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Responses to Comment Set A 
Port San Luis Harbor District 
A-1 Please refer to Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal).  This EIR 

analyzes the potential impacts associated with PG&E’s Proposed Project as described in the 
Application (A.04-01-009) submitted to the CPUC on January 9, 2004. 

As described in Draft EIR Section G, PG&E has stated that it currently has no plans to 
apply to the NRC for renewal of the operating licenses at DCPP.  PG&E has taken a prelimi-
nary step towards gathering the information that would be needed to consider an NRC license 
renewal for DCPP.  Relicensing is only in the preliminary feasibility and planning stages at 
this time and thus not a reasonably foreseeable project.  Also, since relicensing does not 
increase the scope or nature of the impacts of the Proposed Project, impacts of such reli-
censing should not be evaluated in the EIR.  Even if relicensing were a reasonably fore-
seeable project, the general analysis of the impacts of possible relicensing included in 
Section G of the EIR complies with CEQA requirements. 

As discussed in Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal), the Draft EIR is not required to 
analyze license renewal.  However, the Draft EIR does generally identify and discuss the 
type of impacts that may occur should PG&E seek a license renewal.  In addition, Section 
G has been revised to include additional detailed information on the NRC license renewal 
process and the potential impacts that may result from the continuation of DCPP power 
plant operations after 2021 (Unit 1) and 2025 (Unit 2).  The impacts of power plant opera-
tions beyond the current license expiration dates will be evaluated if and when PG&E 
submits a license renewal application to the NRC. 

A-2 Please refer to Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal).  The 
Draft EIR fully analyzes both the short-term and long-term effects of steam generator replace-
ment, including analysis of the storage of the original steam generators and associated risks.  
Section D.12.3.4 of the Draft EIR provides details on the risks associated with storing 
original steam generators at DCPP.  These risks include the potential for radiation exposure 
during removal and transport due to residual contamination on the OSGs (Impact S-3); 
release of radioactive material due to damage to the OSG Storage Facility from an aircraft 
accident or a terrorist attack (Impacts S-4 and S-6, respectively); and compromise of the 
integrity of the OSG Storage Facility due to seismic activity (Impact S-5). 

A-3 The text has been changed in Table A-2 to incorporate the requirement of a land use permit 
and license to offload cargo, parking lot staging and road closures. 

A-4 The Draft EIR evaluates the potential impacts associated with transport activities between 
the southern California port and Port San Luis or the Intake Cove.  These potential impacts 
associated with transporting the steam generators to DCPP were evaluated throughout 
Section D of the Draft EIR, including Section D.3.3.2 (Biological Resources), Section 
D.8.3.2 (Land Use, Recreation, and Agriculture), and Section D.13.3.2 (Traffic and Cir-
culation), Section D.14.3.2 (Visual Resources).  For example, Impact B-3 evaluates the 
potential impacts to protected marine mammals from vessel traffic associated with trans-
porting the replacement steam generators to an offloading location near DCPP.  Transporta-
tion of cargo, namely the RSGs, would occur mainly outside the project area.  For 
example, emissions caused by importing RSGs from overseas and along the coast to Port 
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San Luis would occur largely offshore, outside the 3-nautical mile boundary of State waters 
and outside of the San Luis Obispo County air basin, where no California Ambient Air 
Quality Standards would apply.  Activities at the southern California port of entry would 
occur within the scope of routine port operations and would be part of the “baseline” condi-
tions for regular port operations (see also Draft EIR p. B-12).  These shipping and transport 
activities would not be unique to the Proposed Project. 

A-5 The Draft EIR contained an evaluation of potential impacts associated with barge traffic 
within Port San Luis Harbor District’s jurisdiction.  Specifically, Section D.12.3.2 evalu-
ated transportation safety issues associated with barge traffic within the Port, and Section 
D.3.3.2 evaluated potential impacts to marine biological resources.  Other issues evaluated 
within the Harbor District’s jurisdiction include air quality (in Section D.2.3.2), geologic 
resources (in Section D.5.3.2), hazardous materials (in Section D.6.3.2), land use and rec-
reation (in Section D.8.3.2), traffic (in Section D.13.3.2), and visual resources (in Section 
D.14.3.2). 

Table A-2 in Section A.6 (page A-14) specifies that the Applicant would require a license 
and land use permit from the Port San Luis Harbor District for loading and staging activ-
ities at the Port.  The Port San Luis Harbor District Master Plan discussion in Section 
D.8.2 has been revised to show that the most recent revisions to the Master Plan were 
approved in 2004.  This discussion has also been revised to refer the reader to the 
discussion of permits and licenses for the Proposed Project required under the San Luis Bay 
Coastal Area Plan. 

A-6 Port San Luis has concerns about how the EIR addressed potential impacts associated with 
relocating resident vessels during RSG transport and offloading in Port San Luis.  This 
issue was addressed in Section B.8.3.2 of the Final EIR.  The text states that “while vessels 
moored along the barge route may be temporarily relocated within the Harbor, such reloca-
tion efforts would not substantially affect vessels’ use of the harbor.”  Overall the potential 
impacts of relocating certain moored vessels were found to be less than significant because 
the relocation would be temporary (two to four days).  Also it is anticipated that all vessels 
would be relocated within the Harbor and would be accessible to their owners via their 
personal skiffs or the existing water taxi service.  As stated in the Port San Luis Harbor 
District Master Plan (2003), Harford Pier has six hoists (four public and two private) 
located along the length of the Pier to facilitate skiff access. 

It is noted that the Port San Luis Harbor District may require PG&E to accept responsi-
bility, including cost, for relocating resident vessels.  This requirement would be part of a 
separate licensing and permitting process that PG&E and Port San Luis Harbor District 
would conduct prior to the start of the Proposed Project.  A Harbor District license would 
include all provisions required for offloading and staging activities at Port San Luis.  Please 
see Section D.8.2 under Port San Luis Harbor District Master Plan and San Luis Bay Coastal 
Area Plan for more information of required permits and licenses. 

It is noted that the commenter would prefer that PG&E use two smaller barges, rather than 
one large barge, to transport the RSGs into Port San Luis in order to reduce the possibility 
of having to relocate any vessels. 
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A-7 The commenter’s statement is noted.  The change is reflected in Section B.3.1.2 of the 
Final EIR. 

A-8 The commenter’s statement regarding the need of a storage license under the Harbor 
District’s Code of Ordinances is noted.  If the project is approved, PG&E would be 
required to coordinate and obtain permits with the affected jurisdictions, including the Port 
San Luis Harbor District, as appropriate.  Table A-2 on page A-14 of the Draft EIR presents 
a comprehensive list of permits that may be required for the Proposed Project.  Port San 
Luis Harbor District has been added to Table A-2 in the Final EIR. 

The second portion of the comment states that storage placed in the Harford Landing area 
would affect the limited space in the area.  It is not anticipated that the project personnel 
would cause significant impacts to the parking capacity at the Port.  The Applicant-pro-
posed measures include use of car- and vanpooling.  Mitigation Measure A-1a requires car 
pool occupancy of 2 for all project components, thus the estimated 30 workers would com-
mute to the Port in 15 vehicles.  Mitigation Measure L-2a requires offloading to be sched-
uled outside of peak use of the Port.  This measure also requires the Applicant to coordinate 
with the Port on the specific unloading time.  Mitigation Measure V-1a requires the Applicant 
to unload during November to April, which is outside of the peak tourist period, or requires 
the unloading to be conducted during week days if it has to be conducted during the May-
October time frame.  Because of the above-noted measures, significant impacts to parking 
at the Port are not anticipated. 

The Applicant is required to obtain a permit from the Port for the unloading of the RSGs 
and transport operations on the Port’s property.  The Port can specify parking restrictions if 
it deems necessary. 

