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Ap.B.5-1

 Scoping Comment Letters/Emails 
NO. DATE FROM 

 A: Agencies 

A001 11/24/21 Santa Barbara County Energy Minerals Compliance Division 

A002 12/2/21 City of Santa Maria 

A003 12/1/21 City of Pismo Beach 

A004 12/6/21 Santa Barbara County Air Pollution Control District 

A005 12/6/21 City of San Luis Obispo 

A006 12/6/21 Port San Luis Harbor District 

A007 12/6/21 San Luis Obispo County Air Pollution Control District 

A008 12/6/21 California Public Utilities Commission 

A009 12/6/21 California Department of Transportation 

A010 12/6/21 U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

A011 12/6/21 California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

  B: Organizations 

B001 10/29/21 Californians for Green Nuclear Energy #1 

B002 11/16/21 Californians for Green Nuclear Energy #2 

B003 11/29/21 San Luis Obispo Mothers for Peace 

B004 12/1/21 Californians for Green Nuclear Power 3 

B005 12/1/21 Californians for Green Nuclear Power 4 

B006 12/6/21 Santa Lucia Sierra Club and Surfrider Foundation 

B007 12/6/21 Californians for Green Nuclear Power 5 

B008 12/6/21 Californians for Green Nuclear Power 6 

B009 12/6/21 Californians for Green Nuclear Power 7 

B010 11/9/21 Avila Valley Advisory Council 

  C: Tribal Governments 

No comment letters/emails received during scoping 

  D: Individuals 

D001 11/1/21 Coleman Miller 

D002 11/10/21 Peggy Sharpe 

D003 12/6/21 Maia Petrovic 

D004 12/6/21 Melinda Forbes 

 July 2023 Draft EIR



DCPP Decommissioning Project 
APPENDIX B-5. SCOPING COMMENT LETTERS/EMAILS 

Ap.B.5-2

  D: Individuals, continued 

D005 12/6/21 Sybil Jacobs 

D006 12/1/21 Kara Woodruff 

D007 12/4/21 L. Jane Swanson

D008 12/4/21 Guy Sharp 

D009 12/4/21 Sherri Danoff 

D010 12/5/21 Eric Greening 

D011 12/5/21 Steven and Zoe Zawalick 

D012 12/5/21 Benita Epstein 

D013 12/6/21 Sheila Baker 

D014 12/6/21 Jill ZamEk 

D015 12/6/21 Doug Tait 

D016 12/6/21 Melissa Boggs 

D017 12/6/21 Sam Blakeslee 

D018 12/5/21 Kathi DiPeri 

 July 2023 Draft EIR









Email: Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Project

From: government@cgnp.org <government@cgnp.org>
Sent: Tuesday, December 7, 2021 12:43 AM
To: PL_Diablo <PL_Diablo@co.slo.ca.us>
Cc: Susan Strachan <sstrachan@co.slo.ca.us>
Subject: [EXT]Chronology of CGNP's Messages Regarding ED2021-174 / 
DRC2021-00092

Susan Strachan, Nuclear Power Plant Decommissioning Manager
Planning Department, County of San Luis Obispo, California
976 Osos Street, Room 200
San Luis Obispo, CA 93408
Main Tel: (805) 781-5600 Fax: (805) 781-1242
Email: sstrachan@co.slo.ca.us and diablo@co.slo.ca.us

December 7, 2021

Hello, Susan: For the convenience of the San Luis Obispo County Planning 
Department, CGNP is attaching a chronology of its five cover letters in ED2021-
174 / DRC2021-00092. In addition, you received an email message from our 
Lead Counsel, Attorney Mike Gatto. Brief oral comments were provided during 
scoping hearings by Attorney Gatto, CGNP President Carl Wurtz, and myself.
The total page count for CGNP's attachments provided by me in this matter is 
300 pages.

In the event there are technical difficulties opening or viewing any of our files, 
please contact CGNP. We will submit a duplicate file.

