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6 Comparison of Alternatives

The EPL Project has been subjected to a multi-year engineering design process, during which SCE
identified engineering solutions that could meet the EPL Project objective. These engineering solutions
were subjected to an environmental screening process that allowed a comparative analysis of potential
impacts under the discrete suite of CEQA impact criteria that are or may be typically impacted by a
transmission line construction project.

The multi-year engineering design process has culminated in the proposed EPL Project. The location of
the inter-set structures, and in some instances the orientation and configuration of construction work
areas, have been selected to avoid sensitive resources and to avoid potential land use conflicts. Therefore,
the EPL Project, as described in Chapter 3, represents the optimized design—it meets the primary
objective, is feasible to construct, and presents the least-intensive scope of work and the smallest physical
footprint of the solutions. As presented in Chapter 4, the evolutionary, optimized design of the proposed
EPL Project avoids and/or minimizes potential environmental impacts: as presented in Chapter 5, the EPL
Project would not result in a potentially significant impact under any CEQA criterion.

Of the alternatives addressed in Chapter 4, only the Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative
would meet the EPL Project’s objectives.

6.1 Alternatives Comparison

6.1.1 Comparison of Ability of Each Alternative to Avoid or Reduce a Potentially
Significant Impact

As presented in Chapter 5, the EPL Project would not result in a potentially significant impact under any
CEQA criterion; therefore, none of the alternatives described in Chapter 4, including the Partial
Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative, could avoid or reduce a potentially significant impact.

A comparison of the potential environmental impacts associated with the EPL Project as described in
Chapter 5—Environmental Impact Assessment Summary, and the potential impacts associated with the
Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative, is provided in Table 6.1-1.

In summary and on balance, while impacts may differ, all impacts will be less than significant under
either alternative, the Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative presents potential impacts that
are greater than those for the EPL Project. This is due primarily to the larger scope associated with the
Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative and the greater length, area, and time over which work
would be performed.

A summary of the drivers behind the increased potential impacts under the Partial Reconductor/Shorter
Insulators Alternative compared to the EPL Project, as shown in Table 6.1-1, is presented here by CEQA
Resource Area. As discussed in the sections below, the EPL Project would result in impacts that are of a
lower magnitude and that are less geographically distributed than the impacts that would be realized
under the Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative.

e Aesthetics. Impacts to aesthetics, in sum, would be greater under the Partial Reconductor/Shorter
Insulators Alternative as the Alternative includes the installation of new conductor and associated
hardware on and between existing structures along greater lengths of the EPL Project alignment,
and thus would be potentially visible to a greater number of individuals and would be visible
from a greater number of locales.
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e Agricultural and Forestry Resources. Like the EPL Project, the work under the Partial
Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative would result in no impacts to any criteria.

e Air Quality. Impacts to air quality would be greater under the Partial Reconductor/Shorter
Insulators Alternative as the scope of work under the Alternative is greater than that under the
EPL Project. An increased scope of work would equate to increased air emissions; however, all
impacts would be expected to remain less than significant.

¢ Biological Resources. Impacts to biological resources, in sum, would be greater under the Partial
Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative because the Alternative includes a scope of work that
would be performed across larger contiguous lengths of the EPL Project alignment. With this
greater scope of work, the quantity and location of ground disturbance and construction activities
would be increased, thus increasing the potential for impacts to biological resources.

e Cultural Resources. Potential impacts to cultural resources, in sum, would be greater under the
Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative as the Alternative includes a greater scope of
work that would be performed across a greater length of the EPL Project alignment. With this
greater scope of work, the quantity and location of ground disturbance and construction activities
would be increased, thus increasing the potential for impacts to cultural resources.

e Energy. The EPL Project would result in a less than significant impact under the Energy criteria.
Due to the larger scope of the Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative, impacts would
be greater but still less than significant.

e Geology and Soils. The EPL Project would result in no impacts or less than significant impacts
under all criteria. Due to the greater length of the EPL Project alignment along which work would
be performed, and that some work would occur in areas unique to the Partial Reconductor/Shorter
Insulators Alternative, the Alternative would result in greater and more widespread impacts under
some criterion, although all impacts would remain less than significant.

e Greenhouse Gases. Greenhouse gas emissions would be increased under the Partial
Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative compared to the EPL Project, due to the greater scope
of work. However, impacts would remain less than significant.

e Hazards and Hazardous Materials. The EPL Project would result in no impacts or less than
significant impacts under the Hazards and Hazardous Materials-related criteria. Due to the greater
length of the EPL Project alignment along which work would be performed, and that some work
would occur in areas unique to the Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative, the
Alternative would result in greater, although still less than significant, impacts.

e Hydrology and Water Quality. Hydrology and Water Quality-related impacts would, on the
whole, be equivalent under the EPL Project and the Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators
Alternative. For some criteria, the impacts would be greater and more widely realized under the
Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative due to the differing scope and location of
work, while for other criteria the impacts would be reduced compared to the EPL Project.
However, all impacts would be less than significant under both the EPL Project and the Partial
Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative.

e Land Use and Planning. The EPL Project would result in no impacts to any Land Use and
Planning criterion. Because the Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative would be
constructed along the same alignment as the EPL Project, and is of generally similar scope, no
impacts would be realized under the Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative.
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e Mineral Resources. The EPL Project would result in no impacts to any Mineral Resources
criterion. Because the Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative would be constructed
along the same alignment as the EPL Project, and is of generally similar scope, no impacts would
be realized under Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative.

e Noise. Noise-related impacts would be increased under the Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators
Alternative as a larger scope of work would be performed under the Partial Reconductor/Shorter
Insulators Alternative nearer a greater number of potentially sensitive receptors. However, these
impacts would remain less than significant.

e Population and Housing. The EPL Project would result in no impacts to any Population and
Housing criterion. Because the Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative would be
constructed along the same alignment as the EPL Project, and is of generally similar scope, no
impacts would be realized under Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative.

e Public Services. The EPL Project would result in no impacts to the Public Services criterion.
Because the Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative would be constructed along the
same alignment as the EPL Project, and is of generally similar scope, no impacts would be
realized under Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative.

e Recreation. The EPL Project would result in no impacts or less than significant impacts under the
Recreation criteria. Due to the greater length of the EPL Project alignment along which work
would be performed under the Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative, and thus the
potential for dispersed recreationalists to encounter project construction activities, the Alternative
would result in greater, although still less than significant, impacts.

e Transportation. The EPL Project would result in no or less than significant impacts under the
Transportation-related criteria. Due to the greater length of the EPL Project alignment along
which work would be performed under the Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative,
and the additional transportation elements that could be affected, the Partial Reconductor/Shorter
Insulators Alternative would result in greater, although still less than significant, impacts.

e Tribal Cultural Resources. Potential impacts to tribal cultural resources have not been determined
for the EPL Project, and have not been determined for the Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators
Alternative. .

e Utilities and Service Systems. The EPL Project would result in no impacts to the Utilities and
Service Systems criteria. Similarly, the Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative would
result in no impacts to the Ultilities and Service Systems criteria.

e Wildfire. The EPL Project would result in no impacts or less than significant impacts under the
Wildfire criteria. With a larger scope of work, construction activities would be increased, thus
increasing the potential for Wildfire-related impacts, and therefore some wildfire-related impacts
would be increased under the Partial Reconductor/Shorter Insulators Alternative. All impacts
under all criteria would remain less than significant.
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Table 6.1-1 Comparative Impact Analysis

