acre-feet per year (afy).

The Project site is located approximately two miles north of U.S. Interstate-10 (I-10) and eight
miles west of the City of Blythe in an unincorporated area of Riverside County, California. The
Blythe Airport is about one mile south of the site. The applicants have applied for a right-of-way
grant from BLM for about 9,400 acres of flat desert terrain. The total area that will be disturbed
by Project construction and operation will be about 7,030 acres. The area inside the project's
security fence, within which all Project facilities will be located, will occupy approximately
5,950 acres.

Land Use Issues: Potential Impacts on Metropolitan Facilities

Although Metropolitan has not yet identified any direct impacts, the Project is in the general
vicinity of Metropolitan facilities, perhaps as close as 8 miles. As described above, Metropolitan
currently has a significant number of facilities, real estate interests, and fee-owned rights-of-way,
easements, and other properties (Facilities) located on or near BLM-managed land in southern
California that are part of our water distribution system. Metropolitan is concerned with
potential direct or indirect impacts that may result from the construction and operation of any
proposed solar energy project on or near our Facilities. In order to avoid potential impacts,
Metropolitan requests that the final EIS and staff assessment include an assessment of potential
impacts to Metropolitan’s Facilities with proposed measures to avoid or mitigate significant
adverse effects.

Metropolitan is also concerned that locating solar projects near or across its electrical
transmission system could have an adverse impact on Metropolitan’s electric transmission-
related operations and Facilities. From a reliability and safety aspect, Metropolitan is concerned
with development of any proposed projects and supporting transmission systems that would
cross or come in close proximity with Metropolitan’s transmission system. Metropolitan
requests that the final EIS and staff assessment analyze and assess any potential impacts to
Metropolitan’s transmission system.

Water Resources: Potential Impacts on Colorado River and Local Water Supplies

Metropolitan is also concerned about the Project’s potential direct and cumulative impacts on
water supplies, specifically potential impacts on Colorado River and local groundwater supplies.
As noted above, Metropolitan holds an entitlement to imported water supplies from the Colorado
River. Water from the Colorado River is allocated pursuant to federal law and is managed by the
Department of the Interior, Bureau of Reclamation (USBR). In order to lawfully use Colorado
River water, a party must have an entitlement to do so. See Boulder Canyon Project Act of 1928,
43 U.S.C. §§ 617, et seq.; Arizona v. California, 547 U.S. 150 (2006).

As noted above, the Project proposes to use approximately 4,100 af of water during construction
and 600 afy for long-term operations, using groundwater from a groundwater basin that is
hydrogeologically connected to the Colorado River, within an area referred to as the “accounting
surface.” The extent of accounting surface area for the Colorado River was determined by the
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U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) and USBR as part of an on-going rule-making process. See
Notice of Proposed Rule Regulating the Use of the Lower Colorado River Without an
Entitlement, 73 Fed. Reg. 40916 (July 16, 2008); USGS Scientific Investigation Report No.
2008-5113. To the extent the Project uses Colorado River water, it must have a documented
right to do so.

Entities in California are using California’s full apportionment of Colorado River water, meaning
that all water is already contracted and no new water entitlements are available in California. In
addition, the California contractors have agreed in the 1931 Seven Party Agreement to prioritize
the delivery of California’s Colorado River water among themselves. Under this priority
agreement, proponents would have to obtain water from the existing junior priority holder,
Metropolitan, which has the authority to sell water for power plant use. Metropolitan is willing
to discuss the exchange of a portion of its water entitlement subject to any required approvals by
Metropolitan’s Board of Directors and so long as the Proponents agree to provide a replacement
supply through an agreement with Metropolitan. As required by mitigation measures
SOIL&WATER-2 and SOIL&WATER-16 in the Revised Staff Assessment, Proponents must
fully address the impacts on Colorado River water resources and provide full mitigation for such
impacts, including replacement of supply.

Additionally, CEC should assess the potential cumulative impacts of the use of the scarce
Colorado River and local groundwater supplies in light of other pending renewable energy
projects within the Colorado River Basin and the local groundwater regions. Metropolitan
requests that the final EIS and staff assessment address the Proponent’s water supply and any
potential direct or cumulative impacts from this use.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide input to your planning process and we look forward to
receiving future environmental and related documentation on this project. If we can be of further
assistance, please contact Dr. Debbie Drezner at (213) 217-5687.

Very truly yours,

e ) Ko

Delaine W. Shane
Manager, Environmental Planning Team

DSD/dsd
(Public Folders/EPT/Letters/EPT Final Letters PDF/2010/15-JUN-10C.doc)

Enclosures: Map
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Jeff Aardahl To "CAPSSolarBlythe@blm.gov" <CAPSSolarBlythe@blm.gov>
<jaardahl@defenders.org>

06/16/2010 05:12 PM

cc
bcc
Subject

Dear Sir:
Defenders of Wildlife is pleased to submit comments on the proposed Blythe Solar Power Project.

Please contact me if you have questions or need additional information.

Thank you.

Jeff Aardahl

California Representative

1303 J Street, Suite 270 Sacramento, CA 95814
Tel: 916-313-5800 x110 | Fax: 916-313-5812

jaardahl@defenders.org | www.defenders.org

g

Blythe Solar project S4_DEIS Commentz_BLM_ Defenders_Final.... pdf



California Office
1303 | Streer, Suitc 270 | Sacramenmo, OA atiig | el srdangston |z ardais.she
wuw.defenders.arg

June 16, 2010

Allison Shaffer, Project Manager
Bureau of Land Management

Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office
1201 Bird Center Drive

Palm Springs, CA 92262

via email to: CAPSolarBlythe@blm.gov

Re: Comments on the Draft Environmental |mpact Statement/Staff Assessment for the
Chevron Energy Solutions/Solar Millennium (CESSM) Blythe Solar Power Plant (BSPP)
and Possible California Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment (Federal Register,
4/6/10 Notices, Vol. 75, No. 65: 17431)

Dear Ms. Schaffer:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the Staff Assessment/Draft
Environmental | mpact Statement (SA/DEIS) for the proposed Blythe Solar Power Project. These
comments are submitted on behalf of Defenders of Wildlife (Defenders), a non-profit public
interest conservation organization with more than 1,000,000 members and supporters nationally,
200,000 of which reside in California.

Defenders is dedicated to protecting all wild animals and plantsin their natural communities. To
this end, we employ science, public education and participation, media, legislative advocacy,
litigation, and proactive on-the-ground solutions in order to impede the accelerating rate of
extinction of species, associated loss of biological diversity, and habitat alteration and
destruction.

Aswe transition toward a clean energy future, it isimperative for our future and the future of our
wild places and wildlife that we strike a balance between addressing the near term impact of
large scale solar development with the long-term impacts of climate change on our biological
diversity, fish and wildlife habitat, and natural landscapes. To ensure that the proper balance is
achieved, we need smart planning for renewable power that avoids and minimizes adverse
impacts on wildlife and wild lands. These projects should be placed in the least harmful
locations, near existing transmission lines and already disturbed lands.

We strongly support the emission reduction goals found in the Global Warming Solutions Act of
2006, AB 32, including the development of renewable energy in California. However, we urge
that in seeking to meet our renewable energy portfolio standard in California, project proponents
design their projects in the most sustainable manner possible. This is essential to ensure that
project approval moves forward expeditiously and in a manner that does not sacrifice our fragile
desert landscape and wildlife in the rush to meet our renewable energy goals.

Mationnl Hendquarters
wye a7th Streer, MW
Washingron, [.C. zo0036-4604
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We strongly support renewable energy production and utilization, but we do not consider the
construction of large-scale projects, and especially the very large solar energy projects proposed
on undisturbed public lands in the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA), to bethe
primary way to meet our renewable energy goals. We believe such large scale solar projects
must be located on degraded or disturbed land such as abandoned agricultural fields, industrial
sites, and near existing structures before public lands containing natural plant and animal
communities are considered.

The proposed project would entail the exclusive use of approximately 9,500 acres of public land
managed by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The project would entail the construction,
operation, and eventual decommissioning of solar-thermal electrical generating facility with a
rated power output of approximately 1,000 MW. The proposed project would entail the
construction, installation and operation of four independent powerplants of 250 MW each.
Defenders submitted scoping comments on the proposed project on December 23, 2009.

Our comments are specifically directed at the Draft Environmental |mpact Statement component
of the subject document. We have submitted comments on the Staff Assessment portion of the
document to Alan Solomon of the California Energy Commission (CEC). Our comments are
presented below by subject:

I. National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA)

Purpose and Need: In specifying their EIS obligations under the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA), federal agencies must “specify the underlying purpose and need to which
the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives including the proposed action.” 40 C.F.R.
§1502.13. Courts “have interpreted NEPA to preclude agencies from defining the objectives of
their actions in terms so unreasonably narrow that they can be accomplished by only one
alternative (i.e. the applicant’ s proposed project).” Colorado Environmental Coalition v.
Dombeck, 185 F.3d 1162, 1165, 1174 (10th Cir. 1999), at 1174 (citing Smmons v. United Sates
Corpsof Eng'rs, 120 F.3d 664, 669 (7th Cir. 1997)).

BLM Purpose and Need: According to the DEIS, the stated purpose and need for the proposed
project isto “...respond to Palo Verde Solar I's application under TitleV of FLPMA (43 U.S.C.
1761) for a ROW grant to construct, operate, and decommission a solar thermal facility on public
lands in compliance with FLPMA, BLM ROW regulations, and other Federal applicable laws.”
(SA/DEIS a A-11). In addition, “the BLM will decide whether to approve, approve with
modification, or deny issuance of a ROW grant to Palo Verde Solar 1 for the proposed BSPP.
The BLM’s actions will also include consideration of amending the CDCA Plan concurrently.”
Id.

