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0701. 01 

, See Comment Respon.se l3. 02 regarding data used in the EIS. The DOE 
believes that the data contained in tha EIS is sufficient to support a 
decision to select a site for the SSC (Volume I, Cover Sheet). See 
Comment Responses 880.04 and 1126.05 for discussions of land acquisi­
tion, State responsibilities, and the value placed on public comment. 
Socioeconomic issues are addressed in Volume IV, Appendices 5 and 14. 
A quality of life/social well-being discussion concerning the Rrrngemont 
area is provided in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.E.2 (see 
Comment Response 1513.100); Until the DOE agrees to a final placement 
of the ring and other areas, the e:;act acre~ge, parcels, and ownership 
car.not be precisely determined. The numbers used in the EIS repre$ent 
a reasonably accurate picture of conditions likely to occur if the site 
were selected for the SSC and as such are adequate for the EIS. Vol­
ume IV, Appendix 4 provides a more detailed discussion of the State's 
pl an. 

0702.01 

The comment concurs with-the EIS discussion of impacts on local public 
services in the North Carolina Region of Influence (EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Se<;tion 14. LJ.5.C). Relevant text indicates that addi­
tional classroom space would likely be needed in Durham Co:mty if the 
SSC were located at ttw proposed North Carolina site. Projected 
increases in public school enrollments attributable to the project were 
assumed to comprise that port ton of the projected population between the 
ages of 5 and 17. Because SSC-related population changes were a 1 located 
to Durham City and the remainder of the county (Volume IV, Appendix .14, 
Section 14.1.3.5;0, Table 14.1.3.5-5), but·not to smaller areas such as 
schoo 1 districts, enrollment impacts on i ndi vidua l schools were not 
projected. Moreover, note that although northern Durham County Tics 
closer to the proposed SSC site, Tabh! 14.1.3.5·6 indicates that Durham 
City is expected to experience the greatest impacts on population and 
school enrollment. 

If SSC~related activities significantly affett the cost of doing busi­
ness "in the region--by increasing wages, and costs of materials and 
supplies--then it is possible that established firms would leave the 
area or that outside firms seeking new locations would not choose the 
Durham area. Since the economic activity direi;tly associated with the 
SSC would represent less than one percent of the region's total economic 
activity, however, it is unlikely to r:aise these costs. significantly 
(-EIS,. Volume IV, Appendix· 14, Section 14.J .3.5.A). 

0702.02 

Information or. protected species in the vicinity of Uie North Carolina 
site was flrovided by the tlSFWS in their response to inquiries from the 
DOE and by the State of North Carolina. The DOE has attempted to con­
firm all such information by research of. the literature and by limited 
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field surveys. hi addition, Volume IV, Appendix 11 of the EIS has been 
revised with additional information that has been made ava i1ab1 e s i nee 
the Draft EIS 1<1as prepared. 

0702.03 

Information concerning drought conditions has been considered in revised 
assessments in the EIS of surface water supply conditions at the North 
Carolina site. 

The Little River Reservoir completed in early 1983 roughly doubles Jhe 
safe yield of the City of Durham's water supply and should bring some 
relief tQ the water shortage experienced in the past 'in the proposed 
site area. The new reservoir has been included in the revised water 
supply assessment in the EIS (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.4 
and Volume rv, Appendix 7, Section 7.l.3.5.G). The assessment indicates 
that water requirements for the SSC project and additional off-s'ite 
domestic use can be met by existing reservoirs in the project vicinity 
which have adequate e.xcess capacities. The safe reservoir yields used 
in tne evaluation were estimated for 20-yr drought conditions, i.e., a 
drought with an average recurrence interval of 20 years. The safe 
yields for a more se'.'ere drought would be less, but such yield data are 
r.ot currently available. The drought in the last few years may be more 
severe than a 20-yr drought. Furthermore, a drought may last more than 
one year. More detailed study on water supply reliability incorporating 
information from the recent drought years will be conducted and docu­
mented in a Supplemental EIS if the North Carolina site is selected for 
the SSC. 

The DOE is committed to construct and operate the SSC in compliance with 
applicable statutes, regulations, and ordinances, including Durham 
County's watershed ordinance (see Volume I, Chapter 6 and Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10). 

0702.04 

It is DOE pol icy to comply with all applicable regulations and stan­
dards. Disclosure of isotopes used in the experiments, if any, would be 
routine in j!nvironmental monitoring reports and scientific reports 
resulting from the work. 

The radionucl ides produced in the SSC were fully identified in the fo·1, 
lowing pages of· EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.2.3 A.Le, 
A.2.a .and A.3 and Section 10.I.3.l B.l, C and D.2. 

0702.05 

Because the SSC is still in the.conceptual design phase, procedures. have 
not yet been established which address in detail the issue of hazardous 
waste collection, handling, temporary storage, and disposal at the pro­
posed coll.ider facility. Therefore, it is not possible to evaluate 
these procedures in this EIS. The Supplemental EIS will analyze the 
hazardous waste options for the selected site. 
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The DOE intends to model the SSC program after the successful hazardous 
waste program now in place at Fermilab. It is anticipated that the SSC, 
like Fermilab, will seek an EPA TSO permit to allow interim storage of 
hazardous wastes onsite for periods greater than 90 days prior to ship­
ment for offsite disposal. This would likely require the construction 
of a small facility to package and store the wastes that would meet EPA 
requirements for protection against releases to the environment. Thus, 
the small quantities of hazardous wastes that will be generated at var­
ious locations in the SSC complex will be brought to the storage facil­
ity to await shipment to RCRA-permitted disposal sites. The DOE will 
stress waste minimization in SSC operations and intends to comply with 
all applicable Federal (RCRA) and State regulations regarding hazardous 
wastes. 

0702.06 

The EIS Volume IV, Appendix 3 is a summar.Y of a detailed decommissioning 
assessment (see EIS Vo 1 ume IV, Appendix 3, References). ·This report 
gives much of th~ detail asked for in this comm~nt. Other items, like 
monitoring and alternati\'e for decommissioning, would be evaluated in 
detail in NEPA docurr2ntation prepared prior to a decision on decommis­
sioning. See also Cow,11ent Response 497 .24. 

0702.07 

See Comment Response 1125.05. 

0703.01 

Use of chromium and other heavy metals as water treatment chemicals has 
been greatly reduced in recent history mainly because of toxicity prob­
lems. Fermilab has adopted a pol icy of not using chromium products in 
cooling tower operations. Because of the similarity between operations 
of the SSC and those at Fermilab, a similar policy would be applicable 
to the SSC. See also Comment Response 703.04. 

0703.02 

In the past, chromium and other heavy metals were components of corro.­
s ion and algae inhibitors that were added to cooling water. This prac­
tice will not be used. 

Diffore;•t disposal metho.ds are available for cooling tower blowdown 
water depending on site-specific conditions, such as climate and the 
compc$ition of the water. The State of North Carolina proposal does not 
recommend a specific disposal method. Since climatic conditions are not 
favorable for evaporation ponds at the North Carolina site, various 
treatment processes for removing the salts from the blowdown water are 
suggested in the EIS. Regardless of the method of treatment, the final 
products will be salts in sol id form and dilute liquid effluents. The 
salts, including any heavy metals contained, in the original water 
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source, would be disposed of in approved landfills. The treated liquid 
effluents would be discharged to surface water bodies or groundwater 
recharge pends according to regulatory requirements. 

See also EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.3.3.3 and Comment 
Responses 703.01, 703.03, and 703.04. 

0703.03 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Sectinn 10.3.3.3 has been revised to address 
the discontinuance of the use of chromium for water treatment purposes 
in cooling towers at fermilab, ar.d the applicability of this experience 
to SSC. 

0703.04 

Since the SSC is still in the conceptual design phase, some of the 
auxiliary systems which support the collider have yet to be desiyned .. 
This is the case with any cooling towers, blowdown from which may need 
water treatment at the SSC. Therefore, data on what specific chemicals 
might he used in the cooling tower systf,ms have not been developed for 
evaluation in the EIS, although there are many which could be used with­
out causing sign·ificant air pollution effects. Any impacts from the 
rt'lease of materials from the cooling towers would be addressed in 
d12tai1 as part of the Supplemental EIS. 

The use of any pesticides in the cooling towers would be subject to 
environmental review by the DOE prior to use and would comply with 
applicable State and Federal regulations. 

0703.05 

The use and disposal of hazardous/toxic materials during operations of 
the SSC are addressed in EIS Appendix 10, Section 10. l.3.2 and Appendix 
12, Section 12.3.2.l. As noted in Section 10.1.3.2.8.2, a number of 
hazardous materials is likely to be used in the various shops and 
facilities which will support the operations of the collider machine. 
However, the exact nature and quantities of chemicals which might be 
used is only speculative at this time since the support facilities and 
their specific operatfons have yet to be designed. Examples of the 
types of materials that could be involved are given in Section 
10.1.3.2,B.2 based on an inventory of materials currently in use at 
Fermilab. 

AJl operations at the SSC involving hazardous/toxic materials will be 
conducted in conformance :with federal, State, and local regulations, 
including the.community right-to-know 1aws. See Chapter 6, Section 
6.2.8. of the EIS. This informatioo will become available when the 
design and operational details of the SSC become more firm. At that 
tiJOO, the Supplemental .EIS will address the potential impacts of 
hazardous :material in .greater detail. 
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0703.06 

The issue of hazardous/toxic materials used during the construction of 
the SSC is addressed in detail in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.1.3.2 and Appendix 12, Section 12.3.2; fuel combustion by-products 
are included in the analysis. The complete details of SSC construction 
methods are not yet available and the types and quantities of hazardous/ 
toxic materials that could be used have not been identified. However, 
the conceptual design information indicates that the probable use of 
hazardous/toxic rnateri a 1 s would be no gre.ater than any commercial con­
struction project (i.e., very small amounts of solvents and cleaners 
used intermittently) and would in no way present a public health hazard. 
The Supplemental EIS will address the potential impacts of hazardous 
material in greater detail. 

See Comment Response 703.05 for a discussion of hazardous materials use 
during SSC operations. 

0703.07 

The air quality assessment (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 8) specifically 
addresses primary emissions (construction and operations of SSC and SSC­
driven facilities) and secondary emissions (emissions from commute traf­
fic of workers travelling to work at the SSC). Emissions associated 
with project-driven population and industrial growth will not be sig­
nificant. Increases in emissions of pollutants covered by National 
Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP) from residen­
tial fuel combustion, utility power generation, and commercial support 
facilities will be roughly proportional to the project-driven population 
growth in the socioeconomic Region of Influence (ROI). Population 
growth in the ROI is discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 14, and indicates 
for North Carolina less than a one percent increase. An increase in the 
population at this level will not produce a significant increase in 
emissions of NESHAP pollutants. For the same reason, emissions asso­
ciated with project-driven population and industrial growth will not be 
significant. As required by NEPA guidelines (40 CFR 1500), the air 
quality assessment has identified all activities with potentially sig­
nificant environmental consequences. 

0704.01 

EIS.Volume I, Chapter 2 contains a copy of the referenced petition, see 
Comment Response 1126.05. 

0705.01 

The majority of the residents in the region of the SSC site would be at 
distances of several hundred feet or more from road construction. At 
any specific residence location, the activity would occur only during 
normal daytime working hours (DEIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4). 
The noisiest phases of road construction (e.g., clearing, grubbing, and 
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earthwork; Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3.1.B.4), which include 
the use of dozers, scrapers, and haul trucks, typically would be com­
pleted within approximately a one-month period in the location of a spe­
cific homesite along the route. This road construction activity would 
be similar to normal highway construction and maintenance activity. The 
actual noise levels that would be produced at nearby homesites are dis­
cussed in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4. 

0705.02 

The choice of the term "human receptors" was made originally to dis­
tinguish persons from noise-sensitive wildlife. The human receptors 
maps for the seven BQL sites presented in Volume I, Chapter 5 were com­
pi 1 ed from information provided by the States, from USGS 7-1/2 minute 
quadrangles, and· from observations recorded by the DOE and its contrac­
tors during site visits. These maps are intended only to demonstrate 
the general population distribution within 1 mi of the SSC surface 
facility construction locations. A revised noise impacts analysis is 
described at the summary level in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4, 
and in detail in Volume IV, Appendix 9, and indicates, at the North 
Carolina site, that 136 people live in areas near E and F sites that 
wi 11 have a day-night average sound level of between 70 and 75 dBA 
during the peak of construction; 705 people live in areas that will have 
a day-night average sound level of between 60 and 70 dBA during the peak 

' construction, and 60 people live in areas with a day-night average sound 
level of between 55 and 60 dBA during operations. 

0705.03 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4 addresses noise associated with 
spoils hauling. During the construction phase, spoils hauling trucks 
would be operating during normal daytime working hours only. Spoils 
hauling operations could peak (for about a 2-month period) at a maximum 
of 288 truckloads per day of excavated materials, when six tunnel boring 
machines (TBM's) would operate simultaneously (EIS Volume IV, Appen-
dix 10). ·All spoils hauling activity would be completed within a total 
period not exceeding 3 years. 

Tables 9-2 and 9-3 of Volume IV, Appendix 9 show the estimated dif­
ference between average daytime and nighttime operational noise 1eve1S 
at 1,000 ft from service .and intermediate areas. This represents an 
18 percent lower subjective magnitude (loudness), on average, at night. 
The DOE will consider the use of mitigation techniques for these areas 
in addition to those listed in the EIS (Volume·IV, Appendix 9 and 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6), including specification of manufac­
turer-quieted machines . 

. 0705.04 

The Noise Control Act of 1972 requires that the DOE comply with any 
State or local environmental noise-limit regulations applicable during 
construction and operations, However, there are no legally applicable 
State or local environmental noise controls existing at this time for 
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the proposed l'kirth Carol inJ. SSC site. Various mitigation techniques 
~1ould be considered by the DOE for specific noise-$ensitive locations 
for service areas_ (EIS Volume IV, Appen::lix 9, Sections 9.1.3.1.C.l a11d 
9.l.3.7.B.2.a). 

lieari.r.g loss (permanent threshold shift) occurs only when persons are 
exposed to noise levels well above 75 dBA continuously for 8 hours or 
more, 5 days per week. Based on the analysis in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 
9, none of the residential locations would be subjected to these 
conditions. · 

0705.05 

The DOE will require the SSC to comply with any a?plicable noise stan­
·dards for worker safety. The SSC will also comply with any legally 
applicable community noise regulations. The Ourha.m County Research 
Triangle Park Facilities ordinance discussed is not legally applicable 
to the SSC, because none of the SSC facilities will be located in 
Research Triangle Park. The DOE wil I consider a 1l app l i cable Federa 1, 
State, and local regulations during site-specific detail design of SSC 
facilities that could produce audible noise offsite. See EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 6, Sections 6.1 and 6.2.9 and Volume IV, Appendix 9. 

0706.01 

Comment noted. 

0706.02 

The differential effects of the project on different subgroups of the 
population are discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8. 
Within the environmental impact statement process, the popularity (or 
unpopularity) of a. facility does not affect the objective analysis of 
impacts. See Co11111ent Response 1126.05. 

0706.03 

See Comment Responses 1126.05 and 706.02. 

0706.04 

Comment noted. 

0707.01 

See Comment Responses 777.01 and 791.02, first paragraphs. 

0707.02 

See of Comment Response 777.01, second paragraph. 
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0707.03 

Anticipated SSC-related impacts on traffic in North Carolina are dis­
cussed in Volume I, Chapter 5 and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.2.1.E. Impacts on public education, in turn, are discussed for the 
North Carolina Region of Influence (ROI) and for the primary impact 
counties of Durham, Granville, and Person in Volume I, Chapter 5 and 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.C. Although additional traffic 
and demand for public education are anticipated as a result of the proj­
ect, the increases in both of these areas of concern should not require 
extensive mitigation efforts. 

SSC-related population impacts, their relationship to ROI employment and 
work force, and the impacts on housing demand .expected to accompany t!ii s 
influx of people, are addressed in Volume I, Chapter 5 and Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.B. 

0707.04 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.7.11 presents data on the amount of 
prime and important farmland acreage estimated to be permanently removed 
from agricultural production as a result of SSC project construction in 
the fee simple areas. The regional agent for the U.S. estimates 4,374 
acres of prime farmland and 2,265 acres of important farmland in the 
project area. This would mean that 630 acres of prime farmland and 325 
acres of important ~armland would be permanently removed from production 
by the project. This indicates the highest out of the seven states pro­
posed for the SSC. 

This acreage represents less than one percent of North Carolina's prime 
and important farmland inventory based on -information provided by the 
Department of Agriculture Soil Conservation Service. See also Volume I; 
Chapter 4, Section 4.8.6and Volume IV, Appendix 13 for more information 
on farmland, and Volume IV, Appendix 14 for more information on the 
effects of the SSC on employment and businesses. 

0707.05 

Comment Response 777.01 addresses aspects of SSC-related in-migration, 
employment increases, and housing demand in the North Carolina Region of 
Influence (ROI). Although locating the SSC in North Carolina would 
require that the Federal Government acquire land some with homes, cur­
rently owned by private individuals, it is also anticipated to generate 
employment in the region. As noted in the aforementioned response, many 
of these jobs are anticipated to be filled by current residents of the 
ROI. 

0708.01 

Comment noted. 
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0703.02 

Data provided b-y the. State of North Ci:.rol ina w<;•·e reviewed and used in 
pr!'parat ion of the EIS. Specific stud i >is of threatened and e:idangered 
$pecics were completed ta augment this and other pull1 ished data {see 
Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.7 and l/o1ume IV, Appendix 11, Section 
11.3.5}. 1f North Carolina is seiected as. the site, .detaiied site- . 
speci fie sti;di es wmil d be conducted, and the results would be presented 
in the Suppl emer.ta l EIS. 

0703.03 

\later requiremeats for the SSC and additional off-site domestic 1i;;e can 
be met by existing reservoh·s ill the project vici:iity, which have ade­
quate excess capacities as discussed in revised EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Sections 5.1.2.4 and 5.2.3, and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5.G. 
The safe reseryoir yields used in the evaluation were estimated for 20-
y<>ar drought conditions; i.e., a drought with an average recurrence in­
terval of 20 years. The safe yields for a more se•1ere drought wo•ild be 
less, but s•;ch yield data are not currently a\/ailable. ··This wi11 be 
addressed in the Supplemental EIS if t.tw North Carolina site is 
selected. See also revised Volume I, Tables 1-l, 3,3, and 3-7, Section 
3.7.3, and Co1rnmmt RE-sponses 716.GS, 1331.04-, 1331.05. 

0708.04 

The EIS addresses specific stream resources in Volume IV, Appendix II. 
Information provided during a post-ElS stream survey has been incor­
porated in the EIS. The dwarf wedge mussel, a C-2 species proposed for 
listing, was found in the Tar River near Highway 58 in the center of the 
ring. Other State-listed speciP.s were found in the Tar River, Mayo 
Creek, South Flat River, a.nd downstream Flat River. 

The present alignment of the proposed ~orth Carolina site is not in the 
upstream portions of the South Flat River, and access roads to the 
planned surface facilities do not cross the stream. Construction of an 
access road in the campus area will affect the floodplain of the flat 
Ri~er downstream of the confluence with the North Flat River. Crossings 
of the North Flat River and the Tar River by the 'ring will be under­
ground. !t is anticipated that runoff will be controlled :to ininimtze 
water 4u.t'I Hy impacts. · · '• '. -

If the North Carolina sHe is selected for the" SSC, more detailed sur­
veys wauld be conducted to determine the status of any listed or pro-

. posed species and to evaluate potential impacts of SSC development .. 
·Results of the surveys would be used in the flnal planning and design 
phases to avoid or mitigate adverse effects and would be reported in the 
Supplemental EIS. 
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0708.05 

The selection method uses the best information currently available. If 
the tforth Carolina site is selected additional study will !be accom­
plished in the St!pplemental EIS. The DOE policy, as noted in IEIS 
~olume I, Cicapter 6, requires its operations to be in compl i<ance with 
applicable environmental statutes, regulations, and standards. OOE 
Ord'2r 15480.18 reinforces thi5 policy and establishes responsibilities 
for its implementation. 

0708.05 

Information on terrestrial wildlife in North Carolina is a11ailable in a 
11umber of sections of the EIS and includes possible impacts on species 
in the event of siting the SSC there. References .include Vokme I, 
Chapter 4, Section 4.7.6 and Volume I, Chapter 5 Sections 5.1.5 .. l.ILS 
and 5.1.5.4.E; Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.5.4; Voh1me !11, 
Appendix 5, Sections 5.5.9.2.B and 5.5.9.4. Additional i11fonr.atio11 
provided in the comment is reflected in the EIS (see Volume I, Chapter 
5, Section 5.1.5.4.E and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.5.4). 

0708.07 

See Comment Response 734.01. 

0708.08 

Comments given to the DOE during scoping were used ·in the preparation of 
the EIS. Socioeconomic and water resources issues were the most com· 
mented upon at a 11 sites. 

See Comment Response 13.02 regarding the information used tli develop the 
EIS. 

Potential impacts on the quality of life in North Carolina are discussed 
in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.E. 

0708.09 

The text of Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.2.l. has been corrected 
in the Errata to include a description and statement as to the signif­
icance of the State water quality designations for streams. 

0709.01 

See Comment Response 710.01. 

0709.02 

The EIS fiscal impact analysis incorporates the cost of the projected 
requirement for an additional 154 full-time equivalent public service 
personnel in Durham County because of the SSC, as well as capital infra­
structure costs to local jurisdictions. Although net fiscal impacts in 
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Durham County due to the SSC are projected to be negative during the 
first three years of construction, positive fiscal impacts are projected 
thereafter throughout the remaining life of the project {see Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Table 14.1.3.5-15}. 

Because the fiscal analysis was conducted at the county level by com­
bining all jurisdictions for each primary impact county examined, infor­
mation on costs to each government unit within a given county currently 
is not available. Once a site for the SSC is selected, the Supplemental 
EIS could consider fiscal impacts at the sub-county level {see the 
Foreword in Volume I}. 

0709.03 

·The Durham County critical watershed ordinance (1985) is discussed in 
EIS Volume IV, f-,ppendix 5, Section 5.5.10.l.F. Should North Carolina be 
the selected site, the study currently being conducted would be con-
~ i d;ered in preparing the Suppl ementa 1 EIS. · 

Sei! Com;;ient Response 384.02. 

07D9.04 

Th2 referer.ced letter from Durham County was received by the DOE and was 
considered in developing the EIS. 

A Supplemental EIS will be prepared addressing in greater detail the 
impact of constructing and operating the SSC at the selected site. 

0710.01 

The ioformation contained in the comment is noted. Specific information 
on parcels of land would not affect the analysis of environmental 
impacts included in this siting EIS. The DOE solicitation for site pro­
posals specified that the proposer was to furnish the land required for 
the SSC (EIS Volume II, Chapter I, Section I.I and the Invitation for 
Site Proposals, Section 1.1}. At this stage of project development, 
with final collider ring placement and facility design yet to be 
decided, the exact acreages, parcels, and ownership cannot be precisely 
determined for any of the site alternatives. The DOE believes that this 
EIS does represent a reasonably accurate projection of regional and com­
munity level impacts sufficient to support the purpose of this EIS, 
which is to select a site for the SSC. This EIS provides an adequate 
bash for comparing the potential environmental impacts of siting the 
SSC at the seven site alternatives. The information provided by the 
comment would not change the EIS siting conclusions. However, before a 
decision to construct and operate the SSC, impacts and mitigations will 
be identified and addressed in the Supplemental EIS for the selected 
site. 

0710.02 

See Comment Response 710.01. 
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0710.03 

See Comment Responses 710.01 and 880.04. 

0710.04 

See Comment Response 710.01. 

0711.0i 

See Co1mner:t Response 710.01. 

0711.02 

See Comment Responses 772.03 and 13.02. 

0712. 01 

See Comment Response 710. 01. 

0713.01 

Comment noted. 

0713.02 

See Comment Response 1390.07. 

0713 .03 

The tunnel boring machines (TBMs) use oil and grease to lubricate the 
machinery. Normally about 2 gal/d grease and 6 qts of oil are used per 
week. The spent oil is collected and disposed of separately. The TBMs 
could leak oil if the{ are not maintained properly. The leaked oil 
could mix with groundwater infiltrated into the tunnel. If not consumed 
by machinery some grease could leak, spill, and mix with the excavated 
material. 

The State of North Carolina has proposed that during construction, the 
collider ring tunnel be kept dry by pumping groundwater to surface 
facilities at each shaft location. The surface facilities would include 
a sedimentation pond and a skim.'Tier boom for oil and grease removal. 

0713.04 

Noise and vibration (blasting) impacts of constructing and operating the, 
SSC are addressed in EIS Volume l, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4, and in 
Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.2.3.5 for North Carolina. 

0713 .05 

The State of North Carolina has proposed to construct a number of new 
roads and road upgradings, including new roads to most SSC facilities 
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that ~ill minimize impact on existing and new secondary roads. Some 
existing roads may require strengthening to carry the construction 
traffic. Analysis of the major roads is presented in Volume IV, 
Appendix 14. AdditionaJ information on other impacted roads will 
be included in the Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

0713.06 

Anticipated changes in Granville County population associated with the 
SSC for the years 1989-2000 are presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Table 14.1.3.5-6. Roughly 900 persons are expected to reside in this 
county in both the peak construction year {1992) and the first year of 
full operations {2000} as a result of the SSC. 

Granville County was included as a primary impact county within the 
North Carolina Region of Influence. Thus impacts associated with the 
influx of SSC-related population were considered in the EIS for this 
particular county, including impacts to economic activity, public 
services, public finance, and housing (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.5). 

0713.07 

Unemployment in Granville County was considered through 1987, when the 
annual rate was 5.4 percent (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 
5.5.11-1). Vacancy rates recorded during the 1980 census were examined 
for several communities within the North Carolina primary impact 
counties including the community of Oxford in Granville County 
(Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.11.l.B). Vacancy rates for other 
communities within Granville County, such as Butner and Creedmore, were 
not considered. However, low county-wide vacancy rates for owner and 
renter units recorded during the 1980 U.S. census were noted in both 
baseline and impact examinations {see Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.5.11.l.B and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.B, respec­
tively). Based upon these historically low vacancy rates, coupled with 
the relatively small amount of housing constructed in this county 
between lgso and· 1987, the EIS concluded that SSC-related housing 
impacts could not be' absorbed easily by Granville County. 

0713.08 

The issue of escalating rents and other prices was included in the EIS 
as part of the discussion on the impacts on the quality of life. Due to 
the low vacancies in the regional housing market in North Carolina, it 
is likely that the increased population would have a substantial impact 
on housing demand and rental housing units (Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.5.B). 

0713.09 

Development of the SSC at the proposed North Carolina site would likely 
cause population growth, which in turn would result in an increase in 
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demand for local· public services. The additional public service per­
sonnel necessary to accommodate this anticipated growth in demand and 
maintain current levels of service were projected for Durham, Granville, 
and Person Counties, and for the North Carolina Region of Influence as a 
whole. The potential impacts to police and fire protection, health 
care, public education, and total local government employment are 
presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.C. 

0713 .10 

A discussion of the impacts on residents of the North Carolina Region of 
Influence associated with relocation and loss of private land is pre­
sented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.E. Of the 14,437 
acres of private land that would be required in North Carolina to site 
the SSC, 6,817 acres would be fee simple and 7,620 acres would be 
stratified fee. The loss to each of the North Carolina primary impact 
counties' tax b.ases due to the transfer of land ownership is discussed 
in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.D. 

0713 .11 

The scenic and visual resource impacts have been addressed in Volume IV, 
Appendix 16. The existing visual character of several areas would be 
significantly impacted; the adverse effects may not be fully mitigated. 
However, some areas can be mitigated in a way that creates an insignifi­
cant impact. Impacts on quality of life are discussed in Volume IV, 
Appendix 14. · 

0713 .12 

SSC-related impacts to the quality of life are examined for the North 
Carolina Region of Influence ·(ROI) and for select communities and areas 
within the ROI (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.E). Eco­
nomic impacts resulting from the SSC, in turn, are assessed for the ROI 
and for the primary impact counties of Durham, Granville, and Person 
(see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.A). 

Growth in Granville County indeed is anticipated, and this growth would 
be accompanied by certain impacts on the county's quality of life and 
economy. However, the maximum population impact anticipated for 
Granville County is only slightly greater than 2 percent beyond the 
projected total without the ssc. Moreover, careful planning strategies 
can help to minimize the impacts often associated with growth related to 
such projects. See;also Comment Response 1259.02. 

0714.01 

See Comment Response 784.02. 

0714.02 

See Comment Response 784.03. 
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0715.01 

Detailed information, data, equations, and assumptions regarding air 
pollutant emissions are provided in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 8. 
Volume I, Chapter 5 al so presents the impacts described in detail in the 
appendix. · 

The National Emissions Data System (NEOS) reference year does indeed 
correspond to the date of publication and not necessarily the date of 
the data; however it does represent the most up-to-date data available 
from the EPA. 

0715.02 

All significant SSC-related pollutant emissions were considered in 
est lmating the projected air quality illljlacts. The pollutant source 
contributions to air quality degradation referenced in the comment, such 
as residential space heating and consumer support services, would be 
insignificant. Any increases in SOz or NOx emissions resulting from SSC 
electric power demand should be accommodated by emission limits already 
set in existing State lmplemantation Plans or Prevention of Significant 
Deterioration construction permits. The SSC-related mobile source 
emissions from commute traffic population growth were computed and used 
to estimate SSC·related air quality impact. for further information, 
see the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 8. · 

0715.03 

The SSC-related air pollution emissions discussed in the DEIS have been 
reformatted to combine commute traffic emissions with the other emission 
types. This reformatting affects the air quality portion of EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-7 and the "Comparison of Emissions to 
Existing .•• • (Volume I, Chapter 5, Tables 5.1.3-1 and 5.1.3-2) and 
Volume JV, Appendix 8; Tables 8-11, 8-19, 8-27, 8-35, 8-43, 8-51, and 
8-59. 

The estimated SSC-related emissions of ozone precursors (volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs), nitrogen oxides {HOx}) and carbon monoxide 
(CO) Jn .North Carolina are, in fact, insignificant when compared to the 
existing host county-wlde emissic>ns of these pollutants. for exall!ple, 
the projected. SSC-related emissions of hydrocarbons (only a portion of 
which are VOCs), NOx, ;rnd CO during construction are 0.41 percent, 
0.58. percent, and 1.33 percent, respectively, of .the corresponding 
existing emissions of Durham, Granville, and Person Counties (when using 
the reformatted tables). All of these emissions occur only during con­
struction and most of them are from mobile sources. During operations, 
these increments are projected to be less than 0.5 percent of existing 
levels. Therefore, SSC-related ozone precursor emissions should have 
little, if any, impact on the future ozone and/or CO attainment status 
in Durham and Granville Counties. 
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0715.04 

National ambient air quality standards (NP.AQS) and ail applicable State 
ambient air qua 1 i ty standards (AAQS) wi 11 be complied with during both 
construction .and operations of the SSC. As stated in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 6, "It is DOE policy to conduct its operations in an environ­
mentally safe and sound manner in compliance with the letter and spirit 
of applicable environmental statutes, regulations, and standards." 

The EIS has been modified in Volume IV, Appendix 8 and in Volume I, 
Chapter 5 to include for all states more efficient mitigations on TSP 
and PM10 emissions during construction. Specifically, the use of 
chemical soil stabilization is proposed instead of twice daily watering 
for control of general site activity emissions. This significantly 
reduces the generation of fugitive dust emissions, hence the resulting 
.ambient air impact for these pollutants. 

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

Compliance with the AAQS will be addressed during the DOE consultation 
with the host state air pollution regulatory agency during any required 
permit applications reviews. 

The SSC-related emissions of CO, NOx, and HC hydrocarbons during oper­
ations are almost entirely (greater than 95 percent) due to off-site 
commute traffic. The emissions resulting from this traffic constitute a 
fraction of a percent of the exiting traffic contributions of these 
pollutant emissions. Ozone/carbon monoxide nonattainment is a complex 
and pervasive nationwide problem requiring an air quality management 
strategy. 

0715. 05 

The emissions inventories included in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-7 
and detailed in Volume IV, Appendix 8, Table 8-36 include all commute 
traffic emissions for the 3,000 on-site SSC workers for both the con­
struction and operation phases. In each state, the relative- percent 
increase is low. The emissions from secondary growth associated with 
the SSC will be small in comparison to primary emissions, and therefore 
very small compared to existing conditions. 

Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1 of the EIS shows North Carolina equal 
to Arizona and second to Tennessee with respect to high air pollution 
potential. · 

. 0716.01 

The sources of cooling water are Lake Butner for the campus and injector 
complex and near cluster half of the ring, and Mayo Reservoir for the 
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· far cluster half of the ring. The assassmcnt of impact on Durham's 
water supply takes into acccunt completion of Durham's new watel' supply. 
See revised Tables 1-1 and 3-7, and revised text in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5.G. 

0716.02 

See Comment Response 716.06. 

0716.03 

The EIS analyses are based on the assumption that 100 percent of the 
53-mi co1lider ring in North Carolina will be excavated by means of 
tunnel boring machines. (See Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.4.5 and 
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.4; Volume rv, Appendix 1, Section l.Z.5.1.) With 
regard to the injector, the EIS analyses are based on the assumption 
that excavation of the facilities will be performed by. the cut-and-cover 
method for all sites. Consequences of this simplification are consid­
ered negligible for the purposes of this EIS, bet it is nevertheless 
recognized that it may be possible to build parts of the injector, such 
as the high energy booster, by excavating with tunnel boring machines at 
tha North Carolina site, and perhaps also at one or more of the other 
sites. The following pertains to the excavation of the experimental 
halls for this site, the geotechnical information provided by the State 
was verified by site visits and drill core inspection by the 00£. 
Indications are that a maximum of unweathered rock above the roof of the 
ha 11 s was 29 ft for Kl and 14 ft for K5. This does not appear to be 
sufficient for structural support of the roof system for halls with 
clear spans of approximately 80 ft. Therefore, the more conservative 
cut-and-cover construction.method was assumed for these two halls for 
purposes of this EIS. 

0716.04 

See Comment Response 716.08. 

0716.05 
, 

"lake Michie" has been changed to "Mayo Reservoir" in all appropriate 
places in the EiS. little River Reservoir is now included in the 
evaluation of water supply in the proposed Nortti Carolina site vicinity. 
For details, see revised Tables 1-1, and 3-7, and revised text in 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.Z.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.1.3.5.G. 

See Comment .Responses 1331.05 and 1052 :04. 

0716.06 

The State of North Carolina originally proposed that wastewater could be 
pumped from the southwest quadrant to Durham's Eno River wastewater 
treatment plant and that the plant b.e expanded. 
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The alternative NC proposal is the following: 

Wastewater from area K3: Treatment in a stabilization lagoon with stor­
age, followed by land application through spray irrigation. 

Wastewater from areas K4 and K5: Same as option for· K3 as we 11 as a 
second option of septic tank system treatment, followed by a subsurface 
absorption field. 

Wastewater from area K5: Same .as options K3, K4, and K5 are available 
as well as the possibility of package plant treatment, followed by sur­
face discharge into a nearby stream. 

The cooling tower blowdown (300 gpm) could be treated of by using vacuum 
compression brine concentrator or by side stream softening. The method 
of cooling tower blowdown treatment would be. selected after the site 
selection and would be addressed further in the Supplemental EIS and 
during the detail design phase. Surface discharge of untreated cooltng 
tower blowdown would r.ot be acceptable to the regulatory agencies. 

These changes are Included in the Errata to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Section 10.3.3.1. 

0716.07 

The 1 ife cycle cost model which was developed for the SSC Conceptual 
Design Report (March 1986, Report Number SSC-SR.2020) was based upon 
cut-and-cover construction for the complete injector system for sites A, 
B, and C. A reevaluation of specific injector facilities was not done 
for the EIS. It was assumed for the EIS (Vo 1 ume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.Ll) that all sites would use a similar cut-and-cover scheme for the 
injector. In addition, while different costs would surely have resulted 
if the estimates were based upon tunneling for injector construction, 
the amount of difference, when compared to the total construction cost, 
would have been too small to justify the expense of developing new cost 
models for the injector. Only the shafts, main ring tunnel, and experi­
menta 1 ha 11 s were estimated on the basis of varying types of construc-
t ion selected to meet actual site conditions. 

The geotecfmical information provided by the State of North Carolina was 
verified by site visits and drill core inspections by EIS preparers 
whose expertise is geotechnical sciences. Indications are that a maxi­
mum of unweathered rock above the roof of the halls in 29 ft for KI and 
14 ft for K6. This does not· appear to be sufficient for structural sup­
port of the roof system for halls with clear spans of approximately 80 
ft. Therefore, the more conservative cut-and-cover construction method 
was used for the EIS (Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.1.1) and the life 
cycle cost estimates for these two halls. 
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Should North Carolina be selected and detailed engineering design of the 
SSC proceeds, final decisions of injector and interaction hall place­
ment, depth, and method of construction will be made on the basis of 
thorough geotechnical studies, as well as further environmental and co<t 
cons i derat ·j ons. 

0716.03 

The 'State of North Carolina has proposed to dispose the excavated mate­
rials at 17 different disposal s·ites, or to sell or donate excavated 
materials to local producers of aggregate. These alternatives are 
discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3. 

0717.01 

See Comment Responses 13.02 and 710.01. 

0717.02 

The public hearing process is only one method for public participation 
in the NEPA process. The DOE believes that ample opportunity was pro­
vided at the hearing in Horth Carolina for public speakers. In addi­
tion, a 45-day comment period was provided for written cmmnents. Both 
written and oral comments were given equal weight in preparation of the 
EIS. 

0717 .03 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6.1 states that it is the DOE policy to 
conduct its operations in an environmentally safe and .sound manner in 
compliance with app'l icable environmental statutes, regulations, and 
standards. Section 6.2 lists major Federal environmental requirements 
including those administered by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
(EPA). For detailed discussions of SSC compliance with clean water and 
air regulations, see EIS Volume IV, Appendices 7 and 8, respectively. 
See also Comment Response 1278. 

See Comment Responses 13.01 and 13.02 for a discussion of the role of 
the scoping process in preparing the EIS and the data bases used. 

0717 .04 

The DOE is sensitive to public involvement and participation in the NEPA 
process. This is discussed further in Comment Response 1126.05. 

0717.05 

The Task Force, during its site visit, did review the area using maps 
furnished by CATCH-North Carolina. As a result of this review, the EIS 
has been revised and now uses an estimate of 180 relocations. Also see 
Comment Responses 13.02 and 710.01. 
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0717. 06 

Comments noted. 

0718.01 

Comments noted. 

0719.01 

The environmental consequences of the SSC and the proposed mitigative 
measures have been addressed in the EIS. Volume I, Chapter 5 includes a 
comprehensive evaluation of impacts on water resources {see Section 
5.1.2). Additionally, detailed water re~ources assessments for each 
site alternative are provided in Volume IV, Appendix 7. 

The water resources assessment for North Carolina concludes that impar;ts 
on surface water quality would be negligible, except for possible 
significant constr11ction-related increases in sedimentation along Knap 
of Reeds Creek near the campus and injector areas (see Volume rv, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5). 

The Durham Collnty Critical Watershed Ordinance of May 28, 1985 is dis­
cussed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.I.F. However, it has 
not yet been established if the SSC could be constructed in compliance 
with this ordinance. Such a determination wou'ld require a level of 
investigation beyond the scope of this EIS. It is assumed, for the 
purposes of site selection, that all potential impacts would be 
mitig.able tt> acceptable levels. In th.is regard, the question of com­
pliance with the Durham County ordinance would not affect the site 
selection process. 

It should be recognized that the DOE is committed to construct and 
operate the SSC in compliance with applicable federal, State, and local 
statutes and regulations. If the North Carolina site is se1ected, 
additional, more detailed site assessments would be conducted. for the 
Supplemental EIS. M.odiflcations to the conceptual des.ign or to proposed 
mitigative meas11res wlll be .implemented, as necessary, to conform,with 
the site•s!J1?cific conditions and criteria of the .selected locati-011 {see· 
Volume ·1, Chapter 3). Additionally, a regulatory compliance plan will 
be prepared by the DOE for the selected site prior to construction. 

With regard to thtl specific .issue of above-ground storage tanks, it is 
like1y that the restrictions are defined .for. protection. of surface . 
waters. from spills of liquid chemicals .. The above-ground storage tanks· 
proposed for the service areas .would hold cryogenics. s.uch ·a·s .1 iquifled · 
.helium and nitrogen. Any leaks or spills would volatilize into .the 
atmosphere and would have no impacts on site surface water or 
groundwaters. 
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0719.02 

It is necessary to point out that the J sites are currently planned as 
vacant areas to be held in reserve for the construction of access shafts 
for as yet undefined, potent i a·1 underground facilities. Moreover, the 
exact placement of the entire colli(er ring and all associated facili­
ties will remain subject to aajustments until final approval of the SSC 
design at the selected site. 

0719.03 

The campus area (A area) for the SSC is approximately 350 acras. 
Detailed estimates prepared for the EIS indicate that 197 acres within 
the defined campus area will be disturbed during construction; this is 
approximately 56 percent of the area. Permanently disturbed area within 
the campus is estimated to be 97 acres; this is approximately 28 percent 
of the area. Even if all of the permanently disturbed area were 
impervious, which is not likely, the area would be within the standards 
for a sewage treatment plant indicated in the comment. 

0719 .04 

See Conunent Response 719. Ol, first and second paragraphs. 

0719.05 

See Comment Response 719.01, first and second paragraphs. 

0720. 01 

The number of wells estimated by the State to be within the SSC foot­
print in North Carolina was not reported accurately in the DEIS. The 
State had provided well records which document 112 wells within I mi of 
the ring centerline and had also noted that wells have only been 
required to be registered since 1959 and since that time perhaps only 
half or less of the wells drilled have been actually registered. Given 
the potential for unregistered wells and commenters' input, it is 
assumed that in excess of 300 water wells may exist within the SSC 
footprint. However, only a small number of these may be directly 
affected by the project and required to be closed. The State estimated, 
based on field surveys, that only about 9 wells {the number reported in 
the DEIS) would be directly affected and required to be closed because 
of the SSC. See Comment Response 1390.07 for clarification of criteria 
to assess number of wells closed and revisions to EIS. 

Assessments in the EIS .indicate t~at rock strata and groundwater disrup­
tion from tunnel and shaft construction will be minimal. See EIS· 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.5. Dewatering use will be mini­
mized and tunneling by tunnel boring machine is non-disruptive. ·Local­
i.zed impacts may occur in the vicinity of shafts which will be excavated 
by drill and blast techniques. 
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0720.02 

Closure or other detrimental effects may occur to a 1 imited number of 
individual water wells at the North Carolina site due to SSC construc­
tion or operations. Each of the individval proposer groups, including 
the State of North Carolina, has ind-icated .that they wil 1 provide an 
alternative water supply to any well owner so a.ffe•:ted. 

Potential impacts to groundwater quality and wells due to SSC 
construction and operations are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Section 7.2.8.5. 

0720.03 

The potential impacts of the construction of the coll ider tunnel at the 
proposed North Carolina site on groundwater flow and quality are 
described in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.5. Additional 
relevant information is contained in Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.2.3.5, Section 10.3.3.1., Subsection E, and Section 10.3.3.2, Sub-· 
section E. All information used in the EIS has been checked and 
verified by the DOE. 

Impacts to water quality from SSC construction and operations are 
addressed in Comment Response 018.03. 

Impacts to water levels and water flows during SSC construction will be 
temporary and would be minimized by selection of appropriate techniques 
(such as using slurry walls for water control rather than dewatering 
excavations by pumping). 

0720.04 

See Comment Response 710.01. 

0721.01 

The maps in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5 are intended only to demonstrate the 
general distribution of people and their locations relative to the SSC 
surface facility locations. The maps were used in the DEIS to identify 
E and F areas having the potential to cause high annoyance from noise. 
Revised results of the site comparison, as presented in the FEIS (see 
Errata and Revisions EIS Volume I, Chapter 5 and Volume IV, Appendix 9), 
do not depend on the accuracy of these maps, but rather on information 
obtained from aerial photographs. 

A revised analysis is presented in the·FEIS showing the numbers of 
people 1n the areas of possible ·noise impact (see Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Table 5.1.4-10). The numbers have been determined b..Y analysis of aerial 
photographs furnished by the State with its proposal and have been used 
in estimati119 the magnitude of expected noise impact associated with 
each construction and operations noiSe source. The results for each 
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State are summarized in the Errata and Revisions to EIS, Volume I, 
Chapter 5 and Volume IV, Appendix 9. For North Carolina, during con­
struction an estimated 136 people would be exposed to highly annoying 
outdoor noise levels and an estimated 705 to somewhat annoying levels. 
During operations of the SSC an estimated 60 people would be exposed to 
somewhat annoying outdoor noise levels. 

0721.02 

The locations of the roads are not critical to the siting of the SSC. 
Vibration measurement data supplied by the State of North. Carolina shows 
no vibrations of sufficient level to rule out the site. See Comment 
Response 0013.02. 

0721.03 

In DEIS Appendix 5, Section 5.5.5.4, vibration sources in the vicinity 
of the site are discussed. Figure 5.5.5-2 shows the two railroads 
discussed in your comment. Data submitted by the North Carolina 
proposing organization indicates that the collider can be sited in 
compliance with the vibration criteria for the SSC. 

0721.04 

See Comment Responses 13.02, 710.01, and 721.01. 

0722.01 

Comment noted. It is true that much of the land within areas A, B, and 
C is designated as prime farmland. However, of the 4,374 acres within 
the boundaries of these areas, 459 acres would be temporarily disturbed 
during construction, and 630 acres would be permanently removed from 
production. During final design, consideration .will be given to avoid 
placement of SSC areas in sensitive lands, including prime farmland. 
There will be adverse impacts to prime farmlands and landowners in the 
campus and injector areas. Should North Carolina be selected for the 
SSC, the Supplemental EIS would assess the impacts of prime farmlands. 

0723.01 

Input data fo.r the economic impact analysis are derived from cost esti­
mates where "an evaluation has been made as to what is to be acquired on 
a national basis and wh~t is available locally" (Volume IV, Appendix 2, 
page 6). Only those items deemed locally available in the North Carolina 
Region of Influence are included in the economic impact analysis for 
that State. 

Comment Response 791.0Z addresses the topic of direct and secondary 
("spin-off") jobs which would be generated as a result of constructing 
the SSC in North Carolina (see also•Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.l.3.5.A}. 
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0723.02 

See Comment Response 777.01. 

0723. 03 

The EIS analysis indicates that the State Government would receive 
additional revenue during the construction and operations of the SSC. 
Local governments in the three primary impact counties were projected to 
have a c~mulative net fiscal benefit during construction and operations 
of the facility, except for a net fiscal deficit during the first 3 
years of construction. However, the projected deficits in these three 
counties do not total more than $15 million. 

The public finance analysis accounts for projected increases in public 
infrastructure and services. Additional details on the assessment of 
SSC-related impacts on both State and local government finances are 
presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.D. 

0723 .04 

See Comment Responses 791.02 and 15.13.14. 

0724.01 

See Comment Response 1548.133. 

0725.01 

See Comment Response 1548.137. 

0725.02 

The State of North Carolina originally proposed to pump sewage from the 
far cluster to the Durham Eno Treatment Plant. 

Post-site visit information provided by the State of North Carolina in 
response to questions from the DOE is included in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, Section 10.3.3.1. 

Wastewater from area K4 and KS: Treatment in stabilization lagoon with 
storage followed by land application through spray irrigation, as well 
as a second option of septic tank system treatment followed by a subsur­
face absorption field. 

These changes are included in the Errata to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Section 10.3.3.l. 

0725.03 
• 

See Comment Response 1272.02. 
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0726.01 

These observations are consistent with what appears in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 6. 

0727.01 

It is the OOE's policy to comply with applicable statutes, regulations, 
and ordinances, including Durham County's critical watershed ordinance 
(see EIS Volume I, Chapter 6 and Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10). 
The objectives and regulations under the watershed ordinance, described 
in the above section of Appendix 5, would be strictly adhered to in the 
design and operations of the SSC if the North Carolina site is selected. 
Current construction and waste disposal technology is capable of pro­
tecting the watersheds and water resources such that no significant 
impacts would be anticipated. More detailed study would be included in 
the Supplemental EIS if North Carolina is the selected site. 

0727.02 

The little River Reservoir completed in early 19S8 roughly doubles the 
safe yield of City of Durham's water supply, and should bring some 
relief to the water shortage experienced in the past in the proposed 
site area. The new reservoir has been included in the revised water 
supply assessll'.ent in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5. l.2.4 and 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5.G. The assessment indicates that 
water requirements for the SSC project and additional off-site domestic 
use can be met by existing reservoirs in the project vicinity, which 
have adequate excess capacities. The safe reservoi.r yields used in the 
evaluation were estimated for 20-year drought conditions, i.e., a 
drought with an average recurrence interval of 20 years. The safe 
yields for a more severe drought would be less, but such yield data are 
not currently available. More detailed study will be conducted and 
documented in the Supplemel)tal EIS if the North Carolina site is 
selected for the SSC. 

0729.01 

Although the State of North Carolina may have proposed to construct the 
tunnel without a concrete liner, the EIS recognizes the need for lining 
portions of the tunnel, where necessary, to assure the safe construction 
and operations of the SSC, and thus, the health and safety of the 
workers and the public. Therefore, at any site, tunnel sections could 
be lined with shotcrete, reinforced concrete, or precast concrete seg­
ments (Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.1.1.2). For the proposed North 
Carolina site, the use of grouting techniques for controlling ground­
water infiltratiqn into the tunnel is mentioned in EIS, Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Sections 7.2.3.5.A.l and 7.2.3.5.B.l. 

The concern is raised that if there were to be a beam loss, significant 
contamination of groundwater could occur at the North Carolina site 
because the tunnel might be unshielded at the point of beam loss and the 
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geological features of the site could increase the exient of contamina­
tion. This concern is addressed in the EIS, and it was predicted that 
significant levels of contamination would not occur for the following 
reasons. 

A loss of beam is a highly unlikely event and has never occurred at 
Fermilab in its superconducting magnet system. There will be multiple 
redundant controls to assure that such an event does not occur, for the· 
sake of public and worker health and for the. purpose of protecting the 
very expensive equipment to be used at the SSC. 

In the event that the protection system failed and beam loss occurred, 
the estimated radiation dose in a nearby well (50 m from source) at the 
North Carolina site would be 0.50 mrem/yr as compared to the EPA drink­
ing water standard of 4 mrem/yr (EIS, Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 
12.2.3 .. 1.C.l). This conclusion was derived using a numerical model to 
analyze the off-site, groundwater migration of the primary radionuclides 
produced during a beam loss. A ccmprehensive description of this anal­
ysis is provided in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.2.3.1.C. No 
credit for shielding from a tunnel liner was considered in the model, 
thus, the radiation dose in the hypothetical well resulting from a beam 
loss in an unshielded tunnel wollld be below the EPA limit. 

The aquifer parameters used in the model (HS, Volume IV, Appendix 12, 
Table 12.2.3-4) are representative of the dominant hydrologic conditions 
most likely encountered in the region. The hydraulic conductivity value 
of 0.189 m/day was derived from a- series of Packer Test results prepared 
by Law Engineering Testing Company., Raleigh, North Carolina (Job No. 
J47287-2460, 1987). The Packer test is a down-hole field testing method 
that accounts for the effects of fractures encountered. The value for 
effective porosity of 3 percent was derived from the report Gr_oundwater 
Supply Potential and Procedure for Well-site Selection, Upper Cape Fear 
River Basin North Carolina Department of Natural Resources and Community 
Development, 1983. The report suggests that the secondary porosity of 
fractured bedrock cf the North Carolina Piedmont is 1 percent to 3 per­
cent. By definition, secondary porosity accounts for the effects of 
fractures. 

0728.02 

The potential for a beam loss is assessed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, 
Section 12.4.1.1. A sensor system is employed to protect the magnets 
and ensure that prior to any beam loss, the beam is directed into the 
beam absorbers. The potential for· a beam loss which would release 
radiation into the environment is very low. 

Regarding the number of wells in close proximity to the proposed SSC 
ring alignment in North Carolina, see Comment Response 1390.07. 

0728.03 

The total airborne release of radioactivity from the anti proton target 
hall at Fermilab during the first five months of 1987 was 54 Ci. 
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Anti protons are produced in this area by focusing protons onto a target, 
and secondary particles from this interaction activate air molecules, 
thljs resulting in releases of radioactive gas. The antiprotons produced 
are collided with protons in the Tevatron at Fermil ab. The SSC will be 
a proton-proton coll ider. No anti proton generation target will be used, 
and the amount of radioactivity produced and released from the S5C is 
projected to be lower than that which occurs at fermilab. The projected 
releases from the SSC are explained in detail in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 
JO, Section 10.1.3.1.D. 

An env i ronmen ta 1 monitoring program wil 1 be developed for the SSC. The 
program will be designed to monitor onsite and offsite radiation levels 
to ensure that exposures to workers and rel eases to the environment meet 
applicable requirements and are As low As Reasonably Achievable (ALARA). 
The DOE is committed to the ALARA concept at its operating facilities. 

0728.04 

A typogra9hical error occurred in DEIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, Table 
12.2.3-6, p. 34 under North Carolina for Na-22. The annual dose equiva­
lent for continuous intake (mrem) should be 0.48.and not 0.048 as indi­
cated. No change is required for the number under "Total". The table 
has been corrected as Errata. 

0729 .01 

Comment noted. 

0729.02 

The EIS analysis estimated local government capital improvement expendi­
tures based on projected SSC-related population growth in each primary 
impact county, including Durham· County. Data collected from more than 
3,200 municipalities and 4,000 school districts in the U.S. indicate a 
relationship between population growth rates and spending for capital 
improvements by local government jurisdictions. This information was 
used as the basis for the EIS capital improvement projections (see EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 14). 

Although the 1981 study analyzed growth effect~ related to new military 
facilities in various locations, the impacts from spending for construc­
tion and operations of other federal facilities (such as the SSC) are 
expected to be similar since the study compares spending by local 
governments in response to overall growth rates in local communities. 
The EIS estimates of capital facilities requirements only consider the 
costs to provide the infrastructure to accommodate the SSC-related 
growth; the present situation of reported overcrowding jn schools in 
northern Durham County is an existing condition which would be present 
with or without SSC siting in the region. 
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0729.03 

See Comment Response 709.02 regarding popu1ation-related growth expen­
ditures. This would include additional public sector employees needed 
to service growth cansed by the SSC. 

0729. 04 

The EIS contains analyses of put.1 i:: finances for the North Carol iria 
Region of Influence, and for the three primary impact counties (D>Jrilam, 
G~anville, and Person Counties} anticipated to experience the greatest 
impacts due to the SSC (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.3.5.D). The 
aim of these analyses was to assess overall impacts on public finances-­
in North Carolina as well as the 1·emaining six sites being considered as 
locations for the facility. More detailed analyses of SSC-related local 
fiscal impacts will be prepared for jurisdictions in the region of the 
site ultimately selected for the facility and presented in the Supple­
mental EIS (see Volume I, Foreword). 

0729.05 

Comment> noted. 

0730.01 

During field observations; the deciduous forest around the Red Mou;:;tair. 
subdivision appeared to be sufficiently dense and extensive to provide 
screening during winter. Even with that assumed· screening, the Visual. 
impact was assessed as having the potential to be significant. After 
the final site is selected, visual impacts will be addressed in greater 
detail in the Supplemental EIS. · 

There is no. Federal requirement or authorization to provide mitigation 
for economic impacts that might result from. the proximity of the SSC. 
Questions concerning the proposer's authority to mitigate should be 
directed to the appr,opriate State agency (See EIS Volume JV,. Appendix 4, 
Section 4.3.2). · · · 

.0730.02 . . . . : 

The probable site for are<1 E8 is bordered on three stdes by forest and 
. is seen only from State Route ll39 and one home directly across that . 
. road from the site. .While the view.from the one home would be visually 
.. impacted; .as long as. the forested bufferremai"ns.,.the overall. impact. 
would· be negHgible. See EIS Vnlume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.Z for 

·. an understand.; ng uf. the techni-cal .. approach; assumptions, and criteria 
. used in the anal)'Ges·. See also Comment Respan·se ZZJ.06. 

