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Dear Song Her: :
Subject: Response to Comments Regarding State Water Resources Control

Board Clean Water Act Section 316(b) Scoping Document

Southern California Edison (SCE) would like to respond to comments presented in &
letter authored by various nongovernmental organizations (including the California
Coastkeeper Alliance, Heal The Bay, Surfrider, United Anglers of California, Inc., etc.)
regarding the alleged impacts and possible plant modifications to the San Onofre Nuclear
Generating Station (SONGS) to comply with the proposed State 316(b) policy. Although
SCE generally opposes many of the comments, some data has been misrepresented and
warrants specific responses.

Impacts of Once-Through Cooling (OTC)

The first group of comments addresses the potential impacts OTC has on the marine
environment. The letter quoties data presented at the September 6, 2005 public hearing in
Laguna Beach, CA by Dr. Michael Foster from the Moss Landing Marine Laboratory. At
this meeting, Dr. Foster claimed in a presentation that approximately 50 million marine
and estuarine fish are entrained per day in California by power plant cooling water intake
systems (CWIS). Although acknowledged as an estimate, this number has no basis in
fact, If calculations of the amount of fish larvae entrained are made using Dr. Foster's
data (400-600 fish larvae per 1000 m®)} and the estimated intake flow of 17 billion gallons
a day, the actual estimate is between 235.7 miilion and 38.6 million individuals, not the
stated 50 million. Additionally, this number is based on certain assumptions that
exaggerate the total.

The first assumption is that the powerplant CWIS is always operating at maximum flow,
but most do not. Any reduced flows due to maintenance or reduced power demand
would reduce this impact. Another fallacious assumption is that all fish larvae within the
entrained plankton would have survived to adulthood. The truth is that the percentage of
fish larvae that survive fo adulthood is naturally very small. Fish reproductive strategy is
to produce as many eggs as possible to offset high natural mortality. In other words, only
a small percentage of the eggs and larvae naturally reach adulthood in any case, This
number is difficult to quantify due to numerous environmental, physiological, and species
specific differences, so the broad generalizations made by Dr. Foster cannot be supported
sciertifically with any significant certainty. In fact, all of the coastal power plants are
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currently conducting entrainment studies to document the amount of ichthyoplankton that
is entrained, so detailed information will be available in their respective Comprehensive
Demonstration Study reports, which are likely to be completed near the beginning of
2008.

SONGS Impacts on Kelp and Kelp Fish

A commonly misstated “fact” is that SONGS has destroyed 200 acres of kelp forest,
which makes up 10% of the kelp on the eatire coast. It was further stated that this kelp
would never return. The fixst error is that the amount of lost kelp was calculated using
two separate years of data. The first value is the impact amount that the Marine Review
Committee (MRC)' estimated to be the potential impact that would be caused by SONGS
if all conditions were optimal; in other words, it was the maxjmum loss possible. Their
estimate was that 80 hectares (0.800 km? or 197 acres) of kelp was impacted®. To come
up with a 10% statistic, the Letter rounds up slightly the estimated value from the MRC
study (1983) to 200 acres (0.315 sq miles or 0.809 km2). Then, this number was
compared to the total amount of kelp canopy cover presented by the California
Department of Fish and Game for the total canopy coverage along the Califomia Coast in
1999 (3.7 sq miles)’. Even if canopy data was an appropriate comparison for the MRC
data (which it is not, see below), the use of data 16 years after the proposed impact and at
a time when the kelp coverage was very low statewide is inappropriate. The sclection of
the time period from which data is used will have drastic variations in the “impact”
estimates. For example, if data of kelp abundance from the same CDFG source was used
from a time period prior to SONGS operation, when the total canopy cover was 53.9 sq
miles, the SONGS “impact” would only be 0.5%. At another point of time, one after the
start-up of SONGS (1989), and closer to the actual MRC study, the total acreage for
coastal California was 17.5 sq miles. This would result in only a 1.8% decrease.

Obviously comparing different years of canopy cover allows for substantial variations
and greatly over-exaggerates impacts. The reason is that kelp canopy is highly variable
and affected by a great many factors. The natural life cycle of kelp causes fluctuations in
canopy cover due to natural die-offs. This will create decreases in overall canopy cover,
but as new kelp recruits and grows to adult size, the canopy returns. Thus, kelp growth is
measured over a mumber of years and compared to similar sites to obtain a fair evaluation

The Kelp Survey Consortium measures canopy coverage in Orange and San Diego
Counties, much like the data that CDFG reported. The consortium has been conducting
aerial surveys since 1983* According to the Kelp Survey Consortium, canopy cover for
the SOK kelp bed was only measured to be 0.102 km? during the same time period, not

! The MRC was created by the Califomia Coastal Commission (CCC) and oversaw a $50 million, 15 year

study of the potential impacts of SONGS.

? Marine Review Committee, 1989. Final Report of the Marine Review Committee to the California
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? Calffornia Department of Fish and Game, 2001. Califomia’s Living Marine Resources: A Status Report.

* Kelp Survey Consortium 2005, Status of the Kelp Beds 2004, San Diego and Orange Comunties, Prepared |
by MBC Applied Environmental Services.




