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Responses to Comment Set CC5 
California Earth Corps 

CC5-1 The Draft EIR only evaluates those components of the Proposed Project that have been in-
cluded by the Applicant, SCE.  SCE has not applied for replacement of the primary and 
secondary cooling loops, valves, and instrumentation as part of this process.  Replacing 
coolant loops and the reactor head flange would not be part of the Proposed Project.  
Therefore, it would be considered speculative under CEQA to evaluate the replacement of 
components that have not been included in the Applicant’s application.  The Draft EIR did 
evaluate potential impacts associated with the temporary opening that must be cut in the 
containment dome in order to remove the OSGs (see the subsection entitled Original Steam 
Generator Removal, Staging, and Disposal in each issue area under Section D of the Draft 
EIR). 

CC5-2 The installation of a second containment structure over the repaired containment structure is 
not anticipated, nor is it included as part of the Proposed Project (see Draft EIR Section B).  
The design of the SONGS Unit 2 and 3 containment structures are considerably different 
than that of Unit 1, which had been previously designed to less stringent safety measures, 
and no additional structural modifications beyond those described in Section B.3.4.2 would 
be required.  There are several steps and components required to create an opening in the 
containment structure.  The relative impact on overall containment structure integrity is a 
function of the procedures to remove and replace each component. 

As noted in Section B.3.4.2, 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 facilitate steam generator replacement, an opening 
approximately 28 feet by 28 feet would be created in each containment 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 procedure during which the containment structure would have the most 
potential to lose structural integrity.  Replacement of this section of concrete and rebar 
would require that the rebar associated with the replacement section be tied in to the exist-
ing rebar in the containment structure.  This is a common procedure that involves removal 
of a sufficient amount of the concrete from the edges of the opening to securely attach the 
new rebar to the existing containment structure rebar array.  Typically, this would result in 
a considerable amount of rebar overlap and a section of concrete and rebar that is as strong 
as or stronger than the original design. 

Removal of a section of the steel liner will also be required.  Little or no loss of structural 
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. 

Cutting the temporary opening and closing it would involve modifying the most important 
safety-related structure in the nuclear power plant; therefore, comprehensive NRC inspec-
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tion and oversight would occur as described by NRC Inspection Procedure 50001 (NRC, 
2000).  See Section B.3.4.2 of the Draft EIR for more information on NRC oversight and 
inspection. 

SCE has stated that it has no current plans to extend the life of the power plant beyond the 
current license periods as stated in Section D.1.2.2 of the Draft EIR.  Please also see Master 
Response MR-2 (License Renewal). 

The cost of power available to ratepayers is not within the scope of the EIR.  CEQA does 
not address cost or ratepayer benefit in the evaluation of the Proposed Project or alterna-
tives, 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. 

CC5-3 The comment asserts that operation of SONGS 2 & 3 until 2022 would create environmen-
tal impacts attributable to the Proposed Project, and that the Project Description and scope 
of Draft EIR analysis are incorrect.  As noted in Draft EIR Section D.1.2.1, ongoing SONGS 
operations and the existing licenses that allow continued operation until 2022 are both 
aspects of the environmental baseline.  Please also see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline). 

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 operating SONGS nuclear power 
plant and the existing operating licenses are part of the baseline, and as required by CEQA, 
these conditions are the context in which the impacts of the Proposed Project must be con-
sidered.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15358(b) indicates that project-related “effects analyzed 
under CEQA must be related to a physical change.”  The continuation of baseline condi-
tions will not result in a physical change in the environment.  Therefore, the continued 
operation of the power plant in accordance with its previously approved licenses would not 
represent a physical change requiring environmental review as part of the Proposed Project.  
The Draft EIR appropriately acknowledges that plant operations would cease if the steam 
generators were not replaced, and the effects of this change are described in the analysis of 
the No Project Alternative.  Please see Responses CC2-1 and CC2-2 on the adequacy of the 
No Project Alternative analysis. 

CC5-4 The comment asserts that the Proposed Project causes impacts by extending the duration of 
plant operation.  As noted in Response CC5-3 above, ongoing SONGS operation occurs in 
the baseline conditions, and continuation of baseline conditions would not represent a 
physical change in the environment.  Extending the life of the plant’s operation would 
require renewal of the NRC licenses.  As explained in Master Response MR-2 (License 
Renewal), license renewal is not a reasonably foreseeable consequence of the Proposed 
Project and thus need not be considered as part of the EIR.  Moreover, the CPUC is 
preempted by federal law from regulating issues associated with plant operations.  See 
Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction). 

CC5-5 The comment concerns activities and emissions that would occur outside the air basin in 
which the Proposed Project is located.  Emissions of marine vessels importing RSGs to the 
Port of Long Beach would occur largely offshore, outside the 3-nautical mile boundary of 
State waters where no local California air district standards would apply, including those of 
the San Diego County Air Pollution Control District (SDAPCD).  Marine vessel emissions 
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within the SDAPCD are included in the regionwide inventory and are not expected to 
impede attainment locally (as noted in Draft EIR Section D.2.3.1).  Port operations neces-
sary for the Proposed Project outside of the SDAPCD, including tugboats at the port and 
emissions from transferring the RSGs from a heavy-load ship to barges would occur within 
the scope of routine port operations at the Port of Long Beach, and are therefore, part of 
the “baseline” conditions for regular port operations.  Therefore, an evaluation of project-
related emissions caused by transport through the South Coast Air Quality Management 
District non-attainment area is not required, and no impact would occur.  These shipping 
activities would not be unique to the Proposed Project, nor would they occur within the air 
basin affected by the project.  Emissions from tugboats that occur within the project area air 
basin (San Diego County) affected by the project are described in Section D.2.3.2.  Regula-
tions governing the traditional shipping methods are identified in the Draft EIR (page 
B-11).  The Pier J, S, and T facility improvements noted by the comment are not related to 
the Proposed Project and the Proposed Project could be implemented with or without those 
expansions. 