BLM Authorities: In addition to authorities granted to BLM through the Federal Land Policy and
Management Act (FLPMA), the DEIS indicates that the Energy Policy Act of 2005 “...requires
the Department of the Interior (BLM’ s parent agency) to approve at least 10,000 MW of
renewable energy on public lands by 2015.” (DEIS a A-12).




Comment: Instead of the current purpose and need statement focusing on the BLM responding
to aright of way application under Title V of FLPMA, we recommend that the purpose and need
statement address the need to generate and greater amounts of electrical energy from renewable
energy sources so that dependency on carbon-based fuels is reduced, and to contribute to the
requirement to generate certain minimum amounts of renewable energy to comply with State and
federal standards. By providing a broader statement of purpose and need, BLM ensuresthe
NEPA documents are legally defensible documents.

Comment: By so radically narrowing the scope of the project’s purpose, BLM has
impermissibly constricted the range of alternatives considered. See Carmel by the Seav. U.S
DOT, 123 F.3d 1142, 1155 (9th Cir. 1995). Further, BLM has misinterpreted the intent of
Congress in the Energy Policy Act in stating that the law “requires’ BLM to approve at least
10,000 MW of renewable energy from public lands by 2015. (SA/DEIS at A-13). Rather, the
Act encourages the Secretary of the Interior to approve a minimum of 10,000 MW of renewable
energy from the public lands by the year 2015, which is correctly stated elsewhere in the
document (see SA/DEIS a B.2-10).

Project Alternatives. In addition to properly defining the purpose and need of an agency
action, agencies must consider a range of reasonable alternatives to the agency action in the EIS.
See 42 U.S.C. 84332(2)(E). Therange of alternativesis “the heart of the environmental impact
statement.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14. NEPA requires BLM to “rigorously explore and objectively
evaluate’ arange of alternatives to proposed federal actions.” See 40 C.F.R. 8§ 1502.14(a) and
1508.25(c). The purpose of this requirement is “to insist that no major federal project should be
undertaken without intense consideration of other more ecologically sound courses of action,
including shelving the entire project, or of accomplishing the same result by entirely different
means.” Environmental Defense Fund v. Cops of Engineers, 492 F.2d 1123, 1135 (5th Cir.
1974); see also Methow Valley Citizens Council v. Regional Forester, 833 F.2d 810 (Sth Cir.
1987), rev’d on other grounds, 490 U.S. 332 (1989) (agency must consider alternative sites for a
project).

Comment: We are pleased that several alternatives are considered under both NEPA and
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) standards by both BLM and the CEC. However,
we are very concerned that areduced acreage alternative that would allow for development only
on the eastern one-half of the right of way application area was not included or considered. Such
areduced acreage alternative was included in our issue scoping letter of December 23, 2009.

Our recommended reduced acreage alternative would have significantly reduced habitat loss and
impacts to several species of special concern and provided an opportunity for project expansion
to degraded private lands located immediately east of the public lands identified in the applicants
project proposa. In fact, the CEC identified and analyzed an all-private lands alternative (Blythe
Mesa Alternative) and found it to be reasonable.

Comment: The issue of site control is raised frequently by applicants, especially with regard to
siting projects on private land. This has led to a situation where utility-scale, fast-track
renewable energy projects are amost always proposed for public lands, with a few exceptions.
Applicant’s frequently cite difficulty in obtaining site control on private lands as a justification
for limiting consideration of proposed projects to public land under BLM jurisdiction. With



regard to site control, applicants should be required to demonstrate to what extent they have
sought to gain site control of private lands, including consolidation of multiple parcels. CEC and
BLM staff should refrain from simply accepting the applicant’s opinion that site control was
deemed uncertain or too costly without independent verification and concurrence by the
permitting agencies.

Comment: While we understand BLM has no jurisdiction over the use of private lands, by
automatically dismissing all such alternatives as “unreasonable” (SA/DEIS at B.2-1), BLM
appears to be acting arbitrarily. BLM has aduty to consider all potentially viable alternatives that
would avoid or minimize significant impacts to public land resources and values. NEPA
regulations require inclusion of reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead
agency. See 40 C.F.R. §1502.14(c). Dismissal of a private land alternative, or an alternative
comprised of a combination of public and private lands, is unfortunate because it would very
likely result in far fewer environmental impacts to significant cultural and biological resources.

Comment: BLM should include a reduced acreage alternative that would involve only the
environmentally suitable public lands in the eastern portion of the proposed project area. This
would enable BLM and the CEC to jointly consider an entirely new alternative that would be
comprised of a combination of BLM lands and adjacent, degraded private lands located within
Section | of the Blythe Mesa Alternative analyzed by the CEC. Combined, these two areas
would likely accommodate a project that would allow for most of the desired power output
envisioned by the applicant. BLM should strive to avoid or minimize to the maximum extent
possible, loss of wildlife habitat for Sensitive and Special Status Species, and rare Desert Wash
Woodlands, by including this recommended alternative in the NEPA process.

Cumulative Impacts Analysis:. Cumulative impact is defined as the impact on the environment
which results from the incremental impacts of the action when added to other pagt, present, and
reasonably foreseeable future action regardless of what agency or person undertakes such other
actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant
actions taking place over a period of time. 40 C.F.R. § 1508.7.

Comment: Although the SA/DEIS identifies a substantial number of existing and proposed land
use activities that have and would add to the cumulative loss of significant cultural and

biological resources, the depth of the analysis is insufficient to establish a clear condition and
trend with regard to various at-risk species and their habitats in the region. The cumulative
impact analysis should reveal the condition and trend of these resources and whether or not the
current Situation is one in which additional impacts due to projects on public land would conform
to BLM policy as expressed in Manuals 6500 (Wildlife Habitat Management) and 6840 (Special
Status Species Management), as well as legal mandates for public land management established
by the FLPMA.

FLPMA mandates that public lands: “...be managed in a manner that will protect the quality of
scientific, scenic, historical, ecological, environmental, air and atmospheric, water resource, and
archeological values; that, where appropriate, will preserve and protect certain public landsin
their natural condition; that will provide food and habitat for fish and wildlife and domestic
animals; and that will pro-vide for outdoor recreation and human occupancy and use;” (Sec.



102(8)) . FLPMA also addresses management of public lands within the CDCA: “the California
desert environment is a total ecosystem that is extremely fragile, easily scarred, and slowly
healed. (Sec. 601(a)(2)); and “the California desert environment and its resources, including
certain rare and endangered species of wildlife, plants, and fishes, and numerous archeological
and historic sites, are seriously threatened by air pollution, inadequate Federal management
authority, and pressures of increased use, particularly recreational use, which are certain to
intensify because of the rapidly growing population of southern California; (Sec. 601(a)(3)); and
lastly, “ It is the purpose of this section to provide for the immediate and future protection and
administration of the public lands in the California desert within the framework of a program of
multiple use and sustained yield, and the maintenance of environmental quality. (Sec. 601(b)).

Comment: The SA/DEIS should evaluate the impact of existing land and reasonably foreseeable
land use activities within the planning area, in addition to those of the proposed project, for their
effects on the CDCA and its fragile resources. Such an impact analysis must also address the
requirements of FLPMA so that BLM can determine whether or not the public land management
is being carried out consistent with FLPMA. We are very concerned that the “environmental
quality” of the CDCA would not be adequately maintained if utility-scale renewable energy
facilities are authorized on public lands that are largely in an undisturbed condition, and that
contain intact, functioning biological communities.

Comment: We are concerned that the SA/DEI'S concludes the project-specific and cumulative
impacts to biological resources would be insignificant after application of mitigation measures.
Specifically, the DEIS gates, “Nonetheless, although project-specific mitigation measures for the
Blythe Project and all other foreseeable future projects reduce project impacts to aless than
significant level, minor residual impacts remain that contribute to cumulative effects.”
(SA/DEIS a C.2-154). We strongly disagree with this finding. Mitigation in the form of
“replacement habitat” acquisition (compensation) rarely reduces impacts due to loss of habitat
because the opportunities for habitat enhancements that would be needed to fully offset or
substantially reduce impacts to less than significant levels are rare to non-existent. Habitat loss
and the effects on species that depend on it is the most serious impact, and the proposed
mitigation measures can't reduce the effect of such loss. Ultimately, significant habitat loss and
impact to at-risk species would occur from the effects of the proposed project. Simply securing
replacement habitat that already exists doesn’'t actually reduce or offset the effects. The most
effective way of mitigating significant impacts is through avoidance, which would entail
consideration and adoption of an alternative such as the one we have advocated for this proposed
project.

Comment: An in-depth cumulative effects analysis of the impact of the past, present and
reasonably foreseeable activities that have and will adversely impact at-risk biological resources
should be performed. The effectiveness of the mitigation measures contained in the analysis
should be reconsidered and analyzed by ateam of knowledgeable experts. The most effective
and efficient form of mitigation is impact avoidance, which is most often associated with
alternatives such as reduced project scale, alternative locations and other effective measures.

Comment: There appearsto be alack of certainty with regard to what type and extent of
mitigation would be sufficient to ensure maintenance of ecological processes and biological



resources within the planning area. Population viability for species of special concern and
wildlife habitat connectivity are two specific concerns noted in the SA/DEIS. The following
statement from the SA/DEIS underscores our concern over the adequacy of mitigation for the
proposed and foreseeable projects. “Although project-specific mitigation measures of the Blythe
Project and all other foreseeable future projects would reduce project impactsto alevel that is
not significant, there are still minor residual impacts that contribute to cumulative impacts. These
residual cumulative effects can only be addressed through a regional and coordinated planning
effort aimed at preserving and enhancing large, intact expanses of wildlife habitat and linkages,
including maintaining connections between wildlife management areas and other movement
corridors.” (SA/DEISat C.2-112 to 113).

