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Dear Reader: 

Enclosed is the Proposed Resource Management Plan-AmendmentlFinal Environmental Impact 
Statement (PAlFEIS) for the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan and Blythe Solar Power 
Project (BSPP). The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) prepared the PAIFEIS in consultation with 
cooperating agencies, taking into account public comments received during the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) process. The proposed decision on the plan amendment would add the BSPP site to 
those identified in the current CDCA Plan, as amended, for solar energy production. The proposed 
decision on the PA is whether to add the BSPP site to those identified in the CDCA Plan, as amended, for 
solar energy production. The proposed decision on the BSPP is whether to approve with modification 
issuance of the right-of-way grant applied for by Palo Verde Solar I, LLC. 

This PAlFEIS for the BSPP has been developed in accordance with NEPA and the Federal Land Policy 
and Management Act of 1976. The PA is largely based on the preferred alternative in the Draft Resource 
Management Plan-AmendmentlDraft Environmental Impact Statement (DRMP-AlDEIS), which was 
released on March 19,2010. The PAIFEIS for the BSPP contains the proposed plan and project decisions, 
a summary of changes made between the DRMP-AIDEIS and PAIFEIS, an analysis of the impacts of the 
decisions, a summary of written comments received during the public review period for the DRMP
AlDEIS and responses to comments. 

The BLM will be accepting additional public comment on the PAlFEIS within 30 days after the 
Environmental Protection Agency publishes the Notice of Availability in the Federal Register. Comments 
can be sent to Allison Shaffer, Project Manager, by mail: 1201 BirdCenterDrive,PalmSprings,CA, 
92264; phone: (760) 833-7100; or email CAPSSolarBlythe@blm.gov. All substantive comments will be 
reviewed and responded to in the Record of Decision. 

Pursuant to BLM's planning regulations at 43 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) 1610.5-2, any person 
who participated in the planning process for the PA and has an interest that is or may be adversely 
affected by that planning decision may protest approval of that planning decision within 30 days from the 
date the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) publishes its notice of availability for the PAlFEIS in 
the Federal Register. Unlike the planning decision, issuance of the proposed right-of-way grant is an 
implementation decision that is not subject to protest under the BLM planning regulations. 

For further information on filing a protest, please see the accompanying protest regulations in the pages 
that follow (Attachment 1). The regulations specify the required elements in a protest. Protesting parties 
should take care to document all relevant facts and, as much as possible, reference or cite the planning 
documents or available planning records (e.g., meeting minutes or summaries, correspondence, etc.). To 
aid in ensuring the completeness of the protest, a protest checklist is attached to this letter (labeled as 
Attachment 2). 



All protests must be in writing and mailed to one of the following addresses: 

Regular Mail: Overnight Mail or Other Delivery:
 
Director (210) Director (210)
 
Attention: Brenda Hudgens-Williams Attention: Brenda Hudgens-Williams
 
P.O. Box 66538 1620 L Street, N.W., Suite 1075
 
Washington, D.C. 20035 Washington, D.C. 20036
 

Before including your address, phone number, e-mail address, or other personal identifying information in 
your comment, you should be aware that your entire comment - including your personal identifying 
information - may be made publicly available at any time. While you can ask us in your comment to 
withhold your personal identifying information from public review, we cannot guarantee that we will be 
able to do so. 

Emailed and faxed protests will not be accepted as valid protests unless the protesting party also provides 
the original letter by either regular or overnight mail postmarked by the close of the protest period. Under 
these conditions, the BLM will consider the emailed or faxed protest as an advance copy and will afford it 
full consideration. If you wish to provide the BLM with such advance notification, please direct faxed 
protests to the attention of Brenda Hudgens-Williams - BLM Protest Expeditor at 202-912-7129, and 
emailed protests to Brenda Hudgens-Williams@blm.gov. 

The BLM Director will make every attempt to promptly render a decision on each valid protest. The 
decision will be in writing and will be sent to the protesting party by certified mail, return receipt 
requested. The decision of the BLM Director shall be the final decision of the Department of the Interior. 
Responses to protest issues will be compiled in a Director's Protest Resolution Report that will be made 
available to the public following issuance of the decisions. 

Upon resolution of all protests, the BLM may issue a Record of Decision (ROD) adopting the Approved 
PA and making a decision regarding issuance of the right-of-way grant for the BSPP. Copies ofthe ROD 
will be mailed or made available electronically to all who participated in this NEPA process and will be 
available to all parties through the "Planning" page of the BLM national website 
(http://www.blm.gov/planning), or by mail upon request. 

Sincerely, 

John R. Kalish 
Field Manager 



Palm Springs South Coast Field Office 
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Palm Springs, California  

For further information, contact:  
Allison Shaffer, Project Manager PSSCFO ‐  

1201 Bird Center Drive, Palm Springs, CA  92262 

 

Abstract  

This Plan Amendment/Final Environmental Impact Statement (PA/FEIS) addresses the possible United 
States Bureau of Land Management (BLM) approval of an amendment to the California Desert 
Conservation Area Plan (CDCA Plan) to allow for solar energy and of a right‐of‐way (ROW) grant to lease 
land managed by the BLM for construction, operation and decommissioning of a solar electricity 
generation facility. The Agency Preferred Alternative covers approximately 7,025 acres (ac), managed by 
the BLM, and would generate 1000 megawatts (MW) of electricity annually. The PA/FEIS identifies 
impacts of the Agency Preferred Alternative, including impacts related to biological resources, cultural 
resources, land use, visual resources, and hydrology, water quality, and water use. Many of these 
adverse impacts can be avoided or substantially reduced based on compliance with applicable laws, 
ordinances, regulations and standards, and compliance with measures provided in this PA/FEIS. 

Chapter 2.0 discusses the Blythe Solar Power Project (BSPP) (1000 MW on approximately 7,025 ac), a 

reconfigured 1,000 MW Alternative (1,000 MW on approximately 7,175 ac), a 750 MW Alternative (750 

MW on approximately 5,825ac), the No Action Alternative (No ROW Grant and No CDCA Plan 

Amendment), the No Project Alternative (No ROW Grant and Amend the CDCA Plan for No Solar), and 

the No Project Alternative (No ROW Grant and Amend the CDCA Plan for Other Solar). Chapter 3.0 

describes the existing conditions on and in the vicinity of the project site. Chapter 4.0 describes the 

potential adverse environmental impacts expected under each of the Alternatives, including the 

Agency Preferred Alternative.  

The Field Manager of the PSSCFO has the authority for site management of future activities related to 
the ROW grant and is the BLM Authorized Officer for this FEIS. 
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Relationship to the Blythe Solar Power Project 
Staff Assessment and Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement 
 

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act (FLPMA), and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) and the California Energy Commission (CEC) cooperatively prepared 
a Staff Assessment (SA) and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) as a joint 
environmental analysis (SA/DEIS) to evaluate environmental impacts of the project described in 
the right-of-way application filed with the BLM by Palo Verde Solar I1 (Applicant) for the Blythe 
Solar Power Project (BSPP or proposed action). A Plan Amendment to the California Desert 
Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan would be required in order for the BLM to authorize the project. 
Therefore this document evaluates the Plan Amendment and the BSPP.  

The SA/DEIS satisfies NEPA, FLPMA and CEQA requirements. However, the format of the 
SA/DEIS differs from the format typically used for EISs prepared by the BLM. Therefore, this 
proposed Plan Amendment/Final EIS (PA/FEIS) has been prepared as a stand-alone document to 
provide the reader with a more familiar EIS format.  

During this process, the Applicant provided information to the CEC (including, but not limited to, 
the Application for Certification, data responses and other related information) that informed best 
management practices, applicant proposed measures and mitigation measures that were included 
in the SA/DEIS. For purposes of this NEPA analysis, due to the evolution of such information 
throughout the environmental review process, measures initially proposed as “applicant proposed 
measures” are included as Mitigation Measures where applicable rather than as part of the Project 
Description. 

The SA/DEIS provides the basis for the analyses presented in this PA/FEIS. The following table 
correlates the applicable SA/DEIS chapters to the PA/FEIS chapters provided herein. 

                                                      
1 Chevron Energy Solutions and Solar Millennium have a joint development agreement. Chevron Energy Solutions 

applied for the Right of Way for Blythe Solar Power Project. To facilitate the permitting of the Blythe Solar Power 
Project (BSPP), the Applicant is requesting that the Energy Commission issue one License to a Project- specific 
company. The company for BSPP is Palo Verde Solar I, LLC a wholly owned subsidiary of Solar Millennium and 
the single Applicant for the BSPP. 



Relationship to the Blythe Solar Power Project Staff Assessment and Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

PROPOSED PA/FEIS AND SA/DEIS CORRELATION CHART 

PA/FEIS Chapter SA/DEIS Chapter 

Chapter 1 Introduction A. Introduction 

Chapter 2 Proposed Action and Alternatives B. Description of the Proposed Project and Alternatives 
D.1 Facility Design 
D.3 Power Plant Efficiency 
D.4 Power Plant Reliability 
D.5 Transmission System Engineering 
E. General Conditions 

Chapter 3: Affected Environment  

3.1 Introduction C. Environmental Analysis 

3.2 Air Resources C.1 Air Quality 

3.3 Global Climate Change C.1 Air Quality 

3.4 Cultural Resources C.3 Cultural Resources and Native American Values 

3.5 Environmental Justice C.8 Socioeconomic and Environmental Justice 

3.6 Lands and Realty C.6 Land Use, Recreation, and Wilderness 

3.7 Livestock and Grazing Not applicable 

3.8 Mineral Resources D.2 Geology, Paleontology, and Minerals 

3.9 Multiple Use Classes C.6 Land Use, Recreation, and Wilderness 

3.10 Noise C.7 Noise and Vibration 

3.11 Paleontological Resources D.2 Geology, Paleontology, and Minerals 

3.12 Public Health Safety C.4 Hazardous Materials Management 
C.5 Health and Safety 
C.11 Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance 
C.13 Waste Management 
C.14 Worker Safety and Fire Protection 

3.13 Recreation C.6 Land Use, Recreation, and Wilderness 

3.14 Social Economics C.8 Socioeconomic and Environmental Justice 

3.15 Soils Resources C.9 Soil and Water Resources 

3.16 Special Designations C.6 Land Use, Recreation, and Wilderness 

3.17 Transportation and Public Access – OHV C.10 Traffic and Transportation 

3.18 Vegetation Resources C.2 Biological Resources 

3.19 Visual Resources C.12 Visual Resources 

3.20 Water Resources C.9 Soil and Water Resources 

3.21 Wild Horse and Burros Not applicable 

3.22 Wildland and Fire Ecology C.2 Biological Resources 

3.23 Wildlife Resources C.2 Biological Resources 
C.14 Worker Safety and Fire Protection 

Chapter 4: Environmental Consequence C. Environmental Analysis 

4.1 Introduction Not applicable 

4.2 Impacts on Air Resources C.1 Air Quality 

4.3 Impacts to Global Climate Change C.1 Air Quality 

4.4 Impacts on Cultural Resources C.3 Cultural Resources and Native American Values 

4.5 Impacts on Environmental Justice C.8 Socioeconomic and Environmental Justice 

4.6 Impacts on Lands and Realty C.6 Land Use, Recreation, and Wilderness 

4.7 Impacts on Mineral Resources D.2 Geology, Paleontology, and Minerals 

4.8 Impacts on Multiple Use Classes C.6 Land Use, Recreation, and Wilderness 

4.9 Impacts on Noise C.7 Noise and Vibration 

4.10 Impacts on Paleontological Resources D.2 Geology, Paleontology, and Minerals 
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PROPOSED PA/FEIS AND SA/DEIS CORRELATION CHART (Continued) 

PA/FEIS Chapter SA/DEIS Chapter 

4.11 Impacts on Public Health Safety C.4 Hazardous Materials Management 
C.5 Health and Safety 
C.11 Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance 
C.13 Waste Management 
C.14 Worker Safety and Fire Protection 

4.12 Impacts on Recreation C.6 Land Use, Recreation, and Wilderness 

4.13 Social and Economic Impacts C.8 Socioeconomic and Environmental Justice 

4.14 Impacts on Soils Resources C.9 Soil and Water Resources 

4.15 Impacts on Special Designations C.6 Land Use, Recreation, and Wilderness 

4.16 Impacts on Transportation and Public 
Access - Off-Highway Vehicle Resources  

C.10 Traffic and Transportation 

4.17 Impacts on Vegetation Resources C.2 Biological Resources 

4.18 Impacts on Visual Resources C.12 Visual Resources 

4.19 Impacts on Water Resources C.9 Soil and Water Resources 

4.20 Impacts on Wildland and Fire Ecology C.2 Biological Resources 

4.21 Impacts on Wildlife Resources C.2 Biological Resources 
C.14 Worker Safety and Fire Protection 

Chapter 5 Consultation Coordination F. List of Preparers  
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ES.1 Background and Organization 
In August 2007, the United States Bureau of Land Management (BLM) California Desert District 
and the California Energy Commission (CEC) and entered into a Memorandum of Understanding 
(MOU) to jointly develop the environmental analysis documentation for solar thermal projects 
which are under the jurisdiction of both agencies. Consistent with that MOU, the BLM and the CEC 
prepared a joint environmental compliance document to address the requirements of the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the 
Blythe Solar Power Project (BCPP). Specifically, a Staff Assessment/Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (SA/DEIS) was prepared and was circulated for agency and public review and comment 
between March 19, 2010, and June 17, 2010. The SA/DEIS is incorporated by reference in this Plan 
Amendment/Final Environmental Impact Statement (PA/FEIS). 

The BLM and the CEC prepared separate final documents for compliance with NEPA and 
CEQA, respectively. Specifically, the BLM prepared this PA/FEIS for the BSPP. The SA/DEIS 
was the primary reference used in preparing this FEIS. The SA/DEIS is incorporated by reference 
in this FEIS. The comments received on the DEIS are addressed in this PA/FEIS. After the 
publication of this PA/FEIS, the BLM will prepare a Record of Decision (ROD) regarding the 
proposed action (Agency Preferred Alternative). The publication of the ROD in the Federal 
Register is the final step required of the BLM to meet the requirements of NEPA for the BSPP. 

ES.2 Lead Agencies’ Roles and Approvals 
The BLM’s authority for the proposed action includes the Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act (FLPMA) of 1976, Section 211 of the Energy Policy Act, and BLM’s Solar Energy 
Development Policy. The FLPMA authorizes the BLM to issue right-of-way (ROW) grants for 
renewable energy projects. BLM’s authority also extends to the BLM lands in the Palm 
Springs/South Coast Field Office, which are governed by the California Desert Conservation 
Area Plan (1980, as amended) (CDCA Plan). Because the CDCA Plan would need to be amended 
to allow the BSPP on the proposed site, BLM would also oversee that CDCA Plan amendment 
process for the project. 

The CEC has the exclusive authority to certify the construction, modification, and operation of 
thermal electric power plants in California which generate 50 or more MW. The CEC certification 
is in lieu of any permit required by State, regional, or local agencies. The CEC must review power 

Blythe Solar Power Project PA/FEIS ES-1 August 2010 



Executive Summary 
 

Blythe Solar Power Project PA/FEIS ES-2 August 2010 

plant Applications for Certification (AFCs) to assess potential environmental impacts and 
compliance with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS). The CEC 
analyses regarding the BSPP in the SA/DEIS were prepared in accordance with the requirements of 
CEQA. 

ES.3 Purpose and Need 

BLM Purpose and Need 
NEPA guidance published by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) states that 
environmental impact statements’ Purpose and Need section “shall briefly specify the underlying 
purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives including the 
proposed action” (40 CFR 1502.13). The following discussion sets forth the purpose of and need 
for the action as required under NEPA. 

The BLM’s purpose and need for the BSPP is to respond to the application of Palo Verde Solar I1 
(Applicant) under Title V of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) 
(43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) for a ROW grant to construct, operate, maintain and decommission a 
solar thermal facility on public lands in compliance with FLPMA, BLM ROW regulations, and 
other applicable Federal laws. The BLM will decide whether to approve, approve with 
modification, or deny issuance of a ROW grant to Palo Verde Solar I for the proposed BSPP. The 
BLM’s action also will include consideration of a concurrent amendment of the California Desert 
Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan of 1980, as amended. The CDCA Plan, while recognizing the 
potential compatibility of solar generation facilities on public lands, requires that all sites 
associated with power generation or transmission that are not identified in the CDCA Plan to be 
added to it through the land use plan amendment process. CDCA boundaries are shown on 
Figure 1. The BSPP site is within the CDCA, but is not identified in the CDCA Plan for solar 
power generation. Therefore, if the BLM decides to approve the issuance of a ROW grant, the 
CDCA Plan amendment also would be required. 

In conjunction with FLPMA, BLM authorities include: 

1. Executive Order 13212, dated May 18, 2001, which mandates that agencies act expediently 
and in a manner consistent with applicable laws to increase the “production and 
transmission of energy in a safe and environmentally sound manner.” 

2. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct 05 or EPAct), Section 211 of which states: “It is the 
sense of the Congress that the Secretary of the Interior should, before the end of the 10-year 
period beginning on the date of enactment of this Act, seek to have approved non-
hydropower renewable energy projects located on public lands with a generation capacity 
of at least 10,000 megawatts of electricity.” 

                                                      
1 Chevron Energy Solutions and Solar Millennium have a joint development agreement. Chevron Energy Solutions 

applied for the Right of Way for Blythe Solar Power Project. To facilitate the permitting of the Blythe Solar Power 
Project (BSPP), the Applicant is requesting that the BLM issue one right of way grant to a Project- specific 
company. The company for BSPP is Palo Verde Solar I, LLC a wholly owned subsidiary of Solar Millennium and 
the single Applicant for the BSPP. 
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3. Secretarial Order 3285, dated March 11, 2009, which “establishes the development of 
renewable energy as a priority for the Department of the Interior.” 

Department of Energy Purpose and Need 
The Applicant has applied to the Department of Energy (DOE) for a loan guarantee under 
Title XVII of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct 05), as amended by Section 406 of the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, P.L. 111-5 (the “Recovery Act”) for Solar 
Power Units 1 and 2 of the BSPP. DOE is a cooperating agency on this EIS pursuant to an MOU 
between DOE and BLM signed in January 2010. The purpose and need for action by DOE is to 
comply with its mandate under EPAct by selecting eligible projects that meet the goals of the Act. 

EPAct 2005 established a Federal loan guarantee program for eligible energy projects, and was 
amended by the Recovery Act to create Section 1705 authorizing a new program for rapid 
deployment of renewable energy projects and related manufacturing facilities, electric power 
transmission projects, and leading edge biofuels projects. The primary purposes of the Recovery 
Act are job preservation and creation, infrastructure investment, energy efficiency and science, 
assistance to the unemployed, and State and local fiscal stabilization. The Section 1705 Program 
is designed to address the current economic conditions of the nation, in part, through renewable 
energy, transmission and leading edge biofuels projects.  

Energy Commission Project Objectives 
The CEQA guidelines require a clearly written statement of objectives to guide the lead agency in 
developing a reasonable range of alternatives and aid decision-makers in preparing findings or a 
statement of overriding considerations. CEQA specifies that the statement of objectives should 
include the underlying purpose of the project (Section 15126.6(a)). After considering the 
objectives set out by the applicant, the Energy Commission identified the following basic project 
objectives, which are used to evaluate the viability of alternatives in accordance with CEQA: 

1. To construct a utility-scale solar energy project of up to 1,000 MW and interconnect 
directly to the CAISO Grid while minimizing additions to electrical infrastructure; and 

2. To locate the facility in areas of high solar insolation. 

3. In addition, when considering retention or elimination of alternative renewable 
technologies, in addition to evaluating the likelihood of reducing or eliminating the 
potential impacts of Blythe Solar Power Project at its proposed site, staff evaluated whether 
alternative technologies could meet the following key project objectives:  

4. To provide clean, renewable electricity and to assist Southern California Edison (SCE) in 
meeting its obligations under California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard Program (RPS);  

5. To assist SCE in reducing its greenhouse gas emissions as required by the California 
Global Warming Solutions Act; and 

6. To contribute to the achievement of the 33% renewables RPS target set by California’s 
governor and legislature 
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7. To complete the review process in a timeframe that would allow the applicant to start 
construction or meet the economic performance guidelines by December 31, 2010 to 
potentially qualify for the 2009 ARRA cash grant in lieu of tax credits for certain 
renewable energy projects. 

ES.4 Proposed Action and Plan Amendment 
The BSPP is a privately-proposed solar power generating facility and bundled double circuit 
230 kV power transmission line (gen-tie) that would be located on Federal land managed by the 
BLM in the California inland desert, approximately eight miles west of the city of Blythe and three 
miles north of the Interstate-10 freeway (see, Figure 1). The Applicant is seeking a right-of-way 
(ROW) grant for approximately 9,400 acres. Construction and operation of the BSPP would disturb 
a total of about 7,025 acres. Remaining acreage that would not be disturbed may not be part of the 
ROW grant. 

The BSPP would include the construction and operation of four adjacent, independent, identical 
power block units (Units) of 250 MW nominal capacity each for a total nominal capacity of 
1,000 MW commercial solar parabolic trough generating station and ancillary facilities (see 
Figures 2a and 2b). The BSPP would be constructed in four phases. The first two phases, BSPP 
Units 1 and 2, are designed to provide a combined total of approximately 500 MW of electricity and 
would occupy an estimated 1600 acres each; the third and fourth phases, BSPP Units 3 and 4, 
would provide a combined total of approximately 500 MW of electricity and occupy an estimated 
1200 acres each (see Figure 3 for a solar unit detail). The BSPP would be connected to Southern 
California Edison’s planned Colorado River Substation, which would be located approximately five 
miles southwest of the BSPP area, via the proposed gen-tie line, a bundled double circuit 230 kV 
transmission line. 

The Applicant did not request a CDCA Plan amendment directly. Nonetheless, the BLM has 
determined that a CDCA Plan amendment would be required if a ROW were granted for a solar 
power generating facility on the proposed site. Regardless of whether the proposed project is 
approved, the BLM could elect to amend the CDCA Plan. Consequently, the following range of 
outcomes of the BLM’s potential CDCA Plan amendment process is as follows: 

PA1 – The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would be amended to identify the footprint of 
the BSPP site as suitable for the proposed type of solar energy development. (This is the 
proposed land use plan amendment.) 

PA2 – The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would not be amended. (This is No Action 
Alternative A, discussed below.) 

PA3 – The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would be amended to identify the BSPP 
application area as unsuitable for any type of solar energy development. (This is a no 
project alternative called “No Action Alternative B” and is discussed below.) 

PA4 – The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would be amended to identify the BSPP 
application area as suitable for any type of solar energy development. (This is a no project 
alternative called “No Action Alternative C” and is discussed below.) 
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ES.5 Connected/Cumulative Actions 

Telecommunications and Telemetry 
The BSPP would have telecommunications service from Frontier Communications, the 
telecommunications service providers for the Blythe area. Voice and data communications would 
be provided by a new twisted pair telecommunications cable. The routing for this cable would 
follow the routing of the redundant telecommunications line from the project to at the Colorado 
River Substation. The routing for each of these lines would be adjacent to the Black Rock Road, 
and the site access road. Wireless telecom equipment would be used to support communication 
with staff dispersed throughout the site. The BSPP would utilize electronic telemetry systems to 
control equipment and facilities operations over the site. 

Natural Gas Pipeline 
A new four-inch diameter, 9.8-mile long natural gas pipeline would be constructed to connect the 
project to an existing Southern California Gas (SCG) pipeline situated south of I-10. 
Approximately eight miles would be within the plant site boundary and two miles outside the 
plant site boundary. The line would be buried with a minimum three feet of cover depending on 
location. The gas line route would begin at an existing SCG line 1,800 feet south of I-10 and 
traverse directly north to the site where it would provide fuel for operating the HTF system. 

Construction of the gas pipeline would be built to SCG standards and would take approximately 
three to six months. Most major pieces of pipeline construction equipment would remain along 
the pipeline ROW during construction with storage and staging of equipment and supplies located 
at the site or other acceptable site selected by SCG at the time construction is underway. 
Excavated earth material would be stored within the construction ROW. 

Distribution Line 
Construction power would be provided to the site from the SCE 12.47 kV distribution line routed 
to the site from SCE’s distribution poles one mile east of BSPP at the corner of Sixth Avenue and 
Davis Street.2 The BSPP would include construction of a 12.47 kV internal distribution system 
and step down transformers to provide power as needed for construction operations.3 

Cumulative Scenario 
There are a large number of renewable energy and other projects proposed throughout the 
California desert that were identified as potentially contributing to cumulative environmental 
impacts. Those cumulative projects are discussed in detail in Section 4.1.4, Cumulative Scenario 
Approach. 

                                                      
2 The distribution line would be wholly owned and operated by SCE. It would be used to provide power during the 

construction phase of the proposed action. SCE would retain the facility after construction is complete.  
3 During the operational phase of the proposed action, power would be provided by the BSPP. 
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ES.6 Alternatives to the Proposed Action 
Table ES-1 summarizes the BSPP, the Agency Preferred Alternative, the other Alternatives 
evaluated in this PA/FEIS. The BSPP is the originally proposed action. All of these Alternatives 
are described in detail in Chapter 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives. 

TABLE ES-1 
SUMMARY OF ALTERNATIVES EVALUATED IN THE PA/FEIS 

Alternative Comments 

Proposed Action 

1,000 MW; 
7,025 acres disturbed 
BLM amends CDCA Plan for BSPP 

This is the BSPP and was the original proposed action; it 
also is the Agency Preferred Alternative. 

Reconfigured Alternative 

1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 
7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP) 
BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative 

This is a reconfigured project that would use the same 
technology as the BSPP to generate the same energy 
output, but would relocate Unit 3 to a location 
approximately 0.8 mile south of Solar Unit 2 to reduce 
impacts related to a major unnamed dry wash that flows 
through the proposed site along the southwestern side. 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 

750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP); 
4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP) 
BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage 
Alternative 

This is a reduced project that would develop only three of 
the four units proposed under the BSPP. The same solar 
trough technology would be used as for the BSPP. 

No Action Alternative A: 

BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP 
BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

This No Action Alternative was evaluated in the SA/DEIS 
under both CEQA and NEPA.  

No Action Alternative B 

BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP; 
BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site 
unavailable for any type of solar energy development. 

This No Action Alternative was evaluated in the SA/DEIS 
under NEPA only.  

This is not a typical “No Action” Alternative because the 
BLM would take action to amend the CDCA Plan under 
this Alternative. However, it was evaluated because it 
provided an opportunity for the BLM to consider the effects 
of not approving the ROW grant application and also 
amending the CDCA Plan to make the specific BSPP site 
unavailable for future solar development. 

No Action Alternative C 

BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP; 
BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site 
available for any type of solar energy development. 

This No Action Alternative was evaluated in the SA/DEIS 
under NEPA only.  

This is not a typical “No Action” Alternative because the 
BLM would take action to amend the CDCA Plan under 
this Alternative. However, it was evaluated because it 
provided an opportunity for the BLM to consider the effects 
of not approving the ROW grant application and also 
amending the CDCA Plan to make the specific BSPP site 
available for future solar development. 
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ES.7 Affected Environment 
The BSPP would be located on public land managed by the BLM approximately three miles north 
of the I-10 freeway, and eight miles west of the City of Blythe, California. The proposed action 
includes a 230-kilovolt (kV) transmission line that would interconnect with the regional grid at 
Southern California Edison’s (SCE) planned Colorado River Substation about five miles 
southwest of the plant site. The Applicant has applied for a right-of-way (ROW) grant from BLM 
for approximately 9,400-acres of flat desert terrain. Within these 9,400 acres, construction and 
operation would disturb approximately 7,025 acres. Remaining acreage that would not be 
disturbed would not be part of the ROW grant. 

The site is located within the within the Palo Verde Mesa of the Sonoran Desert region of 
southeastern California, an alluvial-filled basin that is bounded by the Mojave Desert to the north 
and by the McCoy Mountains, Little Maria Mountains, and Big Maria Mountains to the west, 
northwest, and northeast, respectively, extending southwest to the Palo Verde Mountains. The 
Palo Verde Mesa is bounded by the Palo Verde Valley to the east, which is generally formed by 
flood plain deposits of the Colorado River. The unique position of the region at the junction with 
the Neotropic ecozone to the south contributes to the presence of a number of rare and endemic 
plants and vegetation communities specially adapted to this bi-modal rainfall pattern, and not 
found elsewhere in California. These include microphyll woodlands, palm oases, and a number of 
summer annuals that only germinate after a significant warm summer rain. Although the region 
supports numerous perennial species, including a wide variety of cacti, more than half of the 
region’s plant species are herbaceous annuals, which reveal themselves only during years of 
suitable precipitation and temperature conditions. 

The project site contains a variety of vegetation types including Sonoran creosote bush scrub, 
desert saltbush scrub, arrowweed scrub, tamarisk scrub, agricultural areas, disturbed areas, 
developed areas, ornamental areas, and open channel areas. Several ephemeral desert washes 
traverse the project site and convey flows during and following a substantial rainfall. The 
vegetation community in the washes is classified as Sonoran creosote bush scrub and also 
contains sparse stands of mesquite and tamarisk. The ephemeral washes generally contain a 
greater vegetative diversity and density than the creosote bush scrub habitat outside the washes. A 
variety of wildlife occupies the habitats on and in the vicinity of the project site.  

ES.8 Environmental Consequences 
Table ES-2 summarizes the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the BSPP, the 
Agency Preferred Alternative, and Alternatives by environmental parameter. (Tables ES-3 
through ES-22 are provided following the last page of text in this Executive Summary.) The 
tables also identify the mitigation measures, project features, and other measures included in the 
Alternatives to avoid or substantially reduce the adverse impacts of those Alternatives. The 
unavoidable adverse impacts that would remain after mitigation are also summarized briefly in 
these tables. 
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TABLE ES-2 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE 

Resource 

ALTERNATIVES 

Proposed Action 
Reconfigured 

Alternative Reduced Alternative 
No Action 

Alternative A 
No Action 

Alternative B 
No Action 

Alternative C 

Air • Construction: NOx=102 tons/yr; VOC=12 tons/yr; 
CO=58 tons/yr; PM10=103 tons/yr; PM2.5=21 
tons/yr; and Sox=0.2 tons/yr 

• Operations: NOx= 7 tons/yr; VOC=36 tons/yr; 
CO=16 tons/yr; PM10=76 tons/yr; PM2.5=10; 
tons/yr; and Sox=0.1 tons/yr 

• Decommissioning: Comparable in type and 
magnitude, but likely to be lower than, the 
construction emissions 

Similar to the 
Proposed Action 

Approximately 25% 
less than the Proposed 
Action 

No Impact No Impact Similar to the 
Proposed Action 

Global 
Climate 
Change 

• Construction: GHG: 103,900 CO2-Equivalent and 
loss in carbon uptake of about 8,806 MT of CO2 
per year due to vegetation removal 

• Operations: 14,789 CO2-Equivalent 

• Decommissioning: Comparable in type and 
magnitude, but likely to be lower than, the 
construction emissions 

Similar to the 
Proposed Action 

Approximately 25% 
less than the Proposed 
Action 

No Impact No Impact Similar to the 
Proposed Action 

Cultural • 210 known sites (30 prehistoric and 180 historic) 

• Possibly additional resources yet to be 
discovered during construction 

• The integrity of setting and integrity of feeling of 
the two known built-environment resources 
located within this area  

  No Impact No Impact Similar to the 
Proposed Action 

Environ-
mental 
Justice 

No Impact Same as Proposed 
Action 

Same as Proposed 
Action 

Same as Proposed 
Action 

Same as Proposed 
Action 

Same as Proposed 
Action 

Lands and 
Realty 

• Minimal and mitigable impacts to designated 
corridors and Interstate 10 from overhead gen-tie 
power line and underground pipeline crossing. 

• No impacts to existing uses. 

Similar to the 
Proposed Action 

Similar to the 
Proposed Action 

Likely delayed impact 
similar to the Proposed 
Action. Required 
acreage could be less, 
approximately the 
same, or more than the 
Proposed Action. 

No impact, or impact 
specific to a future use 
other than solar energy 
generation. 

Similar to the 
Proposed Action. 
Required acreage 
could be less, 
approximately the 
same, or more than the 
Proposed Action. 

Livestock 
Grazing 

No Impact Same as Proposed 
Action 

Same as Proposed 
Action 

Same as Proposed 
Action 

Same as Proposed 
Action 

Same as Proposed 
Action 
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TABLE ES-2 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE 
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Resource 

ALTERNATIVES 

Proposed Action 
Reconfigured 

Alternative Reduced Alternative 
No Action 

Alternative A 
No Action 

Alternative B 
No Action 

Alternative C 

Minerals No Impact Same as Proposed 
Action 

Same as Proposed 
Action 

Same as Proposed 
Action 

Same as Proposed 
Action 

Same as Proposed 
Action 

Multiple Use 
Classes 

• Construction: 5,952 acres affected. 

• Operations: restriction of multiple use 
opportunities on the site to a single dominant 
use. 

Impacts to MUC-L 
lands same as 
Proposed Action; 
construction would 
impact 6,102 acres.  

Impacts to MUC-L 
lands same as 
Proposed Action; 
construction would 
impact 4,752 acres. 

No Impact; similar 
impacts if other utility-
scale solar power 
facilities built in future. 

No Impact. Same as Proposed 
Action. 

Noise • Construction: short-term elevated noise levels 
would occur associated with high pressure steam 
blow. 

• Operations: Long-term operational noise levels 
would be approximately 40 dBA Leq at the 
nearest sensitive receptor. 

Similar to the 
Proposed Action 

Slightly less than the 
Proposed Action 

Similar to the 
Proposed Action 

Similar to the 
Proposed Action 

Similar to the 
Proposed Action 

Paleonto-
logical 

• Construction: Damage and/or destruction of 
paleontological resources; possible net gain to 
the science of paleontology depending on fossils 
found. 

• Operations: No Impact. 

• Decommissioning: No Impact. 

Same as Proposed 
Action 

Similar but reduced 
proportionate to size of 
alternative  

No negative impact or 
potential benefits to 
science of 
paleontology. Long 
term impacts likely 
similar to Proposed 
Action. 

No negative impact or 
potential benefits to 
science of 
paleontology. Impacts 
similar to the Proposed 
Action likely to occur in 
other locations. 

Similar to the 
Proposed Action 

Public Health 
& Safety 

• Construction: Risks to public health and 
contamination associated with construction 
equipment; safety risk of encountering 
unexploded munitions; risks of encountering 
abandoned mined lands. 

• Operations: large quantities of natural gas and 
Therminol VP1 would be used; no short- or long-
term adverse human health effects are expected; 
risks of encountering abandoned mined lands; 
transmission line safety and nuisance hazards; 
traffic and transportation safety, including 
aviation safety; impacts to public and private 
airfields; and worker safety and fire protection 
impacts; and impacts associated with geologic 
hazards. 

Similar to the 
Proposed Action 

Similar to the 
Proposed Action 

Similar to the 
Proposed Action 

Similar to the 
Proposed Action 

Similar to the 
Proposed Action 
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TABLE ES-2 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE 

Blythe Solar Power Project PA/FEIS ES-10 August 2010 

Resource 

ALTERNATIVES 

Proposed Action 
Reconfigured 

Alternative Reduced Alternative 
No Action 

Alternative A 
No Action 

Alternative B 
No Action 

Alternative C 

Recreation • Construction: impacts from noise, fugitive dust, 
and truck and other vehicle ingress and egress 
to the construction site. 

• Operations: site not available for recreational 
use; minimal impacts to other lands in the vicinity 
of the proposed site due to increased usage. 

• Decommissioning: dust and noise impacts 
similar to construction; after decommissioning 
area would be reclaimed for recreational use. 

Would disturb 
approximately 150 
more acres than 
Proposed Action. 

Operation, 
maintenance, and 
closure similar to 
Proposed Action. 

Similar but reduced 
proportionate to size of 
alternative. 

Similar to the 
Proposed Action. 

Potential impacts could 
range from no impact 
to greater impact, 
depending on future 
site use. 

Similar but 
reduced/increased 
proportionate to size of 
future development. 

Social & 
Economics 

• Construction: Employment of 604 workers 
(average) and 1,004 workers (peak). Most, if not 
all, expected to live within two hours of site.  

• Any temporary lodging demand met by existing 
housing or lodging. No new housing or motel 
development induced.  

• Total direct construction spending benefits of 
$406 million on labor and $60 million on 
materials. 

• Additional total indirect and induced spending 
benefits of $330 million and 462 jobs.  

• Operations: Annual employment of 221 workers 
of which at least 75% expected to live within two 
hours of site.  

• Any in-migration housing demand met by 
existing housing. No new housing growth 
induced.  

• Annual direct spending benefits of $9.4 million on 
labor and $9.6 million on materials. 

• Additional total indirect and induced spending 
benefits of $9.2 million and 74 jobs. 

• Decommission: Temporary spending and 
employment benefit from deconstruction and site 
restoration work. Subsequent long term adverse 
impact from lost project jobs and spending. 

Same as Proposed 
Action 

Similar but reduced 
proportionate to size of 
alternative  

Similar to the 
Proposed Action 

No Impact Similar to the 
Proposed Action 
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TABLE ES-2 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE 
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Resource 

ALTERNATIVES 

Proposed Action 
Reconfigured 

Alternative Reduced Alternative 
No Action 

Alternative A 
No Action 

Alternative B 
No Action 

Alternative C 

Soils • Construction: total earth movement of 
approximately 8.3 million cubic yards. 

• Wind erosion generated soil loss of 71 tons per 
acre per year (Gunsight Series), 81 tons per acre 
per year (Cipriano Series), and 553 tons per acre 
per year (Aco Series). 

• Water erosion generated soil loss of 0.92 tons 
per acre per year (Gunsight Series), 4.63 tons 
per acre per year (Cipriano Series), and 0.51 
tons per acre per year (Aco Series). 

• Operations: Wind erosion generated soil loss of 
38 tons per acre per year (Gunsight Series), 49 
tons per acre per year (Cipriano Series), and 296 
tons per acre per year (Aco Series). 

• Water erosion generated soil loss of 0.84 tons 
per acre per year (Gunsight Series), 1.46 tons 
per acre per year (Cipriano Series), and 0.23 
tons per acre per year (Aco Series). 

Similar to Proposed 
Action 

Peak construction: 
same as Proposed 
Action. 

Long term 
construction: less than 
Proposed Action. 

Operation: less than 
Proposed Action. 

No impact; potential for 
similar impacts in other 
locations. 

No impact; potential for 
similar impacts in other 
locations. 

Similar to Proposed 
Action 

Special 
Designations 

No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact No Impact 

Transpor-
tation and 
Public 
Access – Off 
Highway 
Vehicle 
Resources 

• Construction: temporary disturbance to 
motorized vehicles on local routes; traffic 
hazards from construction worker commuting 
and parking; increased traffic from construction 
activities; damage to roadways 

• Operations: increased opportunities for 
vandalism, illegal cross-county use and other 
disruptive behavior from off-highway vehicles 
(OHV); closure of the McCoy Wash to OHV 
users. 

• No impact to overall access for wilderness 
recreation; some impact to sightseeing and day 
use touring by OHV users; loss of access to site 
for two private land owners. 

Similar to Proposed 
Action; closure of one 
additional spur road, 
and impacts to an 
additional 8.5 miles of 
open routes. 

Similar to Proposed 
Action; no impacts to 
two spur roads and 
impacts to OHV open 
routes decreased to 
approximately one 
mile. 

No impact to OHV 
routes and values; 
similar impacts to 
transportation. 

No impact to OHV 
routes and values; 
similar impacts to 
transportation. 

Similar impacts as 
Proposed Action. 
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TABLE ES-2 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE 
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Resource 

ALTERNATIVES 

Proposed Action 
Reconfigured 

Alternative Reduced Alternative 
No Action 

Alternative A 
No Action 

Alternative B 
No Action 

Alternative C 

Vegetation • Construction: 7,025 acres vegetation 
communities lost; 592 acres ephemeral 
drainages lost; 6 special status plant species 
impacted 

Construction: 5,548 
acres vegetation 
communities lost; 413 
acres ephemeral 
drainages lost; 4 
special status plant 
species impacted 

 

Construction: 4,165 
acres vegetation 
communities lost; 245 
acres ephemeral 
drainages lost; 1-4 
special status plant 
species impacted 

 

Short term: no impact 

Long term: Similar to 
Proposed Action 

 

No Impact Short term: no impact 

Long term: Similar to 
Proposed Action 

Visual • Construction: Mitigable short-term impacts from 
construction lighting and visible dust plumes; 
adverse effects from large-scale visual 
disturbance in the landscape. 

• Operations: Adverse and unavoidable impacts 
from glint and glare, and visual disturbance for 
dispersed recreational viewers in surrounding 
mountains.  

• Decommissioning: Mitigable short-term impacts 
prior to successful restoration. 

Similar to the 
Proposed Action, but 
reconfigured 
alternative would 
slightly increase the 
field of view occupied 
by the BSPP from 
several KOPs. 

Similar to the 
Proposed Action; the 
visual contrast remains 
the same for ground-
level KOPs, but would 
be slightly reduced 
from elevated 
viewpoints. 

No Impact No Impact Future solar energy 
development could be 
expected to affect 
visual resources to the 
same degree and 
extent as referenced in 
the Proposed Action. 

Water  • Construction and Operation: 
Pumping/Consumption of 22,100 ac-ft of 
groundwater, a fraction of which would be 
indirectly drawn from the Colorado River via 
aquifer seepage. 

• Mitigable alteration of stormwater flows and 
drainage, including re-routing of existing 
flowpaths 

• Mitigable water quality effects including use of 
heavy machinery and sedimentation during 
construction, and use of septic system, 
evaporation ponds, and spill cleanup facilities 
during operation.  

• Decommissioning: Mitigable water quality effects 
due to use of heavy machinery and re-grading of 
site to match adjacent topography. 

Similar to the 
Proposed Action 

Approximately 25% 
less than Proposed 
Action for groundwater 
consumption, similar to 
the Proposed Action 
for all others. 

No Impact No Impact  Similar to the 
Proposed Action 
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TABLE ES-2 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS BY ALTERNATIVE 
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Resource 

ALTERNATIVES 

Proposed Action 
Reconfigured 

Alternative Reduced Alternative 
No Action 

Alternative A 
No Action 

Alternative B 
No Action 

Alternative C 

Wild Horse & 
Burros 

No Impact Same as Proposed 
Action 

Same as Proposed 
Action 

Same as Proposed 
Action 

Same as Proposed 
Action 

Same as Proposed 
Action 

Wildland Fire 
Ecology 

• Construction: Slight increase in threat of wildland 
fires in area 

• Operations: threat of wildland fire similar to 
current situation 

Similar to Proposed 
Action 

Similar to Proposed 
Action 

Short term: no impact 

Long term: Similar to 
Proposed Action 

No Impact Short term: no impact 

Long term: Similar to 
Proposed Action 

Wildlife • Construction: 7,025 acres wildlife habitat lost; 9 
special status wildlife species impacted 

• Operations: disruption of migratory patterns; 
death or injury to individuals from striking 
powerlines, mirrors, arrays, poles or being struck 
by vehicles; increased predation. 

Construction: 5,548 
acres wildlife habitat 
lost; 9 special status 
wildlife species 
impacted on 23% 
fewer acres than 
Proposed Action 

Operations: Similar to 
Proposed Action 

Construction: 4,165 
acres wildlife habitat 
lost; 9 special status 
wildlife species 
impacted on 40% 
fewer acres than 
Proposed Action 

Operations:Similar to 
Proposed Action 

Short term: no impact 

Long term: Similar to 
Proposed Action 

No Impact Short term: no impact 

Long term: Similar to 
Proposed Action 



Executive Summary 
 

ES.9 Areas of Controversy and Issues for Resolution 
Based on input received from agencies, organizations, Native Americans and Tribal 
Governments, and members of the general public during the scoping for the SA/DEIS and in 
comments on the SA/DEIS, several areas of controversy related to the BSPP are: 

• Opposition to the placement of a large solar project on essentially undisturbed desert land  
• Support for locating renewable energy projects in urban or previously-developed areas 
• Concern regarding the impacts of this large project on biological and cultural resources  
• Concern regarding GHG emissions and climate change 
• Concern regarding the range of alternatives considered  

Extensive comments were received during the scoping process for the BSPP. The scoping process 
and public input received during that process are provided in detail in Appendix C, Scoping 
Report. 

ES.10 Organizations and Persons Consulted 
In addition to the scoping and SA/DEIS public review processes, the BLM has been consulting 
and coordinating with public agencies who may be requested to take action on the BSPP. 
Consultation and coordination is summarized below. 

Native American Consultation and Coordination 
A key part of a cultural resources analysis under NEPA, CEQA and Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) is to determine which of the cultural resources that a 
proposed or alternative action may affect are important or historically significant. In accordance 
with 36 CFR Part 800.14(b), Programmatic Agreements (PAs) are used for the resolution of 
adverse effects for complex project situations and when effects on historic properties or resources 
eligible for or listed in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) cannot be fully 
determined prior to approval of an undertaking. The BLM is preparing a PA in consultation with 
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO), the CEC, interested tribes (including tribal governments as part of government-to-
government consultation), and other interested parties. The PA will govern the continued 
identification and evaluation of historic properties (eligible for the National Register) and 
historical resources (eligible for the California Register of Historic Places), as well as the 
resolution of any effects that may result from the BSPP. The consultation with the ACHP, SHPO 
and Native American Tribal Governments for the BSPP is ongoing. 

United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
The BLM permit, consultation, and conferencing with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
(USFWS) required for the BSPP is to comply with the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) for 
potential take of the Desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii). Because Federal agency action has been 
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Blythe Solar Power Project PA/FEIS ES-15 August 2010 

identified for the BSPP project, ESA Section 7 consultation/conferencing between the BLM and 
USFWS is required prior to any take authorization for the BSPP from the USFWS. The BLM has 
submitted a Biological Assessment (BA) for take of this species to the USFWS for the BSPP. The 
process of consultation with USFWS for the BSPP is ongoing. 

California Department of Fish and Game 
Consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) is anticipated for 
possible impacts to waters of the State. It is possible CDFG will determine that a Lake and 
Streambed Alteration Agreement may be required for the BSPP for the impacts to jurisdictional 
State waters. The process of consultation with CDFG for the BSPP is ongoing. 

ES.11 Public Participation 
Scoping activities were conducted by the BLM in compliance with the requirements of NEPA for 
the BSPP. Many of these scoping activities were conducted jointly with the CEC. The BLM’s 
scoping activities are described in detail in the Final Scoping Report, which is provided in 
Appendix C. The scoping report documents the Notice of Intent, the scoping meetings, 
workshops, and the comments received during scoping. 

ES.12 Comments and Responses 
The BLM and CEC distributed the joint SA/DEIS for the BSPP for public and agency review and 
comment between March 19, 2010, and June 17, 2010. Ten comment letters were received. 
PA/FEIS Appendix I includes all of the written comment letters received by the BLM in response 
to the NOA. Section 5.5, Public Comment Process, provides responses to common and individual 
comments 
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TABLE ES-3 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON AIR RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, 
and Other Measures – See Appendix G 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
After Mitigation 

Proposed Action 

• BSPP 

• CDCA Plan Amendment 

Emissions of NOx and VOC from the BSPP could 
contribute (if left unmitigated) to higher ozone levels in the 
region. 

The emissions of NOx and SOx from BSPP could 
contribute (if left unmitigated) to higher PM2.5 levels in 
the region; however, the region is in attainment with 
PM2.5 standards and the low level of NOx and SOx 
emissions from the BSPP would not result in an increase 
such to cause non-attainment. 

The BSPP would reduce fossil-fuel fired power plant 
electrical generation by displacing the need for their 
operation; however, the exact nature and location of such 
reductions is not known. 

Impacts associated with criteria air pollutants. usually are 
(although not always) cumulative by nature. 

AQ-SC1, AQ-SC2, AQ-SC3, AQ-SC4, AQ-SC5, 
AQ-SC6, AQ-SC8 

AQ-1, AQ-2, AQ-3, AQ-4, AQ-5, AQ-6, AQ-7, 
AQ-9, AQ-10, AQ-11, AQ-12, AQ-13, AQ-14, 
AQ-15. AQ-16, AQ-17, AQ-18, AQ-19, AQ-20, 
AQ-21, AQ-22, AQ-23, AQ-24, AQ-25, AQ-26, 
AQ-27, AQ-28, AQ-29, AQ-30, AQ-31, AQ-32, 
AQ-33, AQ-34, AQ-35, AQ-36, AQ-37, AQ-38, 
AQ-39, AQ-40, AQ-41, AQ-42, AQ-43, AQ-44, 
AQ-45, AQ-46, AQ-47, AQ-48, AQ-49, AQ-50, 
AQ-51, AQ-52, AQ-53, AQ-54, AQ-55, AQ-56, 
AQ-57, AQ-58, AQ-59, AQ-60, AQ-61, AQ-62, 
AQ-63, AQ-64 

None. 

Reconfigured Alternative 

• 1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 

• 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured 
Alternative 

Essentially the same as the proposed action. 

The increase in footprint of 150 acres would have a 
minimally greater effect than the proposed action. 

Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 

• 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP); 

• 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced 
Acreage Alternative 

Peak construction impacts would be the same as the 
proposed action. 

Long term construction impacts would be less than the 
BSPP. 

Operation impact levels would be reduced relative to the 
BSPP. 

Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

No Action Alternative A: 

• BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for 
the BSPP 

• BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

 

• No impacts 

• No impacts  

None None 
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TABLE ES-3 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON AIR RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, 
and Other Measures – See Appendix G 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
After Mitigation 

No Action Alternative B 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site unavailable for any type of 
solar energy development. 

 

• No impacts 

• No adverse impacts from future solar development; 
however, impacts to air quality could result from the 
development of other renewable energy projects (i.e., 
wind) or other uses allowable under Multiple Use 
Class L. 

 

• None 

• To be determined (TBD) 

 

• None 

• TBD 

No Action Alternative C 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site available for any type of solar 
energy development. 

 

• No impacts 

• Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment and 
would be analyzed as a part of the related permitting 
process. Impacts could be comparable to, greater or 
less than those of the proposed action, depending on 
the nature and intensity of the proposed use. 

 

• None 

• To be determined (TBD) 

 

• None 

• To be determined (TBD) 

 

Blythe Solar Power Project PA/FEIS ES-17 August 2010 



Executive Summary 
 

TABLE ES-4  
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATING TO GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, 
and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
After Mitigation 

Proposed Action 

• BSPP 

• CDCA Plan Amendment 

Construction activities would result in short-term, 
unavoidable increases in vehicle and equipment 
emissions, including GHGs; land clearing and vegetation 
removal clearing of land and complete removal would 
reduce the ongoing natural carbon uptake by vegetation. 

Primary fuel (solar energy) is GHG-free; however, 
emissions from some natural gas, gasoline and diesel 
fuel use; sulfur hexafluoride emissions could leak from 
electrical equipment. 

Decommissioning-related emissions would be similar to, 
be less than, from construction. 

Overall, BSPP would benefit climate change conditions 
by offsetting up to about 2,100,000 MWh/yr of CO2e-
emitting power from existing or conventional fossil fuel 
power plants. 

Climate change could result in a suite of additional 
potential changes that could affect the natural 
environment, in a manner that is relevant to the BSPP. 

None required. None. 

Reconfigured Alternative 

• 1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 

• 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured 
Alternative 

Essentially the same as the BSPP Same as BSPP. Same as BSPP. 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 

• 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP); 

• 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced 
Acreage Alternative 

Essentially the same as the BSPP, except that this 
Alternative would not alter the potential effects of climate 
change on mitigation lands, drainage and flooding, or 
water resources availability. 

Same as BSPP. Same as BSPP. 
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TABLE ES-4 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS RELATING TO GLOBAL CLIMATE CHANGE BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, 
and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
After Mitigation 

No Action Alternative A: 

• BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for 
the BSPP 

• BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

 

• No adverse impacts; benefit from leaving existing 
carbon sequestration value in place.  

• Comparable to, greater or less than BSPP, depending 
on ultimate use consistent with CDCA Plan. 

 

• None 
 

• None 

 

• None 
 

• None 

No Action Alternative B 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site unavailable for any type of 
solar energy development. 

 

• No adverse impacts; benefit from leaving existing 
carbon sequestration value in place.  

• Comparable to, greater or less than BSPP, depending 
on ultimate use consistent with CDCA Plan 

 

• None 
 

• TBD 

 

• None 
 

• TBD 

No Action Alternative C 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site available for any type of solar 
energy development. 

 

• No adverse impacts; benefit from leaving existing 
carbon sequestration value in place.  

• Comparable to, greater or less than BSPP, depending 
on ultimate development. 

 

• None 
 

• TBD 

 

• None 
 

• TBD  
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TABLE ES-5 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other 
Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
After Mitigation 

Proposed Action 

• BSPP 

• CDCA Plan Amendment 

210 known archaeological sites (30 prehistoric 
and 180 historic), and possibly additional 
resources yet to be discovered during 
construction, located within the full extent of the 
proposed action’s below-grade impacts and 
above-grade impacts would be adversely affected 
by the BSPP.  

The integrity of setting and integrity of feeling of 
the two known built-environment resources 
located within this area also would be adversely 
affected by the BSPP. 

No impacts on cultural resources are anticipated 
from operation, or closure and decommissioning. 

CUL-1, CUL-2, CUL-3, CUL-4, CUL-5, CUL-6, CUL-7, CUL-8, 
CUL-9, CUL-10, CUL 11, CUL-12, CUL-13, CUL-14, CUL-15, 
CUL-16, CUL-17, CUL-18, CUL-19 

BLM-CUL-1: The Applicant shall contribute to a program to 
document three cultural landscapes described in Chapter 3.4 
that will, in part, be impacted by the BSPP. These areas: (1) 
a Prehistoric Trails Network Cultural Landscape (PTNCL), (2) 
a Desert Training Center California-Arizona Maneuver Area 
Cultural Landscape (DTCCL), and (3) a Prehistoric Quarries 
Archaeological District (PQAD). The Applicant will follow the 
documentation program by contributing to the preparation of 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) nominations for 
the PTNCL, DTCCL and PQAD if the BLM determines, after 
reviewing the documentation, that they are eligible for the 
NRHP. 

BLM-CUL-2: If significant or potentially significant cultural 
resources cannot be avoided, the Applicant will retain a 
qualified Cultural Resources Specialist to prepare and 
implement a Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) for the 
affected resources. The HPTP may include protocols for 
affected resources including data recovery, research design, 
and treatment measures. The Principal Investigator for the 
HPTP program will meet the minimum Principal Investigator 
qualifications under the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for 
Archaeology. 

BLM-CUL-3: A designated Cultural Resources Specialist will 
provide input to construction and operation training programs 
for employees to enhance awareness regarding the 
protection of cultural resources. The designated specialist or 
a qualified cultural resources monitor will be available during 
construction to inspect and evaluate any finds of potentially 
significant buried cultural material. The Cultural Resources 
Specialist will coordinate with the Applicant’s construction 
manager and environmental compliance manager to stop all 
work in the vicinity of the find until it can be assessed. The 
Cultural Resources Specialist will also contact the BLM. If the 
discovery is determined to be not significant through 
consultation with the BLM, work will be allowed to continue. 

BLM-CUL-4: All discoveries will be documented on Department 
of Parks and Recreation forms (Form DPR 523) and filed with 
the California Historical Resources Information System 
(CHRIS) Eastern Information Center housed at the University 
of California, Riverside. 

Cultural resources damaged or 
destroyed by construction of the 
proposed action, even if 
subjected to mitigation, would 
be permanently lost from the 
archaeological record. This 
would make the cultural 
resources unavailable for future 
study to address future research 
needs when more advanced 
investigative techniques and 
methods of analysis might be 
available 
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TABLE ES-5 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other 
Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
After Mitigation 

  BLM-CUL-5: If, in consultation with the BLM, a discovery is 
determined to be significant, a mitigation plan will be prepared 
and carried out in accordance with the Programmatic 
Agreement. If the resources cannot be avoided, a data 
recovery plan will be developed to ensure collection of 
sufficient information to address archaeological or historical 
research questions. 

BLM-CUL-6: A professional technical report will be prepared 
documenting assessment and data recovery investigations. 
The report will describe the methods and materials collected 
and will provide conclusions regarding the results of the 
investigations. The report will be submitted to the curatorial 
facility housing the collected archaeological materials, as well 
as the appropriate California Historical Resources Information 
System center and BLM Palm Springs-South Coast Field 
Office. 

BLM-CUL-7: Cultural material collected as part of an 
assessment or data recovery mitigation will be curated at a 
qualified curation facility. Field notes and other pertinent 
materials will be curated along with the archaeological 
collection. Curation costs shall be the responsibility of the 
Applicant. 

BLM-CUL-8: If human remains are encountered during 
construction, potentially destructive activities in the vicinity of 
the find will be stopped. The Cultural Resources Specialist will 
immediately notify the Principal Investigator, who will contact 
the BLM. The Applicant will ensure that any such remains are 
treated in a respectful manner and that applicable state and 
federal laws are followed. If human remains of Native American 
origin, associated funerary objects, sacred objects or objects of 
cultural patrimony are discovered on federal land, the 
provisions of the Native American Graves Protection and 
Repatriation Act will be followed. 

BLM-CUL-9: The Applicant will provide worker environmental 
awareness program (WEAP) training during construction to 
assist in worker compliance with cultural resource protection 
procedures. The training will include photographs of a variety of 
historic and prehistoric artifacts and will include a description of 
the specific steps to be taken in the event of an unanticipated 
discovery of cultural material, including human remains. 
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TABLE ES-5 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON CULTURAL RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and 
Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
After Mitigation 

Reconfigured Alternative 

• 1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 

• 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for 
Reconfigured Alternative 

Cultural resources inventory for the Reconfigured 
Alternative would include 210 archaeological 
sites. Impacts would be similar to BSPP, though 
reduced in proportion to reduction in number of 
known sites. 

Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 

• 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the 
BSPP); 

• 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced 
Acreage Alternative 

Cultural resources inventory would include 166 
archaeological sites. Impacts would be similar to 
BSPP, though reduced in proportion to reduction 
in number of known sites. 

Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

No Action Alternative A: 

• BLM does not approve the ROW Grant 
for the BSPP 

• BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

 

• None 
 

• None 

 

• None 
 

• None 

 

• None 
 

• None 

No Action Alternative B 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant 
for the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make 
the project site unavailable for any type 
of solar energy development. 

 

• None 
 

• None 

 

• None 
 

• None 

 

• None 
 

• None 

No Action Alternative C 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant 
for the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make 
the project site available for any type of 
solar energy development. 

 

• None 
 

• Similar to BSPP, although varying in proportion 
to amount of grading, maintenance or other 
earth disturbance required. 

 

• None 
 

• TBD 

 

• None 
 

• TBD 
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TABLE ES-6 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, 
and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
After Mitigation 

Proposed Action 

• BSPP 

• CDCA Plan Amendment 

No direct, indirect or cumulative impact, either short-term 
or long-term, on Environmental Justice. 

None None 

Reconfigured Alternative 

• 1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 

• 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured 
Alternative 

Same as BSPP Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 

• 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP); 

• 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced 
Acreage Alternative 

Same as BSPP Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

No Action Alternative A: 

• BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for 
the BSPP 

• BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

Same as BSPP Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

No Action Alternative B 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site unavailable for any type of 
solar energy development. 

