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рΦ !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ όtƘŀǎŜǎ м ŀƴŘ нύ 

рΦм LƴǘǊƻŘǳŎǘƛƻƴ 

As noted in Section 1.0, Introduction, the County of San Luis Obispo (County), as Lead Agency 
under CEQA, is preparing this EIR for the Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) Decommissioning 
Project (Proposed Project). Section 2.0, Project Description, provides detailed information on the 
proposal by PG&E for the decommissioning of the DCPP, which includes dismantling and 
removing the two existing nuclear reactors (Units 1 and 2) and much of the supporting infra-
structure and restoration of the site per the Final Site Restoration Plan (see Section 2.4.4, Grading 
and Landscaping (Final Site Restoration)). The operational aspects of the DCPP following com-
pletion of the Proposed Project or any of the proposed alternatives would be limited to managing 
spent nuclear fuel (SNF) and Greater Than Class C (GTCC) waste storage, continued operation of 
the existing 230 and 500 kV switchyards, and associated security. 

The State CEQA Guidelines (§15126.6(a)) require the County ǘƻ άŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜ ŀ ǊŀƴƎŜ ƻŦ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜ 
alternatives to the [Proposed Project], or to the location of the project, which would feasibly 
attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of 
ǘƘŜ ǎƛƎƴƛŦƛŎŀƴǘ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘ ŀƴŘ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƳǇŀǊŀǘƛǾŜ ƳŜǊƛǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎΦέ 
This section describes the screening methodology to identify reasonable alternatives, identifies 
alternatives eliminated from further consideration, and provides descriptions and impact analy-
ses of each alternative considered. As required in CEQA, Section 5.5.1 identifies the environmen-
tally superior alternative. 

рΦн {ŜƭŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎ 

рΦнΦм DǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ƻƴ !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ 9Ǿŀƭǳŀǘƛƻƴ 

The State CEQA Guidelines provide the following guidance for evaluating alternatives. 

Þ An EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must consider a 
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed decision-making 
and public participation. An EIR is not required to consider infeasible alternatives. (§15126.6(a)) 

Þ The discussion of alternatives shall focus on alternatives to the project or its location which can 
avoid or substantially lessen any significant effects of the project, even if these alternatives 
would impede to some degree the attainment of the project objectives or would be more 
costly. (§15126.6(b)) 

Þ In selecting a range of potential reasonable alternatives to the project, the lead agency shall 
include those that could feasibly accomplish most of the basic objectives of the project and 
could avoid or substantially lessen one or more of the significant effects. Among the factors 
that a lead agency may use to eliminate alternatives from detailed consideration in an EIR are: 
(i) failure to meet most of the basic project objectives, (ii) infeasibility, or (iii) inability to avoid 
significant environmental impacts. (§15126.6(c)) 

Þ The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow meaningful evalua-
tion, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. If an alternative would cause one or 
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more significant effects in addition to those that would be caused by the project as proposed, 
the significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant 
effects of the project as proposed. (§ 15126.6(d)) 

Þ ¢ƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ƻŦ άƴƻ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘέ ǎƘŀƭƭ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ŜǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘ ŀƭƻƴƎ ǿƛǘƘ ƛǘǎ ƛƳǇŀŎǘΦ ¢ƘŜ pur-
pose of describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decisionmakers to compare 
the impacts of approving the proposed project with the impacts of not approving the proposed 
ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘΦ ¢ƘŜ άƴƻ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘέ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǎƘŀƭƭ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎ ǘƘŜ ŜȄƛǎǘƛƴƎ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎΣ ŀǎ ǿŜƭƭ ŀǎ ǿƘŀǘ ǿƻǳƭŘ 
be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved. 
(§ 15126.6(e)(1) and (e)(2)) 

рΦнΦн !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎ {ŎǊŜŜƴƛƴƎ aŜǘƘƻŘƻƭƻƎȅ 

Alternatives to the Proposed Project were identified by the County and by other agencies and 
the public in comments on the Notice of Preparation. All suggested alternatives were screened, 
and either retained for further analysis or eliminated as described below. The alternatives 
screening process consisted of the following steps:  

Step 1: Define the alternatives to allow comparative evaluation.  

Step 2: Evaluate each alternative using the following criteria:  

Þ The extent to which the alternative could accomplish most of the basic objectives of the 
Proposed Project (see Section 1.1, Project Location and Objectives). 

Þ The potential feasibility of the alternative, considering factors such as site suitability, economic 
viability, availability of infrastructure, General/Local Coastal Plan consistency, and consistency 
ǿƛǘƘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŀǇǇƭƛŎŀōƭŜ Ǉƭŀƴǎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƻǊȅ ƭƛƳƛǘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ό/9v! {ǘŀǘǳǘŜ ϠнмлсмΦм ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ άfea-
sibleέ ŀǎ άŎŀǇŀōƭŜ ƻŦ ōŜƛƴƎ ŀŎŎomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of 
ǘƛƳŜΣ ǘŀƪƛƴƎ ƛƴǘƻ ŀŎŎƻǳƴǘ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎΣ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭΣ ǎƻŎƛŀƭΣ ŀƴŘ ǘŜŎƘƴƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ŦŀŎǘƻǊǎέύΦ 

Þ The extent to which the alternative could avoid or lessen one or more of the significant envi-
ronmental impacts of the Proposed Project. 

Step 3: Determine the suitability of the proposed alternative for full analysis in the EIR based on 
Steps 1 and 2 above. Alternatives considered unsuitable are eliminated, with appropriate justi-
fication, from further consideration.  

For the screening analysis, the technical and regulatory feasibility of potential alternatives was 
ŀǎǎŜǎǎŜŘ ŀǘ ŀ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭΦ ¢ƘŜ ŀǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŦŜŀǎƛōƛƭƛǘȅ ǿŀǎ ŎƻƴŘǳŎǘŜŘ ōȅ ǳǎƛƴƎ άǊŜǾŜǊǎŜ ǊŜŀ-
ǎƻƴέ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ŀƴȅǘƘƛƴƎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƘat would be infeasible based on technical or 
regulatory grounds. CEQA does not require elimination of a potential alternative based on cost 
of construction and operation/maintenance. At the screening stage, potential impacts of the 
alternatives or the Project cannot be evaluated with any measure of certainty; however, ele-
ments of the Project that are likely to be sources of impacts can be identified. 

In general, characteristics used to eliminate alternatives from further consideration included: 

Þ InconsƛǎǘŜƴŎȅ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ tǊƻƧŜŎǘΩǎ ǇǳǊǇƻǎŜ ŀƴŘ ƴŜŜŘ 
Þ Limited effectiveness in reducing environmental impacts 
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Þ Permitting feasibility 
Þ Potential for greater adverse effects  
Þ Potential for inconsistency with adopted agency plans and policies 
Þ Feasibility when compared to other alternatives under consideration 

Feasible alternatives that did not clearly offer the potential to reduce significant environmental 
impacts of the Proposed Project and infeasible alternatives were removed from further analysis. 
In the final screening step, environmental advantages and disadvantages of the remaining alter-
natives were carefully weighed with respect to their potential for overall environmental advan-
tage, technical feasibility, and consistency with the Proposed Project objectives. Under both the 
Proposed Project and alternatives, decommissioning of the DCPP would continue to be subject 
to the regulations and procedures of the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for the 
decommissioning of nuclear generating stations and management of SNF.  

¢ƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜ /9v! DǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ŀ άƴƻ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘέ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ŀƴŘ ǘƻ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅΣ 
ǳƴŘŜǊ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀΣ ŀƴ άŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭƭȅ ǎǳǇŜǊƛƻǊέ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜΦ LŦ ǘƘŜ ŜƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭƭȅ ǎǳǇŜǊƛƻǊ 
alternative ƛǎ ŘŜǘŜǊƳƛƴŜŘ ǘƻ ōŜ ǘƘŜ άƴƻ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘέ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜΣ ǘƘŜ 9Lw Ƴǳǎǘ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦȅ ŀƴ environmen-
tally superior alternative among the other alternatives (State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(e)(2)). 

рΦнΦо LƳǇŀŎǘǎ ƻŦ aŀƧƻǊ /ƻƴŎŜǊƴ 

Resource areas of particular importance in the consideration of alternatives for this EIR include: 
(1) Air Quality; (2) Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions; (3) Biological Resources ς Terrestrial; 
(4) Biological Resources ς Marine; (5) Cultural Resources ς Archaeology and Built Environment; 
(6) Cultural Resources ς Tribal Cultural Resources; (7) Hazardous and Radiological Materials; and 
(8) Hydrology and Water Quality.  

As discussed in Section 4.2, Air Quality, implementation of the Proposed Project would result in 
potentially significant impact under Impact AQ-2 and Impact AQ-3 related to a net increase in 
criteria air pollutant emissions and exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial pollutant con-
centrations. Phase 1 activities at the DCPP site would result in criteria air pollutant emissions at 
rates exceeding the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (SLOCAPCD) thresholds 
of significance for ozone precursors (NOx [oxides of nitrogen] and VOC [volatile organic com-
pounds]). Mitigation Measure (MM) AQ-1 requires PG&E to implement a Decommissioning 
Activity Management Plan (DAMP) consistent with the approved Project Description. MM AQ-2 
requires PG&E to achieve off-site emissions reductions to offset the effects of any Project-related 
ozone precursor emissions over 2.5 tons/quarter (NOx and VOC combined) prior to initiating 
Phase 1. With implementation of these mitigation measures, air quality impacts are less than 
significant. Similarly, as discussed in Section 4.9, Greenhouse Gas Emissions, the Proposed Project 
would result in a potentially significant impact under Impact GHG-1 as both Phase 1 and Phase 2 
activities would generate GHG emissions that exceed the SLOAPCD significance threshold. MM 
GHG-1 could feasibly reduce or offset GHG emissions to a less-than-significant level.  

Section 4.2, Biological Resources ς Terrestrial, analyzes potential direct impacts of the Proposed 
Project on terrestrial biological resources, such as clearing or trampling of vegetation, loss of 
breeding sites and habitat, disturbance to wildlife from construction or demolition of structures, 
and mechanical crushing of animals or their burrows by vehicles or equipment. In addition, indi-
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rect biological resource impacts from the Proposed Project could include the disruption of native 
seed banks, disruption of prey base or increased predation through alterations of the physical 
landscape from Proposed Project features, increased erosion and degradation of water quality, 
changes in water runoff due to alterations in topography, noise, and vibration from demolition, 
and spread of invasive species. Excessive fugitive dust could also displace breeding birds and/or 
reduce photosynthetic capacity in plants over time and inhibit reproduction by physically coating 
reproductive structures or excluding insect pollinators. Implementation of MMs BIO-1 through 
BIO-20, AQ-1, EM-2, HWQ-1, and HWQ-2 would reduce all potential impacts to terrestrial biolog-
ical resources to a less-than-significant level. 

Section 4.3, Biological Resources ς Marine, discusses the direct and indirect impacts of the Pro-
posed Project on marine resources, specifically associated with the removal of the Discharge 
Structure, restoration of the Discharge Structure area, closure of the Intake Structure, and oper-
ation of the Marina by a third party. Impacts of the Proposed Project on marine biological 
resources include degradation of marine habitats due to stormwater runoff or other discharges 
and the potential for the spread of invasive and non-native marine species; and direct impacts 
such as turbidity, debris accumulation, vessel collision with listed species, and increased under-
water noise levels associated with offshore activities. Implementation of MMs MBIO-1 through 
MBIO-11 and MM HWQ-3 would reduce potential impacts to marine biological resources to the 
extent feasible; however, due to the uncertainty associated with the success of relocation of 
black abalone (MMs MBIO-4 and MBIO-5), impacts associated with Discharge Structure removal 
and restoration activities in Phases 1 and 2 of the Proposed Project (Impacts MBIO-1, 2, and 4) 
would remain significant and unavoidable. 

As discussed in Section 4.4, Cultural Resources ς Archaeology and Built Environment, the Pro-
posed Project would result in significant and unavoidable impacts to unanticipated buried histor-
ical resources, unique archaeological resources, and human remains during Phase 1 and Phase 2, 
even with implementation of MMs CUL-1 through CUL-10 due to the sensitive nature of the DCPP 
site, resulting in significant and unavoidable impacts. Similarly for Tribal Cultural Resources, Sec-
tion 4.6, Cultural Resources ς Tribal Cultural Resources, concludes that impacts to unanticipated 
buried tribal cultural resources, even with implementation of MMs CUL-1 through CUL-10, would 
remain significant and unavoidable for both Phase 1 and Phase 2. 

As discussed in Section 4.10, Hazardous and Radiological Materials, decommissioning activities 
could expose site workers and nearby residents to hazardous materials from known or unknown 
sources and create soil or groundwater contamination from accidental spills or releases of 
hazardous materials. MMs HAZ-1 through HAZ-3, HWQ-1, and HWQ-2 would reduce impacts to 
less than significant. Established programs, processes, and procedures would be performed in 
compliance with NRC requirements, which are designed to limit or eliminate exposure to radio-
active materials. These technical and programmatic controls have been proven reliable and 
effective at numerous reactor decommissioning projects for over 30 years, with no cases of radio-
active releases or exposures that exceed NRC and USEPA standards. Due to the risks associated 
with potential spills or releases of hazardous or radiological materials, an alternative evaluating 
ƳƻǊŜ ǎǘǊƛƴƎŜƴǘ ǊŜƳŜŘƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ όƭƻǿŜǊ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ bw/Ωǎ нр ƳǊŜƳ ǇŜǊ ȅŜŀǊ ǊŜƳŜŘƛŀǘƛƻƴ 
requirement) was considered but dismissed without full analysis given the safe closure and 
remediation of plants across the country without any major spills or radioactive releases (see 
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Section 5.3.6, Less Than 25 mrem Threshold). As a result, impacts from radiological materials 
resulting from the Proposed Project are expected to be less than significant. Decommissioning 
activities would increase safety and fire hazard concerns for construction-related accidents, 
hazard spills, and hot work activities such as welding, cutting grinding, and increased combustible 
loading. To ensure sufficient fire protection services and implementation of wildfire safety 
measures, MMs PSU-1 and PSU-2 would be implemented, reducing impacts to less than 
significant. As discussed in Section 4.11, Hydrology and Water Quality, the Proposed Project may 
affect hydrology and water quality during onshore and offshore decommissioning activities if 
such activities discharge chemicals, debris, or sediment to surface or marine waters, or suspend 
marine sediment within the offshore area. Implementation of MMs EM-2, HWQ-1, HWQ-2, 
HWQ-3, MBIO-3, and MBIO-8 would reduce potential impacts related to hydrology and water 
quality to a level that is less than significant. 

рΦнΦп {ǳƳƳŀǊȅ ƻŦ {ŎǊŜŜƴƛƴƎ wŜǎǳƭǘǎ 

Table 5-1 lists the potential alternatives identified by the County, responsible agencies, and the 
public through the scoping process. Table 5-1 indicates if the potential alternatives were elimi-
nated from further consideration (see rationale in Section 5.3, Alternatives Eliminated from 
Further Consideration) or evaluated in detail (see Section 5.4, Alternatives Evaluated in this EIR). 

Table 5-1. Potential Alternatives to the Proposed Project 

Alternatives Eliminated from 
Further Consideration 

¶ Intake Structure Removal  

¶ Breakwater Removal  

¶ Full Removal of Onshore Subsurface Structures 

¶ Partial Discharge Structure Removal 

¶ Discharge Structure Leave-in-Place/Bulkhead  

¶ Less Than 25 mrem Remediation Threshold 

¶ Santa Maria Valley Railyard ς Santa Maria (SMVR-SM) Site 

Alternatives Evaluated 
in this EIR 

¶ SAFSTOR Alternative 

¶ California State Lands Commission (CSLC) No Project Alternative  

¶ Minimum Demolition Alternative 

¶ Firing Range Minimum Earthwork Alternative 

¶ Firing Range Partial Backfill Alternative 

¶ No Waste by Rail Alternative 

¶ Delayed Decommissioning 

¶ CSLC Full Removal Alternative 

Additional comments related to alternatives were brought up during scoping, which are other-
wise addressed in the EIR, as follows: 

Scoping Comment Where Addressed in EIR 

Þ Analyze all feasible alternatives as means of 
reducing effects to biological resources.  

Section 5.4 ς Multiple alternatives evaluated 
in this EIR reduce biological resources impacts. 

Þ Evaluate rail routes that that may reduce 
potential risk of exposure to populated 
areas. 

Section 5.4.6 ς The No Waste by Rail Alterna-
tive eliminates rail use; rail routes are deter-
mined by Union Pacific Railroad.  
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Scoping Comment Where Addressed in EIR 

Þ Consider alternative sites for waste disposal 
should the proposed sites become unavail-
able and if wastes are stored longer than 
planned. 

Section 2.3.19.3 ς Multiple disposal sites are 
identified for each waste class, except for 
Class B/C waste where the only available site is 
Waste Control Specialists in Andrews, Texas. 

Þ Address the No Project Alternative as a 
zero-emission alternative. 

Section 4.8 ς The Proposed Project is analyzed 
based on a άƴƻ ƴŜǘ ƛƴŎǊŜŀǎŜέ greenhouse gas 
emissions threshold.  

Þ Clarify if non-decommissioning alternatives 
would require new applications and 
undergo a new process. 

Section 1.2.1 ς Discusses the DCPP license 
expiration and retirement. 

