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0001.01 

The information referred to ln the comment was furnished by the State of 
Arizona in its site proposal. See Comment Response .710.01. 

. 0002.01 

These remarks correspond with the findings presented in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 15, Section 15.L3.L . At tire SSC site selected, evaluations 
would be completed of all recorded archaeological sites in order to 

··identify cultural resources within the project area that may be eligible 
for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. Appropriate 
mitigation measures will be developed for impacts to cultural resources 
(see EIS Volume IV, Clrapter 3, Section 3.6); A review of these site
specific mitigations will be provided in the Supplemental EIS. · 

0002.02 

Table 3-7was incorrect in the DEIS and has been corrected in the FEIS. 
Ten historic sites are located in the Arizona project areas based on 
surveys to date. These sites are described in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4 
and in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.12 and Volume IV, Appendix 15, 
Section 5.1.3.1. · 

0002.03 . 

Visitation data for the Northern Maricopa Mountains, Southern Maricopa 
·Mountains, and Butterfield Stage Memorial Wilderness Study Areas (WSA's) 

are listed in Table 3-4 ("Existing and Projected Visitor Use~). lower· 
Gila South Final Wilderness Environmental Impact Statement, Phoenix 
District Office, 1987. Of the 12 WSA's in the lower Gila S.outh EIS 
Area, the .Northern Maricopa Mountains WSA ranked first in visitor use, 
with the Butterfield Stage Memorial WSA tied for second. The Southern 
Maricopa Mountains WSA is one of the.four least visited. The first two 
WSAs are considered by the BLM to be prime !!Se areas for a local ORV 
organization, with vehicle ways -into the Nortltern Maricopa Mountains 
showing signs of continuous use. In general ,''both the Northern and 
Southern_ Maricopa Mountains· are rated by the• BlM as outstanding in 
recreation opportunities. · 

EIS V.olume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.9.2 discusses the species of 
vegetation .found within the area of.tire collider ring •. Figt1re 5.l.9.2 
shows the. distribution of desertstrub atthe Arizona.·site. About two
thirds. of the land eridrcled ~Y the collider. ring is Arizona Upland, · 

·which .ls•ralati'lely diverse •(several spectes of: trees and cacti}. -One-
third of the land is lower Colorado association, which ,is dominated by 
creosote (including thtl land around the camJ>us and jnjector), · · · · 

·- - ' - --- '<- ,- - . - -

A review of the Phoenix Di~t~icftiffice inve~~~ri.es for the coll ider 
ring area ind.icates that the BLM hasrated ·as highly sensitive the lands 
aroun.d the southern arc, .half of the northern arc·,· and half .of the far · 

- . - -,_. -- --- ·- -- -- . ----- ' - ,- -, - - ----.--- -- -
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cluster. The campus and inj2ctor areas are rated low ~n sensitivity. 
The BLM ratings ~re similar to those ascribed using the approach 
outlined in Volume IV, Appendix 16. Hov1ever, these lands would be 
viewed from highly sensitive mountain crests, and substantial adverse 
visual impacts there would have a potential for being significant. 

0003.01 

The observations presented correspond to the frequency of tornado 
occurrence data presented in Volume IV, Appendix 5 (Colorado), Section 
5.2.3.6. 

0003.02 

The stated observations correspond well with the frequency of flooding 
as reported in the literature and presented in Volume IV, Appendix 5 
(ColoradJ), Section 5.2.2.l.A. 

0003.03 

£IS Volume IV, Appendix 5 (Colorado), Section 5.2.3.6, notes that 
blizzards, although not unknown, are not a frequent problem. The pre
cioitation and temperature data presented In S2cticns 5.2.3.2 and 
5.2.3.3 list ranges that represent regional norms, a~d. as such, do not 
address microclimatic conditions as described in this comment. 

0003.04 

See discussion of flooding and potential flooding impacts in EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.2.l and Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.2. 

0003.05 

Comments noted. 

0004.01 

These comments are consistent with analyses provided in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.8 and in Volume IV, Appendix 14. See also Comment 
Response 1515.213. 

0004.02 

See Comment Response 571.02 (especially the second paragraph). As noted 
in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Sections 5.2.10 and 5.2.12, Colorado has 
considerable local professional planning experience in managing rapid 
grovith generated by large-scale projects. The State has made a com
mitment to provide the resources necessary to accommodate and minimize 
specific housing demand and public service impacts on such communities 
as Fort Morgan and Brush. 
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0004.03 

Both Fort Morgan ·and Brush have experienced construction-induced growth 
effects on public services and housing during the Pawnee Power Plant 
development as was discussed in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.2.12.2 of 
the EIS. However, development of the·SSC would require accommodation of 
more construction workers over a longer period of time. Additionally, 
once fully operable, the SSC would employ more than 3,000 workers, as 
opposed to less than 150 workers required to operate the Pawnee plant. 
The local experience i.n dealing with growth is a useful indicator of how 
Fort Morgan and Brush would approach SSC-induced growth in the short 
term, but the communities have not recently experienced similar long
term growth. of the magnitude expected to accompany the SSC. 

0004.04 

Potential population impacts were distributed according to a computer
based spatial a 11 ocati on model that sjmul taneously considered travel 
times to each potential destination and its attractiveness -- the latter 
measured in terms of current population size (EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1 and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.2), For the 
Colorado region, 15 separate destination zones were considered in the 
model, including Greeley in Weld County. The results indicate that as 
many as three percent of the direct SSC workers and nearly seven percent . 
of the indirect SSC workerswould commute from the Greeley area. 

0004.05 

Comment noted. The transportation network existing in Colorado, and the 
additions proposed by Colorado in the Invitation for Site Proposals, are 
discussed in EIS Volume l, Chapter 4, Section 4.9.2, Table 4-29 and 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.6. 

0004.06 

Comment noted. Population di stri but ion assumptions have been re
examined. Travel times used in the. moqel's application for the EIS are 
taken from information. pro.vjded by the State of Colorado in response to 
Site Task Force requests irr June 1988. . Population .data used in the 
model are from the Colorado Division of Local Governments, prepared 
February 1988. The average travel time of allocated workers, resulting 
from the .model used in the EIS, is. nearly l.5 times the average travel 
times of Denver•Boulder SMSA workers (as reported in the 1980 Census of 
Populatiop and. Housing) "(be a~sumptions used.in determining population 
distribution in. the impact analysis appear to be realistic, given the 
use. of the most accurate; up-to~date data avail.able (see EIS Volume I, 
Chapters, .Section 5.1.8 and \loJume IV, Appendix 14, Sections 14.1.2.3 
and 14.L3.2.B): · · 

"' ,_, 
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0004.07 

Comments noted. 

0005.01 

Comments noted. 

0005.02 

Comments noted 

0005.03 

Comments noted. 

0006.01 

Comments noted. 

0006.02 

Comments noted. 

0006.03 

Comments noted. 

0007.01 

CoMment noted. 

0007.02 

A variety of map sources were used in the land use analyses and refer
ences are cited in the end of each appropriate section. Aerial photo
graphs were also employed as a means to verify existing land uses. The 
aerial photographs consulted for the Fox River Valley area are based on 
imagery f1 own in 1986 and, in many areas, updated with new photography 
as recently as Spring 1988. See Comment Response 13.02. 

0007.03 

The statements in Volume I of the DEIS that a large number of water 
wells would need to be abandoned at several of the site alternatives 
were an error and the document has been revised. See final EIS sections 
as follow: Volume I, Chapter 1, Table 1-1; Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 
3-7; Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.4 and Table 5.6-3; and Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Sections 7.2.3.1.A.6 through 7.2.3.7.A.6. The figures show
ing the location of wells have been deleted from the EIS. The number of 
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\·~~~s 1-ist~rj inc1~:J2.:: t~:e total number cf \·,c-11s knoltil1 {based en a·lai1-
ab!2 receirds p:c:..rl(~d h:/· the St:ites) to exist ¥t•ithln 1,000 ft vf tu~-1i1e) 
a1ign::12:·ot. lt 1:; z.rti:~;:iat9d that 01iy a ~-:n:ill por·tion of th2 water 
wells ·listed wc:i1d ha~e to be aba~doned due to t~e SSC. Bacau~e th0 
loc~tion of SSC fac!1it·ies may be c!ia~ged slightly and beca~se all we11 
lc<..:ations are n.:it vet k:-ror.1n~ an exac:t count of wells wh·tch may have to 
be abando~ed dJe t~ th2 project ca~not be made at this ti~e. Iinpacts to 
quantity and qua1ity of well w~ter supplies, which would be catised by 
the SSC, a~~ discuss2d i11 EIS Vo 1 ume 1, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2 and 
5.2.3.3. Fer a ~ore detailed discussion, s~e EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Secticn 7.2.3. 

The quantit)r' of wat.::r used b~y th? SSC on-s1te and by the resulting 
population growth, during both construction and operations, is small 
compared to current water use in the vicinity of the proposed Illinais 
site. Since on-site water needed by the SSC w0uld be obtained from 
the deeper aquifers, negligible impacts are expected on shallow wells. 
Although SSC on-site and related off-site water use would contribute to 
the current overdl~aft of the deeper aquifers, the incremental regional 
drawdown to be attributed to the SSC has been estimated to be small. 
With the overdraft condition, future reliance on surface wat2r sources, 
such as the Fox River or Lake Michigan will be likely due not to any 
single water use but becau<;e of general population and economic growth 
of the area. Importation of Lake Michigan water is already planned by 
some of the communities in the vicinity of the proposed SSC site. 

G007.04 

Comments r.ot2d. 

0008.01 

Comments noted. 

0009.01 

Comments noted. 

0010.01 

The EIS has been revised to include the most current information on wet
land type, location, and quality (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.5.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3). The revised 
wetland Impact assessment was based on the amount of wetland habitat 
that could be disturbed directly by construction and operations (i.e., 
those wetlands in areas A, B, E, F, J, and K). These figures are 
reflected in the revised Table 1-1 of Volume I, Chapter 1. 
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0010.02 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 1, Table 1-1 has been revised based on a post-DEIS 
wetlands survey and reassessment. The table provides information for 
comparative purposes. The wetland acreages presented are based on no 
mitigation (an overly conservative value), and so noted in the footnote. 
Mitigation of potential wetlands impacts would be required. General 
mitigation plans for wetland impacts are described in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5 for all states and 
in Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3 for Michigan. Detail wetland mitiga
tion will be evaluated in the Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

0010.03 

The wetlands assessment presented in the DEIS has been revised to in
clude a reevaluation of wetlands location, type, and quality (see EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 
11.3.4.3). A conservative estimate of the amount of wetlands that may 
be impacted by construction of the proposed collider facilities at the 
SSC in Michigan is now placed at approximately 190 acres. If future 
expansion areas are developed, the potential exists for about another 
320 acres of wetlands impacts. These acreages are a conservative esti
mate that do not include mitigation, and provide a relative comparison 
among sites. It is DOE policy to avoid wetlands impacts where practic
able in accordance with requirements of Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act and Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands. As a result the 
actual impact to wetlands would be much lower than the conservative 
estimate presented above. Detailed plans to mitigate to the extent 
practicable any anticipated wetlands impacts at the selected site would 
be developed in consultation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (or 
delegated state authority) and analyzed in detail in the Supplemental 
EIS. Mitigation is discussed in general in the EIS sections mentioned 
above and in Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6. Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.5.3 explains the difference in wetlands acreages reported 
between the DEIS and the FEIS. 

0010.04 

Comments noted. 

0011.01 

Comment noted. 

0011.02 

The SSC staff (e.g., scientific, technical, technicians, administrative, 
clerical, etc.) will represent a cross section of incomes and lifestyles. 

As the most readily accessible community to the proposed SSC campus, 
Stockbridge would likely attract a sizeable portion of the SSC-related 
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populati.on i1Qpact (see ElS .Volume 1, Chapter 5, Section 5 •. 1.8 and Volume · 
IV, Appendix 14, Table 14.l,.3;4~5J •. This would resu.lt in a population 
increase of htdividuals with diverse ecpnomic and educational' back
grounds, nctne .of tihom would be categorized as l<>Wer class. Associated 
housing demand might .result in new noosing construction in the Stock
bridge area. See al so t00111ent J«!sponse 18 • .08. 

0011.-03 

Comment noted. 

001LCJ4 

The State proposer is responsible for meeting the requirements of the 
SSC in the Invitation to Site Proposals .. The proposers have certified 
that they have proper authority to meet their obligations in the pro
posals •. Questions to,nc~ing the State proposal's strategies and com
mitments should be direeted to the appropriate State authorities (see 
EIS Volume lI I , th apter 1) • 

0011.05 

Comment .Mted. 

0012.01 

Based. on a post~OEIS re~ssessment of. potential ·~tland impacts, approxi
mately 190 acre of ~tla!Kls could be ill!Pacted at the Michigan .site from 
surface fl!cilHY construct.ion (see Voltne I, Cha,pter 5, Sections 5 .. 1.5.4 

. and 5;2;7). ThiS is an overly ·cons~r'lative;estimate that assumes no 
mitigation, and does not include an additional 129 acres of weHands 
located in areas where future constructio.n may occur (e.g., area C and 
the J areas) or areas where ancillary fatilities would be located. A 
number of alternatives exist for mitigating possible impacts to wetlands 
at the Michigan site. These are discussed ,in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.6 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3. More det~iled 
information relative to wetlands mitigation would be included within the 
sjte~specific Supplemental EIS for th!! selected site. 

c--:,-

Potent i al impacts on sensittVi! :specie~;~ Jiabi~ts {including wetlands 
and• other natural, areas}, and ,llfl lllB'!t,ing •. ,f:ishing, .and trapping of wild
li fe; .would depend. on final •<filsign ~si.der.at~n~ ~ ltlacellle!lt .of. ..· 
Specific facilities, arid W()Uld be evaluated during preconstruction 

. phases •. , :Su.,11eys.f9r pr1Jt~.t,.ed ,species,alld habit,.l:ts waul(l be initiated 
. .• if .f!fi.Cbigan ls selected Jo~·f(frther Jnvestigaq11n. ·· Jf, s.ioo s~cies. are 

pres~t, +and coil}(! be affected by. :t:be·SSC •. 1:9flSll1 tation with .. the u.s. 
Fish .. and ·Wildlife Service.,;imd•··.~iUt.~ta~ ~cies ·f"e9'ard:itl!;J·.s1msi.ti v.e 

· s~4.es· .. ·~. llabilats!wnl:take :Plafe,t~sii~e investi!JaU~n and . 
desi.{l{l,.~se.s .(s~ t1.-01utMb1V ... 1.Appernhx •ll•·+Sect.~on i1.i~a ... s.2) +m· ~t>111~ 

. pl iance with Section 7. of the Endangered Species Act 11f .1973 as a11ended. 
'06U;§.C.•1531-'1543). . .... 

'• ' 
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Hunting and fishing as recreational activities would be restricted 
during construction, and would continue to be controlled within fenced 
fee simple areas fur the operational life of the SSC. These restric
tions could be nec<?sSill'Y for a number of reasons, for example, controls 
on access in fee simple areas due to safety or security requirements, 
and disturbances such as noise during construction, which would tem
porarily impact the SSC site and vicinity. Based on impact analyses in 
the Supplemental EIS for the selected site, efforts would be made to 
eliminate adverse impacts to the envircnment or to reduce them to the 
lowolt achievable level if they can"ot be eliminated. 

Reg~rdlng the potential for contamination of groundwater, see Corn~ent 
Re~ponse 284.02. 

0012.02 

The 125 archaeological sites described in the EIS (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.4.12.1) refer to sites located within the general 
Michigan SSC project vicinity. Forty-four of these sites are located 
within 1 mi of pro~osed SSC project facilities of which only seven sites 
have been previously recorded within project boundaries. 

If the Michigan SSC site is selected, additional surveys and evaluations 
would be completed in a site-specific Supplemental EIS in order to iden
tify cultural resources including prehistoric archaeological sites eli
gible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. In 
accordance with ~ Memcrandum of Agreement between the DOE and the 
Mjchigan State Historic Preservation Officer, mitigation measures would 
be developed to appropriately mitigate impacts on significant cultural 
resources, including prehisto1·ic archaeological sites as discussed in 
EIS Volume !, Chapter 3, Section 3.6. 

0012.03 

Comment noted. 

0012.04 

The 25-yr life expectancy for the operating phase of the SSC, used in 
the cost analysis and other sections of the EIS, is the estimate used 
for the purposes of the environmental analysis. Other accelerators have 
had operating periods of 35 years and beyond. 

Should SSC operations cease, the jobs of the operational work force 
would be lost; however, jobs would be created for the decommissioning 
work force for a period of approximately one year. After decommission
ing, surface facilities of the SSC that are released might be used for 
business, service, or educational purposes that could create employment 
opportunities. Additional information on decommissioning can be found 
in Volume IV, Appendix 3. 
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0012.05 

SSC-related effects un the quality of life in local communities is pre
sented in EIS Volume l, Chapter 5, Section 5.L8.5 and Volume IV, Appen
dix 14, Section .14.l.3.4.£.. Given the VilJ~e of Stockbridge's central 
location to the SSC, t'he potential for too community to experience rapid 
growth is real. Such -growth .would build on current economic revital lza
tion programs implemented by the Ingham County Department of Development 
and other State and local planning agencies. 

It is important to note that "bobmtow11s" are characterized bY rapid 
population growth and populatiol'! decline. ·It is this boomcbust .cycle 
that characterizes boomtowns. Boomtown-1 ike conditions may characteriz.e 
the growth part of the cycle in some communities in proximity to the 
SSC; however. no "bust" or rapid decline in economic activity and popu
lation is expected since .SSC operations wo11ld .continue for many years. 
In small towns ia .proximity lo the SSC, H is probable that some com
munity disruptian will occur as commuriities adapt to larger populations, 
increased tr'affic, new construction, and other project-related changes. 
The capacity of communities to adapt effectively varies wHh their abil
ity to plan a11d finance needed facilities and services and with their 
past experience with development. Social disruption will va.ry depending 
on the rate of population growth that a particular co111munity experiences 
and the differences between •newcomers• .and current res.ident.s in ter111s 
of values, education, income, etc .. The "90D111tow11 phenomenon• may not 
disrupt informal ties among people currently "Jiving ia the comunity, 
but may disrupt the effectiveness of things. that support i11f<1rmal ties, 

- such as friendliness and cornnmnity spirit. Many negative conditions 
associated with rapid growth can be minimized through careful planning. 

0012.06 

It has not been fully determined who will finance public services needed 
as a result of the SSC . The DOE does not directly finance nor does it 
provide special funding allowances .. for such services. Data on illlj)acts 
to local public services, such as public education, and public finance 
are provided in >Volume I, Chapter 3, Table JcG. Detailed assessments 
for Michigan are provided in .Volume IV, Appendix 14, Sections 14.1.3.4.C 
and 14.1.3.4.D. · 

0012.07 

Comment noted • 

. 0012.08 

· Co111111l!rits no~, . · 

OOll.09 

CoJl1111ent noted. 

',-;-. 
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0013 .01 

Comments given to the DOE during scoping were used to establish priori
ties for assessment in the preparation of the DEIS. The DOE EIS Imple
mentation Plan (July 1988) documents the detailed use of the comments 
and summarizes comments by site among the topics to be analyzed in the 
EIS. Socioeconomic issues and water resources issues received the most 
comments at all sites. 

In regard to the number of relocations reported by the proposer, see 
Comment Responses 13.02 and 710.01. 

0013.02 

The DEIS was based on the State-submitted information and publicly 
available information. Publicly available information includes Federal, 
State, regional, and local agency reports and publications and published 
uni vers tty research project reports and theses. Comments gt ven to the 
DOE during scoping were used to establish priorities for assessment in 
the preparation of the DEIS. All information submitted to the DOE fol
lowing the scoping meetings was reviewed by technical staff and used as 
appropriate in preparation of the DEIS. Every attempt was made to use 
the most current information that could be provided and verified as 
being accurate. Between the DEIS and the Final EIS, additional efforts 
1~ere made by the DOE to verl fy the data inc 1 uded in the EIS and to cor
rect or update these data as appropriate. When substantial errors have 
been detected in the EIS, they have been corrected in the Final EIS. In 
cases where more current data are avai1ab1e, they have been incorporated 
in the text. 

0013 .03 

Comment noted. 

0014.01 

Comments noted. 

0015.01 

Intensive cultural resource surveys have not yet been undertaken at the 
North Carolina SSC project site. The information provided in the EIS 
(see Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.12.1) summarizes the results of 
the literature and records review only. 

If the North Carolina SSC site is selected, additional surveys and 
evaluations would be completed in order to identify cultural resources 
within the project area which are eligible for listing on the National 
Register. Such studies would include interviews with appropriate 
researchers and local informants. Cultural resource management proce
dures would be completed in accordance with a Mem~randum of Agreement 
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(MflA) between tl.e ODE and th2 U:>rth Carol ha State HL;Lric Prese1·vath11 
Officer (SH?O) and the Auvisory louKl I on Historic l're:.t.·>ation. 
Mitigation measurEs would be developed to appropriately mitigate i~pacts 
on significant cultural resourc"s. Qualified archaeologists, 
historians, and architectural t. istorians, as specified by the MOA, would 
complete the surveys, evaluatic~s. and data recovery and monitor the 
pr0gtams. 

Construction personnel would be trained to recognize cultural resources 
that could be discovered during cons~ruction, and which contingency 
procedures would be followed by construction and project management 
personnel to properly handle such circ~mstances. Development of these 
procedures wculd involve qualified archaeologists and historians and 
appropriate Native American groups. The MOA would also addr2ss the 
proper means of relocatir.g graves and Native American burials that are 
uncovered during construction. A more detailed review of this will be 
discussed in the Supplemental EIS. Also, a discussion of all mitlgatloo 
plans wi11 be in the Supplemental EIS. 

0016.01 

Comments noted. 

0017.01 

The statement in Volume I of the DEIS that a large number of water wells 
would need to be abandoned at several of the site alternatives was an 
error and the document has been revised, (please note that abandonment 
in this context was not meant to imply that these wells would "go dry"). 
The number of wells listed are the total number of wells known (based on 
available records prnvid2d by the States) to exist within the total area 
defined by the l,000-ft restricted zone along the tunnel alignment, the 
campus, injector, and far cluster areas, and the buffer and buried beam 
zone areas. It is anticipated that only a small portion, if any, of the 
water wells within the 1,000 ft restricted zone, but outside the 150-ft 
primary shield zone, may have to b~ abandoned due to proximity to the 
tunnel. Other wells, while not requiring total abandonment, probably 
would not be available for private use because they would ba on fee 
simple lands to be acquired by the go•:ernment. Because the location of 
SSC facilities at each site may be changed slightly and because well 
location dota are preliminary, an exact count of ~;ells which may have to 
be abandoned due to the project cannot be made at this time. This 
information will be gathered when a site is selected and SSC design and 
facility locations are finalized. 

For the proposed Tennessee site, surface water is the major source pro
posed for SSC on-site us~ and for SSC-related increased water use in 
surrounding communities, both during construction and operations. 
Groundwater use would be small, providing supply for two of the SSC ser· 
vice areas (40 acre-ft/yr each during operations) and, potentially, for 
some limited amount of population growth in rural areas. With this 
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limited pumping, the impact of groundwater use by the project o~ exist· 
ing wells is expected to be negligible. See discussions in EIS Vo 1 ume 
I, Chapter S, Section 5.1.2 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.6. 

0017.02 

See Comment Response 17.01. 

O.Jl7.03 

See Comment Response 17.01. 

0018.01 

Cc·ri:ment noted. 

0018. 02 

The impacts from encroachment of SSC facilities into floadplalns near 
the Illinois site have been discussed in EIS Volume!, Chapter 5, Sec
tion 5.1.2-9, and in more detail in Volume IV, Appendix 7. Of the four 
facilities which have some potential for floodplain encroachment in 
Illinois, only buried beam zone area J6 has the potential for signifi
cant adverse environmental impact. (See Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.2-4 for a description of the process of assessing floodplain 
impacts.) 

As indicated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1, furti1er detailed 
studies will be made, should Illinois be awarded the SSC. These studies 
will include a more detailed floodplain analysis. Some flexibility in 
the final design may mitigate the impacts of the facility in the flood
plain as discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6; this would 
be analyzed in detail in the site-specific Supplemental EIS. Any 
residual impacts, such as long-term local flooding, remaining after 
final design and site mitigation will be assessed according to Federal 
policies and Executive Order 11938 {"Floodplain Management"). 

0018.03 

See Comment Response 7.03. 

Existing groundwater quality at the proposed Illinois site is addressed 
in EIS Volume l, Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2 and in Volume IV, Section 
5.3.2.2. Water quality impacts of the construction and operations of 
the SSC at the proposed Illinois site are discussed in Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.3 and 7.2.3.3. Small, but negligible water 
quality impacts are expected for shallow groundwaters. Construction 
impacts will be held to negligible levels through minimization of dis
turbed areas, use of state-of-the-art drilling and shaft-sinking tech
niques, in-place spill and leak response procedures, and control and 
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rr.i~'ima1 :_;_:::.:: o~ c:~r.~t"·t:,:t~~;:- ~T1~e::ia1-:; \,,;itl ;;otf.1:.i,-:1 fr;-- >::::.tcr _,...c·r:t3·-::
nation. !mpac.ts ot 1·1quid effluents (i.?.., sanitary s0·~ag2~ cooling 
tow~T blowdown, a~d s~~mp water) dJring operations will ba negli~ible 
si~cc extei1siv2 tre3tm2nt of the effluents is planned to meet effluent 
0ua·! ity st::111d1'r-Js. Th'~ constrG.:tion and op,:ratio~_is of the SSC at t:he 
prcposed Illinois site ~re not expected to have me~~urabl~ iffiµ2cts c~ 
1.he qLlality of deep groundwaters. 

The reg1igib1s a~1c~nt of contami~ation of the sl~all~w grcundwatei·s w1 it 
b2 pr2vent2d fron1 movin~:t d\;eper by the so:-ptive c::.pacit_y of the so·ils 
and rocks a~.d b_y conf~r.ing 1a_ye·~~s ::ind ~quit3rds between the 1o'!>lcr anJ 
deeper aquifers. A1though vertical interconnections exist betw29n tt1e 
aquifers, they are localized and ~egional groundwater flow is cs~e~
tially horizontal rather than vertical. fJr the excavations. ircl~d~!~J 
the tunnel, the surrcunding groundwater pre~st.re will result in infi1-
t:ation into the tunnel rather. tha:: 1:1:.:ter f'.o·.·:i:1] out of th0 tt.;n:,£-~; 
this will 2~~s2ntial1y p~·event cvnta:nin:1tion cf th::: aquifers f:~c.::1 LJ-:e 
tunn~l excavation. Radic1ngica1 2ffects are 1lsc projected to he r12g1 i · 
gible and ~;~11 be·:cw existing st2rdards (EIS Volume I, Ch1ptGr S, Sec
tion 5.1.6.2.A). The radiation ~mitt~d duping normal ope~atla~3 is 
cxtrs:;ie1y s::1a1l. E«1en the grot..nd\~ater conta;nination resulti!1g 7-·,~0::1 tL:.~ 
t~ighly unlikely loss of a beam (th~ worst-:ase accident) will rne~t regu
latory standards (EIS Volum2 IV, Appendix 12, Sections 12.3.1.l.C ~nJ 
12.4.l.l). (Sec; a1so Comment Response 7.03 with respect to the nu-~ber 
cf potenti,lly affected wells.) 

0018.04 

Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4 has been revised and lists the number 
of people near E and F areas at each of the site alternatives expected 
to experience day-night average sound levels: (1) greater than 7~ d8A, 
and (2) between 60 and 70 dBA. At the Illinois site, based on the cur
rent population distribution around E and F sites, approximately 454 
people would experience a day-night average sound level of greater than 
70 dBA. 1,246 people would experience a day-night average sound level 
of between 60 and 70 dBA at some point during construction. As noted in 
Volume IV, Appendix 9, the period of day and night construction activity 
at any particular E or F site should average 10 mo. 

0018.05 

The EIS has been revised to include the most current information on wet
land location, type, and quality (see Volume I, Section 5.1.5.4 and 
Appendix 11, Section 11.3.3.3). The amount of wetland acreage that 
could be disturbed was determined from the amount of wetland habitat 
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that is present within proposed areas of surface disturbance (Areas A, 
B, C, E, F, J and K), rather than for all fee simple areas. Careful 
design and location of surface facilities as well as sound construction 
practices will be used to avoid or mitigate likely wetlands impacts. 

0018.06 

Traffic on most roads near the SSC will increase as shown in EIS Volume 
I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.6 and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Tables 
14.2.1-5 and 14.2.1-6. Some sections of Route 59 will experience an 
increase in traffic of around 10 percent, while Routes 64 and 34 will 
experience lesser increases. During some peak periods, some sections of 
Routes 64 and 34 will operate at or over their design capacities, LOS F 
(see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.2.C.l.b.l). 

0018.07 

The introduction of housing into farmlands in the eastern portion of the 
site has been addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 16 of the EIS. Section 
16.3.3.1 notes that, along with housing, new development includes nodes 
of commercial and light industrial facilities. In some areas, new land 
uses are so divergent that there is no identifiable visual character; 
therefore, the SSC project facilities probably would go unnoticed and 
would create no visual impact. However, there are other areas where new 
residential development is extensive and the residential visual charac
ter well established. This is the case for the Boulder Hill subdivi
sion. The SSC facility nearest to this residential development is ser
vice area F2. The impact of this facility on the subdivision is dis
cussed in Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.3.3.C. 

Views from the subdivision are considered to be highly sensitive and the 
impact to be significant and long-term, but of a local nature. Never
theless, measures can be taken such that over time the facility can be 
partially screened from view, thereby reducing the impacts on property 
values from visual intrusion. 

0018.08 

SSC-related effects on the social well-being of particular groups in the 
local communities will depend on the settlement patterns of SSC-related 
workers and their families. Social disruption will vary depending on 
the rate of population growth that the community experiences. While one 
cannot predict at an individual level what kind of people will settle in 
a community, the Fermilab experience does indicate that in-migrating 
operations personnel and their families collectively have assimilated 
well and had a positive influence on their new communities. 

0018.09 

Comments noted. 
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0018.10 

The Forest Preserve District of DuPage County has provided the DOE with 
a "Land Acquisition Status by Project, September ZO, 1988" data package 
that includes a map and notations as to project status. The comment cor
rectly refers to the agency's Naperville/Big Woods Project, which is 
located adjacent to and south of Fermilab. The project consists of two 
portions, the first of which includes 954 acres located south of Fermi
lab, north of Interstate-88, and straddling both the east and west sides 
of Eola Road. Condemnation proceedings by DuPage County are continuing, 
with no estimate provided as to when these actions would be completed. 
The second portion of the project is located south of Bilter Road, but 
has been dropped from further consideration -- a decision that was made 
in cooperation with the city of Aurora. Changes have been made in the 
Errata to Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.10.2.B which note this 
potential land use. 

0018.11 

Each location for the SSC will be evaluated against the same criteria. 
The site selection process is described in EIS Volume III, Chapters l, 
2, and 3. 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6 presents the hazards that could 
result from normal operations or an accident at the SSC. The analyses 
take into account population residing above the SSC facilities. An 
important conclusion of the EIS is that during both normal operations 
and worst conceivable accident conditions there will be no health 
hazards or unacceptable health risks regardless of population size. 

0019.01 

The EIS was based on the State-submitted information and publicly avail
able information. Publicly available information includes publications, 
reports by State agencies, and university research projects published as 
theses, for example. Every attempt was made to use as up-to-date infor
mation as could be provided and verified to be accurate. Where errors 
have been identified, they have been corrected in the Final EIS (see 
Errata sections for Volume IV, Appendices 1 to 16, and revised Volume I). 
Where more current data have been identified since the publication of 
the DEIS which enhance or alter the analysis they have been included in 
the appropriate revisions (Appendices J to 16) and in the revision to 
Volume I. 

Further information will be reviewed in greater detail in the Supple
mental EIS prepared for the selected site. 
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'.'J;J.02 

1·0c .. ;cJti0ri e:;tirr:ates d2ri·Jed frcm th2 U.S, 8u~-e:H~ cf the Cer--::us iP:i~c:l~2 
r.:-·,2.t ;:~~·:;roxirnate1y 1 r.·,i11io:i i:-ecp1c 1iv-2 in th2 pr·ir.:arJ impac~ cc~;:·:t1e:,, 
c~ D!.J.Pag2'i Kane, ar;d Kendall (see LIS Vc-lu:.;~, IV~ t\p~_12ndix 51 Sect ;on 
S.3.:1.1.B). Almost 7.5 million live in th~ nine-caunty Illinois !~2Jio~ 
•.· .. ~,- T-.·,',:i.·,1.-.·~ .. ,r:2. Tho."''·~·;:-.,-:.·,-. or" pc-.,...,1~ i·n +~-~_,, .._,re::i "-~i;:,~ -..·oulr. b-~ ~ 1 a0v2"S'~lv - - - ·- ,,,_ 1:1~.1 • ._-,~· . ,_._,;_, '- ,, ........... .... 'J- ..., ..... ., '~ • "' '- ... • ·~ ·' 

~~C~-~~~'' ~\.f ~~0 C~r r~nJ"n~t i's i'r• r~)~~>:~ T1hc~p ~~0 2'9 re- l~ratio~s 
'--"'''-'--'·"-'--' u.'i \..," .. <J~)~ !'-''V .... ~.. .,,;t, --0 l.'-'•lo• ·-'- c;,'- .!. ·'-'~-- .... •· 

e102cteJ in t:1e land acq~isition pro~ess; these people woLlld be affect 
dir·0ct~y, others m1y experience indirect adverse effects. On the rosi
tive side, many rcsid~nts are likely ta beG2fit f~c~ SSC-r2l2ted jobs 
a~d 1ncome (see EIS Volume IV 1 Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3). 

Fr;ur quarries have be~n propos;;d b_y th~ State of Ill-ino·is 3S. disp~:s~l 
sites. The excavated materials would be aen0rally transoortcd to the 
nearest quar-ry (see EIS Vo1urn2 I 1J, ,ll,r;pendix 10~ Section '10.2.3.J J::d 
,~l.nl''"" IO 2 "'-') D1'fr'·,~~ 0 t rO'''S co·1"d 'o" """Qi t• 0 """"n >hp (J., f'Cp,·o.-.+ r- ~ <! ~ ...... 0 • ~ c, t.:i! v.J \ l i t;:' ... ::,_ ,...__.,,~.--- \.f:~ j' ~ _, ... ,,,._ 

SSC points and the qua;Ar";~~s. houte 31 \riG~!d not rece·ive all tLc· t:··rJck 
t~2ffic. Traffic i~~acts dJ~·irg co~struction, including spoils ~isposJ~ 
truck traf'fic, are addre~sed in the EIS Volume 1, Chapter 5~ S~ction 
5.1.8.6.A and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section JL.2.1.3.C,J,b, Mitiga
~~cns to be con~i~ored fer red~cing the impart of th2 t~ucks 0r2 dis
cussed in EIS Volume J, Ct1a~ter 3, Section 3.6 and in Comment R2spo~se 
:095.02. 

Ci019.03 

The State of Illinois proposal suggests the use of freezing or slurry 
wall control to minimize groundwater inflow into major building excava, 
tions. Groundwater inflow into the tunnel is estimated to be low 
becau~e the tunneling would be in low permeability dolomite rock forma, 
tions, If sections of higher permeability, such as major rock frac, 
tures, are encounterEd during tunneling, they would be grouted or lined 
to minimize groundwater inflow. 

The effects of the excavations, including tunneling, on groundwater 
levels and local wells will be negligible and will not increase effects 
of drought conditions on water levels in local wells. A portion of the 
water pumped from excavations and tunnel inflow could be returned to the 
groundwater system by recharge from retention basins, thus reducing 
impacts on the water table and existing wells. (See also discussions in 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3.) 

0019.04 

Comment noted. 

0019.05 

Comment noted, 
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0019.06 

:.'0i9.07 

lhe costs of the SSC have been carefully evaluated in accordance with 
the ISP requirements. See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 2. For a comparison 
uf site-adapted desigr1 cost estimates among sites, see EIS Volume Ill, 
Chapter 3. 

0019.08 

Com.1;ent no~ed. 

0020.01 

Comments noted. 

0021.01 

Comments noted. 

0022.01 

The issue of the Texas imported fire ant and its potential impact on the 
SSC project at the proposed Texas site has bee11 added to the EIS in 
Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.6.2.2; Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6; Volume 
IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.2; and Appendix 12, Section 12.3.2. If 
the Texas site is selected for the SSC, the effect of fire ants on 
worker a~d public safety will be addressed in more detail in the Sup
plem2ntal E!S. See also Comment Responses 223.01 and 223.02. 

0022.02 

See Comment Response 223.01. 

0022.03 

As indicated in Comment Response 22.01, the impacts associated with fire 
ants have been addressed in the EIS. If the SSC is sited where the ants 
are found, engineering controls will be considered during design and 
construction of the SSC to prevent the ants from entering and damaging 
equipment as discussed in EIS Volume J, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.6. 

0022.04 

See Comment Responses 22.01 and 22.03. 
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0022. 05 

See Comment Response 22.01. 

The equipment systems comprising the SSC, which are still in the con
ceptual design ph1se, have not been evaluated for their resistance to 
fire ant infestation. This woJld be done if the proposed Texas site 
were to be selected for the SSC. A control plan will be prepared after 
site selerticn and as part of the Safety Analysis Review that will be 
done prior to construction and operations. This Review would Include 
possible secondary effects and mitigations if chemicals were required 
for controls. Federal, State, and local regulations and sta~dards for 
use of pesticides would be applicable. 

0022.06 

Comment noted. Potential mitigations to fire ant attacks have been 
added to EIS Volur;ie I, CIHpter 5, Section 5.l .6.l. Also see Volwn2 I, 
Chapter 3, Section 2.6.6. 

0022.07 

Comment noted. See Coniment Response$ 22.01 and 22.03. 

G022.03 

See Comment Response 22.01. 

():}23.01 

Co·r"1en t roted. 

0024.01 

Comment noted. 

0024.02 

foe comment cites the availability of trained construction and opera
tions workers in the Texas Region of Influence (ROI), a claim which is 
substantiated by recent data unemployment for the Da 11 as-Fort Worth 
Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Area (CMSA). Unemployment data 
for 1987 indicate that within the CMSA there was a 12.6 percent unem
ployment rate in the construction industry (representing approximately 
16,COO unemployed construction workers) and a 3.8 percent unemployment 
rate in technical occupations (representing approximately 2,000 unem
ployed technical workers. Most of the CMSA (87 percent) consists of six 
of the eight counties in the ROI (including Dallas, Ellis, Johnson, 
Kaufman, Rockwall, and Tarrant Counties). Such unemployment data were 
incorporated in the EIS analysis, to project anticipated in-migration as 
a result of the SSC (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7.A). 
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Regional reso~rces, ir.c·lu:Jing the pr2ser.ce of educational institutions 
and other sources of professional staff, were considered during t~e pro
posal evaluation in the development of the BQL (see Volume III. Section 
1.1) . 

0024.03 

Comment noted. 

0025.01 

Comments noted. 

0026.01 

Comment noted. 

0027. 01 

The assessments of environmental impact consequences at the seven site 
alternatives are presented in Volume I Chapter 5 of the EIS. This 
chapter states the impacts of transportation and other infrastructure 
requirements of the seven sites. The impact of the SSC on mere popu
lated and on less populated areas is also analyzed in Chapter S. The 
DOE has evaluated each site alternative with respect to population 
densities and Impacts on relocations required, local services, housing, 
and other aspects of the community (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Tables 
3-6 and 3-7). 

The suitability of such factors as climate, soils characteristics, and 
topography at the seven site alternatives was considered by the DOE in 
the site selection process prior to their inclusion on the BQL. All 
sites analyzed in the EIS were found to meet criteria of geological and 
climatic conditions (Volume Ill, Chapter 1) for construction of the SSC. 

The proposal submitted to DOE for the Liberty Hill, Texas site was eval
uated as one of 43 received by the DOE In response to the ISP. As com
municated in the September 17, 1987, letter from Or. Hess to T. G. Lara, 
the Liberty Hill proposal was disqualified because it did not meet four 
of the five qualification criteria. These were: 

o Land size and configuration as specified in the ISP; 

o Absence of cost to the Federal Government for land acquisition; 

o Power and water supply requirements; and 

o Absence of known environmental impacts from siting, constructing, 
operating, or decommissioning the SSC. 
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As relayed in the October 27, 1987, letter to T. G. Lara from Dr. Hess, 
the additional information submitted could not be evaluated because it 
did not meet the deadline date for submittal. 

Because the proposal did not meet all of the qualification criteria of 
the ISP, it was disqualified; therefore, it was not listed oil the BQL or 
considered as a reasonable site alternative in the EIS. 

0028.0l 

Comments noted. 

0029.01 

Comments noted. 

0030.01 

Comments noted. 

0031.01 

Comments noted. 

0032.01 

Comments noted. 

0032.02 

Comment noted. 

0032.03 

A discussion of the anticipated decision schedule is found in 
Volume III, Chapter 3 of the EIS. 

0032.04 

Comment noted. 

0033.01 

Comment noted. 
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0034.0) . 

See Comment Response 1278.11. 

It should be· noted that with the implementation of appropriate control 
measures, the environmental consequences of the fugitive dust generated 
during construction should minimize health problems to individuals who 
have chronic lung disease, bronchitis, emphysema, asthma, and respira
tory allergies. In addition, the particle. size of most of the dust 
generated is large enough not to p~netrate human respiratory defense 
mechanisms (e.g., cilia, mucous membranes, nasal hair,. etc.), 

·0034.p2 

For the proposed Texas site; both surface and groundwaters wi 11 be used 
for on-site SSC use and for the resulting population growth in the site 
vicinity. Measurable regional impacts on the existing groundwater over
draft are estimated. However, groundwater use by the SSC and the 
resulting population growth are small in comparison to the total ground
water use in the region,· and thus, the incremental regional effects of 
the SSC are considered small. To minimize the impact to groundwater, a 
greater reli.ance on surface water sources is planned. Surface water 
sources and availllbl!i! system capacity are ad'equate for the anticipated 
use; See dis<;ussi9nsj11 EIS. Vol urne I ;'Chapter 5, Section s~ L2 and 
Volume .IV, Appendix7, sections 7.2.3.7.A.J,.7.2,3.7.A,s, arid 7;2;3.7.A.6. . .. .. . . .. ,. ' .·····. '' .· .. 

· .. -.,., 

0034.03 

The trucks transporting the qu~~titjes of rock and soil material which 
will be generated during.construction (see ElS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.Ll) w.Hl not all be using .. the same .road •. During preconstruc
tion planning., road conditions and capacities would be considered and, 
where. prac;ticabl!i!, truck routes would be selected to minimize the 
impacts on existing streets· and traffic, In. addition, a. more detailed 

·site-specific review ofthis issue will.be. provided in the S!!pplemental 
EIS. · · · · · 

.. 0034.04 
. ' 

Comment noted~ 
. , ' . ' . 

0035. oi 
\·,;,- i ,,_.-·;_·-,-_,,,_,. _,:. ,·:,·-::,_.;,:_,,_ < ... ·~,,- -'<>-· 

The Jei::hnology tised ,in the SSC is th~ mcsi ad~anced i.n the world today. 
····.1.t ls not nowoutinoded/·norJs•itexpected'to. be for many years to come. 

. T~e estimafed usefulJ tfetimef of the SSC is expected to be at least·.·· 
•·•· .'·

1
.twenty,f.ive years from-its completion;· ... In ElS.Yolume •1,·.ch;ipter ·2,,the · 
purpose and need·for the·ssc is. des<:rib!i!d in•'tei"ms of its requirement to 



keep U.S. physics and physicists at the forefront of the world in ele
mentary particle research. (See also Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.2.4 
on consequences of delaying the project.) 

0035.02 

The EIS analysis indicates that construction and operations of the SSC 
would result in additional revenues for the State government. Local 
governments in Ellis County were projected to have a cumulative net fis
cal benefit throughout construction-and operations of the facility, ex
cept for a net fiscal deficit during the two years of con_struction. 
Additional details of the assessment of the impacts of SSC construction 
and operations on both State and local government finances are presented 
in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.7.D. 

0035.03 

Comment noted. 

0035.04 

The comment is correct. AcGording to the information provided to the 
DOE on October 5, 1988, by Mr. R9bert Silvus, Assistant Chief Wastewater 
Enforcement Section, Water Quality Division, Texas Water Commission, 
Austin, Texas, the Trinity River Authority "Red Oak Wastewater Treatment 
Plant" does not exist. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 1, Section 1.2.7.12 l1as 

.. been revised accordingly. 

0035.05 

Comment noted. 

0036.01 

Comment noted. 

0037.01 

Comments noted. 

0038.01 

Comments .noted • 

. 0039.0l 

Comments noted, 



G040.0l 

Comment noted. Impacts as assessed by the OOE are discussed and eval
uated in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5. 

0041.01 

Comment noted. 

0041.02 

The estimate in the DEIS of the loss in property tax revenue in Kendall 
County, Illinois, cumulatively to all government jurisdictions was 
incorrectly stated as $0.4 million. The actual estimate was $0.04 
million (rounded for presentation in the text and tables of the OEIS to 
$0.0 million). Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.I.8, and Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, and the accompanying text of the Final EIS have been 
corrected. 

0041.03 

See Comment Response 41.02. 

0041.04 

The most recent final estimate of the 1985 population in Kendall County 
(37,000), prepared by the U.S. Bureau of the Census and published in 
1987, suggests that the rapid population growth experienced in this 
county during the 1970's had stopped during the first half of the 1980s. 
The comment is consistent with data presented in the EIS (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11.1.B). 

0041.05 

Kendall County housing vacancy rates have been at low levels throughout 
the 1980's. These rates, as well as an increasingly productive county 
housing industry were included in the analysis as presented in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, and Section 5.1.8 and in Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.I.3.3.B. It appears that Kendall County would have no dif
ficulty in absorbing any SSC project-related housing impacts. 

0041.06 

The U.S. Bureau of the Census 1985 population estimates for U.S. coun
ties were used as the database to provide consistency among all seven 
sites (see Volume IV, Appendix 5). The estimate of the 1985 Kendall 
County population was 37,000 persons, suggesting that the Illinois 
Department of Commerce and Community Affairs projection of 42,439 (made 
in the early 1980's) is nearly 15 percent higher than what was actually 
cbscrved. Similarly, for purposes of consistency, projections beyond 
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19(:.5 ·,,:nre ar:lj 1:ste·'_J io th..::: r:~ost rc;.~t~nt \_;.S. [~L.tCCF1 c:! th~ Census :~tat 1·:·
level project·ions) prepared in April 1923, for a11 states ccnsid2red as 
site alternatives in the EIS. Cou~~y-sp2cific pr·0jections prepared ty 
the 11-!inois Dc~art.:nent cf Co~THT:cr~-:·:: ,::;"";d C:::~~;::-1unity f>_f·i~airs, i'1 tur:·1. \!:;:rr=' 
used to d2te·,~;;;ine th~~ 0.rf1ou11t of t0tal State r.op~lctio:. that each CCi_n 

would contribute. 

0041.07 

See Com~cnt Respc~ses 41.02, 41.04, 4!.GS, ~- 41.06. 

0011. 08 

See Comment Response 41.02. 

0042.01 

The Texas Region of Influence is a~ttcipated to have minimal difficulty 
absorbing SSC-related impacts on E'i~p1osment, housing, and public ser
vices (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7). 

In concurrence with the comment, the EIS fcund that the geology of this 
site is well-suited for the SSC (see Volume IV, Appendix 5, SPction 
5. 7. 1) . 

0043.01 

Comments noted. 

0044.01 

Existing infrastructure, including utilities, and ground and air trans
portation, is discussed in the EIS (Volume I, Chapter 5, Sections 
5.1.8.6 through 5.1.8.9 and Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.7.11.2) for 
the Texas Region of Influence (ROI) and Ellis County. Public services 
in the Texas ROI and Ellis County are discussed In the EIS (Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.7.11.1.C). Potential impacts related to SSC 
development are presented in Volume IV, App2ndix 14, Section 14.2.Z.3.G 
for utilities, Section 14.2.1.3.G for transportation, and Section 
14.1.3.7.C for public services. The EIS evaluation of these impacts in 
general agrees with the comment: mitigations, when necessary, could be 
accomplished by upgrading existing facilities. 

0045.01 

Comments noted. 

0046.01 

Comment noted. 
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0047.01 

Comment noted. 

0048. 01 

Comments noted. 

0049.01 

Comments noted. 

0050.01 

Comment noted. 
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QG5J.Ol 

Comments noted. 

0052.01 

SSC-generated population growth has the potential to cause SJcial dis-
ruption, partict(lar1y in re·iatively sma11 corirlun·ities such as Ennis. in 
that regard, there will be impacts to public services, such as police, 
fire departments, and social service age~cies -- as discussed for Ellis 
County as a whale (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7.C). 
Although the EIS does not specifically address the question of potential 
increases in crime, it recognizes that the pace of development in northern 
Ellis County could be accelerated by the SSC. As a result, the quality 
of life for residents in the area would more closely resemble that found 
in the Dallas-Fort Worth metropolitan region (see EIS Volume I, Chap-
ter 5, Section 5.1.8.5 and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7.E). 

0053.01 

Comment noted. 

0054.01 

Comment noted. 

0055.01 

Comments noted. 

0055.01 

Comrr:ents noted. 

0057.01 

Comments noted. 

0058.01 

Comments noted. 

0059.01 

Comments noted. 

0060.01 

Comments noted. 
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0061.01 

Comments noted. 

0062.01 

Comments noted. 

0063.01 

Comment noted. 

0064.01 

Comment noted. 

0065.01 

Comment noted. 

0066.01 

Comment noted. 

0067.01 

Comment noted. 

0068.01 

Comment noted. 

0069.01. 

Comment noted. 

0070.01 

. Comment noted. 

0071.01 

Comment noted • 

. 0072.01 

Comment noted. 

·· 0013 .oi 
•"" ' . . . . ; . . 

.. Comment noted. . 
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0074.01 

C8:r.mcnt noted. 

0075.01 

Comment noted. 

0075.01 

Comment noted. 

0077.01 

Comr:ient noted. 

078.01 

Comment noted. 

079.01 

Comment noted. 

080.01 

Comment rioted. 

0081.01 

Comment noted. 

0082.01 

Comment noted. 

0083.01 

Comment noted. 

0084.01 

Comment noted. 

0085.01 

Comment noted. 

0086.01 

Comment noted. 
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0087.01 

Comment· noted. 

0088.01 

Comment noted. 

0089.01 

Comment· lloted. 

0090 .. 01 

Comment noted. 

0091 •. 01 

Comment noted. 

0092:01 

Comment noted. 

0093:01 

Comme11t noted. 

0094 •. 01 

Comment noted. 

0095.01 - ,-, \.; 

Comment lloted. 

0096.01 
.. 
' Comment noted. 

0097.01 
~- - -"' 

--";'·· 



0100.01 

Comment noted. 



0101.01 

Comment noted. 

0102.01 

Comment noted. 

0103.01 

Comment noted. 

0104.01· 

Comment noterl. 

0105.01 

Comment noted. 

010.6.01 

Comment noted. · 

0107.01 

Comment noted. 

0108.01 

Comment noted. 

0109.01 . 

Comment noted. 

OUO.IH 

colTIDlent not~d. ' 
0111.01 

Comment noted• . · 

0112 .01 

. Comment .. · noted. 

0113:01 

·comment noted. 
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0114.0l 

Comments noted. 

Oi15.01 

Comments noted. 

0116.01 

Comment noted. 

0117 .01 

Comment noted. 

0118.0l 

Comment noted. 

0119.01 

Comment noted 

0120.01 

Comment noted. 

0121.01 

Comment noted. 

0122.01 

Comment noted. 

0123.01 

Comment noted 

0124.01 

Comment noted. 

0125.01 

Comment noted. 

0126.01 

Comment noted. 
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Comment noted. 

0128.01 

Comment noted. 

0129.01 

Comment noted. 

0130.01 

Coinment .noted. 

0131.01 

Comment noted. 

0132.01 

Comment noted. 

0133.01. 

Comment Noted. 

0133.02 

A discussion concerning the. design of the SSC can be found in Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.1.l. The goals for the SSC project are described 
in Volume I, Chapter 2. The size of the ring was optimized by engineer
ing techniques during the conceptual design. To. achieve the project 
objectives, the size of the ring cannot be substantially. reduced 
using present .technologies. · 

0134.01 

. Comment noted. 

0135.01 

Comment noted. 

0136.01 

· · Comment noted ... · 

0137 .. 01 . 

Comment·· noted, 
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0138.01 

Comment noted. 

0139.0i 

Comment noted. 

0140.01 

Comment noted. 

0141.01 

Comment noted. 

0142.01 

Comment noted. 

0143.01 

Comment noted. 

0144.01 

Comment noted. 

0145.01 

Comment noted. 

0146.01 

Comment noted. 

0147.01 

Comment noted. 

0148.01 

Comment noted. 

0149.01 

Comment noted. 

0150.01 

Comment noted. 
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0151.01 

Co:nment noted. 

0152.01 

Comment noted. 

0153.01 

Comment noted. 

0154.01 

Comment noted. 

0155.01 

Commer.t noted. 

0156.01 

Comment noted. 

0157.0l 

Comment noted. 

0158.01 

The EIS indicates that during both the construction and operation 
periods, direct and secondary economic effects, including additional 
jobs, earnings, and spending would be created in the Texas Region of 
influence (ROI). Spending in the region by direct SSC workers (includ
ing spending for real estate purchases) and spending for direct project 
purchases would create additional jobs and additional spending. 

Housing impacts due to the SSC are examined for the ROI, and for Ellis 
County (EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8 and Volume IV, Appendix 
14, Section 14.1.3.7.B). At these levels of aggregation, impacts are 
anticipated to be negligible. The SSC-related housing requirement of 
2,700 units cited in the comment refers to peak year (1992) housing 
demand for the entire eight-county ROI. Although the comment claims 
that the city of Ennis could accommodate an increase in housing demand 
of 2,700 units, including the public service demands associated with 
such an increase, the pe~k year housing demand estimate for the city of 
Ennis is likely to be a small fraction of this total. 

0159.01 

Comment noted. 
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0160.01 

Comment not2d. 

0161.01 

Comment noted. 

0162.01 

Comment noted. 

0163.01 

Comment noted. 

0164.01 

Comment noted. 

0165.01 

Comment noted. 

0166.01 

Comment noted. 

0167.01 

The EIS assessment of SSC-related telecommunications impacts concurs 
with the comment: Increased telephone service requirements as a result 
of the project should be well within Southwestern Bell's capacity to 
accommodate them. (See EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8 and 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.7.G.3.) 

0168.01 

The EIS indicates that during both the construction and operations 
periods, direct and secondary economic effects, including additional 
jobs, earnings, and spending would be created in the Texas Region of 
Influence (ROI). During construction, the direct jobs would employ 
workers with specific trade skills, as well as general laborers. During 
operations, professional and technical people would be employed, as well 
as clerical and other support personnel. Spending in the region by these 
direct workers (including spending for real estate purchases), and spend
ing for direct project purchases, would create additional jobs and addi
tional spending. The secondary jobs created would include jobs in all 
sectors of the economy, but would be concentrated in services, trade, 
transportation, communication, public utilities, and manufacturing. 
Additional discussion of these economic effects on the Texas ROI is 
presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8 and Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7. 
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0169.01 

Comment noted. 

0170.01 

Comment noted. 

0171. 01 

Comment noted. 

0172.01 

Comment noted. 

0173.01 

Comment noted. 

0174.01 

Comment noted. 

0175.01 

Comment noted. 

0176.01 

Comment noted. 

0177.01 

Comment noted. 

0178.01 

Comment noted. 

0179.01 

Comment noted. 

0180.01 

Comment noted. 
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0181.01 

Historic time-series data of city level unemployment rates are not 
readily available from State employment departments. In lieu of this 
information, county-level unemployment data were used in the EIS (see 
Comment Response 182.01). 

0182.01 

Comment noted. The need for additional employment in Corsicana, Texas, 
reflected by the county-level unemployment statistics collected by the 
Texas Employment Commission was used in the EIS estimates of economic 
effects of SSC development. Since 1982, Navarro County has had the 
highest percentage unemployment rates of the eight counties that comprise 
the Texas Region of Influence (ROI). Estimates of the economic impact 
to the Texas ROI from SSC construction and operation, including the 
effect of increased income and retail sales from the additional jobs, 
are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7. 

0183.01 

Comments noted. 

0184.01 

Comment noted. 

0184.02 

See Comment Response 34.02. 

0184.03 

Comment noted. 

0185.01 

Comment noted. 

0186.01 

Comment noted. 

0187.01 

Comment noted. 

0188.01 

Comment noted. 
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0189.01 

Comment noted. 

0190.01 

Comment noted. 

0191.01 

Comment noted. 

0192.01 

Comment noted. 

0193.01 

SSC-related housing imp3cts are examined for the Texas Region of 
Influence and for Ellis County (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.7.B). Increased demands for both cf these areas should be well 
within the levels which could be accommodated through existing housing 
and the housing construction industry. 

0194.01 

Comment noted. 

0195.01 

Comment noted. 

0195.01 

Comment noted. 

0197.01 

Comment noted. 

0198.01 

Comment noted. 

0199.01 

Comment noted. 

0200.01 

Comment noted. 
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0201.01 

The U.S. Soil Conservation Service identified 3,389 acres of prime 
farmland and 1,287 acres of impcrtant farmland in the proposed SSC fee 
simple area in Texas. This information was used to estimate that 588 
acres of prime and import2nt farmland would be permanently converted by 
the SSC at the proposed site. Should Texas become the selected site, 
this information would be verified and analyzed in detail. The defini
tion of prime and important farmland used in this EIS is that given in 
7 CFR 657.5. See revised Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.8.6. 

0202.01 

SSC-related housing impacts are considered for the Texas Region of 
Influence (ROI) and for Ellis County. Within these t110 areas, suf
ficient housing should be available for in-migrating workers and their 
families during both the construction and operation phases of the SSC 
project (EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.2 and Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7.B). 

Characteristics of economic activity and labor force are also discussed 
for the Texas ROI and for Ellis County (Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.7.11.1.A). The comment's characterization of high unemployment and 
economic depression across the state is supported for the two areas 
examined. 

The EIS did not examine current trends in the Texas banking Industry. 

0203.01 

A discussion of the DOE regulatory compliance requirements are covered 
in Volume I, Chapter 6 of the EIS. The DOE's policy is to conduct its 
operations in an environ~entally safe and sound manner in compliance 
with the letter and spirit of applicable environmental statutes, regula
tions, and standards. 

The DOE has identified applicable regulations in EIS Volume l, Chap
ter 6. During final design for SSC construction at the selected site, a 
Regulatory Compliance Plan will be prepared by the DOE. This plan will 
detail the mechanisms of compliance at the Federal, State, and local 
levels of jurisdiction. 

0203.02 

As discussed in Volume I, Chapter 6, it is the pol icy of the DOE to 
comply with all applicable statutes, regulations, and standards. 

0204.01 

Comments noted. 
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0205.01 

Comment noted. 

0205.02 

Comment noted. 

0206.01 

Comment noted._ 

0207.01 

Comment noted: 

0208.01 

Statements in the comment regarding ElJ is County labor force, housing 
market, and public serv"ice{s} are in agreement with conclusions drawn in 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8 and Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.L3.7. ·Also in agreement with the EIS is the statement that 
Ellis County is influenced by Dallas to the north, but has numerous 
rural areas as well (Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.7.ILI.B). 
However, the claim thatfewer privatehousing"units and less private 
land would be transferred into Federal ownership than. in the other 
proposed sites is not supported. Tabular data (Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.4) indica~e that a decision to site the SSC in Texas would 
require federal. acquisition of the second ·largest amount of private 
land. · · · 

0209.0l 

Comment noted, 'The development plan cited supports the EIS conclusion 
that public services,<includillg fire protection, could serve demand gen
erated by the SSC through e)(pansion of existing facilities.·. Additional 
potential .impacts to. public serv.ice, namely increases in. empl.oyment 
necessary to maintain current levels of.service, .. are presented .for the 
TexasRegionofJnfluerice and Ellis County iri EIS Volume I, Chapter.5, 
Section 5.h8.3 and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7.C .. - --- - - -- - . -- - ,. ---;- ~~------·- - - -

02fO;of 

twmn~nt noted. · 

oii i.01 
--- ; - _, 



0212.01 

The EIS presents a su:nmary and comparison of existing socioecono;nic con
ditions in each of the seven alternative Regions of Influence (ROI's) 
(Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.9.1). The existing socioeconomic condi
tions in each of the ROI's is presented in greater detail in Volume IV, 
Appendix 5. 

A discussion of the Texas ROI is presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.8 and Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.7.11.1. The evalua
tion of socioeconomic effects of SSC development in Texas considered the 
overall size of the existing labor force and recent unemployment rates 
for the ROI and for Ellis County (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.7.A). The socioeconomic analysis also included estimates of ef
fects on housing and public services such as schools (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Sections 14.1.3.7.B and 14.1.3.7.C, respectively); impacts 
of the SSC were found to be negligible for both issues for the ROI as 
well as Ellis County. 

An additional discussion of the socioeconomic effects in the Texas ROI, 
and the methodology used to make the estimates, is presented in Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Sections 14.1.3.7 and 14.1.2.3, respectively. 

0213.01 

Comment noted. 

0214.01 

Comment noted. 

0215.01 

Comment noted. 

02I6.0l 

Comment noted. 

0216.02 

The DOE will prepare a detailed decommissioning plan, cost estimate, and 
NEPA d1cument prior to the need for a decision to decommission. 

The purpose of Volume IV, Appendix 3 was to provide an evaluation of the 
feasibility of decommissioning and an order-of-magnitude cost estimate. 

The decommissioning description in Volume IV, Appendix 3 was not in
tended to exclude the LEB, the MEB, and the HEB from consideration for 
reuse. There was simply no projected use at that time. If a viable 
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reuse were determined for one or more of these accelerators, including 
the applications listed in this comment, it would be considered as an 
option when a detailed decommissioning plan is prepared and evaluated as 
part of the NEPA requirements. 

0216.03 

See Comment Response 381.04. 

0216.04 

The final disposition of the occupied facilities is covered in the EIS 
in as much detail as possible. It is not possible at this time to pre
dict exactly what part of the facility will be useful, e.g., for medical 
research or educational purposes, at the time of decommissioning. How
ever, as stated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 3, the main sources of radio
activity at the time of decommissioning, namely the beam absorbers, will 
be completely removed and disposed of as low-level radioactive waste. 
All accelerator components not salvaged for use elsewhere would be left 
in place. 

Prior to the end of SSC operations and before a decision on 
decomm·issioning is made, a detailed decommissioning plan will be 
prepared. 

See Comment Response 381.05 for a discussion of measures taken to guard 
against inadvertent penetration of the tunnel. 

0216.05 

The collider tunnel will be fitted with adequate permanent support sys
tems to provide a safe, structurally stable operating environment for 
the collider and the project personnel. By preventing the tunnel from 
collapsing, the support system also prevents potential collapse-related 
surface effects. The particulars of the structural support system for 
the collider tunnel were addressed in the report "Conceptual Design of 
the Superconducting Super Collider" (SSC Central Design Group 1986) for 
several general cases, and in the State of Texas' site proposal for the 
Dallas-Fort Worth site as a site-specific adaptation. In general terms, 
tunnel support in the Taylor Marl portions will consist of a concrete 
liner, made in precast segments that are erected as the tunnel is bored. 
Support in the Austin Chalk portion will rely principally on rock belts, 
although locally some additional support by chain-link and shotcrete may 
be added. The collider tunnel support system that is employed will be 
the result of extensive testing and analysis of site geology and will 
have the specific purpose of keeping the tunnel open for many tens of 
years. 

0217.01 

At the Texas site, Quaternary terrace deposits and alluvium are found 
overlying the Austin chalk and Taylor marl. The proposed SSC tunnel is 
located within the Taylor marl and Austin chalk, not within the terrace 
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deposits or alluvium. Thus, the Quaternary terrace deposits and allu
vium are separated from the SSC tunnel by a variable thickness of eitl1er 
Austin chalk or Taylor marl, both of which have a low permeability. 

The likelihood of having a beam loss accident is very low. llowever, 
should it occur, migration of radionuclides toward the terrace deposits 
or alluvium through the flow of groundwater will be minimized by the 
separating aquitards. 

The potential for groundwater quality impacts from tunneling and tunnel 
construction is minimal. The tunnel will be wholly within the Austin 
chalk and Taylor marl which have minimal, if any, active groundwater 
flow except in shallow weathered zones. Second, because the hydraulic 
pressure in any groundwater encountered will be higher than the hy
draulic pressure in the tunnel (which is essentially atmospheric pres
sure), groundwater will generally seep into the tunnel from the rock and 
will not flow from the tunnel back into the rock. 

Water from any dewatering or sump pumps may be slightly contaminated by 
petroleum products from tunneling machines. However, as a standard 
practice, this water will be treated prior to disposal. 

See EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Sections 7.2.3.7.A.3, 7.2.3.7.A.4, and 7.2.3.7.B.2. 

0217.02 

Comment noted. 

0217.03 

Published geology reports on the Ellis and Dallas County areas fre
quently make particular note of the large number of small faults (with a 
few inches to a few ft of displacement) and fractures in the Austin 
chalk and Taylor marl. While such faults are common, they generally 
have very poor water-transmitting properties -- quarries and deep exca
vations for buildings report few problems with inflowing water, and 
hydrologic tests in boreholes indicate low water yields in bedrock. 
Hence, most residents rely on stream-terrace deposits for their water 
supply. More accurate mapping of these terrace deposits and surveys of 
all well locations and yields would be important parts of the site 
characterization studies that would be done if the Texas sit~ is tbe 
se J ected site. 

Both the Twin Mountains/Woodbine and the surficial chan~el ailuv1um/ 
terrace deposit aquifers are significant as groundwater sources In the 
vicinity of the Texas site. The only differentiation in the EIS is 
related to the fact that large municipal and irrigation supply wells are 
primarily in the Twin Mountains/Woodbine aquifer while wells In the 
shallow alluvial aquifers are generally of lower yield and more typi
cally serve domestic, stock, and small irrigation uses. The potential 
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for impacts to the shallow aquifers at the Texas site is described in 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, 5ection 7.2.3.7. Also see Commenl Responses 
217.01 and 223.05 (second paragraph). 

0217.04 

The SSC will be sited, designed, constructed, and operated in strict 
conformance with applicable Federal, State, and local environmental 
safety and health protection laws, regulations, and standards to assure 
adequate protection of both the SSC work force and the general public. 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12 identifies the human health impacts that are 
projected to result from the SSC project. As discussed in Volume I, 
Chapter 3 the projected impacts from radiation produced by the SSC on 
the population are small compared to existing background. The radiation 
to which the public will be exposed as a result of the SSC is of the 
order of 1/1000 of background (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.6 and Volume IV, Appendix 12). It will be a matter of standard 
practice, during construction, to seal off any flow of water into the 
tur.nels (except for minor seepage) by grouting or similar means. 

0218.01 

Comment noted. 

0219.01 

Comment noted. 

0220.01 

Comment noted. 

0221. 01 

Comment noted. 

0222.01 

The reference in the comment to 4,500 construction-related jobs should 
be clarified. The EIS estimates indicate that approximately 9,650 
direct and secondary jobs would be created during the peak year of the 
construction phase in the Texas Region of Influence (ROI) (see EIS Vol
ume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8 and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.7.A). Approximately 1,200 of these jobs would be direct con
struction crafts jobs. There would also be additional direct construc
tion technical (e.g., designers, drafters, and installation techni
cians}, construction management, and construction-related clerical jobs 
available to workers in the ROI. Over 5,800 of the 9,650 jobs would be 
secondary jobs created in the regional economy from project spending for 
materials and services, and spending of earnings for goods and services 
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by direct workers. The majority of these jobs would be created in the 
services, trade, and manufacturing sectors of the economy, although some 
secondary jobs would also be created in the construction industry. 

0223.01 

The imported fire ant (Solenopsis sp.) is recognized as a biological 
hazard at the proposed Texas site. For discussions of the potential 
impacts, see the additions to EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3, 
Chapter 4, Section 4.6.2.2, and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6; and Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.2 and Appendix 12, Section 12.3.2. 

Should the Texas site be selected for the SSC, during design, additional 
consideration would be given to the potential effects of fire ants on 
SSC equipment. This information and options for mitigating potential 
impacts of the fire ant would be evaluated in the Supplemental EIS. 

0223.02 

At this point in the SSC site selection procedure it is not possible to 
evaluate the use of pesticides at the proposed Texas site, since it has 
not been determined that pesticides would be used. A mitigation method 
to control fire ant problems would be determined by the DOE if Texas 
were selected as the site (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.4). 
If pesticides were to be used for fire ant control, the application of 
the pesticides would be done in accordance with all State and Federal 
regulations. Potential impacts of the application of pesticide, if 
proposed, will be discussed in the Supplemental EIS if Texas is the 
selected site. 

0223.03 

Although the SSC will operate at energy levels higher than those at 
existing accelerators, the projected radiological products produced are 
well understood and have been studied extensively. After the initlal 
few interactions of the 20-TeV proton, the products of the hadronic cas
cade are at energy levels that have been studied. There are cosmic rays 
with naturally occurring energies higher than those that will be pro
duced by the SSC. In studies of these high energy cosmic rays, the 
products produced have been identified and the associated health hazards 
are understood. The SSC is to provide controlled laboratory conditions 
to facilitate the study of high energy physics at these energy levels. 

In terms of health risks to residents, the SSC will be sited, designed, 
constructed, and operated in strict conformance with applicable Federal, 
State, and local environmental safety and health protection criteria, 
regulations, and standards to assure adequate protection of both the SSC 
workforce and the general public. As discussed in EIS Volume I, Chap
ter 3, the projected impacts from radiation produced by the SSC are well 
below applicable standards and limits. 
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Estimates of the amounts of radiation/radioactive materials (see Vol
ume IV, Appendix 10 for source terms) that may be released from SSC 
operations are based on experience from other accelerators such as 
Fermilab. The radiation dose to humans from external exposure, inhala
tion, or ingestion of specified quantities of radionuclides can be cal
culated with reasonable confidence (Volume IV, Appendix 12). Volume IV, 
Appendix 12 identifies the human health impacts that are projected to 
result from the SSC project. These take into account specific 
populations around the seven site alternatives. 

0223.04 

The neutron skyshine issue initially discussed in DEIS Volume I, Chap
ter 5 is addressed in more detail in Volume IV, Appendix 10. As noted 
in Appendix 10, 16 ft of earth and the presence of large particle 
detectors around the beam interaction points wi 11 reduce the sky shine 
dose rate to less than 4 mrem/yr, well within the DOE exposure limit of 
100 mrem/yr for the exposure of individuals of the public to radiation 
as a consequence of routine DOE activities and actions. The minimum 
shielding equivalent depth for the SSC is 30 ft. Projected dose equiva
lents have been calculated for all candidate sites and are presented in 
DEIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, Table 12.3.1-1. Because of the design and 
placement of the SSC, the projected dose equivalents are negligible. 

Routine operations of the SSC will not produce any measurable radio
activity in the soil surrounding the tunnel. In case of a loss of beam, 
there would be some activation cf the soil (Volume IV, Appendix 10). 
Although there has not been a loss of beam accident during operations of 
the superconductor accelerator (Tevatron) at Fermilab, an analysis was 
performed to evaluate the impacts if one were to occur at the SSC 
(Volume IV, Appendix 12). The projected radiation exposures are below 
the limits set by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. (See 
Volume I, Chapter 6.) 

See Comment Response ll92.03 regarding psychological stress. 

0223.05 

Cracks like those described in this comment, and holes in the ground 
that appear and disappear are common phenomena in the Texas site region. 
One local soil type, known as the Houston Black soil, is particularly 
prone to these seasonal effects. The cracks form as the moisture con
tent of the soil decreases .in the dry months, causing the soil to shrink 
and crack apart, and disappear during wetter periods as the soil gains 
moisture and swells. 

The shallow alluvial aquifers at the Texas site are identified and 
described in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2 and Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.7.2.2. Potential water quality impacts on the 
shallow aquifer system are assessed and described in Volume IV, Appen
dix 7, Section 7.2.3.7. The tunnel unit (Austin chalk and Taylor marl) 
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is characterized by very 10 1~ per8E~bility wliich would re~trict the 
migration of any radio1ct ivi Ly in roe k or groundv;ater -;;-:.;riediutely oL:t
side of the tunnel. Groundwater quality impacts to the shallow aquifer 
system from surface derived sources are also assessed to be negligible 
given the limited use of materials with si~nificant contamination poten
tial and the measures that will be in place to limit the magnitude of 
any spill or leak-derived contamination of surface and groundwater5. 

0223.05 

All proposer states have committed to the resolution of any issue in 
regard to the land acquisition strategies. Questio"s concerning the 
proposers' SSC land acquisition strategies and commitments should be 
directed to the appropriate State agency (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, 
Section 4.4.3.2). The DOE in the instr~ctions to proposers (see EIS 
Volume III, Section 1.1) identified land requirements and required 
unconditional fee simple title to all land on which permanent improve
ments are planned or anticipated. It was determined that a stratified 
fee estate was sufficient to maintain the integrity of a deep tunnel 
(greater than 50 ft). In addition, the DOE required enough land to 
adequately support the SSC in various types of rights-of-way for off
site roads, utilities, and communication lines (see Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.6). Absence of cost to the Federal Government for land acqui
sition was one of five qualifications for proposals to be considered 
(see Volume III, Chapter l, Section 1.1). Accordingly, the DOE will 
accept only land with clear title and at Chapter I, Section no cost to 
the Federal Government. Any options in this regard would be the 
responsibility of the appropriate State agency. 

0223.07 

The DOE is committed to and attempts to answer all questions raised if 
they can be answered at this time with available information. See EIS 
Volume II. The Supplemental EIS will be prepared for the selected site. 
When additional details will be available on the design of the SSC. 
Health and safety issues are discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Sec
tion 5.1.6 and Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12. A Safety Analysis 
Review will be prepared prior to construction and operation of the SSC 
to identify all potential hazards and their preventive/remedial proce
dures. It is the DOE's intention to construct and operate the SSC 
without any detrimental effects on the people or environment. 

0224.01 

Comment noted. 

0225.01 

Comment noted. 
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0226.01 

The EIS analysis indlcates the State government and local governments in 
Ellis County would collect additional tax revenue throughout construc
tion and ope rat i ans of the SSC faci 1 i ty. The revenues cited by the com
menter do not, however, concur with the estimates in the EIS (see Volume 
I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8 and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.7.D). 

The EIS analysis indicates private real property in Ellis County would 
be removed from the tax base to site the SSC facility. The commenter 
suggests that the resulting tax loss would create a deficit for local 
jurisdictions, yet this does not concur with the estimates in the EIS. 
Although there would be negative net fiscal impacts during the first two 
years of construction, these impacts would be relatively small in com
parlson to positive net fiscal impacts which are projected for each of 
the subsequent years throughout the remainder of construction and opera
tions of the SSC (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7.D, 
including Errata for that section). 

The EIS does not contain any information to substantiate the increased 
tax burden reported by the commenter. The EIS does account for ir1-
creased expenditures for payroll of public employees, including addi
tional teachers, firefighters, police and general government workers, 
and for increased capital expenditures for construction of new facili
ties that would be required to accommodate SSC-related growth (see 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.2.3.D). 

The State originally estimated that the private real property to be 
acquired has a market value of approximately $2 million. This estimate 
is well below the lower portion of the range suggested by the commenter 
of $35 - $60 million. The State later revised the original estimate 
from $2 million to $35.8 million. Due to this change, the annual prop
erty tax loss estimate in the EIS for Ellis County jurisdictions has 
been revised from the original State estimate of $33,239, originally 
appearing in the EIS rounded to $0.0 million, to $0.4 million (see 
Errata for Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7.D). As stated in 
the same section of the EIS, the State government would be responsible 
for site and infrastructure improvements at a cost of approximately 
$25.7 million (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7.D). 