I1. Biological Resources

Biological Resources | mpacts: The western one-half of the proposed project clearly contains
the greatest diversity and density of biological resources. Defenders staff recently examined the
proposed project site and hiked through the western half of the project areato the base of the
McCoy Mountains. This entire area contains numerous braded washes of varying size and
complexity, most of which support vegetation dependent on intermittent water flow from
precipitation events. The Desert Woodland Wash vegetation, comprised largely of Palo Verde,
Smoke Tree and Desert Ironwood, is very prominent in many of the washes. Another important
vegetation association occurring largely in desert washes is that which contains Galleta Grass,
often in combination Brittlebush and other shrubs.

Comment: The need to avoid or minimize impacts to these ephemeral desert wash habitats stems
from their ecological and habitat values in this harsh desert environment. The diversity and
physical structure of the ephemeral wash-dependent vegetation serves as the primary sheltering,
feeding, nesting and movement habitat for nearly all wildlife species, both resident and
migratory. Thisisthe primary reason for our strong support for the project alternatives identified
above. The ideal alternative would avoid all significant impacts, but reasonable alternatives
would also include the reduced size and power output option we identified in our scoping
comments and in this letter. We strongly believe that a 250 MW or 500 MW alternatives that is
located within the eastern one-half of the proposed project must considered and fully analyzed in
the SA/DEIS.

Comment: The extensive modification of the natural surface drainage system proposed to
protect the developed facilities from the effects of uncontrolled surface water flow following
precipitation events would be very detrimental to the biological resources on the site. Al
naturally occurring braded washes would be leveled and filled and surface waters captured and
diverted around the developed site through engineered drainage channels. All biological and
resources and their values would be lost. We consider alternatives to the proposed project the
only viable means of eliminating or reducing this impact to acceptable levels.

Desert Bighorn Sheep: The SA/DEIS concludes that the McCoy Mountains contains suitable
habitat for Desert Bighorn Sheep but are reported as currently unoccupied by the species. In the



2002 Northern and Eastern Colorado Desert amendments to the CDCA Plan®, BLM identified
the McCoy Mountains as an area supporting one of the numerous demes or bighorn
subpopulations that comprise the larger Southern Mojave Metapopulation. The SA/DEIS
assumes there would be no direct impact to Bighorn from the proposed project because the range
is considered void of this species, but identifies a future indirect impact of “impairment” of
habitat connectivity based on the assumption that conservation policies for this BLM Sensitive
Species will eventually result in Bighorn occupation of the McCoy Mountains. (SA/DEIS a C.2-
52).

Comment: We are unaware of any recent systematic surveys for Bighorn Sheep in the McCoy
Mountains. Current status of the Desert Bighorn in the McCoy, Little and Big Maria Mountains
and known and potential movement corridors between these ranges should be obtained from
subject-matter experts. Defenders recommend that BLM obtain such information from Dr. John
Wehausen and Steve Torres of the California Department of Fish and Game. It appearsthe CEC
staff have updated some of the information on Desert Bighorn relative the proposed project and
published it in their revised staff assessment dated June 4, 2010. The newly revised staff
assessment from the CEC indicates that the current status of Bighorn Sheep in the McCoy
Mountains is unknown because adequate inventory has not been performed, and that Desert
Bighorn have been documented as occurring in the Little Maria Mountains. The presence of
surface water at McCoy Spring located on the western slope of the range should be investigated
because it would be afocal point for Bighorn use during the late spring through fall season. The
results of such a survey would provide essential information needed to address this potential
issue in the SA/DEIS.

Comment: We believe it is possible that the McCoy Mountains are occupied by Bighorn, at least
seasonally, and that potential winter and spring seasonal foraging habitat for Bighorn Sheep
occurs on the lower slopes and washes draining from the McCoy Mountains. This scenario is
supported by statements in the SA/DEIS on page C.2-69. Considering that McCoy Spring,
located on the western slope of the range, is a potential source of permanent water, it is
extremely important that systematic Bighorn Sheep surveys throughout the range and especially
in the vicinity of McCoy Spring in the summer and fall seasons be conducted before any
conclusions are made with regard to the current status of this speciesin the range and in
relationship to the proposed project.

Comment: An analysis of the impact to future habitat connectivity should be performed so that
connective habitat can be identified in relationship to the proposed project and other planned
solar projects located to the north and northeast. It is our understanding that the California
Department of Fish and Game is developing a management plan based, in part, on
subpopulations that are interconnected and supported by movements of individual animals
between mountain ranges. Such movements and interconnected subpopulations are being
identified through various technigques including DNA analysis, radio telemetry, field sightings
and sign detection.

! Bureau of Land Management. 2002. Northern and eastern Colorado Desert coordinated management plan: An
amendment to the California Desert Conservation Area Plan of 1980. Moreno Valley, CA.



Comment: Construction of arainwater catchment or guzzler as mitigation for possible impact to
future bighorn connectivity habitat is speculative and questionable. Staff assumes a guzzler
providing areliable source of water would attract Bighorn and “expand foraging opportunitiesin
the lower elevations of the mountains to replace spring foraging habitat lost to Project facilities.”
A guzzler ingtallation as mitigation would seem more appropriate to consider if the habitat
feature being impacted was a permanent water source utilized by Bighorn. Such is not the case,
and we question whether the proposed guzzler would potentially provide any mitigation for loss
of connectivity or seasonal habitat in the lover elevations of the McCoy Mountains.

Staff concludes that the projected loss of seasonal foraging habitat for Desert Bighorn on the
eastern slope and bajada draining from the McCoy Mountains is considered significant
(SA/DEIS a C.2-96 to 97). Although the McCoy Mountains and the adjacent Little Maria
Mountains to the north across the span on McCoy Wash watershed are assumed in the SA/DEIS
to be void of Bighorn Sheep but yet suitable habitat, this assumption has not been tested through
recent systematic surveys by trained observers. Very little information was presented in the
SA/DEIS about bighorn populations and movements on aregional basis, which ranges are
currently occupied and where potential movement corridors may be located. Bighorn Sheep
management planning on a metapopulation scale is currently underway within the California
Department of Fish and Game.

I1l1. Water Resources

The proposed project would require the use of substantial amounts of groundwater to support
construction, operation and decommissioning, including site reclamation. Groundwater from the
Palo Verde Mesa Groundwater Basin (PVMGB) is proposed as the water supply in support of
the project. According to the recently published Revised Staff Assessment for the Blythe Solar
Project, CEC concludes the PVYMGB is currently in balance, with inflow and outflow of 1200
acre-feet per year being equal. The basin is also considered tributary to the Colorado River by
the U.S. Geological Survey. The Boulder Canyon Project Act, 43 U.S.C. 8§ 617 et seg., and the
Supreme Court Decree in Arizona v. California, 547 U.S. 150 (2006), require anyone who uses
Colorado River water to have a contract with the Secretary of the Interior for the use of such
water. All Colorado River water apportioned for use in Californiais already under contract.
New users, such as the applicant, could seek awater delivery subcontract with the City of
Needles (viathe Lower Colorado Water Supply Project), awater transfer or exchange agreement
with an existing contractor in California or seek awater supply that is not connected to the
Colorado River.

With the lower Colorado River over-appropriated and in the midst of drought conditions, we
support the concept in condition Soil& Water-3 of mitigating the effects of additional
withdrawals from the Colorado River. We recommend that BLM clarify that the acquisition or
creation of offsets to mitigate the withdrawal of 600 afy from the river does not obviate the need
for a Colorado River contract or approved agreement with a Colorado River contractor. See
DEIS a C.9-2 (“To mitigate the project’s contribution to impacts to the Colorado River, the
applicant must complete proposed condition of certification “Soil & Water-3”, that would
require acquisition of entitlements or offsetsto Lower Colorado River water.”). Similarly, BLM
should make it clear that the lack of final regulations from the Bureau of Reclamation regarding



the use of Colorado River without an entitlement do not obviate the need for a contract for
Colorado River water. Simply put, if wells on the proposed site withdraw Colorado River water,
acontract or an approved agreement with an existing contractor is required.

Given that al Colorado River water in Californiais already under contract and that the Lower
Colorado Water Supply Project is not aviable option for the applicant, see Letter from Gerald R.
Zimmerman, Exec. Dir., Colorado River Board, to Alan H. Solomon, California Energy
Commission (March 22, 2010), the applicant will have to enter into an agreement, to be
approved by the Bureau of Reclamation, with another contractor, the Metropolitan Water District
of Southern California (“MWD”). MWD’swater supply may be vulnerable to shortages due to
shortages on the Colorado River, in northern California, or from other sources of supply.

In order to determine the viability of the proposed project, BLM must disclose the likelihood of
the applicant obtaining a legal water supply and the reliability of that supply for the life of the
proposed project. BLM should then discuss the achievability of the proposed project in light of
physical and legal water availability at the proposed site.

V. Climate Change

The SA/DEIS notes the need to address the effects of climate change largely through reduction
of greenhouse gases and development use of renewable energy sources. The SA/DEIS does not
analyze the impacts climate change will have on species, and the effects of climate change on
habitats that would be required to sustain viable populations of at-risk species.

Comment: This “hard look” requirement of NEPA requires federal agenciesto consider climate
change in NEPA documents. BLM must consider the effect of the proposed action on climate
change, the effect of climate change on the proposed action and the effect of climate change on
the affected environment. Climate change considerations are relevant throughout the NEPA
process, from the scope of the environmental document and the description of the affected
environment to the design of the proposed action, its alternatives and their environmental
impacts. See also Addressing the Impacts of Climate Change on America s Water, Land, and
Other Natural and Cultural Resources, Secretarial Order 3289 (Feb. 22, 2010) (directing DOI
agenciesto consider and analyze climate change impacts when making major decisions affecting
DOl resources), available at
http://elips.doi.gov/app_so/act_getfiles.cfm?order_number=3289A1.

