
Mailing Address
P.O. Box 7442
San Francisco, CA  94120

Street/Courier Address
Law Department
77 Beale Street
San Francisco, CA  94105

David T. Kraska

Pacific Gas and
Electric Company TM

(415) 973-7503 
Fax: (415) 973-5520 
Internet: DTK5@pge.com 

May 24, 2004 BY HAND DELIVERY 

Docket Office 
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue, Room 2001 
San Francisco, CA  94102 

Re: A.03-12-039
Application of Pacific Gas and Electric Company, a California corporation, for a 
Permit To Construct the Potrero to Hunters Point 115 kV Cable Project Pursuant to 
General Order 131-D (U 39 E)        

Dear Docket Clerk: 

Enclosed for filing in the referenced proceeding is an original and seven (7) copies of Pacific
Gas And Electric Company’s Reply To Protest Of The City And County Of San Francisco To The 
Application Of Pacific Gas And Electric Company For A Permit To Construct The Potrero To 
Hunters Point 115 kV Cable Project. 

Please return an endorsed filed copy in the stamped, self-addressed envelope provided for this 
purpose.  Thank you. 

Very truly yours, 

          /s/ 
David T. Kraska 

DTK:gmj 

cc: Sarah R. Thomas, ALJ 
Geoffrey F. Brown, Commissioner 
Kenneth Lewis, CPUC Energy Division 
John Boccio, CPUC Energy Division 
Regina Birdsell, Office of Ratepayer Advocates 
Joseph P. Como, San Francisco City Attorney’s Office 
Parties on CPUC service lists A.03-12-039 and A.99-09-006 

Enclosures



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of PACIFIC GAS AND 
ELECTRIC COMPANY, a California 
corporation, for a Permit To Construct the 
Potrero to Hunters Point 115 kV Cable Project 
Pursuant to General Order 131-D 

(U 39 E) 

A.03-12-039

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY'S 
REPLY TO PROTEST OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF 
SAN FRANCISCO TO THE APPLICATION OF PACIFIC 
GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY FOR A PERMIT TO 

CONSTRUCT THE POTRERO TO HUNTERS POINT 115 
KV CABLE PROJECT 

MICHELLE L. WILSON 
DAVID T. KRASKA 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Law Department 
77 Beale Street, B30A 
P.O. Box 7442 
San Francisco, CA  94120 
Telephone: (415) 973-7503 
Facsimile: (415) 973-5520 

JO LYNN LAMBERT 
Best Best & Krieger LLP 
3750 University Avenue 
P.O. Box 1028 
Riverside, CA  92502 
Telephone: (909) 826-8225 or (415) 973-5248 
Facsimile: (909) 686-3083 

Attorneys for 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 



1

BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of PACIFIC GAS AND 
ELECTRIC COMPANY, a California 
corporation, for a Permit To Construct the 
Potrero to Hunters Point 115 kV Cable Project 
Pursuant to General Order 131-D 

(U 39 E) 

A.03-12-039

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY'S 
REPLY TO PROTEST OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF 
SAN FRANCISCO TO THE APPLICATION OF PACIFIC 
GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY FOR A PERMIT TO 

CONSTRUCT THE POTRERO TO HUNTERS POINT 115 
KV CABLE PROJECT 

I. INTRODUCTION

Pursuant to Rule 44.6 of the California Public Utilities Commission’s (“Commission” 

or “CPUC”) Rules of Practice and Procedure and with the permission of Administrative Law 

Judge Sarah Thomas and Assistant Chief Administrative Law Judge Lynn Carew,1 Pacific 

Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”) hereby replies to the protest (“Protest”) filed by the 

City and County of San Francisco (“CCSF”) to PG&E’s Application for a Permit To 

Construct (“PTC”) the Potrero To Hunters Point 115 kV Cable Project.  PG&E filed its 

Application on December 30, 2003, and formally noticed the project in early January in 

accordance with the CPUC’s General Order (“GO”) 131-D.  The protest period ended 

February 9, 2004.  Other than CCSF’s late-filed protest, no requests for hearings, responses, 

or other protests have been filed in connection with this Application. 

PG&E and the California Independent System Operator (“ISO”), which has already 

determined that the Project is needed and approved it for addition to the ISO-controlled grid, 

have an obligation to ensure reliable electric service in San Francisco and the northern San 

1  Telephone calls with Jo Lynn Lambert on May 7 and May 21, 2004.  ALJ Thomas authorized filing the Reply 
on Friday, May 21, 2004; Assistant Chief Administrative Law Judge Carew granted a one-day extension. 
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Mateo County area, the areas to be served by this project.  PG&E also has committed to the 

residents of San Francisco’s Bayview/Hunters Point community that it will close the existing 

Hunters Point Power Plant as soon as the ISO agrees to terminate the plant’s “Reliability – 

Must Run” contract, and that it will actively pursue the transmission upgrades needed to 

convince the ISO that the plant can be closed consistent with the ISO’s obligation to maintain 

transmission system reliability. 2  The voluminous record in the Jefferson-Martin case 

demonstrates that, assuming the Jefferson-Martin and Potrero-Hunters Point projects are 

timely permitted by the Commission and constructed before the end of 2005, the 

transmission system in the project area will remain in compliance with all applicable ISO 

reliability criteria and the Hunters Point Power Plant can be closed.  (See, e.g., Jefferson-

Martin 230 kV Transmission Project, A.02-04-043, Exhibit 4, at 1, 73-74.)  Now, with its 

reckless demand for time-consuming reconsideration of a routing alternative that months of 

expert engineering investigation has already shown to be infeasible, albeit financially 

advantageous for the City, CCSF places both of these important goals at risk.   

Unlike CCSF, PG&E must ensure that any specific project route it proposes to meet 

an ISO-identified need is feasible and can be constructed in time to meet the identified need.  

To that end, PG&E hired a recognized expert in transmission engineering3 to independently 

assess the feasibility of several potential routes for the Potrero-Hunters Point project, 

including the feasibility of utilizing the existing underwater crossing previously constructed 

by CCSF as part of its San Francisco Light Rail Project.  Based on Black & Veatch’s 

assessment as well as that of PG&E’s own engineers, there can be no doubt that PG&E’s 

proposed project route is feasible and can be completed on time to meet the ISO-identified 

need, assuming timely approval of the PTC application by this Commission.  (Proponent’s 

2  In 1998, CCSF and PG&E entered into an agreement to close Hunters Point Power Plant as soon as 1) it was 
no longer needed to sustain electric reliability in San Francisco and surrounding areas, and 2) the California 
Independent System Operator authorizes closure of the plant. 