See also Comment Response 238.03. 

0226.02 

See Comment Response 238.03. 

0226.03 

Comment noted. 
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0227.01 

A discussion of the purpose and the need for the SSC project is found in 
Volume I, Chapter 2. 

0227.02 

Theories of matter have changed as knowledge concerning the nature of 
subatomic particles has been gained through the use of instruments such 
as accelerators. As detailed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 2, Section 2.2.l, 
the quality of human life may be enhanced through practical applications 
of new knowledge. Historically, high energy physics has resulted in 
benefits to society such as new medical diagnosis equipment, such as the 
PET scanner. This tool has contributed greatly to early disease detec
tion, allowing early treatment and a better chance of success. 

0227.03 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3 and Volume IV, Appendix 8, which 
assess the impact on air quality of constructing and operating the SSC 
conclude that the short-term effects of the SSC on air pollutant con
centrations will be normally confined to the areas immediately adjacent 
to the facilities during construction and to roads used during spoils 
hauling. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9 (see Errata and Revisions) shows 
that noise generated by construction at E and F areas is expected ta 
result in high human annoyance for approximately 25 percent of those 
persons who live within 630 ft of construction activity, or for approxi
mately 9 percent of those living within 2,000 ft of construction 
activity. 

During the operations phase, air pollutant emissions from the SSC, which 
will be primarily due to space heating and solvent handling operations, 
are expected to be far below the NAAQS. Noise emitted by operations at 
service areas is expected to be highly annoying to less than 5 percent 
of those persons living within 700 ft of the center of the service area. 

0227.04 

It can not be predicted at an individual level where displaced people 
will go. It is most likely that people will relocate near the area in 
which they currently live and will continue to work in employment sec
tors in which they worked in the past. In cases involving large agri
cultural land holdings, it may be necessary for displaced persons to 
move somewhat farther away from the SSC in order to purchase/lease 
equivalently sized holdings. The EIS projects approximately 3,800 
direct, SSC-related jobs in the Texas Region of Influence during the 
peak construction year, of which 1,700 are expected to be held by either 
residents of or in-migrants to Ellis County. Some residents of Ellis 
County will benefit more than others. People who must move because of 
the SSC or people living near SSC service areas or access shafts will 
likely experience the greatest disruption. 
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In reference to the increase in taxes because of t.he SSC, Table 5.1.8-8 
of Volume I, Chapter 5 of the EIS indicates that Ellis County would 
experience a negative effect in pub 11 c finance in the first two years of 
construction, and net positive impacts thereafter. 

0228.01 

Comment noted. 

0228.02 

The number of relocations related to SSC .construction is indicated in 
the EIS for all states in Volume. I, Chapter 3, Table 3-6. As· indicated 
in the table there are 175 residential relocations projected for the 
State of Texas. Of these, 120 are classified as permanent housing •. The 
State classified 120 as permanent housing and 55 as manufactured 
housing: · 

0228.03 

The Soil. Conservation Service identified 3,389 acres of prime farmland 
and 1,287 acres of important farmland in the fee simple area. From 
these inventories, an estimated 588 acres of prime and important farm-
1 and would be permanently converted by the SSC at the proposed Texas 
.site. See EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Secti.on 3.7.Il; Chapter 4, Section. 
4.8.6; Chapters, Sections 5.1.7.2 and 5.2.11; and the Errata to Volume 
IV, Appendix 13. · · 

0228.04 

Water. use impacts re.lated to the SSC are assessed in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Sections 7 .1.3. 7 and 7 .2 .• 3. 7. Groundwater will be used for· 
only about 20 percent of SSC water use to supply the far cluster and the 
remote service areas. around the ring. During .operations, this will 
amount. to about 780 acrecft/yr. This water w.j 11 be pumped from the Twin 

.. Mountains/Woodbine aquifer' and will incrementally affect the existing 
overdraft of this aquifer system .. · While any overdraft condition is sig
nificant, the amount of additfonal overdraft from. SSC uses will be small 
because of the relatively small volumes to be used and the fact that. 
supply•wells will .be distributed over a wide area. No .groundwater will· 
be pumped from the shallow alluvial aquifersatthe site ... The deep 
aquifers are not interconnected to the shallo\'{:a,llulilalaquifer in the 
vicinity of ~he,sjte.. Maximum Use of .. surface, water is rna,de by the proj" 
ect. to m.inimize the groundwater impact, 

- -- - - ,_ ' ' ' - - ---~: -

It is not anJicipatedtilatally wells Jnthe Twfo Mountail)s/Woodbine. 
···aquifer will have .to be replaced or· ~bandoned due to SSC watllr use. It 
]~···possible thata,,Jimited numb11r5ifexistingprivate welJs niay have to 

· .. be abandoned ~.ecause\'·of pfoximity to. prilject: fac.i lit i e~. ·As p~rt of the 
land 'attjui sitfoit/process·,••tlJe State wHl:''j)rovide'C-Omperisatioh· or. an 

- < - - - _ _, - - - - - - ._ - ' - -- -- - - - ' ," .c < -_ - .,,~>~ 
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alternative water supply to the affected well owner. The manner in 
which an alternative supply of water or compensation will be provided 
has not been finalized at this time but will be addressed in the Sup
plemental EIS for the selected site. 

0228.05 

See Comment Response 1278.11. 

0228.06 

Noise impacts of constructing and operating the SSC are assessed to be 
very local in scope. As discussed in general in Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.4, and in detail in Volume IV, Appendix 9, the peak of con
struction activity at service areas (F) and intermediate access areas 
(E), which coincides with the surface activities that support the boring 
of the collider ring tunnel, is expected to last 10 mo, and less than 
25 percent of those living within 630 ft of construction and less than 
10 percent of those living between 630 and 2,000 ft on construction will 
be highly annoyed by the noise. No·ise impacts due to spoils hauling and 
construction of the balance of facilities at the near and far clusters 
will also be temporary, and are not expected to be highly annoying. 
Noise resulting from increased traffic on existing roads is not expected 
to be noticeable. Land that is converted from farmland to residential 
development will realize an increase in background sound level. Resi
dential development in Ellis County is anticipated to increase more 
rapidly due to the SSC than has historically been the case (more than 
double the projected increase in residential development without the SSC 
project from 1990 to 1992). The resultant sound level is, however, 
expected to be representative of growing suburbs. 

0228.07 

The upgrading plans proposed by the State of Texas are expected to 
reduce the impact of increased traffic due to the SSC. These plans are 
discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.G.l.a of the EIS. 

0228.08 

Comment noted. 

0228.09 

Comment noted. 

0229.01 

The DOE believes that this EIS is adequate for the purpose of site 
selection. However, as noted in EIS Volume I, the DOE recognizes that a 
more detailed site-specific review will be required under NEPA at the 
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selected site prior to a final decision on the construction and opera
tions of the proposed SSC. This more detallEd review will be provided 
in a Supplemental EIS. Mitigation strategies will be described in 
greater detail in the Supplemental EIS. See Comment Response 13.02. 

0229.02 

It has been projected that the SSC will generate 10 ci of low-level 
radioactive waste per year (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10). Although 
Fermilab from 1976 to 1986 shipped an average of 23 ci/yr, the ship
ments from 1983 to 1986 were used to estimate the radiation levels for 
shipments of SSC waste. This was based on the fact the Fermilab was 
switching experimental emphasis from the fixed-target program (which 
generated about one-half of the residual radioactivity) to the colliding 
beam program, which is more closely related to SSC experiments. 

0229.03 

The proposed site in Texas has perched alluvial aquifers within the 
footprint of the ring that supply shallow wells, and are located in 
floodplains intersecting the footprint. lhis alluvium is generally 
separated from the tunnel by rock of very low hydraulic conductivity. 
Flows from the deeper aquifer(s) and SSC tunnel to the shallow alluvial 
aquifer are unlikely. The major aquifers at the Texas site occur far 
below tunnel depth (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6 and 
Volume IV, Appendix I2, Section 5.2.3.l). Additional field tests will 
be performed at the selected site to refine the characterization of 
hydrogeologic transport characteristics of soil/rock in which the tunnel 
w i 11 be p 1 aced. 

0229.04 

The EIS assesses the environmental impacts of the SSC during construc
tion and operations, although these assessments are, of necessity, based 
only on project conceptual design because detailed design has not yet 
been accomplished. 

Final details of landfill requirements, waste treatment requirements and 
design of waste treatment facilities will depend on final design for the 
selected site. For those reasons, the EIS relied upon the proposals of 
the various states for the locations of waste treatment facilities. 
Given the early stage of design and planning, the DOE plans to prepare 
the Supplemental EIS prior to a final decision to construct and operate 
the SSC at the selected site. The supplement will address the location, 
size, and impacts of any new landfills required by the SSC. 

0229.05 

It is DOE policy to conduct its operations in an environmentally safe 
and sound manner and in compliance with applicable environmental 
statutes, regulations, and standards (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, 
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Section 6.1). DOE's commitment to properly handle and dispose of 
low-level radioactive waste is found in DOE Orders such as 5480.IB. 

For assessing potential impacts and for planning purposes, it was 
reasonable to assume that all low-level wastes generated at the SSC 
would be disposed at the Hanford facility in Richland, Washington. See 
Comment Response 276.03 for information on the disposal of these wastes. 

The DOE recognizes that there are environmental problems at some DOE 
facilities, and is working diligently to correct them. The reader is 
referred to site-specific monitoring reports and NEPA documents for 
other DOE facilities for additional information. These are available 
from the DOE and each facility's operating contractor. 

0229.06 

For the purposes of impact analysis, it was reasonable to assume that 
any SSC low-level radioactive waste would be disposed at DOE's Hanford 
facility in Richland, Washington (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Section 10.1.3.1) because this is the current practice at other DOE
operated national laboratories (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12). Such 
an assumption limits the impacts. However, disposal of the waste at a 
regional low-level waste facility is an option that will be considered 
if the State is willing to accept the waste. The decision to utilize a 
regional disposal facility would be based on whether the capacity of the 
regional site is adequate in accordance with the Low Level Radioactive 
Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1985. The DOE would also consider 
whether using a regional disposal facility represents a cost savings to 
the DOE. Impacts from selection of a disposal site would be evaluated 
in the Supplemental EIS. 

0230.0l 

Existing public services (including schools), transportation (air and 
ground), power, and geological characteristics of the proposed Texas 
site and surrounding environs are discussed in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5. 

Potential impacts to local public services, transportation, and power 
are presented in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8 and Volume IV, 
Appendix 14. Anticipated impacts on local geology, in turn, are dis
cussed in Volume IV, Appendix 6. 

0231.01 

Comments noted. 

0232.01 

Comment noted. 
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0233.01 

Comment noted. 

0234.01 

Comment noted. 

0235.01 

Comment noted. 

0236.01 

Comment noted. 

0237.01 

Comment noted. 

0238.01 

Comment noted. 

0238.02 

State agency-operated ambient air monitors are traditionally placed in 
areas with air quality challenges and would be expected to realize 
higher concentrations of criteria pollutants than areas without air 
quality challenges. However, these backgrounds were deemed appropriate 
for use in the air quality analyses because of their proximity to the 
proposed Texas site. Publicly available Texas Air Control Board moni
toring information from 1986 was used because it was the most recent 
information available at the time of the writing of the Affected Envi
ronment sections in Volume I, Chapter 4, and in Volume IV, Appendix 5. 
An examination of the 1987 Texas Air Control Board data summaries does 
not indicate any substantive change in observed air quality. 

Mitigation measures are discussed in Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3 
and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3.2, and Volume IV, Appendix 8. These air 
quality sections have been revised in the final EIS to reflect the 
inclusion of additional mitigation measures to lower particulate con
centrations to below AAQS. Worst-case scenarios, by definition, are 
designed to be very conservative. 

0238.03 

The EIS analysis indicates that local governments in Ellis County would 
experience a cumulative net fiscal benefit throughout construction and 
operations of the facility, except for a net fiscal deficit during the 
first two years of construction. Although there would be negative net 
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fiscvl imp!cts during the rirst two years of construction, these impacts 
would be relatively small in comparison to the positive n~t fiscal 
impacts projected for each year throughout the remainder of SSC con
struction and operations (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.7.D, including the Errata and Revisions. The analysis allows for 
more than $5 million (1988 dollars) in capital improvements by local 
jurisdictions during the first four years of SSC construction, but 
direct and indirect tax revenues are anticipated to offset these outlays 
in all but the first two years of construction. Additional details 
concerning the impacts of SSC construction and operations on both State 
and local government finances are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.7.D. 

0238.04 

Public finance impacts (including those to school districts in Ellis 
County) are presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.4 and 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7.D. Cumulative net fiscal im
pacts to all local government jurisdictions within Ellis County are ex
pected to be negative in the first two years of project activity, but 
should be positive thereafter. Quality of life issues are discussed in 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7.E; and land use is discussed in 
Volume IV, Appendix 13. 

0238.05 

Comment noted. 

0238.06 

It is the DOE's policy to support local business in all areas where DOE 
facilities exist. The DOE and its contractors often buy goods and ser
vices from local business and contractors. However, both the DOE and 
its operating contractors are subject to applicable Federal Acquisition 
Regulations which in general require open and competitive bidding. 

0238.07 

Comment noted. 

0239.01 

Comment noted. 

0240.01 

The comment regarding the efficiency of the airport at DFW is not con
sistent with EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.6 and Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.G.3.b which lists the existing condition 
as currently congested. 
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The comment reg.J.rding the educational institutions is generally consis
tent with the requirements set in the ISP and with the Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3. 

0241.01 

Comments noted. The network of existing roads and the distance between 
the site and Dallas-Fort Worth Metroplex is discussed in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.7.11.2. The impact of SSC traffic is presented in 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.6 and in Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.2.1.3.G. 

Economic conditions in the Texas Region of Influence and in Ellis County 
are summarized in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.7.11.1.A. The eco
nomic impact analysis, presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.7.A, takes into account the existing composition of industries in 
the region and their interaction within the regional economy. 

0241. 02 

At present, TXI Cement Company is using Austin chalk In making cement. 
The TX! Cement Co. could use a majority of the excavated materials from 
the SSC if chemical analyses show that the material is of acceptable 
quality. It is estimated that the excavated materials from the SSC 
would be composed of about 70 percent Austin chalk (Volume IV, Appen
dix 10, Section 10.2.3.7). 

0241. 03 

Comment noted. 

0242.01 

Comment noted. 

0243.01 

Comaient noted. 

0243.02 

The need to modify or amend the Request for Proposal for the SSC operat
ing and managing (O&M) contractor is outside the scope of this EIS. 

0244.01 

Comment noted. These observations are consistent with those in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2 and in Volume IV, Appendix 7. 
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0245.01 

Comment noted. 

0246.01 

Comment noted. 

0246.02 

The discussion of the benefits of the SSC is provided in the EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 2 and Chapter 5, Section 5.8. 

0246.03 

Comment noted. 

0246.04 

Comment noted. 

0246.05 

Comment noted. 

0246.06 

Comment noted. 

0247.01 

Comment noted. 

0248.01 

Comment noted. 

0249.01 

Comment noted. 

0250.01 

Comment noted. These observations are consistent with those in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8 and Volume IV, Appendix 14. 
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0251;01 

The observations regarding SSC-related impacts on employment in the 
Texas Region of Influence .are consistent with EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.8 and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7. 

0252.01 

Comment noted. 

0253.01 

The observations regarding SSC-related impacts on public education in 
the Texas Region of Influence are consistent with EIS Volume I, Chap
ter 5, Section 5.1.8 and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7. · 

0254.01 

Comment noted. 

0255.01 

The observations regarding SSC-related impacts on housing in the Texas 
Region of Influence are consi.stent with those. in EIS Volume I, Chapter 
5, Section 5.1.8 and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7. 

0256.01· 
,-", 

Comment noted. 

0257.01 

Comment noted . 

. 0258. 01 
. . 

Af· th.e)>ublic hearing !Jn the DEIS, elected. offiCials or their authorized 
representatives were allowed speaking ~ime by. agreement with the DOE. 

0258.02 

· ·Comment noted .• 

U258'.03. 

A l'etent attftudlhal ~iu~i'•(El l i l c·~~hf~ Elivirohmental'Jlevlew Co~mi Hee; • 
198~).·.inditated. that some·peopl e"(farm; operators) ·were coiu;:erned•w'i.th · 

·•···wate.r·.qual l ty .arid tiu~ntit}(impacts of the SSC and1nconyenienc;ecati'sed 
by SSC construction and site access (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Sec·· 

. tiqn 5.l.2•and Volume Iy,.App~ndixd4, Secljon 14.I.3,f~E.3). It.is .. · 
likely.thatthose whoinay bedirectly•impac~ed by the proJect>(either. 
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positively or negatively) are much more interested in the SSC than those 
who will not likely be affected by the project. 

0258.04 

All comments received during scoping were considered in determining 
which topics to include and emphasize in the EIS. The number of 
letters, either pro or con, was not important for the scoping process; 
it was the content of each letter that was important. 

The ODE is committed to constructing and operating the SSC in compliance 
with applicable laws and regulations. In addition, the DOE will carry 
out the mitigations identified in the EIS (Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1), and in the Supplemental EIS to be prepared for the selected site. 

0259.01 

The SSC is not entirely a "first of its kind." It Is similar to the 
existing accelerators at Fermilab, Batavia, Illinois, and at CERN, 
Geneva, Switzerland, and is merely an extension of known and proven 
techniques to a higher energy than before available in the laboratory 
(see also Volume I, Chapter 2, Purpose and Need for Action). 

0259.02 

The information and data that were av•ilable for the EIS are sufficient 
for the site selection process. See romment Response 13.02. A more 
detailed Supplemental EIS will be pr~pared for the selected site prior 
to construction of the SSC. 

0259.03 

See Comment Response 35.04. 

0260.01 

The acreage of prime farmlands permanently converted by the SSC if sited 
in Michigan, would be 205 acres. The tempdrarily disturbed prime farm
land acreage would be 346 acres. 

Of the seven site alternatives, Michigan ranks fifth in the acreage 
proposed to be permanently converted. 

0260.02 

Observations in the comment regarding the amount of prime farmland are 
consistent with information contained in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Sec
tion 4.8.6. See Comment Response 880.04 regarding compensation for land 
acquisition. 
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0260 .. 03 

Comment noted. 

0261.01 

Comments noted. The desirability of locating the SSC in proximity to 
facilities such as those noted by the commenter is mentioned in the 
Invitation for Site f!roposals. 

0262.01 

Comment noted .. Informat loll h.as been pr!)vided in the DEIS [see Volume 
IV, Appendix 14,- 'Table 14;2.2~4) on Consumers f!ower Company's (CPCo) 
reserve margins with and without the SSC. Volume IV, Appendix 14 of the 
DEIS also included an analysis of electric power demands if the SSC were 
sited in Michigan, including comparable data (such as CPCo's 23 percent 
reserve planning criterion) as noted in this comment. 

0262.02 

Comment noted. 

0262.03 

This is consistent with the SSC fuel requirement. In· the ISP, Appendix 
C, Section C6; the typical fuel requirements wer.e listed as •capable of 
providing at .least .ss mill ion Btu/h --- to serve the laboratory. tf the 
coldest month at the. site corresponds to 900 degree-days." See EIS 
Volume III. · 

0262.04 

Comment noted. · 

0263.01 

See Comment Response 816,0t~ . The site .sill e~tion process considers 
higher)earning centers in its nigiorial /resour<;es ev~luatiOn (see EIS .. · 
Volume Ill, Chapter l). Jlhe availability ofeduc;ational facilities was· 
con.sidered in the. 5ocioeconoinic impacts sect ion (see Volume I Chapter 
s, ·section 5.LB, · ><,>. " · · 

0263.02 

0263, 03 /.·; . 

See. Commenf/Respons~.slli~a~ • 
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0264.01 

Comment noted. 

0265.01 

These observations are consistent with those in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.8 and Volume IV, Appendix 14. The EIS analysis projected 
local government capital improvements based on the population growth 
rates expected to result during SSC construction in each primary impact 
county, including Ingham County in Michigan. Data collected from more 
than 3,200 municipalities and more than 4,000 s:hool districts in the 
U.S. indicates a relationship between population growth rates and spend
ing for capital improvements by local government jurisdictions. This 
evidence, provided in a report prepared by the President's Economic 
Adjustment Committee in 1981, was used as the basis for the capital 
improvement projections. The methodology used is described in greater 
detail in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.2.3. 

0265.02 

The SSC-related population Impact on Ingham County is estimated to 
number about 1,600 In 1990, Increasing to nearly 3,100 In the peak year 
of SSC construction (1992), as presented In EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.4.B. Impacts on Ingham County housing, public services, 
and Infrastructure as a result of these population increases are antici
pated to be negligible (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Sections 14.1.3.4.B, 
14.1.3.4.C, and 14.2.2.3.D). 

See also Comment Response 816.01. 

0266.01 

Comment noted. 

0266.02 

There Is no area accessible to the public identified as having the 
highest probable radiation exposure. The radiation dose equivalent of 
the beam abort area has been evaluated and discussed in Volume IV, 
Appendices 10 and 12. The beam absorber consists of heavy shielding and 
stopping material sufficient to contain the heat and induced radioactiv
ity of the full 20-TeV beam. Detailed discussions can also be found in 
Comment Responses 312.08 and 607.03. 

Table B-1 on p. 49 of the Invitation for Site Proposals (ISP) for the 
SSC (April 1987) identifies the land requirements for each area of the 
SSC. A detailed explanation is also provided on pp. 48-50 of the ISP 
for the justification of the requirement for 15,830 acres for the SSC. 
Buffer area and buried beam zone areas will require 4,550 acres of 
stratified fee area to provide the minimum 30 ft of hadron shielding, to 
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ensure that an individual would not be positioned underground in the 
path of the muon beam, and to allow some flexibility in the positioning 
of the ring and its components. 

0266.03 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-1 presents data on the SSC land 
requirements for facilities development. Footnote "f" notes that uncon
ditional fee simple title is required for areas JI through J4, which 
includes the North Stockbridge area. 

The people in group (a) are those most directly affected by the SSC, 
since this group includes suburban and rural residents whose property is 
acquired in fee simple and who thus would have to sell their property 
and move. The residents whose property is required in stratified fee, 
group (b), are those next most directly affected by the SSC. The 
effects of the SSC on the group (b) residents are presented in Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.I.8. An additional discussion of the effects on 
the group (b) residents can be found in Volume IV, Appendix 14 EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 14.1.3.4. 

See Comment Response 1129.02 for a discussion regarding concerns about 
living above the SSC. 

0266.04 

See Comment Response 10.03. 

0267.01 

The EIS methodology used for projections of school enrollments can be 
found in EIS Volume JV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.2.3.B.3. Public 
school enrollments were assumed to comprise that portion of the 
population increase aged 5-17, as determined by the demographic analysis 
portion of the EIS (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.B). 

0267.02 

SSC impacts to public schools were projected based on the anticipated 
construction timetable (EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.8.4). It is 
correct that the timing of these impacts could be altered, or postponed, 
due to subsequent delays or changes in the actual SSC schedule. 

0267.03 

The analysis assumes that 67.5 percent of the direct workers will be 
accompanied by their families. This and other assumptions about work
force in-migration are listed in the EIS Volume JV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.2.3. 
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0267.04 

It is asst;;ned that residents displaced by SSC cc~structio~ would relo
cate near tl1eir ori~inal residences and not cause population shifts 
a?preciably affecting school enrollments (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Sc:tion 14.1.2.31. 

0267.05 

::,e r:Jted cbservatio:i is cof'·1~ect. !\1though student e:irol1ments during 
t~:e cc•r>struction phase of the project would accompany a "te::-:porary" 
population (i.e., lasting only the duration of construction), enroll
m21ts d~ring the operational phase would be associated with a more 
permanent population (see EIS Volume !, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8 and 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.4). 

Cr•xment noted. The approach taken in the EIS to examine housing demand 
views population as the driving force in determining both housing demand 
and pu~lic services (e.g., school) requirements (Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.2.3). If population is allocated to a particular place, it 
is assumed to generate a demand for housing. In some cases, this 
r.ousing will be available in the form of present vacancies; in others it 
will have to be built, in which case housing construction capabilities 
at the county levels are examined to determine if rising construction 
demands can be met. Schaal impacts, in the form of increased enroll
ment, are examined in terms of the proportion of the additional popula
tion anticipated to be of school age, that is, between the ages of 5 and 
17 (Vol111ne IV, Appendix 14, Sections 14.1.2.3 and 14.1.3.4.C). 

0267.07 

Locations of spousal employment opportunities are not explicitly 
accounted for in the population allocation procedure. To the extent 
that population centers also are centers of employment opportunities, 
however, the spatial allocation model does implicitly account for this 
factor. (See a discussion of the spatial allocation methodology in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.2.3.) Moreover, in the case of 
Stockbridge, nearly equidistant employment opportunities in Lansing and 
Ann Arbor could tend to attract settlement to the centrally located 
Stockbridge area. 

0267.08 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.5 provides a summary profile of 
the permanent operating staff. Both the Lansing and Ann Arbor areas may 
be attractive to these individuals, and a location as central to both 
urban areas as Stockbridge may be similarly attractive. No evidence has 
been found to date to support the contention that such a population 
would be older than the norm. 
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0267.09 

Public school capacity and vacancy data given for Ingham County in this 
comment have been reviewed and incorporated into changes in Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Sections 14.1.3.4.B and 14.1.3.4.C. 

G267.10 

The comment is consistent with the EIS analyses in Volume IV, Appendix 
14, Section 14.1.3.4.C which explain that increased public school 
enrollments attributable to development of the SSC in the Stockbridge 
ar2a could be serviced through current available capacity and potential 
~chool ca~ipus expansion or construction, as needed. The a~alysis of 
public finance impacts indicated that, alt!1ough a net fiscal deficit may 
occur for all lccal jurisdictions in Ir1gham County during the first two 
years of SSC construction, a cumulative net fiscal surplus would occ11r 
thereafter (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.D). 

0257.11 

Comment noted. 

0268.01 

Ccrr:ment noted. 

0263.02 

·rhe comment addresses the site selection process followed to designate 
the BQL list. The DOE independently evaluated the recommendations of 
the tlAS/W\E committee. The DOE believes the process was well founded 
and concurred in the findings (Volume III, Chapters 1 and 2). The cost 
of land is indeed a very small fraction of the project cost. However, 
there is no security issue facing SSC development and the DOE does not 
nesd tit 1 e to the center of the ring. The ISP criteria are summari zeJ 
in Volume Ill, Chapter 1. 

0268.03 

The SSC 11re cycle could be increased to 30 or 35 years instead of the 
conservative, i.e., minimum, estimate of 25 years. The SSC design life 
is indeed of this order. How~ver, the actual useful life will not be 
kn~wn until much later since final design details are not yet deter
mined, and yet-to-be-discovered applications and technologies could very 
wel 1 enhance or prolong it. 

On the sam2 basis, possible revenues from particular SSC facilities 
before and after shutdown and from equipment salvage are only specula
tive at this time. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 3 and the Argonne National 
Laboratory Report, "Technical Assessment of Environmental and Cost 
Implications of Superconducting Super Collider Decommissioning" by S.Y. 
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Chen, et al. discuss these ~opic~ in a general way. ~separate document 
in accor·J with the National Envlronmen~al Policy Act, address·i11g decom
missioning activities in detail, would be prepared after the end of SSC 
project operations but before decommissioning actually occurs. See also 
Comment Response 216.02. 

0268.04 

The site selection process is described in Volume III of the EIS. 
DOE has not identified the need to select more than one preferred 
tion in this FEIS, or more than one final site for the SSC. 

0269.01 

See Comment Response 816.01. 

0270.01 

The 
loca-

These observations are consistent with those in EIS Volume IV, Appen
dix 5. These resources were considerc~ in the site selection process as 
described in Volume Ill. 

0271.01 

Comments noted. 

0272.01 

Comment noted. 

0273.01 

Environmental consequences during the life of the SSC are summarized and 
health hazards of the project are discussed in EIS Volume 1, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.6. Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12 discuss details of 
health and safety assessments. The conclusions of the comment are con
sistent with DOE assessments. 

0273.02 

Comment noted. The findings are consistent with those presented in the 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6. 

0273.03 

Comments noted. The findings are consistent with the data presented in 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6. 

0273.04 

Comment noted. See Comment Response 1134.03. 
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. 0273 .05 L . 

The commenter's information is correct and is consistent with the infer· 
mation presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12. 

0273.06 

Colllment noted .. There is no mechanism for release of radioactive mate· 
rials from cooling towers. Cooling water is not in contact with acti
vated materials .. <.se.e ~IS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section .5.1.6. Further 
details of the system will be discussed in tne Supplemental EIS for the 
selected site. · · ·· · · · 

0273 .07. 

EIS Volume IV, l\ppendix 10,.Sectionl0.3.3.3 contains a presentation of 
the State of Michigan's proposal to dispose of pn!treated cooling tower 
blowdown (together with sewage).through septic tanks, through a packaged 
treatment plant, or by direct discharge into the sewage ~ystem. 

Additional alternatives regarding cooling tower blowdown disposal 
methods, including vacuum compression· brine concentrator units or side· 
stream softening, h<ive al so been presented by the DOE (see Vo 1 ume IV, 
Appendix 10., Section 10;3.3.3}. · · 

0273 .08 . 

The primary radionuclide produced in the water from the closed loop 
coolant system for.the beam absorbers would be tritium (12.3-yr half· 
life). In a worst case scenari!> (i.e., the cool ant would not be changed 
until decomm·issioning), the. activity of tritium in the closed loop ab- . 
sorber.water ;ifter 25.years of operation is estimated to be 0.14 curies. 
This is dispersed.fn.the .• closed.loopwater.volume of l,600.liters. 

Itwould.b~ unlikelfJhat any. breach of the. cool ant system would result 
.in a substantfa,l loss of coolant. The tubes are in aluminum which is 
surrounded by steel and the steel surrounded by concrete. The current 
designof the 90~1·1ng system incorporates a11 iSoJa.ted ~ump with a · · 
drainage j:latkto the recovery area/ The beam absorber design also 
incorporates a ·ri n.er outside of the concrete erica~ement which is. moni · 

·to red. for· ariy leilkage: Accordingly, the ]()SS cifbeam absorber cool ant 
would not be expected to result in an jmpatt to the environment. The 

. Jrequericy .. fqr.~l>llitor-ing ~i.Il.be•p;irt of the .operating and· maintenance 
• procedHres establislil!d by'thl! managemeri:t and Oper~tlons contractor.· • 
. ••These. procedt.ire~.wflJ be;rev1f.l:we<I prior to. startup as P:art ·.of an Opera-, 

tional Readine~'sRevie~ .• ·Forhea]th.iliid safety reasor~• it js antici-
. pated th.it th~ .tritiu~•concentratl()n iriothe' coolant would be kept. at 
some .lower lf.l:V~l {~{'.is· the cutrerit practice a_t•i fermilal?J,· by· perJodi" . 

•·• .. cal Jy drairijng t~!J ~;'stem· arid ,disposfl)g·.~f }he water,. as. radi<>11ctive . . 
.waste.•: ·· ·· ·· •• ..... ······ s-.· • · •• ' 

.,,,-,r_-_-_;-_-- --.:>·'' --~v-.. \;,--.:-·-:- .•: ..... 
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Additionally, as stated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, the design of the 
beam absorber is such that loss of the cooling system will not cause any 
loss of integrity to the beam absorber. 

0273.09 

See Comment Response 733.02. 

0274.01 

The DOE is committed to cooperating fully with the State in meeting 
their requirements if that site is selected. See Comment Response 
1504.01 for a discussion of the site selection process. 

0274.02 

The EIS has beer. revised to more clearly indicate wetland impacts and 
how those impacts were determined (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.5.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3). Wetland impact 
assessments were based on the amount and quality of wetlands located 
within areas that would be disturbed by surface construction (areas A, 
B, C, E, F, J, and K) rather than within all fee simple areas. 

Potential hydrologic impacts associated with the SSC project at the 
Michigan site are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.4. 
If the Michigan site is selected, additional site-specific evaluations 
regarding water level declines will be performed and included in a 
Supplemental EIS. 

0274.03 

If Michigan is selected as the SSC site, a more detailed assessment of 
wetlands and wildlife populations will be made. This assessment would 
be presented in a site-specific Supplemental EIS. The supplement would 
also include a discussion of specific mitigation plans that would be 
developed in consultation with the Michigan Department of Natural 
Resources (the designated authority for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
in Michigan), as required by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. The 
wetland assessment presented in the EIS has been revised and is based on 
the most current information available on wetland location, type, and 
quality (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.4 and Volume IV, 
Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3). 

The sandhill crane is a sensitive species found in the Stockbridge area 
that might be impacted by development of the SSC project in Michigan. 
As stated in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Sections 4.7.3 and 4.7.5.4, the 
habitat of the sandhill crane is provided some protection within the 
Haehnle Wildlife Sanctuary. There may be other sites within the cur
rently proposed SSC project area that may also contain habitat used by 
either migratory or nesting sandhill cranes. The Audubon Society would 
be consulted in developing more detailed information on the sandhill 
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crane if the Michigan site is selected';' 'Th.is foformation would be 
included .in the Supplemental EIS develooed after the site selection is 
made. · · 

0274.04 

Comments noted. 

0275.01 

Comment noted. 

0275.02 

Comment noted. '~"' 

0275.03. \-

Comment noted. The responsibility· for acquisition of property for the 
SSC project is the proposer's (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section · 
4.1). The issue of whether or not eminent domain should be used is also 
the responsibility of the proposer State: · The question of whether or 

· not the proposer has the authority of eminent domain. is addressed in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section .. 4.3 .. 2.4. 

0275.04 

The general policy of the DOE is to competitively.outlease areas which 
the DOE deterrni nes are not needed at that t.irne for programmatic pur~ 
poses. This policy is constrained by general safety and programmatic 
requirements of the. SSC fa.en ity operations. Suggest ions such as this 
would be considered after facility development is mature enough to 
determine the programmatic need for spec~fic ]and; 

0275.05 

See Comment Response 880.04 • 

. .. ·. 0275 .06 

·for the Michigan sitt'the ·s~ate of Michigan proposed the. use of 
·freezing or :durry)tal] techniques fgr·rninilliizing groundwater. tnflow 
. into maJol' exca11ations, s.t1ch as for buildings and shafts, and grouting 



techniques during tunnel construction through sections of significant 
groundwater inflow. These measures are expected to minimize groundwater 
inflow and thus any associated impacts on the local water table and 
wells. 

See Comment Response 312.04, first paragraph, with respect to potential 
construction and operational water use impacts. See also discussions in 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.4. 

It is anticipated that a limited number of existing private wells may 
have to be abandoned because of proximity to the tunnel or to project 
construction sites or facilities. Proposers have indicated that an 
alternative well or water supply will be provided to affected well 
owners where a need exists. The manner in which an alternative supply 
of water is to be provided is at the discretion of the states and has 
not been finalized at this time. This matter will be addressed in 
detail in the Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

0275.07 

See Comment Response 275.05. 

0275.08 

See Comment Response 880.04. 

0275.09 

Compensation for damages would be subject to applicable Federal and 
State laws and regulations. No special provisions for the SSC are 
planned. 

0276.01 

The role of international collaboration in the SSC development and 
operations is discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.2.4.2. As 
noted in this section, the ISP specifically states the site must be in 
the U.S. The role of international collaboration is not yet defined and 
the DOE cannot currently address future conditions. Discussions such as 
are suggested would presumably be held between the U.S. Government and 
the governments of collaborating nations. There is no known mechanism 
by which foreign collaboration would impact state fiscal or voting 
issues. 

0276.02 

Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4, which discusses cut-and-cover tun
nels, refers only to the cut-and-cover construction of a portion of the 
collider ring in Arizona. Cut-and-cover construction of the injector 
facilities is addressed under the near cluster/far cluster description. 
An assessment of noise impacts associated with cut-and-cover injector 
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construction was performed and is addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 9 in 
general and for the Michigan site specifically. 

Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.1.4 refers to the fact that ·in order to 
assess the sites on an equal basis, it was assumed for the purposes of 
the EIS that the injectors at the Michigan and Tennessee sites would, 
like the other sites, be constructed using cut-and-cover techniques. 

0276.03 

Disposal of wastes at a regional low-level radioactive waste (LLRW) dis
posal site will be considered if the State is willing to accept the 
waste. The decision to use a regional disposal facility would be based 
on whether the capacity of the regional site is adequate, in accordance 
with the Low Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1985. The 
DOE would also consider whether using a regional disposal facility would 
represent a cost savings to the DOE. The DOE will select a low level 
waste disposal site once the site selectio~ process has been completed 
and specific options have been thoroughly evaluated. Impacts from 
selection of a disposal site would be evaluated in the Supplemental EIS. 
Currently, however, it is assumed that LLRW would be shipped to 
Richland, Washington, based on current practice in other DOE-operated 
national laboratories (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12). 

0276.04 

For the proposed Michigan site, groundwaters would provide the source of 
water for SSC on-site use and for the resulting population growth in the 
site vicinity. Measurable regional impacts on the existing localized 
overdraft of the aquifers are estimated, and no mitigative measures 
appear to be available. Since the water use by the SSC and the result
ing population growth will be small, however, in comparison to the total 
water use in the region, the incremental regional effects of the SSC are 
considered small. See also EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 
7.2.3.4.A.l, 7.2.3.4.A.5, 7.2.3.4.A.6, and 7.2.3.4.B.l. 

Additional data on recent water supply and water use conditions have 
been compiled for the siting region and for individual communities. 
These data, as available, are now incorporated in the water supply dis
cussions and evaluations in EIS (see Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.2 
and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.4 and 7.2.3.4). 

0276.05 

The number of radioactive material licenses issued under the jurisdic
tion of the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) for the entire 
State of Michigan was reported to be approximately 700 in the 1987 NRC 
Annual Report. The primary uses of radioactive sources are medical 
facilities, industrial facilities, and academic/research facilities. In 
the vicinity of the proposed SSC site, there are 43 facilities that 
currently possess NRC licenses to use radioactive material. Most of the 
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facilities are 1oc~ted in the Jackson and Lansi11g areas. The SSC site 
Itself is i~ a rural area that does not contain any of these lice~sej 
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0276.06 

T~e EIS does ~~dress, tc the degree rc;sible, regulations applicable 
{Volcm~ I, C~aapter 6) ~nd mitigativo m2asures (Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.6). There are more detailed mitigation disc~ssions in 
'!ol!!rnc !V, r1~pendix l, Sectio~ 1.2 2.rd in !\ppcr.dices 6 through 16. 

It is not possible, prior to final site configuration and more detailed 
design of the SSC, to determine the need for or to specify exact mit i ga
t ions to be lmple~ented. Site-specific mitigation evaluations will be 
made during the preparation of the Supplemental EIS for the selected 
site. 

0276.07 

There is no plan and no procedure for selecting a site alternative if 
construction does not proceed at the selected site. See Comment 
Respo~ses 331.01 and 348.03. 

0276.03 

Comment noted. The use cf "receptor" or "affected landowner" was not 
meant to minimize the importance of these impacts nor their meaning as 
humans. In the final EIS, the DOE has attempted to define in more 
detail residences, churches, schools, etc., which might be impacted. 

0277.01 

Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.1.5 has been revised to more accurately 
reflect the low potential for encountering "gassy ground" at all of the 
sites. See also Comment Responses 277.02 and 277.03. 

0277.02 

The need to consider drift gas, or potential "gassy ground" conditions, 
is based on the history of this phenomenon in the region. The potential 
for problem encounters during construction at the Stockbridge site would 
be negligible. As noted in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.4.1.5, 
occurrences of gas at shallow depths in the region are of three types: 

(I) gas trapped within the Antrim, Coldwater, and Berea-Bedford 
bedrock formations 

(2) gas that has escaped from these formations into the overlying 
drift where it has been trapped beneath clay-rich glacio
lacustrine sediments 

025103003338814 



(3) gas that has been lost to the surrounding bedrock or drift 
fro~ a blowout oil or gas well that penetrated a deep high
pressure reservoir. 

The geologic conditions that contribute to (1) a~d (2) are abs2nt from 
the Stockbridge site. An encounter with a type (3) occurrence appears 
to have happened only once in the region, i.e., the Cal-Lee/Marshall 
blowout in 1963. Although there are several oil fields tapping deep 
reservoirs beneath the site, the current State-required practice of 
using multiple blowout protectors when drilling through high-pressure 
gas reservoirs has been effective throughout the state in preventing 
further encounters of this type. Accordingly, there does not appear to 
be a need for specific construction procedures to mitigate potential 
hazards of encountering gassy conditions during underground excavation 
at the site. 

0277 .03 

Three related questions that are relevant to u~derground projects in the 
vicinity of oil and gas fields are as follows: 

(!) Are all of the exploration and production borings known? 
(2) Are the locations of the borings accurately known? 
(3) Are the abandoned and plugged walls adequately sealed? 

Michigan's statutory requirements for recording oil and gas wells pro
vide considerable assurance that there will be data regarding the first 
two questions. However, different available accountings of oil and gas 
wells in the vicinity of the site (Michigan Oil and Gas Commission, 
Petroleum Information Corporation "scout tickets," Department of Natural 
Resources publications, and Stockbridge SSC site proposal Figure 3.2-14) 
differ from one another with respect to the exact location and status 
(i.e., whether active or abandoned) of individual hydrocarbon borings. 
Although State-regulated procedures for plugging abandoned wells will 
assure that records are available with respect to the third question, 
sound engineering practice when an underground excavation may intersect 
an abandoned hydrocarbon well is to research not only State records, but 
also the records of the driller, the owner-operator, and the cementing 
service contractor to further ascertain that potential pathways from gas 
reservoirs have been adequately sealed. The site proposal proposed the 
following prudent course of action for abandoned oil and gas wells along 
the tunnel alignment, "These wells will be located, their condition 
evaluated, and additional exploratory holes drilled nearby to investi
gate for possible gas leakage at tunnel level, and to determine what, if 
any, remedial measures are needed. If necessary, these wells can be 
resealed" (State of Michigan 1987). 

0277.04 

See Comment Response 277.03. 
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0278.01 

Comment noted. 

0278.02 

The statements in Volume I of the DEIS that a specific number of water 
wells would need to be abandoned at several of the alternative sites 
were an error, and the document has been revised. The number of we 11 s 
listed are the total number of wells reported (based on available 
records provided by the states) to exist within the total area defined 
by the 1,000-ft restricted zone along the tunnel alignment, the campus, 
injector, expansion, and far cluster areas, and the buffer and buried 
beam zone areas. It is anticipated that only a small portion of the 
water wells noted at each of the sites will have to be abandoned due to 
proximity to the tunnel or location within facility or construction 
areas. Because the location of SSC facilities at each site may be 
changed slightly and because well location data are preliminary, an 
exact count of wells that may have to be abandoned due to the project 
cannot be made at this time. This information will be gathered when a 
site is selected and SSC design and facility locations are developed. 

See Comment Response 312.04, first paragraph, with respect to potential 
water use impacts during SSC construction and operations. 

0278. 03 

Although private land would be removed from the property tax base in 
Ingham and Jackson Counties, the public finance analysis presented in 
Volume JV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.4.D indicates that there would 
also be a long-term increase in both direct and indirect tax revenue. 
These increases would derive directly from project spending and from 
additional spending by SSC construction and operations workers. 

0278. 04 

The methods to finance the construction and operations of local public 
facilities have not been determined at this time. According to the 
Invitation For Site Proposals, these methods are the responsibility of 
the State, not the DOE, and are therefore not addressed in the EIS. 

Public finance issues as they are currently known are discussed in 
detail in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, subsequent to a detailed examina
tion of public services and facilities. In the assessment of impacts on 
public finances, it was determined that the two primary impact counties 
{where 988 of the 1,374 additional SSC-related pupils are anticipated to 
attend school during the peak year of construction) would indeed incur 
considerable capital infrastructure expenses in constructing new schools 
and other community facilities, and in purchasing related equipment. 
Property tax revenue is a main source of income for school districts, 
and the public finance modeling conducted considered expected local 
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government revenue impacts from this source as well as other sources. 
The analysis indicates that local governments in Jackson and Ingham 
Counties would experience a cumulative net fiscal benefit throughout 
construction and operations of the SSC, except for a net fiscal deficit 
in Ingham County during the first two years of construction. 

0278.05 

The SSC~related impact on population and housing demand in the Michigan 
Region of Influence would be comparatively slight due to the large 
population and housing inventory already in place (see EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.4.B). 

The environmental impact on people who do not work on the SSC is 
explained in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.I.3.4.E. 

The cumulative net fiscal impact to all local government jurisdictions 
in the Michigan Region of Influence would be negative during the first 
two to three years of project activity but would be positive thereafter. 
The value of real property to be transferred from private to Federal 
ownership is not available from the State of Michigan (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.4.D). 

0278.06 

Traffic analysis for the major roads is presented in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.2.I.3. This includes Highways 52 and 106 in 
Stockbridge. The population of Ingham County is expected to increase by 
0.9 percent to 1.1 percent as· a result of the SSC. The indirect traffic 
may be expected to increase proportionally .. The highway improvements 
proposed by the State of Michigan were designed to bypass the village of 
Stockbridge. Therefore, most of the traffic impacts in the village will 
be due to indirect traffic. 

No estimate has been made of the number.of visitors each year at the 
SSC. During most of its history, the Fermilab machine has been the 
world's most powerful accelerator. It is reasonable to assume that when 
the SSC takes over that role, the annual number of visitors would be 
simi.lar to that which Fermilab has experienced, which is on the order of 
50,000 per year. The actual number of visitors would depend upon how 
the SSC is promoted as a tourist attraction. 

0278.07 

Comment noted.· See Comment Response 278.05. 

0278.08 

It is not possible to predict levels of. funding throughouf the assumed 
life of the project.. Other similar research facilities such as Fermilab 
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and SLAC continue to have active and outstanding research programs aftPr 
more than 20 years of operations. 

0278.09 

See Comment Response 710.01. 

0278.10 

Comment noted. 

0278.11 

See Comment Response 13.02. 

0278.12 

The effects of various types of government projects on towns have been 
studied extensively over the last 15 years. Much of the research deals 
with the disruption that is associated with rapid population growth and 
shifts from rural ways of life to more urban ways of life. S~ecific 
research cited in Volume IV, Appendix 14 of the EIS that addresses these 
concerns includes England and Albrecht (1984), Finsterbusch (1982), 
Flynn et al. (1983), Freudenburg (1984), Stacey and Ouchi (1978), and 
Wilkinson et al. (1982). This research was included in the 
socioeconomic analysis of the project. 

0278.13 

Comment noted. 

0279.01 

Comment noted. 

0279.02 

Comment noted. 

0279.03 

Public meeting policies of State agencies, such as Michigan's SSC Com
mission, are not addressed in the EIS. The reader is referred to John 
Hanieski, Executive Director of the SSC Commission for the Michigan site 
(517-334-6407) for information regarding State activities. 

0279.04 

Comment noted. 
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0279.05 

The DOE cannot comment on State activities at the referenced State meet
ing. At the DOE-sponsored scoping meeting in Michigan in February 1988, 
the State was given an opportunity to make a presentation regarding the 
submitted proposal. Following the DOE and State presentations, all 
commenters .who preregistered by mai.l were scheduled to speak before 
those who registered at the meeting. This was true regardless of the 
commenter's affiliation or position regarding the project. Because of 
the 1 arge number of preregistered commenters, the only time slots avail -
able to those who registered at the meeting were late in the evening. 
As stated in announcements for the scoping meeting, the DOE also 
accepted written comments, and written comments were considered to the 
same extent as those p~esented orally. 

0279.06 

The following four SSC project facilities would be located in Vevay 
Township: intermediate access areas E6 and E7, service area F6, and 
interaction point and experimental area K6 (see Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.4.10, Table 5.4.10-1). Three of the four facilities, i.e., 
E6, E7, and K6 would be located in areas that have been zoned as A-1 -
Agricultural, whose definitiOn does not include these proposed land 
uses. The fourth facility, i.e., F6 would be located in an area that has 
been zoned as M-1 ~ .Limited Industrial, whose definition does include 
the proposed land use. It has been anticipated by the DOE that the 
SSC project may trigger zoning changes (see Volume IV, Appendix 13, 
Sect ion 13 .1.1); however, any regulatory adjustments to be made are 
appropriately considered to be the ·responsibility of the affected plan
ning agency, i.e., Vevay Township. A definition of the Vevay Township 
A-1 Agricultural zoning designation is added as Errata to EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 13, Section 13.l.l. 

0279.07 

See Comment Response 13.02. 

0279.08 

Section 1501.06 (40 CFR150l:.6) of the Council .on Environmental Quality 
regulations for implementing the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA) indicates that the lead agency may request any other Federal 
agency with jurisdiction by law or with special expertise to be a .. 
cooperating agency. Although non"Federal agencies are occasionally 
requested to be cooperating agencies under special circumstances (nor-
mally when they have NEPA-like environmental analysis responsibilities -
see 40 CFR 1506.2).inthe case .of the SSC (analyzing sites in seven 
states), this would llave been unworkable. However, the DOE, through an 
extensive scoping process, endeavored to comply 1>1ith the requirements of 
the CEQ regulations pertaining to the participation of local agencies in 
the NEPA process (see 40 CFR 1501. 7). 
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0279.09 

The DOE's solicitation required that the proposer provide the land for 
the SSC project (see Volume III, Chapter 2). 

0279.10 

Comment noted. This report referred to is not a DOE document, and the 
DOE has no control over or responsibility for its content. The DOE used 
information available from Federal, State and university sources, and 
the published literature in the preparation of this EIS. Data used were 
certified using authoritative sources or by correspondence with respon
sible utilities, agencies, etc. 

0279. II 

The DOE has re qui red a 11 proposers to certify that they wi 11 comp 1 y 
with Federal acquisition and relocation laws (Public Law 91-646 and 
10 CFR 1039, 51 FR 7000) as a minimum standard (see Volume IV, Appen
dix 4, Section 4.3.I). 

A stratified fee estate, in this instance, refers to Government owner
ship of a specific volume of land below the earth surface. For the 
purposes of the SSC, stratified fee estate ownership in fee simple is 
required for underground volumes of land 70 ft high by 1,000 ft wide, 
and at least 15 ft below the surface in areas D and I of the ring (see 
Comment Response 266.03). 

The DOE does not anticipate that easements and rights-of-way owned by 
the surface property owner will be acquired for the Government. How
ever, mineral rights are more problematic. These may remain as an out
standing third party right of the surface landowner (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 4, Section 4.2.1.2). 

0279.12 

The State of Michigan is responsible for land acquisition and reloca
tions should the Stockbridge site be selected. The State has proposed 
an acquisition and relocation schedule which meets or exceeds the DOE 
site requirements (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.4.4.4). 
Specific concerns should be directed to the Michigan SSC Commission ;see 
Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.3.2.4). 

0279.13 

Comment noted. 

0280.01 

See Comment Response 816.01. 
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0281.01 

See Comment Response 816.01. 

0282.01 

See Comment Response 1517.81. 

0282.02 

See Comment Response 1517.79. 

0282.03 

The EIS has been revised to include the most current information on wet
land location and type (EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4.5 and 
Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3). Potential impacts to wet
lands have been reassessed, focusing upon wetland encroachment at sites 
where surface facilities could be located (Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 
3.6.3). Based on this reevaluation, the maximum amount of wetlands that 
could be impacted is 190 acres as the SSC exists in conceptual design 
and 319 acres if future expansion options are exercised. This value is 
a conservative estimate (worse case) assuming no mitigation. With 
mitigation, discussed in the above mentioned sections, wetlands impacts 
would be much less. If Michigan is selected as the SSC site, a more 
precise estimate of wetlands impact would be provided based on final 
siting designs and additional mitigation. These would be discussed in 
more detail in the Supplemental EIS. 

0282.04 

The wetlands assessment has been revised to evaluate those wetlands that 
would be impacted directly by construction and operations (see EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.4 and Volume JV, Appendix 11, Section 
11.3.4.3). 

0282.05 

See Comment Responses 10.03 and 1517.81. 

0283.01 

Comment noted. 

0283.02 

Comments noted. 
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IJ284.0l 

Any use of the land for purposes other than constructing and operating 
the SSC would require full compliance with the NEPA process, including 
pr2paration of additional NEPA documents ta assess impacts. Disposal or 
use of the land after the useful life of the SSC by the Government wou1d 
be a~alyzed as part of the decommissioning process. 

Additional NEPA review would be required for a proposal to decommission 
the SSC. 

0284.02 

The quality of near-surface groundwaters could be affected by the con
struction of the SSC, but these impacts will be held to negligible 
levels through minimization of disturbed areas, in-place spill and leak 
response procedures, and control and minimal use of construction mate
rials with potential for water contamination. Similarly, groundwater 
quality impacts by permitted liquid effluents (i.e., sewage treatment 
plants) during SSC operations will be negligible since extensive treat
ment of the effluents is planned to remove objectionable contaminants 
(see also EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.2.3.4.A.4 and 
7.2.3.4.B.2). 

Radiological effects on surface and groundwaters are also 
be negligible and well within existing Federal standards. 
Volume IV, Appendix 12, Sections 12.3.1 and 12.4.l. 

0284.03 

Comment noted. 

0284.04 

projected to 
S2e EIS 

See EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.1.2 and Volume III for discus
sions of the SSC site selection process. The DOE has identified the 
seven sites covered in this EIS as site alternatives for the SSC. As 
stated in the EIS, each of these meets the qualifications of the ISP. 

The DOE, under NEPA, could have designated a single or multiple pre
ferred sites. The department chose to select a single preferred site. 

The DOE recognizes that a further, more detailed site-specific review 
will be required under NEPA prior to a final decision on the construc
tion and operations of the proposed SSC, and will be provided in a 
supplement to the EIS. If detailed site-specific analyses were under
taken at more than one site, this could be a costly undertaking. 
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0284.05 

Although the Gavernrne~t requires clear title to all land on which per
ii1onent improvements are phnned or anticipated, it is not necessary that 
land inside the collider ring be owned or controlled by the Federal 
,;overnment. General access across the ring may be allowed. See EIS 
Volume III, Chapter I, Section 1.1. 

The socioeconomic effects of locating the SSC at the Michigan site 
{including impacts on State and local tax revenues) are discussed in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.4.D. 

Also, see Comment Response 871.02. 

0285.01 

Commer.t noted. 

0286.01 

Co:mner.t noted. 

0287.01 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6.1 states that it is DOE policy to 
conduct its operations in an environmentally safe and sound manner in 
compliance with applicable environmental statutes, regulations, ar.d 
standards. This includes compliance with the Farmland Protection Policy 
Act (see Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6.2.19). See Comment Response 
384.02 for a discussion of the DOE's recognition of the need for an 
value of establishing intergovernmental relationships. 

0287.02 

The EIS has been modified to reflect the commenter's concern in the 
following areas: Soil erosion control measures discussed in EIS Volume 
I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6; Volume 1, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.1, Runoff 
and Erosion Impacts; and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.2.2.D.2, 
Impact Mitigation. 

0287.03 

Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.l discusses soil erosion control 
measures, including use of locally adapted plants, to prevent erosion 
following project installation. 

0288.01 

Comment noted. 
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0288.02 

Population impacts are not explicitly di~cussed In the EIS at the level 
of individual townships. Some indication of the anticipated SSC-related 
population growth in Campton Township is provided by the township's 
location, which is on the fringe of the area expected to experience the 
greatest population Impacts (i.e., the Fox River Corridor). It Is 
likely that Campton Township could experience some SSC-related popula
tion growth, particularly in the northern part cf Elburn. Between 1 and 
2 percent of the Fermilab workforce currently resides in Elburn. 

0288.03 

See Comment Responses 13.02, 710.01, and 830.04. 

0288.04 

See Comment Responses 979.02 and 1279.115. It is anticipated that a 
limited number of existing private wells will have to be abandoned 
because of the project. As noted in Comment Response 979.02, the State 
of Illinois estimates that between 6 to 31 wells will be required to be 
closed due to proximity to SSC project facilities. An exact accounting 
and identification of individual wells cannot be completed until siting 
and design are final. 

0288.05 

The peak of construction at service and intermediate access points such 
as EB will produce noise that has a day-night average sound level of 70 
dBA at 630 ft from the center of construction activity, and will reach 
60 dBA at 2,000 ft from the center of construction activity, as dis
cussed in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4 and also in Volume IV, 
Appendix 9. This peak in construction coincides with the surface activ
ities that support the tunnel boring machine. As noted in Volume I, 
Chapter 5, 70 dBA can be likened to average automobile traffic 100 ft 
away from the road. It is expected that a day-night average sound level 
of 70 dBA will highly annoy less than 25 percent of those persons 
exposed to that sound level, and a day-night average sound level of 60 
dBA will highly annoy less than 10 percent of those persons exposed, as 
discussed in Chapter 5. This peak activity is expected to last 10 
months or less. Spoils loading and hauling was assumed limited to 12 
hours per day to preclude nighttime noise impacts on persons living 
along spoils haul routes. 

0288.06 

The EIS has identified possible mitigations to reduce impact on public 
safety. Routing truck traffic away from areas of highest risk of acci
dent is one of the mitigations to be considered during the construction 
planning (see Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3). Wherever possible, 
the trucks will use major roads rather than residential streets to 
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reduce the risk of accide~ts. Distributing traffic on several ro2ds, 
restricting the truck traffic during certain hours, and better traffic 
control are other possible options. Mitigations will be addressed in a 
Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

0288.07 

Mitigation is proposed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and in 
the paragraph following the statement in the EIS quoted in this comment 
(Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.10.3.C.). Also see Comment Response 
1123.05. 

0288.08 

The projected population increases associated with construction and 
operations of the SSC would result in increased school enrollments, as 
presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.C. The EIS 
indicates that between 700 and 800 additional students would be asso
ciated with the SSC for Kane County as a whole. It should also be noted 
that although population impacts have not been prepared at the township 
level, Campton Township is located on the fringe of the area anticipated 
to experience the greatest growths -- the Fox River Corridor. See 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, 14.1.3.3.D for a discussion of the impacts on 
state and local public finance. 

0288.09 

See Comment Response 880.04. 

0288 .10 

Comment noted. 

0288 .11 

Comment noted. 

0288.12 

Comment noted. 

0288 .13 

Comment noted. 

0288 .14 

The DOE is confident that the radiation exposures expected from the SSC 
have been adequately characterized and is convinced that there will be 
no unacceptable health hazards from the program. There is also evidence 
that water supplies will not be contaminated and endangered. 
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The fnvironmental safety and health implications of SCC-associated 
radiation are summarized in Volume I, Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.6.2, 
5.1.6.3, and 5.2.5 and are discussed in more detail in Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, Section 10.l and Volu~e IV, Appendix 12, Sections 12.2.l.l, 
12.2.3.l, 12.3.!, and 12.4.1. 

The con~ern about off-site conta~ination of water supp-lies has been 
addressed Volume !, Chapter 5; Volume 11/, Appendix 10; and Volu:r.e IV, 
,'\ppendix 12). The analyses have been very conservative and have con
sidered conditions that are highly unlikely to occur. A comprehensive 
description of the analyses for the movement of radion~clides is pro
vided in Volume IV, Appendix 12. 

0288.15 

Mitigation measures are described in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 
3.6 and in Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.3.3. One measure is to 
create berms around the subject facilities and landscape the berms with 
appropriate plants to screen the facility from view. A numb8r of vari
ables affect the success of such a measure, as noted in that section: 
the location of the facility relative to the planted berm and its dis-

. tance from the viewer, the size of materials when planted, the rate of 
growth of the selected plants, the spacir1g of the materials, and whether 
the plants are deciduous or evergreen. Concerning "camouflaging," the 
careful choice of color, texture and materials can aid in reducing the 
i1oticeability of structures under soine circumstances. Bu·t architectural 
styling cannot, by itself, conceal a facility from view. 

0288.15 

See Comment Response 1229.02. 

0288.17 

As noted in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 8, Section 8.3.4 the highest con
centrations of total suspended particulates (principally soil dust) 
would occur in the vicinity of the service areas and the intermediate 
access areas (sites E and F) during the peak construction periods in 
each of these areas. The construction activities at these sites would 
produce particulate emissions as a consequence of handling, loading, and 
storing dirt. Another potentially large source of emissions would be 
the transport of spoils in haul trucks from the construction areas to 
the quarries where spoils would be dumped for disposal. There are many 
effective methods for controlling particulate emissions caused by haul 
trucks (EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). The load can be covered, 
and the entrainment of road dust by truck tires can be reduced by keep
ing the roads in good repair and by watering them. If needed, truck 
speeds can lowered to reduce both the dust blowing out of the truck bed 
and the dust entrained into the air by the truck tires. 
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~ation~l ambient air qualily standards (NAAQS) and all applicable State 
ambit;nt air quality standards (AAQS) will be complied with both during 
cJnstruction and during operations of the SSC. As stated in Volume I, 
Chapter 5, "It is DOE policy to conduct its operations in an environ
mentally safe and sound manner in compliance with the letter and spirit 
of applica.ble environmental statues, regulations, and standards." 

Fugitive dust emissions during any construction is a concern. The EIS 
has been modified in Appendix 8 and in the sUi;imary, Volume I to include 
for all states more efficient mitigations on TSP and PM10 emissions dur
ing construction, s;iecifically the use of chemical soil stabilization 
instead of twice daily watering for control of ge~eral site activity 
emissions. This significantly reduces the generation of fugitive d11st 
emissions and hence the resulting ambient air impacts for these 
pollutants. 

The portion of the comment regarding tearing up the roads and blocking 
traffic is addressed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.C. 
Mitigation of accelerated wear and traffic congestion on the road system 
is offered by the State in its proposal in the form of improvements to 
the road system to be used by construction and operations traffic. 

Construction activities at any specific E or F area are expected to last 
less than two years. Peak construction, which coincides with the sur
face activities that support the tunnel boring machine, are expected to 
last 10 months. Impacts from spoils haul trucks will last for the 
period of time that any particular route is in use. Since Illinois has 
proposed the use of several disposal sites, continuous use through the 
entire construction period of any particular route is not expected. 

Additional air quality analysis will be performed after site selection 
and included in the Supplemental EIS. The availability of ~ore definite 
design and construction planning information at that time will allow 
that analysis to be more detailed and contain more specific mitigation 
commitments. 

Ultimate compliance with the AAQS will be addressed by the host State 
when its air pollution regulatory agency reviews any required permit 
applications. 

0288.18 

Comment noted. 

0289.01 

Comment noted. 

0290.01 

Comment noted. 
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0291.01 

Comment noted. 

0292.01 

Comment noted. 

0293.01 

Comment noted. 

029-LOl 

Comment noted. 

0295.01 

Comment noted. 

0296.01 

Comment noted. 

0297.01 

Comment noted. 

0298.01 

Comment noted. 

0299.01 

Comment noted. 

0300.01 

Comment noted. 
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0301.01 

Comment noted. 

0302.01 

Comment noted. 

0303.01 

Comment noted. 

0304.01 

Comment noted. 

0305.01 

Comment noted. 

0306.01 

Qualification noted. 

0306.02 

The comments on the geology and tunneling conditions at the BQL sites 
have been noted. Geology and tunneling conditions at the sites are 
described in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sections 5.1.1, 5.2.1, 5.3.1, 5.4.1, 
5.5.1, 5.6.1, and 5.7.1; characteristics at all of the sites are within 
the range of ground conditions that can be handled by existing tech
niques for underground construction. 

0307.01 

Comments noted. The DOE has reviewed the photographic data supplied 
regarding floodplains at the Illinois site. 

Floodplain impacts associated with the SSC are discussed in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.2. Potential encroachments by SSC 
facility areas K4 and F5 on the Welch Creek floodplains are specifically 
addressed at Section 5.1.2.2. 

Surface structures erected as a part of SSC construction would occupy 
only a small portion of the area described. Should the Illinois site be 
selected for the SSC, exact positioning of the surface structures would 
be determined during the preparation of the Supplemental EIS. Specific 
structure location would be planned to avoid impacts to the floodplain 
and associated wetlands. Also, the wetlands encroachment a~ea could be 
mitigated. 
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0307.02 

See Comment Response 1146.04. 

0307.03 

FEIS Volume 1, Chapter 5, Section 5.4.2 indicates that 197 acres of 
prime and statewide important farmlands would be withdrawn as a result 
of permanent SSC de\elopment (buildings and roads). It is an estimate 
based on the ratio of prime and statewide important farmland acreage to 
total acreage in the fee simple area times the total acreage occupied by 
buildings and roads. 

0307.04 

See Comment Responses 13.02, 710.01, and 880.04. 

0307.05 

See Comment Response 7.03. 

0307 .06 

The impacts 
in the EIS. 
the Illinois 
14.1.3.3. 

0308.01 

on people and communities are among the many 
(See Volume l, Chapter 5.) A more detailed 
site is provided in Volume IV, Appendix 14, 

Comments noted. 

0309.01 

Comment noted. 

0310.01 

issues examined 
analysis for 
Section 

These observations are consistent with those in EIS Volume IV, Appen
d!> 6. 

0310.02 

Specific techniques for groundwater recharge by injection are not dis
cussed in the EIS. As noted in the comment, techniques are available 
for recharge to minimize effects of dewatering. Once a site is selected 
and a site-specific layout for the SSC is developed, the preferred con
struction techniques for water control would be established. If de
watering is to be adopted, the use of injection to mitigate the effects 
on wells would be discussed in a Supplemental EIS. 
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0310.03 

Comment noted. Geology and tunneling conditions at the Michigan site 
(as discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.4.1.4) are amenable to 
excavation using a tunnel boring machine. Specific techniques for 
ground support are being evaluated within the geotechnical design por
tion of the SSC planning project. These will be evaluated and chosen 
during the final desian for the selected sitP 

0311.01 

Comments noted. 

0312.01 

Comment noted. 

0312.02 

~hile energy levels and luminosities differ from one unit to the next, 
it is important to note that the cumulative amount of radiation for the 
SSC would be less than that experienced at Fermilab or CERN because of 
the longer average cycle time of the SSC, which results in a much lower 
number of protons being accelerated per day (see EIS Volume IV, Appen· 
dix 10). The SSC accelerates two beams of 1.3 x 10 14 protons each to 
20 TeV once per day. The Fermilab accelerates a single beam of 2 x 10'' 
protons to between 0.4 to 0.95 TeV every 20 seconds which is 8 x 10 19 

protons per year or 300,000 times more protons per year. The amount of 
activation is directly dependent upon the number of protons. 

Activation levels and dose rates for the SSC will be qualitatively and 
quantitatively similar to those at existing large accelerator facili· 
ties. Previous studies based on operating data from existing acceler
ators have been made to determine the environmental radiation shielding 
for the SSC, and good descriptions of the sources of radiation are 
available. 

0312.03 

The maps presented in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4 are intended 
only to indicate, in general terms, the distribution of residences and 
other noise-sensitive human-based land uses at the site alternatives. 
The information was compiled from the most recent U.S.G.S. 7 1/2 minul.e 
quad sheets and from observations made by the DOE and its contractors 
during the site visits. New analysis presented in at the summary level 
in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4 and at the detail level in 
Volume IV, Appendix 9, utilized recent (1988) aerial photographs to 
quantify the number of residents affected by construction and operatiors 
noise from E and F areas at the Michigan site. The impact of noise 
levels on land values has not been quantified as a function of the 
increase in or the resultant sound level. The impact of the SSC on 
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adjoininq land valcJ~s ''ii l b~ a ft.:1ction uf the prevail iilQ attitod:?s at 
the selected site alten1atne, and ca~rnot be deten~ined ai. this ti1ne. 
The DOE will consider measures which will have the potential to reduce 
noise impacts of the project. It can be assumed that, if effective 
control measures are utilized, that impacts to adjoining land values due 
to noise would be minimal to insignificant. 

0312.04 

Existing hydrologic conditions and water use at the Michigan site are 
described in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sections 5.4.2.1 and 5.4.2.2. 
All direct and the great majority of indirect SSC water uses at the 
Michigan site viill be supplied by groundwater. The potential impact of 
groundwater use is assessed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.2.3.4. The projected groundwater use will affect local overdraft 
conditions in the vicinity of the cities of Lansing and Jackson, and a 
localized overdraft condition may result in the vicinity of the Stock
bridge well field. 

Hydrologic and water use data were limited, and the water use data em
ployed for assessment were approximately four years old, and it is not 
known to what extent overdraft conditions have increased over that time 
period. Because water use conditions do not appear to be changing 
rapidly in the site vicinity, this is not viewed as a significant limi
tation for the purposes of this EIS. Additional data, as available, 
have been compiled for the Michigan site and all other alternative 
sites. These data are included in the appropriate sections of the Final 
EIS, primarily in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3 and 7.2.3 and 
Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-4. 

0312.05 

A stratified fee estate is ownership in fee simple of a specific volume 
of space located below, at, or above the surface. No ownership 
interests are conveyed outside of the specific volume. For the purposes 
of SSC, a stratified fee estate is ownership in fee simple of a specific 
volume of space located at least 15 ft below the surface (see Comment 
Response 266.03). 

0312.06 

The visual impacts of facilities ES, K3, K4, KS, K6, and E6 were not 
addressed for several reasons. First, these facilities are in an area 
to be acquired fee simple estate and the public living there would relo
cate when their homes and land are acquired. Therefore, the sensitivity 
of views from the affected residential areas currently is considered to 
be low. In the absence of recreational trails, scenic highways or roads 
or other sensitive travel routes through the affected areas, impacts on 
views from such locations were not considered. See EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 16, Section 16.2.1.3. for a definition of scenic and visual 
impacts. Second, there are no moderately to highly sensitive travel 
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route3 within the fee si~ple lJ~ds er cJt;i~~ thEm that pass close 
enough to the fdcilities for there to be visual impact. Finally, due to 
a combination of terrain and vegetation, views of these facilities from 
sensitive public use areas (such as residences) outside the fee simple 
area would not include the facilities. For a further discussion of 
these conditions see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16. Section 16.3. 

General mitigations for scenic and visual impacts are addressed in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3. 

Facility F4 would be seen in the foreground from Snyder Road, but the 
context is farmlands and there is low sensitivity. The analyses did not 
address impacts on views from low-sensitivity public use areas and 
travel rcutes (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3). 

Facilities E7 and f7 are 1/4 mi south and 1/8 mi north of Columbia Road, 
respectively, and would be visible. Land use at both facility sites is 
agricultural, with a low level of sensitivity. Therefore, the analyses 
did not address the impact on these views. See Volume IV, Appendix 16, 
Section 16.2 for a discussion of the technical approach and methodology 
used in the EIS. 

The literature on the effect to land values from large development 
projects suggests that the net effect on land values is quite uncertain. 
Local economic and population growth resulting from SSC-related devel
opment may exert a positive influence on local land values or could tend 
to adversely affect land values in the area of the SSC depending on the 
local housing market situation and the residents' perceptions and atti
tudes. ~hether land value effects will prove to be permanent or transi
tory may depend in large measure on the stability of these conditions, 
perceptions and attitudes over time. Careful planning can minimize many 
negative conditions associated with growth that may also contribute to 
the perceptions of land value. 

A review of the zoning ordinances for the 13 townships affect~d by the 
SSC project indicates that there are no policies or regulations which 
apply to scenic and visual resource protection (see EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 13, Section 13.1.3.4). 

0312.07 

Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.D.2 describes not only the pro
posed rail system modifications planned in support of the SSC project, 
but also potential direct and indirect impacts caused as a result of its 
construction and operations. 

0312.08 

In terms of health risks to residents, the SSC will be sited, designed, 
constructed, and operated in strict conformance with applicable Federal, 
State, and local environmental safety and health protection criteria, 
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regulations, and standards to assure adeq11;te protection of both the SSC 
~ork~orce and the general public. These sa~e stringent requirements 
will be applied to the beam absorption areas for SSC operations. 

There are three areas associated wit~ t~;e t~:~ a~scrbers: the buffer 
area and buried beam zone (designated Ly the letter I in EIS VolLlme IV, 
Appendix 4, Figure 4-1), the buried beam zone access areas (designated 
by the letter Jin Figure 4-1), and the beam absorbers (designated by 
Lhe letter L in Figure 4-1). Above-grou~d facilities (letter J) consist 
of zone access locations requiring approximately 4~ acres for each of 
the six access areas. The underground buffer area and buried beam zones 
(letter I) are configured to accommodate two primary requirements. 
Space is provided for possible future upgrad2s to the SSC for new 
research opportunities (Invitation for Site Proposals for the SSC, page 
50). In addition, this underground area provides shielding for beams of 
non-interacting muons. These shielding requirem2nts are discussed in 
Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.2.3.A.l.b and are covered in mare 
technical detail in the SSC Environmental Radiation Shielding Task Force 
Report (SSC-SR-1026), and in Sections 5.10 and 6.6 of the SSC Conceptual 
Design Report (SSC-SR-2020). As not2d in the Superconducting Super 
Collider Conceptual Design Report, March 1986 (SSC-SR-2020), and in the 
Superconducting Super Collider Environmental Radiation Shielding Task 
Force Report, July 1987 (SSC-SR-1026), the buffer area and buried beam 
zones are designed to allow continued, safe surface occupation within 
the stratified fee zones. A total depth of greater than 50 ft above the 
tt1nnel is required for stratified fc9 are2s (Valum2 IV, Appc1Jix !O, 
Section 10.1.Z.3.A). 

fhe main accelerator has a regular cycle of operation: injection, 
acceleration to 20 Tev, and storage of colliding beams. At the end of a 
cycle, when collisions over many hours have degraded the beam quality, 
the cycle is ended by ejecting the beam into a beam absorber. The beam 
absorber consists of heavy shielding and stopping material sufficient to 
contain the heat and induced radioactivity of tho full 20-TeV, beam. 
The conceptually designed beam absorber consists of graphite surrounded 
by aluminum, steel, and concrete (Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.1.2.3.A.l.a and Figure 10.1.2-3). 

Most of the particles initially produced during collision or beam inter
action are massive and strongly interacting; they are called hadrons. 
Hadrons typically travel a few inches in matter before interacting and 
are completely stopped in a few yards to tens of yards, depending on the 
energy and the characteristics of the absorbing material. The hadrons 
are accompanied by high-energy photons and electrons, which are absorbed 
over typically shorter distances of at most a few yards in solid matter. 
The primary shield (30 ft of earth at density of 1.8 g/cm3) around the 
tunnel effectively reduces the dose equivalent from hadrons and accom
panying photons and electrons to a small fraction of natural background. 
At a distance of 45 ft in heavy soil (density of 2.24 g/cm3], the hadron 
dose equivalent is less than 0.001 mrem/yr (Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Figure 10.1.2-4, Hadron Dose: Beam Absorber). The depth of the beam 
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absorber and the annual dose equivalent fron1 hadron at the surface abov2 
the beam absorber are presented in Volume JV, Appendix 12, Table 
10.1.3-3. This dose equivalent is based on the shielding of the soil 
and does not take into account the presence of the beam absorber. 

Besid2s the strongly iGteracting hadrons, ~uons are produced in stopping 
the proton beam. A ir.uon is a heavy electron, identical in all respects 
to an electron except in mass and the fact that it is unstable. It 
decays into an electron and a neutrino. Only a small portion of the 
radiation created in the SSC are ir.uons (a few tenths of a percent). The 
muons, in contrast to the hadrons, photons, and electrons, interact very 
weakly with matter and may travel greater distance before they are 
stopped. The most energetic muons travel distances greater than a mile 
in earth. They are very strongly collimated along the direction of the 
primary proton beams (a narrow and straight beam), so the needed shield
ing would be confined to long, well-defined regions tangential to the 
circumference of the main ring, at the elevation of the beam plane and 
downstream of the primary beam absorbers (Volume IV, Appendix 10, Sec
tion 10.1.2.3.A.l.b and Figures 10.1.2.-6, -7, and -8). The dose 
equivalent at the surface from muons is essentially zero for all sites 
because they are highly collimated in the forward direction at the ele
vation of the beam plane. An individual would have to be continuously 
underground standing next to the tunnel at the tunnel depth in order to 
receive the dose projected. Therefore, the probability of any indi
vidual of the general public receiving the annual dose equivalents 
derived for the assessment is very remote (Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Section 10.1.3.1.A.2). 