CC5-6 Potential impacts associated with OSG transportation were evaluated in Draft EIR Section 
D.13.  After removal from containment and packaging for safe shipment, the OSGs would 
be transported offsite via rail.  The Applicant proposes to make arrangements with the rail-
road operators and owners as discussed in the Project Description (Section B).  As described 
in Draft EIR Sections A.4.1 and D.1.2.5, the NRC maintains pre-emptive jurisdiction over 
State and local regulations regarding the proper handling and transport of nuclear materials, 
including the original steam generators.  At the federal level, the NRC and the U.S. Depart-
ment of Transportation jointly regulate the transportation of radioactive materials.  No 
potentially significant safety risks would occur (see Section D.12.3.4, Impact S-3 regarding 
residual contamination) in light of the established procedures and regulatory control of dis-
posal activities.  See Section A.4.4 for more information on waste transport offsite.  Through 
the proposed coordination with railroad operators, potential impacts to railroad traffic are 
expected to be less than significant. 

CC5-7 The comment identifies alternatives, such as energy conservation or replacement power 
generation via alternative energy resources that could be consequences of the No Project 
Alternative, and claims that they have not been sufficiently examined as feasible alternatives 
to the Proposed Project.  Energy conservation or replacement power generation are not true 
alternatives to the Proposed Project, as suggested by the comment.  The Proposed Project is 
the replacement of steam generators at SONGS, not the replacement of power plant opera-
tions or power generation.  The only relevance of energy conservation or alternative energy 
resources is as part of replacement generation scenarios considered in the Draft EIR under 
the No Project Alternative. 

The Draft EIR analyzes alternatives relevant to accomplishing various aspects of the Pro-
posed Project.  Section C.2 of the Draft EIR describes the alternatives development and 
screening process.  The alternatives were developed consistent with CEQA Guidelines, Sec-
tion 15126.6(a), which states that “an EIR need not consider every conceivable alternative 
to a project.  Rather it must consider a reasonable range of potentially feasible alternatives 
that will foster informed decisionmaking and public participation.  An EIR is not required to 
consider alternatives which are infeasible. . . .  There is no ironclad rule governing the 
nature or scope of the alternatives to be discussed other than the rule of reason.”  The CPUC 
screening process eliminates infeasible alternatives such as those that do not meet most of the 
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basic project objectives.  Replacement energy generation would not meet the basic project 
objectives.  However, possible replacement power options, which are at this time uncertain 
and undefined, are nonetheless considered as they could occur under the No Project Alter-
native.  The replacement power scenarios identified by the comment are appropriately con-
sidered in the description of the No Project Alternative in Section C.6 of the Draft EIR.  
Please also see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline) regarding the definition of the No Project 
Alternative, and Responses CC2-1 and CC2-2 above regarding the adequacy of the No 
Project Alternative analysis. 

CC5-8 Section C.6 of the Draft EIR under the No Project Alternative analyzes combined cycle gas 
turbine power plants; replacement transmission facilities; alternative energy technologies, 
including solar thermal power, photovoltaics, wind turbines, geothermal power, hydroelec-
tric power, biomass power, and fuel cells; and system enhancement options such as 
demand-side management and distributed generation.  The No Project Alternative does not 
preclude the potential use of any of these replacement technologies, but 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 a specific scenario (Draft EIR Section 
D.1.2.3).  Please also see Responses CC2-1, CC2-2, and CC5-7 for further information on 
the adequacy of the No Project Alternative analysis. 

CC5-9 The comment presents information about the CPUC’s resource procurement proceeding, 
R.04-04-003 (Order Instituting Rulemaking to Promote Policy and Program Coordination 
and Integration in Electric Utility Resource Planning), and California’s Energy Action Plan.  
In addition, the commenter suggests that the aforementioned proceeding and Energy Action 
Plan would provide good opportunities to identify feasible alternatives to the SONGS Steam 
Generator Replacement Project.  The Draft EIR properly includes SCE’s project objectives 
as a basis upon which to analyze feasible alternatives to the Proposed Project.  The Draft 
EIR is not intended to evaluate whether the Proposed Project is needed or whether approval 
of SCE’s application is consistent with the CPUC’s regulatory responsibilities.  Regulatory 
mandates associated with the State’s Energy Action Plan, State environmental policies or 
the CPUC’s resource procurement proceeding may be considered by the CPUC in the Gen-
eral Proceeding (A.04-02-026) for the Proposed Project.  However, these issues are outside 
the scope of environmental review under CEQA. 

CC5-10 As noted in Responses CC2-1, CC2-2, and CC2-7, the analysis of alternatives and the No 
Project Alternative in the Draft EIR is sufficient, and therefore the Environmentally 
Superior Alternative remains unchanged. 

CC5-11 Contrary to the commenter’s claim, physical impacts to roads and bridges are not environ-
mental impacts.  California Vehicle Code Sections 35780-35782 requires permits for any 
load that exceeds Caltrans weight, length, or width standards for public roadways.  The 
permitting jurisdiction has a right to withhold the permit “to protect against injury to the 
road.”  The Applicant would be required to obtain transportation permits and satisfy the re-
quirements on those permits, such as speed limits, any evaluation of bridges, overpasses, 
etc., to safely accommodate the load for which the permit is obtained.  In addition, a bond 
would be secured from the Applicant in lieu of any accidents. 

