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would be constructed through wildland areas with high-risk fuels, and whether indefensible spaces would 
be created by siting transmission lines in new corridors resulting in conflicts with firefighting operations. 

All of the Project alternatives would pose wildfire ignition risks during the construction phase. Compared 
to the other Project alternatives, Alternative 6 (Maximum Helicopter Construction in the ANF) would 
require the construction of fewer roads within the ANF, which would slightly reduce the number of 
potential ignitions during construction and slightly reduce the potential introduction of non-native weeds 
that provide fuel for wildfires. 

Alternative 4 (Routes A through D) would reduce the total mileage of new transmission line and 
upgrades, in comparison with the other Project alternatives, by between 10 miles (Route C) and 16 miles 
(Route A). However, the mileage of new transmission line through the high-risk Tehachapi Fireshed 
would increase with the implementation of Alternative 4, thereby increasing the potential for construction 
and operational ignitions in high-risk fuels. In addition, Route D would introduce a new linear element to 
a high-risk fuel laden landscape in a new 5.3-mile length of ROW and create an indefensible space of 
approximately 2,000 acres in combination with existing transmission lines, thereby increasing the 
potential for interference with fire suppression efforts. 

5.16  Electrical Interference and Hazards 

Based on the analyses of the Electrical Interference and Hazards impacts of the proposed Project and 
alternatives, as presented in Section 3.17 of the EIR/EIS, distinguishing characteristics of the alternatives 
have been highlighted in order to evaluate the overall effect of each alternative. For Electrical Interference 
and Hazards, the differentiators used to compare the alternatives included such considerations as the 
transmission line length, as Electrical Interference and Hazards impacts are directly related to the length 
of the line, and whether the transmission line would be located overhead or placed underground. Please 
note that potential health risks associated with EMF are not considered in this evaluation because there is 
no consensus in the scientific community regarding health risks associated with EMF exposure and, 
therefore, conclusions regarding this concern cannot be reached in this report. 

As shown in Table 3, Alternative 4 (Chino Hills Routes) would result in the shortest overall line length 
compared to the other alternatives, and therefore would have the fewest miles where Electrical 
Interference and Hazards impacts could occur. Similarly, placement of the proposed transmission line 
(double-circuit 500-kV) underground as part of Alternative 5 (Partial Underground) and the 66-kV 
subtransmission lines as part of Alternative 7 (66-kV Subtransmission) would reduce potential impacts, as 
underground portions would not have any Electrical Interference and Hazards impacts. Alternative 2 
(SCE’s Proposed Project), Alternative 6 (Maximum Helicopter Construction in the ANF), and Alternative 
3 (West Lancaster) would result in similar Electrical Interference and Hazards impacts as these 
alternatives are of relatively the same length and have the same or extremely similar (in the instance of 
Alternative 3) proposed overhead and underground transmission and subtransmission infrastructure. 

6  Cumulative Impacts 
Preparation of a cumulative impact analysis is required under both NEPA and CEQA. NEPA and CEQA 
identify three types of potential impacts: direct, indirect, and cumulative. “Cumulative impact” is the 
impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the proposed Project when 
considered with other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of which agency 
(federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions. 
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Under NEPA, “[c]umulative effects can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions 
taking place over a period of time” 40 CFR §1508.7. Among considerations for determining significance 
is “[w]hether the action is related to other actions with individually minor but cumulatively significant 
impacts. Significance exists if it is reasonable to anticipate a cumulatively significant impact on the 
environment. Significance cannot be avoided by terming an action temporary or by breaking it down into 
small component parts.” 40 CFR §1508.27(b)(7). 

Under the State CEQA Guidelines, “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.” 14 Cal Code Regs §15130(a)(1). An EIR must discuss cumulative impacts if the incremental 
effect of a project, combined with the effects of other projects is “cumulatively considerable.” 14 Cal 
Code Regs §15130(a). Such incremental effects are to be “viewed in connection with the effects of past 
projects, the effects of other current projects, and the effects of probable future projects.” 14 Cal Code 
Regs §15164(b)(1). Together, these projects comprise the cumulative scenario which forms the basis of 
the cumulative impact analysis. 

The area over which the cumulative scenario is evaluated may vary by resource, for instance, air quality 
impacts tend to disperse over a large area or region whereas noise impacts are typically more localized in 
nature. This spatial area is identified as the geographic scope for the analysis of cumulative impacts 
related to a particular resource. 

The analysis of cumulative effects considers a number of variables including geographic (spatial) limits, 
time (temporal) limits, and the characteristics of the resource being evaluated. The geographic scope of 
the analysis is based on the nature of the geography surrounding the proposed Project and the charac-
teristics and properties of each resource and the region to which they apply. 

Noted above in Section 3 is a summary of the cumulative impacts analysis for the proposed Project and 
alternatives for each environmental issue area. In addition, Table 4 on the following page provides a 
summary comparison by issue area. These analyses describe the potential for impacts of the proposed 
Project and alternatives to combine with the effects of other projects within the geographic scope of the 
cumulative analysis.  

7  Development of the Tehachapi Wind Resource Area 
The Tehachapi Wind Resource Area (TWRA) is situated at the southern end of the San Joaquin Valley 
and spreads into the adjacent Mojave Desert. The TWRA consists of undeveloped, rural land, ranging 
from high desert floor to mountain passes, to tall mountains, with elevation ranging from 2,500 feet to 
approximately 8,000 feet above sea level.  It is located in an area highly susceptible to wildfires, with 
vegetation consisting of juniper woodland, Joshua tree woodland, and Mojave Creosote scrub, with areas 
of introduced annual grasses, native needle grass grassland, and pine oak woodlands. High-velocity wind 
conditions typically occur in the TWRA with occasional periods with Santa Ana-like wind conditions.  

Currently, approximately 3,400 wind turbines exist in the Tehachapi/Mojave area of the TWRA, 
producing about 710 MW of power. An analysis was conducted to present the potential impacts and 
mitigation, on a programmatic level, for the development of wind generation projects necessary to achieve 
an estimated capacity of 4,500 MW within the TWRA.  

 




