
 

 

 
February 23, 2015 
 
Karen Douglas Charlton H. Bonham 
Commissioner Director 
California Energy Commission California Department of Fish and Game 
1516 Ninth Street 1416 Ninth Street 
Sacramento, CA 95814 Sacramento, CA 95814 
 
 
James G. Kenna Ren Lohoefener 
State Director, California State Office Regional Director, Region 8 
Bureau of Land Management U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
2800 Cottage Way 2800 Cottage Way 
Sacramento, CA  95825 Sacramento, CA 95825 
 
docket@energy.ca.gov 
 
 
Re: DRECP DEIS Comments 

Dear Commissioner Douglas, Director Bonham, Director Kenna and Director Lohoefener, 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Desert Renewable Energy 
Conservation Plan (DRECP).  The Wildlands Conservancy (TWC) strongly supports goals 
for renewable energy production and utilization in California, as long as it protects its 
unique and sensitive resources in the California Desert Conservation Area (CDCA).   

General Comments 

The Wildlands Conservancy supports the concept of the Desert Renewable Energy 
Conservation Plan (DRECP) as a way to use landscape-level planning to facilitate 
development of renewable energy projects on disturbed and private lands, while 
simultaneously providing lasting conservation for species, natural communities and 
ecological processes in the California deserts. For that reason, TWC continues to participate 
and comment on the planning process; however we have several significant concerns that 
will determine our future position on the plan.   

The decisions made in this 20 to 30 year plan will affect an ecosystem that supports 
organisms that live much longer than this plan will exist.  Native desert plants within the 
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DRECP boundary live for many hundreds to thousands of years, if left undisturbed, 
including but not limited to: ancient creosote bushes and clonal rings, ironwood trees, 
California junipers, and Mojave yucca clonal rings, as well as their life-long fungal root 
partners that sequester and hold carbon dioxide underground in concrete “pools” of 
caliche. These long-lived desert plants are capable of providing hundreds to thousands of 
generations of wildlife with food, shelter, and nesting sites in their single lifetime. These 
same ancient plants, with their underground mycorrhizal root partners, can also continue 
to sequester CO2 from our atmosphere for many generations of humans if they are allowed 
to remain living and intact across the expanse of deserts currently proposed for 
development in some Development Focus Areas (DFAs). The plants work for our benefit 
long after proposed energy facilities would have outlived their usefulness. No added 
resources are needed to support these ancient desert plants and their host root partners 
that consistently sequester carbon dioxide without assistance year after year.  We feel 
these natural carbon sequestration mechanisms in the desert have not been adequately 
considered and accounted for in the Draft DRECP given the proposed DFAs in the Johnson 
and Lucerne Valley areas, eastern Riverside County and the study areas in the central and 
eastern Mojave. 

For 20 years The Wildlands Conservancy has been an important partner to BLM 
completing strategic land acquisitions to create wildlife and ecological connectivity 
between various protected areas and conservation lands.  To date TWC has purchased over 
660,000 acres in the California desert including 30,000 acres that we continue to manage 
as preserves for ecological and wildlife connectivity from the Sonoran and Mojave deserts 
to the peaks of the San Bernardino Mountains.  These preserves are important corridors for 
species moving up and down slope as well as east-west from conservation lands through 
riparian habitat into the San Bernardino National Forest.  They also provide habitat for 
several listed and new species to science, including the newly described San Bernardino 
Linanthus (Linanthus bernardinus) within the plan area  and multiple newly named insect 
species.   

Landscape level connectivity and the durable conservation of those connected lands, are key 
components that must be maximized and enhanced throughout the DRECP planning area to 
maintain ecological functioning and species persistence and recovery.  Maintaining and 
restoring landscape level connectivity is essential to the regular movement of individuals 
and populations seeking food, water, shelter, mates, etc., as well as for seasonal migration 
and recolonization after catastrophic events and environmental stressors.   Therefore it is 
imperative that the plan maintain and enhance north-south, east-west and elevational 
connectivity to adequately meet the goals of the DRECP and allow desert species to migrate 
and adapt under additional stressors from climate change.  For the reasons above and 
throughout this letter, we continue to urge the Renewable Energy Action Team (REAT) 



 

agencies to adopt and embrace the precautionary principle of “no regrets” as outlined in 
the Independent Science Advisors report.   