Comment: Analysis of the potential impacts of climate change on a proposed action and the
environment is necessary to assess and reduce the vulnerabilities of the proposed action to
climate change, to integrate climate change adaptation into the proposed action and alternatives
and to produce accurate predictions of environmental consequences of the proposed action and
aternatives. It will aid BLM in adequately preparing the proposed action or planning area for
the inevitability of climate change. See, e.g., Letter from Kathleen M. Goforth, Environmental
Review Office, EPA, to Ramiro Villalvazo, Forest Supervisor, Eldorado National Forest (Oct.
26, 2009), available at

http://yosemite.epa.gov/oeca/webeis.nsf/(PDFV iew)/20090313/$file/20090313.PDF?OpenEleme
nt.
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Comment: BLM should expand the analysis of the effects of the proposed project and each
alternative on biological resources and their ability to adapt to climate change, such as
occupation and use of habitat on aregional scale that may be essential in sustaining at-risk
species. Such an expanded analysis should include cumulative effects and mitigation measures,
including those associated with climate change.?

Comment: Although the SA/DEIS addressed climate change, we encourage a more in-depth
analysis of the importance of the Desert Woodland Wash habitats and habitat connectivity in
sustaining species diversity and landscape level movements as temperatures in the Southwestern
U.S. rise significantly over the next several decades, as predicted in numerous studies. BLM
should include observed and projected impacts of climate change in the region — assess whether
climate change has affected, is affecting, or will foreseeably affect each resource and incorporate
that information into the analysis of each resource. Federal and state agencies have published
reports, sudies and plans that identify the observed and projected impacts of climate change on
specific geographic areas or environmental resources and that are readily available to BLM.
BLM must consider the following impacts of climate change on the affected environment:

Fish and Wildlife: habitat, composition, shifts to higher elevatior/latitudes, reduced
vegetation food sources, atered migration routes, less available water sources,
streamflow change impacts on migratory aquatic species;

Increases in the frequency, severity, duration and extent of extreme events such as
drought, flooding, storms and heat waves,

Soil: erosion, impacts to soil moisture, fugitive dust concentrations,

Threatened and Endangered Species: effects of moisture stress on species, changes to
migration patterns;

Vegetation: Preferential CO2 metabolites, species migration, establishment of invasive
species, pathogens, warm/cool season plants, growing season;

Water: changes to availability, quality, quantity, precipitation patterns, flow regimes,
dilution, water temperatures, elevation of snow pack, annual snow pack longevity,
groundwater elevations, water rights;

Wildfire: fire frequency, fuel load quantity and composition, fuel temperatures, relative
humidity, water availability (e.g. for suppression), tree mortality due to drought and
infestations, increased severe precipitation/soil loss; and

Invasive species.

(See generally U.S. Global Change Research Program, Global Climate Change Impacts in the
United Sates (Thomas R. Karl et al. eds., 2009), available at

2 See Secretarial Order 3226, Evaluating Climate Change Impacts in Management Planning § 4 (January 16, 2009)
(“Each bureau and office of DOI shall, in amanner consistent and compatible with their respective missions:
Consider and analyze potential climate change impacts when undertaking long-range planning exercises, setting
priorities for scientific research and investigations, and/or when making major decisions affecting DOI resources’);
Council on Environmental Quality, Considering Cumulative Effects under the National Environmental Policy Act
24, 42 (1997) (including documentation and analysis of global warming in the affected environment and effects),
available at http://ceg.eh.doe.gov/nepalccenepalccenepa.htm (last visited Apr. 20, 2010).
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http://downloads.global change.gov/usimpacts/pdfs/climate-impacts-report.pdf.) Some of these
impacts and resources are explained below.

Comment: BLM must assess the impacts of proposed land use changes (i.e., construction on
thousands of acres of desert soils) on the hydrology of the affected environment that
contemplates the impacts of climate change. There is an extensive desert wash network within
the proposed project site that would be largely removed, eliminating their hydrological and
biological functions (SA/DEIS a C.2-54), and re-route them through a series of engineered
channels. (DEIS a C.2-1.) Engineered channel design is based on current conditions and the
100-year flood and is not finalized. (SA/DEIS a C.2-55.) Anincrease in the frequency or
duration of extreme rainfall events may change upstream and downstream surface water
characteristics, soil moisture and the frequency and characteristics of the 100-year flood. BLM
must evaluate the effects of climate change on surface water hydrology, the reasonableness of
the assumptions behind the 100-year flood modeling, the efficacy of the engineered channels,
and the ecological and mitigation values of the waterways to be acquired and protected in a
climate-changed environment.

Thank you for considering our comments. If you have any questions, please contact me at (916)
313-5800 x110 or viaemail at jaardahl @defenders.org.

Sincerely,

Jeff Aardahl
California Representative
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Alice Bond To "CAPSSolarBlythe@blm.gov" <CAPSSolarBlythe@blm.gov>

<alice_bond@tws.org>
- @ 9 cc Alan Solomon <Asolomon@energy.state.ca.us>,

06/16/2010 04:23 PM "jim_abbott@ca.blm.gov" <jim_abbott@ca.blm.gov>
bcc

Subject Blythe Solar Power Plant Comments - TWS and NRDC

Please accept and fully consider the following comments on the Draft EIS for the Blythe Solar Power
Plant on behalf of The Wilderness Society and the Natural Resources Defense Council.

Thank you,

Alice Bond

California/Nevada Regional Office
The Wilderness Society

655 Montgomery St., Ste 1000
San Francisco, CA 94111

Office: 415.398.1111 ext. 103

To protect wilderness and inspire Americans to care for our wild places

i

Blythe DEIS Comments Final pdf



Alice Bond To "CAPSSolarBlythe@blm.gov" <CAPSSolarBlythe@blm.gov>
<alice_bond@tws.org>

06/16/2010 04:34 PM

cc
bcc

Subject RE: Blythe Solar Power Plant Comments - TWS and NRDC

My apologies — here are the comments with the exhibit.

Alice Bond

California/Nevada Regional Office
The Wilderness Society

655 Montgomery St., Ste 1000
San Francisco, CA 94111

Office: 415.398.1111 ext. 103

To protect wilderness and inspire Americans to care for our wild places

From: Alice Bond

Sent: Wednesday, June 16, 2010 4:24 PM

To: 'CAPSSolarBlythe@blm.gov'

Cc: 'Alan Solomon'; 'jim_abbott@ca.bim.gov'

Subject: Blythe Solar Power Plant Comments - TWS and NRDC

Please accept and fully consider the following comments on the Draft EIS for the Blythe Solar Power
Plant on behalf of The Wilderness Society and the Natural Resources Defense Council.

Thank you,

Alice Bond

California/Nevada Regional Office
The Wilderness Society

655 Montgomery St., Ste 1000
San Francisco, CA 94111

Office: 415.398.1111 ext. 103

To protect wilderness and inspire Americans to care for our wild places
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THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL

June 16, 2010

CAPSSolarBlythe@blm.cov

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement and California
Desert Conservation Area Plan Amendment for the
Proposed Blythe Solar Power Plant

Ms. Allison Shaffer:

This letter constitutes the comments on the above-captioned proposed solar project and draft
environmental impact statement (DEIS) of the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) and
The Wilderness Society (TWS), national environmental membership organizations with long
histories of advocacy on behalf of the lands and resources administered by the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM). More recently these organizations have been intensively involved in the
Bureau's work to develop a comprehensive solar program as well as its efforts to “fast track” the
permitting of individual utility-scale solar projects in California so that they may be eligible for
grant funding under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009 (ARRA).

Introduction. Our organizations recognize the need to develop the nation's renewable energy
resources and to do so rapidly in order to respond effectively to the challenge of climate change.
Unique natural resources here in California are already being affected by climate change, including,
for example, the pikas of Yosemite National Park and the Joshua trees in Joshua Tree National
Park. We also recognize that renewables development can help create jobs in communities that are
eager for them, because of the nation’s economic crisis. For these and other related reasons, our
organizations are working with regulators and project proponents to move renewables projects
forward. That said, renewable development is not appropriate everywhere on the public lands and
must be balanced against the equally urgent need to protect unique and sensitive resources of the
California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA). California is lucky indeed that we have sufficient
renewable resources, including solar resources, to do their development in an environmentally and
fiscally sensitive way.'

As we and our colleagues at sister organizations have repeatedly stated, the best way to develop
the solar resources of the CDCA is through comprehensive, pro-active planning by both the
federal government and the state to identify the most appropriate areas for such development --
z.e., solar development zones -- and to guide development to those zones. See, e.g., letter dated June
29, 2009 to Interior Secretary Salazar and California's Governor Schwarzenegger and signed by 11
organizations, including our own, attached as Exhibit 1.

We support the BLM's adoption of zone designation for its forthcoming solar programmatic EIS
because of the benefits inherent in this approach, including but not limited to clustering
development of large-scale projects in appropriate places, rather than permitting them to be

! California’s Renewable Energy Transition Initiative found, for example, that the state potentially could access
500 GW of renewable energy, an order of magnitude greater than the state’s peak demand and far beyond the
ability of our electric grid could handle.



located across the landscape in numerous locations. We also applaud the agency's — and the
Interior Department’s — commitment to work closely with the State of California in the
development of the Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan which, as you may already know,
will designate not only renewable energy development zones, but also zones for conservation as
well as include a comprehensive mitigation strategy. The integration and completion of both of
these efforts offers the promise of a balanced plan that will facilitate development of renewable
resources in the Desert while protecting desert resources.