0730.03 
. ,. . 

The assessment tlfat· F7 .would, have' OO' vis.ua·l impact was'· based on the . 
assumption-that the densely forested border alor19 the road could and 
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would be. undisturbed and that the clearing along the right-of-way for 
the access road would be held to a minimum. Should the forested buffer 
be removed, then there would be a significant visual impact. 

A more detailed assessment for visual impacts will be conducted for the 
Supplemental EIS if North Carolina is the selected site. 

See Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.2 for an understanding of the 
technical approach, assumptions, and criteria used in the analyses. 

0730.04 

If the North Carolina SSC site is selected and if Webb's Chapel is 
located in a potential impact area, consideration will be given to its 
historical significance by applying eligibility criteria for 1 isling on 
the National Register. Properties possessing demonstrated local his­
torical or architectural significance can be listed on the National 
Register. If Webb's Chapel is eligible for the National Register, 
mitigation measures would be developed to reduce adverse cultural 
impacts. If it is not eligible, the response given to Comment 880.04 
would apply. 

If the North Carolina SSC site is selected, the Supplemental EIS would 
address this and other cultural resource issues. Future cultural 
resource procedu.res would be developed in accordance with a Memorandum 
of Agreement between the DOE, the Advisory Council on Historic Preserva­
tion, and the North Carolina State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO). 

0730.05 

The observations concerning visual impacts· due to F4 are consistent with 
the visual impact analyses in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 
16.3.5.3~ Regarding compensation, see Comment Response 658.06. 

In terms of impacts to community, see the discussion on quality of life 
in the EIS Volume I, Section 5.L8; see also Comment Response 1002.01. 

0730.06 

There will be adverse visual impact from construction activities at the 
E4. site. However, these impacts would be insignificant due to their 
short-term duration. Hence, the site was classified as having a 
negligible scenic impact. 

A permanent, light-industry-like building will remain after the con­
struction period. Since this is of similar size as nearby structures, 
no appreciable visual attention is expected. See EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 16 Section 16.3.5.3.F. 

, 
During final design and placement of this structure, consideration will 
be given to placement in areas of least visual impact. 
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There is no Federa 1 requirement or authori zatfon to provide mitigatfon 
for economic impacts that might result from the proximity of the SSC. 
Questions concerning the proposer's authority to mitigate should be 
directed to the appropriate State agency (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, 
Section 4.3.2). 

0730.07 

Based on field observations, facility F3 would be 1,200 ft south of U.S. 
!lighway 158 in a rural residential area, not a housing subdivision. As 
noted in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.5.3, siting is cri­
tical. The proposed site is in a thick grove of trees; a small shift to 
the east would place the facility in a highly visible field. It was 
assumed that the proposed siting would be the final site and that the 
abutting woods would not be destroyed. If the siting changes or if the 
woods are destroyed, the visual impact would be considerable. The 
Supplemental EIS would address the impacts associated with final site 
design and location at the selected site .. See also Comment Response 
223.06. 

0730.08 

See Comment Responses 7J3.12, 880.04 and 1513.100. 

0731.01 

Spin-off technology benefits from the SSC are expected, but cannot be 
projected with certainty at this time. See EIS Volume I, Chapter 1, 
Section 1.1. 

See Comment Response 520.06. 

0732.01 

The locations of county boundaries have been corrected in the revision 
of EIS Volume I and the Errata of Volume IV, Appendix 5 for the follow­
ing figures so that the campus and future expansion areas will not be 
shown partially in Person County: 

Volume I, Chapter 3, Figure 3-15. 

Volume IV, Appendix 5, North Carolina, cover.page; F.igure 5.5.4-1, 
Figure 5.5.5-2, Figure 5.5.8-1, Figure 5.5.8-2, and Figure 5.5.11-3. 

In addition, the location of the SSC ring has been revised on the cover 
page fc;>r Volume IV, Appendix S. 

See also Comment Response 229.01. 
' 0732.02 

See Comment Response 710.01. 
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0732.03 

· See Comment Response 1390. 07. 

0732,04 

See Comment Response 1513.64 concerning the Norfolk & Western Railroad 
line. 

See Comment Response 1513.03 concerning U.S. Route 501. 

The North Carolina site maps such as Volume I 1 Chapter 3, Figure 3-16 in 
the EIS, which have a scale of about 4 mi/inch, do show the name 
Rougemont; however, the two letters "on" in the word Rougemont are 
covered by the Jl area designation. Regional maps such as Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Figure 3-15 do not show the name Rou9emont because they 
emphasize larger towns and cities. 

0732.05 

The proposed expansion of the Durham-Eno River wastewater treatment 
plant is indeed only pending, not currently undergoing expansion as 
indicated in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.5.8-1 and accompanying text. 
These changes are included in the Errata to EIS Volume IV, Appendix S, 
Section 5.5.8.L See Comment Response 1017 .02. 

0732.06 

The discussion of climatic conditions at the site alternatives, as pre­
sented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.3, and in. Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, serves to provide a quantitative and qualitative basis to 
assessments which consider climatic inputs. Since the project will in 
no way impact the climate, discussions of climatic data are limited to 
only, that information necessary to adequately characterize impacts of 
the project on other parts of the environment. Drought discussions, as 
requested by the ISP, were considered in the site selection process. 

0732.07 

This EIS addresses long-range and historical transmission and generation 
capabilities needed to support the SSC. Short-term events, such as 
unexpected ltfgh temperatures, droughts, and storms that may cause short­
term excess demands or outages, have little effect on a particular util­
ity's ability to supply power to a facility of this size over a long 
period. The planning and management capabilities of the uti'I ity based 
on foad projections and planned generation and transmission faclllties 
are addressed in the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3. 

At existing U.S. accelerator facilities, such as fermilab and SLAC, 
negotiations have taken place with local utility companies to accommo­
date brownout conditions. In addition, during peak load periods, these 
laboratories often schedule shut-down periods for maintenance and up­
grades of the accelerator and detector equipment. Similar a~rangements 
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would be made in the case of the SSC. Tile SSC, like existing acceler­
ators, will be designed with redundant fail-safe systems to respond 
instantaneously to power failures so that equipment will not be damaged, 
and there will be no hazards to personnel when such failures which are 
considered inevitable, occur. 

0732.08 

See Comment Response 1548.133. 

0732.09 

Impacts on local residents are considered throughout the EIS. For 
example, local residents are considered throughout the quality of life 
discussion in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.5, and in Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.E. 

0732.10 

"Growth" in the North Carolina Region of Influence without the SSC is 
discussed in the EIS in terms of both employment and population (Volume 
I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3). Between 1988 and 2000, ROI employment is 
projected to increase at an average annual rate of 1.3 percent without 
the SSC (Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sect ion 5. 5.11. LA). ROI population 
without the SSC is projected by decade from 1990 to 2030. Regional 
population is anticipated to gro.,, throughout this period, though at 
gradually lessening annual rates of increase -- the l.2 percent pro­
jected between 1980 and 1990 dropping to 0.7 percent between 2020 and 
2030 (Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.5.11-2). 

0732. ll 

There is a d·iscussion of sociological impacts in thP. EIS. Variables in 
the EIS that are generally considered in a social impact assessment 
include demographic variables (such as population size, composition, 
mortality, birth rate, and in-migration), housing 11aiiables (such as 
number, vacancy rate, and demanl!}, public service var·i ab1 es (such as 
number of students and .service emp 1 oyme11t to population rat io.s) and 
quality of life (focusing en the distribution of effects). These socio­
logical variables are typic~l of variables generally included in em!i­
ronmenta 1 ·impact assessments. Volume I, Chapter 5, Sections 5 .1.8. 2 to 
5.1.8.5 summarize the social impacts of the SSC. Detailed analyses are 
provided in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5. 

0732 .12 

See Comment Response 1126.05. 

0733.01 

The proposed locations of new electric power lines to be constructed for 
the SSC at the proposed North Carolina site are indicated in EIS. 
Volume IV, Appendix 1, Section 1.2.5.10. As currently planned, there 
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will be two f!eW sections of 230-kV line constructed (2.1 and 1.9 mi 
long). There also will be two new 12-kV lines constructed to provide 
power to pumping operations for the SSC water supply. 

0733.02 

Over the past several years, research has been conducted to examine the 
possible health effects associated with human exposure to electromag­
netic fields that are produced by power lines·and some electrical appli­
ances. Some of the studies have suggested a link between exposure and 
health outcomes such as childhood cancer, occupational cancers, or occu­
pationally related reproductive effects. ·There have also been studies 
which have not demonstrated any such relationships. Furthermore, some 
of the studies that have suggested possible effects have had weakr.esses 
that limit the validity of the results. Thus, a combination of the lack 
of consistent findings among the studies, the absence of a dose-response 
relationship, and the lack of a biological explanation for the way in 
which elactromagnetic fields can produce a health effect, has made many 
scientists doubtful at this time that there is a causal relationship. 
bet1-1een exposure to electromagnetic fields and various alleged chronic 
effects. 

However, concern that the transmission and distribution power lines 
could pose a health hazard is appropriate, and additional research is 
needed before any conclusion can be reached. Studies are currently 
underway by the government and private firms to better understand the 
possible hazards of electromagnetic fields. In addition, several states 
are considering new regulations on the placement of power lines. The 
placement of power lines will be.done in compliance with applicable 
regulations. See EIS Volume I, Chapter 6 for the DOE's policy regarding 
compliance with environmental regulations. 

0733.03 

See Comment Response 733.01. 

0734 .01 

The potential for relocating Camp Butner is dependent on site selection 
and the DOE determining the final design configuration of the SSC. The 
decision to include part of Camp Butner in the North Carolina's proposal 
was the responsibility of the State. Contingent upon final design, the 
DOE is not aware of any safety or programmatic reasons why Camp Butner 
would need to be relocated if the North Carolina site is selected. 

Should North Carolina be selected as the site and if Camp Butn~r were to 
be affected, the resulting impacts and proposed mitigations would be 
part of the Supplemental· EIS to be prepared prior to a decision to con­
struct or operate the SSC. 

The proposed total acreage required for the North .Carolina SSC site is 
15,897 acres (see Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.4). The EIS also notes 
that the number of affected land parcels and ownerships may vary by as 
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much as 10 percent in North Carolina (Volume l, Chapter 3, Section 3.4). 
The additional 11,000 acres of land required for possible relocation of 
training facilities for the North Carolina Natio11al Guard was not 
included in the 15,897 acres given in the EIS. Should North C<irolina be 
the selected site, this issue would b., 2.ddr2$sed in a detailed Supple­
menta 1 EIS. 

0735.01 

See Comment Response H0.01. Public finance analyses are provided in 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.D. land use planning analyses 
are provided in Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13. l. The reference to 
acreages is consistent with Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-5; Volume I, 
Chapter 4, Table 4-2; and Volume IV, Appendix 4 .. 

()736.01 

Comment noted. 

0737.01 

A more detailed discussion of the North Carolina site topography is 
given in Volume IV, Appendix .5, Section 5.5.Ll. The site region is 
part of a piedmont upland--a broad plain fronting the Appalachian Moun­
tains that slopes very gently toward the Atlantic coast. This upland 
plain is not flat; rather it is a rolling surface with broad hills and 
swells that are 50 to 100 ft high. Additionally, the upland surface has 
been cut by the rivers that drain the region. Thus, the total relief 
noted is made up of three components: 

(1) The regional slope of the upland toward the coast 
(2) The local topography of the upland rolls and swells 
(3) The relief due to river incision that occurs only at the major 

rivers. 

Of these three, the local topography of the up land ro 11 s and .swe 11 s 
(characteristic of the site) is the most important to the SSC project, 
since it will influence factors such as energy efficiency in traveling 
from place to place, the need to grade the land surface to accommodate 
buildings, and the ability to "hide" buildings behind hills so that they 
do not change the panoramic landscape. All of the sites have been 
described using this general approach. 

0737.02 

Comments noted. The DOE requested a list of a 11 affected landowners 
from each BQL state. A letter was then sent to each affected landowner 
regarding the purpose and location of scoping meetings, the issuance of 
the DEIS, and the public hearings. See also Comment Response 880.04. 

070107503358834 



0738.01 

Seismologists have found that regions that have large earthquakes tend 
to have a recurring history of numerous small-to-moderate earthquakes. 
They also noted that regions with large earthquakes frequently contain 
faults that have broken the ground surface in the recent geologic past 
(i.e., the last 10,000 years). Consequently, when seismologists under• 
take to estimate the earthquake potential of a region, they consider 
three questions: 

(1) Has the region had a history of large earthquakes or numerous 
small to moderate earthquakes? 

(2) Does the region contain faults that have ruptured the ground 
surface in the recent geologic past or other evidence of 
ongoing mountain-building processes? 

(3) Do surrounding regions have any of the above characteristics, 
thereby indicating a potential that a large earthquake could 
occur there which would shake the region being studied? 

Several eminent seismologists have asked these questions with respect to 
the Southeast in general (see Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.1.5 for 
a more complete discussion and several scientific references) and have 
found that the region within which the North Carolina site is situated 
has had a history of relatively infrequent, quite small earthquakes and 
no indication of geologically recent fault offsets. Four surrounding 
regions, on the other hand, have histories of more frequent earthquakes, 
including some that were quite large. The 1886 Charleston, South 
Carolina, earthquake was in one of these surrounding regions, which has 
a history of repeated, frequent earthquakes. The large earthquakes are 
not isolated events -- they occur in places that have a history of more 
frequent, larger earthquakes. Conversely, if a regi o·n does not have a 
history of more frequent, larger earthquakes, it has a very low poten­
tial that a very large earthquake will occur there; this is the situa­
tion for the North Carolina site. In fact the great~st earthquake that 
might occur at the site would probably come from a large earthquake in 
one of the surrounding regions and would be much diminished before it 
reached the site. The Durham Mornin9 Herald is correct in pointing out 
that there are some large-earthquake-prone· zones in the eastern United 
States .(the SSC site is not in one of them) and that the general level 
of earthquake preparedness in the East is low. 

0739.01 

Comment noted. 

0739.02 

According to Mr. John Dorney, Engineering Supervisor, Special Projects 
Unit, Water Quality Planning Branch, Division of Environmental Manage­
ment, Department of Natural Resources and Community Development, 
Raleigh, North Carolina, the capacity of Durham-Eno River wastewater 
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plant is 2.0 million gal/d. The actual maximum flowrate, at present, is 
1.8 million gal/d; ·The plant has 0.2 million gal/d excess capacity 
available (October 13, 1988). The SSC would need 0.15 million gal/d 
capacity. · 

According to Mr. Dorney, the proposed expansion of the Eno River Waste­
water treatment plant to IO million gal/d is pending subject to the 
Federal EIS which is now being prepared. 

In addition, Butner Wastewater Treatment Plant has an excess capacity of 
approximately I.I million gal/d as noted in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 
5.5.8-1 of EIS. The excess capacity would be sufficient to serve a 
population of abo~t 11,000 people. 

The State of North Carolina originally proposed that wastewater be 
pumped from the southwest quadrant to the Durham-Eno River Wastewater 
Treatment Plant and that the plant be expanded. 

Post-site visit information provided by the State of North Carolina in 
response to questions from the DOE is as follows (please refer to Sec­
tion 10.3.3-1 EZ): Wastewater from area K3 will be handled by treatment 
in a stabilization lagoon with storage, followed by land application 
through spray irrigation. 

Wastewater from areas K4 and KS: Same as option for K3, but with septic 
tank system treatment followed by a subsurface absorption field. 

Wastewater from area K6: Same as options for K3, K4, and KS, but with 
the possibility of package plant treatment followed by surface discharge 
into a nearby stream. 

These changes are included in the Errata to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Section 10.3.3.l& ; 

0739.03 

Comment noted. 

0740.01 

Comment noted. 

0740.02 

The discussion on traffic presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.2.1.3.E.l.b confirms that the traffic on North Carolina Highway 501 
is heavy in places and that the traffic on this highway and other roads 
in the vicinity of SSC w111 increase during construction and operations. 

0740.03 

Comment noted. 
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0740.04 

The new roads and upgrading of existing roads have been proposed by the 
State to reduce the SSC traffic on the existing roads.· Traffic analysis 
of the roads is discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.2.1.3 E. 

0740.05 

It is possible that some vehicles will not follow the recommended 
routes. The SSC Project would be able to specify the truck routes for 
hauling of construction equipment and materials. 

0740.06 

Construction scheduling, detours, flagmen and construction of bypass 
roads have been proposed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6, to 
mitigate traffic disruption during road construction. These are 
expected to reduce traffic delays in most circumstances. 

0740.07 

The EIS suggests in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.E.l.b that 
public transportation and ride-sharing programs could be implemented as 
possible mitigations. Any such program could be developed and offered 
to the SSC construction and/or operations employees to reduce the 
traffic. A review will be provided in the Supplemental EIS .. 

0740.08 

Disruption of the existing traffic patterns, discussed in Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, and Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8 of the EIS, refers 
to the impacts of proposed new roads. Construction of new highways and 
intersections will change the current traffic patterns. New patterns 
will be established which may improve traffic flow in some cases while 
disrupting it in other cases. 

Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6 of the EIS shows the projected maxi­
mum increase in the number of injuries/injury accidents and the number 
of fatalities/fatal accidents at each of the seven site alternatives as 
a result of SSC construction traffic. The number of fatal accidents at 
the proposed North Carolina site due to SSC truck traffic is projected 
to be 0.08/yr. Accidents resulting in property damage only are not 
included in the analysis. 

0741.01 

It is DOE policy to avoid wetlands to the maximum extent practicable. 
The potential adverse effects on wetlands at the various alternative 
sites will be considered in selecting a site for the SSC. Detailed 
plans to mitigate any anticipated wetland impacts at the selected site 
would be developed in consultation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
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(or delegated State authority) and analyzed in detail in the Supple­
mental EIS. It should be noted that North Carolina is not the only site 

. with wetlands in the campus, injector, and expansion areas (A, B, and 
C). Wetlands are located in the B and C areas of all sites except 
Arizona and in the A area of all states except Arizona and Colorado. 
All applicable wetland sections have been re'lised to clarify this (see 
Volume I, Section 5.l.5.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3). 

0741.02 

Comment noted. 

0742.01 

The number of we 11 s est i:inted by the State of North Carolina to be 
within the SSC footprint was not reported accurately in the DEIS. The 
State had provided well r8.:ords which document 112 wells within cna mile 
of the ring centerline and had also noted that wells have only been 
required to be reg"istered since 1959. Since that time, perhaps only 
half or less of the wells drilled have been actually registered. Given 
the potential for unregistered wells and commer.ters' input, it is 
assumed that in excess of 300 water wells may exist within the SSC 
footprint. 

However, only a small number of these wells may be directly affected by 
the project and required to he closed. The State estimates, based on 
field surveys, that only about nine wells, the number reported in the 
D£!S, would be directly affocted and required to be closed bec,ause of 
the SSC. See Comment Response 1390.07 for clarification of criteria to 
assess number of wells closed and revisions to the EIS. 

01n.02 

The DOE be1 ieves the EIS adequately assesses the potential impacts of 
the proposed action which is to select a site fer the SSC. See Comment 
Response 13.02. The DOE will prei:are a S<ipplemental EIS which will 
assess in more detail the potential impacts of constructing and oper­
ating ihe SSC at the selected site. 

0743.01 

The Invitation for Site Proposals (ISP), Appendix A, Section il.3, states: 
"the total cost, including the research and development {R&D) in support 
cf construction, the cost of detectors, and other preoperating costs for 
the facility, is about $4.4 billion (FY 1988 dollars). This cost esti­
mate is considered accurate to within a!Jout 10%. • · 

As stated in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, although considerable interest in 
such possibilities (collaboration and cost sharing for the SSC) has been 
expressed by other nations, they are unwilling to make a firm commitment 
unt i1 the U.S. itself makes a firm collll!itment for construction of the 
SSC. It should be further noted that.traditionally international col­
laborations have taken place at high energy physics laboratories such as 
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CERN, Fermi lab, SLAC, and DESY, wherein the host laboratory does not 
charge for use of the accelerator. Recently, in international collabor­
ation, the cost of detector construction has often been shared among the 
collaborating countries, and this practice would presumably continue for 
detectors at the SSC. The DOE is actively pursuing international col­
laboration and cost sharing in connection with the SSC itself. For pur­
poses of the DEIS, it was assumed that all costs would be borne b}< the 
U.S., except for those costs proposed by the State proposers which would 
be borne by the·State. 

0744. 01 

Relocation does have the potential to be a major life event for elderly 
people. The further the distance one moves from one's social network 
the greater the impact of the move. An individual's social networks 
include institutions to which they are attached. In addition to this it 
should be pointed out that the elderly may be differentially affected by. 
the relocation of social institutions with which they are attached. As 
noted in the EIS Volume IV Appendix 14, "To the extent that institutions 
are relocated or disturbed in this region, as may be the case for one or 
two area churches arid at least one cemetery, special subgroup impacts 
are a concern. Social ties to such institutions often are not flexible, 
and emotional distress may accompany these special impacts.• Thus, the 
elderly may also be adversely impacted by having to move or by having 
institutions to which they are attached relocated. To the extent that 
relocations occt;r nearby, the impacts should be minimized. 

See Comment Responses 19.01 and 710.01. 

0745.01 

Comment noted. 

0745.02 

Mayo Reservoir rather than Lake Michie is proposed to supply water to 
the far cluster area of the SSC. The little River Reservoir completed 
in early 1988 roughly doubles the ~afe yield of City of Durham's water 
supply. These changes have been included in the revised water supply 
assessment in EIS Volume I, Chapter S, Section 5.1.2.4 and Volume 1\1, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5.G. The assessmeot indicates that water 
requirement for the SSC project and additional off-site dome:;tic usi; can 
be met by existing reservoirs in the project vicinity, which have ade­
quate excess capacities for anticipated SSC operation period. The safo 
reservoir yields used in the evaluation were estimated for 20-yr drought 
conditions, i.e., a drought \'lith an average recurrence interval of 
20 years. The safe yields for a more severe drought would be less, but 
such yield data are not currently available. Water demand due to popu­
lation increase beyond year 2000 has not been evaluated but will be 
addressed in a Supplemental EIS if the North Carolina site is selected 
for the SSC. 
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See also revised ilol•Jme I, Tables l-1, 3-3, and 3-7, and Sections 3.7.3 
and 5.2.3. 

0746.01 

The number of wells estimated by the State to occur within the SSC foot­
print in tlorth Carolina was not reported accurately in the DEIS. The 
State had provided well records which document 112 wells within l mi of 
the ring centerline and had also noted that wells have only been re­
quired to he registered since 1959 and since that time perhaps only half 
or less of the wells drilled have been actually registered. Given the 
potential for unregistered wells and commenters input, it is assumed 
that in excess of 300 water wells may exist within the SSC footprint. 
However, only a small number of these may be directly affected by the 
project and required to be closed. The State estimates, based on field 
surveys, that only about 9 wells (the number reported in the DEIS) would 
be directly affected and required to be closed because of the SSC. See 
Comment Response 1390.07 for clarification of criteria to assess number 
of wells closed and revisions to EIS. 

As noted in the comment and in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sectlon 
7 .2.3.5, the State has indicated that it will replace any water supply 
lost due to SSC siting or construction. This is also a Federal policy, 
and during construction, the contractors would also be responsible for 
any physical damage to near-site wens. 

07116.02 

An analysis of SSC-related impacts on Granville County public f-ir.ance i'; 
presented•in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.D. The net 
fi~cal impacts on the county are projected to be negative during the 
first three years of construction, and positive thereafter (see 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 14.1.3.5-16). These estimates accounted 
for projected increases in Granville County public infrastructure and 
senilces. 

0741.01 

Cor.•nent noted. 

0747.02 

See Comment Responses 799.02 and 799.03. 

0748.01 

Comment noted. 

0748.02 

The DOE has no authority to esfablish special compensation fonds or 
claims procedures for damages caused by SSC activities. Compensation 
for damages would be in accordance with existing law., 
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0748,03 

Comments noted. 

0748.04 

The actions of the State or its agents are not the responsibility of the 
DOE. The office of the Honorable ,Jame:; G. Martin, Governor of the State 
of North Carolina, Manager of the State's SSC Task Force, should be 
contacted. 

0748.05 

lhe DOE has no author:ity to establish special compensation funds or 
claims procedures for damages caused by SSC activities. 

0749.01 

Comment noted. 

0749.02 

Questions concerning the data ·management of the proposer should be 
directed to the appropriate State agency. Members of the DOE Site Task 
Force and persons responsible for preparation of the EIS have spent 
considerable time at each site gathering additional data and confinning 
available data. See Comment Response 13.02. 

0749.03 

The discussion of climatic conditions presented in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 4, Section 4.3 and in Volume IV, Appendix 5 is sufficient to 
establish the baseline of parameters necessary for input for other 
resource assessments. Climatic conditions are not a category in which 
the project will impact an environmental condition; rather, climate is 
an environmental condition with potential to· impact the project. Pro­
viding climatic detail in the level suggested would not lend to the 
understanding of the irnpact of the climate on project siting, and the 
level of detail is not required by resource assessments which utilize 
climatic conditions as inputs. The references cited in Appendix 5 were 
the source of the characterization of North Carolina as having an even 
annual distribution of rainfall, which is certainly borne out by the 
tabulation provided as Table 5.5.3-2. The text in EIS Volume IV, · 
Appendix 5, Section 5.5.3.3 has been corrected in the Errata. 

0749.04 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.2.1, Table 5.5.2:1 presents mini­
mum daily flows for four gaging stations in the project vicinity, rang­
ing from 0.01 to 1.19 ft 3/s. As shown in the table, Knap of Reeds 
Creek, the feeder stream for Lake Butner, near Butner has an average 
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flow of 52.5 ft3/s and a minimum daily flow of 1.19 ft3/s. If the ~lorth 
Carolina sHe is selected, more detailed analysis of low flows and its 
impacts on water supplies will be included In the Supplemental EIS. 

The estimated fut~re increase in water use for Durham City is expected 
to be handled by lake Michie and the recently completed Little River 
Reservoir (f.iS IJohime IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.2 and Appendix 7, 
Section 7.1.3.5). 

See also Comment Response 1272.02. 

0749.05 

The expected water use of the SSC from Lake Butner would be about 23 
percent of its available excess annual supply. Since the demand would 
be well within the lake's capacity, it is not considered to be a insig­
nificant impact. In general, water requirements for the SSC project and 
additional off-site domestic use can be met by existing reservoirs in 
the project vicinity, which have adequate excess capacities, as dis­
cussed in revised Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.4 and Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5.G. 

See Errata to Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.2.l.C. See also 
revised Tables 1-1, 3-3, and 3-7 and Sections 3.7.3 and 5.2.3 in 
Volume I. for sources of revisions, see Comment Response 708.03, 

0749. 06 

Comment noted. 

0750.01 

See Comment Responses 13.02 and 880.02. 

0750.02 

See Comment Response 880.04. 

0750.03 

Land acquisition is the responsibility of the proposer; see Comment 
Response 880.04. Regarding mitigation of relocation impacts, see 
Comment Response 658.06 • 

• 
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0751. 01 

The DOE has solicited public comment prior to and following preparation 
of the DEIS. The DOE has given careful review to each comment submitted 
and testimony received both in the work of the Site Tas~ Force and in 
the preparation of the FEIS. The reader is referred to both this volume 
(Volume II, Comment Response Document) and the resulting changes in the 
FEIS as evidence of the OOE's commitment to include public input in the 
SSC siting process. Also see Comment Response 1126.05. 

It is recognized that the EIS for the SSC is a large document. The DEIS 
was large because seven site alternatives were considered. NEPA requires 
the DOE to consider alternatives to the SSC, including no action. These 
are discussed in Volume I, Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 and 3.3. 

These observations on the technical nature of the DEIS are correct. The 
DOE has endeavored to minimize the technical terms used, especially in 
Volume I, while preparing a technically adequate analysis. See the re­
vised Glossary in Volume I and the revised text of Volume I. In the. 
prepar2tion of the FEIS, the DOE has taken note of this critique and 
attempted to simplify where possible and provide definitions as 
apprcpriate. 

0752.01 

Comment paragraphs 1 and 2: This EIS addresses long-range and histori­
cal transmission and generation capabilities. Short-term events such as 
unexpectedly high temperatures, droughts, and storms which may cause 
short-term excess demands or outages have little effect on a particular 
utility's ability to supply power to a facility of this size over a long 
period. The planning and management capabilities of the· ut i1 ity based 
on load projections and planned generation and transmission facilities 
are addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3 E.1. State­
ments made in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3 E.1.a of the DEIS 
compare the current resource plans with the addition of over 200 MW of 
electrical load. This comparison does not reflect the utilities' plans 
(including the SSC load), but only indicates the need for modification 
of those plans. 

Comment paragraph 3: Volume JV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3 E.1.a.3 
identifies CP&L's total generating resources as 10,092 MW. Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section .5.5.11.2 B.l.d identifies the CP&L system capability 
as approximately 9,600 MW. The difference between the two values is 
that the lower value refers to CP&L system capacity in 1997, while the 
higher value refers to total available resources (including purchases) 
in 1988. Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.11.2 B.l.d has been cor­
rected in the Errata to duplicate the capability value noted in Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3 E.1.a.3. See response to comment 
paragraphs 1 and 2 above concerning CP&L's plans for additional 
generating capacity. 

07510800335881 



Conment paragraph 4: . The 19,437 MW value cited in Volume IV, Appendix . 
14, Section 14.2.2.3 Ll.a.3 includes 1,000 HW for Bad Creek Pumped 
Storage Facility, 1,100 MW of refurbished coal-fired generation, 
1,650 MW of new combustion turbine generating capacity, and the full 
capacity of the two Catawba units, of which Duke owns 25 percent and 
currently purchases most of the remaining output. 

Comment paragraph 5: The total North Carolina excess reserves under the 
current resource plan fall short by a small amount of meeting the addi­
tional SSC load. The actions identified are those that CP&l and Duke 
plan for meeting any additional load requirements. Duke Power.Company 
has mothballed some units. The statement contained in the EIS concern­
ing 111<>thballed units refers to the joint capabilities of CP&l and Duke 
to meet the needs of the SSC. 

0752.02 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.9.2.2 and Table 4-30 summarize infor­
mation on the existing electric power utilities and their capabilities. 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.11.Z.B.1 provides more detailed 
information on this subject. 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.B.7 summarizes information on 
impacts to electric power utilities, and EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.2.2.3.E.l provides more detailed information on impacts. 

0752.03 

The number shown in the EIS Volume I, Chapter 1, Table 1-1 for miles of 
new power line to SSC substations is indeed "4." However, the comment 
does not quote Volume I, Chapter·3, p. 3-24 correctly, because the 
phrase "undistur9ed area of timber production •.. • is not being used. 
The estimate of 4 mi of new lines is based on material submitted by 
North Carolina, describing one possible scenario of power supply for the 
SSC. North Carolina alluded to a variety of potential power supply 
scenarios rather than proposing one. One specific alternative was· 
selected for EIS analysis purposes by the DOE. This data is an estimate 
based on what might be required by the SSC project. Regarding other 
matters raised in this comment, please note the following: It is Table 
3-3 that incorrectly identified lake Michie as the water source for the 
far cluster, not Table 3-4. This error has been corrected. The 
15,897-acre amount listed in Table 3-.5 was provided in the land acqui­
sition plan of the proposer and does not include acreages for utility 
easements outside of the areas that must be deeded to the DOE. 

0753.01 

The DOE is co111111itted to operating the SSC in compliance with applicable 
statutes and regulations. The EIS Volume I, Chapter 6 summarizes such 
requirements. A Regulatory Compliance Plan will be prepared by the DOE 
for the selected site prior to construction. 
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0753.02 

See Comment Response 627.01. 

0753.03 

Comments noted. 

0753 .04 

Comments noted. 

0753.05 

Comments noted. 

0754.01 

See Comment Responses 710.01 and 880.04. 

0754.02 

The number and density of domestic wells in North Carolina is quite high 
as noted in the comment. The number of wells estimated by the state to 
be within the SSC footprint in North Carolina was not reported accur­
ately in the DEIS. The state had provided well records which document 
112 we 11 s within 1 mi of the ring center1 ine and had a 1 so noted that 
wells have only been required to be registereij since 1959 and since that 
time perhaps only half or less of the wells drilled have been actually 
registered. Given the potential for unregistered wells and commenters 
input, it is assumed that in excess of 300 water wells may exist within 
the SSC footprint. However, only a small number of these may be 
directly affected by the project and required to be closed. The state 
estimates, based on field surveys, that only about 9 wells {the number 
reported in the DEIS) would be directly affected and required to be 
ciosed because of the SSC. See Comment Response 1390.07 for clarifica­
tion of criteria to assess number of wells closed and revisions to EIS. 

0754.03 

See Comment Response 749.03. 

0754.04 

Comment noted. 

07,54. 05 . 

See Comment Responses 13.02 and 710.0l. 

The DOE has determined that its proposed siting, construction and oper­
ation of the SSC is a "major Federal action having a potentially 
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significant effect on the quality of the human environment." This means 
that the DOE was obligated to prepare an EIS regardless of whether the 
states prepared any similar assessment. Information supplied by the 
proposer was only one source of infoi-mation used in the EIS. Data for 
the assessments included those which were publicly available from State 
agencies, peer-reviewed' journals, university reports, and other 
referenceable works. 

0754 06 

The wastewater generated at the SSC facilities wi 11 be treated and dis­
charged in compliance with proper NPDES permits and all applicable regu-
1 at ions. Enforcement and contingency pl ans wi 11 be produced for the 
selected site. As discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6.1, 
"it is DOE policy to ccmduct its operations in an environmentally safe 
and sound manner in campllance with the letter and spirit of applicable 
environmental statutes, regulations, and standards." The DOE's coTu~it­
ment to national environmental protection goals is discussed in 
Volume !, Chapter 6, Section 6.3. 

0754.07 

Regarding verification of data received from the State, see Comment 
Response 13.02. 

0755.0l 

The SSC is designed solely for the purpose of conducting fundamental 
research in high energy particle physics. While no other uses of the 
SSC, such as medical research, have been contemplated by the DOE, there 
may be future medic a 1 app 1 i cations or benefits from the research results 
of the SSC, as there has been with other accelerator research develop­
ments (see Volume I, Chapter 2). Radionuclide production for any use is 
not a function of the SSC. 

0755.02 

·The SSC is a high energy research machine and not an isotope production 
faci 1 ity. At this time there are no p 1 ans or designs for using the SSC 
for producing radioisotopes for medical or other purposes, and there are 
no plans or designs for using the SSC for medical treatment. However, 
whether or not the SSC is sited at Fermilab, there are plans to continue 
using the Fermilab Linac for medical treatment. While the DOE is not 
familiar with the one-page sheet of the "potential medical benefits of 
the collider," the EIS Volume I, Chapter- 2 describes the results of 
accelerator technology discoveries and their impacts on medical 
diagnosis and treatment. For example, the Positron Electron Topography 
(PET) scans and magnetic resonance imaging, as well as certain medical 
(accelerator) produced isotopes, are but a few products of high 
energy/physics research. 
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0755.03 

See Comment Response 755.01. 

0756.01 

No response required. 

0757.01 

Durham, Granville, and Person Counties is the Region of Influence (ROI) 
used as a farmland inventory when comparing the prime and important farm-
1 and permanently converted by the SSC project. See Comment Response 
707.04 for information on prime farmland acreage estimates. See Cor:m1ent 
Response 1"13.25 for a discussfon of land acquisition concerns. 

0758.01 

See Commcnt
4

Response 1514.05. 

0758.02 

The cited statement from EIS 'fo1ume 1, Section 5.3.2 refers to growth in 
the North Carolina Region of Influence as a whole and not specifically 
to northern Durham County. ~s cut lined in more detail in Volume IV, 
'Appendix 5, Section 5.5.11.l.B, the North Carolina Region of Influence 
is projected to grow at an annual rate of 1.2 percent throu9hout the 
1980's, slowing to 1.1 percent in the 1990's. The reported overcrowding 
of public schools in northern Durham County is an existing condition 
that would affect county residents with or w·ithout development of the 
SSC in Horth Caro 1i na. 

0758.03 

The current rapid growth being experi;;nced by Durham City and Coi.nty has 
h<,en note<l in tile EIS in the discussion of the affected environments at 
the site alternatives in Volume I\/, Appendh 5, Section 5.5.11. 

0759.01 

The SSC will be constructed and operated using the most recent tech­
nology (see EI5 Volume I, Chapter 2). The alternative of delaying the 
construction of this project is assessed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.2.4.3. 

0760.01 

Comment noted. 

0751.01 

Co111!lents noted. 
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0762.01 

See Comment Response 880.04. See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.5 for recognition of the impacts on affected individuals of the 
relocation of the referenced cemetery. When a site has been selected, 
the site-specific design will determine the exact location of the ring 
and its surface facilities. Attempts will be made to avoid or minimize 
impacts to features such as cemeteries. For the selected site, a Sup­
plemental EIS will be prepared to evaluate specific impacts in more 
detail. 

0763.01 

The qualitative evaluations in the EIS are considered adequate for com­
paring the candidate sites, and -- after consideration of the comments 
on the EIS -- to provide the basis for site selection. More detailed, 
quantitative analyses of water quality would be performed for the se­
lected site in order to better define site-specific impacts of the SSC. 
The results of these investigations will be published as part of the 
Supplemental EIS. 

0763.02 

The potential environmental impacts of constructing and operating an SSC · 
at the proposed North Carolina site were evaluated by the DOE on the 
basis of information provided by the State, supplemented by additional 
information available to the DOE, and documented in the EIS. T~is 
information is suffic~ent for comparing and evaluating the candidate 
sites. More detailed evaluation of potential impacts and specific miti­
gative measures, including .the water quality issues, will be made for 
the selected site and will be documented in a Supplemental EIS that will 
be provided to the public for review and comment prior to commencement 
of any SSC construction. 

0764.01 

There is a misunderstanding. The schedule of normal annual operation 
given in Volume IV, Appendix 1, p. 36 shows that 110 days are for 
"machine and detector maintenance and modification." This time will be 
used to prepare the machine and detectors for the next set of experi­
ments. This preparation is a necessary part of the experimental pro­
gram. Routine maintenance repairs will also be conducted during this 
period. 

0765.01 

See Comment Response 1390.07. 

0765.02 

See~Comment Response 13.02. 
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0765.03 

The data provided have been considered, along with other data sources, 
in revising the estimate of the number of wells within the SSC footprint 
at the North Carolina site. See Comment Responses 720.01 and 1390.07. 

0766.01 

No response required. 

0767.01 

See Comment Response 13.02. The proposed North Carolina site met the 
qualifications criteria and was forwarded by the DOE (along with the 
other qualified sites) to the NAS/NAE for a detailed evaluation. As a 
result of the evaluation, the NAS/NAE provided to the DOE a recommended 
list of the best qualified sites which included the proposed North 
Carolina site. The DOE subsequently accepted the NAS/NAE recommendation 
and announced the best qua 1 ifi ed 1i st of sites. See EIS Volume II I, 
Chapters I and 2. 

0768.01 

Comments noted. 

0769.01 

Comment noted. 

0769.02 

In response to the conunent, the Final EIS has been revised to include an 
expanded and updated discussion of the no-action alternative,(see Volume 
I, Chapter 3, Section 3.3) and Programmatic Alternatives, including the 
potential use of other facilities (see Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 
3.2.4.1). 

The recent Congressional Budget Office (CBO) report, "Risks and Benefits 
of Building the Superconducting Super Collider,• proposed to evaluate 
the DOE's total project cost estimate of $4.+ billion in two ways: by 
an examination of large-scale component costs (called "technical analy­
sis" in the report} and by comparison with other recent DOE accelerator 
projects. The component cost examination essentially confirms the 
Department's cost estimate. The lower bound derived by CBO for the SSC 
costs is within the Department's stated uncertainty (IO percent) of 
costs for the project, while the upper bound is only 6 percent higher 
than the Department's upper estimates. 

The second procedure used by CBO is simplistic: the mean of the average 
cost overruns for the four most recent accelerator projects is applied 
as a contingency to the SSC. Two of these projects came it at· cost; by 
CBO's numbers, one increased about 60 percent, while the fourth more 
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than doubled its initial estimate. Thus, the "average" increase pre­
dicted by the CBO for the SSC comes to a rather large factor of 
46 percent. 

However, the three machines built previous to the four selected all came 
in at or be 1 ow cost. The choice to exclude these devices from the ca 1-
cul at ion is arbitrary and unexplained. More importantly, two of these 
three, Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory (Fermilab) and Stanford 
Linear Accelerator Center (SLAC), probably provide the best analogies to 
th2 SSC, since they were also built from the ground up. Like the SSC, 
SLAC and Fermilab use previously tested methods, and achieved increases 
in scale over then-existing machines comparable to SSC's increase over 
Fermilab. They are the best analogies available. 

Two other points in the cost analysis are worth mentioning. 

First, there are no hidden costs for detectors or further detector 
deve 1 opment, as the report suggests. The project contains an exce 11 ent 
ccl'lplement of detectors for the currently planned operations. Later, as 
physics results are followed up and new experimental ideas considered, 
new detectors may be proposed. The additional detector costs cited by 
the report are not requirements of the basic project, but rather a 
long-term list of possible future detector candidates developed by the 
Central Design Group. 

Second, the Department's estimates do not include offsetting costs from 
non-Federal sources such as foreign or state contributions. The lan­
guage of the report (page xii) suggests that $1.8 billion from non­
Federa 1 sources wil 1 be necessary to meet the Department's cost est i -
mate, which is not true. Any such contributions will lower the Federal 
cost. 

The comment mentions that the cost of building the SSC could be 
$9 billion. The factors entering the $9 billion figure are not known 
and can only be explained by adding inflation and many years of oper­
ating cost to the original construction cost. 

The construction and operations of a frontier research device such as 
the SSC is benefitt i ng the nation in three major ways . . 
1. The scientific discoveries made possible by the SSC are indeed the 

base from which future generations will develop their technologies. 
As a consequence.of experimental research discoveries, new expla­
nations and theories, such as quantum mechanics, are developed and 
become part of the arsenal of tools for technological evolutions. 
It has been estimated that the discovery of the proton, the elec­
tron, and the neutron are responsible for one-third of the GNP 
today. 

2. The stringent requi renients of some SSC components wi 11 enhance the 
manufacturing base of the industries involved. Areas of likely 
further improvements include vacuum welding, precision machining, 
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superconducting cable manufacturing, tubing fabrication, and 
assembly techniques. Supporting foreign facilities enhances their 
manufacturing capabilities. 

3. High energy physics has consistently attracted some of the best 
minds in our country. l\s a result, many of the recent Nobel pri.zes 
have been awarded again to high energy physicists (e.g., 1988, 
Lederman, Schwartz, and Steinberger). This striving for excellence 
has a direct impact on our higher education as well as inspiration 
to our youth and our nation throughout the spectrum of disciplines. 

Implement'lng the no-action alternative warrants further discussion here. 
In the CBO report, potential alternatives to building the SSC are dis­
cussed at great length. The report suggests two options: America could 
join the European Center for tluclear Research (CERN) to build a large 
hadron collider (UIC), or it could build an electron-positron linear 
coll ider. 

There are good r·easons to pursue- R&O on an electron-positron 1 inear 
collider because electron-positron collisions are very effective in . 
particle physics due to their point- like structure. The technology and 
the cost of an electron collider competing with the SSC cannot be eval­
uated for at least another 5~10 years. Hence, a cost and risk compari­
son at this time lacks the scientific technological basis. 

There are serious studies under way at CERN to also utilize their 26 km 
tunnel under construction for the large Electron Project (LEP) to in­
clude a future hadron collider (LHC). LEP is-scheduled to start opera­
tion in summer of 1989 at an energy level of 0.1 TeV. The next priority 
for CERN is the upgrade of LEP to double its energy. 

It is important to recognize that even under optimistic assumptions, 
less than one half the energy can be reached with a hadron collider UIC 
in the LEP tunnel. Also, in order to utilize the LEP tunnel a very 
ingenuous but difficult magnet design has been proposed. · 

I. The magnetic strength has to be pushed beyond the state of the art; 
more than one and one half times the SSC guidefield is under 
discussion. · 

2. To conserve space in the already utilized tunnel, the two typical 
magnets of the SSC with one aperture each have to be merged int11a 
single magnet with two apertures. 

To date a couple of short models of this two in one magnet ·exist, but 
none have reached desired performance, hence possibly requiring many 
years of R&D. 

Furthermore, the LEP electron-positron and the LHC hadron program cannot 
operate simultaneously. .In the hypothetical LHC there are two inter­
action regions projected (vs 4 for SSC) which severely limits availabil­
ity of research opportunities. 
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Because of the conmitments of CERN to !.EP and LEP upgrade, the lHC could 
not be on a comparable ttme scale with the SSC unless very substantial 
additional resources are available from elsewhere, including the United 
States. Total costs for LHC are uncertain because of the early stage of 
magnet development. 

Therefore, in summary, the CBO report explains that the UIC is not an 
approved project, is technically riskier to build, would not be as 
scientifically capable as the SSC, and would leave America without a 
premiere lttgh energy physics facility, letting Europe receive all the 

_training and-economic benefits associated with such facilities . 
. 

The report's discussion of alternattves concludes by stating that 
• •.. tile SSC would be the most scientifically capable machine." 

0159.03 

As indicated in the EIS, the SSC may generate small amounts of mixed 
wastes (less than O.l ydl/yr), but the goal is to generate none of these 
wastes (see EIS Volume IV, Section 10. l. 3.1). If mixed wastes are 
generated on occasion, they will be managP.d, temporarily stored, and 
disposed in accordance with DOE Orders 5820.1 .and 5480.2 and RCRA 
requirements. For more information about mixed wastes, see Comment 
Response 524.06. 

Systems will be implemented to capture whatever small amounts of water 
that leak. into the tunnel. Tl\ts water will be retained and monitored 
for radioactivity. If not contam.inated, the water will be discarded as 
wastewater. If any radtoactivity ts found tn the water, it will be 
disposed of as low-level radtoactive waste (LLRW} (see EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 12, Section 12.2.3). 

Some SSC equipment. components, and other materials can be expected to 
become activated as a result of normal operations. lite volume of LLRW 
has been estimated at 8,.000 ft:. (see EIS Volume IV, Section 10.1.3.1, 
Table 10.1.3-15). A limited access and secured storage area for acti­
vated equipment and components awaiting disposal or reuse will be iden­
tified during ftnal design af tile SSC. Fermilab has a storage area 
where activated components are stored until disposed or reused. There· 
are no plans to permanently store or dispose mixed or low-level radia­
logical wastes at the SSC. 

0769.04 

The c011111ent raises a. concern about the environmental monitaring to be 
used to detect adverse effects of the SSC. Reviews of the anti.cipated 
operations of the SSC have already been conducted; bec.ause of the ex­
periences of Fermil ab and CERN, there is considerable confidence in 
understandirig the types of hazards that could exis.t at the new accel-

. erator. Two types of hazards could exist: chemical and physical 
(radiolog~cal ). 
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The ~hemicals .to be used at the SSC may include solvents, c'leaning or 
etch1ng solut1ons, etc., and have been used in other industrial and 
laboratory settings. Monitoring will be conducted in accordance with 
DOE orders as required for the implementation of industrial hygiene, 
medical surveillance, and oth~r programs and as required by environ­
mental regulations to prevent releases nf sub$tances to air, water, and 
soil. 

An environmental monitoring program for radiological hazards will be 
established prior to operations of the SSC. This program will be 
designed to detect, track, and assess impacts from any radiation or 
radioactive material released from the facilities. Environmental moni­
toring is capable of detecting levels lower than those that can be 
easily detected in-vitro in humans. Also, because the dose from exter­
nal radiation falls off rapidly with distance, the use of passive mcni­
toring devices such as TLDs (thermo-luminiscent dosimeters) cor.tinuously 
positioned at the site boundary will give a much more conservative 
number than individual off-site monitorings which are at a greater 
distance and not continuously present. A problem with individual off­
site monitoring is that very low levels of external radiation are masked 
by such factors as the increased radiation inside a residence from brick 
and concrete. The average annual dose equivalent to the exposed popula­
tion from building products is 7 mrem (National Council on Radiation 
Protection and Measurements, llCRP Report 93, Ionizing Rad·lation Exposure 
of the Population of the United States, Bethesda, MO, 1987). 

The environmental monitoring program envisioned for the SSC will be able 
to,f:letect radiation/radioactivity prior to impacts on the general 
public. Tile exposure to the general public from SSC operations is pro­
j:ected to be very small and masked by natural background. Therefore the 
SSC environmental monitoring program will utilize continuous monitoring 
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 C!>ntinuous monitoring at above-ground locations 
will be determined before the Management and Operations (M&O) contractor 
is permitted to initiate experiments with the collider. Prior to com­
mis$i!lni119 of the SSC, there w11l be a mandatory Operational Readiness 
Review (ORR). One of the topics to be addressed at the P.eview will be 
the plans for radiation monitoring in residential areas nl!ar the SSC. As 
indicated in Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.2.3, it is anticipated 
that there will be en•1ironmenta 1 monitoring of muons. Among the tech­
niqt•e.s to be employed for measur·ing radiation are high-pressure ·ic11iza­
t ion chambers or 1 arge volume, ambient-pressure ioni zat'ion chambers, 
thermoluminescent dosimeters, .and the use of mobile muon telescopes, 

Both on-site and off-site environmental monitoring for radiological 
hazards is currently conducted at Fermll ab. These data are avail ab'l e to 
the public in the annual envi ronmentai monitoring reports published by 
fermilab as require(j by OOE Order 5484.1. These reports do contain 
information regarding off-site environmental monitoring results based on 
analyses of the following samples: surface water, soil, and vegetation 
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(Baker, s .• Site Envtronmental Report for Calendar Ye:ir 1981., FERMILAB 
88/40, Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory, Batavia, Illinois, May 
1988). 

The comment also expresses another concern about the radiation exposures 
that. may occur from muons and the extent to which features of the earth 
or the slope of the tunnels have been considered in the health assess­
ments. These factors have been considered. The EIS addresses the poten­
t i a 1 for expasure act the ground surface in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.6.2 a.nd in Volume IV, Appendfx 12, Section 12.Z.l.l, in which_ radia­
tion doses were estimated for the maximum annual radiation exposure to 
an individua.l under the worst concehable conditions under normal opera­
tions. Exposures range from 0.008 to 7.0 mrem/yr at the proposed sites. 
This level of exposure was attributed to muons, if the person were lo­
cated continuously underground on tile same plane as the tunnel. Such an 
occurrence is extremely unlikely, but this approach was taken for as­
sessing exposure as a worst-case situation. A check has been made of 
the topography in the interaction regions and beam absorber areas to 
determine whether there might be topographical depressions that would 
bri 11g the surface be low tunnel depth, and ft was found that there are 
none (Volume I, Chapter s. Section S. 1.6.2). The DOE has determined 
that an individual could not reacn tunnel depth without digging or ex­
cavatinq to th.it depth. As shown in Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.l.6-1, 
calculated exposures to the maximally exposed individual on the ground 
surface at any o.f the proposed sttes would be no more than 0.004 mrem/yr 
under normal operations. This level would be attribttted to airborne 
exposure to activation products during the venting of the tunnel and 
would require continuous expasure at that location for a year (Volume i, 
Chapter 5, Table 5.6.1-2). Th ts level i's a small fraction (less than 
l/lOOOth) of the natural background radiation levels and is well within 
the current DOE guideline of 100 mrem/yr {Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 
6.3.2), wl'lkh is applicable to a maximally exposed individual tltat could 
be affected by DOE activities. 

0769.0S 

Comments nroted. 

0770.01 

Comments noted. 

0771.01 

Comment noted. 

0771.02 

The environmental consequences of the SSC and the proposed mitigative 
measures have been addressed in tlle EIS. Volume l, Chapter 5 includes 
an evaluation of four types of tmpacts on water resources: runoff and; 
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erosion, floodplains and flood risk, water quality, and water use. 
Additionally, detailed water resources assessments for each site 
alternative are provided in Volume IV, Appendix 7. 

While the proposed SSC in North Carolina does cross several drainages, 
most of it would be constructed underground using tunneling methods that 
would have no direct lmpacts on surface features. However, construction 
of the injector and booster tunnel complex would involve about 6.5 mi of 
cut-and-fill-operations which cress Knap of Reeds Creek three times and 
tributaries four times. Each crossing would require some form of tem­
porary channel diversion. By employing the proper protection measures, 
the residual impacts from these drainage modifications should be negli-· 
gib1e. No other facilities around the ring should require drainage 
pattern modification during construction. See Volume lY, Appendix 7, 
Section 7.1.3.5. 

Surface disturbances from construction (SSC facilities, roadways, util­
ities, etc.) could cause measurable increases in surface erosion and 
sediment transport to limited reaches of the affected channels. How­
ever, standard mitigative practices (sedi•ent basin and trap systems) 
would be effective in reducing these illljlacts to negligible le·1els. See 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5. 

Impacts from spoils disposal sites include potential for erosion and 
sediment transport offsite. These impacts would only be noticed along 
short reaches of channel immediately downstream from disposal piies, and 
would be short term, lasting only until vegetation could stabilize the 
~urfaces. No potential for leaching of deleterious materials from 
spoils has been identified in North Carolina. Spoils may be sold or 
9i~e11 to local aggrE9ate pro.:!ucers, in which case the potential impacts 
from 011-site disposal wou'ld be significantly reduced or el imir.ated {see 
lfo I ume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7. l. 3 .5). 

Wastewater generated by the SSC will be routed to existing wastewater 
tri~atment faci1 Hies which currently have adequate avail ab.le capacity or 
pla:1 expansions to meet additional requirements. Any additions to, or 
inn·eases in, treated wastewater discharges must .be authorized through 
th!! Haticnal Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES} permitting 
system. 

EIS Volwr.e I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 contains a summary of mitigative 
measures to which the DOE is CO!lllllitted or plans to develop at the 
appropriate stage of project design. 

0771.03 

Tile SSC project wH 1 not use four ti111es the aar.ount of water \lhich all of 
Durham City and Durham county would use in 1996, as claimed in this 
comment. SSC water needs, which have been refined since the publication 
of the EIS, are listed in Volume IV, Appendix 7. Table 7-1 lists the 
on-site water needs as an average for all candidate sites, and Table 7-6 
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lists the off-site water needs resulting from projected SSC-caused popu­
lation increases specifically for the vicinity of the proposed North 
Carolina site. During the seven years of SSC construction, the on-site 
water needs will average about 30 gal/min (50 acre-ft/yr) while the 
off-site water needs by the estimated population increase will average 
about 855 gal/min (1,430 acre-ft/yr). During SSC operations, the 
on-site water needs will average about 1,350 gal/min (2,175 acre-ft/yr), 
while the off-site water needs will average about 865 gal/min (l,395 
acre-ft/yr); thus, the combined on-site and off-site water needs for the 
proposed North Carolina site will average about 2,215 gal/min (3,570 
acre-ft/yr) during SSC operations. 

The EIS identifies the known water use in the vicinity of the proposed 
North Carolina SSC site in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sections 5.5.2.1 and 
5.5.2.2. The proposed water supply for the SSC project is Lake Butner 
for the campus and injector complex and near cluster half of the ring, 
and Mayo Reservoir for the far cluster half of the ring. Lake Butner 
has a current safe yield of about 10,000 acre-ft/yr and an available 
excess of 8,400 acre-ft/yr. Mayo Reservoir has a current safe yield of 
over 22,000 acre-ft/yr, and an available excess of 5,600 acre-ft/yr. 
Known Durham residential surface water use is listed in Table 5.5.2-4 
and totals about 21,750 acre-ft/yr and is expected to grow to 44,750 
acre-ft/yr. The estimated increase in water use for Durham City is 
expected to be handled by Lake Michie and the recently completed Little 
River reservoir. 

