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Comment Set CC1 
Arroyo Grande Valley Chamber of Commerce 

 

CC1-1 
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Responses to Comment Set CC1 
Arroyo Grande Valley Chamber of Commerce 

CC1-1 The commenter’s support for the Proposed Project is noted. 
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Comment Set CC2 
Sierra Club 
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Comment Set CC2, cont. 
Sierra Club 
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Comment Set CC2, cont. 
Sierra Club 
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Comment Set CC2, cont. 
Sierra Club 

 

CC2-7 

CC2-8 

CC2-9 

CC2-10 



DCPP Steam Generator Replacement Project 
COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM ORGANIZATIONS & COMPANIES 

 

 
August 2005 115 Final EIR 

Comment Set CC2, cont. 
Sierra Club 
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Comment Set CC2, cont. 
Sierra Club 
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Comment Set CC2, cont. 
Sierra Club 
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Comment Set CC2, cont. 
Sierra Club 
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Comment Set CC2, cont. 
Sierra Club 
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Responses to Comment Set CC2 
Sierra Club 

CC2-1 The commenter’s note regarding changing the “DCPP” acronym to “DCNPP” (to include 
the word “nuclear”) is noted.  The fact that the Diablo Canyon Power Plant is a nuclear power 
plant is documented throughout the Draft EIR.  Changing the title of the EIR is not required 
to satisfy CEQA’s “full disclosure” requirements. 

CC2-2 Please refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline).  Section D.3.1.5 of the Draft EIR describes 
the adverse impacts of current plant operations on the marine environment and acknowl-
edges that for some impacts, such as thermal plume issues, the discharge effects are greater 
than predicted.  The Draft EIR also acknowledges that these effects would cease under the 
No Project Alternative.   Existing impacts to marine resources, however, are baseline con-
ditions as defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15125.  As required by CEQA, the Draft 
EIR has evaluated potential project-related impacts against the established baseline condi-
tions.  Implementation of the Proposed Project would not have any effect on the current im-
pacts to marine resources that result from the operation of the power plant. 

CC2-3 The Draft EIR describes the effects of project-related activities in relation to physical changes 
to existing environmental conditions.  The Draft EIR does not describe uranium mining or 
other uranium fuel cycle processes, such as enrichment, because those activities presently 
occur as part of the environmental baseline (see Draft EIR Section D.1.2.1).  Furthermore, 
those types of activities would be subject to the applicable permitting and environmental 
review requirements in effect within the jurisdictions where the mining-related operations 
occur.  The Proposed Project activities (RSG transport, staging and preparation, etc.) would 
not result in changes to the uranium fuel cycle, and would not change how DCPP uses 
uranium fuel or the greenhouse gas emissions associated with enrichment.  Similarly, the 
Proposed Project would not alter the ongoing operation of DCPP in its seismic setting. 

Storage of spent fuel would similarly not be affected by the project, and it has been consid-
ered in the CEQA process conducted by San Luis Obispo County for the ISFSI project.  
Spent fuel storage is authorized to occur at DCPP for the duration of the NRC licenses to 
2021 and 2025, and it presently occurs on the site.  Therefore, the storage of spent fuel is 
part of the environmental baseline conditions from which environmental impacts of the Pro-
posed Project must be evaluated.  Please also see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline). 

CC2-4 Potential impacts associated with the long-term operation of the power plant are considered 
to be part of the “environmental baseline.”  Section D.1.2.1 of the Draft EIR provides a 
summary of the existing environmental baseline conditions at the DCPP site.  CEQA does not 
require a review of ongoing DCPP operations that are not altered by the Proposed Project.  
Please see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline) 

The comment asserts that the scope of analysis should discuss whether continued operation 
of DCPP is within the State’s energy resource goals.  Because operation of DCPP through 
the end of the NRC licenses is an aspect of the environmental setting, there would be no change 
to the State’s current energy resource mix. 

The comment also indicates that a finding must be made that “the Proposed Project will 
minimize risks to life and property in areas of high geological hazards . . .”  Federal stand-
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ards pertaining to the design of nuclear power plants to minimize potential geological and 
seismological impacts are under the jurisdiction of the NRC and are described in Section 
D.5.2 of the Draft EIR.  Additional information regarding the jurisdiction of the NRC is 
provided in Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction).  A review of existing geological hazards 
that could affect the Proposed Project was also provided in Section D.5 of the Draft EIR.  
The analysis concluded that with implementation of the proposed mitigation measures, poten-
tial geological hazard impacts of the Proposed Project would be reduced to a less than sig-
nificant level. 

CC2-5 Please refer to Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal).  The 
Draft EIR acknowledges that plant operations would cease if the steam generators are not 
replaced and appropriately describes the effects of this change in the analysis of the No 
Project Alternative.  The No Project Alternative is adequately and consistently discussed in 
Section C.6 (p. C-26) and Section D.1.2.3 (p. D.1-3) of the Draft EIR, as well as analyzed 
in each of the individual issue areas in Section D and in the Executive Summary of the 
Draft EIR.  The impacts of the No Project Alternative are also analyzed and compared to 
those impacts of the Proposed Project.  Sections ES.4.3 (p. ES-53) and E.3 (p. E-8) of the 
Draft EIR compare the No Project Alternative to the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  
Based on this full evaluation weighing all issue areas, the No Project Alternative was not 
found to be overall environmentally superior to the Proposed Project nor the Environmen-
tally Superior Alternative.  Discussion of the effects of alternatives at a lesser level of detail 
than those of the Proposed Project is appropriate under CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(d).  
Please also see Responses CC2-9 and PM2-4. 

CC2-6 Please refer to Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal).  As stated in Section D.1.2.2 of 
the Draft EIR, PG&E is still evaluating the feasibility of applying for a license renewal.  
Attempting to complete an environmental review of a potential licensing project for which 
no application has been filed and that would not be implemented within the next 15-20 
years would be based on conjecture and not on firm evidence or knowledge, requiring an 
extensive amount of “forecasting,” which is not required by CEQA.  Please also see Master 
Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction) regarding the fact that the CPUC has no jurisdiction over 
relicensing or the impacts of relicensing. 

CC2-7 DCPP Units 1 and 2 have current operating licenses until September 2021 and April 2025, 
respectively, and environmental conditions resulting from the plant operations pursuant to 
those licenses are considered part of the environmental baseline.  The operation of DCPP 
under these licenses is considered part of the environmental setting, which establishes the 
conditions from which project-related impacts are to be measured.  The Draft EIR provided 
information related to ongoing DCPP cooling water system issues (see Section D.3.1.5) in 
order to fully disclose environmental issues associated with the DCPP that are part of the 
current baseline. 

The Consent Judgment process described in Section D.3.1.5 of the EIR outlines existing 
issues associated with the DCPP cooling water system and the efforts to regulate its opera-
tion.   Regardless of the status of the agreement, issues associated with the existing DCPP 
cooling water system are considered as part of the environmental setting for the Proposed 
Project.  The analysis of Proposed Project impacts does not rely on resolution of the Consent 
Judgment.  The status of the Consent Judgment has been revised in the Final EIR and sum-
marized in Master Response MR-4 (Consent Judgment). 
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It should be noted that Section D.3.5.2 of the Draft EIR also identified that impacts associ-
ated with the No Project Alternative, such as shutdown of the DCPP prior to the end of the 
current license periods, would be beneficial to marine organisms because of the elimination 
of the impingement/entrainment and thermal plume impacts.  Regardless of the resolution of 
the Consent Judgment, cessation of DCPP cooling water system operations under the No Proj-
ect Alternative would result in beneficial environmental impacts on marine biological resources. 

CEQA does not require an evaluation of a potential renewal of DCPP’s operating license 
because relicensing is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the Proposed Project.  Addi-
tionally, PG&E anticipates that the RSGs will be capable of operating successfully at least 
until the end of the current licenses, and therefore, it would be speculative to assume that 
replacement of the presently proposed RSGs would occur as a result of the Proposed Proj-
ect.  Please also refer to Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal).  Please also see Master 
Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction) for a description of the limits of CPUC jurisdiction over 
NRC actions, which would include analysis of license renewal. 

CC2-8 Please refer to Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline), MR-2 (License Renewal), and MR-3 
(Jurisdiction). 

CC2-9 Alternatives selected for evaluation in the Draft EIR were chosen according to the following 
criteria, which are outlined in Section 15126.6(f): compliance with most basic project objec-
tives; feasibility (economic, legal, regulatory, technical); avoidance or substantial lessening of 
significant effects of the Proposed Project; potential for effects greater than those associated 
with the Proposed Project (Draft EIR Section C.3, p. C-3 to C-5). 