PROPOSED EPL | PARTIAL RECONDUCTOR/SHORTER INSULATORS
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
CEQA Impact Criteria Impact Class Impact Analysis Compared to EPL Project | Impact Class
Impact AES-1: Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista Short-term impacts greater
U Long-term impacts greater I
Impacts more widespread
Impact AES-2: Substantially damage scenic resources within a State Scenic Short-term impacts greater
Highway, including, but not limited to: trees, rock outcroppings, and historic I Long-term impacts greater I
buildings Impact more widespread
Impact AES-3: In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing .
visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings Short-term impacts greater
(Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage m Long-term impacts greater m
point) Impacts more widespread
Impact AES-4: Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would Short-term impacts greater
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area 11 Long-term impacts greater 11
Impacts more widespread
Irnpact.AG—l: Convert Prime F amland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of NI Equivalent Impact NI
Statewide Importance, to nonagricultural use
Im.pgct AG-2: Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a NI Equivalent Impact NI
Williamson Act contract
Impact AG-3: Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land
(as defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by NI Eauivalent Impact NI
Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production q p
(as defined by Government Code section 51104(g))
Impact AG-4: Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to NI Equivalent Impact NI
non-forest use
Impact AG-5: Involve other changes in the existing environment which, due to
their location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland, to non-agricultural NI Equivalent Impact NI
use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use
Impa}ct AIR-1: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air NI Equivalent Impact NI
quality plan
Impact AIR-2: Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any Short-term impacts greater
criteria pollutant for which the Project region is nonattainment under an I Long-term impacts same 111
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard Impact more widespread
Impact AIR-3: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant Short-term impacts greater
concentrations I Long-term impacts same I
Impact more widespread
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Table 6.1-1 Comparative Impact Analysis

PROPOSED EPL | PARTIAL RECONDUCTOR/SHORTER INSULATORS
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
CEQA Impact Criteria Impact Class Impact Analysis Compared to EPL Project | Impact Class

Impact AIR-4: Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely Short-term impacts greater

affecting a substantial number of people I Long-term impacts same I
Impact more widespread

Impact BIO-1: Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat Short-term impacts greater

modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status I Long-term impacts same I

in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS Impact more widespread

Impact BIO-2: Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or Short-term impacts greater

other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, 11 Long-term impacts same 1

policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS Impact more widespread

Impact BIO-3: Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected Short-term impacts greater

wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, and coastal) I Long-term impacts same 111

through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means Impact more widespread

Impact BIO-4: Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident Short-term impacts greater

or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or I Long-term impacts same 111

migratory wildlife corridor, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites Impact more widespread

Irppac‘F BIO-5: Conflict with any local polic%es or o.rdinances.protecting NI Equivalent Impact NI

biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance

Impact BIO-6: Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat

Conservation Plan (HCP), Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP), or NI Equivalent Impact NI

other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan.

Impact BIO-7: Would the project create a substantial collision or electrocution Short-term impacts same

risk for birds or bats? I Long-term impacts greater I
Impact more widespread

Impact CUL-1: Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a Short-term impacts greater

historical resource as defined in Section 15065.5 NI Long-term impacts same 1
Impact more widespread

Impact CUL-2: Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an Short-term impacts greater

archeological resource pursuant to Section 15065.5; and/or 11 Long-term impacts same 11
Impact more widespread

Impact CUL-3: Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of Short-term impacts greater

formal cemeteries 11 Long-term impacts same 11
Impact more widespread

Impact EN-1: Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to 1 Short-term impacts greater I

wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during

Long-term impacts same
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Table 6.1-1 Comparative Impact Analysis

PROPOSED EPL | PARTIAL RECONDUCTOR/SHORTER INSULATORS
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
CEQA Impact Criteria Impact Class Impact Analysis Compared to EPL Project | Impact Class
project construction or operation Impact more widespread
Impact EN-2: Confhct' with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable NI Equivalent Impact NI
energy or energy efficiency
Impact EN-3: Add capacity for the purpose of serving a nonrenewable energy NI Equivalent Impact NI
resource
Impact GEO-1: Directly or indirectly cause potential substantial adverse effects,
including the risk of loss, or injury, or death involving: rupture of a known
earthquake fault, as delineated on the most recent Alquist-Priolo Earthquake Short-term impacts greater
Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 11 Long-term impacts same 1
substantial evidence of a known fault (Refer to Division of Mines and Geology Impact more widespread
Special Publication 42.); strong seismic ground shaking; seismic-related ground
failure, including liquefaction; and landslides
Impact GEO-2: Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil Short-term impacts greater
I Long-term impacts same III
Impact more widespread
Impact GEO-3: Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that Short-term impacts greater
would become unstable as a result of the Project, and potentially result in on- 11 Long-term impacts same 1
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse Impact more widespread
Impact GEO-4: Be located on expansive soil, as defined in Table 18-1-B of the
Uniform Building Code (1994), creating substantial direct or indirect risks to NI Equivalent Impact NI
life or property
Impact GEO-5: Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic
tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not NI Equivalent Impact NI
available for the disposal of waste water
Impact GEO-6: Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological Short-term impacts greater
resource or site or unique geologic feature I Long-term impacts same I
Impact more widespread
Impact GHG-1: Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that Short-term impacts greater
may have a significant impact on the environment I Long-term impacts same 111
Impact more widespread
Impact GHG-2: Conﬂict with an qpplicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for NI Equivalent Impact NI
the purpose of reducing GHG emissions
Impact HAZ-1: Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 1 Short-term impacts greater I
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials Long-term impacts same
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Table 6.1-1 Comparative Impact Analysis

PROPOSED EPL | PARTIAL RECONDUCTOR/SHORTER INSULATORS

PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
CEQA Impact Criteria Impact Class Impact Analysis Compared to EPL Project | Impact Class
Impact more widespread
Impact HAZ-2: Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment Short-term impacts greater
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the I Long-term impacts same I
release of hazardous materials into the environment Impact more widespread
Impact HAZ-3: Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely Short-term impacts greater
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or NI Long-term impacts same I
proposed school Impact more localized
Impact HAZ-4: Be located on a site that is included on a list of hazardous
material sites, compiled pursuant to Government Code Section 65962.5, and as NI Equivalent Impact NI

a result would create a significant hazard to the public or the environment

Impact HAZ-5: For a project located within an airport land use plan or, where
such a plan has not been adopted, within 2 miles of a public airport or public

use airport, the project would result in a safety hazard or excessive noise for NI Equivalent Impact NI

people residing or working in the project area

Impact HAZ-6: Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an Short-term impacts same

adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan I Long-term impacts same I
Impact more widespread

Impact HAZ-7: Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a Short-term impacts greater

significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires I Long-term impacts same I
Impact more widespread

Impact HAZ-8: Create a significant hazard to air traffic from the installation of Short-term impacts same

new power lines and structures NI Long-term impacts same NI
Impact more widespread

Impact HAZ-9: Create a significant hazard to the public or environment Short-term impacts same

through the transport of heavy materials using helicopters NI Long-term impacts same NI
Impact more widespread

Impact HAZ-10: Expose people to a significant risk of injury or death Short-term impacts greater

involving unexploded ordnance NI Long-term impacts same 111
Impact more widespread

Impact HAZ-11: Expose workers or the public to excessive shock hazards Short-term impacts same

NI Long-term impacts same NI

Impact more widespread

Impact HYDR-1: Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 1 Short-term impacts greater

. . . . m
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water Long-term impacts same
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Table 6.1-1 Comparative Impact Analysis

PROPOSED EPL | PARTIAL RECONDUCTOR/SHORTER INSULATORS
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
CEQA Impact Criteria Impact Class Impact Analysis Compared to EPL Project | Impact Class
quality Impact more widespread
Impact HYDR-2: Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere Short-term impacts same
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the Project may impede I Long-term impacts same I
sustainable groundwater management of the basin Impact no more localized or widespread
Impact HYDR-3: Substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or
area, including through the alteration of the course of a stream or river or
through the addition of impervious surfaces, in a manner which would: Result
in substantial erosion or siltation on site or off site; Substantially increase the Short-term impacts less
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding I Long-term impacts less NI
on- or off-site; Create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the Impact more widespread
capacity of existing or planned storm water drainage systems or provide
substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; Impede or redirect flood
flows
Impact HYDR-4: In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of Short-term impacts greater
pollutants due to project inundation I Long-term impacts same I
Impact more widespread
Impact HYDR-5: anﬂict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality NI Equivalent Impact NI
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan
Impact LU-1: Physically divide an established community NI Equivalent Impact NI
Impact LU-2: Cause a significant environmental impact due to a conflict with
any land use plan, policy, or regulation adopted for the purpose of avoiding or NI Equivalent Impact NI
mitigating an environmental effect
Impact MIN-1: Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource NI Equivalent Impact NI
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state quiv P
Impact MIN-2: Result in the loss of availability of a locally important mineral
resource recovery site delineated on a local general plan, specific plan, or other NI Equivalent Impact NI
land use plan
Impact NOI-1: Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in h .
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project in excess of standards Short-term impacts greater
. . . . . I Long-term impacts same III
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards )
. Impact more widespread
of other agencies
Impact NOI-2: Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne Short-term impacts less
noise levels NI Long-term impacts same NI
Impact more widespread
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Table 6.1-1 Comparative Impact Analysis

