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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA

Application of PACIFIC GAS AND
ELECTRIC COMPANY (U 39E) for a Application No. 17-12-
Certificate of Public Convenience and ppiication o -
Necessity Authorizing the Construction of the
Egbert Switching Station Project.

APPLICATION OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
(U39 E) FOR A CERTIFICATE OF PUBLIC CONVENIENCE AND
NECESSITY AUTHORIZING THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE
EGBERT SWITCHING STATION PROJECT

PUBLIC VERSION

Exhibit E is Confidential in its Entirety and Excluded
from the Public Version

Exhibit B (Proponent’s Environmental Assessment), Exhibit H (Detailed
Cost Estimate for Project), Exhibit Q (CAISO 2013-2014 Transmission Plan)
and Exhibit R (CAISO 2014-2015 Transmission Plan) Are Electronically
Filed and Excluded from the Served Version Due to File Size
Pursuant to the California Public Utilities Code, the California Public Utilities

Commission’s (“Commission” or “CPUC”) General Order 131-D (“GO 131-D”), and the
Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure (“Rules”), Pacific Gas and Electric Company
(“PG&E”) respectfully requests that the Commission issue a Certificate of Public Convenience

and Necessity (“CPCN”) authorizing the construction of the Egbert Switching Station Project

(the “Project”) (formerly known as the Martin 230 kV Bus Extension Project).

. INTRODUCTION

A. Contents of Application

PG&E’s Application for the Project consists of this cover pleading, the Proponent’s
Environmental Assessment (“PEA”) submitted herewith, and the other specific materials
required by GO 131-D and the CPUC Rules of Practice and Procedure, which are attached as

Exhibits A-R, and incorporated herein by reference.



The PEA complies with and provides the information required by CPUC Rule 2.4,

GO 131-D, and the Commission's Information and Criteria List. The PEA includes all
information necessary for the Commission to evaluate the environmental consequences of the
Project in accordance with the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”).

B. Project Overview

The Project includes construction, operation, and maintenance of a new 230 kilovolt
(“kV?”) switching station in the City and County of San Francisco (“San Francisco”) that will be
connected to the local 230 kV system by reconfiguring two existing underground, single-circuit
230 kV lines located in San Francisco, the City of Daly City (“Daly City”), and the City of
Brisbane (“Brisbane”). The Project will provide an alternative 230 kV transmission path to serve
customers in San Francisco in the event that Martin Substation becomes inoperable due to an
extreme event.

The San Francisco Peninsula has no in-area utility scale power generation, which makes
it entirely dependent on electric power imports. There are approximately 417,000 electric
customers on the San Francisco Peninsula that are served from the south by PG&E’s 230 kV and
115 kV transmission systems and from the east by Trans Bay Cable LLC’s Trans Bay Cable
(“TBC”).Y Within the City of San Francisco, approximately 290,000 customers receive electric
power almost entirely from Martin Substation and the TBC. There are no major electrical
generation sources in San Francisco, leaving aside minor contributions from rooftop solar and
other small-scale distributed generation.

If the electric transmission system at Martin Substation is unavailable, the TBC, if it
functions properly, can only supply approximately 46% of the typical weekday electrical needs
of the approximately 290,000 customers in San Francisco referenced above and approximately

81% of those customers’ typical nighttime electrical load. This means that a service failure at

1/ Trans Bay Cable LLC is owned by SteelRiver Infrastructure Fund North America.



Martin Substation will result in widespread blackouts and rotating outages for approximately
290,000 customers in San Francisco until the infrastructure at Martin Substation can be repaired.
The California Independent System Operator (“CAISO”) Board of Governors concluded in its
2014-15 Transmission Plan that this low probability, yet high impact event constituted a
significant reliability concern that requires mitigation under its Planning Standards.

The Project will address San Francisco reliability concerns by reconfiguring the existing
230 kV transmission lines terminating at Martin Substation to provide a new 230 kV path
bypassing Martin Substation. This will provide an alternative source for San Francisco that,
together with the TBC, could support 100% of San Francisco’s power demands even if Martin
Substation is not operational.

The Project will include construction of a new 230 kV switching station in San Francisco
(the “Egbert Switching Station,” or “switching station”). In addition, the Project will reroute two
existing underground 230 kV transmission lines currently connected to the existing Martin
Substation (the existing Martin-Embarcadero line and the existing Jefferson-Martin line) and
connect them to the proposed Egbert Switching Station. Specifically, the existing Martin-
Embarcadero line will be looped into the proposed Egbert Switching Station, creating a Martin-
Egbert line and an Egbert-Embarcadero line, and the existing Jefferson-Martin line will be
rerouted and extended to the proposed Egbert Switching Station, creating a Jefferson-Egbert line.
Rerouting the existing underground 230 KV lines will require constructing approximately 3.9
miles of new underground transmission line installed mainly in paved areas, with approximately
420 feet to be installed by trenchless technology under U.S. Highway 101.

The Project was recommended by the CAISO in its 2014-2015 Transmission Plan and
approved by the CAISO Board of Governors at their March 26-27, 2015 meeting. If PG&E’s
proposed schedule, set forth at Exhibit C, is achieved, the Project would be operational by

February 2022 and construction would be completed by March 2022.



1. PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The Project includes construction of a new 230 kV switching station in San Francisco
that will be connected to the local 230 kV system by reconfiguring two existing underground,
single-circuit 230 kV lines located in San Francisco, Daly City and Brisbane. The Project would
be located primarily in San Francisco, with small portions of the Project in Daly City and
Brisbane. Once completed, electrical power will be able to travel from Jefferson Substation to
Embarcadero Substation without going through Martin Substation. The Project will increase the
reliability of the existing system by providing an alternative transmission path to serve
approximately 290,000 customers in San Francisco in the event that Martin Substation becomes
inoperable due to an extreme event. This Project will not provide a capacity increase.

The Project involves both transmission and substation/switchyard construction activities
consisting of three major elements:

1. Construction of the Egbert Switching Station that will connect with an existing
230 kV transmission line that will be routed around the existing Martin Substation.

. The new switching station will use gas-insulated switchgear (“GIS”) equipment
configured as a breaker-and-a-half bus arrangement to accommodate three 230 kV
transmission lines (from the existing Martin, Jefferson and Embarcadero
substations).?

. An approximately 11,000 square foot building will be constructed to house GIS
equipment; control, metering and protection equipment; and alternating current
(“AC”) and direct current battery systems for power backup.

o Outdoor equipment includes, among other things: one 230 kV single-phase,
three-step series reactor with circuit switches; two 230 kV shunt reactors; a pad-
mounted station voltage service transformer; and an oil pump system for the

proposed Egbert-Embarcadero and Martin-Egbert 230 kV lines.

2/ A spare terminal will also be constructed as part of the Project, although PG&E has no plans
currently to utilize the spare terminal.



2. Modifying the existing underground Jefferson-Martin 230 kV line by rerouting
the line from the existing Martin Substation to the new Egbert Switching Station, thereby
creating a new underground 230 kV connection (the “Jefferson-Egbert” line).

3. Modifying the existing Martin-Embarcadero No. 1 underground 230 kV line by
constructing line extensions that loop the existing 230 kV line through the proposed Egbert
Switching Station, thereby creating two separate new underground 230 kV lines (the “Egbert-
Embarcadero” line and the “Egbert-Martin” line).

In addition, construction will require equipment staging sites, laydown yards, equipment
and material storage areas, and areas to temporarily store excavated materials.

Project construction will take place over an approximately 22-month period with
initiation of service targeted for February 2022, and will involve a workforce of 26 to 88 people
at any one time. As more fully detailed in Exhibit H, PG&E estimates that the total construction
cost for the Project will be approximately $206 million before contingencies. PG&E has
budgeted $55 million in contingences. Thus, the total estimated construction cost of the Project

with contingencies is approximately $261 million.

111,  CPCN REQUIREMENTS UNDER GO 131-D, SECTION IX.A

A A Detailed Description Of The Proposed Transmission Facilities, Including
The Proposed Transmission Line Route And Alternative Routes, If Any;
Proposed Transmission Equipment, Such As Tower Design And Appearance,
Heights, Conductor Sizes, Voltages, Capacities, Substations, Switchyards,
Etc.; And A Proposed Schedule For Certification, Construction, And
Commencement Of Operation Of The Facilities.

Pursuant to GO 131-D, Section IX(A)(1)(a) and CPUC Rule 3.1(a) (as incorporated by
GO 131-D), PG&E has provided in Section 2 of the PEA (Exhibit B), a detailed description of
the proposed transmission facilities and equipment, as well as a schedule for certification,
construction and commencement of operations of the facilities included in the Project. In

Chapter 4 of the PEA (Exhibit B), PG&E provides a discussion of alternatives considered. A



preliminary schedule, including proposed dates for certification, right-of-way acquisition,

construction, and commencement of operation, is attached as Exhibit C.

B. A Map Of Suitable Scale Of The Proposed Routing Location Showing Details
Of The Right-Of-Way In The Vicinity Of Settled Areas, Parks, Recreational
Areas, Scenic Areas, And Existing Electrical Transmission Lines Within One
Mile Of The Proposed Route.

Pursuant to GO 131-D, Section IX(A)(1)(b), and CPUC Rule 3.1(c) (as incorporated by
GO 131-D), PG&E provides a map of the Project at Exhibit A. Maps showing route showing
parks, recreation areas, and scenic areas may be found at Figures 3-10.3 and 3-10.4 of the PEA
(Exhibit B). A map showing the location of existing electrical transmission lines within one mile
of the Project is included as Exhibit D. Maps showing settled areas, including residential
development, in the Project vicinity may be found at Figures 3-10.1 and 3-10.2 of the PEA
(Exhibit B). A map showing the Project location in relation to the broader region may be found

at Figure 2.3-1 of the PEA (Exhibit B).

C. A Statement Of Facts And Reasons Why The Public Convenience And
Necessity Require The Construction And Operation Of The Proposed
Transmission Facilities.

Pursuant to GO 131-D, Section IX(A)(1)(c) and CPUC Rule 3.1(e) (as incorporated by
GO 131-D), PG&E provides the following statement of why the public convenience and
necessity require construction and operation of the Project. PG&E’s objectives for the Project,
which reflect its purpose and need, are to:

1. Improve the reliability of PG&E’s transmission system serving San Francisco by
constructing a new 230 kV switching station in the vicinity of Martin Substation that provides a
high likelihood of continued electric service to San Francisco should an extreme event render
Martin Substation inoperable.

2. Construct a safe, economically and technically feasible project that minimizes
environmental impacts and will receive 230 kV power from the south and transmit it to San

Francisco.



3. Provide a 230 kV connection between a new switching station and Martin
Substation to enable the transmission system serving San Francisco to operate in the event that a
230 kV transmission line serving either Martin Substation or the proposed switching station
experiences an unplanned outage.

The Egbert Switching Station Project is intended to enhance electric reliability on the San
Francisco Peninsula and mitigate an extreme event that could cause a lengthy loss of electric
service. The Project responds to San Francisco’s need for a redundant and geographically-
distinct source of 230 kV power that bypasses Martin Substation to protect against an extreme
event that renders Martin Substation inoperable. A detailed discussion of the need for the Project
is provided below. In addition, because this Project is unique in that the underlying CAISO
studies supporting approval of the Project are confidential, a discussion of the analysis and
results of CAISO’s confidential analysis that demonstrate why the public convenience and
necessity justify the construction of the Project is presented in confidential Exhibit E.¥ The
Project’s need is not dependent on the load forecasts in San Francisco, but it should be noted that
any increase in demand will be subject to the same extreme event reliability risk without
construction of the Project.

Currently, almost all of the electricity consumed by approximately 290,000 customers in
San Francisco is provided by two sources: (1) Martin Substation’s 230 kV and 115 kV systems,
which send power to six substations in San Francisco; and (2) the TBC. There are no major
electrical generation sources in San Francisco. If the 230 kV and 115 kV transmission systems
at Martin Substation are rendered inoperable, the TBC, if it functions properly, can only supply
approximately 46% of San Francisco’s typical weekday electrical needs and about 81% of San
Francisco’s nighttime load. This means that a loss of the 230 kV and 115 kV systems at Martin
Substation will result in blackouts and rotating outages in San Francisco until the infrastructure

at Martin Substation can be repaired.

3/ Confidential Exhibit E to this Application has been provided to the Commission pursuant to a
Motion to File Under Seal filed concurrently with this Application.



The consequences of a service failure at Martin Substation would be severe and would be

magnified by the length of time it takes to repair the equipment at Martin Substation that was

rendered inoperable by an extreme event. As discussed below, even a one day outage has the

potential to cause significant economic harm and social disruption. An outage lasting multiple

days or weeks would have potentially catastrophic impacts.

The economic costs of an outage to approximately 290,000 customers in San Francisco

resulting from the loss of Martin Substation can be estimated by reference to a 2013 outage cost

study commissioned by PG&E based on a loss of service at Embarcadero Substation

(“Embarcadero Cost Study” or “Study”), which is attached hereto as Exhibit F.# PG&E had the

Embarcadero Cost Study prepared in connection with its application for a CPCN authorizing

construction of the Embarcadero-Potrero 230 kV Transmission Project, which the Commission

granted. The Embarcadero Cost Study was focused on the direct and indirect economic costs

that would result from an outage at Embarcadero Substation. The Study assumed that the outage

would result in a loss of power to approximately 24,000 residential accounts, 3,000 business

accounts and 2,500 business tenants of master-metered buildings. The Study calculated the

direct and indirect cost estimates of an outage at Embarcadero Substation over 24 hours, 4 days,

3 weeks and 7 weeks, with the results as follows:

Outage Direct Cost Indirect Cost Total Outage Cost
Duration ($ Millions) ($ Millions) ($ Millions)

24 hours $125.7 $62.9 to $251.4 $188.6 to $377.1

4 days $407.4 $203.7 to $814.8 $611.1 to $1,222.2

3 weeks $1,417.0 $708.5 to $2,833.9 $2,125.5 to $4,250.9
7 weeks $2,922.6 $1,461.3 to $5,845.2 $4,383.9 to $8,767.8

If an extreme event occurs that renders the 230 kV and 115 kV systems at Martin

Substation inoperable, the direct and indirect economic costs of the resulting outage would be

many times worse than shown in the Embarcadero Cost Study. With the loss of Martin

4/ Freeman Sullivan & Co., Downtown San Francisco Long Duration Outage Cost Study (2013).




Substation, the TBC would be the sole source of power imports until repairs are made to the
transmission system. Based on recent studies, the San Francisco system load for a typical
weekday is 650 MW during the day and 380 MW at night. Assuming that the TBC can supply
up to 300 MW of power to San Francisco,? approximately 54% of the 290,000 customers would
be without power during the day and 19% of the 290,000 customers at night. If 290,000
customers in San Francisco were to endure rotating outages for durations between 24 hours and
seven weeks, the direct and indirect economic costs can reasonably be assumed to be equal to or
greater than what is shown in the table above, in other words well into the billions of dollars.?
Moreover, the outage caused by a loss of Martin Substation would be expected to result in a wide
variety of adverse societal impacts in the form of government response and assistance costs,
damage from looting and rioting, interruption of transportation flows, costs incurred by displaced
residents, as well as impacts to health care facilities and emergency services, water delivery and
treatment utilities, and communications infrastructure. The actual duration of the outage and
subsequent rolling blackouts would depend on the time it would take to repair equipment at
Martin Substation that was damaged during an extreme event.” The upshot is that although the
likelihood of an extreme event that renders the 230 kV and 115 kV systems at Martin Substation
inoperable is low, it would be an extremely “high impact” event if it occurred.

The CAISO evaluated the reliability risk to the San Francisco Peninsula posed by an

extreme event and required PG&E to undertake this Project. According to CAISO:

5/ As originally installed, the TBC could not provide any power without PG&E’s alternating current
(“AC”) on the Potrero Substation bus, as AC power is needed to provide plant startup power as
well as reference bus voltage and frequency at Potrero Substation to allow TBC to convert power
from direct current (“DC”) to AC. In 2016, Trans Bay Cable LLC completed a project that
installed AC generators at its Potrero converter station as well as upgrades to its control and
protection system specifically to allow the TBC to be brought back on line after a loss of AC
power at Potrero (which a loss of Martin would cause)—which is referred to as a “black start.”
Trans Bay Cable LLC has informed PG&E and CAISO that after a loss of AC power at Potrero
Substation, it could now bring the TBC back on line in an “island configuration” to initiate power
restoration to San Francisco of 300 MW.

6/ Confidential Exhibit E discusses the analysis of economic impacts by a loss of Martin Substation
that CAISO presented in confidential Appendix D to its 2013-2014 Transmission Plan.
7/ Martin Substation equipment restoration time is discussed in confidential Exhibit E.



The reliability assessment focuses on whether the specific risks
and circumstances regarding the San Francisco Peninsula warrant
mitigation measures beyond the minimum prescribed by
mandatory reliability standards and the effectiveness of various
proposed solutions in mitigating the identified risks.... [{]] The
ISO assessment has determined that there are unique circumstances
affecting the San Francisco area that form a credible basis for
considering mitigations of risk of outages and of restoration times
that are beyond the minimum reliability standards. The Peninsula
area does have unique characteristics in the western
interconnection due to the urban load center, geographic and
system configuration, and potential risks with challenging
restoration times for these types of events.¥

As a result of CAISO’s evaluation of the unique risks that the San Francisco Peninsula
faces, CAISO enhanced its Planning Standards in September 2014 “to recognize that the unique
characteristics of the San Francisco Peninsula form a credible basis for considering for approval
corrective action plans to mitigate the risk of outages for extreme events that are beyond the level
that is applied to the rest of the ISO controlled grid.”¥

Given the significant adverse economic, safety, and convenience impacts of prolonged
power outages in the San Francisco Peninsula, CAISO recommended construction of an
alternative 230 kV path to bypass Martin Substation.2 The Project will consist of a new 230 kV
switching station located approximately 1.6 miles from Martin Substation, and re-routing two
230 kV transmission lines from Martin Substation to the new switching station. This will create
another route for electrical power from the south to serve San Francisco that does not go through
Martin Substation. The Project will provide geographically diverse redundancy to the system
while mitigating the risk of an extreme event.

PG&E shares CAISO’s conclusion that the value of making the reliability investment
reflected in the Project is warranted based upon the risk of an unplanned loss of Martin
Substation; the impact that such an outage would have upon its approximately 290,000

customers in San Francisco; the reduction of risk resulting from the Project; and the estimated

8/ CAISO 2013-2014 Transmission Plan at 72 (attached as Exhibit Q).

9/ CAISO Planning Standards, § 7.1 at 7-8 (Sept. 4, 2014); see also CAISO 2014-2015
Transmission Plan at 69-70.

10/ CAISO 2014-2015 Transmission Plan at 72-73 (attached as Exhibit R).
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cost of mitigating the risk through the Project. In addition, PG&E has prepared a more detailed

statement of facts and reasons why the public convenience and necessity requires the

construction and operation of the Project in confidential Exhibit E, which PG&E has submitted

to the Commission pursuant to a Motion to File Under Seal filed contemporaneously with this

Application.

The minutes from CAISO’s March 26-27, 2015 Board of Governors meeting adopting

the 2014-2015 Transmission Plan, including CAISO’s determination that the Project is needed

and should be constructed, are included at Exhibit G.

D. A Detailed Statement Of The Estimated Cost Of The Proposed Facilities.
Pursuant to GO 131-D, Section IX(A)(1)(d) and CPUC Rule 3.1(f) (as incorporated by

GO 131-D), PG&E estimates that the total construction cost for the Project will be

approximately $206 million before contingencies. PG&E has budgeted $55 million in

contingences. Thus, the total estimated construction cost of the Project with contingencies is

approximately $261 million. A summary and detailed decision-level cost estimate is provided in

Exhibit H. Project construction costs are broken down in the following preliminary estimates:

Construction Costs Cost ($2017)
Egbert 230 kV Switching Station 107,935,738
Jefferson-Egbert 230 kV Transmission Line 59,527,842
Egbert-Embarcadero and Martin-Egbert Transmission 230 kV Lines 30,392,768
Transmission Line Construction Cost to Increase Trench Depth to Implement 8,000,000

Low-Cost and No-Cost Measures to Reduce Electromagnetic Field Exposure
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS WITHOUT CONTINGENCIES | 205,856,348
Contingencies 55,000,000
TOTAL CONSTRUCTION COSTS WITH CONTINGENCIES | 260,856,348

PG&E estimates that average annual operation and maintenance costs for the Project over

a 40-year project life will be as follows:

Operation and Maintenance Costs Average
Annual Cost
($2017)
Egbert 230 kV Switching Station 29,120
Transmission Lines (Jefferson-Egbert, Egbert-Embarcadero and Martin- 50,960
Egbert 230 kV Lines)
TOTAL ANNUAL OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE COSTS 80,800

-11 -




PG&E notes that the last cost estimate it submitted in January 2015 to the CAISO as part
of the Transmission Planning Process was developed prior to the completion of the engineering
cost and feasibility studies that resulted in the current, more refined decision-quality cost

estimates reflected above and in Exhibit H.

E. Reasons For Adoption Of The Route Selected, Including Comparison With
Alternative Routes, Including The Advantages And Disadvantages Of Each.

Pursuant to GO 131-D, Section IX(A)(1)(e), PG&E has included a discussion of the
alternatives it considered in Chapter 4 of the PEA (Exhibit B). That discussion evaluates the
advantages and disadvantages of the considered alternatives and provides the reasons for

adoption of the route selected.

F. A Schedule Showing The Program Of Right-Of-Way Acquisition And
Construction.

Pursuant to GO 131-D, Section IX(A)(1)(f), PG&E provides a preliminary, illustrative
schedule for construction and right-of-way acquisition activities in Exhibit C. The final Project
construction schedule can only be determined once the Commission’s staff issue a full Notice to
Proceed, all applicant-proposed measures and any other environmental mitigation measures have
been taken into account, materials needed for construction have been delivered and are ready for
installation, and PG&E’s contractors have mobilized and are ready to initiate construction.

The estimated construction duration for the Project is approximately 22 months, and
PG&E’s intent is to place the new switching station and lines in service by February 2022 and
complete construction by March 2022. The construction activities included in the attached
preliminary schedule include the construction of the Egbert Switching Station and the Jefferson-
Egbert, Egbert-Embarcadero and Egbert-Martin underground 230 kV lines.

Construction will typically occur between 7 a.m. and 8 p.m., or during times that will be
set through coordination with San Francisco, Brisbane and Daly City. If trenching work will

cause traffic congestion, the Project may require nighttime work to avoid traffic disruption. All

-12-



applicable regulations, ordinances, and restrictions will be identified and complied with prior to

and during construction.

G. A Listing Of The Governmental Agencies With Which Proposed Route
Reviews Have Been Undertaken, Including A Written Agency Response To
The Applicant’s Written Request For A Brief Position Statement By That
Agency. (Such Listing Shall Include The Native American Heritage
Commission, Which Shall Constitute Notice On California Indian
Reservation Tribal Governments.) In The Absence Of A Written Agency
Position Statement, The Utility May Submit A Statement Of Its
Understanding Of The Position Of Such Agencies.

Pursuant to GO 131-D, Section IX(A)(1)(g), PG&E provides the following information
regarding the government agencies with which PG&E has reviewed the proposed Project. While
PG&E has provided summaries of its meetings with both local governments and resource
agencies, it has appended to this Application written correspondence with San Francisco,
Brisbane and Daly City as Exhibits J-P, as these are the local governments in the Project area,
and are consequently the only agencies from which PG&E specifically sought input regarding
siting and routing alternatives.

City and County of San Francisco, California

PG&E has met with San Francisco planning and public works officials and other key
staff on multiple occasions in 2015, 2016, and 2017 to provide an overview of the Project and
subsequent updates.

On November 24, 2015, PG&E met with the Assistant Engineer Gene Chan of the San
Francisco Public Works Department to provide an overview of the Project.

On December 22, 2015, PG&E met with the key staff from the San Francisco Planning
Department including Senior Advisor for Special Projects Dan Sider, Team Leader Eastern
Neighborhoods Mat Snyder, CEQA Environmental Review Planner Paul Maltzer, Urban Design
Lead Architect David Winslow, and Southeast Quadrant Historic Preservation Technical
Specialist/Planner 111 Rich Sucré to provide an overview of the Project. San Francisco staff

provided information on zoning, existing land use, existing public works facilities, and
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development plans in the Project study area. PG&E was encouraged to use the San Francisco
Property Information Map (http://propertymap.sfplanning.org) to review zoning during its
planning process. San Francisco staff suggested that PG&E focus switching station siting efforts
within PDR zoning (defined as Production, Distribution, and Repair) and M zoning (defined as
Industrial).

On August 22, 2016, PG&E met with City Administrator Naomi Kelly, Director of Real
Estate John Updike, Emergency Planner Nick Majeski, and San Francisco staff Bill Barnes and
Jennifer Johnston to provide an overview of the Project.

On October 24, 2016, PG&E met with Office of San Francisco Supervisor Malia Cohen
and District 10 staff Yoyo Chan to provide an overview of the Project.

On September 27, 2016, PG&E met with Street Use and Mapping Manager Jerry
Sanguinetti from San Francisco Public Works to provide an overview of the Project. Mr.
Sanguinetti provided information on existing underground utilities and other considerations for
potential routing in San Francisco.

On February 13, 2017, PG&E met with San Francisco Planning Department staff
Mr. Sucré and Mr. Winslow to discuss a potential switching station site in San Francisco and
potential project routing within city streets. San Francisco staff identified the site as located
within PDR-2 zoning. PG&E discussed the potential routes being evaluated for the project and
the preliminary design for the new switching station site in San Francisco.

On September 1, 2017, PG&E sent the letter attached as Exhibit J to the San Francisco
Planning Department confirming that the switching station site and associated transmission line
routes are the proposed Project and requesting a written position statement. The San Francisco
Planning Department expressed its support for the Project in a letter dated October 4, 2017,
which is attached as Exhibit K. In addition, the San Francisco City Manager expressed his

support for the Project in a letter dated October 4, 2017, which is attached as Exhibit L.
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City of Brisbane, California

PG&E met with Brisbane planning and public works officials on multiple occasions in
2016 and 2017 to provide an overview of the Project and subsequent updates.

On January 11, 2016, PG&E representatives met with Brisbane officials, including City
Manager Clay Holstine, Community Development Director John Swiecki, and Public Works
Director Randy Breault to provide an overview of the Project. Brisbane staff provided
information on zoning, existing land use, existing public works facilities, and development plans
in the Project study area. Mr. Holstine confirmed that the Brisbane Baylands Project
(“Baylands”) area is a planned land use under current review. Constraints within Baylands
roadways were discussed, including Tunnel Road being under private ownership. PG&E
understands this road is likely to be realigned and improved as part of the Baylands and locations
of the final road designs are unknown at this time. PG&E and Brisbane discussed utilities
congestion in the Bayshore Boulevard franchise area, including a city sewer line, a major fiber
optic line, and a PG&E gas transmission line among other utilities.

On August 23, 2016, PG&E representatives met with Brisbane officials Mr. Holstine,

Mr. Swiecki, and Mr. Breault to provide a Project update on a potential switching station site in
Brisbane and potential project routing within city streets. Brisbane staff identified the location as
part of the Baylands planned development that is identified for community use. PG&E
commented that even with a project site not located within Brisbane, construction activities, such
as work within Martin Substation and connecting to the existing Jefferson-Martin line, may
occur within the Brisbane city limits.

On September 22, 2016, PG&E representatives met with Brisbane officials Mr. Swiecki
and Mr. Breault, Senior Civil Engineer Gerald Flanagan, and Chief of Police Elizabeth Macias to
provide an overview of the Project focused on engineering of underground routes. Brisbane staff
provided information on existing underground utilities and other considerations for potential

routing in Brisbane.
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On February 27, 2017, PG&E representatives met with Brisbane officials Mr. Holstine,
Mr. Swiecki, and Mr. Breault to provide a Project update. PG&E confirmed that three sites
discussed the previous year, namely the site in Brisbane, a site in Daly City and a site in San
Francisco, continued to be analyzed. Potential new transmission line routes connecting the
existing transmission lines to the San Francisco site were discussed along with work within
Martin Substation that would occur as part of the Project to remove the existing Jefferson-Martin
line terminal.

On September 7, 2017, PG&E sent the letter attached as Exhibit M to the City of
Brisbane confirming that the San Francisco switching station site and associated transmission
line routes are the proposed Project and requesting a position statement. The City of Brisbane
expressed its support for the Project in a letter dated September 13, 2017, which is attached as
Exhibit N.

City of Daly City, California

PG&E met with Daly City planning and public works officials on multiple occasions in
2016 and 2017 to provide an overview of the Project and subsequent updates.

On February 8, 2016, PG&E representatives met with Daly City officials, including City
Manager Pat Martel, Assistant City Manager Julie Thuy Underwood, Economic and Community
Development Director Tatum Mothershead, and Public Works Director John Fuller to provide an
overview of the Project. Daly City staff provided information on zoning, existing land use,
existing public works facilities, and development plans in the Project study area. Reviewing the
Project study area, Daly City officials did not see a switching station as compatible with the
City’s General Plan Planning Areas 11 (Crocker) and 12 (Southern Hills), which were described
as densely populated residential areas. Daly City officials stated Planning Area 13 (Bayshore) is
primarily residential with some existing commercial and industrial (e.g., Martin Substation).
Daly City officials did not see a switching station as compatible with planned land use in the
Bayshore planning area (Cow Palace Master Plan and Bayshore Redevelopment Project Area

Implementation Plan). PG&E commented that even with a project site not located within Daly
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City, construction activities, such as work within Martin Substation and connecting to the
existing Jefferson-Martin line, may occur within the Daly City city limits.

On September 14, 2016, PG&E representatives met with Daly City official Ms. Martel to
provide an update on a potential Project switching station site in Daly City and potential project
routing within city streets. Ms. Martel identified the site as within the Cow Palace Master Plan
area. Potential transmission line routes within city streets were discussed.

On September 22, 2016, PG&E representatives met with Brisbane officials Mr. Fuller
and City Engineer Richard Chiu to provide an overview of the project focused on engineering of
underground routes. Daly City staff provided information on existing underground utilities and
other considerations for potential routing in Daly City.

On February 27, 2017, PG&E representatives met with Daly City officials Ms. Martel,
Ms. Mothershead, Mr. Fuller, and Mr. Chiu to provide a project update. PG&E confirmed that
three sites discussed the previous year, namely the site in Daly City, a site in San Francisco, and
a site in Brisbane, continued to be analyzed. Potential new transmission line routes connecting
the existing transmission lines to the San Francisco site were discussed along with work within
Martin Substation that would occur as part of the project to remove the existing Jefferson-Martin
line terminal.

On September 1, 2017, PG&E sent the letter attached as Exhibit O to Daly City
confirming that the switching station site in San Francisco and associated transmission line
routes are the proposed project and requesting a written position statement. Daly City expressed
its support for the Project in a letter dated September 18, 2017, which is attached as Exhibit P.
Caltrain

On December 30, 2015, PG&E representatives met with Caltrain Real Estate and
Property Development Manager Brian Fitzpatrick, Grants and Real Estate Analyst Cindy Lee,
Senior Engineer for Public Third-Party Projects Anthony Quicho, and Project Manager for
Electrification Zhenlin Guan to provide an overview of the Project. Caltrain representatives

provided information on compatibility of underground infrastructure crossings with Caltrain
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facilities in the project study area. Caltrain would complete a project-specific compatibility
review and any needed real estate transactions (e.g., easement) with project-specific information
if requested by PG&E.

California High-speed Rail Authority

On August 5, 2016, PG&E representatives met with the California High-speed Rail
Authority (“High-speed Rail”) to provide an overview of the Project. High-speed Rail Lead
Engineer Johnny Kuo provided information on light maintenance facility alternative sites under
review in Brisbane in the Baylands planned development area.

Caltrans District 4

On September 22, 2016, PG&E representatives met with Caltrans District 4
Encroachment Permit Inspector Amjad Naseer to provide an overview of the Project.
Mr. Naseer provided information the compatibility of underground transmission lines potentially
crossing U.S. Highway 101.

The Native American Heritage Commission (“NAHC”)

PG&E requested a search of the Sacred Lands Files from the Native American Heritage
Commission (“NAHC”) on May 18, 2017. The NAHC responded on May 24, 2017, indicating
that the file search was negative but providing a list of Native American groups and individuals
with ancestral ties to the area. The NAHC provided a list of six Native American tribes (Amah
Mutsun Tribal Band, Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of Mission San Juan Bautista, North Valley
Yokuts Tribe, Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe of the SF Bay Area, The Ohlone Indian Tribe, and
Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Costanoan) who may have an interest in the proposed Project.
PG&E sent letters to these groups and individuals on May 25, 2017, and made follow-up phone
calls on June 8, 2017. All NAHC correspondence is included in the PEA (Exhibit B) as

Appendix C.
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IV. CPCN REQUIREMENTS UNDER GO 131-D, SECTION X
GO 131-D, Section X(A) requires PG&E to provide information regarding the measures

taken or proposed by PG&E to reduce the potential for exposure to electric and magnetic fields
(“EMF”) generated by the Project. PG&E will employ “no cost” and specified “low cost”
measures to reduce public exposure to EMF in accordance with Commission Decision

(“D.”) 06-01-042 and PG&E’s “EMF Design Guidelines for Electrical Facilities.” Although the
precise measures that will be employed will not be determined until final engineering is
completed, the following are examples of measures that may be adopted as required by

D. 06-01-042 and the Design Guidelines:

e Triangular Configuration. The typical configuration for this Project will be a

triangular placement of the three cables in a duct bank.

e Strategic Line Placement. The trench will be placed within the right of way to reduce

magnetic field exposure to buildings along the entire route, except where the location
of existing underground utilities prevent strategic line placement.

e Lowering the trench an additional five-feet. PG&E will lower the trench by five feet

for the underground transmission line near high priority group land uses where doing
so achieves at least a 15% magnetic field reduction and meets the 4% Project cost
benchmark for low cost mitigation.

Once the Project is approved by the Commission, a Final EMF Management Plan
containing the precise EMF measures to be employed will be prepared for the Project and
submitted to the CPUC. Interested parties may contact PG&E’s Project Information Line at
415-973-5530 to receive a copy of the Final EMF Management Plan once it has been prepared.
PG&E’s Preliminary EMF Management Plan and Checklist for the proposed Project are attached

as Exhibit I.
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V. CEQA COMPLIANCE AND MINOR MODIFICATIONS IN FINAL PROJECT
DESIGN

GO 131-D, Section XVI, and CPUC Rule 2.4 require that the Project comply with
CEQA. PG&E submits herewith as Exhibit B its PEA for the Project. The Commission’s
Energy Division will review the Project in accordance with CEQA and prepare the appropriate
CEQA document (a Negative Declaration (“ND”), Mitigated Negative Declaration (“MND”), or
Environmental Impact Report (“EIR”)). The Commission will determine whether the CEQA
document was completed in compliance with CEQA and, if so, certify it for the Project.

To avoid incurring significant costs before the Commission approves the Project, PG&E
will perform final engineering after the Commission has completed its CEQA review and
approved the Project or an alternative thereto. Final engineering sometimes results in minor
modifications to the Project design. Under Section 15162(a)(1) of the CEQA Guidelines, which
commence at Section 15000 of Title 14 of the California Code of Regulations, a subsequent ND,
MND or EIR is required if the lead agency determines that “[s]ubstantial changes are proposed
in the project which will require major revisions of the previous EIR or negative declaration due
to the involvement of new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the
severity of previously identified significant effects.”

PG&E requests that in issuing any CPCN approving the Project, the Commission
explicitly order that the Energy Division shall be authorized to determine whether a minor
Project modification would trigger any of the criteria that require preparation of a subsequent
ND, MND or EIR under CEQA Guideline 8 15162(a), including the standard set forth above. If
a proposed change to the approved Project requires a subsequent ND, MND or EIR under this
standard, then Energy Division would determine that a Petition for Modification of the
Commission Decision granting the CPCN must be filed and a subsequent ND, MND or EIR must
be prepared if the proposed change is pursued. If a proposed change to the approved Project

does not trigger the subsequent ND, MND or EIR standard under CEQA, then the Energy

-20-



Division should be authorized by the Commission’s CPCN Decision to grant any requested

minor Project modification required during final engineering and construction.

VI. STATUTORY AND PROCEDURAL REQUIREMENTS

A The Applicant

PG&E is, and since October 10, 1905, has been, an operating public utility corporation
organized under California law. It is engaged principally in the business of furnishing electric
and gas services in California. PG&E’s principal place of business is 77 Beale Street, San
Francisco, California, 94105.

A certified copy of PG&E’s Restated Articles of Incorporation, effective April 12, 2004,
is on record before the Commission in connection with PG&E’s A.04-05-005, filed with the
Commission on May 3, 2004. These articles are incorporated herein by reference pursuant to
Rule 2.2 of the Commission’s Rules.

PG&E’s most recent Proxy Statement dated April 18, 2017 was filed with the
Commission on June 1, 2017 in A.17-06-005, and is incorporated herein by reference. PG&E’s
balance sheet and an income statement for the three months ending September 30, 2017 was filed
with the Commission on November 17, 2017 in A.17-11-009, and is incorporated herein by
reference.

Communications with regard to this Application should be addressed to:

DAVID T. KRASKA
MATHEW J. SWAIN
Law Department
Pacific Gas and Electric Company
77 Beale Street, B30A
San Francisco, CA 94105
Telephone: (415) 973-4586
Facsimile: (415) 973-5520
Email: mathew.swain@pge.com

B. Competing Utilities
CPUC Rule 3.1(b) (as incorporated by GO 131-D) requires an applicant to address

utilities, corporations, persons, or other entities with which the proposed construction is likely to
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compete. This Project is located in within the City and County of San Francisco, the City of
Brisbane and Daly City. The proposed construction lies entirely within the boundaries of
PG&E’s existing service territory, and as such, will not compete with any other utility,

corporation or person.

C. Required Permits
CPUC Rule 3.1(d) (as incorporated by GO 131-D) requires an applicant to identify the

franchises and such health and safety permits as the appropriate public authorities have required
or may require for the Project. Significant portions of the route of the proposed Project lie within
the existing franchise rights PG&E has acquired to build facilities within the public rights of way
in San Francisco, Brisbane and Daly City. Additionally, Section 2.11 of the PEA (Exhibit B)

lists the potential permits that may be required by other public authorities.

D. Alternatives To Transmission Facilities
Pursuant to Public Utilities Code Section 1002.3, PG&E has included in its discussion of

alternatives in Section 4 of the PEA (Exhibit B) consideration of whether there are cost-effective
alternatives to the Project that “meet the need for an efficient, reliable, and affordable supply of
electricity, including but not limited to, demand-side alternatives....”

E. Design And Construction Management Cost Control Plan

Pursuant to Public Utilities Code Section 1003(e), PG&E describes below its plan for
design and construction management and cost control for the Project. The Project is being
managed by PG&E’s Electric Transmission Department using industry accepted project
management tools. Activities are planned and tracked use the Primavera P6 scheduling tool.
Costs are estimated, forecast and controlled using the P6 schedule and PG&E’s SAP business
system. The project management team will plan, monitor and control Project activities and cost
in relationship to the schedule. Monthly reports will be provided to PG&E management showing

progress, status, planned work, cost information and issues and risks.
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PG&E management will provide gated approvals for the Project. This allows
management to set spending limits, provides opportunities to check the Project for compliance
with project governance rules, provide input on major decisions and resolve issues that arise.
Management will also control contingency funds approved for use with this Project.

The contracts for the engineering team are already in place and are managed by the
project management team. The contracts for procurement and construction services and
construction monitoring have not been put in place. The contract type will follow PG&E’s

procurement standards and be managed by the project management team.

F. Public Notice
Pursuant to GO 131-D, Section XI.A, notice of this Application will be given within

10 days of filing the Application by mail,% by advertisement,’? and by posting:¥ (1) to certain
public agencies and legislative bodies; (2) to owners of property located on or within 300 feet of

the Project area; (3) by advertisement in a newspaper or newspapers of general circulation; and

11/ Pursuant to GO 131-D (Section XI.A.1), notice of the filing of an application for a CPCN must be
sent by direct mail to “(a) The planning commission and the legislative body for each county or
city in which the proposed facility would be located, the CEC, the State Department of
Transportation and its Division of Aeronautics, the Secretary of Resources Agency, the
Department of Fish and Game, the Department of Health Services, the State Water Resources
Control Board, the Air Resources Board, and other interested parties having requested
information. The utility shall also give notice to the following agencies and subdivisions in whose
jurisdiction the proposed facility would be located: the Air Pollution Control District, the
California Regional Water Quality Control Board, the State Department of Transportation’s
District Office, and any other State or Federal agency which would have jurisdiction over the
proposed construction; and (b) All owners of land on which the proposed facility would be
located and owners of the property within 300 feet of the right-of-way as determined by the most
recent local assessor's parcel roll available to the utility at the time notice is sent[.]”

12/ Pursuant to GO 131-D (Section XI.A.2), publication of the notice of the filing of an application
for a CPCN must be “[b]y advertisement, not less than once a week, two weeks successively, in a
newspaper or newspapers of general circulation in the county or counties in which the proposed
facilities will be located, the first publication to be not later than ten days after filing of the
application][.]”

13/ Pursuant to GO 131-D (Section XI.A.3), notice of the filing of an application for a CPCN must be
posted “[b]y posting a notice on-site and off-site where the project would be located.”
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(4) by posting a notice on-site and off-site at the Project location. PG&E has given, or will give,
proper notice within the time limits prescribed in GO 131-D.

G. Compliance with Rule 2.5

CPUC Rule 2.5 provides that an applicant include a deposit, to be applied to the costs the
Commission incurs to prepare a negative declaration or an environmental impact report, when
the Commission is acting as the lead agency pursuant to CEQA. Pursuant to Rule 2.5, PG&E
has calculated the total deposit to be $212,428.17. Rule 2.5 additionally provides: “Proponent
shall pay the applicable deposit in progressive payments due as follows: One-third of the deposit
at the time the application or pleading is filed, an additional one-third no later than 120 days after
the time the application or pleading is filed, and the remaining one-third no later than 180 days
after the time the application or pleading is filed.” Therefore, PG&E has provided with this
application a check payable to the Commission in the amount of $70,809.39.

H. PG&E’s Financial Ability

CPUC Rule 3.1(h) (as incorporated by GO 131-D) asks for: “Statements or exhibits
showing the financial ability of the applicant to render the proposed service together with
information regarding the manner in which applicant proposes to finance the cost of the proposed
construction or extension.” PG&E will own the assets that comprise the Project, and such assets
will be added to PG&E’s utility rate base. PG&E intends to finance the Project’s estimated cost
of approximately $206 million with the same proportion of debt and equity with which all other
rate base assets are financed: 47% long-term debt; 1% preferred stock; and 52% common stock.

PG&E anticipates that the funds to finance the Project will be primarily derived from
cash generated by PG&E’s operations and, to the extent necessary, from external sources of
funds. External sources of funds would come from the issuance of some combination of debt
and equity securities. PG&E’s ability to fund this Project is demonstrated through PG&E’s
financial statements contained in PG&E Corporation’s Quarterly Report on Form 10-Q filed with

the United States Securities and Exchange Commission on November 2, 2017 for the period
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ending September 30, 2017. PG&E believes that its utility operations will continue to generate

substantial cash with which to fund its construction activities, including the Project.

Proposed Rates for the Project

CPUC Rule 3.1(h) (as incorporated by GO 131-D) asks for a “statement of the proposed

rates to be charged for service to be rendered by means of such construction or extension.” The

Project’s costs are for transmission-related services, and PG&E therefore will seek to recover

such costs through transmission rates under the jurisdiction of the Federal Energy Regulatory

Commission. Accordingly, ratemaking issues are beyond the scope of this Application.

VIl. APPLICATION EXHIBITS

The following Exhibits are attached to this Application:

A
B.

Project Overview Map

Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (Electronically Filed and Excluded from
Served Version Due to File Size)

Preliminary Project Schedule

Map Showing the Location of Existing Electrical Transmission Lines Within One
Mile of the Project

Confidential Exhibit (Submitted Under a Motion to File Under Seal) and
Excluded from the Public Version

Freeman Sullivan & Co., Downtown San Francisco Long Duration Outage Cost
Study (2013)

Minutes of the March 26-27 2015 California Independent System Operator Board
of Governors Meeting

Detailed Cost Estimate for Project (Electronically Filed and Excluded from
Served Version Due to File Size)

Preliminary Transmission EMF Management Plan and Substation Checklist

Letter from PG&E to the City and County of San Francisco Seeking Position
Statement, dated September 1, 2017

Letter from the City and County of San Francisco Planning Department to PG&E
Providing a Position Statement, dated October 4, 2017

Letter from the City and County of San Francisco City Administrator to PG&E
Providing a Position Statement, dated October 4, 2017
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M. Letter from PG&E to the City of Brisbane Seeking Position Statement, dated
September 7, 2017

N. Letter from the City of Brisbane to PG&E Providing a Position Statement, dated
September 13, 2017

0. Letter from PG&E to the City of Daly City Seeking Position Statement, dated
September 1, 2017

P. Letter from the City of Daly city to PG&E Providing a Position Statement, dated
September 18, 2017

Q. CAISO 2013-2014 Transmission Plan (Electronically Filed and Excluded from
Served Version Due to File Size)

R. CAISO 2014-2015 Transmission Plan (Electronically Filed and Excluded from
Served Version Due to File Size)

VIll. CATEGORIZATION OF PROCEEDINGS AND NEED FOR HEARINGS
Pursuant to CPUC Rule 2.1(c), the Application must contain: “The proposed category for

the proceeding, the need for hearing, the issues to be considered including relevant safety
considerations, and a proposed schedule. (See Article 7.) The proposed schedule shall be
consistent with the proposed category, including a deadline for resolving the proceeding within
12 months or less (adjudicatory proceeding) or 18 months or less (ratesetting or quasi-legislative
proceeding).” CPUC Rule 7.1(e)(2) provides: “When a proceeding does not clearly fit into any
of the categories as defined in Rules 1.3(a), (d), and (e), the proceeding will be conducted under
the rules applicable to the ratesetting category unless and until the Commission determines that
the rules applicable to one of the other categories, or some hybrid of the rules, are best suited to
the proceeding.”