Ongoing DCPP operations are part of the baseline of the Proposed Project, but are not part 
of the Proposed Project.  CEQA requires that an EIR to examine a reasonable range of alter-
natives to the project.  The Proposed Project consists of replacement of the original steam 
generators at DCPP, and the Draft EIR examines a reasonable range of alternatives to this 
project.  Therefore, this means that although alternative energy sources are relevant under the 
No Project Alternative, they are not appropriate project alternatives.  The EIR considers alter-
natives to ongoing DCPP operation in the context of the No Project Alternative, which is appro-
priate because under the No Project Alternative, DCPP operation would be shortened. 

Sections C.6.1 through C.6.4 of the Draft EIR describe various replacement generation sources 
that could potentially be developed under the No Project Alternative.  These potential sources 
include combined cycle gas turbine power plants; replacement transmission facilities; alter-
native technologies such as solar thermal, photovoltaics, wind turbines, geothermal power, 
hydroelectric power, biomass power, and fuel cells; and system enhancements including demand-
side management and distributed generation.  These sections describe several scenarios and 
demonstrate that the technologies or enhancements in the scenarios could cause positive and 
negative impacts when compared to the impacts of the Proposed Project.  Section C.6 of the 
Draft EIR provides an adequate analysis of the No Project Alternative and the major replace-
ment power generation sources for nuclear power that are currently available.  As described 
in Section ES.3.1.3, the Draft EIR acknowledges that no specific scenarios for providing 
replacement power-generating capacity, transmission system upgrades, or system enhancements 
are analyzed.  It would be unduly remote and speculative to forecast exactly how any replace-
ment power would be provided given the wide range of possibilities, including type, size, or 
location.  Therefore a detailed analysis of specific projects would not be possible or mean-
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ingful.  Section D.1.2.3 of the Draft EIR also shows how the potentially adverse effects of con-
structing new replacement generation and transmission facilities under the No Project Alter-
native are described in a manner that is consistent with the requirements of CEQA. 

The unpredictable nature of future conditions limits the amount of detail that can be incor-
porated into the analyses presented in Sections C.6.1 through C.6.4.  Section 15126.6(d) of 
the CEQA Guidelines indicates that alternatives shall be discussed in less detail than the sig-
nificant effects of the proposed project.  The analysis of potential impacts that could be associ-
ated with the implementation of the No Project alternative is also consistent with direction 
provided by Section 15146 of the CEQA Guidelines, which states: “The degree of specificity 
required in an EIR will correspond to the degree of specificity involved in the underlying 
activity which is described in the EIR.”  In other words, CEQA does not require detailed 
environmental impact evaluation of hypothetical energy generation projects for which no sites 
have been identified and no planning has been conducted.  The evaluation of potential impacts 
associated with the implementation of the No Project Alternative provides an evaluation of 
reasonably foreseeable, and most likely, impacts that may result from the development of 
energy sources with the capability of replacing energy produced by DCPP.  Please see Response 
PM2-4 for more information on replacement generation options and their level of analysis 
in the EIR.  Additionally, long-term resource planning is being addressed in the ongoing 
CPUC proceeding, R04-04-003 (Order Instituting Rulemaking to Promote Policy and Program 
Coordination and Integration in Electric Utility Resource Planning).  Please also refer to 
Response CC2-4 regarding the State’s energy resource goals. 

CC2-10 Regardless of past environmental review of the DCPP, the project baseline is clearly demar-
cated as the environmental conditions at the time the NOP was published, which in this case 
represents the existing marine environment offshore the DCPP, as well as impacts associ-
ated with continued operation of the DCPP cooling water system.  Given this environmental 
baseline determination, impacts associated with the cooling water system were summarized 
in the Environmental Setting section of the EIR.  Please see Master Response MR-1 (Base-
line).  Furthermore, implementation of the Proposed Project would not have any effect on the 
current impacts to marine resources that result from the operation of the power plant because 
operation through 2021-2025 would result in the continuation of existing baseline conditions 
that have already been reviewed and approved by the NRC under current license terms, and 
would not result in substantial changes in power plant operations (i.e., cooling water flow 
or power generation).  Please see Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal).  As noted above, 
the benefits associated with the No Project Alternative and cessation of the DCPP cooling 
water system operations, were identified in Section D.3.5 of the EIR. 

CC2-11 As noted in the responses to the previous comments, Section D.3.1.5 of the Draft EIR out-
lines issues associated with the DCPP cooling water system that are considered to be part of 
the environmental baseline for the Proposed Project.  The discussion does not attempt to 
mislead the public that the Consent Judgment would correct the environmental damage that 
was summarized in this section, but provides an overview of the major marine biological resource 
issues associated with the DCPP that are also considered to be part of the environmental base-
line.  Clearly, the degraded marine resource conditions located offshore the DCPP are char-
acteristic of the marine environment at the time the NOP was published, which under CEQA 
defines the baseline against which all potential project-related impacts are to be evaluated.  
Furthermore, implementation of the Proposed Project would not have any significant impacts 
on the existing marine environment.  Please also see Response CC2-7, which notes that the 
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analysis of impacts caused by the Proposed Project does not rely on resolution of the Consent 
Judgment. 

Regardless of the status of the proposed Consent Judgment, the Draft EIR identified the sig-
nificant marine biological baseline issues associated with past, present and future operation 
of the DCPP, and explained that early termination of DCPP cooling water system operations 
under the No Project Alternative would result in beneficial environmental impacts on marine 
biological resources (Section D.3.5.2).  The EIR does not rely on the Consent Judgment to 
mitigate impacts of the Proposed Project, as alleged by the commenter. 

The Final EIR has been modified to note that the RWQCB has directed staff to evaluate 
additional alternatives.  This evaluation is ongoing and there is no clear timeframe for 
reaching a settlement and implementation of any of the mitigation or restoration projects 
identified within the draft Consent Judgment.  See also Master Response MR-4 (Consent 
Judgment) and Responses E-6, CC2-16, and CC2-17. 

CC2-12 This comment combines parts of sentences from two different pages of the Draft EIR and 
grossly misrepresents a partial finding from the DCPP entrainment study that was conducted 
under the direction of the RWQCB from October 1996 through June 1999.  Based on the 
study results, the RWQCB found that the cost of closed cooling systems is wholly dispro-
portionate to their benefit.  The Draft EIR did note that “. . . larval losses for nearshore 
taxa cannot be converted into an equivalent number of adults because very little is known 
about these species”; and that “. . . these non-harvested near-shore species have no direct 
dollar value in terms of commercial fisheries, but do have ecological value.” The “declara-
tive statement on the value of the closed cooling system” is simply noting the RWQCB’s finding 
on the issue, and was not a factor that was considered in the EIR evaluation of the Proposed 
Project or alternatives.  The existing marine resource issues were provided in Section D.3.1.5 
of the Draft EIR to illustrate baseline conditions.  Implementation of the Proposed Project 
would not cause any significant impact to marine resources.  Please also refer to Master Response 
MR-1 (Baseline) and Response CC2-10 regarding the evaluation of existing cooling water 
system impacts. 

Under the analysis of the No Project Alternative, the Draft EIR did not evaluate economic 
benefits associated with cooling water alternatives, but simply noted the environmental ben-
efit associated with a cessation of the DCPP cooling water system.  This finding is based 
solely on environmental impacts or benefits and did not consider any associated economic 
aspects.  Whether DCPP would be subject to the federal Draft Phase II regulation for Best 
Available Technology (BAT) referenced by the commenter, is not relevant to this analysis. 

CC2-13 The comment asserts that a new mitigation measure requiring the DCPP to use recycled 
water for cooling should be added to the EIR, and due to the addition of a new mitigation mea-
sure, the EIR should be recirculated for public review.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15041(a) 
indicates that there must be a connection between a project’s environmental impacts and 
required mitigation measures, and the level of mitigation must be roughly proportional to 
the project’s environmental impacts.  In the case of the Proposed Project, eight OSGs at 
DCPP would be replaced with eight RSGs with equivalent operational characteristics.  The 
Proposed Project would not alter the operation of DCPP or its cooling system.  Entrainment 
and thermal discharge are not impacts of the Proposed Project, but rather activities that occur 
in the environmental baseline (see Draft EIR Sections D.1.2.1 and D.3.1.5) as part of the 
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existing operation of DCPP.  The Draft EIR correctly analyzes the impacts of the Proposed 
Project, and proposes appropriate mitigation measures for the significant impacts that are 
caused by the Proposed Project.  Therefore, there is no basis for requiring the implementa-
tion of a new cooling system.  The Draft EIR will not be recirculated because implementa-
tion of the Proposed Project and the continued operation of the power plant will not result in 
significant changes to existing environmental conditions.  Please also see Master Response 
MR-1 (Baseline). 

