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1.0 OVE R VIE W OF  NE P A/C E QA S C OP ING  P R OC E S S  

1.1 Introduction 

McCoy Solar, LLC, a subsidiary of NextEra Energy Resources LLC (Applicant), has applied to 
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) for a right-of-way (ROW) grant on public lands to 
construct, operate, maintain, and decommission an up to 750 megawatt (MW) photovoltaic (PV) 
solar energy generating facility and related infrastructure approximately 13 miles northwest of 
the town of Blythe, California, in unincorporated Riverside County, to be known as the McCoy 
Solar Energy Project (Project). The Project would be constructed on about 7,700 acres of BLM 
administered public lands and on approximately 477 acres of private and County-owned land. 
Since the proposed site consists of lands administered by BLM and is subject to the California 
Desert Conservation Area (CDCA) Plan, authorization of the ROW by BLM would require an 
amendment of the CDCA Plan. The Applicant also has applied for a Conditional Use Permit 
(CUP) and a Public Use Permit (PUP) from Riverside County for the small portion of the site 
that lies on private land and County-owned land, respectively, within its land use jurisdiction. 

This public scoping report documents the joint National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA)/California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) scoping process and summarizes the 
scoping comments received for the Project. Specifically, this report describes the scoping events 
and activities conducted for the Project. It also summarizes the written and verbal comments 
received on the BLM’s Notice of Intent (NOI) and County’s Notice of Preparation (NOP). The 
BLM is the NEPA Lead Agency for the Project; Riverside County is the CEQA Lead Agency. 
This report serves as an information source to the Lead Agencies in their determination of the 
range of issues and alternatives to be addressed in the joint Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS)/Environmental Impact Report (EIR). The Lead Agencies will use the comments received 
during the scoping period to: 

1) Identify key issues to focus the analysis 
2) Identify reasonable alternatives to the Project 
3) Analyze environmental impacts of the Project and alternatives 
4) Identify ways to avoid or reduce environmental impacts 
5) Inform the Lead Agencies’ decision-making processes. 

1.2 S ummary of NE P A/C E QA S coping P roces s   

The NEPA/CEQA scoping process provides government agencies, public and private 
organizations, and members of the general public the opportunity to identify environmental 
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issues and alternatives for consideration in the EIS/EIR. The scoping process and results are an 
initial step in the NEPA/CEQA process.  

To comply with NEPA (40 CFR 1501.7), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
published a NOI in the Federal Register on August 29, 2011, that provided notice of the BLM’s 
intent to prepare an EIS for the Project (76 FR 53693). The NOI serves as the official legal notice 
that a federal agency is commencing preparation of an EIS. The Federal Register serves as the U.S. 
Government’s official noticing and reporting publication. The NOI initiates the public scoping 
period for the EIS, provides information about the Project, and serves as an invitation for other 
federal agencies granted cooperating agency status to provide comments on the scope and content 
of the EIS. The NOI for the Project is included as Appendix A-1.  

The BLM issued a press release regarding the NOI on August 29, 2011. Another press release 
was issued by the BLM on September 2, 2011 to announce the date and location of the public 
scoping meeting that was held in Palm Desert. The NOI and the press release, included as 
Appendix B-1, were made available to agencies and the public on BLM’s website for the Project: 

http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/palmsprings/Solar_Projects/McCoy.html 

As required by §15082 of the CEQA Guidelines (14 CCR 15000 et seq.), Riverside County issued 
an NOP on October 3, 2011, that summarized the Project, stated the County’s intention to prepare 
a joint EIS/EIR, and requested comments from interested parties. The NOP is included as 
Appendix A-2. There were 64 public notices sent to property owners within 2,400 feet of the 
proposed site; 15 copies of the NOP were sent to the California State Clearinghouse; 79 public 
notices were sent to federal, state, and local agencies and organizations; and 2 public notices 
were sent to local libraries. Public notices also were sent to Native American groups. The 
County’s public notice, included as Appendix B-2, ran in the Desert Sun newspaper on October 
6, 2011 and Palo Verde Valley Times on October 7, 2011.  

During the NOI comment period, the BLM held a public scoping meeting on September 20, 
2011, at the UCR Palm Desert Graduate Center (75-080 Frank Sinatra Drive, Palm Desert, 
California, 92211). A project fact sheet, comment cards and speaker cards were available to 
participants. The BLM put on a PowerPoint presentation that identified the critical elements of 
the human environment to be evaluated in the EIS/EIR, including, but not limited to, 
environmental justice and socioeconomics (see Appendix C for a full copy of the PowerPoint 
presentation). The County held a separate public scoping meeting on October 19, 2011, in the 
Blythe City Council Chambers (235 N. Broadway, Blythe, California, 92225). The County 
presented information at the BLM’s NOI scoping meeting, and the BLM presented information 
at the County’s NOP scoping meeting. 
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The scoping meetings provided the public and government agencies opportunities to receive 
information on the NEPA/CEQA process and about the Project, as well as to provide oral and 
written comments. The scoping meetings in Palm Desert and Blythe were attended by eight and 
seven persons, respectively, including representatives from local and state agencies, 
organizations, and private citizens.  

Project fact sheets and comment cards were provided as handouts at the public scoping meetings. 
All materials provided to the public at the scoping meetings are contained within Appendix C 
and include the following: 

1) Project Fact Sheet 

2) Comment Cards 

3) Speaker Registration Cards 

4) Scoping Meeting Presentations 

Appendix D includes the sign-in sheets from both scoping meetings and Appendix E includes the 
completed speaker registration cards and a summary of the verbal comments from the BLM 
meeting (there were no speaker comments at the County meeting). 

Speaker comments made during the BLM scoping meeting were recorded by-hand and 
summarized. A court reporter was present at the Riverside County meeting to record speaker 
comments, but no comments were made during the meeting.   

The comment period ended on September 28, 2011 for the BLM’s NOI and November 2, 2011 
for the County’s NOP. In total, 20 letters were received: 19 from federal, state, and local 
agencies and organizations; and one from an individual (see Table 1). These comments have 
been included in the administrative record for the Project and are documented and summarized in 
this scoping report. 

