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Responses to Comment Set CC6 
CREED 

CC6-1 The purpose of this EIR is to evaluate potential environmental impacts that have the poten-
tial to result from the Proposed Project, which consists of the replacement of the SONGS 
steam generators.  The EIR has not evaluated, nor is it required to evaluate, the ongoing opera-
tions at SONGS since those operations constitute existing baseline conditions.  See Master 
Response MR-1 (Baseline).  The impacts to terrestrial and marine biological resources from 
the Proposed Project, the Alternatives and the No Project Alternative are adequately ana-
lyzed and presented in Sections D.3.3, D.3.4, and D.3.5, respectively, of the Draft EIR.  
The use of renewable energy as a replacement power generation source necessitated by a 
potential shutdown of SONGS would be a consequence of the No Project Alternative, and 
as such, this is described in Section C.6.3 and in specific each issue area section addressing 
the No Project Alternative in Section D of the Draft EIR. 

The comment suggests operation could occur under a 20-year extension of the NRC licenses, 
but license renewal is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the proposed Steam 
Generator Replacement Project.  Please see Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal) and 
Response CC3-1 for information regarding license renewal and why the EIR is not required 
to evaluate the impacts of potential relicensing of SONGS. 

CC6-2 The Proposed Project would not involve Unit 1 at SONGS, and the proposed containment 
structure modifications would not be similar to those historically required at Unit 1.  Unit 1 
required modifications to its containment structure because it had been previously designed 
to less stringent safety measures.  No similar changes would be necessary for Units 2 or 3.  
The ongoing decommissioning of Unit 1 is identified as a baseline and cumulative activity 
that would occur simultaneously with the proposed steam generator replacement activities at 
Units 2 and 3.  The Proposed Project consists of replacing vital components within Units 2 
and 3.  It would not involve changing the units for the purpose of meeting changing standards. 

CC6-3 The comment presents information regarding the support being given to SDG&E for their 
efforts to replace fossil fuel and nuclear energy generation sources with renewable and 
distributed generation (DG) sources.  In addition, it is noted that the commenter supports a 
transition to the use of these sources, as well as fuel efficiency and conservation, to supply 
electricity in southern California.  These comments do not require a response. 

The commenter requests that a combination of these alternative energy sources, with prefer-
ence for solar power, be selected as the Environmentally Superior Alternative for the Pro-
posed Project.  It is important to note that the Proposed Project is steam generator replace-
ment, and alternative energy resources are not true alternatives to the Proposed Project, as 
suggested by the comment.  Alternative energy sources are relevant only as part of replace-
ment generation scenarios under the No Project Alternative.  It would be unduly remote and 
speculative to forecast exactly how any replacement power would be provided given the 
wide range of possibilities, including type, size, or location.  Therefore, a detailed analysis 
of specific projects would not be possible or meaningful.  Executive Summary Section 4.3 
and Section E.3 of the Draft EIR compare the No Project Alternative to the Environ-
mentally Superior Alternative.  Based on this full evaluation and weighing all issue areas, 
the No Project Alternative was not found to be overall environmentally superior to the Pro-
posed Project.  The Environmentally Superior Alternative is the Proposed Project with the 
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MCBCP Inland Route Alternative.  Please also see Response CC2-1 for more information 
regarding the scope of the No Project Alternative analysis. 

CC6-4 Draft EIR Section D.3.1.5 described the ongoing effects of the SONGS cooling water sys-
tem on the marine environment.  Ongoing SONGS cooling water system operation causes 
thermal plume impacts and impingement/entrainment of marine organisms that are part of 
the environmental baseline as clearly described in Section D.1.2.1.  These impacts would 
continue to occur in the baseline with continued SONGS operations through the end of the 
license term in 2022.  Also as noted in Section D.3.5.2 of the Draft EIR, under the No 
Project Alternative, impingement and entrainment would cease and cooling water thermal dis-
charges would no longer occur, thus avoiding the effects that are currently attributed to 
SONGS Unit 2 and 3 operations.  Cessation of the SONGS cooling water system operations 
would also allow for the gradual restoration of the marine environment as it existed prior to 
SONGS operations.  In this regard, the No Project Alternative would produce beneficial 
environmental impacts. 