CC2-14 The purpose of the public scoping process is to solicit input regarding potentially significant 
effects of the Proposed Project that should be evaluated in the EIR.  Section I of the Draft 
EIR summarizes the public participation efforts of the CPUC for the CEQA process.  The 
general public was given the opportunity to provide input to the Proposed Project during the 
public scoping period before the Draft EIR was created and during public meetings shortly 
after the publication of the Draft EIR.  As described in Section I.1.2, three public scoping 
meetings were held in October 2004 during which comments were solicited regarding the 
scope and content of the analyses, as well as the alternatives and mitigation measures that 
should be considered.  In addition, a 30-day NOP scoping period with an 8-day extension 
provided interested parties time to submit comments regarding the EIR contents.  The 
CPUC also prepared a Public Scoping Report, which summarizes the comments and issues 
identified through the NOP scoping process, including the public scoping meeting.  The 
Public Scoping Report is available on the project’s website at: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/
environment/info/aspen/diablocanyon/diablocanyon.htm, and a summary of the Scoping Report 
is in Section I.1.4 of the Draft EIR.  In addition, there were two public workshops in San 
Luis Obispo after the publication of the Draft EIR, and a 45-day comment period in which 
comments were solicited from parties on the contents of the Draft EIR.  These comments 
have been reproduced and responses provided in Section 3 of this Final EIR. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15064(f)(4) and (5) provide guidance for determining when a 
potential project-related impact is to be evaluated in an EIR.  In summary, subsection (4) 
indicates that public controversy will not require an issue to be evaluated unless there is 
substantial evidence before the lead agency that the issue will result in a significant impact.  
Subsection (5) indicates that “argument, speculation unsubstantiated opinion or narrative, 
or evidence that is clearly inaccurate or erroneous, or evidence that is not credible, shall 
not constitute substantial evidence.”  Based on these CEQA requirements, an EIR shall not 
evaluate a potential impact if it cannot be demonstrated that it has the potential to result in a 
significant environmental impact.  Therefore, not all items mentioned during the public 
scoping process required review in the EIR.  Concerns expressed during scoping regarding 
security, public health and safety, emergency services, risk, and transportation and traffic 
impacts were addressed and evaluated in the Draft EIR to the degree that they were poten-
tially significant and a consequence of the Proposed Project.  Many concerns relate to exist-
ing plant operations, which are part of baseline conditions and are not a consequence of the 
Proposed Project.  Please also refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline). 

CC2-15 Please refer to Response CC2-14 above.  In addition, please refer to Section F.3 of the 
Final EIR for a cumulative impacts analysis.  Please also refer to Master Responses MR-1 
(Baseline), MR-2 (License Renewal), and MR-3 (Jurisdiction) with respect to the CPUC 
evaluation process in determining the scope of the EIR.  Please specifically refer to Master 
Response MR-2 (License Renewal) regarding the appropriate level of cumulative impact 
analysis required in the EIR. 
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CC2-16 This comment is a Sierra Club letter to the Central Coast RWQCB regarding  the proposed 
Consent Judgment that was briefly discussed in the Draft EIR under the “Existing Marine 
Resource Issues” (Section D.3.1.5).  The proposed Consent Judgment was not evaluated as 
part of the Draft EIR.  The Consent Judgment was discussed in the context of environ-
mental baseline issues associated with the DCPP, specifically in the area of marine biological re-
sources.  Any deficiencies associated with the Consent Judgment are well outside the scope 
of this EIR, which was prepared to evaluate potential environmental impacts associated with 
the Steam Generator Replacement Project.  Please also refer to Master Response MR-4 
(Consent Judgment) and Responses CC2-11, CC2-17, and E-6. 

CC2-17 The proposed Consent Judgment was not evaluated as part of the Draft EIR.  The Consent 
Judgment was discussed in the context of baseline environmental issues associated with the 
DCPP, specifically in the area of marine biological resources.  Any deficiencies associated 
with the Consent Judgment are well outside the scope of this EIR, which was prepared to 
evaluate potential environmental impacts associated with the Steam Generator Replacement 
Project.  As noted in the Draft EIR, existing effects of operating the DCPP cooling water 
system are considered to be part of the CEQA environmental baseline against which the Pro-
posed Project’s environmental impacts were measured.  Please also refer to Master Responses 
MR-1 (Baseline). 

CC2-18 Please see Response CC2-16. 

CC2-19 Please see Response CC2-16. 
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Comment Set CC3 
San Luis Obispo County Green Party 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
San Luis Obispo County Green Party 

 

CC3-1 

CC3-2 

CC3-3 

CC3-4 
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Comment Set CC3, cont. 
San Luis Obispo County Green Party 

 

CC3-4 

CC3-5 

CC3-6 
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Responses to Comment Set CC3 
San Luis Obispo County Green Party 

CC3-1 It is noted that the commenter supports the comments submitted by San Luis Obispo Mothers 
for Peace.  Please see Responses to Comment Set CC6 for responses to these comments.  
The commenter also states that they have presented specific comments and an additional Green 
Party concern.  Please see Responses CC3-1 (second paragraph below) through CC3-5, respec-
tively, for specific responses. 

The commenter states that the Draft EIR is deficient because it does not consider DCPP’s 
potential license renewal.    CEQA does not require an evaluation of a potential renewal of 
DCPP’s operating license because relicensing is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence 
of the Proposed Project under the legal standards for making that determination under 
CEQA.  Please refer to Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal).  Further, as stated in 
Section D.1.2.2 of the Draft EIR, PG&E is still evaluating the feasibility of applying for a 
license renewal.  Attempting to complete an environmental review of a licensing project 
that would not be completed within the next 15–20 years would be based on conjecture and 
not on firm evidence or knowledge, requiring an extensive amount of “forecasting,” which 
is not required by CEQA (please also see Response CC2-6). 

The Draft EIR does, however, acknowledge that the Proposed Project may make the NRC 
license renewal process more likely and may provide an incentive for PG&E to apply for 
relicensing.  In addition, Draft EIR Section G presents a general discussion of the NRC 
license renewal process, as well as issues relevant to DCPP license renewal.  Please also 
see Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal) and Responses C-2 and 4-1. 

CC3-2 CEQA does not consider cost issues except in a very limited manner.  CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064(e) indicates that economic changes resulting from a project shall not be treated 
as significant effects on the environment.  Economic changes may be used, however, to deter-
mine that a physical change shall be regarded as a significant effect on the environment.  
Where a physical change is caused by economic effects of a project, the physical change 
may be regarded as a significant effect.  Cost issues associated with the project and alterna-
tives are addressed by the CPUC in the General Proceeding (A04-01-009) on the Proposed 
Project.  See also Response 1-3 for more information on the General Proceeding of the Pro-
posed Project. 

In addition to cost analysis being outside the scope of CEQA, the two issues referenced in 
this comment are not part of the Proposed Project, but rather part of the environmental base-
line of ongoing operations at DCPP.  The Draft EIR contains descriptions of a variety of 
potential terrorist attack modes, as well as discussions of studies that have been conducted 
to evaluate potential impacts of terrorist attacks.  The Draft EIR also clearly identifies the 
baseline worst-case consequences associated with a successful terrorist attack.  Given the 
existing threat level for the currently operating DCPP, risks of a terrorist attack are part of 
the environmental baseline under CEQA.  With the Proposed Project, the risk of a terrorist 
attack would continue as it is today.  However, even if the Proposed Project were to not 
move forward (i.e., the No Project Alternative), the risk of a terrorist attack at the DCPP 
would continue for the foreseeable future given that there are currently no plans to remove 
spent fuel from the DCPP.  Regardless of the specific mode of attack, the EIR clearly 
identifies the potential risks and consequences associated with a successful terrorist attack, 
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evaluates the significance associated with existing risk levels, and identifies the benefit of 
the No Project Alternative in reducing the risk associate ed with a terrorist attack.  The 
analysis is based on attack modes that are considered credible and does not attempt to 
speculate on every conceivable manner of sabotage.  By focusing on widely accepted attack 
modes that are considered credible, the Draft EIR avoids excess speculation of these base-
line issues.  The aging of DCPP’s infrastructure, other than the steam generators, is also 
part of the environmental baseline.  The Draft EIR notes that continued operation of the 
DCPP would result in an ongoing probability of component failure.  However, as also stated 
in the Draft EIR, the replacement of the DCPP steam generators is in direct response to the 
long-term wear of these components and the concern for future failures.  Similarly, other 
critical DCPP reactor components have serviceable lifetimes, thus requiring periodic 
inspection, maintenance and replacement per NRC directives and schedules.  Much of this 
maintenance occurs in the baseline conditions and would continue to occur with NRC 
oversight, with or without the Proposed Project.  As stated in Section D.1.2.1, the exist-
ence of the operating nuclear power plant through the NRC authorized license periods and its 
ongoing effects are not a consequence of the Proposed Project.  There are NRC staff onsite 
at DCPP to monitor and address any problems with aging components.  See also Master 
Response MR-1 (Baseline). 