Same as BSPP Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

No Action Alternative C 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site available for any type of solar 
energy development. 

Same as BSPP Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

 

Blythe Solar Power Project PA/FEIS ES-23 August 2010 



Executive Summary 
 

TABLE ES-7 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON LANDS AND REALTY BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, 
and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
After Mitigation 

Proposed Action 

• BSPP 

• CDCA Plan Amendment 

Minimal impacts to the designated corridors, slight 
constraint to future use 

To I-10 from overhead and underground crossings 

Federal Highway Administration (FHA), California 
Department of Transportation (CalTrans), industry 
standards (SOPs) and best management practices 
(BMPs) 

Land not being available for other 
uses during the life of the BSPP.  

After decommissioning, the land 
would be available for other future 
uses 

Reconfigured Alternative 

• 1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 

• 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured 
Alternative 

Same as the proposed action. Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 

• 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP); 

• 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced 
Acreage Alternative 

Same as the proposed action. Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

No Action Alternative A: 

• BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for 
the BSPP 

• BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

 

• No impacts 

• Could be similar to proposed action as another 
application for a different solar facility or other use 
including wind power could be filed.  

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 

No Action Alternative B 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site unavailable for any type of 
solar energy development. 

 

• No impacts 

• Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment 
and would be analyzed as a part of the related 
permitting process. Impacts could be comparable to, 
greater or less than those of the proposed action, 
depending on the nature and intensity of the 
proposed future use. 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 
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TABLE ES-7 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON LANDS AND REALTY BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, 
and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
After Mitigation 

No Action Alternative C 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site available for any type of solar 
energy development. 

 

• No impacts 

• Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment 
and would be analyzed as a part of the related 
permitting process. Impacts could be comparable to, 
greater or less than those of the proposed action, 
depending on the nature and intensity of the 
proposed use. 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 
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TABLE ES-8 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON MINERAL RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

Proposed Action 

• BSPP 

• CDCA Plan Amendment 

No direct, indirect or cumulative impact, either 
short-term or long-term, on Mineral Resources. 

None None 

Reconfigured Alternative 

• 1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 

• 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured 
Alternative 

Same as BSPP Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 

• 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP); 

• 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced 
Acreage Alternative 

Same as BSPP Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

No Action Alternative A: 

• BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for 
the BSPP 

• BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

Same as BSPP Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

No Action Alternative B 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site unavailable for any type of 
solar energy development. 

Same as BSPP Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

No Action Alternative C 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site available for any type of solar 
energy development. 

Same as BSPP Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 
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TABLE ES-9 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON MULTIPLE USE CLASSES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
After Mitigation 

Proposed Action 

• BSPP 
• CDCA Plan Amendment 

• No changes in the MUC classification. 
• Restrict multiple use opportunities for life of project. 
• Multiple use opportunities could be available upon 

decommissioning 

None None 

Reconfigured Alternative 

• 1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 
• 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more 

than the BSPP) 
• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured 

Alternative 

Same as the proposed action. Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 

• 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP); 
• 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less 

than the BSPP) 
• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced 

Acreage Alternative 

Same as the proposed action. Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

No Action Alternative A: 

• BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for 
the BSPP 

• BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

 

• No impacts 
• Could be similar to proposed action as another 

application for a different solar facility or other use 
including wind power could be filed.  

 

• None 
• TBD 

 

• None 
• TBD 

No Action Alternative B 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site unavailable for any type of 
solar energy development. 

 

• No impacts 
• Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment and 

would be analyzed as a part of the related permitting 
process. Impacts could be comparable to, greater or less 
than those of the proposed action, depending on the 
nature and intensity of the proposed future use. 

 

• None 
• TBD 

 

• None 
• TBD 

No Action Alternative C 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site available for any type of solar 
energy development. 

 

• No impacts 
• Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment and 

would be analyzed as a part of the related permitting 
process. Impacts could be comparable to, greater or less 
than those of the proposed action, depending on the 
nature and intensity of the proposed use. 

 

• None 
• TBD 

 

• None 
• TBD 
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TABLE ES-10 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON NOISE BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
After Mitigation 

Proposed Action 

• BSPP 

• CDCA Plan Amendment 

Noise impacts associated with the proposed action could be 
created by short-term construction activities, including “high 
pressure steam blow” and construction equipment typical of 
industrial projects. 

Operational noise level at receptor LT would be 40 dBA Leq, 
which is acceptable under the Riverside County Code 

Short-term closure and decommissioning noise levels would 
be less than expected for construction, since no high 
pressure steam blows would be required, but in other 
respects are anticipated to be comparable to construction 
noise levels. 

No cumulative noise impact. 

NOISE-1, NOISE-2, NOISE-3, NOISE-4, 
NOISE-5, NOISE-6, NOISE-7 

Short-term, construction-related 
exceedance of Riverside County 
noise regulations: The exceedance 
would be an increase of 16 dBA for 
the 69 month construction period. 

Reconfigured Alternative 

• 1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 

• 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured 
Alternative 

Due to an incrementally longer construction period, the 
same types of construction activity, and substantially similar 
operation and maintenance-related and closure and 
decommission-related requirements as the BSPP, noise 
would be slightly greater than, but substantially similar to, 
the BSPP. 

Same as BSPP Comparable to BSPP 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 

• 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP); 

• 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced 
Acreage Alternative 

Reduced total construction-, operation- and 
decommissioning-related activity (and therefore noise) on 
the site by roughly 25 percent; however, peak construction 
impacts could be same as the proposed action, since 
construction activity levels would likely be similar.  

Operations-related noise levels would be reduced, since 
only three of the four proposed units would be operated and 
maintained. 

Given the reduced amount of equipment to dismantle and 
reduction in acreage to be restored, closure and 
decommission-relating impacts also would be reduced 
relative to the BSPP. 

Same as BSPP Comparable, although slightly 
reduced, relative to BSPP 

No Action Alternative A: 

• BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for 
the BSPP 

• BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

 

• None 

• None 

 

• None 

• None 

 

• None 

• None 
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TABLE ES-10 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON NOISE BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
After Mitigation 

No Action Alternative B 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site unavailable for any type of 
solar energy development. 

 

• None 

• TBD, depending on ultimate development or use of the 
site. 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 

No Action Alternative C 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site available for any type of solar 
energy development. 

 

• None 

• TBD, depending on ultimate use or development of the 
site. 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 
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TABLE ES-11 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
After Mitigation 

Proposed Action 

• BSPP 

• CDCA Plan Amendment 

Construction could damage or destroy paleontological 
resources, fossils and potentially high-sensitivity materials. 

As the value of paleontological resources is predicated on 
their discovery within a specific geological host unit, 
construction of the BSPP could result in a net gain to the 
science of paleontology by allowing fossils that would not 
otherwise have been found to be recovered, identified, 
studied, and preserved. 

Operation, future decommissioning and closure would not 
adversely impact paleontological resources because the 
ground disturbed during these activities would already have 
been disturbed. 

A cumulative net gain to the science of paleontology could 
result by allowing fossils that would not otherwise have been 
found to be recovered, identified, studied, and preserved. 
Cumulative impacts would be neutral (no fossils 
encountered) or positive (fossils encountered, preserved 
and identified). 

PAL-1, PAL-2, PAL-3, PAL-4, PAL-5, 
PAL-6, PAL-7 

Mitigation measures could not avoid or 
reduce fossil disturbance associated 
with drilled shaft foundations; 
however, the volume of disturbance 
and probability of encountering fossil 
resources would be low in comparison 
to the grading and excavation 
activities. 

Reconfigured Alternative 

• 1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 

• 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured 
Alternative 

Same as BSPP Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 

• 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP); 

• 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced 
Acreage Alternative 

Same as BSPP Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

No Action Alternative A: 

• BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for 
the BSPP 

• BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

 

• No adverse impacts; no gain to the science of 
paleontology. 

• None 

None None 
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TABLE ES-11 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
After Mitigation 

No Action Alternative B 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site unavailable for any type of 
solar energy development. 

 

• No adverse impacts; no gain to the science of 
paleontology. 

• TBD, depending on ultimate use or development of the 
site. Resulting impacts could be comparable to, greater 
or less than the BSPP. 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

No Action Alternative C 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site available for any type of solar 
energy development. 

 

• No adverse impacts; no gain to the science of 
paleontology. 

• TBD, depending on ultimate use or development of the 
site. Resulting impacts could be comparable to, greater 
or less than the BSPP. 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

 

• None 

• TBD 
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TABLE ES-12 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

Proposed Action 

• BSPP 

• CDCA Plan Amendment 

Hazardous Waste 

Limited risk of spills or other releases 

Limited risk of fire and/or possible explosion risk 
due to natural gas usage 

Marginal risk of Therminol migration or fire 

No long or short term adverse health impacts 
expected (i.e., cancer) 

Non-hazardous Waste 

Generation of solid waste, liquid waste 

Unexploded Ordnance 

Could be present posing a safety risk to the 
workers 

Abandoned Mined Lands 

Two on site, one near site posing a safety risk to 
the workers 

Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance 

Aviation safety 

Hazardous and nuisance shocks 

Electric and magnetic field (EMF) exposure 

Traffic and Transportation Safety 

Aviation safety from upward plumes from cooling 
systems; glint/glare, interference with 
communication systems, and attraction of birds to 
evaporation ponds 

Roadway Safety 

Transport of oversized equipment and hazardous 
materials 

Worker Safety and Fire Protection 

Exposure o loud noises, moving equipment, 
hazardous materials, dust, trenches, and confined 
space entry and egress 

Hazardous  

Engineering and administrative controls part of 
proposed action 

Implementation of National Fire Protection 
Association (NFPA) code 85A requires both 
the use of double-block and bleed valves for 
gas shut off and automated combustion 
controls; natural gas pipelines must be 
designed to meet the appropriate level of 
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) 
General Order 112 standards and 49 CFR 192 
standards; compliance with constructed and 
operated in accordance with the Federal 
Department of Transportation (DOT) 
regulations; applicant proposed safety 
management plan 

Isolation valves would be placed throughout 
the system designed to automatically block off 
sections if a loss of pressure is detected  
HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, HAZ-4, HAZ-5, HAZ-6, 
Public Health-1, SOIL&WATER-18 

Non-hazardous 

Recycling and appropriate disposal at Class III 
landfill for solid waste, appropriate LORS, 
transport , and treatment. Development of 
Construction Waster Management Plan 
WASTE-1, WASTE-2, WASTE-3, WASTE-4, 
WASTE-5, WASTE-6, WASTE-7, WASTE-8, 
WASTE-9, WASTE-10  

Unexploded Ordnance 

BLM-PHS-1 

Abandoned Mined Lands 

BLM-PHS-2 

Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance 

Compliance with FAA safety analysis 
recommendations 

Grounding measures 

Hazardous Waste 

Accidental release could occur and 
could cause an airborne or waterborne 
risk to the human environment  

Unexploded Ordnance 

Risk of accidental or unintentional 
detonation of UXO  
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TABLE ES-12 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

 Geologic Hazards 

Groundshaking 

Secondary Earthquake Hazards; Hydrocompaction; 
and Corrosive Soils 

Erosion 

Exposure from rainfall and high winds 

Site Security 

Malicious mischief, vandalism, or domestic/foreign 
terrorist attacks to electrical infrastructure from 

TLSN-1, TLSN-2, TLSN-3, TLSN-4, TLSN-5 

Traffic and Transportation Safety 

TRANS-6, TRANS-7, TRANS-8, TRANS-9, 
TRANS-10, TRANS-11 

Worker Safety and Fire Protection 

Development of a Construction Safety and 
Health Program and Operations and 
Maintenance Safety and Health Program; 
develop and implement a fire prevention 
program and fund capital improvements and 
staffing for the RCFD 

WORKER SAFETY-1, WORKER SAFETY-2, 
WORKER SAFETY-3, WORKER SAFETY-4, 
WORKER SAFETY-5, WORKER SAFETY-6, 
WORKER SAFETY-7, WORKER SAFETY-8, 
WORKER SAFETY-9 

Geologic Hazards 

Structural designs consistent with the 
California Building Code 

Implementation of recommendations in 
geotechnical report 

Erosion 

Utilize Construction Water Quality Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) and implement 
SWPP 

CIVIL-1, CIVIL-2, CIVIL-3, CIVIL-4, 
STRUC-1,GEO-1, SOIL&WATER-1 

Site Security 

HAZ-5, HAZ-6 

 

Reconfigured Alternative 

• 1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 

• 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured 
Alternative 

Same as the proposed action. Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 
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TABLE ES-12 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 

• 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP); 

• 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced 
Acreage Alternative 

Similar to the proposed action. Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

No Action Alternative A: 

• BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for 
the BSPP 

• BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

 

• No impacts 

• Could be similar to proposed action as another 
application for a different solar facility or other use 
including wind power could be filed.  

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 

No Action Alternative B 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site unavailable for any type of 
solar energy development. 

 

• No impacts 

• Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment 
and would be analyzed as a part of the related 
permitting process. Impacts could be comparable 
to, greater or less than those of the proposed 
action, depending on the nature and intensity of 
the proposed future use. 

 

• None 

• BD 

 

• None 

• TBD 

No Action Alternative C 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site available for any type of solar 
energy development. 

 

• No impacts 

• Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment 
and would be analyzed as a part of the related 
permitting process. Impacts could be comparable 
to, greater or less than those of the proposed 
action, depending on the nature and intensity of 
the proposed use. 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 
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TABLE ES-13 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON RECREATION BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

Proposed Action 

• BSPP 

• CDCA Plan Amendment 

On-Site 

Could disrupt dispersed recreational activities on site 
which would be available upon decommissioning 

Off-Site 

Degradation of nearby lands by displaced recreational 
users migrating to other areas.  

Increased use of LTVAs 

Beneficial impacts upon decommissioning  

See Section 4.12, Impacts on Recreation. 
BLM-REC-1, BLM-REC-2, BLM-REC-3, 
BLM-REC-4, BLM-REC-5 

Unavoidable adverse impacts on 
recreation resources by permanent 
removal of vegetation, landforms, and 
other nature features of the 
characteristic landscape for the life of 
the BSPP or until decommissioning 
and restoration occurs. 

Reconfigured Alternative 

• 1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 

• 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured 
Alternative 

Same as the proposed action. Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 

• 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP); 

• 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced 
Acreage Alternative 

Same as the proposed action. Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

No Action Alternative A: 

• BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for 
the BSPP 

• BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

 

• No impacts 

• Could be similar to proposed action as another 
application for a different solar facility or other use 
including wind power could be filed.  

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 

No Action Alternative B 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site unavailable for any type of 
solar energy development. 

 

• No impacts 

• Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment and 
would be analyzed as a part of the related permitting 
process. Impacts could be comparable to, greater or less 
than those of the proposed action, depending on the 
nature and intensity of the proposed future use. 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 
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TABLE ES-13 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON RECREATION BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

No Action Alternative C 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site available for any type of solar 
energy development. 

 

• No impacts 

• Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment and 
would be analyzed as a part of the related permitting 
process. Impacts could be comparable to, greater or less 
than those of the proposed action, depending on the 
nature and intensity of the proposed use. 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 
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TABLE ES-14 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON ECONOMICS BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

Proposed Action 

• BSPP 

• CDCA Plan Amendment 

Considerable direct construction-related economic 
benefits for workers and local businesses providing 
materials and services for construction.  

Considerable indirect and induced economic benefits for 
the local and eastern Riverside County economies from 
subsequent spending of workers’ and construction 
businesses’ income within the local and regional 
economy. Most likely would benefit food, retail, lodging, 
real estate, and medical related businesses. 

Positive, but short-term, contribution toward supporting 
local business and maintaining the economic vitality of 
the City of Blythe and neighboring communities. 

BSPP-related in-migration could affect the social 
character of the local study area; however, few people 
are expected to relocate to the area as a result of the 
BSPP.  

Operations are expected to directly employ 221 full-time 
employees, which would create indirect and induced 
secondary employment in the region. Workers’ wages 
and salaries would have long-term positive impact. 

Annual expenditures of the BSPP were assumed to be 
$9.6 million for materials, equipment, and supplies; and 
$9.4 million in payroll annually. 

Direct economic impact associated with discontinuation 
of the solar energy generation site would result in job 
losses for the operations workforce. 

Cumulative labor demand would likely range between 
5,000 FTE minimum 11,360 FTE maximum and 
represent more than half the region’s currently 
forecasted future skilled construction labor force.  

Given estimated availability of lodging and possible 
rental housing, it is expected that there would be 
adequate and suitable housing to meet anticipated 
temporary housing demand. Therefore, no major 
adverse social or economic impacts would be expected 
to result. 

None None 
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TABLE ES-14 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON ECONOMICS BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

Reconfigured Alternative 

• 1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 

• 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured 
Alternative 

Comparable to the BSPP Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 

• 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP); 

• 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced 
Acreage Alternative 

Construction spending and employment for the Reduced 
Acreage Alternative would be expected to be lower than 
for the BSPP; social and economic impacts would be 
similarly reduced. 

Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

No Action Alternative A: 

• BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for 
the BSPP 

• BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

 

• None 

• The social and economic impacts associated with the 
proposed action would likely only be delayed by 
selecting No Action Alternative A, since this region of 
the United States has extremely positive 
characteristics for solar power generation.  

 

• None 

• Comparable to BSPP, but later in time 

 

• None 

• Comparable to BSPP but later in time 

No Action Alternative B 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site unavailable for any type of 
solar energy development. 

 

• None 

• TBD, depending on ultimate use or development of 
the site. Impacts of other (non-solar) renewable 
energy development could be comparable to the 
BSPP. 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 

No Action Alternative C 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site available for any type of solar 
energy development. 

 

• None 

• TBD, depending on ultimate use or development of 
the site. Impacts of other solar energy project could 
be comparable to the BSPP. 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 
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TABLE ES-15 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON SOILS RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

Proposed Action 

• BSPP 

• CDCA Plan Amendment 

Soils on the BSPP site have a low to very high hazard 
for wind erosion: if desert pavement is disturbed, 
underlying soils are subject to high levels of wind 
erosion. Soils on the eastern third of the site have the 
highest erosion rates for undisturbed, disturbed, and 
operational conditions. 

Water erosion considered negligible except for wash 
areas in the central portion of the site where soils are 
potentially more erosive due to higher silt content. 
Erosion rates would increase during operations, and 
then revert to its undisturbed erosion rate.  

Combined vegetation removal anticipated as a result of 
the numerous proposed utility-scale renewable energy 
projects, including the BSPP, could expose soils to 
higher wind-borne erosion rates than the area otherwise 
would be exposed to. This also could exacerbate runoff 
rates, especially during high intensity, short duration 
rainfall events 

SOIL&WATER-1, SOIL&WATER 10, 
SOIL&WATER-11, SOIL&WATER-14, 
SOIL&WATER-15 

Implementation of mitigation measures 
would not preclude all loss of soils due to 
erosion; some residual impact would 
remain 

Reconfigured Alternative 

• 1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 

• 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured 
Alternative 

Essentially the same as the BSPP: 150 acre increase 
has only a minor effect on soils impacts. 

Same as BSPP Comparable to, perhaps slightly more 
than, the BSPP 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 

• 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP); 

• 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced 
Acreage Alternative 

Peak construction impacts would be the same as the 
proposed action since construction activity levels are 
estimated to be similar. Long term construction impacts 
would be less since the construction period would be 
reduced. Operation impact levels would be reduced 
since only three of the four proposed units would be built 
and operated. 

Same as BSPP Comparable to, perhaps slightly less than 
the BSPP 

No Action Alternative A: 

• BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for 
the BSPP 

• BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

 

• None 

• TBD, depending on use or development of the site 
consistent with the CDCA Plan 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 

Blythe Solar Power Project PA/FEIS ES-39 August 2010 



Executive Summary 
 

TABLE ES-15 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON SOILS RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

No Action Alternative B 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site unavailable for any type of 
solar energy development. 

 

• None 

• TBD, depending on ultimate development or use of 
the site 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 

No Action Alternative C 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site available for any type of solar 
energy development. 

 

• None 

• TBD, depending ultimate development or use of the 
site 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 
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TABLE ES-16 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON SPECIAL DESIGNATIONS BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

Proposed Action 

• BSPP 

• CDCA Plan Amendment 

No Impacts None None 

Reconfigured Alternative 

• 1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 

• 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured 
Alternative 

No impacts Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 

• 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP); 

• 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced 
Acreage Alternative 

No impacts Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

No Action Alternative A: 

• BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for 
the BSPP 

• BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

No impacts None None 

No Action Alternative B 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site unavailable for any type of 
solar energy development. 

No impacts None None 

No Action Alternative C 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site available for any type of solar 
energy development. 

No impacts None None 
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TABLE ES-17 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC ACCESS – OFF HIGHWAY VEHICLE USE BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

Proposed Action 

• BSPP 

• CDCA Plan Amendment 

OHV Routes 
Impact approximately 7 miles of OHV (i.e., one major 
route and two small spurs) 
Temporary disruption to the user of OHV route along 
linear facilities 
Closure of McCoy Wash to OHV use 

Transportation 
Increased traffic on local roadways 
Transport of equipment that exceed roadway load or 
size limits 

Applicant-recommended staggered travel 
times for construction workers 
Transport large equipment complaint with 
CalTrans 
See Section 4.16 Impacts on Transportation 
and Public Access - Off Highway Vehicle 
Resources. BLM-OHV-1 and BLM-OHV-2. 
TRANS-1,4 TRANS-2, TRANS-3, TRANS-4, 
TRANS-5 

Closure of McCoy wash to OHV use but 
would become available upon 
decommissioning.  
None related to Transportation 

Reconfigured Alternative 

• 1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 

• 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured 
Alternative 

OHV Routes 
Greater than proposed action. Impact approximately 
8.5 miles of OHV 
Other impacts similar to proposed action 

Transportation 
Similar to proposed action 

Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 

• 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP); 

• 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced 
Acreage Alternative 

OHV Routes 
Less than proposed action. Impact approximately 1 
mile of OHV 
Other impacts similar to proposed action 

Transportation 
Similar to proposed action 

Same as BSPP Same as BSPP 

No Action Alternative A: 

• BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for 
the BSPP 

• BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

 

• No impacts 

• Could be similar to proposed action as another 
application for a different solar facility or other use 
including wind power could be filed.  

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 

                                                      
4 Energy Commission staff note that with the implementation of TRANS-1, parking arrangements may be modified. The BLM concurs with this.  
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TABLE ES-17 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON TRANSPORTATION AND PUBLIC ACCESS – OFF HIGHWAY VEHICLE USE BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

No Action Alternative B 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site unavailable for any type of 
solar energy development. 

 

• No impacts 

• Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment 
and would be analyzed as a part of the related 
permitting process. Impacts could be comparable to, 
greater or less than those of the proposed action, 
depending on the nature and intensity of the 
proposed future use. 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 

No Action Alternative C 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for 
the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the 
project site available for any type of solar 
energy development. 

 

• No impacts 

• Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment 
and would be analyzed as a part of the related 
permitting process. Impacts could be comparable to, 
greater or less than those of the proposed action, 
depending on the nature and intensity of the 
proposed use. 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 
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TABLE ES-18 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON VEGETATION RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, 
and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

Proposed Action 

• BSPP 

• CDCA Plan Amendment 

Construction, operation and decommissioning of the 
BSPP would have direct and indirect impacts on: 

• 592.4 acres of ephemeral drainages 

• 58.2 acres of Stabilized and partially Stabilized 
Dunes 

• 6,364.6 acres of Sonoran creosote bush scrub 
(including disturbed) 

• 4.4acres of agricultural land 

• 4.9 acres of developed land 

• 7,024.5 acres of special status plants 

BSPP would contribute to cumulative impacts to total 
loss of 11,871 acres of Sonoran creosote scrub and 
2,971 acres of desert dry wash woodland. 

Based on a desert dry wash woodland mitigation 
ratio of 3:1, 525 acres 

Based on an un-vegetated, ephemeral dry wash 
mitigation ratio of 1:1, 8 acres 

Based on a vegetated ephemeral swale (big 
galleta grass association) mitigation ratio of 1.5:1, 
550 acres 

The following mitigation measures also apply: 

BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3, BIO-4, BIO-5, BIO-6, BIO-7, 
BIO-8, BIO-14, BIO-19, BIO-22, BIO-23, BIO-28  

BLM BIO-7a: The Applicant shall ensure that 
monitoring accomplished under BIO-7 and other 
mitigating measures use available climatalogical 
data when analyzing project effects or resource 
trends. 

Under the technology proposed in the 
three alternatives, the Proposed Action, 
Reconfigured Alternative, and Reduced 
Acreage Alternative, natural vegetation 
communities and individuals and local 
populations of special status plants not 
otherwise avoided under proposed 
mitigating measures would be lost from 
the BSPP sites, totaling 7,025 acres, 
5,548 acres, and 4,165 acres, 
respectively. Despite mitigating 
measures, the chance of invasion and 
spread of weeds and the chance of 
human-caused wildfires would persist to 
the areas surrounding the BSPP, 
threatening the surrounding vegetation 
and special status plant species. 

Reconfigured Alternative 

• 1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 

• 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for 
Reconfigured Alternative 

Construction, operation and decommissioning of this 
Alternative would have direct and indirect impacts on: 

• 413.3 acres of ephemeral drainages 

• 37 acres of Stabilized and partially Stabilized Dunes 

• 5,134.7 acres of Sonoran creosote bush scrub 
(including disturbed) 

• 0 acres of agricultural land 

• 0 acres of developed land 

• 25%fewer acres than BSPP 

Desert dry wash woodland: 555 acres 

Unvegetated, ephemeral dry wash: 4 acres 

Vegetated ephemeral swale (big galleta grass 
association): 360 acres 

Same as BSPP 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 

• 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the 
BSPP); 

• 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced 
Acreage Alternative 

Construction, operation and decommissioning of this 
Alternative would have direct and indirect impacts on: 

• 245 acres of ephemeral drainages 

• 37 acres of Stabilized and partially Stabilized Dunes 

• 3,920 acres of Sonoran creosote bush scrub 
(including disturbed) 

• 0 acres of agricultural land 

• 0 acres of developed land 

• 25% fewer acres than Reconfigured Alternative 

Desert dry wash woodland: 93 acres 

Unvegetated, ephemeral dry wash: 3 acres 

Vegetated ephemeral swale (big galleta grass 
association): 317 acres 

Same as BSPP 
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TABLE ES-18 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON VEGETATION RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, 
and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
After Mitigation 

No Action Alternative A: 

• BLM does not approve the ROW Grant 
for the BSPP 

• BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

 

• None 

• None 

 

• None 

• None 

 

• None 

• None 

No Action Alternative B 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant 
for the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make 
the project site unavailable for any type 
of solar energy development. 

 

• None 

• None 

 

• None 

• None 

 

• None 

• None 

No Action Alternative C 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant 
for the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make 
the project site available for any type of 
solar energy development. 

 

• None 

• None 

 

• None 

• None 

 

• None 

• None 
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TABLE ES-19 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON VISUAL RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts 
After Mitigation 

Proposed Action 

• BSPP 

• CDCA Plan Amendment 

Construction activities would result in a high degree 
of visual contrast within the landscape, generate of 
large quantities of airborne dust and include 
nighttime lighting. 

Operations-phase impacts would relate to light and 
glare, lighting, glint and glare from the mirrors, and 
glare from power block buildings, administrative 
buildings, and transmission lines; these impacts 
could affect users of specially-designated lands.  

Short-term decommissioning impacts would be 
comparable to construction; long-term 
decommissioning related impacts would be 
beneficial. 

Cumulatively, synergistic visual impacts for travelers 
along I-10, as well as visual impacts to dispersed 
recreational users in the surrounding mountains. 

VIS-1, VIS-2, VIS-3, VIS-4, TRAN-9, AQ-SC3 

BLM-VIS-1: The project owner shall paint power 
blocks structures and other vertical construction 
shadow gray as shown on the BLM Color Chart. 
The backs of solar troughs shall also be color 
treated to minimize color contrasts. 

Visual impacts to surrounding viewer 
groups (all KOPs) from sunlight reflected 
off of the parabolic mirrors (glare). 

Visual impacts to dispersed recreational 
users in the McCoy, Big Maria, and Little 
Maria Mountains due to the size and scale 
of the BSPP. Non-conformance with VRM 
Class II objectives from KOP No. 8. 

Unavoidable and adverse cumulative 
impacts for travelers along I-10 and 
dispersed recreational users in the 
McCoy, Big Maria, and Little Maria 
Mountains and wilderness. 

Reconfigured Alternative 

• 1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 

• 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for 
Reconfigured Alternative 

Comparable to the BSPP Comparable to the BSPP Comparable to the BSPP 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 

• 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the 
BSPP); 

• 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced 
Acreage Alternative 

Comparable to the BSPP Comparable to the BSPP Comparable to the BSPP 

No Action Alternative A: 

• BLM does not approve the ROW Grant 
for the BSPP 

• BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

 

• None 

• None 

 

• None 

• None 

 

• None 

• None 
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TABLE ES-19 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON VISUAL RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

No Action Alternative B 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant 
for the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make 
the project site unavailable for any type 
of solar energy development. 

 

• None 

• None 

 

• None 

• None 

 

• None 

• None 

No Action Alternative C 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant 
for the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make 
the project site available for any type of 
solar energy development. 

 

• None 

• TBD, depending on ultimate use or development 
of the site 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 
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TABLE ES-20 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON WATER RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

Proposed Action 

• BSPP 

• CDCA Plan Amendment 

Soil erosion: See above. 

Groundwater:  

• Extraction during construction (about 820 ac-ft/yr) and 
operation (600 ac-ft/yr) would exceed the subsurface 
inflow from these sources and could thus place the 
basin into overdraft conditions if not balanced via 
increased subsurface inflow from the Colorado River. 
Total groundwater expected to be extracted from the 
PVMGB by the BSPP from construction through 
operation is approximately 22,100 ac-ft. The PVMGB 
has approximately 5,000,000 acre-feet in storage. The 
total amount extracted equates to approximately 
0.44 percent of the available water in storage. This 
impact to the basin groundwater storage is minor. 

• Groundwater level declines of five feet or more would 
be located at a distance of less than 1,100 feet from 
the proposed production well. The closest existing 
well is located a distance of 9,000 feet from this well. 

• Potential for groundwater quality impacts appears low. 

Surface Water Hydrology: BSPP would alter natural 
stormwater drainages and use BMPs to reduce 
potentially significant impacts related to concentrated 
drainage and ensuing soil erosion and sediment 
transport offsite. 

Surface Water Quality: A Drainage Erosion and 
Sedimentation Control Plan would be required prior to 
onsite operations and would reduce the potential for 
increased sediment loads. Potential spills would be 
managed through hazardous materials management. 

WATER-1, WATER-2, WATER-3, WATER-4, 
WATER-5, WATER-6, WATER-7, WATER-8, 
WATER-9, WATER-10, WATER-11, 
WATER-12, WATER-13, WATER-14, 
WATER-15, WATER-16, and WATER-17 

BLM-WATER-18: The proposed evaporation 
ponds shall be sized so as to maintain no 
less than one foot of freeboard during storm 
conditions. Specifically, the ponds shall be 
sized to accommodate operational 
discharges plus a 25-year storm event, with 
no less than one foot of freeboard. 

As discussed previously, implementation 
of the BSPP and associated permit 
requirements and mitigation strategies 
would result in minor adverse impacts for 
the following categories: (1) surface water 
quality: minor reduction in water quality 
during construction, operation, and 
decommissioning; (2) groundwater quality: 
minor reduction in groundwater quality 
during construction, operation, and 
decommissioning; (3) groundwater level: 
relatively minor degree of reduction in 
water levels is expected during 
construction and operation; (4) drainage 
and flooding: minor changes during 
construction, operation, and 
decommissioning. 

Reconfigured Alternative 

• 1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 

• 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for 
Reconfigured Alternative 

Soil Erosion: Construction activities would disturb site 
soils at the site and along the linear facilities route(s). It 
is at the time of this disturbance that there would be the 
highest potential for erosion, as well as associated 
effects including soil loss and increased sediment yields 
downstream from disturbed areas.  

Groundwater Basin Balance: Similar to the BSPP 

Groundwater Levels: Similar to the BSPP 

Groundwater Quality: Similar to the BSPP 

Same as BSPP Comparable to the BSPP 
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TABLE ES-20 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON WATER RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

 Surface Water Hydrology: Similar to the BSPP, except 
that flow from a significantly larger watershed would 
need to be collected and conveyed around the 
Reconfigured Alternative site. All existing washes within 
the smaller developed portion of the site would be 
eliminated by onsite grading and replaced with a system 
of engineered swales and channels.  

Surface Water Quality: Potentially significant water 
quality impacts could occur during operations if 
contaminated or hazardous materials used during 
operations were to contact stormwater and drain offsite. 
This Alternative would alter a larger number of natural 
stormwater drainages than the BSPP, and would impact 
surface water quality accordingly. 

  

 Reduced Acreage Alternative 

• 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the 
BSPP); 

• 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced 
Acreage Alternative 

Soil Erosion: Similar to but somewhat less than those 
associated with the BSPP. 

Groundwater Basin Balance: Groundwater basin storage 
in the vicinity of the BSPP site could be impacted as a 
result of the construction and operational water use. The 
potential impact would be approximately 25 percent less 
than in the proposed action, since this alternative would 
use approximately 25 percent less water than the 
proposed action. 

Groundwater Levels: Impact expected to be about 
25 percent less than the BSPP 

Groundwater Quality: Similar to, though somewhat less 
than, the BSPP 

Surface Water Hydrology: Similar to the proposed BSPP, 
except proportionately smaller in scale.  

Surface Water Quality: Similar to the BSPP  

Same as BSPP Comparable, but somewhat less than the 
BSPP 

No Action Alternative A: 

• BLM does not approve the ROW Grant 
for the BSPP 

• BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

 

• None 

• TBD, depending on ultimate use or development of 
the site 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 
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TABLE ES-20 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON WATER RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

No Action Alternative B 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant 
for the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make 
the project site unavailable for any type 
of solar energy development. 

 

• None 

• TBD, depending on ultimate use or development of 
the site 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 

No Action Alternative C 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant 
for the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make 
the project site available for any type of 
solar energy development. 

 

• None 

• TBD, depending on ultimate use or development of 
the site 

 

• None 

• TBD 

 

• None 

• TBD 
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TABLE ES-21 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON WILDLAND FIRE ECOLOGY BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

Proposed Action 

• BSPP 

• CDCA Plan Amendment 

Direct impacts of wildfire would include mortality of 
plants and wildlife and loss of forage and cover. 
Annual plants and burrowing wildlife would be less 
affected in the short term. 

Indirect impacts would result in changes to the 
vegetation communities and the wildlife supported 
by the communities.  

The spread of invasive plants, especially annual 
grasses, creates an increased potential for wildfires. 
Surface disturbing activities and vehicle use that 
promotes the introduction of invasive plants would 
increase the likelihood of larger fires in the future.  

Daily vehicle use associated with construction, 
operation and decommissioning of the BSPP could 
increase the risk of ignition.  

Climate change would result in a small but general 
increase in temperature, and could also result in an 
increase in the frequency of extreme weather events 
that could generate wildfires, such as increased 
frequency of drought and heat waves, during 
operation and maintenance of the BSPP.  

Wildfire suppression efforts would result in reduced 
particulate (PM10) production and visibility 
impairment from smoke and wild-blown dust. Short 
term impacts from fire suppression potentially would 
increase levels of particulate from surface 
disturbance of fire fighting equipment and 
operations. Fire fighting efforts would use minimal 
ground distributing techniques such as aerial fire 
suppression and ground crews with hand tools. 
Successful fire suppression efforts minimize the 
number of acres burned, and result in less 
vegetative loss, and thereby, less wind erosion of 
particulate matter. 

Cumulatively, increased human presence and 
disturbance caused by construction, operation and 
overall development could advance the rate of 
invasion by non-native vegetation and, thereby, 
contribute to fire fuel-loading that would burn with 
higher flames and hotter temperatures. 

WORKER SAFETY-7 

Mitigation Measures BIO-6, 7, 8, 14, which 
require a weed management plan; and BIO-19, 
and 23, which reduce exotic weeds, would 
reduce the incidence and size of wildfires and 
would tend to maintain the natural vegetation 
communities. 

Fires have not been common or large in 
the NECO planning area in the past, but 
could increase as the invasive, non-native 
grass cover increases. 

Despite the Fire and Weed Control 
Programs that would be incorporated into 
any of the Action alternatives, the changes 
in vehicle use accessing the area for 
construction, operation, and maintenance 
and recreational vehicle access would 
increase the likelihood of wildfires in the 
BSPP Area to a slight, but unknown 
degree. 
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TABLE ES-21 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON WILDLAND FIRE ECOLOGY BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

Reconfigured Alternative 

• 1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 

• 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for 
Reconfigured Alternative 

Comparable to the BSPP Same as BSPP Comparable to the BSPP 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 

• 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the 
BSPP); 

• 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced 
Acreage Alternative 

Comparable to the BSPP Same as BSPP Comparable to the BSPP 

No Action Alternative A: 

• BLM does not approve the ROW Grant 
for the BSPP 

• BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

Vehicle access to and through the BSPP Area would 
be similar and, therefore, fire incidence and size 
would be similar to the BSPP, because future solar 
development would not necessarily be precluded. 

None TBD 

No Action Alternative B 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant 
for the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make 
the project site unavailable for any type 
of solar energy development. 

Potentially greater recreation-related vehicle access 
could occur in the long term as solar energy 
development projects would be precluded from the 
BSPP area. Such vehicle access in the long term 
would increase along present trends and increase 
the incidence of vehicle-related wildfires. 

None TBD 

No Action Alternative C 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant 
for the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make 
the project site available for any type of 
solar energy development. 

Vehicle access to and through the BSPP Area would 
be similar and, therefore, fire incidence and size 
would be similar to the BSPP, because future solar 
development would not necessarily be precluded. 

None TBD 
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TABLE ES-22 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON WILDLIFE RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

Proposed Action 

• BSPP 

• CDCA Plan Amendment 

BSPP would eliminate all habitat for wildlife within 
the BSPP site.  

BSPP would also directly and indirectly affect an 
extensive network of desert washes in the 
disturbance area, and would alter the hydrology of 
the area by re-routing these waterways through five 
engineered channels.  

Habitat types impacted by the proposed BSPP 
include upland habitat types such as Sonoran 
creosote bush scrub and stabilized and partially 
stabilized sand dunes, as well as desert dry wash 
woodlands and vegetated ephemeral swales.  

The BSPP would result in loss of habitat for desert 
tortoise, of spring foraging habitat for Nelson’s 
bighorn sheep, and would degrade and fragment 
adjacent wildlife communities, decreasing regional 
connectivity and dispersal of resident wildlife. 

The BSPP is likely to promote the spread of 
invasive non-native plants, and subsidize desert 
tortoise predators such as common raven, coyotes, 
and feral dogs.  

Construction, operations, or maintenance activities 
could result in some death, harm, harassment, 
removal, or capture of wildlife, including eggs and 
nests which would constitute unavoidable loss of 
individual animals.  

BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3, BIO-4, BIO-5, BIO-6, 
BIO-7, BIO-8, BIO-9, BIO-10, BIO-11,  

BIO-12, BIO-13, BIO-15, BIO-16, BIO-17, 
BIO-18, BIO-20, BIO-21, BIO-23, BIO-24, 
BIO-25, BIO-26, BIO-27, BIO-28 

BLM BIO-7a: The Applicant shall ensure that 
monitoring accomplished under BIO-7 and 
other mitigating measures use available 
climatalogical data when analyzing project 
effects or resource trends. 

BLM BIO-21: The Project owner shall be 
responsible for providing adequate funding to 
install a water source, complete with an 
environmental assessment analyzing the 
impacts of the guzzler installation and 
operation, monitor and manage the water 
source for the life of the project. $100,000 is 
required to fulfill the terms of this condition; 
the excess shall be refunded to the Project 
owner. The Project owner shall provide 
financial assurances to the CDFG with copies 
of the document(s) to BLM, to guarantee that 
an adequate level of funding is available to 
implement the mitigation measures described 
in this condition. Security shall be in the 
amount of the initial estimate of $100,000. 

Routes of wildlife movement along washes 
would be cut off and wildlife movement from 
the mountainous southwest to the northeast 
would be severely curtailed due to perimeter 
fencing and the impacted washes. Wildlife 
trailing along the fence to find a suitable 
route would be subject to increased 
vulnerability to predation. Gaps in fencing, if 
not maintained to standards could trap 
desert tortoises, badgers, kit foxes, burro 
deer, or Nelson’s bighorn sheep. 

In addition to direct loss of habitat, the BSPP 
would fragment and degrade adjacent native 
wildlife communities, and could promote the 
spread of invasive non-native plants and 
increase the presence of desert tortoise 
predators such as ravens. These habitats 
provide foraging, cover, and/or breeding 
habitat for a variety of resident wildlife, 
including the state and federally-listed desert 
tortoise, American badger, desert kit fox, 
golden eagle, migratory birds, burrowing owl, 
Nelson’s bighorn sheep, burro deer, and 
Mojave fringe-toed lizard. 

Under the technology proposed in the three 
BSPP alternatives, the Proposed Action, 
Reconfigured Alternative, and Reduced 
Acreage Alternative, the native wildlife 
communities would be lost, totaling 
7,027 acres, 5,439 acres, and 4,165 acres 
respectively.  

Reconfigured Alternative 

• 1,000 MW (same as BSPP) 

• 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for 
Reconfigured Alternative 

About 23 percent less impact than BSPP on desert 
tortoise, migratory birds, golden eagle, burrowing 
owl, and desert kit fox and American badger.  

Slight impact to future use as Nelson’s bighorn 
sheep migration corridor in future; loss of 644 acres 
of spring foraging habitat. 

Otherwise similar to BSPP. 

Same as BSPP Comparable to, and perhaps slightly less 
than, the BSPP 
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TABLE ES-22 (Continued) 
SUMMARY OF IMPACTS ON WILDLIFE RESOURCES BY ALTERNATIVE 

Alternatives Impacts 
Mitigation Measures, Project Design 
Features, and Other Measures 

Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After 
Mitigation 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 

• 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the 
BSPP); 

• 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less 
than the BSPP) 

• BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced 
Acreage Alternative 

About 40 percent less than BSPP for desert 
tortoise, migratory birds, golden eagle, burrowing 
owl, kit fox and American badger.  

Slight impact to future use as Nelson’s bighorn 
sheep migration corridor; loss of 382 acres of 
spring foraging habitat. 

About 50 percent less impact than BSPP on 
ephemeral drainages. 

Otherwise similar to BSPP 

Same as BSPP Comparable to, and perhaps slightly less 
than, the BSPP 

No Action Alternative A: 

• BLM does not approve the ROW Grant 
for the BSPP 

• BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan 

None None None 

No Action Alternative B 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant 
for the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make 
the project site unavailable for any type 
of solar energy development. 

None None None 

No Action Alternative C 

• BLM does not authorize the ROW grant 
for the BSPP; 

• BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make 
the project site available for any type of 
solar energy development. 

None None None 
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CHAPTER 1  
Introduction and Purpose and Need 

The March 2010 Staff Assessment /Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SA/DEIS) was a joint 
document published by the California Energy Commission (CEC) and the United States Bureau 
of Land Management (BLM). On April 7, 2010, the BLM and CEC determined that they would 
develop and publish separate final documents for compliance with NEPA and CEQA, 
respectively. The CEC issued a Revised Staff Assessment (RSA) in June2010 pursuant to CEQA, 
and the BLM has prepared this Proposed Plan Amendment/Final Environmental Impact 
Statement (PA/FEIS) pursuant to NEPA. Although the BLM and CEC no longer are publishing a 
joint document, these agencies continue to share staff expertise, information, and documentation 
in order to promote intergovernmental coordination at the local, state, and Federal levels. The 
SA/DEIS and RSA were the primary references used in preparing this PA/FEIS. The comments 
received on the SA/DEIS are addressed in this PA/FEIS. After the publication of this PA/FEIS, 
the BLM will prepare a Record of Decision (ROD) regarding the BSPP. The publication of the 
ROD in the Federal Register is the final step required of the BLM to meet the requirements of 
NEPA for the BSPP. 

This PA/FEIS analyzes impacts of the project described in the right-of-way (ROW) application 
filed with the BLM by Palo Verde Solar I1 (Applicant) for the Blythe Solar Power Project (BSPP 
or proposed action). (CACA 048811). The Regional Context is shown in Figure 1 (see 
Appendix A for all figures referenced in the PA/FEIS); the Proposed Site Layout and Solar Unit 
Detail is shown in Figures 2a, 2b, and 3. The PA/FEIS presents the potential effects of the BSPP 
and five alternatives on BLM-administered and other affected lands and resources. In this 
analysis, 23 alternatives to the proposed BSPP were developed and evaluated. These include four 
alternative sites, solar and renewable technologies, generation technologies using different fuels, 
and conservation/demand-side management. Of the 23 alternatives, two alternatives were 
determined to be potentially feasible by the BLM and CEC staff: the Reconfigured Alternative, 
which was defined by the applicant in response to a data request, and the Reduced Acreage 
Alternative that would generate 750 MW instead of the proposed 1,000 MW. The Reconfigured 
Alternative and Reduced Acreage Alternative are shown in Figure 4 and Figure 5 respectively. 
Additionally, three variations of the No Action/No Project Alternative are analyzed (see 
Chapter 2 for Proposed Action and Alternatives).  

                                                      
1 Chevron Energy Solutions and Solar Millennium have a joint development agreement. Chevron Energy Solutions 

applied for the Right of Way for Blythe Solar Power Project. To facilitate the permitting of the BSPP, the Applicant 
is requesting that the Energy Commission issue one License to a Project- specific company. The company for BSPP 
is Palo Verde Solar I, LLC, a wholly owned subsidiary of Solar Millennium and the single Applicant for the BSPP. 
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The Applicant has made various minor modifications to the BSPP since the Application for 
Certification (AFC) was submitted in August 2009. These minor changes are not reflected in the 
March 2010 SA/DEIS and reflect further definition of linear facilities and other changes required 
as a result of agency and other discussions. These revisions to the proposed project do not change 
conclusions reached about impacts on issues analyzed under NEPA. Project changes include: 

1. Removal of the four Gas-Fired Heat Transfer Fluid (HTF) Heaters (one per Unit);  

2. Addition of an On-site Concrete Batch Plant During Construction; 

3. Addition of Evaporation Ponds to Process Industrial Wastewater Flows;  

4. Revision to Construction Water Requirements, Number of Groundwater Wells, and 
Construction Water Storage Approach; 

5. Finalization of the Gen-Tie Line Route to the Southern California Edison (SCE) Colorado 
River Substation; 

6. Clarification on the Removal of the Existing On-site (Abandoned) Natural Gas Pipeline; 

7. Changes to Layout of Project Facilities;  

8. Revisions to Project Drainage System Construction Sequencing; 

9. Clarification on the Paving of Black Rock Road; 

10. Addition of a Temporary Construction Power Line from Off-Site; 

11. Refinement of the Daily Construction Schedule;  

12. Finalization of the Telecommunications Line; 

13. Revised List of Water Treatment Chemicals; and 

14. Addition of an On-site Fuel Depot 

Publication in the Federal Register of the EPA’s Notice of Availability (NOA) for the PA/FEIS 
will initiate a 30-day protest period on the proposed PA and a 30-day public review period on the 
FEIS. Any protest on the proposed PA must be filed with the Director of the BLM. Following 
resolution of any protests, BLM then may publish a Record of Decision (ROD) with respect to 
the Plan Amendment and the Project Application. The decision regarding the ROW grant is 
appealable to the Interior Board of Land Appeals upon issuance of the ROD. 

1.1 Purpose and Need 

1.1.1 BLM Purpose and Need 
NEPA guidance published by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) states that 
environmental impact statements’ Purpose and Need section “shall briefly specify the underlying 
purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives including the 
proposed action” (40 CFR 1502.13). The following discussion sets forth the purpose of and need 
for the action as required under NEPA. 
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The BLM’s purpose and need for the BSPP is to respond to the Applicant’s application under 
Title V of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) (43 U.S.C. 1701 et 
seq.) for a ROW grant to construct, operate, maintain and decommission a solar thermal facility 
on public lands in compliance with FLPMA, BLM ROW regulations, and other applicable 
Federal laws. The BLM will decide whether to approve, approve with modification, or deny 
issuance of a ROW grant to Palo Verde Solar I for the proposed BSPP. The BLM’s action also 
will include consideration of a concurrent amendment of the California Desert Conservation Area 
(CDCA) Plan of 1980, as amended. The CDCA Plan, while recognizing the potential 
compatibility of solar generation facilities on public lands, requires that all sites associated with 
power generation or transmission that are not identified in the CDCA Plan to be added to it 
through the land use plan amendment process. CDCA boundaries are shown on Figure 1. The 
BSPP site is within the CDCA, but is not identified in the CDCA Plan for solar power generation. 
Therefore, if the BLM decides to approve the issuance of a ROW grant, the CDCA Plan 
amendment also would be required. 

In conjunction with FLPMA, BLM authorities include: 

1. Executive Order 13212, dated May 18, 2001, which mandates that agencies act expediently 
and in a manner consistent with applicable laws to increase the “production and 
transmission of energy in a safe and environmentally sound manner.” 

2. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct 05 or EPAct), Section 211 of which states: “It is the 
sense of the Congress that the Secretary of the Interior should, before the end of the 10-year 
period beginning on the date of enactment of this Act, seek to have approved non-
hydropower renewable energy projects located on public lands with a generation capacity 
of at least 10,000 megawatts of electricity.” 

3. Secretarial Order 3285, dated March 11, 2009, which “establishes the development of 
renewable energy as a priority for the Department of the Interior.” 

1.1.2 DOE Purpose and Need 
The Applicant has applied to the Department of Energy (DOE) for a loan guarantee under 
Title XVII of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct 05), as amended by Section 406 of the 
American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, P.L. 111-5 (the “Recovery Act”) for Solar 
Power Units 1 and 2 of the BSPP. DOE is a cooperating agency on this EIS pursuant to an MOU 
between DOE and BLM signed in January 2010. The purpose and need for action by DOE is to 
comply with its mandate under EPAct by selecting eligible projects that meet the goals of the Act. 

EPAct 2005 established a Federal loan guarantee program for eligible energy projects, and was 
amended by the Recovery Act to create Section 1705 authorizing a new program for rapid 
deployment of renewable energy projects and related manufacturing facilities, electric power 
transmission projects, and leading edge biofuels projects. The primary purposes of the Recovery 
Act are job preservation and creation, infrastructure investment, energy efficiency and science, 
assistance to the unemployed, and State and local fiscal stabilization. The Section 1705 Program 
is designed to address the current economic conditions of the nation, in part, through renewable 
energy, transmission and leading edge biofuels projects.  
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1.2 General Location and Map 
The BSPP is a concentrated solar thermal electric generating facility with four adjacent, identical 
units of 250 megawatt (MW) nominal capacity each for a total nominal capacity of 1,000 MW. 
The BSPP would be located in the southern California inland desert, approximately eight miles 
west of the City of Blythe and three miles north of the Interstate-10 freeway in Riverside County, 
California (Figure 1). 

As reflected in the ROW application filed with BLM, and subsequently designated as ROW # 
CACA 48811 for BLM record tracking, the proposed action is entirely on BLM-administered 
land, in Township 6 South, Ranges 21 and 22 East and Township 5 South, Range 22 East. The 
Applicant is seeking a ROW grant for approximately 9,400 acres. Construction and operation of 
the proposed action would disturb approximately 7,025 acres, including ancillary facilities 
outside the solar plant footprint. Remaining acreage that would not be disturbed will not be part 
of the ROW grant. 

1.3 Major Authorizing Laws and Regulations 
The primary agency-specific authorizing laws and regulations are summarized as follows: 

1.3.1 BLM 
BLM’s authority and policy guidance for making a decision related to the proposed action flows 
from Section 1701 et. seq. of FLPMA, Section 211 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct 05) 
(119 Stat. 594, 600), and BLM’s Solar Energy Development Policy of April 4, 2007. FLPMA 
authorizes BLM to issue ROW grants for systems for generation, transmission, and distribution of 
electric energy. Section 211 of the EPAct 05 states that the Secretary of the Interior should seek 
to have approved a minimum of 10,000 MW of renewable energy-generating capacity on public 
lands by 2015.  

1.3.2 California Energy Commission 
The CEC has the exclusive authority to certify the construction, modification, and operation of 
thermal electric power plants 50 MW or larger. The CEC certification is in lieu of any permit 
required by state, regional, or local agencies and by Federal agencies to the extent permitted by 
Federal law (Pub. Res. Code Section 25500). The CEC must review the power plant Application 
For Certification (AFC) to assess potential environmental impacts including potential impacts to 
public health and safety, potential measures to mitigate those impacts (Pub. Res. Code § 25519), 
and compliance with applicable governmental laws or standards (Pub. Res. Code § 25523 (d)). 
The CEC staff’s analyses are prepared in accordance with Public Resources Code section 25500 
et seq.; Title 20, California Code of Regulations section 1701 et seq.; and CEQA (Pub. Res. Code 
§ 21000 et seq.; 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15000 et seq.). 
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1.3.3 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) has jurisdiction over threatened and 
endangered species listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) (16 U.S.C. Section 1531 et 
seq.). Formal consultation with the USFWS under Section 7 of the ESA is required for any 
Federal action that may adversely affect a Federally-listed species. This consultation has been 
initiated through a request by BLM to initiate formal consultation and the submittal of a 
Biological Assessment (BA), which determines whether the proposed action is likely to adversely 
affect a listed species. Following review of the BA, the USFWS is expected to issue a Biological 
Opinion (BO), which will specify reasonable and prudent measures that must be implemented for 
any protected species. 

1.3.4 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) has jurisdiction to protect the aquatic 
ecosystem, including water quality and wetland resources, under Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act. Under that authority, USACE regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters 
of the United States, including wetlands, by reviewing proposed projects to determine whether 
they may impact such resources and, thereby, are subject to retain a Section 404 permit. 
Throughout the NEPA process, the BLM has provided information to the USACE to assist the 
agency in making a determination regarding its jurisdiction and the need for a Section 404 permit. 
The USACE has not made a final determination of jurisdiction for the BSPP.  

1.3.5 California Department of Fish and Game 
The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) protects fish and aquatic habitats within 
the State through regulation of modifications to streambeds, under Section 1602 of the Fish and 
Game Code. CDFG has interpreted the term “streambed” to encompass all portions of the bed, 
banks, and channel of any stream, including intermittent and ephemeral streams, extending 
laterally to the upland edge of riparian vegetation. In the case of vegetated ephemeral dry washes, 
such as those present on the BSPP site, this CDFG interpretation often results in an asserted 
geographic jurisdictional area that is much wider than the active channel of the stream and, 
therefore, much wider than the jurisdiction of the USACE. Section 1602(a) states that it is 
unlawful for an entity to “substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of, or substantially 
change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of, any river, stream, or lake” without 
first notifying CDFG of that activity. If CDFG determines that the activity may substantially 
adversely affect an existing fish or wildlife resource, the entity will need to obtain a Lake or 
Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFG before it may commence the activity (Fish & 
Game Code Section 1602(a)(4)(B)). CDFG would include in the Lake or Streambed Alteration 
Agreement measures necessary to protect the affected resources (Id.). The BLM, CEC, and the 
Applicant have provided information to CDFG to assist in its determination of the impacts to 
streambeds, and identification of permit and mitigation requirements. The Applicant filed a 
Streambed Alteration Agreement with CDFG. The requirements of the Streambed Alteration 
Agreement will be included as a recommended mitigation measure.  
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CDFG also has the authority to regulate potential impacts to species that are protected under the 
California Endangered Species Act (CESA) (Fish and Game Code Section 2050, et seq.). When 
appropriate, the applicant will be required to file an Incidental Take Permit application. The 
requirements of the Incidental Take Permit will be included as a recommended mitigation. 

1.4 Relationship of Proposed Action to BLM Policies, 
Plans, and Programs, and LUP Conformance 
Determination 

BLM lands in the California Desert District are governed by the California Desert Conservation 
Area (CDCA) Plan. CDCA Plan boundaries are shown on Figure 1. The CDCA Plan, while 
recognizing the potential compatibility of solar generation facilities on public lands, requires that 
all sites associated with power generation or transmission not specifically identified in the CDCA 
Plan for a project site be considered through the Plan Amendment process. 

The BSPP project site currently is classified as Multiple-Use Class L (Limited Use) Designation 
in the CDCA Plan. The Limited Use classification is intended to protect sensitive, natural, scenic, 
ecological and cultural resource values. Public lands classified as Limited Use are managed to 
provide for multiple use of resources at a lower intensity, ensuring that sensitive values are not 
significantly diminished. The construction, operation and decommissioning of a solar generating 
project on the proposed site would require the BLM to amend the CDCA Plan to allow solar 
energy generating activities in the Multiple Use Class L (Limited Use) on the BSPP site. The 
CDCA Plan amendment would restrict the use of the site to that solar use only. 

Based on CDCA Plan Table 1, Multiple Use Class Guidelines, and Chapter 3, Energy Production 
and Utility Corridors Element, solar uses are conditionally allowed in the Multiple Use Class L 
designation contingent on the CDCA Plan amendment process and NEPA requirements being met 
for the proposed use. The BSPP site currently is not identified within the CDCA Plan for such 
use; therefore, a CDCA Plan amendment is required. This PA/FEIS meets the NEPA 
requirements for consideration of the proposed BSPP project. 

1.4.1 Planning Criteria (BLM) 
The CDCA planning criteria are the constraints and ground rules that guide and direct the 
development of the Plan Amendment. They ensure that the Plan Amendment is tailored to the 
identified issues and ensure that unnecessary data collection and analyses are avoided. They focus 
on the decisions to be made in the Plan Amendment, and will achieve the following: 

“Sites associated with power generation of transmission not identified in the Plan will be 
considered through the Plan Amendment process.” 

Because the proposed facility is not currently identified within the CDCA, an amendment to identify 
the proposed facility within the CDCA is hereby proposed. Relevant guidelines are identified in 
Table 1, Multiple Use Class Guidelines, to the CDCA Plan (at page 15). As specified in the CDCA 
Chapter 7 Plan Amendment Process, there are three categories of Plan Amendments, including: 
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Category 1, for proposed changes that will not result in significant environmental impact 
or analysis through an EIS; 

Category 2, for proposed changes that would require a significant change in the location or 
extent of a multiple-use class designation; and 

Category 3, to accommodate a request for a specific use or activity that will require 
analysis beyond the Plan Amendment Decision. 

Based on these criteria, approval of the proposed action would require a Category 3 amendment. 
This section summarizes the procedures necessary to evaluate the proposed Plan Amendment. 

1.4.2 Statement of Plan Amendment 
The Implementation section of the Energy Production and Utility Corridors Element of the CDCA 
lists a number of Category 3 amendments that have been approved since adoption of the CDCA 
Plan in 1980. An additional amendment is proposed to be added to this section of the CDCA, and 
would read “Permission granted to construct solar energy facility (proposed BSPP Project).” 

