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Responses to Comment Set A 
State of California, Department of Transportation (Caltrans District 12) 
A-1 Table A-1 of the Draft EIR shows that Southern California Edison (SCE) may be required 

to obtain several permits, such as an Encroachment Permit, Highway Crossing Permit, and 
Dual Lane Bonus Purple Permit, from the California Department of Transportation (Caltrans), 
as a Responsible Agency, to implement the Proposed Project.  It is further noted that Caltrans, 
District 12 (Orange County) will be a Responsible Agency in the event that the Proposed 
Project transport phase or disposal of the OSGs crosses into State Right of Way in Orange 
County.  Caltrans would be a responsible agency irrespective of which transport option were 
implemented.  Please also see Response A-6. 

A-2 Section D.13.2 of the Draft EIR acknowledges that Caltrans would be responsible for issuing 
permits to allow for encroachment on traveled lanes of a State highway.  The Draft EIR 
contains procedures, including Mitigation Measure A-1a (Suppress dust at all work areas or 
transport routes and on public roads), to reduce the spread of dirt onto State Right of Way 
and facilities.  In addition to Mitigation Measure A-1a, Mitigation Measure G-4a (Prevent 
accelerated erosion during OSG Storage Facility construction), and Applicant Proposed 
Measures (APMs) AQ-1 (Standard Dust Control Measures), Hydro-1 (BMPs for erosion 
control), and Geo-1 (Erosion control measures), would be implemented to ensure that no 
tracking occurs.  No major excavation would be associated with the Proposed Project, 
obviating the need to cover truck loads on State highways.  It is noted that Caltrans sug-
gested that their Permit website and standard environmental and cultural requirements for 
an Encroachment Permit be reviewed. 

A-3 Transport by rail was analyzed in Section C.5.2.1 of the Draft EIR and was eliminated 
from full EIR evaluation due to technical feasibility concerns and increased environmental 
impacts.  Two Transport by Rail Alternatives to the SONGS facility were discussed: (1) 
MCBCP Del Mar Boat Basin via a new rail spur, and (2) from Long Beach Harbor and 
transferred to railcar at the Burlington Northern Santa Fe rail spur.  Transporting the RSGs 
by rail from MCBCP Del Mar Boat Basin would cause temporary noise, air quality, erosion, 
and transportation impacts, as well as potential long-term impacts such as habitat displace-
ment due to construction of a new rail spur and necessary modifications to bridge crossings 
and overpasses.  Rail transport from Long Beach Harbor would also encounter many clear-
ance interferences and potential obstructions along the rail route and weight limitations on 
the San Mateo Rail Bridge. 

The Draft EIR shows that there would be no impacts to State facilities due to vertical and 
horizontal clearances for the proposed Beach and Road Route.  Segment N of the I-5/Old 
Highway 101 Route Alternative would circumvent the low Cockleburr and Cook Road over-
passes by rerouting to Coaster Way (see Draft EIR Section C.4.2.1), via a fabricated transi-
tion.  As stated in Impact T-1 (Transport of the RSGs would result in public road closures 
and cause traffic delays), it is not anticipated that the transporter would damage I-5 road 
surfaces during the RSG Transport phase because it is assumed that a Caltrans-approved 
transporter, whose size and load capability would be within industry standard design spe-
cifications, would be used to safely transport the load over the selected route.  As stated in 
Section B.3.2.1, the transporter would distribute the load safely and uniformly over a large 
surface area, reducing excessive loads and impacts on existing surfaces, and mats would be 
utilized were necessary to assist in weight distribution.  However as stated in Section 
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D.13.3.2, if any damage occurs or modifications are needed on I-5, repairs would be 
scheduled and completed as per the Encroachment Permit. 

In addition, please note that Section B.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR shows that the original steam 
generators were transported along a route similar to the Beach and Road Route in the late 
1970s and, as stated in Section A.1.2, the Beach and Road Route received environmental 
approvals from the California Coastal Commission and MCBCP for transport of the decom-
missioned SONGS Unit 1 reactor vessel in the reverse direction. 

A-4 It is noted that if the OSGs are transported to the licensed disposal facility using State High-
ways that the CHP Hazardous Materials Unit would need to be contacted and consulted 
prior to transport.  Also as stated in Section B.3.4.5 of the Draft EIR, the appropriate State 
permits would be obtained for the portions of the OSGs transported by road.  Table A-1 of 
the Final EIR includes a revision to note that CHP may need to be consulted. 

A-5 It is noted that the Caltrans Truck Services Managers in District 11 (San Diego), District 12 
(Orange County), and any other District through which the OSGs would travel should be 
notified of, and should approve the final truck route if this option is utilized.  Table A-1 of 
the Final EIR includes a revision to note that the Truck Services Managers of any applic-
able Caltrans District may need to be notified. 

A-6 Draft EIR Tables A-1 and D.13-6, Sections B.3.2.1, C.4.2.1, and D.13.3.2, and APM 
Traffic-1 show that the project activities would be coordinated with Caltrans during differ-
ent phases.  In addition to the Caltrans permits that may be required (see Draft EIR Table 
A-1), SCE would implement APM Traffic-1, which includes the submission and approval 
of a detailed traffic control plan to Caltrans.  It is noted that Caltrans District 11 (San 
Diego) would be the permitting Responsible Agency for any applicable project activities 
that occur within San Diego County and District 12 (Orange County) would be the permit-
ting Responsible Agency for Orange County.  In addition to contacting the appropriate Cal-
trans District, the commenter suggests that HQ Truck and Weight State, State Division of 
Extra Legal Trucks, the State Division of Variance Coordinator, and CHP also be con-
sulted.  Please also refer to Responses A-1 and A-4. 

