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STATEOF CALIFORNIA

Energy Resources Conservation and Devel opment Commiss on

In theM atter of:

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION DOCKET NO. 07-AFC-t
FOR THEIVANPAH SOLAR
ELECTRIC

GENERATING SYSTEM

PRELIMINARY PREHEARING CONFERENCE STATEMENT OF
INTERVENOR WESTERN WAT ERSHEDS PROJECT

Pursuant to the Natice of Prehearing Conferences and Evidentiary Hearing, Intervener
Western Watersheds Project (“WWP”) provides thisPreliminary Prehearing Conf erence
Satement. WWP will berepresented by M ichagl J. Connor at the Initial Prehearing
Conference on November 18, 2009, using the teleconf erence option.

1. The topic areas that are compl ete and ready to proceed to evidentiary hearing:

WWP has not y & had sufficient timeto completereview of dl thetopic aress that we
wish topursue a the evidentiary hearing. At this time WWP cannot agreethat any topic
areas are complete and ready to proceed to evidentiary hearing.

2. The topic areas that are not complete and not yet ready to proceed to evidentiary
hearing, and the reasons therefore:

Thetopic areas that WWP intends to pursue a the evidentiary hearing but that are not
completeat thistime include al the topic aress listed below in Section 3 as disputed
issues. WWP only received the hard copy on November 13, 2009. WWP has been
unableto completeits review of the eectronic version of the 1,200-page FSA/DEI Sand
track down referenced documents because of the short timeframe. WWP places high
vaueon public participation. However, thefailureto adequately identify impacts,
analy ze those impacts and provide documentary evidence or any adequate basis for the
staff’s conclusions in the FSA/DEISis undermining adequate public participation in this
process in violation of both the spirit and letter of CEQA and NEPA.

3. Thetopic areasthat reman disputed and require adjudication, and the precis
nature of the dispute for each topic:
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Thisisonly apartid list provided for this Preliminary Prehearing Conf erence Satement.
WWP stressesthat the FSA/DEISis incomplete and appearsto have been prepared ina
rush rather than to bethe result of adequate andy sis and research regardingimpacts to
the environment. Many of the disouted issues identified below involve both legd and
factud disputes while others are predominantly legd issues. WWP therefore respectfully
reserves theright to address each disputed issue, and any other digputed issues identified
a theprdiminary prehearing conference at later stages of this process including in
briefing following the evidentiary hearing.

Project Description: Theproject description istoo narrow and segments environmental
review of this project from other connected projectsthat are necessary for the project to
proceed. The project description should include the substation and transmission line
projects for which coordinated environmentad review should hav e been provided.

Purpose and Need: The FSA/DEISfails to address risks associated with goba climate
changein context including both the need for climate change mitigation strateges (e.g,
reducing greenhouse gas emissions) and the need for climate change adaptation Srateges
(e.g., conservingintact wild lands and the corridors that connect them). Renewable
energy projects, including the proposed ISEGS project, are elements of anationd climate
change mitigation strategy to reduce greenhouse gas emissions. Several Caiforniastate,
national, and international climate change reports describing climate change adaptation
strateges underline the importance of protectingintact wild lands and associated wildlife
corridors as apriority adgptéaion straegy measure.

Asthe FSA/DEIS admits building the proposed | SEGS project at the proposed location
"would have major impacts to the biologca resources of the lvanpah Valley,
substartialy affecting many sensitive plant and wildlife species and e iminating a broad
expanse of rel atively undisturbed M ojave Desert habitat." (FSA/DEISp. 1-17), including,
"Permanent loss of 4,073+ acres of M ojave creosote scrub and other native plant
communities, including approximately 6,400 barrdl cacti; permanent loss of cover,
foraging, breeding habitat for wildlif e habitat fragmentation and loss of connectivity for
terrestrid wildlife; disturbance/dust to nearby vegetation and wildlife; increased
predation dueto increased raven/predator presence; spread of non-native invasive weeds;
and direct, indirect, cumul ative impacts to pecia statusplant gecies.” (FSA/DEISp.
6.2-72)