Plan Amendment Process 
The Plan Amendment process is outlined in Chapter 7 of the CDCA. In analyzing an applicant’s 
request for amending or changing the plan, the BLM District Manager, Desert District, will: 

1. Determine if the request has been properly submitted and if any law or regulation prohibits 
granting the requested amendment; 

2. Determine if alternative locations within the CDCA are available that would meet the 
applicant’s needs without requiring a change in the plan’s classification, or an amendment 
to any plan element; 

3. Determine the environmental effects of granting and/or implementing the applicant’s request; 
4. Consider the economic and social impacts of granting and/or implementing the applicant’s 

request; 
5. Provide opportunities for and consideration of public comment on the proposed 

amendment, including input from the public and from Federal, State, and local government 
agencies; and  

6. Evaluate the effect of the proposed amendment on BLM management’s desert-wide 
obligation to achieve and maintain a balance between resource use and resource protection. 

Decision Criteria for Evaluation of a Proposed Plan Amendment 
The Decision Criteria to be used for approval or disapproval of the proposed plan amendment 
require that the following determinations be made by the BLM Desert District Manager: 

1. The proposed plan amendment is in accordance with applicable laws and regulations; and 
2. The proposed plan amendment will provide for the immediate and future management, use, 

development, and protection of the public lands within the CDCA. 
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The BLM Desert District Manager will base the rationale for these determinations on the principles 
of multiple use, sustained yield, and maintenance of environmental quality as required in FLPMA. 

Decision Criteria for Evaluation of Application 
In addition to defining the required analyses and Decision Criteria for Plan Amendments, the Plan 
also defines the Decision Criteria to be used to evaluate future applications in the Energy 
Production and Utility Corridors Element of Chapter 3. These Decision Criteria include: 

1. Minimize the number of separate rights-of-way by utilizing existing rights-of-way as a 
basis for planning corridors; 

2. Encourage joint-use of corridors for transmission lines, canals, pipelines, and cables; 
3. Provide alternative corridors to be considered during processing of applications; 
4. Avoid sensitive resources wherever possible; 
5. Conform to local plans whenever possible; 
6. Consider wilderness values and be consistent with final wilderness recommendations; 
7. Complete the delivery systems network; 
8. Consider ongoing projects for which decisions have been made; and 
9. Consider corridor networks which take into account power needs and alternative fuel 

resources. 

1.5 Relationship of Proposed Action to Non-BLM 
Policies, Plans, and Programs 

TABLE 1-1 
GENERAL LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS (LORS) 

Applicable LORS Description 

GENERAL 

Federal 
Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 
(FLPMA) (43 United States 
Code [USC] Section 1761; 
43 Code of Federal 
Regulations [CFR] part 1600. 

Establishes public land policy; guidelines for administration; and provides for the 
management, protection, development, and enhancement of public lands. In 
particular, the FLPMA’s relevance to the proposed project is that Title V, Section 
501, establishes BLM’s authority to grant rights-of-way for generation, transmission, 
and distribution of electrical energy (FLPMA 2001). 

Bureau of Land Management – 
California Desert Conservation 
Area (CDCA) Plan, 1980 as 
Amended (BLM 1980) 

The 25 million-acre CDCA contains over 12 million acres of public lands spread 
within the area known as the California Desert, which includes the following three 
deserts: the Mojave, the Sonoran, and a small portion of the Great Basin. The 12 
million acres of public lands administered by the BLM are half of the CDCA. 

The CDCA Plan is a comprehensive, long-range plan with goals and specific actions 
for the management, use, development, and protection of the resources and public 
lands within the CDCA, and it is based on the concepts of multiple use, sustained 
yield, and maintenance of environmental quality. The plan’s goals and actions for 
each resource are established in its 12 elements. Each element provides both a 
desert-wide perspective of the planning decisions for one major resource or issue of 
public concern and a more specific interpretation of multiple-use class guidelines for 
a given resource and its associated activities. 
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TABLE 1-1 (Continued)
GENERAL LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS (LORS) 

Applicable LORS Description 

GENERAL (cont.) 

Federal (cont.) 
Northern and Eastern 
Colorado Desert (NECO) 
Coordinated Management 
Plan 

The NECO plan is a landscape-scale planning effort for most of the California 
portion of the Sonoran Desert ecosystem. The planning area encompasses over five 
million acres. The NECO Plan amended the CDCA plan in 2002 and is currently 
undergoing evaluation for further amendment. The CDCA Plan/NECO is related to 
the Draft Solar Energy Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement which is 
expected to be leased in 2011 and could give guidance as to how and where solar 
projects can be built on BLM lands. 

California Desert Renewable 
Energy Conservation Plan 
(DRECP) 

The DRECP is a Natural Community Conservation Plan that will help provide for 
effective protection and conservation of desert ecosystems while allowing for the 
appropriate development of renewable energy projects. Pursuant to DRECP, a joint 
Federal and State Renewable Energy Action Team (REAT) was established in 2008 
by Executive Order S-14-08 and associated Memoranda of Understanding by and 
among several federal and state agencies. BLM is a voluntary participant in the REAT. 
The REAT’s primary mission is to streamline and expedite the permitting processes for 
renewable energy projects, while conserving endangered species and natural 
communities at the ecosystem scale. Executive Order S-14-08 directs the REAT to 
achieve these twin goals in the Mojave and Colorado Desert regions through the 
DRECP. On May 19, 2010, the REAT announced the signing of an agreement to 
enable renewable energy projects proposed in the California Desert to address 
mitigation requirements through the use of a deposit account rather than having to 
individually undertake mitigation for each project. This newly-established deposit 
account is one tool among several that renewable energy project proponents can use 
to mitigate impacts. 

Wild and Free-Roaming Horse 
and Burro Act (1971) (BLM 
2009h) 

The BLM protects, manages, and controls wild horses and burros under the authority 
of the Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act of 1971 (Act) to ensure that healthy 
herds thrive on healthy rangelands. The BLM manages these animals as part of its 
multiple-use mission under the 1976 Federal Land Policy and Management Act. One 
of the BLM’s key responsibilities under the Act is to determine the “appropriate 
management level” (AML) of wild horses and burros on the public rangelands.  

State  
California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) (PRC 
Section 21000 et seq.); CEQA 
Guidelines (14 CCR Section 
15000 et seq., Appendix G) 

Requires public agencies in California to consider adverse direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts on the environment before carrying out, authorizing or approving 
projects that could have such impacts, and to avoid or reduce significant 
environmental impacts when it is feasible to do so.  

Local 
Riverside County General Plan 
and Vision,  

The Land Use Element designates the general distribution, location, and extent of 
land uses, such as housing, business, industry, open space, agriculture, natural 
resources, recreation, and public/quasi-public uses. The Land Use section of the 
Palo Verde Valley Area Plan discusses the City of Blythe Airport Influence Area. 

Land Use Element The Land Use designation of the project area is “Open Space Rural.” 

Open Space-Rural 

Policies: 

The Open Space Rural land use designation is applied to remote privately owned 
open space areas with limited access and a lack of public services. 

LU 20.1 Require that structures be designed to maintain the environmental character in 
which they are located. 

LU 20.4 Ensure that development does not adversely impact the open space and rural 
character of the surrounding area 

Palo Verde Valley Area Plan – 
Land Use (2003) 

Blythe Airport Influence Area 

Land uses, concentrations of population, and height of proposed development within 
this airport influence area are restricted in certain areas.  
 
There are a number of safety zones within the Blythe Airport Influence Area. The 
project would affect Zones E, D, C, and B1. 
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TABLE 1-1 (Continued)
GENERAL LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS (LORS) 

Applicable LORS Description 

GENERAL (cont.) 

Local (cont.) 
Land Use Designation The project area is designated rural desert. 

Multipurpose Open Space- LU 
Policies LU.20.1 and 20.4 
noted above would also apply 

Require that structures be designed to maintain the environmental character in 
which they are located. Ensure that development does not adversely impact the 
open space and rural character of the surrounding area  

Riverside County Land Use 
Ordinance  

Assigns zones to land within unincorporated areas in the County, describes land 
uses allowed in each zone, and generally includes direction for implementing the 
County General Plan. 

Riverside County Airport Land 
Use Compatibility Plan 

Contains land use compatibility guidelines for the Blythe Airport. The Riverside 
County Airport Land Use Commission (RCALUC) reviews major land use projects 
within the Airport Influence Area to determine if they are consistent with the 
Compatibility Plan adopted by the RCALUC for the airports environs. 

AIR QUALITY 

Federal 
40 CFR Part 52 Nonattainment New Source Review (NSR) requires a permit, Best Available Control 

Technology (BACT) and Offsets. Permitting and enforcement is delegated to the 
Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD). 

Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) requires major sources or major 
modifications to major sources to obtain permits for attainment pollutants. The BSPP 
is a new source that does not have a rule listed emission source; thus, the PSD 
trigger levels are 250 tons per year for NOx, VOC, SOx, PM10, PM2.5 and CO. 

40 CFR Part 60 New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), Subpart Dc Standards of Performance 
for Small Industrial-Commercial-Institutional Steam Generation Units. Establishes 
recordkeeping and reporting requirements for natural gas-fired steam-generating units. 

Subpart IIII Standards of Performance for Stationary Compression Ignition Internal 
Combustion Engines. Establishes emission standards for compression-ignition internal 
combustion engines, including emergency generator and fire water pump engines. 

40 CFR Part 93 General Conformity requires a determination of conformity with the State 
Implementation Plan for a project that requires a Federal approval if the project’s 
annual emissions are above specified levels.  

State 
California Health and Safety 
Code (HSC) Sections 40910-
40930 

Permitting of source needs to be consistent with Air Resource Board (ARB) 
approved Clean Air Plans. 

HSC Section 41700 Restricts emissions that would cause nuisance or injury. 

Title 17 California Code of 
Regulations (CCR) Section 
93115 

Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Stationary Compression Ignition Engines limits 
the types of fuels allowed, establishes maximum emission rates, and establishes 
recordkeeping requirements on stationary compression ignition engines, including 
emergency generator and fire water pump engines. 

Local (Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District, MDAQMD) 
Rule 201 and 203 Permits 
Required 

Requires a Permit to Construct before construction of an emission source occurs. 
Prohibits operation of any equipment that emits or controls an air pollutant (such as 
XX) without first obtaining a permit to operate. 

Rules 401, 402, and 403 
Nuisance, Visible Emissions, 
Fugitive Dust 

Limits visible, nuisance, and fugitive dust emissions and would be applicable to the 
construction period of the project. 

Rule 404 Particulate Matter - 
Concentration 

Limits the particulate matter concentration from stationary source exhausts. 
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TABLE 1-1 (Continued)
GENERAL LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS (LORS) 

Applicable LORS Description 

AIR QUALITY (cont.) 

Local (Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District, MDAQMD) (cont.) 
Rule 406 Specific 
Contaminants 

Prohibits sulfur compound emissions in excess of 500 ppmv. 

Rule 407 Liquid and Gaseous 
Air Contaminants 

Prohibits carbon monoxide emissions in excess of 2,000 ppmv. 

Rule 409 Combustion 
Contaminants 

Limits the emissions from fossil fuel combustion. 

Rule 431 Sulfur Content of 
Fuels 

Limits the sulfur content of liquid fuels to no more than 0.5% by weight.  

Rule 900 Standard of 
Performance for New 
Stationary Source 

Incorporates the Federal NSPS (40 CFR 60) rules by reference. 

Rule 1303 New Source 
Review 

Specifies BACT/Offsets technology and requirements for a new emissions unit that 
has potential to emit any regulated pollutants. 

Rule 1306 Electric Energy 
Generating Facilities 

Describes actions to be taken for permitting of power plants that are within the 
jurisdiction of the CEC. 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Federal 
Federal Endangered Species 
Act (16 USC 1531 et seq.; 
50 CFR Part 17, Section 17.1 
et seq.) 

Designates and protects Federally threatened and endangered plants and animals 
and designated critical habitats. 

Clean Water Act (33 USC 
Sections 1251-1376; 40 CFR 
Section 330.5(a)(26)) 

Requires the permitting and monitoring of all discharges to surface water bodies. 
Section 404 requires a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) for a 
discharge of dredged or fill materials into waters of the U.S., including wetlands. 
Section 401 requires an applicant for a Federal license or permit to conduct an activity 
that could result in a discharge to waters of the United States must provide the 
Federal agency with a certification from the applicable regional water quality control 
board (RWQCB) that any such discharge will comply with the Clean Water Act, 
including state and Federal water quality standards. 

Eagle Act (50 CFR 
Section 22.26) 

Would authorize limited take of bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and golden 
eagles (Aquila chrysaetos) under the Eagle Act, where the take is associated with, but 
not the purpose of an otherwise lawful activity, and cannot practicably be avoided. 

Eagle Act (50 CFR 
Section 22.27) 

Would provide for the intentional take of eagle nests where (i) necessary to alleviate 
a safety hazard to people or eagles; (ii) necessary to ensure public health and 
safety; (iii) the nest prevents the use of a human–engineered structure, or; (iv) the 
activity, or mitigation for the activity, will provide a net benefit to eagles. Only inactive 
nests would be allowed to be taken except in the case of safety emergencies. 

Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act (16 USC 
Section 668) 

Protects bald eagles and golden eagles by prohibiting, except under certain 
specified conditions, the take, possession, and commerce of such birds. The 1972 
amendments increased penalties for violating provisions of the Act or regulations 
issued pursuant thereto and strengthened other enforcement measures. Rewards 
are provided for information leading to arrest and conviction for violation of the Act. 

Northern and Eastern 
Colorado Desert Coordinated 
Management Plan (NECO) 

A regional amendment to the CDCA Plan approved in 2002, NECO protects and 
conserves natural resources while simultaneously balancing human uses in the 
northern and eastern portion of the Colorado Desert. 

California Desert Protection 
Act of 1994 (CDPA) 

An Act of Congress which established 69 wilderness areas, the Mojave National 
Preserve, expanded Joshua Tree and Death Valley National Monuments and 
redefined them as National Parks. Lands transferred to the National Park Service 
were formerly administered by the BLM and included substantial portions of grazing 
allotments, wild horse and burro Herd Management Areas, and Herd Areas. 
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TABLE 1-1 (Continued)
GENERAL LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS (LORS) 

Applicable LORS Description 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

Federal (cont.) 
Migratory Bird Treaty (16 USC 
Sections 703-711) 

Makes it unlawful to take or possess any migratory nongame bird (or any part of 
such migratory nongame bird) as designated in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 

Executive Order 11312 Prevents and controls invasive species. 

Wild Free-Roaming Horse and 
Burro Act (Public Law 92-195) 

Protects wild horses and burros from capture, branding, harassment, and death, and 
manages them with the intent to achieve and preserve the natural ecological 
balance on public lands. 

California Desert Conservation 
Area Plan 

The California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) comprises one of two national 
conservation areas established by Congress at the time of the passage of the 
Federal Land and Policy Management Act (FLPMA), which outlines how the BLM 
will manage public lands. Congress specifically provided guidance for the 
management of the CDCA and directed the development of the 1980 CDCA Plan.  

Desert Tortoise (Mojave 
Population) Recovery Plan 
(USFWS 1994) and Draft 
Revised Recovery Plan 
(USFWS 2008a) 

Describes a strategy for recovery and delisting of the desert tortoise.  

State 
California Endangered Species 
Act of 1984 (Fish and Game 
Code Sections 2050-2098) 

Protects California’s rare, threatened, and endangered species. 

Protected furbearing mammals 
(14 CCR Section 460) 

Prohibits the take at any time of fisher, marten, river otter, desert kit fox and red fox. 

14 CCR Sections 670.2 and 
670.5 

Lists the plants and animals of California that are declared rare, threatened, or 
endangered. 

Fully Protected Species (Fish 
and Game Code Sections 
3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515) 

Designates certain species as fully-protected and prohibits the take of such species 
or their habitat unless for scientific purposes (see also California Code of 
Regulations Title 14, section 670.7). 

Nest or Eggs (Fish and Game 
Code Section 3503) 

Protects California’s birds by making it unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly 
destroy the nest or eggs of any bird. 

Birds of Prey (Fish and Game 
Code Section 3503.5 

Protects birds of prey by making it unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in 
the orders Falconiformes and Strigiformes or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or 
eggs of any such bird. 

Migratory Birds (Fish 

and Game Code Section 3513) 

Protects California’s migratory birds by making it unlawful to take or possess any 
migratory nongame bird as designated in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act or any part of 
such migratory nongame birds. 

Nongame mammals (Fish and 
Game Code Section 4150) 

Makes it unlawful to take or possess any non-game mammal or parts thereof except 
as provided in the Fish and Game Code or in accordance with regulations adopted 
by the Fish and Game Commission. 

Significant Natural Areas (Fish 
and Game Code Section 1930 
et seq.) 

Designates certain areas such as refuges, natural sloughs, riparian areas, and 
vernal pools as significant wildlife habitat. 

California Environmental 
Quality Act (CEQA) (California 
Public Resources Code 
Section 21000 et seq.); CEQA 
Guidelines (14 CCR Section 
15380) 

CEQA defines rare species more broadly than the definitions for species listed under 
the state and Federal Endangered Species Acts. 

Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15830, species not protected through state or 
Federal listing but nonetheless demonstrable as “endangered” or “rare” under CEQA 
should also receive consideration in environmental analyses. Included in this 
category are many plants considered rare by the California Native Plant Society 
(CNPS) and some animals on the CDFG’s Special Animals List. 
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TABLE 1-1 (Continued)
GENERAL LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS (LORS) 

Applicable LORS Description 

BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

State (cont.) 
Streambed Alteration 
Agreement (Fish and Game 
Code Section 1600 et seq.) 

Regulates activities that may divert, obstruct, or change the natural flow or the bed, 
channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake in California designated by CDFG in 
which there is at any time an existing fish or wildlife resource or from which these 
resources derive benefit. Impacts to vegetation and wildlife resulting from disturbances 
to waterways are also reviewed and regulated during the permitting process. 

California Native Plant 
Protection Act of 1977 (Fish 
and Game Code Section 1900 
et seq.) 

Designates state rare, threatened, and endangered plants. 

California Desert Native Plants 
Act of 1981 (Food and 
Agricultural Code Section 
80001 et seq.; California Fish 
and Game Code Sections 
1925-1926) 

Protects non-listed California desert native plants from unlawful harvesting on both 
public and private lands in Imperial, Inyo, Kern, Los Angeles, Mono, Riverside, San 
Bernardino, and San Diego counties. Unless issued a valid permit, wood receipt, 
tag, and seal by the commissioner or sheriff, harvesting, transporting, selling, or 
possessing specific desert plants is prohibited. 

Porter-Cologne Water Quality 
Control Act (California Water 
Code Section 13000 et seq.) 

Regulates discharges of waste and fill material to waters of the State, including 
“isolated” waters and wetlands. 

Local 
Riverside County General Plan Protection and preservation of wildlife for the maintenance of the balance of nature. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Federal 
Antiquities Act of 1906 

16 USC Sections 431–433 

Establishes criminal penalties for unauthorized destruction or appropriation of “any 
historic or prehistoric ruin or monument, or any object of antiquity” on Federal land; 
empowers the President to establish historical monuments and landmarks. 

Archaeological Resources 
Protection Act of 1979 (ARPA) 

16 USC 470aa et seq. 

Protects archaeological resources from vandalism and unauthorized collection on 
public and Indian lands. 

National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966 (NHPA)16 USC 
Section 470 

Directs Federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on 
properties included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places. Sets inventory, nomination, protection and preservation responsibilities for 
Federally-owned cultural properties. 

Native American Graves 
Protection and Repatriation 
Act of 1990 (NAGPRA) 

25 USC Sections 3001–3013 

Provides for the protection of Native American human remains, funerary objects, 
sacred objects and objects of cultural patrimony on Federal land. Establishes 
procedures for determining ownership of such remains and objects under Federal 
jurisdiction. 

GEOLOGY AND PALEONTOLOGY 

Federal 
Antiquities Act of 1906 (16 
USC Sections 431-433; 43 
CFR Part 3) 

The proposed BSPP site is located entirely on land currently administered by the BLM. 
Although there is no specific mention of natural or paleontologic resources in the Act 
itself, or in the Act’s uniform rules and regulations, ‘objects of antiquity’ has been 
interpreted to include fossils by the Federal Highways Act of 1956, the National Park 
Service (NPS), the BLM, the Forest Service (USFS), and other Federal agencies.  

National Environmental Policy 
Act of 1970 (NEPA) (42 USC 
Section 4321 et. seq.) 

Established the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), which is charged with 
preserving ‘important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage’. 
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TABLE 1-1 (Continued)
GENERAL LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS (LORS) 

Applicable LORS Description 

GEOLOGY AND PALEONTOLOGY (cont.) 

Federal (cont.) 
Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 
(FLPMA) (43 USC Sections 
1701-1784) 

Authorizes the BLM to manage public lands to protect the quality scientific, scenic, 
historical, archeological, and other values, and to develop ‘regulations and plans for 
the protection of public land areas of critical environmental concern’, which include 
‘important historic, cultural or scenic values’. Also charged with the protection of ‘life 
and safety from natural hazards’. 

Paleontologic Resources 
Preservation Act (PRPA) 
(Public Law 111-011) 

Authorizes Departments of Interior and Agriculture Secretaries to manage the 
protection of paleontologic resources on Federal lands. 

National Historic Preservation 
Act of 1966 (NHPA) (16 USC 
470) 

Establishes policies for the ‘preservation of the prehistoric and historic resources of 
the United States’, under the direction of the Secretary of the Interior and the BLM.  

State 
California Building Code 
(CBC), 2007 

Includes a series of standards that are used in project investigation, design, and 
construction (including grading and erosion control). 

Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault 
Zoning Act (California Public 
Resources Code [PRC], 
Sections 2621–2630) 

Mitigates against surface fault rupture of known active faults beneath occupied 
structures. Requires disclosure to potential buyers of existing real estate and a 50-
foot setback for new occupied buildings. Portions of the site and proposed ancillary 
facilities are located within designated Alquist-Priolo Fault Zones. The proposed site 
layout places occupied structures outside of the 50-foot setback zone. 

Seismic Hazards Mapping Act 
(PRC Sections 2690–2699) 

Identifies areas that are subject to the effects of strong ground shaking, such as 
liquefaction, landslides, tsunamis, and seiches. 

PRC Sections 5097.5 and 
30244 

Regulates removal of paleontologic resources from state lands, defines 
unauthorized removal of fossil resources as a misdemeanor, and requires mitigation 
of disturbed sites. 

Warren-Alquist Act (PRC 
Sections 25527 and 
25550.5(i)) 

Requires the CEC to “give the greatest consideration to the need for protecting 
areas of critical environmental concern, including, but not limited to, unique and 
irreplaceable scientific, scenic, and educational wildlife habitats; unique historical, 
archaeological, and cultural sites…” With respect to paleontologic resources, the 
CEC relies on guidelines from the Society for Vertebrate Paleontology, indicated 
below. 

Society for Vertebrate 
Paleontology (SVP), 1995 

The “Measures for Assessment and Mitigation of Adverse Impacts to Non-
Renewable Paleontologic Resources: Standard Procedures” is a set of procedures 
and standards for assessing and mitigating impacts to vertebrate paleontologic 
resources. The measures were adopted in October 1995 by the SVP, a national 
organization of professional scientists. 

Local 
Riverside County General Plan 
2000, Safety Element 

Adopts the Uniform Building Code (UBC) (1997), which provides design criteria for 
buildings and excavations. The UBC is superseded by the CBC (2007). Requires 
mitigation measures for geologic hazards, including seismic shaking, surface rupture 
(adopts Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act), liquefaction, unstable soils and 
slopes, and flooding. 

Riverside County General Plan 
2000, Multipurpose Open 
Space Element 

Provides for ‘preservation of cultural, historical, archaeological, paleontologic, 
geologic and educational resources’. Also provides a map showing paleontologic 
sensitivity in the county. 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT  

Federal 
Superfund Amendments and 
Reauthorization Act of 1986 
(42 USC Section 9601 et seq.) 

Contains the Emergency Planning and Community Right To Know Act (also known 
as SARA Title III). 
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TABLE 1-1 (Continued)
GENERAL LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS (LORS) 

Applicable LORS Description 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT (cont.) 

Federal (cont.) 
Clean Air Act of 1990 (CAA) 
(42 USC 7401 et seq., as 
amended) 

Establishes a nationwide emergency planning and response program and imposes 
reporting requirements for businesses that store, handle, or produce significant 
quantities of extremely hazardous materials. 

The CAA section on risk 
management plans (42 USC 
Section 112(r)) 

Requires states to implement a comprehensive system informing local agencies and 
the public when a significant quantity of such materials is stored or handled at a 
facility. The requirements of both SARA Title III and the CAA are reflected in the 
California Health and Safety Code, section 25531, et seq. 

49 CFR 172.802 Contains the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) requirement that suppliers of 
hazardous materials prepare and implement security plans.  

49 CFR Part 1572, Subparts A 
and B 

Requires suppliers of hazardous materials to ensure that all their hazardous 
materials drivers are in compliance with personnel background security checks. 

Oil Pollution Prevention 
Regulation (40 CFR 112) 

Aims to prevent the discharge or threat of discharge of oil into navigable waters or 
adjoining shorelines. Requires a written spill prevention, control, and 
countermeasures (SPCC) plan to be prepared for facilities that store oil that could 
leak into navigable waters.  

49 CFR Part 190 Outlines gas pipeline safety program procedures. 

49 CFR Part 191 Addresses transportation of natural and other gas by pipeline: annual reports, 
incident reports, and safety-related condition reports. Requires operators of pipeline 
systems to notify the DOT of any reportable incident by telephone and then submit a 
written report within 30 days. 

49 CFR Part 192 Addresses transportation of natural and other gas by pipeline and minimum Federal 
safety standards, specifies minimum safety requirements for pipelines including material 
selection, design requirements, and corrosion protection. The safety requirements for 
pipeline construction vary according to the population density and land use that 
characterize the surrounding land. This part also contains regulations governing pipeline 
construction (which must be followed for Class 2 and Class 3 pipelines) and the 
requirements for preparing a pipeline integrity management program. 

Interim Final Rule (6 CFR Part 
27)  

A regulation of the U.S. Department of Homeland Security that requires facilities that 
use or store certain hazardous materials to submit information to the Department so 
that a vulnerability assessment can be conducted to determine what certain 
specified security measures shall be implemented.  

State 
8 CCR Section 5189 Requires facility owners to develop and implement effective safety management 

plans that ensure that large quantities of hazardous materials are handled safely. 
While such requirements primarily provide for the protection of workers, they also 
indirectly improve public safety and are coordinated with the Risk Management Plan 
(RMP) process. 

HSC Section 41700 Requires that “No person shall discharge from any source whatsoever such 
quantities of air contaminants or other material which causes injury, detriment, 
nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or 
which endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any such persons or the 
public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause injury or damage to 
business or property.” 

California Safe Drinking Water 
and Toxic Enforcement Act of 
1986 (Proposition 65) (HSC 
Section 25249.5 et seq.) 

Prevents certain chemicals that cause cancer and reproductive toxicity from being 
discharged into sources of drinking water. 

Hazardous Material Business 
Plan (HSC Sections 25500-
25541; 19 CCR Sections 
2720- 2734 

Requires the submittal of a chemical inventory and planning and reporting for 
management of hazardous materials. 
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT (cont.) 

State (cont.) 
Hazardous Substance 
Information and Training Act, 
8 CCR Section 339; Section 
3200 et seq., 5139 et seq., and 
5160 et seq. 

8 CCR Section 339 lists hazardous chemicals relating to the Hazardous Substance 
Information and Training Act; 8 CCR Section 3200 et seq. and Section 5139 et seq. 
address the control of hazardous substances; 8 CCR Section 5160 et seq. 
addresses hot, flammable, poisonous, corrosive, and irritant substances. Together, 
these sections require the listing and implementation of specified control measures 
for the management of hazardous substances. 

HSC Sections 25270- 
25270.13 

Requires the preparation of a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures 
(SPCC) Plan if 10,000 gallons or more of petroleum is stored on-site. The 
regulations would also require the immediate reporting of a spill or release of 
42 gallons or more to the California Office of Emergency Services and the Certified 
Unified Program Authority (CUPA). 

Process Safety Management 
(8 CCR Section 5189)  

Requires facility owners to develop and implement effective process safety 
management plans when toxic, reactive, flammable, or explosive chemicals are 
maintained on site in quantities that exceed regulatory thresholds. 

Local 
Riverside County Fire Code, 
Riverside County Code 
Chapter 8.32: Ordinance 
No. 787 

Adopts the California Fire Code, 2007 Edition, with some of its appendices, into 
Riverside County regulations. 

Disclosure of Hazardous 
Materials and the Formulation 
of Business Emergency Plans: 
Riverside County Ordinance 
651 

Requires disclosure where businesses handle hazardous materials and requires the 
development of response plans; designates Riverside County Department of 
Environmental Health as responsible for administration and enforcement of local 
codes. 

PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY 

Federal 
Clean Air Act Section 112 (42 
USC Section 7412) 

Requires new sources of air pollution that emit more than 10 tons per year of any 
specified Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAP) or more than 25 tons per year of any 
combination of HAPs to apply Maximum Achievable Control Technology. 

State 
California Safe Drinking Water 
and Toxic Enforcement Act of 
1986 (Proposition 65) (HSC 
Section 25249.5 et seq.) 

Establish thresholds of exposure to carcinogenic substances above which Prop 65 
exposure warnings are required. 

HSC Section 41700 States that “no person shall discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air 
contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to 
any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, 
repose, health, or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a 
natural tendency to cause injury or damage to business or property.” 

Air Toxics Hot Spots Program 
(HSC Section 44300 et seq.) 

Requires participation in the inventory and reporting program at the District level. 

Air Toxics Hot Spots 
Information and Assessment 
Act (HSC Sections 44360– 
44366) 

Requires that, based on results of a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) conducted per 
CARB/OEHHA guidelines, toxic contaminants do not exceed acceptable levels. 

PRC Section 25523(a); 20 
CCR Sections 1752.5, 2300–
2309 and Div. 2 Chapter 5, 
Article 1, Appendix B, Part (1); 
California Clean Air Act, HSC 
Section 39650, et seq. 

Requires a quantitative HRA for new or modified sources, including power plants 
that emit one or more toxic air contaminants (TACs). 
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PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY (cont.) 

Local 
Mojave Desert Air Quality 
Management District 
(MDAQMD) Rule 402 

Prohibits the discharge of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, 
detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to the public; endanger the comfort, repose, 
health or safety of the public; or cause injury or damage to business or property. 

MDAQMD Regulation X 
Emission Standards for 
Additional Specific Air 
Contaminants 

Provides notice to the regulated community that California Air Toxic Control 
measures (ATCMs) are enforceable by the MDAQMD within its jurisdiction and 
Federal maximum achievable control technology (MACT) and NESHAPS are 
adopted by reference and enforced by the MDAQMD. 

MDAQMD Rule 1320 Requires the use of best available control technology (BACT) and best available control 
technology for toxics (T-BACT) at certain projects and the preparation of an HRA. 

MDAQMD Rule 1520 Implementation of HSC Section 44300 et seq., Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information 
and Assessment Act. 

SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENAL JUSTICE  

Federal 
Emergency Economic 
Stabilization Act of 2008 (PL 
110-343) Business Solar 
Investment Tax Credit (Internal 
Revenue Code Section 48) 

Extends the 30 percent investment tax credit (ITC) for solar energy property for eight 
years through December 31, 2016. The bill allows the ITC to be used to offset both 
regular and alternative minimum tax (AMT) and waives the public utility exception of 
current law (i.e., permits utilities to directly invest in solar facilities and claim the ITC). 
The five-year accelerated depreciation allowance for solar property is permanent and 
unaffected by passage of the eight-year extension of the solar ITC. 

State 
California Revenue and 
Taxation Code Section 73 

Allows property tax exclusion for certain types of solar energy systems.  

California Education Code 
Section 17620 

The governing board of any school district is authorized to levy a fee, charge, 
dedication, or other requirement for the purpose of funding the construction or 
reconstruction of school facilities.  

California Government Code 
Sections 65996-65997 

Except for a fee, charge, dedication, or other requirement authorized under Section 
17620 of the Education Code, state and local public agencies may not impose fees, 
charges, or other financial requirements to offset the cost for school facilities. 

TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE (TLSN)  

Federal (Aviation Safety) 
Objects Affecting the 
Navigable Air Space (14 CFR 
Part 77) 

Describes the criteria used to determine the need for a Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) “Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration” in cases of 
potential obstruction hazards. 

FAA Advisory Circular No. 
70/7460-1G, “Proposed 
Construction and/or Alteration 
of Objects that May Affect the 
Navigation Space” 

Addresses the need to file the “Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration” form 
(Form 7640) with the FAA in cases of potential for an obstruction hazard. 

FAA Advisory Circular 70/460-
1G, “Obstruction Marking and 
Lighting” 

Describes the FAA standards for marking and lighting objects that may pose a 
navigation hazard as established using the criteria in Title 14, Part 77 of the CFR. 

Federal (Interference with Radio Frequency Communication) 
47 CFR Section 15.2524, 
Federal Communications 
Commission (FCC) 

Prohibits operation of devices that can interfere with radio-frequency communication 
and requires mitigation of any interference by the owner of the source. 

State (Interference with Radio Frequency Communication) 
California Public Utilities 
Commission (CPUC) General 
Order 52 (GO-52 ) 

Governs the construction and operation of power and communications lines to 
prevent or mitigate interference. 
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TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE (TLSN) (cont.) 

Local (Audible Noise) 
Riverside County General 
Plan, Noise Element 

Establishes policies and programs to ensure that noise levels are appropriate to land 
uses. 

Riverside County Noise 
Ordinance 

Establishes performance standards for planned residential or other noise-sensitive 
land uses. 

State (Hazardous and Nuisance Shocks) 
Rules for Overhead Electric 
Line Construction (CPUC GO-
95) 

Governs clearance requirements to prevent hazardous shocks, grounding 
techniques to minimize nuisance shocks, and maintenance and inspection 
requirements. 

High Voltage Safety Orders (8 
CCR Section 2700 et seq.) 

Specifies requirements and minimum standards for safely installing, operating, 
working around, and maintaining electrical installations and equipment. 

National Electrical Safety Code 
(i.e. National Fire Protection 
Association [NFPA] 70E) 

OSHA adopted the NESC/NFPA 70E which specifies grounding procedures to limit 
nuisance shocks. Also specifies minimum conductor ground clearances. 

Industry Standards (Hazardous and Nuisance Shocks) 
Institute of Electrical and 
Electronics Engineers (IEEE) 
1119, “IEEE Guide for Fence 
Safety Clearances in Electric-
Supply Stations” 

Specifies the guidelines for grounding-related practices within the right-of-way and 
substations. 

State (Electric and Magnetic Fields) 
Rules for Planning and 
Construction of Electric 
Generation Line and 
Substation Facilities in 
California (CPUC GO-131-D) 

Specifies application and noticing requirements for new line construction including 
electromagnetic fields (EMF) reduction.  

CPUC Decision 93-11-013 Specifies CPUC requirements for reducing power frequency EMF. 

Industry Standards (Electric and Magnetic Fields) 
American National Standards 
Institute (ANSI/IEEE) 644-
1944 Standard Procedures for 
Measurement of Power 
Frequency Electric and 
Magnetic Fields from AC 
Power Lines 

Specifies standard procedures for measuring EMF from an operating electric line.  

State (Fire Hazards) 
Fire Prevention Standards for 
Electric Utilities (14 CCR 
Sections 1250-1258) 

Provides specific exemptions from electric pole and tower firebreak and conductor 
clearance standards and specifies when and where standards apply. 

VISUAL RESOURCES 

Federal 
California Desert Conservation 
Area (CDCA) Plan 

The BSPP is located within the California Desert Conservation Area Plan, which is 
the BLM Resource Management Plan applicable to the BSPP site (USDOI, 1980, as 
amended). The CDCA Plan did not include Visual Resource Management (VRM) 
inventory or management classes. However, a BLM-approved Visual Resource 
Inventory (VRI) was conducted in 2005 for the Devers-Palo Verde 2 Transmission 
Line Project EIS/EIR, which covers the site of the proposed action. 
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VISUAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

Federal (cont.) 
California Desert Conservation 
Area (CDCA) Plan (cont.) 

The BSPP site is classified in the CDCA Plan as Multiple-Use Class (MUC) M 
(Moderate Use). Management of MUC M lands is based upon a controlled balance 
between higher intensity use and protection of public lands. This class provides for a 
wide variety of present and future uses such as mining, livestock grazing, recreation, 
energy, and utility development. Class M management is also designed to conserve 
desert resources and to mitigate damage to those resources, which permitted uses 
may cause. 

Table 1 of the CDCA Plan illustrates the types of allowable land uses by MUC Class. 
The table specifically includes Electrical Power Generation Facilities including 
Wind/Solar facilities. Guidance provided under this section allows for the 
authorization of such facilities within MUC M lands in compliance with NEPA 
requirements. 

New major electric transmission facilities may be allowed only within designated utility 
corridors. Existing facilities within designated utility corridors may be maintained and 
upgraded or improved in accordance with existing rights-of-way or amendments to 
right-of- way grants. 

State 
State Scenic Highway 
Program 

(California Streets and 
Highways Code Sections 260-
263) 

The California State Department of Transportation (Caltrans) identifies a state 
system of eligible and designated scenic highways which, if designated, are subject 
to various controls intended to preserve their scenic quality. Interstate 10 within the 
project viewshed is not listed as an eligible State Scenic Highway.  

Local 
Riverside County Integrated 
Plan LU-4 Relating to Project 
Design 

LU 4.1: Requires that new developments be located and designed to visually 
enhance, not degrade the character of the surrounding area through consideration of 
the following concepts:  

c. Require that an appropriate landscape plan be submitted and implemented for 
development projects subject to discretionary review. 

 d. Require that new development utilize drought- tolerant landscaping and 
incorporate adequate drought-conscious irrigation systems. 

 l. Mitigate noise, odor, lighting, and other impacts on surrounding properties. 

 m. Provide and maintain landscaping in open spaces and parking lots. 

 n. Include extensive landscaping. 

 o. Preserve natural features, such as unique natural terrain, drainage ways, and 
native vegetation, wherever possible, particularly where they provide continuity 
with more extensive regional systems. 

 p. Require that new development be designed to provide adequate space for 
pedestrian connectivity and access, recreational trails, vehicular access and 
parking, supporting functions, open space, and other pertinent elements. 

 LU 4.2: Require property owners to maintain structures and landscaping to a high 
standard of design, health, and safety through the following: 

c. Promote and support community and neighborhood based efforts for the 
maintenance, upkeep, and renovation of structures and sites. 

County Scenic Corridors LU 13.1: Preserve and protect outstanding scenic vistas and visual features for the 
enjoyment of the traveling public. 

 LU 13.3: Ensure that the design and appearance of new landscaping, structures, 
equipment, signs, or grading within Designated and Eligible State and County scenic 
highway corridors are compatible with the surrounding scenic setting or environment. 
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VISUAL RESOURCES (cont.) 

Local (cont.) 
County Scenic Corridors 
(cont.) 

LU 13.7: Require that the size, height, and type of on-premise signs visible from 
Designated and Eligible State and County Scenic Highways be the minimum 
necessary for identification. The design, materials, color, and location of the signs 
shall blend with the environment, utilizing natural materials where possible. 

 LU 13.8: Avoid the blocking of public views by solid walls. 

The following policies apply to 
properties designated as Open 
Space-Rural on the area plan 
land use maps. 

LU 20.1: Require that structures be designed to maintain the environmental 
character in which they are located. 

LU 20.2: Require that development be designed to blend with undeveloped natural 
contours of the site and avoid an unvaried, unnatural, or manufactured appearance. 

 LU 20.3: Require that adequate and available circulation facilities, water resources, 
sewer facilities, and/or septic capacity exist to meet the demands of the proposed 
land use. 

 LU 20.4: Ensure that development does not adversely impact the open space and 
rural character of the surrounding area. 

WASTE MANAGEMENT  

Federal 
Solid Waste Disposal Act of 
1965 (as amended and revised 
by the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act of 1976, et 
al.) (42 USC Section 6901 et 
seq.) 

The Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended and revised by the Resource Conservation 
and Recovery Act (RCRA) etc., establishes requirements for the management of solid 
wastes (including hazardous wastes), landfills, underground storage tanks, and certain 
medical wastes. The statute also addresses program administration, implementation 
and delegation to states, enforcement provisions, and responsibilities, as well as 
research, training, and grant funding provisions.  

RCRA Subtitle C establishes provisions for the generation, storage, treatment, and 
disposal of hazardous waste, including requirements addressing: 

Generator record keeping practices that identify quantities of hazardous wastes 
generated and their disposition; 

Waste labeling practices and use of appropriate containers; 

Use of a manifest when transporting wastes;  

Submission of periodic reports to the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (U.S. EPA) or other authorized agency; and 

Corrective action to remediate releases of hazardous waste and contamination 
associated with RCRA-regulated facilities. 

RCRA Subtitle D establishes provisions for the design and operation of solid waste 
landfills. 

RCRA is administered at the Federal level by U.S. EPA and its 10 regional offices. 
The Pacific Southwest regional office (Region 9) implements U.S. EPA programs in 
California, Nevada, Arizona, and Hawaii.  

Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act (Superfund) 
(42 USC Section 9601 et seq.) 

Establishes authority and funding mechanisms for cleanup of uncontrolled or 
abandoned hazardous waste sites, as well as cleanup of accidents, spills, or 
emergency releases of pollutants and contaminants into the environment. Among 
other things, the statute addresses: 

Reporting requirements for releases of hazardous substances; 

Requirements for remedial action at closed or abandoned hazardous waste 
sites, and brownfields; 

Liability of persons responsible for releases of hazardous substances or waste; and 
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WASTE MANAGEMENT (cont.) 

Federal (cont.) 
Comprehensive Environmental 
Response, Compensation and 
Liability Act (Superfund) 
(42 USC Section 9601 et seq.) 
(cont.) 

Requirements for property owners/potential buyers to conduct “all appropriate 
inquiries” into previous ownership and uses of the property to 1) determine if 
hazardous substances have been or may have been released at the site, and 
2) establish that the owner/buyer did not cause or contribute to the release. A 
Phase I Environmental Site Assessment is commonly used to satisfy CERCLA 
“all appropriate inquiries” requirements.  

40 CFR Subchapter I – 
Solid Wastes 

Implements the provisions of the Solid Waste Disposal Act and RCRA (described 
above). Among other things, the regulations establish the criteria for classification of 
solid waste disposal facilities (landfills), hazardous waste characteristic criteria and 
regulatory thresholds, hazardous waste generator requirements, and requirements 
for management of used oil and universal wastes. 

Part 257 addresses the criteria for classification of solid waste disposal facilities 
and practices. 

Part 258 addresses the criteria for municipal solid waste landfills. 

Parts 260 through 279 address management of hazardous wastes, used oil, and 
universal wastes (i.e., batteries, mercury-containing equipment, and lamps).  

U.S. EPA implements the regulations at the Federal level. However, California is an 
RCRA-authorized state, so most of the solid and hazardous waste regulations are 
implemented by state agencies and authorized local agencies in lieu of U.S. EPA. 

Hazardous Materials 
Regulations (49 CFR Parts 
172 and 173) 

Address the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) established standards for 
transport of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes. The standards include 
requirements for labeling, packaging, and shipping of hazardous materials and 
hazardous wastes, as well as training requirements for personnel completing shipping 
papers and manifests. Section 172.205 specifically addresses use and preparation of 
hazardous waste manifests in accordance with 40 CFR Section 262.20.  

Clean Water Act (33 USC 
Section 1251 et seq.)  

The Clean Water Act governs the discharge of wastewater to surface waters of the 
U.S.  

State 
Hazardous Waste Control Act 
of 1972, as amended (HSC 
Section 25100 et seq.) 

Creates the framework under which hazardous wastes are managed in California. 
The law provides for the development of a state hazardous waste program that 
administers and implements the provisions of the Federal RCRA program. It also 
provides for the designation of California-only hazardous wastes and development 
of standards (regulations) that are equal to or, in some cases, more stringent than 
Federal requirements. 

The California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA), Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (DTSC) administers and implements the provisions of the law at 
the state level. Certified Unified Program Agencies (CUPAs) implement some 
elements of the law at the local level.  

Environmental Health 
Standards for the Management 
of Hazardous Waste (22 CCR 
Div. 4.5, Section 66001 et 
seq.) 

Establish requirements for the management and disposal of hazardous waste in 
accordance with the provisions of the California Hazardous Waste Control Act and 
Federal RCRA. As with the Federal requirements, waste generators must determine if 
their wastes are hazardous according to specified characteristics or lists of wastes. 
Hazardous waste generators must obtain identification numbers; prepare manifests 
before transporting the waste off site; and use only permitted treatment, storage, and 
disposal facilities. Generator standards also include requirements for record keeping, 
reporting, packaging, and labeling. Additionally, while not a Federal requirement, 
California requires that hazardous waste be transported by registered hazardous waste 
transporters.  

The standards addressed by 22 CCR include: 

Identification and Listing of Hazardous Waste (Ch. 11, Section 66261.1 et seq.). 

Standards Applicable to Generator of Hazardous Waste (Ch. 12, Section 66262.10 
et seq.). 
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WASTE MANAGEMENT (cont.) 

State (cont.) 
Environmental Health 
Standards for the Management 
of Hazardous Waste (22 CCR 
Div. 4.5, Section 66001 et 
seq.) (cont.) 

Standards Applicable to Transporters of Hazardous Waste (Ch. 13, Section 
66263.10 et seq.). 

Standards for Universal Waste Management (Ch. 23, Section 66273.1 et seq.). 

Standards for the Management of Used Oil (Ch. 29, Section 66279.1 et seq.). 

Requirements for Units and Facilities Deemed to Have a Permit by Rule (Ch. 45, 
Section 67450.1 et seq.). 

The Title 22 regulations are established and enforced at the state level by DTSC. Some 
generator and waste treatment standards are also enforced at the local level by CUPAs. 

Unified Hazardous Waste and 
Hazardous Materials 
Management Regulatory 
Program  

(Unified Program) (HSC 
Ch. 6.11, Sections 25404– 
25404.9) 

Consolidates, coordinates, and makes consistent the administrative requirements, 
permits, inspections, and enforcement activities of the six environmental and 
emergency response programs listed below.  

Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act requirements for Spill Prevention, Control, 
and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plans.  

Hazardous Materials Release and Response Plans and Inventories (Business 
Plans). 

California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) Program. 

Hazardous Materials Management Plan / Hazardous Materials Inventory 
Statements. 

Hazardous Waste Generator / Tiered Permitting Program. 

Underground Storage Tank Program. 

The state agencies responsible for these programs set the standards for their 
programs while local governments implement the standards. The local agencies 
implementing the Unified Program are known as CUPAs.  

Note: The Waste Management analysis only considers application of the Hazardous 
Waste Generator/Tiered Permitting element of the Unified Program.  

Unified Hazardous Waste and 
Hazardous Materials 
Management Regulatory 
Program (27 CCR Div. 1, 
Subdiv, 4, Ch. 1, Section 
15100 et seq.) 

While these regulations primarily address certification and implementation of the 
program by the local CUPAs, the regulations do contain specific reporting 
requirements for businesses. 

Article 9 – Unified Program Standardized Forms and Formats (Sections 15400–
15410). 

Article 10 – Business Reporting to CUPAs (Sections 15600–15620). 

California Integrated Waste 
Management Act of 1989 
(CIWMA) (PRC Div. 30,  

Section 40000 et seq.) 

Establishes mandates and standards for management of solid waste in California. 
The law addresses solid waste landfill diversion requirements; establishes the 
preferred waste management hierarchy (source reduction first, then recycling and 
reuse, and treatment and disposal last); sets standards for design and construction 
of municipal landfills; and addresses programs for county waste management plans 
and local implementation of solid waste requirements. 

California Integrated Waste 
Management Board (14 CCR 
Div, 7, Section 17200 et seq.) 

Implement the provisions of the CIWMA and set forth minimum standards for solid 
waste handling and disposal. The regulations include standards for solid waste 
management, as well as enforcement and program administration provisions. 

Chapter 3 – Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal. 

Chapter 3.5 – Standards for Handling and Disposal of Asbestos Containing Waste. 

Chapter 7 – Special Waste Standards. 

Chapter 8 – Used Oil Recycling Program. 

Chapter 8.2 – Electronic Waste Recovery and Recycling.  
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WASTE MANAGEMENT (cont.) 

State (cont.) 
Hazardous Waste Source 
Reduction and Management 
Review Act of 1989 
(HWSRMRA) (HSC Div. 20, 
Ch. 6.5, Art. 11.9, Section 
25244.12 et seq.) 

Expands the state’s hazardous waste source reduction activities. Among other 
things, it establishes hazardous waste source reduction review, planning, and 
reporting requirements for businesses that routinely generate more than 12,000 
kilograms (approximately 26,400 pounds) of hazardous waste in a designated 
reporting year. The review and planning elements are required to be done on a four-
year cycle, with a summary progress report due to DTSC every fourth year.  

Hazardous Waste Source 
Reduction and Management 
Review (22 CCR Section 
67100.1 et seq.) 

Implement the provisions of the HWSRMRA. The regulations establish the specific 
review elements and reporting requirements to be completed by generators subject 
to the act.  

23 CCR Div. 3, Ch. 16 and 18 Relate to hazardous material storage and petroleum UST cleanup, as well as 
hazardous waste generator permitting, handling, and storage. The DTSC Imperial 
County CUPA is responsible for local enforcement. 

Local 
County of Riverside General 
Plan, Safety Element: Policy 
S 6.1 

Describes the County’s policies and siting criteria identified in the County of 
Riverside Hazardous Waste Management Plan including coordination of hazardous 
waste facility responsibilities on a regional basis through the Southern California 
Hazardous Waste Management Authority 

Riverside County Code Title 8 
Chapters 8.60, 8.84, and 
8.132, Health and Safety 

Establishes requirements for the use, generation, storage, and disposal of 
hazardous and non-hazardous materials and wastes within the County.  

Riverside County Code, 
Chapter 8.32, Ordinance 
No. 787, Fire 

Adopts the 2007 California Fire Code.  

WORKER SAFETY AND FIRE PROTECTION 

Federal 
Occupational Safety and 
Health Act of 1970 (29 USC 
Section 651 et seq.) 

Mandates safety requirements in the workplace with the purpose of “[assuring] so far 
as possible every working man and woman in the nation safe and healthful working 
conditions and to preserve our human resources” (29 USC Section 651). 

Occupational Safety and 
Health Administration Safety 
and Health Regulations (29 
CFR Sections 1910.1- 
1910.1500) 

Define the procedures for promulgating regulations and conducting inspections to 
implement and enforce safety and health procedures to protect workers, particularly 
in the industrial sector. 

29 CFR Sections 1952.170-
1952.175 

Provide Federal approval of California’s plan for enforcement of its own Safety and 
Health requirements, in lieu of most of the Federal requirements found in 29 CFR 
sections 1910.1 to 1910.1500. 

State 
Cal/OSHA regulations (8 CCR 
all applicable sections) 

Require that all employers follow these regulations as they pertain to the work 
involved, including regulations pertaining to safety matters during construction, 
commissioning, and operations of power plants, as well as safety around electrical 
components, fire safety, and hazardous materials use, storage, and handling. 

24 CCR Section 3 et seq.  Incorporate the current edition of the Uniform Building Code. 

HSC Section 25500 et seq.  Present Risk Management Plan requirements for threshold quantities of listed 
acutely hazardous materials at a facility. 

HSC Sections 25500-25541  Require a Hazardous Material Business Plan detailing emergency response plans 
for hazardous materials emergency at a facility. 
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WORKER SAFETY AND FIRE PROTECTION (cont.) 

Local 
Riverside County Ordinance 
457 

Adopts specific building, mechanical, plumbing, and electrical codes from sources 
such as the California Building Standards Commission with county-specific 
modifications. 

Riverside County Ordinance 
787 

Adopts the 2007 edition of the California Fire Code and portions of the 2007 edition 
of the California Building Code with county-specific modifications. 

Riverside County Ordinance 
615 

Establishes requirements for the use, generation, storage and disposal of hazardous 
materials within the County. 

Riverside County Dept. of 
Environmental Health, 
Hazardous Materials Releases 

Adopts State requirements and guidelines to govern hazardous materials release 
response plans and inventories.  

Chapter 22 of the 2007 
California Fire Code  

Addresses requirements for Motor Fuel-Dispensing Facilities and Repair Garages. It 
has been adopted by Riverside County and will apply to the fuel depot at the site. 

NFPA 30a  This is the NFPA code for Motor Fuel Dispensing Facilities and Repair Garages 
(2008 Edition) and is the industry standard for fuel depots.  

NOISE 

Federal 
Occupational Safety & Health 
Act (OSHA): 29 U.S.C. 
Section 651 et seq. 

Protects workers from the effects of occupational noise exposure. 

State 
California Occupational Safety 
& Health Act (Cal-OSHA): 29 
U.S.C. Section 651 et seq., 
Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, 
Sections 5095-5099 

Protects workers from the effects of occupational noise exposure. Note, These 
standards are equivalent to federal OSHA standards 

 

Local 
Riverside County General 
Plan, Noise Element  

Establishes goals, objectives, and procedures to protect the public from noise 
intrusion. Land use compatibility defines the acceptability of a land use in a specified 
noise environment. For residential land uses, these guidelines categorize noise 
levels of up to 60 dBA day/night average sound level (Ldn) or CNEL as “normally 
acceptable” and up to 70 dBA Ldn or CNEL as “conditionally acceptable.” 

Riverside County Noise 
Ordinance, Ordinance 847 

Section 4 of Ordinance No. 847 (Regulating Noise) limits noise on any property that 
causes the exterior noise level on any other occupied property to 55 dBA during the 
daytime hours and 45 dBA during the nighttime hours, for noise-sensitive receptors2 
within a very low density rural area, such the area surrounding the site.  

Also limits the hours of construction activities to the hours of 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., 
June through September, 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., October through May, Mondays 
through Fridays, and to 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays.  

 

Also see Appendix B, which describes the Federal Laws, Regulations and Executive Orders that 
apply to BLM-administered lands in the action area. 

                                                      
2 A sensitive noise receptor, also referred to as a noise-sensitive receptor, is a receptor at which there is a reasonable 

degree of sensitivity to noise (such as residences, schools, hospitals, elder care facilities, libraries, cemeteries, and 
places of worship). 
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1.6 Interagency Coordination 
The BLM and CEC seek comments from and work closely with other regulatory agencies that 
administer LORS that may be applicable to the proposed action. These agencies may include the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers, State Water Resources Control Board/Regional Water Quality Control Board, State 
Historic Preservation Office, California Department of Fish and Game, and the Mojave Desert 
Air Quality Management District. On December 21, 2009, the CEC staff sent the BSPP AFC to 
all local, state, and Federal agencies that might be affected by or have an interest in the proposed 
action. 

The BLM has notified affected Indian Tribes regarding the proposed action, has sought their 
comments, and has invited them to consult on the BSPP on a government-to government basis. 
The affected Indian Tribes are currently working with the BLM.  

1.7 Issues Addressed in the NEPA Analysis 
The BLM solicited internal and external input on the issues, impacts, and potential alternatives to 
be addressed in the EIS for the BSPP, as well as the extent to which those issues and impacts 
would be analyzed in the document. This process is called “scoping” (40 CFR 1501.7). Internal 
input was provided by BLM and cooperating agency staff, as an interdisciplinary process, to help 
define issues, alternatives, and data needs. External scoping involved notification and 
opportunities for feedback from other agencies, organizations, tribes, local governments, and the 
public. Formal public scoping begins following publication of a Notice of Intent (NOI) to 
prepare an environmental impact statement for a proposed action.  

The NOI for the BSPP was published in the Federal Register on November 23, 2009. On 
December 11, 2009, BLM held a Scoping Meeting at the University of California-Riverside, 
Palm Desert Campus. A draft scoping report was released for public review and comment in 
January 2010. BLM gave a presentation at and participated in the CEC’s January 25, 2010, 
Informational Hearing in Blythe, California, and Site Visit for BSPP. In addition to property 
owners in the vicinity of the proposed BSPP and other interested parties, notification was 
provided to Federal, state and local public interest and regulatory organizations with an expressed 
or anticipated interest in the proposed action. Also, elected and certain appointed officials were 
similarly notified of the hearing and site visit. The issues, impacts, and potential alternatives to be 
addressed in the EIS for the BSPP were identified during this scoping process. See Appendix C, 
Results of Scoping. 
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CHAPTER 2  
Proposed Action and Alternatives 

On March 16, 2007, the BLM Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office received an Application for 
Transportation and Utility Systems and Facilities on Federal Lands to construct, operate, maintain 
and decommission the Blythe Solar Power Plant Project (BSPP) on BLM-administered lands in 
Eastern Riverside County, California. The proposed action would be located in the California inland 
desert, approximately eight miles west of the city of Blythe and three miles north of the Interstate-
10 freeway (see, Figure 1). Palo Verde Solar I1 (Applicant) is seeking a right-of-way (ROW) grant 
for approximately 9,400 acres. Construction and operation of the BSPP would disturb a total of 
about 7,025 acres. Remaining acreage that would not be disturbed may not be part of the ROW grant. 

2.1 Proposed Land Use Plan Amendment Decisions 
and Alternatives 

The Applicant has applied for a ROW and did not request a CDCA Plan amendment directly. 
Nonetheless, the BLM has determined that a CDCA Plan amendment would be required if a 
ROW were granted for a solar power generating facility on the proposed site. Regardless of 
whether the proposed project is approved, the BLM could elect to amend the CDCA Plan. 
Consequently, the following range of outcomes of the BLM’s potential CDCA Plan amendment 
process is as follows: 

PA1 – The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would be amended to identify the footprint of 
the BSPP site as suitable for the proposed type of solar energy development. (This is the 
proposed land use plan amendment.) 

PA2 – The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would not be amended. (This is No Action 
Alternative A, discussed below.) 

PA3 – The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would be amended to identify the BSPP 
application area as unsuitable for any type of solar energy development. (This is CDCA 
Plan Amendment/No Action Alternative B, discussed below.) 

PA4 – The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would be amended to identify the BSPP 
application area as suitable for any type of solar energy development. (This is CDCA Plan 
Amendment/No Action Alternative C, discussed below.) 

                                                      
1 Chevron Energy Solutions and Solar Millennium have a joint development agreement. Chevron Energy Solutions 

applied for the Right of Way for Blythe Solar Power Project. To facilitate the permitting of the Blythe Solar Power 
Project (BSPP), the Applicant is requesting that the BLM issue one right of way grant to a Project- specific 
company. The company for BSPP is Palo Verde Solar I, LLC a wholly owned subsidiary of Solar Millennium and 
the single Applicant for the BSPP. 
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2.2 Proposed Action 

2.2.1 Introduction 
The Applicant has filed an application for a ROW to construct, operate, maintain and decommission 
the BSPP and bundled double circuit 230 kV power transmission line (gen-tie) on BLM-
administered land. The BSPP would consist of four adjacent, independent, identical power block 
units (Units) of 250 MW nominal capacity each for a total nominal capacity of 1,000 MW 
commercial solar parabolic trough generating station and ancillary facilities (see Figures 2a and 2b).  

The Applicant proposes to develop the BSPP in four phases, which are designed to generate a 
combined total of approximately 1000 MW of electricity. The first two phases of the proposed 
action, BSPP Units 1 and 2, are designed to provide a combined total of approximately 500 MW 
of electricity and would occupy an estimated 1600 acres each; the third and fourth phases, BSPP 
Units 3 and 4, would provide a combined total of approximately 500 MW of electricity and 
occupy an estimated 1200 acres each (see Figure 3 for a solar unit detail). 

