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Re  Additiona Comments from Western Watersheds Project Re: Notice of Intent to
Prepare an Environmenta | mpact Statement for the Proposed Solar M illennium
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project, Kern County, CA and Possible Land Use Plan
Amendment and Staff Assessment.

Dear M s. Eubanks and M. Solario:

On behalf of Western Watersheds Project and my self, please accept the following
comments as a supplement to our December 23, 2009 scoping | etter as you embark on the
preparation of en Environmentd | mpact Satement (“EIS”) for the proposed Solar M illennium
Ridgecrest Solar Power Project, Kern County, Cdifornie — CEC Docket Number: 09-AFC-9.
These additiona comments relateto aternatives and to patentia mitigation strateges.

(1) Range of Alternatives.

We had requested in our initid scoping letter that the agencies consider the following
reasonable dternatives in addition to any proposed action:

(&) “No Action Alternative’ asis required by NEPA.

(b) Alternative sites on public lands with fewer resource conflicts outside theM ohave
ground squirrel conservation area.

(c) A scded back dternative that excludes parts of thepragposed energy plant within the
M ohave ground squirrel conservation area.

(d) A private lends dternative under which the project is built on private lands only.



(e) A distributed energy aternative using* roof top” solar to avoid the need for
construction of apower plant.

The proposed Solar Millennium Ridgecrest Solar Power Project is alar ge-scale project
that will have direct, indirect and cumulative impacts on some of the desert’s mos sensitive
resources including desert tortoise, M ohave ground squirrd and burrowingowl. Thereare adso
concerns over other sensitive resources not least of which is apotentia impact tothe Indian
Wedls Vdley water table. The public lands proposed for the project location are closeto the City
of Ridgecrest and contributeto the qudity of life of that city’s residents. The proposed project
site overlgps theM ohave Ground Squirrd Conservation Areaestablished inthe BLM's 2006
West M ojave Plan. The project siteis aso desert tortoise habitat that is occupied by an
unusualy high number of desert tortoises. All of thesefactors emphasize the need for careful
consideration of dternatives that would reduce or avoid impacts to these resources.

Of the suggested dternatives we listed above, dternatives (a) (d) and (€) would bethe
most likely to minimize or avoid impacts tothe two threatened species and protect the other
resources of theseimportant public lands. Alternative (@) “no action” would end consideration
of the proposed project. Alternative (e) adistributed energy dternative would have the least
resource conflicts but would gill allow for the power generation from renewable energy sources.
With respect to (d) theprivate lands dternative there are severd tracts of private land within the
generd project areatha would appear to bepotentidly suitable for thisproject. We suggest the
following generd areas for consideration:

(1) In the Inyokern areanorth and east of highway 14/395 and west of ChinaLake Naval
Air Wegpons Station.

(2) Disused and poor quality agriculturd lands east of hignway 14 in the Fremont Valey.
(3) Within the city of Cdifornia City between downtown and Highway 58.

Full analysis of these dternatives will help clarify the need for the propased project,
provide abasdinefor identifying and fully minimizing resource conf licts, facilitate compliance
with the BLM’sFLPM A requirement to prevent the unnecessary and undue degr adation of
public lands and its resources, promote the BLM 's multiple use mandate, and will help providea
clear basis for making an informed decision.

(2) Potentid Mitigation Measures.

If this solar project proceeds as proposed it will diminate alargetract of contiguous
habitat that important for M ohave ground squirrel, desert tortoise, burrowing owl and a number
of other pecid status pecies. M itigatingthedirect, indirect and cumulative eff ects of this large
scale project is likely to be difficult and will require multiple approaches. We recommend that
the following measures be considered.

(A) Acquisition of Replacement Habitat.

Habitat loss isthe mgor threat to dl desert species and to the ecosy sems on which they
depend particularly in the Western M ojave Desert regon. The primary emphasis for any
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mitigation strategy must beto address this habita loss and be firmly based on the acquisition and
enhancement of replacement habitat that can be conserved in perpetuity. The West M ojave Plan
requires amitigation ratio of 5:1 for habitat disturbance in the M ojave Ground Squirrel
Conservation Area. However, the conservation strategy for the West M ojave Plan was not
developed with large scd e projects such as thisin mind. A higher mitigation ratio may be
needed to offset thepotentia impacts of theproject on the Plan’s conservation strategy .