Catellus and the proposed National Monuments 

The Wildlands Conservancy has a vested interest in renewable energy development being 
proposed on federal lands within the California desert region. TWC raised $45 million in 
private funds to assist with the purchase and subsequent donation of approximately 
630,000 acres of checker-boarded land (Catellus) in the desert, rich in natural, cultural, 
historic and recreational resource values.   

Appendix X of the Draft DRECP contains information and maps of the Catellus lands TWC 
purchased and donated to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM).   We greatly appreciate the 
separate appendix and the maps provided but have concerns about the data used for Catellus 
acreages and mapping.  Our records indicate there are multiple areas where Catellus sections 
are not accurately depicted on the maps and request a comparison with the appropriate BLM 
department to reconcile any discrepancies.  In the narrative of Section X.1 there is reference to 
“Catellus Agreement Lands” which appears to be a named subset of the Catellus lands donated 
to BLM.  We would like clarification on this matter as all of the lands TWC donated to BLM for 
the conservation of natural and cultural resources and recreational values were not intended 
to be proposed for industrial development.  (See attachments A, B, and C). 

In February 2015, United States Senator Dianne Feinstein introduced the California Desert 
Conservation and Recreation Act (CDCRA)that includes the proposed Mojave Trails and Sand 
to Snow National Monuments. The Mojave Trails National Monument (MTNM) will preserve 
941,000 acres of Bureau of Land Management land in California's most beloved desert and 
protect a major landscape linkage between Joshua Tree National Park, Mojave National 
Preserve and BLM wilderness areas, protecting important desert species habitat and 
connectivity for desert Bighorn, desert tortoise, Mojave fringe-toed lizard, and other 
sensitive desert species.  Additionally, the monument will preserve unique geological 
features and lava flows, one of the largest cactus gardens in the California desert, rare fossil 
beds, irreplaceable recreational values, and the internationally-known and culturally-
important historic Route 66, the Mother Road. 

The stretch of Route 66 from Barstow to Needles is the longest undeveloped remaining stretch 
of the Mother Road in the country and must remain as such. In 2008, the World Monuments 
Fund designated Route 66, along with such world heritage sites as Machu Picchu and 
Shanghai, as a threatened resource on their Watch List of 100 Most Endangered Sites. In its 
March 2009 issue, Smithsonian magazine recognizes Route 66 as one of the "15 Must-See 
Endangered Cultural Treasures." 



 

We oppose and request the removal of the Future Analysis Area (FFA) in the Cadiz 
Valley in the Preferred Alternative and the variance lands in Alternative 4 in the Cadiz 
Valley. 

The FAA would be detrimental to the native desert landscape views from Route 66 and the 
proposed MTNM.  It would negatively impact the ecological and wildlife connectivity, from 
Joshua Tree National Park, the Sheephole Mountains Wilderness and the Mojave National 
Preserve, a main motivation of TWC’s Catellus purchase and donation.  The proposed FFA is 
surrounded by existing and proposed conservation and historic designations including the 
adjacent proposed MTNM; BLM ACEC, NLCS, National Historic Landmarks, Wilderness 
Areas; and the Mojave National Preserve. 

 The new CDCRA of 2015 includes boundary changes to MTNM.  Of special note is the addition 
of BLM lands south of Ludlow and adjacent to the Twenty-nine Palms US Marine Air Ground 
Combat Center.  For this reason we oppose any consideration for development and the 
DFA designation in Alternative 2 and 4 and recommend that the REAT agencies extend 
the conservation designations of ACEC and NLCS to include the above BLM lands in the 
Ludlow area. 

The proposed 134,000-acre Sand to Snow National Monument (SSNM) rises from the 
Sonoran Desert floor up to southern California's tallest alpine peak, Mount San Gorgonio at 
11,503 feet. National monument status will elevate the protection of one of California's 
most diverse landscapes, as well as protect wildlife corridors between the San Bernardino 
Mountains, San Jacinto Mountains and Joshua Tree National Park. It includes the 
headwaters of southern California's longest river, the Santa Ana River, as well as the 
headwaters of the Whitewater River, which is simultaneously proposed for Wild and Scenic 
River designation.  The proposed SSNM represents the convergence of coastal, mountain 
and desert ecotones and may be one of the most biologically diverse plant representations 
in North America.  The Wildlands Conservancy privately acquired and donated 32,000 
acres in this region to enhance federal landscape linkages and protection. 

