LAND USE, RECREATION AND AGRICULTURE

I General Comments
1. Section D.8.2, Page D.8-18, Second Paragraph, and Page D.8-19, First paragraph

These paragraphs may be misconstrued to incorrectly describe the legal relationship between
the CPUC and the County under CEQA. The County’s application review and approval
process is not “wholly independent” of the CEQA process. Rather, this Section should make
clear that the County is a Responsible Agency pursuant to CEQA Guideline Section 15096.
As a Responsible Agency, the County’s approval process will be based upon the findings in
the EIR, which it must presume complies with CEQA except in limited circumstances. See
CEQA Guidelines Section 15231. Under Section 15096(f) and (g), the County must consider
the environmental effects of the project as shown in the EIR and adopt any necessary
mitigation measures with respect to only those parts of the project subject to its approval.
These parts include only the Coastal Development Permit Application for the Containment
Access Facility and Temporary Staging Area, and the Condition Use Permit Application for
the Original Steam Generator Storage Facility.

Accordingly, it is incorrect to state that the County “could utilize the information from the
EIR” in its approval process “if it deems the information applicable.” This paragraph should
make clear that the EIR is a collaborative document produced in consultation with the
County and that the County is obligated under CEQA to consider the findings of the EIR in
its approval process. It would violate the structure and intent of CEQA for the County to use
a “wholly independent” process and reach inconsistent conclusions with regard to impacts
analyzed in the EIR after appropriate consultation.

The document leaves “detailed review” of the project’s consistency with the County’s LCP
to the County as part of the County’s review of the CDP and CUP applications. First, this
statement is technically incorrect because the CUP application will be governed by the inland
land use standards and requirements rather than the LCP, which governs the CDP
application. Second, while it would be correct to state that the County, as a responsible
agency with subsequent permitting authority under CEQA, has an independent obligation to
review the EIR and to adopt any proposed mitigation measures or alternatives relevant to its
own approval process, the DEIR land use analysis would be strengthened if it were
supplemented to include this “detailed review” rather than leaving it to be completed later.
Even though the DEIR already includes a discussion of the project’s consistency with the
County’s Local Coastal Plan and reaches the correct conclusion that the Proposed Project
does not create any significant land use impacts because the Proposed Project is consistent
with the applicable County and Harbor District land use policies, the existing discussion
should be augmented with the following analysis concerning additional LCP issues and
consistency with the inland land use requirements. The FEIR should note, however, that this
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additional analysis is completely consistent with the DEIR’s conclusions of no significant
land use impacts, and that none of these additional issues or considerations raise new
significant land use impacts.

2. Section D.8.2, Pages D.8-18 through D.8-24, Generally.

The discussion of the requirements for a Coastal Development Permit (CDP) under the
County’s Local Coastal Program (LCP) should be prefaced by noting that PG&E could be
forced to undertake the Proposed Project using only existing facilities if it does not receive a
CDP within the timelines required for the Project. Although this approach will make the
Project more difficult to accomplish and more costly, it would eliminate the need for a CDP.

The most feasible approach for implementing the SGRP is to use the temporary facilities for
staging and project preparation activities. The proposed temporary facilities for the SGRP
would be located in a developed portion of the DCPP site, would have no impacts on coastal
resources, and represent the least cost approach to installing the RSGs with the least
disruption to normal plant operations. Moreover, the reorganization of existing facilities at
DCPP to eliminate the need for the development of new temporary SGRP facilities within the
Coastal Zone would be very difficult and it is unclear at this time whether it would be
feasible. Because it may not be possible to completely eliminate the need for new
construction in the Coastal Zone and because construction of the proposed temporary
facilities would create no impacts to coastal resources, the best approach to implementing the
SGRP is to use the proposed new temporary facilities.

