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Responses to Comment Set CC4
Alliance for Nuclear Responsibility
CC4-1

The purpose of this EIR is to evaluate potential environmental impacts that have the potential to result from the Proposed Project, which is limited to the replacement of the SONGS
steam generators. The EIR has not evaluated, nor is it required to evaluate, system safety
or reliability for other power plant components that would not be affected by the Proposed
Project. The Draft EIR notes that continued operation of SONGS 2 & 3 would result in an
ongoing probability of component failure, as this exists in the baseline. Most power plant components have serviceable lifetimes and require periodic inspection, maintenance, or replacement per NRC directives and schedules. Much of this maintenance occurs in the baseline
conditions and would continue to occur with NRC oversight, with or without the Proposed
Project. As stated in Section D.1.2.1, the existence of the operating nuclear power plant
through the NRC authorized license periods and its ongoing effects, including its need for
maintenance and its previously-approved activities related to waste or spent fuel storage
onsite in a seismically active area, are not a consequence of the Proposed Project. The
Draft EIR does not address the ongoing production of spent fuel waste as a consequence of
the Proposed Project because this activity presently occurs in the environmental baseline.
See also Master Response MR-1 (Baseline).

CC4-2

The comments regarding the “true costs” of the Proposed Project are unclear, and therefore
a targeted response can not be provided. The EIR does not address cost or ratepayer benefit in its evaluation of the Proposed Project or alternatives because CEQA focuses on
changes to existing physical environmental conditions. Economic issues, such as project
cost and ratepayer benefits, are addressed by the CPUC in the General Proceeding
(A.04-02-026) on the Proposed Project. The evaluation of potential impacts associated with
the implementation of the alternatives illustrates the reasonably foreseeable, and most
likely, impacts that may result from the development of replacement energy sources. The
environmental consequences of the alternatives, including the No Project Alternative, are
shown in the Draft EIR. The Executive Summary (Section 4.3) and Section E.3 of the
Draft EIR compare the No Project Alternative to the Environmentally 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 Proposed Project. The Environmentally
Superior Alternative is the Proposed Project with the MCBCP Inland Route Alternative.
Consistent with CEQA, the environmental impacts of the No Project Alternative were
analyzed in a manner that is adequate to inform decision-makers and the public about the
potentially significant effects when compared to those of the Proposed Project.

CC4-3

The comment asserts that the Draft EIR is improperly confined to the actions of steam generator replacement and that ongoing operations of SONGS would cause environmental
effects that are not analyzed in the Draft EIR. As explained in Master Response MR-1
(Baseline), ongoing operation of SONGS through the current license terms is part of the
environmental baseline and not a future action. Therefore, the continued operation of the
power plant in accordance with its previously approved licenses would not represent a physical
change requiring environmental review during the CEQA process for the Steam Generator
Replacement Project. As explained in Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal), relicensing is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the project. The Draft EIR appropri-
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ately acknowledges that plant operations would cease if the steam generators are not replaced,
and the effects of this change were described in the analysis of the No Project Alternative.
CC4-4

Please see Response CC4-3 above, which describes the baseline nature of SONGS operations.
Please also see Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal).