The Commission has consistently found that applications for CPCNs under GO 131-D do
not fit within any of the enumerated categories and should therefore be considered as “ratesetting
proceedings.” Thus, even though transmission rates are set by FERC and are therefore beyond
the scope of this proceeding, the ratesetting rules apply to this Application.

The issue in this proceeding, as set forth in GO 131-D, is whether the Project is necessary
to promote the safety, health, comfort, and convenience of the public, and thus is required by the

public convenience and necessity.
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Safety considerations will be addressed in the following manner. The new switching
station and rerouted underground cables will be constructed, operated and maintained in
compliance with current safety requirements, including CPUC General Orders 95, 128, 165, 166
and 174, state and local building codes, and OSHA. PG&E workers will utilize construction
Best Management Practices, standard health and safety procedures, and guard structures to
ensure the safety of workers and nearby residents throughout construction. PG&E will also
implement transportation safety practices and procedures and coordinate with local government
agencies and transportation service providers to ensure safe access of emergency service
providers during lane closures associated with construction. In addition, PG&E will prepare a
Worker Environmental Awareness Program and will implement hazardous substance
control/emergency response and fire risk procedures, and will comply with all measures and
applicable laws, to address potential hazardous materials safety issues. Removed equipment and
other waste generated during construction will be characterized and disposed of appropriately in
accordance with applicable law.

Whether hearings are needed should be determined after protests, if any, are filed.
PG&E’s proposed certification schedule is set forth in Exhibit C.

IX. CONCLUSION

PG&E respectfully requests that the Commission:

1. Issue a Decision and Order granting PG&E a Certificate of Public Convenience
and Necessity, certifying an applicable environmental document for the Project,
and granting any other permission and authority necessary to construct, operate
and maintain the Project.

2. Determine that the public convenience and necessity does now, and will in the

future, require the proposed Project.

-27-



3. Authorize Energy Division to approve requests by PG&E for minor project
modifications that may be necessary during final engineering and construction of
the Project so long as Energy Division finds that such minor project modifications
do not require a subsequent environmental document under Section 15162 of the
CEQA Guidelines.

4. Grant such other and further relief as the CPUC finds just and reasonable.

Respectfully Submitted,

DAVID T. KRASKA
MATHEW J. SWAIN

By:

MATHEW J. SWAIN
Senior Counsel
Paragon Legal
601 California Street, Suite 615
San Francisco, CA 94108
Telephone:  (415) 973-4586
Facsimile: (415) 973-5520
Email: Mathew.Swain@pge.com

Attorneys for Applicant
Dated: December 28, 2017 PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
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SCOPING MEMO INFORMATION
Category:

Ratesetting. Pursuant to Rule 2.1(c) of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and
Procedure, the application must propose a category for the proceeding as defined in Rule
1.3. If none of the enumerated categories are applicable, proceedings will be categorized
under the catch-all “ratesetting” category. (CPUC Rule 7.1 (€)(2).) The Commission has
consistently found that applications for CPCNs and PTCs under GO 131-D do not fit
within any of the enumerated categories and should therefore be considered as
“ratesetting proceedings.”

Need for hearing:

No areas of environmental or other public concern are known. If environmental concerns
are raised, those can be addressed in the environmental review process and do not require
separate hearings. If other concerns about the Project are raised, PG&E recommends that
a public participation hearing be held.

Issues:

Whether the Project is necessary to promote the safety, health, comfort, and convenience
of the public, and thus is required by the public convenience and necessity.

Safety considerations:

This Project consists of constructing a new 230 kV switching station and rerouting two
underground 230 kV lines that terminate at Martin Substation to reconfigure the existing
230 kV transmission system to provide one 230 kV path that bypasses Martin Substation.
The new switching station and rerouted underground cables will be constructed, operated
and maintained in compliance with current safety requirements, including CPUC General
Orders 95, 128, 165, 166 and 174, state and local building codes, and OSHA. PG&E
workers will utilize construction BMPs, standard health and safety procedures, and guard
structures to ensure the safety of workers and nearby residents throughout construction.
PG&E will also implement transportation safety practices and procedures and coordinate
with local government agencies and transportation service providers to ensure safe access
of emergency service providers during lane closures associated with construction. In
addition, PG&E will prepare a Worker Environmental Awareness Program and will
implement hazardous substance control/emergency response and fire risk procedures, and
will comply with all measures and applicable laws, to address potential hazardous
materials safety issues. Removed equipment and other waste generated during
construction will be characterized and disposed of appropriately in accordance with
applicable law.

Proposed Schedule:

See Exhibit C, attached.
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°F degree(s) Fahrenheit

pg/m?® microgram(s) per cubic meter

3-D three—dimensional

AB Assembly Bill

AC alternating current

ADA Americans with Disabilities Act

AlA Airport Influence Area

APE Area of Potential Effect

APM Applicant-Proposed Measure

APN Assessor’s Parcel Number

ATCM Airborne Toxic Control Measure

BAAQMD Bay Area Air Quality Management District

BCDC San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development Commission
bgs below ground surface

BLM Bureau of Land Management

BMP best management practice

CAA Clean Air Act

CAAQS California Ambient Air Quality Standards

CAISO California Independent System Operator

CalEEMod California Emissions Estimator Model

Cal/EPA California Environmental Protection Agency

CAL FIRE California Department of Forestry and Fire Protection
Caltrans California Department of Transportation

CAP Clean Air Plan

CARB California Air Resources Board
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CBC California Building Code

CBCO City of Brisbane Code of Ordinances

CICAG City/County Association of Governments of San Mateo County
CCR California Code of Regulations

CCSF City and County of San Francisco

CCVvT Coupling capacitor voltage transformer

CDFW California Department of Fish and Wildlife
CEC California Energy Commission

CEQA California Environmental Quality Act

CESA California Endangered Species Act

CFR Code of Federal Regulations
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CMP Congestion Management Program

CNDDB California Natural Diversity Database

CNEL community noise equivalent level

CNPS California Native Plant Society

CoO carbon monoxide

CO2 carbon dioxide

COze carbon dioxide equivalents

CPCN Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity
CPUC California Public Utilities Commission

CRHR California Register of Historical Resources
CRPR California Rare Plant Rank

CRS Cultural Resources Specialist

CWA Clean Water Act

cy cubic yard(s)
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dBA A-weighted decibel(s)

DER distribution energy resources

DNL day-night sound level

DOC California Department of Conservation

DPM diesel particulate matter

DSOD Division of Safety of Dams

DTSC Department of Toxic Substances Control

EB eastbound

EDR Environmental Data Resources Inc.

EIR environmental impact report

EMF electric and magnetic field

EOP Emergency Operations Plan

ESA Endangered Species Act

FEMA Federal Emergency Management Agency

FHWA Federal Highway Administration

FMMP Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program

FPVC Fusible polyvinyl chloride

FTA Federal Transit Administration

FTC flowable thermal concrete

GCC Grid Control Center

GHG greenhouse gas

GIS Geographic Information System; gas-insulated switchgear
G.O. General Order

Guidelines CEQA Guidelines, California Code of Regulations Title 14, Chapter 3
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HAP hazardous air pollutant
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HCM Highway Capacity Manual

HCP Habitat Conservation Plan

HDPE high-density polyethylene

hp horsepower

HPFF high-pressure, fluid-filled

HWCL Hazardous Waste Control Law

HZ-1 Martin-Embarcadero No. 1

HZ-2 Martin-Embarcadero No. 2

1-280 Interstate 280

1-80 Interstate 80

IEEE Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers

in/sec inch(es) per second

10Z Infill Opportunity Zone

IPaC Information Planning and Consultation

ISO Independent System Operator

JPA joint powers agency
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km kilometer(s)
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kV kilovolt(s)
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Ldn day-night sound level

Leq equivalent sound pressure level
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

LOP
LOS
LRA
LUST
MGP
MMT/year
MPAC
mph
MRZ
MW
Mw
N/A
NAAQS
NAHC
NB
NCFA
NFIP
N20
NO>
NOx
NOA
NOAA
NPDES
NRCS
NRHP
NWI

Local Oversight Program

level of service

Local Responsibility Area

Leaking Underground Storage Tank
manufactured gas plant

million metric ton(s) per year

Modular Protection, Automation, and Control
mile(s) per hour

mineral resource zones

megawatt(s)

moment magnitude

not applicable

National Ambient Air Quality Standards
Native American Heritage Commission
northbound

North County Fire Authority

National Flood Insurance Program

nitrous oxide

nitrogen dioxide

nitrogen oxides

naturally occurring asbestos

National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System
Natural Resources Conservation Service
National Register of Historic Places

National Wetlands Inventory
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NWIC Northwest Information Center
O3 ozone
Pb lead
PCB polychlorinated biphenyl
PCE Peninsula Clean Energy
PEA Proponent’s Environmental Assessment
peninsula San Francisco Peninsula
PERP Portable Equipment Registration Program
PFYC Potential Fossil Yield Classification System
PG&E Pacific Gas and Electric Company
PM2s particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 2.5 microns
PM1o particulate matter with an aerodynamic diameter less than 10 microns
Port Port of San Francisco
ppm part(s) per million
PPV Peak Particle Velocity
PRC Public Resources Code
project Egbert Switching Station Project
PSD Prevention of Significant Deterioration
PVC polyvinyl chloride
RCRA Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976
RME Resource Management Element
ROG reactive organic gases
ROW right-of-way
RWQCB Regional Water Quality Control Board
SamTrans San Mateo County Transit District
SB southbound
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Acronyms and Abbreviations

SBM HCP
SCADA
SCAQMD
SFs
SFBAAB
SFBC
SFCTA
SFDPH
SFMTA
SFPD
SFPUC
SFRPD
SFUSD
SIP

SOz

SOx
SPCC
SRA
SSC
SuUbD
SVP
SWPPP
SWRCB
TBC
TCR

TPP

San Bruno Mountain Habitat Conservation Plan
supervisory control and data acquisition

South Coast Air Quality Management District
sulfur hexafluoride

San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin

San Francisco Bee-Cause

San Francisco County Transportation Authority
San Francisco County Department of Public Health
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
San Francisco Police Department

San Francisco Public Utilities Commission

San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department
San Francisco Unified School District

state implementation plan

sulfur dioxide

sulfur oxides

Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure
State Responsibility Area
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Special Use District
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Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan

State Water Resources Control Board

Trans Bay Cable

Tribal Cultural Resource

Transmission Planning Process

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Egbert Switching Station Project

December 2017
Xvii



Acronyms and Abbreviations PROPONENT’S ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

UCMP University of California at Berkeley Museum of Paleontology
U.S. United States

U.S. 101 U.S. Highway 101

USA Underground Service Alert

USACE U.S. Army Corps of Engineers

U.S.C. United States Code

USDA United States Department of Agriculture

USEPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

USGS United States Geological Survey

UST underground storage tank

VRP visibility reducing particles

WB westbound

WGCEP Working Group on California Earthquake Probabilities

WMP Waste Management Plan

XLPE cross-linked polyethylene

ZA-1 Embarcadero—Potrero
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PROPONENT’S ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT Chapter 1—Executive Summary

CHAPTER 1 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

1.1 OVERVIEW

In accordance with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) General Order (G.O.)
131-D, this Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA) has been prepared by Pacific Gas and
Electric Company (PG&E) to support the application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and
Necessity (CPCN) for the Egbert Switching Station project (project).

The proposed project will address San Francisco reliability concerns by reconfiguring two
existing 230 kilovolt (kV) transmission lines terminating at Martin Substation to provide one
independent 230 kV path bypassing Martin Substation to Embarcadero Substation. The project
includes construction, operation, and maintenance of a new 230 kV switching station (proposed
Egbert Switching Station, or switching station) connected to the 230 kV system by reconfiguring
two existing underground, single-circuit 230 kV lines located in San Francisco, Daly City, and
Brisbane. The project will provide an alternative transmission path to serve the customers of San
Francisco in the event Martin Substation and/or the transmission lines are unavailable. The
proposed Egbert Switching Station will connect with the rerouted existing Martin-Embarcadero
No. 1 (HZ-1) and Jefferson-Martin 230 kV lines. The new underground, single-circuit
transmission lines will extend the existing lines approximately 3.9 miles to create the proposed
Egbert-Embarcadero, Jefferson-Egbert, and Martin-Egbert lines.

The proposed switching station will be located in San Francisco in an industrial area with some
residential and commercial uses. The switching station will be looped into the existing HZ-1 line
by constructing two line extensions within Egbert Avenue for approximately 0.4 mile for each
extension. The line extensions will be spliced into the intersected existing line within the
intersection of Bayshore Boulevard and Bacon Street to create two separate lines. The existing
Jefferson-Martin line will be rerouted starting near the intersection of Guadalupe Canyon
Parkway and Carter Street in Brisbane. The new line will extend for approximately 3.1 miles in
a general northeast direction to the proposed switching station through portions of Daly City and
San Francisco. The proposed line will be within city streets that mainly are adjacent to
residential but with some areas of open space, park land, public, commercial, or industrial uses.
In addition, construction will require staging areas, the exact locations of which will be
determined at the time of construction based on availability. Figures 2.3-1 and 2.3-2 show the
project vicinity and the proposed project location.

At Embarcadero, Jefferson, and Martin substations, minor indoor control room modifications
will occur for protection and control of the lines rerouted from Jefferson and Embarcadero
substations. PG&E will remove the HZ-1 conductors that will be isolated by the creation of the
loop and will remove Jefferson-Martin 230 kV line terminal equipment within Martin
Substation.

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED AND PROJECT OBJECTIVES

The California Independent System Operator (CAISO) Board approved the proposed project
based on recommendations from its staff in the 2014-15 Transmission Planning Process (CAISO,
2015). CAISO concluded that the proposed project was needed to increase the reliability and
resiliency of the San Francisco Peninsula (peninsula) resulting from an extreme event that could

Pacific Gas and Electric Company December 2017
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render the electric transmission system at Martin Substation inoperable. The proposed project
will provide an alternative 230 kV transmission path for the 290,000 customers of San Francisco
that does not go through Martin Substation.

The objectives of the project are as follows:

1) Improve reliability of PG&E’s transmission system serving San Francisco by constructing a
new 230 kV switching station in the vicinity of Martin Substation that provides a high
likelihood of continued electric service to San Francisco should an extreme event render
Martin Substation inoperable.

2) Construct a safe and economically and technically feasible project that minimizes
environmental impacts and that will deliver 230 kV power received from the south to San
Francisco.

3) Provide a 230 kV connection between a new switching station and Martin Substation to
enable the transmission system serving San Francisco to operate in the event that a 230 kV
transmission line serving either Martin Substation or the proposed switching station
experiences an unplanned outage.

1.3 AGENCY AND PUBLIC OUTREACH

The project proponents met with several regulatory agencies; contacted the California Native
American Heritage Commission (NAHC) for information on Native American cultural resources
within the project vicinity and Native American tribes who may be interested in the proposed
project; and met with the public in the vicinity.

1.31 AGENCY OUTREACH

The project proponents met with several regulatory agencies in the early planning stages of the
project to solicit input on project design and potential environmental issues in the vicinity of the
project. Table 1-1 summarizes the agency meetings that took place in development of this PEA
and the CPCN application. Coordination with these agencies will continue through the project’s
planning process, and discretionary permits will be applied for where necessary.

No local discretionary (e.g., use) permits are required because CPUC has preemptive jurisdiction
over the construction, maintenance, and operation of PG&E facilities in California. CPUC’s
authority does not preempt special districts, such as Air Quality Management Districts, other
state agencies, or the federal government. The project proponents will obtain all ministerial
building and encroachment permits from local jurisdictions, and CPUC G.O. 131-D requires the
project proponents to comply with local building, design, and safety standards to the greatest
degree feasible to minimize project conflicts with local conditions. The project proponents will
obtain permits, approvals, and licenses, and would participate in reviews and consultations as
needed with federal, state, and local agencies.

December 2017 Pacific Gas and Electric Company
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Table 1-1. Summary of Agency Meetings Conducted to Date

Agency Outreach Dates
City and County of San Francisco — Department of Public Works 11/24/15 and 09/27/16
City and County of San Francisco — Planning Department 12/22/15 and 02/13/17
Caltrain 12/30/15
City of Brishane — City Manager, Department of Public Works Director, 01/11/16, 08/23/16, and
Community Development Director 03/06/17
City of Daly City — City Manager, Department of Public Works Director, 02/08/16, 09/14/16, and
Community Development Director 03/06/17
High Speed Rail 08/05/16

City and County of San Francisco — City Administrator, Director of Real Estate, |08/22/16
Emergency Planner

California Department of Transportation 09/22/16

City of Brisbane — Department of Public Works Director, Community 09/22/16
Development Director, Chief of Police

City of Daly City — Department of Public Works 09/22/16

Office of City and County of San Francisco Supervisor Malia Cohen, District 10  |10/24/16

1.3.2 NATIVE AMERICAN HERITAGE COMMISSION AND TRIBAL OUTREACH

Native American coordination began with the submission of a Sacred Lands file search request
to the NAHC on May 18, 2017. The NAHC responded on May 24, 2017, indicating that the file
search was negative but providing a list of Native American groups and individuals with
ancestral ties to the area. The NAHC provided a list of six Native American tribes (Amah
Mutsun Tribal Band, Amah Mutsun Tribal Band of Mission San Juan Bautista, North Valley
Yokuts Tribe, Muwekma Ohlone Indian Tribe of the San Francisco Bay Area, The Ohlone
Indian Tribe, and Indian Canyon Mutsun Band of Costanoan) who may have an interest in the
proposed project. Under PG&E letterhead and signature, letters were sent to these groups and
individuals on May 25, 2017, and follow-up phone calls were made on June 8, 2017. NAHC and
Native American tribe written correspondence is included in the PEA as Appendix C and is
summarized in Table 3.5-5.

1.3.3 PuBLIC OUTREACH

PG&E held public open houses on May 22, 2017 (at the Visitacion Valley Branch Library, 201
Leland Avenue in San Francisco) and May 24, 2017 (at the Bayview Police Station, 201
Williams Street in San Francisco). PG&E sent open house invitations to mailing addresses
within at least 300 feet of the proposed switching station and transmission lines. Approximately
10 members of the public attended the open houses.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company December 2017
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1.4 SCOPE AND ORGANIZATION OF THE PEA

As required by CPUC guidelines, Appendix G of CEQA (hereafter referred to as the CEQA
checklist) was used as the format for describing the setting and potential impacts of the project
pursuant to CEQA. As lead agency, CPUC will review this information and will be responsible
for preparing and providing public review of the environmental documents for the project, and
for making final siting and project approval decisions.

This PEA is organized into five chapters with appendices. Table 1-2 identifies the location in
this PEA where each item in the CPUC’s Proponent’s Environmental Assessment Checklist for
Transmission Line and Substation Projects has been addressed (CPUC, 2008). If an item is not
applicable or is confidential, justification is provided. For security reasons, Geographic
Information System (GIS) data with Critical Energy Infrastructure Information will be submitted
confidentially, although data layers may be used to prepare portable document file maps for
public use.

Chapter 2.0, Project Description, of the PEA provides a detailed description of the project
components and construction methods as well as project purpose and need.

Chapter 3.0, Environmental Setting and Impact Assessment Summary, describes the
environmental setting, and presents an analysis of potential impacts to various categories of
resources (as defined in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines), which may result from
implementing the project. Each subsection includes a description of the regulatory context,
environmental setting, resource-specific Applicant-Proposed Measures (APMs) for minimizing
potential impacts, and analysis of potential impacts resulting from construction and from
operation and maintenance of the project. Chapter 3.0 also addresses findings of significance, an
analysis of the project’s potential contribution to cumulative projects, and analysis of the
project’s potential for growth inducement. This chapter covers all elements of the CEQA
checkilist, including the following resource area sections:

e 3.1 Aesthetics e 3.10 Land Use and Planning

e 3.2 Agricultural and Forest Resources e 3.11 Mineral Resources

e 3.3 Air Quality e 3.12 Noise

e 3.4 Biological Resources e 3.13 Population and Housing

e 3.5 Cultural Resources e 3.14 Public Services

e 3.6 Geology and Soils e 3.15 Recreation

e 3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions e 3.16 Transportation and Traffic

e 3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials e 3.17 Utilities and Service Systems

e 3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality ¢ 3.18 Mandatory Findings of Significance,

Cumulative, and Growth-Inducing Impacts

December 2017 Pacific Gas and Electric Company
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Chapter 4.0, Alternatives, describes PG&E’s siting process and stakeholder outreach that were
used to identify the study area, evaluate alternatives, and select the proposed project.

Chapter 5.0, List of Preparers, lists the PG&E staff and consultants who participated in the
preparation of the PEA.

Appendices are as follows:

e Appendix A: List of Parcels within 300 Feet

o Appendix B: Electric and Magnetic Fields (EMF) Discussion

e Appendix C: Native American Heritage Commission and Native American Correspondence

1.5 CONCLUSIONS

The project was planned and engineered to avoid or minimize environmental impacts. As part of
PG&E’s standard construction practices, APMs have been incorporated into the project design,
and will be implemented to avoid or minimize impacts to environmental resources. These APMs
are identified in the respective resource sections listed above; Table 2.10-1 contains a summary
list of all APMs for this project. With implementation of the proposed APMs, all potential
project-related impacts will be avoided, further minimized, or reduced to a less-than-significant
level. There are no known areas of controversy, and no major issues that must be resolved
related to the project.

Table 1-2. Index to CPUC PEA Requirements

PEA Section, Figure, or

CPUC PEA Requirements Table Number

Chapter 1: PEA Summary

1. The major conclusions of the PEA. 1.0

2. Any areas of controversy. Not applicable (N/A)

3. Any major issues that must be resolved including the choice among reasonably N/A
feasible alternatives and mitigation measures, if any.

4. Description of inter-agency coordination. CPCN Application; 1.4.1;
142
5. Description of public outreach efforts, if any. 1.4.3; CPCN Application

Chapter 2: Project Purpose and Need and Objectives

2.1 Overview 2.2; CPCN Application

Explanation of the objective(s) and/or Purpose and Need for implementing the
Proposed Project.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company December 2017
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Table 1-2. Index to CPUC PEA Requirements

PEA Section, Figure, or

CPUC PEA Requirements Table Number

2.2 Project Objectives 2.2; CPCN Application

Analysis of the reason why attainment of these objectives is necessary or desirable.
Such analysis must be sufficiently detailed to inform the Commission in its independent
formulation of project objectives which will aid any appropriate CEQA alternatives
screening process.

Chapter 3: Project Description

3.1 Project Location

1. Geographical Location: County, City (provide project location map(s)). 2.3 and 2.4; Figures 2.3-1,
and 2.3-2
2. General Description of Land Uses within the project site (e.g., residential, 2.3.1and 3.10.3

commercial, agricultural, recreation, traverses vineyards, farms, open space,
number of stream crossings, etc.).

3. Describe if the Proposed Project is located within an existing property owned |2.6
by the Applicant, traverses existing rights of way (ROW) or requires new
ROW. Give the approximate area of the property or the length of the project
that is in an existing ROW or which requires new ROWSs.

3.2 Existing System

1. Describe the local system to which the Proposed Project relates; include all 2.3.2
relevant information about substations, transmission lines and distribution
circuits.
[Note: Regional system maps would remain confidential for security reasons.]
2. Provide a schematic diagram and map of the existing system. Figure 2.3-4, map within
Application
3. Provide a schematic diagram that illustrates the system as it would be Figure 2.4-1

configured with implementation of the Proposed Project.

3.3 Project Objectives 2.2
(Can refer to Chapter 2, Project Purpose and Need, if already described there.)

3.4 Proposed Project

1. Describe whole of the Proposed Project. Is it an upgrade, a new line, new 21land 24
substations, switching station etc.?
2. Describe how the Proposed Project fits into the Regional system. Does it 2.3and 2.4
create a loop for reliability, etc.?
3. Describe all reasonably foreseeable future phases, or other reasonably 2.4
foreseeable consequences of the Proposed Project.
4. Provide capacity increase in MW. If the project does not increase capacity, 2.2.1
state it.
December 2017 Pacific Gas and Electric Company
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Chapter 1—Executive Summary

Table 1-2. Index to CPUC PEA Requirements

CPUC PEA Requirements

PEA Section, Figure, or
Table Number

Provide Geographic Information System (GIS) (or equivalent) data layers for
the Proposed Project preliminary engineering including estimated locations of
all physical components of the Proposed Project as well as those related to
construction. For physical components, this could include but is not limited to
the existing components (e.g., ROW, substation locations, poles, etc.) as well
as the proposed pole locations, transmission lines, substations, switching
station etc. For elements related to construction include: proposed or likely
lay-down areas, work areas at the pole sites, pull and tension sites, access
roads (e.g., temporary, permanent, existing, etc.), areas where special
construction methods may need to be employed, areas where vegetation
removal may occur, areas to be heavily graded, etc. More details about this
type of information are provided below.

Provided separately to
CPUC staff. For security
reasons, GIS data with
direct or indirect Critical
Energy Infrastructure
Information layers will be
submitted confidentially.

3.5 Project Components

3.5.1 Transmission Line

1. What type of line exists and what type of line is proposed (e.g., single-circuit, |2.5
double-circuit, upgrade 69 kV to 115 kV).

2. ldentify the length of the upgraded alignment, the new alignment, etc. 25

3. Would construction require one-for-one pole replacement, new poles, steel N/A
poles, etc.?

4. Describe what would occur to other lines and utilities that may be collocated |N/A
on the poles to be replaced (e.g., distribution, communication, etc.).

3.5.2 Poles/Towers

Provide the following information for each pole/tower that would be installed and

for each pole/tower that would be removed:

1. Unique ID number to match GIS database information. N/A

2. Structure diagram and, if available, photos of existing structure. Preliminary  |N/A
diagram or “typical” drawings and, if possible, photos of proposed structure.
Also provide a written description of the most common types of structures and
their use (e.g., Tangent poles would be used when the run of poles continues in
a straight line, etc.). Describe if the pole/tower design meets raptor safety
requirements.

3. Type of pole (e.g., wood, steel, etc.) or tower (e.g., self-supporting lattice). N/A

4. For poles, provide “typical” drawings with approximate diameter at the base  |N/A
and the tip; for towers, estimate the width at base and top.

5. Identify typical total pole lengths, the approximate length to be embedded, and |N/A
the approximate length that would be above ground surface; for towers,
identify the approximate height above ground surface and approximate base
footprint area.

6. Describe any specialty poles or towers; note where they would be used (e.g., [N/A

angle structures, heavy angle lattice towers, stub guys); make sure to note if
any guying would likely be required across a road.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
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Table 1-2. Index to CPUC PEA Requirements

. PEA Section, Figure, or
CPUC PEA Requirements Table Number

7. If the project includes pole-for-pole replacement, describe the approximate N/A
location of where the new poles would be installed relative to the existing
alignment.

8. Describe any special pole types (e.g., poles that require foundations, transition |N/A
towers, switch towers, microwave towers, etc.) and any special features.

3.5.3 Conductor Cable

3.5.3.1 Above-Ground Installation

1. Describe the type of line to be installed on the poles/tower (e.g., single N/A
circuit with distribution, double circuit, etc.).

2. Describe the number of conductors required to be installed on the poles or |N/A
tower and how many on each side including applicable engineering design
standards.

3. Provide the size and type of conductor (e.g., ACSR, non-specular, etc.)  |N/A
and insulator configuration.

4. Provide the approximate distance from the ground to the lowest conductor |N/A
and the approximate distance between the conductors (i.e., both
horizontally and vertically) Provide specific information at highways,
rivers, or special crossings.

5. Provide the approximate span lengths between poles or towers, note N/A
where different if distribution is present or not if relevant.

6. Describe if other infrastructure would likely be collocated with the N/A
conductor (e.g., fiber optics, etc.); if so, provide conduit diameter of other
infrastructure.

3.5.3.2 Below-Ground Installation

1. Describe the type of line to be installed (e.g., single circuit cross-linked  |2.5.2 and 2.5.3
polyethylene-insulated solid-dielectric, copper-conductor cables).

2. Describe the type of casing the cable would be installed in (e.g., concrete- |2.5.2 and 2.5.3
encased duct bank system); provide the dimensions of the casing.

3. Provide an engineering ‘typical’ drawing of the duct bank and describe  |Figures 2.5-4, 2.5-5, and
what types of infrastructure would likely be installed within the duct bank |2.5-6
(e.g., transmission, fiber optics, etc.).

3.5.4 Substations and Switching Stations

1. Provide “typical” Plan and Profile views of the proposed substation or Figure 2.5-3
switching station and the existing substation or switching station if applicable.

2. Describe the basic bus pattern or provide a basic one-line diagram and explain (2.5.1; Figure 2.5-2
the types of equipment that would be temporarily or permanently installed and
provide details as to what the function/use of said equipment would be.
Include information such as, but not limited to: mobile substations or
switching stations, switchgear, circuit breakers, transformers, capacitors, and
new lighting.

December 2017 Pacific Gas and Electric Company
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3. Provide the approximate or “typical” dimensions (width and height) of new 25.1
structures including engineering and design standards that apply.

4. Describe the extent of the Proposed Project. Would it occur within the existing (2.4
fence line, existing property line or would either need to be expanded?

5. Describe the electrical need area served by the distribution substation or Figure 2.3-5
switching station.

3.6 Right-of-Way Requirements

1. Describe the ROW location, ownership, and width. Would existing ROW be (2.6
used or would new ROW be required?

2. If new ROW is required, describe how it would be acquired and approximately|2.6
how much would be required (length and width).

3. List properties likely to require acquisition. Table 2.6-1

3.7 Construction

3.7.1 For All Projects

3.7.1.1 Staging Areas

1.  Where would the main staging area(s) likely be located?

2.7.1.1; Figure 2.7-1

2. Approximately how large would the main staging area(s) be? 27.1.1

3. Describe any site preparation required, if known, or generally describe 2.7.1.1
what might be required (i.e., vegetation removal, new access road,
installation of rock base, etc.).

4. Describe what the staging area would be used for (i.e., material and 2711
equipment storage, field office, reporting location for workers, parking
area for vehicles and equipment, etc.).

5. Describe how the staging area would be secured, would a fence be 2.7.1.1
installed? If so, describe the type and extent of the fencing.

6. Describe how power to the site would be provided if required (i.e., tap 2.7.1.1
into existing distribution, use of diesel generators, etc.).

7. Describe any grading activities and/or slope stabilization issues. 2711

3.7.1.2 Work Areas

1. Describe known work areas that may be required for specific construction |2.7.1.2
activities (i.e., pole assembly, hill side construction, etc.).

2. For each known work area, provide the area required (include length and |2.7.1.2

width) and describe the types of activities that would be performed.

3. ldentify the approximate location of known work areas in the GIS
database.

Provided separately to
CPUC staff. Available
GIS data layers will be

submitted confidentially.
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4. How would the work areas likely be accessed (e.g., construction vehicles, |2.7.1.2
walk in, helicopter, etc.)?

5. If any site preparation is likely required, generally describe what and how |2.7.1.2
it would be accomplished.

6. Describe any grading activities and/or slope stabilization issues. 2.7.3

7. Based on the information provided, describe how the site would be 2.7.14,2.7.1.6
restored.

3.7.1.3 Access Roads and/or Spur Roads

1. Describe the types of roads that would be used and or would need to be 2.7.1.3
created to implement the Proposed Project. See table below as an example
of information required. Road types may include, but are not limited to:
new permanent road; new temporary road; existing road that would have
permanent improvements; existing road that would have temporary
improvements, existing paved road; existing dirt/gravel road, and overland
access.

2. Forroad types that require preparation, describe the methods and N/A
equipment that would be used.

3. Identify approximate location of all access roads (by type) in the GIS N/A
database.

4. Describe any grading activities and/or slope stabilization issues. See table |[N/A

in PEA Checklist as an example of information required. Road types may
include, but are not limited to: new permanent road; new temporary road;
existing road that would have permanent improvements; existing road that
would have temporary improvements, existing paved road; existing
dirt/gravel road, and overland access

3.7.1.4 Helicopter Access

1. Identify which proposed poles/towers would be removed and/or installed |N/A
using a helicopter.

2. If different types of helicopters are to be used, describe each type (e.g., N/A
light, heavy or sky crane) and what activities they will be used for.

3. Provide information as to where the helicopters would be staged, where  |N/A
they would refuel, where they would land within the Project site.

4. Describe any best management practices (BMPs) that would be employed [N/A
to avoid impacts caused by use of helicopters, for example: air quality and
noise considerations.

5. Describe flight paths, payloads, hours of operations for known locations  |N/A
and work types.

December 2017 Pacific Gas and Electric Company
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3.7.1.5 Vegetation Clearance

1. Describe what types of vegetation clearing may be required (e.g., tree
removal, brush removal, flammable fuels removal) and why (e.g., to
provide access, etc.).

2.7.14

2. ldentify the preliminary location and provide an approximate area of
disturbance in the GIS database for each type of vegetation removal.

Provided separately to
CPUC staff. Available
GIS data layers will be
submitted confidentially.

3. Describe how each type of vegetation removal would be accomplished.

2.7.14

4. For removal of trees, distinguish between tree trimming as required under
GO-95D and tree removal.

N/A

5. Describe the types and approximate number and size of trees that may N/A
need to be removed.
6. Describe the type of equipment typically used. 2.7.1.4

3.7.1.6 Erosion and Sediment Control and Pollution Prevention during
Construction

1. Describe the areas of soil disturbance including estimated total areas, and
associated terrain type and slope. List all known permits required. For
project sites of less than one acre, outline the BMPs that would be
implemented to manage surface runoff. Things to consider include, but are
not limited to, the following:

e Erosion and Sedimentation BMPs;
e Vegetation Removal and Restoration; and/or
e Hazardous Waste and Spill Prevention Plans.

2.7.15,2.10,3.4.4,3.84,
and 3.9.4

2. Describe any grading activities and/or slope stabilization issues.

2.7.3

3. Describe how construction waste (i.e., refuse, spoils, trash, oil, fuels,
poles, pole structures, etc.) would be disposed.

2.7.15,2.7.2,and 2.7.3

3.7.1.7 Cleanup and Post-Construction Restoration

1. Describe how cleanup and post-construction restoration would be
performed (i.e., personnel, equipment, and methods). Things to consider
include, but are not limited to, restoration of the following: Natural
drainage patterns; wetlands; vegetation, and other disturbed areas (i.e.
staging areas, access roads, etc.).

2.7.1.6; Table 2.7-2

3.7.2 Transmission Line Construction (Above Ground)

3.7.2.1 Pull and Tension Sites

1. Provide the general or average distance between pull and tension sites.

N/A

2. Provide the area of pull and tension sites, include the estimated length and
width.

N/A

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Egbert Switching Station Project
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3. According to the preliminary plan, how may pull and tension sites would |N/A
be required, and where would they be located? Please provide the location
information in GIS.

4. What type of equipment would be required at these sites? N/A

5. If conductor is being replaced, how would it be removed from the site?  |N/A

3.7.2.2 Pole Installation Removal

1. Describe how the construction crews and their equipment would be N/A
transported to and from the pole site location. Provide vehicle type,
number of vehicles, and estimated number of trips and hours of operation.

Pole and Foundation Removal

1. Describe the process of how the poles and foundations would be removed. |N/A

2. Describe what happens to the hole that the pole was in (i.e., reused or N/A
backfilled)?

3. Ifthe hole is to be filled, what type of fill would be used, where would it |N/A
come from?

4. Describe any surface restoration that would occur at the pole site? N/A

5. Describe how the poles would be removed from the site? N/A

Top Removal

If topping is required to remove a portion of an existing transmission pole that
would now only carry distribution lines, please provide the following:

1. Describe the methodology to access and remove the tops of these poles N/A

2. Describe any special methods that would be required to top poles that may |N/A
be difficult to access, etc.

Pole Tower Installation

1. Describe the process of how the new poles/towers would be installed; N/A
specifically call out any special construction methods (e.g., helicopter
installation) for specific locations or for different types of poles/towers.

2. Describe the types of equipment and their use as related to pole/tower N/A
installation.
3. Describe actions taken to maintain a safe work environment during N/A

construction (e.g., covering of holes/excavation pits, etc.).

4. Describe what would be done with soil removed from a hole/foundation  [N/A
site.

5. For any foundations required, provide description of construction N/A
method(s), approximate average depth and diameter of excavation,
approximate volume of soil to be excavated, approximate volume of
concrete or other backfill required, etc.

December 2017 Pacific Gas and Electric Company
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6. Describe briefly how poles/towers and associated hardware are N/A
assembled.

7. Describe how the poles/towers and associated hardware would be N/A
delivered to the site; would they be assembled off-site and brought in or
assembled on site?

8. Provide a table of pole/tower installation metrics and associated N/A
disturbance area estimates as in PEA Checklist 3.7.2.2.

3.7.2.3 Conductor/Cable Installation

1. Provide a process-based description of how new conductor/cable would  |N/A
be installed and how old conductor/cable would be removed, if applicable.

[Note, graphical representation of the general sequencing is helpful for
the reader here.]

2. Generally describe the conductor/cable splicing process. N/A

3. If vaults are required, provide their dimensions and approximate N/A
location/spacing along the alignment.

4. Describe in what areas conductor/cable stringing/installation activities N/A
would occur.

5. Describe any safety precautions or areas where special methodology N/A
would be required (e.g., crossing roadways, stream crossing).

3.7.3 Transmission Line Construction (Below Ground)

3.7.3.1 Trenching

1. Describe the approximate dimensions of the trench (e.g., depth, width). 2.7.2.2

2. Describe the methodology of making the trench (e.g., saw cutter to cut the |2.7.2.2
pavement, back hoe to remove, etc.).

3. Provide the total approximate cubic yardage of material to be removed 2.7.2,2.7.3,and 3.17.4
from the trench, the amount to be used as backfill and the amount to
subsequently be removed/disposed of off-site.

4. Provide off-site disposal location, if known, or describe possible 3.17.34
option(s).

5. If engineered fill would be used as backfill, provide information as to the |2.7.2
type of engineered backfill and the amount that would be typically used
(e.g., the top two feet would be filled with thermal-select backfill).

6. Describe if dewatering would be anticipated, if so, how the trench would |2.7.2
be dewatered, what are the anticipated flows of the water, would there be
treatment, and how would the water be disposed.

7. Describe the process for testing excavated soil or groundwater for the 3.8.4.2

presence of pre-existing environmental contaminants that could be
exposed as a result of trenching operations.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
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8. If a pre-existing hazardous waste were encountered, describe the process |3.8.4.2
of removal and disposal.
9. Describe any standard BMPs that would be implemented. APM AQ-1; GHG-1;

WQ-1

3.7.3.2 Trenchless Techniques: Microtunnel, Bore and Jack, Horizontal
Directional Drilling

1. Provide the approximate location of the sending and receiving pits. 2.7.2.2; Figure 2.5-1d

2. Provide the length, width and depth of the sending and receiving pits. 2.1.2.2

3. Describe the methodology of excavating and shoring the pits. 2.7.2.2

4. Describe the methodology of the trenchless technique. 2.7.2.2

5. Provide the total cubic yardage of material to be removed from the pits, |2.7.2.2
the amount to be used as backfill and the amount to subsequently be
removed/disposed of off-site.

6. Describe process for safe handling of drilling mud and bore lubricants. 2.7.2.2

7. Describe process for detecting and avoiding “fracturing-out” during HDD |N/A
operations.

8. Describe process for avoiding contact between drilling mud/lubricants and [N/A
stream beds.

9. If engineered fill would be used as backfill, provide information as to the |2.7.2
type of engineered backfill and the amount that would be typically used
(e.g., the top two feet would be filled with thermal-select backfill).

10. Describe if dewatering would be anticipated, if so, how the pit would be |2.7.2
dewatered, what are the anticipated flows of the water, would there be
treatment, and how would the water be disposed.

11. Describe the process for testing excavated soil or groundwater for the 2.7.15;27.2;3.84.2
presence of pre-existing environmental contaminants.

12. If a pre-existing hazardous waste were encountered, describe the process |2.7.2; 3.8.4.2
of removal and disposal.

13. Describe any grading activities and/or slope stabilization issues. 2.7.2.2

14. Describe any standard BMPs that would be implemented. APM AQ-1; GHG-1;

WwQ-1
3.7.4 Substation and Switching Station Construction

15. Describe any earth moving activities that would be required; what type of |2.7.3
activity and, if applicable, estimate cubic yards of materials to be reused
and/or removed from the site for both site grading and foundation
excavation.

16. Provide a conceptual landscape plan in consultation with the municipality |Figure 2.5-3

in which the substation or switching station is located.

December 2017
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17. Describe any grading activities and/or slope stabilization issues. 2.7.3

18. Describe possible relocation of commercial or residential property, if any. |N/A
3.7.5 Construction Workforce and Equipment

19. Provide the estimated number of construction crew members. 2.7.6

20. Describe the crew deployment, would crews work concurrently (i.e., 2.7.6

multiple crews at different sites); would they be phased, etc.

21. Describe the different types of activities to be undertaken during
construction; the number of crew members for each activity i.e. trenching,
grading, etc.; and number and types of equipment expected to be used for
said activity. Include a written description of the activity. See example in
PEA Checklist 3.7.5.

2.7.6; Tables 2.7-1 through
2.7-3

22. Provide a list of the types of equipment expected to be used during
construction of the Proposed Project as well as a brief description of the
use of the equipment. See example in PEA Checklist 3.7.5.

2.7.6; Table 2.7-4

3.7.6 Construction Schedule

23. Provide a Preliminary Project Construction Schedule; include
contingencies for weather, wildlife closure periods, etc. Include Month
Year, or Month Year to Month Year for each. See example in PEA
Checklist 3.7.6.

2.8; Table 2.8-1

3.8 Operation and Maintenance

1.

Describe the general system monitoring and control (i.e., use of standard
monitoring and protection equipment, use of circuit breakers and other line relay
protection equipment, etc.).

29.1

Describe the general maintenance program of the Proposed Project, include items
such as:

e Timing of the inspections (i.e., monthly, every July, as needed);
e Type of inspection (i.e., aerial inspection, ground inspection); and

e Description of how the inspection would be implemented. Things to consider,
who/how many crew members; how would they access the site (walk to site,
vehicle, ATV); would new access be required; would restoration be required,
etc.

2.9and 2.9.2

If additional full time staff would be required for operation and/or maintenance,
provide the number and for what purpose.

N/A

2.9 Applicant Proposed Measures

1.

If there are measures that the Applicant would propose to be part of the Proposed
Project, please include those measures and reference plans or implementation
descriptions.

2.10

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
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Chapter 3: Environmental Setting
[Note: PG&E has elected to combine Environmental Setting with the impact

assessment. Detailed descriptions should be limited to those resource areas which may

be subject to a potentially significant impact.]

3.1 Aesthetics
1. Adescription of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project 3.13
(e.g., topography, land use patterns, biological environment, etc.)
e Local environment (site-specific) 313
e Regional environment 313
2. Adescription of the regulatory environment/context
e  Federal 3.1.2
e State 312
e Local 3.1.2
3.2 Agriculture Resources
1. A description of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project 3.2.3
(e.g. topography, land use patterns, biological environment, etc.)
e Local environment (site-specific) 323
e Regional environment 3.23
2. Adescription of the regulatory environment/context
e Federal 3.2.2
e State 322
e Local 3.2.2
3.3 Air Quality
1. Adescription of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project 3.33
(e.g. topography, land use patterns, biological environment, etc.)
e Local environment (site-specific) 333
e Regional environment 3.33
2. Adescription of the regulatory environment/context
e Federal 332
e State 3.3.2
e Local 3.3.2
December 2017 Pacific Gas and Electric Company
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3.4 Biological Resources

1. A description of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project 3.4.3
(e.g. topography, land use patterns, biological environment, etc.)
e Local environment (site-specific) 343
e Regional environment 3.4.3

2. Adescription of the regulatory environment/context

e Federal 3.4.2
e State 3.4.2
e Local 3.4.2

3.5 Cultural Resources

1. A description of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project 3.5.3
(e.g. topography, land use patterns, biological environment, etc.)
e | ocal environment (site-specific) 3.5.3
e Regional environment 353

2. Adescription of the regulatory environment/context

e Federal 3.5.2
e State 352
e |ocal 3.5.2

3.6 Geology, Soils and Seismic Potential

1. A description of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project 3.6.3
(e.g. topography, land use patterns, biological environment, etc.)
e L ocal environment (site-specific) 3.6.3
e Regional environment 3.6.3

2. Adescription of the regulatory environment/context

e Federal 3.6.2
e State 3.6.2
e Local 3.6.2
3.7 Applicant Proposed Measures to address GHG Emissions 3.74

See the menu of suggested APMs in PEA Checklist Section 6.4 that applicants can
consider. Applicants can and are encouraged to propose other GHG reducing
mitigations. Priority is given to on-site and/or nearby mitigation measures. Off-site
mitigation measures within California will be considered.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company December 2017
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3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

1. A description of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project 3.8.3
(e.g. topography, land use patterns, biological environment, etc.)
e Local environment (site-specific) 383
e Regional environment 3.8.3

2. Adescription of the regulatory environment/context

e Federal 3.8.2
e State 3.8.2
e Local 3.8.2

3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality

1. A description of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project 3.9.3
(e.g. topography, land use patterns, biological environment, etc.)
e | ocal environment (site-specific) 3.9.3
e Regional environment 3.9.3

2. Adescription of the regulatory environment/context

e Federal 3.9.2
e  State 3.9.2
e |ocal 3.9.2

3.10 Land Use and Planning

1. A description of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project 3.10.3
(e.g. topography, land use patterns, biological environment, etc.)
e L ocal environment (site-specific) 3.10.3
e Regional environment 3.10.3

2. Adescription of the regulatory environment/context

e [ederal 3.10.2
e State 3.10.2
e |ocal 3.10.2

3.11 Mineral Resources

1. Adescription of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project 3.11.3
(e.g. topography, land use patterns, biological environment, etc.)
e Local environment (site-specific) 3113
December 2017 Pacific Gas and Electric Company
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e Regional environment 3.11.3
2. A description of the regulatory environment/context
e Federal 311.2
e State 3.11.2
e Local 3.11.2
3.12 Noise
1. A description of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project 3.12.3
(e.g. topography, land use patterns, biological environment, etc.)
e Local environment (site-specific) 3123
e Regional environment 3.12.3
2. A description of the regulatory environment/context
e Federal 3122
e  State 3.12.2
e Local 3.12.2
3.13 Population and Housing
1. A description of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project 3.13.3
(e.g. topography, land use patterns, biological environment, etc.)
e Local environment (site-specific) 3133
e Regional environment 3.13.3
2. A description of the regulatory environment/context
e Federal 3.13.2
e State 3.13.2
e Local 3.13.2
3.14 Public Services
1. Adescription of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project 3.14.3
(e.g. topography, land use patterns, biological environment, etc.)
e Local environment (site-specific) 3143
e Regional environment 3.14.3
2. Adescription of the regulatory environment/context
e Federal 3.14.2
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e State 3.14.2

e |ocal 3.14.2

3.15 Recreation

1. Adescription of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project 3.15.3
(e.g. topography, land use patterns, biological environment, etc.)
e Local environment (site-specific) 3.15.3
e Regional environment 3.15.3

2. Adescription of the regulatory environment/context

e Federal 3.15.2
e State 3.15.2
e Local 3.15.2

3.16 Transportation and Traffic

1. A description of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project 3.16.3
(e.g. topography, land use patterns, biological environment, etc.)
e | ocal environment (site-specific) 3.16.3
e Regional environment 3.16.3

2. Adescription of the regulatory environment/context

e [ederal 3.16.2
e  State 3.16.2
e |ocal 3.16.2

3.17 Utilities and Public Services

1. Adescription of the physical environment in the vicinity of the project 3.17.3
(e.g. topography, land use patterns, biological environment, etc.)
e Local environment (site-specific) 3.17.3
e Regional environment 3.17.3

2. Adescription of the regulatory environment/context

e Federal 3.17.2
e State 3.17.2
e |ocal 3.17.2

Chapter 3: Environmental Impact Assessment Summary
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3.1 Aesthetics

Provide visual simulations of prominent public view locations, including scenic
highways to demonstrate the before and after project implementation. Additional
simulations of affected private view locations are highly recommended.