Nonetheless, from the beginning PG&E has stated that it would attempt to use existing
facilities whenever possible to minimize any construction activities. The use of existing
DCPP facilities in lieu of new construction in the Coastal Zone is consistent with Section
B.3.2 of the Project Description and PG&E’s SGRP Application with the CPUC. See SGRP
Environmental Assessment at 3-16, Attachment 1, Chapter 8, PG&E’s SGRP Application. In
the event that PG&E is forced to use only existing facilities and chooses not to construct the
temporary facilities, no CDP would be necessary. The following sentence should be added
after the first paragraph on Page D.8-18:

In the event that PG&E is unable to obtain the required CDP
within the timeframes necessary to implement the project,
PG&E may be forced to undertake the Proposed Project using
only existing facilities. This action would be consistent with
the Project Description at B.24, in which PG&E has committed
to using existing facilities to the extent possible. If PG&E is
able to design the Proposed Project to remove the need for the
additional temporary facilities, no CDP would be necessary.
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3. Section D.8.2, Pages D.8-18 through D.8-24, Generally.

The section discussing the County’s LCP requirements should relate these requirements more
systematically to the issuance of a coastal development permit (CDP) for the Proposed
Project. The EIR should be supplemented to include an evaluation of the consistency
between these criteria and the Proposed Project to determine whether the project’s impact on
land use may be significant. The County Land Use Ordinance (Title 23) provides the
standards that must be met in order for the Proposed Project to receive a CDP:

The Planning Commission may not approve or conditionally
approve the CDP unless it makes the following findings:

(i) The proposed project or use is consistent with the local
coastal program (LCP) and the land use element of the general
plan;

(ii) The proposed project or use satisfies all applicable
provisions of [Title 23, the Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance];

"(iii) The establishment and subsequent operation or conduct of
the use will not, because of the circumstances and conditions
applied in the particular case, be detrimental to the health,

‘safety or welfare of the general public or persons residing or

“working in the neighborhood of the use, or be detrimental or

.injurious to property or improvements in the vicinity of the use;

(iv) The proposed project or use will not be inconsistent with
the character of the immediate neighborhood or contrary to its
orderly development;

(v) The proposed use or project will not generate a volume of
traffic beyond the safe capacity of all roads providing access to
the project, either existing or to be improved with the project;

(vi) The proposed use or land division (if located between the
first public road and the sea or the shoreline of any body of
water), is in conformity with the public access and recreation
policies of Chapter 3 of the California Coastal Act;

(vii) Any additional findings required by planning area
standards (Part II of the land use element), combining
designation (Chapter 23.07), or special use (Chapter 23.08).

23.02.034(3)(D).
The DEIR’s discussion of the LCP standards, policies, and requirements, if amended as

recommended below, would fulfill the findings under (i), (ii), and (vii), all of which refer to
the LCP. However, the FEIR should incorporate this entire provision and should make
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conclusions concerning the consistency of the Proposed Project with each category and with
the provision as a whole. Please refer to the discussion of the analogous provisions to
subsections (iii)-(v) in the proposed language regarding Title 22, in Comment 7 below.

Additionally, the FEIR should refer to the DEIR’s discussion of coastal access policies and
requirements, as amended by Comment 4 below, in answering subsection (vi). That
discussion should include the following language:

The Coastal Act's public access policies are codified in the
Public Resources Code at §§ 30210-30214. Maximum public
access is to be provided, consistent with public safety,
protection of public rights, protection of private property rights,
and protection of natural resource areas from overuse. Pub.
Res. Code § 30210. Section 30212 states that public access
from the nearest public roadway to the shoreline and along the
coast shall be provided for all new developments "except
where (1) it is inconsistent with public safety, military security
needs, or the protection of fragile coastal resources, (2)
adequate access exists nearby . ..." As the EIR concludes with
regard to the LCP’s coastal access provisions, coastal access
need not be provided in the Proposed Project because it falls
within one.or more of these exceptions.

The Coastal Act's recreation policies are codified at PRC
Sections 30220-30224. Coastal areas suited for water-oriented
recreational activities are protected, as is oceanfront land
suitable for recreational or visitor-serving commercial use.
PRC §§ 30220-30222. The developments that will occur at the
Diablo Canyon Power Plant are not in sites that are suitable for
recreational or visitor-serving commercial use, due to the high
security zone surrounding the plant, and these policies are
therefore inapplicable.

