DCPP Decommissioning Project
5. ALTERNATIVEBNALYSISPHASEL AND2)
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As noted in Section 1.0ntroduction 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@gject Descriptigrprovides 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 Sedtib&G2ading

and Landscaping (Final Site Restoraliofhe 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 Clas$ ©JGvaste storage, continued operation of

the existing 230 and 500 kV switchyards, and associated security.

The State CEQA Guidelines (§15126.6(a)) requir€thmtyi 2 G RSaONA OGS | NJ y3S
alternativesto the [Proposed Project], or to th@dation of the project, which would feasibly

attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substantially lessen any of
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This section desibes the screening methodology to identify reasonable alternatives, identifies
alternativeseliminated from further consideration, and provides descriptions and impact analy

ses of each alternative considereks required in CEQBgections.5.1lidentifies theenvironmen-

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

P An EIR need not consider everynceivable alternative to a project. Rather, it must consider a
reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives that will foster informed deemgking
and public participation. An EIR is not required to conditfeasiblealternatives. (§15126.6)a

p 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 prdjebjectives or would be more
costly. (815126.6(b))

P 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 orsubstantially 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) infeasibilitgiiipinability to avoid
significant environmental impacts. (815126.6(c))

p The EIR shall include sufficient information about each alternative to allow mearevgiug-
tion, analysis, and comparison with the proposed project. If an alternative woukkaane 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)3(d
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poseof describing and analyzing a no project alternative is to allow decisionmakers to compare
the impacts of approving the proposed project with the imgaat not approving the proposed
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be reasonably expected to occur in the foreseeable future if the project were not approved.
(815126.6(e)(1) and (e)(2))
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Alternatives to the Proposed Project were identified by ®euntyand by other agencies and
the public in comments on the Notice of Preparatiddl suggested alternatives wesereened,

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 alternativasing the following criteria:

p The extent to which the alternative could accomplish most of the basic objectives of the
Proposed Project (see Section IPigject Location and Objectiyes

p The potential feasibility of the alternative, considering factarshsas site suitability, economic
viability, availability of infrastructure, General/Local Coastal Plan consistency, and consistency
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p The extent to which the alternativeould avoid or lessen one or more of the significanvi
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 consleration.

For the screenlng analy5|s the technical and regulatory feaS|b|I|ty of potentlal alternatives was
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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; howesier,

mentsof the Project that are likely to be sources of impacts can be identified.

In general, characteristics used to eliminate alternatives from further consideration included:
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p Limited effectiveness in reducing environmental impacts
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p Permitting feasibility

p Potential forgreateradverse effects

p Potential for inconsistency with adopted agency plans and policies
p Feasibility when compareatother 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 screemg step, environmental advantages and disadvantages of the remailterg
nativeswere carefully weighed with respect to their potential for overall environmeathlan

tage technical feasibility, and consistency with the Proposed Project objectivegr both the
ProposedProject and alternatives, decommissioningtieé DCPRvould continue to be subject

to the regulations and procedures of the US Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for the
deconmissioning of nuclear generating stations and managent of SNF.
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tally superior alternative among the other alternatives (State CEQA Guidelines §15126.6(€)(2)).
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Resource areas of particular importance in tomsideration of alternatives for this EIR include:
(1) Air Quality (2) Greenhouse Ga§GHG) Emission$3) Biological Resources Terrestria
(4)Biological ResourcesMarine; (5) Cultural ResourcesArchaeology and Built Environment
(6) Cultural Regurcesg Tribal Cultural Resource§’) Hazardous and Radiological Materjasd
(8) Hydrology and Water Quality

q

As discussed in Section 44 Quality implementation of the Proposed Project would result in
potentially significant impact under Impact ABand Impact A3 related to a net increase in
criteria air pollutant emissions and exposure of sensitive receptors to substantial polichant
centrations. Phase 1 activities at the DCPP site would result in ierigér pollutant emissions at

rates exceeding the San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District (SLOCAPCD) thresholds
of significance for ozone precursors (Nf©xides of nitrogen] and VOC [volatile organam
poundd). Mitigation Measure (MM) AQ requires PG&E to implement a Decommissioning
Activity Management Plan (DAMP) consistent with the approved Project Description. MM AQ
requires PG&E to achieve dite emissions reductions to offset the effects of any Prejekited

ozone precursor erssionsover 2.5tons/quarter (NG 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 &Benhouse Gas Emissipiine Propsed Project

would result in a potentially significant impact under Impact GH& both Phase 1 and Phase 2
activties would generate GHG emissions that exceed the SLOAPCD significance threshold. MM
GHGL1 could feasibly reduce or offset GHG emissionsléssthan-significant level.

Section 4.2Biological Resource&sTerrestrial analyzes potential direct impacts of the Proposed
Project on terrestrial biological resources, such as clearing or trampling of vegetation, loss of
breedngsites and habitatgisturbance to wildlife from construction or demolition of structures,
and mechanical crushing of animals or their burrows by vehicles or equipment. In adidition,
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rectbiological resource impacts from the Proposed Project could include the disrgftrative

seed banks, disruption of prey base or increased predation through alterations of the physical
landscapefrom Proposed Project features, increased erosion and degradation of water quality,
changes in water runoff due to alterations in topographgise 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 structues or excluding insect pollinatornplementation ofMMs BIO1 through

BI020, AQ1,EM2,HWQ1, and HWG@ER would reduce all potential impacts to terrestriaiblog-
icalresources to dessthan-significant level.

Section 4.3BiologicalResourceg Marine, discusses the direct and indirect impacts of -
posedProject onmarine resources, specifically associated with the removal of the Discharge
Strudure, restorationof the Discharge Structure areelosure of the Intake Structurandoper-

ation of the Marina by a thirdparty. 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 ofvasive and nomative marine species; and direct impacts
such as turbidity, debris accumulation, vessel collision with listed species, and increased under
water noise levels associated with offshore activitiesplementation oiMMs MBIO1 through
MBIG11and MM HW@3 would reduce potential impacts to marine biological resourcethé&o
extent feasible; however, du the uncertainty associated with the success of relocation of
black abalone (MMs MBI® and MBIGB), impacts associated with Discharge Structure removal
and restoration activities in Phases 1 and 2 of the Proposed Prgjapacts MBIEL, 2, and 4)
would remain significant and unavoidable

As discussed in Section 4@ultural Resources Archaeology and Built Environmeitihe Pro-
posedProject would result in significant and unavoidable impaetsnanticipated buriechistor-
icalresourcesuniquearchaeological resourceand human remainduring Phase 1 and Phase 2,
even with implementatiorof MMs CUL1 through CU110due to the sensitive nature of the DCPP
site, resulting in significant and unavoidable impa&snilarly for Tribal Cultural ResourcBgge
tion 4.6, Cultural ResourcesTribal Cultural Resourcesoncludes thaimpacts tounanticipated
buried tribal cultural resourceseven with implementation oMMs CUL1 through CWH10, would
remain significant and unavoidabier both Phase 1 and Phase 2

As discussed in Section 4.Hyzardous and Radiological Materiatlecommissioning activities

could expose sitevorkers 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 HAZthrough HAZ, HWQ1, and HW& would reduce impacts to
lessthan significant. Established programs, processes, and procedures would be performed in
compliance with NRC requirements, which are designed to limit or eliminate exposure te radio
active materials. These technical and programmatic controls have beermpn@liable 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 hazardousradiological materials, an alternative evaluating
Y2NBE a0NARYy3IASYyld NBYSRAFGAZ2Y NBIdANBYSyGa of26S
requirement) was considered but dismissed without full analysis given the safe closure and
remediation of plants eross the country without any major spills or radioactive releases (see
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Section 5.3.6L.ess Than 25 mrem Thresholds a result, impacts from radiological materials
resulting from the Proposed Project are expected to be less than significant. Dessiaing
activities would increase safety and fire hazard concerns for constructiated accidents,
hazard spills, and hot work activities such as welding, cutting grinding, and increased combustible
loading. To ensure sufficient fire protection servicesl amplementation of wildfire safety
measures, MMs PSU and PSt would be implemented, reducing impacts to less than
significant. As discussed in Section 4Hydrology and Water Qualityhe Proposed Project may
affect hydrology and water quality durimgnshore 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-EVHWQ1, HWQ2,
HWQ3, MBIG3, and MBIGB would reduce potential impacts related to hydrology and water
quality to a level that is less than significant.
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Table 51 lists thepotential alternativeddentified by the County, responsible agencies, and the
public through the scoping process. Tabié idicates if thepotential alternativesvere elimi
nated from further consideration (see rationale in Section RABernatives Eliminated from
Further Consideratigror evaluated in detail (see Section SAternatives Evaluated in this BIR

Table 51. Potential Alternatives to the Proposed Project

Alternatives Eliminated from § Intake Structure Removal
Further Consideration 1 Breakwater Removal
9 Full Removal of Onshofubsurface Structures
9 Partial DischargetiSicture Removal
1 Discharge Structurkeavein-Place/Bulkhead
9 Less Tha@5 mremRemediationThreshold
i Santa Maria Valley Railyagdsanta Maria (SMVVBM) Site

Alternatives Evaluated 1 SAFSTOR Alternative
in this EIR I California State Lands Commission (CSLC) No Project Alterna
1 Minimum Demolition Alternative
1 Firing Range Minimum Earthwork Alternative
1 Firing Range Partial Backfill Alternative
1 No Waste by Rail Alternative
i Delayed Decommissioning
9 CSLC FuRemoval Alternative

Additionalcomments related talternatives were brought up during scopjnghich areother-
wise addressed in the EIR, as follows:

Scoping Comment Where Addressed in EIR

p Analyze all feasible alternatives as means Section 5.4 Multiple alternativesevaluated
reducing effects to biological resources. in this EIReduce biological resources impac

p Evaluate rail routes that that may reduce Section 5.4.@€ The No Waste by Rail Altemn:
potential risk of exposure tpopulated tive eliminatesrail use;rail routes are deter
areas. mined by Union Pacific Railroad.
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Scoping Comment Where Addressed in EIR

p Consider alternative sites for waste dispos&Section2.3.19.3¢ Multiple disposakites are
should the proposed sites become unavail identified for each waste classxcept for
able and if wastes arstored longer than Class B/C waste where the only available s

planned. Waste Control Specialists Amdrews, Texas
p Address the No Projeélternative as a Section 4.8 The Proposed Project is analyz
zero-emission alternative. basedonal y 2 Yy S greshiddEs das

emissionghreshold

p Clarify if noadecommissioning alternatives Sectionl.2.1 ¢ Discusses thBCPPlicense
would require new applications and expiration andretirement.
undergo a new procss.
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Sixpotential alternatives were identifiedeviewed, and eliminated from further consideration
Two of thesealternativesinvolve removal of the Intake Structure and Breakwaters, which are
covered under theCalifornia State Lands Commissi€&@S[LFull Removal Alternative (see
Section5.4 8). These potential alternatives and the ratioadbr eliminatng them from further
consideration are discussdklow.
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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 descrilvedd 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 bbhlkad. Details for implementing this alternative are
described in detail in Section 5.4Aternative 8: CSLC Full Removal Alternabiize that as part

of the CPUC 2021 Nuclear Decommissioning Cost Triennial Proceedings, retention of the Intake
Structurewas identified as a cost savings measure for repurposing of plant facilities, with a
decommissioning cost savings of approximately $37.5 million (PG&E, 02bte 62).
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This alternative would meet theroposedProjectobjectives andmnay partiallyfulfill the CSLC