Thus, the projected water needs of the SSC during operation would be 
16.5 percent of current Durham City surface water use, and 8.0 percent 
of projected water use. The average annual water needs of the SSC 
during the construction period would be 6.6 percent of current Durham 
City water use, and 3.2 percent of projected water use in Durham City. 
These water use figures as percentages of the entire county's water use 
would be much smaller. 

For the assessment of potential SSC water use impacts, see the EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.5 and 7.2.3.5. 

0771.04 

Impacts from highways that were proposed by North Carolina which would 
provide access to the SSC are addressed in a number of locations in the 
EIS. Impacts on floodplains and surface water drainage courses are 
addressed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.2.E and Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5.C. Impacts on wetlands are addressed in 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.E and Volume IV, Appendix 11, 
Section 11.3.5.3.A. Impacts on existing traffic patterns and the 
potential for inducing growth are addressed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.8.6.A and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.E. 
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It is stated in the EIS {Volume .I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.9.LA and 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.12.l) that although intensive surveys 
have not been completed, it is likely that previously unrecorded cul­
tural resource sites would be identified. 

As noted in Volume I of the EIS, the OOE recognizes that a more detailed 
review will be required under NEPA prior to a final decision on the con­
struction and operation of the proposed SSC at the selected site. This 
more detailed review will be provided In the supplement to the EIS. 
Mitigation strategies will also be described in greater detail in. the 
Supplemental EIS. 

0771.05 

Secondary and cU111Ulative environmental effects of the SSC project are 
specifically addressed in each technical area to which they apply in the 
EIS. In addition, Volwne I, Chapter 3, Section 3.5 sulll!larizes cumula­
tive impacts by resource area impacted. Effects of the SSC on water 
quality and water supplies are specifically addressed in Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2. For example, water supply, especially surface 
water supply, would be slightly impacted. Water quality would be im­
pacted only if sedimentation occurred during construction. Mitigation 
measures would be implemented to minimize the probability of sedimen­
tation (see Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). 

07.72.01 

Comment noted. 

0772.02 

See Comment Response 13.02 concerning the use of data in the EIS. 

See Comment Response 1513.03 concerning U.S. Route 501 and the railroad 
that ·generally follow the alignment of the collider ring. 

The· natural gas pipeline crosses the site from the northwest to the 
southeast passing thro1J9h the northeast corner of area B as shown in EIS 
Volume Pl, Appendix 1, Figure 1.2.5-4. 

0772.03 

See Comment Responses 710.0l and 1390.07, third paragraph. 

0772 .04 

The DOE believes that this EIS has been prepared in a manner consistent 
with Council on Environmental Quality regulations and DOE guidelines, 
and is adequate to support a site selection decision. 
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0772. 05 

The economic analysis presented in the EIS was performed independently, 
and did not incorporate results from studies conducted by the State of 
North Carolina (cited in comment). At this stage in the environmental 
analysis process, a standardized approach, applied equally to all po- · 
tential sites is the most fair and objective methodology. The economic 
analysis presented in the EIS 1s conducted as an integral part of the 
larger socioeconomic study of anticipated impacts due to the SSC, which 
employed numerous calculations (e.g., population projections, antici­
pated in-migration) unique to the EIS itself. The EIS analysis of the 
public finance impacts of the SSC on the State of North Carolina, and 
the primary impact counties of Durham, Granville, and Person, are pre­
sented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.D. Maximum annual 
increased revenue for the state would peak in 1992 at ~15.2 million 
{during the peak construction year), and would level off at $8.4 million 
by 2000 (during full operation). Net cumulative fiscal impacts for 
local jurisdictions in the three primary impact counties wo·uld be nega­
tive during the first three years of construction, and positive 
thereafter. 

0772. 06 

Comment noted. 

0773.01 

Comment noted. 

0773. 02 

Comment noted. 

0773. 03 

Potent i a 1 impacts of the SSC project on surface water quality may result 
from surface erosion, channel erosion, pollutant washoff, dewatering the 
tunnel, and increased wastewater treatment plant effluent. EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5.F presents an assessment of the potential 
impacts and mitigative measures. Potential impacts on groundwater may 
result from surface and subsurface construction, disposal of wastewater 
from tunnel and shaft dewatering, and leaching of spoils. EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.2.3.5.A.4 and 7.2.3.5.B.2 assess the poten­
tial impact on groundwater quality and present possible mitigative 
measures (see also Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 concerning 
mitigation). 

Radiation impacts associated with SSC operations are addressed in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 12, Sections 12.3 and 12.4. All of these factors 
have been considered in the selection of the site. EIS Volume III 
describes the site selection process. 
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0773.04 

See Comment Response 1278 .. 11. 

0773 .05 

The DOE agrees that maintaining high standards for air and water quality 
are important. Construction and operations of the SSC will be done in 
such a way that all air and water quality standards are met. Impacts to 
air quality have been assessed in US Volume IV, Appendix 8, and impacts 
to water resources in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.5 and 
7.2.3.5. 

077 3. 06 

Comment noted. 

0773 .07 

See Comment Response 773.03. 

0773.08 

The SSC could have some detrimental impacts on some individuals while 
benefitting directly those that work on the project. Also, certain 
subgroups may be affected more negatively while others may benefit to a 
greater extent. Typically, individuals displaced by a project and those 
on fixed incomes suffer greater impacts than other subgroups. 

Information on the numbers of new jobs directly related to the construe 
tion and operations of the SSC as well as the number of secondary jobs 
created by the expenditures of earnings by the direct workers p·lus 
project-related purchases of goods and services are discussed in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.A. 

0773.09 

Comment noted. 

0774.01 

Comment noted. 

0775. 01 

Comments noted. 

0777.01 

The comment cites that some jobs at Fermilab have base pay of $6 - $7 
per hour and many technical jobs there pay about $25,000 annually. 
However, the average earnings (in 1988 dollars) per direct SSC job in 
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the Horth Carolina Region of Influence (ROI) were estimated at $40,.525 
between 1989 and 1996 and $31,741 in the year 2000. The comment also 
cites that there are no "spin off industries". created at Fermilab. 
Within the context of the EIS economic analysis, true "spin off indus­
tries" (industries based upon technological advances made at the facil­
ity) are not considered. However, it does estimate secondary economic 
impacts, .based on the most recent input-output multipHers for the North 
Carolina ROI ( EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section .14.l.3.5.A). These 
multipliers reflect the interaction between eitisting industr1es within 
the regioll. 

With regard to the likelihood that existing ROI residents would not 
obtain jobs created.by the SSC facility, although .Jt is true that some 
of. the SSC construction and operation jobs require skills that would 
preclude local residents from obtaining the work, only those jobs that 
could be obtained by local residents were· included in the EIS socio­
economic assessment. Of these, it is expected that slightly less than 
half (4,600) actually would be filled by local residents during the peak 
construction year in 1992, as well as during the first year of full 
operation (2,900 jobs) in 2000 (EIS Volume IV, Appendicx 14, Section 
14.l.3.5.A). Moreover, in-migration into the North Carolina ROI is not 
projected to be relatively high due to the absence of workers with 
necessary skills -- as noted in the comment -- but due to low unemploy­
ment rates in the area coupled with the presence of a relatlvely small 
existing labor force. 

The commenter's. assertion that the North Carolina ROI would have the 
greatest amount oJ in-migration (as indicated by the greatest housing 
requirements} of the seven site alternatives is correct for the con­
structicm period. However, the Tennessee site alternative was prnjected 
to experience slightly greater in-migration during operatton fsee EIS 
Volume l, Chapter 5, Table. 5.1.S.2}. 

Anticipated SSC-related housing i.mpacts in th~ !'forth Carolina ,ROI, and 
the primary impact counties of Durham, Granville, and Person, are pre­
sented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.B. Increased 
housing demand in Durham County would produce a noticeable impact. SSC­
related traffic impacts in the North Carolina ROI, including Durham 
County, are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.E 
in terms of current and expected future (SSC) levels of service. As the 
traffi"c analysis indicates, few of the roads examined currently have an 
unacceptable level of service rating ("O" or below), and impacts due to 
the SSC would be relatively slight in terms of decreasing these ratings 
further. 

0777. 02 

Employment opportunities are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, · 
Section 14.1.3.5.A •. Prime farmland acreages have been .updated since the 
publlcatlon of the OEIS. See Comment Response 707 .04 .. 
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0777.03 

SSC-related employment impacts, including both direct and indirect/ 
induced jobs, would peak at about 0.9 percent of projected baseline 
employment in the region. That is nine-tenths of one percent, not nine 
percent as stated in the comment. This is discussed in the EIS Volume 
I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8. However, it is true that the SSC-related 
impact on North Carolina employment is greater than that projected for 
the other six proposed locations of the facility. 

0777 .04 

SSC jobs will b? produced for only some people directly affected by the 
project. The SSC will affect some people negatively while benefitting 
directly those that work on the project and those that gain secondary 
employment from the proj2ct. Typically, as large projects start '"'!'· 
unemployment goes down while labor force participation rates go up. 
Relocation services are also provided to assist businesses and to miti­
gate impacts on local area employment (see Volume IV, Appendix 14). 

0778.01 

Comment noted. 

0780.01 

The EIS analyses are based on the a.~sumption that 100 percent of the 
53-mi coll ider ring in Horth Carolina will be excavated by means of 
tunnel boring machines. This is reflected in statements in numerous 
locations in the EIS, including Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.4.5; 
)lolume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.1.4; and Volume IV, Appendix l, Section 
1.2.5.l; etc. 

With regard to excavat·ion of the experimental halls and of the injector 
facilities, see Comment Response 716.07. 

0780.02 

The statement that only three states will use und<,rground construction 
in incorrect. All seven states plan to use underground construction 
techniques (including TBM construction of the tunnels) with some com­
bination of the cut and cover method, depending on the state. EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 6, Section 6.3. 

The North Carolina site has two underground interaction halls and two 
cut and cover halls. The Michigan site also has two halls by each tech­
nique. The Tennessee site has all four halls located in underground 
caverns. 
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0781. 01 

Geology and tunneling, regional resources, environment, setting, 
regional conditions,. and utlli:ties ("including existing and projected 
water supplies and sewage .treatment capadties) were considered during 
proposal evaluation leading to tile Best Qualified List and will be con­
sidered in site selection. See EIS Volume Ill, Chapter 1, Sectfon l.l. 

0782.01 

Comment noted. 

0783.01 

Comm;mt noted. 

0783.02 

See Comment Respouse 715 .. 01. 

0783.03 

See Comment Response 715.02 and 715.03. 

The estimated SSC-related emissions of 07.une precursors {volatile or­
ganic compounds (VOCs) and nitrogen oxides (NOx)}, and carbon monoxide 
(COj in Nortf'I Carolina are in fact insignificant when compared to the 
existing host co11.ntyw·ide emissions of these pollutants. For example, 
the projected SSC-re lated emi ss"ions of hydrocarbons (only a port ion of 
whi.ch are VOCs), NOx and CO during. construction are 0.41 percent, 0.58 
percent and 1.33 perce11t respectively.of the correspondtng existing 
emiss.ions of Durham, Granville and Person Counties lusing the refor­
matted tables). All of these emissions occur only during construction 
and most of them are from mobile sources. During ope rat ion these i,ncre­
ments are projected to be less than 0.5 percent of existing levels. 
Therefore, SSC-related ozone precursor emissions should hav.e 1 ittle, if 
any, impact on the ozone and/or CO attainment status in Durham and 
Granville Counties. 

0783.04 

The EIS shows the NOx impact referenced; the resulting air quality is 
st i l1 within the AAQS. TSP and PM10 emi.ssfons !rave beer!' reduced. The 
referenced operations emissions are correct. Pl ease see Comment 
Response 715.04 for a dfacussion of these last two ptJirlts. 

0783.0!> 

See Comment Response 715.05; 
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0784.01 

Comment noted. 

0784.02 

Until the DOE agrees to a final design of the SSC, the exact location, 
site, and configuration of service area cooling t!>wers and other SSC 
facilities will n!>t be known. The conceptual service area design used 
in the EIS represents a reasonably accurate picture !>f c!>nditions likely 
to occur if the site is selected for the SSC (see EIS Volume IV, Appen·· 
dix 16, Section 16.2.l}. Visual impacts uf service areas and other SSC 
facilities wi 11 be addressed in more detail for the se 1 ected site in the 
Supplemental EIS after additional design work is completed. 

During final design, mitigation measures such as retention of forested 
buffer areas would be among those that should be considered. At that 
time, the retention of trees could be required. Should trees presently 
screening facility sites from view be removed, there could be poten­
tially significant visual impacts, depending on the specific sites 
affected. 

Planting large trees through the use of a tr·ee spade has been done 
successfully in North Carolina, according to Phillip J. Hinton, Archi­
tectural Section Engineer for the North Carolina Department of Trans­
portation. Trees large enough to conceal an E site facility during and 
after C!>nstruction could readily be planted using a tree spade. Even 
the larger service areas during and after construction might be screened 
from close-in views, because the closer the observer is, the smaller the 
trees needed to block views. For example, a hedge six feet tall a few 
feet away would screen a two-story building if the building were set 
back sufficiently from the viewer. 

0784.03 

No above-ground facilities for the buried beam zone access areas, Jl 
through J6, have been identified at this time; Therefore, no visual 
impacts are anticipated. 

There are three structures related to each beam absorber (LI and L2). 
The first two consist of a cooling tower and a small one-story building, 
which is a service building for the abort kicker magnet system and the 
rf acceleration system. The third is another cooling tower. Their 
location is described in the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 1, Figure 1.1-4. 
The first two are located t!>gether directly over the intersection of the 
beam extraction Hne and the coll ider ring. (The two for the other 
absorbe.rs are 1 ocated directly over the intersect ion~ of the other beam 
extracti!>n line and the collider ring.) This puts them approximately 
6,000 ft from their respective beam absorbers and rather close to the 
high energy booster, which is in the injector complex. The third struc­
ture (coo 1 i ng tower) is located very near each beam absorber. The 
description of beam absorbers in Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 16.3 
has been corrected in the Errata accordingly. 

075108003358821 
225-775 - 88 - 3 (!look 20) 



Due to the proximity of the ·injector complex and because the service 
buildings and all of the cooling towers would be small, these buildings 
and towers would be relatively unnoticeable. They would not be expected 
to visually impact their surroundings, Also, these towers and buildings 
would be sited in fee simple lands. Here, residents would be relocater' 
and sensitivity would be low. 

Other facilities that would be sited in fee simple areas, such as those 
in campus area A and the near and far clusters, are not addressed, as 
residents in these areas would be relocated. 

07!14. 04 

The number of water wells in North Carolina that may have to be closed 
due to construction and operation of the SSC was not consistently 
presented in the DEIS. The State esti111ates that only nine wells within 
the SSC footprint will be directly affected and required to be abandoned 
because of the project. It is correct that a significantly greater 
number of wells exist within the SSC footprint but are at a sufficient 
or safe distance from planned SSC facilities. See Convnent Response 
1390.07. 

0785.01 

Water supply and sewage treatment issues related to SSC construction 
and operations at· the North Carolina ·site are addressed briefly in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2 and additionally in Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Sec.t ion 7. I.3. 5 (water supply) and Appendix 10, Section 
10.3.3.1 (sewage). 

0786.01 

Should North Carolina be selected, the impacts of construction on water­
sheds will be assessed in more detail in the Supplemental EIS. 

0786.02 

See Comment Response 708.03. 

0786.03 

The actual mileages for roadwork at the North Carolina site have been 
estimated in the EIS as 39 mi of new roads and 10 mi of road upgrading. 
The State has proposed this roadwork at no expense to the DOE. . . . 

0786.04 

Capabilities of utilities that would be affected if the North Caroli nil 
site were selected are addressed Hi HIS Vollillle I, Chapter 4; Section 
4.9.2.2, Table 4-30, and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3.E.1 
Also see Comment Response 732.07. 
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0786.05 

Ut··:1iz.at.1un Of existir!g se·11a9e tr-eatinent p~l.r1.nt:s· ir: Durham and other 
mun'ic1pa1·ft·ies. is only o_n:e of the alternatiVf'$ f..Or.$lde1~ed in the EIS. 
If treatment capacities of existing plants are not adequate to support 
the SSC, package treatment plants could be installed .. further deta.iled 
discussion of available alternatives is presented in Velum~ IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7. l.3.5. f. 

0786.06 

Comments noted. 

0788.01 

The C{)lllpletion of little River Reservoir is addressed in the assessment 
of water supply for the proposed North Carolina SSC project area. See 
revised Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.4 and Volume IV, Appe;idix 7, 
Section 7.1.3.5.G. 

See also revised EIS Volume I, Tables 1-1, 3-3, arid 3-7 and Secti1ms 
3.7.3 and 5.2.3; Vofome IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.2.1.C corrections in 
the Errata. 

For this EIS, it is ass<Jilied that cutcand-cover methods will be used for 
the. injector at each of the seven sites. At the selected site, based on 
site conditions and detailed field studies, the construction method may 
be modified. This will be analyzed in the Supplemental EIS prepared for 
the selected site. 

0788.02 

The EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.7.2 and Volume IV, Appendix 13, 
Section 13.2.4 substantiate the commenter's observation that: the SS.C 
project will result in less prime farmland conversion than the annual 
average loss t>f farmland caused by other development.' 

Noise and scenic and visual impact assessments are provided in Volume 
IV, Appendices 9 and 16, respectively. Mitigation measures are 
recommended as part of each assessment. 

Spoils disposal are addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
· 10.2.3.5. In it, North Car0lina proposed to either dispose of the 
material at a variety of locations or sell or donate the excavated 
materials to local producers of aggregate. , 

Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.l.3.5 address land use impacts. In 
it, Table 13-5 lists impacts according to major facility type. ·Certain 
SSC facilities would indeed -produce major degrees of difference in land 
use/zoning. In add.ition; SSC project development is likely to be a 
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major source of growth at the northern fringes of Durham and the 
attendant Research Triangle Park area (see Volume IV, Appendix 13, 
Section 13.1.4.E). 

The scale of the SSC project is larger than several Durham area mixed 
use planned developments. For example, the State proposer group planned 
to acquire 15,897 acres for the SSC project. This is more than three 
times larger than the 5,172-acre Treyburn project and roughly 2.5 times 
larger than the 6,200-acre Research Triangle Park. Nevertheless, SSC 
impacts will be different and probably less than either of the other two 
projects, given the more dispersed nature of the project. See Volume I 
Chapter 5, Section 5.4 for a discussion of the project's unavoidable 
adverse impacts. 

Air qua 1 ity impacts. of the SSC are discussed in Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.3 and in Volume IV, Appendix 8. Also, Volume I, Chapter 6, 
Section 6.2.5 acknowledges the DOE commitment to comply with the Clean 
Air Act. 

Regional resources such as the universities, hos pi ta·1 s, and the Research 
Triangle Park were considered during the proposal evaluation leading to 
the Best Qualified List. See also ·comment Response 816.01. 

0789. 01 

Comment noted. 

0789.02 

See Comment Response 1259.02. 

0789.03 

-See Comment Response 1259.02. 

0789.04 

The proposed site for the SSC in North Carolina was chosen by the State 
of North Carolina in response to DOE's Invitation for Site Proposals. 

··The DOE requested information and data necessary for a site selection 
consistent with the req11irements of the ISP. 

Questions concerning the selection process for the North Carolina site 
and/or information available on site alternatives considered for the SSC 
in North Carolina should be directed to the appropriate State agency. 

Impacts of relocations are addressed in \/olume I, Chapter 5,_Section 
5.1.8 of the EIS • 

. 0789.05 

Comments noted. 
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0791.01 

Comment noted. 

0791.02 

Spin-off technologies cannot be guaranteed from any new basi.: research 
program. However, based on results of particle physics thus far (see 
Volume I, Chapter 2), it is likely that beneficial spin-offs will 
result. 

Discussion of the economic effects of the SSC, including annual esti­
mates of project-related increases in employment, earnings, and sales 
demand, is presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.A. 
With regard to SSC-related costs which would affect North Carolina, 
impacts on public finances for the three primary impact counties, as 
well as the ROI, are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.5.D. 

0791.03 . 

Analysis of alternative use of State public funds should be directed to 
the State of North Carolina. See Corirnent Response 520.06. 

0792.01 

The EIS was prepared by the DOE to address all seven site alterriatives, 
including the proposed site in North Carolina. The EI_S identifies and 
analyzes potential environmental impacts of constructing and operating 
the SSC at site alternatives and suggests possibilities for mitigation 
of adverse impacts {see Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). It is true 
that the SSC would be a scientific research project. 

0793.01 

Previous road proposals made by State and local governments were con­
sidered in this EIS to the extent that they were included in the 
proposal. It may be true that the State did include roads in· the 
proposal which were not prevtciusly on State and .local transportation 
plans specifically to met the requirements of the ISP. 

The roaa alignments proposed by Horth Carolina are general layouts.· 
Final design will be done after the SSC site is selected. Specific 
parcels affected would be ide.ntified during final site design. 

In regard to the comment about land acquisition, see Comment Response 
710.01. 

The cormnent quotes an incorrect road mileage number from the DEIS. In 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2, where the length of four- to sJx­
Jane rqadways in North Carolina is listed, the correct number has been 
changed t~· read .25.3 mi. 
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0794.01 

Various sources of information were used for the DEIS in addition to the 
State proposal. According to the information available to the DOE, water 
well depths ranging fro~ 67 to 500 ft. were reported in DEIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.2.2.2. The FEIS is revised to incorporate the 
range of well depths reported in this comment. See Comment Responses 
1505.02 and 1513.182 with respect to groundwater use and impacts, in­
cluding impacts to nearby water wells. The potential groundwater impacts 
at the proposed North Carolina site are described in Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Section 7.2.3.5. 

0795.01 

Comment noted. 

0796.01 

In N6rth Carolina's SSC proposal, the market value of private real prop­
erty that would be acquired by the State and transferred to Federal 
ownership was estimated at $22.8 mill ion. In Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Secti0n 5.1.S the EIS used estimates from each of the proposals, where 
avai'lable, to project the loss of property tax" revenue to local 
jurisdictions. 

Even if the figures provided by North Carolina do not accurately reflect 
market values and represent instead estimates of the assessed value (as 
the comment contends), the estimates of property tax losses presented in 
the EIS would not be affected. In Volume IV, Appendix 14, the EIS uses 
an assessed-to-market value ratio of 100 percent; in effect this means 
that the State's estimate is equivalent to the tax base, which is pre~ 
cisely the commenter's contention. If the actual market value of prop­
erty is greater than the value used in the EIS, and the assessed-to­
market value ratio is less than 100 percent, the amount that the .State 
must ·pay to acquire would be affected, but the amount of tax revenue 
that is lost by local governments in Durham County would not be af­
fected. Regardless of the market va 1 ue of property, it is the assessed 
value that represents the tax base. 

0796.02 

See Comment Response .13. 02. 

0797.01 

Comment noted. 

0797.02 

See Comment Response 1331.06. 
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0797.03 

The reference to the miles of new roads required for the SSC at this 
site is correct. The details of the proposed road improvement plan are 
described in Volume IV, Appendix 1, Section 1.2.5.B. 

0797.04 

See Comment Response 773.03. 

0797.05 

Comment noted. 

0797 .06 

See Comment Response 1510.05. 

0797.07 

Corr.ment noted. 

0797.08 

See Comment Response 1331.06. 

0798.01 

The DOE does not anticipate the use of restrict.ive easements on property 
where a stratified fee estate exists. The "rights and privileges" of 
affected residents under a stratified fee estate are discussed in Volume 
IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.2.1.2. ' 

There is no general Federal authority to mitigate land value impacts 
resulting from the proximity of the SSC facility. Questions concerning 
the proposer's authority to mifigate such impacts should be directed to 
the appropriate State agency (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 
4.3.2). 

0798.02 

See Comment Response 710.01. 

0798.03 

Comments concerning Fermilab development are noted. See Comment Responses 
312.05 and 710.01. The DOE believes it has allowed adequate time for 
negotiating for lands required. The selected state has responsibility 
for lands acquisition. North Carolina has certified that they have the 
authority to satisfy the requirements of the ISP. The State of North 
Carolina is responsible for the management of the proposal process . 

• 
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Questions about strategies and commitments of the proposer should be 
directed to the appropriate State aaencv. See Comment Resoonse 1126.05. 

0799.01 

Comment noted. 

0799.02 

The population distributions that emphasize Durham County, referred to 
in the comment, do not include workers currently living within the North 
Carolina Region of Influence (ROI). Only in-migrants from outside the 
region are considered in the EIS with regard to the distribution of 
population impacts associated with the SSC (as reported in Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Table 14.1.3.5-6). The resulting distribution of these 
in-migrants, in turn, i.s used to examine impacts to housing, public 
services, and public finance. 

Estimates regarding the residences of workers already living in the ROI 
are used solely to estimate the distribution of positive fiscal impacts 
associated with earnings derived from SSC jobs. The basis for making 
these estimates is discussed in the EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.8. If these estimates are too large for Durham County and too small 
for Wake County, then less revenue would accrue to Durham County and 
more would accrue to Wake County. As these revenues largely would de­
rive from sales tax gains, and considering the tendency for commuters to 
shop and eat nearby their workplaces, the methodology used in the EIS is 
reasonable. 

0799.03 

Conclusions in the EIS do not depend on the redistribution of workers 
already residing in the North Carolina Region of Influence {ROI), but. 
consider instead.only those workers migrating into the region from else­
where (see Comment Response 799.02). Allocation of SSC-related popula­
tion impacts employed· a model that generates the most likely distri­
bution of people given various key characteristics of the region-­
including current populations of various places in the ROI and travel 
times from these places to the proposed SSC site (see Yalu.me IV, Ap­
pendix 14, Section 14.1.2.3.8). The distribution of workers relocating 
from outside the ROI may be very different from the distribution of 
existing workers in the region. 

0800.01 

Comment noted. 

0800.02 

"Lake Michie" has been changed to ~Mayo Reservoir.• See Comment 
Response 716.05. 
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0800.03 

See Comment Response 708.03. 

0800.04 

The suggestion that sewage be disposed of using land application is 
consistent with the information provided in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Section 10.3.3.l. 

The suggestion that effluent from the sewage treatment plant be used as 
cooling water will be considered for inclusion in the Supplemental EIS 
for the selected site. 

0800.05 

The geotechnical information provided by the States (see EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5) was verified to the extent practical by site visits and 
drill core inspection by the DOE.· Indications are that the maximum of 
unweathered rock above the roof for interaction points and experimental 
areas Kl and K6 are 29 ft and 14 ft, respectively. This does not appear 
to be sufficient for structural support of the roof system for experi­
mental halls designed with clear spans of approximately 80 ft. There­
fore, the more conservative cut-and-cover construction method was used 
for the EIS and the LCC estimates for these two facilities. 

OS00.06 

The excavated material could either be disposed of at 17 different 
locations or could be sold or discounted to local producers of aggregate 
or some combination of these dispositions. Please refer to EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.5.A for details. 
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0801.01 

Comment noted. 

0801. 02 

See Comment Response 716.07. 

0802.01 

The DOE agrees that use of underground tunnels, as proposed for the 
collider ring in North Carolina (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3) would 
result in less surface disturbance than would a cut-and-cover technique. 

0803.01 

Comments noted. 

0804.01 

Comment noted. 

0804.02 

The data and assumptions employed and the calculated radiological effects 
from a beam loss accident are provided in Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 
12.4.1.l. The analysis was conservative; it did not assume a safety 
shield of any type, and the calculated maximum dose in groundwater at 
150 ft from the tunnel was well within established standards. 

0804.03 

For North Carolina, the calculated impact of a hypothetical beam loss on 
groundwater at 50 m from the tunnel is among.the highest of the seven 
sites (Volume IV, Appendix 12, Sections 12.2 and 12.4). This is due to 
the relatively.high hydraulic conductivity and low effective porosity of 
tunnel rock in North Carolina. Hydraulic conductivity data was based on 
packer test results from SSC site evaluation studies performed at the 
direction of the State. It should be noted that even in North Carolina, 
the resultant radioactivity in a well 50 m from the beam loss would be 
well below maximum permissible levels. Also, the likelihood of a beam 
loss is considered extremely small based on experience with operating 
particle accelerators. Effective porosity estimates were based on data 
in reports by the North Carolina Department of Natural Resources and 
Community Development from 1983. 

0804.04 

Volume IV, Appendix 12, Secti.on 12.4.l.l has been corrected to reflect 
that a dose equivalent of 0.50 mrem is 12.5 percent of 4 mrem. 
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Commissioatng of the SSC i.till te dor.e initially with vary Tow-intensity 
beams. The b;;an1 trad:tr.g a.nd diagnostic syster,;s are designed to detect 
any erratic be~m behavior and to eject the beam out of the machine and 
'into the bca~n absorber. 1l~is. is to pr~1;ont any part of the beam f~"oni 
striking the beam tuba IH 11 and subseq11er.t ly u,e supercondt1ctin3 raagnets. 
Becau5e of the low intensity of the test beams and the machine controls, 
external radioactivation during co~imissioning would be many orders of 
magnitude less than full be;:m loss. The coriseq!:lences of a full beam 
loss at three times the design inten:;lty are addressed iii HS Volume IV, 
Appendix 12, Section IZ.4.1.1. 

0304.05 

The number of wells estimated by the State to be within the SSC footprint 
in North Carolina was not 1·eported accurately in the DEIS. The State 
had pro~ided well recon!:; which document 112 wells within 1 mi of tb2 
ring centerline and had aiso noted that wells have orily been required ·to 
be registered since 1959 and since that time perhaps only half or l2ss 
of the wells drilled have been actvalty registered •. Given the ~otential 
for unregistered wens and. cmamenters' ·input, it is ··assumed that in 
excess of JOO water wells may exist within the SSC footprint. However, 
only a s!llall nW!lber of these may be directly affected by the project and 
required to be closed. The State estimates, b<1sed on field surveys, 
that .only about 9 wells (the number reported tn th.e OEIS) would be 
directly affected, and required to be closed beca!fse of the SSC. See 
Comment Response 1390.07 for· clari'ficat ion af criteria to assess number 
of wells closed and revisions to EIS. 

0804.07. 

See Comment Response 728.03. 

0806.01 

Comments noted. 

0807 .01 

Comment noted. 

0808.0l 

See C::mr.nent: Response 1276.0I. · 

0809.01 

.Commer t noted. 
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0809.02 

See EIS Volume I, Chapter 2 and Vol urne I, Chapter 3, Section 3 .1. 2 for 
discussions of purpose and need for the project and site selection 
criteria, respectively. 

0809.03 

The Soil Conservation Service identified 4,002 acres of prime farmland 
and 2,658 acres of important farmland in the SSC fee simple area. From 
these inventories, an estimated 341 acres of prime and important farmland 
would be permanently converted by the SSC at the proposed Michigan site. 
See Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.7.11, Chapter 4, Section 4.8.6, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.7.2, Section 5.2.11, and the Errata to Volume IV. 
Appendix 13. Socioeconomic project effects can b.e found. in Volume IV, 
Appendix 14. 

08d9.04 

The wetlands assessment presented in the EIS has been revised (see EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Sectioi1 5.1.5.4 ar.d Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 
11.3.4.3). A conse'rvative estimate of wetlands to be impacted by con­
struction of proposed collider surface facilities is now placed at 190 
acres. However, this estimate is based on the amount of wetlands. 
impacted if no mitigation practices were implemented. To reduce wetland 
impacts, mitigation plans would be developed (including wetlands 
avoidance) once .a site has been selected. The objective of these mitiga· 
tion plans would be no net loss of wetland habitats. · 

0809.05 

Comments noted. 

0810.01 

Comment noted. 

0810. 02 

The sentence of interest in Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.1 reads 
in its entirety: • Water provides a major mechanism for the transport 
of radionuclides in the environment as well as pathways for exposure 
through drinking and (to a lesser extent) submersion." 

The sentence "This s,hould oot be a significant amount of radionuc'I ides." 
is added by the commenter, and does l)Ot appeal'.' in the cited parag;·aph. 
It is apparently takenputof context fr9ni some other part of the ELS; 
and no further response can be provided, . . 

A ·more detailed discussion of this can be found in Volume IV, Appendices 
10 and 12. 
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. 0810.03 

The .EIS indicates that there is a very limited potential that SSC tunnel 
construction or operation will affect wells at distances less than a few 
hundreds of feet from the tunnel. To assure safety, it is likely that a 
150-ft radius around the tunnel will be established within which no wells, 
existing or new, will be allowed. A 1,000-ft restricted zone for con- · 
struction activities is anticipated as quoted in the comment. This zone 
is established to provide control, however; and site-specific conditions 
would likely dictate whether an existing well that became unusable through 
normal. events (e.g. casing or pump failure) or that becomes unusable 
because of SSC construction or operations could be replaced. If it could 
not be replaced because of SSC project restrictions, proposers have in 
general indicated that an alternative well or water supply will be pro­
vided where a water supply 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. This matter will be 
addressed in detail in the Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

0810.04 

Most of the radioactive products from the tunnel are short-lived radio­
nuclides. For example, carbon-11, which is the most abundant radio­
nuclide, has a half-life of 20.5 minutes. The radiological characteris­
tics of these radionuclides have been summarized in Table 10.1.2-4 of 
Volume IV, Appendix 10 and in Table 12.2.3-3 of Volume IV, Appendix 12. 
These short-lived radionuclides will decay within a relatively short 
period of time. Because of their short half-life they soon disappear; 
they do not accumulate to any appreciable degree in water, soil, or air. 
Because their concentrations in air are low, they do not pose any imme-, 
diate health impact during release. The projected dose equivalent to 
the maximally exposed individual of the general public at the proposed 
Michigan site from air activation products was 0.003 mrem (Volume IV, 
Appendix 12, Table 12.3.1-10). This is 0.00084 percent of the dose 
equivalent from naturally occurring background radiation. As far as 
impacts from normal SSC operations; it will be safe to eat vegetables 
from the garden, drink the water, or breathe the air. 

As discussed in Volume I, Chapter 3,·the projected impacts from radia­
tion produced by the SSC on the total population are small compared to 
exhting •background. The radiation dose to humans from· external exc 
·posure, inhalation, or ingestion is expressed in terms of dose 
equivalent -- a quantity used for radiation protection purposes that 
expres~es the biological effect in humans from any type of radiation. 
The projected dose equivalent to the -maximally exposed individual at the 
surface in Michigan from SSC operations is 0.004 mrem per year. This 
should be compared to the estimated dose equivalent from background 
radiation of 359 mrem/year (Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.1.6-1). 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 (Volume I, Chapter 6, 
Section 6.3.2). The SSC is projected to operate well below this 
exposure limit. 
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0810.05 

Previcus studies have beer1 eade of the environmenta1 rad1aticn sllie1ding 
for the SSC and include a general descriptir.n of He sources of radiltion 
(EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10). Heview of this existing data '»i11 empha­
size the benign nature of the SSC. for ex~T.ple, the Fermilab site is 
o;:·en to the general public. like Fermi1ab, working portion> of the SSC 
accelerator wr11 be restricted to employees and other authorized 
personnel, tut the site above-ground will be safe for visitors. 

Although the SSC is an experimental facility, it is possible to project 
the environmental safety and hea 1th implications based on existing per­
formance data. In fact, the radiation dose to humans can be calculated 
with reasonable confidence (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 
12.2.1.1). A large number of accelerators have been constructed and 
successfully operated fer high energy physics experiments. Some of the 
more recent collidors are as complex in the number and variety of their 
subsystems as the SSC. Two of the most relevant exampies are the accel­
erators at rermi1ab and CERN. It is important to note that the cumul a­
t ive amount of radiation for 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 (Volume IV, Appendix 10). Activaiion levels and dose rates for the 
SSC are qualitatively and quantitatively similar to those at existing 
large accelerator facilities. 

0811.01 

The proposed site for the SSC in Michigan was chosen by the State of 
Michigan in response to the DOE's Invitation for Site Proposals. This 
invitation requested that DOE be provided with the information necessary 
to evaluate the site {see EIS Volume III, Chapter 1, Invitation for Site 
Proposals). , 

The environmental consequences of the SSC project, including the factors 
of ecology, water, air, and noise, are summarized in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5. Environmental consequences and mitigation measures for noise 
and vibration impacts are presented in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.4. . 

See Comment Response 12.05 for a discussion on "boomtown" effects. 

0812.01 

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 radiation resulting from ss.c. 
operations are summarized ir. E!S Volume I, Chapter 5, and are discussed 
at length in Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12. " 

08010850335885 



Ne~ligible effects on surface water and groundwater quality are antici­
pated from SSC construction and operation. Water quality effects are 
suw.marized in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.7 and 7.2.3.7. 
Limited toxic and hazardous materials will be used on site and spill 
response and cleanup procedures will be in place to minimize effects of 
any accidental releases. No hazardous materials will be disposed of on 
site. 

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 work force and general public. 

Noise and vibration (blasting) impacts of the project are addressed at 
the summary level in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.4, and at the detail level in Volume IV, Appendix 9. Mitiga­
tions which have the potential to greatly reduce noise and blasting 
impacts are also discussed in the text cited above. 

0812.02 

The EIS analyzes the purpose and need for the SSC and the no-action 
alternative. Alternative use of public funds is outside the scope of 
this EIS. Also see Comment Response 520.06. 

08I2.03 

.Comment noted. 

0813.01 

Comment noted. 

0813.02 

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 O.OOI mrem/yr (Volume IV, Appendix 10, Table 10.1.3-3) 
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 I0.1.2-4). 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 IV, Appendix 10, Table 10.1.3-5). 
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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 negligible when 
one considers that the average individual receives about 360 mrem an­
nually from background radiation (Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 
12. 2 .1.1.A and Table 12. 2.1-1) and this exposure is 1 ess than 0.0001 
percent of the DOE exposure limit of 100 mrem/yr. 

Also, see Comment Response 312.08. 

See Comment Response 871.01 for a discussion of financial impacts of the 
SSC. 

0813.03 

The only vibrations felt at the surface during construction of the tun­
nel .would be those associated with excavation of the rock by blasting. 
The amount of ground vibrations .would be controlled to prevent damage to 
any nearby structures. These controlled vibration levels would, how­
ever, still be felt by people in the vicinity of the construction 
activity. A more complete treatment of blasting vibration assessment is 
found in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, .Section 9.2. The use of a tunnel 
boring machine would not cause vibrations that would be felt at the sur­
face by people. 

0813.04 

Comments noted. 

0813.05 

Comment noted. 

0813.06 

The EIS has been revised to include a re-estimation of wetlands (see 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.4, and Volume IV, Appendix 11, 
Section 11.3.4.3). Wetland assessments are now based on the amount of 
wetland that could be disturbed in areas where surface construction 
would take place (areas A, B, C, E, F, J, and K). 

0813.07 

See Comment Response 880. 04 •. 

0814.01 

Comment noted. 

0815.01 

Comments noted. 
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08I6.0I 

Regional resources such as housing, medical services, educational 
institutions (including availability of professional staff, academic 
resources, computer networks, and graduate student research,availa-
bil ity), accessibility to major airports and other transportation, and 
the availability of a skilled labor pool were considered during proposal 
evaluation leading to the Best Qualified List and will be considered in 
the site selection decision (see EIS Volume III, Chapter 1, Section I.I 
and Chapter 3.) To the extent relevant to the analysis of socioeconomic 
impacts of the SSC, these data are. included in Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.8 and Volume IV, Appendix 14. 

0817 .OI 

See Comment Response I390.I7. 

08I8.0I 

See Comment Response IOOZ. 01. 

0818.02 

Comment noted. 

08I9.0I 

It is DOE policy that all facilities for which it is responsible are 
accessible to handicapped persons. Exceptions are made only when, speci­
fied work activities require controlled areas. The DOE does not have 
any authority to mandate State housing policies. 

08I9.02 

Comment noted •. 

08I9.03 

See Comment Response 819.0I .. 

0819.04 

Comment noted. 

08I9.05 

See Comment Response 819.01. 

0819.06 

Comment noted. 
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082r.01 

Comments noted. 

0820.02 

The environmental safety and health implications of SSC-associated radi­
ation are summarized in EIS 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 IO, Section 10.l and Volume IV, Appendix 12, Sections 12.2.1.1, 
12.2.3.1, 12.3.1, and 12.4.1. Estimates of the amounts of radiation/ 
radioactive materials that may be released from SSC operations are based 
on experience from other accelerators such as Fermilab and CERN. The 
radiation dose to humans from external exposure, inhalation, or inges­
tion to specified quantities of radionuclides can be calculated with 
reasonable confidence. Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.1.6-1 indicates 
that the maximally exposed individual at the Texas site would not expe­
rience a dose equivalent of more than 0.002 mrem/yr during construction 
or operations. This exposure level is less than 1/1000 of the existing 
background level in Texas. Volume IV, Appendix 12 identifies the human 
health impacts that are projected to result from the SSC project. The 
expected impacts are negligible and deaths from SSC-associated radiation 
would not be anticipated. 

0820.03 

The DOE's primary approach to prevent contamination of groundwater by 
radiation, hazardous or toxic wastes is to design the SSC facilities and 
operations so that contamination does not occur. One example of this 
approach is that there will be no permanent disposal of radiological or 
hazardous waste at the SSC (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Sections 
10.1.3.1 and 10.1.3.2). The agency has a commitment to protecting the 
environment as indicated in DOE Order 5480.lB which states that it is 
DOE policy to comply with Federal, State and local regulations and codes 
regarding management and disposal of wastes (EIS Volume I, Chapter 6). 
These environmental protection requirements have been considered in 
preparing the EIS and will be taken into account again when the final 
design of the SSC is developed. Thus, DOE plans to prevent contamina­
tion from ever entering groundwater, but as a precaution an environ­
mental monitoring program will be established, similar to the one at 
Fermilab (Fermilab 88/40 1104.110 UC-41, Site Environmental Report for 
Calendar Year 1987, May 1987, Samuel I. Baker), to confirm that releases 
of radiation or toxic .substances are being controlled and not posing a 
hazard to the public or the environment. 

0820.04 

The same methods for ensuring that groundwater does not become contami­
nated with haz.ardous materials will ensure that lakes, rivers, creeks, 
and cattle ponds are kept free of hazardous wastes generated by the SSC 
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project. Sources of haz:,irdcus and tox'ic materials are addre:;sed in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 10, and the impacts of hazardous and toxic materials 
are addressed in Volume IV, /..ppe:idix 12. See Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Section 7.2.3.7. See Cowment Re5ponse 820.03. 

0820.0S 

See Comment Response 520.06. In April 1987, the DOE issued the Invi­
tation for Site Proposals {ISP) which requested from interested parties 
proposals for locating the SSC. The need for the SSC is discussed in 
EIS Volume I, Chap,ter 2. The ISP-defined criteria for site selection 
are included in EIS Volume III, Chapter 1. 

0820.06 

Regarding wastewater treatment plants, see Comment Response 35.04. 
Refen;nce to the "Red Oak Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant" has been 
removed from EIS. 

According to the U.S. Oepartrnent of Commerce's County Business Patterns 
(file 2, .Ell is County, Texas, 1984, prepared by the Bureau cf the 
Crnsus), one Ellis County manufacturer operating in the category of 
blast furnaces and st.eel mills, Chapare11 Steel, employed between 500 
and 1,000 workers in 1984. This firm thus employed approximately ten 
percent of all manufacturing workers in the. county that year. The 
presence of this firm was a·:counted for in the economic analysis pre­
sented in EIS Volume I, Ch<l,pter 5, and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.7 .A. No iron ore mining was reported in the county. 

0820.07 

Comment noted. 

0821. OJ 
... 

Comment noted. 

0821.02 

See Comment Response 880.04. 

0821.03 

Comment noted. 

0821.04 

Land acquisition is the responsibility of the proposer. Questions con-
cerning land acquisition strategies and commitments should be directed 
to the appropriate State agency. Should the Illinois site be selected 
as the SSC site, such issues would be considered appropriate for 
inclusion in the Supplemental EIS. See Cmnment Response 880.04. 
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0321.05 

See Comment Response 821.04. 

0821.06 

See Comment Response 821.05. 

0821. 07 

See Comment .Response 1020.05. 

0821.08 

See Comment Response 821.04. 

0822.01 

Comments noted. 

0823.01 

Comment noted. 

·0823.02 

Comment noted. 

0823.03 

Comment noted. 

0824.01 

Comment noted. 

0824.02 

Comment noted. 

0825.01 

Comment noted. 

C825.02 

. Comment noted. 

0826.01 



0828.01 

Comment noted. 

0828.02 

See Comment Response 13.02 and 710.01. 

0828.03 

The EIS reflects the fact that the proposed Arizona location has no 
wetlands. See also Comment Response 974.01~ 

0828.04 

Present and future development of private land near the SSC project has 
been addressed in Volume I, Chapter 2 and in Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.1.10.2.B.l. 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 ranchfog activi­
ties. Little development in the area is anticipated. Applications for 
Special Use Permits for two oil refineries at Mobile have been approved 
by Maricopa County. Applications for building permits have not been · 
submitted by the proponents of either project. Al so, an application for 
a Spec ia 1 Use Permit for a waste facility 1 mi north of Mobile has been 
approved. Other than these particular projects, there are no projects 
in the SSC project vicinity that are in stages of planning. Whether or 
not these projects are completed is independent of the SSC project. 

0828.05 

If Arizona is the selected.SSC site, additional site uses such as those 
described in the comme.nt could be considered during final site design. 

As noted in Volume l of the EIS, the DOE recognized that a more detailed 
review will be required under NEPA prior to a final decision on the · 
construction and operations of the proposed SSC at the sele<;ted site. 
Additional site uses could be provided in the Supplemental EIS. 

0828.06 

Comment noted. 

0829.01 

Comment noted. 

0829.02 

Visitation data fer the Northern Maricopa Mountains, Southern Maricopa 
Mountains, and Butterfi!lld Stage Memorial Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) 
are listed in Table 3~4, ~Existtng and Projected Visitor Use", p.66, 
lower Gila South Final Wilderness Environmental Impact Statement: 
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Phoenix District Office, USOOI, Bureau of land Management, 1937. 
Motorized and nonmotorized recreation use total 1,500, 2,000, and 300 
visitor days annually for the North Maricopa Mo:.intair.s, Butterfield 
Stage Memorial, and South Maricopa Mountains WS.i\s, respecUvely. Use of 
these areas is expected to nearly double over the next 25 years. The 
first two WSAs are considered .by the BlM to be prime use areas for a 
local ORI/ organization, with vehicle ways into the Northern Maricopa 
Mountains showing signs of continuaus us<: {p.76). Ill genenl, both the 
Northern and Southern Maricopa Mountains are rated by the BUI as 
outstanding in primitive recreation opportunitfos (pp . .76-78). 

A review of the Phoenix District Office inventories for the proposed . 
collider ring area indicates that the BlM has rated public sensitivity 
over visual impacts as high for the lands around the southern arc, half 
the northern arc, and half of the far cluster. The BLM ratings are 
similar to. those ascribed using the approach out1 ined in EIS \!"lume lit, 
Appendix Iii. 

One uf severa.] p.remises. of the methildology used in the v.isual and sc.enic 
resource· assessment (EIS· Volume l\', Appendix 16, Sect ion. 16. 2) is that 
man-made stn1ctu1,es, i-f notice<1ble., ar.e by. definttion intrusive in a. 
predorn.inately natural appeari n9. landscape -(USDA Fore$t Servi C.•'?', Ndt im1al 
Forest Landscape Management, Volume 2., Chapter l, USDA. Agrkulture 
Handbook No•. 4&2, Wash-ington, D:.C. 1974; and, USDOI-£ureau of land' 

· Management, USOOJ Manual 8411. Upland Visual Resource Inventory and 
Evaluation., WasJi.ington,,. O.C. l~JB). WSA, class-ificatiort for· much of the· 
SSC. si.te serves t11- he'i!Jhten pub.Uc expectatiens that tile s:i,te i.s 1 argely, 
pristine;, in Uris context,. man~maae. structures are especially 
inconsistent. · 

0830.01 

As ooted.. in. ElS Volume I, Chapter !,.Section LG" BOE. recognirzedi that a 
. detafled review will be required under NEPA before a final decision on 
the· connrucUon and operati.G& of the proposed SSC at the s.e'lected' site'. 
This more deta.ileEI· review: will be pro11i.ded• i·n· a0 Su:pplementait EIS .. 
Mitigatioll stratf!4ji-es w·i-ll aclso be, desc11ibed> iii grei'ter d'etaH ilr t~e 
Supplemental EIS.. 

0830.02 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.1.C states that• ... there w.Vlil 
be no impacts to or encroachments on floodplains,• .for the proposed 
Arizona site. 

0830.03 

Comment noted. 

0830,.04 

Comment notet:I .• 
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0830.05 

Soils with distinctive shrink-swell potential provide two types of engi­
neering challenges, both of which are readily dealt with in normal con­
struction practice. First, where such soils occur at the ground surface, 
they can cause foundations and surface buildings to shift. Second, 
shrink-swell soils may be encountered in a deep excavation or shaft. In 
this instance it is important to maintain the natural moisture content 
of the soil; it should not be allowed to dry out, which could cause the 
soil to shrink. This could result in undesirable stress on the excava­
tion. Because engineering practices are avail able for soils with pro­
nounced shrink-swell potential, they are not expected to represent any 
danger to the project. 

0830.06 

The Texas site does have two separate aquifer systems, a shallow alluvial 
aquifer system restricted mostly to stream channel and terrace deposits, 
and a deep confined sandstone aquifer system. The aquifers at the Texas 
and Arizona sites are described in the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sec­
tions 5.1.2.2 (Arizona) and 5.7.2.2 (Texas). 

0830.07 

Mitigations are required at any site in order to minimize risks of 
degraded environmental quality. Types of mitigations differ depending 
on site-specific characteristics, see EIS Volume I Chapter 3, Section 
3.6. See also EIS Volume III, Chapters 2 and 3 for a discussion of site 
selection criteria and process. 

0830.08 

See Comment Response 1486.03, first paragraph. 

0831.0l 

Comments noted. 

0832.01 

Comment noted. 

0833.01 

Comments noted. 

0833.02 

See Comment Response 658.129. 
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0833.03 

The sentence "The· Department of Environmental Quality has strongly relom­
mended that an on-site landfill be provided (Scheidis 1988)" las bee;i 
deleted and' the sentence "The. Department of Environmental Qua1 ity has 
suggested that an on-site municipal sol id waste landfill would be pos­
sible to· permit and' is an available optfon" is includ'ed (see the Errata 
and Revisions to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.3.3.2.A.) 

0833.04 

From the perspective of evaluating potential hazards, benefits such as 
limiting risk to the environment and the public health by minimizing 
transportation (by having a hazardous waste disposal facility close by) 
are acknowledged as noted in EIS Volume I, Section 10.1.3.2. In the 
Supplemental EIS, hazardous waste disposal alternatives will be evaluated 
for the se l'ected site. 

0833.05 

Comment noted. 

0834.01 

Comment noted. 

0834.02 

See Comment Response 2. 01. Several mod,ifications have been made to the 
DEIS to clarify the results of field study in Arizona. Modifications 
have been made to EIS Volume I, Table 3-7; Volume I, Section 5.l.9.l; 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.12.l.C; and Volume IV, Appendix 1.5, 
Section 15.1.3.1.A. 

0834.03 

Comment noted. See Comment Response 834.02. 

0834.04 

See Comment Response 2.01. Intensive cultural resource surveys l'tave 
been completed within much of the proposed Ar12ona site. Details o,f 
this discussion are found in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15'.I.3 
and 15.2.3 addressing cultural and paleontological resources. respec.­
tively. Table 3-7 in Volume I has been revised. Ten historic sites are 
located In the Arizona site based on surveys to date. Volume I, Chapter 
5, Section 5.1.9.l has been revised to clarify the results. of field' 
studies to date. 
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0834.05 

The document described in this comment has been cited in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 15, Section 15.1.3.1.B, and in the refE!renced sections of 

.Volume IV, Appendices 5 and 15. 

0835.01 

Comment noted. 

0836.01 

Comment noted. 

0837.01 

Comment noted. 

0837.02 

This EIS assesses and· compares the environmental impacts of the proposed 
construction and operations of the SSC at the site alternatives. 

0838.01 

• 

The observations concerning the scenic quality, undisturbed nature, and 
recreational value of the Arizona SSC site are noted and consistent with 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix S, Section 5.1.10.2. That section describes the 
wilderness qualities of the three Wilderness Study Areas in the SSC site 
vicinity. · 

0839.01 

The comment is consistent with information contained in EIS ,Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Tables 3-5 and 3-6. 

0839.02 

Comment noted. 

0839.03 

EIS Volume 1, Chapter 4, Table 4-23 presents an inventory of the prinie 
and important farmland acreages reported by the U.S. Department of 
Agriculture/Soils Conservation Service at each of the proposed sites. 
The revised table states that the fee simple area of the proposed 
North Carolina .SSC site has a larger affected acreage of prime farmland 
than the other sites assessed. 
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0839.04 

Volume IV, Appendix 4, Table 4-2 of the EIS lists the number of busi­
nesses likely to be relocated if the SSC were constructed at the various 
proposed locations. As required by the Uniform Relocation and Real 
Property Acquisition Policies Act (42 USC 4601 et. seq.), the State is 
.;bligated to equitably reimburse any affected party whose property is 
required for the project. 

0839.05 

See Comment Responses 1279.115 regarding aquifer overdraft conditions 
and 19.03 concerning tunnel inflows. These conditions are addressed in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3 and Appendix 10, Section 
10.2.3.3. 

0839.06 

See Comment Response 1369.09. 

0839.07 

See Comment Response 1007.04. 

0839.08 

It is assumed that the commenter's statement refers to Volume I, 
Chapter 4, rather than Appendix 4. The purpose of Volume I, Chapter 4, 
Section 4.2.1.2, Table 4-2 is to summarize characteristics of existing 
surface water resources in the vicinity of each of the site alterna­
tives. The material presented is descriptive and is not directly 
related to impacts or necessarily to the potential for SSC-related 
impacts to surface water to occur. 

0839.09 

A field survey performed in 1987 by state personnel indicated about 
1,500 wells within 0.25 mi of the proposed ring alignment in Illinois. 
Available records suggested about 320 wells within the 1,000 ft corridor 
and campus areas. It is realized that this number is approximate and is 
increasing. The purpose in the EIS was only to make a comparison of the 
relative density of wells in the vicinity of the proposed ring align­
ments and this was achieved. However, the number of wells that may be 
lost due to siting and constructing the SSC in Illinois was not reported 
accurately in the DEIS. See Comment Response 979.02 for clarification 
of criteria used to assess the number of wells closed or affected and 
consequent revision to the EIS. 

0839 .10 

See Comment Response 710.01. 
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0839 .11 

The Illinois parcel masis A-3C, A-30, A-3£, A-3f, A-3G, A-3K, and A-3L 
not containing the locations of sites ES, E9, F8, F9, l2, JI, J2, J3, 
and J4 are revised and included in the Errata for EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 4. Se.e Comment Response 710.01 for a discussion on land 
acquisition. 

0339.12 

Comments noted. 

0840.01 

Electric power for the SSC is discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix I, 
Section 1.2.6.10. The 161-kV line running to Substation No. 1 in the 
near cluster would be constructed largely within the right-of-way of a 
new 500-kV transmission 1 ine planned for construction ir.dependent of the 
SSC. Near the J3 site, the 161-kV line would turn away from the 500 kV 
He, running southeast and parallel to the northeastern SSC project 
boundary. Up to where the 160 kV line depa.rts from the 500 kV line 
right-of-way, there would be no visual impact attributed to the smaller 
line, in light of the planned occurrence of the 500 kV lines there. 
Hence, the relevant SSC impact would be the visual effect of the 9.3-mi 
stretch of 160 kV line from its junction with the 500 kV line to 
Substation No. L . This stretch would cross two roads near J6 and be 
within v·iew from a subdivision under construction. There are no indi­
cations of moderate or high sensitivity for views from the roads 
crossed. As of the time the visual resources were analyzed, sensitivity 
for the subdivision was low, given that there were no homes completed 
and occupied at that time. Visual impacts were not evaluated in this 
EIS unless there were current evidence that sensitivity was moderate to 
high. . 

