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Chapter 6 Comparison of Alternatives 
This Chapter presents the results of a comparative analysis of the Cal City Substation 115 kV Upgrade 
Project (Proposed Project) and the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative in terms of potential environmental 
impacts. A description of the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative is provided in Chapter 4, Description of 
Alternatives.  

6.1 Alternative Comparison  

6.1.1 Comparison of Ability of the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative to Avoid or Reduce a 
Potentially Significant Impact  

As presented in Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis, the Proposed Project would result in one impact that 
would be significant and unavoidable for the following CEQA impact criteria;  

 Would the project, in nonurbanized 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) If the project is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with 
applicable zoning and other regulations governing scenic quality? 

As presented in Chapter 5, Environmental Analysis, the Proposed Project would result in impacts that would 
be less than significant with mitigation for the following CEQA impact criteria:  

 Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria pollutant for which 
the region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state ambient air quality standard? 

 Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 
 Would the project 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 California Department of Fish and Wildlife (CDFW) or U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS)? 

 Would the project 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? 

 Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected wetlands, (including, 
but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 

 Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources, such 
as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

 Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of dedicated cemeteries? 
 Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or site or unique 

geologic feature? 
 Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment through the routine 

transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 
 Would the project 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? 
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 Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous materials, 
substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or proposed school? 

 Would the project create a significant hazard to air traffic from the installation of new power lines and 
structures? 

 Would the project expose people to a significant risk of injury or death involving unexploded 
ordinance? 

 Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge requirements or otherwise 
substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality? 

 Would the project 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 stormwater drainage 
systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted runoff; or impede or redirect flood flows? 

 Would the project, in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants due to project 
inundation? 

 Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control plan or sustainable 
groundwater management plan? 

 Would the project result in 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? 

 Would the project reduce or prevent access to a designated recreation facility or area? 

As presented in Chapter 4, one Alternative, the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative, has been identified to be 
potentially feasible, meet the underlying purpose of the Proposed Project, and meet the basic project 
objectives, though to a lesser extent than the Proposed Project. The Sequoia Boulevard Alternative is, thus, 
carried forward for analysis and comparison of alternatives to the Proposed Project. 

The results of the Cultural Resources Technical Report (CRTR) are currently pending and no determination 
related to historical and archaeological resources can be made at this time. For the other impact areas, there 
is currently one potentially significant and unavoidable impact from the Proposed Project related to 
aesthetics. The Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would not avoid or reduce a potentially significant 
unavoidable impact. The sections below describe the relative effect of the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative 
as compared to the Proposed Project for each of the CEQA impact criteria identified above. Like the 
Proposed Project, all potentially significant impacts of the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative can be mitigated 
to a less-than-significant level with implementation of SCE’s Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) except 
for the significant and unavoidable impact related to aesthetics, which would remain significant and 
unavoidable even with implementation of APMs. 
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6.1.1.1 Would the project, in nonurbanized 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) If the project 
is in an urbanized area, would the project conflict with applicable zoning and other 
regulations governing scenic quality? 

The Proposed Project would have an overall reduction of visual quality at key observation points (KOPs) 
1 through 5 (see Figure 6-1 for KOP locations). As described in Chapter 5.1, Aesthetics, at KOP 1, KOP 
2, and KOP 4, the potential impact is less than significant with mitigation. At KOP 3, the potential impact 
is significant and unavoidable, and at KOP 5, the impact is less than significant. Only KOPs 2 and 3 
would change under the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative. Therefore, only impacts associated with these 
KOPs are discussed below. 

KOP 2 

For the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative, the Kramer-Cal City 115 kV Subtransmission Line would be 
relocated from Twenty Mule Team Parkway and Rudnick Boulevard to Sequoia Boulevard. Accordingly, 
the subtransmission line would no longer be visible from KOP 2 along Rudnick Boulevard but would 
instead be visible along Sequoia Boulevard. Both Rudnick Boulevard in the area of KOP 2 and most of 
Sequoia Boulevard are packed dirt roads with no existing overhead utility infrastructure. Both Rudnick 
Boulevard and Sequoia Boulevard would have viewers made up of off-highway vehicle (OHV) recreators. 
However, the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative is adjacent to existing residential properties near the 
intersection of Clay Mine Road and Sequoia Boulevard, adding a viewer group to the alternative that is not 
present for the Proposed Project. For both the Proposed Project and the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative, 
viewer sensitivity is high. It is anticipated that the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would experience nearly 
the same decrease in visual character and quality as the Proposed Project, resulting in a less than significant 
impact with mitigation. Given the additional viewer group associated with the Sequoia Boulevard 
Alternative, the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would have slightly greater impacts than the Proposed 
Project at KOP 2. Both the Proposed Project and the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would implement APM 
AES-1 to reduce glare and color contrast associated with subtransmission facilities. This APM would 
reduce the impact of the Proposed Project or the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative at KOP 2 to a less than 
significant.  

KOP 3 

For the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative, the Kramer-Cal City 115 kV Subtransmission Line would no longer 
be visible in the distant view from KOP 3. Instead, the Kramer-Cal City 115 kV Subtransmission Line 
would be constructed in a parallel circuit configuration adjacent to the Cal City-Edwards-Holgate 115 kV 
Subtransmission Line. Consequently, both lines, including two sets of structures, would feature prominently 
in the foreground of the landscape at KOP 3, contributing to and potentially exacerbating the significant 
and unavoidable impact at this location. As described above for KOP 2, the addition of the Kramer-Cal 
City 115 kV Subtransmission Line to Sequoia Boulevard would also add a viewer group to the alternative 
that is not present for the Proposed Project. It is anticipated that the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would 
experience nearly the same decrease in visual character and quality as the Proposed Project, resulting in a 
significant and unavoidable impact. Given the fact that the Kramer-Cal City 115 kV Subtransmission Line 
would be located closer to residential viewers in the vicinity of KOP 3 and the additional viewer group 
associated with the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative, the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would have slightly 
greater impacts than the Proposed Project at KOP 3. Both the Proposed Project and the Sequoia Boulevard 
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Alternative would implement APM AES-1 to reduce glare and color contrast associated with 
subtransmission facilities. While this APM would reduce impacts at KOP 3 under both the Proposed Project 
and the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative, it would not be sufficient to reduce the impact of the Proposed 
Project or the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative to less than significant.  
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Figure 6-1 KOP Locations 
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6.1.1.2 Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the project region is in non-attainment under an applicable 
federal or state ambient air quality standard? 

Compared to the Proposed Project, the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would likely result in similar 
particulate matter (PM) construction emissions. Although the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would reduce 
the total subtransmission line construction by approximately 12 percent, the majority of the proposed 
Kramer-Cal City 115 kV Subtransmission Line alignment would be parallel to unimproved Sequoia 
Boulevard under the alternative. The majority of the Proposed Project’s Kramer-Cal City 115 kV 
Subtransmission Line alignment is located in close proximity to existing paved or established dirt roadways. 
When compared to the Proposed Project, the typical terrain along Sequoia Boulevard is more severely 
sloped; therefore, this section of the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would require substantial grading to 
establish a permanent access road and flat permanent structure maintenance pads in these severely sloped 
areas. Because of the potential for more substantial access improvements and site preparation, earth 
movement quantities for the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative are anticipated to be comparable to those 
estimated for the Proposed Project, despite the shorter alignment. For this reason, temporary PM emissions 
would likely also be similar during construction. Overall, both the Proposed Project and the Sequoia 
Boulevard Alternative would involve similar off-road construction equipment, on-road vehicle use, and 
helicopter use; therefore, the exhaust emissions would be similar. The Proposed Project and Sequoia 
Boulevard Alternative would be operated and maintained using similar equipment and at similar 
frequencies, resulting in a similar level of long-term emissions. Therefore, overall, short-term impacts of 
the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would be similar to the Proposed Project and would be less than 
significant with mitigation incorporated, while long-term impacts of the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative 
would be equal to the Proposed Project and would be less than significant.  

6.1.1.3 Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? 

Compared with the Proposed Project, emissions of criteria pollutants at sensitive receptors from the Sequoia 
Boulevard Alternative would likely be similar. The proposed Kramer-Cal City 115 kV Subtransmission 
Line alignment for the Proposed Project and Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would be located in proximity 
to a similar number of sensitive receptors and at similar distances to these receptors. The nearest sensitive 
receptor to the Proposed Project is a residence located approximately 140 feet from the proposed Kramer-
Cal City 115 kV Subtransmission Line along Twenty Mule Team Parkway. The nearest sensitive receptor 
to the proposed Kramer-Cal City 115 kV Subtransmission Line associated with the Sequoia Boulevard 
Alternative is a residence located approximately 100 feet from the alignment near the intersection of 
Claymine Road and Sequoia Boulevard. Thus, the distance to the nearest sensitive receptor for both the 
Proposed Project and the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative are very similar. The remaining sensitive receptors 
are located near the Cal City Substation and along the proposed Cal City-Edwards-Holgate 115 kV 
Subtransmission Line. These two components would be identical for both the Proposed Project and the 
Sequoia Boulevard Alternative. Because similar construction techniques and equipment would be used in 
the vicinity of these sensitive receptors, their potential exposure to pollutants would be similar and less than 
significant with implementation of APMs AIR-1, AIR-2, and NOI-1, the same APMs that would be 
implemented under the Proposed Project. The Proposed Project and Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would 
be operated and maintained using similar equipment, at similar frequencies, and in similar proximity to 
sensitive receptors. As a result, sensitive receptors would experience similar long-term exposures to 
emissions, and long-term impacts would be less than significant.  
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6.1.1.4 Would the project 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? 