A-7 APM Traffic-1 states that as part of the Proposed Project SCE would submit and obtain approval 
of a detailed traffic control plan from Caltrans, detailing required lane closures, hours of 
operation, appropriate signage and warning devices, and required work areas.  (See Table B-3 
and Section D.13.3.1 of the Draft EIR.)  In addition, Table A-1 lists the Caltrans permits 
that may be required for the SONGS Steam Generator Replacement Project. 
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Comment Set B 
U.S. Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton 
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Comment Set B, cont. 
U.S. Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton 
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Responses to Comment Set B 
U.S. Marine Corps Base Camp Pendleton 

B-1 The Draft EIR recognizes that supplemental environmental review under NEPA would be 
required to transport the replacement steam generators (RSGs) across lands occupied by 
Camp Pendleton.  Table A-1 (Permits Required for the SONGS Steam Generator Replace-
ment Project) of the Draft EIR Introduction section indicates under “Federal Agencies” that 
a Department of the Navy License for Non-Federal Use of Real Property (License) must be 
obtained from Camp Pendleton for transport of the RSGs across lands owned by the U.S. 
Department of the Navy (DoN).  It is also acknowledged that the license would be subject 
to NEPA review.  Table A-1 has been revised to indicate that Camp Pendleton is occupied 
by the Marine Corps and is owned by the Department of the Navy. 

It should be noted that the CPUC is being asked to approve the financing of the Proposed 
Project.  As a result, it must examine the environmental impacts of the Proposed Project as 
well as feasible alternatives.  The Base is responsible for issuing a license to allow transport 
of the RSGs across Base property.  The Base will also conduct its own environmental review 
pursuant to NEPA and will be ultimately responsible for approving the transport alternative 
route selected.  The ultimate route selected is likely to be one of the three proposed by SCE 
and analyzed in the EIR. 

Table D.8-1 of the Draft EIR (Consistency with Applicable Land Use Plans and Policies) 
indicates that it is the mission of the Camp Pendleton to operate an amphibious training 
Base.  The table also indicates that all SONGS-related activities on the Base are conducted 
at the sole discretion of Camp Pendleton through its Commanding Officer and chain of 
command; and that before the RSGs can be transported across Camp Pendleton, SCE must 
be granted a license that is issued by the Base. 

As requested by this comment, additional clarification has been added to the Final EIR to 
reiterate that approval of a temporary RSG transport route across Camp Pendleton property 
would require approval by the Base Commanding General, and such an approval would be 
based on NEPA compliance and the selection of a route that is least impacting upon the 
Base mission.  This information has been clarified in changes to the EIR Introduction (Sec-
tion A), Project Description (Section B), Alternatives (Section C), Comparison of Alternatives 
(Section E), and Mitigation Monitoring and Reporting (Section H).  Specifically, the fol-
lowing sections have been modified: 

• A.6  Agency Use of this Document 

• B.3.1  Fabrication and Delivery of Replacement Steam Generators 

• B.3.2.1  Beach and Road Route 

• C.4.2.1  I-5/Old Highway 101 Route Alternative 

• C.4.2.2  MCBCP Inland Route Alternative 

• E.2.3  Definition of Environmentally Superior Alternatives 

• H.6  Mitigation Monitoring Program Tables 
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In addition to the minor clarifications described above, the implementation and monitoring 
provisions of recommended mitigation measures that are applicable to the project-related 
use of Camp Pendleton facilities have also been revised.  The revisions indicate that the Marine 
Corps Base at Camp Pendleton would be responsible for the implementation of mitigation 
measures and jointly responsible (with the CPUC) for monitoring of mitigation measures 
that have been proposed to reduce project-related impacts that occur on Camp Pendleton.  
The text changes have been made in the Final EIR to clarify the implementation/monitoring 
responsibilities of the Marine Corps.  The changes have been made to the Mitigation Moni-
toring, Compliance, and Reporting Tables that were provided for each environmental issue 
area evaluated by the EIR.  The Final EIR clarifies that implementation of mitigation mea-
sures recommended by CPUC for activities within MCBCP would require approval by the 
Base Commanding General and is subject to NEPA review.  Mitigation measures adopted 
by MCBCP on the Base would also be implemented by MCBCP, with assistance from the 
CPUC, if requested by the Base.  See each issue area subsection in Section D, including the 
Mitigation Monitoring, Compliance, and Reporting Tables, and Section H.6 for those miti-
gation measures that require approval from the MCBCP and the reasoning for such 
approval. 

The commenter correctly notes that because of the long lead time before it would be neces-
sary to transport the RSGs across Camp Pendleton property (scheduled to begin in late 
2008), the NEPA evaluation of the RSG transport phase of the Proposed Project would not 
likely occur until a time that is closer to project implementation.  For this reason, and also 
due to the somewhat limited scope of potential environmental impacts associated with tem-
porary transport activities across Camp Pendleton property, a joint NEPA/CEQA document 
has not been prepared for the Proposed Project. 

The CEQA evaluation of the preferred transportation route (Beach and Road Route), along 
with a full evaluation of two proposed alternative routes (I-5/Old Highway 101 Route and 
MCBCP Inland Route Alternatives), has been prepared at this time in order to comply with 
several CEQA requirements: 

• CEQA requires that an EIR evaluate the potential for environmental impacts to result 
from the implementation of the entire project.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15126 states 
“All phases of a project must be considered when evaluating its impact on the environ-
ment . . .”  This requirement is elaborated further in CEQA Guidelines Section 15003(h), 
which states “the lead agency must consider the whole of an action, not simply its con-
stituent parts, when determining whether it will have a significant environmental effect.”  
CEQA Guidelines Section 15378(c) indicates that “the term ‘project’ refers to the activity 
which is being approved and which may be subject to several discretionary approvals 
by governmental agencies.  The term ‘project’ does not mean each separate governmental 
approval.”  Therefore, to comply with CEQA requirements, project-related activities 
that would occur on Camp Pendleton and that would also be subject to subsequent NEPA 
review (specifically the selection and use of a route to transport RSGs) have been evalu-
ated in this EIR.  Project description information provided by this EIR may also be 
helpful to the NEPA review process. 

• CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.6 requires that the CPUC examine a reasonable range 
of alternatives to the Proposed Project.  In particular, “An EIR shall describe a range of 
reasonable alternatives to the project, or to the location of the project, which would 
feasibly attain most of the basic objectives of the project but would avoid or substan-
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tially lessen any of the significant effects of the project, and evaluate the comparative 
merits of the alternatives.” 

• CEQA Guidelines Section 15004 indicates that “EIRs . . .should be prepared as early 
as feasible in the planning process to enable environmental considerations to influence 
project program and design and yet late enough to provide meaningful information for 
environmental assessments.”  Preparation of this EIR and the evaluation of potential 
RSG transportation routes at this time is consistent with this CEQA requirement and 
will promote informed decision-making by the public and the CPUC.  NEPA review 
would be performed closer to the project implementation date. 

• CEQA Guidelines Section 15226 (Joint Activities) indicates that “state and local agen-
cies should cooperate with federal agencies to the fullest extent possible to reduce dupli-
cation between the California Environmental Quality Act and the National Environ-
mental Policy Act.”  It anticipated that information and environmental impact analysis 
provided by this EIR would be used, at least in part, by Camp Pendleton when conduct-
ing the required NEPA evaluation of the project-related use of Base facilities.  Although 
not required by CEQA, the EIR has provided a full and project-specific review of 
impacts associated with the use of alternative RSG transportation routes, which will 
help to facilitate the NEPA review of potential environmental impacts that may result 
from the RSG transport component of the Proposed Project. 

B-2 Please see Response B-1.  The Final EIR includes clarifications to better identify the future 
need for NEPA analysis. 

B-3 Table A-1 of the Draft EIR indicates that a license would be required from MCBCP for use of 
on-base transportation routes.  The EIR has also been clarified to show that the approval would 
be in the form of a License for Non-Federal Use of Real Property from the Department of 
the Navy.  Please also refer to Response B-1. 

B-4 Section B.3.1 of the Final EIR has been clarified to show that impacts to MCBCP activities 
would be minimized through consultation and concurrence with the Base Commanding General.  
The CPUC recognizes that any mitigation measures required to support the transport of the 
RSGs across MCBCP property would need to also be coordinated with and approved by the 
Base Commanding General.  This Final EIR includes revisions to the Mitigation Monitoring, 
Compliance, and Reporting Tables (throughout Section D and in Section H.6) to identify 
the measures recommended by CPUC for implementation on MCBCP property, and those 
that require approval from the Base Commanding General and the reasoning for such 
approval. 
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Comment Set C 
County of Orange, Resources & Development Management Department 

 

C-1 
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Responses to Comment Set C 
County of Orange, Resources & Development Management Department 
C-1 It is noted that the commenter (County of Orange, Resources & Development Management 

Department, Environmental Planning Division) does not have comments on the Draft EIR 
at this time.  The commenter is on the SONGS project mailing list for the CEQA process 
and therefore should receive project information if any additional notifications or communi-
cations are mailed. 
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Comment Set D 
State of California, Department of Transportation (Caltrans District 11) 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
State of California, Department of Transportation (Caltrans District 11) 
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Comment Set D, cont. 
State of California, Department of Transportation (Caltrans District 11) 

 

See D-1 to D-3 
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Responses to Comment Set D 
State of California, Department of Transportation (Caltrans District 11) 
D-1 The comment notes that work within the Caltrans right-of-way would require an encroach-

ment permit.  Section B.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR (p. B-24) states that Segment E follows the 
MCBCP dirt road that runs parallel to I-5 from the Las Pulgas gate for approximately 0.2 
miles.  Segment F bypasses Skull Canyon by transitioning to the southbound lanes of I-5 
for approximately 0.2 miles before transitioning back to the MCBCP dirt road.  Work in 
these segments would require an encroachment permits, as noted in Table A-1.  SCE has 
not yet applied for these permits; however, it is noted that plans for work within the State 
right-of-way should include: typical cross sections, adequate structural sections, traffic 
handling plans, and signing and striping plans stamped by a professional engineer.  APM 
Traffic-1 indicates that SCE would submit and request approval from Caltrans of a detailed 
traffic control plan that includes required lane closures, hours of operation, appropriate 
signage and warning devices, and required work areas.  It is also noted that for portions of 
the project within Caltrans right-of-way, the permit application must include metric and 
U.S. standard units. 

D-2 It is not anticipated that the transporter would damage I-5 road surfaces.  Any damage or 
changes to I-5 surfaces, fencing, road separators, shoulders, or other roadway infrastruc-
ture would be repaired according to the provisions of the Encroachment Permit (see Section 
D.13.3.2 of the Draft EIR).  The expected improvements or work within the right-of-way, 
and the associated environmental impacts, have been described in the Draft EIR (e.g., see 
Impact B-8 and Mitigation Measure B-8a for revegetation of temporarily disturbed areas for 
temporary paved transitions).  With the implementation of the recommended measures, the 
impacts to resources within the right-of-way would be less than significant.  The level of 
analysis is detailed enough that it could be relied upon by Caltrans in the issuance of the 
necessary permits.  Table A-1 lists the permits required for the Proposed Project. 

