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1. Introduction 
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2. The draft DRECP proposes significant benefits for conservation and 
landscape-level planning to meet multiple goals 
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3. Summary of Strategic Recommendations 
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4. Durability Mechanisms need to be improved 

                                                           
3 The fundamental interagency purpose of the DRECP is to provide a streamlined permitting process for utility-
scale renewable energy generation and transmission while simultaneously providing for the long-term 
conservation and management of Covered Species and natural communities “with durable and reliable regulatory 
assurances.”  See p. I.1-1.  See also, p.I.1-2. BLM’s purpose includes “ensuring the durability of mitigation measures 
over time.”    
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i.e.

i.e.

i.e.
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5. Groundwater and groundwater-dependent resources 

                                                           
4 The Nature Conservancy, Protection of Groundwater and Groundwater Dependent Communities in the Development of the 
Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan. March 21, 2014.  
5 The Nature Conservancy, Recommendations related to Modeling for the Protection of Groundwater and Groundwater 
Dependent Communities in the Development of the Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan. July 15, 2014. 
6 Trucking in water for renewable energy facilities can reduce if not entirely negate the greenhouse gas benefits of 
renewable electricity, depending on distance trucked , fuel efficiency, and type of electricity being replaced by the 
renewable energy. 
7 Draft DRECP. Executive Summary. Page 48. 



11 
 

6. The DRECP Must Maintain Protection of Landscape-Level Connectivity  

                                                           
8 Randall, J. M., S.S. Parker, J. Moore, B. Cohen, L. Crane, B. Christian, D. Cameron, J. MacKenzie, K. Klausmeyer and 
S. Morrison. 2010. Mojave Desert Ecoregional Assessment. Unpublished Report. The Nature Conservancy, San 
Francisco, California. 106 pp + appendices. Available at: 
http://scienceforconservation.org/downloads/mojave_desert_ecoregional_assessment 
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Figure 1

Figure 2
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Recommendation:

a. Protecting connectivity within the Tehachapi Mountain Range 
-

Recommendation

b. California – Nevada: Cross Border Effects 
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Recommendation

c. Soda Mountain Area 

The corridor linking the Avawatz Mountains and S. Soda Mountains was the highest-
ranking restorable corridor in our analysis in terms of impact on long-term 
demographic connectivity. This corridor is the most influential restorable corridor 
because if restored it would demographically link two major clusters of populations on 
either side of I-15. In fact, our model suggests that the Avawatz--S. Soda corridor is the 
only restorable corridor that is short enough to connect populations on either side of I-
15 within the estimated maximum dispersal range of a ewe10. 

                                                           
9 Our extensive comments on DRECP groundwater provisions outlines in detail concerns about designations of 
development areas in the border area (including the Charleston View DFA), and the risks of not including a 
thorough analysis of cross border effects.  
10 Potential impacts of proposed solar energy development near the South Soda Mountains on desert bighorn 
sheep connectivity Clinton W. Epps1, John D. Wehausen2, Ryan J. Monello3, and Tyler G. Creech1 
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Recommendation

 

 

7. The DRECP must develop and analyze quantifiable plan-wide Biological 
Goals and Objectives  

                                                           
11 Access to forage and water resources in proximity to rugged escape habitat is critical for desert bighorn sheep 
(USFWS 2000).. As noted previously, lambing recruitment is generally positively correlated with high winter 
precipitation. Poor quality forage may adversely affect maternal care if ewes are in poor condition and lamb 
mortality may be increased through malnutrition, thus adversely affecting recruitment (USFWS 2000). 
12 During the reproductive season, nutritious forage is typically concentrated on alluvial fans and bajadas, and in 
washes where more productive, wetter soils support more herbaceous forage than steeper, drier, rockier soils. 
These areas, therefore, are especially important food sources during the heat of summer months and in drought 
conditions (74 FR 17288–17365). 
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a. The draft DRECP and EIR/EIS needs to establish quantifiable goals and 
objectives  

qualitative

Biological goals

Biological objectives

Biological 
Objectives
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13 Craig Groves, Laura Valutis, Diane Vosick, Betsy Neely, Kimberly Wheaton, Jerry Touval and Bruce Runnels. 
Designing a Geography of Hope: Guidelines for Ecoregion-Based Conservation. Volumes I & II. The Nature 
Conservancy. 2000. The Nature Conservancy, Arlington, VA. 
14 Randall, J. M., S.S. Parker, J. Moore, B. Cohen, L. Crane, B. Christian, D. Cameron, J. MacKenzie, K. Klausmeyer 
and S. Morrison. 2010. Mojave Desert Ecoregional Assessment. Unpublished Report. The Nature Conservancy, San 
Francisco, California. 106 pp + appendices. Available at: 
http://scienceforconservation.org/downloads/mojave_desert_ecoregional_assessment 
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Recommendation

