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Responses to Comment Set D 
California State Lands Commission 
D-1 The comment 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.  Draft EIR page A-14, Table A-2, presents a comprehensive list of permits 
that may be required for the Proposed Project.  The Port San Luis Harbor District has been 
added to Table A-2.  The changes are reflected in the Final EIR. 

Regarding the plan view for the RSG Offloading Alternative, operations of the RSG Off-
loading Alternative would be very similar, if not the same, as the Proposed Project.  However, 
spacing constraints in the Intake Cove may require the use of smaller barges, each carrying 
two steam generators, rather than one large barge.  This would increase the amount of time 
needed to offload the RSGs.  See Section B.3.1.1 (and Figures B-8 and B-9) of the Draft 
EIR for a description of offloading operations/techniques for the Proposed Project and 
alternatives. 

D-2 The comment is noted.  As described in Section B.3.1.1, of the Draft EIR, vessel anchoring 
operations will be in compliance with applicable regulations such as the Federal Title 33, 
which regulates Navigation and Navigable Waterways and includes the International Navi-
gation Rules Act of 1977 (33 CFR 80-82), the Inland Navigation Rules Act of 1980 (33 
CFR 84-90), and the Maritime Transportation Security Act, the California Harbors and Navi-
gation Code, and the Port San Luis Harbor District Code of Ordinances. 

In addition, other measures will be taken to assure that marine life and ocean bottom are not 
impacted.  At the time of docking, a diver would perform an underwater survey to ensure 
that the barge would not impact any sensitive marine life or be damaged by any underwater 
obstacles.  Impact B-4 (Section D.3.3.2 of the Draft EIR) describes the potential inverte-
brate marine organism impacts from RSG barge offloading activities.  The Draft EIR found 
that the impacts are considered adverse but not significant (Class III), and no mitigation is 
required.  Revised text has been included in Section D.3.4.1 of the Final EIR to character-
ize the marine environment at the Intake Cove. 

D-3 Refer to Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal).  The purpose of 
the Draft EIR is to inform decision-makers and the public about the significant effects of the 
Proposed Project on the physical environment and possible ways to minimize these effects 
[14 CFR §1512 (a)].  As described in MR-1 (Baseline), this Draft EIR analyzes the incre-
mental changes that would be caused by the steam generator replacement project (Proposed 
Project).  These incremental changes are mainly limited to the short-term effects of steam 
generator replacement activities and the long-term presence of the OSF Storage Facility.  
The existence of the operating nuclear power plant through the NRC authorized license period 
and its ongoing effects are not a consequence of the Proposed Project and, therefore, are not 
analyzed in this Draft EIR. 

As described in MR-1 (Baseline), the engineering design and parameters associated with the 
replacement steam generators would be very similar to the original steam generators (see 
Section B.2.4 of the Draft EIR).  There would be no planned or anticipated change to the 
height, width, thermal output, and power generation from replacing the steam generators at 
DCPP.  As a result, the potential operating issues associated with the new steam generators 
would be the same as the existing baseline conditions. 
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D-4 The EIR provided a lengthy discussion of the existing marine biological baseline, as well an 
evaluation of potential impacts associated with the proposed Steam Generator Replacement 
Project.  Issues surrounding the DCPP cooling water system, specifically marine organism 
entrainment, impingement and thermal plume impacts were thoroughly discussed in the Envi-
ronmental Setting section of the EIR, specifically in Section D.3.1.5. 

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 subject to review as part of this EIR process.  The EIR provided information related 
to ongoing DCPP cooling water system issues (see Section D.3.1.5) in order to fully dis-
close environmental issues associated with the DCPP that are part of the current baseline. 

In order to fully understand environmental baseline conditions associated with the DCPP, 
environmental issues associated with facility operations at the time of the NOP were dis-
closed in the Environmental Setting section of the EIR.  Numerous comments were received 
on the Notice of Preparation (NOP) relating to existing baseline “impacts” with com-
menters stating that continued operation of the DCPP would result in environmental impacts.  
Section D.3.1.5 of the EIR clearly states that “. . . existing thermal plume, impingement and 
entrainment issues would not change under this Proposed Project, and therefore, would be 
considered part of the baseline conditions of the project.” Given the need for full disclosure 
under CEQA, the EIR correctly identified baseline conditions associated with the DCPP 
cooling water system, but did not identify these issues as project impacts. 