The habitat fragmentation, loss of connectivity for terrestrid wildlife, and introduction of
predator and invasive weed species associated with the ISEGS project in the proposed
location are anathemato an eff ective climate change adaptation Srategy. Stingthe
praposed | SEGS project in the propaosed location in Ivanpah Valley confounds our
climate change adaptation srategy with apoorly executed climate change mitigation
strategy. WWP believes that the solutionto thisproblemisto build and operatethe
proposed | SEGS project (to implement the mitigetion strategy) in an dternative site away
fromintact wild lands (to implement the adaptation srategy). Theway to maintain
hedlthy, vibrant ecosystems is nat to fragment them and reduce their biodiversity. The
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FSA/DEISimproperly assumes, tothe contrary, tha thepragposed | SEGS plant must be
built at this location.

Air Quality 6.1: The FSA/DEISfails to address severd key air quality issues including
but not limited to PM 10. Of particular concernisthat plans to minimize ar quaity
impacts from construction, operations, and decommissioningare al deferred to later
development with no clear standards.

Biolod cal Resources 6.2: Theidentification and anay sis of impactsto al biolog ca
resources is inadequate and littleto no attempt is madeto avoid impacts tothese
resources or minimizetheimpacts as required under CEQA. M oreover, thereis
insufficient identifi cation and anay sis of impactsto show that theproffered mitigation
messures will provide adequate miti gation and the mitigation measures that are discussed
arefar too vague and uncertain (unlawfully) leaving development of critical mitigation
plansto alater time.

a. Bighorn: The FSA/DEISfails to fully analyzeimpacts to bighorn, provide dternatives
to avoid impacts, or provide measures to minimize impacts. For example, the suggested
mitigation measure of addingadditional an artificia water sourcein the Clark M ountain
areawill not mitigate for theloss of bgadaforaging habitat. The FSA/DEISalso fails to
identify and analy ze the impacts associated with congruction and maintenance of the
artificial water source suggested as a miti gation measure.

b. Desert tortoise: The FSA/DEISdiscussion of desert tortoise impacts and theproposed
mitigation is wholly inadequate and WWP will provide detall ed information on the
disputed factud issues goingforward. Asaninitid matter, the FSA/DEISfalsto
adequately address the following issues and the proposed mitigetion is inadequate in the
followingways:

e Thetortoisespresent in the North Ivanpah Valey are part of the Northeagern
M ojave desert tortoisepaopulation.

e Northeastern M ojave desert tortoises are an Evolutionary S gnificant Unit.

e Northeastern M ojave desert tortoises are the most genetically distinct pgpulation
of Cdifornia s desert tortoises.

e TheNortheagern M ojavetortoisepopulation is declining. The most recent range
wide survey<' show tha current tortoise densities withinthe Northeasern M ojave
Recovery Unit arethe lowest of the six Recovery Units recognized in the
Recovery Plan.

e Northeastern M ojave desert tortoises have an extremely limited rangein
Cdlifornia. The North Ivanpah Valey contains asignificant portion of this range
in Cdifornia

I Fish and Wildlife Service. 2009. Range-wide Monitoring of the Mojave Population of the
Desert Tortoise: 2007 Annual Report. Report by the Desert Tortoise Recovery Office, U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service, Reno, Nevada.
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e Theproposed project will directly, indirectly and cumulatively impact the
Northeastern M ojave population. Theimpacts include destruction and loss of
habitat, take of Northeasgern desert tortoises, population fragmentation, and
compromised viability.

e TheFSA/DEIS propases mitigating impacts by acquiring habitat and
implementing recovery actions in the Eastern M ojave Desert Tortoise Recovery
Unit, an areaoccupied by adifferent Evolutionary Sgnificant Unit of desert
tortoise.

e Themitigations propased for theproject do not meet CESA’s fully mitigated
standard.

e Theactuad number of tortoises on theproject site and the actual number of
resident tortoises inthe proposed relocation and translocation areas should be
determined using appraopriate survey techniques.