8. The Development Focus Areas should be revised 
 

a. DFAs should be revised to ensure that they do not preclude attainment of 
plan-wide goals 

i. Results 

                                                           
15 Per Table 11.3-20 in the Draft DRECP 
16 These species include: Greater Sandhill Crane, Mountain Plover, Desert Pupfish, Tri-colored Blackbird, California 
Black Rail, Willow Flycatcher (including Southwestern), Alkali Mariposa Lily, Bakersfield Cactus, California Condor, 
Mohave ground squirrel, and Owens Pupfish. 
17 These species include: Greater Sandhill Crane and Mountain Plover. 
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Recommendation

Recommendation
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18 It is important to note that the acre totals that we are recommending for removal are not additive, and would 
not necessarily benefit just one species at a time. For example, many of the bird species that are dependent on 
agricultural lands would benefit from removal of the same acreage. 



 

Figure 3
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Table 1

A B C D E F F G H I 

Species 

Alkali 
Mariposa 
Lily 
Bakersfield 
Cactus 
California 
Condor  

California 
Black Rail  

Desert 
Pupfish  

Southwest 
Willow 
Flycatcher 

 

Greater 
Sandhill 
Crane 

 

Mohave 
Ground 
Squirrel 

 

Mountain 
Plover  

Owens 
Pupfish  

Tri-colored 
Blackbird  

Assumption of impact is if the entire 297,000 acres of DFA development occurred within that specie’s habitat within the DRECP planning area. Note: This evaluation was 
conducted using modeled habitat layers provided through data basin. If occupied habitat is less than modeled (e.g., for burrowing owls), then this chart does not capture the full 
extent of refinements that are necessary. In addition, this evaluation did not consider the effects of applying CMAs within DFAs.



 

b. Ecologically critical areas need to be removed from the DFAs and protected 

i. Desert Tortoise Natural Area 

Recommendation

ii. DFAs within the Amargosa River Watershed, including Silurian Valley. 



 

24 
 
 

iii. Areas that are critical for responding to climate change 

                                                           
19 Davis F, Soong O, Stoms D, Dashiell S, Schloss C, Hannah L, Wilkinson W, Dingman J. 2015. Cumulative Biological Impacts 
Framework for Solar Energy Projects in the California Desert. California Energy Commission. Forthcoming. 
20 Databasin: Animal species distribution models, California Deserts, version Feb2014; Plant species distribution models, 
California Deserts, version Feb2014; High-resolution bioclimate grids for the California Deserts   
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Figure 4

Recommendation
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c. Refine DFAs to reflect County analyses and input 

d. Ecologically Core Areas should be removed from Development Focus Areas 
and Study Lands  

                                                           
21 Stallcup, Jerre Ann. 2009. A Framework for Effective Conservation Management of the Sonoran Desert in 
California. Conservation Biology Institute. Available at: http://consbio.org/products/projects/sonoran-desert-
conservation 
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Figure 5
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9. The Study Lands and Undesignated Areas should be revised 

Recommendation

                                                           
22 Draft DRECP. Table II.3-42, Page II.3-299. 
23 Draft DRECP. Table II.3-42, Page II.3-299. 
24 Per Table 11.3-20 in the Draft DRECP 
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10. Energy Calculations 

Recommendation

                                                           
25 Brown, Edmund Jr. “Inaugural Address.” Sacramento. 5 Jan. 2015.  
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11. Planning and Permitting Renewable Energy in the draft DRECP 

a. DRECP DFA Permitting Process for Renewable Energy  

                                                           
26 The May 2010 Planning Agreement announced an intent to provide a framework for a more efficient process by 
which proposed renewable energy projects within the Planning Area may obtain regulatory authorizations May 
2010 Planning Agreement, page 7. 
27 Exhibit II.3-9, “Summary Submittal and Review Process for Projects Seeking Streamlining Under DRECP Including 
Required Avoidance, Minimization, and Mitigation Requirements”
28 California Desert Renewable Energy Working Group. "Vision/Values Statement." Letter to Governor Edmund G. 
“Jerry” Brown, Jr. 30 July 2014. MS. N.p. 
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Recommendation: 