Sincerely,
/s/ Gene Nelson, Ph.D. CGNP Legal Assistant
Californians for Green Nuclear Power, Inc. (CGNP)
1375 East Grand Ave Ste 103 #523
Arroyo Grande, CA 93420-2421
(805) 363 - 4697 cell
Government@CGNP.org email
http://CGNP.org website 





CGNP to SLO County Board of Supervisors 11 16 21.pdf (6 pages)





Susan Strachan,  

diablo@co.slo.ca.us



Susan Strachan,  Nuclear Power Plant
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Susan Strachan,  
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diablo@co.slo.ca.us

R2005003 CGNP Motion for Leave to Late Fille Comments 11 22 21.pdf (2 pages) 
R2005003 CGNP's Comments - Billions of Dollar Takings Accepted 10 26 21.PDF (13 pages) 

[Page count for all attachments: 300 pages] 



Avila Valley Advisory Council
San Luis Obispo County, California

P.O. Box 65
Avila Beach, CA  93424 www.avac-avila.org

2021 Officers 

Chair
Steve Benedict
Vice Chair
Kirt Collins
Secretary
Margaret Greenough
Treasurer
Denise Allen

Council Members

Avila Beach
Mary Matakovich
Lisa Newton
John Janowicz
Anne Gaebe Hall
(alt)

Avila Valley
Julia Hartzell
MaryEl Hansen
Open (alt)

San Luis Bay Estates
Sherri Danoff
Jim Hartig
Ken Thompson
Curtis Cole
Steve Benedict
Michael Clayton
Carol Hayden (alt) 
Bill Crewe (alt)

See Canyon
Denise Allen
Open
Liz Guho-Johnson (alt)

Squire Canyon
Kirt Collins
Margaret Greenough
Open (alt)

November 9, 2021

Ref: PROJECT NUMBER & NAME: DRC2021-00092, PG&E Diablo Canyon Power Plant 
Decommissioning: Development Plan/Coastal Development Permit and Conditional Use 
Permit Application 

To:  Ms. Susan Strachan sstrachan@co.slo.ca.us
County of San Luis Obispo Department of Planning and Building 

This letter contains topics AVAC would like the EIR to address. Our comments supplement 
earlier communications the AVAC on May 10, 2021, and August 9, 2021 and are attached 
below for your consideration.

With the migrating Elephant Seals to Piedras Blancas, the Humpback Whales in the local 
waters and the Otters, Porpoise and Seals, sea life in our estuary and harbor area are 
sensitive species which could be impacted by the sounds and vibrations during 
deconstruction operations such from Impact Pile Driving, Vibratory Pile Driving, Drilling and 
Vessel activity. To the greatest extent possible, AVAC request that PG&E plan and schedule 
their deconstruction activities around the migration patterns of the local sea life. 

AVAC reiterates its believe that this project needs to significantly reduce Transportation 
requirements of demolished non-radioactive concrete and materials by blending these 
materials with on-site fill and retaining this mix on-site for re-use in site restoration. (Refer to 
Executive Summary, pg. 4, and to Appendix O for Concrete Re-use)

AVAC understands that despite an always intended permanent federal repository for spent 
fuel, no such repository is proposed. Therefore, AVAC reiterates the need for safer protection 
of the Dry Casks containing Spent Nuclear Fuel which are subject to Sea Air corrosion. 
PG&E should consider storage of these Casks inside a climate-controlled containment 
structure and NOT outside in the environments.

AVAC requests that the Planning Department address these points prior to recommending 
this project to the Planning Commission. Feedback on this report would be appreciated. 

Thank you for consideration of our comments for this significant project.
.
Stephen Benedict 
Stephen Benedict, Chair

C: Planning Commissioners, c/o Ramona Hedges   rhedges@co.slo.ca.us
Trevor Keith, Director of Planning & Building tkeith@co.slo.ca.us
Dawn Ortiz-Legg, 3rd District Supervisor; c/o Sarah Sartain ssartain@co.slo.ca.us 













Email: Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Project Team

From: Maia Petrovic <maia.petrovic2002@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 29, 2021 10:42 AM
To: PL_Diablo <PL_Diablo@co.slo.ca.us>
Subject: [EXT]Diablo Canyon

Hello,
My name is Maia Petrovic and I am a second year student at California 
Polytechnic State University.