Compared with the Proposed Project, potential impacts under the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative to 
candidate, sensitive, or special-status species would likely be greater in the short-term; this is because 
although work occurring under the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would be along a shorter linear distance, 
it would introduce new access roads, new subtransmission structures, and general disturbance into relatively 
less-disturbed (Sequoia Boulevard) – and in some portions, undisturbed (between Sequoia Boulevard and 
U.S. Route 395) – habitat. This would result in a greater impact to baseline (less-disturbed) conditions in 
the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative, compared to the Proposed Project, which is located along more 
established roads (Rudnick Boulevard, Twenty Mule Team Parkway, and U.S. Route 395) and developed 
areas.  

Compared to the Proposed Project, which would add new poles to an approximately 9-mile length without 
existing electrical poles, work under the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would include new poles within an 
approximately 3-mile length that is primarily roadless and without poles, and new poles in an additional 
approximately 8-mile length (total 11 miles) without existing poles. Additionally, compared to the new or 
heavily-improved access roads proposed along the Proposed Project, which would be located parallel to – 
and within approximately 250 feet of – existing developed roads, a new access road in the Sequoia 
Boulevard Alternative would occur along approximately 16 miles of a less developed road than those in the 
Proposed Project alignment, and along approximately 3 miles of a currently roadless area. Construction of 
new roads in roadless areas fragment and contribute to existing fragmentation of wildlife habitat, introduce 
new human disturbance, and result in avoidance of wide (over 1,000 feet) areas adjacent to the road by 
sensitive species, particularly the Mojave desert tortoise. Specifically, 26.65 acres of medium- to high- 
quality habitat for Mojave desert tortoise, Mohave ground squirrel, American badger, burrowing owl, and 
desert kit fox, and 26.49 acres of medium- to high-quality habitat for California horned Lark were mapped 
along the primarily roadless area. By comparison, the proposed Kramer-Cal City 115 kV Subtransmission 
Line and associated access road improvements under the Proposed Project would parallel an existing utility 
corridor and/or existing paved and unpaved roads for the entirety of its alignment and, therefore, would 
avoid impacts to habitat within this largely undisturbed area. The construction of new access roads in 
currently undeveloped areas under the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would therefore result in greater 
impacts as compared to the Proposed Project’s construction of a new access road in closer proximity to 
existing developed roads. 

New poles would introduce more new potential nesting and/or perching habitat for ravens, a primary 
predator of Mojave desert tortoise, and those new poles would be placed in less-disturbed habitat as 
compared to pole locations under the Proposed Project. Compared to the Proposed Project, the Sequoia 
Boulevard Alternative would require greater mitigation of impacts to habitat for desert tortoise and other 
regulated species, including restoring native vegetation and managing invasive plants, due to the greater 
extent of less disturbed/undisturbed areas in which poles would be constructed. Although new access roads 
and poles would result in reduced permanent removal of habitat in the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative 
compared to the Proposed Project due to its shorter length when the impact extent resulting from 
development of an undeveloped area is considered, overall impacts in the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative 
would be greater, while remaining less than significant with mitigation. 

Compared with the Proposed Project, long-term/operational potential impacts of the Sequoia Boulevard 
Alternative to species identified as candidate, sensitive, or special-status would be greater, despite the 
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shorter linear length along which operation and maintenance (O&M)-related activities would occur relative 
to the Proposed Project.  

Overall impacts of the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would be greater because work would occur in less-
disturbed areas than those in the Proposed Project, despite the shorter linear length. These impacts would 
include medium- to high-quality habitat for sensitive and special-status species. 

6.1.1.5 Would the project 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? 

Compared with the Proposed Project, potential impacts to sensitive natural communities under the Sequoia 
Boulevard Alternative would be equivalent in the short-term. The approximate acreage of temporary and 
permanent impacts to sensitive natural communities for the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative is lower than 
the Proposed Project (approximately 55 acres of temporary and 14 acres of permanent impacts compared 
to approximately 87 acres of temporary and 33 acres of permanent impacts in the Proposed Project). 
However, work under the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would include impacts to sensitive communities 
in an approximately 3-mile length of roadless, relatively undisturbed vegetation (approximately 2 acres of 
temporary and 1 acre of permanent impacts to mapped sensitive communities). Impacts to relatively 
undisturbed natural communities are more disruptive than those in a human-impacted, disturbed area, 
offsetting the shorter length and reduced sensitive natural community acreage in the Sequoia Boulevard 
Alternative compared to the Proposed Project, where the majority of the sensitive natural communities 
occur in more indirectly disturbed areas along established roads, including U.S. Route 395. No riparian 
communities exist along the Proposed Project or Sequoia Boulevard Alternative alignments. 

Compared with the Proposed Project, potential impacts to sensitive natural communities in the Sequoia 
Boulevard Alternative would also be equivalent in the long-term; this is due to the less-disturbed conditions 
offsetting the shorter linear length along which O&M-related activities would occur. In both the Proposed 
Project and the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative, any long-term impacts would be less than significant. 

6.1.1.6 Would the project have a substantial adverse effect on state or federally protected 
wetlands, (including, but not limited to, marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through 
direct removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other means? 

Compared with the Proposed Project, potential impacts under the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative to state 
jurisdictional waters would be equivalent in the short-term. This is because impacts from work being 
conducted along a shorter length in the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would be offset by the fact that the 
alignment crosses a similar number of state jurisdictional features (207) as those in the Proposed Project 
alignment (237). Additionally, construction of the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would introduce a new 
access road, new subtransmission structures, and general disturbance into areas where jurisdictional 
features are in relatively less-disturbed and in some cases undisturbed areas, compared to the Proposed 
Project, which is located along more established roads (Rudnick Boulevard, Twenty Mule Team Parkway, 
and U.S. Route 395).  

Work under the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would include an approximately 3-mile length of currently 
roadless area crossed by uninterrupted jurisdictional drainages, plus an additional approximately 11-mile 
length (total 14 miles) of road with only five culverted drainages. Sixteen similar drainages along the 
Proposed Project alignment have been culverted and several others are below road grade. Jurisdictional 
features along the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would likely require more new culverts, and/or temporary 
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bridges, plating, or matting. As a result, more permit coordination with the RWQCB and CDFW could be 
required for the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative and could require more extensive mitigation actions.  

Compared with the Proposed Project, potential impacts associated with the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative 
would be equivalent in the long-term due to the shorter length being offset by the presence of a similar 
number of jurisdictional waters/drainages along which O&M-related activities would occur. In both the 
Proposed Project and the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative, any long-term impacts would be less than 
significant. 

6.1.1.7 Would the project conflict with any local policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy or ordinance? 

The San Bernardino County Policy Plan, San Bernardino County Code of Ordinances, Kern County General 
Plan, and City of California City General Plan all contain policies intended to protect biological resources, 
including sensitive natural communities, special-status species, riparian habitat and wetlands, wildlife 
corridors, and to protect against the spread or introduction of noxious weed species. Like the Proposed 
Project, the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative has the potential to conflict with these policies if impacts to 
biological resources occur. However, implementation of SCE’s proposed APMs will ensure the protection 
of the resources identified in the Plans and Code of Ordinances, or the minimization of impacts to said 
resources. Therefore, short- and long-term impacts for the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would be the 
same as under the Proposed Project.  

6.1.1.8 Would the project disturb any human remains, including those interred outside of 
dedicated cemeteries? 

Compared with the Proposed Project, the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative’s potential impacts to human 
remains would be greater in the short-term. As with the Proposed Project, it is possible that human remains 
could be uncovered during ground-disturbing activities for the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative. However, 
given the substantially less-disturbed nature of the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative alignment relative to the 
Proposed Project alignment, potential to encounter previously undiscovered human remains may be 
incrementally greater along the alternative, as remains are less likely to have been previously disturbed or 
displaced due to construction of existing infrastructure and development. As with the Proposed Project, 
impacts would be reduced to a less than significant level with incorporation of APMs CUL-1, CUL-2, CUL-
3, CUL-4, and CUL-5.  

Both the Proposed Project and Sequoia Boulevard Alternative are anticipated to require similar O&M 
activities, which are not anticipated to involve substantial ground-disturbance that would impact human 
remains. As such, long-term impacts to human remains under the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would be 
equivalent to those under the Proposed Project. 