PROPOSED EPL | PARTIAL RECONDUCTOR/SHORTER INSULATORS
PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
CEQA Impact Criteria Impact Class Impact Analysis Compared to EPL Project | Impact Class
Impact' NOI—'3: Exposure of peqple residing or V"/Ol'kll’lg'll"l the Proj ect. area to Short-term impacts same
excessive noise levels for a project located within the vicinity of a private .
airstrip or an airport land use plan or, where such a plan has not been adopted, NI Long-term 1mp§1cts same NI
o . S . . Impact more widespread
within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport
Impact POP-1: Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area,
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or NI Equivalent Impact NI
indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)?
Impact' PQP—2: Displace sqbstantial numbers of ex@sting people or housing, NI Equivalent Impact NI
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere?
Impact PUB-1: Result in substantial adverse physical impacts associated with
the provision of new or physically altered governmental facilities, need for new
or physically altered governmental facilities, the construction of which could
cause significant environmental impacts, in order to maintain acceptable service NI Equivalent Impact NI
ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public
services: Fire protection; Police protection; Schools; Parks; Other public
facilities?
Impact REC-1: Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or
other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the NI Equivalent Impact NI
facility would occur or be accelerated
Impact REC-2: Include recreational facilities or require the construction or
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical NI Equivalent Impact NI
effect on the environment
Impact REC-3: Reduce or prevent access to a designated recreation facility or Short-term impacts greater
area I Long-term impacts same I
Impact more widespread
Impact REC-4: Substantially change the character of a recreational area by Short-term impacts same
reducing the scenic, biological, cultural, geologic, or other important NI Long-term impacts same NI
characteristics that contribute to the value of recreational facilities or areas Impact more widespread
Impact REC-5: Damage recreational trails or facilities Short-term impacts same
NI Long-term impacts same NI
Impact more widespread
Impact TRA-1: Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing Short-term impacts same
the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian I Long-term impacts same I

facilities

Impact more widespread
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Table 6.1-1 Comparative Impact Analysis

PROPOSED EPL | PARTIAL RECONDUCTOR/SHORTER INSULATORS

PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
CEQA Impact Criteria Impact Class Impact Analysis Compared to EPL Project | Impact Class
Impact TRA-2: Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section .
15064.3(b) (wchicle miles travelod) ? NI Equivalent Impact NI
Impact TRA-3: Substantially increase hazards due to a geometric design
feature (e.g., sharp curves or dangerous intersections) or incompatible uses NI Equivalent Impact NI
(e.g., farm equipment)
Impact TRA-4: Result in inadequate emergency access. Short-term impacts greater
I Long-term impacts same I
Impact more widespread
Impact TRA-5: Create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, Short-term impacts greater
bicycling, or driving or for public transit operations 11 Long-term impacts same 1
Impact more widespread
Impact TRA-6: Interfere with walking or bicycling accessibility Short-term impacts greater
I Long-term impacts same III
Impact more widespread
Impact TRA-7: Substantially delay public transit Short-term impacts greater
NI Long-term impacts same I

Impact more widespread

Impact TCR-1: Would the project cause a substantial adverse change in the
significance of a tribal cultural resource, defined in Public Resources Code
section 21074 as either a site, feature, place, cultural landscape that is
geographically defined in terms of the size and scope of the landscape, sacred
place, or object with cultural value to a California Native American tribe, and
that is: 1) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public ND ND ND
Resources Code section 5020.1(k), or ii) A resource determined by the lead
agency, in its discretion and supported by substantial evidence, to be
significant pursuant to criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of Public Resources
Code Section 5024.1. In applying the criteria set forth in subdivision (c) of
Public Resource Code Section 5024.1, the lead agency shall consider the
significance of the resource to a California Native American tribe.

Impact UTIL-1: Require or result in the relocation or construction of new or
expanded water, wastewater treatment or storm water drainage, electric power,

natural gas, or telecommunications facilities, the construction or relocation of NI Equivalent Impact NI
which could cause significant environmental effects
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Table 6.1-1 Comparative Impact Analysis

PROPOSED EPL | PARTIAL RECONDUCTOR/SHORTER INSULATORS

PROJECT ALTERNATIVE
CEQA Impact Criteria Impact Class Impact Analysis Compared to EPL Project | Impact Class
Impact UTIL-2: Have sufficient water supplies available to serve the project
and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry and NI Equivalent Impact NI
multiple dry years
Impact UTIL-3: Result in a determination by the wastewater treatment
provider which serves or may serve the project that it has adequate capacity to .
serve the project’s projected demand in addition to the provider’s existing NI Equivalent Impact NI
commitments
Impact UTIL-4: Generate solid waste in excess of State or local standards, or
in excess of the capacity of local infrastructure, or otherwise impair the NI Equivalent Impact NI
attainment of solid waste reduction goals
Impact UTIL-5: Comply with federal, state, and local management and .
reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste NI Equivalent Impact NI
Impact UTIL-6: .Increase thg rate of corrosion of adjacent utility lines as a NI Equivalent Impact NI
result of alternating current impacts
Impact WF-1: Substantially impair an adopted emergency response/evacuation Short-term impacts greater
plan. I Long-term impacts same I
Impact more widespread
Impact WF-2: Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant NI Equivalent Impact NI
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire
Impact WF-3: Require the installation or maintenance of associated
infrastructure (such as roads, fuel breaks, emergency water sources, power .
lines or other utilities) that may exacerbate fire risk or that may result in NI Equivalent Impact NI
temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment
Impact WF-4: Expose people or structures to significant risks, including Short-term impacts same
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire I Long-term impacts same 111
slope instability, or drainage changes Impact more widespread
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7 Cumulative and Other CEQA Considerations

This Chapter presents the results of a cumulative impacts analysis for the EPL Project, and an analysis of
the potential growth-inducing impacts associated with the project.

7.1 Cumulative Impacts
This section analyzes the potential cumulative impacts related to the EPL Project.

The CEQA requires lead agencies to consider the cumulative impacts of proposals under their review.
Section 15355 of the CEQA Guidelines defines cumulative impacts as “two or more individual effects
which, when considered together, are considerable or which compound or increase other environmental
impacts.” According to Section 15130(a)(1), a cumulative impact “is the impact on the environment
which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present and reasonably
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency or person undertakes such other actions.” The
cumulative impacts analysis “would examine reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the
EPL Project’s contribution to any significant cumulative effects” (Section 15130(b)(3)).

Section 15130(a)(3) also states that an environmental document may determine that a project’s
contribution to a significant cumulative impact would be rendered less than cumulatively considerable,
and thus not significant, if a project is required to implement or fund its fair share of mitigation
measure(s) designed to alleviate the cumulative impact.

In conducting a cumulative impacts analysis, the proper frame of reference is the temporal span and
spatial areas in which the project would cause impacts. In addition, a discussion of cumulative impacts
must include either:

o alist of past, present, and probable future projects, including, if necessary, those outside the lead
agency’s control; or

e asummary of projections contained in an adopted general plan or related planning document, or
in a previously certified EIR, which described or evaluated regional or area-wide conditions
contributing to the cumulative impact, provided that such documents are referenced and made
available for public inspection at a specified location (Section 15130(b)(1)).