Durability of Conservation Lands  

Given that TWC has been forced to spend the last 8 years utilizing its limited staff and 
financial resources to protect lands it previously protected just over a decade ago, we have 
grave concerns about BLM's commitment and track record to manage the proposed 
conservation lands in the DRECP as such for the length of the impacts from renewable 
energy development permitted under the plan.  Our experience has demonstrated that 
administrative intent and assurances are insufficient for the protection of conservation 
lands in the California deserts.    



 

The issue of durability of conservation designations needs to be adequately resolved for the 
DRECP to meet the standards of the Natural Community Conservation Planning Act 
(NCCP).To accomplish this we propose the REAT agencies and the BLM clarify and 
strengthen management prescriptions for NLCS lands and ACECs and identify the species, 
landscape processes, cultural resources, and other features for which the lands are being 
conserved. 

We recommend the REAT agencies analyze in detail the various durability tools that 
the BLM can utilize in the final DRECP to meet the conservation management goals 
and legal requirements of the plan and publish the analysis in a Supplemental Draft. 

Phasing the DRECP 

Throughout the DRECP process stakeholders have continued to request that the DRECP be a 
phased plan.  This would have numerous benefits for all stakeholders and for the resources in 
the CA desert. It would provide assurances for agencies, developers, local government, utilities 
and environmental groups by prioritizing DFAs that had been vetted for lower natural, cultural, 
recreational and community impacts.  It would allow the agencies and stakeholders to further 
study areas of the desert for which there is a current lack of scientific data to make informed 
management decisions about and provide a reasonable strategy to assess cumulative impacts 
and monitoring and adaptive management frameworks.  Phasing would also allow for changes 
in technology and technology trends to further mature, reducing the irreversible impacts of 
widespread development and expansive DFAs to the desert. 

Phasing could be done multiple ways.  For example DFAs could be designated in a Phase 1 and 
Phase 2 approach with a trigger to initiate the acceptance of applications in the second phase.  
Alternatively DFAs could themselves be phased where initially a sub region or portion of a DFA 
was open to development applications upon plan approval and again at a later trigger 
additional acreage in the study DFA could become available for applications. 

In a sense the wildlife agencies have already helped to identify a framework for phasing by 
assigning take limits to various DFAs within the Draft DRECP EIS. 

We recommend that the REAT team publish an analysis in a supplemental document 
outlining how the DRECP could be phased. 

Energy Calculator and 20,000 MW Planning Target  

It is important that the REAT continue to monitor the renewable energy projects and 
programs state-wide and update and revise the DRECP assumptions during this planning 
process.  There has been intense focus and pressure from Federal and State administrations 
to site utility scale renewable energy in the CA desert.  While there are notable energy 
resources in the desert, they also exist outside of the plan boundary including the Central 



 

Valley and rooftops in sunny areas state-wide.  To date several projects on both public and 
private land have been permitted and/or built since the December 31, 2010 cut-off date for 
the DRECP.  There have been changes in technology, trends, and statewide progress of 
distributed generation and rooftop solar toward renewable energy targets since the DRECP 
planning process began and the last Energy Calculator was published in July 2012. 

There were several unverifiable assumptions made by the REAT agencies that contributed 
to the 20,000MW target used in all of the DRECP alternatives.  While we recognize that 
assumptions will be made in a projected 30 year planning process like the DRECP we object 
to all the alternatives utilizing the same assumptions and planning targets for MW output 
from the plan boundary.  Furthermore many of these assumptions are outdated and track 
previous trends and political preferences in technologies. 

TWC feels it is appropriate and necessary for the CA Energy Commission to revise the 
Energy Calculator to include MWs from permitted and built projects to date and back 
those figures out of the planning targets. 

Refinements to DFAs 

Due to the sensitive, irreplaceable resources and iconic treasures in the California deserts 
and the near permanence of most development impacts on the desert, we must be 
extremely judicious about where we agree to place DFAs. Vast expanses of ancient plants 
will undoubtedly be destroyed where facilities are built, perhaps removing more CO2 
sequestration capability than any future power facility would be able to provide on 
balance. The Wildlands Conservancy appreciates the significant staff and scientific 
resources that coordinated to propose the Draft conservation designations and DFAs, but 
additional refinements are needed to reduce significant irreversible impacts on the desert. 
 