CC4-5

CEQA does not require that all final project-related design and implementation details be
included in the Project Description of the EIR. The information provided by the Draft EIR
Project Description (Section B) provides the information required by CEQA Guidelines
Section 15124, which indicates that the project description should not “. . .supply extensive
detail beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact.” The
level of detail provided in the Project Description of the EIR is adequate to conduct an evaluation of the Proposed Project’s potentially significant direct and indirect impacts. Please
also see Response E-2. CEQA Guidelines Section 15004(b) indicates that EIRs should be
prepared as early as feasible in the planning process to enable environmental considerations
to influence project design. Preparation of EIRs early in the planning process necessitates
that various details of design and implementation are not fully developed or finalized.
Certain project-related details cannot be known at the time CEQA review is conducted because
of the long lead-time between when the environmental review process is started and when
project implementation could begin. For example, it would not reasonable to precisely know
at this time the type of vehicle that would be available to transport the replacement steam
generators (RSGs) to the SONGS 2 & 3 site in 2009 (comment item #3). The acknowledgment by the EIR that transportation of the very large RSGs “presents many challenges”
(comment item #2) does not make the Project Description inadequate. The analysis of the
RSG transport has been appropriately conducted by making reasonable assumptions regarding the type of vehicles to be used and loading methods that would be employed. Section
B.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR illustrates the inventory of likely equipment and material to be
used. Thus, the EIR considers the potential impacts that could be caused by a range of activities that could be affected by various means of implementation. See the specific issue areas
of Draft EIR Section D for the various mitigation measures that have been proposed to mitigate the potential effects associated with RSG transport to a less than significant level.
CEQA does not require that the EIR attempt to forecast the environmental conditions that
may exist when the Proposed Project is implemented, and CEQA Guidelines Section 15144
(Forecasting) recognizes this when it states “While foreseeing the unforeseeable is not
possible, an agency must use its best efforts to find out and disclose all that it reasonably
can.” The EIR cannot predict weather conditions that would exist when the RSGs are transported to the SONGS site (comment item #4) or if the Santa Margarita River would be
flowing to the sea (comment item #5). The EIR complies with the direction of the CEQA
Guidelines by evaluating the potential for environmental impacts based on environmental
conditions that are reasonably expected to exist at the time when the RSGs are transported
and conditions the applicant has indicated must exist for the project to be implemented (i.e.,
river crossings will not occur if the depth of water exceeds six inches, Draft EIR pp. B-26
and D.7-4). Section B.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR states that SCE would track the weather
using the NOAA National Weather Service internet site and the Coast Guard Marine Forecast or similar sources before transport of each unit. The threshold for deciding whether to
proceed with the transport would be a forecast for no rain that could significantly increase
water flow in the Santa Margarita River or beach areas. SCE would also monitor the flow
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of the river, incorporate BMPs from the Electric Power Research Institute for ford crossing, and monitor sea swell levels.
Regarding proposed structural modifications to the existing containment structures (comment items #1, 6, 7 and 11), the Draft EIR indicated that the proposed activities would be
conducted under the jurisdiction and supervision of the NRC, and the Draft EIR provided a
summary of applicable NRC responsibilities and regulatory requirements (Section D.12.3.4,
NRC Oversight of Containment Structure Modifications). Based on the requirements to
comply with existing regulations and on-going NRC involvement in all phases of the
replacement activities including containment structure modification, the Draft EIR concluded that potential environmental impacts from this portion of the Proposed Project would
be less than significant and that the NRC involvement would preclude the need for additional mitigation measures. Additional information regarding the NRC jurisdiction over the
Proposed Project is provided in Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction).
Regarding disposal of the original steam generators (OSGs), the Project Description indicates
that it is the intent of SCE to dispose of the equipment at a licensed management facility,
and a disposal facility located in Utah was identified as a potentially feasible disposal site.
Draft EIR Section D.12.1 (Low-Level Radioactive Waste Baseline) recognized that the
availability of storage at the offsite facility is subject to numerous factors; however, based
on currently available information, the Utah facility would have the ability to accept low
level radioactive waste (the OSGs) from the SONGS facility. The Draft EIR has fulfilled its
CEQA mandated full-disclosure requirement by identifying the existing issues associated
with the disposal of low-level radioactive waste. Because waste disposal activities are within
the jurisdiction of the NRC, please also see Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction).
Potential impacts that could result from the development of an on-site OSG storage facility
(comment item #8) were evaluated (Draft EIR Section C.4.3.1) as an alternative to the offsite disposal that is described in the Project Description section of the Draft EIR. Based on
a review of the space requirements for an adequate on-site storage facility, along with other
implementation considerations, the analysis determined that an on-site storage facility would
be potentially feasible. As such, the evaluation of the on-site storage alternative was prepared in accordance with the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(d), which
indicates that the level of analysis should be sufficient to “. . .allow meaningful evaluation,
analysis and comparison with the proposed project.” The CEQA Guidelines also indicate
that the “. . .significant effects of the alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than
the significant effects of the project as proposed.” Consistent with CEQA, the environmental impacts of the on-site storage alternative were analyzed in the Draft EIR in a manner
that is adequate to inform decision-makers and the public about the potentially significant
effects of the alternative compared to those of the Proposed Project.
CC4-6

Final EIR

Please see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline). Existing air pollutant emissions are described
in Table D.2-3 of the Draft EIR. The Draft EIR does not describe the ongoing production of
spent fuel waste as a potential consequence of the Proposed Project, because these activities
occur in the environmental baseline (see Draft EIR Section D.1.2.1). The Proposed Project
activities (RSG transport, staging and preparation, etc.) would not result in changes to the
uranium fuel cycle or 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.
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CC4-7

The comment declares that NRC license renewal is a reasonably foreseeable outcome of the
Proposed Project. Please see Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal).