A-9 The RSG Offloading Alternative would offload the replacement steam generators at the 
Intake Cove, which the commenter names Diablo Cove.  Although there is a narrow 
entrance to the cove, this alternative is technically feasible.  Mitigation Measure S-1a has 
been revised in the Final EIR to addresses the hazards of wind and swell conditions and the 
need for establishing procedures for adverse weather if RSG delivery occurs at Port San 
Luis.  This would apply to both of the two offloading options discussed in Section B.3.1.2 
of the EIR.  If the RSG Offloading Alternative at the Intake Cove is chosen, the barges may 
also seek shelter behind Point San Luis, but not in the mooring area of the Port San Luis 
Harbor District.  PG&E would be required to develop a barge navigational safety plan to 
minimize the impact on existing Port operations.  It should be noted that the reference to 
“direct transport to DCPP facility” in this instance represents avoiding temporary storage 
and staging of the RSGs at Port San Luis in the parking lot.  Under this option, RSGs 
would be held on the barge and offloaded and immediately transported to the DCPP from 
Port San Luis, minimizing impacts to Port vehicle traffic and parking. 

A-10 The comment regarding the description of the actual offloading site is noted.  The requested 
change has been made and is reflected in Section B.3.1.2 in the Final EIR. 

A-11 Comment noted.  Please refer to Section B.3.1.2 of the Draft EIR for details on using 
smaller barges.  The Draft EIR states that it is possible that the contractor would use two 
small barges (each containing two steam generators) to transport the steam generators for each 
unit rather than one large barge (containing all four steam generators). 
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A-12 Impact T-1 remains less than significant (Class III).  Damage to the Port’s parking lot pavement 
is unlikely but certainly could occur due to an accident (e.g., dropping of a heavy piece of 
machinery) or if the pavement is in poor condition already.  PG&E has identified a number 
of measures to reduce the potential for impacting roadways in the project area, including 
mats and steel plates (see Draft EIR p. B-39).  Although the impact of potential damage 
would not be significant with the PG&E measures, Mitigation Measure T-1a has been 
added to the Final EIR to clarify the procedures that PG&E should follow to further reduce 
any potential issues associated with Impact T-1.  The measure accounts for mitigation of 
any damage to the pavement in Port San Luis by stating that the Applicant shall pay for any 
necessary repairs of any significant damage to pavement (e.g., road or parking lots) that 
results from the transportation of the RSGs. 

A-13 The comment regarding the barge landing is noted.  The offloading location has been changed 
from Fisherman’s beach to just south of the mobile hoist pier (between the mobile hoist and 
Harford pier).  Section B.3.1.2 and Figure B-11 of the Final EIR reflect the change and depict the 
new offloading location. 

A-14 Please see Response A-8. 

A-15 Per the Supplemental Response of Pacific Gas and Electric Company to June 16, 2005 and 
June 22, 2005 Data Requests, either PG&E's transportation contractor or PG&E would hire 
an offsite contractor to provide additional security for the Proposed Project at Port San 
Luis.  This additional security would consist of approximately two people and one or two 
passenger vehicles on a 24-hour basis. 

A-16 The barge that would deliver the RSGs would originate and be ballasted in California using 
California seawater, most likely from the Port of Los Angeles/Long Beach complex.  Therefore, 
ballast water would originate in California waters and no foreign ballast water would be 
brought into the San Luis Obispo Bay or the Intake Cove, and additional monitoring of 
ballast water would not be necessary. 

A-17 The commenter’s request to delete the words “to the extent practicable” in Section B.6 of the 
Draft EIR is noted; however, because the Draft EIR considers the possibility that offloading 
may occur during tourist season or on weekends, it is not necessary to delete the phrase.  
We concur that the tourist season is from May through October, and these changes are 
made throughout the Final EIR.  The Applicant’s PEA states that the RSGs would be 
offloading between September and November 2007 (for Unit 2) and September through 
November 2008 (for Unit 1).  The PG&E Data Request Response dated July 1, 2005 states 
that the RSG delivery and offloading activities must occur during the months of September 
and October because (1) delaying delivery would negatively impact the project schedule, 
and (2) ocean transport of the RSGs must be completed prior to the winter months, 
beginning in November, so as to avoid storms and heavy seas.  The Draft EIR, in Mitigation 
Measures L-2a (Avoid peak recreational usage), V-1a (Offloading and transport activities 
during off-season time periods), and T-2a (Avoid travel during peak season on Avila Beach 
Drive and other local surface roads), requires that RSG offloading occur on weekdays and 
outside of the peak tourist season, which is May through October.  In order to mitigate the 
potential safety impacts due to conducting offloading activities in November, during which 
stormy or winter weather is common, Mitigation Measures S-1a (Barge Navigational Safety 
Plan) would be required.  The Barge Navigational Safety Plan requires that hazardous wind 
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and swell conditions that would create safety hazards during barge transport within Port San 
Luis and during barge unloading be identified.  The Plan would also require the develop-
ment of written procedures to avoid barge transport and unloading during conditions that 
would increase the risk of barge collision or capsizing, and conditions that could contribute 
to an accident during barge unloading.  These measures adequately address potential 
impacts during tourist season or on weekends. 

A-18 Proper maintenance of the transportation equipment would be visually verified by CPUC 
monitors.  Visible plumes would be one possible indicator of inappropriate maintenance.  
The SLOAPCD would also have oversight because that agency would be involved in devel-
oping the diesel combustion emission control plan required by Mitigation Measure A-1b.  
SLOAPCD is a Responsible Agency for Mitigation Measure A-1b. 

A-19 The comment is noted.  Mitigation Measure V-1b has been added to the Final EIR under Impact 
V-1 in response to Port San Luis Harbor District’s concerns about nighttime lighting.  PG&E 
provided a measure that would reduce night lighting in the vicinity of Harford Pier and San 
Luis Obispo (Draft EIR p. B-39).  However, the addition of Mitigation Measure V-1b provides 
further guidance and procedures for reducing potential impacts associated with night lighting 
near Harford Pier. 

A-20 This Final EIR includes a revision to Mitigation Measure H-2a that clarifies the need for a 
license and policy or bond for clean-up or damages. 

A-21 PG&E has previously offloaded other heavy equipment, including reactor vessels, main 
bank transformers, main electrical generators, and other equipment of similar or larger size 
than the RSGs, from barges in the same Port San Luis location.  Therefore, it is not 
anticipated that any issues would arise from offloading activities in the Port San Luis area, 
and it is not necessary to perform underwater surveys well in advance of the start of the 
Proposed Project.  However, PG&E’s PEA provides that an underwater survey would be 
performed by a diver at the time of offloading to ensure that there are no objects that could 
potentially damage the hull of the barge, and to ensure that the barge would not impact any 
sensitive marine life.  Underwater surveys would not need to be conducted at an earlier 
time. 

In addition, as stated in Section D.3.3.2 in the Draft EIR, the damage to the marine inver-
tebrate community from physical disturbance of habitat would be adverse but not significant 
for three reasons.  First, the beach area impacted by habitat disturbance will be limited to 
the region surrounding the barge offloading area.  Second, the number and biomass of 
invertebrate organisms lost would be comparatively low and represent only a few species, 
which are not considered rare or endangered.  Third, these organisms and invertebrate com-
munity would fully recover within a few months after the completion of the project.  
Therefore, potential impacts are considered adverse but less than significant, and no mitiga-
tion is necessary.  No additional underwater surveys would be necessary. 

A-22 The Applicant would be required to obtain a license and land use permit from the Port San 
Luis to conduct its operations to unload and transport the RSGs on the Port’s property.  The 
Draft EIR considers that there could be instances of economic loss to the Port San Luis 
including that of the temporary parking space loss, such as damages to mooring facilities, 
damage due to unloading of the RSGs, damage to other facilities within the Port’s jurisdic-
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tion, etc.  It is assumed that mitigation or compensation of any such economic losses is 
handled through the local permitting process, insurance, etc.  Mitigation Measure V-1a 
would limit offloading activities to the times of least impact to the Port and lessees, and the 
Project Description (Draft EIR p. B-16) notes that direct transport from the barge to DCPP 
could occur as an option for minimizing the parking loss.  In addition, the loss of parking is 
not an environmental impact per se, unless it results in secondary air quality or traffic 
impacts.  Please also see Responses A-8 and A-17 in regard to the mitigations restricting 
the time of unloading outside of the peak tourist period. 