4. Section D.8.2, Page D.8-19, Last Bullet Point Paragraph

Although this paragraph notes the exceptions to Coastal Access Policy 2 for public safety,
military security needs, the protection of fragile coastal resources, existing nearby access, or
impacts to agricultural resources, the document only implies on page D.8-20 that providing
coastal access would fall within these exceptions because of “safety concerns.” The
Proposed Project is a maintenance activity for a nuclear power generation facility warranting
very restrictive security measures. In addition, as other portions of the document note, the
Proposed Project is within an area characterized by fragile coastal resources, and existing
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coastal agriculture. This section should state unambiguously that the Proposed Project falls
within the exceptions for safety, security and the protection of agricultural and fragile
resources, and the DEIR should provide the requisite additional analysis to support these
conclusions.

The first paragraph on page 8-20 notes that the Coastal Policies state that “lateral access on
the property should be secured for the area extending from mean high tide to the bluff.” The
document then finds that limited lateral access already exists as part of the Pecho Coast Trail,
and that any impacts to that access would be insignificant after mitigation. The document
should state clearly that further lateral access, including lateral access to other portions of the
project area, would be inconsistent with safety, security and the protection of agricultural and
fragile resources. This comment applies to the first paragraph on Page D.8-23 as well.

Finally, this section of the DEIR should reference Chapter 2, Shoreline Access, Policy 4:
Provision of Support Facilities and Improvements. The DEIR should explicitly find that such
improvements to coastal access facilities are not necessary because the document concludes
that no new coastal access need be provided.

5. Section D.8.2, Pages D.8-19 through 8-21 (Coastal Plan Policies)

In addition to the more specific comments made above, the following potentially applicable
coastal policies should be addressed in the Coastal Plan Policies section of the FEIR:

e Chapter 4, Energy and Industrial Development,
Policy 1: New Facilities and Expansion of Existing
Sites. When new sites are needed for industrial or
energy-related development, expansion of facilities on
existing sites or on land adjacent to existing sites shall
take priority over opening up additional areas or the
construction of new facilities.

Consistency. All development will take place on existing,
already disturbed locations within the high security zone of
DCPP. Accordingly, the Proposed Project is consistent with
this Policy.

¢ Chapter 6, Environmentally Sensitive Habitats,
Policy 2: Permit Requirement. As a condition of
permit approval, the applicant is required to
demonstrate that there will be no significant impact on
sensitive habitats and that proposed development or
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activities will be consistent with the biological
continuance of the habitat. This shall include an
evaluation of the site prepared by a qualified
professional which provides: a) the maximum feasible
mitigation measures (where appropriate), and b) a
program for monitoring and evaluating the
effectiveness of mitigation measures where appropriate.

Consistency. The discussion of biological impacts in EIR
Section D.3, as amended by the comments suggested above,
satisfies this requirement. The evaluation of the Project was
undertaken by a qualified professional, and all significant
impacts have been mitigated. The mitigation monitoring
measures discussed in Section H of the EIR fulfill subpart (b)
of this Policy.

e Chapter 9, Watershed Protection, Policy 2: Water
Extractions. Extractions, impoundments and other
water resource developments shall obtain all necessary
county and/or state permits. All pertinent information
on these uses (including water conservation
opportunities and impacts on in-stream beneficial uses)
will be incorporated into the data base for the Resource
Management System and shall be supplemented by all
available private and public water resources studies
available. Groundwater levels and surface flows shall
be maintained to ensure that the quality of coastal
waters, wetlands and streams is sufficient to provide for
optimum populations of marine organisms, and for the
protection of human health.

Consistency. As further described in Section D.7 of the EIR,
the Proposed Project will meet all requirements for the use of
any water resources. Sections D.7 and D.3 describe the
measures taken to ensure that the Proposed Project does not
result in a significant impact to the environment and health
through changes in water levels or flows. Based upon the
analysis in those section and the mitigation measures
recommended there, the Proposed Project is consistent with
this Policy.
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Chapter 9, Watershed Protection, Policy 7: Siting of
New Development. In all cases, siting of development
and grading shall not occur within 100 feet of any
environmentally sensitive habitat. . . .