3.1.3.3, Figures 3.1-3a
through 3.1-7b

3.2 Agriculture Resources
Identify the types of agricultural resources affected.

3.24.3

3.3 Air Quality

1.

Provide supporting calculations / spreadsheets / technical reports that support
emission estimates in the PEA.

3.3.4.3; Table 3.3-7;
supporting spreadsheets
provided separately to

CPUC staff.
2. Provide documentation of the location and types of sensitive receptors that could (3.3.4.3
be impacted by the project (e.g., schools, hospitals, houses, etc.). Critical distances
to receptors is dependent on type of construction activity.
3. Identify Project greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions as follows:

e Quantify GHG emissions from a business as usual snapshot. That is, what the
GHG emissions will be from the proposed project if no mitigations were used

3.7.4.3, Table 3.7-3

e  Quantify GHG emission reductions from every Applicant Proposed Measure
that is implemented. Itemize quantifications and place in a table format

3.7.4.3, Table 3.7-3

o Identify the net emissions of a project after mitigations have been applied.

3.7.4.3, Table 3.7-3

e Calculate and quantify GHG emissions (CO; equivalent) for the project
including construction & operation.

3.3.4.3, Table 3.7-4

e Calculate and quantify the GHG reduction based on reduction measures
proposed for the project.

3.3.4.3, Table 3.7-4

e Propose Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) to implement and follow to
maximize GHG reductions. If sufficient, CPUC will accept them without
adding further mitigation measures.

3.74.2

e Discuss programs already in place to reduce GHG emissions on a system wide
level. This includes Applicant’s voluntary compliance with USEPA SF6
reduction program, reductions from energy efficiency, demand response,
LTPP, etal.

3.7.2

3.4 Biological Resources - In addition to an impacts analysis:

1. Provide a copy of the Wetland Delineation and supporting documentation (i.e., N/A
data sheets). If verified, provide supporting documentation. Additionally, GIS data
of the wetland features should be provided as well.
2. Provide a copy of special status surveys for wildlife, botanical and aquatic species, |GIS data layers

as applicable. Any GIS data documenting locations of special-status species should
be provided.

unavailable per CDFW
licensing agreement.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Egbert Switching Station Project

December 2017
1-21




Chapter 1—Executive Summary

PROPONENT’S ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Table 1-2. Index to CPUC PEA Requirements

CPUC PEA Requirements

PEA Section, Figure, or
Table Number

3.5 Cultural Resources - In addition to an Impacts Analysis:

1. Cultural Resources Report documenting a cultural resources investigation of the
Proposed Project. This report should include a literature search, pedestrian survey,
and Native American consultation.

Provided separately to
CPUC staff. Portions of
the report are confidential.

2. Provide a copy of the records found in the literature search.

Provided separately to
CPUC staff. Copy of the
record search is

confidential.
3. Provide a copy of all letters and documentation of Native American consultation. |Appendix C
3.6 Geology, Soils and Seismic Potential - In addition to an impacts analysis:
1. Provide a copy of geotechnical investigation if completed, including known and N/A
potential geologic hazards such as ground shaking, subsidence, liquefaction, etc.
3.7 Applicant Proposed Measures to address GHG Emissions 3.74.2

See the menu of suggested APMs in PEA Checklist Section 6.4 that applicants can
consider. Applicants can and are encouraged to propose other GHG reducing
mitigations. Priority is given to on-site and/or nearby mitigation measures. Off-site
mitigation measures within California will be considered.

3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials [Reference and list the documents that apply.]
- In addition to an impacts analysis:

1. Environmental Data Resources report.

Provided separately to
CPUC staff.

2. Hazardous Substance Control and Emergency Response Plan.

To be provided once
project is approved to align
with project specific
activities, materials, and
areas.

3. Health and Safety Plan.

To be provided once
project is approved and
construction contractor(s)
develop project-specific
health and safety plans.

4. Worker Environmental Awareness Program (WEAP). To be provided once
project is approved to align
with APMs and other
project measures.

5. Describe what chemicals would be used during construction and operation of the |3.8.4.3

Proposed Project. For example: fuels, etc. for construction, naphthalene to treat
wood poles before installation.

3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality — In addition to an impacts analysis:

December 2017
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Table 1-2. Index to CPUC PEA Requirements

CPUC PEA Requirements

PEA Section, Figure, or
Table Number

1. Describe impacts to groundwater quality including increased run-off due to 3.9.43
construction of impermeable surfaces, etc.
2. Describe impacts to surface water quality including the potential for accelerated 3.9.43

soil erosion, downstream sedimentation, and reduced surface water quality.

3.10 Land Use and Planning - In addition to an impacts analysis:

3. Provide GIS data of all parcels within 300’ of the Proposed Project with the

following data: APN number, mailing address, and parcel’s physical address.

GIS data layers
unavailable per licensing
agreement

3.11 Mineral Resources - Data needs already specified under Chapter 3 would
generally meet the data needs for this resource area.

3.11

3.12 Noise

1. Provide long term noise estimates for operational noise (e.g., corona discharge
noise, and station sources such as substations, switching stations, etc.).

3.125.3

3.13 Population and Housing

Data needs already specified under Chapter 3 would generally meet the data needs for
this resource area.

3.13

3.14 Public Services

Data needs already specified under Chapter 3 would generally meet the data needs for
this resource area.

3.14

3.15 Recreation

Data needs already specified under Chapter 3 would generally meet the data needs for
this resource area

3.15

3.16 Transportation and Traffic
Describe the likely probable routes that are the subject of the traffic analysis.

3.16.3.2

1. Discuss traffic impacts resulting from construction of the Proposed Project
including ongoing maintenance operations.

3.16.4.3

Provide a preliminary description of the traffic management plan that would be
implemented during construction of the Proposed Project.

3.16.4.2

3.17 Utilities and Services Systems

1. Describe how treated wood poles would be disposed of after removal, if applicable.

N/A

3.18 Cumulative Analysis

1. Provide a list of projects (i.e., past, present and reasonably foreseeable future
projects) within the Project Area that the applicant is involved in.

Table 3.18-2

Provide a list of projects that have the potential to be proximate in space and time
to the Proposed Project. Agencies to be contacted include but are not limited to: the
local planning agency, Caltrans, etc.

Table 3.18-2
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Table 1-2. Index to CPUC PEA Requirements

. PEA Section, Figure, or
CPUC PEA Requirements Table Number

3.18.6 Growth-Inducing Impacts, if Significant

1. Provide information on the Proposed Project’s growth inducing impacts, if any.
The information should include, but is not necessarily limited, to the following:

e Any economic or population growth, in the surrounding environment that will |N/A
directly or indirectly, result from the Proposed Project

e Any increase in population that could further tax existing community service |N/A
facilities (i.e., schools, hospitals, fire, police, etc.), that will directly or
indirectly result from the Proposed Project

e Any obstacles to population growth that the Proposed Project would remove  |N/A

e Any other activities, directly or indirectly encouraged or facilitated by the N/A
Proposed Project that would cause population growth that could significantly
affect the environment, either individually or cumulatively

Chapter 4: Detailed Discussion of Significant Impacts

[Note: With implementation of PG&E’s APMs, all impacts will be less than significant.
Therefore the first two sections (6.1, Mitigation Measures Proposed to Minimize
Significant Effects, and 6.2, Description of Project Alternatives and Impact Analysis)
are not required.]

3.18.6 Growth-Inducing Impacts
[Note: Growth-inducing impacts are addressed in the Impact Assessment]

Information required to analyze the Proposed Project’s effects on growth would vary
depending on the type of project proposed. Generally, for transmission line projects the
discussion would be fairly succinct and focus on the following:

1. Would the Proposed Project foster economic or population growth, either directly (3.13.4.3
or indirectly, in the surrounding environment?

2.  Would the Proposed Project cause an increase in population that could further tax [3.13.4.3
existing community service facilities (i.e., schools, hospitals, fire, police, etc.)?

3. Would the Proposed Project remove obstacles to population growth? 3.13.4.3

4. Would the Proposed Project encourage and facilitate other activities that would 3.13.4.3
cause population growth that could significantly affect the environment, either
individually or cumulatively?

Other Process-Related Data Needs

1. Excel spreadsheet that includes all parcels within 300 feet of any project Appendix A; PEA
component with the following data: APN number, owner mailing address, and compact disc
parcels physical address. [Note: notice of all property owners within 300 feet is
required under GO 131-D.]

December 2017 Pacific Gas and Electric Company
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CHAPTER 2 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

This chapter describes the Egbert Switching Station Project objectives, location, components,
easement requirements, construction methods, and operation and maintenance. It also includes
the anticipated permits and approvals, and the APMs that PG&E has committed to in addition to
the requirements stipulated in the project permits and applicable regulations to facilitate
avoidance and/or minimization of potential adverse environmental impacts. This document has
been prepared in accordance with the California Public Utilities Commission’s (CPUC’s)
Proponent’s Environmental Assessment Checklist (CPUC, 2008).

2.1 OVERVIEW

This Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA) evaluates the environmental impacts
associated with construction, operation, and maintenance of the project. The project includes the
following components:

e [Egbert Switching Station: a proposed switching station.

e Jefferson-Egbert Transmission Line: a modification to the existing Jefferson-Martin
230 kV line where the line is rerouted from the existing Martin Substation to the proposed
Egbert Switching Station, creating a new line.

e Egbert-Embarcadero and Martin-Egbert Transmission Lines: a modification to the
existing Martin-Embarcadero No. 1 (HZ-1) 230 kV line where proposed line extensions loop
the proposed Egbert Switching Station through the line, creating two separate new lines.

Minor modifications to the existing Martin, Embarcadero, and Jefferson substations will be
required to support the project.

2.2 PROJECT OBJECTIVES

2.2.1 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED

The Egbert Switching Station Project is intended to enhance the electric reliability in San
Francisco and mitigate an extreme event at Martin Substation that could cause a lengthy loss of
electric service. Given the significant adverse economic, safety, and convenience impacts of
prolonged power outages in San Francisco, CAISO recommended construction of an alternative
230 kV path to bypass Martin Substation. The project will consist of a new 230 kV switching
station located approximately 1.6 miles from Martin Substation, and re-routing two 230 kV
transmission lines from Martin Substation to the new switching station. This will create another
route for electrical power from the south to serve San Francisco that does not go through Martin
Substation.

The project responds to the San Francisco’s need for a redundant and geographically-distinct
source of 230 kV power that bypasses Martin Substation. The project’s need is not dependent on
the load forecasts in San Francisco. The project will not provide a capacity increase.

The CAISO evaluated the reliability risk to San Francisco posed by an extreme event and
recommended this project be undertaken. CAISO commenced its assessment in the 2013-2014
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transmission planning cycle. “The reliability assessment focuses on whether the specific risks
and circumstances regarding the San Francisco Peninsula warrant mitigation measures beyond
the minimum prescribed by mandatory reliability standards and the effectiveness of various
proposed solutions in mitigating the identified risks. The ISO assessment has determined that
there are unique circumstances affecting the San Francisco area that form a credible basis for
considering mitigations of risk of outages and of restoration times that are beyond the minimum
reliability standards. The Peninsula area does have unique characteristics in the western
interconnection due to the urban load center, geographic and system configuration, and potential
risks with challenging restoration times for these types of events.” CAISO 2013-2014
Transmission Plan at 72. As a result of CAISO’s evaluation of the unique risks that the San
Francisco Peninsula faces, CAISO enhanced its Planning Standards in September 2014 “to
recognize that the unique characteristics of the San Francisco Peninsula form a credible basis for
considering for approval of corrective action plans to mitigate the risk of outages for extreme
events that are beyond the level that is applied to the rest of the ISO controlled grid.” CAISO
Planning Standards, § 7.1 at 7-8 (Sept. 4, 2014); see also CAISO 2014-2015 Transmission Plan
at 69-70.

CAISO completed its reliability assessment of the San Francisco Peninsula in the 2014-2015
planning cycle. It summarized the basis for recommending this project as follows:

one of the reliability-driven projects, the Martin 230 kV bus extension project,
resulted from the extensive analysis of the San Francisco peninsula which had
been identified by PG&E as being particularly vulnerable to lengthy outages in the
event of extreme (NERC Category D) contingencies. The analysis commenced in
the 2013-2014 planning cycle, and concluded in this 2014-2015 planning cycle.
This work ultimately concluded that while an additional an additional supply to the
peninsula would not materially impact reliability of supply or service restoration
times on the peninsula, further reinforcement of the existing system on the
peninsula is necessary. One aspect, the Martin bypass, requires ISO approval —
the other aspects are more appropriately classified as capital maintenance, and are
being undertaken by PG&E with the support of the 1SO.

CAISO 2014-2015 Transmission Planning Process (TPP) at 2 (emphasis added). CAISO stated
that the Project is “necessary to ensure compliance with NERC and ISO planning standards.” 1d.
at 7; see also id. at 72-73. The CAISO Board of Governors unanimously approved the 2014-
2015 TPP, including the Project, at its May 14, 2015 meeting.

By constructing a new 230 KV switching station in the vicinity of Martin Substation and
rerouting two existing 230 kV lines into the new station, the project will provide geographically
diverse redundancy to the system while mitigating the risk of an extreme event that renders
Martin Substation inoperable.

2.2.2 STATEMENT OF PROJECT OBJECTIVES
The objectives of the project are to:

1) Improve the reliability of PG&E’s transmission system serving San Francisco by
constructing a new 230 kV switching station in the vicinity of Martin Substation that

December 2017 Pacific Gas and Electric Company
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provides a high likelihood of continued electric service to San Francisco should an extreme
event render Martin Substation inoperable.

2) Construct a safe, economically, and technically feasible project that minimizes environmental
impacts and will deliver 230 kV power received from the south to San Francisco.

3) Provide a 230 kV connection between a new switching station and Martin Substation to
enable the transmission system serving San Francisco to operate in the event that a 230 kV
transmission line serving either Martin Substation or the proposed switching station
experiences an unplanned outage.

2.3 PROJECT LOCATION AND EXISTING SYSTEM

The proposed Egbert Switching Station Project will include construction, operation, and
maintenance of a new 230 kV switching station (Egbert Switching Station, or switching station)
in San Francisco, California. The switching station will provide a geographically diverse
alternative for 230 kV power between Embarcadero Substation and Jefferson Substation with the
extension of two existing 230 kV lines in San Francisco, Brisbane, and Daly City. Figure 2.3-1
shows the location of the project on the northern portion of the peninsula within San Francisco
and San Mateo Counties.

2.3.1 PROJECT LOCATION

The project consists of construction of a new Egbert Switching Station, extensions to two
existing 230 kV transmission lines to connect to the new switching station, and minor
modifications to the existing Embarcadero, Jefferson, and Martin substations. The new Egbert
Switching Station is proposed to be constructed on approximately 1.7 acres in San Francisco
(Figure 2.3-2). The proposed switching station site is in the neighborhood of Bayview, located
on the eastern side of U.S. Highway 101 (U.S. 101). This neighborhood has a mix of residential,
industrial, and commercial uses. See Section 2.6 for information on property rights and right-of-
way (ROW) requirements.

The project will reroute two existing underground 230 kV transmission lines currently connected
to the existing Martin Substation (the existing HZ-1 line and the existing Jefferson-Martin line)
to the proposed Egbert Switching Station. The existing HZ-1 line will be looped-in to Egbert
Switching Station with construction of two transmission lines underground, creating a Martin-
Egbert line and an Egbert-Embarcadero line. An underground transmission line extension will
connect the existing underground Jefferson-Martin line to Egbert Switching Station, creating a
Jefferson-Egbert line. Work will also occur at PG&E’s Jefferson, Embarcadero, and Martin
substations. Protection and control modifications will be required at all three substations and the
removal of line terminal equipment is planned at Martin Substation.

The project includes approximately 3.9 miles of new underground transmission line installed
mainly in paved areas, with approximately 420 feet to be installed by trenchless technology
(likely auger bore) under U.S. 101. The proposed Jefferson-Egbert line starts its bypass near the
intersection of Carter Street and Guadalupe Canyon Parkway in Brisbane, and continues north
along Carter Street through Daly City then northward through San Francisco streets to Mansell
Avenue. Once at Mansell Avenue, the proposed Jefferson-Egbert line heads east to the
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Figure 2.3-1. Project Vicinity
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Figure 2.3-2. Project Location
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trenchless crossing under U.S. 101. East of U.S. 101, the route turns north within Crane Avenue
and continues north across private property to Egbert Switching Station. Both the proposed
Egbert-Embarcadero and Martin-Egbert lines will connect the bisected HZ-1 line to the proposed
Egbert Switching Station with the construction of two new approximately 0.4 mile underground
230 kV transmission lines starting at the intersection of Bayshore Boulevard, then proceeding to
Bacon Street and Egbert Avenue and terminating at Egbert Switching Station. Land uses
adjacent to the transmission lines include industrial, commercial, residential, and open space.

In addition, construction will require equipment staging and laydown areas. Fieldwork and
agency coordination will be conducted in advance of finalizing the construction plan to identify
appropriate staging and laydown areas in existing city streets, in warehouses, and/or on existing
paved or graveled areas that are commercially available in existing locations. The precise
location of some of the staging or laydown areas may depend on rental availability, specific
encroachment permits, and other construction occurring in the area, and will be coordinated with
the cities as appropriate. These sites will be finalized once the construction contractors have
been chosen. Construction materials for the project may be stored at existing PG&E-owned
properties or leased properties suitable for construction storage without physical modifications.

2.3.2 EXISTING SYSTEM

The San Francisco Peninsula has no in-area utility-scale generation making it entirely dependent
on electric power imports. There are about 417,000 electric customers served by PG&E’s

230 kV and 115 kV transmission systems from the south and the Trans Bay Cable (TBC) from
the east (Figure 2.3-3). PG&E’s transmission system is sufficient to meet the power needs on the
Peninsula and within San Francisco if the TBC is out of service. The TBC cannot meet the
Peninsula’s or San Francisco’s power needs if PG&E’s transmission system is out of service.

2.3.2.1 Existing San Francisco Transmission System

Of the 417,000 customers shown on Figure 2.3-3, 290,000 customers within San Francisco are
served from either Martin Substation or TBC*. These are the customers that will directly benefit
from the proposed project. Power into Martin Substation is delivered via two underground

230 kV lines and six overhead 115 kV power lines from the south. One 230 kV line comes from
Jefferson Substation (Jefferson-Martin line), and the other from San Mateo Substation (San
Mateo-Martin line). The six overhead 115 KV lines that bring power into Martin Substation
come from San Mateo Substation on lattice towers routed in a common corridor. The TBC is a
high voltage direct current line from the East Bay and connects at PG&E’s Potrero Switchyard.

Power from Martin Substation and the TBC is delivered to six San Francisco substations by
PG&E’s 230 kV and 115 kV underground transmission systems from PG&E’s Martin Substation
in Daly City. The six San Francisco substations distribute power to the 290,000 customers
within San Francisco (Figure 2.3-4).

! The number of PG&E account holders in San Francisco served by Martin Substation undercounts the number of
individuals and businesses served by the substation because many office or retail commercial buildings house
multiple tenants but have only one PG&E account holder, which is usually the building owner.
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Figure 2.3-4. Electric Transmission System Serving San Francisco

(Note: 230 kV is shown in blue, 115 kV is shown in fuchsia, TBC is Trans Bay Cable, and arrows indicate
distribution to customers.)
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The transmission system feeding the six substations consists of three 230 kV and six 115 kV
underground cables. Two of the 230 kV cables run from Martin Substation to Embarcadero
Substation in San Francisco (HZ-1 and HZ-2) and are the primary source of power to
Embarcadero Substation. The third cable (ZA-1) connects Embarcadero Substation to Potrero
Switchyard. The six 115 kV cables connect to Potrero/Bayshore, Hunters Point, and Larkin
substations and complete the connections between Martin Substation and the six substations.

The two HZ cables, along with the six 115 kV cables, have sufficient capacity to supply 100
percent of the electrical needs of the six transmission-fed substations in San Francisco if the TBC
is out of service.

The direct current TBC uses inverters at Potrero Switchyard to convert the power to alternating
current (AC). With the AC system out of service, the TBC alone can supply less than 40 percent
of San Francisco’s peak electrical needs on a hot day (assumes an 800-megawatt [MW] load),
and less than 47 percent of San Francisco’s typical weekday peak electrical load (assumes a
650-MW load). Even with the TBC operating at capacity of 400 MW,? Martin Substation still
must deliver over 400 MW of power into San Francisco to serve peak loads, over 250 MW of
power into San Francisco on a typical weekday, and over 150 MW of power on weekends
(Figures 2.3-5 and 2.3-6).
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Figure 2.3-5. Daily Peak Power Demands for the Six Substations within San Francisco

2 The TBC can provide up to 400 MW when there is an AC power source at Potrero Switchyard 115 kV bus.
Without AC power (e.g., loss of Martin Substation), the TBC can provide only 300 MW.
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Figure 2.3-6. Daily Minimum Power Demand for the Six Substations within San Francisco

24 PROPOSED PROJECT

The project proposes to reroute one of the existing 230 kV lines terminating at Martin Substation
to provide a 230 kV path bypassing Martin Substation. In case of a service outage of the
transmission system, the proposed project will allow electric service to be routed through the
rerouted line and a new switching station to San Francisco.

The new Egbert Switching Station facility is proposed to be constructed in San Francisco. The
Jefferson-Martin 230 kV line will be interconnected with a new line to Egbert Switching Station,
creating the proposed Jefferson-Egbert 230 kV line (Figure 2.4-1). The existing Jefferson-
Martin line remnant between the point of interconnection with the new line and Martin
Substation will be left in place for possible use by future transmission or distribution electrical
projects. The line terminal equipment at Martin Substation will be removed once the proposed
Jefferson-Egbert transmission line is in service (Figure 2.4-2).
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The proposed Egbert Switching Station will be looped into the HZ-1 line, creating two new lines
(i.e., the proposed Martin-Egbert and Egbert-Embarcadero 230 kV lines). To loop the switching
station into the HZ-1 line, one new line will connect into the HZ-1 line heading north to
Embarcadero Substation, and the other new line will connect into the HZ-1 line heading south to
Martin Substation. Each of the new lines will connect to the HZ-1 line at existing HZ-1 vaults.
The line remnant between the two vaults will be retired; the conductor will be removed, but the
conduit is expected to be retired in place. Once completed, electrical power will be able to travel
from Jefferson Substation to Embarcadero Substation without going through Martin Substation
(Figure 2.4-1). The proposed Egbert Switching Station will have a space for a future bay, but it
will not be installed as part of this project. No future projects requiring a new bay are currently

planned.
New 230 kV
Switching Station

Jefferson-
Martin

San Mateo-
Martin

Embarcadero

! Hunters Pt

Bayshore

v

Mission

Figure 2.4-1. Proposed Transmission System
(Note: 230 kV is shown in blue, 115 kV is shown in fuchsia, TBC is Trans Bay Cable, and arrows indicate
distribution to customers.)
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Figure 2.4-2. Martin Substation Area
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2.5 PROJECT COMPONENTS

The project involves switching station, substation, and underground transmission line
construction activities consisting of the following three major elements:

1. Construct the proposed Egbert 230 kV Switching Station.

2. Extend the existing underground Jefferson-Martin 230 kV transmission line to the proposed
Egbert Switching Station, creating the proposed Jefferson-Egbert 230 kV line.

3. Loop the proposed Egbert Switching Station through the existing underground HZ-1 230 kV
transmission line, creating the proposed Egbert-Embarcadero 230 kV line and the proposed
Martin-Egbert 230 kV line.

New transmission line lengths are expected to be installed underground; no tower or poles are
expected to be installed. Table 2.5-1, Transmission Line Sections, Approximate Length,
provides an approximation of line length added and removed from service as part of the project.
While the majority of the new lines are expected to be open trench construction, at least one
portion of the proposed Jefferson-Egbert line has been identified to be installed under U.S. 101
using trenchless technology (Section 2.5.2.2, Trenchless Crossing at U.S. 101). Figure 2.5-1
shows the proposed switching station location and transmission line routes, work area within the
existing Martin Substation, and potential staging areas.

Table 2.5-1. Transmission Line Sections, Approximate Length

Transmission Line Section Approximate Length

New 230 kV Transmission Line Construction

Open Trench

Proposed Jefferson-Egbert Line 3.1 miles
Existing Jefferson-Martin Line interconnection to proposed Egbert Switching Station

Proposed Egbert-Embarcadero Line 0.4 mile
Existing HZ-1 Line interconnection to proposed Egbert Switching Station

Proposed Martin-Egbert Line 0.4 mile
Existing HZ-1 Line interconnection to proposed Egbert Switching Station

Trenchless

Proposed Jefferson-Egbert Line 420 feet

U.S. Highway 101 crossing

Total Approximate Length of New Construction 4 miles

Existing Bypassed 230 kV Transmission Line Removed from Service

Existing Jefferson-Martin Line 2 miles
Proposed Jefferson-Egbert Line interconnection to the existing Martin Substation

Existing HZ-1 Line 200 feet
Between the proposed Egbert-Embarcadero and Martin-Egbert lines interconnections

Total Approximate Length of Line Removed from Service 2 miles
December 2017 Pacific Gas and Electric Company
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In addition, construction will require equipment staging and laydown areas as discussed in
Section 2.7.1.1, Staging Areas.

The system protection scheme of the proposed Egbert-Embarcadero, Jefferson-Egbert, and
Martin-Egbert lines will be coordinated within the existing control rooms at the existing
Embarcadero, Jefferson, and Martin substations, respectively. Once the proposed Jefferson-
Egbert line is in operation, construction will include a minor modification within the existing
Martin Substation with the removal of the Jefferson-Martin line terminal equipment.

2.5.1 PROPOSED EGBERT SWITCHING STATION

The project involves construction of a new 230 kV switching station (Egbert Switching Station)
to be located at 1755 Egbert Avenue, San Francisco (Figure 2.5-1e). The new 230 kV switching
station will use gas-insulated switchgear (GIS) equipment. The 230 kV GIS will be configured
as a breaker-and-a-half bus arrangement to accommodate the three transmission cables (from the
existing Martin, Jefferson, and Embarcadero substations). Possible future use of the proposed
Egbert Switching Station not associated with this project, or any currently planned project,
includes use of a spare terminal and potential accommodation of up to two future 230 kV
connections. An approximately 11,000-square-foot building will house the following

(Figure 2.5-2):

e GIS equipment
e Modular Protection, Automation, and Control (MPAC) for control, metering, and protection
e AC and direct current station batteries systems for power backup

The GIS equipment will connect to the underground transmission cables via gas-insulated bus
and through a cable-to-sulfur hexafluoride (SFe) termination unit located outside of the building
walls. The building height will be approximately 40 feet above grade to accommodate the
installation, operation, and maintenance requirements of the electrical equipment. The proposed
switching station’s outdoor equipment includes the following Figure 2.5-2:

e One 230 kV single-phase, three-step series reactor with circuit switchers
e Two 230 kV shunt reactors

e One pad-mounted station voltage service transformer with cable-to-air bushing connections
at the GIS building

e Oil pump house for the proposed Egbert-Embarcadero and Martin-Egbert lines
e Station service transformer for 120/240 AC power

The series reactor connected to the proposed Jefferson-Egbert line will control the flow of
current required by certain operating conditions in the transmission system. The oil-immersed
shunt reactors connected to the proposed Jefferson-Egbert and Egbert-Embarcadero lines will
serve to mitigate the high capacitance created by the long underground transmission cables. A
Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan is expected be prepared for the
proposed switching station to establish procedures, methods, and equipment requirements for the

Pacific Gas and Electric Company December 2017
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Figure 2.5-1. Detailed Site and Route Map
(6 figures, a-f)
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Figure 2.5-1b Detailed Site and Route Map
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Figure 2.5-1c Detailed Site and Route Map
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2-16 Egbert Switching Station Project



PROPONENT’S ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT Chapter 2 — Project Description

Figure 2.5-1d Detailed Site and Route Map
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Figure 2.5-1e Detailed Site and Route Map
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Figure 2.5-1f Detailed Site and Route Map
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Figure 2.5-2. Proposed Egbert Switching Station Site Plan

December 2017 Pacific Gas and Electric Company
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aboveground oil storage in the oil pump system (house) and shunt reactors. The series and shunt
reactors will be partially enclosed to provide visual screening. The switching station site will be
enclosed by a perimeter fence with vehicle and pedestrian access. Figure 2.5-3 provides
conceptual views of the switching station from Egbert Avenue and from a passenger’s
perspective on a southbound Caltrain.

The Institute of Electrical and Electronics Engineers (IEEE) provides recommended practice for
seismic design of substations. The switching station equipment will follow High Level IEEE
693 seismic design requirements. Equipment housed on a building floor above the ground level
would be qualified for amplified input motions. Provisions will be made for adequate restraint
and anchorage of all switching station equipment. Conventional seismic design approaches as
well as base isolation technologies will be considered for protection of the building, equipment,
and components.

2.5.2 PROPOSED JEFFERSON-EGBERT LINE

A new 230 kV line will be installed between an existing Jefferson-Martin line vault near the
intersection of Guadalupe Canyon Parkway and Carter Street in Brisbane and the proposed
Egbert Switching Station in San Francisco (Figure 2.5-1a-f).

The proposed Jefferson-Egbert line starts its bypass from the existing vault near the intersection
of Carter Street and Guadalupe Canyon Parkway, and continues north along Carter Street in
franchise (public ROW) along city streets. From Carter Street, the line turns west onto Geneva
Avenue, north on Santos Street, east on Sunnydale Avenue, and north on Hahn Street before
turning west on Visitacion Avenue and winding northward until crossing eastbound Mansell
Avenue. Once at the westbound lane of Mansell Avenue, the proposed Jefferson-Egbert line
heads east to a trenchless crossing of a state of California property east of San Bruno Avenue.
The trenchless line continues east across U.S. 101 to the intersection at Bayshore Boulevard and
Crane Street. The line then continues north along Crane Street, crossing Paul Avenue onto
privately owned properties at 400 Paul Avenue and 200 Paul Avenue, until the line terminates at
the proposed Egbert Switching Station. Routing on these two parcels will be refined during final
design with review of the as-built data center infrastructure at 400 Paul Avenue. When the
existing Jefferson-Martin line from Jefferson Substation is spliced with the new line at the vault,
the splice will create the proposed Jefferson-Egbert line (Figure 2.5-1a). The remnant of the
existing Jefferson-Martin line toward Martin Substation will be removed from service by
disconnecting the line at the vault. The line remnant between the vault and Martin Substation
will be left in place for possible, yet unplanned, future use not associated with this project.

The main elements of the proposed Jefferson-Egbert line will include the following:

¢ Installing a new duct bank system with vaults located approximately every 1,800 to
2,000 feet along the length of the line

¢ Installing and splicing new cable and fiber optic lines to connect the Jefferson line with the
proposed switching station

Pacific Gas and Electric Company December 2017
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Figure 2.5-3. Proposed Egbert Switching Station Architectural Renderings
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2.5.2.1 Underground Cable

To match the existing cable type and installation, the new 230 kV transmission line connecting
into the proposed Egbert Switching Station from the existing Jefferson Substation will utilize a
single cable per phase 2,500 thousand circular mils (kcmil) copper conductor, 230 kV solid-
dielectric cross-linked polyethylene (XLPE) underground cables to be installed in a buried
concrete-encased duct bank system.

The dimensions of the duct bank will be approximately 2 feet 9 inches wide by 2 feet 0 inches
high, although typical dimensions may vary depending on soil stability and the presence of
existing substructures. The duct bank will maintain a minimum 36 inches of cover

(Figure 2.5-4). The duct bank will utilize four 6-inch and two 4-inch polyvinyl chloride (PVC)
conduits, which will be encased in a thermal concrete casing.

Fiber optic lines for system protection and communication will be installed in the 4-inch-
diameter conduits that will be installed alongside the 6-inch-diameter conduits and within the
duct bank. The existing fiber optic cable that follows the existing Jefferson-Martin 230 kV
underground transmission line is a 72-strand cable. A 72-strand fiber cable will be installed from
the existing Jefferson-Martin line (vault near the intersection of Carter Street and Guadalupe
Canyon Parkway) to the proposed Egbert Switching Station. At the interconnection point, the
new 72-strand fiber cable will be spliced into the existing cable so that 36 of the new fibers are
directly connected toward the existing Jefferson Substation and 36 of the new fibers are directly
connected to the existing Martin Substation (Figure 2.5-5).

Most of the duct bank will be in a two-by-two duct configuration, as shown on Figure 2.5-4.
Depending on the existing facilities within the route, the duct bank package may require
transitioning to a vertical or horizontal arrangement to maintain clearance from these existing
facilities.

2.5.2.2 Trenchless Crossing at U.S. Highway 101

Auger bore installation is the expected method for the proposed Jefferson-Egbert line to cross
beneath U.S. 101. The eastern end of the crossing is located at the intersection of Bayshore
Boulevard and Crane Street. The crossing will continue underneath U.S. 101 and San Bruno
Street until reaching its western end, which is located to the west of the intersection of Mansell
Street (westbound) and San Bruno Avenue. The total estimated length of the crossing is
approximately 420 feet (Figure 2.5-1¢). Other locations along the routes may be considered for
trenchless technology as engineering design continues and identifies constraints such as utility
congestion or other constraints where use of trenchless technology would reduce construction
impacts.

2.5.3 PROPOSED EGBERT-EMBARCADERO AND MARTIN-EGBERT LINES

To create the proposed Egbert-Embarcadero and Martin-Egbert lines, two new line segments will
be installed between the proposed Egbert Switching Station and the existing HZ-1 line near the
intersection of Bayshore Boulevard and Bacon Street (Figure 2.5-1f). One new line will be
spliced into the HZ-1 line north of the intersection in Bayshore Boulevard to create the proposed
Egbert-Embarcadero line. The other line will be spliced into the HZ-1 line on the western side of
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Figure 2.5-4. Typical Duct Bank, Proposed Jefferson-Egbert Line

December 2017 Pacific Gas and Electric Company
2-24 Egbert Switching Station Project



PROPONENT’S ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT Chapter 2 — Project Description
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Figure 2.5-5. Fiber Optic Configuration

the Bacon Street and Bayshore Boulevard intersection to create the proposed Martin-Egbert line.
The electrical interconnection with the new line extensions will occur at existing HZ-1 vaults on
Bayshore Boulevard and Bacon Street, respectively. The new lines will extend to the east from
the Bayshore Boulevard and Bacon Street intersection along Egbert Avenue to the proposed
switching station site. At the end of the street, franchise ends and three properties (three private
properties and one property owned by the state of California) are expected to be crossed to enter
into the site.

The main elements of the proposed Egbert-Embarcadero and Martin-Egbert lines will include the
following:

e Installing a new duct bank system for each line with one or two vaults located on Egbert
Avenue

e Installing and splicing new pipe and fiber optic lines to loop the intersected HZ-1 line into
the proposed switching station

2.5.3.1 Underground Cable

To match the existing cable type and installation, the two new line extensions connecting to the
HZ-1 line will utilize a single cable per phase 2,500 kemil copper conductor, 230 kV HPFF Kraft
paper insulated cable.

The dimension of the duct bank will be approximately up to 4 feet wide by 2 feet 6 inches high,
and the pipe will maintain a minimum 36 inches of cover (Figure 2.5-6). The duct bank will
utilize one 10-inch steel pipe and one 2-inch PVVC conduit, which will be encased in a slurry or
appropriate alternative such as sand. The electrical conductors will be installed in the steel pipe,
and fiber optic cable will be installed in the PVC pipe.
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Figure 2.5-6. Typical Duct Bank, Proposed Egbert-Embarcadero and Martin-Egbert Lines
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2.5.3.2 Bypassed HZ-1 230 kV Transmission Line

The bypassed HZ-1 line remnant will be removed from service with modifications to both the
existing civil and electrical interconnections. The cable, dielectric fluid, and splices will be
removed from the existing civil infrastructure (i.e., termination stands, vaults, and duct banks)
and the electrical interconnections for about 200 feet. The existing steel pipe is expected to be
capped in place. The civil infrastructure left in place may be utilized for other future, yet
unplanned, transmission/distribution projects not associated with this project.

2.5.4 EXISTING MARTIN SUBSTATION

The project does not require installation of major equipment or construction at the existing
Martin Substation. Once the proposed Egbert Switching Station is in operation and the existing
Jefferson—Martin 230 kV line has been rerouted to the new switching station, the Jefferson line
terminal and associated equipment at Martin Substation will be removed. Equipment
modifications to Martin Substation will occur within the existing substation fence line (Figure
2.4-2). Indoor relay-related work will occur within the substation control room as necessary to
coordinate with the protection and control equipment at the proposed Egbert Switching Station.

255 EXISTING EMBARCADERO AND JEFFERSON SUBSTATIONS

Minor modifications for protection and control of the rerouted existing Jefferson and
Embarcadero lines are expected to occur at the existing Embarcadero and Jefferson substations.
The indoor work will occur within the substation control room, and will include relay-related
work to coordinate the system protection schemes.

2.6 PROPERTY RIGHTS REQUIREMENTS

The project is located primarily in franchise agreement parcels, in city streets, or on PG&E-
owned property, with the exception of permanent easements required at the locations shown in
Table 2.6-1, Permanent Easements Expected for Project. In accordance with PG&E’s franchise
agreements, no ROW acquisition is anticipated for transmission lines within public streets and
California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) ROW.

Table 2.6-1. Permanent Easements Expected for Project

Property Address Assessor’s Parcel Number (APN) | Approximate Easement Dimensions
200 Paul Avenue, San Francisco 5431A-001G 25 feet wide by 220 feet long
400 Paul Avenue, San Francisco 5431A-051 25 feet wide by 950 feet long
Egbert Avenue, San Francisco 5431A-001Z 25 feet wide by 20 feet long
125 Paul Avenue, San Francisco 5431A-019 25 feet wide by 20 feet long
Egbert Avenue, San Francisco 5415-008 25 feet wide by 60 feet long
1700 Egbert Avenue, San Francisco 5415-007 25 feet wide by 125 feet long
San Bruno Avenue, San Francisco 5473-014 25 feet wide by 15 feet long
Pacific Gas and Electric Company December 2017
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PG&E will acquire the necessary rights for the land needed to accommodate all anticipated
construction work areas associated with the underground electric transmission line requirements.
PG&E will obtain ministerial encroachment permits to conduct work in public ROWSs in
accordance with municipal requirements. PG&E will rent space or acquire temporary
construction easements from private or public landowners to stage materials and equipment
during construction.

PG&E plans to purchase the property in fee for the 1.7-acre switching station site at 1755 Egbert
Avenue in San Francisco (APN 5431A-001A). Land entitlement issues are not part of the
regulatory proceeding through which the CPUC is considering whether to grant or deny PG&E's
application for a Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN). Rather, any land
rights issues would be resolved in subsequent negotiations following the CPUC’s decision on
PG&E's application.

2.7 CONSTRUCTION

Construction of the project components will proceed as described in the following subsections.

2.7.1 GENERAL CONSTRUCTION CONSIDERATIONS

General considerations relevant to the construction of the project components are discussed
focusing on staging areas, work areas, access roads, vegetation clearance, erosion and sediment
control and pollution prevention during construction, and cleanup and post-construction
restoration.

2.7.1.1 Staging Areas

Approximately one to three staging areas totaling up to approximately 15 acres will be identified
for use once a construction contractor is selected. It is anticipated that most of the staging areas
will be located within approximately 3 miles of the work areas; however, existing PG&E
facilities or other locations currently used for staging or storage may be used as well. Staging
areas may include portions of the proposed Egbert Switching Station site; Martin Substation;
warehouses; ruderal, paved, or graveled sites; or other existing commercially available off-site
office, warehouse, or yard space. Potential staging areas within Martin Substation, along Carter
Street in Daly City and San Francisco, and along Amador Street in San Francisco have been
identified (Figure 2.7-1); however, specific staging area locations will be determined based on
staging areas that are available at the time of construction. Site preparation, such as sensitive
vegetation removal or construction of a new access road, is not expected; however, blading
uneven surfaces, compacting soil, and/or spreading gravel on the site may be required for safety
and to control erosion. In addition, temporary perimeter fencing and security measures, such as
on-site security personnel, may be needed if none are currently in place.

Additional staging may occur on city streets in temporarily closed lanes associated with
transmission line construction activities. Staging is expected to occur in the locations shown as
auger bore work areas at the intersection of Bayshore Boulevard and Crane Street, and at the
intersection of Mansell Street (westbound) and San Bruno Avenue (Figure 2.5-1e). Typical
materials that will be used for construction of the underground
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Figure 2.7-1. Potential Staging Areas
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conduits (such as PVC conduit, steel pipe, rebar, shoring, and cable reels) will be staged on-site
in work areas during construction or at an existing commercially available warehouse or yard
space. Staging area use typically includes office trailers (which may be used by contractors or
agencies for project construction offices), crew and equipment assembly areas, safety and
tailboard training areas, and equipment and materials storage (e.g., water tanks and vehicle
parking).

Temporary power for construction activities will be pulled from local electrical service. Portable
generators (typically 2,000 watts or less) may also be used on a limited basis to provide
supplemental power depending on the number of trailers and construction activity needs.

2.71.2 Temporary Work Areas

The majority of the temporary work areas is expected to be located in franchise for construction
of the three new transmission lines (Figure 2.5-1a-f), the proposed Egbert Switching Station
(Figure 2.5-1e), within Martin Substation (Figure 2.4-2), and within the control rooms of
Embarcadero, Jefferson, and Martin substations.

Construction work for the proposed Egbert Switching Station and work at the existing
Embarcadero, Martin, and Jefferson substations is expected to be within the respective property
limits. The Jefferson-Martin line termination equipment removal at Martin Substation will use
the area within the substation adjacent to the equipment.

Project construction site office(s) are not expected to require generators as they are typically
given access to temporary power, such as a tap, or use existing office space. The proposed
Egbert Switching Station construction will use power from a distribution line tap from Egbert
Avenue. Embarcadero, Martin, and Jefferson substations will use the existing power at those
locations.

Prior to the duct bank installation, vaults will be installed approximately every 1,800 to

2,000 feet. Vault staging, excavation, installation, and backfilling activities require
approximately 1,500 square feet of workspace. Once the vaults are installed, the workspace for
open trenching operations to install the duct bank between the vaults may typically extend up to
about 1,500 feet long by 12 feet wide. This workspace will include the following sequential
activities:

An active excavation or open trench, which typically extends 100 to 200 feet in length
An adjacent excavated length where the duct bank is being installed

An adjacent length being backfilled and restored

Other typical work area activities including temporary material staging

Trenching work is generally expected to progress at an average of 40 linear feet per day per crew
depending upon soil conditions, existing utilities, and other considerations. In general, closure of
one travel lane and one parking lane is expected during the transmission line construction; and
approximately 100 to 200 feet of trench will be open at any one time depending on the

permitting requirements of the cities of San Francisco, Daly City, and Brisbane. Final lane
closure plans will be determined following detailed investigations into existing utilities and final
construction planning.
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Because numerous trucks are required for the soil hauling operation, trucks will be staged near
the construction site for rotating hauling activities. Dust control and wet sweeping best
management measures will be implemented during excavation.