A primary concern in maximizing the value of replacement habitat is ensuringthat large
blocks of contiguous habitat are made availableto the gpecies of concern. Focusing acquisition
targets on private land in-holdings in areas that consist largely of public land within desi gnated
conservation areas is one method to achievethis goal sinceit can be used to establish contiguous
habitat and reduce threats posed by any ongoingincompatible activities and from future
development on thoseprivate lands. An aternative approach is to acquire replacement habitat
on the periphery of the conservation areas since this habitat is often most at risk from
encroachment and from the indirect effects of nearby development, and is adso important in
maintaining connectivity. M aintaining connectivity is of particular concern for the M ohave
ground squirrel where long-distance movement by juveniles may be critica for connectingloca
populations and re-colonizing sites after locd, drought related extirpation (Harris and Leitner
2006).

We suggest that the agency project managers consult with the BLM ’s red estate
specidists in the Ridgecrest Field Office and with conservation or ganizations such as the Desert
Tortoise Preserve Committee which have expertisein acquiring and preserving habitat for
M ohave ground squirrel, desert tortoise and other goecial status gpeciesin the area.

(B) Enhancement M easures.

Acquisition of existing habitat for conservation in of itself will not compensate for the
large net habitat loss that would occur as a consequence of the project. Additiona enhancement
messures are required to make up for this habitat loss. These enhancement measures need to be
of apermanent nature to ensurethat the habitat loss is mitigated for in perpetuity. We suggest
strong consideration of the following enhancement measures.

(i) Barier Fencing

Busy roads are “sinks” for wildlife of all types. Thereis an extensive literature showing
that desert tortoise populations are depleted in habitat adjacent to roads and highway s (Boarman
2002; Boarman and Sazaki 2006; von Seckendorff Hoff and M arlow 2002). Erectingtortoise
barrier fencing along roads through their habitat is avauabletool that both reduces take of
tortoisesthat cross theroads and tha expands the availabl e habitat that they can safely occupy.
Tortoise barrier fencing has also been shown to significantly reduce road kill of many smadl
mammals and reptiles. Reductions in road kill may be beneficia to both the desert tortoise and
theM ohave ground squirrel by reducingforagng opportunities for predatory ravens and coy ctes
which scavenge dongthe highways. Although busy highway s dready fragment habitat,
construction of culverts and underpasses may useful in offsetting any potertia increase in habitat
fragmentation caused by barrier fencing
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The 1994 Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan suggests constructing desert tortoise barrier
fencingand underpasses aong the followingroads close to the proposed project site: Highway
395, the Randsburg-M ojave Road, the Red Rock-Randsbur g Road and the Red Rock-Garlock
Road.

Although constructing barrier fencingaongroads is an important tool in mitigating
impacts to desert tortoiseits benefits in mitigating impacts to M ohave ground squirrel areless
established. Coyotesprey on M ohave ground squirrels (Best 1995) and there is some evidence
that ravens predate on M ohave ground squirrels (see Harris and L eitner 2005) so the squirrels
may benefit from reduced foragng opportunities for thesepredators dueto decreased on road kill
consequent to barrier fencing. However, M ohave ground squirrels may benefit more from
fencing designed to keep out livestock and vehicles rather than fencing desi gned to contain
tortoises. Shrub diversity is higher inside large fenced areas such as the Desert Tortoise Naturd
Areacompared to the outside (Brooks 1999, Brooks 2000). Loss of shrub cover and soil
compaction may affect the thermd structure of M ohave ground squirrel habitat (see Gustafson
1993). Theleaves of three shrubs (winterfat, Krascheninnikovia lanata; spiny hopsage, Grayia
spinosa; and satbush, Atriplex sp.) form asi gnifi cant component of theM ohave ground
squirre’ s diet (Leitner and Letner, 1998). Fencingdesigned to keep out livestock and vehicles
may thus benefit M ohave ground squirrdl by promoting foraging opportunities and therma
ecology. Fencingthe M ohave Ground Squirrel Conservation Areaboundary is thus apaentia
mitigation tool.

Unfortunately, fencing areas of the desert is not asimple task. Allowance has to be made
for access which may require instalation of specia gates and cattle-guards. Some areas are
unsuitable for fencing instdlation, fencingrequires regular inspection, frequent maintenance, and
the fences may need to be rebuilt periodically .