3 See Jefferson-Martin 230 kV Transmission Project, A.02-09-043, Exhibit 13, Attachment 3 (Lowell Rogers 
statement of qualifications) and Reporter’s Transcript at 2275-76 (280 Citizens Witness Tassainer) (Black & 
Veatch is “the Cadillac of the engineering firms”). 
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Environmental Assessment supporting PG&E’s PTC Application (“PEA”), Chapters 1-2; 

Black & Veatch, Islais Creek Bore and Associated Facilities: Identified Deficiencies in 

Design and Construction Quality (“B&V Report,” attached as Exhibit B), at 1.)  The 

proposed project would be constructed almost entirely within existing streets using standard 

underground construction techniques of the sort used successfully in countless other utility 

construction projects.  (PEA, Chapter 1.)  CCSF’s favored Islais Creek route, by contrast, 

would require PG&E, the ISO, and this Commission to gamble on the safety and long-term 

reliability of an underwater conduit that is currently flooded, was constructed by CCSF 

without following basic engineering practices such as backfilling the casing with grout to 

prevent intrusion of water, and was installed atop soils subject to liquefaction and other 

seismic problems (see part III.B below).

PG&E, again unlike CCSF,  has no financial stake in which route is selected.  Instead, 

PG&E strives to propose the lowest-cost route that is feasible, capable of being constructed 

on time to meet the identified need, and involves the fewest significant environmental 

impacts.  The PEA included with the Application demonstrates that the proposed project will 

not result in any significant environmental effects after mitigation.  This conclusion is further 

supported by the fact that not a single protest or request for hearings was filed by nearby 

landowners, businesses, or residents, much less federal or state resource agencies charged 

with protecting the environment.  The lack of public or resource agency concern over 

potential project impacts should not be surprising in light of the extremely limited, all-

underground nature of the project, as well as its nearly exclusive utilization of existing streets 

through already-developed industrial and commercial areas.  It is no stretch to say that the 

Potrero-Hunters Point project involves, by a significant margin, the lowest level of 

environmental impact of any project permitted by the Commission under General Order 131-

D.4  Thus, environmental issues provide no basis for a decision to consider alternative routes 

4  To be sure, the CPUC has approved several projects of similar voltage that involved far more new 
construction, including overhead construction through both developed and undeveloped areas, based on 
Mitigated Negative Declarations that concluded the projects would result in no significant environmental 
effects. See, e.g., Atlantic-Del Mar PTC Application, A.01-07-004, Final Mitigated Negative Declaration 
(“FMND”) at A-3 (finding no significant environmental effects, and no alternatives analysis needed, for 
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for the Potrero-Hunters Point project or otherwise delay completion of the required Initial 

Study/Mitigated Negative Declaration and timely approval of the PTC Application.  (See part 

III.F below and Guidelines for the Implementation of the California Environmental Quality 

Act (“Guidelines”), § 15102, requiring preparation of an Initial Study within 30 days after 

application is accepted as complete (here April 1, 2004) and § 15107, requiring completion 

of negative declaration within 180 days.)

While cost issues are beyond the scope of PTC Applications,5 cost, too, argues in 

favor of PG&E’s proposed route.  The cost to ratepayers of PG&E’s proposed route would be 

less than the cost of CCSF’s favored Islais Creek route even if one optimistically assumes 

that the existing crossing can somehow be rehabilitated and that CCSF and the Port of San 

Francisco will accept PG&E’s assessment of the monetary value of the crossing and the 

rights of way necessary to install portions of the project across Port lands.  (See part III.D 

below.)  Should a new crossing be required (as appears likely based on Black & Veatch’s 

engineering analysis), or if CCSF or the Port demand more money for the privilege of 

utilizing their property (as appears likely based on the parties’ failure to agree on value to 

date), the additional cost to ratepayers associated with the Islais Creek route would be even 

greater.

CCSF’s stated belief that its route must cost less than other alternatives simply 

because it is slightly shorter in length conveniently overlooks the significant additional costs 

associated with the engineering, seismic, and land acquisition challenges noted above, and in 

any event is not supported by any actual cost estimates.  Moreover, such conjecture must be 

viewed in light of the fact that CCSF has a direct financial interest in the results of this 

project involving 4.1 miles of new overhead and underground lines through primarily industrial and 
residential land uses); North San Jose Capacity Project PTC Application, A.98-06-001, FMND at part 1, at 7; 
part 5, at 9 (finding no significant environmental effects, and no alternatives analysis needed, for project 
involving approximately 8 miles of new and secondary overhead lines through various urban land uses 
including light industrial, parks/open space, and residential).   

5 See G.O. 131-D, Section IX.B.1.f; Atlantic-Del Mar Reinforcement Project, A.01-07-004, Assigned 
Commissioner’s Ruling dated October 16, 2002; CPUC Decision adopting GO 131-D, D.94-06-014 (“the 
permit to construct is meant strictly for environmental review, not economic or ‘needs’ review”). 
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proceeding.  Routes for the Potrero-Hunters Point project that would require PG&E to 

acquire more right-of-way from the Port of San Francisco – such as the Islais Creek route – 

would naturally result in more money flowing into the City’s coffers in the form of 

negotiated or court-ordered payments from PG&E for the necessary land rights.  More 

significantly, CCSF spent substantial amounts to construct an underwater crossing and other 

facilities to accommodate a series of transmission and distribution projects that it apparently 

no longer plans to construct, at least not in the near future.  Making matters worse for CCSF, 

there are obvious and serious problems with those facilities that call into question whether 

they can ever be feasibly used for electric transmission by CCSF or anyone else.  These 

proceedings should not be used to transfer CCSF’s fiscal obligations from the taxpayers of 

San Francisco to ratepayers throughout California – regardless of how much CCSF might 

want the Commission to take this white elephant off its hands. 

Hoping to turn this into a case about PG&E rather than the merits of the project, 

CCSF acts as though it had no idea that PG&E was considering routes other than the Islais 

Creek route and claims, incredibly, that it had no knowledge of PG&E’s plan to proceed with 

its Application.  The evidence attached to this Reply paints a very different picture, 

demonstrating with specific details the extent to which PG&E has kept CCSF informed of 

PG&E’s plans concerning this application.  PG&E has been meeting with CCSF 

representatives since 2002 to discuss the option of proceeding with a joint project that, at the 

time, looked as if it might result in lower overall costs to ratepayers and still meet the 

schedules for completion of the project and the closure of Hunters Point Power Plant.  

However, contrary to the glib assurances in CCSF’s protest, the conduit installed by CCSF at 

Islais Creek has major problems, in part because it was not properly sealed after construction 

and is now flooded.  PG&E retained outside engineering experts to evaluate the suitability of 

the creek crossing, but the experts found the condition of the crossing so questionable that 

there could be no assurances as to its feasibility for enclosing a major transmission line 

(much less two transmission lines as PG&E and CCSF had been discussing).  Analysis 

included soil borings to determine soil profile characteristics and soil thermal properties.  
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CCSF has made no attempt to address PG&E’s engineering consultant’s concerns and has 

represented in meetings that any such resolution will be at PG&E's ratepayers’ cost and at 

PG&E’s risk. (Declaration of Robert Bonderud, attached hereto as Exhibit C, (“Bonderud 

decl.”), ¶7.)