In regards to the closure of the Diablo Canyon Power Plant, I was wondering 
what alternative energy system will be replacing the plant. What is going to 
generate power for the 3 million California residents that currently rely on Diablo 
Canyon? Will that alternative be able to generate the same magnitude of energy 
that the current power plant is able to? Will that alternative be a clean source of 
energy? And lastly, I was wondering if geothermal energy systems have been 
considered as replacement energy systems for the Diablo Canyon Power Plant.

Thank you,
Maia Petrovic





Email: Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Project Team

From: Melinda Forbes <melindatforbes@att.net>
Sent: Monday, November 29, 2021 9:33 AM
To: PL_Diablo <PL_Diablo@co.slo.ca.us>
Subject: [EXT]Diablo Canyon

To the Board of Supervisors-

I am amazed to hear of the serious conversation around the continued use of 
Diablo Canyon. It is a debate I believed was in the past.

I never did support the opening of the plant for the following reasons-

It creates tons of radioactive waste that sits on our shoreline

Movement of toxic waste is dangerous and will require infrastructure to attempt to 
protect the environment

It is build very close to earthquake fault lines

It releases waste water that changes ocean temperatures and contributes 
contaminants to water near release

It is not cheap energy if real costs of storage and disposal are factored in

It is not clean energy, not even close

There are still unanswered question about the safety of nuclear plants, questions 
that have not been answered after all these years

Do not allow the extended use of the plant to carry on, please!

Sincerely, Melinda Forbes

Sent from my iPad





Email: Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Project Team

From: sybil jacobs <sybilashley22@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, November 30, 2021 7:40 AM
To: PL_Diablo <PL_Diablo@co.slo.ca.us>
Subject: [EXT]Restoring Diablo Canyon Lands

Please restore the surrounding Diablo Canyon lands just the way you found it 
before the nuclear plant was built.   The peace it will bring to the area for wildlife, 
marine life, the air, the earth and every beating heart will be astounding. It is 
time.

Thank you.

Sybil





































































































































































Email: Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Project Team

From: Lucy J Swanson <janeslo@icloud.com>
Sent: Saturday, December 4, 2021 12:18 PM
To: PL_Diablo <PL_Diablo@co.slo.ca.us>
Cc: janeslo_icloud.com <janeslo@icloud.com>
Subject: [EXT]Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Environmental Impact Report 
Scoping Comment

December 4, 2021 

To Susan Strachan,

I offer the following comments and questions on the scope and content of the 
Environmental Impact Report for the decommissioning of the Diablo Canyon 
nuclear plant.

1. How will PG&E monitor the newly-designed canisters and casks it plans to use
to store spent fuel rods in the new ISFSI?

2. How will the current and the new ISFSI be protected from the possibility of a
terrorist attack?

3. How will workers and the pubic be protected from contamination during
dismantlement of structures containing materials that are either radioactive or
chemically contaminated?

4. Where will materials that are chemically contaminated be taken?

5. Where will materials that are radioactive below Class C be taken? How will
workers and the public be protected from exposure as these materials are
transported?

6. To what extent will decommissioning disrupt the customary functions and uses
of Port San Luis and the Harbor District?

L. Jane Swanson
313 Presidio Place
San Luis Obispo, CA 93401
janeslo@icloud.com





Email: Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Project Team

From: Guy <gsharp1951@charter.net>
Sent: Saturday, December 4, 2021 5:26 PM
To: PL_Diablo <PL_Diablo@co.slo.ca.us>
Subject: [EXT]Why?

To Whom It May Concern,

Still don't understand, Why? Why is it that the Diablo Canyon nuclear
facility is being torn down? In this day and age of concern for the
environment, taking a prime source of clean energy out of service seems
ludicrous, especially when doing so without an active plan for it's
replacement which will push more cost burden down to the rate payers.
We are doing more than our fair share to live within the restrictions
our State has placed upon us all relative to utilizing energy efficient
products. And rate hikes passed along to help manage the inefficient
operation of our electrical utility provider.