 Johnson and Lucerne Valleys’: 
 
The proposed Johnson Valley DFA includes some of the oldest creosote plants discovered in 
the Mojave Desert to date.  The Soggy Dry Lake Creosote Rings ACEC was designated to protect 
creosote rings that have been estimated to reach over 10,000 years of age. Even the average 
age of individual creosote bushes in this unique plant assemblage is likely well over 600 years 
old, well beyond the projected life of this plan. The contribution of these ancient creosote 
bushes to our global carbon sequestration equation is just now becoming more fully 
appreciated and understood. Deep-rooted, long-lived desert plants have been documented to 
sequester CO2 along the hyphae of their connected mycorrhizal root partners, and the 
longer lived the plants, the more they contribute to the long-term sequestration of CO2 
from the atmosphere. Besides risking damage or destruction of clonal creosote rings that 
have garnered focused international scientific attention, earned special designation by 
BLM, and won approval by Congress for inclusion in an ACEC, the loss of millennia-old 
plants that began growing right after our last ice age in order to install a short-term 



 

technology would be a tragic loss of heritage, ecological stability, and long-term 
environmental benefit. 
  
The current DFA boundaries in Lucerne and Johnson Valleys’ would likely have significant 
negative impacts for desert tortoise.  The DFAs cut off important tortoise linkages and cross 
into critical habit and important recovery units from the Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan (see 
Defenders of Wildlife comments for more detail).   

Lastly, communities in the Morongo Basin and Lucerne Valley area successfully opposed the 
proposed Green Path North Transmission Project and Black Lava Butte Wind Project because 
of the impacts to:  sensitive habitat, view sheds, existing public and private conservation 
investments, property value losses, and economic tourism from the Morongo Basin to beyond 
Lucerne Valley.  We oppose any DFA designation in the Morongo Basin and adjacent to the 
newly proposed Black Lava Butte ACEC and recommend any variance lands be removed in 
these areas. 

The community of Lucerne Valley previously proposed an area for solar development and we 
recommend the REAT agencies collaborate with the community and San Bernardino County to 
refine the DFA.   

We oppose the Development Focus Area (DFA) in the preferred Alternative and 
Alternatives 2-4 just south of Johnson Valley OHV Area and recommend a significant 
reduction and refinement of the Lucerne Valley DFA.    This area is surrounded by other 
conservation and recreation designations and due to unusual plant assemblages and resources 
should be added to the ACEC and NLCS system for BLM. 

Ludlow 

As previously mentioned The Wildlands Conservancy opposes the proposed DFA’s in 
Alternative 2 near Ludlow and requests the maps be updated to reflect the most recent 
boundaries of the proposed MTNM.  We recommend these lands be added to the NLCS 
system and also request the variance lands for that area be removed as mapped in 
Alternative 4. 
 
 Soda Mountain 
 
TWC supports the agency decision to designate the Soda Mountain’s north of Interstate 15 
for conservation in the Preferred Alternative. This decision supports protection for one of 
the most important restorable desert bighorn sheep connectivity corridors in the Mojave 
desert.  We recommend that this area be withdrawn from any variance or DFA designations 
and that alternatively projects be considered in the Daggett triangle. 
 

 
 



 

Riverside County 
 

The primary DFA is the Riverside East SEZ from the BLM’s Solar Energy Program. This DFA 
is the key transition zone between the Mojave and the Sonoran desert ecoregions, and 
provides habitat and connectivity for species such as desert tortoise, Mojave fringe-toed 
lizard and bighorn sheep. Additionally, this area is important for natural communities such 
as microphyll woodland, sand dunes and the sand transport areas that support them. In 
order to ensure the long-term viability of these important habitat connections and overall 
habitat intactness, this DFA should be refined by widening the proposed corridors through 
the DFA.  Avoidance of microphyll woodland is paramount to protecting this unique and 
important natural community and we do not recommend these areas for development.  

Future Analysis and Special Study Areas: 

Please see our above comment asking for the removal of the Cadiz Valley FFA. 

We recommend removal of Silurian Valley Special Analysis Area due to sensitive resources, 
golden eagles habitat, bighorn and wildlife connectivity, visual resources and community 
tourism industries. 