Consistency. Neither the CAF nor the TSA will be within 100
feet of an Environmentally Sensitive Habitat Area. These areas
have already been disturbed and are unsuitable as habitat for
any sensitive species.

Chapter 9, Watershed Protection, Policy 9:
Techniques for Minimizing Sedimentation.
Appropriate control measures (such as sediment basins,
terracing, hydro-mulching, etc.) shall be used to
minimize erosion and sedimentation. Measures should
be utilized from the start of site preparation. Selection
of appropriate control measures shall be based on
evaluation of the development's design, site conditions,
predevelopment erosion rates, environmental sensitivity
of the adjacent areas and also consider costs of on-
going maintenance. A site specific erosion control plan
shall be prepared by a qualified soil scientist or other
qualified professional. To the extent feasible, non-
structural erosion techniques, including the use of
native species of plants, shall be preferred to control
run-off and reduce increased sedimentation.

Consistency. The Proposed Project is consistent with this
policy because it will use the existing stormwater control
system at DCPP. See Section D.7

Chapter 9, Watershed Protection, Policy 10:
Drainage Provisions. Site design shall ensure that
drainage does not increase erosion. This may be
achieved either through on-site drainage retention, or
conveyance to storm drains or suitable watercourses.
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Consistency. The Proposed Project is consistent with this
policy because it will use the existing stormwater control
system at DCPP. See Section D.7.

e Chapter 9, Watershed Protection, Policy 11:
Preserving Groundwater Recharge. In suitable
recharge areas, site design and layout shall retain runoff
on-site to the extent feasible to maximize groundwater
recharge and to maintain in-stream flows and riparian
habitats.

Consistency. The Proposed Project will draw any additional
necessary water from the existing reverse osmosis system and
creck water. The alternative supply from the reverse osmosis
system will allow the Project to protect in-stream flows,
consistent with this Policy.

e Chapter 10, Visual and Scenic Resources, Policy 1:
Protection of Visual and Scenic Resources. Unique and
attractive features of the landscape, including but not
limited to unusual landforms, scenic vistas and sensitive
habitats are to be preserved protected, and in visually
degraded areas restored where feasible.

Consistency. Because the developments in the Proposed
Project will be sited entirely on previously disturbed areas, they
will not threaten unique and attractive features of the
landscape. Section D.14 of the EIR provides additional
information concerning the insignificance of the Proposed
Project on visual resources. Accordingly, the Project is
consistent with this Policy.

e Chapter 10, Visual and Scenic Resources, Policy 2: Site
Selection for New Development. Permitted
development shall be sited so as to protect views to and
along the ocean and scenic coastal areas. Wherever
possible, site selection for new development is to
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empbhasize locations not visible from major public view
corridors. In particular, new development should utilize
slope created "pockets" to shield development and
minimize visual intrusion.

Consistency. As discussed in more detail in Section D.14 of
the EIR, as amended by the comments provided below, the
Proposed Project is sited within a location not visible from
major public view corridors. The Project is therefore
consistent with this Policy.

6. Section D.8.2, Pages 8-22 to 8-23, generally (Coastal Zone Land Use Ordinance).

Although its conclusions are correct, the DEIR’s discussion of the County’s Title 23 should
be supplemented to specifically address several applicable requirements. As discussed
above, the EIR should provide a detailed discussion of the land use consistency to provide a
framework within which the County, as a responsibie agency, can make its subsequernt
permitting decisions. The Proposed Project’s consistency with the following potentially
relevant Title 23 provisions should be analyzed:

e The DEIR mentions only the special use of “Temporary Dwellings or Offices.”
While this use is applicable to part of the CAF and TSA facilities, other parts of
those developments more likely fall within the category of either Temporary
Offsite Construction Yard (23.08.244) or Accessory Storage (23.08.24),
depending on whether the developments are considered to be located “adjacent”
to the repair project.

Consistency. The applicable portion of Ordinance 23.08.24 provides as follows:

Where the principal building or use on a site is some use other
than storage, and storage accessory to that use is also located
on the site, the accessory storage is subject to the following
standards (see also Section 23.08.146, storage yards). A land
use permit is not required to establish accessory storage except
when subsections (a) through (f) of this section require a permit
for a specific type of storage, or the storage involves
construction of a new structure or alteration of an existing
structure.