A check has been made of general topography in the areas where beam 
absorbers would be at the proposed sites to see if there might be topo
graphical depressions that would bring the surface below tunnel depth. 
There appears to be no area at any of the proposed sites where it would 
be possible to reach tunnel depth without digging or excavating to that 
depth (Volume J, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.2.A.l). 

Specifically, at the Michigan site the beam ejection point is 130 ft 
(density of 2.4 g/cm3) below the surface. Therefore, the total annual 
dose equivalent from direct radiation (hadrons and muons) at the surface 
would be immeasurably small (less than 0.001 mrem/yr). The annual 
hadron dose equivalent at the surface above the beam absorber for a 
depth of 130 ft is much less than 0.001 mrem/yr (Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Table 10.1.3-3, Annual Dose Equivalent from Hadrons: Beam Absorber) 
since the dose equivalent from hadron at the surface for a depth of 
46 ft (density of 2.24 g/cm3) is less than 0.001 mrem/yr (Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, Figure 10.1.2-4, Hadron Dose: Beam Absorber). The muons 
are at approximately the beam depth of 130 ft. 

The annual muon dose equivalent at the depth of the beam plane as deter
mined at the boundary of the controlled zone downstream from the beam 
absorber is 0.9 mrem (Volume JV, Appendix 10, Table 10.1.3-5, Annual 
Dose Equivalent from Muons: Beam Absorber). 
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Overall radiation exposure to stratified fee residents is expected to be 
less than 0.001 mrem/yr, an immeasurable amount. It is insignificant 
when one considers that the average individual receives about 360 mrem 
annually from background radiation (Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 
12.2.1.1.A and Table 12.2.1-1). 

0312.09 

The initial estimated inflow to the tunnel encountered during construc
tion at the Michigan site is estimated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Section 7.2.3.4 to range from on the order of less than 1 to 20 gal/ 
min/100 ft. (A range of 5 to 20 gal/min/100 ft was stated in Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.4; this has been corrected to correspond to 
estimates in Volume IV, Appendix 7; 20 gal/min/100 ft = 1,056 gal/min/ 
mi.) This corresponds to estimates in the Michigan site proposal which 
ranged from 0.4 to 25 gal/min/100 ft. It is important to note that 
these values represent uncontrolled groundwater inflow or inflows in
itially encountered as tunneling progresses. When significant_ inflows 
are encountered, potentially any zone or fracture with inflows of more 
than a few gal/min would immediately be controlled by grouting, lining, 
or other appropriate control method. The fact that all areas of sig
nificant inflow will be immediately controlled would preclude any water
table or water-level effects near the tunnel and would minimize the 
amount of drainage water that would have to be managed in surface 
facilities. It is also planned that most of the Michigan tunnel would 
be lined as construction progresses, presumably after control of large 
inflows, i.e., fractures or joints. After lining, residual tunnel 
inflow would be essentially zero or the lining would provide a water
tight seal. The uncontrolled inflow or the amount that would need to be 
dealt with by sump pumps and managed at the surface over the long term 
from the limited unlined portion of the tunnel cannot be accurately 
estimated, but would be a small, manageable volume. It is likely that a 
grouting and control program would be continued until uncontrolled 
groundwater inflow ranged from less than one to, perhaps in some areas, 
a few gal/min/100 ft. 

0312.10 

Statements in the DEIS to the effect that a specific number of wells 
would be lost at each site were in error and have been corrected (see 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.4). The 1,000-ft restricted 
zone does not correspond to an area within which all wells wo11ld need to 
be abandoned or within which all wells would necessarily be affected by 
the SSC project or project activities. The purpose of estimating the 
number of wells within the 1,000-ft restricted zone at each site was to 
develop a comparison of the general density of existing wells. For the 
purposes of this EIS, existing well records were utilized as they should 
provide a general indication of well density. Detailed field surveys to 
verify and update well records will be performed for the selected site 

03010350333888 



and documented in the Supplemental EIS. The DOE position as stated 
above replaces statements made in DEIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Sections 5.4 
and 5.5. Corrections have been made to the EIS. 

The DOE does not anticipate the use of restrictive easements on property 
where a stratified fee estate exists. This includes access to minera;s 
or wells provided that there is no penetration of the DOE's ~tratified 
fee estate without prior DOE written approval. The "rights and privi
leges" of affected residents under a stratified fee estate are discussed 
in Volume IV, Appendix 4. Section 4.2.l.2. 

0312.11 

Comments noted. 

0312.12 

At the request of the Governor of the State of Michigan, a team of 
researchers from the Institute for Social Research at the University of 
Michigan has been conducting studies of the social effects and co~munity 
response to the proposed SSC project in the Stockbridge area. The pro
gram of research activities was designed to obtain various types of data 
from different populations in relation to the expected degree of impact 
of the project. A third stage of the research activity involved sys
tematic in-depth ethnographic reinterviews to measure attitude changes 
due to the announcement and the more real prospects of siting the SSC in 
Michigan. The social impact assessment methodologies are designed to 
provide scientifically valid findings about the social impacts and com
munity responses to the SSC. Questions about the program should be 
directed to the appropriate State agency. 

0313.01 

See Comment 816.01 for a discussion on infrastructure impacts and 
mitigations. 

0314.01 

Regional resources, including educational institutions in the vicinity 
of a proposed SSC site and features associated with such institutions 
(such as availability of professional staff, graduate student availabil
ity, and related academic resources), were considered during proposal 
evaluation leading to the development of the BQL (see EIS Volume II!, 
Section 1.1; Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8; and Volume IV, Appendix 
14, Section 14.1). Regional resources are part of the siting criteria 
and will be considered in the siting decision. 

The support of the Michigan State University and their hiqh energy 
physics group is acknowledged. 
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0315.01 

The (eference in the cor;iment to 10, 000 construction jobs should be 
clarified; the EIS estimates indicate that approximately 9,600 direct 
and secondary jobs would be created during the peak year of the con
struction phase in the Michigan Region of Influence (ROI). See Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Section I4.I.3.4.A. A~proximately 1,200 of these jcbs 
would be direct construction crafts jobs. There would also be addi
tional direct construction technical (e.g., designers, drafters. end 
installation technicians), construction management, and constr11ction
related clerical jobs available to workers in the ROI. Almost 5,800 of 
the 9,600 jobs would be sacondary jobs created in the regional economy 
frum project spending for materials and services, and spending of eJrn
i~gs for goods and services by direct workers. The majority of these 
jobs would be created in the services, trade, and manufacturing sectors 
of the economy, although some secondary jobs would also be created in 
the construction industry. Project purchases would peak at $117.2 
million in 1991, and conscmcr demand by direct SSC workers would peak 
the following year at $I25.3 million as they spend part of their $176.l 
million in earnings. 

Add it ion al information concerning these effects on the ROI economy and 
analysis of effects on rel0:ed socioeconomic resources, including popu
lation and housing, public services and finance, and quality of life, 
are available in EiS Volu1ncc IV, f1ppendix 14, Sectio~1 14.1.3.4. 

0316.01 

See Comment Response 317.01. 

0317 .01 

Curing the peak year of SSC construction, the EIS estimates that almost 
1,200 jobs would be available to local workers in the construction 
crafts (or building trades) industry within the Michigan Region of 
Influence (ROI). (See Vol1m1e I, Chapter 5, Secticn 5.1.8.) The 
Michigan ROI had an annual average unemployme~t rate of 7.6 percent in 
1987 (nearly 173,00G unemployed workers). Furthermore, national un
employment data indicate that the rate of unemployment among construc
tion workers is typically almost double the rate among all other workers 
(U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, Survey of 
Current Business, February 1988, p. S-10). 

It is reasonable to assume that at least 1,200 crafts workers would be 
available among the 173,000 unemployed workers in the ROI, since the 
construction sector comprised 2.8 percent of the total jobs in the ROI 
in 1984 (note that 2.8 percent of 173,000 unemployed is 4,844 workers 
and double that amount is 9,688 workers). Furthermore, data from the 
U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics (in their April, 
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1988 pub1 ication, Geographic Profile of Emplovment and Uner:ll)loyment,_ 
19Bn indicate that in 1987 there was a 13.5 percent unemployment rate 
in the construction industry (approximately 12,000 unemployed construc
tion workers) within the Detroit Primary Metropolitan Statistical Ar~a 
(PMSA). The Detroit PMSA consists of six counties, three of which -
Livingston, Oakland, and Wayne Counties -- comprised over 79 percent of 
the PMSA's 1980 population. These same three counties also comprised 
73 perce~t of the I987 labor force of the 12-county Michigan ROI. 

However, in spite of these statistics, it is not anticipated that SSC's 
direct construction workforce would come exclusively from the ranks of 
the unemployed, or even exclusively from the Michigan ROI: 23 percent 
of the total direct and indirect workforce is expected to in-migrate 
from outside the ROI during the peak year of construction. As noted at 
the public hearing, some workers from the Michigan ROI worked on the 
Alaska pipeline project, emphasizing the point that construction workers 
do tend to migrate in search of work. 

The socioeconomic assessment determined that the main factors that 
trigger in-migration into each ROI are unemployment rates and the over
all size of the existing labor force. If each of these numbers are 
relatively high, as in the Michigan ROI, then in-migration into the ROI 
will be relatively low. During peak construction in 1992, in-migrants 
to the region are expected to number 2,230. This is the lowest amount 
of in-migration expected for any of the seven RO!s under consideration 
(see EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8). Therefore, in the 
Michigan ROI, most jobs would be obtained by local residents. The 
socioeconomic effects of in-migration to the ROI are discussed in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.4. 

0317.02 

Comments noted. 

0318.01 

Comments noted. The impacts on prime farmlands are discussed in detail 
in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.7 and Volume IV, Appendix 13, Sec
tion 13.2. 

0319.01 

Comment noted. 

0320.01 

These observations are consistent with those in Volume I, Chapter 3, and 
Volume IV, Appendices 11 and 14. 
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0320.02 

Results of the post-DEIS survey of potential summer habitat for the 
Indiana bat in the vicinity of the proposed Michigan site have been 
incorporated into Volume I and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section !1.3.4.2 
of the EIS. While several areas were identified as containing potential 
habitat for the Indiana bat, this survey is not sufficient to determine 
the actual presence of the species. If the Michigan site is selected, 
additional surveys would be conducted and discussed in a Supplemental 
EIS. 

0320.03 

It is true that the State of Michigan has indicated that it will develop 
a water supply (groundwater) for SSC water requirements in the campus/ 
injector areas. This does not, however, preclude effects from develop
ment. Based on groundwater recharge conditions and the projected amount 
of groundwater use in the immediate vicinity of Stockbridge, a limited 
and localized groundwater overdraft condition is anticipated. The 
magnitude of this overdraft is not projected to result in any measurable 
impact to existing groundwater users in the Stockbridge area. See EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.4. 

0320.04 

Comment noted. 

0321.01 

The comment is consistent with the Volume I, Chapter 6 discussion of 
regulatory policies and requirements. The State of Michigan is dele
gated authority over wetlands management. 

0322.01 

Comment noted. 

0323.01 

Comment noted. 

0323.02 

The new technology mentioned in the comment relates to "warm" supercon
ducting magnets. The possible use of "warm" superconducting magnets and 
smaller diameter rings in the SSC is discussed in Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.2.2. 

0323.03 

Comment noted. 
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n3Z3.04 

The purpose and need for the SSC are discussed in Volume I, Chapter 2. 
In particular, it is pointed out in Section 2.2.2 that two senior U.S. 
Physics Advisory Committees have strongly recommended that an instrument 
such as the SSC be constructed. 

0323.05 

All Federal agencies, including the DOE, are subject to litigation under 
appropriate circumstances. 

It may be possible to adjust the location of certain features of the 
SSC. The discussion on the potential for flexibility in the SSC design 
has been expanded in the FEIS (see Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.1). 

The DOE will do a Supplemental EIS which will assess final design 
details and identify potential impacts and mitigations. 

See Volume IV, Appendix 2 for cost data on constructing and operating 
the SSC. See Volume I, Chapter 3 for a discussion of alternatives to 
constructing the SSC. See Volume I, Chapter 3 for a discussion of 
alternatives to constructing the SSC, including postponing the action. 

0324.01 

Comment noted. 

0325.01 

Comment noted. 

0325.02 

See Comment Response 275.03. 

0325.03 

Comment noted. 

0326.01 

Contractor hiring practices cannot be predicted with certainty, and the 
home locations of the SSC's potential construction contractors currently 
are not known. Estimates of the in-migrant construction workers for the 
Michigan site are lower than those for the other six proposed sites, 
due, in large measure, to recently high unemployment in the region 
(Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.1). 
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0326.02 

Peak year SSC-related in-miqrant workforce in the Michigan region is 
estimated at 2,223 workers iEIS Appendix 14, Table 14.1.3.4-2) based on 
the proposed schedule for construction of the SSC. The 6,680 figure 
cited in Appendix 14 includes the families of those in-migrating 
workers. 

0326.03 

Comment noted. 

0327.01 

The EIS considered economic impacts to the Michigan Region of Influence, 
and to the primary impact counties of Ingham and Jackson (EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.4.A). Anticipated impacts to the economy 
include changes directly related to the SSC, as well as secondary or 
induced changes in economic activity (such as in support industries). 
SSC-related impacts on Jackson County during the peak construction year 
(1992) include nearly 1,200 additional jobs and $50.2 million (1988 
dollars) additional earnings; by full operation {2000), roughly 950 
additional jobs and $31.5 million additional earnings would be asso
ciated with the project. As these economic impacts would not directly 
involve the automobile industry, the diversification noted in the com
ment could be expected. 

The support of the Jackson Alliance of Business Development is 
acknowledged. 

0328.0l 

There are 205 acres of prime farmland in Michigan which would be perma
nently converted if the SSC were sited as proposed. The DOE consulted 
with the Soil Conservation Service for identification of prime farmlands 
(see FPPA discussion in Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6.2.19). 

If the proposed Michigan site is selected for the SSC, the DOE and its 
contractors would work closely with the Michigan Department of Agricul
ture in resolving problems and minimizing adverse impacts on agricul
ture. Prior to construction or operations the DOE will publish a sup
plement to this EIS which will be more detailed as to potential impacts 
and mitigations. This will provide an opportunity for participation on 
a site specific basis. 

0330.01 

Regional resources, including educational institutions and related fea
tures of these institutions (such as availability of professional staff, 
graduate students, and other associated resources), were considered 
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during proposal evaluation and the definition of a BQL (see EIS 
Volume Ill, Chapter 1, Section 1.1). Regional resources at all alter
nate sites is part of the siting criteria. See Volume III, Chapter 3. 

0331.01 

The DOE has evaluated impacts on all resources of the seven alternative 
sites sufficient to base the decision for site selection. These evalu
ations are as detailed as they can be using the conceptual design and a 
flexible site-specific adaptation of the conceptual design. A supple
ment to the EIS will be prepared for the selected site which will con
sider quantitatively impacts on wetlands, unusual soil conditions, and 
other unique features of the selected site. Actual design metl1ods for 
the facility were evaluated at a conceptual level in the preparation of 
the CDR and the site-specific adaptations of the conceptual design. 
Fin3l design will include specific methods and procedures for tunneling 
and surface facilities development (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix I, 
Section l.Zj. 

0332.01 

Comments noted. 

0332.02 

Comments noted. The information provided is consistent with the analy
sis in EIS Volume I, Section 4.1.6 and Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.4.1.6. Regarding availability of a skilled labor pool, see Comment 
Response 816.01. 

0332.03 

Comment noted. The transportation facilities in the State of Michigan 
are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.4.11.2.A. 

0332.04 

The availability of skilled workers in each Region of Influence (ROI) 
was considered in developing reference case projections of in-migration 
in the EIS (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.!.2.3.B, and the 
Errata for that section). In the Michigan ROI there is a relatively 
large labor force and relatively high unemployment rates, which suggests 
that in-migration would be lower than in an ROI with a relatively small 
labor force and low unemployment rates. Consequently, the EIS reference 
case study i~dicates that in-migration into the Michigan ROI would be 
relatively low in comparison to ot~er ROI's. The comment's assertion 
that there is an adequate supply of, in particular, construction and 
supply industry workers in the Michigan ROI is also substantiated in the 
EIS by construction industry unemployment data from the U.S. Department 
of Labor. 
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0333.01 

Comment noted. The socioeconomic impacts of the SSC on the Michigan 
site are discussed in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.8. No "boom-town" 
impacts are expected to be significant in the site area; additional jobs 
will exist (see Volume IV, Appendix 14). General benefits to knowledge 
are discussed in Volume I, Chapter 2. 

0334.01 

Comment noted. 

0334.02 

Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.1.3.4 presents an evaluation of SSC 
development implications at the project level, including secondary 
impacts. Cumulative land use impacts in the Region of Influence are 
presented in the same appendix in Section 13.1.4. Given the site's 
unique reliance on two large urban centers -- Lansing and Jackson -
plus a number of smaller communities in the immediate area, and Ann 
Arbor and Detroit in the larger region, SSC project-related growth will 
be diffused throughout the region, thereby reducing to a minimum devel
opment pressure in any one place. Project level land use changes will 
occur; however, given the area's dispersed settlement pattern, local 
growth is expected to occur either in the core or at the periphery of 
the village of Stockbridge, the city of Mason, and the village of 
Leslle. Such growth has less an adverse impact than cases where entire 
new towns are built in areas that were previously considered rural. 

0334.03 

SSC-related in-migration is expected to be dispersed throughout the 
Michigan Region of Influence (ROI), but concentrated in Ingham, Jackson, 
and Washtenaw Counties. Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 14.1.3.4-5 pro
vides a description of how population impacts would be distributed 
throughout the ROI. 

0334.04 

Comment noted. 

0334.05 

Comments noted. The community development plans referred to in the 
comment were evaluated during preparation of EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.4.10.l.G. 
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0335.01 

See Comment Response 816.01. The commitment of the University of 
Michigan and other universities in the State of Michigan to make their 
resources available in support of the SSC is acknowledged. 

0336.01 

Comcent noted. 

0337.01 

Comment noted. 

0337.02 

Th2 D2E is aw1re of the recently built Jackson County resource recovery 
facility located adjacent to the State prison of southern Michigan. The 
State proposal did not identify this facility specifically in its plan 
for the disposal of nearly 30,000 yd 3 annually of SSC-generated solid 
waste. As a result, this particular facility has not been considered in 
the DEIS analysis. Jackson was identified as one of three districts 
(Lansing, Jackson, and Detroit) with enough remaining capacity to accept 
the solid waste generated at the SSC site. If Michigan is selected as 
the SSC site, use of these disposal facilities, as well as the waste 
water treatment facility in Jackson, would be addressed in the site
specific Supplemental EIS. 

0337.03 

Comment noted. 

0338.01 

Comment noted. 

0339.01 

Comment noted. 

0340.0l 

It is assumed that commenter is referring to Site Environmental Report 
(Abstracts) that are used in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5. See Comment 
Response 13.02. 
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0340.02 

Radiological impacts Jssociated with the SSC have been analyzed exten
sively and can be predicted with reasonable confidence. The environ
mental safety and hc,alth implications of SSC-associated radiation are 
presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.6.2, 5.1.6.3, and 
5.2.5; and are discussed at length in Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.1 and Volume IV, Appendix 12, Sections 12.2.l.l, 12.2.3.l, 12.3.I, 
and 12.4.1. 

A comprehensive list of radionuclides produced during operations of the 
SSC is presented in '/o.lu,~e IV, ,~ppendix JO, Table 10.1.3-14 of the EIS. 
Carbon-II is one of several air-activation products that will be period
ically vented from the underground structures of the SSC facilities. 
Most of the air-activation products have very short half-lives (Volume 
IV, Appendix ID, Table 10.1.2-4). The projected maximum individual dose 
equivalent rates from air-activation products at the site boundary of 
the 15 directional sectors for any proposed site are less than one-tenth 
of a mrem per year, as compared with the Federal (40 CFR Part 61 subpart 
HJ limit for whole body dose from air activation products of 25 mrem per 
year. Sodium-22 (Na-22) and tritium (H-3) are activation products that 
have half-lives sufficiently long to merit consideration of the poten
tial consequences. Accordingly, the potential of off-site migration via 
a groundwater pathway was considered and the Impacts evaluated. The 
migration of Na-22 and H-3 in groundwater has been numerically modelled 
for the worst-case scenario for each SSC site alternative. A compre
hensive description of this an~lysis is provided in Volume TV, Arper.dix 
12. The annual dose equivalents derived from the model indicate that 
the radionuclide concentration in a nearby well (50 m from the source) 
which is used for normal daily consumption of water for an entire year 
would range from 0.0098 to 0.50 mrem (Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 
5.1.6-1), as compared with the public drinking water standards of 
4 mrem. 

An aerial radiological survey was conducted over the Fermilab facility 
and adjacent area on 12-14 May 1977. Gamma radiation exposure rates 
were measured between 270 µR/h and 400 µR/h. These exposures originated 
from on-site activities that included a storage area for radioactive 
materials, a laboratory in the village where radioactive material was 
being used, and four locations along the accelerator beam tube resulting 
from multiple low-level radiation sources. Much of the gamma radiation 
emitted from stored materials at Fermilab was associated with the 
facility's fixed target program. As discussed in the EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, Fermilab's fjxed target program generates more low-level 
radioactive waste than is projected from the SSC co 11 id i ng beam program. 
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0340.03 

Se~ Comment Response 520.06. 

0340.04 

The soil surrounding the collider tunnel can be activated (i.e., becomes 
radioactive)at any point along the ring from an accidental loss of beam, 
but such a loss is highly unlikely (see below). The primary radio
nuclides produced would include tritium (H-3), sodium-22 (Na-22), 
calcium-45 (Ca-45), and manganese-54 (Mn-54). Of these, the dominant 
radionuclides for migration in groundwater are H-3 and Na-22 as dis
cussed In the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10. The radiological impacts from 
a beam loss are discussed in detail in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, 
Section 12.4.1. 

It should be recognized that a single loss of beam is a highly unlikely 
event and has never occurred at Fermilab in its superconducting magnet 
system. A highly sophisticated monitoring system is incorporated in the 
design of the SSC to protect against damage to accelerator components 
and prevent radiation releases that would result from loss of beam. 

In the event that the magnet protection system failed and a beam loss 
occurred, the extensive earth shielding surrounding the collider tunnel 
would serve to protect potential receptors at or near the land surface 
(such as humans, animals, soil, crops, surface water supplies, etc.) 
from radiation exposure. Design criteria for the SSC call for a minimum 
35 ft of primary earth shielding around the centerline of the acceler
ator tunnel. Additional earth shielding may be provided at many sites 
by deep burial of the accelerator tunnel. At the proposed Michigan 
site, the minimum buried depth of the tunnel is 80 ft; the maximum dose 
equivalent to an individual above that point is projected to be less 
than 0.001 mrem/yr (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Table 10.1.3-4). 
This dose represents a small fraction of the DOE 100 mrem/yr limit and 
may be considered insignificant relative to the 300 mrem/yr received by 
the average individual from natural radiation (see EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 12, Table 12.2.1-1). 

The potential for migration of radionuclides in groundwater is covered 
in the EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, and Volume IV, Appendix 12, and is dis
cussed in Comment Response 340.02. The analysis provided in the docu
ment would apply to any well (50 m from the source) that intercepts 
ground water which has been in contact with the soil or rock surrounding 
the collider tunnel. At the Michigan site, the calculated annual dose 
equivalent in a nearby well (50 m from source) resulting from accidental 
loss of beam is 0.011 mrem/yr (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, Table 
12.2.3-6). Again, this dose is a fractional increment of the EPA 
4 mrem/yr drinking water standard and may be regarded as negligible when 
compared with natural background radiation. 
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A comprehensive discussion on radiation monitoring at the SSC is pro
vided in Comment Response 769.04. 

0340.05 

Both on-site and off-site monitoring is conducted at Fermilab. These 
data are available to the public since Fermilab publishes annual envi
ronmental monitoring reports. These reports contain information regard
ing off-site environmental monitoring results based on water samples, 
direct radiation, and TLD's placed in the homes of some employees. A 
discussion of existing effects of Fermilab can be found in Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.3.6.2 of the EIS. These data were used in the 
impact analysis for Illir.ois. 

0340.06 

The identification and half-life of the potential radionuclides that 
might migrate through groundwater were discussed in the EIS in following 
paragraphs and table: 

Volume IV, Appendix 10, pp. 36-37, p.91. 

Volume IV, Appendix 12, p. 19, Table 12.2.3-3. 

The dominant radionuclides are tritium (H-3) and sodium-22 (Na-22) with 
half-lives of 12.3 years and 2.58 years, respectively. 

0341.01 

Comments noted. 

0342.01 

Comment noted. 

0343.01 

Comment noted. 

0344.01 

Comment noted. 

0344.02 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.4 presents a discussion of 
the State proposer's disposal options for excavated materials. Excava
ted materials will have to be stored on site, analyzed for pyrite, sul
fur, and sulfate, (leachable materials which could affect groundwater 
quality in local wells) and then disposed of. The State proposes to 
transport leachable materials to Type II or Type III sanitary landfills. 
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Based on the information pro~ided to date, the sulfide content of the 
excavated materials and subsequent impacts from leaching are expected to 
be relatively low. Mitigation techniques are available, Including mini
mizing and leaching by: 1) adding limestone to increase the alkalinity 
of the water leaching through the material, and 2) soil stabilization 
(mixing material with lime, cement, and water) to decrease permeability, 
leachability, and the acidity of leached materials. If Michigan is 
selected as the SSC site, the DOE will address this concern in more 
detail in the Supplemental EIS. 

0344.03 

See Comment Response 344.02. Engineering controls designed to separate 
out pyrite containing spoils and reduce water contact with these mate
rials will serve to control the production of acid leachate. Therefore, 
wildlife will not need extraordinary protection from acid leachate since 
it will not be formed. 

0344 .04 

A set of noise mitigation measures was included in the conceptual design 
of the project and factored into tha noise impact assessments. These 
include such mitigations as restricting spoils loading activities dJring 
construction to 12 hours per day and individually enclosing the cryo
genic compressors (EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4.1.B). These 
mitigation measures would be applied regardless of which site is chosen. 
Other possible mitigations cited in Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3 
may be applied as a function of the final site chosen, detail facility 
location and design, and consultations with Federal, State, and local 
agencies. It is anticipated that noise control measures will be 
addressed and included in the course of detail facility design anJ con
struction planning and analyzed in detail in the site-specific Supple
mental EIS. 

0344.05 

Hunting and fishing as recreational activities would be restricted at 
all sites during construction, and would continue to be tightly con
trolled within populated fee simple areas for the operational life of 
the SSC. The exact locations of these areas wi 11 be determined during 
final design of the SSC. Restrictions could be necessary for a number 
of reasons, for example, control of access to fee simple areas due to 
safety or security requirements, and disturbances such as noise during 
construction, which would impact the SSC site and vicinity temporarily. 
When the SSC site is selected, further environmental studies would be 
conducted prior to preparation of the Supplemental EIS. 

0344.06 

As noted by the commenter, the potential impacts on human health were 
evaluated in the EIS (see Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.l and 
Appendix 12) for both workers at the SSC and for the general public 
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adjacent to the facility. No toxic material or safety hazards were 
identified that would impact the general public from construction 
through the operating life of the SSC. Therefore, there should be no 
long-term effects on residents near the SSC from toxic materials or from 
safety hazards associated with the SSC project. 

As indicated in EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, it is DOE policy to conduct its 
operations in an environmentally safe and sound manner in compliance 
with the letter and spirit of applicable environmental statutes, regula
tions, and standards. 

0344.07 

Regarding SSC direct and indirect water use impacts at the Michigan 
site, see Comment Response 312.04, first paragraph, and EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.4. Regarding well restrictions and potential 
for replacement, see Comment Response 810.03. 

Underground injection has only been proposed by the state as an alter
native means for disposal of the water generated by the limited amount 
of constru.ction dewatering that may occur, freezing or slurry wall tech
niques will be emphasized. 

Water derived from shaft or foundation construction dewatering would be 
unaltered site groundwater. Water derived from tunnel groundwater 
inflow control may contain some contaminants from TBM oil and lubri
cants. Any discharges considered for injection would be tested and 
treated, if necessary, prior to injection. This activity would be 
conducted only in accordance with all applicable regulations. 

0345.01 

The location of the ring in Michigan was determined by Michigan State's 
proposal. The location of the F7 site given in the EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5 was in error and is corrected in the final EIS. The location 
described in Appendix l, Section 1.2 is correct. 

For general statements regarding data sources see Comment Responses 
13.02 and 710.01. 

0345.02 

One option for spoils disposal is disposal in local aggregate quarries 
as general fill. Table 10.2.3-5 (Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.2.3.4) shows the distribution of the excavated material to eight 
quarries, their names, approximate distance from the shaft location to 
the quarry, and the capacity of each quarry. 
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0345.03 

The effect of noise on wildlife is discussed in the DEIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3.A: "Construction noise (including noise 
from spoils haulage) is not expected to impact the adjacent Waterloo 
State Recreation Area and Haehnle Sanctuary." As explained, the results 
of conservative estimates indicate construction sound levels will be 
near the present ambient levels in these wildlife areas. 

In addition, the fourth sentence in the first paragraph on p. 32 of 
Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3.A has been revised to clarify 
that noise attenuation due to the effects of terrain and vegetation have 
not been considered in the evaluation of the impacts. 

0345.04 

Regarding water use and water use impacts for the SSC project at the 
Michigan site, see Comment Response 312.04, first paragraph. In 
essence, the project's groundwater use will be distributed about the 
site and should have no discernible impact on wildlife and fisheries. 
Sensitive areas such as wetlands will be avoided when siting wells for 
the SSC. 

The statements in DEIS Volume I that 80 wells would be directly affected 
was in error and has been revised. That number is only the number of 
wells, based on available State records, that occur within the 1,000-ft 
restricted zone, the campus and far cluster areas, and the buried beam 
and buffer zones. It is anticipated that only a small number of these 
wells would have to be abandoned because of proximity to the tunnel or 
an SSC facility or construction site. See Comment Response 8I0.03. 

Regarding general and radiologic impacts to surface and groundwater at 
the Michigan site, see Comment Response 284.02. 

0345.05 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.4.4.2 notes that two counties 
(Oakland and Wayne) are currently not meeting the primary National Ambi
ent Air Quality Standard (NAAQS) for carbon monoxide. The SSC site is 
many miles away from these counties, as shown on the title page to Vol
ume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.4. Volume I, Chapter 3 of the DEIS incor
rectly states that regional exceedances of Chapter 3 NAAQS for carbon 
monoxide will result from SSC-related emissions. This error has been 
corrected in the revised Volume I. The impact of SSC-related carbon 
monoxide emissions (e.g., vehicular site and highway traffic) would be 
relatively small in comparison with the existing source impacts in 
Oakland and Wayne Counties and would not have a significant impact in 
those counties. The stated exceedances of NAAQS for carbon monoxide 
were the result of the use of background carbon monoxide values (from 
Detroit), which are not representative of the proposed SSC site. 
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0345.06 

See Comment Response 345.05. 

0345.07 

Noise standards are established by Federal agencies (e.g., Federal 
Highway Administration and Housing and Urban Development Department) for 
certain activities (e.g., highway building). These regulations are not 
enforceable for the construction and operations of the SSC. However, 
these standards have been used in the EIS to provide guidelines for good 
environmental practices and have been proposed as limits with which the 
SSC would comply. Compliance with these limits by following the 
designs, practices, and mitigations proposed in the EIS would be the 
responsibility of the management and operations (M and 0) contractor. 
The DOE would conduct periodic environmental safety and health protec
tion appraisals of the O&M contractor's compliance program. 

See Volume IV, Appendix 9 for detailed noise assessment of the SSC. 

0345.08 

Comment noted. 

0346.01 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.1.5 has been revised to more accu
rately reflect the low potential for encountering "gassy ground" at all 
of the sites. 

The need to consider potential "gassy ground" conditions is based on the 
history of encounters--some of which were tragic--with this phenomenon 
in the region. Fortunately, the result of our review of the issue is a 
well-founded conclusion that the potential for problem encountered 
during construction at the Stockbridge site would be negligible. As is 
noted in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.4.1.5, occurrences of gas at 
shallow depths in the region around the Stockbridge site are of three 
types as follows: 

(1) Gas trapped within the Antrim, Coldwater, and Berea-Bedford 
bedrock formations 

(2) Gas that has escaped from the above-named bedrock formations 
into the overlying drift where it has been trapped beneath 
clay-rich glacio-lacustrine sediments 

(3) Gas that has been lost to the surrounding bedrock or drift 
from a "runaway" oil or gas well that penetrated a deep high
pressure reservoir. 
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The geologic conditions that contribute to (1) and (2) are absent from 
the Stockbridge site. An encounter with a type (3) occurrence appears 
to have happened only once in the region, i.e., the Cal-Lee/Marshall 
blow-out in 1968. Although there are several oil fields tapping deep 
reservoirs beneath the site, the current state-required practice of 
using multiple blow-out protectors when drilling through high-pressure 
gas reservoirs has been effective throughout the state in preventing 
further encounters of this type. Thus it appears that occurrences of 
"gassy ground" such as have been observed in neighboring counties are 
unlikely at the Stockbridge site. Accordingly, there does not appear to 
be a need for specific construction procedures to mitigate potential 
hazards of encountering gassy conditions during underground excavation 
at the site. 

Three related questions that are relevant to underground projects in the 
vicinity of oil and gas fields are as follows: 

(1) Are all of the exploration and production borings known? 
(2) Are the locations of the borings accurately known1 
(3) Are the abandoned and plugged wells adequately sealed? 

Michigan's statutory requirements for recording oil and gas wells pro
vide considerable assurance that there will be data regarding the first 
two questions. However, different available accountings of oil and gas 
wells in the vicinity of the site (Michigan Oil and Gas Commission, 
Petroleum Information Corporation "scout tickets," Department of Natural 
Resources publications, and Stockbridge SSC site proposal Figure 3.2-14) 
differ from one another with respect to the exact location and status 
(i.e., whether active or abandoned) of individual hydrocarbon borings. 
Although State-regulated procedures for plugging abandoned wells will 
assure that records are available with respect to the third question, 
sound engineering practice when an underground excavation may intersect 
an abandoned hydrocarbon well is to research not only State records, but 
also the records of the driller, the owner-operator, and the cementing 
service contractor to further ascertain that potential pathways from gas 
reservoirs have been adequate] y sealed. The .site proposal proposed the 
following prudent course of action for abandoned oil and gas wells along 
the tunnel alignment, "These wells will be located, their condition 
evaluated, and additional exploratory holes drilled nearby to investi
gate for possible gas leakage at tunnel level, and to determine what, if 
any, remedial measures are needed. If necessary, these wells can be 
resealed" (State of Michigan 1987). 

0346.02 

See Comment Response 277.03. 

The comment mistakenly refers to Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.4.1.5.8 which discusses ground subsidence related to oil and gas pro
duction. The correct reference should be to Section 5.4.1.5.7, which 
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discusses escape of methane gas during hydrocarbon drilling. This para
graph also states " ... it is possible, through improbable, to inadver
tently encounter either an unrecorded well or a poorly plugged abandoned 
we 11 .... " 

0347.01 

In terms of waste disposal plans, it was assumed that any SSC low-level 
radioactive waste would be disposed of at OOE's Hanford facility at 
Richland, Washington (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10). There is no con
nection between the State of Michigan's low-level radioactive waste dis
posal siting program and SSC. For the DOE to consider another disposal 
option it would require that at the time of siting, a state must have an 
approved low-level radioactive waste disposal site and be willing to 
accept DOE low-level radioactive waste. In addition, there would have to 
exist the availability of adequate regional compact disposal capacity, 
in accordance with the Low Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act 
of 1985 (Public Law 99-240). Additionally, a cost savings would have to 
be recognized prior to the OOE utilizing any low level radioactive waste 
disposal option other than the Hanford site. 

Previous studies have been made of the environmental radiation shielding 
of the SSC and it is possible to project the environmental safety and 
health impacts based on performance data from existing colliders such as 
the Tevatron at Fermilab. The radiation dose to humans can be deter
mined with reasonable confidence (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 
12.2.1.1). It should be noted that the cumulative amount of radiation 
for SSC would be less than that experienced at Fermilab because of the 
longer average cycle time of the SSC which results in a much lower 
number of protons being accelerated per day. 

The limit set by the DOE for the exposure to individuals of the public 
to radiation as a consequence of routine DOE activities and actions is 
an annual effective dose equivalent equal to 100 mrem (EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 6, Section 6.3.2). As shown in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 
5.1.6-1, the estimated dose equivalent rate to the maximally exposed 
individual in Michigan during construction and operations of the SSC is 
0.0040 mrem/yr. This dose equivalent would be a negligible increase 
over the natural background radiation level of 359 mrem/yr. 

0347.02 

In contrast to DOE nuclear defense production reactor facilities, all 
radioactive waste produced by the SSC would be Class A (10 CFR 61), 
low-level radioactive waste (LLRW). Based on Fermilab's experience it 
is projected that the SSC will annually ship at most 8,000 ft3 of LLRW 
with an activity of 10 curies. This volume does not take into account 
the implementation of a waste minimization program, such as the one 
instituted at Fermilab in 1987. Fermilab was able to reduce its volume 
by a factor of 20. It also produced a reduction in activity shipped by 
emphasizing recycling of materials, substitution of materials that when 
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being activated would result in radionuclides of shorter half-life, 
storage for decay, sorting, and compaction. 

It is planned that all shipped LLRW will be disposed at DOE's Hanford 
facility, Richland, Washington. However, disposal of wastes at a State 
or regional NRC-licensed low-level waste disposal site would be consid
ered by the DOE. A decision in favor of regional disposal site(s) will 
depend upon: 1) willingness of the State to accept the waste, 2) the 
availability of adequate regional compact disposal capacity (in accor
dance with the Low-Level Radioactive Waste Policy Amendments Act of 
1985, public law 99-240), and 3) whether State or regional disposal 
represents a cost savings to the DOE. These factors will be carefully 
and thoroughly considered upon selection of the SSC site. 

Based on the above considerations and the 22 years of experience at 
Fermilab, the DOE expects the SSC LLRW disposal program to be well
managed and to comply with current State and Federal commercial environ
mental safety and health standards. 

0347.03 

The EIS addresses the potential impacts of radioactive waste (Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6 and Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12), radiation 
(Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.5 and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6; and 
Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12), and other health effects (Volume l, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6; and Volume IV, Appendix 10). See also Comment 
Response 996.01. 

0348.01 

Comment noted. 

0348.02 

See Comment Response 524.04. 

0348.03 

The purpose of this EIS is to site the SSC. The DOE believes the EIS 
sufficiently identifies the impacts and mitigations to support that_ 
purpose. The EIS analyzes data in order to make comparative analysis 
between the site alternatives. The EIS provides regional and community
level analysis which identifies potential impacts and mitigations to 
support a siting decision. Until a site is selected, it is not possible 
to complete a final SSC design; without a final facility design and 
final placement of the collider ring, it is not possible to develop 
site-specific data. The DOE recognizes that prior to a decision to 
construct or operate the SSC, a Supplemental EIS will be required to 
provide a detailed site-specific analysis of impacts and mitigations. 
The organization of this siting EIS is in conformance with CEQ 
guidelines. 
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0348.04 

Institution of habitat management practices at the selected site (simi
lar to those currently employed at Fermilab) could indeed have a bene
ficial impact on wetlands in the area. See also comment Response 10.03. 

0348.05 

Comment noted. 

0348.06 

Impacts to hunting and fishing activities in Michigan are addressed in 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.4 and in Volume IV, Appendix 11, 
Section 11.3.4.4. 

0348.07 

Because perception of impacts from noise are highly subjective, it is 
not feasible at the site selection level to set noise impact criteria at 
a level finer than "highly annoyed." 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3.5 discusses mitigation tech
niques, such as berms, that have the potential to reduce the service 
area noise emissions to an acceptable level. 

Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 describes the conditions by which the 
DOE will mitigate noise impacts. Noise mitigation actions will depend 
on the site selected, final facility location and design, and consulta
tions with Federal, State, and local agencies. Specific noise control 
measures will be addressed and included in the course of detailed 
facility design and construction planning and will be assessed in the 
Supplemental EIS. The final mitigation plan will include procedures for 
monitoring sound levels for compliance with the plan. 

0348.08 

Comment noted. 

0348.09 

In terms of SSC waste disposal plans, it was assumed that any SSC 
low-level radioactive waste (LLRW) would be disposed of at DOE's Hanford 
facility, Richland, Washington (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.1.3.1.D.3.d). However, disposal of wastes at a regional LLRW dis
posal site will be considered if the state is willing to accept the 
waste. The decision to use a regional disposal facility would be based 
on cost savings and the adequacy of the capacity of the regional site. 
The DOE will select a LLRW disposal site once the site selection process 
has been completed and specific options have been thoroughly evaluated. 
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impacts from selection of a disposal site would be evaluated in the 
Supplemental EIS. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Table 10.1.3-16 sum
marizes the status of LLRW facilities for all seven states. 

0348.10 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 6 provides a discussion of DOE analysis of envi
ronmental laws, regulations, permits and licenses which could be appli
cable to the SSC. It is DOE's policy to conduct its operations in an 
environmentally safe and sound manner. 

0349.01 

Comments noted. 

0349.02 

Volume IV, Appendix 1 is a summary of the SSC conceptual design. The 
design of leak detection and radiation monitoring systems for cooling 
water loops will be done during the detailed design phase of the SSC. 
However, a brief conceptual description can be found in Volume IV, 
Appendix 1, Sections 1.1.2.1.B.3.b and 1.1.2.1.B.3.c. 

It should be noted that there is not one but several cooling water 
systems. Some of these closed loop systems will be exposed to radiation 
fields or sources of radiological contamination. These cooling water 
systems will be designed with leak detection/monitoring systems. 

At the minimum, these systems will consist of primary and secondary 
loops to provide double-barrier isolation of the radioactive materials 
in t~e piece of equipment being cooled. Leak detection/monitoring sys
tems will be provided for the both the primary and secondary loops. The 
systems used for the SSC will be similar to those installed at Fermilab 
and CERN, although special design attention will be devoted to the cool
ing loops for beam absorbers (see Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 
12.4.1.2). 

0349.03 

Since there is much disagreement within the scientific community regard
ing the possible effects of electromagnetic fields from power transmis
sion lines on wildlife, there is little that can be evaluated regarding 
the SSC project at this time. This issue will be addressed in greater 
detail once a site selection has been made and the specifics of power 
line routes are known. Then, wildlife characteristics of the affected 
areas would be studied in more detail and impacts would be ass€ssed. 
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0349.04 

Safety is a top priority of the SSC project. The concern for safety is 
shown in the current conceptual design of the collider and will be 
demonstrated by the safety policies and procedures that will be imple
mented when the SSC begins operations. It is the safety strategy of the 
DOE to mitigate potential hazards to personnel, as far as possible, 
through appropriate measures in the design and engineering of the facil
ity. The Safety Review Document (SSC COG, 1988; see EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, References) identifies and discusses these mitigative 
measures in the design of the facilities and the structure of laboratory 
operations. Many safety-related facets of the SSC project are discussed 
in the EIS where appropriate (Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). 

A Safety Analysis Review (SAR) will be prepared for the construction 
phase of the project by the contractor selected to manage the SSC con
struction activilies. This document will be reviewed and subject to DOE 
approval before construction. Additionally, an SAR will be prepared by 
the SSC operating contractor and submitted to the DOE review. The DOE 
will provide authorization for SSC operation based on the review. 

0350.01 

Comment noted. 
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0351.01 

Comments noted. 

0352.01 

In order to determine the amount of radioactive waste generated by the 
SSC, the DOE reviewed the waste production history of other operating 
accelerator facilities. Fermilab, in particular, provides an appro
priate example because it is the highest energy accelerator currently in 
operation and, like the SSC, is a superconducting proton accelerator. 
Based on several years of Fermilab experience, together with considera
tions of the particular design features of the SSC, the DOE has pro
jected that no more than 8,000 ftl of low-level radioactive waste (LLRW) 
will be shipped annually from the SSC site for disposal (EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 10). This amount of LLRW could be dramatically reduced with 
implementation of a waste minimization program under consideration for 
the SSC. Such a program initiated at Fermilab in 1987 resulted in a 
volume reduction in LLRW of approximately 20 to one (EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 10). Similar waste minimization efforts at the SSC could 
reduce the annual volume of LLRW to about 400 ft 3 • See Comment Response 
276.03. 

0352.02 

Comments noted. 

0352.03 

A comprehensive list of radionuclides produced during operation of the 
SSC is presented in Tables 10.1.2-4 and 10.1.3-14 in Volume IV, Appendix 
10 of the EIS. The longest-lived of those radionuc1ides is tritium 
(H-3), with a half-life of 12.3 years. 

The radiological impacts associated with the SSC have been analyzed 
extensively and can be predicted with reasonable confidence (EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5 and Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12). Conservative 
shielding requirements for SSC accelerator components are designed to 
prevent significant radiological emissions to the environment. Radia
tion exposure to any individual as a result of SSC activities is 
expected to be a small fraction (l/lOOOth) of that contributed by 
natural background sources. 

In terms of waste disposal plans, it was assumed that any SSC low-level 
radioactive waste would be disposed of at DOE's Hanford facility, Rich
land, Washington (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10). However, disposal of 
wastes at a state NRC-licensed low-level waste disposal site will be 
considered if there exists a willingness by the state{s) to accept the 
waste. The decision to utilize a regional disposal facility is also 
predicated on availability of adequate regional compact disposal 
capacity, in accordance with the Low Level Radioactive Waste Policy 
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Amendments Act of 1985, and a decision by the DOE that utilization of a 
regional disposal facility would represent a cost savings to the DOE. 
The DOE will select a low-level waste disposal option once the site 
selection process has been completed and the waste disposal options for 
the specific site have been thoroughly evaluated. 

0352.04 

The SSC water needs are listed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7. Table 7-1 
lists the on-site water needs as an average for all candidate sites, and 
Table 7-5 lists the off-site water needs resulting from projected SSC
caused population increases specifically in the vicinity of the proposed 
Michigan site. During the seven years of SSC construction, the on-site 
water needs will average about 30 gal/min, while the off-site water 
needs by the estimated population increase will average about 315 gal/ 
min. Thus the combined on-site and off-site water needs for the pro
posed Michigan site will average about 345 gal/min during SSC construc
tion. During SSC operations, the on-site water needs will average about 
1,350 gal/min, while the off-site water needs by the estimated popula
tion increase will average about 305 gal/min. Thus, the combined on
site and off-site water needs for the proposed Michigan site will 
average about 1,655 gal/min during SSC operations. During short peaks 
of operation, the on-site water needs could increase to about 2,450 
gal/min due to additional cooling water demands. Not all of these water 
needs would be consumptive, that is, deplete existing water sources, 
since a portion would be returned as effluents to surface or ground
waters after suitable treatment. Since all on-site and most of the 
off-site project water needs will be supplied by groundwater, increases 
in localized overdraft conditions are expected. See also Comment 
Response 312.04. 

See Comment Response 284.02 with respect to potential groundwater qual
ity impacts. 

Also see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.4 and 7.2.3.4 for 
more detailed discussions of water use and water quality impacts. 

0352.05 

The EIS analysis indicates that local governments in the two' primary 
impact counties in the Michigan Region of Influence (ROI) would cumu
latively experience a positive net fiscal impact throughout construction 
and operation of the facility, except for a negative net fiscal impact 
during the first two years of construction in Ingham County. The anal
ysis indicates that millions of dollars in capital improvements, 
including expenditures for new school facilities, roads, police and fire 
protection facilities and other government equipment and improvements, 
would be made by local jurisdictions during the first two years of SSC 
construction in Ingham County, and during the first three years of con
struction in Jackson County. If local governments finance some of these 
capital investment expenditures, SSC-generated direct and indirect net 
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tax revenues would likely offset these debt service payments. Addi
tional details of the EIS assessment of SSC construction and operations 
impacts on both State and local government finances are presented in the 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.4.D. 

0352.06 

The issue of independent site monitoring will be considered by the DOE 
prior to start of construction and operations. The DOE is in the pro
cess of selecting a management and operations (M&O) contractor whose 
responsibility will be to prepare and implement detailed environmental 
safety and hea 1th pl ans that conform to the DOE orders and di re ct i ves 
related to environmental safety and health. Prior to startup, the DOE 
will review and approve the contractor's submittal. Independent site 
monitoring will be considered by the DOE at that time. In addition to 
requiring its contractors to perform periodic performance reviews, the 
DOE conducts its own independent audits of contractor operations, and 
has established the practice of augmenting its programs, if necessary, 
with speci a 1 overs ite panels or advisory committees. 

0353 .01 

Comment noted. 

0353.02 

Comments noted. 

0354.01 

Comment noted. 

0354.02 

See Comment Response 384.02. 

0355.01 

Decommissioning of the SSC is discussed in a general way in EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 3, and in Argonne National Laboratory Report "Technical 
Assessment of Environmental and Cost Implications of Superconducting 
Super Coll ider Decommissioning" by S. Y. Chen, et al. Specific data on 
the actual useful 1 ife of the SSC project and decommissioning of system 
components will not be known until much later, since the final design is 
not yet determined, and technologies. discovered duri.ng SSC operation may 
we 11 change the out 1 ook 25 years from now. 

Additional National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) review would be 
required before decommissioning the SSC. 
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03c5.02 

Comment noted. 

0355.01 

Comment noted. 

0356.02 

See Comment Response 710.01. 

0356.03 

Comment noted. 

0357.01 

Comments noted. 

0358.01 

The SSC project does not involve a reactor as alluded to in your com
ment. Potential water quality effects from construction and operations 
of the SSC are assessed in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.4 and 
7.2.3.4. Potential radiologic impacts to water are assessed in Volumes 
IV, Appendix 12, Sections 12.3.1 and 12.4.1. In summary, only negli
gible (i.e., non-measurable) water quality impacts are projected at the 
Michigan site. 

The radiologic waste material generated will not be used on site. It is 
presently planned and the EIS assumed that the low-level radioactive 
waste generated by the SSC will be disposed of at the U.S. Department of 
Energy's Hanford facility near Richland, Washington. If a midwest 
regional disposal facility becomes available in the future, disposal at 
that facility would be considered should the proposed Michigan site be 
selected. 

0358.02 

The SSC is designed as a research facility of which the underlying pur
pose is" ... to understand the basic structure of matter at a new, more 
fundamental level than is presently possible" {see EIS Volume I, Chap
ter 2, Section 2.1). Food irradiation has not been considered as an 
objective in the development and operation of the SSC. 

Radiation source terms for the SSC are discussed in Volume IV, Appen
dix 10. The majority of accelerator-produced radionuclides have rela
tively short half-lives, generally expressed in terms of hours or · 
minutes (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix IO). Exceptions include cobalt-60 
with a half-life of 5.272 years. The cobalt-60 is produced at isolated 
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points along the collider ring in the beam abs.orbers (see EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, Table 10.1.3-14). It is formed as an activation product 
when the beam strikes absorbing media (such as stainless steel). The 
minute quantities so produced are insufficient to be used commercially 
for food irradiation and do not pose a unique waste management problem. 
Cesium-137 is not an accelerator-produced radionuclide. 

The potential for the inadvertent irradiation of crops in the vicinity 
of the SSC collider ring has been evaluated with the conclusion that 
there will be no environmental impact on crops in the area. Radiation 
at the land surface is discussed in terms of impacts to the general 
public in Volume 1, Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.6.2 and 5.1.6.3 of the EIS. 
Ur.der normal operation, the heavily shielded beam absorbers and earth 
shielding surrounding the collider ring tunnel serve to absorb the small 
amount of radiation that could be scattered upward, thereby preventing 
irradiation of humans (or crops) at the land surface. Even in the event 
of the worst case scenario, the radiation that could be scattered upward 
would be completely dissipated within about 35 ft of material (soil) 
from the source. This distance would be well within the minimum buried 
depth of the collider tunnel. 

In terms of waste disposal plans, it was assumed that any SSC low-level 
radioactive waste would be disposed of at DOE's Hanford facility, 
Richland, Washington (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10). 

0358.03 

Low-level radioactive waste would not affect groundwater. The LLRW 
which is generated during maintenance and repairs on equipment and 
periodic draining of closed-loop cooling systems will be collected, 
processed into a solid form, and stored in a secured area until enough 
is collected for a full truckload to an approved disposal facility. 
These materials will not be dumped in abandoned mines or dumped on site 
(see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10}. 

The potential for SSC-related radiological contamination of groundwater 
supplies is minimal, and is discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5; Volume 
IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.2.3.A.3; and Volume IV, Appendix 12, 
Sections 12.2.3.l, 12.3.l.2, and 12.4.l.l. The material contained 
therein can be summarized as follows: In summary, the EIS says that 
among the secondary particles produced when the collider beam strikes a 
material are sodium-22 (Na-22) and tritium (H-3). Potential off-site 
migration via groundwater was considered in the EIS and the impacts 
evaluated using a worst-case scenario (accidental loss of beam) for each 
SSC site alternative. A comprehensive description of this analysis is 
provided in the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.2.3.1. The 
annual dose equivalents derived from the model indicate that the radio
nuclide concentration in a nearby well (50 m from the source) which is 
used for normal daily consumption of water for an entire year would 
range from 0.0098 to 0.50 mrem (EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.1.6-1), 
which is well within the EPA public drinking water standard of 4 mrem. 
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There is no plan or intention for use of 1 ow-1 eve l waste from the SSC to 
irradiate foods. The SSC nuclear waste (LLRW) is far too low in activity 
to he used for food irradiation. Food irradiation would require levels 
millions of times higher than the levels in SSC's levels. 

0359.01 

Comment noted. 

0359.02 

There would be no SSC-caused restrictions on hunting, trapping or fish
ing on lands adjacent to the SSC. 

0359.03 

Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.4.10.1.D presents an overview of 
existing land use plans, policies, and controls that are applicable to 
SSC project development. Regional and local planning agencies are iden
tified and described according to the types of activities conducted. 
Under Michigan State law, establishment of comprehensive zoning regula
tions is delegated either to the township level of county government for 
all unincorporated lands or to incorporated municipalities, such as 
cities and villages. As a result, these local bodies become key plan
ning agencies for enacting any major development changes. In Michigan, 
all 13 townships which would be directly affected by the SSC project 
have zoning ordinances in effect, as do the cities of Leslie and Mason 
and the Village of Stockbridge. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 
5.4.10-1 provides a complete listing of SSC project facilities by town
ship location and associated current zoning designation. Volume IV, 
Appendix 13 provides, in part, an identification of which SSC project 
facilities may trigger zoning changes; however, it is the prerogative of 
local planning agencies themselves to enact any zoning changes. It is 
assumed that the SSC project will not alter the composition of or pro
cedures by which actions are taken by local zoning boards. 

0359.04 

Haehnle Sanctuary and Waterloo Recreation Area have been inc.luded in the 
environmental impact analysis and are referenced in the EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 4, Sections 4.7.3 and 4.7.6; Volume I, Chapter 5, Sections 
5.1.5.1.B.4, 5.1.5.3.D and 5.1.5.4.D; Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 
11.3.4; and Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sections 5.4.9.2.B and 5.4.9.6. 
Summarizing from these sections, sensitive plant and animal communities 
do exist in the Haehnle Sanctuary and Waterloo Recreation areas, includ
ing habitats for sandhill crane and great blue heron. However, oper
ations noise levels of the SSC are not expected to impact these areas 
negatively. Although loss of recreational habitat may occur, this would 
be indirectly beneficial to bird species such as the heron and crane in 
terms of reduction of disturbances. Most State-protected species are 
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not presently found in the immediate site area and therefore are not 
expected to be impacted. Further impact analyses for these areas, should 
Michigan be the selected site, would be included in the Supplemental EIS 
(see Volume I, Chapter 1, Section 1.1). 

0360.01 

Radiological impacts associated with the SSC have been analyzed exten
sively and can be predicted with reasonable confidence. The environ
mental safety and health implications of SSC-associated radiation are 
summarized in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.6.2, 5.1.6.3, and 
5.2.5 and are discussed at length in Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.1, and Volume IV, Appendix 12, Sections 12.2.1.1, 12.2.3.l, 12.3.1, 
and 12.4.1. 

Stratified fee zones comprise the nonrestricted areas included in the 
overall land requirements of the SSC for which no permanent, above
ground SSC facilities are planned. Radiation exposure to individuals 
within stratified fee zones is expected to be a small fraction (1/1000) 
of natural background radiation. Consequently, use of these areas by 
the general public can continue. 

The beam collisions will be confined to the interaction regions of the 
SSC. The interaction halls will be enclosed in concrete and surrounded 
by considerable thickness of earth shielding. At the Michigan site, 
the shallowest depth at which any interaction hall will be constructed 
is 137 ft (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, Table 12.3.1-1). It has been 
estimated that the dose equivalents {which include the radiation con
tribution from neutron skyshine) directly above an interaction hall, 
will be reduced to 2 mrem/yr within only 23 ft of earth shielding (EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 10, Table 10.1.2-1). Additional earth shielding 
will effectively reduce the radiation dose further. 

The potential for SSC-related radiological contamination of groundwater 
supplies is discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5; Volume IV, Appendix 
10; and Volume IV, Appendix 12. The potential of off-site migration via 
a groundwater pathway was considered and the impacts evaluated. Migra
tion of sodium-22 and tritium in groundwater has been numerically 
modeled for the worst-case scenario (accidental loss of beam) for each 
SSC site alternative. A comprehensive description of this analysis is 
provided in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12. The annual dose equivalents 
derived from th.e model indicate that the radionuclide concentration in a 
nearby well (50 m from the source) which is used for normal daily con
sumption of water for an entire year would range from 0.0098 to 0.50 
mrem/yr {EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, Table 12.2.3-6), as compared with 
the EPA public drinking water standard of 4 mrem/yr. 
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0360.02 

The potential health effects from the proposed usage of chemicals at the 
SSC are discussed in EIS Vo1ume IV, Appendix 10. Based on the best 
available knowledge of the operation of the SSC and its support facili
ties, no public health hazards would result from the construction and 
operations of the SSC. The DOE and its contractors would comply with 
all applicable Federal and State standards for hazardous/toxic materials 
use and handling. Disposal of hazardous wastes is discussed in EIS 
Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.2. 

0360.03 

Comment noted. 

0360.04 

Comment noted. 

0360.05 

Comment noted. 

0360.06 

The SSC would not be a "radioactive waste dump." It is a high energy 
particle accelerator which is a machine that accelerates sub-atomic 
particles (in this case protons). See EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.6.2 for a description of the radiological aspects of the SSC. 

0363.01 

See Comment Response 276.03 for DOE waste disposal plans for the SSC. 
It is not intended that low-level radioactive waste be disposed of at 
the SSC site. 

0366.01 

Comment noted. These observations are consistent with those in Volume 
IV, Appendix 12. 

0366.02 

See Co11111ent Response 349.02. 

0366.03 

See Comment Response 733.02. 
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0366.04 

The EIS has been revised to incorporate a reevaluation of wetlands loca
tion, type, and quality {see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.4 and 
Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3). Information was obtained 
from field surveys conducted at the sites and from U.S. Fish and Wild
life Service National Wetland Inventory maps and aerial photographs of 
the site. 

If the proposed Michigan site is selected for the SSC, additional wet
lands studies would be undertaken in connection with the Supplemental 
EIS for that site. 

0366.05 

EIS Volume II, Comment/Response Document, was reserved in the DEIS. It 
was published in this final EIS. Volume II consists of a summary of 
comments and the DOE's Comment Responses to the DEIS. EIS Volume II 
reproduces the actual comments received. 

0367.01 

Comments noted. 

0368.01 

Comment noted. 

0369.01 

Comments noted. 

0370.01 

Comment noted. 

0371. 01 

Comments noted. 

0372.01 

See Comment Response 816.01. 

0373.01 

Comments noted. 
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0374.01 

SSC-re1ated popu1ation projections were prepared for the Texas Region of 
Inf1uence (ROI} and for Ellis County within the ROI (Vo1ume IV, Appen
dix 14, Section 14.1.3.7.B). Although projections were not prepared for 
individual communities, population increases associated with the SSC 
were allocated to Waxahachie from 1989 to 2000 (Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Table 14.1.3.7-4). SSC-re1ated population growth associated with the 
SSC is expected to reach a maximum of near1y 2,150 persons in 1992, 
which is a large re1ative increase to Waxahachie population (approxi
mately 18,000 persons in 1986). Impacts related to population growth 
such as increased demand for housing and public services -- simi1ar1y 
were assessed for the ROI and E1lis County, but not for individual com
munities. The EIS does not anticipate that E11is County would have any 
particu1ar problems absorbing these impacts. Additional ~nalysis will 
be included in the Supplemental EIS prepared for the selected site. 

As was the case with population change, SSC-related economic impacts 
were assessed for the ROI and E1lis County (Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.7.A}. A maximum of more than 1,550 additional direct and 
secondary jobs in Ellis County is expected to result from the SSC -
decreasing to roughly 1,300 for the duration of facility operation 
(Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 14.1.3.7-3). Because of its size and 
relative proximity to the proposed Texas site, it is likely that many of 
these jobs will be filled by residents of Waxahachie. 

See also Comment Response 1039.04. 

0374.02 

EIS Volume I, Chapter I, Table 1-1 indicates that the total number of 
SSC-related relocations anticipated for the Arizona site is six; for the 
Illinois site 219 SSC-related relocations are anticipated. 

0374.03 

Comment noted. 

0374.04 

Comment noted. 

0374.05 

Comment noted. 

0375.01 

Comments noted. 
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0377.01 

Comments noted. 

0378.01 

Comments noted. 

0379.0.l 

Comments noted. 

0380.01 

Comments noted. 

0381.01 

The scenarios examined were those most likely to be evaluated for decom
missioning when the DOE proposes to decommission. A full safety review 
and environmental review would be required at that time. The purpose of 
including decommissioning in this EIS is to establish that (1) the SSC 
can feasibly be decommissioned, and (2) the costs for decommissioning 
are not unreasonable. 

The actual decommissioning feasibility study prepared for the SSC is 
that referenced as ANL/EES-TM-347. A summary of this study was ·included 
in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 3. 

0381. 02 

Comment noted. 

0381.03 

At this time, it is difficult to predict which parts of the SSC facility 
may remain usable for other purposes at the time of decommissioning. 
While it may be possible to use the boosters for other purposes, it is 
premature to determine their utility 30 years from now. The decommis
sioning scenario presented in the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 3 was meant to 
show that the only components with relatively large amounts of residual 
radioactivity (the beam absorbers) would be removed from the site and 
disposed as low-level waste, and that sealing the tunnel could be 
readily accomplished. The actual decommissioning plan would be subject 
to NEPA review before de.commissioning began, and options such as those 
mentioned in this comment could be evaluated at that time. 
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0331.04 

The DOE 1 and acquisition and di sposa 1 activities are directed by DOE 
Order 4300.18 REAL PROPERTY AND SITE DEVELOPMENT PLANNING (7/1/87). The 
directive incorporates the requirements of the Uniform Relocation and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 (P.L. 91-646), as well as 
Comptroller General Decisions and United States Department of Justice 
policies. In general, Federal agencies are required to obtain uncondi
tional fee simple title to any land on which they intend to construct 
permanent improvements, and, accordingly, cannot accept title encumbered 
with revers i unary interests. 

At the end of the project, if there is no continuing DOE need for the 
facilities, the property would be disposed of under provisions of the 
Federal Real Property and Administrative Services Act of 1949, as 
amended (40 U.S.C. 471) and implementing regulations issued by the 
United States General Services Administration. The excess property 
disposal process gives priority first to other Federal agencies, then to 
State and local governments, then to selected public benefit uses (e.g., 
education, health care, airports}, and finally by open sale to private 
citizens. 

0381. 05 

Before sealing all accessways to the tunnel, a rigorous check would be 
made to assure no one was in the tunnel. Once sealed, the surface above 
the tunnel would be marked with signs and records would be filed with 
appropriate Government agencies in a manner similar to that done for 
underground pipelines. This would guard against inadvertent penetration 
of the tunnel. 

There is a very low probability of the tunnel collapsing and of any 
resulting surface effects as discussed in Comment Response 216.05. This 
would be evaluated in considerable detail, taking into consideration the 
geology at the specific site, during preparation of the NEPA documenta
tion for decommissioning at the time of decommissioning. 

0382.01 

The comment is consistent with the water supply and other service 
descriptions in the EIS. 

0383.01 

The EIS indicates that direct and secondary economic effects would be 
generated by the SSC during construction and operations. These effects 
are examined for Ellis County as well as the Texas Region of Influence 
in general, and include additional jobs, earnings, and spending. 
Further discussion of the economic effects of the SSC, including annual 
estimates of project-related increases in employment, earnings, and 
sales demand, is presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.7.A. 
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0384.01 

Comments noted. 

0384.02 

The DOE is committed to establishing a full range of intergovernmental 
relationships to contribute to the successful establishment of the SSC 
project in the area of the selected site. The DOE recognizes the essen
tial need of interacting with a 11 levels of government a 1 responsibility 
to ensure the elimination or minimization of potential negative impacts, 
while al so providing the opportunity for maximizing the attendant bene
fits of the SSC project to the host area. The DOE will prepare a site 
specific Supplement to this EIS before a decision to construct and 
operate the SSC. This process will continue the role of public 
involvement. 

0385.01 

Comments noted. 

0386.01 

Comments noted. 

0387.01 

Comment noted. 

0388.01 

Comments noted. 

0389.01 

Comments noted. 

0390.0l 

Comments noted. 

0391. 01 

Comments noted. 

0392.01 

See Comment Response 401.01. 
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0392.02 

Comment noted. 

0392.03 

Volume IV, Appendix 8, Section 8.3.2 addresses construction-related air 
quality impacts and identifies a number of fugitive dust control mea
sures that reduce the magnitude of fugitive dust emissions generated 
during construction. These and other control measures will be thoroughly 
reviewed and carefully considered for implementation by the DOE in the 
Supplemental EIS prepared for the selected site. 

0393.01 

Comments noted. 

0394.01 

Comments noted. 

0395.01 

Comments noted. 

0396.01 

Comments noted. 

0396.02 

Comments noted. 

0396.03 

Comments noted. 

0397.01 

Comments noted. 

0398.01 

Comments noted. 

0399.01 

Comments noted 

0400.01 

Comments noted. 
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0403.02 

The 3 percent figure for wetlands area is based on the percent of the 
study area occupied by wetlands. The study area is defined as 0.5 mi on 
both sides of the collider inner ring and 0.5 mi outside of the A, B, 
and C boundary. A text addition has been included to clarify this 
information (see Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.7.3}. 

0403.03 

The DOE agrees that the sentence in question was inaccurate and has 
modified the text. A number of alternatives do exist for mitigating 
possible impacts of construction at the J4 Chambers Creek location. 
These are discussed in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3; Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6; and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.7.3; 
avoidance is the preferable mitigation. Since J areas are possible 
future expansion sites, and only two of the J areas would be developed 
if they were needed for operation of the SSC, avoiding Chambers Creek in 
the siting of the J areas is very feasible. More specific information 
relative to wetlands mitigation at the selected site would be included 
in the Supplemental EIS. 

0404.01 

Comments noted. 

0405.01 

Comment noted. 

0406.01 

Comments noted. 

0407.01 

Comments noted. 

0407.02 

Comment noted. 

0407.03 

Comments noted. 

0407.04 

Comment noted. 
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authority created would have the ability, among other things, to "make 
loans to public and private entities to fund eligible projects" [Sec. 4. 
(a) (5)], issue bonds to fund eligible projects" [Sec. 4. (a) (6)], 
"exercise power of eminent domain to acquire land, easements, and prop
erty" [Sec. 4. (a) (9)], and "levy taxes in order to provide for payment 
of amounts required under contracts, leases, and agreements with the 
United States, its departments and agencies, this state, its departments 
and agencies, counties, municipalities, ••. " [Sec. 5. (a) (2)]. Article 
4413(47e) enables jurisdictions to create the taxing authority referred 
to in the comment. Any tax burdens could be spread among all jurisdic
tions within Texas that wish to join the research authority; thus, 
within the legislation, these tax burdens are not necessarily limited to 
Ellis County. 

0410.01 

Comment noted. 

0411.01 

At the local level, Ellis County, Texas, would experience an annual 
fiscal increase in public finance of $3.4 million in 1992 and $2.9 
million in the year 2000. During the first two years of SSC construc
tion (1989 and 1990), County public finance would experience negative 
impacts; however, every year beyond 1990 the County would experience 
positive public finance impacts (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.8.4). The application of four different types of taxes will con
tribute to revenue for the selected state: sales and use taxes, motor 
fuels taxes, vehicle registration, and public utilities taxes (Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.4). 

0412.01 

One entire community would be disbanded by the fee simple land offering 
in Texas, as complete a breakup of a societal group as one is likely to 
encounter. The town of Boz contains about 25 residents. All would have 
to be removed to make room for the SSC campus area (see EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7.E). 

The EIS was sent out to over 12,000 individuals: persons who requested 
a copy at scoping meetings, by letter or other communications. A copy 
of the EIS is being sent to you directly, and the DOE regrets any 
inconvenience to you. The Supplemental EIS will address in more detail 
the socioeconomic impacts of the SSC at the selected site. 

0412.02 

Comment noted. 
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0420.01 

Both groundwater and surface water are proposed supply sources for the 
SSC project at the Texas site. Surface water is the primary source. 
Groundwater (from the Twin Mountains/Woodbine aquifer) wi 11 be used to 
supply thG far cluster and the remote service areas. This will be a 
minimal amount of water during construction and will be about 780 
acre-ft/yr during operations. Pumpage will be distributed around the 
ring area. The impacts of the project on the Rockett Water Supply and 
the iirplications of plans for supplementing the water supply by the con
struction of the planned Red Oak Creek Reservoir will be considered in 
detail and documented in the Supplemental EIS if the Texas site is the 
selected site. 

See Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.7 for an assessment of the 
potential impacts of groundwater use at the Texas site. See also 
Comment Responses 34.02 and 401.01. 

0420.02 

The development of a reservoir along Red Oak Creek above the collider 
tunnel will likely be precluded by construction of the SSC due to: 
concerns about changes in hydrology (increased head above the Taylor 
marl where the tunnel is at a shallow depth) and questions about radio
logical impacts to water quality. 

It is the DOE's understanding that the Texas National Research Laboratory 
Commission is working with the Rockett Water Supply Corporation on the 
question of the necessity of the Red Oak Creek Reservoir even without 
the SSC, and about alternative supply sources. 

If the proposed Texas site is selected for the SSC, this situation will 
be addressed in the Supplemental EIS. EIS Volume I, Chapter 5.2.1.4. 
has been revised and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.7. have been 
corrected in the Errata to address these concerns. 

0421.01 

Comments noted. 

0422.01 

Comment noted. 

0423.01 

Comment noted. 

0424.01 

Comment noted. 
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0425.01 

Comment noted. 

0425.02 

The Corps of Engineers EIS on lake Bardwell referred to in the comment 
was evaluated during preparation of the SSC EIS. The DOE believes that 
the level of treatment of the topics listed in the comment, Appendices 10 
and 14, is sufficient for the purposes of a site-selection EIS. 

0425.03 

See Comment Response 238.03. 

0425.04 

The disposal of excavated material from the Texas site is detailed in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.7 A. In the Texas proposal, 
the amount of excavated material is estimated to be 2.6 million yd 3 : 70 
percent (1.8 million ydl) of Austin chalk, and 30 percent (800,000 yd 3 } 

of marl. Texas has proposed two separate disposal alternatives for both 
the Austin chalk and the marl. 

The State's first alternative for Austin chalk disposal is that all of 
the excavated chalk would be sold to commercial cement manufacturers, as 
Austin chalk is presently used for that purpose. The second alterna
tive is that Austin chalk would be used for road construction as road 
sub-base. The state did not identify what percentage would be used for 
this purpose. 

The estimated 800,000 ydl of marl would be disposed through one of two 
alternatives proposed by the State. Approximately 500,000 yd 3 could be 
deposited in several unnamed quarries. The second alternative would be 
to create a new landfill for the spoils. The landfill would cover 45 
acres with a spoils height of 15 ft. 

None of the alternatives proposed -for the Texas excavated material in
volves placement of fill into floodplains. ~o increased flooding or 
flooding potential would be associated with any of the proposed disposal 
options. It is not likely that homes would ever be built on the spoils 
landfill; however, this would be controlled by local zoning and building 
regulations. 

0426.01 

Comment noted. 

0427.01 

Comment noted. 
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0428.01 

Comment noted. 

0428.02 

The Arizona proposal, Volume 3, p. 93 states: "For the purpose of this 
proposal, use of a TBM was assumed for ring depths greater than 60 ft. 
The experience of local contractors with fanglornerate demonstrates, how
ever, stable open-cut excavations to depths of between 80 and 100 ft . 
... To be conservative in the estimates, a depth of 60 feet is assumed." 
The Arizona proposal then used depths up to 120 ft as shown on the 
tunnel profile to calculate the 22 percent of cut-and-cover tunnel. 

The DOE selected an 80-ft maximum depth for estimating cut-and-cover 
construction, since this depth resulted in a more reasonable combination 
of cost vs. acceptable geotechnical risk than was specified in the pro
posal. This led to 11 percent of the collider ring as cut-and-cover 
tunnel. 

0428.03 

See Comment Response 658.55. 

0428.04 

See Comment Response 428.12. 

0428.05 

Reference to visual impacts being national in scope was made in error in 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.10.3.A, of the DEIS. The reference was 
to impacts on views from Wilderness Study Areas due to the campus and , 
injector, and the text has been corrected to reflect a regional impact. 

The second part of this question is interpreted as an assertion that, 
without the SSC project, adjacent private land would be developed over 
the next twenty years, and that if the SSC project occurs here, the 
management of visual resources would be improved. Development of pri
vate land near the SSC project has been addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 
Sa, Section 5.1.10.2.B.l of the EIS. Privately held land in the project 
area is extremely limited in extent, nearly all of it being clustered 
near the town of Mobile. It includes a concentration of ranching 
activities toward the southern extension. Current and future plans and 
policies regarding the near cluster consider this location as acceptable 
either for open space, extremely low density residential, light grazing, 
or light industrial uses. There has been little or no pressure to 
develop the near cluster area. There is some interest in industrial and 

04010450334888 





It is acknowledged that APS can modify its plans and schedules in the 
future. However, the DOE has no contro 1 over the ut i 1 ity and cannct, 
therefore, assume that the plans and schedules will be modified. 

Comment Responses 428.96, 428.97, 428.116, 428.117, 428.118, 428.119, 
428.120, 428.121, 428.122, address the issues raised in the "attached 
document" referred to in the comment. 

The future SSC energy costs were estimated for each site and were used 
in the development of life-cycle cost estimates. The average life cycle 
cost estimate for all sites is presented in the EIS, Volume IV, 
Appendix 2. See also the SSC Site Task Force Report included in EIS 
Vo 1 ume I l I. 

0428.08 

Comment noted. 

0428.09 

See Comment Response 428.130. 

0428.10 

The Arizona estimate of 1. 43 mi 11 ion yd 3 for spo i 1 s can not be verified 
from the proposal tunnel profile. Using tunnel profile data results in 
an estimate of total spoils for the Arizona/Maricopa site of 2,450,000 
yd 3 , as shown in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.1.A. Dif
fering amounts shown elsewhere in the EIS have been revised accordingly, 
excluding those instances where a rounded value of 2.5 million yd 3 was 
appropriately used. 

For purposes of this EIS, the assumption was made that cut-and-cover 
construction of the collider ring tunnel will produce the same amount of 
spoils per mile as underground excavation by means of a tunne 1 boring 
machine. This assumption was based on criteria of no topographic change 
to the land surface and removal of spoils equal to the earth and rock 
material displaced by the 12-foot diameter tunnel. The cost estimating 
procedures used for EIS Volume IV, Appendix 2 were based on the cut-and
cover technique used for the Conceptual Design Report (CDR) wherein 
backfill methods were assumed to replace only the material excavated 
during the construction of the buried structure. Disposal of spoils by 
compacting the cut-and-cover areas to higher-than-necessary density and 
placing spoils in the resulting depression is uneconomical. With regard 
to the options for spoil disposal sites see Comment Response 428.128. 