e Thetake minimization measures for desert tortoise are inadequate. For example,
the FSA notesthat FWSstaed that fencingaongl-15 is critical before any
tortoisetranslocations are under taken (FSA/DEI Sat 6.2-50) however Bio-9 for
tortoise does nat require that the fencing be in place.

c. Other Wildlife: The FSA/DEISfalsto fully analyzeimpactsto glamonsters,
burrowing owl, other bird species, bats and other wildlife or to provide dternatives to
avoid impacts, or provide measures to minimize impacts.

c. Habitat Loss and Compensatory Mitigation: The compensatory mitigation plan
relies on so-called “ nesting” to provide compensatory mitigation for loss of habitat and
individuals for multiple severa plants and animal species. The plan described in the
FSA/DEIS proposes acquisition of desert tortoise habitat inthe Eastern M ojave Recovery
Unit and will not mitigate impacts to Cdifornig’s Northeastern M ojave tortoise
population tha is beingimpacted by the proposed action. Because the plan described in
the FSA/DEISonly addresses desert tortoise habitat, it may aso be inadequate to provide
for the mitigation needs of the many other species that will be impacted by the project.
WWP believes that the gaff must revisit this issue and explain how the compensatory
mitigation will benefit the Northeastern M ojeve desert tortoise population and how the
so-called “ nesting” of mitigation will actualy provide for compensatory mitigation for
each species of rare or sensitive plant and animal, including listed species as wdll as ¢ila
monster, burrowing owl, nesting bird species, badger, and Nelson bi ghorn sheep.

d. Rare Plants and Specid Status Plant Communities: For rareplants and ecia
status plant communities the FSA/DEIS provides too little analy sis of impacts,
inadequat e discussion of alternatives that could avoid impacts, and inadequate
information about the proposed mitigation strategy. The FSA/DEIS concludes that the
|SEGS project will result in "impacts to M ojave milkweed and Rusby’s desert-mallow™
that "would remain significant in aCEQA context even after i mplementation of the
specid-statusplant impact avoidance and minimization measures described in Energy
Commission staff’s prapaosed conditions of certification.” (FSA/DEISp. 1-18) The CEC
staff was unableto identify private lands with existing occurr ences of i mpacted rere
plantsthat would serve as suitablerare plant mitigation lands. Furthermore, for
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implementing of many of the suggested protection measures on public lands there would
need to be additiond NEPA analysis, which is deemed too lengthy aprocessto perform
for thisproject. The best way to avoid CEQA -significant impacts to rareplants occurring
a this siteisto relocate the project to another, lower resource vaue site which was not
adequatdy considered in the FSA/DEI <.

From aninitia review it dso appears that the FSA/DEISfails to adequately consider
CNPSList 2 plants (rarein Cdifornia but more common elsewhere) meet the definition
of "rare’ under CEQA (CEQA Guiddines Section 15380). CNPSList 2 plants represent
important peripheral populations of rare plant taxarestricted to narrow growth conditions.

In addition, the FSA/DEISfails to identify and andyzetheloss of carbon sequestraion
that will occur under the proposed project. Desert vegetation types are able to sequester
atmospheric carbon dioxide (greenhouse gas) 24 hours/day, unlike other vegetation
communities which are ableto sequester CO, only duringdaylight hours. ISEGSand all
desert utility-scale projects to follow will decrease the carbon sequestration benefits from
desert vegetation. (Wohlfarht et d. 20082) This impact should have been identified and
andyzedinthe FSA/DEIS

Spedal-Status Flant Impact Avoidance and Minimization. The measures provided in
the FSA/DEIS are aso inadequate for the following reasons

1. The mitigation requirements to address rare plant impacts do nat represent mitigation
when full implementation of al measures still result in significant impacts under CEQA.

2. Tranglantation is not a successful mitigation practice for rare plants since current
knowledge of conditions favorableto plant surviva areincomplete.