lease regiirements whichrequire removal of all infrastructure within the CSLC jurisdictatu

tionally, there are no identified feasibility issuassociatedvith this alternative. However, his
alternative would result in greater environmental impacts than tReoposed Projecincluding
impacts related tair quality, biological resourcesater turbidity, andwater quality, due to the
addiional disturbanceto the marine environmentTherefore this alternative iseliminated from

further analysisas a stanehlone alternative to the Proposed Projebleverthelessin considera-

tion of the CSLC lease requirements, this alternative has been analyzed in detail as part of the
CSLCEull Removal Alternative (see Sectna8).
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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 WestrBakwaters around the Intake €ewould also be removedind

the marine habitat restoed. Details for implementing this alternative are described in detail in
Setion 5.4 8, Alternative8: CSLEull Removal Alternative
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This alternative would meet thBroposedProject objectives anthay partiallyfulfill the CSLC

lease regirements whichrequire removal of all infrastructure within the CSLC jurisdicalur

tionally, there are no identified feasibility issuassociatedvith this alternative. Howeve, this
alternative would result in greater environmental impacts than tReoposed Projec¢including
impacts related tair quality, biological resourcesater turbidity, andwater quality, due to the
addiional disturbanceto the marine environmentTherefore this alternative ieliminated from

further analysisas a stanehlone alternative to the Proposed Projebleverthelessin cornsidera-

tion of the CSLC lease requirements, this alternative has been analyzed in detail as part of the
CSLCEull Removal Alternative (see Sectnn8).
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Forthis alternativegreateronshore stucture removal would occur than under the Proposed-Pro
ject, which generally leaves subsurface structures in place 3 feet below the exsdjagent
grade with certain contaminated structures removed to greater depth€ompletely)and back

filed per NRC regulationsThe 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(ERM, 2023).

p Auxiliary Building (Facility ID 98puld 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 béow existing ground surface per historical records.

p Turbine Building (Facility ID 104puld be demolished to the perimeter foundation walls and
lowermost floor slabs. Approximately 11,500 cubic yards of concrete associated with the
perimeter foundation valls and the lowermost floor slabs at depths varying approximately
from 3 feet to 17 feet below ground surface per historical records.

p The Intake Structure (Facility ID 108) tunraaislocated approximately at depths O feet to 50
feet below existing grouwh surface per historical record§he amount of concrete associated
with these structures has not been estimated.
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p Security Training Building (Facility ID 11#%ingsare anticipated to extend 5 feet below
existing ground surface based on historical melso Footing elements constructed between 3
and 5 feet below existing ground surface constitute approximately 20 cubic yards of concrete.

p Laundry and Radiation Waste Building (Facility ID 1178¢Bhgsare anticipated to extend 5
feet below existing gnand surface based on historical records. Footing elements constructed
between 3 and 5 feet below existing ground surface constitute approximately 240 cubic yards
of concrete.

p Intake Office & Security Access (Facility ID fit@)ngsare anticipated to exdnd 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.

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

The estimated volumes of concrete providialnot include the removal of the concreserfaces
as part of the decontamination process, such that ttidume of additional concrete removed
under this alternative mape less.The extent of additional subsurface structure removedsild
vary ranging frongreater than 3 feet (partial) téull removal. The greatest impacts would be
associated with full removal of subsurface structures. All other aspects of this alternatiud
be identical to the Proposed Project.
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Figure 51. RemalnlngSubsurface Onshore Structures to be Removed

[ Diablo Canyon Power Plant Boundary

Remaining Subsurface Structures

W89 Auxiliary B y Training Buildi

101 Turbine Bulldlng |17Ala Laundry and Radiation Waste Building
Intake Structure 128 Intake Office and Security Access
= Water Circulation Tunnels

Geologic Units
(&) Qt - Unconsolidated Sand, Silt, Clay and Gravel of Marine Terrace Deposits

() Qa - Alluvial Gravel, Sand and Clay of Valley Areas and Stream Channels

(&) Qls - Landslide Rubble

Tot - Tuff, White, Fine Grained and Tuffaceous, Dolomitic Bedded Siltstone and Sandstone . oy 500 1.000
() Tov - Tuff, Tuff Breccia, and Tuffaceous Sandstone Diabase Dikes and Sills .
(=) Tml - Lower Part of Monterey Formation Seni-Siliceous Shale

SourceDibble and Minch2006 (basemapERM, 2023.

Scale in Feet
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This alternative is feasible and consistent with the Proposed Project objectives. Unddtdhis
native, the onshore site would be returned to a more natural condition because it would reduce
the amount ofunderground infrastructure remaining on site 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 prmesses to uncover subsurface structures in the future would be
monitored as part of MM GEQ (Monitoring and Reporting of Potential Subsurface Structure
Exposurg and therefore is not considered a significant impact (see SectiorGé@pgy, Soils,

and @astal Processesind Section 7.1Climate Change and Séavel Rige The potential for
subsurface structures to be exposed as a result of improper site drainage would be mitigated
through implementation of MMs HWQ (Prepare and Implement Drainage Pdpand HW@
(LongTerm 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 remaosath-of
sufacestructures 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 fquosing and impacting
potentially sensitive cultural or tribal cultural resources; and greater potential for soil erosion and
assocated water quality impacts. Additionally, noise associated withsiti trucking would be
extended; and there would be aimcrease in the duration and perhaps intensity of-sife
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.
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This alternative was considered by PG&Eigure 52. Partial Discharge Structure Removal
and a detailed environmental benefimal ~ With Full Backfill

ysiswas completed evaluating alischarge
backfill options (full backfill, partial backfill,
no backfill). (PG&E, 2022c). Under thi
alternative all the sameleconmissioning
activities would occur as described for the
Proposed Project; however, instead of
completely removing the Dischargruc
ture, the floor and side walls would remain.
Vaiious options for backfilling theDis Source: PG&E, 2021a.

chargeStructure area were also consied, including no backfill, partial backfill, or full backfill,

as depicted in Figure-3 (side walls are not shown to allow the backfill to be shovpprox-
mately 11,292 ton quarry rocks would be required faompletebackfill or 1,249 don quarry

rocks for partial backfill, requiring up to 13 barge trips or as little as two barge trips, respectively,

CONCRETE BULKHEAD

¢ ELEV =5.25’
/¥ MHHW

) ¢ ELEV = -0.07”
_;\MLLW
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to source the rocks from Santa Catalina Island (PG&E, 2022c). A concrete bulkheadomould
tinue to be placed on the structure as under the PropoBedject; however, it would be located
closer to the shoreline as opposed to slightly farther inland where the water tunnels begin.
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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 remwmentally 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 aaticeable 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 covithct
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 siddsywhich 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 csstssociated 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.

~
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This alternative was considered by PG&E artelgure 53. Discharge Structure Leawe-Place/
an environmental benefits analysis was Bulkhead (No Additional Backfill)

completed evaluating all dischargebackfill .
options (full backfill, partial backfillno T L N CONCRETE
backfil). Under this alternative all the same| === . PULIHERD
decommissioning/removal activities would -
occur as described for the Proposed Projec oo ,
however, the entire Discharge Structure —_— 1 —W,
would remain, and thenain opening(at the LD Pww
lowest elevation)would be closed off with a

concrete bulkhead and the interior filled with
flowablefill (see Figure 8). Similar tathe Partial Discharge Structure Remogdiernative (see
Section 5.3.4)an additionaloption was considerd to addapproximately 462 ‘ton quarry rock
as backfill to the lowermost portion of the Discharge Struc(me depicted in Figure-8), which
would require one barge trip to source rocks from Santa Catalina ISRG&E, 2029.

Source: PG&E, 2021a.
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This alternative wouldyenerallymeet the ProposedProject objectivesand wouldreduce the
amount of construction activities necessary for removal of the Discharge Structure, thereby
resulingin a reduction in emissiongven maoe so than the Partial Discharge Structure Removal
alternative (see Section 5.3.4)Regarding the different backfill options, thlenvironmental
benefits analysisoncluded thathe addition ofbackfill was mee environmentally beneficial as
the quarry ra¢k would providesomeincidental marine habitat, including hiding areas for fish.
This alternative avoids creating a largele within the bluffsbut the industrial nature of the
DCPP site and its effects on the natural landscape would pergstrpetuity and wouldther-
wiseconflict with CCC and CSLC goals of returning the DCPP site to a more natural c@haition
addition of quarry rockwould mostly be contained within the structure ariereforewould not
provide incidental habitat benefits, other than thesmall portion beyond the bulkheadnot
depicted in Figure 3).

With leaving the Discharge Structure in plattee potential exists thatesidual radiologicaton
tamination could remain, whichcould ultimately result in additional removaés necessary to
meet the NRC Part 50 facility operating license termination requirements. Dilne ttnknown

level of additional removals, and comos 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 Progectyell as the limiteédnvironmen-

tal benefits of this alternative, iwvas eliminated from further consideration

pPoPSaa ¢KIFEY Hp YNBY WSYSRAIFIGA2Y ¢KNBACF
p Po TCSEVONA LIG A 2 Y

This alternatived 2 Y a A RSNA | LILX @Ay 3 | Y2NB aGNARAy3aSyildz 2
25 milliremper yearthreshold.

Federal Jurisdiction and Preemption

The Federal government has long occupied the field of nuclear safety regulation atigereas

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 owrtepsof nuclear energtechnol-
ogy(Justia.com, 2023b, 2023c). When private entities remained reluctant to enter the sector, the

1957 Pricd Y RSNE2Yy ! OG0 FAYSR (2 aNBY2@S GKS SO2y2YA
privatedevelopment of electric egrgy by nuclear power while simultaneously providingphé-
icO2YLISyal dAazy Ay (GKS S@Syd 2F | OFGF&aGENRLKAO
Anderson Act was amended in 1966 in an effort to consolidate, coordinate, and expedite any

case manage®y i | aa20AFGiSR 6AGK GKS alyYS GSEGNI 2NR
uniform results (FindLaw, 2018; Cornell Law School, 2023). The 199\ RdeesonAmend

ments Act further applied federal jurisdiction to any action resulting from a nuclear intide

(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 decommissioninglmensed facilities that process or use nuclear resources and
NEYSRAIFIGA2Y 2F GK2&aS TI OAf AMTheSL89Qredulatyrrchangey R & ( |
codified radiological criteria for decommissioning that allow for somespeific considerabin,

but established a standard threshold allowing a licensee to terminate its operating license if the

total effective dose equivalent (TEDE) for the critical grodgesis than25 millirem (mrem) per

@8SENXP ¢KS GONRGAOIf 3 NBuddhostAikely th fadeShg Rsknunii 2 NB
exposure to radiological doses due to activities conducted by the NRC licensee that is terminating

its operating license (NRC, 2002).