A trench or excavation (vault or bore pit) will be widened or shored where needed to meet
California Division of Occupational Safety and Health safety requirements. A support or
excavation system will be installed to maintain the integrity of the excavation and to provide a
safe workspace for the assembly of the cable pipe or duct bank package, as well as to provide
means for the support of any existing below-grade facilities that the proposed route crosses. The
type of excavation support will likely vary throughout the project based on soil conditions, depth
of water table, depth of excavation, and the existing facilities to be supported and/or avoided.
Methods for excavation support may include, but are not limited to, the following:

Trench box
Wooden shoring and timbers
Sheet piling
Steel plate with trench jacks

The current work plan is that initially, two crews will be used for trenching of the Jefferson-
Egbert line, with a crew starting at each end. As trenching nears completion on the Jefferson-
Egbert line, one crew will move to begin trenching on the new line segments connecting to
HZ-1. Open trenching on Egbert Avenue is expected to occur on one line at a time. Once the
trenching is complete and conduit integrity is certified, final roadway restoration and any asphalt
or concrete paving will be completed.

At the trenchless U.S. 101 crossing location, the eastern pit of auger bore operations will be
located at the intersection of Bayshore Boulevard and Crane Street within a work area of
approximately 8,500 square feet. The western pit of auger bore operations will be located in the
median of Mansell Street just west of the intersection of Mansell Street (westbound) and San
Bruno Avenue. This western site of the trenchless activities will use a work area of
approximately 3,000 square feet (Figure 2.5-1e). The vertical launching and receiving pits will
be approximately 15 feet by 25 to 35 feet, depending on location and depth of shallow
obstructions. Temporary vehicle barriers will be installed around the pits, and a temporary
chain-link fence will be installed around both boring equipment work areas.

To intersect the existing HZ-1 line, work areas will be established on each side of the line before
the splice areas near the intersection of Bacon Street and Bayshore Boulevard (Figure 2.5-1f).
An excavation will be made over the existing line in each location to prepare to intersect the line.
To manage the fluid in this HPFF line, the current work plan is to use liquid nitrogen to freeze
the fluid before cutting into the line. These work areas, commonly referred to as freeze pits, will
be approximately 10 by 35 feet. A small shed will be built in each work area to support the
freeze monitoring. A liquid nitrogen source (truck or tank) will be staged nearby to maintain the
freeze.

Cable installation will occur at the two consecutive vaults. The reel trailer carrying the 14- by
8-foot-wide reels will be located in a workspace of approximately 200 by 12 feet at one of the
vaults. The cable puller will be located the other vault, and will utilize a workspace of
approximately 100 by 12 feet wide.
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Cable splicing procedures will typically require a single crew truck directly adjacent to each
vault. Actual splicing will occur within the vault with access through a manhole with
aboveground support. Aboveground support typically will consist of a truck with a 20- to
25-foot splicing trailer, and traffic control. The work area required for this activity is typically
approximately 75 by 12 feet.

The remnant of the HZ-1 line will be removed from service by working at the HZ-1 splice work
areas and/or existing vaults. A work area of approximately 20 by 50 feet will be established at
the two existing HZ-1 vault locations to access the line to support removing the existing line
remnant from service before the new line extensions are spliced.

Appropriate traffic control configuration is set up and in place ahead of construction activities,
and may include traffic control cones, candles, electronic signage board, and temporary fixed
warning signs for construction personnel prior to the work area in both directions and at
egress/ingress to work areas, as well as appropriate barricades if a total road closure should be
required. PG&E will apply for a Caltrans encroachment permit and a permit from the San
Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), as well as Special Traffic Permits from
the cities of San Francisco, Daly City, and Brisbane. PG&E will also coordinate provisions for
emergency vehicle and local access with city personnel.

Steel plating will be placed over trenches that are not under active construction to allow
vehicular and pedestrian traffic to cross the area. In general, no equipment will be left at the
trench work area overnight, with the exception of an excavator.

2.7.1.3 Access Roads/Spur Roads

Existing San Francisco, Daly City, and Brisbane streets and state highways will be used to access
the project area. Access to Jefferson Substation in San Mateo County is expected to be from an
existing state highway and a county road. No new access roads or road improvements will be
required because the project route is primarily within public roadways.

2.7.1.4 Vegetation Clearance

Transmission line portions of the project will be underground, and most work and staging areas
are expected to be in city streets and paved, graveled, or ruderal areas (such as the ROW across
400 Paul Avenue). The new switching station and 400 Paul Avenue are primarily non-vegetated.
These sites are composed primarily of compacted dirt and gravel with ruderal vegetation
growing along the existing fence lines. Areas of ruderal vegetation may be removed when the
work area is bladed during surface contouring. Landscaping trees are located on the property of
400 Paul Avenue, but are expected to be avoided by construction activities. The western
trenchless crossing work area, including the bore pit, of the proposed Jefferson-Egbert line will
be located in the landscaped median of Mansell Street. Landscaping within this median includes
nonnative grasses and landscaping shrubs and trees. Trees in the median are expected to be
avoided during construction activities.

In the event that vegetation clearance is needed, disturbance will be minimized to that needed for
construction; and all temporarily disturbed areas will be restored to pre-construction conditions
once construction is completed. Although not anticipated, should any street trees be affected,
PG&E will work with the appropriate city department for tree removal permits as required.
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Any roots from trees and deep-rooted shrubs will be pruned above the transmission line duct
bank to avoid interference.

2.7.1.5 Erosion and Sediment Control and Pollution Prevention During
Construction

PG&E will prepare and implement an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan as part of a
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) for this project. Measures will address elements
such as track-out controls, stockpile handling, dewatering discharge, drain inlet protection, and
replacement of any disturbed pavement or landscaping. See Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water
Quality, for additional information.

PG&E anticipates the use of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General
Construction Stormwater Permit for discharges of stormwater associated with Small Linear
Underground/Overhead Construction Projects (General Permit) from the State Water Resources
Control Board (SWRCB). Temporary approvals for water use and discharge will be obtained as
required by the construction contractor, and construction water will be disposed of in accordance
with state and federal standards.

Trash will be collected in bins or appropriate containers at the job site, and will then be removed
to the staging areas for off-haul to the appropriate solid waste facility. Soils are expected to be
characterized in situ for disposal, and spoils and asphalt/concrete waste will be hauled off for
appropriate disposal following characterization. Excavated material is not expected to be used as
backfill. When necessary, clean backfill will be imported to the project area. Backfill is
typically expected to be a concrete mix or slurry sourced from a local concrete supplier.

All hazardous materials and hazardous wastes will be handled, stored, and disposed of in
accordance with all applicable regulations by personnel qualified to handle hazardous materials.

2.7.1.6 Cleanup and Post-Construction Restoration

Restoration typically consists of removal of equipment and materials and covering the area
disturbed by construction with gravel or re-paving, depending on the original condition of the
work area. Work areas, whether vegetated or not, will be restored to conditions equal to or better
than pre-construction conditions. Vegetated areas disturbed by the project may include limited
street- or landscaped areas that would be replanted per agreement with the city or landowner. As
part of the final construction activities, PG&E will restore all removed curbs, gutters, and
sidewalks, repave all removed or damaged paved surfaces, restore landscaping or vegetation as
necessary, and clean up the job site.

2.7.2 UNDERGROUND TRANSMISSION LINE CONSTRUCTION

This section includes an overview of construction methods typically used for underground
transmission lines, including the open trenching and trenchless methods expected for this project.
Construction of underground transmission lines will include installation of vaults, duct banks,
and a cable system using a cut-and-cover method (open trenching) along the majority of the
route. Where the proposed Jefferson-Egbert line crosses under U.S. 101, a trenchless technology
method will be used, likely auger bore. Vehicles and equipment that are typically used to
construct an underground transmission line project are listed in Section 2.7.6, Table 2.7-1,
Equipment Expected to be Used During Project Construction — Transmission Line.
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Table 2.7-1. Equipment Expected to be Used During Project Construction — Transmission

Line
Phase/Task Workers, Equipment Quantity
Mobilization Workers 6
Pickup truck 10
Large crane 1
Dump truck 3
Semi-truck 1
Vault Construction Workers 6
Pickup truck 4
Excavator 2
Large loader 1
Large crane 1
Dump truck 1
Concrete truck 2
Trenching Workers 24
Large backhoe 3
Large loader 3
Large excavator 3
Sheet driver attachment for excavator 1
Portable air compressor 3
Dump truck 3
Pickup truck 9
Roller 1
Semi-truck 2
Concrete truck 31
Baker (water) storage tanks As needed
Pumps As needed
Shoring boxes Variable
Tank trucks As needed
Material haul trucks 14
Long haul dump trucks 1
Cable Installation and Splicing, including [Workers 22
Cable Removal Pickup truck 4
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Table 2.7-1. Equipment Expected to be Used During Project Construction — Transmission
Line

Phase/Task Workers, Equipment Quantity

Semi-truck 1

Cable winch

Cable reel cart

Portable generator

Trenchless Installation/Restoration Workers

Auger boring machine equipment

Pickup truck

Large crane

Large excavator

Hydraulic breaker attachment for excavator

Sheet driver attachment for excavator

Dump truck

Semi-truck

Portable air compressor

Mobile generator

Welding machine

Pavement saw cutting equipment

[ N e e e B SR N S Y R - R

Material haul trucks

Prior to any excavation, PG&E will notify other utility companies (via the Underground Service
Alert) to locate and mark existing underground structures along the proposed alignments, and
will also conduct exploratory excavations (potholing) to prove the locations for proposed
facilities as needed. PG&E will apply for a ministerial Excavation Permit from the cities of San
Francisco, Brisbane, and Daly City for trenching in city streets. No complete long-term road
closures are expected, although one-way traffic controls and short-term road closures will be
implemented to allow for certain construction activities and to maintain public safety as
described in Section 3.16, Transportation and Traffic.

Materials removed during trench and trenchless excavations, having been pre-characterized, will
be placed directly into trucks and will be removed from the area and disposed of off-site at an
appropriate landfill. The estimated total amount of materials to be disposed of for transmission
line construction is estimated at approximately 33,500 cubic yards (cy) for transmission line
excavations including the trenchless construction. Excavated material is not expected to be used
as backfill. Depending on agreements in place at the time of project construction, current landfill
capacity, and the results of soil characterization, the project may use Ox Mountain Sanitary
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Landfill, Recology Hay Road Landfill, or another appropriately approved disposal site.
Currently based on soil types, approximately 5 percent of the material (1,700 cy) potentially may
be hazardous material, and is therefore anticipated for disposal in a facility that accepts
hazardous wastes, such as Buttonwillow Landfill.

Backfilling material is expected to include various types of engineered material generically
referred to as flowable or controlled density fill. Flowable thermal concrete (FTC), lime slurry,
or an appropriate alternative such as sand will be used around the pipes. Controlled density
fluidized thermal backfill will be above the pipes. Each material has unique properties specific
to its application, while both are designed to have thermal characteristics for heat displacement.
For a typical trench, the bottom 2 feet encases the conduit with FTC, or lime slurry in the case of
the HPFF installations, while the remainder of the trench is filled with diggable controlled
density fill to the roadway sub-base level. If lime slurry is unavailable, a low-strength thermal
concrete is an alternate approved material that meets PG&E thermal backfill requirements.

Dewatering of the trench, vault locations, bore pits, and/or excavations at the switching station
will be conducted using a pump or well points. Groundwater encountered will be sampled and
characterized prior to removal and discharge as described in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water
Quality; as appropriate, the water may be pumped into containment vessels (Baker tanks), tested
for parameters such as turbidity and pH or as otherwise required, and discharged to the
appropriate stormwater or combined stormwater/sewer system if approved, or trucked to an
appropriate treatment and/or disposal facility.

2.7.2.1 Open Trench

The first operation during construction of the duct bank and splice vault system will be the
placement of the vaults. As these are the physically largest components of the facility to be
placed underground, it is typical to have the initial construction crew excavate and place the
vaults prior to the trenching and duct bank installation crew work. This process provides fixed
ends for the trenching and duct bank crews to work toward, should any minor adjustments on the
location of the vaults occur during construction. Once adjacent vaults are installed, trenching
and duct bank installation between the vaults can begin. Cable installation will occur once the
full length of the duct bank for a new line is installed.

Step 1—Vault Installation

The proposed lines will require the installation of vaults at approximately 1,800- to 2,000-foot
intervals. The typical complete pre-cast vault installation usually takes 4 to 7 days, using a
standard of 10 working hours per day from breaking ground to finishing grade. An
approximately 28-foot-long, 12-foot-wide, and 13-foot-deep excavation will be performed using
excavators. The vault excavation requires shoring components such as driven sheet piles or slide
rail steel sheeting. Once the initial excavation and shoring is installed, preparation of the sub-
base consists of the installation of crushed rock to level to a finished grade.

Once the vault preparation steps (i.e., excavating, shoring, and finished grade leveling) are
completed, pre-cast vault sections are lifted and set using either a hydraulic or a lattice-type
crane. These vaults will generally be 30 feet 6 inches long by 9 feet 2 inches wide and 9 feet
2 inches tall as depicted on Figure 2.7-2. Most vaults are expected to have two manholes for
access to the cable. Vaults on the proposed Jefferson-Egbert line will have a hand hole either
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adjacent to, or more in-line, to allow access to the communication conduit separate from the
cable conduit. With all sections of the vault set in place, backfilling can start as the shoring is
removed. Once the vault is placed and backfilled, temporary road restoration work will occur.
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Figure 2.7-2. Typical Vaults with Manholes
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Step 2—Trenching/Duct Bank Installation

After the route is marked, the pavement within the trench line will be removed by saw cutting of
the pavement (where applicable) followed by excavation of the trench. The trench excavation to
install the duct bank will be approximately 4 feet 6 inches wide by 8 feet deep on average, but
may occasionally be shallower (as little as 5 feet) or deeper (10 feet), depending on field
conditions and the presence of other utilities. The trench dimensions for the HZ-1 line may be
greater at pipe splice points to allow access for the welders.

Upon reaching final trench excavation depth, a second work crew secures the trench walls via
shoring. Once the shoring process is complete for approximately 150 to 300 feet, another crew
will install conduit, providing a raceway for the electrical cable. As the trench for the
underground 230 kV cable is completed, a crew will install the cable conduit / pipe and
encasement duct bank. The duct bank cover will measure at least 36 inches.

Where the electrical transmission duct bank crosses or runs parallel to other substructures that
have operating temperatures at earth temperature, the preferred radial clearance is 24 inches;
however, in some locations, a minimum radial clearance of 12 inches may be required depending
on the existing utilities within the route. For example, these substructures include fiber optic
lines, gas lines, telephone lines, water mains, storm lines, and sewer lines. In addition, a 5-foot-
minimum radial clearance will be required where the new duct bank crosses another heat-
radiating substructure at right angles. A 15-foot-minimum radial clearance will be required
between the duct bank and any parallel substructure with an operating temperature significantly
exceeding the normal earth temperature. Such heat-radiating facilities may include other
underground transmission lines, primary distribution cables (especially multiple-circuit duct
banks), steam lines, or heated oil lines.

PG&E has performed subsurface utility surveys, and will continue to identify utilities prior to
final design. PG&E will evaluate the proximity of utilities and potential for induced current
and/or corrosion, and in coordination with the utility-system owner, will determine whether steps
are necessary to reduce the potential to induce current or cause corrosion. PG&E will take the
necessary steps in coordination with those utility system owners to minimize any potential
effects through measures such as increased cathodic protection or utility relocation. The steps
are summarized as follows:

e During final design, PG&E prepares a study of corrosion and induced currents.
e PG&E sends results of the study to each affected owner for review and comments.
e Owners submit requirements for protection of each of their facilities.

e PG&E makes changes accordingly or compensates the owner for future protection measures,
in accordance with the owner’s preference.

Once the conduits are installed and backfilled, controlled density fluidized thermal backfill will
be placed above the concrete that encases the conduit (or the slurry or sand that encases the pipe
on the HPFF lines) and compacted. Restoration is based upon matching the roadway’s existing
sub-base and surface (i.e., asphalt, concrete, or a combination of both). A road base backfill or
slurry concrete cap will be installed, and the road surface will be restored in compliance with the
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locally issued permits. While the completed trench sections are being restored, additional trench
lines will be opened farther down the road. This process will continue until the entire conduit /
pipe system is in place.

Step 3—Cable Pulling, Splicing, and Termination

This cable system consists of three major components: the cable, splices that connect cable
sections, and terminators that connect the cable to the equipment at the substations or switching
station.

Cable Pulling

A cable consists of three individual conductors (one per electrical phase) and a communication
fiber optic cable. Pulling between two vaults typically takes approximately 2 to 3 days,
assuming 10 working hours per day. To pull each XLPE conductor (Jefferson—Egbert Line)
through the duct bank, a cable reel is placed at the end of a duct bank section in a vault, and a
pulling rig is placed at the other end of the duct bank section in another vault. With a small rope
called a fish line, a larger rope is pulled into the duct. The large rope is attached to pulling eyes
on a conductor end, and the large rope pulls the conductor into the duct. To ease pulling
tensions, a lubricant is applied to the conductor as it enters the duct. The three electric
conductors and the communication cable are pulled through their individual ducts at the rate of
two of the three sections between vaults per day. The XLPE system consists of three power
cables, a ground conductor, and a communications cable. In this instance, a “section” would be a
single cable pulled between manholes. To pull all five cables (as outlined above) between two
manholes would typically be completed over approximately 2 days. New barrels of cable
lubricants will have secondary containment. Used barrels will be placed into 50-gallon drums,
and will be disposed of using a disposal vendor. During lubrication and oil pumping activities,
construction crews will place spill containment at all locations.

For the HPFF lines (proposed Egbert-Embarcadero and Martin-Egbert lines), the pulling
operation will be similar; however, all three electric cables will be pulled concurrently into a
single conduit. The HPFF circuit has a pilot wire (not fiber optic) in its own smaller conduit that
will be pulled separately. At the proposed Egbert Switching Station, the HPFF cable reels will
be set up near the GIS equipment building, where each phase cable will be fed through the
individual stainless steel riser pipe. Once the cable reaches the trifurcator (where the single 10-
inch pipe converts to individual phase pipes to connect to the GIS equipment), the cables will be
joined together by means of a pulling yolk, and will be pulled simultaneously.

Cable Splicing

Prior to starting the actual splicing, the vault is outfitted with steel racks to ensure that the cable
splices are securely affixed to the vault’s inner walls. This activity usually is completed within
2 days. A splice trailer is positioned adjacent to the vault manhole openings. A mobile power
generator will be located directly behind the trailer. The vaults must be kept dry 24 hours per
day to prevent water or impurities from contaminating the unfinished splices. Splicing at one
vault typically takes 5 days, assuming 10 working hours per day. Therefore, installation of
racking and splicing at each vault is expected to take approximately 7 days total to complete.

For the XLPE splices (proposed Jefferson-Egbert line) that tie into the existing line, the splicing
operation will also include the disassembly of the existing splice and removal of the portion of
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cable no longer needed. Once this has been completed, the typical splicing procedure outlined
above for new splices will be completed.

For the HPFF lines (proposed Egbert-Embarcadero and Martin-Egbert lines), the process will
also include lowering the HPFF line pressure (from approximately 200 to 50 pounds per square
inch) and freezing the dielectric fluid in the pipes on the downstream side (i.e., the side of the
bifurcation point that will remain) of the existing splices. The freeze serves to create a “plug” in
the existing HPFF pipe to minimize the amount of dielectric fluid to be removed between these
existing splices. The freeze is established via a cooling coil circulating liquid nitrogen that is
wrapped around the 10-inch steel pipe, approximately 20 feet downstream from the existing
splice. The operation will require excavating the existing line pipe and establishing a freeze pit
as depicted on Figure 2.7-3. The freeze pit will be excavated with traditional excavating
equipment, such as a backhoe or excavator. Once the excavation is complete, excavation support
will be installed. Typically, this support will consist of trench jacks and plates, or wood lagging
and beams, determined based on soil conditions and groundwater table. Once the excavation is
supported, a temporary wood-framed shed will be constructed over the excavation to prevent
public access, as well as to provide weatherproofing. This temporary structure will have a door
to provide construction personnel access to the freeze pit for on-site monitoring.

The freeze pit will require a parked nitrogen truck or tank to be located in relatively close
proximity to provide a constant source of liquid nitrogen, and will require 24-hour staffing to
monitor the freeze and ensure that it maintains proper operational temperatures. The total freeze
time to complete the required activities (described as follows) is expected to be approximately 6
to 8 weeks.

Once the freeze has been established (typically 2 days), the existing dielectric fluid in the
segment of cable between the freeze pits will be drained off into trucks and disposed of in
accordance with state and federal requirements (approximately 3 days). With the dielectric fluid
removed from the pipe, the existing splices will be disassembled and the cable will be removed
(usually 2 weeks). Once the new 10-inch steel pipes leading to the proposed Egbert Switching
Station are installed (typically 1 week), the new cable will be pulled into the pipe (typically

2 days), and the reconstruction of the existing splice can take place (typically 2 weeks). Upon
completion of the splicing and terminating operations, the pipe will be filled and pressurized
with dielectric fluid from a tanker truck, resulting in a total freeze time of approximately

6 weeks.

The cable for each of the three lines will continue underground into the proposed Egbert
Switching Station, and will connect to a termination structure approximately 14 feet high
(Figure 2.7-4). Terminating a cable takes approximately 1 week to complete.
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Figure 2.7-3. Freeze Pit Layout
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Figure 2.7-4. Typical 230 kV Cable Termination
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2.7.2.2 Trenchless (Auger Bore)

Trenchless technology is anticipated to be used to install the portion of the line beneath U.S. 101
because of the lack of available corridors within the existing franchise. The auger bore conduit
will transition to duct bank conduits on either side of the trenchless crossing.

Microtunneling may also be a technically feasible trenchless method for the crossing. However,
it is typically more expensive than auger boring and, at the diameter needed, microtunneling
would not allow personnel access to the tunnel face, which can make changing the cutting head
tools and removing obstructions problematic, thereby increasing the duration of construction
activities. In addition, bedrock in the area may contain chert nodules, which can be highly
abrasive and result in premature cutter wear during microtunneling.

Auger boring is a multi-stage process that typically involves jacking a steel casing from a
launching pit to a receiving pit (or launching shaft to receiving shaft). The materials encountered
at the face of the bore are removed by augers contained within the casing. The spoils are
removed by the augers to the launching pit where, having been pre-characterized, they will be
placed directly into trucks and disposed of off-site at an appropriate landfill. Once the casing
reaches the receiving pit, the augers are removed and the casing is cleaned. In this instance, the
steel casing will be extruded by a different material casing (e.g., a pipe that is centrifugally cast,
glass-fiber-reinforced, polymer mortar—commonly referred to in the industry as a HOBAS
pipe), which is considered a “two-pass” installation.

Typical accuracy of auger boring is in the range of +/-6 inches per 100 feet of drive; however,
this accuracy is typically increased by using a pilot tube guidance system to establish the
centerline of the alignment.

Auger bore operations are expected to last for approximately 6 weeks, starting with securing the
area around the pits, which generally includes closing one lane and restricting street parking on
at least one side. Work includes the following steps:

e Excavating and shoring the launching and receiving pits.

e Inserting the auger boring rig into the launching pit.

e Advancing the auger bore casing.

¢ Installing the HOBAS casing, and pushing the steel boring casing out.

e Pulling fused sections of high-density polyethylene (HDPE)/Fusible PVC (FPVC) conduits
into the bore holes.

e Grouting the annulus between the casing and conduits.
e Connecting the ends of HDPE pipes into the duct banks.

e Pulling the cables through the HDPE/FPVC pipes, through the duct banks, and then into the
splice vaults.
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¢ Restoring the area to pre-construction conditions.

The auger boring machine and support equipment will be readied for operation within the
available temporary workspace. Plastic sheeting, or other appropriate containment, will be
placed under the boring machine and under any support equipment that may have a potential for
a hydraulic, fuel, or oil leak. An auger bore is not expected to use lubricant during operation. If
microtunneling technology is used, a small amount of cutting lubricant (generally water or a
water/bentonite mix) would be used in front of the cutting head. Lubricant containers will have
secondary containment. Used containers will be placed into 50-gallon drums and will be
disposed of using a disposal vendor. During activities using a lubricant, construction crews will
place spill containment at the location. Silt fence or other erosion control devices will be
implemented around the boring equipment site. A temporary chain-link fence will be installed
around the boring site.

At the eastern work zone, the auger bore pit will be located approximately 90 feet from U.S. 101
near the intersection of Bayshore Boulevard and Crane Street, which is roughly at grade with the
adjacent U.S. 101. The auger bore will run underneath U.S. 101 and San Bruno Avenue for a
total approximate length of 420 feet. The western work zone is located to the west of the
intersection of Mansell Street (westbound) and San Bruno Avenue. The auger bore path will be
installed at a depth of 12 to 15 feet below ground.

The auger bore launch pit is expected to be approximately 15 feet wide, 35 feet long, and 15 feet
deep. The receiving pit is expected to be slightly smaller, with dimensions of approximately

12 feet wide, 15 feet long, and 12 feet deep. The launching and receiving pits will be protected
within temporary traffic control barriers. Excavation will result in a total loose volume of
approximately 425 cy, most of which will be hauled off-site for disposal, but may be used as
backfill (as allowed) to fill in the pits once the trenchless installation is complete. Soil
stockpiling within the work area is not expected. Excavation of launching and receiving pits will
require saw cutting the asphalt and excavating with a backhoe. The launching and receiving pits
are expected to require shoring components such as driven sheet piles, or slide rail steel sheeting
but shoring type will be determined by soil and groundwater conditions. Soil borings obtained
during final design work will be used to identify areas of Colma Sand, a soil type that is expected
to need driven sheets for excavation shoring.

Within the auger bore workspace, it is anticipated that the auger boring machine, excavator,
material laydown area, and access for dump trucks for excavated/bored soils removal will be
required.

Final engineering design may indicate that trenchless construction at other locations on the
proposed Jefferson-Egbert line, such as those with utility congestion or other constraints, would
reduce construction impacts. Construction methods would be similar to the crossing of U.S. 101
as described above.

2.7.2.3 Existing 230 kV Lines Remnants — Removal from Service

To accommodate the splice to create the proposed Jefferson-Egbert line, the remnant of the
existing Jefferson-Martin XLPE cable will removed from service. The line remnant will remain
idle in place between the splice location at the existing vault on Guadalupe Canyon Parkway
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near Carter Street and its termination in Martin Substation. The idle cable will be de-energized
and capped at the vault work area.

Removing the HZ-1 line remnant from service will address both the existing civil and electrical
interconnections. Modifications are expected to include the removal of the cable, dielectric fluid,
and splices for approximately 200 feet of the bypassed HZ-1 line between the new line
interconnection points. Access is expected to be from existing vaults, freeze locations, or the
splice locations with the new lines described above. The steel casing pipe is anticipated to be
either removed, capped and pressurized with nitrogen, or grouted in place. The existing civil
infrastructure (i.e., termination stands, vaults, and duct banks) is expected to be left in place.

2.7.3 EGBERT SWITCHING STATION CONSTRUCTION

Construction of the new switching station will begin with site preparation followed by the
installation of the ground grid and building and exterior equipment foundations. The
construction of the building will precede the exterior equipment installation, which will then be
followed by the internal equipment installation, bus work, and cabling. Final grading, paving,
and exterior wall construction along with cleaning and any landscaping will occur while testing
and commissioning completes. Equipment expected to be used, including duration and purpose,
is provided in Table 2.7-2, Equipment Expected to be Used During Project Construction —
Switching Station.

Table 2.7-2. Equipment Expected to be Used During Project Construction — Switching

Station
Phase/Task Workers, Equipment Quantity

Civil Site Preparation Workers 6
Pickup truck
Crawler backhoe 1
Bulldozer 1
Front loader 1
Short haul dump truck / material haul truck 95
Long haul dump truck 135
Compactor 1

Building Foundations Excavation and Install Workers 8
Pickup truck 5
Crawler backhoe 1
Concrete truck 14
Front loader 1
Short haul dump truck 134
Long haul dump truck 82
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Table 2.7-2. Equipment Expected to be Used During Project Construction — Switching

Station
Phase/Task Workers, Equipment Quantity
Compactor 1
Remaining Equipment Foundations Workers
Pickup truck 5
Crawler backhoe 1
Concrete truck 1
Dump truck 24
Compactor 1
Ground Grid and Conduits Workers 6
Pickup truck 5
Crawler backhoe 1
Trencher 1
Dump truck 24
Compactor 1
Building Delivery and Setup Workers 10
Pickup truck 2
Man lift 1
Forklift 1
Boom truck 1
Mobile crane 1
Set Series and Shunt Reactors on Pads Workers 8
Pickup truck 2
Boom truck 1
Mobile crane 1
Screen Walls Workers 6
Pickup truck 3
Rigging truck 1
Forklift 1
Man lift 1
Mobile crane 1
Workers 34
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Table 2.7-2. Equipment Expected to be Used During Project Construction — Switching
Station

Phase/Task Workers, Equipment Quantity

Install GIS Equipment and Wire; Control Room Pickup truck 5
and Battery Room Equipment; 230 kV Bus Work;
Cable Installation; and Dress/Test/Wire Equipment

Rigging truck
Forklift
Man lift

Boom truck

Install and Test Oil Pump House, station service  [Workers
voltage transformers

Pickup truck

Mobile crane

Testing and Commissioning Workers

Pickup truck
Man lift

Exterior Walls, Final Grading, and Paving Workers

Pickup truck

Boom truck

Rl slo|lrla]slRr|srlo|rRrNM]|R]R

Small backhoe

[EN
(S}

Concrete truck

Cleanup and Landscaping Workers

Pickup truck

Small backhoe

N[k, | O | 0

Concrete truck

Step 1 — Site Preparation

Activities needed to prepare for switching station construction include contractor equipment and
personnel mobilization, utility locations, surveys, and similar construction support. Any
necessary permits will be obtained, and construction areas will be delineated, which will include
the switching station site and trenching for underground high-voltage lines leading to the
switching station (Figure 2.5-1e). Public safety systems (e.g., fencing and signage) will be put in
place as part of final preparations before beginning construction work.

The estimated total volume of soil to be disposed from excavation for site preparation, building
and equipment foundations, and equipment pads at the switching station is approximately
4,200 cy. Up to 25 percent (or approximately 1,000 cy) of the soil may be contaminated. In situ
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soil characterization will occur, or spoils may be stored on-site until waste characterization is
completed, before being disposed of in one or more of the facilities described in Section 3.17.

PG&E will install stormwater management controls at the switching station for its operations
phase that comply with local regulations and guidelines.

A grounding grid composed of 4/0 American wire gauge cables will be laid out inside the
property at a depth of approximately 18 inches. The grid is typically made up of sections that
average 40 by 40 feet, but the final size of the grid sections will be determined when design is
complete. In addition to ground rods, ground wells may be needed for ground grid purposes
depending on the soil resistivity studies. PG&E may need to install grounding rods up to 100
feet deep, but this will not be known until the ground grid is designed based on the ground grid
analysis and soil resistivity.

Step 2 — Building and Perimeter Fencing

This step includes all work related to the installation of the building, equipment enclosures, and
site development (including access from Egbert Avenue), as well as preparation for the
installation of exterior high-voltage equipment including the series reactor, two shunt reactors,
pump house, and station service voltage transformer. Including the outdoor equipment, the
proposed Egbert Switching Station will use the majority of the parcel with allocations for
maintenance vehicle access. Power for use during construction of the building structure is
expected to be provided by either existing service drop or a new distribution tap from Egbert
Avenue.

The expected depth of excavation on site contouring will be approximately 1 foot over
16,000 square feet. The excavation for the building, driveways, and equipment slabs will be
approximately 2 feet over 36,000 square feet. Twenty-five GIS building piers or piles are
expected to be installed to a depth of 20 feet.

The perimeter fence and equipment enclosures are expected to require approximately 60 piers or
piles installed to a depth of 15 feet. The switching station will be secured during operation by a
12-foot-high fence around the perimeter with likely two 20-foot-wide access gates. The
perimeter fence will be set back 5 to 10 feet away from the property line along Egbert Avenue to
provide opportunities for a new sidewalk and landscaping. The new switching station will
include outdoor lighting for safety and security purposes. Design and layout for new outdoor
lighting at the switching station will incorporate measures such as use of non-glare or hooded
fixtures and directional lighting. The outdoor lighting will be operated only as needed to support
security technology and safety during unplanned work at night.

Step 3 — 230 kV System Interconnection

The proposed Egbert Switching Station facility will connect new lines to the 230 kV HPFF line
(HZ-1, from Embarcadero Substation) and the 230 kV solid dielectric line (Jefferson-Martin 230
kV, from Jefferson Substation). These connections will occur via cable-to-GIS terminations
located on the exterior walls of the GIS enclosure buildings. The XLPE cables (Jefferson—
Egbert Line) will transition from a horizontal duct bank arrangement to a vertical installation
with supporting clamps located below the terminations and GIS bus. For the HPFF lines
(proposed Embarcadero—Egbert and Martin-Egbert lines), the 10-inch steel pipe will transition to
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a vertical arrangement. Once above grade, a trifurcator assembly will be installed to allow
separation of the individual phase cables located within individual stainless steel pipes. This
trifurcator assembly will also provide a connection point for the fluid pumping plant, which
provides the necessary fluid pressure on the HPFF cables to maintain the required electrical
insulation levels. Once the cables have been trifurcated, they will connect each cable to its GIS
terminations. Above-ground interconnections will be located within the Egbert Property and
proposed fence line.

Step 4 — Equipment Installation and Testing

Equipment installation will begin following completion of the switching station building. The
conceptual building design provides for multiple installation functions to proceed concurrently.
Cabling and equipment testing can take place alongside assembly work. All cable installation
work at the switching station building will take place outside the GIS equipment building.

Step 5 — Cable Connection, Energizing, and Commissioning

Once installed, the new 230 kV cables will be connected into the new switching station
equipment followed by cables being energized and final switching station tests being performed.
Final site restoration (including general cleanup, final grading and/or paving, and any wall finish
or exterior landscaping) is expected to occur during this step as well.

2.7.4 MARTIN SUBSTATION MODIFICATION

Construction at the existing Martin Substation will include minor modification to disconnect the
Jefferson-Martin line terminal and remove its associated equipment (Figure 2.4-2). The
Jefferson line terminal at Martin Substation can be removed after the proposed Egbert Switching
Station facility is in operation and the Jefferson-Martin 230 kV line has been rerouted to the new
switching station (e.g., when the proposed Jefferson-Egbert line is in operation). The following
equipment will be removed:

Three 230 kV single-phase series reactor

One 230 kV shunt reactor

Four sets of 230 kV circuit switchers

One 230 kV circuit breaker

Three 230 kV cable overhead to underground terminations and associated structures
Three 230 kV coupling capacitor voltage transformers (CCVTs)

Three 230 kV surge arresters

Four 230 kV dead-end tubular steel structures and associated bus bars and cables
One set of 230 kV CCVT tubular steel structures

The equipment will be electrically isolated from the in-service equipment so it can be safely
disassembled and removed. Boom trucks and man lifts will be used during disassembly of the
bus bars, cables, and supporting structures. The wiring to the equipment will be de-terminated
and pulled back to a pull box or removed entirely. Control and protective devices will be
removed or tagged as out-of-service.
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Oil and SFs gas will be removed from the equipment and disposed of to prepare the units for
transport. A boom truck and crane will be used to load the equipment for transporting to a
material yard for reuse or to a salvage yard for disposal.

The foundations will be removed to 3 feet below grade using a backhoe, jackhammer, and hand
tools. A full list of equipment expected to be used, including duration and purpose, is provided
in Table 2.7-3, Equipment Expected to be Used During Project Construction — Remote-end
Substations. Approximately eight trucks trips are expected to off-haul concrete foundation
material to an appropriate recycling/disposal facility.

Table 2.7-3. Equipment Expected to be Used During Project Construction — Remote-end
Substations

Project Phase/Task Workers, Equipment Quantity

Equipment removal at Martin Substation Workers 6
Pickup truck 5
Man lift 1
Dump truck / material haul truck 12
Boom truck 1
Mobile crane 1
Semi-truck 1
Oil truck 1
Small backhoe 1
Jack hammer 1

Protection upgrades at Martin, Embarcadero, and Workers 2-3

Jefferson substations Pickup truck 3

2.7.5 REMOTE-END SUBSTATIONS SYSTEM PROTECTION SCHEME COORDINATION

Prior to placing the new transmission lines and switching station components into service, PG&E
must ensure that the components, as well as the overall system, have adequate protection from
faults and other electrical abnormalities. At the new switching station, system protection
equipment will be integrated into the final design and installed as part of the station construction.
Also as part of the final design, the system protection equipment at Jefferson, Martin, and
Embarcadero substations and the grid control centers (GCCs) will be evaluated. The equipment
(relays) may require adjustments to coordinate with the new equipment or may need to be
upgraded or replaced.

Simple setting adjustments may be all that is necessary for protective devices of the same vintage
and compatibility. Firmware upgrades may be needed if the devices are not of the same vintage
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and capability. Full device replacement is required if the vintage, capability, and compatibility
cannot be matched with the new equipment at the switching station.

The work will occur within the control rooms of the existing facilities, and is minor in nature.
The replacement of protective relay devices is a typical operation and maintenance activity, and
would be performed prior to placing the new equipment into service. Depending on the scope,
the duration could be 1 day for setting adjustments to 5 weeks for replacement of system
protection devices. The trucks expected to be used for personnel and material transport are listed
in Table 2.7-3, Equipment Expected to be Used During Project Construction — Remote-end
Substations.

2.7.6 CONSTRUCTION WORKFORCE AND EQUIPMENT

Transmission line and switching station construction activities are expected to occur
simultaneously. Different phases of the construction process will require varying numbers of
construction personnel.

During the first 2 months of construction, between 26 and 36 construction personnel are
expected during mobilization and switching station site preparation. The workforce is expected
to grow to approximately 65 construction personnel on average, including inspectors and
monitors, over approximately 18 to 19 months during transmission line and switching station
construction, with an estimated peak force of 88 personnel. Typically, two to three crews of six
to 16 construction personnel will support transmission line activities; and on average,
approximately 34 construction personnel will support switching station activities. The workforce
is expected to shrink to approximately eight to nine personnel during the last 3 months of
construction to support removal of the Jefferson-Martin line equipment from Martin Substation,
and to perform the protection scheme work at the remote-end substations. PG&E and its
contractors expect to obtain approximately 20 percent of their construction workforce locally
through the union hiring halls (approximately 15 to 20 employees).

Transmission line equipment expected to be used is summarized by activity along with expected
crew workforce in Table 2.7-1, Equipment Expected to be Used During Project Construction —
Transmission Line. Vault installation typically averages 10 days per vault. Trenching and duct
bank installation duration assumes that work progresses at about 40 linear feet per day. Cable
installation (between vaults) typically occurs for 5 days, and cable splicing is typically completed
within 7 days. The trenchless activities are expected to occur for about 40 days within the period
anticipated for the proposed Jefferson-Egbert line trenching. Trenching for the HZ-1 line loop-in
is expected to start when the proposed Jefferson-Egbert line trenching is complete. Thus, cable
installation for the proposed Jefferson-Egbert line will occur while trenching along Egbert
Avenue occurs. Splicing the proposed Jefferson-Egbert line is expected to overlap with the
Egbert Avenue trenching and cable installation. Cable splicing of the proposed Martin-Egbert
and Egbert-Embarcadero lines is anticipated to conclude about the same time as the proposed
Jefferson-Egbert line.

Switching station construction is anticipated to employ an average of approximately 34
construction personnel over about 19 months, with an increase to approximately 60 construction
personnel at construction peak during equipment installation and testing. Activities are expected
to occur fairly sequentially with minor overlap during building and exterior equipment pads
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construction activities. Equipment installation and cabling activities occur over an
approximately 6-month period. Testing and commissioning are planned to occur during site
restoration activities over an approximately 3-month period. An estimated four truck drivers are
expected to support the site preparation and the site restoration phases. Equipment expected to
be used during project construction is summarized by activity along with expected crew
workforce in Table 2.7-2, Preliminary Construction Workforce and Equipment Use — Switching

Station.

The final construction-related activities are expected to include removing the equipment at
Martin Substation, which is expected to employ approximately six construction personnel and
one truck driver. Also at this time, relay work at the remote-end substations (Embarcadero,
Jefferson, and Martin) will employ approximately two to three construction personnel for
possibly 1 day but up to 5 weeks if relays need to be replaced. Equipment expected to be used
during project construction is summarized by activity along with expected crew workforce in
Table 2.7-3, Preliminary Construction Workforce and Equipment Use — Remote-end Substations.

The equipment that will be used during project construction is outlined in Table 2.7-4,
Construction Equipment Summary. This is a preliminary equipment list, and other equipment
may be identified when the project design is finalized or during construction if unexpected
conditions require additional and/or different equipment.

Table 2.7-4. Construction Equipment Summary

Equipment

Use

Pickup truck

Transport personnel, material, and equipment

Man lift Lift crew to working height

Dump truck Haul excavated materials; import backfill

Boom truck Lift crew to working height

Mobile crane Lift/load/move/set large equipment or materials, including vaults

Large backhoe

Excavate trenches

Small or crawler backhoe

Move materials

Small backhoe with breaker

Break concrete

Bulldozer Move materials

Oil truck Transport oil

Semi-truck Haul trailers with equipment or materials

Excavator Excavate trenches; excavate for vault installation; excavate bore

pits

Hydraulic breaker for excavator

Break pavement for excavation

Sheet driver for excavator

Drives sheets for trench stability and safety

Trencher

Excavate trenches

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Egbert Switching Station Project

December 2017
2-53




Chapter 2 — Project Description

PROPONENT’S ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Table 2.7-4. Construction Equipment Summary

Equipment

Use

Compactor

Compact soil

Roller

Compress new pavement on streets

Large/Front loader

Move soil and material

Portable air compressor

Provide compressed air for tools

Portable/Mobile generator

Gas-powered equipment; power for construction

Baker (water) storage tanks

Store water pumped from trenches, if needed

Pumps

Remove water from trench, if needed

Shoring boxes

Maintain trench walls, prevent collapse of loose soils or sand

Tank trucks

Transport water from Baker tanks to process/disposal facility

Cable winch

Pulls and tension cable

Cable reel cart

Transport reels; guide cables into conduits

Auger boring machine equipment

Boring for cable installation

Welding machine

Join metal materials such as pipe

Pavement saw cutting equipment

Cut pavement

Concrete truck

Haul and pour concrete slurry

Boom truck Lift crew to working height
Man lift Lift crew to working height
Forklift Lift and move material

Rigging truck

Lift and move material

Jack hammer

Break concrete

Oil truck

Transport oil

2.8 PERMITTING AND CONSTRUCTION SCHEDULE

The estimated construction duration for the project is approximately 22 months, as shown in
Table 2.8-1, Preliminary Proposed Permitting and Construction Schedule. PG&E seeks to
complete construction and place the line in service by early spring 2023. The construction
activities included in the estimate duration include the construction of underground transmission
line sections; trenchless crossing (auger bore) construction for the portion beneath U.S. 101;
construction of the switching station, minor modification to Martin Substation, the system
protection scheme updates at Embarcadero, Jefferson, and Martin substations; and overall cable

system testing and commissioning.
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Table 2.8-1. Preliminary Proposed Permitting and Construction Schedule

Task Name Proposed Schedule

CPUC/CPCN process

CPUC conducts CEQA review, including public review Dec 2017-Jul 2018

CPUC issues Proposed Decision, subject to public comments Dec 2018

CPUC grants a CPCN and certifies the CEQA document Jan 2019
Secondary permits issued by other government agencies Aug 2019
Acquisition of land rights Sep 2019
Materials procurement May 2020
Construction begins May 2020
Construction substantially completed Dec 2021
Project operational Feb 2022
Construction and restoration completed Mar 2022

Note:
CEQA = California Environmental Quality Act

Construction will typically occur between 7 a.m. and 8 p.m. or during times that will be set
through coordination with the city and county of San Francisco, and with the cities of Daly City
and Brisbane. If trenching work will cause traffic congestion, the project may require nighttime
work to avoid traffic disruption. Longer workday hours, and nighttime work, may be required to
support activities that need to continue to completion such as splicing activities. All applicable
city, county, state, federal, and railroad regulation, ordinances, and restrictions will be identified
and complied with prior to and during construction.

2.9 OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE

Existing operation and maintenance crews will operate and maintain the new switching station
and transmission lines as part of their current operation and maintenance activities.

2.9.1 MONITORING AND CONTROL

Monitoring and control functions for the new switching station facilities will be connected to the
existing PG&E transmission energy management system by telecommunication circuits. The
new transmission line segments will be monitored and protected by sets of relays located at each
end of the line. The required constant communication between protective relays at each end will
be over redundant communication paths. The relays are also connected into PG&E’s
Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition (SCADA) system. Any alarms resulting from relay
actions will be promptly annunciated at PG&E’s GCC located in Vacaville, California. In the
event of an alarm, required corrective actions can be quickly initiated by operators on round-the-
clock duty at the GCC.

Data collection devices for the SCADA system may include remote terminal units,
microprocessor relays, data concentrators, and fault recorders. The devices will be capable of
storing data for download via local and/or remote access.
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2.9.2 MAINTENANCE AND FACILITY INSPECTION

Regular inspection of transmission lines, substations, instrumentation and controls, and support
systems is critical for safe, efficient, and economical operation. Early identification of
equipment needing maintenance, repair, or replacement will assure continued safe operation of
the project. Existing operation and maintenance crews will access the switching station site and
transmission lines on existing roads by vehicle. Aboveground components will be inspected at
least annually for corrosion, equipment misalignment, loose fittings, and other common
mechanical problems. The underground portion of the line will be inspected regularly from
inside the vaults using a handhole or a manhole for access; therefore, inspections will not
significantly disturb traffic using city streets.

Typical XLPE line, termination, and XLPE cable inspections are summarized as follows:
e Routine — Quarterly visual inspections of terminals

e Detailed — Once every 2 years, visual inspection of the XLPE lines and energized vaults and
infrared inspection of the terminations to detect hot spots

Typical HPFF line, termination, and HPFF cable inspections are summarized as follows:

e Routine — Monthly visual inspections of terminals, including check of the oil and nitrogen
pressure

e Detailed — Annual inspection of the underground enclosures and oil/nitrogen system (pump
plant)

2.10 APPLICANT-PROPOSED MEASURES

PG&E proposes to implement the APMs listed in Table 2.10-1 to avoid or further minimize
potential less-than-significant project impacts. The APMs are discussed in context, with their
respective environmental resources, in the APMs subsection within each resource category
subsection in Chapter 3.0, Environmental Setting and Impact Assessment Summary.