(if) Buyout and Relinquishment of Livestock Grazing Allotments

Both theM ohave ground squirrel and the desert tortoise would benefit from eliminating
livestock from their habitat, and buyout and retirement of public land grazing permits provides
an opportunity to enhance large areas of habitat for both these pecies. The BLM’s 2006 West
M ojave Plan provides for the buyout and voluntary relinquishment of livestock grazing permits
for specific allotments to benefit M ohave ground squirrel, desert tortoise and other specia status
species conservation without the need for anew plan amendment. These dlotments (from West
M ojave Plan Table 2-20 and Table 3-45%) include:

ALLOTMENT ACREAGE SPECIAL-STATUS SPECIES

CATTLE

Ord Mountain 136,188 Desert tortoise, M ojave monkeyflower
SHEEP

Bissell 5,596 Desert tortoise, Mohave ground squirrel, alkali

mariposa lily

1 A number of other grazing dlotments are exduded from the list since these have dready been voluntarily
rlinquished or are no longer avalable for livestock grazing. T he acreage indudes the public land acreage only.

WWP Additional Sooping Comments Ridgecrest Solar MillenniumSolar Projed 4



Boron 10,868 Desert tortoise, Mohave ground squirrel, desert

cymopterus

Buckhorn Canyon 12,364 Desert tortoise, Mohave ground squirrel

Cantil Common 318949 Desert tortoise, Mohave ground squirrel, Red Rock
poppy, Red Rock tarplant

Lava Mountain 20,902 Desert tortoise, Mohave ground squirrel

Monolith-Cantil 37,771 Desert tortoise, Mohave ground squirrel, Barstow
woolly sunflower

Shadow Mountain 52,258 Desert tortoise, Mohave ground squirrel

Spangler Hills 57,695 Desert tortoise, Mohave ground squirrel

Stoddard Mountain, West 16,800 Desert tortoise, Mohave ground squirrel, Barstow

woolly sunflower

CATTLE & SHEEP

Rudnick Common 150,154 Desert tortoise, Mohave ground squirrel, Red Rock
poppy, Red Rock tarplant, Kelso Creek
monkeyflower, yellow-eared pocket mouse

The proposed project site lies within the Cantil Common Allotment boundary. Because
this is acommon dlotment with multiplepermittees, buy out may not bepossible for the entire
alotment. However, each of the sheep grazers uses secific parts of the dlotment so it may be
possibleto buy-out some of theindividual permittees to benefit identified portions of the habitat.
Other sheep dlotmentsintheimmediate areathat if reinquished would benefit both M ohave
ground squirrel and desert tortoise include the LavaM ountain (which is entirdy withinthe
Golden Valley Wilderness) and the M onolith-Cantil Allotments.

Thereis an extensive literature on the ecologca and enhancement benefits that grazing
permit buy-outs would provide for the desert tortoise and theM ohave ground squirrd which we
summarize beow. The 1994 Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan provides a useful summary with
supporting literature rd ating the eff ects (direct and indirect) of grazing of domestic cattle and
sheep on habitat (and on the desert tortoise) on page 5 and pages D18-D20. Theseinclude:
changes in habitat soil, vegetation, competition for food, tranmpling, consequences of altered
habitat, and population declines of the tortoise and other native herbivores.

Competition for Food: Boarman 2002 includes abrief summary of some of the literature
reatingto livestock impacts and desert tortoise survival and recovery. In his section on
competition, hereviewed Dr. Avery’sthesis and peer-reviewed studies that etablished that
domestic livestock compete with tortoises for specific forbs. M ore recent work hasprovided
relevant additional data on desert tortoise diets and nutrition including Ofteda 2002. Based on
extensive studies, Dr. Oftedd has developed the “ high PEP hypathesis’ tha explains the
physiological significance of annual plants and forbs tothe surviva of individual desert tortoises.
High PEP plants arethose tha provide ahigh * patassium excretory patentid” (“ PEP”) such as
the desert dandelion and other annual plants and forbs tha livestock and desert tortoises compete
for. TheBLM has adopted measures in the West M ojave Plan amed at reducing competition by
setting guidelines for livestock turnout based on available biomass. In his review, Dr. Ofteda
concludes:

“ Habitat management decisons should teke both the quantity and quality of nutritional
resources into acoount. Particular atention should be paid to factors affectingthe
distribution and abundance of high-PEP plants, especially in western areasof limited
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summer rains. Avery (1998) observedtha ceatle grazing in the eaternn Mohave Desert
led to reduced dendties of thewinter annual desert dandelion, andthus reduced tortoise
foraging on an important food plant. Because of their high PEP value (23 g/kg; Oftedal &
al, in press), desert dandelion leavesmay have a disproportiona e influence on the
nutritional quality of tortoise diets. Although counter-intuitive, it may be particularly
important to proted tortoise foodresources from livesock grazing in yearsof high winter
rainfall, because high-PEP plantsmay only be abundant under such conditions. Thisis
contrary to recommendations based on plant biomass production, in which the
assumption is made tha thereis excess biomassin years of high rainfall.” [p. 235in
Oftedal 2002

Grazing permit buy out would thus address this concern.

Leitner and L eitner (1998) have documented dietary overlap for relaively uncommon
forage plants between livestock and theM ohave ground squirrel. Winterfat is an important
dietary component for Mohave ground squirrels. Winterfat foliage made up 24% of the cattle
diet. Inawet year, sheep aemainly forbs and grasses, while in adry year winterfat was 50% of
the sheep diet, even though this forage species was rare.

Soread of Invasive Plants: Invasive plants and weeds pose a significant risk in desert
habitats by both competingwith important native plants, and by dteringmgor ecological
conditions such as dtered fireregmes (see Brooks and M atchett 2006). T hese authors note,
“non-native annua grasses are often not abundant except in disturbed areas @ ... higher
eevaions’ (page 161). Inthat sameissue of the Journa of Arid Environments aretwo other
publications relatingto effects of livestock water sites on dien and native plants (Brooks et al
2006) and environmenta correlates of aien annual plantsin theM ojave Desert (Brooks and
Berry 2006). Brooks et al 2006 provides dataon “piosphere’ effects related to livestock
watering sites (see Brooks et al 2006). Livestock can act as vectors for invasive weed seed
spread and facilitate the establishment of invasive species especially in higher use aress. Impacts
to biolog ca soil crusts facilitate growth of less nutritious invasive plants such as Schismus
species. M aintaining and promotingintact biolog ca soil crusts is one of the few options
avall ableto minimize invasive species spread.

Landscape Level Impact: Livestock impacts ere most obvious around watering sites and
other developments where shrubs may be completely denuded, but livestock may make use of
theentire alotment. Indeed, forage dlocations and AUM determinations for livestock
authorizations are frequented caculated by the BLM on aper acre basis. Consequently, the
action areafor livestock impacts tends to very large with afootprint indicated by the size of the
dlotment itsef. Thus, removing livestock removes direct and indirect impacts and enhances
habitat qudity at alandscapelevel.

M ulti-gpecies Benefit: M ohave ground squirr els and desert tortoises share their habitat
with many other once common native species that are becoming less so. Removing livestock
benefits many of these pecies. Studies in south of theproject areaa the Desert Tortoise Natura
Area(DTNA) indicate multiple beneficid qualitative and quantitative differences in plant and
animal biodiversity inside compared to outsidethe DTNA duetotheperimeter fencethat keeps
out livestock and other risk factors (Brooks 1999, 2000). Although the DTNA perimeter fence
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excludes OHV activity as well as livestock, the evidence is suggestive that removinglivestock
will likely bedirect benefit to many gpecies that occur in theproject vicinity.

Permanence: Removinglivestock grazing from habitat by permit buy out removes an
entirethreat class with essentidly aone-timecost. Buyingout grazing permits is a management
task tha is easier to do than other proposed mitigation measures and enjoy s wide public support
when conducted on avoluntary basis. Unlike measures such as barrier fencingalong highway's
and route restoration there are no maintenance costs, naturd restoration is facilitated at the
landscape level by the absence of livestock, and restoration projects such as the reestablishment
of shrubs (Brooks et al 2003) become possible. Grazing is one of the few threats faced by desert
tortoises and M ohave ground squirrels that can be completely eiminated.