The term “probable future projects” includes: approved projects that have not yet been constructed;
projects that are currently under construction; projects requiring an agency approval for an application
that has been received at the time a Notice of Preparation (NOP) is released; and projects that have been
budgeted, planned, or included as a later phase of a previously approved project (Section
15130(b)(1)(B)(2)). A listing of projects meeting these criteria within 2 miles of locations where work
along the EPL Project alignment would occur are listed in Table 7.1-1, along with an identification
number, a brief description, the jurisdiction in which it is located, distance from the nearest location along
the EPL Project alignment were work would occur, status, and anticipated construction schedule.

The following subsections discuss whether—when combined with past, present, planned, and probable
future projects in the area—the project could result in significant short-term or long-term environmental
impacts. Short-term impacts are generally associated with construction of the project and cumulative
projects, while long-term impacts are those that result from permanent project features or operation and
maintenance of the cumulative projects. No material changes in operation and maintenance activities are
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anticipated with implementation of the project, and therefore with the exception of aesthetics, there would
be no cumulative long-term impacts generated by the EPL Project.

7.1.1

List of Cumulative Projects

Review of the Governor’s Office of Planning & Research’s CEQAnet database of the State Clearinghouse
(SCH), the San Bernardino County Land Use Department’s Planning Division’s website, the City of
Hesperia Planning Department website, the BLM’s National NEPA Register, the NPS’ Planning,
Environment and Public Comment website, and Clark County and City of Boulder City sources resulted
in the identification of past, present, or probable future projects that are located within two miles of
locations along the EPL Project alignment where work would occur and that have the potential to
contribute to a cumulative impact. The cumulative projects identified for the project are presented in

Table 7.1-1.
Table 7.1-1. Cumulative Projects within 2 Miles
Distance to
EPL Work
Location Anticipated
Project |Description Location (miles) Status Schedule
SBC-1 Clean Focus Apple Valley East 34.440951, -117.170659 1 NOI Unknown
SBC-2  |Cove Borrow Pit Project 34.475961, -116.981347 1.3 NOI In Operation
SBC-3 Lewis Operating Corporation, Deep Creek |34.424195, -117.219070 1.4 Permitted Unknown
Project (Apple Valley)
SBC-4 Lucerne Valley Desert View Ranch 34.441346,-117.071576 1 NOI Unknown
SBC-5 Maida Convenience Store and Gas Station |34.414133, -117.225444 1.7 NOI Unknown
SBC-6 Ocotillo Borrow Pit 34.436895, -117.144820 1.1 In Operation | In Operation
BLM-1 |Eldorado-Lugo-Mohave Series Capacitor Linear 0 Under In Operation in
Project Construction 2023
BLM-2 |Lugo-Victorville Remedial Action Scheme Linear 0 Pre- Construction
construction | planned to start
Q42022

Source: San Bernardino County. 2022. Desert Region Environmental Documents
http://cms.sbcounty.gov/lus/Planning/Environmental/Desert.aspx

. Available at

The NOI for Project SBC-1 was issued in 2014; to SCE’s knowledge, no work has been performed to
advance this project in the intervening eight years, and thus is taken to not be a “probable” project.
Projects SBC-2 and SBC-6 are not addressed further here as they are, and have been, in operation, and
thus are part of the baseline environment. The FEIR for Project SBC-3 was issued in 2011; to SCE’s
knowledge, no work has been performed to advance this project in the intervening eleven years, and thus
is taken to not be a “probable” project. The NOI for Project SBC-4 was issued in 2013; to SCE’s
knowledge, no work has been performed to advance this project in the intervening nine years, and thus is
taken to not be a “probable” project.

7.1.2

Geographic Scope

The geographic scope of analysis for each resource topic is constrained to those areas where work under the
EPL Project would be performed or, for aesthetics, those areas where work under the project would be visible.
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7.1.3  Cumulative Impact Analysis
7.1.3.1  Aesthetics

As discussed in Section 5.1, the EPL Project would have either no or less than significant impacts under
all Aesthetics criteria. As presented in Section 5.1, the project would have no impacts on any scenic vista
or on scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees, rock outcroppings, and historic buildings
within a State Scenic Highway.

The project would result in detectable incremental permanent visual changes in discrete areas around the
inter-set structures; the project would not substantially alter or degrade the existing visual character in the
area. Because the project would not substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of public
views, and because the change associated with the project would not be visible in the vicinity of the
Cumulative Projects, the project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact.

The EPL Project would not be a source of considerable glare or a new source of light; therefore the
project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact.

7.1.3.2  Agriculture and Forestry Resources

As presented in Section 5.2, the EPL Project would result in no impacts under all agriculture and forestry-
related CEQA criteria; therefore, the EPL Project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact.

7.1.3.3  Air Quality

As presented in Section 5.3, the EPL Project would have no impact in terms of conflicting with or
obstructing implementation of an applicable air quality plan, and thus would not contribute to any
cumulatively considerable impact.

Emissions during the construction phase would include criteria air pollutants that could contribute to
existing or projected violations of the ambient air quality standards for ozone, PM o, and PM, 5. With the
implementation of the project features presented in Section 3.13, the project’s less than significant
impacts would not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of a criteria pollutant.

The project’s less than significant impacts in terms of creating objectionable odors and exposing sensitive
receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations would not contribute to a cumulative impact: because the
odors and pollutant concentrations disperse rapidly with distance, and because few (if any) of the
identified Cumulative Projects would be coincident with the EPL Project’s construction work in time or
space and in proximity to a potential receptor, the EPL Project would not contribute to any cumulative
impact.

7.1.3.4  Biological Resources

The geographical area evaluated for cumulative impacts on biological resources includes areas directly
affected by construction as well as adjacent habitat potentially affected by construction activities. The
geographical extent of the cumulative impact analysis also includes federal and state-regulated
jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the U.S.

Construction could affect plant, amphibian, reptilian, avian, and mammalian species identified as
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species, and cumulative projects listed in Table 7.1-1 would have
the potential for similar effects where those projects’ activities occur in the presence or habitat of these
species. As discussed in Section 5.4, all impacts associated with the EPL Project would be less than
significant. Because impacts to sensitive species and habitats during construction would be temporary and
intermittent in nature (lasting only as long as construction work at a given site) and would be limited in
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their potential geographic scope, and localized, and because few of the identified cumulative projects
would overlap the EPL Project’s construction work in time or space, and because the cumulative projects
would be expected to adhere to federal and state regulations promulgated for the protection of sensitive
species, no cumulatively considerable impact to sensitive species or their habitats would be anticipated.

The small area of sensitive natural communities that would be permanently impacted would not result in a
significant contribution to any cumulatively considerable impact to these communities and would not
reduce the overall availability of these habitats.

The EPL Project would not result in temporary or permanent impacts to wetlands and thus no
cumulatively considerable impact to wetlands would result.

No component of the EPL Project would result in permanent interference to the movement of any species.
Construction activities would be temporary, transient, and would affect only small, geographically-
dispersed areas at any one time; these construction activities would not interfere substantially with the
movement of any migratory wildlife species, although construction activities may interfere with the
movement of individual animals. The cumulative projects also would have localized footprints and would
not be expected to affect species movement within the region. For example, no new highways, levees, or
other major infrastructure is planned. Therefore, no cumulatively considerable impact is anticipated.

EPL Project construction and operation would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, including trees. Cumulative projects would be expected to comply with
local policies, ordinances, and the conditions of applicable permits. Therefore, the EPL Project’s
contribution to any cumulative impact would not be cumulatively considerable and would be less than
significant.

No Habitat Conservation Plans; Natural Community Conservation Plans; or other approved local,
regional, or state habitat conservation plans exist for the EPL Project area. Therefore, the EPL Project
would not contribute to a cumulative impact involving conflicts with adopted natural resource plans.