рΦо !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎ 9ƭƛƳƛƴŀǘŜŘ ŦǊƻƳ CǳǊǘƘŜǊ /ƻƴǎƛŘŜǊŀǘƛƻƴ 

Six potential alternatives were identified, reviewed, and eliminated from further consideration. 
Two of these alternatives involve removal of the Intake Structure and Breakwaters, which are 
covered under the California State Lands Commission (CSLC) Full Removal Alternative (see 
Section 5.4.8). These potential alternatives and the rationale for eliminating them from further 
consideration are discussed below. 

рΦоΦм LƴǘŀƪŜ {ǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ wŜƳƻǾŀƭ  

рΦоΦмΦм 5ŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ 

This alternative was identified by PG&E in its application to the County. Under this alternative all 
the same decommissioning/removal activities would occur as described for the Proposed Project; 
however, instead of only modifying the Intake Structure to load barges for bulk waste transport, 
the Intake Structure would be completely removed back to the water tunnels and the entrance 
to the tunnels sealed with a concrete bulkhead. Details for implementing this alternative are 
described in detail in Section 5.4.8, Alternative 8: CSLC Full Removal Alternative. Note that as part 
of the CPUC 2021 Nuclear Decommissioning Cost Triennial Proceedings, retention of the Intake 
Structure was identified as a cost savings measure for repurposing of plant facilities, with a 
decommissioning cost savings of approximately $37.5 million (PG&E, 2021e ς Table 6-2).  

рΦоΦмΦн wŀǘƛƻƴŀƭŜ ŦƻǊ 9ƭƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ 

This alternative would meet the Proposed Project objectives and may partially fulfill the CSLC 
lease requirements, which require removal of all infrastructure within the CSLC jurisdiction. Addi-
tionally, there are no identified feasibility issues associated with this alternative. However, this 
alternative would result in greater environmental impacts than the Proposed Project, including 
impacts related to air quality, biological resources, water turbidity, and water quality, due to the 
additional disturbance to the marine environment. Therefore, this alternative is eliminated from 
further analysis as a stand-alone alternative to the Proposed Project. Nevertheless, in considera-
tion of the CSLC lease requirements, this alternative has been analyzed in detail as part of the 
CSLC Full Removal Alternative (see Section 5.4.8). 
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рΦоΦн .ǊŜŀƪǿŀǘŜǊ wŜƳƻǾŀƭ  

рΦоΦнΦм 5ŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ 

This alternative was identified by PG&E in its application to the County. Under this alternative all 
the same decommissioning/removal activities would occur as described for the Proposed Project; 
however, the East and West Breakwaters around the Intake Cove would also be removed, and 
the marine habitat restored. Details for implementing this alternative are described in detail in 
Section 5.4.8, Alternative 8: CSLC Full Removal Alternative. 

рΦоΦнΦн wŀǘƛƻƴŀƭŜ ŦƻǊ 9ƭƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ 

This alternative would meet the Proposed Project objectives and may partially fulfill the CSLC 
lease requirements, which require removal of all infrastructure within the CSLC jurisdiction. Addi-
tionally, there are no identified feasibility issues associated with this alternative. However, this 
alternative would result in greater environmental impacts than the Proposed Project, including 
impacts related to air quality, biological resources, water turbidity, and water quality, due to the 
additional disturbance to the marine environment. Therefore, this alternative is eliminated from 
further analysis as a stand-alone alternative to the Proposed Project. Nevertheless, in considera-
tion of the CSLC lease requirements, this alternative has been analyzed in detail as part of the 
CSLC Full Removal Alternative (see Section 5.4.8). 

рΦоΦо Cǳƭƭ wŜƳƻǾŀƭ ƻŦ hƴǎƘƻǊŜ {ǳōǎǳǊŦŀŎŜ {ǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ 

рΦоΦоΦм 5ŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ 

For this alternative greater onshore structure removal would occur than under the Proposed Pro-
ject, which generally leaves subsurface structures in place 3 feet below the existing adjacent 
grade with certain contaminated structures removed to greater depths (or completely) and back-
filled per NRC regulations. The foundations associated with the following structures are 
anticipated to remain in place under the Proposed Project and would be removed under this 
alternative, as shown in Figure 5-1 (ERM, 2023). 

Þ Auxiliary Building (Facility ID 99) would be demolished to the perimeter foundation walls and 
lowermost floor slabs. Approximately 4,700 cubic yards of concrete associated with the peri-
meter foundation walls and the lowermost floor slabs at depths varying approximately from 3 
feet to 30 feet below existing ground surface per historical records.  

Þ Turbine Building (Facility ID 101) would be demolished to the perimeter foundation walls and 
lowermost floor slabs. Approximately 11,500 cubic yards of concrete associated with the 
perimeter foundation walls and the lowermost floor slabs at depths varying approximately 
from 3 feet to 17 feet below ground surface per historical records. 

Þ The Intake Structure (Facility ID 108) tunnels are located approximately at depths 0 feet to 50 
feet below existing ground surface per historical records. The amount of concrete associated 
with these structures has not been estimated. 
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Þ Security Training Building (Facility ID 114A) footings are anticipated to extend 5 feet below 
existing ground surface based on historical records. Footing elements constructed between 3 
and 5 feet below existing ground surface constitute approximately 20 cubic yards of concrete. 

Þ Laundry and Radiation Waste Building (Facility ID 117A/B) footings are anticipated to extend 5 
feet below existing ground surface based on historical records. Footing elements constructed 
between 3 and 5 feet below existing ground surface constitute approximately 240 cubic yards 
of concrete. 

Þ Intake Office & Security Access (Facility ID 128) footings are anticipated to extend 18 feet below 
existing ground surface based on historical records. Footing elements constructed between 3 
and 18 feet below existing ground surface constitute approximately 2,700 cubic yards of 
concrete. 

Þ The Water Circulation Tunnels are located approximately at depths 7 feet to 50 feet below 
existing ground surface per historical records. The amount of concrete associated with these 
structures has not been estimated. 

The estimated volumes of concrete provided do not include the removal of the concrete surfaces 
as part of the decontamination process, such that the volume of additional concrete removed 
under this alternative may be less. The extent of additional subsurface structure removals could 
vary ranging from greater than 3 feet (partial) to full removal. The greatest impacts would be 
associated with full removal of subsurface structures. All other aspects of this alternative would 
be identical to the Proposed Project.  
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Figure 5-1. Remaining Subsurface Onshore Structures to be Removed 

 
Source:Dibble and Minch, 2006 (basemap); ERM, 2023. 
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рΦоΦоΦн wŀǘƛƻƴŀƭŜ ŦƻǊ 9ƭƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ 

This alternative is feasible and consistent with the Proposed Project objectives. Under this alter-
native, the onshore site would be returned to a more natural condition because it would reduce 
the amount of underground infrastructure remaining on site in perpetuity. Any contamination 
would be removed as required by the NRC. Locations where structures are removed to full depth 
would be disturbed and subject to coastal and surface erosion, particularly near the bluffs. The 
potential for coastal erosion processes to uncover subsurface structures in the future would be 
monitored as part of MM GEO-3 (Monitoring and Reporting of Potential Subsurface Structure 
Exposure) and therefore is not considered a significant impact (see Section 4.8, Geology, Soils, 
and Coastal Processes, and Section 7.1, Climate Change and Sea-Level Rise). The potential for 
subsurface structures to be exposed as a result of improper site drainage would be mitigated 
through implementation of MMs HWQ-1 (Prepare and Implement Drainage Plans) and HWQ-2 
(Long-Term Erosion and Sediment Control Plan).  

Additional removal of subsurface structures would result in substantially more impacts for many 
issue areas. Based on currently available information, it is anticipated that the removal of sub-
surface structures would result in more air and GHG emissions from additional earth movement 
and increased use of construction equipment, trucks, and barges; greater biological resources 
impacts due to a longer period of disturbance; greater potential for exposing and impacting 
potentially sensitive cultural or tribal cultural resources; and greater potential for soil erosion and 
associated water quality impacts. Additionally, noise associated with off-site trucking would be 
extended; and there would be an increase in the duration and perhaps intensity of off-site 
trucking and barging activities due to the additional materials unearthed. Because this alternative 
would result in extensive additional impacts and does not reduce any of the significant impacts 
of the Proposed Project, this alternative is eliminated from further analysis. 

рΦоΦп tŀǊǘƛŀƭ 5ƛǎŎƘŀǊƎŜ {ǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ wŜƳƻǾŀƭ  

рΦоΦпΦм 5ŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ 

This alternative was considered by PG&E 
and a detailed environmental benefits anal-
ysis was completed evaluating all discharge 
backfill options (full backfill, partial backfill, 
no backfill). (PG&E, 2022c). Under this 
alternative all the same decommissioning 
activities would occur as described for the 
Proposed Project; however, instead of 
completely removing the Discharge Struc-
ture, the floor and side walls would remain. 
Various options for backfilling the Dis-
charge Structure area were also considered, including no backfill, partial backfill, or full backfill, 
as depicted in Figure 5-2 (side walls are not shown to allow the backfill to be shown). Approxi-
mately 11,292 1-ton quarry rocks would be required for complete backfill or 1,249 1-ton quarry 
rocks for partial backfill, requiring up to 13 barge trips or as little as two barge trips, respectively, 

Figure 5-2. Partial Discharge Structure Removal 
with Full Backfill 

 
Source: PG&E, 2021a. 
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to source the rocks from Santa Catalina Island (PG&E, 2022c). A concrete bulkhead would con-
tinue to be placed on the structure as under the Proposed Project; however, it would be located 
closer to the shoreline as opposed to slightly farther inland where the water tunnels begin. 

рΦоΦпΦн wŀǘƛƻƴŀƭŜ ŦƻǊ 9ƭƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ 

This alternative would generally meet the Proposed Project objectives and would reduce the 
construction activities necessary for removal of the Discharge Structure, thereby resulting in a 
minor reduction in air emissions. Regarding the different backfill options, the environmental 
benefits analysis concluded that full backfill was the most environmentally beneficial as the 
quarry rock would provide incidental marine and terrestrial habitat, including hiding areas for 
fish and roosting areas for birds. Backfilling the area also helps to fill the hole left behind that 
would otherwise result in a noticeable change in the topography of the coastline. However, by 
leaving elements of the Discharge Structure in place, the industrial nature of the DCPP site and 
its effects on the natural landscape would persist in perpetuity and would otherwise conflict with 
California Coastal Commission (CCC) and California State Lands Commission (CSLC) goals of 
returning the DCPP site to a more natural condition. Additionally, the potential exists that 
residual radiological contamination could exist the floor and side walls, which could ultimately 
result in additional removals as necessary to meet the NRC Part 50 facility operating license 
termination requirements. Due to the unknown level of additional removals, and concerns 
related to the difficult process of, and costs associated with, tracing the specific areas of 
radiological contamination that could remain, and the limited environmental benefits of this 
alternative, it was eliminated from further consideration.  

рΦоΦр 5ƛǎŎƘŀǊƎŜ {ǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜ [ŜŀǾŜπƛƴπtƭŀŎŜκ.ǳƭƪƘŜŀŘ 

рΦоΦрΦм 5ŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ 

This alternative was considered by PG&E and 
an environmental benefits analysis was 
completed evaluating all discharge backfill 
options (full backfill, partial backfill, no 
backfill). Under this alternative all the same 
decommissioning/removal activities would 
occur as described for the Proposed Project; 
however, the entire Discharge Structure 
would remain, and the main opening (at the 
lowest elevation) would be closed off with a 
concrete bulkhead and the interior filled with 
flowable fill (see Figure 5-3). Similar to the Partial Discharge Structure Removal Alternative (see 
Section 5.3.4), an additional option was considered to add approximately 462 1-ton quarry rock 
as backfill to the lowermost portion of the Discharge Structure (not depicted in Figure 5-3), which 
would require one barge trip to source rocks from Santa Catalina Island (PG&E, 2022c).  

Figure 5-3. Discharge Structure Leave-in-Place/
Bulkhead (No Additional Backfill) 

 
Source: PG&E, 2021a. 
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рΦоΦрΦн wŀǘƛƻƴŀƭŜ ŦƻǊ 9ƭƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ 

This alternative would generally meet the Proposed Project objectives and would reduce the 
amount of construction activities necessary for removal of the Discharge Structure, thereby 
resulting in a reduction in emissions, even more so than the Partial Discharge Structure Removal 
alternative (see Section 5.3.4). Regarding the different backfill options, the environmental 
benefits analysis concluded that the addition of backfill was more environmentally beneficial as 
the quarry rock would provide some incidental marine habitat, including hiding areas for fish. 
This alternative avoids creating a large hole within the bluffs, but the industrial nature of the 
DCPP site and its effects on the natural landscape would persist in perpetuity and would other-
wise conflict with CCC and CSLC goals of returning the DCPP site to a more natural condition. The 
addition of quarry rock would mostly be contained within the structure and therefore would not 
provide incidental habitat benefits, other than the small portion beyond the bulkhead (not 
depicted in Figure 5-3).  

With leaving the Discharge Structure in place, the potential exists that residual radiological con-
tamination could remain, which could ultimately result in additional removals as necessary to 
meet the NRC Part 50 facility operating license termination requirements. Due to the unknown 
level of additional removals, and concerns related to the difficult process of tracing the specific 
areas of radiological contamination that could remain, which in the end may lead to similar 
impacts at potentially a higher cost than the Proposed Project, as well as the limited environmen-
tal benefits of this alternative, it was eliminated from further consideration.  

рΦоΦс  [Ŝǎǎ ¢Ƙŀƴ нр ƳǊŜƳ wŜƳŜŘƛŀǘƛƻƴ ¢ƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘ 

рΦоΦсΦм 5ŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ 

This alternative ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊǎ ŀǇǇƭȅƛƴƎ ŀ ƳƻǊŜ ǎǘǊƛƴƎŜƴǘΣ ƭƻǿŜǊ ǊŀŘƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘ ǘƘŀƴ ǘƘŜ bw/Ωǎ 
25 millirem per year threshold.  

Federal Jurisdiction and Preemption 

The Federal government has long occupied the field of nuclear safety regulation and has there-
fore historically preempted states from enforcing their own separate nuclear safety regulations. 
In 1954, the United States Congress enacted the Atomic Energy Act of 1954 largely to encourage 
private corporations to participate in the use, control, and ownership of nuclear energy technol-
ogy (Justia.com, 2023b, 2023c). When private entities remained reluctant to enter the sector, the 
1957 Price-!ƴŘŜǊǎƻƴ !Ŏǘ ŀƛƳŜŘ ǘƻ άǊŜƳƻǾŜ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ƛƳǇŜŘƛƳŜƴǘǎ ƛƴ ƻǊŘŜǊ ǘƻ ǎǘƛƳǳƭŀǘŜ ǘƘŜ 
private development of electric energy by nuclear power while simultaneously providing the pub-
lic ŎƻƳǇŜƴǎŀǘƛƻƴ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜǾŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŀ ŎŀǘŀǎǘǊƻǇƘƛŎ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ƛƴŎƛŘŜƴǘ ό.ǳǊƎŜǊΣ мфтуύΦέ ¢ƘŜ tǊƛŎŜ-
Anderson Act was amended in 1966 in an effort to consolidate, coordinate, and expedite any 
case managemŜƴǘ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ άŜȄǘǊŀƻǊŘƛƴŀǊȅ ƴǳŎƭŜŀǊ ƻŎŎǳǊǊŜƴŎŜέ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ 
uniform results (FindLaw, 2018; Cornell Law School, 2023). The 1998 Price-Anderson Amend-
ments Act further applied federal jurisdiction to any action resulting from a nuclear incident 
(Cornell Law School, 2023). 

