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Responses to Comment Set 12 
David Weisman 
12-1 The Draft EIR as prepared is specifically intended to provide relevant information to decision-

makers on the environmental effects of the Proposed Project.  The comment asserts that there 
are errors and omissions in the Draft EIR, but doesn’t specify what changes are needed, which 
doesn’t allow for a fuller response to the commenter’s concerns on this matter.  Responses 
to specific comments follow in Responses 12-2 through 12-21. 

As noted in Draft EIR Sections D.1.2.5 and D.5.1.4, the seismic safety of DCPP and its ongo-
ing operations are aspects of the environmental baseline.  In addition to the responses to spe-
cific comments below, please see Responses PG-124 and PG-125 for information on how 
the OSG Storage Facility would be designed to safely withstand seismic effects, and please 
refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline) for a discussion on continued operation. 

For a discussion of the Proposed Project cost, please refer to Responses CC6-3 and 1-3.  The 
No Project Alternative is discussed in Section C.6 (page C-26), and its treatment is described 
on Section D.1.2.3 (page D.1-3) of the Draft EIR and in each of the individual issue areas 
in Section D and in the Executive Summary (Section 3.1) of the Draft EIR. 

12-2 Please refer to Responses CC5-11 and CC5-12.  A copy of all 67 written comments and a sum-
mary of the 54 verbal comments (52 individuals spoke at the scoping meetings and two verbal 
comments via the project’s voicemail) from the scoping meetings are included in the Public 
Scoping Report, which was published in December 2004 and is available on the Project’s 
website at http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/environment/info/aspen/diablocanyon/toc-scoping.htm.  
A summary of the Scoping Report and of the comments received is also included in Section 
I.1.4 (page I-2) of the Draft EIR. 

The description of the Proposed Project, as proposed by PG&E, and much of the setting infor-
mation was drawn from PG&E’s Application and Proponent’s Environmental Assessment 
(PEA); however, staff site reconnaissance and research confirmed all baseline information 
included in the Draft EIR.  The assessment methodology (Section D.1 of the Draft EIR), 
significance criteria, impact analyses, mitigation measures, and comparison of alternatives 
for each issue area included in the Draft EIR were developed and evaluated independently and 
objectively by the CPUC and the EIR Preparers. 

12-3 Please refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline) and Response CC5-3, which discuss the Pro-
posed Project compared to plant operations.  Ongoing plant operations include routine mainte-
nance and replacement of aging equipment, and much minor maintenance occurs without neces-
sary CPUC action.  The Proposed Project requires CPUC action because of the request for 
cost recovery.  The General Proceeding at the CPUC also addresses the effort of PG&E pursu-
ing litigation against Westinghouse for failure of the steam generators. 

12-4 For a discussion of project cost, please refer to Responses CC6-3 and 1-3, above. 

Radioactive spent fuel is considered a solid hazardous waste generated by the Proposed Project 
and is discussed in the environmental baseline in Section D.12.1 (page D.12-7) of the Draft EIR.  
The ISFSI Safety Analysis Report found that these baseline accident scenarios would not cause 
substantial public safety impacts.  Please also refer to Responses CC5-17 and 9-1 for a dis-
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cussion of radioactive materials.  The potential impacts associated with the Proposed Project, 
including storage of the low-level radioactive OSGs, are addressed in Section D.12.3.4 of 
the Draft EIR. 

12-5 Please refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline) for a discussion of the project’s environmental 
baseline and MR-2 (License Renewal) for a discussion of license renewal. 

12-6 Please refer to Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline), MR-2 (License Renewal), and MR-4 (Con-
sent Judgment) for discussions of the Proposed Project’s environmental baseline, relicensing, 
and RWQCB Consent Judgment, respectively. 

12-7 Please refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline) for a discussion of the Proposed Project’s envi-
ronmental baseline, MR-2 (License Renewal) for a discussion of relicensing, and Responses 
CC5-15 and CC6-92. 

12-8 Please refer to Responses CC2-9, CC5-10, and 1-5 for a discussion of replacement power 
for DCPP and the No Project Alternative.  Additionally, Response 12-9 below provides further 
information on how the No Project Alternative was developed.  See Response C-4 for a dis-
cussion of why a detailed analysis now would not be meaningful. 

12-9 Please see Response 12-2 for a discussion of project scoping.  The No Project Alternative is 
adequately discussed in Section C.6 (page C-26) and Section D.1.2.3 (page D.1-3) of the 
Draft EIR, as well as analyzed in each of the individual issue areas in Section D and in the 
Executive Summary of the Draft EIR.  Section 4.3 (page ES-53) and E.3 (page E-8) of the 
Draft EIR compare the No Project Alternative to the Environmentally Superior Alternative.  
Based on this full evaluation and weighing all issue areas, the No Project Alternative was 
not found to be overall environmentally superior to the Proposed Project.  In addition, there 
is no currently available technology that can reliably replace DCPP’s 2,200 MW of base-
load generation capacity in the intervening time period before DCPP would need to shut 
down.  See also Responses CC5-10 and C-4. 