The spoils disposal site for purposes of analyses for this EIS, namely 
the Sacaton mine, was selected on the basis of information provided by 
the Arizona proposers in the original Arizona site proposal and in sup
plementary material submitted in mid-1988. In the event that the Arizona 
site should be selected, more detailed analyses will be performed within 
the Supplemental EIS. 
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0428 .11 

The number of miles of new roads for the Arizona site, listed in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-3, namely 101 mi, is correct for the con
figuration described. This configuration is exactly as shown in 
Volume IV, Appendix I, 'Figure 1.2.1-3. These new roads consist of 54 mi 
of local SSC roads and 47 mi of a new four-lane highway that connects 
I-IO and I-8 which passes by the SSC campus area on the east side of the 
Booth Hills. This configuration (Figure I.2.1-3) differs from the con
figuration shown in Figure 1.2.1-4, which represents a total of 60 mi of 
new roads, namely 15 mi of access highway and 45 mi of local SSC roads. 
The mileage of an 8-mi section of new road was not counted twice. 

0428.12 

Corrections have been made based on Soil Conservation Service acreage· 
estimates to show zero acres of prime and important farmlands for 
Arizona in the FEIS as follows: 

Volume I ' Chapter 3, Table 3-7. 
Volume I ' Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1.12. 
Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.8.6. 
Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-23. 
Volume I , Chapter 5, Section 5.1.7.2. 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.2-1. 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.4. 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.6-4. 

Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.10.3.B, Table 5.1.10-6. 
Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.2.3.I, Table 13-8. 
Volume IV, Appendix 13. Table 13-15. 

0428.13 

Table 3-7 is incorrect in the DEIS and has been corrected in the Final 
EIS. Ten historic sites are located in Arizona SSC project area based 
on surveys to date. These sites are described in the EIS in Section 
5.1.12 of Appendix 5 and Section 5.1.3.I of Appendix 15. 

0428.14 

See Comment Response 428.93. 

0428.15 

Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 5.2-3 and Volume IV, Appendix 8 of the DEIS 
incorrectly state or imply that regional exceedances of the CO National 
Ambient Air Quality Standards {NAAQS) will result from SSC-related emis
sions. The impact of SSC-related CO emissions (e.g., vehicular site and 
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highway traffic) would be relatively small in comparison to the existing 
source impacts and would extend over a large area. Background CO con
centrations in areas impacted by SSC-related emissions are expected to 
be well below NAAQS. Subject sentences have been deleted or corrected 
in the EIS. 

0428 .16 

See Comment Response 428.12. 

0428.17 

The terms "older fanglomerate" and "younger fanglomerate" are Jsed as in 
the Final EIS. The fact that no faults have been confirmed along the 
ring alignment has been noted. However the "Report on Geophysics Surveys 
for the Desertron Maricopa and Sierrita Sites, June 3-20, 1987" 
(LASI-87-4), provided as supplemental data by the State, presented the 
results of gravity and magnetic surveys in the Maricopa Valley which 
indicated the possible presence of diabase dikes, and an east-west trend
ing fault bordering the north side of the southern segment of the Maricopa 
Mountains. 

0428 .18 

Change to Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2 has been made as suggested. 

0428.19 

Change to Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.1.3 has been made as suggested. 

0428.20 

The data quoted are, as is indicated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.1.3.3, that 10.33 inches of precipitation is the mean for the 
south-central Arizona climatic region, as substantiated in the reference 
at the end of Table 4-5. The Climatic Atlas is the source of data used 
for all seven sites in order to ensure comparability of treatment. 

0428.21 

The correct heading is indeed "Mean annual dewpoint (Of)"; EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 4, Table 4.5 has been corrected in the final EIS. 

0428.22 

The carbon monoxide air quality data for Arizona contained in EIS Volume 
I, Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2, Table 4-6 are not representative of back
ground concentrations that would be expected in the vicinity of the pro
posed Arizona SSC site. The Sierra Estrella Sail port. data is more 
representative. Changes have been made in EIS Volume I. 
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0428.23 

The use of dust suppressant methods to control the spread of Valley 
Fever spores is addressed with other possible control measures in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.1.B. 

0428. 24 

Although feral burros are considered by many to be a "nuisance species," 
the species is culturally important due to its role in the settlement of 
the western states. The species is protected and managed under the Wild 
Free-Roaming Horses and Burros Act of 1971 (16 USC 1331-1340). This Act 
is described in EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6.2.16. 

0428.25 

Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.7.1 has been revised in accordance with 
the commenter's suggestions. 

0428.26 

Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-16 of the DEIS has been modified to state 
"Gila River." 

0428.27 

The text in Volume I, Chapter 4 has been modified to read" ... Gila River 
drainage basin." 

0428.28 

The word "disturbance" has been substituted for "stress" in phrase (1) 
and phrase (2) has been deleted in its entirety from Volume I, Chap
ter 4, Section 4.7.2. 

0428.29 

See Comment Response 658.34. 

0428.30 

The information pr<>Vided by the commenter is consistent with the infer 
mation in the EIS in Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.7.2. 

0428.31 

See Comment Response 658.36. 

0428.32 . 

See Comment Response 658.37. 
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C428.33 

See Comment Response 658.39. 

0428.34 

See Comment Response 658.40. 

0428.35 

See Comment Responsg 658.41. 

0428.36 

See Comment Response 658.42. 

0428.37 

See Comment Response 658.43. 

0428.38 

Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.8.3 has been modified to reflect the 
clarification. A more detailed description of historic land use is pro
vided in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.10.l.C. 

0428.39 

See Comment Response 428.12. 

0428.40 

See Comment Response 428.12. 

0428.41 

See Comment Response 2.01. 

0428.42 

The usage of the term "fanglomerate" to describe the basin-filling sedi
ments is being followed throughout the EIS. However, the geotechnical 
properties of the material are more akin to dense, locally indurated 
soil (see the properties listed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.1.1-3 
and compare them with the properties for rock listed in Table 5.1.1-4). 

0428.43 

The Sierra Estrella Sailport carbon monoxide data are more representa
tive of background conditions at the proposed Arizona site than data 
presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.1.3-3 in the DEIS. This 
table has been revised to reflect carbon monoxide data from the Sierra 
Estrella Sailport in the FEIS. 
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0423.44 

·rhe noted Errata have been corrected in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5. The 
numbers were presented correctly in Volume IV, Appendix 8, Table 8-7. 

0428.45 

This comment is consistent with EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.5.1.13. See also Co~~ent Response 658.51. 

0428.45 

The sentence in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5 has been revised 
to indicate that reclamation co.uld be enhanced by use of fertilizers and 
spraying of blue-green algae. Although fertilizers may enhance many 
plants, it is only one of the limiting factors. In most desert habi
tats, water, heat, and soil conditions are the primary limiting factors. 

0428.47 

See Comment Response 428.93. 

0428.48 

See Comment Response 658.39. 

0428.49 

See Comment Response 658.55. 

0428.50 

See Comment Response 658.56. 

0428.51 

See Comment Response 658.57, 

0428. 52 

Hunting and fishing as recreational activities will be restricted at all 
sites during construction, and will continue to be tightly controlled 
within populated fee simple areas for the operational life of the SSC. 
This statement is made in Volume IV, Appendix 11 for each of the BQL 
sites. While the final restrictions will be site specific, similar 
restrictions can be anticipated and are site independent. Further 
specification of resource management plans will be contained in the site 
specific Supplemental EIS. 
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0428.53 

The control measures that might be used to mitigate the potential hazard 
frcm Valley Fever spores at the Arizona site (as listed in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.1.B) were called 
special control measures, because even though commonly used at construc
tion sites to reduce road dust, the dust suppression procedures needed 
to control the spread of Valley Fever spores are likely to be more 
extensive and rigorously applied than those for a project vihere simple 
nuisance dust is a concern. 

0428.54 

The DOE agrees that Arizona is the only state where cultural resource 
surveys have been comp 1 eted of a 11 defined impact areas of the proposed 
SSC footprint. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.9.1. has been 
modified to acknowledge the status of the Arizona surveys. In addition, 
as stated in the comment, additional surveys would be required of yet
to-be-defined ancillary activity and construction areas. These could 
include. new and improved access roads, construction staging areas, 
spoils deposition areas, parking areas, storage yards, field offices, 
and other activities and facilities involving ground disturbances. 
Utility rights-of-way would also be surveyed. 

0428.55 

The comment is correct. 
been revised as verified 
of the SSC site (Montero 

0428.56 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 
by the results of the 
et a1.). 

5, Section 5.1.9.1, has 
cultural resource study 

The seven site alternatives occur in a diversity of settings. The 
methodology used was selected because it may be applied to any type of 
landscape: natural-appearing, rural, or urban. To compare the visual 
and scenic impacts at the site alternatives, one common methodology had 
to be applied. The BLM system of visual resources management, on the 
other hand, cannot be used in assessing visual and scenic impacts of 
projects in urban or rural areas, which are the land types characteriz
ing all sites but Arizona. The BLM approach was developed to help set 
management priorities for natural-appearing landscapes. For additional 
information~ see Comment Response 1172.03. 

0428.57 

See Comment Response 428.05. 

0428.58 

See Comment Response 428.15. The subject sentence in Volume I, Chap
ter 5, page 5.2-3 of the DEIS has been deleted. 
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0428.59 

See Comment Response 658.65. 

0428.60 

The statement in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.4 regarding extractable 
geologic resources has been deleted. 

0428.61 

The Arizona proposal, Volume 3, p. 93 states: "For the purpose of this 
proposal, use of a TBM was assumed for ring depths greater than 60 feet. 
The experience of local contractors with fanglomerate demonstrates, how
ever, stable open-cut excavations to depths of between 80 and 100 feet . 
... To be conservative in the estimates, a depth of 60 feet is assumed." 
The 22 percent cut-and-cover is not consistent with the 60-ft maximum 
cut-and-cover depth as proposed by Arizona. Cost comparisons betw11en 
cut-and-cover at various depths and tunneling showed that 80 ft was the 
maximum economical depth for cut-and-cover in fanglomerate. Using 80 ft 
as the maximum depth results in II percent of the collider ring being 
located in this type of construction. 

0428.62 

See Comment Responses: 428.17, 428.I8, 428.I9, 428.42, 428.60, 428.63, 
428.64, 428.65, 428.66, 428.67, 428.124, and 428.126. 

In addition, reference to the Basin Range physiographic province in Vol
ume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.I has been corrected in the Errata for 
Appendix 5. See Comment Response 428.124. 

0428.63 

The reference to the Booth Hills in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Figure 
5.1.1-1 has been corrected in the Errata to Appendix 5. 

0428.64 

Volume IV, Appendix 5, Figure 5.1.1-2 and Table 5.1.1-1 have been cor
rected in the Errata for Appendix 5 to conform to the standards of 
capitalization of the rules of stratigraphic nomenclature. The thick
ness of the Quaternary alluvium has been corrected in Figure 5.1.1-2 of 
the EIS. 

0428.65 

In response to the comment the text of Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.1.I.2 has been corrected in the Errata to Appendix 5. 
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0428.66 

In Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.1.3, the age of the Proterozoic 
rocks has been corrected in the Errata to Appendix 5. 

0428.67 

The text has been corrected in the Errata for Volume IV, Appendix 5. 

0428.68 

Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.2.3.1 B.l have been revised to reflect the range of numbers reported. 
In addition, Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.2.2.A.l has been cor
rected in the Errata. 

0428.69 

The reference (U.S. Environmental Science Services Administration 1968) 
indicated a high of 123°F occurring in September. There is no difference 
in the analysis whether the high is July, August, or September in any 
particular year. 

0428.70 

These later data for carbon monoxide from Sierra Estrella Sailport have 
been inserted into EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3 but do not 
significantly change the analysis presented in Section 5.1.3 and in 
Appendix 8, Section 8.4.1. Also see Comment Response 428.22. 

0428. 71 

Because of the more rural nature of the Sierra Estrella Sailport and its 
proximity to the SSC site, its carbon monoxide data are more representa
tive of background conditions at the proposed Arizona site than data 
presented in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.1.4-3 of the DEIS. This 
table has been corrected in the Errata to Appendix 5 to reflect carbon 
monoxide data from the Sierra Estrella Sailport. 

0428. 72 

The corrected location of Sierra Estrella Sailport has been incorporated 
in the Errata to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5. 

0428.73 

The 30 mi distance is from the nearest point on the ring. The Supersti
tion Wilderness is located 45. mi from the center of the ring. This has 
been clarified in the Errata to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5. 

040104503348818 





0428.84 

See Comment Response 658.101. 

0428.85 

See Comment Response 658.102. 

0428.85 

See Comment Response 658.103 

0428.87 

The word "most" has been deleted from Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.1.9.2.A.2. This change can be found in the Errata section of 
Appendix 5. 

0428.88 

See Comment Response 1036.02. 

0428.89 

See Comment Response 1036.02. 

0428.90 

See Comment Response 1036.02. 

0428.91 

See Comment Response 658.37. 

0428.92 

The reference to the University of Arizona in Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.1.9.5.A.3 has been changed in the Errata to Arizona State 
University. 

0428.93 

Based on the comment, the discussion of the Arizona ~ative Plant Law has 
been revised (EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Chapter 5, Sec
tion 5.1.5}. The DOE has committed to mitigate as necessary disturbed 
Sonoran Desert scrub habitat by collecting cacti and other protected 
plants, and restoring and revegetat i ng acres temporarily disturbed. 
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0428.94 

Revisions have been made in Final EIS Volume I, Section 4.7.3.l 
(formerly Section 4.7.5.1) to indicate that the Maricopa Mountains on 
the proposed SSC site are covered by plant and animal communities that 
are similar to tho.se in the immediate region. 

0428.95 

See Comment Response 428.12. 

0428.96 

This comment concerns statements made in the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5. 
Modifications to the paragraphs in this Appendix were made to clarify 
the future resources of APS. The data used to modify this paragraph 
were Arizona Public Service Company Integrated Least Cost Planning 
Analysis, 1987. See Errata for modifications to paragraphs 1 and 2 in 
the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.11.2 B.l.e and the addition 
of the APS report to the references. 

0428.97 

Corrections have been in th.e Errata for Volume IV, Appendix 5. 

0428.98 

Applications for special use permits for two oil refineries at Mobile 
have been approved by Maricopa County. Neither project has submitted an 
application for a building permit. As a result, there are neither proj
ect plans to review, nor are the visual impacts of such facilities in 
the EIS. The sites for the planned refineries are 9.5 mi from the near
est sensitive viewing positions on the upper slopes of the Southern 

·Maricopa Mountains. The extensive facilities of the campus and injector 
would be only 4 mi away from those viewing positions and would render 
the visual consequence of the comparatively distant refineries 
irrelevant. 

The waste facility mentioned, the Butterfield Station Facility Landfill, 
is to be located about 1 mi north of Mobile. The application for a spe
cial use permit for this project has been approved. The site is 11.8 mi 
from the slopes and crests of the Southern Maricopa Mountains, the 
nearest sensitive viewing positions. Given the distance involved, it 
was not considered in the analyses. 

0428.99 

The Wilderness Study Areas (WSA) have been delineated such that the 
majority of jeep trails will continue to be accessible, should the WSA·s 
become designated as Wildernesses. For trails penetrating the WSA's, 
boundaries for the study areas run alongside, but do not include, the 
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trails, which then appear as long, thin strin~ers of excluded land. 
Other trails trace the edge of the WSA's, but are not included within 
them. Therefore, off-road vehicle users would still have access to the 
WSA's via many of their accustomed trails if the lands were to become 
designated as Wilderness. The sensitivity for views from those trails 
would, then, remain high. 

0428 .100 

The suggested wording change has been incorporated into Volume IV, 
Appendix 7 of the EIS. 

0428.101 

This report is entitled "Interim"; however, an analysis of the emissions 
from material-handling processes, which were calculated to produce less 
than 1 ton/yr in the categories assessed with the old expression, indi
cates that the revised emission factor expression will produce emissions 
that are approximately 75 percent less. Therefore, the emissions inven
tories for material handling presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 8 are 
bounding values. Because of this, plus the interim nature of the refer
enced report, no reanalysis of the fugitive dust emissions inventory was 
performed. 

0428.102 

This has been revised in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 8. 

0428 .103 

See Comment Response 428.15. The incorrect sentence in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 8 has been revised. 

0428.104 

See Comment Responses 428.15 and 428.22. 

0428.105 

The analysis presented in Volume IV, Appendix 8, Table 8-4 has been 
revised to utilize an assumption of 11 percent cut-and-cover collider 
ring construction. 

0428.106 

See Comment Response 428.71. Table 8-9 has been corrected in the Errata 
to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 8 to include CO data from the Sierra Estrella 
Sa i1 port. 
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0428.107 

See Comment Response 658.129. 

0428.108 

See Comment Response 658.55. 

0428.109 

Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.1"2, has been revised based on a 
recent survey conducted by the BLM at the proposed Arizona SSC site. 
All of the proposed campus facilities (A, B and C) and sites J2, JS, E3, 
E4, F2, F3, F4, and K6 were sampled. The night-blooming cereus was 
found throughout the site at densities of up to 0.5 plants per acre or 
320 plants per square mile. Throughout its range this species has been 
found to be much more common than previously known. This species is 
regulated under the Arizona Native Plant Law, which would require a 
permit to clear land that would result in the removal of any cacti and 
other listed plants. The DOE would consult the State of Arizona 
regarding any recommended mitigation measures. . In the event the Arizona 
site is selected, more detailed studies would be conducted to identify 
the locations of cacti and other native plants and determine impacts of 
site preparation. The results of these studies would be provided in the 
Supplemental EIS. 

0428 .110 

See Comment Response 428.78. 

0428. ll l 

The second sentence of Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.1.3 has been 
changed to indicate that xeroriparian habitat associated with larger 
ephemeral drainages and stock ponds is present in the project area, bJt 
would not be significantly impacted by SSC construction. 

0428.112 

See Comment Response 658.57. 

0428.113 

See Comment Response 658.137. 

0428.114 

See Comment Responses 655.03, 655.04, 655.05, and 655.06. 

0428.115 

See Comment Response 655.07. 
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0428.116 

There is no suggestion in the EIS that the Arizona Public Service Com
pany (APS) management does not support the SSC project. EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.2.C., describes precisely the retention of 
flexibility in planning that most utilities preserve and concludes with 
the sentence "Most utilities would be able to modify their resource 
plan~ to accommodate changes in planned requirements with little diffi
culty." This statement does not exclude the Arizona Public Service 
Company. 

0428.117 

The column titled "Planned Reserves w/o SSC" in DEIS Volume IV, Appendix 
14, Table 14.2.2-1 is accurate. Development of numbers in the column 
"Planned Reserves w/SSC" was for the purpose of determining if currently 
planned reserves are sufficient to accommodate the SSC and its secondary 
load. This is not erroneous, but the possibility of misunderstanding 
exists. The current plans of APS do not include the SSC loads, so the 
"Planned Reserves w/SSC" reflects current resource pl ans, but the with 
SSC load added. It is fully understood that utilities can and must 
modify their resource plans frequently. It is expected that APS would 
do so if Arizona were selected as the site for the SSC. The potential 
for misunderstanding has been reduced by including a subtitle under "APS 
RESERVE MARGINS WITH JI.ND WITHOUT SSC" to be "UNDER CURRENT RESOURCE PLAN 
w/o SSC" in Tables 14.2.2-1, 14.2.2-2, 14.2.2-3, 14.2.2-4, 14.2.2-5, 
14.2.2-6, and 14.2.2-7. 

See Comment Response 428.116. 

Deletion of Table 14.2.2-1 would eliminate valuable information from the 
EIS. The columns "Planned Reserves w/SSC" and "Percent Reserves w/SSC" 
provide useful information about the extent to which current resource 
plans must be modified in order to accommodate the addition of the SSC 
electric load. 

The proposed substitute paragraph addresses issues other than the 
reserves projected under current plans. 

0428.118 

See Comment Response 428.116. The proposed substitute sentence was not 
incorporated into the EIS because it addresses the commitment of APS 
management. The sentence referred to in the text addresses current 
utility resource plans ~nd the factual matter of whether sufficient 
excess reserves will exist to meet the SSC and secondary loads. 
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0428.126 

The word ng in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.1.3 has been corrected 
for clar ty in the Errata for Appendix 5. Th~ fa~a1a~erate originated 
as alluv al fan deposits. 

0428.127 

The statement in question was referring to the drainage area of the west 
branch of Waterman Wash upstream from the point of intersection with the 
ring alignment. The text of EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7 has been revised 
to state this: It fs also noted that the value given for upstream 
drainage area was typographically in error and has been corrected to 
read "on the order of 130 mF • instead of "over 150 mF." 

0428.128 

The Arizona site proposa 1, dated September 2, 1987, i dent i fi ed three 
options for spoils disposal: transportation of the tunnel muck to one 
or the other of two dormant open-pit copper mines, or dumping of the 
muck on site within the high energy booster ring. That third option was 
dismissed from further consideration for the DEIS because of obvious 
objections to that option on environmental impact grounds. The Arizona 
proposal itself in fact advocated the use of the mines " ... so that the 
current environment of the Maricopa Site would not suffer unacceptable 
degradation." 

Of the two dormant mines, the Sacaton mine is described in the Arizona 
proposal as closer to the SSC site, cheaper to reach by truck, and also 
offering rail transport as an alternative. The Sacaton mine option was 
therefore selected for use in the FEIS. 

A fourth option, namely commercial use of the spoils for construction 
projects, was added later. The Arizona response to an information 
request from the DOE (following the STF visit to the site) introduced 
this option as follows: "Finally, it has subsequently been suggested 
that a commercial market may exist for the excavated spoils mate-
rial .... " The phrasing of the response properly reflects the uncer
tainties inherent in this option at the present time. In order to 
quantify this option sufficiently for the final EIS analyses, too many 
unsupported assumptions would have to be made. These assumptions would 
have to define the prospective receiver sites by location as well as in 
terms of their individual schedules relative to the SSC construction 
schedule, which, in itself, is by no means fixed. During the peak of 
the tunneling operations, the extent and the density of the spoils haul
ing traffic will be very large. For the commercial-use option, this 
traffic would be further complicated by multiple receiver sites and 
schedule restrictions. The notion that this traffic can be o,rchestrated 
so perfectly that temporary spoils disposal can be avoided has been 
rejected as unrealistic. On the other hand, an operation that does 
involve temporary disposal begins to resemble the Sacaton_scenario. 

040104503348826 





Since publication of the DEIS, a more detailed cost analysis was pre
pared by the DOE, which is reflected in the SSC Site Task Force Report 
reprinted in its entirety in the final EIS Volume Ill. 

0429.0l 

Government life-cycle costs of constructing, operating, and decommission
ing the SSC at each of the seven site alternatives are not explicitly 
presented in the EIS, since the purpose of the document is not to com
pare monetary costs to the Federal Government, but to examine and com
pare both physical and socioeconomic environmental impacts. The EIS 
did, however, incorporate the most recent available engineering project 
cost estimates within the socioeconomic assessment to estimate the effect 
of SSC development on each of the seven regional economies. Only expend
itures that would be spent within the regional economy were included in 
the EIS socioeconomic assessments. Additional information concerning 
estimates of the total project cost (undiscounted) during the construct
ing, operating, and decommissioning phases of the project are presented 
in the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 2, Section 2.4. 

Existing regional demographic, economic, and utility (water and elec
tricity) characteristics for the proposed Tennessee site are discussed 
in Volume IV, Appendix 5. The EIS in general concurs with the com
menter's claim that SSC-related population impacts could be readily 
absorbed within the Tennessee Region of Influence (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.6). 

Health impacts of the SSC are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 12. 
Potential impacts under normal operating conditions would be negligible. 

0430.01 

See Comment Response 327.0l 

0431.01 

Comment noted. 

0432.01 

Comment noted. 

0433.01 

Comment noted. 
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0434.01 

Comment noted. Geologic units and conditions at the Illinois site are 
described in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3. The comment is 
accurate in that the geology at the Illinois site consists of relatively 
undisturbed sedimentary units with relatively homogeneous lithology. 
The primary tunnel unit is also relatively massive. All of these fac
tors are positive regarding tunnel construction. 

Transportation facilities are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendices 5 
and 14. The traffic analysis in Appendix 14 considers existing as well 
as proposed new roads to estimate the impact of the SSC at each site. 
The Illinois site does have some established infrastructure in the site 
area due to the urban character of the eastern half of the ring. 

Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3 C.l identifies that electric 
utility upgrades are necessary at the Illinois site. The inference in 
the comment that electric utility systems are in place and ready for SSC 
use is inaccurate. See Comment Response 916.02. 

All of these factors have been considered in the site selection process 
(see EIS Volume III). 

0435.01 

Comment noted. 

0435.01 

Comment noted. 

0437.01 

Comment noted. 

0438.01 

Comment noted. 

0439.0l 

See Comment Response 415.03. 

0440.01 

Comment noted. 
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0440.02 

The EIS does indicate (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.2.3.B), as 
stated in the comment, that of the seven regions of influence (ROI's) 
examined, the Texas ROI was estimated to have the highest output-per
worker ratios in the mining sector (due mainly to petroleum production 
in the region, which is an industry with a relatively high output-per
worker ratio} and in the services sector. As also stated in the com
ment, output-per-worker in the Texas ROI manufacturing sector was second 
only to that of the Michigan ROI in the regions considered. The input
output multipliers employed in the analysis take into account the exist
ing technological composition of industries in each ROI, and their 
interaction within each regional economy. 

0440.03 

Comments noted. See Comment Response 816.01. 

0441. 01 

Comment noted. 

0442.01 

Comment noted. 

0443.01 

Comment noted. 

0444.01 

Comment noted. 

0445.01 

Comment noted. 

0446.01 

Comment noted. 

0447.01 

The Woodbine and Twin Mountains aquifer are presently regionally over
drafted, as evidenced by declining water levels. The SSC would obtain 
only a portion of its water from groundwater sources. Although the 
regional overdraft condition exists, the project water requirements 
would increase the apparent level of overdraft only slightly. See 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.7.A.l and also Comment Response 
401. 01. 

040104503348830 



0447.02 

Comment noted. 

0448.01 

Comment noted. 

0449.01 

Comment noted. 

0450.01 

Comment noted. 

040104503348831 



0451.01 

Comments noted. 

0452.01 

Comments noted. 

0453.01 

Comments noted. 

0454.01 

Comments noted. 

0455.01 

Comments noted. 

0456.01 

See Comment Response 401.01. 

0456.02 

See Comment Response 238.03. 

0456.03 

In the sections of the EIS dealing with socioeconomic impacts (e.g., 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7), the term "growth" does occur. 
However, the term "progress" is not employed, as it embodies certain 
value judgments which are not appropriate in an EIS. "Growth" refers to 
increase over time, such as popu1ation grow'tli and growth in employment. 
Use of the term "growth" should not necessarily be interpreted to imply 
something positive. For example, whereas population growth in one 
situation might produce side effects which in some sense can be judged 
as positive, population growth in another setting may well be considered 
detrimental. 

0456.04 

Comments noted. The technology used in the SSC conceptual design is not 
outmoded. Current development in high-temperature superconductors is 
still many ye&rs away from commercialization (see Volume I, Chapter 3). 

0457.01 

Comments noted. 
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0458.01 

Comments noted. 

0459.01 

Comments noted. 

0450.01 

Comments noted. 

0451.01 

Comments noted. 

0462.01 

Comments noted. 

0463.01 

The anticipated increases in public school enrollments and increases in 
instructional employment required to meet this growing demand -- as cited 
by the commenter and presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5 (2,031 students 
and 113 teachers in 1992 and 1,900 students and 105 teachers in 2000) -
represent the anticipated impacts to the entire eight-county Texas Region 
of Influence (ROI), not just Ellis County or a single school district 
within the region. Further discussion of potential impacts to local 
public education in Ellis County is presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 
14, Section 14.1.3.7.C. 

0464.01 

Comments noted. 

0465.01 

Comments noted. 

0466.01 

Statements in the EIS regarding recent population growth in Ellis County 
(Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.7.11.1.B.2) in general concur with the 
claim that this county has experienced an increase in population from 
1970 through the mid-1980's, and that SSC-related population impacts 
would comprise a relatively small proportion of this recent growth. The 
impacts of projected population increases on key areas of concern, such 
as housing, public services, and public finance, are anticipated to be 
minimal. 
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0467.01 

Comments noted. 

0468.01 

Comments noted. 

0468.03 

SSC siting requirements and the DOE site selection methodology as pre
sented in the EIS Volume III are totally independent of any other DOE 
project consideration. There is no relationship between siting the SSC 
and the mor.itored retrievable storage system. 

0469.01 

Comments noted. 

0470.01 

Comment noted. :• 

0471.01 

Comments noted. 

0472.01 

Comments noted. 

0473.01 

Comments noted. 

0474.01 

Comments noted. 

0475.01 

These observations are consistent with those in Volume I and Volume IV. 

0476.01 

Comment noted. 

0477.01 

Comments noted. 
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0478.01 

Comment noted. 

0479.01 

Comment noted. 

0479.02 

Discussion of SSC-related educational impacts in Ellis County, Texas, 
can be found in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8 and in Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7. 

Demand on public services associated with construction of the SSC would 
peak just two to three years following commencement of the project. 
Public school enrollments in Ellis County attributable to SSC construc
tion would peak with 551 students in 1992. Such a rapid increase in 
enrollment without correspondingly rapid increases in cumulative revenue 
over the same period may require local school districts to seek alterna
tive sources of revenue for necessary facility construction. Strategies 
and commitments to mitigate local infrastructure impacts, including 
those schools, will need to be developed by the appropriate State and 
local agencies. 

0479.03 

These observations are consistent with Volume IV, Appendix 14. 

0479 .04 

Quality-of-life impacts are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.7, and in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.5. 

0479.05 

See Comment Response 401.01. 

0479.05 

Comment noted. 

0480.01 

Comments noted. 

0481. 01 

Comments noted. 
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0482.01 

Comments noted. 

0483.01 

Comments noted. The total steel used in the construction of the SSC is 
estimated to be 18,400 tons - see Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.6-1. The 
total cement used in the project will be 149,000 tons - see Volume l, 
Chapter 5, Table 5.6-4. In addition, detectors will use large amounts 
of steel, but these amounts are dS yet undetermined (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 1) . 

0484.01 

Comments noted. 

0485.01 

According to the State's proposal, the SSC would be situated entirely 
within Ellis County, Texas. There are no affected land parcels in 
Navarro County (See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.4.7). 

0485.02 

Navarro County, Texas, and the various communities within it such as 
Corsicana, were included in the SSC Region of Influence (ROI). However, 
because Navarro County was not defined as a primary impact county, it 
was not included in any detailed analysis. Statements in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7.B.l regarding housing within the Texas ROI 
support the central point of this comment that an abundance of housing 
is available in the region. 

0485.03 

Comments noted. 

0486.01 

Comments noted. 

0486.02 

Navarro County is one of the eight counties in the Texas Region of 
Influence (ROI) -- the region in Texas anticipated to experience 
noticeable socioeconomic changes from the construction and operations of 
the SSC. Available data indicate that unemployment in Navarro County as 
a whole averaged 10.7 percent in 1986, and 9.8 percent in 1987. Unem
ployment rates and sectorial differences in employment were incorporated 
in the socioeconomic analysis at the regional level. Additional details 
regarding the effects of the SSC on the Texas ROI economy are presented 
In Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7.A. 
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0486.03 

See Comment Response 485.02. 

0486.04 

Co:nments noted. 

0487.01 

Comments noted. 

0488.01 

The additional mitigative measures suggested, such as more frequent road 
watering, will be carefully considered on a case-by-case basis during 
development of final mitigation measures for control of fugitive dust 
emissions. EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Volume IV, Appendix 
8 have been revised to further address fugitive dust emission mitigation 
and to adjust emission projections. 

0489.01 

Comment noted. 

0489.02 

SSC low-level radioactive waste (LLRW} will be handled in accordance 
with DOE Order 5820.2 "Radioactive Waste Management" and transported in 
accordance with U.S. Department of Transportation regulations. It will 
be disposed of at an approved LLRW disposal site. The handling and 
disposal of the SSC's LLRW will be in conformance with applicable stan
dards and regulations. There is flexibility as to which approved dis
posal facility will be used (see Comment Response 276.03). 

The safety and long-term effects on the environment of handling and 
disposal of LLRW have been considered in the rules and regulations 
applicable to disposal of these wastes. 

0489.03 

See Comment Response 17.01. 

0489.04 

The SSC would not contain sources of radioactivity that could "leak" 
into the environment. However, environmental radiation exposure could 
occur from an accidental loss of beam. The radiological impacts from a 
beam loss are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.4.1. 
Such an event represents the worst-case scenario for SSC operations, 
from both a radiation and a machine-damage point of view. A highly 
sophisticated monitoring system is incorporated in the design of the SSC 
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to protect against damage to accelerator components and prevent radia
tion releases that would result from loss of beam. Such a system, cur
rently in use at Fermilab, has proven to be both reliable and effective. 
In the event that the protection system fails, the extensive earth 
shielding surrounding the accelerator tunnel would serve to protect the 
public from radiation exposure. At the Tennessee site, the annual dose 
equivalent to an individual at the land surface above the point of beam 
loss is projected to be less than 0.001 mrem/yr (EIS, Volume IV, Appen
dix I2, Table 12.4.1-2), an insignificant dose when one considers that 
the average individual receives about 300 mrem annually from natural 
background radiation (DEIS, Volume IV, Appendix 12, Table 12.2.1-1). 

0489.05 

A description of the wildlife associated with the Tennessee site Is pro
vided in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.6.9.2.B, with Impact assess
ments, including long-term effects, found in the revised Volume IV, 
Appendix 11. 

0489.06 

Noise and land resources assessments for the Tennessee SSC site are 
provided in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3.8, and Appendix 13, 
Sections 13.1.3.6 and 13.2.3.6. Should Tennessee be the selected site, 
site-specific noise assessments that evaluate impacts to livestock will 
be conducted as part of the Supplemental EIS. 

0489.07 

The economy of the Tennessee SSC region would experience increases in 
employment, income, and sales as a result of construction and operations 
of the SSC (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.6.A). SSC-related 
population in-migration would increase demands for housing and public 
services in the region, on the other hand, particularly in Bedford, 
Marshall and Rutherford Counties, where negative fiscal effects would be 
felt during the first three or four years of SSC construction (Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.6.D). Positive fiscal impacts would 
result in later years. 

0489.08 

Comment noted. 

0490.01 

These observations are consistent with the data presented in Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.8 and In Volume IV, Appendix 14. If the proposed 
Tennessee site is selected for the SSC, the DOE and its contractors 
would work with the SSC Regional Authority to resolve problems and mini
mize adverse impacts. 
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0490.02 

The DOE has worked with State agencies in the preparation of materials 
used for site selection (see Volume III) and included in this EIS (see 
Volume IV, Appendices 6 and 7.) Should the Tennessee site be selected 
for the SSC, the DOE would continue to work with State agencies as the 
proposal project develops. 

0490.03 

The comment is consistent with the information contained in Volu1ie 1, 
Section 5.1.2.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 7. 

0491.01 

Comment noted. 

0492.01 

Comment noted. 

0493.01 

Comment noted. 

0494.01 

The information contained in the comment is consistent with the discus
sion of Smyrna airport's capability to handle corporate jets, airliners, 
and cargo planes (Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.6.11.2). 

Rutherford County, in general, has the capability to support secondary 
growth, based on the natural gas supplies (Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.2.2.3.F.2.b). 

The description of water supply capacity and plans is consistent with 
general descriptions related to Consolidated Water District in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.6. 

The comment about the existing Smyrna sewage treatment plant is con
sistent with the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.6.8.1, Figure 
5.6.8-1. 

0495.01 

Comments noted. 
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0496.0! 

A small portion of the excavated materials would be used in site devel
opment and in some roads to be constructed on-site later. Sale to 
industry is possible to the extent that industry can use additional 
limestone materials. The DOE could offer materials for use at some 
price which would be attractive to some businesses yet reduce the cost 
of spoils disposal. The majority of the spoils will, however, likely 
require disposal in spoils piles. See Comment Response 496.02 for the 
impacts of blowing dust. 

0496.02 

Several alternative fugitive dust control measures were considered in 
assessing impacts from dust. The use of water sprays varies in effec
tiveness with the amount applied, the frequency of application, and 
weather conditions, which have a direct bearing on the evaporation rate 
of moisture. Under optimal conditions 50 percent reduction in fugitive 
dust from haul roads and aggregate storage piles could be achieved with 
twice-daily watering. 

The use of chemical soil stabilizers could reduce fugitive dust from 
spoils and haul roads by 95 percent. Three different types of stabi
lizers are typically used. These are wetting agents, hygroscopic salts, 
and surface crusting agents. Wetting agents reduce surface tension and 
enable water or a chemical stabilizer to spread more evenly over a 
greater surface area. Hygroscopic salts increase the moisture content 
of the dust by attracting moisture out of the air. Surface crusting 
agents are applied wet, and form a hard crust when dry. These agents 
can be composed of various compounds, typically styrene/butadiene or 
acrylic lattices, vinyl compounds, synthetic polymers, lignosulfonates 
or petroleum-based resins. These compounds are nontoxic and should not 
pose a groundwater or surface water contamination problem, when properly 
applied. 

0496.03 

As indicated in the EIS, measurable impacts on surface and groundwater 
quality may be expected from the disposal of spoils materials as pro
posed for the Tennessee site if disposed on-site rather than used as 
construction materials ~r for other purposes (See Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Sections 7.1.3.6 and 7.2.3.6). If deposited on-site at several spoils 
disposal sites, the main concerns would be suspended sediment runoff and 
leachates containing iron and sulfur. Retention ponds would be lined 
and would trap suspended sediments in the surface runoff, liners would 
reduce the amount of leachates reaching underlying groundwaters, and 
mixing the excavated limestone with the iron- and sulfur-containing 
rocks would retain some of these substances by adsorption on the 
limestone. 
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normal operating conditions, and the level is considerably less than the 
EPA public drinking water standard of 4 mrem/yr (40 CFR 141). The 
hazards expected under normal conditions are, therefore, projected to be 
negligible. 

The concern that there is no safe level of radiation should be consid
ered in terms of risks versus benefits. For example, there can be risks 
associated with medical and dental X rays, but medical and dental experts 
agree that under most circumstances the possible risks are outweighed by 
the benefits. Another factor that should be considered in evaluating 
the potential exposures of SSC activities is that exposure to background 
radiation is a normal daily occurrence that cannot be avoided and is not 
perceived by the public to be sufficiently harmful to alter lifestyles 
or to take special precautions. The dose equivalent from cosmic radia
tion during a 5-hour transcontinental flight is approximately 2.5 mrem 
(National Council of Radiation Protection. Natural Background Radiation 
in the United States. Report No. 45. Washington, DC: NCRP, 1975), 
which is greater than 1,000 times the estimated dose equivalent to the 
maximally exposed individual of the general public from operation of the 
SSC for one full year. 

0497.02 

All of the state proposer groups have indicated that the state will pro
vide a replacement well or a water supply of equal or better quality to 
any individual whose water supply source is lost due to the SSC. The 
details of implementation are not known at this time. They will be 
defined and described in the Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

Regarding the number of wells .affected, see Comment Response 505 .02. 

0497.03 

The DEIS Volume IV, Appendix 8, Section 8.3.2 identified a number of 
fugitive dust control measures which would reduce the magnitude of 
fugitive dust emissions g.enerated during construction. The EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 8 has been revised to further address fugitive dust emis
sion miti9ation and to adjust emission projections. These and other 
control measures will be thoroughly reviewed .and carefully considered 
for implementation by the 00£. 

The duration of dust-producing construction activities at any one loca
tion will be much less than the tot.al project construction period. 

0497 .04 

See Comment Responses 500.03, 523.03, and 522 •. 23. 
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or through porous material used in tunnel construction can result in the 
buildup of these gases within the tunnel. As a worst case for this 
assessment, the tunnel was assumed to be unlined and in amorphous mate
rial in all cases. The radon activity in the tunnel and the interaction 
hall depend on the rad.ium concentration in the rocks, the diffusion rate 
in soils, the pressure difference between the inner and outer tunnel 
wall, and the ventilation rate (see Volume IV, Appendix 10). The esti
mated general population dose from the venting of radon and radon 
progeny is less than .001 percent of the natural background exposure to 
the general public {see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6, Table 
5.1.6-2). 

With respect to the expressed concern about emissions from the refriger
ation units, the superconducting magnets are cooled with cryogenic ele
ments. These elements are liquid helium and nitrogen and helium gas. 
The cryogens continuously circulate throughout the collider ring to 
provide cooling for the magnets. The cryogens are within a closed 
system (see Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.2). An accidental 
cryogen release at any of the ground-level refrigeration plants would 
not result in a public health hazard since cryogens are nontoxic 
(nitrogen and helium are natural constituents of the atmosphere) and 
nonflammable. The potential hazard associated with being exposed to the 
extreme temperature of the cryogen would occur only within a yard or so 
from a catastrophic release. Any escaping liquid cryogen would vaporize 
in the atmosphere and disperse with ambient winds. 

Noise produced during operations at service areas is discussed at the 
summary level in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4 and in detail in 
Volume IV, Appendix 9. Noise produced by service area .activities is 
expected to have a day-night average sound level of 59 dBA at the prop
erty line and is expected to reach 55 dBA at 450 ft from the property 
1 i ne. It is anticipated that approximately 5 percent of those 1 ivi ng 
within 450 ft of a service area property line would be highly annoyed by 
the noise produced by the facility. 

0497 .10 

There are several precautions that will be taken during the construction 
of the collision chambers to prevent unacceptable levels of radiation in 
the environment. All beam collisions will be confined to the interaction 
regions of the SSC. These interaction halls will be enclosed in concrete 
and buried to a sufficient depth to take advantage of the natural 
shielding of the earth. The shall-Ow.est depth at which an interaction 
shaH will be constructed in Tenmissee is 250 ft (see EIS Volume IV, .• 
Appendix 10, Table 10.1.3-1). Primary shi.elding at the interaction 
points will be offered by the massive detectors which may weigh as much 
as 50,000 tons (see Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.1.l.2). The detec-
tors themselves are sensitive to particles produced outside of the 
interaction point, so beams through the interaction hall must be very 
"clean," i.e., they 111Ust not produce radiation outside of the interac-
tion points. 
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0497 .11 

The excavated materials would be temporarily stored near the excavation 
points, then they would be transported by 20-yd 3 covered trucks to the 
nearest disposal site. The State of Tennessee proposed 35 spoils dis
posal sites along the collider ring; these sites would cover a total 
area of 250 acres. The excavated materi a 1 s would be covered with top
soil and the areas would be revegetated. Some of the limestone could 
also be used in road building and site construction, or used by indus
try, which would reduce the area needed for spoils disposal at the SSC 
site. 

Limestone is not a hazardous material. At the proposed Tennessee SSC 
site, however, it contains small amounts of shaley and silty impurities. 
These impurities contain pyrite, which consists of iron and sulfur. 
Leachates from the spoils disposal site could contain these constitu
ents, plus suspended sediments and other dissolved solids. These 
leachates could impair both surface water and groundwater quality. 

Leaching of iron and sulfur, however, could be minimized by mixing the 
pyrite-containing rock with other limestone, since limestone has the 
capacity to absorb (i.e., retain) these constituents. Also, liners 
installed under the spoils could reduce the amount of leachates reaching 
the underlying groundwaters. See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 
7.1.3.6.F.l and 7.2.3.6.A.4. 

Surface runoff from the spoils caused by rainfall could be collected in 
retention ponds at each disposal site in order to trap suspended sedi
ments. Even with this mitigation, measurable impacts on surface water 
quality are likely. See EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Volume 
IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.6. 

Air quality impacts of constructing the SSC are discussed in Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3 of the EIS and in more detail in Volume IV, 
Appendix 8. 

Mitigations will be applied to reduce all air quality impacts to levels 
allowed by the applicable National Ambient Air Quality Standards (see 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Comment Response 1278.11). 

0497.12 

Priorities in science evolve through the pursuit and practice of scien
tific research. Such research increases our overall knowledge of the 
universe. The res.ults are documented in scientific publications, in the 
training of students, and in the technical developments that arise from 
the studies. Theoretical and experimental physicists work in a wide 
variety of fields to study different aspects of nature. For the experi
mental study of high en.ergy p.hysics, large accelerators and massive 
detectors are needed. Proposals for the construction of such major 
instruments are made to the Federal funding agencies, primarily the DOE. 
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f"ollowing that, argumenis lo justify the construction a;,d operations of 
the research devices are made to the national and international communi
ties of scientists. In the case of the SSC, the merit of the undertak
ing has been debated extensively am3ng the scientists, within the 
Government agencies, and before peer review groups (Volume I, Chapter 2, 
Section 2.2.2). 

See Comment Response 1276.01. 

0497 .13 

SSC project cost estimates were adjusted to reflect savings that would 
be realized by using the Fermilab Tevatron as the SSC injector facility. 
Other credits considered for the Illinois site cost estimate include 
reduced construction costs for utility systems and campus facilities, 
and reduced operating expenses due to cost sharing with ongoing, funded 
Fermilab research programs. See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 2, Section 
2.4.2.2. To develop this adjustment, the DOE considered all available 
data such as the site proposal, Conceptual Design Report, and DOE 
Fermilab experience. Cost, however, is only one criterion used in the 
site decision. 

0497 .14 

The CERN accelerator that spans the border of France and Switzerland did 
have flooding problems during construction. The flow was stopped by the 
installation of a tunnel liner. There has been no problem since the 
tunnel liner was put in place. 

Where the SSC ring will be below the water table, a concrete liner or 
grouting will be used to stop flooding. 

0497 .15 

The inability of recent experimental advances in high-temperature super
conductors to meet SSC project requirements is identified in the EIS in 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.2. 

0497.16 

The electromagnetics used in the SSC will not expose the public to mea
surab 1 e magnet i C' fields. The superconducting magnets wi 11 be designed 
with iron yokes, which considerably reduce the magnetic field from 
extending beyond the vacuum beam tube. The field produced by the magnets 
will not affect the public, because the strength of the SSC-induced fields 
at the tunnel wall will be about the same as that of the earth's magnetic 
field (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.2). 

For a discussion of the possible hazards of power distribution and 
transmission lines, see Comment Response 733.02. 
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0497.li 

Decommissioning is addressed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 3, where it is 
stated that the "aim of decommissioning will be to return the SSC site 
to its pre-SSC condition so far as is practical or desirable." A 
specific proposal for decommissfoning the SSC will be completed before 
the end of the operations period and analyzed in appropriate NEPA 
documentation. 

Property which is purchased for the SSC will be unconditional fee simple 
title in accordance with the ISP, Section 1.1. Thus, the property will 
not have any rights for prior owners to buy it back at some later time 
attached. Disposition of land no longer needed by the DOE at the end of 
decommissioning will be in accordance with existing Federal law in 
existence at the time. 

0497.18 

There is no relationship between the SSC and MRS programs. The compari
son of impacts among the seven site alternatives is presented In Volume 
I, Chapter 3, Section 3.4. The site is expected to be selected in 
January. 

The reason given by Governor Cuomo for withdrawal of the Rochester site, 
which was recommended for the BQL list, was public opposition. See EIS 
Volume III for the methodology the DOE used to identify the best quali
fied sites. 

0497 .19 

Comment noted. 

0497.20 

Comment noted. 

0497.21 

Counting direct and secondary jobs, peak total SSC-related employment in 
the Tennessee .region would be about 9,400 jobs during the construction 
period, resulting in about 4,860 in-migrant workers to the region. 
During operations, total jobs would number about 6,890, with about 3,620 
in-migrant workers moving to the region. These estimates are presented 
in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 14.1.3.6-2. Population and housing 
impacts, shown in Table 14.1.3.6-6, amount to about 14,640 people, and 
3,990 housing units at the peak of construction, about 12,690 people, 
and 2,970 housing units during SSC operations .. 
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There should not be a need to build new schoo1s solely to service these 
population impacts. 

Impacts to other infrastructure systems, such as sewage and waste dis
posal sites and roads are not addressed per se, given the current lack 
of specificity in determining exactly where SSC-related population will 
reside in the region. If Tennessee were the selected site, such con
cerns would be addressed in the Supplemental EIS. 

Local jurisdictions in Rutherford, Bedford, and other counties should 
realize eventual fiscal surpluses, derived from revenues associated with 
project spending and worker purchases, to cover costs of public service 
and infrastructure provision. Jurisdictions in Marshall County may re
quire subsidies to cover project-related expenditures. For more infor
mation, see details of the public finance analysis in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.6.D, and Errata pertaining to this section. 

The consequences of growth, such as loss of open spaces, changes in 
wildlife species, and the like are generic concerns that apply to any 
development project. With careful planning, many of these concerns can 
be minimized although not entirely reduced. 

0497.22 

Response to Questions on Ionizing Radiation. 

Radiation doses to persons who cou1d reside above beam abort dumps and 
targets was addressed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.1.6-1. The 
estimated_ dose equivalent rate from operations to the maximally exposed 
individual would be 0.002 to 0.013 mrem/yr for the proposed sites. See 
Comment Response 288.14 for information on health aspects of the SSC. 
see Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6. 

An environmental monitoring program will be established prior to opera
tion of the SSC. See Comment Response 1473.02 for information about 
monitoring programs. 

A storage area for SSC-related components that became activated will be 
necessary. The location of the secured, limited access storage area 
wt 11 be determined when the fi na 1 design of the SSC is made. Many com
ponents will be temporarily stored until disposed at a low-level waste 
site, but it is possible that some equipment will be kept and reused. 
Any storage facility at the SSC will be designed with the goal of 
minimizing radiation exposures to levels as low as reasonably achievable 
(ALARA). 

The concern about access of the public to underground areas before, 
during, and after experiments has been considered in preliminary safety 
reports and detailed design will include appropriate control techniques. 
Public access to underground areas will not be permitted and will be 
controlled in the same manner as access will be for SSC workers. 
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Response to Questions on Airborne Radionuclides 

The locations at which radiological emissions will be released to the 
atmosphere are at the service area and the interaction hall locations, 
which are depicted by the letters F and K, respectively, in Figure 3-1 
(EIS Volume 1, Chapter 3). 

A magnetic debonding program such as the one at Fermilab is not planned 
at this time. 

Water contaminated with tritium will not be evaporated into the air as a 
treatment method. 

An environmental monitoring program has been implemented at Fermilab, 
which includes monitoring airborne radionuclides. See Comment Response 
1478.09. 

The DOE agrees that the best environmental solution to releasing radio
nucl ides is to prevent their release. The DOE's commitment to protect
ing the public and workers from unnecessary radiological exposures is 
stated in its policy of maintaining exposures as low as reasonably 
achievable (ALARA) in DOE Order 5480.lB {EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, 
Section 6.3.2). {Also, see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.) 

Response to Questions on Waterborne Radionuclides 

The resins will be treated and disposed in accordance with accepted 
treatment technology practices at that time. Low-level waste will be 
disposed off-site. See Comment Response 276.03. (Also see EIS Volume 
I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.) 

As stated in EIS Volume I, Chapter 1, the SSC differs from Fermilab in 
that it is currently not intended that SSC will have a fixed target 
program. 

The groundwater pathway and soil activation (EIS Volume I, Chapter 5) 
was considered for the loss of full beam. A hypothetical accident was 
considered with radionuclide migration to a well 50 m from the tunnel. 
All of the candidate site alternatives were below U.S. EPA Standards of 
0.5 pCi/ml for sodium-22 and 20 pCi/ml for tritium. Accordingly, there 
are no plans to implement special controls to capture radionuclides in 
leachate outside the tunnel wall during normal operating conditions. 

Vent stack(s) design will consider water intrusion and the resulting 
health and safety impacts in terms of migration of radionuclides. 
Actual final designs may change, subject to climate considerations at 
the selected site. 

It is possible, depending upon humidity levels and other factors, for 
tritium to become airborne by evaporation from the liquid waste during 
solidification. These levels would be very low even under uncontained 
conditions and the resulting population exposures would be negligible. 
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0497.23 

It is planned to contain the limestone spoils from tunnel and shaft con
struction within several on-site disposal sites. At each disposal site, 
the topsoil would be removed and stockpiled on site and used later to 
cover the emplaced spoils and serve as a root bed for revegetation. 
Dependent upon site conditions, berms or dikes may be used to prevent 
surface erosion and runoff from the sites. Low-permeability liner 
material or leachate drains may be employed, if site conditions indicate 
a significant potential for leachate generation and groundwater contami
nation. Mitigations are discussed briefly in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.6 and in Volume IV, Appendix 10. Specific mitigations would 
be addressed in detail in the Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

It is not anticipated that nutrients would be leached from the spoils at 
the Tennessee site. There are two geologic formations in the area known 
to contain notable amounts of phosphate (i.e., Leipers and Catheys 
formations). However, these formations occur only on ridgetops, if at 
all, in the immediate SSC vicinity. There is no indication that they 
would be penetrated at any shaft site or by the tunnel. Consequently, 
no spoils would be derived from these units. This effect will be 
addressed in the Supplemental EIS. 

0497.24 

See Comment Response sg7.06. 

Cobalt-60 would not be present in measurable amounts. 

Decommissioning the SSC will not be similar to decommissioning nuclear 
reactors. Exposure rates at a reactor site just prior to decommissioning 
are hundreds of rem or more. Residual rates of radiation at the most 
intense SSC locations will be in thousandths of a rem (millirem) or less. 
Prior to decommissioning, a detailed proposal for decommissioning will 
be prepared and appropriate review provided. 

Decommissioning will be financed by the DOE. 

Volume IV, Appendix 12 addresses health and safety effects on both SSC 
workers and local area residents. The results of the analyses indicate 
that the SSC project wi 11 not create any long term health hazards for 
either workers or residents. 

0497.25 

Compensation for damages resulting from construction would be the 
responsibility of the DOE and/or its contractor. Questioning abo~t 
strategies of the State to mitigate potential loss of water should be 
directed to the appropriate State agency. 
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0497.26 

At the Tennessee site, negligible groundwater infiltration would be 
expected along tunnel sections which penetrate intact rock, since the 
tunnel will be bored in limestone of generally very low permeability. 
Limited and localized inflow may come from joints (fractures) that may 
be intersected. These can be grouted during excavation to reduce inflow 
to negligible levels. Without grouting, total inflows are expected to 
range from less than five to several tens of gal/min/100 ft of tunnel 
(see Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.6.A.l, and Appendix 10, Sec
tion 10.2.3.6.B). 

Material in the tunnel will not suffer damage from water and its chem
ical constituents. The small amounts of water leaking into the tunnel 
during operation will be collected in drains and pumped from the tunnel 
(see Volume I, Section 3.1.1.2.D and Figure 3-4 for information on the 
tunnel cross section and Volume IV, Appendix 1, Section 1.1.2.1.B.6 for 
information on tunnel drainage systems). 

Uncontrolled groundwater infiltration was estimated to be from zero to 
several tens of gal/min/100 ft of tunnel (the higher values at isolated 
fractures) for the Texas site, and essentially zero for the Arizona 
site, compared to up to from less than five to several tens of gal/min/ 
100 ft of tunnel for the Tennessee site. For all of these sites, de
watering is not a safety concern and can be handled with standard tunnel 
construction, leakage control, and dewatering techniques. Although con
struction, leakage control and dewatering costs will differ between 
sites, they are only one factor in the total cost of the project. In 
addition, the environmental impacts need to be considered in tradeoff 
analyses with cost and other factors in selecting the site. 

Hydrogen sulfide and sulfur compounds are noted in this part of 
Tennessee in water pumped from the Knox dolomite which underlies the SSC 
tunnel horizon. The Murfreesboro and younger limestones through which 
the tunnel will pass are not known to produce hydrogen sulfide. 

Adequate ventilation will be provided to the tunnel during construction 
and operation to remove objectionable gaseous constituents in the tunnel 
air, including hydrogen sulfide, to assure the health and safety of the 
workers, and to minimize corrosive and other deleterious effects on tun
nel components and equipment. Since the amount of groundwater infiltra
tion during SSC operations will be very small, the amount of any gases 
in the water that would be released into tunnel air is expected to be 
negligible. 

0497.27 

Both tritium and sodium-22, as well as other radionuclides generated 
underground by the SSC, will be safely contained from leaching to the 
environment. For instance, each of the SSC beam absorbers, where the 
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induced radioactive materials are concentrated, is surrounded with a 
thick concrete shell that is further sealed from the surrounding soil by 
a waterproofing layer. The radioactive coolant is also confined in a 
closed-loop system and, ·therefore, would not contaminate the environment 
(DEIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Figure 10.1.2-3). 

Potential health effects caused by exposure to radiation released into 
the atmosphere from venting tunnels and experimental halls can be esti
mated according to the recommendations of the International Commission 
on Radiation Protection (ICRP). The conversion factors are 1.25 x lo-4 
1 atent somatic effects per person-rem and 4.0 x l0-5 genetic effects per 
person-rem received by the exposed population. Based on these factors, 
the estimated potential health effects resulting from releases from the 
SSC would be negligibly small (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12 Health 
Hazards Assessments). 

The Fermilab experience indicates that measurable levels of accelerator
induced radionuclides (e.g., tritium) are mainly detected within the 
site boundary of the laboratory; off-site releases amount to only a 
small fraction of the total release. No accelerator-produced radio
nucl ides were reported in three water samples taken from Ferry Creek and 
four samples each from Indian Creek and Kress Creek. No accelerator
produced radionuclides have ever been detected in the water from the 
creeks and river. Tritium detected in on-site water samples in 1987 
ranged from 0.19 to 4.5 percent of the Derived Concentration Guides of 
the draft revision to DOE Order 5480.1 (Baker, S., Site Environmental 
Report for Calendar Year 1987, Fermilab 88/40, Fermi National Acceler
ator laboratory, Batavia, Illinois, May 1988}. 

0498.01 

Comments noted. 

0499.01 

See Comment Responses 500.03, 503.03, and 522.23. 

0499.02 

The Endangered Species Act, a Federal law, requires that effective 
mitigations be devised to protect listed threatened and endangered 
species jeopardized by a Federal action. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (USFWS) is responsible for administering the law. If the USFWS 
believes the project places a species in jeopardy, the project may not 
proceed until mitigations are proposed that satisfy the USFWS. Mitiga
tion often includes avoidance. Also, States with laws to protect rare 
species have a similar responsibility to protect listed species. The 
DOE would work in consultation with the USFWS to develop and administer 
any necessary mitigations (see EIS Volume I, Chapters 3 and 5). 

04510500333882:1 





Whan considering potential iQpacts and miti9ations for karst hydrology 
(water flcwing underground through caves and other minor solution fea
tures), it is important to consider that, although the network appears 
to cover a large geographic area, the water flows only through a limited 
volume of underground openings. These openings are joints and bedding 
surfaces that have been dissolved out by the groundwater. The rock 
between these discrete dissolution channels is solid with generally low 
permeability. 

Hence, if a dissolution channel or cave (or sinkhole) is found at the 
planned location of an excavation or building, the easiest way to avoid 
an impact -- either the impact of the excavation on the cave or the 
impact of the cave on the excavation -- may be simply to dig elsewhere. 
Some portions of the SSC can be moved in this way if the site conditions 
dictate; this would include the shafts and the campus buildings. The 
portions that are not so readily moved, such as the collider ring, 
interaction halls, and probably also the injector, are purposely planned 
to be so far underground that they are far below the karst features and 
will not impact or be impacted by them since the caves are near-surface 
(the upper few hundred feet) features. 

If Tennessee is the selected site, it will be important to do additional 
studies of karst features at the construction sites before the design of 
the facility is "locked-in" and construction begins. More studies like 
Dr. Crawford's "tracer tests" (nontoxic dyes are injected into cave 
windows and possible downstream exits are monitored) will be done, as 
will detailed cave inventories similar to that begun by the National 
Speleological Society. To this may be added geophysical studies such as 
carefully measuring the earth's gravitational pull, which decreases 
slightly over caves and drilling. Since drilling is an intrusive test 
-- although potentially the most definitive -- care will be taken in the 
drilling process to use environmentally safe drilling fluids and drilling 
techniques that will not impair any caverns that are penetrated. If 
caves are indicated by these methods, a decision can be made to "move 
over." Alternatively, the cave hydrology studies and cave fauna studies 
(see Comment Responses 503.03 and 522.13 for a discussion of cave fauna 
studies) may indicate it is environmentally acceptable to proceed with 
construction or excavation as planned. In that instance, a variety of 
construction methods are commonly used in the region for constructing on 
or excavating through karst features (including sinkholes) without com
promising either the strength of the structure or the environment of the 
caves (see Comment Response 509.01 for a discussion of possible tech
niques for excavation/ construction). 

The karst terrain at the Tennessee site indicates a hydrologic environ
ment in which shallow groundwater is more susceptible to contamination 
from surface and near-surface sources. Avoiding or mitigating potential 
impacts of constructing through karst features will be the largest con
tribution to protecting the cave and groundwater resources at the 
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Tennessee SSC site (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3). Addi
tionally, for any SSC site, measures will be implemented during opera
tions to assure that the groundwater and surface water quality and flow 
characteristics are not impaired. These will include: (1) avoiding 
erosion and stream siltation by carefully planning surface drains and 
retention ponds; (2) building redundant barriers to contain toxic mate
rials; and (3) monitoring groundwater and sur.face water quality and 
groundwater levels from before construction to the end of decommission
ing. Implementation of these pre.ventati ve steps at the Tennessee site 
will obviously depend on a sound evaluation of the region's cave, ground
water, and sinkhole features. 

New Reference: 

Crawford, N. and Barr, T. Hydroqeology of the Snail Shell Cave -
Overall Creek Drainage Basin and Eco.] oqy of the Sna,il She 11 Cave System. 
Nashville,, TN: Tennessee Department of Conservation, Sep 1988. 

0500.04 

Radiological impacts associated with the SSC have been analyzed exten
sively and can be predicted with reasonable confidence. The environmen
tal safety and h,ealth implications of radioactivation resulting from SSC 
operations ar,e summarized fo Volume L, Chapter 5, and are discussed at 
length in Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12. 

For a discussion of the beam abort area and the beam absorber, see Comment 
Response 607.03. 

The beam absorber w.i ll become radioactive (although still low level), 
but will remain in place until d,e,commissioning, when it would be removed 
and d'isposed as low-level radioactive waste (see Volume IV, Appendix 3). 
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0501. 01 

Comments noted. 

0502.01 

Significant resources have been spent on the preparation of the EIS 
within the DOE and its contractor organizations. Volume I, Chapter 7 
identifies the staff and the professional credentials of the preparers 
of the document. Through the publication of the DEIS, more than 50,000 
person-hours were spent in the data collection and analyses presented. 
Additional effort, approximately 10,000 person-hours, have been spent in 
comment response, in preparation of errata, and changes or inputs to the 
FEIS. 

The relative advantages and disadvantages among the seven site alter
natives are summarized in EIS Volume I, Chapters 1 and 3. Each of the 
seven site alternatives meets the criteria established by the DOE in the 
ISP. The EIS objective was to evaluate the sites and present the envi
ronmental benefits and impacts at each of the seven site alternatives 
consistent with the CEQ guidelines. 

Impacts to the Tennessee Region of Influence and its people are sum
marized in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5. A more detailed discussion of the 
socioeconomic impacts can be found in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.6. 

0502.02 

It is true that the SSC would be a laboratory for performing experi
ments. While the proposed SSC would be bigger and of higher energy, it 
is similar to the existing collider at Fermilab. Based on the similari
ties, potential environmental impacts can be assessed. Potential impacts 
of the SSC construction and operations on water and air pollution and 
other environmental factors were evaluated and documented in the DEIS. 
lhese evaluations were based primarily on publicly available information. 
This information was sufficient for evaluating the candidate sites for 
comparison purposes in order for the DOE to select the site. More 
detailed evaluations will be performed for the selected site. These 
evaluations will require additional, more detailed information to be 
collected. The resulting evaluations will be documented in a 
Supplemental EIS prior to SSC construction. 

0502.03 

The primary contamination associated with the lifetime operation of the 
SSC will be limited to radioactivation products in components. Of these 
components, the largest inventory will be contained within the two main 
beam absorbers (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.1.D). 
The beam absorbers are designed to contain the induced radioactivity 
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over the lifetime of SSC operations and be removed at the time of decom
missioning (see DEIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.2.3.A.l.a). 
The other activation products are contained in various activated com
ponents. During maintenance and replacement of components, some protec
tive clothing, cleaning supplies, etc. may become contaminated with low 
levels of radioactivity. These, along with unrecyclable components, 
will be disposed of as radioactive waste. The radioactivity that is 
produced in the air is vented to the outside (see DEIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, Section 10.1.2.3.A.2 and 10.1.3.1.B). The air activation 
products have short half-lives and do not create ground contamination. 

0502.04 

There is every reason to believe that the SSC will not have any unac
ceptable long-term consequences on the public health and environment. 
The SSC will be sited, designed, constructed, and operated in strict 
conformance with applicable Federal, State, and local environmental 
safety and health protection criteria, regulations, and standards to 
assure adequate protection of the SSC workforce, the general public, and 
the environment (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 6). 

Previous studies have been made of environmental radiation shielding for 
the.SSC including a general description of the sources of radiation 
(SSC-SR-1026). Review of the existing information emphasizes the benign 
nature of the planned SSC. See Comment Response 810.05. 

Regarding the concern about siting the SSC near populated areas, the DOE 
has estimated the maximum radiation exposures that could possibly be 
experienced by a population residing near the SSC. There is consider
able confidence in the estimates, because they are based in part on 
experiences from other accelerators such as CERN, which is located in 
Europe, and Fermilab, which has been operating for over 15 years in 
Illinois. EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.1.6-2 indicates that the 
maximum population dose for residents near the proposed site in 
Tennessee would be no more than 0.004 person-rem/yr during construction 
and operations. The estimated population dose equivalent attributed to 
construction activities (e.g., radon exposure and air activation) is 
0.0018 person-rem/yr. This exposure level is considerably less than 
doses of 13,000 person-rem/yr that would be experienced from existing 
background radiation levels that would occur naturally. The estimated 
radiation doses for a maximally exposed individual residing near the SSC 
would be no more than 0.002 mrem/yr from all exposure pathways (EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.1.5-1), which would also ~ea small frac
tion of background levels and well within the DOE exposure guideline of 
100 mrem/yr (EIS Volume !, Chapter 6, Section 6.3.2). 

Therefore, the possible long-term consequences of the SSC have been con
sidered by the DOE, and there is no indication that operations will 
cause unacceptable health impacts in the general population. 
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0502.05 

Comment noted. 

0503.01 

See Comment Responses 496'.03, 500.03, 502.02', 542.06 a:nd 616.03. 

0503.02 

The East Fork Stones River, located about 15 miles northeast of the pro· 
posed site, will not be affected by the SSC. The tunnel alignment would 
be beneath the West Fork Stones River, Harpeth River, and tributaries of 
the Duck Rfver. Potential impacts of the SSC project on streams and 
lakes may result from sttrface erosion, channel erosion, pollutant wash
off, dewateri ng the tunnel, and increased wastewate.r treatment p 1 ant 
effluent. EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Secti.on 3.6 and Volume IV, Appendix 
7, Sections 7 .1.2 .2 and 7 .1. 3. 6 presents a detai 1 ed assessment of the 
potential impacts and mitigative measures. The assessment indicates 
that, with implementation of proper mitigative measures, the impacts 
will generally be short-term and insignificant. If Tennessee site is 
selected, detailed site-specific mitigation p,Jans will be developed and 
presented in a Supplemental EIS which will be prepared for the selected 
site. 

0503.03 

The potential for surface water movement into cave systems may occur 
during or after construction activities and may change the hydrologic 
regime of the cave streams by flooding or drying individual cave 
ecosystems. 

Should Tennessee be selected for the SSC, extensive surface and 
subsurface exploration activities will be done for the final siting of 
the SSC facilities. These geotechnkal activities should identify both 
surface and subsurface karst features. Final placement of critical 
surface and subsurface facilities will take into consideration the 
potential for both construction and operational impacts to cave systems .. 
As the coHider ring will be placed well below the confining layer of 
the Snail Shell System (i.e., below the Pierce Confining Layer), any 
impacts to the cave systems could result from the construction of access 
shafts and borings through karst connections. 

Standard construction mitigation activities will be augmented by addi
tional mitigation techniques specific to k.arst topography in order to 
reduce or eliminate the potential for subsurface contamination of cave 
systems by suspended particulates, sewage, petroleum products, traslr, 
and additional ·volumes of water {see EIS Volume I,. Chapter 3, Se:cti:on 
3.6). The DOE is aware of the impacts to both biological and physical 
cave/stream systems which can arise due to hydrological changes result· 
ing in flow rate alterations, or changes in the routing of cave streams 
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resulting from obstructions of the natural cave stream water course. 

Physiological impacts from suspended particulates can be received by 
those aquatic organisms which retrieve small particles of food from the 
water and those organisms with gills. Those organisms which rely upon 
entrained food particles (directly or indirectly originating from the 
surface) could be affected by a reduction or increase in food sources, 
quantities and contaminants. Some cave organisms have substrate 
specific habitat requirements which could be changed by an increase or 
decrease in particulates moving through their particular cave system. 

Impacts to cave systems resulting from urban encroachment are likely; 
however, state and regional regulatory agencies, through their local 
zoning power, have the ability to control secondary development result
ing from SSC siting. 

0503.04 

The State of Tennessee has proposed several options to dispose of ex
cavated material: 1) the limestone could be used by contractors during 
site development for roadway surfacing, road bases, asphalt mixes, con
crete aggregate, and construction embankment materials; 2) the limestone 
could be sold; or 3) the limestone could be disposed of at 34 disposal 
sites. At each disposal site, topsoil would be removed and stockpiled 
on site and used later to cover the emplaced excavated materials to 
serve as a root bed for revegetation (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Section 102.3.6.A). 

Additional details of the disposal of excavated material (including the 
potential for leaching) will be developed during the detail design and 
will be addressed further in the Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

It is DOE policy to conduct its operations in an environmentally safe 
and sound manner in compliance with the letter and spirit of applicable 
environmental statutes, regulations, and standards. 

0503.05 

The purpose of the retention ponds would be to collect runoff from the 
excavated materials disposal sites and retain the suspended solids. 
Clear water would overflow to local streams or tributaries (see Volume 
I, Chapter 6, Table 6-1). 

The excavated materials do not contain any industrial solvents because 
industrial solvents are not required to drill this tunnel. Therefore, 
industrial solvents would not be in the runoff. 

Six quarts of oil would be used by one tunnel boring machine for every 
500 ft of tunnel length excavation. Whenever oil is changed, used oil 
would be collected and disposed of separately. 

The retention ponds would be located adjacent to the disposal sites. 
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0503.06 

Percolation tests have not been reported for the proposed Tennessee site 
to evaluate the effectiveness and feasibility of septic tank systems for 
domestic sewage disposal at the far cluster area. These tests would be 
performed and documented in the Supplemental EIS if the Tennesse2 site 
is selected. Alternate disposal means, such as packaged sewage treat
ment plants, would be considered if septic tank disposal is not 
feasible. 

0503.07 

See Comment Responses 496.02 and 496.03. 

0503.08 

Cooling tower blowdown (water flushed through the towers to wash aw3y 
deposited salts) will not contain radioactive waste products. The only 
materials that might be in the blowdown would be chemicals used as 
biocides in the cooling water. About 300 gal/min of blowdown would be 
generated from the 23 water towers on an SSC site. This would be dis
posed of locally in lined evaporation ponds, or be hauled away for 
treatment. In either case, there would be no contaminated waste 
released into environmental groundwater. Any water that has the poten
tial for activation (in an active beam area) will be analyzed for 
accelerator-produced radionuclides and treated accordingly. 

0503.09 

There are no mitigative measures currently planned to recover or treat 
groundwater that becomes radioactive after a loss of beam, because the 
probability of such an event is extremely remote and the resulting 
tritium and sodium-22 levels that might show up in a nearby well would 
be so low that there would be no health impacts (EIS Volume I, Chapter 
5, Section 5.1.6.3). However, if a loss of beam were to occur, the SSC 
environmental monitoring program would be intensified to assess poten
tial radiation releases to the environment. If it were found that 
groundwater contamination had occurred as a result of any SSC activity, 
DOE would implement a program to assure that no adverse health impacts 
could occur and to maintain radiatian doses as low as reasonably achiev
able (A LARA). 

The beam absorption areas will be designed to capture radiation and heat 
from the beams that are dumped (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.1.3.1), and therefore there will be no activation of groundwater 
outside the beam absorbers. 

0503.10 

Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5 of the EIS discusses the impacts of 
the proposed action on sensitive plant and animal habitats, including 
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· the unique.cet;!ar.glade.s and the Snail SheJLCave system. Section 5.2 
discusses impacts of.an¢i11ary facilities, including roads, sediment and 
cooling ponds, spoils areas, and transmission lines. Included is a 
discussion of best engineering measures used to control and mitigate 
construction impacts. Jhe DOE has committed, in Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.6, tor•avoid construction in wetlands and other sensitive areas 
to the extent prai:t i cab le. · 

Should the Jennesse~ sitebe selededfor the SSC, all .sensitive habi
tats·1wteiµ_i.\\lJY ~ffe,cted py ~roj.ect .develop~nt would be surveyed and 
eva 1 uat~f11r \\dv,~r.se; iiiPact$~,, A.tt.h,at;ti&1e,•·.the ·• pr.oposed.111i ti gation. 
measurest10illdbe t:ee ... aluated and revtsed .. to be site~and· attlvity-

. spec;ific; · ,It .is ~~ctec(tbai S~ate.wUdlifiand fisher.ies personnel· 
wouldhaye·ar11letn•revl~i1tg andllOdifying,as 11ecessary, any.con-

. struction an!i}11ifigati.ort~}tns to ~tect va,lMable aquatfc resources. 
Jhe results. would be reported in a Suppleniental EIS. During site prep
. aration, engineering control and .mitigation measures would be monitored 
for effectiveness; and modified to be more effective or to avoid secon-
dary impacts. · · 

Also seeclllmJ1e11~·R.!~llonsei~oo.Q3. 
'0504.0l 

Comments noted, 

0504.02 

The labor Pool il'l!il c~s idli~ ·\~·depict.ii& ~~. E~S\f olume IV·····. Append1x 
14, .figu~ 14 ,1.;3 .. 6-5:~ Jhi~ regi(lf) extends .~afd. Cllattal)otiga· as far as 
KariOI) eounty,·.partS ofW!iicli iWtJld be Jnore'th;in !JO juintit.es in one 
directiOll away fr!>lll ·~ SSC,$i.te •.. •Stal)da:rd 91iOgrapllf c. prapt ice often 
del inf!at~.s 'la(>or. mark&t ~iidariei at,60 mi.nut.es fr-Olll a w9rksite, and 
r:~ely. ;exceeds a ,olle~way tjillQU\i~g. .<ffst.~f llf ~511&fout.es; . thus,· .the 
regio.n. used Jn ~tll~ ~~]ysi~ .. i~<9>fl.s i~er7A.~o,~1tr:vaFvel i 1 arge. 

£ ;C· ,--_.·,:_ ·~.·;->~.j1'.;:::\:-;·· ;~,:;,·,,,-• -;. '/;<·~---'- ,,_-

0504.03 . ' -<:.:;: _.---c:~ 

< .. : 
-, ' -''" 

.~:c•·'·"·-> 

·. cspH>sso334as6 \;> 
. ' -- :._ -- -_, -~ ___ ,'-\ -

ns;~to App. \<j ll8 - ii .··•·.·· 
: ·.:,\,_ 



accelerators. See the EIS Volume III for a description of the method
ology for site select'o~ 

0504. 05 

Comments noted. 

0505.01 

The intent of discussions in the DEIS regarding potential abandonment of 
water wells due to the SSC project was in terms of access to ground
water. The DEIS did not suggest that any specific number of wells would 
have direct quality or quantity impacts or would "dry up." The number 
of wells that may have to be closed at the Tennessee site was, however, 
not consistently presented in the DEIS. See Comment Response 505.02. 