Prior to 1997, the NRC determined the criteria for release of each nuclear reactor on a site-
specific basis. In 1997, the NRC adopted amendments to 10 CFR Parts 20, 30, 40, 50, 51, 70, and 
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72 regarding the decommissioning of licensed facilities that process or use nuclear resources and 
ǊŜƳŜŘƛŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǘƘƻǎŜ ŦŀŎƛƭƛǘƛŜǎΩ ƭŀƴŘǎ ŀƴŘ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ όbw/Σ мффтŀύΦ47 The 1997 regulatory changes 
codified radiological criteria for decommissioning that allow for some site-specific consideration, 
but established a standard threshold allowing a licensee to terminate its operating license if the 
total effective dose equivalent (TEDE) for the critical group is less than 25 millirem (mrem) per 
ȅŜŀǊΦ ¢ƘŜ άŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƎǊƻǳǇέ ƛǎ ƛƴǘŜƴŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜŦƭŜŎǘ ƛƴŘƛǾiduals most likely to face the maximum 
exposure to radiological doses due to activities conducted by the NRC licensee that is terminating 
its operating license (NRC, 2002).48  

The 1997 regulation goes into additional detail about the calculations necessary to determine 
ǘƘŜ άŀǎ ƭƻǿ ŀǎ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭȅ ŀŎƘƛŜǾŀōƭŜΣέ ƻǊ ![!w!Σ ǘŀǊƎŜǘΣ ǿƘƛŎƘ ƛǎ ŀ ǎƛǘŜ-specific calculation related 
to a cost-benefits analysis evaluating the benefits of attaining a more stringent remediation 
threshold against the costs of the potential transportation, air quality, and cultural impacts (NRC, 
1997a).49 ¢ƘŜ bw/ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎŀƭƭȅ ŦƻǳƴŘ ǘƘŀǘ άLƴ ŀŎǘǳŀƭ ǎƛǘǳŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ƛǘ ƛǎ ƭƛƪŜƭȅ ǘƘŀǘΣ ŜǾŜƴ ƛŦ ƴƻ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ 
analysis of ALARA were required for soil and concrete removal, the actual dose will be reduced 
to below 0.25 mSv/y (or 25 mrem per year) because of the nature of the removal process (NRC, 
мффтŀύΦέ 

The NRC and the US Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) both oversee the remediation of 
sites that have potential radiological contamination. In 1999, the US House of Representatives 
Appropriations Committee directed the two federal agencies to adopt a memorandum of under-
standing to clarify USEPAΩǎ ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜƳŜƴǘ ŀǘ bw/-regulated sites (i.e., nuclear power generation 
facilities). USEPA has historically conteƴŘŜŘ ǘƘŀǘΣ ƻƴŎŜ ŀ ǎƛǘŜΩǎ bw/ ƭƛŎŜƴǎŜ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǘŜŘΣ 
  

 
47  62 Federal Register No. 139, page 39058-39092 (dated Monday July 21, 1997), especially page 39064, which 

conŎƭǳŘŜǎ άΧ ŀ ƎŜƴŜǊƛŎ ŘƻǎŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘ ƻǊ ƭƛƳƛǘŀǘƛƻƴ ŦƻǊ ŘŜŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴƛƴƎ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎ ƻŦ Χ нр ƳǊŜƳκȅύ ŦƻǊ ǳƴǊŜ-
stricted release of a site is reasonable from the standpoint of providing a sufficient and ample margin of safety 
ŦƻǊ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƘŜŀƭǘƘΦέ όbw/Σ мффтŀύ 

48  See NUREG-0586, Supplement 1 Volume 1, page 2-5, footnote (a): The "critical group" is that group of individuals 
reasonably expected to receive the highest exposure to residual radioactivity within the assumptions of a par-
ticular scenario. The average dose to a member of the critical group is represented by the average of the doses 
for all members of the critical group, which in turn is assumed to represent the most likely exposure situation. 
For example, when considering whether it is appropriate to "release" a building that has been decontaminated 
(allow people to work in the building without restrictions), the critical group would be the group of employees 
that would regularly work in the building. If radiation in the soil is the concern, then the scenario used to repre-
sent the maximally exposed individual is that of a resident farmer. The assumptions used for this scenario are 
prudently conservative and tend to overestimate the potential doses. The added "sensitivity" of certain members 
of the population, such as pregnant women, infants, children, and any others who may be at higher risk from 
radiation exposures, are accounted for in the analysis. However, the most sensitive member may not always be 
the member of the population that receives the highest dose. This is especially true if the most sensitive member 
(e.g., an infant) does not participate in activities that provide the greatest dose or if they do not eat specific foods 
that cause the greatest dose. (NRC, 2002) 

49  62 Federal Register No. 139, page 39060 suggests that ALARA should consider how doses would be quantified, 
what $ per person-rem value should be assigned, and how non-radiological risks/impacts should be evaluated. 
(NRC, 1997a) 
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USEPAΩǎ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎ ǎƘƻǳƭŘ ŀǇǇƭȅ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ (USEPA, 2000).50 ¦{9t!Ωǎ ƎǳƛŘŀƴŎŜ ŦƻǊ ƛƳǇƭŜƳŜƴǘƛƴƎ 
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) 
suggests each radiological site should be remediated to 15 mrem per year of potential annual 
exposure. 

In 2002, the NRC and the USEPA signed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) agreeing that 
the NRC has jurisdiction over decommissioning nuclear power plant sites, but in instances where 
a site may exceed the CERCLA remediation thresholds following decommissioning, the NRC shall 
ǎŜŜƪ ǘƘŜ ¦{9t!Ωǎ ŀǎǎƛǎǘŀƴŎŜ ƛƴ ǊŜǾƛŜǿƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭƛŎŜƴǎŜ ǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ Ǉƭŀƴ όbw/ ŀƴŘ ¦{9t!Σ нллнύΦ 
USEPA further agreed to only resolve any CERCLA isǎǳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŀǊŜ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ bw/Ωǎ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴ 
at NRC-licensed site. That includes any chemical or hazardous wastes that may have been used 
or created at the site, pursuant to the Federal Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA).  

Additionally, the NRC, USEPA, US Department of Energy (DOE), and US Department of Defense 
(DOD) created a joint Multi-Agency Radiation Survey and Site Investigation Manual (MARSSIM) 
in August 2000, which provides information about how to conduct final radiological status sur-
veys (NRC, 2000b). The MARSSIM aims to provide a consistent approach across Federal agencies 
responsible for overseeing radiological cleanup to ensure an effective use of staff and licensee 
resources while also meeting federally established criteria for site release and license termina-
tion.  

Radioactive Doses Defined 

According to the NRC, a mrem is a biological dose equivalent, which is measured as 1/1000th of a 
roentgen equivalent man (rem) and the calculation depends on the quality factor51 of the type 
of radiation. The quality factor is used because some types of radiation (such as exposure to alpha 
particles) are more biologically damaging than others (such as beta and gamma radiation) (NRC, 
2021a; USEPA, 2022). The NRC estimates an exposure of 1 (one) mrem is equivalent to the 
following activities: 

a. 3 days of living in Atlanta 
b. 2 days of living in Denver 
c. 1 year of watching television (~4 hours/day) (on average) 
d. 1 year of wearing a watch with a luminous dial 
e. 1 coast-to-coast airline flight 
f. 1 (one) year living near a normally operating nuclear power plant52 

 
50 The 1990 revisions to the National Contingency Plan and USEPA guidance under the Comprehensive Environ-

mental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act of 1980 (CERCLA) for cleanups and remedial actions under the 
Superfund program, is 104 to 106 excess lifetime cancer risk from all radiological and non-radiological carcino-
gens, which equates to approximately 15 mrem. (USEPA, 2000) 

51  The quality factor is the factor by which the absorbed dose (rad or gray) is to be multiplied to obtain a quantity 
that expresses, on a common scale for all ionizing radiation, the biological damage (rem or sievert) to an exposed 
individual. (NRC, 2021a) 

52  This comparison differs from the 25 mrem remediation threshold. Someone living near a normally operating 
nuclear power plant for one year will have lower radioactive exposure than someone residing on and/or regularly 
eating/drinking resources from a site that formerly housed an operating nuclear power plant for 40-60 years.  
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Further, the NRC identifies specific medical procedures as providing significantly higher levels of 
radiation than the exposures listed above relative to baseline day-to-day living (see Figure 5-4).  

Figure 5-4. Radiation Doses in our Daily Lives  

 
Source: NRC, 2022c. 
*  Ambient Natural Background Radiation includes natural and man-made sources, on average across the U.S., 

including those from food and nearby industrial processes.  
** In the U.S., a typical mammogram requires two images. 

Note that these one-time exposures, as illustrated above in Figure 5-4, are related to discrete 
events tƘŀǘ Ƴŀȅ ƘŀǇǇŜƴ ƻŎŎŀǎƛƻƴŀƭƭȅ ŘǳǊƛƴƎ ŀƴ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭΩǎ ƭƛŦŜΣ ǿƘŜǊŜŀǎ ǘƘŜ άǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ ŦŀǊƳŜǊ 
ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻέ ǿƻǳƭŘ ǊŜƭŀǘŜ ǘƻ ŀ ǇŜǊǎƻƴ ƭƛǾƛƴƎ ƻƴ ƻƴŜ ǎƛǘŜΣ ŘǊƛƴƪƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ƭƻŎŀƭ ǿŀǘŜǊΣ ŀƴŘ ŜŀǘƛƴƎ ŦƻƻŘ 
grown on the site (24/7). That individual is likely hard to model so these doses are provided to 
reflect what an individual may face from a one-time medical procedure, compared to the 1 mrem 
threshold that NRC has estimated as equivalent to living next to an operating nuclear power 
plant. 

CƛƴŀƭƭȅΣ ǘƘŜ bw/ ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ άǊŜǎƛŘǳŀƭ ǊŀŘƛƻŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅέ ŀǎ ŀƴȅ ǊŀŘƛƻŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǊŜƳŀƛƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎΣ ma-
terial, soils, groundwater, or other media at a site that is directly resulting from activities under 
ǘƘŜ ƭƛŎŜƴǎŜŜΩǎ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭΦ ¢ƘŜ bw/ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŀƴȅ ǊŀŘƛƻŀŎǘƛǾƛǘȅ ǊŜƭŀǘŜŘ ǘƻ ƭƛŎŜƴǎŜŘ ŀƴŘ ǳƴƭƛŎŜƴǎŜŘ 
sources used by the licensee but excludes any naturally occurring background radiation (NRC, 
2021b). 

Site Specific Analyses  

The NRC requires a decommissioning site to remediate to an unrestricted dose criterion of 25 
mrem per year (total) on a generic basis without any site-specific analysis, because that threshold 
has been found to be safe, regardless of the number of other sources of nuclides. The NRC further 
suggests that ALARA must be evaluated based on a site-specific cost-benefit analysis, and has 
found that, in almost all instances, removal of soil and structures to the pre-existing background 
ǊŀŘƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƛǎ άƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ƴƻǘ Ŏƻǎǘ-ŜŦŦŜŎǘƛǾŜέ όbw/Σ мффтŀύΦ 

The NRC notes that sites meeting the 25 mrem per year threshold can be released for unre-
stricted use and their Part 50 License is terminated. While the agency has additional require-
ƳŜƴǘǎ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻǳƭŘ ŀǇǇƭȅ ǘƻ άǊŜǎǘǊƛŎǘŜŘ ǳǎŜέ ƻŦ ŀ ǎƛǘŜ ƻƴŎŜ ƛǘǎ ƭƛŎŜƴǎŜ ƛǎ ǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǘŜŘΣ ǘƘŀǘ ŀƭƳƻǎǘ 
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exclusively applies to industrial sites that could continue operating under industrial zoning due 
to site conditions before and after the license termination.  

¢ƘŜ ŘŜŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴƛƴƎ ƻŦ tDϧ9Ωǎ 5/tt ƛƴǾƻƭǾŜǎ ŘƛǎƳŀƴǘƭƛƴƎ ŀƴŘ ǊŜƳƻǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴǘΩǎ ǎǘǊǳŎǘǳǊŜǎ 
from a previously undeveloped stretch of the Central California Coast, and removing radioactive 
and chemical contamination from the soils and groundwater to levels at which the site can be 
released for unrestricted use (NRC, 1996). Pursuant to NRC rules, PG&E submitted its Post-
Shutdown Decommissioning Activities Report (PSDAR) in December 2019, including a site-specific 
decommissioning cost estimate and an Irradiated Fuel Management Plan (NRC, 2019a, 2019b, 
2020b, 2022a). In October 2021, PG&E notified the NRC of changes to its PSDAR related to the 
retainment of the Intake Cove and structures associated with it, and modifications to its strategy 
for transporting radioactive and other waste from the site (PG&E, 2021f).53 PG&E will be required 
to submit a license termination plan to demonstrate compliance with federal remediation thresh-
olds prior to its DCPP Part 50 license being terminated by the NRC (NRC, 2021c). The NRC will 
ƻƴƭȅ ŀǇǇǊƻǾŜ tDϧ9Ωǎ ƭƛŎŜƴǎŜ ǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ Ǉƭŀƴ ƛŦ tDϧ9 Ŏŀƴ ǇǊƻǾŜ ƛǘ ǿƛƭƭ ƳŜŜǘ ǘƘŜ CŜŘŜǊŀƭ remedi-
ation threshold of 25 mrem per year or ALARA, which sets a goal of attaining a remediation level 
below the Federal requirement, as described above. 

Background on 25 mrem threshold. The NRC based its threshold of 25 mrem per year for a site 
to be released for unrestricted use on studies conducted by the International Commission on 
Radiation Protection (ICRP) and the National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements 
(NCRP). Both agencies established a dose limit of 100 mrem per year as the publicly acceptable 
level for radioactive exposure other than medical procedures. The ICRP and NCRP also estab-
lished a cost-based evaluation measure to determine whether a site could achieve additional 
dose reduction(s).  

¢ƘŜ bw/Ωǎ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀŘƻǇǘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ нр ƳǊŜƳ ǇŜǊ ȅŜŀǊ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘ ǎǘŀǘŜ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ άŀ ǎǳŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ 
ŀƴŘ ŀƳǇƭŜ ƳŀǊƎƛƴ ƻŦ ǎŀŦŜǘȅ ƛƴ ǇǊƻǘŜŎǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƘŜŀƭǘƘέ ǿƘŜƴ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊƛƴƎ ǘƘŀǘ Ƴƻǎǘ ƳŜƳōŜǊǎ 
of the public ς even those living near a decommissioning facility ς are unlikely to experience a 
dose of 100 mrem per year above background radiation (NRC, 1997a). 

Lƴ ŀ ǎǘŀŦŦ ŘƻŎǳƳŜƴǘ ŀƴǎǿŜǊƛƴƎ ǉǳŜǎǘƛƻƴǎ ŀōƻǳǘ ǘƘŜ bw/Ωǎ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘ ŦƻǊ ƭƛŎŜƴǎŜ ǘŜǊƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜ 
NRC explained that the 25 mrem per year threshold was adopted because it protects the public 
from significant dosages related to licŜƴǎŜŜΩǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƻƴǎ ŀƴŘ ŀƭƭƻǿǎ ŦƻǊ ǎŀŦŜ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ǘƻ ŀ ǎƛǘŜ ƻƴŎŜ 
a Part 50 operating license is terminated (NRC, 2000a).54 Separately, in 62 Fed. Reg No. 139 (July 
21, 1997) the NRC cited several international and federal agencies, including the ICRP and NCRP, 
ǘƻ ŦƛƴŘ άǎŜǘǘƛƴƎ ŀ ǎƻǳǊŎŜ ŎƻƴǎǘǊŀƛƴǘ ƻŦ нр-33 percent of the annual dose limit of 1 mSV/y (100 
ƳǊŜƳκȅύ ƛǎ ŀŘŜǉǳŀǘŜ ŀƴŘ ŀ мр ƳǊŜƳκȅ ŘƻǎŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛƻƴ ƛǎ ƻǾŜǊƭȅ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜ όbw/Σ мффтŀύΦέ NRC 
ŀƭǎƻ ŜȄǇƭŀƛƴŜŘ ǘƘŀǘ ƛǘǎ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘ ŘƛŦŦŜǊǎ ŦǊƻƳ ¦{9t!Ωǎ CERCLA requirement of 15 mrem per year 
ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ ƛǎ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ ǊŜǎƛŘǳŀƭ ǊŀŘƛǳƳ ƭŜǾŜƭǎΣ ǿƘƛƭŜ ǘƘŜ ¦{9t!Ωǎ ǊŀŘƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŘƻǎŜ ƭƛƳƛǘ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊǎ 

 
53  PG&E committed to providing the NRC with an updated PSDAR within six months of filing each Nuclear Decom-

missioning Cost Triennial Proceeding (NDCTP) with the California Public Utilities Commission, but it has not yet 
filed an updated PSDAR with the NRC since the December 2021 filing of Application 21-12-007. (PG&E, 2021f) 

54  NUREG-1628 at 37-оуΦ ά!ǘ ǘƘŜ ƭƛŎŜƴǎŜ-termination stage (towards the end of the decommissioning process), the 
Commission must consider (1) the licensee's plan for assuring that adequate funds will be available for final site 
release, (2) the radiation-release criteria for license termination, and (3) the adequacy of the plans for the final 
survey that is required tƻ ǾŜǊƛŦȅ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ ǊŜƭŜŀǎŜ ŎǊƛǘŜǊƛŀ ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ ƳŜǘΦέ όbw/Σ нлллŀύ 
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additional contaminants that would affect the acceptable risk to the public assuming a 30-year 
lifetime exposure from the site, including Cesium-137, Americium-241, Cobalt-60, Iodine, Pluto-
nium, Thorium, and Technecium-фф ό¦{9t!Σ нлнмύΦ CǳǊǘƘŜǊΣ ǘƘŜ bw/Ωǎ ǊŜƳŜŘƛŀǘƛƻƴ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘ ƛǎ 
based on the exposure an individual living and working on the site all day, every day, for up to 30 
years would face if that individual moved onto the site shortly after decommissioning is 
completed (NRC, 2002).55 While USEPA requires a more stringent threshold under 40 CFR 190 
and 191, its 15 mrem per year requirement adopted under CERCLA remaiƴǎ ǿƛǘƘƛƴ ōƻǘƘ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎΩ 
range of 15-25 mrem per year ǘƘŀǘ ƛǎ άƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ ǘƘŜ Ǌƛǎƪ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ǇŜǊƳƛǘǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ 
ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳŀƴŎŜ ƻōƧŜŎǘƛǾŜǎ ŦƻǊΧ ǎǇŜƴǘ ŦǳŜƭ ŀƴŘ ƘƛƎƘ ƭŜǾŜƭ ǿŀǎǘŜ όbw/Σ мффтŀύΦέ56  

As Low As Reasonably Achievable (ALARA). 10 CFR § 20.100о ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ άALARAέ ŀǎ άƳŀƪƛƴƎ ŜǾŜǊȅ 
reasonable effort to maintain exposures to radiation as far below the dose limits in this part as is 
practical consistent with the purpose for which the licensed activity is undertaken, taking into 
account the state of technology, the economics of improvements in relation to state of 
technology, the economics of improvements in relation to benefits to the public health and 
safety, and other societal and socioeconomic considerations, and in relation to utilization of 
nucleaǊ ŜƴŜǊƎȅ ŀƴŘ ƭƛŎŜƴǎŜŘ ƳŀǘŜǊƛŀƭǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ǇǳōƭƛŎ ƛƴǘŜǊŜǎǘΦέ ¢ƘŜ bw/ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜǎ ŀ ŎƻǎǘκōŜƴŜŦƛǘ 
analysis to be conducted to evaluate the level of remediation to occur at each site, based on site-
specific classifications such as cultural, traffic, or air quality impacts associated with incremental 
site remediation efforts. The NRC has specifically stated that while returning a site to preexisting 
ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘ ŎƻƴŘƛǘƛƻƴǎ ƛǎ ƻǇǘƛƳŀƭΣ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘǊŜǎƘƻƭŘ Ƴŀȅ ƴƻǘ ōŜ ǊŜŀǎƻƴŀōƭŜ ōŜŎŀǳǎŜ ƛǘ άƳŀȅ ǊŜǎǳƭǘ 
ƛƴ ŀ ƴŜǘ ŘŜǘǊƛƳŜƴǘ ƻǊ Χ ώǘhe] cost cannot be justifiedέ (NRC, 1997a). 