Despite our fundamental belief in the critical importance of agency-guided development of
renewables, rather than developer-initiated development, we have, as indicated, been investing a
great deal of time and effort into the fast track projects. We have done so in response to the
emphasis the Department, the BLM and the developers place on meeting ARRA deadlines as well
as the potential role these projects could play in meeting the renewable generation and economic
goals of the state and federal governments. We have also done so because we wanted to make the
projects, and especially the utility-scale solar projects, as environmentally sensitive as they can be
and because we wanted to ensure, to the extent possible, that their accompanying environmental
documents are as sound as they can be. It is now apparent to us that not even the best of the
environmental documents being produced for the fast track projects and/or the best projects
should be models or precedents for the future.

The fast track project sites were chosen without the benefit of siting criteria developed either by
desert activists, environmental organizations, scientists and others, see Renewable Siting Criteria for
California Desert Conservation Area, attached to June 29, 2009 letter referred to above, or by the
Bureau. The Bureau in fact has yet to develop any siting guidance that would help field staff,
developers and others identify appropriate sites — i.e., those with relatively low resource values and
fewer resource conflicts. Moreover, the projects themselves were designated by Interior and the
BLM as fast track projects without consideration of potential environmental issues. And, equally
important, the timetable established for review of these projects did not take into account their
scale, the agency’s lack of experience with the technologies involved, and the agency’s lack of
expertise permitting these kinds of projects.

Regardless of the outcome of the environmental review process for this or any other fast track
project, we urge the BLM and the Interior Department to acknowledge publicly the deficiencies of
the current process and to commit publicly to improving it. More specifically, we urge both
entities to affirm that neither the current process, nor any of the project sites, nor any of the
environmental documents, establish any legal or procedural precedents for future decision-making,
siting or environmental review. We make this urgent recommendation notwithstanding the fact
that this particular project appears to be proposed for a site with acceptable areas and the
accompanying DEIS represents a slight improvement in several respects over other such
documents.

The Blythe Solar Power Plant Project. The proposed project site has some characteristics that are
conducive to solar development including a location near to existing infrastructure. The proposed
site is 2 miles north of Interstate 10, which is also a designated utility corridor with existing and
planned transmission lines. See Blythe Solar Power Plant Project CEC-BLM SA/DEIS at ES-2
and B.2-13. It is also 8 miles from the city of Blythe and there are approximately 1,622 acres of
agricultural land, 147 acres of developed land (the Blythe airport) and 16 acres of disturbed land
within one mile in the study area to the east and southeast of the proposed project site. Id. C.2-13.
Another characteristic conducive to solar development is the transmission capacity that exists
approximately five miles southwest of the Blythe project site. It appears that a gen-tie line would




be built to connect to the Southern California Edison transmission system south of Interstate 10.
Id. B.1-12.

Equally important, the lands in the eastern portion of this ROW application appear to be of
comparatively lower natural resource values than some of the other ROW applications currently
being considered for ARRA funding. The entire site includes no critical habitat for any listed
species, and implicates no Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) designated by the
BLM or other special agency designation. Also, although the site does provide habitat for desert
tortoise, few desert tortoise, a federally endangered species, were found on the site, id. C.2-28,
unlike other ARRA project sites such as Tessera’s Calico project and Solar Millennium’s
Ridgecrest project which support sizable populations of this endangered species. See Calico Solar
Power Project CEC-BLM SA/DEIS at C.2-3 and Ridgecrest Solar Power Project CEC-BLM
SA/DEIS 5.3-1). While the above characteristics render some portions of the site more
appropriate than some other locations for solar development, we do still have concerns about
project impacts and the DEIS document.

Our principal concerns with the impacts of the Blythe Solar project at this time relate to three
biological resources: desert washes and dependent desert dry wash habitat located on the western
half of the ROW; Peninsular bighorn sheep which are federally endangered; and water resources
and the habitat values associated with these resources in a desert environment.

Biological Resources: The western portion of the proposed project site clearly contains the
greatest diversity and density of biological resources. The western half of the site contains
numerous braided washes of varying size and complexity, most of which support vegetation
dependent on intermittent water flow from precipitation events. The Desert Woodland Wash
vegetation (“a sensitive vegetation community by the California Natural Diversity Data Base
(CNDDB), BLM, and is also designated as state waters by CDFG,” see Blythe SA/DEIS at C.2-
17), comprised largely of Palo Verde, Smoke Tree and Desert Ironwood, is very prominent in
many of the washes. Id. C.2-17. Another important vegetation community associated with these
braided washes is the Brittlebush — Galleta Grass complex, which is “relatively uncommon” in the
California deserts. Id. In addition, the greatest abundance and diversity of plant and animal
species, including those with special status, are also concentrated in the western portion of the
proposed project site. Staff considers impacts to the 551 acres of state jurisdictional waters,
including 175.4 acres of desert dry wash woodland, and indirect impacts to as many as 133 acres to
be significant. Id. C.2-54 and C.2-55. In addition, filling and diverting the water from these washes
could “significantly alter the hydrology and wash-dependent vegetation of any features that may
occur downstream.” Id. C.2-54. Ephemeral wash-dependent vegetation serves as the primary
sheltering, feeding, nesting and movement habitat for nearly all wildlife species, both resident and
migratory. Impacts to these washes in the western portion of the proposed project site should be
avoided or minimized in order to protect the important ecological and habitat values they provide.

A second area of concern is potential impacts of the proposed project to federally endangered
bighorn sheep. The McCoy Mountains to the west of the proposed project site are believed to be
unoccupied by bighorn sheep. Id. C.2-36. However, the McCoy Mountains have been identified as
an important area for bighorn sheep recovery and sheep occur in mountain ranges adjacent to the
McCoy Mountains. The Revised Staff Assessment provides new information that confirms
bighorn sheep occurrence in the ranges near the McCoy Mountains and states that bighorn sheep
do have the ability to recolonize the McCoy Mountains in the future. See Blythe Solar Power Plant
Revised Staff Assessment C.2-38. The BLLM needs to incorporate this information into its review
of this proposed project and assess all project impacts — direct, indirect and cumulative — to this
species. In particular, an analysis of impacts to future habitat connectivity should be performed so
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that the proposed project and future projects do not prevent bighorn sheep recovery efforts and
recolonization of the McCoy Mountains and other suitable habitat. In addition, bighorn sheep are
difficult to detect in ranges like the McCoy Mountains where there may be a very low number of
individuals. Id. C.2-37. Bighorn sheep surveys throughout the McCoy Mountains and especially in
the vicinity of McCoy Spring in the summer and fall seasons should be conducted before any
conclusions are made with regard to the current status of this species in the range and in
relationship to the proposed project.

The third area of concern related to biological resources is impacts to water resources with regard
to the project’s on-site water use -- an important factor to analyze in the review of all solar projects
proposed for desert environments. The DEIS indicates that groundwater from the Palo Verde
Mesa Groundwater Basin (PVMGB) will be used to maintain and run the Blythe solar project. Id.
ES-4 and C.9-2. Although the DEIS considers impacts to the PVMGB to be insignificant, it
concludes that the project would place the basin into an overdraft condition and could have
significant impacts to the Colorado River by inducing flow from the Colorado River into the Palo
Verde Mesa. Id. C.9-2. Given this, we support the condition in Soil&Water-3 of offsetting the
project’s impacts to the lower Colorado River water. Id.

Cultural Resources: Analysis of the proposed project’s impacts to cultural resources is still
ongoing. Id. ES-16. The agencies are currently undertaking a negotiated stakeholder Programmatic
Agreement (PA) that they expect to complete midsummer. This document will address mitigation
for project impacts to cultural resources. In addition, cultural resources data compilation for the
reconfigured alternative is ongoing and the analysis of impacts to cultural resources will be
included in the Supplemental Staff Assessment that the CEC has already committed to prepare. Id.
ES-16. Pending additional information and analysis on cultural resources, we reiterate our
recommendation from our scoping comments that the BLM develop strategies to minimize and
mitigate impacts on the area’s outstanding cultural resources and engage in consultation with local
Native American tribes.

DEIS Elements: Our concerns with the draft environmental review document itself relate to three
key elements: the purpose and need statement, the alternatives considered, and the cumulative
impact analysis, all of which were problems with the Bureau’s first solar DEIS, the Ivanpah DEIS,
and are showing incremental improvement with subsequent DEIS documents including the Blythe
Solar Power Plant DEIS. We are also concerned about how the BLM will ensure that the new
proposal(s) and new information that have come to light or will come to light after publication of
the DEIS will be fully analyzed and made available to the public. To maximize the legal
defensibility of the Blythe environmental review process, the BLM should seriously consider
issuing a supplemental DEIS.

The purpose and need statement for this project is slightly broader than the one in the Ivanpah
draft, but it remains too narrow. Ivanpah’s original purpose and need was explicitly limited to a
stark dichotomy: “approve” or “deny” the company’s application for a solar project and, as the
result, the first draft document addressed only the “no action” option and the “proposed project.”
A supplemental draft with a revised purpose and need and additional alternatives was issued in an
attempt to remedy this egregious approach to “the heart” of the process established by the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA).

The Blythe EIS draft states that the BLM’s purpose and need is “to respond to” the company’s
ROW application. Id. A-11. The BLLM should avoid both this mindset as well as too narrow a
statement of purpose and need in order to help ensure that its EISs are legally defensible



documents. In place of the statement that was used here, our organizations urge the adoption of
the following to achieve these goals:

The purpose of the proposed action is to “facilitate environmentally
responsible commercial development of solar energy projects”
consistent with the statutory authorities and policies applicable to
the Bureau of Land Management, including those providing for
contributions towards achieving the renewable energy and economic
stimulus and renewable energy development objectives under the
Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct), the American Recovery and Re-
Investment Act, and Presidential and Secretarial orders.

