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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. 

• 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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• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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.  

• 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. 

• 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.   

• 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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• 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. 

• 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.   

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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. 

• 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.  

• 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. . 

• 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 Utilities and Service Systems criteria. 

• 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 

CEQA Impact Criteria 

PROPOSED EPL 
PROJECT 

PARTIAL RECONDUCTOR/SHORTER INSULATORS 
ALTERNATIVE 

Impact Class Impact Analysis Compared to EPL Project Impact Class 
Impact AES-1: Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista 

III 
Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts greater 
Impacts more widespread 

III 

Impact AES-2: Substantially damage scenic resources within a State Scenic 
Highway, including, but not limited to: trees, rock outcroppings, and historic 
buildings 

III 
Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts greater 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact AES-3: In non-urbanized areas, substantially degrade the existing 
visual character or quality of public views of the site and its surroundings 
(Public views are those that are experienced from publicly accessible vantage 
point) 

III 
Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts greater 
Impacts more widespread 

III 

Impact AES-4: Create a new source of substantial light or glare that would 
adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area III 

Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts greater 
Impacts more widespread 

III 

Impact AG-1: Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of 
Statewide Importance, to nonagricultural use NI Equivalent Impact NI 

Impact AG-2: Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a 
Williamson Act contract NI Equivalent Impact NI 

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 
Public Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production 
(as defined by Government Code section 51104(g)) 

NI Equivalent Impact NI 

Impact AG-4: Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to 
non-forest use NI Equivalent Impact NI 

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 
use or conversion of forest land to non-forest use 

NI Equivalent Impact NI 

Impact AIR-1: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air 
quality plan NI Equivalent Impact NI 

Impact AIR-2: Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any 
criteria pollutant for which the Project region is nonattainment under an 
applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard 

III 
Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact AIR-3: Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations III 

Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 
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Table 6.1-1 Comparative Impact Analysis 

CEQA Impact Criteria 

PROPOSED EPL 
PROJECT 

PARTIAL RECONDUCTOR/SHORTER INSULATORS 
ALTERNATIVE 

Impact Class Impact Analysis Compared to EPL Project Impact Class 
Impact AIR-4: Result in other emissions (such as those leading to odors) adversely 
affecting a substantial number of people III 

Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact BIO-1: Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat 
modifications, on any species identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special-status 
in local or regional plans, policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS 

III 
Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact BIO-2: Have a substantial adverse effect on any riparian habitat or 
other sensitive natural community identified in local or regional plans, 
policies, or regulations, or by the CDFW or USFWS  

III 
Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact BIO-3: Have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected 
wetlands (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, and coastal) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means 

III 
Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact BIO-4: Interfere substantially with the movement of any native resident 
or migratory fish or wildlife species or with established native resident or 
migratory wildlife corridor, or impede the use of native wildlife nursery sites 

III 
Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact BIO-5:  Conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting 
biological resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance NI Equivalent Impact NI 

Impact BIO-6: Conflict with the provisions of an adopted Habitat 
Conservation Plan (HCP), Natural Community Conservation Plan (NCCP), or 
other approved local, regional, or state habitat conservation plan. 

NI Equivalent Impact NI 

Impact BIO-7: Would the project create a substantial collision or electrocution 
risk for birds or bats? III 

Short-term impacts same 
Long-term impacts greater 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact CUL-1: Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of a 
historical resource as defined in Section 15065.5 NI 

Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact CUL-2:  Cause a substantial adverse change in the significance of an 
archeological resource pursuant to Section 15065.5; and/or  III 

Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact CUL-3: Disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
formal cemeteries III 

Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact EN-1: Result in potentially significant environmental impact due to 
wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy resources, during III Short-term impacts greater 

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

CEQA Impact Criteria 

PROPOSED EPL 
PROJECT 

PARTIAL RECONDUCTOR/SHORTER INSULATORS 
ALTERNATIVE 

Impact Class Impact Analysis Compared to EPL Project Impact Class 
project construction or operation Impact more widespread 
Impact EN-2: Conflict with or obstruct a state or local plan for renewable 
energy or energy efficiency NI Equivalent Impact NI 

Impact EN-3: Add capacity for the purpose of serving a nonrenewable energy 
resource NI Equivalent Impact NI 

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 
Fault Zoning Map issued by the State Geologist for the area or based on other 
substantial evidence of a known fault (Refer to Division of Mines and Geology 
Special Publication 42.); strong seismic ground shaking; seismic-related ground 
failure, including liquefaction; and landslides 