3. Thelack of fal surveys under-represents the full suite of rare plant taxa occurringon
site - these need to be done on this site and desert project sites.

4. No detall is provided on how the applicant will reconfigure the project features within
the northern portions of ISEGS1 and 3 to avoid areas that support the highest density and
diversity of rare plant goecies.

5. The FSA/DEISfails to explain how the acquisition of lands for desert tortoise habitat
represent gopropriste lands for desert rare plants. Aspresented inthe FSA/DEIS, the
proposed 3:1 "nesting' approach to mitigation land acquisition could completdy fail to
provide any actua mitigetion for therare plants affected by thepraposed project.

2 Wohlfahrt, G., Fenstermaker, L. F. and Arnone, J. A. II1. 2008. Large annual net ecosystem
CO2 uptake of a Mojave Desert ecosystem. Global Change Biology. 14(7): 1475-1487. WWP
notes that the FSA/DEIS at 6.1-73 mentions this study in dismissing similar concerns raised
by the public but erroneously uses the wrong units: Wohlfarht cite g C per square not cubic
meter.
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6. No mitigation measures are provided for the loss of carbon sequestration from desert
vegetation types which are able to sequester aamospheric carbon dioxide (greenhouse
ges) 24 hours/day, unlike other vegetation communities which are able to sequester CO2
only duringdaylight hours.

e. Limiting the Spread of Invasive Non-Native Plants/Weeds: WWP is concerned that
the FSA/DEISfalsto fully analyzethe project’s direct, indirect, and cumulative effects
on the soread of invasive weeds.

f. Impacts to Nationa Park Service Lands and Resources: The FSA/DEISfails to
adequately address the impactsto Nationa Park Service Lands and resources including
paentid impacts towater resources (§rings and seeps); impacts to dark night skies due
to night lighting at the project site; impacts to bighorn that livein the Clark M ountains
areg; and others. See below re cumul ative impacts as well. No measures are provided to
avoid or minimize and miti gate these impacts.

g. Cultural Resaurces and Native American Values 6.3: WWP is concerned that the
FSA/DEISandysis of impactsto culturel resources and Native American values fails to
fully andyzetheproject’s direct, indirect, and cumul ative effects

h. Land Use 6.5:

Under both locd and federd plans this areais ingppropriate for the proposed exclusive
industria use of public lands to the exclusion of al other uses. FLPM A provides for
multipleuse. In addition, the projects when seen in the context of other connected
projects (including multiple solar projects, two subgations and additiona transmission
lines) will defacto create adefacto “solar zon€’ in this areaunderminingthe PEIS
planning process undertaken by the BLM .

i.Saol and Water Resources 6.9:

Water Resources: The FSA/DEISfails to adequately address the hydrology of the
goundwater basins that are proposed to bepunped by the gpplicant and the likely
impacts to ather areawaters including surface waters. As noted above, the FSA/DEIS
simply assumes there will be no impacts to springs utilized by wildlifein the surrounding
mountains and wilderness areas, no information regarding the basis of this conclusion is
provided. The FSA/DEISidentifies impacts to surface drainages on the bgada/a luvial
fan that would be destroyed by theproject but fails to adequately address avoidance and
minimization of theseimpacts. The FSA/DEIS dso fails to provide any secific
discussion of mitigation for these impacts—again deferringthe planto alater date.

Sals: Damageto intact desert soils and the resultingincreased siltation during flooding
and dust are not adequatdly andyzed inthe FSA/DEIS. For example, off-site impacts
from silt washed down through the site during flood events and the impacts of those
events on habitat for desert tortoise and rare plants are not fully examined, avoided,
minimized, and mitigated.
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j. Cumulative Impacts and Growth Inducing Impacts: The Cumul ative Scenario
omits severa key projects and fals to adequately andy zethe scope of the cumulative
impactsinthis area. The FSA/DEISfails to adequately consider that the California
population of the Northeastern M ojave Desert Tortoise Recovery Unit in the northern
Ivanpah Vadley isuniquein Cdifornia and is a high risk of extirpation from the stae
from the cumulative effects of this project, the Optisolar (now Fird Solar) power project
adjacent to ISEGS, the pragposed DesertXpress High Soeed Passenger Train, and the
upgrade of the Eldorado-1vanpah transmission linein Californiaaone.