CC5-12 Please see Responses CC2-1 and CC2-2 regarding the scope of the No Project Alternative 
analysis.  The energy conservation goals set by the California Energy Action Plan adopted 
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by the CPUC in 2003 are merely goals, and there no guarantees that the predicted energy 
savings will actually occur.  In addition, Energy Action Plan II (proposed for adoption in 
August 2005) has yet to set definitive conservation goals.  Demand-side management and 
distributed generation (DG) are not alternatives to the Proposed Project, as suggested in the 
comment.  The Proposed Project is the replacement of steam generators at SONGS, not the 
replacement of power plant operations or power generation.  Demand-side management and 
DG are relevant only as part of replacement generation scenarios under the No Project 
Alternative. 

Distributed generation technologies (Draft EIR Section C.6.4.2) are recognized as 
important resources to the region’s ability to meet its long-term energy needs, but DG does 
not provide a means for SCE to replace the 2,150 MW of base-load generation of SONGS, 
because of the comparatively small capacity of DG systems and their relatively high cost.  
Consideration of DG as the sole replacement power generation source under the No Project 
Alternative is not feasible because no single entity has proposed implementing a substantial DG 
program.  Broad use of distributed resources would likely require regulatory support and 
technological improvements.  There could also be regulatory feasibility issues with lengthy 
local permitting including: air permits, which influence equipment selection; land use 
approvals including environmental review (e.g., for noise and aesthetics); and building 
permits. 

CC5-13 The benefits of the No Project Alternative, including the recovery of local marine habitat, 
have been identified in the Draft EIR, and additional information has been provided through-
out Section D of the Final EIR to clarify possible benefits.  The commenter presents pos-
sible benefits of the No Project Alternative.  However, not all of the listed actions would 
actually occur as a result of an early SONGS shutdown under the No Project Alternative.  
It is likely that most of the SONGS property would remain off-limits to the general public 
after shutdown, and therefore reclamation of this area for access or recreation would not 
occur.  In addition, depending on how the facility were ultimately decommissioned (a pro-
cess requiring separate NRC approval and public involvement), it might remain a perma-
nent visual blight to those viewers in the area surrounding SONGS. 

CC5-14 This comment asserts that the Draft EIR defers evaluations of impacts and that it does not 
provide the level of information needed to inform the CPUC of the environmental conse-
quences of the Proposed Project.  No specific examples of perceived deficiencies in the 
Draft EIR were identified by the comment.  Please see Responses E-2 and CC4-5 for further 
discussion on the level of detail required by CEQA. 

Due to the lack of specificity provided by the comment, a detailed response cannot be pro-
vided.  Responses below address more specific issues raised by the commenter.  In general, 
however, the Draft EIR has identified impacts to the extent feasible based on information 
known about the Proposed Project and reasonable assumptions regarding the implementa-
tion of the project.  CEQA Guidelines Section 15151 (Standards for Adequacy of an EIR) 
states that “An EIR should be prepared with a sufficient degree of analysis to provide 
decision-makers with information which enables them to make a decision which intelligently 
takes account of environmental consequences.  An evaluation of the environmental effects of 
a proposed project need not be exhaustive, but the sufficiency of an EIR is to be reviewed in 
the light of what is reasonably feasible.”  The evaluation of potential project-related impacts 
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is considered adequate to promote informed decision-making and to comply with CEQA re-
quirements regarding adequacy, completeness, and a good-faith effort at full disclosure. 

CC5-15 Please see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline).  The environmental setting, or baseline, is 
based on the environmental conditions that existed in the project area in October 2004 at the 
time the notice of preparation was published, as required by CEQA.  The environmental 
baseline includes an operating nuclear power plant at SONGS and the existing NRC operat-
ing licenses for Units 2 and 3.  The operating licenses were approved after federal environ-
mental review to allow the facility to operate until 2022.  The comment claims that impacts 
could occur from ongoing operations of SONGS in time period between the likely shutdown 
of SONGS without the project and the expiration of the operating licenses.  However, 
because the environmental baseline includes the permitted operation of SONGS through 
2022, the effects of its ongoing operation are not a consequence of the Proposed Project.  
The Draft EIR’s analysis of the No Project Alternative identifies the beneficial impacts to 
local conditions that would be achieved by terminating power generation at the SONGS. 

CC5-16 The impacts to marine biological resources and water quality under the Proposed Project 
and the No Project Alternative are analyzed and presented in Draft EIR Sections D.3 and 
D.7, respectively.  Section C.6 presents additional information on different scenarios under 
the No Project Alternative, and under the No Project Alternative certain beneficial impacts 
would occur to local marine biology because of the early shutdown of the cooling system as iden-
tified in the EIR.  The locally-beneficial effects of the No Project Alternative are included 
in the comparison with the Environmentally Superior Alternative in Section E.3 of the Final 
EIR.  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 Envi-
ronmentally Superior Alternative is the Proposed Project with the MCBCP Inland Route 
Alternative. 

CC5-17 As described in the Local Ordinances and Policies section under Draft EIR Section D.8.2, 
the Proposed Project would occur exclusively on lands within the jurisdictions of MCBCP 
and San Onofre State Beach.  The managing agencies of these lands would need to issue 
permits to authorize the Proposed Project, as noted in Table A-1 of the Draft EIR, which 
would ensure consistency with their established policies.  Additionally, the California Coastal 
Commission, as a Responsible Agency under CEQA, indicated it will provide review and 
permitting of the project in conformity with the California Coastal Act.  CEQA requires the 
EIR to discuss only the conformity to plans and policies adopted for the purpose of avoiding 
or mitigating a significant environmental effect.  Local ordinances, plans, and policies, where 
applicable, are identified throughout Section D of the Draft EIR (e.g., Section D.2.2 for local 
air quality plans).  The analyses of local ordinances and policies, as written in the Draft 
EIR, are sufficient to comply with CEQA requirements.  No additional analyses of local 
ordinances and policies are necessary. 