All four phases would share the following onsite facilities: administration building, parking area, 
maintenance building, switchyard, bioremediation areas, wastewater treatment facilities, access 
and maintenance roads (either dirt, gravel or paved), perimeter fencing, central gas pipeline, a 
distribution line, fiber optics line, and water wells. Shared offsite facilities include access to the 
site, a distribution line gas pipeline, fiber optics lines, and a double circuit 230 kV gen-tie line 
that would connect into the power grid at the planned Southern California Edison Colorado River 
Substation approximately 5 miles southwest of the BSPP.  

The total permanent footprint of the on-site BSPP facilities would be fenced and including 
rerouting drainage channels would be approximately 6,840 acres. The proposed off-site linear 
facilities would be approximately 185 acres. The total estimated permanent footprint is 
approximately 7,025 acres.  

The proposed site is located in the California inland desert within the Palo Verde Groundwater 
Basin, approximately eight miles west of Blythe, three miles north of Highway I-10 and 
approximately one mile northwest of the Blythe airport (see Figure 1) Riverside County, 
California.  

Current access to the site is from Exit #232, Airport/Mesa Drive on I-10 via Mesa Drive Road 
(see Figure 6). 

The Proposed Action request a ROW grant for the following-described BLM-administered land 
(see Figure 7):  

San Bernardino Base and Meridian 

Township 6 South, Range 22 East, 
Sections 6 and 7; 
Section 18, N½NW¼, N½NW¼, SW¼NW¼. 

Blythe Solar Power Project PA/FEIS 2-2 August 2010 



2. Proposed Action and Alternatives 
 

Township 6 South, Range 21 East, 
Section 1- 4 inclusive; 
Section 5, E½; 
Section 8, E½; 
Section 9 and 10; 
Section 11, N½, SW¼; 
Section 12 and 13; 
Section 14, N½, SE¼; SW¼SE¼  
Section 15 and 23; 
Section 24, NW¼; 
Section 26, W½W½; 
Section 35, NW¼, W½SE¼. 

Township 7 South, Range 21 East, 
Section 2, E½NW¼, SW¼; 
Section 3, S½S½;  
Section 4, S½S½; 
Section 5, S½S½; 
Section 6, E½SE¼. 

2.2.2 Structures and Facilities 
The BSPP would consist of four adjacent, independent, and identical units of 250 megawatt 
(MW) nominal capacity each, for a total nominal capacity of 1,000 MW (see Figures 2a and 2b). 

The BSPP would 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 degrees Fahrenheit (°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. 

Each of the four solar field systems operates under the control of its Field Supervisor Controller 
(FSC), which is a computer located at each plant’s central control room. 

The FSC collects information from each Solar Collector Assembly (SCA) and issues instructions 
to the SCAs. Some of the FSC functions include deploying the solar field during the day as 
weather and facility availability permit, and stowing it at night and during high winds (in high 
wind conditions, the solar field must be stowed). 

A weather station located in each power block provides real-time measurements of weather 
conditions that affect the solar field operation. Radiation data is used to determine the 
performance of the solar field. 

The FSC communicates all relevant conditions to the solar power plant’s distributed control 
system (DCS). The DCS coordinates and integrates power block areas, the HTF system, and solar 
field operation. 
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Major Project Components 
The major components and features of the proposed BSSP include (see Figures 2a and 2b): 

1. Power Block Unit #1 (northeast); 
2. Power Block Unit #2 (northwest); 
3. Power Block Unit #3 (southwest); 
4. Power Block Unit #4 (southeast); 
5. Access road from Black Rock Road to onsite office; 
6. Office and parking; 
7. Land Treatment Unit (LTU) for bioremediation/land farming of HTF-contaminated soil; 
8. Warehouse/maintenance building and laydown area; 
9. Onsite transmission facilities, including central internal switchyard; 
10. Dry wash rerouting; and 
11. Groundwater wells used for water supply. 

The four proposed power blocks are identical in design (see Figure 3). The descriptions below 
apply to all four power blocks in all four units. Major components of each power block include: 

1. Steam generation heat exchangers; 
2. HTF overflow and expansion vessels; 
3. One HTF freeze protection heat exchanger; 
4. One auxiliary boiler; 
5. One steam turbine-generator (STG); 
6. One generator step up transformer (GSU); 
7. Air cooled condenser (ACC); 
8. One wet cooling tower for ancillary equipment; 
9. Water filter system and clarifier system; 
10. Combination firewater/clarified water tank; 
11. Reverse osmosis (RO) reject water surge tank; 
12. Potable water system; 
13. Demineralized water system; 
14. Demineralized water tank; 
15. High pH reverse osmosis (HERO) waste water recovery system; 
16. Recovered water surge tank; 
17. Sanitary water septic systems and leach fields; 
18. Evaporation waste stream pond(s); 
19. Water, natural gas, and HTF pipelines exiting the power block; 
20. Operations and maintenance buildings; and 
21. Transmission and telecommunications lines exiting the power block.  
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General Project Dimensions 
The general project dimensions are as follows (see Figures 2a and 2b): 

1. Total proposed ROW area: 9,400 acres  

2. Disturbance area (total area within ROW disturbed by construction and operation including 
approximately 1,100 acres outside the facility footprint, mostly rerouted drainage 
channels): 7,025 acres  

3. Facility footprint (total area within disturbance area that is inside security fencing 
encompassing all four units): 5,950 acres2  

4. Power Plant Units 1 and 2 (solar field and power block): 1,600 acres each  

5. Power Plant Units 3 and 4 (solar field and power block): 1,200 acres each  

6. Each solar field includes a power block - approximately 1547 feet x 535 feet, general 
height 60 feet, ACC height 120 feet (9 acres)  

7. Parking area: approximately 40,600 square feet (.93 acres)  

8. Administration building: 10,000 square feet (.23 acres)  

9. Laydown area: approximately 47.5 acres  

10. Includes warehouse/assembly hall: 197 feet x 558 feet x 36 feet (approximately 2.52 acres)  

11. Substation/switchyard: 250,000 square feet (5.74 acres)  

12. Unpaved access roads: (onsite) 52.6 miles x 24 feet (153.11 acres)  

13. Paved access road (onsite and offsite): approximately 11,000 feet x 24 feet wide 
(6.06 acres)  

14. Natural gas pipeline : 4 inches diameter x 9.8 miles long(approximately 8 miles on-site)  

15. Gen tie line (onsite): 120 feet x 15,500 feet (approximately 3 miles) = 43 acres  

16. Gen tie line (offsite): interconnecting at the proposed Colorado River substation-
35,500 feet (approximately 6.5 miles) x 225 feet = 183 acres (includes 100 feet x 100 feet 
site for each transmission tower) 

17. Bioremediation/land treatment areas: 360,000 square feet (8.26 acres)  

18. Domestic septic system/leach field: approximately 22,000 square feet (0.51 acres)  

19. Gen-tie transmission towers: Heights range from 90 (along the north-south span) to 
145 feet. Final structure heights and corresponding span lengths would meet Federal 
Aviation Administration (FAA) requirements for the nearby Blythe Airport 

                                                      
2 Excludes off‐site linear facilities (gen‐tie transmission line, gas pipeline, distribution line, fiber optics line, and off-

site access) 



2. Proposed Action and Alternatives 
 

2.2.3 Construction 
Project construction is expected to occur over a total of 69 months. Project construction would 
require an average of 604 employees over the entire 69-month construction period, with 
manpower requirements peaking at approximately 1,004 workers in Month 16 of construction. 
The construction workforce would consist of a range of laborers, craftsmen, supervisory 
personnel, support personnel, and management personnel.  

Temporary construction parking areas would be provided within the BSPP site adjacent to the 
laydown area. The solar power plant laydown area would be utilized throughout the build out of 
the four solar units. The construction sequence for power plant construction includes the 
following general steps: 

Site Preparation 
This would include detailed construction surveys, mobilization of construction staff, grading, and 
preparation of drainage features. Grading for the solar fields, power blocks, and drainage 
channels would be completed during the first 55 months of the construction schedule. 

Linears 
This would include the site access road, telecommunication line, natural gas pipeline, and 
transmission line. The site access road and telecommunication line for Unit #1 would be 
constructed during the first nine months of the construction schedule in conjunction with plant 
site preparation activities. The natural gas pipeline, electric transmission lines, and 
telecommunications lines would be constructed during the first 18 months of the construction 
schedule. 

Foundations 
This would include excavations for large equipment (STG, SSG, GSU, etc.), footings for the solar 
field, and ancillary foundations in the power block. 

Major Equipment Installation 
Once the foundations are complete, the larger equipment would be installed. The solar field 
components would be assembled in an onsite erection facility and installed on their foundations. 

Drainage and Earthwork 
Drainage would be constructed in two phases: Phase One would accommodate the necessary 
drainage for the construction of Units 1 & 2; Phase Two would accommodate the drainage plan 
for the entire four unit facility. In Phase One, two of the five major channels would be built for 
Units 1 and 2: the entire length of the North Channel plus diffuser, and the entire length of the 
Central channel plus diffuser. Only the portion of the West channel that bounds the southwest 
corner of Unit 2 would be constructed; the remainder of the West channel would not be needed 
until Units 3 and 4 are built. The southern boundary of Unit 2 would be protected with a berm 
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from the West channel eastward to the point where the Central channel begins. Arizona crossings 
(roadway dips) would be employed to provide adequate drainage across the access road into the 
site. Phase Two would implement the fully constructed drainage plan for the entire facility. 

Construction Water 
Construction water requirements cover all construction-related activities including: 

1. Dust control for areas experiencing construction work as well as mobilization and 
demobilization, 

2. Dust control for roadways, 
3. Water for grading activities associated with both cut and fill work, 
4. Water for soil compaction in the utility and infrastructure trenches, 
5. Water for soil compaction of the site grading activities, 
6. Water for stockpile sites, 
7. Water for the various building pads,  
8. Water for concrete pours on site, and 
9. Concrete batch plant operations. 

The predominant use of water would be for grading activities, which would have a steady rate of 
work each month. The grading schedule for the site has been spread to cover the total 
construction period and there should be no definable peak but rather a steady state condition of 
water use. The average water use for the proposed action is estimated to be about 645,000 gallons 
per calendar day. Total water use for the duration of construction is estimated to be about 
4,100 acre feet. Construction water would be sourced from onsite wells. Potable water during 
construction would be brought on site in trucks and held in day tanks. 

Concrete Batch Plant 
With the estimated concrete volume of approximately 125,000 cubic yards per solar plant, an 
onsite batch plant would be utilized to provide concrete for the solar fields and power block 
foundations and pads. The batch plant would have a production capacity of 150 cubic yards per 
hour and operate 10 hours per day, five days a week. Night operation of the batch plant likely 
would be required to overcome the difficulty of performing concrete placement in extremely high 
ambient temperatures. It would consist of a series of storage bins and piles, conveyors, mixers, 
ice storage and chipper, and would include a 75 kW power supply (with diesel generator if 
needed) and provision for dust control. Concrete would be transported from the batch plant to the 
placement area via a fleet of eight concrete trucks. The batch plant would be movable and would 
be deployed to the current area of work at the power blocks or main warehouse area. 
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Fuel Depot 
A fuel depot would be constructed to refuel, maintain, and wash construction vehicles, and would 
occupy an area of approximately 75 feet x 150 feet. It would consist of a fuel farm with two 
2000-gallon on-road vehicle diesel tanks, two 8,000-gallon off-road vehicle diesel tanks, one 
500-gallon gasoline tank, and one wash water holding tank. The fuel farm would include 
secondary spill containment, a covered maintenance area also with secondary containment, and a 
concrete pad for washing vehicles. 

Construction Power 
Construction power would be provided to the site from the Southern California Edison (SCE) 
12.47 kV distribution line routed to the site from SCE’s distribution poles one mile east of BSPP 
at the corner of Sixth Avenue and Davis Street.3 The BSPP would include construction of a 
12.47 kV internal distribution system and step down transformers to provide power as needed for 
construction operations. 

Construction Wastewater 
Sanitary wastes produced during construction would be held in chemical toilets and transported 
offsite for disposal by a commercial chemical toilet service. Any other hazardous wastewater 
produced during construction, such as equipment rinse water, would be collected by the 
construction contractor in Baker tanks and transported off site for disposal in a manner consistent 
with applicable regulatory requirements. 

Waste Management 

Non-Hazardous Solid Waste 
Non-hazardous solid wastes may be generated by construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
proposed action; if so, such wastes would be typical of power generation facilities and may 
include scrap metal, plastic, insulation material, glass, paper, empty containers, and other solid 
wastes. Disposal of these wastes would be accomplished by contracted solid refuse collection and 
recycling services. 

Hazardous Solid and Liquid Waste 
Limited hazardous wastes would be generated during construction and operation. During 
construction, these wastes may include paint and paint-related wastes (e.g., primer, paint thinner 
and other solvents), equipment cleaning wastes and spent batteries. During BSPP operation, these 
wastes may include used oils, hydraulic fluids, greases, filters, spent cleaning solutions, spent 
batteries, and spent activated carbon. Both construction and operation-phase hazardous waste 
would be recycled and reused to the maximum extent possible. All wastes that could not be 

                                                      
3 The distribution line would be wholly owned and operated by SCE. It would be used to provide power during the 

construction phase of the proposed action. SCE would retain the facility after construction is completed.  
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recycled and any waste remaining after recycling would be disposed of in accordance with all 
applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS). 

Hazardous Materials 
There would be a variety of hazardous materials used and stored during construction and 
operation of the proposed action. Hazardous materials that would be used during construction 
include gasoline, diesel fuel, oil, lubricants, and small quantities of solvents and paints. All 
hazardous materials used during construction and operation would be stored onsite in storage 
tanks/vessels/containers that are specifically designed for the characteristics of the materials to be 
stored. Bulk storage tanks or totes will have secondary containment structures capable of holding 
the tank or tote volume plus an allowance for precipitation. Concrete containment structures will 
be coated with a chemical resistant coating to ensure long-term integrity of the containment 
structure. Aboveground carbon steel tanks (300 gallons each) also would be used to store diesel 
fuel at each power block. Secondary containment would be provided for these tanks. 

2.2.4 Operation and Maintenance 
The Operations & Maintenance (O&M) workforce would be comprised of approximately 
221 people. The Applicants will establish an Operations and Maintenance Service Company to 
operate and maintain the plant. Personnel for the O&M Services Company would be made up of 
staff who would be intimately involved in plant commissioning and acceptance testing. 

Management and supervision of the proposed action would be centered within the solar field 
maintenance organization. Skilled personnel would be assigned to conduct expedient 
maintenance and mirror washing. The primary responsibility of “field operators” would be to 
monitor, in considerable detail, the condition and repair needs of the solar field. 

Data Control System (DCS) 
At each solar field, a DCS containing several automation units would control the HTF and steam 
loops and all auxiliary plant systems, and determine the appropriate operating sequences for 
them. It also would monitor and record the primary operating parameters and functions as the 
primary interface for system control. 

The DCS would communicate with all subsystem controls, including electrical system equipment, 
steam cycle controllers, variable frequency drives and balance-of-plant system controllers via 
serial data communication. It would receive analog and digital inputs/outputs from all instruments 
and equipment not served directly by dedicated local controllers. The DCS would control both the 
steam and HTF cycles directly, operating rotating equipment via relevant electrical panels. It 
would include a graphical user interface at an operator console in the main control room.  

Day-to-day, the following operation modes would occur in the HTF system: Warm up, Solar 
Field Mode (heat transfer from solar field to power block), Shutdown, and Freeze Protection. 
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Warm up 
Usually in the morning, the warm up mode would bring the HTF flow rate and temperatures up to 
their steady-state operating conditions. It would do this by positioning all required valves, starting 
the required number of HTF main pumps for establishing a minimum flow within the solar field 
and tracking the solar field collectors into the sun. 

At the beginning of warm up at each of the four units, HTF would be circulated through a bypass 
around the power block heat exchangers until the outlet temperature reaches the residual steam 
temperature in the heat exchangers. HTF then would be circulated through the heat exchangers 
and the bypass closed. As the HTF temperature at the solar field outlet would continue to rise, 
steam pressure would build up in the heat exchangers until the minimum turbine inlet conditions 
are reached, upon which the turbine could be started and run up to speed. The turbine would be 
synchronized and loaded according to the design specification until its power output matches the 
full steady state solar field thermal output. 

Solar Field Control Mode 
The DCS would enter solar field control mode automatically after completing warm-up mode. It 
would regulate the flow by controlling the HTF main pump speeds to maintain the design solar 
field outlet temperature.  

HTF pumps would generally be operated in parallel, at the speed required to provide the required 
flow in the field. If the thermal output of the solar field is higher than the design capacity of the 
steam generation system, collectors within the solar field would be de-focused to maintain design 
operating temperatures. 

Shutdown 
If the minimal thermal input to the turbine required by the BSPP’s operating strategy cannot be 
met under the prevalent weather conditions, then shutdown would be indicated. Operators would 
track all solar collectors into the stow position, reduce the number of HTF main pumps to a 
minimum, and stop the HTF flow to the power block heat exchangers. 

Freeze Protection 
To eliminate the problem of HTF freezing, an HTF heater would be used to prevent freezing of 
the HTF piping system during cooler winter nights or whenever the unit is offline. 

Solar Mirror Washing Water 
At each solar field, to facilitate dust and contaminant removal, water from the demineralization 
process would be sprayed on the solar collectors for cleaning. The collectors would be cleaned 
once or twice per week, determined by the reflectivity monitoring program. This mirror washing 
operation would be done at night and involve a water truck spraying treated water on the mirrors 
in a drive-by fashion. The applicant expects that the mirrors would be washed weekly in winter 
and twice weekly from mid-spring through mid-fall. Because the mirrors would be angled down 
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for washing, water would not accumulate on the mirrors; instead, it would fall from the mirrors to 
the ground and, due to the small volume, is expected to soak in with no appreciable runoff. Any 
remaining rinse water from the washing operation would be expected to evaporate on the mirror 
surface. The treated water production facilities would be sized to accommodate the solar mirror 
washing demand of about 30 acre feet per year (ac-ft/yr). 

HTF Leak Detection 
Leak detection of HTF would be accomplished in various ways. Visual inspection throughout the 
solar field on a daily basis would detect leaks occurring at ball joints or other connections. 
Additionally, the configuration of the looped system would allow different sections of the loops 
to be isolated. Isolation valves will be installed such that each HTF loop sections can be 
contained in the unlikely event of a major rupture in the HTF piping.  

Large leaks would be detected using remote pressure sensing equipment and remotely actuated 
valves to allow for isolation of large sections of the large-bore header piping in the solar field.  

2.2.5 Decommissioning 
The planned operational life of the BSPP is 30 years, but the facility conceivably could operate 
for a longer or shorter period depending on economic or other circumstances. If the BSPP 
remains economically viable, it could operate for more than 30 years. However, if the facility 
were to become economically non-viable before 30 years of operation, permanent closure could 
occur sooner. In any case, a Decommissioning Plan would be prepared and put into effect when 
permanent closure occurs. 

Temporary Closure 
If a temporary closure occurs, security would be maintained 24 hours per day at the BSPP and the 
BLM and other responsible agencies would be notified. Temporary closure activities would differ 
depending on whether or not a release of hazardous materials is involved.  

If there is no actual or threatened release of hazardous materials, a contingency plan would be 
implemented for the temporary halting of facility operations. The contingency plan would be 
developed before operations and its purpose is to ensure compliance with all applicable laws, 
ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS) and appropriate protection of public health, safety, 
and the environment. Depending on the expected duration of the temporary shutdown, the 
contingency procedures implemented may include draining and properly disposing of chemicals 
from storage tanks and other facility equipment, safe shutdown of all facility equipment, and 
other measures as needed to ensure protection of onsite workers, the public, and the environment. 

If the temporary closure does involve an actual or threatened release of hazardous materials, the 
procedures followed would be those provided in the Hazardous Materials Business Plan that 
would be developed for the proposed action. Procedures would include, at a minimum: 

1. Measures to control the release of hazardous materials; 
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2. Notifications required to the appropriate agencies and the public; 

3. Emergency response procedures; and 

4. Training requirements for BSPP personnel in hazardous materials release response and 
control. 

When all issues related to the hazardous materials release have been resolved, temporary closure 
would proceed as described above for temporary closure without a hazardous materials release. 

Permanent Closure 
The procedures provided in the Decommissioning Plan would be developed to ensure compliance 
with applicable LORS, and to ensure public health and safety and protection of the environment. 
The Decommissioning Plan would be submitted to the CEC and BLM for review and approval 
prior to a planned closure.  

Security for the BSPP would be maintained on a 24-hour basis during permanent closure. In 
general, the Decommissioning Plan would address: decommissioning measures for the BSPP and 
all associated facilities; activities necessary for site restoration/revegetation if removal of all 
equipment and facilities is needed; recycling of facility components, collection and disposal of 
hazardous and non-hazardous wastes, and resale of unused chemicals to other parties; 
decommissioning alternatives other than full site restoration; costs associated with the planned 
decommissioning activities and where funding would come from for these activities; and 
conformance with applicable LORS (Solar Millennium 2009a, p. 3-2). 

It is assumed that the number and type of workers required for closure and decommissioning 
activities would be similar to those described above for construction of the BSPP. Also, it is 
assumed the closure and decommissioning workforce would be drawn from the regional and local 
area of potential effect. Furthermore, it is assumed that the regional area of potential effect would 
continue to offer a high number of transient lodging opportunities to serve decommissioning 
construction employees. Closure and decommissioning of the BSPP would likely require further 
environmental impact evaluation to determine fiscal and non-fiscal impacts to the action area.  

Upon closure the owner of the BSPP shall implement a final Decommissioning and Reclamation 
Plan. The Decommissioning and Reclamation Plan shall include a cost estimate for implementing 
the proposed decommissioning and reclamation activities subject to review and revisions from the 
CPM in consultation with BLM, USFWS and CDFG.  

Reclamation Plan 
The BLM will be developing a plan related to reclamation requirements associated with solar 
development. Moreover, if approved, the solar energy ROW authorization would include a 
required “Performance and Reclamation” bond to ensure compliance with the terms and 
conditions of the ROW authorization, consistent with the requirements of 43 CFR 2805.12(g). 
The “Performance and Reclamation” bond will consist of three components. The first component 
will be hazardous materials, the second component will be the decommissioning and removal of 
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improvements and facilities, and the third component will address reclamation, revegetation, 
restoration and soil stabilization.  

2.3 Connected Actions 

2.3.1 Gen-tie Line 
The BSPP would be connected to the grid via SCE’s planned Colorado River Substation, which 
would be located approximately five miles southwest of the BSPP area. The BSPP would be 
connected to the substation via the proposed gen-tie line, a bundled double circuit 230 kV 
transmission line. 

2.3.2 Telecommunications and Telemetry 
The BSPP would have telecommunications service from Frontier Communications, the 
telecommunications service providers for the Blythe area. Voice and data communications would 
be provided by a new twisted pair telecommunications cable. The routing for this cable will 
follow the routing of the redundant telecommunications line from the project to at the Colorado 
River Substation. The routing for each of these lines would be adjacent to the Black Rock Road, 
and the site access road. Wireless telecom equipment would be used to support communication 
with staff dispersed throughout the site. The BSPP would utilize electronic telemetry systems to 
control equipment and facilities operations over the site. 

2.3.3 Natural Gas Pipeline 
A new four-inch diameter, 9.8-mile long natural gas pipeline would be constructed to connect the 
project to an existing Southern California Gas (SCG) pipeline situated south of I-10. 
Approximately eight miles would be within the plant site boundary and two miles outside the 
plant site boundary. The line would be buried with a minimum three feet of cover depending on 
location. The gas line route would begin at an existing SCG line 1,800 feet south of I-10 and 
traverse directly north to the site where it would provide fuel for operating the HTF system. 

Construction of the gas pipeline would be built to SCG standards and would take approximately 
three to six months. Most major pieces of pipeline construction equipment would remain along 
the pipeline ROW during construction with storage and staging of equipment and supplies located 
at the site or other acceptable site selected by SCG at the time construction is underway. 
Excavated earth material would be stored within the construction ROW. 

There is an existing gas line running through a portion of the site that has been abandoned in 
place. The existing line would be removed as necessary during construction. 

2.3.4 Distribution Line 
Construction power would be provided to the site from the SCE 12.47 kV distribution line routed 
to the site from SCE’s distribution poles one mile east of BSPP at the corner of Sixth Avenue and 
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Davis Street.4 The BSPP would include construction of a 12.47 kV internal distribution system 
and step down transformers to provide power as needed for construction operations.5 

2.4 Actions or Elements Common to All Alternatives 
The proposed action would consist of four adjacent, independent units each producing 250 MW 
nominal capacity of electric power. All four units would be identical with the exception of the 
water treatment systems and water tanks for dust control, which would be located only with Units 
1 and 3. Complete descriptions of the features of the proposed action as a whole and of each 
individual unit can be found in Section 2.2 (Project Description). In the Reduced Acreage 
Alternative, there would only be three units, but the individual units would remain identical. In 
the Reconfigured Alternative, there would still be four identical units; however, the location of 
Unit 3 would be moved approximately 0.8 mile to the southwest of the proposed location. 

2.4.1 Integral Components of Each Solar Plant  

Solar Collector Assemblies (SCAs) 
The proposed action’s SCAs would be oriented north-south to rotate east-west to track the sun as 
it moves across the sky throughout the day. The SCAs would collect heat by means of linear 
troughs of parabolic reflectors, which focus sunlight onto a straight line of heat collection 
elements welded along the focus of the parabolic “trough.” 

Parabolic Trough Collector Loops 
Each of the collector loops would consist of two adjacent rows of SCAs with each row being 
about 1,300 feet long. The two rows would be connected by a crossover pipe. The heat transfer 
fluid (HTF) would be heated in the loop and would enter the header, which returns hot HTF from 
all loops to the power block where the power generating equipment is located. 

Mirrors 
The parabolic mirrors to be used in the proposed action would be low-iron glass mirrors. Typical 
life spans of such mirrors are expected to be 30 years or more. 

Air Cooled Condensers (ACCs) 
The ACC would use a large array of fans to force air over finned tube heat exchangers arranged 
in an A-frame bundle configuration. The exhaust from the steam turbine would flow through a 
large diameter duct to the ACC, where it would be condensed inside the tubes running diagonally 
top to bottom through indirect contact with the ambient air. The heat then would be ejected 
directly to the atmosphere through convection. 

                                                      
4 The distribution line would be wholly owned and operated by SCE. It would be used to provide power during the 

construction phase of the proposed action. SCE would retain the facility after construction is complete.  
5 During the operational phase of the proposed action, power would be provided by the BSPP. 
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Heat Collection Elements (HCEs) 
The HCEs of the four solar plants would be comprised of a steel tube surrounded by an evacuated 
glass tube insulator. The steel tube would have a coated surface, which would enhance its heat 
transfer properties with a high absorptivity for direct solar radiation, accompanied by low 
emissivity. Glass-to-metal seals and metal bellows would be incorporated into the HCE to ensure 
a vacuum-tight enclosure. The enclosure would protect the coated steel tube and reduce heat 
losses by acting as an insulator. 

HTF System 
In addition to the HTF piping in the solar field, each of the four HTF systems would include three 
elements: 1) the HTF heat exchanger, 2) the HTF expansion vessel and overflow vessel, and 
3) the HTF ullage system. Rather than a fired HTF heater, a heat exchanger would be installed to 
assist in ensuring that temperatures stay above 54°F or 12°C since freezing of the HTF piping 
system can occur during cooler winter nights or whenever the unit is offline. HTF would be 
routinely circulated at low flow rates throughout the solar field using hot HTF from the storage 
vessel as a source. During winter, a natural gas-fired HTF heater would be used when weather 
conditions dictate (i.e. on cold nights). A HTF expansion vessel and overflow vessel would be 
required to accommodate the volumetric change that would occur when heating the HTF to the 
operating temperature. 

The proposed HTF heat exchanger is an unfired unit that utilizes steam from the auxiliary boiler 
as the heating medium. During plant operation, the HTF would degrade into components of high 
and low boilers (substances with high and low boiling points). The low boilers would be removed 
from the process through the ullage system. HTF would be removed from the HTF surge tank and 
flashed, leaving behind high boilers and residual HTF. The flashed vapors would be condensed 
and collected in the ullage system. 

Solar Steam Generator System (SSG) 
At each of the four Units, the SSG system would transfer the sensible heat from the HTF to the 
feedwater. The steam generated in the SSG would be piped to a Rankine-cycle reheat steam 
turbine. Heat exchangers would be included as part of the SSG system to preheat and boil the 
condensate, superheat the steam, and reheat the steam. 

Steam Turbine Generator (STG) 
The STG would receive steam from the SSG. The steam would expand through the STG turbine 
blades to drive the steam turbine, which then would drive the generator, converting mechanical 
energy to electrical energy. Each of the proposed action’s STGs would be a three-stage casing 
type with high pressure (HP) intermediate pressure (IP), and low pressure (LP) steam sections. 
The STG would be equipped with the following accessories: steam stop and control valves, gland 
seal system, lubricating and jacking oil systems, thermal insulation, and control instrumentation. 
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Cooling Systems 
Each of the four power plant Units would include two cooling systems: 1) the air-cooled steam 
cycle heat rejection system and, 2) the closed cooling water system for ancillary equipment 
cooling: 

Steam Cycle Heat Rejection System 
The cooling system for heat rejection from the steam cycle would consist of a forced draft air-
cooled condenser, or dry cooling system. At each power block, the dry cooling system would 
receive exhaust steam from the LP section of the STG and condense it to liquid for return to the 
SSG. 

Auxiliary Cooling Water System 
The auxiliary cooling water systems would use wet cooling towers for cooling plant equipment, 
including the STG lubrication oil cooler, the STG generator cooler, steam cycle sample coolers, 
large pumps, etc. The water would be warmed by the various equipment items being cooled and 
reject the heat to the cooling tower. This auxiliary cooling system would allow critical equipment 
such as the generator and HTF pumps to operate at their design ratings during hot summer 
months when the BSPP’s power output would be most valuable. An average of 146,000 gallons 
of water per day (160 ac-ft/yr) would be consumed by the auxiliary cooling water system; the 
maximum rate of consumption would be 223,000 gallons per day in summer. 

Water Storage Tanks 
In each power block there would be two major covered water tanks: one 1,000,000 gallon 
Service/Fire Water storage tank and one 120,000 gallon Demineralized Water storage tank. A 
much smaller RO Reject water tank would also be provided. Several other small water system 
surge tanks also would be installed in between various steps in the water treatment process. Water 
storage tanks would be vertical, cylindrical, field-erected steel tanks supported on foundations 
consisting of either a reinforced concrete mat or a reinforced concrete ring wall with an interior 
bearing layer of compacted sand supporting the tank bottom. 

Roads/Site Surface 
Access to the BSPP site would be via a new public road heading north from the frontage road. 
This road would be accessed from an improved section of Black Rock Road along I-10, from the 
plant access road to the Airport/Mesa Drive exit. Only a small portion of the site would be paved, 
primarily the site access road, the service roads to the power blocks, and portions of the power 
blocks (paved parking lot and roads encircling the STG and SSG areas). The remaining portions 
of each power block would be gravel surfaced. In total, each power block area would be 
approximately 18.4 acres each, with approximately six acres of paved area. The solar fields 
would remain unpaved and without a gravel surface in order to prevent rock damage from mirror 
wash vehicle traffic; an approved dust suppression coating would be used on the dirt roadways 
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within and around the solar fields. Roads and parking areas located within the power block areas 
and adjacent to the administration building and warehouses would be paved with asphalt. 

Fencing and Security 
The perimeter of the proposed solar fields and support facilities would be secured with a 
combination of chain link and wind fencing. Fencing would be desert tortoise proof to prevent 
tortoises from entering onto the action area. Chain link metal fabric security fencing would 
consist of eight-foot tall fencing with one-foot barbed wire or razor wire on top along the north 
and south sides of the facilities. Thirty-foot tall wind fencing, comprised of A-frames and wire 
mesh, would be installed along the east and west sides of each solar field. Controlled access gates 
would be located at the site entrance. As discussed below, the drainage channels would be outside 
the plant and the security fencing but still within the proposed ROW. 

Drainage and Earthwork 
The existing topographic conditions of the site show an average slope of approximately one foot 
in 67 feet (1.50%) toward the east on the west side of the site and approximately one foot in 200 
feet (0.50%) toward the southeast on the east side of the site. The site lies on the Palo Verde Mesa 
east of the McCoy Mountains. The general stormwater flow pattern is from the higher elevations 
in the mountains located three miles west of the site to the lower elevations in the McCoy Wash 
to the east of the site. 

Lighting System 
The proposed lighting system would provide operations and maintenance personnel with 
illumination in normal and emergency conditions. AC lighting would be the primary form of 
illumination, but DC lighting would be included for activities or emergency egress required 
during an outage of the plant’s AC system.  

Fuel Supply and Use 
The auxiliary boiler for each unit would be fueled by natural gas. The gas for the entire BSPP 
would be supplied from a new, approximately 10-mile long (two miles offsite) four-inch diameter 
pipeline connected to an existing SCG main pipeline south of I-10. 

Natural gas would be delivered via an SCG custody transfer station consisting of filtering 
equipment, pressure regulating valves, and a fiscal flow meter. Pressure limiting equipment 
would be provided to ensure that the downstream piping would be protected from overpressure. 
The estimated maximum natural gas usage rate per unit is 35 MMBtu/hr. 

Water Supply and Use 
The BSPP would be dry-cooled, except for the auxiliary cooling water system. The proposed 
action’s primary water uses include solar mirror washing, feedwater makeup, fire water supply, 
onsite domestic use, and cooling water for auxiliary equipment heat rejection.  
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Water Requirements 
The average total annual water usage for all four units combined is estimated to be about 
600 ac-ft/yr, which corresponds to an average flow rate of about 388 gallons per minute (gpm), 
based on pumping 24 hours per day, 350 days per year. Usage rates during operations would vary 
during the year and would be higher in the summer months when the peak maximum flow rate 
could be as much as about 50 percent higher (about 568 gpm). 

Water Source and Quality  
BSPP water needs would be met by use of groundwater pumped from wells on the plant site. 
Water for domestic uses by BSPP employees would also be provided by onsite groundwater 
treated to potable water standards. 

It is expected that two new water supply wells in each of the power blocks and two additional 
wells adjacent to the central warehouse would adequately serve the entire BSPP. A second well 
would provide redundancy and backup water supply in the event of outages or maintenance of the 
first well. Water for mirror washing would be demineralized onsite at one of the water treatment 
facilities. 

Fire Protection 
Fire protection systems would be provided to limit personnel injury, property loss, and project 
downtime resulting from a fire. The systems would include a fire protection water system, foam 
generators, carbon dioxide fire protection systems, and portable fire extinguishers. The BSPP 
would be within the jurisdiction of the Riverside County Fire Department. 

Firewater would be supplied from the one million-gallon clarified water storage tanks located at 
each of the four power blocks on the site. One electric and one diesel fueled backup firewater 
pump, each with a capacity of 5,000 gpm, would deliver water to the fire protection piping 
network. 

The piping network would be configured in a loop so that a piping failure could be quickly 
isolated with shutoff valves without interrupting water supply to other areas in the loop. Fire 
hydrants would be placed at intervals throughout the project site that would be supplied with 
water from the supply loop. The water supply loop would also supply firewater to a sprinkler 
deluge system at each unit transformer, HTF expansion tank and circulating pump area, and 
sprinkler systems at the steam turbine generator and in the administration building. Fire 
protection for each solar field would be provided by zoned isolation of the HTF lines in the event 
of a rupture that results in a fire. 

Waste Generation and Management 
BSPP wastes would be comprised of non-hazardous wastes including solids and liquids and lesser 
amounts of hazardous wastes and universal wastes. The non-hazardous solid waste primarily 
would consist of construction and office wastes, as well as liquid and solid wastes from the water 
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treatment system. The non-hazardous solid wastes would be trucked to the nearest Class II or III 
landfill. Non-hazardous liquid wastes would consist primarily of domestic sewage and waste 
water streams such as: RO system reject water boiler blowdown, and auxiliary cooling tower 
blowdown. A septic tank and leach field system would be installed to manage domestic sewage. 
All other waste streams will be either recycled or sent to the evaporation pond. 

Wastewater 
The BSPP would produce four primary wastewater streams: 

1. Non-reusable sanitary wastewater produced from administrative centers and operator 
stations; 

2. Non-reusable cooling tower blowdown; 
3. Partially recyclable boiler blowdown (to be used as cooling tower makeup); and 
4. Reusable RO and demineralized reject water that would be sent to a High pH Reverse 

Osmosis (HERO) type system, or concentrated to minimize waste streams to the 
evaporation ponds. 

Sanitary wastewater production is based on domestic water use. Maximum domestic water use is 
expected to be less than 332,000 gallons per month (11,000 gallons per day, or 12.3 ac-ft/yr). It is 
anticipated that the wastewater would be consistent with domestic sanitary wastewater and would 
have biochemical oxygen demand and total suspended solids in the range of 150 to 250 mg/L. 

Wastewater Treatment  
Sanitary wastes would be collected for treatment in septic tanks and disposed via leach fields 
located at the four power blocks as well as at the administration area and warehouse area. Smaller 
septic systems would be provided for the control room buildings to receive sanitary wastes at 
those locations. Based on the current estimate of 11,000 gallons of sanitary wastewater 
production per day for the entire site, a total each field area of approximately 22,000 square feet 
would be required spread out among several locations. 

In a typical wet cooled power plant, water is cycled in the cooling tower until the concentration of 
chemical constituents rises to levels where it becomes unusable (e.g., typically five to 10 cycles 
of concentration) and is then blown down as a waste stream. Dilute waste streams such as boiler 
blow downs and some RO concentrate may be fed to the cooling tower and further concentrated; 
this design practice helps reduce the total waste water flow that then must be sent to an 
evaporation pond or other treatment system. While dry cooling the power cycle significantly 
reduces the overall water usage of a plant, it eliminates the cooling tower recycle option that 
helps minimize waste flows from the remaining water processes. The auxiliary wet cooling tower 
is too small to concentrate the remaining water flows. 

The three plant waste water streams - cooling tower blowdown, boiler blow down, and RO/ 
demineralizer water rejects - would be recycled as much as possible to the high pH reverse 
osmosis (HERO) system for recovery. The HERO system will recover 70 percent or more 
(depending on water quality) of this waste stream and would significantly limit the size of the 
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required evaporation pond(s). Some waste water sources such as cooling tower blowdown or 
boiler blowdown in certain cases may not be recoverable in the HERO system and would be sent 
directly to the evaporation pond(s).  

The waste water treatment system would require two 4-acre evaporation ponds per power block. 
Two ponds were selected for reliability. The plant would operate on one pond for approximately 
24 months, and then switch to the second pond. Approximately 18 months would be required for 
one pond to evaporate and be ready for use again. If a pond requires maintenance or solids 
removal, the plant still could operate with the other pond. The evaporation ponds would be 
double-lined and covered with narrow-mesh netting to prevent access by ravens and migratory 
birds in accordance with applicable regulations.  

On-Site Land Treatment Unit  
The four solar fields to be installed at the site would require two LTUs to bioremediate or land 
farm soil contaminated from releases of HTF. Each LTU would be designed in accordance with 
Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requirements and would 
be expected to comprise an area of about 4 acres per solar plan or 16 total acres. The 
bioremediation facility would utilize indigenous bacteria to metabolize hydrocarbons contained in 
non-hazardous HTF contaminated soil. A combination of nutrients, water, and aeration facilitates 
the bacterial activity where microbes restore contaminated soil within two to four months. The 
California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has determined for a similar thermal 
solar power plant that soil contaminated with up to 10,000 mg/kg of HTF is classified as a non-
hazardous waste. However, the DTSC has further indicated that site-specific data would be 
required to provide a classification of the waste. Soil contaminated with HTF levels of between 
100 and 1,000 mg/kg would be land farmed at the LTU, meaning that the soil would be aerated 
but no nutrients would be added. 

2.5 Alternatives Development and Screening Process 
The Applicant proposes to develop the BSPP on federal land administered by the BLM. Since the 
BLM is a federal agency and the CEC has State authority to approve thermal power plants, the 
BSPP is subject to review under both NEPA and CEQA. Accordingly, alternatives to the BSPP 
were developed consistent with both NEPA and CEQA. 

2.5.1 Alternatives Development under NEPA 
NEPA requires decision-makers and the public to be fully informed of the impacts associated 
with the proposed project. NEPA declares that the Federal government’s continuing policy is to 
create and maintain conditions under which people and nature can exist in productive harmony 
and fulfill the social, economic, and other requirements of present and future generations of 
Americans. NEPA directs the BLM to “study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to 
recommended courses of action in any proposal that involves unresolved conflicts concerning 
alternative uses of available resources” (NEPA Section 102(2)(E)).  
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CEQ regulations require that an EIS rigorously explore and objectively evaluate a reasonable 
range of alternatives to a proposed action. Reasonable alternatives are those for which effects can 
be reasonably ascertained, whose implementation is not remote or speculative, that are feasible, 
effective, are not remote from reality, and those that are consistent with the basic policy 
objectives for management of the area. (40 CFR 1502.14; CEQ Forty Questions, No. 1A; 
Headwaters, Inc. v. BLM, 914 F.2d. 1174 (9th Cir. 1990)). In order to establish the reasonable 
range of alternatives to be considered, the defined project purpose and need functions as the first 
and most important screening tool. NEPA requires the consideration of a No Action Alternative, 
which is the scenario that would exist if the proposed project were not constructed and no CDCA 
Plan amendment was approved. 

2.5.2 Alternatives Development under CEQA 
The CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15126.6(a)) require an evaluation of the comparative merits of 
“a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen 
any of the significant effects of the project.” In addition, the analysis must address the “no 
project” alternative (14 CCR 15126.6(e)). The range of alternatives considered under CEQA is 
governed by a “rule of reason,” which requires consideration only of those alternatives necessary 
to permit informed decision making and public participation. CEQA states that an environmental 
document does not have to consider an alternative of which the effect cannot be reasonably 
ascertained and of which the implementation is remote or speculative (14 CCR 15125(d)(5)). 

2.5.3 Alternatives Screening Process 
To prepare the alternatives analysis, the following methodology was used: 

1. Develop an understanding of the project, identify the basic objectives of the project, and 
describe its potentially significant adverse impacts. 

2. Under NEPA, explore and evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and of those reasonable 
alternatives, identify those that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the 
quality of the human environment.  

3. Under CEQA, identify and evaluate technology alternatives to the project such as increased 
energy efficiency (or demand-side management) and the use of alternative generation 
technologies (e.g., solar or other renewable or nonrenewable technologies); and identify 
and evaluate alternative locations; evaluate potential alternatives to select those qualified 
for detailed evaluation. 

4. Evaluate the impacts of not constructing the project, known as the No Action Alternative 
under NEPA and the No Project Alternative under CEQA. 

The BSPP is described above, in Section 2.1, and the BLM’s statement of purpose and need is 
described in PA/FEIS Section 1.1.1. The scoping process described in PA/FEIS Section 1.7 
informed the range of alternatives to be considered. Based on the analysis presented in PA/FEIS 
Chapter 4, the following impacts have been identified as issues of greatest concern for the BSPP: 
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biological resources, cultural resources, and visual resources. Based on this methodology, each 
potential alternative was evaluated according the following criteria for its ability to: 

1. for NEPA purposes, be consistent with BLM’s purpose and need, which may or may not 
result in project approval, and to eliminate or reduce impacts of the BSPP. 

2. for CEQA purposes, avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the potential significant 
effects of the project as described above, meet most project objectives, and not create 
unmitigable significant impacts of its own. 

2.5.4 Alternatives Considered 
In total, 24 alternatives were considered by the BLM. Five were carried forward, in addition to 
the proposed action, for more detailed review. Two of the five are action alternatives: The 
Reconfigured Alternative and the Reduced Acreage Alternative. (See PA/FEIS Section 2.6). The 
remaining three are variations of a no action alternative, including No Action Alternative A, and 
two “no project” alternatives: CDCA Plan Amendment/No Action Alternative B and CDCA Plan 
Amendment/No Action Alternative C. (See PA/FEIS Section 2.7). Of the various alternatives 
considered, one was selected as the Preferred Alternative. (See PA/FEIS Section 2.8). Nineteen 
alternatives were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. (See PA/FEIS Section 2.9). 

Action Alternatives 
A number of scoping comments requested that the BSPP be reconfigured or reduced in size to 
avoid the western washes where impacts to desert washes, ephemeral streams, soils, and 
associated wash-dependant vegetation communities would be greatest. Scoping comments 
suggested including the agriculture lands immediately east of the BSPP in the footprint to make 
up for any loss in acreage by avoiding the western units. The scoping comments were 
incorporated into the alternatives described herein. This section describes two alternatives to the 
proposed project: the Reconfigured Alternative and the Reduced Acreage Alternative. 

Reconfigured Alternative 
The Reconfigured Alternative would be a 1,000 MW solar facility like the proposed action and 
would require a CDCA PA by the BLM. Three of the proposed solar fields (Units 1, 2, and 4) 
would remain at their proposed locations. These include the two northern solar fields and the 
southeastern solar field. Unit 3 (the southwestern solar field) would be relocated approximately 
0.8 miles south of its proposed location. The location of the four solar fields is shown in Figure 4. 
Approximately 480 acres of the Reconfigured Alternative (a portion of Unit 3) would be outside 
of the ROW application area, but the alternative would remain entirely within BLM-administered 
lands. A modified ROW application would be required to incorporate these lands into the action 
area. 

The Reconfigured Alternative was developed by the applicant in response to a data request. The 
data request was developed to reduce impacts related to a major unnamed dry wash that flows 
through the proposed site along the southwestern side. This alternative is analyzed because (1) it 
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would retain the 1,000 MW generation capacity defined for the proposed action and the 
engineering is defined by the applicant as feasible, and (2) it would minimize impacts to state 
waters and to desert dry wash woodlands, a vegetation community classified as sensitive by the 
BLM and CDFG. The boundaries of the Reconfigured Alternative remain entirely on BLM-
administered land. 

The Reconfigured Alternative would relocate Unit 3, a 250 MW solar generating facility, to a 
location approximately 0.8 mile south of Solar Unit 2, on approximately 1,350 acres of land 
(approximately 150 acres larger than Unit 3 as proposed, which was proposed at 1,200 acres). 
Specifically, the alternative would relocate the Unit 3 solar field, including the power block, 
water treatment system, water storage tanks, and the administration, control, warehouse, 
maintenance, and lab buildings.  

Similar to the proposed action, the Reconfigured Alternative would transmit power to the grid 
through the Colorado River Substation. It would require the same infrastructure as the proposed 
action, including on-site wells, transmission line, road access, gas pipeline, main office and 
warehouse buildings, and central internal switchyard. The transmission line, road access, and gas 
pipeline would remain approximately the same length as for the proposed action. The required 
linear facility routes may require minor adjustments.  

Under this alternative, a ROW grant for the appropriate acreage would be issued, and the CDCA 
Plan would be amended to include the applicant’s BSPP generation facilities and transmission 
line as an approved site under the Plan. 

Reduced Acreage Alternative 
The Reduced Acreage Alternative would retain only Units 1, 2 and 4 of the proposed action, with 
the ability to generate 750 MW. Unit 3 (250 MW) would not be constructed. This alternative would 
require a CDCA PA by the BLM. This alternative would be located entirely within the applicant’s 
ROW application area as defined by the applicant. This alternative is analyzed for two major 
reasons:  

1. It would eliminate about 25 percent of the proposed action, and  

2. It would eliminate the 1,200 acre southwestern solar field which is located on flowing 
desert washes and, thereby, would reduce impacts to state waters and to desert dry wash 
woodlands, a vegetation community classified as sensitive by the BLM and CDFG, and to 
wildlife movement corridors.  

The boundaries of the Reduced Acreage Alternative are shown in Figure 5.  

The Reduced Acreage Alternative would have a net generating capacity of approximately 
750 MW and its footprint would occupy approximately 4,750 acres of land. This alternative 
would retain 75 percent of the proposed action’s generating capacity, and would affect 75 percent 
of the land affected by the proposed action. Specifically, the alternative would retain the Unit 1, 
2, and 4 solar fields, including the power block, water treatment system, water storage tanks, and 
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administration, control, warehouse, maintenance, and lab buildings. Units 3 and 4, as proposed 
for the proposed action, were designed to share water treatment systems and water storage tanks 
for dust control; the shared facilities are proposed to be located in Unit 3. As such, the shared 
facilities would need to be relocated to Unit 4. 

Similar to the proposed action, the Reduced Acreage Alternative would transmit power to the grid 
through the Colorado River Substation. It would require infrastructure including on-site wells, 
transmission line, road access, administration building, gas pipeline, main office and warehouse 
buildings, and central internal switchyard. The transmission line and road access would remain 
approximately the same length as for the proposed action. The gas pipeline would also remain 
approximately the same length as for the proposed action. The required linears could require 
minor adjustment to accommodate the smaller configuration. 

Under this alternative, a ROW grant for the appropriate acreage would be issued, and the CDCA 
Plan would be amended to include the applicant’s BSPP generation facilities and transmission 
line as an approved site under the Plan. 

No Action/No Project Alternatives 
In accordance with 40 CFR Section 1502.14(d), the BLM is required to evaluate a no action 
alternative. The no action alternative evaluates the environmental conditions of the area in 
question based on the project not being constructed. BLM considers the no action alternative also 
to include no action on, or amendment of, the CDCA Plan – See No Action Alternative A below. 

Associated with the No Action Alternative are several CDCA Plan amendment options. One 
option is to deny the proposed project ROW application, but amend the land use plan to identify 
the area in question as unsuitable for solar energy development – See CDCA Plan 
Amendment/No Action Alternative B. A second option is to deny the proposed project ROW 
application, but amend the land use plan to identify the area in question as suitable for any type of 
solar energy development – See CDCA Plan Amendment/No Action Alternative C. BLM’s 
alternatives related to the No Action Alternative and the CDCA Plan amendment are the 
following: 

No Action Alternative A 
Under this No Action alternative, the ROW application would be denied, and the ROW grant 
would not be authorized. The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would not be amended. 

CDCA Plan Amendment/No Action Alternative B 
Under this No Action alternative, the ROW application would be denied, and the ROW grant 
would not be authorized. The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would be amended to identify the 
application area as unsuitable for any type of solar energy development. 
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CDCA Plan Amendment/No Action Alternative C 
Under this No Action alternative, the ROW application would be denied, and the ROW grant 
would not be authorized. The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would be amended to identify the 
application area as suitable for any type of solar energy development. 

2.5.5 Preferred Alternative 
The BLM’s preferred alternative is the proposed action without modification. 

2.5.6 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated From Detailed 
Analysis 

Rationale for Eliminating Alternatives 
In accordance with 43 C.F.R. 2804.10, the BLM worked closely with the Applicant during the 
pre-application phase to identify appropriate areas for the proposed project. BLM discouraged the 
Applicant from including in its application alternate BLM locations with significant 
environmental concerns, such as critical habitat, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
(ACECs), Desert Wildlife Management Areas (DWMAs), designated off-highway vehicle (OHV) 
areas, wilderness study areas, and designated wilderness areas or other sensitive resources. BLM 
encouraged the Applicant to locate its project on public land with the fewest potential conflicts. 

Other alternative sites, technologies and methods identified in Table 2-1 and discussed below 
were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis under NEPA. These alternatives were 
eliminated from detailed analysis because one or more of the following criteria from the BLM 
NEPA Handbook H-1790-1 apply: 

(1) It is ineffective (it would not respond to the BLM project purpose and need); 

(2) It is technologically or economically infeasible; 

(3) It is inconsistent with the basic policy objectives for the management of the area (e.g., does 
not conform to the CDCA Plan); 

(4) Its implementation is remote or speculative; 

(5) It is substantially similar in design to an alternative that is analyzed; and/or 

(6) It would have substantially similar effects to an alternative that is analyzed. 

Not all of these criteria from the BLM Handbook were used in eliminating alternatives from 
consideration as described below. This process for eliminating these alternatives from detailed 
analysis complies with 40 CFR 1502.14(a) and is described briefly in the following sections. 
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2.5.7 Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from Detailed 
Analysis  

Alternative sites, technologies and methods were considered as alternatives to the BSPP but not 
carried forward for detailed analysis. Such alternatives are identified and the rational for 
elimination summarized in Table 2-1. Each is discussed below. 

TABLE 2-1 
ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED ANALYSIS 

Alternative Rationale for Elimination 

Blythe Mesa Alternative  Ineffective, infeasible, remote or speculative. 

East of Lancaster Alternative Ineffective, infeasible. 

El Centro Alternative Inconsistent with the basic policy objectives for management of the area. 

Johnson Valley Alternative Ineffective, infeasible, remote or speculative. 

Chuckwalla Valley Alternative Inconsistent with the basic policy objectives for management of the area. 

Stirling Dish Technology Ineffective. 

Solar Power Tower Technology Ineffective.  

Linear Fresnel Technology  Ineffective, infeasible.  

Solar Photovoltaic Technology – 
Utility Scale 

Ineffective. 

Distributed Solar Technology Ineffective, infeasible. 

Wind Energy Ineffective, infeasible.  

Geothermal Energy Ineffective, remote or speculative 

Biomass Energy Ineffective, infeasible, remote or speculative. 

Tidal Energy Ineffective, infeasible, remote or speculative.  

Wave Energy Ineffective, infeasible.  

Natural Gas Ineffective. 

Coal Ineffective. 

Nuclear Energy Ineffective. 

Conservation and Demand-side 
Management 

Ineffective, remote or speculative. 

 

Alternative Considered Under CEQA Only 
One alternative was evaluated in detail the SA/DEIS only under CEQA: the Blythe Mesa 
Alternative. The Blythe Mesa Alternative is discussed in detail in Section B.2.7.2  of the RSA. 
Briefly, however, this alternative would be located entirely on private land. The Energy 
Commission determined that impacts of the Blythe Mesa Alternative would be similar to those of 
the proposed action for many resource areas; however, it would likely have less severe biological 
and cultural resources impacts because it would be located on disturbed lands previously used for 
agriculture.  
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The Blythe Mesa Alternative was eliminated primarily because it is ineffective (i.e., it would not 
respond to the BLM project purpose and need). Under NEPA, reasonable alternatives are dictated 
by the nature and scope of the proposed action and are defined by the purpose and need. Here, 
BLM’s purpose and need are for the BLM to respond to Palo Verde Solar I’s application 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. The Blythe 
Mesa Alternative would be ineffective because the proposed site would not be under the BLM’s 
jurisdiction, the BLM would have no discretionary approval authority over the project, and the 
alternative would not accomplish the BLM’s purpose and need for the proposed action.  

The Blythe Mesa Alternative also was eliminated because it is economically infeasible. For one 
thing, the alternative site would consist of three unconnected areas. Although it theoretically 
would be possible to develop the solar units in non-contiguous areas, the cost of the project would 
increase due to the need for additional infrastructure (transmission, water, etc.) and expanded 
need for site security. Additionally, the alternative site would be made up of about 79 parcels. 
The BLM does not own or manage any of those parcels. 

The Blythe Mesa Alternative was eliminated for an additional reason: its implementation is remote 
or speculative. Site control for the proposed site would require the willing participation of 
23 separate landowners. As a result, obtaining control over sufficient land to develop the project 
seems remote or speculative. At the proposed site, BLM is the only land management entity. 

Site Alternatives 
This section considers potential alternatives to the proposed BSPP that were evaluated, and 
determined to not be feasible or result in lesser impacts than the proposed action. The Site 
Alternatives identified below are discussed in detail in Section B.2.8.1 of the RSA. Briefly, 
however, because these alternatives would not avoid or substantially reduce the adverse impacts 
of the proposed BSPP or because they do not meet project objectives, the purpose and need for 
the project, or are otherwise not reasonable alternatives, they are not analyzed in further detail in 
this PA/FEIS. The following alternative sites were evaluated in this analysis: 

1. East of Lancaster Alternative 
2. El Centro Alternative 
3. Johnson Valley Alternative 
4. Chuckwalla Valley Alternative 

East of Lancaster Alternative 
The East of Lancaster Alternative was identified by the Applicant as a potential alternative site 
for the proposed project. The East of Lancaster site is made up of about 1,370 separate parcels of 
private land located east of the City of Lancaster, in Los Angeles County. The elevation of East 
of Lancaster Alternative is between approximately 2,500 and 2,600 feet above sea level. The site 
is located in between Palmdale and Lancaster and is made up of 1,370 parcels located 
approximately one mile northeast of the Antelope Valley Enterprise Zone. The site would be 
located on 7,900 acres.  
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East of Lancaster was not pursued by the Applicant as a possible site for the BSPP because it was 
privately-owned and heavily subdivided. Further, the site was 14 miles from the nearest 500 kV 
substation. The East of Lancaster site also had a lower solar resource than the proposed site.  

Rationale for Elimination 
The East of Lancaster site is located on private land. Like other alternatives proposed to be 
located on lands not under the jurisdiction of the BLM, the East of Lancaster alternative is 
considered to be ineffective, because it would not accomplish the purpose and need for the 
proposed action, i.e., to respond to Palo Verde Solar I’s application under Title V 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. 

The East of Lancaster alternative also was eliminated because it is infeasible: The site is made up 
of about 1,370 separate privately-owned parcels. Due to the number of parcels that would have to 
be acquired to accommodate a 1,000 MW alternative on this site, obtaining site control would be 
extremely challenging in comparison to obtaining a right-of-way grant to use BLM land. The East 
of Lancaster alternative also was eliminated because its implementation is remote or speculative, 
given the number of privately-owned parcels necessary to implement the alternative and 
likelihood that a sufficient number of property owners willingly would participate. 

El Centro Alternative  
The El Centro Alternative was identified by the Applicant as a potential alternative site for the 
BSPP. The El Centro Alternative is located primarily on BLM land within the CDCA west of 
Imperial Valley, in Imperial County. The elevation of El Centro Alternative is between 
approximately sea level and 100 feet above sea level. The site is located south of the U.S. Naval 
Reservation parachute Drop Zone within the Plaster City East Pit Area of the Plaster City Open 
Area on 5,600 acres. The Plaster City Open Area is a designated Off-Highway Vehicle (OHV) 
open area that is used for individual driving, primitive camping, and day use.  

Rationale for Elimination 
The El Centro Alternative was eliminated because it is inconsistent with the basic policy 
objectives for the management of the area. The CDCA Plan states that the BLM is committed in 
providing opportunities for visitors to obtain various types of outdoor recreational experience and 
benefits including motorized-vehicle play open areas. The CDCA Plan’s Recreation Element has 
goals of providing a wide range of quality recreation opportunities, managing recreation use to 
minimize user conflicts, provide safe recreation environment, protect desert resources, and 
encourage the use and enjoyment of desert recreation opportunities by special populations and 
provide facilities to meet the needs of those groups. Use of the El Centro Alternative would 
conflict with the CDCA Recreation Element goals. 
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Johnson Valley Alternative  
The Johnson Valley Alternative was identified by the Applicant as a potential alternative site for 
the BSPP. The Johnson Valley Alternative is located on public and private land approximately 
31 miles southeast of the Victorville/Apple Valley, in San Bernardino County. The site is made 
up of 55 parcels and is owned by 29 separate landowners, including the BLM and State of 
California. The site would be located on 9,000 acres. Johnson Valley was not pursued by the 
Applicant as a possible site because it is approximately 31 miles away from the nearest 500 kV 
substation. 