With the further reliance on electrical energy, also due to phasing out
certain gas appliances as well as fuel based vehicles, the additional
usage of electricity will cause massive blackouts through out the State
in the not too distant future.

Diablo Canyon has generated safe electrical power for many years. Over
this time it has been online there have been not major issues at the
facility. Again, Why is this necessary?

Sincerely,
Guy Sharp
338,21





presumably 





Email: Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Project Team

From: Eric Greening <dancingsilverowl@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, December 5, 2021 8:17 AM
To: PL_Diablo <PL_Diablo@co.slo.ca.us>
Subject: [EXT]Eric Greening comments for the scoping process on the Diablo 
decommissioning EIR

Hello!

Thank you for the opportunity to comment! Having already made oral comments 
at online scoping meetings, as well as having asked questions, I will begin by 
following up on one I asked at the 6:00 pm session on Wednesday, December 
1st. Given the rising advocacy for disregarding the decommissioning schedule 
on which this EIR is premised, and for somehow contriving to extend the license 
for some number of years, a position being heard from multiple levels including 
the federal (Secretary Granholm), state (a PUC spokesperson; Assemblymember 
Cunningham), and local (including Supervisor Ortiz-Legg), I pointed out the lack 
of a budget or timeline for the present EIR to go into the needed depth on the 
many impacts and hazards that would need to be thoroughly investigated and 
mitigated in the event such a license extension were to actually happen in the 
real world, and sought clarification that the task at hand for the present EIR is to 
remain focused on decommissioning. I received reassuring answers from Susan 
Strachan, speaking for the County, and Tom Jones, speaking for the project 
applicant, that decommissioning on the previously understood schedule remains 
the focus of this EIR process.

I would hope this question will also elicit clear statements to that effect from 
Aspen. Among the key issues would be a greater than anticipated volume of 
high-level waste, with pools likely running denser and hotter than is now 
contemplated, and with the need for containers and places to put them not 
currently anticipated in the project as it has been understood until now. Also of 
concern would be continued discharge of hot water into marine ecosystems if the 
waiver were to be extended, the possibility of fatigue or deterioration of materials 
making up key structures, and the retirement of so many people whose 
knowledge is essential to dealing with expected or unexpected events, with no 
clear path forward toward replacing their expertise, given the paucity of young 
people seeing a future in nuclear engineering and training for it. I am hoping for 
a clear statement from Aspen that any such license-extension project is 



completely outside the scope of this present EIR and would need a completely 
separate environmental review process as a stand-alone project.

The advocacy for license extension is premised on the need to deal with climate 
change, which some people consider worthy of formal declarations of emergency 
at various levels of government. Although I share these advocates' concerns 
about climate change, I am strongly opposed to formal declarations of 
emergency which would be effectively endless (the climate is not likely to return 
to "normal" anytime soon, if it ever does) and which could centralize power and 
decision-making in ways that could erode environmental scrutiny and mitigation, 
and prioritize haste over careful analysis of costs, impacts, and consequences of 
projects alleged to address the climate "emergency," including nuclear ones. I
would welcome a clear statement from Aspen that it will not allow the integrity of 
this present EIR process to be attacked or abused even by those acting under 
color of emergency, but that it will be carried forward to its conclusion as an 
evaluation of DECOMMISSIONING, in keeping with Aspen's contract with the 
County.

For the sake of efficiency, let me state here that I share the concerns voiced in 
the comment letter of the Mothers for Peace, and it should be understood that 
although I won't repeat most of them here, the issues they reference are of 
significance to me, and that they questions they ask are questions to which I also 
would like to know the answers.

The Mothers for Peace have periodically sampled local sea water and had it sent 
to Woods Hole for detection of any unusual radioactive isotopes. What is not
being done, and may detect more consequential concentrations, is sampling and 
analysis of top-of-the-food-chain marine organisms, who have the propensity to 
bioconcentrate pollutants. I would ask that such sampling be regularly conducted 
in the waters off Diablo Canyon for the duration of the decommissioning project.