D-3 Table A-1 of the Draft EIR indicates the permits required for the Proposed Project, includ-
ing Caltrans permits such as an Encroachment Permit, Highway Crossing Permit, and Dual 
Lane Bonus Purple Permit.  The “Wide Load Permit” noted by the comment has been added 
to Table A-1 in the Final EIR.  SCE has proposed to implement APM Traffic-1 as part of 
the Proposed Project (see Draft EIR Table B-3 and Section D.13.3.1).  APM Traffic-1 
includes the submission and approval of a detailed traffic control plan from Caltrans, detail-
ing required lane closures, hours of operation, appropriate signage and warning devices, 
and required work areas.  In addition, Mitigation Measures T-1a, T-3a, and T-5a would 
require that the traffic control plan includes provisions to ensure uninterrupted emergency 
vehicle access, to schedule SONGS shift changes outside of peak hours, and to avoid peak 
hour traffic deliveries, respectively.  As stated in Section D.13.3.2 of the Draft EIR, any dam-
age or changes to the I-5 road surfaces, fencing, road separators, shoulders, and other roadway 
features would be repaired as required by Encroachment Permits. 
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Comment Set E 
California Coastal Commission 

 

E-1 
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Comment Set E, cont. 
California Coastal Commission 
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E-4 
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Comment Set E, cont. 
California Coastal Commission 

 

E-5 
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Comment Set E, cont. 
California Coastal Commission 
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Comment Set E, cont. 
California Coastal Commission 
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Comment Set E, cont. 
California Coastal Commission 

 

E-12 
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Responses to Comment Set E 
California Coastal Commission 

E-1 As the commenter notes, the Proposed Project will likely require a coastal development 
permit from the California Coastal Commission (CCC).  The Draft EIR mentions the coastal 
development permitting requirement in Table A-1.  Section D.5.2 of the Final EIR includes 
revisions to delete the erroneous references to the California Coastal Act and local ordi-
nances identified by the comment. 

E-2 The Project Description information provided in the Draft EIR (Section B) provides the 
information required by CEQA Guidelines Section 15124 (Project Description).  This sec-
tion indicates that the project description is not required to “. . . supply extensive detail 
beyond that needed for evaluation and review of the environmental impact.”  The level of 
detail provided in the Project Description is adequate to conduct an evaluation of the Pro-
posed Project’s potentially significant direct and indirect impacts. 

In regard to the proposed disposal of the original steam generators, the Project Description 
indicates that it is the intent of SCE to dispose of the equipment at a licensed management 
facility.  A disposal facility (Envirocare of Utah) was identified as a potentially feasible dis-
posal 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.  Other facilities identified 
in South Carolina and Washington may become unavailable before 2009.  The Draft EIR 
has fulfilled its CEQA mandated full disclosure requirement by informing the public of 
existing issues associated with the disposal of low-level radioactive waste in Section D.12.1. 

In regard to the transportation of the OSGs, those activities would be regulated by the NRC 
and federal Department of Transportation.  The role of those agencies in regard to the Pro-
posed Project and the management of the OSGs is described in Section D.12.2 (Applicable 
Regulations, Plans, and Standards) of the Draft EIR.  The CPUC does not have jurisdiction 
over low-level radioactive waste management regulations and responsibilities, and an evalu-
ation of those issues is beyond the scope of this CEQA document.  The Draft EIR has, 
however, provided an evaluation of potential radiation exposure impacts that could occur as 
a result of offsite transport of the OSGs (Draft EIR Impact S-3).  The evaluation deter-
mined that compliance with existing applicable regulations would be adequate to reduce 
potential safety impacts to a less than significant level, and no mitigation measures would 
be required. 

The evaluation of potential impacts that could result from the development of an on-site 
OSG Storage Facility is presented as an alternative to offsite disposal, as illustrated in Sec-
tion C of the Draft EIR.  Based on a review of the space requirements for an adequate on-
site storage facility, along with other implementation considerations, Section C.4.3.1 of the 
Draft EIR determined that an on-site storage facility would be a potentially feasible alterna-
tive.  As such, the evaluation of the on-site storage alternative was prepared to comply with 
the requirements of CEQA Guidelines Section 15126(d), which requires the level of alterna-
tive analysis to be sufficient to “. . . allow meaningful evaluation, analysis and comparison 
with the proposed project.”  This section also indicates that the “. . . significant effects of the 
alternative shall be discussed, but in less detail than the significant effects of the project as 
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proposed.”  The evaluation of potential impacts resulting from an alternative that would 
result in the on-site storage of the OSGs, including potential seismic impacts, was provided 
in the Draft EIR consistent with CEQA requirements. 

E-3 The comment asserts that recommended mitigation measures are actually elements of the 
Proposed Project.  Certain measures are Applicant Proposed Measures (APMs) described 
in Draft EIR Section B.5, and where necessary to reduce impacts to a less than significant 
level, the EIR recommends adoption of additional measures as mitigation.  CEQA indicates 
that mitigation measures to minimize potentially significant environmental effects of a pro-
posed project may be provided by the project applicant.  CEQA Guidelines Section 
15126.4(a)(1)(A) (Consideration and Discussion of Mitigation Measures Proposed to Mini-
mize Significant Effects) indicates that an EIR is to identify the mitigation measures that are 
proposed by the project proponent.  The Draft EIR complies with this requirement and 
identifies the measures proposed by SCE as APMs in Table B-3 (Applicant-Proposed Mea-
sures).  These measures would be imposed as conditions of CPUC project approval, and 
their implementation would be monitored by the CPUC. 