Rationale for Elimination  
The Johnson Valley site is located, in part, on private land, and willing participation would be 
required from approximately 29 owners. Like other alternatives proposed to be located on lands 
not under the jurisdiction of the BLM, the Johnson Valley alternative is considered to be 
ineffective to the extent it would not accomplish the purpose and need for the proposed action, 
i.e., to respond to Palo Verde Solar I’s application under Title V 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. 

Implementing the Johnson Valley Alternative would require significant additional transmission 
construction. Additionally, obtaining sufficient control of the number of parcels that would be 
needed to accommodate a 1,000 MW alternative make this alternative infeasible and its 
implementation speculative and remote. The Draft Phase 2a Report published by the Renewable 
Energy Transmission Initiative (RETI) in early June 2009 identified private land areas suitable 
for solar development only if there were no more than 20 owners in a two square mile 
(1,280 acre) area. Moreover, this alternative would not reduce impacts of the proposed BSPP 
without creating more severe impacts of its own. 

Chuckwalla Valley Alternative  
The Chuckwalla Valley Alternative was identified by the Applicant as a potential alternative site 
for the BSPP. The Chuckwalla Valley Alternative is located on public and private land west of 
Blythe, in Riverside County. Chuckwalla Valley was not pursued by the Applicant as a possible 
site because it is located in desert tortoise critical habitat and is located within the Chuckwalla 
Desert Wildlife Management Area (DWMA), which are managed as Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern for recovery of the desert tortoise, as designated by the NECO Plan. The 
BLM established the Chuckwalla DWMA to protect federally listed desert tortoise and 38 special 
status plant and animal species and included the specific feature of a 1 percent surface 
disturbance limitation on federal lands within DWMAs. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
designated the area as Critical Habitat for the desert tortoise and BLM designated it as an Areas 
of Critical Environmental Concern (BLM 2002).  

Rationale for Elimination 
The Chuckwalla Valley Alternative was eliminated because it is inconsistent with the basic policy 
objectives for the management of the area (e.g., it does not conform to the NECO Plan) based on 
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the location of portions of the alternative within a DWMA. In addition, the site is located on 
private and public land with approximately nine owners. Due to the number of parcels that would 
have to be acquired to accommodate a 1,000 MW alternative on this site, this alternative would 
make obtaining site control more challenging (in comparison to obtaining a right-of-way grant to 
use BLM land).  

Alternative Solar Generation Technologies  
Several alternative solar generation technologies were evaluated as potential alternatives to the 
BSPP, which would use the solar trough technology. The BLM has the authority to change the 
technology on a proposal if it is shown that the change would reduce impacts. The following solar 
generation technologies were considered in this analysis: 

1. Stirling energy systems technology 
2. solar power tower technology 
3. linear Fresnel technology 
4. photovoltaic technology 

Each of the alternative solar generation technologies is discussed in detail in Section B.2.8.2 of 
the RSA. The rationale for their elimination from more detailed consideration is provided below. 

Rationale for Elimination 
Alternative solar technologies are eliminated from detailed discussion because they are 
ineffective. In other words, they would not respond to the BLM’s purpose and need for the 
proposed action, which is to is to respond to Palo Verde Solar I’s application under Title V 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.  

The Stirling energy systems technology also is eliminated because it could increase the footprint 
of the BSPP between 10 and 45 percent. Further, due to its greater height, it could increase visual 
impacts. With a minimum size of nearly 8,500 acres, Stirling engine technology would not 
eliminate any of the significant impacts of the BSPP plant.  

The solar power tower technology also is eliminated because no substantial reduction in impacts 
would occur under this alternative technology. The large area needed for a solar power tower 
plant would be greater than the land requirement for the BSPP. Grading requirements for the solar 
power tower would be less than for the BSPP because the solar power tower technology does not 
require grading of the entire solar field; however, grading would still be required for the access 
roads in between the rows of heliostats. For these reasons, recreation and land use, biological 
resources, and cultural resource impacts would be greater than those of the BSPP. In addition, due 
to the extent of the facility and the height of the power towers, impacts to the Blythe Airport 
would potentially be greater for this alternative.  
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The solar linear Fresnel technology also is eliminated because it is infeasible. The Fresnel solar 
technology is a proprietary technology owned by Ausra, Inc. However, Ausra, Inc. has changed 
its focus to being a technology and equipment provider rather than an independent power 
developer and owner and will focus on medium-sized (50 MW) solar steam generating systems 
for customers including steam users, such as food processors, enhanced oil recovery firms, and 
utilities for power augmentation systems that deliver steam into existing fossil-fuel power plants. 
A project of 1,000 MW is theoretically possible, and would require smaller acreage per 
megawatt. However, at nearly 5,000 acres for 1,000 MW, this technology would not eliminate the 
significant impacts of the proposed solar trough technology at this site. Moreover, this 
technology is not within the area of expertise of the Applicant, and therefore would not likely 
be technically or economically feasible for it to implement. Accordingly, this alternative 
technology also was eliminated on this basis.  

Utility-scale solar photovoltaic technology also is eliminated because it would not reduce major 
impacts of the BSPP facility. Due to its requirement for a nearly flat site, it would require similar 
grading as the Blythe facility with similar air emissions and erosion potential. With a minimum 
size of at least 3,000 acres, solar PV technology would not eliminate the impacts of the BSPP 
associated with ground disturbance. 

Distributed solar technology also is eliminated because its implementation is infeasible. The rate 
of PV manufacturing and installation is expected to continue to grow very quickly. However, 
given that there are currently only about 500 MW of distributed solar PV in California, the 
addition of an additional 1,000 MW to eliminate the need for the BSPP cannot be guaranteed. 
This would require an even more aggressive deployment of PV at more than double the historic 
rate of solar PV than the California Solar Initiative program currently employs. Challenges to an 
accelerated implementation of distributed solar PV are discussed in the RSA. In sum, while it 
very likely will be possible to achieve 1,000 MW of distributed solar energy over the coming 
years, the very limited numbers of existing facilities make it difficult to conclude with confidence 
that it will happen within the timeframe required for the BSPP. 

Alternative Renewable Technologies 
Non-solar renewable generation technologies were considered as potential alternatives to the 
BSPP. The following renewable generation technologies were considered in this analysis: 

1. wind energy 
2. geothermal energy 
3. biomass energy 
4. tidal energy 
5. wave energy 

The non-solar renewable technologies alternatives (wind, geothermal, biomass, tidal, wave) are 
discussed in detail in Section B.2.8.3 of the RSA. The rationale for their elimination from more 
detailed consideration is provided below. 
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Rationale for Elimination 
Alternative renewable technologies are eliminated from detailed discussion because they are 
ineffective. In other words, they would not respond to the BLM’s purpose and need for the 
proposed action, which is to is to respond to Palo Verde Solar I’s application under Title V 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.  

The non-solar renewable technologies alternatives (wind, geothermal, biomass, tidal, wave) also 
are eliminated because they would be infeasible at the scale of the BSPP if they are feasible at all: 
none of these alternative technologies is within the Applicant’s area of expertise, and so may 
not be technically or economically feasible for them to implement.  

Wind energy alternatives also are eliminated because they could create significant impacts to 
biological, visual, cultural, and water and soils resources.  

Geothermal energy alternatives also are eliminated because their implementation is remote or 
speculative: No new geothermal energy projects, despite the encouragement provided by Renewable 
Portfolio Standard targets and ARRA funding, have been proposed and no geothermal projects are 
included on the Renewable Energy Action Team list of projects requesting ARRA funds. 

Biomass alternatives also are eliminated because most biomass facilities produce only small 
amounts of electricity (in the range of 3 to 10 MW) and so could not produce an amount of 
energy necessary to replace the BSPP. Consequently, these alternatives are eliminated because 
they are infeasible and/or remote or speculative. Further, biomass facilities generate significant 
air emissions and require numerous truck deliveries to supply the plant with the waste. Other 
environmental concerns associated with biomass relate to the emission of toxic chemicals, such as 
dioxin, and the disposal of the toxic ash that results from biomass burning. Accordingly, these 
alternatives would not reduce impacts relative to the proposed environment. 

Tidal fence technology also is eliminated because its use is limited to areas that are adjacent to a 
body of water with a large difference between high and low tides (unlike the site). The 
technology also creates significant environmental impacts to ocean ecosystems. The technology 
also is infeasible because in-flow tidal turbines are a relatively new technology, unproven at the 
scale that would be required to replace the BSPP.  

Wave power technologies also are eliminated because they are new and may not be 
technologically feasible at the scale that would be required to replace the BSPP. 

Alternative Methods of Generating Electricity 
The following alternative methods of generating or conserving electricity were considered as 
potential alternatives to the BSPP: 

1. natural gas 
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2. coal 
3. nuclear energy 

These alternatives are discussed in detail in Section B.2.8.4 of the RSA. The rationale for their 
elimination from more detailed consideration is provided below. 

Rationale for Elimination 
Alternative methods of generating or conserving electricity are eliminated from detailed 
discussion because they would be too great a departure from the application to be considered a 
modification of the Applicant’s proposal, and so are ineffective under NEPA. These alternative 
methods would not respond to the BLM’s purpose and need for the proposed action, which is to is 
to respond to Palo Verde Solar I’s application under Title V 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. 
Additionally, none of these alternative methods of generating electricity is within the 
Applicant’s area of expertise; therefore, it would not likely be technically or economically 
feasible for the Applicant to implement them. Moreover, the permitting of new nuclear facilities 
in California is currently illegal, so this technology also is eliminated as infeasible. 

Conservation and Demand-Side Management 
Conservation and demand-side management is discussed in detail in Section B.2.8.2 of the RSA. 
Briefly, however, it consists of a variety of approaches to reduce electricity use, including energy 
efficiency and conservation, building and appliance standards, and load management and fuel 
substitution. 

Rationale for Elimination 
Conservation and demand-side management is eliminated from detailed discussion because it is 
ineffective. In other words, it does not respond to the BLM’s purpose and need for the proposed 
action, which is to is to respond to Palo Verde Solar I’s application under Title V 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. Conservation and demand-side management also is eliminated because it is 
remote or speculative: with population growth and increasing demand for energy, conservation 
and demand-management alone is not sufficient to address all of California’s energy needs. 
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Lead Agency: Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
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Palm Springs, California 


For further information, contact: 
Allison Shaffer, Project Manager PSSCFO - 
1201 Bird Center Drive, Palm Springs, CA  92262

Abstract 


This Plan Amendment/Final Environmental Impact Statement (PA/FEIS) addresses the possible United States Bureau of Land Management (BLM) approval of an amendment to the California Desert Conservation Area Plan (CDCA Plan) to allow for solar energy and of a right-of-way (ROW) grant to lease land managed by the BLM for construction, operation and decommissioning of a solar electricity generation facility. The Agency Preferred Alternative covers approximately 7,025 acres (ac), managed by the BLM, and would generate 1000 megawatts (MW) of electricity annually. The PA/FEIS identifies impacts of the Agency Preferred Alternative, including impacts related to biological resources, cultural resources, land use, visual resources, and hydrology, water quality, and water use. Many of these adverse impacts can be avoided or substantially reduced based on compliance with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and standards, and compliance with measures provided in this PA/FEIS.

Chapter 2.0 discusses the Blythe Solar Power Project (BSPP) (1000 MW on approximately 7,025 ac), a reconfigured 1,000 MW Alternative (1,000 MW on approximately 7,175 ac), a 750 MW Alternative (750 MW on approximately 5,825ac), the No Action Alternative (No ROW Grant and No CDCA Plan Amendment), the No Project Alternative (No ROW Grant and Amend the CDCA Plan for No Solar), and the No Project Alternative (No ROW Grant and Amend the CDCA Plan for Other Solar). Chapter 3.0 describes the existing conditions on and in the vicinity of the project site. Chapter 4.0 describes the potential adverse environmental impacts expected under each of the Alternatives, including the Agency Preferred Alternative. 


The Field Manager of the PSSCFO has the authority for site management of future activities related to the ROW grant and is the BLM Authorized Officer for this FEIS.
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Relationship to the Blythe Solar Power Project Staff Assessment and Draft Environmental Impact Statement

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), and California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the California Energy Commission (CEC) cooperatively prepared a Staff Assessment (SA) and Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) as a joint environmental analysis (SA/DEIS) to evaluate environmental impacts of the project described in the right-of-way application filed with the BLM by Palo Verde Solar I
 (Applicant) for the Blythe Solar Power Project (BSPP or proposed action). A Plan Amendment to the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan would be required in order for the BLM to authorize the project. Therefore this document evaluates the Plan Amendment and the BSPP. 

The SA/DEIS satisfies NEPA, FLPMA and CEQA requirements. However, the format of the SA/DEIS differs from the format typically used for EISs prepared by the BLM. Therefore, this proposed Plan Amendment/Final EIS (PA/FEIS) has been prepared as a stand-alone document to provide the reader with a more familiar EIS format. 

During this process, the Applicant provided information to the CEC (including, but not limited to, the Application for Certification, data responses and other related information) that informed best management practices, applicant proposed measures and mitigation measures that were included in the SA/DEIS. For purposes of this NEPA analysis, due to the evolution of such information throughout the environmental review process, measures initially proposed as “applicant proposed measures” are included as Mitigation Measures where applicable rather than as part of the Project Description.

The SA/DEIS provides the basis for the analyses presented in this PA/FEIS. The following table correlates the applicable SA/DEIS chapters to the PA/FEIS chapters provided herein.

Proposed PA/FEIS and SA/DEIS Correlation Chart

		PA/FEIS Chapter

		SA/DEIS Chapter



		Chapter 1 Introduction

		A. Introduction



		Chapter 2 Proposed Action and Alternatives

		B. Description of the Proposed Project and Alternatives


D.1 Facility Design


D.3 Power Plant Efficiency


D.4 Power Plant Reliability


D.5 Transmission System Engineering


E. General Conditions



		Chapter 3: Affected Environment

		



		3.1 Introduction

		C. Environmental Analysis



		3.2 Air Resources

		C.1 Air Quality



		3.3 Global Climate Change

		C.1 Air Quality



		3.4 Cultural Resources

		C.3 Cultural Resources and Native American Values



		3.5 Environmental Justice

		C.8 Socioeconomic and Environmental Justice



		3.6 Lands and Realty

		C.6 Land Use, Recreation, and Wilderness



		3.7 Livestock and Grazing

		Not applicable



		3.8 Mineral Resources

		D.2 Geology, Paleontology, and Minerals



		3.9 Multiple Use Classes

		C.6 Land Use, Recreation, and Wilderness



		3.10 Noise

		C.7 Noise and Vibration



		3.11 Paleontological Resources

		D.2 Geology, Paleontology, and Minerals



		3.12 Public Health Safety

		C.4 Hazardous Materials Management


C.5 Health and Safety


C.11 Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance


C.13 Waste Management


C.14 Worker Safety and Fire Protection



		3.13 Recreation

		C.6 Land Use, Recreation, and Wilderness



		3.14 Social Economics

		C.8 Socioeconomic and Environmental Justice



		3.15 Soils Resources

		C.9 Soil and Water Resources



		3.16 Special Designations

		C.6 Land Use, Recreation, and Wilderness



		3.17 Transportation and Public Access – OHV

		C.10 Traffic and Transportation



		3.18 Vegetation Resources

		C.2 Biological Resources



		3.19 Visual Resources

		C.12 Visual Resources



		3.20 Water Resources

		C.9 Soil and Water Resources



		3.21 Wild Horse and Burros

		Not applicable



		3.22 Wildland and Fire Ecology

		C.2 Biological Resources



		3.23 Wildlife Resources

		C.2 Biological Resources


C.14 Worker Safety and Fire Protection



		Chapter 4: Environmental Consequence

		C. Environmental Analysis



		4.1 Introduction

		Not applicable



		4.2 Impacts on Air Resources

		C.1 Air Quality



		4.3 Impacts to Global Climate Change

		C.1 Air Quality



		4.4 Impacts on Cultural Resources

		C.3 Cultural Resources and Native American Values



		4.5 Impacts on Environmental Justice

		C.8 Socioeconomic and Environmental Justice



		4.6 Impacts on Lands and Realty

		C.6 Land Use, Recreation, and Wilderness



		4.7 Impacts on Mineral Resources

		D.2 Geology, Paleontology, and Minerals



		4.8 Impacts on Multiple Use Classes

		C.6 Land Use, Recreation, and Wilderness



		4.9 Impacts on Noise

		C.7 Noise and Vibration



		4.10 Impacts on Paleontological Resources

		D.2 Geology, Paleontology, and Minerals





Proposed PA/FEIS and SA/DEIS Correlation Chart (Continued)

		PA/FEIS Chapter

		SA/DEIS Chapter



		4.11 Impacts on Public Health Safety

		C.4 Hazardous Materials Management


C.5 Health and Safety


C.11 Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance


C.13 Waste Management


C.14 Worker Safety and Fire Protection



		4.12 Impacts on Recreation

		C.6 Land Use, Recreation, and Wilderness



		4.13 Social and Economic Impacts

		C.8 Socioeconomic and Environmental Justice



		4.14 Impacts on Soils Resources

		C.9 Soil and Water Resources



		4.15 Impacts on Special Designations

		C.6 Land Use, Recreation, and Wilderness



		4.16 Impacts on Transportation and Public Access - Off-Highway Vehicle Resources 

		C.10 Traffic and Transportation



		4.17 Impacts on Vegetation Resources

		C.2 Biological Resources



		4.18 Impacts on Visual Resources

		C.12 Visual Resources



		4.19 Impacts on Water Resources

		C.9 Soil and Water Resources



		4.20 Impacts on Wildland and Fire Ecology

		C.2 Biological Resources



		4.21 Impacts on Wildlife Resources

		C.2 Biological Resources


C.14 Worker Safety and Fire Protection



		Chapter 5 Consultation Coordination

		F. List of Preparers 





�	Chevron Energy Solutions and Solar Millennium have a joint development agreement. Chevron Energy Solutions applied for the Right of Way for Blythe Solar Power Project. To facilitate the permitting of the Blythe Solar Power Project (BSPP), the Applicant is requesting that the Energy Commission issue one License to a Project- specific company. The company for BSPP is Palo Verde Solar I, LLC a wholly owned subsidiary of Solar Millennium and the single Applicant for the BSPP.
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Executive Summary

ES.1 Background and Organization


In August 2007, the United States Bureau of Land Management (BLM) California Desert District and the California Energy Commission (CEC) and entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to jointly develop the environmental analysis documentation for solar thermal projects which are under the jurisdiction of both agencies. Consistent with that MOU, the BLM and the CEC prepared a joint environmental compliance document to address the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) for the Blythe Solar Power Project (BCPP). Specifically, a Staff Assessment/Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SA/DEIS) was prepared and was circulated for agency and public review and comment between March 19, 2010, and June 17, 2010. The SA/DEIS is incorporated by reference in this Plan Amendment/Final Environmental Impact Statement (PA/FEIS).


The BLM and the CEC prepared separate final documents for compliance with NEPA and CEQA, respectively. Specifically, the BLM prepared this PA/FEIS for the BSPP. The SA/DEIS was the primary reference used in preparing this FEIS. The SA/DEIS is incorporated by reference in this FEIS. The comments received on the DEIS are addressed in this PA/FEIS. After the publication of this PA/FEIS, the BLM will prepare a Record of Decision (ROD) regarding the proposed action (Agency Preferred Alternative). The publication of the ROD in the Federal Register is the final step required of the BLM to meet the requirements of NEPA for the BSPP.


ES.2 Lead Agencies’ Roles and Approvals


The BLM’s authority for the proposed action includes the Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976, Section 211 of the Energy Policy Act, and BLM’s Solar Energy Development Policy. The FLPMA authorizes the BLM to issue right-of-way (ROW) grants for renewable energy projects. BLM’s authority also extends to the BLM lands in the Palm Springs/South Coast Field Office, which are governed by the California Desert Conservation Area Plan (1980, as amended) (CDCA Plan). Because the CDCA Plan would need to be amended to allow the BSPP on the proposed site, BLM would also oversee that CDCA Plan amendment process for the project.

The CEC has the exclusive authority to certify the construction, modification, and operation of thermal electric power plants in California which generate 50 or more MW. The CEC certification is in lieu of any permit required by State, regional, or local agencies. The CEC must review power plant Applications for Certification (AFCs) to assess potential environmental impacts and compliance with applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS). The CEC analyses regarding the BSPP in the SA/DEIS were prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA.


ES.3 Purpose and Need


BLM Purpose and Need

NEPA guidance published by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) states that environmental impact statements’ Purpose and Need section “shall briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives including the proposed action” (40 CFR 1502.13). The following discussion sets forth the purpose of and need for the action as required under NEPA.


The BLM’s purpose and need for the BSPP is to respond to the application of Palo Verde Solar I
 (Applicant) under Title V of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) for a ROW grant to construct, operate, maintain and decommission a solar thermal facility on public lands in compliance with FLPMA, BLM ROW regulations, and other applicable Federal laws. The BLM will decide whether to approve, approve with modification, or deny issuance of a ROW grant to Palo Verde Solar I for the proposed BSPP. The BLM’s action also will include consideration of a concurrent amendment of the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan of 1980, as amended. The CDCA Plan, while recognizing the potential compatibility of solar generation facilities on public lands, requires that all sites associated with power generation or transmission that are not identified in the CDCA Plan to be added to it through the land use plan amendment process. CDCA boundaries are shown on Figure 1. The BSPP site is within the CDCA, but is not identified in the CDCA Plan for solar power generation. Therefore, if the BLM decides to approve the issuance of a ROW grant, the CDCA Plan amendment also would be required.


In conjunction with FLPMA, BLM authorities include:


1. Executive Order 13212, dated May 18, 2001, which mandates that agencies act expediently and in a manner consistent with applicable laws to increase the “production and transmission of energy in a safe and environmentally sound manner.”

2. The Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct 05 or EPAct), Section 211 of which states: “It is the sense of the Congress that the Secretary of the Interior should, before the end of the 10-year period beginning on the date of enactment of this Act, seek to have approved non-hydropower renewable energy projects located on public lands with a generation capacity of at least 10,000 megawatts of electricity.”

3. Secretarial Order 3285, dated March 11, 2009, which “establishes the development of renewable energy as a priority for the Department of the Interior.”

Department of Energy Purpose and Need


The Applicant has applied to the Department of Energy (DOE) for a loan guarantee under Title XVII of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct 05), as amended by Section 406 of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, P.L. 111-5 (the “Recovery Act”) for Solar Power Units 1 and 2 of the BSPP. DOE is a cooperating agency on this EIS pursuant to an MOU between DOE and BLM signed in January 2010. The purpose and need for action by DOE is to comply with its mandate under EPAct by selecting eligible projects that meet the goals of the Act.


EPAct 2005 established a Federal loan guarantee program for eligible energy projects, and was amended by the Recovery Act to create Section 1705 authorizing a new program for rapid deployment of renewable energy projects and related manufacturing facilities, electric power transmission projects, and leading edge biofuels projects. The primary purposes of the Recovery Act are job preservation and creation, infrastructure investment, energy efficiency and science, assistance to the unemployed, and State and local fiscal stabilization. The Section 1705 Program is designed to address the current economic conditions of the nation, in part, through renewable energy, transmission and leading edge biofuels projects. 

Energy Commission Project Objectives


The CEQA guidelines require a clearly written statement of objectives to guide the lead agency in developing a reasonable range of alternatives and aid decision-makers in preparing findings or a statement of overriding considerations. CEQA specifies that the statement of objectives should include the underlying purpose of the project (Section 15126.6(a)). After considering the objectives set out by the applicant, the Energy Commission identified the following basic project objectives, which are used to evaluate the viability of alternatives in accordance with CEQA:


1. To construct a utility-scale solar energy project of up to 1,000 MW and interconnect directly to the CAISO Grid while minimizing additions to electrical infrastructure; and

2. To locate the facility in areas of high solar insolation.


3. In addition, when considering retention or elimination of alternative renewable technologies, in addition to evaluating the likelihood of reducing or eliminating the potential impacts of Blythe Solar Power Project at its proposed site, staff evaluated whether alternative technologies could meet the following key project objectives: 


4. To provide clean, renewable electricity and to assist Southern California Edison (SCE) in meeting its obligations under California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard Program (RPS); 


5. To assist SCE in reducing its greenhouse gas emissions as required by the California Global Warming Solutions Act; and


6. To contribute to the achievement of the 33% renewables RPS target set by California’s governor and legislature

7. To complete the review process in a timeframe that would allow the applicant to start construction or meet the economic performance guidelines by December 31, 2010 to potentially qualify for the 2009 ARRA cash grant in lieu of tax credits for certain renewable energy projects.

ES.4 Proposed Action and Plan Amendment

The BSPP is a privately-proposed solar power generating facility and bundled double circuit 230 kV power transmission line (gen-tie) that would be located on Federal land managed by the BLM in the California inland desert, approximately eight miles west of the city of Blythe and three miles north of the Interstate-10 freeway (see, Figure 1). The Applicant is seeking a right-of-way (ROW) grant for approximately 9,400 acres. Construction and operation of the BSPP would disturb a total of about 7,025 acres. Remaining acreage that would not be disturbed may not be part of the ROW grant.

The BSPP would include the construction and operation of four adjacent, independent, identical power block units (Units) of 250 MW nominal capacity each for a total nominal capacity of 1,000 MW commercial solar parabolic trough generating station and ancillary facilities (see Figures 2a and 2b). The BSPP would be constructed in four phases. The first two phases, BSPP Units 1 and 2, are designed to provide a combined total of approximately 500 MW of electricity and would occupy an estimated 1600 acres each; the third and fourth phases, BSPP Units 3 and 4, would provide a combined total of approximately 500 MW of electricity and occupy an estimated 1200 acres each (see Figure 3 for a solar unit detail). The BSPP would be connected to Southern California Edison’s planned Colorado River Substation, which would be located approximately five miles southwest of the BSPP area, via the proposed gen-tie line, a bundled double circuit 230 kV transmission line.

The Applicant did not request a CDCA Plan amendment directly. Nonetheless, the BLM has determined that a CDCA Plan amendment would be required if a ROW were granted for a solar power generating facility on the proposed site. Regardless of whether the proposed project is approved, the BLM could elect to amend the CDCA Plan. Consequently, the following range of outcomes of the BLM’s potential CDCA Plan amendment process is as follows:

PA1 – The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would be amended to identify the footprint of the BSPP site as suitable for the proposed type of solar energy development. (This is the proposed land use plan amendment.)


PA2 – The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would not be amended. (This is No Action Alternative A, discussed below.)


PA3 – The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would be amended to identify the BSPP application area as unsuitable for any type of solar energy development. (This is a no project alternative called “No Action Alternative B” and is discussed below.)


PA4 – The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would be amended to identify the BSPP application area as suitable for any type of solar energy development. (This is a no project alternative called “No Action Alternative C” and is discussed below.)


ES.5 Connected/Cumulative Actions


Telecommunications and Telemetry


The BSPP would have telecommunications service from Frontier Communications, the telecommunications service providers for the Blythe area. Voice and data communications would be provided by a new twisted pair telecommunications cable. The routing for this cable would follow the routing of the redundant telecommunications line from the project to at the Colorado River Substation. The routing for each of these lines would be adjacent to the Black Rock Road, and the site access road. Wireless telecom equipment would be used to support communication with staff dispersed throughout the site. The BSPP would utilize electronic telemetry systems to control equipment and facilities operations over the site.


Natural Gas Pipeline


A new four-inch diameter, 9.8-mile long natural gas pipeline would be constructed to connect the project to an existing Southern California Gas (SCG) pipeline situated south of I-10. Approximately eight miles would be within the plant site boundary and two miles outside the plant site boundary. The line would be buried with a minimum three feet of cover depending on location. The gas line route would begin at an existing SCG line 1,800 feet south of I-10 and traverse directly north to the site where it would provide fuel for operating the HTF system.


Construction of the gas pipeline would be built to SCG standards and would take approximately three to six months. Most major pieces of pipeline construction equipment would remain along the pipeline ROW during construction with storage and staging of equipment and supplies located at the site or other acceptable site selected by SCG at the time construction is underway. Excavated earth material would be stored within the construction ROW.


Distribution Line

Construction power would be provided to the site from the SCE 12.47 kV distribution line routed to the site from SCE’s distribution poles one mile east of BSPP at the corner of Sixth Avenue and Davis Street.
 The BSPP would include construction of a 12.47 kV internal distribution system and step down transformers to provide power as needed for construction operations.


Cumulative Scenario


There are a large number of renewable energy and other projects proposed throughout the California desert that were identified as potentially contributing to cumulative environmental impacts. Those cumulative projects are discussed in detail in Section 4.1.4, Cumulative Scenario Approach.

ES.6 Alternatives to the Proposed Action


Table ES-1 summarizes the BSPP, the Agency Preferred Alternative, the other Alternatives evaluated in this PA/FEIS. The BSPP is the originally proposed action. All of these Alternatives are described in detail in Chapter 2, Proposed Action and Alternatives.

Table ES‑1
Summary of Alternatives Evaluated in the PA/FEIS


		Alternative

		Comments



		Proposed Action

1,000 MW;
7,025 acres disturbed
BLM amends CDCA Plan for BSPP

		This is the BSPP and was the original proposed action; it also is the Agency Preferred Alternative.



		Reconfigured Alternative

1,000 MW (same as BSPP)
7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)
BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		This is a reconfigured project that would use the same technology as the BSPP to generate the same energy output, but would relocate Unit 3 to a location approximately 0.8 mile south of Solar Unit 2 to reduce impacts related to a major unnamed dry wash that flows through the proposed site along the southwestern side.



		Reduced Acreage Alternative

750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);
4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)
BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		This is a reduced project that would develop only three of the four units proposed under the BSPP. The same solar trough technology would be used as for the BSPP.



		No Action Alternative A:

BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP
BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		This No Action Alternative was evaluated in the SA/DEIS under both CEQA and NEPA. 



		No Action Alternative B

BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;
BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		This No Action Alternative was evaluated in the SA/DEIS under NEPA only. 

This is not a typical “No Action” Alternative because the BLM would take action to amend the CDCA Plan under this Alternative. However, it was evaluated because it provided an opportunity for the BLM to consider the effects of not approving the ROW grant application and also amending the CDCA Plan to make the specific BSPP site unavailable for future solar development.



		No Action Alternative C

BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;
BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		This No Action Alternative was evaluated in the SA/DEIS under NEPA only. 

This is not a typical “No Action” Alternative because the BLM would take action to amend the CDCA Plan under this Alternative. However, it was evaluated because it provided an opportunity for the BLM to consider the effects of not approving the ROW grant application and also amending the CDCA Plan to make the specific BSPP site available for future solar development.





ES.7 Affected Environment


The BSPP would be located on public land managed by the BLM approximately three miles north of the I-10 freeway, and eight miles west of the City of Blythe, California. The proposed action includes a 230-kilovolt (kV) transmission line that would interconnect with the regional grid at Southern California Edison’s (SCE) planned Colorado River Substation about five miles southwest of the plant site. The Applicant has applied for a right-of-way (ROW) grant from BLM for approximately 9,400‑acres of flat desert terrain. Within these 9,400 acres, construction and operation would disturb approximately 7,025 acres. Remaining acreage that would not be disturbed would not be part of the ROW grant.

The site is located within the within the Palo Verde Mesa of the Sonoran Desert region of southeastern California, an alluvial-filled basin that is bounded by the Mojave Desert to the north and by the McCoy Mountains, Little Maria Mountains, and Big Maria Mountains to the west, northwest, and northeast, respectively, extending southwest to the Palo Verde Mountains. The Palo Verde Mesa is bounded by the Palo Verde Valley to the east, which is generally formed by flood plain deposits of the Colorado River. The unique position of the region at the junction with the Neotropic ecozone to the south contributes to the presence of a number of rare and endemic plants and vegetation communities specially adapted to this bi-modal rainfall pattern, and not found elsewhere in California. These include microphyll woodlands, palm oases, and a number of summer annuals that only germinate after a significant warm summer rain. Although the region supports numerous perennial species, including a wide variety of cacti, more than half of the region’s plant species are herbaceous annuals, which reveal themselves only during years of suitable precipitation and temperature conditions.

The project site contains a variety of vegetation types including Sonoran creosote bush scrub, desert saltbush scrub, arrowweed scrub, tamarisk scrub, agricultural areas, disturbed areas, developed areas, ornamental areas, and open channel areas. Several ephemeral desert washes traverse the project site and convey flows during and following a substantial rainfall. The vegetation community in the washes is classified as Sonoran creosote bush scrub and also contains sparse stands of mesquite and tamarisk. The ephemeral washes generally contain a greater vegetative diversity and density than the creosote bush scrub habitat outside the washes. A variety of wildlife occupies the habitats on and in the vicinity of the project site. 

ES.8 Environmental Consequences


Table ES-2 summarizes the environmental impacts that would occur as a result of the BSPP, the Agency Preferred Alternative, and Alternatives by environmental parameter. (Tables ES-3 through ES-22 are provided following the last page of text in this Executive Summary.) The tables also identify the mitigation measures, project features, and other measures included in the Alternatives to avoid or substantially reduce the adverse impacts of those Alternatives. The unavoidable adverse impacts that would remain after mitigation are also summarized briefly in these tables.


Table ES-2
Summary of Impacts by Alternative


		Resource

		ALTERNATIVES



		

		Proposed Action

		Reconfigured Alternative

		Reduced Alternative

		No Action Alternative A

		No Action Alternative B

		No Action Alternative C



		Air

		· Construction: NOx=102 tons/yr; VOC=12 tons/yr; CO=58 tons/yr; PM10=103 tons/yr; PM2.5=21 tons/yr; and Sox=0.2 tons/yr


· Operations: NOx= 7 tons/yr; VOC=36 tons/yr; CO=16 tons/yr; PM10=76 tons/yr; PM2.5=10; tons/yr; and Sox=0.1 tons/yr


· Decommissioning: Comparable in type and magnitude, but likely to be lower than, the construction emissions

		Similar to the Proposed Action

		Approximately 25% less than the Proposed Action

		No Impact

		No Impact

		Similar to the Proposed Action



		Global Climate Change

		· Construction: GHG: 103,900 CO2-Equivalent and loss in carbon uptake of about 8,806 MT of CO2 per year due to vegetation removal

· Operations: 14,789 CO2-Equivalent

· Decommissioning: Comparable in type and magnitude, but likely to be lower than, the construction emissions

		Similar to the Proposed Action

		Approximately 25% less than the Proposed Action

		No Impact

		No Impact

		Similar to the Proposed Action



		Cultural

		· 210 known sites (30 prehistoric and 180 historic)

· Possibly additional resources yet to be discovered during construction

· The integrity of setting and integrity of feeling of the two known built-environment resources located within this area 

		

		

		No Impact

		No Impact

		Similar to the Proposed Action



		Environ-mental Justice

		No Impact

		Same as Proposed Action

		Same as Proposed Action

		Same as Proposed Action

		Same as Proposed Action

		Same as Proposed Action



		Lands and Realty

		· Minimal and mitigable impacts to designated corridors and Interstate 10 from overhead gen-tie power line and underground pipeline crossing.


· No impacts to existing uses.

		Similar to the Proposed Action

		Similar to the Proposed Action

		Likely delayed impact similar to the Proposed Action. Required acreage could be less, approximately the same, or more than the Proposed Action.

		No impact, or impact specific to a future use other than solar energy generation.

		Similar to the Proposed Action. Required acreage could be less, approximately the same, or more than the Proposed Action.



		Livestock Grazing

		No Impact

		Same as Proposed Action

		Same as Proposed Action

		Same as Proposed Action

		Same as Proposed Action

		Same as Proposed Action



		Minerals

		No Impact

		Same as Proposed Action

		Same as Proposed Action

		Same as Proposed Action

		Same as Proposed Action

		Same as Proposed Action



		Multiple Use Classes

		· Construction: 5,952 acres affected.

· Operations: restriction of multiple use opportunities on the site to a single dominant use.

		Impacts to MUC-L lands same as Proposed Action; construction would impact 6,102 acres. 

		Impacts to MUC-L lands same as Proposed Action; construction would impact 4,752 acres.

		No Impact; similar impacts if other utility-scale solar power facilities built in future.

		No Impact.

		Same as Proposed Action.



		Noise

		· Construction: short-term elevated noise levels would occur associated with high pressure steam blow.

· Operations: Long-term operational noise levels would be approximately 40 dBA Leq at the nearest sensitive receptor.

		Similar to the Proposed Action

		Slightly less than the Proposed Action

		Similar to the Proposed Action

		Similar to the Proposed Action

		Similar to the Proposed Action



		Paleonto-logical

		· Construction: Damage and/or destruction of paleontological resources; possible net gain to the science of paleontology depending on fossils found.

· Operations: No Impact.

· Decommissioning: No Impact.

		Same as Proposed Action

		Similar but reduced proportionate to size of alternative 

		No negative impact or potential benefits to science of paleontology. Long term impacts likely similar to Proposed Action.

		No negative impact or potential benefits to science of paleontology. Impacts similar to the Proposed Action likely to occur in other locations.

		Similar to the Proposed Action



		Public Health & Safety

		· Construction: Risks to public health and contamination associated with construction equipment; safety risk of encountering unexploded munitions; risks of encountering abandoned mined lands.

· Operations: large quantities of natural gas and Therminol VP1 would be used; no short- or long-term adverse human health effects are expected; risks of encountering abandoned mined lands; transmission line safety and nuisance hazards; traffic and transportation safety, including aviation safety; impacts to public and private airfields; and worker safety and fire protection impacts; and impacts associated with geologic hazards.

		Similar to the Proposed Action

		Similar to the Proposed Action

		Similar to the Proposed Action

		Similar to the Proposed Action

		Similar to the Proposed Action



		Recreation

		· Construction: impacts from noise, fugitive dust, and truck and other vehicle ingress and egress to the construction site.

· Operations: site not available for recreational use; minimal impacts to other lands in the vicinity of the proposed site due to increased usage.

· Decommissioning: dust and noise impacts similar to construction; after decommissioning area would be reclaimed for recreational use.

		Would disturb approximately 150 more acres than Proposed Action.


Operation, maintenance, and closure similar to Proposed Action.

		Similar but reduced proportionate to size of alternative.

		Similar to the Proposed Action.

		Potential impacts could range from no impact to greater impact, depending on future site use.

		Similar but reduced/increased proportionate to size of future development.



		Social & Economics

		· Construction: Employment of 604 workers (average) and 1,004 workers (peak). Most, if not all, expected to live within two hours of site. 

· Any temporary lodging demand met by existing housing or lodging. No new housing or motel development induced. 

· Total direct construction spending benefits of $406 million on labor and $60 million on materials.


· Additional total indirect and induced spending benefits of $330 million and 462 jobs. 


· Operations: Annual employment of 221 workers of which at least 75% expected to live within two hours of site. 

· Any in-migration housing demand met by existing housing. No new housing growth induced. 

· Annual direct spending benefits of $9.4 million on labor and $9.6 million on materials.


· Additional total indirect and induced spending benefits of $9.2 million and 74 jobs.


· Decommission: Temporary spending and employment benefit from deconstruction and site restoration work. Subsequent long term adverse impact from lost project jobs and spending.

		Same as Proposed Action

		Similar but reduced proportionate to size of alternative 

		Similar to the Proposed Action

		No Impact

		Similar to the Proposed Action



		Soils

		· Construction: total earth movement of approximately 8.3 million cubic yards.


· Wind erosion generated soil loss of 71 tons per acre per year (Gunsight Series), 81 tons per acre per year (Cipriano Series), and 553 tons per acre per year (Aco Series).

· Water erosion generated soil loss of 0.92 tons per acre per year (Gunsight Series), 4.63 tons per acre per year (Cipriano Series), and 0.51 tons per acre per year (Aco Series).

· Operations: Wind erosion generated soil loss of 38 tons per acre per year (Gunsight Series), 49 tons per acre per year (Cipriano Series), and 296 tons per acre per year (Aco Series).

· Water erosion generated soil loss of 0.84 tons per acre per year (Gunsight Series), 1.46 tons per acre per year (Cipriano Series), and 0.23 tons per acre per year (Aco Series).

		Similar to Proposed Action

		Peak construction: same as Proposed Action.


Long term construction: less than Proposed Action.


Operation: less than Proposed Action.

		No impact; potential for similar impacts in other locations.

		No impact; potential for similar impacts in other locations.

		Similar to Proposed Action



		Special Designations

		No Impact

		No Impact

		No Impact

		No Impact

		No Impact

		No Impact



		Transpor-tation and Public Access – Off Highway Vehicle Resources

		· Construction: temporary disturbance to motorized vehicles on local routes; traffic hazards from construction worker commuting and parking; increased traffic from construction activities; damage to roadways

· Operations: increased opportunities for vandalism, illegal cross-county use and other disruptive behavior from off-highway vehicles (OHV); closure of the McCoy Wash to OHV users.

· No impact to overall access for wilderness recreation; some impact to sightseeing and day use touring by OHV users; loss of access to site for two private land owners.

		Similar to Proposed Action; closure of one additional spur road, and impacts to an additional 8.5 miles of open routes.

		Similar to Proposed Action; no impacts to two spur roads and impacts to OHV open routes decreased to approximately one mile.

		No impact to OHV routes and values; similar impacts to transportation.

		No impact to OHV routes and values; similar impacts to transportation.

		Similar impacts as Proposed Action.



		Vegetation

		· Construction: 7,025 acres vegetation communities lost; 592 acres ephemeral drainages lost; 6 special status plant species impacted

		Construction: 5,548 acres vegetation communities lost; 413 acres ephemeral drainages lost; 4 special status plant species impacted




		Construction: 4,165 acres vegetation communities lost; 245 acres ephemeral drainages lost; 1-4 special status plant species impacted




		Short term: no impact


Long term: Similar to Proposed Action




		No Impact

		Short term: no impact


Long term: Similar to Proposed Action



		Visual

		· Construction: Mitigable short-term impacts from construction lighting and visible dust plumes; adverse effects from large-scale visual disturbance in the landscape.


· Operations: Adverse and unavoidable impacts from glint and glare, and visual disturbance for dispersed recreational viewers in surrounding mountains. 


· Decommissioning: Mitigable short-term impacts prior to successful restoration.

		Similar to the Proposed Action, but reconfigured alternative would slightly increase the field of view occupied by the BSPP from several KOPs.

		Similar to the Proposed Action; the visual contrast remains the same for ground-level KOPs, but would be slightly reduced from elevated viewpoints.

		No Impact

		No Impact

		Future solar energy development could be expected to affect visual resources to the same degree and extent as referenced in the Proposed Action.



		Water 

		· Construction and Operation: Pumping/Consumption of 22,100 ac-ft of groundwater, a fraction of which would be indirectly drawn from the Colorado River via aquifer seepage.


· Mitigable alteration of stormwater flows and drainage, including re-routing of existing flowpaths


· Mitigable water quality effects including use of heavy machinery and sedimentation during construction, and use of septic system, evaporation ponds, and spill cleanup facilities during operation. 


· Decommissioning: Mitigable water quality effects due to use of heavy machinery and re-grading of site to match adjacent topography.

		Similar to the Proposed Action

		Approximately 25% less than Proposed Action for groundwater consumption, similar to the Proposed Action for all others.

		No Impact

		No Impact 

		Similar to the Proposed Action



		Wild Horse & Burros

		No Impact

		Same as Proposed Action

		Same as Proposed Action

		Same as Proposed Action

		Same as Proposed Action

		Same as Proposed Action



		Wildland Fire Ecology

		· Construction: Slight increase in threat of wildland fires in area


· Operations: threat of wildland fire similar to current situation

		Similar to Proposed Action

		Similar to Proposed Action

		Short term: no impact


Long term: Similar to Proposed Action

		No Impact

		Short term: no impact


Long term: Similar to Proposed Action



		Wildlife

		· Construction: 7,025 acres wildlife habitat lost; 9 special status wildlife species impacted


· Operations: disruption of migratory patterns; death or injury to individuals from striking powerlines, mirrors, arrays, poles or being struck by vehicles; increased predation.

		Construction: 5,548 acres wildlife habitat lost; 9 special status wildlife species impacted on 23% fewer acres than Proposed Action


Operations: Similar to Proposed Action

		Construction: 4,165 acres wildlife habitat lost; 9 special status wildlife species impacted on 40% fewer acres than Proposed Action


Operations:Similar to Proposed Action

		Short term: no impact


Long term: Similar to Proposed Action

		No Impact

		Short term: no impact


Long term: Similar to Proposed Action





ES.9 Areas of Controversy and Issues for Resolution

Based on input received from agencies, organizations, Native Americans and Tribal Governments, and members of the general public during the scoping for the SA/DEIS and in comments on the SA/DEIS, several areas of controversy related to the BSPP are:

· Opposition to the placement of a large solar project on essentially undisturbed desert land 


· Support for locating renewable energy projects in urban or previously-developed areas

· Concern regarding the impacts of this large project on biological and cultural resources 


· Concern regarding GHG emissions and climate change


· Concern regarding the range of alternatives considered 


Extensive comments were received during the scoping process for the BSPP. The scoping process and public input received during that process are provided in detail in Appendix C, Scoping Report.

ES.10 Organizations and Persons Consulted

In addition to the scoping and SA/DEIS public review processes, the BLM has been consulting and coordinating with public agencies who may be requested to take action on the BSPP. Consultation and coordination is summarized below.

Native American Consultation and Coordination

A key part of a cultural resources analysis under NEPA, CEQA and Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) is to determine which of the cultural resources that a proposed or alternative action may affect are important or historically significant. In accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.14(b), Programmatic Agreements (PAs) are used for the resolution of adverse effects for complex project situations and when effects on historic properties or resources eligible for or listed in the National Register of Historic Places (National Register) cannot be fully determined prior to approval of an undertaking. The BLM is preparing a PA in consultation with the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), the CEC, interested tribes (including tribal governments as part of government-to-government consultation), and other interested parties. The PA will govern the continued identification and evaluation of historic properties (eligible for the National Register) and historical resources (eligible for the California Register of Historic Places), as well as the resolution of any effects that may result from the BSPP. The consultation with the ACHP, SHPO and Native American Tribal Governments for the BSPP is ongoing.


United States Fish and Wildlife Service


The BLM permit, consultation, and conferencing with the United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) required for the BSPP is to comply with the Federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) for potential take of the Desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii). Because Federal agency action has been identified for the BSPP project, ESA Section 7 consultation/conferencing between the BLM and USFWS is required prior to any take authorization for the BSPP from the USFWS. The BLM has submitted a Biological Assessment (BA) for take of this species to the USFWS for the BSPP. The process of consultation with USFWS for the BSPP is ongoing.


California Department of Fish and Game


Consultation with the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) is anticipated for possible impacts to waters of the State. It is possible CDFG will determine that a Lake and Streambed Alteration Agreement may be required for the BSPP for the impacts to jurisdictional State waters. The process of consultation with CDFG for the BSPP is ongoing.


ES.11 Public Participation


Scoping activities were conducted by the BLM in compliance with the requirements of NEPA for the BSPP. Many of these scoping activities were conducted jointly with the CEC. The BLM’s scoping activities are described in detail in the Final Scoping Report, which is provided in Appendix C. The scoping report documents the Notice of Intent, the scoping meetings, workshops, and the comments received during scoping.

ES.12 Comments and Responses


The BLM and CEC distributed the joint SA/DEIS for the BSPP for public and agency review and comment between March 19, 2010, and June 17, 2010. Ten comment letters were received. PA/FEIS Appendix I includes all of the written comment letters received by the BLM in response to the NOA. Section 5.5, Public Comment Process, provides responses to common and individual comments

Table ES‑3
Summary of Impacts on Air Resources by Alternative

		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures – See Appendix G

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Proposed Action


· BSPP


· CDCA Plan Amendment

		Emissions of NOx and VOC from the BSPP could contribute (if left unmitigated) to higher ozone levels in the region.


The emissions of NOx and SOx from BSPP could contribute (if left unmitigated) to higher PM2.5 levels in the region; however, the region is in attainment with PM2.5 standards and the low level of NOx and SOx emissions from the BSPP would not result in an increase such to cause non-attainment.


The BSPP would reduce fossil-fuel fired power plant electrical generation by displacing the need for their operation; however, the exact nature and location of such reductions is not known.

Impacts associated with criteria air pollutants. usually are (although not always) cumulative by nature.

		AQ-SC1, AQ-SC2, AQ-SC3, AQ-SC4, AQ‑SC5, AQ-SC6, AQ-SC8


AQ-1, AQ-2, AQ-3, AQ-4, AQ-5, AQ-6, AQ-7, AQ‑9, AQ-10, AQ-11, AQ-12, AQ-13, AQ-14, AQ‑15. AQ-16, AQ-17, AQ-18, AQ-19, AQ-20, AQ-21, AQ-22, AQ-23, AQ-24, AQ-25, AQ-26, AQ-27, AQ-28, AQ-29, AQ-30, AQ-31, AQ-32, AQ-33, AQ-34, AQ-35, AQ-36, AQ-37, AQ-38, AQ-39, AQ-40, AQ-41, AQ-42, AQ-43, AQ-44, AQ-45, AQ-46, AQ-47, AQ-48, AQ-49, AQ-50, AQ-51, AQ-52, AQ-53, AQ-54, AQ-55, AQ-56, AQ-57, AQ-58, AQ-59, AQ-60, AQ-61, AQ-62, AQ-63, AQ-64

		None.



		Reconfigured Alternative


· 1,000 MW (same as BSPP)


· 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		Essentially the same as the proposed action.


The increase in footprint of 150 acres would have a minimally greater effect than the proposed action.

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		Reduced Acreage Alternative


· 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);


· 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		Peak construction impacts would be the same as the proposed action.


Long term construction impacts would be less than the BSPP.


Operation impact levels would be reduced relative to the BSPP.

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		No Action Alternative A:


· BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP


· BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		· No impacts


· No impacts 

		None

		None





Table ES‑3 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts on Air Resources by Alternative

		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures – See Appendix G

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		No Action Alternative B


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		· No impacts

· No adverse impacts from future solar development; however, impacts to air quality could result from the development of other renewable energy projects (i.e., wind) or other uses allowable under Multiple Use Class L.

		· None


· To be determined (TBD)

		· None


· TBD



		No Action Alternative C


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		· No impacts


· Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment and would be analyzed as a part of the related permitting process. Impacts could be comparable to, greater or less than those of the proposed action, depending on the nature and intensity of the proposed use.

		· None


· To be determined (TBD)

		· None


· To be determined (TBD)





Table ES‑4 
Summary of Impacts Relating to Global Climate Change by Alternative

		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Proposed Action


· BSPP


· CDCA Plan Amendment

		Construction activities would result in short-term, unavoidable increases in vehicle and equipment emissions, including GHGs; land clearing and vegetation removal clearing of land and complete removal would reduce the ongoing natural carbon uptake by vegetation.


Primary fuel (solar energy) is GHG-free; however, emissions from some natural gas, gasoline and diesel fuel use; sulfur hexafluoride emissions could leak from electrical equipment.


Decommissioning-related emissions would be similar to, be less than, from construction.


Overall, BSPP would benefit climate change conditions by offsetting up to about 2,100,000 MWh/yr of CO2e-emitting power from existing or conventional fossil fuel power plants.

Climate change could result in a suite of additional potential changes that could affect the natural environment, in a manner that is relevant to the BSPP.

		None required.

		None.



		Reconfigured Alternative


· 1,000 MW (same as BSPP)


· 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		Essentially the same as the BSPP

		Same as BSPP.

		Same as BSPP.



		Reduced Acreage Alternative


· 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);


· 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		Essentially the same as the BSPP, except that this Alternative would not alter the potential effects of climate change on mitigation lands, drainage and flooding, or water resources availability.

		Same as BSPP.

		Same as BSPP.





Table ES‑4 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts Relating to Global Climate Change by Alternative

		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		No Action Alternative A:


· BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP


· BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		· No adverse impacts; benefit from leaving existing carbon sequestration value in place. 


· Comparable to, greater or less than BSPP, depending on ultimate use consistent with CDCA Plan.

		· None


· None

		· None


· None



		No Action Alternative B


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		· No adverse impacts; benefit from leaving existing carbon sequestration value in place. 


· Comparable to, greater or less than BSPP, depending on ultimate use consistent with CDCA Plan

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD



		No Action Alternative C


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		· No adverse impacts; benefit from leaving existing carbon sequestration value in place. 


· Comparable to, greater or less than BSPP, depending on ultimate development.

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD 





Table ES‑5
Summary of Impacts on Cultural Resources by Alternative

		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Proposed Action


· BSPP


· CDCA Plan Amendment

		210 known archaeological sites (30 prehistoric and 180 historic), and possibly additional resources yet to be discovered during construction, located within the full extent of the proposed action’s below-grade impacts and above-grade impacts would be adversely affected by the BSPP. 


The integrity of setting and integrity of feeling of the two known built-environment resources located within this area also would be adversely affected by the BSPP.


No impacts on cultural resources are anticipated from operation, or closure and decommissioning.

		CUL-1, CUL-2, CUL-3, CUL-4, CUL-5, CUL-6, CUL-7, CUL-8, CUL-9, CUL-10, CUL 11, CUL-12, CUL-13, CUL-14, CUL-15, CUL-16, CUL-17, CUL-18, CUL-19

BLM-CUL-1: The Applicant shall contribute to a program to document three cultural landscapes described in Chapter 3.4 that will, in part, be impacted by the BSPP. These areas: (1) a Prehistoric Trails Network Cultural Landscape (PTNCL), (2) a Desert Training Center California-Arizona Maneuver Area Cultural Landscape (DTCCL), and (3) a Prehistoric Quarries Archaeological District (PQAD). The Applicant will follow the documentation program by contributing to the preparation of National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) nominations for the PTNCL, DTCCL and PQAD if the BLM determines, after reviewing the documentation, that they are eligible for the NRHP.


BLM-CUL-2: If significant or potentially significant cultural resources cannot be avoided, the Applicant will retain a qualified Cultural Resources Specialist to prepare and implement a Historic Property Treatment Plan (HPTP) for the affected resources. The HPTP may include protocols for affected resources including data recovery, research design, and treatment measures. The Principal Investigator for the HPTP program will meet the minimum Principal Investigator qualifications under the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Archaeology.


BLM-CUL-3: A designated Cultural Resources Specialist will provide input to construction and operation training programs for employees to enhance awareness regarding the protection of cultural resources. The designated specialist or a qualified cultural resources monitor will be available during construction to inspect and evaluate any finds of potentially significant buried cultural material. The Cultural Resources Specialist will coordinate with the Applicant’s construction manager and environmental compliance manager to stop all work in the vicinity of the find until it can be assessed. The Cultural Resources Specialist will also contact the BLM. If the discovery is determined to be not significant through consultation with the BLM, work will be allowed to continue.

BLM-CUL-4: All discoveries will be documented on Department of Parks and Recreation forms (Form DPR 523) and filed with the California Historical Resources Information System (CHRIS) Eastern Information Center housed at the University of California, Riverside.

		Cultural resources damaged or destroyed by construction of the proposed action, even if subjected to mitigation, would be permanently lost from the archaeological record. This would make the cultural resources unavailable for future study to address future research needs when more advanced investigative techniques and methods of analysis might be available





Table ES‑5 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts on Cultural Resources by Alternative

		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		

		

		BLM-CUL-5: If, in consultation with the BLM, a discovery is determined to be significant, a mitigation plan will be prepared and carried out in accordance with the Programmatic Agreement. If the resources cannot be avoided, a data recovery plan will be developed to ensure collection of sufficient information to address archaeological or historical research questions.


BLM-CUL-6: A professional technical report will be prepared documenting assessment and data recovery investigations. The report will describe the methods and materials collected and will provide conclusions regarding the results of the investigations. The report will be submitted to the curatorial facility housing the collected archaeological materials, as well as the appropriate California Historical Resources Information System center and BLM Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office.


BLM-CUL-7: Cultural material collected as part of an assessment or data recovery mitigation will be curated at a qualified curation facility. Field notes and other pertinent materials will be curated along with the archaeological collection. Curation costs shall be the responsibility of the Applicant.


BLM-CUL-8: If human remains are encountered during construction, potentially destructive activities in the vicinity of the find will be stopped. The Cultural Resources Specialist will immediately notify the Principal Investigator, who will contact the BLM. The Applicant will ensure that any such remains are treated in a respectful manner and that applicable state and federal laws are followed. If human remains of Native American origin, associated funerary objects, sacred objects or objects of cultural patrimony are discovered on federal land, the provisions of the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act will be followed.

BLM-CUL-9: The Applicant will provide worker environmental awareness program (WEAP) training during construction to assist in worker compliance with cultural resource protection procedures. The training will include photographs of a variety of historic and prehistoric artifacts and will include a description of the specific steps to be taken in the event of an unanticipated discovery of cultural material, including human remains.

		





Table ES‑5 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts on Cultural Resources by Alternative

		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Reconfigured Alternative


· 1,000 MW (same as BSPP)


· 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		Cultural resources inventory for the Reconfigured Alternative would include 210 archaeological sites. Impacts would be similar to BSPP, though reduced in proportion to reduction in number of known sites.

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		Reduced Acreage Alternative


· 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);


· 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		Cultural resources inventory would include 166 archaeological sites. Impacts would be similar to BSPP, though reduced in proportion to reduction in number of known sites.

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		No Action Alternative A:


· BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP


· BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		· None


· None

		· None


· None

		· None


· None



		No Action Alternative B


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		· None


· None

		· None


· None

		· None


· None



		No Action Alternative C


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		· None


· Similar to BSPP, although varying in proportion to amount of grading, maintenance or other earth disturbance required.

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD





Table ES‑6
Summary of Impacts on Environmental Justice by Alternative

		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Proposed Action


· BSPP


· CDCA Plan Amendment

		No direct, indirect or cumulative impact, either short-term or long-term, on Environmental Justice.

		None

		None



		Reconfigured Alternative


· 1,000 MW (same as BSPP)


· 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		Reduced Acreage Alternative


· 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);


· 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		No Action Alternative A:


· BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP


· BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		No Action Alternative B


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		No Action Alternative C


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP





Table ES‑7
Summary of Impacts on Lands and Realty by Alternative

		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Proposed Action


· BSPP


· CDCA Plan Amendment

		Minimal impacts to the designated corridors, slight constraint to future use


To I-10 from overhead and underground crossings

		Federal Highway Administration (FHA), California Department of Transportation (CalTrans), industry standards (SOPs) and best management practices (BMPs)

		Land not being available for other uses during the life of the BSPP. 

After decommissioning, the land would be available for other future uses



		Reconfigured Alternative


· 1,000 MW (same as BSPP)


· 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		Same as the proposed action.

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		Reduced Acreage Alternative


· 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);


· 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		Same as the proposed action.

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		No Action Alternative A:


· BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP


· BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		· No impacts


· Could be similar to proposed action as another application for a different solar facility or other use including wind power could be filed. 

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD



		No Action Alternative B


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		· No impacts

· Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment and would be analyzed as a part of the related permitting process. Impacts could be comparable to, greater or less than those of the proposed action, depending on the nature and intensity of the proposed future use.

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD





Table ES‑7 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts on Lands and Realty by Alternative

		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		No Action Alternative C


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		· No impacts

· Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment and would be analyzed as a part of the related permitting process. Impacts could be comparable to, greater or less than those of the proposed action, depending on the nature and intensity of the proposed use.