Power for the far cluster would be supplied via a new 161-kV transmis­
sion line running parallel to existing 5<10ckV transmission lines. 
Visual impacts.attributed to the SSC power lines would not occur until 
the new lines diverge from the existing lines to serve Substation No. 2. 
However, from the point of divergence to the substation, no sensitive 
views would be affetted. 

The visual impact of stockpiles of spoils has been addressed in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.6.3. Each disposal site would be 
close to a surface facility. In one case, the vicinity of FS, spoils 
disposal is expected to cause significant visual impacts. 

The anticipated water use at the Tennessee site related to the SSC is 
summarized in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1, Tables 7-1 and 7-7. 
The total on-site or direct water use is estimated to .be 1,775 acre­
ft/yr. Off-site or indirect water use at the Tennessee site is esti" 
mated to range from 270 to 1,630 acre-ft/yr during construction and from 
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1,070 to 1,420 acre-ft/yr during operations. It is expected that SSC 
water use would be considerably smaller than the water use requirements 
of a city with a population of 30,000. Natural and depletable resource 
requirements of the project are estimated in Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.6. 

0840.02 

SSC construction and operations would be carried out such that impacts 
on the quality of streams and rivers due to runoff and project activities 
are minimized. With implementation of proposed impact mitigations for 
the Tennessee site, the unavoidable adverse impacts would be insignifi­
cant. A summary of potential impacts and proposed mitigation measures 
are presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.2.1. Comprehensive assessments of potential impacts and 
mitigations are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.2.2.F, 
7.1.3.6.0, and 7.1.3.6.F. 

The potential cancer risks from operations of the SSC are addressed in 
the EIS. Tables 12.3.1-34 and 12.3.1-35 in Volume IV, Appendix 12 
present the estimated fatal cancer risks to the general population and 
to an indiv.idual from airborne releases of radiation from the two 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 U.S. For the Tennessee site, the 
annual fatal cancer risk for a selected, maximally exposed individual is 
0.0865 deaths per year per 100,000, and for the collective population 
there could be 0.230 deaths per year per 100,000. The normal cancer 
death rate is 351 deaths per year per 100,000 with a life-time risk of 
180 deaths per 1,000 (American Cancer Society, Cancer Facts and 
Figures-1988). The individual and collective population risks from 
exposure to radon progeny (Volume IV, Appendix 12, Tables 12.3.1-32 and 
12.3.1-33) released from the ground through SSC facilities and for 
exposures through drinking water are similarly low.as those for other 
releases. These estimates indicate that negligible cancer risks will be 
present. Also, these risks are within bounds that have been considered 
acceptable by government agencies and the public in other programs and 
projects in the.u.s: 

In the history of the operation of the Fermilab, which is a high energy· 
accelerator, no accelerator-produced radionuclides have ever been 
detected in the creeks and rivers (Baker, S., Site Environmental Report 
for Calendar Year 1987; 'FERMI LAB 88/40, Fermi National Accelerator 
Laboratory, Batavia, Illinois, Hay 1988). 

0840.03 

Comments no.ted .. 

0840.04 

Comment noted. 
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0841.01 

Comments noted. 

0841.02 

The comment addresses National priorities and is discussed in Comment 
Response 520.06. The SSC funding must go through the Congressional 
budget process, as must any other Federal project. 

0841.03 

As noted in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.5, different collections 
of impacts are anticipated in each of the states with sites on the BQL 
(see also Volume I, Chapter 1, Section 1.4). 

0842.01 

Scenic and visual impacts were addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 16, 
Section 16.3.3.3. All E and F sites that would affect moderately to 
highly sensitive public views were considered. See Volume IV, Appendix 
16, Section 16.2.3.2. A1so see Comment Responses 842.03 and 859.04. 

0842.02 

See Comment Re,sponse 710.01. 

0842.03 

Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.1.33 addressed land use issues con­
cerning siting F8 in the proposed location, including the relationship 
of project facilities, their associated land use/zoning designation, and 
the existing land use/zoning designation for the affected area. The F8 
site and vicinity are zoned E3 (see Table 13-3), which includes single­
family residences on 2- to 4-acre parcels as well as those on 1.25-acre 
parcels, churches, public and private parks, playgrounds, and other uses 
as noted. Facility F8 would be classed as medium industrial, which 
would be a wholesale change in land use/zoning character. 

The EIS,addresses scenic and visual impacts at the Illinois site in 
.Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.3.3. The approach to the analysis 
and assumptions made is presented in Section 16.2. Only views that, by 
the criteria presented, were deemed moderately to highly sensitive were 
evaluated .(see Section 16.2.3.2) .. Farmsteads or groupings of fewer than 
four residences were considered to be low in sensitivity. Also·, where a 
facility is within view of homesites in a subdivision under construc­
tion, sensitivity also is considered to be low. It is assumed that 
people buyi.ng homes in those areas have done so, or will do so, with the 
knowledge that an SSC f.acil ity may be built nearby. In e.ither case, 
people choosing to live in such subdivisions are assumed not to be 
moderately or highly sensitive to the visual.character of the SSC struc­
tures, otherwise they would have purchased a home elsewhere (see Vo1'ume 
IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.13). 
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ii'•<! Illinois State prop()sal was made public fo .hr.uary, 1933. Sine" 
th:.:~n, a nu~ber of homes in th~ Red Gate subdiv ~ :.:. icn h:,ve bee:-. bui 1 t or 
arc under construction; hottever, only t~o appe~r·ed to be 6ccupied as of 
October 14)> 1933. Growth of this s~bdlvis~un has been rapid, t:ut it is 
as$~;u;ed th.at it has occurred with the fu11 kno".·:ladge that a f:Jti11ty of 
the SSC project might be b:iilt in U1e vic-L-1ity and ia view. T!1e incun­
gni i ty of F3 with the zoning for the s He has baen di scussec!. r, ho, the? 
iJ,cility would be greatly out of character visually with th::; subdivisii:m. 
H::r.11e1,,t;~r, sensitivity at th~ titne public disclosure of project sitinJ 1<1as 
mad2 W3':t low by the crit-Er1a stated. 

Reg:ir<ling the planned churches, the potentially affected views am cur­
rently low in sensitivity because the s•Jbject sites for the churches are 
vacant. The comment indicates that there is full knowledge of the pr-o­
posed siting for F8. The circumstance appears identical to th:it for a 
subdi'lision in stages of planning; the decision to build would suggest 
acteptance of the visual impact, otherwise the churches would not be 
bui 1t o;i the subject parce 1 s. However, from a 1 and use standpoint, 
faci1 ity F8 would be a major incongruity, as noted, in the proposed 
~ite. 

As the comment correctly notes, Randa 11 Road serves a considerable 
v°'1ume of traffic .. By the criteria for sensitivity applied (Volume lV, 
Appendix 16, Section 16.2.3.2, views from that road at locations close 
to an established subdivision south of FB are co~sidered moderately 
sensitive: the highway secondarily serves as access to highly sensitive 
areas (area subdivisions). 

Similarly,· views from Red Gate Road east of Randall Road wotild be moder­
ately sensitive. That-road secondarily serves as access to an estab­
lished subdivision immediately to the south reached by Longview Road and 
Myles Road. It also. serves secondarily as access to the Red Gate Ridge 
subdivision from the south. 

The part of Red Gate Road west of Randall Road passes-by Bakers Acres, a 
developing subdivision with two occupied homes as -0f October 14, 1988. 
(low sensitivity). Views. from this stretch of road would be considen~d 
low in sensitivity. 

Based on the foregoing, the public views of importance-relative to faci.l­
ity F8 are those from- the subdivision south of .Red Gate road served by 
longv·iew Road and Myles Road, those from Red Gate Road. east of Rallda:ll 
Road, and those from Randall Road south of F8 near Red Gate Road._ 

Due to heavy vegetation and structures, F8 could oot be seen from the 
referenced subdivision or from most of Roo Gate Road east of Randall 
Road ... From the Red Gate Road/Randall Road intersection for 100 ft to 

. the. east on Red Gate' Road, .F8 would, be vis-ible .at a distance of about 
0.25 mi._ At this distance, F8 would not be overlooked and would attract 
some attention. - Uowever, .the facil.ity would probably be subordinate to 
features closer at hand, such as the farm structures in the immediate 
foreground. Also, the direct-ion of travel favors views to the east or 
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west, not those to the north (Jn the direction of F8). The impact is 
expected to be a Visual Modification Class 2 (see Volume IV, Appendix 
16, Section 16.2.1.3}. For moderately sensitive views, the impact would 
be negligible (see Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.2, Table 16-1). 

From Randall Road traveling north from Red Gate Road, facility FB would 
be in view and would progressively dominate attention as one approa~hed 
it. It would appear out of place, not being consistent with the scat­
tered residential developments in the general vicinity. The visual 
impact would be VM Class 3 to 4, depending on proximity to F8. This 
impact on a moderately sensitfve view would be considered significant. 

The impacts noted would be important to the residents in the immediate 
area and, therefore, are judged to be local in scope. 

Changes to the DEIS have been made to reflect the above conclus·lons. 
The assessment of the visual impacts of F8 have been added to Volume IV, 
Appendix 16; Section 16.3.3.3; Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.13.3; 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.10.3.C; and Volume ,I, Chapter 5, Table 
5.1.10-1. These changes will also be reflected in the FEIS in the 
corresponding sections. 

See Comment Response 1148.04 for a discussion concerning noise impacts 
on the planned churches. 

0843.0l 

The National Trails Act was considered in the DEIS. Volume IV, Appendix 
5, Sections 5.3.10.1.E and 5.3.10.2.A discussed the Illinois Prairie 
Path as a regional recreational resource and its status as a recreation 
trail in the National Tran System. 

0843.02 

Two branches of the Illinois Prairie Path cross the SSC collider ring 
near Interstate I-88 about one mile north of Intermediate Access 
Facility E-1. Another.branch of the Illinois Prairie Path crosses the 
ring about four miles north of the center of the Fermilab ring. For 
this segment, the nearest SSC facility is J-3, located about 1/4 mile 
north of the path. ·A third branch of the Illinois Prairie Patch enters 
the site vicinity from the north, with the nearest SSC facility being 
J-4 about one mile southwest of the path. 

The DEIS, Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.4.C deals with commercially 
and recreationally or culturally important ecological species. As such, 
the listing of primary recreational uses in the Illinois project area 
relates to those where ecological resources are critical. The Illinois 
Prairie Path is. discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3;10.l.E. 
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0843.03 

The EIS addresses the potential for radiation exposure at the ground 
surface in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.2, and in Volume IV, 
Appendix 12, Section 12.2.1.1., in which radiation doses were estimated 
for the maximum annual radiation exposure to an individual. As shown in 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, any calculated exposures to the maximally 
exposed individual on the ground surface would be no more than 0.004 
mrem/yr under normal operations. This level would be attributed to air­
borne exposure to activation products during the venting of the tunnel 
and would require continuous exposure at the location for a year. This 
level is a small fraction (less than l/lOOOth) of the natural background 
radiation levels in Illinois and is well within the EPA limit of 25 
mrem/yr (excluding radon and radon progeny) for radiation exposures from 
the air pathway. 

0843. 04 

Impacts on views frem the Illinois Prairie Path were considered in the 
Scenic and Visual Resources Assessment (See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16, 
Section 16.3.3.2). 

0843.05 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6.2 has been revised to include The 
National Trails System Act of 1968. 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.2 states that in fee simple areas, 
in general, it is intended that easements and rights-of-way would remain 
intact. It is presumed that this would be the case for the Illhlois 
Prairie Path, given its co-location on an existing transmission line 
right-of-way. 

0844.01 

Economic and housing characteristics were included in the EIS for the 
Illinois Region of Influence, and for the primary-impact counties of 
DuPage, Kane, and Kendall (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sections 
5.3.11.1.A and 5.3.11.1.B), but were not discussed at the level of 
individual communities. 

0845.01 

Comments noted. 

0846.01 

Comment noted. 
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0846 .. 02 

The EIS addresses impacts on worker health and safety in Volume IV, 
Appendix 12. However, this discussion is based only on.the conceptual 
d_esign of the SSC, which does not include details on operating procedures 
or the health and safety program that is yet to be developed. As stated 
in. the EIS in Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.2, the DOE is committed 
to occupational health and saf.ety and will institute all appropriate 
safety procedures. A health ar.d safety officer wil 1 be designated for 
the SSC facility and will require the necessary safety training for em­
ployees. He will also enforce compliance with all site regulations, stan­
dards, and procedures regarding worker safety~ 

As indicated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.2.3 and in Volume 
I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6, additional safety reviews and hazai·ds analy­
ses of the proposed SSC project wi 11 be carried out through the formal 
process of Safety Analysis Reviews (SAR) as the SSC design and operational 
details become more firm. The SAR's for construction and for the oper­
ational phase of the SSC will address the specific regulations and stan­
dards with which the DOE will comply. A general discussion of regulations 
that will be fo 11 owed for the SSC project is presented in Volume I, 
Chapter 6 of the EIS. It includes the DOE orders that govern health and 
safety at DOE facilities. 

0845.03 

Vibrations and noise associated with blasting during construction would 
be monitored and controlled in accordance with the procedures outlined 
in Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.2.Z.1. 

0846.04 

Should Illinois be selected as the SSC site and the use of the Fox River 
Stone quarry be proposed, the Department of Energy would cooperate fully 
with the Department of Mines and Mi nera 1 s to ensure that environmenta 1 
harm is minimized (see Volume I, Chapter 6, Section G.l). 

0845.05 

Comment' noted. 

0847.01 

See Comment Response 9Z9.0l. 

0848.01 

It is DOE policy that Fermilab will continue to operate even if Illinois 
is not selected_ as the site for the SSC. 
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0849.01 

If the DOE selects the Illinois site, the existing Tevatron accelerator 
at Fermil ab, with appropriate modifications, would serve as the i njectcr 
for the SSC. This does imply a downtime for makir.g any necessary modifi­
cations to the existing system and for connecting that system to the SSC 
boosters. The downtime for Tevatron modifications for SSC injection 
purposes is not well defined at this time, but is believed to be ccnsid­
erably less than one year. For the reasons pointed out in t.he com'f:ent 
and ·in the DEIS, if the Tevatron accelerator becomes the injector, the 
SSC designers would need to optimize the construction program to minimize 
the down-time of the exp<:rimental program at Fermilab. After the SSC h 
completed, and operating norma"lly, it will require the injection system 
for 1 ess than one hour each day. ·.Thus, depending upon physics interest 
and funding availability, an experimental program using the present 
Fermil ab system could rnr. ti nue a ft er the SSC is itself in operation. 

0849.02 

See Comment Response 1276.0l. 

0849.03 

The Illinois proposal, including the changes referred to in the comment, 
is consistent with the requirements of the ISP, Appendix B (EIS Volume 
I II). 

The changes 'in the proposal would result in a vefy small incr-ease in the 
overall cost of the project. This increase is so insignificant that a 
precise cost increase was not calculated for E:IS Volume IV, Appendix 2. 

See also Comment Responses 360.01 a11d 1276.!JI. 

0850.01 

The SSC cos ts for the 111i110 is site are discussed in Comment Response 
1276.01. The use of the Fermilab facility ts considered within these 
cost analyses. The evaluation of available regional resources was 
included in the methodology for site selection discussed in l/olurne .ll!. 
Regional resources was one of six technical criteria used in the site 
sele.cticn methodology. It includes the accessibility to the site of a 
major airport and the adequacy of community resources such as educ a -
tfonal and research activities.· 

The required infrastructure improvements needed for the SSC are described 
in Volume IV, Appendix 14. 

080108503358825 . 



0851.01 

The labor force available within the Illinois Region of Influence (ROI) 
is larger than that associated with any of the other proposed SSC site 
ROI's (see Volume IV, Appendix 5, "Ec-0nomic Activity, labor Force, and 
Income" sections for each proposed site). 

The quotation concerning anticipated :;ocioeconomic impacts on Kane ,and 
Dul'<1ge counties is accurate, (Volum!? IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.l.3.3). 
However, the statement ,regarding SSC-related construction jobs is 
incorrect. Roughly 10,500 jobs are anticipated to result from the SSC 
during the peak construction year (1992),,but these include both direct 
{construction and operation) jobs as well as secondary jobs; only 2,673 
construction jobs are anticipated during that year (Volume IV, Appendix 
14, Section 14.1.3.3.A). 

Anticipated public finance impacts of the SSC are discussed in Vol.il:Tle 
IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.D. Cumuhtive net fiscal impacts on 
local jurisdictions in t~e each of the primary impact counties of 
DuPage, Kane, and Kendall would be negative during the first three 
years, and positive thereafter. 

0852.01 

The existing infrastructure and support staff at Fermi lab were consid­
ered in preparing the EIS. This consideration resulted in a reduction 
of less than 1 percent in SSC operating personnel. This small reduction 

·is primarily a result of the continued operation of Fermilab. 

See Comment Response 1003.04; first paragraph. 

See Comment Response 904.01, first paragraph. 

0852.02 

Comments noted. 

0852.03 

• 

The method employed in the EIS to estimate direct and sacondary jobs 
resulting from the SSC, .including those anticipated in the Illinois 
Region of -Influence (ROI), is discus'sed in Volume IV, Appendix 14; 
Section 14.1.2.2.B.l. Direct-empfoyment impacts were based on cur.rent 
engineering and design estimates of the number and-types of personnel 
required during co'nstruction and operations of the SSC at each site. 
Spending in the :re9i-0n by the dire1:t construction and operation workers, 
and spending f<ir ·direct project-purchases, in turn would create adtU-­
tional jobs and. additiooal spending. The methodology for estimating the 
number of secondary jobs in the EIS incl udad the use' of RIMS in-put-output 
multipliers for the Illinois ROI. Empirical tests conducted by the U.S. 
Bureau of Economic Analysis indicate that estimates of the secondary 
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effects of final demand changes based on extensive surveys and RIMS mul­
tipliers have produced results of similar magnitude (U.S. Department of 
Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, 1986, "Regional Mult·ipliers: A 
U$er Handbook for the Regional lilput-Output Mode1ing System (RIMS U)"; 
see also U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic /!.nalysis, 1981, 
"Regional Ilipl1t-Output Modeling System (RIMS II): Estimation, Evalua­
tion.• and P.pp Heat ion of a Disaggregated Regional Impact Model"). 

The examination of SSC-related impacts on regional employment thus took 
deliberate steps to produce estimates that were as accurate as possible. 
The numbers of direct and secondary jobs anticipated are presented in 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Tables 14.1.3.3-1 and 14.1.3.3-2. Results of 

·the economic impact analysis presented in the EIS do not support a con­
.clusion of net loss in income accruing to the Fox Valley or to the State 
of Illinois. See also Comment Response 1381.0S. 

Regarding potential impact to water supplies in the vicinity of the 
proposed site, see Ci>m.'Tient Responses 533.03 and 7 .03. 

The impacts to wetlands have been evaluated in the EIS. See Comment 
Response 958.04. 

Regarding impacts on views from residences, visual impacts have been 
addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.3.3 and in Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.10. A number of potentially significant visual 
impacts have been identified, all relative to views from residential · 
areas. 

0852.M 

With regard to the question of the state's compensation strategies, see 
Comment Response BSO. 04. · 

The analysis presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.A 
does riot support the commenter• s contention that SSC-generated economic 
benefits would be limited to the "over-educated," See Comment Response 
958.02 for a summary of direct and secondary economic effects of the 
project. 

More detailed review of the impacts of SSC development, including 
mitigation measures, will be provided in the Supplemental EIS,· 

0853.Cll 

· It is true that sedge meadows are very rare in the area of the proposed 
Illinois site. The sedge meadow wetlands southwest of EB is not likely 
to be impacted from siltation due to construction of ES because of its 
distance from the site (approximately 500 ft). Similarly it is unlikely 
that this sedge meadow wetlands would be affected by any necessary 
widening or use of Danker Road, which is approximately 1000 ft from the 
subject wetlands .. If tfie Illinois site is selected, plans to mitigate 
wetlands impacts would be developed after consultation with the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers. See EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3. 
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0853 .02. 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency {EPA) promulgated the National 
Interi!ll Primary Drinking Water Regulations (Federal Register 41 (I32), 
28404-28409) in July 1976, which included control measures for natural 
and man-made radioactivity. The regulations establish as the permitted 
limit of radium contamination, a combined concentration of 5 pCi/1 of 
radium-226 and radium-228, and set the maximum level for gross alpha­
particle activity, excluding uranium and radon, at 15 pCi/l. These 
maximum contaminant levels (MCL) are applicable for "community" water 
supplies only. 

Studies conducted in Illinois indicate that the potable groundwater sup­
plied by the Cambrian-Ordovician aquifer system to a large portion of 
the northern part of the state, exceeds the EPA MCL of 5 pCi/l for total 
radium. The principal aquifers in this area are the sandstones. 

The health impacts from radiation during SSC operation have been as­
sessed in Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12. There are no measurable ad­
verse- impacts from cumulative effects of exposure to.radium in·drinking 
water and exposure to radiation from SSC operations. The dose equiva­
lent to the population at large from SSC operations is primarily through 
the air pathway and is less than 0_.001 percent of that from background 
radiation in the region of the proposed Illinois site. 

Tables 4-8 and 4-9 (Volume I, Chapter 4) gave statistics pertaining to 
radon levels present in living spaces and in basements in the regions of 
the proposed sites. Information was based primarily on the data co.1-
1 ected by the University of Pittsburgh Radon Project and its successor, 
The Radon Project, up to August 1987. Detailed data is presented in 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.3.6-1. This data includes 434 living 
space measurements and 322 basement measurements in DuPage County, and 
13 living space measurements and 7 basement measurements in Kendall 
County. In addition to this data, 31 first-floor measurements and 134 
basement measurements in DuPage County, two first-floor measurements and 
26 basement measurements in Kend;; 11 County, and 12 first~ floor measure­
ments and 59 basement measurements in Kane County, .and 13 living space 
measurements and seven basement measurements in Kendall County were sum­
marized from a publication prepared by Mr. Gilkeson who cited Mr. John 
Cooper's data, .The average b~sernent. radon level in three counties is 
4.I pCi/l, which is slightly above the EPA "recommended action level" of 
4 pCi/1. 

0854.01 

Comments noted. 

0854.02 

Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-23 is an inventory of the prime and import- . 
ant farmland acreages reported by the U.S. ·oepartment of Agriculture/ 
Soils Conservation Service at each of the proposed sites. The revised 
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table states that the fee simple area of the proposed North Carolina SSC 
site has.the largest acreage of prime farmland. See also Comment 
Response 1149.03. 

0855.01 

Comments noted. 

0855.01 

The reference to Table 4-2 of EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, is correct. 
The EIS does not estimate specific numbers of individuals affected (see 
Comment Response 710.01 regarding the number of parcels affected). The 
ISP does not require proposers to provide numbers of individuals, only 
acreages, parcels, residential and business classificatlons (see EIS 
Volume Ill). The EIS does not include numbers of people in the relo­
cation classifications. The State of Illinois proposal did adjust the 
location of some facilities from the conceptual design. 

The prime farm land impacts are described in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 13, 
Table 13-10. The EIS confirms that 19 facility locations would remove 
cultivated land from production. See Comment Response 880.04. 

0855.02 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 16.3.3.4, Inconsistencies with Laws, 
Plans, Policies, and Regulations, assesses scenic and visual resource 
impacts in different light than Section 16.3.3.3. Whether a visual 
impact is significant by other criteria (see Volume IV, Appendix 16, 
Table 15-1, p. 5), an adverse visual impact that is inconsistent with 
laws, plans, policies, and regulations has the potential for being 
significant. In the case of Illinois, no laws, regulations, and the 
like specifically address visual impacts. Therefore, visual impacts 
would not be considered significant by the criterion of "inconsistency.• 
In Arizona, the BLM does have specific management objectives and 
policies with which the predicted visual impacts there would not be 
consistent. 

Even in the absence of laws, policies, or the like protecting scenic and 
visual resources in affected areas of Illinois, scenic and visual re­
source impacts have been given full consideration in Section 16.3.3.3. 
In fact, there are several impacts with the potential for significance. 
Measures to mitigate these impacts to an acceptable level have also been 
described in that section as well as in Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 
3.5.3. 

0856.03 

See Comment Response 1175.Q4 for a discussion of potential measures to 
mitigate traffic impacts to children. 
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0856.04 

EIS is based on information submitted by the states and on publicly 
available information. Publicly available information includes Federal, 
State, regional, and local agency reports and publications and published 
university research project reports and theses. Comments given to the 
DOE during scoping meetings were used to establish priorities for as­
ses~ment in the preparation of the DEIS. All information submitted to 
the DOE following the scoping meetings was reviewed by technical staff 
and used as appropriate in the preparation of the DEIS. Every attempt 
was made to use as up-to-date information as could be provided and veri­
fied as being accurate. Where errors or omissions were detected, they 
have been corrected in the FEIS (see revised Volume I, Volume IV, Ap­
pendices 7, 8, and 11, and the Errata sections for the remaining ap­
pendices). Where more current. information has been identified since the 
publication of the DEIS which enhance or alter the assessments, they 
have been included in the revisions or errata. This included the con­
sideration of comments provided to the DOE in letters and in the public 
hearings on the DEIS. The information in the DEIS and FEIS, including 
the assessments of potential impacts, may not necessarily agree with 
information and assessments provided in the state proposals and sup­
porting documents since the DOE considered additional information as 
mentioned above. 

For details on projected water resources impacts at the proposed 
Illinois site, see Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.3 and 7.2.3.3. 
For details on wastewater disposal, see Volume IV, Sections 10.2.3.3 
(excavation dewatering}, 10.3.3.1.C (sanitary sewage), and 10.3.3.3.C 
(industrial wastewater). See also Corr.ment Responses 533.03 (groundwater 
supply impacts), 1381.11 (groundwater quality impacts), 979. 02 (number 
of potentially affected wells}, a:nd 1133.02 (compensation to affected 
well owners}. 

0856.05 

It is true that the SSC would require that land be taken .out of .agri­
cultural production. This is addressed in the discussion of conversion 
of prime and important farmlands in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 
13.2: 

Agricultural production and its economic importC1neewas considered in 
the socioeconomic analysis (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 5; Sections 5.8.I. 
and 5.8.2.) ·and in the ecological resources assessment details (see 
Volume IV, Appendix 11}. 

The availability of water for the Illinois region of influence is dis­
cussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3 .. 
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0856.06 

As stated in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8 and Volume IV, ~p­
pendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.D, the Illinois State government would incur 
costs for site and infrastructure improvements, and for the purchase of 
private land that would be transferred to federal ownership. If these 
costs were indeed financed through long-term bonds, the State likely 
would be obligated to make payments on the principal amount borrowed. 
Also there would be a long-term increase in both direct and indirect 
State tax revenues from project spending and additional spending by SSC 
construction and operations workers. These additional revenues would 
help to offset some of the expenditures that the State would incur. 
Appropriate state agencies should be contacted for details regarding 
proposed funding of these improvements and land acquisition. 

Private land would be remc•ed from the property tax base in the primary 
impact counties of DuPage, Kendall, and Kane in Illinois, reducing the 
amount of revenue for local jurisdictions. The EIS analysis indicates 
that although there would be a long-term property tax revenue loss to 
local jurisdictions, there would also be a long-term increase in both 
direct and indirect tax revenue from project spending and additional 
spending by SSC construction and operation workers (see EIS Volume IV, 
Apper.dix 14, Section 14.1.3.3). 

As noted in the comment, the EIS indicates that during both the con­
struction and operation periods, direct and secondary economic effects, 
including additional jobs, would be created in the primary impact 
counties. During construction, the direct jobs would include workers 
who are working for private construction firms that have contracts with 
both the State and Federal Governments. The exact distribution of jobs 
created by State versus federal contracts does not affect the magnitude 
of socioeconomic im;iacts to any cf the seven Regions of Influence 
(ROI's). During operation, professional and technical people would be 
employed, as well as clerical and other support personnel. Spending in 
the regjon by construct ion and operations workers and sprndlng for 
din:ct project purchases would create addit"iona1 jobs and spending. The 
~eco11d•rY jobs created would include jobs in all sectors of the econo.11y, 
but would be concentrated in services, trade, transportation, communica­
ticn, public util H·ies, and manufacturing. The methodology for esti­
r:ating the number of secondary jobs in the EIS ir:cluded the use of RIMS, 
which is a computerized system of models for input-output analysis. 
Empirical tests indicate that estimates of the ·secondary effects of 
final demand changes based on extensive surveys and RIMS multipliers 
have produced results of similar magnitude (U.S. Department of Cmr.merce, 
Eureau of Economic Analysis, 1986, "Regional Multipliers: A User Hand­
book for the Regional Input-Output Modeling System (RIMS II)"; see 
also U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, 1931, 
"Regional In~ut-Output Modeling System (RIMS II): Estimation, Evalua­
tion, and Application of a Disaggregated Regional Impact Model"}. Ad­
ditional discussion of the methodology used to estimate economic effects 
is presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.2 2. 
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0856.07 

The State of Illinois has not propos.ad any methods of industrial non­
hazardous wastewater treatment. When a site is selected for the SSC, a 
Supplemental EIS will address .waste issues in greater detail for the 
selected site. 

0856.08 

Comment noted. 

0856.09 

Comments noted. 

0856.10 

See EIS Volume Ill, Chapter 2 which discusses the requirements the 
proposers had to meet in fulfilling the requirements of the Invitation 
for Site Proposals (ISP). State strategies and commitments of State 
resources are the responsibility of the State. Questions concerning 
such strategies and commitments should be directed to the appropriate 
State agency. 

0856.11 

The EIS assumes the continuation of Fermilab operations. The DOE has 
not decided the disposition of Fermilab property after the termination 
.of activity. The DOE does not anticipate the need for any property 
beyond that specified in EIS Volume III, Chapter 1, Section 1.1. 

0857.01 
., 

See Comment Respons.es 710. 01 and 880. 04. 

0857 .02 

Scenic and visual impact assessments are provided in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 16, Section 1.6.3.3. Impacts have been identified a.nd mitiga­
tion measures recommended, regardless of the status of scenic and visual 
law$, plans, poljcies, or regulations. Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 
3.6,3 cites possible mitigations to further reduce adverse impacts. If 
the Illinois site is the selected site, a site-specific Supplemental EIS 
wi 11 be pl'epared to address these concerns and evaluate those mitigation 
measures that are planned for 1mplementation. 

0857.03 

See Comment Response 1175.04. 
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0857.04 

A discussion of climate and meteorology is provided in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 8. 

A discussion of secondary growth ·is discussed in EIS Volume IV. Appendix 
13, Section 13.1.3.3. 

The Soil Conservation Service identified 3,076 acres of prime farmland 
and 212 acres of important farmland in the Illinois SSC site fee simple 
area on the U.S. Department of Agrkulture Farmland Conversion Impact 
Rat'ing Form AD-1006 submitted to the !JOE. From these inventories, an 
estimated 197 acres of prime and important farmland would be permanently 
converted by the project. See EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.7.11; 
Chapter 4, Section 4.8.6; Chapter 5, Sections 5.l.7.2 and 5.2.ll; and 
llolume IV, Appendix 13. 

0357.05 

See Comment Response 856.0b. 

0858.01 

The DOE is ~ot aware of any v'iulation of human rights by the DOE or 
Fermi lab in con nee ti on with the proposed SSC project.. The DOE intends 
that an activities related to the project be conducted in accordance 
with all legal requirements. 

0358.02 

Most of the significant impacts identified at the seven site alterna­
tives can l:Je mitigated. The relative benefits and costs (including 
potential mitigations) were discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.6 and Chapter 5, Section 5.8. The Site Task Force used all 
these data as well as information gathered on their ~ite visits to 
evaluate the relative merits of the sites for constr11cting and operating 
tile SSC. 

OS51;l. Ui 

• People in the area surrounding the SSC will not be subjected to signifi-
c211t increased levels of rad·iation. For example, the projected dose is 
less additional dose than a pers•;n would get on a transcontinental jet 
flight. The dose for a transcontinental flight is approximately 2. 5 
mrem (National Council of Radiation Protection. Natural Background 
Radiation in the United States. Report No. 45. Washington, O.C: NCRP, 
1975). Each chest X-ray gives a person about 25 mrem of additional 
exposure. Finally, each person living in the Chicago area receives 
about 150 to 200 mrem of exposure per year from natural sources alone 
(cosmic radiation, radon, naturally radioactive materials in rocks, soil 
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and concrete, etc.--this does not i11clude chest X-rays, j-?t flights, 
etc.). With this perspective, it can be seen that the additional 
radiation exposure to the 9ub1 ic due to the presence of the SSC, which 
will be a.pproximately 0.004 mrem/yr, will be small. 

As stated in EIS Volume lV, Appendix 3, "Decommissioning Plan," the main 
sources of resid11al radioactivity at the time of decommissioning, nawJJly 
the beam absorbers, will be' completely removed and disposed of as low­
leve1 radioactive waste. ~11 accele1·ator components not salvaged for 
use elsewhere coul<l be left in place in Uie sealed tunnels. It should 
be recognized, however, that final decisions on Decommissioning will not 
be made for at least 25-30 years. Prior to the need for a decision on 
decommissi-Oning, the 00£ would ci>nduct additional NEPA review. 

leon.lederman's reference to a Oesertron was ma.de a number of years ago 
when it was speculate<! that the ne)(tgeneration accelerator after the 
Fermi.lab Tevatron would have to have energies of hundreds or thousands 
of. TeV and W011ld be so large that the only place it would conceivably 
fit would be the desert. The SSC is rated at 20 TeV. 

0859.02 

Based on available information, most of the significant adverse impacts 
identifled at the seven site alternatives can be mitigated. The rela­
tive benefits and costs (including potential mitigations) were discussed 
in ElS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.8. The 00£'s Site Task Force used 
all these data as well as information gathered on site visits to evalu· 
ate the relative merits of the sites for constructing and .operating the 
SSC. 

0859.63 

The plot of residences, schools, and residential concentrations (sub­
divisions) shown as Figure 9-20 in Volume IV, Appendix 9 was.compiled 
from information gathered by the 00£ and its contractors. from U.S.G.S. 
7 I/~ minute quad sheets, and by observations made and photographs taken 
during site visits, and are intendt!d·only to demonstrate the general 
population distribution around SSC surface construction locations,· In 
Voluoo IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3.5, F4 is identified as one of the 
surfa<:e construction locations with the potential to cause high annoy­
ance to people living within 2;000 ft of the center of the site. Analy" 
sis summarized in Volume IV, Appendix 9, Table 9"11 sho'iis-the :number of 
people in the vicinity of each F site who w.ill experience sound levels 
.in specified ranges dur-ing construction and operation .of tne SSC. During 
construction the ave:ra<]e day-ntghtsound level of the area-surrounding 
F4 i:s expected tG be in .the -range ·Of -40 to 50 tl0'A, based on the criteria 
contacined :'in Su1deHnes f.or Noise Impact Analysis (U.S.· EiPA, Office of 

.. Noise Abatement and Control, Oct 1981). The analysis presented in 
Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3.2 discusses both of these cases. 
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0859.04 

The DOE is obligated to consider visual impacts caused by SSC facili­
ties. However, visual impacts depend on whether.people ilre likely to be 
present to view the structure. Therefore, no visual impact assessment 
was completed for project facilities where there were no indications of 
public concern (low sensit·ivity). (See Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 
16.2.3.2 for criteria used to assess sensitivity and Table 16-1.) Where 
there are fewer than four residences affected and/or 1 ands are predomi -
nately agricultural, sensitivity was considered to be low. This sitµa­
tion prevails for fac:ilities ES, E6, f3, F5, and .F6. 

Where a project facility would be sited in an area of light industrial 
structures or commercial buildings, sensitivity was considered to be 
low; and th.e facility was considered to be compatible with U1e surround­
ings and not to cause a visual impact. This was the case for no. 
Where a facility is within view of home sites in a subdivision under 
construct·ion, sensitivity also is considered to be low. It is assumed 
that people buying homes in those areas will be doing so after tile pro­
posed SSC facilities have been built, or with .the knowledge that s;Jch 
facilities will be built nearby. In either case, people choosing to 
live in such subdivisions are assumed not to be moderately or highly 
sensitive to the visual character of the SSC structures, otherwise they 
would have purchased a home elsewhere (see Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sec­
tion 5.3.13). This circumstance was judged to prev.an for facilities Fl 
and FS (visual impact of· FS is also addressed fo Comment Response 
842. 03). 

Facility E4, was not considered to be an industrial complex, inasmuch as 
it would consist of only one building, similar to a small, one-story 
warehouse. For the visual impact tQ be considered as a VM Class 4, the 
small building would have to demand attention, being the focus of avail­
able views from the cemetery and forming a lasting impression. This 

·would not be the case with or without the fence-row plantings. There 
are several more memorable features in the landscape in the vicinity, 
including the transmission towers noted in the EIS. 

Concerning views from Baseline and Mighe11 Roads, they are considered to 
be low in sensitivity. They serv.e secondarily .as access to the cemetery, 
views which are treated as being moderately sensitive . 

.. 
0859.05 

The assumption of 35 mph is for the average, not the peak, vehicle .speed 
over the distance traveled to. the disposal site. Since a great deal of 
stop-and-start driving is anticipated for the lar:ge trucks, the 35 mph 
assumption has credence. 

Additional information which affects the analysis of air emissions f'GQm 
vehicle traffic has been included in Volume I, Chapter 5 and Volume IV, 
Appendix !L 
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0859.06 

Comment noted. 

0860.01 

DOE Orders 5480. IB, 5480 .4 and 5433. IA provide requirements for radi a-
t ion protection, occupational safety, fire protection, industrial hy­
giene, and transportation. A discussion of the type of fires that could 
occur in the tunnel is given in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, p. 101. A 
detailed fire protection system would be designed as part of final engi­
ne.ering processes which would occur after site selection. 

The DOE will provide all fire protection for the site. Additional land 
will not be needed for fire departments in the far service cluster. 
Each of the 11 service areas will ha'le their own fire protection sys­
tems. Fire trucks and other centralized equipment will be located in 
the emergency service buildings located at both the near and far cluster · 
areas. 

()360.02 

The procedures followed to ensure the accuracy of data contained· in the·· 
EIS are addressed .in Comment Response 13.02. 

0850.03 

Homes that are acquired in fee simple will be owned by the State of 
Illinois or the DOE. Decisions about their use and/or disposition have 
not been made at this time. See also Comment Responses 7.03 and 
1229.02. 

The Invitation for Site Proposals for the SSC, issued by the DOE in 
April 1987, did not specify a requirement for any particular type of 
rail track to any particular location of the SSC. Obviously, a pro­
posing State would have to demonstrate that the proposed site has ade­
quate accessibility or propose a specific plan to achieve it. What con­
stitutes adequate accessibility is at the present early stage of the 
project somewhat open to subjective interpretation but can nevertheless· 
be estimated on the basis of common sense and good engineering practice. 
The State of Illinois concluded that the proposed 0.8-mi-long track east 
of Big Rock is necessary but that the optionally proposed 4.8-mi-long 
track to Kaneville is not. The DEIS analyses did not include the assump­
tion that the latter track will be constructed. 

0860.04 

The costs for construction of the SSC were based upon the facilities as 
defined in the Conceptual Design Report and as adapted to the sites de­
scribed in the site proposals. The costs for decommissioning were based 
upon the plan developed by the Argonne National laboratory (see EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 3). · 
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All cost estimates were made in Fiscal Vear 1988 (FV 88) dollars. This 
means the costs are calculated as if all construction and decommis­
sioning activities took place between October 1937 and September 1988. 

·The DOE does not believe the cost estimated is understated, based on the 
present scope of the project. The actual costs for these activities 
would vary depending upon the actual years during which they occur, and 
the actual inflation rate for costs between FV 88 and those years as 
well as. revisions to the scope of work which could take place during 
final design. 

0860.05 

The summary in Volume IV, Appendix 3 is brief. However, the section is 
a condensation of a detailed document prepared by Argonne National Labo­
ratory (see first reference at the end of Appendix 3). The estimate of 
one year to decommission the SSC is reasonable. It is much shorter than 
the time to construct for several reasons. First, it always takes less 
time to raze a facility than to construct it. Second, not all of the 
SSC facilities and buildings will be demolished; most will be left in 
place for other uses, e.g., light industrial facilities or schools. The 
greatest construction time constraint is tunnel boring and below-ground 
facility installation. The tunnel would be sealed upon decommissioning 
but not necessarily refil 1 ed. Al so see Comment Response 522 .10. 

0860.06 

Air quality in the Chicago metropolitan area, as well as .in other site 
alternative metropolitan areas, has sho~m violations ·of ambient air 
quality standards, as discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.3.4.2. The SSC-related emissions of co, NOx, and voes during opera­
tions are almost enttrely (greater than 95%) due to off-site commute 
traffic. The emissions resulting from this traffic constitute a frac­
tion of a percent of the existing traffic contributions of these pol­
lutant emissions in all of the BQL metropolitan areas. Ozone/carbon 
monoxide nonattainment is a complex and pervasive nationwide problem 
requiring an air quality management strategy that is national in scope. 
A major compmient of future control strategy options will most likely 
incorporate some form Gf additional mobile source controls (i.e. vapor 
recovery systems, traffic volume reduction incentives, tighter vehicle 
emission standards). 

086(1.07 

It has been determined through direct discussions with school adminis­
trators that the schools mentfoned in the comment are located as 
fo 11 ows: 

Kaneland High School, Jr. High and Elementary School are located in 
the northeast comer of the intersection of Keslinger (E-WO) and 
Keredith (N-S) west of Route 47. The distance to E6 is 4400 feet, 
and to f6, 2.15 miles. The contribution of construction activity 
to the day-night noise level will be 53 dBA. 
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Thompson Junior High School is located I block north of Route 34, 
approximately 1/2 ml west of Montgomery. The distance to E2 is 1.7 
ml and to F2, 8,300 ft. Combined with the existing day-night level, 
the value will be 52 dBA. 

Big Rock Grade School is located on the north side of Route 30, 
east of Davis Road, across the highway from the Chicago, Burlington 
& Quincy Railroad tracks. The distance to F4 is 13,000 ft. No 
increase in the value of the day-night sound level (Ldn) is ex­
pected as a result of construction activity or operations of the 
facility. The nearest spoils haulage road is approximately 1 mi to 
the east. At this distance the trucks will be audible to people 
who are outdoors on ·the school campus, but the effect on the aver-

. age sound level will be negligible. 

St. Charles School is located on the collider ring approximately 
I mi southeast of E9 between Dunham Road and Kirk Road. At this 
distance the construction and operations of the E9 facility are not 
expected to cause any increase in the day-night noise level. 
Spoils haulage trucks, if routed along the extension of Kirk Road 
1,500 ft east of the school, will increase the hourly average sound 
level, (leq) from an estimated 50 dBA to 51 dBA, an increase 
greater than the accuracy of the data available for the 
computation. 

Waubonsie Valley High School is located in the northeast corner of 
the intersection of Route 34 and Eola Road in DuPage County. The 
School is 2.3 mi from E2, 4,800 ft from JI, and is within the 
boundary of the near cluster {G). The nearest identifiable con­
struction point is Jl. The contribution of construction at Jl is 
expected to contribute 48dB.to the hourly equivalent sound level 
at the school. Assuming that the present value of Leq is 50 dBA, 
the increase will be on the order of 2 dB. Noise impact from 
operation of the facility will be limited by the facility's com­
pliance with the Illinois State Noise Code which specifies that the 
sound reaching the school boundary is not to exceed 51 dB. Mitiga­
tion measures will be considered as necessary to limit the noise 
impact to the school. Spoils haulage, if the route includes Route 
34 or Eola Road, will impact the school. The extent of the impact 
will be determined largely by the amount of traffic presently using 
Route 34 and the incremental increase in traffic ihtrod4ced by. 
spo i r haulage. 

' 0960; 08 . 

The SSC is not a radioactive waste facility; therefore, no compari sori 
·between the SSC and existing DOE waste sites is possible. The impacts 
of disposition of hazardous and radioactive wastes generated by the SSC 
are discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2 and Chapter 5, 
Sections 5.2.6 and 5.1.6, as well as in Volume IV, Appendices 18 and 12. 
Both the construction and operations of the SSC will require Federal and 
State permits, as was discussed in the EIS (see Volume I, Chapter 6). 
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. 0861.01 

See Comment Response 865.02. 

0861.02 

See Comment Response SS0.04. 

0861.03 

The acquisition of land is, as stated in the Invitation for Site 
Proposals, the responsibility of the State. 

0861.04 

Coirment noted. 

0861.05 

EIS \lolume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.8 summarizes the benefits and costs 
of the proposed project. These assessments were developed independent 
from States proposals. 

081.il.06 

The analysis of public finance presented in the EIS suggests a peak of 
net revenue for the State of Illinois at $10.9 million in 1992; through­
out facility operation, beginning in the year 2000, net revenue for the 
State would be about $6.0 million {values are in 1988 dollars; see 
Jolume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8 and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 
14.1.3.3-14). 

Total project cost for the SSC is expected to exceed $4 bi11ion. See 
EIS Volume III and Volume IV, Appendix 2). The construction costs are 
estimated at $3.2 billion. The major financial burden of developing the 
SSC will be borne by the Federal Governmt'nt, not the State of Illinois. 
The State wi1 l incur costs for infrastructure improvements, totaling 
roughly $35 mill ion, as well as costs from purchasing private land which 
would be transferred to federal ownership (Volume IV, Appendix 14). 
Appropriate state agencies should be contacted for details regarding 
proposed funding of these improvements and land acquisition. 

0861.07 

Co1mnen t noted. 

0861.08. 

Public participation in the project has been sought through established 
NEPA procedures. Meetings with the public included the scoping meetings 
and tile hearings on the DEIS. The Secretary did meet with all proposers. 
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While it is correct that this did not permit opposing viewpoints to be 
expressed to the Secretary in person, the Secretary will take into 
account the EIS, wl>ich does include opposing viewpoints, in arriving at 
his decision. 

0861.0'J 

Cvir.ments noted. 

0861.10 

EIS Vol~me l, Chapter 6 discusses the regulatory requirements that the 
DOE or its contractor must rnaet in siting, constructing, and operating 
the SSC. The design fo"" erwironmerital mc11itori11g will be part of tha 
operating and maintenance prnct!dures c$tab1 ished by the i!'.anagercr:nt and 
operations (M&O) contractor. These procedures will be .-eviewed prier to 
startup as part of a DOE Operational Readiness Review. 

C861.11 

It is the DOE poHcy that fermilab would continue to operate if the SSC 
1-it!re located elsewhere. About 3,450 jobs would be directly involved 
with SSC construction durfog the peak year, and another 7,044 jobs would 
result indirectly frrnn project and worker spending in the Illinois 
region of influence during that period. During SSC operations, more 
than 3,230 workers .would be employed directly by the SSC, and nearly 
3,500 indirect jobs would result in the region. Annual estimates of 
these employment impacts are presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.3.A. · · 

lt is likely that there would be a restriction on water s:ipp'ly wens 
cnly within approxir.iately 150 ft of the SSC tunnel. ll.11 increase in 
regional groundwater overdraft is ant i'Cipated as a result of pro :'.ect 
water SUiJply requirements, but effects on individual wells would 1ike1y 
be limited. 'See Vo1un;e IV, iS.ppendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3 for a discussion 
of potential grounchu,ter use ar.d groundwater quality impacts. associated 
with the S'SC project at the Illir.ois site. 

See al so Co•1iment RBsponse 880. 04. 

IE61.1Z 

The effects of the- SSC project on surface and groundwater supply are 
discussed in the EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.4 and in more 
detail in Volume-IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.3 and 7.2.3.3. The 
increased runoff due to the SSC project would be mitigated by retention 
basins and other techniques, as discussed in the EIS Volume I, Chapter 
3, Section 3.6, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.l and Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Section 7.1.2.2.A.2. 
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0861.13 

Radiological impacts associated with the SSC are sununarized in the EIS, 
Volume I, Chapter 5 and are discussed at length in Volume IV, Appendices 
10 to 12. 

An objective evaluation of the radiological effects related to SSC acti­
vities requires that the relative impacts be considered in perspective. 
Because the projected exposures to radiation from the SSC operations are 
relatively low in comparison to existing standards, a comparison to 
background was appropriate. Operations of the SSC in Illinois were pro­
jected to result in a dose equivalent of 0.004 mrem/yr to the maximally 
exposed member of the general public. This is less than 0.001 percent 
of the dose equivalent of 401 mrem that an average individual would re­
ceive from background radiation (DEIS, Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 
5.1.6-1). It is 0.16 percent of the dose equivalent of 2.5 mrem that a 
passenger would receive from cosmic radiation during a five hour trans­
continental airplane flight (National Council of Radiation Protection, 
Report No. 45. Natural Background Radiation in the United States, 
Washington, D.C., 1975). Another point of comparison can be offered by 
the variation in background levels among the SSC site alternatives. 
Average annual dose equivalents from background radiation at the seven 
proposed sites range from 311 mrem/yr to 451 mrem/yr (EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Table 5.1.6-1). Thus, even without the SSC, an individual 
could receive an increase in radiation exposure of 140 mrem/yr simply by 
traveling from one state to another. 

An environmental monitoring program will be established by the DOE prior 
to operations of the SSC. This program will be designed to detect, 
track, and assess impacts from any radiation or radioactive materials· 
released from the facilities. Environmental monitoring is capable of 
detecting levels lower than those that can be detected invitro in human 
beings. It can also detect radiati"on/radioactivity prior to its impacts 
on the general public (Volume 4, Appendix 12, Section 12.2.1.1). 

0862.01 

Sites on the Best Qualified list (EQL), including the Illinois site, 
comprise those locations which would permit the highest level of re­
search productivity and over a 11 effectiveness of the SSC facility at a 
reasonable cost of construction and operation, and with ininimum adverse 
impacts on the environmental impacts. The main purpose of the EIS ls to•·· 
define and examine the potential environmental impacts. Part of the 
background provided in the document is a description of the population'·· 
of the Illinois Region of Influence (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, , 
Section 5.3.ll.1.B). The evaluation of SSC-related impacts, including 
those resulting from additional traffic {Volume IV; Appendix 14, Section 
14.2.1.3) and blasting (Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.2.3.3) during 
the construction period, considers effects on this regional population; ,., 
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0862.02 

Potential effects on wells and groundwater quality at the proposed 
Illinois site are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.2.3.3. In sullll!ary, a negligible effect on groundwater quality is 
anticipated. Regarding affected wells, see Comment Response 979.02. 

OS6Z.OJ 

Comment noted. 

0863.01 

Materials {spoils} excavated from the F4 site would only be stored for a 
short time on-site. On-site storage of spoils, although temporary, will 
include safeguards to prevent any runoff from the spoils. This may in­
clude berming or diking of the temporary spoils piles. These practices 
will minimize effects on Welsh Creek and should not harm the fish or 
their food sources. Following the temporary on-site storage, the spoils 
will be hauled to a permanent quarry disposal site (see Volume IV, Ap­
pendix 10, Section 10.2.3.3). 

0863.02 

The nearest SSC facility to central Big Rock (schoolyard) is approxi­
mately 1.7 mi. The only routine noise source at this location, after 
construction, would be a relatively quiet tunnel exhaust fan which would 
be inaudible beyond the site boundary. The only other operational SSC 
facility in the region would be a service area facility; its noise 
emission would not be heard at any location throughout central Big Rock 
(see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9). 

Construction noise emissions from these two locations would also be in­
audible in central Big Rock except under extremely rare meteorological 
conditions in which case the noise of earthmoving machines might be 
faintly heard outdoors in central Big Rock. Even then, this sound would 
be inaudible ins·ide a residence or schoolroom, even with the windows 
open. Consequently, interference with studies or any other activities is 
not expected. A railroad siding would be constructed along the right­
of-way of the Chicago, Burlington & Quincy Railroad, approximately 1 mi 
east of Big Rock. This activity would result in noise emission from a 
few dozer and scraper machines and would occur for a period not ex-
ceeding about two months. · 

Spoils from the site would be hauled to a quarry (No. 3) located ap­
proximately 3 mi.southeast of central Big Rock. The F4 site spoils 
would also be hauled to Quarry No. 3. The closest approach to central 
Big Rock of these hauling activities would be greater than 1 mi. Spoils 

·hauling would be completed in less than 3 years (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 10). 

The term "human receptors" is not used in the Final EIS. 
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0853.03 

SSC-related population impacts in Illinois would likely cause growth i1 
public school enrollments. Projected SSC-related enrollment increases 
in the Illinois Region of Influence, and in DuPage, Kane, and Kendall 
Counties, are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section I4.l.3.3.C, 
and Tables 14.1.3.3-10, 14.1.3.3·11, 14.1.3.3-12, and 14.1.3.3-13, 
respectively. In order to maintain current le·1els of public educational 
and instructional service and to minimize effects of classroom crowding, 
more instructors, education support staff, and an increased number of 
classrooms may be required in affected school districts. 

0863.04 

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 and traffic safety statutes, regulations and standards. 

0854.01 

Until more detailed design of the SSC has been completed, it cannot be , 
said that the existing Fermilab machine will or will not need any major 
alterations or improvements. If major work would be required oil the 
existing complex, the only shutdown time necessary would be that for 
breaking into the structures and installing beam-transfer lines. Some 
of the latter could be done during scheduled maintenance periods. It 
wn l take a total of one to two years to connect Fermil ab to the SSC 
coll ider ring. However, Fermilab's accelerator complex will only need 
to be shut down for about a total of six months during this time, so the 
connection period will have an insignificant effect on its role in world 
physics research. This is because Fermilab doesn't have to be down all 
of this time, but just at certain critical steps during the connection 
period. It will operate normally the rest of the time. 

Illinois has recommended adaptations to ring facilities and these would 
necessitate some additional tunneling, angled shafts, etc. These adap­
tations are responsive to Appendix B of the ISP which requires the pro­
poser to recommend an SSC alignment consistent with site characteris­
tics. However, these changes are relatively minor and would have an 
insignificant effect on the time and cost to construct the SSC. The EIS 
analysis does not indicate that the Illinois site is the most difficult 
and costly of the seven sites (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 2). 

0865.01 

The observations concerning land use are consistent with the analyses 
presented in Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.l. Issues concerning 
opportunity costs can be addressed by evaluating the socioeconomic 
impacts estimated for Illinois (Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8) 
versus that of the no-action alternative (Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
3.3). See Comment Response 1192.02. · 
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0865.02 

•· By attending public hearings in each of the states on the Best Qua 1 i fied 
List for the SSC, representatives of the DOE have been made aware of the 
local attitudes, feelings, problems, and social disruption that would 
occur to individuals, property owners, and communities. The state, 
region of influence, counties and indiv·idual communities were considered 
in the analysis for variolls impacts. Impacts on quality of life were 
discussed for each state in the EIS. 

Public participat·ion is. a vital element in the review of tile DEIS and is 
a les:al requirement of the EIS process. 

0866.01 

See Comment Responses 710.01, 1126.05, and 1504.01. 

0867.01 

See Comment Response 880.04. The term "human receptor" was used hi the 
EIS noise analysis to indicate people, institutions, or dwellings. The 
FEIS, Volume IV, Appendix 9 has been modified to reflect more specifi­
cally the groups of people potentially impacted by increases in noise 
levels. · 

The Indiana bat was studied because it is listed as an endangered 
species by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and protected by law. 

0867.02 

The statement regarding concern about flooding noted in the co~ent is 
incl~ded In the EIS (Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.2.1). 

The Illinois groundwater data were presented in Volume I, Chapter 4, 
Table 4-13. Available data indicate that violations of the radium 
standard occur in the Piedmont and Coastal Plain providences in Georgia; 
South Carolina, North Carolina, and New Jersey and in a northcentral 
area consisting of parts of Wisconsin, Missouri, Illinois, Minnesota, 
and Iowa. However, a cautious approach with regard to the restriction 
of radium in potable water supplies has been taken by the State. Main­
taining safe rad'ium levels may be accomplished by treating radium con­
taining water. Water q1Jality standards will apply for any community 
water supply. • 

0867.03 

Public services provided by local governments were analyzed based on a 
"level of Service" indicator. This is simply the ratio of government 
jobs in a particular sector to the total regional population. This 
concept is not without flaws and does not denote a numerical ranking or 
quality rating of the level of service provided. Varying degrees of 
private sector or out-of-region service provisions, differing levels of 
mechanization by government agencies, varying levels of crime and health 
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problems, etc., can distort the significance of the level of service as 
an indication of the actual level or quality of service provided. The 
measure is useful, however, as an indicator of the level of Impact by 
which regional population changes woOJld effect the need for local 
services (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.2). 

