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Responses to Comment Set 1 
Michael M. Marinak 

1-1 The first portion of the comment describes the benefits of DCPP and does not require a 
response.  The second portion of the comment notes that the steam generators would allow con-
sumers to continue reaping benefits from DCPP, and that successful steam generator replace-
ment has occurred at other sites.  As of March 2004, 34 operating units had successfully replaced 
the original steam generators.  In the United States, there are 57 operating units (including 
Diablo Canyon Power Plant) that contained a total of 167 steam generators made with Alloy 
600MA tubing, the tubing material in the DCPP’s original steam generators.  In addition to 
those units that have already completed steam generator replacement projects, another 21 
units are working on replacement projects.  It is estimated that by 2009, only two units, with 
a total of five steam generators, will still be operating with original tubing material.  Please refer 
to Sections A.2.2 and B.3 of the Final EIR for more information on steam generator replace-
ment projects. 

1-2 This comment describes the benefits of DCPP and does not require a response. 

1-3 The comment addresses the economics of the Proposed Project.  Issues related to project cost 
are not addressed under CEQA, as noted in Draft EIR Section A and Section D.1.2.5.  The 
ratemaking proposal is a focus of the CPUC General Proceeding.  In the General Proceed-
ing, the CPUC must balance the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project with the 
economic consequences of cost recovery that would be sponsored by the ratepayers.  Sec-
tion A.5 of the Draft EIR describes how the CPUC uses non-environmental information in 
the decision-making process. 

1-4 The commenter requests that the CPUC support the Proposed Project and its costs. 

1-5 The commenter states that there are no technologies that could reliably and cost-effectively 
replace DCPP’s 2,200 MW capacity without producing large amounts of air pollution.  Sec-
tion C.6 of the Draft EIR describes the various alternatives that include natural gas com-
bined cycle power plants; transmission facilities; alternative energy technologies such as 
solar thermal, photovoltaics, wind turbines, geothermal power, biomass power, fuel cells; and 
system enhancements including demand-side management and distributed generation.  Section 
D.1.2.3 notes that it would be speculative to forecast exactly how any replacement power 
would be provided. 

1-6 The comment notes that wind power alone can not replace the 2,200 MW of base-load elec-
tricity generated by DCPP.  In Section C.6.3.3 of the Draft EIR, it is similarly noted that 
the intermittent nature of wind power makes this technology unsuitable for base-load elec-
tricity generation.  The Draft EIR also notes that there is a lack of transmission facilities con-
necting wind resource areas to the grid.  Throughout the Draft EIR, the environmental 
impacts of development and operation of wind turbines, including the requirement of large 
land areas to generate sufficient electricity, visual impacts, and bird mortality, are described 
as part of the analysis for the No Project Alternative. 

1-7 The comment notes the impacts of solar photovoltaics, which are described in the Draft EIR 
as part of the No Project Alternative in Section C.6.3.2.  Similar to wind turbines, the Draft 
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EIR describes that photovoltaics can have negative environmental impacts such as large land 
requirements and visual blight. 

1-8 The comment asserts that ratepayers would experience increased costs if the Proposed Proj-
ect is not approved.  Issues related to cost and ratepayer benefit, or lack of benefit, are not 
addressed under CEQA, as noted in Draft EIR Section D.1.2.5.  These issues are addressed 
by the General Proceeding for the Proposed Project. 

1-9 This comment provides a critical opinion of other comments filed on the Draft EIR and 
requires no response. 

1-10 The comment presents the commenter’s opinion of DCPP’s seismic design and engineering 
specifications, as well as DCPP’s stability during the 2003 San Simeon earthquake.  The seismic 
safety of DCPP is within the jurisdiction of the NRC, as noted in Draft EIR Section D.1.2.5 
and MR-3 (Jurisdiction). 

1-11 This comment provides a critical opinion of other comments filed on the Draft EIR and 
requires no response. 