The 1997 regulation goes into additional detail about the calculations necessdstermine

GKS ala t26 a NBlFazyl ofeé | OKkspesifticactladighielardNI ! [ ! v
to a costbenefits analysis evaluating the benefits of attaining a more stringent remediation
threshold against the costs of the potentighhsportation, air quality, and cultural impacts (NRC,
1997a)®¢ KS bw/ ALISOAFAOIffeE F2dzyR (GKIFG aLy |+ O0dz
analysis of ALARA were required for soil and concrete removal, the actual dose will be reduced

to below 0.25 mSv/ydr 25 mremper yea) because of the nature of the removal process (NRC,

MPPT O PE

The NRC and the US Environmental Protection Agé&iglfPAboth oversee the remediation of

sites that have potential radiological contamination. In 199@ /S House of Representatives
Appropriations Committee directed the two federal agencies to adopt a memorandum of-under
standing to clariffUSEP@a Ay @2 f @ Seg8afed sités ifi.e ualear power generation
facilities).USEPAas historically cond RS R G KIF X 2y O0S | aAdd8Qa bw/ f

47 62 Federal Register No. 139, page 3989892 (dated Monday July 21, 1997), especially page 39064, which
corOf dzZRSEASYENRO R2aS O02yaidNIAyid 2N tAYAGlIGAZ2Y F2N RSOz
stricted release of a site is reasonable from the standpoint of providing a sufficient and ample margin of safety
F2NJ LINPGSOGAR2Y 2F Llzof A0 KSIHfUiK®PE obw/ I mMmppTl O

48 eNURE®586 Supplement 1 Volume 1, pagé2footnote (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 dasea 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 "redé€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 soamsd 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 highestd. 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, pa@P060 suggests that ALARA should consider how doses would be quantified,
what $ per persosrem value should be assigned, and how #adiological risks/impacts should be evaluated.
(NRC, 1997a)
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USEP@& ail YyRIFINR&a aK@SEPR 2000ILE @t 1Qa GEE&EA RAYIGS T2 NJ
the Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERBGLA)

suggests eeh radiological site should be remediated to 15 mrper yearof 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 sitas, ibatances where

a site may exceed the CERCLA remediation thresholds following decommissioning, the NRC shall
aSS1T GKS ! {9t! Qa lLaaAradlyOS Ay NB@GASgAYy3ad (GKS
USEPA further agreed to only resolve any CER&Idx%3 G KIF G F NB 2dziaARS 27
at NRdicensed 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 RRC, USEPA, US Department of Energy (DOE), and US Department of Defense
(DOD) created a joint MuliAgency Radiation Survey and Site Investigation Manual (MARSSIM)

in August 2000, which provides information about how to conduct final radiological status
veys(NRC, 2000b). The MARSSIM aims to provide a consistent approach across Federal agencies
resporsiblefor overseeing radiological cleanup to ensure an effective use of staff and licensee
resources while also meeting federadigtablished criteria fosite release and license termina

tion.

Radioactive Doses Defined

According to the NRC, a mrem is a biological dose equivalent, which is measured a¥ df1®00
roentgen equivalent man (rem) and the calculation depends ongthality factoP! of the type

of radiation. The quality factor is used becassene types of radiatiofsuch as exposure to alpha
particles) are more biologically damaging than otheuglisas beta and gamma radiatiqiNRC,
2021a; USEPA, 202ZJhe NRC estimatem exposureof 1 (one) mremis 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 (+burs/day) (on average)

d. 1 year of wearing a watch with a luminous dial

e. 1 coastto-coast airline flight

f. 1 (one)year livingneara normally operating nuclear power pl&at

%0 The 1990 revisions to the National Contingency Plan @& PAguidance 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 anadimaogi@l carcine
gens, which equates to approximately 15 mrgdSEPA, 2000)

51 The quality factor ishte 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,itledical 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 sitbdt formerly housed an operating nuclear power plant for6@years.
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Further, the NRC identifies specific medical procedures as providing significghty kevels of
radiation than the exposures listed above relative to baselinetdagay living(see Figure ).

Figure 54. Radiation Doses in our Daily Lives

Millirem/Medical Procedure

Single Exposure Full-Body CT Scan |

Ambient Natural Background Radiation* ||
Mammogram** i
NRC Radiological Clean-Up Threshold i
0 200 400 600 800 1000 1200

Source: NRC, 2022c.

* Ambient Natural Background Radiation includes natural and-made sairces, on average across the U.S.,
including those from food and nearby industrial processes.

** |n the U.S., a typical mammogram requires two images.

Note that these ondime exposures, as illustrated above in Figuré, @re related to discrete

events K G Yl & KIFLIWISY 200FaArz2ylftfte Rd2NAy3a |y AYR.
AO0SYIFNAR2¢ g2dzZ R NBEFGS (2 || LISNBER2Y {AQAYy3d 2V
grown on the site (24/7). That individual is likely hard to model sodltEses are provided to

reflect what an individual may face from a ehime medical procedure, compared to the 1 mrem

threshold that NRC has estimated as equivalent to living next to an operating nuclear power

plant.

CAylLftes GKS bw/2IOIARRIE ¢a NFBa A Rzl INI NRIAR®B-OG A JA
terial, soils, groundwater, or other media at a site that is directly resulting from activities under

GKS fA0SyaSsSqQa O2yiaNBfod® ¢KS bw/ AyOfdzZRS&a I ye
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
mremper year(total) on a generic basis without any sgpecific 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 sptgfic cosbenefit analysis, and has

found that, in almost all instances, removal of soil and structures to theegisting background

NI RA2f 23A0If  SOSTFF SOOI ADBS Y DNMIwl 28 myplr I O 2P

The NRC notes that sites meeting the 25 mngen yearthreshold ca be released for unre
stricted use and their Part 50 License is terminated. While the agency has additional +equire
YSyiGa GKFEG O2dzZ R FLIWLX & (2 aNBAGNAROGSR dzaSé¢ 27
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exclusively applies to industrial sitesathcould continue operating under industrial zoning due
to site conditions before and after the license termination.

¢KS RSO2YYAaaAzyAy3a 2F tD39Qa 5/ttt Ay@2ft dSa
from a previously undeveloped stretch of ther@ral 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 DecommissiorgnActivities Report (PSDAR) in December 2019, includingspsitéic
deconmissioning 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, 2P G&E will be required

to submit a license termination plan to demonstrate coraptie with federal remediatiotihresh

olds prior to its DCPP Part 50 license being terminated by the NRC (NRC, 2021c). The NRC will
2yt e LIWINRPGBS tD39Qa fAOSyasS UGUSNWAYL Grededi- LI | Y
ation threshold of 25 mrenper yearor ALARA, which sets a goal of attaining a remediation level
below the Federal requirement, as described above.

P

Background on 25 mrem threshold@he NR®ased its threshold of 25 mreper yearfor a site

to be released for unrestricted use on stadiconducted 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 meeryearas the publicly acceptable

level for radioactre exposure other than medical procedures. The ICRP and NCR#3talso
lisheda costbased evaluation measure to determine whether a site could achieve additional
dose reduction(s).

¢CKS bw/ Qa NB3IdzE I GA2ya FTR2LIAYIAGKENRPGARRBBE YaGLISE
FYR YL S YIFENHAY 2F alFSde Ay LINRGSOGAZ2Yy 27F LI
of the publicg even those living near a decommissioning facdiggre unlikely to experience a

dose of 100 mrem per year above baakgnd radiation (NRC, 1997a).

Ly + adlFF R20dzyYSyid FyagSNAy3I ljdzSadAiazya | o2 dz
NRC explained that the 25 mrgmer yearthreshold was adopted because it protects the public

from significant dosages related to3is/ 8 SSQa 2LISNF GA2ya yR ff2ga

a Part 50 operating license is terminated (NRC, 2080@¢parately, in 62 Fed. Reg No. 139 (July

21, 1997) the NRC cited several international and federal agencies, including the |IQRFRahd

G2 FTAYR daSidAy3 -B3parcazNiing antualyidsé IMdit af L inSV2yT1004 p
YNBSYke&0 Aa FRSljdzx S YR I mMp YNBYkeé& RARGS ONRI
Ffta2 SELXIAYSR G(KIF{ A (GERGCHNGurdrrit &t 15RkeBryéaNE T NB
0SOFdzaS Al Aa olFaSR 2y GKS NBaARdzf NI RAdzY f S«

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 Puliles@idimmission, but it has not yet
filed an updated PSDAR with the NRC since the December 2021 filing of Applicat7L(PG&E, 20X}

5 NUREG628at370y ® a! (i -tériigatioh &ta&(16\ials 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 radiatiorelease criteria for license termination, and (3) the adequacy of the plans for the final
survey that is required® @SNATFE& (GKIFIG GKS NBtSIFaS ONARGSNARI KI @S o6SS
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additional contaminants that would affect the acceptable risk to the public assumingyaa30

lifetime exposure fronthe site, including Cesiwi37, Americiuri241, Cobaks0, lodine, Plute

nium, Thorium, and Techneciughdp 6! { 9t ! = HAHMO P CdzNOHKSNE (GKS I
based on the exposure an individual living and working on the site all day, every dgy 6080

years would face if that individual moved onto the site shortly after decommissioning is
completed (NRC, 200%.While USEPA requires a more stringent threshold under 40 CFR 190

and 191, its 15 mremer yearequirement adopted under CERCLArgfmai g A G KAY 062 0K |
range of 1525 mremperyeari K+ & A& &a3ISYySNrffte O2yaraidSyd oA
LISNF2NXYIFyOS 202S00A@PSa FT2NX aLIS¥H G FdzSt FyR KA
As Low As Reasonably Achievable (ALARBCFR20.100 RS TRARE A & aYIlF 1 Ay3a S
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 tehnology, 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 socioeconoro@siderations, and in relation to utilization of

nucleN\J SYSNHE& | yR fAOSYaSR YIOUSNARFfA Ay GKS Llzo
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 quatipacts associated with incremental

site remediation effortsThe NRC has specifically stated that while returning a site to preexisting

0l O1INRdzyR O2yRAUGAZ2Y & A& 2LWNAYFEX GKIFIG GKNBaK
Ay F ySi R &€ ookt YaSngtibe j@stifiBdlREC) (1997a).

¢tKS bw/ Qad DSYSNAO 9YGANBYYSyYydGlFf LYLIOG {dGFdSY
Criteria for License Termination of NRiCensed Nuclear Facilities (GEIS) describes the impacts

and costs associated witieducing dose criteria to the 25 mrem per year and ALARA threshold

(NRC, 1997b). Within it, the NRC suggests that $2,000/peesarbe 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 sifehe GEIS also notes that s#jgecific 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 mresn year, because the costs asso

ciated with remediating a site for unrestricted use can be quite high (NRC, 19&te)mination

of remediation levels that are ALARA must also consider detriments associated with achieving a
cleaner threshold, such as déatfrom potential transportation accidents that could result from

5% NURE@586& & (thelisGedariodused to represent the maximally exposed individual is that of a resident
farmer. The assumptions used for this scenario are prudently conservative andtdeoderestimate the
L2 GSy i A NRCR@®ASE dé

% Footnote 2p.39061y 2 1 S&a GKIFG a¢KS NRaAla | NB Sad*periert §298a304 & dzY A y 3
year lifetime exposure that is used YSEPA estimating risk from contaminated sitesdeal 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
suchthat 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-Bbedt nuclides of halfives of 30 years or
less for which the effectfaadioactive decay will, over time, reduce the risk significantly (e.g., at reactors where
much of the contamination is from @0) withahaf A S 2 T (NR@A99&S I NE d ¢
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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 CompareHor the DCPREA 1S t Dg9 LINRPLI2aSa G2 dzas$s
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/dy) living and working on the site, eating food raised on the site, and drinking
groundwater from the site (NRC, 2020a; 199%7alccording to the NRC, the assumptions used

G2 +tylrftelsS GKS aNBEAARSY(H TIFYSNE &OSefestiiate | NB
0KS LROSYdAlrtf R2a4S&a obw/ X wnnnl 0 dper ygakd@se bw/ |
associated with releasing a site for unrestricted use can be compared to the background dose of

300 mremper yearthat an average person in the United Stais anticipated to experience from

naturally existing radiation (NRC, 2000a; 2021b).