III 
Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact GEO-2: Result in substantial soil erosion or the loss of topsoil 
III 

Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact GEO-3: Be located on a geologic unit or soil that is unstable, or that 
would become unstable as a result of the Project, and potentially result in on- 
or off-site landslide, lateral spreading, subsidence, liquefaction or collapse 

III 
Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

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 
life or property  

NI Equivalent Impact NI 

Impact GEO-5: Have soils incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic 
tanks or alternative waste water disposal systems where sewers are not 
available for the disposal of waste water 

NI Equivalent Impact NI 

Impact GEO-6: Directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological 
resource or site or unique geologic feature III 

Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact GHG-1: Generate GHG emissions, either directly or indirectly, that 
may have a significant impact on the environment III 

Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact GHG-2: Conflict with an applicable plan, policy, or regulation adopted for 
the purpose of reducing GHG emissions NI Equivalent Impact NI 

Impact HAZ-1: Create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials III Short-term impacts greater 

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

CEQA Impact Criteria 

PROPOSED EPL 
PROJECT 

PARTIAL RECONDUCTOR/SHORTER INSULATORS 
ALTERNATIVE 

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 
through reasonably foreseeable upset and accident conditions involving the 
release of hazardous materials into the environment 

III 
Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact HAZ-3: Emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within 0.25 mile of an existing or 
proposed school 

NI 
Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 

Impact more localized 
III 

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

NI Equivalent Impact NI 

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 
people residing or working in the project area 

NI Equivalent Impact NI 

Impact HAZ-6: Impair implementation of or physically interfere with an 
adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan III 

Short-term impacts same 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact HAZ-7: Expose people or structures, either directly or indirectly, to a 
significant risk of loss, injury or death involving wildland fires III 

Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact HAZ-8: Create a significant hazard to air traffic from the installation of 
new power lines and structures NI 

Short-term impacts same 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

NI 

Impact HAZ-9: Create a significant hazard to the public or environment 
through the transport of heavy materials using helicopters NI 

Short-term impacts same 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

NI 

Impact HAZ-10: Expose people to a significant risk of injury or death 
involving unexploded ordnance NI 

Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact HAZ-11: Expose workers or the public to excessive shock hazards 
NI 

Short-term impacts same 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

NI 

Impact HYDR-1: Violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or ground water III Short-term impacts greater 

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

CEQA Impact Criteria 

PROPOSED EPL 
PROJECT 

PARTIAL RECONDUCTOR/SHORTER INSULATORS 
ALTERNATIVE 

Impact Class Impact Analysis Compared to EPL Project Impact Class 
quality Impact more widespread 
Impact HYDR-2: Substantially decrease groundwater supplies or interfere 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that the Project may impede 
sustainable groundwater management of the basin 

III 
Short-term impacts same 
Long-term impacts same 

Impact no more localized or widespread 
III 

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 
rate or amount of surface runoff in a manner which would result in flooding 
on- or off-site; 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; Impede or redirect flood 
flows 

III 
Short-term impacts less 
Long-term impacts less 
Impact more widespread 

NI 

Impact HYDR-4: In flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of 
pollutants due to project inundation III 

Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact HYDR-5: Conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality 
control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan NI Equivalent Impact NI 

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 
mitigating an environmental effect 

NI Equivalent Impact NI 

Impact MIN-1: Result in the loss of availability of a known mineral resource 
that would be of value to the region and the residents of the state NI Equivalent Impact NI 

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 
land use plan 

NI Equivalent Impact NI 

Impact NOI-1: Generation of a substantial temporary or permanent increase in 
ambient noise levels in the vicinity of the Project in excess of standards 
established in the local general plan or noise ordinance, or applicable standards 
of other agencies 

III 
Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact NOI-2: Generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne 
noise levels  NI 

Short-term impacts less 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

NI 
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Table 6.1-1 Comparative Impact Analysis 

CEQA Impact Criteria 

PROPOSED EPL 
PROJECT 

PARTIAL RECONDUCTOR/SHORTER INSULATORS 
ALTERNATIVE 

Impact Class Impact Analysis Compared to EPL Project Impact Class 
Impact NOI-3: Exposure of people residing or working in the Project area to 
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, 
within 2 miles of a public airport or public use airport 

NI 
Short-term impacts same 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

NI 

Impact POP-1: Induce substantial unplanned population growth in an area, 
either directly (for example, by proposing new homes and businesses) or 
indirectly (for example, through extension of roads or other infrastructure)? 