Table 2.10-1. Applicant-Proposed Measures Summary Table

3.1 Aesthetics

APM Aesthetics (AE)-1: Nighttime Lighting to Minimize Potential Visual Impacts.

Because much of the switching station equipment will be located within an enclosed structure, the proposed
switching station will have less outdoor lighting than at a conventional outdoor switching station. Design and
layout for new outdoor lighting at the switching station will incorporate measures such as use of non-glare or
hooded fixtures and directional lighting to reduce spillover into areas outside the switching station site and
minimize the visibility of lighting from off-site locations.

APM AE-2: Construction Cleanup.

Construction activities will be kept as clean and inconspicuous as practical. Construction debris will be picked up
regularly from construction areas.

3.2 Agricultural and Forest Resources

The project will have no impact on agricultural and forest resources, and no APMs are proposed.
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Table 2.10-1. Applicant-Proposed Measures Summary Table

3.3 Air Quality

APM Air Quality (AQ)-1: Minimize Fugitive Dust.
Consistent with Table 8-2 of the CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD, 2017c), PG&E will minimize dust emissions
during construction by implementing the following measures:

e  Water all exposed soil surfaces (e.g., unpaved parking areas, unpaved staging areas, soil piles, graded areas,
and unpaved access roads) at least twice daily, except when rains are occurring; or apply non-toxic soil
stabilizers such as soil binders, crushed rock, or gravel.

e  Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials.
e Limit all vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 miles per hour.

e All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved will be completed as soon as possible after grading
unless seeding, soil binders, or gravel are used.

e  Sweep streets daily (with water sprayers and brooms or mechanical sweeps, if necessary) if visible soil
material is carried onto adjacent public roads.

e Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact regarding dust complaints. This
person will respond and take corrective action within 48 hours. BAAQMD’s phone number will also be
visible to ensure compliance with applicable regulations.

As shown in Table 3.3-6, there are no numeric thresholds of significance for fugitive dust. Rather, it is
BAAQMD’s opinion that “projects implementing construction best management practices will reduce fugitive
dust emissions to a less than significant level” (BAAQMD, 2017c). Because the measures included in APM
AQ-1 are consistent with Table 8-2 of the CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD, 2017c¢), construction emissions
resulting from fugitive dust are expected to be less than significant. Furthermore, the project is not expected to
require implementation of the additional measures from Table 8-3 of the CEQA Guidelines because PMyo and
PM: s exhaust emissions are below the significance thresholds, as described below.

APM AQ-2: Minimize Construction Exhaust Emissions.

The following measures will be implemented during construction to further minimize the less-than-significant
construction exhaust emissions:

e Minimize unnecessary construction vehicle idling time. The ability to limit construction vehicle idling time
is dependent upon the sequence of construction activities and when and where vehicles are needed or staged.
Certain vehicles, such as large diesel-powered vehicles, have extended warm-up times following start-up that
limit their availability for use following start-up. Where such diesel-powered vehicles are required for
repetitive construction tasks, these vehicles may require more idling time. The project will apply a “common
sense” approach to vehicle use such that idling is reduced as far as possible below the maximum of five
consecutive minutes required by regulation (13 CCR 2449 and 2485). If a vehicle is not required for use
immediately or continuously for construction activities or for other safety-related reasons, its engine will be
shut off.

e  Maintain all construction equipment in accordance with manufacturer’s specifications. Check all equipment
using a certified mechanic, and confirm that equipment is in proper condition prior to operation.
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Table 2.10-1. Applicant-Proposed Measures Summary Table

APM AQ-3: Minimize Potential Naturally Occurring Asbestos Emissions.

The following measures will be implemented prior to and during construction to minimize the potential for NOA
emissions:

e  Prior to commencement of construction, samples of the proposed Jefferson-Egbert Transmission Line
construction areas within the serpentine (Sp) stratigraphic unit will be analyzed for presence of asbestos,
serpentinite, or ultramafic rock.

o If ashestos, serpentinite, or ultramafic rock is determined to be present at the specific project location,
implement all applicable provisions of the Asbestos ATCM for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and
Surface Mining Operations (17 CCR 93105), including the following:

For disturbed areas of 1 acre or less:
—  Construction vehicle speed at the work site will be limited to 15 miles per hour or less.

Prior to any ground disturbance, sufficient water will be applied to the area to be disturbed to prevent
visible emissions from crossing the property line.

Avreas to be graded or excavated will be kept adequately wetted to prevent visible emissions from
crossing the property line.

Storage piles will be kept adequately wetted, treated with a chemical dust suppressant, or covered when
material is not being added to or removed from the pile.

Equipment will be washed down before moving from the property onto a paved public road.

Visible track-out on the paved public road will be cleaned within 24 hours using wet sweeping or a High
Efficiency Particulate Air filter-equipped vacuum device.

For disturbed areas of more than 1 acre:

—  Submit an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan to BAAQMD, and obtain approval prior to commencement of
construction.

— Implement and maintain the provisions of the approved Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan from the
beginning of construction through the duration of the construction activity.

3.4 Biological Resources

APM Biological Resources (BIO)-1: General Measures.

A worker environmental awareness program biological resources module will be conducted for on-site
construction personnel prior to the start of construction activities. The module will explain the APMs and any
other measures developed to prevent impacts on special-status species, including nesting birds. The module will
also include a description of special-status species and their habitat needs, as well as an explanation of the status
of these species and their protection under the federal and California ESAs, and other statutes. A brochure will be
provided with color photos of sensitive species, as well as a discussion of any permit measures. A copy of the
program and brochure will be provided to CPUC at least 30 days prior to the start of construction for project files.
This APM also includes the following measures:

e Environmental Inspector: A qualified environmental inspector will verify implementation and compliance
with all APMs. The environmental inspector will have the authority to stop work or determine alternative
work practices where safe to do so, as appropriate, if construction activities are likely to impact sensitive
biological resources.

e Litter and trash management: All food scraps, wrappers, food containers, cans, bottles, and other trash from
the project area will be deposited in closed trash containers. Trash containers will be removed from the
project work areas at the end of each working day unless located in an existing substation, potential staging
area, or the switching station site.

e Parking: Vehicles and equipment will be parked on pavement, existing roads, and previously disturbed or
developed areas or work areas as identified in this document.

e Petsand firearms: No pets or firearms will be permitted at the project site.
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Table 2.10-1. Applicant-Proposed Measures Summary Table

APM BIO-2: Preconstruction Surveys.

If construction is to occur during the avian nesting season (February 1 through August 31), a preconstruction
migratory bird and raptor nesting survey will be performed by a qualified biologist. Note that given the urban
nature of the project, surveys will be limited in urban areas to along streets within 50 feet of work with public
access; surveys will not occur, for instance, in residential private property or backyards other than what can be
observed from the street.

If nesting birds are identified in areas susceptible to disturbance from construction activities, PG&E will establish
a specific buffer zone to be maintained for that nest. Factors to be considered include intervening topography,
roads, development, type of work, visual screening from the nest, nearby noise sources, etc. Buffers will not
apply to construction-related traffic using existing roads that are not limited to project-specific use (that is, city
streets, highways, etc.). Consideration will also include timing of nesting (that is, if the birds’ nests are found in
the project area during actual construction).

Preconstruction bird nesting surveys will be conducted in the project area no more than 15 days before work is
performed in the nesting season. A nest will be determined to be active if eggs or young are present in the nest.
Upon discovery of active nests, appropriate minimization measures (e.g., buffers or shielding) will be determined
and approved by the PG&E biologist. PG&E’s biologist will determine the use of a buffer or shield and work
may proceed based upon: acclimation of the species or individual to disturbance, nest type (cavity, tree, ground,
etc.), and level and duration of construction activity.

In the unlikely event a listed species is found nesting nearby in this urban environment that cannot be avoided,
CDFW and USFWS will be notified, and CPUC will be provided with nest survey results, if requested. When
active nests are identified, monitoring for significant disturbance to the birds will be implemented.

Nest checks of active nests will occur each day construction is occurring near the buffer zone. Typically, a nest
check will have a minimum duration of 30 minutes, but may be longer or shorter, or more frequent than one
check per day, as determined by PG&E’s biologist or designated biological monitor based on the type of
construction activity (duration, equipment being used, potential for construction-related disturbance) and other
factors related to assessment of nest disturbance (weather variations, pair behavior, nest stage, nest type, species,
etc.). The biological monitor will record the PG&E construction activity occurring at the time of the nest check
and note any work exclusion buffer in effect at the time of the nest check. Non-PG&E activities in the area
should also be recorded (e.g., adjacent construction sites, roads, commercial/industrial activities, residential
activities, etc.).

The biological monitor will record any sign of disturbance to the active nest, including but not limited to parental
alarm calls, agitated behavior, distraction displays, nest fleeing and returning, chicks falling out of the nest or
chicks or eggs being predated as a result of parental abandonment of the nest. Should the PG&E biological
monitor determine project activities are causing or contributing to nest disturbance that might lead to nest failure,
the PG&E biological monitor will coordinate with the Construction Manager to limit the duration or location of
work, and/or set other limits related to use of project vehicles, and/or heavy equipment. Should PG&E’s
biological monitor determine that project activities are not resulting in significant disturbance to the birds,
construction activity will continue and nest checks while work is occurring will be conducted periodically.

APM BIO-3: Pre-construction Surveys/Rare Plant Surveys.

If the potential Carter Street staging area will be used for the project, a pre-construction survey to assess the site
will be conducted. If the area that will be impacted at this potential staging area is covered in gravel, free of
vegetation, or covered in ruderal vegetation, then no further vegetation surveys will be conducted at this site prior
to its use. If the pre-construction survey identifies that suitable habitat for special-status plants is present, rare
plant surveys will be conducted within the staging area. If any special-status plants are observed, they will be
fenced off and avoided.
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Table 2.10-1. Applicant-Proposed Measures Summary Table

3.5 Cultural Resources

APM Cultural Resources (CR)-1: Pre-Construction Survey.

Any locations that will be subject to ground disturbance but which were not accessible during the pedestrian
survey will be surveyed by a CRS/archaeologist prior to project construction under the direction of the PG&E
CRS. This will include the location of the proposed Egbert Switching Station and the work area for the proposed
Jefferson-Egbert line on the 200 Paul Avenue and 400 Paul Avenue parcels; potential staging areas at Amador
Street, Cow Palace, Carter Street, and Martin Substation; and any built-over areas that will be cleared for
construction that were not previously surveyed. Although there have been no resources recorded in the vicinity of
these locations, the proposed switching station and adjacent parcels have high sensitivity to contain buried or
subsurface archaeological remains.

Any archeological or historical sites, artifacts, or features identified during the surveys will be examined to
determine whether further investigation is needed. If project work is occurring within 100 feet of the find, the
work will be immediately redirected from within 100 feet of the find as soon as it is safe to do so. If the
discovery can be avoided or protected and no further impacts will occur, the resource will be documented on
California Department of Parks and Recreation 523 forms to be submitted to the PG&E CRS and the California
Historical Resources Information System NWIC, and no further effort will be required.

APM CR-2: Worker Environmental Awareness Program Cultural Resources Module.

Because there are areas of High or Highest sensitivity for buried cultural resources, all project field personnel will
be given training on cultural resources identification and protection, and the laws and penalties governing such
protection. This training may be administered as a stand-alone session or included as part of the overall
environmental awareness training as required by the project. The training will include, at a minimum, these
elements:

e Areview of the environmental setting (prehistory, ethnography, history) associated with the project
o Avreview of Native American cultural concerns and recommendations during project implementation

e Areview of applicable federal, state, and local laws and ordinances governing cultural resources and historic
preservation

o Areview of what constitutes prehistoric or historic-era archaeological deposits (including maritime
archaeological resources) and what the workers should look out for

e Addiscussion of site avoidance requirements and procedures to be followed in the event unanticipated cultural
resources are discovered during construction

e Addiscussion of procedures to follow in the event human remains are discovered during construction

e Addiscussion of disciplinary and other actions that could be taken against persons violating historic
preservation laws and PG&E policies

e Adiscussion of eligible and potentially eligible built environment resources and procedures to follow
regarding minimizing vibration from equipment in designated areas

e A statement by the construction company or applicable employer agreeing to abide by the program
conditions, PG&E policies, and applicable laws and regulations

All on-site project personnel, including those arriving after the start of construction, will attend this training
before beginning work on the project.

APM CR-3: Construction Monitoring.

In high-sensitivity areas where a survey was not feasible (i.e., areas are covered with pavement or buildings), a
qualified archaeologist will be present to monitor all ground-disturbing construction activities. The monitor will
have the authority to halt the ground-disturbing work activity(ies) temporarily within 100 feet of a find when safe
to do so to assess the find. The assessment, and any subsequent evaluation, will follow the processes described in
APM CR-4. Monitoring at these locations can be reduced if, after initial monitoring, it is determined there is a
low likelihood of identifying cultural resources.
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Table 2.10-1. Applicant-Proposed Measures Summary Table

APM CR-4: Inadvertent Discoveries of Cultural Deposits.

In the event that previously unidentified archaeological, cultural, or historical sites, artifacts, or features are
uncovered during implementation of the project, ground-disturbing work will be suspended within 100 feet of the
find and redirected to another location. A CRS or his/her designated representative will examine the discovery
and determine whether additional work is needed or whether the buffer requires adjustment. The CRS will
coordinate with the PG&E CRS and the state and federal lead officials, as appropriate. If the discovery can be
avoided or protected and no further impacts will occur, then the resource will be documented on DPR 523 forms,
and no further effort will be required.

If the resource cannot be avoided and may be subjected to further impacts, qualified personnel will evaluate the
significance of the discovery in accordance with the federal and state laws outlined above; personnel will
implement data recovery or other appropriate treatment measures if warranted. A qualified historical
archaeologist will complete an evaluation of historical-period resources, while evaluation of prehistoric resources
will be completed by a qualified archaeologist specializing in California prehistoric archaeology. Evaluations
may include archival research, oral interviews, and/or field excavations to determine the full depth, extent, nature,
and integrity of the deposit.

APM CR-5: Unanticipated Discovery of Human Remains.

If human remains, or suspected human remains, are discovered during construction, work within 100 feet of the
find will stop immediately and the construction foreman will contact the designated PG&E CRS; the specialist
will then call the San Francisco or San Mateo County Coroner, as appropriate. There will be no further
excavation or disturbance of the site, or any nearby area reasonably suspected to overlie adjacent remains, until
the county coroner has determined that the remains are not subject to provisions of Section 27491 of the
Government Code. If the medical county coroner determines the remains to be Native American, he/she will
contact the NAHC within 24 hours. The NAHC will appoint a Most Likely Descendent for recommendations on
the treatment and disposition of the remains (Health and Safety Code Section 7050.5, PRC Section 5097.24).

APM Paleontological Resources (PR)-1: Worker’s Environmental Training Awareness Program
Paleontological Module.

The project’s worker environmental awareness program, which all workers will complete prior to beginning work
on the project site, will include a module on paleontological resources (fossils). The module will discuss the laws
protecting paleontological resources, recognition in the field and types of paleontological resources that could be
encountered on the project, and the procedures to be followed if a paleontological resource is discovered. A copy
of the project’s worker environmental awareness training will be provided to CPUC for recordkeeping prior to the
start of construction.

APM PR-2: Unanticipated Paleontological Resource Discovery.

If fossils are observed during excavation, work in the immediate vicinity of a paleontological find will be halted
or redirected to avoid additional impact to the specimen(s), and to allow a professional paleontologist to assess
the scientific importance of the find and determine appropriate treatment. If the discovery is significant, the
qualified paleontologist will implement data recovery excavation (with the landowner’s permission) to
scientifically recover and curate the specimen.

3.6 Geology and Soils

APM Geology and Soils (GS)-1: Appropriate Desigh Measures Implementation.

A site-specific geotechnical investigation will be performed to develop appropriate conclusions and
recommendations for final design.
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APM GS-2: Appropriate Soil Stability Measures Implementation.

Based on available references, bedrock, artificial fills, loam, sandy loam, and clay loam are the primary
subsurface materials expected to be encountered in the excavated areas as project construction proceeds.
Potentially problematic subsurface conditions may include soft or loose soils. Where soft, loose, or liquefiable
soils are encountered during design studies or construction, appropriate measures will be implemented to avoid,
accommodate, replace, or improve soft or loose soils and liquefaction hazards. Such measures may include the
following:

e Locating construction staging and operations away from areas of soft and loose soil

e  Over excavating soft or loose soils and replacing them with suitable non-expansive engineered fill

e Increasing the density and strength of soft or loose soils through mechanical vibration and/or compaction
e Treating soft or loose soils in place with binding or cementing agents

e Adding physical ground improvement such as in situ soil mixing, drain piles, or sheet piles

e Deepening of trench and/or using trenchless technology to place the transmission line beneath liquefiable
fills and/or potential for lateral spreading, where feasible

3.7 Greenhouse Gas Emissions

APM Greenhouse Gas (GHG)-1: Minimize GHG Emissions

e Minimize unnecessary construction vehicle idling time. The ability to limit construction vehicle idling time
will depend on the sequence of construction activities and when and where vehicles are needed or staged.
Certain vehicles, such as large diesel-powered vehicles, have extended warm-up times following start-up that
limit their availability for use following start-up. Where such diesel-powered vehicles are required for
repetitive construction tasks, these vehicles may require more idling time. The project will apply a “common
sense” approach to vehicle use, so that idling is reduced as far as possible below the maximum of 5
consecutive minutes allowed by California law; if a vehicle is not required for use immediately or
continuously for construction activities, its engine will be shut off. Construction foremen will include
briefings to crews on vehicle use as part of pre-construction conferences. Those briefings will include
discussion of a “common sense” approach to vehicle use.

e Maintain construction equipment in proper working conditions in accordance with PG&E standards.

APM GHG-2: Minimize SFes Emissions.

e Incorporate Egbert Switching Station into PG&E’s system-wide SFs emission reduction program. CARB has
adopted the Regulation for Reducing Sulfur Hexafluoride Emissions from Gas Insulated Switchgear sections
95350 to 95359, Title 17, CCR, which requires that company-wide SFs emission rate not exceed 1 percent by
2020. Since 1998, PG&E has implemented a programmatic plan to inventory, track, and recycle SF¢ inputs,
and inventory and monitor system-wide SFg leakage rates to facilitate timely replacement of leaking breakers.
PG&E has improved its leak detection procedures and increased awareness of SFe issues within the company.
X-ray technology is now used to inspect internal circuit breaker components to eliminate dismantling of
breakers, reducing SFe handling and accidental releases. As an active member of USEPA’s SFg Emission
Reduction Partnership for Electrical Power Systems, PG&E has focused on reducing SFs emissions from its
transmission and distribution operations and has reduced the SF¢ leak rate by 89 percent and absolute SFs
emissions by 83 percent.

e Require that the breakers at Egbert Switching Station have a manufacturer’s guaranteed maximum leakage
rate of 0.5 percent per year or less for SFe.

e  Maintain substation breakers in accordance with PG&E’s maintenance standards.
e Comply with CARB Early Action Measures as these policies become effective.

3.8 Hazards and Hazardous Materials

APM Hazardous Materials (HM)-1: Development and Implementation of Hazardous Material and
Emergency Response Procedures.
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PG&E will implement construction controls, training, and communication to minimize the potential exposure of
the public and site workers to potential hazardous materials during all phases of project construction and, as
appropriate, during the operation and maintenance phase.

Construction procedures that will be implemented include worker training appropriate to the worker’s role, and
containment and spill control practices in accordance with the Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (see APM
WQ-1). A site-specific Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan and a Hazardous Materials
Business Plan will be developed for the proposed Egbert Switching Station facility prior to the construction date
(see APM WQ-4).

Worker environmental awareness program hazards and hazardous material module. A worker
environmental awareness program will be developed prior to construction. The worker environmental awareness
program will communicate environmental issues and appropriate work practices specific to this project to all field
personnel. These will include spill prevention and response measures and proper BMPs implementation. The
program will emphasize site-specific physical conditions to improve hazard prevention, and will include a review
of applicable portions of PG&E’s health and safety plan. A copy of the worker environmental awareness
program record will be provided to CPUC for recordkeeping. If it is necessary to store chemicals, they will be
managed in accordance with all applicable regulations. Safety data sheets will be maintained and kept available
on-site, as applicable.

Potentially contaminated soil. Soil that is suspected of being contaminated (based on existing analytical data or
visual, olfactory, or other evidence) and is removed during trenching or excavation activities will be segregated
and tested,; if the soil is contaminated above hazardous levels, it will be contained and disposed of off-site at a
licensed waste facility. The presence of known or suspected contaminated soil will require testing and
investigation procedures to be supervised by a qualified person, as appropriate, to meet state and federal
regulations.

If suspected hazardous substances are unexpectedly encountered during trenching or other construction activities
(using indicators such as sheen, odor, and/or soil discoloration), work will be stopped until the material is
properly characterized and appropriate measures are taken to protect human health and the environment.
Appropriate personal protective equipment will be used, and waste management will be performed in accordance
with applicable regulations. If excavation of hazardous materials is required, the materials will be disposed of in
accordance with applicable regulations.

Groundwater. If necessary, groundwater will be collected during construction, contained, and disposed of in
accordance with all applicable regulations. Non-contaminated groundwater will be released to one of the city’s
combined sanitary and stormwater drainage systems (with prior approval) or will be contained, tested, and
disposed of in accordance with applicable regulations.

Underground storage tanks. If underground or aboveground storage tanks are found to be located along the
project route and the route cannot be adjusted to avoid disturbance, the tanks will be removed prior to installation
of new facilities at the tank location. If it is determined that removal and disposal of tanks is necessary, a separate
work plan describing the proper decommissioning and removal of the tanks and removal of any associated
impacted soil will be prepared prior to removal.

Hazardous materials and hazardous wastes. All hazardous materials and hazardous wastes will be handled,
stored, and disposed of in accordance with all applicable regulations by personnel qualified to handle hazardous
materials. Practices during construction will include, but will not be limited to, the following:

e  Proper disposal of potentially hazardous materials
e Site-specific buffers for construction vehicles and equipment located near sensitive resources/receptors

e Emergency response and reporting procedures to address any potential hazardous material spills as described
in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality

Applicable portions of PG&E plans for Martin Substation (e.g., Risk Management Plan or Site Management Plan)
and testing for potential hazardous materials in soil as required under the Maher Ordinance (see Section 3.8.2.1)
will also be adhered to.
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For the operation and maintenance phase of the project, existing operational hazardous substance control and
emergency response plans will be updated as appropriate to incorporate necessary modifications resulting from
this project.

APM HM-2: Emergency Spill Supplies and Equipment.

Materials will be available on the project site during construction to contain, collect, and dispose of any minor
spill. Oil-absorbent material, tarps, and storage drums will be available on the project site during construction,
and will be used to contain and control any minor releases of oil. If excess water and liquid concrete escapes
during pouring, it will be directed to adjacent lined and bermed areas, where the concrete will dry, and then be
transported for disposal per applicable regulations.

APM HM-3: Soil, Groundwater, Underground Tank, and Wastewater Characterization.

In areas where existing data are not available, soil and groundwater sampling will be conducted in project areas
prior to or upon commencement of construction. Appropriate handling, transportation, and disposal locations will
be determined based on results of the analyses performed on soil and groundwater. In addition, results will be
provided to contractor and construction crews to inform them about soil and groundwater conditions and potential
hazards. The location, distribution, and/or frequency of the sampling locations will be determined during final
design with the intent to provide adequate representation of the conditions in the construction area. Sampling will
likely be more intensive in areas along the project alignment (1) where potential residual contamination
associated with the four former LUST and two EnviroStor cleanup sites may exist, (2) near the transformer oil
spill in the vicinity of 607 Carter Street, San Francisco, (3) near the locations of six historic auto service stations
and two historic dry cleaners, and (4) subject to the Maher Ordinance (see Section 3.8.3). The sampling program
in areas subject to the Maher Ordinance must be reviewed and approved by the SFDPH prior to construction.

3.9 Hydrology and Water Quality

APM Water Quality (WQ)-1: Development and Implementation of a Stormwater Pollution Prevention
Plan.

Stormwater discharges associated with project construction activities are regulated under the General
Construction Permit. Cases in which construction will disturb more than 1 acre of soil require submittal of a
Notice of Intent, development of a SWPPP (both certified by the Legally Responsible Person), periodic
monitoring and inspections, retention of monitoring records, reporting of incidences of noncompliance, and
submittal of annual compliance reports. PG&E will comply with all General Construction Permit requirements.

Following project approval, PG&E will prepare and implement a SWPPP, which will address erosion and
sediment control to minimize construction impacts on surface water quality, as well as reduce the potential for
stormwater to impact adjacent properties. The SWPPP will be designed specifically for the hydrologic setting of
the proposed project (e.g., surface topography, storm drain configuration, etc.). Implementation of the SWPPP
will help stabilize graded areas and reduce erosion and sedimentation. The SWPPP will propose BMPs that will
be implemented during construction activities. Erosion and sediment control BMPs such as straw wattles, erosion
control blankets, and/or silt fences will be installed in compliance with the SWPPP and the General Construction
Permit. Suitable soil stabilization BMPs will be used to protect exposed areas during construction activities, as
specified in the SWPPP. During construction activities, BMPs will be implemented to reduce exposure of
construction materials and wastes to stormwater.

BMPs will be installed following manufacturers specifications and according to standard industry practice.
Erosion and sediment control measures may include the following:

e  Straw wattle, silt fence, or gravel bag berms
e Track out control at all entrances and exits
e  Stockpile management

e  Effective dust control measures

e Good housekeeping measures

e  Stabilization measures which may include wood mulch, gravel, or revegetation
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Identified erosion and sediment control measures will be installed prior to the start of construction activities and
will be inspected and improved as needed as required by the Construction General Permit. Temporary sediment
control measures intended to minimize sediment transport from temporarily disturbed areas such as silt fences or
wattles will remain in place until disturbed areas are stabilized. In areas where soil is to be temporarily
stockpiled, soil will be placed in a controlled area and will be managed using industry standard stockpile
management techniques. Where construction activities occur near a surface water body or drainage channel, the
staging of construction materials and equipment and excavation spoil stockpiles will be placed and managed in a
manner which minimizes the risk of sediment transport to the drainage. Any surplus soil will be transported from
the site and disposed of in accordance with federal, state, and local regulations.

The SWPPP will identify areas where refueling and vehicle-maintenance activities and storage of hazardous
materials will be permitted, if necessary.

A copy of the SWPPP will be provided to CPUC for recordkeeping. The plan will be maintained and updated
during construction as required by the Construction General Permit.

APM WQ-2: Worker Environmental Awareness Program Water Quality Module.

A worker environmental awareness program will be developed and provided separately to CPUC staff prior to
construction. The project’s worker environmental awareness program will communicate environmental issues
and appropriate work practices specific to this project to all field personnel. These will include spill prevention
and response measures and proper BMP implementation. A copy of the project’s worker environmental
awareness program record will be provided to CPUC for recordkeeping at the completion of the project. An
environmental monitoring program will also be implemented to ensure that the plans are followed throughout the
construction period.

APM WQ-3: Project Site Restoration.

As part of the final construction activities, PG&E will restore all removed curbs and gutters, repave, and restore
landscaping or vegetation as necessary.

APM WQ-4: Spill Prevention, Control, and Countermeasure (SPCC) Plan for Egbert Switching Station.

PG&E will prepare an SPCC plan for the new switching station for implementation during operation as required
by applicable regulations (CFR 40 Part 112). The plan will include engineered and operational methods for
preventing, containing, and controlling potential releases (e.g., construction of a retention pond, moats, or berms)
as well as provisions for quick and safe cleanup.

APM WQ-5: Stormwater Control Plan for Egbert Switching Station.

PG&E will prepare and implement a Stormwater Control Plan to manage stormwater during operation at the new
switching station to align with the City of San Francisco Ordinance Number 64-16 of the Public Works Code-
Stormwater Management Requirements.

3.10 Land Use and Planning

APM Land Use (LU)-1: Provide Construction Notification and Minimize Construction Disturbance.

A public liaison representative will provide the public with advance notification of construction activities,
between two and four weeks prior to construction. The announcement will state specifically where and when
construction will occur in the area. Notices will provide tips on reducing noise intrusion (e.g., closing windows
facing the planned construction).

APM LU-2: Provide Public Liaison Person and Toll-Free Information Hotline.

PG&E will identify and provide a public liaison person before and during construction to respond to concerns of
neighboring residents about noise, dust, and other construction disturbance. Procedures for reaching the public
liaison officer via telephone, email, or in person will be included in notices distributed to the public as described
above. PG&E will also establish a toll-free telephone number for receiving questions or complaints during
construction.

3.11 Mineral Resources

The project will have no impact on mineral resources, and no APMs are proposed.
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3.12 Noise

APM Noise (NO)-1: Noise Minimization with Portable Barriers.

Compressors and other small stationary equipment used during construction will be shielded with portable
barriers if appropriate and if located within 200 feet of a residence.

APM NO-2: Noise Minimization with Quiet Equipment.

Quiet equipment will be used during construction whenever possible (e.g., equipment that incorporates
noise-control elements into the design, such as quiet model compressors, can be specified).

APM NO-3: Noise Minimization through Direction of Exhaust.

When in proximity to noise-sensitive uses, equipment exhaust stacks and vents will be directed away from those
noise-sensitive uses where feasible.

APM NO-4: Noise Disruption Minimization through Residential Notification.

In the event that nighttime construction is necessary, such as if certain activities such as line splicing or auger-
boring in certain soil conditions need to continue to completion, affected residents will be notified in advance by
mail, personal visit, or door-hanger, and will be informed of the expected work schedule.

APM NO-5: Auger Bore Noise Minimization Measures.

Temporary barriers utilizing materials such as intermodal containers or frac tanks, plywood walls, mass-loaded
vinyl (vinyl impregnated with metal), sound-absorbing blankets, hay bales, or similar materials will be used to
reduce noise generated by the auger bore operations. Auger bore activities will be limited to daylight hours
unless a situation arises where ceasing the activity would compromise safety (both human health and
environmental) and/or the integrity of the project. If nighttime auger bore activities are required, the project will
monitor actual noise levels from auger bore activities between 8:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. If the nighttime noise
levels created by the auger bore operation are found to result in a complaint and are in excess of the ambient noise
level by 5 dBA at the nearest residential property plane, PG&E will, within 24 hours of the excess measurement,
employ additional minimization measures to the extent practicable. Such measures may include ensuring that
semi-permanent stationary equipment (e.g., generators) are stationed as far from sensitive areas as practicable,
utilizing sound attenuated “quiet” or “Hollywood/Movie Studio” silencing packages, or modifying barriers to
further reduce noise levels.

APM NO-6: Noise Minimization Equipment Specification.

PG&E will specify general construction noise reduction measures that require the contractor to ensure that all
equipment is in good working order, adequately muffled, and maintained in accordance with the manufacturers’
recommendations.

APM NO-7: Incorporate Vibration Assessment into Project Construction.

Where pile driving may be required within streets with adjacent residential uses, final design efforts and
construction methods will consider soils and hammer type and use when assessing potential for vibration.
Vibration monitoring will be conducted during pile driving activities, or in response to a complaint, to confirm
that vibration levels are within acceptable guidelines. Site-specific minimization measures such as modifying the
type of hammer, reducing hammer energy, or modifying hammer frequency will be implemented as necessary to
reduce the potential effects of off-site vibration. Monitoring may be reduced or eliminated when it has been
established that these measures, if required, are effective for the site conditions.

3.13 Population and Housing

The project will have no impact on population and housing, and no APMs are proposed.

3.14 Public Services

The project will have no impact on public services, and no APMs are proposed.
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3.15 Recreation

The project will have no impact on recreational resources, and no APMs are proposed.

3.16 Transportation

APM Transportation and Traffic (TR)-1: Traffic Management Implementation.

PG&E will follow its standard safety practices, including installing appropriate barriers between work zones and
transportation facilities, posting adequate signs, and using proper construction techniques. PG&E will coordinate
construction traffic access at the proposed switching station and proposed transmission lines within the city and
county of San Francisco with SFMTA during project construction. Access during project construction to Martin
Substation and the transmission lines within the cities of Brishane and Daly City, respectively, will be
coordinated with SamTrans. PG&E is a member of the California Joint Utility Traffic Control Committee, which
published the California Joint Utility Traffic Control Manual (2010). PG&E will follow the recommendations in
this manual regarding basic standards for the safe movement of traffic on highways and streets in accordance with
Section 21400 of the California Vehicle Code. These recommendations include provisions for safe access of
police, fire, and other rescue vehicles.

In addition, PG&E will apply for an Excavation Permit and a Special Traffic Permit from each of the cities (San
Francisco, Brishane, and Daly City), and will also submit a Traffic Management Plan as part of each application.
The Traffic Management Plan will include the following elements and activities:

e Consult with SF Muni and SamTrans at least 1 month prior to construction to coordinate bus stop relocation
(as necessary) and to reduce potential interruption of transit service.

¢ Include a discussion of work hours, haul routes, limits on lengths of open trench, work area delineation,
traffic control, and flagging.

o Identify all access and parking restrictions and signage requirements, including any bicycle route or
pedestrian detours, should the need for these arise during final design.

e Lay out a plan for notifications and a process for communicating with affected residents and businesses prior
to the start of construction. Advance public notification would include postings of notices and appropriate
signage of construction activities. The written notification will include the construction schedule, the exact
location and duration of activities within each street (i.e., which lanes and access points/driveways would be
blocked on which days and for how long), and a toll-free telephone number for receiving questions or
complaints.

¢ Include a plan to coordinate all construction activities with emergency service providers in the area at least 1
month in advance. Emergency service providers will be notified of the timing, location, and duration of
construction activities. All roads will remain passable to emergency service vehicles at all times.

¢ Include the requirement that all open trenches be covered with metal plates at the end of each workday to
accommodate traffic and access.

e Specify the street restoration requirements pursuant to PG&E’s franchise agreements with the City and
County of San Francisco, City of Brisbane, and City of Daly City.

o Identify all roadway locations where special construction techniques (e.g., trenchless techniques or night
construction) would be used to minimize impacts to traffic flow.

e Develop circulation and detour plans to minimize impacts to local street circulation. This may include the
use of signing and flagging to guide vehicles through and/or around the construction zone. These plans will
also address loading zones.

e  Consult Caltrans and obtain an encroachment permit if necessary per final construction and engineering
design.

3.17 Utilities and Service Systems

The project will have no impact on utilities and service systems, and no APMs are proposed.
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2.11 REQUIRED APPROVALS

The CPUC is the lead agency under CEQA for this project. This PEA is being prepared as part
of an application to obtain a CPCN for the project from the CPUC. Because the project will
disturb more than 1 acre of land, PG&E will apply for a National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System Stormwater Construction Permit for discharges of stormwater associated
with Small Linear Underground/Overhead Construction Projects (General Permit) from the
SWRCB.

Caltrans will be consulted for approval and acquisition of an encroachment permit for the
proposed Jefferson-Egbert line crossing U.S. 101.

PG&E will acquire the following ministerial permits from the City of San Francisco:

Excavation Permit
SFMTA Permit
Special Traffic Permits
Building Permit
Grading Permit

Night Noise Permits

PG&E will acquire the following ministerial permits from the cities of Brisbane and Daly City:

e Excavation Permit
e Special Traffic Permits
e Night Noise Permits

2.12 ELECTRIC AND MAGNETIC FIELDS DISCUSSION

Recognizing that there is public interest and concern regarding potential health effects from
exposure to electric and magnetic fields (EMF) from power lines, this document provides some
general background information in Appendix B regarding EMF. The CPUC has repeatedly
recognized that EMF is not an environmental impact to be analyzed in the context of CEQA
because (1) there is no agreement among scientists that EMF creates a potential health risk, and
(2) there are no defined or adopted CEQA standards for defining health risk from EMF. See, for
example, CPUC Decision No. 04-07-027 (July 16, 2004); Delta DPA Capacity Increase
Substation Project Final Mitigated Negative Declaration and Supporting Initial Study (November
2006), A.05-06-022, Section B.1.14.1, page B-31, adopted in Decision 07-03-009 (March 1,
2007).

Section X(A) of the CPUC’s General Order 131-D, CPUC Decision No. D.06-01-042 (“EMF
Decision”), and PG&E’s EMF Design Guidelines prepared in accordance with the EMF
Decision, require PG&E to prepare a Field Management Plan that indicates the no-cost and low-
cost EMF measures that will be installed as part of the final engineering design for the project.
The Field Management Plan will evaluate the no-cost and low-cost measures considered for the
project, the measures adopted, and reasons that certain measures were not adopted. A copy of
the Preliminary EMF Management Plan and Substation Checklist for this project will be
included as an exhibit to the project Application provided to the CPUC.
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CHAPTER 3 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING AND IMPACT
ASSESSMENT SUMMARY

The following sections (3.1 through 3.18) provide an assessment of environmental impacts
anticipated from construction, operation, and maintenance of the project. The environmental
impacts are evaluated for the following resource areas, consistent with the requirements of the
California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA):

Aesthetics
Agriculture and Forest Resources
Air Quality
Biological Resources
Cultural Resources
Geology and Soils
Greenhouse Gas Emissions
Hazards and Hazardous Materials
Hydrology and Water Quality

. Land Use and Planning

. Minerals

. Noise

. Population and Housing

. Public Services

. Recreation

. Transportation and Traffic

. Utilities and Service Systems

18. Mandatory Findings of Significance and Cumulative Impact Analysis
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Sections 3.1 through 3.18 present the environmental impact analysis for each resource area
evaluated for the project. A checklist is provided at the beginning of each section to summarize
the anticipated level of impact (i.e., No Impact, Less Than Significant, Less Than Significant
with Mitigation Incorporated, and Potentially Significant Impact) to each resource area,
according to CEQA significance criteria. Each section addresses applicable regulations, analysis
methodology, environmental setting, environmental impacts, and APMs to minimize or avoid
potential impacts. Because the CPUC has exclusive jurisdiction over the siting, design, and
construction of the project, the project is not subject to local discretionary regulations. A
summary of local standards and ordinances pertaining to the resource within the project area is
provided for informational purposes and to assist with the CEQA review process in each section.

The analysis concludes that impacts will be less than significant after implementation of APMs.
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3.1 AESTHETICS

3.1.1 INTRODUCTION

This section describes existing conditions and potential impacts on aesthetic resources as a result
of construction, operation, and maintenance of the project. The analysis concludes that impacts
on aesthetic resources will be less than significant; the APMs described in Section 3.1.4.2 will
further reduce the project’s less-than-significant impacts on aesthetic resources.

The project’s potential effects on aesthetic resources were evaluated using the significance
criteria set forth in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The conclusions are summarized in
Table 3.1-1 and discussed in more detail in Section 3.1.4.

Table 3.1-1. CEQA Checklist for Aesthetics

. Less-than-
Potentially Sianificant Imoact Less-than-
Would the Project: Significant gnificant Imp Significant | No Impact
with Mitigation
Impact Impact
Incorporated
a) Have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic [ [ [ X

vista?

b) Substantially damage scenic resources,
including, but not limited to, trees, rock

outcroppings, and historic buildings within a O O O X
state scenic highway?

¢) Substantially degrade the existing visual
character or quality of the site and its ] ] X ]
surroundings?

d) Create a new source of substantial light or
glare which would adversely affect day or ] ] X ]
nighttime views in the area?

3.1.2 REGULATORY BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY

The following subsections describe the regulatory background related to the project area as well
as the methodology used to estimate aesthetic impacts.

3.1.2.1 Regulatory Background
Federal

No federal regulations related to aesthetic or visual resources are applicable to the project.

State

California Scenic Highway Program

California’s Scenic Highways Program, a provision of the Streets and Highways Code, was
established by the Legislature in 1963 to preserve and enhance the natural beauty of California.
The State Scenic Highway System includes highways that are either eligible for designation as
scenic highways or have been designated as such. The status of a state scenic highway changes
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from eligible to officially designated when the local jurisdiction adopts a scenic corridor
protection program, applies to the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) for scenic
highway approval, and receives the designation from Caltrans (Caltrans, 2017). A City or
County may propose adding routes with outstanding scenic elements to the list of eligible
highways. However, state legislation is required for a highway to be officially designated.

No designated state scenic routes are located near the project. Interstate 280 (1-280), an Eligible
State Scenic Highway, lies 0.75 mile away to the west of the proposed switching station site;
however, intervening buildings generally screen views of the site from this roadway.

Local

Because the CPUC has exclusive jurisdiction over project siting, design, and construction, the
project is not subject to local discretionary regulations. This section includes a summary of local
standards and ordinances pertaining to the visual character of the project area for informational
purposes and to assist with the CEQA review process.

As shown on Figure 2.3-2, the project area is located within portions of the county of San Mateo,
city and county of San Francisco, city of Daly City, and city of Brisbane. The proposed
underground transmission lines cross portions of San Francisco, Brishane, and Daly City, and
Martin Substation is located in Brisbane and Daly City. Potential staging areas are located in
San Francisco, Brisbane, and Daly City as well. No related policies are found in Brisbane or
Daly City’s general plans.

The proposed switching station site is located in the city of San Francisco. This section reviews
visual resource-related policies contained in City plans and ordinances.

City of San Francisco San Francisco General Plan

Goals and policies related to the preservation of aesthetic resources in the context of new and
existing development are outlined within the City’s 10 Area Plans that set specific policies and
guidelines for certain neighborhoods in San Francisco, in addition to General Plan Elements
pertaining to recreation and open space, urban design, and transportation.

City of San Francisco, Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan

The Bayview Hunters Point Area Plan (San Francisco Planning Department, 2010a)
encompasses the area south of Cesar Chavez Street and east of United States Highway 101
(U.S. 101) to the San Francisco waterfront.

Housing
POLICY 2.1. Improve the physical and social character of Third Street to make it a more
livable environment.

POLICY 5.1. Preserve and enhance the existing character of residential neighborhoods.

Urban Design

POLICY 10.1 Better define Bayview’s designated open space areas by enabling
appropriate, quality development in surrounding areas.
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POLICY 10.2. Improve the visual quality and strengthen the pedestrian orientation of
the Third Street core area.

Recreation and Open Space Element

In addition to the related neighborhood plans discussed above, the Recreation and Open Space
Element of San Francisco’s General Plan (San Francisco Planning Department, 2014a) includes
policies that pertain to the project area. This element includes Map 03, which identifies Paul
Avenue south of the site and Carroll Avenue east of the site as Proposed Green Connections.
Green Connections are further discussed below.

POLICY 3.2 Establish and Implement a network of Green Connections that increases
access to parks, open spaces, and the waterfront. (p. 37)

Green Connections Final Report

The Green Connections Final Report (San Francisco Planning Department, 2014b) lists streets
nearby the site (Paul Avenue south of the site and Carroll Avenue east of the site) as future
routes in a citywide plan. The plan includes design standards for these routes to enhance
pedestrian and cyclist use.

A Green Connection is a special street or path that connects people to parks and open spaces and
enhances the ecology of the street environment: routes are intended to improve access to parks
for both people and wildlife. The three project goals served by these special streets are:

1) Public Health: Increase active transportation to parks;
2) Sustainability: Enhance urban ecology; and,
3) Livability: Support neighborhood stewardship and placemaking. (p. 23)

San Francisco General Plan: Urban Design Element

The Urban Design Element (San Francisco Planning Department, 2010b) includes policies
regarding aesthetic considerations of development (e.g., the height of buildings). Map 4-Design
Guidelines for Height of Buildings shows a 65-foot height limit for structures in the proposed
switching station area. Other policies include the following:

POLICY 1.1: Recognize and protect major views in the city, with particular attention to
those of open space and water.

POLICY 1.11: Indicate the purposes of streets by means of a citywide plan for street
landscaping.

POLICY 2.7: Recognize and protect outstanding and unique areas that contribute in an
extraordinary degree to San Francisco's visual form and character.

POLICY 3.2: Avoid extreme contrasts in color, shape and other characteristics which
will cause new buildings to stand out in excess of their public importance.
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POLICY 3.3: Promote efforts to achieve high quality of design for buildings to be
constructed at prominent locations.

POLICY 4.12: Install, promote and maintain landscaping in public and private areas.
POLICY 4.13: Improve pedestrian areas by providing human scale and interest.

San Francisco General Plan: Transportation Element

The Transportation Element (San Francisco Planning Department, 2010c) includes policies
regarding public sidewalks and streetscape elements.

POLICY 23.3: Maintain a strong presumption against reducing sidewalk widths,
eliminating crosswalks and forcing indirect crossings to accommodate automobile traffic.

POLICY 23.5: Establish and enforce a set of sidewalk zones that provides guidance for
the location of all pedestrian and streetscape elements, maintains sufficient unobstructed
width for passage of people, strollers and wheelchairs, consolidates raised elements in
distinct areas to activate the pedestrian environment, and allows sufficient access to
buildings, vehicles, and streetscape amenities.

San Francisco Municipal Code

The Municipal Code (San Francisco, City of, 2017) includes a Better Streets Policy, which
presents design guidelines for creating better streets within the city.

Streetscape and Pedestrian Improvements on Existing Right-of-Ways.

(A) The Better Streets Plan shall govern design and dimensions of all pedestrian and streetscape
elements, including but not limited to those elements shown in Table 1 and defined in the Better
Streets Plan, on any public right-of-way.

(B) All public and private sponsors that propose or are required to make changes to any such
right-of-way shall:

(i) Be consistent with the principles and guidelines for streetscape and pedestrian elements
and overall streetscape design found in the Better Streets Plan.

(i) Select streetscape elements from a City-approved palette of materials and furnishings,
where applicable.

(iii) Select streetscape elements that are consistent with the overall character and materials of
the corridor and district.