¢ƘŜ bw/Ωǎ DŜƴŜǊƛŎ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ LƳǇŀŎǘ {ǘŀǘŜƳŜƴǘ ƛƴ {ǳǇǇƻǊǘ ƻŦ wǳƭŜƳŀƪƛƴƎ ƻƴ wŀŘƛƻƭƻƎƛŎŀƭ 
Criteria for License Termination of NRC-Licensed Nuclear Facilities (GEIS) describes the impacts 
and costs associated with reducing dose criteria to the 25 mrem per year and ALARA threshold 
(NRC, 1997b). Within it, the NRC suggests that $2,000/person-rem be used as the value of con-
sidering the costs and/or benefits of regulatory alternatives that may differ from the Federal 
threshold for terminating a license for a site. The GEIS also notes that site-specific analyses are 
necessary to fully evaluate the costs of remediation to the ALARA threshold or to confirm that 
the site meets the Federal remediation threshold of 25 mrem per year, because the costs asso-
ciated with remediating a site for unrestricted use can be quite high (NRC, 1997b). Determination 
of remediation levels that are ALARA must also consider detriments associated with achieving a 
cleaner threshold, such as deaths from potential transportation accidents that could result from 

 
55  NUREG-0586Σ ǎǘŀǘŜǎ άthe scenario used to represent the maximally exposed individual is that of a resident 

farmer. The assumptions used for this scenario are prudently conservative and tend to overestimate the 
ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŘƻǎŜǎΦέ (NRC, 2002) 

56  Footnote 2, p. 39061, ƴƻǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ά¢ƘŜ Ǌƛǎƪǎ ŀǊŜ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜŘ ŀǎǎǳƳƛƴƎ ŀ Ǌƛǎƪ ŎƻŜŦŦƛŎƛŜƴǘ ƻŦ рҎмл-4 per rem and a 30-
year lifetime exposure that is used by USEPA in estimating risk from contaminated sites based on the assumption 
that it is unlikely that an individual will continue to live or work in the same area for more than 30 years. Such an 
estimate is seen as providing a conservative estimate of potential risk because land use patterns are generally 
such that persons living at or near a site will not continuously receive the limiting dose, and, for most of the 
facilities covered by this rule, the TEDE is controlled by relatively short-lived nuclides of half-lives of 30 years or 
less for which the effect of radioactive decay will, over time, reduce the risk significantly (e.g., at reactors where 
much of the contamination is from Co-60) with a half-ƭƛŦŜ ƻŦ рΦо ȅŜŀǊǎΦέ (NRC, 1997a) 
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a higher amount of decontamination and waste disposal, and adverse impacts to environ-
mentally or culturally sensitive resources (NRC, 2000a).  

Radioactive Doses Compared. For the DCPP ǎƛǘŜΣ tDϧ9 ǇǊƻǇƻǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǳǎŜ ǘƘŜ άǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ ŦŀǊƳŜǊέ 
scenario for cleanup, which, as described in Section 1.2.1 above, assumes that an individual is 
residing on the site after it is released for unrestricted use and spends every day (365 days/year, 
24 hours/day) living and working on the site, eating food raised on the site, and drinking 
groundwater from the site (NRC, 2020a; 1997a).57 According to the NRC, the assumptions used 
ǘƻ ŀƴŀƭȅȊŜ ǘƘŜ άǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘ ŦŀƳŜǊέ ǎŎŜƴŀǊƛƻ ŀǊŜ άΩǇǊǳŘŜƴǘƭȅ ŎƻƴǎŜǊǾŀǘƛǾŜΩ ŀƴŘ ǘŜƴŘ ǘƻ ƻverestimate 
ǘƘŜ ǇƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŘƻǎŜǎ όbw/Σ нлллŀύΦέ ¢ƘŜ bw/ ŀƭǎƻ ŜǎǘƛƳŀǘŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ǘƘŜ нр ƳǊŜƳ per year dose 
associated with releasing a site for unrestricted use can be compared to the background dose of 
300 mrem per year that an average person in the United States is anticipated to experience from 
naturally existing radiation (NRC, 2000a; 2021b). 

CŜŘŜǊŀƭ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎ ǎǳƎƎŜǎǘ ƛƴŘƛǾƛŘǳŀƭǎ ŀǘ ŀ ŘŜŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜŘ ǎƛǘŜ άǿƛƭƭ ŀŎǘǳŀƭƭȅ ōŜ ŜȄǇƻǎŜŘ ǘƻ 
doses substantially below the [25 mrem per year] constraint level because of ALARA considera-
tions ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ ƴŀǘǳǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƭŜŀƴǳǇ ǇǊƻŎŜǎǎ ƛǘǎŜƭŦ όbw/Σ мффтŀύΦέ Two nuclear plants in California 
ς Rancho Seco near Sacramento and Humboldt Bay Power Plant near Eureka ς had their operat-
ing licenses terminated by the NRC after reducing dosage levels to well below 25 mrem per year 
through site decommissioning processes, including the removal of spent nuclear fuel into a spe-
cific, independently licensed site separately regulated under an NRC Part 72 license (i.e., ISFSI), 
and the otherwise full removal of radioactive soils and materials (NRC, 2022b).58  

¢ƘŜ {ǘŀǘŜΩǎ wƻƭŜ ƛƴ aƻŘƛŦȅƛƴƎ /ƭŜŀƴǳǇ {ǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΦ There have been several instances where a 
state government body has established requirements for a more stringent remediation 
threshold, due to some site-specific negotiation that found the benefits of a more thorough 
remediation outweighed the costs associated with the additional work to meet a more stringent 
clean-up requirement. In each instance the licensee agreed to the more stringent threshold 
voluntarily or was required to due to other legal issues related to the decommissioning site 
(Maine State Legislature, 2000; Cornell Law School, 2018; Massachusetts Department of Public 
Health, 2022). In most instances these negotiations occurreŘ ǿƘŜƴ ǘƘŜ ǇƭŀƴǘΩǎ ƻǇŜǊŀǘƛƴƎ ƭƛŎŜƴǎŜ 
was proposed to be transferred from the operating utility to an unregulated third party for the 
purposes of decommissioning.  

As mentioned, several states (including Maine, Massachusetts, and New York) have required 
specific decommissioning sites to remediate to a level of 10 mrem per year or less above ambient 

 
57  CŜŘŜǊŀƭ wŜƎƛǎǘŜǊ ±ƻƭΦ снΣ bƻΦ мофΣ aƻƴŘŀȅ Wǳƭȅ нмΣ мффт ŀǘ офлсоΦ ά¢ƘŜ ǇǊƛƴcipal limiting scenarios include: (a) 

Full time residence and farming at a decommissioned site, (b) exposure while working in a decommissioned 
building, and (c) renovation of a newly decommissioned building. These principal limiting exposure scenarios are 
intended to overestimate dose and also tend to be somewhat mutually exclusive (i.e., a person living near a 
decommissioned nuclear facility would only receive a dose near the constraint level if their living pattern includes 
full-time residency and farming at the site). This living pattern would make it difficult for the member of this 
ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƎǊƻǳǇ ǘƻ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ ŀ ƳŜƳōŜǊ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎǊƛǘƛŎŀƭ ƎǊƻǳǇ ŦǊƻƳ ƻǘƘŜǊ ƭƛŎŜƴǎŜŘ ƻǊ ŘŜŎƻƳƳƛǎǎƛƻƴŜŘ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΦέ (NRC, 
1997a) 

58  Section 72 licenses govern the requirements, procedures, and criteria for the transfer and storage of greater-
than class C nuclear waste (such as the reactor structures) and spent nuclear fuel into an independent spent fuel 
storage installation. (NRC, 2022b)  
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radiation levels. Those state-established constraints may or may not result in a remediation 
target below the federal 25 mrem per year threshold if the background radiation59 at nearby sites 
is already high due to natural reasons such as native soil or groundwater concentration of radio-
active materials (uranium, thorium, and radium) (Justia.com, 2023a). For example, a Maine 
Department of Environmental Health Scientist told a select Legislative committee focused on the 
closure of the Maine Yankee Nuclear Plant that the radiological remediation standards are 
somewhat arbitrary and there was no significant risk difference between the 10 mrem threshold 
Maine YankeŜ ŀƎǊŜŜŘ ǘƻ ŀƴŘ ǘƘŜ bw/Ωǎ нр ƳǊŜƳ per year standard (Maine State Legislature, 
1998). To reiterate, the DCPP Part 50 license will not be terminated by the NRC until the 
licensee(s) can prove the 25 mrem per year or ALARA requirement is met. 

A California state agency (for example, the California Coastal Commission, California State Lands 
Commission, or California Public Utilities Commission) could adopt requirements that PG&E meet 
a remediation threshold that is less than 25 mrem per year, similar to those adopted in Maine, 
Massachusetts, and New York. As discussed above, these more stringent thresholds have typi-
cally been adopted when a site is being transferred from the utility operator to an unregulated 
third party that purchases the facility to complete decommissioning, which would require a 
separate approval process than the current EIR process underway at the County of San Luis 
Obispo. The agreement for the more stringent thresholds typically requires a negotiation bet-
ween the permitting agency (or agencies) and the project applicant, which could result in 
compromises related to other project impacts, such as cultural or environmental resource 
preservation or traffic and air quality impacts. 

рΦоΦсΦн wŀǘƛƻƴŀƭŜ ŦƻǊ 9ƭƛƳƛƴŀǘƛƻƴ 

!ǎ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎŜŘΣ ǘƘŜ bw/Ωǎ нр ƳǊem per year remediation requirement is the federally mandated 
threshold, based on consideration of an on-site, 24/7, 365 days/year resident. While the closest 
residence to the DCPP site is currently approximately 7 miles away, at some point in the future 
there may be increased public access and a reuse of the site that involves on-site or nearby 
residences or frequent visitors that could receive a higher, or at least more consistent, dosage of 
radiation than those individuals currently residing near the operating plant. For these reasons, 
some stakeholders have encouraged State policy makers to consider adopting a more stringent 
remediation requirement (less than 25 mrem per year) to ensure that there are a wide range of 
reuse options for the DCPP site. To file for termination of its Part 50 licensee, PG&E must conduct 
a full cost-benefit analysis to determine the remediation threshold that is ALARA based on the 
activities necessary to decommission the DCPP site. This could include a more stringent 
remediation threshold (less than 25 mrem per year), if such a requirement is adopted by another 
state agency during the decommissioning process.  

 
59  мл /Cw ϠнлΦмлло ŘŜŦƛƴŜǎ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘ ǊŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŀǎ άǊŀŘƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ ŎƻǎƳƛŎ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎΤ ƴŀǘǳǊŀƭƭȅ ƻŎŎǳǊǊƛƴƎ ǊŀŘƛƻŀŎ-

tive material, including radon (except as a decay product of source or special nuclear material); and global fallout 
as it exists in the environment from the testing of nuclear explosive devices or from past nuclear accidents such 
ŀǎ /ƘŜǊƴƻōȅƭ ǘƘŀǘ ŎƻƴǘǊƛōǳǘŜ ǘƻ ōŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘ ǊŀŘƛŀǘƛƻƴ ŀƴŘ ŀǊŜ ƴƻǘ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƻƴǘǊƻƭ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭƛŎŜƴǎŜŜΦέ ¢ƘŜ CŜŘŜǊŀƭ 
law specifically notes that background radiation does not include radiation associated with activities controlled 
by the licensee(s) of the decommissioning site. 
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Given the need for a State action that has not been undertaken and is therefore speculative, the 
stringency of federal rŜƎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴǎΣ ǘƘŜ bw/Ωǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ǘƻ ŎƻƳǇƭȅ ǿƛǘƘ ![!w!Σ 
PG&Es proposal to use the resident farmer scenario for site clean-up, the safe closure and reme-
diation of plants across the country, and the increased impacts associated with removal of 
additional material from the DCPP site to reach a more stringent threshold, this alternative was 
eliminated from further consideration.  

рΦп !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎ 9ǾŀƭǳŀǘŜŘ ƛƴ ǘƘƛǎ 9Lw 

Eight alternatives are evaluated in this section, including two versions of the No Project 
!ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜΦ ¢ƘŜ ǘǿƻ bƻ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜ ƻƴŜ ƭŜŀǾƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ǎƛǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ bw/Ωǎ {!C{¢hw 
condition delaying decommissioning (see Section 5.4.1) and the other where permit approvals 
required to initiate the Proposed Project are not approved by the CSLC (see Section 5.4.2). Two 
alternatives consider minimizing the amount of infrastructure removed throughout the DCPP site 
(see Section 5.4.3) to the other extreme of complete removal of everything within the CSLC 
jurisdiction per the existing lease requirements (see Section 5.4.8). Two alternatives relate to 
restoration of the Firing Range and the level of earthwork and on-site cut/fill that would be 
needed (see Sections 5.4.4 and 5.4.5). Additional alternatives eliminate transport of waste by rail 
(see Section 5.4.6) and assess a delayed decommissioning scenario (see Section 5.4.7). 

The CSLC Full Removal Alternative (see Section 5.4.8) is examined in greater detail than the other 
alternatives because it represents the existing CSLC lease requirements (PRC 9347.1) and 
therefore the ŦǳƭƭŜǎǘ ŜȄŜǊŎƛǎŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /{[/Ωǎ ŘƛǎŎǊŜǘƛƻƴ ǊŜƎŀǊŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŜƴŘ-state disposition of 
infrastructure within ǘƘŜ /{[/Ωǎ ƧǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴ. As noted in Section 1, Introduction, the CSLC is a 
responsible agency in the CEQA process and is working with the County on the evaluation of the 
Proposed Project. The other alternatives are evaluated at a lesser level of detail, but with 
sufficient information to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison to the Proposed 
tǊƻƧŜŎǘΣ ŎƻƴǎƛǎǘŜƴǘ ǿƛǘƘ /9v!Ωǎ ǊŜǉǳƛǊŜƳŜƴǘǎ ό{ǘŀǘŜ /9v! DǳƛŘŜƭƛƴŜǎΣ ϠмрмнсΦсΣ ǎǳōŘΦ όŘύύΦ 

рΦпΦм !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ мΥ {!C{¢hw !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ 

рΦпΦмΦм !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ м 5ŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ 

Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines section 
15126.6(e), the purpose of describing and 
analyzing ŀ άƴƻ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘέ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ ƛǎ ǘƻ 
provide decision makers with comparative 
information regarding the impacts of 
approving a project versus not approving a 
proƧŜŎǘΦ ¢ƘŜ άƴƻ ǇǊƻƧŜŎǘέ ŀƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ con-
siders existing environmental conditions as 
well as what would reasonably be expected 
to occur in the foreseeable future if the 
permits and leases associated with the Pro-
posed Project are not approved. Under the 
SAFSTOR Alternative, DCPP would be 

Figure 5-5. Rancho Seco Nuclear Generation 
Station SAFSTOR Condition 
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placed in a safe, stable storage condition (referred to as SAFSTOR), and decommissioning of the 
DCPP and associated use of the railyards would be completed within 60 years as required under 
NRC regulations and associated guidance. 

Under SAFSTOR mode, after the DCPP is shut down and defueled, the facility would be placed in 
a safe, stable condition and maintained in that state. The facility would be decontaminated and 
dismantled at the end of the SAFSTOR period. During SAFSTOR, the facility would be left intact, 
or may be partially dismantled, but the SNF would be removed from the reactor vessels, and 
radioactive liquids drained from systems and components and then processed. SNF would con-
tinue to be transferred from the Spent Fuel Pools to the ISFSI under this alternative (see Section 
1.2.2, ISFSI Approval and Cask Design).  

As examples of SAFSTOR, this approach to decommissioning was implemented at the Rancho 
Seco Nuclear Generating Station (see Figure 5-5) and the Humboldt Bay Power Plant. Rancho 
Seco ceased operating in 1989. However, incremental decommissioning did not begin until 1999. 
In addition, the Humboldt Bay Power Plant nuclear unit ceased operating in 1976 and decommis-
sioning did not begin until 2009. Radioactive decay would occur during the SAFSTOR period, 
thereby reducing the quantity of contamination and radioactivity that must be disposed of during 
decontamination and dismantlement. This alternative would result in delaying the decommis-
sioning activities, potentially by decades, but decommissioning activities as described for the Pro-
posed Project would ultimately occur (San Luis Obispo, 2021) within the 60-year period specified 
by NRC regulations. 

рΦпΦмΦн 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ LƳǇŀŎǘ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ 

The impacts of the SAFSTOR Alternative compared to the Proposed Project are described below.  