Given the technical uncertainties of the Islais Creek route, the amount of time 

required to develop and permit an alternative route, and the need to complete the project, 

however configured, before the end of 2005, PG&E—with CCSF’s knowledge and professed 

understanding (Id. at ¶10)—proceeded on a parallel path to develop another route that was 

both feasible and cost-effective.  This is the route PG&E filed as its proposed route in the 

PTC Application.  As demonstrated in the PEA, the proposed all-underground route would 

avoid the need to construct in Islais Creek and would result in no significant environmental 

impacts.  (Indeed, but for the fact that a small portion of the route leaves public roads and 

crosses a private parking lot, PG&E would not have needed to file a PTC application for this 

route and instead would have built the project under the Notice of Construction (“NOC”) 

procedures set out in Sections III.B and XI.B of GO 131-D.)  As further demonstrated in the 

PEA, the proposed route can be constructed by the end of 2005 or sooner, assuming the 

CPUC process does not get bogged down by CCSF’s meritless claims.  No resident, 

business, or other interested party has protested PG&E’s proposed route, which further 

highlights the lack of any real need to delay this project pending completion of additional 

time-consuming proceedings before the CPUC.   

In any event, the attached evidence verifies that PG&E discussed the proposed route 

with CCSF representatives, submitted letters requesting a position statement (including 

letters personally handed to CCSF’s Islais Creek negotiating team6), and fully informed 

6  PG&E representatives met with Ed Smeloff, Marla Jurosek, and Sandra Rovetti from CCSF’s Hetch Hetchy 
Power and Water Department on September 16, 2003.  During this meeting, they handed out copies of 
PG&E’s letter requesting a position statement on PG&E’s alternative routes.  They requested that CCSF 
provide a position statement before the PTC application was filed, and explained that, if PG&E did not 
receive a position statement in response, PG&E would indicate in its application that no response was 
received.  (Bonderud decl., ¶9.)  The Acting Director of the Planning Department, Larry Badiner, later called 
PG&E after receiving the letter and stated that they would not be submitting a position statement.  (Id. at ¶4.)  
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CCSF of the rationale behind filing the PTC application for the proposed route in order to 

keep the project on schedule.  All this forewarning—and more—was provided over and 

above the official notice that was duly given to CCSF in accordance with CPUC rules.  (See

part III.E below.) 

Significantly, CCSF’s protest does not request evidentiary hearings or an EIR to 

explore environmental concerns.  Rather, CCSF requests that the CPUC forego any 

environmental review, rely on its own determination that the project is categorically exempt 

from CEQA, and order PG&E to construct the project using the Islais Creek crossing, 

thereby forcing PG&E’s ratepayers to pay for an underwater conduit that CCSF built, failed 

to maintain, and no longer needs.   

While CCSF has no obligation to California ratepayers generally, and is therefore 

understandably more concerned about its own costs than those of the ratepayers, this 

Commission does not have the same luxury.  Likewise, while CCSF does not  have an 

obligation to provide reliable electric service to the northern Peninsula area, and can 

therefore afford to hope that PG&E can somehow find a way to overcome the myriad 

obstacles to timely completion of the Islais Creek route, PG&E, the ISO, and this 

Commission do not have that luxury, either.  PG&E has proposed the only route that is 

known to be feasible, can be constructed and operational before the end of 2005 (assuming 

timely issuance of the PTC), results in no significant environmental effects after mitigation, 

and imposes the lowest overall cost to ratepayers.  PG&E respectfully requests that the 

CPUC reject CCSF’s protest and return with all possible speed to the CEQA process to 

ensure that this project is constructed in 2005.  The minor environmental concerns raised by 

CCSF with the proposed route (which are routine issues equally applicable to the Islais 

Creek route7) will be fully examined and addressed by the Energy Division as part of its 

CEQA review of the project.  Thus, none of the grounds stated in the Protest justify denial of 

the PTC application or raise any issues that would indicate a need for an EIR or evidentiary 

7 See part III.A below.  In fact, the Islais Creek route presents greater seismic concerns than PG&E’s preferred 
route or any of the other potential routes.  (B&V Report, at 3.) 
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hearings on PG&E’s application.  That application was filed nearly five months ago yet has 

sat dormant ever since.  This Commission must move forward.       

II. BACKGROUND 

PG&E owns and operates a 115 kilovolt (“kV”) underground electric cable system 

consisting of 13 cables in the City and County of San Francisco.  PG&E proposes to 

reinforce the system by installing a single-circuit, 115 kV power line between the Potrero and 

Hunters Point switchyards.  (PEA, Chapter 2.) 

For several years, PG&E and CCSF have been exploring the possibility of building 

joint facilities that would meet their respective needs and offer cost savings to PG&E 

ratepayers and CCSF residents.  (Bonderud decl., ¶7.)  Although discussions were ongoing, 

no agreement was ever reached on a specific plan for such an endeavor.  (Id.)  Nevertheless, 

entirely on its own, CCSF proceeded to bore and install a bore casing containing conduit 

under Islais Creek as part of its San Francisco Light Rail Project.  (Id.)  The bore casing was 

not filled with thermal grout, the ends of the casing and conduits were apparently left 

unsealed, and the casing and conduits were soon flooded with water from San Francisco Bay.  

(Declaration of Lowell Rogers (“Rogers decl.”), Exhibit A, at ¶4.)  PG&E’s experts believe 

that the bore casing may also have lost its circular shape due to soil pressure on the 

ungrouted line, which would make it difficult or impossible to install adequate grout, or 

PG&E’s electric lines.  (Rogers decl., ¶5.)  When these and other issues surfaced (see PEA, 

at 2-6 and part III.B below), and CCSF was unwilling to address them, PG&E turned to other 

alternatives in order to meet escalating power needs as well as its obligation to close the 

Hunters Point Power Plant.  (Bonderud decl., ¶7.)

CCSF separately installed approximately 1400 feet of conduit in Illinois Street.  

(PEA, at 2-6.)  Although CCSF repeatedly states that “much” of the Islais Creek route is 

already constructed, this conduit and the Islais Creek crossing together amount to only a 

fraction of the total 1.9-mile route that PG&E would need to construct under the plan 

promoted by CCSF.   
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The alternate route that PG&E engineers have developed, as proposed in PG&E’s 

Application, is an entirely underground 115 kV single-circuit power line between the Potrero 

Switchyard and the Hunters Point Switchyard.  (PEA, Chapter 2.)  The line, approximately 

2.5 miles in length, is almost entirely in city streets and will have no significant 

environmental impacts.  (PEA, Chapter 3.)  Because it avoids the Islais Creek crossing, this 

solution involves none of the uncertainties that plague the route advocated by CCSF. 