Special Recreation Management Areas 

The DRECP creates over three million acres of new “Special Recreation Management Areas” 
and “Extensive Recreation Management Areas.”  We have expressed concern for the 
overlap of the SRMA designation on the proposed Mojave Trails and Sand to Snow National 
Monuments and request the removal of that designation on the monuments.   These 
monuments are being designated for their unique biological and cultural resources and not 
only for recreational values. 

In general with regards to the SRMA/ERMA designations we request that the BLM: 

 Clarify/emphasize that in the event of overlap, the more protective 
management prescriptions apply (e.g., ACEC or NCL provisions over SRMAs). 

 Address the need for stronger recreation/travel management prescriptions at 
the DRECP Plan level to ensure that conservation goals and other resource 
protection goals are met and impacts from recreation are minimized in the 
SRMA and ERMA areas.   

 Exclude from proposed SRMAs all areas where recreation, particularly OHV 
recreation, may prevent the DRECP from meeting its species conservation 
objectives. 



 

Undesignated Lands 

There are 1.3 million acres of Undesignated Lands under the Preferred Alternative 
including 709,000 acres of public lands.  It is unclear how these decisions were made, and 
what if any criteria was used. Many of the areas in this category include important 
biological, scenic, recreational and cultural resources.   We recommend the agencies re-
analyze the areas seriously consider including the following areas in the conservation 
reserve design based upon their biological and ecological significance. Specifically, we 
recommend the following areas become proposed conservation areas (ACEC and, or NLCS) 
and managed primarily for species conservation: 

·         Cadiz Valley 
·         South and West of Needles to include the Sacramento Mountains 
·         Area between Whipple Mts. Wilderness and Chemehuevi Mts. Wilderness 
·         Area south of Whipple Mts. Wilderness (Vidal Valley) 
·         South of I-40 between Pisgah Crater and Rodman Mts. Wilderness 

Funding and Governance 

For the DRECP to succeed not only do significant changes need to be made before a final plan is 
approved, as summarized in our letter and the environmental coalition letters we have signed 
onto,  but also the REAT agencies need to release additional documentation regarding the 
implementation of the plan and funding sources.  The Executive Summary states “no 
additional funding is anticipated” beyond the BLM’s existing budget (page 38).  The absence 
of dependable funding is unacceptable, short-sighted, and will become a fatal flaw of this 
process given: 1) the number of current staff vacancies and BLM budget shortfalls 
increasing over the past decade 2) the increased management and enforcement 
responsibilities for new and expanded land BLM land use designations that will be created 
if the DRECP and/or a LUPA is approved 3)  the ongoing responsibilities of BLM staff and 
resources for processing ROW applications and renewable energy projects 4)monitoring 
and  adaptive management to assess the impacts to public lands and resources and  5) 
additional roles and responsibilities related to the unclear DRECP Executive Policy Group 
and the DRECP Coordination Group. 

Page 39 of the Executive Summary makes a vague reference to the implementation fees 
providing funding followed by the statement that “the agencies would seek additional 
funding from other appropriate federal, state, and private sources” and “grants”.  Again 
such vague statements do not provide sufficient assurances that the Conservation 
Management Actions will be completed and consequently protect the resources within the 
new designations.  As a land manager, The Wildlands Conservancy understands the 
challenges public use and natural events  can create; staff resources and regional resource 
management plans accompanied by an adaptive management strategy that can be actually 
be implemented are vital to providing the best resource protection feasible. 



 

We recommend that both the State and the Federal Agencies comprising the REAT team 
publish draft proposed budgets for DRECP implementation and for an initial kick-off phase 
of implementation to set the groundwork for legislative and political funding support. 

Monitoring and Adaptive Management Program 

Since the DRECP is planning on a landscape level the monitoring and adaptive management 
program is extremely important.  On P 7 of the Executive Summary it states that “DRECP 
conservation measures will be monitored to evaluate their effectiveness and, through 
adaptive management, to make any needed revisions.”  It is unclear how this will occur 
with no additional funding to BLM the primary land manager.  Additionally the section 
outlying the MAMP is vague and does not describe how and when assessments to revisit 
and analyze management actions will occur. 