1.3 Agencies , Organizations , and P ers ons  P roviding S coping 
C omments  

Federal, state, and local agencies; private and public organizations; and the general public 
provided written comments during the public scoping period. Written comments received during 
the public scoping meetings and in response to the NOP/NOI are included in Appendix F. In 
summary, Table 1 presents the agencies, organizations, and private citizens that provided 
comments during the NEPA/CEQA scoping process organized in the order they were issued. 
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Table 1 
Comments Received During Public Scoping Period

Commenter Date 

Federal, State, and Local Agencies and Organizations 

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, Deirdre West, Manager, Environmental 
Planning Team 

September 1, 2011 

Riverside County Fire Department September 24, 2011 

Western Watersheds Project  September 26, 2011 

Defenders of Wildlife, Natural Resources Defense Council Center for Biological Diversity, Sierra 
Club 

September 27, 2011 

U.S. EPA Region IX September 27, 2011 

Southern California Edison (SCE) September 28, 2011 

La Cuna de Aztlan Sacred Sites Protection Circle, Patricia Pinon, Chairperson  October 2, 2011 

La Cuna de Aztlan Sacred Sites Protection Circle, Alfredo A. Figueroa October 4, 2011 

Native American Heritage Commission October 5, 2011 

Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District  October 7, 2011 

Southern California Association of Governments October 25, 2011 

Department of Toxic Substances Control October 26, 2011 

Riverside County Waste Management Department October 27, 2011 

Colorado River Board of California October 28, 2011 

Riverside County Fire Department October 30, 2011 

Riverside County Flood Control and Water Conservation District October 31, 2011 

Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission November 1, 2011 

Southern California Edison November 1, 2011 

Riverside County Information Technology Department November 10, 2011 

Solar Trust of America November 29, 2011 

Individuals 

Jared Fuller September 28, 2011 

 

1.4 S coping R eport Organization 

This scoping report summarizes the comments and issues identified during the scoping period, 
including the public scoping meetings. The Lead Agencies will review and consider all of the 
scoping comments received in preparing the EIS/EIR for the Project. 
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Section 2 provides summary information on the Applicant’s stated Project objectives and a 
description of the Project. 

Section 3 provides a summary of the comments received and issues raised during the Project’s 
scoping periods, including comments received during the public scoping meetings. 

Section 4 provides a summary of future steps in the planning process and indicates opportunities 
for public participation in the environmental review process. 

Section 5 includes a list of references used in preparation of this scoping report. 

The Appendices that follow Section 5 include notices, scoping meeting notices, scoping comments 
received, and other information.  
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2.0 S UMMAR Y  OF  T HE  P R OP OS E D P R OJ E C T  

This section provides an overview of the Project. 

2.1 Applicant’s  Objectives  

The Applicant’s fundamental objective for the Project is to construct, operate, maintain, and 
decommission am up-to 750-MW solar energy facility and associated interconnection 
transmission infrastructure to provide renewable electric power to California’s existing 
transmission grid to help meet federal and state renewable energy supply and greenhouse gas 
(GHG) emissions reduction requirements. The Applicant is committed to constructing and 
operating the Project in an environmentally responsible manner and to providing a sustainable 
source of renewable energy to the State’s investor-owned utilities and the public. The 
Applicant’s stated objectives for the Project are to: 

1) Construct, operate, and maintain an efficient, cost-competitive, reliable, safe and 
environmentally-sound solar powered generating facility using proven PV technology 
capable of generating a minimum of 500 MW and up to 750 MW that would help achieve:  

a) the State of California objectives mandated by Senate Bill 1078 (California Renewable 
Portfolio Standard Program);  

b) Assembly Bill 32 (California Global Warming Solutions Act of 2006), and;  

c) other local mandates adopted by the state’s municipal electric utilities to meet the 
requirements for the long term wholesale purchase of renewable electric energy for 
distribution to their customers. 

2) Develop a site on contiguous lands with an excellent solar resource.  

3) Develop a site within close proximity to transmission infrastructure and access roads in order 
to minimize environmental impacts. 

4) Receive authorization for constructing and operating a range of panel types and tracking 
options so that the Project can take advantage of the rapid improvements in PV 
technology/efficiency that are anticipated to take place between early permitting and 
commencing construction. 

2.2 P roject Des cription 

The Project would be constructed in two units, or two solar facilities. Unit 1 would have a 
250 MW per acre (MWac) capacity comprised of an estimated 125 complete or equivalent partial 
2 MW blocks. Unit 2 would have an up-to-500 MWac capacity comprised of an up to 250 
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complete or equivalent partial 2 MW blocks. Unit 1 would be arranged on the eastern side of the 
solar plant site; Unit 2 would be located west of Unit 1 within the solar plant site. Of the total 
Project, approximately 50 MW would be located on private land that is under Riverside County’s 
land use jurisdiction. In addition to solar field, Project would include the following components: 

1) Two on-site substations (the McCoy Solar Energy Project Unit 1 and Unit 2 Substations);  

2) One operations and maintenance facility (approximately 3,000 square feet) and parking 
area (approximately 10,000 square feet) to be shared by Unit 1 and Unit 2 and located in 
the eastern portion of Unit 1; 

3) A centrally located temporary laydown area which is proposed to be converted to 
permanent solar field area at the end of construction;  

4) Perimeter maintenance roads (24 feet wide and 22 miles long) and a main access road 
(24 feet wide with 3-foot shoulders, and approximately 2.6 miles long);  

5) Fencing and site security;  

6) A shared water treatment area; 

7) An approximately 11 mile long (measured from the solar plant site boundary), double-
circuit, overhead 230 kilovolt (kV) generation-tie (gen-tie) line; 

8) 230 kV switchyard located near the Colorado River Substation (CRS) to connect the 
Project with SCE’s 230 kV CRS; 

9) Two telecommunications lines (primary and redundant); and  

10) An SCE-owned and operated distribution line. 

