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Responses to Comment Set 17 
Sharon L. Hoffman 
17-1 It is recognized that accidents may occur at nuclear power plants.  For a discussion of base-

line safety and risk of upset conditions at SONGS, please refer to Draft EIR Section D.12.1 
and Master Response MR-1 (Baseline).  Please also refer to Response 18-1 regarding safety 
issues at SONGS and to Response 16-2. 

17-2 A full discussion of SCE’s position on NRC license renewal and the NRC licensing process 
is presented in Draft EIR Section G, NRC License Renewal.  Please also refer to Master 
Response MR-2 (License Renewal) and Response 16-3. 
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Responses to Comment Set 18 
Lisa Weiss 
18-1 The commenter’s support for use of alternative energy sources such as solar, tidal, geo-

thermal, and wind is noted.  Alternative energy technology could not solely replace the 
base-load generation provided by SONGS, as stated in Section C.6.3 of the Draft EIR.  For 
example, solar thermal and wind power are intermittent and unsuitable for base-load appli-
cations; however, they could be used as alternatives to peak-shaving power facilities as 
stated in Sections C.6.3.1 and C.6.3.3.  Conversely, Section C.6.3.4 states that geothermal 
power can be used for base-load applications, but that power plants must be constructed 
near geothermal reservoir sites in order to prevent thermal energy loss, and must also have 
sufficient transmission lines connecting current or potential future sites to the service area.  
It is noted that the commenter supports the use of alternative energy as replacement genera-
tion for SONGS, and the No Project Alternative does not preclude the potential use of alter-
native energy sources.  Throughout the Draft EIR, the potentially adverse effects of 
constructing new replacement generation and transmission facilities are described. 

Facility security and terrorism issues exist in the environmental setting for SONGS, as 
described in Draft EIR Sections D.1.2.1 and D.12.1.  Potential hazards associated with risk 
of terrorist attacks at the SONGS were discussed in Section D.12.1 of the Draft EIR.  Since 
SONGS is an operating power plant, the risks of sabotage are considered to be part of the 
environmental baseline, or setting, as described in Draft EIR Section D.1.2.1.  Impact S-5 
(A terrorist attack could result in damage to the OSG Storage Facility with a subsequent 
release of radioactive material) in Section D.12.4.2 of the Draft EIR addresses terrorism as 
it relates to public safety at the SONGS site through the OSG Onsite Storage Alternative.  
However as described in the Executive Summary of the Draft EIR Section 3.1.5, aspects of 
nuclear and radiological safety are within the exclusive jurisdiction of the NRC.  Please see 
MR-3 (Jurisdiction) for information on State authority regarding issues related to safety, 
plant operations and radiological materials. 

The exposure of existing SONGS facilities to known seismic hazards and tsunamis is also a 
facet of the environmental setting, or baseline (as described in Section D.5.1.4).  Impact 
S-6 (Seismic activity could compromise the integrity of the OSG Storage Facility) in Sec-
tion D.12.4.2 of the Draft EIR addresses seismicity as it relates to public safety at the 
SONGS site under the OSG Onsite Storage Alternative.  Mitigation Measure G-6a is a re-
quirement for SCE to addresses how structural design of the OSG Storage Facility should 
be based on consideration of recent earthquake data, and the NRC would have ultimate 
authority to approve or disapprove that design.  As noted in Section D.1.2.5, the seismic 
safety of the remainder of the existing SONGS facility in its current design is within the 
jurisdiction of the NRC, and for the Proposed Project, NRC oversight of the containment 
structure modifications would ensure that adverse safety impacts would be reduced to less 
than significant levels (Section D.12.3.4).  Please also see Response PM1-11 for informa-
tion on baseline tsunami hazards. 
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Comment Set 19 
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility – Signatories and Sample Letter 
This submission consisted of 48 similar letters from the individuals listed below in the order supplied.  
One sample letter (4 pages) follows this sheet. 
 