CC3-3 Section C.6 of the Draft EIR provides an adequate analysis of the No Project Alternative 
and the major replacement power generation sources for nuclear power that are currently 
available.  As described in Section ES.3.1.3, the Draft EIR acknowledges that no specific 
scenarios for providing replacement power-generating capacity, transmission system upgrades, 
or system enhancements are analyzed.  It would be unduly remote and speculative to fore-
cast exactly how any replacement power would be provided given the wide range of possi-
bilities, including type, size, or location.  Therefore a detailed analysis of specific projects 
would not be possible or meaningful, as described in Section D.1.2.3 of the Draft EIR.  The 
potentially adverse effects of constructing new replacement generation and transmission 
facilities that would likely be developed under the No Project Alternative are described through-
out the Draft EIR in a manner that is consistent with the requirements of CEQA.  Please also 
see Response CC2-9. 

CC3-4 The exposure of existing DCPP facilities to known seismic hazards is one facet of the envi-
ronmental setting (as described in Section D.5.1.4), and as noted in Section D.1.2.5, the 
seismic safety of DCPP in its current design is within the jurisdiction of the NRC.  This 
Final EIR includes revisions to Mitigation Measure G-3a that clarify how the facility must 
safely withstand seismic effects.  Revisions to Mitigation Measure G-4a clarify that an engi-
neered design (or bunker-type construction) may be an option.  The engineering phase of 
the project would lead to more specific design measures that must satisfy the requirements 
of the mitigation and NRC regulations.  The CPUC has limited jurisdiction in dictating the 
design of the facility, as described in Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction).  Please also see 
Response PG-124. 

CC3-5 The comment identifies a lack of detailed information on how PG&E plans to support the 
steam generators within the containment structures during removal and installation activities.  
Draft EIR Section D.12.1 describes a variety of existing safety-related conditions associated 
with the operation of the DCPP, including: emergency planning, reactor risk, spent fuel, 
low level radio active waste, security and terrorism.  These conditions establish baseline 
conditions for the existing power plant from which impacts of the proposed steam generator 
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replacement project must be measured.  The project-related evaluation of transportation 
safety is included in Section D.12.3 of the Draft EIR.  The safety evaluation concluded that 
potential navigational hazards, seismic hazards, and transport impacts could be feasibly 
reduced to a less than significant level by proposed mitigation measures.  Other potential 
impacts that were evaluated were determined to be less than significant and no mitigation 
measures are required.  The engineering phase of the project would produce a more specific 
work plan, but all steam generator removal and installation activities would be subject to 
NRC oversight and comprehensive inspection to verify that nuclear and radiological safety 
are maintained during the replacement project.  All fuel would be removed from the reactors 
(Draft EIR, p. D.12-7) to minimize the potential for escape of radioactive material during 
containment access.  Section B.3.3 of the Draft EIR provides details on how the steam gen-
erators will be handled within the containment structure. 

Note also that Mitigation Measure G-2a, which was included in the Draft EIR, specifically 
deals with potential hazards of handling heavy loads during earthquake-caused ground shaking. 

CC3-6 The maps, photos, and graphics in the Draft EIR supplemented by the description of the 
Proposed Project and its impacts provide an adequate depiction of the transportation route 
of the RSGs and OSGs during project activities.  Figures B-6 and D.12-3 provide an illus-
tration of the barge route into Port San Luis; Figures ES-1, B-1, C-2 through C-4, and 
D.8-1 through D.8-3 depict the proposed transport route for the RSGs from Port San Luis 
to DCPP; and Figures ES-2, B-2, B-3, C-1, and D.5-1 show the DCPP site layout including 
roadways, the Intake Cove, and potential TSAs and OSG Storage Facility locations.  Figures 
B-12 through B-15 show the removal of the OSGs from the containment structures and their 
transfer to a heavy load transporter.  In addition, Figures D.5-2 and D.7-1 show potential geo-
logic and hydrologic hazards in reference to the proposed RSG transport route from Port 
San Luis to DCPP.  The text in Sections B, C, and D of the Draft EIR provide sufficient 
description of the Proposed Project. 

It is noted that the commenter opposes nuclear power.  As described in CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15124, the Project Description should contain the location of the Proposed Project, 
the project objectives, a description of the project’s characteristics, and the intended uses of 
the EIR, however, it “. . . should not supply extensive detail beyond that needed for evalua-
tion and review of the environmental impact.”  Therefore the Project Description of the 
Draft EIR does not contain extensive detail on baseline seismic risks and safety concerns of 
ongoing DCPP operations.  Please refer to Section D.5 of the Draft EIR for a full analysis 
on issues related to seismic risks, and Sections D.6 and D.12 for issues regarding potential 
safety issues in the baseline and during the steam generator removal and installation process.  
Please also see Response CC3-5. 

It is also noted that the commenter supports the comments from San Luis Obispo Mothers 
for Peace and Joint Parties in opposition to the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Responses to Com-
ment Set CC6 for responses to these comments. 
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Comment Set CC4 
Avila Valley Advisory Council 
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Comment Set CC4, cont. 
Avila Valley Advisory Council 
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Comment Set CC4, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set CC4 
Avila Valley Advisory Council 
CC4-1 The purpose of the public scoping process is to solicit input regarding potentially significant 

effects of the Proposed Project that should be evaluated in the EIR.  Please see Response 
CC2-14 for a detailed explanation of how public participation efforts are incorporated by 
the CEQA process in the EIR. 

Security of the existing DCPP, adequacy of emergency services, public risk of onsite radio-
active waste storage, and transportation and traffic impacts were discussed in the Draft EIR 
to the degree that they were significant and a consequence of the Proposed Project.  Exist-
ing plant operations are part of existing conditions and are not a consequence of the Pro-
posed Project.  As required by CEQA, the Draft EIR has evaluated potential project-related 
impacts against the established baseline conditions.  Please also refer to Master Response MR-1 
(Baseline). 

CC4-2 Please refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline).  Existing licenses for the power plant 
allow Units 1 and 2 to operation through September 2021 and April 2025, respectively.  
Those licenses and the environmental conditions that have developed at and near the project 
site as a result of the implementation of the licenses constitute the baseline environmental 
conditions from which potential impacts of the Steam Generator Replacement Project must 
be measured.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b) indicates that project-related “effects 
analyzed under CEQA must be related to a physical change.”  The continuation of baseline 
conditions will not result in a physical change in the environment.  Therefore, the continued 
operation of the power plant in accordance with its previously approved licenses is not sub-
ject to the environmental review requirements of CEQA as they pertain to the Steam Gene-
rator Replacement Project. 

CEQA does not require an evaluation of a potential renewal of DCPP’s operating license 
because relicensing is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the Proposed Project.  
As stated in Section D.1.2.2 of the Draft EIR, PG&E is still evaluating the feasibility of 
applying for a license renewal.  Attempting to complete an environmental review of a licens-
ing project that has not been determined to be feasible and that would not be completed within 
the next 15 to 20 years would require an extensive amount of “forecasting,” which is not required 
by CEQA (please also see Response CC2-6).  In addition, please also refer to Master Response 
MR-2 (License Renewal), as well as Responses A-1, C-2, and 4-1. 

The Draft EIR does not fail to consider the effects of future operation of the power plant.  
A fundamental aspect of the Draft EIR is the acknowledgement that the effects of plant 
operation would continue into the future if the Proposed Project is approved.  However, 
these effects already exist in the environment and are appropriately described as part of 
baseline conditions.  The Draft EIR acknowledges that plant operations would cease if the 
steam generators are not replaced and appropriately describes the effects of this change in 
the analysis of the No Project Alternative.  Please note that a license renewal would not be 
necessary to “include the nine years extended service with steam generator replacement,” as 
indicated by this comment. 

CC4-3 CEQA does not consider cost issues except in a very limited manner.  CEQA Guidelines 
Section 15064(e) indicates that economic changes resulting from a project shall not be treated 
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as significant effects on the environment.  Economic changes may be used, however, to 
determine that a physical change shall be regarded as a significant effect on the environ-
ment.  Where a physical change is caused by economic effects of a project, the physical 
change may be regarded as a significant effect.  Costs of the project and alternatives are 
addressed by the CPUC in the General Proceeding (A04-01-009) on the Proposed Project. 