1-12 The comment supports the Proposed Project and provides the commenter’s opinion on why 
Diablo Canyon Power Plant should be preserved.  No response is necessary. 
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Responses to Comment Set 2 
Ann Calhoun 
2-1 Economic aspects of the Proposed Project are outside the scope of CEQA, as noted in Responses 

CC6-3 and 1-3 above.  Cost issues are addressed by the CPUC in the General Proceeding for 
the Proposed Project. 

The comment suggests use of tidal generators as replacement generation under the No Project 
Alternative.  The CPUC considered this option, but believes that tidal generation is untested 
and not a feasible technology, especially on the scale of the 2,200 MW DCPP.  The City and 
County of San Francisco has a tidal energy pilot project.  The initial project goal was to 
create one megawatt of tidal energy, but the project has been scaled back to 150 kW.  The cost 
of building a 1,000 MW system was estimated to be $600 million.1 

Additional information concerning other alternative energy technologies, such as solar and 
wind power, is provided in Responses PM 1-4 and 12-15 below.  Please also see Response 
CC5-17 for a discussion of radioactive waste materials. 

2-2 Please see Response 2-1. 

 

 

                                              
1  Llanos, Miguel.  2003.  “San Francisco to test tides for energy.”  MSNBC website.  Online at http://msnbc.msn.com/

id/3339905/.  Accessed on June 24, 2005. 
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Responses to Comment Set 3 
Val R. McClure 

3-1 The commenter’s support for the construction of a cave on the DCPP property in which to 
store spent fuel is noted.  Spent fuel storage is an aspect of DCPP operation through the cur-
rent license periods that occurs in the environmental baseline, as described in Draft EIR Sec-
tion D.1.2.1, that would not be changed by the Proposed Project.  Please also refer to Master 
Response MR-1 (Baseline).  Section D.12 of the Draft EIR discusses potential impacts and 
safety issues associated with radioactive materials.  Please see Master Responses MR-2 (License 
Renewal) and MR-3 (Jurisdiction) regarding State authority in these areas. 
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Responses to Comment Set 4 
Perry Martin 

4-1 Please refer to Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal).  The EIR ana-
lyzes the impacts of the Proposed Project, which is steam generator replacement, not plant 
operations.  Only the NRC may grant a renewal of the operating licenses.  As acknowledged 
in Draft EIR Section D.1.2.2, replacement of the steam generators could provide an 
incentive for license renewal, but license renewal and plant operations beyond the current 
license expiration dates are not reasonably foreseeable consequences of the Proposed Project.  
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 of the 
Draft EIR generally discusses the potential impacts of license renewal, in accordance with the 
level of discussion warranted under CEQA. 

4-2 Please refer to Response 4-1 and Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License 
Renewal).  The need for refurbishment of other components that could occur as a result of 
license renewal would be assessed by the NRC during the design and safety review of the 
license renewal process.  This review would also identify the environmental impacts of refur-
bishing projects, should they be anticipated. 

4-3 Please refer to Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal).  A project 
objective, as shown in Section A.2.1 of the Draft EIR, is to ensure DCPP operation until 
the end of the licenses.  PG&E has not identified and CPUC is not aware of any other future 
projects that may be necessary to achieve this objective. 

4-4 The CPUC has a role of CEQA Lead Agency for the Proposed Project as it pertains to the rate 
application, since the CPUC has regulatory authority over investor-owned utilities in California.  
Other agency approvals are also necessary, as identified in Draft EIR Table A-2.  Only the fed-
eral government has jurisdiction over the safety and nuclear waste issues raised by the com-
menter.  Please also see Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction). 

4-5 See Response 4-4 above.  The role of the CPUC and all other State and local authorities is 
limited by the NRC’s exclusive authority to regulate nuclear power plants and radiological mate-
rials.  The Draft EIR attempts to provide all relevant information about the impacts of the 
Proposed Project in accordance with the requirements of CEQA. 
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Responses to Comment Set 5 
Michele (Rene) Flom 

5-1 The commenter expresses concern about the aesthetic qualities of the proposed OSG Stor-
age Facility.  The Draft EIR (Section D.14.3.4) illustrates that although the proposed OSG 
Storage Facility and other onsite features are quite substantial, they are not viewed as features 
of high visual concern because they would not affect any scenically sensitive viewer groups. 