7.1.3.5  Cultural Resources

Impacts to cultural resources are generally site- and resource-specific, and therefore potential cumulative
impacts may be realized if two or more projects occur in the same location. Work locations under the EPL
Project alignment are coincident with work locations under BLM-1 and BLM-2. As SCE projects, these
projects would employ the standard measures employed under the EPL Project, and thus would not result
in any significant cultural resources-related impacts. Because both the EPL Project and projects BLM-1
and BLM-2 would comply with state and federal law relating to cultural resources and would implement
similar measures, no cumulative impacts would be realized.

7.1.3.6  Energy

As presented in Section 5.6, the EPL Project would result in no or less than significant impacts under all
energy-related CEQA criteria. Similar to the EPL Project, construction of the cumulative projects would
consume energy resources during construction and the executors of the cumulative projects would not
waste, unnecessarily use, or inefficiently consume energy resources. Therefore, the EPL Project would
not contribute to any cumulatively considerable impact.

7.1.3.7  Geology and Soils

Geological hazards are generally site-specific and depend on localized geologic and soil conditions. Work
locations under the EPL Project alignment are coincident with work locations under BLM-1 and BLM-2.
As SCE projects, these projects would employ the standard measures employed under the EPL Project,
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and thus would not result in any significant geology and soils-related impacts. Further, the similarity of
work performed in coincident locations (e.g., grading of an area) generally does not result in a cumulative
impact, and therefore the EPL Project would not contribute to any cumulatively considerable impact.

7.1.3.8  Greenhouse Gas Emissions

As presented in Section 5.8, EPL Project construction would result in emissions of GHGs from on-site
construction equipment and off-site worker trips. Over the entire construction period of the EPL Project,
1,743 MTCO:e would be emitted. GHG construction emissions from the project amortized over 30 years
is approximately 58 MTCOze. The 58 MTCO,e emissions associated with EPL Project construction
would be well below the thresholds of significance established by the MDAQMD. Therefore, the EPL
Project would not generate, either directly or indirectly, GHG emissions that would have a significant
impact on the environment. As a result, the EPL Project’s contribution to any cumulative impacts would
not be cumulatively considerable and would be less than significant.

As presented in Section 5.8, GHG emissions from construction of the EPL Project would fall well below
the established numerical threshold of significance. Therefore, the project would not conflict with any
applicable plan, policy, or regulation and would have a less than significant contribution to cumulative
impacts resulting from any Cumulative Project’s conflict with such plans, policies, or regulations.

7.1.3.9  Hazards and Hazardous Materials

The geographic scope for hazardous materials impacts includes areas near EPL Project sites that could be
affected by a release of hazardous materials, including schools within 0.25 miles. Impacts from such
releases are usually site-specific and localized. The geographic scope also includes the area affected by
the cumulative projects, including downgradient air, water bodies, groundwater, and areas subject to
wildland fire hazards. Materials delivery routes are also included to account for the potential impacts from
a traffic accident-related spill.

EPL Project construction would result in less than significant impacts associated with the routine
transport, use, disposal, or foreseeable upset of, or accidents involving, hazardous materials during
construction with the implementation of the project features presented in Section 3.13. Project SBC-5 has
also been determined to have less than significant impacts through compliance with applicable laws and
regulations, and projects BLM-1 and BLM-2 would implement the same or similar project features as
presented in Section 3.13 for the EPL Project. Because construction of the EPL Project and the
cumulative projects will not be temporally coincident, there would be no cumulatively considerable
impacts related to the transport, use, disposal, or upset involving hazardous materials.

The EPL Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through
reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the release of hazardous materials into the
environment. It is anticipated that construction of the EPL Project and cumulative projects would not be
temporally coincident; therefore, there would be no cumulative impact.

No work under the EPL Project would occur within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school,
and thus would not contribute to any cumulative impact related to this criterion.

The EPL Project would not be constructed on a site listed as a hazardous materials site pursuant to
Section 65962.5; and thus would not contribute to any cumulative or significant hazard to the public or
the environment from construction on such a site.

Project SBC-5 and BLM-2 are not located within the same airport land use plan as the EPL Project.
Cumulative project BLM-1 is located within the same airport land use plan as the EPL Project. Neither
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project has been determined to present a safety hazard or excessive noise for people residing or working
in the project area, and therefore, there would be no cumulative impact related to this criterion.

The EPL Project presents less than significant impacts related to impairing the implementation of or
physically interfering with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan; as SCE
projects, BLM-1 and BLM-2 would present similar less than significant impacts, and Project SBC-5 has
been evaluated to have no impact under this criterion. Further, it is anticipated that the EPL Project and
construction of the cumulative projects will not be temporally coincident; therefore, there would be no
cumulative impact to the implementation or physical interference with such plans.

The EPL Project would not create a significant hazard to air traffic from the installation of new power
lines and structures, and thus would not contribute to any cumulative impact related to this criterion.

The EPL Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment through the transport of
heavy materials using helicopters, and thus would not contribute to any cumulative impact related to this
criterion.

The EPL Project would not expose people to a significant risk of injury or death involving unexploded
ordnance, and thus would not contribute to any cumulative impact related to this criterion.

The EPL Project would not expose workers or the public to excessive shock hazards, and thus would not
contribute to any cumulative impact related to this criterion.

The potential for igniting vegetation during construction of the EPL Project would be minimized through
the measures presented in Section 5.9; cumulative projects BLM-1 and BLM-2 would implement similar
measures. Project SBC-5 has been analyzed to have ‘No Impact’ under this criterion. Therefore, the EPL
Project would not contribute to any cumulative impact related to this criterion.

7.1.3.10 Hydrology and Water Quality

The geographic context for the cumulative impacts associated with hydrology and water quality consists
of the watersheds and groundwater basins presented in Section 5.10; the cumulative projects and portions
of the EPL Project alignment are located in the same watersheds and groundwater basins.

No water quality standards or waste discharge requirements would be violated during construction or
operation of the EPL Project, and none would be violated during construction of BLM-1 and BLM-2. The
EPL Project, and cumulative projects, would each result in less than significant impacts related to the
degradation of surface and ground water quality. Because the EPL Project and Project SBC-5 are not
geographically coincident, and because the EPL Project and BLM-1 and BLM-2 would not be constructed
temporally coincidently, there would be no cumulatively considerable impact related to surface water
quality. No ground water quality impacts are anticipated from the EPL Project, and therefore the EPL
Project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact.

The EPL Project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere substantially with
groundwater recharge and therefore would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact.

The EPL Project would not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area. BLM-1 and
BLM-2 would be expected to also not substantially alter the existing drainage pattern of the site or area.
Project SBC-5 and the EPL Project are not geographically coincident. Therefore, there would not be a
cumulatively considerable impact.

SCE would implement measures as described in Section 3.5.11 to ensure no substantial erosion or
siltation occurs on- or off-site; as SCE projects, BLM-1 and BLM-2 would implement similar measures.
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The EPL Project and Project SBC-5 are not geographically coincident. Therefore there would be no
cumulative impact.

SCE would implement measures as described in Section 3.5.11 to ensure no substantial increase in the rate
or amount of surface runoff occur; as SCE projects, BLM-1 and BLM-2 would implement similar measures.
The EPL Project and Project SBC-5 are not geographically coincident. Therefore, there would be no
cumulative impact.

The EPL Project would not create or contribute runoff water which would exceed the capacity of existing
or planned storm water drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff;
therefore, no cumulatively considerable impact would occur.

No cumulative project is located in a tsunami or seiche zone or in a flood hazard zone; therefore, there
would be no cumulative impact under this criterion.

7.1.3.11 Land Use and Planning

As presented in Section 5.11, the EPL Project would result in no impacts under the land use and planning-
related CEQA criteria; therefore, the project would not contribute to any cumulative impact.

7.1.3.12 Mineral Resources

As presented in Section 5.12, the EPL Project would result in no impacts under all mineral resources-
related CEQA criteria; therefore, the project would not contribute to a cumulative impact.