The Potrero to Hunters Point 115 kV Cable Project is of crucial importance to the 

ISO, CCSF residents, and other interested stakeholders.  PG&E’s transmission planning 

study results, which were developed in conjunction with the ISO, CCSF, the CPUC, and 

other stakeholders, indicate that this project is needed in order to provide safe and reliable 

power to San Francisco and northern San Mateo County customers.  In addition, the project 

will provide a critical component needed to close PG&E’s Hunters Point Power Plant 

pursuant to PG&E’s agreement with the City.   PG&E’s proposed project—unlike the Islais 

Creek alternative—can dependably meet these needs.  

III. REPLY TO PROTEST 

A. The Route Proposed By PG&E Can Be Built and Can Be Built On 

Schedule

The PEA submitted with PG&E’s Application examines all possible environmental 

impacts of the proposed project.  Chapters 4 through 14 of the PEA demonstrate how all 

project impacts are either less than significant, or can be avoided or reduced to less than 

significant levels through implementation of PG&E’s proposed avoidance and mitigation 

measures.  

The PEA also indicates that the project can be completed by December 2005 at the 

latest, assuming the permitting process is completed by the end of this year.8  (See PEA, at 1-

8  This was a reasonable assumption.  Never has the CPUC actually held evidentiary hearings or prepared a full 
EIR for a PTC-level transmission project filed by PG&E, much less a PTC-level project proposed to be 
located entirely underground in mostly industrial and commercial areas.  (See, e.g., North San Jose Capacity 
Project, D.99-08-023; Atlantic-Del Mar Reinforcement Project, D.03-02-007.)  Nor has filing of a protest 
demanding consideration of alternative routes ever led the Commission to halt work on its Initial Study or 
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20; Application, Exhibit B (Project Schedule).)  As indicated in the Project Schedule, 

construction could begin as early as September of 2004, if permitting were completed.  The 

PEA assumes a construction schedule of approximately 9 months for the proposed route.  

(PEA, at 1-20.) 

Although CCSF points out that PG&E’s preferred route is subject to seismic shock 

and may contain hazardous materials, those issues are common to all routes, including the 

Islais Creek route.  In fact, the Islais Creek route has greater potential seismic impacts than 

the preferred route or any other route studied.  (See part III.B below.)  Perhaps CCSF was 

unaware of these potential impacts because, unlike PG&E, CCSF prepared no geotechnical 

report as part of its environmental review of the Islais Creek project.  (Exhibit A to CCSF 

Protest, at 3.) 

The presence of hazardous materials is routine in San Francisco’s city streets, 

especially in industrial areas like this one.  Standard measures are available to deal with 

known or discovered hazardous materials, as noted in CCSF’s own environmental materials.

(Id.)  PG&E’s PEA lists the routine measures that will be taken to deal with the hazardous 

materials that are known to exist in one portion of the route, and that could be discovered 

elsewhere.  (PEA, Chapter 9, at 9-13 – 9-14.)  As one would expect based on the 

Commission’s own past evaluation of the environmental effects of hazardous materials 

encountered during underground trenching projects, no significant impacts will result.9

The only other argument CCSF offers against PG&E’s preferred route is that the 

project may need to be built during the City’s street excavation moratorium on 23rd Street.

However, although PG&E must and will obtain ministerial permits from CCSF as required 

require resolution of issues raised in the protest before commencing or completing CEQA review.  (See, e.g.,
San Mateo-Martin No. 60 kV Conversion Project, D.03-10-018; Atlantic-Del Mar Reinforcement Project, 
D.03-02-007 (in which the  CPUC rejected the City of Rocklin’s demand for hearings on alternate routes 
where PG&E agreed to mitigation for its proposed route – undergrounding – that would reduce all impacts to 
less-than-significant levels); Tri-Valley Capacity Increase Project, D.01-10-029; Jefferson-Martin 230 kV 
Transmission Project (pending), A.02-09-043.)     

9   Indeed, the CPUC’s Final Environmental Impact Report (“FEIR”) for the Jefferson-Martin 230 kV 
Transmission Project concluded that no significant impact would result even with installation of an 
underground 230 kV line through a DTSC-regulated, capped hazardous waste landfill.  (FEIR, at D.8-36.)    
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by GO 131-D, CCSF has no discretionary authority that would allow it to stop a project 

under CPUC jurisdiction.  (See, e.g., Public Utilities Code, § 1007.5.)  The Commission has 

acknowledged this reality in numerous EIRs for transmission projects.  (See, e.g., Jefferson-

Martin 230 kV Transmission Project, A.02-09-043, FEIR, at A-10; Northeast San Jose 

Transmission Reinforcement Project, A.98-06-001, DEIR, at C.7-11.)  And, as CCSF 

acknowledges, emergency waivers are available under local law in any event.  Moreover, 

especially given the delays already caused by CCSF’s Protest, the 300-foot portion of the line 

along 23rd Street is likely to be constructed after June 2, 2005, when the moratorium ends. 

B. The Islais Creek Crossing’s Questionable Feasibility Renders it Too 
Risky as a Route Option 

As stated above, experts hired by PG&E have evaluated the conduit installed under 

Islais Creek and raised serious questions about the feasibility of this route.  (See generally

B&V Report, attached as Exhibit B, and Rogers decl., attached as Exhibit A.) 

First, because the ends of the conduit were not properly sealed after construction, the 

bore casing and conduits have become inundated with bay water, which has likely deposited 

sediment or other debris.  As a result, the bore may not have the minimum thermal 

requirements needed for a high voltage underground transmission line.  (Rogers decl., ¶4.) 

Second, the casing may now be flattened, or egg-shaped, due to soil pressure because 

the bore casing was not filled with thermal grout shortly after installation.  If this deformation 

is to the extent expected, and new conduit needs to be installed, the shape of the casing could 

prevent the installation of a new conduit package in the configuration required for this 

project.  Further study to assess the condition of the duct bank, and attendant delays, would 

be required and the bore may have to be completely reconstructed in order to follow this 

route.  (Id. at ¶5.)  Moreover, there is some question as to whether the bore can be 

reconstructed.  (Id. at ¶6.) 

Third, underlying layers of soils at Islais Creek have been found to be susceptible to 

liquefaction.  Geotechnical reports indicate the area near the Islais Creek waterfront is 

susceptible to lateral spreading where potential deformations could be as much as five feet of 
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lateral movement accompanied by a downward movement of almost equal amount.  (Id. at 

¶7.)  This condition is not present on the other routes that PG&E has considered.  (Id.)

Fourth, the CCSF-installed vaults are founded directly on existing soils.  For this 

reason, the duct bank may separate at the vault if the soils are subject to settlement and/or 

heaving, or during a seismic event.  Substantial, continuing subsidence is already apparent 

near Islais Creek that would threaten conduit stability.  For this and other reasons, new vaults 

would need to be installed.  (Id. at ¶8.)  