CEQA Guidelines Section 15126.4(a)(1)(B) indicates that mitigation measures “. . . may 
specify performance standards which would mitigate the significant effect of the project and 
which may be accomplished in more than one specified way.”  Proposed Mitigation Mea-
sure G-1a, which addresses potentially significant landslide-related impacts along the 
preferred RSG access route (approximately 0.6 miles through San Onofre State Beach), 
provides actions that must occur to reduce potential landslide impacts caused by transporta-
tion activities to a less than significant level.  The proposed mitigation measure identifies 
what actions must be taken (review and preparation of geotechnical reports), when the 
actions must be completed, and actions to be taken in the event that a potentially significant 
landslide impact is identified as a result of the implementation of the mitigation measure 
(develop and complete plans for necessary road improvements within the footprint of the 
proposed route). 

The transport phase of the Proposed Project is not scheduled to start until late 2008 or 
2009.  Due to the projected long lead-time before start of the project, the condition of the 
slopes and landslides along the San Onofre Bluffs could be significantly different when the 
RSGs are transported.  In the intervening three to four years additional slope erosion and 
landslides could occur, and Mitigation Measure G-1a includes timing to establish repairs in 
advance of the transport.  As recommended by Mitigation Measure G-1a, slope stability 
analyses and identification of measures to avoid potential impacts to the slopes/bluffs should 
be conducted closer to the actual start of the project to ensure that the analyses are based on 
geologic conditions at that time.  Such pre-construction studies have been adjudged ade-
quate to reduce potentially significant geology impacts to a less than significant level.  
(Ocean View Estates Homeowners Assn. v. Montecito Water District, 116 Cal.App.4th 396 
(2004)). 

Mitigation Measure G-1a has been revised in the Final EIR to clarify that geotechnical 
reports may exist for this area, but their availability is unknown.  The beginning of Mitiga-
tion Measure G-1a has been clarified to require a determination of whether the existing 
reports provide sufficient information to establish that the geologic formations under and 
adjacent to the portions of the transport route near the San Onofre Bluffs are sufficiently 
stable. 



SONGS Steam Generator Replacement Project 
COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM PUBLIC AGENCIES 

 

 
September 2005 53 Final EIR 

E-4 Please refer to Responses E-2 and E-3 regarding specific examples provided by commenter 
regarding the adequacy of impact evaluations provided by the Draft EIR.  The evaluation of 
potential project-related impacts and potentially feasible alternatives is considered adequate 
to promote informed decision-making and to comply with CEQA requirements regarding 
adequacy, completeness and a good-faith effort at full disclosure.  A full EIR was prepared 
to analyze the project’s potentially significant environmental impacts based on a detailed 
project description.  Mitigation measures are proposed to reduce all potential impacts to a 
less than significant level, and alternatives to the project were developed and considered. 

E-5 The comment recommends that substantial revisions be made to the EIR because of the 
definition of baseline.  Please refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline).  The Draft EIR 
includes assessment of the No Project Alternative, which when compared to the baseline 
conditions, would cause a shutdown of plant operations and corresponding locally beneficial 
effects on water quality and marine biology, as described in Section D.3.5.2.  Please also 
refer to Responses CC2-1 and CC2-2 below for more information on the adequacy of the 
No Project Alternative. 

E-6 Please refer to Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal).  The com-
ment recommends that the Draft EIR be revised to include a scenario of foreseeable SONGS 
operation with an extension of the NRC licenses.  Relicensing of SONGS is only in the pre-
liminary feasibility and planning stages and would not in any case increase the scope or 
nature of the impacts of the Proposed Project.  As such, relicensing is not a reasonably fore-
seeable consequence of the project and need not be analyzed in the Draft EIR.  Even if 
relicensing were a reasonably foreseeable project, Section G of the EIR contains a general 
analysis of the likely impacts associated with relicensing, which satisfies CEQA 
requirements. 

As stated in Section D.1.2.2 of the Draft EIR, SCE is still evaluating the feasibility of 
applying for a license renewal.  Attempting to complete an environmental review of a 
potential licensing project for which no application has been filed and that would not be 
implemented for at least 17 years would be based on conjecture and not on firm evidence or 
knowledge, requiring an extensive amount of “forecasting,” which is not required by 
CEQA.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15144 states that “An agency cannot be expected to pre-
dict the future course of governmental regulation or exactly what information scientific 
advances may ultimately reveal” (Laurel Heights Improvement Association v. Regents of the 
University of California (1988) 47 Cal.3d 376).  See also Response E-5 with regard to the 
No Project Alternative. 

E-7 The comment recommends revising the Draft EIR to describe the impacts to marine biology 
and water quality caused by SONGS operation until the end of the NRC licenses and also 
with an extension of the NRC licenses.  The existing effects of the cooling system are 
described in the Draft EIR (Section D.3.1.5), and as part of the environmental baseline, 
these existing effects would continue until the expiration of the NRC licenses (Draft EIR 
Section D.1.2.1).  Please also refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline).  The Final EIR 
includes revisions to Section G to provide further information on these effects, if SCE chooses 
to apply for a license renewal.  Please also refer to Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal) 
and Response E-6 above for more information on the treatment of license renewal. 
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The Draft EIR includes sufficient information for decision-makers to consider the conse-
quences of the Proposed Project, including the opportunities to create beneficial impacts with 
the No Project Alternative (as described in Draft EIR Section D.3.5.2).  To fully inform 
the decision-makers of environmental baseline conditions, environmental issues associated 
with SONGS operations at the time of the NOP were disclosed in the Environmental Setting 
section of the EIR.  Section D.3.1.5 of the Draft EIR clearly states that “. . . existing thermal 
plume, impingement and entrainment issues would not change under this Proposed Project, 
and therefore, would be considered part of the baseline conditions of the project.”  Given the 
need for full disclosure under CEQA, the EIR correctly identified baseline conditions associ-
ated with the cooling water system, but the EIR does not identify these issues as project 
impacts.  The Proposed Project would cause no change in the existing baseline conditions 
of marine biology and water quality.  The degraded marine resource conditions offshore of 
SONGS are characteristic of the marine environment at the time the NOP was published, which 
under CEQA, defined the baseline against which all potential impacts are to be evaluated. 