(a) Building Materials and Equipment. Building materials and
equipment being used in a construction project on the same or
adjacent site may be stored on or adjacent to the construction
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site as long as a valid building permit is in effect for
construction on the premises. Building materials and
equipment include stockpiles of construction materials, tools,
equipment, and building component assembly operations.
When storage is proposed on a lot adjacent to the construction
site, the land use permit application for the project is to also
describe the storage site. Temporary storage of construction
materials on a site not adjacent to the construction is subject to
Section 23.08.244.

This Proposed Project is consistent with the Ordinance because the CDP application
submitted to the County describes the adjacent storage sites (the TSA and the CAF). If the
County determines the TSA and CAF or not “adjacent” to the reactors, 23.08.244 provides
the following applicable standards:

A storage yard for construction supplies, materials or
equipment for temporary use during a construction project
(which may include a temporary office pursuant to Section
23.08.246(d)) is allowable on a site not adjacent to the
construction site subject to the provisions of this section. The
temporary storage of construction materials on or adjacent to a
construction site is subject to Section 23.08.024(a) (accessory
storage -- building materials and equipment).

(a) Permit Requirement. A temporary construction yard may be
authorized by the same development plan approval which
allows the project being served by the construction yard; or
through minor use permit approval in all other cases.

(b) Site Design Standards. To be determined through the
review and approval process for either the project development
plan proposals, or through the minor use permit approval, in
addition to the site design standards as set forth in Section
23.08.146(c) (storage yards -- site design standards).

(c) Site Restoration Required. The site of a temporary
construction yard shall be restored to its original vegetative and
topographic state within thirty days after completion of
construction. Proper site restoration within another period of
time shall be approved by the planning director. Prior to
establishment of the use, all site restoration shall be guaranteed
as set forth in Section 23.02.060 (guarantees of performance).

The CAF and TSA facilities will be sited entirely within previously disturbed areas, and
therefore no vegetation will be removed to build them. Accordingly, the site restoration
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requirement of subpart (c) is inapplicable. The site design standards at 23.08.146(c),
referenced in subpart (b) above, provide as follows:

(c) Operation. Materials within a storage yard shall not be
stacked or stored higher than six feet, except where:

(1) Materials stored are vehicles, freestanding equipment, or
materials that are of a single piece that is higher than six feet;
or

(2) The storage yard site is an interior lot within an industrial
land use category that is nottvisible from a collector or arterial
or from outside the industrial category; or

(3) Screening requirements have been waived or modified
pursuant to subsection (b)(2)(A) of this section; or

(4) A higher wall or fence is constructed at the required setback
line under an approved building permit and materials stored are
not higher than the fence.

The RSGs stored at the TSA will be “single pieces” that exceed six feet high, and are
therefore consistent with this standard. Additionally, all materials stored at the CAF and
TSA will be consistent with the requirements of subsection (2), above.

o The Title 23 discussion does not discuss specific requirements related to the
apparent designation of the project site as a “Sensitive Resource Area” on the
County maps. Ordinances 23.07.164-176 provide the requirements for issuing
permits in an SRA-designated area. Among the most applicable of these
requirements:

(1) The permit must include a description of measures
proposed to protect the resource for which the area has been
designated SRA.

Consistency. The permit should incorporate the mitigation measures identified in the
Biological Resources Section of the EIR, as modified by the comments provided above.

(2) Natural features and topography must have been considered
in the design and siting of the improvements.

Consistency. Natural features and topography have been considered as part of the EIR
process. See Section D.3 and the comments on that Section, above.
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(3) Any clearing or grading is the minimum necessary and will
not create significant adverse effects on the identified sensitive
resource.

Consistency. No significant clearing or grading will take place as part of the coastal
developments in the Proposed Project.

(4) Soil and subsoil conditions must be suitable for any
excavation.

Consistency. No excavation will take place as part of the coastal zone developments in the
Proposed Project.

(5) The permit process must include a CEQA evaluation for the
potential effect of the project on the sensitive resources.