Carmela Vignocchi, 831 North Sixth Street, Grover Beach CA 93433  -  carmelav@gotdebt.org 
Russ Ferriday, 2259 Florence Ave, San Luis Obispo CA 93401  -  russf@topia.com 
Vivian Longacre, 291 Lincoln St, San Luis Obispo CA 93405  -  vlongacr@calpoly.edu 
Tim Casebolt, 2727 Market St, San Diego CA 92102  -  adog2@earthlink.net 
Elaine Booth, 3 Winterbranch, Irvine CA 92604  -  esbooth1@cox.net 
Stephen Pew, 9582 Hamilton Ave #100, Huntington Beach CA 92646  -  upgeya@prodigy.net 
Jill ZamEk, 1123 Flora Rd, Arroyo Grande CA 93420  -  jzk@charter.net 
Linda Seeley, 217 Westmont Ave, San Luis Obispo CA 93405  -  lindaseeley@charter.net 
Mary Boersma, 2003 Bayview Heights Dr, San Diego CA 92105-5526  -  peonybushgarden@yahoo.com 
Norma Villegas, 4466 Ohio St Apt 4, San Diego CA 92116  -  tianormalita@yahoo.com 
Kathy Teufel, 6445 Corral de Piedra, San Luis Obispo CA 93401  -  kteufel@slocoe.org 
Gail Kearns, 5324 Felice Place, Woodland Hills CA 91364  -  gail.walter@adelphia.net 
Janet Dixon, 6683 Maury Dr, San Diego CA 92119  -  spierdixon@mac.com 
Lorraine Kitman, PO Box 1026, Grover Beach CA 93483  -  l.kitman@bejoseeds.com 
Molly Johnson, 6290 Hawk Ridge Place, San Miguel CA 93451  -  mollypj@yahoo.com 
Gregory O'Kelly, 392 Pismo St, San Luis Obispo CA 93401  -  gokelly@charter.net 
Julia Dashe, 4430 Arch Street, San Diego CA 92116  -  jdashe@mac.com 
Evy Justesen, 2065 McCollum St, San Luis Obispo CA 93405  -  evyjust@slonet.org 
Michele Flom, 261 Hermosa Way, San Luis Obispo CA 93405  -  mflom@calpoly.edu 
David Nelson, 2580 Juniper Ave, Morro Bay CA 93442  -  moniqueanddavid@sbcglobal.net 
Ken Haggard, 16550 Oaracle Oak Way, Santa Margarita CA 93453  -  pcooper@calpoly.edu 
Patricia Borchmann, 1141 Carrotwood Glen, Escondido CA 92026  -  pborchmann@yahoo.com 
Kristina Bennett, 338 Henrietta St, Los Osos CA 93402  -  kristinabridget@hotmail.com 
Mark Phillips, 8600 Santa Lucia Rd, Atascadero CA 93422  -  mrppy@fix.net 
Sandi Brockway, PO Box 185, Cambria CA 93428  -  brockway@macronet.org 
Henriette Groot, 1000 Montecito Rd, Cayucos CA 93430-1528  -  hplgroot@kcbx.net 
Constance Dunbar, MPH, RD, 507 Launa Ln, Arroyo Grande CA 93420  -  Condunbar@aol.com 
David Todd, 1304 Mariposa, #211, Austin TX 78704  -  davidweisman@charter.net 
Betty Smay, 1152 Vard Loomis Lane, Arroyo Grande CA 93420  -  Beemay@best1.net 
Klaus Schumann, 26 Hillcrest Drive, Paso Robles CA 93446  -  jayklaus@msn.com 
Richard Keller, 1079 Balboa St, Morro Bay CA 93442  -  rlkeller@calpoly.edu 
Mrs. Barbara Caton, PO Box 2175, Avila Beach CA 93424  -  caton@slonet.org 
Kathleen l. Sanders, 14373 Gerona Court, San Diego CA 92129-1728  -  katsan@ixpres.com 
Carolyn Waller, 23060 Lawson Ave, Strathmore CA 93267-9604  -  caroline@thegrid.net 
Nancy Shaw, 619A Crocker St, Templeton CA 93465  -  nkshaw@aol.com 
Paula Daillak, 3351 Whidbey Way, Morro Bay CA 93442  -  pdaillak@hotmail.com 
Ron Rattner, 1998 Broadway #1204, San Francisco CA 94109-2206  -  ronrattner@earthlink.net 
Nancy H. Ferraro, PO Box 665, Morro Bay CA 93443-0665  -  nancyhf@slonet.org 
Alice Stek, MD, 237 Sherman Canal, Venice CA 90291  -  stek@usc.edu 
Mary Beaumont, 19181 Jovan, Tarzana CA 91335  -  rochelle@a4nr.org 
Nick Alter, 354 Corbett Canyon Road, Arroyo Grande CA 93420  -  nickalter@mindspring.com 
Tama Becker-Varano, 6135 Radcliffe Dr, San Diego CA 92122  -  tamambv@msn.com 
Laura Fox, 2023 El Cerrito Pl, Los Angeles CA 90068  -  foxhof@aol.com 
Judith Evered, PO Box 20241, Santa Barbara CA 93120  -  judy@west.net 
Erik Layman, 1582 Cordova Drive, San Luis Obispo CA 93405  -  laymanfamily@charter.net 
Lyn Harris Hicks, 3908 Calle Ariana, San Clemente CA 92672  -  creedmail@cox.net 
Maurine Doerken, 615 18th St, Santa Monica CA 90402  -  mbdoerken@earthlink.net 
Jack Eidt, 28141 Las Brisas del Mar, San Juan Capistrano CA 92675  -  jaqoe@hotmail.com 
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Responses to Comment Set 19 
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility 
19-1 This comment asserts that the Draft EIR should have provided additional analysis of im-