                                                           
29 Draft DRECP, pgs. II.3-231 (in text) and II.3-233 (Exhibit II.3-9).  
30 Draft DRECP, pgs. II.3-231 (in text) and II.3-233 (Exhibit II.3-9). 
31  US Fish and Wildlife Service, Pacific Southwest Region, presentation in Renewable Energy Scoping Meeting, 
March 12, 2009.  
32 Draft DRECP, II.3-231 (in text) and II.3-233 (Exhibit II.3-9). 
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b. Renewable Energy in DFAs on Private Lands 

                                                           
33 May 2010 Planning Agreement: “Provide a framework for a more efficient process by which proposed renewable 
energy projects within the Planning Area may obtain regulatory authorizations and which results in greater 
conservation values than a project-by-project, species-by-species review would have.” We believe that our 
proposal would help attain this stated goal.  
34 Draft DRECP, pg. II.3-250 
35 Draft DRECP, pgs. II.3-231 (in text) and II.3-233 (Exhibit II.3-9). 
36 FWS, Pacific Southwest Region, Renewable Energy Scoping Meeting, March 12, 2009. 
37 14 CCR § 783.5 
38 Helpful benchmarks might be permit processing timeframes established under other HCP/NCCPs in California 
and well as individual project permits not in plan areas.  
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c. Improving Cost and Mitigation Certainty  

                                                           
39 By implementing previous recommendations about revising the DFAs, uncertainty and potential for 
environmental conflicts that contribute to more difficult permitting will be greatly reduced. 
40 Section 2.4.1 of the draft Implementation Agreement at page 14 et. seq. contains details on costs and mitigation. 
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d. Transmission Availability in DFAs 

Recommendation

                                                           
41 Sierra Club, et.al., DRECP Transmission Comments. February 23, 2015. 
42 http://www.caiso.com/documents/paper-non-conventionalalternatives-2013-
2014transmissionplanningprocess.pdf 
43 Sierra Club, et.al., DRECP Transmission Comments. February 23, 2015. 
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e. Renewable Energy Development on BLM Lands: Study Lands & Undesignated Lands  

f. Clarify the availability of Undesignated Areas for renewable energy development 

                                                           
44 From Draft DRECP: 367,000 acres of DFAs within the BLM LUPA; 106,000 acres of Study Lands; and 709,000 acres 
of Undesignated Areas.  
45 Draft DRECP. Table II.3-20, Page II.3-167.  
46 Draft DRECP. Table II.3-42, Page II.3-299. 
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12. Conclusion 

 

 

                                                           
47 Draft DRECP. Glossary-19.  
48 http://www.drecp.org/documents/docs/fact_sheets/DRECP_BLM.pdf  
49 Draft DRECP. Table II.3-20, Page II.3-167.  
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Appendices

 

  



Appendix A: Connectivity 

Vireo bellii pusillus

 



Appendix B: Methods for Quantifying Biological Objectives for Covered Species 

Drafting a Conservation Blueprint: A Practitioner’s Guide to Planning for 
Biodiversity

                                                           
1 The Nature Conservancy. 2000. Designing a Geography of Hope: Guidelines for Ecoregion-Based 
Conservation. Volumes I & II. (authors: Craig Groves, Laura Valutis, Diane Vosick, Betsy Neely, 
Kimberly Wheaton, Jerry Touval and Bruce Runnels). The Nature Conservancy, Arlington, VA. 



                                                           
2 Randall, J. M., S.S. Parker, J. Moore, B. Cohen, L. Crane, B. Christian, D. Cameron, J. MacKenzie, K. Klausmeyer and 
S. Morrison. 2010. Mojave Desert Ecoregional Assessment. Unpublished Report. The Nature Conservancy, San 
Francisco, California. 106 pp + appendices. Available at: 
http://scienceforconservation.org/downloads/mojave_desert_ecoregional_assessment 
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Appendix C: Recommended quantifiable BGOs for covered species. 