The FSA/DEISfalls to adequatey identify and andy ze bath the cumulative impacts and
the growth inducing impacts which in this instance are closdly tied together. While
review of the Optisolar application has y et to begn, the high cost of the Eldorado-
Ivanpah transmission upgrade provides acompelling economic incentive for approval of
the Optisolar project, virtuadly ensuringy et another solar power project on prime desert
tortoise habitat inthe northern Ivanpah Valey. Arguably, neither project done could
amortize the cost of the propaosed Eldorado-Ivanpah upgrade, which involves the
construction of 35 miles of high voltage lines from Californiainto Nevada and separate
telecommunications pathway s. The cumulative impacts from these two projects on the
northern Ivanpah Valey are not adequatdy assessed and the grown inducing impacts
from the gpprova of one project on the entire areais not adequately assessed or analy zed.

M oreover, in addition to ISEGS and Optisolar (First Solar) on the northeastern slopes of
the Clark M ountains, two solar energy generation facilities are proposed by NextLight
Renewable Power on 7,840 acres of public lands on the eastern side of the Ivanpah
Vdley. Theselands are dso high qudity desert tortoise habitat with intact and robust
populations of desert tortoise. The FSA/DEISfalls to adequately assess the cumulative
impacts totortoisein this Recovery Unit fromthese projects and severa other solar
projects onthe Nevada side of the border. In combination, the cumul aive impacts of
these developments severdly threatenthe Northeasern Desert Tortoise Recovery Unit in
the entire Ivanpah basin.

Cumulativeimpacts to gpecid statusplants are recognized (Executive Summary,
FSA/DEIS p. 1-15) but the FSA/DEIS has failed to adequately andy ze these cumulative
impacts across the range of these species and way sto avoid and minimize these impacts.
In addition, as noted above, the provisions for “ nesing’ mitigation do not ensurethat the
loss of theindividua plants and the cumulative impacts from those losseswill in fact be
adequately compensated.

Cumulativeimpacts will convert the Northern Ivarnpah Velley into ade-facto solar zone
and industria zone. The cumulative impacts to species across the zone and across the
statdineinto the eastern Ivanpah Valey are not adequately addressed as wdll asthe
conversion of alargely naturd area— thelvanpeh Vdley and dry lake areaas awhole—
into alargdy industridized areawith more than 6 large scae solar plants, the
accompany ing substations and power lines, glare and hesat islands that will be created
across the“zone”
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Nationa Park lands resources will aso be cumul atively impacted in severd ways. The
Clark M ountains, part of theM ojave Nationa Preserve, riseto dmost 8,000 feet from the
Ivanpah Valey and view of the mountains from the valey will be marred by the seven
towers of the ISEGS project, each risingto 459 feet abovethevdley.

In addition, the project’s array of 428,000 mirrors will impair the view from Clark

M ountain within theM ojave Nationa Preserve, apopular and well known site among
rock climbers. Scenic views from two wilderness areas (M esquite and Stateline) will
aso be adversely affected. Staff note these impacts to visual resources (see FSA/DEISp.
1-30) but the FSA/DEISfails to look a waysto avoid theseimpactsthrough dternative
siting or otherwise.

k. Alternatives Analyss:

The FSA/DEISfals to provide dternatives that would avoid significant impacts of the
project particularly the significant impacts to biological resources. The FSA/DEIS
examines severd project aternatives that staff had adready determined would not meet
the purpose and need of the project in what gppearsto be an eevation of formover
substance. Becausethe dternatives analysisistheheart” of any environmentd review,
thefailureto provide mesningful dternativesis fatal to this FSA/DEIS Indeed, even the
CDFG nated that a“full analysis” of dternate sites was ill lackingin the FSA/DEI S
CDFG Comments dated Odober 27, 2009 at 3. Unfortunately, rather than looking for
meaningful dternatives that avoid significant impacts tothe Northeastern M ojeve desert
tortoise and other significant biological resources, the Saff appears to simply accept the
gpplicant’s pragpasa and choice to build the proposed project in “ excellent tortoise
habitat, with alow leve of disturbance and high plant gecies diversity,” even where
“lower qudity habitat is clearly within rangeto patentialy reduce the overal Project
impacts to endangered and sensitive species.” |d.