CC5-18 The Proposed Project would cause short-term emissions of particulate matter and equipment 
exhaust as identified in Section D.2.3 of the Draft EIR.  Mitigation Measures A-1a and 
A-1b would require SCE to control dust and exhaust emissions, and use low-emission trans-
port equipment.  With implementation of these measures, potential air quality impacts of 
the Proposed Project would be less than significant and would not warrant additional 
control such as the diesel particulate filters identified by the comment.  The comment 
asserts that emissions of radioactive gases would warrant capture and storage.  Opening the 
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containment structure under the Proposed Project would first involve de-fueling the reactor, 
which would eliminate the fuel source of radioactivity.  As explained in Section D.12.3.4, 
regulatory oversight by the NRC will help to further ensure that potential safety impacts are 
less than significant.  Emissions from routine SONGS operations (i.e., any releases allowed 
by the existing licenses) are a component of the baseline conditions, and the Final EIR in-
cludes revisions to note that these emissions would cease under the No Project Alternative. 

CC5-19 The definition of the No Project Alternative in Draft EIR Section C.6 does not preclude the 
potential use of conservation or alternative energy technologies.  However, the unique 
technical feasibility limitations of most renewable energy sources make them unable to be 
sole replacement generation for base-load facilities such as SONGS.  As stated in Responses 
CC2-1 and CC2-2, detailed analysis of specific scenarios would not be possible or meaning-
ful because it would be unduly remote and speculative to forecast exactly how any replace-
ment power would be provided given the wide range of possibilities, including type, size, and 
location.  Responses CC5-9 and CC5-12 describe the policy factors that are properly con-
sidered by the decision-makers as part of the rate-making proceeding, but not as part of the 
EIR. 

CC5-20 The beach from the Del Mar Boat Basin to Red Beach on MCBCP is a training ground for 
the operation of amphibious vehicles.  According to the Marine Corps, military vehicles 
and some authorized civilian vehicles travel along the Beach and Road route proposed for 
transport of the RSGs daily.  Travel along this route often includes caravans of greater than 
20 vehicles of armored amphibious tracked vehicles, tanks, seven-ton trucks, and other 
military transport vehicles.  One such caravan was observed on November 5, 2004 while 
EIR preparers and biologists were participating in a survey and site visit of the three pro-
posed RSG transport routes.  Evidence of military activities along the entire length of the 
proposed Beach and Road Transport Route is seen in Figures D.3-2 through D.3-10 of the 
Draft EIR. 

CC5-21 Relevant literature and biological documentation, including the Integrated Natural Resources 
Management Plan (INRMP) (MCBCP, 2001), SONGS 1 Environmental Assessment (URS, 
2002), the Proposed Project Proponent’s Environmental Assessment (PEA) (URS, 2004), 
and the California Natural Diversity Database (CNDDB) (2004) for the Las Pulgas, San 
Onofre Bluff, San Clemente, and Oceanside USGS Quadrangles, was reviewed prior to 
preparation of the Draft EIR.  Using these sources, the vegetation communities and sensi-
tive species locations were mapped, and used to determine the potential direct or indirect 
impacts to sensitive flora and fauna for the Proposed Project and Transportation Route 
Alternatives.  Tables D.3-1 and D.3-2 list all sensitive flora and fauna, respectively, within 
or adjacent to the project area.  These tables also include species habitat requirements and 
their potential to occur directly within or adjacent to the project area, including the pro-
posed Beach and Road Transport Route.  The commenter did not reference the specific 
species that it believes were not included in the baseline.  In their comments submitted on 
May 31, 2005, the California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), the regulatory agency 
presiding over State-listed species, did not state that any species were missing from the 
impact analysis.  In fact, the CDFG offered concurrence with the timing of the transport 
activities (proposed for outside of the nesting season) and with the proposed precautionary 
and mitigation measures to protect sensitive species (see Comment G-1). 
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Section B.3.3.2 of the Draft EIR lists Biological Avoidance and Minimization Measures 
that are modified versions of the programmatic instructions taken directly from Appendix D 
[Estuarine and Beach Ecosystem Conservation Plan (EBCP)], of the MCBCP INRMP that 
was developed as part of the 1995 United States Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) Biolog-
ical Opinion for ongoing military activities within the estuarine and beach areas of 
MCBCP.  As confirmed by MCBCP staff, the proposed RSG transport would be similar to 
military activities and, therefore, subject to the programmatic instructions of the INRMP.  
These measures are required within MCBCP to implement the INRMP and reduce impacts 
within MCBCP to less than significant levels, and the EIR states that their implementation 
is required in conjunction with the mitigation measures that would be adopted by the CPUC 
(e.g., Mitigation Measure B-1a, Conduct pre-transport sensitive plant surveys).  The Final 
EIR notes that implementation of the measures would require MCBCP approval.  With 
these required Avoidance and Minimization Measures and the mitigation measures pre-
sented in the EIR, RSG transport would not have a significant adverse impact on sensitive 
flora or fauna. 

As noted by this comment, MCBCP staff are dedicated to the protection, propagation, and 
replacement of accidental or unavoidable impacts to sensitive species.  MCBCP is the lead 
agency for all activities that take place on MCBCP, and they are required to comply with 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and other federal regulations.  Therefore, 
Southern California Edison would apply for a Real Estate License from MCBCP prior to 
conducting any activities on the base.  This action would trigger an environmental review 
by MCBCP and the preparation of a NEPA document, such as an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) or alternative documentation.  If MCBCP determines through the NEPA 
review that species listed as threatened or endangered may be impacted by the Proposed 
Project, a Section 7 Consultation with the USFWS would be initiated.  See also Response 
B-1 and SCE-2 for information on the ability of MCBCP to accept or decline the measures 
proposed within this EIR. 