0505.02 

The discussions in the DEIS on the impacts related to administrative 
(land acquisition) or safety-related (nearness to tunnel or other SSC 
facilities) loss of water wells were inconsistent among states and 
within the various sections of the DEIS. Consequently, several sections 
have been revised to provide a consistent assessment of the potential 
for loss of water wells at each site. 

To assure safety from radiologic effects, a 150-ft radius around the 
tunnel will be established within which no water wells, existing or new, 
will be allowed. A 1,000-ft-wide restricted zone along the tunnel (ap
proximately 500 ft on each side) is anticipated. This zone is estab
lished for control of construction activities; however, and wells within 
it would not be required to be closed. Replacement of wells within this 
zone may be limited due to the vibrations from drilling. However, this 
would likely be dictated by site-specific conditions or timing of the 
drilling and is not excluded. Existing wells on project fee simple land 
would likely have to be abandoned for reasons of access or conflict with 
construction activities, but this is not assured in all cases. 

State records of water wells were available for the DEIS but it was 
indicated by the State that records were not complete. Field survey 
infornation was available but it was assumed that the well data were not 
detailed enough to develop an accurate count of all the wells that fell 
within the specific restriction areas identified above. Given these 
limitations, the intent of the presentation was only to identify the 
approximate number of wells within the footprint of the SSC and to pro
vide a general comparison of the relative density of water wells near 
the individual state sites. The number of wells that might be hydro
logically impacted by SSC activities (water level declines or possible 
water quality changes) also cannot be accurately estimated with the 
available well records and the lack of final siting and design informa
tion. Both of these issues (well closures due to land acquisition and 
proximity to facilities and wells hydrologically impacted) will be 
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·addressed in detail:in the Supplemental EIS to· be prepared for the 
selected site. · ·. • ·. · · · ·· · · 

For changes in the EIS related to potential for well closures, see .... 
revised EIS sections as .follow: <Volume l, Chapter I, Table 1-1; Volume 
I, Chapter .3, Table 3-7; Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5+4 and Table 
5.6-3; and Volume IV, Appendix 7,. Sections 7 .2.3.1.A.6 through 
7 .2.3. 7 •. A.6. . . 

The figures showing the loc.ation ofwells have been deleted from the EIS 
as it was unclear.wjlether all.·~ells shown would. not be required to. be. 
closed 'or, aba111foned. • ' • •·.·. ·· .. •• .. · .... · . . . . ,. . . . . . . . 

. ' .. : ·.' .: ' ; - - ' . ' . - ___ ,,; .~ 

To reflect the poteh'tial lack of C0111pleteness inwell records, the 
Tennessee discussion·in V~lume IV, AppendixJ,·Section ·7.2.3.6 has been 
revised to indic.ate "approxi111ately" 35() wells in the SSC footprint .and 
the State's estimate that 011 the order of 70 wells may be directly 
affected and required to be .abandoned by the project. . If the Tennessee 
site i~ selected, detailedfield.surveys wiH he performed to accurately 
de.termine the number and location of an existing water wells within the 
footprint and the number that would be required to be abandoned. . . . 

0505.03. 

See Comment Response 505.02. 

0505~{)~ 

See Comment Response 505.02. 

0505.05. 

Thes~ Observ~tions are ~ns.istent with those in the EIS Volume IV, 
Al>pendices•l arid 1; · · · · · · · 

. - :. -,_-' . ,-.-.. , 

0506.01 

t~ents.~ted~ 
oso1:ii1 
R~1~1 feS,~llrce~,,.~.~~·iis t}ou~ins;,lll(!<l\~~ixservic;_es~ e.dllcatio11a1 .···• .•. .. 

· ... in~yjJ~~~~~:(}.1!~1_#1!11g,;~~,a,i}.il,l>'ili\Y .• ~t;~r9.f~s.~oea.l. ,st.aff~ a5il~e1J11c ..•...••••. 
··.r~~rs~;; .:and:.9r~~tec~~lld!ID:t. J'e.sear.c}}: 'viiflalHJ1~ } •. ac.cess1b1 l ':t.1}0 
· m~<>rua;i r~!s·~~DG:•o!~r; ~~1'spor:ta~i<»:i•· «f.!d Jh~.·ill/ailabH ~ ty, of a. · . , 

·· skl,l) e~t J~r'. ll~1. '\!le,rl~ ~s.iderec.\ .. 41ll'Jl19 fl'i9PP.s~l. e.11~1;uat1on J ea,~ 1119 .. to 
the. JJest'Q~aU fle<J•iti st1:.arnf wil•l•Jie ·'{:t}l\si der~ ,.In, t~ .. s~ ;e, se l ech on • .. · 

.· .. s~e. ·~IS. c.V'q)~:iJJJ,,. flliuit!?!\ -.\js;~e:t~~ on}I .;1-:, . ™ .. >§!5:,~c@rti,ss.es ;~c., · · ... ··•.,. 
• · · "'·lated .•.illjlaif:t.s;:~n.p~~l~gc~11ca.:t.fP1l at.tile P.fi!"'lrY. ~.~~,c<>ndilfY: level 

·.·~gra1es J(:J.~lt;1t.~do~~. npt;.~.~!i.r,;.~.··•<l.tscll.~.~··· potenl!il};~i!IJPact~ \9· ·•···· .·.·.,:·:· 
·mst1tutjqns of:highe.r·educat1on.10.the ,region {see VolumeJV,·Append1x. 

- .- .,- ,,, - - --~- ·- - ': -- - _.---;~ ; --:: ·- --- - - ' ·; ' ' --- ' •,' - .. -., - ' - ' - :; .<-- ' --- - - -' - '• -.-- - - - - . 
-- :'-·,~:\_'.: 



14, Section 14.I.3.6.C). 

The benign nature of the SSC project Is emphasized in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 12, Section 12.2. As noted in subsection C, the releases of 
radiation/radioactive materials from SSC activities are expected to be 
quite low, and expected radiation doses to any individual would be a 
small fraction {I/lOOOth) of natural background radiation. 

0508.01 

This comment is considered a modification to your proposal of March 31, 
1988. The EIS was based on data supplied as part of the initial pro
posal submittal of September 2, 1987 and supplemental data submitted on 
or before March 31, 1988. As a result, the analyses presented offer an 
upper bound of potential impacts to assure equitable treatment of all 
proposers. Until the collider ring location is agreed to by the DOE, 
exact acreages, parcels, and ownerships cannot be determined. However, 
the EIS analysis does reflect a reasonably accurate picture of condi
tions that would exist should the SSC be sited in the referenced area 
(see Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.1). 

0508.02 

The road information presented in the comment is generally consistent 
with information presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-7. One 
value in the comment (20.8 mi of upgraded roads) is not consistent. 
This value represents a change to the Tennessee proposal and therefore 
was not addressed in the EIS. 

0509.01 

At the Tennessee site, several portions of the collider footprint are 
known to be in areas of highly developed karst terrain, i.e., areas with 
a higher density of features such as sinkholes, solution-widened joints, 
disappearing streams, and caves. Since these features are generally 
limited to the upper few hundred feet (generally much less), their 
engineering significance would be limited to the potential for impacting 
the foundations of surface structures and the uppermost portions of the 
shafts. Karst features are not expected to have an impact at the depth 
of the collider tunnel, experimental halls, or the beam absorbers. 

Contractors in the central Tennessee area have developed engineering 
approaches for treating karst-related features in the foundations of 
buildings and other surface engineering works. The approaches are based 
on a thorough understanding of the site-specific top-of-bedrock topog
raphy; i.e., it is necessary to know the locations of any dissolution
widened joints or sinks before construction begins. Generally, depend
ing on the thickness of the soil cover, closely spaced borings or 
excavations to bedrock are made. Should Tennessee be selected, closely 
spaced geophysical surveys may also be done. 

05010550334889 



When solution-widened joints are found., they may be treated by "dental 
work,• i.e,, excavating the soil fill from the joint sufficiently to 
allow the placement of a concrete "bridge" to. span the gap .• Deeper 
sinkholes may be treated byremovjng much l)f the soil and placing a 
compacted clay cap .in the hole; this helps .to supp()rt the planned faun-

. dation, and also ser.11es to.stop rainwa_ter.Jrom infiltrating the sink.a'ld 
washing out the deep natural soil plug, thereby possibly causing a sJ!:>: 
surface void. Often, the. most cost-effective apprl)ach is simply to 
relocate the building away .from the sinkhole .. These engineering re111e 
di.es can be used for,.the campus facilities and the surface building5 
related· .. tot.be· exper.;mental· halls .and access,. shafts;,, - ' - ' ' ·-- ' ' - ,. ' - -

If field ir\ve.stigatf~IJS indicate .t~'at.anY ;Jf .tpe mai11 ac~ess. sbafts,· 
intermediate shafts, or, experimental hall, shafts wo11ld penetrate · · 

_troublesome dissolution channels; a.likely approach•wouldbe to grout 
the .channels with cem.erit· jnjected through a ·ring of .wells. around the 

·shaft location before the ,shaft is. exc:a11ated. 

Additionalengineer~n~ conce~ns ~~e: . (lJ dra}nage modi.fications 
·(including modificatioos due to. spoils pjles)should carefully avoid 
channeling surface runoff into surface sinkhole depressions; and. 
(2.) .dewatering. operatiqns should not lower the water.tabl.e elevatipns 

._significantly at the location of a. sinkhole ... Deep sinkholes commonly 
. have a plug of so.i tand rock r.11bble at the ~ottom l)f the.ir funnel-shaped 
mouth. _.If the amount of water flowing into the sinkhole. increases., or 
the water table. is lowered below the pliJg .so that water flows freely 
through the p 1 ug, the fine soil particles may Ile washed out of th.e p 1 ug. 
In this event the plug may collapse, resu}ting in a deeper surface 
depress,ion. · · _ . · · 

0509.02 

See Comment .Response szio~ 
osio.oi 
Comment. noted; 

. 0511 .• 0l 

· Comment noted> 

051L02 



0511. 03 

Details and minor adjustments such as those mentioned would be made in 
facility placement and addressed in the Supplemental EIS to be prepared 
for the selected site. The DOE would work with the State Division of 
Ecological Services for protection of any identified areas such as the 
cedar glades. 

0511. 04 

Additional information about the ecology of the Snail Shell Cave system, 
including material from Or. Thomas Barr, has been incfoded in the revi
sion to Volume IV, Appendix II, Section 11.3.6.1 as well as other rele
vant sections of the EIS, i.e., the geological and hydrological 
sections. 

The discussion on endangered species in the EIS places emphasis on those 
species noted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service in their coordina
tion letters to the OOE (see Volume IV, Appendix 11, Attachment A). The 
EIS has expanded text on threatened and endangered species (see Volume 
I, Chapter 4, Sect ion 4. 7. 4 .1) resulting from addit i ona 1 information 
provided by State and Federal agencies and environmental organizations. 

The inaccurate 1 i sting of the Duck River as a wild and scenic river has 
been deleted from the text. 

D512.0l 

The observations regarding Corps of Engineers' estimates are consistent 
with those in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.6. 

0513.01 

Comment noted. 

0513.02 

Comment noted. 

0513.03 

Comment noted. 

0513.04 

. Comment ·noted •. · 

0514.01 

Comments noted. 



0515.01 

Comment g note~.;' < · 

0516~01 . ~ . ' 

This infonm1tibn is consistent with growth figures presented in EIS 
Volume IV, Append1x)4. 

0517 .01 . . . 

Comme~ts noted. 

0518.01 

See Comment Response 816.0l~ 

0519.01 

See Comment Response 816 .01. 

0520.01 

Comment noted •. 
·.' i - - _.,, 

.• 0520.02 - / '., >.--. ,_, 

·;-·,: ._".'._•_:'.'•"\ • .,,·,_:;·J·:' ,';_,,,._"_>.~·,"C:{·''·' .. • --• -, ,, /;,._,,,' -, :' ', ' 

Some experts predicbglobal warming w;ill,occur as a•result of increases 
io atmospheric C02 from ~he. combustion .oflo~siJ fuels.: .- T_he_ SSC has no.· 
potential,to affect .global .w~rming, ·except Jhr:oµgh• th~- consumptfon of · . 

· electric power gene-rated from.fossil fuels~ ;"The SSC \'IOUld consume about 
900,000 MWH/yr, whfc;h 'is lk4 to 2:1 percent of the regional generating 
capacity of each region. . . . · • .. 

.·os20.03 ·. 
- - ·\: ._\-,'. ·.; ~ 

·Comment noted~ 
,' : 

os20.04 ·•· -· · 
·.;., 

. os2o:os. · 

·:·~L _, - . \ - ~'. 

-- _; -- . 



0520.07 

The SSC is totally independent of and separate from the mon.itored 
retrievable storage (MRS) program. The SSC siting decision in no way 
affects the siting of the MRS. 

0520.08 

Comments noted. 

0520.09 

Comment noted. 

0520 .10 

Comment noted. 

0520.11 

Comments noted. 

0521. 01 

The definition of a "negative" effect on an economy often depends on the 
definer's viewpoint. The EIS did not make such an assessment. Rather, 
it attempted to present an objective study of the impacts to regional 
and local economies by measuring such economic indicators as the number 
of jobs, additional·earnings, and sales demand created by the proposed 
SSC project. Although gro11th in these indicators is often regarded as. a 
"positive" effect on a:n economy, there can be side effects to this stim
ulus to growth that some inight·consider "negative•. 

These less desirable effects may include short-term housing shortages, 
lack of adequate public services related to the inability of loca.1 gov
ernment jurisdictions to finance capital improvements or to meet 
increasing payroll requirements, and changes to the existing quality of 
life in local.communities. Because such side effects can occur, the EIS 
analysis also quantified estimates of additional housing requirements, 
public servic.e demands, and. government finance impacts from SSC-related 
growth. It also compared the characteristics of potential newcomers to 
each region with.those of existing residents to provide some insight 
into.theability of newcomers·to adjust socially with existing residents 
alld the ability of existing residents to i!Ccept such change in their 

. community(EIS .Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section l4.L6). WHh regard to 
public finance, note that there were mathematical. errors in the c<ilcula· 
tion of property t<1XJosses for Bedford, Marshall, and Rutherford . · · 
Counties.; net t;uinulatfve impacts .are revised, generally being. negative· · 
dt1rJn!J, the first felf years; ·a:nd plisittve therea fte.r .•. {see· Comment · 
Respo(ls~ 1322 :120) . · · ·· ··· · · · · ·· · 



The dettrmination of the SSC's "positive" or "negative" effect on an 
Pconomy is the result of an evaluation that each person would have to 
make independently. The EIS analysis was intended to provide enough 
information for people to make such determinations. Estimates of the 
economic impact to the Tennessee Region of Influence, and the primary 
impact counties of Bedford, Marshall, and Rutherford, are presented in 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.6. 

0521.02 

The Tennessee State Government is expected to purchase private land that 
would be required for the SSC, but the U.S. Government would pay for 
construction and operations of the facility; thus, taxpayers throughout 
the U.S. would bear the major portion of the expense for the facility. 
Details of analyses concerning the revenue effects for the Tennessee 
State Government, and the cumulative local government fiscal effects to 
jurisdictions in the three primary impact areas, Bedford, Marshall, and 
Rutherford Counties, are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.6.D. 

0521.03 

The impacts on wildlife due to habitat destruction are assessed to be 
minimal. EIS Volume!, Chapter 5, Section 5.5 provides the commenter a 
detailed assessment of the SSC's potential impacts on wildlife. 

0521.04 

See Comment Response 0996.01. 

0522.01 

Comment noted. 

0522.02 

The DOE believes that the 45-day comment period provided interested 
persons with an adequatff opportunity to review the DEIS. See Comment 
Response 1126.05. The Tennessee White Paper was reviewed by the DOE and 
resulted in a number of revisions to the EIS. See Comment Response 
523.03. The DOE will prepare a Supplemental EIS before construction at 
a selected site, and additional opportunities for public comment will be 
provided. 

0522.03 

In EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11 and related sections of Volume I, Chapters 
4 and 5, the issues related to the new materials provided to the DOE on 
the Snail Shell Cave system that are included in the discussion of sen
sitive habitats. See also Comment Response 500.03. 
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0522.04 

See Comment Response 503.03. 

0522.05 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix II, Section 11.3.5.1 has been revised to include 
more information about the Snail Shell Cave system. The revisions note 
that if the Tennessee site is selected for the SSC, extensive surface 
and subsurface exploration will be done for the final siting and design. 
Final placement of SSC facilities will take into account the potential 
for both construction and operational impacts to the cave systems. 
Mitigation activities would be selected as part of a Supplemental EIS 
(see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.5). At that time, mitigative 
measures would be identified and assessed for local features such as the 
Snail Shell Cave system. 

See also Comment Responses 503.03 and 523.03. 

0522.05 

Comments received after October 17, 1988 were considered to the extent 
practicable. 

The karst report, mentioned in your comment, was not a DOE publication, 
but was received by the DOE as part of the formal comment submittal 
process. This report was reviewed and the results considered in the 
development of the EIS. A copy of this report is part of Volume Ila. 

0522.07 

If the Tennessee site is chosen, during the preconstruction phase of the 
project it will be important to accurately survey the natural resources 
near the site so that potential impacts and mitigations can be identi
fied (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.5). This activity, which 
should be done with the involvement of the speleological community, will 
obviously require access to the caves. During the construction phase, 
access may be limited at certain places and times primarily as a matter 
of safety to cavers (see Comment Response 522.35). Access to the caves 
during the operating phase will probably vary from place to place; in 
the stratified fee areas, the tunnel is deep enough below the shallow 
cave system so that sport caving may be permitted. In the site areas 
that the DOE holds in fee simple, decisions to permit or preclude caving 
will be based on the requirements to maintain site security and public 
health and safety. 

0522.08 

The DOE has been, and will continue to be, responsive to all public con
cerns, including those of the National Speleological Society's SSC Karst 
Impact Task Force. Members of the DOE's Site Task Force met informally 
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with members of the National Speleological Society during the Site Task 
Force visit to Tennessee in June, 1988, to discuss concerns over 
potential impacts to caves located in the vicinity of the site. The 
Site Task Force's questions, left with the Tennessee proposers, was the 
impetus for the field studi.es and "white paper" prepared by Ors. 
Crawford and Barr (September 1988), with input fro:n National Speleo
logical Society members. The findings of the white paper have been 
incorporated in EIS Volume IV, Appendices 5, 6, 7 and 11, so that poten
tial impacts may be more accurately assessed. 

The DOE believes that it has responded to all commenters in full com
pliance with NEPA requirements (40 CFR 1500-1508). All information sub
mitted to the DOE following the scoping meetings was reviewed by tech
nical staff and used as appropriate in preparation of the EIS. See also 
Comment Response 1504.01. 

0522.09 

As announced in the Notice of Availability issued at the time the DEIS 
was released, the DOE considered, to the extent practicable, any comments 
received after October 17, 1988. 

0522.10 

EIS Volume IV Appendix 3 presents a preliminary decommissioning plan for 
the SSC which is site-independent. To the extent that they can be deter
mined, the site-specific issues surrounding decommissioning will be 
addressed in the Supplemental EIS. 

At the time the SSC is proposed to be decommissioned, appropriate NEPA 
review would be prepared. 

See the introduction to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 3. 

0522 .11 

See Comment Response 523.03 which addresses handling of the new infor
mation about the Snail Shell Cave system in the Final EIS. 

It is DOE policy to conduct its operations in an environmentally safe 
and sound manner in compliance with all applicable environmental stat
utes, regulations, and standards. Should Tennessee be the selected 
site, further study would be conducted into the possible locations of 
critical habitats or presence of threatened or endangered species. As 
required, the DOE, in consultation with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, 
would incorporate mitigations to minimize potential impacts (see EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). 

0522.I2 

Representatives of the DOE met with members of the National Speleologi-
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cal Society in Tennessee in June 1988, to discuss concerns over poten
tial impacts to caves located in the vicinity of the site. They also 
visited several known cave or karst features. However, data sources in 
the open literature noted the presence of only nine caves in the site 
region; none had faunal data available. The "white paper" prepared by 
Ors. Crawford and Barr (September 1988), with input from National 
Speleological Society members, has been used to bridge the data gap. 
The results of these field studies have been Incorporated into the EIS, 
especially In Volume IV, Appendices 6, 7, and 11, so that potential 
Impacts may be more accurately assessed. 

0522.13 

Information on cave biota contained In Dr. Thomas Barr's paper has been 
added to the EIS in Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.6.1. 

0522.14 

As indicated in Comment Response 522.03, the new information on the 
caves at the proposed Tennessee site has been incorporated into the EIS. 
Regarding the recommendation to drop the Tennessee site from further 
consideration, the findings in the EIS comprise one criterion to be used 
by the DOE in selecting the site (EIS Volume III, Chapter 3). The cave 
habitat and endemic species are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 11, 
Section 11.3.6. 

0522.15 

See Comment Response 503.10, paragraph 2. 

0522.16 

See Comment Response 522.03. 

0522.17 

See Comment Response 503.03. 

0522.18 

See Comment Response 503.03. 

0522.19 

See Comment Response 503.03. 

0522.20 

Although the comment's concern with Snail Shell Cave may be well
founded, a direct connection between SSC-related population impacts and 
increased visits to the cave has not been established. 
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0522.21 · 

Plans for the disposal of.sewage generated by the various SSC facilities 
are discussed in Volume I, Chapter 3, Section.3.6 and Volume IV, Appen
dix.IO, Section 10.3,3.1.F, and the resulting impacts to groundwater are 
summarized in Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.6.3 and Volume IV, Appendix 
7, Sections 7.2.3.6.A.4 and 7.2.3.6.B.2. Existing sewage treatment 
facilities in the communities near the proposed Tennessee SSC site are 
discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 5; Section 5.6.8.l, Regional impacts 
from increased. sewage disposat.associated ·with urban .expans.ion are 

·Hkely.not to.be influenced bythe•construction of·the SSC, 

• 0522.22.· 

See Comment Response. 522 .oa. See Co~m~nt R~~llonses 522. 23.37 for 
detailed ·answersA.:o th ls set of. questions. 

0522.23 

A recent "white paper," titled ·"Hydrogeology of the Snail Shell Cave
Overall Creek Drainage Basin and Ecology of the Snail Shell Cave System" 
(September 1988) was prepared for the Tennessee Department of Conserva
tion .by ·Ors. cr:awford. and Barr, based on .studies.at the proposed site .. 
Ors. Crawford and l!arr were assisted by members of the National Speleo. 
logical Society who fderit.ified numerous caves••Jlot previously identified 
in the open literature in the vicinity of.the site•·footprint •. · Errata to 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5,6,I.5 and Appendix 6, Section 
6.3,6,, contain.revisions which reflect this recently available· 
information. •" · · 

.0522.24. 

The lndi~na bat (JCCurs in Tennessee during the •• su~mer mcmthS1 but does 
not use ;caves for roosting. A recent survey ofithe site vicinity 
located potential. fora.ging)1nd roosting habitat·, which fs .typically · 
mature hardwoods associated with for~s~ed riparj;in wetlands. Results of 
this survey are in EIS Volume IV, Appe11dixJh Section U.3.6.2. · 

··The gray bat·11ccurs·throughout·T~nnessee ·anci'.i's ~ssociated ~·ith caves ~n 
a Ye;tr•round basis •. Rossc(1968)1 cited fo,.fjppendix 11,.states .that the 
gray bat.Je11ds ti> avoid. c;avesth~t .are.·periodi.~alJy,flooded,·.··~nd th.at 
the Snail·· Shell Cave syste!D often ·fl oodsh tlle5Jound no evidence of gray 
bats utilizing the Snail Shell Caves i.n the vicinity of the site. 

;.·. 052~: 25 . . .::·:'. .. " i •<·· i .•· .< .· ..... ·•·.·~····· •• · ~··;~ r; ••• ~,Jx~·.; \:.f.':•· . ···/.···· ·. · ... · ·.·· .· 
··''·• .·· . ·.lf:Jen~~s~e,e 'istb~~~el11~t.Eld'sit11t'~1~l4•.;~n,.Y,es,~1gati(lns~!~ke'·those,dQ,ne · · 
. ·· • , ~ , ,+ .. ' "'"by.,;Q.rs.\';'t,raw.for1t .and,,~rrlc;rwi ~Ii ;j nput·!f~.qnl:7the•·1f ~shvil;~> Grotto. ;of:the ~.·· 

.···.•: ·· ,,tiaticmaJ..c.Speleb,J~gic;~l society, ·W'i.l};~~,do~)tn"::a.H~ateas;Qfc .. thes.1Je .. ·• · 
·· for the. S\JppJe111e,ntal !:EIS,;: '·it~.e,511,·iove~t:igat:tonsf to,;be ... c(oo~• as, ... a· part •o.f ' 

,o•" ,,·-- ', , ,,-- _. ,·,-:,._ O, - •:- ,'• ,_·:,.·--· ',_ --0~ --- ,-;,'";,' -- _ >-' ';'- '---•t'-,'c_•'·'--- ' 
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the site characterization in the preconstruction phase, will be used for 
the purpose of evaluating potential impacts to the karst aquifer system 
and the cave ecological systems. Construction-phase mitigations will be 
evaluated in greater detail during these field studies (see EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). 

0522.26 

The botanical resources around the Tennessee site are described in 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.6.9. The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Ser
vice was consulted; they provide an indication of the species of concern 
which may be in the proposed site area. A ground level wetland survey 
has been conducted by the DOE and a survey made of potential summer 
habitat for the endangered Indiana bat. Additional field surveys are 
planned, if Tennessee is selected as the site for the SSC. DOE
authorized field surveys would be undertaken to document the botanical 
resources of the area. Results of the surveys would be reported in the 
Supplemental EIS. 

0522. 27 

After the SSC site is selected, the DOE would conduct further field 
studies at the selected site to confirm the absence of threatened, 
endangered, or candidate species. If such a protected species were 
present, and if it were determined that they could be adversely affected 
by project development, the DOE would initiate formal consultation with 
the USFWS under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as 
amended (16 U.S.C. 1531-1543). A biological assessment would then be 
prepared for the affected species to allow the USFWS to render a 
biological opinion. The biological opinion could also contain 
specifications to monitor project activities to ensure that mitigative 
measures are successful and that no additional impacts occur (see EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). 

Endemic species that are not listed as Federally protected candidate, 
threatened, or endangered species are not afforded legal protection 
under the Endangered Species Act. Candidate species for listing as 
threatened or endangered are protected under Section 7 consultation, and 
are taken into consideration in planning the proposed action. Endemic 
species protected by State law would typically result in consultation 
between the DOE and the responsible State agency to plan and implement 
measures to avoid or reduce adverse impacts to the listed species. 

0522.28 

The DOE will pursue a policy to resolve all potential legal obstacles 
before i.nitiatton of construction at the selected SSC site. Should a 
situation arise that would prevent the DOE from completing construction 
or operatfons of the SSC at the selected site, a decommissioning plan 
would be proposed and evaluated under NEPA prior to implementation. 

050105503348819 



0522~29 

In accordanc;e wi'th C~IJl].Cil. of Environment.al'• 91.Jal i'ty. regulations' the DOE 
has sought to involve. as many indivfdualS and groups as possible in the 
NEPA process for the SSC, including those individuals and.groups known 

· to be opposed to the project. Environmental organiZations are an 
important Jl1ement in the DOE.fulfilling its commiJment for a comprehen
sive and accurate·.EIS far. the SSC;·· See Comment .Response 112.6.05 . 

. . ~::
2

~::ards ass~ciated wJ th• co~structi~n ,in ka,rst topog;aphy have been 
.recognized and a.ddressed .iri the EIS (Volume I and Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5'.6'.1 .. 5.;;;tl~o ~Jle C:omment Respon~e J462.q_4) .• The.meth~ds .. 

. employ.ed to co,ntrol pnmary.groundwater 11\flow are well established from 
years of tunneling i!rid exc;avatjon experience 'in .karst environments 
worldwide •.. · .. • · .. · · •·· ' : ·. · · · · · · · · ·. · · · 

0522 .. 31.'• . , ~' : 

·The Snail Shell,Cave system and anticipated impacts Upon it are 
address(ld in the EIS Volume IV, 'Appendix ·n; Section 11.3.6.1. 

.Sh~uld th(l Tennessee site be s~lected, additional site-specific environ
mental studies .would lie conducted and addressed in. the Supplemental EIS. 
Whether additional sfu<jies will be ·done on 'tfnlfour' endemic species pro~ 
posed in ·pr~. Thomas Barr' s'paper depends. 1,fpoo"the' potential for risk to 
these species from construction ana· operations ·of-the. ssc; · · 

' . - - - - ,- - - - . " --- - ' - -

. 0522.32 - ., . 

At the prese1lt"tjme;:rl!r,.ttie\tennessee site; the c,lose;t kno~n cave··· .. 
(Sna i 1. SlleJ 1 cave) :i~~~P~i:'Oxim11te 1.Y. t;ooo> t:~· we~f ciflthe ~es tern. edge .of 
the proposed tiigh energy booster hcility:' ·EI~ .Vol1Jme IV;'cAppendix 9, 

. Section 9.2;3.6.B.4 ~tates: "Bl~stirig.'is.expected t()'have no effect on 
caves.wtiich·are. ihSti!l vicinity .. of.the Jen11essee ~jte, •••. The combin.a-
t ion of the rock strength and di stance sh6uld result in no effect on the 

·.cave~ due ·to blasting." . , ,. ·; . , . .· · ,., 
• ,- • . ' •. · - ;/_.~,~~~.- ;-, . c •. --~- ~~' .>~<:-< _,.~~·i~~:~:<'.t :~:~--~---' t,~_:·;~-,_? ?---~;_ .:{.:/'·:~-~-';~_,.-_, ... _ -~:_-_'! ______ . (-~~:.; ._- ,, . -~ '-« -.- ' -- _,. --- -' 

. If Tennessee is the sel.i!cted site,· a mbre.'precJsec'rev}ew of.existing<.·. 
. . cave Joc.ations·wg~l(f 'be''i:lerfof'in.llil ~!Jl'fo9';t~e'pf.~l>i!l'atJ(iii 3 f:>.f the Supple~: · 

· •·•·•··~:l~ii~~;,fJf ?~:ilii.,~i:~Ha ;j~~if ~~1j~~1~i~eJid~!$,;_·y · 
... del cl" \ amogll~s re' olatea' :s"imi'l al!t rfo''tne'iJr'":tffe'''are ~ ulat~d ·for ~ . <> 



While a vibration level of 2.0 inches/s is regarded as safe for poor 
plaster (Volume IV, Appendix 9', Section 9.2.2.1.C.l), a level of 
12 iliches/s .is necessary to cause the fall of rocks In unlined tunnels 
(Blasters' Handbook 1980). Maintaining vibration levels below ttris 
level will easily be done. 

In the un:l i ke·ly event that a passageway fn- an exist Ing cave were to 
suffer damage as a result of blasting, the extent of the damage would be 
assessed and options available to correct the situation would be 
evaluated. 

0!>22..33 .· 

Spllil response procedures will be developed and documented in a Safety 
Analysis Report (SAR} (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12.l that witl be 
prepared prior to operation of the SSC. The SAR will address hazards 
which maybe associated with the installation and operation of the SSC, 
including the issue of chemical spill response. In addition, the 
Supplemental EIS for the selected site will define the required moni
toring programs 1n more detail. The reader is referred to Vo>ume I, 
Chapter 6 for regulatory requhements applicable to the SSC. 

0522.34 

The. role of the DOE in controlling urban encroachment on SSC areas is 
limited to the original land .acquisition. Property will be purchased in 
fee simple or stratified fee for use by the SSC. 

Beyond this, State and/or local governments may wish to specify adjacent 
land use or zoning requirements for adjacent land during construction 
and operations of the SSC •. Officials responsible for planning and 
implementation. of zoning for controlledgrowth in tbe vicinity sflould 
consu,lt the. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 13, Land· Resources Assessments; for 
estimates. of SSC impact on adj a.cent areas. 

0522.. 35 

If Tennessee is the selected site a specific plan would be developed to 
·protect the watershed and fau11a of S11ail Shell Cave. This would be 
compiled cpncurrent• with the Supplementa.1 EIS fort~ site. 

0522.36 



construc,tfon ~schedules am0rig .caver gr;oui>:s can be identified, and proce
dures for safety cheq<outs ()f caves after construction can be developed. 
This would be a:ssesse(Lin the Supplemental .£IS if .Tennessee is the .. 
selected. site. , Presently, no risks to cavers or caves arE! expected; . 
most of the undergroµnd structures ,would t:>e J!Xcavated at depths far . . 
below the .zone pf near-surface karst development: ·.Most of the rock to 
be excavated woul,d ~:excavated by. a tunnel .boring·machfne,; where blast
ing is needed, it would be done by procedures.that avoid vibration-· 

··.caused damage •to; nearby structures, . Such procedures would. al so minimize. 
the :Poten.tia.l ciplpacts :on. the >eaves·>:. . AddJti·onal ly, other, .envi.ronmenta l. 
mit,igattons, would work.'to .. protect the.iave ·tirivironment from drastic · 
changes (see £lS,Vi>1Uflle:l~:ChaJ>ter 3,·sect:ion·3.£). 

" - -<, - - • • -

. '•' ,;:_ : __ ·-.:-·· ' 
0522.37 

Addi.tional geotechnical activities would be required prior to completion 
of the .des.ign process during the p,reconstruct ion .period for the SSC. 
The kar'st ):opog.raphy ,of TE!nn.essee As recog.n ized as requ.i r.ing specialized 
geotechn:ical techniques which lhe ll().Ewould Ilse in order to prevent 

. inadvertent damage. to unknown caves. and related cave ecosystems. 
Any new .karst cave systems .discovered .during construction would be noted 
and analyzed for·,the.ir.Jmpact on overall .construction and operations 
activities.,' ' ' 

The term "critical habitat" is a special d~signation given by the U.S • 
. :Ei$Jl .. <lnd.WildJHe.ser.vice ,for selected•areas.critical to the survival nf · 
J':ederally ,protected. e1ldangere<t SPE!cies. · .. l~reJs ,:no 1cr.itical habitat in 

·.the vicinity •Pf t)le.J~nnessee sJte jir any ·o.ther.BQL site .... ·. · 
. ~- - ·.·.----</~:· ·-' . ,~,,;., ~. -

os22;3a 
-<·-t 0 ~-·-- • 

. . - -"' ' , --,:_,:· -.. >,~,.~- .; . .;-.-. "' - - . _: '--:-~ . .. : -
See Com111ent .Res~onses,SZ2.?;3 .and 5:1;2~zs~regard1ng i·nc-0rporation of Ors. 
Crawfo.rd'.s .and Barr~s.!'esearcb into.tni.s:ElS,: .and plan.s fqr further .·. 

· .. · stu<fy;ot'si te •~arst,,f~atur;J!si .. resiicitive.ly; .•. "':Ile :Potent ia lf<lf' karst- .· · 
· related ;construc;ti0n hazards ,was noted :{ElS~\'o]l,ime IV, At>pendix 5, . ·• 

Section. 5.6.J.S;,f.i,guf!e• S~~.l':IJ; llle'tll-0ds',.:f~;CQJ')'Structton cin kar.st ·'· .. · 
terrain are .discussed. in Comment Response 509;0L ·.· · 
)lsaz~~9· : : : :~~.~ '.~: . . . '. ·' ·•.•·· , ,;: ' . ·:::;~ ::« ·. •• .·· . · · "·'"· ..... 

· ··. The .DO~ acr<n~l edge~ the.signi fi c;an~e of J11e 'n~w · \rii~~~af l on '~rd~,i de cl in · · 
. ·. t!i,e rep0rt,bys::Barn;ar:!A>Cr:a\otf&rd: .•. :i~hfts ifliate'ital>wa5.iused: "1.Xtensively in 
·. • .pt-epa!'.ati.on' c~t::;U)a•f.fil$,•~>,~~Yco.J um~: lV•:•'ARPElri¢i~ll'i 6 aqd ,1, expanded • ,, ·. ·. 
· :,illscus5ions.· a,re tn¢l,.uste<f ;i".ega~.din9,t11e.,ria\tir~~·'a.n<f1PotenUal effect$::'• · · 

· .. assoc:! ated wJth,the lt~r~ti, tentaJw.il't' :tlil!' .l;ellnessee;.sJte; }),Of scuss inn~; in ' 
. . Volume IV, Appendix 6'emphasize effec;ts'.ofctinstructihg in Rarst trarrain. 

··.·.· :~hile Jhtise":in;Voluilie:rv;c;Appii!ridix7~facll~ tiri.:the .. focreilsed potential•.·.··.· 

· .• for.wat~r;;t.~~~:1•;·ahli~gf:pund\t~ter,~q:~~J~{t±Itf,i~:·~"·•z~Jl'~.,,'·· .• ;, ' • ;·: ···•. • . •· · 
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In Volume IV, Appendix 11, Ecological Resources, the caves continue to 
be listed as a sensitive community/habitat as they were in the DEIS. 
However, the discussion is expanded and includes specific information 
about the endemic species. The possibility of risk of downstream 
transport of impacts via underground waterways which may link the Snail 
Shell Cave with other caves is also discussed: Volume I, Chapters 4 and 
S contain a summary and overview of these materials. 

The DOE is committed to the minimization of environmental impacts to the 
extent practicable; If Tennessee were selected as the site for the SSC, 
additional investigations would be required prior to final design to 
locate, study, and define the risks and·potentials to mitigate impacts 
to the Snail Shell Cave system in Tennessee. 

0523.01 

A copy of the "white paper" on hydrologic .and ecologic studies of the 
Snail Shell Cave system has been provided to the DOE. The information 
contained in this study has resulted in several additions and changes to 
the EIS. 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.6.1-4 has been expanded to list the 
additional caves described in the "white paper" as occurring in the 
vicinity of the proposed SSC. 

Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.6.2 has been expanded to note potential 
impacts to caves from construction of the injector complex by cut-and~. 
cover methods. Additionally the need to assure that spoils piles are 

. located away from inlets to the karst aquifer system has been addressed. 

Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.6 has been revised to describe the 
potential sensitivity of the karst aquifer to contamination and the ways· 
in which contaminant impacts can be avoided or mitigated. This section 
has also been modified to state that detailed subsurface studies will be 
undertaken in areas identified for construction so that karst features 
with a potential for collapse can be avoided or stabilized.· 

Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.6.l has been expanded to include 
more detailed discussions of caves as habitats for sensitive terrestrial 
and aquatic communities. 

Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.S.I.6 has been revised topresentan 
expanded discussion of terrest~ial .and aquatic cave communities and the 

. need for detailed site studies prior to establishing a final design and. 
layout' for''the SSC at' the proposed 'tennessee site;' · · 

- :··~< .. ''':?) ..... • ... - - - -.-- ' -- -. '" '' 
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0523.03 

During the comment period; the DOE received a report prepared for the 
Tennessee proposers by N.C. Crawford of Western Kentucky University, on 
the karst topography of the Snail Shell Creek/Cave system near the pro
posed SSC site in Jenn(!ssee. This report was processed into the comment 
procedure as it was submitted by the Tennessee Division of Geology as 
part of the Tennessee response to the DEIS. All comments made at .~he 
public meetings and letters to the DOEreceived during.the comment.per
iod, including the Crawford report 1 were subjected to a process in which 
individual comments within a letter were answ.ered separately. The Craw
ford letter (No. 523) contained a number of separately catalogued com
ments. Other letters asked questions about the same topical area {No, 
1322, No. 1381, No .. 1411, .Nd. 1482, No. 1485) and some of the responses 
to comments fn .thase ~etters are grouped together with the .Crawford · 

· comments.· 

The text of the EIS was revised (see Volume I, Chapters 4 and 5, and 
Volume rv, Appemfices 5; 7, and 11) using informatioh from the Crawford 
report. · · ' · 

Comment Re~onse 500.03 conso 1 roates .a llUffiber of techn i·cal issues and 
comments regarding cave hydrology from the letters and answers them in a 
single response. The response is arranged in a technically logical flow 

. to not only answer individual responses, but also to provide background 
i.nformation.on Tennessee. kar.st: Similarly, pomment.Respon~e 503.03 is a 
Un·ified ·response for questhins ·on aave fauna, and ,comment Response·· 
509 ;01 · addresses -questions ·on the feasi bH ity of. c-0nstruction ·in karst 
terrain. · · · · " 

-,·, -_~ .. -_;' 
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0523.07 

Sec Comment Pe<oonse 500.03. 

0523.08 

See Comment Response 500.03. 

0523.10 

See Comment Responses 500.03 and 523.03. 

0524.01 

Regarding concerns related to the existence of karst at the Tennessee 
site, see Comment Responses 500.03, 509.01, and 503.03. The existence 
of "sulfur water" at the Tennessee site is noted in Volume IV, Appendix 
Sc, Section 5.6.2.2.B. It is noted in the EIS that a substantial number 
of water wells exist within and near the footprint of the SSC as 
presently located at the Tennessee site. Although the number cannot be 
accurately defined at present, it is expected that only a very few wells 
would be directly impacted {closure due to proximity to SSC tunnel -
assume 150 ft -- or other SSC facilities or construction activities) .. 

0524.02 

The Soil Conservation Service estimates 4,000 acres of prime farmland in 
Tennessee iri the fee simple area of the SSC project. Information on 
important farmland was not provided by the State. However, an estimate 
of 1,839 acres was made using soil maps available for two-thirds of the 
counties affected. Based on this calculation, approximately 606 acres 
of prime and important farmland would be permanently converted and 498 

·acres would be temporarily disturbed by the SSC p.roject. See Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.7.11; Chapter 4, Section 4.8.6; and Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.7.2 as well as Volume IV,. Appendix 13; 

0524.03 

All comments received regarding the EIS are published in Volume II, 
Comment Resolution. The site selection schedule is published. A pre
ferred ·site was identified in November and a site will be selected in 

· January 1989 when the .record of decision for the EIS .is filed. Public 
input on the SSC, including petitions sent to DOE prior to publication 
of the DEIS, was considered in preparation of the EIS. 

·.·· 0524.04 
.-~-,;-';~",!;'< :-'.-,-".,-c .. _,-,-::.:;1::<;.-_~ ,.,·~ ,·;; ···--,·-'..{_.')- '•,.;,,·F-\- '~, ,~ -.-{;,;-' _'.-,,-,',",,'.-,; 

· ;; .:;. ~'The DOE is.'conductill9a. comprehensive program of:.££RctA·•inv.est igatfons··· 
·. ;,·, · •ah.d remedial actions; at<other DOE. sHes'. See· Comment R¢sponse 627.01 .• 
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0524.05 

The estimated annual radioactive waste disposal volume of 8,000 ftl for 
··ssc operations is based on operating experience at other accelerators 

and in particular Fermilab. See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.1.3,l.D .for the basis of the volume estimate. 

0524.06 

EIS Voluml! IV, Appendices 10 and '12 discuss waste generation and di~~ 
posal; including radioactive mixed waste (RMW), in detail. RMW h.as a 
radioactive as well as a hazardous chemical component. · At. Fermilab in 
the past very smal1 quantities ofthis waste have been generated, on the 
order ofafew ft3 per year, The RMW atFermilabhas consisted of irra• 
diated PCB's and lead/acid battery packs from emergency lights in the 
accelerator tunnel·• At •present, this·RMW is composed entirely of the 
lead/acid battery packs, ·which are being scrapped at a rate of four per 
year. The volume rate of accumulation of this waste .at Fermi lab is 
about 0.1 yd 3/yr. The short half-life of radionuclides and the rela
tively small levels of .radioacti.vity in this waste generally allow for 
treatment as a purely hazardous chemical waste. This will be univer
sally true when the newermodel emergency lights, which are being 
installed, place the 'battery packs out.side the radiation zone of the 
tunnel. This change will eliminate this source of RMW at Fermil ab in 
the.future. 

Based on this experience, the rate of'RMW accumulation .from the ssc 
should be much less than O.l yd 3/yr, and at this time, the expectation 
is that it willbe zero (see EIS Volume 1V, Appendix 10, Section· 
10,1 •. 3.1.0.4)~ ·Th11 current practtce•at. Ferinilab is on-site storage of 

· RMW. The management of this waste, if>it exists at .the SSC, will be Jn 
ai:cordance·with DQE:RMWjn'anageinent practices .. RMW .sites are required to 
comply wi.th RCRA requ.irements. ,.. · · · . : · 

Althoughthe DOE has s~ver~J,lgw~level. djsposalfacfl itie~, curr~ntly · .· 
there are no mixed .. w~ste disposalfacilities .in operatioil. The DOE·has .. 
mixed-waste .. facil itiesythat will meet .. RCRA criteria Jn different stages 

· of development' and p!!rmitfjng. Jt· .. is antji:ipated that.One or more of 
· these facili tjes will.· be ,op~rabl e and al/afl~ble Jor the;diSposal of .SSC 

RMW, if there i~ any, by the tim1:1 t)le s.~C is cllrnplet!!d. · · · 

' '.<-



8524.0J 

Previous studies have been made of the environmental radiation shielding 
for the SSC and include a general description of the sources of radia
tion (SSC-SR-1026). Review of these existing data will emphasize the 
benign nature of the SSC. As discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, the 
projected impacts on the total population from radiation produced by the 
SSC are small compared to existing background. The dose equivalent from 
direct radiation at the surface would not be measurable at the proposed 
Tennessee site. This is because hadrons are effectively stopped by a 
few tens of yards of soil or equivalent shielding. Muons, although they 
travel much farther, would be in a narrow beam at the depth of the beam 
tube (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.lA). The minimum 
depth in Tennessee is approximately 325 ft, which would effectively 
shield the surface from the direct radiation produced by the SSC. 

In response to the comment regarding restricted access at Fermilab, the 
facility grounds are open to access by the general public, except for 
working portions of the facilities that are restricted to employees and 
other qualified personnel. 

See Comment Response 633.04 for a discussion of the risk of cancer. 

0524.10 

Air quality, noise, blasting, and spoils disposal impacts from construc
tion of the SSC at the Tennessee site are discussed both in Volume I, 
Chapter 5, and Volume IV, Appendices 8, 9, and 10. Construction is not 
expected to result in exceedences of the primary Ambient Air Quality 
Standards (AAQS) for total suspended particulate (TSP), as discussed in 
Appendix 8. (See Comment Response 1278.11.} Dust concentrations from 
truck traffic will be less than that calculated for E and F site tunnel 
excavations. Noise from surface construction and shaft blasting Is 
expected to be of short duration, and approximately 25 percent of those 
living within 700 ft of a service (F) or intermediate access (E) area 
are expected to be highly annoyed by the noise. Approximately 9 percent 
of those living within 2,000 ft of an E or F area are expected to be 
highly annoyed by the construction noise. Approximately 3 million yd 3 

of rocks and earth material are expected to be excavated during con
struction. On the average, about 5,750 yd 3 of rocks and earth materials 
would be excavated and hauled away daily (when six tunnel boring 
machines are operating simultaneously). This would amount to about 288 
truck loads of materials daily during construction, for a typical haul 
truck capacity of 20 ydl. For the whole project, this would result in a 
grand total of approximately 150,000 truck loads of spoils hauled. 

0524.11 

The potential for loss of existing water wells and areal restrictions an 
drilling of new water wells was not consistently presented in the DEIS. 
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See Comment Response 505.02 for clarificat.ion on the number of wells 
potentially lost and drilling restriction areas. 

0524.12 

See Comment Response 820.03. 

0524 .13 

The public finance analysis for Tennessee considers the cumulative local 
government fiscal effects to jurisdictions in Bedford,' Marshall, and 
Rutherford Counties which are.expected to receive the primary impact 
from SSC construction and operations •. The tax revenue losses of local 

·governments from the transfer of private Jand to Federal ownership in ·. 
each. county, as well as the anticipated requirements for capital im· 
provements, were estimated and presented in Volume IV, Appendix·14, 
Sections 14.1.3.6.C and 14.1.3.6.D. · 

0524.14 

This observation is consistent .with the land acquisition plan as pre
se·nted in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4. 

0524.15 

See Comment Responsel229.02. 

0524.16 

Comment noted. ' 

0524.17 

Comment noted. 

0524 .• 18 , 

.,·--,, 



0524.19 

SSC-related population in-migration would increase demands for public 
services in the Tennessee Region of Influence (ROI) to maintain existing 
levels of service. During the peak year of construction in 1992, about 
450 additional government employees would be required throughout the 
region; by the time of full SSC operations, this requirement would level 
off to slightly less than 400 employees (see Volume IV, Appendix I4, 
Section 14.1.3.6.C). 

Impacts to infrastructure, including roads and utilities, are discussed 
in the EIS (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Sections 14.2.1.3.F and 
14.2.2.3.F). As is noted in the former section, decreased levels of 
service are anticipated on several roads due to the SSC, but most of 
these would be negligible in their ultimate impacts. Similarly, utility 
impacts are anticipated to be negligible. 

0524.20 

Radiation Health Effects 

Potential effects from radiation produced by the SSC have been carefully 
studied and can be predicted with reasonable confidence. The environ
mental safety and health implications of radioactivation resulting from 
SSC operations are summarized in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, and are dis
cussed at length in Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12. 

During operations of the SSC, the event representing the worst 
reasonably foreseeable accident would be an accidental loss of beam. 
The radiological impacts from a beam loss are discussed in EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.4.1. At the Tennessee site, the maximum 
radiation dose to an individual at the land surface above the point of 
beam loss is projected to be less than 0.001 mrem/yr (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 12, Table 12.4.1-2), as compared with the DOE limit of 100 
mrem/yr. Considering that the average individual receives an annual 
radiation dose of about 300 mrem/yr from natural sources (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 12, Table 12.2.1-1), the potential radiological impacts from 
the SSC may be regarded as negligible. The above considerations would 
apply equally to other potential receptors near the SSC, such as soil, 
crops, and surface water supplies. 

Potential radiological impacts to groundwater supplies have been con
sidered as well, and are addressed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5 and Volume 
IV, Appendix 12. At the Tennessee site, the calculated annual dose 
equivalents in a nearby well (50 m from source) resulting from an acci
dental loss of beam would be 0.0098 mrem/yr (see Volume IV, Appendix 12, 
Table 12.2.3-6), well below the 4 mrem/yr DOE guideline for drinking 
water. Radiation doses from airborne activation products have been cal
culated for each of the SSC site alternatives. As shown in Volume IV, 
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Appendix 12, Table lZ,3.1-2, the pre>jected maximum radiatie>n expe>sures . 
· from airborl)e ·radionuclides at the Tennessee site amount to 0.0071 

·. percent' and 0.0'i4: percent 'of the Federal limits (40 CFR 61) for whole·· 
. body and e>rgan doses;: respectively·. . ., .' / . ' 

Electromagnetic Fields.·.·, 
. .,,,,, . - ·;;:l;,~-0 ,,c:;, ·,:,: •0, '', ., , 'r o·:~ >>:~ - ·- ', "5 . 

· Potential: impacts frofit.•tfie eTectn>magnetic· ·field~ generated• during 
operatforis · of'.the $St·•·ate. ad(!ressl!d in Volume IV,' Appendix 10; Section 

.. 10;l;3;Z' Tlie·suj>e.rcopducttng:lilagnets used in'.the' SSC will. be designed· 
· .. witn .iron yokes ttiat<corisidel'atl'ly reduce the: S:trefl!th e>f the magnetic .· ' 

· .. field beyomfth~ \<acuumbeaill;tube;C'''At. the<'tiinnefi.wall, the strength. of . 
. the SSC~indUced field.;wfll be· abmlf:.:.thEf same as: that: Of the earth' S · 
·magnetic field· (see Volume• I Vi Append'ixJO,:SE!"cti on. 10, .. t.l.2:.A.2). See . 

Comment Response 733.,0z, .. · ~ ·iii';>:;::·;::y• '.>}' .:. ; ;. · • • · 
- ,\-__ ~. - ·' .. ·.,, : __ ;_.," _,(f·, 

~::
4

~::avated·~~aterfaF't~ rocks ari·d •earth ma:t~rial• (s6i1 > removed while ·. 
d]gging the·tunriel, .shafts;• and•bufldirig foundations.~ The excavated · 

· ·material would be lfaUled a~ay in et.vered. trucks; to.· be stored tn the · . · . 
. designated cHsposal; Sites,< Ttie'. excav<tted\ matertal would be covered with 

top son, compacted, ·and the'0 al'ea reve.getated.:~ · · 
''·· .:,,._' ," ':·~·-:--~~~::-~,------~.:~~5- >,-~" ,' :·"":~:.-.,. ::_-·;_ ';, ·'>·---6-; - [--::~ -- ':' - .. - .. -,~ 

·. Jhere will be significant 'impactS resulting·:from the. large volume of 
·. material produced.in tile coils.tructiOfl..of the .. tunnel at all.seven site 

· alternat.iyes; . "fhe~e •impacts wiJ l .. be IJ!lt igateCl •. as discussed. ·(See EIS 
.Volume' I', . Chapter- s.,;es~ctfonS. S~!:..t .. ;aoo.::,5:1;;.;10.); f~ dtsc.ussion .of .. 
. impacts and mitigation 'measures; ... · · :c. • • •· )!.· · .. 



0524.24 

See Comment Responses 497.08 and 497.26 with respect to potential 
groundwater leakage into the tunnel and potential effects on water 
wells. 

It is anticipated that a limited number of existing private .wells may be 
affected or will have to be abandoned because of their proximity to the 
tunnel or other project sites and facilities. Several proposers have 
indicated that an alternative. well or water supply will be provided to 
affected well owners where a need still exists. The manner in which an 
alternative supply of·water is to be provided is at the discretion of 
the States and has not been finalized at this time. . The impacts of 
providing such an. alternative source .will be addressed in more detail in 

.the Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

0524.25 

The Tennessee State government is expected to purchase private land that 
would be required for the SSC. See Comment Response 0880.04 .. The EIS 
analysis of the revenue effects for the Tennessee State government and 
the cumulative local government fiscal effects to jurisdictions in the 
three primary impact Counties (Bedford, Marshall, and Rutherford) are 
presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.6;0. · 

0524.26 

Impacts to infrastructure; including roads, are discussed .in EIS Volume 
IV Appendix 14 Section 14.2.1.3.F. 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 14.1.3.6-13 which summarizes the 
potential SSC-related· impacts at .the Tennessee site to Rutherford 

. · County, indicates that ·during the peak of construction in 1992, local 
public service.agencies would need .to expand employment by 4.2 percent 
above baseline employment levels to meet demano·generated by SSC-related 
in-migrants; ·Furthermore, ,45additional public school ·instructors would 
be needed to serve the enrollment increase of 907 students incurred .by· 
the County from SSC workforce families .. During the first year of full· 
operation In 2000, public service agencies would need to expand employ-

. ment by 3. 6 percent <1bo.ve baseline employment to meet i nc.reased demand 
created. by SSC development. Pub] ic school enrollments in 2000 would 
experience a county-wide increase of 1,005 students and would require an 
additional 49 teachers to meet demand. · 

Impacts to utilities are+discussed in 
.Section 14.2:.2[3;F. · 



Potential impacts to local public services, which include police and 
fire protection, health care, public education, and total government 
employment, are projected based on meeting SSC-related demands while 
maintaining current levels of service. The projected impacts are dis
cussed in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.6.C. 

0524.27 

Potential effects from radiation produced by the SSC have been carefully 
studied and can be predicted with reasonable confidence. The environ
mental safety and health implications of radioactivation resulting from 
SSC operations are summarized in Volume I, Chapter 5, and are discussed 
at length in Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12. 

During operations of the SSC, the event representing the worst reason
ably foreseeable event would be an accidental loss of beam. The radio
logical impacts from a beam loss are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 
12, Section 12.4.1. At the Tennessee site, the maximum radiation dose 
to an individual at the land surface above the point of beam loss is 
projected to be less than 0.001 mrem/yr as compared with the DOE limit 
of 100 mrem/yr. {DOE Order 5480.lB as cited in EIS Volume 1, Chapter 6, 
Section 6.3.2). 

Potential radiological impacts to groundwater supplies have been consid
ered as well and are addressed in Volume I, Chapter 5 and Volume IV, 
Appendix 12. At the Tennessee site, the calculated annual dose equi
valents in a nearby well {50 m from source) resulting from an accidental 
loss of beam would be 0.0098 mrem/yr (Volume IV, Appendix 12, Table 
12.2.3-6), well below the 4 mrem/yr DOE guideline for drinking water. 

Radiation doses from airborne activation products have been calculated 
for each of the SSC site alternatives. As shown in Volume IV, Appendix 
12, Table 12.3.1-2, the projected maximum radiation exposures from air
borne radionuclides at the Tennessee site amount to 0.0071 percent and 
0.074 percent of the Federal limits {40 CFR 61) for whole body and organ 
doses, respectively. 

Considering that the average individual receives an annual radiation 
dose of about 300 mrem/yr from natural sources (Volume IV, Appendix 12, 
Table 12.2.1-1), the potential radiological impacts from the SSC may be 
regarded as negligible. 

0524.28 

See Comment Response 733.02 which addresses the potential impacts from 
the electromagnetic fields created by overhead power lines; and Comment 
Response 497.16 for a discussion of the magnetic fields from the SSC 
magnets. 
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0524.29 

Volume and disposal of excavated materials are discussed in EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix IO, Sections 10.2.2.3 and 10.2.3.6. The State of Tennessee 
has proposed 35 disposal sites within a hauling distance of about a mile 
(Volume IV, Appendix 10, Figure 10.2.3-8) of the site. Traffic impacts 
from the transportation of spoils are addressed in Volume IV, Appen-
dix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.F.l.b. Water pollution impacts from spoils 
disposal are addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.6. Air 
pollution impacts from spoils disposal are addressed in Volume IV, 
Appendix 8, Section 8.4.6. The transportation and disposal of spoils 
will be addressed in greater detail in the Supplemental EIS to be pre
pared for the selected site. 

0525.01 

Comment noted. 

0526.01 

Although public services such as primary and secondary education, health 
care, and other social services may have responded effectively in the 
past to temporary increases in demand due to in-migration associated 
with the Pawnee Power Plant, since the 1950s they have not experienced 
the long-term impacts of in-migration of a permanent resident population 
such as the SSC would. The reported 1987 expansion of public safety 
facilities in Morgan County should be sufficient to meet SSC-related 
public safety impacts, although an increase in personnel would likely be 
required (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.C, Tables 
14.1.3.2-11 and 14.1.3.2-12). 

0525.02 

The passage cited refers specifically to Fort Morgan and Brush, as noted 
earlier in the quoted sentence. Anticipated problems in these towns as 
a result of SSC-related growth (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 
14.1.3.2.C.3 and Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.9.1) include increases 
in demand for several public services--namely those associated with 
educational facilities, health facilities, and social services. It is 
also anticipated that these towns might have difficulty absorbing 
increased housing demands associated with the project during peak years 
of construction and operations. 

0526.03 

The cited text from the EIS (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2) 
refers to projections which indicate that the number of jobs in local 
public services would need to be increased by 15.5 percent in 1992 in 
Morgan County to meet SSC-induced demand while maintaining current 
levels of service. These are cumulative projections for all governments 
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within the County whicl'l includes the county, five cities, four schoo1 

districts; and 17 special districts. To meet this demand, public ser
vice employment would need to expand by approximately 3.25 percent 
annually between 1988 and 1992; growth at.this rate is considered 
substantial . · 

0526.04 

The cited passage (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.B) 
refers to SS.C-rel ated impacts on public services in Morgan County - -
notably to small communities in this county, To maintain existing 
levels of service and accommodate the ssc~generated population incr.ease 
in Morgan County (projected to .~e 3,455 people jn 1992), public services 
provided by local governments W()Uld need .to be. expanded by 137 full-time 

· employees .in 1992. Potential population impacts caused. by SSC develop
ment in Morgan County are.:pr{!sented in EIS Volume IV, App1:1ndix 14, .· · 
Section-14.1.3.2.B. · 

·.The passage cited (Vol~me IV, Appendix 14,. Section 14.1.3.8.B) refers to 
cumulative impacts t~. for'tMor.c;ian and !lrush which would .result if the 
timing of the Pawnee Power Plant expansion were to coincide with SSC 
construction. '(See al so Volume I, Chapter. 5, Sectio11s .. 5,2.10 and ... 
5.2.12). Of particular concern ar.e impacts associated with increased 
demand for public servjces--not<!bly public education, public health, and 
social sei:vices-~as well as increased demand for housing in these two · 
communities._ 

0526.06 



SSC site (see Volume I, Chapter 3 and Volume III for a discussion of the 
site selection process). See also Comment Responses 1276.01. 0203.01, 
and 798.01. 

0529.01 

Comments noted. 

0530.01 

Comments noted. 

0531.01 

Illinois has areas that require little mitigation from the environmental 
standpoint (e.g., Volume IV, Appendix 6), but other areas where signi
ficant mitigation will be required (e.g., Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Volume IV, Appendix 16, and Volume IV, Appendix 4). 

0532.01 

The potential effects of the SSC project have been evaluated. Refer to 
the discussion of hazardous source terms in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10 
and the assessment of health impacts in Volume IV, Appendix 12. 

Estimates of the amounts of radiation that may be released from SSC 
operations are based on experience from other accelerators such as 
Fermilab. Also, an experimental monitoring and occupational health and 
safety program would be implemented during operations to ensure the 
protection of workers and the general public. See EIS Volume IV, Appen
dix 12, Section 12.2.1.1. 

0532.02 

Fermilab employees (like employees at all DOE facilities) are offered an 
occupational medicine program as prescribed in DOE Order 5480.8. Risks 
and hazards associated with specific jobs are identified and communi
cated to the occupational physici.an who then determines if there are any 
special medical tests which should be conducted. Workers who may be 
exposed to radiation are carefully monitored. Exposures are routinely 
low and well below established standards. Health records of Fermilab 
employees show no evidence of unusual illnesses or injuries that result 
from working at the Laboratory. 

The potential health effects of the SSC project on SSC workers have been 
estimated by health and safety professionals based on the best available 
information regarding the proposed SSC facility design and the proposed 
sites. Safety Analysis Reviews (SAR) will be performed prior to con
struction and operation of the SSC and will address in greater detail 
potential worker hazards. 
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The Fermil ab Site Environmental Rt!ports (prep;trecl annYall.>') are publicly 
available and present data on levels of chemi<;al and radiological · · 
parameters ons.i te. · 

0532.03 

Comment noted . 

. 0532.04 

The DOE is responsible for the qua)ifj'catfons of the ·potential SSC. 
project staff. Jhe .DOE does not anticipate that the SSC project wollld 

·.require security clear;ances •. 0Jhe subject ,l!f worker cJ,ear~nce ~as not 
addressed in the EIS; · · · · · · · · · · · ··· 

0532.05 

See Comment Response 880.04.. 

0532.06 

Comments noted. 

0532.0.7 
- ' -,_ 1'< ,_-

See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Sec;tion l4:'L3l7;.Dfiir ;i;· ~fscussion of 
the impacts on public ffoancfin Texas. Also see Section 14.1,3.7.A for· 
a discussion of the impacts of ~ht! SSC on area and State economic 
activity.· ;;u• '<.·· 
0533.01 

Comments .noted: 

0533.02 

,.<; -



A negligible tmpact on the regcional overdraft of th.e deeper aquifers is 
expected duri.ng. construction. but a measurable impact is projected 
during SSC operations -due to Ue higher on-site water use. localized. 
water table impacts are expected from new residential shallow. wells 
resulting from the project-induced population growth. Although vertical 
connections exist between the shallow and deeper aquifers, they are 
localized, and vertical water movement is restricted by confini.ng layers 
and aquitards of 1 ow hydraulic permeability. Thus, regi ona 1 groundwater 
flow is essentially horizontal and recharge of the deeper aquifers 
occurs primarily laterally rather than vertically. Consequently, the 
withdrawals from the deeper aquifers are expected. t<> have negligible 
impacts on shallow water tables .and wells. 

In addition to water conservation, a possible mitigation would be 
increased reliance on surface water sources, such as the Fox River or 
Lake Michigan (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). Import of 
Lake Michigan water is already planned by some of the communities to the 
east of the proposed SSC site. Indirectly, this would also benefit 
residents and communities in the western portion of the project due to 
the resulting reduction in the regional overdraft of the deeper 
aquifers. 

Impacts on specific wells and water supplies cannot be assessed until 
the SSC design is finalized. These impacts and potential means of 
mitigation will be evaluated in the Supplemental EIS for the selected 
site. See Comment Responses 497 .26, 524.24, and 1133.02 with resp.ect ta 
potential compensatf.on to affected .wen owners~ 

See also Volume IV, Appendix 7,. Sections 7.1.3.3 and 7.2.3.3 for more 
details on the assessment of water resources, including groundwater 
impacts. 

0533.04 

See Comment Response 533.11. 

0533.05 

SSC-related impacts on public finance were assessed in the EIS for tile 
Illinois Region of Influence (ROI) and for the primary impact Counties 
of DuPage, -Kane, and Kendall within the ROI. However, impacts were not 
assessed at the sub-county level,. such as individual school districts. 
For Kane County as a wbole. cumulative impacts to alt jurisdtct ions are 
projected to. be negative for- the first three years of SSC construction 
and operations and poscitJ:ve tlilereafter {see.;.EIS .. Volume IV •. Appendtx J4:, · 
Table.I4;L3.3,~16J; .,·· .. ·. - ··. - . . . . . - . 

Questions .. regarding .Sta~~ l~g~s.Taito~ sno11ct4.b~;~dd~~~sedti;,··.th.eappro-
pr'iate State of. Hlfno.ls authorities, · · 



0533 .06 

See Comment Response 1175.04. 

0533.07 

See Comment Response 1175.04. 

·o533.08 

In the specific case of Kaneland's school, the nearest surface construc
tion location would be E6, located approximately 4,000 ft from the 
school. Noise levels at the school caused by surface operations sup
porting the tunnel boring machine, would be expected to average less 
than 45 dBA at that distance, and should not be discernible in the 
normal background sound. 

It is not feasible to schedule this work outside of school hours as the 
consequent noise impact would be greater because the noise would 
coincide with sleeping hours and would be inconsistent with the spirit 
of the Illinois noise code. 

Most of the blasting will be done at a depth greater than 100 ft, 
greatly reducing noise and vibration impacts from this source. With 
regard to surface blasting, impacts are discussed in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4.2 which also discusses air blast overpressure. 
A monitoring and mitigation plan for blasting is outlined in Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4.2 A.I. 

0533.09 

Students can experience disruption related to relocation as well as 
changes related ta the in-migration of new students, some of whom may 
have different values, experiences, and needs. It is expected that 
direct and secondary economic effects of the SSC project on local Kane 
County governments would lead to increased revenue to fund social ser
vices such as family counseling beginning in 1992. The county would 
experience a negative fiscal impact from the start of construction 
through 1991 as a direct result of higher demand for public services 
(due to in-migration to the county) and the loss of property taxes 
(related to land being taken out of the tax base for the SSC). EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 14.1.3.3-16 shows the SSC-related changes 
in public finances as a cumulative total for local governments in Kane 
County. 

0533 .10 

See Comment Responses 533. 03 and 1133. 02. 
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0533.11 

It is expected that the fiscal effects of the SSC project on local Kane 
County governments would lead to increased revenue beginning in lg9z. 
The county would experience a negative fiscal impact from the start of 
construction through 1991 as a direct result of higher demand for public 
services and the loss of property taxes. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Table 14.1.3.3-16 shows the SSC-related changes in public finances as a 
cumulative total for local governments in Kane County. 

The use of funds within the State or Federal budget is a matter of fis
cal policy. See Comment Response 278.08. Education is primarily funded 
at the local level, and questions concerning the proposer's authority to 
mitigate the effects to the local educational system should be directed 
to the appropriate State agency. See Volume IV, Appendix 14 for a dis
cussion of anticipated impacts to educational services. 

0533.12 

See Comment Response 1175.04. 

0533.13 

See Comment Responses 533.08 and 533.09. 

0534.01 

A cost summary of the total project cost is presented in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 2, Table 2-2. Future new-technology possibilities and tech
nical alternatives to the SSC are summarized in Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Sections 3.2 and 3.3. 

0534.02 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.5 addresses existing sources of 
vibration at the North Carolina site. Information provided by the State 
has been reviewed and verified by the DOE. Criteria for ambient vibra
tion sources were delineated in the Invitation for Site Proposals, and 
information presented by the seven site alternatives indicates that the 
SSC can ~e sited at any of the sites in compliance with those criteria. 

0534.03 

Vibration has little or no effect on the tunnel construction costs. 

Vibrations large enough to cause tunnel construction costs to vary would 
have to be extremely large (such as quarry blasting within 200 ft of a 
tunnel under construction) before a change in tunnel costs would be 
noticeable. The tunnels themselves have no basic way of dampening 
vibrations through design or construction of isolators. 

050105503348839 



Sources of vibration which would be detrimental to the operation of the 
machine (such as a freight train crossing within 30-40 ft over the ring) 
can be mitigated by locating the ring slightly deeper (see EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6). The cost for this is negligible. 

0534.04 

In EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-8 shows the average yearly energy 
consumption for both construction and operations. The peak electric 
power requirement for the SSC is 200 MW (see Volume Ill, Chapter 1, 
Section 1. 1) . 

0534.05 

Comments noted. 
methodology used 
tent of a Record 

0534.06 

EIS Volume III, Chapter 3 contains a discussion of the 
as well as the decision process and the required con
of Decision. 

As explained in EIS Volume Ill, Chapter 2 the Invitation for Site Pro
posals (ISP) listed the technical evaluation criteria in descending 
order of relative importance. The method of selecting the SSC site set 
forth in the ISP, including the descending order of importance of the 
technical evaluation criteria, and the life cycle cost considerations, 
are described in EIS Volume Ill, Chapter 2. Note that not only are the 
criteria set forth, but numerous subcriteria are described in the ISP. 

0535.01 

Comment noted. 

0535.02 

Comment noted. 

0535.03 

Comment noted. 

0535.04 

Comment noted. 

0536.01 

Comments noted. 
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0537.01 

Comment noted. 

0538.01 

Comment noted. 

0538.02 

The technical resources of the area were evaluated in the process lead
ing to selection of the site alternatives and will be considered in site 
selection (see EIS Volume Ill for discussion). 

0538.03 

Many of the Fermilab operations personnel will be familiar with the 
Linac, the Low, Medium, and High Energy Boosters, and with the general 
plant management. Nonetheless, research scientists will be assimilated 
from throughout the high energy physics community. 

In terms of the value of the existing physical plant, this has been 
assessed and special adjustments for the Illinois site have been in
cluded as stated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 2, Section 2.4.2.2. See 
also Comment Response 1276.01. 

0538.04 

Geoengineering conditions at the Illinois site are discussed in the EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.1.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.3.1. This section states that the rock quality designation at tunnel 
depth ranges from very good to excellent. 

0538.05 

Comment noted. 

0539.01 

Comments noted. 

0540.01 

Comment noted. 

0541. 01 

Both procurement for the SSC itself and hiring of employees at the 
facility will be consistent with Federal policies on minority set-asides 
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.and minority employment. It is not possible to predict the hiring prac
tices which wiH be exercised:by;the:prlvate sector t.o fill jobs asso- · · 
ciated with induced economic development. · . '·,~ ·~ . 

0541.02 

These figures arP. con.sistent with data presented in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14. 

054L03 

Comment rioted. ·· 

. 0542;01 ·.: 

Volume .z,,chapter 3, Section 3.2.4.3 de~c'~tbe~ .the conditions under 
which ·the OOE wil 1• commit to :a •speci fie .mi tigatfon .or ·set· of. mi t iga- . 
tions~· Should Tennessee bE?·se1ected for the .SSC, the DOE commitment 
will be.a functionof detailed facilitylocation and.design, and con-

. sultations with Federal, State, and local .. agencies .. It is anticipated 
:tl)at noise control measures will be. addressed ·and included in the course 
. of detailed facility design and construction planning and included in 

the•Supplemental EI.S.for•the selected site; 

0542.02· 

Colllment .noted,;. 

0542 .03 . 

Table 5~ LB-9 does not refer to numbers .of relocations; However,: Table 
3~6 does reflect the number of relocations ·noted in your comment. You 
are correct that Arizona'has the lowest number of relocations. 

0542.04 

Disctissi()ns in tile ifs documeitt that a •!)reate~ number of existing waf11r 
wells. Jilay .require closure at the Tennessee site than· at the Arizona 
site •.. The number of wells tha~ may have to be closed at the TenneSSfi!e 
site.•w<1.showever, notconsistently•presented in the DEIS. ·See Comment 

· ·Response .. SQS.02.· •. •'"'·'"" .•'· ·,_ .. ,, . 

·· :.(i;~i.o# .~. i;. · d·~ .• ~•,;:: ~;!;"jf \ .:.. . . > •. :.,:.~;.. .. , •• , •• : ·': :'.,': .• , • • ... · • - ·· · 

,;;,; '(·~!ft~--~j~~!iif !ii~'~11~f;;:, ,. ••••·. 
•;<• .. g'i" '''"'; •.:lmpact''are'asc'~"1'fhe;1:1s•aa.c'f.tiller!,~emetery,,.iS':i'il:({cJ!t:ecl,with}ni~fle'· p,ropose(j. 

• i .-, ·. t:x -~ <-1·\c~:_:~:~::-~<:'< ';t*::\:-t:~:%-!;:·::_:~!:_\Ji::~< :;,jJ~:r;~~;;~;~-;:; :-;~!'."~--:::'"f'd:.':·« -:H;1~~:;.';:0 -i«~;~z:.;·; .;)~~jf:";t_:, ;·t~;.·;:-.~~:.~-- ,~ .. v .. ~::-'f/)·~~;.J~.-:rl.::~v ;,,:: -\(-.- ~- .,.,_ :~ · -· 
.•• ,-- .:;;;-· .;·-~ ·;·~---: > -.-,-< --~;.:-_' f-.~,~---~:»;, -- ,--~:.·-·--:·--~~:.·-::·'. . 
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buried beam zone access area J-1. This could require relocation. If 
Tennessee Is selected as the site for the SSC, consideration would be 
given to the historic significance of this site and other cultural 
resources by applying National Register criteria. Whether el lgible or 
not, the cemetery would only be relocated if it interfered with con
struction or operations of the facility. 

0542.06 

The regionwide course of the surface water draining the SSC site should 
not represent an important site selection factor. As discussed in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.6.F.2, the projected impacts on 
surface water quality associated with SSC operations in Tennessee will 
be negligible. While there may be measurable impacts from sediment 
transport associated with construction activities (see Volume IV, Appen
dix 7, Section 7.1.3.6.F.l), these impacts will be short term and will 
likely be noticed only along short sections of drainages in the vicinity 
of the construction sites (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2). 
Similar conditions will be present at the other sites. 

0542.07 

At the present time, no approved/permitted hazardous waste disposal 
facilities exist in the State of Tennessee. Therefore, any hazardous 
waste generated by the SSC, if sited in Tennessee, would be shipped to 
an approved disposal facility outside the State. Both Arizona and 
Colorado are in the process of constructing permitted hazardous waste 
disposal facilities that are close to their respective proposed SSC 
sites. 

0542.08 

Comment noted. 

0543.01 

Comment noted. 