I continue to urge Aspen and the County to explore the extent to which they can 
consider their ability to treat hazards inherent in high-level waste issues pre-
empted by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission in the same way they treat 
hazards occasioned by earthquake faults: admitting they have no control over the 
source of the hazard, but nonetheless acknowledging their responsibility to study 
and understand the hazards, and to incorporate feasible mitigation measures into 
the project description to minimize the hazards.



The County is required by law to find Coastal Development Permits consistent 
with public health and safety. With most such projects, the option of denial exists 
for projects for which such findings cannot be made. In the case of Diablo 
decommissioning, denial is not an option that can reduce risk; the findings will 
have to be made under duress. Having the ability to add mitigation measures to 
deal with impacts over which we have no control is a way to minimize the risks 
inherent in that duress.

Many thanks, Eric Greening





Email: Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Project Team
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Email: Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Project Team

From: Benita Epstein <benita@benitaepstein.com>
Sent: Sunday, December 5, 2021 3:07 PM
To: PL_Diablo <PL_Diablo@co.slo.ca.us>
Subject: [EXT]DCPP Decommissioning Project NOP Comments/Transportation 
Evaluation for EIR

Dear DCPP Decommissioning staff,

Transportation Evaluation for EIR:

Regarding Transportation and the Pismo Beach Railyard Facility Site

My concern is PGE using the Pismo Beach Railyard Facility Site as a 
contingency plan for possible transport of non-radiological and non-hazardous 
wastes via rail from that facility.

WILL THE EIR CONSIDER THE FOLLOWING?

1. The San Luis Obispo Board of Supervisors has recently allowed 31 more oil
wells to be dug at the Arroyo Grande Oilfield located on east and west sides of
Price Canyon (1821 Price Canyon Road ).There already are many
construction trucks driving north and south on Price Canyon Road. Has this been
considered in the traffic study?

2. Price Canyon is crowded. People leave work in San Luis Obispo around 2:30
pm every weekday to get to Hwy 101 South.

3. The intersection of Price Street and Price Canyon is a bottleneck over the
Bello Street bridge no matter what time of day.

4. Tourists come to Pismo Beach all week long, not just summer, weekends or
during festivals. There is a lot of traffic in Pismo Beach.

5. Everyone living in Pismo Heights will be effected including parents dropping
their children off at Judkins Middle School.

6. Are there considerations for PBFD fire, CalFire, police, ambulances, FedEx,
UPS, USPS mail trucks, bicyclists turning onto Lemoore Street?



7. Is PGE prepared for firefighting if a decommissioning truck causes an accident
or fire?

8. Who will be responsible for maintenance of Price Canyon? Pismo Beach or
PGE?`

9. If PGE decides to use HWY 101 to get to the Pismo Beach Railyard Facility
Site, the traffic could be dangerously backed up on the Exit for Price Street.

10. If trucks turn onto Five Cities Drive to get to James Way then to Price Street,
that is a going to cause congestion at two exits.

Please consider theses points in the EIR and eliminate the Pismo Beach Railyard 
Facility Site as a contingency plan.

Sincerely,
Benita Epstein



Email: Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Project
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Email: Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Project

From: Jill ZamEk <jzamek@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 6, 2021 3:50 PM
To: PL_Diablo <PL_Diablo@co.slo.ca.us>
Subject: [EXT]Diablo Canyon Decommissioning EIR comments

Hello. I have been living downwind of Diablo Canyon for 37 years, and I look 
forward to its closure in 2024 and 2025. The scope of the EIR is a bit vague, as 
the NRC has much jurisdiction over the high level radioactive waste storage and 
decontamination standards. But here are just a few of my concerns.

1. There is much in the media currently by some who strive to keep Diablo
Canyon operating beyond the planned closure dates. Any statements on that
topic must be discarded in this current process.