(iv) Follow, to the maximum extent possible, the street design guidelines set forth in the
NACTO Urban Street Design Guide (2013) and the NACTO Urban Bikeway Design Guide
(2014), and any subsequent editions of these Guides. (C) Street improvements shall be
subject to approval by all applicable City agencies.
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3.1.2.2 Methodology

The project described in Chapter 2.0, Project Description, proposes a new 230 kV switching
station. The project includes three new underground 230 kV transmission line connections
between the new switching station (Egbert Switching Station) and the existing Embarcadero,
Jefferson, and Martin substations; the transmission lines will be located underground, will not be
visible to the public, and will not affect existing visual resources. The relay-related work at
Embarcadero, Jefferson and Martin substations will be within the control room, will not be
visible to the public, and will not affect existing visual resources. Because work at these
locations will not be visible to the public, Embarcadero and Jefferson substations are not
addressed further in this section. Removal of the Jefferson-Martin line termination equipment at
Martin Substation will result in a minor decrease in the amount of equipment located inside the
existing perimeter wall. This reduction in the amount of visible equipment will not appreciably
affect the appearance of the existing facility or existing visual resources. The proposed
transmission lines and potential staging areas will not affect existing visual resources, except
during the construction phase. This section focuses on the construction and operation of the new
proposed Egbert Switching Station site described in Section 2.5.1, and visual effects related to
construction activities along the lines, at potential staging areas, and at Martin Substation.

The visual analysis is based on review of technical data, including proposed project maps and
drawings provided by PG&E and Jensen Architects, aerial and ground-level photographs of the
proposed project area, local planning documents, and computer-generated visual simulations.
Field observations and photography were conducted in July 2016 and in February and March
2017 to document existing visual conditions in the proposed project area and to identify
potentially affected sensitive viewing locations.

As part of the PEA aesthetics analysis, as seen from key representative public viewpoints or Key
Observation Points (KOPs) (Figures 3.1-1 and 3.1-2a-g), a set of visual simulations was prepared
to illustrate before and after visual conditions in the proposed switching station area (Figures 3.1-
3 through 3.1-6). Four vantage points have been selected to represent close-range public viewing
locations, where the proposed switching station would be most visible. Described briefly below,
the simulation methods employ systematic digital photography, computer modeling, and
rendering techniques.

Photographs were taken using a digital single-lens reflex camera with standard 50-millimeter
lens equivalent, which represents an approximately 40-degree horizontal view angle.
Photography viewpoint locations were documented systematically using photo log sheet
notation, Global Positioning System recording, and basemap annotation. Digital aerial
photographs and switching station design information supplied by PG&E provided the basis for
developing a three—dimensional (3-D) computer model of the new switching station components.
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Insert

Figure 3.1-1 Photograph Viewpoint Locations
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Insert

Figure 3.1-2 Photographs of the Project and Vicinity

Figure 3.1-2a (1. Bay View Playground looking west
2. Third Street and Carroll Avenue transit stop looking west)
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Insert
Figure 3.1-2b Photographs of the Project and Vicinity

(3. Carroll Avenue at Waterbend Apartments Community Garden looking southwest
4. Emergency access road at Waterbend Apartments looking north)
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Insert
Figure 3.1-2c Photographs of the Project and Vicinity

(5. Mendell Street at Bancroft Avenue looking south
6. Williams Avenue at Caltrain overcrossing looking south)
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Insert
Figure 3.1-2d Photographs of the Project and Vicinity

(7. Thornton Avenue near Florence Fang Community Garden looking south
8. Egbert Avenue at Newhall Street looking east)
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Insert
Figure 3.1-2e Photographs of the Project and Vicinity

(9. Bitting Avenue near Newhall Street looking southeast
10. Bitting Avenue near Kalmanovitz Street looking southeast)
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Insert
Figure 3.1-2f Photographs of the Project and Vicinity

(11. Paul Avenue near Bayshore Boulevard looking northeast
12. Paul Avenue at Caltrain overcrossing looking north)
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Insert

Figure 3.1-2g Photographs of the Project and Vicinity

(13. Highway 101 looking northeast
14. Bayview Park near end of Key Avenue looking northwest)
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For each simulation viewpoint, viewer location was input from global positioning system data
using 5 feet as the assumed eye level. Computer “wireframe” perspective plots were overlaid on
the simulation photographs to verify scale and viewpoint location. Digital visual simulation
images were then produced based on computer renderings of the 3-D model combined with
digital versions of the selected site photographs. The simulations are presented on Figures 3.1-3
through 3.1-6; each of these figures consists of two full-page images designated “a” and “b,”
with the existing views shown in the “a” figure and the “after” visual simulations shown in the
“b” figure. Discussion of these simulations is included in Section 3.1.4.5.

This visual assessment employs methods based, in part, on those adopted by the United States
Department of Transportation Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), and other accepted
visual analysis techniques. The impact analysis describes change to existing visual resources,
and assesses viewer response to that change. Central to this assessment is an evaluation of
representative views from which the proposed switching station will be visible to the public. The
visual impact assessment is based on evaluation of the changes to the existing visual resources
that will result from construction and operation of the proposed switching station. These
changes were assessed, in part, by evaluating the “after” views provided by the computer-
generated visual simulations and comparing the simulations to the existing visual environment.

3.1.3 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

Figure 3.1-1 includes a map and an annotated aerial photograph that shows the location of the
proposed Egbert Switching Station site within its urban landscape context. Regional and local
landscape setting is provided in 3.1.3.1.

The proposed switching station site layout and its relationship to the immediate surroundings is
shown on Figure 2.5-1e.

3.1.3.1 Regional and Local Landscape Setting

The proposed Egbert Switching Station site lies in the southeastern part of San Francisco within
a setting characterized by a mixture of commercial, residential, and industrial land uses bisected
by well-travelled local and regional transportation corridors. Situated approximately 0.8 mile
west of the San Francisco southeastern waterfront, the site is at an elevation of approximately 30
feet above sea level. Topography in proximity to the site is relatively flat, while approximately
0.75 mile to the south, Bayview Park (a public access open space) rises to an elevation of
approximately 400 feet. To the southwest, located approximately 1 mile from Martin Substation
and approximately 3.5 miles from the proposed switching station site, the ridgeline of San Bruno
Mountain reaches an elevation of approximately 1,200 feet.

In the immediate vicinity of the site, a mix of transportation corridors, industrial and warehouse
facilities, and utility structures (including numerous overhead distribution power lines)
interspersed with semi-detached and multi-unit residential buildings are established urban
landscape features. Bordering the site’s eastern perimeter is a Union Pacific Railroad (UPRR)
right-of-way (ROW) that is used by Caltrain as a regional passenger transportation corridor to
connect downtown San Francisco with peninsular communities. The site is approximately 750
feet west of 3rd Street, a major north-south arterial that connects San Francisco’s downtown
(approximately 3 miles to the north) with the city’s southeastern districts. The recent
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introduction of light rail transit along 3rd Street with improved streetscape amenities along this
corridor has coincided with increased residential development in the area, including both new
construction and renovation of former industrial buildings.

Two freeways, U.S. 101 and 1-280, provide connections to the southern peninsula and locations
beyond and are approximately 0.25 mile to the west and approximately 0.75 mile to the
northwest of the new switching station, respectively. Paralleling the eastern side of U.S. 101,
Bayshore Boulevard provides access to numerous commercial enterprises surrounded by
extensive open air parking to the west of the proposed switching station site. The northern
perimeter of the switching station site is bordered by Egbert Avenue, a street that dead-ends at
the Caltrain corridor and provides the only direct vehicular access to the site. The absence of a
grade crossing at the railway corridor and security fencing along the railroad corridor restricts
east-west vehicular and pedestrian movement at this location.

3.1.3.2 Project Viewshed

A project viewshed is defined as the general area from which a project is visible. For purposes
of describing a project’s visual setting and assessing potential visual impacts, the viewshed can
be broken down into foreground, middleground, and background zones. The foreground is
defined as the zone within 0.25 to 0.5 mile or less of the viewer; the middleground is defined as
the zone that extends from the foreground to a maximum of 3 to 5 miles of the viewer; and the
background zone extends from the middleground to infinity (United States Department of
Transportation, 2015).

Viewing distance is a key factor that affects the potential degree of project visibility. Visual
details generally become most apparent to the viewer when they are observed in the foreground,
at a distance of 0.25 to 0.5 mile or less. For the purpose of this analysis, the potential effects on
foreground viewshed conditions are emphasized, particularly those areas within 0.25 mile of the
switching station site.

3.1.3.3 Visual Character and Representative Views of the Proposed Switching
Station Area

This section describes the existing visual character found in the proposed switching station area.
Figure 3.1-2 presents 14 photographs that show representative visual conditions and public views
within the area. Figure 3.1-1 delineates the proposed switching station site and photograph
viewpoint locations.

The site occupies approximately 1.7 acres at the northeastern corner of an area of industrial and
commercial properties bordered by Egbert Avenue on the north, the Caltrain corridor on the east,
Paul Avenue on the south, and Bayshore Boulevard on the west. An unpaved storage yard
currently occupies the site, which is enclosed along its northern and eastern perimeters by
continuous single-story, corrugated metal-clad shed structures, and is surrounded by chain-link
fencing. Bordering the site on the south and west are industrial operations that include multi-
story structures as well as open-air storage facilities and paved areas for vehicle parking. On the
north, the site occupies approximately 200 feet of frontage along Egbert Avenue, across from
which is a self-storage facility, with the Portola Place townhome residential development to the
northwest. While limited views of the site are available from places along the heavily travelled
3rd Street and U.S. 101 corridors, open views toward the site are primarily confined to locations
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within a block or approximately 500 feet of the site. Longer-range views toward the site are
generally constrained by intervening structures.

Photograph 1 (Figure 3.1-2) is a view toward the site taken adjacent to a children’s play area
within Bay View Playground, which is a 3.5-acre park that also includes a swimming pool,
playground, baseball field, picnic areas, and recreation center. This location within the park is
approximately 950 feet east of the site and, because of several intervening multi-story buildings
situated primarily along nearby 3rd Street (seen just beyond the fence in the immediate
foreground), the site is only visible through a relatively narrow opening. From this location,
views toward the site are also partially obstructed by the perimeter park fence, vehicles, signage,
and other streetscape elements seen in the foreground along 3rd Street.

A slightly more open view toward the site, approximately 750 feet east of the Caltrain corridor,
is available from a transit stop on 3rd Street at Carroll Avenue (shown in Photograph 2). Taken
from a slightly elevated perspective of the transit platform and approximately 200 feet southwest
of the Photograph 1 viewpoint, multi-story buildings, street trees, and vehicles along Carroll
Avenue dominate foreground views toward the site. A portion of the site can be seen between
the structures visible in the foreground, while a number of multi-story warehouse and
commercial/office buildings are visible west of the site in the background.

The recently completed multi-story Waterbend housing development is situated just east of the
Caltrain corridor approximately 175 feet from the site. As shown on Photographs 3 and 4, open
views toward the site are possible from some outdoor areas located west and north of this
residential complex. In addition, the site is visible from west-facing apartments. Photograph 3
is a view looking west from a fenced community garden area located across from the housing
complex to the north along Carroll Avenue, approximately 300 feet from the site. In the
immediate foreground beyond the garden, parked cars line both sides of the street, which dead
ends at the Caltrain corridor, beyond which low shed structures and fencing enclosing the site’s
northeastern perimeter can be seen. On the left, a multi-story concrete warehouse structure is
discernible beyond the site; and on the right, multi-story residences making up the Portola Place
townhome development can be seen beyond a single-story metal structure, which is part of a
self-storage facility occupying the eastern perimeter of the townhome complex. Photograph 4 is
a view from the emergency access drive along the western edge of the residential complex
looking northwest toward the site, visible along a low embankment beyond the Caltrain corridor.
The double row of recently installed trees seen in the foreground partially blocks views toward
the site and more distant views of residences to the north.

Photograph 5 is a view from the edge of an established residential development located adjacent
to the eastern side of the Caltrain corridor, approximately 475 feet northeast of the site.
Dominating the immediate foreground is a close-range view of the rail line and its perimeter
metal security fencing. A single-story beige corrugated metal storage building borders the far
side of the rail corridor, beyond which multi-story residences and industrial and commercial
structures can be seen in the middle distance against the backdrop of a densely developed
residential hillside. From this location, views of the site are largely obstructed by adjacent
structures; however, the eastern perimeter of the site is partially visible south of the storage
facility.
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Photographs 6 and 7 are two open, elevated views looking south along the Caltrain corridor
showing the site within the broader urban landscape context. Photograph 6 is a view from the
Williams Avenue Caltrain overcrossing, approximately 0.25 mile north of the site. An open
paved surface in the foreground overlooks the rail corridor seen to the left, with multi-story
residential complexes (shown in Photographs 3 through 5) visible beyond. In the foreground
to the right are one- and two-story metal storage units that occupy a large paved self-storage
facility alongside the railway and are back-dropped by the Portola Place residential development.
Light-colored metal rooftops of the existing structures situated on the switching station site are
discernible in the center of the view beyond the storage facility. Large-scale industrial buildings
and warehouses dominate the view directly behind the site, with dense low-rise residential
neighborhoods visible. Bayview Park can be seen on the upper left, and more distant
undeveloped ridgelines are visible in the backdrop. Photograph 7, taken at slightly higher
elevation, shows a view from Thornton Avenue near the northern side of the Florence Fang
Asian Community Garden, approximately 1,800 feet from the site. From this vantage point and
distance (although the site is discernible to the right of the railway beyond the self-storage
building rooftops seen in the center of the view), and given the scale of existing buildings in the
area, the site blends in with the surrounding urban landscape.

The Portola Place residential development is situated immediately north of the site, and
residential views toward the site are screened or obstructed to varying degrees by intervening
vegetation and structures. Photograph 8, taken from the southwestern edge of the residential
development, is a view looking east along Egbert Avenue from the Newell Avenue intersection.
The existing entry to the site is partly visible along the street beyond a two-story industrial
building, and can be seen against the backdrop of the Waterbend Apartment complex situated on
the far side of the Caltrain corridor. Some of the residences near the southern edge of the
development directly face the site; however, as shown in Photographs 9 and 10 taken from
Bitting Avenue between Newhall Street and Kalmanovitz Street, a perimeter wall and vegetation
located along the southern edge of the residential development generally obstruct views toward
the site from the street.

Photographs 11 and 12 are views from two locations along Paul Avenue, which is a local street
dividing the industrial-commercial developments south and west of the site from the
predominantly residential neighborhoods located further south. This street also provides direct
access from the Bayshore Boulevard-U.S. 101 freeway to the 3rd Street corridor, as well as areas
to the east. Photograph 11 is a view taken along Paul Avenue near the intersection of Bayshore
Boulevard looking northeast, approximately 0.25 mile from the site. Set back slightly along the
northern side of Paul Avenue, with mature vegetation along the street frontage, a large-scale
multi-story concrete storage facility and a smaller concrete industrial building dominate the
foreground. Partially visible through a gap between the two structures, the site can be seen
against hillside residences at Hunters Point Ridge in the backdrop. Looking northwest where
Paul Avenue crosses the Caltrain corridor, Photograph 12 is an elevated view toward the site
from approximately 1,000 feet. The multi-story Waterbend apartment complex is visible on the
right; and on the left, industrial buildings and infrastructure surrounded by open pavement and
chain-link fencing dominate the foreground view, while utility poles are noticeable elements
along the railway ROW. From this location, a small portion of the site seen as low, light-colored
structures in the center of the view is discernible against the distant backdrop of residences in the
Silver Terrace neighborhood to the north.
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The site is within 0.25 mile of the heavily-traveled U.S. 101 corridor; however, the site is
generally not visible from this roadway corridor because of the presence of intervening structures
of varying sizes, along with areas of mature vegetation that lie to the north and east of the
highway. Photograph 13, taken from northbound U.S. 101, depicts the tall concrete storage
structure seen in Photograph 11, along with a stand of mature trees and stockpiles of sand and
gravel effectively blocking views of the site.

Photograph 14 is a view toward the site from Bayview Park, an approximately 46-acre park
located on Bayview Hill approximately 0.50 mile southeast of the site. The visual character of
this public park is a naturalistic, largely forested landscape with paved hiking trails offering
panoramic views of the city and bay. Although not particularly noticeable, the site can be seen
near the center—right of this photograph, in front of the expanse of terra cotta-colored roofs of the
Portola Place residential complex, and surrounded on three sides by taller industrial and
residential structures.

3.1.3.4 Potentially Affected Viewers

Accepted visual assessment methods, including those adopted by FHWA, establish sensitivity
levels as a measure of public concern for changes to scenic quality. Viewer sensitivity, which is
one of the criteria for evaluating visual impact significance, can be divided into high, moderate,
and low categories. Factors considered in assigning a sensitivity level include viewer activity,
view duration, viewing distance, adjacent land use, and special management or planning
designation. According to the United States Department of Transportation Visual Impact
Assessment for Highway Projects, research on the subject suggests that certain activities tend to
heighten viewer awareness of visual and scenic resources, while others tend to be distracting
(United States Department of Transportation, 2015). The proposed switching station viewshed
includes several types of concerned viewer groups, including rail passengers, roadway motorists,
residents, and recreational users.

The largest potentially affected viewer group consists of rail passengers travelling on the Caltrain
passenger rail line that runs adjacent to the site. Approximately 90 passenger trains pass the site
each weekday, most travelling between downtown San Francisco and locations along the
southern peninsula (Caltrain, 2016). The site will primarily be seen by riders seated on the
western side of train carriages, and will appear within the context of other industrial structures.
While the maximum speed of Caltrain travel is 79 miles per hour (mph), train speeds near the
site are estimated to be closer to 45 mph, and affected train passenger views are generally brief in
duration, typically lasting a few seconds. Viewer sensitivity is considered low to moderate.

Motorists make up the second-largest viewer group, and include people traveling on 3rd Street,
which is a major north-south road and local transit corridor, as well as travelers on a number of
local streets. While the traffic volumes on 3rd Street are relatively high, motorist views toward
the site are quite limited because of intervening buildings and vegetation. A limited number of
motorists use other public streets near the site, including Egbert and Carroll Avenues to the east
and west, Williams Avenue to the north, and Paul Avenue to the south. The majority of these are
local residents and truck drivers accessing nearby industrial sites. Affected views are generally
brief in duration, typically lasting less than 1 minute. Viewer sensitivity is considered low to
moderate.
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A third viewer group includes nearby residents. The closest residences are located directly
across Egbert Avenue in the Portola Place townhome development, approximately 50 feet from
the site. A masonry wall and planting screen most ground-level views from streets within the
development; however, some two-story residences (particularly those located along the
southeastern perimeter of the complex) have direct views of the site. Depending on orientation,
views are also available from some apartments within multi-family developments located east of
the site, across the Caltrain corridor. For these viewers, the site is seen within the existing visual
context of an industrial urban landscape that includes a railroad ROW, industrial structures and
warehouses, and outdoor storage yards. Residential views tend to be long in duration, and the
sensitivity of this viewer group is considered moderate to high.

A fourth viewer group includes pedestrians and bicyclists using 3rd Street and nearby urban
streets, in addition to visitors at nearby parks and open space. The future improvements to
pedestrian and bicycle routes under the city’s Green Connections Plan may expand this group.
Views toward the site from the nearest public open space, Bay View Playground, which is 800
feet to the east on 3rd Street, are largely screened by multi-story buildings. From Bayview Park,
0.5 mile away, views of the site appear within the context of an urban-industrial landscape
setting, and the switching station site is not evident from San Bruno Mountain, located more than
2.5 miles away. Duration of pedestrian and recreational views ranges from brief or moderate,
and the sensitivity of this viewer group is considered low to moderate.

3.1.4 APPLICANT-PROPOSED MEASURES AND POTENTIAL IMPACTS

The following sections describe significance criteria for aesthetic impacts derived from
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, provide APMs to reduce impacts, and assess potential
project-related construction and operational aesthetic impacts.

3.1.4.1 Significance Criteria

According to Section 15002(g) of the CEQA Guidelines, “a significant effect on the environment
is defined as a substantial adverse change in the physical conditions which exist in the area
affected by the proposed project.” As stated in Section 15064(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, the
significance of an activity may vary with the setting. Per Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines,
the potential significance of project-related impacts on aesthetics was evaluated for each of the
criteria listed in Table 3.1-1, as discussed in Section 3.1.4.3.

3.1.4.2 Applicant-Proposed Measures
PG&E will implement the following APMs:

APM Aesthetics (AE)-1: Nighttime Lighting to Minimize Potential Visual Impacts. Because
much of the switching station equipment will be located within an enclosed structure, the
proposed switching station will have less outdoor lighting than at a conventional outdoor
switching station. Design and layout for new outdoor lighting at the switching station will
incorporate measures such as use of non-glare or hooded fixtures and directional lighting to
reduce spillover into areas outside the switching station site and minimize the visibility of
lighting from off-site locations.
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APM AE-2: Construction Cleanup. Construction activities will be kept as clean and
inconspicuous as practical. Construction debris will be picked up regularly from construction
areas.

3.1.4.3 Potential Impacts

Project impacts related to aesthetics and visual resources were evaluated against the CEQA
significance criteria and are discussed below. The impact analysis evaluates potential project
impacts during the construction phase and the operation and maintenance phase.

The project consists of minor modifications (removal of existing equipment) to the existing
Martin Substation, construction of the new Egbert Switching Station, and extensions to two
existing 230 kV transmission lines. The project will reroute two existing underground 230 kV
transmission lines currently connected to Martin Substation (Jefferson-Martin and Martin-
Embarcadero lines) to Egbert Switching Station. An underground transmission line extension
will connect the Jefferson-Martin line to Egbert Switching Station, creating a Jefferson-Egbert
line. The existing Martin-Embarcadero line will be bisected and will extend two underground
transmission lines to Egbert Switching Station, creating a Martin-Egbert line and an Egbert-
Embarcadero line. Operation and maintenance activities will be supported by existing PG&E
staff as part of their scheduled work in the area with routine inspections at the switching station
(monthly) and detail inspections (annually) at the switching station and vault locations along the
lines.

Proposed Transmission Lines and Martin Substation Minor Modification

The proposed transmission lines will be installed underground and will include open trench
construction activities in existing roadways and use of trenchless technology (likely auger bore)
under U.S. 101. Construction will progress along the three lines over a total period of
approximately 18 to 19 months but typically progressing at a rate of 40 linear feet per day per
crew during open trenching. Equipment removal at Martin Substation may take up to 3 months.
Equipment, materials, and construction personnel will be part of the landscape along the
proposed transmission lines, potential staging areas, and Martin Substation during the
construction phase.

During the project’s operation and maintenance phase, the underground transmission lines will
be accessed through manholes in vaults. Activities at Martin Substation will continue unchanged
as part of the regular operation and maintenance.

Proposed Egbert Switching Station

The new 230 kV switching station is proposed to be constructed on a previously disturbed site
currently occupied by an unpaved storage yard. Unlike conventional switching stations where
the equipment is mostly outdoors and largely visible to the public, this switching station
proposes to enclose the switchgear components in an approximately 11,000-square-foot building,
while outdoor equipment (including a 230 kV series reactor, two 230 kV shunt reactors, station
service voltage transformers, pump house, and their respective cable-to-air bushing connections)
will be largely shielded from view by above-grade vertical visual screening enclosures. A local
architectural firm has been retained to design the building and has prepared preliminary designs
that enclose or screen new equipment on the site. While final design has not yet started, the
conceptual and schematic designs are for a steel framed building with panels overlaid with a
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metal material that will match or compliment the equipment screens and fencing material. The
conceptual designs have been reviewed and favorably received by San Francisco Planning
Department in February 2017. The building housing the switchgear components is
approximately 40 feet high to accommodate the installation, operation, and maintenance
requirements of the electrical equipment. The height of the outdoor equipment enclosures ranges
from 28 to 40 feet above-grade, and consists of solid as well as perforated material. In addition,
a 12-foot-high perimeter security wall (metal mesh is shown in simulations but type has not been
finalized) will surround much of the site perimeter, except for a portion of the site, where the
new facility borders an existing industrial building on the south. Along the Egbert Avenue
frontage, the wall will be set back 5 to 10 feet from the property line to allow an area for new
sidewalk and will also include likely two 20-foot-wide entry gates. Including the outdoor
equipment pad, the facility footprint covers an area measuring approximately 315 feet by

265 feet, or approximately 1.7 acres.

Table 3.1-2 outlines the approximate dimensions of the major switching station components.

Table 3.1-2. Approximate Dimensions of Major Components at Egbert Switching Station

Major Component I-(Ife;gtl;t L(::gtt)h ‘?fI::ttl)]
Series reactor screen 40 120 175
Switchgear building enclosure 40 107 84
Shunt reactor fire walls and screening 28 107 54
Station service voltage transformer screen 28 55 55
Perimeter wall 12 825 -

Lighting. The new switching station will include outdoor lighting for safety and security
purposes, and will be designed to avoid casting light or glare off-site. The new lighting will be
operated only as needed to support security technology and safety.

Visual Change. A set of visual simulations, presented on Figures 3.1-3 through 3.1-6,
documents the visual change that would occur as a result of the proposed project, and provides
the basis for evaluating potential visual effects of the project on key public views. Table 3.1-3
presents an overview of the visual simulations, including viewpoint location and number, visible
project change that would be seen from each of the viewpoints, and approximate viewing
distance to the proposed switching station.

Figure 3.1-3a is a close-range perspective of the site, in a view looking northwest from the
emergency access drive along the western edge of the Waterbend apartment complex. The
existing site can be seen along a low embankment beyond the Caltrain corridor, and shows
temporary structures, material stockpiles, and machinery in the open storage yard. This ground-
level view approximates views available to residents of west-facing apartments within the
complex. Metal security fencing and the railbed dominate the immediate foreground, and newly
installed trees lining the fence partially block views of the site. Part of the adjacent gray concrete
industrial warehouse can be seen on the left side.
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Insert

Figure 3.1-3a. Existing View from Waterbend Apartments
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Figure 3.1-3b. Visual Simulation of Proposed Project from Waterbend Apartments
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Insert

Figure 3.1-4a. Existing View from Mendell Street
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Figure 3.1-4b. Visual Simulation of Proposed Project from Mendell Street
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Insert

Figure 3.1-5a. Existing View from Williams Avenue
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Figure 3.1-5b. Visual Simulation of Proposed Project from Williams Avenue
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Insert

Figure 3.1-6a. Existing View from Bitting Avenue
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Figure 3.1-6b. Visual Simulation of Proposed Project from Bitting Avenue
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Table 3.1-3. Summary of Simulation Views of the Proposed Switching Station Site

. . Approximate .
V_|ewpomt # Location Visible Project Change Distance to Nearest PEA Figure
(Figure 3.1-1) . Number
Site Element
4 Emergency access o  Eastern side of equipment building and 280 feet 3.1-3
road at Waterbend part of upper outdoor equipment screen
Apartments e Eastern perimeter wall
e Removal of temporary equipment
sheds and open storage yard
5 Mendell Street at e Upper portion of equipment building 500 feet 3.1-4
Bancroft Avenue e Upper and lower outdoor equipment
screen
e  Eastern perimeter wall
6 Williams Avenue e Upper portion of equipment building 1,300 feet 3.1-5
overcrossing e Lower outdoor equipment screen
e  Part of northern perimeter wall
o Removal of temporary equipment
sheds
10 Bitting Avenue near |e  Parts of upper and lower outdoor 260 feet 3.1-6
Kalmanovitz Street equipment screens
e  Part of northern perimeter wall

The Figure 3.1-3b visual simulation depicts the eastern side of the proposed switching station,
seen to the right of the existing warehouse building. The simulation shows the eastern facade of
the metal clad building and a portion of one of the perforated metal screening panels that shields
the facility’s outdoor equipment. Much of the outdoor switching station equipment is screened
from view in this ground-level perspective. Additionally, portions of the proposed switching
station components would be seen from some nearby, upper-level residences. As discussed
under CEQA question c¢) below, when seen from an elevated perspective of nearby residences,
the outdoor switching station equipment would generally be shielded from view. In terms of
scale and appearance, the building and panels at the proposed switching station facility are
compatible with those of the adjacent industrial warehouse and other structures found along the
railroad ROW. It is also noted that the switching station will be built within approximately

3 years, at which time the newly planted deciduous trees seen in the foreground along the
emergency access drive at the apartment complex could be taller with broader canopies.
Moreover, within 5 to 10 years, these trees could provide substantial visual screening with
respect to views toward the site from this location. Taken together, the project-related changes
represent a minor, incremental effect that will not degrade the overall character and visual
quality of the existing view.

Figure 3.1-4a and 3.1-4b portrays “before” and “after” views from Mendell Street approximately
500 feet from the site looking southwest, and represents a comparatively close-range, relatively
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unobstructed view toward the site seen by residents of nearby townhomes as well as being
indicative of the view seen by passengers travelling the adjacent Caltrain corridor. Dominant
elements in the foreground include metal security fencing, the railbed, and the corrugated metal
wall of adjacent storage facility located across the railroad ROW. A multi-story industrial
building and warehouse are visible directly behind the site, whose location is indicated by the
outer wall of a temporary shed structure and chain-link fence covered by weedy vegetation along
the railroad embankment.

The Figure 3.1-4b visual simulation depicts an open view of the northeastern corner of the
proposed switching station. In this simulation, much of the northern facade along with an
oblique view of the eastern fagade and perimeter fence parallel to the railroad ROW is visible.
The new facility’s perforated metal-clad building can be seen along with horizontal screens
against the backdrop of an industrial warehouse and more distant hillside residences and
landscaping in the background. As seen from this vantage point, the proposed switching station
(with its pronounced horizontally aligned screening components, textured metal surface, and
muted color) is compatible with the existing structures situated immediately behind and in front
of the facility. The similarity in terms of overall scale and form of the proposed switching
station helps to visually integrate it into the surrounding urban-industrial setting; therefore, the
proposed switching station does not substantially alter existing visual conditions in the area.

Figure 3.1-5a and 3.1-5b is both an existing and simulation view from Williams Avenue, looking
toward the site where it crosses the Caltrain corridor approximately 0.25 mile to the north. From
this open, elevated vantage point, the site can be seen in the broader Bayview urban landscape
context of mixed residential and industrial-commercial elements. This location represents views
seen by nearby residents of the Silver Terrace neighborhood as well as by motorists and
pedestrians along Williams Avenue. On the right, metal storage units along the rail corridor
embankment are prominent foreground elements, which are seen against a backdrop of the
landscaped perimeter of the Portola Place residential development located to the west. The site
is partially discernible on the right, including the existing shed structure rooftops, visible beyond
the single-story storage building adjacent to the railroad embankment. On the left, the
Waterbend apartment complex and nearby industrial lofts overlook the rail corridor just beyond
the open paved area in the foreground.

The Figure 3.1-5b simulation portrays the proposed switching station and shows the Egbert
Avenue frontage, including the new perforated metal-clad equipment building, elevated
horizontal outdoor equipment screening structure, and perimeter fence. From this vantage point,
the proposed switching station is seen against a backdrop of a larger industrial building of similar
form. Additionally, the color, form, and scale of the new facility are visually consistent and
compatible with the adjacent storage facility seen in the foreground. As described above and
demonstrated by comparison of the existing view and post-project simulation, the visual changes
associated with the proposed switching station in this location will not substantially alter existing
visual conditions in the area.

Figure 3.1-6a shows a close-range view of the site from the Portola Place townhome
development. This street view looks south toward the Egbert Avenue frontage from a distance of
approximately 260 feet, along Bitting Avenue near Kalmanovitz Street at the southern edge of
the residential complex where existing multi-story residences directly face the site.
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Figure 3.1-6a shows a vine-covered masonry wall in the foreground separating the southern edge
of the development from Egbert Avenue. Utility poles and overhead conductors situated along
Egbert Avenue are visible beyond the wall, while a stand of evergreen (juniper) trees partially
screen views toward the multi-story apartment complexes seen in the distance and, along with
the wall, blocks views of the existing site. On the right, a portion of the tree-covered Bay View
Hill can also be seen in the backdrop.

The Figure 3.1-6b simulation shows the northwestern corner of the proposed switching station
with the new perforated steel equipment screening elements visible above the wall. The new
facility components are set back more than 80 feet from the Egbert Avenue frontage. This ample
setback helps to minimize the perceived height of the proposed switching station in relation to
surrounding structures, including nearby residences and streetscape elements such as overhead
power lines, as well as more distant multi-story apartments. As demonstrated by the simulation,
the perforated panels provide a degree of transparency to the structure, particularly when viewed
against a sky backdrop; this partial transparency preserves the view toward the Bay View Hill,
seen in the backdrop on the right. These aesthetic characteristics further reduce the potential
visual impact of the structure when seen at close range. In terms of scale and overall form, the
proposed switching station will be compatible with the existing visual character found in the site
vicinity, and therefore represents a minor incremental change to the existing visual environment.

a) Will the project have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista? No Impact.

CEQA requires that the project be evaluated as to whether its implementation has a substantial,
adverse effect on a scenic vista. For purposes of this evaluation, a scenic vista is defined as a
distant public view along or through an opening or corridor that is recognized and valued for its
scenic quality.

For the equipment removal at Martin Substation, during the construction phase and subsequent
operation and maintenance phases, the change would not be particularly noticeable from the
ridgeline of San Bruno Mountain because of the viewing distance of approximately 1 mile as
well as the visual presence of the overall substation facility. Transmission lines construction
activity, including use of potential staging areas, would not be noticeable from San Bruno
Mountain given the viewing distance and because of similar equipment and activity that is
common to existing traffic and construction equipment in the area.

For the proposed Egbert Switching Station site during construction and operation and
maintenance phases, although there are no recognized scenic vistas within the switching station
viewshed, panoramic public views are available from Bayview Park, located approximately
0.75 mile from the switching station site, where distant views of landscape features such as the
San Francisco skyline, San Francisco Bay, and the East Bay Hills can be seen. Because of the
viewing distance and the urbanized character of the site vicinity, the proposed switching station
will not be particularly noticeable when seen from Bayview Park (Photograph 14 on

Figure 3.1-29).

Therefore, the project will not have a substantial adverse effect on a scenic vista, and there will
be no construction or operation and maintenance impact.
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b) Will the project substantially damage scenic resources, including, but not limited to, trees,
rock outcroppings, and historic buildings within a state scenic highway? No Impact.

As documented in Section 3.1.3, there are no designated State Scenic Highways within the
project viewshed; therefore, the project will not substantially damage scenic resources within a
State Scenic Highway. 1-280, an Eligible State Scenic Highway, passes within 0.75 mile to the
northwest; however, intervening buildings and roadside vegetation block views of the site from
this roadway. As a result, the project will not affect scenic resources within a state scenic
highway corridor, and there will be no construction or operation and maintenance impact.

¢) Will the project substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and
its surroundings? Less-than-significant Impact.

Construction

Proposed Transmission Lines and Martin Substation Minor Modification

Construction activities along the proposed transmission lines and at Martin Substation, and use
of potential staging areas, as described in Section 2.7 will not substantially degrade the existing
visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings. The transmission lines will be
installed primarily within roadways adjacent to residential, industrial, and commercial uses, as
shown on Figure 3.10-2.

As part of construction restoration, work areas will be restored to conditions equal or better than
pre-construction conditions. Because the visible construction activities will be short-term and
temporary in nature and because the equipment and activities will be seen within the context of
various equipment that is common to existing traffic and construction equipment in the area, the
construction related visual effects of the transmission lines, potential staging areas, and Martin
Substation construction activities will be less than significant.

During operation, the transmission lines will be underground and maintenance will occur
quarterly and bi-annually at vault locations; operation and maintenance of the transmission lines
will not degrade the existing visual character or quality of the line and its surroundings.

Removal of some existing equipment at Martin Substation will be a minor incremental change
that will not be particularly noticeable because it will be seen within the context of the overall
large-scale existing facility. Therefore, it will not substantially degrade existing visual character
or quality of the substation site or surrounding landscape; no permanent impact will occur.

Proposed Egbert Switching Station

Construction of the proposed Egbert Switching Station, described in Section 2.7.3, will not
substantially degrade the existing visual character or quality of the site and its surroundings.
Construction of the switching station is expected to take approximately 19 months, during which
time potential temporary construction-related visual impacts could occur because of the presence
of construction equipment and vehicles as well as work crews and temporary structures. Work
will primarily be performed within the property limits of the facility; however, some off-site
equipment staging areas, laydown yards, equipment and material storage areas, and areas to store
temporarily excavated materials near Egbert Switching Station site may be secured at existing
PG&E or other existing industrial or commercial facilities for larger equipment or construction
materials not immediately incorporated into the work.
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Temporary activity associated with construction could be visible from nearby city streets and the
Caltrain corridor that lies adjacent to the site. The switching station is situated in an urbanized
area near ongoing industrial operations and where large equipment, trucks, and storage structures
not unlike construction equipment to be used at the site are part of the landscape setting.
Currently Egbert Avenue serves as a conduit for trucks and other equipment serving nearby
industrial operations, including activities at the site where close-range views of these operations
are available to some residents in the Portola Place development. As a result, the temporary
visual effect associated with project construction would be an incremental change, and the effect
with implementation of APM AE-2 would be less than significant.

Operation and Maintenance

Proposed Egbert Switching Station

The project will introduce a new switching station on a previously disturbed site currently
occupied by temporary shed structures and used as a semi-open air industrial materials storage
yard. The site is in a developed urban environment, and throughout much of the site area,
intervening structures will partially or fully obstruct views of the site. These intervening
structures include numerous industrial, commercial, and residential buildings, many of which are
considerably larger than the new facility. Close-range, unobstructed views toward the site occur
from a limited area within several hundred feet of the facility; however, as described in

Section 3.1.4.3 and depicted on Figures 3.1-3a through 3.1-6b, the switching station design
includes enclosure buildings, screening panels, and a perimeter wall that will generally screen
the new equipment from public view. Chapter 2.0, Project Description, includes two conceptual
architect’s renderings that portray additional public views of the project (Figure 2.5-3). Close-
range views of the site would also be seen from some nearby private residences. When seen
from an elevated perspective of nearby upper level residences, the site would also be seen within
the context of an adjacent industrial building and other existing development and that the outdoor
switching station equipment would generally be shielded from view. Additionally, the

Figure 3.1-5b simulation demonstrates that in elevated public views from a somewhat greater
distance, the site will be seen in the context of the surrounding urban environment and the new
switching station enclosure will not be particularly noticeable. Overall, the new facility design is
visually compatible and will generally blend in with development seen in the surrounding urban
landscape in terms of color, texture, scale, and form.

In light of the aesthetic characteristics and visual conditions described above and given the
presence of industrial buildings, storage facilities, utility structures, and a railroad corridor in the
immediate vicinity, the site will represent an incremental visual change that will not substantially
degrade the existing visual character or quality of the urban landscape setting.

d) Will the project create a new source of substantial light or glare, which would adversely
affect day or nighttime views in the area? Less-than-significant Impact.

Construction

Nighttime construction is not anticipated unless certain short-term construction procedures are
required because of safety considerations or because of activities that need to be completed once
started (e.g., line splicing, etc.), or to take advantage of line clearances during off-peak hours.
Potential staging areas may use nighttime lighting for security. This effect will be temporary
and, by directing lights away from any residential uses, will be less than significant.
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Operation and Maintenance

Proposed Transmission Lines and Martin Substation Minor Modification. The proposed
transmission lines will be located underground, and equipment will be removed from Martin
Substation, thus neither activity will create a new source of substantial light or glare, which
would adversely affect day or nighttime views in the area.

Proposed Egbert Switching Station - Glare. The switching station includes equipment
enclosures and perimeter walls that will be painted a neutral gray color with a non-reflective
finish, as well as a natural-color equipment building that will be faced with the same neutral
grey-color metal screening. Additional switching station components will be a galvanized finish
that will weather to a dull, non-reflective patina. The switching station design characteristics
described above will minimize potential effect of glare.

Proposed Egbert Switching Station - Nighttime Lighting. The new substation will include
outdoor lighting for safety and security purposes, and will be designed to avoid casting light or
glare off-site. The new lighting will be operated only as needed to support security technology.
The switching station is located within an urban, primarily industrial setting with existing
overhead lighting adjacent to the site as well as localized lighting sources related to streetlights
and commercial and industrial facilities. Currently there is some lighting located on the site.
Seen within this context, new switching station lighting will represent a minor incremental
change to existing nighttime lighting conditions. The impact will be less than significant.
Implementation of APM AE-1 will further reduce potential night lighting effects.
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3.2 AGRICULTURAL AND FOREST RESOURCES

3.2.1 INTRODUCTION

This section describes existing conditions and potential impacts on agricultural and forest
resources as a result of construction, operation, and maintenance of the project. The analysis
concludes that the project will have no impact. The project’s potential effects on agricultural and
forest resources were evaluated using the significance criteria set forth in Appendix G of the
CEQA Guidelines. The conclusions are summarized in Table 3.2-1 and discussed in more detail
in Section 3.2.4.

Table 3.2-1. CEQA Checklist for Agricultural and Forest Resources

. Less-than-
Potentially Sianificant Imoact Less-than-
Would the project: Significant gnificant 'mp Significant | No Impact
with Mitigation
Impact Impact
Incorporated

a) Convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or
Farmland of Statewide Importance (Farmland), as
shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program of the [ [ [ X
California Resources Agency, to non-agricultural
land?

b) Conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use,
or a Williamson Act contract? O O O 2

c) Conflict with existing zoning for, or cause
rezoning of, forest land (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as

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

d) Result in the loss of forest land or conversion of
forest land to non-forest uses? O O O D

e) Involve other changes in the existing
environment, which, due to their location or nature,
could result in the conversion of Farmland to non- ] ] ] X
agricultural use or conversion of forest land to non-
forest use?

3.2.2 REGULATORY BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY
3.2.2.1 Regulatory Background
Federal

No federal regulations related to agricultural or forest resources are applicable to the project.
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State

Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program

The California Department of Conservation (DOC), under the Division of Land Resource
Protection, has established the Farmland Mapping and Monitoring Program (FMMP) to monitor
the conversion of the state’s farmland to and from agricultural use. The FMMP maps
agriculturally viable lands and designates specific categories, including Prime, Unique, non-
Prime, or Farmland of Statewide Importance.

California Public Resources Code
The California Public Resources Code (PRC) contains the following definitions:

o Forest Land: Section 12220(g) defines “forest land” as land that can support 10 percent
native tree cover of any species, including hardwoods, under natural conditions, and that
allows for management of one or more forest resources, including timber, aesthetics, fish and
wildlife, biodiversity, water quality, recreation, and other public benefits.

o Timberland: Section 4526 defines timberland as land—other than land owned by the federal
government and land designated by the State Board of Forestry and Fire Protection as
experimental forest land—that is available for, and capable of, growing a crop of trees of a
commercial species used to produce lumber and other forest products, including Christmas
trees.

Local

Because the CPUC has exclusive jurisdiction over project siting, design, and construction, the
project is not subject to local discretionary regulations. This section includes a summary of local
zoning in the project area for agricultural use or forest land, and is provided for informational
purposes and to assist with the CEQA review process.

The project area is within the urban City and County of San Francisco, and cities of Daly City
and Brisbane, which have no agricultural or forest land zoning or policies (City and County of
San Francisco, 2011; City of Brisbane, 1994; City of Daly City, 2013).

San Francisco General Plan Policy 3.6 discusses the city’s interest in maintaining, restoring, and
expanding the urban forest. The San Francisco Planning Department and Department of Public
Works have developed an Urban Forest Plan to support the General Plan policies (City and
County of San Francisco, 2014). Phase 1: Street Trees has been published and provides a long-
term strategy for the city’s street trees. The Planning department is currently scoping future
phases of the Urban Forest Plan that will address the needs of trees in parks and open spaces
(Phase 2) as well as trees of private property (Phase 3).

3.2.2.2 Methodology

Various sources were consulted to complete the analysis for agricultural and forestry resources,
including the DOC FMMP data and maps; general plans, zoning ordinances, and maps;
environmental impact reports (EIRs) for other projects in the area; and field reconnaissance in
the area.
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3.2.3 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project would be constructed within the urban boundaries of the City and County of San
Francisco, the City of Daly City, and the City of Brisbane. There are no agricultural lands, forest
lands, or DOC mapped farmlands in the vicinity of the project. In San Mateo County, the DOC
map was reviewed, and the land in the project vicinity was determined to be Urban and Built Up
Land. Urban and Built Up Land is defined as being occupied by structures with a building
density of at least 1 unit to 1.5 acres, or 6 structures to a 10-acre parcel (DOC, 2012).

The proposed Jefferson-Egbert line interconnects with the existing 230 kV transmission line
from Jefferson Substation on Guadalupe Canyon Parkway which is bordered by San Bruno
Mountain State and County Park to the west. The park is to the west of the route as it turns north
onto Carter Street leaving Brisbane city limits and entering the city limits of Daly City.

With the exception of the San Bruno Mountain State and County Park, the project does not pass
through or adjacent to Brisbane or Daly City parks, forested or otherwise.

The urban forest is defined in the San Francisco General Plan’s Recreation and Open Space
section as trees and understory plantings in city parks, public open spaces, and streets, as well as
within private property. The proposed Jefferson-Egbert route passes through San Francisco’s
John McLaren Park underground within Hahn Street, turning northward onto Visitacion Avenue,
and exiting the park after the route turns east on Mansell Street.

Although there are no agricultural lands, there is a local bee farm called San Francisco Bee-
Cause (SFBC). SFBC is a nonprofit that seeks to help bees thrive in an urban environment in
order to assist with environmental health, including agriculture and biodiversity. SFBC is
located in San Francisco within 1 mile of the proposed Jefferson-Egbert line. This farm is not
mapped as farmland, and it would not be impacted by the project (SFBC, 2017).

3.24 APPLICANT-PROPOSED MEASURES AND POTENTIAL IMPACTS

The following sections describe significance criteria for agricultural and forest resources impacts
derived from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines and assess potential project-related
construction and operational impacts. Because the project will have no impact on agricultural
and forest resources, APMs have not been included for this section.