0543.02 

Quantitative characteristics of this site's location, namely its prox
imity to the Denver metropolitan area, are taken into account in making 
this assessment. Similarly considered are recent trends in regional 
development, such as the growth in western Adams County with the expan
sion of suburban Denver and the development of key communities east of 
Denver such as Brighton. Neither of these considerations changes the 
fact that the proposed Colorado site .is located some distance from a 
major population center, a point which becomes clearer when compared to 
certain other proposed sites which are being considered (e.g., the 
Illinois and Texas sites). 
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The .ElS neither hates nor imp.lies; that Color;ido "wi.11 be unable to 
respond adequately to sSC-rehted growth." Rather, it suggests that. 
focused efforts will be"· required to .meet impacts generated by the proj
ect, not<1bly impacts on housing demand and public services (see Volume 
IV,. Appendix 14,. Sections14.l.3.2 .. B .and 14.1.3.2.C). ·.The EIS recog.
nizes that ,the communities of fort Morgan and Brush are not isolated, 
but in fact part of a regional network. Despite the presence of other 
communities in .. the region, Jt is lcikely _that a.number of project-related 
in~migrants Wi l l;reside ·in Morgan ~ounty,. ;ind probab]y in .these two 
towns (see Volume JV, Appendix 14, Secti.on 14.l.3.Z;A).. Impacts to ... 
housing demand and public servjce5c ,will thus .affect J.his,pair of com
munities; the presence .of other conununit;Jes in the general vicinity <1nd 

··. their respective amenities will>not remove these effecj;s. · · · 
- ,·... ;,. : . .-/ ' ' ' - ' ' ' -y-· -

. The previous expetie1Jce ,of this'iarlia3~.<.l~aiin9 with _proiect-re1ated · . 
growth in other contexts, al~eit of a lesser magnitude and duration than 
that anticipated with the SSC (see Comment Response 4.03), should pro• . 
vi de useful experience jn dealing with SSC-related impacts .... Similarly, 
the commitment .. of the Colorado State. government, · 1oca1 ,government· juri s
di ct ions, and v.arious other agencies will aid in "the absorption of 
expected impacts. Drawing upon such past experience .and the wide range 
of resources to be made availablewould comprise part of the focused 
effort to accommodate projected SSC impacts .. · 

0544.01 

Any costsavfngs associated with the Jseofthe existif\9 Fermi lab 
facilities have been factored into.the cost al)alysis,J.11EIS Volume IV,· 
Appendix 2. The InvitatiQn f()r.Site ·Proposals (ISP) .. {Volume IV, · 

.. Foreword) lists the, var;tous cri t;erJ;i f 0r3 sit;e. seJection. , ,Jhe. SSC site 
· .. ev.aluat ion. report JsAr:icJuded.jn ElS VoJume •. Jll., ~oc.al econqmic con7 
ditions ;ire.not a ,sJte s.election crit.ei"ibn, but are, inc:orporated in the 
socioeconomlc •impactaoalysis presente.(J·;n EIS VolumelV, Appendix 14. 
See comment Response.880.~4 f0ra discussion. of land acquisition and 
.compensation activities. . · · · · · ' ..•. 
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·Regional -Output Per Worker Adjustment Factors" in Volume IV, .Appendi1< 
14, Section 14.1.2:3.B.a.1. 

The EIS does not describe the explicit technologica:l capabilities of a 
particular ROI 's industrial •composition, let alone compare such a 
characterization to that of tire nation as a whole. However, the avail-
1bfl ity of advanced -technologic•al industries 'in each of the seven 
alternative ROI's was indirectly included in the EIS analysis by incor
porating the most recent input-output multipliers for each ROI (see 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.2 . .3.B). These multipliers in 
essence described the interaction between regional industries. To the 
extent that advanced technological firms are required during SSC con
struction and operations, for those ·expenditures that could be made 
within the region, the availability of such firms in the Texas ROI would 
be a factor in preventing the f1'ow of money outside the ROI. 

In addition to industrial capabilities, numerous other ,regional charac
teristics, such as the presence of education a 1 i nstjtutions, were con
sidered during the evaluation of proposals and the development of the 
BQL (see Volume lII, Chapter- l, Section I.I) 

0547.01 

Comment noted. · 

0547.02 

Anticipated economic impacts of the SSC on the Texas Region of Influence 
and Ell is County are discussed in Comment Response 383.01. With refe:r
ence to the comment's mention efbenefits CJR the social, cultural, and 
educational climate of the region, SSC-re~ ailed ·impacts on general 
quality llf life may be found in EIS Vo~ume IV,. Append.ix 14, Section 
14.1.3.7.E. . . ' 

0548.01 

Comment noted. 

0549.01 . 

The EIS contains analyses sufficient for the DOE to ·support site :selec
tion. Please refer to the following sections of the EIS as corrected in 
the ·Errata or a-s. 'l"evised by t'.he if HS ifor more deta:H ed .ijnformati·on mn 
tlre topi'c s ·of ~om:ern~ · · · 

' ' M • 

Matei-"f'Uble:s -~ V'<Jlfo\Jme f, llAl<rpte•~IS; Sec'tion is~1.2'and · 
J\ppemfhc 7, -section 7. 2 - · 

. . .wa te'T' .srurity ~. :-· ,y(;l\Jllll!, t. · :C~ P'ter ~. :<Sedt t.on ~ • .a:~ ~d ·· 
. :Appent!ix 1, 5ectiorrs "¥ ;i :am! :1.2 · · · · 



o Radiation -- Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6, Appendix 10, 
Section JO.I, and Volume I, Appendix 12, Sections 12.3.l and 
12.4.1 

o Land use -- Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.7, Appendix 13, 
Section 13.1 

o Land values -- Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8, Apoendix 4, 
and Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.4.B 

o Noise -- Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4, Appendix 9 
(entire Volume} 

o Community disruption -- Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.J.8.5, 
and Volume JV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.4.E 

At the selected site, the DOE will prepare a detailed evaluation of the 
exact ring configuration, service center, and other surface feature 
placement and infrastructure required to support the development. This 
will be covered in the Supplemental EIS that will analyze in detail the 
impacts of construction and operations on the selected site. This >Jp
plement will be available for public comment prior to project 
construction. · 

0550.01 

Comment noted. 
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0551.01 

The geological composition of the proposed Illinois SSC site is 
discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.1. 

In characterizing educational opportunities associated with each pro
posed SSC site, the EIS considers only local public, primary and secon
dary education. Existing conditions in the Illinois Region of Influ
ence, and the primary impact Counties of DuPage, Kane, and Kendall are 
discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11.1.C. Public educa
tion impacts associated with the SSC are presented in Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.C. Employment opportunities for family 
members and access to research institutions were considered by the DOE 
STF in its evaluations. A copy of its report is contained in Volume 
III, Chapter 3. 

Infrastructure associated with the proposed Illinois SSC site is dis
cussed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11.2. Anticipated capital 
expenditure associated with infrastructure expansion associated with the 
SSC is incorporated in the public finance analysis in Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.D. 

0552.01 

Should the SSC be sited in Michigan, 576 acres of prime and important 
farmland would be temporarily disturbed during construction, and 341 
acres of prime and important farmland would be permanently removed from 
production. {See Errata to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 13.) During final 
design, consideration would be given to placement of SSC facilities with 
an attempt to avoid prime and important farmland. If Michigan is the 
selected site, a site-specific analysis will be provided in the Sup
plemental EIS. 

0552.02 

A revised estimate is that approximately 190 acres of wetlands may be 
impacted at the Michigan site from surface facility construction. 
However, these impacts may not result in loss of natural wetlands. The 
250 acre estimate does not incorporate mitigation activities, and a 
variety of mitigation alternatives (especially wetlands avoidance) is 
possible {see Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Volume IV, Appendix 
11, Section 11.3.4.3). In the event that Michigan is the selected site, 
mitigation measures to reduce impact to wetlands would be developed in 
consultation with appropriate Federal and/or State agencies (e.g., 
USFWS, MDNR). More detailed information relative to wetlands mitigation 
would be included in the site-specific Supplemental EIS. 
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0552.03 

See EIS Volume I, .Chapter 2 for a discussion of the purpose and. need for 
the ssc, , Also see Volume l, Chapter 3, .. Section 3 for a discussion of 
consequences of not building the SSC •. See Comment Response 520.06. 

0553.01 .· 
,. '"> 

TheSSC-relt1;tedeffects.on the quality .ofltfe/social~ll~being in. 
Michigan are' presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Sectfon 5;i.a.s and 
in Volume IV, Appendix 14~ Section 14.1.3,4.E. 

The SSC-related effects on the environlllent .are presented in EIS Volume 
I; Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.1, S. l.2, 5. 1.3, S.1.5, and S.l.7 and in 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.4; Appendix6; Section 6.3.4; Appendix 
7, Sections 7.L3.4 and 7.2.3;4; Appendix 8, Section 8.4.4; Appendix ll, 

. Section ll.3.4; and Appendix 13, Sections 13.1.3.4 and 13.2.3.4. · 
. . - ' - ' 

The .benefits from the .SSC are presented ht El~ Volume I, Chapters 2. and 
3. See Comment Response 278 .os. '· 
0554.01 

Comme11t 11oted.: 

0555.01 

Comment noted. 

0556.0l 

see commeiit~Resp~~a·s49~or •. 
0557.01 

Comment noted. 

0558.01 



0562.01 

Comment noted. 

0562.02 

Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-3, and Volume I, Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.2 
and 5.1.5, have been revised to clarify that no new withdrawals of water 
from the South Platte or Colorado Rivers are planned to support the SSC 
project. 

0562.03 

See Comment Response 562.02. 

0562.04 

Statements in the comment regarding the long-term positive effects of 
the SSC on communities and families in Colorado, and the possibility of 
a "boom" but no "bust", are in agreement with EIS Volume IV, Appendix 
14, Section 14.1.3.2.E. Given that necessary effort is made to meet the 
anticipated increases in local demands for housing and public services 
in Morgan County, the EIS concurs that impacted areas in Colorado could 
adequately accommodate SSC-related growth (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Sections 14.1.3.2.B and 14.1.3.2.C). 

0562.05 

Baseline data describing public services in the affected environments in 
Colorado are presented in the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.2.11.1.C. Although a comparison with the Pawnee Power Plant expe
rience is useful in assessing SSC-related impacts in northeastern 
Colorado, as noted elsewhere (see Comment Response 4.03) growth asso
ciated with the former was both smaller and for a more limited period of 
time. 

0562.06 

The characterization of the Morgan County housing industry as "histori
cally small scale" was based upon the relatively low number of housing 
units located within the county (roughly 8,900 in 1980), and the fact 
that an annual average of less than 60 building permits for the con
struction of housing units was issued county-wide between 1980 and 1987 
(see Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.11.1.B). Based ~pon this con
struction history, coupled with historically low-to-moderate vacancy 
rates, the DEIS concluded that SSC-related housing demands would not be 
met easily in Morgan County. 

Logan County was not overlooked in the EIS. ~ Although not named as one 
of the primary impact counties because of its distance from the proposed 
SSC site, Logan County was included within the Region of Influence 
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·{ROI). ·As noted in Comment Response 4.04, the spatial allocation. model 
el)lployed in the DEIS predicted that Hldivi.duals associated with the SSC 
will indeed live. in Logan County (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 
14.1.3.2-6). ·The EIS does not anticipate serious housing impacts in the 
ROI. 

0562 .07 

Cominent noted .. 

0562.08 

Comment note:• 

0563.01 

Comment noted. 

0563.02 

The Els recognizes the .. small v~lumes of pot~ntial ly hazardous waste and 
the multip.le dispositiqns .possible at :the. ,Colorado site {Volume I, Chap-
ter 4, Section 4,5_.2).. . "· 

0563.03 

The EIS does not identify any significant w,ater qui111:y im~~cts asso~ 
dated with SSC construction at•the;Colorado site .. See discussions in 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections .7.L3 and. 7.2.3.2. 

;_/'' 

"' 
.0563.04 

The DOtwelcom.es •and strongly.encourages the partjcfpat1on· of ,State and·· 
l~cal governments Jn dev(!loping, \'j~ere•necessary, more detailed site~.· 
specific c.ontrol measures and'·.impact.assessment methods. Also see 
Comment Response 127.8; lL · <:·. 

' ' ' ' . - -----~- -' - -

0563.05 

Comment noted• . · 
'·-· 



0564.02 

The comments on power distribution and transmission are consistent with 
the discussion presented In EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.2. 

0564.03 

A discussion of the Colorado Interstate Gas Company natural gas supply 
systems Is provided in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.11.2.B.2. 
In addition, Section 5.2.11.2.B.2 has been corrected in the Errata to 
Include reference to the Fort Morgan natural gas system. 

0564.04 

These comments are consistent with the discussion presented In Eir 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.8. 

0564.05 

lhis comment Is consistent with EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.3.3.2. 

0564.06 

Comment noted. See Comment Response 1068.31. 

0564.07 

The statement of Impact on Fort Morgan's streets (EIS Volume IV, Appen
dix 14, Section 14.2.1) is based on a projected 14 percent increase in 
population in Morgan County. The magnitude of impacts would depend on 
where new housing developments are located and what new traffic patterns 
are established. It is recognized that impacts to existing roads could 
be minimized or prevented by proper planning and mitigations, as noted 
in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8. Fort Morgan's program to 
maintain the streets is noted. 

0564.08 

Comment noted. 

0564.09 

See Comment Response 1068.30 regarding water quality data for the 
Colorado site in the DEIS. Comments regarding the condition of the Fort 
Morgan municipal water supply system and the availability of additional 
water for Fort Morgan are noted. 

0564 .10 

The commenter correctly cites the EIS referenced sections. 
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0564. ll 

Annual SSC-related population growth in the early construction years is 
projected to peak at 6.8 percent for Mqrgan County as a whole, more than 
four times the lO~yr average growtl) cited in the comment for the City of 
Fort Morgan as discussed in EIS Volume I, Sections 5.1.8 and 5.2.12. 
Although the county has experienced growth in the past as a result of 
various developments, as noted in Comment Response 4.03, none has been 
of the magnitude and duration projected to result from the SSC. Housing 
impacts in Morgan County are also addressed .in Comment Response 562.06. 

0564.12 
~ -, 

The .State and .. local. communities have st.atecf that Fort Morgan has the 
ability to 11ieet the i.ndirect SSC utility demands resulting from SSC 
workers'. living in or near the Town of Fort Morgan. The socioeconomic 
and infrastructureanalysis {see EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8) 
discusses the impacts on th.e local area of Fort Morgan. 

0564.13 

See Comment Response 1068.39. 

0564.14 

See Comment Responses.4.03 arid 587.02. 

0564.15 

Baseline data for. public. health care servic~s, bqth at the re9i.onal 
level and primary impact. county level,• is presented.in V,o 1 ume IV, .... 
Appendix 5, Section. 5 .. 2.lLI.C; The analysis of public.services used .. 
the most recently avaihble employment and population data from a 
Federal s.urvey .of loca 1. government sources to formulate projections that 
maintained current, service ratios between employment and population. · 
Thismethodology,,perfonJ1¢d a.t t.h.e·regionatand county l.evels, .facil i" 
tated comparison between .sites anifutilized data col1siste1Jt among the 
.;;i tes.. O:ue t9 the.large number, of., lo<:,al · governmen~·jlirisdi ct ions 
studied in the. EJS; Jt \'/aS•JiO~. feasible Jo aryalyzethe existing c.apaci-
t ies for each local jurfs(:f.iction •. A finiir .level of analysis'.:could be . 
included in, t.he supplemel]tal {I~ )f the. propo.se~ Co lora.dp site. were 
selett.e.d byiDQ.E. fet;ssc ~eye.J!!pll\E!,nt.. ·,, . , · , · ... · · •. · .··· ... ···· · . , ... 

:'A_., -. -- ,. -

.i>ot;.entJa1 •.• 1nll>~s~s;'.~~·i~C'45.·.~4~};fc'\e~v:fc~~~:·.·ir1¢)ud1n9•·li~aft.h.•~.ar~!··•are·· 
· ,ana.lyz;ed .{or Jhe.C(Jlorado Reg'ior of l.r1Jluence (ROI) and.,for lnd1v1dual. 

P.rin1ar.Y .. lmpact (;ounti~s ~Ad.ams, Mor~an.,;and Washingt;oriJ'within the Ro.I 
. in J::IS Volume ~v. )\ppend1)( J4; Section 14. LJ,2,C. .• , 

/'_ ·:-_--' -, . 
.. ': c;-, -- ", ---_,._ ·- -

,_ --
,_ '::/.;_··- ' -, . . ~;-·;· 

The.total prtm~rr.armf~~d'ij'~''h1~ ~sC,fee sifu~1i~fea at \the Colorad'o sftii 
is zen> a$ sutimltted .by. the Soil Conservati on the .ILS. 
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Department of Agriculture Farmland Conversion Impact Rating Form 
AD-1006. This is the information used to compare the farmland acreages 
at the seven sites. For more information on prime and important farm
land see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.7.11; Chapter 4, Section 
4.8.6; Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.7.2, and 5.2.11; and Volume IV, Appendix 
13. These sections have been revised or corrected in the Errata to 
incorporate information from AD-1006. 

0565.02 

Potential impacts related to water supply for the SSC at the Colorado 
site are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.2 and 
7.2.3.2. It is also noted that the total annual direct water use 
requirement estimated for the project in Colorado is 1,775 acre-ft, not 
2,200 acre-ft as stated in the comment (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Section 7.1.3). 

0565.03 

Site qualification requirements required by the DOE are found in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.3. The Colorado Department of Local 
Affairs is the designated authority for all SSC land acquisition and 
relocation matters for the State. 

0565.04 

The EIS indicates, as stated in the comment, that average earnings of 
SSC direct construction and operations workers would be relatively 
higher than average earnings of current or future residents that do not 
have direct SSC jobs (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.A). 
It is possible that a number of current residents, including agricul
tural workers, would obtain direct SSC jobs. 

0565.05 

The EIS indicates that the SSC will generate economic and public finance 
impacts on the Colorado Region of Influence (ROI) and on the primary 
impact counties. These impacts would include increased employment and 
increased revenues (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Sections 14.1.3.2.A and 
Sections 14.1.3.2.C, respectively), which in turn may help to "promote 
the redevelopment" of rural sections of the region. As suggested in the 
comment, the EIS indicates that SSC construction and operations would 
necessitate investment in infrastructure in the Colorado ROI, including 
health care and educational facilities in Adams and Morgan Counties 
(Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.C). 

0565.06 

Comment noted. 
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0566.01 

Comment noted, · 

0567.01 

Comments noted. .There are impacts associated with the 90 or more mil es 
of new roads, . .These impacts are summarized in EISVol ume J,. C.hapter s, 
and detailed in volume IV, Appendices 8,9, 10, and 11, and Appendix 14, 
which contains the discussion of roads/infrastructure. Also see EIS 
Volume 1, Chapter 3, .section 3.6. · 

0567 .02 

The .Colorado' Department of Highways.completed a historic· resources sur
vey of the proposed roadway system .. Six significant historic sites were 
identified; It is likely that these resources could be avoided or 
otherwise mitigated. (See EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.) 

A. C<>f'responding •• archaeological survey ·Of 20 percent of the roadway cor
rid.or identified two potentially significant prehistoric sites. Evalu
atiOflS are needed.to·dete.rmine .whether these sites. meet tfational Regis~ 
t'f:r. eljgilJiHty,crite:ria at).d, if necessary, to develop mitigation· 
measu..-es; If the,Jolorado SSC. sjte is selected/ addition.a~ surveys wil 1 
be .needild;of tbe area not stu~.;ea •. lt:is p9i;sil~le·that sJmHar 
resources wtll .. be hi en ti fied •. · · · 

': ,-· c'f.--- - ; '" ,. ' '-'; 

0567.03 

Mit:i!at.ioo's; ft>:r·tkthtnC!s :"tm~c.ts are disdl~sild ln t:lS Vo'lume IV, Appen
di'X. U. .A~so+s~i:v,&lu~~r~.,tfulp~r,c,;3,.:$ecittion s~i.~ \J:~,-OGf· wU 1. con~ 

· ...• tinue· .. tocoofi~r111&tE!!!ti<1l.Qlittga~tve )lleasures ttir&119hP!ttithe SSC 
· ·development,11rocess, f11cl11ding•.iflvesttgati.onsrelated ti> prej}araticm of 
~be•site-,spe,c.ifJc .•~J>P'le~~al.E!Sfor. the· selectedrsitl!::and.dur.ing. tne . 
. fl nal Elesig!i:ati{ltqJnstructloni.proce~s,.• •·sh011:ld .Y>~ or ado be selected,.· tbe 
· D<?E. w11,l .• wof:~!~~$trr;~~} eo~~l"~!i l)~part~n:t•·~'.f .Ri.9fu,-/a)"Sc;h~t~11 ;effart .. ta .• 
. mu1:11111z•.wet:-l~~;•.:1'111f!ac.ts•.·••'" ~C:·•· , ·.. ., 

__ ,,_::0,_ <;~> 
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0567.06 

The information presented is consistent with that presented in ET·· 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.? 

0567.07 

Comment noted. 

0568.01 

Comment noted. 

0568.02 

Comment noted. 

0568.03 

The attractiveness of the quality of life in a particular place may play 
a major role in the decision making of individuals with regard to their 
place of residence.and will be one of the considerations taken into 
account in the site selection process as mentioned in the ISP. In order 
of relative importance, the technical evaluation includes concerns with 
geology and tunneling, regional resources, environment, setting, 
regional conditions, and utilities {see EIS Volume III, Chapters 2 and 
3; also Chapter 3 of the ISP). 

The proposed Colorado SSC site .is characterized in the EIS as "rela
tively remote," based upon its distance {in both miles and travel time) 
from a .metropolitan arei\. ·Of the seven sites on the BQL, the Colorado 
site is the farthest from such an area. The role of the front range 
metropolitan area is incorporated explicitly in the allocation of SSC
.related population impacts to metropolitan Denver; as noted iil the first 
paragraph of Comment Response 1068.14, this area is anticipated to 
receive 51 percent of the peak construction (in 1992) population · 
impacts, and 49 percent of the population impacts projected cluri ng the 
first year of full operation (in 2000; see Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.2.B). · 

Although noteworthy impacts in Morgan County are anticipated; primarily 
in the form of increased demand on housing and public services, the EIS 
ne.ither states nor implies that State and local agenCies would be unable 
to initJgate thes.e impacts, only that focused efforts would be required 
to;r~~p~hd_a~eqoa~.~ly •. ·••· .. ·· .. · .... > ··•••··•. 

~-'-' 

l;om111en1ts'fi0.1:ed;;'.Jt)~~·l>;.~p·a~k'rs of'.the EIS empl~yed .the same methodology . 
IRethods•f()r'eVefy proposed site.• Refer to Volume I, Chap-

-,._ --,,_,_ - -·--. --- ---- -- ' 



ter- 3, Tab~e 3~4 for· the comparison 0f required infrastructu,re devel• , 
opment at tile• seven' site ·alternatives. , 

0568.05 

See Comment Respon~e 13.02. 

0568.06 

See Comment Responses 4~03: and. 564:1h > · 

0.569.01 

The· EIS analysis does :not examine health care facilities in sufficient 
detail to assess the impact on current occupancy capacity on an indi
vidual. bash; The,me:thodelogy·used for determining impacts on these 
facilities tan'be'fO:und in HS:Volume IV; AJ)j)enctix 14; Section 14.1.2.3. 
The, Supplemental EIS could examine in detail the impacts on health care 
facilities'. · · · · 

0569.02 

Informatioll' presented in· the comment regarding emergency medical ser
vices and persormel ts consistent with U1e data and discussion presented 
in ElS ·voh1me IV; Appendix. s:, Secti:on .S.2.ll 

0570.01 

· The scope of the cultural resource assessments used in the EIS are de
scribed in VolumelY., Append1>C PJ, ,Se~tion 15:.1.L Jo. date, the infor-. 
mat ion on ·cultural resources, at eG(:ftof:th!!'. propiosed>SSC sites vades;• 
intensive cultural resource survey~ have no. yet been done. After selec
tion of the SSC sit~, the QOE wi 11. consult with the St.ate Historic •. 
Preservation 9ffice (SHPO) alld~ if appropriate, will identify and, where 
necessary, mitigate adverse impacts:on cultural resources ... · · ..... • ... ·· .. · .....• 



Register. Also after the SSC site is selected, a,Memorandum of Agree
ment {MOA) between DOE, SHPO and the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation will be affected and cultural resource management proce
dures would be completed. {EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.1.2). 
Mitigation measures will be developed to appropriately mitigate impacts 
to significant cultural resources. The additional surveys and evalua
tions would be conducted as a part of a Supplemental EIS for the 
selected SSC site. 

During these procedures, local historical organizations, such as the 
Fort Morgan Historical Foundation, will be contacted to provide infor
mation pertaining to site locations and significant evaluation. 

0570.02' 

If the Colorado site is selected for the SSC, cultural resource manage
ment procedures would be completed in compliance with Section 106 of the 
Natural Historic Preservation Act and in accordance with a Memorandum of 
Agreement {MOA) between the DOE, the State Historic Preservation Officer 
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. This would necess i
tate the involvement of professional archaeologists and historians 
familiar with the regional hi story and prehistory. A curatorial facil
ity would be needed to maintain the archaeological collectors recovered 
during excavation {mitigation) procedures. Appropriate consideration 
would be given to selection of such a facility in ,accordance with the 
MOA. 

0570;03 

Comment noted. Site, specific impacts will be addressed prior to con
struction and operations in a Supplemental EIS. 

' 0571.01 

Comment noted. 

057,1.02 

The EIS states that although "boom" conditions,may occur in local com
munities due to the SSC, problems associated with "bust" c,onditions 
probably would ,not occur (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, p. 94). 

Colorado's endorsement ()f the socioeconomic, impact methodology used to 
, , ,, prepare the EIS, 'notably population and employment P:roJections and' dis~ 

, , -:tributions, is -acknowledged; ,,The EtS (Volume I, Sections 5.1,.8 and 
· ·:. ·,· ,5.2.Ur •Volume IV, Appendix ,}4) notes4hat ·the absorption of 'PlfbNc· 

1 ~$1?r;v.ice and housing impacts,,\ilill,require f 0cuse.cf11?fforts withinMorgiln•·.· 
Co\lnty, '.llotably .in the communities of»Fort Morgarban'd !Jrush (:se~' C<Jmrneht 
Responses· ·562 .06.;··and .578·~07}"'"'h',.~·c;· .. ,. · · · ,,; '""'' ,,,, · •••>• , ; 



The wil 1 ingness of the State of Colorado, through the Department of 
Local Affairs, to·provide assistance in mitigating impacts of the 
project is acknow 1 edged. ···· · 

0571.03 

·'Comment .. noted. 

0571. ()4 
. . 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4,4,2 reflects the land acquisition. 
approach in Colorado's proposal. See ~ections 4.4.2.1 and 4.4,.2.3.of 
the refel"enced'Appendix'forthl! discussio.n of issues stated .in .the · 
comment. · ·· · · · · · · 

0571.05 

,The EIS must complywith:·PublicLaw 95~87. (7 CFR 657),. which requires 
the. identification qf prime and important .:farmland acreages affected by 
Federal projects (see·EISNolume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.2). 
Although policiesofthe.State of Colorado may call.for industrial 
diversification; FederalJaw requires .information on impacted important 
farmlands... . ·. · · · · 

The. EIS also demonstra~~s compl iarlce \'/ith the Farllll and Protection Pol icy 
ACT (FPPA) (7 USC 4201-4209) •. See EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 
6.2.19. 

()572.01 

Comments not~C!; 
0573:01 

Det~iled responses to,thecommellt 
.in Comment Responsl! 573,.02.. · · · 

.·>.;-: ,. / - ,- :;< \ .,-;;;>, 

' .. ---

are given in. the responses. :eferred to 
' ---;-:,-· ' -



0574.02 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2 states that "most" of the 
In-migrants would be attracted to the Denver metropolitan area, and that 
"many" of the ~1orkers would reside in Adams, Morgan, or Washington 
Counties. Details of the spatial allocations of population impacts are 
provided in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 14.1.3.2-6. As noted in 
Comment Response 4.03, the impacts of the Pawnee project were of a 
smaller scale and more temporary than those expected from the SSC. 

0574.03 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2 states that increased 
project and worker "spending would not create a correspondingly large 
amount of secondary jobs within the county. This is partly because 
consumers would likely travel to the Denver metropolitan area or Greeley 
to make many large retail purchases and partly because during additional 
rounds of spending, retailers and service providers would also make 
large wholesale purchases from distributors in the Denver area." It is 
fully expected that retail sales in the communities of Morgan County 
wi 11 increase; however, it is probable that many new residents wi 11 
travel to the Denver area for large consumer items, in search of lower 
prices and greater selection. The EIS also emphasizes that the estimate 
made of secondary employment may be low if the Morgan County business 
sector is able "to retain a larger portion of the SSC-related spending" 
(Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2). 

0574.04 

Construction of housing units on platted lots which have readily avail
able utilities, within the guidelines of existing local development 
plans, will help to accommodate the SSC-related housing impacts in 
Morgan County in general, and Brush and Fort Morgan in particular (see 
Comment Response 578.07). 

Although Fort Morgan and Brush have experienced project-induced growth 
in the past, neither has recently experienced growth of the magnitude or 
duration expected to accompany the SSC. Compared to the Pawnee Power 
Plant, for example, in terms of people in-migrating to the area, the SSC 
is anticipated to require nearly twice as many construction workers, 
take more than 3 times as long to construct, and require roughly 25 
times as many people to operate it (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.3). 

0574.05 

Morgan County has not recently experienced growth-related impacts of the 
magnitude and duration expected te> accompany the SSC. Compared to the 
Pawnee Power Plant, for example, the SSC is anticipated to require 
nearly twice as many construction workers, take more than three times as 

055106003348813 



long to build, and require .roughly 25 times .as many people to operate. 
- SSC-related population impacts on Morgan County are anticipated to be 
greater than Pawnee Power _Plant~related impacts during both the con
struction and operatjons.phases ofthe .project .. 

- Impacts to Fort Morgan and B~ush wastewater treatment systems as a con
sequence of SSC-related population .impacts are discussed .in Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7 .. l.3.2.F; Impacts to the Morgan County water sup• 
ply, in turn, are discussed in Volume IV,.Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.2.G. 
Negligible i.mpacts are.anticipated in .both cases._ 

Past experienc~ fn dealing with growth-induced. impacts shou1 d help to 
mitigate. impacts anticipated tcLaccompany the SSC. 

0575.01 

Comment noted. 

0575.02 

Logan County was considered in the analysis as a potential home for SSC 
wor.kers (see Vol11me IV, Appendix 14, Table 14 .• 1;3.2-6 and Figure 
14.1.3.2"5). Assuming the existence of Colorado's proposed highway 
linkingthe SSC site-to the city of Brig~ton, in terms_ of driving time, 
the city of Sterling would be· roughly equidistant from the SSC, as would 
be suburban Denver .. However, .because of the relatively larger size of 
the Denver area 1 it probably would attract more •workers. As a result, 
potentialproblems associated with-rapid growth are·not anticipated for 
the Sterling area. 

0575.03 

See Comment Response 816.01 .. -

0575.04 

Comment noted. -

0575.-05 

• ___ ·:,,- ~ . '• ,-. /';f ;_'{-·':' -·:-_,; _, .-~:.:'\;:,-~,~-~-,~_-:_:·:,.:~;( ~' .,. _, -- ---~ :·.:;;-
-- . ' - - . . ·-;:_"!--- >' -- 0575 •. 06 .-.. ·r_--- · ,,.,•:- :c- -" - __ _ 

' - • l;. - ,,., -· •'"·;--,-.:·'-'"· 

· .. Logan c9untY ,\'I~~ ~tns1J1de4-2~t~prn-~tffe ~oi ora,~C> R~lriim ~flnfl ii_e.n~e.,.:and ··-· 
- .was c.onsidered,,1,n,!he-E<J$:'as•a•potent1alhom!!-'for•SSCworkers'-'fSee·.- _• _ . 
. Volume,•IV:,)APPceri4!?< ~14;.·,ses~Io,11 M,1;~~!.~~·~ ~¥JfQwever,,i,t, was-not con,_ -
·--.side red t9 _be ;one :11t.Jhe_pfimary .• jmpai:t coultt:i.es 'fwhiCh• comprised Adams, .. 
· Mor:g~,nJand t1ash{ri~ton'.·FD_'-!ll~,1~;s).; -~C!,~~,usiwci.s;•n.o~;~~nsAdered i.ndi vi du-_ -

ally i.n the ana,lys1s · o:f>$Qc1oeconQm1cAmpacts: ;,; •·. . - - " - - - - - .- --" - ,,-_ :-,,~' .. - -- - . - -~ '' ,'--:-' - ., ' . _.. ,, 



A discussion of the anticipated impacts on public services (including 
public education and public health services), economy (including retail 
activity), and housing (including year-round and temporary facilities} 
at the level of the ROI -- of which Logan County is a part -- is pro
vided in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2. 

0576.01 

As noted in Comment Response 526.01, the recently expanded public safety 
facilities in Fort Morgan should be sufficient to meet SSC-related pub
lic safety impacts, but additional personnel would be required (see Vol
ume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.C). The sources of law enforce
ment training cited in the present comment should help to meet increased 
needs for such personnel. 

0577. 01 

Comment noted. 

0577. 02 

Supplies of aggregate in the Denver region are adequate to fill the con
struction needs of the SSC project and several other major planned proj
ects, and will continue to support the continuing growth of the Denver 
area. However, because these reserves are not widespread in the geo
logic setting, the combined major projects will have a significant cumu
lative impact on local aggregate supplies. If necessary, this can be 
mitigated for the SSC project by procuring aggregate from outside the 
region. EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.7.2 has been revised to 
state this more concisely. 

The availability of sand and gravel construction materials in the 
Denver region was evaluated in the 1987 "Strategic Resource Assessment 
Study" chartered by the Governor, the Mayor of Denver, the Colorado 
Association of Commerce and Industry, and the Denver Chamber of Com
merce. The study panel considered the impact of continued regional 
growth on currently available reserves of sand and gravel construction 
materials. They also considered the likely impacts to the reserves if 
several major projects (such as the planned construction of a new Denver 
area airport and planned improvements to E-470 and l-70) are added to 
the continued regional growth. Under the latter scenario, the available 
reserves, although adequate for SSC project needs, are expected to be 
exhausted during the first decade of the next century. 

The pane 1 based its assessment on estimates of "currently permitted 
reserves," i.e., deposits of sand, gravel, or rock, suitable for use as 
construction material, for which the owner already has a permit to oper
ate a pit or quarry. They noted that many other deposits exist tn the 
region, but most have been covered by the genera 1 urban/suburban spra1·tl 
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and are .110·1 onger -available f!lr.extractt.on., Jhey also.noted that mast 
operators who have sooght pel!fllH:s . .to open -new quarries in the Denver 
region in receBtsears. ha¥e .had their,appUcations denied 11r .blocked.by 
environmental >or es~heU.c 4s-sues, lhe ,perm:i;li •applications. are being · · 
handled at the 1 oca] l)IUnic:i pal ity. level without. a regfonal . sea 1 e stra
tegy to assure the continued availability of basic construct:ion mate 
rials. The panel projected that this trend will continue. 

As the Den1ter regioo reserves. of~and an~ graveJ .are· exhausted,· a-Jdi 
t~onal so11r.ces .from Du.tsic;le the re9io11rwPf ~';'9bilb1y .be .deYelope, ~o 
flll the demand. However, the-.greater baul distances will .result in 
higher .prices, and will also have secondary impacts resulting from 
increased truck or rail· traffic into the Denver area. · 

~ ,,,; ·~·· ·.::o·:'.·_<s~~>:.':'.',.~-.J;i.· '.;;o ···.·.:.._~-.--'.,:'. ·---~-.-;,_--.-~-.<(>~-;---,--, "t:·· ,_ .'~ _._,;_ .. , .. 
Severa·l <:ommenters ,h.ave~tated that·.adequate.;'.re.serv.es o.f aggregate.are 

·available along >the:~<}u,th..JNat.te R1ver:in Morgan:County. The geolog~c 
literature on th3s ~r~Jl!~icates<that the mo.sfaccessiplegravel de;- .. 
p.os its (graYe 1 4 s 1 ess abundant than sarad along th.is stretch .. of the , 
river.) are either within or near the . .ioo.year fJoodph.in. • Additionally, 

. the river sand and gravel ct!e@.s~it.S .. are an .. impo.rtant .. reg~onal aquJfer ... 
Therefore,. develapment ef .~'Qeguate pi-oJect-s.pec::;i ftc aggregate resources 
mi gbt J:ie hampered DY en\i franmenta] concerns'. ,regarding ,fl oodp l a i.11 d mp.acts 
and impa'cts to sur.fac-e, water ana. .grot1ndwater .. 9ual ity,'. .. • . 

. 0571.0J .·. '. ·, '· L' 

Al~hough a preliminary detfsion has be~~.~~d~·'.~ol':t~ .IJse~at~r directly 
from either -the. South Platte Kiver or. the Colorado River (Colprad!l-'Big 

. Thompson Project), .. it is the DOE' s .understanding that ther.e remain · 
sever-al . .altern'ilttlfes. us-ih!);,Sauth. fl<.1tt~; R,iver,•.11qu~f:ers.. f~ .. .the source af 
.wat.er-for·tbe··ilf:~OO:SSC,:AA~~)l;;~~~;-~1.!9n1~mJ..aQ:Qn;b.¥,all.C\Cation _of 
SD.ut.h J>Ja tte. /ti¥e1:>. W'i C.i»1,l>f ado-.~g :a:hp~on frp~ec::;t SillpP J ·i~s.;. ;al tern a - .· 
U1ms for. rna4ntain.j:lig the lfl!lWS .of ,the two nivers~ ;$:e{:a\JSe of th.is ..• 

· Amcerta1nty; the >assessment, ef,fl.9tent1faJ:lin~cls tD, Pr.otected.s,pecies. · . 
associated with t"ie· s&utll .Platte: lliiiei"1ild :CoJ.-0raaoJU¥Br was i:oncerned. 
ptimar\il,v ~i~ -tile. :err:..e~rPf-~J..tere~ f,~ew~c;f'~f~ i;5sAiej1~ ,t>een . • .. · ... · 

. addressed :u1 .Vmlume. !IY,;•~M;JJC :~l; ¥1it~ VO.!.lllD#! :ij.;;l;hapter ;Ji, Sect:1.on . 
5.1.S.Z .of ;the ;£-IS •.. · Ilie,J)OEJia.s:.11n,cJilifed . .a, di$C.U&sJ:Ofl ... of aquatic , 

. specie~ a11d s!>P~~J?BnaeM:;{~'. ttie';~t~~r:&~ill\S '.ttil'u}filJthe . · 
~ency~s.Jrespons.fb~_l~,ta.j!Sjulld~~~:~~ng~s~tes;Act"* •• 



The threatened and endangered species associated with the Colorado Rive~ 
system {Colorado squawfish, humpback chub, bonytail chub, and razorback 
sucker}, which could be affected in the event water from the Colorado
Big Thompson Project {CBT) would be needed for the SSC in Colorado, are 
addressed in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.2.B of the DEIS under 
the assessment of impacts. 

If the Colorado site is the selected site, the source of water would be 
identified in order to evaluate any effects on protected species. An 
evaluation would be included in the Supplemental EIS. 

0577. 04 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix II states that eagles wintering at Barr Lake and 
at the Rocky Mountain Arsenal, as well as the nesting pair at Barr Lake, 
could be exposed to disturbance by construction of State Highway 7. 
This evaluation is based on information that the final location and 
alignment of the access highway has not been decided upon, although the 
current preferred alignment is approximately 2 mi from the eagle nest 
site.· It is. also based ()n an understanding of the sensitivity of this 
species to disturbance, particularly during the breeding season. There
fore, the DOE cannot state with certainty that there would be no adverse 
effects to bald eagles present in the region at various times of the 
year. If the proposed Colorado site is selected, a more thorough study 
would be made in connection with a Supplemental EIS and mitigations for 
adverse effects would be addressed. 

0577.05 

The EIS has been revised to incfude a reevaluation of facility loca
tions, wetland locations, and wetland acreages (see Volume IV, Appendix 
11, Sections 11.2.2 .and 11.3.2.3). ·Based on this information; the maxi
mum acreage of wetlands that could be impacted as a result of construc
tion of surface facilities associated with the proposed collider ring in 
Colorado is 4.7 acres. The EIS now estimates about 200 acres of wet~ 
lands to be encroached upon by the proposed alignment for the east-west 
access road. Pending final design and implementation of mitigative· 
measures, it is anticipated that very few of the wetlands associated 
with the proposed access road would be impacted (see EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6). Also, no impacts on wetlands of the Barr Lake 
area are anticipated due to its distance from .the proposed location of 
the east-west access road. potential mitigation is discussed.in Volume 
IV, Appendix 11, Section 11,3.2,3; If Colorado is. the selected site, 
the supplement to the EIS will go into more specific detail on potential 
wetland impacts associatecl·with the access road and proposed mitigations 
for these impacts;· · ·· · · · · 



The wardtng \fn £.IS 'Vti'Jume I·,,thapter '4, .Secti·on .4.:Z.Ll mis been modi
fied 1& 'indicate that' 'tnfa width ·occurs .at a po'int of <'hanrwl 
confru1mce. ' ··· · ·· · · ·· · · · · 

0577.07 

See Comment Response 578.04 for a discussion of the impacts to oil and 
gas wells at .the Colorado site.· Re9ar~ing water wells, ,EIS. Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Siacti·on ~ .~.l.Z :states tliat }mpacts t'O wat'0f'' ttser:s can 'be 
partially mit tgatea ff :nu>t·aeenierit;· ·we Vls or twokups 11o al ternati·ve watP" 
SUP.ply ·fillartes Of equal ar better '.qualiti :are 'Provided I(see £IS ¥011 ume • 
I, £h<1pter 3,.'Sectton•~:6·.J), 'lt."is assumedthat~ven Wit11 thi·s •mitii- · 
gatiOn :there ,'Would rematn a ~easliJfilbH! ,1i11Pact cfile t& t:'lle. pQ.terit ial. fO" 
di s iupt ton ·in suppfy aoo 'tither. 'ildJ1l'Stmerit'S ',-equ'i'l'ed li'f tille 'User ·to · 

.utilize·the'replcrcement'-weJ1 10'1:'wat~~ply;' ··.·· '·· •. ,·.·. · 
,,. - . - " ~- _-'!"< - . '"' '- j .; :;--. ~ - - • ' ' . • 

0578:01 

Comments o'n ·mtntm~l tmpact'S 1ln ·ardhawlogi'Cal 'and ".tisual resottrces, 
siroil s .di sp:osa 1 , ·and ·grot111dwater. ltydrol ogy •are· i.·n .general •agreement with 
anal,yses ·presented m 'EIS Val.ttnie 'l'V; ,Appendh:es lS> · l'&, ·l'tl 'ilnd 7, · . . 
respectivel•y; The tmp&rtant farmlands fFtO ·trrtme fannlands) .proposed for · 
conversion are a very small fraction of the regional .resource 'base (•see 
Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.2). The potential existence of the 
new Denver airport is acknowledged. in Volume IV, Appendix 14,' 

. Comment statements are corrsi $teitt ·-witll those ~ade ·in 'Veil ume IV, =Append fa 
14, Section '14. 2;2.3~'8:1'. . "Ifie 'fact 'that' there 'are C!)nstrttcti·on options 
available for the serving ·elec:trl-c utfHty ;in"reuth1g 'flew iiower H·nes is 
notea. .'These lines 'win be '&1:11lt :tQ'wpj>ort the ,SSC aiiid 'must'·be con-
sidered in this =rrs ~everi :tliolfgll easements imay ~e~ist. '' . . . . 

. ,: -_ <.' 

·The comment is gener~11y in =agreement'Witll tll&"'tnfot'liiath>n •presented !in, 
Volume IV, .Appendix 5;Se.ction 5.2.1L2·and Appendix.14;. Section . 
14.2; 1.3~ B, •·Use of the exi sting.r~iJ spurs; or al t:erriate focations 'for. a 

·new spur !f1ay,qecons'idered ... d.uring,;theconstruCtion·planning·stage, · · 
,,, ·: .> -,',._.'i,';>"\-~.;ib·_~-,, -: .. ··,:~-~-~-· ··~L'-'''~;.':.).;_-,>i:';:'-~x?'.;:. <j_'"'.1'~;_;_;,_:.;_.:·j,i-· -.:;·,;::' - --~~- _:. :_ .· ,, ::'{:· 

Site·spedfic mi.tigatlori 'l'Aea~ilre'' fer'·tlie .selecte6 ~ite wiH ··~e···ldee~ 
tified .and .analyzed .in a Suppleme'!tal E1.S. · 

.: •' ' 

::+:~;:~::_;~ t"~,4~~-k-,t ' ,.-. 
'''"'G<,:~a:-:;-· - , i:;.< 



requirements are estimated to be 400 acre-ft/yr (250 gal/min) while 
industrial water requirements are estimated to total 1,775 acre-ft/yr 
(1, 100 gal/min). Industrial water use at the campus area is estimated 
to be 995 acre-ft/yr (620 gal/min) or slightly in excess of 50 percent 
of the total industrial water requirement. 

0578.04 

Discussions, tables, and figures in EIS Volume I, Chapters 3 and 4 have 
been revised to more clearly depict the distribution of oil and gas 
wells near the site and the potential impacts of the project on oil and 
gas wells. Corrections to p. 13 in Volume IV, Appendix 6 and p. 15 in 
Volume IV, Appendix 5 have been made in the Errata. Recently available 
data confirm that three active hydrocarbon wells are known within the 
collider footprint, two or three of which will need to be decommis
sioned. Numerous additional wells are quite close to the footprint; 
these would be evaluated by field tests to determine whether they could 
cause vibrations (due to pumping) which might interfere with the opera
tion of the SSC. The commenter is correct in noting that the well loca
tions which are shut down to accommodate the SSC operation, and oil and 
gas reserves made unavailable during operati.on of the SSC, would be 
available again for production at the end of the operational phase of 
the project. 

0578.05 

·The EIS analysis focused on the impacts created as a result of convert
ing prime and other. agriculturally important farmlands to other uses 
associated with project development. An analysis of other U.S. Soil 
Conservation Service programs was not conducted as itwould not have 
provided data useful· to support a siting decision. If Colorado is 
chosen as the selected site, these programs will be considered as 
appropriate topics for inclusion in a Supplemental EIS. 

0578.06 

This statement applies to all proposed sites as well as Colorado, and it 
was given consideration in the site selection process. 

0578.07 

This comment appears to .. misstate a quote which should read, "Local· 
impacts due to the implementation.of this project are possible in the 
hous.ing markets .in.fort Morgan and Brush in Morgan.County, Colorado ..•. ". 

•.; •· • • · ·(EIS Volume .I, Section 3. 7.lh The.EIS concurs with cthe comment that . 
. // ''·•··· ·•::SSC"'related demands• :for. housjng:coµld>be.met'1f:hous.ing ,in :areas fu.rther .. 

···· · .. ,. ;from.5t.he·PJanped;f~c.ility,~ife1ar,e·; ah.o ,considel'ed;,'.'"' the areas.pf Ada111s ·• 
• . ··· '"'and Wash;itlg;tqn;•CQIJ~ties.~ a.S .. 1fi.ell •.as the ~gioti•O,f.,lnfl uence;are: ..• : ; 
.~2':• > · f Pe~ifjca 1 JY;ad~re~sechJSee.CEI~ • V.oJume.•IV, Append ix .1, ,: §ecUon .r• "' 
,,. . 4,l"~'Z.Ql~.·.· .. ····."•'. . "' .•;. ::H;' . . xe .• .. 
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The likelihood of 1J1ore serious housing impacts· in Fort Morgan and Brush 
statea in the EIS is based upon a more detaile'd examination of housing 
in Morgan County (Volume IV, Appeildix 14, Section 14.LJ.2.B •. 3). .. .. 
Vacancy rates in Morgan County. traditionally hav.e b,een low-to-moderate, 
and housing construction between 1980. and 1987 (as indicated by. the .. 
issuance of building permits) averaged less than 60 units annually; 
Given these characteristics, the EIS concluded that SSC-related in
creases in population (projected to reverse population declines. antici • 
pated in the county without the SSC) are likely to produce demands·for 
year-round housing in the aforementioned communities which would require 
special effort on the ·part of the county. housing industry. Increased 
construction ofhousing·totake,advantage of foundations and utilities 
presently in place, .insluding factory-produced housing, would comprise 
part of ~uch an effort; · ·· · · · · ·· ·· 

0578.08 

·The statement in EIS Volume 1, Chapter 4; p; 4-8 is made in respect to 
the potential for encountering inadequately sealed hydrocarbon.wells 

·that could introduce gas into undergr:ound excavations; . Records of the 
Colorado Oil and Gas'C.ommission indicate that over•80 borings related to 
hydrocarbon exploration· and extraction have been drillE!d within the SSC. 
project footprint ... This includes wells listed as "dry and abandoned" 

·"plugged"; and "shut in"; and both a!:tiye oil and gas wells, Three 
related questions that are relevant to. underground projects in the 
vicinity of oil and gas fields are as follows: 

· (1) Are all of the exploration and production borings .known? 
· {Z) Aret~e locations.of the borings accuratelyknown? 

(3) Are.the abandoned and plugged wells adequately .sealed? 

Colorado's statutory requirements fol" re,cording oil. and gas \'/ells pro
vide considerable assurance''thatthere will be data bearing on the first 
two ql!estions. Additionally~ft isalwaysj>rudent to field-verify the. 
actila1···1ocatfons,)eit:her· vi§ually <!.rusfn9 the geophysH:al't(,!chniques 
notl!d .in. t~E! colll!lil!nt ;· /\}tho\lgh ~tate·regulJte,<i ,proced\lres for .. p 1 uggi ng 
abanqoned wells 'wHl·!lss.ilte.that records ·are ~·vailable.with···.respect. to· 
the tllird question,.~()und e!!gineering' practtce··w11en an unqerground exca
vatton maY·tn~.l!l"Sl!C~.· ~n·;a~aqdcn1ed hydt9c~rbon 1-!~Jl Js.to res11archnot · 
only.·.tlle State ·rE!torlis 0\bUt·also'the recor<1.s•'•6f.the lfrHl er; ·the owner
oper!lt!)r, :!l~d·the·sl!mennn1:1'~!ll"~~ee.$~n~r~~tor,to f\lrther . ascert11i n that .. 
potent i ab pathways'from• ga~ .. reserv()ii's: .. h<1ve !>¢ell' adeq11ate.Jy . sealed •.. ·. J f. ·• 
a· .. potential for a probJl!m\tS fllliicated hy:tlil!fi-ecords·search,a variety · 

.•.• offielittechniques'are ·avaua,bJe for·c~nfirming whethgr leakage• is .oi: .·. 
· ... is •not occurring. ·to' ttte·:tµnnE!L horizon•; . . ·. ·. ·. · ... ·.... ·.·. · · . · ·.·••.· . • 
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springs." This includes aquifers in contained basins such as the allu
vial aquifers in the basin and range of the western U.S., stream channel 
alluvium aquifers which occur at the Colorado site, and regional aqui
fers such as the Oga 11a1 a aquifer. The term "tributary water" is a 
legal-based term applied within the State of Colorado; however, this 
terminology or distinction as to types of groundwater is not commonly 
made throughout the U.S. All groundwater is derived from percol atbn 
recharge or lateral inflow to the aquifer and this may be local or at 
some distance from the point of withdrawal. Therefore, discussion of 
groundwater in Colorado in terms of "aquifers" is accurate. 

0578 .10 

The threatened and endangered species listed for Colorado include those 
species (Colorado squawfish, humpback chub, bonytail chub, and razorback 
sucker) associated with the Colorado River system and which could be 
affected in the event water from the Colorado Big Thompson (CBT) would 
be needed for the SSC in Colorado. Superscripts identifying these spe
cies were included in Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-17 of the DEIS. The 
DOE included these species to fulfill the Agency's responsibilities 
under the Endangered Species Act. If the proposed Colorado SSC is 
selected and if CBT water would be needed, the DOE would obtain more 
detailed information about the species and evaluate the potential 
effects of water withdrawal and mitigation options in the Supplemental 
EIS which will be prepared for the selected site. 

0578.11 

See Comment Responses 565.01 and 571.05. 

0578.12 

The effects of construction dewatering and groundwater use for con
struction and operations of the SSC in Colorado are discussed in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.2. The amount of groundwater to be 
used for construction and operations of the SSC is projected to be only 
a small portion of present groundwater use in the proposed siting area. 
However, any amount of groundwater use will result in some cumulative 
water level decline and these declines are discussed in the EIS. It is 
also noted that if existing groundwater rights are purchased by the 
State, as is planned for a portion of SSC groundwater use in Colorado, 
then no "new" water level declines should result (unless the purchased 
right was inactive at the time of transfer). 

0579.01 

This comment corroborates the findings and recommendations described in 
the EIS. The research questions to be developed by the Colorado His
torical Society would be useful evaluating the significance of cultural 
resources. If the Colorado site is selected, the professional cultural 
resource management establishment noted in the comment would provide a 
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background for deve 1 oping future cul tura 1 resource comp 1 i ance 
procedures. 

0580~01 

:Regional resources such as housing; medical services, educational 
institutions (including availability of profession al staff, academi.c 
resources ·and graduate student. research availability), accessibility to. 
major airports and other·tr.anspottation, and the availability of a .. 
skilled l.iibor pool (which includes minorities} were considered during 
proposal.evaluatiori leading t9 the.Best Qualified List (BQL), See EIS. 

· · Vo 1 ume Ill, Section :.HL · : : · · · · · ·· 

See first two paragraphs .of Comment Response 587. 02. 

Criteria used in the first round of the site selectionprocess insured 
that all of the proposed SSC sites remaining on the Best Qualified List 
would be within commuting distance of a major metropolitan area. The 
EIS acknowledges this fact .in Volume I, Chapter 5, .Section 5.1.8.5. 

0581.01 

The support expressed by the Department of Physics at the University of 
Colorado at Boulder forthe proposed Colorado SSC site is noted. The 
evaluation of existing.educational and research activitjes has been 

· eval.uated by DOE under the regional resource criterion which is one of 
the six· technical cr_iteria, .to ·select the.most qualified site. Results 
of th.ts evaluation are"<lescribed in Volume IU,·,Chapter 3, oft.his EIS. 

0582 .. 01 

coinmentsnoted. 

- ~ .. '' ' - . •' . . 



0583.01 

In the DEIS, Volume I, Chapter 5, the table referenced as Table 4.7-2 on 
pages 5.1.5.-9 and 5.1.5-10 should be referenced as Table 4-18. This 
table is properly referenced in the revised Volume I of the FEIS. 

0584.01 

See Comment Response 816.01. This EIS focused on the evaluation of 
seven slte alternatives for the SSC. Detafled evalllation of higher 
education was conducted in the site selection iirocess (see Volume III} 
as Regional Resources, the second criteria given in the ISP for site. 
selection. 

0584.02 

Comment noted. 

0585.01 

See Comment Response 1515.213. 

0586 .. 01 

Quality of life impacts are examined for the Colorado Region of Influ
ence (RGI}, and for the primary impact .. counties of Adams, MOrgan, and 
Washington (see Volume lV, Ap11endix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.E). Individual 
types of recreation and entertainment w,ithin individual communitie.s are 
not considered. 

The cultural and recreational amenities provided by the community of 
Fort Morgan noted in the comment, coupled with additionalsources of 
ente.rtainment located throughout the ROI, should help to accommodate 

_.anticipated SSC-related impacts. 

0587.01 

Comment noted. 

0587.02 

With. regard to, part l .of this comment. Morga11 Countyrs past exp.erlence: · 
in ~a ling with growtb-induced impacts is ackno1rtledqed. Howe.var •.. the. 
area has not recently experienced growth of the duration or magnitude 
anticipated to accompany the SSC. ror ex<1111ple, compared ta prajec.~ed 
SSC requirements the· Pawnee Power Plant employed roughly .half the con
struc.tion wnrkers and took less than o,00-third the. tlllie to. buUd~ . The. 

.. major .impacts. associ•teli 111itll. t{l.e .. p(iwei:.@lant ~curred' during c:.ons.truc::- · ·· 
· tiol). when.many oi •·.~ ~J'kers .qimmuted .tile the. c'¥\s.tr,!lct.Um. ·.s.it.e .mst~~d · 
of moving to !that area. •And du.l"'ing op~ratioas l'o.ugllly Z5 ttmes 1;he • · ...... . 
number of personnel would be needed 1() op~rate tl\~S~G: .tiaa are r-equh:ed 



· tG operate the Pawnee·.:Power Plant• Finally, -due to its longer peri<>d o.f · · 
construction and larger operations·.work force, the SSC ·is expected to 
generate ~tantia.l secOAidary ec~ .•ffects., wlticb. in tll'rn WQU}d 
furtlier increase the \tlti11ate 1Japul:atioar impact ,of the SSC (se.e Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, SectMIM 14.J.l,2...A and.14.l.l.2.&}. 

With regard:to part 2. of. this commi:mt, note that .the EIS considered the 
·· . relatively. few ye;rr~rouftd f!Msi aq utts· locate<l ia .ttor.q;m C.o.unty (aooljt 

8,900 in l!ll8Gh arid \Ae ~laUvely s~ co11tstr11ction-0f new 111tits ir.i tile 
county between ]986·,aad J!Mll ·{less tlilaR'°. ~aually; s.ee Volume ·lV, 
Appendix<S0 SectM>n S~2. .. ll.l.1"2hT l-hes.e:4ata led to U1e. characterh:a
tiol}•f the couat.r;~jn! in411;str;Y ~ ti.lat isJ> tlie present artd lleiJ.lg. 
built withinthe county ,. as ·~mall scale.' I'11e v;acancy data used 
intl.uded inf9rmati()n gathered from the U.S. aureau of the Census. during 
the 1980 Census of Population and Housing; thE!. census data are not llaselif 
upon property 1 istings with realtors; and thus should not be prone to 
the••nder Feportinf sllf!fest'd ~" :t~h cpa:rt·,~f t~e comment. It is impor-

. tant to lloti! -tJtat . the EIS cf)aes .· ,at.sta~E! t~at ,ll&r!jan . County could not 
· meet SStfretate4 lt•11~i1t9;it1pacts1 ·ratliler. it• su1gest.s that. a foc;used 
... eff0'7f;;would ~ required: u:acco~edate; lt\CreasecLdemallds adequately 

{see Y•l~ 111,,.A(tpend.'\x ~~. ;S~ct~cml4:. l ,3~2}. · lncreas,ed . co,nstruct i illl 
of housill! uit:s: witliht the. cOl!lltl by lfjcal cORtractors. increased pro
ductiOll! ef.:-.lu.•ltotis:i!lf ;snits. aRd. iJSsjstam:e ef. b11i lders · fl'Olll: 11.earby .. 

· counties coald.iaH .CO!t$\itate pa..t .of· s1,1ch .an e.ffor.t. • .. - ' - ' - - - _,. , .. - "'- - - . . 

. :· WiJh ·~egard to patt i pf the comment;'iiiite.·that the EIS. ari.alys.i s"pro.j
ects <Hspersal of SSC-related population if11pacts throughout a 14-county 
regj on of ~Jll'.a$1;;(s.e~ VGJQ!ll!!"; l!/*1 SlfJlE!:fldix 1.4, sec;~i11111 14~1. l .. 2~ B}~ .. ·.·.· . 
How&¥er, ber~<>cf tj!.e::if: ~!•~.iv~1n•x.jfll.i:ty.tQ,.tile. SSC.; foitMorgan ud 
. Brus.11 .. are. :P"9~C.tl!d t• "~~cE!;iYe Cit:Sl~a!>l~ $hare:(J1£.!j\is pep.ulat_iM • 
at;c<!unt ~ :fm:-;~·~bse«ic~:•f\a ~r~:~.~4~~ ll)q,om~1.effe;t. •.. Al :though 
cert;ain µarts..<0f tJie.;EI.$:,M~cnss.e4 \'lf$nce }ti.~tead .ef.,tra.vel t1me · 
(hicludi~g VolUIJl~.J~ ~~-e:,..:;~i-Jab.l~ 472.~ •.• ~.··mi~ci hi tf\e "~n~)~· 
trayel t1me.was a central:consi4E!rat1on.of the model used to .allocate · 

. S~C-related population' impact~ ·(Volume. JV, Apperidi x J4, Sei:tlon 
.14.1.2.3.B), :B~cause.the results of the spatial allocation mOdel in 

· . t~r;n;~~···a< ~s:is:1~~8"i¢~·~("tbi!''•s~t£ISapa,lysis~ tr.a~l 
' tiine;~l~: • llici()Jl:·r4>l~ ;:in.·We s:.e'ci~li: "'Pi l.fs,i.s. - •.·.· · .. · · · .. · . 
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0589.01 

The numerous planning mechanisms In place for Fort Morgan, coupled with 
recent developments (such as the industrial park), should help to miti
gate anticipated socioeconomic impacts to this community (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2). 

!lousing data are provided for Morgan County (Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.2.11.1.B), but not for individual communities within Morgan 
County. The use of available vacant housing units in Fort Morgan, 
coupled with increased construction of additional units, would help to 
meet anticipated impacts on housing demand in the community (Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.B). 

0590.01 

The proposed action for this EIS is to select the site for the SSC. The 
EIS assesses and compares the environmental impacts of the proposed con
struction and operations of the SSC at each of seven site alternatives. 
The subject of minority participation in SSC construction and operations 
is an issue which the DOE addresses in the management and operations 
contractor selection, the Architect-Engineer/Construction Manager selec
tion, and in the contractual negotiations for the SSC construction and 
operations. Minority participation is one of the criteria upon which 
contractor selection is based, in accordance with Federal procurement 
requirements. 

However, the Invitation for Site Proposals (ISP) (See EIS, Volume 3, 
Chapter 1) does require states to provide "Evidence with regard to the 
current policies and history of compliance with Federal fair employment 
practices, Equal Employment Opportunity statutes, and open housing 
practices," along with a description of local employment opportunities. 
(See ISP section 2.2.3.2.5 and Appendix D, section 02.7.3.) 

0591.01 

The EIS analysis projected local government capital improvements based 
on the population growth rates expected to result during SSC construc
tion in each primary impact county, including Morgan County. Data col
lected from more than 3,200 municipalities and more than 4,000 school 
districts in the U.S. indicate a relationship between population growth 
rates and spending for capital improvements by local government juris
dictions. This evidence, provided in a report prepared by the Presi
dent's Economic Adjustment Committee in 1981, was used as the basis for 
the capital improvement projections. The methodology used is described 
in greater detail in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.2.3. The 

·analyses in Appendix 14 were r.ot at the level of detail for individual 
cities that is contained in this submission, and therefore the document 
cannot be addressed in the context of this EIS. If the proposed 
Colorado site is selected for the SSC, details such as these would be 
taken into account in the Supplemental EIS for that site. 

055106003348825 



os9z.o1'' 
-. - ,''' 

The f'l!rmi lab Annual Report is a public document available tothe. public; 
the most recent issue. is .. "Site Environmental Report for Calendar Year 
1987:,"by Samuel I.:.Baker, Mayl,)988. Fermilab 88/409, 1104.100, 
UC-41. 

0592.02·. , .. , 

The scena~io of a full beam loss (or ~ometimes simply called "beam 
loss") cou.ld .be described.as follows. The proton be.am,< which. is travel
ing in a highly evacuated tube, iS bent around the ring by magnets: If 
these bending magnets 's11<fdenly)ost their abi 1 ity to bend the beam, from 

· loss of power qr quenching, the beam W()Uld continue in a straight line. 
If just a few magnets were lost, the beam would stil,1 be confined to the 
beain tube. If the loss involved all. or many of the magnets in a 1 ine, 

··the beam would.:cont i nue straight·· eventually scraping· the beam. tube wa 11 
and finally penetrating it. '<After penetrating the tube wall the beam 
would pass into the m11gnets, the surrounding cryogenic system, and out 
into the tunnel. It ·could then penetrate the wal 1 of the tunnel and 
finally be absorbed in the primary soil/rock shield surrounding the tun
nel. The <fepth of penetration would depend upon the energy, oJ the pro
tons. The amount ofr<1dioactiv;ition caused by tile hadronic .cascade, . · 
produced when the. h.igh. energy· protons. interact with matter; .is dependent 
upon the· number; of jnitial protons ·and .their energy. ·For this assess
ment th_e protons were assumed tobe at 20 trillion electron volts (Tl!V) 
and the beam containe<f three times the design intensity' number of 
protons. : · · . · . · · ' , 

· tt is aimos!i~-possjble io'fonceiVe. a .s~~1lClrio ;~ which ~n 'accidental.· 
• b~am '. lpss. (;OIJ]cl ()CCur, Ea:chmagriet ~as it~. own current and !llagn~t ic 
fleld<sensors. Ifthese·sensors detect any uncontrolled change 10 mag
netic.field or curren,t· or,in.filct .,f;inY sensors fan, the beam abort 
systemwould be automatically actjvated, and the beam would be ejected 

· from ... the machines .into. thebe.a111 <1bsorberin a.fewthousandth.s ·of a·· 
second •. lt is n<>~ physfcal ly possible. fol' the cJrculaJin!i beam to 

. strtke:;the:Wall s of;_the rit~gneth1,that amoUr\t of time; : lr(addition, .. 
between magnets .t~ere·will be, !>earn _position. monitors which wil 1. co~
ttnuo(Jsly.S'ense U\e,position cif the beam,. )f the-beam behaves·tn an.Y 
way err'!t;icapy;· or. if· ttiemoni tors fail; •once again• the beam would be 
.e~ect\!d··• Jhe bl!~m abprt.".~Y~t\!ln •.. ts/~J~\!Jf.,,~;f<1}J,.~~fe syste~.·.' · Th4t .~s •. '• 

· .. eve.11 unde)'\a:st()talc•loss\ofpow{!rlinstant.~11eouslYl"';Jhe/.sY,stemwould eJe<:t 
· · ,the •beani» ;Jh.is Js thf~Asis·f<>r~the'.~s~.•cle~igrFst~~~nienf .that a.~ acci• · ;. · 
.. de11ta l_oea!ll l;()~S,'t/OUJ~•.Ver)",rarel,Yi if ;ijv~r,;,()CCU~'\~~one~he1 ess; .• 
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tion products formed by the hadronic cascade as the beam interacted with 
the components, but again the majority of the .cascade is carried for
ward. As the 'IDajor air activation products have short half-lives, by 
not imediatel1 venting that reg;on where 'beam loss occurred the air . 
activation products can be allowed to decay prior to release. 

Soil activation from a beam loss was addressed in terrestrial and 
aquatic pathways, EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.2.3.1.C. The 
sodium-22 isformed in the soil/rock and leaches out into groundwater. 
The tritium is formed both in the soil/rock and interstitial water. 
Other radionuclides formed in the soil/rock have relatively short 
half-lives and/or do not migrate in groundwater. These are addressed in 
Volume IV, AppendixTO, Section 10.L2.3.A.3. The primary soil/rock 
shield is sufficient to attenuate the. radiation .. from the radioactivation 
products. 

Volume lV, Appendix 12, Figure IZ.2.3-5 illustrates the radionuclide 
generation and migration from beam loss. These figures are simplistic 
and not to scale. 

Wells specifically designed to be used in case of a 1oss-of-beam acci
dent are not anticipated. The loss of a beam is an accident and it is 
not predictable if, when, and where it could occur. A health impacts 
assessment for a loss of beam was addressed in .Volume IV App-endix 12, 
Section l'Z.4.1.1. The major pathways for exposure. were direct radiation 
at the instant the beam is lost and the migra'tfon. of radionucl ides in 
groundwater. The dose.•equivalent from direct radhtiun req11ires that an 
individual be in a specific spot at-the.instantthe.beam is lost. Even 
if it did occur, that an individual were in that spot, the dose equiva
lent would be.less. than that receiYed.annually,from background.,radia- _ 
tion., The oose equivalent received .via tM, aquatic .pat~ay was based on· 
very ccmsenrative assumptions and was calculated to range from 0-6098 to 
0.50 mrem for·tfre year with the·maxlmumconcentration wen be]j»i the 
U.S.·. £i'Alimtt of 4mrem per year: from puhlic water, supp1ies.• .Thus,. it 
is not netessary from thebealth·'impacts involved'. to dewaterthe•aeti,
vation znne. The' t'E!nn "p111!J flow" was used -to denote-nondispersioo. 
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· ·• EIS. :Volume If, APi>efiaix. lt,• Jablej?.2 .. l-l f)resl!onts an average anfitt1'l 
dose equiv a lent0 fer, ba¢kgrotllld radiation. eXjlos\lre Jevt!ls'.ilt- the U.S.. .· 
The. approximate level t>f exp~ forthe,U.'S •. is 360- mrem(yr of which·· 
300 mrenlfyr: .. cOOles from Jra.tunl sources Such -aS' riidoo amt a>'Sllj c. rays and.• 
60.·mremfyr'CDIJies'•from.n~se.t'if"'C1!S•,. s~.·as·!lteiUc~l.;x~rays•-0r. (:()t!SuJner.;.·· .. ·. 
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The quotation is from the DOE guide entitl~d "A Guide to Reducing . 
Radiation Exposure to'Aslow ~s Re(lsonably Achievable,• which i.s not 
referenced in the EIS; · · 
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Neutron skyshine is the rescattering of neutrons (not alpha, beta, or 
gamma radiation) by airnuclei above a source back down to the surface 
of.the earth (see Volume I, Chapters; Section 5.L6.2;A.2.c). The 
locations ofthe source of neutrons are the interaction halls, where 
neutrons are produced as a result of beam interactions •. 

Neutron skyshine c~ntribution fr~m ~he SSC was evaluated as a function 
.. of ·shielding thickness. above the interaction hall and distance from the 

hall (see.Volume IV,.Appendix 10, Section 10,1 •. 2:3.A.:l.c). The shield
ing thickness depends on the depth of earth cover Over the interaction 
hall and the amount of.roof shielding designed in the. structure. The 
annual dose equivalent ·at the outer surface of the interaction hall for 
various shield thicknesses is tabulated in Volu.me IV, Appendix 10, Table 
10.1.2•2. The dose equivalent at various surface distances. from the 
interaction hall with various thicknesses of earth shielding is tabu
lated in Table 10.1.2-.3. About 23 .ft (7 m) of earth or equivalent 
shielding .is required to<reduce the skyshine dose rate t9 about 0.041 
mrem/yr at 330 ft . (100 m) surface distance from the interaction ha l L 
The Presence of Jarge particle detectors around the illteraction point · 
adds additional shleldjng and ·further reduces the dose equivalent at the 
aforementioned surface distance to le.s.s than· 0.041 mrem/yr; . The limit 
set by the. DOE. ~or.th~ exp9sure to<individual s· of the public to radi a" 
ti on as a: consequence\of J'outine DOE activities and act i ans is an· annual . 
effective dose equivalent equal to HIO mrem t$ee Volume .I, Chapter 6, 
Section. 6.3.'2}'. · · · ·:; ·" ·•·• .> 

. c: ,i.--

. At the. IlJipo.is 'sit~, theJrtteract io11.h~]l at kt .. has a ·depth of 3.SO ft 
(110 m) ;>the annual.dose equiv11lent contributed by neutron skyshine is 
less•thaii 0.001 mn!m ($ee Volume Iii, Appendix.}Z, Table12.3.l-l), 

,.-~·-··· c ,, --" •<'·"- ,:_ + 

osn:os 

,'' 



At CERN, thermoluminescent dosimeters are used to monitor the effluent 
~tack from the tunnels. Aerosol and gaseous radioactivity are monitored 
using charcoal filters at the Super Proton Synchrotron which is venti
lated continuously. Both Fermllab and TRIUMF have continuous stack 
monitors using thin window geiger counters on Na! detectors in shielded 
chambers. 

The SSC environmental monitoring program will utilize continuous moni
toring of the site boundary and the points of release, such as a stack, 
and on-site and off-site samples as is currently done at the Fermilab. 
The specific procedures for continuous monitoring at above-ground loca
tions will be determined before the initiation experiments. 
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The tunnel is closed to personnel when the collider is in operation; 
therefore, no ventilation is needed during this extended period of time. 
Ventilation is reestablished prior to personnel entry to assure adequate 
fresh air is supplied. 
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Modeling results presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 
12.4.1, Figure 12.4.1-1 and Figure 12.4.1-2 suggest that a hypothetical 
pumped well 50 m away from a beam loss would have water with Na-22 and 
fl-3 concentrations below EPA standards at all times after a beam loss 
accident. That would suggest that all wells at 50 m or more away from 
the SSC tunnel on either side would be safe as sources of drinking water 
after a beam loss accident. However, the modeling was based on sim
plistic assumptions. For example, one of the assumptions states that 
"aquifer and well characteristics are uniform all through space and 
time, including hydraulic conductivity, effective porosity, aquifer 
geometry, pump rate of well, and dispersttivity." (See Volume IV, 
Appendix 12, Section 12.2.3.1.) At the selected site, detailed field 
studies will be necessary to fully characterize the potential transport 
of radionuclides from a hypothetical beam loss to nearby water supply 
facilities. 
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The EIS indicates that the Richland, Washington facility was considered 
as a reasonable option for disposing the low-level radiological waste 
from the SSC. This approach was taken for p 1 anni ng purpose and for 
assessing potential impacts. The location for low-level waste disposal 
has not been decided, but the Richland facility is an alternative if no 
other sites are available or feasible. Another option to be considered 
by the DOE is a regional low-ievel radiological waste site, if such a 
facility becomes avai 1ab1 e.. Among the factors to be considered before a 
regional location would be selected as the final waste site are the 
facility's available capacity and the cost savings that the government 
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·· .,could obtain •. The Supplemental EIS will prov.ide further analysis of .. tf:le. 
options. ,, , , . 
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The ColoradtJ pniposal Jocat-ed tttt! beam I ine ia tlae vici~ity of tLle . 
. elQ)eJ'illlen:b),hal]s'is clo$.0:~•Ule ~r(ace. as,119s.sib~~ .Jhis 111i11ilnized · 

the exant1tm 11!cquil'lelil to. 'CQnstr:uct:; Ute adl s but J~ft the top .of. the . 
halls mM! lJm' Ubt'i'11g grade; rtie tans wn l he ce.vere.d with aft . 
appropriate la.Yer: of earth for.· shielding. ·· ·· · 

. ~he ISP states (p~ 46,.1\Ppefwiix 8': ,,."Jt, i$ .df?siraai~tnat the ~- · · 
· menµ,;1:f~Uties.1Je' :oo;ar tile .Slllfftt!lt:O;pn\'i~:.itotavenient ~decooom-. • 

. J oicat.access f'or· ~iv}',exper~inentai f!.QU:i~.~. Mot.e ~t this ~. 
·. stated as.".f!esi~ble;.:'".:oot•"require(f.~ .. ..:>.. . ·..••... · · ... 
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The actual rele~se of radionuclides to the atr~ wate.. • .and ~fl from an 
.accident has been estimated,·:and'the data are summarized in the follow-
ing tables in .. Mohne IV: · · 

; - -- .,_ -

· ,, Ai>P~li~lo. tabae5.w.L3;.1Q .andio. L3•11 
App.eooix 12. T•le. J2,.2"Jc-~ {first .and . 

A;r 
. Soil 

- ~· " • ·S~and J'OW:S} · · · ·'" 
.Appendix 12, 'Table i.2•.'Z.3·5 .(fifth aWi. swenth 

·rows) ' · · .. ·. 
· Water 
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. Because .ijf .t.nei !" tii'i!:~t ~tj '.and ·e:Xtl'eme~'J ·101'! oonqeiit~tiul, tlleie · . 
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DARTAB is a program to combine airborne radionuclide environmental 
exposure data with dosimetric and health effect data to generate tabu
lation of predicted health impacts. It was compiled by a group of 
researchers, i.e., C.L. Begovich, K.F. Eckerman, E.C. Schlatter, 5.Y. 
Ohr, and R.O. Chester, in the Health and Safety Research Division of Oak 
Ridge National Laboratory. The work was performed under interagency 
agreement number IAG-EPA-78-0-X0394 for the U.S. Environmental Protec
tion Agency. 

The 70-year dosimetric S factors for DARTAB are calculated by RADfHSK 
and, in general, are consistent with those in International Commission 
on Radiological Protection, ICRP-30. The unit of these factors is 
mrad/year per pCi/year. The committed dose is the total dose over a 
future period associated with an intake. The total committed dose for 
the 70 years after a unit intake was used in Clean Air Act Codes (CAP.CJ. 
It is more conservative than the total committed dose for the 50 years 
alternative after a unit intake. 

Since there is not enough research data for Cl-39 to allow an estimate 
of its risk, the best information can be obtained from its "cousin,• 
Br-84. The two are listed in the same column in the Periodic Table of 
the Elements, which indicates that they have very similar chemical and 
physiological properties. Their radiological characteristics are also 
very similar. 
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The concern about a fire in the SSC facilities was addressed in the EIS 
(Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.3). The potential for fire is con
sidered to be an important safety concern that will be given additional 
attention in the Supplemental EIS and in the final design of the SSC. 
To minimize the potential for a fire in the tunnel, non-flammable mate
rials will be used to the extent possible in equipment and components. 
DOE Orders 5480.4 and 5483.lA indicate DOE's commitment to establishing 
programs in safety and fire protection that will be applicable to all 
aspects of the SSC, including the experimental halls where flammable 
substances may be present. 

