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1.1 INTRODUCTION 

This Final Environmental Impact Report (Final EIR) assesses the potential environmental 
impacts associated with the proposed Trans Bay Cable (TBC) Project (Project). The City of 
Pittsburg has prepared this Final EIR in order to satisfy the requirements of the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA). The City of Pittsburg is the Lead Agency under CEQA 
for preparation of this EIR. The Notice of Preparation for this EIR was issued on August 23, 
2004, and the Notice of Availability for the Draft EIR was published on May 10, 2006. This 
Final EIR addresses comments received on the Draft EIR (refer to Section 12.0 of this Final 
EIR) as well as mitigating refinements that have been made to the proposed Project as 
summarized herein. This section is intended to replace Section 1.0 provided in the Draft EIR. 

The Project is proposed by Trans Bay Cable LLC, an affiliate of Babcock & Brown, in 
cooperation with the City of Pittsburg and Pittsburg Power Company, a municipal utility. 

Siemens Power Transmission & Distribution, Inc. (Siemens) and Prysmian Cavi e Sistemi 
Energia S.r.L (Prysmian), or companies that provide comparable technology, would provide 
the converter station and cable technology. Siemens and Prysmian are also expected to 
provide engineering design, procurement, and construction management services. 

The proposed Project is a 400 megawatt (MW) high voltage direct current (HVDC) 
transmission line consisting of installation of an approximately 53-mile-long HVDC cable in 
San Francisco Bay and the Carquinez Straits, from a terminus in the City of Pittsburg in 
Contra Costa County to a terminus in the City of San Francisco in the vicinity of Potrero 
Point (refer to Figure 1-1). The Project is proposed to transmit electrical power from a 
converter station in Pittsburg to a converter station in San Francisco, providing a dedicated 
connection between the East Bay and San Francisco. This electrical power delivered to San 
Francisco would help meet the City of San Francisco’s electrical demand projected for 2012 
and beyond. The Project is designed to be a cost-effective, energy-efficient solution 
addressing San Francisco’s need for additional transmission capacity, while improving 
transmission reliability and load-serving capability. The HVDC transmission line would 
provide San Francisco with a highly reliable, secure source of the electricity needed to 
service the load in San Francisco. 

The California Independent System Operator (CAISO) is a not-for-profit public benefit 
corporation that acts as the impartial operator of the state’s wholesale power grid, 
maintaining reliability and directing the electricity traffic on the transmission grid that 
connects energy suppliers with the energy providers that serve over 30,000,000 Californians. 
The CAISO identified three transmission system reinforcements to meet the long-term 
reliable load-serving plan. The following are the three reinforcements with the Project 
included as the third component to meet the CAISO objectives: 
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• Jefferson-to-Martin Transmission Line 

• Construction and Operation of the City & County of San Francisco Electrical Reliability 
Project 

• TBC HVDC Transmission Line from Pittsburg to San Francisco 

The primary goal of the Project is to deliver electricity to San Francisco to meet demand 
projected beginning in 2012 and beyond (e.g., at least 40 years). The proposed Project would 
be expected to: 

• Meet the CAISO planning and reliability standards 

• Decrease transmission grid congestion in the East Bay 

• Reduce transmission losses 

• Increase the overall security and reliability of the electrical system 

• Provide potential savings to ratepayers 

The CAISO Management and Board of Governors have determined the Trans Bay Cable 
Project is required to ensure reliable operation of the transmission system serving the San 
Francisco Bay area. 

On September 8, 2005, the CAISO staff recommended and the Board of Governors approved 
the Trans Bay Cable Project as the preferred long-term transmission alternative to address the 
identified reliability concerns in northern San Mateo County and San Francisco beginning in 
2012. The CAISO staff and Board of Governors support the early implementation of the 
Project for operation by 2009. 

Two primary refinements to the proposed Project are considered in this Final EIR relative to 
the description of the proposed Project presented in the Draft EIR as issued in May of 2006. 
These two refinements are intended to avoid potentially significant Project impacts to 
cultural/historic resources in San Francisco and avoid or minimize potentially significant 
impacts to biological resources and water resources in Pittsburg. These refinements are also 
intended, in part, to address various comments received on the Draft EIR (refer to Section 
12.0 of this Final EIR for more information). 

In San Francisco, the previously proposed San Francisco HWC Converter Station site layout 
as assessed in the Draft EIR has been shifted to the western portion of the overall HWC site 
as a mitigating action to completely avoid the need to demolish two historic buildings on the 
eastern portion of the overall HWC site. The shifted site is referred to as the “HWC 
(Mitigated)” site in this Final EIR. Demolition of the two historic buildings on the eastern 
portion of the overall HWC site was identified as an unavoidable adverse significant impact 
in the Draft EIR and is not applicable to the HWC (Mitigated) site. The shifted layout is also 
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located further away from the Bay and would not preclude or interfere with the possible 
future construction of a Bay Trail segment along the portion of the Bay waterfront to the east. 
The shifted layout is located between the western boundary of the HWC site assessed in the 
Draft EIR and Illinois Street. The previously proposed HWC site layout as assessed in the 
Draft EIR has been deleted from further consideration in this Final EIR. 

In Pittsburg, the previously proposed Standard Oil Converter Station site and associated 
ancillary facilities have been deleted from further consideration and been replaced with the 
Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) site that was analyzed in Sections 5.4 and 
A-8.2.3.1 of the Draft EIR. As discussed in Section 6.3 (Environmentally Superior 
Alternative) of the Draft and Final EIRs, the proposed West Tenth Street Alternative 1 site 
would avoid various potentially significant impacts associated with the previously proposed 
Pittsburg Standard Oil site (and associated onshore/offshore AC/DC cable routes and access 
road over Kirker Creek), including those to sensitive biological resources and water quality 
associated with dredging at two locations in New York Slough. The balance of this project 
description addresses the refined Trans Bay Cable Project. 

The proposed HVDC transmission system for the Project is made up of the following 
primary components: 

• Installation of approximately 53 miles of new HVDC cable (submarine and buried 
onshore) 

• Construction of two new converter stations; one in San Francisco and one in Pittsburg 

• Installation of approximately 0.7 mile of new underground single-circuit 230 kilovolt 
(kV) alternating current (AC) transmission cable in Pittsburg 

• Installation of approximately 0.2 mile of underground double-circuit 115 kV AC 
transmission cable in San Francisco 

The proposed offshore submarine cable system is planned to be buried to a typical target 
depth of 3 to 6 feet below the Bay bottom, with the potential for local burial to greater depths 
if required, using a Hydroplow (or equivalent technology), which would minimize 
disturbance and suspension of sediments. 

The Draft EIR included the following sections: 

• Executive Summary (1.0) 

• Introduction (2.0) 

• Project Description (3.0) 

• Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation – Proposed Project (4.0) 
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• Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation – Project Alternatives (5.0) 

• Comparison of Alternatives (6.0) 

• Cumulative Impacts (7.0) 

• Growth-Inducing Impacts (8.0) 

• Unavoidable Adverse Significant Impacts (9.0) 

• EIR Preparers (10.0) 

• List of Acronyms (11.0) 

• Appendices (A-K) 

Sections 1.0 through 11.0 and Appendix A were presented in Volume 1 of the Draft EIR. 
Technical Appendices B through K were presented in Volume 2 of the Draft EIR. 

This Final EIR includes the following sections: 

• Executive Summary (1.0)(this section replaces Section 1.0 of the Draft EIR) 

• Project Description (3.0)(this section replaces Section 3.0 of the Draft EIR) 

• Environmental Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation – Proposed Project (4.0), Section 4.A 
(only) – San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station (this section supplements 
Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR) 

• Comparison of Alternatives (6.0)(this section replaces Section 6.0 of the Draft EIR) 

• Unavoidable Adverse Significant Impacts (9.0)(this section replaces Section 9.0 of the 
Draft EIR) 

• Response to Comments on Draft EIR (12.0)(new section) 

• Text Revisions in Response to Comments on Draft EIR (13.0)(new section) 

• Appendices (C and H)(these appendices supplement appendices C and H in the Draft 
EIR) 

Refer to the Draft EIR for the EIR sections and appendices that are not replaced by this Final 
EIR. 

1.2 SUMMARY OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACT FINDINGS 

The impact findings for the refined proposed Project, including a listing of identified 
potentially significant impacts, proposed mitigation measures, and residual impact findings 
are presented by resource topic in Table 1-1. The table presents the summary findings for the 
proposed Project in the following order: 1) San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter 
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Station site; 2) Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site; and  
3) Offshore Cable Route. A summary of key impact findings for the Project alternatives is 
presented in Section 1.3.4. Refer to Section 5.0 of the Draft EIR for more information 
regarding the impact findings for the Project alternatives and to Section 6.0 of this Final EIR 
for a comparison of alternatives, including the proposed Project. 

While many impacts associated with implementation of the proposed Project are considered 
to be potentially significant, with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures no 
impacts would remain significant. The mitigating refinements that have been made to the 
proposed Project (i.e., replacement of former HWC site with HWC [Mitigated] site, and 
replacement of Pittsburg Standard Oil site with the Pittsburg West Tenth Street, Alternative 1 
[E/W] site) reduce the impacts of the Project as presented in the Draft EIR and present no 
new potentially significant impacts. 

The resource topics addressed in this EIR and a summary of residual impact findings for the 
proposed Project follow: 

Issue/Resource Topic 
Resulting Level of Significance  
With Implementation of Mitigation 

Air Quality Less than Significant 
Geologic Resources and Soils Less than Significant 
Water Resources and Quality Less than Significant 
Terrestrial Biological Resources Less than Significant 
Marine Biological Resources Less than Significant 
Cultural Resources Less than Significant 
Land Use and Recreation Less than Significant 
Marine Transportation and Commercial Fishing Less than Significant 
Traffic and Transportation Less than Significant 
Noise and Vibration Less than Significant 
Public Services and Utilities Less than Significant 
Visual Resources/Aesthetics Less than Significant 
Hazardous Materials and Waste Management Less than Significant 
Paleontological Resources Less than Significant 

 
The following discussions summarize the potentially significant impact findings by resource 
topic, for the proposed Project. The mitigation measures discussed in the following sections 
are presented in Table 1-1 of this Final EIR, as well as in Section 4.0 of the Draft EIR. 
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1.2.1 Air Quality 

Construction of the proposed Project would generate fugitive dust and heavy equipment and 
truck exhaust emissions at the onshore facility locations in San Francisco and Pittsburg over 
the estimated 27- to 30-month construction period. Maximum emissions would be expected 
to occur over an approximate 8-month period during demolition and site preparation 
activities. Additionally, installation of the proposed offshore submarine HVDC cable system 
would generate substantial emissions from the marine vessels required to install the 
submarine cable over an estimated 4- to 5-month period. Project-related fugitive dust 
emissions and onshore equipment exhaust emissions (Impacts AIR-1 and AIR-2, 
respectively) are considered to be potentially significant. With implementation of proposed 
mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures AIR-1 and AIR-2), these potentially significant 
impacts would be reduced or limited to a less-than-significant level. 

Marine vessel emissions of criteria pollutants (Impacts AIR-3)(e.g., estimated 0.7 tons per 
day of nitrogen oxides [NOx]) and toxic air contaminants (Impact AIR-4) associated with 
installation of the proposed offshore submarine HVDC cable system would be potentially 
significant over a 4- to 5-month period. With implementation of proposed Mitigation 
Measures AIR-3 and AIR-4, potentially significant Impacts AIR-3 and AIR-4 would be 
reduced or limited to less-than-significant levels. 

Operation of the proposed Project would result in periodic emissions from required testing of 
one diesel-fueled emergency generator and two diesel-fueled fire pumps at each converter 
station site. This potential impact would be negligible and would be considered less than 
significant. 

1.2.2 Geologic Resources and Soils 

Construction of the proposed Project would involve excavation and grading activities at the 
converter station sites and onshore cable routes during the construction phase in San 
Francisco and Pittsburg. The construction activities would cause soil erosion (Impact 
GEO-1). With implementation of proposed Mitigation Measure GEO-1, this potentially 
significant impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Subsurface construction activities at the proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter 
Station site could encounter serpentinite which is an asbestos bearing rock. Asbestos 
containing serpentinite could be disturbed and asbestos could be released during construction 
and this is considered to be a potentially significant impact (Impact GEO-2). With 
implementation of proposed Mitigation Measure GEO-2, this potentially significant impact 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Project facilities (i.e., converter stations and onshore cables) would potentially be subject to 
multiple significant geologic hazards (strong ground shaking, liquefaction, and shrink-
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swell/subsidence [Impacts GEO-3 through GEO-5]). With implementation of proposed 
Mitigation Measures GEO-3 through GEO-5, these potentially significant geologic hazards 
would be reduced to acceptable, less-than-significant levels. 

1.2.3 Water Resources and Quality 

Onshore Project-related construction activities could increase the potential for uncontrolled 
runoff laden with sediments or other pollutants that could significantly impact surface water 
quality. Additionally, operation and maintenance of the proposed converter station sites in 
San Francisco and Pittsburg could significantly impact surface water quality (e.g., San 
Francisco Bay) through inadvertent spills or discharges (Impact WATER-1). With 
implementation of proposed Mitigation Measure WATER-1, these potentially significant 
impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. 

Installation of the proposed HVDC cable in San Francisco and Pittsburg at the landfalls 
adjacent to the Bay would involve horizontal directional drilling (HDD) or comparable 
technology which could significantly impact water quality in the Bay and/or groundwater 
resources due to the potential release of drilling fluids (e.g., bentonite clay and inert, non-
toxic polymers)(Impacts WATER-2 and WATER-3). These potentially significant impacts 
would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with implementation of proposed Mitigation 
Measures WATER-2 and WATER-3. 

Installation of the offshore submarine cable system could significantly impact water quality 
in the Bay associated with the proposed use of a Hydroplow or equivalent technology 
(Impact WATER-5) if the construction zones contain contaminated sediments. These 
potentially significant impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels with 
implementation of proposed Mitigation Measures WATER-5. 

The proposed installation of the offshore submarine cable system would involve the use of 
marine vessels, which could result in an accidental vessel fuel spill. Although this event has a 
low probability of occurring, a potentially significant spill with associated water quality 
impacts could occur (Impact WATER-7). With implementation of proposed Mitigation 
Measure WATER-7, this potentially significant impact would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. 

The northwest corner of the proposed Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) 
Converter Station site is located in the 100-year flood zone. Impacts due to flooding are 
considered to be potentially significant. With implementation of Mitigation Measure 
WATER-8, this potentially significant impact would be reduced to a less-then-significant 
level. 
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1.2.4 Terrestrial Biological Resources 

The proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site and ancillary facilities 
are located on previously disturbed developed properties on artificial fill soils. No potentially 
significant impacts to terrestrial biological resources would be expected to result from 
construction or operation of the proposed Project facilities in San Francisco. 

Construction of the proposed Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter 
Station, including onshore cable routes and laydown areas, is located on previously disturbed 
developed properties. No potentially significant impacts to terrestrial biological resources 
would be expected to result from construction or operation of the proposed Project facilities 
in Pittsburg. 

No operations-related Project impacts to terrestrial biological resources would be expected to 
occur. 

1.2.5 Marine Biological Resources 

Potential Project-related impacts to marine biological resources would be limited to 
installation and operation of proposed offshore submarine cable system which is planned to 
typically be buried 3-6 feet below the bottom of the Bay. The actual burial depth will be 
determined by the forthcoming marine survey and risk analysis, and insurance company 
requirements. The construction phase for the offshore cable installation is planned to occur 
over a 4- to 5-month period between June 1 and November 30, thereby avoiding the sensitive 
life stages of salmonids (Chinook and steelhead), which are listed on the Endangered Species 
Act (ESA) list, and the typical Pacific herring spawning period. In addition, the proposed 
cable route was selected to avoid potentially sensitive marine habitat such as eelgrass beds 
and pinniped (e.g., seals and sea lions) haul out areas. Cable installation impacts on benthic 
organisms associated with use of the Hydroplow or equivalent technology burial method 
would be expected to be localized and minor. Potential operations-related impacts on marine 
organisms associated with electric and magnetic fields and cable heat are also expected to be 
insignificant. In summary, no potentially significant impacts to marine biological resources 
would be expected to occur associated with the proposed Project. 

1.2.6 Cultural Resources 

Potential Project-related impacts to cultural resources include potential construction-related 
impacts to archaeological resources that may be present in subsurface areas associated with 
proposed facilities in San Francisco. In addition, archaeological resources (shipwrecks) may 
be present along the offshore submarine cable system route between San Francisco and 
Pittsburg. 
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Construction of the proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station and 
associated onshore cables could potentially impact subsurface archaeological resources that 
may be present on the HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site or the Mirant Power Plant 
property, which is associated with the proposed AC cable interconnection between the HWC 
(Mitigated) site and Pacific Gas and Electric Company’s (PG&E’s) Potrero substation 
(Impact CUL-1). With implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-1a, b, and c, this 
potentially significant impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Construction and operation of the proposed Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) 
Converter Station, including ancillary facilities, would not be expected to result in any 
potentially significant onshore impacts to cultural resources (archaeological or historic). 
Installation of the proposed offshore submarine cable has the potential to significantly impact 
submerged and buried shipwrecks (Impact CUL-3). Implementation of proposed Mitigation 
Measures CUL-3a, b, and c would reduce this potentially significant impact to a less-than-
significant level. The construction of the submarine cable will require a 404 permit from the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. This federal agency permitting requirement creates a nexus 
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and compliance with the 
implementing regulations found at 36 CFR 800. 

1.2.7 Land Use and Recreation 

In general, construction and operation of the proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) 
Converter Station and ancillary facilities would not be expected to result in any potentially 
significant land use-related impacts. 

The proposed San Francisco HWC Converter Station site (mitigated) is currently zoned M-2 
(Heavy Industrial) and the proposed Project is consistent with this zoning designation. The 
San Francisco Planning Department has proposed to rezone the site from M-2 to PDR 
(Production, Distribution, & Repair). The PDR zoning would prohibit residential and most 
office developments. Utilities are described as a core use within the PDR district. Although 
the allowed uses within the PDR district are still being refined, City staff have indicated that 
they plan on adding a broad range of industrial uses within the PDR district and that the 
proposed converter station would be consistent with what they intend to propose. 

Implementation of the proposed Project at the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 
(E/W) Converter Station site is not a permitted use in the existing CS-O (1171)(Service 
Commercial with Limited Overlay [Ordinance No. 00-1171]) zoning district. The City of 
Pittsburg is in the process of amending the existing zoning district for a group of parcels. The 
affected zoning district encompasses an area larger than that required for the proposed West 
Tenth Street Converter Station Alternative 1. The details of the proposed Overlay Zoning 
Amendment with respect to allowable uses, setback, and height limitation are as described in 
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Section 3.4.3 of this Final EIR. Approval of this zoning overlay would allow the use and 
height of the proposed structures at the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 site. 

Installation of the proposed offshore submarine cables would involve a temporary (4 to 5 
months) increase in vessel traffic on the Bay, which could conflict with recreational uses of 
the Bay. This potentially significant impact (Impact LU-4) would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level with implementation of proposed mitigation measures LU-4a and b. 
Implementation of proposed Mitigation Measure LU-5 would ensure that installation of the 
proposed offshore cable system would not conflict with established local land use plans or 
policies. 

1.2.8 Marine Transportation and Commercial Fishing 

Construction and operation of the proposed onshore facilities (converter stations and 
ancillary facilities) in San Francisco and Pittsburg would not impact marine transportation or 
commercial fishing. Potential Project-related impacts to marine transportation and 
commercial fishing would be limited to the planned 4- to 5-month offshore submarine cable 
system installation phase. Potentially significant marine transportation-related Project 
impacts consist of the creation of potential navigation hazards due to the presence of Project-
related marine vessels in the Bay during submarine cable installation (Impact MTRANS-1). 
With implementation of proposed Mitigation Measures MTRANS-1a, b, c, and d, this 
potentially significant impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Potentially significant Project-related impacts to commercial fishing operations could occur 
if the offshore submarine cable system installation activities coincided in time and place with 
commercial herring fishing/harvesting operations in the Bay (Impact MTRANS-2). With 
implementation of proposed Mitigation Measure MTRANS-2a and b, this potentially 
significant impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

The proposed offshore cable system installation vessels could cross and conflict with 
commercial sport fishing vessel paths as they pursue migratory sport fish (e.g., salmon, 
striped bass, and steelhead) in the Bay. This potentially significant impact (Impact 
MTRANS-3) would be reduced to a less-than-significant level with implementation of 
proposed Mitigation Measures MTRANS-3a and b. 

1.2.9 Traffic and Transportation 

Construction of the proposed onshore Project components over a 27- to 30-month period 
would involve substantial truck traffic on the regional and local road networks in the Bay 
Area, San Francisco, and Pittsburg. The equipment to be installed at the proposed converter 
stations in San Francisco and Pittsburg would be delivered primarily to the Port of Oakland 
via container ships and then be trucked over the regional and local road networks to the 
converter station sites and/or construction laydown areas. Truck shipments would include a 
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limited number of oversize loads (e.g., transformers and cable reels). Construction activities 
would also include truck traffic associated with hauling construction debris (e.g., demolished 
buildings) and possibly contaminated soil, as well as construction workforce commute trips. 

Truck traffic associated with construction of the proposed San Francisco Converter Station 
would contribute to cumulative traffic impacts on regional roadways that are already 
operating with significant delays during peak periods (e.g., Interstate 280 and U.S. 101). The 
proposed Project’s contribution of additional traffic during the peak periods on these 
roadways is considered to be a potentially significant cumulative traffic impact on regional 
road networks. With implementation of proposed Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-1, this 
potentially significant impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. This 
potentially significant impact also applies to the proposed Pittsburg West Tenth Street 
Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site relative to the Project’s contribution to cumulative 
traffic levels on Interstate 80 and State Route 4. Proposed Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-1 
would also reduce the potentially significant cumulative impact to a less-than-significant 
level for the Pittsburg converter station. 

Another potentially significant traffic-related impact identified for the proposed San 
Francisco and Pittsburg converter stations consists of the transport of oversize loads (Impact 
TRAFFIC-2). This potentially significant impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level via implementation of proposed Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-2. 

Additional potentially significant, localized traffic-related impacts identified for the 
construction phase of the proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station and 
ancillary facilities are as follows: Impact TRAFFIC-3 – Temporary Street Closures Affecting 
Traffic, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Circulation; and Impact TRAFFIC-4 – Impact on Metro East 
Light Rail Facility. With implementation of proposed Mitigation Measures TRAFFIC-3 and  
-4, these potentially significant impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. 

No potentially significant operations-related traffic impacts have been identified for the 
proposed Project. 

1.2.10 Noise and Vibration 

Construction of the proposed Project facilities in San Francisco and Pittsburg would result in 
short-term (approximately 20 months) increases in ambient noise levels associated with the 
use of construction equipment, pile driving (4- to 5-month duration), and truck traffic. 
Operation of the proposed converter station would also generate noise associated with 
transformers, filters, heating and air conditioning units, circuit breakers, and emergency 
generators. Based on the results of the noise modeling performed, no potentially significant 
construction or operations-related noise impacts have been identified for the proposed San 
Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station. Although no potentially significant 
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construction noise impacts have been identified for the construction phase at the proposed 
Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station (including ancillary 
facilities), a potentially significant noise impact (Impact NOISE-1) has been identified for the 
operations phase due to the estimated unmitigated noise level of 77 to 79 A-weighted sound 
level (dbA) Day-Night Average Noise Level (Ldn) at the property lines, which exceeds the 
City of Pittsburg’s 75 dbA Ldn requirement. With implementation of proposed mitigation 
measure NOISE-1, this potentially significant noise impact would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. 

No potentially significant noise impacts have been identified associated with installation of 
the proposed offshore submarine cable system. 

1.2.11 Public Services and Utilities 

Construction and operation of the proposed Project have the potential to require and 
adversely impact public services (e.g., fire) and underground utilities. In addition, the 
proposed offshore submarine cable route crosses multiple utilities (fiber optic cables and 
pipelines, BART tube, etc.) that are present in the floor of the Bay. 

Construction of the proposed converter stations in San Francisco and Pittsburg have the 
potential to result in significant impacts related to: creation of construction fire hazards 
(Impact PS-1); and damage to existing onshore underground utilities (Impact PS-2). With 
implementation of proposed Mitigation Measures PS-1 and -2, these potentially significant 
impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

Operations at the proposed converter stations in San Francisco and Pittsburg could create a 
fire hazard that is considered to be potentially significant (Impact PS-3). With 
implementation of proposed Mitigation Measure PS-3, this potentially significant impact 
would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

1.2.12 Visual Resources/Aesthetics 

Implementation of the proposed Project in San Francisco and Pittsburg has the potential to 
result in long-term visual impacts associated with the proposed San Francisco and Pittsburg 
converter stations. Construction of the proposed converter stations at the HWC (Mitigated) 
site in San Francisco and the West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) site in Pittsburg would 
result in potentially adverse, but not significant, visual impacts associated with the facilities’ 
domination of views (Impact VIS-1) from key observation points/public viewing locations. 
These include views of the HWC (Mitigated) site from Warm Water Cove Park in San 
Francisco and views of the West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) site from West Tenth 
Street. With implementation of proposed Mitigation Measures VIS-1a and b, these 
potentially adverse impacts would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
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The proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station could also result in a 
potentially significant visual impact on viewers at Warm Water Cove Park related to the 
creation of visual clutter (Impact VIS-3). With implementation of proposed Mitigation 
Measure VIS-3, this potentially significant impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level. 

Operation of the proposed converter stations in San Francisco and Pittsburg could also result 
in adverse, but less than significant, visual impacts related to creation of substantial light and 
glare (Impact VIS-2) as viewed from key observation points in San Francisco (Warm Water 
Cove Park and Potrero Hill) and Pittsburg (West Tenth Street). With implementation of 
proposed Mitigation Measure VIS-2, these potentially adverse visual impacts would be 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

1.2.13 Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 

The proposed Project has the potential to result in significant hazardous material and waste 
management-related impacts associated with construction and operation of the onshore 
converter stations and ancillary facilities as well as the offshore submarine cable system. 
Potentially significant hazardous material and waste management impacts associated with 
installation of the offshore submarine cable system are addressed in the Water Resources and 
Quality assessment. Construction of the proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter 
Station and the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station, including 
ancillary facilities, would involve demolition of existing structures and excavation/ 
remediation of potentially contaminated soil material related to past activities at the sites and 
adjacent areas. 

Development of the proposed Project at the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter 
Station site would require demolition of buildings that contain hazardous building materials 
(e.g., asbestos and lead-based paint), excavation and remediation of subsurface, contaminated 
soil, and possibly groundwater. Development of the proposed Pittsburg West Tenth Street 
Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site, including ancillary facilities, would also involve 
demolition activities and excavation of potentially contaminated soils. Although the same 
impact categories generally apply to the proposed HWC (Mitigated) and West Tenth Street 
Alternative 1 (E/W) sites, the hazardous material/waste conditions for the HWC (Mitigated) 
site in San Francisco are more substantial than those at the Pittsburg West Tenth Street 
Alternative 1 site. Implementation of the proposed Project at the HWC (Mitigated) site would 
also involve an AC cable interconnection from the HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station to the 
PG&E Potrero Substation, including a portion on the Mirant Potrero property, which is 
known to have subsurface contamination issues as well. The following potentially significant 
impacts have been identified for both the proposed HWC (Mitigated) and West Tenth Street 
Alternative 1 (E/W) converter station sites, including ancillary facilities (as applicable): 
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• Impact HAZ-1: Removal of Potentially Hazardous Building Materials Resulting from 
Demolition 

• Impact HAZ-2: Soil Removal 

• Impact HAZ-3: Construction-phase Hazardous Materials Use 

• Impact HAZ-4: Construction-phase Waste Streams 

• Impact HAZ-5: Construction-phase Accidental Spills 

• Impact HAZ-6: Construction-phase Dust and Volatilization of Contaminants 

• Impact HAZ-7: Contaminated Groundwater 

• Impact HAZ-8: Operations-phase Hazardous Materials Usage 

• Impact HAZ-9: Operations-phase Waste Streams 

• Impact HAZ-10: Operations-phase Accidental Spills 

• Impact HAZ-11: Operations-phase Fire and Explosion Risk 

• Impact HAZ-12: Impacts from Seismic Activity 

With implementation of proposed Mitigation Measures HAZ-1 through HAZ-12, all 12 
potentially significant hazardous material- and waste management-related impacts would be 
reduced to less-than-significant levels. 

1.2.14 Paleontological Resources 

Construction of the proposed Project at the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) and Pittsburg 
West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) sites, including ancillary facilities, has the potential to 
significantly impact fossil resources during subsurface excavation activities. Development of 
the proposed converter station sites may involve excavation of undisturbed quaternary 
alluvium (Qal) that may be present under the site areas. Qal deposits have a high potential 
for containing significant fossil resources. If excavations associated with construction 
involved disturbance of Qal, a potentially significant impact to paleontological resources 
could occur (Impact PALEO-1). With implementation of proposed Mitigation Measure 
PALEO-1, this potentially significant impact would be reduced to a less-than-significant 
level. 

No potentially significant impacts to paleontological resources would be expected to occur 
associated with installation of the proposed offshore submarine cable system. 
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1.2.15 Summary 

With implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, all of the identified potentially 
significant impacts would be reduced to levels that are less than significant. Implementation 
of the proposed Project would be expected to result in no unavoidable adverse significant 
impacts. 

1.3 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED 

1.3.1 Introduction 

The primary goal of the Trans Bay Cable Project is to deliver 400 MW of electric capacity 
and energy to San Francisco to meet demand projected for the beginning of 2012 and 
beyond. The proposed Project is anticipated to meet CAISO planning and reliability 
standards while improving load serving capability and creating economic benefit compared 
to Project costs. Should the Project be approved it will potentially reduce the need for in-city 
generation in the City of San Francisco, decrease transmission grid congestion in the East 
Bay, increase the overall security and reliability of the electrical system, improve the load 
serving capability, and provide potential savings to ratepayers. 

The Project proposes to meet the primary goals by constructing an approximately 53-mile-
long 400 MW HVDC subsea cable in San Francisco Bay from Pittsburg in Contra Costa 
County to the Potrero area in San Francisco as well as converter stations on each end and 
associated AC cables to connect the converter stations with the existing PG&E substations 
near Pittsburg and in San Francisco. In accordance with CEQA Guidelines (Section 
14126[a]), this EIR assesses a reasonable range of alternatives to the proposed Project that 
are potentially capable of meeting the Project goals and objectives, including: 

a) Project Alternatives 

 Alternative converter station sites, layouts, and associated ancillary facilities 

b) Pittsburg to San Francisco land-based transmission routes 

 New transmission corridor 

 Within existing utility and transportation corridors (e.g., rail, highway, and BART) 

c) Reconductoring and/or retrofitting of the existing transmission grid 

d) New generation capacity in San Francisco 

e) Transmission grid enhancements/demand management 

f) No Project Alternative 



SECTION 1.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

X:\Transbay\FEIR\AFEIR#2\01.0 AFEIR.doc 1-16 Final EIR 
October 2006

1.3.2 Alternatives Considered But Eliminated From Further Consideration 

Alternative categories b, c, d, and e (above) were subjected to a screening process to assess 
their potential feasibility and capability to meet the Project goals and objectives; none of 
these potential alternatives to the proposed Project were determined to be feasible and/or 
capable of meeting the Project goals and objectives. Accordingly, these alternative categories 
were eliminated from further consideration in this EIR. Refer to Section A.8.3 in Appendix A 
of the Draft EIR for more information regarding these potential alternatives, the screening 
process used, and the rationale for eliminating these alternatives from further consideration. 

1.3.3 No Project Alternative 

The No Project Alternative would involve taking no action to provide additional electrical 
transmission capacity to San Francisco (i.e., status quo). Under the No Project Alternative, 
the potential environmental impacts and benefits of the proposed Trans Bay Cable Project 
would not occur as a direct consequence of Project implementation. However, the No Project 
Alternative is incapable of meeting the Project goals and objectives, or the CAISO’s 
objectives for solving the near-term and long-term electrical supply and reliability issues in 
San Francisco and the northern Peninsula area. Another potential consequence of the No 
Project Alternative would be the lost potential to save an estimated 20 MW of electrical 
power that is currently expended in electrical line losses, which would be avoided by the 
proposed HVDC Project. In summary, the No Project Alternative does not constitute a 
reasonable alternative to the proposed Project. 

1.3.4 Project Alternatives 

The following Project Alternatives are assessed in detail in Section 5.0 of the Draft EIR, and 
compared to each other and the proposed Project as refined in Section 6.0 of this Final EIR: 

• San Francisco Mirant Potrero Converter Station (three layouts)(and ancillary facilities) 

• San Francisco Sheedy Converter Station (and ancillary facilities) 

• Pittsburg West Tenth Street Converter Station Alternative 1 (and ancillary facilities)(now 
proposed) 

• Pittsburg West Tenth Street Converter Station Alternative 2 (and ancillary facilities) 

• Pittsburg Mirant Converter Station (and ancillary facilities) 

In general, the potentially significant impacts of the various Project alternatives are the same 
or similar to those associated with the proposed Project. Key issues potentially associated 
with the Project alternatives are summarized below. 
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1.3.4.1 San Francisco Mirant Potrero Converter Station Alternative 

Development at this alternative site (at all three site layouts under consideration) would result 
in an unavoidable adverse significant cultural resource impact associated with the need to 
demolish historic structures (Station A Complex) during site preparation (Impact CUL-2). 

1.3.4.2 San Francisco Sheedy Converter Station Alternative 

No unavoidable significant impacts have been identified for this alternative site. 

1.3.4.3 Pittsburg West Tenth Street Converter Station Alternative 2 

Implementation of the Project on the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 2 site would 
result in unavoidable adverse significant noise impacts associated with pile driving activities 
(4-5 months) during the construction phase and long-term visual impacts. 

1.3.4.4 Pittsburg Mirant Converter Station 

No unavoidable adverse significant impacts have been identified for the Pittsburg Mirant 
Converter Station Alternative. 

1.3.5 Environmentally Superior Alternative 

The No Project Alternative would result in the fewest environmental effects. However, the 
No Project Alternative would not meet the Project/CAISO goals and is not considered to be a 
reasonable or feasible alternative. Numerous “non-Project” alternatives were also considered, 
as discussed in Section A.8.3 in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. None of the various 
alternatives evaluated are considered to be capable of meeting all of the Project objectives 
and the related screening criteria for “feasibility” and “environmental impacts avoidance and 
minimization.” Therefore, none of the potential non-Project alternatives were retained for 
further consideration in this EIR. 

The Trans Bay Cable Project Alternatives are considered by the City of Pittsburg to be the 
only feasible alternative for meeting the Project and CAISO objectives at this point in time. 

It is difficult to determine, however, which of Trans Bay Cable Project converter station site 
alternatives in San Francisco and Pittsburg is clearly the environmentally superior alternative 
as, with few exceptions, the sites are very similar to each other in terms of potential impacts. 
The proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site and the San Francisco 
Sheedy Converter Station Alternative would avoid the unavoidable adverse significant 
impact to historic architectural resources associated with the alternative San Francisco Mirant 
sites. However, Mirant tentatively plans to demolish the buildings considered to be historic 
(i.e., Station A Complex) on the San Francisco Mirant property due to their deteriorated 
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condition and seismic safety concerns. Locating the proposed Trans Bay Cable Project San 
Francisco converter station on any one of the three alternative Mirant site layouts would 
consolidate the electrical station facilities (i.e., PG&E Potrero Substation and the Trans Bay 
Cable San Francisco converter station) at one location and would avoid potential conflicts 
with possible future improvements to public access to San Francisco Bay (Impact LU-1) 
associated with the Sheedy alternative. In addition, the required electrical interconnection 
(115 kV AC) between the Sheedy Converter Station site and the PG&E Potrero Substation is 
problematic due to potential conflicts with existing underground utilities along Illinois Street. 
No one site in San Francisco is clearly environmentally superior to another. The proposed 
HWC (Mitigated) site has no identified unavoidable adverse significant impacts and this is 
the only site in San Francisco for which the Project proponent has site control, thus the HWC 
(Mitigated) site is the only feasible site at the time this Final EIR was prepared. 

Of the proposed and alternative converter station sites in Pittsburg (including ancillary 
facilities), it is also difficult to determine the clearly environmentally superior alternative. 
Due to the unavoidable adverse significant noise and visual impacts associated with the 
Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 2 site, this alternative site is the least preferable from 
an environmental impact perspective. Accordingly, the proposed Pittsburg West Tenth Street 
Alternative 1 (E/W) and Pittsburg Mirant alternative sites are considered to be 
environmentally superior to the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 2 site. It is not 
possible to clearly differentiate the environmentally superior alternative in Pittsburg between 
the West Tenth Street Alternative 1 site and the Pittsburg Mirant site. However, since the 
Project proponent does not have site control at the Pittsburg Mirant site, the Pittsburg West 
Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) site is the only environmentally acceptable and feasible site 
at the time this Final EIR was prepared. 
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TABLE 1-11,2 
SUMMARY OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 

AND PROPOSED MITIGATION MEASURES

Potentially Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation Measure(s) 
Resulting Level of 
Significance 

San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station Site     
AIR-1: Fugitive Dust Emissions. The Project proposes 
to use fugitive dust suppression with water and other 
methods to control construction-related emissions. The 
use of chemical additives is not planned. Controlled 
worst-case fugitive dust is estimated to be 29 pounds per 
day; 0.32 tons per month; and 2.6 tons over the 27- to 30-
month construction period for the San Francisco site. 
Without fugitive dust control measures the impact is 
considered potentially significant. 

AIR-1: Fugitive Dust Controls. Best achievable control measures (BACM) shall be 
utilized during construction phases of the Project. Fugitive dust control measures are 
stipulated by BAAQMD Regulation 6 (BAAQMD, 1999) and shall include all of the 
following as applicable to the Project site: 
• Water all active construction areas at least twice daily 
• Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all trucks to 

maintain at least two feet of freeboard 
• Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all 

unpaved access roads, parking areas and staging areas at construction sites 
• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas, and 

staging areas at construction sites 
• Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried onto 

adjacent public streets 
• Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas 

(previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more) 
• Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to exposed 

stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.) 
• Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to public 

roadways 
• No vehicle shall exceed 10 miles per hour speed limit within the construction site 
• The construction site entrance shall be posted with visible speed limit signs 
• All construction vehicle tires shall be inspected and washed as necessary to be 

cleaned free of dirt prior to entering public roadways 
• Gravel ramps of at least 20 feet in length must be provided at the tire 

washing/cleaning station 

Less than significant  
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Potentially Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation Measure(s) 
Resulting Level of 
Significance 

San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station Site     
• All unpaved exits from the construction site shall be graveled to prevent track out to 

public roadways 
• All construction vehicles shall enter the construction site through the graveled 

roadways, unless an alternative route has been submitted to and approved for use by 
the City 

• At least the first 500 feet of any public roadway exiting from the construction site shall 
be swept at least twice daily (or less during periods of precipitation) on days when 
construction activity occurs or on any other day when dirt or runoff from the 
construction site is visible on the public roadways 

AIR-2: Equipment Exhaust Emissions. See Table 4.2-
10 for emissions estimates for the San Francisco HWC 
(Mitigated) Converter Station site. The impact of these 
emissions would be considered to be potentially 
significant. 

AIR-2: Exhaust Controls. The following controls pertaining to equipment emissions 
(BAAQMD, 1999) shall be implemented during construction to reduce emissions from 
construction equipment exhaust: 
• Use alternative fueled construction equipment, as practical. 
• Minimize idling time. 
• Maintain properly tuned equipment. 
• Limit the hours of operation of heavy duty equipment and/or the amount of equipment 

in use. 
• All diesel-fueled engines used in the construction of the facility shall be fueled only 

with ultra-low sulfur diesel, which contains no more than 15 ppm sulfur. 
• All diesel-fueled engines used in the construction of the facility shall have clearly 

visible tags showing that the engine meets the conditions set forth herein. 
• All construction diesel engines, which have a rating of 100 horsepower (hp) or more, 

shall meet, at a minimum, the Tier 2 California Emission Standards for Off-road 
Compression-ignition Engines as specified in California Code of Regulations, Title 13, 
section 2423(b)(1). In the event a Tier 2 engine is not available for any off-road 

Less than significant  
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Potentially Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation Measure(s) 
Resulting Level of 
Significance 

San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station Site     
engine larger than 100 hp, that engine shall be equipped with a Tier 1 engine. In the 
event a Tier 1 engine is not available for any off-road engine larger than 100 hp, that 
engine shall be equipped with a catalyzed diesel particulate filter (soot filter), unless 
certified by engine manufacturers that the use of such devices is not practical for 
specific engine types. For purposes of this condition, the use of such devices is “not 
practical” if, among other reasons:  
 There is no available soot filter that has been certified by either the California Air 

Resources Board or U.S. Environmental Protection Agency for the engine in 
question. 

 The construction equipment is intended to be on-site for ten (10) days or less. 
 The City may grant relief from this requirement if the construction contractor can 

demonstrate that they have made a good faith effort to comply with this 
requirement and that compliance is not possible. 

• The use of a soot filter may be terminated immediately if one of the following 
conditions exists, provided that the City is informed within ten (10) working days of 
the termination: 
 The use of the soot filter is excessively reducing normal availability of the 

construction equipment due to increased time for maintenance, and/or reduced 
power output due to an excessive increase in backpressure. 

 The soot filter is causing or is reasonably expected to cause significant engine 
damage. 

 The soot filter is causing or is reasonably expected to cause a significant risk to 
workers or the public. 

 Any other seriously detrimental cause which has the approval of the City prior to 
the termination being implemented. 
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Potentially Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation Measure(s) 
Resulting Level of 
Significance 

San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station Site     
• All heavy earthmoving equipment and heavy duty construction related trucks with 

engines meeting the requirements of (c) above shall be properly maintained and the 
engines tuned to the engine manufacturer’s specifications. 

• All diesel heavy construction equipment shall not remain running idle for more than 
five minutes, to the extent practical. 

GEO-1: Soil Erosion and Compaction. Construction 
activities would lead to soil compaction and could lead to 
soil erosion. This impact is considered to be potentially 
significant. 

GEO-1: Design Project for Erosion Control. Standard Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) shall be incorporated into the Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plans (SWPPPs) 
for construction and operation, and shall minimize onsite soil erosion and offsite 
sedimentation. Temporary erosion control measures shall be required during the 
construction period to help maintain water quality, protect property from erosion damage, 
and prevent accelerated soil erosion or dust generation.  

Less than significant  

GEO-2: Asbestos-containing Serpentine. The San 
Francisco site is potentially underlain with asbestos-
containing soils and rocks. Asbestos could be released 
during construction phases at the San Francisco sites. 
Asbestos is a human health hazard when airborne. This 
is considered a potentially significant impact. 

GEO-2: Controls for Excavation of Serpentine. Prior to Project construction, previously-
prepared geotechnical reports and boring and trenching logs from the site would be 
reviewed to identify areas of serpentinite bedrock that would be disturbed during 
excavation and Project construction. An Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan would be submitted 
to the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD) for approval in accordance 
with the Final Regulation Order Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure for 
Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations.  

Less than significant  

GEO-3: Strong Ground Shaking. There is a high risk of 
strong ground shaking in the event of a large earthquake 
in the area. This impact is considered potentially 
significant. 

GEO-3: Design to Seismic Design Requirements. Due to the site’s proximity to 
earthquake faults and the characteristics of the soil profile, a site-specific study shall be 
conducted to develop seismic design criteria. Project facilities shall be designed and 
constructed at a minimum to the seismic design requirements for ground shaking specified 
in the Uniform Building Code for Seismic Zone 4. Additionally, to satisfy the provisions of 
the 1998 California Building Code, these facilities shall be designed to withstand ground 
motions equating to approximately a 500-year return period (10 percent probability of 
exceedance in 50 years). For design purposes, site-specific ground motions shall be 
calculated for all project sites. 

Less than significant  
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GEO-4: Liquefaction. There is a potential for liquefaction 
at the Project site. This impact is considered potentially 
significant. 

GEO-4: Design Project for Liquefiable Deposits. A site-specific program of exploratory 
borings and accompanying laboratory testing shall be required in order to delineate 
potentially liquefiable materials beneath the construction area. Geotechnical investigations 
shall be required for consideration prior to foundation design and development of site-
specific design criteria. 

Less than significant  

GEO-5: Shrink-Swell/Subsistence. The proposed San 
Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site is 
potentially underlain with expansive soils, which requires 
specific attention during grading to avoid future heaving 
and cracking of overlying materials. The potential for 
damage due to shrink-swell/subsidence to site facilities is 
potentially significant.  

GEO-5: Design Project for Shrink-Swell/Subsistence. A program of site-specific 
exploratory borings and accompanying laboratory testing shall be required to delineate 
any potentially expansive materials underneath the proposed Project facility sites and to 
evaluate the potential for site subsidence and identify and implement appropriate design 
measures (e.g. pile supports or replacement of undesirable materials) in accordance with 
applicable codes. 

Less than significant  

WATER-1: Erosion and Contaminated Runoff. Erosion 
and contaminated runoff during construction and 
operation could significantly impact water quality within 
San Francisco Bay. This is considered a potentially 
significant impact. 

WATER-1: Erosion Control and Contaminant Source Control. Apply for and comply 
with NPDES construction permit, and Industrial Activities General Permit. Requirements 
for the permits include submittal of a Notice of Intent, development of a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP), monitoring and inspections, and submittal of annual 
compliance reports. 

Less than significant  

WATER-2: Surface Water Quality Impacts from HDD. 
HDD could have significant water quality impacts through 
loss of drilling fluids and disruption of Bay bottom 
sediment at the sediment surface where the borehole 
emerges. This is considered a potentially significant 
impact. 

WATER-2: Spill Prevention and Control Plan for HDD. Drilling shall be performed in 
accordance with a site-specific Spill Prevention and Control (SPCC) Plan for HDD 
Operations for Drill Fluids and Cuttings. Spill response measures included in this plan, 
should a spill occur, shall include reducing fluid pressures, thickening the fluid mixture, 
and/or adding pre-approved loss circulation materials (LCMs) to the mixture. 

Less than significant  
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WATER-3: Groundwater Quality Impacts from HDD. 
HDD could have significant water quality impacts through 
loss of drilling fluids that would increase suspended 
material in groundwater. This would be considered a 
potentially significant impact. 

WATER-3: Use of Pilot Hole and Reaming. HDD shall be performed using a pilot hole 
plus reaming technique to minimize the potential for impacts to groundwater. To prevent 
significant water quality impacts, drilling muds shall consist of naturally occurring materials 
such as water and bentonite clay, plus inert, non-toxic polymers. 
Both the drilling technique and early detection and response shall be used to minimize 
release of fluids to the environment. HDD shall start with completion of a small-diameter 
pilot hole. The pilot hole is gradually enlarged using reaming. This technique acts to 
prevent sudden loss of large volumes of drilling fluids. 
Early detection and rapid response shall be implemented to minimize loss of drilling fluids. 
In the event loss of drilling fluids is detected, natural LCMs such as cotton dust, 
cottonseed hulls, wood fiber, mica, and cedar fiber shall be added to the drilling fluid. 
Alternative actions that shall be considered and implemented, as required, include 
reduction in drilling pressure, thickening of the fluid mixture, and construction of spill 
control structures, pits, and silt fences onshore, or silt curtains offshore. 

Less than significant 

CUL-1: Disturbance of Archaeological Resources. 
Buried historical resources may exist on the HWC 
(Mitigated) site and Mirant Potrero Power Plant site. 
Construction of the AC cable route from the converter 
station across the power plant property to the PG&E 
Potrero substation may disturb these resources. This is 
considered a potentially significant impact. 

CUL-1a: Archeological Resource Testing. Due to the potential for buried cultural 
resources within the Mirant Potrero Power Plant portion of the Project area, it is 
recommended that subsurface survey (i.e., testing) of the cable route across the plant 
utilizing mechanical exploratory borings be initiated prior to construction activities. The 
subsurface survey should be implemented as a means to determine the presence and 
extent of buried archaeological resources within the plant area as well as to evaluate the 
potential significance of any resources encountered. Identified remains would be 
evaluated against the NRHP/CRHR significance criteria. If the resources are not eligible 
for the NRHP/CRHR, then no further consideration of these resources would be required. 
If the resources are eligible for the NRHP/CRHR, additional mitigation measures may be 
required.  
 

Less than significant  
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The testing program would be documented within a technical report. The report would 
include the aforementioned resource evaluations, if any, and provide recommendations for 
the further management of cultural resources. Such recommendations could include data 
recovery excavations as well as the monitoring of all ground-disturbing activities 
associated with the project. 
CUL-1b: Archaeological Resource Data Recovery. Based upon the results of the 
testing program, it may be necessary that a data recovery excavation be implemented. 
CEQA stipulates that if avoidance of the important archaeological resource is not feasible, 
a data recovery excavation may be warranted. When data recovery through excavation is 
the only feasible mitigation, a data recovery plan, which makes provisions for adequately 
recovering the scientifically consequential information from and about the resource, shall 
be prepared and adopted prior to any excavation being undertaken. The development of 
this plan, as well as the implementation of field work, would be conducted in consultation 
with the SHPO, and, if the site is of aboriginal association, with the NAHC and local Native 
American community as well. 
CUL-1c: Archaeological Resource Construction Monitoring. Following completion of 
the archaeological testing efforts, it may be determined that construction monitoring is 
necessary to prevent significant impacts to important cultural resources. In the event 
monitoring is warranted, a qualified professional archaeologist shall be retained to observe 
all ground-disturbing activities associated with the Project. If archaeological materials are 
observed by the monitoring archaeologist, he/she would have the authority to halt all 
ground-disturbing activities within the vicinity of the exposed materials until the nature and 
significance of the find could be evaluated and mitigation measures implemented, if 
needed. The development of mitigation measures would be conducted in consultation with 
SHPO and, if the site is of aboriginal association, with the NAHC and local Native 
American community as well. 
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TRAFFIC-1: Cumulative Traffic Impacts. Project-
related trips to and from the HWC (Mitigated) Converter 
Station site would contribute to delays on the regional 
roadway system, a potentially significant impact.  

TRAFFIC-1: Coordination to Reduce Cumulative Traffic Impacts. Truck shipments on 
the regional roadway shall be scheduled for non-peak periods when delays are less 
prevalent, as practical. The construction contractor shall coordinate with Caltrans to 
identify appropriate routings and times for site deliveries and comply with Caltrans 
recommendations. This mitigation measure would successfully mitigate the Project’s 
contribution to cumulative impacts occurring on the regional roadway system. 

Less than significant  

TRAFFIC-2: Oversized Loads. Oversized shipments 
would require a permit from Caltrans that identifies the 
permitted hours of operation and the size of the truck to 
transport the shipment on the regional roadway network. 
If the permit conditions were not followed adequately, this 
would constitute a potentially significant adverse impact. 

TRAFFIC-2: Coordination of Oversized Loads. Coordination with Caltrans and local 
jurisdictions shall be conducted to ensure proper permitting for oversized loads, which 
shall be required in advance of construction. 

Less than significant  

TRAFFIC-3: Temporary Street Closures Affecting 
Traffic, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Circulation. The 
temporary closure of streets for Project-related 
construction would affect traffic circulation in the study 
area and may impede the delivery and access to 
businesses in the area and the use of the Bay Trail and 
bicycle circulation for short intervals. This impact is 
considered to be potentially significant. 

TRAFFIC-3: Signage for Temporary Street Closures. Any needed temporary closure of 
local streets in San Francisco will be mitigated by coordinating street closures with the San 
Francisco Department of Parking and Traffic (DPT) and, if appropriate, erecting signage 
that reroutes traffic onto neighboring streets. The coordination would account for providing 
continued access for emergency vehicles in the study area and ensure that the City of San 
Francisco’s Emergency Operations Plan could be activated without impediment. With 
these mitigation measures, temporary construction impacts on traffic circulation would be 
mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 

Less than significant  

TRAFFIC-4: Impacts on Metro East Light Rail Facility. 
If truck shipments were destined for the proposed 
laydown area (Western Pacific site) at the same time 
MUNI begins using 25th Street to dispatch light rail 
vehicles to Third Street, they could conflict with the most 

Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-4: Reducing Impact on the Movement of MUNI Light 
Rail Vehicles into and out of the Metro East Maintenance Facility. The Project 
laydown area located at Pier 94/96 is the preferred laydown area. As indicated in Section 
4.10.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR, Construction-related Impacts, truck deliveries to the Pier 94/96 
laydown area would not produce significant impacts along Cargo Way and would avoid a 

Less than significant  
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active light rail dispatch and return hours at the beginning 
and end of the peak periods. This is considered to be a 
potentially significant impact. 

potential conflict with the movement of MUNI light rail vehicles along 25th Street. If the 
Western Pacific site were used as an alternative laydown area, the Construction contractor 
will coordinate with MUNI, Port of San Francisco, and the Department of Parking and 
Traffic to minimize delays to MUNI Metro operation and to define times for scheduling of 
truck deliveries if the truck deliveries were to occur during the peak period. 

PS-1: Construction Fire Hazards. Without appropriate 
precautions, construction activities requiring the use of 
flammable and combustible materials could create fire 
hazards. The potential to increase fire events could affect 
the level of service by the fire department to the 
surrounding area. This impact is considered potentially 
significant. 

PS-1: Construction Fire Prevention. A Construction Fire Prevention and Protection 
Program shall be developed for the Project to be followed throughout all phases of 
construction. The program will specifically address: 
• General requirements 
• Responsibilities 
• Housekeeping 
• Employee alarm/communication system 
• Portable fire extinguishers 
• Fixed fire-fighting equipment 
• Fire control 
• Flammable and combustible liquid storage 
• Use and handling of flammable and combustible liquids 
• Dispensing and disposal of flammable and combustible liquids 
• Servicing and refueling areas 
• Training 

Less than significant  
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PS-2: Existing Onshore Underground Utilities. Without 
appropriate precautions, installation of proposed 
underground utility lines could impact existing 
underground utilities and public service connections. This 
impact would be considered potentially significant. 

PS-2: Utility Survey. Prior to any excavation work a survey shall be conducted to identify 
locations of subsurface utilities. 

Less than significant  

PS-3: Operations Fire Hazards. Without appropriate 
precautions, operations requiring the use of flammable 
and combustible materials could induce fire hazards. The 
potential to increase fire events could affect the level of 
service by the fire department to the surrounding area. 
This impact is considered potentially significant. 

PS-3: Operations Fire Prevention. An Operations Fire Prevention and Protection 
Program shall be developed for the Project to be followed throughout all phases of 
operation. The program will specifically address: 
• Names and/or job titles responsible for maintaining equipment and accumulation of 

flammable or combustible material 
• Procedures in the event of fire 
• Fire alarm and protection equipment 
• System and equipment maintenance 
• Monthly inspections 
• Annual inspections 
• Fire-fighting demonstrations and training 
• Housekeeping practices 
• Training 

Less than significant  

VIS-1A: Converter Station Domination of View. Since 
the architectural design character of the building and the 
general character of proposed landscaping have not been 
identified in detail, there is the possibility of generating 
potentially significant visual impacts based upon the 
potential of the Project to dominate the scene or become 

VIS-1Aa: Plan Submittal Requirements for Building Materials and Colors. All major 
Project features, including buildings, structures, fencing, and sign backgrounds (excluding 
electric switch gear and related wires and cables, etc. which shall be galvanized gray as 
shown in the simulations) shall be painted with neutral tan or gray colors that will minimize 
the size and height of the facility, blend with adjacent structures and be compatible with 
natural landscapes where applicable. A specific painting plan shall be developed for 

Less than significant  
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obtrusive on views from Warm Water Cove Park. 
While this impact has been classified as less than 
significant without design controls, it may still be adverse. 
This adversity can be lessened through the application of 
Mitigation Measures VIS-1Aa and VIS-1Ab. 

approval by the agency with local jurisdiction to ensure that the proposed colors do not 
unduly contrast with the surrounding landscape colors. All treatments shall be in non-
reflective colors. The painting plan shall be submitted sufficiently early to ensure that any 
pre-colored buildings, structures and linear facilities shall have colors approved and 
included in bid specifications for such buildings or structures. 
VIS-1Ab: Plan Submittal Requirements for Landscaping. A specific landscaping plan 
shall be prepared showing the location of proposed landscaping, the varieties and sizes of 
plants to be planted, and the proposed time of maturity for each species. Plants shall be 
selected from the approved species list prepared by the agencies with jurisdiction. 

VIS-2: Converter Station will Create Substantial Light 
and Glare. There is potential for the Project to cast more 
ambient light into the immediate area than the existing 
conditions. There is also the possibility that the luminaries 
of some of the lighting fixtures may be seen directly by 
either residents of Potrero Hill or users of Warm Water 
Cove Park, which through the abrupt contrast of the 
fixtures’ light with the surrounding general darkness, may 
create the effect of glare. 
While this impact has been classified as less than 
significant, without design controls it may still be adverse. 
This adversity can be lessened through the application of 
Mitigation Measure VIS-2. 

VIS-2: Plan Submittal Requirements for Lighting. Except as required by security and 
worker-safety requirements, night lighting shall be hooded to direct illumination downward 
and inward toward the areas to be illuminated in order to minimize nighttime light and 
glare, backscatter to the nighttime sky, and visibility of lighting to public viewing areas. A 
specific lighting plan consistent with operational and safety needs and limiting the general 
lighting levels to a maximum reasonable level shall be submitted to each agency with 
jurisdiction for approval. The plan shall include provisions for timed and/or motion 
detection-controlled switches. 

Less than significant  

VIS-3: Creation of Visual Clutter. There is the possibility 
that views of the proposed HWC (Mitigated) Converter 
Station from Warm Water Cove Park would be adversely 
affected without supplemental screening landscaping 

VIS-3: Landscaping Plan. The view of the proposed HWC Converter Station (mitigated) 
from Warm Water Cove Park shall be improved by addition of landscaping screening. In 
order to improve views northward from Warm Water Cove Park, the applicant shall 
develop a landscape plan which provides screening foliage where consistent with facility 

Less than significant  
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along the waterfront given the potential for the Project to 
be more obtrusive than the existing condition. This impact 
would be considered potentially significant. 

location and safety. The landscaping plans shall be reviewed and approved by agencies 
with jurisdiction. 

HAZ-1: Removal of Potentially Hazardous Building 
Materials Resulting from Demolition. Structures on the 
converter station site contain or potentially contain ACMs 
and LBP. Improper removal or remediation of these 
materials could result in a potentially significant 
environmental impact  

HAZ-1: Complete an ACM Abatement Plan and an LBP Abatement Plan. Complete 
ACM and LBP investigation and characterization on the converter station site to fill data 
gaps and to support development of worker safety procedures, in accordance with 
regulatory requirements to protect construction workers and the public. The ACM and LBP 
Abatement Plans shall be completed in compliance with application regulations based on 
the historical and newly acquired ACM and LBP data. If ACM and LBP are confirmed to be 
present in concentrations above regulatory limits, the Project proponent shall use ACM- 
and LBP-certified removal contractors and trained asbestos and lead-based paint removal 
workers, conduct dust monitoring, and properly dispose of generated wastes offsite. The 
Project proponent shall also prepare a site Health and Safety Plan for this work. 

Less than significant  

HAZ-2: Soil Removal. Soils removed during construction 
of the converter station and cable routes could be 
contaminated. Improper sampling, handling, analyzing, or 
characterizing of the soils could result in a potentially 
significant environmental impact. Soils at the HWC 
(Mitigated) site are likely to be contaminated with metals 
and either TPH or PAHs, depending on location. Portions 
of a naturally occurring subsurface serpentinite ridge may 
require excavation. Serpentinite contains naturally 
occurring asbestos and these soils, if disposed of offsite, 
would likely require disposal as California hazardous 
waste. 

HAZ-2: Soil Removal Protocols. Previously uncharacterized soils that are stained or 
odiferous shall be segregated on plastic, sampled, and characterized for onsite use or 
offsite disposal. The Soil and Groundwater Management plans (SMP, GMP) shall detail 
storage, transportation, and disposal options for soil and groundwater excavated/extracted 
during the converter station construction. They would also specify dust monitoring needs 
for soil excavation and management. 
Previously characterized hazardous soils shall be loaded onto trucks for offsite disposal. 
Hazardous soil disposal requires that hazardous waste manifests accompany the waste. 
Hazardous waste transporters shall be required to haul hazardous soils to a Class I 
hazardous waste landfill. The personnel handling the hazardous soils are required to have 
met the OSHA hazardous work operations training requirements. A Health and Safety 
Plan shall be prepared for this work. 
Previously characterized non-hazardous soils shall be stockpiled for onsite or offsite reuse 
or offsite disposal, as needed. 

Less than significant  
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HAZ-3: Construction-phase Hazardous Materials Use. 
Hazardous materials would be used during construction 
activities. Misuse, inadequate storage, or improper 
disposal of these materials could result in a potentially 
significant environmental impact. 

HAZ-3: Reduction of Hazards During Construction Phase. The hazards presented by 
the use of hazardous materials during the construction phase are well understood, and the 
appropriate management controls to mitigate potential impacts shall be implemented. 
These controls include: 1) developing required management plans, e.g., a Spill 
Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure Plan (see HAZ-5 for more SPCC Plan details); 
2) secondary containment; 3) separate storage of incompatible materials; and 4) proper 
training of personnel. 
Additionally, construction personnel shall be trained in safety and defensive emergency 
response procedures. Construction personnel shall also receive hazardous-waste-related 
training that focuses on recognition of potentially contaminated soil and/or groundwater 
that may be encountered during subsurface excavations for foundations or pipeline/cable 
trenches. If such contaminated soil or groundwater is suspected, contingency procedures 
shall be followed to protect worker safety and public health. All vehicles and construction 
equipment shall be inspected to ensure that no fluids are leaking (e.g., oil, hydraulic fluid, 
lubricants, or brake fluid) and that all fuels and fluids are stored in proper, clearly labeled 
containers. 
Hazardous materials that must be disposed of will be disposed of as hazardous waste in 
accordance with the appropriate regulations for storage, transportation, and disposal of 
hazardous waste. 

Less than significant  

HAZ-4: Construction-phase Waste Streams. Improper 
storage and disposal of solid waste and hazardous 
construction wastes could result in a potentially significant 
environmental impact. 

HAZ-4: Management of Construction-phase Waste Streams. The onsite management 
and offsite disposal procedures of solid wastes (including potentially contaminated soil) 
shall be in a Solid Waste Management Plan for the Project. Waste shall be stockpiled 
temporarily before disposal offsite. The local fire department and emergency management 
team shall be provided a list of the waste material expected to be generated and stored 
onsite. 
 

Less than significant  
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Hazardous wastes generated during construction shall be collected in hazardous waste 
accumulation containers near the point of generation and moved daily to the construction 
contractor’s 90-day hazardous waste storage area at the converter station site. The 
accumulated waste shall be delivered to an authorized waste management facility.  
The exact volume of hazardous wastes to be generated at the San Francisco HWC 
(Mitigated) Converter Station site cannot be estimated at this time, but the estimated 
amount of excavated soil that would need to be disposed of offsite is estimated at 
approximately 15,000 cubic yards for this converter station site. Even if this entire amount 
of excavated soil would need to be disposed of as hazardous waste, it would not exceed a 
significant portion of the available hazardous waste landfill capacity in California. The 
capacity details of various landfills for both non-hazardous and hazardous waste are 
detailed in Table 4.14-5. The capacity and estimates for daily volumes of waste received 
were verified, as detailed in the personal communications provided in the references for 
this section.  

HAZ-5: Construction-phase Accidental Spills. An 
accidental spill or a release of hazardous materials could 
occur during construction. This impact is considered 
potentially significant. 

HAZ-5: Construction-phase Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures. The 
following shall be implemented both to prevent spills from occurring and to minimize 
impacts in the event that they do occur: 
• All spills shall be cleaned up quickly and all workers shall be adequately trained to 

recognize the hazards associated with such spills.  
• A Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan for the converter 

station shall be prepared in accordance with federal and state regulations. This plan 
must be prepared if petroleum products are stored onsite in ASTs with a capacity that 
equals or exceeds 55 gallons for a single tank or equals or exceeds 1,320 gallons 
aggregate for more than one tank. The SPCC Plan must be prepared before the 
delivery of petroleum products to the site. The SPCC Plan shall include information 
on spill response procedures and fuel storage.  

Less than significant  
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• Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDSs) for each chemical used during construction 

shall be kept onsite. Construction employees shall be informed of the location and 
content of the MSDSs, as required by OSHA’s Hazard Communication Standard, 
Title 29 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 1910.1200.  

• In case of an accident, the City and County of San Francisco Fire Department shall 
be notified as the first responder. All other federal, state, and local notification 
requirements shall be followed for any release that exceeds the reportable quantity or 
threatens to have a significant impact.  

• The Project shall comply with all transportation requirements for hazardous materials 
on state highways. These requirements apply to both hazardous materials coming 
onto the site and hazardous wastes leaving the site. 
All vehicles and construction equipment shall be inspected to ensure that there are 
no leaking fluids (e.g., oil, hydraulic, lubricants, or brake fluid) and that all fuels and 
fluids are stored in proper, labeled containers. Any observation of spills, leaking 
fluids, or improperly stored fluids shall trigger the issuance of a “stop work” notice 
until the problem is resolved, including the removal of any soil contaminated by 
vehicle fluids. The Project shall comply with all transportation requirements for 
hazardous materials on state highways. These requirements apply to both hazardous 
materials coming onto the site and hazardous wastes leaving the site. 
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San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station Site     
HAZ-6: Construction-phase Dust and Volatilization of 
Contaminants. Excavation of contaminated soil and 
generation of hazardous waste soils could result in 
construction dust and volatilization of contaminants that 
pose environmental and human health risks, particularly 
to construction workers. This impact is considered 
potentially significant. 

HAZ-6: Reduction of Construction Dust and Volatilization of Contaminants. Dust 
control measures (i.e., keeping the soil wet during excavation) shall be implemented 
during excavation and construction activities, and dust monitoring shall be performed. 
Suspected contaminated soil that is stockpiled on the site shall be covered daily with 
plastic to prevent volatilization of contaminants and to control dust. Contaminated soil may 
also be loaded directly onto trucks for transport to an appropriate offsite disposal facility. 
The loaded soils shall be properly covered and manifested as necessary. Dust monitoring 
shall be performed during excavation and loading of hazardous soils. The accumulated 
waste will then be delivered to an authorized waste management facility. Dust monitoring 
shall confirm that the dust control measures are effectively protecting site workers and the 
public. 

Less than significant  

HAZ-7: Contaminated Groundwater. The San 
Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site is 
known to have contaminated groundwater. Groundwater 
may be encountered during construction and 
groundwater dewatering. The lead regulatory agency 
associated with the proposed Project may require control 
or remediation of the site groundwater for redevelopment 
of the property. Failure to control the contaminated 
groundwater flow could result in a potentially significant 
impact. 

HAZ-7: Contaminated Groundwater Control. If groundwater was encountered during 
construction at the converter station site, the water shall be collected onsite in a tank or 
tanks, sampled, and analyzed. Based on the analytical data, the water shall be 
characterized for disposal by one of the following methods:  
• Used onsite for dust control. 
• Treated onsite and discharged under the authority of a general National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. Treatment options would include, but 
are not limited to, filtration or filtration and treatment by granular-activated carbon 
(GAC). Treatment residuals would be sampled, analyzed, characterized, and 
disposed of offsite in compliance with applicable regulations. 

• Disposed of offsite at a commercial water treatment facility in compliance with 
applicable regulations. 

If groundwater was encountered at the HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site and it was 
found to be contaminated, it is possible that the RWQCB would require groundwater 

Less than significant  
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control as part of the development plan for the Project on that site. Potential groundwater-
remedial strategies would depend on a number of factors including: site contaminants, 
evaluation of impacts to human health and the environment, and evaluation of the 
technical merits of available remedial strategies. The final selection would be made by the 
RWQCB. Potential groundwater control methodologies include installing a slurry wall 
around a portion or the entire contaminated site combined with groundwater pump and 
treatment and discharge of treated groundwater to a storm drain/sewer system under the 
authority of an NPDES permit. Other alternative technologies include in situ biological 
treatment and in situ oxidation or reduction, depending on the site-specific contaminants 
and hydrogeological conditions. 

HAZ-8: Operations-phase Hazardous Materials 
Usage. Hazardous materials shall be used during 
operations and maintenance activities. Misuse, 
inadequate storage, or improper disposal of these 
materials could result in a potentially significant 
environmental impact. 

HAZ-8: Control of Operations-phase Hazardous Materials. A Hazardous Materials 
Business Plan (HMBP) shall be developed and implemented prior to turnover of site 
management from the construction contractor to the operating company. All hazardous 
materials shall be handled and stored in accordance with applicable codes and 
regulations. Storage quantities of all hazardous materials shall be minimized, and non-
hazardous materials shall be substituted for hazardous materials at the converter station 
to the extent practicable. Small-quantity chemicals used for maintenance tasks shall be 
kept in appropriate inflammable material or corrosive material storage lockers. Bulk 
chemicals shall be stored in ASTs, and all other chemicals shall be stored in their original 
shipping containers. Incompatible materials shall be stored in separate storage 
containment areas. Chemical storage areas and transfer areas shall be equipped with 
secondary containment sufficient in size to contain the volume of the largest container or 
tank, including an allowance for rainwater. Areas susceptible to potential leaks and/or 
spills shall be paved and bermed or otherwise secondarily contained. Specifically, the 
transformers and the diesel ASTs would have secondary containment. Periodic 
inspections shall be conducted to ensure that all containers are secure and properly 

Less than significant  
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San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station Site     
marked. Piping and tanks will be protected from potential traffic hazards by concrete or 
other barriers. Hazardous materials will be delivered to the converter station periodically. 
Transportation of these materials shall comply with all applicable regulations of the U.S. 
Department of Transportation, the EPA, DTSC, the California Highway Patrol, and the 
State Fire Marshal. An HMBP shall be prepared prior to delivery of specified hazardous 
materials to the converter station in conformance with Title 19 of the California Code of 
Regulations (CCR) and California Health and Safety Code Section 25504. The HMBP 
requires facilities to develop the following information: 
• Facility map showing locations of hazardous materials and emergency response 

equipment 
• Hazardous materials inventory, including MSDSs for all hazardous materials stored 

and used onsite 
• Emergency contact information 
• Emergency response plans and procedures 
• Emergency notification procedures 
• Emergency response training for all employees 
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HAZ-9: Operations-phase Waste Streams. Improper 
storage and disposal of operational wastes could result in 
a potentially significant environmental impact. 

HAZ-9: Manage Waste Generation, Storage, and Disposal During Operations Phase. 
Before facility start-up, an application shall be made to DTSC for a hazardous waste 
generator number. The facility shall not treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste in a 
manner that will cause the facility to be characterized as a treatment, storage and disposal 
facility (TSDF). A detailed waste management plan shall be prepared prior to start-up to 
ensure proper storage, labeling, packaging, record keeping, manifesting, minimization, 
and disposal of all hazardous materials and wastes. The waste management plan will 
include: 
• A description of each hazardous waste stream 
• Handling, transport, treatment, and disposal procedures for each waste 
• Preparedness, prevention, contingency, and emergency procedures 
• Personnel training 
Scrap materials such as paper, packing materials, glass, metal, and plastic shall be 
segregated and managed for recycling. Non-recyclable inert wastes shall be stored in 
covered trash bins in accordance with local ordinances and picked up by an authorized 
local trash hauler on a regular basis for transport and disposal in suitable landfill. Skimmed 
oil collected from equipment drains and other liquids from equipment shall be transported 
by an authorized carrier to a certified recycling facility. 

Less than significant  

HAZ-10: Operations-phase Accidental Spills. Non-
compliance with regulatory requirements associated with 
storage, use, and containment of hazardous materials 
and/or petroleum hydrocarbons could result in accidental 
spills. The impact from accidental spills of these materials 
is considered potentially significant. 

HAZ-10: Operations-phase Spill Prevention, Controls, and Countermeasures. The 
following shall be implemented during operations:  
• All workers shall be adequately trained to recognize the hazards associated with 

accidental spills. Training shall include ensuring that personnel who maintain the 
facility are adequately trained to recognize the hazards associated with such spills. 
Personnel who maintain the facility will be trained in the use of fire suppression 
equipment, evacuation, notification, and other defensive emergency response 

Less than significant  
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procedures. Maintenance personnel will also be trained in hazardous materials and 
hazardous waste awareness, handling, and management, as required for their level 
of responsibility.  

• The proper use of safety procedures and development and implementation of a 
project-specific SPCC Plan will help prevent such incidents. The SPCC Plan will 
include information on spill response procedures and fuel storage.  

• An MSDS will be kept onsite for each onsite chemical. 
• The programs to be implemented to protect worker health and safety shall also 

benefit public safety. Facility design shall include redundant controls and monitoring 
systems to minimize the potential for conditions in which accidental spills could occur. 
Potential public health impacts associated with facilities operation will be mitigated by 
development and implementation of Emergency Response Plans, an SPCC Plan, 
secondary containment structures for oils and other hazardous materials, safety 
programs, and employee training. 

HAZ-11: Operations-phase Fire and Explosion Risk. 
Non-compliance with regulatory requirements associated 
with storage, use, and containment of flammable 
materials could result in a fire or explosion. The impact of 
a fire or explosion is considered potentially significant. If 
the onsite fire protection equipment could not address the 
fire, outside agencies would need to be called. This 
impact is considered potentially significant. 

HAZ-11: Reduction of Fire and Explosion Risk and Emergency Support During 
Operations Phase. The flashpoints of transformer oil and diesel fuel are 295°F and 
100°F, respectively, and the auto ignition points are 484°F and 494°F, respectively (Sax, 
1992; MSDS for transformer oil; MSDS for diesel fuel). The National Fire Prevention 
Association (NFPA) assigns lubricating oils a fire hazard rating of 1, meaning that the 
materials “must be preheated before ignition can occur. Materials of these types require 
considerable preheating, under all ambient temperature conditions, before ignition and 
combustion can occur” (Siemens, 2006).  
The converter station shall have onsite fire protection systems (including emergency 
backup systems). During the detailed design phase of the proposed Project, potential fire 
protection designs and systems shall be reviewed with local agencies to finalize design 
details.  

Less than significant  
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In general, the fire protection system shall consist of automatic detection and firefighting 
equipment. The fire detection control panel will be located in the control room and will be 
connected to the control and protection system for remote annunciation. The fire alarm will 
be initiated automatically by smoke, heat, or flame detectors, or manually by push-button. 
A combination of detectors will be used, including infrared and ultraviolet detectors, 
ionization and optical smoke detectors, and rate-of-rise temperature-sensitive detectors, 
depending on the equipment and/or space being monitored. 
Audible alarms and flashing lights will be activated in the event of a fire. The equipment or 
area where the alarm is triggered will be indicated on the control panel. The firefighting 
equipment would initiate automatically, using water sprays and curtains or an appropriate 
gas-extinguishing agent.  
Fire detection and automatic firefighting equipment will be connected to a power supply 
within the fire-detection control panel, which will be connected to the mains via a power 
supply/battery charger unit with an internal 24-volt battery. A pump house shall be 
included within the facility with 2 diesel fire-water pumps, each 225 kW. The fire-water 
pump and backup emergency lighting will be electrically powered by a diesel-powered 
generator capable of operating at full standby without refueling for 96 hours, as required in 
a seismically active area. 

HAZ-12: Impacts from Seismic Activity. Failure to 
abide by the building code for Seismic Zone 4 could lead 
to damage to the facility and resulting spills of hazardous 
materials. This impact could be potentially significant. 

HAZ-12: Manage Seismic Activity. To minimize seismic damage to the facility and the 
resulting hazardous materials spills, the designers and construction contractor shall follow 
the Uniform Building Code for Seismic Zone 4. This action would reduce Impact HAZ-12 to 
a less-than-significant level. 

Less than significant  
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PALEO-1: Disturbance of Fossil Resources. There are 
no known significant fossil resources at this location. 
However, excavations associated with construction have 
the potential to penetrate into undisturbed Qal sediments, 
which could contain significant fossil resources. This 
impact would be considered potentially significant. 

PALEO-1: Potential Fossil Resources Protection. The following measures shall be 
implemented: 
• Pre-construction meetings shall be held with key construction personnel to provide 

brief discussions pertaining to paleontological resource significance, visual 
identification, and discovery notification procedures. 

• Proposed construction areas containing geological units designated with a potentially 
moderate or high sensitivity rating shall be monitored by a professional paleontologist 
during construction, to insure that subsurface paleontological resources are adequately 
protected. 

• If unique paleontological resources are discovered, all significant fossil material shall 
be collected, prepared, identified, and curated, and then placed into a state-designated 
scientific repository. 

• Salvage operations shall be conducted in accordance with professional paleontological 
(e.g., SVP) standards. 

Less than significant  
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Resulting Level of 
Significance 

Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) 
Converter Station Site     
AIR-1: Fugitive Dust Emissions. The fugitive dust 
emissions impact (Impact AIR-1) described in Section 
4.2.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR applies to the Pittsburg West 
Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site. 
The Project proposes to use fugitive dust suppression 
with water and other methods to control construction-
related emissions. The use of chemical additives is not 
planned. Controlled worst-case fugitive dust is estimated 
to be 39 pounds per day; 0.43 tons per month; and 3.4 
tons over the 27- to 30-month construction period for the 
Pittsburg site. Without fugitive dust control measures the 
impact is considered to be potentially significant. 

AIR-1: Fugitive Dust Controls. Mitigation Measure AIR-1 described in Section 4.2.3.2.1 
of the Draft EIR shall be applied at the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) 
Converter Station site. 

Less than significant 

AIR-2: Equipment Exhaust Emissions. The equipment 
exhaust emissions impact (Impact AIR-2) described in 
Section 4.2.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR applies to the Pittsburg 
West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station 
site. See Table 4.2-13 for emissions estimates for this 
site. Without mitigation measures this impact is 
considered to be potentially significant. 

AIR-2: Exhaust Controls. Mitigation Measure AIR-2 described in Section 4.2.3.2.1 of the 
Draft EIR shall be applied to the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) 
Converter Station site. 

Less than significant 

GEO-1: Soil Erosion and Compaction. The soil erosion 
and compaction impact (Impact GEO-1) described in 
Section 4.3.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR applies to the Pittsburg 
West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station 
site. 

GEO-1: Design Project for Erosion Control. Mitigation Measure GEO-1 described in 
Section 4.3.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR shall be applied at the Pittsburg West Tenth Street 
Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site. 

Less than significant 
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Converter Station Site     
GEO-3: Strong Ground Shaking. The strong ground 
shaking impact (Impact GEO-2) described in Section 
4.3.3.2.2 of the Draft EIR applies at the Pittsburg West 
Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site. 

GEO-3: Design to Seismic Design Requirements. Mitigation Measure GEO-3 
described in Section 4.3.3.2.2 of the Draft EIR shall be applied at the Pittsburg West 
Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site. 

Less than significant 

GEO-4: Liquefaction. The liquefaction impact (Impact 
GEO-4) described in Section 4.3.3.2.2 of the Draft EIR 
applies to the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 
(E/W) Converter Station site. 