This Project requires a Record of Decision (ROD) from BLM and, from Riverside County, 
approval of a CUP and a PUP. Prior to ROW grant issuance, the Project would require a Land 
Use Plan Amendment to the CDCA Plan of 1980, as amended. 
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3.0 S UMMAR Y  OF  S C OP ING  C OMME NT S  

This section of the report summarizes the comments raised by agencies, organizations, and 
members of the public during the scoping process. This summary is based upon both written and 
oral comments that were received during the NOP/NOI public scoping periods. Table 1 provides 
a list of commenters including federal, state, and local agencies as well as organizations and an 
individual who provided comments during the public review period. A number of environmental 
concerns were raised during the scoping process that focused on the Project’s potential effects to 
several environmental resources and issue areas. This scoping report summarizes the comments 
received according to the following major themes: 

1) Project description 

2) Human environment issues 

3) Natural environment issues 

4) Indirect and cumulative impacts 

5) Project alternatives 

6) EIS/EIR administrative and permitting issues. 

3.1 P roject Des cription 

Several commenters expressed concerns regarding the proposed location of the Project, 
particularly that it is located on relatively undisturbed land within the CDCA. Many of these 
commenters noted that the Project could have significant impacts on biological and cultural 
resources due to the location of the site. The Defenders of Wildlife, NRDC, Center for Biological 
Diversity and Sierra Club (because these four organizations submitted a joint comment letter, 
they are referred to collectively as “Defenders of Wildlife”) all advocate for large-scale solar 
energy projects to be located on degraded or disturbed lands.  

Statement of Purpose and Need 

Both the EPA and Defenders of Wildlife submitted comments regarding the Statement of 
Purpose and Need of the Project. The Defenders of Wildlife stated that the Statement of Purpose 
and Need should not simply indicate that BLM is responding to an applicant’s ROW application 
for a proposed project. The framing of the purpose and need should be broad enough to support 
alternatives that are meaningful. 

The EPA submitted comments stating the following with regard to the Statement of Purpose and 
Need: 
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1) The purpose and need should be a clear, objective statement of the rational for the proposed 
Project.  

2) The EIS/EIR should discuss the Project in the context of the larger energy market that the 
Project would serve; and  

3) The EIS/EIR should discuss how the Project will assist the State in meeting its renewable 
energy portfolio standards and goals. 

3.2 Human E nvironment Is s ues  

Aesthetics/Visual Resources 

One commenter stated that the proposed Project location is close to designated Wilderness and 
that the EIS/EIR should fully review the impacts of each alternative on visual resources 
including the effects on wilderness character and values.  

Wildfire Hazards  

One comment is about the increased risk of wildfire hazards due to the introduction of a large-
scale solar field and new transmission infrastructure. The commenter stated that a wildfire could 
be caused by construction or operation of the transmission lines. Development of roads and 
transmission lines could encourage increased motorized vehicle access which increases fire risk, 
especially when coupled with the spread of invasive weeds.   

Cultural Resources  

Numerous comments involved the Project’s potential effect on existing cultural and historic 
resources in the area. Several commenters described the cultural resources that exist in the area 
and their disappointment that these resources will be lost with the increasing development of 
solar projects. Several commenters stated that the EIS/EIR should include a thorough analysis of 
the cultural resources in the area and that mitigation and monitoring measures should be 
implemented throughout construction to minimize the potential impacts that the development of 
the Project otherwise may create.   

The EPA and Native American Heritage Commission submitted comments recommending 
coordination with tribal governments to determine the location of cultural artifacts and minimize 
the potential damage to these resources. The EPA stated that the EIS/EIR should describe the 
process and outcome of government-to-government consultation between the BLM and each of 
the tribal governments within the Project area, issues that were raised (if any), and how those 
issues were addressed in the selection of the proposed alternative.  
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The EPA also suggested that the EIS/EIR discuss the existence of Indian sacred sites in the 
Project area. It should address Executive Order 13007, distinguish it from Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act, and discuss how the BLM will avoid adversely affecting the 
physical integrity, accessibility, or use of sacred sites, if they exist. The EIS/EIR should provide 
a summary of all coordination with Tribes and with the State Historic Preservation Officer and 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer, including identification of National Register of Historic 
Places eligible sites, and development of a Cultural Resource Management Plan. 

Public Health and Safety 

The Western Watersheds Project stated that the EIS/EIR should disclose any potentially toxic or 
hazardous wastes that may be associated with these projects during Project construction, 
operation, and maintenance including pesticides and herbicides.   

The Department of Toxic Substances control submitted the following comments: 

1. The EIR should evaluate whether conditions within the Project area may pose a threat to 
human health or the environment. 

2. The EIR should identify the mechanism to initiate any required investigation and/or 
remediation for any site within the proposed Project area that may be contaminated, and 
the government agency to provide appropriate regulatory oversight. If necessary, DTSC 
would require an oversight agreement in order to review such documents. 

3. Any environmental investigations, sampling and/or remediation for a site should be 
conducted under a Workplan approved and overseen by a regulatory agency that has 
jurisdiction to oversee hazardous substance cleanup. The findings of any investigations, 
including any Phase I or II Environmental Site Assessment investigations, should be 
summarized. All sampling results in which hazardous substances were found above 
regulatory standards should be summarized clearly in a table. All closure, certification or 
remediation approval reports by regulatory agencies should be included in the EIR. 

4. If buildings, other structures, asphalt or concrete-paved surface areas are being planned to 
be demolished, an investigation also should be conducted for the presence of other 
hazardous chemicals, mercury, and asbestos containing materials (ACMs). If other 
hazardous chemicals, lead-based paints or products, mercury or ACMs are identified, 
proper precautions should be taken during demolition activities. Additionally, the 
contaminants should be remediated in compliance with California environmental 
regulations. 
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5. Future project construction may require soil excavation or filling in certain areas. 
Sampling may be required. If soil is contaminated, it must be properly disposed and not 
simply placed in another location onsite. Land Disposal Restrictions may be applicable to 
such soils. Also, if the project proposes to import soil to backfill the areas excavated, 
sampling should be conducted to ensure that the imported soil is free of contamination. 

6. Human health and the environment of sensitive receptors should be protected during any 
construction or demolition activities. If necessary, a health risk assessment overseen and 
approved by the appropriate government agency should be conducted by a qualified 
health risk assessor to determine if there are, have been, or will be, any releases of 
hazardous materials that may pose a risk to human health or the environment. 