5-2 The commenter incorrectly portrays the analysis in the Draft EIR.  Although the environment 
has already been compromised, further visual compromise is considered.  The issue is whether 
the potential change resulting from the Proposed Project would cross the threshold of signif-
icant environmental impact, when compared against the existing condition.  The fact that the 
existing scenic quality at DCPP is highly compromised does affect the likelihood of finding 
of non-significant adverse visual impact.  The condition of the existing plant site represents 
the environmental baseline against which the impact must be measured. 

5-3 The comment addresses the potential future visual effects on viewers under the circumstance 
of plant decommissioning.  Upon decommissioning, DCPP would represent an unattractive, sce-
nically compromised setting that would be incompatible with high-sensitivity activities such 
as coastal recreation.  This would be the case with or without the addition of the Proposed 
Project facilities, and the addition of the project-related onsite facilities would not cause the 
site to cross a threshold of potential future visual impact that would not otherwise be 
crossed without the facilities.  The existence of DCPP, and the fact that it must eventually 
be decommissioned, is an aspect of the environmental baseline, as described in Draft EIR 
Section D.1.2.1. 

5-4 The ongoing production of spent fuel waste is an activity that occurs in the environmental 
baseline (Draft EIR Section D.1.2.1); an analysis of long-term storage or disposal of radio-
active waste at DCPP or elsewhere is limited by the exclusive regulation of nuclear safety 
by the federal government (Draft EIR Section D.1.2.5).  See also Draft EIR Section D.12, 
System and Transportation Safety, for a description of radioactive waste issues related to 
the ongoing operation of DCPP and MR-3 (Jurisdiction). 

5-5 The comment urges the decision-makers to reject PG&E’s proposal because of the ongoing 
effects of continued DCPP operation. 
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Responses to Comment Set 6 
Marty Brown 
6-1 Sections C.6.1 and C.6.2 of the Draft EIR discuss replacement generation (e.g., natural gas–

fired power plants) and transmission facilities, respectively, and throughout the Draft EIR 
the environmental effects of these options are illustrated in the discussion of the No Project Alter-
native.  A comparison of the No Project Alternative with the Proposed Project is provided 
in Section E.3.  Response 12-9 discusses the No Project Alternative and Responses 12-15 and 
PM1-4 deal with alternative energy technologies. 

6-2 For a discussion of project cost, please refer to Responses CC6-3 and 1-3. 

Production of radioactive spent fuel occurs in the environmental baseline, as described in Sec-
tion D.12.1 of the Draft EIR, and the Proposed Project would not alter how DCPP handles 
spent fuel.  Please also refer to Responses CC5-17 and 9-1 for further discussion of radioactive 
materials. 

6-3 The commenter’s support for the No Project Alternative with alternative replacement energy 
sources is noted. 
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Responses to Comment Set 7 
Steve and Janal Lorence 

7-1 The commenters’ support for the Proposed Project is noted. 
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Responses to Comment Set 8 
George E. Galvan 
8-1 The commenter’s support for the Proposed Project is noted. 

8-2 The commenter’s support for the use of the DCPP Intake Cove, instead of Port San Luis for 
RSG delivery and offloading is noted.  The RSG Offloading Alternative at the Intake Cove is 
the environmentally superior alternative for the Proposed Project as stated in Sections ES.1 and 
ES.4.2.5 of the Draft EIR. 
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Responses to Comment Set 9 
Betty McElhill 
9-1 The ongoing risk of accidents related to radioactive material handling or production of spent 

nuclear fuel waste occurs in the environmental baseline (Draft EIR Section D.1.2.1), and as 
the comment notes, this aspect of DCPP operation is under exclusive regulation by the federal 
government (Draft EIR Section D.1.2.5).  Section D.1.2.1 illustrates that the environmental 
impacts of short-term steam generator replacement activities and the long-term presence of 
the OSG Storage Facility are the subject of this analysis.  The Proposed Project would not change 
the ongoing baseline risk of nuclear accidents.  Section D.12.3.4 identifies the potential impacts 
to public safety caused by removing and storing the OSGs under the Proposed Project.  Please 
also see Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction). 