Aesthetics 

Under the SAFSTOR Alternative, the location and types of decommissioning activities that would 
occur at the DCPP and railyard sites would be the same as described for the Proposed Project. 
Potential impacts to a scenic vista (Impact AES-1) and impacts to the visual character or quality 
of the sites (Impact AES-3) would remain less than significant, and damage to sensitive scenic 
resources (Impact AES-2) would remain no impact. Impacts from nighttime lighting at railyard 
sites (Impact AES-4) would be expected to be the same as the Proposed Project (i.e., Class II), and 
would require mitigation to control any temporary or permanent lighting. 

Air Quality 

Criteria air pollutant emissions from this alternative would likely be lower than those from the 
Proposed Project due to improved fuel standards for vehicles and off-road heavy-duty equipment 
over time. While the majority of the SAFSTOR alternative would be similar to the Proposed 
Project, since it would happen decades in the future, it can be assumed that the vehicles and 
equipment used would be technologically improved and have less emissions. Additionally, due 
to radioactive decay, there may be slightly less radioactive waste to dispose of with the SAFSTOR 
Alternative. This could potentially decrease transportation emissions, including emissions associ-
ated with railroad operations, as some waste would not need to travel as far for hazardous 
disposal, although all would still be transported out of state per Executive Order D-62-02.  
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Like the Proposed Project, the unmitigated emissions would be significant, and MM AQ-1 
(Implement a Decommissioning Activity Management Plan) and MM AQ-2 (Provide Funding for 
Off-site Mitigation of Equipment Emissions) would be required to reduce ozone precursor and 
PM10 emissions (Impacts AQ-2 and AQ-3) to levels that would be less than significant. 

The SAFSTOR Alternative, like the Proposed Project would have less-than-significant impacts 
related to local air quality plan conformity (Impact AQ-1) and odor impacts (Impact AQ-4). 

Biological Resources ς Terrestrial  

The SAFSTOR Alternative would only delay decommissioning activities, but ultimately the same 
activities described for the Proposed Project would occur. While the exact vegetation communi-
ties, special-status species, sensitive habitat designations, and other terrestrial biological 
resources may change at the DCPP site and railyards during the up to 60-year delay that could 
occur under this alternative, the types of impacts (Impacts BIO-1 through BIO-9) would remain 
the same as those described under the Proposed Project. It is assumed that any local policies or 
ordinances protecting terrestrial biological resources or any broader conservation plans (Impacts 
BIO-10 and BIO-11) would be similar to those currently applicable to the Proposed Project. PG&E 
would implement the same mitigation measures described for the Proposed Project to ensure 
that impacts are reduced to less than significant under this alternative.  

Biological Resources ς Marine  

This alternative would result in delaying the decommissioning activities, potentially by decades, 
but decommissioning activities as described for the Proposed Project would ultimately occur 
within the 60-year period specified by NRC regulations. Therefore, impacts to marine biological 
resources at the DCPP site from this alternative would be similar to those described for Impacts 
MBIO-1 through MBIO-5 from activities that were identified to have potential marine biological 
impacts (e.g., Waste Transportation, Discharge Structure Removal and Restoration, Water Man-
agement, Intake Structure Closure, and Marina Reuse). However, the delay in decommissioning 
by decades may provide an opportunity to further study and determine successful relocation 
methods for black abalone thereby reducing the uncertainty associated with relocation of black 
abalone. As such, it is possible that the time delay may better ensure the proposed mitigation 
measures (MM MBIO-4 and MBIO-5) reduce impacts potentially to a less-than-significant level, 
although this is speculative at this time.  

Cultural Resources ς Archaeology  

The SAFSTOR Alternative would only delay decommissioning activities, but ultimately decommis-
sioning activities as described for the Proposed Project would occur. This alternative would 
require the same level of ground disturbance as the Proposed Project, resulting in the same 
potential to encounter unknown buried cultural resources at the DCPP site that could be evalu-
ated as significant; and the same potential to affect a known cultural resource (CA-SLO-2) during 
Phase 2 activities if soil remediation extends into native soils under the former sand blast area. 
Like the Proposed Project, no impacts would occur at the railyard sites. 

Mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Proposed Project, include MM CUL-1 
(Retain County-qualified Project Archaeologist), MM CUL-2 (Retain County-qualified Project 
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Archaeological Monitors), MM CUL-3 (Retain Chumash Tribal Monitors), MM CUL-4 (Retain a 
Project Osteologist), MM CUL-5 (Develop a Cultural Resources Monitoring and Discovery Plan), 
MM CUL-6 (Cultural Resources Worker Environmental Awareness Program), MM CUL-7 (Archae-
ological and Tribal Monitoring), MM CUL-8 (Unanticipated Discoveries), MM CUL-9 (Decommis-
sioning Activities Affecting Previously Known Cultural and/or Tribal Resources), MM CUL-10 (Plan 
to Restrict Public Access After Removal of Diablo Canyon Road Guard House Facilities), MM CUL-
11 (Restrict Access to Environmentally Sensitive Areas for Marina Operations), and MM CUL-12 
(Discovery of Human Remains). These measures would lessen the overall impact, but not to a 
less-than-significant level. Therefore, impacts to historical resources (Impact CUL-1), unique 
archaeological resources (Impact CUL-2), and human remains (Impact CUL-3) would remain sig-
nificant and unavoidable like the Proposed Project. 

Cultural Resources ς Built Environment 

The DCPP site was evaluated as a whole, as well as individual buildings 50 years or older (see 
Appendix F), and it was found that neither the DCPP site nor individual buildings were eligible as 
historic-age resources. As such, even if additional facilities were to be over 50 years old at the 
time of removal under the SAFSTOR Alternative, it would not change the eligibility of DCPP. 
Therefore, with no designated or eligible historic-age resources within the Proposed Project sites 
(DCPP and railyards), the SAFSTOR alternative would result in no impacts to built environment 
resources (Impact CUL-1), which is the same as the Proposed Project. 

Cultural Resources ς Tribal Cultural Resources 

The SAFSTOR Alternative would only delay decommissioning activities, but ultimately decommis-
sioning activities as described for the Proposed Project would occur. This alternative would 
require the same level of ground disturbance as the Proposed Project, resulting in the same 
potential to encounter unknown buried cultural resources at the DCPP site that could be con-
sidered Tribal Cultural Resources and could be evaluated as significant; and the same potential 
to affect a known Tribal Cultural Resource (CA-SLO-2) during Phase 2 activities if soil remediation 
extends into native soils under the former sand blast area. Like the Proposed Project, no impacts 
would occur at the railyard sites. 

MMs CUL-1 through CUL-12 would lessen the overall impact, however, not to a less-than-
significant level. Therefore, impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources (Impact TCR-1) would remain 
significant and unavoidable like the Proposed Project. 

Energy 

The SAFSTOR Alternative, like the Proposed Project, would have less-than-significant impacts 
related to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy sources (Impact EN-1), 
and would have less-than-significant impacts regarding confliction with State or local plans for 
renewable energy and energy efficiency (Impact EN-2). Diesel fuel would still be consumed when 
decommissioning takes place, but currently there are no alternative methods for disposing 
decommissioning debris that would consume less energy. The SAFSTOR Alternative would likely 
have lower impacts to energy usage, as equipment and transportation would likely be more 
efficient in the future when the site is decommissioned. 
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Geology, Soils, Paleontological Resources, and Coastal Processes 

Impacts to geology and soils under the SAFSTOR Alternative would not differ from the Proposed 
Project (Impact GEO-1). MM GEO-1 (Geologic Hazard Assessment and Geotechnical Investigation) 
and MM GEO-2 (Seismic Hazard and Coastal Processes Assessment of Discharge Structure) 
identified for the Proposed Project would reduce impacts at the DCPP site from this alternative 
to less than significant. Like the Proposed Project, impacts at the railyards would be less than 
significant.  

Impacts associated with erosion under this alternative would be greater compared to the Pro-
posed Project (Impact GEO-2), as DCPP facilities, drains, and slopes would remain in place for a 
longer period of time requiring greater oversight and maintenance. Implementation of the site-
specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and Construction General Permit (CGP) 
(ACs BIO-3 and WQ-1) as part of the Project would help to control erosion, although additional 
erosion control measures for maintenance and repair at the DCPP site may be required due to 
the prolonged decommissioning schedule. MM HWQ-1 (Prepare and Implement Drainage Plans) 
and MM HWQ-2 (Long-Term Erosion and Sediment Control Plan) would ensure impacts are 
reduced to a less-than-significant level. Like the Proposed Project, impacts at the railyards would 
be less than significant. 

Impacts to paleontological resources with this alternative would not differ from the Proposed 
Project (Impact GEO-3) and impacts would be less than significant. Impacts related to having soils 
incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks would not differ from the Proposed 
Project and impacts would be less than significant (Impact GEO-4). 

Although decommissioning would be delayed under the SAFSTOR Alternative, decommissioning 
activities would occur as described for the Proposed Project within the 60-year period specified 
by NRC regulations. As such, activities within the Intake/Discharge Areas and Marina would 
eventually occur within 60 years. Future sea level rise within this period may expose workers in 
the coastal area at the DCPP site to hazards such as larger wave heights and blufftop erosion. As 
noted in Table 7-1, Projected Sea-Level Rise (in Feet) for Port San Luis, the extreme risk aversion 
(conservative) projected sea level in 2080 is estimated to be 6.4 feet, putting the Discharge 
Structure, Intake Structure, and Marina areas at the greatest risk of coastal flooding from wave 
runup. Per the CCC CDP A-3-SLO-04-035 for the existing ISFSI, annual surveys of the shoreline 
nearest the ISFSI transport road and Soil Disposal Site #2 are to be conducted through the life of 
the ISFSI by a licensed Surveyor or Civil Engineer (CCC, 2004). A site stability evaluation report 
must be prepared and submitted by a California Certified Engineering Geologist based upon an 
on-site evaluation that indicates that the bluff setback is adequate to allow for bluff erosion over 
the 75-year period (CCC, 2004). As such, impacts related to coastal processes would be less than 
significant. Impacts related to coastal processes for the SMVR-SB or PBR sites would be the same 
as the Proposed Project as these sites are located in more inland areas. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

As noted for the air quality analysis, GHG emissions from this alternative would likely be lower 
than those from the Proposed Project due to improved fuel standards for vehicles and off-road 
heavy-duty equipment, as well as technological improvements leading to lower emissions. 
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Additionally, due to radioactive decay, there may be slightly less radioactive waste to dispose of 
with the SAFSTOR Alternative, which may decrease transportation emissions as some waste 
would not need to travel as far for hazardous disposal.  

Like the Proposed Project, the unmitigated emissions would be significant, and MM GHG-1 
(Reduce GHG Emissions or Surrender Offset Credits) would be required to reduce the effects of 
GHG emissions to a level that would not result in a significant impact on the environment (Impact 
GHG-1). The SAFSTOR Alternative, like the Proposed Project would not conflict with GHG 
emission reduction plans, policies, or regulations (Impact GHG-2). 

Hazardous and Radiological Materials 

Impacts from non-radiological hazardous waste under Alternative 1 would be similar to those 
under the Proposed Project (Impacts HAZ-1 through HAZ-6), but slightly less due to the reduced 
volume of waste generated limiting exposure. With MM HAZ-1 (Facility Hazardous Waste Permit 
Extension), MM HAZ-2 (Worker Registration/ Certification) and MM HAZ-3 (Soil and Groundwater 
Site Characterization Work Plan), and MM HWQ-1 (Long-Term Erosion and Sediment Control 
Plan) and MM HWQ-2 (Clean Marina Provisions), non-radiological hazardous material impacts 
under this alternative would be less than significant. The potential to trigger a wildland fire 
(Impact HAZ-7) would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project as there would be less 
potential for construction-related accidents and less hot work activities. As with the Proposed 
Project, MM PSU-1 (Facility Plan Updating, Tracking, and Reporting) and MM PSU-2 (Retain the 
Diablo Canyon Fire Department and Emergency Facilities) would reduce the impact to less than 
significant.  

A delay of up to 60 years would allow for greater radiological decay thereby providing for a slight 
reduction in potential radiological exposure during decommissioning activities; however, expo-
sure is highly regulated by the NRC such that impacts would be identical to the Proposed Project. 
At the end of decommissioning, the applicable NRC and USEPA standards relative to radiological 
materials, and radiation exposures to workers and the public through all media, would be 
identical to the Proposed Project. Therefore, radiological impacts under this alternative (Impacts 
HAZ-8 through HAZ-12) would be like the Proposed Project and less than significant.  

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Decommissioning activities as described for the Proposed Project would ultimately occur under 
the SAFSTOR Alternative. Therefore, impacts related to water quality, water supply, soil erosion 
and sedimentation, and flood inundation would be the same as the Proposed Project, requiring 
the same soil and water management plans and mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less 
than significant.  

Land Use and Planning 

Decommissioning activities under the SAFSTOR Alternative would be identical to the Proposed 
Project. While the exact land uses located along the transport routes may change during the 
60-year delay under this alternative, the types of impacts that could occur to public and private 
land uses would remain the same. Transport activities under the SAFSTOR Alternative could tem-
porarily limit public access along the proposed routes in a manner that is similar to the Proposed 
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Project. As discussed for the Proposed Project, MM TRA-1 (Truck Transportation Outside of Peak 
Hours), TRA-2 (Specialty Heavy Haul Transport Vehicle Transportation Management Plan), TRA-3 
(Decommissioning Liaison), TRA-4 (Advance Notification of Decommissioning), TRA-5 (Quarterly 
Decommissioning Updates) would be implemented to minimize land use impacts through the 
restriction of the hours of truck transport, the preparation and implementation of a Specialty 
Heavy-Haul Transport Vehicle Transportation Management Plan (TMP), and ongoing notifications 
to affected land uses. There would be no new impacts associated with disruptions or displace-
ment of land uses under this alternative that would require additional mitigation. Impact LUP-1 
would remain less than significant with mitigation. 

Under the SAFSTOR Alternative, activities at the DCPP and railyards would remain the same, and 
activities would not extend into agricultural lands. This alternative would not affect agricultural 
lands or convert surrounding agricultural uses. 

Noise 

If partial dismantling occurs during the SAFSTOR period, temporary construction noise and vibra-
tion levels for onshore decommissioning at the DCPP site and railyard sites would be identical or 
less than those discussed in Impacts NOI-1 through NOI-3 for the Proposed Project. Offshore 
activities associated with the decommissioning are not expected to occur during the SAFSTOR 
period, thereby avoiding temporary noise associated with those decommissioning activities 
including underwater noise (see Biological Resources ς Marine). However, ultimately full decom-
missioning would occur. Over the next 60 years more development in the surrounding commu-
nities of the DCPP site and railyard sites may occur such that more sensitive receptors could be 
affected. As such, noise and vibration impacts are expected to be the same or possibly greater 
than the Proposed Project under this alternative. 

Public Services and Utilities 

Although the SAFSTOR Alternative would delay decommissioning activities, decommissioning 
activities as described for the Proposed Project would ultimately occur. Therefore, this alterna-
tive would require the same number of workers and the same need for fire and emergency 
response. Impacts relating to the relocation or construction of utility systems, water resources, 
wastewater capacity, solid waste generation, and solid waste regulations would remain less than 
significant. Impacts relating to emergency services would be reduced to less than significant with 
MMs PSU-1 (Facility Plan Updating, Tracking, and Reporting), PSU-2 (Retain the Diablo Canyon 
Fire Department and Emergency Facilities), CUL-10 (Plan to Restrict Public Access After Removal 
of Diablo Canyon Road Guard House Facilities), TRA-1 (Truck Transportation Outside of Peak 
Hours), and TRA-2 (Specialty Heavy-Haul Transport Vehicle Transportation Management Plan). 
Impacts of MM PSU-2 (Retain the Diablo Canyon Fire Department and Emergency Facilities) 
would remain the same as the Proposed Project. 

Recreation and Public Access 

Under the SAFSTOR Alternative, activities outside of the Project site that could temporarily 
interfere with recreational access and safety, such as trucking and equipment transport, would 
not occur, unless partial dismantling occurs, for the next approximately 60 years. However, at 
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the end of the SAFSTOR period (approximately 60 years), decommissioning activities would ulti-
mately occur that could have the same temporary impacts to public access and recreation as the 
Proposed Project if Avila Beach Drive is still used as the main route for trucking. However, over 
the next 60 years, there could be a higher population of residents affected by road and lane 
closures associated with decommissioning. This could result in additional access impacts associ-
ated with decommissioning under this alternative, compared to those discussed in Impact REC-1. 
However, with implementation of MM REC-1 (Commercial Fishing Operations Access Plan for 
Avila Beach Drive), along with MM EM-2 (Project Plan, Updating, Tracking, and Reporting), and 
MM TRA-1 (Truck Transportation Outside of Peak Hours), MM TRA-2 (Specialty Heavy Haul Trans-
port Vehicle Transportation Management Plan), MM TRA-3 (Decommissioning Liaison), MM 
TRA-4 (Advance Notification of Decommissioning), MM TRA-5 (Quarterly Decommissioning 
Updates), and MM TRA-7 (Coordination with Harbor Masters), impacts would be less than sig-
nificant with mitigation related to permanent, temporary or intermittent roadway, parking, or 
trail closures (Impact REC-1); access to the coastline or other recreational facilities or resources 
from additional personnel and trucking traffic on local and regional roadways (Impact REC-2); 
and exposure of recreational users to hazards (Impact REC-4), which is the same as the Proposed 
Project. Impacts would be less than significant related to the increased use or construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities (Impact REC-3), which is also the same as the Proposed 
Project. 