0867.04 

Comment noted. 

0867.05 

Comment noted. 

0867.06 

The DOE approach to supplementing data provided by the proposing states 
. is outlined in Comment Response 19.01. 

The maps in Volume I Chapter. 5 of the EIS are intended only to demon­
strate the general d.istribution of people and their locations•.re1ative 
to the SSC surface facility locations. These were used in DEIS to 
identify E and F areas having the potential to cause high annoyance from 
noise.· The final results of the site comparison, as presented in the 
revised Volume IV, Appendix 9, do not depend on the accuracy of these 
maps, but. rather on information obtained frofl! aerial photographs. 

The distribution of residences and schools for the seven SSC sites was 
·compiled from current USGS 7-1/Z minute quadrangle sheets and from 
observations recorded by the DOE during site visits. This information. 
was augmented by results of analysis of aerial photographs to quantita­
tively determine population distr.ibution in the vicinity of each SSC 
site. Where applicable, current information from school administrators 
was obtainec:I to complete the location and population information. The 
locations of 5 schools which were omitted from the Illinois sections of 
DEIS are de$cribed in the Comment Response 860.07, and in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 9. 

The Supplemental EIS for the selected site will address the population 
numbers and distribution at a level of detail which will identify each 
residence, school and other institutional structure, its location rela­
tive to the SSC facilities,. and the number of people associated with it 
The Supplemental EIS will also address. pl11nned but. uncompleted land 

. development as it affects impact mitigation requirements. 

0868.01 . 

~ee Cor0ment Response 12l7. Ol. 

0868.02 

See Comment. Response 710.0l, ll26.0S, and 1369.09. 
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0369.0l 

Tlie FEIS has been revised t-0 indicate that a measurable impact on the 
already existing regional overdraft of the deep aquifers and on the 
shalll:r., aquifers would result from the combined on-site and off-site 
water needs of the project. The FEIS also recognizes plans by communi­
ties to the east of the site to import lake Michigan water, and the po­
tential for increased use of local surface 1~aters. For a more complete 
discussion of these impacts ar.d potential mitigation, see FEIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 7, Sect ion l. 2. 3. 3. See al so ComJnent Response 533. 03. 

0869.02 

See Cow.ment Response B.02 regarding data compilation and management for 
the !EIS. 

The groundwater overdraft impact of SSC project operations at the 
Ill ir.ois site is characterized in the EIS as a measurable long-term 
impact for which there is no totally effective mitigation (EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3.B.l). 
This is not suggestive of an "insignificant" impact but rather indicates 
an impact that will be measured or observed in the area's groundwater 
system over and beyond the duration of .the project and will likely 
require some adjustments in local water use patterns (see definition of 
measurable impact in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.2.l). The 
impact is not deemed significant for the arguable rationale that the 
incremental overdraft related to the SSC project is a small portion of 
the existillg condition. Howl)ver, the measurable impact remains, and it 
is not considered insignificant by the DOE. 

'See Comment Response 1504.01 for a discussion of the site se'lection 
process. 

0370.01 

All potentia""1y significant adverse scenic and visual resource impacts 
at the Illinois site would be due to SSC facilities being in the view of 
residential areas. However, it may be possible to mitigate the visual 
impacts acceptably over time (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3 
and !Joh.me IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.3.3). Also, see Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Table 5. l.10-l for a comparison of the seven sit es regarding 
visual impacts. Additional details about visual impacts and related 
mitigation strategies will be provided in the Supplemental EIS. 

0870. !)2 

It is true that regional groundwater overdraft conditions exist for both 
the shallow and the deeper aquifers at the Illinois site. These con­
ditions would exist regardless of whether the SSC is sited in Illinois. 
See the additional information on groundwater and surface water in 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3 and Comment Response 1279.115 
regarding more reliance on surface water sources (e.g., Fox River and 
lake 14ich i gan) . 

"85109003358821 



0870.03 

The SSC will incrementally affect the water sYpply problems at the pro­
posed Illinois site. Impacts on individual wells will depend on their 
location relative to the site and the SSC water supply wells. Ground­
water impacts and potential mitigation are assessed in FEIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3. See also Co11U11ent Response 533.03. 

0870.04 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency promulgated the National In­
terim Primary Drinking Water Regulations (Federal Register 41 (132), 
28404-28409) in July, 1976, which included standards for natural and 
man-made radioactivity in drinking water. The regulations establish as 
the permitted limit of radium contamination a combined concentration of 
5 pCi/1 of radium-226 and radium-228, and set the maximum level for 
gross alpha-particle activity, excluding uranium and radon, at 15 
pCi/l.iter. These maximum contaminant levels (MCL) are applicable for 
"community" water supplies only. A number of factors, including health, 
cost, occurrence, and practicality, were considered when these maximum 
contaminant levels (MCL) were devised. Available data indicate that 
there are two specific geologic regions where over 75 percent of the 
known violations of the radium standard occur: the Piedmont and Coastal 
Plain providences in Georgia, South Carolina, North Carolina, and 
New Jersey and a northcentral area consisting of parts of Wisconsin, 
Missouri, Illinois, Minnesota, and Iowa. 

The Illinois groundwater data in Volume I, Chapter 4 were collected by 
the State of Illinois in the region of the proposed SSC site. In those 
wells tested in the regions of the proposed site, the gross alpha activ­
ity ranged from less than the lower level of detectability to 4.6 pCi/l 
with an average of 1.2 pCi/l. Studies of Illinois indicate that the 
potable groundwater supplied by the Cambrian-Ordovician aquifer system 
to a large portion of the northern part of the State exceeds the U.S. 
EPA MCL of 5 pCi/l for total radium. The principal aquifers in this 
area are the sandstones. They include the St. Peter, the Iroiiton­
Galesville, part of the Eau Clair Formation, and the Mt. Simon Sand­
stones (Gilkeson, R.H., et al. "Hydrogeological and Geochemical Studies 
of Selected Natural Radioisotopes and Barium in Groundwater in 
Illinois", University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, Water Resources 
Center Report UILU-WRC-63-0180, May, 1983). Existing data on the re­
lationship between cancer risk and exposure to low levels of radium in 
drinking water are scarce and inconclusive. However, a cautious ap­
proach with regard to the restriction of radium in potable water sup­
plies has been taken by the State. Reduction of radium in water may be 
accomplished by treating contaminated water. Lime softening, ion ex­
change, reverse osmosis and dilution with low radium surface water have 
been demonstrated to be effective methods for reducing radium levels. 
The treatment of elevated levels of radium in water has been achieved in 
Illinois at the Herscher and Lynwood ion exchange plants and the Peru 
and Elgin lime softening plants (Remi Beth Langum, "Radium in Drinking 
Water" IONS Internal Report, First Draft, May, 1986). 
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Naturally elevated radium levels do occur in groundwater to the east of 
the proposed SSC site in Illinois. The incremental impact of the SSC on 
radioactivity in the environment, including groundwater, and the result­
ing potential radiation exposures of the public are estimated to be very 
small for the proposed Illinois site. The health impacts from radiation 
duri~g SSC operations have been assessed in Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 
12. SSC operations will not increase the amount of radium in drinking 
water to dangerous levels, even considering the long-term cumulative 
effects of exposure to radium as such low levels. The dose equivalent 
from SSC operations is primarily through the air pathway and is less 
than O.COl percent of that from background radiation. 

0870.05 

The observations concerning land use patterns are cons·istent with the 
analyses presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.6.7 and Volume 
IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.1.3.3. 

Recent population increases in the Illinois Region of Influence are 
discussed in Comment Response 973.01, especially in the first two 
paragraphs. 

The potential impacts of the SSC on local property values in Illinois 
are addressed in the first paragraph of Comment Response 1047.02. 

Volume I, Chapter .1, Section 3.3 presents no-action scenarios. A com­
parison of these scenarios with project development scenarios as pro­
vided in Appendix 13 measures lost opportunity costs. Impacts associ­
ated with not implementing the SSC are addressed in Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.3.1. 

0370.06 

The fermilab wiil have to be shut down to connect lt to th<~ SSC coll ider 
ring. Connect ion is planned to require fro~1 one to two years. However, 
rer.nilab's ac<::elerator complex js expected to remain prod•Jctive for all 
but about six months of this time, so the connection period w'ill have an 
i11significant effect on its role in world physics research. This ·is 
because ff:rmilab doesn't have to be down all of this time but just at 
certain critical steps during the connection period. The rest of the 
t.in:e it can operate nomally. Also see Comment Response 1219.0_3. 

0871.01 

See Corrmier.t Respanse 880. 04. 

0871.02 

Comment noted. 

0871.03 

See Comment Response 1020.05. 
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0871.04 

See Comment Response 1279.357. 

0871.05 

The statement under Infrastructure Assessment (see Utilities, EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.2.C, Paragraph 8), "For utilities serv­
ing the proposed sites, planning reserve margins range from 15 to 28 
percent" is true. The Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 14.2.2-3 reference 
is to a 14.2 percent reserve margin that would be available under Common­
wealth Edison's current resource plan (which excludes the projected SSC 
load) if the SSC load were to be added. It is expected that if the SSC 
were sited in Illinois, Commonwealth Edison would modify its resource 
plan to maintain at least the required reserves. The comparison of the 
current resource plan (which does not include the SSC load) with loads 
including the SSC provides a measure of the degree to which resource 
plans must be modified to accommodate the SSC load. The reference to 
reserves of 3,083 MW, or 14.2 percent in the year 2004 does not reflect 
Commonwealth Edison's plans if the SSC or any equivalent load were to be 
sited in their service territory and does not indicate that insu~ficient 
reserves would be available (see Volume IV, Appendix I, Section 
1.2.3.10). 

0871.06 

The DOE disagrees and believes that a sufficient analysis of the direct, 
indirect, short- and long-term effects of the SSC sufficient to support 
a site selection decision were provided by the EIS. The DOE has also 
committed to a Supplemental EIS for the selected site. The Supplemental 
EIS will be based on more detailed design information and will address 
additional options available to the Department of mitigate environmental 
impacts. 

0871.07 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3.C.1.c addresses concerns 
regarding the acid rain issue. The mechanism for electric power gener­
ation and its source composition (gas, coal, nuclear., etc.) at the af­
fected utility is outside the scope of this EIS. EIS Volume IV, Ap­
pendix 14, Section 14.2.2.2.C addresses the flexibility in planning that 
each utility must maintain in order to meet the dynamic demands placed 
on their systems. The cumulative effects of the SSC project on re­
sources and energy production are discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.6. 

0872.01 

Sell, Comment Responses 1368.01 and 1368.02. 

0873.01 

Comments noted. 
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0873.0f 

As stated in the DOE Invitation for Site Proposals for the SSC (April 
1987), Chapter 3, the goal in evaluating sites for the SSC is to select 
a site that will permit the highest level of research productivity and 
overall effectiveness of the SSC facility at a reasonable cost of con­
struction and operations and with minimal adverse impact on the environ­
ment. The Secretary of Energy will select a site using technical evalu­
ation criteria and cost considerations. In order of relative impor­
tance, the technical evaluation criteria are geology and tunneling, re­
gional resources, environment, setting, regional conditions, and 
utilities. 

0874.01 

The EIS assesses this impact of.relocation regardless of the nature of 
the resident. Individuals who live in a mobile home park that may be 
displaced still incur impacts. Under the Federal relocation and ac­
qaisition laws (Public Law 91-646 and IO CFR 39), benefit services are 
provided for relocation for rental property residents. Proposers are 
responsible for acquisition and relocation services (see EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 4, Section 4.4.1) and for complying with the cited Federal ac­
quisition laws. 

0874.02 

Part of this comment appears to result from misinterpreting the meaning 
of the term "water table." For unconfined aquifers, the water table 
represents the elevation (that is, the surface, not the entire volume) 
in the ground below which soils and rocks are saturated with water. The 
EIS is correct in stating that the tunnel at the proposed Illinois site 
will be entirely below the water table; this means that the tunnel will 
be entirely in the saturated zone. Producing water wells always pene­
trate below the water table, that is, into the saturated zone, since 
insufficient water is. available in the unsaturated soils and rocks above 
the water table. Constructing tunnels below the water table, that is in 
saturated rocks, involves standard engineering practice which has been 
demonstrated successfully in all parts of the world {e.g., highway and 
railway tunnels through mountains and under rivers, estuaries, bays and 
lakes). See Comment Response 19.03 with respect to the control of 
water infiltration into the SSC tunnel. 

0874.03 

The problem with wells running dry described in the comment relates to 
the shallow aquifer system. The water supply for the SSC is currently 
planned to come from the deep "sandstone" aquifer. Because the two 
aquifers l"ack any significant connection, pumping for SSC water use will 
not affect shallow wells. 

The statements regarding tunnel inflows in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10 
are the maximum expected from untreated rock. Most of the tunnel at the 
Illinois site will be in essentially impermeable rock. Inflows'will be 
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from discrete fractures which can be easily isolated and sealed by' 
grouting or lining. A significant amount of tunnel "dewatering" is no~ 
expected. 

See also Comment Response 1279.115 for general discussion of overdraft 
conditions. 

0874.04 

The EIS has been revised to reflect the use of additional fugitive dust 
control which greatly reduces the modeled TSP concentrations (see 
Comment Response 1278.11). The new information in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Table 5.1.3-3 indicates that Illinois would now rank second 
highest for TSP-24 hour average and tied for second lowest for TSP­
annual geometric mean. This EIS makes no attempt to calculate a person­
exposure value for air quality impacts. 

0875.01 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-5 is in error and has been corrected to 
reflect a change in footnote "g" from "50%" to "50. • See Comment 
Response 307.04. 

0875.02 

See Comment Response 710.01 and 880.04. Only areas designated to be 
acquired in fee simple will create relocations. Many areas of the 
tunnel will be affected by stratified fee only. See also Comment 
Response 266.03. 

0875.03 

See Comment Responses 307. 04 and 880. 04. 

0875.04 

A clarification to the EIS data has been submitted by the Illinois pro­
poser group. The standard SSC template·was adjusted, with the concur­
rence of the DOE, so that all of injector area B and future expansion 
area C acreage requirements can be satisfied fully by using Fermilab 
property. As a result, there are no land acquisition requirements 
necessary for these two areas. See Comment Response 1279;159 regarding 
changes in the EIS text. 

0875.05 

Comment noted • 

. 085109003358826 . 



0876.01 

There are se11en prairie remnants in the 16 township area surrounding the 
proposed tunnel a 1 ignment in ill illoi s which contain ex amp 1 es of the 
original vegetation in northern Illinois {See Voluir.e IV, Appendix 11, 
Section 3.3.1). The proposed location of the SSC project would avoid 
direct impacts to prairie remnants, and since modifications to the 
existing Fermi 1 ab facility on concentrated in other areas, on 1 y minor 
impacts are expected to occur to the restored 675 acre prairie on the 
Fermi lab property. Incremental additions of the SSC project to regional 
impacts on prairie. remnants would be 1 imited to secondary impacts due to 
increased popul at.ion growth. 

0876.02 

See Comment Response 1292.05. 

0876.03 

See Comment Response 1292. 05 

0815.04 

See Comment Response 854.02. 

0876.05 

Comment noted. 

()876.06 

The assessment of we 11 s potentially 1 ost or c 1 osed due to SSC siting and 
construction at~ the site alternatives in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.2.3 does not support a conclusion that more wells will be lost in 
Illinois than at all other sites combined. The number of wells that may 
be lost due to siting tlie SSC in Illinois was not reported accurately in 
the DEIS. State records indicate 320 wells within the SSC footprint; 
however, based on field surveys, the State estimates that only 6 to 31 
we 11 s may be directly affected and re qui red to be closed because of the 
project. See Comment Response 979.02 for clarification of criteria to 
assess the mmiber of wells closed or affected' and revisions to the EIS. 

0876.07 

See Cow.ment Response 1369.09. 

0876.08 

Cor.m1ent noted. 

0876.09 

See Comment Response 1279.115. 
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0876 .10 

While the ring crosses the Fox River and other streams, it does so at 
depths of 280 to 360 ft. Construction of the ring tunnel under' the 
streams will have negligible surface disturbance, hence negligible 
sedimentation impacts on the stream. 

Construction of SSC surface facilities may have impacts on streams. 
While the Illinois site has the largast river, Le., the Fox River, 
among the seven site alternatives overlying the tunnel. alignment, it has 
not been determined that more streams cross above the alignment than at 
any other site. The impact of siltation and pollution on larger streams 
such as the Fox River is not necessarily larger; it is likely to be less 
severe because of the availability of larger flow to transport sediment 
and pollutants. However, with implementation of proper mitigative 
measures, it is anticipated that there will be minimal surface water 
quality impacts from the SSC projects (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Section 7.1.3.3). All SSC project activities will comply with appli­
cable environmental regulations, and the impact on the streams will be 
minimized (see·EIS Volume I, Chapter 6). 

0876 .11 

The presence of methane gas In Illinois 
Appendix 5, Section 5.3.1.5 of the EIS. 
1007 .01. 

0876.12 

is analyzed in Volume IV, 
See also Comment Response 

See Comment Responses 1237.02 and 1279.357. 

0876.13 

See Comment Response 1007.02. 

0876.14 

See.Comment Responses 1217.01, 1237.02 and 1279.357. 

0876.15 

, See Comment Response 1369;09. 

0876 .16 

·The comment is correct that the proposed Illinol s site is the -0nly site 
among. the seven sites where elevated radium levels have been reported in 
the .groundwater supplies . 

.The Illinois groundwater data In Volwr.e I, Chapter 4 were collected by 
·the State of Illinois in the regiqn of proposed SSC site. In those 
wells tested .in the regions of the proposed site, the gross alpha activ­
ity ranged from less than the lower level of detectability to 4.6 pCi/l 
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with an average of 1. 2 pCi/l. Studies of 11 li noi s indicate that the 
potable groundwater supplied by the Cambrian-Ordovician aquifer system 
to a large portion of the northern part of the State exceeds the U.S. 
EPA MCL of 5 pCi/l for total radium. The principal aquifers in this 
area are the sandstones. They include the St. Peter, the Ironton­
Galesville, part of the Eau Clair formation, and the Mt. Simon Sand­
stones (Gilkeson, R.H., et al. "Hydrogeological and Geochemical Studies 
of Selected Natural Radioisotopes and Barium in Groundwater in Illinois", 
University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, Water Resources Center 
Report UILU-WRC-83-0!80, May, 19S3). Existing data on the relationship 
between cancer risk and exposure to low levels of radium in drinking 
water are scarce and i nconc.l us i ve. However, a caut 1 ous approach with 
regard to the restriction of radium in potable water supplies has been 
taken by the State. Reduction of radium in water may be accomplished by 
treating contaminated water. lime softening, ion exchange, reverse 
osmosis and dilution with 1ow radium surface water have been demonstrated 
to be effective methods for reducing radium levels. The treatment of 
elevated levels of radium in water has been achieved in Illinois at the 
Herscher and Lynwood ion exchange plants and the Peru and Elgin lime 
softening plants (Remi Beth Langum, "Radium in Drinking Water" IONS 
Internal Report, First Draft, May 1986). 

NatoJrally elevated radium levels do occur in groundwater to the east of 
the proposed SSC site in Illinois. The incremental impact of the SSC on 
radioactivity in the environment, i nc1 udi ng groundwater, and the result­
i n9 potential radiation exposures of the public are estimated to be very 
small for the proposed Illinois site. The health impacts from radiation 
during SSC operations have been assessed in Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 
12. There are no measurable adverse impacts from cuw.ulative effects of 
exposure to radium in drinking w;;ter and exposure to radiation from SSC 
operations. The dose equivalent from SSC operations is primarily 
thrn•1gh the air pathway and is less than 0.001 percent of that from 
backgro.1md radiation. 

The !LS. f.nvironmenta l Protection Agency promulgated the Nati ona I 
Interim Primary Drinking !:later Regulations (Federal Register 41 (132), 
Zlli\04-28409) in July, 1976, which include standards for n.itural and 
man-made radioactivity in drinking water. The regulations e>tablish as 
the permitted limit of radium contamination a combi;ied com:eiltration of 
5 pCi/l of racl'i11m-226 and radium-228 and set the maximuw level for gross 
alpha-parti~le activity, excluding.uranium and radon, at 15 pCi/l, 
These maximum c:(}ntaminant levels are applicable fer "community" wat.,r 
supplies cnly. A number of factors, including health, cost occurrence, 
and practicality, were considered when these maximum contaminant levels 
were devised. 

0876.17 

Variable water quality conditions are displayed at .. 11 of the sites, as 
presented in individual site chapters in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sections 
5.1.2, 5.2.2, 5.3.2, 5.4.2, 5.5.2, 5.6.2, and 5.7.2. A summary of the 
data is in Volume I, Chapter 4 .. Table 4-2. Water Quality data at all 
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alternative sites where data are available 
ity standards for one or more parameters. 
water quality has not been determined. 

0876.18 

See Comment Responses 1007 .03 and 1007.04. 

0876.19 

See Comment Response 1007,12. 

0876.20 

See Comment Response 1007.11. 

0876.21 

See Comment Response 1293.03. 

0876.22 

Sl:!e Comment Response 1312.0l. 

0876.23 

See Comment Response 1007.13. 

0876.24 

See Comment Response 1007.14. 

0876.25 

See Comment Response 41.02. 

0376.26 

show violation of water qual­
Site ranking in terms of 

The State of Illinois originally proposed 46 quarries as disposal sites 
as part of their proposal {September 1987). They have since revised 
their plans and have proposed the use of four quarries as disposal 
sites. However, more sites are available for use if the need warrants 
use of more than the primary four that are currently designated. 

As a worst-case scenario there could be as many 144 truckloads deliver­
ing excavated material to Quarry 1 assuming three tunnel boring ~achines 
(TBMs) operated simultaneously. 

Mitigative measures would be considered during the construction and 
planning stage to avoid or minimize the impacts of these trucks {EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3). Such m~asures would include 
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p1.anning TBM operations in different quadrants to reduce trafflc jams on 
the roads and at the quarries. The impacts would be addressed in 
greater detail in the Supplemental EIS after the site i.s selected. 

0876.27 

Surface water and shallow groundwater systems at the Illinois site and 
at all other sites are interconnected as noted in the comment. This is 
a common hydrologic situation and planned mitigations will be coordi­
nated to ensure that impacts to both surface water and groundwater are 
minimized. See also Comment Responses 18.03 and 1369.05. 

0876.28. 

Any additional time required to complete construction during the incle­
ment weather in Illinois can be compensated for by dividing the work to 
be done into smaller packages and having the work done concurrently. In 
this way, the project can be completed in Illinois within the same over­
all time as all of the other sites. 

0876.29 

The mitigations to reduce the effects of blasting vibration and noise 
are discussed in EIS Volume IV; Appendix 9, Section 9.2. The increased 
costs associated with the techniques described to reduce vibrations and 
noise to acceptable levels (blasting delays or timing devices and 
vibratton/noise monitoring programs) for the Illinois site are insig­
nificant and were not calculated for the EIS. 

0376.30 

See. Conm1ent Response 1126.05. 

0876.31 

The observations concerning land use patterns are consistent with the 
analyses presented in EIS. Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.8.7 and Volume 
IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.10 and Appendix 13, Section 13.1.3.3. 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.3 present5 no-action scenarios. 

A comparison of .these scenarios with project development scenarios as 
provided in Volume IV, Appendix 13 provides an estimate of lost 
opportunity costs. 

0876.32 

See Comment Response 1486.03. 

0877.01 

See Comment Response ll45. 04. 
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0877 .02 

.Guidelines for Noise Impact Analvsis (U.S. EPA, Office of Noise Abate­
ment and Control, Oct 1981) contains a detailed discussion on the impact 
of population density on background day-11ight average sound level (Ldnl· 
It concludes, as noted in Volume IV, Appendix 9, that ldn increases with 
~ncreasing populatfon density. Therefore, in the absence of dominating 
industrial sound sources, areas with a higher population densHy 
normally will have a higher background sound level than areas with a 
1 ower population density. Since it is the difference between background 
sound levels and the sound levels produced by the project that determine 
the noise impacts, sound levels produced by the SSC would be less an­
noying in areas with higher background sound levels than in areas with 
lower background sound levels, all other factors being equal. Volume 
IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3.2 contains a discussion on how far noise 
from SSC project activities will be noticeable from the location of the 
activity. Distances for which the noise will be audible are reduced, 
but not eliminated, for the higher background. 

With respect to blast overpressures and ground-transmitted vibrations 
from blasting, it is noted in Appendix 9 that Illinois has the largest 
number of structures within 600 ft of blast locations. The DOE has 
committed to a program of blast control and monitoring (described in 
Section 9.2.3.3) in order to minimize the potential for structure damage 
to houses and other buildings. Limiting observed ground-transmitted 
vibrations at structures to a peak particle velocity of 2.0 inches/s and 
airblast overpressures to 131 dBL, as discussed in· section 9.2.2, will 
preclude the possibility of damage to houses, although the blasting will 
certainly be not iceab 1 e .. 

0877.03 

The presence St. Charles High School and all other schools were not 
ignored in the health impact analyses in EIS Volume IV, Appendix. 12. 
See Comment Response 1139.01. A revision has been made to Volume IV, 
Appendix 4 to include St. Charles High School. 

0877 .04 

Comments noted. 

0878.01 

Kaneland School is approximately 4,000 ft from the nearest surface con­
struction (E6). Noise levels at the school emanating from .the surface 
operations supporting the tunnel boring machine would be expected to 

·average less th.an 45 dBA at that distance, which should not be discerni~ 
ble. St. Charles High School and the Norris Recreatio'n Center are lo­
cated approximately 4,000 ft from the nearest surface construction · 
location, intermediate access area E9. Noise levels from E9 during the 
peak of construction are expected to have a day-night average sound 
level of 45 dBA at that diStance, which is not expected to annoy a 
significant percentage of people. 
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0878.02 

Th~ human high annoyance measure, .which is a fur.ct ion of the day-night 
a·;erage sound level, incorporates the impact of the combination of pre­
project background sound and sound associated with project activities. 
SS.C project activities alone-will result Jn a smaller .number of highly 
annoyed people when there ls a higher existing background sound level. 
The cw:m"lative impacts of the project are therefore reduced tn situa­
ticns where conditions outside the project, such as residential develop­
ment and expanston of nolsecproducing facilities, are raising ambient 
levels. Note also that the long-rangti impacts of this project (during 
operations) are ex;.i2ctr:id to r'1~UH in sound levels above 55 dBA (which 
is the ·EPA-recumrnended mttdoor limit for developed land) for the land 
located within 450 ft of the service area property line, as discussed in 
DEIS Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3.2. 

Table 9-2 of Appendix 9 addresses construction no·ise. The Federal High­
way Administration criteria of 67 d8;\ is not applicable to construction 
noise, as no.ted in Appendix 9. Howe·Jt'r, construction activities at E 
and'F areas in support cf the tunnel boring machines are expected to 
highly annoy approximately 25 percent of those within 630 ft of the cen­
ter of an E or F ~ite, and 9 percent of thos'.'! between 630 and 2,000 ft 
of the center of an £ or F site. It is anticipated th.at the DOE will 
address noise abatement measures during detail design and construction 
planning t.o minimize higti.annoyan::e to residents imp:icted by constnc-

. tiOn and operation5 noise. The S•Jpplemental EIS for the selected site 
will describe the·mttigation plan. 

0878.03 

Comment noted. 

0878.04 

See Comment Response 710.01. 

0318.05 

Since the DuPage County Airport is not a noise,sensitive area, but 
rather a source of noise, its presence in Volume IV, Appendix 9, Figure 
9-20, is root appropriate. The purpose of the sensitive hmnan' noise 

, receptor lOtation plots such as Figure 9-20 is to indicate the general 
distribution of people around the surface. fadlities of the SSC, and 
also to assist in identifying the facilities that have the potential to 
cause high annoyance to people 1 ocated close to project faci I it ies. 

The location of the DuPage County Airport is shown i 1 Figure 5.3.11-3 in 
the tran5portat\o~ section of Volume lV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11.2. 
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0879.01 

Regarding the number of wells potentially closed at the SSC site in 
Illinois, see Comment Response 979. 02. The existence of the St. Charles 
municipal supply well is now noted in the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Section 7.2.3.3. 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, .Section 7.2.3.3 does state that the closure 
of wells would be a measurable beneficial impact to the groundwater 
system, which is true. While mentioned, this fact was not used to 
reduce the assessed level of impact of well closures which were 
identified as measurable and significant as suggested by the comment. 

0879.02 

Comment noted. 

0880.01 

The purpose of this EIS is to provide a full and fair discussio'l of 
significant environmental impacts in order to inform the public and 
decision makers of the reasonable alternatives that could avoid or mini­
mize adverse environmental impact or enhance the quality of the human 
environment. 

0880.02 

The industrial water need of 2,200 gal/min for the SSC operations 1 isted 
i.n EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.6-1 reflects an occasional peak 
cooling water use. This table has been revised and now lists an average 
industrial water need of 1,780 acre-ft/yr or 1,100 gal/min. With the 
average potable water need of 400 acre-ft/yr or 250 gal/min, the average 
total water need for SSC operations is 2, 180 acre-ft/yr or l, 350 
gal/min. In addition, the SSC-induced population increase would requ·ire 
an average .of about 605 acre-ft/yr or 375 gal/min. The total on-site 
and off-site SSC-related water need will thus be 2,785 acre-ft/yr or 
1,725 gal/min. This would represent about 2.5 million gal/d. Assuming 
an average U.S. domestic water need of 100 to 120 ga l/d this quantity 
would be equivalent to the water supply for about 21,000 to 25,000 
people, Thus the comment is correct that a significant volume of water 
would be needed by the project. 

For comparison, the. total groundwater withdrawals for 1986 in Kane and 
DuPage Counties were estimated at 38,000 and 110,000 acre-ft, respec­
tively. Thus, the SSC operational water need represents about 2 percent 
of the combined 1986 groundwater withdrawal of these two counties. 
Based on the considerations expiained above, the EIS is correct in stat­
ing that measura.ble longcterm regional impacts on existing groundwater 
aquifers will occur as a result of the SSC, t:iut these impacts are small 
in comparison to the effects of already existing groundwater use. The 
pote11tial of using surface water .~ources, including the Fox River and 
.Lake Michigan, are pointed out in EI.S Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 
3.6.3. No credit is given, however, in the impact assessments. for the ' 
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1aport Of Lake Michigan water since such plans by tonununity water 
ystems are not yet sufficiently firm. See Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
ection 5.3.2.2 for a description of the current groundwater conditions 

at the proposed Illinois site, and Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3 for 
projected groundwater impacts. See Comment Response 1133. 02 with 
respect to mitigation for potentially impacted individual well owr.ers. 

C880;03 

See Comment Response 1324 .01. 

0880.04 

Land acquisition is the responsibility of the proposer (see EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.4.1). Proposers have all agreed to comply, as 
a minimum standard, to the Federal acquisition laws and regulations, the 
"Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Ac 
of 1970," P.L. 91 - 646 and "Uniform Relccation Assistarice and Real 
Property Acquisition for .Federal and Federally Assisted Programs" (10 
CFR 1039, 51 FR 7000). Questions concerning the proposers' SSC land 
acquisition strategies and commitments should be directed t.o the appro­
priate State agency {see EIS Volume IV, AppendJ~ 4, Section 4.3.2.). 

0881.01 

The possible occurrence of "drift gas" (basically naturally-occurring 
methane) at the proposed Illinois site is addressed in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.3.1.5. Although the presence of gas has been 
noted in sever a 1 we 11 s near the northwestern portion of the site, 19 
test borings that were made in 1933 for the SSC Illinois proposal did 
not encounter any gas. The potential presence of the gas during SSC 
construction is recognized as a safety hazard and is addressed in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.3.3. 

DOE will implement construction procedures that meet both MSHA and OSHA 
req1.1irements (see E!S Volume IV Section 12.3.3). Because the SSC is in 
the conceptual design stage, details of construction techniques that 
will be used, such as the numbers and locations of vent shafts for 
worker safety, will not be developed until further site-specific design 
of the SSC is completed. These details will be addressed in the Supple­
mental EIS prepared for the selected SSC site. 

0882.01 

At the peak of construction approximately 2,000 direct SSC jobs would 
probably be filled by workers residing in Kane County. Approximately 
300 secondary jobs would be created. During the operation phase the 
long-term impact would be almost 2,000 jobs. Over $70 mill ion in direct 
sales at the peak of construction and almost $50 million in a year in 
sales during operation can be attributed to additional consumer demand 
(see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.3.3.3.A). 
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A population impact of more than 3,550 persons is projected for 1992, 
decreasing to less than 3,400 persons by the year 2000. The demographic 
impact for Kane County would t'equire an additional 975 housing units in 
1992, and BOO units by the year 2000. The steadily growing housing 
industry in Kane County shculd enable the absorption of this impact {see 
Vol~me IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.B). 

The ct.traction of i11-migrating populatiGn to the established communities 
cf Aurora, Batavi3, arid Geneva would create moderate to high impacts to 
lo.:al pub'lic services and facilities. Hm·1ever, the establlshed network 
of publk services would provide an adequate ba$e from which employment 
and facilities cou1d expand to meet current growth and potential SSC­
related ~emand (Volume IV, Appe~dlx 14, Section 14.1.3.3.C). 

The cua;ulative net fiscal impact to all local government jurisdictions 
in Kana County would be negative during the first thne years of project 
activity but would be positive thereafter (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.3.D). 

SSC-related effects 011 tt.e quality of life in local communities will 
depend 1;pon the communities' .ability to plan and finance needed facili­
ties and services. Careful planning can minimize many negative con­
ditim1s associated wlth rapid growth. 

See Co;r.rnent Response 1279.178 for a discussion cf prime ar.d important 
farmland impacts. 

See Comment Response 1229.02 for a discussion of effects on land values. 

0882.02 

The scenic and visual impacts of the SSC are assessed in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 16, Section 16.3.3.3 in some detail. General public views from 
travel routes and common use areas were considered at all levels of 
importance: local, regional, national. In Illinois, the impacts of 
potential significance would occur relative to views from residential 
areas. ·such impacts, by their nature, are of local importance (impor­
tant at the neighborhood or cow.munity level) and do not affect a scenic 
or visual resource of regional or national concern. The observation ts 
correct; the scenic and visual impacts assessed would be considered a 
local problem. 

0882.03 

See Comment Response 880.04. 

0882.04 

Comments noted. 

0883 .. 01 

Comment noted. 
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0884.01 

Comments noted. 

0885.01 

See Comment Response 1276.01 

0886.01 

Comments noted. 

0887.01 

Comment noted. 

0888.01 

Comments noted. 

0889.01 

Comments noted. 

0889.02 

Comment noted. 

0390.01 

Comment noted. 

0891.01 

Comments noted. 

0892.01 

Comments noted. 

0893.01 

Comments noted. 

0894.01 

Comments noted. 

0895.01 

See Comment Responses 856.06 and 1276.01. 
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0896.01 

Comments noted. 

0897.01 

See Comment Response 1276.01. 

0898.01 

Comments noted. 

0899.01 

Comments noted. 

0900.01 

Comments noted. 
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0901.01 

Comm<mts noted. 

0902.01 

Comments noted. 

0903.0l 

Comments noted. 

0904.01 

In a report entitled "SSC Site Evaluations" prepared by the DOE's SSC 
Site Task Force, dated November 1983, the following statement is made 
about potential cost saviogs from the use of the Tevatron facility. 

"fhere are special cost savings considerations which would result if 
the SSC is sited at Fermil ab because of the presence of the Tevatron 
which meets many of the injector require1wants of the SSC. The DOE 
estimates a saving on injector construction in the range of $240 tn 
$312 million and a saving on site and infrastructure, campus, and 
other construction of $22 million (1988 dollars}. The range of. 
inji?ctor co:;t savings results from the presently unresolved technical 
issue of whether tha Fermilab 150-GeV main ring (which would be the 
MEB for the SSC) r.eeds to be replaced. An operating cost sav·ings in 
the range of $223 to $699 million {19!l8 dollars) is also projects for 
such items as personnel, power, materials, supplie>, and improvements. 
A range of operating cost savings is given because of the great un- . 
certainty in projecting the lifetime for a viable and productive 
Tevatron program after SSC comes into operation. This analysis assumed 
a 5- to 15-year operating lifetime for the Tevatron. It is estimated 
that locating the SSC at Fermilab would result in cost savin•JS in the 
range of $495 million to $L033 billion (1988 dollars}." 

0905.01 

Comment; noted. 

0906.01 

Comments noted. 

0907.01 

See Comment Response 127.6.01. 

0908.01 

Comment noted. 
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0909.01 

The site selection process considered all centers of higher education 
in the areas of the seven site alternatives (see Volume III, Chapter 1, 
and ISP criterion of regional resources). 

The llOE has stated its intent to.continue operations of Fermilab 
regardless of the SSC siting decision. 

See Comment Responses 816.01 and 1275.01. 

0910. 01 

This information is consistent with the EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Sec­
tion 4.9.2.2 and Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11.2.B.J and Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3.C.l. 

..<. 

0911.01. 

Comments noted. 

0911.02 

Discussions of potential i.mpacts on wetlands and threatened or 
endangered species have been revised, and are summarized in Volume I, 
Chapter 5 and discussed in detail in Volume IV, Appendix 11. 

0911. 03 

Comment noted. 

0912.01 

The EIS has been revised to include a reevaluation of wetlands. This 
wetland assessment is based on field surveys conducted by the DOE at 
the site, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory 
maps, and aerial photographs. Only wetlands that are located in areas 
where surface construction activities would occur (areas A, B, C, E, _ 
F, J, K) are considered in the revised wetland assessment. See EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.4 and Appendix ll, Section 11.3.3.3. 
The acreage values presented in the EIS differ from those of the 
commenter, primarily because potential impacts from construction within 
Fermilab are added. Other reasons ·for discrepancies are discussed in 
Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.2.2. 

Should Jllinois be sel~cted as the site for the SSC, additional invest­
igations will be conducted regarding specificity in siting relative to 
natural resources at the proposed site. The results of these analyses 
and other mitigation measures will be analyzed in the site-specific 
Supplemental EIS. 
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0913. 01 

0914.01 

See Comm2nt Response 1279.357. 

0914.02 

No marshes are sho•om. around Big Rock on the U.$.G.S. 7;5-ft quadrangle 
topographic maps. Presumably the marshes referenced in the lette1· are 
in the low floodplain of Big Rock Creek and may extend a short distance 
up Welch Cree!< (the floodplain deposits are shown in Figure 5.3.l-·1 of 
Volume IV, Appendix 5 of the EIS as Cahokia Alluvium). The working 
a.rea ;;nd access road to site F4 are situated on higher ground well away · 
from these deposits, so that the presence of qtlicksand should not be a. 
concern. Should lllino!s be selected as the site for the SSC, a site­
spec·ific SupplerJ?-?nta.1 EIS, including detailed g2otechni.cal researc_hi 
WCJl!]d be conducted to det~rmine final p1acem;mt of the SSC-structtn-es. 

0914. 03 

The potential heaHh impacts of the ra•:!iation releases of thP s~.c hav<! 
been addressed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6 and Volume IV, 
Appendix 12. The OOE's concern about limiting radiation E!>:ptlslire to · 
workers and the public is specified in DOE Order 5480.lB {EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 6, Section 6.3.2). The DOE is committed to operate Hs 
facilities and keep the radiation exposure to levels that are as low as 
reasonably achievable (ALARA). The exposure limits and standards used 
by the DOE and other regulatory ~gencies are based on the hypotheses of 
linear response and not thre~hold models. These standards are estab­
lished to maxlmize the protection. to people and environment. 

. 0914. 04-

A fie1d survey in !937 by ·state personnel indicated about 1,500 wells 
within 0.25 mi of the proposed ring alignment· in Illin6is. Available 
record:; indic,1ted allout 320 wells within the 1,000 ft corridor and 
campu~, Jreas. It is acknowledged that this number is-dynamic and is 
inc:r~a;,i.n1; however, the purpose in this EIS was only to ·show an 
approximate comparison of. the number -i}f wells within the. SSC footprint. 
This purpose was achieved in that -11 l.inoics was shown to- have a high 
relative density -of wells. 

0914.0'.i 

Well -records and the results of-a-field survey.,indicating about 1,500 
wells within 0.25 mi of· the proposed SSC- ring alignment at the Illinois 
site w~re provided by the State. lhe number of wells that may be lost 
due to. siting the SSC in Illinois was not reported accurately in the 
DEIS a.nd has b<.!en r~vised. See Comment Response 0979.02. 
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09111. 06 

Comments noted. 

0915.01 

Cor.iments noted. 

0915.02 

Recent surveys conducted by the staff confirmed most of the fi-ndings of 
the Illinois Natura 1 Hi story Survey. One area, at the proposed J2 site, 
had potential habitat for the Indiana bat. Other areas were noted and 
would be investigated as ancillary facilities, such as access roads or 
power lines not identified in current project plans, were established 
after site selection. Vol1Jme IV, Appendix 11, has been updated with 
the results of the survey. See al so Comment Response .958. 04. 

0915.03 

Comments noted. 

0916.01 

Comment noted. · 

"916.02 

Impacts to electric utilities are addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Sect ion 14. 2. 2 .3 .C. l. Commonwealth Edi son is not pl annfog any new 
generating stations for the next several years. However, during 
operations, the combined SSC loads and secondary loads would reduce 
Commonwealth Edison's reserve margin below its 15 percent objective. 
Two mil es of new power transmission lines ltii 11 be needed to provide 
power to·the SSC during operati?n· 

The quoted paragraph in the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.2.2.3.C.l.c has been deleted tn·the Errata and Revisions to Appendix 
14. The paragraph incorrectly infers that the SSC load would replace 
the Fermilab load. Fermilab would be used as the injector for the SSC 
approximately one hour per day. During the remaining hours, Fermilab 
would be available for other research. Thus, the Fermilab and SSC 
loads would be additive. The total load would be the current Fermilab 
load plus the "non-injector" SSC load. 

0916.0j 

The comment is cons i s~ent with what .appears in EIS Volume IV, Appiendi x 
14, Section 14.2.2.3.C.2.b. 
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0916.04 

fhe comment is consistent with what appears in EIS Volume I'I, Appendix 
14, Secttar '14.2.2.3.C.3.a. 

0916.05 

Comment noted. 

0917.01 

See Comment Responses 852.01 and 904.01. 

0918.01 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.6.2 contains a detailed discus­
sion about the man-made radiation sources in northern Illinois. The 
specific location of commercial power reactors was stated. The reactors 
are located at five generating stations within 50 mi of the pro;iosed SSC 
site. The stations and their relative location to the site are: 

o Dresden Nuclear Power Station, ZS mi south 
o LaSalle County Nuclear Power Station, 37 mi southwest 
o Braidwood Nuclear Power Station, 32 mi south-southea$t 
o Zion Nuclear Power Station, 45 mi north-northeast 
o Bryon Nuclear Power Station, 45 mi northwest 

Of the more than 600 facilities in northeastern Illinois that are li­
censed to use and possess radioactive materials, only two facilities, 
i.e., the Kerr-McGee plant and Fermilab, potentially contribute to b~ck­
ground radiation levels. The other licensed facilities do not release 
radioactive materials that contribute to the radiation background at the 
proposed site. 

A. thorough summary of the West Chicago Kerr-McGee chemical prcce>s\r,g 
plant was given in Volume IV, Appendix 5. The Kerr-McGee plant i> 
located approximately 1 mi northeast of the proposed site. Over tha 
years, precipitation-induced runoff has transported wastes into a nearby 
storm sewer and drainage ditch. The wastes were then carried into Kress 
Creek, where they have been deposited at numerous locations downstream 
from the storm sewer outfall. A foot-by-foot survey along Kress Creek 
and the DuPage River (Frigeri, IL A., et al., Thorium Residuals in West 
Chicago, Illinois, NUREG/CR-0413, prepared by Argonne National Labora­
tory for the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission, Sept. 1978} found that 
dose rates along the banks range from background to 150 µR/h at I m 
above ground. At least 80 percent of the total activity along both these 
waterways is deposited in the first third of the distance along Kress 
Creek. The three major areas of thorium residual activity from the. 
Kerr-McGee facility are contained within security fences. Under present 
conditions there are no areas that exceed the Federal limits set forth 
in Title 10 CFR part 20. The total population dose from all sources is 
estimated to be less than 30 person-rem/year 
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(Frame, P. W., Compreh<.?nsj_ve Radiological Sllrvey of Kress \;rtt~~L_!i.~_st 
i;J1icg_gg_,_Djj_nois, preµared by Oak Ridge Associated Universities for 
the U.S. tluc l ear Regu 1 atory Commission, 19133) . 

In 1986, the maximum potential radiation dose to an individual at tho 
Fermilab site boundary was 0.0007 mrem/yr, a ccmp1ratively low dose con­
sidering that the average individual receives abGut 3()0 mrem/yr from 
natural background (Volume IV, Appendix 12, Table 12.2.1-1). The DOE 
has done extensive research in all of the issues brought up in the com­
ment. There are no measurable cumulative impacts from radiat-io'1 on the 
construction and operations of SSC at the prcposed 5ite in Illinois. 

With regard to the JG site.encroachment on Kress Creek, it is stated in 
Volume I, Chapter 5 that potential impacts on upstream flooding result­
ing from a floodplaiA encroachment could be avoided by relocating the 
facility outside the floodplain if such design flexibility is available 
(EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). It should be noted that the 
proposed layout of the SSC is based on a generic conceptual design pro­
vided in the Invitation for Site Prcposal (DOE/ER-0315). The locations, 
dimensions, and layouts for faci_lities and areas will be re-evaluated 
after a site is selected. Modifications to the conceptual design or to 
proposed mitigations may be implemented, as necessary, to conform with 
the site-specific conditio~s and criteria of the final chosen SSC lo­
cation (Volume IV, Appendix 12). 

0918.02 

The Federal acquisition and relocation standards required of the pro­
poser do provide for assistance in the relocation ·of businesses. Until 
the DOE accepts the final placement of the collider ring and other 
associated areas, exact parcels and ownerships cannot be precisely de­
te·rmined (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.4). Also sec Comment 
Response 880.04. 

0919.01 

See Comment Responses 856. 06 and 1276. 01. The wetland assessment pre­
sented- in the EIS has been. revised to include a reevaluation on wetlands 
location, type and quality (see Volume I, Section 5.1.5.4, and Volume 
IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.3.3). Impacts were assessed for those 
wetlands within areas that would be disturbed by surface construction 
activities (areas A, B, C, E, F, and K). If Illinois is the selected 
site, the location of surface facilities will be determined and, where 
possible, will be sited to avoid wetlands, thus greatly reducing the 
impacts to wetlands. 

0920.01 

See .Comment Responses 1468.02, 1468.03, 1468.04, 1468.06, 1468.07, 
1468.08, and-1468.10. 

09010950330886 



0921.01 

Comments noted. 

0921.02 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 6 identifies the Federal regulatory requireraents 
that would be observed for constructing and operating the SSC. It also 
lists the States with candidate SSC sites to whom the Federal authority 
for implementing specific requirements has been delegated. An example 
is the National Pollutant Discharg~ Elimination System {NPDES). The 
DOE will comply with the applicable Federal requirements, the State 
implementation programs, and other applicable State regulations and 
permits. 

0921.03 

The comment is consistent with the DOE's responsibilities under the 
Clean Water Act, as described in the EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 
6.2.1. A text addition has been made to the text to clarify this. 

0921.04 

The need for local air permits during SSC operation was acknowledged in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 8, Section 8.3.1.2.C. It is the DOE's policy 
to assure its operating contractors comply with applicable statutory 
requirements affecting Federal facilities. State and local regulations 
will be addressed as part of the mandatory DOE compliance program that 
will be monitored through regularly scheduled health and safety.apprais­
als conducted by the DOE contractors and audited by the ODE personnel. 
Prior to startup, the DOE requires its operation and maintenance con-. 
tractors to submit to an operational readiness review during/or at which 
proposed environmental monitoring plans are submitted for review. All 
applicable environmental and safety operating permits required to assure 
the health and safety of the public and.the site work force will be re­
viewed for regulatory thoroughness and adequacy. State and local per­
mits will be addressed and discussed, as appropriate, after consultation 
with state and/or local permitting officials. These permits will be 
included, if required, in the site-wide environmental compliance plan. 
A more detailed discussion on applicable air permits required will b~ 
made after site selection and discussed in the Supplemental EIS. 

0921.05 

Comment noted. 

0922.01 

Comment noted. 
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0922.02 

The EIS does not project "the"birth of a high technology corridor in 
the neighborhood of the SSC" (quotation is from the comment). Indirect 
and induced economic effects of the SSC are estimated in the EIS for the 
entire region of influence (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.A). 

0922.03 

This comment presents part of a critical evaluation of an economic 
analysis conducted by the Illinois Department of Energy and Natural Re­
sources. The State of Illinois study was not used in the analysis con­
ducted in the EIS. The EIS economic analysis was conducted as an in­
tegral part of the larger socioeconomic study of anticipated impacts due 
to the SSC, which employed numerous calculations (e.g., population pro­
jections, anticipated in-migration) unique to the EIS itself. 

0922.04 

Employment multipliers, such as those discussed in the comment, were not 
employed in the EIS to estimate secondary (both indirect and induced) 
effects of the SSC. Economic impact analyses performed by the Illinois 
Department of Energy and Natural Resources also did not rely on such 
employment multipliers (Treyz, G.I., Ehrlich, D.J., and Depillis, M.S. 
The Illinois Seven Area Forecasting and Simulation and Conjoined 490 
Sector Input-Oytout Model. Amherst, Mass: Regional Economic Models, 
Inc., n.d). Input-output (IO) approaches were used in both cases. IO 
approaches focus on sales multipliers, taking as input the direct sales 
expected to occur in a region from project purchases and worker spending 
and resulting in estimates of total sales in each of a number of indus­
trial sectors in the region. Knowledge of average sales"(output) pro­
duced by workers in the various industrial sectors is then applied to 
estimate the number of jobs likely to result from these total sales. 
The IO methods used for the EIS analysis are described more fully ln 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Sect ion 14. I. 3. 2 .A. 

0922.05 

Employmert multipliers were not used in the EIS analysis (see Comment 
Response 922.04). 

0922.06 

See Comment Response 852.01. 

0922.07 

Use of a single employment multiplier, such as the 1.5 value cited in 
the comment, is considered to be an oversimplified approach to the probe 
lem of estimating indirect and induced economic effects of the SSC (see 
Comment Response g22.04). 
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0922.08 

See Comment Response 993. 01. 

0922.09 

The 00.E believes t'he economic analysis i:rl the EIS is adequate to select 
a site for the SSC. See Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section l.. The Sup­
plemental EIS will be prepared for the selected site based on more de­
tailed design of the SSC and additional environmenbl im1>act a~alyses. 
See Comment Response 278.08. 

0922.10 

See Comment Response 856.06. 

0922 .11 

The discussions concerning land use patterns are consistent with the 
analysis presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.8.7 and Sec­
tion 4.9; Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.10 and Section 5.3.11; and 
Appendix 13, Section 13.1.3.3. Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.3 pre­
sents the no-action alternative. A compariso:i of these alternatives 
with the proposed action as provided h1 Aj}pendix 13 measures lost oppor­
tunity costs. The relationship of s'hort-term uses to long-term produc­
tivity is presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.5. Many of 
the short-term uses of the land and regi.onal resources committed to coo­
struct and operate the SSC are reversible ill the long term. A .prel imi­
nary evaluation of decommissioning is provided in Appendix 3. 

0922.12 

See Comment Response l ~01.D4. 

092~ .13 

The commenter erroneously concludes that inc.reas~ taxes ilt'ld loss of 
jobs necessarily would result due to spending by the Ill ioois State 
government for infrastructure improvements for roads, utilities, and 
other capital investment. The commenter's rationale apparently contin­
ues that increased taxes would result in decreased investment by the 
private sector and that the decreased private sector invest1r.ent would 
have a larger secondary effect than the secondary effect of the in­
creased investment by the public sector. 

The EIS analysis does not conclude that State taxes would necessarily 
increase, In fact, depending on the method of financing and the terms 
of State bonds issued to finance infrastructure improvements, it is 
possible that additional expenditures by the State ~1ould be completely 
offset by tax revenue from the increased SSC"related spending. There­
fore, the commenter's presumption of a tax increase is not specifically 
valid. 
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To illustrate this point, consider the following example (but also note, 
since many of the variables in the example are uncertain and subject to 
some debate, this type of analysis was not carried forth for any of the 
proposed sites in the EIS). 

According to State sources, the assessed value of the real property 
which would be purchased by the State to be transferred to Federal own­
ership is $11.2 million. The assessed-to-market value ratio in Illinois 
is 33.3 percent, so the market value of this property would be approxi­
mately $33.6 million. Infrastructure improvements specifically required 
for SSC development have been estimated at $35 million (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.D.l). If the State finances this $68.6 
million over 20 years at a 7.75 percent interest rate, annual debt ser­
vice would be $6.9 million. Assuming this debt service begins in 1989, 
it would be fully retired in 2008. 

The net revenue impact is shown in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 
14. I. 3. 3-14. The year 2000 revenue impact represents the annual revenue 
impact for the entire operations period. By combining the estimated 
annual debt service with the net revenue calculations from the EIS, the 
net State impact can be estimated, as shown in the accompanying table. 
The table indicates a net positive impact of $54.1 million. The present 
value of this stream of revenues and expenditures is $4.6 million using 
a 10 percent ·mid-year discount rate. The stream remains positive up to 
a very large discount rate of 18.25 percent. 

Actual debt service payments may be higher or lower, financed over a 
longer or shorter time period, at different rates of return, and begin 
in different years subsequent to 1989; it is exactly for these reasons 
that the EIS does not attempt to make any assumptions such as those pre­
sented in the example to estimate the present value of impacts to the 
seven State governments involved. There are so many unpredictable vari­
ables involved over such a long period of time that it is impossible to 
make a reasonable projection. But one thing that is evident from the 
example is that it is not a foregone conclusion that the State of Illi­
nois (or any of the other states) would need to raise taxes to finance 
SSC-related expenditures. Therefore, it is not a foregone conclusion 
that any jobs would be "lost" as a consequence of presuming that State 
taxes would increase. 
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Mid-year Discou.'l: ~ate 

Oise. Pres. Oise. Pres. 
NP.t Debt Net Fa:tor Value .factor Value 

Year R~venue Service llJ1)act @I~ @ 18.25% 

1989 $1.4 ($6.9) ($5.5) -0.9535 ($5.2) 0.3196 ($5.1) 
1990 5.0 (6.9) (1.9) 0.8668 ( 1.6) 0.7777 (I. 5) 
!991 9.9 (6.9) 3.0 0.1880 2.4 0.6577 2.0 
1992 10.9 (6.9) 4.l 0. 7164 Z.9 ·o.-s::s2 2.3 
1993 9.8 (6.9) 3.0 0.6512 1.9 0.470.l 1.4 
1994 10.0 (6.9) 3.1 0.5920 1.8 0.3977 1.2 
1995 7.7 (6.9) 0.9 0.5382 C.5 0.3364 0.3 
1996 7.2 (6.9) 0.4 0.4893 C.2 0.2644 0.1 
1997 4.3 (6.9) (Z.6) 0.4448 (I.I) 0.2405 (0.6) 
19913 5.2 (6.9) (1.6) 0.40'4 (0.7) 0.2034 (0.3) 
1999 5.8 (6.9) (I.I) 0.3676 ( 0. 4) 0.1720 (0.2) 
2000 6.0 (6.9) (O.Sj 0.3342 (0.3) 0.1455 (D.l.) 
2001 6.Q (6.91 (0;9.) 0.3Q38 (O.!I 0.1230 (O.H 
2002 6.0 {6.9) (0.9) 0.2762 (0.2) 0. !040 ( 0.1) 
2003 5.0 (6.9) (0.9) 0.2511 (0. 2) 0.0880 (0.1) 
2004 6.G (6.9) (0.9) 0.2283 {0.2) 0.C/44 (0.1) 
2005 6.0 (6.S) (0.9) 0.2075 (0.2) 0.0529 (0.1) 
2006 6.-0 (6.9) (0.9) 0.1886 (0.2) 0.,0532 (0.0) . 
21l07 6.0 (6.9) (0.9) G.1715 (0.1) 0.0~50 (O .. O) 
wos 6.G (6.9) (0.9) 0.1559 (0.1) 0.'0381 (0.0) 
2009 1i.O 0.0 6.0 0. !417 0.9 e.0322 0.2 
2010 6.0 0.0 6.0 0. !288 0.8 0.027? 0.2 
2011 6.0 0.0 6.0 0.1171 0.7 0.0230 0.1 
2012 6.0 0.0 6.0 0.1065 0.6 0.0195 0.1 
2013 6.0 0.0 6.0 0.11%8 0.6 0.0165 0.1 
2014 6 .. o 0.0 6~.0 0.0880 0.5 0.0139 0.1 
2015 6.0 0.0 s_o 0.0800 0.5 0.0!18 O • .J 
2016 6.0 0.0 6.0 e.w27 0.4 0.0100 0.1 
2017 6.ll 0.0 6.0 0.tl661 0.4 Q.0004 0.1 
2018 6.0 0.0 6.-0 0.0601 0.4 0.0071 e.o 
Tota 1 $191.3 ($137.2) $54.1 Present $4.6 no.01 

Va.l1Je 

"*":"This exair4) ie is .based on asSU1ilpt ions for nurr.erous variables.; ,different 
asStJmptim~s would ~ik.ely lead to diffeterit outcorres. 