7. If the site was used for agricultural, livestock or related activities, onsite soils and 
groundwater might contain pesticides, agricultural chemical, organic waste or other 
related residue. Proper investigation, and remedial actions, if necessary, should be 
conducted under the oversight of and approved by a government agency at the site prior 
to construction of the Project. 

8. If it is determined that hazardous wastes are, or will be, generated by the proposed 
operations, the wastes must be managed in accordance with the California Hazardous 
Waste Control Law (California Health and Safety Code, Division 20, Chapter 6.5) and 
the Hazardous Waste Control Regulations (California Code of Regulations, Title 22, 
Division 4.5). If it is determined that hazardous wastes will be generated, the facility also 
should obtain an EPA Identification Number. Certain hazardous waste treatment 
processes or hazardous materials, handling, storage or uses may require authorization 
from the local Certified Unified Program Agency. 

 
The Riverside County Waste Management District (RCWMD) commented about the quantity of 
construction and demolition waste that could be generated by the Project and how the waste will 
be disposed of. This agency also expressed concern about the cumulative effects of such waste 
on landfill capacity.  

The Riverside County Airport Land Use Commission stated that weather stations or other 
aspects of the generation facility involving structures or towers with an overall height exceeding 
200 feet above ground level will require Airport Land Use Commission review. The proposed 
230kV generation tie line would pass through the Blythe Airport Influence Area and is therefore 
subject to review. This agency also stated that the cumulative effects of large-scale solar energy 
projects and their associated aboveground transmission lines on flight activities in the vicinity of 
Blythe Airport should be considered as potentially significant.  The proliferation of generation tie 
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lines within an airport’s approach and departure paths (or other locations within Blythe Airport’s 
inner Compatibility Zones) is of particular concern.   

The EPA submitted comments stating that the EIS/EIR should address potential indirect and 
cumulative impacts of hazardous waste from construction and operation. The document should 
identify projected hazardous waste types and volumes, and expected storage, disposal and 
management plans. It should address the applicability of state and federal hazardous waste 
requirements and include measures to mitigate hazardous waste.  

The EPA also recommended that the Applicant strive to address the full product life cycle by 
sourcing PV components from a company that: 1) minimizes environmental impacts during raw 
material extraction; 2) manufactures PV panels in a zero waste facility; 3) provides future 
disassembly for material recovery for reuse and recycling; and 4) minimizes the carbon footprint 
associated with the manufacture and transport of PV panels. 

Project Decommissioning, Site Restoration and Financial Assurance 

The EPA stated that the EIS/EIR should include a requirement for a decommissioning and site 
restoration plan. The plan should include: 1) cost estimates – including a requirement for the 
Applicant to secure a performance bond surety bond, letter of credit, corporate guarantee, or 
other form of financial assurance adequate to cover the cost of decommissioning/restoration; 
2) time allotted to complete the decommissioning/restoration; 3) description of the structures, 
facilities, and foundations to be removed; and 4) description of restoration measures including 
recontouring the surface and revegetation to a condition reasonably similar to the original 
condition. 

Public Services and Utilities 

The Riverside County Fire Department commented about the Project’s cumulative increase on 
the Fire Department’s ability to provide an acceptable level of service to the Project site. They 
also commented about being able to handle an increased volume of service calls, maintaining 
response times, and having a sufficient number of personnel to respond to an emergency during 
the construction and operation of the solar facility.  The Fire Department stated that due to the 
remote location and climate conditions, a response by the fire department would require multiple 
units to respond. In addition, the onsite conditions create a high risk potential for a technical 
rescue, and a hazardous materials incident which would require specialized equipment and 
trained staff to respond. The Fire Department warns that extended response times from 
specialized equipment can be anticipated to the Project area. 

B-19



 McCoy Solar Energy Project 
 3.0 Summary of Scoping Comments 

February 2012 13 Public Scoping Report 

The Riverside County Information Technology Department stated that the EIS/EIR needs to 
identify the radio communication, if any, which may be part of the Project. They also issued a 
reminder that the County of Riverside has built numerous new sites in the eastern county area to 
support the new 700 MHz voice / data public safety radio network (Public Safety Enterprise 
System) supporting the Sheriff, Fire Dept, and Public Safety. This includes new microwave links 
at each site. The County must ensure there is no chance for radio interference to jeopardize 
Public Safety Enterprise Communications operations. 

Environmental Justice  

Comments submitted by the EPA state that the EIS/EIR should include an evaluation of 
environmental justice populations within the geographic scope of the Project. If such populations 
exist, the EIS/EIR should address the potential for disproportionate adverse impacts to minority 
and low-income populations, and the approaches used to foster public participation by these 
populations. Assessment of the Project's impact on minority and low-income populations should 
reflect coordination with those affected populations. 

The EIS/EIR should describe outreach conducted to all other communities that could be affected 
by the Project, since rural communities may be among the most vulnerable to health risks 
associated with the Project.  

Land Use 

The Western Watersheds Project submitted a comment stating that the Project would be located 
on “Class L” or “Limited Use” Lands close to a designated Wildlife Habitat Management Area 
and the proposed switchyard overlaps the Mule Mountains Area of Environmental Concern. 
They request that the EIS/EIR fully review the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of each 
alternative on these significant resources.  

The Metropolitan Water District of Southern California commented about the potential direct 
and indirect impacts that may result from the construction and operation of the Project on or near 
their facilities and transmission line infrastructure. Metropolitan requested that the EIS/EIR 
analyze and assess the potential impacts to their facilities due to the construction of the Project.   

Southern California Association of Governments (SCAG) commented that the project is 
regionally significant and should be analyzed for consistency with SCAG’s Regional 
Transportation Plan and Compass Growth Visioning effort. 

The EPA stated that the EIS/EIR should discuss how the Project would support or conflict with 
the objectives of federal, state, tribal or local land use plans, policies and controls in the Project 

B-20



 McCoy Solar Energy Project 
 3.0 Summary of Scoping Comments 

February 2012 14 Public Scoping Report 

area. The term "land use plans" includes all types of formally adopted documents for land use 
planning, conservation, zoning and related regulatory requirements. Proposed plans not yet 
developed should also be addressed if they have been formally proposed by the appropriate 
government body in a written form (CEQ's Forty Questions, #23b). 