The need for this action is to implement Federal policies, orders and

laws that mandate or encourage the development of renewable

energy sources, including the Energy Policy Act of 2005, which

requires the Department of the Interior to seek to approve at least

10,000 MW of non-hydropower renewable energy on public lands by

2015, and the Federal policy goal of producing 10% of the nation's

electricity from renewable resources by 2010 and 25% by 2025; to

enable effective implementation of the economic incentives for qualifying projects
intended by the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act; and to support the State of
California's renewable energy and climate change objectives, consistent with BLM’s
mandates and responsibilities.

This kind of purpose and need statement would clearly satisfy applicable legal requirements, see,
e.g., National Parks Conservation Assn v. BLM, 586 F.3" 735 (9" Cir. 2009), and thus help ensure
that environmentally acceptable projects — which this project may end up being —will not only be
permitted but will also be built without unnecessary delays.

Alternatives: The DEIS for the Blythe Solar project shows some minor improvement over the
Ivanpah DEIS in its treatment of alternatives — in addition to the proposed project, two build
alternatives are presented for NEPA analysis and three no project approval alternatives.’ See
Blythe DEIS at B.2-13.

We recommended in previous comments on this proposed project that the BLM avoid impacts to
the western portions of the site where the desert dry wash woodland communities are located. The
BLM has included two alternatives that reduce impacts to this portion of the project site: the
reduced acreage alternative eliminates the power block in the southwest corner of the proposed
project and reduces the project to 750 MW, id. B.2-3; and the reconfigured alternative moves the
power block in the southwest corner approximately 0.8 miles south of its proposed location to
avoid impacts to an unnamed major wash, id. B.2-13. It appears that the 750 MW smaller project
alternative would substantially reduce the impacts to desert washes and desert dry wash woodland
communities of the construction and operation of the proposed project, id. C.2-4, and the
reconfigured project would reduce impacts to desert washes but increase impacts to desert dry
wash woodland communities, id. C.2-4.

However, we are concerned that a true “range” of alternatives has not been considered and that
the alternatives evaluated in the DEIS do not go far enough in avoiding impacts to the

2 This quotation is from Secretary Salazar himself.
® One CEQA-only alternative is analyzed. See Blythe DEIS at B.2-17.



significantly higher biological resources on the western portions of the project site including
significant and abundant desert wash woodland habitats comprised of various species including
Palo Verde, Smoke Tree and Ironwood, and appreciable amounts of native perennial shrubs and
grasses. The greatest abundance and diversity of plant and animal species occurs in the western
portion of the proposed project site as well.

The range of alternatives is “the heart of the environmental impact statement.” 40 C.F.R. §
1502.14. NEPA requires BLM to “rigorously explore and objectively evaluate” a range of
alternatives to proposed federal actions. See 40 C.F.R. {§ 1502.14(a), 1508.25(c). ““An agency must
look at every reasonable alternative, with the range dictated by the nature and scope of the
proposed action.” Nw. Envtl. Defense Center v. Bonneville Power Admin., 117 F.3d 1520, 1538
(9th Cir. 1997). An agency violates NEPA by failing to “rigorously explore and objectively evaluate
all reasonable alternatives” to the proposed action. City of Tenakee Springs v. Clough, 915 F.2d
1308, 1310 (9th Cir. 1990) (quoting 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14). This evaluation extends to considering
more environmentally protective alternatives and mitigation measures. See, e.g., Kootenai Tribe of
Idaho v. Veneman, 313 F.3d 1094, 112223 (9th Cir. 2002) (and cases cited therein). For this
project and EIS, the consideration of more environmentally protective alternatives is also
consistent with the Federal Land Policy and Management Act’s (FLPMA) requirement that BLM
“minimize adverse impacts on the natural, environmental, scientific, cultural, and other resources
and values (including fish and wildlife habitat) of the public lands involved.” 43 U.S.C.
§1732(d)(2)(a).

NEPA requires that an actual “range” of alternatives is considered, such that the Act will
“preclude agencies from defining the objectives of their actions in terms so unreasonably narrow
that they can be accomplished by only one alternative (i.e. the applicant’s proposed project).” Col.
Envtl. Coal. v. Dombeck, 185 F.3d 1162, 1174 (10th Cir. 1999), citing Simmons v. U.S. Corps of
Engineers, 120 F.3d 664, 669 (7th Cir. 1997). This requirement prevents the environmental impact
statement (EIS) from becoming “a foreordained formality.” City of New York v. Dep’t of Transp.,
715 F.2d 732, 743 (2nd Cir. 1983). See also Davis v. Mineta, 302 F.3d 1104 (10th Cir. 2002).

In order to ensure that the agencies are establishing a real range as well as to providing readers a
fuller understanding of the tradeoffs inherent in the other “action” alternatives, we request that a
500 MW alternative on the more environmentally suitable public lands in the eastern portion of
the proposed project area be considered.

In addition, we recommend that strong consideration be given to an alternative proposed by
Defenders of Wildlife (comment letter on Staff Assessment/Draft EIS dated May 13, 2010) that
would combine the disturbed private lands comprising Section 1 of the Blythe Mesa alternative
and the public lands in the eastern portion of the proposed project site. Section 1 of the Blythe
Mesa alternative and the eastern portion of the proposed project share a common boundary:
“Section 1 is located on private land, immediately east of the proposed site, approximately 1 mile
from the Blythe Airport.” See Blythe DEIS at B.2-21. Section 1 is 2,780 acres in size and
comprised of approximately 56 parcels with 10 landowners. Id. B.2-21. No residences are located
within Section 1, and it has appropriate insolation and minimal slope, and has been previously
graded for agriculture. Access to the site is via 1-10 at the W Hobson Way exit. There are no
structures on this land, which is immediately north of the Blythe Energy Project Substation.
Section 1 is sufficiently large for two 250 MW projects. Id. B.2-21. The eastern portion of the
proposed project located on public land is sufficient in acreage to support the production of 500
MW (two 250 MW blocks). Combined, these lands appear to be sufficient in acreage to support a
1,000 MW project, the same size as proposed by the applicant.



The BLM’s approach to the analysis of alternatives for the proposed project has unnecessarily
limited the range of alternatives. The BLM states that it considers alternatives proposed to be
located on lands outside of its jurisdiction to be “unreasonable.” Id. B.2-1. In defining what is a
“reasonable” range of alternatives, NEPA requires consideration of alternatives “that are practical
or feasible” and not just “whether the proponent or applicant likes or is itself capable of carrying
out a particular alternative”; in fact, “[a]n alternative that is outside the legal jurisdiction of
the lead agency must still be analyzed in the EIS if it is reasonable.” Council on
Environmental Quality, Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act
Regutations, Questions 2A and 2B, available at http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/40/40p3.htm; 40
C.F.R. §§ 1502.14, 1506.2(d). The California Energy Commission (CEC) considers alternatives that
include private lands provided site control can be obtained in a reasonable timeframe and with
some certainty. In the case of the Blythe Mesa private land alternative, the CEC found this
alternative to be potentially feasible given the small number of private land owners. See Blythe
Revised SA at B.2-1.

Cumulative Impacts: In order to properly site renewable energy projects, it is essential that a
cumulative impacts analysis be conducted to fully evaluate the implications of this type of
development on public lands. There are multiple solar and transmission projects proposed in the
vicinity of the Blythe Solar power plant that will contribute to overall cumulative impacts to
sensitive resources in this area. A list of existing and future foreseeable projects along the 1-10
corridor in Eastern Riverside County is included in the DEIS. See Blythe DEIS at B.3-8 to B.3-13.

In addition to the proposed solar and transmission projects, the DEIS identifies residential
development projects, a 500-mile race track, the Eagle Mountain Pumped Storage Project, and
several other projects that will also contribute to cumulative impacts. 1d. B.3-9 to B.3-13. While
these projects are not being permitted by the Bureau, all reasonable efforts must be made to
obtain information regarding their potential impacts and construction timing so that a full picture
of cumulative impacts can be presented in the final EIS.

The DEIS utilizes qualitative information about these existing and foreseeable projects to develop
estimates and model impacts to key topics such as air quality and biological resources. More
quantitative information is highly desirable, to supplement this qualitative material. In addition, the
cumulative impact analysis should evaluate at-risk species and their habitats in the region to
identify the condition and trend for these species and whether additional impacts from current and
foreseeable future projects would conform to BLM policy on special status species management
(Manual 6840) and wildlife habitat management (Manual 6500).

New Information: Lastly, we are concerned, as indicated above, about the new information,
including information on the proposed project’s impacts to cultural resources in the reconfigured
alternative, id. C.3-1, and the complete survey results including data from special status plant and
golden eagle surveys conducted this year, id. C.2-4 that has been developed since the DEIS was
printed. In addition, the California Energy Commission has released a new document, the Blythe
Revised Staff Assessment, with relevant information to this project and information that was not
available in the Blythe DEIS. If BLM issues a supplemental DEIS, new information in the Blythe
Revised Staff Assessment should be incorporated into that document.

BLM should make every effort to ensure that all this new information is made available to the
public (and other agencies) along with assessments and analyses of the information as well as that
the public is given an opportunity to comment thereon. Public input on agency proposals is one of
the hallmarks of NEPA review and it is to prevent the undermining of that critical aspect that



limits have been imposed on agency efforts to “load up” final EISs with excessive amounts of new
information.

Conclusion. In conclusion, some areas within the site proposed for this project appear to have
fewer resource conflicts than some of the other sites currently being reviewed for fast-track
projects, but nonetheless the impacts to the resources identified in these comments and to other
desert resources must be fully analyzed, avoided, and mitigated through the BLM process. As we
have previously noted, renewable development is not appropriate everywhere on the public lands
and must be balanced against the equally urgent need to protect unique and sensitive resources of
the CDCA. California is lucky indeed that we have sufficient renewable resources, including solar
resources, to do their development in an environmentally responsible manner.