4. Theidentity of each witness sponsored by each party (note: expert witnesses must
have professiond expertisein the scope of their testimony); the topic area(s) which
each witness will present; a brief summary of the testimony to be offered by each
witness; qualifications of each witness; and the time required to present direct
testimony by each witness:

WWP does not have awitness list a this time dueto the short time period for
preparation.

5. Topic areas upon which a party desires to cross-examine witnesses, asummary of
the scope of such cross-examination, and the time desired for such cross-
examination:

WWP requests the opportunity to cross-examine Saff and A pplicant witnesses on dl
topic areas in dispute and witnesses presented by ather Interveners. Until we see other
parties’ prehearing conference statements, witness ligs, and exhibit lists, we cannot be
certain about the nature or extent of cross-examination.

WWP PRELIMINARY PREHEARING CONFERENCE STATEMENT ISEGE 9



6. A listidentifying exhibits and declarations that each party intendsto offer intc
evidence and the technicd topics to which they apply:

In addition to re-submitting exhibits submitted with our earlier comments, WWP
anticipatesproviding a completelist of exhibits dongwith thefina Prehearing
Statement.

7. Proposal s for briefing deadlines, vacation schedules, and other scheduling
matters:

WWP requests that the evidentiary hearing be continued until January 11 and 12, 2010, in
order to provide sufficient timefor al partiesto review the FSA/DEIS and all supporting
documents.

8. For all topics, the partiesshal review the Proposed Conditions of Certification
listed in the Find Staff Assessment (FSA) for enforceability, comprehenson, and
consistency with the evidence, and submit any proposed modifications.

In generd, the proposed conditions gopear to be vague and do not meet the CEQA
requirements that mitigation measures be specific, feasibl e, and enfor cegble.

The praposed desert tortoise mitigation measures do not mitigate impacts tothe
Northeastern M ojave Evolutionary Significant Unit (ESU). Thedirect, indirect and
cumulative effects of this project to the Northeastern M ojave ESU are so severe they will
endanger the population in Cdifornia. The Conditions of Certification should specify
that compensaion habitat must be acquired in and other miti gation measures must be
performed within the Northesstern M ojave Desert Tortoise Recovery Unit. Without this

9. For the preliminary statement only, for discussion at the November 18
Prehearing Conference:

a) any comments the party wishes to make about this schedule, including any
alternative schedule proposals.

WWP requests that the evidentiary hearingbe continued until at least January 11 and 12,
2010. If the evidentiary hearings are continued until January 11 and 12, the other
deadlines should be continued as wel | as follows:

Saff and Interveners fil e and serve opening testimony : Wednesday, December 30, 200€
Parties file Find Prehearing Conf erence Satements: Tuesday, January 5, 2010

All parties filerebuttd testimony: Wednesday, January 6, 2010

Second Prehearing Conf erence: Thursday, January 7, 2010
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Evidentiary hearings: Monday and Tuesday January 11 and 12, 2010.

b) updated i nformation about the remaining steps in the BLM process, induding a
projected timetabl e, to ass st the Committeein coordinating this AFC process with
BLM'’s process.

WWP has no additiona information regardingthe BLM timetable at this time.