Synergy with Other Thresats: Livestock grazing interacts, facilitates and may act in
synergy with other threats (Tracy et al 2006) and mitigation actions. For example, barrier
fencing along roads may open large areas of habitat for patentia use by tortoises. However,
reducingimpacts withinthis habitat and alowing recovery through natura restoration is
paramount to maximize this benefit. Likewise, restoration of closed routes and disturbed areas
are less likey to be successful where livestock grazing continues.

Grazinglivestock under desert conditions requires an extensive infrastructure to support
it including developed waters (springs, wells, water tanks, troughs, and waterhaul sites), fencing,
and corras/holding pens/chutes etc. M aintaining these faci lities often requires use of motorized
vehicles in sensitive habitat and generates vehicl e tracks even in designated Wilderness Aress.
The presence of these vehicle tracks facilitates both intentiona and unintentiona unauthorized
motorized vehicleuse. Some grazingfacilities such as water tanks are highly visible and
provide an “ dtractive nuisance’ effect. Livestock fences through even remote habitat areas
often have pardld “ routes” running alongside, and frequently routes gopear on both sides of the
fence. Dirt roads are often associated with devated levels of livestock grazingand other
human-rel ated activities (see Brooks and Berry 2006 at 117 citing FW S1994), and minimizing
the density of dirt roads may minimize dominance of dien annuds aien species richness and
dien biomass (Ibid. a 119). Removing grazing and associ ated infrastructure thus facilitates
management of threatsposed by unauthorized vehicle use.

Synergy of Livestock Grazing and Predators: Coyatesprey on Mohave ground squirrels
(Best 1995) and thereis some evidence that ravens predate on M ohave ground squirrels (see
Harris and Leitner 2005). Raven predation on hatchling and y oung desert tortoises is considered
to beamgor threat to recruitment and recovery of the species. Thereis evidencethat ravens
show apreference for stock tanks rather than natura springs as awater source (Knight et a
1998). Ravens are visual foragers and use fence posts asperch sitesto increase their visud
fieds. Livestock presence may be beneficia to ravens in other way s too, providing car casses
and disturbances that facilitate raven presence and foragng. Coyote populations aso benefit
from water developments. Removal of livestock and grazing infrastructure may thus benefit
both the desert tortoise and theM ohave ground squirrel by reducing opportunities for
“subsidized” predators.
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Cost Savings for Public Land M anagement: The costs of administering livestock grazing
on public lands are not recovered by theprogram (Seefor example GAO 2005). TheM ojave
Desert is an areaof rel aively low primary productivity; in conseguence, grazinga lotmentsin
theregon tend to be extensivein size and require extensive monitoring. Reducingthe number
of grazing permits through buy out reduces the BLM s cogs for meintaining and administering
the program, and dlows their efforts to be concentrated on monitoring and improving habitat
conditions on the remaining alotments.

(iii) Habitat Restoration

Restoration of degraded habitat or areas of degraded habitat is acommon enhancement
technique. Unfortunately, theM ojave Desert ecosydem is generaly not conducive to successful,
short-term, lar ge-scale restoration projects. The Desert M anagers Group has anumber of
documents related to desert restoration and we recommend that the project managers consult
withthe DMG’s resoration speciadists.2 Smilarly, the USGSWestern Ecological Research
Center has anumber of specidists tha could provide vauable input, and we suggest that the
project managers may benefit from the considerable expertise of Dr. Lesley DeFaco who has
extensive experience with desert restoration projects.3 We a'so suggest that theproject managers
consult with local organizations such as the Desert T ortoise Preserve Committee who have
ongoingrestoration projectsinthe area.

Western Watersheds Project thanksyou for the opportunity to submit additiona scoping
comments on the proposed solar plant project. Please keep Western Watersheds Project on the
list of interested public for this project. If we can be of any assigance or provide more
information pleasefeel freeto contact me by telephone at (818) 345-0425 or by e-mall at
<mjconnor@westernwatersheds.org>.

Yours sincerely,

UM»“«‘M«/

M ichad J. Connor, Ph.D.
CdiforniaDirector

Western Watersheds Project

P.O. Box 2364

Reseda, CA 91337

(818) 345-0425
mjconnor@westernwatersheds.org

2 Avalable a: http://www.dmg.gov/documents. phg
®Dr. DeFdco's pubications and contact information are available a:
http://www.werc. usgs.gov/products/res-prod-person. asp

WWP Additional Sooping Comments Ridgecrest Solar MillenniumSolar Projed 8



References

(We can provide copies of these citations on request)
Bedt, T. L. 1995. Spermophilusmohavensis. Manmalian Species. 509: 1-7.