3.3 Natural E nvironment Is s ues  

Biological Resources 

Biological issues raised by the public and responsible agencies included potential direct, indirect, 
and cumulative impacts on the overall health of the ecosystem and special-status species known 
to occur in the region. Specific comments (among others) included potential impacts to several 
species including: desert tortoise, bighorn sheep, golden eagle and other avian species. 
Commenters requested that the Project site be surveyed for these species, as well as any other 
special status species, and that the EIS/EIR include a full analysis of the potential direct, indirect, 
and cumulative impacts to these species.  

One commenter is concerned that the Project may lead to desert tortoise translocation, and 
requested that the agencies include a detailed translocation plan for the Project in the 
NEPA/CEQA documentation (this is also recommended by the EPA in point 8 below). This 
commenter also explained some of the threats created by invasive species and recommended that 
the EIS/EIR describe how invasive plants and weeds will be managed and controlled.  

Another commenter expressed concern about the Project’s impact on the McCoy Wash valley 
and the dissected fans or upper bajadas which are adjacent to the McCoy Mountains. The 
commenter stated that the McCoy Valley wash contains a significant amount of Dry Desert 
Wash, which is known for its ecological significance, and that an alternative location that does 
not contain this type of habitat must be considered in the EIS/EIR. This commenter also stated 
that the upper bajadas, adjacent to the McCoy Mountains, contains high quality desert tortoise 
habitat and that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) recommended that the BLM 
prohibit further renewable energy development in this area.      

Comments submitted by the EPA state the following with regard to biological resources and 
invasive plant management:  

1) The BLM should consult with the USFWS and prepare a Biological Opinion under 
section 7 of the Endangered Species Act for all threatened or endangered species present. 

2) The BLM should coordinate across field offices and with the USFWS and California 
Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) to ensure that current and consistent surveying, 
monitoring, and reporting protocols are applied in protection and mitigation efforts. The 
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BLM should provide a recent status update on this topic if these actions have been or will 
be undertaken. Analysis of impacts and mitigation on covered species should include: 

a) Baseline conditions of habitats and populations of the covered species 

b) A clear description of how avoidance, mitigation and conservation measures will 
protect and encourage the recovery of the covered species and their habitats in the 
Project area. 

c) Monitoring, reporting and adaptive management efforts to ensure species and 
habitat conservation effectiveness. 

3) Incorporate, into the EIS/EIR, information on the compensatory mitigation proposals 
(including quantification of acreages, estimates of species protected, costs to aquire 
compensatory lands, etc.) for unavoidable impacts to waters of the State and biological 
resources such as desert tortoise.  

4) Identify compensatory mitigation lands or quantify, in the EIS/EIR, available lands for 
compensatory habitat mitigation for this Project, as well as reasonably foreseeable 
Projects in the eastern Riverside County area. Specify, in the EIS/EIR, provisions that 
will ensure habitat selected for compensatory mitigation will be protected in perpetuity.  

5) Incorporate, into the EIS/EIR, mitigation, monitoring, and reporting measures that result 
from consultation with the USFWS and CDFG, and that incorporate lessons learned from 
other solar Projects and recently released guidances to avoid and minimize adverse 
effects to sensitive biological resources. 

6) Discuss mitigation ratios for tortoise habitat and how these relate to the mitigation ratios 
recommended by other agencies, as well as how they relate to mitigation ratios used for 
other renewable energy Projects in California and Nevada.  

7) The EIS/EIR should describe the potential for habitat fragmentation and obstructions for 
wildlife movement from the construction of this Project and other utility scale renewable 
energy projects in the eastern Riverside County area.  

8) Discuss the need for monitoring, mitigation, and if applicable, translocation management 
plans for the sensitive biological resources, approved by the BLM and the biological 
resource management agencies. This would include, but not be limited to, an Avian 
Protection Plan, a Raven Monitoring, Management, and Control Plan, Burrowing Owl 
Mitigation, Monitoring and Translocation Plan, Desert Tortoise Relocation/Translocation 
Plan, Desert Tortoise Compensatory Mitigation Plan, Special – Status Plant Impact 
Avoidance and Mitigation Plan, and Management Plan for Sand Dune/Fringed-Toed 
Lizard. 

9) The EIS/EIR should include assurances that the design of the transmission line would be 
in compliance with current standards and practices that reduce the potential for raptor 
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fatalities and injuries. The commonly referenced source of such design practices is found 
within the avian Power Line Interaction Committee documents: Suggested Practices for 
Avian Protection on Power Lines: State of the Art in 2006 manual and Mitigation Bird 
Collisions with Power Lines: The State of the Art in 1994.  Also include a requirement for 
an Avian Protection Plan to be developed using the 2005 Avian Power Line Interaction 
Committee and USFWS Avian Protection Plan Guidelines.  

10) The EIS/EIR should describe the extent of potential impacts from construction, 
installation, and maintenance activities.  

11) The EIS/EIR should indicate the location of important wildlife habitat areas. The 
EIS/EIR should describe what measures will be taken to protect important wildlife habitat 
areas and to preserve linkages between them.  

12) The EIS/EIR should discuss the impacts associated with an increase of shade in the desert 
environment on vegetation and/or species. 

13) The EIS/EIR should provide detailed information on any proposed fencing design and 
placement and its potential effects on drainage systems on the Project site. Fencing 
proposed for this Project should meet appropriate hydrologic, wildlife protection and 
movement, and security performance standards. Those standards should be described in 
the EIS/EIR.   

14) The EIS/EIR should include an invasive plant management plan to monitor and control 
noxious weeds. 

Water Resources 

Comments regarding the Project’s impact on water resources were received from the 
Metropolitan Water District of Southern California, the Western Watersheds Project, Riverside 
County Flood Control and Water Conservation District (FCWCD), Colorado River Board (CRB) 
and the EPA.  

Both Metropolitan and the Western Watersheds Project stated that the EIS/EIR should fully 
review the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts to local and regional water reserves. 
Metropolitan was particularly concerned with the Project’s potential impact on Colorado River 
resources and local groundwater supplies. 