Sources/Assurr;ptions; 

Net Revenue From EfS Volume IV. Appendix 14. Table 14.1.3.3-14. 
Debt Serv .ice Assures $68. 6 mi 11 ion i-A state bonds f ifls1nced ·clt 

1.15 jlercent <QVer 20 years, beg\nni<lg io 1989. 
M·id-yea-r Discount Rate 0-iscount factor calcu.lation: U(l+r)"(t-0.5): 

method i·n acCordance with ··prot:edures for 
disco .. tlng awH<Kl by the U.S.. ~flee ·of 
Maoagenent and :Budget~ 

, 
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0922 .14 

See Comment Response 922.13. 

0922 .15 

See Comment Response 1276.01 for information regarding the Department 
of Energy's independent analysis of the Fermilab cost adjustment to 
reflect savings that would be realized by using the Fermilab as the 
SSC injector. 

0922 .16 

See Comment Responses 922.02, 922.04, 922.09, 922.15 and 922.21. 

0922.17 

Information presented by the commenter suggests that the State of Illi­
nois has guaranteed a sum of $568.7 million for SSC-related land acqui­
sition and infrastructure improvements. According to State sources, the 
assessed value of the real property which would be purchased by the 
State to be transferred to Federal ownership is $11.2 million. The 
assessed-to-market value ratio in Illinois is 33.3 percent, so the mar­
ket value of this property would be approximately $33.6 million. Infra­
structure improvements specifically required for SSC development have 
been estimated at $35 million (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.3.D.l). Clearly, costs related to the sealed incentive could not 
be accounted for in preparing thi~ EIS before a site is selected. 

The analysis of the cumulative local government fiscal effects to juris­
dictions in DuPage, Kane, and Kendall Counties from SSC construction and 
operations is presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.D. 
Private land would be removed from the property tax base in each of the 
three counties, reducing the amount of revenue for local jurisdictions. 
The EIS analysis indicates that although there would be.a long-term 
property tax revenue loss to each county's jurisdictions, there would 
also be a long-term increase in both direct and indirect tax revenue 
from project spending and additional spending by SSC construction and 
operation workers. As a result, although local jurisdictions are antic­
ipated to ·experience deficits during the first three years of construc­
tion activity in DuPage and Kane Counties and during the first year of 
construction activity in Kendall County, positive fiscal effects in sub­
sequent years is expected to offset these losses. 

See also Comment Response 922.13. 

0922 .18 

See Comment Responses 275.03 and 798.01. 
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0922.19 

The anticipated effect; of S5C construct ion and operations on the eco 1 o­
g i ca 1 resource:; at the Illin1Jis site are i!ddre$sed in EIS Volume JV, 
Appendix 11, Sectlcn 11.3.3. 

Anticipated effects cf SSC construction and operations on the scenic and 
visual resources of the Illinois site are addressed in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 15, Section 16.3.3. 

092.2. 20 

The commenter refers to SSC-related State government fiscal effects as 
estimated by the State of Illinois. The results of the EIS analysis 
differ somewhat from the State's analysis. Details of the EIS assess­
ment are presented In Volume IV, Appendix 14, Sections 14.1.2.3.D and 
14.l.3.3.0. When summing expenditures over time, as was apparently 
done in Table 3 of the comment, it is advisable to discount future 
sums to obtain an e3timate in present value terms. 

0922.21 

The purpose of the EIS is to provide a full and fair discussion of the 
significant environmental impacts potentially resulting from siting, 
constructing, operating and decommissioning the SSC. The no-action al· 
ternative is also discussed. See Comment P.esponse 520.06. 

0922.22 

See Commert Respon>e 922.21. 

0922.23 

This comment summarizes the numerous points raised in the paper. 
Please refer to the preceding point-by-point responses. 

0923. 01 

See Comment Response 1276.01. 

0923.02 

The comment correctly reflects the number of miles of new roads and -for 
new power transmission lines estimated to be required for the SSC at 
the Illinois site, as described in the EIS. 

0923.03 

See Commert Response 816.01. The presence of Fermilab has been con­
sidered throughout the EIS in evaluating impacts at the Illinois site. 
Utilities are discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.8 and 
5.2.12, and Volum~ IV, Appendix 14. 
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0924.0l 

See Commrnt Response 1276. 01. 

0925.01 

The proposed Illinois site is located clO$e to the Chic.1go Metro;wlitan 
area and thus enjoys well-established transportation and utility systems 
and extensive housing, educational and cultural amenities. Transporta­
tion and utility-systems are discussed in EIS Voli!me IV, Appendix 5, ' 
Section 5.3.11.2 A ~nd B. Housing, educational and ct!ltural amenities 
are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11.l Band C. 

0926.01 

See Comment Response 1276.01 and 216.01. 

0927.01 

The current staff at Fermilab an! committed to ongoing resea1·ch prnj­
ects. A management and operatin9 contractor staff to oversee design, 
construction and operation of the SSC .ts currently being selected hy 
DOE. 

The savings associated using the exi,stir.g facilities at Fermilab ~1Prc 
addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 2, Section 2.4.2.2. 

See also Comment Response 1276.01 .. 

0928.01 

The DOE has made an independent analysis of the Fermila!J cost adjustment 
to reflect savings that would be realized by using the Fermilab as the 
SSC injector. See Comment Respo11ses 904.01 ar.d 1276,01. 

0929.01 

The comment re9arding stable geo109ic condition5 is consistent >iith EIS 
.Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3. 

The comment regarding Illinois' position in leadership for tunnet con· 
_struction was not specifically addressed in the EIS. However, it is 
indirectly reflected in the regional cost indices used in- EIS -Volume IV, 
Appendix 2. 

The comment regarding the cost adjustments for using the existing £acil­
i ti es at -Fermil ab were addressed in Vo i ume IV, Appendix 2, Section 
2.4.2.2. See Comment Response 1276.01. 

The comment regarding the offerings of the Greater Chicag\J area- is cm1-
sistent with the provisions of the ISP and was recognized by the llli• 
nois site being selected in the BOL as descriood in HS VGlume !, 
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Chapter 3, Section 3.1.2. 

The comment i:-egarding Fermilab's use as a contribution to the project 
is consistent with EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.4.3 and Volume IV, 
~ppendix 2, Section 2.4.2.2. 

0930.01 . 

See Comment Responses 816.01, 661.06 and 1276.01. 

0931.01 

The existence and operations of Fermilab in Illinois is acknowledged in 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.4.3 of the EIS. The socioeconomics 
analysis is discussed in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8. The cost 
of infrastructure development, needed to meet the requirements of the 
ISP are considered as part of the socioeconomic analysjs. 

0932.01 

Comments noted. 

0933.01 

Comments noted. 

0934.01 

The geological craracteristics of the Illinois site as they relate to 
constructabil ity of the SSC are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.3.I. These and other factors (including cost considerations) 
were evaluated in selecting the SSC site (see Volume I, Chapter 3, and 
Volume III). See also Comment Response 1276.01 as i.t relates to cost 
savings associated with the use of Fermilab. 

0935.01 

See Comment Response 1276.0l for a discussion of the cost-sav·i'ngs by 
locating the SSC at the Illinois site. 

The EIS (Volume III, Chapter 1) indicates that cost considerations were 
one of the· factors evaluated by tfie NAS/NAE committee for recommenda­
tion of the selected sites. 

0936.0l 

Comments noted. 

0937.0l 

Comment noted. 
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0938.0l 

Data on recent population growth in DuPage County, as discus:;ed in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11.1.B, indicates that county popu­
lation has increased substantially since 1970. The remainder of the 
comment is noted. · 

0939.01 

Comment noted. 

0940.01 

See Comment Response 816.01. 

0941.01 

Financial consideration is not the only determinant in the selection 
process. 

Discussion of technical evaluation criteria may be found in EIS Vol­
ume III, Section 2.1.3. 

See Comment Response 1276.01 about the analysis of the Fermilab cost 
adjustment to reflect savings by constructing the SSC at the proposed -
11 l inois site. 

0942.01 

See Comment Response 1276.01 regarding the DOE analysis of the Fermilab 
cost adjustment to reflect savings that would be realized by using Fer­
milab as the SSC injector. Comments concerning construction expertise, 
reduced operating costs by combining the operations of two accelerator 
labs, academic resources, quality of 1 ife, and community support have 
been noted. 

0943.01 

Regarding the cost savings attributed to the use of the Fermilab facil­
ity, see Comment Response 1276.0L The DOE believes that sufficient 
staff would be available for both the SSC and the Fermilab faci1ity. 

0944.01 

The geological aspects of the Illinois site are presented in EIS Volume 
I, Chapter 4, Section 4.1, and Volume IV, Appendix 6. 

0945 .. 01 

See Comment Response 1276.01. 
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0946.01 

See Comment Response 1276.01. 

0947.01 

See Conunent Response 904.01. 

0947.02 

See Comment Response 1276.01. 

0948.01 

Comments noted. 

0948.02 

These observations are consistent with those in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 
5, Sections 5.3.l and 5.3.2. The data sources described in the comment 
were included among the data used to prepare the EIS. 

0949.01 

This information on the lithology and structu;al geology of the Illinois 
site is consistent with EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sections 5.3.1.2 and 
5.3.1.3. 

0949;02 

This information on regional dip, local undulations and faulting of the 
bedrock at the .Illinois site is consistent with the discussion of the 
geologic structure in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.1.3. 

0949.03 

Data on the geologic structure of the Illinois site are summar1Led in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.1.3; the structure is illustra­
ted in accompanying Figure 5.3.1-5. Geologic data are adequately avail­
able for all BQL sites to support preparation of this EIS and the de­
cis·ion on site selection. 

0950.01 

Comment noted. 

0950.02 

The tunnels in Illinois and Tennessee ·are in dolomite d110. imestone, 
respectively, both good quality rock requiring very little intermittent 
support. Thus, each site will have the 12-ft diameter tunnels which, as 
explained below, will generate more spoils than the smaller tunnels at 
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sites with rock of lesser quality. 

At the conceptual design level, tunnels have been designed as requiring 
the following two kinds of support: 

o Intermittent: requiring occasional rockbolts and shotcrete 
or, less frequently, requiring steel ribs and lagging followed 
by cast-in-place concrete lining. 

o Systematic: requiring precast concrete segmental lining. 

For tunnel materials requiring intermittent support, the ihitial bored 
diameter was set at 12 ft. This resulted in the minimum finished inside 
diameter of 10 ft in those areas that needed a I-ft-thick cast-in-place 
1 ining. 

For tunnel materials requiring systematic support, the initial bored 
diameter was set at 11 ft. This resulted in the minimum finished inside 
diameter of 10 ft in those areas that needed 6-inch-thick precast 
lining. 

Thus, tunnels requiring intermittent support are bored at an initial 
diameter of 12 ft and generate more tunnel spoils than tunnels requiring 
systematic support that are bored at an initial diameter of 11 ft. 
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0951. 01 

The DOE has evaluated the information provided in the comment and finds 
that it is consistent with discussions in the FEIS. It is acknowledged 
that a variety of alternatives may become available to reduce SSC 
dependency on overckal'tecl aquifers; however, given current water supp 1y 
pl ans, impacts to water sources wil 1 exist and must be discussed. See 
Comment Response 1279.115 for a discussion of the regional overdraft 
situ at ion. 

0951.02 

This information is consistent with material presented in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 10. 

0952.01 

Commerts r.oted. 

0952.02 

See Comments Response 19.01. 

0952.03 

See Comment Response 19. 01. 

0952.04 

Table 2-1 of EIS Volume IIJ, Chapter 2 summariies the most noteworthy 
characteristics cited by the NAS/NAE in recommending sites as best 
qualified. 1his list was included in Volume Ill as a historical record 
of the NAS/NAE conclusions and was not intended to be an exhaustive list 
of favorable conditions at each of the best qualified sites. The DOE 
accepted the seven best qualified sites and they appear in the EIS as 
the seven site alternatives. further, more detailed evaluations have 
been conducted by the DOE Site Task Force. This evaluation included an 
examination of the geology, groundwater, industrial and labor base, and 
environmental impacts of the Illinois site. The conclusions of the Site 
Task Force have been included in Chapter 3 of Volume III. 

0952.05 

Comments noted. 

0953.01 

The scientists at Fermi lab would be of benefit to the SSC because they 
have operations experience at the Linac, Low Energy Booster, Medium 
Energy Booster, or the High Energy Booster. However, the experimental 
physicists and many of the accelerator designers will be drawn from 
throughout the high energy physics community. 
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The comment regarding the adequacy of electrical capacity has been 
noted. 

The DOE plans to continue tfye operation of Fermilab in the event the SSC 
is sited elsewhere. 

0954.0l· 

See Comment Response 1174.01. 

0954.02 

Apart from page 5.1.10-12 of Volume I, Chapter 5 of the DEIS, the visual 
impact of facility F2 is discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 16, p. 25. 
There are no indications that the developers of the Planned Unit Develop­
ment sited near F2 are not going to build out the project if the Illinois 
site for the SSC is selected. It is possible that part or all of F2 
would be screened by the new home~ from views from the existing subdivi­
sion. However, the possibility that F2 would be in full view should 
the development be built is addressed in the referenced sections. This 
would be the case If F2 Is sfted between the new development and the 
existing homes, and is equivalent to there being no new homes built. 
The impact would be potentially long-term and significant, views being 
dominated by the occurrence of large industrial structures in the imme­
diate foreground. Mitigative meas~res are described in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 15, Section 16.3.3.3.C. They would become effective over an 
indeterminate period, depending on the factors noted. 

Noise levels produced during construction and operations at service (F) 
areas are discussed at the summary level in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.6.3 and in Voluwe I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4, and In detail 
in Volume IV, Appendix 9. Noise levels during the peak of construction 
are modeled to reach a day-night average sound level of 70 dBA 660 ft 
from the center of the site, and 60 dBA within 2,000 ft of the center of 
the site. Volume IV, Appendix 9, presents an analysis which indicates 
that currently, there are 43 houses in the region which is expected to 
have a day-night average sound level greater than 70 dBA during the peak 
of construction. Analysis also ,indicates there are currently 458 houses 
in the region which is expected to have a day-night average sound level 
of between 60 and 70 dBA during the peak of construction. During aper-. 
ations, the day-night average sound level is expected to reach 55 dBA 
450 ft from the service area property line. The analysis presented in 
Appendix 9 indicates that currently, there are no houses within 450 ft 
from the F2 property l i ne. 

0954.03 

Comment noted. 

0955.01 

Comment noted. 
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0955.02 

See. .Comment Response 880. 04. 

The r.ecessary estates in rea 1 property were proposed to be ac.i:;ui red by 
negotiated agreement.; only in the event of failure to reach agreement 
with a property owner wou.ld the property be acquired through the use of 
eminPnt domain proceedings.. See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 
4.3.l. 

See also Comment Response 27.5.03. 

0955.03 

The proposed Illinois SSC s.ite is located 2 mi from the I-90 and I.-88 
interstate.Highway system, 22 mi from Chicago's O'Hare.Airport, 6 mi 
from the local DuPage Airport, and O (zero) mi from the closest rail road 
spur (Volume I. Chapter 4, Section 4.9.2). 

Should a site other than 111 inoi s be selected for the SSC, the existing 
Fermilab will continue to be used for high energy research and 
development (Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.3). 

0955.04 

Comment noted. 

0956.01 

Comments noted. 

0956.02 

Comment noted .. 

0956.03 

Comment noted. 

0957.01 

. Comment noted. 

0958.01 

See Comment Response 1126.05, 

The DOE conducted public scoping.meetings for the DEIS. Public nearing> 
on the DEIS were held at each site alternative. The DOE will prepare a 
Supplemental EIS for the selected s}te and provide an opportunity for 
f!Jrtlier public involvement. 
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Ser" Comment Response 1504.01 for a disc11,;:;ion of the s i t·e selection 
process. 

0958.02 

lt i$ expected that the 59 busi•wsses cited in the comment wotild be 
re!1ocated, not lost. Th!?Se busim!sses would probably relocate nearby, 
'.~0 that ass-:ic~ated jobs also wotfld· remain i"n the region,. 

The EIS indicates "that dir.:.ct and ::;;e·cond;~1··y economic. ~ffects would be 
g'2nerated by the SSC, durir:g both construction and operations. Although 
some of these jobs a.re expectied to tie tem;liJrary constr;;,ct ion jobs, 
others would involve other sectors of the ecor.omy and be more permanPrit. 
During facility constrnction, the direct jobs resulting fror.1 tlw SSC 
would employ workers with specific trade skills as well as general 
laborers. During op.er at ions, professfona 1 and technica 1 personnel would 
be employed, as well as clerical ar,d other support personnel. Spending 
in the Illinois Region of fnfluence by ttrr,se direct workers and spendinq 
for direct project purchases would create still mono jobs and more 
spending. Th?. secondary jobs creatr,d w.-rnld inclllde jabs in a.H sectm's 
of the uconomy, with concentrations ·in »~rvices, trade, trar-sportation, 
communication, public utilities, and mzmufacturir.g. 

Further discussion of th•~ econocnic effeds of tlte SSC, incbding annual 
estir:-iates o.f pr0j2c.t-,relat~d incr-·2<1ses in e~n;J1oy~nefit, is pr'e::.~ented in 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.!.3.3.A. · 

0958.03 

See Comment Response 997.01. 

0958.04 

The wetlands assessment presented in the EIS has been revised based on a 
reevaluation of wetlands location, type, and quality (see EIS Volume r,. 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.3.3). 
A conservative estimate of the amount of wetlands to be affected by con­
structi.on of the surface facil itie-s and operations of the SSC at· the . 
Illinois proposed site is now placed at appro:X·imately 199 acres IJ.astid ·on 
SSC·facilities that would be immetfiately developed,. Once a site is 
selected and final de·sign is approilched, plans to mitigate -wetlands 
impacts wiH·bedeveloped·-in oonsultationwith the U.S. Army.'CorpS'Of .­
En§ineers as required by Section 404 of t-he Clean Water Act·and analyzed 
in a supplement to the EIS. See EIS Volume !\ Chapter 3, Section 3,6.3. 

0958.05 

After. U1e finaT SSC- site }s selected, cultural·resource siwveys would be 
· completed .to identify-prehistoric and historic archaeol09i-cal sites and 

hi stark structures -subject ,t-0 potential imp-acts due to project c;mAruc­
tion and operations (see Volume IV, Appendix 15. _ll• l), ~vahlations of 
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the inventoried resources would identify those eligible for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places. In accordance with a Memo­
randum of Agreement (MOA) between the DOE and the State Historic Pre­
servation Officer (SHPO), measures would be developed so appropriately 
mitigate impacts, as necessary, to s·ignificant cultural resources. 
ll.mong the range of mitigation aHernatives, efforts would be made to 
avoid impacts or to otherwise reduce adverse effects to the locational 
integrity of significant historic structures (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 
3, Section 3.6.3). A more detailed review of these procedures will Le 
prov·ided in the Supplemental ~IS. Mitigation strateg·ies wil I al so be 
described in greater detail in the Supplemental EIS. 

0958.06 

The EIS documents in excess of 320 wells within the SSC footprint at the 
Illinois site. However, the· state estimates that only from 6 to 31 wells 
may be directly affected and required to be closed due to the project . 

. Potential water quality and water level or groundwater use impacts are 
assessed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2 and Volume IV, Appen­
dix 7, Sections 7.1.3.3 and 7.2.3.3. Safety assessments for the proposed 
SSC facility are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, Sections 12.3 
and 12.4. 

0959.01 

Rea·1 property which is located in stratified fee areas will have no sur· 
face disruption. Where disruption does occur during construction the 
DOE and/or its contractors will be responsible for compensation if 
appropriate. ~t is DOE's policy to minimize disruption. See Volume IV 
Appendix 4, Section 4. 2 .1 for a description of the estates re qui red for 
the SSC. 

See also comment Responses 710.01 and 880.04. 

0959.02 

The cost estimates for the SSC are included in Volume IV, Appendix 2. 
This cost estimate was prepared based on a conceptual design for the 
SSC. The Fermilab faci1 ity is considered. in the cost estimates of the 
proposed SSC in Illinois. Federal procurement regulations require an 
open and competitive process for the purchase of goods and services. 
Most of the components for the SSC (e.g., magnets, cryogenics, etc } 
will be bid and manufactured on a national basis. 

0960.01 

Comment noted. 

0960.02 

See Comment Response 1020.05. 
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0960.03 

See Comment Responses 233.06·and 880.04. 

0960.04 

Management of the State of Illinois proposal and strategies and 
commitments made by the State to meet the requirements of the ISP are 
the responsibility of the State. Questions about such strategies and -
commitments should be directed to the appropr.i ate State .agency. See 
Comment Responses 1513.21 and 658.06. 

0960.05 

See Comment Response 880.04. 

0960.06 

See Comment Responses 223.06 and 880.04. 

0961.01 

See Comment Response 710.01. 

0961.02 

Comment Response 880.04 addresses land acquisition and the means used to 
develop descriptions of the land acquisition challenge associated with 
each proposed SSC site. Comment Response 873.02, in turn; addresses 
issues concerning the selection of potential sites for the SSC. As 
noted in the latter Comment Resporise, a number of topics wi 11 be. con­
sidered in making a final site selection. Limiting the adverse impacts 
on the environment (including the socioeconomic environment) and 
construction-related considerations are among these topics (see also EIS 
Volume III, Chapters 2 and 3). 

0961.03 

See Comment Response 871.0l. In addition, it is incorrecf to assume 
that as places. of employment are re.located, jobs are necessarily lost. 
This and other relocation issues will be analyzed in greater detail as 
part of the Supplemental EIS when the SSC site has been selected and the 
final placement of the ring is ascertained. See Comment Response 
1381.08. 

0961.04 

Land acquisition and the attendant relocation process is a State pro­
poser responsibility. At this stage of development, with final collider 
using placement and facility design yet to be decided, the exact 
acreages, parcels and ownerships cannot yet be precisely determined to 
the extent possible at this time. Volume I, Chapter 3, SectiOn 3.3 
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presents no-action scenarios. A comparison of these scenarios with 
. project development scenarios as provided in Volume JV, Appendix 13 

meosures lost opportunity costs. 

0952.01 

See Comment Response 1204.04. 

0952.02 

Jericho Cemetery is located north of intermediate access area E4, 
outside of the fee simple area. There will be no direct or indirect 
imp~cts on the cemetery. 

0962 .03 

0953.01 

Costs to taxpayers are discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.l.8. All known costs are considered. Those costs to the State 1·ihh\1 
arc financial incentives cannot, by law, be considered in the DOE sitin'} 
ev.~lvation and therefore are necessarily excluded from the EIS (Dominici 
1<mcndment) . 

The.DOE's approach to supplementing data provided by the proposing 
states is outlined in the Commcmt Response 19.01. 

The distribution of residences and schools for the seven SSC sites 1·1as 
compiled from USGS 7-1/2 minute quadrangle sheets and from observation:' 
recorded by the DOE during site visits. This information ~1a~ a::gm(mted 
by results of ana ly> is of aerial photogfaphs to qciant i tat iv el y determi 1w 

population distribution in the vicinity of each SSC site. Where applic­
able, current information from school administrators was obtained to 
complete the location and population information. The locations of five 
schools which were omitted from the Illinois sectio~s of OE!S arc 
described in Comment Response 350.07. 

Th;:; maps in EIS Volume ( Chapter 5 are intt:>nded on!y to demonstrJte th' 
general distribution of people and their locations relative to tha SSC 
surface facility locations. The final results of the site comparison, 
as presented in revised EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9 d·J not depend en the 
a.ccu1·acy of these maps. 

For the noise impact analysis, Volume IV, Appemlix 9 presents the popu­
lation data in a format which shows the number of people experiencing 
noise levels which the US EPA~ shows will result in at least 5 percent, 
and up to 25 percent or more, of the people in the affected.area being 
highly annoyed by the noise (EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.1.4-2). 

09511000335887 
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~w~hile th·is ··1evt~1 ef ~<:curacy i·; cd1:;quate "fer cornparing the s·ite.s un th··.· 
basis of noise i !:'()~ct, H may not be aifoquate for ar>a ]ys is of tho i mp;;c c 
of othf1r cnv·irnn·f"f'~.:"(~~.al -str9s:sc.r~ or 'for ]and .;cq~r~sition ana.'J.ysis. 

The Supµli:ment<il ElS for- the s!'iecttd >ite wi l'l ;iddress the popu1atfon 
m.1r;:bers and distrHmticr. at a 12vel of rietail which wnl identify e;ich 
rG':i~dence, school and oth€t' in-;t .. !tut·ienal ·;tructare) ·its location 
relative to the SSC f1cilities 1 anri the nuniber of people associatPd wiih 
eJch. The Supplf'rnzo.nt3l EIS will aho ~d:kess p];,nned but urcon,pletcrl 
land development tiS ·it affects ii~1pact t'l'.:itiqaticn tcquirement$. · 

The accident rates stated in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.3.C. 
are based on statewide a•:erage stat"i st l cs and the projected numher and 
length of truck trips durin9 ccnstructfon .. Accident rates for sµtcific 
routes may be diff~rrrt. Mit'gaticrs for SSC tr<iffic ·impacts including 
those to schoo·1 chi~·-~:-c.r; :J.r:.~ i:c:<rcs.S·(d ir. Comrr.ent Hesponse 1175.C4. 
Also see EIS Volume !, Ch~~tLr· ~. Sectiu~ 3.6.3. 

0964 .. 02 

Th~ nonattai~~ent designa·tion foi· czone COi;Cer1trat·ions at tt~e p1·oposed 
Illinois SSC site is based on the air pollutant concentrations through-
1;ut th~ entire Chicago Air Quallty Centro] Region (AQCR). lih·ile OuPag", 
Kane, and Kendall Counties are within the Chic&go AQCR, it Is the high 
conc~ntrations ·in the heavily-urbanize~ rqrtions of the Chica90 AQCR, 
s11ch as Cook County, which determi r.e the des i gr.at ion of nonatta foment. 

As _i.s shoi1n in vo·iume I_. Chapter ;1 .. Tab.le 4-6 of DEIS 1 the 1986 1measure·· 
raents of carbon monoxide at Cicero and of ozone at Elgin are within th2 
Nlt i ona 1 .l\n<bfant lifr Quality Standards (Ml\AQS). These are cities whose 
air. quality is representative of the area in which t~e SSC would be 
b11ilt. The identified ncnattainment status for carbon monoxide in 
Uolu~e l, Chapter 4 and Volume 1¥, Appendices 5 and 8 is in error and. 
has been corrected. 

Proj€cted increases in the ~mjss~o~s of carbon monoxide, hydrocarbons 
and n·ltrognn oxide~, the 1 ~tter t1";-o 'li'Jh·jclh are precursors of ozor"l>~, aw'e 
liste~ in vo·1u~e IV, hppendix 8, ·1·able 8-27. For both the construct·ion 
anJ the operations phases of the SSt the emissions of these pollutants 
are s~all in.co~pariscn to curre~t effii~~ions in DuPage> Kane ~nd Kendall 
Cou~rties,. r~·hen c:Gmpared to emissions of ccrbon monoxide, hydrocarbons 
and n·i trog~:n oxid<:::s throughout the s't:ven-~ccunty Ch·icago AQCR, the SSC 
emissions ~ould. have an even s~ial.ler im~aci~ 

The construction plans for the SSC, as set forth in the EIS, assumed 
that several procedures would be cfoHow<~d to reuute emissions of dust, 
dirt, and debris from haul trucks traveling on or near the SSC con­
struction area. As listed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 8, Table 8-3 these 
procedures include maintenance of the roads, watering of the roads, and 
co·1ering of each truck load with a tarpaulin over the truck bed. To 
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satisfy the plan in the EIS, the SSC construction contractor would be 
req;;ired to implement these or equivalent measures for reducing the 
fugitive d•Jst emissions from haul trucks. 

0954. 03 

Th2 SSC will be sited, designed, constructed, and oµerated in st1·ict 
·conformance with applicable Federal, Sta.te, ar:d local environmental 
safety and health protection criteria, regulations, and standard$ to 
assure adequate protection of both the SSC workforce and general public. 
The conservative shielding requirements for SSC components are d::sigr,cd 
to prevent significant radiological emissions to the environment. 
Potential effects from radiation produced by the SSC have been car;;fully 
5 tad i P.d ·and can be predicted with reasanabl e confidence. The environ­
mental safety and health implications of radioactlvation resulting fro~ 
SSC opm·ations are summarized in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, and are dis­
cusc,ed at length in Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12 

Comparison of the maximum projected radiation doses resulting from SS! 
activities with the Federal regulatory g;;ide·l ines and estimated do'.'(''.; 
rerni ved from backgro•Jnd sources sha l 1 serve to i l1 ustr•1te the bcmiry1 
nature of the SSC. Dilring operation of the SSC, the event represent ins 
the! worst-case scenario would be an accidental loss. of bea.m. The radio· 
logical impacts from a beam loss are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 12, 
Section 12.4.l. At the Illinois site, the maximum radiation dose to an 
individual at the land surface above the point of beam loss is projectrc:J 
to be less than 0.001 mrem/yr, a comp~ratively small dose considering 
that the DOE limit is 100 mrem/yr and the estimated dose to an indi­
v·idual from natural sources is about 300 mrem/yr. The above consider­
atio% 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 considered as well 'and are 
addressed in Volume I, Chapter 5 and Volume IV, Appendix 12. At the 
Illinois site, the calculated annual dose equivalents in a nearby well 
(50 m from source) resulting from an accidental loss of beam would be 
0.044 mrem/yr, well below the 4 mrem/yr DOE guideline for drinking water. 

Pot.L~ntial impacts from the e_lectromagnetic fields generated duri.ng 
operation of the SSC are addressed in Volume IV, Appendix IO, .Section 
10.l.3.2. The superconducting magnets used in the SSC will be designed 
with iron yokes that considerably reduce the strength of the magnetic 
field beyond the vacuum beam tube. At the tunnel wall, the strength of 
the SSC-induced field will be about the same .as that of the earth's 
magnetic field, andwill decrease with distance from the tunnel reaching 
negligible levels at the land surface. Consequently, no impacts to the. 
general public are expected·to result from SSC-generated magnetic field:>. 

There is no potential for explosion of superconducting magnets in the. 
accelerator tunnel under any foreseeable circumstances. Should a quench 
occur, failure of the quench protection systems would result in an in­
crease in temperature of the superconductor that could damage, or at 
worst, melt the superconducting cable. 
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Impacts from various construction activities are discussed in Volurne I, 
Chapter 5. Construction of the SSC will involve conventional methods 
and, as such, standard construction practices and techniques will be 
employed to mfo i mi ze i rnpacts to the rnvi ronmen t a;id the genera 1 pub 1"i c. 

0964.04 

One of the activities that was tmder·taken in the course of prepadng the 
EIS was to systematically determi11e the ways ill which the public could 
pcssibly be exposed to hazards from the SSC. Even though the facility 
will be able to conduct experiments at t1'igher energy levels than other 
~!milar laboratories, the experiences at these other labs can be used to 
predict with cons i derab1 e confidence the possible hazards of the SSC 
and methods to reduce or eliminate tile l'i sk of any harmful effects. 
Similar approaches to recognizing and dealing with r.ew teclmologies and 
possible hazards are taken in other <lreas of technology that may be more 
familiar to us. For ex;ample, production of a new commercial high speed 
jet may involve hazards because of high speeds and altitudes, but the 
experiences with existing airplanes glues us confidence that new planes 
can also be developed safely. 

!EIS lloh:me I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6 presented the hazil.rds that .:011ld 
result from normal cperaticns or an accident at the SSC. The analyses 
took into account populations residing above the SSC facilities. An 
important conclusion of the EIS is that there will be no dilngers under 
narmal operations or upset conditions, regardless of population size, 
that lll'ill pose a health hazard to tile miblic. 

0965. 01 

Cor.11'1ents noted. 

0965.02 
. 

Dust and other air pollution is discussed in 
Section 5.1.3. and in Volume IV, Appendix 8. 
1278.11 for discussion of dust. 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
See Comment Response 

l·loise generated by construction at E and F areas is expect~d to result 
in high human annoyance for approximately 25 percent of those persons 
who live wij.hin 630 ft of construction activity, or for approximately 
9 percent of those 1i ving within 2, 000 ft of construction activity. 

During the operations phase, a.ir 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 highly .annoy less than 5 per(:ent of those 
persons living within 700 ft of. the center of the service area. 
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0965.03 

Private land would be removed from the pro;:ierty tax base in DuPage 
County, Illinois, reducing the amount of revenue for focal jurisdic­
tions. The EIS analysis indicates although there would· be a long-term 
property tax revenue loss to local jurisdictions, there would also be a 
long-term increase in both direct and indirect tax revenue from project 
spending and ad·jitional spending by SSC construction and operations 
workers. Although duri r.g the first three years DuPage County would 
experience a net fiscal deficit, public finance impacts would be posi­
tive thereafter (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 14.1.3.3-15). 

The EIS does indicate that during both the construction and operations 
periods, direct and secondary economic effects would occur in DuPage 
County -- including the creation of additional jobs. During construc­
tion, the direct jobs would employ workers with specific trade skills, 
as well as general laborers. During operations, professional and tech­
nical people would be employed, as well as clerical and other support 
personnel. Spending in the region by these direct workers, coupled with 
spending for direct project purchases, would create additional jobs and 
additional 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 manufactur­
ing. Additional discussion of these economic effects is presented in 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.A. 

Relocation of a person's residence, regardless of that person's age, is 
bound to have a socio-psychological impact. To the extent that reloca­
tions· occur, steps should be taken to minimize their impacts. The EIS 
has not discussed mitigation measures for relocations because the pro­
poser state has the responsibility to acquire the land for the SSC 
facility. Thus, questions regarding the proposer's authority and plans 
to mitigate relocations should be directed to the appropriate Illinois 
State agency. It should be noted, however, that all of the proposers 
have stated that they will as a minimum comply fully with the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 
(Public Law 91-646) -- as discussed in the first paragraph of Comment · 
Response 1229.02. 

0965.01 

Volume IV, Appendix 15 of the EIS describes known (identified) cultural 
resources within and surrounding the proposed SSC sites based upon data 
provided by the states. These data are based upon varying levels of 
archival and field research. Study intensity of the proposed SSC sites 
ranges from records reviews only to reconnaissance surveys, to sample 
surveys, to intensive surveys of large portions of identified potential 
impact areas. Archaeological surveys have not been performed in 
Colorado, Michigan, North Carolina, Tennessee and Texas; extensive 
archaeological surveys have been completed in Illinois and Arizona, 
although portions of these SSC sites remain to be completed. Historic 
building surveys have been completed in Michigan, Illinois, Tennessee 
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and Arizona. .Potential impacts due to ancillary activities and con­
struction ·beyond the SSC footprint at all sites are generally not 
addressed. 

Predictive models pertaining to cultural resources can only indicate the 
like.ly locations and approximate frequencies of archaeological sites and 
historic standing structures, but certainly do not define the precise 
locations, configurations or conditions of individual resources. 

At the selected SSC site, the Supplemental EIS would include intensive 
field inventories of the project areas subject to impacts to cultural 
resources. In Illinois, archaeological surveys of several potential 
impact areas of the coll ider ring would be completed, as well as the 
surveys of yet-to-be identified ancillary activity and construction 
areas. Evaluations of the identified cultural resources would follow to 
determine which sites are significant, i.e., eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places. As prescribed in a Memorandum of 
Agreement {MOA) between the DOE and the State Historic Preservation 
Officer (SllPO), mitigation measures would be developed, where necessary, 
to mitigate impacts to significant resources. (See EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 6, Section 6.3.6.) 

0966.02 

See Comment Response 18.04. 

0967. 01 

Regional vibration sources are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
and in Volume I, Chapter 4. Regional vibrations are not considered to 
be an environmental impact issue (in that the SSC project will not modify 
or affect existing vibration conditions) but rather ~ condition of the 
environment which should be considered as part of the site selection. 
Vibration monitoring reported by the Illinois site proposer does not 
indicate that existing vibration conditions exceed the tolerances 
required for the SSC, and would not be expected to impact the operation 
of the SSC. . 

0967.02 

The concern about off-site contamination of groundwater as a result of a 
beam loss has been addressed in the EIS (see Volume I, Chapter 5; Volume 
IV, Appendix 10; and Volume IV, Appendix 12). In Illinois, the trans­
port of radionuclides by groundwater from the point of beam loss to a 
well 50 m away would take approximately 5 years for the sodium-22 to 
reach its maximum value at the well and approximately 8 years for tri­
tium. An individual using this well for normal daily consumption of 
water, when the concentration of the radionuclides is at its maximum, 
would in a year's time receive a dose equivalent of 0.0044 mrem (see EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 12). 
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A beam loss accident would not endanger the life of a member of the gen­
eral public. EIS Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12 address the radiological 
onsequence of a loss of beam accident. The maximum exposure to a member 

of the general public would require an individual to be at the depth of 
the tunnel and would still result in an exposure less than the yearly 
exposure to natural background radiation (see Volume I, Chapter 5). In 
the tunnel at the point of beam loss the radiation is intense enough to 
endanger life. That is one reason that no one is allowed in the tunnel 
when the beam is on. 

0968.01 

Illinois proposes to use some local government land; however, the exact 
acreages were not cited in the proposal. The Illinois proposal indi­
cated the following local agency would be involved: School District No. 
2C'4 which owns the Waubonsie Community High School, school district 
office>, and some vacant land that would be required in area I, buffer 
area and buried beam zone, in stratified fee estate (EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 4, Section 4.4.3). Data on which parcels of land would be 
affected by the SSC project was the responsibility of, and provided by, 
the proposer States. These data were not verified independently. 
However, a detailed and verified inventory of the location of affected 
parcels of land associated with the SSC project will be provided in the 
Supplemental EIS. Questions -concerning the proposer's land acquisition 
policies and commitments should be directed to the appropriate State 
agency. -

At the surface above the tunnel there will be no radiation from the col 
lisions of protons. Even under the worst possible accident conditions 
-- a full beam loss -- there would be no measurable radiation at the 
surface in Illinois. ·See Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12 for assess­
ments of radiation doses in the area. 

0968.02 

See Comment Response 964.04. 

0969.01 

Comments noted. 

0970.01 

Comment noted. 

0971. 01 

SSC-related effects on tne quality of life in local communities will 
depend on the specific settlement patterns of ssc:related workers and on 
the ability of the. local communities to. respond to the growth effects. 
The capacity of communities to adapt to growth varies w.ith the ability 
of the community to plan and finance needed facilities and services and 
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by their past experience with development. Social disruption will vary 
depending on the rate of population growth that the community experi­
ences. Many negative conditions associated with rapid growth can be 
minimized through careful planning. 

It is generally true that estimates of impact:> have been overestimated 
in the past -- a typical conservative approach taken.in EIS's. Con­
servative assumi)tions are u>ed in the ana·lysis of impacts in order not 
lo underestimatr; potential problems. Conservative assumptions were used 
to predict impacts at all sites. 

The issue of comr.;unity disruption was included in the analysis cf irr.pacts 
in both a quantitative and a qualitative manner. PubHc services and 
public finance impacts are both included in the analysis in regard to 
disruption, as is a discussion on the quality of life and social well­
being (see EIS Volume IV, t•.r>;iendix 14, Section 14.l.3.3). Discussion of 
lmpacts to school systems Is found in Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.C, 
Public Servic:es. BE:cause of the size of the Region of Inflllence and thr! 
extensive development, Illinois Is the least likely of all the sites to 
experience extreme rapid growth. An analysis of fiscai impacts of the 
project in 111 inoi s sho1~s that tax revenue wi 11 be adequate to meet the 
ir.creased demand for services after the peak constructi011 year. In 
addition, the DOE is aware of the rapid gro\~th occurring around the 
Illinois site and has rc•1isited the area in response to comments o:'l the 
EIS. By attending public hearings, representatives of the DOE have been 
made aware of the local concerns, problems, and attitudes towards the 
r:xpected social disruption that may occur to individuals, property 
owners, and communities. 

T~e goal in evaluating sites for the SSC Is to select a site that will 
permit the highest level of research prod1Jctivity and overall effective­
ness of the SSC facility at a reasonable cost of construction and oper­
ations ar:d with mir.imai adverse impact on the environment. After the 
final site Is selected, additional studies and mitigation strategies 
could be developed dudng final project de5ign (and incorporated into 
the Supplemental EIS) to reduce the anticipated adverse impacts of the 
SSC project. 

0972 .01 

The water supply for SSC construction and operations will be provided by 
we 11 s into the deep aquifer system unconnected to the shall ow aquifer 
has experienced the sig;iificant local O\/erdraft described in the com­
ment. While SSC indirect water use due to population increases in the 
area may impact the local overdraft, any new in-migrants to the Campton 
area would be bound by the same water restrictions currently being 
considered. 

See al so Comment Response 1279.115 for a genera 1 discussion of the 
regional overdraft situation. 
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0972.02 

See Comment Responses 13.02 and 710.01. 

0973.01 

The current population of the Region of Influence (ROI) associated with 
each of the seven proposed SSC locations was traced through 1985, the 
date of the most recent final U.S. Bureau of the Census population esti­
mates for U.S. counties available at the time of document preparation 
(April-May, 1988). Beyond 1985, po?ulation projections were employed. 
The data cited in the comment on populations of select counties in the 
Illinois ROI represent provisional 1987 estimates recently (September 
1988) released by the Bureau. These provisional estimates are based on 
1985 migration dat3 and will not be made fin.ii for another several 
months. Although the accuracy of the 1987 esUmates. is open to chal · 
lenge due to their provisional nature, the notion that several counties 
wHhin the 111 inois ROI experienced more rapid population growth between 
1936 and 1937 than was documented between 1980 and 1935 is very likely. 

For purposes of assess·ing SSC-related population change in each ROI, the 
DEIS compared regional population without the project (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11.1.B) to. regional population with the project 
(see Volume IV, Appcnqix 14, Section 14.1.3.J.B). Project-related popu­
lation growth itself was not directly evaluated in terms of an impact 
per se, but rather as the cause of impacts in other areas of concern, 
such as public services and housing. However, the nature of SSC-related 
population changa was described in terms of relative population gro;vth in 
each ROI, and in the primary impact counties within an ROI, to provide 
an indication of likely effects in areds of concern directly impacted. 

With regard to SSC-related population change, effects on a rapidly grow­
ing area thus can be viewed from two differe~t perspectives. Effects 
can be viewP.d as exacerbating a situation already made difficult due to 
rapid gro·wth without the project {the view conveyed by the comment), or 
effects can be viewed as occurring in an area which currently is adapt­
ing to growth. Ther<!fore, SSC-related population increases wi11 cause a 
smaller relative change than if the area were not growing, and should 
ultimately be absorbed more readi'ly due to the region's recent ·~xpe­
rience in accommodating additional inhabita.ots. 

0973.02 

See Comrneflt Respor.•;e 117 L 02. 

0973.03 

The comment is generally consistent with EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.2.1.3.C. fraffic from tile campus is estimated to be 1,250 
vehicles per day during construction and 1,500 vehicles per day during 
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operation. Soi::e of the mads in the proposed Illinois site area are 
operating at or close to their capacities. The capacities of these 
roads are expected to be excE::e<ltd with the addition of the SSC traffic. 

0973.04 

lkcident statistics ·used in the traffic accident ana·lysis in Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section .5.1.6.3 were obtained from the Illinois Department of 
Transportation at the time the analysis was performed and were not pro­
vided to the ODE in the Illinois proposal. To allow for equivalent com­
pai·ison among the site alternatives, a commonly expressed accident rate 
was used (the statewide injury or fatal accident rate). Regional acci­
dent rates for each of the proposed sites were not found. 

Without data indicating· the total number of vehicle miles traveled In 
Kane County in 1987, it is not possible to determine from the data given 
in the comment whether the injury/fatality 1·ates for Kane County c.n~ 
different from the statewide average rates used in the EIS analysis (see 
Volume IV, Section 5, Table 5.1.6-4). In addition, 90 percent of the 
proposed Illinois site would not be located in Kane Cmmty.. Tile SSC 
camµus area, and therefore a 1 a;-ge fr act ion of the i ncrea se1 11<0h i cl<; 
traffic, would be located in DuPage County. 

Possible mitigations for the potential truck traffic problems resulting 
frc:;-i the construct·inn of, the S5C might be to choose route·s ~Jith the 
least impact on the corr.;r:t1nity, to regulate de 1 i veri es and construct ion 
activities so that they occur at off-peak traffic periods, and to 
install additional traffic lights at particularly hazardous locatloRs. 
See EIS l/olume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3. This informatfo11 will 
app~ar in the Supplemental EIS. 

0974.01 

In ~ccordance with El'A guide] ines (40 CFR Part 230), in order to obtain 
a permit for the discharge of dredge and fill material into the To:avigabli! 
waters of the United States for the SSC, the OOE must demonstrate that 
nu practicable alternative ·is available that would have 1es:: adverse 
impacts on the aq!Jatic ecosystem and ~:!iich would not have other signifi · 
cant adveroe en vi ranmenta 1 consequences. Where a discharge is propo·sed 
for a wetland site, practicable alternatives are "presumed to be 
available" and "presumed to have less adverse impacts on the aquatic 
ecosystem 1.mless clearly demonstrated otherwise" Section 230.10 (a)(3). 
Sections 230.10 {c} and (d) further 1·aqtdre that the U.S. Army Corp.s of 
Engineers not permit any discharge that would contribute to significant 
degradation of the nations wetlands and that any adverse impacts be 
mitigated through practicable means (see EIS Volume I, Chapfer 3, 
Section 3.6). An alternative is considered practicable if it is 
"available and capable of being done after taking into consideration 
cost, existing technolo.gy, and logistics in light of overall project 
purposes" (40 CFR Part 230.10 (a)(2). 
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The Second Circuit in f!§.f5_'!ni \/§._,_Robichaud (850 F 2d 36, 1933) did not 
hold that the above mentioned guidelines require that DOE choose the 
site with least impact on wetlands. The court validated EPA's interprr>­
tation of )ts guidelines that the appropriate time to determine when 
practicable alternatives exists is at the time of market entry (i.e., 
site selection for the SSC) and not ;it the time of permit app1 ication. 

These req11irements for a 404 permit are co;isistent with DOE obligation:, 
under Executive Order 11990 and DOE' s regulations for compliance with 
floodplain/wetlands enilironmental re•liew requirements (10 CFR Part 
1022). The wetlands assessment provided in the EIS has been revised to 
include a reevaluation of wetlands location, type, and qual it_y (5ee 
Volume I., Chapter 5, Section 5.l.5.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 
11.3) and the· potential effects of the proposed SSC on wetlands at each 
site alternative together with possible means to mitigate these effects. 
The potential adverse effects on wetlands .at the various site alterna- · 
tives will be considered in selecting a site for the SSC .. Detailed 
p 1 ans to mitigate to the extent practicable any anticipated wetland 
impacts ::tt the selected site would be developed in consultation with the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (or de legated state authority) a.nd analyzed 
in det;;il in the Supplemental EIS. 

0975.01 

The OOE agrees that the comment on the number of homes to be relocated 
is consistent with the information provided in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3. 

The effects of the SSC on the human environment and the qua 1 i ty of 1 i fe 
are discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8 and in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 14. By attending public hearings in the States on 
the best qualified 1 i st for the SSC, representatives of the OOE ha1;e 
been made aware of the social disruption that will occur to individuals. 
The smallest unit of analysis in the EIS, however, is the community. 

The goal in evaluating sites for the SSC is to select a site that wi 11 
permit the highest level of research productivity and overall effective­
ness of the SSC facility at a reasonable cost of construction and oper­
ations and with minimal adverse impact on the environment. 

0975.02 

The EIS recognizes that Kaneville could experience large impacts as a 
result of SSC development (see Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.1.3.3). 
Kaneville is considered part of Kane County in the socioeconomic i11pact 
analyses presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3. 

0976.01 

Comment noted. 
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Comment noted. 

0976.03 

See Comment Response 1126.05. 

0976.04 

See Comment Responses 7.03 and 1279.115. 

0976.05 

SSC-related effects on the qua.lity of life in local communities aod. the 
s.ocial well-being of particular groups within those communities will 
depend upon the ability of the local communities to respond to the 
gro11th effects (see Vo 1 ume IV, Appendix 14). The capacity of communi -
ti es to adapt to growth varies with the abi 1 ity of the community to p 1 an 
and finance needed facilities and services and by their past experience 
with deve 1 opment. Socia 1 di sruptlon wil 1 vary depending on the rate of 
growth that the community experiences. Many negative condHions asso­
ciated with growth can be minimized through careful planning. 

The impact of the SSC on groundwater supplies In Illlnois·would be 
measurable and long-term but of limited local effect because of the wide 
areal distribution of the increased groundwater use .. See Volume IV, 
Appendix 7. The major aquifers are already overdrafted, and the 
project-related water use would be a small and very distributed incre­
ment to the existing condition. Plans and schedules for local munici­
palities switching wholly or part·ially to surface water sources are not 
definitive and have not been assumed to be an effective mitigation for 
the groundwater impacts in the EIS. It is assumed that importation of 
Lake Michigan water or systems to utilize local surface water will be 
developed by the State and/or local water .agencies. (See EIS Volume I 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3.) 

The comment regard·ing ~hafts every two miles is slightly inconsistent 
with the ISP, Appendix I. The actual distance is closer to two and 
one-half miles. 

The comment regarding 190 semi-tractor trailer loads of spoils daily is 
inconsistent with EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.3.A.1 which 
states that 144 truckl o·ads per day wil 1 be required to transport the 
spoils. · 

0976.06 

See Comment Response 880. 04. The comments address topics ( cred.i bi lity 
of State. offi ci a 1 s} that are not the res pons i bi l ity of the DOE. 
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0976.07 

If by the term "growing geometrically" the comment means that the popu-
1 at ion of Kane County is growing at increasing rates, then the EIS would 
concur for the years considered. As noted in Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.3.11.1.B, Kane County population grew at an average annual 
rate of 1.0 percent between 1970 and 1980 (from 251,000 to 278,000 ·per­
sons), and at a rate of 1.4 percent between 1980 and 1985 (from 278,000 
to 299,000). The estimates for 1985 were the most recent considered in 
the EIS, as they were the most rece"nt final estimates for U.S. counties 
prepared by the U.S. Bureau of the Census. However, provisional esti­
mates of 1987 county populations, recently released (September 1988) by 
the Census Bureau, suggest. that annual population growth in Kane County 
continued to increase to 2.6 percent between 1985 and 1987 (from 299,000 
to 314,000). See also Comment Response 13.02. · 

0976.08 

The EIS analyzes the potential environment impacts of siting the SSC at 
each of the seven sites. The comments regarding resulting groundwater. 
depletion, blasting, growing population densities, and little financial 
rewards do not make the Illinois site an unreasonable alternative. The 
process that the DOE intended to follow to fully comply with the 
National Environmental Policy Act was made part of the record with 
publication of the Advanced Notice of Intent (May 1987) and the Notice 
of Intent to·prepare an EIS (June 1988). 

Health and safety impacts of siting the SSC in Illinois are addressed in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12 and are not substantially different at the 
other six sites compared to Illinois. 

0977 .01 

Comment noted .. 

0977. 02 

See Comment Response 880.04. 

0977 .03 

Comments noted. 

0978.01 

Floodplain maps for areas that could potentially be encroached by SSC 
facilit·ies have been added to the EIS for four other sites (Colorado, 
Michigan, North Carolina, and Tennessee). Additional potential encroach­
ment areas for the Texas site have been identified. For details please 
refer to Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.2, and Volume IV, Appendix 
7, Sections 7.1.3.2.C, 7.1.3.4.C, 7.1.3.5.C, 7.1.3.6.C, and 7.1.3.7.C. 
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• 

Discussion of floodplain impact by facilities FS and J3 at the Illinois 
site has been revised in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.2 and Volume 
IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.3.B and 7.1.3.3.C. Potential floodplain 
impact of facilities K4 and J6 and possible mitigations will be further 
studied, as indicated in the EIS sections cited above and in Volume 1; 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3, if the Illinois site is selected. 

0979.01 

The comment is consistent with the information presented in DEIS Volume 
I, Table 1-1. Based on additional information provided in the body of 
this COllRllent as well as others, the OOE has revised information in the 
EIS to reflect more accurately some information expected at the 111 inoi s 
site. 

0.979.02 

To ensure safety, 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 (500 ft on each side) is 
anticipated. However, this· zone is established for control, and we 11 s 
within it would not be required to be closed. Replacement of wells 
within this zone may be limited due to the vibrations from drilling. 
This would likely be dictated by site-specific conditions or timing of 
the drilling and is not excluded. Existing wells on fee simple land for 
the project would likely have to be abandoned, but this is not certain 
in all cases. 

State records of water we 11 s were ava i1 able for the EIS, but in 1110st 
cases it was indicated by the states that the records were not up to 
date. Limited field survey information was available, and therefore it 
was assumed that the well data were not detailed enough. to develop an 
accurate count of the wells that fell within the specific total restri c­
t ion 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 provide a general comparison of the rela­
tive density of water wells near the individual state sites. The number 
of wells which might be hydrologically impacted by ·SSC activities {water 
level declines or possible water quality changes) also cannot be accu­
rately estimated with the available well records and the lack of final 
siting and design information. Both of these issues (well closures due 
to land acquisition and proximity to facilities and wells hydrologically 
impacted) will be addressed in detail in the Supplemental EIS to be pre­
pared for the selected site. 

See revised EIS sections as follow: Volume I, Chapter I, Table 1-1; 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-7; Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.4 and 
Table 5.6-4; and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.2.3.1.A.6 through 
7.2.3.7.A.6. The figures showing the location of wells have been 
deleted from the EIS. 
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To reflect the lack of completeness in well records, the Illinois dis­
cussion (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3) now indicates that 
approximately 1,500 wells occur within 0.25 mi of the ring alignment 
while more than 320 wells (one or two potentially being municipal supply 
wells) are believed to be located within the SSC footprint. The State 
estimates, based on criteria in the second paragraph above, that only 6 
to 31 wells may be directly affected and required to be abandoned by the 
project. If the Illinois site is selected, detailed field surveys will 
be performed to accurately determine the number and location of all 
existing water wells within the footprint and the number that would be 
required to be abandoned. 