GEO-4: Design Project for Liquefiable Deposits. Mitigation Measure GEO-4 described 
in Section 4.3.3.2.2 of the Draft EIR shall be applied to the Pittsburg West Tenth Street 
Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site. 

Less than significant 

GEO-5: Shrink-Swell/Subsidence. The proposed 
Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter 
Station site is potentially underlain with expansive soils, 
which requires specific attention during grading to avoid 
future heaving and cracking of overlying materials. The 
potential for damage due to shrink-swell/subsidence to 
site facilities is potentially significant. 

GEO-5: Design Project for Shrink-Swell/Subsidence. A program of site-specific 
exploratory borings and accompanying laboratory testing shall be required to delineate 
any potentially expansive materials underneath the proposed Project facility sites and to 
evaluate the potential for site subsidence and identify and implement appropriate design 
measures (e.g., pile supports or replacement of undesirable materials) in accordance with 
applicable codes. 

Less than significant 

WATER-1: Erosion and Contaminated Runoff. The 
erosion control and runoff impact (Impact WATER-1) 
described in Section 4.4.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR applies at 
the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) 
Converter Station site. 

WATER-1: Erosion Control and Contaminant Source Control. Mitigation Measure 
WATER-1 described in Section 4.4.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR shall be applied for the 
Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site. 

Less than significant 

WATER-2: Surface Water Quality Impacts from HDD. 
Impact WATER-2 described in Section 4.4.3.2.1 of the 
Draft EIR applies at the Pittsburg West Tenth Street 
Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site. 

WATER-2: Spill Prevention and Control Plan for HDD. Mitigation Measure WATER-2 
described in Section 4.4.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR shall be applied for the Pittsburg West 
Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site. 

Less than significant 
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Converter Station Site     
WATER-3: Groundwater Quality Impacts from HDD. 
HDD could have significant water quality impacts through 
loss of drilling fluids that would increase suspended 
material in groundwater. This would be considered a 
potentially significant impact. 

WATER-3: Use of Pilot Hole and Reaming. HDD shall be performed using a pilot hole 
plus reaming technique to minimize the potential for impacts to groundwater. To prevent 
significant water quality impacts, drilling muds shall consist of naturally occurring materials 
such as water and bentonite clay, plus inert, non-toxic polymers. 
Both the drilling technique and early detection and response shall be used to minimize 
release of fluids to the environment. HDD shall start with completion of a small-diameter 
pilot hole. The pilot hole is gradually enlarged using reaming. This technique acts to 
prevent sudden loss of large volumes of drilling fluids. 
Early detection and rapid response shall be implemented to minimize loss of drilling fluids. 
In the event loss of drilling fluids is detected, natural LCMs such as cotton dust, 
cottonseed hulls, wood fiber, mica, and cedar fiber shall be added to the drilling fluid. 
Alternative actions that shall be considered and implemented, as required, include 
reduction in drilling pressure, thickening of the fluid mixture, and construction of spill 
control structures, pits, and silt fences onshore, or silt curtains offshore. 

Less than significant 

WATER-8: Flooding. The northwest corner of the 
Pittsburg West Tenth Street Converter Station Alternative 
1 site is located within the 100-year flood zone. 

WATER-8: Flood Mitigation. Design the site to adequately minimize risk from 100-year 
flood. Typical measures that shall be incorporated into the project design include: 
• Ensure that pad elevations on newly constructed habitable buildings are a minimum 

of 1 foot above the 100-year floodplain, as determined by FEMA 
• Reduce the risk of localized and downstream flooding and runoff through the use of 

high infiltration measures, including the maximization of permeable landscape 

Less than significant 

TRAFFIC-1: Cumulative Traffic Impacts. The 
Cumulative Traffic Impacts (Impact TRAFFIC-1) on the 
regional roadway system described in Section 4.10.3.2.1 
of the Draft EIR applies to the Pittsburg West Tenth Street 
Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site. 

TRAFFIC-1: Coordination to Reduce Cumulative Traffic Impacts. Mitigation Measure 
TRAFFIC-1 described in Section 4.10.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR shall be applied at the 
Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site. No other 
significant cumulative transportation-related impacts would be expected to occur on local 
roads. 

Less than significant 
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Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) 
Converter Station Site     
TRAFFIC-2: Oversized Loads. The Oversized Loads 
impact (Impact TRAFFIC-2) described in Section 4.10.3.2.1 
of the Draft EIR applies to the Pittsburg West Tenth Street 
Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site. 

TRAFFIC-2: Coordination of Oversized Loads. Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-2 
described in Section 4.10.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR shall be applied at the Pittsburg West 
Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site. 

Less than significant 

NOISE-1: Converter Station Operations Sound Levels. 
Sound levels from the operation of the West Tenth Street 
Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station would range from 
77 to 79 dBA Ldn at the property lines, which exceeds the 
Pittsburg 75 dBA Ldn requirement. This is considered a 
potentially significant impact. 

NOISE-1: Noise Barrier Installation for Converter Station. An acoustical barrier 
approximately 10 feet high would be erected around a portion of the converter station and 
an acoustical barrier approximately 13 feet high would be erected around a portion of the 
emergency generator. If final design determined that an acoustical barrier were 
unnecessary, it shall not be required. 

Less than significant 

PS-1: Construction-related Fire Hazards. The 
construction-related fire hazards impact (Impact PS-1) 
discussed in Section 4.12.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR applies at 
the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) 
Converter Station site. 

PS-1: Fire Water Service. Mitigation Measure PS-1 discussed in Section 4.12.3.2.1 of 
the Draft EIR shall be conducted at this site. 

Less than significant 

PS-2: Existing Underground Utilities. The underground 
utilities impact (Impact PS-2) discussed in Section 
4.12.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR applies at the Pittsburg West 
Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site. 

PS-2: Utility Survey. Mitigation Measure PS-2 described in Section 4.12.3.2.1 of the 
Draft EIR shall be conducted at this site.  

Less than significant 

PS-3: Operations Fire Hazards. The operations fire 
hazards impact (Impact PS-3) discussed in Section 
4.12.3.2.2 of the Draft EIR applies at the Pittsburg West 
Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site. 

PS-3: Operations Fire Prevention. Mitigation Measure PS-3 discussed in Section 
4.12.3.3.2 of the Draft EIR shall be conducted at the Pittsburg West Tenth Street 
Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site. 

Less than significant 
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Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) 
Converter Station Site     
VIS-1: Converter Station Domination of View. The 
Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter 
Station would be visible from West Tenth Street. Since 
the architectural design character of the building and the 
general character of proposed lighting have not been 
identified in detail, there is the possibility of generating 
significant visual impacts based upon the potential of the 
Project to dominate the scene or become obtrusive on 
views from West Tenth Street. 
While this impact has been classified as less than 
significant, without design controls it could still be 
adverse. This adversity can be lessened through the 
application of mitigation measures VIS-1a and VIS-1b. 

VIS-1a: Plan Submittal Requirements for Building Materials and Colors. Mitigation 
Measure VIS-1a described in Section 4.13.3.2 of the Draft EIR shall be applied at the 
Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site. Architectural 
design and site plans, plus a color and material palette, shall be reviewed and approved 
by the Pittsburg Planning Commission. Final architectural plans and conditions of 
approval shall be reviewed and signed off by the appropriate planning and building 
officials prior to operation of the Project. 
VIS-1b: Plan Submittal Requirements for Landscaping. Mitigation Measure VIS-1b 
described in Section 4.13.3.2 of the Draft EIR shall be applied at the Pittsburg West 
Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site. Landscape design plans shall be 
reviewed and approved by the Pittsburg Planning Commission. Final landscape plans 
shall be reviewed and signed off by the appropriate planning and engineering officials 
prior to operation of the Project. 

Less than significant 

VIS-2: Converter Station will Create Substantial Light 
and Glare. There is potential for the Project to cast more 
ambient light into the immediate area than the existing 
conditions. There is also the possibility that the luminaries 
of some of the lighting fixtures may be seen directly by 
travelers along the Pittsburg-Antioch Highway which 
through the abrupt contrast of the fixtures’ light with the 
surrounding general darkness, may create the effect of 
glare. 
While this impact has been classified as less than 
significant, without design controls it may still be adverse. 
This adversity can be lessened through the application of 
Mitigation Measure VIS-2. 

VIS-2: Plan Submittal Requirements for Lighting. Mitigation Measure VIS-2 described 
in Section 4.13.3.2 of the Draft EIR shall be applied at the Pittsburg West Tenth Street 
Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station site. Lighting plans shall be reviewed and approved 
by the Pittsburg Planning Commission. Final lighting plans shall be reviewed and signed 
off by the appropriate planning and building officials prior to operation of the Project. 

Less than significant 
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HAZ-1: Removal of Potentially Hazardous Building 
Materials Resulting from Demolition. Existing 
structures on the converter station site contain or 
potentially contain ACMs and LBP. Improper removal or 
remediation of these materials could result in a potentially 
significant environmental impact. 

HAZ-1: Complete an ACM Abatement Plan and an LBP Abatement Plan. Phase II 
ACM and LBP surveys on the converter station site shall be conducted to fill data gaps 
and to support development of worker safety procedures, in accordance with regulatory 
requirements to protect construction workers and the public. The ACM and LBP 
Abatement Plans shall be completed in compliance with applicable regulations based on 
the historical and newly acquired ACM and LBP data. If ACM and LBP were confirmed to 
be present in concentrations above regulatory limits, the Project proponent shall use 
certified asbestos and lead-based paint removal workers, conduct dust monitoring, and 
dispose of generated wastes offsite. A site Health and Safety Plan shall also be prepared 
for this work.  

Less than significant  

HAZ-2: Soil Removal. Soils removed during construction 
of the converter station and cable routes could be 
contaminated. Improper sampling, handling, analyzing, or 
characterizing of the soils could result in a potentially 
significant environmental impact. 

HAZ-2: Soil Removal Protocols. Previously uncharacterized soils that are stained or 
odiferous shall be segregated on plastic, sampled, and characterized for onsite use or 
offsite disposal. The Soil and Groundwater Management Plans shall detail storage, 
transportation, and disposal options for soil and groundwater excavated/extracted during 
the converter station construction. The plans shall also specify dust monitoring needs for 
soil excavation and management. 
Previously characterized hazardous soils shall be loaded onto trucks for offsite disposal. 
Hazardous soil disposal requires that hazardous waste manifests accompany the waste. 
Hazardous waste transporters shall be required to haul hazardous soils to a hazardous 
waste landfill that can properly accept them. The personnel handling the hazardous soils 
are required to have met the OSHA hazardous work operations training requirements. A 
Health and Safety Plan shall be prepared for this work. 

Previously characterized non-hazardous soils shall be stockpiled for onsite or offsite 
reuse or offsite disposal, as needed. 

Less than significant  
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HAZ-3: Construction-phase Hazardous Materials Use. 
Hazardous materials would be used during construction 
activities. Misuse, inadequate storage, or improper 
disposal of these materials could result in a significant 
environmental impact. 

HAZ-3: Reduction of Hazards During Construction Phase. The hazards presented by 
the use of hazardous materials during the construction phase are well understood, and 
the appropriate management controls to mitigate potential impacts shall be implemented. 
These controls include: 1) developing required management plans; 2) secondary 
containment; 3) separate storage of incompatible materials; and 4) proper training of 
personnel. 
Additionally, construction personnel shall be trained in safety and defensive emergency 
response procedures. Construction personnel shall also receive hazardous waste-related 
training that focuses on the recognition of potentially contaminated soil and/or 
groundwater that may be encountered during subsurface excavations for foundations or 
pipeline/cable trenches. If such contaminated soil or groundwater is suspected, 
contingency procedures shall be followed to protect worker safety and public health. All 
vehicles and construction equipment shall be inspected to ensure that no fluids are 
leaking (e.g., oil, hydraulic fluid, lubricants, or brake fluid) and that all fuels and fluids are 
stored in proper, clearly labeled containers. 
Hazardous materials that must be disposed of will be disposed of as hazardous waste in 
accordance with the appropriate regulations for storage, transportation, and disposal of 
hazardous waste. 

Less than significant  

HAZ-4: Construction-phase Waste Streams. Improper 
storage and disposal of solid waste and hazardous 
construction wastes could result in a potentially significant 
environmental impact. 

HAZ-4: Management of Construction-phase Waste Streams. The onsite management 
and offsite disposal procedures of solid wastes (including potentially contaminated soil) 
shall be detailed in a Solid Waste Management Plan for the Project. Waste shall be 
stockpiled temporarily before disposal offsite. The local fire departments and emergency 
management teams shall be provided a list of the waste material expected to be 
generated and stored onsite. 
 

Less than significant  
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Hazardous wastes generated during construction shall be collected in hazardous waste 
accumulation containers near the point of generation and moved daily to the construction 
contractor’s 90-day hazardous waste storage area at the converter station site. The 
accumulated waste shall be delivered to an authorized waste management facility.  
The exact volume of hazardous wastes to be generated at the converter station site 
cannot be estimated at this time, but the estimated amount of excavated soil that would 
need to be disposed of offsite is estimated at approximately 15,000 cubic yards for this 
converter station site. Even if this entire amount of excavated soil would need to be 
disposed of as hazardous waste, it would not exceed a significant portion of the available 
hazardous waste landfill capacity in California. The capacity details of various landfills for 
both non-hazardous and hazardous waste are detailed in Table 4.14-5, above. The 
capacity and estimates for daily volumes of waste received were verified, as detailed in 
the personal communications provided in the references for this section.  
Management of these wastes shall be the responsibility of the construction contractor(s). 
Typical management practices required for contractor waste include recycling when 
possible, proper storage of waste and debris, including covering daily to prevent wind 
dispersion, and weekly pickup of waste with disposal of non-hazardous wastes at local 
Class III landfills. 

HAZ-5: Construction-phase Accidental Spills. An 
accidental spill or a release of hazardous materials could 
occur during construction. This impact is considered 
potentially significant. 

HAZ-5: Construction-phase Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasures. The 
following shall be implemented both to prevent spills from occurring and to minimize 
impacts in the event that they do occur: 

• All spills shall be cleaned up quickly and all workers shall be adequately trained to 
recognize the hazards associated with such spills.  

• A Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan for the converter 
station shall be prepared in accordance with federal and state regulations. This plan 

Less than significant  
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must be prepared if petroleum products are stored onsite in ASTs with a capacity 
that equals or exceeds 55 gallons for a single tank or equals or exceeds 1,320 
gallons for more than one tank. The SPCC Plan must be prepared before the 
delivery of petroleum products to the site. The SPCC Plan shall include information 
on spill response procedures and fuel storage.  

• A Hazardous Materials Business Plan shall be prepared to detail locations and 
volumes of hazardous materials kept on site. Copies of the HMBP shall be provided 
to the local Fire Department as provided by the regulations. 

• Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDSs) for each chemical used during construction 
shall be kept onsite. Construction employees shall be informed of the location and 
content of the MSDSs, as required by OSHA’s Hazard Communication Standard, 
Title 29 of the Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 1910.1200.  

• In case of an accident, the CCCFPD shall be notified as the first responder. All other 
federal, state, and local notification requirements shall be followed for any release 
that exceeds the reportable quantity or threatens to have a significant impact.  

• The Project shall comply with all transportation requirements for hazardous materials 
on state highways. These requirements apply to both hazardous materials coming 
onto the sites and hazardous wastes leaving the sites. 

• All vehicles and construction equipment shall be inspected to ensure that there are 
no leaking fluids (e.g., oil, hydraulic, lubricants, or brake fluid) and that all fuels and 
fluids are stored in proper, labeled containers. Any observation of spills, leaking 
fluids, or improperly stored fluids shall trigger the issuance of “stop work” notice until 
the problem is resolved, including the removal of any soil contaminated by vehicle 
fluids. 
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HAZ-6: Construction-phase Dust and Volatilization of 
Contaminants. Excavation of contaminated soil and the 
generation of hazardous waste soils could result in 
construction dust and volatilization of contaminants that 
pose environmental and human health risks, particularly 
to construction workers. This impact is considered 
potentially significant. 

HAZ-6: Reduction of Construction Dust and Volatilization of Contaminants. Dust 
control measures (i.e., keeping the soil wet during excavation) shall be implemented 
during excavation and construction activities, and dust monitoring shall be performed. 
Suspected contaminated soil that is stockpiled on the sites shall be covered daily with 
plastic to prevent volatilization of contaminants and to control dust. Contaminated soil 
may also be loaded directly onto trucks for transport to an appropriate offsite disposal 
facility. The loaded soils shall be properly covered and manifested as necessary. Dust 
monitoring shall be performed during excavation and loading of hazardous soils. The 
accumulated waste shall then be delivered to an authorized waste management facility. 
Dust monitoring shall confirm that the dust control measures are effectively protecting site 
workers and the public. 

Less than significant  

HAZ-7: Contaminated Groundwater. The converter 
station site may have contaminated groundwater. This 
groundwater may be encountered during excavation, 
construction dewatering, or other subgrade activities. 
Control or remediation of the site groundwater may be a 
requirement for redevelopment of the property by the lead 
regulatory agency for the proposed Project. Failure to 
properly treat and/or dispose of water collected during 
dewatering activities or to control the contaminated 
groundwater flow could result in a potentially significant 
impact to the site or to downgradient sites and/or water 
bodies. 

HAZ-7: Contaminated Groundwater Control. If groundwater is encountered during 
construction at the converter station site, the water shall be collected onsite in a tank or 
tanks, sampled, and analyzed. Based on the analytical data, the water shall be 
characterized for disposal by one of the following methods:  

• Used onsite for dust control. 

• Treated onsite and discharged under the authority of a general National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit. (Treatment options would include, 
but are not limited to, filtration or filtration and treatment by granular-activated 
carbon [GAC]. Treatment residuals would be sampled, analyzed, characterized, and 
disposed of offsite in compliance with applicable regulations.) 

• Disposed of offsite at a commercial water treatment facility in compliance with 
applicable regulations. 
 

Less than significant  
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If groundwater was encountered at the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) 
Converter Station site and it was found to be contaminated, it is possible that the 
Regional Water Quality Control Board would require groundwater control as part of the 
development plan for the Project on the site. Contamination at the Pittsburg West Tenth 
Street Alternative 1 (E/W) site, if any, would likely be caused by offsite sources which 
would probably not require onsite remedial action. Potential groundwater-remedial 
strategies would depend on a number of factors including: site contaminants, evaluation 
of impacts to human health and the environment, and evaluation of the technical merits of 
available remedial strategies. Based on these factors the final selection would be 
negotiated between the RWQCB and TBC. Potential remedial options provided herein 
are for informational purposes only. Potential groundwater control methodologies include 
installing a slurry wall around a portion or the entire contaminated site combined with 
groundwater pump and treatment and discharge of treated groundwater to a storm 
drain/sewer system under the authority of an NPDES permit. Other alternative 
technologies include in-situ biological treatment and in-situ oxidation or reduction, 
depending on the site-specific contaminants and hydrogeological conditions. 

HAZ-8: Operations-phase Hazardous Materials Usage. 
Hazardous materials shall be used during operations and 
maintenance activities. Misuse, inadequate storage, or 
improper disposal of these materials could result in a 
potentially significant environmental impact. 

HAZ-8: Control of Operations-phase Hazardous Materials. A Hazardous Materials 
Business Plan (HMBP) shall be developed and implemented prior to turnover of site 
management from the construction contractor to the operating company. All hazardous 
materials shall be handled and stored in accordance with applicable codes and 
regulations. Storage quantities of all hazardous materials shall be minimized, and non-
hazardous materials shall be substituted for hazardous materials at the converter station 
to the extent practicable. Small-quantity chemicals used for maintenance tasks shall be 
kept in appropriate inflammable material or corrosive material storage lockers. Bulk 
chemicals shall be stored in ASTs, and all other chemicals shall be stored in their original 
shipping containers. Incompatible materials shall be stored in separate storage 
containment areas. Chemical storage areas and transfer areas shall be equipped with 

Less than significant  
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secondary containment sufficient in size to contain the volume of the largest container or 
tank, including an allowance for rainwater. Areas susceptible to potential leaks and/or 
spills shall be paved and bermed or otherwise secondarily contained. Specifically, the 
transformers and the diesel ASTs would have secondary containment. Periodic 
inspections shall be conducted to ensure that all containers are secure and properly 
marked. Piping and tanks will be protected from potential traffic hazards by concrete or 
other barriers. Hazardous materials will be delivered to the converter station periodically. 
Transportation of these materials shall comply with all applicable regulations of the U.S. 
Department of Transportation, the EPA, DTSC, the California Highway Patrol, and the 
State Fire Marshal. An HMBP shall be prepared prior to delivery of specified hazardous 
materials to the converter station in conformance with Title 19 of the California Code of 
Regulations (CCR) and California Health and Safety Code Section 25504. The HMBP 
requires facilities to develop the following information: 

• Facility map showing locations of hazardous materials and emergency response 
equipment 

• Hazardous materials inventory, including MSDSs for all hazardous materials stored 
and used onsite 

• Emergency contact information 

• Emergency response plans and procedures 

• Emergency notification procedures 

• Emergency response training for all employees 
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HAZ-9: Operations-phase Waste Streams. Improper 
storage and disposal of operational wastes could result in 
a significant environmental impact. This impact is 
considered potentially significant. 

HAZ-9: Manage Waste Generation, Storage, and Disposal During Operations 
Phase. Before facility start-up, an application shall be made to DTSC for a hazardous 
waste generator number. The facility shall not treat, store, or dispose of hazardous waste 
in a manner that will cause the facility to be characterized as a treatment, storage and 
disposal facility (TSDF). A detailed waste management plan shall be prepared prior to 
start-up to ensure proper storage, labeling, packaging, record keeping, manifesting, 
minimization, and disposal of all hazardous materials and wastes. The waste 
management plan will include: 

• A description of each hazardous waste stream 

• Handling, transport, treatment, and disposal procedures for each waste 

• Preparedness, prevention, contingency, and emergency procedures 

• Personnel training 

Scrap materials such as paper, packing materials, glass, metal, and plastic shall be 
segregated and managed for recycling. Non-recyclable inert wastes shall be stored in 
covered trash bins in accordance with local ordinances and picked up by an authorized 
local trash hauler on a regular basis for transport and disposal in suitable landfill. 
Skimmed oil collected from equipment drains and other liquids from equipment shall be 
transported by an authorized carrier to a certified recycling facility. 

Less than significant  

HAZ-10: Operations-phase Accidental Spills. Non-
compliance with regulatory requirements associated with 
storage, use, and containment of hazardous materials 
and/or petroleum hydrocarbons could result in accidental 
spills. The impact from accidental spills of these materials 
is considered potentially significant. 

HAZ-10: Operations-phase Spill Prevention, Controls, and Countermeasures. The 
following shall be implemented during operations:  

• All workers shall be adequately trained to recognize the hazards associated with 
accidental spills. Training shall include ensuring that personnel who maintain the 
facility are adequately trained to recognize the hazards associated with such spills. 
Personnel who maintain the facility will be trained in the use of fire suppression 

Less than significant  
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equipment, evacuation, notification, and other defensive emergency response 
procedures. Maintenance personnel will also be trained in hazardous materials and 
hazardous waste awareness, handling, and management as required for their level 
of responsibility.  

• The proper use of safety procedures and development and implementation of a 
project-specific SPCC Plan will help prevent such incidents. The SPCC Plan will 
include information on spill response procedures and fuel storage.  

• An MSDS will be kept onsite for each onsite chemical. 

• The programs to be implemented to protect worker health and safety shall also 
benefit public safety. Facility design shall include redundant controls and monitoring 
systems to minimize the potential for conditions in which accidental spills could 
occur. Potential public health impacts associated with facilities operation will be 
mitigated by development and implementation of Emergency Response Plans, an 
SPCC Plan, secondary containment structures for oils and other hazardous 
materials, safety programs, and employee training. 

HAZ-11: Operations-phase Fire and Explosion Risk. 
Non-compliance with regulatory requirements associated 
with storage, use, and containment of flammable 
materials could result in a fire or explosion. If the onsite 
fire protection equipment could not address the fire, 
outside agencies would need to be called. This impact is 
considered potentially significant. The impact of a fire or 
explosion is considered potentially significant. 

HAZ-11: Reduction of Fire and Explosion Risk and Emergency Support During 
Operations Phase. The flashpoints of transformer oil and diesel fuel are 295°F and 
100°F, respectively, and the auto ignition points are 484°F and 494°F, respectively (Sax, 
1992; MSDS for transformer oil; MSDS for diesel fuel). The National Fire Prevention 
Association (NFPA) assigns lubricating oils a fire hazard rating of 1, meaning that the 
materials “must be preheated before ignition can occur. Materials of these types require 
considerable preheating, under all ambient temperature conditions, before ignition and 
combustion can occur” (Siemens, 2006).  
The converter station shall have onsite fire protection systems (including emergency 
backup systems). During the detailed design phase of the proposed Project, potential fire 

Less than significant  
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protection designs and systems shall be reviewed with local agencies to finalize design 
details.  
In general, the fire protection system shall consist of automatic detection and firefighting 
equipment. The fire detection control panel shall be located in the control room and shall 
be connected to the control and protection system for remote annunciation. The fire alarm 
shall be initiated automatically by smoke, heat, or flame detectors; or manually by push-
button. A combination of detectors shall be used, including infrared and ultraviolet 
detectors, ionization and optical smoke detectors, and rate-of-rise temperature-sensitive 
detectors, depending on the equipment and/or space being monitored. 
Audible alarms and flashing lights shall be activated in the event of a fire. The equipment 
or area where the alarm is triggered shall be indicated on the control panel. The 
firefighting equipment would initiate automatically, using water sprays and curtains or an 
appropriate gas-extinguishing agent.  
Fire detection and automatic firefighting equipment shall be connected to a power supply 
within the fire-detection control panel, which will be connected to the mains via a power 
supply/battery charger unit with an internal 24-volt battery. A pump house shall be 
included within the facility with 2 diesel fire-water pumps, each 225 kW. The fire-water 
pump and backup emergency lighting shall be electrically powered by a diesel-powered 
generator capable of operating at full standby without refueling for 96 hours, as required 
in a seismically active area. 

HAZ-12: Impacts from Seismic Activity. Failure to 
abide by the building code for Seismic Zone 4 could lead 
to damage to the facilities and resulting spills of 
hazardous materials. This impact could be potentially 
significant. 

HAZ-12: Manage Seismic Activity. To minimize seismic damage to the facilities with 
resulting hazardous materials spills, the designers and construction contractor shall follow 
the Uniform Building Code for Seismic Zone 4. This action would reduce Impact HAZ-12 
to a less-than-significant level. 

Less than significant  
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AIR-3: Marine Construction – Criteria Pollutants. Based 
on Project marine emissions rates in comparison to 
background levels, the air quality impacts of criteria 
pollutant emissions of the marine construction phase are 
considered to be potentially significant. Based on Project 
marine emissions rates in comparison to background 
levels, the air quality impacts of criteria pollutant emissions 
of the marine construction phase are considered to be 
potentially significant. 

AIR-3: Marine Vessel Emission Controls. The following shall be implemented to control 
emissions from vessels owned by Prysmian: 
• Use California diesel, Purinox, biodiesel, or other fuel (whichever is feasible and would 

result in lowest emissions) 

• Minimize diesel engine fuel usage as much as possible 

• Use shore-side power when docked instead of running engines, where feasible 

Less than significant 

AIR-4: Marine Construction – Toxic Air Contaminants. 
Although there are no established impact significance 
criteria set forth by BAAQMD, the diesel PM emissions from 
marine construction may be potentially significant. 

AIR-4: Implement Mitigation AIR-3. Implement Mitigation Measure AIR-3. Less than significant 

WATER-5: Water Quality Impacts from Cable Laying 
Operation. Nearshore and offshore sediment in the Potrero 
area is contaminated with elevated levels of PAHs. 
Disturbance of these sediments could result in substantial 
water quality impacts. This would be considered a 
potentially significant impact. 

WATER-5: Avoidance of Sediment Contamination. To avoid potential known nearshore 
and offshore sediment contamination, the HDD shall be completed as far offshore as is 
feasible and remote from RMP station CB012S near Potrero Point in San Francisco. 
Hydroplow or equivalent technology activities shall also avoid known contamination in the 
area of station CB012S. Confirmation sediment sampling shall be performed at the location 
where the HDD emerges into the Bay and the results would be considered and addressed 
prior to commencement of construction near this location. 

Less than significant 
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WATER-7: Water Quality Impacts from Vessel Fuel 
Spills. Water quality degradation from vessel fuel spills 
would likely not be significant in light of its low probability 
and the past record. However, a potentially significant spill 
could still occur. This event would constitute a potentially 
significant impact. 

WATER-7: Vessel Fuel Spill Response Plan. All vessel operators associated with the 
proposed Project shall update their contingency plans and continue to use emergency 
response services for pollution incidents. Review of updates and modifications to plans 
shall be done under the USCG’s regular oversight of oil spill contingency plans. The work of 
updating and expanding the spill response plans shall be based on NOAA’s Environmental 
Sensitivity Index (ESI), which involves the systematic compilation in a standardized format 
of information related to coastal shoreline sensitivity, biological resources, and human uses.  

Less than significant 

CUL-3: Offshore Cable Route Archaeological 
Resources. Submerged and buried archaeological 
resources have been identified along the offshore DC cable 
route. Disturbance of these historical resources is 
considered a potentially significant impact. 

CUL-3a: Archaeological Resources Geophysical Survey. A geophysical remote-sensing 
survey shall be conducted along the offshore cable route to detect any potential submerged 
or sub-bottom archaeological resources. Depending on the geographic or bathymetric 
setting, an appropriate remote-sensing field survey could include deployment of a side scan 
sonar, sub-bottom profiler, and magnetometer to help detect these resources. The results of 
the geophysical survey will be reviewed by a qualified marine archaeologist and a report 
documenting these efforts and interpreting the results shall be produced. 
CUL-3b: Archaeological Resources Avoidance. Potential submerged and/or buried 
archaeological resources detected through the geophysical survey shall be avoided unless 
they can satisfactorily be determined to not represent archaeological resources (e.g., 
modern debris, existing infrastructure) as documented in the technical report. 
CUL-3c: Archaeological Resources Supplemental Underwater Investigation. If it is 
infeasible to avoid potential submerged and/or buried archaeological resources, follow-up 
diver survey or Remote Operated Vehicle investigations might be required to positively 
identify the targets. If targets are determined to be archaeological resources, they should be 
evaluated against the NRHP/CRHR significance criteria. If the resources are not eligible for 
the NRHP/CRHR, then no further consideration of these resources is required. If the 
resources are eligible for the NRHP/CRHR, Data Recovery (Mitigation Measure CUL-1b) 
may be required. 

Less than significant 
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Potentially Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation Measure(s) 
Resulting Level of 
Significance 

Offshore Cable Route   
LU-4: Increased Vessel Traffic. Project construction 
activities would temporarily increase vessel traffic in the 
Bay. Recreational users of the Bay could experience a 
temporary increased risk from additional vessel traffic. This 
impact is considered to be potentially significant. 

LU-4a: Vessel Crew Procedures. Marine crews shall watch for navigational hazards (i.e., 
during periods of high use by recreational boaters including windsurfers within the vicinity of 
selected terminal locations; during periods of high recreational use, such as weekends or 
race events; or when weather hazards exist) to reduce the risk of incidents involving 
construction vessels and recreational users in the Bay. 
LU-4b: Coast Guard Coordination. Construction crew management shall coordinate 
construction activities with the USCG Safety Branch to ensure that no marine recreational 
events conflicts arise. The Project coordinator would include information to the USCG which 
would issue a Local Notice to Mariners. In addition, each affected harbor district will be 
made aware of the timing of water-based Project activities such as the cable laying 
operations. Applicable navigation rules will be enforced including the Cable Act of 1992 (47 
CFR §76) which states that other vessels must maintain a 1.15 mile (1-nm) separation from 
a vessel laying or repairing an undersea cable. 

Less than significant 

LU-5: Potential Conflict with Local Plans and Policies. 
Cable installation is not expected to conflict with local 
jurisdictions plans or policies. Based on available feedback, 
no apparent conflict in land use plans or policies would 
occur with installation of the submarine cable. However, 
Contra Costa County has indicated that their agency would 
incur some level of responsibility and could require 
relocation of utilities where necessary. In addition, the City 
of Martinez requires a Conditional Use Permit for 
installation of the offshore cable. Not obtaining appropriate 
planning permits or coordinating with local agencies would 
be considered a potentially significant impact. 

LU-5: Local Plans and Policies Coordination. The Project proponent shall coordinate 
with the City of Martinez and Contra Costa County to provide adequate notification and gain 
the appropriate permits and authorization required for installation of the submarine cable. 

Less than significant 
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Potentially Significant Impact Proposed Mitigation Measure(s) 
Resulting Level of 
Significance 

Offshore Cable Route   
MTRANS-1: Vessel Navigation Hazards. For the duration 
of construction, the vessels engaged in cable laying would 
present a potential hazard to navigation on the Bay. The 
cable-laying vessels themselves would be “restricted in 
their ability to maneuver.” This means that the nature of the 
vessels themselves or of their operations limits their ability 
to take actions to avoid collisions that would be expected of 
otherwise fully maneuverable vessels. Vessels are by 
definition restricted in their ability to maneuver when 
engaged in lying, servicing, or picking up a navigational 
mark, submarine cable, or pipeline. Statutory navigation 
rules define the responsibilities of vessels restricted in their 
ability to maneuver, and of other vessels operating in their 
vicinity, all aimed at preventing collisions or other incidents. 
Non-compliance with these rules would be considered to 
result in a potentially significant impact. 

MTRANS-1a: Project Registration, Information and Pilotage. Large construction vessels 
like the C/S Giulio Verne and any support vessels shall be required to notify the VTS at the 
beginning and end of each transit, and would be monitored continuously. The USCG would 
also notify operators of vessels in the area of the construction activities via Notices to 
Mariners. To ensure safe entrance into the Bay, all ships operating under foreign registry, 
like the Giulio Verne, are required to have a San Francisco Bar Pilot navigate the ship into 
the Bay. 
MTRANS-1b: Compliance with Navigation Rules. The vessels involved in cable laying 
shall be required to identify themselves and operate in accordance with the COLREGS. The 
applicable navigation rules for San Francisco Bay shall regulate the cable laying operations 
and are designed to prevent collisions. Within the Bay, the operators of all vessels engaged 
in the Project shall have the legal responsibility to preclude hazardous situations, according 
to the applicable navigation rules 
MTRANS-1c: Precautionary Area. A safety precautionary area shall be established 
around the construction vessels, and will be identified via the USCG Notice to Mariners to 
make vessels operating in the area aware of Project activities. All cable-laying vessels shall 
also operate in accordance with the applicable navigation rules including the Cable Act of 
1992. 
MTRANS-1d: Publication of Cable Location. The planned location of the cable has been 
reviewed with the US Army Corps of Engineers, at local bottom depths as indicated by 
soundings on current navigation charts. The project proponent/construction contractor shall 
document the specific as-built location of the submarine cable for its entire length and shall 
provide GPS coordinates for critical waypoints of the cable alignment as required by the 
USACE and NOAA for inclusion on San Francisco Bay navigational charts and in the 
applicable volume(s) of the U.S. Coast Pilot. All cable-laying vessels shall also operate in 
accordance with the applicable navigation rules including the Cable Act of 1992. 

Less than significant 
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1 Note: the impacts and mitigation measures presented in this table reflect mitigating refinements made to the Project between the Draft and Final EIRs.  
2 The following acronyms were used in the table above and are defined herein:  
 

ACM: Asbestos-containing materials 
ASTs: Above-ground storage tanks 
BAAQMD: Bay Area Air Quality Management District 
Caltrans: California Department of Transportation 
CCCFPD: Contra Costa County Fire Protection District 
COLREGS: International Rules for Preventing Collision at Sea 
DTSC: Department of Toxic Substances Control 
FEMA: Federal Emergency Management Agency 
LBM: Lead-based paint 
MUNI: San Francisco Municipal Railway 
NAHC: Native American Heritage Commission 
NOAA:  National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 
NPDES:  National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
NRHP/CRHR:  National Register of Historic Places/California Register of Historic Places 
OSHA:  Occupational Health and Safety Administration 
PAHs:  Polyaromatic Hydrocarbons 
ppm:  parts per million 
RMP:  Regional Monitoring Program 
RWQCB:  Regional Water Quality Control Board 
SHPO:  State Historic Preservation Officer 
SVP:  Society of Vertebrate Paleontology 
TPH:  Total petroleum hydrocarbons 
USACE:  United States Army Corps of Engineers 
USCG:  United States Coast Guard 
VTS:  Vessel Traffic Services 
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3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section of the Final EIR describes the Trans Bay Cable Project (Project) as now 
proposed by Trans Bay Cable LLC (an affiliate of Babcock & Brown, which is a Sydney, 
Australia-based company with its major overseas office in San Francisco), in cooperation 
with the City of Pittsburg and Pittsburg Power Company (a municipal utility). Babcock & 
Brown would provide the financing for the Project. The Project is intended to be a cost-
effective, energy-efficient solution addressing San Francisco’s need for additional energy, 
while improving transmission grid reliability and load serving capability. The following 
discussion summarizes the Project as currently proposed. Refer to Appendix A of the Draft 
EIR for more information regarding Project component design, construction activities, 
operation and maintenance procedures, public safety, and alternatives considered. This 
section is intended to replace Section 3.0 provided in the Draft EIR. 

The Project as proposed would involve the installation of a submarine High Voltage Direct 
Current (HVDC) transmission cable and associated onshore facilities that would transmit 
electrical power and provide a dedicated connection between the East Bay near Pittsburg 
(which currently has transmission grid congestion and is fed by sufficient generating and 
transmission capacity) and the electrical transmission and distribution facilities serving the 
northern San Francisco peninsula. Figure 3-1 illustrates the general location of the facilities 
and the route of the transmission cable system. Use of a submarine HVDC cable allows for 
transmission of power over a very long distance with minimal energy loss.  

Existing electrical power at a Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) substation near 
Pittsburg is provided as alternating current (AC). The proposed Project would involve 
drawing AC power from this existing Pittsburg PG&E substation and converting it to direct 
current (DC) at a proposed converter station in Pittsburg. The DC power would then be 
transmitted approximately 53 miles through a proposed submarine and buried onshore 
HVDC cable installed undersea beneath Suisun Bay, the Carquinez Straits, San Pablo Bay, 
and San Francisco Bay to a proposed converter station in San Francisco, where it would be 
converted back to AC power. This AC power would then be transmitted to the existing 
Potrero PG&E substation for release to the electrical grid.  

As discussed previously in Section 1.1 (Introduction), two primary refinements to the 
proposed Project are considered in this Final EIR relative to the description of the proposed 
Project presented in the Draft EIR as issued in May of 2006. These two refinements are 
intended to avoid potentially significant Project impacts to cultural/historic resources in San 
Francisco and avoid or minimize potentially significant impacts to biological resources and 
water resources in Pittsburg. As summarized in Section 1.0 of this Final EIR, the proposed 
Project would not result in any potentially significant impacts that were not addressed in the 
Draft EIR, and no unavoidable adverse significant impacts would occur. These refinements 
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are also intended, in part to address various comments received on the Draft EIR (refer to 
Section 12.0 of this Final EIR for more information). 

In San Francisco, the previously proposed San Francisco HWC Converter Station site layout 
as assessed in the Draft EIR has been shifted to the western portion of the overall HWC site 
as a mitigating action to completely avoid the need to demolish two historic buildings on the 
eastern portion of the overall HWC site. The shifted site is referred to as the “HWC 
(Mitigated)” site in this Final EIR. Demolition of the two historic buildings on the eastern 
portion of the overall HWC site was identified as an unavoidable adverse significant impact 
in the Draft EIR and is not applicable to the HWC (Mitigated) site. The shifted layout is also 
located further away from the Bay and would not preclude or interfere with the possible 
future construction of a Bay Trail segment along the portion of the Bay waterfront to the east. 
The shifted layout is located between the western boundary of the HWC site assessed in the 
Draft EIR and Illinois Street. The previously proposed HWC site layout as assessed in the 
Draft EIR has been deleted from further consideration in this Final EIR. 

In Pittsburg, the previously proposed Standard Oil Converter Station site and associated 
ancillary facilities have been deleted from further consideration and been replaced with the 
Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) site that was analyzed in Sections 5.4 and 
A-8.2.3.1 of the Draft EIR. As discussed in Section 6.3 (Environmentally Superior 
Alternative) of the Draft EIR, the proposed West Tenth Street Alternative 1 site would avoid 
various potentially significant impacts associated with the previously proposed Pittsburg 
Standard Oil site (and associated onshore/offshore AC/DC cable routes and access road over 
Kirker Creek), including those to sensitive biological resources and water quality associated 
with dredging at two locations in New York Slough. The balance of this project description 
addresses the refined Trans Bay Cable Project. 

3.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 

The California Independent System Operator (CAISO) is a not-for-profit public benefit 
corporation that acts as the impartial operator of the state’s wholesale power grid, 
maintaining reliability and directing the electricity traffic on the transmission grid that 
connects energy suppliers with the energy providers that serve over 30,000,000 Californians. 
The CAISO management and Board of Governors, in their decision of September 8, 2005, 
determined that the Trans Bay Cable Project is required to ensure reliable operation of the 
transmission system serving the San Francisco Bay Area. In keeping with the CAISO 
determination, the basic objectives of the Trans Bay Cable Project are discussed in greater 
detail in Section 2.3 of the Draft EIR. 

3.3 PROJECT COMPONENTS 

The proposed Project consists of the following major components: 
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• Approximately 0.65 mile of new single-circuit, three-phase 230 kilovolt (kV) AC buried 
onshore cable that would connect the proposed Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 
Converter Station with the existing PG&E Pittsburg substation 

• A 5.8-acre site in Pittsburg, with a proposed converter station which would convert AC 
power from the grid to DC power for transmission through the submarine HVDC cable 

• Approximately 53 miles of submarine and buried onshore HVDC cable transmitting up to 
400 megawatts (MW) of high-voltage DC electrical power from the proposed Pittsburg 
West Tenth Street Alternative 1 Converter Station to the proposed San Francisco HWC 
(Mitigated) Converter Station 

• A 5.0-acre site in San Francisco (HWC Mitigated), with a proposed converter station 
which would convert the DC power back to AC power for distribution to the grid 

• Approximately 0.1 mile of new double-circuit, three-phase 115 kV AC underground 
cable connecting the proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station and the 
existing PG&E Potrero substation 

3.4 CONSTRUCTION 

The proposed Project has major components in three distinct locations: 

• San Francisco: converter station, onshore HVDC cable, AC cable, and construction 
laydown area (Pier 94/96) 

• Pittsburg: converter station, onshore HVDC and AC cable routes, and construction 
laydown areas (on Mirant Pittsburg property) 

• The submarine HVDC cable that would run through San Francisco Bay and adjoining 
waterways 

Overall Project construction would be expected to take approximately 27 to 30 months from 
the Notice to Proceed, including approximately 4 to 5 months to install the submarine cable, 
and 3 to 6 months for demolition of existing structures on the two proposed converter station 
sites. Construction activities at the converter station sites would overlap and would include 
grading and site preparation, foundation construction, erection of major equipment and 
structures, and installation of electrical and control systems. Connection of HVAC and 
HVDC transmission cables, switchyards, and substations would also occur. A general 
overview of the sites in San Francisco and Pittsburg and the interconnecting submarine cable 
is presented on Figures 3-1 and 3-2.  

3.4.1 Construction in San Francisco 

The proposed 5.0-acre converter station site in San Francisco is known as the HWC 
(Mitigated) site, and is located on 23rd Street, southwest of the existing Mirant Power Plant, 
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south of the PG&E Potrero substation, and approximately 200 feet west of San Francisco 
Bay (refer to Figure 3-3). The site is currently developed and occupied by two businesses 
(Airgas and DHL) at 525 23rd Street. The existing buildings would need to be demolished 
during site preparation. The site is currently zoned Major Industrial, which permits the 
proposed use. The site is located on fill material and currently contains subsurface 
contamination (soil and groundwater). Planned remediation prior to construction of the 
converter station is discussed in Section 4.A.14, Hazardous Materials and Waste 
Management, of this Final EIR.  

An aerial view of the existing HWC (Mitigated) site is shown on Figure 3-3 of the Final EIR, 
with the proposed converter station site boundary overlaid. The converter station buildings 
would occupy approximately 23,000 square feet at the site, and range in height up to 64 feet. 
Outdoor air-cooled radiators, transformers, AC switchgear, filters, and other equipment 
would occupy the balance of the site. The site would receive architecturally appropriate 
treatments to the buildings and the sound walls on the west, north, and south site perimeters 
in areas that are visible to the public. Access to the site would be via 23rd Street, and no new 
offsite road construction would be required. The proposed HWC (Mitigated) Converter 
Station layout, elevation view, and two photosimulations are shown on Final EIR Figures 3-4 
through 3-7. 

The proposed onshore route for the HVDC entry into the San Francisco Converter Station 
from San Francisco Bay runs west along 23rd Street before turning south to enter the DC hall 
at the proposed converter station site (refer to Figure 3-3). To avoid aquatic habitat and 
protect the cable at the shore crossing, the proposed cables would enter the Bay floor through 
casings placed by horizontal directional drilling (HDD). The casings would terminate 
offshore, and burial in the Bay floor would begin at the exit of the casings (refer to Figure  
3-8 of the Final EIR). 

The double-circuit 115 kV HVAC interconnecting cable would exit the proposed San 
Francisco Converter Station from the north side and cross 23rd Street approximately 300 feet 
from the easterly line of Illinois Street, and then extend northward along the eastern 
boundary of the existing PG&E Potrero substation, where it would enter the substation and 
connect with the electrical grid (refer to Figure 3-3 of the Final EIR).  

The proposed construction laydown area for the San Francisco site is south of the HWC site 
off of Cargo Way at Pier 94/96. This laydown area was identified as an alternate in the Draft 
EIR. The laydown area at Pier 94/96 is owned by the Port of San Francisco and designated as 
the “Pier 94/96” site. The area would be devoted to equipment and materials laydown, 
storage, parking of construction equipment, small fabrication areas, and office trailers 
supporting construction at the San Francisco converter station site. Access to the proposed 
laydown area would be via Cargo Way. The site has no standing buildings or structures, and 
lies on land that was reclaimed from San Francisco Bay early in the twentieth century. The 
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previously proposed (Draft EIR) laydown area at the Western Pacific site has been removed 
from consideration due to space constraints with pending development at this site. 

3.4.2 Construction in San Francisco Bay and Adjoining Waterways 

The submarine and onshore cable portion of the proposed Project would consist of an HVDC 
transmission cable system that would run approximately 53 miles from the now proposed 
HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site in San Francisco to the West Tenth Street 
Alternative 1 Converter Station site in Pittsburg, California (refer to Figure 3-1 and Map  
A.2-1 which has been revised and incorporated into Section 3.0 of this Final EIR). The 
proposed HVDC transmission cable system would include a high voltage transmission cable, 
a separate medium voltage (MV) metallic return cable, and a fiber optic communication 
cable (refer to Figure 3-9 of this Final EIR).  

The proposed submarine cable would extend from San Francisco to Pittsburg below the floor 
of San Francisco Bay, San Pablo Bay, the Carquinez Strait, and Suisun Bay. The cable route 
was selected to avoid shipping channels, anchorages, dredge disposal areas, Regional Water 
Quality Control Board-listed toxic hotspot areas, and other known obstacles.  

The submarine cable would be put in place using Prysmian (or equivalent) installation 
technology. Cable lay would be performed using a combination of the cable ship (C/S) 
Giulio Verne (or comparable vessel) and a barge equipped to lay the cable. The southern 
portion of the submarine cable would be installed using the Giulio Verne, and the eastern 
portion would be installed using a barge.  

The cable would be buried in a bundled configuration (as shown on Figure 3-10 of this Final 
EIR) using the Hydroplow burial machine (or equivalent technology) towed by either the C/S 
Giulio Verne or by the barge. The working principle for the Hydroplow is to gently fluidize 
the seabed materials by the use of water jets in a narrow path and to a typical target depth of 
3 to 6 feet, with the potential for local burial to greater depths if required, without displacing 
the majority of the material and minimizing the suspension of sediment in surrounding 
waters. The method effectively places cables at a consistent required depth of embedment in 
jettable bottom conditions. 

3.4.3 Construction in Pittsburg 

The now proposed 5.8-acre converter station site in the City of Pittsburg is the Pittsburg West 
Tenth Street Alternative 1 site which was evaluated as an alternative in the Draft EIR. The 
formerly proposed Standard Oil site and associated ancillary facilities (i.e., AC/DC cable 
routes, construction laydown areas, and access road) have been deleted from consideration in 
this Final EIR.  
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The Pittsburg West Tenth Street Converter Station Alternative 1 (E/W) site is located north 
of West Tenth Street and west of Beacon Street in close proximity to the PG&E 230 kV 
substation (refer to Figures 3-1 and 3-11 of this Final EIR). Use of this site would require 
leasing or procuring and reconfiguring several parcels in the northwest quadrant of the 
overall West Tenth Street group of parcels. Existing development on the West Tenth Street 
site includes light industrial businesses. The Alternative 1 site is in proximity to a new 
residential community on the south side of West Tenth Street. The City of Pittsburg is in the 
process of amending the existing CS-O (1171) zoning district (Service Commercial with 
Limited Overlay [Ordinance No. 00-1171]) for a group of parcels. The affected zoning 
district includes Assessor Parcels 085-270-016, 085-270-018, 085-270-019, 085-270-020, 
085-270-022, 085-270-025, 085-270-026, 085-270-029, 085-270-032, 085-270-035, 085-
270-036, 085-270-038, 085-270-039, and 085-270-040) and encompasses an area larger than 
that required for the converter station layout under consideration for the Pittsburg West Tenth 
Street Converter Station Alternative 1 site. The details of the proposed Overlay Zoning 
Amendment would be as follows with respect to allowable uses, setbacks, and height 
limitation:  

“Utility, Major – L39” with the additional land use regulations: “L39 Limited, as a 
permitted use, to electrical substations of 50 megawatts or less, or AC/DC power 
converter stations with electrical transformers. Any structures must be located a 
minimum of 35 feet from the right-of-way of West Tenth Street and a minimum of 600 
feet from the right-of-way of Beacon Street, and with the maximum height of any 
building not to exceed 65 feet and/or any ancillary structure/tower not to exceed 80 
feet in height. The site perimeter must be planted with a substantial screen of 
evergreen trees and other landscaping in order to minimize the impact of the size, 
height and bulk of the structures.” 

This revised text to the City of Pittsburg Zoning Ordinance is based on a Zoning Amendment 
proposed by the City in order to satisfy the needs of the Project proponent. The language 
above does not apply to land use on West Tenth Street as it exists today.  

The Pittsburg West Tenth Street Converter Station Alternative 1 location (including ancillary 
facilities), layout under consideration, elevation views, and a photosimulation are presented 
on Figures 3-11 through 3-14 of this Final EIR. This site includes a proposed permanent 
access road that would connect to West Tenth Street (refer to Figure 3-12 of this Final EIR). 
Construction traffic would access this site via the existing access road to the Mirant Pittsburg 
Power Plant north of West Tenth Street on the west side of the site. 

An aerial view of the existing West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) site is shown on Figure 
3-11 of this Final EIR. The converter station buildings would occupy approximately 23,000 
square feet at the site, and range in height up to 64 feet. Outdoor air-cooled radiators, 
transformers, AC switchgear, filters, and other equipment would occupy the balance of the 
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site. The site would receive an architecturally appropriate treatment in areas that are visible 
to the public. 

The proposed construction laydown areas for the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 
(E/W) Converter Station site are located on the adjacent Mirant Pittsburg property north of 
the site (refer to Figure 3-11 of this Final EIR). The area would be devoted to equipment and 
materials laydown, storage, parking of construction equipment, small fabrication areas, and 
office trailers supporting construction of the Pittsburg converter station. 

For the most part, the AC and DC cable routes for the now proposed Pittsburg West Tenth 
Street Converter Station Alternative 1 (E/W) site would be located on the Mirant Pittsburg 
Power Plant property. The AC cable would start from the north side of this proposed 
converter station site, enter the Mirant Pittsburg Power Plant property, travel north-northwest 
through the southern tank farm along Mirant’s access road, loop east, and connect to the 
PG&E switchyard (refer to Figure 3-11 of this Final EIR). 

The DC cable route would follow the AC cable route for most of the land portion of the 
distance between the proposed West Tenth Street Converter Station Alternative 1 (E/W) site 
and the DC cable entry point into Suisin Bay. At the point where the AC cable diverges to 
the PG&E switchyard, the DC cable would continue to the northeast to the edge of the 
Mirant Pittsburg Power Plant property before turning northwest into Suisin Bay. The 
transition from onshore to offshore would be completed via HDD (refer to Figure 3-15 of this 
Final EIR).  

3.5 OPERATION 

It is currently anticipated that the Project would become operational as early as 2009. The 
HVDC system transmission control activities would be performed under the direction of the 
CAISO. The HVDC technology proposed for the Project is highly reliable and requires 
minimal maintenance. The converter stations at each end of the submarine cable route (in 
San Francisco and Pittsburg) would normally operate with a minimal staff and/or be remotely 
operated. Personnel would support the stations by performing periodic inspections and 
routine maintenance. 

The converter stations would use proven AC/DC conversion technology of thyristor valves, 
allowing the rapid control of power transfers and a fast response to changing system 
conditions. All critical auxiliary equipment, controls, protections, metering, and 
communications would use redundant systems to maximize system availability and 
reliability.  

Automatic computer control systems would adjust operating parameters to maintain system 
operation within input settings directed by the CAISO. The fiber optic communications 
component of the submarine cable would allow direct communication between computer 
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control systems at both of the converter stations. This would facilitate rapid response to 
changes in the AC transmission grid, converter station equipment, and/or the HVDC cable. 
The operators and/or computer systems would alert needed staff in the event that an incident 
requiring attention was detected. 

At the commencement of system commercial operation, maintenance procedures and critical 
spare parts would be in place to ensure that reasonably foreseeable problems with the cable 
or converter stations could be remedied quickly. 

3.5.1 Converter Station Maintenance 

The proposed electrical equipment and electronic controls at the converter stations would be 
expected to require a minimal amount of routine maintenance on a periodic basis. Planned 
routine maintenance activities include: general visual inspections for signs of external 
damage, leakage, and overheating; checks of insulating fluids levels and properties; 
lubrication of cooling fans; and electrical checks that are beyond those performed 
automatically by the station computer systems. Some of the proposed equipment would be 
expected to operate indefinitely, without maintenance, while other components have limited 
life expectancies and would require periodic service or replacement. Approximately 5 
planned outage days would be required every year. 

The station control systems would be designed to automatically alert on-call personnel if 
problems were detected with the cable or converter stations. Contractual arrangements would 
be in place for specialized services that may be required to perform repairs on short notice. 

3.5.2 Cable Repair 

The proposed transmission cable is expected to require no scheduled maintenance for the 
proposed operational life of the Project (at least 40 years). If substantial damage to the cable 
were to occur, the repair might require a new section of cable to be added to the cable by 
splicing. A spare length of cable would be stowed on a boat or barge moored at the Pittsburg 
Marina or other suitable local facility, or in a nearby onshore storage area, specifically for 
making emergency repairs. Contractual arrangements would be in place for specialized 
services that may be required. 

3.6 DECOMMISSIONING  

Once the Project had reached the end of its useful life, Project facilities would be 
decommissioned in accordance with applicable regulations in place at that time. It is 
currently envisioned that the submarine and onshore-buried cable segments would be 
abandoned in place, that the converter stations in San Francisco and Pittsburg would be 
removed, and that those sites would be prepared for the subsequent land use appropriate for 
each site at that point in time. 
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Figure 3-4. SAN FRANCISCO CONVERTER STATION
PLAN VIEW (HWC MITIGATED)
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Figure 3-5. SAN FRANCISCO CONVERTER STATION
                      ELEVATION VIEW (HWC MITIGATED)
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Figure 3-10. SIMULTANEOUS CABLE LAY
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Figure 3-14.   PHOTOSIMULATION OF PITTSBURG
CONVERTER STATION (WEST TENTH
STREET - ALTERNATIVE 1 [E/W])
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4.A SAN FRANCISCO HWC (MITIGATED) CONVERTER STATION  

4.A.1 Introduction 

As discussed in Sections 1.0 and 3.0 of this Final EIR, the previously proposed San Francisco 
HWC Converter Station site layout as assessed in the Draft EIR has been shifted to the 
western portion of the overall HWC site as a mitigating action to completely avoid the need 
to demolish two historic buildings on the eastern portion of the overall HWC site. The shifted 
site layout (“HWC [Mitigated]” site) is also further away from the Bay and would not 
preclude or interfere with the possible future construction of a Bay Trail segment along the 
portion of the waterfront to the east. The HWC (Mitigated) site layout would also avoid 
impacts to any portion of the historic Station A Complex on the adjacent Mirant property to 
the north associated with the alternating current (AC) cable interconnection to the Pacific 
Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) Potrero Substation. Accordingly, the previously 
proposed HWC converter station site layout assessed in the Draft EIR has been deleted from 
further consideration and has been replaced by the HWC (Mitigated) site layout. 

The San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site is located on fill at the 
southeastern corner of the 23rd and Illinois streets intersection. The site is bounded 
completely by industrial land uses. The Mirant Potrero Power Plant and PG&E Potrero 
Substation are directly northeast and north of the site, respectively. The AC cable would 
traverse 23rd Street and the Mirant Potrero Power Plant property into the PG&E substation 
and the DC cable would run east-west along 23rd Street. San Francisco Bay is located 
approximately 200 feet east of the site. The San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) site (refer to 
Figure 3-3) is located directly west of the previously proposed HWC site as assessed in the 
Draft EIR and is within the Central Waterfront area of San Francisco. 

The overall HWC site is comprised of the buildings at 435, 525, and 555 23rd Street, and is 
bounded on the north by 23rd Street and the Mirant Potrero Power Plant, on the east by a 
small, undeveloped parcel owned by the Port of San Francisco and by San Francisco Bay, on 
the south by 24th Street, and on the west by Illinois Street. The HWC (Mitigated) site is 
located on the portion of the overall HWC property at 525 23rd Street which is currently 
occupied jointly by DHL and Airgas. The existing building (non-historic) on the HWC 
(Mitigated) site would need to be demolished to accommodate the proposed converter station 
at this location. The entire site is currently either covered with buildings or pavement. The 
site is known to have subsurface contamination (soil and groundwater) from historic 
activities and uses (refer to Section 4.A.14 for more information). 
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4.A.2 Air Quality 

4.A.2.1 Environmental Setting 

The environmental setting for air quality associated with the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) 
Converter Station site in San Francisco is as described in Section 4.2.1 of the Draft EIR for 
the previously proposed HWC site. 

4.A.2.2 Environmental Impacts 

The thresholds of significance, identification of potentially significant impacts, mitigation 
measure requirements, and residual impact findings for the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) 
Converter Station site layout in San Francisco are as described in Section 4.2.3 of the Draft 
EIR for the previously proposed San Francisco HWC site. Potentially significant air quality 
impacts associated with installation of the offshore DC cable route (refer to Section 4.2.3.4 of 
the Draft EIR and Table 1-1 in this Final EIR) apply to the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) 
Converter Station. With implementation of the following mitigation measures, potentially 
significant impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels for the San Francisco 
HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station: 

• Mitigation Measure AIR-1 (Fugitive Dust Controls) for Impact AIR-1 (Fugitive Dust 
Emissions) 

• Mitigation Measure AIR-2 (Exhaust Controls) for Impact AIR-2 (Equipment Exhaust 
Emissions) 

4.A.3 Geologic Resources and Soils 

Background geological resources and soils data for the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) 
Converter Station site are as presented in Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR for the previously 
proposed HWC site. This background information is also applicable to the San Francisco 
HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site. Site-specific environmental setting and impact 
discussions for the HWC (Mitigated) site are presented below.  

4.A.3.1 Environmental Setting 

4.A.3.1.1 Site Geology. The San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site is 
shown on Figure 3-3 of this Final EIR and is located directly adjacent to and west of the 
previously proposed HWC site shown on Figure 4.3-3 of the Draft EIR. The geology of the 
San Francisco area, including the HWC (Mitigated) site, is shown on Figure 4.3-3 of the 
Draft EIR. Soil types are shown on Figure 4.3-4 of the Draft EIR. The site is underlain 
primarily by artificial fill over reclaimed tidal flats featuring Bay Mud and estuarine deposits. 
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The artificial fill consist of gravels, sands, and clays. Serpentine bedrock may be present at 
depth although the mapped location of the ridge is to the east of the site.  

Geologic Resources. The San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site does not 
have any identified unique geologic features or resources. Paleontological resources are 
discussed in Section 4.A.15 of this Final EIR. 

Faults. No active or potentially active faults have been identified on the HWC (Mitigated) 
site. Figure 4.3-2 of the Draft EIR illustrates the major Quaternary faults in the site region. 
The closest known active faults are the San Andreas fault (9.5 miles to the west) and the 
Hayward fault (12 miles to the east). Table 4.3-1 of the Draft EIR presents maximum 
earthquake magnitude estimates and indicates the closest distance from each fault to the 
previously proposed HWC site, which is also applicable to the HWC (Mitigated) site. Each 
fault zone is described in detail in Section 4.3.1.2 of the Draft EIR. 

4.A.3.2 Environmental Impacts 

The thresholds of significance, identification of potentially significant impacts, mitigation 
measure requirements, and residual impact findings for the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) 
Converter Station site are as described in Section 4.3.3 of the Draft EIR for the formerly 
proposed HWC site. With implementation of the following mitigation measures, potential 
environmental impacts associated with the HWC (Mitigated) site would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level: 

• Mitigation Measure GEO-1 (Design Project for Erosion Control) for Impact GEO-1 (Soil 
Erosion and Compaction) 

• Mitigation Measure GEO-2 (Controls for Excavation of Serpentine) for Impact GEO-2 
(Asbestos-containing Serpentine) 

• Mitigation Measure GEO-3 (Design to Seismic Design Requirements) for Impact GEO-3 
(Strong Ground Shaking)  

• Mitigation Measure GEO-4 (Design Project for Liquefiable Deposits) for Impact GEO-4 
(Liquefaction) 

• Mitigation Measure GEO-5 (Design Project for Shrink-Swell/Subsidence) for Impact 
GEO-5 (Shrink-Swell/Subsidence) 
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4.A.4 Water Resources and Quality 

4.A.4.1 Environmental Setting 

The San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site is shown on Figure 3-3. The 
converter station site is located approximately 200 feet west of the Bay. There is no surface 
water on the site. Stormwater from the site is currently directed to the San Francisco 
combined stormwater and sanitary sewer system. As described in Section 4.4.1.5 (Drainage 
and Flooding) of the Draft EIR, the majority of San Francisco is served by a combined storm 
sewer system, where storm water, along with residential and commercial sewage, is directed 
to three wastewater treatment plants prior to being released to San Francisco Bay or the 
Pacific Ocean. 

Based on the results of the Phase II investigation conducted at this site, site contaminants are 
generally similar to those described for the eastern portion of the overall HWC site as 
discussed in Section 4.14 of the Draft EIR. Groundwater was encountered at a depth of 
approximately 10-15 feet below ground surface (bgs). The pH of the groundwater is close to 
7 or neutral. The groundwater is impacted with a variety of site contaminants as follows: 
heavy metals, heavy petroleum hydrocarbons, gasoline constituents including benzene, 
cyanide, and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). The groundwater does not exceed 
the hazardous waste criteria, but no fish bio-assay tests were conducted. It is unlikely that the 
groundwater is hazardous. The groundwater is not impacted with polychlorinated biphenyls 
or hexavalent chromium. The groundwater flow direction on the overall HWC site is split, 
probably because of the subterranean ridge that runs under the eastern portion of the overall 
HWC site. The groundwater flow direction on the HWC (Mitigated) site is to the southwest. 
In the eastern portion of the overall HWC site the groundwater flow direction varies from the 
southeast to the northeast. Refer to Section 4.A.14 for more information regarding 
groundwater conditions at the HWC (Mitigated) site. 

The San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site is not located within the 100-year 
flood zone. 

4.A.4.2 Environmental Impacts 

The thresholds of significance, identification of potentially significant impacts, mitigation 
measure requirements, and residual impact findings for the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) 
Converter Station site are generally as described in Section 4.4.3 of the Draft EIR for the 
previously proposed HWC site. Groundwater collected during groundwater dewatering 
during construction at the HWC (Mitigated) site (e.g., under the transformer bay where the 
planned excavation depth of approximately 15 feet would likely extend below the 
groundwater level of 10-15 feet bgs) would require treatment, follow-on sampling and 
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analysis, and evaluation before it could be discharged to the combined San Francisco 
storm/sanitary sewer. Alternatively the groundwater could be sent offsite for treatment and 
disposal at a commercial water treatment facility. Refer to Section 4.A.14 (Hazardous 
Materials and Waste Management) for more information about potential contaminated 
groundwater-related impacts and associated mitigation (HAZ-7). 

With implementation of the following mitigation measures, potential environmental impacts 
associated with the HWC (Mitigated) site would be reduced to a less-than-significant level: 

• Mitigation Measure WATER-1 (Erosion Control and Contaminant Source Control) for 
Impact WATER-1 (Erosion and Contaminated Runoff)  

• Mitigation Measure WATER-2 (Spill Prevention and Control Plan for HDD) for Impact 
WATER-2 (Surface Water Quality Impacts from HDD) 

• Mitigation Measure WATER-3 (Use of Pilot Hole and Reaming) for Impact WATER-3 
(Groundwater Quality Impacts from HDD) 

4.A.5 Terrestrial Biological Resources 

4.A.5.1 Environmental Setting 

The HWC (Mitigated) site is located adjacent to and west of the previously proposed HWC 
site. The environmental setting for this site is consistent with the previously proposed HWC 
site, as described in Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR.  

4.A.5.2 Environmental Impacts 

This area is dominated by previously developed and industrialized landscapes described in 
Section 4.5 of the Draft EIR as Disturbed/Developed habitats. No potential impacts to natural 
communities, wetlands, or special-status species would be expected from development of the 
HWC (Mitigated) site. 

4.A.6 Marine Biological Resources 

4.A.6.1 Environmental Setting 

Background information, including evaluation of marine biological resources with a review 
of special-status species with the potential to occur in the Project area, as well as the 
regulatory framework, are provided in Section 4.6 of the Draft EIR. 
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4.A.6.2 Environmental Impacts 

The potential environmental impacts to marine biological resources associated with the San 
Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station and associated submarine High Voltage Direct 
Current (HVDC) cable system route in the Bay are as described in Section 4.6.3 of the Draft 
EIR. In summary, no potentially significant impacts to marine biological resources have been 
identified. 

4.A.7 Cultural Resources 

4.A.7.1  Environmental Setting  

4.A.7.1.1 Archaeological Resources. Archival research indicates that the San Francisco 
HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site (refer to Figure 3-3) is located in an area of potential 
archaeological sensitivity. Prior to the reclamation efforts initiated in the latter half of the 
19th century, Potrero Point, upon which the HWC (Mitigated) parcel is situated, extended 
into the waters of San Francisco Bay from just south of 24th Street to 23rd Street and east to 
Delaware Street (U.S. Coastal Survey [USCS], 1852).  

Although this places the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site on lands 
once submerged beneath San Francisco Bay, the portion of this property where the converter 
station layout is now proposed was once bisected by the Tubbs Cordage Company ropewalk. 
A ropewalk consists of a long narrow building where strands of yarn were manually twisted 
into ropes.  

The San Francisco Cordage Manufactory was constructed on the block bounded by present 
day Indiana, Tennessee, Tubbs, and 22nd Streets by Alfred and Hiram Tubbs in 1856. 
Subsequently renamed the Tubbs Cordage Company, the facility included a ropewalk which 
at its longest reached a length of over 1,500 feet. Over much of its length, the ropewalk 
rested on piers just above the waters of the Bay. As mentioned above, strands of yarn were 
manually twisted into ropes atop the length of the ropewalk. Ropes manufactured in this 
process were considered superior to those manufactured in the then newly invented machine 
twisting process. Ropes manufactured at the Tubbs facility were utilized by California’s 
burgeoning shipping and mining industries (Wirth Associates, 1979a:6-8, 96; 1979b:36-37). 

The ropewalk is depicted on the USCS Maps of 1859, 1869, and 1884, extending 
southeastward into the Bay from roughly today’s Kentucky Street just north of the 
intersection with 23rd Street. Based on a review of the Sanborn Map of 1914, it appears that 
the historic feature bisected what is now the western portion of the overall HWC property at 
the corner of Illinois and 23rd Street and passed through the parcel at a bearing of roughly 
110 degrees. 



SECTION 4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION 
PROPOSED PROJECT 

 

X:\Transbay\FEIR\AFEIR#2\04.A HWC Site Mitigated.doc 4.A-7 Final EIR 
October 2006

Although the Sanborn Map of 1914 still depicts a portion of the ropewalk allowing for an 
accurate delineation of its route, by this date the feature is no longer depicted as extending 
over open water across the current Project area. The area is instead solid ground with the 
ropewalk terminating at Kentucky. This configuration of the ropewalk is still depicted on the 
Sanborn Map of 1952. 

In addition to the archaeological inventory, boring logs of a recent soil-sampling program 
(URS, 2006) at the HWC (Mitigated) site were examined. These logs reveal that the current 
HWC (Mitigated) site is underlain by upwards of 20 feet of fill material. The fill, primarily 
sand or sandy soils, becomes coarser with depth and contains brick, gravel, concrete, wood, 
and other rubble down to depths of 20 feet below ground surface. Underlying the initial fill 
material is silty sand with gravel that also contains occasional brick and concrete fragments. 
Intact structural remains were not observed in any of the borings. The assortment of 
constituents observed in the fill is a common occurrence in San Francisco. It has been 
reported that a wide variety of material was used in the historical filling of the waters off San 
Francisco. Although sand was the primary constituent (Dow, 1973), household trash and 
structural debris was commonly deposited in the bay as fill material. For example, Captain 
Fred Klebingat (quoted in Olmstead et al., 1977:128) observed some of the materials used as 
fill for the area south of Folsom Street. He stated that they “dumped rubbish from buildings,” 
including pulverized bricks and old concrete. He also witnessed the dumping of a cargo of 
hay bales and sacks of cement off the five-masted schooner W.H. Marston, as well as animal 
remains. 

4.A.7.1.2 Historic Architectural Resources. The San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) 
Converter Station site completely avoids the historic buildings (two Western Sugar Refinery 
warehouses) on the eastern portion of the overall HWC property. The previously proposed 
HWC converter station layout would have required demolition of these two historic 
structures which would be considered an unavoidable adverse significant impact. In addition, 
the AC cable route to the PG&E Potrero Substation that was associated with the previously 
proposed HWC site would have resulted in an unavoidable adverse significant impact on the 
historic Station A Complex on the adjacent Mirant property. The onshore AC cable route 
associated with the HWC (Mitigated) site completely avoids this impact as well. The onshore 
AC cable route between the HWC (Mitigated) site and the PG&E Potrero Substation (refer to 
Figure 3-3 of this Final EIR) does traverse an area of potential archaeological sensitivity, 
including the portion on the Mirant property. The HWC (Mitigated) site contains buildings 
constructed after 1961 that have served various types of warehouse and transshipment 
purposes since that time. Their simple, one-story, utilitarian construction is typical of mid-
20th century ground freight warehousing and shipping facilities. The buildings are less than 
50 years old and as such, do not require further study or historical evaluation, nor are they 
considered historical resources for the purposes of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA). The land surrounding the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site 
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underwent a great deal of change during the 1950s and 1960s, further altering the setting of 
the site. These changes included construction of a shipping warehouse across Illinois Street 
to the west, closure of the manufactured gas facility to the north, and extensive construction 
and remodeling of the PG&E power plant property (Station A) to the north through 1983, 
when Station A was removed from service. The former sugar refinery to the east and north of 
the HWC (Mitigated) site was closed in 1949 and nearly all of its facilities were also 
removed during this time.  

In conclusion, there are no historic architectural resources present within the footprint of the 
San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site or the proposed AC cable route to the 
PG&E Potrero Substation.  

4.A.7.2 Environmental Impacts 

4.A.7.2.1 Archaeological Resources. It is unknown whether or not the ropewalk described 
above was left intact during reclamation efforts. During San Francisco’s reclamation efforts 
of the mid- to late-19th century, wharves were commonly used as platforms from which to 
dump fill material. It is in this manner that the numerous wharves that once extended out into 
Yerba Buena Cove became entombed along with ships, barges, and other vessels that were 
moored alongside. As such, it is possible that remnants of the Tubbs Cordage Company 
ropewalk might lay buried within the site of the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter 
Station site. 

Given the potential archaeological sensitivity within the confines of the San Francisco HWC 
(Mitigated) Converter Station site and along the proposed AC cable route to the PG&E 
Potrero Substation, it is possible that with Project implementation on this site and AC cable 
route, archaeological resources might be exposed during construction activities. The same 
potentially significant impact on archaeological resources described in the Draft EIR is 
applicable to a portion of the HWC (Mitigated) site. With implementation of the following 
mitigation measures which are the same as those specified for the HWC site previously 
proposed on the eastern portion of the property (refer to Section 4.7.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR for 
more information), potential environmental impacts to archaeological resources would be 
reduced to less-than-significant levels for this Project site: 

• Mitigation Measure CUL-1a (Archaeological Resource Testing), Mitigation Measure 
CUL-1b (Archaeological Resource Data Recovery) and Mitigation Measure CUL-1c 
(Archaeological Resource Construction Monitoring) for Impact CUL-1 (Disturbance of 
Archaeological Resources) 

4.A.7.2.2 Historic Architectural Resources. Construction of the San Francisco HWC 
(Mitigated) Converter Station would not cause a significant adverse change because this site 
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contains no historical resources. Construction of the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) 
Converter Station would not cause direct or indirect significant adverse change to nearby 
resources or potential resources. This construction would not require demolition or physical 
alteration of historical resources, or any of the potential contributing elements of nearby 
historic district(s). The introduction of the proposed converter station facilities would be 
consistent with the types of industries that have operated in this area for nearly 130 years. In 
fact, this part of the Central Waterfront has long been utilized for various energy-related uses, 
including massive multi-story manufactured gas storage tanks (no longer extant), and a 
multi-story electric power generation plant. The remaining nearby historical resources (the 
Station A complex and the sugar warehouses) were constructed and operated in an area that 
was already surrounded by large-scale industrial utilitarian buildings and structures when 
they were completed. Construction of the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station 
site, therefore, would not cause a significant adverse indirect change to the sugar warehouses, 
or the Station A complex as individual historical resources. Nor would this action cause a 
significant adverse indirect change to the potential historic district(s) because it would not 
impair the ability of the potential district(s) to convey historic significance. This activity 
would not materially impair the significance of the potential district(s) and the impact to the 
potential historic district(s) would be less than significant. 

Given the above, there are no historic architectural mitigation measures proposed for the San 
Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site or associated onshore AC cable route to 
the PG&E Potrero Substation. 
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4.A.8 Land Use and Recreation 

4.A.8.1 Environmental Setting 

The proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site and onshore AC/DC 
cable routes are collectively referred to as the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) site in this 
section, unless otherwise noted.  

4.A.8.1.1 Existing Land Uses. The San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) site is located at the 
southeastern corner of the 23rd and Illinois streets intersection. The site is bounded 
completely by industrial land uses. The Mirant Potrero Power Plant and PG&E Potrero 
Substation are directly northeast and north of the site, respectively. The AC cable would 
traverse 23rd Street and the Mirant Potrero Power Plant property into the PG&E substation 
and the DC cable would run east-west along 23rd Street. San Francisco Bay is located 
approximately 200 feet east of the site. The San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) site is located 
directly west of the previously proposed HWC site as assessed in the Draft EIR, and within 
the Central Waterfront area of San Francisco. Existing land uses within this area are 
described further in Section 4.8.1 of the Draft EIR. 

4.A.8.1.2 Potentially Sensitive Land Uses. Table 4.A.8-1 lists potentially sensitive land 
uses near the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) site. The current routing of the Bay Trail along 
Illinois Street is located directly adjacent to the HWC site, and Warm Water Cove Park is 
located approximately 200 feet east of the site. The nearest residences are located 
approximately 480 feet from the west edge of the alternative San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) 
Converter Station site. A church is located about 1,000 feet northwest of the HWC 
(Mitigated) Converter Station site. Additional potentially sensitive land uses within the area 
are consistent with those associated with the previously proposed HWC site, as discussed in 
Section 4.8.1 of the Draft EIR. 

4.A.8.1.3 Zoning Designations. The San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) site is zoned M-2 
Heavy Industrial. Permitted uses and development standards (including height restrictions 
and exemptions) are consistent with those associated with the previously proposed HWC site, 
as discussed in Section 4.8.1 of the Draft EIR. 

4.A.8.1.4 Land Use Trends. Land use trends for the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) site 
are consistent with the previously proposed HWC site, as discussed in Section 4.8.1 of the 
Draft EIR. 

4.A.8.2 Environmental Impacts 

The San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station would not result in potentially 
significant impacts related to land use or recreation. The San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) 
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TABLE 4.A.8-1 
POTENTIALLY SENSITIVE LAND USES NEAR 

SAN FRANCISCO HWC (MITIGATED) CONVERTER STATION SITE 

Land Use Location 

Approximate Distance From 
Alternative San Francisco Mirant 

Converter Station Sites (Feet) 
Residential West of Third Street 480 
Warm Water Cove Park East terminus of 23rd Street 200 
St. Stephen Baptist Church 800 22nd Street 1,000 
Irving M Scott School 1060 Tennessee Street 1,200 
Daniel Webster Elementary 465 Missouri Street  3,000 
Aquatic Vista Park and Public Viewing Area East Terminus of 17th Street 3,300 
Potrero Hill Recreation Center (Park) 801 Arkansas Street 2,600 
St. Teresa’s Church 390 Missouri Street 3,000 
Potrero Library 1616 20th Street 3,000 
King Starr Elementary 1215 Carolina Street 3,400 
India Basin Shoreline Park East terminus of Cargo Way 6,000 
Bay Trail Along Illinois & 3rd Street  Adjacent 

 
Converter Station site is completely bounded by industrial land uses. The Mirant Potrero 
Power Plant and PG&E substation are directly north and northeast of the site. The San 
Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site represents further development of an area 
committed to industrial use rather than the introduction of industry to a non-industrial area. 

The San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site is located within the same 
planning subarea (Central Waterfront) and zoning district (M-2) as the previously considered 
HWC site in the Draft EIR. Land use plans and policies pertaining to the San Francisco 
HWC (Mitigated) site are consistent with the previously considered HWC site. As such, 
public access to the shoreline and open space is emphasized. The HWC site is located 
adjacent to the Bay Trail, which is shown on Figure 4.8-1 of the Draft EIR. Temporary 
impacts to the Bay Trail are expected during construction, as discussed in Section 4.10, 
Traffic and Transportation, of the Draft EIR. Temporary impacts to the Bay Trail from 
construction would be mitigated by Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-3. No permanent impacts 
to the Bay Trail are expected with operating the converter station at the HWC (Mitigated) 
site. Public access to the shoreline is provided by Warm Water Cove Park situated 200 feet 
east of the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) site. Operations of the HWC (Mitigated) 
Converter Station would not affect public access to Warm Water Cove Park or lessen 
recreational opportunities along the Bay Trail. 
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As discussed for the previously considered HWC site, the Central Waterfront Area Plan 
stipulates maintaining and improving existing recreational improvements at Warm Water 
Cove and expanding to the north side of the cove as opportunities arise. The policy requires 
that public access be provided along the north side of the cove and a fishing quay be 
constructed at the Bay. The San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station would not be 
affected by this policy, as the site is farther west of Warm Water Cove Park than the 
previously considered HWC site. The HWC (Mitigated) site is currently zoned Heavy 
Industrial and the converter station is consistent with permitted uses within this district.  