CC5-22 Construction and operation of SONGS 2 & 3, including the relationship of SCE with San 
Onofre State Beach, are considered part of the baseline conditions at SONGS, and the activ-
ities of the Proposed Project would not alter the original construction activities or the fact 
that ongoing operation of SONGS occurs in the baseline conditions.  The baseline for the 
Proposed Project is described in Draft EIR Section D.1.2.1.  Please also refer to Master 
Response MR-1 (Baseline). 

CC5-23 The error noted in the comment regarding the mislabeling of Santa Margarita River as 
Santa Margarita Creek occurred in only one location within the Draft EIR, in Table D.3-3 
on page D.3-36, and has been corrected in the Final EIR. 

Appendix D (EBCP) of the INRMP prepared by the MCBCP as part of the 1995 USFWS 
Biological Opinion, states that the southern Steelhead trout was historically recorded in 
Orange County in the San Mateo, San Onofre, and San Juan Creeks and in San Diego County in 
the San Diego, San Luis Rey, and Tijuana Rivers.  The species was thought to be extirpated 
from the area until 1999 when the first reoccurrence of juvenile steelhead was observed in San 
Mateo Creek, located north of the project area within southern Orange County.  An additional 
search for information regarding the historic extent of the southern Steelhead trout revealed a 
reference to a historic population in the Santa Margarita River, found on the Trout Unlimited 
California website (http://www.tucalifornia.org/socalsteelhead.htm).  However, the reference 
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stated that “Steelhead have been extirpated from at least 11 southern California streams: San 
Luis Rey River, San Mateo Creek, Santa Margarita River, Rincon Creek, Maria Ygnacio 
River, Los Angeles River, San Gabriel River, Santa Ana River, San Onofre Creek, San Juan 
Creek, San Diego River, and Sweetwater River (Nehlson et al. 1991, Swift et al. 1993).”  In 
addition, the California Coastal Commission stated that the Steelhead trout would not be 
present in the Santa Margarita River during the proposed SONGS 1 decommissioning proj-
ect and would not be impacted.  The transport activities for the RSGs would be similar to 
the SONGS 1 activities but in the opposite direction. 

The comment did not provide a reference for its statement that “Steelhead [are] known to 
run up the Santa Margarita River,” therefore this can not be verified.  It is assumed that the 
resources used to complete the EIR analysis remain current and accurate, and it has been 
concluded that there are no current records of southern Steelhead trout from the Santa Marga-
rita River or any of the smaller creeks within the project area.  In addition, it is widely 
believed that the species has been extirpated from the area.  Therefore, it is anticipated that 
the Steelhead is unlikely to occur in Santa Margarita River during the Proposed Project activ-
ities and is unlikely to be impacted by the temporary ford crossing.  Section B.3.2.1 of the 
Draft EIR states that crossings of drainages with flowing water, including the Santa Marga-
rita River, would not occur when water flow depth exceeds six inches.  In addition, these 
crossings would be completed using specialized mats that would disperse heavy loads and 
prevent the disturbance of flowing water and open water habitats.  The use of this matting 
was approved by the California Coastal Commission for crossing the Santa Margarita River for 
the SONGS 1 project (CCC 2003). 

CC5-24 The beach portion of the proposed Beach and Road Transport Route will completely avoid 
the bottom of Skull Canyon and the dune sands in the California least tern and western 
snowy plover nesting areas.  As described in Section D.3.1.1 of the Draft EIR, the beach 
portion of the Beach and Road Transport Route follows disturbed areas of beach sand that 
are regularly used by the military for road training and transport.  As stated in Section 
B.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR, the beach portion of the Beach and Road Transport Route has 
been designed specifically to avoid sensitive resources on MCBCP to the greatest extent 
practical.  Segments A, B, and C of the proposed Beach and Road Transport Route from 
the Del Mar Boat Basin to Red Beach would be on compact sand at least 50 feet from the 
fenced and posted snowy plover and least tern nesting areas.  Segment D also avoids the 
steep terrain and loose soil of Skull Canyon by turning east towards the Las Pulgas off-
ramp at Red Beach (see Figure B-6b). 

As stated in Section D.3.1.1 and Table D.3-1 of the Draft EIR, red sand verbena is known 
to occur on the dunes east of the proposed Beach and Road Transport Route through Seg-
ment C.  The transporters will remain on the active military beach road and therefore im-
pacts to this species are not expected to occur.  Implementation of the Biological Avoidance 
and Minimization Measures is required, as described in Section D.3.3.2, within MCBCP to 
ensure that no unauthorized or avoidable impacts occur to sensitive species.  Included in 
these measures is the monitoring of RSG transport by a qualified biologist who would 
ensure that the transporter and all support vehicles remain on the designated route. 

As described in Draft EIR Section B.3.2.1, transport would occur on specialized matting made 
of high-density polyethylene that provides a strong uniform surface.  This matting is designed to 
distribute weight across a large surface area and has been used to transport heavy loads through 
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wetlands, marshlands, beach sands, and areas of open water without harming underlying envi-
ronments (URS 2003).  The California Coastal Commission determined that use of these 
specialized mats would distribute the weight of the RSG so that the pressure loading on the 
beach is less than that which is caused by existing military vehicles.  In addition, the transport 
of the RSGs using these specialized mats would not be expected to exacerbate existing, ongoing 
impacts to sand invertebrates caused by military vehicles (CCC 2003).  Therefore, it is not 
anticipated that the roots of delicate plants, including the red sand verbena, would be impacted 
by RSG transport. 