Transportation 

Ground Transportation. Under this alternative, the DCPP facility would remain largely intact 
during the period of SAFSTOR inactivity. There would be a reduced amount of material needed 
for transport to and from the site; thus, fewer truck trips would be required. Additionally, the 
decrease in employees would result in a reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) compared to 
the Proposed Project, and no impact would occur (Impact TRA-1).  

Although this alternative would delay decommissioning activities, decommissioning of the DCPP 
would ultimately occur. Impacts related to incompatible uses (Impact TRA-2) would be the same 
as the Proposed Project and mitigated with MM TRA-1 (Truck Transportation Outside of Peak 
Hours). Access to the site and reduction of the existing Owner Controlled Area in Phase 2 would 
eventually occur and include the construction of the blufftop road. Therefore, impacts related to 
inadequate emergency access would be the same as the Proposed Project (Impact TRA-3) and 
MM TRA-1, MM TRA-2 (Specialty Heavy-Haul Transport Vehicle Transportation Management 
Plan), MM TRA-3 (Decommissioning Liaison), MM TRA-4 (Advance Notification of Decommission-
ing), MM TRA-5 (Quarterly Decommissioning Updates) and MM TRA-6 (Diablo Creek Crossing 
Structure Inspection and Repair) would reduce impacts to less than significant.  

Marine Transportation. Similar to the Proposed Project, this alternative would also require barge 
trips for the export of waste (up to 28 round trips, where each tug pulls two barges for a total of 
55 barges, over a four-year timeframe during Period 1B [2030-2033]); the transport of gravel 
from the Port of Long Beach to fill the Discharge Structure cofferdam (up to 15 round trips during 
Period 1A [2024-2029]); and the transport of quarry rock sourced from the Connolly-Pacific Co. 
Quarry on Santa Catalina Island to fill the void left in the bluff following removal of the Discharge 
Structure (three round trips during Period 1B [2030-2033]). The number of barge trips would be 
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the same under both the Proposed Project and this alternative. Therefore, under this alternative, 
offshore marine transportation impacts related to marine vessel safety would be the same as the 
Proposed Project and would be less than significant with implementation of MM TRA-7 (Coordi-
nation with Harbormasters) and MM TRA-8 (Marine Surveyor Assessment) (Impact TRA-4). Like 
the Proposed Project, barge transport associated with this alternative would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to marine vessel safety. 

Wildfire 

Under this alternative, decommissioning activities would be identical to the Proposed Project. 
The same number of workers and truck trips would eventually be needed; thus, impacts to emer-
gency response and evacuation (Impact WF-1) would require mitigation to prevent impairing 
emergency response and access. This alternative would have less-than-significant impacts on 
exacerbating wildfire risks due to physical factors (Impact WF-2) and infrastructure (Impact 
WF-3), as the physical conditions of the DCPP site and railyards are assumed to remain similar to 
the Proposed Project in the next 60 years. The SAFSTOR Alternative would not expose people or 
structures to substantial downslope or post-fire slope instability hazards, as the topography of 
the DCPP site and railyard would not substantially change within the next 60 years. Impact WF-4 
would remain less than significant. 

рΦпΦн !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ нΥ /{[/ bƻ tǊƻƧŜŎǘ !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ 

рΦпΦнΦм !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ н 5ŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ 

Under the CSLC No Project Alternative, a new or amended CSLC lease for the Proposed Project 
would not be approved and the existing CSLC lease PRC 9347.1 for the facilities within the CSLC 
jurisdiction (see Figure 1-4) would expire on August 26, 2025, simultaneous to the expiration of 
the NRC license for the Unit 2 reactor. The Discharge Structure, Intake Structure, Breakwaters, 
Marina (includes the boat dock and rip rap along the shore of the Marina), storage facilities, office 
facilities, intake electrical room, intake maintenance shop, equipment storage pad, and spare tri-
bar storage facilities, which lie within the CSLC jurisdiction, would not be dismantled and would 
remain in their current position and configuration. This alternative assumes the NRC radiological 
contamination threshold is met in these areas. PG&E would retain responsibility for the struc-
tures under a new agreement with the CSLC. Other onshore decommissioning activities outside 
of the CSLC jurisdiction would continue as described for the Proposed Project under this alterna-
tive. These other onshore decommissioning activities are allowed under the operating license for 
reactor Units 1 and 2 granted by the NRC. 

рΦпΦнΦн 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ LƳǇŀŎǘ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ 

The impacts of the CSLC No Project Alternative compared to the Proposed Project are described 
below.  

Aesthetics 

As the location and types of activities occurring under the CSLC No Project Alternative would be 
the same as the Proposed Project, potential impacts at the DCPP site and railyards to a scenic 
vista (Impact AES-1) would remain less than significant, and potential impacts to a scenic resource 
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(Impact AES-2) would not occur. For Impact AES-3, the visual quality of the DCPP site would 
improve from existing conditions, but to a lesser extent than the Proposed Project, as structures 
within the CSLC jurisdiction would remain intact. Impacts from nighttime lighting at railyard sites 
(Impact AES-4) would be the same as the Proposed Project (i.e., Class II), and would require 
mitigation to control any temporary or permanent lighting. This alternative would possibly have 
a shorter duration of waste transport activities due to the removal of less structures within the 
DCPP, but the need for mitigation to address nighttime lighting impacts would remain the same 
as the Proposed Project. 

Air Quality 

Criteria air pollutant emissions from this alternative would be lower than those from the Pro-
posed Project as there would be fewer structures demolished and less material hauled to and 
from the DCPP site. With implementation of MM AQ-1 (Implement a Decommissioning Activity 
Management Plan) and MM AQ-2 (Provide Funding for Off-site Mitigation of Equipment Emis-
sions) the CSLC No Project Alternative would have less-than-significant impacts related to net 
increases of criteria air pollutants for which the area is in non-attainment (Impact AQ-2) and 
impacts on sensitive receptors (Impact AQ-3). This alternative, like the Proposed Project would 
have less-than-significant impacts related to local air quality plan conformity (Impact AQ-1) and 
odor impacts (Impact AQ-4). 

Biological Resources ς Terrestrial  

Under the CSLC No Project Alternative, impacts associated with the permanent and temporary 
loss of native vegetation (Impact BIO-1) and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAs) 
(Impact BIO-7) that supports ocean bluff milk-vetch, a special-status plant, would be slightly less 
severe since the Discharge Structure would be left intact and coastal bluff scrub vegetation imme-
diately adjacent to the structure would not be temporarily removed. Impacts to nesting birds 
(Impact BIO-4) and special-status bats (Impact BIO-6) that could potentially use structures within 
CSLC jurisdiction for nesting or roosting would also be slightly less severe since these structures 
would not be removed. PG&E would implement the same mitigation measures described for the 
Proposed Project to ensure that impacts are reduced to less than significant under this 
alternative. 

Biological Resources ς Marine  

Under the CSLC No Project Alternative, the Discharge Structure, Intake Structure, Breakwaters, 
Marina (includes the boat dock and rip rap along the shore of the Marina), storage facility, office 
facilities, intake electrical room, intake maintenance shop, equipment storage pad, and spare tri-
bar storage facilities would not be dismantled and would remain in their current position and 
configuration. As such, this alternative would have no impacts to marine biological resources and 
therefore would have fewer impacts compared to the Proposed Project. 

Cultural Resources ς Archaeology  

The CSLC No Project Alternative decommissioning activities outside of the CSLC jurisdiction would 
continue as described for the Proposed Project. While ground disturbance under this alternative 
would decrease, this alternative would require the same level of ground disturbance as the 
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Proposed Project outside of CSLC jurisdiction, resulting in the same potential in the remaining 
portion of the Proposed Project site to encounter unknown buried cultural resources at the DCPP 
site that could be evaluated as significant; and the same potential to affect a known cultural 
resource (CA-SLO-2) during Phase 2 activities if soil remediation extends into native soils under 
the former sand blast area. Like the Proposed Project, no impacts would occur at the railyard 
sites. 

Mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Proposed Project, include MM CUL-1 
(Retain County-qualified Project Archaeologist), MM CUL-2 (Retain County-qualified Project 
Archaeological Monitors), MM CUL-3 (Retain Chumash Tribal Monitors), MM CUL-4 (Retain a 
Project Osteologist), MM CUL-5 (Develop a Cultural Resources Monitoring and Discovery Plan), 
MM CUL-6 (Cultural Resources Worker Environmental Awareness Program), MM CUL-7 (Archae-
ological and Tribal Monitoring), MM CUL-8 (Unanticipated Discoveries), MM CUL-9 (Decommis-
sioning Activities Affecting Previously Known Cultural and/or Tribal Resources), MM CUL-10 (Plan 
to Restrict Public Access After Removal of Diablo Canyon Road Guard House Facilities), MM 
CUL-11 (Restrict Access to Environmentally Sensitive Areas for Marina Operations), and MM 
CUL-12 (Discovery of Human Remains). These mitigation measures would lessen the overall 
impact, but not to a less-than-significant level. Therefore, impacts to historical resources (Impact 
CUL-1), unique archaeological resources (Impact CUL-2), and human remains (Impact CUL-3) 
would remain significant and unavoidable, like the Proposed Project. However, impacts under 
this alternative would be less severe because of the reduced ground disturbance. 

Cultural Resources ς Built Environment 

With no designated or eligible historic-age resources within the Proposed Project sites, the CSLC 
No Project Alternative would result in no impacts to built environment resources (Impact CUL-1), 
like the Proposed Project. 

Cultural Resources ς Tribal Cultural Resources 

The CSLC No Project Alternative decommissioning activities outside of the CSLC jurisdiction would 
continue as described for the Proposed Project. While ground disturbance under this alternative 
would decrease, this alternative would require the same level of ground disturbance as the 
Proposed Project outside of CSLC jurisdiction, resulting in the same potential to encounter 
unknown buried cultural resources that could be considered Tribal Cultural Resources and could 
be evaluated as significant; and the same potential to affect a known Tribal Cultural Resource 
(CA-SLO-2) during Phase 2 activities if soil remediation extends into native soils under the former 
sand blast area.  

MMs CUL-1 through CUL-12 would lessen the overall impact, however, not to a less-than-
significant level. Therefore, impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources (Impact TCR-1) would remain 
significant and unavoidable, like the Proposed Project; although, impacts under this alternative 
would be less severe because of the reduced ground disturbance. 

Energy 

The energy impacts from this alternative would be lower than the Proposed Project as there 
would be fewer structures demolished and less material hauled to and from the DCPP site, so 
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less energy would be consumed to decommission the DCPP site. Like the Proposed Project, 
impacts would be less than significant for Impact EN-1 and Impact EN-2. 

Geology, Soils, Paleontological Resources, and Coastal Processes 

Impacts to geology and soils under the CSLC No Project Alternative would not differ from the 
Proposed Project (Impact GEO-1). MM GEO-1 (Geologic Hazard Assessment and Geotechnical 
Investigation) and MM GEO-2 (Seismic Hazard and Coastal Processes Assessment of Discharge 
Structure) identified for the Proposed Project would reduce impacts to less than significant. Like 
the Proposed Project, impacts at the railyards would be less than significant. 

Impacts associated with erosion under this alternative would be considerably reduced compared 
to the Proposed Project (Impact GEO-2), as structures and facilities located within the CSLC 
jurisdiction would remain in place. There would be decreased structure demolition and backfill 
required under this alternative as well as implementation of the site-specific SWPPP and CGP 
(ACs BIO-3 and WQ-1), thereby reducing ground disturbance and erosion potential. MM HWQ-1 
(Prepare and Implement Drainage Plans) and MM HWQ-2 (Long-Term Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan) would ensure impacts from this alternative are less than significant. Like the 
Proposed Project, impacts at the railyards would be less than significant.  

Impacts to paleontological resources with this alternative would not differ from the Proposed 

Project (Impact GEO-3) and impacts would be less than significant. Impacts related to having soils 

incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks would not differ from the Proposed 

Project and impacts would be less than significant (Impact GEO-4). 

This alternative may expose existing structures in the coastal zone to additional tidal action and 
sea level rise as structures within the CSLC jurisdiction would remain in place. Per the CCC CDP 
A-3-SLO-04-035 for the existing ISFSI, annual surveys of the shoreline nearest the ISFSI transport 
road and Soil Disposal Site #2 are to be conducted through the life of the ISFSI by a licensed 
Surveyor or Civil Engineer (CCC, 2004). A site stability evaluation report must be prepared and 
submitted by a California Certified Engineering Geologist based upon an on-site evaluation that 
indicates that the bluff setback is adequate to allow for bluff erosion over the 75-year period 
(CCC, 2004). As such, impacts related to coastal processes would be less than significant. Because 
decommissioning under this alternative would not occur in the coastal zone, this alternative 
would neither impair nearshore sediment properties, characteristics, or processes nor impair 
coastal wave, current, or circulation patterns. Therefore, this alternative would have fewer 
impacts to coastal processes compared to the Proposed Project. Impacts related to coastal 
processes for the SMVR-SB and PBR sites would be the same as the Proposed Project. 

Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The GHG emissions from this alternative would be lower than the Proposed Project as fewer 
structures would be demolished, and less material hauled to and from the DCPP site. The CSLC 
No Project Alternative would have less-than-significant impacts related to increases in GHG 
emissions with implementation of MM GHG-1 (Reduce GHG Emissions or Surrender Offset 
Credits) (Impact GHG-1). Like the Proposed Project, this alternative would not conflict with GHG 
emissions reductions plans, policies, or regulations (Impact GHG-2). 
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Hazardous and Radiological Materials 

Impacts from non-radiological hazardous waste under Alternative 2 would be similar to those 
under the Proposed Project (Impacts HAZ-1 through HAZ-7). However, the volume of waste 
would be less due to fewer structures requiring dismantling. With MM HAZ-1 (Facility Hazardous 
Waste Permit Extension), MM HAZ-2 (Worker Registration/ Certification) and MM HAZ-3 (Soil and 
Groundwater Site Characterization Work Plan), as well as MM HWQ-1 (Long-Term Erosion and 
Sediment Control Plan), MM HWQ-2 (Clean Marina Provisions), MM PSU-1 (Facility Plan 
Updating, Tracking, and Reporting) and MM PSU-2 (Retain the Diablo Canyon Fire Department 
and Emergency Facilities), non-radiological hazardous material impacts under this alternative 
would be less than significant.  

The portions of the Proposed Project that are within CSLC jurisdiction (and which would not be 
dismantled under Alternative 2) are not expected to contain radiological materials. In addition, 
at the end of decommissioning, the applicable NRC and USEPA standards relative to radiological 
materials and radiation exposures to workers and the public through all media, are identical. 
Therefore, radiological impacts under this alternative (Impacts HAZ-8 through HAZ-12) would be 
like the Proposed Project and less than significant.  

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Under Alternative 2, decommissioning of structures would not occur in the coastal zone; there-
fore, impacts within the coastal zone would be limited to barge and tugboat use for waste 
disposal. If the retained structures are improperly or insufficiently maintained, they may degrade 
over time, potentially impacting water quality. Like the Proposed Project, salinity changes in the 
Discharge Cove related to brine and wastewater discharges occurring under reduced once-
through-cooling (OTC) conditions and eventual elimination of OTC (i.e., shutdown of the Dis-
charge Structure) would continue under this alternative and are less than significant. 

Some upland soils are known to be contaminated, and generally the same potential impacts 
related to degradation of water quality, erosion, sedimentation, and flooding identified for the 
Proposed Project would be expected. The same soil and water management plans and mitigation 
measures would be required to reduce impacts to less than significant. With respect to ground-
water impacts, freshwater demand would be reduced as less dust suppression and soil compac-
tion is anticipated with the reduced number of structures to be removed, and the impact would 
continue to be less than significant.  

Impacts related to coastal processes for the SMVR-SB and PBR sites would be the same as the 
Proposed Project as these sites are in more inland areas. 

Land Use and Planning 

Onshore decommissioning activities outside of the CSLC jurisdiction would continue as described 
for the Proposed Project under the CSLC No Project Alternative. Fewer activities would occur 
offshore, and less waste may be transported along truck and rail routes under this alternative. 
However, while a reduction in railyard trips would shorten the frequency or overall period of 
impacts to adjacent land uses, transport activities during Phase 1 and Phase 2 could still disrupt 
land uses along the proposed truck haul routes and within the central Avila Beach community. 
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As discussed for the Proposed Project, MM TRA-1 (Truck Transportation Outside of Peak Hours), 
MM TRA-2 (Specialty Heavy-Haul Transport Vehicle Transportation Management Plan), MM 
TRA-3 (Decommissioning Liaison), MM TRA-4 (Advance Notification of Decommissioning), and 
MM TRA-5 (Quarterly Decommissioning Updates) would be implemented to minimize land use 
impacts through the restriction of the hours of truck transport, the preparation and implementa-
tion of a Specialty Heavy-Haul Transport Vehicle TMP, and ongoing notifications to affected land 
uses. There would be no new impacts associated with disruptions or displacement of land uses 
under this alternative that would require additional mitigation. Impact LUP-1 would remain less 
than significant with mitigation. 

None of the activities under this alternative would extend into adjacent agricultural lands. Similar 
to the Proposed Project, impacts to agricultural resources would not occur (Impact LUP-2). 

Noise 

The level of onshore decommissioning activities would be reduced compared to the Proposed 
Project which may reduce the intensity or duration but would continue to generate temporary 
construction noise and vibration levels at the DCPP site and railyards identical to those discussed 
in Impacts NOI-1 through NOI-3 for the Proposed Project. 