Number Species Range Distribution G Rank Status Recommended 
Goal 

Notes 

1 Gopherus agassizii 
Desert Tortoise Widespread Large Patch G4S2 T 65%* 

Listed species, but ranging 
across four states (CA, NV, UT 
and AZ) 

2 
Phrynosoma m’callii 
Flat-tail horned lizard Limited Small Patch G3S2 C 75% 

2 ecoregions, recently listed as 
candidate, declining due to 
habitat conversion 

3 Uma scoparia 
Mojave fringed-toed 
lizard 

Endemic Small Patch G3G4 C 75% 
More populations than Flat-
tail horned lizard, but only in 
Mojave ecoregion 

4 
Batrachoseps stebbinsi 
Tehachapi Slender 
Salamander 

Endemic Small Patch G2S2 T 90% 

Few populations and endemic 
to this portion of the Mojave 
ecoregion, so higher goal than 
Mojave fringed-toed lizard 

5 Toxostoma bendirei 
Bendire’s Thrasher Limited Large Patch G4G5 S 35% Found in 2 ecoregions, many 

populations, not imperiled 
6 Athene cunicularia 

Burrowing Owl Widespread Large Patch G5S2 S 40%* 
Widespread in several 
ecoregions, sensitive to loss of 
agricultural habitat 

7 
Laterallus jamaicensis 
coturniculus 
California Black Rail 

Limited Linear G4T1 T 75% 

Found only in two ecoregions 
but not common in either, 
habitat is threatened by water 
use and drought 

8 Gymnogyps 
californianus 
California Condor 

Limited Large Patch G1S1 E 95% 
Obviously imperiled and 
sensitive to disturbances 
throughout its range 

9 Melanerpes 
uropygialis Limited Small Patch G5S1S2 E 50% Many populations, secure, 

couple of ecoregions 



Number Species Range Distribution G Rank Status Recommended 
Goal 

Notes 

Gila Woodpecker 
10 

Aquila chrysaetos 
Golden Eagle Widespread Large Patch G5S3 S 40%* 

Widespread in several 
ecoregions, sensitive to 
disturbance of breeding 
habitat and poaching 

11 
Grus canadensis 
tabida 
Greater Sandhill Crane 

Widespread Large Patch G5T4 T 50% 

Widespread in several 
ecoregions but significant 
number of population 
overwinters in CA 

12 Vireo bellii pusillus 
Least Bell’s Vireo Widespread Small Patch G5T2 E 75% Numerous populations, but 

declining and listed 
13 Charadrius montanus 

Mountain Plover Widespread Small Patch G2S2 C 50% 
Widespread but significant 
amount of populations utilize 
Salton Sea and Antelope Valley 

14 
Buteo swainsoni 
Swainson’s Hawk Widespread Large Patch G5S2 T 40%* 

Widespread species, declining 
but secure, ag habitats 
important 

15 Agelaius tricolor 
Tricolored Blackbird Endemic Linear G2G3S2 C 75% 

Declining species, endemic, 
wetland habitats threatened 
in range 

16 
Coccyzus americanus 
occidentalis 
Western Yellow-Billed 
Cuckoo 

Widespread Linear G5T3 E 50% 

Widespread but declining and 
Western population recently 
listed, riparian habitat 
threatened by drought and 
water drawdown in CA 

17 
Empidonax traillii 
(extimus) 
Southwestern Willow 
Flycatcher 

Limited Linear G5T1 E 75% 

Less widespread than Yellow-
billed cuckoo, but more 
threatened in habitat type and 
sensitive to disturbances 
during breeding, 



Number Species Range Distribution G Rank Status Recommended 
Goal 

Notes 

18 Rallus longirostris 
yumanensis 
Yuma Clapper Rail 

Limited Linear G5T3 E 75% 
Habitat type threatened by 
water overuse and drought in 
CA range 

19 Cyprinidon macularius 
Desert Pupfish Limited Point location G1S1 E 100%* 

Highly threatened by drought 
and water overuse, few 
locations well known 

20 
Siphateles bicolor 
mohavensis 
Mohave Tui Chub 

Endemic Linear G4T1 E 75% 

Endemic to Mojave, more 
populations than Desert 
Pupfish, threatened by 
drought and water overuse. 

21 Cyprinodon radiosus 
Owens  Pupfish Endemic Point location G1S1 E 100%* 

Highly threatened by drought 
and water overuse, few 
locations well known 

22 
Siphateles bicolor 
snyderi 
Owens Tui Chub 

Endemic Linear G4T1 E 75% 

Endemic to Mojave, more 
populations than Desert 
Pupfish, threatened by 
drought and water overuse. 