The Western Watersheds Project commented that impacts to desert washes, drainage systems, 
and washlets, as well as, changes in hydrology and soil movements may impact rare plants, 
habitats for sensitive species, and burrowing species such as the desert tortoise. They stated that 
these impacts should be fully considered and analyzed in the EIS/EIR. 
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The FCWCD stated that the entire Project site lies within a floodplain and potential hazards, 
impacts and mitigation efforts to the development shall be identified in the EIS/EIR. This agency 
is also concerned with the proposed grading and drainage plan and requires that it be described 
and the site’s tributary drainage area be identified.  

The CRB stated that no additional Colorado River water is available for use by new project 
proponents along the Colorado River, except through the contract of an existing Boulder Canyon 
Project Act (BCPA) Section 5 contract holder, either by direct service or through an exchange of 
non-Colorado River water for Colorado River water. The MSEP is located adjacent to the Blythe 
Solar Power Project. The CRB has identified a preferred option for obtaining a legally authorized 
and reliable water supply for these projects. Currently, that option involves obtaining water 
through an existing BCPA Section 5 contract holder, The Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California. Although other options may be available, it is the Board's assessment that 
they could not be implemented in a timely manner and address the requirement that water 
consumptively used from the Colorado River must be through a BCPA Section 5 contractual 
entitlement. 

The EPA submitted comments concerning the Project’s impact on water resources and stated that 
the EIS/EIR should describe the availability of a water supply for construction and operation of 
the proposed Project and fully evaluate the environmental impacts associated with using the 
selected water supply. The EPA recommends that the EIS/EIR address the following points to 
identify the Project’s water needs and the resulting impacts on water resources.  

1. A discussion of the amount of water needed for the proposed PV electrical generation 
facility and where this water will be obtained. 

2. A discussion of availability of groundwater within the basin and annual recharge rates. A 
description of the water right permitting process and the status of water rights within that 
basin, including an analysis of whether water rights have been over-allocated. 

3. A discussion of cumulative impacts to groundwater supply within the hydrographic basin, 
including impacts from other large-scale wind installations that have also been proposed. 

4. An analysis of different types of technology that can be used to minimize or recycle 
water. 

5. A discussion of whether it would be feasible to use other sources of water, including 
potable water, irrigation canal water, wastewater or deep-aquifer water. 

6. An analysis of the potential for alternatives to cause adverse aquatic impacts such as 
impacts to water quality and aquatic habitats. 

The EPA also recommended that the EIS/EIR address the potential effects of Project discharges, 
if any, on surface water quality. Specific discharges should be identified and potential effects of 
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discharges on designated beneficial uses of affected waters should be analyzed. If the facility is a 
zero discharge facility, the EIS/EIR should disclose the amount of process water that would be 
disposed of onsite and explain methods of onsite containment.  

The EPA strongly encouraged the BLM to include in the EIS/EIR a description of all water 
conservation measures that will be implemented to reduce the water demands. Project designs 
should maximize conservation measures such as appropriate use or recycled water for 
landscaping and industry, xeric landscaping and water conservation education.  

The EIS/EIR should describe the water reliability for the Project and clarify how existing and/or 
proposed sources may be affected by climate change. At a minimum, the EPA expects a 
qualitative discussion of impacts to water supply and the adaptability of the Project to these 
changes. 

Additionally, the EPA recommended the Applicant coordinate with the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers to obtain a jurisdictional delineation and confirm the presence of Waters of the U.S. in 
the Project area, in order to determine whether or not a Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 404 
permit is needed. If a permit is needed, the EIS/EIR should demonstrate the Project's compliance 
with the CWA 404(b)(1) Guidelines. The EIS/EIR should describe the function and location of 
any Waters of the U.S. at the Project site, as well as drainage patterns at the Project location. The 
EIS/EIR should discuss the steps taken to avoid and minimize impacts to Waters of the U.S.  

If an aquatic feature does not constitute a Water of the U.S. but has the potential to be affected 
by the Project, the EPA recommends that the EIS/EIR characterize the functions of the aquatic 
feature and discuss potential mitigation measures. To avoid and minimize direct and indirect 
impacts to desert washes (such as erosion, migration of channels, and local scour), as applicable:  

• Avoid placement of support structures in washes; 
• Utilize existing natural drainage channels on site and more natural features, such as 

earthen berms or channels, rather than concrete-lines channels;  
• Commit to the use of natural washes, in their present location and natural form and 

including adequate natural buffers, for flood control to the maximum extent practicable; 
• Minimize the number of road crossings over washes and designing necessary crossings to 

provide adequate flow-through during storm events; and 
• Avoid complete clearing and grading of the site by evaluating the mounting of PV panels 

at sufficient height above ground to minimize natural vegetation and reduce impacts to 
drainages.   

The EPA also recommended that the EIS/EIR discuss the availability of sufficient compensation 
lands within the Project’s watershed to replace desert wash functions lost on the Project site.  
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The Applicant is should determine the need for a California State Water Resources Control 
Board General Permit associated with construction activity Construction General Permit Order 
2009-0009-DWQ. If such a permit is required, include a description of the proposed stormwater 
pollution control and mitigation measures in the EIS/EIR. 

Air Resources  

The EPA stated that the EIS/EIR should provide a detailed discussion of ambient air conditions 
(baseline or existing conditions), National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), criteria 
pollutant nonattainment areas, and potential air quality impacts of the proposed Projects 
(including cumulative and indirect impacts). The EPA believes such an evaluation is necessary to 
assure compliance with State and Federal air quality regulations, and to disclose the potential 
impacts from temporary or cumulative degradation of air quality. 

The EPA also recommended that the EIS/EIR describe and estimate air emissions from potential 
construction and maintenance activities, as well as, proposed mitigation measures to minimize 
those emissions.  In addition, the EPA recommends an evaluation of the following measures to 
reduce emission of criteria air pollutants and hazardous air toxics.   

1) Existing Conditions - The EIS/EIR should provide a detailed discussion of ambient air 
conditions, NAAQS, and criteria pollutant nonattainment areas in all areas considered for 
solar development. 

2) Quantify Emissions - The EIS/EIR should estimate emissions of criteria pollutants from 
the proposed Project and discuss the timeframe for release of these emissions over the 
lifespan of the Project. The EIS/EIR should describe and estimate emissions from 
potential construction activities, as well as proposed mitigation measures to minimize 
these emissions. 