Consistency. This EIR constitutes a CEQA evaluation, and Section D.3 discusses the
potential impacts on sensitive resources. )

(6) When the SRA designation is assigned to protect specific
features, these features must remain undisturbed.

Consistency. Because the CAF and TSA developments will not have any significant impacts
on any sensitive resources and will be built entirely within previously disturbed areas, the
Project is consistent with this requirement.

o Sedimentation and erosion issues fall within section 23.05.036 of the County
ordinance. That section states that a sedimentation and erosion control plan must
be pre-approved by the County Engineer when one of three conditions are met.
These conditions are as follows:

(1) Grading requiring a permit is proposed to be conducted or
left in an unfinished state during the period from October 15th
through April 15th;

(2) Land disturbance activities, including the removal of more
than one-half acre of native vegetation are conducted in
geologically unstable areas, on slopes in excess of thirty
percent on soils rated as having severe erosion hazard, or
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within one hundred feet of any watercourse shown on the most
current seven and a half minute USGS quadrangle map;

(3) The placing or disposal of soil, silt, bark, slash, sawdust or
other organic or earthen materials from logging, construction
and other soil disturbance activities above or below the
anticipated high water line of a watercourse where they may be
carried into such waters by rainfall or runoff in quantities
deleterious to fish, wildlife or other beneficial uses.

Consistency. The CAF and TSA facilities will not require any significant grading or land
disturbance activities because these areas are already graded and disturbed. Accordingly,
conditions (1) and (2) do not apply. Additionally, the construction of these facilities will not
require placing any materials in areas where they may be carried into a watercourse. The
Proposed Project is therefore consistent with this requirement and does not require a
sedimentation and erosion control plan to supplement the existing DCPP SWPP. See
Hydrology Section Comments 1-2.

e Section 23.04.118 relates to the potential for bluff erosion. The section requires
any development on a bluff to withstand 75 years of erosion.

Consistency. Mitigation Measure G-3a requires that a slope stability analysis be performed
on the slopes in the area of the proposed OSG Storage Facility, which will not be subject to
this standard, but rather to the inland standards discussed below. The CAF and TSA are the
only developments in the coastal zone, and both of these facilities will be completely
removed after the repair project and far before 75 years. Accordingly, the Proposed Project
is consistent with this Ordinance.

e A drainage plan may be required under 23.05.042 if the coastal aspects of the
Proposed Project will either: 1) result in impervious surfaces of more than 20,000
square feet; 2) be on a hillside slope of greater than 10%; 3) change the velocity
or volume of off-site drainage; or 4) involve development "adjacent" to a coastal
bluff.

Consistency. The TSA and CAF will result in no new impervious surfaces, will not be
constructed on slopes, and are not located adjacent to a coastal bluff. Additionally, because
the TSA and CAF do not result in additional impervious land area, they will not increase
volume/velocity of drainage. All development will use existing drainage systems so that off-
site drainage will not be affected.

e The “EX” designation (Energy and Extractive Use) is a protective land use
designation meant to ensure that non-compatible uses are not sited next to
generation facilities. See 23.07.042. However, the ordinance appears on its face
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to require a "mineral resources report" for any use in an EX-designated area other
than resource extraction or electricity generation.

Consistency. Although the CAF and the TSA are not, themselves, energy generation
projects, the requirement of a mineral resources report does not seem applicable to these
developments. In an abundance of caution, the FEIR should make the finding specified at
23.07.042(3) that the SGR project coastal developments "will not adversely affect the
continuing operation or expansion of the energy or extraction use" at the plant.

e Several ordinance provisions, at 23.04.162 et seq., address parking issues arising
from new development.

Consistency. The FEIR should cite to these provisions and conclude that they do not apply
because displaced parking would be provided elsewhere onsite in excess capacity lots. See
23.04.166(6) (no additional parking required if all additional employee and visitor parking
can be accommodated on-site). ‘

e Under ordinance 23.04.430, “[a] land use permit for new development that
requires water or disposal of sewage shall not be approved unless the applicable
approval body determines that there is adequate water and sewage disposal
capacity available to serve the proposed development . ...”