NI Equivalent Impact NI 

Impact POP-2: Displace substantial numbers of existing people or housing, 
necessitating the construction of replacement housing elsewhere? NI Equivalent Impact NI 

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 
ratios, response times or other performance objectives for any of the public 
services: Fire protection; Police protection; Schools; Parks; Other public 
facilities? 

NI Equivalent Impact NI 

Impact REC-1: Increase the use of existing neighborhood and regional parks or 
other recreational facilities such that substantial physical deterioration of the 
facility would occur or be accelerated 

NI Equivalent Impact NI 

Impact REC-2: Include recreational facilities or require the construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities which might have an adverse physical 
effect on the environment 

NI Equivalent Impact NI 

Impact REC-3: Reduce or prevent access to a designated recreation facility or 
area III 

Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact REC-4: Substantially change the character of a recreational area by 
reducing the scenic, biological, cultural, geologic, or other important 
characteristics that contribute to the value of recreational facilities or areas 

NI 
Short-term impacts same 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

NI 

Impact REC-5: Damage recreational trails or facilities 
NI 

Short-term impacts same 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

NI 

Impact TRA-1: Conflict with a program, plan, ordinance or policy addressing 
the circulation system, including transit, roadway, bicycle, and pedestrian 
facilities 

III 
Short-term impacts same 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 
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Table 6.1-1 Comparative Impact Analysis 

CEQA Impact Criteria 

PROPOSED EPL 
PROJECT 

PARTIAL RECONDUCTOR/SHORTER INSULATORS 
ALTERNATIVE 

Impact Class Impact Analysis Compared to EPL Project Impact Class 
Impact TRA-2: Conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 
15064.3(b) (vehicle miles traveled)  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 
(e.g., farm equipment) 

NI Equivalent Impact NI 

Impact TRA-4: Result in inadequate emergency access.  
III 

Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact TRA-5: Create potentially hazardous conditions for people walking, 
bicycling, or driving or for public transit operations III 

Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact TRA-6: Interfere with walking or bicycling accessibility 
III 

Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact TRA-7: Substantially delay public transit 
NI 

Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

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: i) Listed or eligible for listing in the California Register of Historical 
Resources, or in a local register of historical resources as defined in Public 
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. 

ND ND ND 

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 
which could cause significant environmental effects 

NI Equivalent Impact NI 
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Table 6.1-1 Comparative Impact Analysis 

CEQA Impact Criteria 

PROPOSED EPL 
PROJECT 

PARTIAL RECONDUCTOR/SHORTER INSULATORS 
ALTERNATIVE 

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 
multiple dry years 

NI Equivalent Impact NI 

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 
commitments 

NI Equivalent Impact NI 

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 
attainment of solid waste reduction goals 

NI Equivalent Impact NI 

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 the rate of corrosion of adjacent utility lines as a 
result of alternating current impacts NI Equivalent Impact NI 

Impact WF-1: Substantially impair an adopted emergency response/evacuation 
plan.  III 

Short-term impacts greater 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 

Impact WF-2: Due to slope, prevailing winds, and other factors, exacerbate 
wildfire risks, and thereby expose project occupants to, pollutant 
concentrations from a wildfire or the uncontrolled spread of a wildfire 

NI Equivalent Impact NI 

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 
temporary or ongoing impacts to the environment 

NI Equivalent Impact NI 

Impact WF-4: Expose people or structures to significant risks, including 
downslope or downstream flooding or landslides, as a result of runoff, post-fire 
slope instability, or drainage changes  

III 
Short-term impacts same 
Long-term impacts same 
Impact more widespread 

III 
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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: 

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

• a summary 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 

Project Description Location 

Distance to 
EPL Work 
Location 
(miles) Status 

Anticipated 
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 

Project (Apple Valley) 
34.424195, -117.219070 1.4 Permitted Unknown 

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 

Project 
Linear 0 Under 

Construction 
In Operation in 

2023 
BLM-2 Lugo-Victorville Remedial Action Scheme Linear 0 Pre-

construction 
Construction 

planned to start 
Q4 2022 

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

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, PM10, and PM2.5. 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 MTCO2e would be emitted. GHG construction emissions from the project amortized over 30 years 
is approximately 58 MTCO2e. The 58 MTCO2e 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: 

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

• Removes obstacles to population growth 

• Requires the construction of new community facilities that could cause significant environmental effects 

• 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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