6.1.1.9 Would the project directly or indirectly destroy a unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature? 

Compared to the Proposed Project, the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative crosses the same geologic units of 
high paleontological sensitivity which include Quaternary old [Pleistocene] alluvium and Quaternary 
[Pleistocene] fanglomerate. The Proposed Project crosses geologic units of high paleontological sensitivity 
for approximately 19.5 miles whereas the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative crosses high sensitivity units for 
approximately 9.9 miles. However, given the substantially less-disturbed nature of the Sequoia Boulevard 
Alternative alignment relative to the Proposed Project alignment, potential to encounter intact 
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paleontological resources may be incrementally greater along portions of the alternative alignment, as 
resources are less likely to have been previously disturbed or displaced due to construction of existing 
infrastructure and development. Nonetheless, potential impacts under the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative to 
paleontological resources would be equivalent to the Proposed Project with implementation of SCE’s 
proposed APMs PAL-1, PAL-2, and PAL-3.  

6.1.1.10 Would the project create a significant hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials? 

Like the Proposed Project, the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would involve the use of some hazardous 
materials during construction. However, with compliance with APM HAZ-1, construction workers would 
implement a Hazardous Materials Management Plan (HMMP) to ensure the proper procedures for handling, 
use, storage, and disposal of hazardous materials. In addition, like the Proposed Project, there is a potential 
for construction of the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative to create a hazard to the public or environment if 
excavation or other ground-disturbing activities encounter contaminated soil. However, APM HAZ-2 
would require the preparation of a soil management plan which would guide the proper handling, 
management, and disposal of impacted soil if encountered. While the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would 
result in a nominal increase in O&M activities, it would not result in a substantial increase in the transport, 
use, or disposal of hazardous materials. Hazardous materials would be transported, used, and disposed of 
in accordance with applicable rules, regulations, and SCE standard protocols designed to protect the 
environment, workers, and the public. Compared with the Proposed Project, potential short- and long-term 
impacts from the routine transport, use, or disposal of hazardous materials of the Sequoia Boulevard 
Alternative would be equivalent. Like the Proposed Project, with implementation of SCE’s proposed APMs 
under the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative, impacts would be less than significant.  

6.1.1.11 Would the project 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? 

Like the Proposed Project, construction activities for the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative have the potential 
to involve the release of hazardous materials. However, implementation of APMs HAZ-1 and HAZ-2 would 
reduce impacts to less than significant. Therefore, compared with the Proposed Project, potential short- and 
long-term impacts from the potential for upset or accident conditions involving the release of hazardous 
materials would be equivalent with implementation of SCE’s proposed APMs under the Sequoia Boulevard 
Alternative.  

6.1.1.12 Would the project emit hazardous emissions or handle hazardous or acutely 
hazardous materials, substances, or waste within one-quarter mile of an existing or 
proposed school? 

The California City High School (8567 Raven Way, City of California City) is located within 0.25 mile of 
the western-most portion of the Proposed Project alignment and proposed improvements at Cal City 
Substation. The Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would be at the same location as the Proposed Project in 
this area and would also be within 0.25 mile of the California City High School. Therefore, short- and long-
term impacts associated with the use of hazardous materials within 0.25 mile of a school would be the same 
as under the Proposed Project and would be less than significant with implementation of APMs HAZ-1 and 
HAZ-2.  
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6.1.1.13 Would the project create a significant hazard to air traffic from the installation of 
new power lines and structures? 

Like the Proposed Project, the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative may require the use of helicopters or cranes 
during construction. Also like the Proposed Project, prior to construction, SCE would submit the required 
Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration to the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) pursuant to 
Title 14 CFR, Section 77.9. In addition, implementation of APM HAZ-3 would require coordination with 
the FAA and local airports regarding construction helicopter flight plans. Thus, like the Proposed Project, 
the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would not result in a safety hazard to air traffic with implementation of 
APM HAZ-3. Both the Proposed Project and Sequoia Boulevard Alternative include structures along the 
same proposed alignment within EAFB and include structures within approximately 2 miles of the 
California City Municipal Airport. As with the Proposed Project, SCE would coordinate with the FAA 
regarding structure design, height, marking, and lighting in the vicinity of airports and runways for the 
Sequoia Boulevard Alternative. Overall, short- and long-term impacts would be the same as under the 
Proposed Project. 

6.1.1.14 Would the project expose people to a significant risk of injury or death involving 
unexploded ordinance? 

As with the Proposed Project, there is the potential to encounter unexploded ordinance (UXO) during 
construction of the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative. However, with implementation of SCE’s proposed 
APM HAZ-4, construction workers would be trained on the proper protocol for the identification, marking, 
and avoidance of UXO, as well notification procedures to arrange for treatment and proper disposal of UXO 
by a trained specialist should such items be encountered during construction. Therefore, with 
implementation of this APM, short-term impacts for the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would be the same 
as under the Proposed Project. O&M activities for the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would occur on 
existing or new rights-of-way in areas that have already been disturbed and are unlikely to encounter UXO. 
Therefore, long-term impacts of the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would be less than significant with 
implementation of APM HAZ-4, the same as under the Proposed Project.  

6.1.1.15 Would the project violate any water quality standards or waste discharge 
requirements or otherwise substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality? 

Like the Proposed Project, construction activities under the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would require 
preparation of project-specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs) and implementation of 
site-specific best management practices to reduce construction-related water quality impacts. Neither the 
Proposed Project nor the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would contribute to degradation of water quality 
within a 303(d) listed waterbody, as neither alignment crosses a 303(d) listed waterbody. Furthermore, 
implementation of APMs HAZ-1 and WET-1 would include measures to manage hazardous materials and 
reduce the possibility of such materials entering waterbodies and affecting water quality during 
construction. Compared with the Proposed Project, potential short-term impacts from violation of any water 
quality standards or waste discharge requirements or degradation of surface or groundwater quality would 
be equivalent with implementation of APMs HAZ-1 and WET-1 under the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative. 
As with the Proposed Project, this impact would be less than significant with mitigation incorporated. 
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6.1.1.16 Would the project 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 
stormwater drainage systems or provide substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff; or impede or redirect flood flows? 

Compared with the Proposed Project, potential impacts from installation and expansion of existing and new 
infrastructure and access roads and subsequent localized changes to the existing drainage patterns would 
be equivalent under the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative. While shorter in linear distance, the topography 
and less-disturbed nature of the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative alignment is anticipated to require more 
substantial access improvements, resulting in earth movement and alteration of drainage patterns 
comparable to the Proposed Project. Both the Proposed Project and Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would 
require preparation of project-specific SWPPPs and implementation of APMs HAZ-1 and WET-1 to reduce 
potential construction-related erosion, siltation, and water quality impacts. Furthermore, the Sequoia 
Boulevard Alternative would result in equivalent alteration to drainage patterns at Cal City Substation, 
which is located within a 100-year floodplain. Improvements at Cal City Substation would include 
construction of a diversion channel and detention and water quality basin to capture, detain, and treat runoff 
from the upgraded facility. As such, short-term and long-term impacts under the Sequoia Boulevard 
Alternative would be equivalent to those under the Proposed Project. As with the Proposed Project, this 
impact would be less than significant with incorporation of APMs HAZ-1 and WET-1.  

6.1.1.17 Would the project, in flood hazard, tsunami, or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants 
due to project inundation? 

Compared with the Proposed Project, potential impacts from upgrades at Holgate Switchyard and expansion 
of Cal City Substation—both of which are located in flood hazard zones—as well as construction of 
subtransmission infrastructure that would cross flood hazard zones at various portions of the proposed 
alignment would be equivalent with implementation of SCE’s proposed APMs HAZ-1 and WET-1 under 
the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative. Because both the Proposed Project and Sequoia Boulevard Alternative 
would result in upgrades and expansion of facilities within flood hazard zones, both short-term and long-
term impacts would be equivalent. As with the Proposed Project, this impact would be less than significant 
with implementation of APMs HAZ-1 and WET-1. 

6.1.1.18 Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of a water quality control 
plan or sustainable groundwater management plan? 

Compared with the Proposed Project, potential impacts associated with conflicts with or obstruction of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan would be equivalent with 
implementation of SCE’s proposed APMs HAZ-1 and WET-1 under the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative. 
The Lahontan RWQCB Water Quality Control Plan sets forth standards for the protection of water quality 
in the region. As with the Proposed Project, construction activities under the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative 
would have the potential to degrade water quality through erosion, sedimentation, or runoff of pollutants. 
However, like the Proposed Project, this impact would be reduced to a less than significant level with 
incorporation of APMs HAZ-1 and WET-1. As with the Proposed Project, construction of the Sequoia 
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Boulevard Alternative would require that SCE obtain a WDR from the Lahontan RWQCB. Receipt of this 
WDR and compliance with all permit conditions would ensure the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative does not 
conflict with the Lahontan RWQCB’s Water Quality Control Plan. Furthermore, like the Proposed Project, 
the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative alignment does not cross any impaired waterbodies and, therefore, 
activities would not exacerbate any existing water quality impairments described in the RWQCB’s Water 
Quality Control Plan. As discussed in Section 5.10, no Groundwater Sustainability Plans have been adopted 
for any of the groundwater basins underlying the Proposed Project or Sequoia Boulevard Alternative. As 
such, neither would conflict with or obstruct implementation of a sustainable groundwater management 
plan. Both short-term and long-term impacts would be equivalent, and less than significant with 
implementation of APMs HAZ-1 and WET-1.  