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD





Table ES‑8
Summary of Impacts on Mineral Resources by Alternative

		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Proposed Action


· BSPP


· CDCA Plan Amendment

		No direct, indirect or cumulative impact, either short-term or long-term, on Mineral Resources.

		None

		None



		Reconfigured Alternative


· 1,000 MW (same as BSPP)


· 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		Reduced Acreage Alternative


· 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);


· 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		No Action Alternative A:


· BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP


· BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		No Action Alternative B


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		No Action Alternative C


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP





Table ES‑9
Summary of Impacts on Multiple Use Classes by Alternative

		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Proposed Action


· BSPP


· CDCA Plan Amendment

		· No changes in the MUC classification.


· Restrict multiple use opportunities for life of project.


· Multiple use opportunities could be available upon decommissioning

		None

		None



		Reconfigured Alternative


· 1,000 MW (same as BSPP)


· 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		Same as the proposed action.

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		Reduced Acreage Alternative


· 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);


· 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		Same as the proposed action.

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		No Action Alternative A:


· BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP


· BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		· No impacts


· Could be similar to proposed action as another application for a different solar facility or other use including wind power could be filed. 

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD



		No Action Alternative B


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		· No impacts


· Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment and would be analyzed as a part of the related permitting process. Impacts could be comparable to, greater or less than those of the proposed action, depending on the nature and intensity of the proposed future use.

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD



		No Action Alternative C


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		· No impacts


· Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment and would be analyzed as a part of the related permitting process. Impacts could be comparable to, greater or less than those of the proposed action, depending on the nature and intensity of the proposed use.

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD





Table ES‑10
Summary of Impacts on Noise by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Proposed Action


· BSPP


· CDCA Plan Amendment

		Noise impacts associated with the proposed action could be created by short-term construction activities, including “high pressure steam blow” and construction equipment typical of industrial projects.


Operational noise level at receptor LT would be 40 dBA Leq, which is acceptable under the Riverside County Code

Short-term closure and decommissioning noise levels would be less than expected for construction, since no high pressure steam blows would be required, but in other respects are anticipated to be comparable to construction noise levels.

No cumulative noise impact.

		NOISE-1, NOISE-2, NOISE-3, NOISE-4, NOISE-5, NOISE-6, NOISE-7

		Short-term, construction-related exceedance of Riverside County noise regulations: The exceedance would be an increase of 16 dBA for the 69 month construction period.



		Reconfigured Alternative


· 1,000 MW (same as BSPP)


· 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		Due to an incrementally longer construction period, the same types of construction activity, and substantially similar operation and maintenance-related and closure and decommission-related requirements as the BSPP, noise would be slightly greater than, but substantially similar to, the BSPP.

		Same as BSPP

		Comparable to BSPP



		Reduced Acreage Alternative


· 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);


· 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		Reduced total construction-, operation- and decommissioning-related activity (and therefore noise) on the site by roughly 25 percent; however, peak construction impacts could be same as the proposed action, since construction activity levels would likely be similar. 

Operations-related noise levels would be reduced, since only three of the four proposed units would be operated and maintained.

Given the reduced amount of equipment to dismantle and reduction in acreage to be restored, closure and decommission-relating impacts also would be reduced relative to the BSPP.

		Same as BSPP

		Comparable, although slightly reduced, relative to BSPP



		No Action Alternative A:


· BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP


· BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		· None


· None

		· None


· None

		· None


· None





Table ES‑10 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts on Noise by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		No Action Alternative B


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		· None


· TBD, depending on ultimate development or use of the site.

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD



		No Action Alternative C


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		· None


· TBD, depending on ultimate use or development of the site.

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD





Table ES‑11
Summary of Impacts on Paleontological Resources by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Proposed Action


· BSPP


· CDCA Plan Amendment

		Construction could damage or destroy paleontological resources, fossils and potentially high-sensitivity materials.

As the value of paleontological resources is predicated on their discovery within a specific geological host unit, construction of the BSPP could result in a net gain to the science of paleontology by allowing fossils that would not otherwise have been found to be recovered, identified, studied, and preserved.


Operation, future decommissioning and closure would not adversely impact paleontological resources because the ground disturbed during these activities would already have been disturbed.

A cumulative net gain to the science of paleontology could result by allowing fossils that would not otherwise have been found to be recovered, identified, studied, and preserved. Cumulative impacts would be neutral (no fossils encountered) or positive (fossils encountered, preserved and identified).

		PAL-1, PAL-2, PAL-3, PAL-4, PAL-5, PAL‑6, PAL-7

		Mitigation measures could not avoid or reduce fossil disturbance associated with drilled shaft foundations; however, the volume of disturbance and probability of encountering fossil resources would be low in comparison to the grading and excavation activities.



		Reconfigured Alternative


· 1,000 MW (same as BSPP)


· 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		Reduced Acreage Alternative


· 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);


· 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		No Action Alternative A:


· BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP


· BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		· No adverse impacts; no gain to the science of paleontology.


· None

		None

		None





Table ES‑11 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts on Paleontological Resources by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		No Action Alternative B


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		· No adverse impacts; no gain to the science of paleontology.


· TBD, depending on ultimate use or development of the site. Resulting impacts could be comparable to, greater or less than the BSPP.

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD






		No Action Alternative C


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		· No adverse impacts; no gain to the science of paleontology.


· TBD, depending on ultimate use or development of the site. Resulting impacts could be comparable to, greater or less than the BSPP.

		· None


· TBD




		· None


· TBD








Table ES‑12
Summary of Impacts on Public Health and Safety by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Proposed Action


· BSPP


· CDCA Plan Amendment

		Hazardous Waste

Limited risk of spills or other releases

Limited risk of fire and/or possible explosion risk due to natural gas usage

Marginal risk of Therminol migration or fire

No long or short term adverse health impacts expected (i.e., cancer)


Non-hazardous Waste

Generation of solid waste, liquid waste

Unexploded Ordnance


Could be present posing a safety risk to the workers

Abandoned Mined Lands


Two on site, one near site posing a safety risk to the workers

Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance

Aviation safety


Hazardous and nuisance shocks

Electric and magnetic field (EMF) exposure

Traffic and Transportation Safety


Aviation safety from upward plumes from cooling systems; glint/glare, interference with communication systems, and attraction of birds to evaporation ponds

Roadway Safety


Transport of oversized equipment and hazardous materials

Worker Safety and Fire Protection


Exposure o loud noises, moving equipment, hazardous materials, dust, trenches, and confined space entry and egress

		Hazardous 


Engineering and administrative controls part of proposed action

Implementation of National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) code 85A requires both the use of double-block and bleed valves for gas shut off and automated combustion controls; natural gas pipelines must be designed to meet the appropriate level of California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) General Order 112 standards and 49 CFR 192 standards; compliance with constructed and operated in accordance with the Federal Department of Transportation (DOT) regulations; applicant proposed safety management plan

Isolation valves would be placed throughout the system designed to automatically block off sections if a loss of pressure is detected 
HAZ-1, HAZ-2, HAZ-3, HAZ-4, HAZ-5, HAZ‑6, Public Health-1, SOIL&WATER-18

Non-hazardous


Recycling and appropriate disposal at Class III landfill for solid waste, appropriate LORS, transport , and treatment. Development of Construction Waster Management Plan
WASTE-1, WASTE-2, WASTE-3, WASTE-4, WASTE-5, WASTE-6, WASTE-7, WASTE-8, WASTE-9, WASTE-10 


Unexploded Ordnance


BLM-PHS-1

Abandoned Mined Lands


BLM-PHS‑2

Transmission Line Safety and Nuisance

Compliance with FAA safety analysis recommendations

Grounding measures

		Hazardous Waste

Accidental release could occur and could cause an airborne or waterborne risk to the human environment 


Unexploded Ordnance


Risk of accidental or unintentional detonation of UXO 





Table ES‑12 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts on Public Health and Safety by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		

		Geologic Hazards


Groundshaking


Secondary Earthquake Hazards; Hydrocompaction; and Corrosive Soils

Erosion


Exposure from rainfall and high winds

Site Security


Malicious mischief, vandalism, or domestic/foreign terrorist attacks to electrical infrastructure from

		TLSN-1, TLSN-2, TLSN-3, TLSN-4, TLSN-5


Traffic and Transportation Safety


TRANS-6, TRANS‑7, TRANS-8, TRANS-9, TRANS-10, TRANS-11


Worker Safety and Fire Protection


Development of a Construction Safety and Health Program and Operations and Maintenance Safety and Health Program; develop and implement a fire prevention program and fund capital improvements and staffing for the RCFD


WORKER SAFETY-1, WORKER SAFETY-2, WORKER SAFETY-3, WORKER SAFETY-4, WORKER SAFETY-5, WORKER SAFETY-6, WORKER SAFETY-7, WORKER SAFETY-8, WORKER SAFETY-9


Geologic Hazards


Structural designs consistent with the California Building Code

Implementation of recommendations in geotechnical report

Erosion


Utilize Construction Water Quality Best Management Practices (BMPs) and implement SWPP

CIVIL‑1, CIVIL‑2, CIVIL-3, CIVIL-4, STRUC‑1,GEO-1, SOIL&WATER-1

Site Security


HAZ-5, HAZ-6

		



		Reconfigured Alternative


· 1,000 MW (same as BSPP)


· 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		Same as the proposed action.

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP





Table ES‑12 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts on Public Health and Safety by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Reduced Acreage Alternative


· 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);


· 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		Similar to the proposed action.

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		No Action Alternative A:


· BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP


· BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		· No impacts


· Could be similar to proposed action as another application for a different solar facility or other use including wind power could be filed. 

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD



		No Action Alternative B


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		· No impacts

· Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment and would be analyzed as a part of the related permitting process. Impacts could be comparable to, greater or less than those of the proposed action, depending on the nature and intensity of the proposed future use.

		· None


· BD

		· None


· TBD



		No Action Alternative C


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		· No impacts

· Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment and would be analyzed as a part of the related permitting process. Impacts could be comparable to, greater or less than those of the proposed action, depending on the nature and intensity of the proposed use.

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD





Table ES‑13
Summary of Impacts on Recreation by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Proposed Action


· BSPP


· CDCA Plan Amendment

		On-Site


Could disrupt dispersed recreational activities on site which would be available upon decommissioning

Off-Site


Degradation of nearby lands by displaced recreational users migrating to other areas. 


Increased use of LTVAs


Beneficial impacts upon decommissioning 

		See Section 4.12, Impacts on Recreation. BLM-REC-1, BLM-REC-2, BLM-REC-3, BLM-REC-4, BLM-REC-5

		Unavoidable adverse impacts on recreation resources by permanent removal of vegetation, landforms, and other nature features of the characteristic landscape for the life of the BSPP or until decommissioning and restoration occurs.



		Reconfigured Alternative


· 1,000 MW (same as BSPP)


· 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		Same as the proposed action.

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		Reduced Acreage Alternative


· 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);


· 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		Same as the proposed action.

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		No Action Alternative A:


· BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP


· BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		· No impacts


· Could be similar to proposed action as another application for a different solar facility or other use including wind power could be filed. 

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD



		No Action Alternative B


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		· No impacts

· Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment and would be analyzed as a part of the related permitting process. Impacts could be comparable to, greater or less than those of the proposed action, depending on the nature and intensity of the proposed future use.

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD





Table ES‑13 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts on Recreation by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		No Action Alternative C


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		· No impacts

· Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment and would be analyzed as a part of the related permitting process. Impacts could be comparable to, greater or less than those of the proposed action, depending on the nature and intensity of the proposed use.

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD





Table ES‑14
Summary of Impacts on Economics by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Proposed Action


· BSPP


· CDCA Plan Amendment

		Considerable direct construction-related economic benefits for workers and local businesses providing materials and services for construction. 

Considerable indirect and induced economic benefits for the local and eastern Riverside County economies from subsequent spending of workers’ and construction businesses’ income within the local and regional economy. Most likely would benefit food, retail, lodging, real estate, and medical related businesses.

Positive, but short-term, contribution toward supporting local business and maintaining the economic vitality of the City of Blythe and neighboring communities.


BSPP-related in-migration could affect the social character of the local study area; however, few people are expected to relocate to the area as a result of the BSPP. 


Operations are expected to directly employ 221 full-time employees, which would create indirect and induced secondary employment in the region. Workers’ wages and salaries would have long-term positive impact.


Annual expenditures of the BSPP were assumed to be $9.6 million for materials, equipment, and supplies; and $9.4 million in payroll annually.

Direct economic impact associated with discontinuation of the solar energy generation site would result in job losses for the operations workforce.


Cumulative labor demand would likely range between 5,000 FTE minimum 11,360 FTE maximum and represent more than half the region’s currently forecasted future skilled construction labor force. 


Given estimated availability of lodging and possible rental housing, it is expected that there would be adequate and suitable housing to meet anticipated temporary housing demand. Therefore, no major adverse social or economic impacts would be expected to result.

		None

		None





Table ES‑14 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts on Economics by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Reconfigured Alternative


· 1,000 MW (same as BSPP)


· 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		Comparable to the BSPP

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		Reduced Acreage Alternative


· 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);


· 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		Construction spending and employment for the Reduced Acreage Alternative would be expected to be lower than for the BSPP; social and economic impacts would be similarly reduced.

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		No Action Alternative A:


· BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP


· BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		· None


· The social and economic impacts associated with the proposed action would likely only be delayed by selecting No Action Alternative A, since this region of the United States has extremely positive characteristics for solar power generation. 

		· None


· Comparable to BSPP, but later in time

		· None


· Comparable to BSPP but later in time



		No Action Alternative B


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		· None


· TBD, depending on ultimate use or development of the site. Impacts of other (non-solar) renewable energy development could be comparable to the BSPP.

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD



		No Action Alternative C


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		· None


· TBD, depending on ultimate use or development of the site. Impacts of other solar energy project could be comparable to the BSPP.

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD





Table ES‑15
Summary of Impacts on Soils Resources by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Proposed Action


· BSPP


· CDCA Plan Amendment

		Soils on the BSPP site have a low to very high hazard for wind erosion: if desert pavement is disturbed, underlying soils are subject to high levels of wind erosion. Soils on the eastern third of the site have the highest erosion rates for undisturbed, disturbed, and operational conditions.

Water erosion considered negligible except for wash areas in the central portion of the site where soils are potentially more erosive due to higher silt content. Erosion rates would increase during operations, and then revert to its undisturbed erosion rate. 

Combined vegetation removal anticipated as a result of the numerous proposed utility-scale renewable energy projects, including the BSPP, could expose soils to higher wind-borne erosion rates than the area otherwise would be exposed to. This also could exacerbate runoff rates, especially during high intensity, short duration rainfall events

		SOIL&WATER-1, SOIL&WATER 10, SOIL&WATER-11, SOIL&WATER-14, SOIL&WATER-15

		Implementation of mitigation measures would not preclude all loss of soils due to erosion; some residual impact would remain



		Reconfigured Alternative


· 1,000 MW (same as BSPP)


· 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		Essentially the same as the BSPP: 150 acre increase has only a minor effect on soils impacts.

		Same as BSPP

		Comparable to, perhaps slightly more than, the BSPP



		Reduced Acreage Alternative


· 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);


· 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		Peak construction impacts would be the same as the proposed action since construction activity levels are estimated to be similar. Long term construction impacts would be less since the construction period would be reduced. Operation impact levels would be reduced since only three of the four proposed units would be built and operated.

		Same as BSPP

		Comparable to, perhaps slightly less than the BSPP



		No Action Alternative A:


· BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP


· BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		· None


· TBD, depending on use or development of the site consistent with the CDCA Plan

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD





Table ES‑15 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts on Soils Resources by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		No Action Alternative B


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		· None


· TBD, depending on ultimate development or use of the site

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD



		No Action Alternative C


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		· None


· TBD, depending ultimate development or use of the site

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD





Table ES‑16
Summary of Impacts on Special Designations by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Proposed Action


· BSPP


· CDCA Plan Amendment

		No Impacts

		None

		None



		Reconfigured Alternative


· 1,000 MW (same as BSPP)


· 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		No impacts

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		Reduced Acreage Alternative


· 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);


· 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		No impacts

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		No Action Alternative A:


· BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP


· BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		No impacts

		None

		None



		No Action Alternative B


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		No impacts

		None

		None



		No Action Alternative C


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		No impacts

		None

		None





Table ES‑17
Summary of Impacts on Transportation and Public Access – Off Highway Vehicle Use by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Proposed Action


· BSPP


· CDCA Plan Amendment

		OHV XE "OHV"  Routes


Impact approximately 7 miles of OHV (i.e., one major route and two small spurs)


Temporary disruption to the user of OHV route along linear facilities


Closure of McCoy Wash to OHV use


Transportation


Increased traffic on local roadways


Transport of equipment that exceed roadway load or size limits

		Applicant-recommended staggered travel times for construction workers


Transport large equipment complaint with CalTrans

See Section 4.16 Impacts on Transportation and Public Access - Off Highway Vehicle Resources. BLM-OHV XE "OHV" -1 and BLM-OHV XE "OHV" -2.


TRANS-1,
 TRANS-2, TRANS-3, TRANS-4, TRANS-5

		Closure of McCoy wash to OHV use but would become available upon decommissioning. 


None related to Transportation



		Reconfigured Alternative


· 1,000 MW (same as BSPP)


· 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		OHV XE "OHV"  Routes


Greater than proposed action. Impact approximately 8.5 miles of OHV


Other impacts similar to proposed action


Transportation


Similar to proposed action

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		Reduced Acreage Alternative


· 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);


· 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		OHV XE "OHV"  Routes


Less than proposed action. Impact approximately 1 mile of OHV


Other impacts similar to proposed action


Transportation


Similar to proposed action

		Same as BSPP

		Same as BSPP



		No Action Alternative A:


· BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP


· BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		· No impacts


· Could be similar to proposed action as another application for a different solar facility or other use including wind power could be filed. 

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD





Table ES‑17 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts on Transportation and Public Access – Off Highway Vehicle Use by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		No Action Alternative B


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		· No impacts

· Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment and would be analyzed as a part of the related permitting process. Impacts could be comparable to, greater or less than those of the proposed action, depending on the nature and intensity of the proposed future use.

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD



		No Action Alternative C


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		· No impacts

· Impacts could result from, CDCA Plan amendment and would be analyzed as a part of the related permitting process. Impacts could be comparable to, greater or less than those of the proposed action, depending on the nature and intensity of the proposed use.

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD





Table ES‑18
Summary of Impacts on Vegetation Resources by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Proposed Action


· BSPP


· CDCA Plan Amendment

		Construction, operation and decommissioning of the BSPP would have direct and indirect impacts on:


· 592.4 acres of ephemeral drainages


· 58.2 acres of Stabilized and partially Stabilized Dunes


· 6,364.6 acres of Sonoran creosote bush scrub (including disturbed)


· 4.4acres of agricultural land


· 4.9 acres of developed land


· 7,024.5 acres of special status plants


BSPP would contribute to cumulative impacts to total loss of 11,871 acres of Sonoran creosote scrub and 2,971 acres of desert dry wash woodland.

		Based on a desert dry wash woodland mitigation ratio of 3:1, 525 acres


Based on an un-vegetated, ephemeral dry wash mitigation ratio of 1:1, 8 acres


Based on a vegetated ephemeral swale (big galleta grass association) mitigation ratio of 1.5:1, 550 acres


The following mitigation measures also apply:


BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3, BIO-4, BIO-5, BIO-6, BIO‑7, BIO-8, BIO-14, BIO-19, BIO-22, BIO-23, BIO-28 


BLM BIO-7a: The Applicant shall ensure that monitoring accomplished under BIO-7 and other mitigating measures use available climatalogical data when analyzing project effects or resource trends.

		Under the technology proposed in the three alternatives, the Proposed Action, Reconfigured Alternative, and Reduced Acreage Alternative, natural vegetation communities and individuals and local populations of special status plants not otherwise avoided under proposed mitigating measures would be lost from the BSPP sites, totaling 7,025 acres, 5,548 acres, and 4,165 acres, respectively. Despite mitigating measures, the chance of invasion and spread of weeds and the chance of human-caused wildfires would persist to the areas surrounding the BSPP, threatening the surrounding vegetation and special status plant species.



		Reconfigured Alternative


· 1,000 MW (same as BSPP)


· 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		Construction, operation and decommissioning of this Alternative would have direct and indirect impacts on:


· 413.3 acres of ephemeral drainages


· 37 acres of Stabilized and partially Stabilized Dunes


· 5,134.7 acres of Sonoran creosote bush scrub (including disturbed)


· 0 acres of agricultural land


· 0 acres of developed land


· 25%fewer acres than BSPP

		Desert dry wash woodland: 555 acres


Unvegetated, ephemeral dry wash: 4 acres


Vegetated ephemeral swale (big galleta grass association): 360 acres

		Same as BSPP



		Reduced Acreage Alternative


· 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);


· 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		Construction, operation and decommissioning of this Alternative would have direct and indirect impacts on:


· 245 acres of ephemeral drainages


· 37 acres of Stabilized and partially Stabilized Dunes


· 3,920 acres of Sonoran creosote bush scrub (including disturbed)


· 0 acres of agricultural land


· 0 acres of developed land


· 25% fewer acres than Reconfigured Alternative

		Desert dry wash woodland: 93 acres


Unvegetated, ephemeral dry wash: 3 acres


Vegetated ephemeral swale (big galleta grass association): 317 acres

		Same as BSPP





Table ES‑18 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts on Vegetation Resources by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		No Action Alternative A:


· BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP


· BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		· None


· None

		· None


· None

		· None


· None



		No Action Alternative B


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		· None


· None

		· None


· None

		· None


· None



		No Action Alternative C


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		· None


· None

		· None


· None

		· None


· None





Table ES‑19
Summary of Impacts on Visual Resources by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Proposed Action


· BSPP


· CDCA Plan Amendment

		Construction activities would result in a high degree of visual contrast within the landscape, generate of large quantities of airborne dust and include nighttime lighting.

Operations-phase impacts would relate to light and glare, lighting, glint and glare from the mirrors, and glare from power block buildings, administrative buildings, and transmission lines; these impacts could affect users of specially-designated lands. 


Short-term decommissioning impacts would be comparable to construction; long-term decommissioning related impacts would be beneficial.


Cumulatively, synergistic visual impacts for travelers along I-10, as well as visual impacts to dispersed recreational users in the surrounding mountains.

		VIS-1, VIS-2, VIS-3, VIS-4, TRAN-9, AQ-SC3

BLM-VIS-1: The project owner shall paint power blocks structures and other vertical construction shadow gray as shown on the BLM Color Chart. The backs of solar troughs shall also be color treated to minimize color contrasts.

		Visual impacts to surrounding viewer groups (all KOPs) from sunlight reflected off of the parabolic mirrors (glare).


Visual impacts to dispersed recreational users in the McCoy, Big Maria, and Little Maria Mountains due to the size and scale of the BSPP. Non-conformance with VRM Class II objectives from KOP No. 8.


Unavoidable and adverse cumulative impacts for travelers along I-10 and dispersed recreational users in the McCoy, Big Maria, and Little Maria Mountains and wilderness.



		Reconfigured Alternative


· 1,000 MW (same as BSPP)


· 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		Comparable to the BSPP

		Comparable to the BSPP

		Comparable to the BSPP



		Reduced Acreage Alternative


· 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);


· 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		Comparable to the BSPP

		Comparable to the BSPP

		Comparable to the BSPP



		No Action Alternative A:


· BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP


· BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		· None


· None

		· None


· None

		· None


· None





Table ES‑19 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts on Visual Resources by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		No Action Alternative B


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		· None


· None

		· None


· None

		· None


· None



		No Action Alternative C


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		· None


· TBD, depending on ultimate use or development of the site

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD





Table ES‑20
Summary of Impacts on Water Resources by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Proposed Action


· BSPP


· CDCA Plan Amendment

		Soil erosion: See above.


Groundwater: 


· Extraction during construction (about 820 ac-ft/yr) and operation (600 ac-ft/yr) would exceed the subsurface inflow from these sources and could thus place the basin into overdraft conditions if not balanced via increased subsurface inflow from the Colorado River. Total groundwater expected to be extracted from the PVMGB by the BSPP from construction through operation is approximately 22,100 ac-ft. The PVMGB has approximately 5,000,000 acre-feet in storage. The total amount extracted equates to approximately 0.44 percent of the available water in storage. This impact to the basin groundwater storage is minor.


· Groundwater level declines of five feet or more would be located at a distance of less than 1,100 feet from the proposed production well. The closest existing well is located a distance of 9,000 feet from this well.


· Potential for groundwater quality impacts appears low.


Surface Water Hydrology: BSPP would alter natural stormwater drainages and use BMPs to reduce potentially significant impacts related to concentrated drainage and ensuing soil erosion and sediment transport offsite.


Surface Water Quality: A Drainage Erosion and Sedimentation Control Plan would be required prior to onsite operations and would reduce the potential for increased sediment loads. Potential spills would be managed through hazardous materials management.

		WATER-1, WATER-2, WATER-3, WATER-4, WATER-5, WATER-6, WATER-7, WATER-8, WATER-9, WATER-10, WATER-11, WATER‑12, WATER-13, WATER-14, WATER-15, WATER-16, and WATER-17

BLM-WATER-18: The proposed evaporation ponds shall be sized so as to maintain no less than one foot of freeboard during storm conditions. Specifically, the ponds shall be sized to accommodate operational discharges plus a 25-year storm event, with no less than one foot of freeboard.

		As discussed previously, implementation of the BSPP and associated permit requirements and mitigation strategies would result in minor adverse impacts for the following categories: (1) surface water quality: minor reduction in water quality during construction, operation, and decommissioning; (2) groundwater quality: minor reduction in groundwater quality during construction, operation, and decommissioning; (3) groundwater level: relatively minor degree of reduction in water levels is expected during construction and operation; (4) drainage and flooding: minor changes during construction, operation, and decommissioning.



		Reconfigured Alternative


· 1,000 MW (same as BSPP)


· 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		Soil Erosion: Construction activities would disturb site soils at the site and along the linear facilities route(s). It is at the time of this disturbance that there would be the highest potential for erosion, as well as associated effects including soil loss and increased sediment yields downstream from disturbed areas. 


Groundwater Basin Balance: Similar to the BSPP

Groundwater Levels: Similar to the BSPP


Groundwater Quality: Similar to the BSPP

		Same as BSPP

		Comparable to the BSPP





Table ES‑20 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts on Water Resources by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		

		Surface Water Hydrology: Similar to the BSPP, except that flow from a significantly larger watershed would need to be collected and conveyed around the Reconfigured Alternative site. All existing washes within the smaller developed portion of the site would be eliminated by onsite grading and replaced with a system of engineered swales and channels. 


Surface Water Quality: Potentially significant water quality impacts could occur during operations if contaminated or hazardous materials used during operations were to contact stormwater and drain offsite. This Alternative would alter a larger number of natural stormwater drainages than the BSPP, and would impact surface water quality accordingly.

		

		





		 Reduced Acreage Alternative


· 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);


· 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		Soil Erosion: Similar to but somewhat less than those associated with the BSPP.


Groundwater Basin Balance: Groundwater basin storage in the vicinity of the BSPP site could be impacted as a result of the construction and operational water use. The potential impact would be approximately 25 percent less than in the proposed action, since this alternative would use approximately 25 percent less water than the proposed action.


Groundwater Levels: Impact expected to be about 25 percent less than the BSPP

Groundwater Quality: Similar to, though somewhat less than, the BSPP


Surface Water Hydrology: Similar to the proposed BSPP, except proportionately smaller in scale. 


Surface Water Quality: Similar to the BSPP 

		Same as BSPP

		Comparable, but somewhat less than the BSPP



		No Action Alternative A:


· BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP


· BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		· None


· TBD, depending on ultimate use or development of the site

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD





Table ES‑20 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts on Water Resources by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		No Action Alternative B


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		· None


· TBD, depending on ultimate use or development of the site

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD



		No Action Alternative C


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		· None


· TBD, depending on ultimate use or development of the site

		· None


· TBD

		· None


· TBD





Table ES‑21
Summary of Impacts on Wildland Fire Ecology by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Proposed Action


· BSPP


· CDCA Plan Amendment

		Direct impacts of wildfire would include mortality of plants and wildlife and loss of forage and cover. Annual plants and burrowing wildlife would be less affected in the short term.


Indirect impacts would result in changes to the vegetation communities and the wildlife supported by the communities. 

The spread of invasive plants, especially annual grasses, creates an increased potential for wildfires. Surface disturbing activities and vehicle use that promotes the introduction of invasive plants would increase the likelihood of larger fires in the future. 


Daily vehicle use associated with construction, operation and decommissioning of the BSPP could increase the risk of ignition. 

Climate change would result in a small but general increase in temperature, and could also result in an increase in the frequency of extreme weather events that could generate wildfires, such as increased frequency of drought and heat waves, during operation and maintenance of the BSPP. 


Wildfire suppression efforts would result in reduced particulate (PM10) production and visibility impairment from smoke and wild-blown dust. Short term impacts from fire suppression potentially would increase levels of particulate from surface disturbance of fire fighting equipment and operations. Fire fighting efforts would use minimal ground distributing techniques such as aerial fire suppression and ground crews with hand tools. Successful fire suppression efforts minimize the number of acres burned, and result in less vegetative loss, and thereby, less wind erosion of particulate matter.


Cumulatively, increased human presence and disturbance caused by construction, operation and overall development could advance the rate of invasion by non-native vegetation and, thereby, contribute to fire fuel-loading that would burn with higher flames and hotter temperatures.

		WORKER SAFETY-7

Mitigation Measures BIO-6, 7, 8, 14, which require a weed management plan; and BIO-19, and 23, which reduce exotic weeds, would reduce the incidence and size of wildfires and would tend to maintain the natural vegetation communities.

		Fires have not been common or large in the NECO planning area in the past, but could increase as the invasive, non-native grass cover increases.

Despite the Fire and Weed Control Programs that would be incorporated into any of the Action alternatives, the changes in vehicle use accessing the area for construction, operation, and maintenance and recreational vehicle access would increase the likelihood of wildfires in the BSPP Area to a slight, but unknown degree.





Table ES‑21 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts on Wildland Fire Ecology by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Reconfigured Alternative


· 1,000 MW (same as BSPP)


· 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		Comparable to the BSPP

		Same as BSPP

		Comparable to the BSPP



		Reduced Acreage Alternative


· 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);


· 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		Comparable to the BSPP

		Same as BSPP

		Comparable to the BSPP



		No Action Alternative A:


· BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP


· BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		Vehicle access to and through the BSPP Area would be similar and, therefore, fire incidence and size would be similar to the BSPP, because future solar development would not necessarily be precluded.

		None

		TBD



		No Action Alternative B


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		Potentially greater recreation-related vehicle access could occur in the long term as solar energy development projects would be precluded from the BSPP area. Such vehicle access in the long term would increase along present trends and increase the incidence of vehicle-related wildfires.

		None

		TBD



		No Action Alternative C


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		Vehicle access to and through the BSPP Area would be similar and, therefore, fire incidence and size would be similar to the BSPP, because future solar development would not necessarily be precluded.

		None

		TBD





Table ES‑22
Summary of Impacts on Wildlife Resources by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Proposed Action


· BSPP


· CDCA Plan Amendment

		BSPP would eliminate all habitat for wildlife within the BSPP site. 

BSPP would also directly and indirectly affect an extensive network of desert washes in the disturbance area, and would alter the hydrology of the area by re-routing these waterways through five engineered channels. 

Habitat types impacted by the proposed BSPP include upland habitat types such as Sonoran creosote bush scrub and stabilized and partially stabilized sand dunes, as well as desert dry wash woodlands and vegetated ephemeral swales. 

The BSPP would result in loss of habitat for desert tortoise, of spring foraging habitat for Nelson’s bighorn sheep, and would degrade and fragment adjacent wildlife communities, decreasing regional connectivity and dispersal of resident wildlife.

The BSPP is likely to promote the spread of invasive non-native plants, and subsidize desert tortoise predators such as common raven, coyotes, and feral dogs. 

Construction, operations, or maintenance activities could result in some death, harm, harassment, removal, or capture of wildlife, including eggs and nests which would constitute unavoidable loss of individual animals. 

		BIO-1, BIO-2, BIO-3, BIO-4, BIO-5, BIO-6, BIO‑7, BIO-8, BIO-9, BIO-10, BIO-11, 


BIO-12, BIO-13, BIO-15, BIO-16, BIO-17, BIO‑18, BIO-20, BIO-21, BIO-23, BIO-24, BIO‑25, BIO-26, BIO-27, BIO-28

BLM BIO-7a: The Applicant shall ensure that monitoring accomplished under BIO-7 and other mitigating measures use available climatalogical data when analyzing project effects or resource trends.


BLM BIO-21: The Project owner shall be responsible for providing adequate funding to install a water source, complete with an environmental assessment analyzing the impacts of the guzzler installation and operation, monitor and manage the water source for the life of the project. $100,000 is required to fulfill the terms of this condition; the excess shall be refunded to the Project owner. The Project owner shall provide financial assurances to the CDFG with copies of the document(s) to BLM, to guarantee that an adequate level of funding is available to implement the mitigation measures described in this condition. Security shall be in the amount of the initial estimate of $100,000.

		Routes of wildlife movement along washes would be cut off and wildlife movement from the mountainous southwest to the northeast would be severely curtailed due to perimeter fencing and the impacted washes. Wildlife trailing along the fence to find a suitable route would be subject to increased vulnerability to predation. Gaps in fencing, if not maintained to standards could trap desert tortoises, badgers, kit foxes, burro deer, or Nelson’s bighorn sheep.


In addition to direct loss of habitat, the BSPP would fragment and degrade adjacent native wildlife communities, and could promote the spread of invasive non-native plants and increase the presence of desert tortoise predators such as ravens. These habitats provide foraging, cover, and/or breeding habitat for a variety of resident wildlife, including the state and federally-listed desert tortoise, American badger, desert kit fox, golden eagle, migratory birds, burrowing owl, Nelson’s bighorn sheep, burro deer, and Mojave fringe-toed lizard.


Under the technology proposed in the three BSPP alternatives, the Proposed Action, Reconfigured Alternative, and Reduced Acreage Alternative, the native wildlife communities would be lost, totaling 7,027 acres, 5,439 acres, and 4,165 acres respectively. 



		Reconfigured Alternative


· 1,000 MW (same as BSPP)


· 7,175 acres disturbed (150 acres more than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reconfigured Alternative

		About 23 percent less impact than BSPP on desert tortoise, migratory birds, golden eagle, burrowing owl, and desert kit fox and American badger. 


Slight impact to future use as Nelson’s bighorn sheep migration corridor in future; loss of 644 acres of spring foraging habitat.


Otherwise similar to BSPP.

		Same as BSPP

		Comparable to, and perhaps slightly less than, the BSPP





Table ES‑22 (Continued)
Summary of Impacts on Wildlife Resources by Alternative


		Alternatives

		Impacts

		Mitigation Measures, Project Design Features, and Other Measures

		Unavoidable Adverse Impacts After Mitigation



		Reduced Acreage Alternative


· 750 MW (75 percent of MW of the BSPP);


· 4,750 acres disturbed (1,200 acres less than the BSPP)


· BLM amends CDCA Plan for Reduced Acreage Alternative

		About 40 percent less than BSPP for desert tortoise, migratory birds, golden eagle, burrowing owl, kit fox and American badger. 


Slight impact to future use as Nelson’s bighorn sheep migration corridor; loss of 382 acres of spring foraging habitat.


About 50 percent less impact than BSPP on ephemeral drainages.


Otherwise similar to BSPP

		Same as BSPP

		Comparable to, and perhaps slightly less than, the BSPP



		No Action Alternative A:


· BLM does not approve the ROW Grant for the BSPP


· BLM does not amend the CDCA Plan

		None

		None

		None



		No Action Alternative B


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site unavailable for any type of solar energy development.

		None

		None

		None



		No Action Alternative C


· BLM does not authorize the ROW grant for the BSPP;


· BLM amends the CDCA Plan to make the project site available for any type of solar energy development.

		None

		None

		None





�	Chevron Energy Solutions and Solar Millennium have a joint development agreement. Chevron Energy Solutions applied for the Right of Way for Blythe Solar Power Project. To facilitate the permitting of the Blythe Solar Power Project (BSPP), the Applicant is requesting that the BLM issue one right of way grant to a Project- specific company. The company for BSPP is Palo Verde Solar I, LLC a wholly owned subsidiary of Solar Millennium and the single Applicant for the BSPP.


�	The distribution line would be wholly owned and operated by SCE. It would be used to provide power during the construction phase of the proposed action. SCE would retain the facility after construction is complete. 


�	During the operational phase of the proposed action, power would be provided by the BSPP.


�	Energy Commission staff note that with the implementation of TRANS-1, parking arrangements may be modified. The BLM concurs with this. 
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1. Introduction and Purpose and Need

1. Introduction and Purpose and Need



Introduction and Purpose and Need XE "purpose and need" 

The March 2010 Staff Assessment /Draft Environmental Impact Statement (SA/DEIS) was a joint document published by the California Energy Commission (CEC) XE "California Energy Commission (CEC)"  and the United States Bureau of Land Management XE "Bureau of Land Management"  (BLM). On April 7, 2010, the BLM and CEC XE "CEC"  determined that they would develop and publish separate final documents for compliance with NEPA XE "NEPA"  and CEQA, respectively. The CEC issued a Revised Staff Assessment (RSA) in June2010 pursuant to CEQA, and the BLM has prepared this Proposed Plan Amendment/Final Environmental Impact Statement (PA/FEIS) pursuant to NEPA. Although the BLM and CEC no longer are publishing a joint document, these agencies continue to share staff expertise, information, and documentation in order to promote intergovernmental coordination at the local, state, and Federal levels. The SA/DEIS and RSA were the primary references used in preparing this PA/FEIS. The comments received on the SA/DEIS are addressed in this PA/FEIS. After the publication of this PA/FEIS, the BLM will prepare a Record of Decision (ROD) regarding the BSPP. The publication of the ROD in the Federal Register is the final step required of the BLM to meet the requirements of NEPA for the BSPP.

This PA/FEIS analyzes impacts of the project described in the right-of-way (ROW XE "ROW" ) application filed with the BLM by Palo Verde Solar I
 (Applicant) for the Blythe Solar Power Project (BSPP or proposed action). (CACA 048811). The Regional Context is shown in Figure 1 (see Appendix A for all figures referenced in the PA/FEIS); the Proposed Site Layout and Solar Unit Detail is shown in Figures 2a, 2b, and 3. The PA/FEIS presents the potential effects of the BSPP and five alternatives on BLM-administered and other affected lands and resources. In this analysis, 23 alternatives to the proposed BSPP were developed and evaluated. These include four alternative sites, solar and renewable technologies, generation technologies using different fuels, and conservation/demand-side management. Of the 23 alternatives, two alternatives were determined to be potentially feasible by the BLM and CEC XE "CEC"  staff: the Reconfigured Alternative, which was defined by the applicant in response to a data request, and the Reduced Acreage Alternative that would generate 750 MW instead of the proposed 1,000 MW. The Reconfigured Alternative and Reduced Acreage Alternative are shown in Figure 4 and Figure 5 respectively. Additionally, three variations of the No Action/No Project Alternative are analyzed (see Chapter 2 for Proposed Action and Alternatives XE "alternatives" ). 


The Applicant has made various minor modifications to the BSPP since the Application for Certification (AFC) was submitted in August 2009. These minor changes are not reflected in the March 2010 SA/DEIS and reflect further definition of linear facilities and other changes required as a result of agency and other discussions. These revisions to the proposed project do not change conclusions reached about impacts on issues analyzed under NEPA XE "NEPA" . Project changes include:


1. Removal of the four Gas-Fired Heat Transfer Fluid (HTF) Heaters (one per Unit); 


2. Addition of an On-site Concrete Batch Plant During Construction;


3. Addition of Evaporation Ponds to Process Industrial Wastewater XE "wastewater"  Flows; 


4. Revision to Construction Water Requirements, Number of Groundwater XE "groundwater"  Wells, and Construction Water Storage Approach;


5. Finalization of the Gen-Tie Line XE "line"  Route XE "route"  to the Southern California Edison (SCE) Colorado River Substation;


6. Clarification on the Removal of the Existing On-site (Abandoned) Natural Gas Pipeline;


7. Changes to Layout of Project Facilities; 


8. Revisions to Project Drainage System Construction Sequencing;


9. Clarification on the Paving of Black Rock Road XE "road" ;


10. Addition of a Temporary Construction Power Line XE "line"  from Off-Site;


11. Refinement of the Daily Construction Schedule; 


12. Finalization of the Telecommunications Line XE "line" ;


13. Revised List of Water Treatment Chemicals; and


14. Addition of an On-site Fuel Depot


Publication in the Federal Register of the EPA’s Notice of Availability (NOA) for the PA/FEIS will initiate a 30‑day protest period on the proposed PA and a 30-day public review period on the FEIS. Any protest on the proposed PA must be filed with the Director of the BLM. Following resolution of any protests, BLM then may publish a Record of Decision (ROD) with respect to the Plan Amendment and the Project Application. The decision regarding the ROW XE "ROW"  grant is appealable to the Interior Board of Land Appeals upon issuance of the ROD.

Chapter 1 Purpose and Need XE "purpose and need" 

1.1.1 BLM Purpose and Need XE "purpose and need" 

NEPA XE "NEPA"  guidance published by the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ XE "CEQ" ) states that environmental impact statements’ Purpose and Need XE "purpose and need"  section “shall briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives including the proposed action” (40 CFR 1502.13). The following discussion sets forth the purpose of and need for the action as required under NEPA.


The BLM’s purpose and need for the BSPP is to respond to the Applicant’s application under Title V of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA XE "FLPMA" ) (43 U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) for a ROW XE "ROW"  grant to construct, operate, maintain and decommission a solar thermal facility on public lands in compliance with FLPMA, BLM ROW regulations, and other applicable Federal laws. The BLM will decide whether to approve, approve with modification, or deny issuance of a ROW grant to Palo Verde Solar I for the proposed BSPP. The BLM’s action also will include consideration of a concurrent amendment of the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan of 1980, as amended. The CDCA Plan, while recognizing the potential compatibility of solar generation facilities on public lands, requires that all sites associated with power generation or transmission that are not identified in the CDCA Plan to be added to it through the land use plan amendment process. CDCA boundaries are shown on Figure 1. The BSPP site is within the CDCA, but is not identified in the CDCA Plan for solar power generation. Therefore, if the BLM decides to approve the issuance of a ROW grant, the CDCA Plan amendment also would be required.


In conjunction with FLPMA XE "FLPMA" , BLM authorities include:


1. Executive Order 13212, dated May 18, 2001, which mandates that agencies act expediently and in a manner consistent with applicable laws to increase the “production and transmission of energy in a safe and environmentally sound manner.”

2. The Energy Policy Act XE "Energy Policy Act"  of 2005 (EPAct 05 or EPAct), Section 211 of which states: “It is the sense of the Congress that the Secretary of the Interior XE "Secretary of the Interior"  should, before the end of the 10-year period beginning on the date of enactment of this Act, seek to have approved non-hydropower renewable energy projects located on public lands with a generation capacity of at least 10,000 megawatts of electricity.”

3. Secretarial Order 3285, dated March 11, 2009, which “establishes the development of renewable energy as a priority for the Department of the Interior.”

1.1.2 DOE Purpose and Need XE "purpose and need" 

The Applicant has applied to the Department of Energy (DOE) for a loan guarantee under Title XVII of the Energy Policy Act XE "Energy Policy Act"  of 2005 (EPAct 05), as amended by Section 406 of the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act XE "American Recovery and Reinvestment Act"  of 2009, P.L. 111-5 (the “Recovery Act”) for Solar Power Units 1 and 2 of the BSPP. DOE is a cooperating agency on this EIS pursuant to an MOU XE "MOU"  between DOE and BLM signed in January 2010. The purpose and need for action by DOE is to comply with its mandate under EPAct by selecting eligible projects that meet the goals of the Act.


EPAct 2005 established a Federal loan guarantee program for eligible energy projects, and was amended by the Recovery Act to create Section 1705 authorizing a new program for rapid deployment of renewable energy projects and related manufacturing facilities, electric power transmission projects, and leading edge biofuels projects. The primary purposes of the Recovery Act are job preservation and creation, infrastructure investment, energy efficiency and science, assistance to the unemployed, and State and local fiscal stabilization. The Section 1705 Program is designed to address the current economic conditions of the nation, in part, through renewable energy, transmission and leading edge biofuels projects. 

Chapter 1 General Location and Map


The BSPP is a concentrated solar thermal electric generating facility with four adjacent, identical units of 250 megawatt (MW) nominal capacity each for a total nominal capacity of 1,000 MW. The BSPP would be located in the southern California inland desert, approximately eight miles west of the City of Blythe XE "City of Blythe"  and three miles north of the Interstate-10 freeway in Riverside County, California (Figure 1).


As reflected in the ROW XE "ROW"  application filed with BLM, and subsequently designated as ROW # CACA 48811 for BLM record tracking, the proposed action is entirely on BLM-administered land, in Township 6 South, Ranges 21 and 22 East and Township 5 South, Range 22 East. The Applicant is seeking a ROW grant for approximately 9,400 acres. Construction and operation of the proposed action would disturb approximately 7,025 acres, including ancillary facilities outside the solar plant footprint. Remaining acreage that would not be disturbed will not be part of the ROW grant.

Chapter 1 Major Authorizing Laws and Regulations


The primary agency-specific authorizing laws and regulations are summarized as follows:


1.3.1 BLM


BLM’s authority and policy guidance for making a decision related to the proposed action flows from Section 1701 et. seq. of FLPMA XE "FLPMA" , Section 211 of the Energy Policy Act XE "Energy Policy Act"  of 2005 (EPAct 05) (119 Stat. 594, 600), and BLM’s Solar Energy Development Policy of April 4, 2007. FLPMA authorizes BLM to issue ROW XE "ROW"  grants for systems for generation, transmission, and distribution of electric energy. Section 211 of the EPAct 05 states that the Secretary of the Interior XE "Secretary of the Interior"  should seek to have approved a minimum of 10,000 MW of renewable energy-generating capacity on public lands by 2015. 


1.3.2 California Energy Commission

The CEC XE "CEC"  has the exclusive authority to certify the construction, modification, and operation of thermal electric power plants 50 MW or larger. The CEC certification is in lieu of any permit required by state, regional, or local agencies and by Federal agencies to the extent permitted by Federal law (Pub. Res. Code Section 25500). The CEC must review the power plant Application For Certification (AFC) to assess potential environmental impacts including potential impacts to public health and safety, potential measures to mitigate those impacts (Pub. Res. Code § 25519), and compliance with applicable governmental laws or standards (Pub. Res. Code § 25523 (d)). The CEC staff’s analyses are prepared in accordance with Public Resources Code section 25500 et seq.; Title 20, California Code of Regulations section 1701 et seq.; and CEQA (Pub. Res. Code § 21000 et seq.; 14 Cal. Code Regs. § 15000 et seq.).

1.3.3 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service


The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) XE "United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS)"  has jurisdiction over threatened and endangered species listed under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) XE "Endangered Species Act (ESA)"  (16 U.S.C. Section 1531 et seq.). Formal consultation with the USFWS XE "USFWS"  under Section 7 of the ESA XE "ESA"  is required for any Federal action that may adversely affect a Federally-listed species. This consultation has been initiated through a request by BLM to initiate formal consultation and the submittal of a Biological Assessment (BA), which determines whether the proposed action is likely to adversely affect a listed species. Following review of the BA, the USFWS is expected to issue a Biological Opinion (BO), which will specify reasonable and prudent measures that must be implemented for any protected species.


1.3.4 U.S. Army Corps of Engineers


The United States Army Corps of Engineers (USACE XE "USACE" ) has jurisdiction to protect the aquatic ecosystem, including water quality and wetland resources, under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. Under that authority, USACE regulates the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the United States, including wetlands, by reviewing proposed projects to determine whether they may impact such resources and, thereby, are subject to retain a Section 404 permit. Throughout the NEPA XE "NEPA"  process, the BLM has provided information to the USACE to assist the agency in making a determination regarding its jurisdiction and the need for a Section 404 permit. The USACE has not made a final determination of jurisdiction for the BSPP. 


1.3.5 California Department of Fish and Game


The California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) XE "California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG)"  protects fish and aquatic habitats within the State through regulation of modifications to streambeds, under Section 1602 of the Fish and Game Code. CDFG XE "CDFG"  has interpreted the term “streambed” to encompass all portions of the bed, banks, and channel of any stream, including intermittent and ephemeral streams, extending laterally to the upland edge of riparian vegetation. In the case of vegetated ephemeral dry washes, such as those present on the BSPP site, this CDFG interpretation often results in an asserted geographic jurisdictional area that is much wider than the active channel of the stream and, therefore, much wider than the jurisdiction of the USACE XE "USACE" . Section 1602(a) states that it is unlawful for an entity to “substantially divert or obstruct the natural flow of, or substantially change or use any material from the bed, channel, or bank of, any river, stream, or lake” without first notifying CDFG of that activity. If CDFG determines that the activity may substantially adversely affect an existing fish or wildlife resource, the entity will need to obtain a Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement from the CDFG before it may commence the activity (Fish & Game Code Section 1602(a)(4)(B)). CDFG would include in the Lake or Streambed Alteration Agreement measures necessary to protect the affected resources (Id.). The BLM, CEC XE "CEC" , and the Applicant have provided information to CDFG to assist in its determination of the impacts to streambeds, and identification of permit and mitigation requirements. The Applicant filed a Streambed Alteration Agreement with CDFG. The requirements of the Streambed Alteration Agreement will be included as a recommended mitigation measure. 

CDFG XE "CDFG"  also has the authority to regulate potential impacts to species that are protected under the California Endangered Species Act (CESA) XE "California Endangered Species Act (CESA)"  (Fish and Game Code Section 2050, et seq.). When appropriate, the applicant will be required to file an Incidental Take Permit application. The requirements of the Incidental Take Permit will be included as a recommended mitigation.

Chapter 1 Relationship of Proposed Action to BLM Policies, Plans, and Programs, and LUP Conformance Determination


BLM lands in the California Desert District are governed by the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan. CDCA Plan boundaries are shown on Figure 1. The CDCA Plan, while recognizing the potential compatibility of solar generation facilities on public lands, requires that all sites associated with power generation or transmission not specifically identified in the CDCA Plan for a project site be considered through the Plan Amendment process.

The BSPP project site currently is classified as Multiple-Use Class L (Limited Use) Designation in the CDCA Plan. The Limited Use classification is intended to protect sensitive, natural, scenic, ecological and cultural resource values. Public lands classified as Limited Use are managed to provide for multiple use of resources at a lower intensity, ensuring that sensitive values are not significantly diminished. The construction, operation and decommissioning of a solar generating project on the proposed site would require the BLM to amend the CDCA Plan to allow solar energy generating activities in the Multiple Use Class L (Limited Use) on the BSPP site. The CDCA Plan amendment would restrict the use of the site to that solar use only.


Based on CDCA Plan Table 1, Multiple Use Class Guidelines, and Chapter 3, Energy Production and Utility Corridor XE "utility corridor" s Element, solar uses are conditionally allowed in the Multiple Use Class L designation contingent on the CDCA Plan amendment process and NEPA XE "NEPA"  requirements being met for the proposed use. The BSPP site currently is not identified within the CDCA Plan for such use; therefore, a CDCA Plan amendment is required. This PA/FEIS meets the NEPA requirements for consideration of the proposed BSPP project.

1.4.1 Planning Criteria (BLM)


The CDCA planning criteria are the constraints and ground rules that guide and direct the development of the Plan Amendment. They ensure that the Plan Amendment is tailored to the identified issues and ensure that unnecessary data collection and analyses are avoided. They focus on the decisions to be made in the Plan Amendment, and will achieve the following:


“Sites associated with power generation of transmission not identified in the Plan will be considered through the Plan Amendment process.”

Because the proposed facility is not currently identified within the CDCA, an amendment to identify the proposed facility within the CDCA is hereby proposed. Relevant guidelines are identified in Table 1, Multiple Use Class Guidelines, to the CDCA Plan (at page 15). As specified in the CDCA Chapter 7 Plan Amendment Process, there are three categories of Plan Amendments, including:


Category 1, for proposed changes that will not result in significant environmental impact or analysis through an EIS;


Category 2, for proposed changes that would require a significant change in the location or extent of a multiple-use class designation; and


Category 3, to accommodate a request for a specific use or activity that will require analysis beyond the Plan Amendment Decision.


Based on these criteria, approval of the proposed action would require a Category 3 amendment. This section summarizes the procedures necessary to evaluate the proposed Plan Amendment.


1.4.2 Statement of Plan Amendment


The Implementation section of the Energy Production and Utility Corridor XE "utility corridor" s Element of the CDCA lists a number of Category 3 amendments that have been approved since adoption of the CDCA Plan in 1980. An additional amendment is proposed to be added to this section of the CDCA, and would read “Permission granted to construct solar energy facility (proposed BSPP Project).”

Plan Amendment Process


The Plan Amendment process is outlined in Chapter 7 of the CDCA. In analyzing an applicant’s request for amending or changing the plan, the BLM District Manager, Desert District, will:


1. Determine if the request has been properly submitted and if any law or regulation prohibits granting the requested amendment;


2. Determine if alternative locations within the CDCA are available that would meet the applicant’s needs without requiring a change in the plan’s classification, or an amendment to any plan element;


3. Determine the environmental effects of granting and/or implementing the applicant’s request;


4. Consider the economic and social impacts of granting and/or implementing the applicant’s request;


5. Provide opportunities for and consideration of public comment on the proposed amendment, including input from the public and from Federal, State, and local government agencies; and 


6. Evaluate the effect of the proposed amendment on BLM management’s desert-wide obligation to achieve and maintain a balance between resource use and resource protection.


Decision Criteria for Evaluation of a Proposed Plan Amendment


The Decision Criteria to be used for approval or disapproval of the proposed plan amendment require that the following determinations be made by the BLM Desert District Manager:


1. The proposed plan amendment is in accordance with applicable laws and regulations; and


2. The proposed plan amendment will provide for the immediate and future management, use, development, and protection of the public lands within the CDCA.


The BLM Desert District Manager will base the rationale for these determinations on the principles of multiple use, sustained yield, and maintenance of environmental quality as required in FLPMA XE "FLPMA" .


Decision Criteria for Evaluation of Application


In addition to defining the required analyses and Decision Criteria for Plan Amendments, the Plan also defines the Decision Criteria to be used to evaluate future applications in the Energy Production and Utility Corridor XE "utility corridor" s Element of Chapter 3. These Decision Criteria include:


1. Minimize the number of separate rights-of-way by utilizing existing rights-of-way as a basis for planning corridors;


2. Encourage joint-use of corridors for transmission lines, canals, pipelines, and cables;


3. Provide alternative corridors to be considered during processing of applications;


4. Avoid sensitive resources wherever possible;


5. Conform to local plans whenever possible;


6. Consider wilderness values and be consistent with final wilderness recommendations;


7. Complete the delivery systems network;


8. Consider ongoing projects for which decisions have been made; and


9. Consider corridor networks which take into account power needs and alternative fuel resources.


Chapter 1 Relationship of Proposed Action to Non-BLM Policies, Plans, and Programs


tABLE 1-1
GENERAL LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS (LORS)


		Applicable LORS

		Description



		GENERAL



		Federal



		Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) XE "FLPMA"  (43 United States Code [USC] Section 1761; 43 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] part 1600.

		Establishes public land policy; guidelines for administration; and provides for the management, protection, development, and enhancement of public lands. In particular, the FLPMA’ XE "FLPMA" s relevance to the proposed project is that Title V, Section 501, establishes BLM’s authority to grant rights-of-way for generation, transmission, and distribution of electrical energy (FLPMA 2001).



		Bureau of Land Management XE "Bureau of Land Management"  – California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan, 1980 as Amended (BLM 1980)

		The 25 million-acre CDCA contains over 12 million acres of public lands spread within the area known as the California Desert, which includes the following three deserts: the Mojave, the Sonoran, and a small portion of the Great Basin. The 12 million acres of public lands administered by the BLM are half of the CDCA.


The CDCA Plan is a comprehensive, long-range plan with goals and specific actions for the management, use, development, and protection of the resources and public lands within the CDCA, and it is based on the concepts of multiple use, sustained yield, and maintenance of environmental quality. The plan’s goals and actions for each resource are established in its 12 elements. Each element provides both a desert-wide perspective of the planning decisions for one major resource or issue of public concern and a more specific interpretation of multiple-use class guidelines for a given resource and its associated activities.





		tABLE 1-1 (Continued)
GENERAL LAWS, ORDINANCES, REGULATIONS AND STANDARDS (LORS)



		Applicable LORS

		Description



		GENERAL (cont.)



		Federal (cont.)



		Northern and Eastern Colorado Desert (NECO) Coordinated Management Plan

		The NECO plan is a landscape-scale planning effort for most of the California portion of the Sonoran Desert ecosystem. The planning area encompasses over five million acres. The NECO Plan amended the CDCA plan in 2002 and is currently undergoing evaluation for further amendment. The CDCA Plan/NECO is related to the Draft Solar Energy Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement which is expected to be leased in 2011 and could give guidance as to how and where solar projects can be built on BLM lands.



		California Desert Renewable Energy XE "renewable energy"  Conservation Plan (DRECP)

		The DRECP is a Natural Community Conservation Plan that will help provide for effective protection and conservation of desert ecosystems while allowing for the appropriate development of renewable energy projects. Pursuant to DRECP, a joint Federal and State Renewable Energy XE "renewable energy"  Action Team (REAT) was established in 2008 by Executive Order S-14-08 and associated Memoranda of Understanding by and among several federal and state agencies. BLM is a voluntary participant in the REAT. The REAT’s primary mission is to streamline and expedite the permitting processes for renewable energy projects, while conserving endangered species and natural communities at the ecosystem scale. Executive Order S-14-08 directs the REAT to achieve these twin goals in the Mojave and Colorado Desert regions through the DRECP. On May 19, 2010, the REAT announced the signing of an agreement to enable renewable energy projects proposed in the California Desert to address mitigation requirements through the use of a deposit account rather than having to individually undertake mitigation for each project. This newly-established deposit account is one tool among several that renewable energy project proponents can use to mitigate impacts.



		Wild and Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act (1971) (BLM 2009h)

		The BLM protects, manages, and controls wild horses and burros under the authority of the Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act" Wild Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act of 1971 
(Act) to ensure that healthy herds thrive on healthy rangelands. The BLM manages these animals as part of its multiple-use mission under the 1976 Federal Land Policy and Management Act. One of the BLM’s key responsibilities under the Act is to determine the “appropriate management level” (AML) of wild horses and burros on the public rangelands. 



		State

		



		California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (PRC Section 21000 et seq.); CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR Section 15000 et seq., Appendix G)

		Requires public agencies in California to consider adverse direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on the environment before carrying out, authorizing or approving projects that could have such impacts, and to avoid or reduce significant environmental impacts when it is feasible to do so. 



		Local



		Riverside County General Plan and Vision, 

		The Land Use Element designates the general distribution, location, and extent of land uses, such as housing, business, industry, open space, agriculture, natural resources, recreation, and public/quasi-public uses. The Land Use section of the Palo Verde Valley Area Plan discusses the City of Blythe XE "City of Blythe"  Airport Influence Area.



		Land Use Element

		The Land Use designation of the project area is “Open Space Rural.”



		Open Space-Rural


Policies:

		The Open Space Rural land use designation is applied to remote privately owned open space areas with limited access and a lack of public services.