E-8 The exposure of existing SONGS facilities to known seismic hazards is one facet of the envi-
ronmental setting (as described in Draft EIR Section D.5.1.4), and as noted in Section D.1.2.5, 
the seismic safety of SONGS in its current design is within the jurisdiction of the NRC. 

The comment suggests a design basis earthquake for the OSG Storage Facility that could 
occur under the OSG Onsite Storage Alternative.  The CPUC has limited jurisdiction over 
the design of the facility, as described in Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction).  Mitigation 
Measures G-5a and G-6a require geotechnical and seismic investigations and analyses to be 
conducted for the onsite OSG Storage Facility under the alternative.  These investigations 
and analyses would provide detailed seismic design criteria, including the design-basis 
earthquake and expected peak ground accelerations (PGA).  Detailed analysis could not be 
conducted unless and until the storage site is chosen.  However, an estimated PGA was cal-
culated using the California Geological Survey’s (CGS) Probabilistic Seismic Hazards Map-
ping (PSHM) Ground Motion web site, and this information has been added to the text of 
the Final EIR.  The estimated PGA value from the website is approximately 30%g at the 
SONGS site.  These PGA values are based on a probabilistic analysis considering a 10% 
probability of exceedance in 50 years and were calculated based on ‘soft rock’ or Sc soil 
type for the SONGS site.  The CGS ground motion values were interpolated from a 0.05-degree 
spaced grid of calculated values for California.  The engineering phase of the project would 
lead to more specific design measures that must satisfy the requirements of both the mitiga-
tion and NRC regulations. 

E-9 Evaluation of areas of potentially unstable poorly consolidated fill beneath Old Highway 
101 has been added to Mitigation Measure G-1a in the Final EIR. 

E-10 The Final EIR includes revisions to Figure D.5-2 to improve the accuracy of this figure.  
Please also see Response E-3 regarding detailed slope stability analysis of the landslides 
along the bluff. 

E-11 The Final EIR has been modified to include a more detailed description of the tsunami 
wave analysis included in the 1998 San Onofre 2 & 3 FSAR Update (SCE, 1998 in Section 
D.5), including calculation assumptions and a brief discussion of distant seismic sources. 
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E-12 As analyzed in Draft EIR Section D.8.3.2, Replacement Steam Generator Transport, 
Impact L-2, disruption of recreational activities would be temporary.  The types of recrea-
tional uses that may be temporarily precluded are described in Draft EIR Section D.8.1, 
Recreational Resources, and have been added to the discussion in the Final EIR Section 
D.8.3.2, Impact L-2.  Beach access would not be restricted within San Onofre State Beach, 
and as discussed in Section B.3.2.1, Beach and Road Route, Segments H through J, flagmen 
would be used to direct park traffic around the transporter.  While the impact to recrea-
tional facilities would be of short duration, this impact is considered significant overall.  As 
such, Mitigation Measures L-2a (Avoid peak recreational usage), N-1a (Provide advance 
notice of transport), 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) 
would be implemented to reduce this impact to a less than significant level. 
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Comment Set F 
City of San Clemente Planning Division 

 

F-1 

F-2 

F-3 
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Comment Set F, cont. 
City of San Clemente Planning Division 

 

F-3 

F-4 

F-5 

F-6 

F-7 
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Comment Set F, cont. 
City of San Clemente Planning Division 

 

F-7 

F-8 

F-9 
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Responses to Comment Set F 
City of San Clemente Planning Division 

F-1 This comment asserts that the Draft EIR did not provide the level of information needed to 
inform the CPUC and other decision-makers of the environmental consequences of the Pro-
posed Project.  No specific examples of perceived deficiencies in the Draft EIR were identi-
fied by the comment. 

Due to the lack of specificity provided by the comment, a detailed response cannot be pro-
vided.  The evaluation of potential project-related impacts and potentially feasible alterna-
tives is considered adequate to promote informed decision-making and to comply with 
CEQA requirements regarding adequacy, completeness and a good-faith effort at full dis-
closure.  Please also refer to Responses E-2 and E-3 regarding specific examples of the 
adequacy of impact evaluations provided by the Draft EIR. 

F-2 Please refer to Master Response MR-1 (Baseline).  The comment asserts that the Draft EIR 
fails to analyze impacts related to extended operation of SONGS.  Section D of the Draft EIR 
(including Section D.1.2.1) identifies baseline conditions associated with operating SONGS 
through the end of the NRC licenses.  The effects of the ongoing operation of SONGS are 
characteristic of the environment at the time the NOP was published, which under CEQA, 
defined the baseline against which all potential impacts are to be evaluated.  The Proposed 
Project would not change the effects of ongoing plant operations. 

F-3 Please refer to Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal).  The Draft 
EIR acknowledges that plant operations would cease if the steam generators are not replaced, 
and the document appropriately describes the effects of early SONGS shutdown, including 
beneficial effects, in the analysis of the No Project Alternative. 

F-4 The comment asserts that the earlier environmental reviews, conducted prior to the NRC 
licenses being issued, were based on conditions existing decades ago and that the earlier 
reviews do not reflect the current state of the art in environmental analysis.  Section D.1.2.1 
of the Draft EIR notes that the U.S. Atomic Energy Commission and the NRC conducted 
environmental review of the potential operational impacts of SONGS Units 2 and 3.  The 
Proposed Project activities (RSG transport, staging and preparation, etc.) would not alter 
the ongoing operation of SONGS, which was the subject of the earlier reviews.  Please also 
see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline). 