7.1.3.13 Noise

Work associated with the EPL Project would occur no nearer than approximately 8,900 feet from the
location of Project SBC-5. Given the scope of work at the nearest location and the distance between the
projects, no cumulative impact would occur. The EPL Project and BLM-1 and BLM-2 would not be
constructed temporally coincidentally, and therefore no cumulative impact would occur.

7.1.3.14 Population and Housing

As presented in Section 5.14, the EPL Project would result in no impacts under the population and
housing-related CEQA criteria; therefore, the project would not contribute to any cumulatively
considerable impact.

7.1.3.15 Public Services

As presented in Section 5.15, the EPL Project would result in no impacts; therefore, the EPL Project
would not contribute to a cumulative impact.

7.1.3.16 Recreation

As presented in Section 5.16, the EPL Project would result in no impacts under all recreation-related
CEQA criteria except with respect to access to recreational facilities. Under that CEQA criterion, the
project would present less than significant impacts. Project SBC-5 would not impact access to any
recreational facilities, and the EPL Project, BLM-1, and BLM-2 would not be constructed temporally
coincidentally. Therefore, there would be no cumulative impact.

7.1.3.17 Transportation

The geographic scope for cumulative transportation impacts includes the regional and local roadways that
may be used to access the EPL Project or that could otherwise be impacted by construction of the EPL
Project. The geographic scope also includes the bus routes and pedestrian and bike paths in the area.
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Based on the number of daily vehicle trips generated during construction, and the implementation of the
traffic control measures included in the Project Description and as described in Section 3.5.10, the EPL
Project would not create any inconsistency or conflict with an applicable plan, ordinance, or policy that
establishes measures of effectiveness, and therefore would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable
impact in this regard.

The EPL Project would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15065.3, subdivision
(b), and therefore would not contribute to any cumulatively considerable VMT-related impact.

The EPL Project would not introduce incompatible uses or design features such as changes to public
roads. Therefore, the project would not contribute to any cumulatively considerable impact involving
hazards due to a design feature or incompatible uses.

In combination with the fact that construction activities nearest to Project SBC-5 would be of short
duration and performed along the transmission line ROW (and not on or adjacent to public roadways),
implementation of traffic control measures would ensure that the project does not result in inadequate
emergency access. As SCE projects, BLM-1 and BLM-2 would implement similar measures. Therefore
there would be no cumulative impact.

None of the cumulative projects propose to construct any improvements that will interfere with bicycle or
pedestrian use. There is no public transit service adjacent to the locations where cumulative projects and the
EPL Project are geographically coincident. Work under the EPL Project located nearest to the cumulative
projects will occur along existing transmission line access roads, and not adjacent to pedestrian or bicycle
facilities, or along public roadways, and therefore there would be no cumulative impact.

The EPL Project is not proposing to construct any improvements that will interfere with bicycle or
pedestrian use. Therefore, there would be no cumulative impact.

The EPL Project would have no impacts related to the delay of public transit, and therefore there would
be no cumulative impact.

7.1.3.18 Tribal Cultural Resources

The CPUC will consult with eligible tribes under PRC Section 21080.3.1 once the Application is
complete. Impacts on TCRs are not addressed in this PEA because under AB 52, the CPUC must identify
these resources during consultation. Therefore, no determination can be made at this time.

7.1.3.19 Utilities and Service Systems

As presented in Section 5.19, the EPL Project would result in no impacts under all utilities and service
systems-related CEQA criteria; therefore, the EPL Project would not contribute to any cumulatively
considerable impact.

7.1.3.20 Wildfire

As presented in Section 5.20, the EPL Project would result in no or less than significant impacts under all
wildfire-related CEQA criteria.

The EPL Project presents less than significant impacts related to impairing the implementation of or
physically interfering with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan. It is
anticipated that the project and all cumulative projects will not overlap temporally or spatially; therefore,
there would be no cumulative impact to the implementation or physical interference with such plans.
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Where the EPL Project and cumulative projects are geographically coincident, the topographical relief is
generally low and there are few people or structures located immediately downstream or downslope, and
thus the less than significant impacts of the EPL Project associated with downstream flooding or
landslides as a result of runoff, post-fire slope stability, or drainage changes would not contribute to a
cumulatively considerable impact.

7.2  Growth-Inducing Impacts
7.2.1  Growth-Inducing Impacts

Section 15126.2(e) of the CEQA Guidelines states that environmental documents should “[d]iscuss the
ways in which the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of
additional housing, either directly or indirectly in the surrounding environment.”

A project could be considered to have growth-inducing effects if it:

o Either directly or indirectly fosters economic or population growth or the construction of
additional housing in the surrounding area

e Removes obstacles to population growth
e Requires the construction of new community facilities that could cause significant environmental effects

e Encourages and facilitates other activities that could significantly affect the environment, either
individually or cumulatively

An EIR must describe any growth-inducing impacts of a proposed project including “the ways in which
the proposed project could foster economic or population growth, or the construction of additional
housing, either directly or indirectly, in the surrounding environment” (Pub. Res. Code § 21100(b)(5); 14
CCR §§ 15126(d), 15126.2(d)). Examples of projects that are growth-inducing are the expansion of urban
services into a previously unserved or under-served area, the creation or extension of transportation links,
and the removal of major obstacles to growth. It is important to note that these direct forms of growth
have secondary effects including expanding the size of local markets and attracting additional economic
activity to the area.

Typically, the growth-inducing potential of a project will be considered significant if it fosters growth or a
concentration of population above what is assumed in local and regional land use plans, or in projections
made by regional planning authorities. Significant growth-inducing impacts could also occur if a project
provides infrastructure or service capacity to accommodate growth levels beyond those permitted by local
or regional plans and policies.

7.2.1.1  Would the Project either directly or indirectly, foster economic or population growth
or the construction of additional housing in the surrounding area?

No Impact. As presented in Chapter 2, the fundamental objective of the EPL Project is to remediate
identified discrepancies. The EPL Project would not provide electrical service to any new areas; further,
the EPL Project would not provide electrical service to any areas that are underserved. Therefore, the EPL
Project would not induce economic growth. In addition, the EPL Project does not include any new
infrastructure such as publicly accessible roads that could either directly or indirectly foster economic or
population growth.

As presented in Section 5.14, Population and Housing, the EPL Project would not foster, either directly or
indirectly, population growth in the area. SCE expects to utilize up to approximately 72 workers per day.
The labor demands of the project would be met by existing SCE employees or by hiring specialty
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electrical transmission contractors, none of whom would be expected to permanently relocate to the area
around the project solely as a result of construction activities. Given the small number of positions
required for construction of the project and the short term of the construction period, no population
growth would be fostered, either directly or indirectly, by the rebuilding of the transmission lines.

As further presented in Section 5.14, the project would not displace any existing housing or people, and
thus would not foster, either directly or indirectly, the construction of additional housing. Therefore, no
impacts would occur under this criterion.

7.2.1.2  Would the Project remove obstacles to population growth?

No Impact. Growth in San Bernardino County, Clark County, and the cities of Hesperia and Boulder City
is planned and regulated by applicable local general plans and planning and zoning ordinances. The
provision of electricity is generally not considered an obstacle to growth nor does the availability of
electrical capacity by itself normally ensure or encourage growth. Other factors such as economic
conditions, land availability, population trends, availability of water supply or sewer services, and local
planning policies have a more direct effect on growth. The EPL Project, which is proposed to remediate
discrepancies on existing circuits, not to provide new electrical service, will not remove obstacles to
population growth. Therefore, no impacts would occur under this criterion as a result of the project.

7.2.1.3  Would the Project require the construction of new community facilities that could
cause significant environmental effects?

No Impact. As discussed in Section 5.14, Population and Housing, the EPL Project would not include the
construction of housing, and would not trigger population growth that could result in the construction of
any new or upgraded community facilities such as parks or libraries. In addition, the project would not
build public roads that would provide new access to undeveloped or underdeveloped areas, or extend the
need for public services to new areas. Therefore, the project would not require the construction of new
community facilities that could cause significant environmental effects.