Thank you in advance for considering our comments. If you have any questions about them,
please do not hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

Alice Bond

California Public Lands Policy Analyst, The Wilderness Society
655 Montgomery Street, Suite 1000

San Francisco, CA 94111

Johanna Wald

Director, Western Renewable Energy Project, NRDC
111 Sutter Street, 20" Floor

San Francisco CA 94104

Helen O’Shea

Deputy Director, Western Renewable Energy Project, NRDC
111 Sutter Street, 20" Floor

San Francisco, CA 94104

cc: Jim Abbott, Acting California State Director, BLM
cc: Alan Solomon, Project Manager, California Energy Commission
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Renewable Siting Criteria for California Desert Conservation Area

Environmental stakeholders have been asked by land management agencies, elected officials, other
decision-makers, and renewable energy proponents to provide criteria for use in identifying potential
renewable energy sites in the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA). Large parts of the
California desert ecosystem have survived despite pressures from mining, grazing, ORV, real estate
development and military uses over the last century. Now, utility scale renewable energy
development presents the challenge of new land consumptive activities on a potentially
unprecedented scale. Without careful planning, the surviving desert ecosystems may be further
fragmented, degraded and lost.

The criteria below primarily address the siting of solar energy projects and would need to be further
refined to address factors that are specific to the siting of wind and geothermal facilities. While the
criteria listed below are not ranked, they are intended to inform planning processes and were
designed to provide ecosystem level protection to the CDCA (including public, private and military
lands) by giving preference to disturbed lands, steering development away from lands with high
environmental values, and avoiding the deserts’ undeveloped cores. They were developed with
input from field scientists, land managers, and conservation professionals and fall into two
categories: 1) areas to prioritize for siting and 2) high conflict areas. The criteria are intended to
guide solar development to areas with comparatively low potential for conflict and controversy in an
effort to help California meet its ambitious renewable energy goals in a timely manner.

Areas to Prioritize for Siting
O Lands that have been mechanically disturbed, i.e., locations that are degraded and disturbed
by mechanical disturbance:

e Lands that have been “type-converted” from native vegetation through plowing,
bulldozing or other mechanical impact often in support of agriculture or other land
cover change activities (mining, clearance for development, heavy off-road vehicle
use).'

O Public land)s of comparatively low resource value located adjacent to degraded and impacted
private lands on the fringes of the CDCA:’

e Allow for the expansion of renewable energy development onto private lands.

e Private lands development offers tax benefits to local government.

O Brownfields:
e Revitalize idle or underutilized industrialized sites.
e [Existing transmission capacity and infrastructure are typically in place.



O Locations adjacent to urbanized areas:’
e Provide jobs for local residents often in underserved communities;
e Minimize growth-inducing impacts;
e Provide homes and services for the workforce that will be required at new energy
facilities;
e Minimize workforce commute and associated greenhouse gas emissions.
Locations that minimize the need to build new roads.
Locations that could be served by existing substations.
Areas proximate to sources of municipal wastewater for use in cleaning.
Locations proximate to load centers.
Locations adjacent to federally designated corridors with existing major transmission lines.*

O O00O0Oo

High Conflict Areas

In an effort to flag areas that will generate significant controversy the environmental community has
developed the following list of criteria for areas to avoid in siting renewable projects. These criteria
are fairly broad. They are intended to minimize resource conflicts and thereby help California meet
its ambitious renewable goals. The criteria are not intended to serve as a substitute for project
specific review. They do not include the categories of lands within the California desert that are off
limits to all development by statute or policy.”’

O Locations that support sensitive biological resources, including: federally designated and
proposed critical habitat; significant’ populations of federal or state threatened and
endangered species,” significant populations of sensitive, rare and special status species,” and
rare or unique plant communities.”’

O Areas of Critical Environmental Concern, Wildlife Habitat Management Areas, proposed
HCP and NCCP Conservation Reserves. '

0 Lands purchased for conservation including those conveyed to the BLM."!

O Landscape-level biological linkage areas required for the continued functioning of biological
and ecological processes.12

O Proposed Wilderness Areas, proposed National Monuments, and Citizens’ Wilderness
Inventory Areas."

0 Wetlands and riparian areas, including the upland habitat and groundwater resources
required to protect the integrity of seeps, springs, streams or wetlands. "

O National Historic Register eligible sites and other known cultural resources.

0 Locations directly adjacent to National or State Park units."’

EXPLANATIONS

1 Some of these lands may be currently abandoned from those prior activities, allowing some natural
vegetation to be sparsely re-established. However, because the desert is slow to heal, these lands do not
support the high level of ecological functioning that undisturbed natural lands do.

2 Based on currently available data.

3 Urbanized areas include desert communities that welcome local industrial development but do not include
communities that are dependent on tourism for their economic survival.

4 The term “federally designated corridors” does not include contingent corridors.

> Lands where development is prohibited by statute or policy include but are not limited to:



National Park Service units; designated Wilderness Areas; Wilderness Study Areas; BLM National
Conservation Areas; National Recreation Areas; National Monuments; private preserves and reserves;
Inventoried Roadless Areas on USES lands; National Historic and National Scenic Trails; National Wild,
Scenic and Recreational Rivers; HCP and NCCP lands precluded from development; conservation mitigation
banks under conservation easements approved by the state Department of Fish and Game, U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service or Army Corps of Engineers a; California State Wetlands; California State Parks; Department
of Fish and Game Wildlife Areas and Ecological Reserves; National Historic Register sites.

¢ Determining “significance” requires consideration of factors that include population size and characteristics,
linkage, and feasibility of mitigation.

7 Some listed species have no designated critical habitat or occupy habitat outside of designated critical
habitat. Locations with significant occurrences of federal or state threatened and endangered species should
be avoided even if these locations are outside of designated critical habitat or conservation areas in order to
minimize take and provide connectivity between critical habitat units.

8 Significant populations/occurrences of sensitive, rare and special status species including CNPS list 1B and
list 2 plants, and federal or state agency species of concern.

9 Rare plant communities/assemblages include those defined by the California Native Plant Society’s Rare
Plant Communities Initiative and by federal, state and county agencies.

10 ACECs include Desert Tortoise Desert Wildlife Management Areas (DWMAs). The CDCA Plan has
designated specific Wildlife Habitat Management Areas (HMAs) to conserve habitat for species such as the
Mohave ground squirrel and bighorn sheep. Some of these designated areas are subject to development caps
which apply to renewable energy projects (as well as other activities).

11 'These lands include compensation lands purchased for mitigation by other parties and transferred to the
BLM and compensation lands purchased directly by the BLM.

12 Landscape-level linkages provide connectivity between species populations, wildlife movement corridors,
ecological process corridors (e.g., sand movement corridors), and climate change adaptation corridors. They
also provide connections between protected ecological reserves such as National Park units and Wilderness
Areas. The long-term viability of existing populations within such reserves may be dependent upon habitat,
populations or processes that extend outside of their boundaries. While it is possible to describe current
wildlife movement corridors, the problem of forecasting the future locations of such corridors is confounded
by the lack of certainty inherent in global climate change. Hence the need to maintain broad, landscape-level
connections. To maintain ecological functions and natural history values inherent in parks, wilderness and
other biological reserves, trans-boundary ecological processes must be identified and protected. Specific and
cumulative impacts that may threaten vital corridors and trans-boundary processes should be avoided.

13 Proposed Wilderness Areas: lands proposed by a member of Congtess to be set aside to preserve
wilderness values. The proposal must be: 1) introduced as legislation, or 2) announced by a member of
Congress with publicly available maps. Proposed National Monuments: areas proposed by the President or a
member of Congress to protect objects of historic or scientific interest. The proposal must be: 1) introduced
as legislation or 2) announced by a member of Congress with publicly available maps. Citizens' Wilderness
Inventory Areas: lands that have been inventoried by citizens groups, conservationists, and agencies and
found to have defined “wilderness characteristics.” The proposal has been publicly announced.

14 The extent of upland habitat that needs to be protected is sensitive to site-specific resources. For example:
the NECO Amendment to the CDCA Plan protects streams within a 5-mile radius of Townsend big-eared
bat maternity roosts; aquatic and riparian species may be highly sensitive to changes in groundwater levels.

15 Adjacent: lying contiguous, adjoining or within 2 miles of park or state boundaries. (Note: lands more than
2 miles from a park boundary should be evaluated for importance from a landscape-level linkage perspective,
as further defined in footnote 12).





























































































"Jenna Jadin" To <CAPSSolarBlythe@blm.gov>
<Jenna@wildlife.org>
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Subject BSPP project comments

Dear Ms. Shaffer:

Please accept the attached comments from The Wildlife Society regarding the Blythe Solar Power Plant
development project.

Thank you,
Jenna Jadin

Jenna Jadin, Ph.D.
Assistant Director of Government Affairs
The Wildlife Society
5410 Grosvenor Lane, Suite 200
Bethesda MD, 20814
p: 301.897.9770 x309
f:301.530.2471
www.wildlife.org
jenna@wildlife.org
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Allison Shaffer

Project Manager

Palm Springs South Coast Field Office
Bureau of Land Management

1201 Bird Center Drive

Palm Springs, California 92262

Email: CAPSSolarBlythe@blm.gov

Dear Ms. Shaffer:

The Wildlife Society (TWS) appreciates the opportunity to submit comments concerning the
draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for Chevron Energy Solutions/Solar Millennium
Blythe Solar Power Plant (BSPP).

The Wildlife Society was founded in 1937 and is a non-profit scientific and educational
association of over 9,100 professional wildlife biologists and managers, dedicated to excellence
in wildlife stewardship through science and education. Our mission is to represent and serve
wildlife professionals—the scientists, technicians, and practitioners actively working to study,
manage, and conserve native and desired non-native wildlife and their habitats worldwide.