D-5 Please see Response D-4 and Master Response MR-4 (Consent Judgment).  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 Project.  The discussion 
does not attempt to portray 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 baseline.  The degraded marine resource conditions offshore the DCPP 
are characteristic of the marine environment at the time the NOP was published, which under 
CEQA, defined the baseline against which all potential impacts are to be evaluated. 

Regardless of the current status of the proposed Consent Judgment, the EIR identified the 
significant marine biological issues (part of the baseline) associated with past, present and 
future operation of the DCPP.  Potential impacts associated with the DCPP cooling water 
system have been evaluated under the No Project Alternative, where impacts associated 
with the early cessation of the DCPP cooling water system were found to be beneficial. 

The EIR has been modified to note that the Consent Judgment evaluation is ongoing and 
there is no clear timeframe for reaching a settlement and implementation of any of the miti-
gation or restoration projects identified with the draft Consent Judgment. 
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Responses to Comment Set E 
California Coastal Commission 

E-1 As the commenter notes, the Proposed Project will likely require coastal development per-
mits from both the County and the California Coastal Commission (CCC).  As stated in the 
Draft EIR, Section D.8, the federal authority for protection of coastal resources is under the 
federal Coastal Zone Management Act, and is delegated to the State under the California 
Coastal Act (CCA).  Additionally, under Local Ordinances and Policies (Section D.8.2), the 
Draft EIR does state that the Proposed Project falls under the jurisdiction of San Luis Obispo 
County and the Port San Luis Harbor District.  Therefore, the County of San Luis Obispo 
Local Coastal Programs or Plans (LCPs), which implements the requirements of the CCA, 
would apply to the Proposed Project. 

As noted in the comment, the Draft EIR only mentions the County’s permit in Table A-2.  
The CCC has been added to the appropriate sections of the Final EIR, such as Table A-2.  
Changes are reflected in the Final EIR.  In addition, it has been noted that the coastal devel-
opment permit by the County may be appealed to the Coastal Commission. 

E-2 Please refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline). 

E-3 Please refer to Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal).  The 
comment recommends that the Draft EIR be revised to include scenarios of foreseeable 
DCPP operation under alternative “lifespans,” including an extension of the NRC licenses.  
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.  Ongoing DCPP operations are part of the baseline of the 
Proposed Project, but they are not part of the Proposed Project.  The Proposed Project 
consists of the replacement of the original steam generators at DCPP, and the Draft EIR 
examines a reasonable range of alternatives to this project, as required by CEQA.  There-
fore, in accordance with CEQA, the EIR need not consider alternatives to ongoing opera-
tion, although the lifespan of DCPP operation would be shortened under the No Project 
Alternative.  The EIR provides adequate analysis to inform decision-makers and the public 
about the significant effects of the Proposed Project and its alternatives, including the 
shortened DCPP lifespan that would occur under No Project Alternative. 

E-4 Please see Response C-10.  The commenter requests the EIR to include additional alterna-
tives for OSG storage because it is “reasonably foreseeable” that all five potential sites 
“could be found to be unsuitable” due to geotechnical considerations.  However, the 
commenter provided no information to support the conclusion that the sites are likely to be 
found unsuitable.  The geotechnical analysis of the alternative OSG storage sites found all 
would be exposed to similar seismic hazards from ground shaking and slope instability, but 
the potential impacts could be mitigated to less than significant levels by proper engineering 
design using additional geotechnical evaluation. 