7.2.1.4  Would the Project encourage or facilitate other activities that could significantly
affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively?

No Impact. As discussed herein, the EPL Project would not encourage or facilitate other activities that
could significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively.

The EPL Project would not build new permanent access roads that would provide new access to
undeveloped or underdeveloped areas.

Although the EPL Project would increase the reliability of electric transmission by replacing aging
infrastructure with new infrastructure (which is likely less prone to failure), the EPL Project would not
provide a new source of electricity that would encourage or facilitate other activities that could
significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively.

Further, as presented in Chapter 2, resolving identified discrepancies to ensure compliance with standards
contained in GO 95 and Section 23 of the NESC is the driver for the Purpose and Need for the project, not
future generation interconnections. As stated in Section 3.2.2.2, the project would not change the existing
capacity of the system, and thus would not facilitate any potential growth and growth-related
environmental effects.

In addition, other factors, most notably public policy and federal land management policies, would seem
to be more likely to influence whether additional activities would result in interconnections to any facility
associated with the project.
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8 List of Preparers

8.1 List of Preparers
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON
Robert Atkinson, Power System Operations Specialist

Fernando Benavides, Transmission System Engineer, MS Electrical Engineering, California State
University-Los Angeles

Brian J. Bielfelt, Environmental Science, Advisor, MS Wildlife Management and Science, Texas A&M
University-Kingsville

Joel Bondoc, Project Manager, BS in Business Management & E-Business, University of Phoenix,
Project Management Certificate, University of California-Irvine

Gary Busteed, Senior Advisor — Major Environmental Project Licensing, MS Biology, California State
University at Northridge

Michele Chan, Real Properties Advisor, BS Business Administration, California Polytechnic State
University-Pomona

David De Leon, Major Projects Organization (MPO), Project Manager, MPA, University of La Verne,
BA Urban Studies and Planning, University of California-San Diego

Thomas Diaz, Regulatory Affairs Licensing & Infrastructure, Senior Advisor, BS California Polytechnic
State University-Pomona, JD University of La Verne College of Law

Kara Donohue, Avian Program Manager, MS Raptor Biology, Boise State University

Danielle Ferralez, Senior Advisor — Major Environmental Project Licensing, MS Environmental Science,
California State University at Fullerton

Vicky Furnish, Senior Manager, Registered Environmental Health Specialist (REHS), MA National
Security Affairs, Naval Postgraduate School, BS Biology, Saint Mary’s College of California

Jack Goldfarb, Herpetology Program Manager, MS Biology, East Stroudsburg University of
Pennsylvania

John R. Johnsen, Remediation Program Manager, Registered Environmental Health Specialist (REHS-
CA), BA Biology, California State University-Northridge

Jongwoo Jeon, P.E., Project Controls Scheduling Advisor, MSE, The University of Texas at Austin;
PMP, Project Management Institute; PSP, AACE International; CCP, AACE International

Sheridan Mascarenhas, Transmission & Distribution Integrated System Analysis, Sr. Advisor, MBA
International Business, California State University-Los Angeles

Roger Overstreet, Biology Program Manager, BS Biological Sciences, California Polytechnic State
University-San Luis Obispo

Wen Pei, P.E., Propriety Telecom Systems, Sr. Advisor, MS Electrical Engineering, California State
University-Los Angeles
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George Perez, Electrical Transmission/Distribution Sr. Project Manager, BS Business Management,
University of Phoenix, Project Management Certificate, University of California, Irvine

Alex Podruski, Construction Advisor
Raymond Pok, Government Relations, Sr. Advisor

Bethmarie Quiambao, Air Quality and Climate Change Specialist, BS Urban and Regional Planning,
California Polytechnic State University-Pomona

Scott Richtmyer, Engineer, BS Geology, University of California-Santa Barbara
Kirk Riehl, Manager-Project/Product 2, 50 years Transmission Line Experience, AA Degree
Osbaldo Romero, P.E., Senior Transmission Engineer, BSEE, University of California-Los Angeles

Saeed Sadeghi, Senior Engineering Project Manager, MS Electrical Engineering, California State
University-Long Beach; BS Electrical Engineering, University of California-Los Angeles; Registered
Professional Engineer with the State of California; PMP, Project Management Institute; Project
Management Certificate, University of California-Irvine

Stephanie Tsai, Real Estate & Facilities, Advisor, BA, Environmental Earth Science, University of
California-Berkeley

Amanda Thompson, P.E., Substation and Transmission Civil Engineer 3, BS Civil Engineering,
California Polytechnic State University-Pomona

Karen Whiteside, Water Quality, Certified Professional in Erosion & Sediment Control, Qualified
SWPPP Developer/Qualified SWPPP Practitioner, BS Civil Engineering (with Environmental
Engineering), University of Southern California

Audry Williams, Senior Archaeologist, MA Anthropology/Archaeology, California State University-
Bakersfield

Paul Yamazaki, Restoration Project Manager, BS Environmental Studies (Natural Sciences), University
of Southern California

ARCADIS

Steve Beadle, P.G., P.E., Senior Geologist, PhD, Earth and Planetary Sciences, Johns Hopkins University

Mary Carroll, Senior Ecologist, MA Biological Sciences, University of California-Santa Barbara

Bryan Chen, Senior Environmental Engineer, MS Environmental Engineering, Johns Hopkins University,
LEED Green Associate

Lee Miles, AICP, Principal Environmental Scientist, LEED Green Associate, MA Geography, California
State University-East Bay

Conrad Mulligan, Principal Planner, MSc Marine Policy, London School of Economics and Political
Science

Cynthia Nicely, Senior Ecologist, MS Ecology, San Francisco State University

Geetha Shanmugasundaram, P.E., Power Delivery Lead, BS Electrical Engineering, University of
Tennessee-Chattanooga
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ENVIRONMENTAL VISION

Charles Cornwall, APA, MLA Landscape Architecture/Environmental Planning, University of California
at Berkeley

Marsha Gale, ASLA, MCP City and Regional Planning, MLA Landscape Architecture, University of
California at Berkeley

ICF INTERNATIONAL

Keely Craig,

SWCA ENVIRONMENTAL CONSULTANTS

Michael Bever, Cultural Resources Technical Director, PhD Anthropology, Southern Methodist
University, Dallas, Texas

Mathew Carson, Project Manager - Paleontology, M.S. Geology, Bowling Green State University, Ohio

Nicholas F. Hearth, Cultural Resources Project Manager, MA Anthropology, RPA, University of
California Riverside

Olivia Romansik, Assistant Staff Archaeologist, BA Anthropology, California State University, Fullerton

Tanya Wahoff, Lead Project Manager — Cultural Resources, R.P.A., M.A. Archaeology and Heritage,
Leicester University, United Kingdom.

Alex Wesson, Lead Archaeologist, B.A. Anthropology, Hampshire Collage, Amherst, Massachusetts

URBANA PRESERVATION AND PLANNING, LLC

Wendy L. Tinsley Becker, RPH, AICP, Principal, Master of City Planning (MCP), San Diego State
University

Douglas Kupel, Senior Historian, Ph.D. History, Arizona State University

Ginger Weatherford, Associate Historian, Master of Historic Preservation, Tulane University

Ashley Losco, Associate Historian, Master of Historic Preservation, University of Pennsylvania
Alexia Landa, Historian & Archaeologist, BA Anthropology and History, San Diego State University

Alexandrea Baker, Preservation Planner and GIS Lead, Master of City Planning (MCP), San Diego State
University
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9.1.15 Public Services
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9.1.16 Recreation

Bureau of Land Management. Undated. Mojave National Trails Monument Map. Available at
https://www.blm.gov/sites/blm.gov/files/documents/files/CA_MojaveTrails NM_1.pdf
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http://cms.sbcounty.gov/parks/Home.aspx
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Victor Valley Transit Authority. 2022. VVTA website. Available at http://vvta.org

9.1.18 Tribal Cultural Resources

Bean, Lowell J., and Charles R. Smith. 1978. Serrano. In California, edited by Robert F. Heizer, pp. 570—
574. Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, William G. Sturtevant, general editor, Smithsonian
Institution, Washington, DC.