6.1.1.19 Would the project result in 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? 

Compared to the Proposed Project, potential impacts associated with the generation of temporary ambient 
noise levels during construction would be similar with the implementation of SCE’s proposed APMs under 
the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative. Construction methods and equipment for both the Proposed Project and 
Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would be similar and, as described in Section 6.1.1.3, both would be 
conducted in similar proximity to sensitive receptors. Compared to the Proposed Project, potential impacts 
associated with the permanent increase in ambient noise levels would be the same under the Sequoia 
Boulevard Alternative. The Cal City Substation and new subtransmission lines would be the only new 
sources of permanent noise. The Cal City Substation expansion would be identical for both the Proposed 
Project and Sequoia Boulevard Alternative. The new subtransmission lines would generate minimal levels 
of corona noise during operation; however, these lines would be located similar distances from a similar 
number of sensitive receptors. As a result, the long-term increase in noise would be equivalent. For both 
the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative and the Proposed Project, this impact would be less than significant with 
incorporation of APM NOI-1. 

6.1.1.20 Would the project reduce or prevent access to a designated recreation facility or area? 

Compared to the Proposed Project, potential impacts associated with the reduction or prevention of access 
to recreation facilities or areas would likely be reduced under the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative. Parks and 
recreation areas affected by construction-related access restrictions would include the BLM OHV-
designated area north of Rudnick Boulevard, Borax Bill Station & Park north of Twenty Mule Team 
Parkway, Fremont Valley Ecological Reserve, and West Mojave Desert Ecological Reserve, all of which 
are directly adjacent to the Proposed Project alignment. In addition to OHV-designated parks, an extensive 
network of street legal roads, dirt OHV roads, and City of California City Designated trails are located 
adjacent to the Proposed Project in the vicinity of Twenty Mule Team Parkway and Rudnick Boulevard. 
The Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would eliminate construction activities in the vicinity of Twenty Mule 
Team Parkway, thus reducing the potential for access restrictions or closures of Twenty Mule Team 
Parkway and any roads or trails accessed there by recreationalists. The remaining components would be 
located in similar proximity to other recreational facilities and areas in the Proposed Project vicinity and 
potential impacts to these resources would be similar for the Proposed Project and Sequoia Boulevard 
Alternative. Long-term impacts to recreational facilities or areas are not anticipated and would be similar 
for both the Proposed Project and Sequoia Boulevard Alternative if such impacts were to occur. As with 
the Proposed Project, this impact would be less than significant with incorporation of APM REC-1. 
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6.2 Alternatives Ranking 
Table 6-1 summarizes the comparison results discussed above and provides a comparison to show if impacts 
are reduced, increased, or equal to the Proposed Project. Because the Sequoia Boulevard Alternative would 
involve development in less-disturbed areas, some issue areas would have greater short- or long-term 
impacts such as impacts to sensitive species. 
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Table 6-1 Alternatives Ranking  

CEQA Impact Criterion 
Proposed Project Impact 

Conclusion 
Sequoia Boulevard Alternative 

Impact Conclusion 

Sequoia Boulevard Alternative Compared to 
Proposed Project 

Short-Term Impacts 
Increased/Reduced 

Long-Term Impacts 
Increased/Reduced 

Would the project, in nonurbanized 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) If the 
project is in an urbanized area, would the 
project conflict with applicable zoning 
and other regulations governing scenic 
quality? 

Significant and 
Unavoidable 

Significant and Unavoidable Equal Impact Increased Impact 

Would the project result in a cumulatively 
considerable net increase of any criteria 
pollutant for which the region is non-
attainment under an applicable federal or 
state ambient air quality standard? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Equal Impact Equal Impact 

Would the project expose sensitive 
receptors to substantial pollutant 
concentrations? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Equal Impact Equal Impact 

Would the project 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? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Increased Impact Increased Impact 

Would the project 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? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Equal Impact Equal Impact 

Would the project have a substantial 
adverse effect on state or federally protected 
wetlands, (including, but not limited to, 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Equal Impact Equal Impact 
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CEQA Impact Criterion 
Proposed Project Impact 

Conclusion 
Sequoia Boulevard Alternative 

Impact Conclusion 

Sequoia Boulevard Alternative Compared to 
Proposed Project 

Short-Term Impacts 
Increased/Reduced 

Long-Term Impacts 
Increased/Reduced 

marsh, vernal pool, and coastal, etc.) 
through direct removal, filling, hydrological 
interruption, or other means? 
Would the project conflict with any local 
policies or ordinances protecting biological 
resources, such as a tree preservation policy 
or ordinance? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Equal Impact Equal Impact 

Would the project disturb any human 
remains, including those interred outside of 
dedicated cemeteries? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Increased Impact Equal Impact 

Would the project directly or indirectly 
destroy a unique paleontological resource or 
site or unique geologic feature? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Equal Impact Equal Impact 

Would the project create a significant 
hazard to the public or the environment 
through the routine transport, use, or 
disposal of hazardous materials? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Equal Impact Equal Impact 

Would the project 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 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Equal Impact Equal Impact 

Would the project emit hazardous emissions 
or handle hazardous or acutely hazardous 
materials, substances, or waste within one-
quarter 0.25 mile of an existing or proposed 
school? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Equal Impact Equal Impact 

Would the project create a significant 
hazard to air traffic from the installation of 
new power lines and structures? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Equal Impact Equal Impact 

Would the project expose people to a 
significant risk of injury or death involving 
unexploded ordinance? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Equal Impact Equal Impact 
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CEQA Impact Criterion 
Proposed Project Impact 

Conclusion 
Sequoia Boulevard Alternative 

Impact Conclusion 

Sequoia Boulevard Alternative Compared to 
Proposed Project 

Short-Term Impacts 
Increased/Reduced 

Long-Term Impacts 
Increased/Reduced 

Would the project violate any water quality 
standards or waste discharge requirements 
or otherwise substantially degrade surface 
or groundwater quality? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Equal Impact Equal Impact 

Would the project 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 
stormwater drainage systems or provide 
substantial additional sources of polluted 
runoff; or impede or redirect flood flows? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Equal Impact Equal Impact 

Would the project, in flood hazard, tsunami, 
or seiche zones, risk release of pollutants 
due to project inundation? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Equal Impact Equal Impact 

Would the project conflict with or obstruct 
implementation of a water quality control 
plan or sustainable groundwater 
management plan? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Equal Impact Equal Impact 

Would the project result in 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? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Equal Impact Equal Impact 

Would the project reduce or prevent access 
to a designated recreation facility or area? 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Less than Significant with 
Mitigation 

Reduced Impact Equal Impact 
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Chapter 7 Cumulative Impacts and Other CEQA 
Considerations 

This Chapter presents the results of a cumulative impacts analysis for the Cal City Substation 115 kV 
Upgrade Project (Proposed Project) and an analysis of the potential growth-inducing impacts associated 
with the Proposed Project. 

7.1 Cumulative Impacts 
This section analyzes the potential cumulative impacts related to the Proposed Project. The California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) requires lead agencies to consider the cumulative impacts of proposals 
under their review. CEQA Guidelines section 15355 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 CEQA Guidelines section 15130(a)(1), “a cumulative impact 
consists of an impact which is created as a result of the combination of the project evaluated in the EIR 
together with other projects causing related impacts.” The cumulative impacts analysis should “examine 
reasonable, feasible options for mitigating or avoiding the project’s contribution to any significant 
cumulative effects” (section 15130(b)(5)). 

CEQA Guidelines 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 following subsections discuss whether the Proposed Project could result in significant short-term or 
long-term environmental impacts when combined with past, present, planned, and probable future projects 
in the area. Short-term impacts are generally associated with construction of the Proposed Project and 
cumulative projects, while long-term impacts are those that result from operation and maintenance (O&M) 
of the Proposed Project features or O&M of the cumulative projects.  

7.1.1 List of Cumulative Projects 

Review of the Governor’s Office of Planning & Research’s State Clearinghouse CEQAnet database, and 
the Kern County Planning Division, San Bernardino County Planning Division, City of California City 
Planning Department, and Edwards Air Force Base (EAFB) websites revealed several past, present, or 
probable future projects located within 2 miles of the Proposed Project that would potentially be constructed 
within 1 year before or after the Proposed Project. In addition, SCE projects in the vicinity of the Proposed 
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Project were evaluated for inclusion in the analysis. A listing of projects meeting these criteria are listed in 
Table 7-1 along with an identification number, a brief description, the jurisdiction in which it is located, 
distance from the Proposed Project alignment, status, and anticipated construction schedule. These projects 
are shown on Figure 7-1.  