pacts that would have the potential to occur as a result of the continued operation of the SONGS 
facility after implementation of the Proposed Project.  Please refer to Master Response MR-1 
(Baseline) for information on how ongoing operation of SONGS is related to the Proposed 
Project. 

The operating SONGS nuclear power plant and the operating licenses for Units 2 and 3, which 
expire in 2022, are part of the “environmental baseline.”  Section D.1.2.1 and other areas 
of the Draft EIR provide a summary of the existing baseline conditions at SONGS, and as 
required by CEQA, these conditions are the context in which the impacts of the Proposed 
Project must be considered.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15125 states that the EIR must include 
a description of the physical environmental conditions as they exist at the time the Notice of 
Preparation is published.  The baseline, or existing physical conditions, here, properly in-
clude a power plant duly authorized to operate through 2022.  The Draft EIR appropriately 
acknowledges that plant operations would cease if the steam generators are not replaced, 
and the effects of this change, including many beneficial effects, were described in the analy-
sis of the No Project Alternative. 

The comment also requests that the EIR evaluate the economic costs of the Proposed Project.  
CEQA does not evaluate economic-related impacts except in a very limited manner.  CEQA 
Guidelines Section 15064(e) indicates that economic changes resulting from a project shall 
not be treated as significant effects on the environment.  Economic changes may be used, 
however, to determine that a physical change shall be regarded as a significant effect on the 
environment.  Where a physical change is caused by economic effects of a project, the 
physical change may be regarded as a significant effect.  There would be no such physical 
changes here.  Generally, cost issues of the project and alternatives are addressed by the 
CPUC decision-makers in their evaluation of the General Proceeding (A.04-02-026) for the 
Proposed Project. 

19-2 The comment identifies several areas where the Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility expects 
more detail.  This comment is addressed in Response CC4-5. 

19-3 The comment notes that certain beneficial effects would be realized with adoption of the No 
Project Alternative.  This comment is addressed in Response CC4-6. 

19-4 The comment addresses the economics of the Proposed Project.  Issues related to project cost 
and ratepayer benefit, or lack of benefit, are not addressed under CEQA, as noted in Draft 
EIR Section A and Section D.1.2.5.  The ratemaking proposal is a focus of the CPUC Gen-
eral Proceeding.  In the General Proceeding, the CPUC must balance the environmental 
impacts of the Proposed Project analyzed in this EIR with the economic consequences of 
cost recovery that would be borne by the ratepayers.  Section A.5 of the Draft EIR describes 
how the CPUC uses non-environmental information in the decision-making process. 

Section C.6.3 of the Draft EIR describes the various alternative energy technologies that 
include solar thermal, photovoltaics, wind turbines, geothermal power, hydroelectric power, 
biomass power, fuel cells; and system enhancements including demand-side management 



SONGS Steam Generator Replacement Project 
COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM PRIVATE INDIVIDUALS 

 

 
Final EIR 472 September 2005 

and distributed generation.  There is currently no available alternative technology that can 
solely replace SONGS’s 2,150 MW of base-load generation capacity in the intervening time 
period before SONGS would need to shut down. 

19-5 The comment declares that NRC license renewal would be more likely with the Proposed 
Project.  Please see Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal). 

19-6 The comment asserts that the Proposed Project would be contrary to policies of the State 
regarding renewable resources; however, because operation of SONGS through the end of 
the NRC licenses is an aspect of the environmental setting, there would be no change to the 
State’s current energy resource mix.  The Proposed Project is replacement of steam gene-
rators, not plant operations.  Replacement energy sources are considered, where appropriate, 
as part of the No Project Alternative.  The State’s renewable resources policies may be con-
sidered by the CPUC in the General Proceeding.  However, these issues are outside the 
scope of CEQA review for the proposed steam generator replacement project.  Please also 
refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline). 

The comment also believes that the analysis provides a blanket dismissal of alternative 
energy technologies.  This comment is addressed in Response CC4-9, and an explanation of 
the level of analysis needed for the No Project Alternative is provided in Responses CC2-1 
and CC2-2. 