Offshore activities associated with the decommissioning would not occur, thereby avoiding 
temporary noise associated with those decommissioning activities, including underwater noise 
(see Biological Resources ς Marine). 

Public Services and Utilities 

This CSLC No Project Alternative would result in fewer structures requiring decommissioning and 
dismantlement. Therefore, fewer workers and truck trips would be needed to transport the 
reduced volume of dismantled structures and materials. The reduction of construction trips and 
vehicles would have fewer impacts to emergency services (Impact PSU-1) than the Proposed 
Project. Retaining the structures within the CSLC jurisdiction would preclude the release of the 
Marina for third party reuse. Therefore, modifications to the Intake Structure, construction of 
public restrooms and Marina area septic system, and construction of the blufftop road segment 
would not occur. Impacts related to relocating or constructing new utility facilities (Impact PSU-
2), use of water resources (Impact PSU-3), and generation of wastewater and solid waste 
(Impacts PSU-4 and PSU-5) would be less than the Proposed Project. This alternative would 
continue to comply with all applicable regulations related to solid waste (Impact PSU-6), and 
impacts would remain less than significant. 

Recreation and Public Access 

Impacts to public access and recreation under the CSLC No Project Alternative would be reduced 
compared to the Proposed Project given that this alternative would involve less demolition, 
structure removal, and offsite export for those facilities located within the CSLC jurisdiction, 
which would remain in place, reducing truck trips that would temporarily interfere with access 
to local trails or recreational areas along Avila Beach Drive. Trucking and equipment transport for 
other onshore decommissioning activities would still occur under the operating license for the 
reactor units (Units 1 and 2), with potential temporary impacts to public access and recreation. 
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Like the Proposed Project, with implementation of MM REC-1 (Commercial Fishing Operations 
Access Plan for Avila Beach Drive), along with MM EM-2 (Project Plan, Updating, Tracking, and 
Reporting), and MM TRA-1 (Truck Transportation Outside of Peak Hours), MM TRA-2 (Specialty 
Heavy-Haul Transport Vehicle Transportation Management Plan), MM TRA-3 (Decommissioning 
Liaison), MM TRA-4 (Advance Notification of Decommissioning), MM TRA-5 (Quarterly Decom-
missioning Updates), and TRA-7 (Coordination with Harbormasters), impacts would be less than 
significant with mitigation related to permanent, temporary or intermittent roadway, parking, or 
trail closures obstructing upland, shoreline, and water-dependent public access and recreation 
(Impact REC-1); restricted access to the coastline or other recreational facilities or resources from 
additional personnel and trucking traffic on local and regional roadways (Impact REC-2); and 
exposure of recreational users to hazards (Impact REC-4). Similarly, like the Proposed Project 
impacts would be less than significant related to the increased use or construction or expansion 
of recreational facilities (Impact REC-3). 

Transportation 

Ground Transportation. More DCPP facilities would remain intact under this alternative com-
pared to the Proposed Project, as structures would remain in the CSLC jurisdiction. Therefore, 
fewer structures and materials would be removed from the site, reducing the number of truck 
trips compared to the Proposed Project. This alternative would reduce the number of employees 
and commutes at the DCPP site and thus would reduce VMT. Therefore, this alternative would 
generate a similar level of VMT as the Proposed Project and mitigated with MM TRA-1 (Truck 
Transportation Outside of Peak Hours) (Impact TRA-1). Impacts related to incompatible uses 
(Impact TRA-2) would be the same as the Proposed Project.  

This alternative would not alter emergency access routes. The opening of the site and reduction 
of the Owner Controlled Area in Phase 2 would eventually occur and include the construction of 
the blufftop road. Therefore, impacts related to inadequate emergency access would be the 
same as the Proposed Project (Impact TRA-3) and MM TRA-1 (Truck Transportation Outside of 
Peak Hours), MM TRA-2 (Specialty Heavy-Haul Transport Vehicle Transportation Management 
Plan), MM TRA-3 (Decommissioning Liaison), MM TRA-4 (Advance Notification of Decommission-
ing), MM TRA-5 (Quarterly Decommissioning Updates) and MM TRA-6 (Diablo Creek Crossing 
Structure Inspection and Repair) would reduce impacts to less than significant.  

Marine Transportation. Under this alternative, the export of waste by barge would continue 
requiring up to 28 round trips (each tug pulls two barges for a total of 55 barges) over a four-year 
timeframe during Period 1B (2030-2033), like the Proposed Project. Therefore, offshore marine 
transportation impacts related to marine vessel safety would be like the Proposed Project and 
would be less than significant with the implementation of MM TRA-7 (Coordination with Harbor-
masters) and MM TRA-8 (Marine Surveyor Assessment) (Impact TRA-4). However, the transport 
of gravel by barge from the Port of Long Beach to fill the Discharge Structure cofferdam (up to 15 
round trips during Period 1A [2024-2029]) and the transport of quarry rock by barge from the 
Connolly-Pacific Co. Quarry on Santa Catalina Island to fill the void left in the bluff following 
removal of the Discharge Structure (three round trips during Period 1B [2030-2033]) would not 
be required. Therefore, impacts would be less severe due to the reduction of up to 15 round trips 
during Period 1A and three round trips during Period 1B. Like the Proposed Project, barge 
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transport associated with this alternative would not result in a cumulatively considerable con-
tribution to cumulative impacts related to marine vessel safety. 

Wildfire 

The CSLC No Project Alternative would result in fewer structures requiring decommissioning and 
dismantlement. Therefore, fewer truck trips would be needed to transport the reduced volume 
of dismantled structures and materials. Fewer workers may also be required for this alternative, 
resulting in fewer worker vehicles. The reduction of construction vehicles and trips would have 
fewer impacts to an emergency response plan and evacuation plan (Impact WF-1) than the 
Proposed Project. Given the potential decrease in workers due to the reduced decommissioning 
activities, wildfire risks (Impacts WF-2 and WF-3) would be less than the Proposed Project. The 
CSLC No Project Alternative would not expose people or structures to substantial downslope or 
post-fire slope instability hazards, as the topography of the DCPP site and railyards would not 
substantially change within the next 60 years. Impact WF-4 would remain less than significant. 

рΦпΦо !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ оΥ aƛƴƛƳǳƳ 5ŜƳƻƭƛǘƛƻƴ !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ 

рΦпΦоΦм !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ о 5ŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ 

This alternative minimizes demolition activities by leaving buildings and supporting infrastructure 
in place to the maximum extent feasible while meeting NRC requirements that regulate decon-
tamination and radiological and chemical remediation. The intent of the Minimum Demolition 
Alternative would be to substantially reduce the environmental impacts associated with 
dismantling and off-site transport within the short-term future when compared to the Proposed 
Project. Decontamination and radiological and chemical remediation would take place to achieve 
NRC Part 50 operating license termination, but demolition and removal of structures would be 
kept to a minimum, leaving structures such as the Seawater Reverse Osmosis Facility in place for 
potential third-party reuse (see Section 8.0, Potential Site Reuse Concepts (Phase 3)). Eventual 
dismantlement and off-site transport could take place later. Alternatively, the buildings and sup-
porting infrastructure could be reused by a third party. 

Background 

10 CFR 50.82 provides guidelines for License Termination, and includes the following:  

(11) The Commission [NRC] shall terminate the license if it determines thatτ  

(i) The remaining dismantlement has been performed in accordance with 
the approved license termination plan, and  

(ii) The final radiation survey and associated documentation, including an 
assessment of dose contributions associated with parts released for use 
before approval of the license termination plan, demonstrate that the 
facility and site have met the criteria for decommissioning in 10 CFR part 
20, subpart E.  

Assuming the property owner elects to retain the current structures and upon clearance by the 
NRC that the DCPP is in compliance with 10 CFR 20.1402 (radiological criteria for unrestricted 
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use ς text provided below), PG&E would be released from its Part 50 Facility Operating Licenses 
obligations for on-site structures.  

As noted above, leaving the maximum number of existing structures in place would substantially 
reduce the environmental impacts associated with complete or partial dismantling and off-site 
transport, particularly in the immediate vicinity. This approach has been employed at the Rancho 
Seco nuclear facility near Lodi, California. The following regulation applies to the Minimum 
Demolition Alternative.  

10 CFR 20.1402, (radiological criteria for unrestricted use) states: 

A site will be considered acceptable for unrestricted use if the residual radioactivity 
that is distinguishable from background radiation results in a total effective dose 
equivalent to an average member of the critical group that does not exceed 25 
[millirem] mrem (0.25 mSv) per year, including that from groundwater sources of 
drinking water, and the residual radioactivity has been reduced to levels that are 
as low as reasonably achievable (ALARA). Determination of the levels which are 
ALARA must take into account consideration of any detriments, such as deaths 
from transportation accidents, expected to potentially result from decontamina-
tion and waste disposal.  

Site Characterization Study, Historic Site Assessment and Site Characterization Plan  

As discussed in Project Description Section 2.3.7, Site Characterization Study, PG&E carried out 
an Historical Site Assessment (HSA), which was a preliminary investigation designed to collect 
existing information describing the history of the DCPP from start of operations to present. As 
noted in Section 2.3.21, Soil Remediation, these analyses separated DCPP into nine subareas (see 
Figure 5-6). Based upon records research and personnel interviews, it was determined that seven 
of the nine subareas had a probability of some degree of radioactive impacts in the form of radio-
active contamination. The other two subareas ς the North Site Area (NSA) and South Site Area 
(SSA) ς are primarily open space with no structures except for roadways and fences. Table 5-2, 
corresponding with Figure 5-6, provides the name, location, and estimated area (square meters) 
for each of the subareas in which it was determined that some degree of radioactive contami-
nation could occur. Within these seven subareas, individual areas and buildings were determined 
to be either impacted or non-impacted, based upon the Multiple Agency Survey and Site Investi-
gation (MARSSIM) model. The MARSSIM model assigns three Classes ς 1, 2, and 3 to identify the 
appropriate type and degree of remediation necessary to reduce residual radioactivity to a level 
that would allow for license termination.  
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Figure 5-6. Diablo Canyon Power Plant Site Characterization Study Areas  

 
Source: PG&E, 2021b ς Figure 4-6.  

 

Table 5-2. Summary of Potentially Radiologically Impacted Areas by Area 

Study Subarea Acronym Approximate Area (m2) MARSSIM Class 

North Owner Controlled Area NOCA 259,000 N/A 

South Owner Controlled Area SOCA 249,600 Class 3 

West Owner Controlled Area WOCA 207,400 Class 3 

Discharge Cove Area DCA 115,000 Class 3 

North Protected Area NPA 66,500 Class 1 

South Protected Area SPA 53,400 Class 1 

Power Block Area PBA 22,300 Class 1 

Source: PG&E, 2021b ς Table 4-2.  
N/A ς North Owner Controlled Area will remain active and therefore was not assessed. 
Note: Most DCPP buildings were not assigned a MARSSIM classification because the HSA assumed these buildings 

would be removed as part of the Proposed Project. 

Derived Concentration Guideline Levels (DCGL) are statistically derived limits for each nuclide of 
radioactivity for a specific site. DCGL have not been determined for the DCPP Decommissioning 
Project, however, DCGL would be in place prior to Final Status Surveys (FSS) and be used as a 
standard for releasing Project areas from radioactivity controls. Class 1 are areas that have, or 
had prior to remediation, a potential for radioactive contamination or known contamination 
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above the DCGL. Class 2 area areas that have, or had prior to remediation, a potential for 
radioactive contamination or known contamination, but are not expected to exceed a DCGL. 
Class 3 areas are not expected to contain any residual radioactivity or are expected to contain 
levels of residual radioactivity at a small fraction of the DCGL. Although the DCGL metric is not 
the same as the millirem (mrem) metric used as part of the NRC analysis to terminate a Part 50 
Facility Operating License, nonetheless it may be an indicator of whether a building or area could 
possibly remain for unrestricted use and not pose a health risk. No Class 2 categories were 
assigned to any buildings or soils at the DCPP site.  

Excluding the NOCA subarea (e.g., switchyards, Old Steam Generator Storage Facility, water 
reservoirs, ISFSI, etc.), the HSA categorized the open lands/soils in the SOCA, WOCA, and DCA as 
Class 3. The PBA, NPA, and SPA subareas were assigned a Class 1 category. It should be noted 
that most DCPP buildings were not assigned a MARSSIM classification because the HSA assumed 
that these buildings were going to be removed as noted in the Proposed Project.  

The Minimum Demolition Alternative assumes that all structures in the SOCA, WOCA, DCA, NPA, 
SPA, and PBA subareas would remain in place, including the containment domes and spent fuel 
pools (PG&E, 2022a).  

A Site Characterization Study is anticipated to be initiated in December 2024 (see Table 2-10) 
with the purpose of identifying and validating radiologically impacted areas for decommissioning, 
dismantlement, and decontamination and determining required soil remediation efforts. Based 
on the Site Characterization Study, appropriate decontamination measures would be identified 
and applied where necessary. Specific and immediate decontamination measures (e.g., fluid 
disposal, interior equipment removal, scarifying/scabbling, etc.) would be carried out to remove 
radiological contamination. Other structures and areas would be left for natural radiological 
decay until NRC requirements for unrestricted use, which are based on a resident farmer scenario 
of 25 mrem per year, are met and the Part 50 License can be terminated, could result in having 
buildings on site for several decades preventing potential repurposing of the site. A final deter-
mination of whether any structures would need to be removed would be made following 
completion of the Site Characterization Study and initial decontamination results.  

рΦпΦоΦн 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘŀƭ LƳǇŀŎǘ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ 

The impacts of the Minimum Demolition Alternative compared to the Proposed Project are 
described below.  

Aesthetics 

As the location of activities under the Minimum Demolition Alternative would be the same as the 
Proposed Project, potential impacts to a scenic vista (Impact AES-1) would remain less than 
significant, and potential impacts to a scenic resource (Impact AES-2) would not occur. During 
Phase 2, the visual quality of the DCPP site (Impact AES-3) would not improve substantially from 
existing conditions, as the majority of structures would remain on site, which would increase the 
no impact conclusion to a less-than-significant impact (Class III). Nighttime lighting impacts that 
may occur at the SMVR-SB railyard (Impact AES-4) would remain less than significant with 
mitigation (Class II). 
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Air Quality 

Criteria air pollutant emissions from this alternative would be lower than those from the Pro-
posed Project as there would be fewer structures demolished and less material hauled to and 
from the DCPP site. With implementation of MM AQ-1 (Implement a Decommissioning Activity 
Management Plan) and MM AQ-2 (Provide Funding for Off-site Mitigation of Equipment Emis-
sions) the Minimum Demolition Alternative would have less-than-significant impacts related to 
net increases of criteria air pollutants for which the area is in non-attainment (Impact AQ-2) and 
impacts on sensitive receptors (Impact AQ-3). This alternative, like the Proposed Project, would 
have less-than-significant impacts related to local air quality plan conformity (Impact AQ-1) and 
odor impacts (Impact AQ-4). 

Biological Resources ς Terrestrial  

Under this alternative, impacts from the permanent and temporary loss of native vegetation, 
ESHAs, and jurisdictional features (Impacts BIO-1, BIO-7, and BIO-9, respectively) are expected to 
be similar to those described for the Proposed Project since the structures to remain under this 
alternative are all anticipated to be within the disturbed, unvegetated areas of the DCPP site. 
Since demolition activities would be minimized, impacts from the introduction and spread of 
noxious weeds (Impact BIO-2) would be less severe. Similarly, impacts to nesting birds (Impact 
BIO-4) and special-status wildlife (Impact BIO-6) would be less severe since minimal demolition 
would result in reduced noise and disturbance and would also retain structures that could be 
used as potential nesting or roosting sites. Impacts associated with conflicts with local plans and 
policies (Impact BIO-10) would be the same as those described for the Proposed Project. PG&E 
would implement the same mitigation measures described for the Proposed Project to ensure 
that impacts are reduced to less than significant under Alternative 3. 

Biological Resources ς Marine  

Under the Minimum Demolition Alternative, all structures would remain in place, including the 
containment domes and spent fuel pools. As such, no impacts to marine biological resources are 
anticipated, and this alternative would therefore have fewer impacts compared to the Proposed 
Project. 

Cultural Resources ς Archaeology  

The Minimum Demolition Alternative would result in less structures requiring decommissioning 
and dismantlement in the short term; however, there is the possibility of future eventual 
dismantlement of remaining structures and facilities. Soil remediation efforts cannot be fully 
understood until the completion of the Site Characterization Study. For the purposes of this 
analysis, the amount of short-term and future ground disturbance is assumed to be less than the 
Proposed Project.  

While ground disturbance at the DCPP site under this alternative would decrease, this alternative 
would require the same level of ground disturbance as the Proposed Project outside of the SOCA, 
WOCA, DCA, NPA, SPA, and PBA subareas, resulting in the same potential in the remaining 
portion of the Proposed Project site to encounter unknown buried cultural resources that could 
be evaluated as significant; and the same potential to affect a known cultural resource (CA-SLO-
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2) located in the NSA subarea during Phase 2 activities if soil remediation extends into native soils 
under the former sand blast area. Like the Proposed Project, no impacts would occur at the 
railyard sites. 

Mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Proposed Project, include MM CUL-1 
(Retain a County-qualified Project Archaeologist), MM CUL-2 (Retain County-qualified Project 
Archaeological Monitors), MM CUL-3 (Retain Chumash Tribal Monitors), MM CUL-4 (Retain a 
Project Osteologist), MM CUL-5 (Develop a Cultural Resources Monitoring and Discovery Plan), 
MM CUL-6 (Cultural Resources Worker Environmental Awareness Program), MM CUL-7 (Archae-
ological and Tribal Monitoring), MM CUL-8 (Unanticipated Discoveries), MM CUL-9 (Decom-
missioning Activities Affecting Previously Known Cultural and/or Tribal Resources), CUL-10 (Plan 
to Restrict Public Access After Removal of Diablo Canyon Road Guard House Facilities), MM 
CUL-11 (Restrict Access to Environmentally Sensitive Areas for Marina Operations), and MM 
CUL-12 (Discovery of Human Remains). These mitigation measures would lessen the overall 
impact, however not to a less-than-significant level. Like the Proposed Project, impacts to 
historical resources (Impact CUL-1), unique archaeological resources (Impact CUL-2), and human 
remains (Impact CUL-3) would remain significant and unavoidable. However, impacts under this 
alternative would be less severe because of the reduced ground disturbance. 

Cultural Resources ς Built Environment 

With no designated or eligible historic-age resources within the Project sites, the Minimum 
Demolition Alternative would result in no impacts to built environment resources (Impact CUL-1), 
like the Proposed Project. 

Cultural Resources ς Tribal Cultural Resources 

The Minimum Demolition Alternative would result in less structures requiring decommissioning 
and dismantlement at the DCPP site in the short term; however, there is the possibility of future 
eventual dismantlement of remaining structures and facilities. Soil remediation efforts cannot be 
fully understood until the completion of the Site Characterization Study. For the purposes of this 
analysis, the amount of short term and future ground disturbance is assumed to be less than the 
Proposed Project.  

While ground disturbance under this alternative would decrease at the DCPP site, this alternative 
would require the same level of ground disturbance as the Proposed Project outside of the SOCA, 
WOCA, DCA, NPA, SPA, and PBA subareas, resulting in the same potential in the remaining por-
tion of the Proposed Project site to encounter unknown buried cultural resources that could be 
considered Tribal Cultural Resources and could evaluated as significant; and the same potential 
to affect a known Tribal Cultural Resource (CA-SLO-2) located in the NSA subarea during Phase 2 
activities if soil remediation extends into native soils under the former sand blast area. Like the 
Proposed Project, no impacts would occur at the railyard sites. 

MMs CUL-1 through CUL-12 would lessen the overall impact, however, not to a less-than-
significant level. Like the Proposed Project, impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources (Impact TCR-1) 
would remain significant and unavoidable. However, impacts under this alternative would be less 
severe because of the reduced ground disturbance. 
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Energy 

The energy impacts from this alternative would be lower than the Proposed Project as fewer 
structures would be demolished and less material hauled to and from the DCPP site, so less 
energy would be consumed to decommission the DCPP site. Like the Proposed Project, impacts 
would be less than significant for Impact EN-1 and Impact EN-2. 

Geology, Soils, Paleontological Resources, and Coastal Processes 

Impacts to geology and soils under the Minimum Demolition Alternative would not differ from 
the Proposed Project (Impact GEO-1). MM GEO-1 (Geologic Hazard Assessment and Geotechnical 
Investigation) and MM GEO-2 (Seismic Hazard and Coastal Processes Assessment of Discharge 
Structure) identified for the Proposed Project would reduce impacts from this alternative to less 
than significant. Like the Proposed Project, impacts at the railyards would be less than significant. 

Impacts associated with erosion under this alternative would be considerably reduced compared 
to the Proposed Project (Impact GEO-2), as demolition activities would be minimized and sup-
porting infrastructure would remain in place to the maximum extent feasible. There would be 
decreased structure demolition and backfill required under this alternative as well as implemen-
tation of the site-specific SWPPP and CGP (ACs BIO-3 and WQ-1), thereby reducing ground 
disturbance and erosion potential. MM HWQ-1 (Prepare and Implement Drainage Plans) and MM 
HWQ-2 (Long-Term Erosion and Sediment Control Plan) would ensure impacts from this alterna-
tive are less than significant.  

Impacts to paleontological resources with this alternative would not differ from the Proposed 
Project (Impact GEO-3) and impacts would be less than significant. Impacts related to having soils 
incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks would not differ from the Proposed 
Project and impacts would be less than significant (Impact GEO-4). 

Under the Minimum Demolition Alternative, structures in the coastal zone at the DCPP site may 
or may not be removed. If removed, coastal processes impacts would be identical to the 
Proposed Project. If left in place, future sea level rise within this period may expose people and 
structures in the coastal area to hazards such as larger wave heights and blufftop erosion. Per 
the CCC CDP A-3-SLO-04-035 for the existing ISFSI, annual surveys of the shoreline nearest the 
ISFSI transport road and Soil Disposal Site #2 are to be conducted through the life of the ISFSI by 
a licensed Surveyor or Civil Engineer (CCC, 2004). A site stability evaluation report must be 
prepared and submitted by a California Certified Engineering Geologist based upon an on-site 
evaluation that indicates that the bluff setback is adequate to allow for bluff erosion over the 
75-year period (CCC, 2004). As such, impacts related to coastal processes would continue to be 
less than significant. If no decommissioning occurs in the coastal zone, this alternative would 
neither impair nearshore sediment properties, characteristics, or processes nor impair coastal 
wave, current, or circulation patterns. Therefore, this alternative would have fewer impacts to 
coastal processes compared to the Proposed Project. Impacts related to coastal processes for the 
SMVR-SB or PBR sites would be the same as the Proposed Project as these sites are located in 
more inland areas. 
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Greenhouse Gas Emissions 

The GHG emissions from this alternative would be lower than the Proposed Project as fewer 
structures would be demolished, and less material hauled to and from the DCPP site. The 
Minimum Demolition Alternative would have less-than-significant impacts related to increases in 
GHG emissions with implementation of MM GHG-1 (Reduce GHG Emissions or Surrender Offset 
Credits) (Impact GHG-1). Like the Proposed Project, this alternative would not conflict with GHG 
emissions reductions plans, policies, or regulations (Impact GHG-2). 

Hazardous and Radiological Materials 

Impacts from non-radiological hazardous waste under Alternative 3 would be similar to those 
under the Proposed Project (Impacts HAZ-1 through HAZ-7), but slightly less due to the reduced 
volume of waste generated limiting exposure. With MM HAZ-1 (Facility Hazardous Waste Permit 
Extension), MM HAZ-2 (Worker Registration/ Certification) and MM HAZ-3 (Soil and Groundwater 
Site Characterization Work Plan), as well as MM HWQ-1 (Long-Term Erosion and Sediment Con-
trol Plan), MM HWQ-2 (Clean Marina Provisions), MM PSU-1 (Facility Plan Updating, Tracking, 
and Reporting) and MM PSU-2 (Retain the Diablo Canyon Fire Department and Emergency Facil-
ities), non-radiological hazardous material impacts under this alternative would be less than 
significant. At the end of decommissioning, the applicable NRC and USEPA standards relative to 
radiological materials and radiation exposures to workers and the public through all media, are 
identical. Therefore, radiological impacts under this alternative (Impacts HAZ-8 through HAZ-12) 
would be the same as the Proposed Project and less than significant.  

Hydrology and Water Quality 

This alternative would result in limited demolition, and potentially structures in the coastal zone 
would remain in place. If remaining structures were improperly or insufficiently maintained, they 
may degrade over time, potentially impacting water quality. Like the Proposed Project, salinity 
changes in the Discharge Cove related to brine and wastewater discharges occurring under 
reduced OTC conditions and eventual elimination of OTC (i.e., shutdown of the Discharge Struc-
ture) would continue under this alternative and are less than significant.  

While less soil disturbance would occur under Alternative 3, the potential to contaminate 
groundwater with radiological byproducts, construction materials, and demolition debris during 
decommissioning remains. The same soil and water management plans and mitigation measures 
would be required to reduce impacts to less than significant. With respect to groundwater 
impacts, freshwater demand would be reduced under Alternative 3 as less dust suppression and 
soil compaction is anticipated with the reduced number of structures to be removed, and the 
impact would be less than significant. 

Impacts related to coastal processes for the SMVR-SB and PBR sites would be the same as the 
Proposed Project as these sites are located in more inland areas. 

Land Use and Planning 

The Minimum Demolition alternative would minimize demolition and removal of structures, and 
the number of truck transport trips for equipment and waste removal would be less than under 
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the Proposed Project. However, although a reduction in transport trips would shorten the fre-
quency or overall period of impacts to adjacent land uses, such transport activities during Phase 
1 and Phase 2 could still create access disruptions for land uses along the proposed routes (Impact 
LUP-1). As discussed for the Proposed Project, MM TRA-1 (Truck Transportation Outside of Peak 
Hours), MM TRA-2 (Specialty Heavy-Haul Transport Vehicle Transportation Management Plan), 
MM TRA-3 (Decommissioning Liaison), MM TRA-4 (Advance Notification of Decommissioning), 
and MM TRA-5 (Quarterly Decommissioning Updates) would be implemented to minimize land 
use impacts through the restriction of the hours of truck transport, the preparation and 
implementation of a Specialty Heavy-Haul Transport Vehicle TMP, and ongoing notifications to 
affected land uses. There would be no new impacts associated with disruptions or displacement 
of land uses under this alternative that would require additional mitigation. Impact LUP-1 would 
remain less than significant with mitigation. 

None of the activities under this alternative would extend into adjacent agricultural lands, and 
there would be no impact to agricultural resources (Impact LUP-2) 

Noise 

The temporary construction noise and vibration levels for onshore decommissioning under the 
Minimum Demolition Alternative would be similar, but the duration and intensity may be 
substantially reduced compared to those discussed in Impacts NOI-1 through NOI-3 for the 
Proposed Project. 

Offshore activities associated with the decommissioning would not occur, thereby avoiding 
temporary noise associated with those decommissioning activities including underwater noise 
(see Biological Resources ς Marine). 

Public Services and Utilities 

The Minimum Demolition Alternative would initially result in reduced decommissioning waste, 
materials, truck trips, and demand for utilities due to the reduced number of structures needed 
to be dismantled and removed. Impacts to emergency services (Impact PSU-1) would be reduced 
compared to the Proposed Project, as truck trips would be reduced or spread out over a longer 
period of time. Depending on which buildings remain, the blufftop road segment may not be 
constructed. Regardless, this road would not serve as an official secondary emergency access 
road and its absence would not reduce the level of service to the DCPP site. Under this alter-
native, with the possibility of future eventual dismantlement of remaining structures and 
facilities, the demand for utilities and amount of waste generated under this alternative would 
be similar to the Proposed Project. Impacts relating to new or relocated utilities (Impact PSU-2), 
water supplies and wastewater (Impacts PSU-3 and PSU-4), solid waste (Impact PSU-5), and solid 
waste regulations (Impact PSU-6) would be the same as the Proposed Project. Alternatively, if 
retained structures are to be reused in the future, the Minimum Demolition Alternative could 
result in greater impacts than the Proposed Project depending on the intensity and nature of the 
future use. 
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Recreation and Public Access 

Impacts to recreation and public access under the Minimum Demolition Alternative would be 
reduced compared to the Proposed Project because less activities outside of the Project site, such 
as trucking traffic and personnel traffic, would occur that would temporarily or intermittently 
interfere with access to local trails or recreational areas along Avila Beach Drive. Like the Pro-
posed Project, with implementation of MM REC-1 (Commercial Fishing Operations Access Plan 
for Avila Beach Drive), along with MM EM-2 (Project Plan, Updating, Tracking, and Reporting), 
and MM TRA-1 (Truck Transportation Outside of Peak Hours), MM TRA-2 (Specialty Heavy-Haul 
Transport Vehicle Transportation Management Plan), MM TRA-3 (Decommissioning Liaison), MM 
TRA-4 (Advance Notification of Decommissioning), MM TRA-5 (Quarterly Decommissioning 
Updates), and TRA-7 (Coordination with Harbormasters) impacts would be less than significant 
with mitigation related to permanent, temporary or intermittent roadway, parking, or trail 
closures (Impact REC-1); restricted access to the coastline or other recreational facilities or 
resources from additional personnel and trucking traffic on local and regional roadways (Impact 
REC-2); and exposure of recreational users to hazards (Impact REC-4). Similarly, like the Proposed 
Project, impacts would be less than significant related to the increased use or construction or 
expansion of recreational facilities (Impact REC-3). 

Transportation 

Ground Transportation. More DCPP facilities would remain intact for the Minimum Demolition 
Alternative compared to the Proposed Project. Therefore, fewer structures and materials would 
be removed from the site, reducing the number of truck trips compared to the Proposed Project. 
This alternative would reduce the number of employees and commutes at the DCPP site and thus 
would reduce VMT. With more structures left intact, slightly more operational on-site employees 
may be required to maintain these structures. However, the reduction in VMT would be similar 
to the Proposed Project and mitigated with MM TRA-1 (Truck Transportation Outside of Peak 
Hours) (Impact TRA-1). 

Impacts related to incompatible uses (Impact TRA-2) and inadequate emergency access (Impact 
TRA-3) would be the same as the Proposed Project and reduced to a less-than-significant level 
with implementation of MM TRA-1 (Truck Transportation Outside of Peak Hours), MM TRA-2 
(Specialty Heavy-Haul Transport Vehicle Transportation Management Plan), MM TRA-3 (Decom-
missioning Liaison), MM TRA-4 (Advance Notification of Decommissioning), and MM TRA-5 
(Quarterly Decommissioning Updates). However, depending on which buildings remain, the bluff-
top road segment may not be constructed and therefore MM TRA-6 (Diablo Creek Crossing 
Structure Inspection and Repair) may not be required. As such, historic access through the Diablo 
Canyon lands may not occur. This connection is not required to support future actions at the site, 
such as the Marina operations, but would be a benefit of the Proposed Project, which may not 
occur under this alternative.  

Marine Transportation. Under this alternative, the export of waste by barge would continue 
requiring up to 28 round trips (each tug pulls two barges for a total of 55 barges) over a four-year 
timeframe during Period 1B (2030-2033), which is the same as the Proposed Project. Therefore, 
offshore marine transportation impacts related to marine vessel safety would be like the 
Proposed Project and would be less than significant with the implementation of MM TRA-7 
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(Coordination with Harbormasters) and MM TRA-8 (Marine Surveyor Assessment) (Impact 
TRA-4). However, the transport of gravel by barge from the Port of Long Beach to fill the 
Discharge Structure cofferdam (up 15 round trips during Period 1A [2024-2029]) and the trans-
port of quarry rock by barge from the Connolly-Pacific Co. Quarry on Santa Catalina Island to fill 
the void left in the bluff following removal of the Discharge Structure (three round trips during 
Period 1B [2030-2033]) would not be required. Therefore, impacts would be less severe because 
of the reduction of 15 round trips during Period 1A and three round trips during Period 1B. Like 
the Proposed Project, barge transport associated with this alternative would not result in a 
cumulatively considerable contribution to cumulative impacts related to marine vessel safety. 

Wildfire 

Under the Minimum Demolition Alternative, minimal structures would require decommissioning 
and dismantlement in the short term. Therefore, fewer truck trips would be needed to transport 
the reduced volume of dismantled structures and materials. Fewer workers may also be required 
for this alternative, resulting in fewer worker vehicles. The large reduction of construction vehi-
cles and trips would have fewer impacts to an emergency response plan and evacuation plan 
(Impact WF-1) than the Proposed Project. However, with the possibility of future eventual 
dismantlement of remaining structures and facilities, the eventual increase in worker vehicle 
trips and truck trips would occur and have similar impacts as the Proposed Project. Impact WF-1 
would remain less than significant with mitigation. Given the potential decrease in workers due 
to the reduced decommissioning activities, wildfire risks (Impacts WF-2 and WF-3) would be less 
than the Proposed Project. The Minimum Demolition would not expose people or structures to 
substantial downslope or post-fire slope instability hazards, as the topography of the DCPP site 
and railyard would not substantially change within the next 60 years. Impact WF-4 would remain 
less than significant. 

рΦпΦп !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ пΥ CƛǊƛƴƎ wŀƴƎŜ aƛƴƛƳǳƳ 9ŀǊǘƘǿƻǊƪ !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ 

рΦпΦпΦм !ƭǘŜǊƴŀǘƛǾŜ п 5ŜǎŎǊƛǇǘƛƻƴ 

Under this alternative, excess cut generated from site grading would be utilized in the area of 
Firing Range (see Figure 5-7), which would be removed under Phase 1 of the Proposed Project. 
This alternative represents the minimal amount of earthwork necessary to achieve close to 
natural conditions, while maintaining positive drainage and back filling of voids created by 
demolition of DCPP structures. This alternative would generate fill material on site from areas of 
cut (i.e., areas where the finished grade is lower than the existing grade) and reuse clean, crushed 
on-site concrete derived from the demolition of structures. Alternative 4 would result in 
approximately 5.8 acres of disturbance and require approximately 92,463 cubic yards (CY) of 
earthwork (10,585 CY cut; 71,878 CY fill; ~10,000 CY export) in the area of the existing Firing 
Range as shown in Figure 5-8 (ERM, 2022). No soil would be required from the SE Borrow Site. 
There would be no changes related to the railyards; therefore, the discussions below focus on 
the DCPP site. 

Table 5-3 also accounts for the filling of void spaces created by demolition and removal of the 
concrete foundations associated with existing structures as well as void space created by the 
planned removal of impacted soil. All earthwork materials would be sourced on site without 
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requiring soil from on-site (e.g., the SE Borrow Site) or off-site borrow sources, and therefore, 
would reduce cut impacts to native hills. 

Figure 5-7. Existing Firing Range 

 