Beattie, George (translator). 1955. Appendix II: Diario De Un Exped’ Tera Adentro Del P. Jose’ M’ A.
De Zalvidea, Desde El 19 De Julio Hasta El 14 De Agosto De 1806. In Preliminary Report of the
Archaeological Survey of the Deep Creek Site on the Upper Mojave River, by Gerald A Smith. San
Bernardino County Museum Association Quarterly 2(2), Redlands, California.
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Bureau of Land Management, California Desert District Office, on behalf of Pacific Gas and Electric
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Chmara-Huff, Fletcher P. 2006. A Critical Cultural Landscape of the Pahrump Band of Southern Paiute.
Unpublished Master’s Thesis, Department of Geography and Regional Development, The University of
Arizona.

Coues, Elliott. 1900. On the Trail of a Spanish Pioneer: The Dairy and Itinerary of Francisco Garcés
(Missionary Priest) in His Travels through Sonora, Arizona, and California, 1775-1776. Volumes 1 and
2. Francis P. Harper, New York.

Davis, James T. 1961. Trade Routes and Economic Exchange among the Indians of California. University
of California Archaeological Survey Reports 54. Ramona, California.
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Movement: Trails, Paths, and Roads in Anthropological Perspective, edited by James Snead, Clark
Erickson, and J. Darling, pp. 84—105. University of Pennsylvania Press, Philadelphia.
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15(5):185-188.

. 1978. California. Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 8, William G. Sturtevant,
general editor, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, D.C.

Johnston, F. J., and P. H. Johnston. 1957. An Indian Trail Complex of the Central Colorado Desert: A
Preliminary Survey. University of California Archaeological Survey Reports 37:22-34.

Kelley, Isabel T., and Catherine S. Fowler. 1986. Southern Paiute. In Great Basin, edited by Warren L.
D’Azevedo, pp. 435-465. Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 11, William G. Sturtevant, general
editor, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, DC.

Kelly, Isabel Truesdall. 1932—1934. Southern Paiute Field Notes. Copies in possession of C. S. Fowler,
University of Nevada, Reno (notebooks cited by year, number, and pages).

. 1934, Southern Paiute Bands. American Anthropologist 36(4):548-560.
. 1964. Southern Paiute Ethnography. University of Utah Press, Salt Lake City.

Kelly, Isabel Truesdell, Richard F. Van Valkenburgh, and United States Indian Claims Commission.
1976. Southern Paiute Ethnography. Garland Pub. Inc., New York.

Kroeber, Alfred L. 1908. A Mission Record of the California Indians. University of California
Publications in American Archaeology and Ethnology 8(1):1-27.

. 1925. Handbook of the Indians of California. Bulletin 78, Bureau of American Ethnology,
Smithsonian Institution. Government Printing Office, Washington, D.C. Reprinted 1976 by Dover
Publications, Inc., New York.
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Madley, Benjamin. 2016. An American Genocide: The United States and the California Indian
Catastrophe. Yale University Press, New Haven, Connecticut.

Malouf, Carling I., and John M. Findlay. 1986. Euro-American Impact Before 1870. In Great Basin,
edited by Warren L. D’Azevedo,. Handbook of North American Indians, Vol. 11, William G. Sturtevant,
general editor, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, DC.

Mithun, Marianne. 2006. The Languages of Native North America. Reprinted. Cambridge University
Press, Cambridge, Massachusetts. Originally published 1999, Cambridge University Press, Cambridge,
Massachusetts.

Moratto, Michael J. 1984. California Archaeology. Academic Press, New York.

National Park Service. 2001. National Historic Trail Feasibility Study and Environmental Assessment:
The Old Spanish Trail. Available at
https://parkplanning.nps.gov/document.cfm?parkID=454&projectID=12591&document]ID=38207

NAHC (Native American Heritage Commision). 2022. Online GIS of Tribal Territories. Available at
https://www.arcgis.com/apps/View/index.html?appid=03512d83d12b4c3389281e3a0c25a78f&extent=-
130.0858,31.7873,-109.6622,42.6447.

Sample, L. L. 1950. Trade and Trails in Aboriginal California. University of California Archaeological
Survey Reports 8. Berkeley.

Schneider, Joan S., Michael K. Lerch, Gerald A. Smith. 1995. A Milling-Implement Quarry at Elephant
Mountain, California. Journal of California and Great Basin Anthropology 17(2):191-221.

Stoffle, Richard, and Maria Zedefio. 2001. Historical Memory and Ethnographic Perspectives on the
Southern Paiute Homeland. Journal of California and Great Basin Anthropology 23(2):229-248.
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Sutton, Mark Q., and David D. Earle. 2017. The Desert Serrano of the Mojave River. Pacific Coast
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Valley Museum Association, Barstow, California.

Wheeler, George M., D. W. Lockwood, and P.W. Hamel Chief Topographer. 1869. Map showing
Detailed Topography of the Country Traversed by the Reconnaissance Expedition through Southern and
Southeastern Nevada. Washington, DC: U.S. Government.
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9.1.19 Utilities and Service Systems

California Department of Resources Recycling and Recovery (CalRecycle). 2022. SWIS Facility/Site
Activity Details: Victorville Sanitary Landfill (36-AA-0045). Accessed at
https://www2.calrecycle.ca.gov/SolidWaste/Site Activity/Details/1870?siteID=2652

California Department of Water Resources. 2016. Bulletin 118: Interim Update 2016. Available at
https://water.ca.gov/Programs/Groundwater-Management/Bulletin-118

Hesperia Water District. 2016. Final Draft: 2015 Urban Water Management Plan. Available at
http://www.cityothesperia.us/DocumentCenter/View/13505/2015-UWMP-FINAL-DRAFT-2016-05-
11?bidld=

The INGAA Foundation, Inc. 2015. Criteria for Pipelines Co-Existing with Electric Power Lines.
Available at https://www.ingaa.org/File.aspx?1d=24732

Mojave Water Agency. 2014. Mojave Region Integrated Regional Water Management Plan. Available at
http://www.mywaterplan.com/files/mojave_irwm-plan_final 62614.pdf

San Bernardino County. 2007. County of San Bernardino 2007 General Plan. Amended 2014. Available
at http://www.sbcounty.gov/Uploads/lus/GeneralPlan/FINALGP.pdf

State of California. 2017. What is IRWM?. State of California, California Department of Water
Resources. Available at http://www.water.ca.gov/irwm/

U.S. Environmental Protection Act (USEPA). 2004. Understanding the Safe Drinking Water Act. Office
of Water. EPA 816-F-04-030.

Victor Valley Wastewater Reclamation Agency. 2018. Frequently Asked Questions webpage. Available
at https://www.vvwra.com/about-us

9.1.20 Wildfire

Dillon, Gregory K; Gilbertson-Day, Julie W. 2020. Wildfire Hazard Potential for the United States (270-
m), version 2020. 3rd Edition. Fort Collins, CO: Forest Service Research Data Archive.
https://doi.org/10.2737/RDS-2015-0047-3. Data available at
https://apps.fs.usda.gov/fsgisx01/rest/services/RDW_Wildfire/RMRS WildfireHazardPotential classified
_2020/ImageServer

National Park Service. 2020. Final wildfire perimeters from authoritative agency datasets. Wildland Fire
Management Research, Development, & Application program data team. ArcGIS Feature Service.
Available at

https://services3.arcgis.com/T4QMspbfl. g3qTGWY /arcgis/rest/services/Interagency Fire Perimeter Hist
ory_All Years Read Only/FeatureServer

9.2 Electronic References

References listed in Section 9.1 that are available electronically are so-noted above; all references listed
above are available free of charge. SCE will provide to the CPUC electronic or hardcopy versions of
references cited in Section 9.1 upon request.
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