		LU 20.1

		Require that structures be designed to maintain the environmental character in which they are located.



		LU 20.4

		Ensure that development does not adversely impact the open space and rural character of the surrounding area



		Palo Verde Valley Area Plan – Land Use (2003)


Blythe Airport Influence Area

		Land uses, concentrations of population, and height of proposed development within this airport influence area are restricted in certain areas. 

There are a number of safety zones within the Blythe Airport Influence Area. The project would affect Zones E, D, C, and B1.



		GENERAL (cont.)



		Local (cont.)



		Land Use Designation

		The project area is designated rural desert.



		Multipurpose Open Space- LU Policies LU.20.1 and 20.4 noted above would also apply

		Require that structures be designed to maintain the environmental character in which they are located. Ensure that development does not adversely impact the open space and rural character of the surrounding area 



		Riverside County Land Use Ordinance 

		Assigns zones to land within unincorporated areas in the County, describes land uses allowed in each zone, and generally includes direction for implementing the County General Plan.



		Riverside County Airport Land Use Compatibility Plan

		Contains land use compatibility guidelines for the Blythe Airport. The Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission (RCALUC) reviews major land use projects within the Airport Influence Area to determine if they are consistent with the Compatibility Plan adopted by the RCALUC for the airports environs.



		AIR QUALITY



		Federal



		40 CFR Part 52

		Nonattainment New Source Review (NSR) requires a permit, Best Available Control Technology (BACT) and Offsets. Permitting and enforcement is delegated to the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD).


Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) requires major sources or major modifications to major sources to obtain permits for attainment pollutants. The BSPP is a new source that does not have a rule listed emission source; thus, the PSD trigger levels are 250 tons per year for NOx, XE "NOx"  VOC, SOx, PM10, XE "PM10"  PM2.5 XE "PM2.5"  and CO.



		40 CFR Part 60

		New Source Performance Standards (NSPS), Subpart Dc Standards of Performance for Small Industrial-Commercial-Institutional Steam Generation Units. Establishes recordkeeping and reporting requirements for natural gas-fired steam-generating units.


Subpart IIII Standards of Performance for Stationary Compression Ignition Internal Combustion Engines. Establishes emission standards for compression-ignition internal combustion engines, including emergency generator and fire water pump engines.



		40 CFR Part 93

		General Conformity requires a determination of conformity with the State Implementation Plan for a project that requires a Federal approval if the project’s annual emissions are above specified levels. 



		State



		California Health and Safety Code (HSC) Sections 40910-40930

		Permitting of source needs to be consistent with Air Resource Board (ARB) approved Clean Air Plans.



		HSC Section 41700

		Restricts emissions that would cause nuisance or injury.



		Title 17 California Code of Regulations (CCR) Section 93115

		Airborne Toxic XE "toxic"  Control Measure for Stationary Compression Ignition Engines limits the types of fuels allowed, establishes maximum emission rates, and establishes recordkeeping requirements on stationary compression ignition engines, including emergency generator and fire water pump engines.



		Local (Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District, MDAQMD)



		Rule 201 and 203 Permits Required

		Requires a Permit to Construct before construction of an emission source occurs. Prohibits operation of any equipment that emits or controls an air pollutant (such as XX) without first obtaining a permit to operate.



		Rules 401, 402, and 403 Nuisance, Visible Emissions, Fugitive Dust XE "fugitive dust" 

		Limits visible, nuisance, and fugitive dust emissions and would be applicable to the construction period of the project.



		Rule 404 Particulate Matter XE "particulate matter"  - Concentration

		Limits the particulate matter concentration from stationary source exhausts.



		AIR QUALITY (cont.)



		Local (Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District, MDAQMD) (cont.)



		Rule 406 Specific Contaminants

		Prohibits sulfur compound emissions in excess of 500 ppmv.



		Rule 407 Liquid and Gaseous Air Contaminants

		Prohibits carbon monoxide emissions in excess of 2,000 ppmv.



		Rule 409 Combustion Contaminants

		Limits the emissions from fossil fuel combustion.



		Rule 431 Sulfur Content of Fuels

		Limits the sulfur content of liquid fuels to no more than 0.5% by weight. 



		Rule 900 Standard of Performance for New Stationary Source

		Incorporates the Federal NSPS (40 CFR 60) rules by reference.



		Rule 1303 New Source Review

		Specifies BACT/Offsets technology and requirements for a new emissions unit that has potential to emit any regulated pollutants.



		Rule 1306 Electric Energy Generating Facilities

		Describes actions to be taken for permitting of power plants that are within the jurisdiction of the CEC. XE "CEC" 



		BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES



		Federal



		Federal Endangered Species Act (16 USC 1531 et seq.; 50 CFR Part 17, Section 17.1 et seq.)

		Designates and protects Federally threatened and endangered plants and animals and designated critical habitats.



		Clean Water Act (33 USC Sections 1251-1376; 40 CFR Section 330.5(a)(26))

		Requires the permitting and monitoring of all discharges to surface water bodies. Section 404 requires a permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE XE "USACE" ) for a discharge of dredged or fill materials into waters of the U.S., including wetlands. Section 401 requires an applicant for a Federal license or permit to conduct an activity that could result in a discharge to waters of the United States must provide the Federal agency with a certification from the applicable regional water quality control board (RWQCB) that any such discharge will comply with the Clean Water Act, including state and Federal water quality standards.



		Eagle Act (50 CFR Section 22.26)

		Would authorize limited take of bald eagles (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and golden eagles (Aquila chrysaetos) under the Eagle Act, where the take is associated with, but not the purpose of an otherwise lawful activity, and cannot practicably be avoided.



		Eagle Act (50 CFR Section 22.27)

		Would provide for the intentional take of eagle nests where (i) necessary to alleviate a safety hazard to people or eagles; (ii) necessary to ensure public health and safety; (iii) the nest prevents the use of a human–engineered structure, or; (iv) the activity, or mitigation for the activity, will provide a net benefit to eagles. Only inactive nests would be allowed to be taken except in the case of safety emergencies.



		Bald and Golden Eagle XE "golden eagle"  Protection Act (16 USC Section 668)

		Protects bald eagles and golden eagles by prohibiting, except under certain specified conditions, the take, possession, and commerce of such birds. The 1972 amendments increased penalties for violating provisions of the Act or regulations issued pursuant thereto and strengthened other enforcement measures. Rewards are provided for information leading to arrest and conviction for violation of the Act.



		Northern and Eastern Colorado Desert Coordinated Management Plan (NECO)

		A regional amendment to the CDCA Plan approved in 2002, NECO protects and conserves natural resources while simultaneously balancing human uses in the northern and eastern portion of the Colorado Desert.



		California Desert Protection Act of 1994 (CDPA) XE "CDPA" 

		An Act of Congress which established 69 wilderness areas, the Mojave National Preserve, expanded Joshua Tree and Death Valley National Monuments and redefined them as National Parks. Lands transferred to the National Park Service were formerly administered by the BLM and included substantial portions of grazing allotments, wild horse and burro Herd Management Areas, and Herd Areas.



		BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.)



		Federal (cont.)



		Migratory Bird Treaty (16 USC Sections 703-711)

		Makes it unlawful to take or possess any migratory nongame bird (or any part of such migratory nongame bird) as designated in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. XE "Migratory Bird Treaty Act" 



		Executive Order 11312

		Prevents and controls invasive species.



		Wild Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act (Public Law 92-195)

		Protects wild horses and burros from capture, branding, harassment, and death, and manages them with the intent to achieve and preserve the natural ecological balance on public lands.



		California Desert Conservation Area Plan

		The California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) comprises one of two national conservation areas established by Congress at the time of the passage of the Federal Land and Policy Management Act (FLPMA) XE "FLPMA" , which outlines how the BLM will manage public lands. Congress specifically provided guidance for the management of the CDCA and directed the development of the 1980 CDCA Plan. 



		Desert Tortoise XE "desert tortoise"  (Mojave Population) Recovery Plan (USFWS XE "USFWS"  1994) and Draft Revised Recovery Plan (USFWS 2008a)

		Describes a strategy for recovery and delisting of the desert tortoise. 



		State



		California Endangered Species Act of 1984 (Fish and Game Code Sections 2050-2098)

		Protects California’s rare, threatened, and endangered species.



		Protected furbearing mammals (14 CCR Section 460)

		Prohibits the take at any time of fisher, marten, river otter, desert kit fox and red fox.



		14 CCR Sections 670.2 and 670.5

		Lists the plants and animals of California that are declared rare, threatened, or endangered.



		Fully Protected Species (Fish and Game Code Sections 3511, 4700, 5050, and 5515)

		Designates certain species as fully-protected and prohibits the take of such species or their habitat unless for scientific purposes (see also California Code of Regulations Title 14, section 670.7).



		Nest or Eggs (Fish and Game Code Section 3503)

		Protects California’s birds by making it unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly destroy the nest or eggs of any bird.



		Birds of Prey (Fish and Game Code Section 3503.5

		Protects birds of prey by making it unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in the orders Falconiformes and Strigiformes or to take, possess, or destroy the nest or eggs of any such bird.



		Migratory Birds XE "migratory birds"  (Fish


and Game Code Section 3513)

		Protects California’s migratory birds by making it unlawful to take or possess any migratory nongame bird as designated in the Migratory Bird Treaty Act XE "Migratory Bird Treaty Act"  or any part of such migratory nongame birds.



		Nongame mammals (Fish and Game Code Section 4150)

		Makes it unlawful to take or possess any non-game mammal or parts thereof except as provided in the Fish and Game Code or in accordance with regulations adopted by the Fish and Game Commission.



		Significant Natural Areas (Fish and Game Code Section 1930 et seq.)

		Designates certain areas such as refuges, natural sloughs, riparian areas, and vernal pools as significant wildlife habitat.



		California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (California Public Resources Code Section 21000 et seq.); CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR Section 15380)

		CEQA defines rare species more broadly than the definitions for species listed under the state and Federal Endangered Species Acts.


Under CEQA Guidelines Section 15830, species not protected through state or Federal listing but nonetheless demonstrable as “endangered” or “rare” under CEQA should also receive consideration in environmental analyses. Included in this category are many plants considered rare by the California Native Plant Society (CNPS) and some animals on the CDFG’ XE "CDFG" s Special Animals List.



		BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont.)



		State (cont.)



		Streambed Alteration Agreement (Fish and Game Code Section 1600 et seq.)

		Regulates activities that may divert, obstruct, or change the natural flow or the bed, channel, or bank of any river, stream, or lake in California designated by CDFG XE "CDFG"  in which there is at any time an existing fish or wildlife resource or from which these resources derive benefit. Impacts to vegetation and wildlife resulting from disturbances to waterways are also reviewed and regulated during the permitting process.



		California Native Plant Protection Act of 1977 (Fish and Game Code Section 1900 et seq.)

		Designates state rare, threatened, and endangered plants.



		California Desert Native Plants Act of 1981 (Food and Agricultural Code Section 80001 et seq.; California Fish and Game Code Sections 1925-1926)

		Protects non-listed California desert native plants from unlawful harvesting on both public and private lands in Imperial, Inyo, Kern, Los Angeles, Mono, Riverside, San Bernardino, and San Diego counties. Unless issued a valid permit, wood receipt, tag, and seal by the commissioner or sheriff, harvesting, transporting, selling, or possessing specific desert plants is prohibited.



		Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act (California Water Code Section 13000 et seq.)

		Regulates discharges of waste and fill material to waters of the State, including “isolated” waters and wetlands.



		Local



		Riverside County General Plan

		Protection and preservation of wildlife for the maintenance of the balance of nature.



		CULTURAL RESOURCES



		Federal



		Antiquities Act of 1906


16 USC Sections 431–433

		Establishes criminal penalties for unauthorized destruction or appropriation of “any historic or prehistoric ruin or monument, or any object of antiquity” on Federal land; empowers the President to establish historical monuments and landmarks.



		Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 (ARPA)


16 USC 470aa et seq.

		Protects archaeological resources from vandalism and unauthorized collection on public and Indian lands.



		National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) XE "NHPA" 16 USC Section 470

		Directs Federal agencies to take into account the effects of their undertakings on properties included in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places. XE "National Register of Historic Places"  Sets inventory, nomination, protection and preservation responsibilities for Federally-owned cultural properties.



		Native American XE "Native American"  Graves Protection and Repatriation Act XE "Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act"  of 1990 (NAGPRA)


25 USC Sections 3001–3013

		Provides for the protection of Native American XE "Native American"  human remains, funerary objects, sacred objects and objects of cultural patrimony on Federal land. Establishes procedures for determining ownership of such remains and objects under Federal jurisdiction.



		GEOLOGY AND PALEONTOLOGY



		Federal



		Antiquities Act of 1906 (16 USC Sections 431-433; 43 CFR Part 3)

		The proposed BSPP site is located entirely on land currently administered by the BLM. Although there is no specific mention of natural or paleontologic resources in the Act itself, or in the Act’s uniform rules and regulations, ‘objects of antiquity’ has been interpreted to include fossils by the Federal Highways Act of 1956, the National Park Service (NPS), XE "National Park Service (NPS)"  the BLM, the Forest Service (USFS), and other Federal agencies. 



		National Environmental Policy Act of 1970 (NEPA) XE "NEPA"  (42 USC Section 4321 et. seq.)

		Established the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) XE "CEQ" , which is charged with preserving ‘important historic, cultural, and natural aspects of our national heritage’.



		GEOLOGY AND PALEONTOLOGY (cont.)



		Federal (cont.)



		Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) XE "FLPMA"  (43 USC Sections 1701-1784)

		Authorizes the BLM to manage public lands to protect the quality scientific, scenic, historical, archeological, and other values, and to develop ‘regulations and plans for the protection of public land areas of critical environmental concern’, which include ‘important historic, cultural or scenic values’. Also charged with the protection of ‘life and safety from natural hazards’.



		Paleontologic Resources Preservation Act (PRPA) (Public Law 111-011)

		Authorizes Departments of Interior and Agriculture Secretaries to manage the protection of paleontologic resources on Federal lands.



		National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA) XE "NHPA"  (16 USC 470)

		Establishes policies for the ‘preservation of the prehistoric and historic resources of the United States’, under the direction of the Secretary of the Interior XE "Secretary of the Interior"  and the BLM. 



		State



		California Building Code (CBC), 2007

		Includes a series of standards that are used in project investigation, design, and construction (including grading and erosion control).



		Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act (California Public Resources Code [PRC], Sections 2621–2630)

		Mitigates against surface fault rupture of known active faults beneath occupied structures. Requires disclosure to potential buyers of existing real estate and a 50-foot setback for new occupied buildings. Portions of the site and proposed ancillary facilities are located within designated Alquist-Priolo Fault Zones. The proposed site layout places occupied structures outside of the 50-foot setback zone.



		Seismic Hazards Mapping Act (PRC Sections 2690–2699)

		Identifies areas that are subject to the effects of strong ground shaking, such as liquefaction, landslides, tsunamis, and seiches.



		PRC Sections 5097.5 and 30244

		Regulates removal of paleontologic resources from state lands, defines unauthorized removal of fossil resources as a misdemeanor, and requires mitigation of disturbed sites.



		Warren-Alquist Act (PRC Sections 25527 and 25550.5(i))

		Requires the CEC XE "CEC"  to “give the greatest consideration to the need for protecting areas of critical environmental concern, including, but not limited to, unique and irreplaceable scientific, scenic, and educational wildlife habitats; unique historical, archaeological, and cultural sites…” With respect to paleontologic resources, the CEC relies on guidelines from the Society for Vertebrate Paleontology, XE "paleontology"  indicated below.



		Society for Vertebrate Paleontology XE "paleontology"  (SVP), 1995

		The “Measures for Assessment and Mitigation XE "mitigation"  of Adverse Impacts to Non-Renewable Paleontologic Resources: Standard Procedures” is a set of procedures and standards for assessing and mitigating impacts to vertebrate paleontologic resources. The measures were adopted in October 1995 by the SVP, a national organization of professional scientists.



		Local



		Riverside County General Plan 2000, Safety Element

		Adopts the Uniform Building Code (UBC) (1997), which provides design criteria for buildings and excavations. The UBC is superseded by the CBC (2007). Requires mitigation measures for geologic hazards, including seismic shaking, surface rupture (adopts Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Fault Zoning Act), liquefaction, unstable soils and slopes, and flooding.



		Riverside County General Plan 2000, Multipurpose Open Space Element

		Provides for ‘preservation of cultural, historical, archaeological, paleontologic, geologic and educational resources’. Also provides a map showing paleontologic sensitivity in the county.



		HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT 



		Federal



		Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986 (42 USC Section 9601 et seq.)

		Contains the Emergency Planning and Community Right To Know Act (also known as SARA Title III).



		HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT (cont.)



		Federal (cont.)



		Clean Air Act of 1990 (CAA) XE "CAA"  (42 USC 7401 et seq., as amended)

		Establishes a nationwide emergency planning and response program and imposes reporting requirements for businesses that store, handle, or produce significant quantities of extremely hazardous materials.



		The CAA XE "CAA"  section on risk management plans (42 USC Section 112(r))

		Requires states to implement a comprehensive system informing local agencies and the public when a significant quantity of such materials is stored or handled at a facility. The requirements of both SARA Title III and the CAA XE "CAA"  are reflected in the California Health and Safety Code, section 25531, et seq.



		49 CFR 172.802

		Contains the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) requirement that suppliers of hazardous materials prepare and implement security plans. 



		49 CFR Part 1572, Subparts A and B

		Requires suppliers of hazardous materials to ensure that all their hazardous materials drivers are in compliance with personnel background security checks.



		Oil Pollution Prevention Regulation (40 CFR 112)

		Aims to prevent the discharge or threat of discharge of oil into navigable waters or adjoining shorelines. Requires a written spill prevention, control, and countermeasures (SPCC) plan to be prepared for facilities that store oil that could leak into navigable waters. 



		49 CFR Part 190

		Outlines gas pipeline safety program procedures.



		49 CFR Part 191

		Addresses transportation of natural and other gas by pipeline: annual reports, incident reports, and safety-related condition reports. Requires operators of pipeline systems to notify the DOT of any reportable incident by telephone and then submit a written report within 30 days.



		49 CFR Part 192

		Addresses transportation of natural and other gas by pipeline and minimum Federal safety standards, specifies minimum safety requirements for pipelines including material selection, design requirements, and corrosion protection. The safety requirements for pipeline construction vary according to the population density and land use that characterize the surrounding land. This part also contains regulations governing pipeline construction (which must be followed for Class 2 and Class 3 pipelines) and the requirements for preparing a pipeline integrity management program.



		Interim Final Rule (6 CFR Part 27) 

		A regulation of the U.S. Department of Homeland Security that requires facilities that use or store certain hazardous materials to submit information to the Department so that a vulnerability assessment can be conducted to determine what certain specified security measures shall be implemented. 



		State



		8 CCR Section 5189

		Requires facility owners to develop and implement effective safety management plans that ensure that large quantities of hazardous materials are handled safely. While such requirements primarily provide for the protection of workers, they also indirectly improve public safety and are coordinated with the Risk Management Plan (RMP) process.



		HSC Section 41700

		Requires that “No person shall discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which causes injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause injury or damage to business or property.”



		California Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act XE "Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act"  of 1986 (Proposition 65) (HSC Section 25249.5 et seq.)

		Prevents certain chemicals that cause cancer and reproductive toxicity from being discharged into sources of drinking water.



		Hazardous Material Business Plan (HSC Sections 25500-25541; 19 CCR Sections 2720- 2734

		Requires the submittal of a chemical inventory and planning and reporting for management of hazardous materials.



		HAZARDOUS MATERIALS MANAGEMENT (cont.)



		State (cont.)



		Hazardous Substance Information and Training Act, 8 CCR Section 339; Section 3200 et seq., 5139 et seq., and 5160 et seq.

		8 CCR Section 339 lists hazardous chemicals relating to the Hazardous Substance Information and Training Act; 8 CCR Section 3200 et seq. and Section 5139 et seq. address the control of hazardous substances; 8 CCR Section 5160 et seq. addresses hot, flammable, poisonous, corrosive, and irritant substances. Together, these sections require the listing and implementation of specified control measures for the management of hazardous substances.



		HSC Sections 25270- 25270.13

		Requires the preparation of a Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures (SPCC) Plan if 10,000 gallons or more of petroleum is stored on-site. The regulations would also require the immediate reporting of a spill or release of 42 gallons or more to the California Office of Emergency Services and the Certified Unified Program Authority (CUPA).



		Process Safety Management (8 CCR Section 5189) 

		Requires facility owners to develop and implement effective process safety management plans when toxic, reactive, flammable, or explosive chemicals are maintained on site in quantities that exceed regulatory thresholds.



		Local



		Riverside County Fire Code, Riverside County Code Chapter 8.32: Ordinance No. 787

		Adopts the California Fire Code, 2007 Edition, with some of its appendices, into Riverside County regulations.



		Disclosure of Hazardous Materials and the Formulation of Business Emergency Plans: Riverside County Ordinance 651

		Requires disclosure where businesses handle hazardous materials and requires the development of response plans; designates Riverside County Department of Environmental Health as responsible for administration and enforcement of local codes.



		PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY



		Federal



		Clean Air Act Section 112 (42 USC Section 7412)

		Requires new sources of air pollution that emit more than 10 tons per year of any specified Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAP) XE "Hazardous Air Pollutant (HAP)"  or more than 25 tons per year of any combination of HAPs to apply Maximum Achievable Control Technology.



		State



		California Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act XE "Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act"  of 1986 (Proposition 65) (HSC Section 25249.5 et seq.)

		Establish thresholds of exposure to carcinogenic substances above which Prop 65 exposure warnings are required.



		HSC Section 41700

		States that “no person shall discharge from any source whatsoever such quantities of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to any considerable number of persons or to the public, or which endanger the comfort, repose, health, or safety of any such persons or the public, or which cause, or have a natural tendency to cause injury or damage to business or property.”



		Air Toxics Hot Spots Program (HSC Section 44300 et seq.)

		Requires participation in the inventory and reporting program at the District level.



		Air Toxics Hot Spots Information and Assessment Act (HSC Sections 44360– 44366)

		Requires that, based on results of a Health Risk Assessment (HRA) conducted per CARB/OEHHA guidelines, toxic contaminants do not exceed acceptable levels.



		PRC Section 25523(a); 20 CCR Sections 1752.5, 2300–2309 and Div. 2 Chapter 5, Article 1, Appendix B, Part (1); California Clean Air Act, HSC Section 39650, et seq.

		Requires a quantitative HRA for new or modified sources, including power plants that emit one or more toxic air contaminants (TACs).



		PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY (cont.)



		Local



		Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District (MDAQMD) Rule 402

		Prohibits the discharge of air contaminants or other material which cause injury, detriment, nuisance, or annoyance to the public; endanger the comfort, repose, health or safety of the public; or cause injury or damage to business or property.



		MDAQMD Regulation X Emission Standards for Additional Specific Air Contaminants

		Provides notice to the regulated community that California Air Toxic XE "toxic"  Control measures (ATCMs) are enforceable by the MDAQMD within its jurisdiction and Federal maximum achievable control technology (MACT) and NESHAPS are adopted by reference and enforced by the MDAQMD.



		MDAQMD Rule 1320

		Requires the use of best available control technology (BACT) and best available control technology for toxics (T-BACT) at certain projects and the preparation of an HRA.



		MDAQMD Rule 1520

		Implementation of HSC Section 44300 et seq., Air Toxics “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act.



		SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENAL JUSTICE 



		Federal



		Emergency Economic Stabilization Act of 2008 (PL 110-343) Business Solar Investment Tax Credit (Internal Revenue Code Section 48)

		Extends the 30 percent investment tax credit (ITC) for solar energy property for eight years through December 31, 2016. The bill allows the ITC to be used to offset both regular and alternative minimum tax (AMT) and waives the public utility exception of current law (i.e., permits utilities to directly invest in solar facilities and claim the ITC). The five-year accelerated depreciation allowance for solar property is permanent and unaffected by passage of the eight-year extension of the solar ITC.



		State



		California Revenue and Taxation Code Section 73

		Allows property tax exclusion for certain types of solar energy systems. 



		California Education Code Section 17620

		The governing board of any school district is authorized to levy a fee, charge, dedication, or other requirement for the purpose of funding the construction or reconstruction of school facilities. 



		California Government Code Sections 65996-65997

		Except for a fee, charge, dedication, or other requirement authorized under Section 17620 of the Education Code, state and local public agencies may not impose fees, charges, or other financial requirements to offset the cost for school facilities.



		TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE (TLSN) 



		Federal (Aviation Safety)



		Objects Affecting the Navigable Air Space (14 CFR Part 77)

		Describes the criteria used to determine the need for a Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) “Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration” in cases of potential obstruction hazards.



		FAA Advisory Circular No. 70/7460-1G, “Proposed Construction and/or Alteration of Objects that May Affect the Navigation Space”

		Addresses the need to file the “Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration” form (Form XE "form"  7640) with the FAA in cases of potential for an obstruction hazard.



		FAA Advisory Circular 70/460-1G, “Obstruction Marking and Lighting”

		Describes the FAA standards for marking and lighting objects that may pose a navigation hazard as established using the criteria in Title 14, Part 77 of the CFR.



		Federal (Interference with Radio Frequency Communication)



		47 CFR Section 15.2524, Federal Communications Commission (FCC)

		Prohibits operation of devices that can interfere with radio-frequency communication and requires mitigation of any interference by the owner of the source.



		State (Interference with Radio Frequency Communication)



		California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) General Order 52 (GO-52 )

		Governs the construction and operation of power and communications lines to prevent or mitigate interference.



		TRANSMISSION LINE SAFETY AND NUISANCE (TLSN) (cont.)



		Local (Audible Noise)



		Riverside County General Plan, Noise Element

		Establishes policies and programs to ensure that noise levels are appropriate to land uses.



		Riverside County Noise Ordinance

		Establishes performance standards for planned residential or other noise-sensitive land uses.



		State (Hazardous and Nuisance Shocks)



		Rules for Overhead Electric Line XE "line"  Construction (CPUC GO-95)

		Governs clearance requirements to prevent hazardous shocks, grounding techniques to minimize nuisance shocks, and maintenance and inspection requirements.



		High Voltage Safety Orders (8 CCR Section 2700 et seq.)

		Specifies requirements and minimum standards for safely installing, operating, working around, and maintaining electrical installations and equipment.



		National Electrical Safety Code (i.e. National Fire Protection Association [NFPA] 70E)

		OSHA adopted the NESC/NFPA 70E which specifies grounding procedures to limit nuisance shocks. Also specifies minimum conductor ground clearances.



		Industry Standards (Hazardous and Nuisance Shocks)



		Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE) 1119, “IEEE Guide for Fence Safety Clearances in Electric-Supply Stations”

		Specifies the guidelines for grounding-related practices within the right-of-way and substations.



		State (Electric and Magnetic Fields)



		Rules for Planning and Construction of Electric Generation Line XE "line"  and Substation Facilities in California (CPUC GO‑131-D)

		Specifies application and noticing requirements for new line construction including electromagnetic fields (EMF) reduction. 



		CPUC Decision 93-11-013

		Specifies CPUC requirements for reducing power frequency EMF.



		Industry Standards (Electric and Magnetic Fields)



		American National Standards Institute (ANSI/IEEE) 644-1944 Standard Procedures for Measurement of Power Frequency Electric and Magnetic Fields from AC Power Lines

		Specifies standard procedures for measuring EMF from an operating electric line. 



		State (Fire Hazards)



		Fire Prevention Standards for Electric Utilities (14 CCR Sections 1250-1258)

		Provides specific exemptions from electric pole and tower firebreak and conductor clearance standards and specifies when and where standards apply.



		VISUAL RESOURCES



		Federal



		California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan

		The BSPP is located within the California Desert Conservation Area Plan, which is the BLM Resource Management Plan applicable to the BSPP site (USDOI, 1980, as amended). The CDCA Plan did not include Visual Resource Management (VRM) XE "visual resource management (VRM)"  inventory or management classes. However, a BLM-approved Visual Resource Inventory (VRI) was conducted in 2005 for the Devers-Palo Verde 2 Transmission XE "transmission"  Line XE "line"  Project EIS/EIR, which covers the site of the proposed action.



		VISUAL RESOURCES (cont.)



		Federal (cont.)



		California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan (cont.)

		The BSPP site is classified in the CDCA Plan as Multiple-Use Class (MUC) M (Moderate Use). Management of MUC M lands is based upon a controlled balance between higher intensity use and protection of public lands. This class provides for a wide variety of present and future uses such as mining, livestock grazing, recreation, energy, and utility development. Class M management is also designed to conserve desert resources and to mitigate damage to those resources, which permitted uses may cause.


Table 1 of the CDCA Plan illustrates the types of allowable land uses by MUC Class. The table specifically includes Electrical Power Generation Facilities including Wind/Solar facilities. Guidance provided under this section allows for the authorization of such facilities within MUC M lands in compliance with NEPA XE "NEPA"  requirements.

New major electric transmission facilities may be allowed only within designated utility corridors. Existing facilities within designated utility corridors may be maintained and upgraded or improved in accordance with existing rights-of-way or amendments to right-of- way grants.



		State



		State Scenic Highway Program


(California Streets and Highways Code Sections 260-263)

		The California State Department of Transportation (Caltrans) identifies a state system of eligible and designated scenic highways which, if designated, are subject to various controls intended to preserve their scenic quality. Interstate 10 within the project viewshed is not listed as an eligible State Scenic Highway. 



		Local



		Riverside County Integrated Plan LU-4 Relating to Project Design

		LU 4.1: Requires that new developments be located and designed to visually enhance, not degrade the character of the surrounding area through consideration of the following concepts: 


c.
Require that an appropriate landscape plan be submitted and implemented for development projects subject to discretionary review.



		

		d.
Require that new development utilize drought- tolerant landscaping and incorporate adequate drought-conscious irrigation systems.



		

		l.
Mitigate noise, odor, lighting, and other impacts on surrounding properties.



		

		m.
Provide and maintain landscaping in open spaces and parking lots.



		

		n.
Include extensive landscaping.



		

		o.
Preserve natural features, such as unique natural terrain, drainage ways, and native vegetation, wherever possible, particularly where they provide continuity with more extensive regional systems.



		

		p.
Require that new development be designed to provide adequate space for pedestrian connectivity and access, recreational trails, vehicular access and parking, supporting functions, open space, and other pertinent elements.



		

		LU 4.2: Require property owners to maintain structures and landscaping to a high standard of design, health, and safety through the following:


c.
Promote and support community and neighborhood based efforts for the maintenance, upkeep, and renovation of structures and sites.



		County Scenic Corridors

		LU 13.1: Preserve and protect outstanding scenic vistas and visual features for the enjoyment of the traveling public.



		

		LU 13.3: Ensure that the design and appearance of new landscaping, structures, equipment, signs, or grading within Designated and Eligible State and County scenic highway corridors are compatible with the surrounding scenic setting or environment.



		VISUAL RESOURCES (cont.)



		Local (cont.)



		County Scenic Corridors
(cont.)

		LU 13.7: Require that the size, height, and type of on-premise signs visible from Designated and Eligible State and County Scenic Highways be the minimum necessary for identification. The design, materials, color, and location of the signs shall blend with the environment, utilizing natural materials where possible.



		

		LU 13.8: Avoid the blocking of public views by solid walls.



		The following policies apply to properties designated as Open Space-Rural on the area plan land use maps.

		LU 20.1: Require that structures be designed to maintain the environmental character in which they are located.



		

		LU 20.2: Require that development be designed to blend with undeveloped natural contours of the site and avoid an unvaried, unnatural, or manufactured appearance.



		

		LU 20.3: Require that adequate and available circulation facilities, water resources, sewer facilities, and/or septic capacity exist to meet the demands of the proposed land use.



		

		LU 20.4: Ensure that development does not adversely impact the open space and rural character of the surrounding area.



		WASTE MANAGEMENT 



		Federal



		Solid Waste Disposal Act of 1965 (as amended and revised by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976, et al.) (42 USC Section 6901 et seq.)

		The Solid Waste Disposal Act, as amended and revised by the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) etc., establishes requirements for the management of solid wastes (including hazardous wastes), landfills, underground storage tanks, and certain medical wastes. The statute also addresses program administration, implementation and delegation to states, enforcement provisions, and responsibilities, as well as research, training, and grant funding provisions. 


RCRA Subtitle C establishes provisions for the generation, storage, treatment, and disposal of hazardous waste, including requirements addressing:


Generator record keeping practices that identify quantities of hazardous wastes generated and their disposition;


Waste labeling practices and use of appropriate containers;


Use of a manifest when transporting wastes; 


Submission of periodic reports to the United States Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) or other authorized agency; and


Corrective action to remediate releases of hazardous waste and contamination associated with RCRA-regulated facilities.


RCRA Subtitle D establishes provisions for the design and operation of solid waste landfills.


RCRA is administered at the Federal level by U.S. EPA and its 10 regional offices. The Pacific Southwest regional office (Region 9) implements U.S. EPA programs in California, Nevada, Arizona, and Hawaii. 



		Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (Superfund) (42 USC Section 9601 et seq.)

		Establishes authority and funding mechanisms for cleanup of uncontrolled or abandoned hazardous waste sites, as well as cleanup of accidents, spills, or emergency releases of pollutants and contaminants into the environment. Among other things, the statute addresses:


Reporting requirements for releases of hazardous substances;


Requirements for remedial action at closed or abandoned hazardous waste sites, and brownfields;


Liability of persons responsible for releases of hazardous substances or waste; and 



		WASTE MANAGEMENT (cont.)



		Federal (cont.)



		Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act (Superfund) (42 USC Section 9601 et seq.)
(cont.)

		Requirements for property owners/potential buyers to conduct “all appropriate inquiries” into previous ownership and uses of the property to 1) determine if hazardous substances have been or may have been released at the site, and 2) establish that the owner/buyer did not cause or contribute to the release. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment is commonly used to satisfy CERCLA “all appropriate inquiries” requirements. 



		40 CFR Subchapter I – Solid Wastes

		Implements the provisions of the Solid Waste Disposal Act and RCRA (described above). Among other things, the regulations establish the criteria for classification of solid waste disposal facilities (landfills), hazardous waste characteristic criteria and regulatory thresholds, hazardous waste generator requirements, and requirements for management of used oil and universal wastes.

Part 257 addresses the criteria for classification of solid waste disposal facilities and practices.


Part 258 addresses the criteria for municipal solid waste landfills.


Parts 260 through 279 address management of hazardous wastes, used oil, and universal wastes (i.e., batteries, mercury-containing equipment, and lamps). 


U.S. EPA implements the regulations at the Federal level. However, California is an RCRA-authorized state, so most of the solid and hazardous waste regulations are implemented by state agencies and authorized local agencies in lieu of U.S. EPA.



		Hazardous Materials Regulations (49 CFR Parts 172 and 173)

		Address the U.S. Department of Transportation (DOT) established standards for transport of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes. The standards include requirements for labeling, packaging, and shipping of hazardous materials and hazardous wastes, as well as training requirements for personnel completing shipping papers and manifests. Section 172.205 specifically addresses use and preparation of hazardous waste manifests in accordance with 40 CFR Section 262.20. 



		Clean Water Act (33 USC Section 1251 et seq.) 

		The Clean Water Act governs the discharge of wastewater to surface waters of the U.S. 



		State



		Hazardous Waste Control Act of 1972, as amended (HSC Section 25100 et seq.)

		Creates the framework under which hazardous wastes are managed in California. The law provides for the development of a state hazardous waste program that administers and implements the provisions of the Federal RCRA program. It also provides for the designation of California-only hazardous wastes and development of standards (regulations) that are equal to or, in some cases, more stringent than Federal requirements.


The California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal/EPA), Department of Toxic XE "toxic"  Substances Control (DTSC) administers and implements the provisions of the law at the state level. Certified Unified Program Agencies (CUPAs) implement some elements of the law at the local level. 



		Environmental Health Standards for the Management of Hazardous Waste (22 CCR Div. 4.5, Section 66001 et seq.)

		Establish requirements for the management and disposal of hazardous waste in accordance with the provisions of the California Hazardous Waste Control Act and Federal RCRA. As with the Federal requirements, waste generators must determine if their wastes are hazardous according to specified characteristics or lists of wastes. Hazardous waste generators must obtain identification numbers; prepare manifests before transporting the waste off site; and use only permitted treatment, storage, and disposal facilities. Generator standards also include requirements for record keeping, reporting, packaging, and labeling. Additionally, while not a Federal requirement, California requires that hazardous waste be transported by registered hazardous waste transporters. 


The standards addressed by 22 CCR include:


Identification and Listing of Hazardous Waste (Ch. 11, Section 66261.1 et seq.).


Standards Applicable to Generator of Hazardous Waste (Ch. 12, Section 66262.10 et seq.).



		WASTE MANAGEMENT (cont.)



		State (cont.)



		Environmental Health Standards for the Management of Hazardous Waste (22 CCR Div. 4.5, Section 66001 et seq.) (cont.)

		Standards Applicable to Transporters of Hazardous Waste (Ch. 13, Section 66263.10 et seq.).


Standards for Universal Waste Management (Ch. 23, Section 66273.1 et seq.).


Standards for the Management of Used Oil (Ch. 29, Section 66279.1 et seq.).


Requirements for Units and Facilities Deemed to Have a Permit by Rule (Ch. 45, Section 67450.1 et seq.).


The Title 22 regulations are established and enforced at the state level by DTSC. Some generator and waste treatment standards are also enforced at the local level by CUPAs.



		Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program 


(Unified Program) (HSC Ch. 6.11, Sections 25404– 25404.9)

		Consolidates, coordinates, and makes consistent the administrative requirements, permits, inspections, and enforcement activities of the six environmental and emergency response programs listed below. 


Aboveground Petroleum Storage Act requirements for Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plans. 


Hazardous Materials Release and Response Plans and Inventories (Business Plans).


California Accidental Release Prevention (CalARP) Program.


Hazardous Materials Management Plan / Hazardous Materials Inventory Statements.


Hazardous Waste Generator / Tiered Permitting Program.


Underground Storage Tank Program.


The state agencies responsible for these programs set the standards for their programs while local governments implement the standards. The local agencies implementing the Unified Program are known as CUPAs. 


Note: The Waste Management analysis only considers application of the Hazardous Waste Generator/Tiered Permitting element of the Unified Program. 



		Unified Hazardous Waste and Hazardous Materials Management Regulatory Program (27 CCR Div. 1, Subdiv, 4, Ch. 1, Section 15100 et seq.)

		While these regulations primarily address certification and implementation of the program by the local CUPAs, the regulations do contain specific reporting requirements for businesses.


Article 9 – Unified Program Standardized Forms and Formats (Sections 15400–15410).


Article 10 – Business Reporting to CUPAs (Sections 15600–15620).



		California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989 (CIWMA) (PRC Div. 30, 


Section 40000 et seq.)

		Establishes mandates and standards for management of solid waste in California. The law addresses solid waste landfill diversion requirements; establishes the preferred waste management hierarchy (source reduction first, then recycling and reuse, and treatment and disposal last); sets standards for design and construction of municipal landfills; and addresses programs for county waste management plans and local implementation of solid waste requirements.



		California Integrated Waste Management Board (14 CCR Div, 7, Section 17200 et seq.)

		Implement the provisions of the CIWMA and set forth minimum standards for solid waste handling and disposal. The regulations include standards for solid waste management, as well as enforcement and program administration provisions.


Chapter 3 – Minimum Standards for Solid Waste Handling and Disposal.


Chapter 3.5 – Standards for Handling and Disposal of Asbestos Containing Waste.


Chapter 7 – Special Waste Standards.


Chapter 8 – Used Oil Recycling Program.


Chapter 8.2 – Electronic Waste Recovery and Recycling. 



		WASTE MANAGEMENT (cont.)



		State (cont.)



		Hazardous Waste Source Reduction and Management Review Act of 1989 (HWSRMRA) (HSC Div. 20, Ch. 6.5, Art. 11.9, Section 25244.12 et seq.)

		Expands the state’s hazardous waste source reduction activities. Among other things, it establishes hazardous waste source reduction review, planning, and reporting requirements for businesses that routinely generate more than 12,000 kilograms (approximately 26,400 pounds) of hazardous waste in a designated reporting year. The review and planning elements are required to be done on a four-year cycle, with a summary progress report due to DTSC every fourth year. 



		Hazardous Waste Source Reduction and Management Review (22 CCR Section 67100.1 et seq.)

		Implement the provisions of the HWSRMRA. The regulations establish the specific review elements and reporting requirements to be completed by generators subject to the act. 



		23 CCR Div. 3, Ch. 16 and 18

		Relate to hazardous material storage and petroleum UST cleanup, as well as hazardous waste generator permitting, handling, and storage. The DTSC Imperial County CUPA is responsible for local enforcement.



		Local



		County of Riverside General Plan, Safety Element: Policy S 6.1

		Describes the County’s policies and siting criteria identified in the County of Riverside Hazardous Waste Management Plan including coordination of hazardous waste facility responsibilities on a regional basis through the Southern California Hazardous Waste Management Authority



		Riverside County Code Title 8 Chapters 8.60, 8.84, and 8.132, Health and Safety

		Establishes requirements for the use, generation, storage, and disposal of hazardous and non-hazardous materials and wastes within the County. 



		Riverside County Code, Chapter 8.32, Ordinance No. 787, Fire

		Adopts the 2007 California Fire Code. 



		WORKER SAFETY AND FIRE PROTECTION



		Federal



		Occupational Safety and Health Act of 1970 (29 USC Section 651 et seq.)

		Mandates safety requirements in the workplace with the purpose of “[assuring] so far as possible every working man and woman in the nation safe and healthful working conditions and to preserve our human resources” (29 USC Section 651).



		Occupational Safety and Health Administration Safety and Health Regulations (29 CFR Sections 1910.1- 1910.1500)

		Define the procedures for promulgating regulations and conducting inspections to implement and enforce safety and health procedures to protect workers, particularly in the industrial sector.



		29 CFR Sections 1952.170-1952.175

		Provide Federal approval of California’s plan for enforcement of its own Safety and Health requirements, in lieu of most of the Federal requirements found in 29 CFR sections 1910.1 to 1910.1500.



		State



		Cal/OSHA regulations (8 CCR all applicable sections)

		Require that all employers follow these regulations as they pertain to the work involved, including regulations pertaining to safety matters during construction, commissioning, and operations of power plants, as well as safety around electrical components, fire safety, and hazardous materials use, storage, and handling.



		24 CCR Section 3 et seq. 

		Incorporate the current edition of the Uniform Building Code.



		HSC Section 25500 et seq. 

		Present Risk Management Plan requirements for threshold quantities of listed acutely hazardous materials at a facility.



		HSC Sections 25500-25541 

		Require a Hazardous Material Business Plan detailing emergency response plans for hazardous materials emergency at a facility.



		WORKER SAFETY AND FIRE PROTECTION (cont.)



		Local



		Riverside County Ordinance 457

		Adopts specific building, mechanical, plumbing, and electrical codes from sources such as the California Building Standards Commission with county-specific modifications.



		Riverside County Ordinance 787

		Adopts the 2007 edition of the California Fire Code and portions of the 2007 edition of the California Building Code with county-specific modifications.



		Riverside County Ordinance 615

		Establishes requirements for the use, generation, storage and disposal of hazardous materials within the County.



		Riverside County Dept. of Environmental Health, Hazardous Materials Releases

		Adopts State requirements and guidelines to govern hazardous materials release response plans and inventories. 



		Chapter 22 of the 2007 California Fire Code 

		Addresses requirements for Motor Fuel-Dispensing Facilities and Repair Garages. It has been adopted by Riverside County and will apply to the fuel depot at the site.



		NFPA 30a 

		This is the NFPA code for Motor Fuel Dispensing Facilities and Repair Garages (2008 Edition) and is the industry standard for fuel depots. 



		NOISE



		Federal



		Occupational Safety & Health Act (OSHA): 29 U.S.C. Section 651 et seq.

		Protects workers from the effects of occupational noise exposure.



		State



		California Occupational Safety & Health Act (Cal-OSHA): 29 U.S.C. Section 651 et seq., Cal. Code Regs., tit. 8, Sections 5095-5099

		Protects workers from the effects of occupational noise exposure. Note, These standards are equivalent to federal OSHA standards





		Local



		Riverside County General Plan, Noise Element 

		Establishes goals, objectives, and procedures to protect the public from noise intrusion. Land use compatibility defines the acceptability of a land use in a specified noise environment. For residential land uses, these guidelines categorize noise levels of up to 60 dBA day/night average sound level (Ldn) XE "Ldn"  or CNEL XE "CNEL"  as “normally acceptable” and up to 70 dBA Ldn or CNEL as “conditionally acceptable.”



		Riverside County Noise Ordinance, Ordinance 847

		Section 4 of Ordinance No. 847 (Regulating Noise) limits noise on any property that causes the exterior noise level on any other occupied property to 55 dBA during the daytime hours and 45 dBA during the nighttime hours, for noise-sensitive receptors
 within a very low density rural area, such the area surrounding the site. 


Also limits the hours of construction activities to the hours of 6:00 a.m. to 7:00 p.m., June through September, 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m., October through May, Mondays through Fridays, and to 9:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. on Saturdays. 





Also see Appendix B, which describes the Federal Laws, Regulations and Executive Orders that apply to BLM-administered lands in the action area.


Chapter 1 Interagency Coordination

The BLM and CEC XE "CEC"  seek comments from and work closely with other regulatory agencies that administer LORS that may be applicable to the proposed action. These agencies may include the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, State Water Resources XE "water resources"  Control Board/Regional Water Quality Control Board, State Historic Preservation Office, California Department of Fish and Game, and the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District. On December 21, 2009, the CEC staff sent the BSPP AFC to all local, state, and Federal agencies that might be affected by or have an interest in the proposed action.


The BLM has notified affected Indian Tribe XE "Indian Tribe" s regarding the proposed action, has sought their comments, and has invited them to consult on the BSPP on a government-to government basis. The affected Indian Tribes are currently working with the BLM. 


Chapter 1 Issues Addressed in the NEPA XE "NEPA"  Analysis


The BLM solicited internal and external input on the issues, impacts, and potential alternatives to be addressed in the EIS for the BSPP, as well as the extent to which those issues and impacts would be analyzed in the document. This process is called “scoping” (40 CFR 1501.7). Internal input was provided by BLM and cooperating agency staff, as an interdisciplinary process, to help define issues, alternatives, and data needs. External scoping involved notification and opportunities for feedback from other agencies, organizations, tribes, local governments, and the public. Formal public scoping begins following publication of a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare an environmental impact statement for a proposed action. 

The NOI for the BSPP was published in the Federal Register on November 23, 2009. On December 11, 2009, BLM held a Scoping XE "scoping"  Meeting at the University of California-Riverside, Palm Desert Campus. A draft scoping report was released for public review and comment in January 2010. BLM gave a presentation at and participated in the CEC XE "CEC" ’s January 25, 2010, Informational Hearing in Blythe, California, and Site Visit for BSPP. In addition to property owners in the vicinity of the proposed BSPP and other interested parties, notification was provided to Federal, state and local public interest and regulatory organizations with an expressed or anticipated interest in the proposed action. Also, elected and certain appointed officials were similarly notified of the hearing and site visit. The issues, impacts, and potential alternatives to be addressed in the EIS for the BSPP were identified during this scoping process. See Appendix C, Results of Scoping.

�	Chevron Energy Solutions and Solar Millennium have a joint development agreement. Chevron Energy Solutions applied for the Right of Way� XE "right of way" � for Blythe Solar Power Project. To facilitate the permitting of the BSPP, the Applicant is requesting that the Energy Commission issue one License to a Project- specific company. The company for BSPP is Palo Verde Solar I, LLC, a wholly owned subsidiary of Solar Millennium and the single Applicant for the BSPP.


�	A sensitive noise receptor, also referred to as a noise-sensitive receptor, is a receptor at which there is a reasonable degree of sensitivity to noise (such as residences, schools, hospitals, elder care facilities, libraries, cemeteries, and places of worship).
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2. Proposed Action and Alternatives

2. Proposed Action and Alternatives



Proposed Action and Alternatives XE "alternatives" 

On March 16, 2007, the BLM Palm Springs-South Coast Field Office received an Application for Transportation and Utility Systems and Facilities on Federal Lands to construct, operate, maintain and decommission the Blythe Solar Power Plant Project (BSPP) on BLM-administered lands in Eastern Riverside County, California. The proposed action would be located in the California inland desert, approximately eight miles west of the city of Blythe and three miles north of the Interstate-10 freeway (see, Figure 1). Palo Verde Solar I
 (Applicant) is seeking a right-of-way (ROW XE "ROW" ) grant for approximately 9,400 acres. Construction and operation of the BSPP would disturb a total of about 7,025 acres. Remaining acreage that would not be disturbed may not be part of the ROW grant.


2.1 Proposed Land Use Plan Amendment Decisions and Alternatives XE "alternatives" 

The Applicant has applied for a ROW XE "ROW"  and did not request a CDCA Plan amendment directly. Nonetheless, the BLM has determined that a CDCA Plan amendment would be required if a ROW were granted for a solar power generating facility on the proposed site. Regardless of whether the proposed project is approved, the BLM could elect to amend the CDCA Plan. Consequently, the following range of outcomes of the BLM’s potential CDCA Plan amendment process is as follows:

PA1 – The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would be amended to identify the footprint of the BSPP site as suitable for the proposed type of solar energy development. (This is the proposed land use plan amendment.)


PA2 – The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would not be amended. (This is No Action Alternative A, discussed below.)


PA3 – The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would be amended to identify the BSPP application area as unsuitable for any type of solar energy development. (This is CDCA Plan Amendment/No Action Alternative B, discussed below.)


PA4 – The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would be amended to identify the BSPP application area as suitable for any type of solar energy development. (This is CDCA Plan Amendment/No Action Alternative C, discussed below.)


2.2 Proposed Action


2.2.1 Introduction


The Applicant has filed an application for a ROW XE "ROW"  to construct, operate, maintain and decommission the BSPP and bundled double circuit 230 kV power transmission line (gen-tie) on BLM-administered land. The BSPP would consist of four adjacent, independent, identical power block units (Units) of 250 MW nominal capacity each for a total nominal capacity of 1,000 MW commercial solar parabolic trough generating station and ancillary facilities (see Figures 2a and 2b). 


The Applicant proposes to develop the BSPP in four phases, which are designed to generate a combined total of approximately 1000 MW of electricity. The first two phases of the proposed action, BSPP Units 1 and 2, are designed to provide a combined total of approximately 500 MW of electricity and would occupy an estimated 1600 acres each; the third and fourth phases, BSPP Units 3 and 4, would provide a combined total of approximately 500 MW of electricity and occupy an estimated 1200 acres each (see Figure 3 for a solar unit detail).

All four phases would share the following onsite facilities: administration building, parking area, maintenance building, switchyard, bioremediation areas, wastewater treatment facilities, access and maintenance roads (either dirt, gravel or paved), perimeter fencing, central gas pipeline, a distribution line, fiber optics line, and water wells. Shared offsite facilities include access to the site, a distribution line gas pipeline, fiber optics lines, and a double circuit 230 kV gen-tie line that would connect into the power grid at the planned Southern California Edison Colorado River Substation approximately 5 miles southwest of the BSPP. 

The total permanent footprint of the on-site BSPP facilities would be fenced and including rerouting drainage channels would be approximately 6,840 acres. The proposed off-site linear facilities would be approximately 185 acres. The total estimated permanent footprint is approximately 7,025 acres. 


The proposed site is located in the California inland desert within the Palo Verde Groundwater XE "groundwater"  Basin, approximately eight miles west of Blythe, three miles north of Highway I-10 and approximately one mile northwest of the Blythe airport (see Figure 1) Riverside County, California. 

Current access to the site is from Exit #232, Airport/Mesa Drive on I-10 via Mesa Drive Road XE "road"  (see Figure 6).


The Proposed Action request a ROW XE "ROW"  grant for the following-described BLM-administered land (see Figure 7): 


San Bernardino Base and Meridian


Township 6 South, Range 22 East,


Sections 6 and 7;


Section 18, N½NW¼, N½NW¼, SW¼NW¼.


Township 6 South, Range 21 East,


Section 1- 4 inclusive;


Section 5, E½;


Section 8, E½;


Section 9 and 10;


Section 11, N½, SW¼;


Section 12 and 13;


Section 14, N½, SE¼; SW¼SE¼ 

Section 15 and 23;


Section 24, NW¼;
Section 26, W½W½;
Section 35, NW¼, W½SE¼.


Township 7 South, Range 21 East,


Section 2, E½NW¼, SW¼;


Section 3, S½S½; 


Section 4, S½S½;


Section 5, S½S½;


Section 6, E½SE¼.


2.2.2 Structures and Facilities


The BSPP would consist of four adjacent, independent, and identical units of 250 megawatt (MW) nominal capacity each, for a total nominal capacity of 1,000 MW (see Figures 2a and 2b).


The BSPP would 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 degrees Fahrenheit (°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.


Each of the four solar field systems operates under the control of its Field Supervisor Controller (FSC), which is a computer located at each plant’s central control room.


The FSC collects information from each Solar Collector Assembly (SCA) and issues instructions to the SCAs. Some of the FSC functions include deploying the solar field during the day as weather and facility availability permit, and stowing it at night and during high winds (in high wind conditions, the solar field must be stowed).


A weather station located in each power block provides real-time measurements of weather conditions that affect the solar field operation. Radiation data is used to determine the performance of the solar field.


The FSC communicates all relevant conditions to the solar power plant’s distributed control system (DCS). The DCS coordinates and integrates power block areas, the HTF system, and solar field operation.


Major Project Components


The major components and features of the proposed BSSP include (see Figures 2a and 2b):


1. Power Block Unit #1 (northeast);


2. Power Block Unit #2 (northwest);


3. Power Block Unit #3 (southwest);


4. Power Block Unit #4 (southeast);


5. Access road from Black Rock Road XE "road"  to onsite office;


6. Office and parking;


7. Land Treatment Unit (LTU) for bioremediation/land farming of HTF-contaminated soil;


8. Warehouse/maintenance building and laydown area;


9. Onsite transmission facilities, including central internal switchyard;


10. Dry wash rerouting; and


11. Groundwater XE "groundwater"  wells used for water supply.


The four proposed power blocks are identical in design (see Figure 3). The descriptions below apply to all four power blocks in all four units. Major components of each power block include:


1. Steam generation heat exchangers;


2. HTF overflow and expansion vessels;


3. One HTF freeze protection heat exchanger;


4. One auxiliary boiler;


5. One steam turbine-generator (STG);


6. One generator step up transformer (GSU);


7. Air cooled condenser (ACC);


8. One wet cooling tower for ancillary equipment;

9. Water filter system and clarifier system;

10. Combination firewater/clarified water tank;


11. Reverse osmosis (RO) reject water surge tank;


12. Potable water system;

13. Demineralized water system;

14. Demineralized water tank;

15. pH" High pH reverse osmosis 
(HERO) waste water recovery system;

16. Recovered water surge tank;

17. Sanitary water septic systems and leach fields;

18. Evaporation waste stream pond(s);

19. Water, natural gas, and HTF pipelines exiting the power block;


20. Operations and maintenance buildings; and


21. Transmission XE "transmission"  and telecommunications lines exiting the power block. 


General Project Dimensions


The general project dimensions are as follows (see Figures 2a and 2b):


1. Total proposed ROW XE "ROW"  area: 9,400 acres 


2. Disturbance area (total area within ROW XE "ROW"  disturbed by construction and operation including approximately 1,100 acres outside the facility footprint, mostly rerouted drainage channels): 7,025 acres 


3. Facility footprint (total area within disturbance area that is inside security fencing encompassing all four units): 5,950 acres
 


4. Power Plant Units 1 and 2 (solar field and power block): 1,600 acres each 


5. Power Plant Units 3 and 4 (solar field and power block): 1,200 acres each 


6. Each solar field includes a power block - approximately 1547 feet x 535 feet, general height 60 feet, ACC height 120 feet (9 acres) 


7. Parking area: approximately 40,600 square feet (.93 acres) 


8. Administration building: 10,000 square feet (.23 acres) 


9. Laydown area: approximately 47.5 acres 


10. Includes warehouse/assembly hall: 197 feet x 558 feet x 36 feet (approximately 2.52 acres) 


11. Substation/switchyard: 250,000 square feet (5.74 acres) 


12. Unpaved access roads: (onsite) 52.6 miles x 24 feet (153.11 acres) 


13. Paved access road (onsite and offsite): approximately 11,000 feet x 24 feet wide (6.06 acres) 


14. Natural gas pipeline : 4 inches diameter x 9.8 miles long(approximately 8 miles on-site) 


15. Gen tie line (onsite): 120 feet x 15,500 feet (approximately 3 miles) = 43 acres 


16. Gen tie line (offsite): interconnecting at the proposed Colorado River substation-35,500 feet (approximately 6.5 miles) x 225 feet = 183 acres (includes 100 feet x 100 feet site for each transmission tower)


17. Bioremediation XE "bioremediation" /land treatment areas: 360,000 square feet (8.26 acres) 


18. Domestic septic system/leach field: approximately 22,000 square feet (0.51 acres) 


19. Gen-tie transmission towers: Heights range from 90 (along the north-south span) to 145 feet. Final structure heights and corresponding span lengths would meet Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) requirements for the nearby Blythe Airport


2.2.3 Construction


Project construction is expected to occur over a total of 69 months. Project construction would require an average of 604 employees over the entire 69-month construction period, with manpower requirements peaking at approximately 1,004 workers in Month 16 of construction. The construction workforce would consist of a range of laborers, craftsmen, supervisory personnel, support personnel, and management personnel. 


Temporary construction parking areas would be provided within the BSPP site adjacent to the laydown area. The solar power plant laydown area would be utilized throughout the build out of the four solar units. The construction sequence for power plant construction includes the following general steps:


Site Preparation


This would include detailed construction surveys, mobilization of construction staff, grading, and preparation of drainage features. Grading for the solar fields, power blocks, and drainage channels would be completed during the first 55 months of the construction schedule.


Linears


This would include the site access road, telecommunication line, natural gas pipeline, and transmission line. The site access road and telecommunication line for Unit #1 would be constructed during the first nine months of the construction schedule in conjunction with plant site preparation activities. The natural gas pipeline, electric transmission lines, and telecommunications lines would be constructed during the first 18 months of the construction schedule.


Foundations


This would include excavations for large equipment (STG, SSG, GSU, etc.), footings for the solar field, and ancillary foundations in the power block.


Major Equipment Installation


Once the foundations are complete, the larger equipment would be installed. The solar field components would be assembled in an onsite erection facility and installed on their foundations.


Drainage and Earthwork


Drainage would be constructed in two phases: Phase One would accommodate the necessary drainage for the construction of Units 1 & 2; Phase Two would accommodate the drainage plan for the entire four unit facility. In Phase One, two of the five major channels would be built for Units 1 and 2: the entire length of the North Channel plus diffuser, and the entire length of the Central channel plus diffuser. Only the portion of the West channel that bounds the southwest corner of Unit 2 would be constructed; the remainder of the West channel would not be needed until Units 3 and 4 are built. The southern boundary of Unit 2 would be protected with a berm from the West channel eastward to the point where the Central channel begins. Arizona crossings (roadway dips) would be employed to provide adequate drainage across the access road into the site. Phase Two would implement the fully constructed drainage plan for the entire facility.