 Section D.3.1.5 of the Draft EIR outlines issues associated with the DCPP cooling water 
system that are considered to be part of the environmental baseline for the Proposed Proj-
ect.  The discussion provides an overview of the major marine biological resource issues 
associated with the DCPP that are also considered to be part of the environmental baseline.  
Clearly, the degraded marine resource conditions offshore the DCPP are characteristic of 
the marine environment at the time the NOP was published, which under CEQA defines the 
baseline against which all potential project-related impacts are to be evaluated.  Further-
more, implementation of the Proposed Project would not have any effect on the current im-
pacts to marine resources that result from the operation of the power plant.  The Draft EIR 
also acknowledges that these effects would cease under the No Project Alternative, and that 
the Proposed Project would allow these impacts to continue until the end of the current 
license period.   Existing impacts to marine resources, however, are baseline conditions as 
defined by CEQA Guidelines Section 15125.  Please also see Response CC2-10. 

 Existing traffic conditions in the project area were described in Draft EIR Section D.13.1.2.  
These conditions include traffic that is presently generated by the DCPP and reflect the 
existing baseline conditions from which project-related impacts are to be evaluated.  Imple-
mentation of the Proposed Project and the extension of plant operations to the end of its cur-
rent licenses would not substantially alter the existing traffic generation characteristics of the 
power plant, and would not result in significant change in existing baseline traffic condi-
tions.  The Draft EIR also acknowledges that under the No Project Alternative, power 
plant-related traffic on the Access Road, Avila Beach Drive, San Luis Bay Drive, and other 
area roadways would be reduced and the roadways would experience an improved level of 
service due to the termination of DCPP operations prior to the license expiration dates. 

 Draft EIR Section D.12.3.4 provides an evaluation of potential impacts associated with the 
removal, transport and storage of the original steam generators.  This detailed analysis deter-
mined that most potential removal, transportation and storage impacts would be less than 
significant, and that potentially significant seismic impacts to the OSG Storage Facility 
could be feasibly reduced to a less than significant level with the implementation of pro-
posed Mitigation Measure G-3a, which addresses how structural design of the OSG Storage 
Facility should be based on consideration of recent earthquake data. 

 With regard to the ratemaking issue, replacement of the steam generators is considered a 
consequence of the CPUC rate-making decision if the CPUC decides to approve PG&E’s 
request.  Since CEQA requires evaluation of both direct and indirect effects, the Draft EIR 
considers the fact that approval of the rate-making proposal would lead to replacement of 
the steam generators.  Therefore, the Draft EIR evaluates the impacts on the physical envi-
ronment of steam generator replacement.  The economic effects of a project may not be 
treated as significant impacts in an EIR (14 CCR §15064(e), and Draft EIR Section D.1.2.5), 
and the purpose of the EIR is to evaluate the potentially significant environmental impacts.  
Therefore, the EIR does not evaluate the economic consequences of the Proposed Project.  
The economic consequences of PG&E’s rate-making proposal are for the Commissioners to 
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consider in the general proceeding, and are beyond the scope and requirements of CEQA.  
Similarly, the cost effectiveness of the Proposed Project is not an appropriate topic for the 
EIR.  The EIR need only consider economic and cost issues in determining whether contem-
plated alternatives or mitigation are feasible. 

CC4-4 The text in Section ES.3.13.1 under Original Steam Generator Removal, Transport, and Storage 
of the Final EIR has been revised to show the number of employees needed for the OSG 
Removal, Transport, and Storage phase of the Proposed Project (900). 

CC4-5 The commenter’s support of the Replacement Steam Generator Offloading Alternative is 
noted.  From an environmental impact perspective, the EIR analysis of impacts associated 
with various offloading alternatives concurs with the commenter’s note, that the RSG Off-
loading Alternative at the Intake Cove would generally have reduced impacts when com-
pared to the Proposed Project. 

CC4-6 Please see Response A-47 regarding the status of Port San Luis as a public point of access. 

CC4-7 Please see Response A-48 regarding the analysis of parking and traffic impacts. 

CC4-8 Please see Response A-53 regarding disruptions to coastal access and the NRC license renewal. 

CC4-9 Although the Proposed Project, combined with the planned refueling outage, would 
increase the number of workers at DCPP by approximately 2,185 workers, it is anticipated 
that the following factors will allow adequate accommodation of temporary workers: 

• Use of workers already living within the commute range, 

• Scheduling of work outside of peak tourist season (e.g., May to October), and 

• High percentage of vacant units, particularly outside of tourist season. 

As described in Draft EIR Sections D.11.3.3 and D.11.3.4, these factors, combined with 
the large number of hotels, motels, and camping areas in the region would accommodate 
the temporary workers required for project activities.  Consequently, no significant impacts 
would occur.  Please see Responses PG-33 and PG-34 for more information on how the Final 
EIR includes revisions for an increase in the number of workers for the baseline refueling 
outage. 

CC4-10 As noted in Section D.12.4.4 (p. D.12.26) of the Draft EIR, all low level waste generated 
at the DCPP will be stored either onsite or offsite at the Envirocare disposal site located in 
Clive, Utah.  As explained in the Draft EIR, the availability of storage at the offsite facility 
is subject to numerous factors.  The Draft EIR has fulfilled its CEQA mandated full disclo-
sure requirement by informing the public that there is a possibility that the planned offsite 
disposal facility may not be capable of accepting the OSGs.  Attempting to predict the avail-
ability of adequate storage capability at the offsite location would be speculative and not 
required by CEQA.  Should it be determined in the future (2008) that the Utah facility does 
not have adequate capacity to accept the OSGs, and if the CPUC has approved a project 
including the offsite disposal of the OSGs, additional environmental review may be required 
at that time.  Please also refer to Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction).  The NRC has the 
jurisdiction to determine future storage locations for low level waste generated at the 
DCPP. 
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CC4-11 This advantage of unloading at the Intake Cove is noted in the comparison of the alterna-
tives.  Please see Section E, Table E-1 of the Draft EIR. 

CC4-12 The timing for approval of the traffic reduction program was added to the mitigation moni-
toring program in Mitigation Measure T-3a as in Table D.13-10 of the Final EIR.   Mitiga-
tion measures proposed to minimize impacts identified by EIRs often require the preparation 
and submittal of project-specific plans that require “ministerial” approval (i.e., are reviewed and 
approved by a Lead or Responsible Agency).  Compliance with these types of mitigation re-
quirements generally does not require review by the general public.  However, should a 
discretionary action be required for the traffic reduction plan that is required by proposed 
Mitigation Measure T-3a, public review and subsequent environmental review would be 
required. 

CC4-13 The parking locations for the car- and van-pooling would be negotiated between San Luis 
Obispo County and PG&E.  The regular “park and ride” locations within the County have 
limited spaces and would not be able to accommodate even a portion of the project-related 
employees’ vehicles.  Text necessitating communication between the County and PG&E to iden-
tify available parking for the traffic reduction program was added to Mitigation Measure 
T-3a.  This may include requiring that an adequate number of temporary parking facilities 
acceptable to PG&E and the County be identified and available for use prior to the start of 
project-related construction activities. 

CC4-14 Please refer to Master Responses MR–2 (License Renewal) and MR-3 (Jurisdiction).  Attempt-
ing to complete an environmental review of a potential licensing project for which no appli-
cation has been filed and that would not be implemented within the next 15-20 years would 
require an extensive amount of “forecasting,” which is not required by CEQA (please also see 
Response CC2-6). 

CC4-15 The text has been revised throughout the Final EIR to reflect that the peak tourist season is 
May through October. 
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Comment Set CC5 
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility 

 

CC5-1 

CC5-2 



DCPP Steam Generator Replacement Project 
COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM ORGANIZATIONS & COMPANIES 

 

 
August 2005 141 Final EIR 

Comment Set CC5, cont. 
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility 

 

CC5-2 

CC5-3 

CC5-4 

CC5-5 



DCPP Steam Generator Replacement Project 
COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM ORGANIZATIONS & COMPANIES 

 

 
Final EIR 142 August 2005 

Comment Set CC5, cont. 
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility 

 

CC5-5 

CC5-6 

CC5-7 



DCPP Steam Generator Replacement Project 
COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM ORGANIZATIONS & COMPANIES 

 

 
August 2005 143 Final EIR 

Comment Set CC5, cont. 
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility 

 

CC5-7 

CC5-8 

CC5-9 



DCPP Steam Generator Replacement Project 
COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM ORGANIZATIONS & COMPANIES 

 

 
Final EIR 144 August 2005 

Comment Set CC5, cont. 
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility 

 

CC5-9 

CC5-10 

CC5-11 



DCPP Steam Generator Replacement Project 
COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM ORGANIZATIONS & COMPANIES 

 

 
August 2005 145 Final EIR 

Comment Set CC5, cont. 
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility 

 

CC5-11 

CC5-12 

CC5-13 

CC5-14 



DCPP Steam Generator Replacement Project 
COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM ORGANIZATIONS & COMPANIES 

 

 
Final EIR 146 August 2005 

Comment Set CC5, cont. 
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility 

 

CC5-14 

CC5-15 

CC5-16 

CC5-17 



DCPP Steam Generator Replacement Project 
COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM ORGANIZATIONS & COMPANIES 

 

 
August 2005 147 Final EIR 

Comment Set CC5, cont. 
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility 

 

CC5-17 

CC5-18 



DCPP Steam Generator Replacement Project 
COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM ORGANIZATIONS & COMPANIES 

 

 
Final EIR 148 August 2005 

Comment Set CC5, cont. 
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility 

 

CC5-18 

CC5-19 

CC5-20 

CC5-21 



DCPP Steam Generator Replacement Project 
COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM ORGANIZATIONS & COMPANIES 

 

 
August 2005 149 Final EIR 

Comment Set CC5, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set CC5 
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility 

CC5-1 The fact that the Diablo Canyon Power Plant is a nuclear power plant is documented through-
out the Draft EIR.  Changing the title of the EIR is not required to satisfy CEQA’s “full dis-
closure” requirements. 