CC4-8

Replacement power generation scenarios considered under the No Project Alternative include
a wide range of technologies, and because there is no way to predict exactly how market
forces, private investment decisions, etc., would provide replacement power, the Draft EIR
does not analyze any specific scenarios for providing replacement generation or transmission system upgrades (Draft EIR Section D.1.2.3). The EIR is focused on alternatives to
the proposed steam generator replacement project, not alternative sources of energy to nuclear
power, except as necessary under the No Project Alternative. Because the replacement generation scenarios depend on variables such as type of technology, size of deployment, and location of sites, a detailed analysis of specific projects would not be possible or meaningful.
Response CC2-1 and Section D.1.2.3 of the Draft EIR show how the potentially adverse effects
of constructing new replacement generation and transmission facilities under the No Project
Alternative are described in a manner that is consistent with the requirements of CEQA.
Please see Responses CC2-5 and CC2-6 regarding the suggestion to consider rooftop solar
generation and the Million Solar Roofs initiative.

CC4-9

Please see Responses CC2-1 and CC2-2 for more information regarding the adequacy of the
analysis of alternative technologies as replacement generation for SONGS. While the
replacement generation scenarios are not specifically known, they are given a level of analysis
that is adequate to promote informed decision-making, as required by CEQA. Contrary to the
assertion of the comment, the ability to maintain the integrity of the containment structures
is not unknown. This is addressed in the Project Description of the Draft EIR (Section B.3.4.2),
which describes how NRC oversight of the containment structure modifications would
occur to ensure safety. NRC inspectors would monitor the integrity of the containment
vessels during their opening.

CC4-10

Please see Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-3 (Jurisdiction). The exposure of
existing SONGS facilities to known seismic hazards through the license terms (i.e., to
2022) is part of the environmental setting, or baseline, as described in Draft EIR Section
D.5.1.4. As stated in Section D.1.2.5, federal standards pertaining to the design of nuclear
power plants to minimize potential seismic impacts are under the jurisdiction of the NRC
and are described in Section D.5.2. This aspect of the baseline would not be altered by the
Proposed Project, which includes steam generator replacement activities. Project-related
activities that have the potential to result in an incremental change in the existing seismic
risk of the facility include the creation of an opening in the containment structure and the
construction of an OSG Storage Facility under the OSG Onsite Storage Alternative. The
Draft EIR addresses these project activities by identifying the measures proposed for ensuring the containment structure maintains acceptable integrity (Draft EIR Sections B.3.4.2 and
D.12.3.4). Mitigation measures identified for construction of the OSG Storage Facility in
Sections D.5.4.2 and D.12.4.2 include Mitigation Measure G-6a, which requires that the structural design of any proposed onsite OSG Storage Facility be based on consideration of recent
earthquake data. The comment does not identify any specific scientific literature or data
that should be considered. As explained above, the information in the Draft EIR properly
informs decision-makers about the baseline risks and risks associated with project-related
activities, and it would not be necessary to refer to additional scientific literature or data.
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CC4-11

The purpose of the 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, and not the ongoing operations at SONGS. The impacts of ongoing operations at
SONGS, including the production and storage of radioactive waste through the current
license terms, are part of the environmental baseline (see Draft EIR Section D.1.2.1). In
the context of this pre-existing environment, wherein SONGS is fully permitted to operate
until the end of its NRC operating licenses, this EIR analyzes only the incremental changes
that would be caused by the proposed Steam Generator Replacement Project. These
incremental changes are mainly limited to the short-term effects of steam generator replacement activities. Please see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline) for more information about
the environmental baseline of the Proposed Project and the issues associated with underlying power plant operations.
Section D.12 of the Draft EIR provided an evaluation of potential safety impacts associated
with the Proposed Project in order to comply with the full public disclosure requirements of
CEQA. As noted in Draft EIR Section D.1.2.5, many actions related to radiological safety
are preempted by the NRC. Please also see Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction).
As stated in Draft EIR Section A, the EIR addresses the potential environmental impacts of
the Project and identifies an environmentally superior alternative, but does not make a
recommendation regarding approval or denial of the Proposed Project. CEQA also does
not require an evaluation of economic issues in the evaluation of the Proposed Project or
alternatives (CEQA Guidelines Section 15131). Economic issues and whether or not the
Proposed Project is ultimately approved are addressed by the CPUC in the General
Proceeding (A.04-03-026) for the Proposed Project.