0979.03 

The results of the field survey, approximately 1,500 wells within 
0.25 1ni of the proposed ring alignment, are reported in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3. 

0979.04 

See Comment Response 979.02. 

0979.05 

The number of wells that may be lost due to siting the SSC in Illinois 
was not reported accurately in the DEIS. State records indicate 320 
wells within the SSC footprint, however, based on field surveys the 
State estimates that only 6 to 31 wells may be directly affected and 
required to be closed because of the project. See Comment Response 
979.02 for .clarification of criteria to assess the number of wells 
closed or affected and revisions to the EIS. 

0980.01 

Comment noted. 

0980.02 

The traffic analysis presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Tables 14.~. 
and .14.2.1~6 was based on a generalized approach. However, the approach 
was modified for the Illinois analysis to account for the difference 
between the urban highways on the east side of the ring and the rural 
highways on the west side. The existing traffic data present a distanc. 
weighted average traffic volume during a peak hour. Traffic at any poin 
on the road could be higher or lower. However, the distance-weighted 
aver:agelevel of service was considered to be indicative of travel alon\j 
a long stretch of road that may contain localized congestion. The low 
level of service of some roads, such as Routes 64 and 34, reflects this 
distance-weighted average, which was influenced by localized ·congestion. 
Inforinat ion on the ride-sharing program and the region's transportation 
facilities is included in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11.2. 
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0980.03 

See Comment ~esponse 1277.01. 

0981.01 

tlo cost benefit analysis has been performed for the SSC and therefore i; 
not available for inclusion in EIS. life-cycle costs are part of the 
Site Selection Task Force Report. See £IS Volume III, Chapter 3. 

0981. 02 

See Comment Response 1276.01. 

0981. 03 

A contingency for completeness and quality of the geotechnical data was 
not included because of the obvious difficulty of assessing how such 'a 
contingency would be varied fairly from site to site. 

The need for contingencies was recognized when the Conceptual Design 
Report was written. At that time contingencies were to account for: 

o Lack of specificity in the COG requirements 

o The highly preliminary nature of the conceptual design 

o Ambiguities in the scope of the project 

o Uncertainties associated with non-site-specific conditions 

These non-site-specific contingencies were applied equally to all of the 
proposed sites as a percentage of the underground construction costs. 
The same contingencies were retained for the EIS estimates of the Best 
Qualified List sites because none of the above factors has changed 
sufficiently to warrant a more precise calculation of site-specific 
contingencies. See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 2, Section 2.4.2. 

0981.04 

A comparison of costs at the seven sites is included in the SSC Site 
Task force Report which is reprinted in its entirety in EiS Volume III. 

0932 .01 

Comment noted. 

0932 .02 

Information on the distribution and status of both Feder a 11.Y and state 
listed threatened, endanger!!d, and candidate species identified in the 
State of Illinois SSC Proposal which was provided, in part, by the 
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Illinois National History Survey, was used in preparation of the DEIS. 
Specific populations of these species were identified in the DEIS when 
such pcpulation5 were Indicated as possible being within or near the · 
site area. Field surveys have been conducted at the Il 1 inois site and 
incorporated in the FEIS. further studies ~1ill be conducted at the 
selected 5ite. Results of these surveys would be discussed in the 
Supp 1 ementa l EIS. If protected species are observed, the DOE 1-iou 1d 
con~ult with the U.S. fish ar.d Wildlife Service and State of lllino·is 
Department of Conservation/N~tural History Survey to ensure rrntection 
of the species and avoidance of valuable natural areas. See also 
Comment Response 1292.05. 

09S3.0l 

See Com1ncnt Response 1204.C? fer a c~fscussi.cn of the u:r.Gunt of ~;i·in:e 
farmlands that would be takPn out of product·lct1 by the SSC proj~~t. 

EIS Volume IV, Appe~dlx 14, Section 14.1.3.3.B discusses papul&tian 
gnn1th in the Illinois Region of liifluence. 

EIS Volume IV, hppendlx 4, Stction 4.4.3 discusse$ t~?c state proposer:' 
land acquisition plans. 

E15 Volume IV, Appendix Sb, Section 5.3.10.1.F discusses future planned 
lend uses, including the Kane County comprehensive land use plan 
1982/2000. This document expresses the County's desire to contain 
growth in existing populated areas and, thus, preserve the County's 
agricultural character. 

EI3 Vo1uxe IV, Appendix: 13, Section 
·iq1-1·i,;ations at the project level. 
bpacts at the reg i ona 1 l eve 1 • 

13.l.3.3.C evaluates SSC development 
Section 13.1.4.C discusses cumulative 

See Comment Response 384. 02 for a discuss ion of the DOE po 1 icy or; the 
r.ced for a11d value of establishing intergovermr.ental relationships. 

0983.02 

~ee Comment Response 275.04. 

0983.03 

M·itigat'ive measures are summarized in EIS Volume 1, Chapter 3, Section 
3.6. Final mitigation planning would be done at the time of final 
design and the preparation of the Supplemental EIS for the selected 
site. 

0983.04 

Mitigations are summarized in EIS Volume [, Chapter 3, Section 3.5-. 
After the site is selected, a site-specific Supplemental EIS wil'I 
address these issues. 
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0983.05 

There is no plan to utilize farmland or other surface areas to dispose 
of spoils in Illinois (EIS Volume IV, Appendix SB, Section 5.3). The 
State has proposed disposal of spoils in four quarries near the ring. 
These quarries have a combined capacity of 14 million yd 3 and, thus, can 
easily handle the 3 million ydl from the SSC. The quarries could sell 
the SSC spoils by blending it with their normal product. 

0983.06 

·A Supplemental EIS will be prepared for the selected site. Issues 
related to impacts on local agricultural resources, including farming 
operations would be considered as appropriate. 

0984.01 

The EIS has been revised to incorporate reestimated data available on 
wetlands (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.4 and Volume IV, 
Appendix 11, Sections 11.3.3.3 and 11.3.7.3). 

0984.02 

See Comment Response 979.02. 

0984.03 

See Comment Response 307.04. 

0984.04 

The figures cited in the comment are for the projected worst-case 
increase in the number of injury accid.ents per year due to truck traffic 
during construction of the SSC, as stated in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Table 5.1.6.4. 

0984.05 

Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-16 indicates that there are 64 State­
protected species in the Illinois site region and 11 State-protected 
species in the Texas site region. · 

0984.06 

The quoted numbers are reflected in Table 4-17 in Volume I, Chapter 4. 

0984.07 

The numbers of existing point source discharges with NPDES permits for 
the SSC si.te alternatives are correct as listed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 
4, Section 4.2.1.2. 
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0984.08 

The numbers of potential point-source discharges resulting from the SSC 
that may require NPDES permits are listed in Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 
6.2.l, Table 6-1 for the site alternatives. 

0984.09 

The observation is consistent with the assessment presented in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.5.1,· without mitigative measures that 
will be addressed in detail in a supplement to the EIS for the selected 
site. Those measures will meet the .regulatory requirements described in 
Volume I, Chapter 6. Also see Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and 
Comment Response 1458.06. 

0984.10 

Comment noted. 

0985.01 

The mission and functions of the DuPage County Planning Commission are 
noted. Comments regarding Fe~milab's contributions to high energy. 
physics and record of accomplishments are noted. In regard to the cost 
savings that would be realized by using the Fermilab as the SSC injec­
tor, the DOE estimates savings in the range of $495 million to 
$1.037 billion. See Comment Response 1276.01. 

0985.02 

The cost benefits from using the existing facilities at the Fermilab 
Tevatron were estimated by DOE and have been considered as stated in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 2, Section 2.4 and were factored into the average 
site costs shown in Appendix 2, Section 2.4. 

0985.03 

See Comment Response 816.01. 

0985.04 

Comments noted. 

0985.05 

Comments noted. 

0985.06 

Comments noted. 
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0986.01 

See Comment Response 816.01. 

0986.02 

The analysis of transportation impacts in the EIS is based on the pro­
jection of existing conditions, transportation improvements committed in 
the proposal and the projection of direct SSC impacts. RTA routes do 
not directly s.erve Fermilab at the present time. Therefore, RTA Ser­
vices were not projected to receive negligible impacts. 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.C.l.b acknowledges that car­
pools, vanpools, and buses will be needed during construction and oper­
ations. The comments on RTA's current services, its capabilities to 
meet future needs, and its resolution to provide service to the SSC are 
noted. 

0987.01 

Although extensive study has been. completed to date at the Ill in.oi s :,sc 
site (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 5.3), potential site-specific 
impacts to cultural resources have not yet been evaluated. Similarly, 
determinations of significance, that is, National Register of Historic 
Places eligibility, of known resources have not yet been completed. It 
is likely, however, that potential impacts to significant resources can 
be reduced by the application of appropriate mitigation measures as 
determined through consultation with the SHPO, DOE, and, if necessary, 
the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. See EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6. 

0987.02 

If the DOE selects Illinois as the site, cultural resource surveys of 
the previously defined potential impact areas would be completed. 
Additional surveys would be needed of yet-to-be-defined ancillary and 
construction areas involving potential ground disturbances or building 
removal. Evaluations would be completed of recorded archaeological and 
historic sites in order to identify cultural resources within the 
project area that are eligible for listing on the National Register. 
Cultural resource procedures would be completed in accordance with a 
Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between the DOE, the SHPD, and, if 
necessary, the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. Mitigation 
measures will be developed to.appropriately mitigate impacts to 
significant cultural resources (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 
and Volume IV, Appendix 15). A more detailed review will be provided in 
the Supplemental EIS. Mitigation strategies will also be described in 
greater detail in the Supplemental EIS, 

0987.03 

See Comment Response 987.02. 
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0987.04 

See Comment Responses 1279.6:3, 1279.64, 1279.65, and 1~7q · '5. 

0987.05 

Comment noted. 

0988.01 

See Comment Response 915.02. 

0988.02 

The informaticm provided is consistent with data furnished by the 
Illinois Department of Conservation and is found in the revision to EIS 
Volume I, Chapters 4 and 5, a~d Volume IV, ll.ppend ix 1 L 

0983.03 

Tills material does r.ot s1;bstantial1v contribute to the EIS. None of the 
counties listed are counties in whiCh the proposed Illinois sHe 1-;ould 
be located. 

0983.04 

See Comment Response 988.02. 

0989.0l 

The relationship of drainage tile systems to SSC surface facilities is 
not precisely known at this time. During the design phase, these rela­
ticmships would be established and any mitigation needed would be 
addressed. (EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.) 

0990.01 

Comment noted. 

0991.01 

Comment noted. 

0991.02 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 3 is a brief summary of a detailed decommis­
sioning assessment prepared by Argonne National laboratory (see -refer­
ence 1 at the end of Appendix 3). This referenced report gives much of 
the detail asked for in this comment. It should lie remembered, however, 
that this is an assessment of one method of decommissioning. The actual 
method used in the final decommissioning plan (as outlined) will be 

095110003358827 



based on the knowledge gained from construction and operatior.s of the 
SSC and may differ from the Argonne report substantively. This could 
include d-i fferent ways of blocking access, different 1 eve ls of de<:on­
tami nation, etc. 

Prior to the end of SSC operations, wh·en the decision ha.s beer. made to 
decommission it, a detailed decommissioning plan will be prepared. 
Decommissioning the SSC will be assessed under NEPA. This decommis­
sioning plan will be very detailed, specifying the exact method of 
decommissioning, monitoring methods, etc. 

The~fina].dispositlon of the occupied "sites" (facilities) is covered In 
as much detail as possible. This is becallse it is not possible at this 
time to predict exactly what parts of the facility will be useful·, e.g., 
for medical research or educational purpo5es, at the time of 
decor.;missioning. 

0991.03 

See Commrmt Response 991.02. 

0991.04 

The only radioactivity rema1n1ng at the site after removal of radio­
active equipment and material will be very low levels in the tunnel 
wa 11 s. The tunne 1 and access shafts wi 11 be we 11 sea 1 ed to prevent 
access by the public. There. would not be any further radioactivation 
once operations have ceased, and tunnc ls wi 11 not be ventilated. There­
fore, there wil 1 not be· any pathway for exposure of the pu_bl ic near the 
access shafts. The access shafts themselves wil 1 not become radi oact Ive 
during operations. Monitoring is expected to continue for some time 
aft€r the facility is decommissioned to verify that there are no un­
a.cceptab 1 e exposures. Because of these factors, there is no reason to 
preclude locating access shafts in or near. residential areas. 

Refer to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 3 for further information on 
decommissioning. 

0991.05 

The EIS does not cons Ider the en11 i ronmen.tal consequences of decommi s-
s ioni ng .. However, a further NEPA review will be performed in the future 
before ·any DOE decisions. are made regarding decommissioning. 

It is the DOE .policy .to conduct its operations in an environmentally 
safe and sound manoor in compliance with all applicable environmental 
statues, regulations, and standards. 

0991.06 

See Comment Resp1mse 991.02. 
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09'l2.0l 

The conceptua·I design of fire protection services (that would be pro­
vided at the SSC site its1flf) is described in Volume IV, Appendix 1, 
Section 1.1.2.1.B.5. In addition, the discussion of public services in 
the portion of the EI5 dealing with E:nvironmtritai Consequences and 
Mitigative Measures (Volume i, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.3) explains that 
the DOE Management and Operating contractor, who would oversee and 
operate the project's fire protection services, would also work with 
local public agerici e·s to coordinate services ar.d provide emergency 
planning for the SSC facilities and host community. 

O'l'.!Z.02 

,'\ discussion of the types of hazardous/toxic materials that may be used 
at the SSC support facilities is presented in EIS Volume IV; Appendix 
10, Section 10.1.3.2.B. Since the various shops and operations that 
will support operations of the collider have yet to be designed, 
information on specific chemicals and quantities is not available. t\ 
t>iore detailed as5essment wi1l be provided in the Sllpplemental US. 

ll9'92 .03 

The Superfur.d Amendments and RBauthor i zat i 011 t\ct (SARA), which cont a i 11 s 
am"ndments to CERCLA Title III - Emergency ~1anning and Community Right 
tn Kr.ow (Section 303) specifies various federal, state, and local agen· 
cies which must be provided information about hazardous and toxic 
chemicals on site. The :JOE m<.nagement and operations contractors for 
the SSC will be required to comply with these regulations 2nd provide 
information about hazardous or toxic r.iaterials on site. 

The DEIS was prepared on a conceptual design cf the SSC. After a site 
h:is b•cen selected. detailed fir.al engfoeering design will commence. 
During detailed final design, the hazardous chemical storage area will 
b" designed to meet both Occupation:al Health and Safety Act (OSHA) afld 
Resource Conservation and "ec0,·ery Act of 1976 (RCRA) standards. 
i\cknowied9.-::rnent of the G<0part:m;nt' s responsibility and intent to comp 1y 
\i't'1-;J1 all applicable ·1aY:s and regulations, including RCR,'\ for management 
of hazardcus w;i.ste was provided in 'ilolwTie !, Chapter 6 of the DEIS. 

099"2.05 

Ihe proposed methods of sewage and wastewater disposa·1 as indicated in 
the Illinois SSC proposal are di>cussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Section 10.3.3.C. Table 10.3.3-3 in this section indicates that a 
treatment method for remote areas of the SSC (those not connected to a 
sanitary sewer system) was 11ot proposed. The EIS indicates in this 
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section that sewa·~e at these remote locations could be disposed using 
septic tanks and leach fields. No statement WdS made concernin·~ 
oil/water separators or chemical disposal in association with the use ot 
septic systems, because they are not relevant to septic systems. 

The EIS only discusses the possible use of oil/water separation in 
conjunction with the proposed site in North Carolina. There, a dewater­
ing operation may be required during tunnel construction to treat infil­
trating water. If the water being pumped out becomes contaminated with 
oil, then an oil/water separator may be appropr"iate. 

0992.05 

Liquid hydrogen will be used as a hydrogen ion or proton source. The 
amount. stored will be extremely small. A container about the size of a 
larg~ tnermos bottle (about 32 to 48 fluid ounces) will store enough 
liquid hydrogen for a year's operations of the SSC. The details of this 
very small storage container will be specified during final detailed 
design. 

0992.07 

It is anticiµated that a limited number of existin9 wells may be 
adversely affected or have to be abandoned because of the project (see 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3:A.6). A site-specific evaluation 
of the effect of aquifer drawdown on existing wells and impact mitiga­
tions will be .made for the selected SSC site and will be doct:mented in a 
Supplemental EIS for the selected site which will be provided to the 
public for review and ·com;nent prior to commencement of any SSC construc­
tion. Also see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6. Pumping tests 
will be conducted if additional data are needed. 

0992.08 

The wastewater treatment and disposal system rnferred to (EIS Volume II/, 
Appendix 1, Section l.1.2) addresses floor dra'ins in various SSC facil­
ities. There is ·no connect ion between the wastewaters that wi il fl ow 
into these drains and laboratory waste chemicals or equipment fluids, 
which will be collected and disposed of according to hazardous materi a 1 s 
handling procedures. 

0992.09 

The remote areas would only be used occasionally by a few people (this 
can be compared with a remote farmhouse). Septic tanks and ·1each fields 
are accepted methods for sewage treatment at remote locations. After the 
site is selected, the suitability of septic tanks or other acceptable 
disposal method would be further evaluated during final design. 
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0992 .10 

In terms of waste disposal plans, it was assumed that a11y SSC low-level 
radioactive waste would be disposed of at OOE's Hanford facility at 
Richland, Washington {see EIS Volttme IV, Appendix 10}. 

Disposal of wastes at a State or regional NRC-licensed low-level waste 
disposal site will be considered 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 accordance with the Low-Level Radioactive 
Waste Policy Amendments Act of 1985, public law 99-240), and (3) whether 
the regional disposal fac i1 ity represents a cost savings to the DOE. 
These factors will be carefully and thoroughly considered upon the 
selection of the SSC site. 

0993.01 

Economic impacts of the SSC in Illinois are presented in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.A. The first paragraph of Comment 
Response 852.03 discusses the methodology used to estimate direct and 
secondary employment impacts to the Illinois Region of Influence (ROI) 
as a result of the SSC, and in particular the accuracy of the 
multipliers employed. 

Input data for the economic impact aiialysis are derived from the cost 
estimates discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 2 which states that "an 
Evaluation has been made as to what is to be acquired on a national 
basis and what is available locally" (Section 2.4.1). Only those items 
and labor deemed locally available were included in the economic impact 
analysis. The EIS also indicates that of the 10,495 jobs available to 
workers within the Illinois ROI during the peak year of construction, 
approximately 31 percent are expected to go to in-migrants to the ROI 
(a 1though some of these in-migrants may come from parts of II 1 i noi s 
outside the ROi; see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 14.1.3.3~2). During 
the first year of full operation, approximately 34 percent of the 7 ,030 
jobs available to workers within the ROI are expected to be filled by 
in-migrants to the ROI. 

0993.02 

Ir,dicators related to basic human needs such as income, housing, and 
public safety are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Sections 
14. 1.3.A, (Economic Activity, Labor Force, and Income), B (Demogr~phics 
and Housing) and C (Public Services). The EIS addresses these issues in 
a summary fashion in itolttme I, Chapter 5, Section S.l.8.5. 

0993.03 

The DOE has conducted numerous public hearings in each of the states on 
the Best Qualified List for the SSC (see EIS Volume III, Chapter 1).· By 
attendir.g these public hearings, representatives of the 00[ have been 
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made aware of the problems and social disruption that will occur to 
individuals. Although the representatives from the DOE are aware of 
these individual feelings about relocation, the smallest unit of analy­
sis in the EIS is the community, followed by analyses made at county, 
regional, and state levels. All comments, individual or an organized 
collective expression, are fully assessed and are taken into consider­
ation in the EIS process. 

0994.0I 

Twenty trillion electron volts (20 TeV) is not power but a measure of 
the energy of each of the protons in the proton beams circling through 
the collider ring. 

The magnetic field from the superconducting magnets will be very strong. 
However, this field will be highly attenuated by the natural shielding 
of the iron in the magnets. Because magnetic field falls off rapidly as 
a function of distance, there will be no measurable magnetic field 
effects from the SSC at grade level and above. Therefore, the SSC will 
cause no EMI and there will be no EMP (electromagnetic pulse) generated 
Because the SSC controls depend critically on electronics and computers, 
any generation of stray electric fields by any component must be avoided 
or thoroughly shielded, and thus cannot influence electronics in the 
area or the radar at the DuPage County Airport. All of this is corro 
borated by the experience at Fermilab, and is discussed more generally 
in Volume IV, Appendix 10. 

0994.02 

The superconducting magnets that will be used in the SSC will produce 
magnetic fields surrounding the proton beam tubes that will help keep 
the tiny streams of circulating protons exactly on their precise paths 
through the evacuated beam tubes. Iron yokes around the magnets will 
considerably reduce the magnetic field strength outside the beam tubes 
when the collider is in operation. The fields produced by the magnets 
will not affect the public because the strength of the SSC-induced 
magnetic fields at the tunnel wall will be about the same as the earth's 
magnetic field (see Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.2). 

There is no known means by which static electricity could be generated 
within the SSC tunnel during operation. In addition, there would be no 
1 ikely impact from any static electricity that could be present on the 
magnetic fields generated for SSC operation. 

There are no electrical impulses that will be produced by the SSC and 
therefore no such impulses that could escape the tunnel (see Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.2 for a discussion of the health impacts of the 
collider operation). 

::.ee Comment Response 733.02 for a discussion of the potential hazards 
from power transmission lines. There would be no relationship between a 
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magnetic field from the SSC and an electromagnetic field from an 
overhead power 1 ine since no measurable magnetic fields from the SSC 
magnets would exist at. ground level. 

0995.01 

The information submitted was considered as appropriate. The bulk of 
the data used in preparation of the EIS was supplied in the State 
proposal and supplemental data, plus data available in publicly avail­
able sources. See Comment Response 013.02. 

0996.01 

Although the SSC is an experimental facility, the radiological aspects 
of the SSC are well understood. This is based on experience at other 
accelerators and studies of cosmic rays, some of which have energies 
higher than the SSC will produce. Therefore, because the radiological 
impact has been analyzed extensively, it can be predicted with reason­
able confidence that the SSC will be operated safely. The environmental 
safety and health implications of SSC are summarized in Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6. See Comment Response 810.05 for further 
discussion. 

0996.02 

See Comment Response 810.05. 

0997.01 

For the purpose of this EIS, permanently converted land is defined as 
land covered by project structures. The U.S. Soil Conservation Service 
identified 3,076 acres of prime farmland and 212 acres of important 
farmland in the SSC fee simple area. From these inventories, an esti­
mated 197 acres of prime and important farmland would be permanently 
converted by the SSC surface facilities at the proposed Illinois site. 
See the revised Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.7.11; Chapter 4, Section 
4. 8. 6; Chapter S, Sec ti on 5. I. 7. Z and Sect ion 5. Z. 11; and the Errata for 
Volume IV, Appendix 13. Also see Comment Response 2.75 .. 04 for a discus­
sion of the DOE policy to competitively outlease areas where appro­
priate. Such a measure could be useful for leasing areas for farming, 
such as the case at Fermilab where tracts are leased for farming 
operations. 

0997.02 

See Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 4.2.1. for a discussion of the con­
cept of stratified fee and planned applications. The DOE designed the . 
land re~uirements for the SSC to minimize the impacts and disruption to 
the site area. See Comment Responses 266.03, 312.05, and 381.04. 
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0997.03 

Should Illinois be selected as the site for the SSC, the issues raised 
regarding the proposed highway interchange would be considered in 
further detail in a Supplemental EIS. The comment notes in connection 
with Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.7, Table 5.1.7-1 of the EIS that 
the communities of Elburn, Kaneville, and Big Rock are in the area 
described.· Therefore the categorization of the area as mixed/suburban 
zoning is not inaccurate. The comment also agrees that the pressure 
from suburbanization already occurring in Kane County is being resisted 
yet the comment objects to ·the statement in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.3 and Section 5.3.2.3 which restates the same point, that is "the 
agricultural productivity trends in the area are declining and may con­
tinue as a result of pressure from urbanization." 

0997.04 

The EIS data are suf.ficient for a siting decision which is the decision 
the EIS was prepared to evaluate. A Supplemental EIS will be done 
for the selected site prior to a decision to construct or operate the 
SSC (see Vo 1 ume I, Introduction and Foreword). A discussion of 
regulatory compli3nce is provided in Volume I, Chapter 6. 

0998.01 

The location of specific SSC facilities cannot be precisely determined 
unt i 1 the DOE agrees to a fl na 1 placement of the co 11 ider ring and the 
associated areas. The information presented does, however, represent a 
reasonable picture of conditions likely to occur at a selected site. 
The proposed "E" area is 200 ft x 200 ft. See Comment Responses 307.04 
and 880.04. 

0998.02 

The visual impact of facility E9 has been addressed in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 16, Section 16.3.3.3.J. The views of the residents in the 
immediate vicinity could be significantly adversely impacted. It may be 
possible to screen the facility from view, in time, depending on final 
siting. The most effective mitigative measures will be considered in 
detail during final design and assessed in the Supplemental EIS. 

The other facilities noted in the comment are service areas. Where they 
would affect moderately to highly sensitive views, the impacts have been 
addressed in Section 16.3.3. See also Comment Response 859.04. 

0998.03 

See Comment Response 880. 04. Land costs are the r:espons i bil i ty of the 
proposers and will be determined as part of the appraisal process con­
ducted ·by the successful State. 
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0998.04 

See Comment Responses 710.01 and 1190.07, third paragraph. 

0993.05 

Comment noted . 

. 0999 .01 

The numbers used in the EIS represent a reasonably accurate picture. of 
conditions likely to occur if the Illinois site is selected for the SSC, 
and are adequate for the site selection decision. Once a site has been 
selected and additional site-specific detailed design information has 
been developed, exact locations of facilities with respect to specific·· 
properties will be determined. This information would be made available 
for public comment in the St: pp lementa l EIS for the selected site. 

0999.02 

See Comment Response 979.02 regarding the number of wells that may have 
to be closed due to siting and construction of the SSC in Illinois. The 
criteria for closure ind udes the potent i a 1 for radio 1 ogi c contamination. 

Detailed monitoring plans have not been prepared for this EIS. Monitor­
ing plans, which will include monitoring cf selected wells in the SSC 
project vicinity, w.ill be described in a Supplemental EIS prepared for 
the selected site. The State of Illinois has .indicated that •..iater sup­
ply sources that are 1 ost due to the SSC will be replaced. 

0999.03 

See Comment Responses 1369 .09 and ll02 .03. 

0999.04 

See Comment Response 964.02. 

0999.05 

Comment noted. 

1000.01 

Volume IV, Appendix 2, Section 2.4.2.2 makes note of the special 
adjustments for the 11 li noi s site that took into account. the existing 
faci 1 it i es at fermil ab and the resultant cost .savings. 

1000.02 

The comment on the available utilities and transportation services is 
confirmed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11.2. 
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1000.03 

The estimates of acreage disturbed during SSC operations and ~onstruc-­
tion have been revised (EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-2). The total 
acreage that would be disturbed in Illinois if the State is S>)lected is 
494 acres. Approximately 227 acres of that area 1<1ou1d be permanently 
disturbed by buildings and support facilities. The perimeter of areas 
!\, B, and C in Illinois comprises the existing Fermi lab. These areas 
include approximately 1,000 acres of agricultural land and 940 acres of 
natural systems, which ir1clude wetlands and lands not in agriculture, 
and approximately 690 a.cres with other land uses (Volume I, Chapter 4). 
Construction activities at Fermilab (the equivalent of areas A, B, and C 
at othar States) will require 192 acres of land, 87 of which will be 
permanently disturbed witti buildings and support facilities. The major 
difference in acreage between Illinois and the other States is that the 
Fermilab injector construction (area B) requires only minimal additional 
acreage. 

An e>t irnated-197- acres of prin1e and important farmland would be perma­
nently converted. in Illinois. This is the lovmst estimate, with the 
exception. of Arizona, since the U.S. Soil Conservation Serv.ice reported. 
no prime or imrortant farmland in the proposed Arizona fee simple 
project area. 

1000.04 

The comments are consistent with data presented in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5 .1. 8. See a 1 so Comment Response 1276. 01. 

IOO<l.05 

See Comment Response 1001.01. 
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1001.01 

See Comment Responses 18.03 and 1259.04. 

l\i leviation of potential ~.1ater shorta')es in the western part of the pro­
po~ed co"l"lider ring mily not be economically feasible through the import 
of water from Lake Michigan, as discussed in Comment P..esponse 533.03. 
Nevertheless, greater reliance on surface water sources by the communi­
ties in the eastern part of the proposed collider ring would reduce 
thefr effect on the groundwater overdraft. This in turn would reduce 
potimtfa l reg ion a 1 groundwater imp<icts by the SSC-induced popui at ion 
grnwth settl fog in the eastern vicinity of the SSC project. 

Wells within a short distance of the collider tunnel which could pose a 
haz.ard to tunnel construction, or which could be affected by SSC opera· 
tions fi;ay have to be ~b,1ndor.ed. The State has indicated that an ci 1: Lcr­
native water su~ply or compensation will be provided to well o~ners so 
affected. See al so Corn;i:ent Response l 133. 02. 

For a discu5·>ion of·methane as a hazard in Illinois, see Comment 
Re5pcnse lC07. 01. 

lOOL 02 

Traffic estimates for the roads significantly affected by SSC are given 
in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.C. These estimates are 
for the peak h0t:r in il peak YE'>r durir;g construction and operations. 
R,,ut<"s for the trncks '><ill be sel€<:ted during construction planning to 
minimize the traffic in the areas of the highest risk of accidents 
(Vnlum2 I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3). Other options to be tons·idered 
includfl the 1Jse of hi<:;hways 1·ather than 'local ro<:ds, strengUie~ing 
le;s-conr{ested niad.s to diotribute the traffic on mo.;·e roads, n~strict­
inq the tn:ck traffic during certain h<l'-lrs, and impro-;ed tr.affic 
controls_ 

1002~01 

Sit-es on th~ BQL 9 inc·iudi-ng the 11·1·1nois site, co1.:pt~-se t:10~~~· location<; 
which would permit the highest level of research productivity ;md over-
,, 11 effect l ver:2s s of the SSC facility at a re2 so<1ab le cus t of constrnc­
t~ c n and oper2ticnsj and with minimal adverse impacts .on the enviro~me11t. 
The Secretary of Energy will identify the selected sl te us ir.9 technical 
evaiuation criteria and cost considerations. In order of relative 
importance, the tedinical evaluation includes concerns with geology and 
tum~el ing, regional resources, environment, setting, regional conditions, 
and util Hies (see EIS Volume HI, Chapters 2 and 3; also Chapter 3 of 
thil ISP.). 

SSC-relilted effects on the qualHy of life in loca] communities in 
II li noi s wi 11 depend upon the ability of these communities to p 1 an and 
finance needed facilities and services. Specific effects on the area's 
visual characteristics (on the "beauty• of the area) arid on the pace of 
life (on the "tranquility" of the region) will largely depend upon the 
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specific pattern of settlement by the SSC-related population. Careful 
planninr,- with the goal of preserving certain key regional qualiti~s, 
could minimize many of the negative conditions a~sociated with rapid 
growth. 

1003.01 

See Comment Response 1276. 01. 

1003 .02 

A swnmary of the number of 1 and parce 1 s and acreages potentially impacted 
by the SSC can be found in EIS Volume !, Chapter 3. A description of 
the land acquisition plan is detailed in Voluma IV, Appendix 4. 

Th:c lartd tha.t would be permanently distui"lied at the Illinois site is 
apprnxim~~ely 227 acres. This is furthE'r discussed in Volume l, 
Chapter 3. 

Polcnr,ial impacts on the environment and natural resources from the pro­
po$ed SSC were evaluated after reviews of inforn1atioti provided by the 
States and open literature publications, and contact with appropriate 
local, State, and Federal officials ar.d other technical experts. Unless 
oth2rwise noted, all information provided by the propo$ers was verified 
by independent sources prior to u~e in th<) EIS. Inform1tion obt~_ined 
from the scoping meetings was also reviewed and used as appropriate in 
the prPparation of the EIS. 

Wnavoidable adverse environmental effects that could occur from the 
siting of the SSC in Illinois are summarized in Volume I, ChaptPr 5. 
These are detailed in the individual appendices of Volume IV. 

1003. en 

.Accelerators have an excellent safety record, similar to light industry. 

1003.04 

The DOE has stated that it intends to continue operating the Fermilab 
regardless of the SSC siting. The EIS socioeconomic analysis proceeded 
under the assumption that Fermilab would continue in operation regard­
less of the SSC location. 

Estim~tes of changing economic activity and public fipance associated 
1•ith SSC siting in Illinois are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Sections 14.1.3.3.A and 14.1.3.3.D, respectively .. In general, the num­
bers included in the comment disagree with those presented in the EIS. 
rt is difficult to make strict comparisons, however, because the comment 
appears to combine monetary amounts for different years which are 
•·eported by individual year in the EIS -- and which must be discounted 
before combining. Such problems in comparison are encountered in both 
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the "real disposable Income," which is assumed to represent "total 
earnings" reported In Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 14.1.3.3-2, and 
"state tax revenues," reported in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 
14.1.3.3-M. J\nmial direct and indirect jobs resulting from the SSC ar<! 
presented in 14.1.3.3-2, and for most years are greater than the numbers 
listed in the comment. 

1003.05 

Comments noted. 

1004.01 

Where the SSC ranks in the priorities of the State of Illinois is a 
state issue and is not the res pons i bil tty of the DOE. The comparison of 
impacts of the SSC on th.e seven site alternatives is given in Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.4. The use of the SSC facilities after decommis­
sioning has not been determined. Volume IV, Appendix 3 demonstrates 
that it is feasible to decommission the SSC and gives an order-of­
magnitude estimate of costs. 

The educational quality of the region is also important to the DOE. It 
was considered in the regional resource criterion of the ISP as the 
second most important in site selection. See Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.8 and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.l for a detailed dis­
cussion of public service and socioeconomic impacts of the SSC. 

1004.02 

Information concerning major environmental impacts of SSC sitings are 
contained in EIS Volume I, Chapter 1, Table 1-1. In the DEIS. Michigan 
had the largest number of wetlands located in fee simple areas, followed 
by Illinois. For ambient TSP concentrations (peak during construction), 
Illinois had the highest value, followed by Texas and Tennessee. For 
number of wells. "lost, Tennessee made the highest total, followed by . 
Illinois. No figures for prime farmland were listed "in Table 1-1. For 
miles of new road required, Arizona had the most followed by Colorado. 
For relocations, Texas was listed with the highest total, followed by 
Michigan. A substantially revised version of this table appears in the 
FEIS. 

1004.03 

See tomment Response ggi.02. 

1004.04 

' Comment noted. 

1005.01 

Comment noted. 

10011050335883 
225-775 - ll8 - 1 ( !Jook ?O) 



1006.01 

Comment noted. 

1006.02 

Comment noted. 

1006.03 

Comment noted. 

1006.04 

It is DOE policy to conduct its operations in an environmentally safe 
and sound manner in compliance with the letter and spirit of applicab1e 
environmental statutes, regulations, and standards (see Volume I, 
Chapter 6). Although any large project such as the SSC has a potential 
for environmental disruptions, mitigations would be implemented to 
minimize these impacts. Anticipated environmental impacts and potential 
mitigations are summarized in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and 
Volume I, Chapter 5. 

1006.05 

The average annual low"level radioactive waste shipped to the disposal 
site from Fermilab between 1983 and 1986 was reported to be 6.6 curies 
(EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, p. 37). It is estimated that the annual 
low-level radioactive waste (LLRW) generated by the SSC would be, at 
most, 10 Ci based on Fermilab experience. The LLRW increment is about 
50 percent based on the aforementioned volumes. 

1007.01 

Several factors about the site geology and the planned construction 
approach will help minimize the hazards due to methane gas. First, 
methane gas has been encountered in the site region only in the soil 
units (termed drift or till) that overlie the bedrock--it has not been 
found in the bedrock and, hence, is not expected to be a problem in the 
collider tunnel, experimental halls, or other underground excavations 
that will be located deep in the bedrock. Second, where methane occurs 
in the drift, it always occurs in association with one distinctive silt 
layer, named the Robein Silt; organic matter trapped in the Robein Silt 
appears to be the source of the methane. The Robein Silt, which occurs 
in only a portion of the site area, is readily recognized in borings, so 
it will be possible to tell, from borings made before the excavation 
begins, whether there is a chance of encountering methane "drift gas." 
Third, the only excavations that will pass through the drift, and hence 
the only excavations that might encounter drift gas, are the shafts that 
provide access to the collider tunnels and halls. Confirmatory borings 
will be made at the locations of all the shafts before they are exca­
vated, so any pockets of gas at the shaft locations will be noticed 
during the boring operations. Finally, if a pocket of drift gas is 
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encountered at any of the excavations, the pockets are generally of 
quite small volume and can be vented off in a matt.er of days. As the 
shafts are dug, the air will be monitored for hazardous gases; in the 
deeper excavations; moni tortng of vent i1 at fon sy:>te~1s wil 1 also ,help 
detect and prevent the buildup of any gas. 

1007.02 

The Illinois site and five other proposed sites have some of the SSC 
surface facilities located in or adjacent to floodplains, as described 
in EIS Volume, I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.2 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Sections 7.1.3.2.C {Colorado), 7.1.3.3.C (Illinoh), 7.1.3.4.C. 
(Michigan), 7.1.3.5.C (North Carolina), 7.1.3.6.C (Tennessee), and 
7.1.3.7.C (Texas). The only site where no facilities would be in a 
defined floodplain is Arizona, although the Arizona site could experi­
ence sheet flooding. Any facility located in a floodplain could be >11b­

ject to flood dai1lage. If one of the six sites h<1ving floodplains is 
selected, the surface facilities at such site would be relocated outside 
the floodplain if practicable. Other impact mitigations are discussed 
in the cited sections. The EIS has been modified to include for each 
site a dis.cussion and figures showing all SSC facilities that may en­
croach upon a defined 100-yr floodplain. Potential floodplain encroach­
ment will be addressed in the Supplemental £IS for tl1e selecte".! site. 

1007.03 

Air quality data for all the criteria air pollutants are presented in 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-6 and Volume IV, Appendi• 5, Table 
5.3.4-3. Criteria pollutants are .those for which the EPA has set 
ambient standards. The data used in Table 4-6 were selected from the 
measurements made by air pollution monitors operating in the vicinity of 
the proposed SSC sites. The measurements 1 istetl in Table 4-6 are 
average concentrations from the region arou·nd the proposed SSC site 
during a recent year. For the Illinois SSC s He, the recent year was 
1986 and the highest readingcs were observed at different monitors--w,~st 
Chicago foi· particulates; Elgin for sulfur dioidde, ozone, and lead; 
Cicero .for carbon rnanoxhle; and Lemont for nitrog;:m dioxide. 

The atr quality of an area can be judged. by consh1edng the concentra­
tions of a 11 sh: of these pollutants. Of the seven proposed s Hes, the 
111 i no is s lte had the bighest concentrations for only one po Hutant/one 
averaging time--the 24-hour concentl"ation of su1 fur dioxide. This 
concentratton of 168 1'9/m3 was below Uie National Ambient Air Quality 
Standard (NMQS} of 365 µg/m.. As shown in Table 4-6, several of the 
sites, but not Blinois, dld exceed the NJ\AQS for carb&n monoxide. 

Thus, Kane County, Kendall County, and DuPage County in Illinois would 
not be rated as having the worst air quality of the seven sit es. 
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1007.04 

The DEIS incorrectly identified the Illinois site as being nonattait~ment 
for both carbon monoxide and ozone. In fact, it is only nonattainment 

. for ozone, as are the proposed Michigan and Tennessee sites. The state­
ment in Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2 has been corrected in the 
EIS. 

1007.05 

See Comment Response 1278.11. 

1007.06 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3.5, (also see Errata and 
Revisions} discusses mitigation methods, such as partial earth berms in 
appropriate locations and commercially available quieted construction 
equipment, which have the potential to bring the service area into com­
pliance with the Illinois Noise code. Also see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.6.3. 

The DOE is committed to use whatever mitigation techniques are required 
to bring the SSC facility into compliance with Illinois law. 

1007.07 

See Comment Response 867.03. 

1007.08 

See Comment Response 1312.01. 

1007.09 

This comment makes a valid point regarding the potential effect of 
winter weather on construction schedules. The schedule for the SSC, as 
used for the EIS analyses, is based on a conceptual, which means very 
preliminary, design of the facility for an assumed site. This schedule 
does not represent the absolute minimum duration of tunnel construction 
because it contains a cert a in amount of fl exi bi l ity. As stated in 
Volume IV, Appendix 1, Sectivn 1.1.4.1, start dates and durations of 
specific construction activities will vary somewhat depending on the 
conditions at the particular site and fund·ing. Schedule difftculties at 
any particular site could be mitigated by various measures, for ex<Jmple, 
increasing the number of tunneling contracts so that a greater number of 
tunneling operations could go en at the same time. See EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6. 

As indicated in EIS Volume III, Chapter 1, Section 1.1, the prese~ce of 
sources of hazardous/toxic materials will be considered in selecting the 
SSC location to the extent that these sources could adversely affect the 
siting, construction, or operations of the SSC. 
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1007 .10 

Comment noted. 

1007 .11 

While the Chicago area is certainly highly developed and industrialized, 
only two industrial sources of hazardo~s/toxic materials exist within 
the SSC footprint at the proposed Illinois site (see EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 4, Table 4-15). One of these sources is the existing Fermilab 
accelerator facility, which would become integrated into the SSC fac i l -
ity should the Illinois site be selected as the location of the SSC. 
Tha other source is AT&T. 

As indicated in EIS Volume III, Chapter 1, Section 1.1, the presence of 
sources of hazardous/toxic materials will be considered in selecting the 
SSC location to the extent that these sources could adversely affect the 
siting, constructio~, or operations of the SSC. 

1007.12 

Background radiation at all seven sites was discussed in Volume I, 
Chapter 4, Section 4.6.l of the EIS, with specific SSC impacts noted in 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.2.5. 

The impacts to the background radiation at the Illinois proposed site 
from the op<!rations of Fermilab and past operations of the Kerr-McGee 
chemical processing plant are addressed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Sectlcn 5.3.6.2. The total potential radiation dose to the general 
off-site population from Fermilab activities in 1987 was 5.3 person-rem 
(Baker, S., Site Environmental Report for Calendar Year 1987, FERMI LAB 
88/40, Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory, Batavia, Illinois, May 
1988) as compared to the projected 360,000 person-rem per year from 
background radiation (EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.1.6-2) .. The 
Kerr-McGee chemical processing plant has been torn down and p 1 ans are 
being made to dispose of the wastes. It is estimated that the annual 
low-level radioactive waste generated by the SSC will be at most 10 Ci 
based on Fermil ab experience. · 

1007.13 

A description of man-made radiation sources in the vicinity of the pro­
posed Illinois SSC site is provided in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sec­
tion 5.3.6.2. Of the more than 600 facilities in northeastern Illinois 
that are licensed to use and possess radioactive materials, two facili­
ties contribute to a very slight degree to background radiation levels. 
They are the Fermilab, which is proposed as the high energy booster {HEB) 
for the SSC, and the Kerr-McGee Chemical Corporation chemical processing 
plant, which is currently shut down. 
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!n 1985, the maxlr.:um potential radiation dose to an individual at the 
Fermilab site boundary was 0.000/ mrEm/yr, a comparatively low dose 
considering that the average individual receives about 300 mrem/yr from 
r..atun.l backgro:md radiation {EIS Volume IV, Appen:lix 12, Table 
!2.2.1-1). 

1007.14 

This observation is correct and is made in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, 
s~ction 9.1.3.5, and in vo·lume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4 in the EIS. 

1007.15 

The observations concerning land use patterns are consistent with the 
mialyses presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.8.7 and Volume 
IV, Appendix 5b, Section 5.3.10 and Appendix 13, Section 13.1.3.3. 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.3 presents no-action scenarios. A com­
pariso~ of these scenarios with project development scenarios as pro-
1/lded in Appendix 13 measures lost opportunity costs. 

1003.01 

It is the policy of the DOE that Fermilab will continue to operate if 
the SSC were to be located in another area (see EIS Volume I, Section 
3.3). 

1009.01 

See Comment Response 876.31. A life-cycle cost analysis was performed 
and is provided in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 2. 

1009.02 

See Comment Response 865.02. 

1010.01 

Information concerning the number of wells likely to be affected 
directly by SSC operations has been updated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 
7, Section 7.2.3.3. Specific characteristics of the different aquifer 
units are described in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.2.2. 

Wells within a short distance of the collider tunnel which could pose a 
hazard to tunnel construction (especially deep wells), or which could be 
affected by SSC operations may have to be abandoned. The State has 
indicated that an alternative water supply or compensation will be pro­
vided to well owners so affected. See also Comment Response 1133.02. 
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1010.02 

The effects of the project on groundwater supplies and quality at the 
proposed Iliinois site are assesse.d in 1/olume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.2.3.3. Adverse effects on gro•~ndwater quality are expected to be 
negligible. Effects of blasting and related vibrations in wells, 
including the flow through crevices and potential cloudiness, were not 
assessed since reliable, predictive methods are not available. No loss 
of water supply is expected as a result of groundwater i:1filtration into 
the tunnel since infiltration can be controlled by grouting and other 
inflow controls. Due to the groundwater gradients, flow will be into 
rather than out of the tunnel; thus, groundwater contamination from 
tunr.el construction is expected to be negligible. Radiological effects 
on groundwater during normal SSC operations will be extremely small, and 
even in the unlikely event of a beam loss accident, the resulting radia­
tion in groundwater wells will be small and within regulatory standards 
(see also Volume I, Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.6.2 and 5.1.6.3). A few 
wells may hlve to be abandoned, however, because of their proximity to 
the tunnel and other SSC facilities. Specific wells that may be im­
pacted or may have to be abandoned car.not be identified u·ntil a final 
SSC design has been developed. These evaluations will be included in 
the Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

See also Comment Responses 7 .03 (well abandonment), 19.03 (tunnel infil­
tration and control), 533.03 (groundwater supply impacts), 870.04 
(radiation impacts), and 1133.02 (compensation to impacted well owners}, 
1381.11 (groundwater quality impacts). 

1011.01 

Comment noted. 

1012.01 

The comment on the transportation services, the proposed improvements, 
and discussion of the future highway improvements in the SSC site area 
is noted. Discussion of the available services and the current level of 
service on roads in the SSC area is presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 
5, Section 5.3.11. Discussion of the proposed road improvements and 
impacts to the level of service on roads in the SSC area is presented in 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1. Some of the roads and highways 
in the SSC area currently experience some congestion and the future 
traffic generated by the SSC will exacerbate that congestion. The road 
improvements discussed in the Illinois site proposal may alleviate some 
of this congestion. Additional road improvements such as those referred 
to in the comment could further alleviate some of the congestion. If 
Illinois is chosen for the SSC, this issue will be discussed in greater 
detail in the Supplemental EIS. 
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10.n .Jn 

EIS Volume I. Chapter 4, and.Table 4-4 provide a summary of condltiOns 
existing and expected without the SSC. ~hapter 5, on the other hand,. 
summarizes the expected impacts. with the SSC •. Table 4-4 has been 

·revised in the FEISto state that..the use of.lake Michigan water .is only· 
planned. by. some c_ommunities··east>of .th!) ,site. • 

·.•Although the···itnpO~t of L~ke;Hjchi!l~ri}water may.be'considered.by .. on]y 
some communities in.DuPage County, any reduction Jn the rel lance on · 

·. grou.ndwater so11rcesjnDuPageCounty would.benefit···the entire r:egion, .· 
including Kane Count.Yi du~ to the regional nature Of the aquifers~ This 

·· .would r:edllce the jmpact of the SSC on groundwater sour:ces. since·. part of .· 
•theSSCon-sJte water needs would .be furnished by existing OuPilge·com­
mimitywatl!r.systems and since part of the SSC-in~uced population growth·. 
would occut in DuPage County .. Thus a beneficial effect on the overdraft 
of the. deep aquifers east of the site would also benefit the western 
portion of the project, although to a lesser extent. See EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.3 and],2:'3~3 on surface. water and ·ground-

. water use impact's •.. Also S!)!l. Comment Response 533.03. · · 

1013.02 

The EIS recognizes that a groundwater: overdr4lft exists in the regiOn Qf 
the proposed Illinois ~SC site •.. This factor will be cons.idered among., 
.other.faclors ·.tn seJeeting the ssc site •. • ·see also :CommeiffResponses.· · 
533.03 and ·l279.U5:· . . . ..•. . . · ... • . . .... 

1013.03 

u~s .... Bureau ~f.theteniuspopulation.·.~tatist.ics for Kane, Kendall; a~d;·•.· 
DuPage Courties forl~70, 1980 and 1985 .· (Cersus. estimate~) are given in.· 
Vcil\Jme IV, Appendix, 5, Section~5.3.1L l.8;2 .. ·.•.Although nine counties ll{ay · 
.be affected by .the construct. ion and .operations of the SSC ,these .three 

,c;ounties.a!',ILC!>!ISipere4·,the. pr,i mary.impac;t •couqties, > The. popu 1 at ion.· .. 
sta.tis.tJc-~<iqdi<;atlf·;llfat\f(ane Cou11ty.had th~ lowest popul atton\gi:owth · · · 
rate.of these ;tbree;cciunties.•fr9m11970\to >1980~ ...• Projections indicate• . 

. tfl~tJh~~e gro~!ffr~~~i~Jwbi~b ~r~i9~eJ)e11~~11tofJhe·.ssc1 .w111 ..•. s1ow· · ....... . 
dQwn sl'lgh.tlyifrom .. now .. ullP l~the .• year:·•2000 ;• the fjrst.·Ye<ir•. of.·•••fu ll~~sc · 

• op~ra ti on~ <the'gria~esf•(i!lcreases· lri .pQpul a.t 1og a_s,2a2re's1t l t 9f• ttt~·ssc.• . 
. · i~ar~.·R~!lJes!~if&~~1p~!;µrj~~~~~ane. ~ourity~1,Jnct~l"m~\l>(l\~:19~ilttt~ 111Jiiil>e~i nJ\\lC'. ····· 

.~:P~~p.leZ~nd;i~·~e,ieer4ll:rta!ie,or,.}hf:l;.t<i~.~r~rit.· .. ·~i>uJat!efri:.(~ee•'ll°'l.UJ:l!e.,!V,•·\'.•1···, 
f :APJl~dlf-h~~l;Jl,§~t;,9J'!.·~l~}}...;~~~!Br~'•l!l~}!~l>l f:l;S;l1•rl"~~~JT:.li :t.oft.9)·.~•> .. "~'· ···· .. ·· ··• · · · 

... '.\~.~~!·. T~1,~.~i~~·.P.l'.\PJ~~h· ·3~~Ei~gga~.~~;;~vg~::~i.0Jl:;~rql;(~h·l":'·~~~ •. !, .• ·· .. ·. 
>:"t······~· . ~~ .. 1"'· .~.f' f,.1,!lS.],:d'~~ou t.i.il's''· ·'!'.~ ;~i;~ ·l< ····•···· 
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1014.01 

The EIS analysis of potential local public service impacts in the North 
Carolina Region of Influence, and in Durham, Granvil le, and Perso11 
Counties (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.C), indicates 
that current volunteer fire fighting forces would need to be augmented 
through either expansion or establishment of permanently staffed (paid) 
fire departments/substations to meet potential site-specific and country­
wide demand. The section cited above, which includes the passage "Basic 
facilities required by the project would include ... a permanently staffed 
fire station ... presently existing in Durham County,• is not meant to 
suggest that current fire protection ser'lices in Durham County can ade­
quately cover the anticipated increase in demand as they currently exist. 
Instead, it states that public services might need "addition of baseline 
employment and expansion of existing facilities" to meet this increased 
demand. 

Once completed, the SSC installation would not rely exclusively on local 
public fire departments for protection. The conceptual desigr. of the 
SSC accounts for internal fire protection services, as described in 
Volume IV, Appendix 1, Section l. l.2.l.B.5. For increased protection, 
tha Environmental Consequences and Mitigative Measures text (V'>lume I, 
Chapter 5, Section S.l.8.3) explains that the DOE Management and Operat­
ing contractor, who would oversee and operate the project's fire pro­
tection services, would also work with local public agencies to coor­
dinate services. This coordination ~1o!Jld include emergene'y planning for 
the SSC facilities and host community as is currently the case at 
Fermilab in Illinois. 

The comment correctly reflects the conceptual engineering assumptions 
regarding the water storage tank for fire protection at the campus, as 
stated in the DEIS. The final design and the Supplemental EIS for the 
facilities at the selected site will provide fire protection measures in 
full compliance with all applicable national and local codes as pre­
sented in Volume I, Chapter 6. 

1016.01 

Prime farmland impacts re·sulting from construction of the SSC are 
addressed in Comment Response 707 .04. The acreage impact.ed by SSC con­
struction is expected to be less than one pe1·cent of North Carolina's 
prime and important farmland inventory. Prime farmland impacts result­
ing from road construction are expected to be less than the impacts 
caused by SSC construction. 

The construction of the new access highways are expected to have a long­
term direct impact on existing traffic patterns as addressed in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3. These roads could require 
farmers to alter normal access patterns from field to field. Potential 
mitigation could include construction of underpasses for farm access. 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3 has been corrected in the 
Errata to address potential farm access impacts. Also see EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3. 
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1016.02 

The Final EIS (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.4) refers to 630 acres 
of prime and 325 acres of important farmlands (as well as 258 acres of 
wetlands) which would be lost in North Carolina due to SSC construction. 
Should North Carolina be the selected site, detailed analyses regarding 
impacts to tobacco allotments would be undertaken in the Supplemental 
EIS. Since land acquisition is the responsibility of the State (see EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.4.1), the issues of compensation for 
lost farmland and tobacco allotments would have to be addressed by the 
State of North Carolina, not the DOE. 

1016.03 

Comment noted. 

1017.01 

The major new roads proposed by the State of North Carolina will not be 
completed by 1992 and will not be available to serve the peak construc­
tion traffic. Construction traffic will have to use existing roads in 
the proposed site area including State Routes 1112, 1121, 1141, 1317, 
1471, 1536, and 1721. Analyses of impacts to traffi~ on these routes 
indicate that State Route 1112 in Butner will experience the worst impact 
wHh a decrease in level of service from "B" to "E". The analyses of 
impacts to existing roads during construction should be included in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3. 

The major new roads proposed by the State of North Carolina are expected 
to be available for operations. The State will be responsible for secur­
ing necessary approvals from state and local agencies prior to construc­
tion of the proposed roads. 

1017.02 

According to Mr. John Dorney, Engineering Supervisor, Special Projects 
Unit; the capacity of Durham-Eno River wastewater plant is 2.0 million 
gal/d. The actual maximum flowrate at present is 1.8 million gal/d. 
The plant has 0.2 million gal/d excess capacity available (October 13, 
1988) The SSC would need 0.15 mgd capacity. 

In addition, Butner Wastewater Treatment Plant has an excess capacity of 
approximately I.I million gal/d as noted in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 
5.5.8-1. 

1017. 03 

Impacts to the quality of water resources resulting from construction 
and operations of the SSC are discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.2.3, and are covered in detail for each proposed site 
alternative in Volume IV, Appendix 7. The current scope and depth of 
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these assessments prnvide the necessary in format ion tn a llnw fnr com­
parative evaluation of the impacts on the various site alternatives. 
Following final site selection, further studies will be conducted to 
refine the impact analysis with respect to fina 1 site-speci fie design. 
The more detailed review will be provided in the Supplemental EIS. 

1017.04 

See Comment Response 707.04. 

Hll7 .OS 

There will be an additional 200 MW load on the electric utilities sys­
tems in the area of the SSC project. 

Additional generating capacity will be required to meet the demands of 
the SSC. The geni!rating capacity required will be some fraction of the 
200 MW load, e.g., in 1996 the additional generating capacity require­
ment will be 13 Mil. This infurmation i:; given in EIS Volume IV, Appen­
dix 14, Section 14.2.2.3.E. The anticipated cost impact explained in 
general terms, is given in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.2.2.2.C. 