CSRSNI f NEIdzA F iA2ya &adzZ3asSad AYyRAQGARzZta Fda
doses substantially below the [25 mrgmer year] constraint level becausef dLARA Osidera-

tionsk YR GKS yIFddz2NBE 2F (KS Of $Swoyiudear plant® ioGaiféniai (0 & S f
¢ Rancho Seco near Sacramento and Humboldt Bay Power Plant near Ebeektheiroperat-

inglicenses terminated by the NRC after rethgcdosage levels to well below 25 mrger year

through site decommissioning processes, including the removal of spent nuclear fuekimgo a

cific, independently licensed site separately regulated under an NRC Part 72 license (i.e., ISFSI),
and the othewise full removal of radioactive soils and materials (NRC, 2022b).

¢tKS {GlFriSQa w2tS Ay aPhRrd Favelheged sevefalSristghdessiwheré & y R N
state government body has established requirements for a more stringent remediation
threshold, due to some sitespecific negotiation that found the benefits of a more thorough
remediation outweighed the costs associated with the additional work to meet a more stringent
cleantup requirement. In each instance the licensee agreed to the more stringpeeshold

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 occlRre 6 KSy G KS LI I yiQa 2L
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 npenyearor less above ambient

5% CSRSNItf wS3IAAGSNI 22t d cHI b2d wmophllimtngstdRaridmciddziad HMZI M
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 excl(istvea person living near a
decommissioned nuclear facility would only receive a dose near the constraint lénedt living pattern includes
full-time residency and farming at the sjteThis living pattern would make it difficult for the member of this
ONARGAOIE 3ANRdzZL) G2 Ftfaz2z oS I YSYOSNI 2F GKS OMNRGAOFE 3t
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, @22b)
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radiation levels. Those statestablished constraints may or may not result in a remediation
target below the federal 25 mreier yearthreshold if the backgrounchdiatior?® at nearby sites

is already high due to natural reasons such as native soil or groundwater concentration ef radio
active materials (uranium, thorium, and radiumjugtia.com 2023a).For example, a Maine
Department of Environmental Heal®cientist 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 Yank€ | ANBSR (2 | y R pdr yeSrstandard MainedSpate YayiBlature,
1998). To reiterate, the DCPP Part 50 license will not be terminated by the NRC until the
licensee(s) can prove the 25 mrgrar yearor ALARA requirement is met.

A California st 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 iess than25 mremper year similar to those adpted 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 completeabmmissioning, 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 negotiatien bet
ween the permitting agency (or ageies) 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.

pPodeldHA2Y S F2NI 9EAYAYLGAZ2Y

' &4 RAaOdza a SR ®m pekar emeddi@ti@n regpirenentlis the federally mandated
threshold, based on consideration of an-site, 24/7, 365 days/year residerwhile 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 invohsste @r 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 rapi@g 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. e for termination of its Part 50 licensee, PG&E must conduct

a full costbenefit 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.

¥ mMn / Cw undmnno RSFAYS& o6 O13INRdzyR NB3Idz I GA2Y- & GNIF
tive material, including radon (except as a decay product of source or special nuclear material); and global fallout
as it exists in thenvironment from the testing of nuclear explosive devices or from past nuclear accidents such
Fa / KSNy2o0ef GKIFG O2yGNAOGdzGS G2 o6l O] INBdzyR NI RAFGAZ2Y
law specifically notes that background radiatidoes 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$ 3 dzf | A2y ax (GKS bw/ Qa NBIldZANBYSylGa -
PG&Es proposal to use the resident farmer scenario for site €lpathe safe closure and reme

diation of plants across the country, and the increased impacts associated with renfoval o
additional material from the DCPP site to reach a more stringent threshold, this alternative was
eliminated from further consideration.

pon! f GSNY I GA@BSa 90 fdz G§SR Ay GKA&

Eight alternatives are evaluated in this section, including two versions efNb Project
PfGSNY I G0AGS® ¢KS (g2 b2 tNRB2SOG !fGSNYyIGA@Sa
condition delaying decommissioning (see Section 5.4.1) and the other where permit approvals
required to initiate the Proposed Project are not appedwby 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 existingease requirements (see Section 5.4.8). Two alternatives relate to
restoration of the Firing Range and the level of earthwork anesiten cut/fill that would be

needed (see Sections 5.4.4 and 5.4.5). Additional alternatives eliminate transport of waatie by

(see Section 5.4.6) and assess a delayed decommissioning scenario (see Section 5.4.7).

TheCSLEull Removal Alternativesé¢eSection5.4 8) is examined in greater detail than the other
alternatives becauset represents theexisting CSLdease requirementPRC 9347.1and

therefore theF dzf £ Sai SESNOAAS 2F GKS /stht¢ disPasitiondR & ONB i
infrastructure within 0 KS  / { [ / Q aAs 8atietldh Bdetio® Intkodugtion the CSLC is a
responsible agency in theEQA process and is working with the County on the evaluation of the
Proposed ProjectThe other alternatives are evaluated at a lesser level of detail, but with
sufficient information to allow meaningful evaluation, analysis, and comparison to the Proposed

t NBP2SOi0Gx O2yaraiasSyd 6A0GK /9v! Qad NBIdANBYSyGa

pePn®@id SNyl 0ABS mY { ! C{¢hw ! fdSNYyIaGaA@S

pon AMBMS NI I G§A DS ™ 5 Sigu@NAh Radch@®SEco Nuclear Generation

L . Station SAFSTOR Condition
Pursuant to State CEQA Guidelines sectigga

15126.6(e), the purpose of describing anc
andyzngl ay2 LINB2SOi¢
provide decision makers with comparative
information regarding the impacts of
approving a project versus not approving ¢
proc SO ® ¢KS ay2 ¢taNp
sidersexisting environmental conditions as
well as what would reasonably be expecte( |
to occur in the foreseeable future if the |
permits andleasesassociated with thé&ro-
posedProjectare not approved Under the
SASTOR leernative, DCPP would be
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placed in a safe, stable storage condition (referred to as SAFSTORgcananissioning of the
DCPRind associated use of the railyandsuld be completed within 60 years as required under
NRGegulatiors andassociated 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 peifiading 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 proceSsdewould con

tinue to be transferredrom the Spent Fuel Pools to the ISFSI under this alternggee 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 Figut® &nhdthe 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 19d@ea0onmis-

sioning did not begin until 209. Radioactive decay would occur during the SAFSTOR ,period
thereby reducing the quantity of contamination and radioactivity that must be disposed of during
decortamination and dismantlement. This alternative would result in delaying deeonmis-
sioningactivities, potentially by decades, but decommissioning activities as described fera¢he
posedProject would ultimately occur (San Luis Obispo, 2021) within thee@0 period specified

by NRC regulations.

pdn OWIBANRY YSY Gt LYLIOG !'ylfeara
Theimpacts 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 DCP&nd railyardsites would be the same asedcribed for the Proposed Project.
Potential impacts to a scenic vista (Impact AE8nd impacts to the visual character or quality

of the sites (Impact AES) would remain less than significant, and damage to sensitive scenic
resources (Impact AES woudd remain no impact. Impacts from nighttime lighting at railyard
sites (Impact AE®) would be expected to be the same as the Proposed Project (i.e., Class Il), and
would require mitigation to control any temporary or permanent lighting.

Air Quality

Qriteria air pollutant emissions from this alternative would likely be lower than those from the
Proposed Project due to improved fuel standards for vehicles arwatf heavyduty equipment

over time. While the majority of the SAFSTOR alternative would bdasitoi 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 lesdioactive waste to dispose of with the SAFSTOR
Alternative. This could potentially decrease transportagonissionsincludingemissions associ

ated with railroad operationsas some waste would not need to travel as far for hazardous
disposal, althouglall would still be transported out of state per Executive Orde2m?2.
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Like the Proposed Project, the unmitigated emissions would be significant, and M1 AQ
(Implement a Decommissioning Activity Management P&amd MM A@2 (Provide Funding for
Off-site Mitigation of Equipment Emissignsould be required to reduce ozone precursor and
PM10 emissions (Impacts Aand A@) tolevels that wouldoe lessthan significant

The SAFSTOR Alternative, like the Proposed Project would hasbaessgnificant impacts
related to local air quality plan conformity (Impact-A@and odor impacts (Impact A4Q).

Biological ResourcesTerrestrial

The SAFSTOR Alternative would only delay decommissioning activities, but ultimately the same
activities descibed for the Proposed Project would occur. While the exact vegetatomrmuni-

ties, specialstatus species, sensitive habitat designations, and other terrestrial biological
resources may changs the DCPP site and railyardsring the up to 66year deay that could

occur under this alternative, the types of impacts (Impacts-Bi@rough BIE) would remain

the same as those described under the Proposed Project. It is assumed that any local policies or
ordinancesprotecting terrestrial biological resoces or any broader conservation plans (Impacts
BIO10 and BI@1) 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 redusd to less than significant under this alternative.

Biological ResourcesMarine

This alternative would result in delaying the decommissioning activities, potentially by decades,
but decommissioning activities as described for the Proposed Project wattirigately occur
within the 60year period specified by NRC regulations. Therefore, impacts to marine biological
resourcesat the DCPP sitieom this alternative would be similar to those described lfopacts
MBIO1 through MBIGBE from activities that wee identified to have potential marine biological
impacts (e.g., Waste Transportation, Discharge Structure Removal and RestorationMAfater
aganent, Intake Structure Closure, and Marina Reubk®wever, the delay in decommissioning

by decades may prowedan 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 imitigat
measures(MM MBIG4 and MBIGB) reduce impacts potentially to a ledgan-significant level,
although this is speculative at this time.

Cultural Resources Archaeology

The SAFSTOR Alternative would only delay decommissioning activities, butaljttleabnmis-

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 resourcat the DCPP sitihat could beeval-

ated as significant; and the same potential to affect a known cultural resourc&[@R) during
Phase 2 activities if soil remediation extends into native soils under the former sand blast area.
Like the ProposedrBject, o impacts would occur at the railyard sites.

Mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Proposed Project, include MM CUL
(Retain Countgualified Project Arckeologis), MM CUE2 (Retain Countgualified Project
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Archalogical Monitors), MM CUL3 (Retain Chumash Tribal MonitdysMM CUL4 (Retain a
Project Osteologi¥t MM CUL5 (Develop a Cultural Resources Monitoring and Discovery, Plan
MM CULS6 (Cultural Resources Worker Eowimental Awareness ProgrgnMM CULY (Archae
ological and Tribal Monitoringy MM CUL8 (Unanticipated DiscoverigsMM CUL9 (Deconmis
sionng Activities Affecting Previously Known Cultural and/or Tribal ResQukéssCULLO Plan
to Restrict Publid.cces#fter Removal of Diablo Canyon Road Guard House FagiMigsCUL
11 Restrict Access to Environmentally Sensitive Areas for Marina OpeyadiodsMM CU12
(Discoery of Human Remains These measures would lessen the overall impact, butmet
lessthan-significant level. Therefore, impacts to historical resources (ImpactigUlnique
archaelogicalresources (Impact Ctf), and human remains (Impact CB)Lwould remairsig
nificantand unavoidable like the Proposed Project.

CulturalResources, Built Environment

The DCPRite was evaluateés a whole as well asndividual buildings 50 years or oldésee
Appendix F)and it wasfound that neither the DCPstte nor individual buildings were eligibés
historicage resourcesAs sucheven if additional facilities were tbe over50 years old at the
time of removal under the SAFSTOR Alternativevould not change the eligibility of DCPP.
Therefore with nodesignated or eligible historage resources within the Proposed Projectsite
(DCPP and railyardshe SAFSTO&ternative would result in no impacts to built environment
resourcegImpact CU41), which is the same as the Proposed Project.