The commenter also requests “detailed seismic and geotechnical studies” to determine the 
impacts of the proposed geotechnical mitigation measures.  Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B) of the 
CEQA Guidelines states that, “Where several measures are available to mitigate an impact, 
each should be discussed and the basis for selecting a particular alternative should be identi-
fied.”  The mitigation measures proposed to reduce the potential impacts regarding geology, 
soils, and paleontology resources are discussed in detail in Sections D.5.3 and D.5.6.  As 
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required by Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B), the basis for selecting these mitigation measures is 
also presented.  The comment states that CEQA requires that the mitigation measures regard-
ing slope stability should be accomplished immediately.  CEQA, however, provides an agency 
with some flexibility in terms of when and in what manner mitigation measures will be 
implemented.  Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B) of the CEQA Guidelines states that, “Formulation 
of mitigation measures should not be deferred until some future time.  However, measures 
may specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the 
project and which may be accomplished in more than one specified way.”  Mitigation Mea-
sure G-3a specifically refers to Design Earthquake standards and Mitigation Measure G-4a 
specifically states that stability analysis shall be performed in accordance with applicable 
building codes.  The mitigation measures therefore fully comply with the CEQA Guidelines 
and CEQA case law which holds that conditions requiring compliance with environmental 
standards are common and reasonable mitigation measures.  Sundstrom v. County of Mendo-
cino, 202 Cal.App.3d 296, 308 (1988). 

Further, mitigation measures need not specify precise details of design and can leave exact 
design details to the technical personnel designing the structure.  Where a significant envi-
ronmental impact is recognized and where mitigation measures have been identified that 
would reduce the impact to less than insignificant, specific design measures can be imposed 
later without requiring additional environmental review.  Ocean View Estates Homeowners 
Association v. Montecito Water District, 116 Cal.App.4th 396, 400-401(2004).  Mitigation 
Measure G-3a requires the facility be designed to safely withstand seismic effects and Miti-
gation Measure G-4a requires PG&E to develop an engineering design to withstand the 
impacts caused by potential landslides.  These requirements would be incorporated into build-
ing design at the appropriate time, when building design is prepared and approved. 

E-5 Please see Response E-4.  The commenter states that the definition of “regulatory feasi-
bility” in the EIR results in five alternative sites for the OSG Storage Facility “outside the 
coastal zone boundary, which may slightly ease the Proposed Project’s regulatory require-
ments but appears to increase the adverse environmental effects associated with the site.”  
However, the commenter provides no information to support a conclusion that an alterna-
tive site within the coastal zone boundary would have lesser impacts. 

The comment states that the feasibility criterion regarding alternatives addressed in the EIR 
are improperly defined, yet the comment does not specifically state how the definition of 
feasibility in the EIR is inconsistent with CEQA.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 (a) 
requires that an EIR examine a reasonable range of alternatives and the EIR does, in fact, 
examine such a range of alternatives for the Proposed Project.  Four different on-site loca-
tions for OSG storage were examined in the Draft EIR.  As explained in Sections C.5.1 and 
C.5.4, no feasible off-site locations could be found for the OSG Storage Facility.  The 
range of alternatives required in an EIR is governed by the “rule of reason” that requires 
the EIR to set forth only those alternatives necessary to permit a reasoned choice [CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15126.6 (f)].  The CPUC, therefore, has the discretion to select a range 
of feasible alternatives, based on their compliance with most of the basic project objectives.  
The CPUC has done exactly that by specifically identifying the legal, regulatory and juris-
dictional limitations that may affect the feasibility for alternative sites for the OSG storage 
facility.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6(f)(1).  Section C.3.2 defines the specific regu-
latory and jurisdictional limitations mentioned in Section 15126.6(f)(1) that are used by the 
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CPUC to determine the feasibility of alternatives.  All of the criteria identified in Section 
C.3.2 relate directly to CEQA feasibility criteria. 