Fifth, the Port of San Francisco has plans to construct a railroad over the existing 

ducts installed by the City and County of San Francisco.  In order to withstand this additional 

loading, the duct banks may need costly foundation rework, including pile driving. The 

railroad may also limit maintenance access during railroad operation.  (Id. at ¶9.) 

Finally, a further complication is whether the City would have sufficient capacity on 

its contemplated second power line if it is installed in the same duct bank that crosses Islais 

Creek.  PG&E engineers have determined that the minimum ampacity needed on the 

proposed line is 200 megavolts-ampere (“MVA”).  Calculations show that the existing 

conduit, if it is even usable,10 would be adequate for PG&E’s needs but would have little 

excess capacity – at best, enough for a lightly-loaded distribution circuit.  (Rogers decl.,¶ 4; 

B&V Report, at 2.)  That amount of capacity would not allow CCSF to meet its goals for the 

original joint project, as those goals were described to PG&E (Bonderud decl., ¶7).  As such, 

the Islais Creek route presents utility planning conflicts that render this option infeasible 

using the existing conduit.

Even if it is possible to remove and replace the existing conduit and deal with all 

other feasibility issues with the Islais Creek crossing, the crossing would still have ampacity 

limits.  With PG&E’s line installed (with a minimum 200 MVA) in new conduits, the 

capacity of the CCSF line would be limited to less than 116 MVA, which may not be 

10  The space inside of the casing and between the conduits would need to be filled with bentonite/sand slurry.  
There is a significant risk of collapsing the conduits during this process, which would render them unusable.  
(B&V Report, at 2.) 
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sufficient for the City’s needs.  (Rogers decl., ¶4.)  CCSF has yet to resolve this issue.  (B&V 

Report, at 2.) 

Unfortunately, there is no way to evaluate and eliminate all of these concerns and 

establish that the conduit could be safely and economically utilized without actually starting 

the rehabilitation work itself, which would not only require a PTC, but would also cost a 

great deal of money that would be lost if any of the concerns are validated.  (See Rogers

decl., ¶10.)  PG&E would be irresponsible to devote ratepayer resources to such an endeavor, 

particularly where, as here, there is another route that is known to be feasible, is capable of 

being completed on time, would result in no significant environmental impacts, and is less 

expensive.  Proceeding with the Islais Creek route is a risky proposition—one with 

potentially enormous additional and unnecessary costs, both in time and ratepayer money.   

C. Even if the Islais Creek Alternative Were Feasible, Nearby Construction 
Could Prevent Timely Project Completion

PG&E’s PEA notes that the Port of San Francisco will construct the Illinois Street 

Intermodal Bridge over Islais Creek beginning in 2004, which could conflict with 

construction of PG&E’s Islais Creek alternative.  (PEA, at 2-6.)   PG&E has been informed 

that the Port’s construction schedule for this project begins in July 2004 and ends in 

December 2005.  The bridge is immediately adjacent to the Islais Creek conduit crossing, and 

the Port will be using the surface area over the conduit for its lay-down areas.  (Bonderud 

decl., ¶13.)  Not only would PG&E likely be precluded from construction activities at either 

end of the conduit, PG&E could also be precluded from doing further investigation and 

testing on the conduit’s feasibility.  (Id.)  The Port’s project presents a major impediment to 

constructing the Islais Creek alternative by the end of 2005. 

D. PG&E’S  Preferred Route Is the Least-Costly Alternative 

The estimated costs for PG&E’s proposed route, excluding station costs,11 are 

approximately $26.6 million.  Even assuming the Islais Creek crossing could be rehabilitated, 

11 Station costs are identical for each route, and total approximately $4.3 million.  (Bonderud decl., ¶12.) 
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estimated costs for the Islais Creek route would be a minimum of approximately $26.8 

million.  This amount is based in part on the payments to CCSF for the Illinois Street 

facilities and shared Islais Creek crossing that have been proposed by PG&E, but of course 

those amounts have not been accepted by CCSF.  (Bonderud decl., ¶12.)  Although the 

estimated costs for the Islais Creek and PG&E’s proposed alternatives appear fairly close, 

that presents only part of the relevant cost analysis.  For purposes of the above estimates, 

rehabilitation costs for the crossing are roughly estimated as $500,000.  (Id.)  However, 

before rehabilitation can begin, permits would need to be acquired from the Port of San 

Francisco and other agencies, which could take several months.  Rehabilitation itself would 

take another approximately six months.  (Rogers decl., ¶10.)  After all this time and expense, 

if the casing were found to be inadequate, PG&E would be compelled to replace the casing 

and create a new crossing – assuming that is even feasible.12  (Id. at ¶¶5-6.)  Constructing a 

new crossing would add another two years to the project construction schedule and up to $4.5 

million to project costs.  (Bonderud decl., ¶12.)  These cost and schedule risks would 

negatively impact ratepayers and jeopardize the San Francisco electrical reliability goals, as 

well as closure of the Hunters Point Power Plant. 

E. PG&E Provided More Than Adequate Notice of the Application To 
CCSF

As required by the CPUC’s rules and GO 131-D, PG&E sent formal notice of the 

filing of the application to the City on January 2 and again on January 7, 2004.  In fact, 

PG&E sent CCSF a total of 6 copies of the project notice, with two additional copies to the 

Port of San Francisco Real Estate Department.13  Though not required by the CPUC’s rules, 

PG&E also sent the Acting Director of the Planning Department a complete copy of the 

Application and the Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (“PEA”).  (Bonderud decl.,  ¶5.)   

12 The Port of San Francisco has indicated that there may be insufficient space for another bore in this general 
location (Bonderud decl, ¶13), and is expected to oppose any additional bore.  (Rogers decl., ¶ 6; B&V 
Report, at 4.) 

13 Copies of the notice and revised notice, with cover letters, were sent to the CCSF Board of Supervisors, the 
Planning Commission, and the Acting Director of the Planning Department.  Copies were also sent to the Port 
of San Francisco Real Estate Department.  (Bonderud decl., ¶¶5-6.) 
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As admitted in the City’s protest, PG&E also submitted a written request for a 

position statement from the City, again as required by GO 131-D.  (Id. at ¶3.)  PG&E 

specifically explained that it was doing so to the CCSF negotiating team working on the 

Islais Creek joint project proposal.  (Id. at ¶9.)  Members of the negotiating team, including 

Ed Smeloff, Marla Jurosek, and Sandra Rovetti, were personally handed copies of the letter 

requesting the City’s position at a meeting on September 16, 2003.  (Id.)  On November 10, 

2003, PG&E informed the CCSF negotiating team—including Ed Smeloff, Sandra Rovetti, 

Angel Camerino, and Jacqueline Minor (a Deputy City Attorney)—that PG&E was planning 

to file a PTC Application on the proposed route the following month in order to complete the 

project by December 2005.  (Id. at ¶10.)  PG&E’s attorney further left a voicemail for 

CCSF’s lead attorney for transmission siting, Joe Como, providing a status update as to the 

filing before the expiration of the protest period.  (Id. at ¶10.)  The status of the Potrero-

Hunters Point application was also the subject of testimony during the Jefferson-Martin 

hearings in January 2004, at which Mr. Como represented CCSF.  (See Jefferson-Martin 230 

kV Transmission Project, A. 02-09-043, Reporters’ Transcript at 1006-1020.)  In light of 

these facts, CCSF’s claim that PG&E kept relevant members of CCSF staff in the dark is 

disturbing.  (See CCSF Protest at 2, n. 3.) 