Boarman, W. I. 2002. T hrea sto desert tortoise populdions. a ritical review of the literaure Unpubl.
Report, prepared for theWes Mojave Planning T eam andthe Bureau of Land Management. 86 pp.

Boarman W. I. and Sazaki. M. 2006. A highway's road-effet zonefor desert tortoises (Gopherus
agasszi) Arid Environmentt 65(1): 94-101.

Brooks, M.L. 1999. Effed s of Protetive Fencingon Birds, Lizards, and Black-T ailed Haresinthe
Western Mojave Desat. Environmeantal Management 23:387-400.

Brooks, M. L. 2000. DoesProtection of Desert Tortoise Habita Generae Other Ecological Benefitsinthe
Mojave Desert ? Pages 68-73 in McCool, S F., D. N. Cole, W.T. Borrie and J. OL oughlin (eds),
Wilderness Sience: In aTimeof Change Conference Volume 3: Wilderness asaplacefor scientific
inquiry, Missoula, MT, May 23-27 1999. RMRS-P-15 VOL-3.

Brooks M. L. and Esque. T. C. 2002. Alien annual plants and wildfire in desert tortoise habita: gaus,
ecological feds, and management. Chelonian Conservation and Biology. 4: 330-340.

Brooks, M. L. and Berry, K. H. 2006. Dominance and environmental correlaes of alien annual plantsin
the Mojave Desert, USA. Journal of Arid Environments. 67: 10C-124.

Brooks M. L. and Machet, JR. 2006. Patial andtemporal paternsof wildfiresinthe Mojave Desert,
1980-2004. Journal of Arid Environments67: 148-164.

Brooks, M. L., Machet, JR. and Berry, K.H. 2006. Effedsof livesodk watering steson alien and
naiveplantsinthe Mojave Desert, USA. Journal of Arid Environments67: 125-147.

GAOQ. 2005. Livetock Grazing Federal Expenditures end Receipts Vary, Depending onthe Agency and
the Purpose of the Fee Charged. GAO-05-869.

Gugafson, J. R. 1993. A dausreview of theMohave ground squirrel (Soermophilusmohavensis). A
report tothe California Fish and Game Commission, Nongame Bird and Mammal Section Report 93-9.

Harris, J. H. and Leitner, P. 2005. Long-distance Movementsof Juvenile Mohave Ground Squirrels,
Spermophilusmohavensis. The Southwestern Nauralist. 50(2): 188-196

Knight, R. L, Camp, R. J. and Knight, H. A. L. 1998. Ravens, Cowbirds, and Sarlings a Sorings
and Stock Tanks, M ojave Nationa Preserve, Cadifornia Great Basin Naturdist. 58(4): 393-395.

Letner, P. and Leitner. B. M. 1998. Coso grazing exclosure monitoring study, M ohave ground
squirrel study Coso Known Geotherma Resource Area, M gor Findings 1988-1996. Find
Report.

Oftedd, O. T., Hillard, S, and M orafka, D. J. 2002. Sdective springforagng by juvenile desert
tortoises (Gopherus agassizii) in the M ojave Desert: Evidence of an adaptive nutritiona strategy .

WWP Additional Sooping Comments Ridgecrest Solar MillenniumSolar Projed 9



Cheonian Conservation and Biology 4: 341-352.

Oftedd, O. T. 2002. Nutritiona ecology of the desert tortoise in theM ohave and Sonoran
deserts. In: Van Devender, T.R. (Ed.). The Sonoran Desert Tortoise: Natura Higory, Biology,
and Conservation. Tucson, AZ: The University of ArizonaPress and the Arizona-Sonora Desert
M useum, pp. 194-241.

USFWS. 1994. Desert tortoise (M ojave Population) Recovery Plan. U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service, Portland, OR.

von Seckendorff Hoff, K. and M arlow, R. W. 2002. Impacts of vehicleroad traffic on desert
tortoisepagpulations with consideration of conservation of tortoise habitat in southern Nevada.
Cheonian Conservation and Biology . 4(2): 449-456.

WWP Additional Sooping Comments Ridgecrest Solar MillenniumSolar Projed 10