CC6-5 The cooling water system and its effects on the marine environment are aspects of the exist-
ing environmental conditions that would be unaffected by the Proposed Project.  See Master 
Response MR-1 (Baseline) and Response CC6-4.  “Chemical/toxic waste streams” that are 
contained in the SONGS cooling water discharge have been found to meet all applicable 
discharges defined by the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the California Ocean Plan.  Moni-
toring data has not identified any impacts associated with SONGS discharges that have lead 
to increase chemical loading in marine organisms.  As noted in Response CC6-4 above, the 
major issues associated with the SONGS cooling water system is related to thermal dis-
charges and the impingement/entrainment of marine organisms. 

CC6-6 Potential hazards associated with risk of terrorist attacks at SONGS were discussed in Sec-
tion D.12.1 of the Draft EIR.  Since SONGS is an operating power plant, terrorism risks 
are considered to be part of the CEQA baseline.  Please see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline).  
The Proposed Project would cause no significant change to the existing terrorist risk posed 
by the current plant (see also Impact S-5, regarding terrorist risks).  In evaluating alterna-
tives to the Proposed Project, the Draft EIR did find that there would be a beneficial 
impact, and a much lower probability of terrorist attack, if SONGS were to cease opera-
tions (see Section D.12.5).  However, the risk of a terrorist attack on the SONGS ISFSI 
would still exist since there are no offsite storage or disposal locations for SONGS spent 
fuel.  Therefore, the risk of a terrorist attack on SONGS spent fuel facilities will continue 
for the foreseeable future regardless of the outcome of the Steam Generator Replacement 
Project.  Please also refer to Response 18-1 regarding the risk of terrorism at SONGS. 

CC6-7 As stated in Draft EIR Section D.1.2.1, the operation of SONGS under its current licenses 
(set to expire in 2022) is considered part of the environmental setting (i.e., the baseline), 
and is not subject to review as part of this EIR process.  See also Master Response MR-1 
(Baseline).  The Proposed Project would not change SONGS operations in any manner that 
would affect fire protection or emergency response.  Therefore, no further analysis or miti-
gation is required, since these issues constitute a baseline condition, not a potential impact 
of the Proposed Project.  As stated in Section D.10.2 of the Draft EIR, SONGS’ existing 
emergency response and safety plans are governed by NRC regulations (10 CFR 50, 
Appendix E), which establish minimum requirements for emergency plans for use in 
attaining an acceptable state of emergency preparedness.  These plans are reviewed and 
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approved by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) and the NRC.  See also 
Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction). 

CC6-8 It is noted that the commenter supplied contact and reference information regarding testi-
mony presented on recent seismic data that is available from the California Coastal Commission. 

CC6-9 Please see Response CC6-7 above. 

CC6-10 Potential traffic impacts associated with operation of the plant through 2022 are part of the 
environmental baseline and not impacts of the Proposed RSG Project.  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 in 
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.  The operation of SONGS past 2022 would 
require approval of a license renewal from the NRC.  CEQA does not require an evaluation of 
a potential renewal of the SONGS 2 & 3 operating licenses because relicensing is not a rea-
sonably foreseeable consequence of the Proposed Project.  Please also see Master Response 
MR-2 (License Renewal). 

The remainder of the comment presents information on baseline traffic conditions near the 
project area, which are documented in Section D.13.1 of the Draft EIR.  This information 
is merely a summary of the project setting and, therefore, does not require a response. 

CC6-11 The Draft EIR recognizes the potential dangers of restricting access along Interstate 5 (I-5), 
identifying potentially significant impacts associated with this in both Section D.10, Public 
Services and Utilities (Impact U-2, Proposed Project would disrupt public service systems) 
and Section D.13, Traffic and Circulation (Impact T-1, Transport of RSGs would result in 
public road closures and cause traffic delays).  Mitigation Measures U-2a (Maintain ade-
quate emergency vehicle access) and T-1a (Provide emergency vehicle access) have been 
designed to ensure continuous emergency access along I-5 during transportation activities 
and would reduce any impacts to less than significant levels. 

As required by CEQA, the analysis performed for this EIR is limited to the examination of 
how the Proposed Project would alter the environment from baseline conditions.  The Pro-
posed Project does not alter the route of I-5, nor does it propose to build permanent new 
structures associated with SONGS any closer to I-5.  Consequently, the location of I-5 in 
relation to SONGS and the potential safety risks of ongoing SONGS operations are consid-
ered to be part of the baseline conditions that would not be altered by the Proposed Project.  
Please also see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline) for a discussion of the environmental set-
ting against which the environmental analyses are measured. 

Please see Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal) for a discussion of the potential 
relicensing of the SONGS facility and its relation to the Proposed Project. 