The principal toxic/hazardous materials to be used at the SSC are iden
tified (Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.2 and Volume I, Chapter 
5, Section 5.1.6). Quantities of each chemical to be used at the facil
ity have not been estimated nor are these estimates necessary to eval
uate potential environmental impacts_ Quantities of hazardous and 
low-level radiological wastes of the SSC have been estimated and pro
vided in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Sections 10.1.3.l and 10.1.3.2. 
There are no plans to bring radioactive materials from outside sources 
into the SSC, except in those instance in which they would be required 
as check sources or standards for monitoring or other laboratory activi-
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ties supporting research at the SSC. If other radioactive sources are 
required, their uses will be subject to a safety review. 

Regarding the concern about depleted uranium, this material is used in 
some large detectors at other accelerators. There are no plans to use 
depleted uranium at the SSC. If plans were to change and depleted ura
nium were to be used in a detector, it would be allowed after being 
approved by a safety review. 
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Comment noted. 
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The conditions that affect the SSC site selection are summarized in the 
EIS (Volume ill, Chapters 1, 2, and 3). The health and safety issues 
considered for site selection purposes were those addressed in the EIS 
(Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.1 and Volume IV, Appendix l, Section 
1.1). The DOE has considered all applicable Federal, state and local 
safety codes, regulations, and standards in preparing the EIS and these 
requirements will be considered further in the final design process 
after the site is selected. 

0593.03 

This comment regarding the suitability of the geology of the Colorado 
site for the SSC is consistent with data used to prepare the EIS (see 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.1). The suitability of the 
geology of the Colorado site for construction of the SSC was considered 
in the evaluation of the site alternatives. See EIS Volume III for a 
discussion of the site selection process. 

0593.04 

The assessment of flooding potential and mitigations presented in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.2 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.1.3.2.C is based on the 100-year flood, as required by Executive Order 
No. 11988, Floodplain Management, May 24, 1977, rather than specific 
historical flood events. Site-specific flood mitigation measures, such 
as reservoirs upstream of the project, on-site retention ponds, and 
channel improvement, would be evaluated in a Supplemental EIS if the 
Colorado site is selected for the SSC. 

0593.05 

See Comment Response 816.01. 

0593.06 

See Comment Response 816.01. 
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0594.01 

The referenced section in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14 addresses the 
potential impacts of SSC-induced growth on Morgan County's ability to 
maintain all local public services without experiencing deterioration of 
current levels of service. The potential impacts address all of the 
county's services combined (law enforcement, fire protection, health 
care, and public education) and do not single out an individual service. 

Potential Impacts to public education in Morgan County were assessed at 
the county level based upon combined enrollment and employment data from 
the four school districts in the county; impacts on individual school 
districts were not evaluated in the EIS. Although the Fort Morgan 
School District may have the physical capacity to accommodate the pro
jected increase in students caused by development of the SSC, the dis
trict would still need to increase its instructional and support staff 
to maintain the current educational level of service. 

0595.01 

See Comment Responses 526.01, 526.02, 526.03, 526.04, 526.05, and 
526.06. 

0595.02 

Comment noted. The comment correctly notes the figures stated in the 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Table 3-6. 

0595.03 

Comments noted. Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.8.6 on prime and impor
tant farmland has been revised. See Comment Responses 428.12 and 
1279.178. 

0595.04 

Comments noted. 

0596. 01 

This information is not consistent with the EIS discussion of SSC
related impacts on the Colorado Region of Influence (ROI) and Morgan 
County, as presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2. 
For the ROI as a whole, a maximum of 3,350 construction jobs are antici
pated, with the average number of such jobs about 1,950 over the 1989-
1996 construction period. In-migrating work force for the ROI is cal
culated in the EIS for total (direct and secondary) SSC-related jobs -
and peaks at roughly 2,800 in 1992. The total population impact 
(in-migrating workers and their dependents) during 1992 is projected at 
8,350 persons. This increase in population would require approximately 
2,300 housing units. 
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In Morgan County, the EIS projects that the number of total jobs (cone 
struction and operations) directly related to the SSC will peak at 
nearly 2;000 in 1992 (Volume IV; Appendix 14, Section 14.l.3.2.A). The 
population impact on Morgan County during 19.92 would total 3, 450 per
sons; this population .impact translates into an increased demand for 
about 950housing unit~ in.Morgan County over the number required by 
baseline residents. · 

The EIS make.s no assumptions regardingthe commuting behavior of the 
nonresident work force, either in the ROI or Morgan County. Based upon 
the projected increases in housing demand. in Morgan County due to the 
SSC -- particularly during peak construction (1992), the year of 

·.greatest annual growth.(1992•1992), and the first year 1>f fUll opera
tions (2000) -"the EIS concludes that a focused effort would be 
required to accommodate additional housing requirements (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, ·Section 14,1.3.2.B). · 

The experience of losal Morgan County banking establishments in financ-
ing construction is acknowledged. .··. · · . · . ·· ·. · 

0597.01 . . 

The quotation thatthe comment partially cites would better be repre
sented by extending the text quoted to read that the SSC is "likely to 

· lead to adverse socioeconomic impacts in some of the smaller communities 
close to the site, particularly Fort Morgan ariCI Brush" (see EIS · 

·Volume IV, Appendix .. 14, Section 14.l.3.2): Neither of these communities 
is in Adams County. · · 

The cpmnient ··correc.tly cifes flgul'es lit Volume<tv,; Appendix 14,· Table 
14.T.3.2-15, but .. incorrectly interprets conclusions concerning net 
fiscal ·impacts to Adams County; fi.scal .effects of the SSC.on this county 
would>remain'positive:from 1992throughoutthe.1ifeofthe project, and 
eventually would. offset deficits experienced fn .the first three years. 
Furthermore, the .annu,al fiscal impact projections fo'rAdams County are 
the est.in1ated cumulative impact to all 42 local Jurisdictiqns within the 
county, including] municipalities, 7 school districts, 27special dis
trkts .• and the county g9vert1ment itself·· The .responsibility for bear
ing. tJ1e c1>sts ofspecifi.c.•infra~truc:ture improvements has not yet been · 

· determined: ·.·· · ·· · .· .. ·· · .. ,.,.. ." · '" .. ··· ··'n.. · · ·· · 
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0597.03 

The actual schedule for the Two Forks water supply project will not 
affect the aggregate resources available to the SSC. The 1987 "Stra
tegic Resource Assessment Study" chartered by the governor of Colorado, 
the mayor of Denver, the Colorado Association of Commerce and Industry, 
and the Denver Chamber of Commerce shows that the Two Forks project will 
be entirely self-sufficient, as its aggregate needs will be met by 
mining at the site. If the Two Forks project is not constructed, the 
aggregate sources planned for Two Forks will not be developed for any 
other use. 

The human resources will be minimally affected since the labor needs of 
the Two Forks project are only three to nine percent of the SSC needs. 

0597 .04 

It is true that more SSC-related workers may choose to reside in the 
Denver area than predicted in the EIS. The allocation of population 
impacts for each region of influence (ROI) is based upon a model which 
estimates the most likely distribution of workers (Volume IV, Appendix 
14, Section 14.1.2.3.B.2; see also Comment Response 4.06). For the 
Colorado ROI, the Denver metropolitan area (including western Adams and 
Arapahoe counties, Boulder County, Denver County, and Jefferson County) 
is projected to receive 51 percent of the peak year population impacts 
(see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.B) 

0597 .05 

The EIS land use analyses focus· on the status of existing land use plans 
and zoning (see Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.1.2) without regard 
to discussing the mechanisms available to modify them. See Comment 
Response 384.02 for a discussion of the DOE policy regarding the need 
for and value of establishing intergovernmental relationships. 

0597.06 

The actual mode of decommissioning would not be determined until the 
decision to decommission is made by the DOE. At that time a detailed 
decommissioning plan and environmental review in compliance with NEPA 
would be prepared. The analysis presented in Volume IV, Jl.ppendix 3 is 
the evaluation of the order of magnitude cost and technical feasibility 
of decommissioning the SSC after its useful life. Alternative uses of 
facilities would be addressed when the decision to decowmission is made. 
See also Comment Response 216.02. 

0597.07 

The Strasburg and Byers wastewater treatment facilities are not included 
in the EIS because these plants do not have excess capacity to accom
modate 150,000 gal/d generated by the SSC main campus. 
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According to a letter dated October 17, 1988, from Mr. Steve Norris, 
Department of Natural Resources, State of Colorado, Strasburg treatment 
plant design capacity is 68,000 gal/d and present use is 68,000 gal/d. 
The Byers wastewater treatment plant design capacity is 80,000 gal/d and 
present use is 60,000 gal/d. 

0597.08 

Corrections to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.8.2, Table 5.2.8-2 
and Figure 5.2.8-2, can be found in the Errata to Appendix 5. 

0597.09 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.10.l has been corrected in the 
Errata to Appendix 5 to reflect the change. 

0597 .10 

Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.10.1.F has been corrected in the 
Errata to Appendix 5 to reflect this change. 

0598.01 

The observations are consistent with historic land uses as discussed in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.10.1.C. 

See Comment Response 1337.01. 

0599.01 

Comments noted. 

0600.01 

Comment noted. 

0600.02 

The EIS considered SSC-related impacts on public services, including 
public health care, in the Colorado Region of Influence (ROI}, and in 
the primary impact counties of Adams, Morgan, and Washington (Vo-iume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.C). Neither Weld County nor communities 
within it (such as Greeley) were examined individually in terms of these 
impacts. However, Weld County was included as part of the ROI, and 
hence impacts on its public services were considered at this greater 
level of aggregation. SSC-related increases in demand for public health 
services within the Colorado ROI are anticipated to be negligible. 

0600.03 

Comment noted. 
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0601.01 

Comment noted. 

0501.02 

Socioeconomic impacts were examined for the Colorado Region of Influence 
(ROI) and for the primary impact counties of Adams, Morgan, and 
Washington (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2). With the excep
tion of certain impacts on Fort Morgan and Brush, effects were not con
sidered at the level of individual communities (including Log Lane 
Village). 

The willingness of Log Lane Village to cooperate with other ROI commun
ities in helping to accommodate SSC-related impacts is acknowledged. 

0602.01 

The EIS considered socioeconomic impacts for the Colorado Region of 
Influence (ROI), and for the primary impact counties of Adams, Morgan, 
and Washington (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2). Probable 
effects on certain select communities within the primary impact counties 
were also discussed. As Weld County was not one of the primary impact 
counties, with the exception of allocated population impacts (which are 
anticipated to be minimal -- see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.2.B), impacts on the county itself as well as communities within 
the county were considered only as part of the larger ROI. At the 
regional level, impacts on housing demand (both temporary and year
round), public services (including health care and education), and 
recreation areas should be absorbed easily. Demands on "cultural out
lets" were not considered in the EIS assessment of SSC impacts. 

0602.02 

General aviation airfields available to serve the SSC are addressed in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.Il.2.A.3. It is acknowledged 
that the Greeley-Weld County Airport could serve some general aviation 
flights to the SSC site area. However, the airport is located approx
imately 60 mi from the proposed site. In addition, the Fort Morgan 
Municipal Airport has the capacity to serve small corporate jets as 
stated in "Morgan County, All You Ever Wanted to Know ... But Were Afraid 
to Ask," published by the Morgan County League of Woman Voters. There
fore, it is anticipated that most of the SSC general aviation traffic 
will use the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport. 

0602.03 

Comments identifying local resources noted. See also Comment Response 
4.04. 
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0603.0l - _,_· 

ccirnrneilt.: ftcit~~. .:.c.······· ,. .•.• 
. ··"'· 

0604.01 

Comment .noted. 

0605.01 

Coament noted. 

0606.01 

· ComnlEmts .. n()tElck, < 
0607.01 

COlllll!ents noted. 

0607.02 

See. Conunent··Response.:523'.03 ••. 

0607.03 

· In ·terns of heal tit. r.i~ks:.t~ resident$, th& sSc ti111 ))e sited.~·designecJ, .. · 
constructed•• and operated ;instri~ CCJllformance with· applicable .. Federal. 
State,.··and local ~l!V~rOllllll!nt.tl/s~~etj and healt)l• protei;tfon cr;iteria,• 

. reg11l11tiC)ftS) and•st.andar:<Js,.tcvassure ad~at;e .prot~il)O of·both th.e SSC 
· workforce·Ucl .the~ner<t,}:public:• .• Jllese~me.stringen~:·l"&quirements 
will be applied to the ~am ~~orylillf!'lauoJ'.t) ~as for SSC:~ratioos. ·.··•· 
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·shielding r:equir~riien\s <ir~ Atsqi5s;ed ~n,EIS Vo1iuae t,. Appendix 10, 
Section ~(),l~a~~•A.;l;J>•: ..... ll;e· ;a,bor:t, .at"eas <lr~ M!si911ed tq• . .&llaw .cano 
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· ·· · · . of .greater>tllan•;SO:,fi:rabove .. the tunneJ .+s•~qui r,edfof. stratified• .fee·. •· 
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Most of the particles initially produced during collision or beam inter
action are massive and strongly interacting; they are called hadrons. 
Hadrons typically travel .a few inches in matter before interacting and 
are completely stopped in few yards to tens of yards, depending on the 
energy and the characteristics of the absorbing material. The hadrons 
are accompanied by high-energy photons and electrons, which are absorbed 
over typically shorter distances of at most a few yards in solid matter. 
The primary shield (30 ft of earth at density of 1.8 g/cm3) around the 
tunnel effectively reduces the dose equivalent from hadrons and accom
panying photons and electrons to a small fraction of natural background. 
At a distance of 46 ft in heavy soil (density of 2.24 g/cm3), the hadron 
dose eq11ivalent is less than 0.001 mrem/yr (Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Figure 10.1.2-4 Hadron Dose: Beam Absorber). The depth of the beam 
absorber and the annual dose equivalent from hadrons at the surface 
above the beam absorber are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 12, Table 
10.1.3-3. This dose equivalent is based on the shielding of the soil 
and does not take into account the presence of the beam absorber. 

Besides the strongly interacting hadrons, muons are produced in stopping 
the proton beam. A muon is a heavy electron, identical in all respects 
to an electron except in mass and the fact that it is unstable. It 
decays into an electron and a neutrino. Only a small portion of the 
radiation created in the SSC are muons (a few tenths of a percent). The 
muons, in contrast to the hadrons, photons, and electrons, interact very 
weakly with matter and may travel greater distance before they are 
stopped. The most energetic muons travel distances greater than a mile 
in earth. They are very strongly collimated along the direction of the 
primary proton beams (a narrow and straight beam), so the needed shield
ing would be confined to long, well-defined regions tangential to the 
circumference of the main ring, at the elevation of the beam plane and 
downstream of the primary beam absorbers (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Section 10.1.2.3.A.1.b and Figures 10.1.2.-6,-7, and -8). The dose 
equivalent at the surface from muons is essentially zero for all sites 
because they are highly collimated in the forward direction at the 
elevation of the beam plane. An individual would have to be continu
ously underground standing next to the tunnel at the tunnel depth in 
order to receive the dose projected. Therefore, the probability of any 
individual of the general public receiving the annual dose equivalents 
derived for the assessment is very remote (Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Section 10.1.3.1.A.2). 

The general topography in the areas designated for beam absorbers would 
be at the proposed sites has been checked for topographical depressions 
that could bring the surface below tunnel depth. There appears to be no 
area at any of the proposed sites where it would be possible to reach 
tunnel depth without digging or excavating to that depth (EIS Volume!,.
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.2.A.1). 

Specifically, at the Tennessee site the beam ejection point is 270 ft 
(density of 2.7 g/cm3) below the surface. Therefore, the total annual. 
dose equivalent from direct radiation (hadrons and muons) at the surface 
would be immeasurably small (less than 0.001 mrem/yr). 
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fhe annua1· hadron dose'(!qiliVillent at th.e surface above the beam absorber 
for· a depth of 270 ft is much Jess· than O .001 mrem/yr (EIS· Volume IV, 

•• Appendix 10, Table lO.l.3-3 Annual dose Equivalent from Hadrons: Beam 
Absorber), considering that the dose equivalent from hadron at the sur
face for a depth of 46.ft•.(density of 2,24 g/cml) is Jess than 0.001 
mrem/yr (Volume 1V, Appen<,iix lO Figure 10.1.2-4 Hadron Dose:· Beam 
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Comments 
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0611.01 

Comments noted 

0612.01 

The annual dose equivalent from muons at the depth of the interaction 
regions and at the control area boundary was presented in Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.1.A.2.b, Table 10.1.3-6. The annual dose 
equivalent for the candidate sites ranges from 0.008 mrem to 7 mrem at 
depth of the beam plane. For Tennessee, the dose equivalent from muons 
of the interaction region at the depth of the beam plane is estimated to 
be 0.02 mrem/year, and the surface dose is less than 0.001 mrem/yr 
(Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.2.A). To receive the subsurface 
dose, the individual would have to remain continuously in the plane of 
the be.am (unde.rg.round) next to the controlled area boundary for one 
year. The minimum depth of the interaction region in Tennessee is 250 
ft (76 m) which is located at K2 (Volume IV, Appendix 10, Table 
10.1.3-1). The average annual effective dose equivalent in the U.S. 
population from background radiation is 360 mrem/yr (Volume IV, Appendix 
12, Table 12.2.1-1). In Tennessee, the average background radiation is 
estimated to be 428 mrem/yr. The surface and subsurface dose equiva
lents are thus a small fraction of the background. 

A check has been made of the general topography within sever a 1 hundred 
meters of the areas where interaction regions would be at the proposed 
sit es to see if there might be topographical depress i ans that would 
bring the surface below tunnel depth. There appears to be no area at 
any of the proposed sites where it would be possible to reach tunnel 
depth without digging or excavating to that depth (Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.6.2.A.l). 

The dose equivalent of the beam abort area is discussed in the Comment 
Response 607.03. 

0612.02 

During operations of the SSC, the single event analogous to a "leak" 
would be an accidental loss of beam. Loss of beam represents the 
worst reasonably forseeable accident for SSC operations from both a 
radiation and a machine-damage point of view. Such an accident would 
not involve the ventilation shafts. A highly sophisticated moni
toring system is incorporated in the design of the SSC to protect 
against damage to accelerator components and prevent radiation 
releases that would result from loss of beam. Such a system currently 
in use at Fermilab has proven to be both reliable and effective (see· 
Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.4.1). In the event that the 
protective system failed and a beam loss occurred, the impacts to 
groundwater would be minor. The .off-site migration .in groundwater of 
the primary SSC-gene.rated radionucl ides has been numerically modeled 
for a beam loss event. A comprehensive description .of this analysis 
is provided in Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.2.3.1.C. The radio
nuclide concentrations derived from the model for the Tennessee 
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· ·.site jndicate·~hatthe·an~ual.dose ~Ui\falerlt in a. nearby well (50 m 
· fro111 the squrcel whicl(ts !JSed . for norina 1 ·· dally>consumption of water for 
an entire year: would ~· 0,0098 mremjyr (see Volume IV, Appendix 12,.. · 
Table 12.2.3~6); Tl1is represents only a small fraction of the EPA · 
4 mremjyr drinking "ater standard .and may be considered a small portion 
of the 300 mrem/yr received by the average individual from natural 
sources (VolumeIV,. Appendix 12, Section 12,2.l.A). · 

Any water which ~nters' the tunlle 1 will be ;emoved and not a 11 owed to 
accumulate~· It is imp11rtant for the life of the equiJlllll!nt {not safety 
considerations) to maintain lower.humidity. levels. Any water that is 

· removed from active beam areas will be monitored far radioactivation 
products. If radionuclides are found, the water will be considered as 
radioacttve and treated according to procedures established 'for proper 
disposal of radioactive material. 

0612.03 

See Comment Response· 1278'1.1. •· 

0612.04 
. . 

see C0111111ent Responk· 523:03~• • · 

0612.05 

See Volume I,· Chapter• 2, a~d Chapter'3 ··(section J.l.2), a~d \laJume. I II • · · 
of the EIS far discussions of purpose and need. for the .project and the.· 
SSC site selection proce~s.,· respectively. Comments concerning alternate 

·Use of fun4s·are pisc.ussed,·in Cci11111ent'Response 552;03.~>. '· ', ·.. ' -- .... . ... \ '. >>-~ ·y '" " : ' .,.· .. ; ' ;. ·,;• " .. ·. ' "' .. ' 
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site vicinity and are not expected to be encountered in any of the shaft 
or tunnel excavations. Consequently, none of this material should be in 
the spoils generated by the SSC project at the Tennessee site. 

Spoils disposal impacts and mitigations are discussed in Volume IV, 
Appendix 10. 

0613.02 

See Comment Response 496.02. 

0613.03 

Comment noted. 

0614:01 

Comment noted. 

0614.02 

The National Environmental Policy Act requires the responsible Federal 
agency to prepare an Environmental Impact Statement for proposals for 
major actions that significantly affect. the quality of the human 
environment. Because DOE is the Federal agency responsible for the SSC 
project, by 1 aw, they are required to prepare the EIS .• 

0614.03 

Overall radiation exposure to stratified fee residents is expected to be 
less than 0.001 mrem/yr, an unmeasurable amount. It is insignificant 
when one considers that the average individual receives about 360 mrem 
annually from background radiation (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, 
Section 12.2.1.1.A and Volume I, Chapter 4). 

See Comment Response 1195.06 for additional information. 

0614.04 

See Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.4, Health Impacts From Accidents, 
Even under a worst reasonably foreseeable accident, no significant 
radioa.ctivity would be produced, and no evacuation or relocation would 

··be. necessary. During normal operations, ther.e will not be. a build-up of. 
radioactivity, in the public environment, and therefore no reason to 
.re 1 ocate res.i dents. 

, QG~f •. os: . . , 
"°lli~ 'estimated annual: radloact'1 ve ~aste dispos·~,.~ol ume of a; 000 ft 3 for .. 

· .· SSC operations lsbased on operating expertence·at other accelerators· 
·•· and in particular Fermflab; All of the SSC .radioactive waste will be 



low-level Class A waste as defined by Title 10 of the Code of Federal . 
. RegulatioRSc Part.61;.: The average volume of low-level waste shipped per 
year ff10lll fennilab ifhlln 1976 through 1986 was· 7,650 ft3.. Because of the 
fo11ow1ng factors •. it is liltely that the SSC will generate 1ess lowc 
level waste than the estimated 8,000 fM. •A coll ider program such as. · 
the ssc·generates considerably Jess activation products than a fixed 
target program such as that at fermilab. Although the protons are 
accelerated to .higher energies at .the SSC, • the number of protons .· 
accelerated per .year at the SSC would. be less tlian at fenni1ab. The SSC. 
would. cycle two 20 TeV beams .once per day while at Fermilab a single 
beam of ~4 .to ~gs TeVjs.cyded.every 20 setonds• Therefore,. the acti-. 
v.ation potential for the SSC .is esti.mated to be approximately 2/3 that 
of fermilab •. An()tber factor .is that superconducting 11agnet$ tolerate.·. 
on]y minimal losses(Josses. result in)ieat which wfl l guench the SSC .. 
magnets).·. Radioactivation occ;urs frlllll secondaries produced. b)' losses, 
therefore, the fewerJosses, the less radioactivation, and the Jess 
potential for .. t:adioactive waste genera~d(see Volume IV, Appendix 10). 

Fermilab .recently intrOdu~ed a' waste 11i~imizatlon program •. This program 
has re5u1ted jn a volurae reduction of approximately 20 to 1. This is 

· not reflected in fennUab's .average waste generation of. 7,650 .ftl nor 
.... was .the~ assumed .to ha any reduction in the volume of waste generated 

by the SSC. . . . . 

It . is , the .PolJcy J>(fel'flt lab's. radi9acti ve waste manag~imt p.rogra\n to . •. 
·. .. . co J ~!let.~· Pr<ICes~,.!lJ f!~Joacti}'~. wast~s.An ' Jime ly filanni!I" .. · .Th is 

· ... rad19at:t.1l!e,~te,cts .. 5~ri:!d.Q11ly, until;en111Jgh: 1s ,l!Cc~lated .f"or .a .. ·· 
..• . . sh;i.~nt.tp.th~d1sPJ>sa.1,facility., ,.Ute.qu)!nUty, of. was'te. generated , ..•... 

. . . · ·is th~ .. qjJantit.Y .~f ~ste shfppe(I:. e~pt .that th.e .volume .may be re(luced .. 
•.. :.b,\':cqffipact.Jon .. ~sortt.n9 •. .etc,; ; .• fem'iJiih-~bas. a.small iiwent-Ory oe mate-. 

. ·, riais.whiCli:have~~~·~a'!eit .. ~flllil:their;;otfginal location and ;lre .. . .. 
. stored fot\futn~.use., ·Jlns .i~ not was.te .as. these components. are ·. ·. 
•. ,valuabledif>parat.11s ·~.bec!i"®Ycled. ,.ln,a(ldilion;tQ. components,fequilab . 

. . · .. · •.•.. • .··. · .. ha.¥• ,sMel~jfig ;b:loc~Jr1bi<:l'i,,con1fa.in.radioactjv:ity·,:. ~Again• Jh_ese bl.ocks . 
. ''° .. itJ:.e;oot .. :radi.oact.ii/ihW3.Ste;:;as;titey;care .• an,J111portantca1Jd. Jntegra l. pcµ:t;.O.f• 

.... · . £ftefermi,la~ COl!JP~~ii·;·i)·:. · · ·· .· ·•• ·.· · · · · · · · · 
:, <>:..<~·-~ '-.c '-"-: __ ,' 



0615.01 
) i 

Evaluations of anticipated operations of the SSC have already been con-
. ducted and, based on the experiences of Fermi lab and CERN, there is con
siderable confidence in understanding the types of hazards that could 
exist at the new accelerator. The environmental safety and health ·, 
implications of radioactivation resulting from SSC operations are sum
marized in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, and are discussed at length in . 
Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12. 

During operation of the SSC, the highest releases of radiation would. 
occur during an accidental loss of beam. - The radiological impacts from 
a beam loss are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.4.1. 
A highly sophisticated monitoring system is incorporated in the design 
of the SSC to protect against damage to accelerator components and 
prevent radiation releases that would result from loss of beam. In the 
event that the protection system failed and a beam loss occurred, the 
extensive earth shielding surrounding the accelerator tunnel would serve 
to protect.the public from radiation exposure. At the Tennessee site, 
the maximum radiation dose to an individual at the land surface above 
the point of beam loss is projected to be less than 0.001 mrem/yr 
(Volume IV, Appendix 12, Table 12.4.1-2). This represents only a small 
fraction of the 100 mrem/yr DOE 1 imit and may be considered 
insignificant relative to the 300 mrem/yr received by the average 
individual from natural sources (Volume IV, Appendix 12, Table 
12.2.1-1). Thus, even under the worst possible circumstances, direct 
radiation exposure to the pub 1 i c inay be considered ins i gn ifi cant. The 
above considerations would apply equally to other potential receptors 
near the SSC, such as soil, crops,· surface water supplies, etc. · 

Additional health impacts from non-radiological sources .were assessed in 
the EIS (Volume l, Chapter 5, Section 5.l.6) and theri'l is no indication 
that SSC activities will harm public health and we1fare. 

0615.02 

Spoils di sposa 1 can amount to 56 trucks per day (average) at each dis
posal site. This is based upon trucks of 20-yd3 capacity. The disposal 
sttes are a 11 new sites and none are at existing or proposed 1 andfil l 
sites (se~ Volume IV, Appendix 10). · • ·. . · 

Coolirtgt~wer blowdown is 300 gallons per minute. for all 23 cooling· ·. . 
towers.•· ·The ·excavated material and cooling tower blowdown wat.er treat- . 
ment for the selected site will be· addressed ·in more detail in the. · · · · 
Supplemental. EIS. · ·. · ' 

•<, ,,.--.~~"-· :i-:·~"~ ~--;: ,,_~:-
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gone and the televistonis:just a vacuum tube. The beam pipe dqes not 
contain any measurable amounts of tritium since the tube is evacuated 
and contains very few residualair'mi>lecules. 

' ,., ' 

The beam'ab~Orber at the p~op~sed Tenne5see site would be approximately 
270 ft below the surfacf (EIS V9lumeJV, Appendix 10, Table IO.L3cl · 
Minimum Depth Of SSC At Proposed Sites). The beam tube from the ejec
tion point to 'the beam absorber would be at this 'depth. Therefore, 
there would be nci. radiological impacts at the surface (Volume IV, · 
Appendix 10, Table l0.1.3~3 Annual Dose Equivalent From Hadronsi Beam 
Absorber). The beam ~ube would be maintained for the life of the proj-

··· ect.·:. Iftherewere a breach in the pipe., radioactive materialwould not 
· leak into ·the envir'on1nent· as the beam tube is an .evacuat.ed tube> not a· 

pipe 'fi 11ed with radioactive material ... ·.· 
-·-- ' - ' • '•; -,- • > ---; ,-, , 

0615;04 

An eXpl anation of the mirtimal' acqui siti~n and rel ocatii>n procedures ·· · · 
acceptable to. the DOE' is found in Vol unie· 4, Appendix 4, 4.3, ··page 8. 
Th·e selected state proposer group is.responsible for all acquisition and 
l"elocation requirements~ . In Tennessee the designated authority for 
acquisition and relocation is Tennessee SSC Regional Authority 
(Volume 4, Appendix 4, Section 4.3.2.6,. page 13); 

'' -.. - •' - ,. ,;.-

0615.05 

See Comment Response 880.04. 
~;.,.,_-. -

0615.06 

· Co11111le~ts·~o1ed •. 
. 0615'.07 ' 

As in, ahy project, the colJstruc;lion phaie may be unattra~tive for short 
periods (If time/ Howevet> a great deal of carewiJl .be taken to. 11tte1npt . 

•to make the. project visya1ly arid aesthetically pleasiog (see EiS V91 unie, >. 
IV, Appendix 16) .. The sixcacre service areas wilJ be the size .of a 

·small ·business faci lltY. and . will •.be. five mi 1 es' apart . .:. .··too; ·far.to see· 
one from the ()th~r at ma11y sites •. Jhj s •is also' trlle for the.access , ·• '··· 
shaft ar1aa.s/ wl\ich are mu1:,h smaller than tf)a service .areas· ;ind two-and- . 
one--haTfl!liles'ffQm eac.h s~rvice area~'>i:The•sliafts•are.·z.o. ftana3o ft /~· 
in diaitfetef:: •$polls' areas itil 1 .. ~e strategjt:al ly·pi ac1ad.' and' reclaimed Jo· 

·.bl end i nt({tHe' l andscap!f'.:'.fMµcf)'qf lhe ex<;avated Tjmesthne is' 1>l'anned···t9 · 
.·. be•·. tl~e'cl • or:'•:soJd5f($r.~p.IJlthu~Jfbri;,\'n~tJfrJ al~~'.c:.Jin;.V§iier:'Al'r t;a1:,i.1Jti¥s '• 1111.' ; ·.· . 
... the. flrigtshqill (f ,bl!' 'Vf~i,falr'.i-' .IJ1ea~Ji1'9' ~~a·:~Jlf'eJy .··~~al:'effd;:rhe.lllt~.e st ;: ..••..•• ~ .••. · • .. · 
c:oncentr~t ton of:o?stt;ti¢:(li,r:'es';tthe_~campus'J''.lt;ea~r~§ll.o:l.!l~ ·re~el)lb'l e: a• ta~cn~~·~ •. :· · 

to:<~6_:?,~1_)Y.s·•· •. ;-;·····:.-~o-~:8t: .. ·.-·:.~.·.·_:~ ... •· ... ·.m.-~--.• .. •.·.a·.•·.·.-.\ ....•. •.·.1.·,·.· ... ··.··.·····1····· .. " ..•. · .. ·· ... ··.~.·.1.'.~.· ...•. ~ .... • •. ·.~.•;·--:-.;u··.~~.·.s.-;o·'·t.• .. • .. -:~.··:·.~.•.} ... · ... t.·.· .. ·.'1.;,: .. ·,-:.~.r.f .. ·.·~n~~':;i'.;:]~\c~.~I{;'\~~(~&w~;.~J1fl?.;1Qfu11i}~~;~~i~?~:,;;~.: ...•. ·.~ .. ·.-~ .. ~.~.·.·~.~.· .. ·.·.•.: ... ·.~ .. •.·.'.~.~.}.·.~.• .. '.f.· .• 0·:i~~,.~ ''" 
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0615.09 

Comments noted. 

0616.01 

See Comment Responses 523 .. 03, 500. 03, 496. 03, 500. 03, 505. 02, and 
542.06. 

0616.02 

The Snail Shell Cave that is known to be closest to any construction 
requ1rrng blasting is a point 2,000 ft west of the h.igh energy booster 
(EIS, Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.6). At this distance, the vibra
tions from blasting should have been attenuated to a point far below 
that which causes damage to caves. If caves or caverns are discovered 
closer to a part of the conventional facilities to be constructed by 
blasting, vibrations at the cave would be monitored and blasting would 
be controlled to prevent any damage. Procedures would be similar to 
those listed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.2. Threatened and 
endangered species which could potentially be impacted were considered 
in the EIS, Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.6.9. 

0516.03 

The sediment ponds will be designed and operated such that discharges 
from the ponds will cause as little downstream sedimentation as pos
sible. During construction and operations, water pollutants, including 
oil and detergent, will be removed such that the discharges will comply 
with Federal and state water quality standards. Since karst features 
are expected to occur at the SSC site, and the water table is generally 
very shallow, the potential for contaminating the shallow groundwaters 
is high. Consequently, lining of the sedimentation ponds may bare
quired to minimize groundwater quality impacts from potential seepage. 
Details will be determined as part of the final design and documented in 
the Supplemental EIS if the Tennessee site is selected. See also EIS 
Appendix IV, Volume 7, Sections 7. l.3.6 and 7 .2.3.6. 

The potential for SSC-related radionuclide cootlmination of groundwater 
supplies is discussed in Volume I, Chavter 5, and Volume IV, Appen-
dix 12. The material contained therein can be summarized as follol'ls: 
Off-site migration in groundwater of the important SSC-produced radio
nucl ides has been numeri ca 11 y modelled for the worst reasonably fore
seeable event (accidental loss of beam) for each affected SSC s.ite 
alternative. A comprehensive description of this analysis is provided 
in Volume LV, Appendix 12, Section 12.2.3.1. The radionuclide concenc 
trations derived from the model for the Tennessee site i.ndicate that the 
annual dose equivalent in a nearby well (50 m from the source) which i.s 
used for normal daily consumption of water for an entire year would be 
0.0098 mrem/yr (Volume IV, Appendix 12, Table 12.2.3-6), as compared 
with the EPA public drinking water standard of 4 mrem/yr. 

060106503288811 



· · Onj! ofrill:Ei. pi;.lfllary:pufp~sj!s .o~ the. beall! ~S.()rpti.on~(abort)areas is ·to: ... 
. , . .provide;!$hi~ldin!J~:far .. l>eams ¢J1ontnteracti119 .muons~.·"Theseshi.elding.· .. · 
• re~uir~ents:·are discussed in Volume JV, Appendlx 10, .. Section 10.J .• 2.3, 

· . .. .and :are,covered.in.more technical detail in the SSC Environmental Radia-
. tion Sf\..ieldi.l'lg .Task ,f;or.ce Report. (SSC-SR.~1026}. : ,Muons . .would· be .produced 

when t~:prof.lln·)leam :is·!>roughot t.0 the ;beam ab!>()rbe~.·Tbes.e particles 
are highly non-inter<11:tive and are, ,tlius 7 very, penetrating. lney would 

, .. pass through the bi;!ilm absorberand may requirerelatively.long·stretches 
.. · .. of earth ·shielding,. but>their tr<1l!el ·woul<i be. confined to a .narrow beam · ·· 

within a plane at ttie:depth of the.colli'der tunnel. · The muons would 
stop an9. decay to barmles$ b)loP,ro<l~cts (electr:mis and essentially non
interacting fU!utrini>sJ :aftl!r :<ib<iilt .two mic·ro~CQru!s (SSC~S1hl02&); In . 
order to •receive.Jhe.full o.os mremfyr do~e. Jrqm )!lllons at the Tennessee 
site.{Volume. IV, App~diit·iO, )Table ~·t.17,~};.;.tan· i'ndiv,idual.:WoqJd.have 
to remain in a fixed'.J>osltlo!I ~ontinuous}Y· for ay~ar at the depth of 

'the beam plane next fo the downstreanrend of the, beam absorber '' 
(Volume IV, Appendix 10, Sectiim 10.l.,3.l). lhis is a highly unlikely 

· scena,rt-0, esp.eCially.co11sidet:in9cthat tl)e 111!11~ dept~ fpr an ,abs.or.ber 
at .the .TeMeS$.ee ,s.\tie .'.{s c704t.: .·l.lnder: '.reill i$ct+'ic;'°zld1tiJ>n$;>,;11111cmbeams . 
wou 1 d·0pass, UJ:lder;e.the.JaruLsl,!r:hee ;4t,;"°n$;idei,abl.e $Pths ;and decay · 
almost instantly. · · · . , ·· ·, · 

The disposttionof'c0atfnc1 tower blowdown at the Tennessee site is dis· 
. cussed in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7 .J~·3.6: .·· The cooling water 
.. that· $.el'\I~ :as.ttl~s~I1:!"1f~ of~lowdpwn~~ld, .by -Oesign, not be in direct 

.. · .. contact t(itb ,r:a4i<1tt9n i!ld tberefol"e w,ou'd n.ot.:.contai11 .any Jow-level •· .· · 
• radio,acttve waste.~ TJie~~dJl.n~cand,(\isp~al ;p.f.cooli~ tower.blowdown .··. ··· 

· h/n,ot• exµect,ed to :.hllY~ a1t·•iJ11AAct ·pit,surface ~er ,4U<l li·t.Y. , 
' -.: ·- - - ',• - --·-· ' ., <,-, - -- --_,.•-,' ,' --- • -:- ,- ' ' -· ,- ,-- - ' - ' ' - • 

-; ~;, ~ - ._, 

··.··'; 0016.0~ ·:\' , .. , ''•' ·''". .·:~.: ; "'":;": i •• >. 
·.·The tts ;~~d~~i~~~'ftiie s~~~~~J~ ~iiN~ ll.f ~JS!~~s~ ~d~ ·~)a.de . , .. · 

habitat in ·.Y9ltilt~··lV,•·.·AJ?pendixJli ~c~ioll•··u·.a.4.l~'A·••; ~hese•,are.as are · 
-conS.tde.red sensiti~·•due too •t'1\e ltit~tiat ·~s.ence-Of•tb~utened :andJ.or. · 

· ... .endemic .4ic;!~ specice~··;'~ed .ceifa.r-harvC!:~tii;ip."111!.ioo·· i.s ·A #ut>st~t.i.aJ 
.1 Qca l;industry ,,4 s ·t~·PJ:tlllarl',;~AAt·;~ ~~~i-µp.t}on. ~f;tf.u!.se Jab1 ta~s · . 
Deta i.l'8d ,surV1tYS;Of,t;tle:.,'f.,(}CJtl;9tl,·and .. ;~,c1esc.£()~SJt 1011 o.f,£e!lS j t 1 ve · . 
hal>.ltats Jn the ;~f.cinity . .of:t!l.e.$SC4:lta$.·~.µlf.lp9 .~,~r.glades. in 
Tennessee .were not conducted •. Silch surveys·t.!11.be .conduete.d as part ;0f 

. ti}~ .sfte'"sJ}ecffic,.~Pl~nt ~t.9 .. fli@. ·tl~ a!ld,,l'!i-ll )le ~side.red in fina 1 
facH.HY ·J~y911t: anq, :ite..si.~i:t ~ecisi.oos.i; ,· ~ , _, , · · ··· · ·. · · 

,···-;:'--.·.-.-_, : --·. '.,; :'7 ,.·,··"'.j/,:._>',;.,. -• - ·. ;,_'. ' ' 'o<·- • '_ -< ~: .. ; _ -· 
. - -.----·--:<-·-<~,-- -···r;------~·- -<>-~-""" . 
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be abandoned. 
indicating the 
be developed. 

Should the Tennessee site be selected, a detailed plan 
exact number and location of we 11 s to be abandoned wi 11 

A discussion of potential impacts and proposed mitigation measures is 
presented in the EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5 .1. 2. Comprehensive 
impact assessments are presented in Volume JV, Appendix 7. 

0617.02 

Ecological resources impact assessments for the Tennessee site are pre
sented in the revised EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.6. 
Scenic and visual resources impact assessments for the Tennessee site 
are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.6. 

0617.03 

The appearance of construction activities and the aboveground facilities 
for the SSC have been described in the EIS (Volume IV, Appendix 16, 
Section 16.3). The visual impact of these facilities on the Tennessee 
site has been addressed In Section 16.3.6 of that appendix. 

0617.04 

The potential for contamination of surface and groundwater supplies in 
the vicinity of the proposed Tennessee site from spoils pile leachate, 
cooling tower blowdown, and construction-related pollutants has been 
recognized and discussed in the EIS. Discharges to receiving waters 
from cooling or retention ponds will require NPOES permits from appro
priate regulatory agencies. These permits would require monitoring of 
discharges for constituent values to prevent exceeding permltted levels. 
The effects of phosphates in spoils piles on water resources are 
specifically discussed in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.1.2. Impacts 
from phosphate contamination would be ,expected to be minimal because of 
the low concentrations of phosphate minerals (if present) in Tennessee's 
Bigby/Cannon formation and overall small volumes of rock to be excavated 
from this geologic formation. In addition, Volume IV, Appendix 1 of the 
tl5 provides a comprehensive analysis of SSC-related impacts to water 
resources at each site alternative and includes proposed mitigation mea
sures designed to protect surface and groundwater supplies. 

0617 .05 

Facilities £3 and Fl would adversely affect views from U.S. Highway 
231/State Highway 10, a state-designated scenic parkway. EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 16, Section 16.3.6.3 addresses the impacts and mitigation mea
sures relative to these two facilities. Given the inconsistent land
scape character along the highway noted in the referenced section, the 
proposed facilities while causing some minor adverse impacts would pro
bably not significantly affect highway views. Measures to fully screen 
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the; fadHties,•frCllll .v.iew ·could be·•cons idered ,W .detail •tn:·a Supplemental 
EIS·, whlch would .be prepared if the 'Proposed; Tennessee site Is se.lected 
for the.ssc, 

0617 .06 

Several options may be considered to mitigatethe unsightliness of the 
excavation spoils disposal areas, First, some of the excavated mate-

. rials, .which will be mostly limestone with some shaley and silty come.• 
pounds, could: be used as construction m.aterials on site or sold for use 
elsewhere. If disposed of as spoils, the State of Tennessee proposes to 
deposit them at 35 .sites .along the coH ider rfng; these .sttes would covet• 

· a total -0f 250 acres. See EIS Volume IV, .Appendfx 10; ,section 10.2.3.6, · 
'· and Volume IV, .Appendix 7., Section··1~L3.6. ; · · ·· 

The above scenario translates into ~n average size of abou.t 7 acres and 
· an average thickness of about 7 ft for each. spoils deposit.. Thus, on 

the average, none of the individual spoils deposits would be excessively 
large. The.actual area and,,depth of each .site.would vary, depending on 
the topography and the volume of materials deposited at each site .• 

Only a few of the spoils sites would be•.seen from nearby residences. 
Most of the 'Spoils•sites would be screened b:/topography, trees, .or 
structures. The unsightliness of the few that•<:ould be seen could be 

·· mi tiqated ••by ,removi<ng·"the existing·tGpsoi 1 .prior ·to -depos itlng ·the... · 
spoi 1 s •. ·c.overing ·the-spoils with the·topsoH ,lffter the eild-of ·disposal, · 
and le.tUng•.tfle, topsoil revegetate itself naturaHy or,r•eplanti11g it 
{see .Volume IV, Appendix 16, Sect.ion ·16.J.6,J). · 

.. ; 

leachates from the spoils caused by rainfal 1 .would co~tain primarily 
suspended sediments, dissolved solids, iron, and .sulfur. Iron and sul
fur originate.:from pyrite that occurs in minor amounts .of.shale in the· 
excavated materials,~whieh are·inostly limestone; leaching ofthesetwo 

.. ·subst;mces .could be minimized•.by.mix:ing.the-shale•with the limestone, 
since.limestone,has .ahigfi.capacity for·retaining.theseconstituents. · 
SeeVolumelY,Appendix.l~ ,... ,<•,.,, ·• 

___ -- ~- >~~-"-:.-~_' -.---_-., '·"'-"~~-:i~----L·:- f:, ___ ''·_.': .. ,;<.:~:~--~:=~::,;::~,~'<-,:. ·--~ . _ _ '"'L' · ;)"-·-o. 

Surface runoff a11d J~achates· from the spit~ls•oeliused by rainhl l. could be 
co11ected Jrtretention··.ponds :lt :~11ch · di:spos<1t~it1t: inc:0rder:totrap·; ·.· 

·. 'S'tl·spemledrsed imenti;;;. ' ~e • EISfJll ltime • l!I i•~P~ix ill;.'.;Sect•ioo• 1:0 ~ 2,..3 -.6. 
Even with .• the.se mit'lgati1ms,,meuurableJmpact$. to. surface. water .. qua1,tty 

· are ·) i k.ely. •··:;.',~.•.'· : , •. Jc.,:,.,.,.;,•·:.•::•.·:. : ; •. ,,,,,. \ .:.,~· ·t., .. • .;:1;: · ··.\ ,_;: ::· •· · . • ··" 

· • . ·1 The.SSC •cauld~;eaiJ~Liji1~;f.,a~;;~nts~f,.;~tati~"i!'.theL.1.vir~~~11t.t•· .· ·, 
·, res:ulti ng trim· b~tll•~.ts i1'~Ut j "'·· .operat i~J1~ ~;"{r.om7h.ighlY« unl'i.ke lt· .· · ·. 

··'' accj~ts.•,,r\1)ur~"9 SSC1~011str1J¢Jjliri1•.fpttural~jio1)cc11rfiinll:lladtoacti !If!.····· . • • 
,•' e l'e1JleDt:l; ·in the•el!(;jlYated:mat~riatS 'tfou}d Centrjbtf~it111iri1>t"'fal!IOUDtS •-of···.· 

·• , .•.• 1··radiation to,the'.e.iwironment •. :the •r.a'diatioii contributft>n pf,the SSC:~o .: . 
. ·. . .· ;; • ; .•• cuinuJ ·at i ye adverse genetic •al\d carci11og~11it: ftff et ts on the -genera].· .•.. · .. 

·· .·. · · ~1>,0pu'lation:WP1Jld be negligible;.• Jt;ts>estiinated to be 1onli'l/lOOO ·.of• : " 
one percent.during SSC,con.structi<in. ani:I 2/1(}00 of.one percent during SSC·. 

, .'_-. 
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operations compared to the contribution of existing background radiation 
(see Volume I, Chapter 5, Sectio11 15.2.5). A summary is provided in 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.Z - note comparison with background 
radiation in Table 5.L6-2 (background radiation and u-acliatio11 contri
bution during SSC construction and operations). Detailed calculations 
of radiation aspects of the SSC are contained In Volume IV, Appendix 12. 

0618.01 

Population impacts in Rutherford Cmmty as a result of the SSC would be 
anticipated to peak at about 4, 400 persons in 1992, with most expected 
to reside i11 :11urfreesboro (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 
14.1.3.6-6). School enrollment impacts would peak at about 1,000 stu
dents In the county (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 14.1.3.6-13). 
Results of the EIS public finance analysis for Rutherford County indi
cate that net fiscal impacts of the SSC would be negative for the first 
three years of the project, and positive thereafter (Volume IV, Appendix 
14, Table 14.1.3.6-17). 

i'.dditional details of the socioeconomic impact analysis for Tennessee, 
including Impacts relating to population, public services, and public 
fin.;ince, may be found in EIS Vofome Ill, Appendix 14, Section 14.I.3.6. 

0618.02 

The possibility of international collaboration and cost-sharing ts dis
cussed in the Invitation for Site Proposals and in Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.2.4. 

0619.01 

Comments noted_ 

0619.02 

SSC operations result in radiation in several ways. Protons from 
hydrogen gas, which are confined to a beam pipe and not accessible to 
people, are accelerated to a very high speed (high energy). These 
protons in themselves are not radioactive because they are stable and do 
not decay; however, when they are accelerated to very high speeds, they 
can be classified as ionizing radiation because they are capable of 
forming ions when they hit material. (Ions are atoms or groups of atoms 
that have acquired a net electrical charge by gaining or losing an elec
tron.,) When these protons • hit" something, they produce additional 
ionizing radiation in the form of a spray of secondary particles 
(hadrons and. muons). As a result of the proton beam or secondary spray 
interacting with an object, that object may become radioactive. This is 
called radioactivation. 
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The proton beam, and the :secol)dary particles are tall ed prompt racHation,., 
·. s,ince this.form of .radiati,on totally disapp,ears when the SSC is turned · · 

off.··· After the acceler11torJs turned off, Jhe residual radiation caused .. 
•by ra'clioactivation,will persicst for, periods, determined by the half~lives 
oft~e isotopes created in the collision" . Many ,of the isotopes produced 
have short half-lives, but some J ast l anger ,- ~ m1>st notably tritium, 
'<lith a half-Tife of 12.3 years (see Volume 1v; Appendix 10, Section 
10.1.2.3). 

· An eval.11atfol) of the effects,,ofr11diat,i1>n on .an indivi.dual must take 
·· ·' into·.·account several factor;s.•. ,f()r prompt rad.iation, the .concern is if·· 

. this radiation hits the individuat0 An analogy is the .firing of very 
.. smal'l, bullets: lf th,ese bullettdo'not hit anyone,;they do no physical .· · 

, ·. '·· '.d<1m.age,,,Jherefore; c,the:goal ;for.p}"otectionfrom prompt.radiation· is· to.·· 
· prevent it from hitting "People; That can.be accomplished by aiming .. ,· .. ,. 
'radiation beams 'away from certain .areas, exc;ludtng. people from certain 
areas,·. or by •. prov.idi ng material that ab~()rbs (Jr attenuates the radia- .. 
tion; . By placing the SSCtunriel below ground and aligning the beam more .. 

· or>less horizontally; shielding '.is provided a11d people are prevented · 
from' residing in.the beam plane;.. < •· ·· ··, , 

Only a few Ya~ds ··of earth 6r.eoricr¢te wi11. stop all .of the radiation. . 
between the beam of particles and someone or something located above the 
beam. Therefore, constructing the SSC deep underground prevents all , .. 
radiation produced directly by the machine from reaching the surface. 
There are secondary effects, however. ·Qperating the machine.produces 

·· radioactiVity in.the air in both the t1rnnel ,arid the experimental ha.l.ls. 
When these are ventilated, this activity is released to .the surround-

.. · <it1gsi ',Jhe amounts .have been calculated, .and the results are reported in 
•.' ,·• • • ,,, table!l lniVoltimeiJ\I,' ;Appendiic12~ Theseitables show that radiation from 

'''" •this ,source .is ;a ~small :fraction' ~f a percent of ·DOE·permitted standards, 
and are an even smaller.percentage of natural· background radiation. · 

__ ,. 
0619.03, ,' 

. . _, ' -: ' t' - . ~ ·"-. 

' Comment; noted. 
---., .-~: '.; -----i- ,;,, -- :_.--· ::> " 
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0619.05. 
•<"'· - ~' - ,- -'~: '; 

The 00£ wHl:dispose of its toxic and hazardous V-istes ooly. at those 
fac.ilities that meet applicable· federa 1. State, and l1>Cal environmental 
regulattons' and criteria ·{see ElS Vnlume I. Chapter' 5, -Section· 5.1.o and 
Volume IV, Appendix iO). 

For the proposed Tennessee. site-, surface water would provtde the major 
source of water for SSC on-site use and for the SSC-caused population 
growth •in the surrounding communities, .duri.ng both construction and 
operations. of the·Sst, The proposalby the State of Teooessee indicated · 

·that sufftcient surfa:ce•·water supplies exist for tlu!se purp~es. ·. - . -
Groundwater wells would provide. a minor·•'Source .ef water, principally for 
new populatiOll settling· in roral ,areas, and fm· the construction of two ·: 
remote SSC ·service al'eas~ ·See Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.6.G 
and Sections 1 ;2.3,6.A .• 1, 7.2.3.6.A.S,. 7.2.3.6.A~6 and 7 .2 .3.6.B.L 

The concern about off-site ccmtaminatiott of groundwater ha.s been .· _ 
addressed in Volume I, Chapter 5; Volume•IV, Appemfix 10; and Volume IV, 
Appendix 12. The transport of radionuclides from the point of .beam loss 
to a nearby well 50 m away would take approximately 8 yr for the · -
sodium~zz to read! its maxtmlim value at the-well and approximately l8yr· 
for 'trttfom; An fndiVklual ustng·•tnis .~H for-Mrmal -daiJy.·:consumpUon 
of water when·the concentration of the radioMcH-des Js. at •its .111aximum;:. 

· would·tn:a· year',s··time receive a dose.equivaJ'ent of ~~0098 lllrelll:{see 
Volume IV, Appendix 12) • 

. : ~ . 

0620.0l 

Comments noted.: 
-.'; _:: '.;.; ··-·<' .. ,; 

0621.0l'' 

Comments noted. 

0622.01 

Comment noted. 

0623.01 

·- -~ : 

-~ -- - ;. -

,, "-' ,,__,' 
"'' .. 

The inforlilation•presented·on karst topography.has been- inc1ud~d in. the 
dlscussionspresenteddn tlle:fIS V'Olume IV, Appimdices6 and·7" ••. lffhe. 
propt1sed'lcenaess<ee··.rite '·is :selec-ted· for tlle·~.;llrit.ig.atiOf!Sc ~ ad\'.&r$B · .· 

· .. · impacts •MJttld•t.Je-.add-re~sed'irt'tilE!"'.Sile;lementai EIS., 'i See -l'lso\C~t.-
. ' ··'Response: 503i'tn~'"''W':'c\'·:c•;•.--i .. :·~:J:: 'HE• : ie"·. . · ·:o •:.-,·;::-~··y:_,,, c.-·. ' - -

... -.../' ·"· •' - -

0624:01 . ; ' " . . •.-, __ ----.. 
... ---.:- _,' ' 

-__ -_. - ., ._ ·,.·_ --~ ·__ - -: : __ ',- _-_ ' /;':'•-.-::. 
;·11 ·· •• - · .. ··.:.-Ttle•·anriiHll';tmountof\energ.Y (ftt tlte•for~•of• ele~trieity .. ) . .-lised: byit~-.ssc-•• 

wil.1 be large by individual.household standards,;. but small . .i:11tertns of 
national,•s.tan<lards·-· (about l,(lOOOth of,_t~.at. now' .. ~sed} ·•·•.However-,.> Uis 

.. . ·'··· . ~ - .. '-· -~ 



incremental to that now in use, and will indeed niake a small .contribu- · 
tion .to any existing global warming problem,.pa.rti.cularly where its 

·.production is from the burning of fossil fuels (see EIS Section oil · 
Cumulative Impacts, Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.2 and ·on. Natur~l 
Depletable Resources, Chapter 5, Section 5;6). 

0624.02 ·,-·_ : "'': 
'-~- ' 

· . •Comment noted~·. • . 
,- ' : ; ,. ' 

-.- . ; -; t_ 'j 

Comments noted. 'fhis. document w~s published because, as a major federal 
. actlon 'potenti'ally significantly impacting the environment, the 

Superconducting Super Collfder project must be preceded by an 
Environmental Impact Statement in compliance with.the National 
Environmental Policy Act •. See .Volume Jll, Section I.l. 

0624~04 • .. •·. 

Comments \regarding .responsiveness and involvement of public officials 
· are noted. See Comment .Response 1435.03 for the SSC ·project impacts on 
prime and· important<farmland .in Tennessee •. The DOE is committed to full·· 

·. c~mpliance with• the Farml and•Protection. Policy Act·. which requires 
'Federal. agencies. to minimize or eliminate the :unnecessary and irre~ 
versible conversiim of farmland·to nonagricultural uses, .and•to assure 
that Federal programs are compatible with state7 local government, and 
private.programs to protectfarmland (See Volume·l,Chapter 6, Section 
6.2:19). ·The DOE has consulted with the Soil Conservation Service to 
obtain estimates of.prime and important farmland in the fee.simple. 
project area, as well as an estimate of prime•aitd important farmland 
inve.ntorles :fn Bedford, ·Marsha 1 li Rutherford, andJlill lamson counties .. · 
Based on ,these .estimates, Jess than one percent of the prime and 
impo~tant farmland.inventory in the four countieswoul~ be permanently 
removed from production should the SSC be slted in Tennessee. 

- - ;' -,. . ( - ' . ··. _.-. i- ' '• - : ·. i ;,-· ':'/.,_.';;'::.,_ -... _-;_· ,,:·-, 
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· · · · ····· ht:~:zr~~;:fi{![l,f ;~,,~ii,i~~~t~iii*~;i; , . . ..· 
:. ? ,)«·-

... : ' .,,.v~n.nne ·h~• ... l\ppelldix•4 of th.e EIS. describi!s/tlle'.lalld. requi remen~s ·~nd ·.··th,e 
. propos.ed,processes for accomplishing .the acquislttons ·.and. relocations ••..... 

·: The Pt<>i>~sing.State~have all;~greed.ttlatthe.feder~lacquis1tfon. laws· 
s ·willi'sgfv~ asca·1n1111111uni·stanqard;tV0Junie•:1v .•;AJ11iendix'4l. 1sett ion4.3Jil·~·' ·· •• 

It·ii-sithei'l'e$pOns_ibilltJ."'ofthe State~ to a(iquite[·~he ssc.,tand·i't?QUiref .· . 
. mentsc(Voluf!!e•.IV,/ Appendix 4j se~tion:,."I}': .11!e"··te;nn11ssee\SSC •• Reg i cinal ·. 
Authority;~as bee11• authorized.toc'acquire·therl.and pr(!p~sed·fQJ.\• ~he .ssc .c • 
site if Tennessee.I~ selec;ted.(\'olume JV, AppE!lldilc4, Si:ction 4;~,J.6) ••. , ___ .- '. -- -- -- "·· --- ' . -··- ""• --,-,.•- -- _- ' ,. 
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Appendix G-(6) of the Invitation for Site Proposals (ISP) states: In 
the event that either the Superconducting Super Collider is not built on 
the property covered by this offer or the scope of the project is so 
reduced that a portion of the site is not required, the property covered 
by this offer, or any appropriate portion thereof, may revert to the 
Donor (the State), provided permanent improvements have not been con
structed by the United States. Upon written mutual agreement of thr 
facts stated above, the reversion shall occur at no cost to the 
Government. 

0625.03 

Comments noted. 

0626.01 

Comments noted. 

0626.02 

The potential impact of spoils from tunnel and shaft excavation is 
assessed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.6.A.4. Since karst 
features are expected to occur at the SSC site, and the water table is 
generally very shallow, the potential for contaminating the shallow 
groundwaters is high. As stated in the FEIS, with implementation of 
mitigative measures such as containment by dikes and retention ponds and 
installation of low-permeability liners beneath the ponds, the residual 
impact to groundwater quality is expected to be negligible. These 
mitigations would also help to control impacts to surface water quality 
as stated in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.6.F. 

The spoils are natural material which does contain traces of radium. 
Radon will emanate from the spoils. At the Tennessee proposed site the 
radium content in the surface soil is higher than in the rock at tunnel 
depth (Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1). 

The EIS has been revised to reflect additional mitigations that could be 
implemented including fugitive dust controls such as soil stabilizing 
agents and water sprays (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3.2) and 
the covering and revegetation of spoils disposal sites after spoils 
disposal activities are completed (see Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.2.3.6.A.3). 

0627.01 

It is the policy of the DOE to comply with applicable laws and regula
tions and to operate its facilities in a safe and environmentally sound 
manner. The DOE is aware of, and sensitive to, the environmental prob
lems at some of its sites which resulted from past practices, and is 
working to correct them. 
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The DOE has programs in place for environmental compliance and, as 
necessary, for environmental restoration at both referenced facilit;es. 
The SSC is a scientific instrument for research in high energy physics. 

The Washington, D.C. area was not proposed as a site for the SSC. Pro
posed sites were submitted by States and organizations (see EIS Volume 
Ill, Chapter I) and the DOE did not determine areas in which the site 
was proposed. 

0627.02 

As stated in Volume I, Chapter 2, Section 2.2, p.2-1, Need For The SSC, 
"There is a scientific need for such an understanding of nature .... 
Much of the knowledge gained regarding physical phenomena in recent 
years has been achieved through the use of high energy accelerators .... 
The discoveries gained from this research hav~ deepened and broadened 
human understanding of the physical world." While it is difficult to 
predict the ultimate contribution of the SSC to society, the advances in 
science from existing accelerators are significant. The intent of the 
SSC project is neither to bankrupt nor poison the nation but to serve 
instead as a means for advancing mankind's understanding of the 
universe. 

0628.01 

Comment noted. 

0629.01 

The description of the shallow karst hydrologic system at the Tennessee 
site is consistent with discussion in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.6.2.2. See Comment Response 500.03 regarding cave systems and poten
tial of effects from SSC construction and operations. 

052g.02 

Regional resources is one of the six technical evaluation criteria used 
by the DOE in evaluating sites. Regional resources includes the avail
ability of a regional industrial base and skilled labor pool to support 
construction and operation of an SSC. The level of unemployment was not 
one of the specific parameters included under this criterion. Unemploy
ment rates, however, were used to estimate the amount of in-migration to 
each of the Regions of Influence and thus played an important role in 
the socioeconomic analysis described in Section 5.1.8 of the EIS. 

Setting is al so one of the six technical evaluation criteria ·used by the 
OOE in evaluating sites. The ability of the proposer to deliver 
defendable title for the proposed site is a parameter that was evaluated 
under this criterion. EIS Volume III Chapter 3 describes the results of 
the analysis performed on the Regional Resources and Setting criteria 
for each of the proposed sites. 
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0629.03 

Comment noted. 

0629.04 

The Tennessee Region of Influence (ROI) unemployment rate in 1987 was 
the second lowest of the seven sites under consideration of SSC site 
development. The concern raised by this comment regarding the ability 
of the existing labor force to supply workers was addressed within the 
EIS analysis, since both tile overall size of each RO!'s labor force and 
their unemployment rates were determining factors used to estimate the 
amount of in-migration into each ROI. Additional information concerning 
the methodology and results of the EIS socioeconomic assessment is 
presented In the EIS in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Sections 14.1.2.3.A and 
14.1.3.6.A, respectively. 

Existing traffic conditions at the proposed Tennessee site are addressed 
in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.6.11.2.A.l. Projected traffic 
during SSC construction and operations are discussed In Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.F.J.b. 

0630.0l 

Comment Mted. 

0530.02 

Comment noted. 

0630.03 

See Comment Response !504.02. 

0630.04 

Comments noted. 

0631.01 

Comments noted. 

0632.01 

The new roads and upgrading proposed by the State and the impact of SSC 
on the traffic are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
111.2.1.3.F. 

0633.01 

Comment noted. 
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0633.02 

The dose equivalent of the beam abort area is discussed in Comment 
Response 607.03. 

SSC is a machine built for the purpose of colliding two 20-TeV proton 
beams. The accelerated particles are protons, not electrons. Routine 
operations of the SSC will not produce any measurable radioactive 
contamination to the environment (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.6.2). The worst-case scenario is a loss of beam at a point along 
the collider tunnel, which would produce activation of soil (see Volume 
IV, Appendix 10). Although there has not been a loss-of-beam accident 
during operations of the superconductor accelerator (Tevatron) at 
Fermilab (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.3), an analysis was 
performed to evaluate the impacts if one were to occur at the SSC (see 
Volume IV, Appendix 12). 

Radiation from the SSC will not harm trees. The radiation exposure from 
SSC operations has been calculated, and it is a very sma 11 fraction of 
the natural background radiation (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.l.6.2). 

0633.03 

A discussion of the impacts on local and State public finance can be 
found in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section I4.l.3.6.D. Regarding land 
acquisition needs, see Comment Response 880.04-. The issue of the use of 
eminent domain is dependent upon State law. The question of whether or 
not the proposer has the authority of eminent domain is addressed in 
Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.3.2.4. Questions concerning strategies 
and commitments by the State to mitigate local government infrastructure 
impacts should be directed to the appropriate State agency. 

0633.04 

Persons residing in the area of the SSC would not take on a risk of 
cancer that is measurably different than that experienced by other 
persons in the state. The potential cancer risks from operations of the 
SSC addressed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12. Table~ 12.3.1-34 and 
12.3.1-35 present the estimated fatal cancer risks to the general popu
lation and to an individual from airborne releases of radiation (air 
activation products fr-0m SSC operations and natural radon/radon progeny) 
from the key areas of the SSC, the interaction region and the service 
facilities. The methods for estimating risks are based on certain 
assumptions, such as that the population near the. SSC has demographic 
characteristics and ·mortality experiences similar to the Un1ted States. 

As a measure of hea 1th impact from the intake and/or exposure to the 
radionucl ides, the fatal cancer rate (deaths/yr) in the exposed p-0pu
lation is the mortality rates of all radionuclides from all exposure 
pathways for all cancers during the mean individual lifetime (70.7 yr) 
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\n 100,000 exposed population. For the Tennessee site the 2nnual fatal 
cancer risk for a selected, maximally exposed individual is 0.0865 
deaths/yr per 100,000, and for tile collectilie population ther,e could be 
0.0230 deaths/yr per 100,000. fhe 1normal cancer death rate is 351 per 
yr per 100,000 with a lifetime risk of 180 deaths per I,000 (American 
Cancer Society, Cancer Facts and Flgures-1988, NY,NY). The individual 
and collective population risks from exposure to natural radon and its 
progeny represents the largest risks from airborne releases (see EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 12, Tables 12.3.1-32 and 12.3.1-JJ). Radon Is not 
produced by the SSC but is 11e11ted a 1 ong with the a fr actl vat ion products 
when the tunnel is ventilated. These estimates indicate that negligible 
cancer risks will be present. 

0633.05 

Tile 00£ recognized that there could be an impact from the loss of prop
erty due to construction of the SSC. See EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Sec
tion 5.1.8.5, Quality of Life/Social Well-Being. One key affected 
societal group discussed Includes suburban and rural residents whose 
property would be required for the SSC. As noted in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8, regions affected by the SSC with potentially 
the highest number of relocations would also be In areas In which 
replacement accommodations would be most available. Compensation poli
cies for relocated residences are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 4 of 
the EIS. 

0634.01 

Comments noted. 

063'5.0l 

Assessment of the number of wells th.it may have to be closed at the 
Tennessee site was not consistently presented in the DEIS and is sig
nificantly lower than the numbers referenced in the comment. See 
Comment Response 502.02. See Comment Response 497.02 regarding 
replacement of water supplies lost due to the SSC, 

0635.02 

SSC-related in-migration would indeed lead to increased demands 011 

Rutherford County infrastructure. EIS considers the impacts on public 
services in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.6.C, focusing 
upon public education; public safety, and public health and welfare. 
However, hiring additional personnel for work within the current public 
services infrastructure would maintain current levels of service. Im
pacts on Rutherford County roads and utilities are discussed in Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Sections 14.2.1.3.F and 1.4.2.2.3.F. Despite decreased 
levels of service, SSC-related impacts on roads and utilities should be 
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negl,igible. ssc~relat.edimpacts on water and waste disposal are 
examined Jn )'oJume iv,· 'Appendix VU; SectJons 7.J.3;6 and 7 .2 .. 3.6, but 
not at the'count,Y. leveJ. At the higher levels of aggregation employed. 
major; impacts are not anticipated,, · · 

!1635.03 -, ... 

The excavated materials ~ould. ~e hauled to the disposal site, covered 
with .topsoil, and the area would be revegetated. No garbage would be 

·mixed, with excavated materia.ls, nor.would there be any standing water 
. which .wOul'd'ierve as a breE!dj'ng place for mosquitos: Therefore.dnsec-
.. ticides would. not need to be applied.·· · · 

.0~35,04 . 

There was a typ~graphical error in the;section of the DEIS de~ling with 
Rutherford County proPertY talC loi;s, · Iostead of an annual loss of $1.04 
million, as published in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 14.1.3,6•17, the 
loss should be $0.l million .each year. Deficits would still occur in . 
. 1989 and 19~0, but iliey would be $1.0 million less than the DEIS indi
cates. Beginning in 1991, county jurisdictions would cumulatively 
receive a.surplus which would be.$1.0 million greater than that esti-
mated.in the EIS. · 

Corrections are reflected in the Errata for Volume· IVi Appendix 14. 

0635.05. 

· · . ,Even .thou~h .the ssc will con<l11ct experiments with high energy protons, 
•. the r<l,diat1on assochted•with the.absorption areasis understood, and 

' . . . ,plans hav1Lbe~n.!Dade1to'prov:ide adeq11ate shil!'lding;.til. keep exposures on 
· the .ground surface .to levels that are. safe and•as. low as reasonably· 

achievable (ALA!lA). · · · · 
' -- ... , ' - ; ' ·~ 

· .. See Comment Response ;607;03· for a description .. of the' beam ··absorption 
areas and the asso~~ated health impacts; · 

. 

0636;01 

co!Tm~ot~ noted ••.• 



0636.04 ·,-,. 

Comments noted~ 

0636.05 

Comments noted •. 

0637.01 

Comments.noted. 
'< 

0638.01 
]_:.· 

Comments noted. 

0639.01 . 

. Comments noted. · 

. 0640.0l" ' , ·; 

.Comments noted .• ·- .•. -

0641.01. ; 

Comments noted. 

0642.01 

Adiscussion·of.eurrent .. public school· conditions:;: .. and an;analysis,.o{ , .. , ..... ··. 
potential impacts: re lated.•.tt>;-SSC development, are, preserited at, the countY"··. 
and Region· of Influence levels for the proposed Tennessee site (.see . . 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.6.11.1.C, and Volume IV,.Appe11dix 14, 
Section 14.1.3 •. 6.C, respectively). The ElS does not examine public 
education for individual communities-. . 

0643.0l 

Comments noted. 

06.44;01 

.• •·EI5' Volume iv~ ;Appendix·lO,.·SecUo~ 10, l.Z.3-.A. J.., supports the. cllllll!lent.~~i-· 
the ·attenuation•2(.stopping~ •Of hadronsdn·,lO. to,-40.Jt• oJ soU•· Poten~ial.~ · · 
effects ·on•;weJl'.1;-c,as·:a .. resulPof.;cacc.jderital',beam;Jo5s· areccdisc;us.sed;;\g:.;•."i"' 
Volume iv·,.,Appendix:,14;< · · · · · · · · · 

' .i;. 



0645.01 

As stated in Section S.1.8 of the EIS, the construction and operation of 
the SSC would provide over 9;400 direct, indirect and induced employment 
in the Tennessee Region of Influence. · 

0646;01 .,,. : ,·-.\ 

Comment noted. 

0646:02. 

. Commerif noted. .land .uie. and. socioeconomic concerns from potenti a 1 
: imp~c;ts of SSC.constfu~ticm in Tennessee were addres.sed in EIS Volume 

· .. Jlf, J\PPendix s; Section 5>6J~O and Appendix 14,.Sectfon 14;1.3.6. 

0646.03 .·. 
. ' - . - . . - ' :_:;- - , - . - . -

The purpose and need .for the SSC are discussed in EIS Volume. I, 
Chapter ·2. EIS Volu111e J, Chapter 1, Section 1.4 summarizes the envi
ronmental consequences of' the SSC. The.DOE is committed to listening to 

. and, addressing the concerns of the .individuals .res'i'ding in the vicinity 
of t.he proposed site~. c 

0647.01 

Comments noted •. · .. . -- ~ ' '-

1'640.01 

. ·. The·purpose·and n.eed for,theproposeci action are discussed Jn the EIS .· 
Volume I, Chapter. 2.·. Seecalso Comment Response.880•04 regarding land. 
acquisition. · · · · · · ·· · · ... ··· · · · · · · 

0648.02 •., .·· 



0648.04 . 

Comment noted. 

0648.05 

The radiological impact of the SSC is estimated with series of very con
servative assumptions. Radiological impacts are discussed in V.olume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.1.6.I. The potential pathways. for radiation expo·· 
sure include (I) direct radiation, (2)air activation products from beam 
loss, (3) radon and its progeny, (4) neutron skyshine, (5} aquatic path
ways for normal operation and accidental scenario, (6) transportation of 
low-level radioactive waste. The estimations are also based on the 
operating experience of existing.high energy accelerators such as Fermi
lab and CERN. lt allows us to estimate the source terms with reasonable 
confidence and high degree of accuracy. Detailed descriptions of. the 
methodologies and assumptions used in performing the dose estimation ar-e 
described in Volume IV, Appendices IO and 12. The health impacts.of the 
SSC are over-estimated as a result of conservatism in assumptions. 

0648.06 . 

. Comment noted. 

0649.01 

See Comment Response 522.03 . 

. 0649.02 

The caves are described in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5 •. 6.1.5. The. 
SSC project would actually enhance the educati.onal value of the caves 
because, before construction; there will need. to be careful studies-of 
the caves to.assure that the SSC construction causes minimal change to 
the existing cave.biota and hydrology, These studies will contribute .. 
greatly to the sc-ientific knowledge about cave. systems. See Comment · 
Responses.522.07 and 522.25. 

0649.03 

Comment noted. 

0650.01 

Land acquisition and relocation ls the responsibility of .the proposer • 
. (Volume JV~ Appendi)( 4; Section ;4. l). .Proposer~ have al 1 agreed to ·. 
comp lyA1s--a;mini111um. standard.to1.the feder_a l a¢quJ$.it1on Jaws(9l~6,46 .. and·. 

· lo CfR.10391 and.5J:•.F.R·7DO.O);. Questions c:oncer-ningthe proposer'.s SSC 
··,J and.: acqu l~lt i11n .strategI.e.s,~ .commttments · shou\d·,.be.<lirectec1.\t9e}h~, : 

appropriate State agency (Voli.Jme. IV, Appendix 4; Sei::tion 4.3~2}\ · · ·· · · ·. 



The cumulat.ive net fisca:l impact to a1l 1ocal government jurisdictions · 
in Rutherford County would be.negative,d1,1r:ing the first two years ,of 
project activity but would ;be· positive,.thereafter (Volume IV, Appendix 
14, Section 14.1.3.6.D). · · 

Because the present overdraftlng .would be increased by ·project.related 
water withdrawals.~nd •t>ecause,c;ttte 'aqui fers.iU'e .the.·. major., supply .·.a.qu ifers 

. . in. the area,; the SSC ifllpact .in··the.tareaf:of.;tbe. ptopos.ed .Tennessee site· 
·is conside,red to be measurable~· · · 

'·--" 



0651.01 

Comment l'loted. 

0651. 02 

For the proposed Tennessee site, surface water would provide the major 
source of water for SSC on-site use and for the SSC-caused population 
growth in the surrounding communities, during both construction and 
operations of the SSC. Availability of surface water is described in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.6. Groundwater would provide a 
minor source of water, principally for new population settling in rural 
areas. Thus, the impact on existing water wells from SSC related 
groundwater use is expected to be negligible. See EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.6. 

0652.01 

See Comment Response 991.02. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 3 specifies what 
wil 1 be done with the SSC when its useful 1 i fe is finished. The SSC is 
not expected to be outmoded or obsolete before it is complete; it will 
be the forefront machine in high energy physics for the foreseeable 
future. It will be fully capable of performing its designated mission 
when it is finished, and technological progress that occurs while it is 
being built would be studied to see if it can be incorporated. The 
alternative of delaying construction of the SSC is addressed in the EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 3. 

0652.02 

Comment noted. 

0653.01 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4 confirms that less acquisition of private land 
would be required in Arizona than at the other proposed .sites.. The . 
statement on ecological impact is consistent with Volume .IV, Appendix 11 .. 

Environmental impacts of land acquisition and other pn>Ject activitie.s 
are one of several site-selection criteria identified jn.the Invitation 
for Site Proposals, as summarized in Volume III. ·.,. 