23 Ovis canadensis 
nelsoni 
Desert bighorn sheep 

Widespread Large Patch G4T4 S 25% 
Widespread species, not 
threatened, State sensitive 
species 

24 
Macrotus californicus 
California leaf-nosed 
bat 

Widespread Point location G4 S 90% 

Maternal and winter roosting 
caves well known and easily 
protected for otherwise 
widespread species 

25 
Xerospermophilus 
mohavensis 
Mohave ground 
squirrel 

Endemic Large Patch G2G3S2 E 95%* 

Endemic to West Mojave, lots 
to be learned about 
population dynamics and what 
constitutes appropriate 
habitat 

26 Antrozous pallidus Widespread Point location G5 S 75% Maternal and winter roosting 



Number Species Range Distribution G Rank Status Recommended 
Goal 

Notes 

Pallid bat caves well known and easily 
protected for otherwise 
widespread species, more 
known populations than 
Townsend's or CA leaf-nosed 
bats 

27 Corynorhinus 
townsendii 
Townsend’s big-eared 
bat 

Widespread Point location G3G4 S 90% 

Maternal and winter roosting 
caves well known and easily 
protected for otherwise 
widespread species 

28 
Calochortus striatus  
Alkali mariposa lily 

Endemic Small Patch G2S2 S 75% 

Very few populations, not 
much known about ecological 
needs or trends, threatened 
by drought and water overuse 

29 Opuntia basilaris var. 
treleasei  
Bakersfield cactus Endemic Small Patch G5T1 E 90% 

Highly threatened in known 
locations, declining and listed 
as endangered 

30 Eriophyllum 
mohavense 
Barstow woolly 
sunflower 

Endemic Small Patch G2S2 S 75% 

Few populations, endemic, 
same status as Alkali Mariposa 
lily 

31 Cymopterus 
deserticola 
Desert Cymopterus 

Endemic Small Patch G2S2 CS 75% 
Few populations, endemic, 
same status as Alkali Mariposa 
lily 

32 Linanthus maculatus 
Little San Bernardino 
Mountain Linanthus 

Endemic Small Patch G2S2 S 75% 
Few populations, endemic, 
same status as Alkali Mariposa 
lily 

33 Mimulus mohavensis 
Mojave monkeyflower  Endemic Point location G2S2 S 90% 

Sparse distribution, known 
populations easily protected 

34 Hemizonia mohavensis Limited Small Patch G2G3S2 S 60% In at least two ecoregions, so 



Number Species Range Distribution G Rank Status Recommended 
Goal 

Notes 

Mojave tarplant lower goal than Alkali 
Mariposa Lily 

35 Sidalcea covillei 
Owens Valley 
checkerbloom Endemic Small Patch ? S 75% 

Little info on this species (not 
on NatureServe), so deferred 
to other rare plants to set goal  

36 Erigeron parishii 
Parish’s daisy Endemic Small Patch G2S2 T 75% 

Few populations, endemic, 
same status as Alkali Mariposa 
lily 

37 Astragalus tricarinatus 
Triple-ribbed 
milkvetch 

Endemic Point location G1S1 E 100% 
Single known population, 
highly threatened 

* indicates that the goal has been raised based on recommendations from Defenders of Wildlife scientists 