CC6-12 The baseline traffic conditions that are noted by the comment are identified in Sections D.10.3.2 
and D.13.1 of the Draft EIR.  To avoid disruption and inconvenience of commuters, tour-
ists, truck traffic, and emergency vehicles, transport activities on I-5 would not occur dur-
ing peak hours.  This would be ensured by the oversight of Caltrans and Caltrans approval 
of the transport activities.  Mitigation Measure U-2a (Maintain adequate emergency vehicle 
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access) would require establishing a means for adequate emergency vehicle access during 
transport.  Other measures, such as Mitigation Measures T-1a (Provide emergency vehicle 
access), T-3a (Schedule SONGS shift changes outside of peak hours), and T-5a (Schedule 
material deliveries outside of peak hours), are identified in the EIR where needed to simi-
larly avoid significant impacts to I-5.  In addition, Draft EIR Section D.13.3.2 clarifies that 
SCE, as directed by Caltrans, would conduct transport on I-5 during non-peak hours, most 
likely at night, to reduce traffic delays.  Section D.13.3.1 presents applicant-proposed miti-
gation (APMs), including Traffic-1 (Submission and approval of a detailed traffic control plan), 
Traffic-3 (Use of necessary cones, barricades, signs, and additional warning devices), and 
Traffic-4 (Use of trained workers to direct traffic and other necessary equipment), which 
would control or avoid traffic delays caused by the project on I-5. 

CC6-13 The two campgrounds that are located at San Onofre State Beach are discussed in detail in 
Draft EIR Section D.8.1.  The San Mateo Campground, which is located northwest of the 
Proposed Project, would not be affected by the Proposed Project activities and can accom-
modate a maximum of 1,256 campers (221 campsites with a maximum of eight per site).  
The Bluffs Campground is located southeast of the Proposed Project, and use of this 
campground may be temporarily precluded for several days during transport of the RSGs, 
as described in the analysis of Impact L-1 (Transport would disrupt an established land 
use).  As the Bluffs Campground is typically closed from December 1 through March, and 
RSG transport would occur between the months of October and February, the extent to 
which impacts may occur to recreational users at the Bluffs Campground would depend 
upon the schedule for RSG transport.  Overall, the Draft EIR considered impacts to recrea-
tional users to be potentially significant (see Draft EIR Section D.8.3.2), and introduced the 
following mitigation measures to reduce impacts to less than significant levels: Mitigation 
Measures L-2a (Avoid peak recreational usage), N-1a (Provide advance notice of trans-
port), V-1a (Request decision on closure of San Onofre State Beach) and V-1b (Provide 
advance notice of campground closure to prospective park visitors and campers). 

Beach access would not be restricted within San Onofre State Beach during transport of the 
RSGs.  As discussed in Draft EIR Section B.3.2.1, Beach and Road Route, Segments H 
through J, flagmen would be used to direct park traffic around the transporter to allow for 
continued use of the park. 

As discussed in Draft EIR Section D.1.2.1, pursuant to CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a), 
the environmental setting used to determine the impacts associated with the Proposed Proj-
ect and alternatives is based on the environmental conditions that existed in the project area 
in October 2004, at the time of publication of the Notice of Preparation.  This baseline includes 
the existence of the operating nuclear power plant.  It is acknowledged that the 84-acre SONGS 
site had been the subject of State and local recreational planning efforts.  However, as stated in 
Draft EIR Section D.1.2.1, the operation of SONGS under its current licenses (set to expire 
in 2022) is considered part of the environmental setting (i.e., the baseline), and is not subject 
to review as part of this EIR process.  The Proposed Project would not change SONGS oper-
ations in any manner that would affect the long-term recreation planning referred to by the com-
menter.  The No Project Alternative examines the impacts associated with cessation of plant 
operations if the Proposed Project were not to be approved.  The Final EIR includes a clari-
fication in Section D.8.5 to note that No Project Alternative may lead to an increased amount 
of land being accessible for recreation use, depending on how the facility were ultimately to 
be decommissioned.  Please also refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline). 
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The Proposed Project is not a “nuclear rebuilding/extension” project as suggested by the com-
ment.  The Proposed Project is the replacement of the steam generators at SONGS Units 2 
and 3.  The operation of SONGS beyond 2022 is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence 
of the Proposed Project, and, therefore, the EIR does not evaluate it.  Please see also Master 
Response MR-2 (License Renewal). 