F. CEQA Requires the CPUC To Immediately Prepare Its Initial Study On 
PG&E’s Proposed Project

Section 15102 of the CEQA Guidelines requires a Lead Agency to determine whether 

it intends to prepare an EIR or a negative declaration within 30 days after accepting an 

application as complete, providing for a 15-day extension of that time limit with the 

applicant’s agreement.  (Guidelines, § 15102.)  The Initial Study assists the Lead Agency in 

reaching this decision, and provides documentation of the factual basis for a finding that the 

project will have no significant impacts.  (Guidelines, § 15063, subd. (a) and (c).)  Since 

PG&E’s PTC Application was deemed complete by the CPUC on April 1, 2004 (Bonderud 

decl., ¶14), the CEQA process is already behind schedule.  PG&E understands that there 

were delays in the contracting process beyond the control of the CPUC, but that the CPUC’s 
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consultant is now ready and able to complete the CEQA process.  A negative declaration 

must be completed within 180 days from the date the application is accepted as complete.  

(Guidelines, § 15107.) 

As PG&E’s PEA amply demonstrates, PG&E’s proposed project would have no 

significant impacts (see part III.A above).  Therefore, the CPUC cannot, by law, consider 

alternatives to the project; alternatives are a valid consideration only when a Lead Agency 

concludes that the proposed project would cause significant impacts that cannot be mitigated 

to less than significant levels.  (See Guidelines, § 15126.6, subd. (a) and (f)(2)(A) (the “key 

question” is whether significant effects of the project would be avoided or substantially 

lessened by putting the project in another location).)  The CPUC must proceed with the 

CEQA process on the project that PG&E’s has proposed, exploring another alternative only

if a significant unavoidable impact is identified.  As one Commissioner put it:  

It is only if the initial study identifies potentially significant adverse impacts on the 
environment that cannot be mitigated that an environmental impact report will be 
prepared and alternatives considered.  (Atlantic-Del Mar Reinforcement Project, 
A.01-07-004, Assigned Commissioner’s Ruling dated 10-16-02.) 

And, again, in the North San Jose Capacity Project’s Final Mitigated Negative Declaration:  

Under CEQA, examination of alternatives to a project is not required unless a project 
would cause significant adverse environmental impacts that cannot be mitigated to 
less-than-significant levels.  Thus, no consideration or analysis of alternatives is 
required in a Negative Declaration.  (Part 5, at 9.) 

The CPUC has repeatedly recognized this legal responsibility and followed proper legal 

procedures—even when a city has demanded evidentiary hearings and/or an EIR to explore 

other route alternatives.14

14 See, e.g., Northeast San Jose Capacity Project, A.98-06-001 (CPUC denied City of San Jose’s request for 
rehearing to explore alternative alignments for the project in D.99-12-024); Atlantic-Del Mar Reinforcement 
Project, A.01-07-004 (City of Rocklin’s request for study of alternative routes denied when PG&E agreed to 
the mitigation of undergrounding a portion of the proposed line during CEQA process, thereby eliminating 
the only potentially-significant project impacts). 
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IV. CONCLUSION

CCSF residents should not be forced to contend with power outages or the postponed 

closure of Hunters Point Power Plant while CCSF delays a necessary transmission project for 

spurious reasons.  Neither should California ratepayers be responsible for increased 

transmission costs when a technically feasible, environmentally sound, and less expensive 

alternative exists.  For these reasons and the reasons stated above, PG&E requests that the 

Commission deny CCSF’s protest, find that evidentiary hearings are unnecessary, and 

approve the proposed project with all possible speed.

Dated in San Francisco, California, this 24th day of May, 2004. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

MICHELLE L. WILSON 
DAVID T. KRASKA 
Pacific Gas and Electric Company 
Law Department 
77 Beale Street, B30A 
P.O. Box 7442 
San Francisco, CA  94120 

JO LYNN LAMBERT
Best Best & Krieger LLP 
3750 University Avenue 
P.O. Box 1028 
Riverside, CA  92502 

By:                /s/    
  JO LYNN LAMBERT 

Attorneys for 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 



EXHIBIT A 



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of PACIFIC GAS AND 
ELECTRIC COMPANY, a California 
corporation, for a Permit To Construct the 
Potrero to Hunters Point 115 kV Cable 
Project Pursuant to General Order 131-D 

(U 39 E) 

Application No. 

A.03-12-039

DECLARATION OF LOWELL ROGERS 
IN SUPPORT OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S REPLY TO PROTEST 

OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO TO THE APPLICATION OF 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY FOR A PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT THE 

POTRERO TO HUNTERS POINT 115 KV CABLE PROJECT

MICHELLE L. WILSON     JO LYNN LAMBERT 
DAVID T. KRASKA      BEST BEST & KRIEGER LLP 
Law Department      3750 University Avenue 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY  Post Office Box 1028 
Post Office Box 7442      Riverside, California 92502-1028 
San Francisco, California   94120    Telephone:  (909) 686-1450 or 
Telephone:    (415) 973-7503             (415) 973-5248  
Facsimile:     (415) 973-5520     Facsimile:   (909) 686-3083 

    Attorneys for Applicant    
    PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 

Dated:  May 21, 2004 



I, Lowell Rogers, declare as follows: 

1. I am a Project Engineer employed by Black & Veatch Corporation. My business 

address is Black & Veatch Corporation, 8950 Cal Center Drive, Suite 238, Sacramento, CA 

95826.

2. I am a licensed civil engineer in the State of California, Lic. No. C 62437.   I have 

been employed for over 5 years at Black & Veatch.  My responsibilities have been to design 

underground and overhead electrical transmission facilities.   I have experience working on the 

design, feasibility analysis, and cost estimating of electric underground transmission projects, 

including the Jefferson-Martin project, which will be one of the largest underground 

transmission line projects in the United States. 

3. I have reviewed and examined design documents and attended meetings related to 

the potential use by Pacific Gas and Electric Company (“PG&E”) for its Potrero-Hunters Point 

115 kV Transmission Project of existing facilities installed by the City and County of San 

Francisco (“CCSF”), including conduit installed within a bore under Islais Creek.  I have 

discussed these items with other experts employed by Black & Veatch and PG&E.  My 

conclusions and concerns regarding the feasibility of using the CCSF-installed facilities are 

listed below. 