The San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station would be consistent with the existing 
uses of the site and surrounding area. The nearest residential development near the San 
Francisco HWC (Mitigated) site is approximately 480 feet to the northwest of the site. The 
San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station would not require displacement of 
housing and would not have significant land use impacts on the community. 

Established uses surrounding the alternative San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter 
Station site are primarily industrial. Potentially sensitive land uses in the area include Warm 
Water Cove Park located 200 feet east and a church situated approximately 1,000 feet 
northwest of the site. The Potrero Power Plant and PG&E substation are directly northeast 
and north of the site. Pier 70 to the north and Pier 80 to the south are actively used for dry 
dock and container terminals.  

Proposed future development plans outlined in the Draft Central Waterfront Neighborhood 
Plan would rezone the HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site from M-2 to PDR 
(Production, Distribution & Repair) and the converter station is consistent with uses within 
the proposed PDR district. The Plan would also rezone the area west of Illinois Street, 
directly across the street from the HWC (Mitigated) site, from M-2 to mixed use residential. 
Although future residences may be located directly across the street from the converter 
station following commencement of operation of the facility, the Draft Plan specifically 
prohibits residential development on PDR districts and the HWC (Mitigated) site would be 
bounded on the north, east, and south by PDR districts. The character of the site would not 
change given that the site would continue to be industrial in nature and primarily bound by 
industrial properties. The Plan had not been finalized or approved at the time this Final EIR 
was prepared, and no specific development plans have been brought forward at this time. 
Thus, assessing potential conflicts requires a degree of speculation. Notwithstanding, 
potential noise and visual impacts to possible future residences are discussed in Section 12.0 
(Response to Comments) of this Final EIR.  
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4.A.9 Marine Transportation and Commercial Fishing 

The San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station would not impact marine 
transportation or commercial fishing. 

4.A.10 Traffic and Transportation 

4.A.10.1 Environmental Setting 

The environmental setting for traffic and transportation for the San Francisco HWC 
(Mitigated) Converter Station site is consistent with the discussion presented for the 
previously proposed San Francisco HWC Converter Station site in Section 4.10.1 of the 
Draft EIR.  

4.A.10.2 Environmental Impacts 

The thresholds of significance, identification of potentially significant impacts, mitigation 
measure requirements, and residual impact findings for the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) 
Converter Station site are as described in Section 4.10.3 of the Draft EIR.  

4.A.10.2.1 Construction-related Impacts. Construction traffic impacts discussed for the 
previously proposed HWC Converter Station site (and laydown areas) in Section 4.10.3.2.1 
of the Draft EIR are also applicable to the HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station. 

Since this site is directly adjacent to the previously proposed HWC Project site in San 
Francisco and the local streets used for Project-related truck deliveries and work trips would 
remain the same, the construction-related transit, bicycle, pedestrian, rail, and parking 
impacts would be the same as described for the previously proposed HWC site.  

With implementation of the following mitigation measures, potential traffic-related 
environmental impacts associated with the HWC (Mitigated) site would be reduced to a less-
than-significant level: 

• Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-1 (Coordination to Reduce Cumulative Traffic Impacts) 
for Impact TRAFFIC-1 (Cumulative Traffic Impacts) 

• Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-2 (Coordination of Oversized Loads) for Impact 
TRAFFIC-2 (Oversized Loads) 

• Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-3 (Signage for Temporary Street Closures) for Impact 
TRAFFIC-3 (Temporary Street Closures) 
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• Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-4 (Reducing Impact on the Movement of MUNI Light 
Rail Vehicles into and out of the Metro East Maintenance Facility) for Impact 
TRAFFIC-4 (Impacts on Metro East Light Rail Facility) 

4.A.10.2.2 Operations-related Impacts. No operations-related impacts to traffic or 
transportation have been identified. 

4.A.11 Noise and Vibration 

4.A.11.1 Environmental Setting 

The San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site is directly adjacent to and west of 
the previously proposed HWC site assessed in Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR. Descriptions of 
the land use surrounding the site are the same as identified for the previously proposed HWC 
site. Ambient noise measurement locations utilized to assess the HWC (Mitigated) site are 
the same as those presented in Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR for the previously proposed 
HWC site. The results of the ambient noise measurements are summarized in Table 4.11-2 of 
the Draft EIR. The measurement locations are shown on Figure 4.11-1 of the Draft EIR. 

Sensitive receptors in the HWC (Mitigated) site Project area are the same as those identified 
for the previously proposed HWC site in Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR. They consist of 
multi-family residences approximately 480 feet west at 2638 3rd Street in between 22nd and 
23rd Streets and multi-family residences approximately 1,150 west at 1423 Indiana Street. No 
residences have a direct line-of-sight to the Project due to intervening three- and four-story 
commercial buildings in between the residences and the site. In addition, both residences are 
within 500 feet of Interstate 280 to the west.  

4.A.11.2 Environmental Impacts 

4.A.11.2.1 Construction-related Impacts. Scheduled construction hours at the San 
Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station would be the same as those given for the 
previously proposed HWC Project site in Section 4.11 of the Draft EIR. The anticipated 
noise sources would be the same as those outlined for the previously proposed HWC site in 
the Draft EIR. 

Acoustical calculations were performed to estimate noise from construction activities at the 
closest residences with the same methodology as described for the previously proposed HWC 
site. The closest offsite residential uses to the San Francisco (Mitigated) Converter Station 
site consist of multi-family residences approximately 480 feet west and 1,150 feet to the 
west. Average construction sound levels at the closest residences to the San Francisco HWC 
(Mitigated) Converter Station construction site would be 69 and 62 dBA (A-weighted sound 
level), respectively, as summarized in Table 4.A.11-1. Because of the intermittent nature of 
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construction work and the intervening buildings, it is unlikely that noise from construction 
would be audible at the residences, much less increase the existing noise levels by 5 dBA; 
therefore, there would be no significant impact. During this time period, construction activity 
would be required to comply with the City’s noise ordinance criteria (80 dBA at 100 feet) 
and would result in a less-than-significant impact.  

Pile Driving. Calculations were performed to estimate sound levels from pile driving at the 
receptors. Direct line-of-sight sound levels at the residences were calculated to be 85 dBA 
maximum sound level (Lmax) (80 dBA equivalent sound level [Leq]) at the residences 480 feet 
west and 78 dBA Lmax (73 dBA Leq) at the residences 1,150 feet west. Due to the intervening 
buildings, received sound levels at the receptors would be substantially less than predicted, 
although it is likely that noise from the pile driving would still be audible at the receptors. 
Section 4.11.3.1.1 of the Draft EIR details pile driving restrictions to be followed in San 
Francisco. Pile driving would be required to comply with these requirements and would 
result in a less-than-significant impact. 

TABLE 4.A.11-1 
CALCULATED SOUND LEVELS FROM CONSTRUCTION OF THE  

SAN FRANCISCO HWC (MITIGATED) CONVERTER STATION (dBA) 

Calculated Sound Level 
from Pile Driving (dBA) 

Converter 
Station Site Receptor Description 

Distance to 
Receptors (Ft) 

Calculated Sound 
Level from 

Construction (dBA) Lmax Leq 
Multi-family residences  
(2638 3rd Street) 

480 69 85 80 San Francisco 
HWC 
(Mitigated) Multi-family residences 

(1423 Indiana Street) 
1150 62 78 73 

      
Calculations were performed to estimate vibration from pile driving activities at the closest 
residences, as detailed in Section 4.11.1.2 of the Draft EIR. Vibration from pile driving was 
assumed to have point source propagation characteristics. Vibration levels for impact pile 
drivers are typically 0.644 inches/second peak particle velocity (PPV) at 25 feet (FTA 1995). 
Under normal propagation conditions, vibration levels at the closest residences 480 feet from 
the pile driving would be 0.008 in/sec, which is well below the FTA threshold of 0.20 in/sec; 
resulting in a less-than-significant impact. 

Construction Traffic. Construction traffic impacts discussed for the previously proposed San 
Francisco HWC Converter Station site in Section 4.11.3.1.1 of the Draft EIR are also 
applicable to the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site. 
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4.A.11.2.2 Operations-related Impacts. Calculations were performed using linear octave 
band sound power levels as inputs from each noise source with the same equipment as the 
previously proposed HWC Converter Station. As shown on Figures 3-4 and 3-5 of this Final 
EIR, the proposed Project design for the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station 
includes an approximately 12- to 14-foot-tall sound wall around the northern, western, and 
southern boundaries. A noise analysis was conducted for the HWC (Mitigated) site, and the 
results are summarized here and provided in Appendix H of this Final EIR. 

As summarized in Table 4.A.11-2, hourly average sound levels from the San Francisco HWC 
(Mitigated) Converter Station layout would range from 63 dBA Leq on the western property 
line to 71 dBA Leq at the northern and southern property lines. Because sound levels are 
below the San Francisco 75 dBA Leq requirement, there would not be a significant impact. 

The Ldn are used by the State of California to define acceptable land use compatibility with 
respect to noise. Because of the time-of-day penalties associated with the Ldn descriptor, the 
Leq for a continuously operating sound source during a 24-hour period will be numerically 
less. Thus, for a noise source operating continuously for periods of 24 hours, the Leq will be  

TABLE 4.A.11-2 
CALCULATED SOUND LEVELS FROM OPERATION OF THE 

SAN FRANCISCO HWC (MITIGATED) CONVERTER STATION (dBA) 

Converter Station 
Site 

Receptor 
Description Calculated Sound Level (dBA) 

Calculated Sound Level (dBA) 
With Proposed Sound Wall 

North Property 
Line 

71 Leq (1 hr) 77 Ldn 71 Leq (1 hr) 77 Ldn 

South Property 
Line 

71 Leq (1 hr) 77 Ldn 71 Leq (1 hr) 77 Ldn 

East Property Line 69 Leq (1 hr) 75 Ldn 65 Leq (1 hr) 71 Ldn 

San Francisco HWC 
(Mitigated) 

West Property 
Line 

72 Leq (1 hr) 78 Ldn 63 Leq (1 hr) 69 Ldn 

      
6 dB lower than the Ldn value. Thus, the San Francisco noise ordinance requirement of  
75 dBA Leq (1 hr) at the property lines would be equivalent to 81 dBA Ldn.  

4.A.11.2.3 Cumulative Impacts. The proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter 
Station site is located on the east side of Illinois Street between 23rd and 24th streets. As 
discussed in Section 7.2.3.4 (Central Waterfront Neighborhood Plan [Plan]) of the Draft EIR, 
the City and County of San Francisco is considering rezoning the location of the overall 
HWC site to PDR (Production, Distribution & Repair). In addition, the draft Plan envisions 
rezoning the west side of Illinois Street to mixed use residential. The compatibility (including 
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operational noise impacts) of the proposed HWC (Mitigated) layout with the possible future 
mixed use residential development across Illinois Street is discussed in the Response to 
Comments in Section 12.0 of this Final EIR. 

4.A.12 Public Services and Utilities 

4.A.12.1 Environmental Setting 

The public services and utilities discussions for the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) 
Converter Station site and onshore cable routes are consistent with those for the previously 
proposed HWC site addressed in Section 4.12.1 of the Draft EIR.  

4.A.12.2 Environmental Impacts 

Potential impacts to public services and utilities from construction of the San Francisco 
HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station are consistent with the impacts discussed in Section 
4.12.3 of the Draft EIR for the previously proposed HWC site. Mitigation measures include 
development of a Construction Fire Prevention and Protection Program and an Operations 
Fire Prevention and Protection Program. Furthermore, a survey shall be conducted prior to 
any excavation work at the converter station site or associated DC and AC cable routes to 
prevent conflict or disruption of existing underground utilities. With implementation of the 
following mitigation measures, potential environmental impacts would be reduced to less-
than-significant levels for the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site. 

• Mitigation Measure PS-1 (Construction Fire Prevention) for Impact PS-1 (Construction-
related Fire Hazards)  

• Mitigation Measure PS-2 (Utility Survey) for Impact PS-2 (Existing Onshore 
Underground Utilities) 

• Mitigation Measure PS-3 (Operations Fire Prevention) for Impact PS-3 (Operations Fire 
Hazards)  

4.A.13 Visual Resources/Aesthetics 

This section addresses the visual resources environmental baseline conditions and the 
potential for the proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station to cause 
significant visual impacts on those resources in the San Francisco study area.  

4A.13.1 Environmental Setting 

4.A.13.1.1 Concepts and Terminology. The concepts and terminology that comprise the 
visual resources analysis for the proposed HWC (Mitigated) site are as discussed in Section 
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4.13.1.1 of the Draft EIR, and include the concepts of Visual Quality, Viewer Sensitivity, 
Viewer Exposure, etc. 

4.A.13.1.2 Methodology Overview. The methodology utilized in analyzing the HWC 
(Mitigated) site is the same as identified in Section 4.13.1.2 of the Draft EIR, and retains the 
use of Key Observation Points (KOPs) and simulations to analyze potential Project impacts.  

Project Setting. 

San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station. The proposed HWC (Mitigated) 
Converter Station site would occupy an approximately 5-acre site between 23rd Street and 
24th Street fronting on Illinois Street. The existing HMR warehouse structure to the east 
would remain. The proposed site is currently occupied by the large “L” shaped Airgas and 
DHL building and related warehouses and parking lots both adjacent to Illinois Street and to 
the rear that would need to be demolished for implementation of the HWC (Mitigated) 
converter station. 

The KOPs selected for this assessment in San Francisco are shown on Map 4.13-1 of the 
Draft EIR. The same KOPs utilized for the Project analysis are retained but the actual views 
have been shifted to include the altered Project location which is west and somewhat south of 
the previously proposed Project site. A new KOP has been added at the intersection of 
Illinois Street and 24th Street (KOP-SF-6). 

The San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site is visible from Illinois Street and 
when viewing down both 23rd and 24th streets. All views are within the context of the existing 
Mirant Power Plant, the adjacent PG&E substation or the Sheedy construction site (see 
Context photographs 1 through 4, Figures 4.13-1 and -2 of the Draft EIR, and Figures 
4.A.13-1 and 4.A.13-4 of this Final EIR). This is an existing industrial area both in terms of 
the visual context and the type of traffic traversing the area. The converter station site is also 
visible from the Potrero housing projects approximately 0.5 mile to the west. While the 
facility would be visible from a more birds-eye view, again it would be seen in the context of 
the larger industrial activity of the area and the primary focus of any viewer would be toward 
San Francisco Bay in the background (see Photo 5, Figure 4.13-3 in the Draft EIR). The third 
viewing area is from Warm Water Cove Park which is located approximately 200 feet east of 
the San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site. Existing views from this area are 
toward the Bay to the east and the existing industrial structures to the north, west, and south. 
In this context, the existing buildings to the west would be demolished and replaced by the 
proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station (see Baseline Photo A of KOP 
SF-3 shifted, Figure 4.A.13-3). The onshore AC cable connections would be from the 
proposed converter station site to the existing PG&E Potrero Substation and would not 
involve significant visual disturbance to this area. Similarly, the offshore HVDC cable 
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connection would be underground from the proposed HWC (Mitigated) site into San 
Francisco Bay and would not involve significant areas of additional disturbance. The 
proposed laydown area (Pier 94/96) is currently used for truck parking and Port-related 
activities and would not require any construction that would affect the visual character of the 
area. 

Visual Quality. The proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site 
lacks visual coherence and harmony. While the Airgas/DHL structure is relatively cleanlined, 
it is large and exists within an atmosphere that is visually cluttered by the juxtaposition of 
materials storage, graffiti, uneven pavement, and overhead wires. There are no immediate 
natural landforms except for the water of Warm Water Cove which is degraded by debris, 
decaying docks, and industrial fences. San Francisco Bay at this location does not play a 
significant visual role when viewing the site from adjacent roads or even Warm Water Cove 
viewing toward the Project area. The visual quality of the site is classified as Low. 

Viewer Sensitivity. This concern may also be categorized as the reason people would 
visit the area. In this case the area is industrial. Those that work there would have low 
expectations of the area in terms of its scenic content. City of San Francisco traffic counts 
along Illinois Street taken in September 2003 at 22nd Street show an Average Daily Traffic 
(ADT) of 2,285 trips per day. The duration of travelers’ view of the site would range in the 
area of 10 to 15 seconds given the frontage along Illinois Street. Warm Water Cove Park 
users may be there in part for the view of the water. However, the converter station site, 
which is to the west, does not really affect views of the cove or Bay. Given the overall 
context, viewer sensitivity is rated Low. 

In addition to travelers, there are those that live in trailers parked along some of the streets or 
in homeless encampments. In addition to those living and working in the immediate area, 
there are those residents living in the housing project on Potrero Hill. Here the view is more 
expansive and does include San Francisco Bay (Photo A, Figure 4.A.13-2). For these 
residents, the sensitivity level would be Moderate, not as high as other portions of San 
Francisco with views of the Bay unaffected by heavy industrial structures in the foreground. 
The overall viewer sensitivity level is classified as Low to Moderate. 

Therefore, the visual susceptibility index (meaning the probability that a given landscape will 
demonstrate a noticeable visual impact with Project implementation) is Low. Put another 
way, any proposed facility would have a low probability of disrupting the existing visual 
resources of the area as seen from roads and public places. 
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4.A.13.2 Regulatory Setting 

With the exception of CEQA, there are no specific regulations by federal or state agencies 
that apply to this area.  

The overall applicability of various visual resource-related laws, ordinances, regulations, and 
standards is presented in Table 4.13-1 of the Draft EIR. In summary, those of relevance are 
as follows: The proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site is zoned 
M-2 with certain height restrictions as outlined in the 40-X bulk district. However, the 
project is exempt from these restrictions under section 260 (b) (1) (M). Refer to Table 4.13-1 
of the Draft EIR for more information. 

4.A.13.3 Environmental Impacts 

The thresholds of significance for the HWC (Mitigated) site are the same as identified in the 
analysis for the previously proposed HWC site in Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR. 

The Environmental Setting presented above assesses the susceptibility of the site to potential 
impacts that might be generated by the HWC (Mitigated) site. In this section, the applicant-
proposed design is simulated into the baseline photographs and evaluated for its severity. The 
Impact Severity of the Project from each KOP is determined based upon the same criteria as 
the previously proposed Project site. Does the project: 

• Block a scenic vista 

• Dominate the view or become obtrusive in the scene 

• Appear to be out of character with the adjacent landscape whether it is urban or rural 

• Create a new source of substantial light or glare which would adversely affect day or 
nighttime views in the area 

The response to these criteria determines the Impact Severity of a project. The integration of 
these two summary criteria determines the final impact. The impacts below are evaluated for 
the HWC (Mitigated) site from the four applicable KOPs. Where appropriate, relevant 
mitigation measures are identified and numbered in sequence.  

Construction-related impacts include the process of erecting the converter station and related 
cable and infrastructure connections, which is projected to take 27 to 30 months. While there 
would be moving equipment and erecting cranes which certainly would be visible from the 
adjacent KOPs, these visual impacts are classified as short term and, therefore, less than 
significant and no mitigation is required.  
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Operations-related impacts are defined as those impacts that would be visible while the 
converter station is in operation and visible over the lifetime of the structure. The potential 
for impacts is discussed on a KOP-by-KOP basis. 

4.A.13.3.1 San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station. The proposed San 
Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site is located on an approximately 5-acre site 
on the east of Illinois Street between 23rd and 24th streets. Use of this site as proposed would 
require removal of the existing Airgas/DHL warehouse and office structures. The most 
visible component would be the valve and DC hall structure, which has a ridgeline 64 feet in 
height and a building floor area of approximately 23,000 square feet. The electric switchyard 
includes a series of metal poles approximately 80 feet in height, which would be most visible 
from Illinois Street. An articulated 12- to 14-foot-high screening wall with vines (similar to 
those utilized by the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) in the San Francisco 
Bay area) is included as visual screening along the Illinois, 23rd and 24th street frontages back 
to the main structures. 

The proposed converter station is located within an M-2 zone which allows an exemption to 
the 40-foot height limitation. There is also potential concern about shadows cast by plant 
components into Warm Water Cove. However, in this case with the demolition of the 
existing warehouse and the additional half block setback for the new structure, the shadow 
conditions on the cove are improved over the present condition.  

KOP SF-1: 23rd Street at Illinois Street. From this location, the visual changes include the 
replacement of the large white masonry warehouse (Airgas/DHL) by the switchyard in the 
foreground and the valve and DC hall structure in the background. The 80-foot-high metal 
poles and portions of the switchgear are visible above the screening wall (Photo B, Figure 
4.A.13-1). From this KOP, while the visual character is more cluttered than the existing 
condition, the Project structures would be neither out of scale with the adjacent buildings nor 
would they unfavorably contrast with the surrounding context; no scenic vista would be 
obscured. The Impact Severity is classified as Low.  

Since the Impact Susceptibility for the area is also Low, the resulting impact per the guidance 
provided in Table 4.13-2 of the Draft EIR would be less-than-significant for this KOP.  

KOP SF-2: Potrero Hill. There are glimpsed views of the Project site for residents of the 
housing projects on Potrero Hill. However, as can be seen (Photo B, Figure 4.A.13-2), the 
view is relatively distant and the converter station would replace structures of a similar size 
and character. The new structures would not project to a height that would significantly 
obscure views of the San Francisco Bay. They are neither out of scale nor unfavorably 
contrasting. The Impact Severity is classified as Low. Since the Impact Susceptibility for the 
area is Low to Moderate, the resulting impact would be less than significant.  
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KOP SF-3: Warm Water Cove Park. The replacement of the existing warehouse structures 
by the Project structures, generally of the same scale, would result in less visual clutter but 
would introduce a greater building mass near the west end of Warm Water Cove. (Photo B, 
Figure 4.A.13-3). While a portion of the view west towards Potrero Hill would be blocked, 
this is not considered a significant scenic vista. The increased visual impact of the building 
mass is considered somewhat offset by the reduced clutter and removal of the existing 
structures and related storage yards. The Impact Severity is classified as Moderate. The 
Impact Susceptibility for the area is also Moderate given that the views are from Warm 
Water Cove, a public place. The resulting impact would be considered adverse but less than 
significant. 

KOP SF-5: 24th Street at Illinois Street. From this location, the visual change would be the 
replacement of the large white Airgas/DHL warehouse office structure with the switchyard in 
the foreground and the converter station valve and DC hall structure in the background to the 
east. The 80-foot-high metal poles are visible at the top portions of some of the switchgear 
above the screen wall (Photo B, Figure 4.A.13-4). The existing PG&E Potrero Substation is 
visible north of 23rd Street on the left portion of the photo. From this KOP, the Project 
structure would be neither out of scale with the adjacent buildings nor would it unfavorably 
contrast with the surrounding context; no scenic vista would be obscured. The Impact 
Severity is classified as Low. The frontage along 24th Street to Warm Water Cove Park is 
classified as an improvement on the existing condition. Since the Impact Susceptibility for 
the area is also Low, the resulting impact per Table 4.13-2 of the Draft EIR would be less 
than significant for this KOP.  

Impact VIS-1A: HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station Domination of View. Since the 
architectural design character of the building and the general character of proposed 
landscaping have not been identified in detail, there is the possibility of generating 
potentially significant visual impacts based upon the potential of the Project to dominate the 
scene or become obtrusive on views from Warm Water Cove Park. This condition may also 
be true of the landscape screening wall proposed along Illinois, 23rd, and 24th streets. 

While this impact has been classified as less than significant without design controls, it may 
still be adverse. This adversity can be lessened through the application of Mitigation 
Measures VIS-1a and VIS-1b. 

Mitigation Measure VIS-1Aa: Plan Submittal Requirements for Building Materials and 
Colors. All major Project features, including buildings, structures, fencing, and sign 
backgrounds (excluding electric switch gear and related wires and cables, etc. which shall be 
galvanized gray as shown in the simulations) shall be painted with neutral tan or gray colors 
that will minimize the size and height of the facility, blend with adjacent structures, and be 
compatible with natural landscapes where applicable. A specific painting plan shall be 
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developed for approval by the agency with local jurisdiction to ensure that the proposed 
colors do not unduly contrast with the surrounding landscape colors. All treatments shall be 
in non-reflective colors. The painting plan shall be submitted sufficiently early to ensure that 
any pre-colored buildings, structures, and linear facilities shall have colors approved and 
included in bid specifications for such buildings or structures. 

Implementation Responsibility: Project proponent  

Requirements and Timing: Architectural design plans shall be prepared by 
professionals qualified in the designated field of expertise; 
plans and revised design shall be submitted prior to final 
planning approval to ensure that the identified mitigation 
measure is satisfied 

Monitoring Requirements: City of Pittsburg, in consultation with the City and County 
of San Francisco, to monitor and ensure compliance 

Mitigation Measure VIS-1Ab: Plan Submittal Requirements for Landscaping. A 
specific landscaping plan shall be prepared showing the location of proposed landscaping, 
the varieties and sizes of plants to be planted, and the proposed time of maturity for each 
species. Plants shall be selected from the approved species list prepared by the agencies with 
jurisdiction. As practical, given space limitations, plant street trees along Illinois and 24th 
streets to make these frontages more pedestrian-friendly. It is recognized that there is not 
adequate space for a full planter along these frontages. Planting additional trees along the 
western portion of Warm Water Cove within the park would also reduce the visual impact of 
the structure. 

Implementation Responsibility: Project proponent 

Requirements and Timing: Landscaping plans shall be prepared by professionals 
qualified in the designated field of expertise; plans and 
revised design shall be submitted prior to final planning 
approval to ensure that the identified mitigation measure is 
satisfied 

Monitoring Requirements: City of Pittsburg, in consultation with the City and County 
of San Francisco, to monitor and ensure compliance 

Resulting Level of Significance. Application of Mitigation Measures VIS-1Aa and VIS-1Ab 
would further reduce Impact VIS-1A. 



Figure 4.A.13-1. KOP SF-1 PHOTOS A/B

Baseline view as seen from KOP SF-1 toward HWC (Mitigated) converter station siteA

Simulation of proposed Project (HWC Mitigated) as seen from KOP SF-1 (23rd and Illinois Streets)B
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Figure 4.A.13-2. KOP SF-2 PHOTOS A/B

Baseline view from KOP SF-2 toward HWC (Mitigated) converter station siteA

Simulation of the proposed Project (HWC Mitigated) as seen from KOP SF-2 (Potrero Hill)B
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Figure 4.A.13-3. KOP SF-3 PHOTOS A/B

Baseline view as seen from KOP SF-3 toward HWC (Mitigated) converter station siteA

Simulation of proposed Project (HWC Mitigated) as seen from KOP SF-3 (Warm Water Cove Park/Bay)B
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Figure 4.A.13-4. KOP SF-5 PHOTOS A/B

Baseline view as seen from KOP SF-5 toward HWC (Mitigated) converter station siteA

Simulation of proposed Project (HWC Mitigated) as seen from KOP SF-5 (24th and Illinois Streets)B
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Impact VIS-2: Converter Station Will Create Substantial Light and Glare. There is 
potential for the Project to cast more ambient light into the immediate area than the existing 
conditions. There is also the possibility that the luminaries of some of the lighting fixtures 
may be seen directly by either residents of Potrero Hill or visitors to Warm Water Cove Park, 
which through the abrupt contrast of the fixtures’ light with the surrounding general 
darkness, may create the effect of glare. While this impact has been classified as less than 
significant, without design controls it may still be adverse. This adversity can be lessened 
through the application of Mitigation Measure VIS-2. 

Mitigation Measure VIS-2: Plan Submittal Requirements for Lighting. Except as 
required by security and worker-safety requirements, night lighting shall be hooded to direct 
illumination downward and inward toward the areas to be illuminated in order to minimize 
nighttime light and glare, backscatter to the nighttime sky, and visibility of lighting to public 
viewing areas. A specific lighting plan consistent with operational and safety needs and 
limiting the general lighting levels to a maximum reasonable level shall be submitted to each 
agency with jurisdiction for approval. The plan shall include provisions for timed and/or 
motion detection-controlled switches. 

Implementation Responsibility: Project proponent 

Requirements and Timing: A lighting plan shall be prepared by professionals 
qualified in the designated field of expertise; lighting plans 
and revised design shall be submitted prior to final 
planning approval 

Monitoring Requirements: City of Pittsburg, in consultation with the City and County 
of San Francisco, to monitor and ensure compliance 

Resulting Level of Significance. Application of Mitigation Measure VIS-2 would further 
reduce Impact VIS-2. 

4.A.13.4 Cumulative Impacts 

The proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site is located on the east 
side of Illinois Street between 23rd and 24th streets. As discussed in Section 7.2.3.4 (Central 
Waterfront Neighborhood Plan [Plan]) of the Draft EIR, the City and County of San 
Francisco is considering rezoning the location of the overall HWC site to PDR (Production, 
Distribution & Repair). In addition, the draft Plan envisions rezoning the west side of Illinois 
Street to mixed use residential. The compatibility (including potential visual impacts) of the 
proposed HWC (Mitigated) layout with the possible future mixed use residential 
development across Illinois Street is assessed in Section 12.0 (Response to Comments) of 
this Final EIR.  
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4.A.14 Hazardous Materials and Waste Management 

4.A.14.1 Environmental Setting 

The overall HWC site is comprised of the buildings at 435, 525, and 555 23rd Street, and is 
bounded on the north by 23rd Street and the Mirant Potrero Power Plant, on the east by a 
small-undeveloped parcel owned by the Port of San Francisco and by San Francisco Bay, on 
the south by 24th Street, and on the west by Illinois Street, as described in Section 4.14 of the 
Draft EIR. The HWC (Mitigated) site is located on the portion of the overall HWC property 
at 525 23rd Street. 

Currently, the property at 435 23rd Street is occupied by HMR Global Recycling (HMR), at 
525 23rd Street is occupied jointly by DHL and Airgas, and at 555 23rd Street is an empty 
warehouse formerly occupied by the San Francisco Municipal Railroad (MUNI). A metal 
clad, roofed, open-sided storage shed is located on the south-central portion of the HWC site. 
The shed is approximately 230 feet long. Approximately 190 feet of the 230-foot-long shed 
is occupied by HMR and the other approximately 40 feet of the western portion of the 
structure is occupied by DHL. The two areas of the shed are separated by a chain link fence. 
HMR uses its portion of the shed to store computers, monitors, and other equipment on 
shrink-wrapped pallets for offsite shipment. DHL uses its portion of the shed to store excess 
packing materials and vehicle maintenance tools. There is a large parking area to the north 
and west of the “L”-shaped, DHL and Airgas building. Airgas stores gases in pressurized 
cylinders and has minimal parking spaces open for customers in its portion of the parking lot. 
The parking lot in front of DHL on the north side of the site is used for employee and 
customer parking and the parking of DHL company trucks and vans. A chain link fence 
separates the two parking lots. Two smaller parking areas connected by a driveway are 
located to the south and west of HMR. These parking areas are for customer and employee 
parking and parking company vehicles. The HMR parking areas are separated from the DHL 
parking lot by a chain link fence.  

The proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site would include the DHL 
and Airgas jointly occupied building and associated large parking lot, the two small parking 
lots to the south and west of HMR, and approximately half of the open-sided, metal clad 
storage shed (refer to Figure 3-3).  

The proposed and alternative AC and DC cable routes associated with the proposed HWC 
(Mitigated) site are shown on Figure 3-3. The proposed underground direct current (DC) 
cable to the HWC (Mitigated) site would come from a location approximately 800 feet 
offshore in San Francisco Bay to the eastern end of 23rd Street via an underground conduit 
installed with HDD or similar underground drilling methods. A drilling pit would be installed 
in the southern 23rd Street ROW at a location 100-500 feet from the Bay to install the conduit 
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for the cable. The purpose of using the underground drilling methods is to minimize contact 
with potentially contaminated nearshore Bay sediments. From the HDD drilling pit the cable 
would be installed using traditional trenching methods along the southern 23rd Street ROW in 
a westerly direction to the northeast corner of the HWC (Mitigated) site. From the northeast 
corner of the converter station site the cable route would be trenched south to the connection 
point in the converter station. Excavated HDD drilling pit spoils, HDD drilling mud/drilling 
spoils, and soils excavated during cable route trenching that were not used in refilling the 
cable trench would be characterized and disposed of offsite in compliance with applicable 
regulations. 

The proposed underground AC cable route from the HWC (Mitigated) site to the PG&E 
Potrero substation switchyard would start near the middle of the proposed HWC West 
Converter Station site on the north side and run northwest across 23rd Street and onto the 
Mirant Potrero site, turn north along the property boundary between the Mirant Potrero site 
and the PG&E substation, turn west into the PG&E substation, and turn north to the 
connection with the PG&E substation (Figure 3-3). The AC cable would be installed by 
traditional trenching and backfill methods. Excess excavated soils that could not be returned 
to the cable trench would be characterized and disposed of offsite in compliance with 
applicable regulations.  

According to the Environmental Data Resources, Inc. (EDR), report prepared for the Phase I 
Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) for the entire HWC site (EDR, 2005; URS, 2005a), no 
sensitive receptors (e.g., schools, hospitals, day-care facilities, or long-term health care 
facilities) are located within a 0.25-mile radius of the site. The closest park to the HWC site 
is Warm Water Cove Park, which is located southeast of the site.  

The Phase I ESA identified Recognized Environmental Conditions (RECs) for the HWC 
(Mitigated) site that are provided in the Draft EIR and the Phase I conducted for the HWC 
Site. 

Additionally, a Phase II investigation was recently performed at the HWC (Mitigated) site 
(URS, 2006). Twenty borings were advanced on the HWC (Mitigated) site to a depth of 20 
feet below ground surface (bgs) for the Phase II Soil and Groundwater Investigation. These 
borings were advanced to conduct soil sampling for the purpose of characterizing the soil for 
disposal and onsite use, groundwater sampling to evaluate groundwater quality, and to 
evaluate groundwater flow direction. Transducers and data loggers were left in five of the 
temporary wells installed on the site for one week to evaluate groundwater flow direction.  

The results of the Phase II investigation report can be summarized as follows: 
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• The HWC (Mitigated) site soils and groundwater are generally contaminated in some 
areas with a combination of heavy petroleum hydrocarbons, heavy metals, and 
polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs). The likely sources of these contaminants 
are: leaking aboveground storage tanks (ASTs), leaking underground storage tanks 
(USTs), possibly onsite migration from the Mirant site, and the use of contaminated fill 
onsite. Volatile organic compounds (VOCs) were found only in one soil boring location, 
SB-6; the likely source of the benzene is one or more leaking underground gasoline 
storage tanks. The AC cable route is likely impacted by the same contaminants related to 
the Mirant site.  

• No Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) federal wastes were found on-site. 

• In many areas on the HWC (Mitigated) site, particularly in the first 15 feet bgs, the total 
metal concentrations and/or leachable metal concentrations in soil exceed the California 
hazardous waste criteria. These soils must be managed and disposed of as hazardous 
waste, if disposed of in California. The management requirements for these soils include 
the following: personnel must be hazardous-waste-operations (HAZWOPER) trained to 
work with these soils, the soils must be manifested as hazardous wastes, a licensed 
hazardous waste transporter must be used, loads must be kept covered during transport, 
and residual soil on track tires must be controlled to prevent tracking soil offsite. During 
excavation of these soils, air monitoring would need to be conducted for all personnel 
involved in the operation and at the property perimeter to demonstrate that the dust 
control measures are effective and for liability purposes. Alternatively, these soils may be 
disposed of as non-hazardous waste if disposed of outside of California, but in this case 
the soils must still be managed as hazardous waste while in California.  

• In many areas at the HWC (Mitigated) site, particularly in the first 15 feet bgs, the 
concentrations of total petroleum hydrocarbons (TPH) as diesel and/or motor oil exceed 
10,000 milligrams per kilogram (mg/kg). Soils with TPH concentrations that exceed 
10,000 mg/kg must be tested with the fish bioassay test for characterization for disposal 
as non-hazardous waste in a Class II landfill or as California hazardous waste in a Class I 
hazardous waste landfill. Soils with TPH concentrations that exceed 10,000 mg/kg will 
likely fail the fish bioassay test and would require disposal as California hazardous waste. 

• In many areas of the HWC (Mitigated) site, the concentrations of PAHs exceed 1,000 
mg/kg. Although PAHs are not regulated directly (i.e., 1,000 mg/kg is not a regulatory 
criterion), in combination with high TPH concentrations, high PAH concentrations could 
contribute to fish bioassay toxicity. PAH concentrations of 500 mg/kg or greater are used 
by some landfills as an indicator that the soil must be tested for fish bioassay toxicity. 
Some PAHs (e.g., naphthalene, which is a major constituent of one type of mothballs) 
have an odor. Soil excavation of PAH-contaminated soils could result in temporary local 
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odors, but the construction contractor would be required to follow the requirements of the 
Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD).  

• Portions of the HWC (Mitigated) site soils do not exceed the hazardous waste criteria, 
and these soils could be disposed of in a Class II landfill. Due to the heterogeneity of the 
site soil contaminants, extensive on-site sampling and expedited analysis is recommended 
to confirm proper disposition of the soils in a Class II landfill.  

• Groundwater at the site is impacted with the following site contaminants: TPHs, PAHs, 
and metals. Groundwater extracted for construction dewatering or other purposes would 
require treatment and confirming analyses before discharge to either a storm drain or the 
sanitary sewer. 

• The level of total dissolved solids (TDS) in the site groundwater is high, approaching 
3,000 milligrams per liter (mg/L), particularly near the proposed transformer bay 
location. A TDS concentration of 3,000 mg/L is the maximum concentration limit for 
potable water (State Water Resources Control Board, 1988). 

• The groundwater gradients for the HWC (Mitigated) site were evaluated by the use of 
surveyed temporary wells, vented pressure transducers, and data loggers. A subterranean 
serpentine-rock ridge runs diagonally from the northwest to the southeast in the eastern 
portion of the overall HWC site and east of the HWC (Mitigated) site. Based on the 
results of the Phase II evaluation, the groundwater gradient on the HWC (Mitigated) 
portion of the overall HWC site is toward the southwest at 0.013 feet per foot. The data 
collected as part of the Phase II investigation indicate that the groundwater flow on the 
HWC (Mitigated) site is not connected to the groundwater flow on the eastern portion of 
the overall HWC East site. The groundwater elevations onsite are influenced by daily 
tidal fluctuations. The tidal influence is greatest at the monitored locations nearest San 
Francisco Bay.  

• The 525 23rd Street building that is shared by DHL and Airgas was constructed using 
asbestos-containing materials and lead-based paint.  

• One of 26 soils samples tested for asbestos had a concentration higher than 1%. The 
California asbestos hazardous waste criterion is 1% friable asbestos.  

4.A.14.2 Environmental Impacts 

The thresholds of significance, identification of potentially significant impacts, mitigation 
measure requirements, and residual impact findings for the HWC (Mitigated) site are as 
described in Section 4.14.3 of the Draft EIR for the previously proposed San Francisco HWC 
site. With implementation of the following mitigation measures, potential environmental 
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impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels for the HWC (Mitigated) Converter 
Station site:  

• Mitigation Measure HAZ-1 (Complete an ACM Abatement Plan and an LBP Abatement 
Plan) for Impact HAZ-1 (Removal of Potentially Hazardous Building Materials Resulting 
from Demolition) 

• Mitigation Measure HAZ-2 (Soil Removal Protocols) for Impact HAZ-2 (Soil Removal) 

• Mitigation Measure HAZ-3 (Reduction of Hazards During Construction Phase) for 
Impact HAZ-3 (Construction-phase Hazardous Materials Use) 

• Mitigation Measure HAZ-4 (Management of Construction-phase Waste Streams) for 
Impact HAZ-4 (Construction-phase Waste Streams) 

• Mitigation Measure HAZ-5 (Construction-phase Spill Prevention, Control, and 
Countermeasure) for Impact HAZ-5 (Construction-phase Accidental Spills) 

• Mitigation  Measure HAZ-6 (Reduction of Construction Dust and Volatilization of 
Contaminants) for Impact HAZ-6 (Construction-phase Dust and Volatilization of 
Contaminants) 

• Mitigation Measure HAZ-7 (Contaminated Groundwater Control) for Impact HAZ-7 
(Contaminated Groundwater) 

• Mitigation Measure HAZ-8 (Control of Operations-phase Hazardous Materials) for 
Impact HAZ-8 (Operations-phase Hazardous Materials Usage) 

• Mitigation Measure HAZ-9 (Manage Waste Generation, Storage, and Disposal During 
Operations Phase) for Impact HAZ-9 (Operations-phase Waste Streams) 

• Mitigation Measure HAZ-10 (Operations-phase Spill Prevention, Control, and 
Countermeasure) for Impact HAZ-10 (Operations-phase Accidental Spills) 

• Mitigation Measure HAZ-11 (Reduction of Fire and Explosion Risk and Emergency 
Support During Operations Phase) for Impact HAZ-11 (Operations-phase Fire and 
Explosion Risk) 

• Mitigation Measure HAZ-12 (Manage Seismic Activity) for Impact HAZ-12 (Impacts 
from Seismic Activity) 
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4.A.14.3 References 

State Water Resources Control Board. 1988. Resolution 88-63, Sources of Drinking Water.  

URS. 2006. Phase II Soil and Groundwater Site Investigation Report for HWC (Mitigated) 
Site, Western Portion of the Harrigan Weidenmuller Company Property at 435, 525, and 
555 23rd Street, San Francisco, California. September.  

4.A.15 Paleontological Resources 

4.A.15.1 Environmental Setting 

No fossil localities have been identified within the footprint of the San Francisco HWC 
(Mitigated) Converter Station site or the associated AC/DC cable routes. The proposed HWC 
(Mitigated) Converter Station site is assigned a high sensitivity rating, since excavations have 
the potential to penetrate into undisturbed Qal sediments which could contain significant 
fossil resources (refer to Figure 4.15-1 in the Draft EIR). The cable routes are assigned a low 
sensitivity rating, since typical excavations are not expected to penetrate into undisturbed Qal 
sediments where there would be a potential for significant paleontological resources. 

4.A.15.2 Environmental Impacts 

No fossil localities have been identified within the footprint of this Project component. 
However, construction excavations have the potential to penetrate into undisturbed 
Quaternary alluvium (Qal) sediments which have the potential to contain significant fossil 
resources. This would be a potentially significant impact. 

The thresholds of significance, identification of potentially significant impacts, mitigation 
measure requirements, and residual impact findings for the proposed San Francisco HWC 
(Mitigated) Converter Station site are as described in Section 4.15.3 of the Draft EIR for the 
previously proposed HWC site. With implementation of the following mitigation measure, 
potential environmental impacts to paleontological resources associated with the HWC 
(Mitigated) site would be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 

• Mitigation Measure PALEO-1 (Potential Fossil Resources Protection) for Impact 
PALEO-1 (Distribution of Fossil Resources) 
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6.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section provides a summary comparison of potentially significant impacts for the 
proposed Project and Project Alternatives, including ancillary facilities. Refer to Section 4.0 
(Proposed Project) and Section 5.0 (Project Alternatives) of the Draft EIR as well as Sections 
1.0 and 4.A of this Final EIR for more information regarding specific impacts and proposed 
mitigation measures. The “No Project Alternative” is also included for comparison purposes. 
Refer to Section A.8.3 in Appendix A of the Draft EIR and Sections 1.0 and 3.0 of this Final 
EIR for a discussion of alternatives that were considered but eliminated from further 
consideration, including the rationale for elimination. This section is intended to replace 
Section 6.0 provided in the Draft EIR. 

As discussed previously in Sections 1.0, 3.0, and 4.A of this Final EIR, the proposed Trans 
Bay Cable Project now consists of the proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter 
Station site, the proposed Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station 
site, onshore AC cables, and the proposed HVDC submarine cable. The previously proposed 
San Francisco HWC site layout and the Pittsburg Standard Oil Converter Station site, 
including ancillary facilities as evaluated in the Draft EIR, have been eliminated from further 
consideration in the Final EIR. The comparison of alternatives presented herein reflects these 
Project refinements. 

The proposed Project and Project Alternatives considered in this comparison of potentially 
significant impacts are as follows: 

• Proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station  

• Proposed Pittsburg West Tenth Street Converter Station (Alternative 1 [E/W]) 

• Proposed Offshore DC Cable Route 

• San Francisco Mirant Converter Station Alternative (three site layouts) 

• San Francisco Sheedy Converter Station Alternative 

• Pittsburg West Tenth Street Converter Station (Alternative 2 [N/S]) 

• Pittsburg Mirant Converter Station Alternative 

• No Project Alternative 

6.2 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 

The potentially significant impact findings (including potential impacts, proposed mitigation 
measures, and residual impact findings) for the proposed and alternative Project components 
are summarized in Table 6-1. 
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As shown in Table 6-1, the identified potentially significant impacts, mitigation measures, 
and residual impact findings for the proposed and alternative converter station sites 
(including ancillary facilities) in San Francisco and Pittsburg are very similar, except as 
noted in Section 6.3. The identified potentially significant impacts associated with the 
submarine cable installation in the Bay are essentially the same for all converter station sites. 

6.2.1 San Francisco Converter Stations 

• The alternative San Francisco Mirant Converter Station (three layouts) site(s) would 
result in unavoidable adverse significant impacts associated with the required demolition 
of historic architectural resources (Impact CUL-2), whereas the proposed San Francisco 
HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station and alternative San Francisco Sheedy Converter 
Station would not. 

• The alternative San Francisco Sheedy Converter Station would involve a potentially 
significant impact associated with potential conflicts with possible future improvements 
to public access to San Francisco Bay (Impact LU-1), whereas the proposed San 
Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station and alternative San Francisco Mirant 
Converter Station (three site layouts) would not; with implementation of Mitigation 
Measure LU-1, this potentially significant impact would be reduced to a less-than-
significant level. 

• Potential environmental impacts associated with the offshore submarine HVDC cable for 
the proposed HWC (Mitigated) and alternative Mirant and Sheedy converter station sites 
are the same and, with implementation of mitigation measures, all identified potentially 
significant impacts would be reduced to less-than-significant levels. 

6.2.2 Pittsburg Converter Stations 

• The proposed Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station as well 
as the Pittsburg Mirant site would not result in any unavoidable adverse significant 
environmental impacts, whereas the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 2 would 
result in unavoidable significant adverse construction/pile driving noise (Impact  
NOISE-2) and long-term visual impacts (Impact VIS-5). 

• The northwest portion of the proposed Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) 
site and the entire Pittsburg Mirant site are within the 100-year flood zone (Impact 
WATER-8) while the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 2 (N/S) site is not. 

6.2.3 No Project Alternative 

As shown in Table 6-1, the No Project Alternative would avoid the potential environmental 
impacts of the proposed Trans Bay Cable Project, including those associated with the 
identified Project Alternatives. 
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The No Project Alternative would involve taking no action to provide additional electrical 
transmission capacity to San Francisco (i.e., status quo). Under the No Project Alternative, 
the potential environmental impacts and benefits of the proposed Trans Bay Cable Project 
would not occur as a direct consequence of Project implementation. However, the No Project 
Alternative is incapable of meeting the Project goals and objectives, or the CAISO’s 
objectives for solving the near-term and long-term electrical supply and reliability issues in 
San Francisco and the northern Peninsula area. Another potential consequence of the No 
Project Alternative would be the lost potential to save an estimated 20 MW of electrical 
power that is currently expended in line losses, which would be avoided by the proposed 
Project. In summary, the No Project Alternative does not constitute a reasonable alternative 
to the proposed HVDC Project. 

6.3 ENVIRONMENTALLY SUPERIOR ALTERNATIVE 

The No Project Alternative would result in the fewest environmental effects. However, the 
No Project Alternative would not meet the Project/CAISO goals and is not considered to be a 
reasonable or feasible alternative. Numerous “non-Project” alternatives were also considered, 
as discussed in Section A.8.3 in Appendix A of the Draft EIR. None of the various 
alternatives evaluated are considered to be capable of meeting all of the Project objectives 
and the related screening criteria for “feasibility” and “environmental impacts avoidance and 
minimization.” Therefore, none of the potential non-Project alternatives were retained for 
further consideration in this EIR. 

The Trans Bay Cable Project Alternatives are considered by the City of Pittsburg to be the 
only feasible alternative for meeting the Project and CAISO objectives at this point in time.  

It is difficult to determine, however, which of the Trans Bay Cable Project converter station 
site alternatives in San Francisco and Pittsburg is clearly the environmentally superior 
alternative as, with few exceptions, the sites are very similar to each other in terms of 
potential impacts. The proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter Station site and 
the San Francisco Sheedy Converter Station Alternative would avoid the unavoidable 
adverse significant impact to historic architectural resources associated with the alternative 
San Francisco Mirant sites. However, Mirant tentatively plans to demolish the buildings 
considered to be historic (i.e., Station A Complex) on the San Francisco Mirant property due 
to their deteriorated condition and seismic safety concerns. Locating the proposed Trans Bay 
Cable Project San Francisco converter station on any one of the three alternative Mirant site 
layouts would consolidate the electrical station facilities (i.e., PG&E Potrero Substation and 
the Trans Bay Cable San Francisco converter station) at one location and would avoid 
potential conflicts with possible future improvements to public access to San Francisco Bay 
(Impact LU-1) associated with the Sheedy alternative. In addition, the required electrical 
interconnection (115 kV AC) between the Sheedy Converter Station site and the PG&E 
Potrero Substation is problematic due to potential conflicts with existing underground 
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utilities along Illinois Street. No one site in San Francisco is clearly environmentally superior 
to another. The proposed HWC (Mitigated) site has no identified unavoidable adverse 
significant impacts and this is the only site in San Francisco for which the Project proponent 
has site control, thus the HWC (Mitigated) site is the only feasible site at the time this Final 
EIR was prepared. 

Of the proposed and alternative converter station sites in Pittsburg (including ancillary 
facilities), it is also difficult to determine the clearly environmentally superior alternative. 
Due to the unavoidable adverse significant noise and visual impacts associated with the 
Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 2 site, this alternative site is the least preferable from 
an environmental impact perspective. Accordingly, the proposed Pittsburg West Tenth Street 
Alternative 1 (E/W) and Pittsburg Mirant alternative sites are considered to be 
environmentally superior to the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 2 site. It is not 
possible to clearly differentiate the environmentally superior alternative in Pittsburg between 
the West Tenth Street Alternative 1 site and the Pittsburg Mirant site. However, since the 
Project proponent does not have site control at the Pittsburg Mirant site, the Pittsburg West 
Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) site is the only environmentally acceptable and feasible site 
at the time this Final EIR was prepared. 
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TABLE 6-11, 2 
SUMMARY OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
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Air Quality         

AIR-1: Fugitive Dust Emissions         
 AIR-1: Fugitive Dust Controls X X  X X X X  
 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  

AIR-2: Equipment Exhaust Emissions         
 AIR-2: Exhaust Controls X X  X X X X  
 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  

AIR-3: Marine Construction – Criteria Pollutants         
 AIR-3: Marine Vessel Emission Controls   X      
 Resulting Level of Significance   LTS      

AIR-4: Marine Construction – Toxic Air Contaminants         
 AIR-4: Implement Mitigation Measure AIR-3   X      
 Resulting Level of Significance   LTS      

Geologic Resources and Soils         

GEO-1: Soil Erosion and Compaction         
 GEO-1: Design Project for Erosion Control X X  X X X X  
 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  
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GEO-2: Asbestos-containing Serpentine         
 GEO-2: Controls for Excavation of Serpentine X   X X    
 Resulting Level of Significance LTS   LTS LTS    

GEO-3: Strong Ground Shaking         
 GEO-3: Design to Seismic Design Requirements X X  X X X X  
 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  

GEO-4: Liquefaction         
 GEO-4: Design Project for Liquefiable Deposits X X  X X X X  
 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  

GEO-5: Shrink-Swell/Subsidence         
 GEO-5: Design Project for Shrink-

Swell/Subsidence 
X X  X X X X  

 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  
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Water Resources and Quality         

WATER-1: Erosion and Contaminated Runoff         
 WATER-1: Erosion Control and Contaminant 

Source Control 
X X  X X X X  

 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  

WATER-2: Surface Water Quality Impacts from HDD         
 WATER-2: Spill Prevention and Control Plan for 

HDD 
X X  X X X X  

 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  

WATER-3: Groundwater Quality Impacts from HDD         
 WATER-3: Use of Pilot Hole and Reaming X X  X X X X  
 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  

WATER-5. Water Quality Impacts from Cable Laying Operation         
 WATER-5: Avoidance of Sediment 

Contamination 
  X      

 Resulting Level of Significance   LTS      
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WATER-7: Water Quality Impacts from Vessel Fuel Spills         
 WATER-7: Vessel Fuel Spill Response Plan   X      
 Resulting Level of Significance   LTS      

WATER-8: Flooding         
 WATER-8: Flood Mitigation  X     X  
 Resulting Level of Significance  LTS     LTS  

Terrestrial Biological Resources         

TBIO-3: Disturbance or Fill of Wetlands and Streams         
 TBIO-3e: Implement HDD or Comparable 

Technology Techniques to Avoid Impacts to 
Wetlands 

     X   

 Resulting Level of Significance      LTS   
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TBIO-4: Potential Impacts to Giant Garter Snake and Western Pond Turtle          
 TBIO-4a: Avoidance of Habitat and Timing of 

Construction 
     X   

 TBIO-4b: Worker Training for Giant Garter Snake 
and Western Pond Turtle 

     X   

 TBIO-4c: Biological Monitoring for Giant Garter 
Snake and Western Pond Turtle 

     X   

 TBIO-4d: Avoiding Impacts to Wetlands and 
Habitat 

     X   

 Resulting Level of Significance      LTS   

Marine Biological Resources         

No potentially significant impacts         



SECTION 6.0 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
 

TABLE 6-11, 2 (CONTINUED) 
SUMMARY OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

X:\Transbay\FEIR\AFEIR#2\06.0 Alternatives.doc 6-10  Final EIR 
October 2006

Impact Mitigation Measure Pr
op

os
ed

 S
an

 F
ra

nc
isc

o 
HW

C 
(M

iti
ga

te
d)

 C
on

ve
rte

r S
ta

tio
n 

Pr
op

os
ed

 P
itt

sb
ur

g 
W

es
t T

en
th

 
St

re
et

 A
lte

rn
at

ive
 1 

 
Co

nv
er

te
r S

ta
tio

n 
 

Pr
op

os
ed

 O
ffs

ho
re

 D
C 

Ca
bl

e 
Ro

ut
e 

Sa
n 

Fr
an

cis
co

 M
ira

nt
 C

on
ve

rte
r 

St
at

io
n 

Al
te

rn
at

ive
  

Sa
n 

Fr
an

cis
co

 S
he

ed
y C

on
ve

rte
r 

St
at

io
n 

Al
te

rn
at

ive
 

Pi
tts

bu
rg

 W
es

t T
en

th
 S

tre
et

 
Co

nv
er

te
r S

ta
tio

n 
(A

lte
rn

at
ive

 2)
 

Pi
tts

bu
rg

 M
ira

nt
 C

on
ve

rte
r 

St
at

io
n 

Al
te

rn
at

ive
 

No
 P

ro
jec

t A
lte

rn
at

ive
 

Cultural Resources         

CUL-1: Disturbance of Archaeological Resources         
 CUL-1a: Archeological Resource Testing X   X     
 CUL-1b: Archaeological Resource Data Recovery X   X     
 CUL-1c: Archaeological Resource Construction 

Monitoring 
X   X     

 Resulting Level of Significance LTS   LTS     

CUL-2: Demolition of Historic Architectural Resources         

 CUL-2a: Recording Architectural Resources    X     
 CUL-2b: Architectural Resource Interpretive 

Display and/or Interpretive Material 
   X     

 CUL-2c: Architectural Resource Salvage 
Opportunities 

   X     

 CUL-2d: Coordination with Central Waterfront 
Historic Preservation 

   X     

 Resulting Level of Significance    RS     
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CUL-3: Offshore Cable Route Archaeological Resources         
 CUL-3a: Archaeological Resources Geophysical 

Survey 
  X      

 CUL-3b: Archaeological Resources Avoidance   X      
 CUL-3c: Archaeological Resources Supplemental 

Underwater Investigation 
  X      

 Resulting Level of Significance   LTS      

Land Use and Recreation         

LU-1: Potential Conflict with Public Access Improvements         
 LU-1: Public Access     X    
 Resulting Level of Significance     LTS    

LU-4: Increased Vessel Traffic         
 LU-4a: Vessel Crew Procedures   X      
 LU-4b: Coast Guard Coordination   X      
 Resulting Level of Significance   LTS      
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LU-5: Potential Conflict with Local Plans and Policies         
 LU-5: Local Plans and Policies Coordination   X      
 Resulting Level of Significance   LTS      

Commercial Fishing and Marine Transportation         

MTRANS-1: Vessel Navigation Hazards         
 MTRANS-1a: Project Registration, Information 

and Pilotage 
  X      

 MTRANS-1b: Compliance with Navigation Rules   X      
 MTRANS-1c: Precautionary Area   X      
 MTRANS-1d: Publication of Cable Location   X      
 Resulting Level of Significance   LTS      

MTRANS-2: Interference with Commercial Fishing Operations         
 MTRANS-2a: Commercial Fishing Avoidance   X      
 MTRANS-2b: Project Information   X      
 Resulting Level of Significance   LTS      
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MTRANS-3: Interference with Commercial Sport Fishing Operations          
 MTRANS-3a: Commercial Sport Fishing 

Avoidance 
  X      

 MTRANS-3b: Project Information   X      
 Resulting Level of Significance   LTS      

Traffic and Transportation         

TRAFFIC-1: Cumulative Traffic Impacts         
 TRAFFIC-1: Coordination to Reduce Cumulative 

Traffic Impacts 
X X   X  X  X X  

 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  

TRAFFIC-2: Oversized Loads         
 TRAFFIC-2: Coordination of Oversized Loads X X   X  X X X  
 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  

TRAFFIC-3: Temporary Street Closures Affecting Traffic, Bicycle, and Pedestrian Circulation       
 TRAFFIC-3: Signage for Temporary Street 

Closures 
X   X  X    

 Resulting Level of Significance LTS   LTS LTS    
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TRAFFIC-4: Impacts on Metro East Light Rail Facility         
 TRAFFIC-4: Reducing Impact on the Movement 

of MUNI Light Rail Vehicles into and out of the 
Metro East Maintenance Facility 

X   X  X    

 Resulting Level of Significance LTS   LTS LTS    

Noise and Vibration         

NOISE-1: Converter Station Operations Sound Levels         
 NOISE-1: Noise Barrier Installation for Converter 

Station 
 X    X X  

 Resulting Level of Significance  LTS    LTS LTS  

NOISE-2: Construction Sound Level         
 NOISE-2: Construction Noise Control Measures      X   
 Resulting Level of Significance      RS   

Public Services and Utilities         

PS-1: Construction Fire Hazards         
 PS-1: Construction Fire Prevention X X  X X X X  
 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  
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PS-2: Existing Onshore Underground Utilities         
 PS-2: Utility Survey X X  X X X X  
 Resulting Level of Significance  LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  

PS-3: Operations Fire Hazards         
 PS-3: Operations Fire Prevention X X  X X X X  
 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  

PS-4: Water Service          
 PS-4: Water Service       X  
 Resulting Level of Significance       LTS  

Visual Resources         

VIS-1: Converter Station Domination of View         
 VIS-1a: Plan Submittal Requirements for Building 

Materials and Colors 
X X   X  X  

 VIS-1b: Plan Submittal Requirements for 
Landscaping 

X X   X  X  

 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS   LTS  LTS  
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VIS-2: Converter Station Will Create Substantial Light and Glare         
 VIS-2: Plan Submittal Requirements for Lighting X X  X X X   
 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS   

VIS-3: Creation of Visual Clutter         
 VIS-3: Landscaping Plan X        
 Resulting Level of Significance LTS        

VIS-4: Converter Station Domination of Entrance to Warm Water Cove Park         
 VIS-4a: Landscaping     X    
 VIS-4b: Common Fence Design     X    
 VIS-4c: Street Lighting along 24th Street     X    
 Resulting Level of Significance     LTS    

VIS-5: Converter Station Domination of View         
 VIS-5a: Street Yard Setback      X   
 VIS-5b: Street Yard Landscape      X   
 VIS-5c: Architectural Design and Building Colors       X   
 Resulting Level of Significance      RS   
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Hazardous Materials and Waste Management        

HAZ-1: Removal of Potentially Hazardous Building Materials Resulting from Demolition        
 HAZ-1: Complete an ACM Abatement Plan and 

an LBP Abatement Plan 
X X  X X X X  

 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  

HAZ-2: Soil Removal         
 HAZ-2: Soil Removal Protocols X X  X X X X  
 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  

HAZ-3: Construction-phase Hazardous Materials Use         
 HAZ-3: Reduction of Hazards During 

Construction Phase 
X X  X X X X  

 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  

HAZ-4: Construction-phase Waste Streams         
 HAZ-4: Management of Construction-phase 

Waste Streams 
X X  X X X X  

 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  
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HAZ-5: Construction-phase Accidental Spills         
 HAZ-5: Construction-phase Spill Prevention, 

Control, and Countermeasure 
X X  X X X X  

 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  

HAZ-6: Construction-phase Dust and Volatilization of Contaminants          
 HAZ-6: Reduction of Construction Dust and 

Volatilization of Contaminants 
X X  X X X X  

 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  

HAZ-7: Contaminated Groundwater         
 HAZ-7: Contaminated Groundwater Control X   X X    
 Resulting Level of Significance LTS   LTS LTS    

HAZ-8: Operations-phase Hazardous Materials Usage         
 HAZ-8: Control of Operations-phase Hazardous 

Materials 
X X  X X X X  

 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  



SECTION 6.0 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES 
 

TABLE 6-11, 2 (CONTINUED) 
SUMMARY OF POTENTIALLY SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

X:\Transbay\FEIR\AFEIR#2\06.0 Alternatives.doc 6-19  Final EIR 
October 2006

Impact Mitigation Measure Pr
op

os
ed

 S
an

 F
ra

nc
isc

o 
HW

C 
(M

iti
ga

te
d)

 C
on

ve
rte

r S
ta

tio
n 

Pr
op

os
ed

 P
itt

sb
ur

g 
W

es
t T

en
th

 
St

re
et

 A
lte

rn
at

ive
 1 

 
Co

nv
er

te
r S

ta
tio

n 
 

Pr
op

os
ed

 O
ffs

ho
re

 D
C 

Ca
bl

e 
Ro

ut
e 

Sa
n 

Fr
an

cis
co

 M
ira

nt
 C

on
ve

rte
r 

St
at

io
n 

Al
te

rn
at

ive
  

Sa
n 

Fr
an

cis
co

 S
he

ed
y C

on
ve

rte
r 

St
at

io
n 

Al
te

rn
at

ive
 

Pi
tts

bu
rg

 W
es

t T
en

th
 S

tre
et

 
Co

nv
er

te
r S

ta
tio

n 
(A

lte
rn

at
ive

 2)
 

Pi
tts

bu
rg

 M
ira

nt
 C

on
ve

rte
r 

St
at

io
n 

Al
te

rn
at

ive
 

No
 P

ro
jec

t A
lte

rn
at

ive
 

HAZ-9: Operations-phase Waste Streams         
 HAZ-9: Manage Waste Generation, Storage and 

Disposal During Operations Phase  
X X  X X X X  

 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  

HAZ-10: Operations-phase Accidental Spills         
 HAZ-10: Operations-phase Spill Prevention, 

Control, and Countermeasure 
X X  X X X X  

 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  
HAZ-11: Operations-phase Fire and Explosion Risk         
 HAZ-11: Reduction of Fire and Explosion Risk 

and Emergency Support During Operations 
Phase 

X X  X X X X  

 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  
HAZ-12: Impacts from Seismic Activity          
 HAZ-12: Manage Seismic Activity X X  X X X X  
 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  
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Paleontological Resources         
PALEO-1: Disturbance of Fossil Resources         
 PALEO-1: Potential Fossil Resources Protection X X  X X X X  
 Resulting Level of Significance LTS LTS  LTS LTS LTS LTS  

1 X = Applicable; Blank = Not Applicable; LTS = Less than Significant; RS = Residual Significant Impact. 
2 Note: The impacts and mitigation measures presented in this table reflect mitigating refinements made to the Project between the Draft and Final EIRs.  
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9.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section of the Final EIR discusses unavoidable significant adverse impacts that would 
be expected to occur if the proposed Trans Bay Cable Project (Project) as now proposed, 
including alternatives, was implemented. Unavoidable significant adverse impacts are those 
which cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level. Approval and implementation of a 
project that involves unmitigable significant impacts typically requires a Statement of 
Overriding Considerations by the Lead Agency for CEQA compliance (i.e., City of Pittsburg 
for this Project). Unavoidable significant adverse impact findings are summarized in the 
following sections, by proposed converter station site, and alternative converter station site, 
as applicable. 

9.2 PROPOSED PROJECT 

As discussed previously in Sections 1.0, 3.0, and 4.A of this Final EIR, the proposed Trans 
Bay Cable Project now consists of the proposed San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) Converter 
Station Site, the proposed Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (E/W) Converter Station 
site, onshore AC cables, and the proposed HVDC submarine cable. The previously proposed 
San Francisco HWC site layout and the Pittsburg Standard Oil Converter Station site, 
including ancillary facilities as evaluated in the Draft EIR, have been eliminated from further 
consideration in this Final EIR. The findings presented herein reflect these refinements to the 
proposed Project. 

No unavoidable adverse significant impacts have been identified for the now proposed 
Project, including the HWC (Mitigated) site, the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 
(E/W) site, and/or the submarine cable. 

9.3 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

9.3.1 San Francisco Mirant Converter Station Alternative 

9.3.1.1 Cultural Resources 

See Section 4.7.1.2.1, Cultural Resources of the Draft EIR, for details regarding the nature of 
buildings addressed in the following impact discussions. 

Impact CUL-2: Disturbance of Historical Architectural Resources. The construction of 
the converter station would require demolition of historical resources. This action would 
cause a significant adverse change to these historical resources under CEQA. This is 
considered a significant impact.  

Mitigation Measure CUL-2a: Recording Architectural Resources. Recording would 
ensure a permanent record of the present appearance and context of the historical resources. 
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Under this mitigation proposal, the Project proponent would ensure that the historical 
resources to be demolished would be recorded to Historic American Buildings Survey 
(HABS) and Historic American Engineering Record (HAER) standards prior to any 
construction activities. The HABS/HAER documentation would be filed with the State 
Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO), the HABS/HAER collection in the Library of 
Congress, the University of California Bancroft Library, the San Francisco Landmarks 
Preservation Advisory Board files at the San Francisco Planning Department, the Foundation 
for San Francisco’s Architectural Heritage (FSFAH), and the San Francisco Public Library.  

Although recording eliminates one adverse impact of demolition (the loss of historical 
information), it does not prevent the physical loss of historically significant resources. 
Therefore, additional mitigation measures should be developed and could include Mitigation 
Measures CUL-2b, CUL-2c, and CUL-2d. 

Mitigation Measure CUL-2b: Architectural Resource Interpretive Display and/or 
Interpretive Material. The Project proponent would develop a display or interpretive 
material for public exhibition and dispersal. The display or interpretive material, such as a 
printed brochure, could be based on the photographs produced in the HABS/HAER 
documentation, and the historic archival research previously prepared for the resources in 
and near the Project. This display and/or interpretive material would be provided to the City 
of San Francisco.  

Mitigation Measure CUL-2c: Architectural Resource Salvage Opportunities. After 
recording and at least 30 days prior to demolition, the interested parties would have the 
opportunity to salvage architectural elements for re-use or curation. Items selected would be 
removed in a manner that minimizes damage to those items.  

Resulting Level of Significance. Mitigation Measures CUL-2a through 2c are intended to be 
part of the overall consideration of impacts to historical resources as part of this Project. 
While implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-2a through CUL-2c would lessen 
Project impacts, demolition of historical resources is a significant adverse change that cannot 
be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. These proposed mitigation options, therefore, 
will be discussed and refined by the Project proponent and other responsible agencies in 
conjunction with preparation of a Statement of Overriding Considerations. Mitigation 
measures will be set forth in the Mitigation Monitoring Reporting Program (MMRP), which 
will include input from other responsible agencies.  

Mitigation Measure CUL-2d: Coordination with Central Waterfront Historic 
Preservation. The Project proponent and other interested parties would identify a historic 
preservation project taking place within the potential Central Waterfront Historic District 
adjacent to, or historically related to the Station A complex and would coordinate the 
contribution of one or more of the other mitigation measures listed above to the goals of the 
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identified preservation project. One or more of the products of the first three mitigation 
measures – HABS/HAER recordation (CUL-2a), the development of interpretive or display 
material (CUL-2b), and/or architectural salvage (CUL-2c) – would be selected in cooperation 
with the interested parties. The resulting documentation, interpretive material, and/or 
salvaged architectural items would be provided to the interested parties and/or proponents of 
the identified preservation project. 

Implementation Responsibility: Project proponent 

Requirements and Timing: Upon completion of Mitigation Measures CUL-2a, 
CUL-2b, and CUL-2c 

Monitoring Requirements: City of Pittsburg, in consultation with City and County of 
San Francisco, to monitor and ensure compliance 

Resulting Level of Significance. Mitigation Measures CUL-2a through CUL-2d are 
intended to be part of the overall consideration of impacts to historical resources as part of 
this Project. While implementation of Mitigation Measures CUL-2a through CUL-2d would 
lessen project impacts, demolition of historical resources is a significant adverse impact that 
cannot be mitigated to a less-than-significant level. 

9.3.2 Pittsburg West Tenth Street Converter Station Alternative 2 (N/S) 

9.3.2.1 Noise and Vibration 

Impact NOISE-2: Construction Sound Levels. The construction sound levels hazard 
(Impact NOISE-2) described in Section 5.5.11.2.1 of the Draft EIR applies to the Pittsburg 
West Tenth Street Converter Station Alternative 2 site. Sound levels from pile driving at the 
Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 2 site would be 95 dBA Lmax (90 dBA Leq) at the 
residences 150 feet south. Although Pittsburg does not restrict sound levels from pile driving, 
the FTA recommends that hourly sound levels of 90 dBA from pile driving be considered a 
significant impact at residences (FTA, 1995).  

Mitigation Measure NOISE-2: Construction Noise Control Measures. Mitigation 
Measure NOISE-2 described in Section 5.5.11.2.1 of the Draft EIR shall be applied to the 
Pittsburg West Tenth Street Converter Station Alternative 2 site. 

Implementation Responsibility: Project proponent/construction contractor 

Requirements and Timing: Submit plans and obtain approval from City of Pittsburg 
Planning Department during Design Review 

Monitoring Requirements: City of Pittsburg to monitor and ensure compliance 
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Resulting Level of Significance. The City of Pittsburg noise ordinance prohibits pile driving 
between the hours of 10 p.m. and 7 a.m. While implementation of Mitigation Measure 
NOISE-2 would lessen noise impacts from pile driving at the sensitive receptors (residences) 
in proximity to this site, this impact cannot be reduced to a less-than-significant level. 
Accordingly, a Statement of Overriding Considerations would be required for this impact. 

9.3.2.2 Visual Resources 

Impact VIS-5: Converter Station Domination of View. This impact is similar to Impact 
VIS-1 described in the Draft EIR for the other converter station sites under consideration. 
However, given the size and height of the converter station at the West Tenth Street 
Converter Station Alternative 2 (N/S), the Project would generate a potentially significant 
impact and more intensive mitigation would be required. While in this circumstance it is not 
possible to reduce the impact to a less-than-significant level, CEQA does call for 
identification of mitigation measures which may reduce the adversity of the impact. This 
design effort would be concerned with the selection of appropriate architectural design and 
building colors as well as the landscape design in the street yard setback area. 

Mitigation Measure VIS 5a: West Tenth Street Converter Station Alternative 2: Street 
Yard Setback. The Project proponent shall work with the City of Pittsburg to rezone the 
property to provide a front yard setback of 35 feet and increase the height restriction to 65 
feet for all buildings and 80 feet for ancillary structures. 

Implementation Responsibility: Project proponent 

Requirements and Timing: Comply with setback and height limitations in final design 
plans and obtain approvals prior to construction 

Monitoring Requirements: City of Pittsburg to monitor and ensure compliance 

Mitigation Measure VIS 5b: Street Yard Landscape. The Project proponent shall work 
with the City of Pittsburg to provide a secure and extensive landscape plan for the street yard 
along the frontage of West Tenth Street to partially reduce the adverse and significant visual 
impact of the converter station at this location. Specific elements in this plan include: 

• Multiple layers of vegetative screening shall be selected from the City of Pittsburg-
approved planting list. This screening shall be generally located to create the visual effect 
simulated in Photo C, Figure 5.5-2 of the Draft EIR. The intent is to soften and obscure 
the physical form and mass of the DC/valve hall as seen from residences across the street 
and travelers along West Tenth Street, not completely screen the structure. Various 
heights, colors, and textures of vegetation shall be selected and the trees shall be clustered 
to avoid the effect of a rigid soldier row. The tree selection shall include species which 
would be expected to reach 45 feet in height within five years. 
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• The perimeter security fence/wall shall be set back from the rear of the sidewalk by a 
minimum of 15 feet. Chain link fencing shall not be used. If fencing is selected then it 
shall be of wrought iron or steel pickets. If a solid wall is preferred, the surface material 
shall be a split face block or stucco compatible with the residential development across 
West Tenth Street. No visible barbed wire shall be allowed to meet security requirements. 

Implementation Responsibility: Project proponent 

Requirements and Timing: All plans shall be prepared by professionals qualified in 
the designated field of expertise; plans and revised design 
shall be submitted prior to final planning approval to 
ensure that the identified mitigation measure is satisfied 

Monitoring Requirements: City of Pittsburg to monitor and ensure compliance 

Mitigation Measure VIS-5c: Architectural Design and Building Colors. The Project 
proponent shall work with the City of Pittsburg to design a structure that is compatible in 
materials with the neighborhood and select colors that will minimize visual impacts with the 
adjacent community. While this effort will partially reduce the adverse and significant impact 
of the converter station at this location, the significant impact would remain. Specific 
elements in this plan shall include: 

• Work with the City of Pittsburg architectural review process to select a building design 
that effectively reduces the street façade to the minimum consistent with the technical 
requirements of the equipment housed within the structures 

• Select building surface materials, such as stucco, that are compatible with the adjacent 
community 

• Select muted light colors that will minimize apparent bulk and height of the DC/valve 
hall and other structures 

Implementation Responsibility: Project proponent 

Requirements and Timing: All plans shall be prepared by professionals qualified in 
the designated field of expertise; plans and revised design 
shall be submitted prior to final planning approval to 
ensure that the identified mitigation measure is satisfied 

Monitoring Requirements: City of Pittsburg to monitor and ensure compliance 

Resulting Level of Significance. Application of Mitigation Measures VIS-5a, 5b, and 5c 
would help reduce the Impact VIS-5, but would not mitigate the impact to a less-than-
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significant level. Accordingly, a Statement of Overriding Considerations would be required 
for this impact. 

No other unavoidable significant adverse impacts have been identified for the Project 
alternatives under consideration in this Final EIR. 
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12.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section of the Final EIR presents the comments and responses for the Draft EIR for the 
proposed Trans Bay Cable Project that was issued on May 10, 2006. 

The comment letters received on the Draft EIR are numbered 1-26 and the individual 
comments identified within each letter are also numbered. The comments are delineated by 
vertical lines in the margins of the letters (for example, Comment 2-1 is the first comment of 
Letter No. 2) with each separate comment designated by the letter and comment number. The 
responses to comments are presented in sequential order following each comment letter. 

Additionally, oral comments were received on the Draft EIR at two public meetings which 
were held at the Potrero Hills Neighborhood House in San Francisco on June 8, 2006 and the 
Pittsburg City Council Chambers on June 14, 2006. These comments are designated by the 
prefixes PM1 and PM2 for the meetings held in San Francisco and Pittsburg, respectively, 
and are presented and responded to herein. Transcripts from each of the two public meetings 
are included herein and the individual comments have been delineated and responses are 
provided as described previously for the written comment letters. 

Table 12-1 summarizes the comments received on the Draft EIR. Where appropriate, the text 
in the Draft EIR has been revised in response to comments received on the Draft EIR. The 
individual comment responses indicate if the comment resulted in a text revision to the Draft 
EIR. Refer to Section 13.0 of this Final EIR for applicable text revisions to the Draft EIR. 

The written comment letters and responses, and the public meeting transcripts and responses 
follow Table 12-1. 
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TABLE 12-1 
SUMMARY OF COMMENTS 

RECEIVED ON THE DRAFT EIR 
FOR THE PROPOSED TRANS BAY CABLE PROJECT

Date Commenter/Affiliation 
Comment 

Item ID 

Number of 
Comments 
Identified 

Written Letters and E-mails   
5/24/06 John Pulliam, Contra Costa County Public Works Dept. 1 1 
6/14/06 Mike Lengyel 2 1 
10/11/05 Mike Lengyel 2 1 
7/8/01 Mike Lengyel 2 1 
6/1906 Steven Moss, SF Community Power Cooperative 3 7 
6/22/06 Steven Moss, SF Community Power Cooperative 4 1 
6/20/06 Janie Layton, Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART) 5 8 
6/21/06 Timothy Sable, CA Department of Transportation 6 6 
6/22/06 Linda Fiack, Delta Protection Commission 7 5 
6/22/06 Marina Brand, CA State Lands Commission 8 12 
6/23/06 Mark Piros, Department of Toxic Substances Control 9 8 
6/26/06 B. Blevins, CA Energy Commission 10 64 
6/26/06 Sean Gallagher, CA Public Utilities Commission 11 2 
6/26/06 Sejal Choksi, San Francisco Baykeeper 12 6 
12/16/04 Avi Ringer, San Francisco Baykeeper 13 18 
6/26/06 Nina Oshinsky/City of Antioch 14 3 
6/26/06 Joe Boss, Dogpatch Neighborhood 15 4 
6/26/06 Jeffrey Russell, Mirant California, LLC 16 11 
6/26/06 Kristina Lawson, Miller, Starr & Regalia 17 2 
6/27/06 Richard Nagasaki, Chevron Shipping Co., LLC 18 2 
6/26/06 Jaime Michaels, Bay Conservation and Development Commission 

(BCDC) 
19 25 

7/10/06 Maureen Gaffney, Association of Bay Area Governments 20 1 
7/10/06 Karen Goodson Pierce, BVHP Health and Environmental 

Assessment Task Force 
21 1 

7/10/06 Paula Fernandez, City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) 22 105 
7/10/06 Ton Radulovich, Livable City 23 1 
7/11/06 Isabel Wade, San Francisco Neighborhood Parks Association 24 1 
7/27/06 Wil Bruhns, SF Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board 25 3 
7/9/06 Darren Stroud, Valero Refining Company, CA 26 24 
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Date Commenter/Affiliation 
Comment 

Item ID 

Number of 
Comments 
Identified 

Oral Comments at Public Meeting In San Francisco at Potrero Hills Neighborhood House (6/8/06) 
6/8/06 Steven Moss, SF Community Power Cooperative PM1:1 4 
6/8/06 Michael Theriault, SF Building and Construction Trades Council PM1:2 1 
6/8/06 David Fierberg PM1:3 5 
6/8/06 Mark Klaiman PM1:4 4 
6/8/06 Joe Boss PM1:5 1 

Oral Comments at Public Meeting in Pittsburg at City Council Chambers (6/14/06) 
6/14/06 Greg Freere, Contra Costa Building and Construction Trades Council PM2:1 3 

 David Fierberg PM2:2 3 
 Mike Lengyel PM2:3 2 
 Kristina Lawson, Miller, Starr & Regalia PM2:4 1 
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COMMENT LETTERS AND RESPONSES (1-26) 

PUBLIC MEETING TRANSCRIPTS AND RESPONSES (SF AND PITTSBURG) 

 



1-1

1
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Comment 
Number Response 

1-1 Comments noted. The Proposed/Alternative Trans Bay Cable (TBC) Project would not involve use of 
Contra Costa County roads. As requested, the City of Pittsburg will notify CCCPWD of any Project 
changes that would necessitate use of roads under the jurisdiction of Contra Costa County. 