0653.02 
~ t ' ' 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 1, Section 1.2.1.10 states the sources of elec
tric power proposed by the State are a mix of nuclear, coal, gas, and 
hydroelectric sources. While the Arizona proposal mentions.t~~· poteq,. 
tial use of'solar energy for the SSC, no definite proposal was provided 
for such .use. 
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Regardtng .air qualtty;:.please refer to Co11111ent .. Responses.428.15. and . 
. 428~22wherein morerepresentativesitecarbonmonoxidedatawere incor-

.· ·porated" into the'EIS!;;•.•'£' : , : · · ' 
. . ..... '··.· ;,:_~,<;, t--

. Regatding·the Pacifft .RfRli;lthe· .. potenti al for ... e~rthquakes;at ;the proposed 
···Arizona· site is discussed jn;Volume IV• Appendix 5~. Section 5.1.1,5. 

The area· surroundin\('the;Arizona'.si.te•.has the lowest ·seis111ic activity in • 
the western Uni ted··states~ .... > · . ; ' 

0653;03 .· 
.- .. _ ,-,-.··-. .,, ·, 

· The'highway;improvemerits'planne<kor.proposed .in the vicinityc.of .the. SSC. · 
sit1(are disctissed• 'iri' El~'Volume:t1Vi·Appendixl4, Section· 14.2, 1.3 ;. ·The 

·methods for»financing0 the·cfmprovements are not•discussed for any:pro· 
posed .SSC site; .. ··. · .··· 

The EIS states in Volume.IV, :Appettdi~.5.section·5,1.1i .Z.A~l that an 
extensive system of .. beltways>and art.erials:was planned in ·Maricopa C(lunty 
to· supplement the .. existtng.,h.ighway;network.; .. ·;· Because those. planneci hight 
ways will be locat.ed•in ~he Phoeni.x·metropol itan .area, they are. not · 
expected' to•· arfettrtfu! 9eileraVaccess' to the .proposed. site area • .;, ·. · 

·•·· .·· · · ·'··· The•infbrmati on.provJdedrirr·the:~EIS~f()r:Phoe~i~ .. Sky. Harbor Airport .gen-' 
el'alljfo Hows•' the·, format:'used; for .a:Jl>:the si.tes ••···· The aviation .de lay 
figures ·were·ctinfirriledin September::l988;: They represent the latest ., .. 

·· ·. i'riformation· .avai·lable>"friiat:tfle;·federal:·Aviatfon:,Administration: and·.pro-,·· · 
. , ... i:"' 

vi de a consistent means·. of compar.i ng existing. conditions among.· a i r.p.o.rts 
near proposed s.ites. 

. . . . . ; . . -

. ·. The EIS presents only ~. ~rief !lfscussi1m of general avtati® fields. · 
· • · i,ecau se""tliese··afrportS.-'wouHh not be: signi f tcantlY''.·imJ>acted:b.Y>:the·.,SSC,.,,. ·· · 
·/· ·Ttl'e>fhformation Yon .the·: general avJation:'·fi't!lds+prov.ided ·b.Y: comment:el"'.Js .. 

not-ed· •. - · .. , .. 

,-·:-:·~_:·;·;--~ :~::: -,,- ~-'; q:~ " 
'. .·;. -.·' ,-, ·:~ ' 

·'·· :,,,:, .. v,~.. : ,,,,.,:, >·.;,;;, --~ :>':J:,~~~t::;~:kq0~;~~t~f~5~~'.;L8i.2~;~1&:~J~,:-,; ;)- '-~·->-:- -_-- · · 
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0654.03 

Volume l, Chapter 4, Jab le 4-17 lists only those species that have been .. · 
·specified as potentially present by the u.s. Fhh and Wildlife Service 
intheir letters of consultation to the DOE (Attachment A to Volume IV, 
Appendix ll). The potential for the .occasional presence of the bald 
eagle and the peregrine falcon is addressed in.Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.5.2.A and Volume IV, Appendix ll, Section 11.3.l.2 .of the 
EIS. 

The following revisions have been made to the EIS: 

I. Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-17 has been corrected to properly 
identify the Gila monster as a Category 2 candidate species. 

2.· Wiggin's cholla is now identified as a Category 2 species (rather 
than Category 3) in Volume IV, Appendix ll, Section 11.3.1.2; its 
status as a species under review has also been addressed. · 

3. The status of Swainson's hawk as a migrant has been corrected in, . · 
Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-17 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Sectiori · 
ll.3.1.2 .. 

0654.04 ... 
The phrase has been deleted from Volume 1, Chapter 4. 

0654.05 

The sentence in question has been deleted from the text .. in Volume IV, 
· -Appendix:ll;."-Sectton-::11.3.:I; · ··;-· 

0654.06 

Present and future development of private land near the.SSC project has 
been addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.10.2.B.l, p.103. 
Privately held land in the project area is limited primarily•to •.the near 
cluster area, including the campus and injector sites, but development 
is related mostly to ranching activities which do not noticeably detract· 
from the overall natural appearance ofthe.la.nds~ · 

Of c~ncern regarding .the .·cam~1,1s and inje~tor ~~~ld b~·the visual ifup~ct 
on views from the crests of the, Southern Maricopa Mountains •. <The town 
nearest the .SSC ·is J'1ari:c<1pa,·. ·about-- 22.mL from;the ~earest .crests of .. •.· ..... 

. those mountains and~toa distant to be especi_a]ly noth:~able •. MobiJa is, 
closer, about 9.5 .mi, but Js: smalJer .Jh.an Maricopa •.. lnters~ate a Js to, 
·the south of the Maricopa Hountafns·andfs notJ•fn ·t.heviews potentially· 
affected· by the Campus and,· Injector. · In. this• context 1 the sea le an.d. ·,. .: .•... · · . 
e)(tent .. of buildings associated with.thj! .Carnpu~, Clt\d>l!lje.ct{>r w0ul~ ,ca;~ch, . · · 
and hold considerabl_e attention. --The.facilities.would•be ·about'4~5'"·rni 

__ ,_-_-,:-;'.-;:.'_:_t,_L-

-.- . . ',!: 



away in an area not noticeably modified by man and would detract from 
the sense of remoteness key to the views experienced from the slopes and 
crests of the Maricopa Mountains. 

The scenic and visual resources assessment does not specifically refer 
to the nearby town and freeway. However, it does mention that the 
aggregate of the facilities would be distracting to dominant In the the 
currently undeveloped setting. See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 
16.3.1.3.9. 

0655.01 

See Comment Responses 428.11 and 428.129. 

0655.02 

.In connection with the statement regarding alleged duplications involv
ing the Estrella free~1ay, see Comment Responses 428.ll and 428.129. 

1-\ccording to the railroad alignment shown on the plans dated March 15, 
I 988, and submitted to the DOE by the State of Arizona, only l mi out of 
the 6-mi total length of proposed new track would be located within fee 
simple areas. 

065'5. 03 

The data presented in the EfS (Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.1.11-6), 
show low traffic volume on Maricopa-Gila Bend Road. The DOE agrees that 
the proposed road upgrading would have minimal impact on a small number 
of vehicles. 

0655.04 

The information in the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.l, is 
based on proposal information received before March 30, 1988. The DOE 
proposed a modified road access plan to mitigate some of the impacts 
rresulting from the original State proposal. The State later proposed 
revisions using the Freeman interchange to connect with the ring access 
road in a similar manner as that proposed in the modified road access 
plan. With this revision, the impact on I-8 traffic would be minimal. 
Data presented in Appendix 14 also shows that the level of service for 
1-8 will be 'A' through tbe year 2000. 

0655.05 

The Est re 11 a Free11ay and access roads are discussed in EIS Volume JV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.A. 

The EIS identifies the worst potential impact by. projecting non-SSC 
traffic growth on the existing roads, estimating the worst-case SSC 
traffic, and considering only the committed improvements. This impact 
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might be reduced by considering improvements such as the Estrella Free
way (see Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). The impact analysis assumed 
a four- lane road between the Vekol interchange with Interstate 8 and the 
campus area. 

The two-lane road proposed by the State for temporary access to the 
north along the proposed Estrella Freeway corridor was considered to be 
a change to the Arizona proposal and therefore was not addressed in the 
EIS. 

0655.05 

Figure 14.2.1-1 (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.A) pre
sents improvements considered in the analysis of the SSC impacts on 
traffic. Please see Comment Response 655.05. 

0655.07 

Closing of the railroad during roadway construction is mentioned in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.l.3A.2.a as the worst potential 
impact in this area. This could be prevented by proper planning and 
mitigations by the construction contractor in consultation with the 
state and the railroad. 

It is also acknowledged that traffic volume, the SSC schedule, and other 
pertinent information should be considered before deciding between the 
use of grade crossing and grade separation. The decision on the type of 
rail crossing will be made during detail design and will be addressed in 
the Supplemental EIS if the Arizona site is selected. 

0656.01 

Comment noted. 

0656.02 

As stated in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-3, there are two other 
states that offer the cross ring tie-line addressed in this comment. 

Statements made in the second paragraph of the comment are consistent 
with the EIS, Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.11.2.B.l.e and 
Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3.A.I. 

See Comment Responses 428.96, 428.116, and 428.117. EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3 A.1.a.3 shows that the utility's plans and. 
schedules would be impacted by the addition of the SSC to its system. 
The last sentence states, "Based on information in the planning docu
ments, such revisions [to the APS transmission and generation construc
tion schedules] appear reasonable." .This states .that £hanges to the 
planned construction schedules would ~a_tisfy_the ss~ power requirements; 
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Statements made in the fourth paragraph of the cOllVllent are consistent 
with Eis•volume IV, ;Appendix 14, Section14.2:2.3.A.I.a.. ·· 

0657.01 

Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2;3 A, shows··that ·APS does not pclan 
to have sufficient excess generation capacity, under its current:. :' · ..... . 
resource plan, to meet the additional load of the SSC. ·If the..SSCis:·· · 
sited in Arizona, APS could modify its current resource plan to be al>le ,,,. 
to meet the additional load and maintain its desired reserve level·· .:·• · 
This flexibility of planning is·stated in Volume IV, Appendix:l4t•Sec" , . , 
tion 14.2.2,2 C; See also Col1lment Response 428.96. . 

0658;01 · ,, 
··.' 

Comment noted. :, . ·. ;·'. 

0658.02 

It is true that the amount of detailed ·information •submitted to the DOE 
varied by State. However, the EIS was not prepared s<>lely on the•:basis •· 

. of data made available to.; the.DOE preparers by individual State proposers. 
See. Comment Respe>bse·U·02 .. 

' 0658.03 . ,·,_" .. 

See Comment Response 13;02,, ••' 

0658.04 •·' 

See .. Comment R~spons~ .14e~'.03,,.;first pai"agraJlh; 

· o6sa:os 

··The DOE has carefully examined the environmental .impacts ·Of the SSC as.'. 
it would be.implemented. at.each of the seven sitealternattves. 

0658.06 

The EIS. presents the projected impacts and the mitigation measures which 
could be utilized to minimtzethose impacts ... The Supplemental EIS will 
address in more detail the impacts and potenti.al mitigations .for .the 
selected site. ·· · 

··.·The QOE·· ~as<l"equi'rled 'all ~rloj)oser's<to·cert'if,v t,hat:theywlll comply ·with· 
Fedel"al•aequi sition'and relO<:a.tion''Taws•(i>ubl ic La\i!•9l .,646'ilnd . 

! 
l 

l 
;,) 

L 
' 

~O CFR 1039,. 5l(:FR 7000), ~at a minimum (see. EIS V9lume I~, Append.ix 4, 
· ·Sect ion. 4;3. l); Ques . .ttons concerning the prop()serLs authority to pro-
. \tide financial. mitigatioil'sl'lould be dfrectedto the appropriate Stille.·•' · . 

agency (sel! Volume ·IV, Appendix 4,.·•Sectioii 4.3.2). •·· ···••·· · ·· 
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EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.1 also addresses potential miti
gation activities which could be applied to reduce impacts of the SSC on 
a particular resource area. The benefits of these mitigations would 
extend into surrounding areas and their residents. Questions regarding 
the proposer's authority to mitigate impacts from the SSC should be 
directed to the appropriate State agency. 

This comment incorrectly notes the number of necessary relocations in 
Arizona, which DOE has determined to be six. Consideration of risk of 
litigation is the responsibility of the proposing State. 

0658.07 

This observation is consistent with Volume IV, Appendix 11. See Comment 
Response 974.01. 

0658.03 

The waste treatment and disposal facilities are discussed in Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, Section 10.3.3. 

0658.09 

It should be noted that the areas containing the Maricopa Mountains have 
not as yet been designated as Wilderness Study Areas. There is the 
possibility that the presence of the SSC in the area may act to slow 
some of the development, such as residential expansion, since a portion 
of the area would be acquired for the SSC. Impacts to some of the pris
tine natural areas from off-road vehicles and general human encroachment 
may increase, as noted in the comment. These uses would continue to be 
considered as part of the BLM's multiple use program (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 5). See Comment Responses 428.10 and 428.128. 

0658.10 

See Comment Response 428.05. 

0658.11 

Comments noted. 

0658.12 

See Comment Response 428.10. 

0658 .13 

See Comment Response 428 .. 11. 

0658.14 

See Comment Response 428.12. 
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... 
0658.16 . 

-.,,:~_:-.~ "·•·_~--~!,"·''.~•-" .. -'"·'; ·,~ '·,•">",-•,.;;::,~;-.,, ;.-, '•':' • .. o• 

See'.·COIDlllent ~p&nse,42B.9J;.·w&ich.contains arevtsiooto the.£lS. 
· regarding· the Arizona• Kative Pl arit law. · : , . · ·•' : ·. . . ·. · · . 

0658.17 . 

. ·See Comment· Responses 428; 15 and 428:22; 

0658.18 

See Comment Re~ponse 428.15• •···The contradictioo has been corrected. 

o6ss.19 
See Comment Response 428.12. · 

0658.20 
' - . - ' 

· . · The Arizona. SSC. site .. .is in the .. Sonoran Desert sec,tfon of the .Basin and .. 
·· · · Range• physiograpbic'pFovl.nce·. All. of.thE! sites' are • .descrtbed in £IS· .. • 

· · .·Volume h Chapter·4,• Table 4-1 Jn terms of Fetmeman~.s (1938). division.of 
· dtstinctive.·secttons..,within ·larger. physiographtc provinces. 

0658.21 . 

See Conunent Resp()nse 428.17. • ·· 

0658.22 

. . -_· 

.•·See. Coinlnerit Response•o42s;}7 o ~hi clF says:~· "The 4erms older Jangl ome1"11fe . 
' and ycung!r: f~lonler:~te ~e.'.Jl!>~~ed in t!'E!~E'IS as in the site · 

. propo~al..i. :' :·r. . ··~ •:·•;~{ . ·:-o• ,,, .. '· c• . ·, ; \ '" ;· . 
'i' '· 

. 0658.~'.·::.f,·f~' .· - ... ( .· 

-0658. 24 .... ; 

•,See. Co~ent Re~porlse ~28.20; · · .· 
· · ~ · · · · ... · · .· ' ,)~&ss12i. · ·. · · · ·· '~ ' · : __ «. '_,. 

·; ·--~~: .,.'.·; :-.i:;' '~: 



0658,. 26 

.See Comment Response 428.22. 

0658.27 

The observation is correct. See the revised Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 
4-15 and Section 4.6.2.i. · Also see the correction in the Errata to 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.7.7.l. 

0658.28 

See Comment Response 428.23. 

0658.29 

See Comment Response 428.24. 

0658.30 

See Comment Response 428.25. 

0658.31 

See Comment Response 428.26 •. 

0658.32' 

. See Comment Response 428. 27. 

0658.33 

See Comment Response 428.28. 

·,.:.. 

Theterm "ecotype" is used in the EIS because it was carefully selected 
as a relatiVely short term, instead .Qf a phrase or more complicated 
term, to represent a type of ecosystem or pla,nt and animal association. · 

· This short descriptive word appears many times in the EIS representing. 
the divergent types and numbers of ecological systems which are.· 
accounted for among the seven BQL sites. · . · · · 

·see'Comment Response 428.29. 
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·:· _. --- :-,,- -•/~'...-.:-~:'. ;;z"': - : ·, -,,_:.·_p •:-:.-",,·r:-· ;:/ ,__, _._ -- •. -, . 
· · ; As statecLiA;.£~S.~VolUlllQ 1lf'i1~ap~r,;4c,. Sec:tjou ~.7.,4;1,: ·a number:'ot'; , , ·-, .. 

. __ ,.· 

·· Feder:all.r•listedrspeciees.caTe er:;111ay,bec.ln;the• • .vtc:h1lty of .the p:r:opos.ed ,· .. 
,. · . SSC:;site:s. ; .. ;JJ4is·Hafotmatton;w.a5'-0&tained·fr:om .region.al ,offkes :of tlfe· 

USFWS foll owing :cllftsultatimh tn .. acc:ordance:wtth .the· Endangered _Species ·· 
Act· of 1973~ .as.arilended1:(-t6"'1J;S~C. 1531"1543), •. -The ana1ys.1s:11f species' 
pr:esenc~ or altsenee ;lAJ. a.lso· ~ij:sedc.en :i!i•l>reJimJ!lilr:Y t1nder:sti4ld.:i ng Qf ... · .... 

· . tbeir•habi tat .. nqutraer,t~~:Htl.:Cthe .. quaH l:;y;;f)f:the hab.itat .present at the . 
· sites. Based. OJ1; infor:maUu .;provide1t 'by::tbe ·Bureau. of, Land f!'!anagement ... 
···fol lowing-prepar:ahi~ :Of; t:he( DEIS •• Jumamoc:·'.globebert'yhas .been observed 
..• irF tbedlekol.;JlaUeyiiSoutb;,of;;lnte.rstat.e .. 8~in;.Mari~lij)a. CQunt..)! • . Tbts..arei!: 
.c.1s.-.in,;.th&-cddnity•,0;f'J.th~sollthern.:extenston-.of.··tbe. dng. · Th.is.infor:~ · · 

· · .·. mation'hlli been,..a!Jt,ie1:h¥:\•e"~v~~ EJ.S,l.D,~olll!D9· I.o :Chapter 4,. Section ·.· 
· · 4.1~4;1,-. aoo .. ChatteJ'·'S.,.•sec.tion.·sa.~.2.A.;aitdil11iY:olume J.:Y, .. 4p~endiX 11, .. 

Section 11.1~i::2 •. The tableon·t>~ 11.se of tha'DEIS h acc11rate -with .. 
respect to: the State of:.At.izona •• · . . · 

...... Based.on;~i~f o~ati iin;.~ovid~ by;\it~. Bur~a~::o,rltilid l1anagemeiit . .t~ii~ing,; .. · 
· preparation• of the· DEIS,.. ·Iumamoc: globeberry. has been .observed· iri. t:he · · · 

.•. •·Vek:0<l.O.VaUey•,south;:ofc:.I~t.erst;ate, 8.J,nd!arJcopa County • . : .Jhi s, ts Jn .. t!)e • , ... 
. . 'fic.inity1of •the; southern .extens\l)nc.of·.,tbe r.ifl9'•• .Jhis,;jnformatiQll. ha~ · 
· ·• beew added:· to-'.the. !t:eV·tsed. •EiS.'fin;. Volume ·~, .. Chap~;~··· ·~t4o.iJ:;..!, ~ .. 4 .J. . .. . . . . , .... 
· and. £1iapter s,. Sect.ion. s~J:,S. Z.:A, .. arid .fn.:Volume:Jv.,. Appe'ndix:'..Jl;. S.ec:ti01f .... · 

· · . lLl;·l.2.- ......... ·, •. ::. ·:<.;. •.•. •. • • .. . . .. •.. 

0658.38 : . 

Tile EIS·· {Volu)lle':l; Uhaptel'~41\Sectio~:.4.1>14'1)~tias been cl'evJ:se,di11,i~d:i: ·· 
cate: :th«1t. 1port:i:0ns;;.q.£'~tll1bpi:;opo5ed. SS(: . p~Jec.~i;'Pll1tc11J.~JJ' ~a .J7,.> · . 

· are.locate<1.within<the>habitatcr;ange~:Pf>~~"~ese"':~~rto,$~•~::;, , , . ~.-'" 
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. 0658.41 
. " ' 

Vol.ume I, Chapter 4, Sect ion 4 .7 .3.1, first paragraph, first sentence 
has been revised to read: "The Arizona site, as well as large expanses 
of the surrounding desert, support populations of two State-threatened 
species, the desert tortoise and the desert bighorn sheep." 

The rest of the paragraph has been revised as suggested by the com
menter. Statements referring to riparian woodlands have been changed tQ 
indicate the presence of less well-developed xeroriparian woodlands. 

0658.42 

The first sentence, second paragraph of Vo 1 ume I, Chapter 4, Sec~ 
tion 4;7.5,1 has been revised as suggested. 

0658.43 . 

The sentence has been revised to read: • ••• and the species occurs 
throughout the Sonoran region of the southwestern United States and 
Mexico.• 

0658.44 . 

··See Comment Response 428.38. 
·: ·' ~ .. 

0658.45 .. 

See' Comment Response 428,12; 
. '--· . ' 

.• 0658.46 . ' 

See Comment Response 428.12 • 

. 0658.47 

See Comment Response 428.41. ·. 

0658.48 

· See Comment Response 42.8. 42. 
; _;· .• .. ,. '-, 

' ' .• ; 9658'; 49•' .. "' 
·' , ... 

; see:tonirne11t·Respons11 f42s.22. ·. 
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. 0658.50 ,, ...• ,, ;, . 
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0658.51 

Changed patterns of off-road vehicle use due to the SSC at the Arizona 
site are indicated in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.7.6. Assess~ 
ment of the effects of such changes on wildlife depends upon final 
project design and design of access control pol icy and procedures; this 
impact would be addressed in a supplemental EIS. 

0658.52 

See Comment Response 1128 .l!!L 

06'58 '53 

See Comment Response 428.93. 

0653 .. 54 

See Comment Response 653. 39. 

0658.55 

Based on recent in foma ti on provided by the llLM, Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.5.2.A has been revised to indicate that the closest known 
populations of Tumamoc globeberry occur in the Vekol Valley south of 1-8 
in the vicinity of the southern portion of the ring. Recent surveys 
conducted by the BLM, however, failed to find individual pl ants at any 
of the proposed surface facilities. If Arizona is the selected site, 
detailed field surveys of areas to be disturbed would be conducted to 
confirm the presence or absence of the species, if necessary, based on 
continuing consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service under 
the Endangered Species Act. 

0658.56 

A statement has been added to EIS Vo 1 ume I, Chapter 5, Section 5 .1. 5. 2. A 
indicating that the night-blooming cereus is uncommon throughout its 
range. 

0658.57 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.1.4 and Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.5.4.A state that construction and operation of the SSC "may" 
not "will" cause an Increase in reptile and cacti collection abo~e the 
present level. Any possible increase in harvesting due to increased 
access to the area provided by the SSC may be balanced somewhat by 
institutional controls on access. 

0658.58 

See Comment Response 428.52. 

065107003318812 



0658.59 

See Comment Response 423.53. 

0653.60 

See Comment Response 423.54. 

0658.61 

See Comment Response 428.55. 

0658.62 

See Comment Response 428.55. 

0658.63 

See Comment Response 428.05. 

0658.64 

See Cumment Response 428.15. 

0653.65 

Popularity can be defined in a. number o.f ways. One way to measure it 
would be to ·analyze visit.or use in the subject area and compare it to 
visitor use for similar types of recreation opportunities in the general 
vicinity. Visitation data for the Butterfield· Stage Memorial, Northern 
Maricopa Mountains, and Southern Maricopa Mountains WSAs are listed in 
Table 3-4 ("Existing and Projected Visitor Use"), p .• 66,. Lowe_r Gila South 
Final Wilderness Environmental Impact Statement; USDOI-BLM, Phoenix Dis
trict Office, 1987. Motorized and non-motorized recreation use total 
2,000, 1,500, and 300 visitor-days respectively for these three WSAs. 
Compared to the other ~JSAs. evaluated in the EIS cited, the· Buttel'field 
Stage Memorial WSA ran.ked first in visitor use,. with the No17thern 
Maricopa WSA tied for second. These two WSAs accounted for 35 percent 
of the total use of all subject 12 WSAs. The Southern Maricopa Moun
tains WSA is one of the four least visited areas. 

A further indication of popularity is that the· Butterfield Stage 
Memorial and Northern. Maricopa Mountains WSAs. are· considered by the BLM 
to be prime use areas for a l:oca.1- ORV org.ani.zation, with vehicle wa_ys 
into the Northern Maricopa Mountains showing. signs of continuous use. 
( USDO l -BLM, 1976.) .. 

0658.66 

See Comment Response 428.60. 

U65107003318313 



0658.67 

See Comment Response 428.61. 

0658.68 

See Comment Response 428.62. 

0658.69 

See Comment Response 428.124. 

0658.70 

See Comment Response 428.65. 

0658. 71 

See Comment Response 428.63. 

0558.72 

Volume IV, Appendix 5, Figure 5.5.1-2 has been revised to conform to the 
standards of capitalization of the rules of stratigraphic nomenclature. 
The fault symbol has been removed, and the maximum thickness of 
Quaternary alluvium is corrected to 20 ft. 

0658.73 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix S, Table 5.1.1-1 has been corrected to conform 
to the standards for capitalization of the rules of stratigraphic 
nomenclature. The age of the Tertiary units has been deleted to be con·· 
sistent with similar tables for the other sites. The comments column 
has been clarified as suggested. 

0658.74 

The text of Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.1.Z has been corrected in 
the Errata to Appendix 5. 

0658.75 

See Comment Response 428.66. 

0558.76 

See Comment Response 428.126. 

06!>101003318814 



0658. 77 

Geoengineering data have been included because they support discussions 
elsewhere in the EIS of the following: 

· site-specific engineering adaptations (or the lack thereof) 
that are results of site geotechnical conditions 

· excavation methods and dimensions, particularly with respect 
to cut-and-cover excavations, which would result in surface 
disturbance and could lead to secondary environmental impacts 

· impacts to the project costs resulting from site-specific 
adaptations to underground conditions. 

The additional specific conunents regarding the EIS discussion of geo· 
enginaering characteristics at the Arizona site are covered in Comment 
Responses 428.67, 558.78, 658.79, 658.81, 658.82, 658.83, and 658.84. 

0653.73 

The bullet list has been corrected in the Errata for Volume IV, Appen· 
dix 5. 

0658.79 

Section 5.1.1.4 and Table 5.1.1-3 of Volume IV, Appendix 5 have been 
revised to reflect available data on Recent alluvium (see Errata). Soft 
clays, unconsolidated sands, and collapse-susceptible soils do occur in 
similar environments to the site, thereby warranting mention in the EIS. 

0658.80 

See Comment Response 428.67. 

0658.81 

The paragraph has been revised in the Errata for Volume IV, Appendix 5. 

0658.82 

Outcrops of diorite and granite have been mapped in and adjacent to the 
booster/injector area; it would be incorrect to say they are not 
expected. Geo-engineering characteristics of granitic rocks are pre
sented in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.1.1-4. 

In addition, the words "or granite" have been added to Volume IV, 
Appendix 5 in the Errata so that the fourth sentence of the third para
graph on p. 11 reads "Minor quartz diorite or granite may be found at 
the booster/injector facilities area." 

065107003318815 



0658.83 

The referenced section ts discussing geotec.hnical properties and the 
reader is referred to the preceding two paragraphs and tables that 
describe these properties •. The examples of intrusions, weathering, 
fractured and sheared zones .in granitic rocks, and sedimentary interbeds 
in the volcanic rocks imply changes that are either discnrte1Y bounded . 
or occur over very short distances, inches to feet. 

0658.84 

The foort~ bUl.let ·h~ been de let~ in the [rrat~ for Volume IV, .Appendi.x 
"·s,<.sec~J·.~. s~-1·.1~_~'4-;:--'4<'1'~ ,; · · - · · -~ , __ ,, 

0658.85 
' ' ' " 

.·.See Comment Response 428.6B. 

0658 .• 86 

.·See ~nt Response 428.69 •. ·· · · 

0658.87 
) ' - '. '• ;'-

See Comment Resp.onse 428~ 70. 

0658.88 

See Co~t Respon~ 428~71. 
0658.89 

· See Comment Response 4Z8 .72 •.•.... 

0658.90 



0658.94 

The map is.correct. See Comment Response 428.77. 

0658.95 

See Comment Response 428.78. 

0658.96 

In Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.9.1.A, third paragraph, item 2 has 
been deleted from the text, and the rest of the items have been renum
bered accordingly. This change can be found in the Errata for Volume IV, 
Appendix 5. 

0658.97 

· The description of the desert ecosystems present at the Arizona proposed 
site is adequate and has been verified through site visits and available 
literature (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5). After. the final site is 
selected, the assessment of impacts at specific SSC facilities in the 
Supplemental EIS will be based on a more detailed evaluation of condi
tions at each location around the ring. 

0658.98 

The phrase has been deleted entirely, rather than revised, in the Errata 
for Volume IV, Appendix5. The. DOE does not agree with. the suggested 
revision. Costs for reclamation of desert habitats in Arizona are 
extremely variable depending on whether i.rrigation is included • 

0658.99 . .,;.t 

See Comment Response 658.34. 

0658.100 

The comment is consistent with the EIS text. See EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.1.9.2. 

0658.101 

The references for EIS Volume lV, Appendi)I 5, Section 5.L9.2, are 
included in 'the Errata for Appendix 5.. They include all .citations used 
in the text, 

0658.102 •. 

,,,,., ... · 1, has been .. 
that .at lower 

i rollwood) ls , 



0658.103 

The word "few" has been deleted from the text. Tbe phrase "are dcimi~ 
nated by" has been replaced by "included.•· Jhese changes appear in the 
Errata for Volume IV; Appendix 5. · ·· · · 

0658.104 

At this time, prior to the selection of the actual site, the DOE 
believes. the level of detail provided in the text is adequate. ·Should 
Arizona be selected for the SSC, more detailed descripU.oRs of vegeta-

•. ti on communiU.es will be incorporated i!1 ~he Supple,men~al. EIS . 

. 0658.105 

Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sect.ion S.L9.2.B.3 has been corrected in the 
Errata for Volume IV, Appendix 5to delete reference to the porcupine as 
a predator. · 

0658:106 

·All ecological references cited in Volume IV, Appendix 5 for Arizona 
·have been included ,in the Errata for Volume IW, Appendix 5; 

0658.107 

The statements made by the Commenter concern1ng the Swainson's ft.wit ;tre · 
generally correct. However, some color phases of Swainson's hawk and 
red-tailed hawk are very similar, sometimes making .field ··identification 
difficult. Tlie two spec~es are ·also· taxonomically closely• related. In 
.addition; •the ~~abH.ity .!ff the nid-taHed Jiawk, a .k- habitat 

··· '·'general.ist;: Ulows it>to exploit a wide·range• of ·nesting'habitats, 
including relatively treeless.grasslands . 

. 0658.108 

See Comment Response 658.106 

·. 0658.109. 

See Comment Response 1036.02. 

· ussa.110 · •· 

. o~ss.a1t· 
See Comment Re!1po1ns1e.~f28 



0658.112 

See Comment Response 428.93. 

0658.113 

See Comment Response 428.94. 

0658.114 

See Comment Response 428.12. 

0658.115 

See Comment Response 428.96. 

0658.116 

See Comment Response 428.97. 

0658.117 

See Comment Response 428.98. 

0658 .118 

See Comment Response 428.99. 

0658.119 

The suggested wording change has been incorporated into the FEIS. 

0658.120 

See Comment Response 428.100. 

0658.121 

See Comment Response 428.127. 

0658.122 

The reference to "ill-defined channels" has been removed from Volume IV, 
Appendix 7. 

0658.123 

See Comment Response 428.101. 

0658.124 

This has been corrected in the Errata for Appendix 8 of the EIS. 

065107003318819 



0658; 125 .. 

·See Comment Response 428.15. · "·' 

0658.126 

See Comment Response 428.15 and 428.22. · Air quality data were not used 
to develop the SSC emissions inventory. The data referred to in the 
comment were wind speed, silt content, etc.· 

0658.127 

See Comment Respo,nse 428.105. 

0658.128 

See Comment Response 428. 22. The.table has. been revised. 

0658.129 . 

A correction has been. made in the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10,3.3.l.A.l: "The method of sewage treatment proposed by the State of 
Arizona is acceptable to the Arizona Department of Environmental Quality {ADEQ)." . . . . ... . . . . 

As per. the Invitation for state Proposals Attachment 1,. a.:primary, 
secondary,. and tertiary treatment plant ·would be provided at the main 
campus. 

0658.130 

The statement in question has been deleted from· Volume IV,· Appendix 11, 
Section 11.3. I. 

0658 .. 131 

· See Comment Respon~e 658.55 . 

. '0658; 132 ·. 

See CommentR~sponse 428.109. 
. - . '. ' . 

0658.133. 

see c.~mliient.··.•Resp11n~~ 4za-7s .. ··.·· · 



0658 .135 

The second sentence of Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.1.3 has bPP· 
changed to include the term "xeroriparian" in place of "riparian." 

0658 .136 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.1.4 and Volume I, Section 
5.1.5.4.A state that construction and operation of the SSC "may," not 
"will," cause a reptile and cacti collection above the present level. 
Any possible increase in harvesting due to increased access to the area 
provided by the SSC may be balanced somewhat by institutional controls 
on access. 

0658.137 

The spelling of saguaro has been corrected in Volume IV, Appendix 11, 
Section 11.3.1.4 of the EIS. 

0658.138 

See Comment Responses 655.03, 655.04, 655.05 and 655.06. 

0658 .139 

See Comment Response 655.07. 

0658 .140 

See Comment Response 428.116 

0658.141 

See Comment Response 428.117. 

0658.142 

See Comment Responses 428.116 and 428.118. 

0658.143 

See Comment Response 428.119. 

0658.144 

See Comment Response 428.120. 

0658.145 

See Comment Response 428.121. 

065107003318821 



0658.146 

S~e Comment Response 428,121. 

0658.147 
- ' - . 

See Comment Response 834.05 • 
. - ' -- ' --~ '' '" -- ' --

.0658.148 

. Comments noted. 

0659.01 

Comments ~oted • 

. 0660.Ql 

The .ISP provided a description of various criteria which were eval Jated 
.in determining the risks of.completing .the SSC within the cost and 
schedule parameters stated, A]Lsites have been analyzed on the basis 
of similar construction schedules. After the site is selected, and 

·.final design is.completed, specific construction schedules will be. 
determined by the authorized annual DQE construction budget for the 5SC 
and final design crfteria. .. ... . . . . . . . 

0661.01 
. . . 

The wetl~nds assessment llrese~ted inthe EIS has been revised to include 
th.e most current·inform11tjon on wetlands location, .type, and qua l lt.Y 

.. (see Volume·I; Chapter 5; Se~tion 5,L5;4·and Volume IV, Appendix 11, 
Sections IL2.2 and Il.l): A ccmservative estimate of the amount of 
.!'/etlands that ma.Y:~e affected by cpnstr,uction and operations of the SSC 
.·at any :site .is. 'apprpitini~lely 19-0 acres; Once .11 site is selected and 
fin~l design ts.~ppr()ached; plans to .miJiirn~.e wetlan,ds impacts wHl be 
developed in.co.nsultatlon.with ttie.11.S •. Ar:mtCorps·•of~ngineers (or· 
State-detegated .aJlthqf}.tyJ as.reqtiired bySection404 .of the. Clean Water 
Act. M()st wetlarips wo«ld be avoided by:reaJignment of ~'ite. facil. ities . 
·and/or envirqnme)lta11y sound Jocation of surface structures ..• ·.· 

. ···Tlie DO~ "ag.ree~that.~he.;r~~-0n;J~lte meets a1l.cri;ertil1/th(l ISP;. The· 
... ·.;fact'..that,tJle.}i.t~.was nan1ed t() tlie)~QL and.js.to11sjdered as .• an .. alterna
:>tiveJn''tJljs ElS.~011fjpjls'thl$. See ps Vo1unie. In for··· a discussion of.' 
:the DOE's sge,·so1Jc1Jatfc:io ~nd ,sel~ctfori pfocessi• ·•·· ·· ·· · 
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0662.02 

The socioeconomic analysis presented fn the EIS makes an explicit dis
tinction between "otherwise natural development" 1n the Arizona Region 
of Influence (Volume IV, Appendix Sa, Section 5.1.11), and impacts asso· 
ciated with the SSC (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3). Impacts 
were assessed by evaluating project-related changes in light of antici
pated development in the region without the SSC. 

The term "benefit" is avoided in the socioeconomic portions of the EIS, 
as are other such terms which embody value judgments. However, the 
recent and continuing rapid population growth of the ROI is acknowl
edged. Recent population growth during the period 1970-1980 is dis
cussed in Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.9. Population increases 
related to the SSC are discussed in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.8.2. SSC-related increases in employment and earnings in the ROI, 
and increased revenues in the region are evaluated in. terms of this 
growth. 

0662.03 

The information on new developments, including the planned new community 
near 1-10, new hazardous waste facility, and existing utilities is gen
erally consistent with EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.11.2 and 
Appendix 14, Sections 14.2.1.3.A and 14.2.2.3.A. 

0662.04 

The EIS does state that the SSC structures might be visually incongruous 
with .tile landscape of the Arizona site (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16, 
Section 16.1.3. 

The proposed Arizona site is relatively pristine across most of the area 
to be enclosed by the ring, except for features noted in Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Secti-0n 5.1.13.2.D. The most important scenic resources are 
those within .the Wilderness Study Areas, especially the upper bajadas, 
slopes, and crests of the mountains. Of less importance are the .lands 
to the east, including the site for the campus and injector areas. How
ever, views of the eastern lands are appreciated from higher points iri 
tire southern Maricopas by a few .recreationists. 

Architectural treatment was suggested as a p-0tent1al mitigation, in 
conjunctfon with a number of other measure~, to reduce the.visual Jmpact 
ofseveral of the outlying SSC structures along the northeast quadrant 
of the upper arc, the far cluster, and the l<!wer arc. See Volume IV, ·.· 
Appendix 16,_ Section 16.3.1.3. However, the mass of buildings and '· . 
infrastructure js such -for th~ campus and injector faciliti~s, that. the· 

.·•·· .. ·. aggregate ·or structures could not•be co~cealed.··.J~eir obtr.usiveness 
· could be reduced by careful design, as suggested fri "the comment.> · 

- -; . •' -· ,_., ' ' -



. - - . : - -

Regarding planned projects in the area of Mobile: applications for 
. Special Use Permits for two llil refineries at Mobile have been approved 

by Maricopa County. . Orie of the two applicants has requested an amend
ment to its permit, and .that proposal is sti.11 pending. Applications 
for building permits have not been submitted by the proponents of either 
project and there are no assurances that.either project will be built. 
Moreover, the sites for the refineries are 9.5 mi from the nearest 
sensitive viewing p·osltions (the slopes .and crests of the Southern 
Maricopa Mountains). The extensive facilities of the SSC would be only 

· 4 mi away from those positions and would render the visual consequence 
of the comparatively distant refineries irrelevant. · 

. . . - - . . . - . 

The waste facility mentioned is the Butterfield Station Facility Land
fill, planned to·occur about 1 mi north of Mobile. The site is 11.8 mi 
fromthe viewtng positions rioted.· Given its distance and the proximity · 
of. the site for the· CillJIPUS. and injector~· the .was_te facn ity would aJ so 
be·of co111parativelyJ1ttle visual consequence to those hiking in the 
southern Maricopa Mountains. 

0662.05 . . . . . . . . . . 

The observati~ns regarding the locafion of th~ SSC proje~t in three WSAs 
is consistent with '.the analyses presented in Volume IV, Appendix 5, ··. 
Section S;1.10.2;>0ther COllllllents.regarding.the State~s belief that the 

. SSC project. can act as a .perimeter us.eful in protecting the area are 
noted; however if Arizona were the selected site, such an· assertion .. 
would be analyzed'as part of a Supplemental EIS. 

0663.0l 

... ,--

0664.0l . 
· .. - ."·,, _.·: :: __ ,;_ --~:~:~-.J. _:-::::··. ~'-> . .; -.. , .--.:·-~-,-~;;:_·-.·:·-~~-:-:. ·:·:··,_ .·_:· -~---; -_ ·' .. -

Air 1n<mitoring data fi"9m.:the States~ ~posalcwasA>nly Used jf it could . 
· be verified.through}illdependent,111eans.-,._Jtre ;data ~ntioned tn the com- . 
·. nlent was only taken for a period of,2-1/2 months,. not a· full year, ;1s . 

the,Stat1FADEQ data; .. •. . ... . . <' ~ . .. < • • •••• 

, _-)~~ ~ ·c!'··. -;, --{':---~--;::;-. '~. - - ·' ~:..,: 



0664.03 

Comment noted. These data were not used in the EIS because they do not 
represent one year of sampling. The EPA has the discretion to accept 
shorter monitoring periods, but that approval had not been provided with 
these data. After site selection, the most recent representative data 
will be used for the air quality assessment in the Supplemental EIS. 

0665.01 

Comment noted. 

0665.02 

The text has been modified to incorporate the alternative of using 
Central Arizona Project (CAP) water as a source of water for industrial 
use during SSC operations (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.4, 
and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.1 and 7.2.3.1). 

A generalized estimate of water-level drawdown impacts from project 
groundwater pumping in North Vekol Valley is presented in Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.4. A measurable water level decline in the 
vicinity of project supply wells, including windmill-driven stock tanks, 
is anticipated. The limited present groundwater use in the vicinity of 
the wells suggests a negligible impact to water use. The potential for 
a groundwater overdraft condition remains. 

0665.03 

The presentation of water use estimates for the SSC has been revised · 
from those presented in the DEIS. The EIS reflects an estimated opera
tional or long-term water requirement of 2,175 acre-ft/yr or an equiva
lent continuous pumping rate of 1,350 gal/min. The higher water use 
estimates included in a limited number.of places in the DEIS (e.g., 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-8) were derived from the ISP and have been 
superseded. There is no planned acceleration of water use during 
operations. 

Drawdown. of the water table wfl 1 occur as a result of groundwater with
drawals for the SSC construction and operations at the proposed Arizona 
site, estimated at several tens of feet locally (immediately adjacent to 
the wells) and a few feet over a larger region. Due to the depth to the 
,water· table and the nature of the aquifer geologic .structure, no or only 
·negligible subsidence i~ expected. See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Section 7.2.3.L ' · · 

0665.04 

Detailed ~'laluat ions of' conservation nr;u·T. 

•. gation measures wnl. be addtessed in "··"--' i>m ... n1·al<F''f~ 
detailed design;• pral:t ices will be ·;nc'.nriDnr·ati>tf 



0665.05 

If the Arizona site should be selected detailed site data would be 
collected ilnd alte.rn.ative methods of waste disposal evaluated in order 
to avold or 11inimize adverse impacts "On groundwater quality .. These 
evaluations would include detailed computations to quantitatively demon
strate the .lack·or ai.lgnitude of the expected percolation from all dis" 
posal sites and the resulting impact,· if any, on groundwat_er quality. 

See also EIS Volullle IV, Appendix7, Section. 7.2.3.1.A.4.b.3. 

0665 .• 06 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix u. Section ll.3~L? indicates that, although 
i11pacts of construction and operation .. noises and human presence on the 
desert .bighorn would be negative at first, llmited research has shown 
that the bighorns 111~become>acclimated in time. Because the desert 
bighorn is animportant species that is also listed as thr.eatened by the 
Arizona Game ·and Fish Commission,· the DOE intends to issue a Supplemen
tal EIS which will evaJuate and incorporate appropriate mitigative 
measures to reduce adverse impacts to this and other species should 
Arizona be the selected stte (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). 

0665.07 

Mitigation of impacts to the. desert tortoise have beell revised in Volume 
I,· Chapter 5, Section. 5.1.S .. LB.l and. Volume IV~ Appendix ll, Section 
11.3.1.2, to include additi.onal.measures.that.could be.·effective for the 
tortoise populaUon•Jn the;site vJcinity ... The DOE will conduct· more 
detailed studies on tile dl!sertlortolse.in tlie event the proposed 
Arizona site is selected ••. · Mitlgatfo11:11easures. SIJggested in the EIS 

.. would be evaluated 'during the:.ssc design ph .. se and evaluated in the 
Supple111ental EIS/ · · 

U.S~ .Fish & Wfldl ife Service and Bureau of land ·Management consultation 
would continue. · · · · · · 

0665.08. 

vo1uinet; tti~f>t~f;s •. $~4tihni.t •. s~i~a:l•iiutleen re~1~ea\o te in. 
~re~t wi~h Pie. ~~nl;. · .. · .. · ... ~.'- · . 

' ' ,;.--. -. - ·:> ,;;-~: ~ 
':; •;; - _.;_)_,- • ;<''o·:,_~~- 'Jl\-0665.()9 .. · 
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0665.10 

Because of its status as a candidate species, the night-blooming cereus 
would be evaluated ·under Section 7 (of the Endangered Species Act) con
sultation between the DOE and the USFWS. More thorough studies of all 
listed and candidate species would be conducted if the proposed Arizona 
site is selected for further investigation, and consultation would 
likely result in the adoption of appropriate mitigative measures. 
Moreover, the night-blooming cereus along with other cacti and selected 
native species are regulated under the Arizona Native Plant Law. These 
species may be removed under permit, but replanting and revegetation are 
desirable measures of protecting the species. 

As indicated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.1.2, post-EIS 
surveys have located Tumamoc globeberry in the vicinity of the proposed 
Arizona site. In the event the site is selected, site-specific surveys 
would be conducted at all areas to be disturbed by construction activi
ties. Results of these surveys would be reported in the Supplemental 
EIS. 

0665.ll 

If the Arizona SSC site is selected, additional surveys could be needed 
of yet-to-be-defined ancillary and construction areas involving poten
tial ground disturbance. Evaluations would be completed for all 
recorded archaeological and historic sites in order to identify cultural 
resources within the project area that are eligible for listing on the 
National Register. All cultural resource management procedures would be 
completed in accordance with a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the 
DOE, the Arizona State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the 
Bureau of land Management (see Volume IV, Appendix 15). Mitigation 
measures would be developed to appropriately mitigate impacts to sig
nificant cultural resources, and these will be discussed in detail in 
the Supplemental EIS. 

0665.12 

If the proposed Arizona site is selected, additional biological surveys 
would be conducted in all areas likely to be affected by construction 
and operations of the facility. The primary objective of these surveys 
would be to determine the presence of sensitive habitats and species qnd 
to evaluate potential impacts. The impact assessment, along with inp~t 
resulting from consultations with State and Federal agencies, would then 
become part of planning and design in order to avoid or minimize adverse 
impacts. Mitigation of impacts to the desert tortoise and desert big
horn, as well as to other protected and sensitive species, would be a 
priority in project development. 

The subject three Wilderness Study Areas are also described as a land 
use topic in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.l.10.2. The discus
sion covers the regulatory status of the areas, their wilderness charac
ter, and recreational use. 

065107003318827 



See Comment Response 1516.40 for a discussion .of land areas affected by 
prcject development •. The data presented were assembled. after those 
reported in the DEIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-7, · This table has 
been corrected as part of the Errata •to the Vo 1 ume. · 

0666.01 

See. Comment Response 816, 01. 

0668.01 

Comment noted. 

0669.01 

Water use a,nd related impacts at the proposed Texas site are assessed in 
FEIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7;1.3.7 and 7.2.3.7. The FElS 
recognizes that an overdraft condition exists for the regional aquifers 
and that the combined on-site and off-site water use of the SSC and 
project-induced population growth would contribute measurably, but not 
significantly, to that overdraft, during both construction and opera~ 
tions., The FEIS also acknowledges plans by community water system for 
increased reliance. on ·.surface water sources. ·see also Comment Response 
2H.04. . 

0670.01 

Comments noted. The 464 acres of prime and important farmland in EIS 
V,olume I, Chapter.J, Table '$-7 of .. the OEI.S is incorrect, as is the 2,000 

·acres listed as prime farmland'in .Chapter 4;Jable .4-23. .Both tables 
are corrected in Volume I of the FEIS; .the estimate of 4,198 acres of · 
important farmland has been incorporated into Volume I of the FEIS; and 
is noted in theerratafor.Volume JV, Appendices Sand 13 . 

. The Soil. Conser~ation Ser\/ ice pr~vided an est.imate of z~ro prime and 
4,198 acres Of important farmland in .the fee ·simple area of the proposed 
Colorado site •. Of this inventory, it 1s estimated that 819 acres of . · 
important farinl and would be permanently. converted by SSC surface faci 1-
tt ies should the Colorado site,be selected •. · This new .figure is !!lso 
incorporated in Volume I of the FElS and in the errata for Volume IV, 
Appendices 5. ~nd 13 • : · . . .. . 

The combination'of'p(t~~·and important farmland was useful for evalua
tion of the se~~n propOsed 5jtes. ·If appropriate, reanalysis of· 
spedf:ic.7ac~ages,.wo.Yl4:biv.!:l.one/i.~ ~.:separat~•i;ite:specifict•supplemental···.· 
HS·should ·:Colorad<l .be.•"'the ·selected s·i·te;;;·•,,;,f:;;·••::.::::··i:.,.,,,,,. ·, ""' .. · ... · 

sei?~rso · ~O:~~nt~~espohs~ ~J~ .6t• , ···· ; ;:·;' ' '•x. ' ····.·.· ·· · 
-- --,.~--- --- -}" ,y. _,-_ ·: ,--,_3- ---- --'~--- -'.-" ,_ '.- --,~--<-~-_'.::---_:;:L; 
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0671.01 

Comments noted. 

0672.01 

Comments noted. 

0672.02 

Comments noted. 

0672.03 

Comments noted. 

0672.04 

Comment noted. 

0673.01 

The comments concerning public input into the preparation of the EIS are 
consistent with EIS Volume I, Chapter 1, Section 1.6. 

Environmental and ecological impacts are addressed in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5. 

The Denver Stapleton International Airport and the proposed new airport 
are addressed in Comment Response 1420.04. 

Impacts to schools in the proposed Colorado SSC site area are addressed 
in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.C. 

0674.01 

Comments noted. 

0675.01 

Comments noted. 

0675.02 

Wyoming is not within the Region of Influence for the proposed Colorado 
site. The cooperation between the States of Wyoming and Colorado is 
noted; however, no specific changes would result in the socioeconomic 
analyses. 

0675.03 

See Comment Response 816.01. 

065107003318829 



0679.01 

The comment is consistent with .the discuss on An Volume I, Chapter 4, 
and Volume I.V,.Appen(lix 5 · 

See also Comment Response 1126.05. 

0680.01 

Comme.nt noted. 

0680.02 

CQmment nQted. , 

0681.01 -< 

i -:. -- -__ .:>_--,· 

See Comment Respo~se 686. 01' 

0681.02 
. 

The new two-lane highway is proposed by the State of Colorado to provide 
a.,dlrect road between Denver and the SSC and to minimize SSC-induced 
traffic, on the exhting.roads. The .. State of Colorado )'lould be respon-

.·. sibl.e for. planning and constructing•the prop()sed .highway should the 
C.o l orado si.te :be selected. · · 



0682.01 

Due to their distance from the proposed Colorado SSC site, coupled with 
the probable westward orientation of socioeconomic impacts (toward 
metropolitan Denver), counties within the State of Wyoming were not 
included in the Colorado Region of Influence (see Volume IV, Appendix 
14, Section 14.1.3.2). 

The support of the State of Wyoming, as part of a broader regional set
ting for the SSC, is acknowledged. 

0683.01 

The comments on community support by principal op1n1on sectors of area 
communities have been noted and included in Volume IIA of this document. 
It should be noted that the research reported in the study referred to 
in the comment indicates that of those sampled (not a representative 
sample) there was overwhelming support of the economic development that 
would result from the SSC project. In addition, it should be noted that 
the research indicated that small town atmosphere, rural environment, 
and service and facilities were the primary reasons why leaders liked 
their place of residence. The research report also indicated that local 
impacts expected to occur included: "(l) an increased number of "rowdy" 
transients in the community (11 percent) who would strain the local 
resources of the law enforcement agencies (23 percent); (2) an increased 
demand on the communHy's social services (22 percent); and (3) an 
increase in traffic (34 percent), pollution, noise, danger to children 
near streets, and increased road maintenance costs." 

The telephone survey conducted fn 1987 of 306 randomly selected regi s
tered voters that indicated •.seventy-four percent of those that had read 
frr heard about the SSC favored the building of it in eastern Colorado" 
has been noted. .· · •.. . · · 

In reference to public attitudes tfrthe SSC project in Colorado, there 
were several sources of inffrrmation available. These included the 
following: 

o. . Colorado proposal with tire survey o.f community leaders and the · · 
telephone survey of Colorado voters · 

o DOf fIS Scoping MeE!tings 

o. ;Site .1tt5tts· including •areas of special concern ,.,, -- -

d · ·o . [)OE public meetings on the DEIS -;-:_;c_;·,.·_i, --- - ', - - --_-; -. __ _ 

1.i.· .. ~.~c~, ,i\f1 llf t'~t~ill¥6fmatioll ·h~~ beeij ~adeai~ilabfa to the DOE deei stoiF, .. /• ....... ·• 
•. . <7'fpakers involved with site selectfon 'acfivities'." Tfie. OOE is· aware of thfi·' . 

,j~;·_J existence ·<>f.ac variety of opinions com:erning theip1Jte1,1tjal of sttJng .· 
''''''" ,,,, the SSC, at aflY of the al terriativ~ sites.> All c~'nu'nents; lfoth ... i!ldiy,idual 

·''"" ·:- ::. >--_· 

,::"~~,~~~~~;:~ 

·.:;·-.·~ ,_ 

. •;;{'it } ·•· .....••..• ; ··~f~~.?·sr·;·;S)!f~'t~.~; ... ';?';f~1&{;,·;·{·~J;ti~~i~~~t1~J ,{;:~Y ;A';.;;;; c£:~·, .;,·;@·b~.'·';;: 
,, ~·'.·"----·._-: ;· .• ,-,<--<;'>> ·-.•,;---·· -.-.. ---~':>::>J,;..:-i" ·-"- .• --,·_, ·'..c~ 
,_ ....... ~ ••· .• ·.•.;:.•,"'.-~ .. · ..• •.· ... ·.·.·.•.i •. •.· •. ··.'.·.:.:t ... · .. :~.·.·.-~. . -- ' -<-' --- - - - " - "' - -- .,_,___ _~,. - ' ' • ' >';; -,_'.~ '~ . _- ~ ~- - ~ ' - ·,;/j<_:?·; :;;:. ·.~;;.::~:<~~:'.-;:,-'/-;:_::: _;-',;;;~_C::-?::~,; ~ .. ,.;·" -,;I~ "'·"., /"'" -:::;:I/;~-~\{\[)',. ___ ,-.'.;)~;\:..;'.,~.;:;-:~~ .. C·'--.C;-~:/ :;:/ ' '" .:.;:.,;.;:~::;_\?<;.'{:' -;"',,;-c_,-; ~:. ; 



0683.02 

. The EIS_ states. that aHhoµg~ "boo~";conditi~ns may occ~r in local com
munities--Oue to the','SSC, problems associated with •bust" conditions 

·probably would not occ.ur· (EIS VolUme. IV, Appendix 14; Section . . 
14.l.3.2.E)~. It is quite possible tllat specific impacts will dtffer 

.between communities, due both to varying effects of the·ss.:, and varying 
approaches to.accommodating· these effects; · · · 

Past experience in dealing with g~owthfs·l~p;~fant' in coping effec- . 
tively with future growth. However, the portions of the Colorado Re~ion 

·of Influence (ROI) anticipated to receive the most dramatic SSC"related 
·. i.mpacts have not recently experienced growth of the magnitude or dura~ 

· tion expectedto.accompany>thisproject •. This lack. of similar experi
ence includes the Pawnee Power Plant construction· and operations, as 
di scuss.ed Tn .trie firstjiaragraph of Conunelit' Response 1515 .• 2.13. 

• • • ,.,- • ·-'' • >' - ' • - ~ ., - • < \ , • • • - : • '' - • • • ,. • • • • -

In general, tile effects of rapid growth ii\, the Colorado ~91 and pri'llary 
impact counties are'not anticipated to be negative. Volume IV, Appendix 
14; Section 14 .. L3.2.E states this conclusion: ."Adverse social impacts 
should be temporary, and conditions. are l ik.ely to become i.11proved iri the 
long run over what they would be without the SSC." · 

0684.01 ~'.: - ,:; - ' -
-,f''• 

: ·' 

· .. · ~o. approved: facil fty currently exists. fn Colorado for tile' disposal of· 
··hazardous. wastes. Colorado, haiardous,;waste generators .inust ship their 
waste products to out~of~state disposal sites. Construction .is about to 

. begin on a hazardous water disposal facility about 7.mi west of Last 
Chance, Colorado, ,that will.be approximately 5 mi from the southern .. 
radius of the SSC ring: · It fs 'claimed to be the first hazardous waste 
disposal facility •in U.S: to complete the permitting process tinder RCRA 
regulations .. Opera ti on of this state~of-the~art facility is expected. to 
begin iri late 1989. (EIS V()lume IV, Appendix 5,•section 5.2.8) •..... 

. ·.· · ... ·. Hazardou~~~aite''g~p~fat~cl;·~;~:itie:ssc-.~a~r(f fk eoft&ctiidftreated; and . 
· ·. store~ ·19 acC:Jird~n<:e ~illi RC1U\:re9ut~t!l!ii~ ••• ;·1fben ~~ff;f~ient quantities 

· .·. ·· .have .acc1,1muJated,<Jfie;jRatl!.r;t~l:rwo1,1l4 !>e sl\11!Pj!d to'ap:approyed (RC~) . 
<~isposal ;ra~n4ty:·~Els~v~tu111!(1~;·~~ppendiX; flOi'Se~tlon 10.1.,_3~21~ • Jhe 
. ~boi(ie. of. hazardo~s<wasie•$Jles~£Qr;~~e;.$$C;.wouJd\ltkeJy .be:madg,by a .· 

•hcompetJ live 'bi ddj ii9'.pr9ce~~:;;: lllii~ •. :tJill:'illlarg4t2'wa:ste"J.~1 te<mil.Y. riot ·. · 

·.·."~f i~:tt~lr;;i;~~tir;Imi?;~t~1~~~i{~~~~~~~f~{~~~1t~~i~:.'. tha~···~ry . · 
·be requJrei! ·rli:\ 1.mpl~\lienting i:the ssc,,propd'sil;{n·:ea<:l\~§tat.e·;are dfsc11ssed ... 

. ··. < · .. in th~~ EI~ ~.ofome ;r.;£lia~ter}~;·1·1t r~qlff r~jn.ent ~f'solll~, of tllese perm! ts . · 

.. · · ·~()u.ld 1nvQlve·the1111>n1tori{lg'.;of grounawaterc;'and surfai;e water in tfte. · .. · 
·· · ~Jcin~~~ ~f~i~~,:~f:iy:'t'-/i<,~ ;~~:~':c1.::;~.};',·,¥;i~:~';i:~';t>:t::,\"'~~-:fi} ,; 0 · .· 



0686.01 

Zero prime and 819 acres of important farmland, as defined by the U.S. 
Soil Conservation Service would be permanently converted by the SSC 
project at the proposed Colorado site. Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 
3. 7 .11 of the EIS states that while there are appreciable acreages of 
prime and important farmlands that would be converted, in none of the 
proposed states does this acreage represent more than one percent of the 
State inventory. This amount is small and well below the annual average 
of such lands taken out of.production as a result of urban development. 

0686.02 

The new 60-mi east-west access road is part of the proposal made by the 
State of Colorado. Information regarding this project is included in a 
report prepared by the Colorado Department of Highways entitled "Envi
ronmental Overview for Proposed Access Roads, Superconducting Super 
Collider Project,• dated February 29, 1988, and noted in Volume I, 
Chapter 4, Section 4.9.2 and Volume IV, Appendix Sa, Section 5.2.10 of 
the EIS. 

0686.03 

The comment is correct with respect to the acquisition of water for the 
Colorado SSC site. Tradeoffs would be involved in using the. supply of 
available water for the SSC and associated population growth, instead of 
for other purposes, including agricultural. See discussions in the EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.2 and 7.2.3.2. 

0686.04 

See Comment Response 736.02. 

0686.05 

Discussion of climatology for the Colorado site appears in the EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.3 and in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.2.3. The.Colorado site proposal indicated that snowstorms were 
responsible for three clos.ures. of I-70 during the last .three winters. 
These closures averaged IO hr. ·The site proposal also noted that only 
one work shift at Pawnee Generating Station was unable to arrive on .. time 
due to snowstorms. The DOE will prepare emergency plans for the SSC 
facility. Civil disasters are .inclu.dei:I in these plans, and notifica-

. ti on, provisions for on-'site emerging lQdging, etc., may be made depend-
ing .~n specific site e<m~f~ions. · . · · · 

0687.0l . - ~. 



0688.01 

Comment noted. · 

0688.02 . 

See Comment Response 597,01, second paragraph. 

0688.03 

See Comment Response 577. 02; · 

0688 .. 04 

The .conclusion presented in the EIS regarding .the potential for com
pounding adverse ssc~related. impacts due to cumulative effects of nearby 
projects•(Volume lVAppendixl4,Section ·14;1,3;8.B) would·not change 
with a modified schedule. for the Two .. Forks Water Project. 

It is possible that if the eolC>rado site were chosen for the SSC, more 
workers than projected ultimately may'choose to reside in the Denver 

.area. SSC-related population impacts were allocated to different places 
in the Colorado Region of Influence based upon a model that generates 
the most likely· distr'ib11tton of<wrkers. Given numerous characteristtcs 
of the<regfon, fl!CTUdtn~·current populatlonsc>f various places and 

· travel times frORI' the!)e• places to•the· proposed· SSC· sitf!',·· .. the .. popttlati on 
distrfbu•tion· reportedd'n the· EIS Jscthe most ·probable (Volume IV, 
Appendix J4;Table 14'.I.3;2~)'; ··· · · · ··.· ·· · · ··· ·· ··· 

0688.05 

See Comment Response .. 384. 92. 

0688.06 . . . '· . . · .. •. . , . . . . . 

The .. comments.wereJllcJu~ed tn Volume IV;'Appe~diX. 3,,Section,3 .1 
EIS, AlSC>i ~ee'trommelitdtespcmse·~2Z~'lo;:: · •f!"'·· '·. > ' 

•'·c.;~};:;; .. ';c-\» '~;;? '('.:',:_;::{!;,.''; ,' ·-'o-.~- .,-." .• 
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impact on local groundwater levels related to SSC construction water 
withdrawals. See also the discussion of projected impacts on air 
quality (in particular, emissions during construction) in Volume IV, 
Appendix 8, Section 8.4.2. 

0694.01 

Comments noted. 

0695.01 

Comments noted. 

0696.01 

Comment noted. 

0697.01 

The estimated annual cost of power for the operational phase of the SSC, 
which was used for the cost estimate in Volume IV, Appendix 2 was $45 
million. 

The power for the North Carolina site .would be supplied by Duke Power 
Co. (Duke) and Carolina Power and Light Co. (CP&L) (Volume IV, Appendix 
14) and would come from the existing electrical power distribution net
work which is supplied by a combination of nuclear, fossil fuel, and 
hydroelectric generating facilities. Duke and CP&L have ample current 
and projected reserve margins for the SSC. 

0697.02 

See Comment Response 697 .01. 

0697.03 

The SSC would use 200 MW of power directly and approximately 25. MW of 
power for secondary load. If the North Carolina site is selected, the 
power is planned to come from a source jointly provided by Duke Power · 
Company and Carolina Power and Light Company, as shown in EIS Volume Iy, 
Appendix 14, Section 14,2.2.3.E.l.a, The cost of power was included in 
the cost. estimates prepared for Volume·1v, Appendix 2. 

Electrical load impacts to Duke Power Company and Carolina· Power and 
·. light due to SSC-induce,d secondary population growth are addressed in 

... '~IS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3.E.J.b, Secondary c()st im• 
pacts to existing utility customer are discussed in general terms in EIS 
Volume JV; Appendix 14, Section 14 •. 2.2.2.c. · 

;,---·-~·-,, ' __ ._. __ -,_-:::,_:·-::_:·:'_' -, 



' 
. Once a utility has ll)ade· the investment in a. nuclear power plant, it 

usually operates the plant at full capacity whenever possible. There-
• fore. the SSC .load is not.expected .to.impact tile amount of power gen
. erated by nuclear power pl a11ts or ·the amoul)t of radioactive wastes 

produced. · · · · 

See Conunent Response 1548.78 concerning secondary .environmental impacts 
resulting from the generation of SSC power by conventional power plants. 

0697.04 

In the event .that either the SSC is not built on the property provided 
. to DOIL by the State or the scope of the project is so reduced that a 

portion of·the site is not· required, the property donated.by State, or 
· any appropriate portion~.thereof,·0would· revert.·to the Shte provided,··.· 
that permanent improvements ha.ve not been constructed by the United 

· . States. · . : · ·· · ' · · · 

The coniments conce~ning DOE budget matters are considered to be outside 
the scope of this EIS. ·. . 

0697.05 
. -, :~ " ' ~ 

The No Action Alternative was discll~sed. ifi Volume I, Chapter 3, Sectio.n 
3.3 •.. It states: "The .'impacts .of implementi11g the no actipn alternatives 

· at any of the. site alternatives represent a continuation• of the current 
'conditions and trends;.~<';By'. def.inition.;·:t.Ms ·means .that no land,. homes, 
conununittes or n.<1turalresources.would be?disturbed'for.the:ssc; no . 
. furids would be spent.for constrl!ctton,or:pperatiOn; and•no water would 
be used .for construction or operatfon 

.• 0697,'06 
.· , __ · 

- > ~ ' 

See Conunent Response 0013;02. • The.CarolinaPow'e/arid light Roxtloro 
· (coal~fired) and Harris (nuclear) power plants are located within . 

.. approximately 50 mi'of the':proposeif North 'Carolina site as discussed in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendi'x ·s, Section 5.5:11}2.B.1~d· ·· · · · 

0697 .07 · ... 



0697 .00 

Site-specific pr-0.j&t Gast estilll<ltes ~aclude site and infrastructure 
adjustments. including costs for waste disposal, sewage treatment, and 
new and upgraded roads (EIS Volume lV, Appendix 2). 

All GR-site lalldfill is «Ssumed in £IS Volume IV, Appendix 1-0, Sec
tiQfl 10.3.3.2.£. 

0697.09 

Tile effects fr4111 ~ acxi'1eatal spill of 1 i<iuid beliwu arul/<>r liquid 
nitrogea 11re diSGUssed in the ElS V<>lume IV, Appendix 12, Section 
12.4.2. &adioactive waste disposal is addresse.d the DEIS Volume IV, 
Appendix lO, Section 10.1.l.l. parts D-3, D-4 and f. 

0698.01 

· C4111111eats ooted. 

0698.02 

The extent to which local infrastructure was considered in selecting t'he 
BQL sites is .addressed in (Ollllllent Res.poase 816.01. 

The ~bserv.at,ons .regardh1g 1mpttcts to the quality ·of ed11catfon which· 
wo11Jd :resi.Jt if tile SSC were sited i.A North C.rolina are noted. Tile 
sociooconocnic. impact of the SSC 011 local ,pWlic servjces, incl.Wing 
encatioa, was .assessed h1 £IS \1.olume I, Cb.a,pter 5, :Section 5.1.8, and 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.S. 

The DOE agrees that Fermilab has had an excellent compliance record -with 
environmental regulations. Regarding potential radiological impacts 
from tile SSC, see CBllllllllnt Respoitse 996.-01. · 

• 'c' • 

Rega.r<fing .dispasa1 ·of law-Jevel r.adioactive waste .• see Comment Res.ponse 
524.04. . 

Regarding relocation of property owners, see Comment Response 880.04. 

0698.0l 

Comments noted. 

~ith. the 'dat~'used t~ .. Pr. ep.are. tlie \".IS 
)

.•· . ' ... . . ... ··· . . 



0698~05 ' 

· Land use analyses and impact as~essments are provided in Volume IV, 
Appendix Sc, Sections .S,5.10.1 .and 5.5.10.2 and in Volume IV, Appendix 
13, Sections 13.1.3.5. an<l ll •. 1.4.E. Table 13-5 presents an assessment 
of land use/zoning changes by SSC project facility type. As expected, 

. some project facilities are associated with greater land use impacts 
than others. · · · · · ·· 

Noise impacts during construction at the North Carolina site are dis
cussed at th~ summary level in Volume I,. Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4 and in 

·.Volume IV,. Appendix 9. Analysis presented in Chapter 5 indicates that 
136 people curr-entJy Hve in areas which will have (during the·24 h/d · 
activities supporting the tu·nnel boring.machine at· E and F sites) a 
day-night average sound level of between.70 and 75 dBA, and 705 people 
currently. live tn areas>which will have a day-night average .sound level 

. of between 60 and 70 clBA. Regional vibration sources are discussed in 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5;5.5. Data presented by the North 
Carolina site proposer organization do not indicate deflections in 
excess of the criteria delineated in the Invitation .for Site Proposals. 

·Relocation r~quire~~~t~ ~ited ar~ consi~tent ~ith what has been pre
sented in Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section .4.4. Comments on land ac9ui- · 
sition strategies and commitments have been noted. 

. . ' - . . . '"' -

'' 0698.06 ' 

Should North Carolina be s~lected as .the site for the SSC, detailed 
. studies intel)ded t1> ai<f,:irlminimizing impacts to wildlife.will take 

· ~ place and will· b1l;described in thecSuppleinental EIS. · · · · 

The .conunent states that no significa~t archaeological or p~leontological .. 
·. sites, an<l no Native American sacred sites would be affected arid only· 

one hiStoric building is located w.ithin the p~oposed project .area. . .· . 
• However;,field:stud.ies have not .been undertaken to thproughly identify ... 

cultur<al and-paleontological··sites; •.. ·. · ·· · '•· 
~ ' ' . -. :' •. 

· ... See .Coriun~l.t. Re.sponse 57.0 



0699.01 

The SSC wiU naVi! s®te adverse impa<:ts oo wii-dUfu 'Wherever tt is 
located. However, the impacts~ oot be as great as suggested ~n the 
comment. Only a smaH ~ntage of the surface area wiH actuaHy be 
developed. Beyond the illl'!P'ai:ts of icoostruct4on, a site-~fHc mitiga
tion plan in a supplemental EIS would be developed following final 
design of the SSC to enhance wildlife and native plant populat~.ons i-n 
many areas. 

-0699.-02 

It is i!lllp~tant t<1 oote that most of the SSC facHity t.1iH be ooder
ground. The actual area of pe.-manent surface loss wiH be a smaH 
perc1!'fltage of the tuta1 area dist'Uf'bed. ln ,fforth Carol l·na a total <lf 
1.,91'4 acres woul<I be dist11rbed during pnijoct <:lilnstroction, ill'ld approxi
mately l~l-07 acres of this area t«>UJd be pennanently oroupied ·b;- buHd
ings and sapport facii ities (Vohlme I, Chapter 3, Table 3-2J. il'lumwr1 
activities 'WO!Jld be restri<:ted to spocific q,gcations -on U1e pl'l!mises so 
that ateroachment hnpacts t1m1ld oot ,liJe .sevef'e,. Iflll)aCts t<0 wUdH fe are 
addressed in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5, and in greater detail 
in Volume IV, Appendix U, Sectioo H.3.5. · 

0699.03 

Mitigative measures would be taken if required to prevent damage to 
species such as the Roanoke bass. For·example, construction of sedime~t 
retention structures and repia<:ement of grO<Unlil COYer WO\lld redooe 
runoff, erosion, anlil sedimE!fltatiOfl 4'11 f!eariby streams Gtld -~d heJ;p t.o 
preserve habitats for sensitive species (see £IS Vohnne I, Chcpte.r J, 
Section 3.6.4). 

0699.<04 

The Jlf'0;1)QSal ff'fllll tlite State of ~th Garol1aa CG11taifl'S two aiternativ.es 
for spoils disposal: disposal at 17 sHes arowlld tlite ring or. sale/ 
donation of spoils to local producers of aggregate. If the second 
alternative or a combination of both were used, ttie «lllGlollllt of Sfi>Gih at 
spoils sites could be reduced. It is true that new spoils areas may not 
be attractive to wildlife; under proper conditions, however, spoils _. 
sites can be revegetated and.become available habitat to wildlife, everi 
thoug.t. wHdli fe may be different ffom tile origi1ui wOdH fe mix. 
Detailed plans for potential mitigation must await fin;d sitt11g ef .. . 
facilities and will be reviewed fn the site-specific Supplemental EIS 
Jor,the selected site. The DOE would coordinate mitigative measure~ . 
planning with the se.lected State's environme11ta] agencies. .. · 



·. ft ."'5 ·a'lso true}t.ha.t nel./Jhousling ()OUW -result 1nloss ofdt2b>i ta.t ;for 
. W'r1'Clllife alld 'tffiit ig(jme cif tifje population mewing }fl<'to >the ~r.ea WDUld .be 

hunters ... ·· ·. · · · · · · · 

0700.0l 

P.l ease refcer 't:O:,ctlmmerlt Respl?li'Se' 729;tl):2. 11 .ijeta'illed <discus~ ll>n·'i>f .. 
pu!Yl; c .flnanc~ iin ·Durham 'C'Oti!Jty ·rs found 1 n \IO'lume t'I, Appendlx 14, 
Sec<t'iilrf14.1;,3 .:s,o. •'Arufit~ona Pl;)',.' ~:able l4.1.~l•!F11 i~ VOl ume .l'!J, 

. Appelldtx I4; ·~ect'ien IJ.4""1'~ .'5.~ stJrnnia;rJzes the pabentlal +mpadts .of SSC 
development . oi1 .'PUl>l:i c. •servij.ces; il'llCflu~ ng ·pub llc education; . :t>fl ![)urham 
County •.. !JlroJect-ed •·<em"i> litment increases•attrii but able t0c''the:1SSC 'ilmount 
to. ~06 st-Odents .iln.1"92 anll '968 stutll!rfts ~nlOOO; · · · 

--- ~· ,, - -
-. -C•<·'-;,~ 

. 0700.02 

. The addltional number .ofktudenfs, and consequently teachers, due to 
SSC,related growth shown in [IS Volume I, Chapter 3,. Table 3-7 refers to 
t.he impact in. the entire 20-county North Carolina Region of Influence 
(ROI); Within the three-county primary impact area, 1,159 additional 
students are projected, which will require 64 additional teachers. 
Estimates of the SSC-related fiscal impact to local jur.isdictions in 
each of the North CaroJina primary impact counties are presented in 
Volume JV, Appendix .14,.Section 14;1.3.S.D;these figures include 
impacts to school districts; Net fiscal impacts in the primary impact 
counties are projected t11 be negati.ye during. the first few years of 
construction; and 'positive thereafter. .· .. · ' · . · · · · 

.... The $4.6 mi~lii>~.:eferred to.in the comment'islhe estimate pf the 
greatest . annua 1. cumulative· capUal expendi t~re by local juri s.dict ions in 

· Durham County during tlie life of the .ssc ~.,.·occurring Jn 199L(Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Ta.ble 14. L3.5-l5J. Jh1s expenditure includes. some of 

·the costs associated with. school capital Jnfrastructure. needs in the 
county;' ·further capital expenditures woul(I be.mC1de in other years· to 
provide additional infrastructure to accommodate In-migrants to the 
county. • .. ,;,.;.· · · . .?J• · ··· · · • · · 

-· - >-·--/.7 •'_, ' 

0'700.03 



. respond by adding instructional and support staff and, in some cases, by 
expanding facilities to maintain current service levels and to meet the 
increased demand. 

0700.04 

The comment concurs with the EIS in that expansion of public school 
facilities and employment in North Carolina would likely be needed to 
meet the increased demand associated with SSC development (Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.C). Although a long lead time often is 
necessary to enab 1 e expansion of facilities to keep up with growth, 
increases in instructional employment responding to SSC-related 
enrollment increases could be used to maintain current levels of edu
cational service until additional infrastructure is in place. 