A-23 Comment noted.  CEQA does not address cost evaluation of the Proposed Project, alternatives, 
or mitigation measures.  Generally, cost of the project is addressed by the CPUC in the 
General Proceeding for the DCPP project.  With respect to implementation of specific miti-
gation measures, the Draft EIR assumes costs are assumed by the project Applicant unless 
other agreements are reached between the Applicant and local or other entities. 

A-24 The pre-project inspection and report would occur as part of the load path analysis that 
would be conducted by PG&E in addition to the monitoring for erosion and sediment pro-
posed by PG&E (Section B.6 of the Draft EIR), Mitigation Measure G-1a would require 
PG&E to ensure that no areas previously undermined by erosion are overloaded.  This will 
be conducted by reviewing existing geotechnical reports to establish that the load-bearing 
capacity of soils and geologic features at the offloading area and along the transport route 
would support the loads of the RSGs and transporter.  If the information in these studies is 
not sufficient, new studies would be completed not less than ten months prior to 
commencement of the Proposed Project.  The reports would identify all unstable portions of 
the transport route, and develop plans for any necessary road improvements that would 
ensure ground stability of roads and that there would be no additional environmental impacts.  
The reports would be completed not less than six months prior to the start of the project, 
and all road improvements would be completed at least 60 days prior to the scheduled start 
of the transportation activities.  Please also see Comment PG-128, which provides more 
information on how PG&E's transport contractors would study the entire load path prior to 
shipment.  These three steps should ensure that the transport, which would be exclusively on 
paved areas (Section B.3.1.3 of the Draft EIR), would not adversely affect drainages.  In the 
Final EIR, the Harbor District has been added as a responsible agency in the Mitigation 
Monitoring Program for Mitigation Measure G-1a. 

A-25 As described in Section C.4.2, PG&E will be required to evaluate the risk of using the Intake 
Cove Offloading Alternative to verify that DCPP operations would not be adversely affected.  
PG&E would also be required to prepare site-specific procedures for barge movement and 
RSG offloading in the Intake Cove.  PG&E regularly monitors and forecasts weather and 
oceanographic conditions as part of its normal operations and should have little difficulty in 
scheduling barge transport and offloading during calm weather conditions.  Thus, it is unlikely 
that a bad weather scenario may move barges to Port San Luis.  However, in order to plan 
for a possible bad weather event, PG&E should implement Mitigation Measure S-1a to pro-
vide for a contingency in the event that Port facilities need to be used for shelter or as a 
backup offloading site.  Please also see Response A-9. 

A-26 Even though Mitigation Measures L-2a (Avoid peak recreational usage) and V-1a (Offload-
ing and transport activities during off-season time periods) require that RSG offloading occurs 
outside of the May through October peak tourist season, Mitigation Measure S-1a (Barge 
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Navigational Safety Plan) would mitigate the potential safety impacts that could occur due 
to offloading during the winter (most likely November) when stormy weather is more com-
mon.  The Barge Navigational Safety Plan required under Mitigation Measure S-1a, includes 
a provision to identify hazardous wind and swell conditions that would create safety hazards 
during barge transport within Port San Luis and during barge unloading.  In addition, the Plan 
requires the Applicant to develop written procedures to avoid barge transport and unloading 
during conditions that would increase the risk of barge collision or capsizing, and conditions 
that could contribute to an accident during barge offloading.  As a result, RSG deliveries 
would be scheduled to minimize potential increased risk associated with severe weather or 
wave conditions. 

A-27 Please see Response PG-66.  Comment PG-66 and its response note that PG&E is willing 
to provide a marine biologist for any offloading activities that occur at Port San Luis.  A 
text modification will be added to Section B.6 of the Final EIR to indicate that PG&E will 
also provide a marine biologist at Port San Luis if the Proposed Project is selected.  Also as 
described in the Mitigation Measure B-3a, under Section D.3.3.2 of the Draft EIR, PG&E 
would provide a minimum of two marine mammal observers on all support vessels during 
the spring and fall gray whale migration periods and during periods/seasons having high con-
centrations of marine mammals in the project area.  This would include the time at which 
the offloading would take place.  As described in Section B.3.1.1 of the Draft EIR, shipment 
of Unit 2 is expected to occur between September and November of 2007, while shipment 
for Unit 1 would occur between September and November of 2008.  See Response A-17 for 
details on offloading schedules at Port San Luis. 

A-28 As noted in the Final Response (dated May 28, 2004) to the CPUC Deficiency Notice, the 
Port San Luis Harbor District was contacted by the project Applicant (PG&E) and a meeting 
was held on April 1, 2004.  Scott Maze and Pat Kelly from PG&E, and Loch Dreizler from 
the Port San Luis Harbor District attended the meeting. 

In addition, the CPUC met with a number of local agencies on September 9, 2004 regard-
ing the Proposed Project.  Jay Elder from Port San Luis attended the meeting.  The meeting 
was an informational meeting where agencies could express their concerns and ask ques-
tions about the Proposed Project.  Port San Luis Harbor District had concerns regarding the 
permitting and licensing process for offloading the RSGs at Port San Luis.  These concerns 
were addressed in the Draft EIR in Section D.8.2. 

A-29 Please refer to Response A-11. 

A-30 Please refer to Responses A-10 and A-28. 

A-31 The Draft EIR acknowledges that heavy transport loads and equipment would add an 
unusual load to the roads along the RSG transport route, including the Harford Landing 
Area and the roadway to Diablo Canyon Road, within the Harbor District property.  In 
Section B.6 of the Draft EIR, PG&E identified informal measures that could protect and 
prevent damage to the pavement of the parking lot and roadway at Port San Luis.  These mea-
sures include the placement of steel plates under the transporter to protect the underlying 
asphalt and soil, and the completion of a load path analysis to determine potentially unstable 
areas.  These precautions would eliminate the potential for a significant impact to occur, 
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and Section D.13.3.2 under Impact T-1 addresses the potential for damage to the roadway 
from transport activities and determines that damage is not anticipated. 

In order to ensure that the pavement at Port San Luis would not be damaged, or would be 
repaired if damage does occur, an additional measure, Mitigation Measure T-1a (Repair 
any damage to pavement from the transporter), has been suggested in the Final EIR.  The 
measure accounts for mitigation of any damage to the pavement in Port San Luis by stating 
that the Applicant shall pay for any necessary repairs of any significant damage to pavement 
(e.g., road or parking lots) that results from the transportation of the RSGs. 

In addition, Mitigation Measure G-1a, under Section D.5.3.2 of the Draft EIR, would 
reduce impacts of instabilities to less than significant levels.  Mitigation Measure G-1a would 
require PG&E/CPUC to review existing geotechnical reports not less than one year prior to 
schedule transport of the RSGs.  PG&E/CPUC would then determine if the existing reports 
provide sufficient information regarding the load-bearing capacity of soils and geologic 
features along the transport route to support the loads.  If new studies are necessary, they 
would have to be completed not less than ten months prior to commencement of the Pro-
posed Project. 

A-32 The comment’s description of the offloading area is correct.  The offloading location has 
been changed from Fisherman’s Beach to just south of the mobile hoist pier (between the 
mobile hoist and Harford pier).  Section B.3.1.2 and Figure B-5 of the Final EIR reflects 
the change and depicts the new offloading location. 

A-33 Please refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal). 

A-34 PG&E expects to require storage of some vehicles and equipment in the Port area, espe-
cially depending upon how the RSGs are transported from the barge (see Section B.3.1.2 of 
the Draft EIR).  This Final EIR includes revisions to Mitigation Measure T-3a to ensure 
that coordination of the trip reduction plan involves the Port San Luis Harbor District.  Spe-
cifically, the revisions establish an overall vehicle-trip limit that would provide reductions 
in emissions, require that San Luis Obispo County approve any offsite parking arrangements, 
require a shuttle available to all DCPP employees and incentives that would encourage its 
use, require that administrative measures be instituted to prevent project workers from park-
ing in local communities, and develop a public notification program that informs area resi-
dents of the traffic issues associated with the Proposed Project.  In addition, the trip reduction 
plan must be developed in coordination with and approved by San Luis Obispo County and 
San Luis Harbor District. 