2-1A

2



2-1B



2-1C



2-1C



CC Assemblyman Joe Canciamilla

Jeri Scott CEC 98-AFC-IC News Group

A Attachment
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Comment 
Number Response 

2-1A Comment noted. The proposed TBC Project is a transmission project, not a generation project, and is 
not affiliated with any present or future generation project. The electricity that would be transported 
through the proposed cable would come via the Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) Pittsburg 
Substation, which is fed by a variety of already-permitted sources depending on the supply and demand 
in the regional electrical grid at any one point in time. The sources likely include fossil fuel-fired power 
plants, hydropower, wind, solar, and geothermal as dispatched by the CA Independent System Operator 
(CAISO). The proposed TBC Project does not have the technical, legal, or regulatory authority to control 
the type or source of electrical power that is or would be fed into the PG&E Pittsburg Substation and the 
cable once the Project became operational. The power generation sources that feed the electrical grid in 
the Bay area, including the PG&E Pittsburg Substation, have all been permitted by applicable regulatory 
agencies; emissions, as applicable, have already been mitigated in accordance with regulatory 
requirements. There is sufficient generation in the electrical grid to provide the energy that would be 
transmitted by the Project. The TBC Project is not expected to encourage or facilitate any new 
generation projects. The Project is actually expected to reduce demand for generation because of an 
estimated 20 MW savings in transmission line losses as a result of the proposed Project.  

2-1B Refer to Response 2-1A. 
2-1C Refer to Response 2-1A. 



3-1

3-2

3



3-2

3-3

3-4

3-5



3-6

3-7
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Comment 
Number Response 

3-1 The proposed TBC Project is a result of an approximately 2-year-long process involving the California 
Independent System Operator’s (CAISO’s) San Francisco Stakeholder’s Study Group (SFSSG) which 
identified and assessed various potential solutions to San Francisco’s long-term energy and reliability 
needs. The CAISO SFSSG identified, and the CAISO Board of Governors approved (September 8, 2005), 
the Trans Bay Cable Project as being the preferred long-term transmission alternative to address the 
identified reliability concerns in northern San Mateo County and San Francisco beginning in 2012. Please 
refer to Draft EIR Section 2.0 and Appendix C for more information.  

3-2 Section A.8.3 of the Draft EIR considers multiple transmission alternatives for meeting current and 
projected electricity needs in San Francisco. None of the various transmission alternatives assessed is 
considered to be capable of meeting all of the Project objectives and the related screening criteria for 
feasibility and environmental impacts avoidance. 

3-3 The Project proponent and the City of Pittsburg are supportive of energy conservation and innovative 
energy production schemes, including those endorsed by the San Francisco Community Power 
Cooperative. However, these options are not considered to be capable of meeting the need and objectives 
of the proposed TBC Project as approved by the CAISO Board of Governors on September 8, 2005 and 
stated in the Draft EIR. 

3-4 The Project proponent and the City of Pittsburg are supportive of renewable energy such as solar power. 
Section A.8.3.5.13 of the Draft EIR considers renewable energy resources, including solar, among other 
alternatives for meeting current and projected electricity needs in San Francisco. None of the various 
transmission alternatives is considered to be capable of meeting all of the Project objectives and the 
related screening criteria for feasibility and environmental impacts avoidance. 

3-5 Demand management techniques consist of planning, implementing, and monitoring of electrical usage of 
consumers by electrical utilities to influence consumers’ level of electrical usage and patterns. The Project 
proponent and the City of Pittsburg are supportive of this technique to reduce energy usage. However, the 
ability to implement this strategy is not under the purview of the Project proponent and is not considered to 
be capable of meeting the need and objectives of the proposed TBC Project as approved by the CAISO 
Board of Governors on September 8, 2005 and stated in the Draft EIR. Please refer to Section A.8.3.5.14 
of the Draft EIR for more information. 

3-6 As discussed in the Draft EIR Section A.8.3.5.15, the distributed generation alternative does not meet the 
specific Project objective of increasing transmission system reliability in San Francisco by providing an 
alternative transmission pathway into the area. In addition to the CAISO’s approval of the Project, the 
California Energy Commission (CEC) has evaluated the TBC Project and is supportive of the Project as 
evidenced in their report, “Strategic Transmission Investment Plan” (November, 2005) (see page 87). A 
copy of the CEC’s Strategic Investment Transmission Plan has been added to the Final EIR in Appendix C. 
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3-7 Comments noted. The Draft EIR recognizes the unavoidable adverse impacts that would occur to historic 
resources associated with implementation of the Project at the originally considered HWC site on the 
eastern portion of the overall HWC property in San Francisco. The Draft EIR presents three mitigation 
measures (i.e., Mitigation Measure CUL-2a, Recording Architectural Resources; CUL-2b, Architectural 
Resource Interpretive Display and/or Interpretive Material, and CUL-2c, Architectural Resource Salvage 
Opportunities). Partly in response to comments received from CCSF regarding potential historic resources 
impacts associated with development of the Project on the existing portion of the HWC property, the 
Project proponent has negotiated with the landowner at the HWC site and now proposes to shift the San 
Francisco converter station layout to the west on the overall HWC property (HWC [Mitigated] site), thereby 
completely avoiding direct impacts to the two historic buildings on the eastern portion of the HWC property. 
Another advantage of the HWC (Mitigated) site is that it allows the proposed 115 kV interconnection to the 
PG&E Potrero substation to be installed without impacting the Station A complex on the adjacent Mirant 
Potrero property. This action would not directly or indirectly impact the potential historic district(s) located 
north of the HWC (Mitigated) site. Refer to Final EIR Section 4.A.7 and Section 3.0 for more information. In 
response to this comment, a fourth cultural mitigation measure has been added (CUL-2d, Central 
Waterfront Historic Preservation) and is only applicable to the San Francisco Mirant site alternative. Please 
refer to Section 13.0 of the Final EIR for applicable text revision.  
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4-1 Comment noted. The Draft EIR discusses this potentially significant impact to public access to the Bay 
associated with development of the San Francisco Converter Station at the HWC site in Section 4.8.3.2.2 
(Impact LU-1, Potential Conflict with Public Access Improvements; and Mitigation Measure LU-1, Public 
Access). The Project proponent has negotiated with the landowner at the HWC site and now proposes to 
shift the San Francisco converter station layout to the west on the overall HWC property (HWC [Mitigated]) 
site, thereby completely avoiding this potential impact to public access to the Bay.  
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5-1 As noted in the comment letter, the Project proponent has met with BART representatives several times to 
discuss issues associated with the proposed Trans Bay Cable crossing of BART. In response to input from 
BART representatives the study corridor for the Trans Bay Cable location where it crosses BART was 
substantially widened (please refer to Map A.2-1, Sheet 1 of 10, in Appendix A of the Draft EIR and 
Section 3.0 of the Final EIR) to allow flexibility in the final siting of the crossing point. The Project 
proponent will continue to work with BART representatives to address BART’s concerns, including the final 
selection of an appropriate crossing location and needed measures to protect the cathodic protection 
system for the steel skin on the BART tube in the Bay. The Project proponent understands the importance 
of avoiding impacts to the BART tube and will work with BART to develop measures that will avoid 
adverse impacts to the BART system. 

The final location of the submarine DC cable in the area of the BART tube will be determined in part by the 
location of the existing BART tube cathodic protection system. The cable will be buried a safe distance 
from anode beds and well above the top of the tube. BART has provided the Project proponent with maps 
showing the location of the tube and the anode beds. The BART tube cathodic protection system would 
remain intact and would continue to provide cathodic protection to the tube’s steel skin. 

5-2 Comments noted. Prior to construction of the Trans Bay Cable in the Bay, a detailed geophysical survey 
would be conducted. The geophysical survey will verify the estimated depth of cover over the BART tube 
in the study corridor. The information gained from the geophysical survey will be shared with BART 
representatives and an appropriate crossing location and cable-tube separation distance will be developed 
in consultation with BART representatives. The proposed submarine cable crossing of the BART tube is 
shown on Map A.2-1, Sheet 1 of 10, of the Final EIR. Based on data provided to the Project proponent by 
BART representatives, the depth of cover at the proposed crossing point is sufficient to safely 
accommodate appropriate separation between the cable and the BART tube.  

5-3 Comment noted. The Project proponent is aware of BART’s concern regarding potential Trans Bay Cable-
related electrical current impacts to the protective steel skin over the BART tube. As part of the final 
engineering phase of the Project, the Project proponent will work with BART engineers to evaluate and 
determine if additional protection between the tube and the cable is appropriate.  

5-4 Comment noted. The Project proponent is cognizant of BART’s concern regarding potential Trans Bay 
Cable conflicts with BART’s planned seismic retrofit project. As part of the final engineering phase of the 
Project, the Project proponent will work with BART engineers to precisely locate the Trans Bay Cable 
where it crosses the BART tube so as to maximize the spacing between the cable, BART’s anodes, and 
BART’s contemplated stone columns associated with the forthcoming seismic retrofit program. 

The cable routing study area in the location were the DC cable crosses the BART tube was expanded to 
accommodate optimal location of the cable. The Project proponent has met with BART, and their 
consultants on the tube’s seismic retrofit project, to discuss the ongoing BART Program and the 
coordination that will be provided by both TBC and BART. Pending BART’s review of detailed cable 
location plans and the ensuing coordination of detailed activities, the seismic retrofit program and the 
installation of the DC cable are considered compatible projects. 
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5-5 Comment noted. The Project proponent is aware that one or two anodes may need to be relocated to 
accommodate the Trans Bay Cable crossing of the BART tube and that there would be a cost associated 
with any such anode relocation that was directly attributable to the TBC Project. If one or two anodes 
require relocation as a direct result of cable-laying operations, it is reasonable that TBC would absorb the 
expense.  

5-6 Comment noted. Section 4.10.1.4 of the Draft EIR has been revised to address BART as a regional 
passenger rail service in the Bay area. Please refer to the new Section 13.0 of the Final EIR for applicable 
text revision. 

5-7 Comment noted. Table 2-1 (Potentially Required Permits and Approvals for the Trans Bay Cable Project) 
in the Draft EIR recognizes the need to obtain permits/approvals from BART for the Trans Bay Cable 
crossing of the BART tube in San Francisco Bay. There are no long-term periodic HVDC cable 
maintenance requirements. The only time a permit would be required was if there was a break in the 
HVDC cable which is considered to be an unlikely event. 

5-8 Comment noted. The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency appreciates BART’s review of the Draft EIR 
as it relates to the proposed Trans Bay Cable crossing of the BART tube. The majority of BART’s 
expressed concerns relate to engineering issues. The Project proponent will continue to work with BART 
representatives to address BART’s concerns. 
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6-1 The Project proponent will coordinate closely with the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
representatives prior to installation of the proposed submarine cable to ensure that potential conflicts with 
Caltrans bridge projects do not occur. Installation of the proposed submarine cable is expected to require 
a total of 4 to 5 months in the Bay over its approximately 53-mile length. The cable will be installed in the 
Bay at a rate of 1 to 3 miles per day. The cable-laying operation under the Benicia-Martinez Bridge would 
be a matter of hours. Installation of the submarine cable is currently anticipated to begin in mid- to late-
2008. The EIR for the Trans Bay Cable Project assumes that Caltrans projects involving demolition of the 
old Carquinez Bridge and the construction of the new Benicia-Martinez Bridge would be completed prior to 
installation of the cable in the Bay.  

6-2 Comments noted. The Project proponent will coordinate closely with Caltrans representatives prior to 
installation of the proposed submarine cable to ensure that potential conflicts with Caltrans bridge piers 
and associated scour protection systems do not occur. The location of the cable will exceed the minimum 
Caltrans separation distance of 25 feet to the nearest bridge foundation or scour structures. 

6-3 Refer to Response 6-2. 
6-4 Comment noted. The proposed TBC Project does not include any alternatives with the potential to impact 

Caltrans facilities beyond those identified in the Draft EIR for the proposed Project (e.g., transport of 
oversize loads during the construction phase). 

6-5 Comment noted. Table 2-1 (Potentially Required Permits and Approvals for the Trans Bay Cable Project) 
in the Draft EIR recognizes the potential need to obtain encroachment permits/approvals from Caltrans. 
The Encroachment Permit Application was submitted to the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) in August 2006. The Project proponent will coordinate with Caltrans and obtain the required 
permits (e.g., encroachment and oversize load permits) from Caltrans prior to construction. 

6-6 Comments noted. As discussed in Section 4.4 (Water Quality) of the Draft EIR, the cable-laying operation 
is expected to result in a very localized sediment plume that would not be expected to significantly impact 
water quality. Installation of the cable could potentially suspend approximately 6,220 to 12,440 cubic yards 
of sediment over the entire 53-mile submarine cable Project area. This would amount to about 117 to 235 
cubic yards of suspended sediment material per mile. This amount of suspended material is small 
compared with the volume of sediment resuspended in the Bay by the tides or wind. The turbidity plume 
expected from this operation would be localized and small, and would be temporary. Fish species 
inhabiting the Bay and estuarine species such as delta smelt are well adapted to the natural condition of 
relatively high turbidity found in the Bay. It is expected that adult and juvenile fish would react to the 
temporary disturbance of the cable-laying operation similarly to other mobile organisms as described in 
Section 4.6.3.2.4 in the Draft EIR, that is, they would tend to exhibit behavioral avoidance of the 
immediate area of increased turbidity and activity during the cable-laying operation. Eelgrass beds have 
been specifically avoided in determining the cable route, thus the small amount localized suspended 
sediment increase is not expected to reach or impact eelgrass beds. Similarly, localized, temporary 
increases in suspended sediments are not expected to significantly impact the Martinez Shoreline 
mitigation site. 
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7-1 Comments noted. The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency appreciates the Delta Protection 
Commission’s review and comments on the Draft EIR for the proposed TBC Project. The City of Pittsburg 
recognizes that onshore and offshore components of the Project fall within Primary and Secondary Zones 
established by the Delta Protection Commission. The Commission established the Land Use and 
Resource Management Plan for the Primary Zone pursuant to the Delta Protection Act. The Delta 
Protection Commission is not a permitting agency; however, the Commission has appeal authority over 
local government actions for projects in the Primary Zone. Thus, if the Commission finds the local 
government action is not in conformance with the Act and Plan, the Commission will forward its findings to 
the local government for further review. The proposed Project conforms with the Land Use and Resource 
Management Plan. Please refer to Responses 7-2 through 7-5 for specific responses to each of the 
policies referenced in the comment letter. 

7-2 Comment noted. The need and objectives of the proposed TBC Project are discussed in Section 2.0 of 
the Draft EIR. The proposed Project has been approved by the CAISO Board of Governors and is 
supported by the CEC (refer to Response 3-6 and Appendix C of this Final EIR. As discussed in Section 
A.8.3 of the Draft EIR, all alternative transmission routes involving existing utility corridors and/or existing 
rights-of-way were determined to be infeasible or incapable of meeting the Project’s objectives. As 
proposed, the cable would be buried both onshore and offshore in the “Delta” portion of the proposed 
Project. The proposed Project would not affect any levees in the Delta. Accordingly, the proposed TBC 
Project is determined to be consistent with Policy 1 of the Commission’s Management Plan. 

7-3 Comments noted. The proposed Project is not expected to impact any roads in the “Delta”. As discussed 
in Section 4.10 of the Draft EIR, Traffic and Transportation, the proposed Project would utilize State 
Highway 4 and local roadways in the City of Pittsburg on the eastern end of the Project in the general 
vicinity of the Delta. There does not appear to be any nexus between Policy 5 of the Commission’s 
Management Plan and the proposed Trans Bay Cable Project. “Recommendation 5” as stated in the 
comment letter pertains to actions that should be taken by Caltrans and are unrelated to the proposed 
Project. 

7-4 Comment noted. The portion of the proposed TBC Project in Pittsburg and Contra Costa County would 
conform with all applicable setback/buffer requirements of the local jurisdictions. Please refer to Sections 
4.8, 5.4.8, 5.5.8, and 5.6.8 of the Draft EIR for more information. 

7-5 Comments noted. The proposed TBC Project would not affect Policy 1 nor Recommendations 2, 6, and 8 
(Water Quality) relative to salinity, water rights, or water quality in the Delta, thus the proposed TBC 
Project appears to be consistent with this policy and associated recommendations. Please refer to Draft 
EIR Section 4.4, Water Resources and Quality, for more information. 
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If there are any questions about the concerns listed in this letter please contact
Nanci Smith via email at smithn@slc ca govor by telephone at 916 574-1862 Thank you

for reviewing our comments and we look forward to the Trans Bay Cable final EIR Sincerely
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3044 Sacramento CA 95812-3044
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8-1 Comment noted. The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency appreciates the California State Lands 
Commission (SLC) review and comments on the Draft EIR for the proposed TBC Project, including those 
portions of the Project under the Commission’s jurisdiction. 

8-2 Comments noted. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 1.3.5, the Pittsburg Standard Oil Converter Station 
site and associated ancillary facilities is not the preferable site in Pittsburg from an environmental 
perspective. Accordingly, the Project proponent has specified the West Tenth Street Alternative 1 site as 
its proposed site. As noted in the Final EIR, the previously proposed Standard Oil Converter Station site 
and associated ancillary facilities has been dropped from further consideration. Therefore, the various 
environmental impact, mitigation, and permitting issues associated with the Standard Oil site are no 
longer applicable to the TBC Project. Potentially significant impact TBIO-3 and associated mitigation 
measure TBIO-3d as discussed in the Draft EIR only applied to the Standard Oil site. 

8-3 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 8-2. 
8-4 Comment noted. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.13.3, the specific landscaping plans and plants to 

be utilized for the converter station sites will be determined and submitted for review and approval by the 
local jurisdictions (i.e., City and County of San Francisco [CCSF] and City of Pittsburg) prior to final 
planning approvals. The selected landscaping plans and plant lists will take into consideration local 
agency requirements and preferences, visual screening feasibility, and site-specific space constraints. 

8-5 Comment noted. The Draft EIR for the Trans Bay Cable Project addresses potential cumulative impacts 
with the proposed San Francisco Electric Reliability Project in Section 7.2.3.2.2. In summary, with 
implementation of required project-specific mitigation measures for both projects, no significant long-term 
cumulative impacts would be expected to occur. 

8-6 This response addresses the comment that the analysis presented in Draft EIR Section 4.6.3.3.2 does 
not include the potential upward flow of heated water and assumes the heat is radiated uniformly in all 
directions. Heat was assumed to radiate from the cable equally in all directions. This is a reasonable 
assumption since the cable is assumed to have the same temperature throughout. However, the flow of 
heat was not assumed to travel equally in all directions as it would flow primarily upwards towards the 
cooler water of the Bay. The cable would heat up the water and soil surrounding the cable. In Section 
4.6.3.3.2 of the Draft EIR a discussion is provided describing how heat would be conducted away from 
the cable causing a heating of the surrounding soil and possibly water in the Bay above the cable. Since 
warm water is less dense than cool water, heating of the water by the cable could cause the water to rise 
or flow upward due to the density difference. If water did flow upwards then this water would be replaced 
by cooler water sinking from the Bay. This phenomenon is termed free convection. Free convection can 
occur in groundwater when the buoyant forces are large enough to overcome the viscous forces due to 
the resistance to flow through the soil matrix. The Rayleigh Number (Ra) is a non-dimensional number 
similar to the Reynolds number that relates these forces to each other. For conditions where the Ra is 
less than a critical value heat flow is by conduction only (i.e., buoyant forces due to a temperature 
gradient are not sufficient to overcome viscous forces). For cases where the Ra is greater than the critical 
value, convection can occur. The critical value for the onset of convection is specific to the boundary 
conditions of the problem being studied. The critical Ra for the case of a buried heated cable in a semi-
infinite media with a permeable upper boundary is unknown. However, the order of magnitude of the 
value may be similar to the critical value for other conditions. The critical Ra for the case of a finite media 
with a fixed temperature at impermeable upper and lower boundaries is about 40. For the case with fixed 
temperatures at a permeable upper layer and impermeable lower layer the critical value is 27.1 (Tan and 
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Torng, 1999). The same value holds for the case where one boundary has a constant heat flux instead of 
constant temperature. Based on these considerations, it can be expected that the critical Ra for the 
buried cable condition is on the order of 1 to 10. 

For the case of a homogeneous isotropic porous medium the Ra is defined as (Pestov, 2000): 

 
μα
βκρ THgRa Δ

=  (1) 

where: 

ρ = density of water (1022 kg/m3) 
β = thermal expansion coefficient (0.000214 /°C @ 15°C) 
κ = intrinsic permeability of the porous media (m2) 
 Intrinsic permeability is related to the hydraulic conductivity of the porous media by the Equation: 
 κ = Khμ/ρg 
μ = dynamic viscosity (0.001166 N/m2) 
α = thermal diffusivity (m2/s) 
 The thermal diffusivity is calculated from the thermal conductivity using the following equation: 
 α = Kt/ρcp 
Kh = hydraulic conductivity of the porous media (1x10-6 m/s, for silty, sandy soil; Bay mud would be much 
lower)  
Kt = thermal conductivity of the porous media (1.5 W/mK) 
Cp = specific heat capacity (3906 Ws/KgK) 

The values assigned to the above parameters are the same as used in Section 4.6.3.3.2 of the Draft EIR. 
Using the above values the Ra is 0.146. This is likely below the critical Ra so little or no convective 
transport of heat is expected. 

An estimate of the potential flow rate can still be made based on the Darcy’s Law and the difference in 
hydraulic head due to the density differences between water near the cable and water near the surface. 
This would likely overestimate the actual flow rate as the water would cool as it rose towards the Bay. 
This calculation was made using the following assumptions: 

• 40°C temperature difference between cable and Bay 
• Salinity varies from 10 ppt to 30 ppt 
• Depth to the cable is 4.5 feet 
• Depth of the Bay is 30 feet 

The hydraulic gradient due to the density difference between water around the cable and water in the Bay 
is then: 
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where: 

Δh/ΔL = hydraulic gradient = change in hydraulic head over distance L 
hB = depth of Bay above pipe 
hp = depth of pipe below bed of Bay 
ρB = density of Bay water 
ρp = density of water around cable 

Using this gradient in Darcy’s Law the flow rate can be estimated as follows: 

 Q = AKhΔh/ΔL (3) 

Where: 

Q = flow rate in m3/s 
A = area (m2) 

Using the values for the parameters from above the estimated flow rate into the Bay is 1.35x10-4 gpm/ft2. 
This flow rate, if it were to occur, would be imperceptible. 

Based on the calculation provided in Appendix F of the Draft EIR and in response to this comment, heat 
exchange in the Bay environment would not be significant. Toxic dinoflagellates that can occur in the Bay 
are planktonic forms and not benthic forms. Even if growth of these organisms were stimulated by 
warmer water, no heating of the Bay water would occur due to the Project. Some forms of cholera (Vibrio 
cholerae) have been found in Chesapeake Bay, and Pasteurella multocida which cause avian cholera, 
has been found in wetlands on the west coast. No studies were located with regard to the presence of 
cholera bacteria in San Francisco Bay sediments. Though deeper sediments may be slightly warmed by 
the operation of the cable, sediments would not be slightly warmed near the surface where this bacteria, 
if present, might be found. In summary, no Project-related impacts due to heat effects on toxic 
dinoflagellates, cholera bacteria, etc. would be expected to occur. 

References: 
Pestov, Irene. 2000 Numerical Techniques for Simulating Groundwater Flow in the Presence of 

Temperature Gradients. ANZIAM (Australian and New Zealand Industrial and Applied 
Mathematics, Division of Australian Mathematical Society) Vol 42. pp C1114-1136. 

Tan, Ka Kheng and SAM Torng. 1999. Simulation of the Onset of Transient Convection in Porous Media 
Under Fixed Surface Temperature Boundary Condition. Second International 
Conference on CFD in the Minerals and Process Industries CSIRO, Melbourne, 
Australia. 6-8 December 1999. 

8-7 Comment noted. More specifically, these contaminants are addressed in the following Mitigation 
Measures. 
• HAZ-2: Soil Removal Protocols 
• HAZ-6: Construction-phase Dust and Volatilization of Contaminants 
• HAZ-7: Contaminated Groundwater Control 

At the time the Draft EIR was developed, no Phase II soil and groundwater investigations had been 
completed on either of the sites proposed at that time. Therefore, the site contaminants, concentration 
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levels, areal extent, and depths were not known. The following worker and public safety precautions were 
discussed in the mitigation measures: dust control; dust control monitoring; offsite disposal of 
characterized soil in appropriate offsite locations; the need to cover contaminated soil piles and 
contaminated soil transport trucks; the transportation requirements for contaminated soils; the use of 
OSHA-trained personnel for hazardous waste handling; the use of hazardous waste transporters for 
hazardous waste transport, storage, sampling, and analysis of contaminated groundwater; the treatment 
of contaminated groundwater; and obtaining permits to dispose of treated groundwater.  

To address the issues that may come up as additional information on the site contaminants is developed, 
the Draft EIR mentioned other plans that might be needed in the future at each converter station site, 
including a Waste Management Plan for the excavated soil and groundwater collected as a result of 
groundwater dewatering during construction and a site-specific Health and Safety Plan. Each Health and 
Safety Plan would describe, among other things, the need for the persons managing the hazardous soils 
and other hazardous waste generated during construction to be trained in hazardous waste operations 
(i.e., HAZWOPER trained). Each Health and Safety Plan would also discuss the need to consult and 
have available the Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDSs) for the hazardous materials and waste 
encountered during construction and health and the need for safety signage for any hazardous materials 
storage or usage areas.  

Other plans may be needed for the remediation of contamination at each converter station site, including 
a Conceptual Site Model, a Remedial Action Plan, and a Remedial Design. These plans must be 
reviewed and approved by the appropriate regulatory agencies, such as the Regional Water Quality 
Control Board, the California Department of Toxic Substances Control, or a Local Oversight Program 
Agency. The City of Pittsburg, as the lead agency, together with the Project proponent responsible 
environmental agency, will oversee the development and implementation of these various plans and 
remediation strategies, as needed, and will ensure that adequate protection is being provided for site 
workers and the public. 

8-8 Comments noted. As discussed in Section 4.11.2 of the Draft EIR, the City/County of San Francisco 
noise ordinance has established maximum hourly noise levels for fixed sources at the boundary of 
various land use zones. Therefore, operational noise impacts were assessed at the property lines of the 
converter stations. Because there are no residential land uses that share property lines with the proposed 
converter station, operational noise levels were not assessed at any residential receptors. However, as 
required by the applicable regulations, the Draft EIR addresses construction-related noise impacts at 
sensitive receptors in Section 4.11.3.2.1, including those at the closest sensitive receptors (residential 
areas) in SF in Section 4.11.3.2.1. In summary, no potentially significant construction-related noise 
impacts were identified for any of the converter station sites under consideration in San Francisco.  

Please refer to Section 4.A.11 of this Final EIR for an assessment of noise impacts associated with the 
HWC (Mitigated) site in San Francisco. 

8-9 As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.3.1.2.10 (Pittsburg-Kirby Hills Fault [PKHF]), a fault rupture hazard 
study was recently performed by Terrasearch to investigate the potential presence of, and hazard 
presented by, the PKHF to the planned Mariner Walk residential project in Pittsburg. As shown on the 
Draft EIR Figure 4.3-5, the Pittsburg-Kirby Hills Fault Zone is shown in proximity to the Pittsburg West 
Tenth Street and Pittsburg Mirant sites and associated cable routes. The mapped location is as per the 
City of Pittsburg General Plan and is based on previous studies by others which indicated that the fault 
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was potentially present and active. Based on the more recent study by Terrasearch (2004) which 
included trenches and review of previous boring data in the area, no evidence of the presence of the 
Pittsburg-Kirby Hills Fault Zone was found and the authors of that study recommended that the fault be 
reclassified as inactive. Furthermore, the authors of that study recommended that it not be considered the 
controlling fault in the area from a hazard/design basis. Regardless, prior to final design of the TBC 
converter stations in San Francisco and Pittsburg, TBC Project-specific geotechnical studies would be 
performed to identify and address all of the onshore geologic hazards identified in Section 4.3.3 of the 
Draft EIR. 

8-10 Project proponent representatives coordinated with SLC staff (as well as the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers [USACE] and the San Francisco Bar Pilots) in 2004 to identify potential land use 
conflicts/hazards prior to determining the submarine cable route. The proposed submarine cable route 
was selected to avoid various hazards/land use conflicts (e.g., anchorages, dredge locations, etc.), 
including State-owned mineral resource leases and mining areas. Therefore, no potential impacts would 
occur and no mitigation is warranted.  

8-11 Comment noted. The text for Mitigation Measure GEO-2, Controls for Excavation of Serpentine, has been 
revised in the Final EIR as requested. Please refer to new Section 13.0 of the Final EIR for the applicable 
text revision. 

8-12 Comment noted. The text for Mitigation Measure GEO-2, Controls for Excavation of Serpentine, has been 
revised in the Final EIR as requested. Please refer to new Section 13.0 of the Final EIR for applicable text 
revision. 
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9-1 Comments noted. The Project proponent has dropped both the previously-proposed HWC site in San 
Francisco and the previously-proposed Standard Oil site in Pittsburg. The previously-proposed HWC site 
has been replaced by a new site, “HWC (Mitigated) site,” and the Standard Oil site has been replaced by 
the now-preferred West Tenth Street, Alternative 1 site. Phase II site investigations have been completed 
for both the HWC (Mitigated) and West Tenth Street Alternative 1 sites. The results of the Phase II 
investigations for West Tenth Street, Alternative 1 are presented and considered in the Draft EIR, Section 
5.4.14. The results of the Phase II investigations for the HWC (Mitigated) site are presented and 
considered in Section 4.A.14 of the Final EIR. Please refer to new Section 4.A.14 of the Final EIR for 
applicable information. 

9-2 Intensive Phase II Soil and Groundwater Investigations have been performed at both of the selected 
converter station sites: the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (East-West orientation) site and the 
San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) site. The West Tenth Street Phase II site investigation report was 
complete at the time the Draft EIR was published. The HWC (Mitigated) Phase II draft site investigation 
report was under development as the Draft EIR was being completed. These two Phase II reports include 
large amounts of analytical data on the soil at the West Tenth Street site (no groundwater was available to 
be collected at this site) and the soil and groundwater at the HWC (Mitigated) site. For each site, the data 
collected for the Phase II report were used to characterize the soil for onsite use, offsite use, or offsite 
disposal. Also, the Phase II report for the HWC (Mitigated) site contained information on groundwater 
quality that could be used to treat the site groundwater, if it is extracted as part of groundwater dewatering 
efforts during construction. Confirmation sampling and testing would be required as part of any soil 
excavation or groundwater collection and disposal efforts. 

Soil staining and odors were only mentioned with reference to uncharacterized soils as indicators that 
would initiate additional sampling and analytical testing. It is agreed that an examination of the degree of 
staining and odor is not sufficient to characterize soil for onsite use, offsite use, or offsite disposal. All soil 
and groundwater at both converter station sites would be sampled and analyzed, as needed to 
supplement existing data, for proper characterization. 

9-3 The Project proposes to use the latest versions of the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control 
Board’s Environmental Screening Levels (ESLs), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 
Region IX Preliminary Remediation Goals (PRGs), and naturally occurring background levels for 
evaluating offsite use or disposal for non-hazardous soils. URS may also recommend additional site-
specific risk evaluation, depending on the site-specific circumstances. The use of the published ESLs 
and/or PRGs, naturally occurring background levels, and/or site-specific risk evaluation would be 
overseen by both the City of Pittsburg, as the lead CEQA agency, and the responsible environmental 
agency, such as the San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board, the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control, and/or a Local Oversight Program Agency. 

9-4 The levels of naturally occurring arsenic and other metals in soils were evaluated in the Phase II Soil and 
Groundwater Investigation reports for the converter station sites. A range of 5 to 20 mg/kg represent the 
natural background level for arsenic in soils. This range is accepted for the local area by the risk 
assessment community for establishing re-use and, possibly, disposal criteria for soil excavated from a 
site. The same process would be used for other metals in soils where the background levels exceed the 
regulatory criteria.  
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9-5 Vapor intrusion into the buildings on the converter station sites would have limited impact on the San 
Francisco HWC (Mitigated) site. The Phase II investigations of the proposed HWC (Mitigated) and the 
Pittsburg West Tenth Street converter station sites have not identified high concentrations of volatile 
compounds (the compounds likely to create vapor intrusion issues), such as solvents or gasoline, in the 
soils of either site. Rather, the petroleum hydrocarbons found on both sites are heavy-end products such 
as diesel and motor oil. The only exception is an area on the HWC (Mitigated) site that contains TPH-g 
concentrations of approximately 2,900 mg/kg. The polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) found on 
the HWC (Mitigated) site are mostly heavier and less volatile than are the heavy petroleum hydrocarbons 
found on the site.  

A considerable portion of the upper soils, estimated at 15,000 cubic yards, at each converter station site 
will be excavated and disposed of offsite to make room for the building foundations and the secondary 
containment structures for the transformers. This would remove a portion of the contaminated soil from 
the site, thereby reducing the potential for vapor emission. These areas would then be capped by the 
building foundations and the secondary containment structures. The remainder of each site would be 
capped with additional soil and gravel (for the switchyard areas) or paved for the access roads. These 
construction activities would cap both of the converter station sites and break the exposure pathway by 
which the minor volatile emissions from the soils could impact human health or the environment. Also, on 
completion, the HWC (Mitigated) converter station site and the West Tenth Street site in Pittsburg are 
planned to be operated remotely, so no permanent staff would be present. Remote operation of the 
converter stations would further reduce the potential impact of site contaminants on site workers. 

9-6 Institutional controls, such as deed restrictions, would be needed for the two proposed converter station 
sites to address the issue of long-term management of contaminated soils left in place. The Project 
proponent or its successors would be the long-term lessee at both sites, not the property owner. These 
agreements would be negotiated with the lead environmental agency for the sites’ redevelopment and the 
property owner(s); TBC may also be a party to the deed restriction agreements for the converter station 
sites. The converter site operations are unlikely to cause additional impacts to either soil or groundwater 
at either converter station site.  

9-7 The Draft EIR includes consideration of potential impacts associated with site remediation, including 
excavation and offsite disposal of up to 15,000 cubic yards of contaminated soil. The truck traffic 
associated with this activity is included in the Project description. The air quality analysis and noise 
assessment also consider the assumed level of soil excavation activities. The level of assumed soil 
excavation at the converter station sites in San Francisco requires compliance with the CCSF’s Maher 
Ordinance in addition to other applicable regulations. Based on the results of the recently completed 
Phase II investigations for the now-proposed site in San Francisco (HWC [Mitigated]), more definitive 
information regarding the presence and characteristics of subsurface contamination at the site is 
available. Based on the results of the Phase II investigation that were completed for the Pittsburg West 
Tenth Street Alternative 1 (East/West) and the expected corresponding appropriate level of remediation, 
the assumptions, analyses, and impact findings in the Draft EIR are still considered valid. The City of 
Pittsburg is aware that the final details of the required remediation plans will not be known until the plans 
are submitted for review and approval by the relevant regulatory authorities. Please refer to new Final EIR 
Section 4.A.14 (HWC [Mitigated] site) for more information regarding the results of the Phase II 
investigations performed at the HWC (Mitigated) site and the currently-proposed levels of remediation.  
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9-8 Comments noted. The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency appreciates the Department of Toxic 
Substances Control’s (DTSC’s) comments and offer of assistance. The City of Pittsburg will be sure to 
include the DTSC in any meetings regarding DTSC’s statutory authority relative to this Project. Based on 
feedback received by the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board (SFRWQCB), the City of 
Pittsburg understands that the SFRWQCB would continue to have jurisdiction over the HWC (Mitigated) 
site. 
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10-1 Comments noted. The City of Pittsburg acknowledges the CEC’s support of the TBC Project as stated in the 
Commission’s 2005 Strategic Transmission Investment Plan and appreciates the Commission’s thorough 
review of the Draft EIR. 

10-2 Comments noted. The City of Pittsburg acknowledges the CEC’s analysis and support of the TBC Project for 
an online date of 2009 as stated in the Commission’s 2005 Strategic Transmission Investment Plan. A copy of 
the Commission’s 2005 Strategic Transmission Investment Plan has been added to Appendix C. Please refer 
to revised Appendix C of the Final EIR for the applicable revision/addition. 

10-3 Comments noted. The CEC’S recommended 7 additional mitigation measures for fugitive dust have been 
added to Mitigation Measure AIR-1, Fugitive Dust Controls. Please refer to new Section 13.0 and Table 1-1 of 
the Final EIR for the applicable text revision. 

10-4 Comments noted. The CEC’S recommended 6 additional mitigation measures for equipment exhaust 
emissions have been added to Mitigation Measure AIR-2, Exhaust Controls. Please refer to new Section 13.0 
and Table 1-1 of the Final EIR for the applicable text revision. 

10-5 Comments noted. The Commission’s recommended addition of a Record Keeping requirement to Mitigation 
Measure AIR-3, Marine Vessel Emission Controls, has been added. Please refer to new Section 13.0 of the 
Final EIR for the applicable text revision. 

10-6 Comments noted. The text in Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR has been revised in response to this comment. 
Please refer to new Section 13.0 of the Final EIR for the applicable text revision. It should be noted that this 
potential hazard is not considered to be significant due to the anticipated installation of the submarine cable at 
least 500 feet from shore in this area and the fact that the cable would be buried at a typical target depth of 3 to 
6 feet. In the unlikely event that the submarine cable were damaged by a landslide, the cable would be quickly 
repaired and put back in service.  

10-7 Comments noted. Section 4.3 of the Draft EIR identifies and recognizes the potential ground rupture hazard to 
the submarine cable associated with the Hayward-Rodgers Creek and/or the Pittsburg-Kirby Hills faults. In the 
event of a seismic event large enough to cause surface rupture along the submarine cable route, the cable 
could be damaged along with much of the infrastructure in the Bay area. There is no feasible mitigation to 
prevent this hazard for a cable of this type. However, in the event the cable was damaged from such an event 
over the life of the Project, the cable would be quickly repaired and put back in service. 

10-8 Comments noted. Because of its location, a tsunami entering San Francisco Bay has the potential to cause 
minor runup in the site vicinity. Runup for the 100-year tsunami recurrence-interval is estimated to be 5.5 feet at 
the HWC (Mitigated) site, which is at an elevation of approximately 13 feet. Therefore, tsunami-related flooding 
is extremely unlikely to be a problem for the San Francisco converter station. Based on the elevation of the 
San Francisco converter station site, runup from a seiche event is also very unlikely to impact the site. The 
proposed Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 Converter Station site would not be impacted by a tsunami 
or a seiche in the Bay due to its further inland location and its approximate elevation of 7 feet.  

10-9 Comment noted. The requested toxic hot spots map showing the relationship of known toxic hot spots 
identified by the Regional Water Quality Control Board’s (RWQCB) Bay Protection and Toxic Cleanup Program 
and the proposed TBC submarine cable route is presented on Figure 4.4-1A of the Final EIR in Section 13.0. 
Sediment toxic hot spots are typically associated with historic manufacturing and town gas operations located 
along the Bay shoreline. As can be seen by review of Figure 4.4-1A in the Final EIR, the proposed cable route 
clearly avoids all identified toxic hot spot areas in the Bay. 
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10-10 Comments noted. The Hydroplow and HDD operations are not expected to cause exceedances of water 
quality parameters as presented in the RWQCB’s SF Basin Plan. The majority of the cable alignment is 
in deep water well away from historic shoreline operations. The sediment survey presented in Appendix 
E of the Draft EIR did not encounter any contamination along the cable alignment.  

The use of HDD at the shoreline crossing near the San Francisco converter station has been proposed 
specifically to avoid any shoreline contamination. Use of the technique will allow the cable to enter the 
Bay at a depth of approximately 30-35 feet (below mean lower low water [MLLW]), offshore of known 
shoreline contamination. Previous studies of sediments in the vicinity of the Potrero power plant have 
detected highest sediment contamination at the northeast corner of the power plant site and in surface 
sediments near the Unit 3 outfall. The Potrero shoreline crossing, south of these locations and offshore 
of any known contamination, is designed to ensure that shoreline contaminants are not introduced to the 
Bay.  

The following is a summary of the protocol that would be followed to perform the cable installation using 
HDD. The use of two (2) HDDs would provide pathways from the water to the land, for the DC cables 
and fiber optic cable, without disturbing the shoreline or near shore environment (refer to the attached 
figure for a graphic representation of the HDD operation). The installation of both HDDs will employ the 
following steps and will start in a single landside work area and enter the Bay in the same water side 
receiving pit. The second HDD and casing installation will be begun after the first HDD and casing are 
installed.  

1. Mobilize two drill rigs including land-based drilling equipment and barge-mounted drilling equipment 
at the site. 

2. Excavate a receiving pit approximately 15 feet by 15 feet by 5 feet deep (i.e., less than 50 cubic 
yards) at the location where the cable would enter the Bay floor.  

3. Excavate a landside work area, approximately 10 feet by 10 feet by 3 feet deep, at the location were 
the cable would daylight on the land side. 

4. Install/drive two (2) steel casings in the landside work area, at the appropriate angle to isolate the 
existing site earth material from the material being removed during drilling. The length of the casing 
would be sufficient to isolate and prevent migration of potentially present landside contamination. 
The steel casing would also provide the stating point for the directional drilling. 

5. Material would be excavated from inside the landside steel casing using augers and would be 
collected, classified, and properly disposed. 

6. Starting from within the casing, an approximately 10-inch diameter pilot hole would be drilled, from 
the landside work area to the receiving pit where the cable would enter the Bay floor. A bentonite 
clay and water drilling solution would be circulated to remove the excavated earth material from the 
pathway. The10-inch diameter drill bit and drill pipe would enter the Bay in the receiving pit and 
would stop several feet above the bottom of the pit. The drill bit would be pushed the final distance 
into the receiving pit.  

7. Using divers, a cable would be connected from the exposed drill bit and drill pipe to the barge 
mounted drilling equipment, and the drill pipe would be pulled to the barge.  

8. Using the land-based drilling equipment, the pilot hole would be enlarged with an approximate 24-
inch diameter cutter head. A bentonite clay and water drilling solution would be circulated to remove 
the excavated earth material from the pathway. The excavated material would be collected from the 
landside work area and removed for proper disposal.  
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9. The advancement of the 24-inch diameter reamer would be stopped at a distance on the order of 30 
to 50 feet prior to entering the receiving pit such that a plug of soil remained along the pilot hole 
pathway and the Bay floor. 

10. The 24-inch drill bit would be retracted and the 12-inch HDPE casing pipe would be connected to a 
smaller, approximately 18-inch diameter reamer. The front end on the casing pipe would be closed 
using a pipe cap. 

11. The barge-based equipment would pull the 18-inch reamer and 12-inch diameter casing pipe 
through the pathway to the landside end of the plug. At this point, circulation of the bentonite clay 
and water drilling fluid would be idled. 

12. The barge equipment would pull the reamer and 12-inch diameter casing pipe through the plug into 
the receiving pit. 

13. The annular space around the casing pipe would be self sealing due to the soft, plastic composition 
of Bay muds. The drill pipe, reamer, and swivel would be disconnected from the casing pipe and 
retracted to the barge. The cap on the end of the pipe would remain in place until it was time to 
install the DC and fiber optic cables.  

In summary, the proposed HDD installation method described above for the Project would preclude the 
possibility for potentially contaminated soil and groundwater near the Bay shoreline to be introduced into 
the Bay associated with HDD cable installation. 

10-11 Comment noted. The 10 to 20% estimate of dispersed sediment is based on operator experience and 
observation during placement of power cables and optical fiber cable using the Hydroplow technology. 
The installation of a very similar submarine DC cable in New York State as part of the Neptune Project 
cited a 30% sediment dispersal rate (Cape Wind Energy Project DEIS, Appendix 5.2C, 
www.nae.usace.army.mil/projects/ma/ccwf/deis.htm). For the TBC Project, the estimated cable burial 
rate is approximately I mile per day, or 0.061 feet (0.73 inches) per second. As the rate of advance of the 
Hydroplow equipment is slow, the rate of dispersed sediment production is also low. If 20% of the 
fluidized sediment is dispersed, a volume of 0.07 cubic feet per second or 9.8 cubic yards per hour of 
sediment will be dispersed. If 30% of the fluidized sediment is dispersed, a volume of 0.11 cubic feet per 
second or 14.7 cubic yards per hour will be dispersed. These are small volumes of sediment.  

The sediment dispersal rate is a function of the sediment type, flow rate, and water pressure. The water 
flow rate and pressure in the Hydroplow stinger can be adjusted based on actual site conditions. The 
results of the detailed geophysical/geotechnical survey will be used to determine the optimal flow rate 
and water pressure.  

10-12 Comment noted. The targeted burial depth is 3 to 6 feet below the Bay bottom. Assuming a 6-foot burial 
depth, between 0.6 and 1.2 cubic feet of sediment would be ejected per lineal foot of cable. Assuming 
the cable would be laid at an average rate of 1 mile per day over a 24-hour working day yields a burial 
rate of 220 lineal feet per hour, or 0.06 feet per second. Therefore, every second, approximately 0.07 
cubic feet (or the volume of a 5 x 5 x 5 inch cube) of sediment would be introduced to the water column. 
A volume of 1 cubic foot of sediment would be introduced into the water column in approximately 16 
seconds. These are extremely small sediment volumes. Bay mud is approximately 50% water by weight 
which means 1 cubic foot of sediment contains approximately 50 lbs (23 kg) of material. This is the same 
amount of suspended sediment contained in a cube of water 16 feet on each side during a typical windy 
day on the Bay (assuming a typical suspended sediment concentration of 200 mg/L). 
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10-13 Comment noted. The offshore completion of the HDD cable installation would be contained so that 
sediment could not enter the water column. Please see Response to 10-10 for more information.  

No nearshore construction activities would occur associated with the submarine cable installation since 
the cable would be installed via horizontal directional drilling (in conduit to preclude frac-out and contain 
cuttings for onshore retrieval, testing, and appropriate disposal) from shore to a distance of approximately 
800 feet offshore regardless of which alternative was selected. No potentially significant Project impacts 
are anticipated and no additional mitigation is warranted. 

10-14 The proposed Project no longer includes dredging in the Bay or connecting waterways (i.e., New York 
Slough near Pittsburg) associated with the Standard Oil site, including ancillary facilities, as that site has 
been withdrawn from consideration and it was the only Project component analyzed in the Draft EIR that 
had a related dredging component. Therefore, the Project no longer has a dredging or dredged material 
disposal component in New York Slough and no associated water quality or biological impacts would 
occur. Two small excavations (each less than 50 cubic yards) are planned in association with HDD 
activities (see Response to Comment 10-10).  

10-15 As discussed in Sections 1.0 and 3.0 of this Final EIR, the Standard Oil site including ancillary facilities 
has been withdrawn from consideration, thus the potential wetland impacts analyzed in the Draft EIR for 
this site would not occur. As noted in Draft EIR Table 2-1, the proposed installation of the submarine 
cable in the bottom of the Bay would require an individual permit or general permits from the USACE 
pursuant to the USACE Regulatory Program for authorizing actions under Section 10 of the Rivers and 
Harbors Act and Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The Project proponent has coordinated with the 
USACE regarding the proposed Project and plans to submit permit applications to the USACE in the near 
future. It is anticipated that the USACE permitting process, including consultations with other federal 
agencies (e.g., National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration [NOAA] Fisheries and U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service [USFWS]), will take 4 to 6 months. 

10-16 As discussed in previous comment responses, the Standard Oil site including ancillary facilities has been 
withdrawn from consideration, thus the potential impacts and relevance of sensitive habitats and species 
occurrences are no longer applicable. As discussed in Draft EIR Sections 4.5 and 5.2 through 5.6, and 
also in the new Section 4.A of the Final EIR, the other converter station sites under consideration occur 
on Disturbed/Developed properties and would not be expected to impact terrestrial biological resources. 

10-17 As discussed in previous comment responses, the Standard Oil site including ancillary facilities has been 
withdrawn from consideration, thus the potential impacts, mitigation, and relevance of sensitive vernal 
pool, saltmarsh, other wetland habitats and/or rare plant and species occurrences are no longer 
applicable to the Project. 

10-18 Neither of the proposed converter station sites or associated ancillary facilities under consideration in the 
Final EIR would result in potentially significant impacts to terrestrial biological resources due to the pre-
disturbed/developed nature of the sites. Therefore, the additional plans mentioned in this comment have 
no applicability to the TBC Project. 

10-19 Please refer to Response 10-17. 
10-20 Please refer to Response 10-17. 
10-21 Please refer to Response 10-17. 
10-22 Please refer to Response 10-15. 
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10-23 Please refer to Response 10-17. 
10-24 Refer to Response 10-17. 
10-25 Comments noted. The alternative to which this comment applies, the Pittsburg West Tenth Street 

Alternative 2 converter station site and ancillary facilities, has two identified unavoidable adverse 
significant impacts (construction noise and visual resources) as summarized in Draft EIR Sections 1.3.5, 
5.5.5, and 6.3. Therefore, the City of Pittsburg and the Project proponent currently do not expect to utilize 
this alternative. Were this alternative to be selected, the minor wetland area north of the site (estimated at 
approximately 30 feet in width) would be crossed by the AC and DC cables associated with this 
alternative using jack-and-bore auger technique. This technique would preclude the potential for frac-out 
and associated impacts.  

10-26 Comment noted. As discussed previously, the formerly proposed Pittsburg Standard Oil Converter Station 
site, including ancillary facilities such as onshore cable routes, has been deleted from further 
consideration. The remaining converter station sites in Pittsburg including the now proposed West Tenth 
Street Alternative 1 site and ancillary facilities, do not have suitable habitat for the Suisin song sparrow 
and no Project-related impacts would be expected to occur to this specie. 

10-27 Comment noted. Please refer to new Section 13.0 of the Final EIR for revisions to Appendix F (List of 
Potentially Affected Species, page 15) related to the CNPS status of the bearded popcorn-flower.  

10-28 Comments noted. As shown on Figure 4.6-2 of the Draft EIR, the proposed submarine cable route does 
not cross any intertidal mudflats; it is located in deeper water. No Project-related impacts to intertidal 
mudflats are anticipated and no additional mitigation is warranted. 

10-29 Information on life history and habitat requirements of special status species are described in Section 
4.6.1.3 of the Draft EIR. As discussed in Section 4.4 (Water Quality) of the Draft EIR, the cable-laying 
operation would result in a very localized sediment plume that is not expected to significantly impact water 
quality. Installation of the cable could potentially suspend approximately 6,220 to 12,440 cubic yards of 
sediment over the entire 53-mile Project area. This would amount to about 117 to 235 cubic yards of 
suspend material per mile. This amount of suspended material is small compared with the volume of 
sediment naturally resuspended on a regular basis in the Bay by the tides or wind. Listed fish species 
were not addressed separately in the impacts section of the Draft EIR, however, all fish species inhabiting 
the Bay including listed species such as delta smelt are well adapted to the natural condition of relatively 
high turbidity. It is expected that adult and juvenile delta smelt would react to the temporary disturbance of 
the cable laying operation similarly to other mobile organisms as described in Section 4.6.3.2.4 in the 
Draft EIR, that is, they would tend to exhibit temporary behavioral avoidance of the immediate area of 
increased turbidity and activity during the cable laying operation. Impacts to fish, including listed species, 
are not expected to be significant. 

In addition, as discussed in the Draft EIR, installation would be conducted within Environmental Work 
Windows outlined in the Long Term Management Strategy (LTMS) for bay dredging and disposal, 
recognized by agencies such as NOAA Fisheries. The work windows would provide for protection of listed 
salmonids and a number of other species such as Pacific herring and Dungeness crab. 

10-30 Comments noted. As shown on Draft EIR Figure 4.6-1, the range of Pacific herring spawning grounds 
includes the nearshore area off of Potrero Point in San Francisco. As shown on Figure 4.6-2 of the Draft 
EIR, the proposed submarine cable route avoids eelgrass bed areas in the Bay by a wide margin. 
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Construction of onshore Project facilities in San Francisco would have no potential to impact this locally 
important commercial fishery. In addition, no nearshore construction activities would occur associated with 
the submarine cable installation since the cable would be installed via horizontal directional drilling (in 
conduit to preclude frac-out and contain cuttings for onshore retrieval, testing, and appropriate disposal) 
from shore to a distance of approximately 800 feet offshore regardless of which alternative was selected. 
No potentially significant Project impacts to Pacific herring are anticipated and no additional mitigation is 
warranted. 

10-31 Cable installation is not expected to have a significant impact on marine birds, including listed species, 
thus no mitigation measures are required. Listed bird species which may forage on the open Bay include 
the California brown pelican and the California least tern. The brown pelican forages over large areas of 
the Bay. Typically, least terns forage within 2 miles of their nesting colony, allowing them to alternate 
between feeding and protecting their nests. The largest least tern nesting colony in the Bay is at the 
former Alameda Naval Air Station, more than 2 miles from the southern end of the cable-laying operation.  

Installation of the cable would involve movement of a cargo size ship or work barges over the cable route. 
Most of the cable route is in open water near the main channel of the Bay (see Figure 1-1 of the EIR). The 
installation activity would be temporary in any given area of the Bay and would not be substantially 
different than regular shipping activity that occurs throughout north San Francisco Bay on a daily basis. 
While foraging by these species could not occur at the specific location of the cable-laying ship, adjacent 
open water would always be available. No foraging habitat would be permanently lost. 

10-32 Comments noted. Draft EIR Figure 4.6-2 accurately reflects the location of eelgrass beds which occur in 
the San Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay portions of the general Project area. This figure is based on 
data from the most recent source: The Baywide Eelgrass Inventory and Habitat Management Research 
Program (Merkel and Associates, 2004), a joint effort of the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) and National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries). As shown, the proposed submarine 
cable route, including 500-meter-wide study corridor, does not traverse near any of the mapped eelgrass 
bed locations. Accordingly, no impacts to eelgrass beds are expected and no mitigation is warranted. 
There are no eelgrass beds located east of Point Pinole, thus Figure 4.6-2 of the Draft EIR is limited to the 
applicable portion of the cable route where eelgrass beds are actually present. The text in Final EIR 
Section 4.6.1.2.5 has been revised in response to this comment to clarify the geographical extent of 
eelgrass beds in the Project area. Please refer to new Section 13.0 of the Final EIR for the applicable text 
revision. 

Reference: Merkel and Associates. 2004. Baywide Eelgrass Inventory and Habitat Management 
Research Program. Prepared in cooperation with NOAA Fisheries and Caltrans. October. 

10-33 Information on life history and habitat requirements of the delta smelt are described in Section 4.6.1.3 of 
the Draft EIR. Delta smelt (and other listed fish species) were not addressed separately in the impacts 
section of the Draft EIR. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.4 (Water Quality), the cable-laying operation 
would result in a very localized sediment plume that is not expected to significantly impact water quality. 
Installation of the cable could potentially suspend approximately 6,220 to 12,440 cubic yards of sediment 
over the entire 53-mile project area. This would amount to about 117 to 235 cubic yards of suspend 
material per mile. This amount of suspended material is small compared with the volume of sediment 
resuspended in the Bay by the tides or wind. Fish species inhabiting the Bay and estuarine species such 
as delta smelt are well adapted to the natural condition of relatively high turbidity. It is expected that adult 
and juvenile delta smelt would react to the temporary disturbance of the cable-laying operation similarly to 
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other mobile organisms as described in Section 4.6.3.2.4 in the Draft EIR, that is, they would tend to 
exhibit behavioral avoidance of the immediate area of increased turbidity and activity during the cable-
laying operation. 

As described in the Draft EIR, during spawning, the delta smelt prefers freshwater habitats. Delta smelt 
begin a diffuse, gradual migration to upstream spawning areas in September or October. Delta smelt 
spawn from February to July in side channels and sloughs in the upper delta and in the Sacramento River 
north of Rio Vista. Spawning is not likely to occur in the open water areas traversed by the Trans Bay 
Cable, thus no impacts to spawning habitat are expected. 

10-34 All of the regulations described in Section 4.6.2 of the Draft EIR apply to San Francisco Bay biological 
resources and the Project proponent and agencies involved would need to comply with the requirements 
of each. The Project will require a number of permits and consultations with various agencies. For 
example, the Project will require a permit from the USACE under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 
During this process, the USACE will need to consult with other Federal agencies, including NOAA 
Fisheries (consultation on listed species and Essential Fish Habitat) and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (consultation on listed species). The Marine Mammal Protection Act is described in Section 4.6.2 
of the Draft EIR and would apply to the Project with regard to disturbance to marine mammals, generally 
from underwater sound. It is possible that the Project may require an Incidental Harassment Authorization 
from NOAA Fisheries. During processing of the environmental permits for the Project any additional 
avoidance or mitigation measures or restrictions stipulated by the agencies would be made conditions of 
the environmental permits and would be required to be carried out. 

10-35 Prior to preparation of the Draft EIR, representatives of the City of Pittsburg, the Project proponent, and 
the EIR consultant (URS Corporation) met with numerous regulatory agencies including: USACE, NOAA 
Fisheries, U.S. Coast Guard, SLC, the Bay Conservation and Development Commission (BCDC), 
Regional Water Quality Control Board, CCSF, Port of San Francisco, and the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD). The aforementioned agencies indicated they might comment on the 
Draft EIR and that they may stipulate conditions in their respective permits for the Project based in part on 
the findings in the Draft EIR. In general, all of the agencies explained their potential jurisdiction, any 
potential concerns or issues they might have had regarding the Project, etc. The results of these informal 
agency meetings are considered in the scope of the Draft EIR, as appropriate. Refer to Section 10.3 of 
the Draft EIR for a list of agencies, organizations, and other entities that were consulted during 
preparation of the Draft EIR. In summary, no mitigation measures beyond those specified in the Draft EIR 
were recommended by agencies with regulatory authority over this Project prior to issuance of the Draft 
EIR on May 10, 2006. 

10-36 As discussed in Section 4.4 (Water Quality) of the Draft EIR, the cable-laying operation would result in a 
very localized sediment plume that is not expected to significantly impact water quality. Installation of the 
cable could potentially suspend approximately 6,220 to 12,440 cubic yards of sediment over the entire 53-
mile Project area. This would amount to about 117 to 235 cubic yards of suspend material per mile. This 
amount of suspended material is small compared with the volume of sediment resuspended in the Bay by 
the tides or wind. Fish species and filter feeding invertebrates inhabiting the Bay and estuarine species 
such as delta smelt are well adapted to the natural conditions of relatively high turbidity in the Bay. As 
described in the Draft EIR, it is expected that adult and juvenile fish would react to the temporary 
disturbance of the cable-laying operation by exhibiting behavioral avoidance of the immediate area of 
increased turbidity and activity during the cable-laying operation. As described in Section 4.6.2.5 of the 
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Draft EIR, there would be some loss of benthic organisms in the immediate vicinity of the disturbance, 
followed by re colonization of the disturbed areas. These impacts were considered adverse, but not 
significant and as such, no mitigation measures are warranted. 

10-37 Please refer to Response 10-14. 
10-38 Please refer to Responses 10-10, 10-12, and 10-29. 
10-39 Please refer to Response 10-9. 
10-40 Comment noted. The potential splice locations are shown on Map A.2-1, Sheets 5 of 10 (approximate 

milepost [MP] 22.1), 6 of 10 (MP 26.5), and 7 of 10 (MP 38.5). The actual need for, and specific locations 
of, cable splices will be determined during final engineering following completion of the forthcoming 
geophysical survey. It is currently anticipated that up to three cable splices may be required, two in the 
relatively shallow water where the cable route crosses Pinole Shoals, and another in the Carquinez Strait 
area where it is anticipated there would be a transition from utilization of a cable-laying ship (to west) to a 
cable-laying barge (east to Pittsburg). The splice operation involves precise welding of the individual cable 
strands and must be performed on the ship and/or barge, as applicable, and would not involve a splice 
box on the Bay floor. The splice would be approximately the same diameter as the balance of the cable 
bundle (i.e., approximately 10 to 12 inches in diameter). No potential impacts to marine organisms 
associated with the splice operation or the splice itself would be expected to occur. Since there are no 
anticipated splice-specific impacts to marine organisms, additional discussion in Section 4.6 is not 
warranted. 

10-41 The executive summary has been revised to reflect the requirement for a USACE 404 permit and the 
nexus with 36 CFR 800.The text in Sections 1.2.3 and 1.2.6 of the Final EIR has been revised in 
response to this comment.  

10-42 Please refer to Response 10-40. 
10-43 The geophysical survey (Mitigation Measure CUL-3a) will be completed prior to final engineering, 

however, the Project proponent has indicated that it is not feasible to complete the survey prior to 
issuance of the Final EIR. Mitigation Measure CUL-3b provides for avoidance of any submerged 
archaeological resources found during the geophysical survey. The cable route study corridor is 500 
meters wide and provides ample room to make minor adjustments to the cable route prior to construction 
to avoid any archaeological resources found during the forthcoming survey. 

10-44 As discussed in Response 3-7, the Draft EIR recognizes the unavoidable adverse impacts that could 
occur to contributing elements of the potential historic districts associated with implementation of the 
Project at the HWC site in San Francisco. The Draft EIR presents mitigation measures to address these 
impacts. Furthermore, partly in response to comments received regarding potential historic resources 
impacts associated with development of the Project on the HWC site, the Project proponent has 
negotiated with the landowner at the HWC site and now proposes to shift the San Francisco converter 
station to the west on the overall HWC property (HWC [Mitigated] site). The HWC (Mitigated) site 
completely avoids direct impacts to the two historic buildings on the eastern portion of the HWC property. 
This action would not directly or indirectly impact the potential historic district(s) or contributing elements 
of potential historic district(s) located north of the HWC site. Refer to Section 4.A.7 of the Final EIR for 
more information. 
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10-45 Comments noted. As discussed in previous comment responses, the Standard Oil site, including ancillary 
facilities, has been withdrawn from consideration, thus the potential impacts and relevance of the cultural 
resources/historic attributes of the adjacent rail facilities are no longer applicable. 

10-46 Refer to Response 10-45.  
10-47 Text from Section 4.7.2.1 of the Draft EIR has been revised in response to this comment. Please refer to 

new Section 13.0 of the Final EIR for applicable text revision. 
10-48 At this point in time, the Project proponent does not have site control of the parcel in question (i.e., Mirant 

Potrero). Furthermore, the parcel contains structural development that would need to be removed in order 
to access proposed construction areas. As such, it is infeasible to implement Mitigation Measure CUL-1a 
(Archaeological Resource Testing) prior to completion of the environmental document. 

10-49 If archaeological testing and possible data recovery are required, the Project proponent will coordinate 
with the City of Pittsburg and the CCSF to ensure appropriate steps are taken to satisfy these mitigation 
measures. This coordination could also involve the USACE and the State Historic Preservation Office 
should the USACE conclude the subject area identified for testing or data recovery is within the 
jurisdictional footprint of the USACE’s 404 permit, thus creating a nexus with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act. 

10-50 Comments noted. As stated in the prelude (Historical Architectural Resources) to Mitigation Measure(s) 
CUL-2 (Disturbance of Historical Architectural Resources), these measures apply to construction of the 
San Francisco HWC Converter Station which would involve demolition of historical resources. It should be 
noted that, partly in response to comments received regarding potential historic resources impacts 
associated with development of the Project on the HWC site, the Project proponent has negotiated with 
the landowner at the HWC site and now proposes to shift the San Francisco converter station to the west 
on the overall HWC property (HWC [Mitigated] site) , thereby completely avoiding direct impacts to the 
two historic buildings on the eastern portion of the HWC property. Another advantage of the HWC 
(Mitigated) site is that it allows the proposed 115 kV interconnection to the PG&E Potrero substation to be 
installed without impacting the Station A Complex on the adjacent Mirant Potrero property. This action 
would not directly or indirectly impact the potential historic district(s) located north of the HWC site. Refer 
to Section 4.A.7 of the Final EIR for more information. The mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR 
that would be undertaken to address the San Francisco Mirant alternative to the proposed Project have 
been expanded and clarified. The Draft EIR presents three mitigation measures (i.e., Mitigation Measure 
CUL-2a, Recording Architectural Resources; CUL-2b, Architectural Resource Interpretive Display and/or 
Interpretive Material; and CUL-2c, Architectural Resource Salvage Opportunities). Mitigation Measure 
CUL-2d (Central Waterfront Historic Preservation) has been added to the Final EIR. Please refer to 
Section 13.0 of the Final EIR for the applicable text revision. 

10-51 Comments noted. Maintenance activities associated with the converter stations and ancillary facilities are 
not anticipated to involve ground disturbance and, if ground disturbance was required, it is anticipated that 
it would only occur in areas that had been previously disturbed and/or cleared from a cultural resource 
perspective. 

10-52 Comments noted. As discussed in previous comment responses, the Standard Oil site including ancillary 
facilities has been removed from further consideration, thus the potential historic significance of railroad 
facilities in this area is no longer germane to the proposed TBC Project. 
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10-53 Please refer to Response 10-43. 
10-54 If unavoidable marine archaeological resources were encountered, the Project proponent would 

coordinate with the City of Pittsburg, the CCSF (if the resources were on submarine lands under its 
authority), and the SLC to ensure appropriate steps were taken to satisfy these mitigation measures. 
California Public Resources Code 6313 also requires the SLC to coordinate with the State Historic 
Preservation Office. Additionally, it is likely the USACE (and the State Historic Preservation Office) would 
be involved should the USACE include the subject area identified for testing or data recovery as within its 
jurisdictional footprint of the USACE’s 404 permit, thus creating a nexus with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act. 

10-55 Comments noted. No planned maintenance activities are associated with the proposed submarine cable. 
If maintenance activities required ground disturbance (e.g., to repair a cable break), it is anticipated that it 
would only occur in areas that had been previously disturbed and/or cleared from a cultural resource (e.g., 
shipwreck) perspective. 

10-56 Comments noted. The Standard Oil site in Pittsburg has been removed from further consideration. 
Further, partly in response to comments received regarding potential historic resources impacts 
associated with development of the Project on the HWC site, the Project proponent has negotiated with 
the landowner at the HWC site and now proposes to shift the San Francisco converter station to the west 
on the overall HWC property (HWC [Mitigated] site). The potential impacts to historic resources 
associated with the Project are no longer applicable. Because the proposed project would cause no 
significant adverse change to historical resources, there would be no significant cumulative adverse 
change to these resources. Additionally, the potential for cumulative impacts with other projects such as 
the Carquinez Bridge Replacement Project (I-80) are not applicable. 

10-57 The text in Section 9.2 of the Draft EIR has been clarified with respect to potential Project impacts to the 
larger historic context of the Potrero area in San Francisco. Please refer to new Section 13.0 of the Final 
EIR for the applicable text revision. Please refer also to Responses 10-44 and 10-50.  

10-58 Comments noted. The proposed and alternative San Francisco converter station sites are located within 
the M-2 zoning district, and the converter station is consistent with uses permitted within that zoning 
district. Section 4.8.1.1.4 of the Draft EIR acknowledges that the housing deficit in the City of San 
Francisco has led to increased development pressure in traditionally industrial sectors, including the 
Central Waterfront District. As discussed in Sections 4.8.2.3.4 and 7.2.3.4 of the Draft EIR, the City and 
County of San Francisco has released the Draft Central Waterfront Neighborhood Plan, which 
acknowledges this increased development pressure and sets several goals to maintain the established 
mixed-use character of the District. The Draft Plan proposes to rezone large areas of the Central 
Waterfront District as production, distribution and repair (PDR). The PDR district would be designed to 
protect existing activities and encourage new PDR activities. The proposed and alternative San Francisco 
converter station sites are all located on areas proposed to be re-zoned PDR. The converter station would 
be consistent with uses allowed within the PDR district. The PDR district would not allow the wide range 
of activities in the current M-2 district and would prohibit new housing. Thus, while it is acknowledged that 
residential and mixed uses are increasing in the area, including the Mission Bay and Hunters Point 
redevelopment projects, rezoning proposed in the Draft Plan establishes the protection of PDR activities 
and specifically prohibits residential uses to limit further encroachment on PDR uses. Please refer to 
Section 4.A.8 of the Final EIR for more information. 
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10-59 Comments noted. As noted in Response 4-1, the Project proponent has negotiated with the landowner at 
the HWC site and now proposes as a mitigating alternative to construct the San Francisco Converter 
Station on the western portion of the overall HWC property (“HWC [Mitigated] site”), thereby completely 
avoiding this potential impact to public access to the Bay. Therefore, no mitigation is warranted. 

10-60 This comment is in error. Potential Impact PS-4, Water Service, and the associated Mitigation Measure 
PS-4, is included in Table 1-1 of the Draft EIR on p. 1-49. It should be noted that this potential impact 
applies to the Pittsburg Standard Oil and Pittsburg Mirant sites. The Standard Oil site has been removed 
from further consideration. This potential impact does not apply to the either of the Pittsburg West Tenth 
Street sites, or to any San Francisco sites. 

10-61 Comments noted. The Draft EIR is correct as written. The proposed Project does not include specific 
planting or architectural design plans for the sites under consideration in San Francisco. However, the 
City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency and the Project proponent fully understand that landscaping and 
architectural design for converter station facilities in San Francisco (and Pittsburg) will be required, thus 
Mitigation Measures VIS-1, VIS-2, and VIS-3 shall be required of the Project proponent as clearly 
presented in the Draft EIR. The plan requirements for building materials and colors, lighting, and 
landscaping for the selected site in San Francisco will be prepared and approved in coordination with the 
City and County of San Francisco as stated in the mitigation measures. 

10-62 Comments noted. As discussed in Section 4.4.3.4.1 of the Draft EIR, material that would be dredged in 
New York Slough associated with the Standard Oil site was expected to be acceptable for replacement in 
the dredged area following cable installation. This preliminary conclusion was based on site-specific 
sediment sampling that was performed (refer to Section 4.4 and Appendix E of the Draft EIR). However, 
the Standard Oil site has been withdrawn from further consideration and since dredging was only 
associated with the submarine cable installation for this site, dredging issues in New York Slough are no 
longer applicable to the Project. 

10-63 Comments noted. The results of the Phase I and II investigations for the now-proposed HWC (Mitigated) 
site are presented in Section 4.A.14 of the Final EIR. Section 4.A.14 also addresses remediation and 
associated issues for the HWC (Mitigated) site.  

10-64 TBC is no longer considering the Standard Oil site as either the primary or an alternative site for the 
Pittsburg converter station. Therefore, no Phase II investigation is needed for this site. The now-preferred 
Pittsburg converter station site is the West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (East/West configuration) site. A 
Phase II Soil and Groundwater Investigation has been conducted for this site, and the results are 
discussed in the Draft EIR.  



STATE OF CALIFORNIA                          ARNOLD SCHWARZENEGGER, Governor

PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3298 

June 26, 2006 

Ken Strelo 
City of Pittsburg 
Planning Department 
Civic Center 
65 Civic Avenues 
Pittsburgh, CA 94565 

Dear Mr. Strelo: 

The California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) reviewed the Tran Bay Cable Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Report (SCH# 2004082096).  In reviewing the Public Services and the Public 
Safety Sections of the draft EIR we did not see any analysis of the construction impacts where the 
Trans Bay cable crosses the BART Trans Bay tube.  The construction description for the cable 
mentions trenching, burying the cable, and plate coverings, but does not have any discussion on how 
that will be handled as the cable crosses under the BART tube.  Given the age of the BART tube it 
seems that there should be mitigation measures to assure public safety during construction. 

Under project alternatives the only overhead transmission land route assumes that the high voltage 
AC cable routes through the BART Tran Bay tube making that alternative unacceptable.  Did the 
City consider routing the AC cable under the bay from Oakland to San Francisco as an alternative? 

Very truly yours, 

Sean Gallagher, Director 
CPUC Energy Division 

Cc: Michael Peevey- President CPUC 
      Steve Larson-Executive Director CPUC 
      Paul Clanon-Deputy Executive Director CPUC 
      Ken Lewis-Program Manager CPUC 

11-1

11-2

11



SECTION 12.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR 
 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

X:\Transbay\FEIR\AFEIR#2\12.0 Response to Comments.doc R11-1  Final EIR 
October 2006

Comment 
Number Response 

11-1 The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency appreciates the California Public Utilities Commission review 
of the Draft EIR for the proposed TBC Project, including the concern expressed regarding potential 
Project-related effects on the BART tube where the proposed submarine cable would cross. Please refer 
to Responses 5-1 through 5-5 that address BART’s comments on the Draft EIR. 

11-2 The alternatives analysis presented in Draft EIR Section A.8 does consider the possibility of laying a 
submarine cable between Oakland and San Francisco under the Moraga-Potrero 230 kV AC/HVDC 
alternative (refer to Section A.8.3.5.5 of the Draft EIR), and the Moraga-Embarcadero 230 kV AC 
alternative (Section A.8.3.5.6 of the Draft EIR). Both of these alternatives, and variations thereof, would 
require use of a combination of utility, BART, and/or highway corridors, including the possibility of 
crossing the Bay from Oakland to San Francisco by laying a submarine cable. None of the alternatives 
considered, with the exception of the proposed TBC Project, is considered capable of meeting all of the 
screening criteria presented in Draft EIR Section A.8.3. 



June 26, 2006 

Ken Strelo, Project Planner 
City Of Pittsburg Planning Department, Civic Center 
65 Civic Avenue 
Pittsburg, CA 94565 

RE: Trans Bay Cable Project, Draft Environmental Impact Report 

Dear Mr. Strelo: 

Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments.  As you may be aware, Baykeeper (formerly 
Waterkeepers Northern California) met with representatives of Babcock & Brown in 2004 to 
review plans for the Trans Bay Cable proposal.  At that time, Baykeeper staff expressed 
significant concerns regarding the disturbance of Bay sediment in pursuit of this project and the 
impact these activities will inevitably have on water quality in the Bay.  A copy of the December 
16, 2004 letter sent to Babcock & Brown is attached.  Our concerns have not changed given the 
draft environmental report now out for review.  At this time, Baykeeper remains concerned about 
the impacts from the proposed project and does not believe the environmental assessment 
completed pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) is sufficient. We urge you 
to more carefully consider the water quality impacts that will result from the Trans Bay project and 
to more adequately mitigate these impacts, especially as related to Bay sediment and polluted 
runoff.

Baykeeper and Clean Water Action believe that it is likely that many of the activities related to 
this project will result in violations of water quality standards, provide substantial additional 
sources of polluted runoff, and otherwise substantially degrade water quality in the Bay and its 
tributaries.  Below are a few detailed comments on the Draft EIR on behalf of Baykeeper and 
Clean Water Action:   

1. Of the pollutants that are known to contaminate the Bay and its tributaries, the report fails to 
specifically look at dioxins.  Baykeeper believes it is essential for any proposed dredging project 
to consider this pollutant carefully.  The project proponents should also ensure that the Draft EIR 
adequately reviews all other Bay pollutants by reviewing the list created under section 303(d) of 
the Clean Water Act and making sure none of these pollutants are present at high levels along 
the proposed route nor would be increased by construction runoff.   

2.  While it is important to look at mercury levels in the sediment, methyl mercury is the pollutant 
of greater concern and it is unclear as to whether the report considers this type of mercury 
specifically.  Churning up Bay sediment could convert mercury into methyl mercury or otherwise 
make it more bioavailable for uptake in the food chain.   

3. Simply comparing sediment levels to NOAA standards to determine toxicity is insufficient.  
Adequate monitoring must be undertaken to ensure that the proposed project and dredging 
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activities do not result in exceedances of water quality standards.  This is especially important in 
303(d) impaired waterways.  The Draft EIR should specifically identify the impaired waters (such 
as the Bay and Kirker Creek) and ensure that the proposed project will not result in water quality 
violations due to sediment disturbance and/or stormwater runoff. 

4.  Baykeeper and Clean Water Action believe that 27 core samples are insufficient to represent 
the quality of Bay sediment for purposes of such an invasive project as the Trans Bay Cable 
project.  Additionally, the map shows that these samples were taken at fairly equal distances, 
meaning that Baykeeper’s earlier recommendation to test at more frequent intervals near shore 
was ignored.  We believe more representative samples should be taken closer to the shore 
where sediment pollution is known to be high.  Relying solely on sporadic Regional Board data 
for hot spots is insufficient. 

5. The report states that “Confirmation sediment sampling shall be performed at the location 
where the HDD emerges into the Bay and the results would be considered and addressed prior 
to commencement of construction near this location.”  (Mitigation WATER-5: Avoidance of 
Sediment Contamination).  Baykeeper and Clean Water Action would like to urge project 
proponents to better consider contamination before the project is approved.  Waiting until 
construction begins may be too late to best avoid highly contaminated areas.  The proposed plan 
for dredging with the Hydroplow contains the same flaw, and we would strongly urge that more 
thorough consideration of contamination be considered now, before the project begins, so that 
adequate pre-planning might be done to avoid contaminated sites. 

After briefly reviewing the Draft Environmental Impact Report, we remain concerned that the 
Trans Bay Cable project is unsuitable for San Francisco Bay.  We urge you to undertake a more 
thorough analysis of the water quality impacts and the mitigation measures proposed.   

If you should have any questions, please contact Amy Chastain of Baykeeper at extension 106. 

Thank you, 

Sejal Choksi 
San Francisco Baykeeper and Program Director 

Jennifer Clary 
Clean Water Action
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X:\Transbay\FEIR\AFEIR#2\12.0 Response to Comments.doc R12-1  Final EIR 
October 2006

Comment 
Number Response 

12-1 Comments noted. Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR addresses potential water quality impacts associated with 
sediment disturbance in the Bay and surface runoff associated with construction activities. In summary, 
no unavoidable adverse significant water quality effects have been identified associated with 
implementation of the proposed Project.  