3) Specify Emission Sources - The EIS/EIR should specify the emission sources by pollutant 
from mobile sources, stationary sources, and ground disturbance. This source specific 
information should be used to identify appropriate mitigation measures and areas in need 
of the greatest attention. 

4) Construction Emissions Mitigation Plan - The EIS/EIR should include a Construction 
Emissions Mitigation Plan and ultimately adopt this plan in the ROD. In addition to all 
applicable local, state, or federal, requirements, the EPA recommends that the following 
mitigation measures be included in the Construction Emission Mitigation Plan in order to 
reduce impacts associated with emission of particulate matter and other toxics from 
construction-related activities: 

o Fugitive Dust Control Plan - The EIS/EIR should identify the need for a Fugitive 
Dust Control Plan to reduce Particulate Matter 10 and Fine Particulate Matter 2.5 
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emissions during construction and operations. The EPA recommends that the plan 
include the following general commitments: stabilize heavily used unpaved roads; 
use water during grading to control visible plumes; limit vehicle speeds; inspect and 
wash construction equipment vehicle tires before entering paved roadways; take 
measures to prevent run-off in roadways; keep paved roadways free of dirt; stabilize 
disturbed soils; cover or treat soil storage piles; and utilize wind erosion control 
techniques.  

o Mobile and Stationary Source Controls – commit to the best available emission 
control technology; use most fuel-efficient vehicles possible; minimize vehicle trips 
and idling; and maintain engines to perform at California Air Resources Board 
and/or EPA certification levels.  

o Administrative Controls – Develop a construction traffic and parking management 
plan; identify sensitive receptors in the Project area and minimize impacts to these 
populations; and include provision for monitoring fugitive dust in the fugitive dust 
control plan and initiate increased mitigation measures to abate any visible dust 
plumes.  

Climate Change 

The EPA and Western Watersheds Project submitted comments regarding climate change 
impacts. The Western Watersheds Project stated that the EIS/EIR should address the carbon 
footprint of the Project and any losses to carbon storage and sequestration it will engender.  

The EPA stated that the EIS/EIR should consider how climate change could potentially influence 
the Project, specifically within sensitive areas, and assess how the projected impacts could be 
exacerbated by climate change. 

The EIS/EIR should quantify and disclose the anticipated climate change benefits of solar 
energy. EPA suggests quantifying GHG emissions from different types of generating facilities 
including solar, geothermal, natural gas, coal-burning, and nuclear and compiling and comparing 
these values. 

3.4 Indirect and C umulative Impacts  

One commenter is concerned about the cumulative impacts created by the Project in combination 
with all other consumptive uses that are occurring on the surrounding public lands (including 
grazing, off road vehicle activity, energy projects and mining). This commenter also is concerned 
that new and expanding transmission infrastructure will open up more lands to development.  

Another commenter stated that the cumulative impacts need to be analyzed and considered in the 
context of various laws and regulations pertaining to management of public lands in the CDCA. 
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Additionally, they strongly urge the BLM to consider the ecological condition and trend of lands 
and biological resources within the McCoy Wash region, where the Project is proposed.  

The EPA stated that the cumulative impacts analysis should identify how resources, ecosystems, 
and communities in the vicinity of the Project have been, or will be, affected by past, present, or 
future activities in the Project area. Comments submitted by the EPA state the following with 
regard to indirect and cumulative impacts: 

For each resource analyzed, the EIS/EIR should: 

1) Identify the current condition of the resource as a measure of past impacts. For example, 
the percentage of species habitat lost to date. 

2) Identify the trend in the condition of the resource as a measure of present impacts. For 
example, the health of the resource is improving, declining, or in stasis. 

3) Identify all on-going, planned, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the study area that 
may contribute to cumulative impacts. 

4) Identify the future condition of the resource based on an analysis of impacts from 
reasonably foreseeable projects or actions added to existing conditions and current trends. 

5) Assess the cumulative impacts contribution of the proposed alternatives to the long-term 
health of the resource, and provide a specific measure for the projected impact from the 
proposed alternatives. 

6) When cumulative impacts are identified for a resource, mitigation should be proposed.  

7) Disclose the parties that would be responsible for avoiding, minimizing, and mitigating 
those adverse impacts. 

8) Identify opportunities to avoid and minimize impacts, including working with other 
entities.  

The EIS/EIR should consider the cumulative impacts associated with multiple renewable 
energy and other development projects proposed in the eastern Riverside County area and the 
potential impacts on various resources including: water supply, endangered species, and 
habitat. 

The BLM and Applicant should conduct a regional assessment of resource impacts, given the 
number of projects under construction or planned for the region.  

The EIS/EIR should describe the reasonable foreseeable future land use and associated 
impacts that will result from the additional power supply. The document should provide an 
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estimate of the amount of growth, its likely location, and the biological and environmental 
resources at risk. 

3.5 P roject A lternatives  

The EPA, Defenders of Wildlife, and Western Watersheds Project submitted comments 
regarding Project alternatives. The EPA has a similar opinion as the one stated in the Defenders 
of Wildlife comment that alternatives to the Project, including alternative locations and reduced 
Project sizes, need to be fully considered and analyzed. The Defenders of Wildlife and the 
Western Watersheds Project stated that a range of alternatives must be considered, beyond the 
Project as proposed or No Project. A full analysis of the alternatives will help clarify the need for 
the Project. 

The EPA submitted comments stating that the EIS/EIR should describe how each alternative was 
developed, how it addresses each Project objective, and how it would be implemented. The 
alternatives analysis should include a discussion of a reduced acreage, reduced MW and 
modified footprint alternatives, as well as alternative sites and generating technologies, including 
different types of solar technologies, and describe the benefits associated with the proposed 
technology. The EIS/EIR should clearly describe the rational used to determine whether impacts 
of an alternative are significant or not. Thresholds of significance should be determined by 
considering the context and intensity of an action and its effects (40 CFR 1508.27).  

The EPA strongly encouraged the BLM and other interested parties to pursue the siting of 
renewable energy projects on disturbed, degraded, and contaminated sites, including fallow or 
abandoned agricultural lands before considering large tracts of undisturbed public lands. The 
EIS/EIR should identify and analyze an environmentally preferable alternative. Options such as 
reducing the footprint of the Project within the Project area or relocating sections/components of 
the Project to other areas, including private land, to reduce environmental impacts should be 
examined. The EPA recommended consideration of a desert or ephemeral wash avoidance 
alternative for full evaluation in the EIS/EIR.   