Cultural Resarcesc Tribal Cultural Resources

The SAFSTOR Alternative would only delay decommissioning activities, but ultoeataiynis-

sioning activities as described for the Proposed Project would occur. This alternative would
require the same level of groundsturbance as the Proposed Project, resulting in the same
potential to encounter unknown buried cultural resourcasthe DCPP sitthat could becon
sideredTribal Cultural Resources and could be evaluated as significant; and the same potential
to affecta known Tribal Cultural Resource {81&G2) during Phase 2 activities if soil remediation
extends into native soils under the former sand blast akélee the Proposed Project, no impacts
would occur at the railyard sites.

MMs CULL through CW12 would kessen the overall impact, howevemot to a lesghan-
significant level. Therefore, impacts to Tribal Cultural Resources (Impact) MaRild remain
significant and unavoidablée the Proposed Project

Energy

The SAFSTOR Alternative, like the Proposegedr would have lesthan-significant impacts
related to wasteful, inefficient, or unnecessary consumption of energy sources (Impet EN
and would have lesthan-significant impactsegardingconflicion with State or local plans for
renewable energy and energy efficiency (ImpactZNDiesel fuelwould still be consumedhen
decommissioning takes place, but currently there are no alternative methods for disposing
decommissioning debris that woulnsune less energyThe SAFSTOR Alternative would likely
have lower impacts to energy usage, as equipment and transportation would likely be more
efficient in the future when the sitis decommissioned.
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Geology, SoilsPaleontological Resourceand Coastal Proesses

Impacts to geology and soils under the SAFSTOR Alternative would not differ from the Proposed
Project (Impact GE®). MM GEQL (Geologic Hazard Assessment &ebtechnical Investigation

and MM GE (Seismic Hazarand Coastal Processéssessmendf Discharge Structuye
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 withresion under this alternative would be greater compared to Bre-
posedProject (Impact GEQ), as DCPP facilities, drains, and slopes would remain in place for a
longer period of time requiring greater oversight and maintenameglementation ofthe site-

specific Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) and Construction General Permit (CGP)
(ACs BI€ and WQ1) as part of the Projectvould help to control erosion, althoughdalitional

erosion control measures for maintenance and repair at the DGPgy be required due to

the prolonged decommissioning schedule. MM HW@repare and Implement Drainage Plans

and MM HWQ®2 (LongTerm Erosion and Sediment Control Phaould ensure impacts are
reducedto a lessthan-significant level. Like theroposed 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 GE®)and impacts would bkess than significantmpacts related to aving soils
incapable of adequately supporting the use of septic tanks would not differ from the Proposed
Project and impacts would be less than signifigamipact GEE).

Although decommissioning would be delayed under the SAFSTOR Alternative, deconingjssi
activities would occur as described for the Proposed Project within thge@0 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 withisperiod may expose workers in

the coastal areat the DCPP siti® hazards such as larger wave heights and blufftop erosion. As
noted in Table 71, Projected Se&evel Rise (in Feet) for Port San Luis, the extreme risk aversion
(conservative) project 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 CDB-AL0G04-035 for the existing ISFSI, annual surveys of theetiner
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 Giedi Engineering Geologist based upon an
on-site evaluation that indicates that the bluff setback is adequate to allow for bluff erosion over
the 75year period (CCC, 2004). As such, impacts related to coastal processes would be less than
significant. Impats related to coastal processes for the SVB#®r 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 alternativiel Weely be lower
than those from the Proposed Project due to improved fuel standards for vehicles arwhdff
heavyduty equipment, as well as technological improvements leading to lower emissions.
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Additionally, due to radioactive decay, there may hgltly 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 befisgmi, and MM GH&
(Reduce GHG Emissions or Surrender Offset Qreditéd be requiredo reduce the effects of
GHG emissions to a level that would not result in a significant impact on the enviro(imeaict
GHG1). The SAFSTOR Alternative, like tihep&sed Project would not conflict with GHG
emission reduction plans, policies, or regulations (Impact-GHG

Hazardous and Radiological Materials

Impacts from norradiological hazardous waste under Alternative 1 would be similar to those
under the Proposd Project(iImpacts HAZ through HAZ), but slightly less due to the reduced
volume of waste generated limiting exposuW#ith MM HAZ1 (Facility Hazardous Waste Permit
Extensioly MM HAZ2 (\Worker Registration/ Certificatiogrand MM HAZ (Soil and Groodwater

Site Characterization Work Plamnd MM HWQ1 (LongTerm Erosion and Sediment Control
Plan and MM HWQ2 (Clean Marina Provisiopsnon-radiological hazardous materiahpacts
under this alternative would be less than significafbhe potential to trigger a wildland fire
(Impact HAZ7) would be reduced compared to the Proposed Project as there would be less
potential for constructiorrelated accidents and less hot work activities. As with the Proposed
Project,MM PSUL (Facility Pla Updating, Tracking, and Report)jrand MM PSk2 (Retain the
Diablo Canyon Fire Department and Emergency Fagilitmsdd reduce the impact to leghan
significant.

A delay of up to 6§ears would allow for greater radiological decay thereby provithng slight
redudion in potentialradiologicalexposure 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 NRRE 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
HAZ8 through HAZL2) would belike the Proposed Project and less than significant.

Hydrology and Water Quality

Decommissioning activities as described for the Proposed Project would ultimatelyurcteir

the SAFSTOR Alternatividnerefore, impacts related to water quality, tea 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 significah

Land Use and Planning

Decomnissioning 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 occpuldic and private

land uses would remain the same. Transport activities under the SAFSTOR Alternatitencould
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 Proposedj@&tMM TRAL (Truck Transportation Outside of Peak
Hour9, TRA2 (Specialty Heavy Haul Transport Vehicle Transportation Managemen; PRAB
(Decommissioning Liaison, TRA4 (Advance Notification ddecommissioning TRAS (Quarterly
Decommissionng Updated would be implemented to minimize land use impacts through the
restridion of the hours of truck transport, the preparation and implementation of a Specialty
HeavyHaul Transport Vehicle Transportation Management Plan (TMP), and ongaifitcptions

to affected land uses. There would be no new impacts associated with disruptiahsplace
ment of land uses under this alternative that would require additional mitigation. ImpactlLUP
would remain less than significant with mitigation.

Under the SAFSTOR Alternative, activities at the RGe&Railyardsvould 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 noserand

tion levels for onshore decommissioning at the DCPP site and railyard sites would be identical or
less than those discussed in Impacts @hrough NOB for the Propsed 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
includngunderwater noise (seBiological Resoues¢ Marine). However, ultimately fullecom
missionng would occur. Over the next 60 years more development in the surrourcbngnu-

nities of the DCPP site and railyard sites may occur such that more sensitive receptors could be
affected. As such, nee 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. Thereforealteima-

tive would require the same number of workers and the same neediferand 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 emergey services would be reduced to less than significant with
MMs PSLL (Facility Plan Updating, Tracking, and RepoitiiStR (Retain the Diablo Canyon
Fire Department and Emergency Facil}i€UL10 Plan to Restrict Public Accelsiser Removal

of Diablo Canyon Road Guard House Facjjti€RAL (Truck Transportation Outside of Peak
Hourg, and TRA (Specialty Heawidaul Transport Vehicle Transportation Management Plan
Impacts of MM PS@ (Retain the Diablo Canyon Fire Department and Emergemaiities
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 equignaesport, 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 activitiesltivould
matelyoccur that could have the same temporanypacts to public access and recreation as the
ProposedProject 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 associat with decommissioning. This could result in additional access imasst&i
atedwith decommissioning under this alternative, compared to those discussed in Impadt REC
However, with implementation of MM REIC(Commercial Fishing Operations Access Ria

Avila Beach Driyealong with MM EM2 (Project Plan, Updating, Tracking, and Repojtiagd

MM TRAL (Truck Transportation Outside of Pdasurg, MM TRAZ2 (Specialty Heavy Halitans

port Vehicle Transportation Management PJaMM TRA3 (Decommisioning Liaisor), MM

TRA4 (Advance Notification oDecommissioning MM TRAS5 (Quarterly Decommissioning
Updateg, andMM TRA?7 (Coordination with Harbor Masterampacts would be less than sig
nificant with mitigation related to permanent, temporary or intermittent roadway, parking, or
trail closures (Impact REL); access to the coastline or other recreational facilities or resources
from additional personnel and trucking traffic on local and regional roadways (IMR&E2);

and exposure of recreational users to hazards (Impact&B&hich 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 RBCwhich 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 trangport 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 (ImpactTRA

Althoughthis alternative would delay decommissioning activities, decommissioning of the DCPP
would ultimately occur. Impacts related to incompatible uses (ImpactZ)R¢ould be the same

as the Proposed Project and mitigated with MM TRAruck Transportation Oside of Peak
Hourg. 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 samtha$roposed Project (Impact TRAand

MM TRA1, MM TRA2 (Specialty Heaviaul Transport Vehicle Transportation Management
Plan),MM TRA3 (Decommissioning LiaisprMM TRA4 (Advance Notification dDeconmission

ing), MM TRA6 (Quarterly Decommissiamy Updatey and MM TR#& (Diablo Creek Crossing
Strudure Inspection and Repaiwould reduce impacts to less than significant.

Marine Transportation Similar to the Proposed Project, this alternative would also require barge
trips for the export of wast (Up to 28 roundtrips, where each tug pullsvo barges for a total of

55 barges,over a fouryear timeframe during Period 1R030-2033); the transport of gravel
from the Port of Long Beach to fill the Discharge Structure cofferdigno(15 roundtrips during
Period 1A [2024-2029]); and the transport of quarry rock sourced fralre ConnollyPacific Co.
Quarryon Santa Catalina Islamal fill the void left in the bluff following removal of the Discharge
Structure three roundtrips duringPeriod 1§2030-2033). The number of barge trips would be
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the same under both the Propos@&udtoject and this alternative. Therefore, under this alternative,
offshore marine transportation impacts related to marine vessel safety would be the same as the
Proposed Prct and would be less than significanith implementation of MM TRA (Coordi

nation with Harbormasteflsand MM TRA8 (Marine Surveyor Assessmgfimpact TRAL). Like

the Proposed Projectbarge transport associated with this alternative would not resula
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, impacieto
gencyresponse and evacuation (Impact WWFwould require mitigatiorto prevent impairing
emergencyresponse and access. This alternative would havethesssignificant impacts on
exacerbating wildfire risks due to physical factors (Impact2)Vand infrastructure (Impact
WFR3), as the physical conditions of the DCR&amd railyards are assumed to remain similar to

the PrgposedProject in the next 60 years. The SAFSTOR Alternative would not expose people or
strudures to substantial downslope or posire slope instability hazards, as the topography of

the DCPP sitand railyard would not substantially change within the next 60 years. Impaet WF
would remain less than significant.
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Under the CSLC No Project Alternataeew or amendel CSLC leader the Proposed Project
would not be approved and the existi@SLTzasePRM®347.1for the facilities within the CSLC
jurisdiction (see Figurd-4) would expire on August 26, 2025, simultaneous to the expiration of
the NRC license for thédnit 2 reactor.TheDischarge Structure, Intake Structure, Breakwaters
Marina {ncludes the boat dock and rip rap along the shore of the Mdystarage facilies, office
facilities, intake electrical room, intake maintenance shop, equipment stopegk and spare ti
bar storage facilitigswvhich lie within the CSLC jurisdictjamould not be dismantled and would
remain in their current position and configuratiohhisalternativeassumes the NRC radiological
contamination threshold is met in these areaBG&E would retain responsibility for tis¢ruc
turesunder a new agreement with the CSIGEher onshore decommissioning activities outside
of the CSLC jurisdiction would continaedescribed for the Proposed Projeciderthis alterna-
tive. These ther onshoredecommissioning activitieamre allowed under the operating license for
reactor Units 1 and 2 granted by the NRC.
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The impacts of the CSLC No Project Alternative compared tadpe$ed 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 impadtthe DCPP site and railyardsa scenic
vista (Impact £S1) would remain less than significant, and potential impacts to a scenic resource
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(Impact AER) would not occur. For Impact ABSthe visual quality of th&®CPFsite would
improve from existing conditions, but to a lesser extent than the Proposeéd®rajs structures
within the CSLC jurisdiction would remain intact. Impacts from nighttime lighting at railyard sites
(Impact AE9®) would be the same as the Proposed Project (i.e., Class Il), and would require
mitigation to control any temporary or permant 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 Propseed Project.