DCPP Units 1 and 2 have current operating licenses until September 2021 and April 2025, 
respectively, and those operation timeframes comprise the environmental baseline condi-
tions.  The operation of DCPP under these licenses is considered part of the environmental 
setting (i.e., the baseline) from which project-related impacts are to be evaluated.  There-
fore, the Draft EIR analysis focused on environmental impacts associated with the Proposed 
Project.  Please see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline). 

In the case of potential seismic impacts and the Proposed Project, the EIR identified the 
need to update and implement the DCPP Long Term Seismic Program (LTSP).  Given the 
baseline determination for the EIR, the evaluation of potential seismic impacts was limited 
to the proposed OSG Storage Facility. 

The EIR analysis incorporated by reference the findings of the DCPP ISFSI EIR completed 
by San Luis Obispo County in 2004.  In the ISFSI EIR it was assumed that none of the high 
level radioactive waste that has been, and will continue to be generated at the DCPP, will 
ever be stored at Yucca Mountain.  Therefore, recent revelations of potential document 
falsification at Yucca Mountain are irrelevant to the Proposed Project.  The storage and 
transportation of nuclear waste is regulated by the NRC and federal Department of Trans-
portation, respectively.  The role of those agencies in regard to the Proposed Project is 
described in Section D.12.2 of the Draft EIR.  The CPUC does not have jurisdiction over 
nuclear material management issues, and those issues are beyond the scope of this CEQA 
document. 

The recent National Academy of Sciences (NAS) report reaffirms the findings of the DCPP 
ISFSI EIR that was incorporated by reference in this document.  The ISFSI EIR identified 
numerous vulnerabilities associated with the spent fuel pools and dry storage facilities that 
were also identified in the recent NAS report. 

Section D.12.1 (Spent Fuel Risk Baseline) in the Draft EIR (p. D.12-7) describes the spent 
fuel storage program for the DCPP that was reviewed by the ISFSI EIR and certified by 
San Luis Obispo County in 2004.  Potential seismic impacts associated with the storage of 
radioactive materials at the project site were evaluated by the ISFSI EIR.  Implementation 
of the Proposed Project would not result in new spent fuel storage-related impacts that were 
not considered by the ISFSI EIR.  Section D.12.1 (Low Level Radioactive Waste Baseline) 
in the Draft EIR also acknowledges that storage facilities for low-level radioactive waste are 
currently limited (Page D.12-9 through D.12-12). 

CC5-2 CEQA does not address cost or ratepayer benefit in the evaluation of the Proposed Project 
or alternatives.  Project cost and ratepayer benefits are addressed by the CPUC in the Gen-
eral Proceeding (A04-01-009) on the Proposed Project.  See Response 1-3 for additional 
information on the General Proceeding of the Proposed Project. 
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The second portion of this comment provides the commenter’s opinion on California’s 
energy resource planning policies, especially with regard to nuclear power.  Please refer to 
Responses CC2-4 and CC2-9 for more information on California’s energy resource plans.  
The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project by advocating denial of the Proposed 
Project is also noted. 

CC5-3 The purpose of this EIR is to evaluate potential environmental impacts that have the poten-
tial to result from the Proposed Project, which is limited to the replacement of the DCPP 
steam generators.  The EIR has not evaluated, nor is it required to evaluate, system safety 
or reliability for other power plant components that would not be affected by the Proposed 
Project.  The Draft EIR notes that continued operation of the DCPP would result in an ongo-
ing probability of component failure.  However, as also stated in the Draft EIR, the replace-
ment of the DCPP steam generators is in direct response to the long-term wear of these 
components and the concern for future failures.  Similarly, other critical DCPP reactor 
components have serviceable lifetimes, thus requiring periodic inspection, maintenance and 
replacement per NRC directives and schedules.  Much of this maintenance occurs in the 
baseline conditions and would continue to occur with NRC oversight, with or without the 
Proposed Project.  As stated in Section D.1.2.1, the existence of the operating nuclear 
power plant through the NRC authorized license periods and its ongoing effects are not a 
consequence of the Proposed Project.  There are NRC staff onsite at DCPP to monitor and 
address any problems with aging components.  See also Master Response MR-1 (Baseline). 

CC5-4 Please refer to Response CC5-3 for information pertaining to the operation and replacement 
of other DCPP system components.  Please refer to Response CC5-2 regarding the evalua-
tion of economic costs associated with the operation of the DCPP. 

CC5-5 The comment notes that the DCPP is not a significant direct source of greenhouse gas emis-
sions, but that emissions do occur as part of fuel manufacturing and other activities that 
support the ongoing operation of DCPP.  Most of the indirect emissions related to provid-
ing fuel supplies occur outside of California, and they occur as a result of the entire U.S. 
nuclear power industry, not DCPP specifically.  Potential impacts associated with uranium 
processing would be subject to the applicable permitting and environmental review require-
ments within the jurisdictions where the mining-related operations occur.  The Draft EIR 
does not describe uranium mining or other uranium fuel cycle processes, such as enrich-
ment, because those activities presently occur as part of the environmental baseline (see 
Draft EIR Section D.1.2.1).  Furthermore, those types of activities would be subject to the 
applicable permitting and environmental review requirements in effect within the jurisdic-
tions where the mining-related operations occur.  The Proposed Project activities (RSG trans-
port, staging and preparation, etc.) would not result in changes to the uranium fuel cycle, 
and would not change how DCPP uses uranium fuel or the greenhouse gas emissions associ-
ated with enrichment.  Similarly, the Draft EIR does not describe the ongoing production of 
spent fuel waste, because these activities occur in the environmental baseline (see Draft EIR 
Section D.1.2.1).  Please also refer to Responses CC2-3 and PM2-1. 

Draft EIR Section C.6.3 provides information regarding potential alternative energy tech-
nologies, and evaluates the feasibility of replacing base-load power supplies that would be 
lost should the DCPP be shut down.  The EIR’s evaluation of potential energy alternatives 
is consistent with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6, which pertains to 
the selection of a reasonable range of feasible alternatives, and the level of analysis detail 
required for alternatives analysis.  Please also refer to Responses PM1-4, 12-5, and 12-15. 
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CC5-6 This EIR was prepared in response to the Proposed Project as described in PG&E’s Appli-
cation to the CPUC for steam generator replacement (A.04-01-009).  PG&E’s Application 
described the current percentage of plugged tubes in each unit and the forecasted time 
period during which the NRC limits may be exceeded resulting in a forced outage (2014 for 
Unit 1 and 2013 for Unit 2).  As described in Draft EIR Section A.2.2, the NRC requires 
PG&E to maintain the steam generators at DCPP so that the tubes have an extremely low 
probability of leakage and a substantial margin to failure.  The statistical probability is zero 
that Units 1 and 2 will continue to operate within all applicable NRC limits until the end of 
each unit’s operating license. 

CC5-7 Please refer to Master Responses MR-2 (License Renewal).  In regard to a possible request 
for operating license renewal, attempting to complete an environmental review of a poten-
tial licensing project for which no application has been filed and that would not be imple-
mented within the next 15-20 years would require an extensive amount of speculation and 
“forecasting,” which is not required by CEQA.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15144 states that 
“An agency cannot be expected to predict the future course of governmental regulation or 
exactly what information scientific advances may ultimately reveal” (Laurel Heights 
Improvement Association v. Regents of the University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376).” 