County Coordination and Engagement 

County participation and coordination is critical to the success of the DRECP and will play a 
significant role in our final position on the plan.  From the onset DRECP was touted to be the 
process that would provide a nexus to coordinate and prioritize development on disturbed 
private lands and engage local governments.  While we acknowledge that the REAT agencies, 
and the CEC in particular, have had ongoing county outreach, the engagement has not been 
early and often enough.  In 2012, the REAT agencies announced sponsoring a Private Lands 
Workshop for the DRECP process.  After being postponed this workshop was then cancelled 
and never revisited.  We feel this was a critical mistake that has resulted in much confusion and 
angst from stakeholders, and in particular unaddressed concerns of local governments and 
communities, about how development on private land could be incorporated into the DRECP 
planning process.  Furthermore, the manner of how private lands were mapped in the DFA’s 
(opaque pink blogs) magnified these concerns and created opposition and conflict that was 
potentially avoidable. 

Several of the counties within the DRECP plan boundary have received grants from the CEC to 
undergo General Plan updates and plan for renewable energy.  TWC supports this concept but 
remains concerned that the Draft DRECP was released before key counties had advanced their 
internal process or published draft county renewable energy elements.  For example, SBC is 
currently undergoing public process to develop renewable energy element for General Plan 
Update and is anticipated to be completed in the Spring of 2015, leaving time for incorporation 
into DRECP.  San Bernardino County, the largest in the country, has the most acreage within the 
DRECP planning boundary and can make unprecedented contributions to state-wide 
renewable energy goals with distributed generation and projects sited on disturbed lands. 

TWC has undergone several mapping and field exercises to identify private disturbed lands in 
southern and central CA that may be appropriate for utility scale renewable energy 



 

development.  We maintain that such development should be prioritized on disturbed lands, 
which happen to be primarily private in the desert. 

It is our understanding that until the counties and cities make any legally enforceable 
commitments to fulfill the conservation obligations in this plan, there is no rational basis 
upon which the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) can conclude that the 
DRECP Conservation Strategy will be implemented on private lands. 

We recommend that the REAT agencies focus immediately on syncing up with county 
general plan elements under way and publish a Supplemental draft once integration 
with public county energy planning can be incorporated. 

In conclusion we feel that Supplemental Draft DEIS will be necessary to clarify and correct the 
issues outlined in our comment letter.  We are at a critical junction in this planning process; 
how local governments and private lands are incorporated will have a significant impact on the 
plan and the success of implementation.   The Wildlands Conservancy strongly urges the REAT 
agencies to prioritize and coordinate the integration of county plans immediately.  We look 
forward to continued engagement on the DRECP planning process and additional information. 

Sincerely, 

 

April Sall, Conservation Director 
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The Wildlands Conservancy (TWC) makes no representation of any kind, including, but not limited to, warranties of merchantability or
fitness for a particular purpose or use, nor are any such warranties to be implied with respect to the information, data or services
furnished herein.

TWC has made best efforts to ensure accuracy and quality in producing this map. However, the data on which it is based may have
come from any of a variety of sources with varying degrees of accuracy beyond TWC's control. TWC makes no guarantee as to the
accuracy of the features shown on this map and is not responsible for any unintended consequences derived from its use.
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TWC's Desert Land Acquisition and the 
Draft DRECP Preferred Alternative

TWC Lands Donated to the
Department of the Interior
(21,163 Acres)

Other Lands

National Park Service

State Lands 

Military

Bureau of Land Management

National Forest

BLM Wilderness

County Boundary

Phase I & II
TWC Funded Department of the Interior Acquisitions
(500,406 Acres)

Map does not show private properties within government-protected areas.

TWC Funded Anza Borrego Acquisitions
(1,281 Acres)

Route 66 (National Trails Highway)

Phase III
TWC Funded Department of the Interior Acquisitions
(62,487 Acres)

TWC Funded LTA Exchange
(14,874 Acres)

TWC Funded Palo Verde Exchange
(31,012 Acres)

Other TWC Desert Holdings
(18,355 Acres)

Phase IV
TWC Residual Catellus Lands
(7,916 Acres)

Area of Critical Environmental Concern

TWC Lands Donated to Other
Conservation Entities (8,319 Acres)

Proposed Mother Road National Monument

Other Conservation Lands

Santa Rosa/San Jacinto
National Monument

1

1

DRECP Preferred Alternative
Development Focus Areas

Future Assessment Areas

Special Analysis Areas

Data Source: Desert Renewable Energy Conservation Plan Website: http://www.drecp.org/draftdrecp/files/GIS/ Retrieved 20 February 2015.