Table 7-1 Cumulative Projects within Two Miles of Proposed Project 

Project Description Location Distance Status 

Anticipated 
Construction 
Schedule 

SBC-1: Kramer 
Junction 
Commercial 
Project  

Multipurpose 
fueling and service 
station  

San Bernardino County 
east of Proposed Kramer-
Cal City 115 kV 
Subtransmission Line 

0.05 mile Planning Unknown 

SBC-2: Kramer 
Junction Beyond 
Food Mart Project 

Multipurpose 
fueling and service 
station  

San Bernardino County 
east of Proposed Kramer-
Cal City 115 kV 
Subtransmission Line 

0 mile Planning Unknown 

SBC-3: Kramer 
South Solar Farm 
- 37BF 8me, LLC 

Solar photovoltaic 
power generating 
facility  

San Bernardino County 
southwest of Kramer 
Substation 

0.3 mile Planning Unknown 

SBC-4: Kramer 
North Solar Farm 
- 12AT 8ME, LLC 

Solar photovoltaic 
power generating 
facility 

San Bernardino County 
north of Kramer 
Substation 

0.2 mile Planning Unknown 

SCE-1: Ivanpah 
Control Project 

Rebuilding of 358 
miles of existing 
115 kV 
subtransmission 
circuit 

San Bernardino County 
within eastern portion of 
Proposed Project Area; 
Kern County within 
northeastern corner of 
Proposed Project Area 

0 mile Planning 2025 

SCE-2: Kramer-
Holgate-Edwards 
115 kV 
Subtransmission 
Line Reconductor 

Reconductoring of 
11 miles of existing 
115 kV 
subtransmission 
circuit between 
Kramer, Holgate, 
and Edwards 
Substations 

San Bernardino and Kern 
Counties within southern 
portion of Proposed 
Project Area 

0 mile Planning Unknown 

CC-1: Canni Land 
Cannabis Project 

Commercial 
cannabis 
distribution, 
cultivation, and 
manufacturing 
facility 

Southeast of Randsburg 
Road and bisected by 
Twenty Mule Team 
Parkway, APN 350-140-
01 

0.6 miles Planning Unknown 

CC-2: Hannabis 
Cannabis 
Production 
Facility Project 

Commercial 
cannabis cultivation 
and manufacturing 
facility 

North of Mendiburu Blvd. 
and adjacent to and 
easterly of Yerba Blvd., 
APN 302-273-23 

1.9 miles Planning Unknown 

CC-3: Initial 
Study, EGH 
Holdings, LLC, 
APN 302-271-37 

Cannabis growing 
facility 

North of Lindbergh 
Boulevard and east of 
Yerba Boulevard, APN 
302-271-37 

1.7 miles Planning Unknown 
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Project Description Location Distance Status 

Anticipated 
Construction 
Schedule 

CC-4: Parzych 
Family Trust 

Zone change from 
Open, Space 
Residential, or 
Agriculture to M1-
Light Industrial 

North of Lindbergh 
Boulevard and east of 
Neuralia Road, APN 229-
010-13  

0.7 miles Planning Unknown 

Sources:  
SBC-1: https://lus.sbcounty.gov/planning-home/applications-accepted/, accessed 16 May 2022 
SBC-2: http://www.sbcounty.gov/uploads/lus/pc/SR_PROJ-2019-00052-Final.pdf, accessed 16 May 2022 
SBC-3: https://www.sbcounty.gov/uploads/LUS/Renewable/SolarProjectListSEP_2022.pdf, accessed 14 December 2022 
SBC-4: https://www.sbcounty.gov/uploads/LUS/Renewable/SolarProjectListSEP_2022.pdf, accessed 14 December 2022 
SCE-1: SCE 2019 
SCE-2: SCE 2022 
CC-1: https://www.californiacity-ca.gov/CC/index.php/planning/initial-studies-for-review, accessed 14 December 2022 
CC-2: https://www.californiacity-ca.gov/CC/index.php/planning/initial-studies-for-review, accessed 14 December 2022 
CC-3: https://www.californiacity-ca.gov/CC/index.php/planning/initial-studies-for-review, accessed 14 December 2022 
CC-4: https://www.californiacity-ca.gov/CC/index.php/planning/initial-studies-for-review, accessed 14 December 2022 

https://lus.sbcounty.gov/planning-home/applications-accepted/
http://www.sbcounty.gov/uploads/lus/pc/SR_PROJ-2019-00052-Final.pdf
https://www.sbcounty.gov/uploads/LUS/Renewable/SolarProjectListSEP_2022.pdf
https://www.sbcounty.gov/uploads/LUS/Renewable/SolarProjectListSEP_2022.pdf
https://www.californiacity-ca.gov/CC/index.php/planning/initial-studies-for-review
https://www.californiacity-ca.gov/CC/index.php/planning/initial-studies-for-review
https://www.californiacity-ca.gov/CC/index.php/planning/initial-studies-for-review
https://www.californiacity-ca.gov/CC/index.php/planning/initial-studies-for-review
https://www.californiacity-ca.gov/CC/index.php/planning/initial-studies-for-review
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Figure 7-1 Cumulative Projects 
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7.1.2 Geographic Scope 

The geographic scope of analysis for each resource topic is constrained to those areas where work under 
the Proposed Project would be performed or, for aesthetics, those areas where work under the Proposed 
Project would be visible. 

7.1.3 Cumulative Impact Analysis 

7.1.3.1 Aesthetics 

The Proposed Project area and vicinity (2-mile radius) in which Cumulative Projects are located contains 
vast, uninterrupted desert views with the majority of development centered around California City, Kramer 
Junction, and the communities of Boron, Desert Lake, and North Edwards. A large, existing overhead utility 
corridor parallels U.S. 395, and the Burlington Northern Santa Fe railroad generally parallels Twenty Mule 
Team Road to the south.  

The Cumulative Project Area does not contain any designated scenic vistas or state scenic highways. 
Similar to the Proposed Project, while there are locations throughout the Cumulative Project vicinity where 
new development may impede a given view, the new development would be minor when taken as a whole 
within the vast landscape. Cumulative Projects would not prevent public views of areas that are valued for 
their scenic quality. Therefore, Cumulative Projects are anticipated to have less than significant impacts to 
scenic vistas and scenic resources within a state scenic highway.  

Implementation of the Proposed Project would alter the visual character and quality in the Proposed Project 
vicinity. Similarly, the Cumulative Projects listed in Table 7-1 would potentially alter the visual character 
and view quality in the 2-mile vicinity around the Proposed Project. Development of projects such as large 
cannabis manufacturing and grow facilities and additional utility infrastructure would broaden the footprint 
of development within the greater expansive, natural desert setting around the outskirts of existing 
development near Cal City Substation and Kramer Junction.  

At KOP 1, Proposed Project impacts related to visual character and quality would be less than significant 
with implementation of Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) AES-1 and AES-2. The nearest Cumulative 
Project would be the zoning change located at CC-4, approximately 1 mile northwest of KOP 1.  Due to 
intervening features at Cal City Substation, CC-4 would not be visible from KOP 1, and no significant 
cumulative impacts would occur. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not contribute to a cumulatively 
considerable aesthetics impact in this area. 

At KOP 2, Proposed Project impacts related to visual character and quality would be less than significant 
with implementation of APM AES-1. The nearest Cumulative Project would be the commercial cannabis 
distribution, cultivation, and manufacturing facility located at CC-1, approximately 4.5 miles southwest of 
KOP 2.  Due to the distance and low structural profile of the cannabis facility, CC-1 would not be highly 
visible from KOP 2, and no significant cumulative impacts would occur. Therefore, the Proposed Project 
would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable aesthetics impact in this area. 

At KOP 3, Proposed Project impacts related to visual character and quality would be significant and 
unavoidable due to the proposed human-made infrastructure within the otherwise intact, unified natural 
setting. The nearest Cumulative Project would be the commercial cannabis distribution, cultivation, and 
manufacturing facility located at CC-1, approximately 2 miles east of KOP 3.  Due to the distance and low 
structural profile of the cannabis facility, CC-1 would not be highly visible from KOP 3, and no significant 
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cumulative impacts would occur. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not contribute to a cumulatively 
considerable aesthetics impact in this area. 

At KOP 4, Proposed Project impacts related to visual character and quality would be less than significant 
with implementation of APM AES-1. There are no Cumulative Projects within the vicinity of KOP 4; 
therefore, no significant cumulative impacts would occur. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not 
contribute to a cumulatively considerable aesthetics impact in this area. 

At KOP 5, Proposed Project impacts related to visual character and quality would be less than significant 
with implementation of APM AES-1. The nearest Cumulative Project would be the solar photovoltaic 
power generating facility located at SBC-4, approximately 5 miles south of KOP 5. Due to the distance, 
topography, and intervening utility features along U.S. 395, SBC-4 would not be visible from KOP 5, and 
no significant cumulative impacts would occur. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not contribute to a 
cumulatively considerable aesthetics impact in this area. 

As discussed in Section 5.1, the Proposed Project would not be a source of considerable light or glare. 
Cumulative Projects SBC-3 and SBC-4, which are solar photovoltaic power generating facilities, would be 
anticipated to result in new sources of glare, but because the Proposed Project would not be a new source 
of glare, it would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact. Cumulative Projects SBC-1 and 
SBC-2 (both multipurpose fueling and service stations) as well as CC-1, CC-2, and CC-3 (cannabis 
projects) would also be new sources of light, but because the Proposed Project would not be a new source 
of light, it would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact. 

7.1.3.2 Agriculture and Forestry Resources 

As discussed in Section 5.2, the Proposed Project would result in no impacts for all agriculture-related 
CEQA criteria; therefore, the Proposed Project would not contribute to any cumulatively considerable 
agriculture-related impact. The Proposed Project area and vicinity (2-mile radius) in which Cumulative 
Projects are located do not contain any forestry resources or uses; and Cumulative Projects are anticipated 
to have no forestry-related impacts. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not contribute to a cumulatively 
considerable impact to forestry resources. 