Please refer to Master Response MR-4 (Consent Judgment).  In regard to the proposed 
Consent Judgment, the Judgment was discussed in the Draft EIR in the context of baseline 
environmental issues associated with the DCPP, specifically in the area of marine biological 
resources.  Any deficiencies associated with the Consent Judgment are well outside the scope 
of this EIR, which was prepared to evaluate potential environmental impacts associated with 
the Steam Generator Replacement Project.  The Final EIR has been updated to include the 
latest information on the RWQCB’s Consent Judgment. 

CC5-8 Please refer to Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal).  As indi-
cated in the comment, in the analysis of the No Project Alternative, the Draft EIR indicates 
that the shutdown of the DCPP would result in beneficial effects on the marine environ-
ment.  The project baseline is clearly demarcated as the environmental conditions the time 
the NOP was published, which in this case represents the degraded marine environment 
offshore the DCPP, as well as impacts associated with continued operation of the DCPP 
cooling water system.  Given this environmental baseline determination, impacts associated 
with the cooling water system were summarized in the Environmental Setting (Section 
D.3.1.5) of the Draft EIR.  Furthermore, implementation of the Proposed Project would 
not change how operation of the power plant cooling water system affects marine resources.  
The benefits associated with the No Project Alternative and cessation of the DCPP cooling 
water system operations were identified in Section D.3.5 of the EIR.  The Draft EIR appro-
priately considers the plant’s existing thermal plume and impingement/entrainment impacts 
as part of baseline conditions, but the Draft EIR does not indicate that these effects would 
remain unchanged with continued plant operations.  The Draft EIR acknowledges that im-
pacts to the marine environment would continue through the existing license period if the 
plant continues to operate.  Please also refer to Response PM1-6 for more information 
about the marine biological baseline. 

CC5-9 Please refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline).  This comment addresses perceived incon-
sistencies in the Draft EIR’s evaluation of the No Project Alternative.  The Draft EIR has eval-
uated the potential impacts of the No Project Alternative in a consistent manner.  The refer-
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ence regarding beneficial effects resulting from the shutdown of the plant was in regard to 
the environmental conditions in the vicinity of the power plant.  In regard to the impacts 
that may be associated with the development and operation of replacement power sources, it 
is unknown how the power generated from the Diablo Canyon Power Plant would be replaced 
if the plant were to shut down.  There are numerous potential means or combination of 
means to generate the power that would be lost from the shutdown of the Diablo Canyon 
Power Plant.  Therefore, any detailed analysis of how replacement power would be gene-
rated would be extremely speculative and, therefore, not meaningful.  CEQA Guidelines Sec-
tion 15126.6(f)(3) states: “An EIR need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be 
reasonably ascertained and whose implementation is remote and speculative.” 

CC5-10 As described in Section C.4.1 of the Draft EIR, the CPUC and the preparers of the EIR 
conducted a comprehensive evaluation of the materials submitted by PG&E and the site 
itself in order to develop alternatives to the Proposed Project.  The range of alternatives 
evaluated in the EIR fulfills CEQA requirements and the analysis provides sufficient infor-
mation about each alternative to allow a meaningful evaluation, analysis and comparison 
with the Proposed Project.  Please refer to Response PM1-3. 

A clear definition of the No Project Alternative is provided in Draft EIR Section C.6.  
Under the No Project Alternative, the OSGs in Units 1 and 2 would not be replaced, and 
they would continue to degrade from stress corrosion cracking.  For safety reasons the 
tubes within the steam generators would continue to be plugged and eventually be taken out 
of service.  As noted on page C-26 of the Draft EIR, “. . . it is assumed that the OSGs will 
reach the end of their operating life in 2013 or 2014 and the plant would be shut down”. 

It is not the purpose of this EIR, or its evaluation of alternatives to the Proposed Project, to 
identify possible energy supply alternatives for California.  No one knows how the power 
generated from the Diablo Canyon Power Plant would be replaced if the plant were to shut 
down.  There are numerous potential means or combination of means to generate the power 
that would be lost from the shutdown of the Diablo Canyon Power Plant.  Therefore, any 
detailed analysis of how replacement power would be generated would be extremely specu-
lative and, therefore, not meaningful.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(3) states: “An 
EIR need not consider an alternative whose effect cannot be reasonably ascertained and 
whose implementation is remote and speculative.”  Please refer to Master Response MR-1 
(Baseline) for discussion of the No Project Alternative and rationale for analysis of replace-
ment generation under the No Project Alternative. 

CC5-11 The commenter’s statement regarding the absence of transcription of the meeting is noted.  
The purpose of scoping is to solicit input regarding potentially significant effects of the Pro-
posed Project that should be evaluated in the EIR.  Section I of the Draft EIR summarizes 
the public participation efforts of the CPUC for the CEQA process, and Response CC2-14 
provides a detailed explanation of how public participation efforts are incorporated by the 
CEQA process in the EIR.  Suggestions for repurposing the DCPP site for power genera-
tion using natural gas or wind and renewable energy have been considered as options under 
the No Project Alternative, as noted by Section I.1.4.4 of the Draft EIR.  The feasibility 
and descriptions of these options are described in Section C.6 of the Draft EIR.  Comments 
received in the scoping meetings on other topics, including DCPP security, public health 
and safety, emergency services, risk, transportation and traffic, and environmental impacts, 
were evaluated in the Draft EIR to the degree that they were potentially significant and a 
consequence of the Proposed Project. 
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In addition, the CPUC prepared a Public Scoping Report, which summarizes the comments 
and issues identified through the NOP scoping process, including the public scoping meeting.  
This report can be accessed on the project’s website at: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/
info/aspen/diablocanyon/toc-scoping.htm. 

CC5-12 Please refer to Response 12-2.  A copy of all 67 written comments and a summary of the 
54 verbal comments (52 individuals spoke at the scoping meetings and two verbal com-
ments were received via the project’s voicemail) from the scoping meetings are included in the 
Public Scoping Report, which was published in December 2004 and is available on the proj-
ect’s website at: http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/diablocanyon/toc-scoping.htm.  
A summary of the Scoping Report and of the comments received is also included in Section 
I.1.4 (p. I-2) of the Draft EIR. 

The description of the project, as proposed by PG&E, and much of the setting information 
was drawn from PG&E’s Application and Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA); 
however, staff site reconnaissance and research confirmed all baseline information included 
in the Draft EIR.  The significance criteria, impact analyses, mitigation measures, and com-
parison of alternatives for each issue area included in the Draft EIR were developed and 
evaluated independently and objectively by the CPUC and the EIR Team.  The evaluation 
of the No Project Alternative is not limited to the six pages referred to by the commenter.  
Analyses of potential beneficial and adverse impacts of the No Project Alternative are pro-
vided for each of the environmental issues areas that were evaluated in the Draft EIR.  The 
relative impacts and benefits of the No Project Alternative are further evaluated in Section 
E (Comparison of Alternatives) of the Draft EIR. 

CC5-13 Please refer to Response to CC5-21 regarding the evaluation of alternative energy 
technologies in this EIR. 

CC5-14 Please refer to Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal).  As indicated in the Draft EIR, 
PG&E has not made a decision to apply for a renewal of the licenses for either unit.  There-
fore, it is not known whether license renewal will occur and whether the units will operate 
beyond 2021 and 2025.  The Draft EIR acknowledges that replacement of the steam gene-
rators would remove one limitation to license renewal, but license renewal and plant opera-
tion beyond the current license expiration dates are not foreseeable consequences of the Pro-
posed Project under the legal standards for making that determination under CEQA.  The 
impacts of plant operation beyond the current license expiration dates will be evaluated if 
and when PG&E submits a license renewal application to the NRC.  Please also see Master 
Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction). 

CC5-15 The No Project Alternative is adequately described in Section C.6 and analyzed throughout 
Section D of the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline) and Responses 
CC5-8 and CC5-9. 

Documents prepared under CEQA are not intended to issue an opinion on the approval or 
denial of a Proposed Project.  According to CEQA Guidelines Section 15002, an EIR is an 
informational document that is to provide governmental decision-makers and the general 
public with information about the potential environmental effects of a Proposed Project, to 
identify ways to minimize potential environmental effects, to prevent significant environ-
mental damage by requiring changes to a project through the use of alternatives or mitiga-
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tion measures when the governmental agency finds the changes to be feasible, and to dis-
close to the public the reasons why a governmental agency approved the project if signifi-
cant environmental effects are involved.  Upon certification, this EIR will be used by the 
CPUC in considering whether or not to approve the Project as proposed or an alternative. 