F-5 The comment notes that over the years since the time of original NRC environmental review 
and license issuance, environmental and safety concerns have changed, and at the time of 
original licensing, the effects of radioactive waste storage had not been considered.  The 
threat of terrorist attack and the need for security is an aspect of the environmental setting 
that would not be altered by the Proposed Project.  Draft EIR Section D.12.1 includes a 
description of the baseline risks of sabotage, and Section D.12.5 describes how the No 
Project Alternative would result in a beneficial impact by alleviating some of the security 
concern.  Section D.1.2.1 of the Draft EIR notes that SCE received CEQA clearance for 
storage of radioactive waste at SONGS most recently in 2002, and storage of waste, which 
presently occurs on the site, would similarly not be altered by the Proposed Project.  Please 
also see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline). 



SONGS Steam Generator Replacement Project 
COMMENTS RECEIVED FROM PUBLIC AGENCIES 

 

 
Final EIR 60 September 2005 

F-6 Please refer to Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-2 (License Renewal).  The com-
ment asserts that the life of SONGS would be likely to extend beyond the existing NRC 
licenses as a result of the proposed steam generator replacement project.  Section D.1.2.2 of 
the Draft EIR acknowledges that the Proposed Project could provide an incentive for SCE to 
apply to extend the licenses, but SCE has stated that it currently has no plans to apply to the 
NRC for renewal of the operating licenses (please see also Draft EIR Section G with revi-
sions included in the Final EIR).  As explained more fully in Master Response MR-2 (License 
Renewal), relicensing is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the Proposed Project 
and thus, pursuant to CEQA, need not be analyzed in the project EIR. 

As discussed in Master Response MR-2 (License Renewal), the Draft EIR is not required to 
analyze license renewal.  However, the Draft EIR does generally identify and discuss the 
type of impacts that may occur should SCE seek a license renewal.  In addition, Section G 
has been revised to include additional detailed information on the NRC license renewal pro-
cess and the potential impacts that may result from the continuation of power plant opera-
tions after 2022.  The impacts of power plant operations beyond the current license expiration 
dates will be evaluated if and when SCE submits a license renewal application to the NRC. 

F-7 Please see Response F-5 above.  Storage of radioactive waste at SONGS, which presently 
occurs as part of the environmental setting, would not be affected by the Proposed Project.  
The baseline risks of spent fuel storage and low-level radioactive waste handling are 
described in Section D.12.1 of the Draft EIR.  Long term storage of low-level radioactive 
waste would only be caused by the OSG Onsite Storage Alternative, if adopted.  Although 
this is not the Environmentally Superior Alternative (Section E.2.3), the safety impacts of 
onsite storage of this LLRW could be mitigated, as described for Impacts S-4, S-5, and 
S-6, related to the risk of accident, terrorism, or seismic hazards, respectively.  The OSG 
Onsite Storage Alternative would involve additional hazards that are identified in Section 
D.12.4.2 because of the possibility of additional storage of radioactive material onsite.  
Please also see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline). 

F-8 The relative impact on overall containment structure integrity is a function of the proce-
dures to remove and replace each component.  As noted in the Project Description (Section 
B.3.4.2 and in Section D.12.3.4), there are several steps and precautions required to create 
an opening in the containment structure. 

The containment opening would not occur without first removing all fuel from the reactor 
to create a de-fueled condition.  As noted in the Draft EIR, the SONGS 2 & 3 containment 
buildings are composed of reinforced concrete walls over four feet thick with an interior 
steel liner and tensioned with horizontal and vertical tendons.  To perform steam generator 
replacement, an opening approximately 28 feet by 28 feet would be created in each contain-
ment building above the existing equipment hatch. 

The process of creating the opening would begin with the de-tensioning and removal of the 
structural tendons.  There would be no loss of structural integrity when these tendons are 
replaced since they will be reinstalled in the same manner as they were originally when the 
structures were constructed. 

Removal of the 28-foot-by-28-foot concrete section would require cutting the concrete and 
rebar.  This is the area where the containment would have the most potential to lose struc-
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tural integrity.  Replacement of this section of concrete and rebar would require that the 
rebar associated with the replacement section be tied in to the existing rebar in the contain-
ment structure.  This is a common procedure that involves removal of enough of the con-
crete from the edges of the opening to securely attach the new rebar to the existing contain-
ment structure rebar array.  Typically, this results in a considerable amount of rebar overlap 
and a section of concrete and rebar that is as strong or stronger than the original design. 

Removal of a section of the steel liner would also be required.  Little or no loss of struc-
tural integrity would occur as a result of removing a section of the steel liner since the re-
installation of the liner would result in sections of the liner that are stronger than the 
original liner. 

The NRC recognizes that cutting the temporary opening and closing it would involve modi-
fying the most important safety-related structure in the nuclear power plant.  Comprehen-
sive NRC inspection and oversight would occur as described by NRC Inspection Procedure 
50001.  With this oversight, the potential safety impacts described in Section D.12.3.4 
would be less than significant.  Please also note the limits of CPUC jurisdiction regarding 
NRC safety-related oversight described in Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction). 

F-9 The comment summarizes the above issues and recommends that the EIR be revised with a 
baseline that does not include ongoing SONGS operation until the end of its NRC licenses.  
Please refer to Responses F-2 and F-3 above, including Master Response MR-1 (Baseline). 
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Comment Set G 
State of California, Department of Fish and Game 

 

G-1 
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Comment Set G, cont. 
State of California, Department of Fish and Game 

  

G-1 

G-2 
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Responses to Comment Set G 
State of California, Department of Fish and Game 

G-1 The comment notes that the Department of Fish and Game concurs with the proposed RSG 
transport schedule, between October and February, and with the other proposed precaution-
ary measures, such as pre-transport focused surveys, avoidance of known nesting areas, 
and flagging and avoidance of vernal pools and ponding features.  The support and concur-
rence with the timing of the Proposed Project, as well as the Biological Avoidance and Mini-
mization Measures, is noted.  By adhering to the proposed schedule, SCE would be able to 
implement the Proposed Project and associated measures to ensure the highest possible 
degree of avoidance of sensitive flora and fauna.  The matting identified in the Project Descrip-
tion (Section B.3.3.3) would be used near pools as necessary and as described under Impact 
B-3. 