A-35 Please refer to Responses A-10, A-13, and A-32 above. 

A-36 Appendix 2 of the EIR contains detailed information on marine biological resources off-
shore of Port San Luis and Diablo Canyon.  Please refer to this appendix for specific infor-
mation for the project area.  Also, Table D.3-6 inherently included sea otters under the cat-
egory of marine mammals.  The following text has been added to the discussion of Impact 
B-3 in the EIR to clarify potential impacts to marine mammals and sea otters. 

“Marine mammals are present at both Port San Luis and the DCPP Intake Cove and 
are habituated to vessel traffic and human activity.  The area surrounding the mobile 
crane and Port Side Marine recreational boat launch is a hub of boating activity in 
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Port San Luis and results in a considerable volume of vessel traffic in the immediate 
vicinity of the RSG landing site.  Vessel traffic is also common in the Intake Cove as 
a result of the operation of the DCPP dive boats and kelp harvester.  Therefore, 
introducing a barge and tug boat into either area would not constitute a new impact 
to marine mammals. 

There is a greater potential to encounter and disturb marine mammals at the Intake 
Cove landing site because of the usage of areas within the Cove as a year-round 
harbor seal haul out site and the persistent presence of sea otters rafting in the kelp 
beds inside of the breakwater.  The presence of a barge and maneuvering vessels in 
the Intake Cove has the potential to result in a temporary displacement of otters 
from the Cove, however the displaced animals would more than likely move only a 
short distance to bull kelp located along the breakwater at the entrance of the Cove.  
The proposed marine mammal observer training and use of marine mammal 
observers (Mitigation Measure B-3a) are adequate mitigation measures to reduce 
the potential for impacts to marine mammals to less than significant levels.” 

A-37 An underwater cultural resources survey was not conducted.  Please refer to the 1977 
Underwater and On-land Culture Resource Survey, conducted by Environmental Research 
Archaeologists, as shown in Table D.4-1 of Draft EIR.  PG&E has previously offloaded 
other heavy equipment, including reactor vessels, main bank transformers, main electrical 
generators, and other equipment of similar or larger size than the RSGs, from barges in the 
same Port San Luis location.  Therefore, it is not anticipated that any issues would arise 
from offloading activities in the Port San Luis area.  Please also see Response A-21. 

A-38 This Final EIR includes a revision that states that the condition of paved areas in the Port 
San Luis Harbor District is unknown, and that Mitigation Measure G-1a applies to the off-
loading area, as well as the transport route. 

A-39 Sections D.6.3.2 and D.7.3.2 deal with the potential impact from a release of hazardous 
materials onshore and in the marine environment, including ocean water.  The risks identi-
fied include a potential hazardous materials release due to heavy equipment fuel, oil, or 
hydraulic line leak or rupture, or heavy equipment maintenance procedures.  Mitigation Mea-
sures H-1a (Implement DCPP Spill Response Procedures), H-1b (Conduct Routine Inspec-
tions and Maintenance of Transporter), and H-2a (Properly Handle Maintenance Waste) 
address these impacts.  This Final EIR includes additional text that demonstrates that the 
marine environment is addressed.  The revisions also require that the Port San Luis Harbor 
District and the Central Coast RWQCB be notified and corrective actions taken if a spill 
occurs on Harbor District property or in ocean water.  In addition, storage of hazardous 
material on property outside of DCPP (e.g., Port San Luis Harbor District) shall be prohib-
ited unless a license from the property owner and an insurance policy or bond for clean-up 
are obtained. 

A-40 The hazardous materials procedures and policies identified for the Proposed Project in the 
Draft EIR apply to all activities, regardless of property owner.  This Final EIR includes a 
clarification to Mitigation Measure H-1a that ensures immediate notification of the Port San 
Luis Harbor District personnel in the event of a spill.  This Final EIR also includes revisions 
to Mitigation Measures N-1a and N-1b to improve coordination with the Harbor District. 
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A-41 There is a possibility that small quantities of hazardous materials may be located on Harbor 
District property.  This Final EIR includes a revision to Mitigation Measure H-2a that clari-
fies the need for a license and policy or bond for clean-up. 

A-42 Impact W-1 of the Draft EIR evaluates the potential impacts to the marine environment 
from an accidental spill of contaminants from offloading and transport equipment.  Although 
this would be an unlikely occurrence and spills would likely be of small quantities, Mitiga-
tion Measures H-1a (Implement DCPP Spill Response Procedures), H-1b (Conduct Routine 
Inspections and Maintenance of Transporter), and H-2a (Properly Handle Maintenance 
Waste) proposed in Section D.6 would ensure that this impact remains less than significant 
(Class II).  It should be noted that this Final EIR includes revisions to Mitigation Measure 
H-1a to clarify that the measure applies to spills in the marine environment and that DCPP 
procedures, such as the DCPP Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan, must be 
followed. 

A-43 The spill response procedures for DCPP and all Proposed Project activities are outlined in 
the DCPP Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan (DCPP, 2001), which was 
reviewed by the EIR preparers.  See Section D.6.2 for a description of the DCPP Spill Pre-
vention Control and Countermeasure Plan.  As described in Section D.6.3, a copy of the 
DCPP Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan shall remain with the contractor 
at all times.  In addition, all appropriate personnel will be trained on location-specific envi-
ronmental concerns and appropriate work practices, including spill prevention and response 
measures, as well as site-specific physical conditions to lessen the impact of potential spills. 

Mitigation Measure H-1a has been modified to require PG&E to coordinate with the Harbor 
District on plans and procedures for spill response.  This requirement is in addition to the 
requirements described in the DCPP Spill Prevention Control and Countermeasure Plan.  
Please also see Response A-42. 

A-44 In the bullet list located in Section D.8.1, Land Use, bullets 2 and 5 have been revised to 
read: 

• “The Port San Luis Trailer Park for full-time and part-time residents; 

• Mobile homes for full-time and part-time residents, located approximately 1,200 feet 
east of the waterfront at Port San Luis; and” 

As discussed in EIR Section D.11, Socioeconomics, the project would not require the removal 
or relocation of any residential units or business uses, and no people or businesses would be 
displaced. 

A-45 Figures D.8-1 and D.8-3 have been modified, according to San Luis Obispo County’s San 
Luis Bay Planning Area (LCP) and the Port San Luis Master Plan, to show Harford Pier, 
Harford Landing, Harbor Terrace, Beach and Bluffs, and the Lighthouse at Port San Luis 
properties as public facilities. 

Figure D.8-4 has been modified to show Avila Beach, Avila Pier, and the Parking Lot as 
recreational facilities according to San Luis Obispo County’s San Luis Bay Planning Area 
(LCP) and Port San Luis Master Plan. 
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A-46 Please see Response A-5 regarding required licenses and permits under the San Luis Bay 
Coastal Area Plan. 

A-47 The second-to-last sentence in the consistency discussion for Chapter 2, Shoreline Access, 
Policy 1: Protection of Existing Access in Section D.8.2 has been replaced with the following: 

“Although Port San Luis is a public point of access, offloading of the RSGs at this 
location would be a maritime use consistent with the use and legislative grant of the 
Port.  Project activities during offloading may temporarily disrupt access to or within 
the Port.  Due to the short-term and temporary nature of these activities, however, 
these disruptions would not substantially interfere with public access.” 

A-48 Section D.13, Traffic and Circulation, of the Draft EIR fully addresses potential access 
impacts and includes mitigation that reduce potentially significant impacts to less than sig-
nificant levels.  Revisions in the Final EIR clarify that parking within the Harbor District 
would be prohibited and employees would need to use shuttles, as in Mitigation Measure 
T-3a (Develop a trip reduction program).  Impacts L-1 (Transport would disrupt an estab-
lished land use) and L-2 (Transport would disrupt recreational activities) both address 
shoreline access.  Impact L-1, in Section D.8.3.2 of the Draft EIR, states that offloading 
activities for the Proposed Project would transport RSGs across or adjacent to public facili-
ties, recreation, and agriculture.  Due to the temporary nature (two to four days) of these 
activities it is anticipated that RSG transport activities would have a less than significant 
impact to established land uses.  Impact L-2 does acknowledge that RSG offloading activ-
ities could temporarily preclude some recreational activities, and this would be considered 
potentially significant (Class II).  However, Impact L-2 would be reduced to less than sig-
nificant levels with the implementation of Mitigation Measures N-1a (Provide advance notice 
of transport), and L-2a (Avoid peak recreational usage). 