CC6-14 The ongoing production and storage of hazardous mixed waste and radioactive materials, 
including spent fuel, are activities that occur in the environmental baseline (Draft EIR Sec-
tion D.1.2.1).  The ongoing operation of SONGS through its current licensed terms and 
waste storage on the project site has already been evaluated and approved by the NRC.  
The baseline risks of spent fuel storage are discussed in Section D.12.1.  The location of 
SONGS near populated areas and in a region of seismic activity are similarly aspects of the 
baseline and would not changed or affected by the Proposed Project.  Waste storage issues 
beyond 2022 would be subject to the sole jurisdiction and review of the NRC in the event of 
relicensing.  Please see Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction).  The Proposed Project activ-
ities (RSG transport, staging and preparation, etc.) would not result in changes to spent fuel 
waste production.  The extent that the No Project Alternative could beneficially reduce the 
baseline risks associated with spent fuel handling is described in Section D.12.5 of the Draft 
EIR.  Hazardous materials impacts caused by the Proposed Project are analyzed in Section D.6 
of the Draft EIR.  See also Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal). 

CC6-15 Please see Response CC5-38. 

CC6-16 Please see Responses CC6-6 and CC6-7.  Following the Unit 3 fire on February 3, 2001, the 
NRC evaluated the SONGS fire safety systems and procedures.  Following this review and rec-
ommended changes, the NRC determined that the fire systems and procedures at SONGS met 
NRC requirements.  As stated in Section D.1.2.5 of the Draft EIR, nuclear power plant safety is 
under the sole jurisdiction of the NRC.  Please also see Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction). 

CC6-17 The comment does not reference the Proposed Project or SONGS.  However, the commenter 
appears to suggest that nuclear power plants need to have effective fire prevention and response 
procedures.  Please also see Response CC6-16, above, and Responses CC6-6 and CC6-7. 

CC6-18 The issues of exclusion areas described in the comment are part of the existing baseline for 
the Steam Generator Replacement Project EIR.  The purpose of the Proposed Project EIR is 
to evaluate potential impacts associated with the Proposed Project and not past issues.  The 
exclusion area is part of the existing baseline that would not be changed by the Proposed 
Project.  Please also see Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-3 (Jurisdiction). 

CC6-19 The comment does not identify any issue or requested action associated with the Proposed 
Project or the Draft EIR.  See Section D.12.1 for a discussion of SONGS terrorism and security 
issues. 

CC6-20 Please see Responses CC2-1 and CC2-2 for reasons why specific scenarios or projects are 
not analyzed in detail under the No Project Alternative.  As the comment notes, costs are 
considered as part of the CPUC general proceeding.  The EIR does not address cost or rate-
payer benefit in the evaluation of the Proposed Project or alternatives because the focus of 
CEQA is limited to the physical changes to the environment.  Please see Master Responses 
MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal) regarding the scope of the EIR and the 
potential for the continuation of SONGS’ operation and analysis of impacts past 2022. 
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CC6-21 The distribution of potassium iodide (KI) to the surrounding community is beyond the scope 
of the EIR.  Draft EIR Section D.12.1 did identify potential baseline impacts associated with 
SONGS operations, as well as potentially beneficial impacts of the No Project Alternative if 
the Proposed Project is not approved. 

CC6-22 It is noted that the commenter supports the No Project Alternative, especially with the use 
of solar power.  Please refer to Sections C.6.3.1 and C.6.3.2 of the Draft EIR for a discus-
sion of solar energy technologies.  Responses CC2-1 and CC2-2 also provide more infor-
mation regarding the approach used for the No Project Alternative.  Among other environ-
mental effects, the intermittent nature of solar power makes solar thermal and photovoltaic 
systems unsuitable for base-load applications.  In addition, there is no way to guarantee that 
a sufficient amount of solar generation capacity is installed in a timely manner.  Neither 
SCE nor the CPUC have authority to require the installation of solar panels on military or 
private rooftops, therefore their installation is uncertain.  Therefore solar technologies are 
an important energy source, but because of their intermittent nature, they are not consid-
ered a sole replacement for SONGS.  Please also see Responses CC2-5 and CC2-6 regard-
ing the suggestion to consider rooftop solar generation and the Million Solar Roofs initiative. 

The second potion of the comment presents a summary of the advantages of distributed gen-
eration.  This does not require a response because the use of DG would not be precluded by 
the No Project Alternative.  Response CC5-12 also addresses the use of DG. 