CC5-16 The purpose of this EIR is to evaluate potential impacts of the proposed Steam Generator 
Replacement Project.  In the case of the Visual Resources issue area, the EIR evaluated the 
potential for project-related actions to result in significant short- and long-term changes to 
existing visual conditions that exist at the project site and in other areas that may be affected 
by the Proposed Project (e.g., offloading areas).  The only long-term physical changes to 
the existing visual conditions that would occur as a result of the Proposed Project would be 
from the development of the OSG Storage Facility.  As required by CEQA Guidelines Sec-
tion 15126.2, the examination of potential visual resource impacts has been limited to 
changes in the existing physical conditions in the affected areas as they existed at the time 
the Notice of Preparation was published.  Accordingly, the potential visual impacts of the 
OSG Storage Facility have been evaluated in terms of its existing environmental setting, or 
“baseline” conditions.  Responses 5-1 through 5-3 below also provide more information on 
further visual compromise and possible effects to future viewers. 

CC5-17 The Draft EIR listed seven off-normal and 17 accident scenarios associated with the recently 
approved ISFSI in the discussion of baseline conditions at the DCPP.  The Draft EIR did 
not rely solely on the PG&E ISFSI Safety Analysis Report, but incorporated findings from 
the ISFSI EIR and the NRC ISFSI NEPA review.  As noted in the EIR, “Hazards associ-
ated with spent fuel pool fires and dry storage facilities have been evaluated by Sandia 
National Laboratory (1979), the NRC (2001), the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI, 
2002) and others (Alvarez et al., 2003).  These studies were summarized in the DCPP ISFSI 
EIR (SLO County, 2004).”  Since spent fuel storage represents a baseline condition (i.e., it 
already exists regardless of the outcome of the Proposed Project), the findings of the San 
Luis Obispo County 2004 ISFSI EIR were incorporated by reference.  The Draft EIR for 
the steam generator replacement project provided a summary of baseline system safety con-
ditions for information and “full disclosure” purposes.  The CPUC and this EIR, however, 
have no jurisdiction over the management of radioactive material at the project site.  Please 
refer to Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction). 

The Draft EIR reference to NRC Generic Letter 81-38 was part of an overall discussion of 
the regulations that cover the onsite storage and disposal of low-level radioactive waste.  The 
fact that the NRC has eliminated, in its guidance, any language that the 5-year term is a 
limit beyond which storage would not be allowed, is a simple statement of fact.  Any poten-
tial impact associated with the NRC’s change in guidance is beyond the scope of this EIR.  
The remainder of the Draft EIR discussion of low-level waste makes no finding as to the 
significance or acceptability of the NRC’s guidance.  The Proposed Project allows opera-
tion of the DCPP through its current license term and waste storage on the project site has 
already been evaluated and approved by the NRC through that time period.  Waste storage 
issues beyond 2021-2025 would be subject to the sole jurisdiction and review of the NRC in 
the event of relicensing. 

CC5-18 Draft EIR Section D.12 (System and Transportation Safety) indicates that “there are a wide 
variety of potential releases that could occur from the DCPP facilities . . . .”  In response 
to the potential for a release of radiation, the DCPP has developed an Emergency Response 
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Plan and has identified Emergency Response Zones.  If a radiation-related hazard were to 
develop at the project site as a result of the Proposed Project, previously prepared emer-
gency response plans would be implemented.  Please also refer to Response PG-195. 

CC5-19 The exposure of existing DCPP facilities to known seismic hazards is one facet of the envi-
ronmental setting (as described in Section D.5.1.4).  Federal standards pertaining to the 
design of nuclear power plants to minimize potential geological and seismological impacts 
are under the jurisdiction of the NRC and are described in Section D.5.2 of the Draft EIR.  
Additional information regarding the jurisdiction of the NRC is provided in Master 
Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction).  A Proposed Project component that would increase struc-
tural development at the project site, thereby having the potential to result in an incremental 
increase in existing “baseline” seismic risk, is the development of the OSG Storage Facility.  
This Final EIR includes Mitigation Measure G-3a, which addresses how structural design 
of the OSG Storage Facility should be based on consideration of recent earthquake data, but 
as noted in Section D.1.2.5, the seismic safety of the remainder of the DCPP in its current 
design is within the jurisdiction of the NRC.  See also Master Response MR-1 (Baseline).  
Please also refer to Responses A-2, CC3-4, and PG-124. 

CC5-20 The Final EIR includes Mitigation Measure G-4a, which requires evaluation of slope stability 
for the OSG Storage Facility and requires selection of an alternative site if slope stabilizing 
measures cannot be developed.  Although the CPUC believes at least one of the sites would 
be feasible, if PG&E cannot develop remedial measures to protect the OSG Storage Facility 
for any of the sites, PG&E may be forced to alter the proposed location, and subsequent envi-
ronmental review could be necessary.  The need for supplemental CEQA review of project 
changes is described in Draft EIR Section H.2.1. 

CC5-21 Please refer to Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal).  The 
Draft EIR acknowledges that plant operations would cease if the steam generators are not 
replaced and appropriately describes the effects of this change in the analysis of the No 
Project Alternative.  The No Project Alternative is adequately and consistently discussed in 
Section C.6 (p. C-26) and Section D.1.2.3 (p. D.1-3) of the Draft EIR, as well as analyzed 
in each of the individual issue areas in Section D and in the Executive Summary of the 
Draft EIR.  Section ES.4.3 (p. ES-53) and E.3 (p. E-8) of the Draft EIR compare the No 
Project Alternative to the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  Based on this full evalua-
tion weighing all issue areas, the No Project Alternative was not found to be overall envi-
ronmentally superior to the Proposed Project nor the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  
The level of detail requested by the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility is not warranted in 
the Draft EIR.  It is not the purpose of this EIR, or its evaluation of alternatives to the Pro-
posed Project, to identify possible energy supply alternatives for California.  The commenter’s 
list of links and resources relating to alternative generation sources is noted.  Please also 
refer to Responses CC2-9 and PM2-4. 

CC5-22 It is not the purpose of this EIR, or its evaluation of alternatives to the Proposed Project, to 
identify possible energy supply alternatives for California.  The commenter’s recommenda-
tion to consult the Foundation for Taxpayer and Consumer Rights is noted. 

CC5-23 The No Project Alternative was appropriately analyzed in Section D of the Draft EIR.  As 
described in Master Response MR-1 (Baseline), the level of detail requested by the Alliance 
for Nuclear Responsibility is not warranted in the Draft EIR. 
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CC5-24 CEQA does not require an evaluation of a potential renewal of DCPP’s operating licenses 
because relicensing is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the Proposed Project.  
License renewal is not reasonably foreseeable because, as stated in Section D.1.2.2 of the 
Draft EIR, PG&E is still evaluating the feasibility of applying for a license renewal.  Attempt-
ing to complete an environmental review of a licensing project that would not be completed 
within the next 15 to 20 years would be speculative and require an extensive amount of “fore-
casting,” which is not required by CEQA.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15144 states that “An 
agency cannot be expected to predict the future course of governmental regulation or exactly 
what information scientific advances may ultimately reveal.”  Since relicensing of the power 
plant is not a reasonably foreseeable project, it is not a cumulative project that must be evalu-
ated by the EIR. 

The Draft EIR does, however, acknowledge that the Proposed Project may make the NRC 
license renewal process more likely and may provide an incentive for PG&E to apply for 
relicensing.  In addition, Section G presents a general discussion of the NRC license renewal 
process, as well as issues relevant to DCPP license renewal.  Please also see Master 
Response MR-2 (License Renewal). 

CC5-25 The CPUC believes the Draft EIR fully complies with the requirements of CEQA that 
pertain to the analysis of environmental impacts that may be caused by implementation of 
the Proposed Project.  Operation of DCPP Units 1 and 2 until September 2021 and April 
2025, respectively, and the environmental conditions resulting from the plant operations pur-
suant to those licenses are considered part of the environmental baseline.  Potential impacts 
of the proposed steam generator replacement project have been appropriately evaluated to 
determine if the project would have the potential to result in physical changes to existing 
environmental baseline conditions.  Section D.3.5.2 of the Draft EIR also identified that 
impacts associated with the No Project Alternative, including reasonable replacement gene-
ration and transmission facilities, which would result in the closure of the DCPP prior to 
the end of the current license periods, would result in some beneficial environmental impacts.  
The alternatives selected for evaluation in the Draft EIR were chosen according to criteria 
outlined in Section 15126.6(f) of the CEQA Guidelines and are adequate to promote informed 
decision-making related to the Proposed Project.  Some minor clarifications of information 
presented in the Draft EIR have been provided in the Final EIR.  However, none of the revi-
sions contained in the Final EIR constitute significant new information requiring recirculation 
of the Draft EIR. 

CC5-26 The DVD of the NOP Public Scoping Meeting held in San Luis Obispo on October 27, 2004 
(Alliance For Nuclear Responsibility, Exhibit 1) has been included in the administrative 
record of the Proposed Project. 
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