Consistency. The water and sewage needs of the TSA and CAF will be served entirely with
the existing water system and portable sanitation services. The existing water system has
sufficient excess capacity to serve the small additional needs of these facilities. See Section
D.10. Accordingly, the developments are consistent with this Ordinance.

e Ordinance 23.07.104 provides that if the parcel is listed by the California
Archeological Site Survey Office (on file with the County Planning Department),
a preliminary site survey and possibly a mitigation plan would be necessary.
Additionally, 23.07.104 requires a finding for developments in an archeologically
sensitive area that "the project design and development incorporates adequate
measures to ensure protection of significant archeological resources."

Consistency. Because no known historical or archeological resources are known to exist at
the CAF and TSA sites, these Ordinances are inapplicable. See Section D.4. Moreover, the
EIR includes sufficient mitigation measures to ensure the protection of any such resources
that are newly discovered in the course of the Proposed Project. See Mitigation Measures C-
la, C-1b. Accordingly, the developments are consistent with this Ordinance.

e Ordinance 23.07.086(2) provides that no structure for human occupancy may be
built over an active fault area.
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Consistency. Because no known active faults immediately underlie the areas of Proposed
Project activities, the developments are consistent with this requirement. See Section D.5.

7. Section D.8.2, Pages D.8-17 through 8-24

Although the document makes clear on Page D.8-18 that the OSG storage facility (OSGSF)
is outside of the Coastal Zone and correctly concludes that the Proposed Project will not
create any significant impacts on local land use policies, the DEIR lacks a discussion
regarding the land use policies and regulations specifically applicable to the OSGSF.

Given the EIR’s conclusion that the Proposed Project will not result in any significant direct
or cumulative impacts after proposed mitigation, the document should specifically note that
any “spillover” impacts created by the OSGSF inside the coastal zone are insignificant after
mitigation. Such spillover impacts (those impacts occurring within the coastal zone due to
development outside the coastal zone) might include: (1) impacts from trucks using the
existing DCPP roads within the coastal zone to transport materials to the OSGSF site; (2)
construction impacts, including the potential for run-off, sedimentation, or erosion in the
coastal zone; and (3) impacts on sensitive resource areas within the coastal zone. The FEIR
should refer to the conclusions already reached in the DEIR that the use of trucks on existing
roads will not lead to significant impacts, that the application of existing erosion, drainage,
and stormwater plans at DCPP will mitigate any construction impacts, and that the siting of
all development on previously disturbed areas of the plant will ensure that no impacts occur
to sensitive resource areas. '

In addition to this discussion of “spillover effects,” the FEIR include the following discussion
of the applicable inland (outside the coastal zone) policies for the OSGSF:

OSG Storage Facility Applicable Land Use Policies and
Regulations

The OSGSF will be consistent with the County’s land use
policies, standards, programs, and ordinances if the Proposed
Project is consistent with the following findings:

- a. The proposed project or use is consistent with the
Land Use Element of the County’s General Plan; and

b. The proposed project or use satisfies all applicable
provisions of [County Ordinance Title 22]; and
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c. The establishment and subsequent operation or
conduct of the use will not, because of the
circumstances and conditions applied in the particular
case, be detrimental to the health, safety or welfare of
the general public or persons residing or working in the
neighborhood of the use, or be detrimental or injurious
to property or improvements in the vicinity of the use;
and

d. That the proposed project or use will not be
inconsistent with the character of the immediate
neighborhood or contrary to its orderly development;
and

e. That the proposed use or project will not generate a
volume of traffic beyond the safe capacity of all roads
providing access to the project, either existing or o be
improved with the project.

f. Any additional findings required by planning area
standards in [Title 22’s] Article 9 (Community
Planning Standards), combining designation (Chapter
22.14), or special use (Article 4).

County Land Use Ordinance (LUO) § 22.62.060.