A-49 CEQA Guidelines Article 9 Section 15126.2 discusses “Consideration and Discussion of 
Significant Environmental Impacts” and states that in analyzing the direct and indirect effects 
of a project: 

The discussion should include relevant specifics of the area, the resources involved, 
physical changes, alterations to ecological systems, and changes induced in popula-
tion distribution, population concentration, the human use of the land (including 
commercial and residential development), health and safety problems caused by the 
physical changes, and other aspects of the resource base such as water, historical 
resources, scenic quality, and public services. 

CEQA Guidelines Article 9 Section 15131(a), which considers “Economic and Social 
Effects,” states, “Economic or social effects of a project shall not be treated as significant 
effects on the environment . . . .  The focus of the analysis shall be on the physical changes.”  
Sections 15131(b) and 15131(c) also discuss how economic and social effects may be used 
to determine the significance of physical changes and how economic, social, and housing 
factors shall be considered in determining the feasibility of a project or how the project's 
impacts may be reduced or avoided. 

Impacts to Harbor District land uses and businesses are addressed jointly as part of the 
Socioeconomics analysis in the Draft EIR as specified by the CEQA Guidelines.  The 
Population and Housing Displacement subsection of Section D.11.3.2, Replacement Steam 
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Generator Transport, references a discussion of potential disruptions to recreation or 
tourism in Section D.8, Land Use and Recreation.  The paragraph in the Population and 
Housing Displacement discussion under Section D.11.3.2 has been revised to clarify that 
impacts to land uses and businesses would be mitigated to less than significant levels.  
Please also see Response A-48. 

A-50 Please see Responses A-48 and A-49 regarding the analysis of road and parking lot closures 
and the consideration and analysis of social and economic impacts to Port tenants. 

A-51 This Final EIR includes revisions to Mitigation Measures N-1a and N-1b, which would pro-
vide a liaison for the Harbor District, to include notification and meetings with Harbor 
District tenants before each phase of RSG delivery. 

A-52 See Response A-51. 

A-53 As analyzed in Draft EIR Section D.8.3.2, Replacement Steam Generator Transport, Impacts 
L-1 and L-2, impacts associated with coastal access would be short-term and temporary, 
lasting two to four days.  It is not expected that Proposed Project activities would substan-
tially disrupt coastal access in a manner that would result in significant impacts.  Although 
impacts to recreational facilities would be considered significant, implementation of Mitiga-
tion Measures N-1a (Provide advance notice of transport), L-2a (Avoid peak recreational 
usage), and L-2b (Schedule Pecho Coast Trail hikes around RSG transport) would reduce 
impacts to less than significant levels.  Please see also Master Responses MR-2 (License 
Renewal) and MR-3 (Jurisdiction) for information on State authority regarding plant opera-
tions beyond the lease period and license renewal. 

A-54 Section D.8.2 has been revised to indicate that the policies of Chapter 3 (Priorities and 
Policies) of the Port San Luis Harbor District Master Plan have been incorporated into the 
San Luis Bay Coastal Area Plan, and as such, are discussed under the policies for the San 
Luis Bay Coastal Area Plan in Section D.8.2 of the Draft EIR.  The Draft EIR addresses 
two Port San Luis policies under the San Luis Bay Coastal Area Plan; these are Lighthouse 
Point Goals and Policies and Open Water Area.  The Proposed Project would not conflict 
with managed public access and use of the Pecho Coast Trail and the Port San Luis Light-
house.  Any temporary impacts to the trail during RSG transport activities would be less 
than significant after implementation of Mitigation Measure L-2b (Schedule Pecho Coast Trail 
hikes around RSG transport).  It would also not be inconsistent with the Harbor District 
Master Plan to allow mooring and anchoring of commercial and governmental vessels, subject 
to a case-by-case Harbor District regulation.  Therefore, with Harbor District approval, the 
Proposed Project would be consistent with this policy.  The inclusion of this data does not 
change the outcome of the impact assessment in Section D.8. 

A-55 Please see Response A-48 regarding the analysis of parking and traffic impacts. 

A-56 Mitigation Measure S-1a (Barge Navigational Safety Plan) would require PG&E to provide 
facilities or funding for temporary relocation of vessels to reduce the hardship on vessel 
owners.  Also, as analyzed in Draft EIR Section D.8.3.2, Replacement Steam Generator Trans-
port, Impact L-1, the short-term and temporary nature of Proposed Project activities, lasting 
two to four days, would be considered a less than significant impact with regard to vessels' use 
of the harbor.  However, Mitigation Measures N-1a (Provide advance notice of offloading 
and transport) and N-1b (Provide liaison for nuisance complaints) will provide advance noti-
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fication to Harbor District tenants of the offloading activities, and will require that PG&E 
hold a meeting for Harbor District tenants between two and four weeks prior to offloading the 
RSGs.  In addition, PG&E will provide a liaison to address any complaints due to offloading 
activities. 

A-57 As defined in Mitigation Measure L-2a, PG&E shall not schedule RSG offloading during 
times of peak recreational usage of Port San Luis (as defined by and coordinated with the 
Port San Luis Harbor District).  Per this mitigation measure, PG&E is required to coordi-
nate the offloading activities with the Port San Luis Harbor District to minimize recreation 
impacts.  With coordination between PG&E and the Port San Luis Harbor District, it will be 
possible to develop a feasible schedule such that compensation to recreation users should not 
be necessary. 

A-58 Please see Response A-57 regarding the scheduling of RSG offloading activities outside of 
peak recreational usage periods. 

A-59 The Final EIR includes revisions to Section D.10.1, Environmental Setting for the Proposed 
Project, that clarifies and expands the discussion of the Port facilities as they exist.  As the 
proponent of the Proposed Project, PG&E or its contractors would be fully responsible for 
providing all oversight of the offloading work so that it does not unnecessarily involve Harbor 
District employees or overstress Harbor District services.  The discussion in Impact U-3 (Project's 
utility and public service demands would exceed the capabilities of existing service pro-
viders) under Section D.10.3.2, Replacement Steam Generator Transport, has been modified 
in the Final EIR to clarify the involvement of Harbor District staff and demonstrate that the 
impacts on service demands, although adverse, would be less than significant. 

A-60 Mitigation Measure U-2a (Pre-position emergency responders during road blockages) has 
been revised to clarify that it applies to potential emergencies at the Harbor District, not 
only to emergencies at DCPP.  The mitigation has also been revised to include coordination 
with the Harbor District as well as County emergency service providers to determine the 
appropriate resources to be pre-positioned in case of an emergency. 

A-61 Modifications made to the text of the Draft EIR as described above for Response A-59 
address the public services provided by the Port San Luis Harbor District and the effects of 
the Proposed Project on the District.  As the Proposed Project is anticipated to result in less 
than significant impacts to the Port San Luis Harbor District, no mitigation measures are 
necessary. 

A-62 Please see Response A-49 regarding the consideration and analysis of social and economic 
effects.  It is anticipated that there will be no significant impacts to the commercial and 
sport fishing industry because the Proposed Project RSG offloading activities would be tem-
porary in nature (two to four days).  Implementation of Mitigation Measures N-1a (Provide 
advance notice of offloading and transport), N-1b (Provide liaison for nuisance complaints), 
and L-2a (Avoid peak recreational usage) would mitigate any potential impacts to these 
industries. 

A-63 Additional information has been added to Section D.12 to address wind and wave condi-
tions that could adversely affect barge navigational safety.  Mitigation Measure S-1a requires 
PG&E to submit a Barge Navigational Safety Plan to Port San Luis.  This measure has been 
modified to require identification of wind and wave conditions that would increase the risk 



DCPP Steam Generator Replacement Project 
COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM PUBLIC AGENCIES 

 

 
August 2005 61 Final EIR 

of barge collision or capsizing, and conditions that could contribute to an accident during 
barge unloading.  The measure requires the development of written procedures to avoid 
these hazardous conditions.  Similar to the whole Barge Navigational Safety Plan, these 
procedures would be approved by the CPUC and the San Luis Harbor District prior to RSG 
delivery and offloading. 