2. PG&E is in the process of choosing a new dry cask storage system which will
allow for more rapid transfer of the waste from the pools. Because this waste will
likely remain on-site for a very long time, these casks and/or canisters must be
robust. They must be able to withstand the impacts of routine aging, seismic
risks, threats of terrorism, and impacts from the ocean environment. Will these
casks be monitored for degradation and radiation leakage? Will there be a
system on-site for repair?

3. I understand that the dismantled materials will be transported by truck, rail,
and barge. What infrastructure modifications and/or enhancements will be
required to roads, rails, and for barge loading? What roads will be used? What
will be the impact on traffic? Is there potential for health impacts from hazardous
and radiological materials due to accidental release? What destinations have
been selected? What are the environmental justice impacts on disadvantaged
communities along the routes?

4. Eventually the land will be restored and deemed safe by NRC standards for
public access. We must reiterate our desire for the land to be used for the public
good. The DREAM Initiative in 2000 was supported by over 75% of county voters
- a clear message to set aside all the surrounding Diablo Canyon Lands for
habitat preservation, agriculture, and passive public use upon closure of the
plant. The surveys by the Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Engagement Panel
found the same - protect and preserve the land and repurpose the existing non-
contaminated facilities for the establishment of clean, green, renewable energy
sources, education, and research.

Best regards,
Jill ZamEk
Arroyo Grande





Email: Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Project

From: Doug Tait <dougt1863@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 6, 2021 4:13 PM
To: PL_Diablo <PL_Diablo@co.slo.ca.us>
Subject: [EXT]DCPP Decommissioning Project NOP Comments

Dear Ms. Strachan,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide written comments on the scope and 
content of the Draft EIR regarding the decommissioning of the Diablo Canyon 
Power Plant.

The EIR will evaluate many extremely important environmental issues. I would 
hope that it fully addresses three: 1) Biological Resources, 2) Cultural 
Resources, 3) Recreation and Public Access.

The entire 12,000 acres of Diablo Canyon Lands is extremely rich in natural and 
cultural resources that deserves to be conserved and protected in perpetuity.
With that, these lands would provide invaluable opportunities for recreation 
through a managed public access program. I would suggest two resources to be 
reviewed and presented in the forthcoming EIR: 1) the Strategic Vision of the 
Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Panel, 2) the Conservation Framework 
adopted by the Friends of the Diablo Canyon Lands, found at 
www.diablocanyonlands.org.

Specifically, in Biological Resources, I would suggest the EIR look at the 
historical grazing practices on both the South and North Ranch, and continue the 
sustainable grazing practices currently in practice on the South Ranch that 
benefits not only the land, but also protects and encourages grassland birds.
(See Audubon Conservation Ranching Initiative:
www.ca.audubon.org/conservation/conservation-ranching.

Briefly on Project Mitigation. The forthcoming EIR should include a detailed 
analysis as to the reason PG&E was required to open the Pecho Coast Trail, the 
Pt. Buchon Trail, and set aside 1,200 acres for conservation at Point San Luis, all 
significant mitigation measures related to impacts to coastal public access that 
were required by the Coastal Commission. The community deserves fair, 
appropriate, and legally supportable mitigation for the decommissioning of Diablo 
Canyon Power Plant.

I thank you, and appreciate the considerable work and effort on your part, and 
look forward to being part of the continued conversation on this truly important 
matter.

Sincerely,
Doug Tait
Arroyo Grande, CA





Email: Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Project

From: Melissa Boggs <mboggs3@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 6, 2021 4:49 PM
To: PL_Diablo <PL_Diablo@co.slo.ca.us>
Subject: [EXT]DCPP Decommissioning Project NOP Comments

Hello, 

This is regarding the Diablo Canyon Power Plant Decommissioning Project NOP
for the preparation of the Environmental Impact Report.

I have the following comments on the scoping information provided:

1) Under the main activities in Phase 2, it states site restoration monitoring will
occur for up to 5 years. My comment is 5 years of monitoring does not seem
sufficient and I believe additional years of monitoring should be required.