I. Consistency with the Land Use Element of the General
Plan

The Land Use Element of the General Plan consists of the San
Luis Bay Area Plan — Inland (“Inland Area Plan™), the San Luis
Bay (Inland) Framework for Planning (“Inland Framework™),
and the official maps for the inland San Luis Bay Planning
Area.

o Public Facilities Designation. The OSGSF is located
within the Public Facilities designation. Page 6-3 of the Inland
Area Plan states:
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The only area designated Public Facilities is Diablo
Canyon, the site of the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power
Plant. The designation includes the plant site property
and the leasehold area controlled by the Pacific Gas and
Electric Company. Roughly one-half of the designated
Public Facilities, including the plant site, are within the
coastal zone. This land use category should not be
expanded beyond its present property.

OSGSF’s Consistency with the Public Facilities
Designation. The OSGSF is part of a repair and maintenance
project. Specifically, it is a storage building for the old steam
generators. Its limited size (approximately 18,000 square feet)
can easily be accommodated within the existing Public
Facilities boundaries, not requiring any consideration for the
potential expansion of the land use category’s boundary.

. Energy or Extractive Area Policies. Page 7-2 of the
Inland Area Plan states that:

[the Energy or Extractive Area] designation includes
the location of the power plant and the surrounding
buffer area of the Pacific Gas and Electric Company
lease site. The operations should not be expanded
beyond the present property nor should future
development of adjacent lands encroach into this area
so as to hinder the operating capabilities of the plant.

OSGSF’s Consistency with the EX Combining Designation
Objective. Existing security measures and the continuing
prohibition of unmanaged access will serve to protect the
public health, safety, and welfare. This SGR project is
completely consistent with the existing DCPP operation and
does not introduce any new or incompatible uses within this
combining designation. Adequate buffering and screening
from potentially incompatible uses will continue with this
project. No new access routes are required as a result of this
repair/maintenance project and no adverse environmental
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impacts will result from the SGR project. Approval of the
OSGSF is completely consistent with EX combining
designation general objectives.

U Sensitive Resource Area (SRA) Policies. The OSGSF
appears to be located within an SRA combining designation.
This designation applies to areas having high environmental
quality and special ecological or educational significance. Four
types of habitats fall under the SRA combining designation:
wetlands, coastal streams and riparian vegetation, terrestrial
habitats, and marine habitat (MH).

The purpose of the SRA combining designation is to:

Enhance and maintain the amenities due to the
preservation of the scenic and environmental quality of
the County;

Provide for the review of projects that may alter the
natural landscape with special ecological or educational
significance; and

Provide guidelines for proposed projects that may occur
outside of SRAs in order to preserve coastal areas.

The following are the general objectives of the SRA combining
designation:

Identify and protect sensitive habitats through
development and design regulations

Preserve scenic views

Retain natural topography, vegetation, and scenic
features

Avoid construction conflicts with agricultural
production

The Inland Area Plan discusses the stands of oak and a
waterfall in Upper Diablo Canyon, and states that further
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destruction in this area must be prevented. Inland Area Plan 7-
L.

In addition to the Area Plan standards, the Inland Framework
document provides the following general standards for
development in SRA areas:

Buildings and structures should be designed and located
in harmonious relationships with surrounding
development and the natural environment.

Buildings, structures and plant materials should be
constructed, installed or planted to avoid unnecessary
impairment of scenic views.

Potentially unsightly features should be located to be
inconspicuous from streets, highways, public walkways
and surrounding properties; or effectively screened
from view.

Natural topography, vegetation and scenic features of
the site should be retained and incorporated into
proposed development.

Inland Framework at 7-7.

OSGSEF’s Consistency with the SRA Policies. The
construction of the OSGSF will not disturb the waterfall or oak
stands in upper Diablo Canyon. The OSGSF will not impair
scenic views See Section D.14. Because the facility will be
built on already developed lands, it will not signficantly disturb
the natural environment. See Section D.3.

. Visual Impacts Policies. The Inland Area Plan states
that “[t]he county should work with property owners toward
continuing preservation of natural ridgeline profiles and scenic
backdrops through open space agreements, contracts, or other
appropriate instruments along the Highway 101 corridor.” Id.
6-14.

OSGSEF’s Consistency with the Visual Impacts Policies.
The OSGSF will not create significant visual impacts along the
Highway 101 corridor, or from other key observation points.
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