CC4-12

Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal) explains that under the test established by the
Laurel Heights case [Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the University
of California, (1988)], relicensing is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the Proposed Project, nor would future relicensing change the nature or scope of the proposed
Steam Generator Replacement Project. Please see Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal)
for a detailed explanation of why license renewal is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the Proposed Project and thus need not be evaluated in detail in the EIR. Please
also refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline) for an explanation of ongoing SONGS operation that occurs in the baseline conditions and the environmental effects of baseline operations.
Relicensing is only in the preliminary feasibility and planning stages at this time and, as
indicated in the Draft EIR, SCE has not made a formal decision to apply for relicensing.
Therefore, it is not known whether license renewal will occur and whether the units will
operate beyond 2022. The Draft EIR acknowledges that replacement of the steam generators would remove one limitation to license renewal, but license renewal and plant operation beyond the current license expiration dates are not foreseeable consequences of the
Proposed Project under the legal standards for making that determination under CEQA. The
impacts of plant operation beyond the current license expiration dates will be evaluated if
and when SCE submits a license renewal application to the NRC. In addition, the CPUC
does not have jurisdiction over relicensing. Please see MR-3 (Jurisdiction). Even if relicensing was considered a reasonably foreseeable project, CEQA would only require a general
analysis of the environmental effects of relicensing. A general analysis of such impacts has
been provided in Section G.4 to the Final EIR. The NRC statement referenced in the comment
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regarding the relicensing of power plants around the nation is irrelevant to the Laurel Heights
test, as referenced in Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal), for determining when a general analysis of future actions, such as license renewal, should be included in a project EIR.
CC4-13

As explained in Response CC4-12 above, license renewal is not a reasonably foreseeable
consequence of the Proposed Project. The impacts of plant operation, including the production of spent fuel, beyond the current license expiration dates will be evaluated if and
when SCE submits a license renewal application to the NRC. Absent license renewal, operation would not occur beyond 2022. See also Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal).
Spent fuel storage is an activity that occurs in the baseline of ongoing SONGS operations
(see Draft EIR Section D.1.2.1). The Draft EIR contained an extensive discussion of baseline risk in Section D.12.1, including the risk associated with the onsite storage of both low
and high level radioactive waste. As explained in Master Response MR-1 (Baseline), the
Proposed Project would not result in a change in existing baseline conditions for spent fuel
storage as they exist on the project site. Steam generator replacement would be an equipment
replacement that is intended only to allow SONGS to operate at existing levels, which have
previously been permitted to occur. Additionally, the Draft EIR identified beneficial riskrelated impacts associated with the No Project Alternative in Section D.12.5. In that discussion, the Draft EIR clearly establishes that the No Project Alternative would reduce the
baseline safety risks associated with spent fuel issues.

CC4-14

Potential impacts associated with spent fuel pool hazards were addressed in the baseline section of the analysis for System and Transportation Safety (see Draft EIR Section D.12.1).
Previous analyses that were included in the Diablo Canyon Power Plant (DCPP) EIR were
also referenced. The National Academy of Sciences report Safety and Security of Commercial
Spent Nuclear Fuel Storage: Public Report does not raise any new issues that were not addressed
in the Draft EIR or referenced studies. Regardless of the outcome of the Steam Generator
Replacement Project, spent fuel will remain at SONGS indefinitely and potential impacts associated with spent fuel have little bearing on impacts associated with the Proposed Project.

CC4-15

CEQA does not address cost or ratepayer benefit in the evaluation of the Proposed Project
or alternatives, as noted in Draft EIR Sections A and D.1.2.5. These issues are addressed
by the CPUC in the General Proceeding (A.04-03-026) for the Proposed Project. Regarding potential changes in jobs or labor demand, the Draft EIR characterizes the socioeconomic effects of the Proposed Project and notes that alternative energy technologies that
could occur under the No Project Alternative would not result in substantial demand for
labor (Draft EIR Section D.11.5).
Please see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline). The ongoing production of spent fuel waste
is an activity that occurs in the environmental baseline (Draft EIR Section D.1.2.1) that
would be unchanged by the Proposed Project. The activity of waste storage on the project
site has already been evaluated and approved by the NRC through the time period of the
existing licenses. Waste storage issues beyond 2022 would be subject to the sole jurisdiction and review of the NRC in the event of relicensing. See Draft EIR Section D.12, System
and Transportation Safety, for a description of radioactive waste issues related to the ongoing operation of SONGS and Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction). Please also see Response
CC2-1 for more information regarding the consideration of the No Project Alternative and
the level of analysis needed to promote informed decision-making.

September 2005

99

Final EIR

SONGS Steam Generator Replacement Project
COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM ORGANIZATIONS AND COMPANIES

CC4-16

Final EIR

This comment provides an opinion of state representatives’ responsibilities, and does not
require a response. Please see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline) for more information as
to why existing plant operations are included in the baseline conditions for purposes of the
EIR. The comment also asserts that the impacts of license renewal should be included in the
EIR. Please see Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal) and Response CC4-12 as to why
relicensing is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the Proposed Project.
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