19-7 The seismic risk of the operating SONGS facility is an aspect of the environmental base-
line, as described in Sections D.1.2.1 and D.1.2.5.  Please also see Master Response MR-1 
(Baseline).  For project components that would be subject to potentially significant seismic 
hazards, the Draft EIR identifies mitigation measures that would preserve structural 
integrity and safety and reduce such impacts to a less than significant level.  This is 
illustrated by Mitigation Measures G-5a (Prepare site-specific geotechnical investigation for 
OSG Storage Facility) and G-6a (Prepare an updated Safety Analysis Report to accommo-
date the OSG Storage Facility), which reduce the risks of the OSG Onsite Storage Alterna-
tive, including potential exposure to landslides, to less than significant levels.  Please also 
see Responses CC5-33 and SCE-20 regarding potential landslides at coastal bluffs. 
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Responses to Comment Set 20 
Wendy Morris 
20-1 It is noted that the commenter opposes the Proposed Project and supports the use of renew-

able energy sources as replacement power generation for SONGS.  The comment notes that 
hazards of nuclear waste handling, storage, and disposal could be avoided under the No 
Project Alternative.  These baseline risks are identified in Section D.12.1 of the Draft EIR, 
and the beneficial effects of the No Project Alternative on waste issues are described in Sec-
tion D.12.5.  Section C.6.3 of the Draft EIR describes various alternative energy technol-
ogies that are currently available as possible scenarios under the No Project Alternative.  
However, no available alternative technology can reliably replace 2,150 MW of base-load gene-
ration capacity in the intervening time period before SONGS would need to shut down.  This 
comment also offers an opinion regarding the best use of the project’s cost and requires no 
response. 

Section E of the Draft EIR (Comparison of Alternatives) provides a detailed evaluation of 
the relative benefits and drawbacks of each evaluated alternative when compared to the 
environmental impacts of the Proposed Project.  Section D.1.2.3 of the Draft EIR clearly 
indicates that local surroundings would experience beneficial impacts with the shutdown of 
SONGS; however, Executive Summary Section 4.3 notes that these effects would be sub-
stantially outweighed by long-term impacts related to construction of new power plants and 
transmission facilities at numerous locations outside of SONGS. 

20-2 It is noted that the commenter opposes the use of current environmental conditions as the 
baseline.  Please refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline) for a discussion of the Proposed 
Project’s environmental baseline, which includes the use of seawater for the plant’s cooling 
water systems through the current license terms.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15125(a) states 
that the environmental setting, or baseline, of a project is “. . . the physical environmental 
conditions in the vicinity of the project, as they exist at the time the notice of preparation is 
published, or if no notice of preparation is published, at the time environmental analysis is 
commenced . . .”  The notice of preparation was published in October 2004, and therefore 
includes an operating power plant and the existing NRC operating licenses that allow SONGS 
to operate until 2022.  The use of seawater for the cooling water system is part of the ongo-
ing operation of SONGS and therefore is part of the environmental baseline.  In addition, as 
stated in Section D.1.2.1 of the Draft EIR, the baseline includes any potential environmental 
effects of operating SONGS through the end of the license terms.  Therefore, any effects due to 
the use of seawater for the cooling system are also part of the environmental baseline, and 
were analyzed and approved through the end of the license terms by earlier environmental 
reviews.  A cumulative scenario was described in Section F.3 of the Draft EIR, and the 
cumulative impacts are analyzed in Section F.4.  The No Project Alternative only needs to 
be compared with the Proposed Project and other alternatives, not the cumulative plus proj-
ect scenario, as suggested by commenter. 

20-3 This comment presents information and asks questions regarding the release of toxic chemicals 
into the ocean and the subsequent bioconcentration within marine organisms.  This comment 
does not require a response because the Proposed Project would not involve release of mate-
rials to the ocean.  Please see Response CC6-5. 
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20-4 It is unclear specifically what nuclear waste the commenter is referring to in this comment.  
However, the production and disposal of spent fuel waste are included in the EIR as activ-
ities occurring in the environmental baseline (see Draft EIR Section D.1.2.1), and these activ-
ities would not be consequences of the Proposed Project.  Disposal of the original steam 
generators, defined as Class A radioactive waste, is described in Section B.3.4.5, and the 
impacts of disposal activities are analyzed in all issue areas throughout Section D.  No signifi-
cant impacts would occur as a result of the proposed disposal activities. 

CEQA does not address economic issues, such as cost, in the evaluation of the Proposed Project 
or alternatives.  Project cost is addressed by the CPUC in the General Proceeding (A.04-02-026) 
on the Proposed Project. 
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