Appendix D. Methods for Quantifying Natural Community Goals for DRECP 
Analyses 



90% nine 

six

75% four

60% four

50% four



40% five

35% one

25% four



Appendix E: Recommended Quantitative Goals for Covered Natural 
Communities 

DRECP Natural Community Conservation Goal 

Arid West Freshwater Emergent Marsh 90% 
Arizonian Upland Sonoran Desert scrub–Sonoran Desert scrub 25% 
California Annual and Perennial Grassland 50% 
California Annual Forb/Grass Vegetation 90% 
Californian Broadleaf Forest and Woodland 40% 
Californian Mesic Chaparral 90% 
Californian Montane Conifer Forest 60% 
Californian Pre-Montane Chaparral 90% 
Californian Warm Temperate Marsh/Seep 90% 
Californian Xeric Chaparral 75% 
Central and South Coastal California Seral Scrub 90% 
Central and South Coastal Californian Coastal Sage Scrub 75% 
Great Basin Pinyon–Juniper Woodland 40% 
Intermontane Deep or Well-Drained Soil Scrub–Sonoran Desert Scrub 60% 
Intermontane Seral Shrubland 60% 
Inter-Mountain Dry Shrubland and Grassland 50% 
Intermountain Mountain Big Sagebrush Shrubland and Steppe 60% 
Lower Bajada and Fan Mojavean–Sonoran Desert Scrub 25% 
Madrean Warm Semi-Desert Wash Woodland/Scrub 35% 
Mojave and Great Basin Upper Bajada and Toeslope 25% 
Mojavean Semi-Desert Wash Scrub 90% 
North American Warm Desert Alkaline Scrub and Herb Playa and Wet Flat 40% 
North American Warm Desert Bedrock Cliff and Outcrop 25% 
North American Warm Desert Dunes and Sand Flats 50% 
Shadescale–Saltbush Cool Semi-Desert Scrub 40% 
Sonoran-Coloradan Semi-Desert Wash Woodland/Scrub 50% 
Southern Great Basin Semi-Desert Grassland 90% 
Southwestern North American Riparian Evergreen and Deciduous 
Woodland 

90% 

Southwestern North American Riparian/Wash Scrub 75% 
Southwestern North American Salt Basin and High Marsh 40% 
Western Mojave and Western Sonoran Desert Borderland Chaparral 75% 

 



Appendix F: Analysis of Development Focus Areas on Covered Species 
 





1. Greater Sandhill Crane 

DRECP Stated Conservation Objectives: 

Obj. GSCR1.1:

Obj. GSCR1.2:



    

      



2. Mountain Plover 

DRECP Stated Conservation Objectives: 

Goal MOPL1: 

Goal MOPL2: 
 







3. Tricolored Blackbird 

DRECP Stated Conservation Objectives: 

Obj. TCBL1.1:

Obj. TCBL1.2:

Obj. TCBL1.3:



 California Black Rail 

DRECP Stated Conservation Objectives: 

Obj. CBRA1.1:

Obj. CBRA1.2:



5. Southwestern Willow Flycatcher 

DRECP Stated Conservation Objectives: 

Obj. WIFL1.1:

Obj. WIFL1.2:

Obj. WIFL1.3:

Obj. WIFL1.4:

Obj. WIFL2.1:





6. Alkali Mariposa Lily 

DRECP Stated Conservation Objectives: 

Obj. AML1.1:

Obj. AML1.2:

Obj. AML1.3:



7. Bakersfield Cactus 

DRECP Stated Conservation Objectives: 

Obj. BACA1.1:

Obj. BACA1.2:

Obj. BACA1.3:

Obj. BACA2.1:

Obj. BACA2.2:

Obj. BACA3.1:





8. Yuma Clapper Rail 

DRECP Stated Conservation Objectives: 

Obj. YCRA1.1:

Obj. YCRA1.2:



9. Mohave Ground Squirrel 

DRECP Stated Conservation Objectives: 

Obj. MGSQ1.1:

Obj. MGSQ1.2:

Obj. MGSQ1.3:



Obj. MGSQ1.4:

Obj. MGSQ1.5:



Obj. MGSQ1.6:

Obj. MGSQ1.7:

Obj. MGSQ2.1:

  



10. Mojave monkeyflower 

DRECP Stated Conservation Objectives: 

Obj. MOMO1.1:

Obj. MOMO1.2:

 

  



Appendix G. Overlap of Conservation Designations and Recreational 
Designations 



Implementation Decisions: An activity level plan would be developed to identify and designate current 
and future recreational opportunities, appropriate facilities to provide for and manage the proposed 
uses, parameters for Special Recreation Permitting of events, staffing, funding, parameters for facility 
and road/trail maintenance, partnerships, possible recreation fee considerations, and an 
implementation schedule. Until the new plan is approved, continue implementing management actions 
in the Amargosa & Grimshaw Lake ACEC plans for recreation. Integrate these into the new Amargosa 
River ACEC & SRMA Plans. Ensure compatibility & continuity among recreation activities in the 
following plans: ACEC, WSR, wilderness & OSNHT. 