CC5-25 RSG transporters would remain on dirt, sand, and paved roads with the exception of two 
locations where the transporter would be required to cross annual grassland and ruderal 
vegetation to avoid travel through Skull Canyon (see Impact B-1).  The remainder of the 
RSG transport would occur on unvegetated beach sand, dirt, and paved roads, and therefore 
no direct loss of coastal sage scrub habitat is expected to occur, and no mitigation is neces-
sary.  Pre-construction surveys such as those to be implemented by the Proposed Project 
have been adjudged adequate to mitigate potential impacts to sensitive biological species to 
a less than significant level.  (Defend the Bay v. City of Irvine, 119 App.4th 1261 (2004).)  
As stated in Section B.3.2.1 of the Draft EIR, the Proposed Project would occur between 
October and February, which is outside of the breeding season of the California gnatcatcher 
and the coastal cactus wren.  The timing of the project was chosen to reduce the potential 
for indirect impacts to resident and migratory bird species due to light, noise, or foot traffic 
in proximity to occupied habitat.  Implementation of the Biological Avoidance and 
Minimization Measures is required, as described in Section D.3.3.2, to ensure that no 
unauthorized or avoidable impacts occur to sensitive species.  Included in Avoidance and 
Minimization Measure #1 is the monitoring of RSG transport by a qualified biologist who 
would ensure that the transporter and all support vehicles remain on the designated route. 

CC5-26 The analysis contained in the Draft EIR relied on a large volume of studies, including peer 
reviewed Before/After and Control/Impact (BACI) studies.  As noted in Section D.3.1.5 of 
the Draft EIR, available studies have clearly documented the changes that occurred as a 
result of the existing SONGS cooling water system.  This baseline condition would remain 
unchanged as a result of the Proposed Project.  Draft EIR Section D.3.5.2 noted the benefi-
cial marine biological resources impact associated with the No Project Alternative and early 
termination of operating the SONGS cooling water system. 

CC5-27 The process of mooring the barges at the existing bulkhead at Del Mar Boat Basin at 
MCBCP, as well the subsequent offloading via a ramp and unmooring the barge would not 
require work on the seafloor, as noted in the Project Description Section B.3.1.  This 
means that no dredging should be necessary.  If dredging work were to be needed, the CPUC 
could require additional environmental review, as this would represent a deviation from the 
offloading procedure analyzed in the EIR.  The procedure for additional environmental 
review, if necessary, is described in Section H.2.1 of the Draft EIR, and it would provide 
opportunity for public involvement. 

Similar offloading activities have been analyzed by MCBCP in its environmental review of 
the SONGS Unit 1 RPV Transport Project.  SCE anticipates that the RSG transport phase 
of the Proposed Project would also undergo a similar environmental review under NEPA.  
All transport activities on MCBCP would be accomplished through coordination with 
MCBCP, and therefore, no adverse impacts are expected to occur to MCBCP’s operations.  
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In addition, as noted in the Draft EIR, MCBCP conducts similar activities in the Del Mar 
Boat Basin on a regular basis.  The area is used by MCBCP for its operations, including the 
movement of large military equipment and vessels; therefore, this area is already suited to 
accommodate the steam generators and associated equipment. 

CC5-28 Please see Response CC5-27 above. 

CC5-29 Please see Response CC5-27 above. 

CC5-30 Section D.3.2 of the Draft EIR includes an overview of the Clean Water Act, specifically 
Section 401.  Overviews of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 10 of the Rivers 
and Harbors Act have been added to this section in the Final EIR.  It is likely that Southern 
California Edison and the MCBCP would need to obtain authorization from the Army 
Corps of Engineers under one or both of these regulations for the ford crossing over the 
Santa Margarita River and for transport within the Mean High Tide line.  The possibility of 
requiring additional permitting is also noted for crossing low-lying areas on inland route 
alternatives as reflected in Mitigation Measure B-9a (Complete jurisdictional delineation for 
waters and wetlands in Segments AA and AC). 

CC5-31 The comment makes inaccurate remarks regarding the content of the Draft EIR and the 
likelihood of seismic events during the period of the Proposed Project.  The Christianitos 
Fault is not an active fault and does not lie directly underneath SONGS Unit 3.  The Chris-
tianitos Fault lies approximately one mile southeast of the SONGS facility and is considered 
inactive.  The fault is a low angle normal fault offsetting approximately 15-million-year-old 
(myo) Monterey Formation on the south against approximately 5 myo San Mateo Formation 
on the north.  The fault is truncated by 120,000-year-old overlying undisturbed marine 
terrace deposits.  This indicates that it has been at least 120,000 years since movement on 
the Christianitos Fault.  Several small faults/shears with displacement of 3 to 6 inches were 
identified during excavation for the SONGS site, but they did not offset the overlying 
terrace deposits, also indicating no movement in at least the last 120,000 years. 

Although several minor earthquakes (magnitudes 3.3 and 3.8) occurred in January 1975 
near to, but not on, the trace of the Christianitos Fault (30 km north of SONGS), no com-
pelling evidence has been found to indicate that the fault is active (CCC, 2000).  This infor-
mation has been added to the Final EIR. 

Other issues related to the assessment of general seismic stability at the existing SONGS 
facility are not related to this Proposed Project.  As noted in the Draft EIR Sections D.1.2.1 
and D.1.2.5, the existence of the operating nuclear power plant in an active seismic envi-
ronment and the seismic safety of SONGS in its current state, including the spent fuel stor-
age facilities, are baseline issues that would not be altered by the Proposed Project.  See 
also Master Response MR-1 (Baseline). 