7.1.3.3 Air Quality 

As presented in Section 5.3, the Proposed 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 and PM10. However, all of 
the Cumulative Projects would need to implement measures to control pollutant emissions, similar to the 
APMs that would be implemented for the Proposed Project. As a result, a cumulatively considerable net 
increase of a criteria pollutant is not anticipated. 

The Proposed Project’s less-than-significant impacts related to objectionable odors and exposure of 
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 overlap the Proposed Project’s construction work space in 
proximity to a potential receptor. As a result, the Proposed Project would not contribute to any cumulatively 
considerable impact. 
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7.1.3.4 Biological Resources 

The geographical area evaluated for cumulative impacts to 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; 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 Proposed Project would be reduced to a less than significant 
level with the implementation of APMs. 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 their potential geographic scope. Construction work areas included under the Proposed Project 
may spatially overlap areas where work would occur under two  of the Cumulative Projects, SCE-1: Ivanpah 
Control Project and SCE-2: Kramer-Holgate-Edwards 115 kV Subtransmission Line Reconductor. Each of 
the Cumulative Project proponents would be expected to comply with federal and state regulations 
promulgated for the protection of sensitive species. Therefore, no cumulatively considerable impacts to 
sensitive species or their habitats would be anticipated. 

As stated in Section 5.4, five sensitive natural communities were observed within the study area for the 
Proposed Project. Temporary impacts to sensitive vegetation communities as a result of construction 
activities are anticipated to total approximately 87 acres, while permanent impacts to sensitive vegetation 
communities are anticipated to total approximately 33 acres. These areas of sensitive natural communities 
that would be impacted would not result in a significant contribution to any cumulative impact to these 
communities with the implementation of APMs and would not reduce the overall availability of these 
habitats. 

The Proposed Project would result in both temporary and permanent impacts to state jurisdictional waters. 
Prior to construction, SCE would obtain all necessary permits and authorizations, including those from the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB) and California Department of Fish and Wildlife 
(CDFW), and would comply with all conditions of approval identified in permits and authorizations. These 
actions would ensure that state jurisdictional waters impacts are less than significant. Further, SCE would 
develop and implement one or more Project-specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan(s) (SWPPPs) 
that would include best management practices (BMPs) to prevent erosion and sedimentation into state 
jurisdictional waters and would protect water quality during construction. Compliance with such typical 
conditions is reflected in the measures contained in APMs. Cumulative Projects would similarly be required 
to obtain all applicable permits for impacts to jurisdictional waters and wetlands, including restoration and 
mitigation conditions to reduce adverse impacts to these features. Due to compliance with applicable 
regulations protecting state and federally protected wetlands and waters, and SCE’s implementation of 
APMs, no cumulatively considerable impact to state jurisdictional wetlands and waters is anticipated. 

No component of the Proposed 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 that would substantially inhibit passage by fish or wildlife species is planned. 
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Therefore, no cumulatively considerable impact to fish or wildlife movement or wildlife corridors is 
anticipated. 

Construction and operation of the Proposed Project would not conflict with any local policies or ordinances 
protecting biological resources, including trees, with the implementation of general biological resources 
and species-specific APMs. Cumulative Projects would similarly be expected to comply with local policies, 
ordinances, and the conditions of applicable permits. Therefore, no cumulatively considerable impacts due 
to conflicts with local policies or ordinances protecting biological resources are anticipated. 

There are no Habitat Conservation Plans; Natural Community Conservation Plans; or other approved local, 
regional, or state habitat conservation plans that apply to the Proposed Project. Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would not contribute to any 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. The geographic scope of 
potential cumulative cultural resource impacts is limited to the immediate vicinity of ground-disturbing 
activities that would occur during construction. Construction work areas included under the Proposed 
Project may spatially overlap areas where work would occur under two of the Cumulative Projects, 
including potentially SCE-1: Ivanpah Control Project and SCE-2: Kramer-Holgate-Edwards 115 kV 
Subtransmission Line Reconductor. The Cumulative Project proponents would be expected to comply with 
state law relating to cultural resources. The results of the Cultural Resources Technical Report (CRTR) and 
Historic-Era Built Environment Report (HBER) are pending and currently under review by the BLM. 
Therefore, it cannot be determined at this time if significant historical or archaeological resources are 
present and would be affected by Proposed Project construction. As a result, no determination with respect 
to cumulative impacts has been made. Once the CRTR and HBER have been reviewed and approved by 
BLM they will be provided to the CPUC.  

7.1.3.6 Energy  

As presented in Section 5.6, the Proposed Project would result in no or less than significant impacts under 
all energy-related CEQA criteria. Construction of the Cumulative Projects would, like the Proposed Project, 
consume energy resources during construction; the proponents of the Cumulative Projects are anticipated, 
like SCE, not to waste, unnecessarily use, or inefficiently consume energy resources. Furthermore, the 
Proposed Project would result in no impact with respect to conflicts with or obstruction of a state or local 
plan for renewable energy or energy efficiency. Therefore, the Proposed 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. The 
Proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts related to fault rupture, seismic ground 
shaking, seismic ground failure, erosion and loss of topsoil, geologic instability, expansive soils, and soils 
capable of supporting septic systems. SCE would comply with applicable laws, regulations, ordinances, 
and permits pertaining to structural design, geotechnical analysis, and erosion control and would implement 
BMPs, SWPPPs, and APMs where applicable. It is expected that those engaged in the construction of all 
Cumulative Projects would similarly comply with applicable regulations relevant to geologic and soil 
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resources and risks. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not contribute to any cumulatively considerable 
impact. 

As presented in Section 5.7, the Proposed Project would not result in indirect impacts on paleontological 
resources during construction since it would not increase public access. The geographic scope of potential 
cumulative paleontological resource impacts is limited to the immediate vicinity of ground-disturbing 
activities that would occur during construction. Each of the Cumulative Projects would be required to 
undergo the appropriate level of project-specific environmental review, and proponents would be expected 
to comply with state and federal laws relating to paleontological resources. With implementation of APMs, 
the Proposed Project’s contribution to any cumulative impacts would be less than significant and would not 
be cumulatively considerable. 

7.1.3.8 Greenhouse Gas Emissions  

As presented in Section 5.8, construction and operation of the Proposed Project would result in emissions 
of GHGs from on-site construction equipment and worker trips. Over the entire construction period of the 
Proposed Project, approximately 9,517 metric tons of carbon dioxide (CO2) equivalents (MTCO2e) would 
be emitted. Approximately 78 MTCO2e would be emitted during annual O&M activities. When 
construction and operation emissions are combined and amortized over a 30-year period, GHG emissions 
would be approximately 395 MTCO2e annually. These emissions would fall well below the Eastern Kern 
Air Pollution Control District and the Mojave Desert Air Quality Management District numerical thresholds 
of significance. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not generate, either directly or indirectly, GHG 
emissions that would have a significant impact on the environment. As a result, the Proposed Project’s 
contribution to any cumulative impacts would not be cumulatively considerable and would be less than 
significant.  

GHG emissions from construction of the Proposed Project would fall well below the established numerical 
threshold of significance. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not conflict with any applicable plan, 
policy, or regulation and would not contribute to a cumulative impact resulting from any Cumulative 
Project’s conflicts with such plans, policies, or regulations. 

7.1.3.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

The geographic scope for hazardous materials impacts includes areas near Proposed 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 areas affected by the 
Cumulative Projects listed in Table 7-1, 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. 

Construction of the Proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts associated with the 
transport, use, disposal, or foreseeable upset of, or accidents involving, hazardous materials during 
construction with implementation of APMs. Although construction work areas included under the Proposed 
Project may spatially overlap areas where work would occur under some of the Cumulative Projects 
(including potentially SCE-1: Ivanpah Control Project and SCE-2: Kramer-Holgate-Edwards 115 kV 
Subtransmission Line Reconductor), Cumulative Projects would be expected to adhere to all applicable 
laws and regulations to reduce the potential impacts from use of hazardous materials from those projects to 
less than significant level. Therefore, there would be no cumulatively considerable impacts related to the 
transport, use, disposal or upset involving hazardous materials. 
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The Proposed 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 with implementation of APMs. Although construction work areas included under the Proposed 
Project may spatially overlap areas where work would occur under some of the Cumulative Projects 
(including potentially SCE-1: Ivanpah Control Project and SCE-2: Kramer-Holgate-Edwards 115 kV 
Subtransmission Line Reconductor), it is anticipated that Cumulative Projects would comply with 
applicable laws and regulations to reduce impacts from accidental release of hazardous materials. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not contribute to a cumulative impact from the release of hazardous 
materials.  

The California City High School (8567 Raven Way, City of California City) is located within 0.25 mile of 
the western-most portion of the Proposed Project alignment and proposed improvements at Cal City 
Substation. However, there are no Cumulative Projects located within 0.25 miles of this school. Therefore, 
no cumulative impact to schools within 0.25 mile of the Proposed Project would occur. 

The Proposed Project would not be constructed on a site listed as a hazardous materials site pursuant to 
California Government Code section 65962.5 and would, thus, not contribute to any cumulative or 
significant hazard to the public or the environment from construction on such a site. 