TWS believes that solar energy will be an important component of a clean-energy solution to
climate change. However, we are concerned about the effects that solar projects may have on
wildlife and wildlife habitat. Every form of energy development can have lasting effects on
wildlife and habitat if not developed responsibly. Solar power development must take into
account the potential loss of wildlife habitat in sensitive areas, particularly that contain
vulnerable or threatened or endangered species. As solar power arrays are developed in the
Southwest, desert ecosystems are some of these sensitive areas that are increasingly under threat.

In desert ecosystems, recovery from disturbances can be especially slow. Ecosystem damages
that accompany energy development, such as hard-packing of the soil and destruction of plant
cover, are obstacles to recovery. Compacted soil and the absence of plants’ roots will prevent the
soil from absorbing and holding water, further reducing water availability in an already arid
environment and potentially increasing erosion. Disturbed habitat is also vulnerable to invasion
by non-native species, which gain a competitive edge when native species are destroyed.*
Maintenance and activity around the project site will continue to impede recovery even after
construction is finished.
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Roadways, an inherent feature of energy production, increase direct animal mortalities from
vehicle strikes, provide access to remote areas for illegal collection of plants and animals, act as
an inroad for invasive species that thrive in disturbed areas, cause habitat fragmentation, restrict
gene flow among native populations, and increase erosion.?

In respect to the BSPP project, the potential effects on the native — and threatened -- desert
tortoise (Gopherus agassizii) are of particular concern. Native to the deserts of the American
southwest, the species is recognized as having distinct populations in the Sonoran and Mojave
deserts, respectively. The Sonoran population is listed as a species of concern by the Arizona
Game and Fish Department, while the Mojave population was listed as threatened by the US Fish
and Wildlife Service in 1990.% The Mojave listing came after habitat loss and off-road vehicle
use, along with an outbreak of upper respiratory disease, led to a decline in the tortoise
population.* Energy development may place similar pressure on the Sonoran population. For
example, roads can cause significantly greater death rates, with one study finding lesser
population densities up to 400 meters from the road, likely because of car strikes.® For a
threatened animal like the desert tortoise, substantial increases in mortality can have devastating
effects on local populations and the ultimate survival of the species.

Studies have shown that genetic diversity in the desert tortoise is likely supported by long-
distance immigrations of individuals between populations. Man-made obstacles, like highways
and residential developments, are known to decrease migration rates in animals. Keeping
corridors open for exchange between populations will be critical to maintaining a healthy and
genetically diverse population, and in the event that roads must be built, fencing or barriers
alongside roads can be used to guide tortoises to culverts for safe crossing.

The BSPP project would occupy 9,400 acres of federal land and destroy 7,040 acres of tortoise
habitat. One proposal would relocate tortoises to unaffected habitat. However, a review of
translocation attempts showed high mortality rates in many species,® as initial capture, temporary
captivity, and introduction to a new environment can all cause physiological and behavioral
harm. Environmental disturbances like noise, vibration, and increased human density can also
cause behavioral stress, adversely affecting important biological functions like reproduction,
foraging, and predator avoidance.’and perhaps also making the animals more vulnerable to
disease. A small, isolated population of tortoises with little ability to rapidly reproduce and
maintain genetic diversity through immigration will be unable to recover from the large loss of
adults that could result from translocation efforts.® There are means by which the stress of
relocation can be lessened, including using a “soft” release technique, where animals are kept in
pens in the new habitat to acclimate before they are ultimately freed.

Because desert tortoises spend a large amount of time in underground burrows, it has been
difficult to estimate the population density by direct survey.? This lack of accuracy will
complicate efforts to monitor tortoises’ response to development. Often, large relocations
undertaken for commercial projects do not release data on the outcome of the affected
populations: in the case of solar development this information will be critical to assess ongoing
conservation needs of the desert tortoise. Radiotelemetry will be an important tool to measure
survival and determine causes of mortality as accurately as possible after release.™
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The Desert tortoise is not the only native species at risk when desert regions are developed. The
EIS for the Blythe Solar project lists the burrowing owl, desert bighorn sheep, American badger,
Loggerhead shrike, Swainson’s hawk, ferruginous hawk, yellow warbler, and Mojave fringe-toed
lizard as species of concern for the project. It also notes that habitat fragmentation may impede
immigration of the mountain lion, kit fox, and badger.

The Loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), a songbird, is declining in the Sonoran Desert at a
rate of 4.3% every year, faster than the background rate of decline for the species across North
America.!Loggerhead shrikes need undeveloped open spaces to breed successfully, and could
decline further if these habitats are lost.'® The creosote bush scrub vegetative plant association
of the Sonoran desert provides foraging habitat for the golden eagle, and is an important source
of food and cover for many other species. Destruction of this critical habitat could mean reduced
food availability for golden eagles that use the area as wintering grounds. The EIS fails to
address the impacts of development on this group of golden eagles; further studies are needed to
determine the full extent of threats posed to eagles and other species that depend on cresote bush
scrub.

In addition to the background information that we have provided above, we would like to offer
several more specific comments on the EIS:

1. Because the Biological Resources section’s laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards
(LORS) compliance and impacts mitigation conclusions are undetermined, it is difficult
to provide meaningful public comments, as the potential effects of the project are not
fully disclosed in the draft EIS. If it is determined that the effects to Biological
Resources cannot be fully mitigated, please consider issuing a Revised EIS so the public
has the opportunity to comment on the evaluation of consequences.

2. Page B.1-5 details water requirements for operation of the project, and page B.1-11
details construction water requirements. However, nowhere in the DEIS are the potential
effects of such usage on the water table addressed. High and sustained use of the local
water supply may have deleterious effects on wildlife, such as a lowering of the water
table that may affect downstream springs or other surface water supplies. The final EIS
should disclose all measures that will be used to monitor the local water table and
mitigate any resulting negative consequences on wildlife and other natural resources.

3. The potential negative impacts of nighttime lighting are discussed on pages C.2-73-75. It
is noted that nighttime lighting can play a large role in the mortality of bats, nocturnal
birds, and migrating birds and mitigation measures that will be taken are outlined. These
include minimizing lighting to as few areas as possible, use of flashing, rather than
steady-burning lights, and use of hoods on all lights. While all of these measures may
provide some degree of mitigation, the full extent of lighting disturbance on this desert
ecosystem is unknown. We recommend adopting a Condition of Certification similar to
B10-15 for collisions that will provide information needed to determine if lighting
adversely affects wildlife and provides adaptive management measures to mitigate those
impacts to less than significant levels.

4. The addition of 600-1000 workers over a 69-month construction phase may have
substantial indirect effects on fragile desert resources. The final EIS should describe any
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actions that are being taken to prevent additional environmental degradation on and off-
site as a result of an increased human presence.

5. The Final EIS or the Record of Decision should fully disclose if any Conservation
Recommendations from the Biological Assessment are adopted, given the fragile nature
of the desert ecosystem and the admitted potential for long lasting environmental effects
that could last longer than the project facilities’ lifespan.

Climate change will imperil species across the United States and around the world. Alternative
energy sources are an essential part of mitigating that change to protect our environment, but
siting and development must be done carefully to ensure that the losses to wildlife and wild lands
do not outweigh the benefits of clean energy. The Wildlife Society asks that you take into
account injurious effects on wildlife and accept our recommendations as you prepare the EIS for
the Blythe Solar Power Plant.

Thank you for considering the views of wildlife professionals. Please feel free to contact Jenna
Jadin, Assistant Director of Government Affairs, at jenna@wildlife.org or at (301) 897-9770 x
309 if you need further information or have any questions.

Sincerely,

Ay

Bruce D. Leopold, Ph.D.
President
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June 23,2010

Allison Shaffer

Project Manager

Palm Springs South Coast Field Office
1201 Bird Center Drive

Palm Springs, CA 92262

Subject: Comments on Draft EIS/SA for the Solar Millennium Blythe Solar Power Plant

(the “Solar Millennium Project™)

Dear Ms. Shaffer:

In order to minimize the environmental impacts associated with solar project development,
NextEra Energy Resources, LLC (“NextEra”) and SolarReserve, LLC (“SolarReserve”) request that the
Bureau of Land Management (“BLM”) and the California Energy Commission (“CEC”), give
consideration to establishing a North-South utility corridor through the Solar Millennium Project site (the
“Utility Corridor”) to accommodate an additional double circuit 230kV line which would run in parallel
to the Solar Millennium’s planned double circuit 230kV gen-tie to the SCE Colorado River Substation
(reference attached conceptual drawings, Exhibits 1 & 2).

This Utility Corridor and additional double circuit 230kV line would allow projects to the north
of the Solar Millennium Project to access Colorado River Substation with less environmental and land use
impacts than alternatives which would involve creating additional, separate transmission line corridors
around Solar Millennium’s Project either to the west or to the east. NextEra would also provide a similar
transmission right-of-way access along the eastern boundary of McCoy as shown in Exhibit 1, attached.
By establishing the Utility Corridor, linear facilities from projects to the north would be combined and

minimized, consistent with BLM and CEC best practices guidance for desert renewable energy projects.

P.O. Box 14000 ¢ Juno Beach, Florida 33408-0420 1



Sincerely,

Matt Handel Tom Georgis
Vice President Solar Development Vice President Development
NextEra Energy Resources SolarReserve

P.O. Box 14000 ¢ Juno Beach, Florida 33408-0420



McCoy Solar
Project

Solar Millennium Project

Solar Millennium
Tie into Colorado
River Sub.

Blythe-Julian Hinds 230kV Line
In-Service June 2010

R Blythe-Julian Hinds Line
Conceptual Genesis,

McCoy, and Solar

Millennium Gen-Ties
Solar Millen. 230kV Tie Line

Exhibit 1: Conceptual Gen-tie Diagram
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Exhibit 2: Conceptual Transmission ROW Configuration
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