3.2.4.1 Significance Criteria

According to Section 15002(g) of the CEQA Guidelines, “a significant effect on the environment
is defined as a substantial adverse change in the physical conditions which exist in the area
affected by the proposed project.” As stated in Section 15064(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, the
significance of an activity may vary with the setting. Per Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines,
the potential significance of project-related impacts on agricultural and forest resources were
evaluated for each of the criteria listed in Table 3.2-1, as discussed in Section 3.2.4.3.

3.2.4.2 Applicant-Proposed Measures
The project will have no impact on agricultural and forest resources, and no APMs are proposed.
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3.2.4.3 Potential Impacts

Project impacts on agriculture and forest resources were evaluated against the CEQA
significance criteria, as discussed below. This section evaluates potential project impacts from
both the construction phase and operation and maintenance phase.

The project consists of minor modifications to the existing Martin Substation, construction of the
new Egbert Switching Station, and extensions to two existing 230 kV transmission lines. The
project will reroute two existing underground 230 kV transmission lines currently connected to
Martin Substation (Jefferson-Martin and Martin-Embarcadero lines) to Egbert Switching Station.
An underground transmission line extension will connect the Jefferson-Martin line to Egbert
Switching Station, creating a Jefferson-Egbert line. The existing Martin-Embarcadero line will
be bisected and will extend two underground transmission lines to Egbert Switching Station,
creating a Martin-Egbert line and an Egbert-Embarcadero line. Operation and maintenance
activities will be supported by existing PG&E staff as part of their scheduled work in the area
with routine inspections at the switching station (at least monthly) and detail inspections (at least
annually) at switching station and vault locations along the lines.

a) Would the project convert Prime Farmland, Unique Farmland, or Farmland of Statewide
Importance, as shown on the maps prepared pursuant to the FMMP, to non-agricultural use?
No Impact.

The FMMP does not identify any farmlands within the cities of San Francisco, Daly City, or
Brisbane; therefore, no impacts from the project during construction or operation and
maintenance phases would occur.

b) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for agricultural use, or a Williamson Act
contract? No Impact.

There are no lands zoned for agricultural use or under Williamson Act contract in the vicinity of
the project; therefore, no impact during construction or operation and maintenance phases would
occur.

¢) Would the project conflict with existing zoning for, or cause rezoning of, forest land (as
defined in Public Resources Code section 12220(g)), timberland (as defined by Public
Resources Code section 4526), or timberland zoned Timberland Production (as defined by
Government Code section 51104(g))? No Impact.

There is no zoning for forestland or timberland in the vicinity of the project; therefore, no impact
during construction or operation and maintenance phases would occur.

d) Would the project result in the loss of forest land or conversion of forest land to non-forest
use? No Impact.

Project construction and operation and maintenance will occur on industrial-use land or within
city streets, a portion of which pass through the City of San Francisco’s John McLaren Park and
San Bruno Mountain State and County Park. The project will not result in the loss of forest land,
nor conversion of forest land to a non-forest use because construction and operation and
maintenance will occur within the already disturbed street and shoulders when adjacent to park
land; therefore, no impact would occur.
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e) Would the project involve other changes in the existing environment, which, due to their
location or nature, could result in conversion of Farmland to non-agricultural use or
conversion of forest land to non-forest use? No Impact.

There is no farmland or forestland in the project footprint; therefore, no impact during
construction or operation and maintenance phases would occur.
3.25 REFERENCES

California Department of Conservation (DOC). 2012. San Mateo County Williamson Act
(Fiscal Year 2006-2007). http://ftp.consrv.ca.gov/pub/dirp/wa/SanMateo_06 07 WA.
Accessed March 22, 2017.

. 2016. Land Conservation (Williamson) Act, Question and Answer website.
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/lca/basic contract provisions/Pages/LCA QandA.a
spx#does%20my%20county%20participate. Accessed March 23, 2017.

California State Board of Equalization, Law Regulations and Annotations. 2017. Provisions
Relating to the California Land Conservation Act of 1965 (The Williamson Act).
http://www.boe.ca.gov/lawquides/property/current/ptlg/gov/51201.html. Accessed
March 24, 2017.

City of Brisbane. 1994. The 1994 General Plan.

City of Daly City, Department of Economic and Community Development. 2013. Daly City
2030 General Plan.

City and County of San Francisco, San Francisco Planning Department. 2011. Land Use Index
of the General Plan.

. 2014. San Francisco Urban Forest Plan: Phase 1, Street Trees.

San Francisco Bee-Cause (SFBC). 2017. San Francisco Bee-Cause website. Online:
https://sites.google.com/site/stbeecause/home. Accessed: April 11, 2017.

USA Federal Lands Map. 2017.
https://www.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap=8047eda3656e4241b7546
3a5451ba%e2. Accessed March 22, 2017.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company December 2017
Egbert Switching Station Project 3.2-5


http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/lca/basic_contract_provisions/Pages/LCA_QandA.aspx#does%20my%20county%20participate
http://www.conservation.ca.gov/dlrp/lca/basic_contract_provisions/Pages/LCA_QandA.aspx#does%20my%20county%20participate




PROPONENT’S ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT Section 3.3—Air Quality

3.3 AIR QUALITY

3.3.1

This section discusses potential air quality issues associated with the project construction,
operation, and maintenance, including both regional and site-specific concerns, and concludes
that impacts will be less than significant in these areas. Air quality emissions will occur within
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District (BAAQMD). Emission evaluations follow
CEQA guidance provided by BAAQMD for activities within its jurisdiction. Primary air
emissions from the project includes construction emissions associated with fugitive dust, heavy
construction equipment, construction vehicles traveling around the project site or hauling
materials to/from the project site, and construction workers commuting to and from the project
site. Air emissions evaluated include reactive organic gases (ROG), nitrogen oxides (NOx),
carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur oxides (SOx), and particulate matter with an aerodynamic
diameter less than 10 microns or less than 2.5 microns (PMyo and PM2 s, respectively). Toxic air
emissions, in the form of diesel particulate matter (DPM) and asbestos, were also qualitatively
evaluated. Greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions are discussed separately in Section 3.7. The
analysis concludes that impacts to air quality will be less than significant. Incorporation of the
APMs described in Section 3.3.4.2 will further minimize potential less-than-significant impacts.

INTRODUCTION

Emission calculations in this document were based on worst-case estimates of pollutant
emissions to ensure presentation of a conservative environmental analysis. This analysis may be
revised, as needed, to reflect changes to the project plans. The project’s potential effects on air
quality were evaluated using the criteria set forth in Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The
conclusions are summarized in Table 3.3-1 and discussed in more detail in Section 3.3.4.

Table 3.3-1. CEQA Checklist for Air Quality

Would the project:

Potentially
Significant
Impact

Less-than-
Significant with
Mitigation
Incorporated

Less-than-
Significant
Impact

No Impact

a) Conflict with or obstruct implementation of the
applicable air quality plan?

[l

[l

[l

b) Violate any air quality standard or contribute
substantially to an existing or projected air quality
violation?

O

O

X

c) Result in a cumulatively considerable net increase
of any criteria pollutant for which the project region
is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing
emissions which exceed quantitative thresholds for
0zO0ne precursors)?

d) Expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant
concentrations?

e) Create objectionable odors affecting a substantial
number of people?
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3.3.2 REGULATORY BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY
3.3.2.1 Regulatory Background
Federal

The federal Clean Air Act (CAA) establishes the statutory framework for regulation of air
quality in the United States. Pursuant to this act, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
(USEPA) has established various regulations to achieve and maintain acceptable air quality,
including the adoption of National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), mandatory state
implementation plan (SIP) or maintenance plan requirements to achieve and maintain NAAQS,
and emission standards for both stationary and mobile sources of air pollution. NAAQS were
established in 1970 for six pollutants: CO, ozone (O3), PM1o and PM2s, nitrogen dioxide (NO2),
sulfur dioxide (SO.), and lead (Pb). These pollutants are commonly referred to as criteria
pollutants, because they are considered the most prevalent air pollutants known to be hazardous
to human health. The USEPA designates a region that is meeting the air quality standard for a
given pollutant as being in “attainment” for that pollutant; regions not meeting the federal
standard are designated as being in “non-attainment” for that pollutant. If a region is designated
as non-attainment for a NAAQS, the federal CAA requires the state to develop a SIP to
demonstrate how the standard will be attained, including the establishment of specific
requirements for review and approval of new or modified stationary sources of air pollution. The
CAA Amendments of 1990 directed the USEPA to set standards for toxic air contaminants and
required facilities to sharply reduce emissions. Table 3.3-2 summarizes state and federal
ambient air quality standards. Table 3.3-3 summarizes the state and federal attainment status for
the San Francisco Bay Area Air Basin (SFBAAB).

State

The California Air Resources Board (CARB) is the state agency responsible for California air
quality management, including establishment of California Ambient Air Quality Standards
(CAAQS), mobile source emission standards, and GHG regulations, as well as oversight of
regional air quality districts and preparation of implementation plans, including regulations for
stationary sources of air pollution. The CAAQS are generally more stringent, except for the
1-hour NO2 and SO standards, and include more pollutants than the NAAQS (see

Table 3.3-2). California specifies four additional criteria pollutants: visibility reducing particles
(VRP), sulfates, hydrogen sulfide (H2S), and vinyl chloride. Similar to USEPA, CARB
designates counties in California as being in attainment or non-attainment for the CAAQS.

The Air Toxic “Hot Spots” Information and Assessment Act, also known as AB 2588, identifies
toxic air contaminant hot spots where emissions from specific stationary sources may expose
individuals to an elevated risk of adverse health effects, particularly cancer or reproductive
harm. Many toxic air contaminants are also classified as hazardous air pollutants (HAPs). AB
2588 requires that a business or other establishment identified as a significant stationary source
of toxic emissions provide the affected population with information about health risks posed by
the emissions. Although DPM is considered a toxic air contaminant under AB 2588, this project
is not subject to AB 2588 because the DPM-emitting sources will only be temporarily employed
during construction. Operation of the project does not require the installation of new stationary
sources of DPM or emissions of other toxic air contaminants. Therefore, the project is not
considered a stationary source of toxic emissions.
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Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Diesel Particulate Matter from Portable Engines
Rated at 50 Horsepower and Greater

In an effort to reduce DPM emissions throughout the state, CARB has established the Airborne
Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for DPM from Portable Engines Rated at 50 Horsepower (hp)
and Greater (California Code of Regulations, Title 13, Section 93116 [13 CCR 93116]). This
ATCM requires portable diesel-fueled engines having a maximum rating of 50 hp and greater to
meet fleet-average DPM emissions standards.

Statewide Portable Equipment Registration Program

Voluntary registration under the Statewide Portable Equipment Registration Program (PERP)
allows owners or operators of portable engines to operate their equipment throughout California
without having to obtain individual air district permits. Diesel engines eligible for PERP
registration must not be self-propelling, must be certified to Tier 4 emissions standards, and must
not reside in the same location longer than 12 consecutive months. Examples of portable
equipment include air compressors, generators, pumps, drills, and welders.

Regqulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets

CARB has established the Regulation for In-Use Off-Road Diesel-Fueled Fleets to reduce NOX,
DPM, and other criteria pollutant emissions from in-use off-road diesel-fueled vehicles (13 CCR
2449). This regulation applies to all self-propelled off-road diesel vehicles rated 25 hp or
greater, including vehicles that are rented or leased, and requires restricted vehicle idling time,
reporting of vehicle use, and compliance with fleet-average emission standards. Although this
regulation does apply to rented or leased vehicles, the compliance responsibility predominantly
lies with the rental or leasing company if the vehicles are rented or leased for a period of less
than one year.

Asbestos Airborne Toxic Control Measure for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and
Surface Mining Operations

CARB has established the Asbestos ATCM for Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface
Mining Operations to minimize the generation of asbestos from earth disturbance or construction
activities (13 CCR 93105). The Asbhestos ATCM applies to any project that will include sites to
be disturbed in a geographic ultramafic rock unit area or an area where naturally occurring
asbestos (NOA), serpentine, or ultramafic rocks are determined to be present.

In addition, if NOA, serpentine, or ultramafic rock is discovered during earth disturbance
activities, the project also will be subject to the Asbestos ATCM. The Asbestos ATCM
establishes notification, management practice, mitigation plan, transport and disposal, and
administrative (e.g., recordkeeping and reporting) requirements for projects in order to reduce
the generation of asbestos from all aspects of construction, grading, quarrying, and mining
operations. A possibility of encountering NOA will exist during project construction; if NOA is
encountered during construction, the project will comply with the requirements of the Asbestos
ATCM (Bonilla, 1998 and United States Geological Survey [USGS], 2011).
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Table 3.3-2. Ambient Air Quality Standards

NAAQS b
Pollutant Averaging Time CAAQS @
Primary ¢ Secondary ¢
Ozone 1 hour 0.09 ppm -- --
8 hours 0.070 ppm 0.070 ppm 0.070 ppm
CoO 1 hour 20 ppm 35 ppm --
8 hours 9.0 ppm 9 ppm --
NO; 1 hour 0.18 ppm 0.100 ppm © --
Annual Arithmetic Mean 0.030 ppm 0.053 ppm 0.053 ppm
SO, 1 hour 0.25 ppm 0.075 ppm f --
3 hours - - 0.5 ppm
24 hours 0.040 ppm 0.014 ppm --
Annual Arithmetic Mean -- 0.030 ppm --
PMio 24 hours 50 pg/m? 150 pg/m?d 150 pg/m?d
Annual Arithmetic Mean 20 pg/m?d - -
PMas 24 hours -- 35 pg/m?® 35 pg/md
Annual Arithmetic Mean 12 pg/m?d 12 pg/md 15 pg/md
Lead 9 30-day Average 1.5 pg/m?® - -
Calendar Quarter -- 1.5 pg/m?® 1.5 pg/m?®
Rolling 3-month Average -- 0.15 pg/m3 0.15 pg/m3
VRP 9 8 hours h - -
Sulfates 24 hours 25 pg/m?d - -
H2S 1 hour 0.03 ppm -- --
Vinyl chloride 24 hours 0.01 ppm -- --

Notes:

-- = No standard has been adopted for this averaging time

ug/m?3 = microgram(s) per cubic meter

ppm = part(s) per million

2 CAAQS for O3, CO (except 8-hour Lake Tahoe), SO (1- and 24 hour), NO,, and particulate matter (PM1o, PM2 3,
and VRP), are values that are not to be exceeded. All others are not to be equaled or exceeded.

® NAAQS (other than Os, particulate matter, and those based on annual arithmetic mean) are not to be exceeded
more than once a year. The O3 standard is attained when the fourth highest 8-hour concentration measured at each
site in 1 year, averaged over 3 years, is equal to or less than the standard. For PMag, the 24-hour standard is attained
when the expected number of days per calendar year with a 24-hour average concentration above 150 pg/m? is
equal to or less than one. For PM; s, the 24-hour standard is attained when 98 percent of the daily concentrations,
averaged over 3 years, are equal to or less than the standard.

¢ Primary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary, with an adequate margin of safety, to protect the public
health.

d Secondary Standards: The levels of air quality necessary to protect the public welfare from any known or
anticipated adverse effects of a pollutant.

€ To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 98th percentile of the 1-hour daily
maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed 0.100 ppm.

f To attain the 1-hour national standard, the 3-year average of the annual 99th percentile of the 1-hour daily
maximum concentrations at each site must not exceed 0.075 ppm.
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Table 3.3-2. Ambient Air Quality Standards

NAAQS b

Pollutant Averaging Time CAAQS @
Primary ¢ Secondary ¢

9 CARB has identified lead and vinyl chloride as “toxic air contaminants” with no threshold level of exposure for
adverse health effects determined. These actions allow for the implementation of control measures at levels below
the ambient concentrations specified for these pollutants.

P Particles in sufficient amount to produce an extinction coefficient of 0.23 per kilometer due to particles when the
relative humidity is less than 70 percent.

Source: CARB, 2017a

Table 3.3-3. Federal and California Air Quality Attainment Status for San Francisco
Bay Area Air Basin

Pollutant Averaging Time Federal Status California Status
03 1 hour -- Serious Non-attainment
8 hours Marginal Non-attainment Non-attainment
CO 1 hour Maintenance Attainment
8 hours Maintenance Attainment
NO; 1 hour Attainment Attainment
Annual Arithmetic Mean Attainment Attainment
SO, 1 hour Attainment Attainment
3 hours Attainment --
24 hours Attainment Attainment
Annual Arithmetic Mean Attainment --
PMjio 24 hours Attainment Non-attainment
Annual Arithmetic Mean -- Non-attainment
PM2s 24 hours Moderate Non-attainment --
Annual Arithmetic Mean Attainment Non-attainment
Notes:

-- = No standard has been adopted for this averaging time
Sources: USEPA, 2017a; CARB, 2017b; BAAQMD, 2017a

Regional

The project is located within the jurisdiction of BAAQMD. BAAQMD is the local agency
charged with preparing, adopting, and implementing emission control measures and standards
for stationary sources of air pollution. Because the project will not involve construction of new
stationary sources of criteria pollutants or toxic air contaminants, the project is not subject to
BAAQMD permitting regulations. The following analysis of local plans and guidance
documents is provided for informational purposes and to assist with CEQA review.

Under the California Clean Air Act, BAAQMD is required to develop an air quality plan to
achieve and/or maintain compliance with federal and state non-attainment criteria pollutants
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within the air district. BAAQMD has taken action and developed plans to achieve and/or
maintain compliance with the federal 1-hour ozone standard and the federal CO standard.
Additionally, recent monitoring data indicate that PM2 s levels have decreased in the Bay Area
since 2008. As a result, CARB submitted a “clean data finding” request to USEPA on behalf of
BAAQMD on December 8, 2011. This request was approved by USEPA on January 9, 2013,
and suspends key SIP requirements as long as monitoring data continue to show attainment of
the standard. Despite this approval, the Bay Area will continue to be designated as non-
attainment for the federal PM2 s standard until BAAQMD submits a redesignation request and a
PM2 s maintenance plan (BAAQMD, 2017b; BAAQMD, 201743, respectively).

BAAQMD adopted CEQA Guidelines in December 1999 to assist local jurisdictions and lead
agencies in complying with the requirements of CEQA regarding potentially adverse impacts to
air quality (BAAQMD, 1999). BAAQMD updated its CEQA Guidelines in June 2010 to
reference its newly adopted thresholds of significance. These thresholds of significance were
challenged in court but were ultimately upheld by the California Supreme Court. BAAQMD
published a revised version of its CEQA Guidelines in May 2017 (BAAQMD, 2017c). Lead
agencies may, at their discretion, use BAAQMD’s current thresholds of significance to help
inform environmental review for development projects in the Bay Area and the current
BAAQMD CEQA Guidelines for assistance in calculating air pollution emissions, obtaining
information regarding the health impacts of air pollutants, and identifying potential mitigation
measures (BAAQMD, 2017c; BAAQMD, 2017d).

Lastly, BAAQMD adopted the 2017 Bay Area Clean Air Plan (CAP) on April 19, 2017. The
CAP provides an integrated, multi-pollutant control strategy to reduce emissions and decrease
ambient concentrations of harmful pollutants, to safeguard public health by reducing exposure to
air pollutants that pose the greatest health risk (with an emphasis on protecting the communities
most heavily impacted by air pollution), and to reduce GHG emissions to protect the climate
(BAAQMD, 2017e).

Because the project will not involve construction and operation of new stationary combustion
sources, such as emergency generators, there are no federal, state, or regional permitting
regulations applicable to the project.

Local

No local (city and county) air quality regulations are applicable to this project.

3.3.2.2 Methodology

Short-term construction emissions of CO, SO., PM1o, and PM25 were evaluated. Because ozone
is formed through chemical reactions in the atmosphere, the ozone precursors NOx and ROG
were also calculated. Detailed construction emissions calculations including assumptions are
provided separately to CPUC staff and summarized in Table 3.3-7 in Section 3.3.4.3, Potential
Impacts.

Construction emissions were estimated using construction equipment emission factors from the
California Emissions Estimator Model (CalEEMod) User’s Guide (Environ International
Corporation, 2016) and vehicle emission factors from EMFAC2014 (version 1.0.7). PMyo and
PM2.s emissions from vehicle travel on paved roads were estimated using emission factors from
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AP-42 Compilation of Air Pollutant Emission Factors (USEPA, 2011), as recommended by the
CalEEMod User’s Guide (Environ International Corporation, 2016). PM1o and PM2s emissions
from material movement, such as truck dumping/loading, grading, and bulldozing, were
quantified using the emission factors from the CalEEMod User’s Guide (Environ International
Corporation, 2016). Where appropriate, control measures were identified to reduce PM1o and
PM_ s emissions from material movement. These control measures include watering or the
application of soil stabilizers, and their reduction efficiencies were obtained from the South
Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) CEQA Air Quality Analysis Handbook
(SCAQMD, 2007).

Operational emissions associated with inspections and ongoing maintenance activities (primarily
associated with periodic maintenance vehicle travel) were not estimated because these activities
are part of PG&E’s ongoing, baseline operations, and are expected to be infrequent and minimal.
Potential operational GHG emissions from circuit breaker leakage are addressed in Section 3.7,
Greenhouse Gas Emissions.

3.3.3 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING
3.3.3.1 Regional Setting

The project is located in San Francisco and San Mateo Counties within the SFBAAB. The
SFBAAB is characterized by complex terrain consisting of coastal mountain ranges, inland
valleys, and bays, which distort normal wind flow patterns. The Coast Range splits, resulting in
a western coast gap (the Golden Gate) and an eastern coast gap (the Carquinez Strait), both of
which allow air to flow in and out of the SFBAAB and the Central Valley (BAAQMD, 2017c).

The climate in the SFBAAB is dominated by the strength and location of a semi-permanent,
subtropical high-pressure cell. During the summer, the Pacific high-pressure cell is centered
over the northeastern Pacific Ocean, resulting in stable meteorological conditions and a steady
northwesterly wind flow. Upwelling of cold ocean water from below to the surface because of
the northwesterly flow produces a band of cold water off the California coast. The cool and
moisture-laden air approaching the coast from the Pacific Ocean is further cooled by the
presence of the cold water band, resulting in condensation and the presence of fog and stratus
clouds along the Northern California coast. In the winter, the Pacific high-pressure cell weakens
and shifts southward, resulting in wind flow offshore, the absence of upwelling, and the
occurrence of storms. Weak inversions coupled with moderate winds result in a low air pollution
potential (BAAQMD, 2017c).

The SFBAAB is characterized by moderately wet winters and dry summers. Winter rains
account for about 75 percent of the average annual rainfall. The amount of annual precipitation
can vary greatly from one part of the SFBAAB to another even within short distances. In
general, total annual rainfall can reach 40 inches in the mountains, but is often less than

16 inches in sheltered valleys (BAAQMD, 2017c).

The climatological subregion in which the project is located extends from northwest of San Jose
to the Golden Gate Bridge. The Santa Cruz Mountains run up the center of the peninsula, with
elevations exceeding 2,000 feet at the southern end and decreasing to 500 feet in South San
Francisco. Coastal towns experience a high incidence of cool, foggy weather in the summer,
whereas cities in the southeastern peninsula experience warmer temperatures and fewer foggy
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days because the marine layer is blocked by the ridgeline to the west. San Francisco lies at the
northern end of the peninsula. Because most of San Francisco’s topography is below 200 feet,
marine air is able to flow easily across most of the city, making its climate cool and windy
(BAAQMD, 2017c).

The blocking effect of the Santa Cruz Mountains results in variations in summertime maximum
temperatures in different parts of the peninsula. The mean maximum summer temperatures in
coastal areas and San Francisco are in the mid-60 degrees Fahrenheit (°F), whereas the mean
maximum summer temperatures in Redwood City are in the low 80s°F. Mean minimum
temperatures during the winter months are in the high 30s to low 40s°F on the eastern side of the
peninsula and in the low 40s°F on the coast (BAAQMD, 2017c).

Annual average wind speeds range from 5 to 10 mph throughout the peninsula, with higher wind
speeds usually found along the coast. The peninsula’s prevailing winds are from the west,
although wind patterns are often influenced greatly by local topographic features (BAAQMD,
2017c).

The air pollution potential is highest along the southeastern portion of the peninsula, which is
most protected from the high winds and fog of the marine layer. Air pollutant emissions are
relatively high in this region resulting from motor vehicle traffic as well as stationary sources.
Pollutant emissions are high at the northern end of the peninsula in San Francisco, especially
from motor vehicle congestion. Winds in this region, however, are generally fast enough to
carry the pollutants away before they can accumulate (BAAQMD, 2017c).

3.3.3.2 Ambient Air Quality

The primary pollutants of concern in SFBAAB are 0zone, PMzg, and PM2 s because SFBAAB is
designated non-attainment for these pollutants by USEPA and/or CARB. Ozone is not directly
emitted but is formed in the atmosphere by complex chemical reactions of various precursors
(ROG and NOy) in the presence of sunlight. The major sources of 0zone precursor emissions are
combustion processes (including motor vehicle engines); the evaporation of solvents, paints, and
fuels; and biogenic sources. Most PM1o and PM2 s is caused by combustion, factories,
construction, grading, demolition, agricultural activities, and motor vehicles (BAAQMD, 2017c).

CARB maintains an annual emission inventory for each county and air basin in the state. The
most recent published inventory data for the SFBAAB is summarized in Table 3.3-4. In the
SFBAAB, mobile source emissions account for approximately 30 percent, 80 percent, and

80 percent of the air basin’s ROG, CO, and NOx emissions, respectively. Area sources account
for over 80 percent and 60 percent of the air basin’s PM1g and PM2s emissions, respectively.
Stationary sources account for over 70 percent of the air basin’s SOx emissions.

BAAQMD operates a network of ambient air quality monitoring stations that measure
concentrations of ozone, CO, NO2, SOz, PM1o, and PM25s. To determine the existing ambient air
quality for the project, the nearest monitoring stations were identified. The nearest monitoring
stations are located at 10 Arkansas Street in San Francisco, California, and 1100 21st Street in
Oakland, California. Table 3.3-5 presents concentrations of the criteria pollutants measured at
these two monitoring stations between 2014 and 2016. Measured PM3 s concentrations in San
Francisco have exceeded the federal 24-hour standard but not the federal or state annual
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standards in the past 3 years. Measured ozone, CO, NO2, SO, and PMyo concentrations at these
monitoring stations have not exceeded the federal or state standards in the past 3 years (CARB,
2017c; USEPA, 2017b).

As previously noted, serpentinite bedrock may be encountered in the local area. BAAQMD does
not monitor ambient air for NOA, but does implement the State-mandated Asbestos ATCM for
Construction, Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations. The Asbestos ATCM
requires regulated operations engaged in road construction and maintenance activities,
construction and grading operations, and quarrying and surface mining operations in areas where
NOA is likely to be found, to employ the best available dust mitigation measures in order to
reduce and control dust emissions.

Table 3.3-4. Estimated Annual Average Emissions for the San Francisco Bay Area Air

Basin
Source Category Emissions (tons/day)

ROG co NO« SO« PM1o PM25
Stationary Sources
Fuel Combustion 3.3 43.2 47.7 13.0 5.8 5.8
Waste Disposal 35.5 19 0.6 0.2 0.1 0.1
Cleaning and Surface Coatings 37.1 0.0 0.0 - 0.0 --
Petroleum Production and Marketing 21.8 0.3 0.7 28.3 1.1 1.0
Industrial Processes 12.0 2.1 4.4 8.7 10.4 6.2
Total Stationary Sources 109.7 47.5 53.4 50.2 17.4 13.0
Stationary Sources Percentage of Total 25.1 3.4 15.9 75.7 7.6 14.9
Areawide Sources
Solvent Evaporation 74.7 -- -- -- -- --
Miscellaneous Processes 17.2 169.0 17.6 0.6 189.7 56.2
Total Areawide Sources 91.9 169.0 17.6 0.6 189.7 56.2
Areawide Sources Percentage of Total 21.0 12.2 5.2 0.9 82.4 64.3
Mobile Sources
On-road Motor Vehicles 71.6 630.8 123.8 1.0 9.8 6.6
Other Mobile Sources 57.4 492.7 139.9 14.0 8.3 7.3
Total Mobile Sources 129.0 1,123.4 263.6 15.0 18.1 13.9
Mobile Sources Percentage of Total 29.5 80.9 78.4 22.6 7.8 15.9
Natural Sources
Natural (Non-anthropogenic) Sources 106.5 49.4 1.6 0.5 5.1 4.3
Total Natural Sources 106.5 49.4 1.6 0.5 5.1 4.3
Pacific Gas and Electric Company December 2017
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Table 3.3-4. Estimated Annual Average Emissions for the San Francisco Bay Area Air

Basin
Emissions (tons/day)
Source Category
ROG co NOx SOx PM1o PM:5
Natural Sources Percentage of Total 24.4 35 0.5 0.8 2.2 4.9
Grand Total 437.0 1,389.3 336.3 66.3 230.3 87.4
Notes:

-- = Emissions negligible
Source: CARB, 2017d

Table 3.3-5. Summary of Maximum Ambient Air Monitoring Data Near the Project

Pollutant Averaging Time Units 2014 2015 2016
032 1 hour m 0.079 0.085 0.070
8 hours PP 0.069 0.067 0.057
Carbon monoxide (CO) ® 1 hour n 1.6 1.8 1.7
8 hours PP 1.2 1.3 1.1
Nitrogen dioxide (NO) 1 hour m 0.083 0.070 0.058
Annual Arithmetic Mean PP 0.012 0.012 0.011
Sulfur dioxide (SO;) ¢ 1 hour 0.016 0.022 0.026
3 hours m NM NM NM
24 hours PP 0.003 0.004 0.003
Annual Arithmetic Mean 0.0005 0.0008 0.0009
Particulate matter less than 10 microns 24 hours m? 35.9 47.0 29.0
(PMyp) ® Annual Arithmetic Mean | "9 16.8 -- --
Particulate matter less than 2.5 microns 24 hours m? 33.2 35.4 19.6
(PMz5) @ Annual Arithmetic Mean | M9 7.7 7.9 --

2@ Data documented by CARB from the monitoring station located at 10 Arkansas Street, San Francisco, California.
b Data documented by USEPA from the monitoring station located at 10 Arkansas Street, San Francisco, California.
¢ Data documented by USEPA from the monitoring station located at 1100 21st Street, Oakland, California.

Sources: CARB, 2017c; USEPA, 2017b
Notes:

-- = Insufficient data available to determine the value
NM = Pollutant averaging time not monitored

3.3.4 APPLICANT-PROPOSED MEASURES AND POTENTIAL IMPACTS

The following sections describe significance criteria for air quality impacts derived from
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, provide APMs, and assess potential project-related
construction and operational air quality impacts.

December 2017
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3.3.4.1 Significance Criteria

According to Section 15002(g) of the CEQA Guidelines, “a significant effect on the environment
is defined as a substantial adverse change in the physical conditions which exist in the area
affected by the proposed project.” As stated in Section 15064(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, the
significance of an activity may vary with the setting. Per Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines,
the potential significance of project-related impacts on air quality were evaluated for each of the
criteria listed in Table 3.3-1, as discussed in Section 3.3.4.3.

BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD, 2017c) provide quantitative thresholds of
significance for evaluating a project’s construction and operational criteria pollutant emissions,
as shown in Table 3.3-6. Additionally, BAAQMD recommends following current best
management practices (BMPs) to control fugitive dust emissions during construction
(BAAQMD, 2017c). These BMPs have been included in the project as APMs and are described
below.

Table 3.3-6. BAAQMD CEQA Air Quality Thresholds of Significance

Construction-Related Operational-Related
Pollutant
Daily (Ib/day) Daily (Ib/day) Annual (ton/year)
ROG 54 54 10
NOx 54 54 10
PM1o 82 (exhaust only) 82 15
PM2s 54 (exhaust only) 54 10
PMso and PMz s (fugitive dust) Best Management Practices None None

Note:
Ib/day = pound(s) per day
Source: BAAQMD, 2017c

BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD, 2017c) also provide thresholds of significance for

evaluating a project’s construction and operational toxic air contaminant emissions, as related to
the resulting health risk impacts. The thresholds are the same for construction and operation, as
follows:

e Compliance with a qualified community risk reduction plan, or
e Any of the three following criteria:

— Anincreased cancer risk of greater than 10.0 in 1 million
— Anincreased noncancer (chronic or acute) risk of greater than 1.0

— Anincrease in ambient annual average PM2.s concentrations greater than 0.3 microgram
per cubic meter

Pacific Gas and Electric Company December 2017
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Additionally, BAAQMD has established toxic air contaminant “trigger levels” in its Regulation
2-5, Table 2-5-1, which suggest the level at which a project will be considered a new or modified
source of toxic air contaminants. Although Table 2-5-1 provides trigger levels for DPM and
asbestos, which are both toxic air contaminants expected to be emitted during project
construction, Regulation 2-5 is only applicable to new or modified sources requiring an
Authority to Construct or Permit to Operate. Because the project will not involve construction
and operation of new stationary sources of toxic air contaminants, the project will not require an
Authority to Construct or Permit to Operate from BAAQMD and, therefore, Regulation 2-5 does
not apply to the project.

3.3.4.2 Applicant-Proposed Measures
PG&E will implement the following APMs:

Construction

APM Air Quality (AQ)-1: Minimize Fugitive Dust.
Consistent with Table 8-2 of the CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD, 2017c), PG&E will minimize
dust emissions during construction by implementing the following measures:

e Water all exposed soil surfaces (e.g., unpaved parking areas, unpaved staging areas, soil
piles, graded areas, and unpaved access roads) at least twice daily, except when rains are
occurring; or apply non-toxic soil stabilizers such as soil binders, crushed rock, or gravel.

e Cover all trucks hauling soil, sand, and other loose materials.
e Limit all vehicle speeds on unpaved roads to 15 mph.

e All roadways, driveways, and sidewalks to be paved will be completed as soon as possible
after grading unless seeding, soil binders, or gravel are used.

e Sweep streets daily (with water sprayers and brooms or mechanical sweeps, if necessary) if
visible soil material is carried onto adjacent public roads.

e Post a publicly visible sign with the telephone number and person to contact regarding dust
complaints. This person will respond and take corrective action within 48 hours.
BAAQMD’s phone number will also be visible to ensure compliance with applicable
regulations.

As shown in Table 3.3-6, there are no numeric thresholds of significance for fugitive dust.
Rather, it is BAAQMD’s opinion that “projects implementing construction best management
practices will reduce fugitive dust emissions to a less than significant level” (BAAQMD, 2017c¢).
Because the measures included in APM AQ-1 are consistent with Table 8-2 of the CEQA
Guidelines (BAAQMD, 2017c), construction emissions resulting from fugitive dust are expected
to be less than significant. Furthermore, the project is not expected to require implementation of
the additional measures from Table 8-3 of the CEQA Guidelines because PM1o and PM2 5
exhaust emissions are below the significance thresholds, as described below.
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APM AQ-2: Minimize Construction Exhaust Emissions.
The following measures will be implemented during construction to further minimize the less-
than-significant construction exhaust emissions:

Minimize unnecessary construction vehicle idling time. The ability to limit construction
vehicle idling time is dependent upon the sequence of construction activities and when and
where vehicles are needed or staged. Certain vehicles, such as large diesel-powered vehicles,
have extended warm-up times following start-up that limit their availability for use following
start-up. Where such diesel-powered vehicles are required for repetitive construction tasks,
these vehicles may require more idling time. The project will apply a “common sense”
approach to vehicle use such that idling is reduced as far as possible below the maximum of
five consecutive minutes required by regulation (13 CCR 2449 and 2485). If a vehicle is not
required for use immediately or continuously for construction activities or for other safety-
related reasons, its engine will be shut off.

Maintain all construction equipment in accordance with manufacturer’s specifications.
Check all equipment using a certified mechanic, and confirm that equipment is in proper
condition prior to operation.

APM AQ-3: Minimize Potential Naturally Occurring Asbestos Emissions.
The following measures will be implemented prior to and during construction to minimize the
potential for NOA emissions:

Prior to commencement of construction, samples of the proposed Jefferson-Egbert
Transmission Line construction areas within the serpentine (Sp) stratigraphic unit will be
analyzed for presence of asbestos, serpentinite, or ultramafic rock.

If asbestos, serpentinite, or ultramafic rock is determined to be present at the specific project
location, implement all applicable provisions of the Asbestos ATCM for Construction,
Grading, Quarrying, and Surface Mining Operations (17 CCR 93105), including the
following:

For disturbed areas of 1 acre or less:

— Construction vehicle speed at the work site will be limited to 15 mph or less.

— Prior to any ground disturbance, sufficient water will be applied to the area
to be disturbed to prevent visible emissions from crossing the property line.

— Areas to be graded or excavated will be kept adequately wetted to prevent
visible emissions from crossing the property line.

— Storage piles will be kept adequately wetted, treated with a chemical dust suppressant, or
covered when material is not being added to or removed from the pile.

— Equipment will be washed down before moving from the property onto
a paved public road.

— Visible track-out on the paved public road will be cleaned within 24 hours using wet
sweeping or a High Efficiency Particulate Air filter-equipped vacuum device.

Pacific Gas and Electric Company December 2017
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For disturbed areas of more than 1 acre:

— Submit an Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan to BAAQMD, and obtain approval prior to
commencement of construction.

— Implement and maintain the provisions of the approved Asbestos Dust Mitigation Plan
from the beginning of construction through the duration of the construction activity.

Operation and Maintenance

PG&E will employ standard BMPs—such as minimizing vehicle trips and keeping vehicles and
equipment well maintained—during operation of the project. No significant operation and
maintenance impacts will occur and no APMs are necessary.

3.3.4.3 Potential Impacts

Project impacts on air quality were evaluated against the CEQA significance criteria, as
discussed below. This section evaluates potential project impacts from both the construction
phase and operation and maintenance phase.

The project consists of minor modifications to the existing Martin Substation, construction of the
new Egbert Switching Station, and extensions to two existing 230 KV transmission lines. The
project will reroute two existing underground 230 kV transmission lines currently connected to
Martin Substation (Jefferson-Martin and Martin-Embarcadero lines) to Egbert Switching Station.
An underground transmission line extension will connect the Jefferson-Martin line to Egbert
Switching Station, creating a Jefferson-Egbert line. The existing Martin-Embarcadero line will
be bisected and extend two underground transmission lines to Egbert Switching Station, creating
a Martin-Egbert line and an Egbert-Embarcadero line. Operation and maintenance activities will
be supported by existing PG&E staff as part of their scheduled work in the area with routine
inspections at the switching station (monthly) and detailed inspections (annually) at the
switching station and vault locations along the lines.

While staging areas will be determined based on availability at the time of construction, as
described in Section 2.7.1.1, potential staging areas have been preliminarily identified (Figure
2.7-1). Several staging areas totaling up to approximately 15 acres will be identified for use once
a construction contractor is selected. Two potential staging areas are adjacent to the proposed
Jefferson-Egbert line along Carter Street, near and at the intersection with Geneva Avenue.
Another two potential staging areas are within the existing Martin Substation. Two potential
staging areas in San Francisco are in the Port’s Southern Waterfront area off Amador Street, a
heavily industrial area. Of these potential staging areas, only one is unpaved, such that its use
may result in fugitive dust emissions associated with area disturbance. These potential fugitive
dust emissions have been included to facilitate a more conservative assessment of potential
impacts from PM1o and PM2 s emissions associated with the project. Truck travel to and from
these potential staging areas was incorporated into the trip distances for material hauling, truck
trips, and other construction activities.

Detailed emissions calculations including assumptions were calculated as described in
Section 3.3.2.2, Methodology, and are provided separately to CPUC staff and summarized in
Table 3.3-7.
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Table 3.3-7. Construction Emissions Summary

Construction Period

Average Daily Emissions (lb/day) 2:®

ROG co NOx SO« PM41o © PMs ¢
Project Emissions
Construction Year 2020 3.093 32.0855 302.350 0.1908 3.452 1.895
Construction Year 2021 2.441 27.348 223.4506 0.106 3.209 1.631
Construction Year 2022 0.13 1.425 1.5466 0.01 0.46% 0.16
Maximum Average Daily Emissions 3.093 32.0855 302.350 0.1908 3.452 1.895
Maximum Average Daily Emissions ¢ 0.002 ton/ | 0.02 ton/ 0.02 ton/ 0.000094 | 0.002 ton/ | 0.001 ton/
day day day ton/ day day
day
- Emissions by Phase (Ib/phase) ¢
Construction Activity D rp;?t:"t(!;
uration (days)|  pog co NO« SO, PMiwoc | PMasc
Transmission Line Construction
Installation
Mobilization 4 141 21.67 22.46 0.08 5.69 2.03
Manholes 120 59.54 730.92 648.26 1.90 104.77 45.70
300 843.6584+.7|9,337.079;39|7,628.597,81| 17.1117.76 |794.46811.0(482.19487.2
Trenching f 9 0:20 6:62 1 9
Cable Installation and 130 25.86 189.92 234.23 0.69 63.45 26.67
Splicing
Inspectors 317 0.22 13.85 1.23 0.05 7.08 1.92
33.663-68 |432.094422|1,529.3516%| 5.280:58 |134.5814-71| 41.564-54
. 14260
Truck Drivers 13
Trenchless Installation
Bore Pit Excavation,
Stage Equipment and
Bore, Pull in Casing and
Duct Bundle, Grouting 30 87.98 698.75 893.52 211 46.30 35.82
Space Between Casing
and Ducts, and
Restoration
Truck Drivers 2013 0.270.09 3.50118 12.384-18 0.040.01 1.090-37 0.340:11
2020 Transmission Line Construction 566.57547-3 |6,120.765,87|6,207.735;33 15.8412.83 625.95549.0338.84315.0
Total ¢ 3 382 372 =" 3 9
2021 Transmission Line Construction 486.03479-215,307.015,;21(4,762.304;:45 11.4310.37 531.46504-3|297.372889
Total ¢ 4 9.88 392 =" 3 9
2022 Transmission Line Construction 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Total 9
Pacific Gas and Electric Company December 2017
Egbert Switching Station Project 3.3-15




Section 3.3—Air Quality

PROPONENT’S ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Table 3.3-7. Construction Emissions Summary

Switching Station Construction

General Construction 440 3.22 173.51 24.38 0.73 89.96 24.67
s . 25 11.9213-80 138.83 0| 332.71438 1.08138 42.5450.07 | 16.8219.15

Civil Site Preparation D 1 9 = —

Bmldlng Foundations, 60 20.9423.50 241.65274-4 |1 302.1741482 078148 31754197 | 16.1519.30

Excavation, and Install D 5 6 D I

Remaining Equipment 40 981075 |114218341 101 0608 38| 020049 | 11321209 | 7.01694

Foundations 5

gg?]‘é’;?tf”d and 20 6.116.05 | 56.3455.58 | 59.4456.76 | 0.100.09 | 6.556:3%1 | 4.25418

Building Delivery and 60 39.90 283.27 466.53 0.67 31.00 215

Erection

Set Series and Shunt 5 258 13.39 30.77 0.04 1.98 135

Reactors on Pads

Screen Walls 10 6.43 46.29 74.35 0.10 4,53 3.40

Install GIS Equipment

and Wire 127 29.20 542.65 327.39 1.16 85.62 33.05

Install and Test Oil Pump

House, Station Service 40 1.36 1441 15.91 0.06 5.39 1.86

Voltage Transformers

Testingand 60 2.57 74.43 40.62 0.14 5.48 2.07

Commissioning

Exterior Walls, Final 47 10.25 120.33 110.75 0.22 12.29 7.42

Grading, and Paving

Cleaning and 20 4.94 58.32 52.88 0.11 6.44 3.72

Landscaping

Truck Drivers 997 1.021.82 13.0523-3% | 46.2082-73 0.166:29 4.07+28 1.26225

Inspectors 440 0.31 19.22 1.71 0.07 9.82 2.67

Construction Trailers 480 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

2020 Switching Station Construction 78.0783.20 844.23910.0 |1,164.961.39 3153.95 164.16184.6 72 797912

Total ¢ — 1 780 == 5 a4,

i%i;lsg"‘”mh'”g Station Construction 72.49 1,06567 | 821.91 2.48 184.59 74.43

2022 Switching Station Construction 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

Total ¢

Substation-Remote Ends Construction

General Construction 100 0.63 32.97 4.96 0.14 17.14 4.71

Martin Series and Shunt 60 7.07 6253 83.80 0.21 16.18 6.23

Reactor Removal
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3.3-16

Pacific Gas and Electric Company
Egbert Switching Station Project




PROPONENT’S ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT Section 3.3—Air Quality

Table 3.3-7. Construction Emissions Summary

Jefferson, Martin, and

Embarcadero Indoor 40 0.13 8.08 0.73 0.03 3.82 1.04
Work

Inspectors 60 0.02 131 0.12 0.01 0.67 0.18
Truck Drivers 408 0.080-18 1.082:36 3.818:36 0.010:03 0.340-74 0.100-23
Construction Trailers 480 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

2020 Substation-Remote Ends

Construction Total © 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00

2021 Substation-Remote Ends

Construction Total @ 5.40545 | 77.5678-20 | 62.5664-83 0.296:30 | 28.932013 | 9.13919

2022 Substation-Remote Ends

Construction Total 8 2.53258 | 28.4120.06 | 30.8733.14 | 0.11041 | 9.21941 | 3.13349

@ Emissions presented do not account for implementation of APMs or mitigation measures. Even absent APMs AQ-
1, 2, and 3, construction emissions are still below BAAQMD'’s significance thresholds.

b To facilitate comparison to BAAQMD’s significance thresholds, the project’s annual construction emissions were
divided by the maximum number of days construction activity would occur during the year, as determined using the
preliminary construction schedule.

¢ PMjo and PM2 s emissions represent both exhaust and fugitive dust emissions, even though BAAQMD’s humeric
significance thresholds are specific to exhaust.

4 Maximum average daily emissions are provided in units of ton/day to allow comparison against the regional
emissions inventory for the SFBAAB.

¢ Emissions presented are the sum of all emissions occurring within the construction phase, regardless of whether an
activity is occurring sequentially or concurrently.

fPM1o and PM, s emissions estimates for trenching include fugitive dust emissions associated with grading of an
unpaved staging area located on Carter Street in Daly City. Although the use of this potential staging area is only
being considered, emissions associated with its area disturbance are conservatively included for completeness.

