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13-1 The commenter’s opposition to the Proposed Project is noted.  As stated in Section A of the 
Draft EIR, the purpose of this EIR is to evaluate the potential environmental impacts 
expected to result from the Proposed Project, which is the replacement of steam generators 
at SONGS Units 2 and 3.  The scope of this EIR, as defined by CEQA, focuses only on 
changes to physical conditions affected by the Steam Generator Replacement Project, and 
describing the significant environmental effects of the project.  This EIR does not make a 
recommendation as to whether SCE’s application should be approved or denied, but rather 
is purely informational in content.  This EIR will ultimately be used by decision-makers in 
considering whether or not to approve the project as proposed or an alternative. 

Extending plant operations would require license renewal, but Master Response MR-2 (License 
Renewal) notes that license renewal and plant operations beyond the current license expiration 
dates are not reasonably foreseeable consequences of the Proposed Project.  The commenter 
also supports the use of “clean, safe low-cost energy sources,” which are considered in the 
Draft EIR as possible scenarios under the No Project Alternative. 
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Meredith Gene Pearcy 

14-1 The comment expresses support for renewable energy projects as alternatives to the Pro-
posed Project and expresses concerns over the generation of radioactive waste and the costs 
of waste handling and the project.  CEQA does not address cost in the evaluation of the 
Proposed Project or alternatives, as noted in Draft EIR Section A and D.1.2.5.  Cost issues 
are addressed by the CPUC in the General Proceeding (A.04-03-026) for the Proposed 
Project. 

The ongoing operation of SONGS, which includes the production and storage or disposal of 
spent fuel, is part of the environmental baseline.  Draft EIR Sections ES.1 and D.1.2.1 
state that the environmental setting, or baseline, is based on the environmental conditions that 
existed in the project area in October 2004 at the time the notice of preparation was pub-
lished.  Please see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline). 

Sections C.6.3.1, C.6.3.2, and C.6.3.3 of the Draft EIR stated that solar and wind power 
are intermittent in nature, and therefore are not viable options for directly replacing base-
load generation.  The Draft EIR does not state that distributed generation is an inadequate 
replacement generation source due being intermittent in nature, but rather because it gene-
rates small amounts of power (<50 MW), and does not provide a means for SCE to offset 
a large portion of the energy supply lost by the shutdown of SONGS.  The EIR preparers 
considered the option of tidal generation, but concluded that this source is untested and not 
a feasible technology, especially on the scale of the 2,150 MW SONGS.  The City and 
County of San Francisco has a tidal energy pilot project.  The initial project goal was to 
create one megawatt of tidal energy, but the project has been scaled back to 150 kW.  The 
cost of building a 1,000 MW system was estimated to be $600 million.1 

Please refer to Responses CC2-1 and CC2-2 regarding the adequacy of the No Project 
Alternative, and Response CC5-19 for more information about why alternative energy 
technologies are not suitable as a direct replacement of SONGS’s 2,150 MW of base-load 
power. 

 

 

                                              
1  Llanos, Miguel.  2003.  “San Francisco to test tides for energy.”  MSNBC website.  Online at http://msnbc.msn.com/

id/3339905/.  Accessed on June 24, 2005. 
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15-1 The commenter’s support for the use of solar energy is noted.  Please refer to Sections 
C.6.3.1 and C.6.3.2 of the Draft EIR for a discussion of solar energy technologies as part of 
the No Project Alternative.  Among other environmental effects such as large land require-
ments and visual blight, the intermittent nature of solar power makes solar thermal and photo-
voltaic systems unsuitable for base-load applications, such as would be necessary to replace 
the power generated at SONGS.  Therefore, while solar technologies are an important energy 
source, due to their intermittent nature, they are not a viable replacement for SONGS.  
CEQA does not address cost in the evaluation of the Proposed Project or alternatives, as 
noted in Draft EIR Section A.  Please also see Response 13-1 for clarification on the purpose 
of the Proposed Project. 
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