The comment also states that citing regulatory restrictions that substantially limit feasibility 
of alternatives is inappropriate.  CEQA, however, specifically allows for the use of feasi-
bility criteria to eliminate alternatives that are faced with extensive regulatory restrictions.  
CEQA states that a lead agency may rely on adopted land use policies, regulatory limita-
tions and jurisdictional boundaries when assessing whether an alternative site is feasible or 
not.  Section 15126.6(f)(1)  The EIR, therefore, properly cites regulatory limitations in Sec-
tion C.3.2 to determine feasibility of OSG storage on-sites locations.  Feasibility is further 
defined in Section 15364 of the CEQA Guidelines as, “capable of being accomplished in a 
successful manner within a reasonable period of time taking into account economic, envi-
ronmental, legal, social and technological factors.”  The Proposed Project could be signifi-
cantly delayed by locating an OSG storage site in the Coastal Zone due to the lengthy 
Coastal Commission approval process.  This approval process could prevent the Proposed 
Project from being accomplished within a reasonable period of time.  It is fully appropriate, 
therefore, for the CPUC to conclude that if approval cannot be successfully accomplished 
within a reasonable time frame, that an alternative is infeasible. 

The comment also states that the feasibility criterion regarding regulatory feasibility used in 
the San Diego Gas and Electric Company Rainbow-Valley Transmission Line EIR substan-
tially differs from the regulatory and legal feasibility criteria used in the Proposed Project 
EIR.  The Proposed Project alternatives screening methodology and the Rainbow-Valley 
criterion, however, are actually very similar as both take into account regulatory restric-
tions and project objectives and time frame. 

E-6 Existing baseline issues related to ongoing operation of the DCPP include the use of water 
for cooling, and these are the baseline conditions against which the impacts of the Proposed 
Project have been evaluated.  Section D.3.1.5 of the EIR clearly states that “. . . existing 
thermal plume, impingement and entrainment issues would not change under this Proposed 
Project, and therefore, would be considered part of the baseline conditions of the project.”  
Please also see Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-3 (Jurisdiction). 

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.  The Consent Judgment process is ongoing and separate from the proceeding for the 
Proposed Project.  The discussion does not attempt to portray 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 baseline.  The analysis of Proposed 
Project impacts does not rely on resolution of the Consent Judgment. 

The 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 with 
the draft Consent Judgment.  See information in Master Response MR-4 (Consent Judgment). 
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E-7 As noted in Response E-6 above, existing environmental impacts associated with the DCPP 
cooling water system currently exist and are considered as the environmental baseline under 
CEQA.  Please also see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline). 

Given the assumed baseline, it should be noted that the EIR also identified impacts associ-
ated with the No Project Alternative, where the DCPP would cease operations before the 
end of the current license periods.  The No Project Alternative would be beneficial due to a 
cessation of the cooling water system and associated marine organism impingement/entrain-
ment and thermal plume impacts.  Regardless of the resolution of the Consent Judgment, 
cessation of DCPP cooling water system operations would result in a beneficial environ-
mental impact on marine biological resources. 

E-8 As described in Master Response MR-1 (Baseline), the existing power plant operations are 
considered part of the baseline conditions, which also includes the existing once-through 
cooling system at DCPP. 
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Comment Set F, cont. 
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Comment Set F, cont. 
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Comment Set F, cont. 
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Comment Set F, cont. 
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Comment Set F, cont. 
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Responses to Comment Set F 
San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District 
F-1 The primary general comment concerns construction activities that could occur concurrently.  

According to PG&E’s responses to CPUC’s requests for this information, the major phases 
of activities would not overlap (Draft EIR, page D.2-11 and Data Response to AQ-1, October 21, 
2004).  Staging and preparation activities, including construction of temporary facilities and 
construction of the OSG Storage Facility, would occur before the RSGs are delivered, mean-
ing that RSG transport emissions (shown in Tables D.2-7 and D.2-8) would occur while 
relatively little other activity occurs.  Based on the expected sequential nature of the project, 
the emissions of these separate phases would not occur concurrently. 

The Final EIR includes revisions showing daily and quarterly emissions in an effort to clarify 
the emissions of the separate phases.  Not all of these emissions were quantified in the Draft 
EIR because, CPUC was unable to obtain from PG&E equipment activity projections or 
precise scheduling for all project activities.  Because of the information gap, the impacts of 
some phases were described qualitatively in the Draft EIR.  The Final EIR includes addi-
tional quantification of staging and preparation emissions based on probable construction 
activity as predicted by the California Air Resources Board’s URBEMIS 2002 program.  The 
separate phases are summarized here for improved clarification. 