4. Because the ends of the conduit were not properly sealed after 

construction, the bore casing and conduits have become inundated with San Francisco 

Bay water, which has likely deposited sediment or other debris.  As a result, the bore may 

not have the minimum thermal requirements needed for a high voltage underground 

transmission line.  By refurbishing the bore using a bentonite/sand slurry, it appears that 

213 MVA (1071 A) could be achieved for a single circuit (one cable per phase) using 

3500 kcmil XLPE insulated cable.  Even though three conduits would remain open in the 

bore under these circumstances, a second, independent circuit would be severely limited 

in its load carrying capacity.

If CCSF requires a transmission line for its future use, new conduit will need to 



be installed in the bore.  Calculations indicate that, after this and other necessary 

remediation, assuming the bore can be successfully remediated, the bore could only 

accommodate PG&E’s 200 MVA circuit with another circuit of 116 MVA or less.  CCSF 

has yet to advise PG&E of the required capacity of its circuit. 

5. The bore casing may now be deformed, due to pressure exerted on the 

casing by the outside soil pressure because the casing was not filled with thermal grout 

soon after installation.  If this deformation is to the extent expected, it would prevent the 

remediation of the bore and the installation of a new conduit package in the configuration 

required for this project.  Further study to assess the condition of the casing would be 

required and the bore may have to be completely reconstructed in order to follow this 

route.

6. There is some question as to whether reconstruction of the bore—that is, 

construction of a new bore in an adjacent location—would be possible given the space 

constraints in this location.  I am informed that the Port of San Francisco is concerned 

about another bore impeding Port development.  The Port has indicated that it would 

oppose an additional bore under Islais Creek. 

7. Underlying layers of soils at Islais Creek have been found to be 

susceptible to liquefaction.  Geotechnical reports indicate the area near the Islais Creek 

waterfront is susceptible to lateral spreading where potential deformations could be as 

much as five feet of lateral movement accompanied by a downward movement of almost 

equal amount.  This is not present on the other routes that PG&E has considered for the 

Potrero-Hunters Point project. 

8. The CCSF-installed vaults are founded directly on existing soils.  For this 

reason, the duct bank may separate at the vault if the soils are subject to settlement and/or 

heaving, or during a seismic event.  Substantial, continuing subsidence is already 

apparent near Islais Creek (as seen in stratified asphalt paving in the southern end of the 

bore and as noted in soil samples) that would threaten duct bank stability.  In addition, 



new vaults will need to be installed because the existing vaults at Islais creek will not be 

suitable for PG&E's use due to inadequate design for corrosion and grounding protection.   

9. I am informed that the Port of San Francisco has plans to construct a 

railroad over the existing duct bank installed by the City and County of San Francisco.

In order to withstand this additional loading, the duct bank may need costly foundation 

rework, including pile driving. The railroad may also limit maintenance access during 

railroad operation.  

10. I know of no way to evaluate and eliminate all of these concerns and 

establish that the conduit could be safely and economically utilized by both PG&E and 

CCSF without actually starting the rehabilitation work itself.  These tasks would take 

some 6 months to complete after permission is obtained from the Port of San Francisco 

and any other required agencies. 

11. The basis for the foregoing conclusions are set forth in detail in Islais

Creek Bore and Associated Facilities, Identified Deficiencies in Design and Construction 

Quality, a true and correct copy of which is included as Exhibit B to PG&E’s Reply to 

CCSF’s Protest.

12. I also reviewed and examined design documents and attended meetings 

concerning the technical feasibility of other potential routes for the Potrero-Hunters Point 

project, and made recommendations to PG&E concerning the feasibility of the various 

routes.

13.  PG&E’s proposed project avoids all of the problems and concerns discussed 

above with respect to the Islais Creek route, and is otherwise technically feasible utilizing 

standard, proven construction techniques.



I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct. 

Dated: May 21, 2004     /s/      
      Lowell Rogers 
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EXHIBIT C 



BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 

Application of PACIFIC GAS AND 
ELECTRIC COMPANY, a California 
corporation, for a Permit To Construct the 
Potrero to Hunters Point 115 kV Cable 
Project Pursuant to General Order 131-D 

(U 39 E) 

Application No. 

A.03-12-039

DECLARATION OF ROBERT BONDERUD
IN SUPPORT OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S REPLY TO PROTEST 

OF THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO TO THE APPLICATION OF 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY FOR A PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT THE 

POTRERO TO HUNTERS POINT 115 KV CABLE PROJECT

MICHELLE L. WILSON     JO LYNN LAMBERT 
DAVID T. KRASKA      BEST BEST & KRIEGER LLP 
Law Department      3750 University Avenue 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY  Post Office Box 1028 
Post Office Box 7442      Riverside, California 92502-1028 
San Francisco, California   94120    Telephone:  (909) 686-1450 or 
Telephone: (415) 973-7503             (415) 973-5248  
Facsimile: (415) 973-5520    Facsimile:   (909) 686-3083 

    Attorneys for Applicant    
    PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 



I, Robert Bonderud, declare as follows: 

1. I am a senior land project analyst employed by Pacific Gas and Electric 

Company (“PG&E”), currently assigned to the Potrero-Hunters Point 115 kV Transmission 

Project.  My business address is Pacific Gas and Electric Company, 245 Market St., Room 

1052B, San Francisco CA 94105.

2. I have been employed for over 32 years at PG&E.  During the last 11 

years, one of my responsibilities has been to request public agency written position statements 

pursuant to CPUC General Order 131-D IX (B)(1)(d). 

3.         On September 17, 2003, I sent a letter to Mr. Larry Badiner, Acting 

Director of the City and County of San Francisco Planning Department, describing the Potrero to 

Hunters Point 115 kV Cable Project and requesting a written position statement regarding the 

project.  A true and correct copy of this letter is attached to PG&E’s PTC Application as Exhibit 

H.  I subsequently followed up the letter by leaving a voice mail recording on Mr. Badiner’s 

office phone asking for a meeting to explain the project and for the purpose of obtaining a 

written position statement. 

4.         On October 20, 2003, I received a voice mail recording from Mr. Badiner 

concerning my letter, stating that his department was not planning to provide a response.

5.         On January 2, 2004, I sent a copy of a Notice of Application for a Permit 

to Construct the Potrero to Hunters Point 115 kV Cable Project, with a cover letter, to the Board 

of Supervisors of the City and County of San Francisco, the San Francisco Planning 

Commission, and Mr. Badiner, Acting Director of the Planning Department.  I also sent a copy 

of the Notice to the Port of San Francisco Real Estate Department.  In addition, although not 

required, I also sent Mr. Badiner a full copy of the Application and PG&E’s Proponent’s 

Environmental Assessment.  

6.         On January 7, 2004, I sent a revised Notice of Application for a Permit to 

Construct, with another cover letter, to the Board of Supervisors, the Planning Commission, Mr. 