9-2 The “dangerous conditions” referenced in the comment are actually environmental advantages 
or disadvantages of the Proposed Project or the alternatives, not potential impacts.  These con-
ditions have not occurred and could only occur if the Environmentally Superior Alternative is 
not selected.  Mitigation measures identified throughout the analysis would address the impacts 
related to all alternatives.  Tables ES-6 (pages ES-55 – ES-59) and ES-7 (pages ES-60 – ES-64) 
in the Draft EIR summarize the impacts for the Proposed Project as compared to the alternatives. 

9-3 The Draft EIR acknowledges that the OSGs are defined as Class A low-level radioactive 
waste (Section D.12.2).  This means they would be contaminated with the lowest regulated 
concentration of radioactivity.  Aside from the OSGs that would be placed in the OSG Storage 
Facility as a result of the Proposed Project, no other OSGs would be created by the Proposed 
Project or at any foreseeable point in the future.  The replacement steam generators are for 
the purpose of allowing the plant to operate through the current license term.  The nuclear 
waste generated and stored during the license period has already been analyzed and authorized 
under the current operating licenses.  The NRC would evaluate post-license spent fuel waste 
and storage issues in any future relicensing application. 

9-4 As noted in Response 9-1 above, the ongoing risk of nuclear accident at DCPP occurs in the 
environmental baseline.  Please also refer to Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License 
Renewal); and Responses CC5-14 and 4-1. 
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Responses to Comment Set 10 
Gabor Bethlenfalvay 
10-1 The comment opposes the Proposed Project and prefers the No Project Alternative and especially 

supports exploring hydrogen fuel options.  CEQA does not address cost in the evaluation of the 
Proposed Project or alternatives, as noted in Draft EIR Section A.  Section C.6 describes 
the potential sources of replacement generation for DCPP including combined cycle gas turbine 
power plants that could be used if DCPP must be shut down.  The State of California has estab-
lished an initiative for developing hydrogen fuel options (http://www.hydrogenhighway.ca.gov). 
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Responses to Comment Set 11 
Marina Bethlenfalvay 
11-1 Please refer to Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal), as well as 

Response A-1, for a discussion of continued DCPP operation. 

11-2 Please refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline) for a discussion of the Proposed Project’s 
environmental baseline, which includes ongoing spent fuel through the current license term, and 
MR-2 (License Renewal) for a discussion of license renewal.  Section D.12.1 (page D.12-12) 
of the Draft EIR discusses Facility Security and Terrorism Issues as it relates to the envi-
ronmental baseline at DCPP.  Section D.12.3.4 (page D.12-22) of the Draft EIR specifically 
acknowledges potential, less than significant (Class III) radiation exposure impacts that could 
occur during the removal, transport, and storage of the OSGs.  Impact S-6 (A terrorist attack 
could result in damage to the OSG Storage Facility with a subsequent release of radioactive 
material) addresses radiation exposure due to residual contamination, and damage to the OSG 
Storage Facility from a terrorist attack.  The potential radiation exposure from this impact is 
less than significant because the dose rates would all be well below the appropriate protec-
tive dose rates set by federal regulations.  Refer to Section D.12.2 for more information 
regarding applicable regulations, plans and standards. 

The exposure of existing DCPP facilities to known seismic hazards is also a facet of the 
environmental setting (as described in Section D.5.1.4).  Impact S-5 (Seismic activity could 
compromise the integrity of the OSG Storage Facility) in Section D.12.3.4 of the Draft EIR 
addresses seismicity as it relates to public safety at the DCPP site (see page D.12-24).  See 
Responses PG-124 and PG-125 for additional information on how the OSG Storage Facility 
would be designed to safely withstand seismic effects.  In addition, this Final EIR includes Mit-
igation Measure G-3a, which addresses how structural design of the OSG Storage Facility 
should be based on consideration of recent earthquake data, but as noted in Section D.1.2.5, 
the seismic safety of the remainder of DCPP in its current design is within the jurisdiction of 
the NRC. 

11-3 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is noted. 
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