• Emissions from the RSG transport phase are quantified in the Draft EIR Tables D.2-7 
and D.2-8 and compared to SLOAPCD’s CEQA Significance Thresholds.  This phase 
would occur after RSG staging and preparation and prior to OSG removal, transport, 
and storage. 

• Emissions from RSG staging and preparation, including building about 90,000 square 
feet of temporary facilities, are presented quantitatively in revisions to this Final EIR; 
this phase would occur earliest, and it would be completed prior to RSG transport.  
Construction activities for facilities of this size exceed the 2.5-ton CEQA Significance 
Threshold for quarterly NOx emissions.  The recommended measures (Mitigation Mea-
sures A-1a and A-1b) include the Best Available Control Technology for construction 
equipment (CBACT), which would address the impacts.  Because the emissions do not 
exceed the 6.0-ton threshold, there would not be a need for further mitigation (see 
SLOAPCD CEQA Air Quality Handbook page 6-4 and Section D.3.3.3 of the Draft 
EIR). 

• Emissions from OSG removal, transport, and storage are quantified for daily transpor-
tation activity in the Draft EIR Table D.2-10, and emissions from construction of the 
OSG Storage Facility are quantified in revisions to this Final EIR.  Construction of the 
OSG Storage Facility would occur at the time of RSG staging and preparation activities 
and are quantified with emissions from that phase.  Although storage facility construc-
tion would not overlap with RSG transport (Draft EIR page D.2-12), the Draft EIR 
accounted for the possibility of this activity overlapping with construction of RSG stag-
ing and preparation facilities.  The recommended measures (Mitigation Measures A-1a 
and A-1b with A-2a) would address the impacts (Section D.2.3.4 of the Draft EIR). 

• Emissions from the final phase of RSG installation are described qualitatively based on 
impacts that would occur during earlier phases (Section D.2.3.5 Draft EIR).  Emissions 
would be similar to those related to RSG Staging and Preparation and OSG Removal, 
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Transport, and Storage.  Implementation of Mitigation Measures A-1a (Develop and imple-
ment a trip reduction plan) and A-1b (Develop and implement a diesel combustion 
emission control plan), would make the air quality impact (Impact A-1, Replacement activ-
ities would cause emissions from transport and construction equipment) less than signif-
icant (Class II). 

F-2 Worst-case scenarios are reflected by Draft EIR Tables D.2-7 and D.2-8.  Although the trans-
port activities are expected to require about two to four days per shipment, the air quality analy-
sis in PG&E’s PEA (PEA page 5-13 and Table 5.3-3) and the Draft EIR allows for one 
extra day in the estimate of worst-case quarterly emissions (Table D.2-8). 

F-3 Daily emissions from RSG transport (Table D.2-7) exceed the 185 lb/day CEQA Signifi-
cance Threshold as a result of tugboat emissions.  All other transport activities (i.e., non-
tugboat emissions) would be reduced by Mitigation Measures A-1a (Develop and implement a 
trip reduction plan) and A-1b (Develop and implement a diesel combustion emission control 
plan) to levels below the threshold.  Although the exceedance of the threshold caused by the 
tugboat emissions would be large, this impact would occur no more than five days per ship-
ment, and implementation of Mitigation Measure A-1c (Offset tugboat NOx emissions with 
an offsite mitigation program) would provide NOx reductions to fully offset the emissions.  
The recommended mitigation would reduce tugboat emissions to a net increase of zero. 

Dispersion modeling would not normally be necessary for this type of project because of the 
following reasons: onshore, non-tugboat emissions (shown in Table D.2-7) would be below the 
significance thresholds; tugboat activity would occur for only a few days; offsets would be 
provided as mitigation to tugboat emissions (Mitigation Measure A-1c); and other routine 
marine vessel activity is likely to cause similar emissions of NOx in the vicinity of Port San 
Luis in the environmental setting.  To fully respond to this comment, a screening-level dis-
persion modeling analysis using the U.S. EPA model SCREEN3 was used. 