Appendix H. Silurian Valley and Surrounding Areas, and the importance of 
areas that harbor little-to-no invasive species  



Recommendation

Lack of Invasive Species



  



Appendix I. Conservation to be gained by the DRECP 
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Appendix J. Legal and policy analysis 

I. Development Coverage—meeting plan-wide BGOs and legal standards 



Recommendation: 



II. Take Limits 

The Conservancy recommends 

III. Biological Opinion 

The Conservancy recommends

IV. Durability 

i. Time Limitations    



The Conservancy recommends

ii. Durability of Conservation 

                                                           
1 We believe that conservation protections should be perpetual—and this is especially true for lands acquired or 
segregated for mitigation purposes.   
2 The fundamental interagency purpose of the DRECP is to provide a streamlined permitting process for utility-
scale renewable energy generation and transmission while simultaneously providing for the long-term 
conservation and management of Covered Species and natural communities “with durable and reliable regulatory 
assurances.”  See p. I.1-1.  See, also, p.I.1-2, BLM’s purpose includes “ensuring the durability of mitigation 
measures over time.”   
3 We discuss below the potential positive effects of the adoption of an improved version of the draft federal-state 
durability memorandum of agreement.  



The Conservancy recommends:

The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), Durability and Enforcement of 
Commitments

DRECP NEPA/CEQA; Comments on 
Draft Agreement by and between the Bureau of Land Management and the California 
Department of Fish and Wildlife,” dated February 12, 2015.

                                                           
4 As noted above, mitigation achieved through acquisition of interests in private land is customarily, and always should be, 
perpetual. 



The Conservancy recommends



iv. ACECs, NLCS and Disturbance Caps 

give priority 

Id. 

                                                           
5 The draft states that natural, as well as anthropogenic, disturbances will be included in calculation of the cap.  How—and 
when-- natural disturbance phenomena will be calculated, and the remedy when disturbance caps are exceeded, is unstated.  
For example, the effects of climate change will have significant future effects on desert habitats, creating natural disturbances 
and requiring additional or different conservation area protections.  



and 

The Conservancy recommends

V. Mitigation 

                                                           
6  Recent Department of Interior Secretarial Order 3330 mandates the use of the hierarchy to establish landscape scale 
conservation plans.  
7 Compensatory mitigation for the Bright Source Ivanpah solar project, for example, was decided very little or no public 
participation very late in the permitting process, and was inappropriate—lands were selected in the western Mojave far in a 
different Desert tortoise recovery unit than the area impacted by the facility. 





  



VI. Funding  

                                                           



may 

VII. Effects on Species not included as Covered Species  

                                                           
9 For example: Development within the Amargosa Watershed that uses groundwater may impact Amargosa Vole and Amargosa 
Pupfish.  



The Conservancy recommends

  



Appendix K. Groundwater and groundwater-dependent resources 

The Conservancy recommends

                                                           
10 We submitted two prior letters to the DRECP on proposed groundwater provisions and include those recommendations again 
by reference here: The Nature Conservancy, Protection of Groundwater and Groundwater Dependent Communities in the 
Development of the Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan. March 21, 2014; and The Nature Conservancy, 
Recommendations related to Modeling for the Protection of Groundwater and Groundwater Dependent Communities in the 
Development of the Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan. July 15, 2014. 
11 The Amargosa watershed is an excellent example of an avoidance area. Groundwater pumping from stressed aquifers that 
supply the Wild and Scenic River, support listed species such as the Amargosa vole and Devils Hole pupfish, and provide water 
to a unique spring-fed riparian corridor should not be increased as a result of DRECP provisions.  



Groundwater considerations and proposed lands open to development in the Northern and 
Eastern Mojave. 

                                                           
12 Randall, J. M., S.S. Parker, J. Moore, B. Cohen, L. Crane, B. Christian, D. Cameron, J. MacKenzie, K. Klausmeyer and S. 
Morrison. 2010. Mojave Desert Ecoregional Assessment. Unpublished Report. The Nature Conservancy, San Francisco, 
California. 106 pp + appendices. Available at: 
http://scienceforconservation.org/downloads/mojave_desert_ecoregional_assessment 







                                                           
13 e USGS Death Valley Regional Flow Model has long shown the principal groundwater flow in the area moving from east to 
west, including through the Pahrump Valleys and Amargosa Valleys in Nevada into California. Recent work by Andy Zdon & 
Assoc, Inc,, funded by the Nature Conservancy, has confirmed that flow into the Amargosa River’s important tributary springs 
comes from the Spring Mountains through Pahrump Valley, from the outflow of springs in Ash Meadows and from the Kingston 
Mountains. Please refer to the Conservancy’s extensive analysis of groundwater issues in the Appendix.   



Recommendation