12-2 Comment noted. Dioxin has been measured in effluent and treatment plant discharges to the Bay. The 
TBC Project does not include discharge of effluent or treated water to the Bay. Section CWA 303(d) of 
the federal Clean Water Act requires states to identify waters that do not meet applicable water quality 
standards. The California 303(d) list identifies impaired water bodies and pollutants for which the State 
water board is in the process of developing allowable total maximum daily loads. San Francisco Bay is 
listed for a number of pollutants including mercury and PCBs. The sediment survey presented in 
Appendix E of the Draft EIR did not encounter any sediment contamination along the cable alignment and 
the shore-term construction activities are not expected to contribute to the daily load of identified 
pollutants.  

12-3 Comment noted. The sediment survey presented in Appendix E of the Draft EIR did not encounter any 
contamination, including mercury, along the cable alignment at concentrations greater than ambient Bay 
concentrations or generally accepted benchmarks. Methyl mercury would be identified as a potential 
concern if shallow sediments exhibiting elevated total mercury concentrations above the NOAA effects 
range medium benchmark of 710 µg/kg were encountered. These concentration levels were not 
detected. The majority of the cable alignment is in deep water near the center of the Bay that has lower 
mercury levels than concentrations measured in shallow water in the south Bay and San Pablo Bay.  

12-4 Comments noted. Please note that the Standard Oil site and ancillary facilities has been withdrawn from 
further consideration as noted in the Final EIR and previous comment responses. Therefore, the Project 
no longer has the potential to impact Kirker Creek. Regarding the Project’s potential to result in 
exceedance of water quality standards, NOAA sediment benchmarks and RWQCB ambient sediment 
concentrations are accepted criteria used in human health and sediment ecological risk analyses for 
characterization of sediments in San Francisco Bay. 

12-5 Comment noted. The volume of dispersed sediment along the cable alignment is between 117 and 235 
cubic yards per mile assuming the full 6-ft burial depth. The total volume of dispersed sediment along the 
53-mile alignment is between 6,220 and 12,440 cubic yards. The Dredged Material Management Office 
(DMMO) guidelines for implementing the USACE Inland Testing Manual indicate that for dredged 
volumes of between 5,000 and 20,000 cubic yards, 1 composite sample from 4 sample locations is 
required for testing. Therefore, 27 samples tested for the project from 27 locations far exceeds the 
requirements of the regulatory dredging agencies. 

12-6 Comment noted. The use of HDD at the shoreline crossing near the Potrero substation would allow the 
cable to enter the Bay at a depth of approximately 30-35 feet below MLLW offshore of known shoreline 
contamination. The HDD technique consisting of bore-and-core combined with containment at the 
offshore end of the boring has been proposed to contain drilling mud and cuttings, as well as the 
introduction of any shoreline contaminants into the Bay. Please see Response to 12-5. 
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December 16, 2004 

Babcock & Brown Power Operating Partners LLC
2 Harrison Street, 6th Floor
San Francisco, CA  94105 

Dear David Parquet and the Trans Bay Cable Project Planning Team: 

On behalf of San Francisco Baykeeper, a project of Waterkeepers of Northern 
California (“Baykeeper”) we offer these preliminary comments on the proposed 
Trans Bay Cable Project.

First, let us thank you for your sincere effort to involve the community in the 
early stages of planning and environmental consideration for this project. We 
hope that these comments will serve to inform you of our concerns about a 
project this complex in our unique estuary and to bring about the most effective 
management of the Bay ecosystem and the most efficient use of your resources. 
These comments are brief due to Baykeeper’s limited involvement and thus do 
not preclude any future concerns that Baykeeper may have of the final 
monitoring plan, EIR, final plan implementation, or any unforeseen impacts. It is 
these impacts that we urge you to identify now, early in the process, before a 
great deal of capital investment has been put forth. 

General Comments 

Overall, the Trans Bay Cable project is commendable in its goals. The City of San 
Francisco now relies on a limited power delivery system that is vulnerable to 
service interruptions. It will come under further pressure as the population 
grows and the infrastructure continues to age. The current power plants at 
Potrero Hill and Hunter’s Point are relics of a bygone era, evading many of the 
regulations that govern modern power plants. They pollute the air and water 
with NOx, SO2, ground level ozone, particulate matter, and heavy metals. These 
plants are scheduled for retirement in 2006-8. A viable alternative must emerge 
to supply power to the city. The ‘generation-rich’ East Bay provides an attractive 
solution to this problem – if an effective delivery route can be found. 

The current plan, to bury a Bundled HVDC cable in the sediment from Pittsburg, 
through Suisin, San Pablo, and North San Francisco Bays to Potrero Point has 
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been put forth as the most viable alternative at this time. As the Project 
Coordinators have explained, it has become possible to undertake such a project 
as advancements in the technology of underwater vehicles have reduced both 
cost and uncertainty of cable installation. The Project Coordinators have 
described projects very similar to this one that have met with great success 
around the world. 

While this technology may be well suited for some cases, we cannot assume it is 
appropriate in all cases. Not all seabeds are the same. The San Francisco Bay 
Estuary is not like open ocean of the Irish Sea or The Bass Strait, where the Irish 
and Tazmanians have been well served by trans-oceanic cables. We have been 
directed to two projects that are most similar to the Transbay Cable proposal: the 
Cross-Sound Cable across Long Island Sound (NY) and the NEPTUNE project in 
the Raritan watershed (NJ). We point out that both have been set with problems 
that have stalled their successful completion. The San Francisco Bay shares many 
of the challenges of these projects – nearby urban areas, heavy boat traffic, 
sensitive benthic habitats, and large fishing communities. Our Bay also shares a 
particular troubling feature with the NEPTUNE project, which is currently 
stalled indefinitely. Both have a long history of contamination. Our central 
concern with the Trans Bay Cable Project is that by disturbing six square feet of 
sediment over 55 miles of the Bay, huge amounts of this toxic contamination, 
currently entombed in the Bay floor, could become suspended in the water 
column and enter the food chain. 

With a watershed of 63,000 square miles, the estuary drains 40% of the land area 
of California through an opening of less than 4000 feet at the Golden Gate. It has 
been the ultimate repository for the runoff from the many mining operations and 
industrial facilities that have been established here since the time of the Gold 
Rush. The Sacramento Valley, which drains into the watershed, has been one of 
the most heavily farmed regions of the world for over a hundred years. During 
this time, millions of tons of pesticides and herbicides have been applied to the 
land. Many of the chemicals applied to the land between 1950 and 1975 have 
been found to be carcinogenic, teratogenic, or in other ways toxic and have thus 
been banned. Currently, the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board 
oversees 21 Superfund sites; 19 toxic pit sites; 2000 spills, leaks, and cleanups; 
10,000 fuel leak sites; and 50 brownfields in the area, many on the immediate 
shoreline. (Wolfe, Nov 6, 2004) A great many compounds have run into the Bay, 
directly along the proposed route of this project. Many of them have a natural 
attraction to organic material, so as they enter the water column, they adsorb, or 
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attach to the outside of, sediment particles and settle to the bottom. Over time, 
they are covered over by more sediment and become trapped in the Bay floor.

The most dangerous of these compounds are those designed in the early years of 
chemical engineering, a time when chemical engineers were able to synthesize an 
extraordinary array of compounds but before doctors and scientists became 
aware of the long term problems they would pose. They are often incredibly 
stable and resistant to decay. Many can interfere with the delicate processes of 
life. They pose no harm when buried in sediment, but if they are released into the 
food chain, they gain entry into the bodies of aquatic wildlife and thus, into the 
bodies of fish-eating humans. The active sediment layer, from which sediment is 
currently re-suspended due to wave and tidal action is no more than 33cm, 
perhaps as little at 10 cm in San Pablo and Suisin Bays, comprising between 3 
and 10 years of accumulation (assuming a sediment accumulation rate of 3.1 
cm/yr). (Davis, 2003; Fuller et al., 1999) The proposed project could re-suspend 
sediment buried up to 2m deep. By liquefying this sediment, comprising 80 to 
150 years of accumulation, (Fuller et al., 1999) this project could release a vast 
number of dangerous compounds into the food chain. We urge that adequate 
studies be undertaken to determine the ultimate consequences of fluidizing such 
contaminated sediment. 

Specific Comments 

History of Contamination

San Francisco Bay is one of the few large estuaries on the western coast of North 
America. Its watershed comprises 63,000 square miles, 40% of the total surface 
area of the State of California. It has a long history of chemical contamination. 
Evidence shows that from the first years of Spanish settlement in 1769, toxic 
compounds were already beginning to accumulate in the sediment of the Bay 
floor, perhaps as a result of clearing the land by fire. (van Geen and Luoma 
(1999) citing  Hornberger, et al.  (1999)) The contamination accelerated during the 
late nineteenth century as mining operations in the Sierra Nevada foothills 
released toxic heavy metals, especially mercury, from the hillsides. These metals 
ran into rivers and settled into the sediment of the Bay and Delta. Soon after 
these mining operations began, agriculture in the Central Valley expanded 
dramatically, driven by irrigation water diverted from these same rivers. During 
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the twentieth century, millions of tons of fertilizer, herbicides, and pesticides 
spilled off this farmland into the Bay. Early compounds, such as the inorganic 
arsenicals were dangerous in their own right, but between the two World Wars a 
new generation of chemists was synthesizing far more dangerous chemicals, 
among them the chlorinated hydrocarbons. These, which include the chlorinated 
hydrocarbon insecticides (DDT, dieldrin, chlordane, toxaphene, etc.), PCBs, and 
dioxins, have not only been shown to be dangerous to human systems but are 
particularly resistant to decay, especially when suspended in sediment. They 
were banned from manufacture in the 1970s, but in the intervening 50 years of 
use and illegal disposal, many tons were dumped into the Bay. The 
contamination continues today. In heavily farmed areas, between 1,250 and 4,300 
pounds of pesticides are used per square mile annually. (TBI (1998) citing Brown 
and Caldwell (1990)) A 1992 report by the San Francisco Estuary Project 
estimates that current toxic release is on the order of thousands of metric tons per 
year. (Monroe and Kelly, 1992) 

Many of the contaminants mentioned above have low water solubility and thus 
partition quickly out of the water column. If they are not ingested by an aquatic 
animal, they are likely to attach to sediment particles, settle to the bottom, and 
become embedded in the sediment. (Davis, 2004, Ling et al. 1993) They are 
persistent in the environment, bioaccumulative in the food chain, and have a 
profound effect on human health. Of particular alarm are their carcinogenic 
properties and their effect on the proper development of the human fetus. Our 
central concern with the Trans Bay Cable Project is that by disturbing six square 
feet of sediment over 55 miles of the Bay, huge amounts of these toxic chemicals 
could become suspended in the water column and enter the food chain. It should 
be noted that sediment in upstream locations has shown to be more 
contaminated than downstream locations. (Vankatesan et al., 1999) The portion 
of the cable buried in Suisun Bay is particularly worrisome. 

Due to considerations for recreational anchors, the cable must be buried 1 to 2 
meters deep in this sediment along its entire 55 mile path. To accomplish this, a 
hydroplow will direct water at a pressure upwards of 100 psi into Bay floor, 
disturbing between 27,000 cubic meters and 54,000 cubic meters of sediment. The 
sediment will ‘fluidize’ and the cable will sink to the appropriate regulated 
depth. Not enough is known about this process. Specifically, to what extent will 
the chemicals entombed in this liquefied sediment be released into the aquatic 
environment? We urge that the proper studies be undertaken to answer this 
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question. Of particular concern is sediment from the years of greatest 
Chlorinated Hydrocarbon (CHC) contamination, between 1950 and 1975.  

Through conversations with colleagues at NY/NJ Baykeeper regarding their 
experiences with the proposed NEPTUNE project, we have come to understand 
that dredging may be required to achieve favorable bottom conditions for the 
hydroplow. We have not been made aware of any dredging required in this 
project. Dredging can have significant impacts on the Bay floor. We urge that any 
dredging activity be undertaken with the greatest caution and consideration for 
this sensitive and important habitat. 

Special Areas of Concern

Suisin Bay 
The coastline west of Pittsburgh is heavily industrialized, and we would 
recommend particular sensitivity when disrupting the sediment in this area.  As 
the proposed route leaves Pittsburgh heading west, it passes a shoreline with a 
long history of military and industrial tenants. It passes first by a sewage outfall 
at Mallard Island and around Stake Point, where the General Chemical Bay Point 
Works chemical plant stands just before Middle Point. Beginning with this 
facility, we pass a long stretch of potentially contaminated coastline. The 
Concord Naval Weapons Station encompasses 7,000 acres along two miles of 
shoreline from Belloma Slough to Pacheco Creek and also includes Seal, Roe, and 
Ryer Islands to the north.  It was from this well-protected port that the Navy 
provided munitions for its Pacific fleet during WWII, Korea, and Vietnam. It is 
included in the National Priorities List (Superfund) program, identifying it as 
one of the most highly contaminated sites in the country. According to this 
program administered by EPA, “Soil, sediments, and surface water are 
contaminated with heavy metals including zinc, copper, lead, cadmium, and 
arsenic, as well as SVOC [(semi)volatile organic compounds] and pesticides… 
Tidal action in the wetlands inundated the sources, carrying contamination to 
Suisun Bay.” (USEPA) On the east side of the Weapons Station, is Pacheco Creek. 
Upstream in this creek stands the Tosco Avon Oil Refinery. The process of 
refining petroleum produces many harmful byproducts, including dioxin, which 
are discharged into this creek and flow to the Bay. To the West, there are 
additional petroleum refineries, discharging these same toxic compounds into 
the Bay. 

13-5

13-6

13-7



Baykeeper Comment Letter on Trans Bay Cable Project 
December 16, 2006 
Page 6 of 14 

6

These facilities were built along this shoreline in part because the Bay provides a 
convenient repository for their outflow. Chemicals from these sites may lie 
suspended in the sediment today. This stretch of almost 15 miles from Pittsburg 
to Davis Point is an area of special concern, requiring testing at a more frequent 
interval than 1000 yards. If the contamination is too great, an alternative route, 
north of Ryer Island, could be explored. 

Potrero Point 
There is little doubt that the sediment around Potrero Point, the proposed 
terminus for the cable, has been heavily contaminated. We understand that the 
project design team is sensitive to this fact and will likely opt to use directional 
drilling technology to avoid re-suspending this sediment. We urge caution even 
with this seemingly benign approach, and recommend extensive testing and 
monitoring of this site.  

Chemicals of Concern

Chlorinated Hydrocarbons (CHCs) –
CHCs are a family of chemicals characterized by one or more hydrocarbon rings 
attached to one or more chlorine atoms, and often other compounds. They have 
been released into the water as a result of an accident, such as an electrical 
transformer explosion, after agricultural application such as to protect crops 
from insects, or from illegal dumping. CHC exposure can impact many of the 
body’s systems, with negative impact on proper respiratory, cardiovascular, 
gastrointestinal, endocrine, dermal, and ocular function. Many are listed by the 
EPA as ‘probable human carcinogens’. (ATSDR – Chapter 3)

It is important to understand how these compounds came to exist. PCBs 
(polychlorinated biphenyls) are a class of 209 chemicals that were produced in 
mixtures known as Araclors by the Monsanto Company between 1929 and 1977. 
Commercial manufacture produces some combination of different congeners. 
Each of these congeners reacts differently with body. Their number classification 
is based on their number of chlorine atoms. The more chlorinated a PCB 
congener, the more resistant it is to decay. While UV-B or high temperatures will 
break up highly chlorinated PCBs, even the residual products persist in the 
environment. The highest levels of PCB contamination in San Pablo Bay are 
between 60-70 cm. (Venkatesan, 1999) 
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Furans (PCDFs) and dioxins (PCDDs) exist as byproducts of industrial processes 
and the combustion of other compounds, especially chlorophenols, 
chlorobenzenes, and PCBs. They are among the most toxic synthetic substances 
known to science. They are also highly persistent.  

Chloronated hydrocarbon pesticides, including DDT, were first hailed as miracle 
chemicals when they were introduced in 1938. Their ability to protect crops from 
insects and other pests was unmatched. Unfortunately, they too are highly toxic 
to humans and wildlife. This was not fully understood until the 1970s, at which 
time they were banned for use in the United States. In the intervening years, 
millions of tons ran into Bay after rains or illegal dumping. These chemicals are 
highly persistent and remain in the sediment today. 

Health Effects 

Given the brief nature of these comments, we will only discuss one pathway of 
negative health effects – the manipulation of endocrine function. The CDC 
provides a full discussion of health effects through the Agency for Toxic 
Substances and Disease Registry’s catalogue of Toxicological Profiles. 

Many CHCs and their metabolites affect the proper balance of hormones in the 
body by mimicking their chemical and physical properties in several different 
ways. They can fool the brain into thinking there is a high level of a particular 
hormone in the blood, triggering it to send the signal to stop producing that 
hormone, with a resultant shortage. They can bind to the chemicals that are 
meant to neutralize the hormone, with a resulting overload. They can induce or 
suppress the production of enzymes in the liver meant to metabolize the 
hormone, again changing the natural levels. Any of these, or a combination of 
several, will have a profound effect on the body.  

Two examples of affected hormones are the thyroid hormone and estrogen. Both 
play vital roles in the delicate and irreversible process of prenatal development.

During development the thyroid hormone directs process of organizing the 
developing brain. For the period between 8 weeks, when brain development 
begins, and the time of thyroid hormone production (10 – 12 weeks), the fetus 
relies on thyroid hormone from its mother. A thyroid deficiency during this 
period results in cretinism, with symptoms including deaf-mutism, spasticity, 
gait disturbances, profound mental retardation, and complete or partial inability 
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to stand. (Porterfield and Hendry (1998) citing Stanbury (1984); Donati et al. 
(1992); Rogan and Ragan (2003)) Even after this period, a lack of thyroid 
hormone can impair neurological development, shown later in life as learning 
and behavioral disorders such as attention problems, impaired memory and 
diminished spatial perception. Brain development continues until several weeks 
after birth and can be affected by CHCs that are secreted through a mother’s 
breast milk. (Klein, 1972) Such problems have been reported in a study of 
children born in the early 1980s to women who had eaten large amounts of Great 
Lakes fish shown to have high CHC levels. (Jacobson and Jacobson, 1996) They 
continue to become increasingly common in our society. 

Estrogen levels can also be affected, especially by DDT and other pesticides that 
were used so heavily in the Central Valley.  A male exposed to estrogen 
mimicking compounds can develop malformed sexual organs and feminized 
behavior. (Vreugdenhil et al., 2002; Skakkebæk et al., 2001)  Sterility or more 
serious consequences will result. Although the mother’s estrogen will not cross 
through the placenta, estrogen mimicking chemicals from outside the body do 
cross into the fetus’ bloodstream. Other compounds, such as some of the dioxins, 
work in the opposite way, binding to the receptors meant for estrogen without 
activating them. This leads to an estrogen deficiency, especially damaging to the 
female fetus. (Soto, et al., 1994; Lascombe, et al., 2000) 

Heavy Metals
Heavy metals exist naturally in the earth’s crust and naturally leach into the 
environment in low levels. Human activities such as mining and the burning of 
fossil fuels can release these metals at much higher levels. Such mining began in 
earnest in our watershed in the mid 19th century with the discovery of gold in the 
Sierra foothills. Miners diverted water from rivers and forced it into high 
pressure jets to remove the rock from the hillside. This released naturally 
occurring metals, especially mercury and cadmium. Mercury was also used as an 
amalgam to extract the pure gold from alluvium ores and then dumped directly 
into the watershed.

Mercury comes out of the ground in its metallic or inorganic form, which is not a 
great threat to humans. In the environment, though, microorganisms metabolize 
it into methylmercury, which is lipophilic and as such becomes much more 
dangerous to wildlife and humans alike. Methylmercury is a known neurotoxin. 
Symptoms of exposure include impaired peripheral vision, hearing, taste, and 
smell; slurred speech; unsteadiness of gait and limbs; muscle weakness; 
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irritability; memory loss; depression ; and sleeping difficulties. It also damages 
the kidneys and causes death in high doses. Children, particularly fetuses and 
newborns, are quite sensitive to mercury exposure. Many of their systems 
continue to develop into their teenage years and exposure to mercury can 
interfere with this development. (ATSDR – Chapter 3) 

All of these compounds exist in the sediment of our estuary. If they are released 
into the water column, they will enter the food chain, eventually accumulating in 
the large, predatory, long-living fish that humans eat. Because the chemicals 
accumulate over time, the levels in a fish’s meat can be millions of times higher 
than in the surrounding water. Thousands of people eat these fish caught from 
the Bay each year. Our first priority should be to the health of these people and 
the health of their families. 

Suggestions
The following are specific suggestions to ensure that this project will have 
minimal impact on human health and aquatic wildlife. 

Take sediment core samples at more frequent intervals 
As we have shown, much of the proposed route has the potential for heavy 
sediment contamination, much of it localized. The current plan to test sediment 
cores every 1000 yards may not accurately reflect this heavy contamination. 
Especially along the southern shoreline of Suisin Bay, we suggest a more 
rigorous monitoring program.

Take sediment core samples to an appropriate depth 
Especially in soft sediment, the cable will need to be placed deeper than the one 
meter standard to avoid recreational marine anchors. The high organic content 
and fine sediment particles of these softer surfaces also make them more 
attractive to contaminants. Sediment cores should be taken at a depth consistent 
with the planned depth of the cable. 

Use best detection methods available 
It is not appropriate to group chemicals by class. Many chemicals within one 
class can act quite differently. In order to accurately detect what chemicals are 
present in sediment, it is necessary to use a high resolution gas chromatograph or 
electron capture detection. (ATSDR – Chapter 7) These expensive tests are 
necessary given what we know about contamination of Bay sediment and its 
potential health effects.
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Investigate technology for sediment removal 
If it is found that the sediment along the proposed route would release chemicals 
such that their presence in the water exceeds acceptable limits, it may be 
necessary to work with Pirelli and other contractors to devise a method for 
removing the contaminated sediment in an environmentally sound manner and 
covering the cable with clean sediment. 

Recognize incomplete science 
Throughout each stage of testing and design, it is important to recognize that 
society’s understanding of certain processes is not definitive. Many of the 
chemicals suspended in the sediment have not been tested for health effects or 
environmental persistence. Chemicals can act synergistically within the body and 
the water column, one multiplying the effect of another by hundreds of times 
(Van Birgelen et al., 1996). Any decisions should err on the side of caution, 
especially as many effects are irreversible and occur society-wide. There are 
several models for evaluating the rate of chemical re-suspension into the water 
column. We urge you to consult several before making any conclusions. 

Explore Alternative Routes 
Baykeeper would encourage another look at the BART Trans Bay Tube/Federal 
Highway route to Pittsburgh. With security concerns, it would undoubtedly be 
difficult to implement this plan, but if sediment contamination proves to be 
extensive, it may be more efficient to come up with a way to prevent security 
breaches rather than manage polluted sediment. 

Understand historical contamination  
In discussions with the Project Coordinators and Engineering team, some 
questions arose about the depth at which contaminated sediment in the Bay lies 
as well as the depth of the Active Sediment Layer. We recommend that these 
questions be resolved as soon as possible. See the Davis, Fuller and Ling papers 
referenced below for a discussion of these topics.

Understand impacts to benthic communities
This letter has dealt primarily with Bay sediment contamination and its impacts 
on aquatic wildlife and human health. This letter does not preclude further 
comment on the sensitivity of the benthic communities impacted by this 
proposal. We urge that a full understanding of the project’s impact on the 
benthic habitat be developed. 
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Please contact us if you have a question about these comments.  And once again, 
thank you for this opportunity to provide input. 

Sincerely,

Avi Ringer 
Policy and Research Intern 
Waterkeepers Northern California 

Sejal Choksi 
San Francisco Baykeeper 
Waterkeepers Northern California 
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13-1 Comments noted. This letter dates from late 2004 and, as such, is not specific to the accuracy or content of 
the Draft EIR for the Trans Bay Cable Project which was issued on May 10, 2006. None the less, the City of 
Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency appreciates the San Francisco Baykeeper’s interest in the Project and has 
responded to the issues raised in the December 16, 2004 letter. 

13-2 Comment noted. Please see Responses10-9 and 10-12. Sediment toxic hot spots are typically associated 
with historic manufacturing and town gas operations located along the Bay shoreline. It is true that at some 
toxic hot spots, contamination increases with depth. However, in deep, open water there is no evidence of 
contamination from toxic hot spots or evidence that contamination increases with depth. The majority of the 
cable alignment is in deep water near the center of the Bay. The use of HDD at the shoreline crossing near 
the Potrero Power Plant would allow the cable to enter the Bay at a depth of approximately 25 feet below 
MLLW offshore of known shoreline contamination. The HDD technique being proposed consisting of bore-
and-core combined with containment at the offshore end of the boring has been proposed to ensure that 
drilling mud and any shoreline contaminants are not introduced to the Bay. 

13-3 Comment noted. Please refer to Responses 10-9 and 10-12. 
13-4 Comment noted. Please refer to Responses 10-9 and 10-12. 
13-5 Comment noted. Please refer to Responses 10-10 and 10-12. 
13-6 Comment noted. Please refer to Response 10-10. 
13-7 Comment noted. Please refer to Responses 10-9, 10-12, and 12-5. 
13-8 Comment noted. Please refer to Responses 10-10 and 10-12. 
13-9 Comment noted. Please refer to Responses 10-9 and 10-12. 
13-10 Comment noted. Please see Responses 10-9 and 10-12. There is no evidence of contamination in 

sediments along the cable alignment and, therefore, there is no reason to expect that fish could become 
contaminated by exposure to dispersed sediments. Long-term exposure to contamination is required before 
fish show elevated tissue concentrations. As indicated in Response 10-12, the volume of sediment being 
dispersed is extremely small particularly compared to typical dredging projects and the sediment would be 
dispersed at a very slow rate. It is not credible to hypothesize a fish would preferentially remain in the 
disturbed area of the sediment plume over the course of the cable installation.  

13-11 Comment noted. Please see Response 12-5. 
13-12 Comment noted. Please see Response 12-5. 
13-13 Comment noted. Please see Response 12-5. 
13-14 Comment noted. Please see Responses 10-12 and 12-5.  
13-15 Comment noted. Please see Responses 10-12 and 12-5 
13-16 Please refer to Section A.8.3 of the Draft EIR which analyzes numerous alternatives to the proposed Trans 

Bay Cable Project, including its proposed submarine cable component. None of the alternatives is 
considered to be feasible and capable of meeting the stated Project objectives. 

13-17 Comment noted. Please see Responses 10-9 and 10-12.  
13-18 Comment noted. Various sections of the Draft EIR describe the benthic communities and potential impacts 

to these communities. For example, Draft EIR Sections 4.6.3.2.5 and 4.6.3.2.6 address potential impacts to 
the benthos with regard to cable installation. Sections 4.6.3.3.1 and 4.6.3.3.2 include discussions of 
potential impacts to the benthos from operation of the cable and provide references to studies of impacts to 
benthic communities conducted on similar cable undersea projects.  



COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT P.O. Box 5007, Antioch, CA 94531-5007

June 26, 2006

Mr. Ken Strelo
Planning Department
65 Civic Avenue
Pittsburg, CA 94565

RE: TRANS BAY CABLE PROJECT
DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT

Dear Mr. Strelo:

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (DEIR)
for the Trans Bay Cable Project. The proposed Standard Oil site is located near the City of
Antioch and as such there are some concerns with this project. Specifically, they are as
follows.

1. Page 1-18 of the Executive Summary states that Pittsburg West Tenth Street
Alternative 1 and Pittsburg Mirant sites both avoid various potentially significant
impacts (such as water quality due to dredging and potential onshore biological
impacts associated with cable installation) that would be associated with the proposed
Standard Oil site. Also, the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 and Pittsburg
Mirant alternative sites are considered to be environmentally superior to the proposed
Standard Oil Converter Station site which is the proposed location. Based on the
information in the document, there is less dredging for the above two alternatives as
they are located further to the west. Also, vehicular access to both the Alternative 1
and the Mirant site are more direct route than the proposed location which may result
in less congestion on Highway 4. The two alternatives seem to be preferable also due
to their location in a Heavy Industrial designation more appropriate for the proposed
use.

2. The proposed Standard Oil location is close to the western property line for the City of
Antioch. As such, there may be several impacts which would require mitigation.

• Water Quality – There needs to be sufficient mitigation to make sure that
dredging activities do not interfere with or degrade the City of Antioch water
intake on the Delta. Please provide quantifiable verification of this in the
document.

• Noise – The City of Antioch maximum exterior noise level is 60 CNEL for
stationary noise sources. The project should be mitigated to the extent that
noise generated from the project does not exceed this within the City limits.

Building Services Phone (925)779-7065 – Fax (925)779-7034
Planning Services Phone (925)779-7035 – Fax (925)779-7034
Capital Improvement Phone (925)779-7050 – Fax (925)779-7003
Neighborhood Improvement Phone (925)779-7042 – Fax (925)779-7034
Land Development/Engineer ing Phone (925)779-7035 – Fax (925)779-7034

14-1

14-2

14



Draft Environmental Impact Report Comments
Trans Bay Cable Project
June 26, 2006
Page 2 of 2

• Truck Routes - The proposed project does not identify truck routes that may be
within the Antioch city limits. All truck routes to the Pittsburg site should be
accessed from and through the City of Pittsburg.

• Air Quality – The prevailing winds flow from west to east. Construction impacts
must be mitigated to ensure that dust generated by construction and operation
of the project does not carry off the site.

• Lighting – All lighting should be mitigated for spillover effects and designed to
minimize regional “nighttime sky” glare impacts.

As noted above, there may be some issues that need to be substantiated to support the
assertions made in the DEIR, and additional or revised mitigations may be required to
address potential impacts. The above mentioned items should be addressed prior to
certification of this document. Also, please notify the City of Antioch on any public hearings
regarding this project.

If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at (925) 779-6120 or contact me
at noshinsky@ci.antioch.ca.us.

Sincerely,

Nina Oshinsky
Senior Planner

14-2

14-3
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14-1 Comments noted. The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency appreciates the City of Antioch’s review of 
the Draft EIR for the proposed TBC Project and concurs with the City of Antioch’s comment. The Project 
proponent has made a decision to withdraw the previously-proposed Standard Oil site, including ancillary 
facilities, from further consideration thus the City of Antioch’s concerns have been addressed. Refer to 
Sections 1.0 and 3.0 of the Final EIR for further information.  

14-2 Please refer to Response 14-1. 
14-3 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 14-1. 
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15-1 The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency appreciates your review on behalf of the Dogpatch 
Neighborhood Association of the Draft EIR for the TBC Project, including the assessment of potential 
cultural resource impacts related to historic resources in San Francisco. The previous testimony before the 
CEC was reviewed and cited in the Draft EIR (Section 4.7.1.2.1) and in the technical report for historical 
resources (Draft EIR Appendix G). Furthermore, the Project proponent has negotiated with the landowner 
at the HWC site and now proposes to shift the San Francisco converter station to the west on the overall 
HWC property (HWC [Mitigated] site). HWC (Mitigated) avoids all direct and indirect impacts to the historic 
buildings on the HWC site, the adjacent Mirant property (i.e., Station A Complex), and to potential historic 
districts. Please refer to Responses 3-7 and 10-44 for more information. 

15-2 Please refer to Response 15-1. 
15-3 Comment noted. As stated in the prelude (Historical Architectural Resources) to Mitigation Measure(s) 

CUL-2 (Disturbance of Historical Architectural Resources) of the Draft EIR, these measures apply to 
construction of the previously proposed San Francisco HWC Converter Station which would involve 
demolition of historical resources. It should be noted that, partly in response to comments received 
regarding potential historic resources impacts associated with development of the Project on the HWC 
site, the Project proponent has negotiated with the landowner at the HWC site and now proposes to shift 
the San Francisco converter station to the west on the overall HWC property (HWC [Mitigated] site), 
thereby completely avoiding direct impacts to the two historic buildings on the eastern portion of the HWC 
property. Another advantage of the HWC (Mitigated) site is that it allows the proposed 115 kV 
interconnection to the PG&E Potrero substation to be installed without impacting the Station A Complex on 
the adjacent Mirant Potrero property. This action would not directly or indirectly impact the potential historic 
district(s) located north of the HWC site. Refer to Section 4.A.7 of the Final EIR for more information. The 
mitigation measures presented in the Final EIR that would be undertaken to address this shift of the 
proposed project have been expanded and clarified. The Draft EIR presents four mitigation measures (i.e., 
Mitigation Measure CUL-2a, Recording Architectural Resources; CUL-2b, Architectural Resource 
Interpretive Display and/or Interpretive Material; and CUL-2c, and Architectural Resource Salvage 
Opportunities. The Final EIR presents an additional mitigation measure, CUL-2d, Central Waterfront 
Historic Preservation. Refer to Final EIR Section 13.0 for more information. 

15-4 Comments noted. Please refer to Draft EIR Section 4.8.2.3.4 (Central Waterfront Neighborhood Plan 
[Draft] and Final EIR Section 4.A.8) for information regarding the pending zoning and planning code 
controls that encompass the Project area in San Francisco.  
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16-1 Comments noted. The City of Pittsburg as CEQA lead Agency appreciates Mirant’s review of the Draft EIR 
for the proposed TBC Project. 

16-2 Comments noted. An exhaustive underground survey was conducted to locate existing underground 
utilities in the area. All utilities in the area of concern have been mapped. Installation of the cable in these 
areas will be performed based on this information, using a combination of equipment and hand excavation 
to locate and protect existing utilities during construction.  

16-3 Comments noted. The proposed 115 kV AC cable would be placed underground between the converter 
station site and the PG&E Potrero Substation. The proposed cable route does not interfere with either the 
San Francisco Mirant 115 kV overhead transmission line or transmission towers. 

16-4 Comment noted. The Project proponent is aware that Mirant Alternative 1 would require removal and 
relocation of a water tank on Mirant’s property at the Project proponent’s expense.  

16-5 Comment noted. In the event the alternative Mirant 3 layout was selected for implementation, the Project 
proponent would coordinate with Mirant to relocate the affected portion of Humboldt Street at TBC’s 
expense. 

16-6 Comments noted. The Project proponent has withdrawn the Standard Oil site and ancillary facilities from 
further consideration and, thus, the Project no longer includes a dredging component near Mirant’s once 
through cooling water intake facilities in Pittsburg. No adverse Project-related impacts on Mirant’s cooling 
water intake facilities are anticipated.  

16-7 Comment noted. None of the proposed or alternative Project components would directly impact Willow 
Creek on Mirant’s Pittsburg property. The proposed AC and DC cable routes (refer to Figure A.8-20 in the 
Draft EIR and Figure 3-11 in this Final EIR) stay at least 200 feet or more to the east of Willow Creek. The 
proposed cables would be installed in underground conduit via trenching in the gravel shoulder of the 
existing Mirant Pittsburg facility access road which is paved. Mitigation Measures WATER-1 (Erosion 
Control and Contaminant Source Control) and WATER-2 (Spill Prevention and Control Plan for HDD) 
would minimize or avoid any potential for construction-related impacts to Willow Creek. 

16-8 Comments noted. In response to this comment, Mr. Ronald Kino (Mirant Environmental Specialist) was 
contacted by the EIR preparers on August 23 and 24, 2006. Mr. Kino concurred with URS Biologist Bill 
Martin’s assessment from the site reconnaissance meeting at Mirant’s Pittsburg facility in April of 2004 that 
the site is composed of heavily disturbed industrial landscape lacking native plant communities/habitats. 
The offshore cable route comes onshore via HDD under rock rip-rap and continues in unvegetated, heavily 
disturbed landscapes. Additionally, the proposed temporary construction laydown areas and the alternative 
converter station sites on the Mirant Pittsburg property are also located on unvegetated, heavily disturbed 
landscapes. Based on the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) mapped occurrences, Bill 
Martin’s field assessment, and the input from Mr. Kino, the potential for impact to sensitive terrestrial 
biological resources from the proposed onshore cable routes, laydown areas, and or the alternative 
converter station areas on Mirant’s Pittsburg property is low to non-existent since no sensitive resources 
are present in the potentially affected Project areas.  
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16-9 Comments noted. The Standard Oil site, including laydown areas has been removed from further 
consideration, thus potential impacts to salt marsh harvest mouse are no longer applicable for the 
Standard Oil site laydown areas referenced in this comment. As discussed in Response 16-8, the EIR 
preparers contacted Mirant Environmental Specialist Ronald Kino on August 23 and 24, 2006. Mr. Kino 
confirmed that there is “no pickleweed on the Mirant property”. Pickleweed marsh habitats occur 
considerably further west of the Mirant property. Based on the lack of habitat known to support the species 
on the Mirant Pittsburg property, including the portion where proposed or alternative Trans Bay Cable 
Project facilities would be located (i.e., saltmarsh or pickleweed marsh, sometimes with adjacent upland 
vegetated grasslands), it is unlikely this species occurs on the Mirant Pittsburg property. Therefore, no 
Project-related impacts to salt marsh harvest mouse would be likely to occur. 

16-10 See Response 10-33 related to delta smelt. As described in the Draft EIR, work is planned to be 
conducted during the environmental work windows for a number of listed (e.g., Chinook salmon, 
steelhead) or commercially important species (e.g., Pacific herring). NOAA Fisheries issued a Final Rule to 
list the southern distinct population segment (DPS) of green sturgeon as threatened on April 7, 2006, after 
the biology section of the Draft EIR was prepared and the document was in production. This final rule 
became effective on June 6, 2006, after the Draft EIR was published. The Final EIR text has been updated 
to include Section 4.6.1.3.4 describing green sturgeon. Please refer to the new Section 13.0 of the Final 
EIR for the applicable text revision. 

16-11 See Response 16-10 regarding the listing status of green sturgeon. The Final EIR text has been updated 
to include Section 4.6.1.3.4 describing this species. Please refer to the new Section 13.0 of the Final EIR 
for applicable text revision. Green sturgeon (and other listed fish species) were not addressed separately 
in the impacts section of the Draft EIR. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.4 (Water Quality), the cable-
laying operation would result in a very localized sediment plume that is not expected to significantly impact 
water quality. Installation of the cable could potentially suspend approximately 6,220 to 12,440 cubic yards 
of sediment over the entire 53-mile project area. This would amount to about 117 to 235 cubic yards of 
suspended material per mile. This amount of suspended material is small compared with the volume of 
sediment resuspended in the Bay by the tides or wind. Fish species inhabiting the Bay and estuarine 
species such as delta smelt are well adapted to the natural condition of relatively high turbidity. It is 
expected that green sturgeon would react to the temporary disturbance of the cable-laying operation 
similarly to other mobile fish species as described in Section 4.6.3.2.4 in the Draft EIR, that is, they would 
tend to exhibit behavioral avoidance of the immediate area of temporarily increased turbidity and activity 
during the cable-laying operation. 
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17-1 The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency appreciates Miller, Starr & Regalia’s review of the Draft EIR 
for the proposed Project. Based on the impact assessments presented in the Draft EIR and the comments 
received on the Draft EIR, the City of Pittsburg and the Project proponent agree with the commentor’s 
preference for the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 as the environmentally preferred converter 
station location in Pittsburg. As noted in the Final EIR and previous responses to comments on the Draft 
EIR, the previously-proposed Standard Oil site and ancillary facilities has been withdrawn from further 
consideration. 

17-2 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 17-1. 



From: Nagasaki, R (R.Nagasaki) [R.Nagasaki@chevron.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 27, 2006 7:30 AM
To: kstrelo@ci.pittsburgh.ca.us
Cc: Miller, Randolph (RNML); Quan, Stuart (capt.quan)
Subject: Trans Bay Cable

M. K. Strelo
City of Pittsburgh
Trans Bay Cable Comments for Draft E.I.R.

Mr. Strelo,

In addition to the comments made by Captain Quan the Richmond Refinery would like to have these
comments also included.

In the DEIR, pg. 51 of the Executive Summary, there is a "Potentially Significant Impact", MTRANS-1,
for Vessel Navigation Hazards. Presently, there is no process to routinely check and precisely identify
the routing of the transmission wire. We recommend an additional Mitigation, MTRANS-1d, to survey
or otherwise check the transmission wire's precise route, and to post or otherwise make available to
mariners that route, in GPS-verified latitudes and longitudes, to ensure that mariners have clear
understanding of the wire location, in order to avoid damage to the wire while deploying anchors.

In the DEIR, pg. 51 of the Executive Summary, there is a "Potentially Significant Impact", MTRANS-1,
for Vessel Navigation Hazards. Presently, there is no process to require the wire-laying vessels to
temporarily slow down or suspend wire-laying operations to allow inbound vessels, or departing vessels,
to complete their business. This omission could significantly delay vessels having business in the upper
San Francisco Bay and along the Sacramento River, potentially causing adverse economic impact on the
terminals these ships may have business at. We recommend an additional Mitigation, MTRANS-1e, to
require the wire-laying vessels to give way to arriving or departing vessels, reducing or eliminating any
adverse economic impact.

Thank you for you attention.

Regards,

Richard Nagasaki
Chevron Shipping Co., LLC
Richmond Refinery
Office: 510 242-4630
E-Mail: R.Nagasaki@chevron.com

Page 1 of 1Trans Bay Cable
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18-1 The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency appreciates Chevron Shipping Co. LLC’s review of the Draft 
EIR for the proposed Project. Before and during installation of the submarine cable, the precise location 
of the vessels engaged in cable-laying operations would be reported to the U.S. Coast Guard for 
dissemination via the local Notices to Mariners. The as-built location of the cable would be documented 
and reported to the USACE and NOAA for addition to navigation charts for San Francisco Bay. As 
requested, Mitigation Measure MTRANS-1d has been added to Section 4.9.3.2.1. Please refer to the 
Table 1-1 and Section 13.0 of the Final EIR for appropriate text revision.  

18-2 Comments noted. The Project proponent/construction contractor would fulfill its statutory obligation to 
inform other vessel traffic of short-term submarine cable laying activities associated with the proposed 
TBC Project before and during installation of the cable. The Project proponent/construction contractor 
would maintain contact with the U.S. Coast Guard Vessel Traffic Service (VTS) San Francisco Bay, and 
would provide accurate information to the Commandant, Coast Guard District 11, Waterways 
Management Branch for inclusion in local Notices to Mariners regarding the location and potential 
hazards posed by construction vessel traffic. It should be noted that the proposed submarine cable route 
avoids potential conflicts with established U.S. Coast Guard navigation channels to the maximum extent 
possible, and that the proposed limited crossings of the established navigation channels are not in areas 
that would be expected to affect Chevron Shipping Company’s operations. The Project proponent would 
coordinate with the U.S. Coast Guard and other interested parties, including Chevron Shipping Co., LLC, 
prior to the initiation of submarine construction activities and during the submarine installation activities to 
coordinate activities and avoid potential conflicts with marine vessel traffic. 
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19-1 Comments noted. The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency appreciates BCDC’s review of the Draft 
EIR for the proposed Trans Bay Cable Project and recognizes BCDC’s role in protecting the Bay. 

19-2 Comments noted. Based on the physical location of the proposed and alternative Trans Bay Cable 
Project components, the City of Pittsburg understands that the converter station and ancillary facilities in 
Pittsburg/Contra Costa County are all located east of BCDC’s jurisdiction. In addition, the Project 
proponent has negotiated with the landowner at the HWC site and now proposes to shift the San 
Francisco converter station to the west on the overall HWC property (HWC site [mitigated]) (refer to 
Section 4.A of the Final EIR). Accordingly, all of the converter station sites in San Francisco and 
associated 115 kV AC interconnections to the existing PG&E Potrero substation are outside of BCDC’s 
jurisdiction since their easternmost boundaries are more than 100 feet inland from the western shore of 
the Bay as it existed on September 17, 1965. The proposed submarine cable (approximately mileposts 
0.0 – 49.5; refer to Map A.2-1 in Section 3.0 of the Final EIR), including onshore portions in San 
Francisco within 100 feet of the Bay shoreline as well as portions of the temporary construction laydown 
areas in San Francisco are within BCDC’s jurisdiction. 

19-3 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 19-2. 
19-4 Comments noted. Based on the distance of proposed submarine cable within BCDC’s jurisdiction (i.e., 

approximately 49.5 miles) and the approximate diameter of the cable (i.e., 10 inches), an estimated 
5,277 cubic yards of buried submarine cable would be installed in BCDC’s jurisdiction or about 107 cubic 
yards per mile. In addition, a currently unquantified amount of protective mattresses would be required 
(e.g., at shallow utility crossings and possible need to install insulation at BART tube crossing, etc.). The 
results of the forthcoming geophysical survey will help clarify the actual amount of fill that would be 
associated with the Project. 

19-5 Comments noted. As discussed in Section A.8.3 in Appendix A of the Draft EIR, multiple land-based 
alternatives for meeting the Project need and objectives were examined. These include alternatives 
previously considered by the SFSSG, the CAISO, the CEC, and PG&E. In addition to apparent 
insurmountable obstacles in getting a land-based transmission line from Contra Costa County to San 
Francisco, including the portion up to the East Bay shoreline, there are no identified feasible ways to get 
across the Bay to San Francisco without installing a submarine cable in the Bay. Caltrans does not allow 
longitudinal encroachments in their rights of way and has specifically stated that the cable can not be 
installed on its bridges. Similarly, it is not feasible to install the cable in BART’s trans Bay tube due to 
space limitations, structural design limitations, construction window constraints, and safety concerns. The 
CAISO and CEC recognize the need for the proposed Trans Bay Cable Project as demonstrated by the 
CAISO’s approval of the Project on September 8, 2005 and the CEC’s analysis of alternatives and 
selection and support for the Project in their 2005 Strategic Transmission Investment Plan. Please refer 
to Responses 3-1 and 3-6, Section 13.0, and Appendix C of the Final EIR for documentation of these 
facts. 

19-6 The SLC and the Port of San Francisco own the Bay property where the DC cable would be installed. 
TBC is in the process of negotiating a long-term lease agreement, with both parties, to acquire the legal 
rights to install the cable. Upon execution of both lease agreements, a copy will be made available upon 
request.  

19-7 Comments noted. A text revision has been be made to include Section 4.6.2.2.2 San Francisco Bay 
Plan. Please refer to the new Section 13.0 of the Final EIR for the applicable text revision. Also refer to 
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Draft EIR Section 4.8.2.3.6 (San Francisco Bay Plan) for information regarding the San Francisco Bay 
Plan and BCDC’s jurisdiction and responsibilities, including those related to protection of resources. In 
general, the proposed Trans Bay Cable submarine route is located in deeper water and avoids tidal flats, 
mudflats, and intertidal areas. In addition, the proposed cable installation method using a Hydroplow is 
minimally invasive and designed to limit disturbance of Bay floor habitat and limit sediment 
disturbance/suspension. In addition to minimal construction impacts, no adverse long-term impacts 
during the operational phase of the Project would be expected to occur. 

19-8 Comment noted. Please see Responses 6-6, 10-12, and 10-32. 
19-9 Comments noted. The locations and extent of hard bottom, rocky locations, if any, along the proposed 

Trans Bay Cable submarine route are currently not known but are expected to be minimal or non-existent 
based on available data. Protective mattresses may be required to be placed over the cable in rocky 
areas, as applicable, and in areas of shallow utility crossings, as applicable. The forthcoming geophysical 
survey will identify any such areas/needs. Although the geophysical survey has not yet been conducted, 
a Project-specific environmental sediment quality sampling survey was conducted in 2005 along portions 
of the proposed submarine cable route (refer to Figure 4.4-2, Sediment Sample Locations, of the Draft 
EIR). No rocky bottom areas were encountered during this survey (refer to the boring logs in Appendix E, 
Sediment Characterization Report of the Draft EIR for more information). It is not expected that much, if 
any, of the proposed cable route will encounter rocky substrate, with the possible exception of the area 
east of Angel Island and the Tiburon Peninsula (refer to Map A.2-1, Sheets 2 of 10 and 3 of 10 in Section 
3.0 of the Final EIR; approximate DC cable mileposts 7.0 to 11.5). The sediment sampling program 
performed for the Trans Bay Cable Project included a sample (identified as SFB-3 on Draft EIR Figure 
4.4-2 and the boring logs in Draft EIR Appendix E) along the proposed cable route at approximately 
milepost 11 east of the Tiburon Peninsula. No rocky substrate was encountered to a depth of 6 feet at 
this location. It is expected that little, if any, rocky substrate is present along the proposed cable route 
and that the potential need for, and use of, protective mattresses relative to this condition would be 
minimal or non-existent. The forthcoming geophysical survey will clarify this issue. Once the geophysical 
survey results are available, the Project proponent will evaluate the need for protective mattresses, 
evaluate the associated volume of fill, and include this estimate in the permit application to be submitted 
to BCDC for the Project. The volume of concrete mattresses is currently expected to be minimal and the 
long-term impacts to marine organisms associated with replacement of limited, if any, natural hard 
bottom with artificial (i.e., concrete) hard bottom would be expected to be minimal since the substrates 
are both conducive to organisms with an affinity for hard bottom substrate. 

19-10 Comments noted. The currently proposed directional drilling locations (i.e., bore pits) are shown on 
Figures 3-15 and 3-8 in the Final EIR for Pittsburg and San Francisco, respectively. The noise levels 
from horizontal directional drilling are much lower than pile driving and, as shown on the referenced 
figures, the directional drilling locations for the HVDC cable are further away from potentially sensitive 
receptors (i.e., residences) than the pile driving that would occur at the converter stations. Because the 
general construction and pile driving (with the exception of the West Tenth Street Alternative 2) noise 
levels were determined in the Draft EIR to be less than significant, the noise and vibration impacts from 
directional drilling would also be less than significant. 

The HDD drilling operation would be performed from both the landside and from a barge on the 
waterside. A diesel engine would be used to power the drill. This engine would be similar to the engines 
used in trucks that are in the area every day carrying freight.  
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19-11 As discussed in the Draft EIR (Section 4.6.3.2), installation would be conducted within Environmental 
Work Windows outlined in the Long Term Management Strategy (LTMS) for bay dredging and disposal, 
recognized by agencies such as NOAA Fisheries. The work windows would provide for protection of 
listed salmonids and a number of other species such as Pacific herring and Dungeness crab. Other listed 
species include delta smelt and the green sturgeon. These are year-round residents and no work 
windows exist. For these species, consultation with USFWS (delta smelt) and NOAA Fisheries (green 
sturgeon) will be required. As discussed in the EIR and in response to other public comments (for 
example, see Responses 10-33 and 16-11), it is expected that the cable installation would not 
significantly affect these species, if present. 

19-12 Comments noted. The proposed Trans Bay Cable would be heavily armored and expected to be buried 
at a typical target depth of 3 to 6 feet. In the unlikely event of damage to the cable, the electrical current 
would be automatically shutoff within milliseconds with no anticipated environmental impacts with the 
exception of a temporary loss of a portion of the power supply in the San Francisco area. There are no 
planned, regular maintenance activities associated with the proposed submarine cable, and thus, no 
associated potential environmental impacts. In the unlikely event that the cable was damaged at some 
location, it would be necessary to excavate the damaged portion and repair the damaged portion via a 
splice which would occur on a surface vessel. Once the splice was completed, the cable would be 
reburied and/or covered with protective mattresses on the Bay floor at approximately the same location 
as the original installation. The potentially affected area would be minimal and disturbance to habitat 
would be temporary and similar to the original installation. No significant impacts would be expected to 
occur. 

19-13 The anticipated cable life is at least 40 years based on the Project proponent’s experience on similar 
projects. If future conditions warranted extending the life of the Project beyond 40 years, refurbishment of 
the converter stations in Pittsburg and San Francisco would be more likely than a need to refurbish 
and/or replace the submarine cable. In the event that the cable needed to be replaced, the Project owner 
would likely need to reapply to applicable regulatory authorities at that time to install a new cable in the 
Bay (i.e., not likely possible to refurbish a 40-year-old cable if in fact it had deteriorated or had been 
severely damaged over time). Since the cable is proposed to be buried at a typical depth of 3 to 6 feet, 
the Project proponent proposes to not remove the cable in the Bay upon decommissioning of the Project 
in order to avoid additional disturbance to the Bay floor and associated biological communities, and 
potentially affected adjacent buried utilities. 

19-14 Comments noted. As assessed and discussed in the Draft EIR, the proposed Trans Bay Cable Project 
has been designed to have minimal impacts on the Bay and is not expected to result in any potentially 
significant impacts to the Bay. 

19-15 Comments noted. The Project proponent has withdrawn the previously proposed Standard Oil site, 
including ancillary facilities, from further consideration. The need for dredging at two locations in New 
York Slough was only associated with the Standard Oil site, Therefore, potential impacts associated with 
dredging and dredge spoil disposal in New York Slough are no longer applicable to the proposed Trans 
Bay Cable Project. 

19-16 Comment noted. While the BCDC is in fact a state agency, in relation to the TBC Project, BCDC 
addresses the Bay Area “region” and, therefore, is discussed in terms of the Project’s local area.  
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19-17 Comment noted. The text in Section 4.4.3.4.1 of the Draft EIR has been revised in response to this 
comment. Please refer to new Section 13.0 of the Final EIR for applicable text revisions.  

19-18 Comment noted. The Project proponent consulted with the SLC (among others such as Hanson 
Permanente Cement Company) during the cable routing process and made sure that the proposed cable 
route avoids all sand mining areas/leases (refer to EIR Map A.2-1). The proposed Project is not expected 
to have any impact on designated sand mining operations in Suisun Bay or elsewhere. 

19-19 Comments noted. The Project proponent has consulted with the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB) to discuss the Project details and the RWQCB’s potential concerns regarding the Project. The 
RWQCB has commented on the Draft EIR as well. Please refer to the responses to the comments in the 
RWQCB comment letter (Comment Letter 25). 

19-20 Comments noted. The Suisun Marsh Protection Plan is discussed in Draft EIR Sections 4.8.2.3.7 and 
4.8.3.4.2. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.6 (Marine Biological Resources), installation of the 
proposed submarine cable in the Bay and connecting waterways such as Suisun Bay using the minimally 
invasive Hydroplow would not result in any identified potentially significant impacts. 

19-21 Comments noted. The proposed submarine cable route is shown on Map A.2-1 and the portion within 
Suisun Bay is shown on Sheets 8 of 10 and 9 of 10. The mapped location of the proposed cable route 
may be modified slightly based on the results of the forthcoming geophysical survey. Any proposed 
future deviations from the currently mapped location would be developed in consultation with pertinent 
regulatory agencies, including BCDC. Installation of the submarine cable in Suisun Bay using the 
minimally invasive Hydroplow is not expected to result in any potentially significant impacts to wetlands 
or marsh habitat. The trench width associated with the Hydroplow operation is expected to be only 
slightly wider (e.g., 4 to 6 inches on average) than the cable bundle width of approximately 10 inches. 
Cable installation in Suisun Bay is planned to occur during a portion of the NOAA recommended fish 
window of June 1 through November 30 for anadramous fish. The proposed Project no longer includes 
dredging of or spoil disposal from New York Slough east of Suisun Bay. 

19-22 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 19-2 regarding the relationship of the proposed Project 
components, including those in San Francisco, to BCDC’s jurisdiction. Since the HWC site as analyzed 
in the Draft EIR has been withdrawn from further consideration and shifted to the west, potential Project 
conflicts with public access along the Bay in San Francisco are no longer applicable. 

19-23 Comments noted. As discussed in previous comment responses, the Project proponent has negotiated 
with the landowner at the HWC site and now proposes to shift the San Francisco converter station to the 
west (HWC [Mitigated] site) on the overall HWC property in San Francisco. The closest roads to the 
HWC (Mitigated) site that are accessible to the public are Illinois Street to the west, 23rd Street to the 
north, and 24th Street to the south. Please refer to Section 4.A.13 (Visual Resources) of the Final EIR for 
the visual impact assessment for the HWC (Mitigated) site. The new location of the HWC (Mitigated) site 
will remove the visual mass of the Converter Station on the north side of Warm Water Cove Park and 
places the DC Hall further from the water, where it will have less visual impact than the former location. 
In summary, no unavoidable adverse significant visual impacts, including those to views of the Bay or 
from Warm Water Cove Park, are associated with the HWC (Mitigated) site. 

19-24 Comments noted. The Project proponent has negotiated with the landowner at the HWC property and 
now proposes to shift the San Francisco converter station site to the west on the overall HWC property 
(HWC [Mitigated] site). This shift locates the converter station site further away from the Bay shoreline. 
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As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.4.3.2.1, surface runoff from the HWC site (applies to entire property) 
is currently directed to the San Francisco combined stormwater and sanitary sewer system; i.e., site 
runoff does not flow to the Bay. The HWC site is currently completely covered with buildings and/or 
pavement, thus it is already impervious. Development of the San Francisco converter station at the HWC 
(Mitigated) site would not increase surface runoff relative to the currently existing condition. As discussed 
in Draft EIR Section 4.4.3.2.1, Mitigation Measure WATER-1 (Erosion Control and Contaminant Source 
Control), including development and implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan in 
accordance with NPDES requirements, would reduce potential impacts to a less-than-significant level. 
No further mitigation is warranted. 

19-25 Comments noted. The HWC (Mitigated) site is not within BCDC’s jurisdiction. Demolition activities and 
potential site remediation activities for the HWC (Mitigated) site are discussed in Section 4.A.14 of the 
Final EIR. In summary, no unavoidable site remediation related impacts, including those related to Bay 
water quality, would be expected to occur. 
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20-1 The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency appreciates the Association of Bay Area Governments’ 
(ABAG’s) review of the Draft EIR for the proposed Trans Bay Cable Project. The Project proponent has 
successfully negotiated with the landowner at the HWC site in San Francisco and shifted the HWC 
converter station site to the west (HWC [Mitigated] site) as a mitigating action. The HWC (Mitigated) site 
avoids any impacts on potential future implementation of the San Francisco Bay Trail Plan along the Bay 
waterfront. Please refer to Section 4.A of the Final EIR for more information. 
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21-1 See Responses 10-12, 12-6, 13-2, and 13-10.  

Installation of the proposed submarine cable would not be expected to result in contamination of fish or 
other marine organisms, thus no associated human health effects associated with eating organisms from 
the Bay would occur due to the Trans Bay Cable Project. 
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Comments of the City and County of San Francisco on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Report on the Trans-Bay Cable Project

July 10, 2006 

GENERAL COMMENTS

The City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) appreciates the consideration shown by 
the City of Pittsburg in granting CCSF's request for an extension of the deadline for 
comments.  For convenience, CCSF has included as Attachment 7 the comments of the 
San Francisco Power Plant Task Force on the DEIR. 

General Plan Referral:  The project applicant should submit a General Plan Referral 
application as part of its CEQA clearance process for land use so that the project’s  
consistency with the General Plan can be assessed.  The project will use City property 
(tidal lands and public rights of way), and this also triggers the General Plan Referral 
process, and the DEIR should include this requirement. 

Document Graphics:  Throughout the DEIR, graphics are referenced in the Appendix; 
however, in the web-downloaded version, NO graphics are available.  At least in the 
project alternatives section, it would be helpful if the graphics were interspersed within 
the text descriptions of alternatives.  The project developer’s web page shows a different 
site for the Converter Plant than the two sites analyzed in the DEIR.  The alternative sites 
need to be graphically shown within the body of the document. 

Land Use: The project is located in the Central Waterfront Neighborhood Planning Area 
and as noted in the DEIR, the plan is in draft form.  The DEIR needs to note that the 
immediate area surrounding the Mirant and HWC sites to the west is designated for 
mixed-use residential/neighborhood commercial development in the draft plan.  This plan 
is currently undergoing programmatic environmental review.  The ability of the project 
and potentially future mixed use residential development to exist peacefully will require 
special attention to noise impacts, and our comments are designed to provide possible 
solutions to issues generated by proximate industrial and residential development.  The 
one-half block buffer proposed on page 47 of the site is probably inadequate to provide 
for a reasonably quiet residential neighborhood absent further treatment and site planning 
for both the new residences and for the power facilities.  The DEIR should recognize this 
impact to future land uses and mitigate the impact by providing noise buffers for the 
converter plant.  The City could also in its own environmental review as a responsible 
agency require more intensive sound insulation and window treatments for new 
residential and other noise sensitive receptors.   

In addition, the draft plan calls for focusing higher density mixed use development 
around transit nodes, one of which will be the new Third Street light rail station located at 
Third and 24th Street.  This provides further justification for both a noise and visual 
barrier at the Converter Plant site.  Please discuss these plans in the DEIR and  the
plant’s neighborhood impacts, using appropriate noise and visual mitigation.  Currently 
the DEIR treats the area as an old industrial and blighted area and, consequently, does not 
proactively consider the mitigation ultimately needed given the City’s on-going planning 
for this neighborhood. 

Permits:  Clarification is needed as to whether the converter plant will be obtaining a 
building permit in the City or whether the State Architect will be issuing the building 
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permit.  If the project will not be receiving permits from the City, a new mitigation 
measure should be added to the DEIR to ensure that the police services, fire services, 
hazardous materials usage and storage, geotechnical and structural strength will meet San 
Francisco’s standards.  The mitigation measure would provide San Francisco 
Departments of Building Inspection, Fire, Police, Public Health, and Planning notice and 
review of intermediate plans, opening dates, etc. so that full coordination exists on all 
services to be provided to the facility.  In addition, coordination with the City’s Building 
Department on geotechnical issues and the design of the facility will assist in making 
certain that the City’s power supply is not seismically endangered. 

Environmental Justice: The DEIR does not discuss any potential environmental justice 
issues raised by this project in either San Francisco or Pittsburg.  San Francisco believes 
that the potential impacts from the project must be considered in the context of 
environmental justice concerns in both communities.  California law defines 
environmental justice as "the fair treatment of people of all races, cultures, and incomes 
with respect to the development, adoption, implementation and enforcement of 
environmental laws, regulations and policies."  (Gov. Code § 65040.12)  San Francisco 
supports the goals of environmental justice and is committed to promoting social justice 
and equality in the context of environmental policymaking and review and in carrying out 
its administrative and regulatory duties.   

The San Francisco locations proposed for the project are in or near a community of color 
that has been disproportionately impacted by industrial facilities including facilities used 
for the generation and transmission of electric power.  The potential for impacts on this 
community, in particular, should be identified by the DEIR.  The DEIR should also 
address similar issues for the Pittsburg location of the project. 

Mitigation Details and Monitoring: The summary of potentially significant 
environmental impacts uses slightly different mitigations for essentially the same impacts 
for the San Francisco and Pittsburg Converter Plant sites.  Generally, the mitigations are 
more detailed and complete for the Pittsburg Converter Plant than for the San Francisco 
Converter Plant.  The significant difference this makes is that mitigation monitoring 
responsibility is assigned to the City of Pittsburg for the San Francisco site.  It is unclear 
how the City of Pittsburg will provide mitigating monitoring for the San Francisco 
converter plant.  There needs to be a mitigation monitoring commitment made via a full 
time resource person, or there needs to be an agreement between San Francisco and 
Pittsburg regarding funding a full time resource person to ensure the mitigations are 
implemented, monitored and that City procedures are followed. 

EIS: If this project requires a federal action, such as a FERC permit, the appropriate 
document to prepare would be an EIS/EIR. Will an EIS be prepared for the project? 

Analysis of EMF Impacts: EMF issues are not adequately examined.  The DEIR states 
that since there are currently no federal or state standards with regards to  EMF 
emissions, “EMF is not considered in this EIR as a CEQA issue and no discussion is 
provided pertaining to potential impacts and a level of significance determination.” 
(DEIR, App. K, p. K-1).   The DEIR therefore provides only “preliminary estimates” of 
EMF exposure associated with the project.

This approach is deficient and greater modeling of potential EMF exposures associated 
with the project should be developed.  All other recent EIR prepared in conjunction with 
addressing San Francisco electric reliability needs conducted EMF modeling of the 
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projects.  This included the San Francisco Electric Reliability project and PG&E’s 
Jefferson-Martin transmission line. 

Although the DEIR is correct that there are no binding standards for EMF exposure, the 
California Department of Health Services (DHS) has classified EMF as a possible
carcinogen.  The California Public Utilities Commission has implemented a decision 
(D.93-11-013) requiring utilities to incorporate “low-cost” or “no-cost” measures for 
managing EMF from power lines up to approximately 4% of total project cost.  PG&E, 
for example, included these measures in its recent transmission project.  The DEIR 
identifies, but does not examine further, some of these measures as well (DEIR, App. K, 
p. K-10)

SECTION 2.3:  PURPOSE AND NEED

1.  The DEIR relies extensively on the planning studies of the California Independent 
System Operator (CAISO), yet the ISO’s analysis also identified the Moraga-Potrero 
transmission line as providing many of the same benefits as the Trans Bay Cable at 
approximately the same cost.  Neither of these alternatives is discussed in significant 
detail in the DEIR.1

2.  There are issues that neither the CAISO’s study nor the DEIR examined in sufficient 
detail.  Neither studied, beyond a cursory examination, the potential for energy efficiency 
and renewable energy to address San Francisco’s reliability needs.  Neither studied, again 
beyond a cursory examination, the potential to determine the optimal combination of 
alternatives that would best meet San Francisco’s needs.   

3.  The DEIR performs only a cursory review of the environmental effects of the 
alternative proposals.  The CAISO, while arguably possessing technical and economic 
expertise, does not possess any special environmental expertise.  Thus both the DEIR and 
the CAISO Phase 2 study, did not examine environmental effects of the various proposals 
in anything beyond cursory detail.

4. The DEIR should further discuss the ability to provide reliable service after major 
earthquakes.  California’s previous experiences with the effect of earthquakes upon DC 
converter stations has not been positive.  The major DC converter facility in California, 
the Los Angeles Department of Water & Power’s Sylmar Converter station was 
substantially damaged and essentially had to be replaced after both the 1971 Sylmar and 
1994 Northridge earthquakes.  The DEIR discusses the steps that Trans Bay plans to take 
so that the facilities will be able to survive a major earthquake, as well as maintaining a 
back-up converter on site.  Nonetheless, the DEIR should discuss further the ability of 
DC converter stations to withstand earthquake events and the estimated time the project 
could be out of service after an event, particularly as compared to other alternatives..   

SECTION 3.4:  CONSTRUCTION IMPACTS

1.  Cumulative Construction Impacts:  It appears that this project is planning construction 
at about the same time as the BART seismic retrofit of the Trans Bay Tube.  This should 
be considered in the construction impacts with respect to identifying cumulative 

1 These could be discussed as either alternatives to the project or as variations of the “No 
Project” alternative required under CEQA. 
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construction impacts, identifying construction traffic routes, lay-down areas, etc. so that 
the demands of both projects are met with minimum disruption to city residents and 
businesses.

2.  Dust/Demolition/Hazardous Materials:  The project site should have additional soil 
borings and soil testing for hazardous materials prior to being disturbed by grading, 
tunneling, demolition or other disruption.  This is not currently shown as a mitigation 
measure in the DEIR for the San Francisco portion of the project.   

SECTION 4.2:  AIR QUALITY

System-wide energy impacts and their corresponding air quality effects need to be 
modeled.  The DEIR, as well as Trans Bay’s FERC filing both state that a benefit of the 
project is to allow greater access to East Bay generation.2  It thus appears that the Trans 
Bay project could result in changes in power generation and hence emissions between 
power plants in the Greater Bay Area.  This effect is not examined or modeled in the 
DEIR. This review needs to be done even if overall emissions decrease.  While overall 
emissions may decrease, localized emissions in certain areas could increase significantly.
The NOP recognized this need to assess the potential redistribution of air emissions. 

The normal method to assess the potential emission effects of electric projects is to do 
electric production modeling simulation.  This technique is well developed and has been 
extensively used in other EIR processes.  Absent this modeling, the localized and 
regional effects of the project cannot be determined.  

4.2.3.2.1  Construction-related Impacts.

The laying of the electrical cable between Pittsburg and San Francisco will involve the 
use of two vessels – the cable-laying ship Guilio Verne and a cable-laying barge.3

Collectively these vessels will emit over 70 tons of NOx over a period of about 100 days.  
This is 0.7 tons or 1,400 pounds/day of NOx.  Although these emissions are temporary, 
they are still significant.  Over the course of 4 months, these ships will emit almost 5 
times the yearly limit of 15 tons/year used by the Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (BAAQMD) to assess the significance of a major new source.  

The potential effect of these emissions on localized and regional air quality should be 
modeled.  Contrary to the DEIR’s statement that the vessels would be moving around the 
bay, instead the vessels would be moving slowly along a clearly defined route (the cable 
route) with limited movement4 for long periods of time.  The DEIR estimates that it will 

2 The City [of Pittsburg], Contra Costa County and the surrounding East Bay region have 
access to several thousand megawatts of generation either directly or through the existing 
East Bay region transmission system. That generation is available to serve the City of San 
Francisco but for the limited transmission capacity into the San Francisco peninsula. 
FERC filing p. 2 
3 A dredge would also be needed for use around the Pittsburg converter site. 
4 “The cable-laying vessels themselves would be “restricted in their ability to maneuver.”  
This means that the nature of the vessels themselves or of their operations limit their 
ability to take actions to avoid collisions…(DEIR 4.9-12) and that: “From approximately 
the Carquinez Straits to Pittsburg installation would likely be done from a cable 
installation barge. This barge would be moored to deployed anchors.” (Draft EIR, 4.6-15,
emphasis added)
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take approximately 100 days to lay the 57miles of cable, or approximately ½ mile of 
cable per day.  At this rate, a ship could be within 5 miles of any given point for a period 
of 20 days.5

Compounding this problem is the time, and location, at which these emissions would 
occur.  To protect sensitive marine wildlife, these vessels would operate from June 1st

through October6, the same time as the BAAQMD’s “Spare the Air” season when the 
BAAQMD is most at risk for violation of state and federal air quality standards.  These 
emissions would also occur in close proximity to numerous other major emission 
sources7 in an area that has exceeded federal ozone standards.8

The DEIR lists several potential mitigation measures which would be adopted “if 
feasible.”  There is no discussion in the DEIR as to either the feasibility of these 
measures or the corresponding emission reductions. 

Mitigation Measure AIR-2 is not sufficiently specific to clearly describe the mitigation or 
enable subsequent monitoring.  This measure should state more explicitly how emissions 
from construction equipment will be mitigated, including what type of alternative fuel, 
whether alternative fuel is a more effective mitigation than exhaust controls on equipment 
engines, what constitutes “use… as practical”, and what the limitations on idling time, 
operating hours, and/or amount of equipment in use would be.  Similarly, Mitigation 
Measure AIR-3 should be more specific, including which alternative fuel is proposed, 
how fuel consumption will be minimized, and whether shore-side power is feasible (i.e. 
does the infrastructure to provide shore-side power exist on the vessel and/or at any of the 
locations where the vessel will be docked?). 

SECTION 4.3: GEOLOGIC RESOURCES AND SOILS

Geology and Seismic Impacts:  The DEIR must clearly state that the site is on fill, has 
high erosion, high shrink-swell/subsidence potential, high seismic and tsunami risk, and 
is tainted with industrial pollutants.

5 Starting 5 miles away from a point, it would take a ship 10 days to travel to reach the 
point.  At this rate, It would take another 10 days of the ship sailing away from the point 
before it was 5 miles away from the point.    
6 As the Draft EIR notes, to minimize effects on endangered species such as salmon, 
cable laying east of the Carquinez Straits will occur during the time-period of  June 1 
through November 1. (Draft EIR, p.4.6-15)   
7 As the Draft EIR notes;: “Pittsburg is known for its steel and chemical industries.  
Industrial uses are primarily situated along the waterfront based on proximity to New 
York Slough.  The Mirant Pittsburg Power plant dominates the western waterfront, while 
major manufacturing operations are located along the eastern waterfront, including USS-
POSCO, Dow Chemical;, and the Delta Diablo Wastewater Treatment Plant.” (Draft EIR, 
4.8-5)  Each of these sources is an EPA Title V major source.  As the vessels precede 
westward from Pittsburg they will pass numerous other Title V facilities such as the 
petroleum refineries located in Benicia and Martinez, the C & H Sugar plant, and others. 
8 The Pittsburg site has exceed the federal 8 hour AAQS standard 11 times in the past 10 
years including as recently as 2002 (DEIR Table 4.2.4) and also “show[s] some 
exceedances” of the California 24-hour AAQS for PM10 and PM2.5.”
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Similarly, the description of the building design process for the San Francisco converter 
plant is less detailed than for the Pittsburg site, whereas the impact of facility failure 
would be very severe in both areas.

This section would benefit from further discussion of the nature of the soil, which is 
predominantly fill material, at the San Francisco converter site (section 4.3.1.4.1), and 
Article 22A of the San Francisco Health Code, which is mentioned briefly in section
4.3.2.3.2.  The fill soils that comprise much of San Francisco’s eastern shoreline often 
contain metals, organic compounds, and/or asbestos-containing serpentine rock, and 
consequently require special management during construction to avoid posing an 
environmental health risk to workers, the public, and/or future occupants.  Article 22A, 
administered by the Department of Public Health requires project proponents to 
characterize soil that will be disturbed prior to construction, and develop site-specific 
health and safety and/or soil management plans as applicable based on the findings of the 
soil characterization.  The potential impact resulting from disturbance of fill soils, and the 
requirement under Article 22A to manage soils to minimize that potential impact should 
be incorporated into Impact GEO-2 and Mitigation Measure GEO-2 or identified and 
discussed as a separate potential impact and mitigation. 

SECTION 4.4:  WATER RESOURCES AND QUALITY

4.4.1.3.1 Sediment Quality Along the Proposed Cable Route.  This section states that the 
cable route for the proposed project was designed to avoid known toxic hot spots, but that 
refers only to known toxic hot spots identified by the RWQCB’s Bay Toxic Hot Spots 
program in 1999.  The cable route goes through or near another area of known sediment 
contamination off-shore of the Mirant Potrero Power Plant.  This area of  PAH-
contaminated sediment should be mentioned here and in Appendix E, and data about 
sediment quality in this area should be incorporated into the rest of the environmental 
analysis. 

In the discussion of sampling methodology, it would be worth mentioning the number of 
samples collected/volume of sediment to be disturbed by cable installation, and how that 
sampling frequency conforms to DMMO guidelines for sediment characterization.  It 
should also be noted that none of the sediment sampling conducted by TBC was near the 
cable alignment within the City and County of San Francisco.  

The section comparing TBC’s sediment sampling results the Regional Monitoring 
Program (RMP) sediment characterization data should state more explicitly the 
conclusion that the DEIR is drawing: that comparison of the two data sets suggests that 
the data are not significantly different and that sediment along the proposed cable 
alignment is representative of ambient or background sediment quality, with the 
exception of sediment from RMP sampling station CB012S.  CB012S  is  not sufficiently 
close to the proposed alignment from the bay to the shoreline to be representative of 
sediment that will be encountered en route. 

4.4.3.2.1 San Francisco HWC Converter Station, Construction-related Impacts.  The 
horizontal directional drilling (HDD) process and potential impact are not described in 
sufficient detail.  Discharge of drilling mud (water, bentonite clay, and other inert 
materials) and disturbance of bay sediment are identified as potential impacts to water 
quality, and development of a Spill Prevention and Control Plan for the HDD operation is 
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proposed as mitigation.  Depending on the final selection of a San Francisco converter 
site, the HDD may go through contaminated sediment off-shore of the Potrero Power 
Plant.  In that circumstance, conventional horizontal drilling methodology would pose a 
significant potential impact as a result of disturbing and releasing contaminated sediment 
along with drilling mud.  This section should describe the proposed “core and bore” HDD 
operation in much greater detail, including a schematic diagram showing the angle and 
depth (below mudline) that the HDD will be drilled throughout its route.  The use of 
casings and pumps to contain and recover sediment during HDD, which has been 
described in presentations about the proposed project, should also be described in greater 
detail with supporting illustrations, and identified as a mitigation measure.  This 
additional detail should also address the potential for HDD to create a preferential 
pathway for migration of contaminated sediment or water. 

4.4.3.2.1 San Francisco HWC Converter Station, Operations-related Impacts.  This 
section should address post-construction storm water discharge, including how the 
converter station will be designed to comply with post-construction controls, as required 
by State regulation and the Port’s Storm Water Management Plan, and whether storm 
water runoff from the facility will be discharged to the City’s combined sanitary sewer 
system. 

4.4.3.4.1 Offshore DC Cable Route, Construction-related Impacts.  The basis for the 
finding that 10-20% of the sediment fluidized by the Hydroplow stinger is ejected into 
the water column should be cited and provided as an appendix if applicable.  The DEIR 
should affirmatively state than any “equivalent technology” that might be used instead of 
the Hydroplow would have a comparable or lower sediment disturbance rate. 
This section on cable placement finds that sediment quality data are required to assess the 
potential for cable installation by Hydroplow are required to asses the potential for water 
quality impact from disturbance of contaminated sediment.  This statement should be 
followed by a reference to the Water Quality Impacts from Hydroplow where sediment 
quality data is discussed. This section states that both the project-specific sediment 
sampling and the RMP data indicate that the sediment along the proposed cable route is 
not contaminated.  However, data regarding elevated concentrations of polynuclear 
aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) and dense non-aqueous phase liquid (DNAPL), which is 
cited elsewhere in this section (URS, 2001) indicates that the cable route may pass 
through contaminated sediment.  Available information about PAH and DNAPL 
contamination in sediment off-shore of the Potrero power plant, should be presented here, 
including a figure showing the extent of PAH and DNAPL contamination relative to the 
proposed  cable routes for the three San Francisco Converter Station alternatives.  The 
proposal to switch from Hydroplow installation to HDD, and the use of casings and 
pumps to contain and recover sediment during HDD through the area of known sediment 
contamination may also be considered as a mitigation measure for the potential water 
quality impact identified in this section.  Sediment sampling at the location where the 
HDD emerges from the sediment into the Bay may or may not be feasible, and does not 
in itself constitute mitigation. 

It is likely that the PAH-contaminated sediment off-shore of the Potrero Power plant will 
require remediation during the life of the cable.  The potential for the presence of the 
cable within the contaminated sediment to impact the feasibility of potential remedial 
alternatives should be addressed as a potential impact.
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SECTION 4.5: TERRESTRIAL BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

The document appears to sufficiently identify and mitigate species impacts for the 
Pittsburg portion of the project but does not identify either impacts or mitigation to 
species for the San Francisco portion of the facility.  This should be addressed in the final 
document. 

SECTION 4.6:  MARINE BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Again, the document appears to sufficiently identify and mitigate species impacts for the 
Pittsburg portion of the project but does not identify either impacts or mitigation to 
species for the San Francisco portion of the facility.  This should be addressed in the 
Final document. 

Water Temperature:  It appears that the converter requires cooling water to function. 
However, the project description does not mention this potential impact nor does the 
biological impact section analyze it.  The DEIR should the impact of producing and 
disposing of the heated water as well as mitigation, if appropriate.  How will the water be 
disposed of?  How much water?  How hot is the water?  Will it be reused?  How is it 
cooled?  If the project proposes to discharge the water into the Bay, will its discharge 
increase ambient water temperatures in the Bay and, if so, what effect will this have on 
plant and animal life? 

Impacts on Crab Season: The end of the proposed construction period (June through 
November) is at the beginning of the commercial Dungeness Crab Fishing season in the 
San Francisco Bay.  An expected impact of hydro-tunneling on the Bay bottom would be 
the disruption and loss of fisherman’s crab pots which lie on the bay floor and are marked 
with buoys when set.  The annual Dungeness Crab fishing season is important to the San 
Francisco fishery and economy, as well as the Bay Area public.  Mitigation should be 
proposed to reduce loss of fishermen’s crab pots by adding to the maritime information 
program and expanding it to the fishermen in Moss Landing, Half Moon Bay, and San 
Francisco.  The fishermen would need to know when and where cable lying activities will 
occur so that they remain clear of cable laying.   