Solar Trust of America strongly urged that the Project use the utility corridor along the eastern 
boundary of the Blythe Solar Power Project (BSPP) ROW for the proposed access road and gen-
tie line. They stated that the use of this alternative utility corridor would result in less ground 
disturbance, visual impacts and  biological impacts, avoid an indentified cultural resource area, 
reduce shading on the neighboring BSPP, and avoid predominant wash systems,  
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3.6 E IS /E IR  Adminis trative and P ermitting Is s ues  

Agency Permits/Consultation 

SCE submitted a comment stating that construction of new or relocated electrical facilities 
operating between 50 and 200 kV are subject to the CPUC environmental review requirements 
specified in the CPUC’s General Order 131-D, Section III B. If the interconnection facilities for 
the Project are not included in the Lead Agency’s CEQA document and the facilities are not 
exempt from the environmental review required by the CPUC, then SCE states that they will 
have to conduct an additional environmental review of the impacts relating to the transmission 
interconnection component of the Project. This review is expected to take 18 months or more to 
complete. Therefore, SCE requested that the Project Applicant include SCE’s interconnection 
facilities and network upgrades work scope in the reports/applications submitted to the Lead 
Agencies permitting the generation Project, and that such agencies review the potential 
environmental impacts associated with SCE’s work scope in any environmental document issued 
for the Project.    

3.7 Is s ues  Outs ide the S c ope of the E IS /E IR  

General comments were received that noted support and others that were against the 
development of the Project. One commenter expressed concern about the current solar 
development process which begins with developer-initiated Project siting rather than agency-
guided siting. Another commenter is concerned about the Project’s viability due to the misuse of 
government economic stimulus money that caused Solyndra Inc. to go bankrupt and lessened the 
public’s image of the solar industry. The same commenter also noted that solar development 
should be focused in urban areas to generate electricity where it is in the highest demand and 
avoid blackouts, like the one that occurred on September 10, 2011 in Southern California. 
Another commenter noted that they had worked with the BLM and NRDC to conserve and 
protect desert resources and sacred cultural sites, including ones that are on or in the vicinity of 
proposed solar projects. Therefore, this commenter was upset to find out that the BLM would 
authorize development on sites that they had worked to jointly conserve. 

 

B-30



McCoy Solar Energy Project 
4.0 Summary of Future Steps in the Planning Process 

February 2012 24 Public Scoping Report  

4.0 S UMMAR Y  OF  F UTUR E  S TE P S  IN T HE  P L ANNING  P R OC E S S   

The EIS/EIR process requires a team of interdisciplinary resource specialists to complete each 
step. An important part of the environmental planning process is engaging the public and 
relevant agencies from the earliest stages of and throughout the planning process to address 
issues, comments, and concerns. The steps of the NEPA and CEQA planning processes and 
agency authority and decisions to be made are described as follows. Figure 1 provides a 
summary of the EIS (NEPA) and EIR (CEQA) processes. 

Figure 1. NEPA/CEQA Process Flowchart 
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Identification of Issues  

Issues associated with the Project were identified through the scoping period, which initiated the 
planning process. The scoping process and the issues identified through the scoping process are 
documented in this scoping report.  

Data Information and Collection  

Much of the necessary resource data and information will be compiled from existing studies 
prepared for the Project or through other local agencies. Additional data and information will be 
obtained from available sources to update and/or supplement existing data.  

Preparing EIS/EIR 

Based on collected data, including public comments, a description of the Project and alternatives 
(including no action/no project) will be developed. Only alternatives that meet NEPA and CEQA 
screening criteria will be considered in detail. Impacts that could result from implementing the 
Project and alternatives will be analyzed and measures to mitigate those impacts will be 
identified where appropriate.  

EIS/EIR and Public Comment Period  

The next official public comment period will begin upon publication of the EIS/EIR, which is 
anticipated to be in mid-summer 2012. This document will evaluate a range of Project 
alternatives including a “No Action” alternative and a “Preferred” alternative and will generally 
include the following:  

1) Executive summary  

2) Introduction/overview (including purpose and need for the Project)  

3) Description of Project and alternatives 

4) Environmental analysis (including impacts and mitigation measures to minimize impacts)  

5) Comparison of alternatives 

6) Other NEPA/CEQA considerations. 

Upon completion of the EIS/EIR, BLM will publish a Notice of Availability in the Federal 
Register and the County will file a Notice of Completion with the California State Clearinghouse 
and a 45-day public comment period will follow. Copies of the EIS/EIR will be distributed to 
regulatory agencies, public libraries in the Project area, and interested members of the public. 
The document also will be available online at the BLM Project website: 
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http://www.blm.gov/ca/st/en/fo/palmsprings/Solar_Projects/McCoy.html 

During this time, public comment on the EIS/EIR will be received.  

Response to Comments, Preparation of Final EIS/EIR, Notice of Determination, and ROD 

After the public comment period, the BLM and County will respond to comments and prepare a 
Final EIS/EIR. The availability of the Final EIS/EIR will be announced in the Federal Register, 
and a 30-day public protest period will follow. Copies of the Final EIS/EIR will be distributed to 
regulatory agencies, public libraries in the Project area, and interested members of the public. 
The document also will be available online at the BLM website, as described previously. 

For NEPA, following a 30-day Protest Period and concurrent 60-day Governor’s Review, the 
BLM will resolve valid protests and prepare the ROD. The Notice of Availability for the ROD 
will be announced in the Federal Register. 
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5.0 R E F E R E NC E S  C IT E D 

14 CCR 15000–15387 and Appendix A–L. Guidelines for Implementation of the California 
Environmental Quality Act. 

40 CFR 1501.1–1501.8. NEPA and Agency Planning. 

Federal Register, Vol. 76, No. 167, page 53693, August 29, 2010. 

Office of Planning and Research, CEQAnet online database, 
http://www.ceqanet.ca.gov/DocDescription.asp?DocPK=655493, accessed November 
8/2011. 
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