2) Regarding the Alternatives, I support the Intake Structure Removal
Alternative. This alternative would include full removal of the intake structure
back to the water tunnels, and tunnel entrances would be sealed with a concrete
bulkhead. I also support the Breakwater Removal Alternative. This alternative
would include full removal of the breakwaters around the Intake Cove and marine
habitat restoration using imported rocks. I also support the Full Removal
Alternative. All DCPP infrastructure would be completely removed (beyond the
standard three feet minimum below adjacent grade), including the intake
structure and breakwaters. Only the owner-controlled area and associated
support facilities, such as utilities and roads would remain.

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments.

Melissa Boggs





Email: Diablo Canyon Decommissioning Project

From: Sam Blakeslee <samslo33@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 6, 2021 7:26 PM
To: PL_Diablo <PL_Diablo@co.slo.ca.us>
Subject: [EXT]Diablo Decommissioning Scoping Feedback

Susan Strachan 
Power Plant Decommissioning Manager
County of San Luis Obispo Planning & Building

Subject: Feedback on Scoping of Decommissioning of Diablo Canyon Power Plant

Dear Ms Strachan:

It is critically important that mitigation for the host of environmental impacts 
associated with the decommissioning of the Diablo Canyon Power Plant include a 
guarantee of conservation and public access, in perpetuity, of the Diablo Canyon 
Lands.

Although some will argue for a range of other mitigation actions, many of which will 
entail less permanent environmental actions or financial remunerations, the most 
important action this County could take to provide meaningful and impactful 
mitigation is implementation of rigorous conservation easements that ensure 
protection of the diablo canyon lands as well as public access.

The impact of decommissioning on these lands will not be intermittent or 
temporary. There is every likelihood that roads and structures will be left in place 
as will nuclear waste as there is no permanent repository for spent fuel. As a result 
it is appropriate that mitigation be long-lasting, not temporary. 

Over 20 years ago, in March of 2000, the public was asked what it wanted to see as 
the future of these lands in an advisory measure that was placed before the voters 
of San Luis Obispo County. That measure, known as the DREAM Initiative (Diablo 
Resource Advisory Measure), asked a salient question that is highly relevant to the 
Scoping of the Decommissioning of the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant. The 
language of the initiative that was placed before the voters was as follows:

Shall the County Board of Supervisors recognize the Diablo Canyon Lands as an
exceptionally precious coastal resource by adopting policies that promote habitat
preservation, sustainable agricultural activities, and public use and enjoyment



consistent with public safety and property rights once the lands are no longer
needed as an emergency buffer for the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Plant after its
remaining operating life?

The measure was clear in what it asked the public to weigh in on; specifically, if the 
County should "adopt policies that promote habitat preservation, sustainable 
agricultural activities, and public use" of the Diablo Canyon Lands. 

The measure was equally clear about when the County should adopt such policies; 
"once the lands are no longer needed as an emergency buffer for the Diablo 
Canyon Nuclear Power Plant after its remaining operating life".

The measure was placed on the ballot by a unanimous vote of all 5 supervisors, 
received bipartisan endorsements from the then Assemblyman, State Senator, and 
Congresswoman, and was supported by a broad range of business, civic, and 
environmental groups.

The result of the vote?

The public voted overwhelmingly (75% aye) to support this measure and send an 
unambiguous message to the San Luis Obispo County policy making agencies, 
that, when the time was right, these lands should be treated as an "exceptionally 
precious coastal resource" which should be protected. 

This is that time. The plant is shutting down. Permits will require mitigation. The
public has identified what it seeks as an outcome from county policy makers. This 
is the moment for county policy makers to demonstrate that it heard the electorate 
when it passed the DREAM Initiative. Utilization of thoughtfully designed 
conservation easements as a mitigation strategy for the issuance of permits is the 
appropriate means to realize the formally stated will of the community.

As author of the DREAM Initiative I urge the County to prioritize conservation and 
public access of the Diablo Canyon Lands as THE most important element in any 
portfolio of mitigation efforts crafted to offset the impacts of Decommissioning.

Respectfully,

Sam Blakeslee, Ph.D.
Dream Initiative Author
State Assemblyman and Senator (Former)
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