Regarding fishery and marine impacts and permits, the proponents may wish to contact 
Caltrans District 4 as they have completed numerous recent biological surveys and 
permitting for seal pups, salmon, etc. and can provide excellent information on permits, 
lead times, underwater noise mitigation.  It is also possible that some of the same surveys 
(already completed) can be used by the federal resource agencies for this project.

4.6.1.3 Special-status Species.  The National Oceanographic and Atmospheric 
Administration (NOAA) has announced that the Green Sturgeon is proposed to be listed 
as a Threatened Species as of July 6, 2006.  Preliminary advice from NOAA indicates 
that Green Sturgeon is present in San Francisco Bay year-round, and consequently the 
proposed project will require consultation with NOAA and may require implementation 
of additional measures to protect Green Sturgeon. 

4.6.3.2 Construction-related Impacts.  The cable is proposed to be installed by three 
different methods: Hydroplow or equivalent technology, dredging, or HDD.  The section 
on construction-related impacts should include the potential for underwater noise from 
any of these installation methods to impact marine organisms.  NOAA has established 
general guidelines regarding levels of underwater noise that do not pose a significant risk 
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of impact to, which can be used for comparison with underwater noise generated by the 
various cable installation methods proposed. 

SECTION 4.7:  CULTURAL RESOURCES

The Draft EIR description of archaeological and historic architectural resources that are 
present in the preferred HWC project site and alternate sites does not include the potential 
Potrero Point historic district.  In 2002 the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) 
participated in the California Energy Commission hearings on the proposed expansion of 
the Potrero Power Plant, Unit No. 7.  The CCSF with the assistance of four experts in 
historic preservation documented that in addition to the resources identified in Mirant’s 
Application for Certification and the 2001 CCSF Central Waterfront Cultural Resources 
Survey the following resources were identified as potential contributors to a Potrero Point 
California Register Historic District: 

Pier 70 San Francisco Yard 
American Can Company 
Remnant of Irish Hill (landscape feature) 
Station A 
Station A Machine Shop
Meter House 
Compressor House 
Western Sugar Warehouses at the foot of 23rd Street 

The CEC hearing (as documented in the attached transcript) established the eligibility of 
these historic resources for listing on the California Register and proposed that the 
significant adverse effects of the Mirant project be mitigated by requiring a contribution 
to the rehabilitation of another eligible resource within this potential historic district.
This proceeding should be fully reflected in the DEIR because this project would 
similarly significantly impact resources that share the same historic context and period of 
significance, and would impact their eligibility as contributors to the same potential 
historic district.  A copy of the CCSF prepared testimony and a transcript of the CEC 
proceeding is being provided as an attachment to this document and therefore should be 
recognized as part of the our comment on the DEIR.  

The DEIR fails to adequately evaluate the impacts of the project and the mitigation 
measures and alternative have not been adequately developed with maximum attention to 
preservation issues.  This can be accomplished by developing a preservation alternative 
that would retain the existing structures on the project site and rehabilitate the structure 
(s).  A partial preservation alternative would further evaluate the project’s impacts by 
including demolition of one of the buildings on the project site while rehabilitating the 
remaining ones.  

The DEIR should analyze potential mitigation of impacts on historic resources within the 
potential Potrero Point Historic District including the rehabilitation of other contributing 
resources within the same historic district.  The CEC proceeding acknowledged the nexus 
between the loss of Station A, Station A Machine Shop, the Compressor House and the 
proposed rehabilitation of the Pier 70 Union Iron Works Machine Shop (Building 
113/114) on the Port’s property.  As a result the Port was asked to provide cost estimates 
to the CEC which are now within the hearing transcript.  However, the CEC process did 
not conclude due to the project sponsor’s having suspended and later withdrawing their 
application.  The mitigation measures proposed for the project are not commensurate 
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with the impacts that would result from project implementation, including the alternative 
project location on the Mirant site.  The project sponsor should consider more significant 
mitigation, in addition to archival documentation and interpretive historical exhibits that 
would reduce or lessen the impact of the project on historic resources in the potential 
historic district and Central Waterfront area. 

The project sponsor should also consult and obtain comment on the DEIR from the San 
Francisco Planning Department Historic Preservation Coordinator, the Landmarks 
Preservation Advisory Board and San Francisco Architectural Heritage, all of which have 
jurisdiction or are subject matter experts in historic preservation.

The setting, impact and mitigation analysis in Section 4.7 describes the Spreckels sugar 
warehouses on the HWC site, acknowledge their status as historic resources per CEQA 
standards, and discloses that the proposed project would require the demolition of these 
structures to avail the area for the converter station installation.  While there are 
mitigation measures identified, they would not fully mitigate the significant impact on 
historic resources.

There has been a lot of historic research work and community interest in preserving 
historic resources in the Central Waterfront area, including those at the Mirant and HWC 
sites.  Under CEQA, EIRs are required to analyze feasible alternatives to avoid 
significant adverse impacts.  The Alternatives analysis in Section 6 does not include a 
great deal of discussion about the impact on historic resources, which is concluded to be 
the only unavoidable significant impact of the project.  It would be helpful for the EIR to 
elaborate more fully.  What consideration has been given to maintaining the sugar 
warehouses in whole or in part?  If such treatments have been concluded as infeasible 
alternatives, it would be helpful to provide that information in the EIR.  If the alternatives 
site analyses contained within Section 6 is intended to meet CEQA requirement to offer 
the Sheedy site as an alternative to avoid the adverse historic resource impacts, then that 
relationship also should be explained more directly.   

SECTION 4.8: LAND USE AND RECREATION

Land Use: The operative land use plans for the project in San Francisco are the existing 
Central Waterfront Plan, the draft updated Central Waterfront Plan and the conceptual 
Blue Greenway Plan.  Relevant policies from those plans are listed below and should be 
addressed in the project description and or in the land use sections of the environmental 
document as mitigations.  In reviewing these policies and the project proposal, it appears 
that the open area in the vicinity of the Converter site along with 25th Avenue could be 
used as part of the bike/pedestrian trail and be connected to the new 3rd Street light rail.

Relevant Existing General Plan Policies, Central Waterfront Plan and Recreation 
and Open Space Elements:   

1.3 Assure adverse environmental impacts of new development are mitigated 
to the maximum extent feasible. 

2.3 Improve, expand and develop recreation areas at existing public access 
points along the waterfront enabling public use and enjoyment of the shoreline. 

9.1.1 Maintain and improve quality of existing shoreline recreation areas at 
China Basin Channel, Agua Vista Park , Warm Water Cove and Islais Creek. 

10.3 Encourage the rehabilitation of architecturally or historically significant 
buildings with reuse potential. 
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7.1 Maintain and improve existing recreational improvements at Warm Water 
Cove and expand to the north side of the Cove as opportunities arise.  Develop a 
waterfront picnic area and Fishing pier at Twenty Fourth Street.  Provide public access 
along the north side of the Cove and construct a fishing Quay at the Bay.  Improve 
enjoyment of the area by providing attractive landscaping and maximizing bay views. 

3.1 Assure that new development adjacent to the shoreline capitalizes on its 
unique waterfront location, considers shoreline land use provisions, improves visual and 
physical access to the water and conforms to urban design policies. 

4.2 Maximize joint use of other properties and facilities for open space. 

Public Access and Views.  Sections 4.8 and 4.13 of the Draft EIR include discussion of 
Land Use, Recreation and Visual Resources/Aesthetics.  The preferred HWC project site 
is located adjacent to the north side of Warm Water Cove Park.  The EIR describes the 
park and surrounding area as an industrial area that has not been improved with many 
public amenities, which is true.  However, there are a number of community planning 
efforts underway, described in the EIR, which include objectives to maintain and improve 
Warm Water Cove and create other public improvements in the Central and Southern 
Waterfront area that similarly provide areas for public enjoyment of Bay views and 
compatible. safe viewing sights of maritime and industrial activities that are unique to 
this area of San Francisco.   In light of these plans and policies, and because Warm Water 
Cove currently is one of the few public open spaces in this part of the waterfront, the EIR 
should include in its visual impact analysis photomontage images of the proposed project 
as viewed from Warm Water Cove Park, looking to the north, and assessment of those 
impacts on recreational resources.  

The DEIR should analyze the impact of the project on the San Francisco Bay Trail and 
Bay Water Trail, the existing and potential recreational value of the Bay shoreline area, 
as well as linkages to other shoreline areas and existing and potential recreational areas to 
north and south.

Production, Distribution and Repair Uses: The land use section should identify the 
current amendment to the City’s General Plan for protecting Production, Distribution and 
Repair Uses and should state that continuing the use of the property in M-2 Major 
Industrial zone would be consistent with the City’s current efforts to maintain suitable 
heavy commercial zoning districts. 

Warm Water Cove: The Recreation and Open Space Elements of San Francisco’s 
General Plan call for improving the Warm Water Cove area with a fishing-oriented pier 
at the end of 24th Street and expanding and improving the open space near the PG&E 
plant.  Text from the plan follows.   

Improve the park site and cove shoreline along the Bay at the end of 24th Street 
with shoreline fishing as the primary recreation use. Any fill placed at or adjacent 
to the cove should retain and enhance the natural and man-made factors that make 
the cove desirable for fishing. These factors include maximum open water and 
circulation into and out of the cove to prevent stagnation. Create a more 
interesting park landscape by re-grading the site to maximize Bay views, and 
improve the soil as required to permit more vigorous vegetation growth and install 
marine tolerant plant species. 
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As opportunities arise, improve the waterfront picnic area west of Maryland 
Street. Continue to provide public access to the cove from Twenty Fourth Street 
and improve visibility of the park from the street. Provide a consistent level of 
maintenance for landscaped and developed areas. As opportunities arise, extend 
the park to the north bank of the channel along the shoreline in front of the PG & 
E facility. When and if that facility is deactivated, give priority to expanding the 
public open space along the shoreline.   

SECTION 4.9:  MARINE TRANSPORTATION AND COMMERCIAL FISHING

The DEIR does not provide sufficiently detailed information regarding depths of the bay 
along the cable route relative to vessel traffic routes to fully evaluate potential impacts to 
vessel movement on the bay. Map exhibit A2-1 should use NOAA charts that include bay 
depths to display cable route relative to regulated vessel traffic areas and approaches to 
Port Facilities. NOAA navigational charts, such as chart #18650 for the area off the SF 
waterfront, should be utilized. 

Section 4.9.1.1.1 Navigation in the Bay:  Vessels movements in the bay include or are 
planned for deep draft vessels that draw 50 ft of water. Therefore the route of the cable 
must follow existing bay contours where the depth is greater than 50 ft. In locations 
where the route is in less than 50 ft water the route must ensure that it does not conflict or 
constrain deep draft vessel movements on the bay with attention to the approaches to and 
from Port facilities.  The cable route should not induce alternate vessel routes that would 
require dredging. 

The DEIR should fully analyze the projects impacts on future dredging in the Bay. 

SECTION 4.10:  TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION

Currently the impact of moving the oversize equipment is shown in the document as 
significant in Pittsburg but not significant in San Francisco.  It should be considered 
significant in both areas and mitigated in both locations.  Appropriate mitigation my 
include transporting the large equipment and lay-down materials and equipment by ship 
directly into the Port of San Francisco using Pier 70 or another appropriate pier.  This 
would help minimize impacts to roads and traffic. 

CCSF and regional agencies are implementing the Bay Trail through the southwestern 
waterfront area as described in the Draft Central Waterfront Plan and the Blue Greenway 
Conceptual Plan.  This project is adjacent to the open space identified in City plans.  To 
mitigate potential conflict, the project should provide easements and incorporate a 
pathway and water access point at the end of 24th Street consistent with the Blue 
Greenway Plan.  Design of the path, associated signage, and display of/disposition of any 
artifacts found on the site should be approved by the City Planning Director. 

The San Francisco Municipal Railway is constructing the Metro East Light Rail 
Maintenance Facility in 2009 at the former Western Pacific property.  The proposed site 
is also considered as an alternative site for the converter station lay down and staging 
area.  (This is the site shown in the developer’s web page as the Converter Site, Option 
2).  We understand that currently the MTA and the Port are discussing the use of four 
acres of land as the lay down area.  The detailed project description in the DEIR calls for 
a laydown facility totaling seven acres.  The document should clarify that four acres is the 
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size of the lay down area needed for the project and should state that the area has been 
agreed to, if that is the case. 

The document should clarify that by the time this project is underway, the new Third 
Street light rail service (which will use the Metro East Facility as its base) will be 
operating.  Traffic Mitigation 4 should be clarified to coordinate with San Francisco 
Muni, the Port and the Department of Parking and Traffic so that all activities and needs 
are met because multiple construction projects will be underway simultaneously.  The 
goal should be for coordinated traffic control among all of the projects to minimize 
vehicular delays and delays to SF Muni. 

The Draft Central Waterfront Plan should be specifically acknowledged and cited.
Briefly, it calls for a new through street along both 23rd and 25th Streets from Illinois to 
the Bay which will enhance access to the proposed converter site and could also 
coordinate with the under-grounding of the cable line in terms of surveys and 
construction.

While the DEIR points out that San Francisco does not consider lack of on-street or lot 
parking (for construction workers in this context) to be a significant impact, the document 
needs to point out that this is San Francisco’s stance with respect to single occupant 
commuters.  The City generally requires that project contractors provide information and 
incentives so that project construction workers either use transit or vanpooling to access 
the site so as not to add to the already difficult transportation environment for residents.  
Several residences are in the area and there is no neighborhood parking permit program 
in effect. In addition, it appears that there will be three projects underway in the area 
simultaneously—this project, the Muni Metro East Maintenance Facility and the peaker 
plant construction.  There may also be other Port projects underway during the same time 
period.  The new Third Street light rail will feature a station at Third and 23rd which 
should allow for good transit access for workers.  The impact of worker parking in the 
area  on resident parking and Muni operations along Third Street appears to be potentially 
cumulatively significant and, thus, mitigation should include providing a TDM program 
for workers. 

SECTION 4.11:  NOISE AND VIBRATION

Noise: Table 4.11-9 shows leq 1 hour of between 52 and 73 decibels for operational 
noise of the Converter Plant.  No ldn estimate is shown for San Francisco for operational 
noise, yet the ldn metric is shown for the Pittsburg operational noise with noise exceeding 
the 75 dBA (ldn)standards in effect for both areas.  It appears that the difference is that 
ldn was used for Pittsburg and leq was used for San Francisco.  The final noise work 
should calculate ldn for the project for the San Francisco Converter Plant and report any 
impacts and mitigations.  It makes sense that there would be noise impacts for the Potrero 
site in that it is much closer to residences that the Pittsburg site, which was found to have 
noise impacts.  The same significance criteria should be provided for each site. [We 
understand that leq was used to be consistent with the San Francisco Noise Ordinance 
which is quite old, and we prefer that the 75 ldn threshold be applied to the site as the 
significance threshold.  We understand that ldn is typically used to assess power 
generation and transmission projects.]  We note that this is one area where there seems to 
be a different treatment of the Pittsburg site than there is for the San Francisco site.  In 
the case of Pittsburg, operations noise is noted as a significant impact because it exceeds 
75 dBA ldn.  What is the operational noise impact for the San Francisco site in ldn and 
does it require a similar mitigation as is proposed for the Pittsburg plant? 
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Operational noise is declared as no impact for the San Francisco plant yet is shown as an 
impact for the Pittsburg plant even though the closest residence is six times closer to the 
plant in San Francisco than it is in Pittsburg.  This does not make sense and should be 
revised.

The document does not present an estimate of cumulative noise impacts with and without 
the project.  Please provide this analysis and identify appropriate mitigations.   

SECTION 4.13: VISUAL RESOURCES/AESTHETICS

While it is located in a heavy commercial zoning district, the project site is also within 
the viewsheds of residents and the Bay and is within the area planned for mixed use 
development.  An alternative that would screen and buffer views of the converter, 
provide historic interpretation of the area, and assist in implementing the Blue Greenway 
project and other neighborhood streetscape improvements called for in the Draft Central 
Waterfront Plan should be included in the EIR.  Improved views to the facility would 
then result from Illinois Street, 25th Street, Cesar Chavez and the Warm Water Cove.  
This would also be consistent with San Francisco General Plan policies. 

The project description summary at the beginning of the DEIR leaves open the question 
of whether the wiring from the converter plant to the Potrero PG&E Plant would be 
underground or overhead.  The San Francisco Master Plan, Urban Design Element has a 
design policy of allowing only under grounded utilities in new development. This would 
apply to the line that will transport the converted AC power to the Potrero Power Plant. 

SECTION 4.14: HAZARDOUS MATERIALS AND WASTE MANAGEMENT

The converter facility will use and produce hazardous materials and is proposed to have 
an automated fire retardant system.  Automatic notification facilities should be built into 
the project so that the San Francisco Fire Department is notified as well as officials in 
Pittsburg.   

The project should be modify to accomplish the following: 
1. harden the facility against vandalism; 
2. reduce the on-site storage and creation of hazardous materials; 
3. placard the area with appropriate hazardous materials signage; and 
4. separate the open space uses from the converter plant uses. 

Storm Water Run-Off:  The document appears to sufficiently identify and mitigate run-
off impacts for Pittsburg, but fails to address either impacts or mitigation of storm water 
for the San Francisco portion of the facility.  Peak demand and capacity should be 
assessed both in the short and long term and any needed storm water capacity can be 
provided as a mitigation.  

In addition, the project is located in an area of known soil contamination dating back 
numerous years.  (See sources at footnote 1 of these comments).  The project should 
include clean-up of hazardous materials on-site and soil remediation so that no hazardous 
materials are further introduced into the Bay. 
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Hazardous Sediments:  Additional information about sediments may be available from 
Caltrans District 4, based on borings very recently done for the construction of the Bay 
Bridge East Span and also borings done for the San Francisco end of the bridge for the 
retrofit of the structure on the City side and borings very recently done for the skyscraper 
on Rincon Hill.

Article  22A of the City and County of San Francisco’s Health Code requiring analysis of 
soils for hazardous waste constituents should be identified in the discussion of site and 
regulatory setting, and in Section 4.14.3.2.1 regarding construction-related impacts from 
soil removal.  Compliance with Article 22A will ensure that soil to be disturbed by 
construction in San Francisco will be characterized, and that, depending on the results of 
soil characterization, a site-specific health and safety plan and soil management plan will 
be required by the Department of Public health for it’s review and approval prior to 
beginning work.  Article 22A effectively ensures development of more project and site-
specific soil and groundwater management procedures and additional regulatory 
oversight for soil removal protocols described generally in mitigation measures HAZ-2 
and HAZ-6. 

Section 4.14.3.2.1 regarding construction-related impacts from the HWC Converter 
Station should reference the fact that the management measures that will be used to 
prevent releases of hazardous materials and wastes, accidental spills, and discharge of 
contaminated groundwater (described in mitigation measures HAZ-3, HAZ-4, HAZ-5 
and HAZ-7)  are all part of and will be included in the illicit discharge element of the 
storm water pollution prevention plan (SWPPP) that will be developed in compliance 
with the statewide general permit for discharge of storm water from construction sites. 

The description of site and regulatory setting with respect to the HWC Converter Station, 
and section 4.14.3.2.2 regarding operations-related impacts of hazardous materials usage 
should identify the City and County Department of Public Health (SFDPH) as the local 
agency delegated with authority to implement state hazardous materials management 
regulations.  Use and storage of hazardous materials at the converter station will require 
the operator to register with the SFDPH, including submittal of documentation regarding 
the operators management of both hazardous materials and wastes.  This registration is 
effectively equivalent to the Hazardous Materials Business Plan described in mitigation 
measure HAZ-8, and also applies to hazardous waste.  Regulation of hazardous waste 
management by DPH should also be identified with respect to impact and mitigation 
measure HAZ-9.  The SFDPH should be identified in Tables 4.14-8 as an agency that 
would be involved in response to a hazardous materials spill. 

SECTION 5.0:  PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

1.  Energy Efficiency and Renewable Energy projects.  The potential for energy 
efficiency or renewables to provide an alternative to the project is not adequately 
considered in the DEIR. 

CEQA Guidelines require projects to consider the effect of their projects on energy 
efficiency.9  To the extent energy efficiency can reduce the overall level of energy usage 
in the Bay Area, this would clearly be the environmentally preferred alternative, avoiding 
not only the need for new transmission projects but also conserving the use of fossil fuels 

9 CEQA Guidelines, Appendix F 
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and reducing their associated pollution emissions.  The DEIR should therefore consider 
the role of energy efficiency as an alternative to the proposed project. 

The DEIR should address the potential for increased energy efficiency and demand 
response as potential alternatives to the project.  The ISO Action Plan (provided with the 
DEIR) notes that it deferred any consideration of energy efficiency and related demand 
response programs10  Both the DEIR and the ISO’s Phase 2 Study provide only a cursory 
(approximately ½ page each) description of this alternative. 

A variety of programs are already in place that could be expanded or re-evaluated to 
determine their effectiveness.  The CPUC has already established a goal of reducing peak 
demand by 5%.  The CPUC has also recently released a proposed decision that would 
allow PG&E to develop an aggressive Advanced Metering Infrastructure program 
designed to enhance the ability of customers to reduce load during peak periods.  The 
CAISO has also operated demand response programs. 

The potential to meet this need through renewable energy also needs to be examined.  At 
a minimum, Trans Bay should examine the feasibility of putting solar energy collectors 
on the roofs of its converter sites.

2.  Alternatives to how the project is designed and/or built.  As noted in the DEIR, the 
project contains several potential sites for the location of the converter station, 
construction lay-down area, and potential different paths under the Bay. 

 a) Trans Bay’s proposed construction lay-down site is the same one currently 
planned for the San Francisco Electric Reliability Project (SFERP).  The DEIR lists two 
alternatives for a construction lay-down site.  The Western Pacific Railroad site is the site 
currently planned for use by CCSF for the construction of the SFERP.  Therefore, this 
alternative should be removed from further consideration in the DEIR. 

 b) Size of Cable.  The NOP mentions a “likely capacity of 600 MW” (NOP, p. 2) 
and also that “at this time, the transmission capacity of the proposed project is anticipated 
to be up to 750 MW.” (NOP, p. 3).  Many ISO documents and project proponent 
statements also describe the project as being either 400 MW or 600 MW.  Now, as 
described in both the DEIR and Trans Bay’s FERC filing, the project is described as 400 
MW.   

There is no discussion in the Alternatives section comparing the environmental 
costs/benefits of a 600 MW vs. 400 MW transmission line.  It would appear that many of 
the environmental effects of the project would be the same regardless of project size (e.g. 
dredging, cable-laying impacts, converter station construction).  There is discussion of 
the potential environmental benefits that might accrue to a larger project through further 
changes to how electric generation is dispatched in the Greater Bay Area. 

 c) Dual vs. single cable.  The DEIR should address the potential for improved 
reliability that might result from use of dual cables as opposed to a single cable. 
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SECTION 6.2.3:  NO PROJECT ALTERNATIVE 

1.  The “PG&E Reconductoring Study” identified in the ISO’s Phase II Study should be 
the “No Project” alternative. The DEIR and the ISO Phase II study both note that there is 
not a reliability need for new transmission until 2012.  The ISO Board Recommendation 
designating Trans Bay Cable as the preferred alternative, as well as the ISO Phase II 
Study, shows that “reconductoring” of existing transmission facilities can provide reliable 
service until approximately 2018. 11  Most of this activity would involve upgrades to 
facilities within the existing transmission footprint and avoid the need for new 
transmission lines.12  As noted in the ISO Phase 2 study, the cost of this approach is 
approximately ½ ($173 million) of the target cost of the Trans Bay Project.   

Trans Bay is a “merchant transmission” company.  Trans Bay has no on-going obligation 
to ensure and/or plan for the reliable operation of the entire transmission grid.  As noted 
in the DEIR, this obligation has been placed with the CAISO, which under state law has 
an obligation to plan for a reliable transmission system.  Pacific Gas & Electric, as a 
public utility regulated by the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) also has a 
legal obligation to provide reliable service to its customers.  

Absent the Trans Bay project being built, it is highly unlikely that either the CAISO or 
PG&E would “do nothing” as proposed in the DEIR and allow reliability to degrade.  
Even accepting that major new transmission lines would be unlikely to be built in the Bay 
Area, the most likely outcome then would be for the CAISO and PG&E to exercise their 
statutory responsibility and engage in the various “reconductoring” activities identified in 
the CAISO Phase 2 study.  Therefore, this outcome should be the “No Project” 
alternative against which the Trans Bay Cable is evaluated.13

Under this “No Project” alternative, the primary benefit identified for the Trans Bay 
Cable, at least in its early years, is its stated potential to reduce transmission and 
congestion losses.

2.  Continued operation of the Potrero power plant should not be part of the “No Project” 
Alternative.  The DEIR incorrectly states that "One potential consequence of the 'No 
Project' alternative would be that the relatively inefficient and polluting Mirant Power 
Plant may need to run in the future to meet San Francisco’s electric supply needs.”  
(DEIR, 1-16) 

This statement is incorrect and should be removed from the DEIR.  First, it is inconsistent 
with numerous public statements made by the project proponents as to the result and 
purpose of the project.  To cite but one example from Trans Bay’s public presentations: 

Mr. Parquet “explained that one of the consequences of the project was not to 
shut down generation in San Francisco. The project that would cause generation 
to shut down in San Francisco was a transmission line being constructed by 
PG&E on the Jefferson/Martin line and which would cause the shutdown of the 
Hunters Point Power Plant.  As planned and as the ISO intended, a new smaller 

11 The ISO Phase II study notes that there would be a need for new transmission line 
construction to commence toward the end of this period. 
12 Many of these projects may be subject to the CPUC’s General Order 131-D and thus 
not subject to the need for CEQA review.  
13 Although this should be the “No Project” alternative, CCSF does not have an opinion if 
this is or isn’t the optimal outcome.   
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power plant in San Francisco, the Little Peaker Project, would likely cause the 
shutdown of the Potrero Power Plant.” (Trans Bay EIR Oct. 19, 2005 scoping 
session) 14

The “little peaker project” (i.e. the San Francisco’s Electric Reliability Project) is 
currently scheduled to be on line by 2008. 

The DEIR’s statement is also inconsistent with the CAISO studies upon which Trans Bay 
relies.  Both the initial CAISO Action Plan, as well as the CAISO Phase 2 study assume 
that Potrero is retired as a result of the Jefferson-Martin and San Francisco projects.

SECTION 6.0:  COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES

Environmentally Superior Alternative: The document states that there is no clear 
environmentally superior site alternative for the San Francisco Converter Plant.  If the 
revisions noted in the Visual, Cultural, and Land Use sections herein are made to the 
project (as either mitigations or as part of the project description), we believe the 
environmentally superior alternative for the Converter Station will become evident.  The 
traffic section should note that the laydown facility location at the Port property will not 
result in any impact to SF Muni and that this may be the superior alternative for a lay 
down area.

The Babcock and Brown web site shows the Converter Plant Facility at the site of the 
Muni Metro East Maintenance Facility, which does not appear to be a project alternative.
It is our understanding that the SF Muni and Port are in negotiations for use of four of the 
17 acres designated for the light rail facility as a laydown area.  This should be made 
clear in the project description and the revised document should confirm that the two 
plans have no conflicts. 

14 See also the San Francisco Chronicle (July 30, 2005) and Trans Bay’s October 2004 
presentation to the San Francisco Power Plant Task Force 
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Attachments

Attachment 1  CEC Hearing Transcript July 23, 2002 

Attachment 2  Prepared testimony of Charles Chase 

Attachment 3  Prepared testimony of Paul Groth 

Attachment 4  Prepared testimony of Christopher Ver Planck 

Attachment 5  Prepared testimony of Mark Paez 

Attachment 6  May 21, 2001 Port letter to the Mayor’s Office of Economic  
   Development 

Attachment 7  Comments of the San Francisco Power Plant Task Force on the  
   DEIR 
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Comment 
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22-1 The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency appreciates the CCSF review of the Draft EIR for the Trans 
Bay Cable Project. The City of Pittsburg looks forward to further, ongoing coordination with CCSF 
representatives regarding this important Project and its objective of helping secure the long-term 
electrical system reliability in the CCSF. 

22-2 Comments noted. The City of Pittsburg respects and acknowledges the CCSF’s expertise regarding 
environmental protection in San Francisco, and its important role in the CEQA review process and 
subsequent permitting approvals for this Project, as applicable. The San Francisco Stakeholder’s Study 
Group, California Independent System Operator, and California Energy Commission’s assessments of 
the formidable energy supply and reliability issues facing the CCSF area in the future strongly indicate 
and support the timely implementation of the Trans Bay Cable Project as an integral part of the solution to 
the issues facing the CCSF area. Please refer to Appendix C of the Draft and Final EIRs for key pertinent 
CAISO and CEC documents supporting the need and expressing support for the Trans Bay Cable 
Project. The City of Pittsburg appreciates that based on early City of Pittsburg consultation with the CCSF 
regarding CEQA compliance and possible CCSF involvement in the Draft EIR preparation process, the 
CCSF declined to be involved and deferred full responsibility for preparation of the Draft EIR to the City of 
Pittsburg. The City of Pittsburg appreciates the informal input provided by the CCSF Planning 
Department to the City of Pittsburg in 2004 following issuance of the Notice of Preparation and the 
associated scoping phase for the Trans Bay Cable EIR regarding the issues and desired scope of the 
EIR. 

22-3 The City of Pittsburg consulted with the San Francisco Planning Department to confirm land use 
consistency and the Draft EIR Section 4.8 as well as Final EIR Section 4.A.8 evaluate the Project’s 
consistency with the General Plan. In addition, the City of Pittsburg agrees that an Application for General 
Plan Referral will be submitted concurrently with other Project applications. 

22-4 Comments noted. All of the graphics presented in the Draft EIR are available via the web-based version 
on the City of Pittsburg’s website by going to the applicable table of contents of the Draft EIR on the 
website and double clicking on the applicable figure number/name. Many of the figures are very large in 
terms of file size, thus they are only accessible individually versus as a group on the website. In the 
published hard copy of the Draft EIR, the figures are placed at the end of the individual applicable 
sections (e.g., Appendix A). This convention also facilitates efficient downloading of text and figures from 
the web-based version by individuals/computers with various memory and download capabilities, as 
available to the wide range of potential EIR reviewers. The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency 
ensured that the Draft EIR information on the City’s website is as accurate and up to-date as possible; 
any discrepancies with the Project proponent’s website are beyond the City’s control and are likely 
related to the frequency with which the Project proponent updates its website information. Please refer to 
the City of Pittsburg’s website and/or a hard copy or CD version of the Draft EIR for accurate 
representations of the proposed and alternative project component locations as germane to the 
assessment in the Draft EIR. 
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22-5 Comments noted. The City of Pittsburg recognizes that the Draft Central Waterfront Neighborhood Plan 
proposes to re-zone the area west of Illinois Street from current M-2 to mixed use residential. Draft EIR 
Sections 4.8.2.3.3 (Central Waterfront Area Plan), 4.8.2.3.4 (Central Waterfront Neighborhood Plan 
[Draft]), and 4.8.3.2.2 indicate and conclude that the proposed Project is consistent with both existing and 
proposed land use plans and zoning in San Francisco, including the production, distribution, and repair 
(PDR) district and mixed use residential shown on the Draft Plan.  

Upon adoption of this Draft Plan, possible future residences could be located 445 feet west of the Mirant 
sites (Alternatives 1 and 2) and directly across Illinois Street (approximately 80 feet) from the HWC 
(Mitigated) site. Given the status of the proposed land use changes in the area, construction of the 
proposed Project would likely occur prior to the residential development in this area. Thus, the 
construction phase of the proposed Project would not impact the future residences directly across Illinois 
Street.  

Calculations were performed using linear octave band sound power levels as inputs from each noise 
source for the proposed and converter stations using the same equipment as the once-proposed HWC 
Converter Station. As discussed in the Draft and Final EIRs, calculated sound levels for the Mirant L-
configuration at the west property line would be 63 A-weighted sound level (dBA) equivalent sound level 
(Leq), 71 dBA Leq for the Mirant rectangular configuration, and 63 dBA Leq for the HWC (Mitigated) site. 
Based on direct line-of-sight distance, the estimated sound levels from the converter stations at the future 
residences would be approximately 51 dBA Leq from the Mirant L-configuration, 58 dBA Leq from the 
Mirant rectangular configuration, and 61 dBA Leq from the HWC (Mitigated) site.  

Based on the San Francisco Noise Ordinance, the noise limits for fixed sources (such as the converter 
stations) at the property lines of residential/commercial land uses depend on the zoning of the property, 
as shown in Table 4.11-4 in Section 4.11.2.3.1 of the Draft EIR. Because the potential future 
development would be mixed use, it is assumed that the property would not be zoned R-1 or R-2; thus, 
the nighttime limits at the possible future development would be 55 or 60 dBA. In addition, the Noise 
Ordinance requires that interior noise levels in the sleeping/living rooms not exceed 45 dBA in the 
nighttime hours. Therefore, the estimated direct line-of-sight calculated sound levels would exceed the 
nighttime limits at the future development for the Mirant rectangular site and the HWC (Mitigated) site. 
However, based on the San Francisco Transportation Element of the General Plan and the California 
Code of Regulations, Title 24: Noise Insulation Standards, future residential structures require an 
acoustical analysis for multifamily dwellings in an area exceeding 60 dBA CNEL. As stated in Policy 10.2 
of the San Francisco Transportation Element, “builders should be encouraged to take into account 
prevailing noise levels and to include noise insulation materials as needed to provide adequate 
installation.” The Element also recommends using building setbacks, buildings sited with their narrower 
dimensions facing the noise sources, and to design the interior layout so that rooms that require quiet 
(i.e., bedrooms) are away from the noise source. Therefore, future development would need to take into 
account the existing noise sources, including the converter station, in their design to be submitted to the 
City’s Building Inspection Department to be in compliance with both local and state regulations regarding 
new residential developments. 
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22-6 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 22-5, as well as Sections 4.A.8, 4.A.11, and 4.A.13 of this 
Final EIR. 

Please refer to Response 22-5 for noise-related impacts to future mixed use residential. The Draft Central 
Waterfront Neighborhood Plan proposes to change land uses to mixed use residential at the northwest 
and southwest corners of the 23rd Street and Illinois Street intersection. In the current Draft Plan, 
residences would be permitted on all stories of buildings. Neighborhood retail, housing compatible with 
production, distribution and repair uses, and small office uses would be principally permitted uses on the 
ground floor. Residences are the only uses allowed on the third floor and above.  

Landscaping and architectural design features would be added to ensure that the converter station site is 
more consistent with proposed future mixed uses in the area. However, given the height of future 
residences (third floors and above), it is likely that residences on the third floor and above would still have 
views of the converter station site despite installation of visual barriers. However, this impact is not 
expected to be significant based on the existing industrial land uses that surround the site, including the 
PG&E substation.  

22-7 The City of Pittsburg and the Project proponent fully expect that the CCSF would require building permits 
from the CCSF, rather than the State Architect.  

22-8 Comments noted. CEQA does not include a requirement to address environmental justice issues (i.e., 
this is typically a National Environmental Policy Act requirement for federal projects). Regardless, the 
proposed Trans Bay Cable Project would not be expected to result in any significant, unmitigable 
disproportionate impacts on minority or low income populations in either San Francisco or Pittsburg. It 
should be noted that based on early consultation in 2004 with senior San Francisco Planning Department 
officials regarding the scope of the EIR for the Project, City of Pittsburg representatives were told by 
CCSF that CCSF as a matter of policy does not address environmental justice issues in their EIRs.  

22-9 Comments noted. Since this comment provides no specific examples, it is difficult for the City of Pittsburg 
as CEQA Lead Agency to respond. The mitigation and monitoring measures presented in the Draft and 
Final EIRs are presented as appropriate to the specific site/project component and relevant potentially 
significant impact regardless of geographic location or jurisdiction. Without more specific examples, it is 
not possible to respond further to this comment. The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency has the 
overall responsibility for ensuring that the stated mitigation and monitoring measures are adequate, 
implemented, and monitored properly. The City of Pittsburg will work together with the CCSF and other 
responsible agencies to make sure that the appropriate mitigation measures are implemented properly by 
the appropriate, qualified entity and that the documentation of the mitigation measures effectiveness 
and/or remedial action needed is properly recorded, reported, and/or implemented. To the extent that the 
CCSF or its designee needs to be involved for Project components in San Francisco, the details will need 
to be worked out, in part, based on final permit negotiations and/or forthcoming agreements, as 
applicable and appropriate. 

22-10 The proposed Trans Bay Cable Project will not require a permit from the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC). FERC’s role on the Project includes approval of the financing for construction and 
setting of the appropriate tariff rate for the Project. The primary federal permitting action for the Project is 
associated with the USACE permitting (e.g., related to Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors Act and 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act) for the proposed submarine cable installation in the Bay. As 
discussed in Table 2-1, Section 4.4.2, 4.7.2, and Appendix G of the Draft EIR, the USACE permitting 
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process for the Project will likely include Section 7 (of the Endangered Species Act) consultation with 
other federal agencies such as the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and NOAA Fisheries as well as the 
State Historic Preservation Office relative to Section 106 (of the National Historic Preservation Act) 
compliance. Based on City of Pittsburg and Project proponent informal consultation with USACE 
representatives in 2004, the USACE does not plan to prepare an EIS for this Project, but will instead 
prepare an Environmental Assessment (EA) based in part on the Final EIR for the Trans Bay Cable 
Project. 

22-11 Comments noted. Section K.1 of Appendix K of the Draft EIR accurately states that there are currently no 
federal or State CEQA standards for defining health risk from electromagnetic frequencies (EMF) or for 
limiting human exposure to EMFs from transmission lines or substation facilities in California. Moreover, 
the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC’s) EMF policies do not apply to the proposed Trans 
Bay Cable Project. As discussed in Draft EIR Section A.3.6, preliminary modeling estimates of EMF 
levels have been performed and the estimated electric and magnetic fields from the submarine DC cable 
and at the converter station fence lines would be negligible. DC electric and magnetic fields have never 
been associated with health effects. Also, as discussed in Draft EIR Section A.3.6, the preliminary 
modeling estimates of AC electric and magnetic field levels at the converter station fence line would also 
be negligible. Finally, as presented in Section A.3.6 of the Draft EIR, the estimated AC electric and 
magnetic field EMF levels above the proposed buried DC and AC cables in San Francisco and Pittsburg 
would also be minimal at the ground surface above the buried cables. The California Public Utility 
Commission’s EMF policies do not apply to the proposed Trans Bay Cable Project. However, the 
proposed Project design already incorporates EMF mitigating factors since much of the converter station 
electrical facilities are enclosed within a steel building that provides shielding, and the onshore 
transmission system employs underground cables as opposed to overhead lines. Cables are proposed to 
be buried in conduit or duct banks which include concrete casings. In addition, it is expected that the 
converter station in San Francisco will be surrounded by a masonry wall which will help mitigate noise 
impacts, EMF, and visual impacts. No further EMF modeling is necessary and no further mitigation is 
warranted beyond that already included in the Project design. 

22-12 Comment noted. As discussed in the Draft EIR, the CAISO selected the proposed Trans Bay Cable 400 
MW HVDC Project along with the Jefferson-Martin Transmission Line and the San Francisco Electric 
Reliability Project as the trio of projects needed to solve San Francisco’s short-term and long-term 
electrical supply and reliability needs. The CAISO assessed the Moraga-Potrero alternative and 
determined that the proposed Trans Bay Cable Project was preferable. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 
A.8.3.5.5, the Moraga-Potrero alternative was determined to likely be infeasible due to the significant 
constraints that exist for getting the line to the East Bay shoreline and the difficulty in getting the line 
across the Bay to San Francisco/Potrero (i.e., would likely require a submarine cable since it could not be 
placed on the bridge or within BART tube). CEQA does not require detailed analysis of alternatives that 
are deemed to be infeasible. In addition, the environmental impacts of the Moraga-Potrero alternative are 
expected to likely be greater than the proposed TBC Project since it would involve construction through 
the East Bay hills and through highly populated urban areas as well as installation of a submarine cable 
component similar to the proposed Project. Please refer to Responses 11-2 and 19-5 for more 
information. 

22-13 Comments noted. Please refer to Responses 3-1 through 3-6. 
22-14 Comments noted. Section A.8.3 of the Draft EIR considers multiple transmission and non-transmission 
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alternatives for meeting current and projected electrical supply and reliability needs in San Francisco. 
None of the various alternatives considered were deemed to be capable of meeting all of the Project 
objectives and the related screening criteria for feasibility and environmental impacts avoidance. CEQA 
does not require detailed analysis of alternatives that are infeasible, incapable of meeting the Project’s 
objectives, or that are speculative. The alternatives analysis presented in Draft EIR Section A.8.3 is 
adequate and reasonable. 

22-15 Comments noted. Potential cumulative impacts with the BART earthquake safety program are addressed 
in Draft EIR Section 7.2.2.12.2. The primary potential concern from a cumulative impact standpoint given 
the geographical locations of the BART retrofit project components and the proposed Trans Bay Cable 
Project is the area where the proposed Trans Bay Cable route crosses the BART trans bay tube in the 
Bay (refer to Map A.2-1, Sheet 1 of 10, milepost 3.5).The proposed onshore TBC Project components are 
located several miles south of the BART seismic retrofit project’s western terminus at the Montgomery 
station in San Francisco (source: Environmental Assessment/Finding of No Significant Impact , BART 
Seismic Retrofit Project, Berkeley Hills Tunnel to the Montgomery Street Station; USDOT, Federal 
Highway Administration et al., August 2005) components in San Francisco, thus, the potential for 
cumulative impacts to occur during the construction phases is minimal. BART’s schedule for performing 
the retrofits to the trans Bay tube in the Bay indicates that BART’s in-bay work would be completed prior 
to the initiation of the submarine cable installation component of the proposed Trans Bay Cable Project 
which would not begin until at least the summer of 2008. Therefore, the potential for significant 
cumulative construction phase environmental impacts between the two projects is negligible. However, 
the cumulative impact assessment presented in Section 7.2.2.12.2 of the Draft EIR recognizes the 
potential for system and maintenance conflicts between the two systems and the Project proponent for 
the Trans Bay Cable has, and will continue to, coordinate with BART engineers to resolve applicable 
issues prior to final design and construction of the proposed Project. Please refer to Responses 5-1 
through 5-5 for more information. 

22-17 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 9-1. 
22-18 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 2-1A. As noted in Comment Response 2-1A, the electrical 

sources that would feed the proposed Trans Bay Cable Project via the existing PG&E Pittsburg 
Substation include a variety of previously permitted ad mitigated sources that varies over time. It is not 
known what specific sources would supply the PG&E Pittsburg Substation in the future nor what impact, if 
any, the proposed Project would have on the operation of these sources as these factors involve 
decisions to be made by the CAISO based on future conditions such as supply and demand. To try and 
make assumptions about how the grid would be supplied and operated in the future (i.e., in order to form 
the basis for any air quality impact modeling) would be speculative which is discouraged under CEQA. 
Given that the proposed Project is a transmission project, not a generation project, speculative indirect 
operational phase air quality impact modeling is not appropriate. As also noted in Comment Response 
2-1A, there is sufficient generation in the electrical grid to provide the energy that would be transmitted by 
the Project. The TBC Project is not expected to encourage or facilitate any new generation projects. The 
Project is actually expected to reduce demand for generation because of an estimated 20 MW savings in 
transmission line losses as a result of the proposed Project. 

22-19 Comments noted. Please note that the proposed TBC Project is a transmission project not an electrical 
generation project. There are no operational phase “generation” related emissions associated with the 
proposed Project. Please refer to Responses 2-1A and 22-18.  
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22-20 Comments noted. Neither CEQA nor the BAAQMD require air quality modeling for mobile sources such 
as the submarine cable-laying vessel which would install approximately 52 miles of submarine cable in 
the Bay over a 3- to 4-month period. Therefore, modeling of mobile marine vessel construction emissions 
is not necessary. The comment regarding the Project’s emissions relative to the BAAQMD’s definition of 
a “major new source” is not pertinent since this regulation pertains to qualifying stationary sources that 
typically emit specific criteria pollutants over the long term not a brief construction period. The Draft EIR 
includes mitigation measures for temporary marine vessel emissions as discussed in Section 4.2.3.4 
under Mitigation Measure AIR-3, Marine Vessel Emission Controls. With implementation of the stated 
mitigation measure, no significant air quality impacts are expected to occur associated with short-term 
marine vessel emissions. As discussed in Section 4.2.3.2.2 of the Draft EIR (see Table 4.2-12), a long 
term air quality-related benefit of the proposed TBC Project would be the expected savings of 20 
megawatts of electricity that is currently lost due to line losses/transmission grid congestion. 

The term “regional air quality” in this context is assumed to mean large scale (i.e., district-wide) modeling 
of ozone precursors (i.e., nitrogen oxides NOx] and volatile organic compounds [VOCs]) that undergo 
reactions in the atmosphere and contribute to the formation of ozone. The potential effect to regional air 
quality from marine vessel emissions was addressed in the Draft EIR. [It was correctly pointed out that 
the Project’s contribution to regional emissions from the marine cable installation phase would likely be 
too small to be discernible to the results of regional ozone modeling (see Draft EIR, page 4.2-26). This is 
not only the applicant’s position, it is the BAAQMD’s position as well. As stated in an email received by 
URS following a meeting held with BAAQMD on the TBC Project wherein the estimated NOx emissions of 
the cable-laying ship were stated to be over 1,000 pounds per day, “Modeling would not show increased 
ozone levels resulting from 1000 lb/day - that’s way too small to show up in photochemical models” 
(Henry Hilken, BAAQMD Director of Planning, 01/24/06). 

The term “localized air quality” in this context is assumed to mean small scale (i.e., within about 10 km) 
modeling of pollutants in a non-reactive mode (again including NOx) to determine those emissions’ 
contributions to existing ambient air quality levels and compare the total to established ambient air quality 
standards (AAQS). The potential effect on localized air quality of a ship allegedly being in the proximity of 
a given point for 20 days as suggested in the comment is nebulous because there are no federal or state 
AAQS having a 20-day averaging time, or even close to a 20-day averaging time. Therefore, there are no 
criteria for the results of the localized air dispersion modeling requested in the comment to be compared 
with.  

NO2 has an AAQS for both a 1-hr and an annual averaging time. It is quite possible that the vessel could 
remain in the same position for periods of one hour or longer but the annual standard is clearly not 
applicable to this project due to the temporary nature of the construction phase. Air dispersion modeling 
was conducted using the USEPA SCREEN3 computer model for the NOx emissions from the cable ship 
Giulio Verne. The SCREEN3 model looks at emissions from a single stack and evaluates downwind 
impacts over a full array of all possible meteorological conditions. Several highly conservative and in 
some cases impractical assumptions were used which would tend to make the modeled results higher 
than what would actually occur. First, each of the four engines in service on the vessel was assumed to 
be operating at maximum rated output of 2,268 brake horsepower per engine @ 0.0109 pound of NOx 
per brake horsepower hour unit emission rate, an emission rate from the vessel equal to 99 pounds per 
hour of NOx. Second, the ship was assumed to be stationary for one full hour even at this maximum 
engine output. Third, it was assumed that all NOx is emitted as NO2 - a highly conservative assumption in 
that it is likely that only about 10 percent of the emissions would be NO2.  
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The maximum-modeled impact occurred at about 875 meters downwind from the vessel and was 53 
micrograms per cubic meter. Concentrations at other locations and during other operating conditions all 
would be lower. The 1-hr California AAQS for NO2 is 470 micrograms per cubic meter. The highest 
measured background was 141 micrograms per cubic meter (see Draft EIR Table 4.2-3, Arkansas Street, 
San Francisco, Nitrogen Dioxide Maximum1-hr Average for year 2002 = 0.075 parts per million (ppm), 
which is equivalent to 141 micrograms per cubic meter). Therefore, the sum of the worst-case modeled 
project impact plus background is 53 + 141 = 194, which does not exceed the California AAQS of 470 
micrograms per cubic meter. The estimated worst-case project impact plus existing background is only 
about 40 percent of the applicable standard. Therefore, operation of the Giulio Verne would not cause the 
California 1-hour NO2 Ambient Air Quality Standard to be exceeded. 

22-21 Please see Response 22-20 regarding ozone modeling.  
22-22 Comments noted. 
22-23 Please see Response 10-4. The concerns related to emissions from construction equipment operating on 

land are addressed in the expanded list of mitigation measures added to AQ-2.  

Please see Response 10-5. The concerns related to emissions from marine operations are partially 
addressed in the mitigation measure added to AQ-3. It is very feasible to equip the vessel with the 
infrastructure necessary to allow hook up to shore side power and have this modification completed in 
time for this project. Shore side power infrastructure currently exists in at least two locations within the SF 
Bay Area capable of docking this vessel.  

22-24 Comments noted. The comment is not clear what “site” the comment is in reference to, but since the 
comment is provided by the CCSF, it is assumed that the comment is in reference to the proposed San 
Francisco converter station site as assessed in the Draft EIR. As noted in previous responses to 
comments received on the Draft EIR, the Project proponent has negotiated with the landowner at the 
HWC site and now proposes to shift the San Francisco converter station to the west on the overall HWC 
property (HWC [Mitigated] site). Please refer to Section 4.A.3 of the Final EIR for the Geologic Resources 
and Soils assessment of the now-proposed HWC (Mitigated) site. It should be noted that the geologic 
resources and soil conditions at the HWC (Mitigated) site are essentially the same as the conditions for 
the HWC site assessed in the Draft EIR as they are located on the same property. The comments stating 
that specific geologic conditions and hazards as well as hazardous material contamination conditions 
need to be clearly stated for the site are currently clearly stated in Sections 4.3 and 4.14 of the Draft EIR 
as well as the corresponding sections of the Final EIR. See new Sections 4.A.3 and 4.A.14 for 
information regarding the HWC (Mitigated) site in the Final EIR. 

22-25 Comment noted. This comment is non-specific to the portion of the Draft EIR to which the comment is 
intended to apply and it is difficult to interpret as to its potential validity. This comment response assumes 
that this comment applies to geologic conditions and potential impacts at the San Francisco converter 
station site (i.e., Sections 4.3.1.4.1 and 4.3.3.2.1, respectively, of the Draft EIR) and the appropriate 
building design measures to address the site-specific geologic conditions and hazards. The Draft EIR 
mitigation measures for geologic hazards are clear with respect to the sites in San Francisco and 
Pittsburg, that site-specific geotechnical investigation results would be required prior to construction, and 
that the results would be considered as appropriate in the final converter station designs for the various 
hazards that potentially exist at each site. The final design process would include adherence to applicable 
regulations including portions of the Uniform and California Building Codes, and review by the City of 
Pittsburg and CCSF as part of the building permit review and approval process. 
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22-26 Comments noted. Section 4.3.3.2 of the Draft EIR addresses potential construction-related impacts and 
appropriate mitigation measures associated with geologic resources and soils, including potential impacts 
associated with excavation of naturally occurring serpentinite (asbestos bearing rock)(please refer to 
Impact GEO-2 and Mitigation Measure GEO-2 in Section 4.3.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR). Draft EIR Section 
4.3.1.4.1 clearly states that the San Francisco converter station site is underlain by fill. The potential 
presence of contaminants in the fill are irrelevant to the assessment of geologic conditions at the site. 
Please refer to Draft EIR Section 4.14 (Hazardous Materials and Waste Management) and Final EIR 
Section 4.A.14, which addresses the results of the Phase II hazardous material investigation results for 
the now-proposed HWC (Mitigated) site and the associated potentially significant environmental impacts 
related to subsurface contamination and associated mitigation measures to protect the environment, 
public health, and worker safety. The mitigation measures include consideration of Article 22A (Maher 
Ordinance) requirements. 

22-27 Comments noted. Previous studies of sediments in the vicinity of the Mirant Potrero power plant have 
detected the highest sediment contamination at the northeast corner of the Potrero site and in surface 
sediments near the Unit 3 outfall (URS, 2001: Final Offshore Sediment Characterization Report, Potrero 
Power Plant). Contamination in water deeper than 14 feet below MLLW was not detected. The proposed 
Trans Bay Cable Potrero shoreline crossing would emerge south, and in 25 feet of water offshore, of 
these locations. The HDD approach has been adopted to ensure that shoreline contaminants are not 
encountered and are not introduced to the Bay.  

22-28 Comments noted. Please see Responses 10-9 and 10-12. In addition, please note that the total sediment 
dispersed per mile is a very small volume, between 117 and 234 cubic yards per mile, and will be 
dispersed at a very slow rate of 1 cubic foot per 16 seconds. The total sediment dispersed within the 10 
miles of cable alignment in City and County of San Francisco jurisdiction is between 1,170 and 2,340 
cubic yards. This volume is below the 5,000 cubic yard DMMO trigger for sediment sampling.  

22-29 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 22-28. 
22-30 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 10-10.  
22-31 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 19-24.  
22-32 Comments noted Please refer to Responses 10-11 and 10-12. In addition, please see Response 22-27 

regarding contamination at Potrero and Response 12-6 regarding the use of HDD to avoid known near 
shore contamination at Potrero. 

22-33 Comments noted. As noted in Response 22-27, contamination in offshore sediment near the Potrero 
power plant is in shoreline and near shore sediments. The Project has been designed to avoid known 
contamination at Potrero. Specifically, the HDD has been proposed to pass under shoreline 
contamination and to surface offshore and in deep water (30-35 feet) in order to avoid known near shore 
contamination. Therefore, the presence of the cable would not conflict with remediation of near shore 
sediments if it is required in the future. 

22-34 Comments noted. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.5.1.4.1, the onshore portion of the Project area in 
San Francisco consists of previously developed and industrialized landscapes characterized as 
“Disturbed/Developed” habitats. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.5.3.2.1, no potentially significant 
impacts to onshore natural communities, wildlife habitat, wetlands, or special-status species are expected 
to occur from construction or operations related activities associated with the proposed Project in San 
Francisco. No further analysis is needed or appropriate.  
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22-35 Comments noted. No potentially significant impacts to marine biological resources are identified in the 
Section 4.6 of the Draft EIR for any portions of the Project either in Pittsburg, San Francisco, or 
elsewhere. Accordingly, no mitigation measures beyond those incorporated into the proposed Project 
design (e.g., careful routing of cable to avoid potentially sensitive marine biological resources and use of 
minimally invasive Hydroplow for submarine cable installation) are deemed necessary or proposed. The 
marine biological resources impact assessment presented in the Draft EIR is comprehensive and not 
preferential to the Pittsburg portion of the Project. 

22-36 Comments noted. As described in Draft EIR Sections 4.12.3.2.2, operation of the converter stations 
would only require nominal quantities of water for landscaping, drinking, restrooms and maintenance 
activities. The proposed converter stations would not consume water for cooling (i.e., no cooling water 
intake or discharges). No impacts to marine biological resources associated with cooling would occur. 

22-37 The Dungeness crab fishery within San Francisco Bay is recreational only; no commercial fishing vessel 
traffic (either crabbers or sport fishing [party] vessels) engage in taking Dungeness crab within San 
Francisco Bay. Crabbers in transit to other grounds (if any) are considered vessels in transit in Section 
4.9.1.3 of the Draft EIR.  

22-38 Comment noted. The Draft EIR authors have consulted Caltrans documents (e.g., Baywide Eelgrass 
report) in preparing the Draft EIR section. Many of the Caltrans documents related to the East Span 
Replacement Project have very different issues associated with them with respect to topics such as 
marine mammals and underwater noise, but to the extent that these documents and survey data are 
applicable, they have been considered. 

22-39 Comments noted. See Responses 16-10, 16-11, and 19-11.  
22-40 Comments noted. Potential construction-related noise impacts to marine organisms associated with 

submarine cable installation would be associated primarily with the cable-laying vessels as described in 
the Noise and Vibration section of the Draft EIR (Section 4.11.3.4.1). Please refer to Draft EIR Section 
4.11.3.4.1 for more information, including the anticipated Project noise levels in the marine environment, 
presentation of NOAA Fisheries’ noise guidance for impacts to marine organisms, and the impact finding 
of less than significant with respect to this issue. Please note that the proposed Project no longer includes 
dredging activities in New York Slough. 

22-41 Comments noted. Section 4.7.1.2.1 and Appendix G of the Draft EIR address the historic architectural 
resources at the HWC site and the Station A Complex on the adjacent Mirant property. In addition, 
Section 4.7.1.2.1 and Appendix G of the Draft EIR also discuss the CEC evidentiary hearings associated 
with the Application for Certification for the once-proposed Potrero Power Plant Unit 7 project, including 
recognition of the larger potential historic district. It should be noted that as a mitigating action and partly 
in response to comments received regarding potential historic resources impacts associated with 
development of the Project on the HWC site, the Project proponent has negotiated with the landowner at 
the HWC site and now proposes to shift the San Francisco converter station to the west on the overall 
HWC property (HWC [Mitigated] site). The HWC (Mitigated) site avoids direct and indirect impacts to the 
historic buildings on the HWC property, the San Francisco Mirant property (Station A Complex), and to 
potential historic districts. Please refer to Response 3-7 for more information. 

22-42 Comment noted. Partly in response to comments received regarding potential historic resources impacts 
associated with development of the Project on the HWC site, the City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency 
and the Project proponent have considered the potential project impacts on historic resources in San 
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Francisco and incorporated a mitigating action into the Project to avoid impacts to the historic buildings 
on the HWC site and the adjacent Mirant property. Please refer to Response 22-41. 

22-43 Comments noted. The mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR are commensurate with the level of 
impacts because, partly in response to comments received regarding potential historic resources impacts 
associated with development of the Project on the HWC site, the Project proponent has negotiated with the 
landowner at the HWC site and now proposes to shift the San Francisco converter station to the west on the 
overall HWC property (HWC [Mitigated] site). HWC (Mitigated) will completely avoid direct impacts to the two 
historic buildings on the eastern portion of the HWC property. This action would not directly or indirectly 
impact the potential historic district(s) or contributing elements of potential historic district(s) located north of 
the HWC (Mitigated) site. Refer to Section 4.A.7 of the Final EIR for more information.  

22-44 Comments noted. The Project proponent has consulted with the San Francisco Planning Department 
Historic Preservation Coordinator, and through this coordination, has consulted with the Landmarks 
Preservation Advisory Board. 

22-45 Comments noted. The mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR are commensurate with the level 
of impacts because, partly in response to comments received regarding potential historic resources 
impacts associated with development of the Project on the HWC site, the Project proponent has 
negotiated with the landowner at the HWC site and now proposes to shift the San Francisco converter 
station to the west on the overall HWC property (HWC [Mitigated] site). Shifting the site location west will 
completely avoid direct impacts to the two historic buildings on the eastern portion of the HWC property. 
This action would not directly or indirectly impact the potential historic district(s) or contributing elements 
of potential historic district(s) located north of the HWC (Mitigated) site. Refer to Section 4.A.7 of the Final 
EIR for more information.  

22-46 Comments noted. Please refer to Responses 22-41 and 22-42. 
22-47 Comments noted. Section 4.8.2.3 of the Draft EIR discusses local plans, including the San Francisco 

General Plan, Central Waterfront Area Plan, and Draft Central Waterfront Neighborhood Plan. Table 4.8-
6 of the Draft EIR lists specific policies outlined in these plans that are applicable to the Project, including 
policies 2.3, 9.1.1, and 7.1 referenced in the comment letter. Sections 4.8.3.2.2, 5.2.8.2, and 5.3.8.2 of 
the Draft EIR discuss the applicability of the Project with these policies. In addition, an Application for 
General Plan Referral will be submitted concurrently with other Project applications, whereby a more 
detailed analysis of consistency with specific objectives and policies of the General Plan and related 
documents will be conducted. 

22-48 Comments noted. Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR, including Figure 4.13-7 which presents a baseline photo 
and a visual simulation showing the appearance of the converter station site from a viewing point at 
Warm Water Cove Park looking in a northerly direction, addresses the visual impacts of the proposed 
San Francisco converter station at the time the Draft EIR was prepared. As discussed in previous 
comment responses and as assessed in the Final EIR, the Project proponent has negotiated with the 
landowner at the HWC property and now proposes to shift the San Francisco converter station to the 
west on the overall HWC property (HWC [Mitigated] site). As shown in Section 4.A.13 of the Final EIR, 
the visual impacts on Warm Water Cove Park of the now-proposed HWC (Mitigated) converter station 
site are even lower than those predicted for the previously-proposed HWC site since the converter station 
is now further to the west, away from the park and the Bay. In addition, the retention of the existing 
historic warehouse buildings on the eastern portion of the overall HWC property would screen the vast 
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majority of the converter station facilities on the HWC (Mitigated) site as seen from Warm Water Cove 
Park and as shown on Figure 4.A.13-3 of the Final EIR. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.13 and Final 
EIR Section 4.A.13, none of the proposed or alternative converter station sites under consideration in San 
Francisco would result in unmitigable significant visual impacts as viewed from Warm Water Cove Park or 
elsewhere. 

22-49 Comments noted. The proposed and alternative converter station sites and ancillary facilities are 
consistent with the existing (M-2) and proposed (PDR) zoning of the Project area in San Francisco. 
Section 4.10.3.2 of the Draft EIR identifies that temporary impacts to the Bay Trail may occur during 
construction of the proposed Project, which could also apply to the HWC (Mitigated) site. Implementation 
of Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-3 would ensure that trail closures be coordinated with the San Francisco 
Department of Parking and Traffic and, as appropriate, signage would be erected for temporary re-
routing. No significant impacts to the Bay Trail or access to the Bay shoreline from Project operations 
were identified in either Section 4.8 (Land Use) or Section 4.10 (Traffic and Transportation) of the Draft 
EIR. No unmitigable potentially significant impacts to the Bay Trail or recreational opportunities on the 
Bay are associated with the Trans Bay Cable Project as proposed in the Final EIR, including ancillary 
facilities and alternatives. Further, the Project would not interfere with access or linkages to other 
shoreline areas or recreational areas located north or south of the site. 

22-50 Comments noted. Draft EIR Sections 4.8.2.3 and 4.8.3.2.4 discuss the applicable general plan policies, 
including the Draft Central Waterfront Neighborhood Plan. The section discusses that the Draft Plan 
proposes to change the land uses in the area, including re-zoning of the San Francisco converter station 
sites from M-2 (Heavy Industrial) to PDR (Production, Distribution, and Repair). Sections 4.8.3.2.2, 
5.2.8.2, 5.3.8.2 of the Draft EIR discuss the consistency of the Project with both the existing and 
proposed land uses.  

22-51 Comments noted. The site is currently zoned Heavy Industrial and the HWC Converter Station is 
consistent with permitted uses within this district. Section 4.8.3.2.2 of the Draft EIR discusses CCSF’s 
policies related to expanding Warm Water Cove Park to the north. Impact LU-1 is identified as a potential 
conflict between the proposed Project and CCSF/BCDC policies which stress the importance of public 
access to the Bay. Implementation of Mitigation Measure LU-1 would ensure that requisite conditions of 
permits from applicable agencies be met, including any conditions to provide Bay access in the vicinity of 
the Project site. However, the proposed Project has now been shifted in a westerly direction on the 
overall HWC property (HWC [Mitigated] site), and would not impact the potential implementation of the 
CCSF General Plan policies regarding improvements to Warm Water Cove Park. Thus, Impact LU-1 is no 
longer applicable to the HWC (Mitigated) site and Mitigation Measure LU-1 is no longer warranted. 

22-52 Comments noted. The proposed submarine cable route, including the portion of the route in San 
Francisco Bay, was developed in consultation with the USACE and the San Francisco Bar Pilots, among 
others. In general, the proposed route in San Francisco waters avoids shipping channels and is located in 
waters that are at least 30 feet deep since this is the approximate minimum depth at which the cable-
laying vessel can operate. The proposed submarine cable route avoids portions of ship channels that are 
routinely dredged or planned to be dredged to maintain adequate vessel draft. The proposed cable would 
be installed at a typical target burial depth of 3 to 6 feet below the bottom of the Bay and, once installed 
and buried, would not impact vessel movements in the Bay regardless of water depth. Please refer to 
Response 18-1 regarding the addition of the cable route (as built) to NOAA charts. 
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22-53 Comments noted. The proposed submarine cable route was sited to avoid established shipping channels 
as well as dredge areas, dredge material disposal areas, and sand mining areas. The cable location has 
been defined in conference with the USACE, U.S. Coast Guard, NOAA, and other authorities 
knowledgeable about planned future dredged channel depths. It is expected that any future 
implementation and maintenance of 50-foot-deep shipping channels would occur in existing shipping 
channels which are avoided by the proposed submarine cable route. No potential conflicts between the 
proposed submarine cable route and potential future 50-foot navigation channels are anticipated. In the 
unlikely event that future dredge plans conflicted with the cable route, the cable could be shut down, cut, 
spliced, and reburied at a lower depth in the applicable location. 

22-54 Comments noted. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.10.3.2, the transport of oversize loads to the San 
Francisco converter station site and/or temporary construction laydown areas constitutes a potentially 
significant impact (Impact TRAFFIC-2, Oversized Loads). With implementation of Mitigation Measure 
TRAFFIC-2, Coordination of Oversized Loads, this potentially significant impact would be reduced to a 
less-than-significant level as clearly stated in the Draft EIR. The Project proponent evaluated the potential 
shipment of oversized equipment to the Port of San Francisco (versus the Port of Oakland) and 
determined that the Port of Oakland is more appropriate due to its more central location to both Pittsburg 
and San Francisco and due to the capacity of its facilities for handling oversized loads. 

22-55 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 20-1. 
22-56 Comments noted. The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency and the Project proponent recognize the 

potential conflicts with San Francisco’s planned uses of the Western Pacific site in the future and, 
accordingly, the proposed Trans Bay Cable Project now anticipates the use of the alternate laydown area 
at Pier 94/96 as assessed in the Draft EIR. An area of up to approximately 7 acres would be required for 
the temporary construction laydown area as indicated in Table A.4-5 of the Draft EIR. The Project 
proponent has not entered into any agreements with the CCSF or the Port of San Francisco at this time 
regarding the use of Pier 94/96 or other site for temporary construction laydown, but recognizes that 
agreements for temporary use of such sites would need to be negotiated prior to the initiation of 
construction. 

22-57 Comments noted. As discussed in Response 22-56, the previously-proposed use of the Western Pacific 
site for temporary construction laydown has been determined to be problematic and the alternate Pier 
94/96 laydown site is now considered to be preferable. As discussed in Draft EIR Section 4.10.3.2, use of 
the Pier 94/96 alternate laydown site would avoid the majority of potential Project-related construction 
traffic impacts with the Metro Rail operations. The text in Section 4.10.3.2 of the Draft EIR has been 
revised in response to this comment. Please refer to the new Section 13.0 of the Final EIR for applicable 
text revision.  

22-58 Comments noted. The text in Section 4.10 of the Draft EIR has been revised in response to this 
comment. Please refer to the new Section 13.0 of the Final EIR for applicable text revision. 

22-59 Comments noted. Section 4.10.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR has been revised to further discuss potential 
parking impacts as follows. In the San Francisco study area, most streets have curb parking on both 
sides of the street. However, parking is often pre-empted by construction projects that temporarily restrict 
parking on the surrounding streets. By 9 a.m. on weekdays, most available curb parking in the area is 
taken. Although the City of San Francisco does not consider limited parking availability to be a significant 
impact, the Project sponsor will consider providing employee parking at the Pier 94/96 laydown area and 
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to shuttle workers to and from the construction site. Please refer to new Section 13.0 of the Final EIR for 
more information.  

22-60 Comments noted. The noise assessments performed for the San Francisco and Pittsburg components of 
the Project were performed appropriately and in conformance with the applicable noise ordinances and 
regulations, including applicable noise measurement criteria, that apply in each jurisdiction. To apply City 
of Pittsburg noise regulations to the analysis for San Francisco would be neither appropriate nor legally 
defensible. Based on post-Draft EIR consultation with CCSF staff, Section 4.A.11, including Table 4.A.11-2 
of the Final EIR, present Ldn as well as Leq sound levels for the HWC Mitigated site in San Francisco. 

22-61 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 22-60. The noise analysis presented in the Draft EIR is 
specific to the proposed and alternative facilities in San Francisco and Pittsburg, including consideration 
of the applicable noise regulations in each jurisdiction. In summary, the only unavoidable adverse 
significant noise impact identified in the Draft EIR is for construction-related pile driving for the Pittsburg 
West Tenth Street, Alternative 2 site. Please refer to Draft EIR Sections 4.11 and 5.0 as well as Section 
4.A.11 of the Final EIR for more information. 

22-62 Comments noted. The noise analysis presented in the Draft EIR considers cumulative noise impacts by 
definition. As discussed and analyzed in Draft EIR Sections 4.11 and 5.0, the noise assessment 
considers background noise levels obtained via noise measurements and modeled noise levels with 
consideration of Project-related construction and operations-phase noise levels. Any potential future 
projects in the Project vicinity in San Francisco with the potential to generate substantial noise would be 
expected to be subject to environmental review and permitting (e.g., CEQA compliance) with 
commensurate mitigation and adherence to applicable noise regulations in San Francisco. Therefore, no 
significant cumulative noise impacts are anticipated. 

22-63 Comments noted. An EIR is required to describe and evaluate a range of reasonable alternatives to the 
project, or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the 
project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate 
the comparative merits of the alternatives. An EIR does not need to consider every conceivable 
alternative to a project. The intent of the alternatives analysis in an EIR is to provide a reasonable range 
of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making and public participation. The 
range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by a “rule of reason” that requires the EIR to set forth 
only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice. An EIR is not required to consider 
alternatives which are infeasible.  

The proposed and alternative converter station sites under consideration in San Francisco are all in 
proximity to the PG&E Potrero Substation, to limit the length of the required 115 kV AC interconnection. 
No other potential alternative sites have been identified and no unavoidable adverse significant visual 
impacts have been identified for the proposed or alternative converter station sites in San Francisco from 
any viewing points. The Draft EIR considers multiple alternatives and the alternatives analysis is deemed 
adequate. 

22-64 Comments noted. As stated in Draft EIR Section A.3.6.1.3, the proposed 115 kV AC interconnection in 
San Francisco is underground and is consistent with San Francisco General Plan Urban Design Element 
policy regarding undergrounding of new utilities for new projects. The Project description in the Draft EIR 
does discuss the possible alternative of an overhead 115 kV line as a contingency in the event that there 
were some insurmountable obstacle to installing an underground line between the San Francisco 
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converter station and the PG&E Potrero substation. Based on further analysis by the Project proponent, it 
has been determined that the proposed underground option is feasible and the overhead option has been 
dropped from further consideration.  

22-65 Comments noted. The design of the converter station includes an automatic fire protection system. 
Systems will be designed to automatically respond to the detection of both smoke and fire, should a fire 
occur. The Project proponent will coordinate with the Fire Marshall during design review in San Francisco 
and automated emergency/fire notification facilities, as appropriate, will be included in the design.  

22-66 The facility will be hardened against vandalism with sound walls or chain-link fencing, which will surround 
the facility except for the access gates. The gates will be kept locked at all times except when authorized 
personnel need to access the site. Signs with the words “Danger: High Voltage” will be posted near the 
high-voltage lines and equipment in the facility. 

Other options that the Project proponent and the City of Pittsburg are considering to enhance security at 
the HWC (Mitigated) site are as follows: 

• Security alarms 
• Security cameras for the guard service or the TBC operators to be located in Pittsburg 
• Guard service  

Regarding the need to reduce the storage and use of hazardous materials; transformer oil will be the only 
hazardous material used in large volume at the HWC (Mitigated) site. The use and storage of other 
hazardous materials, such as paint and lubricants, will be kept to a minimum. Only minimal amounts of 
hazardous wastes will be generated at the site, as no chemical processes will be performed onsite. 

Placards and Signage  
Warning about the Presence of Hazardous Materials; placards and signage will be used to comply with 
the Fire Code and other laws and ordinances related to the use, storage, and disposal of hazardous 
materials. The various applicable laws, regulations, and ordinances are discussed in more detail in the 
Draft EIR Appendix I (Volume 2). 

Public Open Space Uses at the Converter Station Sites; both the San Francisco and the Pittsburg 
converter stations sites will be isolated from adjacent public open spaces, such as 23rd Street and Illinois 
Streets in San Francisco and West Tenth Street in Pittsburg, by sound walls or fences with locked gates. 
Neither converter station will have any public open space, and neither converter station will allow the 
public on the site. 

22-67 Comment noted. Storm water runoff and capacity are addressed in Draft EIR Sections 4.4.1.5.1 and 
4.4.1.6.1 and Final EIR Section 4.A.4. See also Response to Comment 19-24.  

22-68 Comments noted. The Final EIR considers the results of the Phase II investigation that was performed for 
the HWC (Mitigated) site in Section 4.A.14. Appropriate remediation and mitigation measures are 
proposed to protect human health, and the environment, including Bay water quality. Please refer to new 
Section 4.A.14 of the Final EIR. 

22-69 Comments noted.  
22-70 At the time of Final EIR issuance, the field investigation as part of a Phase II soil and groundwater 

investigation at the HWC (Mitigated) site and the associated report have been completed. It is clear that 
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the site soils and groundwater are impacted from earlier site activities. Site contaminants include heavy 
metals, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, and heavy petroleum hydrocarbons. The Maher Ordinance 
analytical criteria were a part of the Phase II analytical program and will be reported in the Phase II soil 
and groundwater investigation report for the HWC (Mitigated) site. The TBC Project will comply with the 
provisions of the Maher Ordinance during the redevelopment of the HWC (Mitigated) site. 

The Project proponent is not responsible for the existing soil and groundwater contamination at the HWC 
(Mitigated) site. The Project proponent has never had any ownership interest in the property or the former 
operations at the site that caused the soil and groundwater contamination that currently exists at the site. 
The Project proponent has entered into an option agreement with the property owner so that should the 
TBC Project move forward, the Project proponent would enter into a 99-year lease with the property 
owner.  

Site-specific waste management plans will be required for the redevelopment of the site to provide the 
details of the contaminated soil and groundwater collection, storage, transportation, and management. 
The Project proponent plans to enter into a Brownfield redevelopment agreement with the State of 
California Environmental Protection Agency (CalEPA) for the redevelopment of the HWC (Mitigated) site. 
The Project proponent would also be responsible for any contamination caused by the operation of the 
converter station in the future. As a matter of public policy, Brownfield agreements limit the environmental 
liability of the developer to the environmental issues resulting directly from the redevelopment to 
encourage the redevelopment of contaminated properties. At the HWC (Mitigated) site, the Project 
proponent would be responsible for the management and disposal of the contaminated soil excavated to 
construct the building foundations and secondary containment structures and for the management and 
disposal of the contaminated groundwater collected during construction dewatering, if any. The 
management of the previously existing contaminated soils and groundwater at the site would remain the 
responsibility of the landowner and/or the other responsible parties that caused the contamination during 
earlier operations. 

The implementation oversight of these plans for the redevelopment of the HWC (Mitigated) site would be 
provided by the State of California (CalEPA). Coordination between the CalEPA agency providing the 
Brownfield oversight and the San Francisco Department of Health as the Local Oversight Program on the 
management of contaminated soils and groundwater is expected to be a part of the Brownfield 
agreement. The City of Pittsburg and the Project proponent also agree that the redevelopment 
construction involving the excavation of contaminated soils and the collection and management of 
groundwater will require that the construction contractor prepare a site-specific and contaminant-specific 
Health and Safety Plan.  

The Occupational Health and Safety regulations are discussed in more detail in the Draft EIR Appendix I 
(Volume 2). 

22-71 The City of Pittsburg and the Project proponent agree that the redevelopment construction at each 
converter station site will require a Project-specific and site-specific Storm Water Pollution Prevention 
Plan (SWPPP). These site-specific plans would address the measures that the construction contractor 
will take to prevent storm water pollution. These measures, which would be designed to reduce the 
potential impact of the construction to stormwater, would include, but are not limited to, the following:  

• Storage and use of hazardous materials during construction such as fuels, solvents, and paints. 
• Storage of wastes generated during construction, including, waste packaging, contaminated soil, 
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and groundwater. Overall waste management would be addressed in more detail in a separate 
Waste Management Plan. 

• Prohibition of illicit discharges to storm water drains. 
• Construction equipment decontamination procedures and street sweeping to control the tracking of 

contaminated soil offsite by construction vehicles. 

The construction contractor for each converter station site would develop a site-specific SWPPP and 
present it to the regulatory oversight agency for each converter station site for review and approval. The 
City of Pittsburg, as the lead CEQA agency, together with the environmental regulatory agencies for the 
redevelopment, would provide implementation oversight of the SWPPP.  

22-72 The City of Pittsburg agrees that the San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) is the local 
oversight agency that administers Hazardous Materials Business Plans (HMBPs) in the CCSF. Similarly, 
the Contra Costa County Department of Health is the local oversight agency for HMBPs in Contra Costa 
County. The construction contractor would provide a construction HMBP to meet federal, state, and local 
requirements for the Project sites in San Francisco and Pittsburg to the City and County of SFDPH and 
the Contra Costa County Department of Health, respectively. Before the startup of the converter stations, 
the Project proponent would also provide an operations-phase HMBP plan to the City and County of 
SFDPH and to the Contra Costa County Department of Health. 

22-73 Comments noted. Please refer to Responses 3-1 through 3-6. 
22-74 Comments noted. The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency and the Project proponent are supportive of 

renewable energy sources such as solar. The Project proponent has evaluated the potential for placing solar 
panels on the roofs of the converter stations. The Project proponent plans to coordinate further with CCSF 
representatives on this issue and solar panels may be incorporated into the final design, if appropriate.  

22-75 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 22-56. In accordance with the CCSF’s request, the Western 
Pacific site is no longer proposed for temporary construction laydown due to the conflicts stated in Comment 
22-75. The text in the Final EIR has been revised to reflect the deletion of the Western Pacific site from 
further consideration. Please refer to Section 3.0 of the Final EIR. 

22-76 Comments noted. Although several different cable capacities were assessed by the Project proponent and 
the CAISO during the conceptual project development phase, the CAISO selected and approved the 
proposed TBC Project with a specific capacity of 400 megawatts (MW) (please refer to Appendix C of the 
Draft EIR for pertinent CAISO documents). The Project proponent has sized the Proposed project to be 
consistent with the CAISO’s specification of a 400 MW project. 

22-77 Comments noted. The Project proponent considered the possibility of installing two cables instead of one. 
The Project size under a two-cable scenario would be 600 MW, or 300 MW for each cable. CAISO’s 
analysis concluded that 400 MW would accommodate the projected demand in San Francisco. The Board 
approved CAISO specification of a 400 MW project concluding that the alternative of installing two cables 
was infeasible due to economic considerations. 

22-78 Comments noted. The CAISO evaluated multiple alternatives for meeting San Francisco’s long-term electric 
supply and reliability needs and selected the TBC Project along with the Jefferson-Martin transmission line 
and the San Francisco Electric Reliability Project. One of the primary benefits of the TBC Project is that it 
would provide an alternate transmission pathway to serve San Francisco and northern San Mateo County; 
i.e., would not involve use of existing transmission facilities that come up the Peninsula to San Francisco. 
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Neither the No Project Alternative or possible reconductoring of PG&E’s transmission lines would provide an 
alternate transmission pathway, thus they would not provide the same level of reliability provided by the TBC 
Project. 