A-64 While there is a higher likelihood of adverse weather and wave conditions during the recrea-
tional off-season, there is still a high frequency of calm days that would facilitate safe barge 
transport and offloading within Port San Luis.  Mitigation Measure S-1a has been expanded 
to specifically require identification of adverse conditions and written procedures to avoid 
barge transport and offloading within Port San Luis during adverse conditions.  Since PG&E 
regularly monitors and forecasts weather and oceanographic conditions as part of its normal 
operations, there should be little difficulty in scheduling barge transport and offloading 
during calm weather conditions. 

A-65 Mitigation Measure S-1a has been clarified to address both project personnel and public 
safety.  Port San Luis has been identified as an agency responsible for approval of the Barge 
Navigational Safety Plan (Mitigation Measure S-1a). 

A-66 It is not anticipated that activities occurring during RSG offloading would pose such a safety 
risk that emergency medical personnel would need to be available onsite.  As long as access 
for emergency vehicles remains unhindered, impacts would be less than significant and 
would require no mitigation.  As described in Section D.10.3.2, Replacement Steam Gene-
rator Transport, access disruptions would be potentially significant, but would be reduced 
to a less than significant level with the implementation of Mitigation Measure U-2a (Pre-
position emergency responders during road blockages).  In a Data Request Response dated 
July 1, 2005, PG&E stated that an offsite contractor would be hired by either PG&E’s 
transportation contractor or PG&E itself to handle security at Port San Luis.  The contrac-
tor would be a local company and the security activities at the Port would likely require 
approximately two people and one or two passenger vehicles (standard truck or passenger 
car) on a 24-hour basis.  No additional mitigation is necessary at this time. 

A-67 Please refer to Responses A-10, A-13, and A-32 above.  Figure D.12-3 of the Final EIR 
reflects the change and depicts the new barge route. 

A-68 The likelihood of potential worker error would be minimized through NRC oversight of the 
steam generator installation and removal activities so that mechanical failure or human error 
would be unlikely.  To address potential accidental releases of non-radioactive hazardous 
materials, the EIR includes Mitigation Measures W-2a (A SWPPP Shall be Prepared for 
Construction Activities), H-1a (Implement DCPP Spill Response Procedures) and H-2a 
(Properly Handle Maintenance Waste).  No conditions were identified that would result in 
the release of hazardous materials or pose a threat to worker or public safety during 
installation and removal of the steam generators.  Additionally, as noted in the Draft EIR, 
all nuclear fuel will be removed from the reactors prior to steam generator removal and 
installation.  Therefore, there should be no nuclear or radiological risk to the public result-
ing from steam generator removal or installation. 

A-69 The EIR provided a comprehensive evaluation of potential risk of upset and radiological 
exposure scenarios associated with the Proposed Project.  DCPP Units 1 and 2 have current 
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operating licenses until September 2021 and April 2025, respectively, and are considered 
part of the environmental baseline.  The operation of DCPP under these licenses is consid-
ered part of the environmental setting (i.e., the baseline), and is not subject to review as 
part of this EIR process.  However, under the discussion of the environmental setting, the 
EIR summarizes potential public risk and radiation exposure scenarios associated with the 
continued operation of the DCPP.  Please also see Master Responses MR-2 (License Renewal) 
and MR-3 (Jurisdiction).  Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction) describes the lack of CPUC 
authority to regulate potential radiation exposures to the public or mitigate impacts from oper-
ations regulated by the NRC. 

A-70 Deliveries of the RSGs would occur during non-peak tourist season as stated by the Appli-
cant and as required by Mitigation Measures L-2a and V-1a (please also see Response A-8).  
Equipment to support the unloading and transporting the RSGs would be delivered immedi-
ately before the deliveries of the RSGs to the Port.  Mitigation Measure T-2a would addi-
tionally require the development of an alternative project schedule that would restrict 
project-related personnel from traveling through the area during peak season.  Mitigation 
Measure T-3a would require workers to be shuttled where feasible and would prohibit 
workers from parking at the Harbor District.  Thus all impacts to traffic would be reduced 
to less than significant levels. 

A-71 The peak tourist season has been changed to May through October throughout the Final 
EIR. 

Please also see Response A-8.  Also, PG&E refers to various informal measures or activities 
within the Project Description of the Proposed Environmental Assessment, and the responses 
to the Proposed Project’s deficiency notice and data requests that may reduce potential envi-
ronmental impacts of the Proposed Project.  Some of the measures pertinent to the transporta-
tion discussion are as follows (please also see Section B.6 in the Project Description): 

“To the extent practicable, RSG offloading would be conducted during the weekdays before 
or after the busy summer tourist season.” 

“Some work activities would be performed during the non-peak tourist season and at 
night . . .” 

“Implementation of a carpool program.” 

“Implementation of public transit incentives.” 

“Delivery of construction materials during off-peak hours.” 

Mitigation Measure L-2a already requires the offloading of the RSGs to be conducted out-
side of the peak recreational use time.  Mitigation Measure V-1a also provides for reduction 
of activities during the peak tourist periods.  Mitigation Measure T-1a requires that PG&E 
be responsible for the repair and cost of damage to pavement at Port San Luis.  Adverse 
effects to recreational use of Port facilities would also be minimized by traffic control re-
quirements in Mitigation Measures T-2a (Avoid travel during peak season on Avila Beach 
Drive and other local surface roads) and T-3a (Develop a trip reduction program) Imple-
mentation of these measures will ensure that the Applicant will coordinate with Port San 
Luis to schedule the RSGs deliveries, and that the deliveries would be done during off-peak 
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time.  No further mitigation should be needed to limit the traffic to the Port San Luis area 
during the deliveries of the RSGs.  With the carpooling and small workforce (30 workers at 
maximum) for the delivery of the RSGs phase of the project, impacts to parking availability 
would not be significant. 

A-72 Please see Responses A-12 and A-71. 

A-73 Circulation Impact T-1 is considered less than significant due to the temporary nature of the 
impact (eight transporter trips, with a maximum of 30 workers at the Port), and the type of 
Applicant-proposed measures listed in Section B.6 of the Draft EIR, and the measures that 
are already identified in other sections.  The informal measures proposed by PG&E include 
conducting RSG offloading during the weekdays or at night after the busy summer tourist 
season, the use of mat, steel plates, and other ground reinforcing methods, and the imple-
mentation of several BMPs to mitigate potential traffic impacts.  Some measures identified 
in other sections include Mitigation Measures A-1a (Develop and implement a trip reduc-
tion plan), L-2a (Avoid peak recreational usage), V-1a (Offloading and transport activities 
during off-season time periods), as well as traffic Mitigation Measures T-1a (Repair any 
damage to pavement from the transporter), T-2a (Avoid travel during peak season on Avila 
Beach Drive and other local surface roads), and T-3a (Develop a trip reduction program).  
These measures would prohibit workers from parking in Harbor District lots and would 
require PG&E to establish a shuttle service to avoid traffic impacts to the community.  Please 
see Responses A-8, A-12, and A-71 for more information regarding these mitigation measures. 

A-74 Response A-71 states that the peak tourist season has been changed in the Final EIR to be 
May through October.  The first portion of the comment states that the November to April time 
period cited in Mitigation Measure V-1a is high swell/high wind season, and that tug or barge 
operations in that season are infeasible due to high risk.  Mitigation Measure V-1a allows for 
RSG offloading and transport to occur during the peak recreational season (May through 
October) if it is unavoidable due to potential health or safety issues regarding offloading or 
transport activities.  The measure also states if avoidance of peak season is infeasible, that 
these activities should occur during weekdays and be limited to the shortest feasible time.  
The potential safety impacts of offloading the RSGs during the non-peak tourist season 
would be mitigated by Mitigation Measures S-1a (Barge Navigational Safety Plan), which 
would require that hazardous weather and sea conditions be identified and procedures 
developed that would avoid RSG offloading during these conditions.  Please also see 
Response A-17. 

