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HomeFed Plans Massive Development of Diablo Canydands

Southern California Developer's email suggests a ‘&hl” with PG&E and ability to “push” County Supervi sors

Tuesday, February 20, 2018

SAN LUIS OBISPO — An email (attached) dated Jand#xy2018, between HomeFed Advisor Denis Sullivach a
HomeFed Project Manager Tom Blessent reveals &albvbelief that PG&E will convey a land interesttomeFed to
enable development of thousands of acres of utilitmed coastal property (known as “Wild Cherry Gamiyy near the
Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Plant.

The email proposes a development of 15,000 urésgribed by Sullivan as “one and a haft time (@ie)size of Grover
Beach,” which could more than triple the populatidithe adjacent town of Avila Beach.

Current agricultural zoning on Wild Cherry Canydliowas for the development of approximately 50 honigse proposal
by a HomeFed official in the email contemplatesnanease of 300 timeseyond what current regulations would allow.

“Placing a new city on these pristine lands wougdah environmental tragedy of the first order,ddaiiends of Wild
Cherry Canyon representative Kara Woodruff. “Tikian ecologically and culturally rich and rempteperty,
accessible only by an impacted, two-lane roadriina through the community of Avila Beach and deads at the
Diablo Canyon plant and its nuclear waste storaggitfy,” said Woodruff. “From an ecological, safetraffic, fire, and
regional quality-of-life perspective, it's hard¢ontemplate a worse place for a development ofsiksand nature.
HomeFed’s profit motive is clear; any concern feg heeds of the community is not.”

These coastal lands, because of their pristineitonénd location, have been the subject of nut®mnservation
efforts and at one time were envisioned, along wilter adjacent properties, as an extension of Mwntle Oro State
Park. PG&E owns the underlying “fee title” to Witherry Canyon, which HomeFed needs to obtain teldevhe

property.

The email goes on to state that, “PG&E has sa#&dral they will allow access North in a time eéd to allow through
the plant site,” and “I think we can get a deahWG&E to get the fee.”

The language of Sullivan’s email may suggest tl@@&P and Sullivan have been discussing a “deal'tlierland.
However, PG&E is barred from having such discussimnits own agreement and by orders of Administedtaw Judge
Peter V. Allenand the California Public Utilities Commission.

The Sierra Club and Friends of Wild Cherry Canyitedfformal protests raising the issue of the dssjan of Diablo
Canyon lands during the CPUC's review last yed?@&E’s proposal to retire the plant. Judge Alleiis November 8,
2017 decision stated “Pacific Gas and Electric Camypwill take no action with respect to any of keds and facilities,



whether owned by the utility or a subsidiary, befoompletion of a future process including a pustakeholder process;
there will be local input and further Commissiowmiesv prior to the disposition of Diablo Canyon fges and
surrounding lands.” This decision was reiteratedhgyCalifornia Public Utilities Commission in itsvn January 16,
2018 decision approving the retirement of Diablamyan.

“The email is troubling,” said Chuck Tribbey, Chafrthe Santa Lucia Chapter of the Sierra Cltbit’s true, Sullivan’s
characterization of a ‘deal’ between HomeFed an&P@&ould be in direct contravention to the rulirafsthe California
Public Utilities Commission and its administratieev judge.”

Moreover, per a October 4, 2016 letter from PG&En Jones to SLO County Administrative Officer DBuckshi,
“PG&E intends to complete the site-specific decossiaining plan for the facility over the coming yearith community
input before making any decisions on the dispasitibthe [Diablo Canyon Power Plant] lands. Ag p#rthis process,
PG&E will convene a community advisor group thalt give stakeholders an opportunity to shape theréuuse of
PG&E’'s land plans finalizing the site-specific plaim the meantime, PG&E will not make any commititseon land
disposition or post-retirement land use, includimg Wild Cherry Canyon parcels, until the stakebplgrocess is
completed and PG&E’s recommendations have beend=yrd by the CPUC as part of the DCPP site-specifi
decommissioning plan.”

The mandated stakeholder process is not yet evdgrway, PG&E having just announced that it willdb&rting soon.
(San Luis Obispo Tribune, “PG&E Won't Ask for Newedting on Diablo Canyon Closure,” February 9, 2018)

Andrew Christie, Director the Sierra Club’s Santecia Chapter said, “PG&E should review their intérn
communications with HomeFed and specifically infdha community whether the discussions referenesd,indeed,
taken place. Likewise, HomeFed officials braggibgut their ability to ‘push’ the SLO County BoarfiQupervisors that
are ‘in our favor’ to ‘progress a deal’ to createeav city in Wild Cherry Canyon raises serious t¢joes about whether
closed-door negotiations have occurred with cooffigials. These issues should be addressed bBGEE begins the
stakeholder process.”

In 2000, San Luis Obispo County voters approvedEiieam Initiative” by a 75% margin, calling foretproperty
surrounding the Diablo Canyon Nuclear Power Platiet conserved in perpetuity upon the plant’s olpsi
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