22-79 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 22-78. Both CAISO and PG&E routinely perform long-term grid 
transmission planning. The San Francisco Stakeholders Study Group analyzed the greater Bay area for 2 
years, during which they evaluated many alternatives including the “No Project” alternative and 
reconductoring (see Appendices A.8.4 and A.8.3.5.4 of the Draft EIR). They determined that to increase 
electrical transmission reliability to San Francisco, an alternate pathway was required. Reconductoring 
would not provide the alternate pathway for added reliability to serve the San Francisco load. 

22-80 Comments noted. The CAISO analysis determined that the Jefferson – Martin transmission line would shut 
down Hunters Point. The Jefferson – Martin transmission line is operational and Hunters Point is shut down. 
Upon commercial operation of the San Francisco Electric Reliability Project (SFERP), the shut down of the 
Mirant Potrero Power Plant would seem likely. Mirant solely has the authority to shut the Potrero Power 
Plant and the CCSF solely has the authority to cause the SFERP to be constructed and placed into 
operation.  

22-81 Comments noted. Sections 1.3.5 and 6.3 of the Draft EIR have been revised to reflect the environmentally 
superior alternative(s) as being the HWC (Mitigated) site in San Francisco and the temporary construction 
laydown area on the Port of San Francisco’s property at Pier 94/96 as evaluated in the Draft EIR. Please 
refer to Sections 1.3.5, 4.A,and 6.3 of the Final EIR for the rationale supporting identification of these facility 
locations as the environmentally superior sites. 

22-82 Comments noted. The Babcock & Brown website is not current with respect to the locations of the 
currently proposed and alternative converter station sites under consideration in San Francisco. The City 
of Pittsburg’s website includes a copy of the Draft and Final EIRs which delineate the accurate locations 
of proposed and alternative facilities in San Francisco at the time the subject documents were prepared. 
The site of the Muni Metro East Maintenance Facility is no longer proposed for a converter station site or 
a temporary construction laydown area and no conflicts between the two projects are expected to occur. 

22-83 The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency appreciates the reference documents provided by the CCSF 
relative to the CEC’s hearings and prepared testimony for the Mirant Potrero Unit 7 Application for 
Certification in 2002. The Final EIR for the TBC Project, including responses to pertinent comments (e.g., 
regarding historical resources) considers these reference documents, as appropriate. Please refer to 
Responses 15-1 and 22-41, which explain that the proposed HWC (Mitigated) site will avoid any impacts 
to historic resources. 

22-84 The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency appreciates the reference letter from the Port of San 
Francisco dated May 21, 2001 provided by the CCSF relative to the California Energy Commission’s 
consideration of the Mirant Potrero Unit 7 Application for Certification. The Final EIR for the TBC Project, 
including responses to pertinent comments (e.g., regarding historical resources and mitigation costs) 
considers this reference document, as appropriate. Please refer to Responses 15-1 and 22-41. 
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22-85A Comments noted. The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency appreciates the San Francisco Power 

Plant Task Force’s (SFPPTF) review of the Draft EIR for the Trans Bay Cable Project. The City of 
Pittsburg disagrees with the SFPPTF’s assertion that the Draft EIR is inadequate and that it was not 
properly noticed. The Draft EIR was issued, including the Notice of Availability, on May 10, 2006. As 
noted in the Office of the Administrator’s cover letter to the SFPPTF’s written comments, the public 
comment period for the Draft EIR was extended by two weeks (i.e., 59 days total) to accommodate the 
SFPPTF’s request for an extension. The availability of the Draft EIR and the public meetings schedule 
was posted in the San Francisco Chronicle on May 29, 2006 and in the Contra Costa Times on June 2, 
2006, and multiple hard copies and CDs of the Draft EIR were provided directly to applicable regulatory 
agencies, including CCSF and members of the SFPPTF, as well as to various environmental groups. The 
Draft EIR is also posted on the City of Pittsburg’s website. In addition, public meetings to describe the 
Project, summarize the Draft EIR findings, and receive oral comments were held in San Francisco (June 
8, 2006) and Pittsburg (June 14, 2006). Members of the SFPPTF were present and provided oral 
comments at the June 8, 2006 public meeting in San Francisco at the Potrero Hill Neighborhood House. 
Responses to the oral comments received are presented in subsequent responses based on the Public 
Meeting transcripts. 

22-85B Comments noted. The Association of Bay Area Governments (ABAG) commented on the Draft EIR; 
please refer Response 20-1. 

22-85C Comment noted. Section 4.13 of the Draft EIR (and Section 4.A.13 in the Final EIR) includes a context 
photo from the western edge of the Bay at Warm Water Cove Park (key observation point “SF-3”). This 
location and view represent the worst case view from the Bay towards the applicable San Francisco 
converter station sites under consideration. The water area of the Bay east of the HWC (Mitigated) site is 
primarily utilized for heavy shipping given the Port of San Francisco facility nearby to the south. The 
quality of views from the shipping lane is not a significant visual issue. Recreation sailing further to the 
east in the central portion of the Bay is relatively distant; the Warm Water Cove Area will blend into the 
overall industrial character of the shoreline that is prevalent for this area both north and south.  

22-85D Comments noted. Draft EIR Section 4.8 (Land Use and Recreation) has been revised in response to this 
comment. Please refer to the new Section 13.0 of the Final EIR for applicable text revision.  

22-85E Please refer to Response 10-44 and Response 22-41, which explain that the HWC site has been shifted 
to the west, and that the now-proposed HWC (Mitigated) site avoids historic resource impacts. 

22-85F The construction of these concrete sugar warehouses was an “improvement” in the storage of refined 
sugar, but neither the buildings themselves nor the way they are constructed was considered a 
“technological advancement.” Neither building is eligible for its architectural or engineering merit under 
National Register Criterion C, or California Register Criterion 3. [Source: Corbett, URS Corporation, 
“Historic Architecture Report for 435 23rd Street, CCSF, California” (2001)].  

22-85G Comment noted.  
22-85H The evaluation of the significance of the Station A Complex does not identify the office building facing 

Humboldt Street as a separate contributing element of the complex. The building is described as part of 
the main Station A structure because it was attached to the main building. The evaluation was prepared 
by an architectural historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards. The discussion of 
Station A in the Draft EIR is based on this professional evaluation and adequately describes the 
contributing elements of the Station A complex for the purposes of identification and impact analysis.  
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22-85I Comments noted. The text in Draft EIR Section 4.7.1.2.1 and Appendix G presents the conclusions of the 

testimony of experts for the CEC, the CCSF, and for Mirant regarding the historical status of the Station A 
Complex as discussed during the CEC licensing process and hearings for the once proposed Mirant 
Potrero Unit 7 AFC project. As stated in Draft EIR Section 4.7.1.2.1 and Appendix G, the Station A 
Complex, whether as a separate resource complex or as a contributor to a potential historic district, is 
considered to be a historical resource for the purposes of CEQA. The evaluation of Station A was 
prepared by an architectural historian who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for 
architectural historian.  

22-85J The Draft EIR correctly states that “Status 7” listing in the State Historic Preservation Office’s Historic 
Property Data File indicates that information has been submitted to SHPO, but there has been no 
determination of eligibility.  

22-85K The technical reports in Draft EIR Appendix G list the relevant local historic preservation ordinances and 
Draft EIR Section 4.7.2.2. refers the reader to Appendix G. 

22-85L As stated in the prelude (Historical Architectural Resources) to Mitigation Measure(s) CUL-2 (Disturbance 
of Historical Architectural Resources), these measures apply to construction of the San Francisco HWC 
Converter Station as originally proposed which would have involved demolition of historical resources. It 
should be noted that, partly in response to comments received regarding potential historic resources 
impacts associated with development of the Project on the once-proposed HWC site, the Project 
proponent has negotiated with the landowner at the HWC property and now proposes to shift the San 
Francisco converter station to the west on the overall HWC property (HWC [Mitigated] site). The HWC 
(Mitigated) site completely avoids direct impacts to the two historic buildings on the eastern portion of the 
HWC property. Another advantage of the HWC (Mitigated) site is that it allows the proposed 115 kV 
interconnection to the PG&E Potrero substation to be installed without impacting the Station A Complex 
on the adjacent Mirant Potrero property. This action would not directly or indirectly impact the potential 
historic district(s) located north of the HWC (Mitigated) site. Refer to Section 4.A.7 of the Final EIR for 
more information. The mitigation measures presented in the Draft EIR that would be undertaken to 
address alternatives to the proposed Project have been expanded and clarified. The Draft EIR presented 
three mitigation measures (i.e., Mitigation Measure CUL-2a, Recording Architectural Resources; CUL-2b, 
Architectural Resource Interpretive Display and/or Interpretive Material; and CUL-2c, Architectural 
Resource Salvage Opportunities). Mitigation Measure CUL-2d Central Waterfront Historic Preservation 
has been added to Section 5.2.7 of the Draft EIR for the San Francisco Mirant alternative. Refer to 
Section 13.0 of this Final EIR for the applicable text revision.  

22-85M Comments noted. Mitigation Measures CUL-2a through -2c in the Draft EIR were intended to apply to the 
Mirant Station A Complex as well as the HWC buildings, as applicable. Please refer to Final EIR Section 
4.A.7 which addresses potentially significant cultural resource impacts and associated mitigation for the 
three Mirant Potrero alternative converter station layouts under consideration. As noted in responses to 
previous comments, the HWC site as analyzed in the Draft EIR has been shifted to the west on the HWC 
property (HWC [Mitigated] site) as a mitigating action. The HWC (Mitigated) site is assessed in the Final 
EIR, partly in response to comments received regarding potential historic resources impacts associated 
with development of the Project on the HWC site as defined by the Draft EIR. The HWC (Mitigated) site 
which is located on the western portion of the overall HWC site would avoid direct impacts to the historic 
HWC buildings as well as the Station A Complex on the adjacent Mirant property. HWC (Mitigated) will 
completely avoid direct impacts to the two historic buildings on the eastern portion of the HWC property. 
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This action would not directly or indirectly impact the potential historic district(s) or contributing elements 
of potential historic district(s) located north of the HWC (Mitigated) site. Refer to Final EIR Section 4.A.7 
for more information. 

22-85N Comments noted. Please refer to Response 3-3. 
22-85O Comments noted. Please refer to Response 3-4. 
22-85P Comments noted. Please refer to Response 3-5. 
22-85Q Comments noted. Please refer to Response 3-6. 
22-85R Comments noted. Please refer to Responses 3-1 through 3-6 and text revisions to Section 4.8 regarding 

CCSF’s energy-related policies. Refer to the new Section 13.0 of the Final EIR for the applicable text 
revision. In 2004 the CAISO, working closely with the CCSF, PG&E, and interested stakeholders, 
established a plan describing the transmission and generation requirements necessary to reliably serve 
the San Francisco Peninsula Area load while allowing for the release of all existing generation at Hunters 
Point and Potrero Power Plants from their Reliability Must-Run (RMR) Agreements. This plan, called the 
“Revised Action Plan for San Francisco” (Action Plan), was adopted by the CAISO Board of Governors in 
November 2004 and is currently being implemented by PG&E, the CCSF, and the CAISO. Full 
implementation of the Action Plan is expected by the end of 2007. 

The CAISO continued to utilize the stakeholder group to establish a long-term (10-year) transmission plan 
beyond the implementation of the Action Plan. This effort, called the Long Term Phase 2 Study, was 
initiated by the CAISO in February 2004. Ultimately the CAISO chose the proposed Trans Bay Cable 
Project as the best long-term transmission solution for San Francisco and the region.  

The Trans Bay Cable Project is a part of this larger strategy to meet energy demand and decrease 
pollution in San Francisco while still bringing additional safe, clean, reliable energy to the City’s residents 
and businesses. 

The Project does not involve any new energy generation. This Project supports San Francisco’s goals by 
finding an innovative way to deliver energy to San Francisco and the peninsula without requiring the 
development of new power plants in San Francisco or the City of Pittsburg, or elsewhere in the Bay Area. 
The electricity conveyed for the Project would be taken from the Pittsburg substation and transmitted 
under the Bay to San Francisco. The Pittsburg substation receives power directly from several local 
power plants, as well as through transmission lines from many other power plants in California and the 
Western U.S. Because of the diversity of that substation’s energy sources, the source of power to the 
Project cannot be specified; however, renewable energy sources such as hydropower, geothermal, wind, 
and solar are included in the mix of resources supplied to the Pittsburg substation from the transmission 
system.  

22-85S Comments noted. Please refer to Responses 3-1 through 3-6. 
22-85T Comments noted. As discussed in the Draft EIR (Section 2.0 and Appendix C) and previous comment 

responses, the CAISO selected and approved the proposed Trans Bay Cable Project on September 8, 
2005. The CAISO studied various alternatives as part of the San Francisco Stakeholders Study Group 
process of which the San Francisco Power Plant Task Force was a participant. The CAISO considered 
the cost of the TBC Project in its evaluation process. In addition, the Federal Energy Regulatory 
Commission (FERC) will set the rate tariff structure for the Project. 

22-85U Comments noted. Please refer to Response 21-1. 
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23-1 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 20-1. 
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24-1 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 20-1. 
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25-1 Comments noted. The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency appreciates the SFRWQCB’s review of the 
Draft EIR and understands that the Board may exercise conditions on the Project relative to its permitting 
jurisdiction. 

25-2 Comments noted. The text in Section 4.4 of the Draft EIR regarding the responsibility for 401 Water Quality 
Certification has been revised in response to this comment. Please refer to the new Section 13.0 of the Final 
EIR for the applicable text revision. 

25-3 Comment noted. Table 4.14-8 in Draft EIR Section 4.14 has been revised in response to this comment to 
specify the listed telephone number of 510-622-2300. Please refer to the new Section 13.0 of the Final EIR 
for the applicable text revision. 



July 9, 2006

Ken Strelo
Project Planner
Planning Department
City of Pittsburg
65 Civic Avenue
Pittsburg, CA 94565

Subject: Comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report (“Draft EIR”)
For The Trans Bay Cable Project (SCH# 2004082096) (“Project”)

Dear Mr. Strelo:

I am writing to you on behalf of Valero Refining Company – California (“Valero”) located in Benicia,
Solano County, California. As noted in Table A.2-1 entitled “Known Utility Crossings,” Valero is the
operator of two petroleum pipelines and one products line (Cable Route Milepost 37.6-37.8) that the
proposed Project will crossover. These pipelines are an integral part of Valero’s refining operation and
its ability to provide cleaning burning fuels to the California market, particularly Northern California.

Valero has identified several concerns with the Project. Some of its main concerns with the Project are:

• How will the Project crossover Valero’s pipelines, i.e., how will the mattressing system be
placed and secured over the pipelines?

• What are the Project mitigation measures in the event the Project’s installation, operation, and
maintenance activities damage Valero’s pipelines and spill or release occurs? What entity is
responsible for these mitigation measures in the event of a spill or release?

• Will the Project impact the cathodic protection1 of the pipelines? If the cathodic protection fails
due to electromagnetic interference from the Project, accelerated corrosion on the pipelines could
result in a leak? What studies are being done to address this issue?

• How will the Project accommodate Valero’s mandatory maintenance activities for those sections
of its pipelines crossed, i.e., covered by the mattressing system?

1 Cathodic protection is a technique to control the corrosion of a metal surface by making that surface the cathode of an
electrochemical cell. It is a method used to protect metal structures from corrosion. Cathodic protection systems are most
commonly used to protect steel, water, and fuel pipelines and tanks; steel pier piles, ships, offshore oil platforms, and onshore
oil well casings.
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To this end, Valero has been cooperatively and actively involved in the Bay Planning Coalition
workgroup meetings were the Project has been discussed. In this forum, Valero has willingly offered its
input and aired its concerns with the Project.

Valero has been willing to work cooperatively with Trans Bay, the Project Proponent, and the City of
Pittsburg (the “City”), as the Project Lead Agency and the ultimate operator of the Project, regarding its
concerns and how they should be addressed. However, Valero has only recently had substantive
discussions with Trans Bay regarding obtaining Valero’s consent to crossover its pipelines and its
concerns with the Project. In a telephone conference call with Trans Bay on June 30, 2006, Valero was
surprised to learn that the concerns listed above were not being analyzed in the Draft EIR for the Project
and that the Project was on a fast track to have the EIR certified and the necessary entitlements by the
end of the year.

It is not Valero’s intent to slow down this Project, but to work cooperatively with Trans Bay and the
City to resolve its concerns with the Project. However, Valero believes its concerns with the Project are
substantial and warrant careful and full consideration by Trans Bay and the City, particularly in the
Draft EIR. Although Valero had hoped it would not have to comment on the adequacy of the City’s
Draft EIR and CEQA2 process, in order to protect its interests, Valero feels compelled to submit into the
administrative record the following comments on the City’s Draft EIR and CEQA process.

Valero understands that the City has extended the original close of comment period for the Draft EIR
from June 26, 2006 until July 10, 2006. Accordingly, Valero’s comments should be considered timely
submitted.

I. SUMMARY OF VALERO’S CONCERNS WITH THE DRAFT EIR

Valero’s and its legal counsel’s review of these documents reveals that the City’s Draft EIR and CEQA
process suffer from the following deficiencies:

• Inadequate Project Description: The description of the Project is incomplete and misleading
due to the fact that the Project does not describe the mattressing system and how it will be
installed. Further, the Draft EIR fails to include all pipelines that could be crossed by the
Project. The Draft EIR fails to mention or discuss that Kinder Morgan’s pipelines, which are
adjacent to Valero’s pipelines, will also be crossed over.

• Inadequate Project Setting: The Draft EIR fails to adequately and completely describe the
regulatory setting associated with the operation and maintenance of submerged pipelines in a
marine setting. If this was included, it would provide the impetus for analyzing potential
impacts associated with the operation and maintenance of pipelines crossed by the Project.

2 For the purposes of this letter the California Environmental Quality Act will be referred to as “CEQA,” Public Resources
Code § 21000 et seq., and its Implementation Guidelines will be referred to as the “CEQA Guidelines,” 14 California Code
of Regulations § 15000 et seq.
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• Failure to Identify or Analyze the Full Extent of Significant Environmental Impacts: The
Draft EIR fails to adequately and completely analyze the potential significant adverse
impacts (i.e., biological resources, water quality, public services and utilities, etc.) that could
result from the implementation of the Project associated with the crossing of various
pipelines. For example, there is no analysis of (1) how will the mattressing system will be
placed and secured over the pipelines and in doing so what if the pipelines are damaged; (2)
what would be the impacts if the pipelines are damaged during installation, operation, and
maintenance activities; (3) what would be the impacts if the Trans Bay cable creates
interference with the cathodic protection of the affected pipelines; and (4) what would be the
impacts associated with the changed maintenance procedures for those sections of its
pipelines covered by the mattressing system. These potentially significant adverse impacts
cannot be ignored and must be considered in the Draft EIR.

• Inadequate Cumulative Impacts Analyses: The Draft EIR’s cumulative impacts sections are
inadequate. The Draft EIR contains no analysis of the cumulative impacts (i.e., biological
resources, water quality, public services and utilities, etc.) associated with the numerous
pipelines crossed by the Project. When taking into account the true potential impacts of the
Project as discussed more fully below and the geographic scope of the Project’s impacts,
CEQA mandates that a true assessment of the project’s cumulative impacts be adequately
considered.

The Draft EIR for the Project should be of the highest quality, and should give both the decision-makers
and the public a full opportunity to analyze and understand the environmental impacts of the Project and
to compare them to the other less intrusive alternatives. Unfortunately, the Project’s Draft EIR fails to
live up to this mandate in the context of pipelines crossed.

A revised EIR needs to be prepared to remedy the deficiencies highlighted above and more fully
discussed below. Only that way can the public and the public agencies be adequately informed of the
environmental repercussions of the Project.

I. THE DRAFT EIR FOR IS INADEQUATE IN THE CONTEXT OF PIPELINES
CROSSED OVER BY THE PROJECT

The EIR for the Project fails to satisfy CEQA’s requirements. The purpose of an EIR is to “alert the
public and its responsible officials to environmental changes before they have reached ecological points
of not return.” (Laurel Heights I, 47 Cal.3d at 392; Santiago City Water Dist. v. City of Orange (1981)
118 Cal.App.3d 818, 822). Thus, an EIR must “provide public agencies and the public with detailed
information about the effect which a proposed project is likely to have on the environment; … list ways
which the significant effects of the project might be minimized; and … indicated alternatives to such a
project.” (CEQA §, 20161; CEQA Guidelines §,15002; Laurel Heights I, 47 Cal.3d at 392).

Moreover, an EIR must provide a degree of analysis and detail about the project’s environmental
impacts that will enable decision-makers to make intelligent judgments in light of the environmental
consequences of their decisions. (CEQA Guidelines §, 15151; Kings City Farm Bureau v. City of
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Hartford (1990) 221 Cal.App.3d 692 (“Kings City”)). To this end, the lead agency must make a good
faith effort at full disclosure of environmental impacts. In order to accomplish this requirement, it is
essential that the project is adequately described and that existing setting information is complete. (See
City of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles (1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 199).

Both the public and decision-makers need to fully understand the implications of the choices that are
presented related to the project, mitigation measures, and alternatives. (Laurel Heights Improvement
Ass’n v. Regents of Univ. of California (1988) 6 Cal.4th 1112, 1123 (1988) (“Laurel Heights II”)).
Accordingly, an EIR’s “purpose is to inform the public and its responsible officials of the environmental
consequences of their decisions before they are made. Thus, the EIR ‘protects not only the environment
but also informed self-government.’ ” (Berkeley Keep Jets Over the Bay Committee v. Bd. of Port
Commissioners (2001) 91 Cal.App.4th 1344, 1354 (“Berkeley Jets”) citing Citizens of Goleta Valley v.
Bd. of Supervisors (1990) 52 Cal.3d 553, 564).

Importantly, CEQA mandates that environmental impacts be identified and analyzed in the EIR, not at a
later date. (See Sundstom v. City of Mendocino (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 296 (holding that a negative
declaration was invalid when City approved a project while postponing the resolution of uncertainties
regarding environmental impacts to a later date)).

In this case, the Draft EIR in the context of pipelines crossed fails to provide sufficient information to
enable informed decision-making by the City and the public for all of the reasons set forth below.

A. The Draft EIR Contains An Inadequate Project Description

CEQA mandates an accurate project description. (San Joaquin Raptor/Wildlife Rescue Center v. City of
Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 713, 730.) A complete project description is necessary to assure that
the project’s environmental impacts are considered. (City of Santee v. City of San Diego (1989) 214
Cal.App.3d 1438, 1450.) A project description must include all relevant parts of a project, including
reasonably foreseeable future expansion or other activities that are part of the project. (Laurel Heights I,
47 Cal.3d at 396.) The lack of one, concrete project description violates CEQA in that it precludes the
public from intelligent participation in the analysis of the project. (City of Inyo v. City of Los Angeles
(1977) 71 Cal.App.3d 185, 197.)

Further, “[a]n accurate project description is necessary for an intelligent evaluation of the potential
environmental effects of a proposed activity.” (Burbank-Glendale-Pasadena Airport Authority v.
Hensler (1991) 233 Cal.App.3d 577, 592.) “A curtailed, enigmatic or unstable project description draws
a red herring across the path of public input.” (City of Inyo, 71 Cal.App.3d 185 at 193; McQueen v.
Board of Directors (1988) 202 Cal.App.3d 1136, 1143; Mira Monte Homeowners Association v. City of
Ventura (1985) 165 Cal.App.3d 357, 365.)

“The defined project and not some other project must be the EIR’s bona fide subject.” (City of Inyo, 71
Cal.App.3d at 185). An accurate and complete project description is indispensable because, “[a]
curtailed or distorted project description may stultify the objectives of the reporting process. Only
through an accurate view of the project may affected outsiders and public decision-makers balance the
proposal’s benefit against its environmental cost, consider mitigation measures, assess the advantage of
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terminating the proposal … and weigh other alternatives in the balance. An accurate, stable and finite
project description is the sine qua non of an informative and legally sufficient EIR.” (Id. at 192
(emphasis added)).

The description of the Project in the Draft EIR is incomplete due to the fact that the Project does not,
except for a brief mentioning in Section 4.6.3.2.8, describe in detail the mattressing system that crosses
the pipelines and how it will be installed. Further, the Draft EIR fails to include all pipelines that could
be crossed by the Project. The Draft EIR fails to mention or discuss that Kinder Morgan’s pipelines,
which are adjacent to Valero’s pipelines, will also be crossed over. As a result, the Draft EIR’s project
description lacks or obfuscates details about the Project that are critical to an adequate analysis of
project-related and cumulative environmental impacts.

B. The Draft EIR Contains Inadequate Baseline/Setting Information

An EIR must describe the environmental setting of a project in terms of existing physical conditions of a
project site and its surrounding. (CEQA §, 21151(b); CEQA Guidelines §, 15125(a); Cadiz Land City v.
Rail Cycle (2000) 83 Cal.App.4th 74, 86; San Joaquin Raptor Wildlife Reserve Center v. City of
Stanislaus (1994) 27 Cal.App.4th 714, 722; Kings City Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221
Cal.App.3d 692, 712). The environmental setting serves as the baseline against which project impacts
are determined. (CEQA Guidelines §, 15125). “[W]ithout such a description, analysis of impacts,
mitigation measures, and project alternatives becomes impossible.” (City of Amador v. El Dorado City
Water Agency (1999) 76 Cal.App.4th 931, 953).

The Draft EIR fails to adequately and completely describe the regulatory setting associated with the
operation and maintenance of submerged pipelines in a marine setting. For example, Department of
Transportation regulations Title 49 Code of Federal Regulations, Parts 195 and 199 contain specific
mandates regarding the operation and maintenance of submerged pipelines. If this information as well
as other regulations were included, this would provide the impetus for analyzing potential impacts
associated with the operation and maintenance of pipelines crossed by the Project. The Draft EIR
includes analysis of other regulations, and therefore, these pipeline regulations should get equal
consideration.

This requirement derives from the principle that without an adequate description of the project’s local
and regional context, the EIR, and thus the decision-makers and the public who rely on the EIR, cannot
accurately assess the potentially significant impacts of the proposed project. Without an adequate and
accurate environmental setting, such a “full and fair discussion” is not possible.

C. The Draft EIR Fails to Identify or Analyze the Full Extent of Significant
Environmental Impact

An EIR must address a proposed project’s “significant effect on the environment.” (CEQA §, 21100(b);
See also CEQA Guidelines §, 15126(a) (the EIR “shall identify and focus on the significant
environmental effects of the proposed project.”)). A significant effect on the environment is defined as a
substantial or potentially substantial adverse change in the environment. (CEQA §§ 211068, 21100(d)).
Direct and indirect significant effects of the project must be identified and described in the EIR, with
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consideration given to both short-term and long-term effects. (CEQA Guidelines §, 15126.2(a)).
Identification of a project’s significant environmental effects is on of the primary purposes of an EIR
and is necessary to implement the stated public policy that agencies should not approve projects if there
are feasible mitigation measures or project alternatives available to reduce or avoid the environmental
impacts. (CEQA §§ 21002, 21002.1(a)).

The Draft EIR fails to adequately and completely analyze the potential significant adverse impacts (i.e.,
biological resources, water quality, public services and utilities, etc.) that could result from the
implementation of the Project associated with the crossing of various pipelines.

1. The Biological Resources Impacts Analysis Is Inadequate

Section 4.6.3.2.8 of the Draft EIR provides that at several locations the cable would either cross existing
cable or pipelines, or pass through rocky substrate. Because trenching machines cannot be used in these
locations, protective concrete mattresses or comparable materials would be used to provide cable cover.
Where an existing cable or pipeline is exposed, protective mattresses would be placed on the Bay floor
on top of the existing pipe or cable before the cable is laid in order to provide a physical separation
between the utility to be crossed and the Project cable bundle.

The Draft EIR goes on to say that placement of protective mattresses would bury the benthic community
beneath the mattress. New communities would be expected to recolonize over time. However, the type
of organisms recolonizing over the mattresses may differ from the original benthic community if
portions of the original substrate were soft sediment. In general, however, protective mattresses would
only be used in areas where the substrate already consists of hard bottom (and sometimes at existing
utility crossings) and the communities recolonizing the new hard bottom created by the mattresses
would be expected to be similar to what had occurred previously. This impact is considered adverse, but
less than significant.

This is the only section of the Draft EIR that analyzes any impacts associated with installing the
mattressing system over pipelines. However, this analysis does not analyze the Project’s potentially
significant adverse impacts to Biological Resources in the event that pipelines are damaged during the
installation of the mattressing system. In such a case, pipeline contents could be released to the marine
environment causing potential damage to Biological Resources.

Additionally, in reviewing the Biological Resources section of the Draft EIR (Section 4.6), the Draft
EIR fails to analyze the Project’s Biological Resources impacts regarding: (1) what are the potential
impacts if the pipelines are damaged during cable operation and maintenance activities; (2) what are the
potential impacts if the cable operation interfers with the cathodic protection of the pipelines; and (4) are
the potential impacts associated with the changed maintenance procedures for those sections of its
pipelines covered by the mattressing system.

The EIR concludes without any quantification that construction- and operational-related impacts are
insignificant, even without mitigation. However, a close examination of this reveals that the air quality
impacts of the Project are likely significant.

26-13

26-15

26-17

26-16

26-14



Mr. Ken Strelo, Comments on the Draft EIR for the Trans Bay Cable Project
July 9, 2006
Page 7 of 10

Accordingly, the Draft EIR must conduct the appropriate analyses to determine of if the potential
impacts above are significant, and if so, what are the appropriate mitigation measures to reduce these
impacts to the maximum extent feasible.

It should be noted that because Valero is so concerned with the Project’s potential interference with the
cathodic protection of its pipelines, it has undertaken its own study. It expects that the results of this
study will be available within the next month and will share these results with the City and Trans Bay.
However, this should not preclude the City from undertaking it own study.

2. The Water Quality Impacts Analysis Is Inadequate

Section 1.2.3 of the Draft EIR indicates that the proposed installation of the offshore submarine cable
system would involve the use of marine vessels, which could result in an accidental vessel fuel spill.
Section 4.4.3.4.1 further states for construction-related Project impacts that marine oil spills can result
from leaks or breaks in vessel fueling equipment, vessel accidents, mechanical or structural failures, or
human errors such as valves left open or misaligned. As a result, the Draft EIR concludes that a
potentially significant spill could occur, and therefore, this would constitute a potentially significant
impact.

To mitigate against this impact the Draft EIR includes Mitigation Measure WATER-7, which requires a
Vessel Fuel Spill Response Plan. The mitigation measure also requires that all vessel operators
associated with the proposed Project shall update their contingency plans and continue to use emergency
response services for pollution incidents. Review of updates and modifications to plans shall be done
under the USCG’s regular oversight of oil spill contingency plans. The work of updating and expanding
the spill response plans shall be based on NOAA’s Environmental Sensitivity Index (ESI), which
involves the systematic compilation in a standardized format of information related to coastal shoreline
sensitivity, biological resources, and human uses. The implementation responsibility for this mitigation
measure is the Project proponent/vessel operator.

Despite the recognition that significant adverse water quality impacts could occur from fuel spills
associated with vessels installing the cable, the Draft EIR is silent on even a more potentially significant
impacts related to pipeline content releases due to damaged pipelines. For example, there is no analysis
of (1) how will the mattressing system will be placed and secured over the pipelines and in doing so
what if the pipelines are damaged; (2) what would be the potential impacts if the pipelines are damaged
during cable operation and maintenance; (3) what would be the potential impacts if the pipeline
interfered with the cathodic protection of the pipelines; and (4) what would be the potential impacts
associated with the changed maintenance procedures for those sections of pipelines covered by the
mattressing system.

These potentially significant adverse impacts can not be ignored and must be considered in the Draft
EIR. Accordingly, because these impacts are not even mentioned and analyzed the Draft EIR, any
conclusions that these impacts are insignificant are unsupported by facts and analysis. The Draft EIR
must conduct the appropriate analyses to determine if these potential impacts are significant, and if so,
what are the appropriate mitigation measures to reduce these impacts to the maximum extent feasible.
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3. The Public Services and Utilities Impacts Analysis Is Inadequate

Section 1.2.11 of the Draft EIR indicates that the construction and operation of the proposed Project
have the potential to require and adversely impact public services (e.g., fire, police, medical facilities,
schools) and utilities (e.g., water, wastewater, and electrical supply). Section 4.12.3.4 states that impacts
could occur if the cable route crossed or coincided with existing utility lines and affected or disrupted
delivery of service. Known utility and structure crossings are presented in Tables A.2-1 and A.2-2. To
reduce the potential for a significant impact, a detailed survey of the Bay floor will be conducted over a
study corridor centered on the proposed DC cable alignment. Sonar devices will be used to detect both
natural and man-made objects. Electromagnetic devices will be used to detect and precisely locate
existing cables and pipelines that cross the cable path. The design of the Project would use research data
and precise field verification measures to determine the best location, method, and protection schemes
for installation of the cable. Based on the precautions incorporated within the project design for
installation of the offshore cable, no significant impacts would be expected to existing utilities within the
submarine cable corridor.

However, this determination is conclusory as the Draft EIR does not address the emergency response or
the disruption in gasoline production and/or natural gas delivery in the event pipelines are damaged
during cable installation, operation, and maintenance or as a result of changed maintenance procedures
mandated for those sections of pipelines covered by the mattressing system. Accordingly, the Draft EIR
must conduct the appropriate analyses to determine of if these potential impacts are significant, and if
so, what are the appropriate mitigation measures to reduce these impacts to the maximum extent
feasible.

4. The Draft EIR’s Conclusions Are Not Supported By Substantial Evidence

This type of “short-shrift” analysis is improper under CEQA. CEQA requires that the City’s findings on
this issue be supported by substantial evidence in the record. (CEQA Guidelines §, 15091(b)).
“Substantial evidence” means “enough relevant information and reasonable inferences from this
information that a fair argument can be made to support a conclusion, even though other conclusions
might also be reached.” (CEQA Guidelines §, 15384(a); Laurel Heights I, 47 Cal.3d at 393). Such
substantial evidence may include facts, reasonable assumptions predicated upon facts, and expert
opinion supported by facts, but not argument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion, or clearly erroneous
evidence. (CEQA §§ 21080(e), 21082.2(c); CEQA Guidelines §§ 15064(g)(5)-(6), 15384). Because
biological resources, water quality, and public services and utilities impacts associated with crossing
pipelines are not even mentioned and analyzed in the Draft EIR, the EIR analyses does not constitute a
fair argument supporting the City’s conclusions in the Draft EIR.

Valero believes that at a minimum the Draft EIR, in the context of the Project crossing existing
petroleum pipelines, must analyze and disclose the Project’s full direct and indirect impacts on
biological resources, water quality, and public services and utilities. Until such analyses are conducted,
the Draft EIR’s conclusions regarding these impacts are unsupported by facts and analysis.
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An EIR must provide a degree of analysis and detail about the project’s environment impacts that enable
decision-makers to make intelligent judgments in light of the environmental consequences of their
decisions. (CEQA Guidelines §, 15151; Kings City Farm Bureau v. City of Hartford (1990) 221
Cal.App.3d 692). Otherwise the EIR cannot inform the public and its responsible officials of the
environmental consequences of their decisions before they are made. (Berkeley Jets, 91 Cal.App.4th at
1354). In this case, the Draft EIR is wholly inadequate.

D. The Draft EIR Contains Inadequate Cumulative Impacts Analysis

The cumulative impacts concept recognizes that “[t]he full environmental impact of a proposed …
action cannot be gauged in a vacuum.” (Whitman v. Board of Supervisors (1997) 88 Cal.App.3d 397,
408). The requirement of a cumulative impacts analysis of a project’s regional impacts is considered a
“vital provision” of CEQA. (See Bozung v. Local Agency Formation Comm’n (1975) 13 Cal.3d 263,
283).

Because the Draft EIR concludes improperly that biological resources, water quality, and public services
and utilities, the Draft EIR does not address the Project’s cumulative impacts. However, as established
above, because the Project will potentially result in significant biological resources, water quality, and
public services and utilities, a cumulative analysis for these impacts in the context of the Project
crossing pipelines should be included in the Draft EIR. Once this is done, it is likely that these impacts
will also be cumulatively significant, especially air quality impacts.

II. THE PROJECT MUST NOT BE APPROVED UNTIL VALERO’S CONCERNS ARE
ADDRESSED AND THE DRAFT EIR MUST BE REVISED AND POSSIBLY
RECIRCULATED

The opportunity for meaningful public review of significant new information is essential “to test, assess,
and evaluate the data and make an informed judgment as to the validity of the conclusions to be drawn
therefrom.” (Sutter Sensible Planning, Inc. v. Sutter City Board of Supervisors (1981) 122 Cal.App.3d
813, 822; City of San Jose v. Great Oaks Water Co. (1987) 192 Cal.App.3d 1005, 1017). An agency
cannot simply release a draft report “that hedges on important environmental issues while deferring
more detailed analysis to the final [EIR] that is insulated from public review.” (Mountain Lion
Coalition v. California Fish and Game Comm'n. (1989) 214 Cal.App.3d 1043,1053).

The serious inadequacies of the Draft EIR are symptomatic of fundamental deficiencies in the City’s
rulemaking process and the Project itself. For these reasons, and those detailed in Valero’s separate
comments on the Project, the Project should be denied as inadequate and infeasible.

In the alternative and at a minimum, the City may not approve the Project unless the Draft EIR is revised
and possibly recirculated to fully disclose and analyze the Project’s impacts. CEQA contains detailed
provisions setting forth the circumstances under which environmental impact reports must be
supplemented and recirculated. As specified in CEQA Guidelines §, 15088.5, an EIR must be
recirculated where it is revised to include “significant new information.”
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In order to cure the Draft EIR defects identified in this letter, the City will have to obtain substantial new
information to adequately assess the Project’s environmental impacts, and to identify effective
mitigation measures capable of reducing the Project’s significant impacts. CEQA requires that the
public have a meaningful opportunity to review and comment upon this significant new information in
the form of a recirculated EIR. Based on, the all of the above outlined reasons, a revised EIR is required
because the Draft EIR is inadequate and conclusory in nature that meaningful public review and
comment are precluded in the context of the Project crossing pipelines.

III. CLOSING COMMENT

As set forth above, the Draft EIR suffers from numerous deficiencies, many of which would
independently render it inadequate under CEQA. Taken as a whole, the deficiencies of the Draft EIR
necessitate further analyses and potential recirculation for public comment. Valero respectfully requests
that the City’s Planning Commission and City Council do not approve the Project until the concerns and
potential adverse impacts detailed above are addressed.

As noted above, it is not Valero’s intent to slow down this Project, but work cooperatively with Trans
Bay and the City to resolve its concerns with the Project. However, Valero believes its concerns with
the Project are substantial and warrant careful and full consideration by Trans Bay and the City and
particularly in the Draft EIR.

Because Valero is so concerned with the Project’s potential interference with the cathodic protection of
its pipelines, it has undertaken its own study of this impact. Valero expects that the results of this study
will be available within the next month and will share these results with the City and Trans Bay.

Please do not hesitate to contact me at (210) 345-2871 or Mr. Alfred R. Middleton, Environmental and
Safety Director, at (707) 745-7764 if you have any questions regarding our comments.

Very truly yours,

VALERO REFINING COMPANY - CALIFORNIA

Darren W. Stroud
Environmental, Safety & Regulatory Affairs Counsel

cc: Alfred R. Middleton
Clark Hopper
Pete Jackson, Esq.
Elizabeth Bourbon, Esq.
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Comment 
Number Response 

26-1 Comments noted. The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency appreciates Valero’s review of the Draft EIR 
for the TBC Project. The City of Pittsburg understands that Project proponent representatives met with Valero 
representatives on July 25, 2006 and September 26, 2006 and that Valero has provided preliminary pipeline 
design details that will facilitate design of the proposed Project to plan for and avoid potential impacts on 
Valero’s pipeline facilities. The Project proponent has provided proposed cable-laying sketches and explained 
the electrical cable design to Valero representatives. The City of Pittsburg understands that the Project 
proponent and Valero representatives are in the process of negotiating a crossing agreement which would 
include, among other issues, potential specific crossing methods and measures. The crossing agreement will 
include provisions for further cooperation and coordination between the representatives in conjunction with 
the geotechnical study and final design. The crossing agreement is expected to require written procedures for 
installation of the DC cable in relationship to the Valero pipelines, and Valero’s possible future maintenance 
requirements for Valero’s pipelines. Please refer to subsequent comment responses which address the points 
raised in Valero’s comment letter. 

26-2 Comments noted. Based on final engineering design/installation drawings provided by Valero to the Project 
proponent, the Project Proponent understands that Valero’s pipelines are buried at a depth of approximately 
10 to 15 feet below the bottom of Suisun Bay in the general area of the proposed Trans Bay Cable crossing 
area. The Project proponent has provided three cable burial options to Valero: 1) typical crossing with 
pipeline greater than 10 feet below the bottom of the Bay floor; 2) typical crossing with pipeline between the 
Bay floor but no greater than 10 feet below the bottom of the Bay floor; and 3) typical crossing with the 
pipeline just below the bottom of the Bay floor or resting on the bottom of the Bay floor. A proposed 
conceptual mattress design is provided in the options. The Project proponent will determine the specific 
crossing method and measures to be taken to protect Valero’s pipelines and the HVDC cable based on the 
results of the forthcoming geophysical survey and further consultation with Valero representatives pursuant to 
the crossing agreement currently under development. Typical mattress installation using an overhead crane 
is shown on Figure A.4-6 of the Draft EIR and typical mattress deployment for pipeline crossings is shown on 
Figure A.4-7. General information regarding use of protective mattresses is provided in Section A.4.4.1.4 of 
the Draft EIR. The Kinder Morgan pipelines were not in the SLC database at the time the SLC’s files were 
reviewed by Project proponent representatives in 2005 during preparation of the Draft EIR. The Project 
proponent is now aware of the presence of the Kinder Morgan pipelines. Draft Table A.2-1, Known Utility 
Crossings, and Map A.2-1 have been revised to acknowledge the presence of the Kinder Morgan pipelines in 
response to this comment. Please refer to the new Section 13.0 of the Final EIR for the applicable text 
revision. The Kinder Morgan pipelines have been added to Map A.2-1 (Sheet 7 of 10) in Section 3.0 of the 
Final EIR. 

26-3 Comments noted. The proposed Project will be designed so as to not interfere with Valero’s operation, 
maintenance, and repair procedures for its pipelines. Valero representatives indicated that if repairs are 
required to the exterior of the pipe, then Valero will coordinate with the Project proponent to make the repairs. 
The Project proponent will coordinate further with Valero representatives prior to final design and submarine 
cable installation to ensure that adequate measures are in place to protect Valero’s pipelines from possible 
damage associated with HVDC cable installation and operation. The Project proponent recognizes that 
Valero is required to comply with regulations relative to submerged pipeline operation and maintenance. 

26-4 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 26-3. Following review of the results of the forthcoming 
geophysical survey, the Project proponent will perform the final engineering design for the submarine cable 
system, including the site-specific crossing plans for submerged utilities, including Valero’s pipelines.  
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26-5 Comments noted. The fact that the proposed submarine HVDC cable system route crosses several pipelines 
is identified in Table A.2-1, Known Utility Crossings. The final engineering design, including coordination and 
consultation with owners of other submerged utilities that are crossed, will ensure that significant direct and/or 
cumulative impacts are avoided. 

26-6 Comments noted. The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency believes that the Draft and Final EIRs fully 
address all environmental impacts of the Project and contain sufficient information to inform decision-makers 
of the potential environmental impacts of the Project. The City of Pittsburg has instructed the Project 
proponent to coordinate further with Valero to make sure all legitimate issues are satisfactorily addressed 
prior to the completion of final design and construction. 

26-7 Comments noted. Please refer to Responses 26-2 through 26-6. 
26-8 Comments noted. Please refer to Responses 26-2 through 26-6. 
26-9 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 26-2. 
26-10 Comments noted. The fact that the proposed submarine HVDC cable system route crosses several pipelines 

is identified in Table A.2-1, Known Utility Crossings. The proposed cable crossing locations of Valero’s 
pipelines are shown on Map A.2-1, Sheet 7 of 10 of the Draft and Final EIRs. The information presented in 
the Draft EIR is adequate for the purposes of environmental assessment in accordance with CEQA 
requirements. The information presented in the Final EIR will be supplemented with results of the forthcoming 
geophysical survey which will be considered in the final design, including the specific crossing methods for 
the Valero pipelines (and other submerged utilities traversed by the cable route). 

26-11 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 26-3. 
26-12 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 26-10. 
26-13 Comments noted. The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency believes the Draft EIR does adequately 

address the potentially significant environmental impacts of the proposed Trans Bay Cable Project. Please 
refer to subsequent comment responses that address the specific points raised by Valero. 

26-14 Comments noted. 
26-15 Comments noted. Following review of the results of the forthcoming geophysical survey, the Project 

proponent will perform the final engineering design for the submarine cable system, including the site specific 
crossing plans for submerged utilities, including Valero’s pipelines. Mattress installation in the vicinity of the 
proposed Valero pipeline crossings, as applicable, will be designed to avoid the potential for damage to the 
submerged pipelines. Accordingly, no potential biological impacts associated with pipeline damage would 
occur. 

26-16 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 26-3 regarding potential impacts on Valero’s pipeline operation 
and maintenance activities. Operation of the submarine Trans Bay Cable would not involve any routine 
maintenance activities, thus no impacts on Valero’s pipelines would be expected to occur. Project proponent 
representatives will incorporate measures in the final design to avoid any impacts on Valero’s pipeline 
cathodic protection system (e.g., maintain adequate distance between cable and anodes and/or install an 
insulation buffer between the cable and the pipelines). 

26-17 Comment noted. Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR presents the estimated construction emissions (onshore and 
offshore) associated with the Project as well as the thresholds that were used to assess the potential 
significance of construction emissions. In addition, Section 4.2 of the Draft EIR also quantifies estimated 
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emissions during the operational phase from intermittent testing of emergency equipment. In summary, with 
implementation of mitigation measures, all air quality related impacts would be reduced to less-than-
significant levels. Please refer to Response 22-20 for more information that supports the less-than-significant 
impact conclusions for air quality. 

26-18 Comment noted. Please refer to Responses 26-17 and 22-20. 
26-19 Comment noted. Based on the information provided in the Draft EIR and discussions with Valero, Valero 

informed the Project proponent that they were in the process of consulting with an engineer who was 
preparing a cathodic protection study of the Valero system in conjunction with the DC cable. The Project 
proponent has not received the results of that study. After receipt and review of the study, the Project 
proponent will work with Valero to address any issues identified.  

26-20 Comments noted. Please refer to Responses 26-3, 26-15, 26-16, and 26-19. The final design of the proposed 
Trans Bay Cable Project and additional Project proponent consultation with Valero representatives will ensure 
that Valero’s pipelines (and other submerged utilities that are crossed) are not damaged during cable 
installation and operation and, therefore, water quality impacts associated with a Project-related pipeline 
break would not occur. 

26-21 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 26-20. No impacts on Valero’s pipelines or product deliveries 
would occur associated with the proposed Project. 

26-22 Comments noted. Valero’s concerns regarding the Draft EIR adequacy relative to biology, water quality, and 
public services and utilities are based on the premise that installation and/or operation of the proposed 
submarine cable would damage Valero’s pipelines. As discussed in responses to previous comments, the 
Project will avoid impacts to Valero’s pipeline facilities as well as other submerged utility crossings. Please 
refer to Responses 26-15, 26-16, 26-19, 26-20, and 26-21. 

26-23 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 26-22. The final Project design relative to utility crossing plans 
will ensure that no significant Project specific or cumulative impacts on submerged utilities would occur. 

26-24 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 26-6. 
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           1                          PROCEEDINGS 
 
           2              MR. JEROME:  GOod evening.  I'd like to 
 
           3    welcome you all to Potrero Hill Center for the Trans 
 
           4    Bay Cable Draft Environmental Impact Report meeting. 
 
           5         First of all, my name is Randy Jerome, and I am 
 
           6    the former planning and building director for the City 
 
           7    of Pittsburg.  I started the Project -- I worked on the 
 
           8    project with the applicant Trans Bay Cable back two 
 
           9    years ago.  So it's been going on quite a time. 
 
          10         I left the city a year ago, but because of my 
 
          11    involvement with the Project in terms of the planning 
 
          12    environmental function for the City of Pittsburg I've 
 
          13    continued on under contract and continued to work with 
 
          14    the Project. 
 
          15         One thing you might ask is why is the City of 
 
          16    Pittsburg over here in San Francisco dealing with this 
 
          17    project?  Under the California Environmental Quality 
 
          18    Act which is the statutes that govern the Environmental 
 
          19    Review for projects within California, there must be 
 
          20    what's called a lead agency, and the City of Pittsburg 
 
          21    is the lead agency for this particular Project.  We're 
 
          22    the lead agency because the Project is required to have 
 
          23    discretionary actions in the City of Pittsburg such as 
 
          24    a design review and there's some other development 
 
          25    agreements and so forth that require approval by 
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           1    Pittsburg's City Council. 
 
           2         This Project is an electrical cable in the Bay, 
 
           3    about 57 miles.  It runs from a power plant in 
 
           4    Pittsburg over to the Potrero plant in San Francisco 
 
           5    here, and it's to provide a better movement of the 
 
           6    electrical power from the East Bay over here to San 
 
           7    Francisco and the peninsula. 
 
           8         As I mentioned, all projects like this are 
 
           9    required to go through an enviornmental review process; 
 
          10    in this case an EIR is required.  This document right 
 
          11    here in front of Ian is a result of that. 
 
          12         we do have these available for public review, and 
 
          13    we do have discs available if you would like to receive 
 
          14    those. 
 
          15         The purpose of this meeting is to receive comments 
 
          16    on this Draft EIR both either verbally or in writing 
 
          17    that you can put in until the comment period which ends 
 
          18    on June 26th I believe it is. 
 
          19         So this is a formal meeting to elicit those 
 
          20    comments from people over on this side of the Bay.  We 
 
          21    will have a meeting similar to this over in Pittsburg 
 
          22    next week. 
 
          23         We have actually had a meeting in this very 
 
          24    location back in November -- it was called a scoping 
 
          25    session -- which was to elicit comments from citizens 
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           1    and other agencies on what should be put in the 
 
           2    particular document.  So that was again last year in 
 
           3    this very location. 
 
           4         So with that what I'd like to do is introduce 
 
           5    Garrett Evans who is the general manager of the 
 
           6    Pittsburg Power Company which in the City of Pittsburg. 
 
           7              MR. EVANS:  Thank you, Randy.  Good evening. 
 
           8    As Randy said, I'm Garrett Evans, General Manager of 
 
           9    the Pittsburg Power Company. 
 
          10         The Pittsburg Power Company is a municipal utility 
 
          11    that has operations in Pittsburg and Mare Island in 
 
          12    Vallejo where we run the electrical gas distribution 
 
          13    system. 
 
          14         Pittsburg Power Company's involvement with the 
 
          15    Trans Bay Cable Project started two and a half years 
 
          16    ago.  The City of Pittsburg, as Randy said, is the lead 
 
          17    agency.  The deliberate environmental review process 
 
          18    started nearly two years ago with a Notice of 
 
          19    Preparation in August of 2004. 
 
          20         Being very brief here so you can get more to the 
 
          21    document and to the Power Point presentation, the 
 
          22    Pittsburg Power Company really looks at the Trans Bay 
 
          23    Cable Project as an excellent opportunity to address 
 
          24    transmission congestion throughout the Bay Area.  Again 
 
          25    thank you for coming.  Randy. 
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           1              MR. JEROME:  Thank you, Garrett.  Now we're 
 
           2    going to go into the kind of formal part of this 
 
           3    meeting.  I'd like to introduce Robert Ray of the URS 
 
           4    Corporation.  URS was contracted to prepare the 
 
           5    Environmental Impact Report, and he is here with some 
 
           6    of his staff and other subconsultants to explain the 
 
           7    project itself. 
 
           8              MR. RAY:  Thank you, Randy. Again, my name is 
 
           9    Robert Ray, and I'm with the URS Corporation and I'm 
 
          10    the project manager for the preparation of the EIR. 
 
          11    There is quite a few task leaders that helped prepare 
 
          12    the EIR here tonight.  Their names and their 
 
          13    disciplines are on the board over there, and I think 
 
          14    some of you have had an opportunity to ask some 
 
          15    questions tonight, which is great.  Next slide please. 
 
          16         I'm going to go ahead and give an overview of 
 
          17    what's in the Environmental Impact Report in terms of 
 
          18    how it's organized, a brief description of what the 
 
          19    proposed projects and the alternatives are, scope of 
 
          20    the environmental analysis and then a summary of the 
 
          21    EIR findings. 
 
          22         The Draft EIR was prepared for the City of 
 
          23    Pittsburg in accordance with the Notice of Preparation 
 
          24    which was issued in August of 2004.  Comments were 
 
          25    received on the Notice of Preparation from the public 
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           1    and also informal agency consultation was conducted. 
 
           2         The Draft EIR assesses construction and operation 
 
           3    of the proposed Project and alternatives in Pittsburg 
 
           4    and San Francisco; includes the converter station 
 
           5    sites, one in Pittsburg, one in San Francisco; the 
 
           6    onshore electrical cable routes, and temporary 
 
           7    construction laydown areas as well as the approximately 
 
           8    56-mile-long submarine high voltage direct current 
 
           9    cable that will be buried in the bottom of the Bay.  It 
 
          10    also includes about 1 mile of onshore cable for a total 
 
          11    length of about 57 miles depending on which alternative 
 
          12    you're looking at. 
 
          13         I would like to clarify that the Project goes from 
 
          14    the PG&E Pittsburg substation which is located in the 
 
          15    interior of the Mirant Pittsburg Power Plant property. 
 
          16    It does not go from the power plant itself.  It goes 
 
          17    from the PG&E substation to the converter station and 
 
          18    then in the submarine cable which runs down the Bay to 
 
          19    San Francisco to the converter station, which would 
 
          20    convert the power back to AC and connect into the PG&E 
 
          21    Potrero substation. 
 
          22         The Project alternatives that are addressed in the 
 
          23    EIR include alternate converter station sites, onshore 
 
          24    AC/DC cable routes, and temporary construction laydown 
 
          25    areas. 
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           1         In summary, the proposed Project as defined by the 
 
           2    applicant (Trans Bay Cable LLC) is an approximately 
 
           3    56-mile long, 400 megawatt high voltage direct current 
 
           4    submarine cable in San Francisco Bay and connecting 
 
           5    waterways between a terminus near the City of Pittsburg 
 
           6    and a terminus in San Francisco in the vicinity of 
 
           7    Potrero Point. 
 
           8         The proposed Project would transmit electrical 
 
           9    power from a converter station in Pittsburg to a 
 
          10    converter station in San Francisco providing a 
 
          11    dedicated connection between the PG&E Pittsburg 
 
          12    substation, which is fed by sufficient generating and 
 
          13    transmission capacity and the PG&E Potrero substation 
 
          14    in San Francisco. 
 
          15         The electrical power that would be delivered to 
 
          16    San Francisco by the cable would help meet San 
 
          17    Francisco's projected electrical demand for 2012 and 
 
          18    beyond, and it's projected that it would be operational 
 
          19    for at least 40 years. 
 
          20         The proposed project is designed to be a 
 
          21    cost-effective, energy-efficient solution to address 
 
          22    San Francisco's need for additional transmission 
 
          23    capacity while improving transmission reliability and 
 
          24    load serving capability. 
 
          25         The proposed Project is one of three transmission 
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           1    system reinforcements identified by the California 
 
           2    Independent System Operator to meet the long term 
 
           3    reliable load serving plan in Northern San Mateo County 
 
           4    in San Francisco. 
 
           5         The other two Projects are the Jefferson Martin 
 
           6    Transmission Line which was recently approved and the 
 
           7    San Francisco Electric Reliability Project which is 
 
           8    currently in the CEC licensing process and nearing the 
 
           9    end of that process. The CAISO determined that all 
 
          10    three Projects, including the Trans Bay Cable Project, 
 
          11    are needed. 
 
          12         The primary goal of the Project is to deliver 
 
          13    electricity to San Francisco to meet projected demand. 
 
          14    The proposed Project would be expected to meet the 
 
          15    CAISO Planning and Reliability Standards; decrease 
 
          16    transmission grid congestion in the East Bay; reduce 
 
          17    transmission losses; increase the overall security and 
 
          18    reliability of the electrical system and provide 
 
          19    potential savings to ratepayers. 
 
          20         The proposed Project is made up of the following 
 
          21    primary components: installation of an approximately 
 
          22    57-mile long new high voltage direct current cable 
 
          23    system, which I stated previously is 56 miles 
 
          24    submarine, approximately one mile onshore; construction 
 
          25    of two new converter stations, one in San Francisco and 
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           1    one in Pittsburg; installation of approximately 0.3 
 
           2    mile of underground double circuit 115 kV AC 
 
           3    transmission cable and/or overhead transmission line in 
 
           4    San Francisco; installation of approximately 4.2 miles 
 
           5    of new submarine and 1.3 miles of 
 
           6    underground/aboveground single-circuit 230 kV high 
 
           7    voltage alternating current transmission cable/line in 
 
           8    Pittsburg. 
 
           9         There is also involved construction of a new 
 
          10    access road to the proposed Standard Oil Converter 
 
          11    Station site in Pittsburg, and temporary use of one or 
 
          12    more construction laydown areas on previously disturbed 
 
          13    sites in San Francisco and Pittsburg. 
 
          14         The contents and organization of the Draft EIR. 
 
          15    It's organized in two volumes due to its size.  Volume 
 
          16    1 includes the sections that you can see on the screen. 
 
          17    I'm not going to read through all of them.  And it also 
 
          18    includes Appendix A, the Detailed Project Description. 
 
          19         one thing I would like to point out is that the 
 
          20    proposed project is addressed in Section 4 and the 
 
          21    project alternatives are addressed in Chapter 5 and 
 
          22    Section 6.  The comparison of alternatives compares all 
 
          23    the alternatives, including the proposed Project and 
 
          24    the No Project alternative. 
 
          25         Volume 2 includes primary technical appendices, 
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           1    including the NOP, the Responses, and the Scoping 
 
           2    Meetings through Appendix K which presents information 
 
           3    on electric and magnetic fields. 
 
           4         The Draft EIR addresses the following 
 
           5    environmental resource topics.  This is the order that 
 
           6    they're presented in:  Air quality, geologic resources 
 
           7    and soil, water resources and quality, terrestrial 
 
           8    biological resources, marine biological resources, 
 
           9    cultural resources, land use and recreation, marine 
 
          10    transportation and commercial fishing, traffic and 
 
          11    transportation, noise and vibration, public services 
 
          12    and utilities, visual resources, hazardous materials 
 
          13    and waste management, and paleontological resources. 
 
          14         I'm now going to provide a brief summary of the 
 
          15    impact findings that are presented in the Draft EIR. 
 
          16    Numerous potentially significant environmental impacts 
 
          17    are identified in the Draft EIR for construction and/or 
 
          18    operation of the proposed Project and alternatives, 
 
          19    including the converter stations and the submarine 
 
          20    cable system. 
 
          21         with implementation of the proposed mitigation 
 
          22    measures, all but one of the identified potentially 
 
          23    significant impacts for the proposed Project would be 
 
          24    reduced to less-than-significant levels. 
 
          25         With implementation of the proposed mitigation 
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           1    measures, almost all of the identified potentially 
 
           2    significant impacts for the Project alternatives would 
 
           3    also be reduced to less-than-significant levels. 
 
           4         The unavoidable adverse significant impact 
 
           5    findings that are presented in the EIR for the Proposed 
 
           6    Project are as follows: construction of the proposed 
 
           7    HWC converter station in San Francisco would require 
 
           8    the demolition of two warehouses eligible for listing 
 
           9    as historic structures associated with the once-present 
 
          10    Western Sugar Refinery complex that date from the 
 
          11    1920s. 
 
          12         The proposed Project would also potentially 
 
          13    require demolition of some portion of the Station A 
 
          14    Complex on the Mirant Power Plant property that is 
 
          15    adjacent to the north of the HWC site, and that would 
 
          16    be associated with the routing of the proposed 
 
          17    underground cable to the PG&E Potrero substation. 
 
          18    Demolition of These structures would constitute a 
 
          19    significant impact. 
 
          20         I would point out that there's substantial 
 
          21    mitigation that's proposed in the EIR related to 
 
          22    impacts to these structures; however, by definition, if 
 
          23    you need to demolish them, under CEQA it's typically 
 
          24    considered to be an unavoidable adverse significant 
 
          25    impact. 
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           1         Construction of the proposed Pittsburg Standard 
 
           2    Oil converter station would not result in any 
 
           3    identified unavoidable adverse significant impacts, but 
 
           4    it would require dredging in two locations in New York 
 
           5    Slough and involve more biological impacts than the 
 
           6    other alternatives in Pittsburg that are considered. 
 
           7         Construction and operation of the proposed 
 
           8    submarine cable system would not result in any 
 
           9    identified unavoidable adverse significant impacts. 
 
          10         Now I'm going to summarize the unavoidable 
 
          11    significant impact findings for the Project 
 
          12    alternatives. 
 
          13         Construction of the alternative San Francisco 
 
          14    Mirant converter station would require demolition of 
 
          15    the Station A Complex -- which I mentioned previously 
 
          16    -- for the proposed cable route associated with the HWC 
 
          17    site as part of the project, unless Mirant demolishes 
 
          18    these buildings in advance of the TBC private 
 
          19    construction.  And the reason I mention that is that 
 
          20    Mirant has quite a while ago submitted a demolition 
 
          21    permit application to the City and County of San; 
 
          22    Francisco and I believe is actively pursuing the 
 
          23    demolition of those structures due to seismic concerns 
 
          24    and their deteriorating conditions. 
 
          25         The Station A Complex as I mentioned is considered 
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           1    historic by the City and County of San Francisco. 
 
           2    Demolition of these structures would constitute a 
 
           3    significant impact. 
 
           4         Construction and operation of the alternative San 
 
           5    Francisco Sheedy converter station would not result in 
 
           6    any identified unavoidable significant impacts. 
 
           7    However, the routing of the cable, the AC cable, from 
 
           8    the Sheedy Converter Station site to the PG&E Potrero 
 
           9    substation is problematic and it has some questions 
 
          10    regarding the feasibility of being able to do that due 
 
          11    to the location of existing buried utilities along the 
 
          12    route. 
 
          13         Construction and operation of the alternative 
 
          14    Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1, also 
 
          15    referred to as East/West based on its layout, and the 
 
          16    Pittsburg Mirant converter stations would not result in 
 
          17    any identified unavoidable adverse significant impacts. 
 
          18         Construction of the Alternative Pittsburg West 
 
          19    Tenth Street Alternative 2 North/South converter 
 
          20    station would result in an unavoidable adverse noise 
 
          21    impact to the residences south of West 10th Street due 
 
          22    to pile-driving activities over an estimated 3- to 
 
          23    4-month period. 
 
          24         Operation of the alternative Pittsburg West Tenth 
 
          25    Street Alternative 2 converter station would result in 
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           1    an unavoidable adverse visual impact due primarily to 
 
           2    its proximity to West Tenth Street and the residences 
 
           3    to the south of West Tenth Street. 
 
           4         I'm now going to talk about the findings in the 
 
           5    EIR regarding the environmentally superior alternative. 
 
           6         The No Project Alternative (i.e. don't build the 
 
           7    project; do nothing) would result in the fewest 
 
           8    environmental impacts but it is incapable of meeting 
 
           9    the Project objectives, including those of the 
 
          10    California Independent System Operator. 
 
          11         the proposed Trans Bay Cable Project is considered 
 
          12    by the City of Pittsburg to be the only feasible 
 
          13    alternative for meeting the Project and CAISO 
 
          14    objectives at this point in time. 
 
          15         It is difficult to determine which of the Trans 
 
          16    Bay Cable Project converter site alternatives in San 
 
          17    Francisco and Pittsburg is the environmentally superior 
 
          18    alternative due to their similar environmental impacts. 
 
          19         I'm now going to talk about the pros and cons for 
 
          20    the San Francisco converter station sites.  The Sheedy 
 
          21    site avoids significant impacts to historic 
 
          22    architectural resources associated with the proposed 
 
          23    HWC and alternate Mirant sites.  However, the required 
 
          24    electrical connection to the PG&E Potrero substation is 
 
          25    problematic due to buried utilities in Illinois Street. 
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           1         The Project proponent currently only has site 
 
           2    control of the HWC site.  Locating the converter 
 
           3    station on the San Francisco Mirant site would 
 
           4    consolidate electrical station facilities at one 
 
           5    location which is considered to be desirable. 
 
           6         THe Draft EIR concludes that no one site in San 
 
           7    Francisco is clearly environmentally superior to 
 
           8    another. 
 
           9         Now I'm going to discuss the pros and cons for the 
 
          10    Pittsburg converter station sites.  Due to unavoidable 
 
          11    significant noise and visual impacts identified for the 
 
          12    Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternate 2, this 
 
          13    alternative is the least preferable from an 
 
          14    environmental perspective. 
 
          15         The Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 and 
 
          16    Pittsburg Mirant sites are considered to be 
 
          17    environmentally superior to the proposed Pittsburg 
 
          18    Standard Oil site, since both sites would avoid the 
 
          19    need to dredge in New York Slough and also avoid 
 
          20    potential impacts to sensitive biological resources, 
 
          21    including those along the onshore cable route 
 
          22    associated with the Standard Oil converter station as 
 
          23    well as the need to cross Kirker Creek with the 
 
          24    proposed access road up to the Pittsburg-Antioch 
 
          25    Highway. 
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           1         The Draft EIR concludes that the Pittsburg West 
 
           2    Tenth Street Alternative 1 and Mirant Pittsburg sites 
 
           3    are the environmentally superior sites in Pittsburg. 
 
           4    And the Final EIR will consider comments received on 
 
           5    the Draft EIR including any pertinent comments on the 
 
           6    alternatives considered. 
 
           7         And that concludes my portion of the presentation. 
 
           8    I'm going to turn it back over to Randy. 
 
           9              MR. JEROME:  Thank you, Robert.  Now we go on 
 
          10    to the real purpose of the meeting tonight which is to 
 
          11    elicit comments and maybe questions from the general 
 
          12    public. 
 
          13         This meeting is actually optional under the 
 
          14    California Environmental Quality Act.  However, it's 
 
          15    important under CEQA that comments be received from the 
 
          16    general public and public agencies which will then go 
 
          17    into the document in terms of a Final Environmental 
 
          18    Impact Report.  So tonight what we're going to be doing 
 
          19    is asking for those commence. 
 
          20         At this particular time I would like to introduce 
 
          21    Joan Lamphier of Lamphier and Associates.  She has been 
 
          22    hired by the City of Pittsburg to be the Project 
 
          23    planner for processing the Environmental Impact Report 
 
          24    as well as the planning entitlements due to the City of 
 
          25    Pittsburg for approval.  And she will explain the rest 
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           1    of the process tonight and what we're asking from you. 
 
           2              MS. LAMPHIER:  Thank you.  Actually, Randy 
 
           3    gave most of the comments that I intended to make.  But 
 
           4    anyway, as he indicated, the purpose is for members of 
 
           5    the public to be able to comment on the Environmental 
 
           6    Impact Report and not to comment on the Project itself, 
 
           7    but to address the document and the adequacy of the 
 
           8    environmental analysis and mitigation measures that are 
 
           9    addressed in the document. 
 
          10         And so you can either submit verbal comments or 
 
          11    you can submit written comments.  We have a form that 
 
          12    Rebecca Gorton over there can -- you can give her the 
 
          13    comments.  These comments will all be incorporated into 
 
          14    the Final Environmental Impact Report and the 
 
          15    consultants will respond to each comment and make any 
 
          16    changes that are appropriate to the draft document. 
 
          17    And that will be presented first to the City of 
 
          18    Pittsburg Planning Commission and then to the Pittsburg 
 
          19    City Council to consider certification of the document. 
 
          20         I'm going to ask people if they could limit their 
 
          21    initial presentation to three minutes so make sure that 
 
          22    we give everybody the opportunity to speak who would 
 
          23    like to speak this evening. 
 
          24         Just in case any of you are not aware, we do have 
 
          25    a Notice of Availability that is on the table there, 
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           1    and that indicates all the places where the document is 

           2    available for public review.  It's on the city's 

           3    website.  We have CDs this evening that you can take 

           4    with you, and also I think there's a copy at the 

           5    Potrero Hill Neighborhood House where you can come in 

           6    and read a hard copy. 

           7         So the comment period ends June 26th, and if you 

           8    choose not to present comments this evening you still 

           9    have an opportunity to write to Ken Strelo and to 

          10    submit any additional comments that you'd like to. 

          11         So I think with that I'll turn it back over to 

          12    you, Randy.  Thank you. 

          13              MR. JEROME:  Thank you, Joan.  Okay.  Well 

          14    with that, if there are any comments that you would 

          15    like to make now I'd ask you to come up and fill out 

          16    one of these forms so we have it on the record. 

          17              MR. MOSS:  I have a question.  Can someone 

          18    explain how this thing will be paid for?  And since 

          19    there appears to be, based upon the forecast, a 

          20    significant length of time in which the full capacity 

          21    is needed for the transmission line -- it may never be 

          22    needed -- I'm wondering how the payment structure is 

          23    for the -- and I ask this because you put a slide up 

          24    there saying that this was a cost-effective project. 

          25              MS. LAMPHIER:  You know, We're not going to 
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           1    be responding to comments in this meeting.  You can 

           2    submit that as a comment and we will respond to that in 

           3    the Final EIR. 

           4              MR. MOSS:  Okay.  So you're not answering 

           5    questions? 

           6              MS. LAMPHIER:  No, we're not going to.  The 

           7    purpose is to take comments.  But we will respond in 

           8    detail in the final document. 

           9              MR. JEROME:  I do have two speaker slips, and 

          10    I'd like to ask each of them to come up and bring their 

          11    comments. 

          12         We are recording this, by the way.  We do have a 

          13    court reporter here so talk into the microphone so we 

          14    can be sure to get those comments. 

          15         First is Michael Thériault. 

          16              MR. THÉRIAULT:  I'm actually with the 

          17    Secretary Treasurer of the San Francisco Building and 

          18    COnstruction Trades Council.  That's the coalition of 

          19    construction unions here in San Francisco. 

          20         And by the usual logic of self interest, this 

          21    would not be our preferred project.  We would prefer a 

          22    power plant.  But we understand well that this eastern 

          23    half of the city has suffered from the effects of power 

          24    plants for years, that the power plant would produce a 

          25    good deal of air pollution, a good deal of traffic that 
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           1    this Project will not produce. 

           2         The air pollution effects of the EIR are minimal. 

           3    The traffic is minimal.  There's a little bit of dust 

           4    from construction, but apart from that it's a 

           5    wonderful project for the city.  So we will forego our 

           6    usual self interest and support this project.  Thank 

           7    you. 

           8              MR. JEROME:  Thank you.  Next I have Steven 

           9    Moss. 

          10              MR. MOSS:  Since I can't ask questions I'll 

          11    read the comment.  I think some of you have seen 

          12    I've actually tracked this project for about two years. 

          13    And I've attended most of the CAISO stakeholder 

          14    meetings that led up to their approval of the project. 

          15         For the record, the project isn't cost effective 

          16    and CAISO didn't find it to be cost effective.  It 

          17    found that the benefits of the project were deminimus 

          18    and the costs were quite extraordinary.  In fact, when 

          19    I asked ISO on what basis did they value reliability 

          20    ISO said, "We value reliability as infinitely 

          21    valuable."  They put an infinite value on this. 

          22         We're doing some analysis using city data and 

          23    CAISO data and actually I think it's well known that 

          24    this project isn't needed.  It may never be needed. 

          25    It's only needed in 2012 under some assumptions about 
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           1    contingencies. 

           2         We have plenty of supply in San Francisco 'til 

           3    probably 2020, but because of CAISO's reliability 

           4    concerns they want redundancies, and those redundancies 

           5    require that something be done to provide additional 

           6    supply in the city around 2012.  The project is not 

           7    needed by anybody's count until at least 2012. 

           8         Based on city data, and based upon city planning 

           9    for sustainability, there are many options that the EIR 

          10    does not discuss that would actually deal with CAISO's 

          11    reliability requirements.  There are other transmission 

          12    opportunities that were part of the CAISO record that 

          13    should be considered in the EIR and need to be. 

          14         There's the city sustainability plans, the city 

          15    consulting reports that point to many lower costs, more 

          16    sustainable alternatives than the DC line that would 

          17    make the DC line either irrelevant or at least 

          18    extremely costly. 

          19         So I know everybody in the room.  I know my 

          20    neighbors.  I know who is here from the neighborhood 

          21    and who's not.  Most people -- I'm talking to most of 

          22    the consultants who are paid to be here.  So I'm not 

          23    trying to impact you guys.  I'm just putting this into 

          24    the record.  I'll submit my comments. 

          25              MR. JEROME:  Next we have comments from David 
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           1    Fierberg. 

           2              MR. FIERBERG:  I'm a neighbor and I'm a 

           3    resident here.  I'm concerned about the visual impacts 

           4    of what's going to be on this converter station.  As a 

           5    ratepayer, I'm concerned about the costs of this if it 

           6    is not fully utilized, how that will be passed on to 

           7    myself as a ratepayer of PG&E.  I'm wondering when the 

           8    EIR was drafted whether or not you all took into 

           9    consideration the fact that our neighborhood is the 

          10    fastest growing neighborhood in San Francisco.  There 

          11    are 4500 units of housing that are going in just right 

          12    down here.  I'm wondering if you talked to UC San 

          13    Francisco who is promoting the Mission Bay campus. 

          14         There are certainly many potential utilizations of 

          15    the waterfront.  I can think of neighborhood and sort 

          16    of alternative biosciences for this type of property. 

          17    A converter station would not be the number one on my 

          18    list. 

          19         I'm also wondering if there was consideration 

          20    given to the projections that by 2050 the Bay will be 

          21    reaching I-280.  If the Bay reaches I-280 -- that's 

          22    just right down here -- that means anything that you 

          23    all build in the 40 years that you're projecting that 

          24    this thing will be in service, I would say within the 

          25    first 15 years it will be about two feet under water. 
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           1    I'm wondering what the environmental impacts of that 

           2    will be and wonder if that is being considered, if 

           3    whatever hazardous chemicals that will be utilized or 

           4    stored there will then flow into the Bay and what the 

           5    potential impacts of those will be.  Thanks. 

           6              MR. JEROME:  Thank you.  Next I have Mark 

           7    Klaiman. 

           8              MR. KLAIMAN:  Hi.  Thanks.  Good evening.  My 

           9    name is Mark Klaiman. I run a small business in the 

          10    Bayview Hunter's Point neighborhood.  It's the next 

          11    neighborhood south of here.  We are very close to the 

          12    old Hunter's Point plant. 

          13         I have a couple of concerns regarding the EIR. 

          14    And the first is I don't think you gave appropriate 

          15    consideration of alternative energies.  There is a very 

          16    short discussion of why alternative energy won't work, 

          17    but there's no math to support it.  There's no 

          18    explanation of why the composite alternative energies 

          19    won't work.  There is no discussion of why demand 

          20    response programs wouldn't work. 

          21         As a small business in San Francisco, we've 

          22    committed ourselves and our neighbors to do all sorts 

          23    of things to limit power consumption.  For example, our 

          24    facility has a 33-kilowatt solar power system.  There's 

          25    no discussion of what other small businesses in the 

PM1:3-5

PM1:4-1



    25 

                          CLARK REPORTING (510) 486-0700 

           1    community are planning.  And there's no discussion as 

           2    to why those alternatives might be more cost effective, 

           3    might be more reliable. 

           4         There's been discussions of transmission 

           5    congestion, but of course if you produce it in-house 

           6    there's no transmission congestion at all. 

           7         There's issues of reliability.  But clearly 

           8    relying on one transmission cable to bring all of our 

           9    power or a good portion of our power 57 miles -- if 

          10    that goes down, if there's a problem there, we're 

          11    really SOL.  We should rely on local power.  We should 

          12    rely on ourselves to be self-reliant with alternative 

          13    energy ideas. 

          14         I'm very concerned about whether this truly is 

          15    going to bring about potential savings to the 

          16    ratepayer.  This is a very, very expensive project.  It 

          17    may never be necessary.  Certainly all 400 megawatts of 

          18    it may never be necessary.  This is a $300 million 

          19    gamble that we don't necessarily need to be taking. 

          20         And lastly I'm kind of dismayed that I hear that 

          21    this is simply a transmission cable; that it has no 

          22    real enviornmental impact; we're not relying on fossil 

          23    fuels; we're not telling you we're going to be creating 

          24    more fossil fuels. 

          25         It starts at a power plant; it ends at a power 
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           1    plant.  It's a $300 million encouragement to continue 

           2    operating the same old way.  If we want to make 

           3    changes, if we want to be more reliant, if we want to 

           4    get away from fossil fuels, let's take $300 million and 

           5    commit them to be self-reliant, to alternative energy, 

           6    and demand response and lower consumption.  Thank you 

           7    so much. 

           8              MR. JEROME:  Thank you. Does anybody else 

           9    have any comments?  Yes, sir. 

          10              MR. BOSS:  My name is Joe Boss.  Basically 

          11    the area that I'm going to be chasing after has to do 

          12    with cultural resources. 

          13         We work very hard to make Dog Patch Historic 

          14    District where I live -- down at the bottom of the hill 

          15    very close to where the San Francisco site is going to 

          16    be -- an historic district.  We've been working for 

          17    years on getting an industrial historic district 

          18    established at Pier 70 right on down through and 

          19    including the Spreckels Sugar facilities which are 

          20    those warehouses. 

          21         So I have not intensely read that part.  I will be 

          22    reading it.  I can just go away for two weeks and sit 

          23    in the desert and read that.  But I think it's kind of 

          24    glossed over when -- yes, you identified it as a 

          25    non-mitigatable impact and I'm really excited to see 
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           1    what the mitigations are going to be for that.  And I 

           2    will go fill out a piece of paper.  Thank you. 

           3              MR. JEROME:  Anyone else?  Okay.  I'll turn 

           4    it back over to Joan and she'll explain the rest of the 

           5    process. 

           6              MS. LAMPHIER:  First of all, I indicated all 

           7    of the comments that we've received this evening, as 

           8    well as anything in writing, will be addressed in the 

           9    final environmental document.  And that will be 

          10    distributed in the same way we did with the Draft.  It 

          11    will be on the city's website, and we will have CDs 

          12    available for people who request it.  We'll put you on 

          13    our mailing list if you sign in this evening.  And we 

          14    expect that the final document probably will be 

          15    prepared and available toward the end of July.  That's 

          16    the estimated arrival time. 

          17         So I think that that will conclude this meeting at 

          18    this point, but that there are people -- feel free -- 

          19    we have a lot of consultants here.  We have the project 

          20    applicant and representatives of the city, myself, 

          21    Randy Jerome and Garrett Evans.  Feel free to walk 

          22    around and ask us any questions if you have a specific 

          23    informational item that you would be curious about. And 

          24    take advantage of all of this talent that you have. 