One public airport, California City Municipal Airport (22636 Airport Way, City of California City), is 
located approximately 2 miles west of the Proposed Project alignment and the Cal City Substation, but the 
Proposed Project is not located within the planning boundary of this airport. Further, none of the Cumulative 
Projects are within 2 miles of this airport. Therefore, no cumulative impact related to safety hazards at 
airports would occur.  

The Proposed Project would result in less than significant impacts related to impairing the implementation 
of or physically interfering with an adopted emergency response plan or emergency evacuation plan with 
implementation of existing regulations. It is anticipated Cumulative Projects would also implement 
requirements to ensure emergency access and response is not hindered. Therefore, there would be no 
cumulative impact to the implementation or physical interference with such plans. 

The Proposed Project and Cumulative Projects are located in a moderate Fire Hazard Severity Zone which 
is an area not prone to wildfires. Therefore, it is not anticipated that a cumulative impact with respect to 
risk of loss, injury, or death involving wildland fires would occur. Therefore, the Proposed Project would 
not contribute to a cumulative impact. 

With implementation of APMs, the Proposed Project would not create a significant hazard to air traffic 
from the installation of new power lines and structures. One Cumulative Project, SCE-1: Ivanpah Control 
Project, involves rebuilding power lines and structures. It is assumed that this project would adhere to safety 
regulations and implement BMPs to reduce such hazards. Therefore, the two projects combined would not 
result in cumulatively considerable impact related air traffic hazards and the Proposed Project would not 
contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact related to this criterion. 

The Proposed Project would not create a significant hazard to the public or environment through the 
transport of heavy materials using helicopters. It is anticipated that Cumulative Projects that may involve 
the use of helicopters, such as SCE-1, would follow the same regulations regarding helicopter transport. 
Therefore, no cumulatively considerable impact would occur. 

With implementation of APMs, the Proposed Project would not expose people to a significant risk of injury 
or death involving unexploded ordnance (UXO). None of the Cumulative Projects are located in the vicinity 
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of the documented UXO site at Lorraine Avenue and 160th Street in North Edwards. One Cumulative 
Project, SCE-2: Kramer-Holgate-Edwards 115 kV Subtransmission Line Reconductor Project, is located 
on EAFB. However, this project involves reconductoring of an existing subtransmission circuit and would 
not be subject to UXO hazards. Therefore, no cumulative impact would occur. 

The Proposed Project would not expose workers or the public to excessive shock hazards, and thus would 
not contribute to a 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. All Cumulative Projects are located 
within the same watersheds and groundwater basins as the Proposed Project. 

No water quality standards or waste discharge requirements would be violated during construction of the 
Proposed Project with implementation of APMs and adherence to federal and state permits and agreements 
in coordination with resource agencies; Proposed Project construction would result in a less than significant 
impact with mitigation incorporated. Operation of the Proposed Project would result in a less than 
significant impact to water quality, as the Proposed Project design includes stormwater BMPs to treat runoff 
from the expanded Cal City Substation. Cumulative Projects would be subject to similar regulatory 
requirements, including preparation of Project-specific SWPPPs during construction and operational 
stormwater runoff and treatment BMPs in accordance with RWQCB permit requirements. Therefore, 
cumulative impacts related to water quality or waste discharge would not be anticipated to be cumulatively 
considerable. 

The Proposed Project would not substantially decrease groundwater supplies nor impede long-term 
sustainable management of the groundwater basins within the Proposed Project area. Construction of the 
Proposed Project would require water use for dust control and equipment maintenance, which would be 
obtained from existing water purveyors in the vicinity. Many of these purveyors obtain a substantial portion 
of their supply from imported surface water purchased through State Water Project (SWP) contractors. 
Other purveyors demonstrate adequate groundwater supplies to serve the temporary construction and 
nominal operational demand anticipated for the Proposed Project. Therefore, the Proposed Project 
construction and operational activities would result in a less than significant impact. Furthermore, as 
discussed in Section 5.10, water purveyors in the Proposed Project vicinity demonstrate sufficient supplies 
to serve anticipated future development and growth in their respective service areas during normal, single 
dry, and multiple dry year scenarios. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not have a cumulatively 
considerable impact on groundwater supply or recharge. 

The Proposed Project alignment crosses several ephemeral drainages and Cache Creek. Implementation of 
APMs and site-specific BMPs would reduce the risk of stormwater runoff or an unintended release of 
sediments or other materials into jurisdictional waters during construction activities and ensure that the 
Proposed Project would have a less than significant impact with mitigation incorporated. Expansion of Cal 
City Substation would alter drainage patterns at the facility but would include construction of a diversion 
channel and detention basin to reduce potential for on- and off-site flooding, capture and treat stormwater 
flows, and avoid exceedance of the stormwater system capacity. Other Cumulative Projects would 
implement stormwater capture and treatment BMPs as necessary in accordance with applicable permit 
requirements. Therefore, the Proposed Project and Cumulative Projects would not result in a cumulatively 
considerable impact on the existing drainage pattern in the Proposed Project area. 
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The Proposed Project alignment is not located within a tsunami or seiche zone. Portions of the Proposed 
Project alignment are located in a floodplain associated with Cache Creek and various unnamed ephemeral 
drainages. Cumulative Projects are also located in these same flood hazard zones. As described in Section 
5.10, the Proposed Project would comply with all applicable regulations pertaining to temporary and 
permanent storage of materials, including secondary containment of chemicals and site-specific SWPPP 
measures. Cumulative Projects would be subject to similar regulations to limit the risk of pollutant release 
in the event of inundation during construction and operation. Furthermore, the Proposed Project would 
implement APMs, further reducing the risk of pollutant release in the event of flood inundation. Therefore, 
a cumulatively considerable impact associated with flood inundation is not anticipated.  

As described in Section 5.10, the Proposed Project would not conflict with or obstruct implementation of a 
water quality control plan or sustainable groundwater management plan. The Proposed Project does not 
cross any impaired waterbodies and there are no impaired waterbodies within 2 miles of the Proposed 
Project; therefore, neither the Proposed Project nor Cumulative Projects would exacerbate any existing 
water quality impairments described in the RWQCB’s Water Quality Control Plan. Furthermore, there are 
no Groundwater Sustainability Agencies with jurisdiction over the groundwater basins underlying the 
Proposed Project alignment and nearby Cumulative Projects, and no Groundwater Sustainability Plans 
pursuant to the Sustainable Groundwater Management Act have been adopted for underlying basins in the 
Proposed Project vicinity. As such, cumulative impacts related to conflicts with or obstruction of water 
quality control plans or sustainable groundwater management plans would not occur.  

7.1.3.11 Land Use and Planning 

As discussed in Section 5.11, the Proposed Project would result in no impacts under all land use and 
planning-related CEQA criteria since construction activities and operation would not divide an established 
community and the Proposed Project would be consistent with applicable land use policies and plans 
throughout the Proposed Project alignment and newly established rights-of way (ROWs). Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact to land use and planning. 

7.1.3.12 Mineral Resources 

As discussed in Section 5.12, the Proposed Project would result in no impacts under all mineral resources-
related CEQA criteria during construction activities or operation since the Proposed Project alignment 
would not be located within or in proximity to a mineral resource zone or resource recovery site, and the 
Proposed Project would not encroach on the adjacent, existing Rio Tinto Borax Mine. Therefore, the 
Proposed Project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact to mineral resources. 

7.1.3.13 Noise 

As presented in Section 5.13, the Proposed Project is not located within the vicinity of a private airstrip or 
an airport land use plan and is located outside of the 65 A-weighted decibel (dBA) Community Noise 
Equivalent Level (CNEL) contour for the California City Municipal Airport. Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would have no impact related to this impact criterion and would not contribute to a cumulative 
impact.  

The Proposed Project would have a less than significant impact related to the generation of a substantial 
temporary increase in ambient noise levels. In addition, the Proposed Project would result in less than 
significant impacts regarding the generation of excessive groundborne vibration or groundborne noise 
levels. None of the Cumulative Projects with known construction schedules would overlap with 
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construction of the Proposed Project; therefore, the Proposed Project would not contribute to a cumulative 
impact related to excessive groundborne vibration or substantial temporary increase in ambient noise levels. 

7.1.3.14 Population and Housing 

As discussed in Section 5.14, the Proposed Project would result in no impacts under all population and 
housing-related CEQA criteria during construction activities or operation since the Proposed Project would 
not induce substantial population growth or displace residents or housing. Construction activities would be 
temporary and the workforce would be relatively small; therefore, no permanent or long-term population 
growth in the City of California City area would occur due to Proposed Project construction. Likewise, the 
Proposed Project would add load-serving capacity in the electrical needs area (ENA) to serve current and 
long-term forecast electrical demand, which is consistent with the first objective outlined in Chapter 2, 
Introduction. Furthermore, consistent with Section 7.2, Growth-Inducing Impacts, the Proposed Project 
would be built to accommodate existing and forecasted demand and electrical needs of the ENA and to 
ensure reliability of the system; therefore, the Proposed Project would not induce population growth in the 
area either directly or indirectly. The Proposed Project facilities and temporary construction areas would be 
sited to avoid existing housing, and no residential uses are included as part of the Proposed Project. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact to population 
and housing. 