CC6-23 The Proposed Project would not involve the nuclear reactors at SONGS 2 & 3.  The exist-
ence of the nuclear power plant through the NRC-authorized license period and its ongoing effects 
on worker or public safety are not a consequence of the Proposed Project, but rather are 
aspects of the environmental baseline (Section D.1.2.1 of the Draft EIR).  Please also see 
Master Response MR-1 (Baseline).  Draft EIR Section D.12.1 describes the baseline condi-
tions for the existing power plant and consist of a variety of existing safety-related condi-
tions associated with the operation of the DCPP, including: emergency planning, reactor 
risk, spent fuel, low level radio active waste, security and terrorism.  The analysis for whether 
the Proposed Project would expose workers and the general population to radiation exposure 
is included in Section D.12.3 of the Draft EIR (System and Transportation Safety), which 
identifies no potentially significant impacts that could not be mitigated with identified mea-
sures.  The Draft EIR evaluated potential impacts to workers resulting from residual con-
tamination that could be present on the OSGs.  OSG removal and transport would be con-
ducted as per NRC requirements (Draft EIR Section B.3.4).  The impact of potential radiation 
exposures during OSG removal and transport is described in Impact S-3, Section D.12.3.4 
of the Draft EIR, and was found to be less than significant.  Additional discussion of radiation-
related risks to workers would be beyond the scope of the EIR because it would relate to 
nuclear materials handling and storage.  These activities are exclusively regulated by the 
NRC (Draft EIR Section A.4.1).  See also Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction). 

CC6-24 The nearest military housing is about 6,500 feet from the units, greater than one mile away.  
Existing studies have shown that the risk to the public outside of the SONGS facility is lower 
than applicable significance thresholds.  Routine emissions of radioactive materials have not 
exceeded quantities that would result in a significant health risk.  Since SONGS operations 
are part of the EIR baseline, the Proposed Project is not expected to add any additional risk 
to the surrounding population.  Please also see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline). 
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CC6-25 As stated in Draft EIR Section D.1.2.1, currently SCE is not proposing to extend the life of 
SONGS beyond the current license periods.  Should SCE propose to relicense SONGS for 
another 20 years, additional environmental review would be required, including an evalua-
tion of potential public health impacts and environmental justice.  Such an analysis would 
be conducted under the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) with the NRC as the 
lead agency.  The need for this review is identified in Section G of the Draft EIR.  Please 
also refer to Master Responses MR-2 (License Renewal) and MR-3 (Jurisdiction). 

CC6-26 CREED is correct in assuming that environmental analysis for federal actions must include 
an analysis of the environmental justice impacts under NEPA.  The Proposed Project, 
however, is under the jurisdiction of the CPUC, not the NRC, and as such is analyzed for 
impacts under CEQA, which does not require an analysis of environmental justice impacts 
or have significant criteria for assessing environmental justice issues.  The effects of the 
Proposed Project related to housing and labor demand or population and housing displace-
ment are described in Section D.11.3 (Socioeconomics). 

CC6-27 Master Response MR-1 (Baseline) provides information on the ongoing operation of 
SONGS, which includes the risk of sabotage or terrorism (Draft EIR Section D.12.1).  The 
Proposed Project would not adversely impact the risk of terrorist attack or production of 
fuel waste.  The ongoing production of spent fuel waste is an activity that occurs in the 
environmental baseline (Draft EIR Section D.1.2.1), and this activity has already been eval-
uated and approved by the NRC through the time period of the existing licenses.  Please 
also see Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal) for a discussion as to why the potential 
relicensing of SONGS, which is still in the preliminary feasibility and planning stages does 
not constitute a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the Proposed Project, and, thus, 
need not be analyzed in the EIR.  Section G.4 of the Final EIR illustrates the issues relevant 
to license renewal, including the ongoing risk of terrorism. 

CC6-28 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 the 
CPUC decision-makers in considering whether or not to approve the project as proposed or an 
alternative. 

The comment only indirectly identifies an issue, the potential removal of trees, that is associ-
ated with the Proposed Project.  It is not anticipated that any trees would need to be removed 
in order to transport the RSGs from the Del Mar Boat Basin at MCBCP to SONGS in the 
proposed Beach and Road Route or the alternatives.  Transport would occur on sand or paved 
or dirt roads.  There are a few transition points where transport could cause temporary im-
pacts to annual grassland and ruderal habitat (see Impact B-1 and Impact B-8).  Further, if 
vehicles were to travel beyond the limits of the proposed travel routes, native vegetation may 
be impacted (see Impact B-2 and B-7).  All such potential impacts to sensitive plant species 
would be mitigated to a less than significant level (e.g., through Mitigation Measures B-1a 
and B-8a, regarding plant surveys and the need for revegetation, respectively). 
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