Air Quality

Qriteria air pollutant emissions from this alternative would be lower than those fromRiee
posedProject as there would be fewer structures demolished and less material hauled to and
from the DCPP site. With implementation of MAQ1 (Implement a Decommissioning Activity
Management Plar) and MM A@2 (Provide Funding for Gffite Mitigation of EquipmenEmis

siong the CSLC No Project Alternative would have-tless-significant impacts related to net
increases of criteria airglutants for which the area is in neasttainment (Impact AQ) and
impacts on sensitive receptors (Impact &R This alternative, like the Proposed Project would
have lesghan-significant impacts related to local air quality plan conformity (Impactip@nd

odor impacts (Impact AQ).

Biological ResourcesTerrestrial

Under the CSLC No Project Alternative, impacts associated with the permanent and temporary
loss of native vegetation (Impact BI) and Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Areas (ESHAS)
(Impact BIGr) that supports ocean bluff miketch, a speciadtatus pant, would be slightly less
severe since the Discharge Structure would be left intact and coastal bluff scrub vegitatien

diately adjacent to the structure would not be temporarily removed. Impacts to nesting birds
(Impact BI&4) and speciastatus bas (Impact BI&b) 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 ResourcesMarine

Under theCSL®lo Project Alternative, th®ischarge Structure, Intake Structure, Breakwaters,
Marina (includes the boatock 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 facilitiesvould not be dismantled and would remain in their current pios and
configuration. As such, this alternative would have no impacts to marine biological resources and
therefore would have fewer impacts compared to the Propoedject

Cultural Resources Archaeology

The CSLC No Project Alternative decommissgpactivities 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 Projecbutside of CSLC jurisdiction, resulting in the same potential in the remaining
portion of the Proposed Project site to encounter unknown buried cultural resoatdbe DCPP

site that could be evaluated as significant; and the same potential to affdetoavn cultural
resource (CALGAR) during Phase 2 activities if soil remediation extends into native soils under
the former sand blast ared.ike the Proposed Project, no impacts would occur at the railyard
sites.

Mitigation measures, which have been iddietd for the Proposed Project, include MM GUL
(Retain Countgualified Project Arckeologis), MM CUE2 (Retain Countgualified Project
Archaelogical Monitors), MM CUL3 (Retain Chumash Tribal MonitpysMM CUL4 (Retain a
Project Osteologi¥t MM CUL5 (Develop a Cultural Resources Monitoring and Discovery, Plan
MM CULS6 (Cultural Resources Worker Environmental Awareness Prypgkélh CUL7 (Archae
ological and Tribal Monitoringy MM CUL8 (Unanticipated DiscoverigsMM CUL9 (Deconmis
sionng Activities Affecting Previously Known Cultural and/or Tribal ResouikéesCULLO Plan

to Restrict Public Accegdter Removal of Diablo Canyon Road Guard House Fayilliés
CUE11 Restrict Access to Environmentally Sensitive Areas for M@peaation3, and MM
CUL12 Dixowery of Human Remair)s These mitigation measures would lessen the overall
impact, but not to a lesthan-significant level. Therefore, impacts to historical resources (Impact
CUL1), unique archaeological resources (Inp&UL2), and human remains (Impact GB)L
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 Built Environmem

With no designated or eligible historage resources within the Proposed Projectsitee CSLC
No Project Aernative would result in no impacts to built environment resourflegpact CULL),
like the Proposed Project.

Cultural Resources Tribal Culural 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 requitee 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 signifing and the same potential to affect a known Tribal Cultural Resource
(CASL®2) during Phase 2 activities if soil remediation extends into native soils under the former
sand blast area.

MMs CULL through CW12 would lessen the overall impact, howeyarot to a lessthan-
significant level. Therefore, impacts to Tribal Cultural Resoutogsa¢t TCRL) would remain
significant and unavoidabldéike the Proposed Projecglthough impacts under this alternative
would be less severe because of the reducealigd 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 decommissioa DCPRite. Like the Proposed Project,
impactswould be less than significant for Impact-EMnd Impact E.

Geology, Soils, Paleontological Resources, and Coastal Processes

Impacts to geology and soils under the CSLC No Project Alternative wouddfeofrom the
Proposed Project (Impact GEQ MM GE@L (Geologic Hazard Assessment and Geotechnical
Investigatior) and MM GE (Seismic Hazardnd Coastal Process@ssessment of Discharge
Structurg identified for the Proposed Project would reduce iagps to less than significaritike

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 GR]) as stratures and facilities located within the CSLC
jurisdiction would remain in place. There would be decreased structure demolition and backfill
required under this alternativas well as implementation dhe sitespecific SWPPP and CGP
(ACs BI€3 and WQL), thereby reducing ground disturbance and erosion poteniél HWQ1
(Prepare and Implement Drainage Plareyd MM HW@® (LongTerm Erosion and Sediment
Control Plah would ensure impacts from this alternative are less than significake the
Proposed Ryject, impacts at the railyards would be less than significant.

Impacts to paleontological resources with this alternative would not differ from the Proposed
Project (Impact GE®) and impacts would be less than significant. Impacts related to havisg soil

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

This alternative may expose existing structures in the coastal zone to addtiidaledction and

sea level rise as structures within the CSLC jurisdiction would remain in placke REE€ CDP
A-3-SLG04-035 for the existing ISF&hnual surveys of the shoreline nearest the ISFSI transport
road and Soil Disposal Site && to be conductedhrough the life of the ISF8l 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-siteogvaluation that
indicates that the bluff setback is adequate to allow for bluff erosion over thge@hb period

(CCC, 2004As such, impacts related to coastal processes would be less than significant. Because
decommissioning under this alternative would not occur ie ttoastal zone, this alternative
would neither mpair nearshore sediment properties, characteristics, or proceasesmpair

coastal wave, current, or circulation pattetn§herefore, this alternative would have fewer
impacts to coastal processes comparedthe Proposed Project. Impacts related to coastal
processes for the SMVEBand 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
strudures would be demolished, and less material hauled to and from the DCPP site. The CSLC
No Project Alternative would have legn-significant impacts related to increases in GHG
emissions with implementation of MM GHIG (Reduce GHG Emissions or Surrer@iéset

Credit3 (Impact GHA). Like the Proposed Project, this alternative would not conflict with GHG
emissions reductions plans, policies, or regulations (Impact-BBHG
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Hazardousand Radiological Materials

Impacts from norradiological hazardous wastender Alternative 2 would be similar to those
under the Proposed Project (Impacts HAZhrough HAZ’). However, the volume of waste
would be less due to fewer structures requiring dismantling. With MM-HAcility Hazardous
Waste Permit ExtensigpMM HAZ2 (Worker Registration/ CertificatigrandMM HAZ3 (Soil and
Groundvater Site Characterization Work Phlas well asMM HWQ1 (LongTerm Erosion and
Sedment Control Plah MM HWQ2 (Clean Marina ProvisiohpsMM PSUL (Facility Plan
Updating, Tracking, and Reportingnd MM PSU2 (Retain the Diablo Canyon Fire Department
and Emergency Facilitipsnonradiological hazardous material impacts under this alternative
would be less than significant.

The portions of the Proposed Projectathare 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
materiak and radiation exposures to workers and the public through all media, are identical.
Therefore, radiological impacts under this alternative (Impacts-8kZfough HAZL2) would be

like the Proposed Project and less than significant.

Hydrology and Water Qality

Under Alternative 2, decommissioning of structures would not occur in the coastal thene;

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 qualitizike the Proposed Praje salinity changesn the
Digharge Coverelated to brine and wastewater dischargexcuring under reducedonce
through-cooling (OTCgonditionsand eventualelimination of OT(i.e., shutdown of theDis
chargeStructure would continueunder this altenativeand 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
ProposedProject would be expeted. The same soil and water management plans and mitigation
measureswould be required to reduce impacts to less than significant. With respegtaond

water impacts, freshwater demand would be reduced as less dust suppression and soil eompac
tion isanticipated 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 SMBBAand PBR sites would be the same as the
Proposed Project as these sites arenore inland areas

Land Use and Planning

Onshore decommissioning activities outside of the CSLC jurisdiction would continue as described
for the Proposed Project undeéhe CSLC No Project Alternati\ewer activities would occur
offshore, and less waste may be transported along truck and raiésounder 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 proposeérlick haul routesand within the central Avila Beach community
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As discussed for the Proposed Projé¢M TRAL (Truck Transportation Outside of Peak Haurs)
MM TRA2 (Specialty Heavidaul Transport Vehicle Transportation Management PI&i}]

TRA3 (Decommissiong Liaiso), MM TRA4 (Advance Notification of Decommissioningnd

MM TRAS (Quarterly Decommissioning Updategould be implemented to minimize land use
impacts through the restriction of the hours of truck transport, the preparation and implementa
tion of aSpecialty Heawvidaul Transport VehicleEMP, 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. Ingp&UP-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 (Impa&)LUP

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 railighmagcal to those discussed

in Impacts NOL through NOB for the Proposed Project.

Offshore activities associated with the decommissioning would not occur, thereby avoiding
temporary noise associated with those decommissioning activities, includingwatk noise
(seeBiological Resource&sMarine).

Public Services and Utilities

This CSLC No Project Alternative would result in fewer structures requiring decommissioning and
dismantlement. Therefore, feweworkers andtruck trips would be needed to trapsrt the
reduced volume of dismantled structures and materials. The reduction of construopsrand
vehicles would have fewer impacts to emergency services (ImpactLlP8ldn the Proposed
Project. Retaining the structures within the CSLC jurisdietiould preclude the release of the
Marina for third party reuse. Therefore, modifications to tletake Sructure, construction of
public restrooms andlarina areaseptic system, and construction of the blufftop road segment
would not occur. Impacteelated to relocating or constructing new utility facilities (Impact PSU
2), use of water resourcefimpact PSU3), and generation ofwastewater and solid waste
(Impacts PS4 and PS) would beless thanthe Proposed ProjectThs alternative would
continue to comply with all applicable regulations related to solid waste (Impact&pSahd
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 temgpiy 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),ith potential temporary impacts to public access and recreation.
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Like the Proposed Project, with implementation of MM RECommercial Fishing Operations
Access Plan for Avila Beach Dyixadong with MM EMR (Project Plan, Updating, Tracking, and
Reporing), and MM TRA (Truck Transportation Outside of Peak HpukéM TRA2 (Specialty
HeavyHaul Transport Vehicle Transportation Management RI&M TRA3 (Decommissioning
Liaisor), MM TRA4 (Advance Notification of DecommissioninyiIM TRAS (QuarterlyDecom
missionng Updateg, and TRA (Coordination with Harbormastexsimpacts would be less than
significantwith mitigation related to permanent, temporary or intermittent roadway, parking, or
trail closures obstructing upland, shoreline, and wadependent public access and recreation
(Impact REQ); restricted access to the coastline or other recreational facilities or resources from
additional personnel and trucking traffic on local and regional roadways (Impact2ZREDd
exposure of recreatioal users to hazards (Impact REC Similarly, like the Proposed Project
impacts would be less than significant related to the increased use or construction or expansion
of recreational facilities (Impact RBE

Transportation

Ground TransportationMore DCPP facilities would remain intact under this alternatoex
paredto 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
gererate a similar level of VMT as the Proposed Progaad mitigated withMM TRAL (Truck
Trangortation Outside of Peak Hoyrgimpact TRAL). Impacts related to incompatible uses
(Impact TRA) would be the same as the Proposed Project.