Dated: November 15, 2009

Respectfully submitted,

UM)M

M ichad J. Connor, Ph.D.
CdiforniaDirector

Western Watersheds Project

PO Box 2364

Reseda, CA 91337-2364

(818) 345-0425

mjconnor @westernwatersheds.org
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California Energy Resources Conservation
and Devel opment Commisson

IntheM atter of:

APPLICATION FOR CERTIFICATION DOCKET NO. 07-AFC-t
FOR THEIVANPAH SOLAR
ELECTRIC

GENERATING SYSTEM

DECLARATION OFSERVICE

I, Michadl J. Connor, declarethat on November 16, 2009, | served and filed copies of the
attached Preliminary Preconference Hearing Satement, dated November 16, 2009. The origna
document, filed with the Docket Unit, is accompanied by acopy of the mos recent Proof of
Servicelist, located on the web page for this project at:

[www.energy .ca.gov/sitingcases/ivanpah]. The document has been sent to the ather patiesin
thisproceeding (as shown on the Proof of Service list) and to the Commission’s Docket Unit, in
the following manner:

(Check al that Apply)
FOR SERVICE TO ALL OTHER PARTIES

__X___sent eectronicaly to al emall addresses on the Proof of Servicelist;

_ X__ by persond ddivery or by dgpositingin the United States mail at with first-classposage
thereon fully prepaid and addressed as provided on the Proof of Service list aboveto those
addresses NOT marked “ email preferred.”

AND

FOR FILING WITH THE ENERGY COMM ISSON:
__X__sendingan original paper copy and one eectronic copy, mailed and emailed respectively,
to the address below (preferred method);
OR
depositingin themail an origna and 12 paper copies, as follows:

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSON
Attn: Docket No.

1516 Ninth Sreet, M S-4

Sacramento, CA 95814-5512
docket @ener gy .stae.ca.us
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| declare under pendty of perjury that the foregoing is true and correct.

UM»#W«/

M ichad J. Connor, Ph.D.

Sent viaemail to: sdey oung@brightsourceener gy .com; tstewart @brightsourceeneragy .com;

jcarri er@ch2m.com; jdh@eslawfirm.com;

e-recipient@caiso.com; tom_hurshman@bl m.gov; Raymond_Lee@cablm.gov;

digpam@addphianet; taul esserian@ad amsbroadwel |.com; mj connor @westernwat ersheds.org;

doriasmith@sierraclub.orc; joanne.spading@sierraclub.org; ossilliman@csupomona.edu;

jbasofin@defenders.org; agsuba@cnps.org; thansen@cnps.orc; aranites@telis.org;

by ron@energy .state.caus; jboy d@enerqy .stae.caus; pkramer @ener gy .state.ca.us;

jkessler @ener gy .state.caus; dratliff @ener gy .state.caus; publicadviser @ener gy .State.ca.us;

docket @enerqy .stae.caus; Iba enky @biologicaldiversity .org;

ianderson@biologicaldiversity.org

Sent via US mail to:

CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSON

Attn: Docket No. 07-AFC-E
1516 Ninth Sreet, M S-4
Sacramento, CA 95814-5512

Solar Partners, LLC

John Woolard,

Chief Executive Officer

1999 Harrison Street, Suite #500
Odkland, CA 94612

John L. Carrier, J. D.
2485 Natomas Park Dr. #60C
Sacramento, CA 95833-2937

Jeffery D. Harris

Ellison, Schneider& HarrisL.L.P.

2600 Capitol Avenue, Se. 400
Sacramento, CA 95816-5905

Tom Hurshman,

Project M anager

Bureau of Land M anagement
2465 South Townsend Ave.
M ontrose, CO 81401

Raymond C. Lee, Fidd M anager
Bureau of Land M anagement
1303 South U.S Highway 95
Needles, CA 92363

Becky Jones
CdiforniaDepartment of
Fish & Game

36431 41st Street East
Pamda e, CA 93552

CdiforniaUnions for Reliable Energy
(“CURE")

TanyaA. Gulesserian

Marc D. Joseph

Adams Broadwell Joseph & Cardozo
601 Gateway Boulevard, Se 1000
South San Francisco, CA 94080

Basin and Range Watch
Laura Cunningham
Kevin Emmerich

P.O. Box 70

Bestty, NV 89003
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