Construction Water


Construction water requirements cover all construction-related activities including:


1. Dust control for areas experiencing construction work as well as mobilization and demobilization,


2. Dust control for roadways,


3. Water for grading activities associated with both cut and fill work,


4. Water for soil compaction in the utility and infrastructure trenches,


5. Water for soil compaction of the site grading activities,


6. Water for stockpile sites,


7. Water for the various building pads, 


8. Water for concrete pours on site, and


9. Concrete batch plant operations.


The predominant use of water would be for grading activities, which would have a steady rate of work each month. The grading schedule for the site has been spread to cover the total construction period and there should be no definable peak but rather a steady state condition of water use. The average water use for the proposed action is estimated to be about 645,000 gallons per calendar day. Total water use for the duration of construction is estimated to be about 4,100 acre feet. Construction water would be sourced from onsite wells. Potable water during construction would be brought on site in trucks and held in day tanks.

Concrete Batch Plant

With the estimated concrete volume of approximately 125,000 cubic yards per solar plant, an onsite batch plant would be utilized to provide concrete for the solar fields and power block foundations and pads. The batch plant would have a production capacity of 150 cubic yards per hour and operate 10 hours per day, five days a week. Night operation of the batch plant likely would be required to overcome the difficulty of performing concrete placement in extremely high ambient temperatures. It would consist of a series of storage bins and piles, conveyors, mixers, ice storage and chipper, and would include a 75 kW power supply (with diesel generator if needed) and provision for dust control. Concrete would be transported from the batch plant to the placement area via a fleet of eight concrete trucks. The batch plant would be movable and would be deployed to the current area of work at the power blocks or main warehouse area.


Fuel Depot

A fuel depot would be constructed to refuel, maintain, and wash construction vehicles, and would occupy an area of approximately 75 feet x 150 feet. It would consist of a fuel farm with two 2000-gallon on-road vehicle diesel tanks, two 8,000-gallon off-road vehicle diesel tanks, one 500‑gallon gasoline tank, and one wash water holding tank. The fuel farm would include secondary spill containment, a covered maintenance area also with secondary containment, and a concrete pad for washing vehicles.


Construction Power


Construction power would be provided to the site from the Southern California Edison (SCE) 12.47 kV distribution line routed to the site from SCE’s distribution poles one mile east of BSPP at the corner of Sixth Avenue and Davis Street.
 The BSPP would include construction of a 12.47 kV internal distribution system and step down transformers to provide power as needed for construction operations.


Construction Wastewater XE "wastewater" 

Sanitary wastes produced during construction would be held in chemical toilets and transported offsite for disposal by a commercial chemical toilet service. Any other hazardous wastewater produced during construction, such as equipment rinse water, would be collected by the construction contractor in Baker tanks and transported off site for disposal in a manner consistent with applicable regulatory requirements.


Waste Management


Non-Hazardous Solid Waste

Non-hazardous solid wastes may be generated by construction, operation, and maintenance of the proposed action; if so, such wastes would be typical of power generation facilities and may include scrap metal, plastic, insulation material, glass, paper, empty containers, and other solid wastes. Disposal of these wastes would be accomplished by contracted solid refuse collection and recycling services.


Hazardous Solid and Liquid Waste


Limited hazardous wastes would be generated during construction and operation. During construction, these wastes may include paint and paint-related wastes (e.g., primer, paint thinner and other solvents), equipment cleaning wastes and spent batteries. During BSPP operation, these wastes may include used oils, hydraulic fluids, greases, filters, spent cleaning solutions, spent batteries, and spent activated carbon. Both construction and operation-phase hazardous waste would be recycled and reused to the maximum extent possible. All wastes that could not be recycled and any waste remaining after recycling would be disposed of in accordance with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations and standards (LORS).


Hazardous Materials


There would be a variety of hazardous materials used and stored during construction and operation of the proposed action. Hazardous materials that would be used during construction include gasoline, diesel fuel, oil, lubricants, and small quantities of solvents and paints. All hazardous materials used during construction and operation would be stored onsite in storage tanks/vessels/containers that are specifically designed for the characteristics of the materials to be stored. Bulk storage tanks or totes will have secondary containment structures capable of holding the tank or tote volume plus an allowance for precipitation. Concrete containment structures will be coated with a chemical resistant coating to ensure long-term integrity of the containment structure. Aboveground carbon steel tanks (300 gallons each) also would be used to store diesel fuel at each power block. Secondary containment would be provided for these tanks.


2.2.4 Operation and Maintenance


The Operations & Maintenance (O&M) workforce would be comprised of approximately 221 people. The Applicants will establish an Operations and Maintenance Service Company to operate and maintain the plant. Personnel for the O&M Services Company would be made up of staff who would be intimately involved in plant commissioning and acceptance testing.

Management and supervision of the proposed action would be centered within the solar field maintenance organization. Skilled personnel would be assigned to conduct expedient maintenance and mirror washing. The primary responsibility of “field operators” would be to monitor, in considerable detail, the condition and repair needs of the solar field.


Data Control System (DCS)


At each solar field, a DCS containing several automation units would control the HTF and steam loops and all auxiliary plant systems, and determine the appropriate operating sequences for them. It also would monitor and record the primary operating parameters and functions as the primary interface for system control.


The DCS would communicate with all subsystem controls, including electrical system equipment, steam cycle controllers, variable frequency drives and balance-of-plant system controllers via serial data communication. It would receive analog and digital inputs/outputs from all instruments and equipment not served directly by dedicated local controllers. The DCS would control both the steam and HTF cycles directly, operating rotating equipment via relevant electrical panels. It would include a graphical user interface at an operator console in the main control room. 

Day-to-day, the following operation modes would occur in the HTF system: Warm up, Solar Field Mode (heat transfer from solar field to power block), Shutdown, and Freeze Protection.


Warm up

Usually in the morning, the warm up mode would bring the HTF flow rate and temperatures up to their steady-state operating conditions. It would do this by positioning all required valves, starting the required number of HTF main pumps for establishing a minimum flow within the solar field and tracking the solar field collectors into the sun.

At the beginning of warm up at each of the four units, HTF would be circulated through a bypass around the power block heat exchangers until the outlet temperature reaches the residual steam temperature in the heat exchangers. HTF then would be circulated through the heat exchangers and the bypass closed. As the HTF temperature at the solar field outlet would continue to rise, steam pressure would build up in the heat exchangers until the minimum turbine inlet conditions are reached, upon which the turbine could be started and run up to speed. The turbine would be synchronized and loaded according to the design specification until its power output matches the full steady state solar field thermal output.

Solar Field Control Mode

The DCS would enter solar field control mode automatically after completing warm-up mode. It would regulate the flow by controlling the HTF main pump speeds to maintain the design solar field outlet temperature. 

HTF pumps would generally be operated in parallel, at the speed required to provide the required flow in the field. If the thermal output of the solar field is higher than the design capacity of the steam generation system, collectors within the solar field would be de-focused to maintain design operating temperatures.


Shutdown

If the minimal thermal input to the turbine required by the BSPP’s operating strategy cannot be met under the prevalent weather conditions, then shutdown would be indicated. Operators would track all solar collectors into the stow position, reduce the number of HTF main pumps to a minimum, and stop the HTF flow to the power block heat exchangers.


Freeze Protection

To eliminate the problem of HTF freezing, an HTF heater would be used to prevent freezing of the HTF piping system during cooler winter nights or whenever the unit is offline.

Solar Mirror Washing Water


At each solar field, to facilitate dust and contaminant removal, water from the demineralization process would be sprayed on the solar collectors for cleaning. The collectors would be cleaned once or twice per week, determined by the reflectivity monitoring program. This mirror washing operation would be done at night and involve a water truck spraying treated water on the mirrors in a drive-by fashion. The applicant expects that the mirrors would be washed weekly in winter and twice weekly from mid-spring through mid-fall. Because the mirrors would be angled down for washing, water would not accumulate on the mirrors; instead, it would fall from the mirrors to the ground and, due to the small volume, is expected to soak in with no appreciable runoff. Any remaining rinse water from the washing operation would be expected to evaporate on the mirror surface. The treated water production facilities would be sized to accommodate the solar mirror washing demand of about 30 acre feet per year (ac-ft/yr).


HTF Leak Detection


Leak detection of HTF would be accomplished in various ways. Visual inspection throughout the solar field on a daily basis would detect leaks occurring at ball joints or other connections. Additionally, the configuration of the looped system would allow different sections of the loops to be isolated. Isolation valves will be installed such that each HTF loop sections can be contained in the unlikely event of a major rupture in the HTF piping. 

Large leaks would be detected using remote pressure sensing equipment and remotely actuated valves to allow for isolation of large sections of the large-bore header piping in the solar field. 


2.2.5 Decommissioning

The planned operational life of the BSPP is 30 years, but the facility conceivably could operate for a longer or shorter period depending on economic or other circumstances. If the BSPP remains economically viable, it could operate for more than 30 years. However, if the facility were to become economically non-viable before 30 years of operation, permanent closure could occur sooner. In any case, a Decommissioning Plan would be prepared and put into effect when permanent closure occurs.


Temporary Closure


If a temporary closure occurs, security would be maintained 24 hours per day at the BSPP and the BLM and other responsible agencies would be notified. Temporary closure activities would differ depending on whether or not a release of hazardous materials is involved. 


If there is no actual or threatened release of hazardous materials, a contingency plan would be implemented for the temporary halting of facility operations. The contingency plan would be developed before operations and its purpose is to ensure compliance with all applicable laws, ordinances, regulations, and standards (LORS) and appropriate protection of public health, safety, and the environment. Depending on the expected duration of the temporary shutdown, the contingency procedures implemented may include draining and properly disposing of chemicals from storage tanks and other facility equipment, safe shutdown of all facility equipment, and other measures as needed to ensure protection of onsite workers, the public, and the environment.


If the temporary closure does involve an actual or threatened release of hazardous materials, the procedures followed would be those provided in the Hazardous Materials Business Plan that would be developed for the proposed action. Procedures would include, at a minimum:


1. Measures to control the release of hazardous materials;


2. Notifications required to the appropriate agencies and the public;


3. Emergency response procedures; and


4. Training requirements for BSPP personnel in hazardous materials release response and control.


When all issues related to the hazardous materials release have been resolved, temporary closure would proceed as described above for temporary closure without a hazardous materials release.


Permanent Closure

The procedures provided in the Decommissioning Plan would be developed to ensure compliance with applicable LORS, and to ensure public health and safety and protection of the environment. The Decommissioning Plan would be submitted to the CEC XE "CEC"  and BLM for review and approval prior to a planned closure. 

Security for the BSPP would be maintained on a 24-hour basis during permanent closure. In general, the Decommissioning Plan would address: decommissioning measures for the BSPP and all associated facilities; activities necessary for site restoration/revegetation if removal of all equipment and facilities is needed; recycling of facility components, collection and disposal of hazardous and non-hazardous wastes, and resale of unused chemicals to other parties; decommissioning alternatives other than full site restoration; costs associated with the planned decommissioning activities and where funding would come from for these activities; and conformance with applicable LORS (Solar Millennium 2009a, p. 3-2).


It is assumed that the number and type of workers required for closure and decommissioning activities would be similar to those described above for construction of the BSPP. Also, it is assumed the closure and decommissioning workforce would be drawn from the regional and local area of potential effect. Furthermore, it is assumed that the regional area of potential effect would continue to offer a high number of transient lodging opportunities to serve decommissioning construction employees. Closure and decommissioning of the BSPP would likely require further environmental impact evaluation to determine fiscal and non-fiscal impacts to the action area. 


Upon closure the owner of the BSPP shall implement a final Decommissioning and Reclamation Plan. The Decommissioning and Reclamation Plan shall include a cost estimate for implementing the proposed decommissioning and reclamation activities subject to review and revisions from the CPM in consultation with BLM, USFWS XE "USFWS"  and CDFG XE "CDFG" . 


Reclamation Plan

The BLM will be developing a plan related to reclamation requirements associated with solar development. Moreover, if approved, the solar energy ROW authorization would include a required “Performance and Reclamation” bond to ensure compliance with the terms and conditions of the ROW authorization, consistent with the requirements of 43 CFR 2805.12(g). The “Performance and Reclamation” bond will consist of three components. The first component will be hazardous materials, the second component will be the decommissioning and removal of improvements and facilities, and the third component will address reclamation, revegetation, restoration and soil stabilization. 

2.3 Connected Actions

2.3.1 Gen-tie Line XE "line" 

The BSPP would be connected to the grid via SCE’s planned Colorado River Substation, which would be located approximately five miles southwest of the BSPP area. The BSPP would be connected to the substation via the proposed gen-tie line, a bundled double circuit 230 kV transmission line.


2.3.2 Telecommunications and Telemetry


The BSPP would have telecommunications service from Frontier Communications, the telecommunications service providers for the Blythe area. Voice and data communications would be provided by a new twisted pair telecommunications cable. The routing for this cable will follow the routing of the redundant telecommunications line from the project to at the Colorado River Substation. The routing for each of these lines would be adjacent to the Black Rock Road XE "road" , and the site access road. Wireless telecom equipment would be used to support communication with staff dispersed throughout the site. The BSPP would utilize electronic telemetry systems to control equipment and facilities operations over the site.


2.3.3 Natural Gas Pipeline


A new four-inch diameter, 9.8-mile long natural gas pipeline would be constructed to connect the project to an existing Southern California Gas (SCG) pipeline situated south of I-10. Approximately eight miles would be within the plant site boundary and two miles outside the plant site boundary. The line would be buried with a minimum three feet of cover depending on location. The gas line route would begin at an existing SCG line 1,800 feet south of I-10 and traverse directly north to the site where it would provide fuel for operating the HTF system.


Construction of the gas pipeline would be built to SCG standards and would take approximately three to six months. Most major pieces of pipeline construction equipment would remain along the pipeline ROW XE "ROW"  during construction with storage and staging of equipment and supplies located at the site or other acceptable site selected by SCG at the time construction is underway. Excavated earth material would be stored within the construction ROW.


There is an existing gas line running through a portion of the site that has been abandoned in place. The existing line would be removed as necessary during construction.


2.3.4 Distribution Line XE "line" 

Construction power would be provided to the site from the SCE 12.47 kV distribution line routed to the site from SCE’s distribution poles one mile east of BSPP at the corner of Sixth Avenue and Davis Street.
 The BSPP would include construction of a 12.47 kV internal distribution system and step down transformers to provide power as needed for construction operations.


2.4 Actions or Elements Common to All Alternatives XE "alternatives" 

The proposed action would consist of four adjacent, independent units each producing 250 MW nominal capacity of electric power. All four units would be identical with the exception of the water treatment systems and water tanks for dust control, which would be located only with Units 1 and 3. Complete descriptions of the features of the proposed action as a whole and of each individual unit can be found in Section 2.2 (Project Description). In the Reduced Acreage Alternative, there would only be three units, but the individual units would remain identical. In the Reconfigured Alternative, there would still be four identical units; however, the location of Unit 3 would be moved approximately 0.8 mile to the southwest of the proposed location.

2.4.1 Integral Components of Each Solar Plant 


Solar Collector Assemblies (SCAs)


The proposed action’s SCAs would be oriented north-south to rotate east-west to track the sun as it moves across the sky throughout the day. The SCAs would collect heat by means of linear troughs of parabolic reflectors, which focus sunlight onto a straight line of heat collection elements welded along the focus of the parabolic “trough.”

Parabolic Trough Collector Loops

Each of the collector loops would consist of two adjacent rows of SCAs with each row being about 1,300 feet long. The two rows would be connected by a crossover pipe. The heat transfer fluid (HTF) would be heated in the loop and would enter the header, which returns hot HTF from all loops to the power block where the power generating equipment is located.

Mirrors

The parabolic mirrors to be used in the proposed action would be low-iron glass mirrors. Typical life spans of such mirrors are expected to be 30 years or more.


Air Cooled Condensers (ACCs)

The ACC would use a large array of fans to force air over finned tube heat exchangers arranged in an A-frame bundle configuration. The exhaust from the steam turbine would flow through a large diameter duct to the ACC, where it would be condensed inside the tubes running diagonally top to bottom through indirect contact with the ambient air. The heat then would be ejected directly to the atmosphere through convection.


Heat Collection Elements (HCEs)

The HCEs of the four solar plants would be comprised of a steel tube surrounded by an evacuated glass tube insulator. The steel tube would have a coated surface, which would enhance its heat transfer properties with a high absorptivity for direct solar radiation, accompanied by low emissivity. Glass-to-metal seals and metal bellows would be incorporated into the HCE to ensure a vacuum-tight enclosure. The enclosure would protect the coated steel tube and reduce heat losses by acting as an insulator.


HTF System

In addition to the HTF piping in the solar field, each of the four HTF systems would include three elements: 1) the HTF heat exchanger, 2) the HTF expansion vessel and overflow vessel, and 3) the HTF ullage system. Rather than a fired HTF heater, a heat exchanger would be installed to assist in ensuring that temperatures stay above 54°F or 12°C since freezing of the HTF piping system can occur during cooler winter nights or whenever the unit is offline. HTF would be routinely circulated at low flow rates throughout the solar field using hot HTF from the storage vessel as a source. During winter, a natural gas-fired HTF heater would be used when weather conditions dictate (i.e. on cold nights). A HTF expansion vessel and overflow vessel would be required to accommodate the volumetric change that would occur when heating the HTF to the operating temperature.


The proposed HTF heat exchanger is an unfired unit that utilizes steam from the auxiliary boiler as the heating medium. During plant operation, the HTF would degrade into components of high and low boilers (substances with high and low boiling points). The low boilers would be removed from the process through the ullage system. HTF would be removed from the HTF surge tank and flashed, leaving behind high boilers and residual HTF. The flashed vapors would be condensed and collected in the ullage system.

Solar Steam Generator System (SSG)

At each of the four Units, the SSG system would transfer the sensible heat from the HTF to the feedwater. The steam generated in the SSG would be piped to a Rankine-cycle reheat steam turbine. Heat exchangers would be included as part of the SSG system to preheat and boil the condensate, superheat the steam, and reheat the steam.


Steam Turbine Generator (STG)

The STG would receive steam from the SSG. The steam would expand through the STG turbine blades to drive the steam turbine, which then would drive the generator, converting mechanical energy to electrical energy. Each of the proposed action’s STGs would be a three-stage casing type with high pressure (HP) intermediate pressure (IP), and low pressure (LP) steam sections. The STG would be equipped with the following accessories: steam stop and control valves, gland seal system, lubricating and jacking oil systems, thermal insulation, and control instrumentation.


Cooling Systems


Each of the four power plant Units would include two cooling systems: 1) the air-cooled steam cycle heat rejection system and, 2) the closed cooling water system for ancillary equipment cooling:


Steam Cycle Heat Rejection System

The cooling system for heat rejection from the steam cycle would consist of a forced draft air-cooled condenser, or dry cooling system. At each power block, the dry cooling system would receive exhaust steam from the LP section of the STG and condense it to liquid for return to the SSG.


Auxiliary Cooling Water System


The auxiliary cooling water systems would use wet cooling towers for cooling plant equipment, including the STG lubrication oil cooler, the STG generator cooler, steam cycle sample coolers, large pumps, etc. The water would be warmed by the various equipment items being cooled and reject the heat to the cooling tower. This auxiliary cooling system would allow critical equipment such as the generator and HTF pumps to operate at their design ratings during hot summer months when the BSPP’s power output would be most valuable. An average of 146,000 gallons of water per day (160 ac-ft/yr) would be consumed by the auxiliary cooling water system; the maximum rate of consumption would be 223,000 gallons per day in summer.


Water Storage Tanks


In each power block there would be two major covered water tanks: one 1,000,000 gallon Service/Fire Water storage tank and one 120,000 gallon Demineralized Water storage tank. A much smaller RO Reject water tank would also be provided. Several other small water system surge tanks also would be installed in between various steps in the water treatment process. Water storage tanks would be vertical, cylindrical, field-erected steel tanks supported on foundations consisting of either a reinforced concrete mat or a reinforced concrete ring wall with an interior bearing layer of compacted sand supporting the tank bottom.


Roads/Site Surface


Access to the BSPP site would be via a new public road heading north from the frontage road. This road would be accessed from an improved section of Black Rock Road XE "road"  along I-10, from the plant access road to the Airport/Mesa Drive exit. Only a small portion of the site would be paved, primarily the site access road, the service roads to the power blocks, and portions of the power blocks (paved parking lot and roads encircling the STG and SSG areas). The remaining portions of each power block would be gravel surfaced. In total, each power block area would be approximately 18.4 acres each, with approximately six acres of paved area. The solar fields would remain unpaved and without a gravel surface in order to prevent rock damage from mirror wash vehicle traffic; an approved dust suppression coating would be used on the dirt roadways within and around the solar fields. Roads and parking areas located within the power block areas and adjacent to the administration building and warehouses would be paved with asphalt.


Fencing and Security


The perimeter of the proposed solar fields and support facilities would be secured with a combination of chain link and wind fencing. Fencing would be desert tortoise proof to prevent tortoises from entering onto the action area. Chain link metal fabric security fencing would consist of eight-foot tall fencing with one-foot barbed wire or razor wire on top along the north and south sides of the facilities. Thirty-foot tall wind fencing, comprised of A-frames and wire mesh, would be installed along the east and west sides of each solar field. Controlled access gates would be located at the site entrance. As discussed below, the drainage channels would be outside the plant and the security fencing but still within the proposed ROW XE "ROW" .


Drainage and Earthwork


The existing topographic conditions of the site show an average slope of approximately one foot in 67 feet (1.50%) toward the east on the west side of the site and approximately one foot in 200 feet (0.50%) toward the southeast on the east side of the site. The site lies on the Palo Verde Mesa east of the McCoy Mountains. The general stormwater flow pattern is from the higher elevations in the mountains located three miles west of the site to the lower elevations in the McCoy Wash to the east of the site.


Lighting System


The proposed lighting system would provide operations and maintenance personnel with illumination in normal and emergency conditions. AC lighting would be the primary form of illumination, but DC lighting would be included for activities or emergency egress required during an outage of the plant’s AC system. 


Fuel Supply and Use

The auxiliary boiler for each unit would be fueled by natural gas. The gas for the entire BSPP would be supplied from a new, approximately 10-mile long (two miles offsite) four‑inch diameter pipeline connected to an existing SCG main pipeline south of I-10.


Natural gas would be delivered via an SCG custody transfer station consisting of filtering equipment, pressure regulating valves, and a fiscal flow meter. Pressure limiting equipment would be provided to ensure that the downstream piping would be protected from overpressure. The estimated maximum natural gas usage rate per unit is 35 MMBtu/hr.


Water Supply XE "water supply"  and Use


The BSPP would be dry-cooled, except for the auxiliary cooling water system. The proposed action’s primary water uses include solar mirror washing, feedwater makeup, fire water supply, onsite domestic use, and cooling water for auxiliary equipment heat rejection. 


Water Requirements

The average total annual water usage for all four units combined is estimated to be about 600 ac‑ft/yr, which corresponds to an average flow rate of about 388 gallons per minute (gpm), based on pumping 24 hours per day, 350 days per year. Usage rates during operations would vary during the year and would be higher in the summer months when the peak maximum flow rate could be as much as about 50 percent higher (about 568 gpm).


Water Source and Quality 


BSPP water needs would be met by use of groundwater pumped from wells on the plant site. Water for domestic uses by BSPP employees would also be provided by onsite groundwater treated to potable water standards.


It is expected that two new water supply wells in each of the power blocks and two additional wells adjacent to the central warehouse would adequately serve the entire BSPP. A second well would provide redundancy and backup water supply in the event of outages or maintenance of the first well. Water for mirror washing would be demineralized onsite at one of the water treatment facilities.

Fire Protection

Fire protection systems would be provided to limit personnel injury, property loss, and project downtime resulting from a fire. The systems would include a fire protection water system, foam generators, carbon dioxide fire protection systems, and portable fire extinguishers. The BSPP would be within the jurisdiction of the Riverside County Fire Department.


Firewater would be supplied from the one million-gallon clarified water storage tanks located at each of the four power blocks on the site. One electric and one diesel fueled backup firewater pump, each with a capacity of 5,000 gpm, would deliver water to the fire protection piping network.


The piping network would be configured in a loop so that a piping failure could be quickly isolated with shutoff valves without interrupting water supply to other areas in the loop. Fire hydrants would be placed at intervals throughout the project site that would be supplied with water from the supply loop. The water supply loop would also supply firewater to a sprinkler deluge system at each unit transformer, HTF expansion tank and circulating pump area, and sprinkler systems at the steam turbine generator and in the administration building. Fire protection for each solar field would be provided by zoned isolation of the HTF lines in the event of a rupture that results in a fire.


Waste Generation and Management


BSPP wastes would be comprised of non-hazardous wastes including solids and liquids and lesser amounts of hazardous wastes and universal wastes. The non-hazardous solid waste primarily would consist of construction and office wastes, as well as liquid and solid wastes from the water treatment system. The non-hazardous solid wastes would be trucked to the nearest Class II or III landfill. Non-hazardous liquid wastes would consist primarily of domestic sewage and waste water streams such as: RO system reject water boiler blowdown, and auxiliary cooling tower blowdown. A septic tank and leach field system would be installed to manage domestic sewage. All other waste streams will be either recycled or sent to the evaporation pond.


Wastewater XE "wastewater" 

The BSPP would produce four primary wastewater streams:

1. Non-reusable sanitary wastewater produced from administrative centers and operator stations;


2. Non-reusable cooling tower blowdown;


3. Partially recyclable boiler blowdown (to be used as cooling tower makeup); and


4. Reusable RO and demineralized reject water that would be sent to a High pH XE "pH"  Reverse Osmosis (HERO) type system, or concentrated to minimize waste streams to the evaporation ponds.


Sanitary wastewater production is based on domestic water use. Maximum domestic water use is expected to be less than 332,000 gallons per month (11,000 gallons per day, or 12.3 ac-ft/yr). It is anticipated that the wastewater would be consistent with domestic sanitary wastewater and would have biochemical oxygen demand and total suspended solids in the range of 150 to 250 mg/L.


Wastewater XE "wastewater"  Treatment 


Sanitary wastes would be collected for treatment in septic tanks and disposed via leach fields located at the four power blocks as well as at the administration area and warehouse area. Smaller septic systems would be provided for the control room buildings to receive sanitary wastes at those locations. Based on the current estimate of 11,000 gallons of sanitary wastewater production per day for the entire site, a total each field area of approximately 22,000 square feet would be required spread out among several locations.


In a typical wet cooled power plant, water is cycled in the cooling tower until the concentration of chemical constituents rises to levels where it becomes unusable (e.g., typically five to 10 cycles of concentration) and is then blown down as a waste stream. Dilute waste streams such as boiler blow downs and some RO concentrate may be fed to the cooling tower and further concentrated; this design practice helps reduce the total waste water flow that then must be sent to an evaporation pond or other treatment system. While dry cooling the power cycle significantly reduces the overall water usage of a plant, it eliminates the cooling tower recycle option that helps minimize waste flows from the remaining water processes. The auxiliary wet cooling tower is too small to concentrate the remaining water flows.


The three plant waste water streams - cooling tower blowdown, boiler blow down, and RO/ demineralizer water rejects - would be recycled as much as possible to the high pH XE "pH"  reverse osmosis (HERO) system for recovery. The HERO system will recover 70 percent or more (depending on water quality) of this waste stream and would significantly limit the size of the required evaporation pond(s). Some waste water sources such as cooling tower blowdown or boiler blowdown in certain cases may not be recoverable in the HERO system and would be sent directly to the evaporation pond(s). 


The waste water treatment system would require two 4-acre evaporation ponds per power block. Two ponds were selected for reliability. The plant would operate on one pond for approximately 24 months, and then switch to the second pond. Approximately 18 months would be required for one pond to evaporate and be ready for use again. If a pond requires maintenance or solids removal, the plant still could operate with the other pond. The evaporation ponds would be double-lined and covered with narrow-mesh netting to prevent access by ravens and migratory birds in accordance with applicable regulations. 


On-Site Land Treatment Unit 


The four solar fields to be installed at the site would require two LTUs to bioremediate or land farm soil contaminated from releases of HTF. Each LTU would be designed in accordance with Colorado River Basin Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) requirements and would be expected to comprise an area of about 4 acres per solar plan or 16 total acres. The bioremediation facility would utilize indigenous bacteria to metabolize hydrocarbons contained in non-hazardous HTF contaminated soil. A combination of nutrients, water, and aeration facilitates the bacterial activity where microbes restore contaminated soil within two to four months. The California Department of Toxic XE "toxic"  Substances Control (DTSC) has determined for a similar thermal solar power plant that soil contaminated with up to 10,000 mg/kg of HTF is classified as a non-hazardous waste. However, the DTSC has further indicated that site-specific data would be required to provide a classification of the waste. Soil contaminated with HTF levels of between 100 and 1,000 mg/kg would be land farmed at the LTU, meaning that the soil would be aerated but no nutrients would be added.


2.5 Alternatives XE "alternatives"  Development and Screening Process


The Applicant proposes to develop the BSPP on federal land administered by the BLM. Since the BLM is a federal agency and the CEC XE "CEC"  has State authority to approve thermal power plants, the BSPP is subject to review under both NEPA XE "NEPA"  and CEQA. Accordingly, alternatives to the BSPP were developed consistent with both NEPA and CEQA.


2.5.1 Alternatives XE "alternatives"  Development under NEPA XE "NEPA" 

NEPA XE "NEPA"  requires decision-makers and the public to be fully informed of the impacts associated with the proposed project. NEPA declares that the Federal government’s continuing policy is to create and maintain conditions under which people and nature can exist in productive harmony and fulfill the social, economic, and other requirements of present and future generations of Americans. NEPA directs the BLM to “study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended courses of action in any proposal that involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of available resources” (NEPA Section 102(2)(E)). 

CEQ XE "CEQ"  regulations require that an EIS rigorously explore and objectively evaluate a reasonable range of alternatives to a proposed action. Reasonable alternatives are those for which effects can be reasonably ascertained, whose implementation is not remote or speculative, that are feasible, effective, are not remote from reality, and those that are consistent with the basic policy objectives for management of the area. (40 CFR 1502.14; CEQ Forty Questions, No. 1A; Headwaters, Inc. v. BLM, 914 F.2d. 1174 (9th Cir. 1990)). In order to establish the reasonable range of alternatives to be considered, the defined project purpose and need functions as the first and most important screening tool. NEPA XE "NEPA"  requires the consideration of a No Action Alternative, which is the scenario that would exist if the proposed project were not constructed and no CDCA Plan amendment was approved.


2.5.2 Alternatives XE "alternatives"  Development under CEQA


The CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15126.6(a)) require an evaluation of the comparative merits of “a range of reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project.” In addition, the analysis must address the “no project” alternative (14 CCR 15126.6(e)). The range of alternatives considered under CEQA is governed by a “rule of reason,” which requires consideration only of those alternatives necessary to permit informed decision making and public participation. CEQA states that an environmental document does not have to consider an alternative of which the effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and of which the implementation is remote or speculative (14 CCR 15125(d)(5)).


2.5.3 Alternatives XE "alternatives"  Screening Process


To prepare the alternatives analysis, the following methodology was used:


1. Develop an understanding of the project, identify the basic objectives of the project, and describe its potentially significant adverse impacts.


2. Under NEPA XE "NEPA" , explore and evaluate all reasonable alternatives, and of those reasonable alternatives, identify those that would avoid or minimize adverse impacts or enhance the quality of the human environment. 


3. Under CEQA, identify and evaluate technology alternatives to the project such as increased energy efficiency (or demand-side management) and the use of alternative generation technologies (e.g., solar or other renewable or nonrenewable technologies); and identify and evaluate alternative locations; evaluate potential alternatives to select those qualified for detailed evaluation.


4. Evaluate the impacts of not constructing the project, known as the No Action Alternative under NEPA XE "NEPA"  and the No Project Alternative under CEQA.


The BSPP is described above, in Section 2.1, and the BLM’s statement of purpose and need is described in PA/FEIS Section 1.1.1. The scoping process described in PA/FEIS Section 1.7 informed the range of alternatives to be considered. Based on the analysis presented in PA/FEIS Chapter 4, the following impacts have been identified as issues of greatest concern for the BSPP: biological resources, cultural resources, and visual resources. Based on this methodology, each potential alternative was evaluated according the following criteria for its ability to:


1. for NEPA XE "NEPA"  purposes, be consistent with BLM’s purpose and need, which may or may not result in project approval, and to eliminate or reduce impacts of the BSPP.


2. for CEQA purposes, avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the potential significant effects of the project as described above, meet most project objectives, and not create unmitigable significant impacts of its own.


2.5.4 Alternatives XE "alternatives"  Considered


In total, 24 alternatives were considered by the BLM. Five were carried forward, in addition to the proposed action, for more detailed review. Two of the five are action alternatives: The Reconfigured Alternative and the Reduced Acreage Alternative. (See PA/FEIS Section 2.6). The remaining three are variations of a no action alternative, including No Action Alternative A, and two “no project” alternatives: CDCA Plan Amendment/No Action Alternative B and CDCA Plan Amendment/No Action Alternative C. (See PA/FEIS Section 2.7). Of the various alternatives considered, one was selected as the Preferred Alternative. (See PA/FEIS Section 2.8). Nineteen alternatives were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis. (See PA/FEIS Section 2.9).


Action Alternatives XE "alternatives" 

A number of scoping comments requested that the BSPP be reconfigured or reduced in size to avoid the western washes where impacts to desert washes, ephemeral streams, soils, and associated wash-dependant vegetation communities would be greatest. Scoping XE "scoping"  comments suggested including the agriculture lands immediately east of the BSPP in the footprint to make up for any loss in acreage by avoiding the western units. The scoping comments were incorporated into the alternatives described herein. This section describes two alternatives to the proposed project: the Reconfigured Alternative and the Reduced Acreage Alternative.

Reconfigured Alternative


The Reconfigured Alternative would be a 1,000 MW solar facility like the proposed action and would require a CDCA PA by the BLM. Three of the proposed solar fields (Units 1, 2, and 4) would remain at their proposed locations. These include the two northern solar fields and the southeastern solar field. Unit 3 (the southwestern solar field) would be relocated approximately 0.8 miles south of its proposed location. The location of the four solar fields is shown in Figure 4. Approximately 480 acres of the Reconfigured Alternative (a portion of Unit 3) would be outside of the ROW XE "ROW"  application area, but the alternative would remain entirely within BLM-administered lands. A modified ROW application would be required to incorporate these lands into the action area.


The Reconfigured Alternative was developed by the applicant in response to a data request. The data request was developed to reduce impacts related to a major unnamed dry wash that flows through the proposed site along the southwestern side. This alternative is analyzed because (1) it would retain the 1,000 MW generation capacity defined for the proposed action and the engineering is defined by the applicant as feasible, and (2) it would minimize impacts to state waters and to desert dry wash woodlands, a vegetation community classified as sensitive by the BLM and CDFG XE "CDFG" . The boundaries of the Reconfigured Alternative remain entirely on BLM-administered land.


The Reconfigured Alternative would relocate Unit 3, a 250 MW solar generating facility, to a location approximately 0.8 mile south of Solar Unit 2, on approximately 1,350 acres of land (approximately 150 acres larger than Unit 3 as proposed, which was proposed at 1,200 acres). Specifically, the alternative would relocate the Unit 3 solar field, including the power block, water treatment system, water storage tanks, and the administration, control, warehouse, maintenance, and lab buildings. 


Similar to the proposed action, the Reconfigured Alternative would transmit power to the grid through the Colorado River Substation. It would require the same infrastructure as the proposed action, including on-site wells, transmission line, road access, gas pipeline, main office and warehouse buildings, and central internal switchyard. The transmission line, road access, and gas pipeline would remain approximately the same length as for the proposed action. The required linear facility routes may require minor adjustments. 

Under this alternative, a ROW XE "ROW"  grant for the appropriate acreage would be issued, and the CDCA Plan would be amended to include the applicant’s BSPP generation facilities and transmission line as an approved site under the Plan.


Reduced Acreage Alternative


The Reduced Acreage Alternative would retain only Units 1, 2 and 4 of the proposed action, with the ability to generate 750 MW. Unit 3 (250 MW) would not be constructed. This alternative would require a CDCA PA by the BLM. This alternative would be located entirely within the applicant’s ROW XE "ROW"  application area as defined by the applicant. This alternative is analyzed for two major reasons: 


1. It would eliminate about 25 percent of the proposed action, and 


2. It would eliminate the 1,200 acre southwestern solar field which is located on flowing desert washes and, thereby, would reduce impacts to state waters and to desert dry wash woodlands, a vegetation community classified as sensitive by the BLM and CDFG XE "CDFG" , and to wildlife movement corridors. 

The boundaries of the Reduced Acreage Alternative are shown in Figure 5. 


The Reduced Acreage Alternative would have a net generating capacity of approximately 750 MW and its footprint would occupy approximately 4,750 acres of land. This alternative would retain 75 percent of the proposed action’s generating capacity, and would affect 75 percent of the land affected by the proposed action. Specifically, the alternative would retain the Unit 1, 2, and 4 solar fields, including the power block, water treatment system, water storage tanks, and administration, control, warehouse, maintenance, and lab buildings. Units 3 and 4, as proposed for the proposed action, were designed to share water treatment systems and water storage tanks for dust control; the shared facilities are proposed to be located in Unit 3. As such, the shared facilities would need to be relocated to Unit 4.


Similar to the proposed action, the Reduced Acreage Alternative would transmit power to the grid through the Colorado River Substation. It would require infrastructure including on-site wells, transmission line, road access, administration building, gas pipeline, main office and warehouse buildings, and central internal switchyard. The transmission line and road access would remain approximately the same length as for the proposed action. The gas pipeline would also remain approximately the same length as for the proposed action. The required linears could require minor adjustment to accommodate the smaller configuration.

Under this alternative, a ROW XE "ROW"  grant for the appropriate acreage would be issued, and the CDCA Plan would be amended to include the applicant’s BSPP generation facilities and transmission line as an approved site under the Plan.


No Action/No Project Alternatives XE "alternatives" 

In accordance with 40 CFR Section 1502.14(d), the BLM is required to evaluate a no action alternative. The no action alternative evaluates the environmental conditions of the area in question based on the project not being constructed. BLM considers the no action alternative also to include no action on, or amendment of, the CDCA Plan – See No Action Alternative A below.


Associated with the No Action Alternative are several CDCA Plan amendment options. One option is to deny the proposed project ROW XE "ROW"  application, but amend the land use plan to identify the area in question as unsuitable for solar energy development – See CDCA Plan Amendment/No Action Alternative B. A second option is to deny the proposed project ROW application, but amend the land use plan to identify the area in question as suitable for any type of solar energy development – See CDCA Plan Amendment/No Action Alternative C. BLM’s alternatives related to the No Action Alternative and the CDCA Plan amendment are the following:


No Action Alternative A


Under this No Action alternative, the ROW XE "ROW"  application would be denied, and the ROW grant would not be authorized. The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would not be amended.


CDCA Plan Amendment/No Action Alternative B


Under this No Action alternative, the ROW XE "ROW"  application would be denied, and the ROW grant would not be authorized. The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would be amended to identify the application area as unsuitable for any type of solar energy development.


CDCA Plan Amendment/No Action Alternative C


Under this No Action alternative, the ROW XE "ROW"  application would be denied, and the ROW grant would not be authorized. The CDCA Plan (1980, as amended) would be amended to identify the application area as suitable for any type of solar energy development.


2.5.5 Preferred Alternative


The BLM’s preferred alternative is the proposed action without modification.


2.5.6 Alternatives XE "alternatives"  Considered but Eliminated From Detailed Analysis


Rationale for Eliminating Alternatives XE "alternatives" 

In accordance with 43 C.F.R. 2804.10, the BLM worked closely with the Applicant during the pre-application phase to identify appropriate areas for the proposed project. BLM discouraged the Applicant from including in its application alternate BLM locations with significant environmental concerns, such as critical habitat, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs), Desert Wildlife Management Areas (DWMAs), designated off-highway vehicle (OHV XE "OHV" ) areas, wilderness study areas, and designated wilderness areas or other sensitive resources. BLM encouraged the Applicant to locate its project on public land with the fewest potential conflicts.

Other alternative sites, technologies and methods identified in Table 2‑1 and discussed below were considered but eliminated from detailed analysis under NEPA XE "NEPA" . These alternatives were eliminated from detailed analysis because one or more of the following criteria from the BLM NEPA Handbook H-1790-1 apply:

(1)
It is ineffective (it would not respond to the BLM project purpose and need);

(2)
It is technologically or economically infeasible;

(3)
It is inconsistent with the basic policy objectives for the management of the area (e.g., does not conform to the CDCA Plan);

(4)
Its implementation is remote or speculative;

(5)
It is substantially similar in design to an alternative that is analyzed; and/or

(6)
It would have substantially similar effects to an alternative that is analyzed.

Not all of these criteria from the BLM Handbook were used in eliminating alternatives from consideration as described below. This process for eliminating these alternatives from detailed analysis complies with 40 CFR 1502.14(a) and is described briefly in the following sections.

2.5.7 Alternatives XE "alternatives"  Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis 


Alternative sites, technologies and methods were considered as alternatives to the BSPP but not carried forward for detailed analysis. Such alternatives are identified and the rational for elimination summarized in Table 2-1. Each is discussed below.

Table 2-1
Alternatives XE "alternatives"  Considered but Eliminated from Detailed Analysis

		Alternative

		Rationale for Elimination



		Blythe Mesa Alternative 

		Ineffective, infeasible, remote or speculative.



		East of Lancaster Alternative

		Ineffective, infeasible.



		El Centro Alternative

		Inconsistent with the basic policy objectives for management of the area.



		Johnson Valley Alternative

		Ineffective, infeasible, remote or speculative.



		Chuckwalla Valley Alternative

		Inconsistent with the basic policy objectives for management of the area.



		Stirling Dish Technology

		Ineffective.



		Solar Power Tower Technology

		Ineffective. 



		Linear Fresnel Technology 

		Ineffective, infeasible. 



		Solar Photovoltaic Technology – Utility Scale XE "scale" 

		Ineffective.



		Distributed Solar Technology

		Ineffective, infeasible.



		Wind Energy XE "wind energy" 

		Ineffective, infeasible. 



		Geothermal Energy

		Ineffective, remote or speculative



		Biomass Energy

		Ineffective, infeasible, remote or speculative.



		Tidal Energy

		Ineffective, infeasible, remote or speculative. 



		Wave Energy

		Ineffective, infeasible. 



		Natural Gas

		Ineffective.



		Coal

		Ineffective.



		Nuclear Energy

		Ineffective.



		Conservation and Demand-side Management

		Ineffective, remote or speculative.





Alternative Considered Under CEQA Only


One alternative was evaluated in detail the SA/DEIS only under CEQA: the Blythe Mesa Alternative. The Blythe Mesa Alternative is discussed in detail in Section B.2.7.2
 of the RSA. Briefly, however, this alternative would be located entirely on private land. The Energy Commission determined that impacts of the Blythe Mesa Alternative would be similar to those of the proposed action for many resource areas; however, it would likely have less severe biological and cultural resources impacts because it would be located on disturbed lands previously used for agriculture. 


The Blythe Mesa Alternative was eliminated primarily because it is ineffective (i.e., it would not respond to the BLM project purpose and need). Under NEPA XE "NEPA" , reasonable alternatives are dictated by the nature and scope of the proposed action and are defined by the purpose and need. Here, BLM’s purpose and need are for the BLM to respond to Palo Verde Solar I’s application for a ROW XE "ROW"  grant to construct, operate, and decommission a solar thermal facility on public lands in compliance with FLPMA XE "FLPMA" , BLM ROW regulations, and other Federal applicable laws. The Blythe Mesa Alternative would be ineffective because the proposed site would not be under the BLM’s jurisdiction, the BLM would have no discretionary approval authority over the project, and the alternative would not accomplish the BLM’s purpose and need for the proposed action. 

The Blythe Mesa Alternative also was eliminated because it is economically infeasible. For one thing, the alternative site would consist of three unconnected areas. Although it theoretically would be possible to develop the solar units in non-contiguous areas, the cost of the project would increase due to the need for additional infrastructure (transmission, water, etc.) and expanded need for site security. Additionally, the alternative site would be made up of about 79 parcels. The BLM does not own or manage any of those parcels.

The Blythe Mesa Alternative was eliminated for an additional reason: its implementation is remote or speculative. Site control for the proposed site would require the willing participation of 23 separate landowners. As a result, obtaining control over sufficient land to develop the project seems remote or speculative. At the proposed site, BLM is the only land management entity.


Site Alternatives XE "alternatives" 

This section considers potential alternatives to the proposed BSPP that were evaluated, and determined to not be feasible or result in lesser impacts than the proposed action. The Site Alternatives XE "alternatives"  identified below are discussed in detail in Section B.2.8.1 of the RSA. Briefly, however, because these alternatives would not avoid or substantially reduce the adverse impacts of the proposed BSPP or because they do not meet project objectives, the purpose and need for the project, or are otherwise not reasonable alternatives, they are not analyzed in further detail in this PA/FEIS. The following alternative sites were evaluated in this analysis:


1. East of Lancaster Alternative


2. El Centro Alternative


3. Johnson Valley Alternative


4. Chuckwalla Valley Alternative


East of Lancaster Alternative


The East of Lancaster Alternative was identified by the Applicant as a potential alternative site for the proposed project. The East of Lancaster site is made up of about 1,370 separate parcels of private land located east of the City of Lancaster, in Los Angeles County. The elevation of East of Lancaster Alternative is between approximately 2,500 and 2,600 feet above sea level. The site is located in between Palmdale and Lancaster and is made up of 1,370 parcels located approximately one mile northeast of the Antelope Valley Enterprise Zone. The site would be located on 7,900 acres. 


East of Lancaster was not pursued by the Applicant as a possible site for the BSPP because it was privately-owned and heavily subdivided. Further, the site was 14 miles from the nearest 500 kV substation. The East of Lancaster site also had a lower solar resource than the proposed site. 


Rationale for Elimination

The East of Lancaster site is located on private land. Like other alternatives proposed to be located on lands not under the jurisdiction of the BLM, the East of Lancaster alternative is considered to be ineffective, because it would not accomplish the purpose and need for the proposed action, i.e., to respond to Palo Verde Solar I’s application under Title V of FLPMA XE "FLPMA"  (43 U.S.C. 1761) for a ROW XE "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.


The East of Lancaster alternative also was eliminated because it is infeasible: The site is made up of about 1,370 separate privately-owned parcels. Due to the number of parcels that would have to be acquired to accommodate a 1,000 MW alternative on this site, obtaining site control would be extremely challenging in comparison to obtaining a right-of-way grant to use BLM land. The East of Lancaster alternative also was eliminated because its implementation is remote or speculative, given the number of privately-owned parcels necessary to implement the alternative and likelihood that a sufficient number of property owners willingly would participate.


El Centro Alternative 


The El Centro Alternative was identified by the Applicant as a potential alternative site for the BSPP. The El Centro Alternative is located primarily on BLM land within the CDCA west of Imperial Valley, in Imperial County. The elevation of El Centro Alternative is between approximately sea level and 100 feet above sea level. The site is located south of the U.S. Naval Reservation parachute Drop Zone within the Plaster City East Pit Area of the Plaster City Open Area on 5,600 acres. The Plaster City Open Area is a designated Off-Highway Vehicle XE "off-highway vehicle"  (OHV) XE "off-highway vehicle (OHV)"  open area that is used for individual driving, primitive camping, and day use. 


Rationale for Elimination

The El Centro Alternative was eliminated because it is inconsistent with the basic policy objectives for the management of the area. The CDCA Plan states that the BLM is committed in providing opportunities for visitors to obtain various types of outdoor recreational experience and benefits including motorized-vehicle play open areas. The CDCA Plan’s Recreation XE "recreation"  Element has goals of providing a wide range of quality recreation opportunities, managing recreation use to minimize user conflicts, provide safe recreation environment, protect desert resources, and encourage the use and enjoyment of desert recreation opportunities by special populations and provide facilities to meet the needs of those groups. Use of the El Centro Alternative would conflict with the CDCA Recreation Element goals.

Johnson Valley Alternative 


The Johnson Valley Alternative was identified by the Applicant as a potential alternative site for the BSPP. The Johnson Valley Alternative is located on public and private land approximately 31 miles southeast of the Victorville/Apple Valley, in San Bernardino County. The site is made up of 55 parcels and is owned by 29 separate landowners, including the BLM and State of California. The site would be located on 9,000 acres. Johnson Valley was not pursued by the Applicant as a possible site because it is approximately 31 miles away from the nearest 500 kV substation.

Rationale for Elimination 


The Johnson Valley site is located, in part, on private land, and willing participation would be required from approximately 29 owners. Like other alternatives proposed to be located on lands not under the jurisdiction of the BLM, the Johnson Valley alternative is considered to be ineffective to the extent it would not accomplish the purpose and need for the proposed action, i.e., to respond to Palo Verde Solar I’s application under Title V of FLPMA XE "FLPMA"  (43 U.S.C. 1761) for a ROW XE "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.


Implementing the Johnson Valley Alternative would require significant additional transmission construction. Additionally, obtaining sufficient control of the number of parcels that would be needed to accommodate a 1,000 MW alternative make this alternative infeasible and its implementation speculative and remote. The Draft Phase 2a Report published by the Renewable Energy XE "renewable energy"  Transmission XE "transmission"  Initiative (RETI) in early June 2009 identified private land areas suitable for solar development only if there were no more than 20 owners in a two square mile (1,280 acre) area. Moreover, this alternative would not reduce impacts of the proposed BSPP without creating more severe impacts of its own.


Chuckwalla Valley Alternative 


The Chuckwalla Valley Alternative was identified by the Applicant as a potential alternative site for the BSPP. The Chuckwalla Valley Alternative is located on public and private land west of Blythe, in Riverside County. Chuckwalla Valley was not pursued by the Applicant as a possible site because it is located in desert tortoise critical habitat and is located within the Chuckwalla Desert Wildlife Management Area (DWMA) XE "Desert Wildlife Management Area (DWMA)" , which are managed as Areas of Critical Environmental Concern for recovery of the desert tortoise, as designated by the NECO Plan. The BLM established the Chuckwalla DWMA XE "DWMA"  to protect federally listed desert tortoise and 38 special status plant and animal species and included the specific feature of a 1 percent surface disturbance limitation on federal lands within DWMAs. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service designated the area as Critical Habitat XE "critical habitat"  for the desert tortoise and BLM designated it as an Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (BLM 2002). 


Rationale for Elimination

The Chuckwalla Valley Alternative was eliminated because it is inconsistent with the basic policy objectives for the management of the area (e.g., it does not conform to the NECO Plan) based on the location of portions of the alternative within a DWMA XE "DWMA" . In addition, the site is located on private and public land with approximately nine owners. Due to the number of parcels that would have to be acquired to accommodate a 1,000 MW alternative on this site, this alternative would make obtaining site control more challenging (in comparison to obtaining a right-of-way grant to use BLM land). 


Alternative Solar Generation Technologies 

Several alternative solar generation technologies were evaluated as potential alternatives to the BSPP, which would use the solar trough technology. The BLM has the authority to change the technology on a proposal if it is shown that the change would reduce impacts. The following solar generation technologies were considered in this analysis:


1. Stirling energy systems technology


2. solar power tower technology


3. linear Fresnel technology


4. photovoltaic technology


Each of the alternative solar generation technologies is discussed in detail in Section B.2.8.2 of the RSA. The rationale for their elimination from more detailed consideration is provided below.


Rationale for Elimination


Alternative solar technologies are eliminated from detailed discussion because they are ineffective. In other words, they would not respond to the BLM’s purpose and need for the proposed action, which is to is to respond to Palo Verde Solar I’s application under Title V of FLPMA XE "FLPMA"  (43 U.S.C. 1761) for a ROW XE "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. 


The Stirling energy systems technology also is eliminated because it could increase the footprint of the BSPP between 10 and 45 percent. Further, due to its greater height, it could increase visual impacts. With a minimum size of nearly 8,500 acres, Stirling engine technology would not eliminate any of the significant impacts of the BSPP plant. 


The solar power tower technology also is eliminated because no substantial reduction in impacts would occur under this alternative technology. The large area needed for a solar power tower plant would be greater than the land requirement for the BSPP. Grading requirements for the solar power tower would be less than for the BSPP because the solar power tower technology does not require grading of the entire solar field; however, grading would still be required for the access roads in between the rows of heliostats. For these reasons, recreation and land use, biological resources, and cultural resource impacts would be greater than those of the BSPP. In addition, due to the extent of the facility and the height of the power towers, impacts to the Blythe Airport would potentially be greater for this alternative. 

The solar linear Fresnel technology also is eliminated because it is infeasible. The Fresnel solar technology is a proprietary technology owned by Ausra, Inc. However, Ausra, Inc. has changed its focus to being a technology and equipment provider rather than an independent power developer and owner and will focus on medium-sized (50 MW) solar steam generating systems for customers including steam users, such as food processors, enhanced oil recovery firms, and utilities for power augmentation systems that deliver steam into existing fossil-fuel power plants. A project of 1,000 MW is theoretically possible, and would require smaller acreage per megawatt. However, at nearly 5,000 acres for 1,000 MW, this technology would not eliminate the significant impacts of the proposed solar trough technology at this site. Moreover, this technology is not within the area of expertise of the Applicant, and therefore would not likely be technically or economically feasible for it to implement. Accordingly, this alternative technology also was eliminated on this basis. 


Utility-scale solar photovoltaic technology also is eliminated because it would not reduce major impacts of the BSPP facility. Due to its requirement for a nearly flat site, it would require similar grading as the Blythe facility with similar air emissions and erosion potential. With a minimum size of at least 3,000 acres, solar PV technology would not eliminate the impacts of the BSPP associated with ground disturbance.

Distributed solar technology also is eliminated because its implementation is infeasible. The rate of PV manufacturing and installation is expected to continue to grow very quickly. However, given that there are currently only about 500 MW of distributed solar PV in California, the addition of an additional 1,000 MW to eliminate the need for the BSPP cannot be guaranteed. This would require an even more aggressive deployment of PV at more than double the historic rate of solar PV than the California Solar Initiative program currently employs. Challenges to an accelerated implementation of distributed solar PV are discussed in the RSA. In sum, while it very likely will be possible to achieve 1,000 MW of distributed solar energy over the coming years, the very limited numbers of existing facilities make it difficult to conclude with confidence that it will happen within the timeframe required for the BSPP.


Alternative Renewable Technologies


Non-solar renewable generation technologies were considered as potential alternatives to the BSPP. The following renewable generation technologies were considered in this analysis:


1. wind energy


2. geothermal energy


3. biomass energy


4. tidal energy


5. wave energy


The non-solar renewable technologies alternatives (wind, geothermal, biomass, tidal, wave) are discussed in detail in Section B.2.8.3 of the RSA. The rationale for their elimination from more detailed consideration is provided below.


Rationale for Elimination


Alternative renewable technologies are eliminated from detailed discussion because they are ineffective. In other words, they would not respond to the BLM’s purpose and need for the proposed action, which is to is to respond to Palo Verde Solar I’s application under Title V of FLPMA XE "FLPMA"  (43 U.S.C. 1761) for a ROW XE "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. 

The non-solar renewable technologies alternatives (wind, geothermal, biomass, tidal, wave) also are eliminated because they would be infeasible at the scale of the BSPP if they are feasible at all: none of these alternative technologies is within the Applicant’s area of expertise, and so may not be technically or economically feasible for them to implement. 


Wind energy alternatives also are eliminated because they could create significant impacts to biological, visual, cultural, and water and soils resources. 


Geothermal energy alternatives also are eliminated because their implementation is remote or speculative: No new geothermal energy projects, despite the encouragement provided by Renewable Portfolio Standard targets and ARRA funding, have been proposed and no geothermal projects are included on the Renewable Energy XE "renewable energy"  Action Team list of projects requesting ARRA funds.


Biomass alternatives also are eliminated because most biomass facilities produce only small amounts of electricity (in the range of 3 to 10 MW) and so could not produce an amount of energy necessary to replace the BSPP. Consequently, these alternatives are eliminated because they are infeasible and/or remote or speculative. Further, biomass facilities generate significant air emissions and require numerous truck deliveries to supply the plant with the waste. Other environmental concerns associated with biomass relate to the emission of toxic chemicals, such as dioxin, and the disposal of the toxic ash that results from biomass burning. Accordingly, these alternatives would not reduce impacts relative to the proposed environment.


Tidal fence technology also is eliminated because its use is limited to areas that are adjacent to a body of water with a large difference between high and low tides (unlike the site). The technology also creates significant environmental impacts to ocean ecosystems. The technology also is infeasible because in-flow tidal turbines are a relatively new technology, unproven at the scale that would be required to replace the BSPP. 


Wave power technologies also are eliminated because they are new and may not be technologically feasible at the scale that would be required to replace the BSPP.


Alternative Methods of Generating Electricity


The following alternative methods of generating or conserving electricity were considered as potential alternatives to the BSPP:


1. natural gas


2. coal


3. nuclear energy


These alternatives are discussed in detail in Section B.2.8.4 of the RSA. The rationale for their elimination from more detailed consideration is provided below.


Rationale for Elimination


Alternative methods of generating or conserving electricity are eliminated from detailed discussion because they would be too great a departure from the application to be considered a modification of the Applicant’s proposal, and so are ineffective under NEPA XE "NEPA" . These alternative methods would not respond to the BLM’s purpose and need for the proposed action, which is to is to respond to Palo Verde Solar I’s application under Title V of FLPMA XE "FLPMA"  (43 U.S.C. 1761) for a ROW XE "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. Additionally, none of these alternative methods of generating electricity is within the Applicant’s area of expertise; therefore, it would not likely be technically or economically feasible for the Applicant to implement them. Moreover, the permitting of new nuclear facilities in California is currently illegal, so this technology also is eliminated as infeasible.

Conservation and Demand-Side Management


Conservation and demand-side management is discussed in detail in Section B.2.8.2 of the RSA. Briefly, however, it consists of a variety of approaches to reduce electricity use, including energy efficiency and conservation, building and appliance standards, and load management and fuel substitution.


Rationale for Elimination


Conservation and demand-side management is eliminated from detailed discussion because it is ineffective. In other words, it does not respond to the BLM’s purpose and need for the proposed action, which is to is to respond to Palo Verde Solar I’s application under Title V of FLPMA XE "FLPMA"  (43 U.S.C. 1761) for a ROW XE "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. Conservation and demand-side management also is eliminated because it is remote or speculative: with population growth and increasing demand for energy, conservation and demand-management alone is not sufficient to address all of California’s energy needs.

�	Chevron Energy Solutions and Solar Millennium have a joint development agreement. Chevron Energy Solutions applied for the Right of Way� XE "right of way" � for Blythe Solar Power Project. To facilitate the permitting of the Blythe Solar Power Project (BSPP), the Applicant is requesting that the BLM issue one right of way grant to a Project- specific company. The company for BSPP is Palo Verde Solar I, LLC a wholly owned subsidiary of Solar Millennium and the single Applicant for the BSPP.


�	Excludes off‐site linear facilities (gen‐tie transmission line, gas pipeline, distribution line, fiber optics line, and off-site access)


�	The distribution line would be wholly owned and operated by SCE. It would be used to provide power during the construction phase of the proposed action. SCE would retain the facility after construction is completed. 


�	The distribution line would be wholly owned and operated by SCE. It would be used to provide power during the construction phase of the proposed action. SCE would retain the facility after construction is complete. 


�	During the operational phase of the proposed action, power would be provided by the BSPP.
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