This alternative would not alter emergency access routes. The opening of tlenditeduction

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 BRAnNdMM TRAL (Truck Transportation Outside of
Peak Hours)MM TRAZ2 (Specialty Heavidaul Transport Vehicle Transportation Management
Plan),MM TRA3 (Decommissioning LiaispriMM TRA4 (Advance Notification dDeconmission

ing), MM TRAS (Quarterly Decommissioningpdateg and MM TR#& (Diablo Creek Crossing
Strudure Inspection and Repaiwould reduce impacts to less than significant.

Marine Transportation.Under this alternative, the export of waste by barge would continue
requiringup to 28roundtrips (each tig pullstwo barges for a total 055 barges)ver a fouryear
timeframe during Period 1B0302033) like the Proposed ProjeciT herefore, offshore marine
trangportation impacts related to marine vessel safety would be like the Proposed Project and
would be less than significant with the implementation of MM TRE&oordination with Harber
masterg and MM TRA8 (Marine Surveyor Assessmg(itnpact TRA). However, thetransport

of gravelby barge from the Port of Long BeacHill the Discharge Structure cofferdanm(to 15
round trips duringPeriod 1A [2024€029) and the transport of quarry rodgy bargefrom the
ConnollyPacific Co. Quarry on Santa Catalina Iskantill the void leftin the bluff following
removal of the Discharge Structurhiee round trips duringPeriod1B [20362033)) would not

be required.Therefore impacts would béess severeue tothe reduction ofup to 15 roundtrips
during Period A and three round tripgiuring Period 1BLike the Proposed Projectbarge
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transport associated with this alternative would not result in a cumulatively considecalle
tribution to cumulative impacts related to marine vessel safety

Wildfire

The CSLC No Project Alternativewid 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,
resuting in fewer worker vehicles. The reduction of construction vehicles and trips would have
fewer impacts to an emergency response plan and evacuation plan (Impadf an the
Proposed Project. Given the potential decrease in workers due to the red@mearuissioning
activities, wildfire risks (Impacts \WFand WE3) would be less than the Proposed Projddte

CSLC No Project Alternative would not expose people or structures to substantial downslope or
postfire slope instability hazards, as the topoghy of the DCPP site and railyards would not
substantially change within the next 60 years. ImpactAWFould remain less than significant.

pPn®Od GSNWAKNKXBSdzy 5SY2ft AGA2Y 1 f GSNYIFGA GBS
p®n dofdmSNY I §APS o 5SAONRLIIAZY

This alternative minimizes demolition activities by leaving buildings and supporting infrastructure
in place to the maximum extent feasible while meeting NRC requirements that regidate:
tamination and radiological and chemical remediation. The mitef the Minimum Demolition
Alternative would be to substantially reduce the environmental impacts associated with
dismantling and ofkite transport within the shorterm future when compared to the Proposed
Project. Decontamination and radiologicabdachemical 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 Botential Site Reuse Concepts (PhajeE3)entual
dismantlement and ofkite transportcouldtake place later. Alternatively, the buildings asuj
portinginfrastructure could be reused by a third party.

Background
10 CFR 50.82 provides guidelines for License Termination, and includes the following:
(11) The CommissigNRCEhall terminate the license if it determines that

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

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

Assuminghe property owner elects to retain the current structures and updearance byhe
NRC thathe DCPP is in compliance with 10 CFR 20.1402 (radiological criteria fetrizted
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usec text provided below, PG&E would be released from its Part 50 Facility Operating Licenses
obligations for orsite structures.

As noted above, leaving the maximumamberof existing structures in place woudibstantially
reduce the environrantal impacts associated with complete or partial dismantling anesiogf
transport, particularly in the immediate vicinity. This approach has been employbd BRancho
Seco nuclear facility near Lodi, California. The following regulation applies tMlitheaum
Demolition Alternative.

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

A site will be considered acceptable for unrestricted use if the residuactidity

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 redual radioactivity has been reduced to levels that are

as low as reasonably achievable (ALARA). Determination of the levels which are
ALARA must take into accourtrsidemtion of any detriments, such as deaths
from transportation accidents, expected footertially result from decontamina

tion and waste disposal.

Site Characterization Study, Historic Site Assessment and Site Characterization Plan

As discussed iRroject DescriptiorSection2.3.7, Site Characterization StudyGE 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 Sectior?.3.21,Soil Remediatigrthese aalyses separated DCPP into nine subareas (see
Figureb-6). Based upon records reseaid personnel interviews, it was determined that seven

of the nine subareas had a probability of some degree of radioactive impacts in the form ef radio
active contamiation. The other two subareasthe North Site AregdNSA)nd South Site Area
(SSAY; are primarily open space with no structures except for roadways and fences.5Faple
corresponding with Figurg-6, provides the name, locatigand estimated area (sgue meters)

for each of the subareas in which it was determined that some degree of radioactive ceontami
nation could occur. Within these seven subareas, individual areas and buildings were determined
to be either impacted or noimpacted, based upon the Miiple Agency Survey and Site Investi
gation (MARSSIM) model. The MARSSIM model assigns three ¢ths8eand 3o identify the
appropriate type and degree of remediation necessary to reduce residualaetdiiy to a level

that would allow for licerse termination.
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Figure5-6. Diablo Canyon Power Plant Site Characterization Study Areas
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Source: PG&E, 208t Figure 46.

Table5-2. Summary of Potentially Radiologically Impacted Areas by Area

Study Subarea Acronym Approximate Area (M) 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
SouthProtected Area SPA 53,400 Class 1
Power Block Area PBA 22,300 Class 1

Source: PG&E, 208t Table 42.

N/A ¢ North Owner Controlled Area will remaattiveand thereforewasnot assessed

Note: MostDCPP buildings were not assigned a MARSSIM classification because the HSA assumed these buildings
would be removedas part of the Proposed Project.

Derived Concentration Guideline Levels (DCGL) are statistically derived limits for each nuclide of
radioactvity for a specific site. DCGL have not been determined for the DEEFNMIsSsioning
Project, however, DCGlvould be in place prior td=inal Status SurveyB%¥$and be used as a
standard for releasin@roject 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. ddtihthe DCGL metric is not

the same as thenillirem (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 e@sand not pose a health risk. No Class 2 categories were
assigned to any buildings or soilsla¢ DCPRite.

Excluding the NOCA subarea (e.g., switchyards, Old Steam Generator Storage Facility, water
reservoirs, ISFSI, etc.), the HSA categorized the lapes/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 giog to be removed as noted in tHiroposedProject.

The Minimum Demolition Alternative assumes that all structures in the SOCA, WOCRNFACA,
SPA, andBA subareasould remain in placeincluding the containment domes and spent fuel
pools (PG&E, 2022

A Site Characterization Study anticipated tobe initiatedin December 2024 (see TablelQ)

with the purpose of identifying and validating radiologically impacted areas for decommissioning,
dismantlement, and decontamination and determining requissil 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, sdging/scabbling, etc.) would be carried out to remove
radiological contamination. Other structures and areas would be left for natural radiological
decayuntil NRC requirements for unrestricted ysehich arebased on a resident farmer scenario

of 25 mrem per yearare met and the Part 50 License can be terminatamlld 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 entallowing
completion of the Site Characterization Study and initial decontamination results.

p @ Y PIANRYYSYGlt LYLIOG !'ylfteaaa

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

Aesthetics

As thelocation of activities under the Minimum Demolition Alternative would be the same as the
Proposed Project, potential impacts to a scenic vista (ImpactlAE®uld remain less than
significant, and potential impacts to a scenic resource (Impact2AE®Ud not occur. During
Phase 2, the visual quality of the DCPP site (ImpacBA®S8uld not improve substantially from
existing conditions, as the majority of structures would remain on site, which would increase the
no impact conclusion to a lesisan-signficant impact (Class Ill). Nighttime lighting impacts that
may occur at the SMVBBrailyard (Impact AE&) would remain less than significant with
mitigation (Class II).
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Air Quality

Criteria air pollutant emissions from this alternative would be loweanthhose 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@mplement a Decommissioning Activity
Management Plapand MM A@2 (Provide Funding faDff-site Mitigation of Equipment Emis
siong the Minimum Demolition Alternative would have lebsn-significant impacts related to

net increases of criteria air pollutants for which the area is in-atainment (Impact AQ) and
impacts on sensitive rep¢ors (Impact AGB). This alternative, like the Proposed Project, would
have lesghan-significant impacts related to local air quality plan conformity (ImpactiiA@nd

odor impacts (Impact AQ@).

Biological ResourcesTerrestrial

Under this alternativeimpacts from the permanent and temporary loss of native vegetation,
ESHAs, and jurisdictional features (ImpactsBIBIG7, and BI@D, respectively) are expected to

be similar to those described for the Proposed Project since the structures to remaén 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 BIZ) would be less severe. Simijarimpacts to nesting birds (Impact
BIO4) and speciastatus wildlife (Impact BKB) 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 ooostingsites.Impacts associated with conflicts with local plans and
policies (Impact BK20) 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 undiernative 3

Biological ResourcesMarine

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

Cultural Resources Archaeology

The Minimum Demolition Alternative would result in less structures requiring deconumisgi
and dismantlement in the short term; however, there is the possibility of future eventual
dismantlement of remaining structures and facilities. Soil remediation eficatsot befully
understood until the completion of the Site Characterization $tueor the purposes of this
analysis, the amount of shetérm and future ground disturbance is assumed to be less than the
Proposed Project.

While ground disturbancat the DCPP sitender this alternative would decrease, this alternative
would require he 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 resourcésohgd

be evaluated as significant; and the same potential to affect a known cultural resour&_ (A
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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 areaike the Propos# Project, no impacts would occur at the
railyard sites.