7.1.3.15 Public Services 

As discussed in Section 5.15, the Proposed Project would result in no impacts to all public services-related 
CEQA criteria during construction activities or operation. The Proposed Project would add load-serving 
capacity in the ENA to serve current and long-term forecast electrical demand, which is consistent with the 
first objective outlined in Chapter 2, Introduction. Furthermore, consistent with Section 7.2, Growth-
Inducing Impacts, the Proposed Project would be built to accommodate existing and forecasted demand 
and electrical needs of the ENA and to ensure reliability of the system. The Proposed Project would not 
require the expansion of public facilities such as parks, hospitals, or libraries. Fire, emergency, and police 
services currently serve and would continue to serve the areas in and around the Proposed Project alignment. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact to population 
and housing. 

7.1.3.16 Recreation 

As discussed in Section 5.16, the Proposed Project would have no impact on neighborhood and regional 
parks or recreational facilities and no new recreational facilities would need to be built or expanded as a 
result of Proposed Project construction activities or operations. The Proposed Project would add load-
serving capacity in the ENA to serve current and long-term forecast electrical demand, which is consistent 
with the first objective outlined in Chapter 2, Introduction. Furthermore, consistent with Section 7.2, 
Growth-Inducing Impacts, the Proposed Project would be built to accommodate existing and forecasted 
demand and electrical needs of the ENA and to ensure reliability of the system. Therefore, the Proposed 
Project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact to the use of neighborhood and regional 
parks or recreational facilities. 

The Proposed Project would require temporary access restriction and/or road closures during construction 
activities, which would affect access to parks and recreation areas; however, none of the Cumulative 
Projects with known construction schedules would overlap with construction of the Proposed Project; 
therefore, the Proposed Project would not contribute to a cumulative impact related to access restrictions to 
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these recreation areas. O&M activities for the Proposed Project may require temporary access restrictions 
and/or road closures; however, such restrictions and/or closures would be temporary and unlikely to overlap 
with closures related to operation of other Cumulative Projects given the spatial distribution of the projects. 
Therefore, the Proposed Project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact to the use of 
neighborhood and regional parks or recreational facilities. 

The Proposed Project would be constructed parallel to Rudnick Boulevard, which is an existing City of 
California City designated trail, and several other roads used for off-highway vehicle (OHV) activities in 
the vicinity of Twenty Mule Team Parkway. As shown in Figure 7-1, no other Cumulative Projects would 
be located in the vicinity of Rudnick Boulevard or Twenty Mule Team Parkway. In addition, impacted trails 
and facilities would be restored to pre-construction conditions to ensure Proposed Project impacts are less 
than significant. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not contribute to a cumulatively considerable 
impact to recreational areas, trails, or facilities. 

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 Proposed Project or that could otherwise be impacted by construction of the 
Proposed Project. The geographic scope also includes the bus routes and pedestrian and bike paths in the 
area.  

Based on the number of daily vehicle trips generated during construction and the fact that the Cumulative 
Projects are not expected to produce substantial traffic that overlaps the construction phase of the Proposed 
Project and traffic or road closures associated with construction would be temporary, the Proposed 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 Proposed Project would not conflict or be inconsistent with CEQA Guidelines section 15065.3, 
subdivision (b), and therefore would not contribute to any cumulatively considerable vehicle miles traveled 
(VMT)-related impact.  

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

Proposed Project construction activities would occur in remote and largely uninhabited areas; 
implementation of traffic control measures would ensure that the Proposed Project would not result in 
inadequate emergency access. Therefore, the Proposed Project would have no contribution to cumulatively 
considerable impacts related to people walking, biking, driving, or taking public transit, walking or biking 
accessibility, or public transit delay.  

7.1.3.18 Tribal Cultural Resources 

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) would consult with eligible tribes under Public 
Resources Code section 21080.3.1 once SCE’s permit to construct (PTC) Application is complete. Impacts 
on tribal cultural resources (TCRs) are not addressed in this Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA) 
because under Assembly Bill 52, the CPUC must identify these resources during consultation. Therefore, 
no determination regarding cumulative impacts to tribal cultural resources can be made at this time. 
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7.1.3.19 Utilities and Service Systems 

The geographic scope for cumulative analysis of utility and service system impacts is the service areas of 
utilities serving the Proposed Project vicinity.  

As presented in Section 5.19, Utilities and Service Systems, the Proposed Project would include expansion 
or relocation of stormwater, electrical, and telecommunications infrastructure, the environmental impacts 
of which are disclosed throughout this document, but is not anticipated to include expansion or relocation 
of water or wastewater infrastructure. As described throughout this PEA, mitigation has been incorporated 
to reduce potentially significant impacts identified at this time to a less than significant level. The 
Cumulative Projects identified in Table 7-1 consist of solar generating facilities, electrical subtransmission 
line reconductoring and substation upgrades, a fueling and service station, and cannabis projects, none of 
which would induce population growth or are otherwise anticipated to require relocation or construction of 
new or expanded utility service systems that would result in significant environmental effects. As such, the 
Proposed Project is not anticipated to contribute to a cumulatively considerable impact related to the 
relocation or construction of water, wastewater treatment, stormwater drainage, electrical power, natural 
gas, or telecommunications facilities. 

The Proposed Project is designed to accommodate existing and forecasting electrical demand and would 
not induce growth such that it would impact the availability of sufficient water supplies to serve the 
Proposed Project and reasonably foreseeable future development during normal, dry, and multiple dry 
years; adequate capacity of the wastewater treatment provider; and compliance with federal, state, and local 
management and reduction statutes and regulations related to solid waste. Therefore, the Proposed Project 
would not contribute to any potential cumulative impacts to under these thresholds.  

As described in Section 5.19, solid waste disposal facilities report substantial remaining capacity to serve 
the Proposed Project and Cumulative Projects. Cumulative Projects would be subject to applicable 
construction and operational solid waste diversion regulations. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not 
result in a cumulatively considerable impact related to generation of solid waste in excess of state or local 
standards or the capacity of local infrastructure.  

7.1.3.20 Wildfire 

As presented in Section 5.20, the Proposed Project would result in no impacts under all wildfire-related 
CEQA criteria since the Proposed Project is not located in or near a state-responsibility area or on land 
classified as a very high fire hazard zone. Therefore, the Proposed Project would not contribute to a 
cumulatively considerable impact. 

7.2 Growth-Inducing Impacts 

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

As discussed in Chapter 2, Introduction, the purpose of the Proposed Project is to serve an existing and 
forecasted need for electricity reliability and capacity within the Proposed Project study area. As discussed 
in Chapter 3, Proposed Project Description, and Section 5.14, Population and Housing, the construction and 
operation of the Proposed Project would not substantially affect employment in the area. Construction 
would be performed by either SCE construction crews or contractors, and construction workers would 
generally be drawn from the local labor pool. Following construction of the Proposed Project, no permanent 
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jobs are expected to be created in the vicinity of the Proposed Project. SCE anticipates that all routine O&M 
needs could be met by existing staff, and that no new personnel would be brought to the area in association 
with the Proposed Project.  

As further presented in Section 5.14, Population and Housing, because the Proposed Project has been 
designed to address the forecasted demand for electricity in the ENA, it would not impact population, 
housing, employment, or other aspects that could either directly or indirectly foster economic or population 
growth or the construction of additional housing in the surrounding area. Therefore, no impacts would occur 
under this criterion. 

7.2.2 Would the Project remove obstacles to population growth? 

The Proposed Project would not remove land use restrictions or other obstacles to population growth. The 
Proposed Project has been proposed to accommodate the existing and forecasted electrical needs and 
demands within the City of California City and surrounding portions of unincorporated Kern County and 
EAFB. Although the Proposed Project would increase electric subtransmission infrastructure and capacity 
in the surrounding area, Proposed Project has been designed to meet forecasted demand is not intended to 
encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment, either individually 
or cumulatively. 

Obstacles to population growth in the region served by the Proposed Project are primarily due to feasibility 
of development, economic constraints, permitting, and other development restrictions and regulations 
administered by local agencies. The Proposed Project would not affect the feasibility of development in the 
area, remove an obstacle to growth, or affect development of restrictions administered by local agencies. 
Therefore, no impacts would occur under this criterion. 

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

As discussed in Section 5.14, Population and Housing, the Proposed Project would not include the 
construction of housing, nor would it include residential or community facility components. The Proposed 
Project has been designed to meet forecasted electrical demand 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 Proposed 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. Although the 
Proposed Project would require the construction of new access roads for construction and ongoing 
maintenance within newly established SCE ROWs, the new access roads would only be used to access SCE 
structures and would not extend public services to an area not presently served by electricity. Therefore, no 
impacts would occur under this criterion. 

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

As discussed in Section 7.1, Cumulative Impacts, the Proposed Project would not encourage and facilitate 
other activities that could significantly affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively. The 
Proposed Project is the result of existing and forecasted electrical need and demand in the area, rather than 
a precursor to development in the area. Although the Proposed Project would increase the reliability and 
capacity with which electricity is made available, the Proposed Project would not provide a new source of 
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electricity that would encourage and facilitate other activities that could significantly affect the environment 
either individually or cumulatively. Therefore, no impacts would occur under this criterion. 
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