CC5-32 Please see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline).  The earthquake exposure of existing SONGS 
facilities, including the reactors and spent fuel pools, is part of the environmental setting, or 
baseline (as described in Draft EIR Section D.5.1.4), and is not part of the Proposed Proj-
ect.  Whether these existing facilities might be damaged by an earthquake is also relevant 
only to the environmental setting, and has been previously evaluated in separate environ-
mental reviews.  Geotechnical study such as that proposed by Mitigation Measure G-6a has 
been found adequate to mitigate potential geology impacts to a less than significant level.  
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Ocean View Estates Homeowners Assoc v. Montecito Water Dist., 116 Cal.App.4th 396 
(2004).  The proposed Steam Generator Replacement Project involves no change to existing 
facilities, with the exception of the creation of temporary openings in the containment struc-
tures, which could substantially alter their resistance or susceptibility to earthquake-induced 
ground shaking impacts.  As stated in Section D.5.3.4 of the Draft EIR, Southern Cali-
fornia Edison is conducting structural engineering studies to determine the effects of open-
ing on the containment structure.  Oversight by the NRC would ensure that no significant 
effect would be caused by seismic activity during the modification of the containment struc-
ture and the removal of the original steam generators through review of the design and plan-
ning and onsite inspections. 

The dry storage facility, a separate project to construct onsite storage for spent fuel, has not 
been constructed yet, but the effects of ground shaking on that facility were analyzed in a 
separate review conducted by the California Coastal Commission for the Coastal Develop-
ment Permit (CDP E-00-014, noted in Section A.1.2 of the Draft EIR). 

CC5-33 Although it is true that much of the proposed Beach and Road Transport Route would 
traverse the beach adjacent to bluffs composed of San Mateo Formation and capped by 
marine terrace deposits, it is not likely that any significant slumps or landslides would occur 
during transport of the RSGs along this route and close the beach to transport.  The com-
ment compares the stability of the bluffs along the beach transport route to the bluffs near 
Black’s Beach (in the Torrey Pines State Park area of La Jolla) which is not a valid com-
parison.  The bluffs near Black’s Beach are more unstable because they are approximately 
twice the height of the bluffs along the proposed route, 50 to 60 feet vs. 25 to 30 feet, and 
they are composed of different geologic material.  The bluffs near Black’s Beach are com-
posed of Ardath Shale, a formation composed primarily of weak, fissile shale with areas of 
expansive claystone which is highly susceptible to landsliding and slumping.  By compari-
son, the bluffs along the RSG transport beach route are composed of well-cemented San Mateo 
Formation sandstone and well-cemented terrace deposits that tend to waste and deteriorate 
by rockfall or debris fall.  Additionally, no significant debris slides or landslides have been 
mapped along this segment of bluffs.  The transport of the RSGs along the beach is not 
likely to impact the stability of the nearby bluffs and cause rockfall or debris fall.  A brief 
discussion of these bluffs has been added to Section D.5.1.5 of the Final EIR to clarify the 
potential baseline landslide hazards, and no additional potentially significant impact would 
occur. 

Although unlikely, if transport route on the beach within MCBCP is temporarily blocked by 
a rock-fall or debris slide, this situation would be unfortunate, but it would not represent a 
substantial hazard, only a financial and schedule set-back for SCE.  The RSGs would not be 
radioactive and would only temporarily be halted on the beach until the way was cleared.  
Due to the significant weight of the RSGs and their associated transport vehicles they are 
unlikely to be “carried out to sea.” 

The potential for the transport of the RSG to cause bluff collapse along the San Onofre 
Bluffs segment of the route is discussed in Impact G-1 (Extremely heavy loads could mobi-
lize unstable ground along the San Onofre Bluff area of transport route), and this impact would 
be mitigated by application of Mitigation Measure G-1a, which requires study to establish 
whether the geologic formations under and adjacent to the portions of the transport route 
near the San Onofre Bluffs are sufficiently stable to withstand the extremely heavy loads.  This 
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study would require that any and all unstable portions of the transport route be clearly iden-
tified and that road improvements be implemented to ensure ground stability of all roads to 
be used during transport.  There is little to no hazard that the RSG transport would “ride a 
slump into the sea” since the stability of the route would be verified prior to transport with 
Mitigation Measure G-1a.  It is also anticipated that there would be no hazard to beachgoers 
due to the implementation of Mitigation Measures G-1a (Prevent overloading of unstable 
ground along transport route) and V-1a (Request decision on closure of San Onofre State 
Beach) during RSG transport activities.  Any potential impact to public or worker safety 
would be reduced through these measures to less than significant levels. 

Detailed slope analysis is not appropriate at this time due to the projected long lead-time 
before start of the transport activities (estimated to begin in late 2008 or 2009).  The condi-
tion of the slopes and landslides along the San Onofre Bluffs could be substantially different 
when the RSGs are transported.  In the intervening three to four years, slope erosion and 
landslides could possibly occur, and Mitigation Measure G-1a includes a schedule that pro-
vides sufficient timing to establish repairs in advance of the transport.  Slope stability analy-
ses and identification of specific 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 actual geologic conditions at that time. 

CC5-34 Please see Master Response MR-1 (Baseline).  The environmental baseline correctly includes 
ongoing operation of SONGS, which includes the risk associated with spent fuel storage, 
through the current license terms.  Therefore, the impacts of this risk through 2022 are part 
of the baseline and are not changed as a result of the proposed Steam Generator Replacement 
Project.  As stated in Section D.12.1 under Spent Fuel Risk Baseline of the Draft EIR, re-
racking of the spent fuel pools (SFP) is part of the baseline, and this activity which was 
unrelated to the Proposed Project, was necessary to temporarily accommodate spent fuel 
storage prior to construction of the dry cask facility.  Potential hazards associated with spent 
fuel handling, both at the spent fuel pool and the approved, but yet-to-be-constructed, inde-
pendent spent fuel storage installation (ISFSI) were addressed in the environmental docu-
ments prepared for ISFSI.  Please also see Response CC5-32. 