9 Emissions were allotted to specific years based on the preliminary construction schedule.

P The listing for Install GIS Equipment and Wire includes emissions from the following construction activities:
Install GIS Equipment and Wire, Control Room and Battery Room Equipment, 230 kV Bus Work, 230 kV Cable
Installation/Tie-in, and Dress/Test/Wire Equipment.

Note:
GIS = Geographic Information System

a) Would the project conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air quality
plan? No Impact.

Construction and Operation and Maintenance

As discussed in Section 3.3.2.1, BAAQMD has developed plans to achieve and/or maintain
compliance with the federal and state air quality standards. The most recent of these plans is the
CAP (BAAQMD, 2017¢), adopted by BAAQMD’s Board of Directors in April 2017, which
provides an integrated, multi-pollutant control strategy to reduce emissions of ozone precursors
(NOx and ROG), particulates, air toxics, and GHGs. Specifically, the CAP contains control
measures for the following sectors: stationary sources, transportation, energy, buildings,
agriculture, natural and working lands, waste management, water, and super-GHG pollutants.
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The project would be consistent with the CAP in that APM AQ-1 contains measures encouraging
the reduction of fugitive dust; APM AQ-2 contains measures encouraging the reduction of
construction tailpipe criteria pollutant and toxic air contaminant emissions, through reduced
idling time of off-road vehicles; and APM AQ-3 contains measures encouraging the reduction of
asbestos, which is considered a toxic air contaminant. Control measures for many of the other
sectors, like stationary sources, are not applicable to the project given that it will not include any
new stationary sources of criteria pollutants or toxic air contaminants. Operation of the project,
including the switching station, does not require the installation of new stationary emission
sources subject to BAAQMD permitting or subject to provisions of AB 2588 and, as a result, the
project is not expected to emit toxic air contaminants (including DPM) and is not considered a
stationary source of toxic emissions.

During project construction, only two pieces of equipment are expected to be subject to CARB’s
ATCM for DPM from Portable Engines: two portable generators rated at 350 kilowatts, or
approximately 469 hp. To demonstrate compliance, PG&E will require its contractor use
engines that have been registered through PERP or engines that have been certified to meet the
most stringent California emissions standards available for non-road engines. Although one
other portable generator is intended for use, it is rated below 50 hp. The remaining pieces of
diesel-fueled construction equipment are also expected to be exempt from the ATCM for DPM
from Portable Engines because the engines propel mobile equipment. Additionally, PG&E will
implement APM AQ-2 to reduce tailpipe emissions of criteria and toxic air contaminants from
construction vehicles and equipment to the extent feasible, in accordance with the requirements
of 13 CCR 2449 and 2485. Although off-road diesel-fueled equipment will be used during
construction, each piece of equipment is not expected to be used for more than one year in
duration. Therefore, PG&E is not expected to be considered the owner of the vehicle fleet and
responsibility for complying with the performance requirements of the Regulation for In-Use
Off-Road Diesel Fueled Fleets (13 CCR 2449), apart from the requirement to limit idling time
captured in APM AQ-2, will lie with the rental or leasing company, not PG&E.

Therefore, the project will not conflict with or obstruct implementation of the applicable air
quality plan during construction, operation, or maintenance.

b) Would the project violate any air quality standard or contribute substantially to an existing
or projected air quality violation? Less-than-significant Impact.

Construction

The project’s estimated construction emissions, summarized in Table 3.3-8 below, will be
temporary and will only occur during limited portions of the 22-month construction period. As
shown in Table 3.3-8, average daily emissions are less than the significance thresholds without
implementation of APMs. Therefore, construction emissions will have a less-than-significant
impact on air quality, and will not violate any air quality standard.
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Table 3.3-8. Comparison of Construction Emissions to Significance Thresholds

Average Daily Emissions (Ib/day)
ROG co NOx SOx PM1o 2 PM25 2
Maximum Average Daily Emissions b ¢ 3.093.03 | 33.423255 | 35.3732.30 | 0.099:.08 3.79352 1.981.89
BAAQMD Significance Thresholds 54 N/A 54 N/A 82 54
Significance Threshold Exceeded? No N/A No N/A No No

2 PM1g and PM, 5 emissions represent both exhaust and fugitive dust emissions, even though BAAQMD’s numeric
significance thresholds are specific to exhaust.

b Emissions presented do not account for implementation of APMs or mitigation measures. Even absent APMs AQ-
1, 2, and 3, construction emissions are still below BAAQMD'’s significance thresholds.

¢ To facilitate comparison to BAAQMD’s significance thresholds, the project’s annual construction emissions were
divided by the maximum number of days construction activity would occur during the year, as determined using the
preliminary construction schedule.

Note:
N/A = Not applicable (i.e., a significance threshold does not exist for this pollutant)

Construction emissions will be further reduced below BAAQMD'’s significance thresholds with
implementation of APMs AQ-1 through AQ-3. Specifically, it is BAAQMD’s opinion that
construction-related fugitive dust emissions will be less than significant if BMPs, such as those
proposed in PG&E’s APM AQ-1, are implemented (BAAQMD, 2017c).

Operation and Maintenance

Operation and maintenance of the project will be incorporated into existing PG&E activities such
that emissions from project-related operation and maintenance activities will be negligible and,
therefore, far less than the thresholds of significance shown in Table 3.3-6. Accordingly,
operation and maintenance emissions will have a less-than-significant impact on air quality, and
will not violate any air quality standard.

c) Would the project result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of any criteria
pollutant for which the project region is non-attainment under an applicable federal or state
ambient air quality standard (including releasing emissions which exceed quantitative
thresholds for ozone precursors)? Less-than-significant Impact.

Construction

The project is located in an area that is designated non-attainment for the state and federal ozone
and PM2s ambient air quality standards and state PM1o ambient air quality standards. Project
construction will not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase in the non-attainment
pollutants (PM1o, PM25, and the ozone precursors [NOx and ROG]) because the emissions will
be temporary and the average daily emissions are less than the significance thresholds, as
summarized in Table 3.3-8. Therefore, construction emissions will have a less-than-significant
impact on air quality and will not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of non-
attainment pollutants. Emissions will be further reduced below the significance thresholds with
the implementation of APMs AQ-1 and AQ-2.
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Operation and Maintenance

As discussed, operational and maintenance emissions are expected to be negligible and have a
less-than-significant impact on air quality because operation and maintenance of the project will
be incorporated into existing, ongoing PG&E activities. Therefore, operational and maintenance
emissions will not result in a cumulatively considerable net increase of non-attainment
pollutants.

d) Would the project expose sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant concentrations? No
Impact.

Construction

Sensitive receptors are defined as facilities or land uses that include people who are particularly
susceptible to the effects of air pollution (e.g., children, the elderly, and people with illnesses).
Schools, hospitals, and residential areas are all examples of sensitive receptors (BAAQMD,
2017c). Land use within 1,000 feet of the project, including identification of sensitive receptors,
is presented on Figure 3.10-2 and summarized below. A distance of 1,000 feet was used based
on the “zone of influence” cited in Table 2-1 of the CEQA Guidelines (BAAQMD, 2017c).

Hospitals. There are no hospitals located within 1,000 feet of Egbert Switching Station, the
existing Martin Substation, nor any of the proposed transmission lines.

Schools. The freeze pit for the proposed Martin-Egbert transmission line is adjacent to the
Martin Luther King Jr Academic Middle School, and two other schools are located within
1,000 feet from the freeze pit (Edward Robeson Taylor Elementary School and Alta Vista
School). There are four schools present within 1,000 feet of the proposed Jefferson-Egbert
transmission line (El Dorado Elementary School, Wu Yee New Generation Child Development
Center, Philip and Sala Burton Academic High School, and Visitacion Valley Middle School).
Bayshore Elementary School is across the street from the existing Martin Substation, and two
other schools are located within 1,000 feet from the existing Martin Substation (Garnet J
Robertson Intermediate School and Mt Vernon Christian Academy).

Residences. To the northwest of Egbert Switching Station site is the Portola Place residential
community. The closest residence to the switching station within this community is about

50 feet away, across Egbert Avenue to the northwest on Kalmanovitz Street. The nearest
residence to the property line of the existing Martin Substation is located within 150 feet on
Geneva Avenue. Construction activities associated with the proposed transmission lines will
occur in both highly industrialized areas and residential areas, with the nearest residential areas
being approximately 50 feet away from the work area.

Because the project’s construction emissions are short -term and, absent implementation of
APMs, do not exceed BAAQMD’s significance threshold for any criteria air pollutant, the
project will not have a significant impact on the nearby sensitive receptors during construction.

Furthermore, as described in BAAQMD’s CEQA Guidelines, the generation of toxic air
contaminants would be temporary as a result of the variable nature of construction activities,
“especially considering the short amount of time such equipment is typically within an
influential distance that would result in the exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial
concentrations” (BAAQMD, 2017c).
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DPM is the only toxic air contaminant expected to be emitted during construction, in this case as
a constituent of construction equipment exhaust. Based on Table 2-5-1 of BAAQMD Regulation
2-5, DPM contributes to cancer and chronic, noncancer risk, but not to acute, noncancer risk.
“Current models and methodologies for conducting health risk assessments are associated with
longer-term exposure periods of 9, 40, and 70 years, which do not correlate well with the
temporary and highly variable nature of construction activities” (BAAQMD, 2017c). As a result,
cancer and noncancer (chronic and acute) risks were not estimated from project construction.
Although several schools and residences are located within 1,000 feet of the project construction
areas, construction in a single area is not expected to last more than a few days at a time. In
addition, “concentrations of mobile-source DPM emissions are typically reduced by 70 percent
at a distance of approximately 500 feet” (BAAQMD, 2017¢c). It is also expected that
implementation of APMs AQ-1 and AQ-2 and compliance with CARB’s ATCM for DPM from
Portable Engines Rated at 50 hp and Greater, as applicable, will reduce DPM emissions.

Sensitive receptor exposure to elevated levels of NOA during project construction will be
minimized through implementation of APM AQ-3, as appropriate. PG&E will also submit any
required notification forms to BAAQMD.

Operation and Maintenance

Because the project would not include any new stationary sources of criteria pollutants or toxic
air contaminants, no significant impacts will occur for the nearby sensitive receptors during
operation or maintenance. Furthermore, because operation of the project will not emit toxic air
contaminants from which cancer and noncancer (chronic and acute) risks can be estimated,
comparison to BAAQMD’s significance thresholds is not warranted.

e) Would the project create objectionable odors affecting a substantial number of people?
No Impact.

Typical odor nuisances include H.S, ammonia, chlorine, and other sulfide-related emissions. No
significant sources of these pollutants will exist during construction. An additional potential
source of project-related odor is diesel engine emissions. As previously described, residences
are located adjacent to most of the project routes. However, because few sources of odor will
exist and activities will be short term, typically lasting a few days during construction and less
than a day during operation and maintenance, there will be no impacts attributable to odor during
construction, operation, or maintenance.
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3.4 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES

3.4.1 INTRODUCTION

This section describes biological resources (vegetation, fish, wildlife, and wetlands) in the
project area, identifies potential impacts on sensitive habitats and species that could result from
the implementation of the project, and concludes that impacts on biological resources will be less
than significant. Incorporation of the APMs described in Section 3.4.4.2 will further minimize
potential less-than-significant project impacts on biological resources. The project’s potential
effects on biological resources were evaluated using the significance criteria set forth in
Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines. The conclusions are summarized in Table 3.4-1 and are
discussed in more detail in Section 3.4.4. The technical biological report referenced in this
section will be provided separately to CPUC staff.

Table 3.4-1. CEQA Checklist for Biological Resources

. Less-than-
Potentially Sianificant with Less-than-
Would the project: Significant gMiti ation Significant No Impact
Impact 9 Impact
Incorporated

a) Have a substantial adverse effect, either directly
or through habitat modifications, on any species
identified as a candidate, sensitive, or special

status species in local or regional plans, policies, O O 2 O
or regulations, or by the California Department of
Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service?

b) Have a substantial adverse effect on any
riparian habitat or other sensitive natural
community identified in local or regional plans,

policies, regulations, or by the California [ [ [ ]
Department of Fish and Game or U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service?

c) Have a substantial adverse effect on federally
protected wetlands as defined by Section 404 of
the Clean Water Act (including, but not limited to,

marsh, vernal pool, coastal, etc.) through direct [ [ O X
removal, filling, hydrological interruption, or other
means?

d) Interfere substantially with the movement of
any native resident or migratory fish or wildlife
species or with established native resident or ] ] ] X
migratory wildlife corridors, or impede the use of
native wildlife nursery sites?

e) Conflict with any local policies or ordinances
protecting biological resources, such as a tree ] ] ] X
preservation policy or ordinance?

Pacific Gas and Electric Company December 2017
Egbert Switching Station Project 3.4-1



Section 3.4—Biological Resources PROPONENT’S ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT

Table 3.4-1. CEQA Checklist for Biological Resources

. Less-than-
Potentially Sianificant with Less-than-
Would the project: Significant gMiti o Significant | No Impact
Impact g Impact
Incorporated

f) Conflict with the provisions of an adopted
Habitat Conservation Plan, Natural Community

Conservation Plan, or other approved local, O O O >
regional, or state habitat conservation plan?

3.4.2 REGULATORY BACKGROUND AND METHODOLOGY
3.4.2.1 Regulatory Background

This section summarizes existing federal, state, and local laws, policies, and regulations that
pertain to biological resources.

Federal

Endangered Species Act

The federal Endangered Species Act (ESA) of 1973 (16 United States Code [U.S.C.] 1531-1544),
as amended, protects plants, fish, and wildlife that are listed as endangered or threatened by the
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or the National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration’s National Marine Fisheries Service (NOAA Fisheries). Section 9 of the ESA
prohibits the “take” of listed fish and wildlife, where “take” is defined as “to harass, harm,
pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture, collect, or attempt to engage in such conduct”
(50 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 17.3). For plants, this statute prohibits removing,
possessing, maliciously damaging, or destroying any listed plant under federal jurisdiction and
removing, cutting, digging-up, damaging, or destroying any listed plant in knowing violation of
state law (16 U.S.C. 1538).

The ESA allows for issuance of incidental take permits to private parties either in conjunction
with a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) or as part of a Section 7 consultation (which is
discussed in the following paragraph). Under Section 10 of the ESA, a private party may obtain
incidental take coverage by preparing an HCP to cover target species within the project area,
identifying impacts to the covered species, and presenting the measures that will be undertaken
to avoid, minimize, and mitigate such impacts.

Under Section 7 of the ESA, federal agencies are required to consult with USFWS and/or NOAA
Fisheries, as applicable, if their actions—including permit approvals or funding—may affect a
federally listed species (including plants) or designated critical habitat. If the project is likely to
adversely affect a species, the federal agency will initiate formal consultation with the USFWS
and/or NOAA Fisheries and issue a biological opinion as to whether a proposed agency action(s)
is likely to jeopardize the continued existence of a listed species (jeopardy) or adversely modify
critical habitat (adverse modification). As part of the biological opinion, the USFWS may issue
an incidental take statement allowing take of the species that is incidental to an otherwise
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authorized activity, provided that the action will not jeopardize the continued existence of the
species or adversely modify designated critical habitat.

Migratory Bird Treaty Act

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (16 U.S.C. Sections 703—711) protects all
migratory birds, including active nests and eggs. Birds protected under the MBTA include all
native waterfowl, shorebirds, hawks, eagles, owls, doves, and other common birds such as
ravens, crows, sparrows, finches, swallows, and others, including their body parts (for example
feathers and plumes), active nests, and eggs. A complete list of protected species can be found in
50 CFR 10.13. Enforcement of the provisions of the federal MBTA is the responsibility of
USFWS.

Waters and Wetlands: Clean Water Act Sections 401 and 404

The purpose of the Clean Water Act (CWA) (33 U.S.C. Section 1251 et seq.) is to “restore and
maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters.” Waters of the
United States include rivers, streams, estuaries, the territorial seas, ponds, lakes, and wetlands.
Wetlands are defined as those areas “that are inundated or saturated by surface or groundwater at
a frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a
prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil conditions” (33 CFR 328.3).

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) issues permits for work in wetlands and other
waters of the United States based on guidelines established under Section 404 of the CWA.
Section 404 of the CWA prohibits the discharge of dredged or fill material into waters of the
United States, including wetlands, without a permit from USACE. USEPA also has authority
over wetlands and may, under Section 404(c), veto a USACE permit.

Section 401 of the CWA requires all Section 404 permit actions to obtain a state Water Quality
Certification or waiver, as described in more detail in Section 3.9, Hydrology and Water Quality.

In 2015, the USACE and USEPA issued the Clean Water Rule (2015 Rule), intended to clarify
areas under the jurisdiction of the CWA. The 2015 Rule was stayed in court rulings soon
afterwards. On February 17, 2017, an Executive Order was issued regarding the 2015 Rule. The
Executive Order and the subsequent USEPA and USACE Proposed Rule calls for the 2015 Rule
to be reviewed and rescinded or revised per the Executive Order (USEPA, 2017).

State

California Endangered Species Act

Sections 2050-2098 of the California Fish and Game Code (the California Endangered Species
Act [CESA]) prohibit the take of state-listed endangered and threatened species unless
specifically authorized by the California Department of Fish and Wildlife [CDFW]). The state
definition of “take” is to hunt, pursue, catch, capture, or kill a member of a listed species or
attempt to do so. CDFW administers CESA and authorizes take through permits or
memorandums of understanding issued under Section 2081 of CESA, or through a consistency
determination issued under section 2080.1. Section 2090 of CESA requires state agencies to
comply with threatened and endangered species protection and recovery and to promote
conservation of these species.
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Fully Protected Species under the Fish and Game Code

Fish and Game Code designates certain fish and wildlife species as “fully protected” under
Sections 3511 (birds), 4700 (mammals), 5050 (reptiles and amphibians), and 5515 (fish). Fully
protected species may not be taken or possessed at any time, and no permits may be issued to
PG&E for incidental take of these species.3

Protection for Birds: Fish and Game Code

Fish and Game Code Section 3503 et seq. state that it is unlawful to take, possess, or needlessly
destroy the nest or eggs of any bird, except as otherwise provided by this code or any regulation
made pursuant thereto. Section 3503.5 makes it unlawful to take, possess, or destroy any birds in
the orders of Falconiformes or Strigiformes (birds of prey) or to take, possess, or destroy the nest
or eggs of any such bird.

Native Plant Protection Act of 1973

The Native Plant Protection Act of 1973 (Fish and Game Code Sections 1900-1913) includes
provisions that prohibit the taking of endangered or rare native plants. CDFW administers the
Native Plant Protection Act of 1973 and generally regards as rare many plant species included on
California Rare Plant Rank (CRPR) 1A, 1B, 2A, and 2B of the California Native Plant Society
(CNPS) Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California. In addition,
sometimes CRPR 3 and 4 plants are considered if the population has local significance in the
area and is impacted by the project.

Section 1913(b) includes a specific provision to allow for the incidental removal of endangered
or rare plant species, if not otherwise salvaged by CDFW, within an ROW to allow a public
utility to fulfill its obligation to provide service to the public.

California Species of Special Concern

Species of Special Concern (SSC) is a category conferred by CDFW to fish and wildlife species
that meet the state definition of threatened or endangered, but have not been formally listed (e.qg.,
federally or state-listed species), or are considered at risk of qualifying for threatened or
endangered status in the future based on known threats. SSC is an administrative classification
only, but these species should be considered “special-status” for the purposes of the CEQA
analysis (see the Significance Criteria section of this document).

Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and the nine Regional Water Quality
Control Boards (RWQCB) have jurisdiction over all surface water and groundwater in
California, including wetlands, headwaters, and riparian areas. The SWRCB or applicable
RWQCB must issue waste discharge requirements for any activity that discharges waste that
could affect the quality of waters of the state, as described in more detail in Section 3.9,
Hydrology and Water Quality.

3 While take of fully protected species may be authorized by CDFW under a Natural Communities Conservation
Plan, PG&E activities are not covered by a Natural Communities Conservation Plan so this permitting option is not
available.
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McAteer-Petris Act of 1965 (CGC 88 66650-66661)

The McAteer-Petris Act created the San Francisco Bay Conservation and Development
Commission (BCDC), which is a state agency with permit authority over the Bay and its
shoreline. BCDC regulates filling, dredging, and changes in use in San Francisco Bay and
development within 100 feet of the Bay. The San Francisco Bay Plan specifies goals, objectives,
and policies for existing and proposed waterfront land use and other areas under the jurisdiction
of BCDC (BCDC, 2011).

Local

This section includes a summary of local or regional plans, policies, or regulations that identify
sensitive or special-status species in the project area, as well as local polices or ordinances that
protect biological resources. Because the CPUC has exclusive jurisdiction over the siting,
design, and construction of the project, the project is not subject to local discretionary regulations
related to biological resources. The following summary is provided for informational purposes
and to assist with CEQA review.

City and County of San Francisco General Plan

The City and County of San Francisco are currently operating under a General Plan that was
adopted in June 1996. The General Plan includes goals, objectives, and policies which pertain to
the comprehensive and long-range management, preservation, and conservation of open-space
lands. The measures related to wildlife, vegetation, and wetland resources include:

e Objective 1: Environmental Protection: The goal of this objective is to achieve proper
balance of conservation, utilization, and development of natural resources.

e Objective 8: Flora and Fauna: The goal of this objective is to ensure the protection of plant
and animal life through cooperating with CDFW’s animal protection programs, protecting
habitats of plant and animal species that require a relatively natural environment, and
protecting rare and endangered species.

San Francisco’s Urban Forestry Ordinance

The San Francisco’s Urban Forestry Ordinance (Article 16 of the Public Works Code) protects
street trees, significant trees, and landmark trees under San Francisco Public Works jurisdiction,
regardless of species. Ministerial permits are required for planting or removing street trees and
significant trees, and protection measures are required for these trees for work that would occur
within the trees’ drip lines.

City of Daly City General Plan

The City of Daly City 2030 General Plan (2030 General Plan) was adopted in 2013 and contains
a Resource Management Element (RME) which provides the framework for management and
protection of vegetation and wildlife. The following policies are relevant to the protection of
vegetation and wildlife:

e Policy RME-16: Continue to recognize the importance of the San Bruno Mountain Habitat
Conservation Plan (SBM HCP), uphold the integrity of the concepts behind the plan, and
respect the agreements that serve to implement it.
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e Policy RME-17: Preserve environmentally sensitive habitat by imposing strict regulations on
development in areas that have been identified as environmentally sensitive habitat.

e Policy RME-18: Preserve trees that do not pose a threat to the public safety.

City of Brisbane General Plan

The Open Space and Conservation Elements of the City of Brisbane General Plan present a
number of policies and programs relating to the protection of the City’s natural resources. The
General Plan includes policies to preserve areas containing rare and endangered species habitat,
cooperating with local, State, and Federal agencies in conservation efforts, working with the
SBM HCP and other agencies regarding plans or programs that may affect biological resources,
and encouraging the use of plants in landscaped areas that are compatible with the natural flora.

City of Brisbane Tree Ordinance

Under Title 12, Chapter 12.12 of the City’s Municipal Code, the City of Brisbane requires a
permit for removal of protected trees, or any other tree having a trunk that is greater than

30 inches in diameter at a height of 24 inches above grade. Protected trees are defined by the
Municipal Code in Section 12.12.020. Pursuant to Exemption 3 of Section 12.12.040 of the
Municipal Code, for existing facilities, PG&E, as a public utility that is subject to the jurisdiction
of the CPUC, may without a permit take such action as may be necessary to comply with the
safety regulations of the commission and as may be necessary to remove a direct and immediate
hazard to their facilities within the public utility lands or easement areas in which the same may
be located.

San Bruno Mountain Habitat Conservation Plan

The SBM HCP was adopted in 1983 to protect and improve habitat for several species of
endangered species. The SBM HCP is an effort to address the problem of potential extinction of
these endangered species while enabling private landowners to develop their land.

While the project is not within the SBM HCP planning area, portions of the proposed Jefferson-
Egbert underground transmission line route pass immediately adjacent to several of the SBM
HCP management units. These are the Saddle, Dairy and Wax Myrtle Ravines, Northeast Ridge,
and Carter/Martin management units of the Guadalupe Hills Planning Area; Carter Street and
Guadalupe Canyon Parkway are the dividing lines between these management units.

3.4.2.2 Methodology

This section summarizes the methods used to identify and analyze potential impacts on special-
status species that may occur in the project area. As described below, biologists began their
research with database searches and literature reviews to determine which special-status plants,
natural communities, and wildlife might have potential to occur in the project area. Using this
information, the biologists conducted field surveys of the biological resources survey area, as
defined below. A more detailed description of these methods is provided in the project’s
Biological Resources Technical Report, which will be provided separately to CPUC staff.
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Species Considered to be of Special Status

Special-status species include those that are:

e Listed or candidates for listing as rare, threatened or endangered under the federal ESA or
CESA

e Plants included in the online version of the CNPS Inventory of Rare and Endangered Plants
of California as CRPR 1A, 1B, 2A, or 2B

e Fish or wildlife designated as an SSC or a fully protected species by the CDFW
e Migratory birds with active nests, defined as containing eggs or dependent young

Natural communities were considered to be special-status if they were identified on the most
recent CDFW List of Vegetation Alliances and Associations as being highly imperiled.

Database Searches

The following biological databases were queried for records of special-status plants, natural
communities, and wildlife that might have potential to occur in the project area:

e USFWS list of federally listed and proposed endangered, threatened, and candidate species
and their designated critical habitat (USFWS, 2017a)

e CNPS online Inventory of Rare and Endangered Vascular Plants of California
e California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB)

A CNDDB database search for special-status species typically includes nine USGS 7.5-minute
quadrangle maps for a project located within a single quadrangle—the quadrangle that covers the
project area, and the eight quadrangles that surround the project quadrangle. For this project,
however, a CNDDB database search was conducted for a 5-mile radius around the project area
(defined here as the areas disturbed by project activities) as this records search identified a more
appropriate range of species than those identified in a ninequad search (CNDDB, 2017), given
the project is within a mile of San Francisco Bay and bay-related species and habitat are not
found in the project area. The USFWS database was queried using the USFWS Information
Planning and Consultation (IPaC) tool for the project area (USFWS 2017b). The CNPS database
was queried for the San Francisco North and San Francisco South quadrangles (CNPS, 2017).

Other information sources consulted to determine which special-status species could potentially
occur in the project footprint (areas disturbed by the project including temporary work space)
included:

The Brisbane Baylands EIR (Brisbane, 2015)

SBM HCP (1983)

Soil maps (Natural Resources Conservation Service [NRCS], 2017)
CDFW s List of Vegetation Alliances and Associations

Aerial photographs
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Field Surveys

The biological resources survey area is shown on detailed route maps in the Biological
Resources Technical Report (provided separately to CPUC staff) and include a 300-foot-wide
corridor centered on the proposed Jefferson-Egbert, Egbert-Embarcadero, and Martin-Egbert
transmission lines (Figure 3.4-1). Sites located outside of the 300-foot-wide corridor including
potential staging areas and temporary line immobilization pit work locations included a survey
radius of at least 50 feet to allow flexibility for minor adjustments during construction. As
described below, biologists conducted reconnaissance surveys of all relevant non-developed
areas in the biological resources survey area.

Reconnaissance Surveys

General biological reconnaissance surveys entailed windshield surveys in developed areas and
walking and meandering surveys in publicly accessible non-developed portions of the biological
resources survey area (as defined previously), and surveying areas that appeared to support
potential habitat for special-status species as identified in desktop-level reviews. The following
tasks were conducted during the reconnaissance-level surveys:

e Plant communities and habitat types were identified in the biological resources survey area
and evaluated for special-status plant suitability.

e Baseline data was reviewed for wildlife special-status species. Uplands and aquatic features
in the biological resources survey area were evaluated to determine habitat suitability.
Potential habitat for various special-status species was observed and recorded.

Likelihood of Presence for Special-Status Species

Using the information generated from literature reviews and field surveys, the list of special-
status species with the potential to occur was further refined to reflect the species that may occur
within the project area. The likelihood of special-status species occurrence was determined
based on natural history parameters, including but not limited to, the species’ range, habitat,
foraging needs, migration routes, and reproductive requirements, using the following general
categories:

e Present — Reconnaissance-level surveys documented the occurrence or observation of a
species in the project area.

o Seasonally present — Individuals were observed in the project area only during certain times
of the year.

e Likely to occur (on site) — The species has a strong likelihood to be found in the project area
prior to or during construction but has not been directly observed to date during project
surveys. The likelihood that a species may occur is based on the following considerations:
suitable habitat that meets the life history requirements of the species is present on or near the
project area; migration routes or corridors are near or within the project area; records of
sighting are documented on or near the project area; and there is an absence of invasive
predators (e.g., bullfrogs). The main assumption is that records of occurrence have been
documented within or near the project area, the project area falls within the range of the
species, suitable habitat is present, but it is undetermined whether the habitat is currently
occupied.
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Figure 3.4-1 Biological Survey Area
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e Potential to occur — There is a possibility that the species can be found in the project area
prior to or during construction, but has not been directly observed to date. The likelihood
that a species may occur is based on the following conditions: suitable habitat that meets the
life history requirements of the species is present on or near the project area; migration routes
or corridors are near or within the project area; and there is an absence of invasive predators
(e.g., bullfrogs). The main assumption is that the project area falls within the range of the
species, suitable habitat is present, but no records of sighting are located within or near the
project area and it is undetermined whether the habitat is currently occupied.

e Unlikely to occur — The species is not likely to occur in the project area based on the
following considerations: lack of suitable habitat and features that are required to satisfy the
life history requirements of the species (e.g., absence of foraging habitat; lack of reproductive
areas, and lack of sheltering areas); presence of barriers to migration/dispersal; presence of
predators or invasive species that inhibit survival or occupation (e.g., the presence of
bullfrogs or invasive fishes); lack of hibernacula, hibernation areas, or estivation areas on-
site.

e Absent — Suitable habitat does not exist in the project area, the species is restricted to or
known to be present only within a specific area outside of the project area, or focused or
protocol-level surveys did not detect the species.

Unless otherwise noted, the methodology and environmental information presented in this
section are summarized the Biological Resources Technical Report (provided separately to
CPUC staff).

3.4.3 ENVIRONMENTAL SETTING

The project is generally located in an urban area with industrial, commercial, and residential land
uses. Portions of the proposed transmission line routes are adjacent to undeveloped areas such as
urban parks, San Bruno Mountain, or roadside embankments.

3.4.3.1 Regional Setting

The proposed switching station and transmission lines are located in the generally developed
northeastern portion of the San Francisco Peninsula (peninsula), extending from the north flank
of San Bruno Mountain roughly three miles to the proposed Egbert Switching Station. San
Francisco Bay and its associated shoreline and marshes lie to the east; the project area is located
to the west of these resources in developed areas.

San Bruno Mountain, at the south end of the project area, harbors rare plants and butterflies
associated with its serpentine soils. The SBM HCP controls management of the mountain area.
One transmission line, the Jefferson-Egbert transmission line, would run underground in Carter
Road to Guadalupe Canyon Parkway on the north base of the mountain.

Approximately one to three staging areas totaling up to approximately 15 acres will be identified
for use once a construction contractor is selected. While staging areas will be determined based
on availability at the time of construction as described in Section 2.7.1.1, potential staging areas
have been preliminarily identified (Figure 2.7-1). Two potential staging areas are adjacent to the
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proposed Jefferson-Egbert line along Carter Street (potential Carter Street staging area) near and
at the intersection with Geneva Avenue (potential Cow Palace staging area). Another two
potential staging areas are within the existing Martin Substation. Two more potential staging
areas in San Francisco are in the Port of San Francisco’s (Port’s) Southern Waterfront off
Amador Street, a heavily industrialized area.

3.4.3.2 Local Setting

The site for the proposed Egbert Switching Station is located at 1755 Egbert Avenue in San
Francisco. This site is heavily disturbed and covered in gravel, and is currently occupied by a
lumber staging yard. There is no native vegetation present within this site. The surrounding
areas are developed with a blend of industrial, commercial, and residential land uses.

The proposed routes for the Martin-Egbert and Egbert-Embarcadero transmission lines are
located entirely within developed and paved surfaces within San Francisco. The proposed
Jefferson-Egbert transmission line is located in paved surfaces for the majority of the route and
passes through the cities of San Francisco, Daly City, and Brisbane. A portion of this route
passes through John McLaren Park and in the vicinity of San Bruno Mountain, undergrounded in
paved streets and/or sidewalks. Undeveloped areas found adjacent to portions of the paved route
support a mixture of non-native annual grassland, scrub/chaparral habitats, non-native woodland,
and closed-cone conifer/coast live oak woodland.

Martin Substation is an existing substation located at 3150 Geneva Avenue in Daly City. This
substation is developed and covered in pavement or gravel. There is no native vegetation present
within the site. The surrounding areas to the north and west are developed with a blend of
industrial and commercial land uses. Areas to the south and east are relatively undeveloped and
habitats in these areas are mixtures of developed, ruderal, non-native annual grassland, coastal
scrub, and non-native trees.

The potential staging areas at Martin Substation are within the fenced boundary of the substation.
These areas are heavily disturbed, are either covered in gravel or paved, and have multiple
buildings located within these areas.

The potential Cow Palace staging area is in a paved parking lot associated with the Cow Palace.
The potential Carter Street staging area was previously used as a drive-in movie theater, but this
is no longer in operation. This area was covered in gravel and in use as a laydown and staging
area at the time the biological reconnaissance surveys were conducted. This potential staging
area is bounded by parking lots to the north and east, and a vegetated area ranging in width from
200 to 600 feet is found to the south and west. On the opposite side of this vegetated area are
paved roads, residential developments, and golf courses that separate this area from the nearest
native plant communities on San Bruno Mountain.

The potential Amador Street staging areas are located in the Southern Waterfront industrial area
owned by the Port. The largest, southerly staging area (South Container Terminal) is within the
Pier 94/96 area of the Port’s South Container Terminal, the edges of which are within the BCDC
100-foot shoreline. These piers are paved and have no natural vegetation. The northern area, the
Amador Yard, is also within the Port’s Southern Waterfront in an area used by PG&E and
approved by the Port and CPUC for the previous Embarcadero-Potrero project. This area is
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heavily disturbed, has been previously used for staging Port and PG&E projects, and is covered
with gravel with only sparse, ruderal vegetation present. It lies west of the BCDC 100-foot
shoreline band. The San Francisco Bay and the Pier 94 wetland restoration area are found on the
eastern side of the Amador Yard, and industrial uses including a concrete batch plant and
materials storage surround the potential staging area on the north, west, and south.

Landcover, Vegetation, and Wildlife Habitats

No natural vegetation community types occur within the areas that will be impacted by the
project. The project components are all located in city streets or highly disturbed areas within
the cities of San Francisco, Daly City, and Brisbane. The project area is largely urbanized, with
biological resources limited to street trees and a very few isolated, extremely disturbed patches
of ruderal habitat in the vicinity of the proposed Egbert Switching Station.

The proposed routes for the Martin-Egbert and Egbert-Embarcadero transmission lines, as well
as the temporary line immobilization pit work locations required to connect these lines with the
existing transmission lines, are all within paved surfaces that are surrounded by highly developed
areas.

The proposed route for the Jefferson-Egbert transmission line is under paved street surfaces
when passing through San Bruno Mountain State and County Park (Guadalupe Canyon Parkway
and Carter Street) and John McLaren Park (Visitacion Avenue). Areas in San Bruno Mountain
State and County Park and John McLaren Park to either side of the proposed route support a
mixture of non-native annual grassland, scrub/chaparral habitats, non-native woodland, closed-
cone conifer/coast live oak woodland, and landscaped areas associated with the Gleneagles Golf
Course. Portions of the area adjacent to the route have large stands of blue gum eucalyptus
(Eucalyptus globulus), and Monterey cypress (Cupressus macrocarpa), as well as smaller coast
live oak (Quercus agrifolia), and pine (Pinus sp.) trees. The proposed route for the Jefferson-
Egbert transmission line in proximity to San Bruno Mountain passes through coastal scrub and
chaparral communities that are dominated by coyote brush (Baccharis pilularis), California
sagebrush (Artemisia californica), California coffeeberry (Rhamnus californica), and poison oak
(Toxicodendron diversilobum). Critical habitat for Franciscan manzanita (Arctostaphylos
franciscana) is also located within John McLaren Park in proximity to the route. These critical
habitat areas are shown on Figure 3.4-2.

Vegetation along urbanized portions of the proposed Jefferson-Egbert transmission line route,
the parcel immediately south of the proposed Egbert Switching Station, and the potential Cow
Palace staging area are limited to ruderal vegetation, landscaping, and street trees including
sycamores (Platanus sp.), blue gum eucalyptus, acacia (Acacia sp.), Chinese elm (Ulmus
parvifolia), privet (Lingustrum sp.), pine (Pinus sp.), magnolia (Magnolia sp.), and myoporum
(Myoporum laetum). These areas have a limited potential to support nesting birds seasonally.

Immediately south of the proposed Egbert Switching Station, the proposed route for the
Jefferson-Egbert transmission line passes through a parcel that was previously developed, and
now has two unoccupied buildings with some paved areas and is otherwise dominated by ruderal
vegetation including non-native annual grasses, pampas grass (Cortaderia selloana), summer
mustard (Hirschfeldia incana), and fennel (Foeniculum vulgare). Based on review of historic
aerial imagery, a large building was removed from this site in early 2016.
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Figure 3.4-2 Critical Habitats
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The potential Carter Street staging area was covered in gravel at the time of the biological
reconnaissance surveys. The surrounding areas are dominated by blue gum eucalyptus and a
blend of invasive scrub and coastal scrub species.

The potential Martin Substation and Amador Street staging areas are covered by a combination
of gravel and pavement, and have only sparse ruderal vegetation scattered throughout the sites.
This vegetation includes ripgut brome (Bromus diandrus), telegraph weed (Heterotheca
grandiflora), mustard (Brassica rapa), fennel (Foeniculum vulgare), dove weed (Croton
setigerus), English plantain (Plantago lanceolata), and wild radish (Raphanus raphanistrum).
Outside of the fenced boundary to the east at the potential Amador Street staging areas is coastal
scrub habitat that is dominated by annual grasses, coyote brush, acacia, and California
coffeeberry.

Wetlands and Aquatic Resources

There are no wetland features mapped in the USFWS National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) or
USGS’s National Hydrography Dataset within the project area (USFWS, 2017¢; USGS, 2017).
Two drainage features, both identified as riverine intermittent streambeds, and a wetland feature
were identified within the biological resources survey area during the project’s reconnaissance
surveys. One of the riverine intermittent streambeds has two arms. The western arm originates
approximately 500 feet upslope of Guadalupe Canyon Parkway in a steep valley near the
interconnection of the existing Jefferson-Martin transmission line and the proposed Jefferson-
Egbert transmission line. This western arm flows downslope, passes under Guadalupe Canyon
Parkway in a culvert, and upon daylighting flows approximately 300 feet downslope where it
connects with a concrete lined ditch. The eastern arm of this feature originates at a point south
of the intersection of Carter Street and Guadalupe Canyon Parkway and flows downslope to the
concrete lined ditch.

A second riverine intermittent streambed is found within the southern extent of Martin
Substation, outside the fenced area where work would occur. The wetland feature, identified as a
palustrine emergent persistent wetland, is located immediately north of this second riverine
intermittent streambed, and is also outside of the fenced area where work would occur

(Figure 3.4-3).

Two other NWI and National Hydrography Dataset features are within 600 feet of the project
area, outside of the biological resources survey area. These are both riverine intermittent
streambeds, one of which is within the Gleneagles golf course in John McLaren Park, and the
other is located on the east side of John F. Shelley Drive and originates near where this road
intersects with Mansell Street. This feature terminates at John McLaren Park Reservoir.

Special-Status Species

This section describes special-status species observed (present) during project reconnaissance-
level field surveys and any species considered to be likely to occur, have potential to occur, or
that are seasonally present. Special-status species that are unlikely to be found in the project area
are not discussed in this section.
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Figure 3.4-3 National Wetlands Inventory Mapping for the Project Area
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The CNDDB, USFWS, and CNPS database searches identified 64 special-status species within
the vicinity of the project (Section 3.4.2.2 Methodology). The mapping of CNDDB records of
plants and wildlife, database results, and summary of records for special-status plant and wildlife
species are provided separately for CPUC staff.

Special-Status Plant Species

The majority of these records are rare plant species that occur on San Bruno Mountain, around
Lake Merced and Twin Peaks, and in the San Francisco Presidio, primarily in serpentine soils.
As all impacts associated with the proposed Egbert Switching Station, proposed transmission
line routes, and the potential Amador, Cow Palace, and Martin staging areas are on or under
paved surfaces or in ruderal habitat in highly urban areas, there is no potential for special-status
plants to occur in the project area.

The potential Carter Street staging area is a mostly graveled area with ruderal vegetation, and
was not accessible during biological surveys. During the biological reconnaissance surveys, this
site was covered with gravel and in use as a laydown and staging area, and was historically used
as a drive-in movie theater. Although the site is highly unlikely to support any rare plants, a pre-
construction survey will be conducted should this site be chosen as a work area. Any areas
supporting rare plants will be avoided.

Special-Status Wildlife Species

Based on field reconnaissance surveys, the project area does not provide suitable habitat for 20 of
the 25 special-status wildlife species, and another 2 of the 25 species are unlikely to occur because
of the developed and urban nature of the project area. Three special-status wildlife species could
potentially occur in the project area: white-tailed kite (Elanus leucurus), American peregrine
falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum), and American badger (Taxidea taxus).

White-tailed kite

The white-tailed Kite inhabits open lowland valleys and low, rolling foothills, but is also known
to occur in urban areas. It forages in grasslands, marshes, riparian edges, and cultivated fields
where prey species (mainly small mammals) are relatively abundant (Kaufman, 1996). Kites
typically nest on the tops of trees in close proximity to good foraging locations. No CNDDB
records of this species are found within 5 miles of the project area; however white-tailed kites are
known to occur in the San Francisco Bay region, and may occasionally pass through the project
area. There is suitable foraging habitat within John McLaren Park and on San Bruno Mountain,
and there is low quality nesting habitat in several large dense-topped trees within 500 feet of the
project area.

American pereqgrine falcon

The habitat of the American peregrine falcon includes many terrestrial biomes which may
include urban and developed areas. Most often, breeding American peregrine falcons utilize
habitats containing cliffs and almost always nest near water (Wheeler, 2003; White et al., 2002).
Peregrine falcons generally utilize open habitats for foraging, but are also known to forage and
occur in densely populated areas. Many artificial habitats like towers, bridges and buildings are
also utilized by this species (White et al., 2002). Prey mainly consists of birds ranging from
small passerines to mid-sized waterfowl; juveniles primarily feed on large flying insects
(Wheeler, 2003). Peregrine falcons are known to nest in San Francisco at various locations

December 2017 Pacific Gas and Electric Company
3.4-16 Egbert Switching Station Project



PROPONENT’S ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT Section 3.4—Biological Resources

including 77 Beale Street and the former Potrero Power Plant. San Bruno Mountain may contain
suitable nesting habitat, and this species may forage in the vicinity of the project area.

American badger

American badger is a stout-bodied, primarily solitary species that hunts for ground squirrels and
other small mammal prey in open grassland, cropland, deserts, savanna, and shrubland
communities. A badger will typically have a large home range and spend inactive periods in
underground burrows. This species is most abundant in drier open stages of shrub, forest, and
herbaceous habitats with friable soils, but is occasionally known to occur in more urban areas.
The nearest documented record in the CNDDB is within Golden Gate Park approximately

5 miles to the northwest, but separated from the project by dense urban development. There is
also potentially suitable habitat for this species on San Bruno Mountain, and American badger is
listed as a species that is expected to occur in the SBM HCP (SBM HCP, 2017). If this species
occurs on San Bruno Mountain, individuals may forage in the vicinity of the project area, and
may occasionally cross Carter Street and Guadalupe Canyon Parkway during foraging and
dispersal movements.

Other Migratory Birds and Nesting Raptors

Non-listed migratory bird species or raptors can establish nests in suitable habitat in the project
area. The nesting season for migratory birds and raptors generally occurs between February 15
and August 31. Because of the street trees, landscaping, and other nesting substrate present in
the vicinity of the project area, there is potential for passerine and raptors to nest in or near the
project area.

Habitat Conservation Plans

A portion of the proposed Jefferson-Egbert transmission line is located in Carter Street and
Guadalupe Canyon Parkway in areas that are bordered by four management units for the SBM
HCP. These roads are not included in the SBM HCP Guadalupe Hills Planning Area
management units (Figure 3.4-4). The project is not seeking coverage under the SBM HCP.

3.4.4 APPLICANT-PROPOSED MEASURES AND POTENTIAL IMPACTS

The following sections describe significance criteria for impacts related to biological resources
derived from Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines, provide APMs to reduce impacts, and assess
potential project-related construction and operational impacts on biological resources.

3.4.4.1 Significance Criteria

According to Section 15002(g) of the CEQA Guidelines, “a significant effect on the environment
is defined as a substantial adverse change in the physical conditions which exist in the area
affected by the proposed project.” As stated in Section 15064(b) of the CEQA Guidelines, the
significance of an activity may vary with the setting. Per Appendix G of the CEQA Guidelines,
the potential significance of project-related impacts on biological resources were evaluated for
each of the criteria listed in Table 3.4-1, as discussed in Section 3.4.4.3.
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Figure 3.4-4 Guadalupe Hills Planning Area Management Units for the San Bruno
Mountain Habitat Conservation Plan
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3.4.4.2 Applicant-Proposed Measures
PG&E will implement the following APMs:

APM Biological Resources (BIO)-1: General Measures.

A worker environmental awareness program biological resources module will be conducted for
on-site construction personnel prior to the start of construction activities. The module will
explain the APMs and any other measures developed to prevent impacts on special-status
species, including nesting birds. The module will also include a description of special-status
species and their habitat needs, as well as an explanation of t