Mitigation measures, which have been identified for the Proposed Project, include MM CUL
(Retain a Countgualified Project Arckeologis), MM CUL2 (Retain Countygualified Project
ArchaeologicaMonitors), MM CUL3 (Retain Chumash Tribal Monitpy$MM CUL4 (Retain a
Project Osteologi¥t MM CULS (Develop a Cultural Resources Monitoring and Discovery, Plan
MM CULS6 (Cultural Resources Worker Environmental Awareness Prypgkélh CUL7 (Archae
ological and Tribal Monitoring MM CUL8 (Unanticipated Discovers), MM CUL9 (Decom
missioning Activities Affecting Previously Known Cultural and/or Tribal Re9o@icé$0 (Plan

to Restrict Public Accegdter Removal of Diablo Canyon Road @udouse Faciliti¢s MM
CUL11 (Restrict Access to Environmentally Sensitive Areas for Marina OpeyaaoadsMM
CUE12 (Discovery of Human Remaindhese mitigation measures would lessen the overall
impact, however not to a leghan-significant level.Like the Proposed Projectimpacts to
historical resources (Impact CUd), unique archaeological resources (Impact-2))Jand human
remains (Impact CUB) would remain significant and unavoidabléowever, impactsnder this
alternative would be less severe because of the reduced ground disturbance

Cultural Resources Built Environment

With no designated or eligible historage resources within the Project sstehe Minimum
Demolition Alternativevould result h no impacts to built environment resourc@mpact CU11),
like the Proposed Project

Cultural Resources Tribal Cultural Resources

The Minimum Demolition Alternative would result in less structures requiring decommissioning
and dismantlemenat the DCPP sit@ the short term; however, there is the possibility of future
eventual dismantlement of remaining structures and facilitiesl. i@mediation effortscamot 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 graund disturbance under this alternative would decreas¢he DCPP sii¢his 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 pothetis@maining 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 santialpoten

to affect a known Tribal Cultural Resouf(@ASLA2) located in the NSA subarea during Phase 2
activities if soil remediation extends into native soils under the former sand blast lakeathe
Proposed Project, no impacts would occur at the railyard sites.

MMs CULL through CW12 would lessen e overall impact, howevemot to a lesghan-
significant levellLike the Proposed Projedampacts to Tribal Cultural Resources (Impact-IICR
would remain significant and unavoidablowever, impacts under this alternative would be less
severe becausef 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 daomissionthe DCPRite. Like the Proposed Projedinpacts

would be less than significant for Impact-ENNd Impact ER.

Geology, SoildRaleontological Resourceand Coastal Processes

Impacts to geology and soils under the Minimum Demoli#dternative would not differ from

the Proposed Project (Impact GED MM GEEL (Geologic Hazard Assessment and Geotechnical
Investigatior) and MM GER (SeismidHazardand Coastal Process@ssessment of Discharge
Structurg identified for the Proposed Bject would reduce impacts from this alternative to less
than significantLike 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 GRJ) as demolition activities would be minimized asg>
porting infrastructure would remain in place to the maximum extent feasible. There would be
decreased structure demolition and backfill required under this alternats/evell asmplemen-

tation of the sitespecific SWPPP and CGP (ACs3Bd@d WQL1), thereby reducingground
disturbanceanderosionpotential. MM HWQ1 (Prepare and Implement Drainage Plaasd MM
HWQ2 (LongTerm Erosion and Sediment Control Plaould ensure impacts from thiglterna-

tive are less than significant

Impacts to paleontological resources with this alternative would not differ from the Proposed
Project (Impact GE®)and impacts would be less than significdntpacts 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 signifigamipact GEE).

Under the MinimunmDemolition Alternative, structures in the coastal zatdhe DCPP sitmay

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 exposes @l
structures in the coastal area to hazards such as larger wave heights and blufftop erosion. Per
the CCC CDR3ASL(R04-035 for the existing ISE@hnual surveys of the shoreline nearest the
ISFSI transport road and Soil Disposal Siter&20 be caductedthrough the life of the ISF8Y

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 uporsae on
evaluation that indicates it the bluff setback is adequate to allow for bluff erosion over the
75-year period (CCC, 2004 such, impacts related to coastal processes would continue to be
less than significant. If no decommissioning occurs in the coastal zone, this alternatiice wo
neither mpair nearshore sediment properties, characteristics, or processesmpair coastal

wave, current, or circulation patterng herefore, this alternative would have fewer impacts to
coastal processes compared to the Proposed Project. Impaleted to coastal processes for the
SMVRSBor 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 Projiesteas
structures would be demolished, and less material hauled to and from the DCPP site. The
Minimum Demolition Alternative would have leggn-significant impacts related to increases in
GHG emissions with implementation of MM GH@educe GHG Emigssoor Surrender Offset
Credit$ (Impact GHA). Like the Proposed Project, this alternative would not cdanilith GHG
emissions reductions plans, policies, or regulations (Impact-BHG

Hazardows and Radiological Materials

Impacts from norradiologicalhazardous waste under Alternative 3 would be similar to those
under the Proposed Project (Impacts HAErough HAZ), but slightly less due to the reduced
volume of waste generated limiting exposure. Wtk HAZ1 (Facility Hazardous Waste Permit
Extersion), MM HAZ2 (\Worker Registration/ Certificatigrand MM HAZ (Soil and Groundwater
Site Characterization Work Plams well as MM HWXQ (LongTerm Erosion and Sedimedon

trol Plan), MM HWQ2 (Clean Marina Provisioj)jsMM PSLlL (Facility Plan Updatg, Tracking,

and Reportingand MM PSk2 (Retain the Diablo Canyon Fire Department and Emerdemay
ities), non-radiological hazardous material impacts under this alternative would be less than
signifcant At the end of decommissioning, the applite 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&HAugh HAZL2)
would be the same atie 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 insufficiendiyntained, they

may degrade over time, potentially impacting water qualitike the Proposed Project, salinity
changes in the Discharge Cove related to brine and wastewater discharges occurring under
reduced OTC conditions and eventual elimination o€@le., shutdown of the Dischar§¢ruc

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, consiction materials, and demolition debris during
deconmissionngremains. 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 demandould 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 SMBERANd MBR sites would be the same as the
Proposed Project as these sites are located in more inland .areas

Land Use and Planning

The Minimum Demolitioralternative would minimizelemolition and removal of structureand
the number of truck transport trips for egpment 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
guency or overall period of impacts to adjacent land uses, such transport activities during Phase
1 and Phase @ould stilicreate accesgisruptions forland uses along the proposed routes (Impact
LUP-1). As discussed for the Proposed Projédi TRAL (Truck Transportation Outside of Peak
Hours) MM TRAZ2 (Specialty Heavldaul Transport Vehicle Transportation Management Plan),
MM TRA3 (Decommissioning LiaisprMM TRA4 (Advance Notification of Decommissioning
and MM TRA (Quarterly Decommissioning Updategould be implemented to minimize land
use impats through the restriction of the hours of truck transport, the preparation and
implementation of aSpecialty Heawidaul Transport VehiclEMP, and ongoing notifications to
affected land usesThere would be nmewimpacts associated with disruptions aspglacement

of land usesinder this alternativehat would requireadditionalmitigation. Impact LW-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-RyYP

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
substantally reduced compared to those discussed in Impacts-IN@rough NOB 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
(seeBiological Resourc&gMarine).

Public Services and Utilities

The Minmum 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 (Impaet R&uld 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 serverasfficial 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 utilés and amount of waste generated under this alternative would
be similar to the Proposed Project. Impacts relating to new or relocated utilities (Impae)PSU
water supplies and wastewater (Impacts PSand PSt4), solid waste (Impact PS8), and solid
waste regulations (Impact PSB) 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 oimtieasity and nature of the
future use.
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Recreation and Public Access

Impacts to recreatiorand public accessnder the Minimum DemolitionAlternative would be
reduced compared to thBroposed Project because less activities outside oPtbgct site, suh

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 Dkedhe Preo
posed Projectyith implementation of MM REC (Commercial Fishing Operations Access Plan
for Avila Beach Driyealong with MM EM2 (Project Plan, Updating, Tracking, and Repoiting
and MM TRAL (Truck Transportation Outside of Peak Hpuk4M TRA2 (Specialty Heavifdaul
Transport Vehicle Transportati Management Plain MM TRA3 (Decommissioning LiaispriMM
TRA4 (Advance Notification of DecommissionindM TRAS (Quarterly Decommissioning
Updateg, and TRA (Coordination with Harbormasteysmpacts would be less than significant
with mitigation rdated to permanent, temporary or intermittent roadway, parking, or trail
closures(Impact REQ); restrictedaccess tathe coastline or other recreational facilities or
resources from additional personnel and trucking traffic on local and regional roadimayact
RE); and exposure of recreational users to hazards (ImpacdiREB@nilarly, like the Proposed
Project, mpacts would be less than significant related to the increased use or construction or
expansion of recreational facilities (Impact REC

Transportation

Ground TransportationMore 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 trudgs 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 operationaitthiemployees

may be required to maintaithese structures. However, the reduction in VMT would be similar

to the Proposed Projeand mitigated with MM TRA (Truck Transportation Outside of Peak
Hourg (Impact TRA).

Impacts related to incompatible uses (Impact TBAnd inadequate emergenagcess (Impact
TRA3) would be the same as the Proposed Project and reduced to dhl@ssignificant level
with implementation of MM TRA (Truck Transportation Outside of Peak HpukM TRA2
(Specialty Heavldaul Transport Vehicle Transportation Maeagent Plan)MM TRA3 (Decom
missioning Liaisop MM TRA4 (Advance Notification of Decommissioningnd MM TRA
(Quarterly Decommissioning Updayedowever, depending on which buildings remain, the bluff
top road segment may not beonstructed and therefore MM TR& ([Diablo Creek Crossing
Structure Inspection and Repairay 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 operationbut 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
requiringup to 28 roundtrips (each tug plistwo barges for a total of bbarges)ver a fouryear
timeframe during Period 1B0302033) which is the same as the Proposed Projéberefore,
offshore marine transportation impacts related to marine vessel safety would be like the
Proposed Proje and would be less than significant with the implementation of MM -TRA
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(Coordination with Harbormastersand MM TRA8 (Marine Surveyor Assessmgrtmpact
TRA4). However, the transport of gravdly barge from the Port of Long Beatd fill the
Discharg Structure cofferdamufp 15 round trips duringPeriod1A [20242029) and the trans
port of quarry rockoy bargefrom the ConnollyPacific Co. Quarry on Santa Catalina Istarfdl

the void left in the bluff following removal of the Dischar§gucture three round trips during
Period1B [20302033)) would not be requiredTherefore impacts would béess severe because
of the reduction ofl5 roundtrips duringPeriod 1A and three round trips during Period LE&e
the Proposed Projectbarge tansport 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 decommisgonin
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. Th@éareduction of construction vehi

cles and trips would have fewer impacts to an emergency response plan and evacuation plan
(Impact WFL) than the Proposed Project. However, with the possibility of future eventual
dismantlement of remaining structures aridcilities, the eventual increase in worker vehicle
trips and truck trips would occur and have similar impacts as the Proposed Project. Impact WF
would remain less than significant with mitigation. Given the potential decrease in workers due
to the redued decommissioning activities, wildfire risks (Impacts2Ahd WE3) would be less

than the Proposed Project. The Minimum Demolition would not expose people or structures to
substantial downslope or podire slope instability hazards, as the topograptiyttee DCPP site

and railyard would not substantially change within the next 60 years. Impaet Whuld remain

less than significant.
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Under this alternativegxcess cut generated from site grading would be utilized in the area of
Firing Range (see Figur&’h 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 iegjgirade) 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 Al 410,000 CY export) in the area of the existing Firing
Range as shown in Figure8§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 .

Table 53 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 sohll earthwork materials wodl be sourced on sitevithout

July 2023 5-45 Draft EIR



DCPP Decommissioning Project
5. ALTERNATIVEBNALYSISPHASES AND2)

requiring soil from orsite (e.g., the SE Borrow Site) off-site borrow sources, and therefore,
would reduce cut impacts to native hills.

Figure 57. Existing Firing Range
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