          25         So with that, I'd like to thank you very much for 
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           1    coming this evening, and we look forward to presenting 
 
           2    the Final EIR.  Thank you very much. 
 
           3                           ---oOo--- 
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SECTION 12.0 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON DRAFT EIR 
 

RESPONSE TO COMMENTS 
 

X:\Transbay\FEIR\AFEIR#2\12.0 Response to Comments.doc RPM1-1  Final EIR 
October 2006

Comment 
Number Response 
PM1:1-1 Comments noted. The TBC Project proponent filed the proposed rate structure with the Federal Energy 

Regulatory Commission (FERC). The FERC approved the proposed rate structure in July, 2005. Prior to 
commercial operation of the Project, the costs to engineer, procure, and construct the Project will be filed 
with the FERC. The FERC has the discretion to either approve the costs as presented or deny costs that 
are deemed not to be relevant to the Project. The approved costs will be applied to the rate base and 
passed on to the rate payers in a fashion similar to other projects, e.g., the Path 15 project. The CAISO 
evaluated five projects during the two-year San Francisco Stakeholder process. CAISO evaluated 
alternative technical options as well as their associated costs. The CAISO selected the TBC Project as the 
alternative that would best support the San Francisco reliability issues.  

PM1:1-2 Comments noted. Refer to Response PM1:1-1.  
PM1:1-3 Comments noted. Please refer to Responses 3-1, 10-1, and 10-2. 
PM1:1-4 Comments noted. Please refer to Responses 3-1 through 3-6. 
PM1:2-1 Comments noted. 
PM1:3-1 Comments noted. The Draft EIR assesses potential Project-related impacts to visual resources in 

Sections 4.13 and Section 5.0. The San Francisco HWC (Mitigated) site is evaluated in Section 4.A-13 of 
the Final EIR. With the exception of the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 2 converter station site in 
Pittsburg, no unmitigable visual impacts have been identified for the proposed or alternative sites. As 
discussed in the Final EIR, the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 2 site is no longer under 
consideration due to its unavoidable adverse significant visual and noise impacts and, thus, has been 
withdrawn from further consideration. 

PM1:3-2 Comments noted. Please refer to Response PM1:1-1 
PM1:3-3 Comment noted. Please refer to Response 10-58.  
PM1:3-4 Comment noted. UCSF was not specifically consulted; however, the Mission Bay redevelopment project, 

which includes the Mission Bay Campus, was considered in the Draft EIR. The Mission Bay 
redevelopment project is located north of the Potrero Power Plant as shown on Figure 4.8-2 of the Draft 
EIR. Please refer to Response 10-58.  

PM1:3-5 Comment noted. With respect to the potential future inundation of Bay shoreline areas due to a rise in the 
Bay surface due to global warming, this contention is highly speculative and unlikely to occur to the extent 
that the San Francisco converter station sites under consideration would be impacted during the life of the 
Project. Were the Bay to rise to I-280 by 2050 as contended, the impacts would not be limited to the TBC 
Project, but would be a Bay Area/worldwide problem in coastal areas. 

PM1:4-1 Comments noted. Please refer to Responses 3-1 through 3-6. 
PM1:4-2 Comments noted. Please refer to Responses 3-1, 10-1, and 10-2. 
PM1:4-3 Comments noted; Please refer to Response PM1:1-1. 
PM1:4-4 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 2-1A. 
PM1:5-1 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 15-1. 
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           1                          PROCEEDINGS 
 
           2              MR. JEROME:  Good evening.  I'd like to 
 
           3    welcome you all to the Trans Bay Cable Project Draft 
 
           4    Enviornmental Impact Report public comment meeting. 
 
           5         My name is Randy Jerome.  I'm the former Planning 
 
           6    and Building Director for the City of Pittsburg. I'm 
 
           7    now under contract with the City since I've been 
 
           8    working on this Project for the last two years.  And I 
 
           9    kept on through the planning process to help assist the 
 
          10    City on the technical portion of that. 
 
          11         The purpose of tonight's meeting is to receive 
 
          12    comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Report for 
 
          13    uses by our consultant, who will then take those 
 
          14    comments and respond to them which will then be used 
 
          15    for the Final Environment Impact Report. 
 
          16         We've had a number of meetings relative to this 
 
          17    project.  Because this project runs from Pittsburg to 
 
          18    San Francisco with cable in the Bay, we've held a 
 
          19    number of meetings over in San Francisco.  In fact, 
 
          20    last week we held a very similar meeting on comments 
 
          21    over at the Potrero Hills section of San Francisco. 
 
          22    And this is the duplicate meeting here in Pittsburg to 
 
          23    receive those comments. 
 
          24         The comment period will end on June 26th. 
 
          25    Tonight's meeting primarily is to hear verbal comments, 
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           1    but you are also allowed to later then provide written 
 
           2    comments on the document itself. 
 
           3         With that introduction -- and by the way, the City 
 
           4    of Pittsburg is what's called the lead agency for the 
 
           5    Environmental Impact Report process under the 
 
           6    California Environmental Quality Act.  As such, we are 
 
           7    the primary agency that has discretionary permitting 
 
           8    approval. 
 
           9         There are a number of other agencies that require 
 
          10    permits for this, but since Pittsburg is with the 
 
          11    proponent for the land use approvals here in the city 
 
          12    of Pittsburg, we are responsible then for the 
 
          13    preparation of the environmental document.  The 
 
          14    document will then have to be certified by the 
 
          15    Pittsburg City Council and will be used by the other 
 
          16    agency, what's called a responsible agency. 
 
          17         With that, I'd like to introduce Garrett Evans. 
 
          18    He is the general manager of the Pittsburg Power 
 
          19    Company and he'll explain Pittsburg Power Company's 
 
          20    role. 
 
          21              MR. EVANS:  Thank you, Randy.  As he said, my 
 
          22    name is Garrett Evans.  I'm the general manager of the 
 
          23    Pittsburg Power Company.  Welcome to Pittsburg and our 
 
          24    city hall. 
 
          25         The Pittsburg Power Company is a municipal utility 
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           1    that has operations in Pittsburg and Mare Island and 
 
           2    Vallejo. We started in 1996 and have grown quite a bit 
 
           3    since. 
 
           4         The Power Company's involvement with the Trans Bay 
 
           5    Cable Project started two and a half years ago.  And 
 
           6    approximately two years ago the City of Pittsburg, in a 
 
           7    different capacity -- the Power Company's different 
 
           8    entity -- was, as Randy said, the lead agency. 
 
           9         The deliberate environmental review process 
 
          10    started with a Notice of Preparation.  Joan Lamphier 
 
          11    will touch on that in a moment. 
 
          12         The Power Company itself, why are we here?  Why 
 
          13    are we doing this?  We really view this Trans Bay Cable 
 
          14    Project as an excellent opportunity to address 
 
          15    transmission congestion in the Bay Area.  It also 
 
          16    offers a wonderful opportunity because we are so close 
 
          17    to a great point here.  I know that's going to be 
 
          18    touched on as well. 
 
          19         So thank you again for coming and Randy, you're 
 
          20    up. 
 
          21              MR. JEROME:  Thank you, Garrett.  Next we're 
 
          22    going to go into the presentation of the summary of the 
 
          23    Environmental Impact Report, the Draft EIR.  I'd like 
 
          24    to introduce Robert Ray from the URS Corporation. 
 
          25         Mr. Ray is the project manager for the preparation 
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           1    of this document and he is essentially responsible for 
 
           2    the City of Pittsburg for this preparation.  So he is 
 
           3    the consultant that has prepared this document. 
 
           4    Robert. 
 
           5              MR. RAY:  Thank you, Randy.  Good evening. 
 
           6    Again, I'm Robert Ray.  I'm with URS Corporation and 
 
           7    I'm the project manager for preparation of the 
 
           8    Environmental Impact Report for the Trans Bay Cable 
 
           9    Project working on behalf of the city of Pittsburg as 
 
          10    the lead agency for CEQA compliance. 
 
          11         The Draft EIR was prepared for the City of 
 
          12    Pittsburg, as I said, in accordance with the Notice of 
 
          13    Preparation, which was issued in August of 2004.  And 
 
          14    also we've considered the comments that were received 
 
          15    on the Notice of Preparation, and we also considered 
 
          16    input from various federal state and local agencies 
 
          17    that were informally consulted with and coordinated 
 
          18    with back when we were scoping the EIR. 
 
          19         The Draft EIR assesses construction and operation 
 
          20    of the proposed project and alternatives in Pittsburg 
 
          21    and San Francisco, including a converter station site 
 
          22    on each end for multiple converter station sites.  But 
 
          23    it would ultimately, if the project were approved, be 
 
          24    one converter station in Pittsburg and one in San 
 
          25    Francisco.  You can kind of think of a converter 
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           1    station being similar to an electrical substation. 
 
           2         The other alternatives considered include onshore 
 
           3    electrical cable routes and temporary construction 
 
           4    laydown areas.  The EIR also considers the proposed 
 
           5    approximately 56-mile long submarine high voltage 
 
           6    direct current cable route between Pittsburg and San 
 
           7    Francisco, the vast majority of which would be buried 
 
           8    in the bottom of the Bay in connecting waterways. 
 
           9         Project alternatives addressed include alternate 
 
          10    converter station sites, onshore AC/DC cable routes, 
 
          11    and temporary construction laydown areas. 
 
          12         In summary, the proposed Project as defined by 
 
          13    Trans Bay Cable LLC is an approximately 56-mile-long 
 
          14    400 megawatt high voltage direct current submarine 
 
          15    cable in San Francisco Bay in connecting waterways 
 
          16    between the terminus near the City of Pittsburg and a 
 
          17    terminus in San Francisco in the vicinity of Potrero 
 
          18    Point. 
 
          19         The proposed Project would transmit electrical 
 
          20    power from a converter station in Pittsburg to a 
 
          21    converter station in San Francisco providing a 
 
          22    dedicated connection between the PG&E Pittsburg 
 
          23    substation, which is fed by sufficient generating and 
 
          24    transmission capacity, and the PG&E Potrero substation 
 
          25    in San Francisco. 
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           1         I'm now going to talk about Project need and 
 
           2    objectives.  The electrical power that would be 
 
           3    delivered would help meet San Francisco's projected 
 
           4    electrical demand for 2012 for at least projected 40 
 
           5    years or more. 
 
           6         The proposed Project is designed to be a 
 
           7    cost-effective, energy-efficient solution to address 
 
           8    San Francisco's need for additional transmission 
 
           9    capacity while improving transmission reliability and 
 
          10    load serving capability. 
 
          11         The proposed Trans Bay Cable Project is one of 
 
          12    three transmission system reinforcements identified by 
 
          13    the California Independent System Operator, also known 
 
          14    as CAISO, to meet the long term reliable load serving 
 
          15    plan in Northern San Mateo County in San Francisco. 
 
          16    The other two Projects are the Jefferson Martin 
 
          17    Transmission Line and the San Francisco Electric 
 
          18    Reliability Project.  The CAISO has determined that all 
 
          19    three projects are needed. 
 
          20         The primary goal of the project is to deliver 
 
          21    electricity to San Francisco to meet projected demand. 
 
          22    The proposed Project would be expected to meet the 
 
          23    CAISO Planning and Reliability Standards, decrease 
 
          24    transmission grid congestion in the East Bay, reduce 
 
          25    transmission losses, and increase the overall security 



     9 
 
 
                          CLARK REPORTING (510) 486-0700 
 
           1    and reliability of the electrical system and also to 
 
           2    provide potential savings to ratepayers. 
 
           3         I'm now going to talk about the key Project 
 
           4    components.  The proposed Project is made up of the 
 
           5    following primary components; installation of an 
 
           6    approximately 57-mile long new high voltage direct 
 
           7    current cable system, of which about 56 miles is 
 
           8    submarine in the Bay and connecting waterways and about 
 
           9    approximately 1 mile on shore, depending on what 
 
          10    alternative you look at. 
 
          11         It would involve construction of two new converter 
 
          12    stations as I said; one in San Francisco and one in 
 
          13    Pittsburg.  The proposed Project would include 
 
          14    installation of approximately 0.3 mile of underground 
 
          15    double-circuit 115 kV -- kilovolt, that's kV -- AC 
 
          16    transmission cable and/or overhead transmission line in 
 
          17    San Francisco; installation of approximately 4.2 miles 
 
          18    of new submarine and 1.3 miles of 
 
          19    underground/aboveground single-circuit 230 kV high 
 
          20    voltage alternating current transmission cable line in 
 
          21    Pittsburg. 
 
          22         It would also involve construction of a new access 
 
          23    road for the proposed Standard Oil converter station 
 
          24    and site in Pittsburg which would connect the proposed 
 
          25    converter station site to the Pittsburg-Antioch Highway 
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           1    to the south and would also involve temporary use of 
 
           2    one or more construction laydown areas on previously 
 
           3    disturbed sites in San Francisco and Pittsburg. 
 
           4         I'm now going to talk about the contents and give 
 
           5    you a summary of the contents and the organization of 
 
           6    the Draft EIR. 
 
           7         The Draft EIR is presented in two volumes due to 
 
           8    its size and the amount of material that needs to be 
 
           9    covered.  Volume l includes Sections l through 11 as 
 
          10    well as Appendix A, which is the detailed project 
 
          11    description.  If you want to just get a quick summary 
 
          12    and an overview of what the Project is and what the 
 
          13    impact findings are and a discussion of the 
 
          14    environmentally superior alternative etc. I would 
 
          15    recommend if you haven't done so already that you look 
 
          16    at Section l which is the executive summary which gives 
 
          17    you a good overview.  There's a brief summary project 
 
          18    description presented in Section 3, and again if you 
 
          19    want more detail you should refer to Appendix A. 
 
          20         Fee sections for the impact assessment in Chapter 
 
          21    4 addresses the impact assessment, including baseline 
 
          22    conditions; impact findings, including proposed 
 
          23    mitigation measures in Chapter 4.  The impact 
 
          24    assessments for the project alternatives is presented 
 
          25    in Section 5, and a comparison of all alternatives, the 
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           1    proposed Project, the alternatives considered and the 
 
           2    No Project Alternative are presented in Chapter 6.  And 
 
           3    you can see there are various other sections but I 
 
           4    think those are the key sections. 
 
           5         Okay. Volume 2 includes Technical Appendices B 
 
           6    through K beginning with B as a copy of the Notice of 
 
           7    Preparation, the responses that were received to the 
 
           8    Notice of Preparation and a summary of the scoping 
 
           9    meetings, the comments that were received at the 
 
          10    scoping meetings. 
 
          11         Appendix C includes key CAISO documents.  Appendix 
 
          12    D includes air quality emission calculations.  Appendix 
 
          13    E is the sediment characterization report for the 
 
          14    submarine cable route in the Bay for the specific study 
 
          15    that was done for this project to obtain samples to be 
 
          16    analyzed as to their constituents. 
 
          17         Appendix F presents supplemental biological 
 
          18    information.  Appendix G presents a cultural resources 
 
          19    technical report.  It actually includes two reports. 
 
          20    One deals with archeological resources and the other 
 
          21    one deals with historic resources. 
 
          22         Appendix H presents the noise studies that were 
 
          23    conducted for the converter stations, including 
 
          24    alternatives.  Appendix I includes a litany of 
 
          25    potentially applicable hazardous material regulations 
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           1    for the project.  Appendix J presents a paleontological 
 
           2    resources technical report.  Appendix K, the final 
 
           3    appendix in the Draft EIR, presents information on 
 
           4    electrical and magnetic fields. 
 
           5         Okay.  The Draft EIR addresses the following 
 
           6    environmental resource topics:  Air quality, geologic 
 
           7    resources and soils, water resources and quality, 
 
           8    terrestrial biological resources, marine biological 
 
           9    resources, cultural resources, land use and recreation, 
 
          10    marine transportation and commercial fishing, traffic 
 
          11    and transportation, noise and vibration, public 
 
          12    services and utilities, visual resources, hazardous 
 
          13    materials and waste management and finally 
 
          14    paleontological resources. 
 
          15         I'm now going to summarize the impact findings 
 
          16    that are presented in the Draft EIR.  Numerous 
 
          17    potentially significant environmental impacts are 
 
          18    identified in the Draft EIR for construction and/or 
 
          19    operation of the proposed Project and alternatives, 
 
          20    including converter stations and the submarine cable 
 
          21    route. 
 
          22         With implementation of the proposed mitigation 
 
          23    measures, all but one of the identified potentially 
 
          24    significant impacts for the proposed Project would be 
 
          25    reduced to less-than-significant levels. 
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           1         With implementation of the proposed mitigation 
 
           2    measures, almost all of the identified potentially 
 
           3    significant impacts for the Project alternatives would 
 
           4    also be reduced to less-than-significant levels. 
 
           5         I'm now going to talk about the findings in the 
 
           6    EIR regarding unavoidable adverse significant impacts 
 
           7    for the proposed Project. 
 
           8         Construction of the proposed HWC converter station 
 
           9    in San Francisco would require the demolition of two 
 
          10    warehouses that are eligible for listing as historic 
 
          11    resources.  And they are associated with the 
 
          12    once-present Western Sugar Refinery that dates back to 
 
          13    the 1920s. 
 
          14         The proposed Project would also potentially 
 
          15    require demolition of some portion of the Station A 
 
          16    Complex on the adjacent Mirant property to the north of 
 
          17    the HWC site for the routing of the cable from the 
 
          18    converter station to the PG&E Potrero substation. 
 
          19    Demolition of these structures would constitute a 
 
          20    significant impact. 
 
          21         Construction of the proposed Pittsburg Standard 
 
          22    Oil converter station would not result in any 
 
          23    identified unavoidable adverse significant impacts, but 
 
          24    it would require dredging at two locations in New York 
 
          25    Slough and would involve more biological impacts than 
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           1    the other alternatives considered in Pittsburg. 
 
           2         Construction and operation of the proposed 
 
           3    submarine cable system would not result in any 
 
           4    identified unavoidable adverse significant impacts. 
 
           5         Now I'm going to talk about unavoidable adverse 
 
           6    significant impact findings for the Project 
 
           7    alternatives that are considered in the EIR. 
 
           8         Construction of the alternative San Francisco 
 
           9    Mirant converter station would require demolition of 
 
          10    the Station A Complex as part of the Project -- that's 
 
          11    what I spoke about previously for the cable route from 
 
          12    the proposed HWC site.  The same Station A Complex 
 
          13    would be impacted and would need to be demolished were 
 
          14    any of the three layouts on the Mirant San Francisco 
 
          15    property selected. 
 
          16         Mirant already has plans to demolish these 
 
          17    buildings.  They've been told that they need to either 
 
          18    seismic retrofit or demolish the buildings, and they're 
 
          19    in the process I believe of trying to get approvals. 
 
          20    But for the purposes of this EIR, we've assumed that 
 
          21    the Trans Bay Cable Project would need to demolish 
 
          22    those buildings.  That's kind of a worse-case scenario. 
 
          23         Again, the Station A Complex is considered 
 
          24    historic by the City and County of San Francisco and 
 
          25    demolition of these structures similar to the 
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           1    warehouses on the HWC property would constitute a 
 
           2    significant impact. 
 
           3         Construction and operation of the alternative San 
 
           4    Francisco Sheedy converter station would not result in 
 
           5    any identified unavoidable adverse significant impacts. 
 
           6         Construction and operation of the alternative 
 
           7    Pittsburg West 10th Street Alternative 1 which is 
 
           8    oriented east/west and the Pittsburg Mirant converter 
 
           9    stations would not result in any identified unavoidable 
 
          10    adverse significant impacts. 
 
          11         Construction of the alternative Pittsburg West 
 
          12    Tenth Street Alternative 2 -- which is oriented 
 
          13    north/south -- converter station would result in an 
 
          14    unavoidable adverse noise impact to the residents south 
 
          15    of West 10th Street, and that would be due to 
 
          16    pile-diving activities which would occur during the 
 
          17    construction phase over an estimated approximately 
 
          18    three-month period for the Pittsburg sites. 
 
          19         Operation of the alternative Pittsburg West 10th 
 
          20    Street Alternative 2 converter station would also 
 
          21    result in an unavoidable adverse visual impact due 
 
          22    primarily to its proximity to West 10th Street and the 
 
          23    residences to the south of West Tenth Street. 
 
          24         Now I'm going to talk about the findings in the 
 
          25    EIR regarding the environmentally superior alternative. 
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           1         The No Project Alternative would result in the 
 
           2    fewest environmental impacts but it is incapable of 
 
           3    meeting the project objectives including those of the 
 
           4    CAISO. 
 
           5         The Trans Bay Cable Project is considered by the 
 
           6    City of Pittsburg to be the only feasible alternative 
 
           7    for meeting the project and CAISO objectives at this 
 
           8    point in time.  It is difficult to determine which of 
 
           9    the Trans Bay Cable Project converter site alternatives 
 
          10    in San Francisco and Pittsburg is the environmentally 
 
          11    superior alternative due to their similar environmental 
 
          12    impacts. 
 
          13         I'm now going to talk about the pros and cons for 
 
          14    the San Francisco converter station sites. 
 
          15         The Sheedy site avoids significant impacts to 
 
          16    historic architectural resources associated with the 
 
          17    proposed HWC and alternative Mirant sites in San 
 
          18    Francisco.  However, the required electrical connection 
 
          19    to the PG&E Potrero substation is problematic due to 
 
          20    buried utilities that exist in Illinois street. 
 
          21         The Project proponent only has site control at the 
 
          22    HWC site.  Locating a converter station on the San 
 
          23    Francisco Mirant site would consolidate electrical 
 
          24    station facilities at one location which would be 
 
          25    considered to be a positive, and that would be 
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           1    desirable. 
 
           2         The Draft EIR concludes that no one site in San 
 
           3    Francisco is clearly environmentally superior to 
 
           4    another. 
 
           5         I'm now going to talk about the pros and cons for 
 
           6    the Pittsburg converter station sites.  Due to the 
 
           7    unavoidable significant noise and visual impacts 
 
           8    identified for the Pittsburg West Tenth Street 
 
           9    Alternative 2 site, this alternative is considered to 
 
          10    the be the least preferable from an environmental 
 
          11    standpoint. 
 
          12         The Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 and 
 
          13    Pittsburg Mirant sites are considered to be 
 
          14    environmentally superior to the proposed Pittsburg 
 
          15    Standard Oil sites since both sites would avoid the 
 
          16    need to dredge two locations in New York Slough, and 
 
          17    they would also avoid potential impacts to sensitive 
 
          18    biological resources and habitat associated with the 
 
          19    onshore cable route between New York Slough and the 
 
          20    Standard Oil site, as well as the bridge that would 
 
          21    need to constructed over Kirker Creek associated with 
 
          22    the proposed new access road 
 
          23         The Draft EIR concludes that the Pittsburg West 
 
          24    Tenth Street Alternative 1 and Mirant Pittsburg sites 
 
          25    are the environmentally superior sites in Pittsburg. 
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           1         The Final EIR will consider comments received on 
 
           2    the Draft EIR, including any pertinent comments on the 
 
           3    alternatives considered. 
 
           4         And that concludes my portion of the presentation. 
 
           5    I'm going to turn it back over to Randy.  Thank you. 
 
           6              MR. JEROME:  Thank you Robert.  Next before 
 
           7    we get into the formal comments from the public, I'd 
 
           8    like to introduce Joan Lamphier of Lamphier 
 
           9    Associates -- Gregory Associates -- 
 
          10              MS. LAMPHIER:  It used to be Lamphier and 
 
          11    Associates. 
 
          12              MR. JEROME:  Right.  Now it's 
 
          13    Lamphier-Gregory Of Oakland.  City of Pittsburg hired 
 
          14    Joan to be the project planner and the environmental 
 
          15    coordinator for this process, and she will explain a 
 
          16    little bit about how this process works before we get 
 
          17    into the comment period.  Joan. 
 
          18              MS. LAMPHIER:  The firm used to be Lamphier 
 
          19    and Associates and now we're Lamphier-Gregory.  Randy 
 
          20    knows us as Lamphier and Associates. 
 
          21         Anyway, the purpose of our meeting this evening is 
 
          22    to give the members of the public the opportunity to 
 
          23    comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Report.  And 
 
          24    basically you have two modes of comment.  You can 
 
          25    either comment verbally (we have a speaker slip for you 
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           1    to fill out) or you can provide a written comment and 
 
           2    give that to the court reporter over here and that will 
 
           3    become part of the record. 
 
           4         The intent of the comments is to address the 
 
           5    adequacy of the environmental analysis in the document, 
 
           6    to address any additional mitigation measures that 
 
           7    might further reduce potentially significant 
 
           8    environmental impacts or to provide alternatives that 
 
           9    also would reduce potential environmental impacts. 
 
          10         Just so that you know, copies of the document are 
 
          11    available on the city website.  We have CDs available 
 
          12    for anybody who doesn't have a copy available this 
 
          13    evening, and all notices of the public hearings and of 
 
          14    the environmental process are also available on the 
 
          15    city's website. 
 
          16         So as is noted on the slide here, the 
 
          17    environmental review comment period ends on June 26th. 
 
          18    If you choose not to speak this evening you still have 
 
          19    the opportunity to provide written comments to Ken 
 
          20    Strelo.  And then once the environmental comment period 
 
          21    ends, all written verbal comments will be incorporated 
 
          22    into the Final EIR, and the consultant team will 
 
          23    respond to each comment. 
 
          24         The anticipated day for release of the Final EIR 
 
          25    is sometime in August, depending on the extent of 
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           1    comment of course, and then we would anticipate 

           2    bringing the project and the Final EIR to the Planning 

           3    Commission first for review and then ultimately to the 

           4    Pittsburg City Council and Pittsburg Power Company. 

           5         So with that I will open up the meeting.  Randy. 

           6    And I would ask that people fill out a speaker slip so 

           7    that we can track how many people would like to 

           8    comment.  Thank you. 

           9              MR. JEROME:  Thank you Joan.  All right. I 

          10    have so far three speaker slips.  And if anybody else 

          11    would like to comment on this document I'd like to ask 

          12    you to fill out one of these speaker slips so we can 

          13    formally enter it into the record. 

          14         As I mentioned, we do have a court reporter so it 

          15    is a formal part of this meeting.  So I would ask you 

          16    to come up to the podium and speak, or if you want to 

          17    stay back there we do have a microphone.  And if you 

          18    could keep your comments to three minutes. 

          19         The first speaker slip I have is from Greg Feere. 

          20              MR. FEERE:  Good evening.  My name is Greg 

          21    Feere.  I represent the Contra Costa Building and 

          22    Construction Trades Council right here in Contra Costa. 

          23    We have 30 construction trade unions and about 30,000 

          24    members. 

          25         we met a number of months ago to review the 

PM2:1-1
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           1    project and go over it in detail and looked at the 

           2    complexity of what was going to transpire here in the 

           3    City of Pittsburg.  I happen to live in Antioch so this 

           4    was a very important project. 

           5         I think the biggest issue that we reviewed in the 

           6    project was the placement of the cable.  And a lot of 

           7    people are concerned about putting it right in the 

           8    pathway of the shipping lane.  And that has been 

           9    addressed. 

          10         The complexity of the other part is when the cable 

          11    moves throughout the Bay, we were concerned about 

          12    having this cable going over the BART tube and how 

          13    exactly that was going to be addressed and how it was 

          14    actually going to be set in place. 

          15         While we have a lot of discussion -- and we 

          16    represent divers as well -- and so they were pretty 

          17    confident about building I guess a kind of an insulated 

          18    bridge over the BART tube.  So we were pretty satisfied 

          19    in how that was going to be transpired. 

          20         Overall we looked at the project in great detail. 

          21    We coordinated with the San Francisco Building and 

          22    Construction Trades Council.  And partnering together 

          23    we successfully worked out an agreement that is going 

          24    to impact not only San Francisco but right here in 

          25    Contra Costa. 

PM2:1-1
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           1         So in reviewing it we think not only that it's 

           2    going to be a positive return for local jobs and local 

           3    people, we also think this project is going to bring 

           4    back a positive social economic return to the City of 

           5    Pittsburg and San Francisco. 

           6         One thing that I think with the trades we pride 

           7    ourselves on building projects on schedule and on 

           8    budget, and I think we'll be able to successfully build 

           9    this project with the least amount of impact to the 

          10    citizens of Pittsburg.  Thank you very much. 

          11              MR. JEROME:  Next I have David Fierberg. 

          12              MR. FIERBERG:  Good evening.  My name is Dave 

          13    Fierberg.  I'm a resident of San Francisco.  I live not 

          14    far from where the conversion site is slated to be 

          15    built. 

          16         I'm also here with San Francisco Community Power. 

          17    San Francisco Community Power is a community-based 

          18    organization working in San Francisco on energy 

          19    efficiency and environmental issues. 

          20         I'd like to congratulate the City of Pittsburg for 

          21    having us out here.  Unlike in San Francisco where the 

          22    consultants outnumbered the residents probably five to 

          23    one, it looks like there is some interest out here by 

          24    the residents of Pittsburg.  So I congratulate you for 

          25    doing that. 

PM2:1-3
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           1         We're here to let you know that we're opposed to 

           2    this project for a number of reasons.  The first is 

           3    that this project is just fundamentally not needed. 

           4    CAISO in their analysis calls for this as a means of 

           5    insuring redundancy not power.  It would be much more 

           6    effective if what you wanted to do was insure the 

           7    electric grid of San Francisco rather than building one 

           8    gigantic electric cord as it were from Pittsburg to San 

           9    Francisco, rather to have a number of different energy 

          10    generations in the City and County of San Francisco. 

          11    And so that $300 million that they're talking about 

          12    spending on this cable we think would be much better 

          13    spent on more sustainable energy generation types of 

          14    activities. 

          15         We're of course very concerned about the 

          16    destruction of the two historic sites in the Dog Patch 

          17    neighborhood.  That's a neighborhood that's right next 

          18    to my neighborhood.  And that although -- just as a 

          19    point of clarification -- although Mirant has requested 

          20    demolition of these two properties, they have not gone 

          21    through any of the formal EIR processes or any of the 

          22    other processes that would require this.  And so it's 

          23    not even close to actually being destroyed. 

          24         The $300 estimate as I mentioned that this cable 

          25    is supposed to cost, it's important to understand that 
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           1    that's going to have to be paid for by somebody whether 

           2    or not this cable is used.  Our concern is that this is 

           3    going to be passed on to the ratepayers.  It will 

           4    certainly be passed on to the ratepayers in San 

           5    Francisco, and I would encourage everybody in Pittsburg 

           6    to make sure that if Pittsburg Power is the one that's 

           7    holding this note and if you guys are the ones that is 

           8    underwriting this if this cable is not used, that the 

           9    residents of Pittsburg might also then be on the hook 

          10    to pay off this cable. 

          11         We're concerned about this project.  As I 

          12    mentioned, we don't think that this is the right 

          13    project.  We don't think that this is the right time to 

          14    build this project.  We're going to be following this 

          15    process as we have for the past two years.  And we 

          16    imagine that we'll see you guys in future meetings. 

          17    And I want to thank you very much for letting me speak. 

          18              MR. JEROME:  Thank you.  Next speaker slip is 

          19    from Mike Lengyel. 

          20              MR. LENGYEL:  Thank you for putting that 

          21    Draft EIR on the City website.  I'm Mike Lengyel from 

          22    Pittsburg and I attempted to look at it.  It threw me 

          23    for a loop.  So I had some earlier questions.  I don't 

          24    know if they were answered or not. 

          25         The tendency is to pretend that this is something 
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           1    that's happening in isolation, but this is actually an 

           2    integral part of the power plant structure in 

           3    Pittsburg, and this facility offers an ideal mode to 

           4    establish a health fund to deal with the impacts of 

           5    air-pollution-related illness of which there have been 

           6    some studies. 

           7         The New York Journal of Medicine reported that 

           8    in 2000 that the level of fine particulate air 

           9    pollution was associated with the rates of death in 20 

          10    US cities, including San Jose and Oakland. So the more 

          11    particulates there were in the air the higher the death 

          12    rate. 

          13         ABT Associates in October 2000 did a nationwide 

          14    study -- which I think was a marvelous study -- found 

          15    that 259 deaths each year in California are 

          16    attributable to power plant particulates, and that 

          17    power plants make the largest contribution to ambient 

          18    particulate matter and associated health risks. 

          19         So I'm asking you as a mitigation to place a 

          20    surcharge on this Trans Bay Project.  It's kind of a 

          21    son of Enron there. 

          22         I see Sam Wayne back there and I think Dave 

          23    Parkett has a great role in this.  So these folks did a 

          24    number on California.  I'm not saying they didn't do a 

          25    great service to the City of Pittsburg by providing 
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           1    more than $15 million for the Enron Project that's now 

           2    known as the Los Medanos Energy Center, but I think 

           3    there is an obligation to step back and look at this a 

           4    little bit broader and look at the people who are 

           5    bearing the brunt of the pollution from the power 

           6    plants, of which this is part, and to add as a 

           7    mitigation some sort of charge on that that's collected 

           8    that goes into a health fund to lesson the problem. 

           9         So thank you very much.  I will leave some written 

          10    comments that I left for Governor Davis which he 

          11    ignored for some reason in 2001 when he was here. 

          12    Thank you very much. 

          13              MR. JEROME:  Thank you. The next slip I have 

          14    is from Kristina Lawson. 

          15              MS. LAWSON:  Good evening.  Kristina Lawson 

          16    with Miller, Starr and Regalia out of Walnut Creek. 

          17    I'm here tonight on behalf of property owners on West 

          18    Tenth Street. 

          19         I'm appearing in support of the project.  And I'm 

          20    here specifically to comment on the location of the 

          21    Pittsburg converter station and to urge Pittsburg to 

          22    actually select the West Tenth Street Alternative 1 as 

          23    the location for the converter station. 

          24         This location, as the gentleman presented earlier 

          25    tonight and as is set forth the EIR in some detail, is 
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           1    certainly one of the environmentally superior 

           2    alternatives and will be less environmentally damaging 

           3    than construction of the converter station, the 

           4    Standard Oil site and the other locations. 

           5         Like I said, the alternative section does an 

           6    excellent job of explaining why the West Tenth Street 

           7    alternative 1 is the preferred alternative.  It will 

           8    eliminate the need for the submarine cable installation 

           9    in the Bay and would reduce -- not in the entire Bay 

          10    but part of the Bay -- would reduce the length of the 

          11    high voltage direct current transmission cable 

          12    installation by approximately 4 miles. 

          13         Because the cable installation is not going to be 

          14    needed in the channel between Winter Island and Browns 

          15    Island, dredging will not be needed to cross that 

          16    channel. 

          17         Because of its close proximity to the PG&E 

          18    substation, it will avoid potential local impacts to 

          19    commercial marine transportation and commercial fishing 

          20    vessel operations in the area. 

          21         The West Tenth Street Alternative 1 does not 

          22    require an access road be constructed and would avoid 

          23    the disturbance of at least 11 natural communities and 

          24    numerous species as identified in the EIR. 

          25         As also set forth in the alternative section of 
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           1    the EIR, no impacts to natural communities, wetlands or 

           2    special-status species would be expected from the West 

           3    Tenth Street Alternative 1. 

           4         It is our understanding that the reason the West 

           5    Tenth Street Alternative 1 may not have been fully 

           6    analyzed as the Project in the EIR was because the 

           7    Project -- that location had not yet been tied up by 

           8    the Project proponent.  We understand now that it's 

           9    been tied up and that it is an available site.  It's 

          10    not only possible to have the converter site there but 

          11    it's environmentally preferable. 

          12         One of the purposes as you know of CEQA is to 

          13    prevent avoidable environmental damage.  This site 

          14    would allow you to do just that and we would urge you 

          15    to select it as the alternative.  Thank you. 

          16              MR. JEROME:  That's the last comment slip I 

          17    have.  Would anybody else like to comment?  Okay. 

          18         If not, than this is the end of the formal comment 

          19    period for the public meeting tonight.  We do have an 

          20    opportunity to provide written comments until the 

          21    comment period which ends on June 22nd (sic) and we 

          22    urge you to do so. 

          23         Again, if you haven't looked at the document 

          24    itself, we do have CDs out there. It's also on the 

          25    City's website that was mentioned previously.  Joan? 
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    29 
 
 
                          CLARK REPORTING (510) 486-0700 
 
           1              MS. LAMPHIER:  Can we introduce Ken? 
 
           2              MR. JEROME:  Ken Strelo -- stand up there 
 
           3    Ken.  He's the planner that's coordinating the Project 
 
           4    with the City.  And comments will come in directly 
 
           5    through him through the document you have.  He then 
 
           6    will distribute it to -- make sure that Robert Ray and 
 
           7    his subconsultants get it for comment. 
 
           8         So again, how the process works now, this is the 
 
           9    Draft EIR that we've been talking about.  Comments then 
 
          10    will be received.  The consultant URS will respond to 
 
          11    those comments.  Those will be bundled together to 
 
          12    become part of the Final Environmental Impact Report 
 
          13    which will then be used by the City of Pittsburg City 
 
          14    Council for certification as required under the 
 
          15    California Environmental Quality Act. 
 
          16         Okay.  Well, with that, I thank you all for 
 
          17    coming.  Again, you still have 'til June 26th to 
 
          18    provide us with written comments which will go into Ken 
 
          19    Strelo. 
 
          20         We have displays out in the back and we have a lot 
 
          21    of the subconsultants here as well as the proponent 
 
          22    himself and you can ask questions of him. 
 
          23         Thank you again. 
 
          24         (Whereupon, the meeting ended at 7:20 p.m.) 
 
          25                           ---oOo--- 
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Comment 
Number Response 
PM2:1-1 Comment noted. 
PM2:1-2 Comment noted. 
PM2:1-3 Comments noted. 
PM2:2-1 Comments noted. Please refer to Responses 3-1 through 3-6, 10-1, and 10-2. 
PM2:2-2 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 3-7. 
PM2:2-3 Comment noted. Please refer to Response PM1:1-1. 
PM2:3-1 Comments noted. Please refer to Response 2-1A. 
PM2:3-2 Comments noted. The TBC Project is being evaluated on its own merits. The only air quality issues involve 

the emergency generator and firewater pump that are required by regulations and used only on an 
emergency basis. TBC is in the process of obtaining air permits for both the Pittsburg and San Francisco 
converter station sites.  

PM2:4-1 The City of Pittsburg as CEQA Lead Agency appreciates Miller, Starr and Regalia’s review of the Draft EIR 
for the proposed Trans Bay Cable Project. The City of Pittsburg concurs with the commentor’s comments 
regarding the environmental superiority of the Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 converter station site 
as discussed in the Draft and Final EIRs. Please refer to Sections 1.0 and 3.0 of the Final EIR for a 
description of the currently-proposed Project, which includes Pittsburg West Tenth Street Alternative 1 (East-
West) as the now-preferred Pittsburg site. 
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The following are minor text changes, additions, or modifications made to the Draft EIR for 
the proposed Trans Bay Cable Project. The text revisions presented herein have been made in 
response to applicable comments received on the Draft EIR as well as to address mitigating 
refinements to the proposed Project. Refer to Section 12.0 of this Final EIR for the comments 
received, including the responses to comments. The specific comments that warranted a text 
revision to the Draft EIR are indicated in the margins next to the revised text which follows. 
Text revisions are indicated in underline/strikethrough. 
 
13.1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY (SECTION 1.0) 
 
Section 1.0, Executive Summary, of the Draft EIR has been revised and represented in this 
Final EIR to reflect modifications made to the Project by the Project proponent as well as to 
consider comments received on the Draft EIR. Please refer to Section 1.0, Executive 
Summary, of this Final EIR for the revised section.  
 
13.2 INTRODUCTION (SECTION 2.0) 
 
No revisions were required for Section 2.0 of the Draft EIR. 
 
13.3 PROJECT DESCRIPTION (SECTION 3.0) 
 
Section 3.0, Project Description, of the Draft EIR has been revised and represented in this 
Final EIR to reflect modifications made to the Project by the Project Proponent as well as to 
consider comments received on the Draft EIR. Please refer to Section 3.0, Project 
Description, of this Final EIR for the revised section.  
 
13.4 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION – PROPOSED 

PROJECT (SECTION 4.0) 
 
The following revision to the text of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure AIR-1 (Fugitive 
Dust Controls), page 4.2-15, paragraph 3, has been made in response to Comment 10-3:  
 
Mitigation Measure AIR-1: Fugitive Dust Controls. Best achievable control 
measures (BACM) shall be utilized during construction phases of the Project. 
Fugitive dust control measures are stipulated by BAAQMD Regulation 6 
(BAAQMD, 1999) and shall include all of the following as applicable to the 
Project site: 

• Water all active construction areas at least twice daily 
 

 
 
 
10-3 
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• Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials or require all 
trucks to maintain at least two feet of freeboard 

• Pave, apply water three times daily, or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers on all 
unpaved access roads, parking areas and staging areas at construction sites 

• Sweep daily (with water sweepers) all paved access roads, parking areas, and 
staging areas at construction sites 

• Sweep streets daily (with water sweepers) if visible soil material is carried 
onto adjacent public streets 

• Hydroseed or apply (non-toxic) soil stabilizers to inactive construction areas 
(previously graded areas inactive for 10 days or more) 

• Enclose, cover, water twice daily or apply (non-toxic) soil binders to 
exposed stockpiles (dirt, sand, etc.) 

• Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff to 
public roadways 

• No vehicle shall exceed 10 miles per hour speed limit within the construction 
site 

• The construction site entrance shall be posted with visible speed limit signs 

• All construction vehicle tires shall be inspected and washed as necessary to 
be cleaned free of dirt prior to entering public roadways 

• Gravel ramps of at least 20 feet in length must be provided at the tire 
washing/cleaning station 

• All unpaved exits from the construction site shall be graveled to prevent 
track out to public roadways 

• All construction vehicles shall enter the construction site through the 
graveled roadways, unless an alternative route has been submitted to and 
approved for use by the City 

At least the first 500 feet of any public roadway exiting from the construction 
site shall be swept at least twice daily (or less during periods of precipitation) on 
days when construction activity occurs or on any other day when dirt or runoff 
from the construction site is visible on the public roadways 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10-3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The following revision to the text of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure AIR-2 (Exhaust 
Controls), page 4.2-17, paragraph 2, has been made in response to Comment 10-4:  
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Mitigation Measure AIR-2: Exhaust Controls. The following controls 
pertaining to equipment emissions (BAAQMD, 1999) shall be implemented 
during construction to reduce emissions from construction equipment exhaust: 

• Use alternative fueled construction equipment, as practical. 

• Minimize idling time. 

• Maintain properly tuned equipment. 

• Limit the hours of operation of heavy duty equipment and/or the amount of 
equipment in use. 

• All diesel-fueled engines used in the construction of the facility shall be 
fueled only with ultra-low sulfur diesel, which contains no more than 15 ppm 
sulfur. 

• All diesel-fueled engines used in the construction of the facility shall have 
clearly visible tags showing that the engine meets the conditions set forth 
herein. 

• All construction diesel engines, which have a rating of 100 horsepower (hp) 
or more, shall meet, at a minimum, the Tier 2 California Emission Standards 
for Off-road Compression-ignition Engines as specified in California Code 
of Regulations, Title 13, section 2423(b)(1). In the event a Tier 2 engine is 
not available for any off-road engine larger than 100 hp, that engine shall be 
equipped with a Tier 1 engine. In the event a Tier 1 engine is not available 
for any off-road engine larger than 100 hp, that engine shall be equipped 
with a catalyzed diesel particulate filter (soot filter), unless certified by 
engine manufacturers that the use of such devices is not practical for specific 
engine types. For purposes of this condition, the use of such devices is “not 
practical” if, among other reasons:  

 There is no available soot filter that has been certified by either the 
California Air Resources Board or U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency for the engine in question 

 The construction equipment is intended to be on-site for ten (10) days or 
less 

 The City may grant relief from this requirement if the construction 
contractor can demonstrate that they have made a good faith effort to 
comply with this requirement and that compliance is not possible 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10-4 
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• The use of a soot filter may be terminated immediately if one of the 
following conditions exists, provided that the City is informed within ten 
(10) working days of the termination: 

 The use of the soot filter is excessively reducing normal availability of 
the construction equipment due to increased time for maintenance, and/or 
reduced power output due to an excessive increase in backpressure 

 The soot filter is causing or is reasonably expected to cause significant 
engine damage 

 The soot filter is causing or is reasonably expected to cause a significant 
risk to workers or the public 

 Any other seriously detrimental cause which has the approval of the City 
prior to the termination being implemented 

• All heavy earthmoving equipment and heavy duty construction related trucks 
with engines meeting the requirements of (c) above shall be properly 
maintained and the engines tuned to the engine manufacturer’s 
specifications. 

• All diesel heavy construction equipment shall not remain running idle for 
more than five minutes, to the extent practical.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10-4 
 

The following revision to the text of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure AIR-3 (Marine 
Vessel Emission Controls), page 4.2-27, paragraph 1, has been made in response to 
Comment 10-5:  
 
Mitigation Measure AIR-3: Marine Vessel Emission Controls. The following 
shall be implemented to control emissions from vessels owned by Prysmian: 

• Use California diesel, Purinox, biodiesel, or other fuel (whichever is feasible 
and would result in lowest emissions) 

• Minimize diesel engine fuel usage as much as possible 

• Use shore-side power when docked instead of running engines, where 
feasible 
 

Resulting Level of Significance. Implementation of Mitigation Measure AIR-3 
would reduce or limit Impact AIR-3 to a less-than-significant level. 

 
 
 
 
 
10-5 
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Implementation Responsibility: Project proponent/construction contractor 

Requirements and Timing: Implement approved marine vessel emission 
controls during all marine vessel operations in 
San Francisco Bay 

Monitoring Requirements: City of Pittsburg to monitor and ensure 
compliance  

Record Keeping: The Project proponent shall maintain copies of all diesel, 
or alternative fuel purchase and shall provide such records to the City of 
Pittsburg on a monthly basis. 

 
 
 
10-5 

 
The following revision to the text of the Draft EIR, Mitigation Measure GEO-2 (Controls 
for Excavation of Serpentine), page 4.3-15, paragraph 4, has been made in response to 
Comments 8-11 and 8-12:  
 
Mitigation Measure GEO-2: Controls for Excavation of Serpentine. Prior to 
Project construction, previously-prepared geotechnical reports and boring and 
trenching logs from the site would be reviewed to identify areas of serpentinite 
bedrock that would be disturbed during excavation and Project construction. An 
Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan would be submitted to the Bay Area Air Quality 
Management District (BAAQMD) for approval in accordance with the Final 
Regulation Order Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Construction, 
Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations. The Asbestos Dust 
Mitigation Plan would address the following: 

• Identification by a California Licensed Geologist of asbestos-form materials 
and particulate size that are expected to be present, and asbestos-form 
materials and particulate size actually encountered 

• Prevention of dust emissions offsite 

• Control of dust for disturbed areas and storage piles 

• Traffic control for on-site unpaved areas; Control for earthmoving activities 

• Track-out prevention 

• Control for off-site transport 

• Post-construction stabilization of disturbed areas 

• Air monitoring for asbestos (if required by the district Air Pollution Control 
Officer [APCO]) 

8-11, 
8-12 
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The following addition to the text of the Draft EIR, Section 4.3.3.4.2 (Environmental Setting, 
Impacts, and Mitigation, Proposed Project, Geological Resources and Soils, Environmental 
Impacts, Offshore DC Cable Route, Operations-related Impacts), page 4.3-21, paragraph 9, 
has been made in response to Comment 10-6:  
 
Landslide Hazard within the Carquinez Strait. There is a small potential for 
landslide hazard to the submarine cable. This area is narrow and bounded by 
cliffs. However, as the submarine cable would be placed at least 500 feet from 
shore in this area and buried at a typical target depth of at least 3 feet, it is 
unlikely that the cable would be damaged by a landslide. In the event that a 
landslide did damage the cable, the cable would be quickly repaired and put back 
in service. This impact is considered less than significant. No feasible mitigation 
exists that would mitigate this possible hazard. 

10-6 

 
In Response to Comment 10-9, Figure 4.4-1A (RWQCB Identified Toxic Hot Spots in the 
Bay) has been added to the Draft EIR, Section 4.4.1.3.1 (Environmental Setting, Impacts, and 
Mitigation, Proposed Project, Water Resources and Quality, Environmental Setting, Regional 
Geology, San Francisco Bay Sediment Quality, Sediment Quality Along the Proposed Cable 
Route). 
 
The following revision to the text of the Draft EIR, Section 4.4.2.1.1 (Environmental Setting, 
Impacts, and Mitigation, Proposed Project, Water Resources and Quality, Regulatory Setting, 
Federal, Clean Water Act), page 4.4-14, paragraph 1, has been made in response to Comment 
25-2:  
 
Section 401. Dredging permit applicants intending to dispose material in water 
must obtain water quality certification from the State of California through the 
RWQCB with jurisdiction over the Project area. The RWQCB, after reviewing 
the Project, may recommend to the State Water Resources Control Board 
(SWRCB) that certification be granted or denied. 
 

25-2 

The following revision to the text of the Draft EIR, Section 4.4.3.4.1 (Environmental Setting, 
Impacts, and Mitigation, Proposed Project, Water Resources and Quality, Environmental 
Impacts, Offshore DC Cable Route, Construction-related Impacts), page 4.4-32, paragraph 4, 
has been made in response to Comment 19-17:  

Sediment testing and removal would be conducted in accordance with a 
consolidated Dredging — Dredge Material Reuse/Disposal permit that would 
need to be applied for and issued by through the San Francisco DMMO.  

19-17 
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The following revision to the text of the Draft EIR, Section 4.6.1.2.5 (Environmental Setting, 
Impacts, and Mitigation, Proposed Project, Marine Biological Resources, Environmental 
Setting, Aquatic Plants), page 4.6-9, paragraph 6, has been made in response to Comment  
10-32:  
 
Eelgrass (Zostera marina). Eelgrass is a native marine vascular plant 
indigenous to the soft-bottom bays and estuaries of the Northern Hemisphere. 
The species is found from middle Baja California and the Sea of Cortez to 
northern Alaska along the west coast of North America and is common in 
healthy shallow bays and estuaries. Eelgrass serves as a food source for a 
number of invertebrates, fish, and some migratory birds. It also provides habitat 
for many commercially and recreationally important finfish and shellfish 
species. Pacific herring regularly spawn on eelgrass leaves, and juvenile 
salmonid and smelt often spend extensive amounts of time within eelgrass 
habitats prior to heading for the open ocean (Wyllie-Echeverria and Rutten, 
1989). 
 
Distribution of eelgrass in the Bay is limited by sediment in the water (turbidity) 
and the depth to which light can penetrate at levels high enough to sustain 
eelgrass growth. In San Francisco Bay, eelgrass is limited to depths of about 10 
feet or less along the shoreline. Locations of eelgrass beds are shown on Figure 
4.6-2. There are no eelgrass beds located east of Point Pinole, thus Figure 4.6-2 
in the Draft EIR is limited to the applicable portion of the cable route where 
eelgrass beds are actually present. 
 
Eelgrass is protected under the Clean Water Act of 1972 (as amended), Section 
404(b) (1) “Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill 
Material,” Subpart E, “Potential Impacts on Special Aquatic Sites.” 

10-32 

 
The following addition to the text of the Draft EIR, Section 4.6.1.3.4 (Environmental Setting, 
Impacts, and Mitigation, Proposed Project, Marine Biological Resources, Environmental 
Setting, Special-status Species, Green Sturgeon), page 4.6-12, paragraph 1, has been made in 
response to Comments 16-10 and 16-11:  
 
4.6.1.3.4 Green Sturgeon. NOAA Fisheries issued a Final Rule to list the 
Southern distinct population segment (DPS) of green sturgeon (Acipenser 
medirostris) as a threatened species on April 7, 2006. This final rule became 
effective on June 6, 2006. The Southern DPS consists of coastal and Central 
Valley populations south of the Eel River, with the only known spawning 
population in this DPS occurring in the Sacramento River. NMFS defines a 

16-10, 
16-11 
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distinct population segment (DPS) of any species as that population of vertebrate 
fish or wildlife which interbreeds when mature. Critical habitat designation for 
the Southern DPS has not yet been determined. Federal Regulation; (71 FR 
17757) 
 
The green sturgeon is the most widely distributed member of the sturgeon family 
Acipenseridae. It is an anadromous species, spending most of its life in marine 
waters, returning to freshwater to spawn. Green sturgeon spawning locations 
along the west coast of North America are in the Klamath, Sacramento, and 
Rogue rivers. However, green sturgeon are known to range in nearshore marine 
waters from Mexico to the Bering Sea and are commonly observed in bays and 
estuaries along the coast (Moyle et al., 1992).  
 
San Francisco Bay and its associated river systems contain the southern-most 
spawning population of green sturgeon. Green sturgeon juveniles are found 
throughout the Delta and San Francisco Bay. Green sturgeon adults and 
juveniles occur throughout the upper Sacramento River. Spawning occurs 
predominately in the upper Sacramento River, in late spring and early summer, 
above Hamilton City. Green sturgeon are thought to spawn every 3 to 5 years. 
Their spawning period is March to July, with a peak in mid-April to mid-June 
(Moyle et al., 1992). Juveniles appear to spend 1 to 3 years in freshwater before 
they enter the ocean. Green sturgeon concentrate in estuaries only during the 
summer and disperse widely in the ocean after their out-migration from 
freshwater (Moyle et al., 1992).  
 
Green sturgeon are a long-lived, slow-growing species. They grow 
approximately 7 centimeters (3 inches) per year until they reach maturity at 130-
140 centimeters (51-55 inches) at an age of 15-20 years. The largest green 
sturgeon are usually female and over 200 centimeters (79 inches) in length, and 
can reaches ages over 40 years. Adult sturgeon in the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
delta feed on benthic invertebrates including shrimp, mollusks, amphipods, and 
even small fish (Moyle et al., 1992). Juveniles in the Sacramento-San Joaquin 
Delta feed on opossum shrimp and amphipods (Radtke, 1966). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
16-10, 
16-11 

 
The following addition to the text of the Draft EIR, Section 4.6.2.2 (Environmental Setting, 
Impacts, and Mitigation, Proposed Project, Marine Biological Resources, Regulatory Setting, 
State), page 4.6-14, has been made in response to Comment 19-7:  
 
4.6.2.2.2 San Francisco Bay Plan. The Bay Conservation and Development 
Commission (BCDC) has jurisdiction over open water, marshes and mudflats of 

19-7 
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the greater San Francisco Bay, including Suisun and San Pablo Bays and the 
Carquinez Strait. BCDC also has jurisdiction over the first 100 feet inland from 
the shoreline around San Francisco Bay. BCDC’s responsibilities include: 1) 
regulating all filling and dredging in San Francisco Bay; 2) protecting the Suisun 
Marsh by administering the Suisun Marsh Preservation Act; and 3) regulating 
new development within the first 100 feet inland from the Bay to ensure that 
maximum feasible public access to the Bay is provided (BCDC, 2001). 
 
The goals and policies of BCDC are described in the San Francisco Bay Plan, 
which was adopted in 1968 and incorporated by the California Legislature into 
the McAteer-Petris Act in 1969 (BCDC, 2003). The Bay Plan contains findings 
about the value of the Bay, policies to guide future uses of the Bay, and maps 
that apply these policies to the Bay and its shoreline. The Fish and Wildlife 
Policy within the Bay Plan is as follows: 
 
• The benefits of fish and wildlife in the Bay should be insured for present and 

future generations of Californians. Therefore, to the greatest extent feasible, 
the remaining marshes and mudflats around the Bay, the remaining water 
volume and surface area of the Bay, and adequate fresh water inflow into the 
Bay should be maintained. 

• Specific habitats that are needed to prevent the extinction of any species, or 
to maintain or increase any species that would provide substantial public 
benefits, should be protected, whether in the Bay or on the shoreline behind 
dikes. Such areas on the shoreline are designated as Wildlife Areas on Bay 
Plan maps. 

19-7 

 
The following addition to the text of the Draft EIR, Section 4.6.4 (Environmental Setting, 
Impacts, and Mitigation, Proposed Project, Marine Biological Resources, References), page 
4.6-21, has been made in response to Comments 16-10 and 16-11:  
 
Federal Regulations (71 FR 17757). 2006. Threatened Status for Southern 

Distinct Population Segment of North American Green Sturgeon. Federal 
Register / Vol. 71, No. 67 / Friday, April 7, 2006 page 17757 

 
FR684433. 2003. 12-Month Finding on a Petition to List North American 

Green Sturgeon as a Threatened or Endangered Species. Federal 
Register / Vol. 68, No. 19 / Wednesday, January 29, 2003 page 4433 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
16-10, 
16-11 
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Moyle, P.B., P.J. Foley and R.M. Yoshiyama. 1992. Status of green sturgeon, 
Acipencer medirostris, in California. Final Report submitted to National 
Marine Fisheries Service, Terminal Island, CA. 

 
Radtke, L. D. 1966. Distribution of smelt, juvenile sturgeon, and starry flounder 

in the Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta with observations on food of 
sturgeons. In Turner, J. L. and D. W. Kelley (ed.) Ecological studies of the 
Sacramento-San Joaquin Estuary, Part II; California Department of Fish 
Game Fish Bulletin 136, pp 115-119. 

 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. 1995. Sacramento-San Joaquin Delta Native 

Fishes Recovery Plan. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Portland, Oregon. 

 
 
 
 
16-10, 
16-11 

 
The following revision to the text of the Draft EIR, Section 4.7.2.1 (Environmental Setting, 
Impacts, and Mitigation, Proposed Project, Cultural Resources, Regulatory Setting, Federal 
Regulations), page 4.7-8, paragraph 1, has been made in response to Comment 10-47: 
 
• Antiquities Act of 1906 

• Historic Sites Act of 1935 

• Submerged Lands Act of 1953 

• Reservoir Salvage Act of 1960 

• National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 

• National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 

• Executive Order 11593 (Projection and Enhancement of the Cultural 
Environment, 5/13/1971) 

•36 CFR 800 and CFR 60 (Advisory Council on Historic Preservation: 
Protection of Historic and Cultural Properties, Amendments to Existing 
Regulations, 1/30/1979, National Register of Historic Places, Nominations 
by States and Federal Agencies, Rules and Regulations, 1/9/1976) 

• Revisions to 36 CFR 800 (Protection of Historic Properties, 
1/10/19868/05/04) 

• Archaeological and Historical Preservation Act of 1974 

• American Indian Religious Freedom Joint Resolution of 1978 

• Archaeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
10-47 
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• Abandoned Shipwreck Act of 1987 

•Native American Graves and Reparation Act of 1990 

The only potential federal nexus identified at this time would be with the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers 404 permitting process. This process would 
potentially require coordination between the project Applicant, the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers and the State Historic Preservation Office for the laws and 
regulations cited above. 

10-47 

The following addition to the text of the Draft EIR, Section 4.8.2.3 (Environmental Setting, 
Impacts, and Mitigation, Proposed Project, Land Use and Recreation, Regulatory Setting, 
Local), page 4.8-23, paragraph 1, has been made in response to Comment 22-85D:  
 
4.8.2.3.9  San Francisco Energy-Related Local Ordinances and 
Regulations. San Francisco has established several policies both city-wide and 
for particular neighborhoods which address the City’s future in regards to 
development and sustainability, including: 1) the San Francisco Electricity 
Resource Plan; and 2) Community Choice Aggregation. The Electricity 
Resource Plan was developed in response to the Maxwell Ordinance, which 
directed the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission and the Department of 
the Environment to prepare an Energy Resource Plan that considers all 
practical transmission, conservation, efficiency and renewable alternatives to 
fossil fuel electricity generation in the CCSF. The Plan’s goals include: 
maximizing energy efficiency, developing renewable power, assuring reliable 
power, supporting affordable electric bills, improving air quality and 
preventing other environmental impacts associated with power generation, and 
supporting environmental justice. The Community Choice Aggregation (CCA) 
is a program enabled under a 2002 State law in response to California’s energy 
crisis. Under CCA, the City and County of San Francisco would become an 
electricity purchaser for residents and businesses currently served by PG&E. 

22-85D 

 
The following addition to the text of the Draft EIR, Section 4.8.3.3.2 (Environmental Setting, 
Impacts, and Mitigation, Proposed Project, Land Use and Recreation, Environmental 
Impacts, San Francisco HWC Converter Station, Operations-related Impacts), page 4.8-26, 
has been made in response to Comment 22-85D:  
 
Consistency with CCSF’s energy-related local ordinances and regulations was 
also evaluated, including whether the proposed Project is consistent with the 
goals of the Electricity Resource Plan and Community Choice Aggregation. 
On September 8, 2005 the CAISO Board of Governors approved the proposed 

22-85D 
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Project as the preferred long-term transmission alternative to ensure reliable 
operation of the transmission system within the San Francisco Peninsula Area 
for the period of 2009 and beyond. Existing generation within San Francisco is 
expected to reduce significantly in late 2008, which will place increased 
pressure on the peninsula’s transmission systems that supply power to San 
Francisco. With its 2009 in-service date, the proposed Project is expected to 
significantly reduce load and capacity issues related to existing transmission 
systems on the Peninsula.  
 
The CAISO Board of Directors chose the Trans Bay Cable proposal as the 
preferred long-term alternative because it provides long-term reliable load 
serving capability to the San Francisco Peninsula area and increases the 
diversity and security of the power supply for the region. The CAISO chose 
the proposed Project in part because it is expected to reduce pressure on the 
current AC transmission system, which will reduce power losses within the 
transmission system and will facilitate more efficient generation within the 
greater Bay Area.  
 
In addition, the CAISO anticipates that there will be long-term economic 
savings for consumers resulting from improved energy distribution (congestion 
cost reduction) on the grid when the Project is operational. San Francisco has 
made it a priority to close down the remaining older power plants inside the 
City, which are thought to contribute to air pollution and associated high levels 
of asthma and other respiratory illnesses. In order to provide energy without 
generating it inside San Francisco, it must be transmitted into the City. The 
electricity conveyed for the Project would be taken from the PG&E Pittsburg 
Substation and transmitted under the Bay to San Francisco. The Pittsburg 
Substation receives power directly from several local power plants, as well as 
through transmission lines from many other power plants in California and the 
Western U.S. Because of the diversity of that substation’s energy sources, the 
source of power to the Project cannot be specified; however, renewable energy 
sources such as hydropower, geothermal and wind are included in the 
resources supplied to the Pittsburg Substation from the transmission system. 
The Project does not involve any new energy generation.  
 
The proposed Project is considered a part of a larger strategy to meet the 
energy demand and decrease pollution in San Francisco while still bringing 
additional reliable energy to the City’s residents and businesses. The proposed 
Project would not interfere with the CCSF’s proposal to sell its own power or 
to develop renewable energy resources. It is considered consistent with the 
goals of the Electricity Resource Plan and Community Choice Aggregation. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
22-85D 
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The following addition to the text of the Draft EIR, Section 4.9.3.2.1 (Environmental Setting, 
Impacts, and Mitigation, Proposed Project, Marine Transportation and Commercial Fishing, 
Environmental Impacts, Construction-related Impacts, Commercial Vessel Traffic), page 
4.9-13, following Mitigation Measure MTRANS-1c, has been made in response to 
Comments 18-1 and 25-52:  
 
Mitigation Measure MTRANS-1d: Publication of Cable Location. The 
planned location of the cable has been reviewed with the USACE, at local 
bottom depths as indicated by soundings on current navigation charts. The 
Project proponent/construction contractor shall document the specific as-built 
location of the submarine cable for its entire length and shall provide GPS 
coordinates for critical waypoints of the cable alignment as required by the 
USACE and NOAA for inclusion on San Francisco Bay navigational charts and 
in the applicable volume(s) of the U.S. Coast Pilot. All cable-laying vessels shall 
also operate in accordance with the applicable navigation rules including the 
Cable Act of 1992. 
 
Implementation Responsibility: Project proponent/construction contractor 
 
Requirements and Timing: Coordinate construction activities prior to 

and during submarine cable installation 
activities  

 
Monitoring Requirements: City of Pittsburg to monitor and ensure 

compliance 

18-1, 
22-52 

 
The following addition to the text of the Draft EIR, Section 4.10.1.4.3 (Environmental 
Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation, Proposed Project, Traffic and Transportation, 
Environmental Setting, Rail Facilities), page 4.10-7 has been made in response to Comment 
5-6: 
 
4.10.1.4.3 Bay Area Rapid Transit (BART). BART provides regional rail 
service to a four county area including San Francisco, Alameda, Contra Costa, 
and San Mateo counties and manages the Capitol Corridor service between San 
Jose and Sacramento-Roseville. BART service extends to Pittsburg, terminating 
at the Pittsburg Bay Point Station, which is located in the median of SR 4 near, 
but outside, the Project study area. In San Francisco, BART travels through 
Downtown, the Mission District, Glen Park, Balboa Park, and the Outer Mission 
before entering San Mateo County. BART connects its East Bay and West Bay 

 
 
 
 
5-6 
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service areas via a two-track Transbay tunnel that is emplaced in Bay Mud at the 
bottom of San Francisco Bay. The project study area crosses the alignment of the 
BART tube east of downtown San Francisco (refer to Map A.2-1, Sheet 1 of 10). 

5-6 

 
The following revision to the text of the Draft EIR, Section 4.10.3.2.1 (Environmental 
Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation, Proposed Project, Traffic and Transportation, 
Environmental Impacts, San Francisco HWC Converter Station Site, Transit Service 
Impacts), page 4.10-18 paragraph 2, has been made in response to Comment 22-57:  
 
Mitigation Measure TRAFFIC-4: Reducing Impact on the Movement of 
MUNI Light Rail Vehicles into and out of the Metro East Maintenance 
Facility. The Project laydown area located at Pier 94/96 is the preferred laydown 
area. Construction contractor will coordinate with MUNI to define times for 
scheduling of truck deliveries to the proposed laydown area (Western Pacific 
site) if the truck deliveries were to occur during the peak period. Alternatively, 
particularly if the peaker project is implemented at the Western Pacific site at the 
same time as the Trans Bay Cable Project is under construction, the Project 
laydown area could be located at Pier 94/96. As indicated in Section 4.10.3.2.1, 
Construction-related Impacts, truck deliveries to the Pier 94/96 laydown area 
would not produce significant impacts along Cargo Way and would avoid a 
potential conflict with the movement of MUNI light rail vehicles along 25th 
Street. If the Western Pacific site were used as an alternative laydown area, the 
construction contractor will coordinate with MUNI, Port of San Francisco, and 
the Department of Parking and Traffic to minimize delays to MUNI Metro 
operation and to define times for scheduling of truck deliveries if the truck 
deliveries were to occur during the peak period. 

22-57 

 
The following revision to the text of the Draft EIR, Section 4.10.3.2.1 (Traffic and 
Transportation, Construction-related Impacts, Parking), page 4.10-18 paragraph 7, has been 
made in response to Comment 22-59:  
 
Parking. In the San Francisco study area, most streets have curb parking on both 
sides of the street. However, parking is often pre-empted by construction 
projects that temporarily restrict parking on the surrounding streets. By 9 a.m. on 
weekdays, most available curb parking in the area is taken. However, given the 
frequent transit service offered throughout the City of San Francisco and the 
City’s Transit First policy, the City of San Francisco does not consider limited 
parking availability to be a significant impact, although the Project proponent 
would, if necessary, provide employee parking at the Pier 94/96 laydown area 
and shuttle the workers to and from the construction site to avoid contributing to 

 
 
 
 
22-59 
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secondary effects resulting from a substantial shortfall of on-street parking 
spaces. 

22-59 

 
The following addition to the text of the Draft EIR, Section 4.10.1.6 (Environmental Setting, 
Impacts, and Mitigation, Proposed Project, Traffic and Transportation, Planned San 
Francisco Roadway and Public Transportation Improvements), page 4-8, following 
paragraph 7, has been made in response to Comment 22-58:  
 
4.10.1.6 Planned San Francisco Roadway and Public Transportation 

Improvements 
 
The San Francisco County Transportation Authority New Expenditure Plan is 
fiscally constrained to the total funding expected to be available for each 
category of transportation improvements. The financial constraint is further 
detailed within each category through the specification of funding priority levels 
(Priorities 1, 2, and 3). Adoption of an ordinance to continue the existing half-
cent sales tax is necessary in order to fund the projects and programs. If the 
ordinance is adopted, the tax shall be continued for the period of implementation 
of the New Expenditure Plan and its updates. The improvements, identified in 
the bulleted Project list below, will improve traffic circulation, pedestrian and 
bicycle circulation, and transit service throughout the City of San Francisco. 
Third Street Light Rail, which will become operational by the end of 2006, and 
the Port’s Illinois Street Bridge project are the specific Expenditure Plan projects 
located in the study area.  
 
In addition, the Draft Central Waterfront Neighborhood Plan (San Francisco 
Planning Department, December 2002) identifies the extension of 23rd Street 
and 25th Street east of Illinois Street to the Bay to improve access to the 
waterfront. 

 
 
 
 
 
22-58 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The following revision to Table 4.14-8 (Involvement of Government Agencies and Other 
Organizations By Type of Incident) of the Draft EIR, in Section 4.14.3.2.2, page 4.14-33, has 
been made in response to Comment 25-3:  
 
San Francisco Bay Regional Water Quality Control Board (510) 226622-2300 25-3 
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TABLE 4.14-8 
INVOLVEMENT OF GOVERNMENT AGENCIES AND OTHER 

ORGANIZATIONS BY TYPE OF INCIDENT 

Organization 
Emergency 

Phone # Fire Spill Security Medical 
Technical 

Assistance Other 
Contra Costa County Fire 
Protection District 911 X X X X X X 

City and County of San Francisco 
Fire Department 911 X X X X X X 

Emergency Medical Services 911 X X  X   
Police Department 911   X    
California Highway Patrol 911  X1     
Mt. Diablo Medical Center 
(Concord) 911    X X  

St. Francis Memorial Hospital 
(San Francisco) 911    X X  

Bay Area Air Quality Management 
District (BAAQMD) (415) 771-6000  X   X  

San Francisco Bay Regional 
Water Quality Control Board 

(510) 226622-
2300  X   X X 

Contra Costa County Hazardous 
Materials Incident Response 
Team 

(925) 646-1112  X   X  

San Francisco Hazardous 
Materials Team (415) 335-3700  X   X  

CalEPA; Department of Toxic 
Substances Control (510) 540-2122  X   X  

California Office of Emergency 
Services (800) 852-7550 X X   X X 

California Department of Fish & 
Game (707) 944-5500  X2     

EPA National Response Center (800) 424-8802  X2   X  
U.S. Department of Transportation (510) 286-6444  X2   X  
U.S. Coast Guard (415) 556-2103  X2   X  
Poison Control Center (800) 876-4766  X  X X  
PG&E (800) 743-5000      X 

1 If spill is on highway. 
2 If spill is into waterways or sewer.       

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

25-3
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13.5 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING, IMPACTS, AND MITIGATION – PROJECT 
ALTERNATIVES (SECTION 5.0) 

 
The following additions to the text of the Draft EIR, Section 5.2.7.2.2 (Environmental 
Setting, Impacts, and Mitigation, Project Alternatives, San Francisco Mirant Alternative, 
Cultural Resources, Environmental Impacts, Historic Architectural Resources), page 5.2-8, 
have been made in response to Comment 3-7:  
 
Mitigation Measure CUL-2d: Coordination with Central Waterfront 
Historic Preservation. The Project proponent and other interested parties would 
identify a historic preservation project taking place within the Central Waterfront 
historic district adjacent to, or historically related to the Station A complex and 
would coordinate the contribution of one or more of the other mitigation 
measures listed above to the goals of the identified preservation project. One or 
more of the products of the first three mitigation measures—HABS/HAER 
recordation (CUL-2a) the development of interpretive or display material (CUL-
2b), and/or architectural salvage (CUL-2c)—would be selected in cooperation 
with the interested parties. The resulting documentation, interpretive material, 
and/or salvaged architectural items would be provided to the interested parties 
and/or proponents of the identified preservation project.  
 
Implementation Responsibility: Project proponent 
 
Requirements and Timing: Upon completion of Mitigation Measures 

CUL-2a, CUL-2b, and CUL-2c 
 
Monitoring Requirements:  City of Pittsburg, in consultation with the 

City and County of San Francisco, to 
monitor and ensure compliance 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
3-7 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
13.6 COMPARISON OF ALTERNATIVES (SECTION 6.0) 
 
Section 6.0, Comparison of Alternatives, of the Draft EIR has been revised and represented 
in this Final EIR to reflect modifications made to the Project by the Project proponent as well 
as to consider comments received on the Draft EIR. Please refer to Section 6.0, Comparison 
of Alternatives, of this Final EIR for the revised section.  
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13.7 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS (SECTION 7.0) 
 
No changes, deletions, or modifications of text were required for Section 7.0 of the Draft 
EIR. 
 
13.8 GROWTH-INDUCING IMPACTS (SECTION 8.0) 
 
No changes, deletions, or modifications of text were required for Section 8.0 of the Draft 
EIR. 
 
13.9 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE SIGNIFICANT IMPACTS (SECTION 9.0) 
 
Section 9.0, Unavoidable Adverse Significant Impacts of the Draft EIR, has been revised and 
represented in this Final EIR to reflect modifications made to the Project. Please refer to 
Section 9.0 of this Final EIR for the revised section. 
 
13.10 EIR PREPARERS AND AGENCY CONSULTATION (SECTION 10.0) 
 
No changes, deletions, or modifications of text were required for Section 10.0 of the Draft 
EIR.  
 
13.11 APPENDICES 
 
13.11.1 Appendix A (Detailed Project Description) 
 
The following revision to Table A.2-1 (Known Utility Crossings) of the Draft EIR, in 
Appendix A, page A-4, has been made in response to Comment 26-2:  
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TABLE A.2-1 
KNOWN UTILITY CROSSINGS1,2,3 

Cable Route 
Milepost Map ID Utility Description Owner 
13.9–14.4 11, 12 Cable Crossing-Point San Quentin 

to Castro Point 
Pacific Telephone and Telegraph 

30.5 10 Fiber Optics Conduit (12-inch) Level 3 Communications, LLC 
31.7 9 Communication Line Pacific Telephone and Telegraph 
31.9 8 Two Submarine Communications 

Cables 
Pacific Telephone and Telegraph 

36.1 6 Communications Facilities American Telephone and 
Telegraph Communications of 
California Inc. 

37.55 17 Petroleum Product Pipelines Kinder Morgan 
37.6–37.8 5 Two Petroleum Pipelines and One 

Discharge Pipeline 
Exxon Corporation-Assigned to 
Valero Refining Co. 

45.2 4 To Be Determined Shell Oil Co. Multiple 
reassignments to Chevron USA 
Inc, Venoco Inc. 

49.4 3 Refined Petroleum Product Line 
(8-inch) 

Chevron USA Inc. 

49.7 2 CPN Natural Gas Pipeline Shell Oil co-reassignments – Shell 
Cal Prod. Inc, Shell Western E&P 
Inc, Cal Resources LLC. AERA 
Energy LLC 

1 Refer to Map A.2-1 in Section 3.0 of this Final EIR for approximate crossing locations. 
2 Source: State Lands Commission lease documentation review conducted in 2005, as amended.  
3 Note: numerous bay crossings have been identified. The information in this table will be revised 

and updated, as required, when the need for a crossing consent has been confirmed. 

TABLE A.2-2 
OTHER KNOWN CROSSINGS1 

Milepost Utility Description Owner 
3.1 Oakland Bay Bridge Caltrans 
3.4 Trans Bay (BART) Tube Bay Area Rapid Transit 
13.9 Richmond Bridge Caltrans 
30.8 Carquinez Bridge Caltrans 
37.5 Benicia Bridge Caltrans 

1 Refer to Map A.2-1 in Section 3.0 of this Final EIR for approximate crossing locations. 
 

26-2 
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13.11.2 Appendix C (CAISO Documents) 

The following document has been added to Appendix C of the Final EIR: California Energy 
Commission 2005 Strategic Transmission Investment Plan. The title of Appendix C has been 
changed to: “CAISO and CEC Documents.” 

13.11.3 Appendix F (Supplemental Biological Information) 

The text in the tables in Appendix F of the Draft EIR has been revised as follows in 
responses to Comment 10-27. 

13.11.4 Other Appendices 

No revisions to the other appendices presented in the Draft EIR are necessary. 
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LIST OF POTENTIALLY AFFECTED SPECIES (APPENDIX F) 
 

Species 

Listing Status 
Federal/ State/ 
CNPS Listing General Habitat Potential for Impact 

Period of 
Identification/
Blooming 
Period 

Hall's bush mallow 
(Malacothamnus hallii) 

--/--/1B Chaparral, coastal scrub. None, the project area 
provides no suitable habitat 
for this species the species 
was not observed in current 
surveys. 

May-
September 

Bearded popcorn 
flower 
(Plagiobothrys 
hystriculus) 

--/--/1A1B Presumed extinct, last 
collected in 1892. Known from 
one collection in the 
Montezuma Hills. Wet sites in 
grasslands. 

Unlikely, the project area 
contains limited habitat for 
this species, the species 
was not observed and is 
not expected to occur. 

April-May 

Eel-grass pondweed 
(Potamogeton 
zosteriformis) 

--/--/2 Freshwater marshes and 
swamps. 

Unlikely, potential habitat 
occurs in the project area, 
species is not known from 
the area and not observed 
during current surveys. 

June-July 

Caper-fruited 
tropidocarpum 
(Tropidocarpum 
capparideum) 

FSC/CSC/List 1A Alkaline soils in valley and 
foothill grasslands. Last seen in 
1957, this species is presumed 
extinct. 

Unlikely, though marginal 
potential habitat is available 
in the project area, project 
impacts will occur in 
existing roadways and 
railroad right of ways. 

March-April 

Sensitive Natural 
Communities 

    

Bulrush marsh --/--/-- These freshwater and brackish 
marsh habitats dominated by 
bulrush occur in coastal and 
Delta locations. These areas 
have become increasingly rare 
and fragmented in the current 
California landscape due to 
urbanization and conversion of 
open lands. 

High, this community 
occurs adjacent to and 
within portions of the 
Pittsburg Converter Station 
route. Project impacts have 
the potential to impact this 
wetland community. 

Year-round 

Northern claypan 
vernal pool 

--/--/-- These seasonal pools are 
subtended by claypan soils. 
They can support vernal pool 
crustaceans such as fairy 
shrimp and are sometimes 
surrounded by unique plant 
assemblages. These habitats 
have become increasingly rare 
in the modern California 
landscape. 

High, one vernal pool 
occurs adjacent to the 
Pittsburg Converter Station 
route, and one seasonal 
wetland that may be 
classified within this 
community occurs within 
the BNSF ROW. Project 
activities have the potential 
to impact both pools.  

Late Winter to 
Early Summer 

Pickleweed saltmarsh --/--/-- These saltwater marsh habitats 
occur in coastal and Delta 
locations, and are dominated 
by pickleweed and often 
bordered by saltgrass. These 
areas have become 
increasingly rare and 
fragmented in the current 
California landscape due to 
urbanization and conversion of 
open lands. 

High, this community 
occurs adjacent to and 
within portions of the 
Pittsburg Converter Station 
route. Project activities 
have the potential to impact 
this wetland community. 

Year-round 

     

10-27
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