G-2 Mitigation Measure B-1a of the Draft EIR would require sensitive plant surveys for all veg-
etated areas that may occur within the final transport route.  Mitigation Measure B-1a also 
would require the transplantation of sensitive plants and the preparation of a Mitigation Plan 
for sensitive plants that could not be avoided by the Proposed Project.  This Final EIR 
includes revisions to the wording of Mitigation Measure B-1a to additionally require the 
preparation of a Revegetation and Translocation Plan.  As requested, Mitigation Measure 
B-1a now indicates that the plan shall be submitted for review and approval by governing 
regulatory agencies, including the California Department of Fish and Game, prior to project 
implementation. 
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Comment Set H 
Native American Heritage Commission 

 

H-1 
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Comment Set H, cont. 
Native American Heritage Commission 
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Comment Set H, cont. 
Native American Heritage Commission 
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Comment Set H, cont. 
Native American Heritage Commission 
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Responses to Comment Set H 
Native American Heritage Commission 

H-1 It is noted that the commenter (Native American Heritage Commission) performed a record 
search of its Sacred Lands File for the presence of Native American cultural resources in 
the project area, but failed to find any resources in the immediate project area.  However, it 
is also noted that the commenter states that the absence of specific site information does not 
preclude the existence of cultural resources in the area, and provided a list of individuals 
and organizations that may have knowledge of cultural resources in the project area.  
Consultation with these individuals and organizations has been initiated by their notification 
of the availability of the Final EIR. 

Section D.4.1.4 of the Draft EIR states that 118 archaeological sites have been previously 
recorded within a half-mile radius of the project area; however, none of these sites appear 
to be situated with the project’s Area of Potential Effect (APE).  No impacts are anticipated 
for any project activities, except for the MCBCP Inland Transport Route Alternative (see 
Section D.4.4.1 of the Draft EIR) where Impact C-1 (RSG transport on the MCBCP Inland 
Route may damage or destroy previously detected cultural resources) could potentially occur.  
The commenter notes that CPUC should consider avoidance when significant cultural re-
sources could be affected by a project, and the Draft EIR illustrates that Impact C-1 would 
be less than significant with the implementation of Mitigation Measure C-1a (Avoid cultural 
sites along the MCBCP Inland Route).  The commenter further notes that provisions should 
be included for accidental discovery of archaeological resources during construction.  The 
project would comply with CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5 and Public Resources Code 
Section 5097.98, which detail the procedures to follow if archaeological resources are 
accidentally discovered during the project activities.  Limited ground disturbance would 
occur with the Proposed Project, except under the OSG Onsite Storage Alternative.  Under 
that alternative, Section D.4.4.2 of the Draft EIR illustrates that the discovery of new re-
sources is not likely because SONGS is essentially a fully disturbed or developed site. 
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Comment Set I 
State of California, Department of Parks and Recreation, Orange Coast District 

 

I-1 

I-2 
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Comment Set I, cont. 
State of California, Department of Parks and Recreation, Orange Coast District 
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Responses to Comment Set I  
State of California, Department of Parks and Recreation, Orange Coast District 
I-1 The comment notes concerns about the public safety of visitors to the San Onofre State 

Beach.  Activities proposed by SCE as part of the Project Description (Draft EIR Section B) 
include scheduling transport to occur during the winter season and other precautions to 
avoid damage to the park.  As discussed in Draft EIR Section B.3.2.1, Beach and Road Route, 
Segments H through J, culverts under Old Highway 101 would be protected with placement 
of steel plates, mats, or ramps during transport of the RSGs.  Section B.3.2.1 also describes 
how park visitors would be directed around the transporter with the use of flagmen, which 
would ensure the safety of these public users.  Additionally, Mitigation Measure V-1a 
would require SCE to request a decision from the Department of Parks and Recreation on 
whether closure of the park would be necessary to meet the commenter’s needs. 

Potential impacts to landscape and the roadway within San Onofre State Beach are dis-
cussed in Draft EIR Section D.14.3.2, Replacement Steam Generator Transport.  To facili-
tate RSG transport along Old Highway 101, planting beds and landscaping within the San 
Onofre State Beach may be removed, thereby creating a potentially significant impact.  To 
reduce this impact to a less than significant level, Mitigation Measure V-2a (Minimize 
disturbance to roadway and landscape within San Onofre State Beach) would require SCE 
and transport contractors to restore original planting beds, landscape, curbs, and roadways 
wherever disturbed as soon after the project transport phase as feasible.  If San Onofre 
State Beach administrators determine temporary landscaping is required during the summer 
between delivery seasons, landscaped areas or temporary planters would be seeded with 
native wildflowers and irrigated by SCE to minimize the short-term visual impacts of land-
scaping removal. 

I-2 As shown by Draft EIR Table A-1, Section A.6, a permit from the California Department 
of Parks and Recreation would be required for the use of Old Highway 101 during RSG 
transport.  The text has been changed to refer to the permit as a Right of Entry Agreement.  
Text has also been added to Table D.8-1, Consistency with Applicable Land Use Plans and 
Policies, Section D.8.3.2, to reflect the need for a Right of Entry Agreement. 
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