Badiner at the Planning Department, and the Port of San Francisco Real Estate Department.  The 

revised Notice corrected a typographical error on the project schedule sent out with the Notice 

on January 2, 2003. 

7. PG&E has been involved in the numerous discussions during 2002-2003 

between CCSF and PG&E about the proposed construction of a 115 kV Cable Project to be 

constructed between PG&E’s Potrero and Hunters Point Switchyards.  These discussions were of 

both technical nature as well as negotiations for a possible joint project that might meet their 

respective needs and offer cost savings to both entities.  No agreement was ever reached on a 

specific plan for a joint project, but PG&E understood that CCSF hoped to construct a line to 

serve a new substation and other needs.  On its own, as the meetings continued, CCSF bored and 

installed a bore casing containing conduit under Islais Creek as part of its San Francisco Light 

Rail Project.  During subsequent meetings with CCSF, PG&E shared information about the 

concurrent work to study multiple routes as part of the process to obtain certification for a 

reliable route for the project by the CPUC.  PG&E retained Black & Veatch, outside engineering 

experts, to evaluate the suitability of CCSF’s Islais Creek crossing, but the experts found the 

condition of the crossing so questionable that there could be no assurances as to its feasibility for 

enclosing a major transmission line (much less two transmission lines as PG&E and CCSF had 

been discussing).  Analysis included soil borings to determine soil profile characteristics and soil 

thermal properties.  CCSF has not addressed PG&E’s engineering consultant’s concerns and has 

represented in meetings that any such resolution would be at PG&E's ratepayers’ cost and at 

PG&E's risk.  PG&E thus began to believe that other routes might more-appropriately meet 

project goals. 

8. As part of  PG&E’s review of possible routes, PG&E obtained from CCSF 

available technical data about Islais Creek crossing, including engineering and installation, for 

determining its suitability to be used for a 115 kV transmission cable.  This data was analyzed by 

PG&E personnel as well as PG&E’s engineering consultant, Black & Veatch.  PG&E obtained 



additional soil borings at Islais Creek to supplement the CCSF data in order to make ampacity 

calculations.

 9. On September 16, 2003, PG&E representatives met with CCSF 

representatives Ed Smeloff, Marla Jurosek and Sandra Rovetti from CCSF’s Hetch Hetchy 

Power and Water Department.  In this meeting, John Meade, PG&E’s project manager, provided 

to CCSF representatives a copy of the draft letter in which PG&E requested a position statement 

from CCSF about the proposed project.   This is the letter I sent to Larry Badiner, CCSF 

Planning Department Acting Director, in final form the next day.  At the meeting, PG&E 

representatives asked CCSF to provide a position statement and explained that, if PG&E did not 

receive a position statement, PG&E would indicate in its application that no response was 

received.

10.  On November 10, 2003, PG&E and CCSF representatives met again.  

Present were Ed Smeloff, Sandra Rovetti, Angel Camerino and Jacqueline Minor (from the City 

Attorney’s Office).  In this meeting, PG&E informed CCSF that PG&E planned to file its PTC 

Application in December, 2003.  PG&E representatives explained that they needed to file in 

December in order to maintain the schedule to complete the project construction in 2005.  CCSF 

representatives did not object to this plan. After the filing of the PTC Application, PG&E’s 

attorney left a voicemail for CCSF’s lead attorney for transmission siting, Joe Como, providing a 

status update as to the filing before the expiration of the protest period.

 11. PG&E has had ongoing discussions with various personnel from the Port 

of San Francisco.  The Port has indicated it has serious concerns about PG&E adding a fourth 

bore crossing under Islais Creek.  Port officials indicated that there were no likely locations to 

add an additional bore.  They also voiced concerns that the Port development would be impeded, 

and indicated that they were opposed to another bore in this location.

  12. PG&E has undertaken preliminary reviews of the costs for the alternative 

routes.  The approximate cost for the PG&E proposed route is $26.6 million, exclusive of 

substation costs, which are another $4.3 million and common to all routes.  Based upon 



information PG&E has available concerning completing the Islais Creek route, the approximate 

cost for this route is $26.8 million.  This calculation assumes that the existing conduits can be 

rehabilitated without adding a new bore.  It also assumes that the amounts that have been offered 

to CCSF and the Port for purchase of the Illinois Street facilities and the Islais Creek crossing 

will be accepted (which they have not been to date).   For purposes of these calculations, 

rehabilitation costs for the Islais Creek crossing are roughly estimated at $500,000.  If the 

existing casing is found inadequate and PG&E must replace the casing and create a new bore 

(assuming it is feasible to do so), the additional work would cost up to $4.5 million and would 

add approximately two years to the project schedule. 

  13. PG&E has been informed that the Port’s construction schedule for its 

Illinois Street Intermodal Bridge project begins in July 2004 and ends in December 2005.  The 

bridge is immediately adjacent to the Islais Creek conduit crossing, and the Port will be using the 

surface area over the conduit for its lay-down areas.  Not only would PG&E likely be precluded 

from construction activities at either end of the conduit, PG&E could also be precluded from 

doing further investigation and testing on the conduit’s feasibility. 

 14.   The CPUC deemed PG&E’s Application complete on April 1, 2004. 

I declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the 

foregoing is true and correct of my own knowledge or, on information and belief, from 

information provided to me that I believe to be true. 

Dated: May 21, 2004     /s/      
      Robert Bonderud 



CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE BY MAIL

 I, the undersigned, state that I am a citizen of the United States and am employed in the 
City and County of San Francisco; that I am over the age of eighteen (18) years and not a party 
to the within cause; and that my business address is Pacific Gas and Electric Company, Law 
Department B30A, 77 Beale Street, San Francisco, California 94105. 

 I am readily familiar with the business practice of Pacific Gas and Electric Company for 
collection and processing of correspondence for mailing with the United States Postal Service.  
In the ordinary course of business, correspondence is deposited with the United States Postal 
Service the same day it is submitted for mailing. 

 On the 24th day of May, 2004, I served a true copy of: 

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S REPLY TO PROTEST OF 
THE CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO TO THE APPLICATION OF 

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY FOR A PERMIT TO CONSTRUCT THE 
POTRERO TO HUNDERS POINT 115 KV CABLE PROJECT 

[XX] By U.S. Mail – by placing it for collection and mailing, in the course of ordinary business 
practice, with other correspondence of Pacific Gas and Electric Company, enclosed in a sealed 
envelope, with postage fully prepaid, addressed to: 

Parties on the CPUC service lists  for A.03-12-039 and A.99-09-006 

[XX] By Electronic Mail – serving the enclosed via e-mail transmission to each of the parties 
listed on the official service list for providing an e-mail address. 

 I certify and declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that 
the foregoing is true and correct. 

 Executed on this 24th day of May, 2004, at San Francisco, California. 

         /s/   
       GERIANNE M. JOHNSON 