The Draft EIR notes that the RSGs and accompanying transport equipment represent very 
large scale industrial equipment that would be highly contrastive in form, scale and charac-
ter with the typical, largely recreation-oriented activities of the Port, and would be viewed at 
immediate foreground viewing distance over a period of up to four days.  Therefore, Port 
users, visitors and businesses in the immediate vicinity could be expected to experience some 
substantial, though temporary, level of disturbance if these activities occur during peak visitor 
hours.  Such disturbances warrant an effort to minimize impacts to the extent feasible.  If 
peak season operations are unavoidable for safety reasons, weekends would need to be 
avoided as stated in Mitigation Measure V-1a. 

A-75 The main issue associated with vessel and power plant safety during barge unloading at the 
Intake Cove is associated with risk of power plant interruption.  In the event of a barge 
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accident at the Intake Cove, increased turbidity could result in the need to decrease power 
plant load in a manner similar to large swell events that cause foreign matter to foul the 
intake structure.  This is not considered an environmental or safety impact of the Proposed 
Project.  Section D.12.4.1 of the Final EIR includes revisions to address marine vessel 
safety of the Intake Cove offloading alternative. 

A-76 Please refer to Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal).  The Pro-
posed Project involves the replacement of existing components with new components of the 
same capability, size, and capacity.  Therefore, the operational capabilities of the plant would 
not change with the implementation of the Proposed Project.  The Draft EIR is only required 
to evaluate changes in the environment compared to current conditions. 

A-77 Please refer to Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal).  Additional 
information on typical impacts associated with renewal of licenses for nuclear power plants 
has been added to Section G.  However, the CPUC has no authority to impose mitigation 
for impacts related to license renewal (please refer to Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction). 

A-78 The commenter’s request is noted. 

A summary of the scoping comments can be found in Section I of the Draft EIR.  In addition, 
the Scoping Report is posted on the Project’s website at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/
info/aspen/diablocanyon/toc-scoping.htm. 
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Responses to Comment Set B 
CDF/San Luis County Fire Department 
B-1 The proposed Steam Generator Replacement Project does not increase the time period that 

the DCPP was originally licensed (i.e., DCPP Units 1 and 2 have current operating licenses 
until September 2021 and April 2025, respectively), but instead allows it to continue to 
operate to the end of the licensed period.  Therefore, DCPP operational emergency response 
and fire safety impacts would not be increased as a result of the Proposed Project. 

There is no nexus in the EIR to require implementation of mitigation measure “a”, which 
would modify a “No Flight Zone” to allow for an exemption for Fire Protection, Medical 
and Law Enforcement Agencies.  However, since this mitigation measure was never adopted 
for the ISFSI Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation (ISFSI) project, there is currently 
no prohibition for overflights by public safety personnel. 

There is no need to require mitigation measure “b” as proposed by the CDF/San Luis Obispo 
County Fire Department since the OSG Storage Facility fire hydrant requirement is required 
by law, as noted in the comment.  CEQA does not consider compliance with existing regu-
latory requirements to be mitigation. 

With regard to mitigation measure “c”, in a Data Request Response dated July 1, 2005, 
PG&E stated that PG&E will continue to implement the Wildlands Fuel Management Plan 
(dated February 1999) from 2005 and beyond.  The 5-year plan was a partnership involving 
PG&E’s onsite fire safety staff, the Land Stewardship Committee, and the California 
Department of Forestry and Fire Safety (“CDF”).  The plan was developed to implement 
new techniques and tools proposed for assessing fuel status in the watershed east of the two 
switch yards, and for developing program-area monitoring protocols.  These techniques and 
protocols have been refined during the implementation of the plan but the program remains 
essentially unchanged. 

The ISFSI project was a completely different project that consisted of different activities 
and potential impacts.  Therefore, it would not be appropriate to simply adopt mitigation 
measures recommended for the ISFSI project where analysis has not identified the same 
potential impacts for the Proposed Project.  In addition, the CPUC has no authority to im-
pose mitigation measures for plant safety and operations.  See also Master Response MR-3 
(Jurisdiction) for more information on the NRC’s jurisdiction.  These issues also apply to 
Responses B-2 through B-10. 

B-2 CDF/San Luis Obispo County Fire Department mitigation measure “d” would require addi-
tional Emergency Response and Planning for the existing DCPP operations.  DCPP Units 1 
and 2 have current operating licenses until September 2021 and April 2025, respectively, 
and are considered part of the environmental baseline.  The operation of DCPP under these 
licenses is considered part of the environmental setting (i.e., the baseline), and is not sub-
ject to review as part of this EIR process.  The Proposed Project would not directly increase 
the operating life of the DCPP and would not change DCPP operations in any manner that 
would impact fire protection or emergency response.  Therefore, there is no nexus under 
CEQA to require additional Emergency Response and Planning for the existing DCPP oper-
ations.  Please see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline). 
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B-3 Please see Response B-2 as it directly applies to implementation of CDF/San Luis Obispo 
County Fire Department mitigation measure ”e”. 

B-4 Please see Response B-2 as it directly applies to implementation of CDF/San Luis Obispo 
County Fire Department mitigation measure ”f”. 

B-5 Please see Response B-2 as it directly applies to implementation of CDF/San Luis Obispo 
County Fire Department mitigation measure ”g”. 

B-6 Please see Response B-2 as it directly applies to implementation of CDF/San Luis Obispo 
County Fire Department mitigation measure ”h”. 

B-7 Please see Response B-2 as it directly applies to implementation of CDF/San Luis Obispo 
County Fire Department mitigation measures “i, j, and k”. 

B-8 Please see Response B-2 as it directly applies to implementation of CDF/San Luis Obispo 
County Fire Department mitigation measure ”l”. 

B-9 Mitigation Measure U-2a required PG&E to submit an access plan to the CDF/San Luis 
Obispo County Fire Department that covers facility access and the potential need for pre-
positioning of emergency response personnel in the event that the access road will be im-
passable by CDF/San Luis Obispo County Fire Department personnel. 

B-10 Please see Response B-2 as it directly applies to implementation of CDF/San Luis Obispo 
County Fire Department mitigation measure “n”. 
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Responses to Comment Set C 
San Luis Obispo County Department of Planning & Building 

C-1 Please refer to Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal). 

C-2 Please refer to Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal).  The intent of the referenced 
statements in the Draft EIR was to indicate that PG&E has not made a decision to apply for 
a renewal of the licenses for either unit.  Relicensing is only in the preliminary feasibility 
and planning stages at this time and thus not a reasonably foreseeable project.  Therefore, it 
is not known whether license renewal will occur and whether the units will operate beyond 
2021 and 2025.  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.  
Section G has been revised to include additional information on the NRC license renewal 
process and a general discussion of possible impacts that may result from the relicensing of 
power plant operations after 2021 and 2025. 

C-3 PG&E proposes to recover the costs of steam generator replacement by the end of the current 
license periods 2021 and 2025.  As explained in Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal), 
there is no direct causal relationship between the Proposed Project and operation beyond the 
current license expiration dates.  The CPUC decision is limited to the determination of the 
cost recovery allowed for replacement of the steam generators during the period for which 
the power plant is licensed.  Cost recovery would be completed during the remaining period 
of the license, and therefore, the EIR does not address any post-license period cost recovery 
issues. 

C-4 Please refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline).  No one knows how the power generated 
from the Diablo Canyon Power Plant would be replaced if the plant were to shut down under 
the No Project Alternative.  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, 
including natural gas-fired facilities that may be served by liquefied natural gas.  Any number of 
other energy sources could similarly be used.  Therefore, any detailed analysis of how replace-
ment power would be generated would be extremely speculative and, therefore, not mean-
ingful.  The EIR provides adequate analysis to inform decision-makers and the public about 
the significant effects of the Proposed Project and alternatives on the physical environment 
and possible ways to minimize these effects. 