As noted in the EIR, the probability of an accidental release associated with spent fuel also 
increases with time as more spent fuel is accumulated.  The Proposed Project would not 
result in the continued accumulation of spent fuel in the pools or an increase in the number 
of storage casks beyond that allowed by the current NRC licenses.  As the ISFSI is con-
structed in a phased approach, greater quantities of spent fuel could be safely stored.  As 
stated in Draft EIR Section D.12.5, the No Project Alternative would result in over 1,000 
less spent fuel assemblies being moved into storage during the 13 years leading up to NRC 
license expiration.  Therefore, the No Project Alternative would reduce the risk associated 
with spent fuel handling, resulting in a beneficial impact. 

CC5-35 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, terrorism 
risks are considered to be part of the CEQA baseline.  The potential impact of a terrorist 
attack caused by the Proposed Project (Impact S-5) was found to be less than significant.  In 
evaluating alternatives to the Proposed Project, the Draft EIR did find that there would be a 
beneficial impact, and a much lower probability of terrorist attack, if SONGS were to cease 
operations under the No Project Alternative (see Draft EIR Section D.12.5).  However, the 
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risk of a terrorist attack on the spent fuel storage facility would still exist since there are no 
offsite storage or disposal locations for the SONGS spent fuel.  Therefore, the risk of a 
terrorist attack on the SONGS spent fuel facilities will continue for the foreseeable future 
regardless of the outcome of the Steam Generator Replacement Project. 

As stated in Section A.4.5 of the Draft EIR, NRC has the responsibility for ensuring the 
safety and security of nuclear plants and material, and the NRC’s jurisdiction includes plant 
safety and the risk of radiation exposure from normal or upset conditions.  Please also refer 
to Master Response MR-3 (Jurisdiction) regarding the issues for which NRC regulation 
preempts that of the CPUC.  The comment also notes that specific types of attacks and the 
types of security measures that the NRC is likely to have required should have been evalu-
ated in the Draft EIR.  Section D.12.1 (under Facility Security and Terrorism Issues) of the 
Draft EIR does identify a variety of terrorist events that could occur at SONGS, but it is 
beyond the scope of the EIR to reconsider the existing NRC Design Basis Threat (DBT) for 
SONGS and the SONGS security plans. 

CC5-36 The comment mischaracterizes the analysis contained in the Draft EIR related to terrorism 
risk.  The Draft EIR did note in Section D.12.1 under Facility Security and Terrorism Issues 
that “. . . it is unlikely that a terrorist attack on a nuclear reactor would result in a large-scale 
radioactivity release.”  However, the EIR analysis in Section D.12.5 continues to describe 
that “. . . consequences associated worst-case nuclear power plant accidents would be sub-
stantial,” and that the “. . . No Project Alternative would lead to a cessation of SONGS 
operations, which would reduce the consequences of a terrorist attack, resulting in a benefi-
cial impact (Class IV).”  Clearly, the Draft EIR evaluated and recognized the risk and 
consequences associated with a terrorist attack on the SONGS reactors and spent fuel facili-
ties.  Dr. Gordon Thompson’s testimony and the information referenced by the commenter, 
were considered during preparation of the Draft EIR.  The opinions of Dr. Thompson on the 
adequacy of baseline NRC security measures are consistent with many other experts that 
were cited in the Draft EIR (e.g., the Diablo Canyon ISFSI EIR prepared by San Luis 
Obispo County, 2004).  Please also see Response CC5-35. 

CC5-37 The comment raises the issue of terrorist infiltrators and the potential vulnerability of the 
SONGS reactor secondary loop, which is not protected by the containment structure, to 
internal terrorist attack.  This comment assumes that none of the reactor safety systems 
would function in the event of a successful terrorist attack on the exposed secondary loop 
and that there would somehow be a catastrophic release of radioactivity.  This is a highly 
unlikely scenario that is related to plant components that are not affected by the Proposed 
Project, and if it were eligible for consideration in the EIR, the likelihood of such an event 
would be considered speculative under CEQA. 

The aircraft vulnerability study by the Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) referenced 
in the comment was included in the Draft EIR as an example of the robustness of the con-
tainment structure and does not represent an exhaustive list of potential failure mechanisms 
(see Draft EIR Section D.12.1, page D.12-12 for reference).  The vulnerability of the 
facility is a baseline risk managed through the jurisdiction of the NRC.  Please also refer to 
Master Responses MR-1 (Baseline) and MR-3 (Jurisdiction). 

CC5-38 Section D.12.5 of the Draft EIR noted that continued operation of SONGS would result in 
an increased probability of component failure and an accidental release over time.  How-
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ever, as also stated in the EIR, the replacement of the SONGS steam generators is in direct 
response to the long-term wear of these components and the concern for future failures.  
Similarly, other critical SONGS reactor components have serviceable lifetimes, thus requir-
ing periodic inspection, maintenance and replacement per NRC directives and schedules.  
As noted in Section D.12.5, the early cessation of SONGS operations associated with the 
No Project Alternative would result in a beneficial safety impact. 

Potential hazards associated with the SONGS reactors were discussed in Section D.12.1 of 
the Draft EIR, which provided a substantial amount of detail regarding the baseline hazards 
associated with the facility.  SONGS Units 2 and 3 have current operating licenses until 
2022, and these facilities are thus considered part of the environmental baseline.  See Mas-
ter Response MR-1 (Baseline).  The Proposed Project would not cause a change in the base-
line conditions associated with the SONGS facilities, and may slightly improve the safety 
and reliability of the facilities.  The NRC routinely issues safety directives that result in 
inspections and changes in procedures and component upgrades to minimize potential acci-
dents and improve the reliability of nuclear power generating facilities.  These directives 
require periodic upgrades to facilities, such as SONGS, as necessary to avoid potential 
incidents associated with aging components.  Further information regarding baseline component-
specific failure rates can also be obtained from the NRC in the form of numerous Safety 
Analysis Reports (SAR) and Safety Evaluation Reports (SER) that are publicly available. 
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