Dispersion modeling normally involves assumptions about source exhaust stacks, meteorology, 
surrounding terrain, and ambient pollutant chemistry.  Ambient impacts from tugboat emis-
sions of NOx were examined here because all other non-tugboat emissions would occur 
over a vast area and would be under the significance thresholds.  For this exercise, emissions 
of both tugs (combined average 16.3 lb/hr NOx) were assumed to exhaust from one 10-inch 
stack at 700°F, 12-feet above ground level, and about 8,000 actual cubic-feet per minute 
(PG&E 2004b, Attachment 12).  Conservatively (worst-case scenario) assuming 100 percent 
conversion of tugboat NOx to NO2, complex nearby terrain, and worst-case single hour mete-
orology, the maximum 1-hour NOx concentration computed by SCREEN3 is about 460 µg/m3, 
which is below the State NO2 standard of 470 µg/m3

.  A more refined analysis taking into 
account the limited conversion of NOx to NO2 would reveal much lower NO2 impacts. 

F-4 This Final EIR includes the suggested revision to Section D.2.3.2 of the Draft EIR. 

F-5 This Final EIR includes the suggested revision to Section D.2.3.2 of the Draft EIR. 

F-6 This Final EIR includes the suggested revision to Section D.2.3.2 of the Draft EIR.  This 
comment also causes a revision to Table D.2-4 and numerous other minor revisions where 
violations of ozone were erroneously characterized as existing. 
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F-7 This comment proposes to eliminate discussion of the regionwide emission inventory on the 
basis that the inventory is not directly pertinent to attainment status in SLOAPCD.  The Final 
EIR includes the suggested revisions to Sections D.2.3.2 and D.2.4.4. 

F-8 This Final EIR includes the suggested revision to Section D.2.3.2 of the Draft EIR. 

F-9 The list of best management practices in Section D.2.3.2 of the Draft EIR is a reflection of 
the Applicant’s commitment, and the limitations recommended by the comment are not part 
of the Applicant’s current proposal.  The recommendation to add idling limitations for con-
trolling diesel emissions is instead added to Mitigation Measure A-1b. 

The recommendation to replace the acronym for construction control measures, “CBACT,” 
with “BACT” would not clarify the analysis.  BACT is a term that is applied to the best avail-
able control technology for permanent stationary sources, and it has a specific regulatory 
definition that does not apply to any of the Proposed Project’s sources. 

F-10 This Final EIR includes revisions to Section D.2.3.2 of the Draft EIR and Mitigation Mea-
sure A-1c to implement the suggestions of the comment. 

F-11 This comment recommends that statements about the long-term effects of odors and diesel 
particulate matter should be removed without providing further recommendations regarding 
diesel particulate matter.  The comment correctly implies that Mitigation Measure A-1d would 
coincidentally address odor impacts in the effort to minimize health risk effects.  Rather than 
delete the discussion of TAC and odor impacts from Section D.2.3.2 of the Draft EIR, the 
Final EIR includes clarification of the TAC and odor conclusions to be consistent with this 
comment. 

F-12 This Final EIR includes the suggested revisions to Mitigation Measure A-1c.  See also 
Response F-10. 

F-13 This Final EIR includes the suggested revisions to the measures including Mitigation Mea-
sure A-1d. 

F-14 Please see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline).  The Proposed Project is intended to allow the 
facility to operate through its currently approved license periods.  The Draft EIR considers 
the effects of operation of the power plant through the license periods.  However, these 
effects already exist in the environment and are appropriately described as part of baseline 
conditions. 

The air quality consequences if the Proposed Project is not approved are described in Section 
D.2.5, as the No Project Alternative.  This Final EIR includes a clarification to the discus-
sion of the No Project Alternative that shows how emissions from DCPP workers’ vehicles 
commuting to the site would cease, along with other operational emissions.  Because the Pro-
posed Project would not involve a permanent change in the workers’ employed at DCPP, 
the Proposed Project would not increase the total operation emissions of DCPP (see Section 
D.2.3.5 of the Draft EIR).  See also the Master Response MR-1 (Baseline) for an explana-
tion of treatment of the Proposed Project versus the No Project Alternative. 
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