C-5 The OSG Storage Facility would need to comply with NRC standards because of its func-
tion as a waste storage facility, and Section D.10.3.4 of the Final EIR includes revisions to 
clarify the requirements for the OSG Storage Facility and note the scope of NRC authority.  
The temporary facilities for staging and preparation would be subject to local standards as 
noted by the comment, and Section D.10.3.3 of the Draft EIR notes that the changed demand 
for fire protection services would be less than significant. 

It is not anticipated that construction and operation of the OSG Storage Facility, which 
would be subject to CDF/SLO County Fire Department standards, would result in any sig-
nificant impacts to public services.  With the implementation of DCPP's emergency response 
plan, Impact U-2 (Obstruction of Emergency Access) would be reduced to a less than sig-
nificant level and Mitigation Measure U-2a (Pre-position emergency responders during road 
blockages) would no longer be necessary for this impact.  As there is no significant impact 
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associated with the construction and operation of the OSG Storage Facility, no mitigation mea-
sures are necessary for this issue, and, consequently, the monitoring of CDF/SLO County 
Fire Department standards should not be included in the mitigation monitoring plan. 

C-6 The comment requesting additional information about the OSG Offsite Disposal Alternative 
is noted.  The comment references the description of OSG disposal in Southern California 
Edison’s San Onofre Nuclear Generating Station (SONGS) Draft EIR, and suggests that a 
portion of this text be used to supplement and clarify the OSG Offsite Disposal Alternative 
in the Final EIR for the DCPP Steam Generator Replacement Project.  It is unclear which 
section of the Draft EIR that the commenter believes is deficient.  Section C.4.5 of the Draft 
EIR describes the general process for OSG offsite disposal, including the major components 
that comprise the SONGS OSG disposal process from Section B.3.4.5 of the SONGS Draft 
EIR.  In addition, the OSG Offsite Disposal Alternative may be performed differently from 
the methodology proposed by the SONGS Draft EIR due to unique site-specific and 
geographic characteristics at DCPP.  However, the text in Section C.4.5 of the Final EIR has 
been revised to provide more information on the OSG Offsite Disposal Alternative.  This 
information does not change the conclusion of the analysis that the OSG Offsite Disposal 
Alternative is not the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  Section E.2.4 of the Draft 
EIR notes that the Proposed Project would be preferred when compared to the additional 
impacts that would occur with transport activities associated with offsite disposal.  Please 
also refer to Response PG-14. 

C-7 The commenter supports offloading the RSGs at Port San Luis due to its sheltered location, 
rather than the Intake Cove where potential adverse offshore conditions may exist.  Section 
3.4.1.2 of the Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA) states that prior to the trans-
port of the RSGs, the PG&E project manager and transportation contractor will track the 
weather using the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) National 
Weather Service website, Coast Guard Marine Forecast, or similar primary data sources.  
PG&E will also use the Scripps Institution of Oceanography Sea Swell Forecast Model or 
similar models to confirm that unusually high tides or sea swell levels are not forecasted.  
These precautions would ensure that adverse weather conditions do not substantially increase 
safety hazards with the Intake Cove alternative.  Text has been added to Section C.4.2 to indi-
cate that weather and offshore conditions will be checked prior to RSG transport in order to 
ensure that RSG delivery and offloading would not occur during adverse conditions. 

C-8 The following text has been added to the Final EIR in Section D.3.3.2 to clarify potential issues 
with the short-term effects of Impact B-3 (Vessel traffic would increase the likelihood of 
collisions with protected marine mammals): 

Marine mammals are present at both Port San Luis and the DCPP Intake Cove and 
are accustomed to vessel traffic and human activity.  The area surrounding the 
mobile crane and Port Side Marine recreational boat launch is a hub of boating 
activity in Port San Luis and results in a considerable volume of vessel traffic in the 
immediate vicinity of the RSG landing site.  Vessel traffic is also common in the 
Intake Cove as a result of the operation of the DCPP dive boats and kelp harvester.  
Therefore, introducing a barge and tug boat into either area would not constitute a 
new impact to marine mammals. 
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There is a greater potential to encounter and disturb marine mammals at the Intake 
Cove landing site because of the usage of areas within the Intake Cove as a year-
round harbor seal haul out site and the persistent presence of sea otters rafting in 
the kelp beds inside of the breakwater.  The presence of a barge and maneuvering 
vessels in the Intake Cove has the potential to result in a temporary displacement of 
otters from the Cove, however, the displaced animals would more than likely move 
only a short distance to bull kelp located along the breakwater at the entrance of 
the Cove.  The proposed marine mammal observer training and use of marine 
mammal observers (Mitigation Measure B-3a) are adequate measures to reduce the 
potential for impacts to marine mammals to less than significant levels. 

C-9 Section D.8.2 states that the CUP and the CDP application review and approval processes 
conducted by the County of San Luis Obispo are wholly independent of the CPUC’s approval 
process for the Proposed Project.  As described in Section D.8.2, information from the EIR 
could be used in processing the CUP and the CDP applications, but no claim is made that 
the conclusions reached in the EIR must be carried over into application review and 
approval process.  A Responsible Agency, in this case, the County of San Luis Obispo, 
must consider the environmental effects of the project as shown in the EIR [CEQA Section 
15096(f)].  The County will likely rely on the Final EIR, but will conduct its own determi-
nation of project consistency with County plans and ordinances. 

C-10 Section 15126.6(a) of the CEQA Guidelines states that an EIR shall describe a range of rea-
sonable alternatives to the project or to the location of the project, which would feasibly attain 
most of the basic objectives of the project.  Section 15126.6(a) further states that “[t]he lead 
agency is responsible for selecting a range of project alternatives for examination and must 
publicly disclose its reasoning for selecting those alternatives.”  The EIR fully complies 
with CEQA’s requirements to describe a range of reasonable alternatives and to disclose its 
reasoning for eliminating other alternatives from consideration.  The screening methodol-
ogy described in Section C.3 of the EIR establishes that the alternative sites for project 
facilities must meet project objectives and be feasible.  Section C.3.1 discusses specific 
criteria which are used as guidance to determine whether a potential alternative would meet 
basic project objectives and Section C.3.2 discusses factors used to determine project loca-
tion feasibility.  In Section C.4.4, the EIR explains why the selected OSG Storage Facility 
locations meet the EIR’s screening criteria.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(c) identifies 
those factors that may be used to eliminate alternatives from consideration, including, 
failure to meet project objectives, infeasibility, and inability to avoid significant environ-
mental effects.  Section C.5.4 includes a discussion of why other alternative sites, including 
off-site locations and other DPCC on-site locations, were eliminated from consideration per 
the criteria identified in Section 15126.6(c). 

Mitigation Measure G-4a includes both: (1) a requirement for completion of future studies 
needed to determine future design regarding slope instability identified under Impact G-4, 
and (2) a clear and enforceable measure to mitigate potential impacts.  The studies included 
in Mitigation Measure G-4a will be used to tailor the engineering design required under the 
measure to fit the actual future conditions.  Such use of studies in mitigation measures has 
been approved in National Parks and Conservation Assn v. County of Riverside, 71 Cal.App.4th 
1341 (1999).  Also, mitigation measures need not specify precise details of design and can 
leave exact design details to the technical personnel designing the structure.  Ocean View 
Estates Homeowners Association v. Montecito Water District, 116 Cal.App.4th 396, 400-
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401(2004).  The second part of Mitigation Measure G-4a commits the lead agency to 
requiring that the project applicant develop an “engineering design of the structure to with-
stand postulated landslide loads.”  This mitigation for engineering design development is an 
enforceable mitigation measure that is clearly distinguishable from the general measures for 
future hydrological studies that were rejected in Sundstrom v. County of Mendocino, 202 
Cal.App.3d 296, 309-310 (1988). 

C-11 As outlined in Draft EIR Section D.7, Hydrology, BMPs implemented within the Proposed 
Project for grading, drainage, and construction will require coordination with all applicable 
County agencies. 

C-12 Text has been added to Mitigation Measure T-3a requiring coordination and approval by the 
County of parking locations for the van and car pools for the DCPP workers, and the 50 
percent trip reduction level has also been incorporated.  The County approval requirement 
would ensure that appropriate locations are used. 
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