12-10 Please see Responses 12-9 and 12-15 through 12-18 for more detailed information on the 
alternative energy technology content in the Draft EIR.  Please refer to Sections C.6.3.1 
and C.6.3.2 (page C-28) of the Draft EIR for a discussion of solar energy technologies.  Among 
other environmental effects, the intermittent nature of solar power makes solar thermal and 
photovoltaic systems unsuitable for base-load applications.  In addition, there is no way to 
guarantee that the SB 1 legislation will be put in place in a timely manner.  Neither PG&E 
nor the CPUC have authority to require the installation of solar panels on private rooftops, there-
fore, their installation is uncertain.  Under the Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) Pro-
gram, utilities, such as PG&E, are required to supply at least 20 percent of sales from renew-
able energy sources by 2017.  Therefore, solar technologies are an important energy source, 
but because of their intermittent nature, they are not a viable replacement for DCPP. 

12-11 Facility security and terrorism issues exist in the environmental setting for DCPP, as described 
in Draft EIR Section D.12.1.  For further discussion of the No Project Alternative, please see 
Responses 12-9 and 12-15, below, for additional discussion of alternative energy technologies. 

12-12 Demand-side management or energy conservation is discussed in Draft EIR Section C.6.4.1 
(page C-35), and it would likely offset only a fraction of the energy supply lost by the shutdown 
of DCPP.  The CPUC supervises various demand side management programs administered by 
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the regulated utilities, and many municipal electric utilities have their own demand-side man-
agement programs.  PG&E already has a program of voluntary reduction in electricity known 
as Customer Energy Efficiency (CEE) in place.  However, the projected CEE benefits would 
not defer the required capacity addition (approximately 2,200 MW), and it would not meet 
the project objective of ensuring that the continued supply of power remains available to 
California users through the end of the current NRC licenses. 

Demand-side management is not a true alternative to the Proposed Project, as suggested in 
the comment.  The Proposed Project is the replacement of steam generators at DCPP, not 
the replacement of power plant operations or power generation.  Demand-side management are 
relevant only as part of replacement generation scenarios under the No Project Alternative. 

12-13 Sections C.6.3.1 and C.6.3.2 (page C-28) of the Draft EIR describe how solar energy tech-
nologies could be used for replacement generation.  As described in Response 12-10, solar 
technologies cannot replace base-load power supply provided by DCPP. 

12-14 For a discussion of project cost, please refer to Responses CC6-3 and 1-3. 

12-15 The commenter’s preference for safe, renewable energy and the No Project Alternative is 
noted.  As discussed under Alternative Energy Technologies in Section C.6.3 (page C-28) of 
the Draft EIR, technologies, such as solar, wind, geothermal, hydroelectric, biomass, and fuel 
cell energy, also have environmental consequences, feasibility problems, and may not meet 
the objectives of the Proposed Project.  In addition, there is no currently available renewable 
technology that can reliably replace DCPP’s 2,200 MW of base-load generation capacity in 
the intervening time period before DCPP would need to shut down.  Conscious efforts are 
being made by the State to increase the renewable resource component of California’s gene-
ration supply, as evident in SB 1078, which established the California Renewables Portfolio 
Standard (RPS) Program.  PG&E is also working on a renewable resource transmission plan 
(SB 1038).  Similar to demand-side management addressed in Response 12-12, distributed 
generation, such as small-scale renewable energy, is not an alternative to the Proposed Proj-
ect, but is relevant only as part of replacement generation scenarios under the No Project 
Alternative. 

12-16 The Commenter’s submission of the article regarding Texas and the national renewable elec-
tricity standard is noted.  Please see Response 12-15 and Draft EIR Section C.6.3 for infor-
mation on renewable energy and California’s Renewables Portfolio Standard Program. 

12-17 Please see Response 12-15. 

12-18 The Commenter’s submission of the article regarding Colorado’s implementation of wind 
energy technology and its effect on the local economy is noted.  Please see Response 12-15 
for a discussion of renewable energy in general.  As discussed in Section C.6.3.3 (page C-33) 
of the Draft EIR, the large area needed for wind electricity generation (a minimum of 3,055 
acres to produce 2,200 MW) would create significant land use, biological, cultural, and 
visual concerns.  In addition, the Draft EIR notes that the environmental impacts caused by 
wind turbines include noise and raptor kills because these fast-flying birds do not account 
for movement of the rotating blades.  Another significant barrier to wind power development 
is the lack of available transmission access in areas with wind resources.  Finally, their inter-
mittent power makes them unsuitable for base-load applications, such as what would be needed 
to replace DCPP. 
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12-19 Please refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline) for a discussion of the Proposed Project’s 
environmental baseline and MR-2 (License Renewal) for a discussion of relicensing. 

12-20 Please refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline) for a discussion of the Proposed Project’s 
environmental baseline and MR-2 (License Renewal) for a discussion of relicensing. 

12-21 The Commenter’s submission of the article regarding the Governor’s solar power proposal 
is noted.  Please refer to Responses 12-10 and 12-13 for a discussion of solar technologies 
under the No Project Alternative.  Although the goal of the program identified in the com-
ment would be to have 3,000 MW of solar power by 2018, the intermittent nature of solar 
power makes it unsuitable for base-load generation, which is what would be required to replace 
DCPP.  In addition, the program is incentive-based and PG&E would have no way to imple-
ment the program or guarantee its effectiveness in the intervening time period before DCPP 
would need to shut down. 
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