1017.06 

The document cited in the comment was not included with the extensive 
documentation pertaining to cultural resource:;; provided by the State of 
North Carolina as of March 31, 1988. Documentation for the nomination 
of the city of Durham multiple resource area {1985) was utilized to pre­
pare the historic background sections of the EIS. ,; 1 ~o reviewed was a 
document- entitled "Historic and Architectural Resources of the Tar-Neuse 
River Basin, Ourh3.P.J County Inventory" (cited in Volume IV, Appendix 15 
references as State of North Carolina 1988). If the DOE selects the 
North Carolina SSC site, the document cited in the comment would be 
reviewed as part of the Supplemental EIS preparation. 

1017.07 

Comm·~nt noted. 

1018.01 

Comment noted. 

1019.01 

Comments11oted. 

1020.01 

Commant noted. 
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1020.02 

This EIS addresses long-range and historical electrical transmission awl 
generation capabilities. Short-term events such as unexpectedly high 
temperatures, draughts, and storms, lihich may cause short-term excess 
demands or outages, have little effect on a particular utility's ability 
to supply power to a facility of this size over a long period. The plan­
ning and management capabilities of the utility, based on load projec­
tions and planned generation and transmission facilities, are addre~sed 
in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3 C.l. 

10?0.03 

See Comment Response 1047 .02, first paragraph. 

1020.04 

Construction jobs on projects like the SSC do not last the life of the 
construction phase of the project. Although the peak construction work 
force would be approximately 3,500 in Illinois, the same 3,500 people 
would not keep the jobs during the construction period. Workers would 
be hired for specific periods of time to do specific tasks related to 
the construction of the project. Some workers may only be on the proj­
ect for a few months, while others may be on the project for a few 
years. There would not be the buildup of a large, long-term labor 
force dependent on SSC construction that the comment seems to indicate. 
There wi 11 be a gradual phase down of construct ion activities, and it is 
expected that the construction workers will find other jobs in the 
metrcpol itan area or in other parts of the country. For more detai 1 s on 
environmental impacts of construction and mitigative measures, see EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 3. 

1020.05 

Estimates of the fiscal impact to local jurisdictions in DuPage, 
Kendall, and Kane Counties in Illinois are presented in EIS Volu~e IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.D. These estimates indic•te that although 
local jurisdictions would experience shortfalls during the flrst few 
years of construction of the SSC, a 11et fiscal benefit would accrue in 
following years. 

1020.06 

The term "air quality" in the air pollution control profession is a 
descriptive term used to describe the relative quality of the 01.:tdoor 
air that we all breathe. In an industrial society such as ours, certain 
levels of air pollution are unavoidable. Environmental regulaticns, 
which are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 8, Sections 8.1 and 8.2, 
provide a means to control the level of pollution allowed for release to 
the environment by industry. It is the state, local, and Federal 
government's responsibility to ensure that these pollution levels do not 
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exceed pollution standards designed to protect public health and wel­
fare. The National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) were developed 
w'ith consideration for the health of those segments of the population 
that are especially sensitive to ambient air quality, such as persons 
with asthma.. The SSC is required to meet these environmental protection 
provisions. 

1020.07 

Comment noted. 

1020.08 

As r.oted in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3.C, sufficient 
reserve capacity exists within the Commonwealth Edison system to support 
the SSC activities until the year 1996. From this point forward, some 
alterations to the generation capabilities in relation to the load and 
load projections may need to be made in order to meet the reserve 
capacity requirements of 15 percent. There is sufficient time to plan 
for additional generating capacity and to reevaluate load projections 
prior to the 1997 time frame. Service impacts (degradation) to Common­
wealth Edison customers are not anticipated due to the addition of the 
SSC project load to the Commonwealth Edison system. 

1020.09 

The proposed water supply for all direct SSC water requirements in 
Illinois is groundwater (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7). Current use of 
surface water from the Fox River for the Fermilab industrial water 
system is expected to continue during SSC operation (EIS Volume IV, 
l'.ppendix 7). References in the DEIS with regard to Illinois creeks were 
made for the purpose of characterizing the surface water features of the 
Illinois site and assessing the potential impacts of the SSC. The fact 
that these small tributaries have low, often unrecoverable flows has 
been recognized and is mentioned in the DEIS; Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Illinois, p. 30. 

1020 .10 

The earthquake potential and earthquake history of the Illinois site is 
discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.1.5. The site area· 
is characterized by infrequent sma 11 to moderate-sized earthquakes with 
only minor potential to damage structures. Also see Comment Response 
1020.11. 

1020.11 

See Comment Response 1020.10 regarding the potential for damaging earth­
quakes at the Illinois site. While. the small to moderate-sized earth­
quakes that do occur infrequently in the region occasionally cause minor 
damage to homes and older structures, the potential for significant 
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damage to a major structure that has been designed to withstand seismic 
movement is exceedingly small. The SSC will be designed and built to 
withstand reasonably expectable earthquake vibrations. 

1020.12 

Several factors mitigate the risk of a hazardous tunnel cave-In at the 
Illinois SSC site: (1) the tun;iel rock is very strong (see EIS.Volume 
IV, Appendix 5, Sectio;i 5.3.l.4}, (2) the small circular tunnel opening 
is struct~rally stable, and (3) even if a small-diameter opening at the 
depth of the Illinois collidar tunnel were to collaps<!, the collapse 
would r.ot extend upward to the surface. 

Nonetheless, if there would be a potential for cave-ins to occur after 
the operating phase is complete, backfilling of the coll i<ler tunnel, 
would be considered as a part of the decommissioning process {see Volume 
!v, Appendix 3). See Comment Response 216.05. 

1020.13 

As discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 2, Section 2.4.2.2, the SSC must 
have an injection system in order to operate. If sited at the Fermilab, 
the existing facilities there would serve as the injection system. If 
sited elsewhere, an injection system specific to the SSC would be built. 

1020 .14 

The machinery referred to will be in the service areas and will include 
compressors, pumps, refrigeration equipment, and electric power supplies 
such as would be found at any industrial facility. During final design, 
measures will be taken, where appropriate, to conceal or reduce the 
visual impact of the service areas and the intermediate access areas. 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 
16.3.3.3 gives several possible measures. Te.levision reception and the 
provision of electricity should not be affected. 

Steps will be taken (such as noise barriers) to mitigate noise impacts. 
See,EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Volume IV, Appendix 9. 

1020.15 

Comments noted. 

1020.16 

Traffic analysis for the major impacted roads is presented in Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Se~tion 14.2.1.3.C. Impact of air pollution is presented 
in Volume IV, Appendix 8, Section 8.4.3. Mitigations will be addressed 
in the Supplemental EIS for the selected site, (Also see EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6.) 
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1020.17 

Co~~ent noted. 

1021.01 

Comment noted. 

1021.02 

See Comment Response 973.01. 

1021.03 

See Comment Response 1369.09. 

1021.04 

The effe~ts of the project on water supply, groundwater quality, and 
private wells is assessed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3. 
See also Comment Responses 7.03 (number of affected wells}, 533.03 
(groundwater supply impacts), 870.04 (radiological impacts), 1133.02 
(compensation for affected well owners) and 1381.11 (groundwater quality 
impacts). 

1021.05 

The fiscal impacts to local governments from the development of the SSC 
are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3 of the EIS. 
The cumulative net fiscal impact to all governmental jurisdictions in 
DuPage, Kane, and Kendall Counties would be negative during the first 
few years of project development, but would be positive thereafter. 
Those areas designated for stratified fee would not be removed from the 
tax rolls. 

1021.05 

Equipment operating procedures are addressed by requirements set forth 
in th~ OSHA regulations. Administration and enforcement of the Federal 
Occupational Safety and Health Act occur at the State level. Safety, 
both in design and in operations, is part of the design detail. 

Although the mitigation requirements for compliance with OSHA noise 
standards are generally more stringent than those for community noise, 
some of the mitigation methods such as enclosure and use of quieted 
versions of machinery presented in the Errata and Revisions for EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5 and Volume IV, Appendix 9 are appropriate for 
meeting OSHA requirements as well as for meeting community noise 
standards. 
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The DOE and its contractors are committed to compliance with all OSH1\ 
standards, including those for noise exposure. 

1021.07 

Wetlands in the proposed Illinois project area do contribute to the 
purification of water entering the fox River. For this, and other 
reasons, it is the policy of DOE to avoid and mitigate impacts to 
wetlands to the full extent practicable. See Comment Response 1292.05. 

1021.08 

During construction of access shafts and service areas there is poten­
tial for occurrence of noise and vibration at levels which could be 
annoying to people who are near the construction activities. As indi­
cated in Volume IV, Appendix 9, of the DEIS, very noisy activities, such 
as jackhammer use and spoils hauling will be limited to 12 hours per day 
to avoid nighttime hours. Cut-and-cover construction will be limited to 
16 hours per day for the same reason. At any of the locations near 
human habitation construction activities are expected to last less than 
two years. (EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.) 

Noise barriers and other control techniques are available for the miti­
gation of identified noise impacts. These are discussed in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3. The 
decision to use such techniques would be a part of the final design and 
would be analyzed in the Supplemental EIS. 

1022.01 

Comment noted. 

1022.02 

The EIS recognizes that a localized groundwater overdraft condition 
exists in the Michigan site vicinity and that this condition will be 
incrementally affected by the SSC water use. A measurable and long-term 
impact to groundwater is projected. Boring of the tunnel will have 
limited effect on local groundwater resources as extensive dewatering is 
not planned. For further discussion of these matters see EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.4. 

1022.03 

The shielding requirements were established in the ISP and have remained 
constant since its issue in April 1987. If some portion of the main 
ring is to be constructed where the primary shield would be above the 
existing surface of the ground, an earth berm will be constructed to 
create the necessary primary shield. 
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The land areas shown in Appendix I of the ISP have been used as a target 
the various states could use in preparing their proposals. The precise 
location of these land areas will be fixed during final design for the 
selected site. The over~ll width of the collider arc regions is 1,000 
ft. This provides flexibility for making minor adjustments in the 
design of the collider ring and for fixing the final collider ring 
tunnel location (see Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.2.3.A.1}. 

Wells will be entirely restricted from all fee simple estates. Activi­
t·ies within the restricted zones of the stratified fee area, defined in 
Figure B-1 of the ISP, will be prohibited, unless specifically author­
ized·, for example, for existi;;g wells or other penetrations. 

1022.04 

See Comment Response 352.01. SSC low-level radioactive waste {LLRW) 
will be disposed in nondispersible solid form {Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Section 10.1.2.3.A.4.c and Appendix 12, Section 12.2.3.1.D.2). The 
management and waste acceptance criteria of SSC LLRW will be in accor­
dance with DOE Order 5820.2A, Radioactive Waste Management, 9/26/83. 

1022.05 

SSC-related effects on the quality of life in rural areas and local com­
munities will depend upon the ability of the local communities to 
respond to growth. Many negative conditions associated with growth can 
be minimized through careful planning. (See the EIS Volume I, Chapter 
5.) If Michigan is chosen, mitigation measures could be considered at 
the time of detailed design to reduce the annoyance to residents living 
near ventilation and access areas (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 
3. 6). Such measures will be evaluated and presented as part of the 
Supplemental EIS. 

1022.06 

Comment noted. 

1022.07 

See Comment Response 830.04. 

1023.01 

Comments noted. 

1024.0l 

See Comment Response 307.04. 

1024.02 

See Comment Response 13.02. 
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1024.03 

The location of the ring in Michigan was determined by the State's pro­
posal group. Until the DOE establishes the final placement of the 
co1lider ring and associated areas as part of the site-specific detailed 
engineering design process, the exact location including acreages, par­
cels, and ownership cannot be precisely determined. Nevertheless, the 
location of the f7 site given in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.4.10.2, 
p. 101 was in error and is corr0cted in the Errata to Appendix 5. The 
locatipn described in Volume IV, Appendi;< 1, Section 1.2, p. 40 is 
correct. 

1024.04 

With regard to impacts on wetlands and associated fish ar.d wildlife, see 
Com.T>ent Response 10.03. 

The placement of the project, as envisioned, would result in some wild-
1 ife and vegetation losses through both conversion of habitat to devel­
oped areas and encroachment (i.e., nearness of humans).· 

Limitations on groundwater availabfl ity resulting from the project would 
ba very localized and limited {see Comment Response 312.04, first 
paragraph). 

Impacts from spoils hauling are discussed in Volume 1, Chapter 5, Sec­
tion 5.1.4.1.B.l.e. It has been proposed by the State of Michigan that 
spoils would be hauled to several abandoned quarries. little wetlands 
habitat exists in these quarries and most are severely degraded. Dis­
posal would eliminate the wetlands and any game or fish present. 

Also, see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 for a summary discussion 
of mitigations. 

Impacts of noise and blasting on wildlife are discussed at the summary 
level in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5, and at the detail level 
in Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3. Neither construction nor 
operations noise is expected to impact species located at the Waterloo 
State Recreation Area and Haehnle Sanctuary. 

1024.05 

See Comment Responses 278.02 and 810.03. 

1024.06 

See Comment Response 345.05. 

1024.07 

See Comment Response 345.05. 
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1024.08 

EIS Volume I, Cha.pter 3, Section 3.6 describes the measures by which the 
DOE will mitigate noise impacts. The DOE's commitment wlll ba a function 
of the site selected, final facility location and design, and consulta­
tions with federal, State, and local agencies. It is anticipated that 
noise control measures will be addressed and included in the course of 
cetailed facility design and construction planning and evaluatf:d in the 

/Supplemental EIS. The final mitigation plan will include procedures for 
monitoring sound levels for compliance with the plan. 

See Comment Rt>sponse 1007.006 for the DOE commitment to compliance with 
the Illinois Noise Control legislation. 

1024.09 

C·::>rr:ments noted a 

1025.01 

See Comment Response 401.01. 

1025 .02 

Comment Response 35.02 addresses fiScal impacts on the Texas Region of 
Influence and Ellis County. 

Most of the cost of developing the SSC, estimated to exceed $4 billion, 
would be borne by the Federal Government. The State of Texas would be 
responsible for costs of site and infrastructure improvements, e_stimated 
at $25.7 million (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7.0.1). 
Texas would also be responsible for the costs of purchasing private 
property for the SSC project, which in turn would be transferred to 
Federal ownership. 

1025.03 

Cr-ime rates resulting from the SSC are not expected to differ from those 
associated with population growth rates. See Comment Response 456.03. 

10?.5.04 

The SSC project is described in the EIS Volume I, Section 1.2. This EIS 
addresses that project. 

1025.05 

See Comment Response 420.02. 
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1025.06 

The DOE believes that the public hearings on the SSC EIS are an impor­
tant part of an overall public participation process. Planning for the 
hearings focused on ample notice, access, and a strong co!r.11itment to 
fairness, recognizing the variety of opinions that exist concerning 
siting the SSC. It should be noted that the public hearings on the EIS 
were not required by law but were made part of DOE's commitment to full 
and fair public participation. See Comment Response 1126.05. 

1026. 01 

See Comment Response 973.01. 

1026.02 

In addition to information gained during the DOE site visits of the 
Illinois site referenced in the comment, the DOE used recent aerial 
photography, helicopter flyovers, and additional visits to evaluate 
current. site conditions. See also Comment Respon$es 7.02 and 19.01. 

1026.03 

Comment noted. 

1027.01 

Comments noted. 

1()27. 02 

See Comment Responses 533.03 (water supply) and 18.03 .(water quality}. 

1028.01 

Comment noted. 

1029.01 

Comment noted. 

1030.01 

See Comment Response 497.12 regarding research-priority decision making. 
The sentence cited on Volume I, Chapters 1, and 2 should read: "Looking 
backward in time, one sees that research in subatomic physics over the 
last eight years was essential to the development of technology •.. " This 
has been corrected in the EIS. 

The typographical omission cited in Chapter 2 has also been corrected in 
the EIS. 
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Since this Is such an Important project, dnd it was also Important that 
the SSC b.e sited in a receptive State, the DOE exercised the leadership 
to set up a slte-se1ectlon method giving States the prerogative to 
decide on the many relevant Issues concerning the SSC. This does not 
compromise the siting but actually enhances it due to each interested 
State's participation, contribution, and intimate knowledge of their own 
State. Twenty-five of the fifty States submitted proposals (see EIS 
Volums l, Chaptsr l. Table 1-1). Details of the site selection process 
are found in Volume !II. 

Estimated cost of decommissioning ·is given in Volume I, Appendix 3 of 
the ·EIS. The plan for disposing of hazardous and solid waste is also 
discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 3, Sections 3.2.7.1 and 3.2.7.3. 

Prior to the end of SSC operations; when the decision has been made to 
decommission it, a detailed decow.missioning plan will be prepared. 
Disposition of any hazardous or low-level radioactive waste would be 
addressed in that plan, and NEPA procedures would be followed. 

1030.03 

The air quality impact assessment methodology did include the estir.iatioc: 
of the SSC-related impact on the PM10 NAAQS. A11 of the fuel combustion 
particulate emissions were assumed to be in the PM10 fraction. About 
half Qf the fugitive dust emissions were computed to be in a size frac­
tion less than 10 microns (AP-42 Emission Factors). The Industrial 
Source Complex model's predictions of SSC-related Pf110 impacts for the 
Texas site were 48 and 4 µ/ml for 24-hour and annual averaging times, 
respectively (Volume IV, Appendix 8, Table 8-57). PM10 background data 
was not available at the time of DEIS publication nor was sufficient 
information to convert TSP background into PMIO· 

1030.!H 

Cultural resource surveys have not yet been performed at the proposed 
Texas SSC site. If this site is selected, surveys would be undertaken 
to identify prehistoric and historic archaeological sites and historic 
structures that could be impacted by project construction and opera­
tions. Evaluations of these resources would be completed to identify 
those that were significant, i.e., eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places. In accordance with a Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA) between the DOE and the Texas State Historic Preserva­
tion Officer (SllPO), mitigation measures would be developed to appro­
priately mitigate impacts to significant cultural resources. (See EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Sect ion 3. 6. ) 
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1030.05 

The on-site water needs for SSC operations are basad on realistic esti­
mates based on experience at similar facilities. The potential for 
recycling and reuse of both the sanitary and industr~al effluen~s would 
be considered, as described in EIS Volume IV, Append1x 10, Section 10.3. 

An average of 120 gallons per day (gal/d) per person was assum~d for 
potable and sanitary water needs, based on U.S. water-use stat1stlcs. 
This results in an average of 250 gallons per minute (gal/min) for an 
estimated staff of about 3,000. Of this amount, about half (60 gal/d 
per person or 125 gal/min) would become sanitary effluent. This 
effluent can be treated for recycling and reuse. 

Industrial water is needed primarily for cooling purposes, utilizing 
evaporative cooling towers. The 2,200 gal/min quoted in the comment 
would be the estim<1ted peak industrial water need. The avera·;e indus­
trial water need would he about 1,100 gal/min. Of this amount, about 
950 gal/min would be lost through evaporation in the cooling towers, and 
the remaining 150 gal/min would become cooling tower blowdown. This 
blowdown water would be briny, dve to the concentrating effect of the 
evaporative process on the. naturally occurring dtssolved salts in th;J 
water. Different disposal methods for the blowdown water would be con­
sidered, dependir.g on site-specific conditions. These include e•J:<pora­
tion ponds and various forms of treatment. If treated, the blowdawn 
water could potentially be recycled for reuse. 

Thus the total potentially recyclable water would average about 
275 gal/min (i.e . ., 125 gal/min sanitary effluent and 150 gal/min cooling 
tower b 1 owdown) . The. tot a 1 cons ump ti ve water use would average about 
1,075 gal/min (125 gal/min of potable and sanitary water plus the evapo­
ration of about 950 gal/min of industrial water) or about 
1,543,000 gal/d. 

All values above are averages for all site alternatives; some deviations 
would occ11cr at specific sites due to site differences, such as climate 
and the cllernica l composition of the water. 

Energy conservation· options will be evaluated during final design of the 
project. These options will encompass both the electrical systems and 
the gas systems. Typically, tbe electrical systems evaluated are light­
ing, motorized equipment, and power distri.bution and transformati-on 
equipment. Under the gas system, typical evaluations are performed on 
burner equipment· and 1mergy alternatives. The energy usage· values used' 
in the EIS have been calculated using equipment typica-lly used in tMs 
type of facility. 
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1030.06 

A review of the DOE's plan for and commitment to mitigation of environ­
mental impacts is presented in Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6. 
Detailed planning of environmental mitigations must await the final 
design process for the selected site. The mitigations will be further 
discussed in the Supolemental EIS. 

1030.07 

The new NAAQS for particulate matter (PM10) was promulgated in July 
1987. The air quality impact assessment methodology included both PM10 
and total suspended particulates (TSP). Although the rulemaking action 
concurrently dropped the NAAQS for TSP, state SIPs for TSP will be in 
effect until the states submit plans for PM10 attainment and the Pre­
vention of Significant Deterioration (PSD). TSP increment will be in 
effect until EPA promulgates a PM10 increment. 

Pollutant increases due to gas consumption directly by the SSC are 
included in the operations emission estimates in Volume IV, Appendix 8, 
Section 8.4.7.2.A.l. Pollutant emissions resulting from the generation 
of electric power for use by the SSC will be addressed in the 
Supplemental EIS. 

1he SSC-related emissions of carbon monoxide (CO), nitrous oxide com­
pounds (NOx), and volatile organic compounds (VOC) during operations are 
almost entirely (greater than 95 percent) due to off-site commute traf­
fic. The emissions resulting from this traffic constitute a fraction of 
a percent of the existing traffic contributions of these pollutant emis­
sions. Ozone/carbon monoxide nonattainment is a complex and pervasive 
nation-wide problem requiring an air quality management strategy that is 
national in scope. 

1030.08 

There are no known oil or gas wells within the footprint of the Texas 
SSC site. Water wells that may need to be abandoned and plugged are 
discussed in EIS Volume JV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.7. There appear 
~o be very few water wells in the site footprint. 

1030.09 

Current data on the faults indicate that they are not likely to move and 
that they will not create any serious problems during construction; any 
other faults found during site characterization or construction will 
probably be similar or smaller and will represent even less of a poten­
tial risk. Consequently, the state of knowledge appears adequate for 
this EIS and the selection of a·site for the SSC. 

As noted in EIS Volume I, the DOE recognized that a more detailed site­
specific review will be required under NEPA prior to a final decision on 
the construction and operations of the proposed SSC. This more detailed 
review will be provided in the Supplemental EIS. 
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1030.!0 

At least two alternatives were available for or•Janlzing the EIS: a · 
state-by-state ·approach and a topic-by-topic approach. The 00£ selected 
the topic-by-topic approach because it assured a comparable treatment of 
alternatives. Volume I, Chapter 3 of EIS summarizes and compares the 
impacts of constructing and operating the SSC on a state-by-state basis. 
In addition, a summary of significant comments is presented on a state­
by-state basis in Volume II of EIS. 

1030.11 

Discharges from any treatment plants built specifically for the SSC will 
comply with Federal and local reg•Jlations. As discussed in Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.7 of the EIS, discharges would be regulated by 
NPDES permit. Appropriate wastewater treatment strategies wi 1l be 
designed for the selected site, in contact with appropriate State agen­
cies. Detailed assessments of resulting water quality impacts will be 
addressed in the site-specific EIS prepared for the selected site. 

1030.12 

A recent report by the Terradex Corporation entitled "Indoor Radon 
Measurements in the United States" (revised March 17, 1986) lists the 
geometric mean value for radon in 529 hnmes in Texas as 0.64 pCi/l with 
an average of 0.98 pCi/1. Although this report did not analyze the data 
by county, it represents a larger number of homes sampled than the Cohen· 
report (see Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.7.6-1) and therefore should 
be more representative of Ellis County. Indoor radon measurements were 
not used quantitatively in any of the assessments in this EIS, and a 
revision to the EIS has not been made. 

1030.13 

EIS Vo 1 ume I, Chapter 5, Section 5 .1.1 focuses on the potential impacts 
of the project on the environment, rather than vice versa. Potential' 
impacts of seismicity on the SSC site in Texas are discussed in Vol-
ume IV, Appendix 5, Section S.7.1.5; basically, the Texas site is in 
one of the least seismically active portions of the country. Ambient 
seismic vibrations (normal background "noise• from microearthquakes) 
should not interfere with the operations of the project, and if sited in 
Texas there is very little risk that project facilities will be damaged 
by a severe earthquake. 

1030.14 

The OOE wi 11 coordinate rrritigatfon measures with Federa 1, State, and 
local regulatory agencies a.fter the SSC site fs selected. These regula­
tory agencies will suggest the best management practices to reduce ero­
sional impacts, and throogh the permitting p!"ocess, may require that the 
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final SSC design incorporate mandatory mitigation practices. See EIS 
Vo~ume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 for a summary discussion of mitigation. 
T!!1s process will be outlined in the Supplemental EIS for the selected 
s1te. 

Assess~ent of fl?odplain encroachment at all sites (EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3) used a 25 percent encroachment as an indi­
cat?r of measurable floodplain impact. The percentage cited is not an 
env1ronmental standard, but is more a screening value to establish the 
level of analysis or concern. It should not be assumed that only per­
centages greater than 25 percent are environmentally significant. In 
many cases, a reduction of floodplain width greater than 25 percent may 
not create major nor environmentally significant flooding impacts. Con­
versely,_ at some locations, encroachments of less than 25 percent could 
create both major upstream flooding and/or environmentally significant 
impacts. The site-specific design will assess the hydraulic impacts of 
any floodplain encroachment of SSC facilities. On-site field work, com­
puter model studies, and more detailed flood histories will be done to 
assess the impacts to upstream resources. 

Assessment of floodplain encroachments by SSC facilities in Texas is 
provided in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.7 •. Final design 
will be analyzed in the Supplemental EIS to determine the extent and 
intensity of any impacts. Secondary local/regional developmental 
impacts related to the SSC construction and operations will likely be 
regulated by regional and local regulatory agencies and their policies. 
The same policies and regulations which will apply to the SSC will also 
apply to independent developers. Projected population and housing 
impacts at the Texas site are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 13. 
Details of secondary development will only be established following site 
selettion and final design and will be described in the Supplemental 
EIS. 

1030.15 

Volume I of the EIS was intended to provide a summary of site descrip­
tions and environmental impacts for all candidate sites. Details for 
specific sites, including the proposed Texas site, are given in the 
Appendices of Volume IV. The potential effects of the project on 
surface and groundwater quality, including shallow groundwater, are 
addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.7 and 7.2.3.7. The 
planned management of SSC wastes that could have an effect on surface 
and groundwater quality is addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.2.3. 7, and Sections 10.3.3. l.G through 10.3.3.3.G. The statement 
that the incremental effects on the existing groundwater overdraft will 
be measurable, but small, was based on the planned small amount of 
groundwater to be used by the SSC. Most of the planned SSC water use 
would be from surface sources; in the future, greater reliance on sur­
face water supplies is planned by local water districts (see Comment 
Responses 34.02, 228.04 and 401.01). 
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Radiological contamination of surface and groundwater wa.s not analyzed 
for the proposed Texas site since most of the tunnel would be above the 
groundwater table. As indicated by analyses for the other candidate 
sites, however, radiological contamination of surface and groundwate?r 
considering both routine operations and potential accidents would b() 
negligible and lower than applicable regulatory standards. Sea Volume 
IV, Appendix 12, Section lZ.2.3.1, Table 12.2.3-5 and Table 12.2.3-6; 
Section 12.3.1.1.c; and Section 12.4.1.l. 

Th·e proposed coll ider tunnel alignment passes about 150 ft below the 
bottom of lake Bardwell (see Volume IV, Appendix 5, Figure 5.7.1-4). 
Along this tunnel section, the rock formation consists of Taylor Marl 
from the lake bed to more than 100 ft below the proposed tunnel eleva­
tion. The Taylor Marl consists of shales and sandstones that have very 
low hydraulic permeability, ranging from io-8 to 10-9 cm/s (see Volume 
IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.7.Z.2). For this reason, no productive 
groundwaters are known to exist in this reek formation. Consequently, 
little water infiltration into the tunnel· is expected in this section. 
Nevertheless, geotechnical investigations would be conducted prior to 
any tunnel construction to assure the safety of tunnel construction and 
operations and to prevent impacts on lake and groundwater levels. 

If the Texas site is selected, the DOE would cooperate with State and 
Federal agencies responsible for water quality monitoring and water con­
servation practices. Recycling of SSC wastewater was not considered in 
the EIS, but is a possibility that could be included in the final SSC 
design (see Comment Response 1030.05). Additional data would be col­
lected prior to any construction to establish adequate baseline data for 
assessing actual future impacts of the SSC construction and operations 
in order to provide the basis for modifying mitigative measures if 
needed. See EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6. 

The purpose of the EIS Is to compare the site alternatives in order to 
select the site for the SSC. This can be done on the basis of currently 
available information. Additional information would be collected and 
additiona.l analyses would be performed for the selected site to address 
citizen concerns in more detail than necessary for the site comparison. 
These additional data and analyses will be documented in a Supplemental 
EIS for the selected site. · 

1030 .16 

Air pollutant emission.s from motor vehicles used In commuting to and 
from the SSC s.ite during construction and operations of the SSC have 
been included in the inventory predictions presented in EIS.Volume IV, 
Appendix 8, Tables 8-56, 8-58, and 8-59. Emissions from secondary 
sources, i.e., those commercial and 1 ight industrial activities as well 
as motor vehicle commuting that will be generated to support the SSC and. 
its employees,. have not been estimated in the EIS. These secondary 
sources have not been specifically considered because their contribution 
is predicted to be small in. comparison with current emissions, and 
because there will be an increase in the number of secondary sources in 
Ell is County regardless of whether or not the SSC is built µ;here. 
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It is shown in Table 8-53 that principal emissions (carbon monoxide, 
hydrocarbons, and nitrogen oxides) from the sources related to commuting 
and other off-site activities are small in relation to existing emissions 
in the area. These are emissions from additional primary sources. Emis­
sions from additional secondary sources would be even less. 

As noted in Volume I, Chapter 5, Sections 5.2.12.7, and 5.3.2.7, there 
are other projects planned for Ellis County; thus, the county will con­
tinue to experience rapid residential, commercial, and industrial devel­
opment. This development will be supported by the same secondary 
commercial institutions and light industry that would support the SSC 
and its. employees. Consequently, the increase in air pollutant emissions 
from the secondary sources supporting the SSC is not directly propor- · 
ti ona l to the increased population brought in by the SSC, but is some­
what less. Furthermore, the capability of a community to absorb the SSC 
without having to mount a major effort for expansion of its support ser­
vices was one of the criteria used in choosing the sites for the SSC's 
Best Qualified List. 

In light of the relatively small quantities of the emissions from 
additional commuting vehicles and the interrelationship between ad­
ditional secondary sources which support both SSC and non-SSC 
activities, no modeling of air pollutant concentrations produced by the 
additional secondary sources was performed {Volume IV, Appendix 8, 
Section 8.3.4). 

1030.17 

The estimated number of people in the areas of possible noise impact has 
been determined by analysis of aerial photographs .. The numbers have 
been used in estimating the magnitude of expected noise impact associated 
with each construct ion and ope rat ion noise source. The results for the 
Texas site are summarized as follows: 

During construction the number of people exposed to outdoor noise levels 
greater than 70 dBA (Ldn), i.e., those who are within 630 ft of the 
center of an E or F area, is estimated to be 25. During this period, 
the number of people experiencing levels between 60 dBA and 70 dBA (Ldn) 
is estimated to be 314. 

During operation of the SSC the number of people experiencing outdoor 
noise levels in the range of 55 dBA to 60 dBA (Ldn) is estimated to 
be 19. 

The criterion for noise impact, i.e., percentile of people annoyed and 
degree of annoyance, was selected to provide a common basis for 
comparing the proposed sites (Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.1.4-2). 
Descriptions of possible mitigation measures are given at a level 
commensurate with site comparison. 
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-------

Ther~ is .not. expected to be any sigriiflcallt i~pacts of noise· on wildlife 
at the Texas site. . ~ -- - . 

The Supplemental EIS will de~cribe site-specific mitigation me~sures 
which can be implemented to reduce the extent of noise generat10n by, 
andpropagation from, co~struction activities a~d op:r~tion of SSC . 
facilities. ·Implementahon of these measures .w1ll llm1t the number of. 
people who will .be annoyed by noise. Possible measures are ~escribed in. 
EI~ Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3 and Volume IV; Appendix 9, 
Section 9.1.3:1.c .1. 

Imp~ct.s;from .bl as tin~ and .result ing .• vt.bration ~re discussed Jn Volume I •. · 
. Chap1;er s; Sect.ion .5,l.4.Z, which arso discusses.airblast overpressure.·· 
·A monitoririg and mitigation plan is summarized in EIS Volume I; Chapter 
3, Sett ion 3.6 and outlin.ed .in Volume I, Chapters,. Section 5,1.4.Z;A,1. 

1030.18 . 

Should Texas be selected for the ssc1 specific siting options for · 
individual facilities will be studied in detail; At that time theneed 
for.mitigation canbemore fully explored.Some of thosettudies wiJl 
determine the flexibility of placement of SSC .facilities into less 
sensitive habitats.-. Results of those considerations will be contained 
in. the sit.e-specific Supplemental EIS. 

-~-""--;.:: "-·-- ~· --: ~----- .,,,--- -·'- ~ - ----->·~- --·- _-

Hit i g at ion for habitat losses,·which could .. range.from best ·management.· 
construction practices, restoration, or habitat acquisition for those 
facllitili!s which. cannot be relQcated, would be accomplished .in · ·. 
coopera.ti on .. With.federal and State .envJ ronmental;agli!nci es. · 

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

s.~e'(1s'vo.1pme . , chaptar,··3_,•se~tion3,6 .. · ... ·· 
; ..... •• •. ••'.••) 
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Comm1init~ di~ruption is also .o;xamined in the EIS in both quantitative 
and 9ual1tat1ve terms. Impacts to public services and p11blic finance 
are included (Volume JV, Appendix 14, Sections 14.1.3.7.C and 
14.1.3.7.D), as are impacts to quality of life and social well beinq 
(Volume IV, Section 14.1.3.7.E). Among those who are most affected.are 
suburban and rural re$idents whose land is required for the project i\nd 
farm operators. 

SSC-related population impacts are examined in the EIS for the entire 
Texas Region of Influence and for Ellis County (Volume IV, .C,ppend"ix 14. 
Section 14.1.3.7.B). Changes are discussed in both absolute and 
relative terms. The latter compares project-related population impacts 
to the population of an area as a whole without the project to provide 
an appreciation of the degree of population change an area would 
experience -- and not to provide an inaccurate, minimized picture of 
these changes. 

1030.21 

Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.11.2 is a summary of the v·isual character 
and sensitivity of the seven site alternatives. Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5. 7 .13.3.B provides more information about the recreational 
resources in Texas that would be affected. Of concern are the views vf 
facility F6 from Lake Bardwell, which appears to be a regionally 
important recreation resource. The visual impacts are summarized in 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.10.3.G and are discussed in greater 
detail in Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.7. Industrial-like 
facilities are not visually compatible with recreation areas and F& 
would appear distracting. There would be the potent i a 1 for significant 
visual impacts. The mitigations suggested for consideration ·include 
berming around the facility and planting trees of a large initial size 
to hasten the screening effect (EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). 
The visual impacts would be expected to endure for more than five years. 
Other design guidelines, as suggested relative to F3, could be applied 
to F6. If Texas is chosen as the selected site, more specific 
mitigation planning concerning.scenic and visual impacts will be 
evaluated in the Supplemental EIS. 

1031.01 

Comment noted. 

1031.02 

Comment Responses 4.03 and 564.11 address aspects of prior growth 
experienced in Morgan County in general, and Fort Morgan and Brush in 
particular. Regardless of the reasons for relatively little housing 
construction in Morgan County between 1980 and 1987, the fact remains 
that an annual average of less than 60 units was constructed in the 
county during these years (also see Comment Responses 562.06 and 
578.07). 
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1031. 03 

1031.04 

Sse Co;nmrcrit Response 574. 04 and tha ~econd pan:.g1·:,p!i of Comment Response 
513"07. 

liJ32.0l 

Co~.111ent noted. 

1032.02 

Comm2nt noted. 

1032.03 

See Comment Response 710.01. 

1032.04 

See Comment Respon~e 1126.05. rr.e OOE attempti:d to notify all poten­
tially affected landowners at all seven proposed sites prior to issuance 
of the DEIS (see Volu'l:e III, Chapter 2). 

1032.05 

See Comment Response 865.02. 

1032. 06 

Comment noted. 

1033.01 

Comment noted. 

1033.02 

The DOE is committed to construct and operate the SSC in compliance with 
applicable statutes and regulations [EIS Volume I, Chapter 6). A 
reg11latory compliance plan will be pn•parnd by th•.! D.:JE for. the sele<;ted 

·site prior tr} construction. 

The proposed layout ef the SSC is based on a generic conceptual design 
provided in the Invitation for Site Proposals (OOE/ER-0Jl5), Tbe 
locations, dimensions and layouts for facilities and areas will be ·­
reevaluated after a site is selected .. M0<tif.icatio11s to the conceptual 
design, or to the proposed mitigations, may be implemented, as necessary, 

. to conform with the site-specific conditions and criteria of the site· 
selected for the SSC (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). 
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1033.03 

If the proposed Texas site is se 1 ected for the SSC, the DOE wil 1 work 
closely with ~CS, the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission and 
affected parties on suitable alternative locations for floodwater 
retarding structures where necessary. 

1034.01 

Comment noted. 

1035.01 

Comment noted. 

1035.02 

Comment noted. 

1035.03 

If Tennessee is selected as the SSC site, site-specific studies would be 
completed to aid in minimizing potential adverse environmental impacts. 
These efforts will be reported in the Supplemental EIS for the selected 
site. 

1035.04 

The environmental consequences and proposed mitigative measures related 
to the construction and operations of the SSC are summarized in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 3 and Chapter 5. Detailed water resources assessments 
for the proposed Tennessee site are provided in Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Sections 7.1.3.6 (surface water) and 7.2.3.6 (groundwater), and a 
detailed air quality assessment is presented in Volume IV, Appendix 8, 
Section 8.4.6. 

1035.05 

Good construction management practices will be fo 11 owed wherever the SSC 
is sited. See EIS Volume JV, Appendix 1. See Volume I, Chapter 6 for 
the DOE's policy concerning State laws and regulations. 

1035.06 

Comments noted. 

1035.07 

A surface water quality assessment for the proposed Tennessee site is 
presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.6.F. The disposi­
tion of spoils at the site and construction of associated catchment 
basins are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.6. 
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Impacts to public water suppli~s in Tennessee are discus~:_d in Volumi; 
IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.6.G. Weil closures at the 1enne~see site 
and correspondir.g plans for restoration of removed water s.uppl 1es are 
addre>sed in Appendix 7. Section 7.2.3.6.A.6. 

1035.08 

Cmmnents noted. 

1036.01 

EIS Volume I, Chapters 3, 4, and 5 and Volume IV, Appendix 11 have been 
revised regarding impacts on the desert tortoise and suggested mitigative 
measures. See also Comment Response 1036.09. 

Information provided to the DOE by the USFWS (see Volume IV, Appendix I!, 
Attachment A), continues to dr~signate the desert tortoi~e a candidate 
spei:ies (Category 2). Recornmondations for changing the species to 
thre?..tened or endangered status have not yet resulted in such a listing. 
However, the DOE will continue to consider input on the desert tortoise 
if the proposed Arizona site is selected. If the Arizona site is 
selected and the species is redesignated as threatened or endangered, 
the DOE wi 11 conduct de tan ed fle 1 d surveys and enter into consultatton 
with the USfWS under Sect ion _7 of the Endangered Species Act. 

1036.02 

Corrections to the references for Section 5.1.9 of EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5 are included in the Errata for Appendix 5. All citations 
used in the. text are includ;:id. 

1036.03 

The areas of desert tortoise habitat identified in the EIS Volllme IV, 
Appendix 5, Figure 5.l.9-2 are correctly identified as areas of Arizona 
Upland scrub association in Figure 5.l.9-3. These areas includ.e the 
mountain areas within and adjacent to the ring. 

1036.oi 

The measured density of desert tortoises has been corrticted to 57 
tortoises per mF in the Errata to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5. 

1036.05 

Additional habitat for the desert tortoise may be present in the 
vicinity of the proposed SSC site. If the Arizona site is selected, 
detailed studies of the desert tortoise, in consultation with the U.S. 
Fi sh _and Wildlife Servke. would ~ c.onducted to locate and deH.neate 
populations and tt> evaluate the effects on the species that may res.ult · 
from site development. Based on this information, final plans could be 
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formulated to avoid or mitigate any adverse impacts. (EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6.) Results of this work will be addressed in th~ 
Supplemental EIS if Arizona f s the selected site for the SSC. 

1036.06 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.1.2 has been revised to better 
explain the natural history of the desert tortoise relative to breeding 
requirements. These changes Included the locations of nests and age at 
sexual maturity. The "mountain tortoise• referenced to in the comment 
is a population of desert tortoises occurring in mountain habitats. 

1036.07 

Mitigative measures for wildlife at the Arizona site are discussed in 
EIS Volume 1, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3 and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.2. 

1035.08 

See Comment Response 1036.04. 

1036.09 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.1.2 has been revised to elimi­
nate the reference to the BLM mitigation procedures. Additional miti­
gation measures have been summarized in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 
3.6 and incorporated in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.B.1 and · 
Volume IV, Appendix 11 and will be developed in detail for the Supple­
mental EIS if the Arizona site is selected. 

1036.10 

BLM provided information to the DOE stating that these plots have been 
established to e'laluate the effects of grazing on populations_ of the 
tortoise. The BLM is considering permanent long-term plots· that may be 
used to determine additional information such as that suggested by the 
commenter. 

Additional statements with regard to the importance of the Maricopa 
Mountain population of desert tortoises have been incorporated into the 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.2.A and Volume IV, Appendix 11. 

1036.11 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11 and Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.2 have 
been revised to address specifically impacts of ancillary facilities 
related to SSC construction and operations, including facilities 
bringing water, electricity, and transportation to the site and peri­
pheral areas. 
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1036.12 

EIS Appendix 11, Section 11.3.l.Z has been revised to indicate that 
construction noises and vibrations may potentially result 1n loss of 
hearing in reptiles and that construct ion disturbances may draw reptiles 
from their burrows and rest.1lt in mortality due to desiccation and heat 
stress. 

If the Arizona site is selected for further investigation, additional 
research and field study would be ccnd•icted to determine the effects of 
project development on sensitive species like the desert tortoise. 
Resultant information would be used as input in the planning and design 
phases to develop and implement adequate mitigative measures. Also see 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6. 

1036 .13 

Revised mitigative measures identified in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11 
include construction of barriers to control movement in dangerous areas 
and construction of safe corridors around hazards to protect the desert 
tortoise. The use of fencing in tortoise habitat would be evaluated 
further during final site design to meet these considerations. Also, 
see EIS Volume I, Ch~pter 3, Section 3.6. 

1036 .14 

See Comment Response 1036.09. 

1036 .15 

Information provided by the commenter has been used to revise the 
mitigation of impacts to the desert tortoise in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.5.2.A and Volume IV, Appendix II, Section 11.2.3.1.2. High 
activity periods of March-May and July-October were identified as times 
to avoid high density tortoise habitat. 

1036.16 

See Comment Response 1036.09. 

1036 .17 

See Comment Response 1036.09. 

1036 .18 

See Comment Response 103,6. 09. 
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1036.19 

Mitigative measures suggested by the commenter, including compensation 
for habitat lost, have been considered in the revision of the EIS. 
Based on information provided py this and other commenters concerning 
tortoise biology d.istribution and habitat requirements, revised impact 
mitigation has been provided in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.5.B.1 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.I.2. The actual 
means of habHat compensation would be de•1eloped ill consul tat ion with 
the appropriate Federal and State wildlife agencies and reported in the 
Supplemental EIS if the proposed Arizona site is selected. 

1036.20 

Because the desert tortoise is a cand·idate species for listing unde1· the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended, the DOE will consider the 
species and its habitat in plans for site develop111et1t in the event the 
proposed Arizona site is selected. Included in this consideration will 
be consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) regarding 
the magnitude and duration of potential impacts to the species, as well 
as appropriate mitigative measures (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 
3.6). Compensation for habitat lost would be evaluated along tlith. other 
potential methods. If required, the OOE will coordinate habitat compen­
sation with the regional offices of the USFWS and the Bureau of Land · 
Management. These and other detailed mitigation measures will be 
addressed in the Supplemental EIS. 

1036.21 

Comment noted. 

1037.01 

Comment noted. 

1038.01 

Comment noted. 

1039.01 

Project-related impacts as a .result of locating the SSC at the proposed 
Texas site are examined for the Texas Region of Influence and for Ellis 
County. These impacts are not examined for Waxahachie in particular, 
although many ofthe changes anticipated to occur in Ellis County should 
approximate those anticipated in Waxahachie itself (see EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14. I. 3. 7) . 

Socioeconomic impacts are expected to result as a direct or indirect 
consequence of project-related growth in population. Most of the popu­
lation increase anticipated for Ellis County ls expected to occur in 
Waxahachie: an additional 2,149 persons are expected to reside in 
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Waxahachie at the peak of SSC construction (in 1992), decreasing to 
1,865 persons by the first year of full operations (in 2000, see EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7.B). These increases are 
roughly 10 to 12 percent beyond the cu1-rer.t pcpuiation of the community 
a11d would generate iir.pacts on public services, public finance, and 
traffic. How:ver, all of these impacts wil~ not necessarily be 
negative. Economic development w;;uld accompany such growth, ir.cluding 
increased employment (both directly and indirectly related to the 
project), -higher salaries, and a growing tax base. Moreover, once a 
site is chosen for the SSC, specific steps would be taken to mitigate 
any adverse impacts expected to accompany the project. 

1039.02 

See Comment Response 35.02. 

1039.03 

Impacts to existing roads and highways during construction of SSC access 
roads are addressed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3. 

As stated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3 G.l.c, the 
population in Ellis County is expected to increase by approximately 3 
percent during construction and 2 percent during operations. This popu­
lation increase may require the construction of new developments and new 
roads. This m~y impact some additional existing roads. 

1039.04 

Pop•;1ation growth may cause social disruption in communities due to 
impacts on public services such as police, fire departments and social 

. senrice agencies. The magnitude of the impact is, however, difficult to 
predict. To some extent, a rise in the crime rate is a direct result of 
thP. increase in the community size. 

1039.05 

See Comment Response 392.03. 

1039.06 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.2.2.1.C.l states that blasting will 
be regulated to prevent damage. 

1039.07 

See Comment Response 880.04 . 
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1039.08 

The observation regarding the need to relocate the community of Boz is 
correct according to the State proposal. The acreage of permanently 
removed farmlands is listed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.7.2. 
The relocations that may be required are the responsibility of the 
proposing states (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.3.2.7). 

1039.09 

Comment noted. 

1039.10 

See Comment Responses 228.04 and 1467.03. 

1039 .11 

Comment noted. 

1040.01 

Comment noted. 

1041.01 

Comments noted. 

1041.0Z 

Comments noted. 

1041.03 

See Comment Response 440.02. 

1041. 04 

Comments noted. These .criteria were applied during the site selection 
process and were summarized in EIS Volume III, Chapter 1. 

1041.05 

Comments noted. 

1041.06 

Comments noted. 

104Z.Ol 

Comment noted. 
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1043.01 

Comments noted. 

1043.02 

Comment noted. The text in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.5.10.1.D has been amended in the Errata to incorporate the 
information provided. 

1043.03 

Comment noted. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.1.D has been 
corrected in the Errata to include the information provided. 

1043.04 

Comment noted. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.1.D has been 
corrected in the Errata to include the information provided. 

1043.05 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.1.F has been amended to 
incorporate the information provided. 

1043.06 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.1.D has been corrected in the 
Errata to incorporate the information provided. See Comment Response 
1043.02. 

1043.07 

The sentence referenced has been corrected in the Errata as suggested 
for EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2.B.1. 

1043. 08 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2.B.1.b has been corrected in 
the Errata as suggested. 

1043.09 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2.B.l.d.2 has been amended as 
suggested. 

1043.10 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2.B.1.d.2 has been arnendeo as 
suggested. 
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1043 .11 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2.B.l.d.2 has been amended as 
suggested. 

1043.12 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2.B.l.d.2 has been amended as 
suggested. 

1043 .13 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2 has been amended. 

1043.14 

EIS Voiurne IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2.B.1.e has been amended. 

1043.15 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2.B.2.a has been corrected in 
the Errata as suggested. 

1043 .16 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2.B.2.a has been corrected in 
the Errata as·suggested. 

1043 .17 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2.B.2.a has been corrected in 
the Errata as suggested. 

1043.18 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2.B.2.a has been corrected in 
the Errata as suggested. 

1043.19 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2.B.2.a has been corrected in 
the Errata as suggested. 

I043.20 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2.B.2.a has been corrected in 
the Errata as suggested. 

1043.21 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2.B.3.a.has been corrected in 
the ~rrata as suggested. 
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1043.22 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2.B.3.a has been corrected in 
the Errata as suggested. 

1043.23 

EIS Volume IV, Ap;iendix 5. Section 5.5.10.2.B.J:a has been corrected in 
th·a Errata ilS suggP,sted. 

1043. 24 

EIS Volume iV, Appendix < ... ' Section 5.5.10.2.B.3.a has been corrected in 
the Errata as suggested. 

1043.25 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2.B.3.a has be En corrected in 
the Errata as suggested. 

1043.26 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix " _,' Section 5.5.10.2.B.4.a has been corrected in 
the Errata as suggested. 

1043. 27 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sect ion 5.5.10.2.B.4.a has been corrected in 
the Errata as suggested. 

1043.28 

EIS Vo1wne IV, Appendix s, Section 5.5.10.2.B.4.a has been corrected in 
the Errata as suggested. 

1043.29 

E!S Vo 1 ume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2.B.4.a has been corre:::ted in 
the Errata as suggested. 

1G43 .30 

fIS Volume I" .. Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2.B.4.a has been corrected in 
the Errata as suggested. 

1043.31 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2.B.4.a has been corrected in 
the Errata as suggested. 
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1043.32 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.2.B.4.a lus been corrected in 
the Errata as suggested. 

1043.33 

Comments noted. 

1043.34 

The text in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.2.1 has been cor­
rected in the Errata based on your comment. 

1043.35 

The comment is correct. According to Administrative Code 15 NCAC 
2B.0200 - Classification and Water Quality Standards applicable to 
suTface waters of North Carolina {State of North Carolina Department of 
Natural Resources and Community Development, Division of Environmental 
Management, 1983), quantitative standards for ambient turbidity do not 
exist. Accordingly, EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.5.2-3 and Section 
5.5.2.. l.B have been revhed. 

1043.36 

The water quality data presented in Table 5.5.2-3 of EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5 was derived from the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
STORET Oata Base, Stations Jl210000, 00100000, N4515000, N4600000, 
Jl070000, and Jl09'0000. The mathematical procedure mentioned in this 
comment is statistically unbias.ed and does not necessarily make lead and 
mercury measurements exceed water quality standards. 

1043.37 

The State of tlorth Carolina provided supplementary informatton in 
response to inquiriJ:.i from the DOE in August 1988. The details of this 
information include the use of land application systems {septic field or 
spray irrigation). The supplementary information is included in the EIS 
(see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section lt.3.3.l E.l). Volume rv, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5.F ha.s been revised to reflect the above 
change. 

1043.38 

EIS Volume IV, Avpendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5 has been revised in response 
to your comment. 

104~.39 

See Comment Response 428.15. 
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1043.40 

Because the air qual Hy assessment did not use five years of .meteoro­
logical data, the highest model-predicted concentration was used along 
with the highest measured b&ckground concentration. This adds conserva· 
tism to the worst-case analysis. All sites were treated equally in this 
respect (see EIS Volume IV, 11.ppendix 8). 

1043.41 

See Com.~ent Response 428.15. 

1043 .42 

The EIS has been changed in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3.2, in 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.4.2, a.nd in Volume IV, Appendix 8, 
Table 8-41 to acknowledge the 150 µg/rn 3 24-hr primary TSP standard in 
North Carolina. 

1043.43 

The Errata to EIS Vofome IV, Appendix 5 (North Carolina) contain a 
revised Table 5.5.4-4 and Figure 5.5.4-1 reflecting the latest emissions 
point source information. 

1043.44 

The DOE agrees with this comment. The air quality data for North 
Carolina (at the Durham site, 1985) contained in EIS Volume IV, Append·ix 
8, Table 8-41 is not representative of expected background concentra­
tions in the vicinity of the proposed North Carolina SSC site. This 
table has been revised accordingly. 

1043.45 

See Comment Response 1548.63. 

1043.46 

This statement is consistent with the EIS. See Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Table 3.2 for an estimation of the total acreage required for spoils 
disposal and wastewater evaporation ponds. 

1043.47 

Discussions regarding disturbed habitats at the North Carolina site 
resulting from ancillary facilities, including pipelines, transmission 
lines, and roads, are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 
11.3.5.4.A. The actual amount of disturbed habitat resulting from these 
facilities would vary and cannot be estimated more accurately until a 
final design is developed. 
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1043.48 

The DOE estimates that 53 wetlands totaling 151 acre5 occur in areas 
,associated with surface Jacil ities at the proposed site in North Carolina 
(see revised EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3, and Volume IV, 
Appendix 11, Section 11.3.5.3). Of this total, 64.9 acres arc comprised 
of palustrine forest wetlands. Construction of SSC surface facilities 
in North Carolina could affect 44.4 acres of wetlands (Volume IV, 
Appendix 11, Table 11.3.5.3-1), including 15.2 acres of palustrine 
forested acres. 

An additional 840 acres of land could be impacted from construction of 
access roads and gas and water pipelines. Overall wetland acreage and 
the acreage of palustrine forested wetlands included In this total have 
not been determined. More detailed information concerning wetlands in 
this total, as well as potential ~impacts associated with the construc­
tion of ancillary facilities {and future sites such as area C and the J 
sites), and the mitigation measures to minimize these impacts will be 
discussed in the site-specific Supplemental EIS. 

1043.49 

The discussion of disturbed areas in the EIS has been revised. In North 
Carolina, it is estimated that 1,107 acres would be permanently dis­
turbed by project buildings and support facilities, and an additional 
807 acres would be disturbed by project construction (EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Table 3-2). These figures assume that the injector facility 
will be constructed by cut-and-cover method. For a discussion of the 
disturbed areas in North Carolina, please refer to Volume IV, Appendix 
11, Section 11.3.5. Sht>uld North Csrolina. be selected for the SSC, an 
extensive sttidy on the plans for the injector faci-Hty and its method of 
construction will be conducted for the final design. A more detailed 
estimate of anticipated disturbed acreage will be developed in the 
Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

1043.50 

If North Carolina is selected as the SSC project site, dee is ions regard­
ing the salvage potential of cut timber will have to be made through 
contractual negotiations for the construction phase. As noted in EIS 
Volume I, the DOE recognized that a 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. This more detailed review will 
be provided in the Supplemental EIS. 

1043.51 

The DOE contractor would be instructed to minimize, to the extent 
possible, damage to trees which are outside the immediate construction 
zone. (EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.) This could be done by 
marking or flagging trees outside the construction area and instructing 
construction workers to avoid damage to the marked trees. 
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1043.52 

Comment noted. 

10ll3.53 

The comment correctly notes the figures stated in the EIS, Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Table 3-5. 

l(N3. 54 

There should be no change or disrnption to surface land use in strati­
fied fee areas. With the exception of land surface that would be 
required for facilities and support uses, the DOE would expect to main­
tain natural conditions to the extent practical. 

1043.55 

The DOE is committed to working with all affected State agencies to 
develop the Regulatory Compliance Plan for the SSC. Provisions for 
minimizing impacts on for-est resources would be included in the p'lan. 

1043.56 

Comments noted. 

1043.57 

Volume I, Chapter 5 of the EIS includes discussions of secondary 
impacts, including the effects of erosion, water quality changes, and 
habitat destruction of wildlife, in a manner consistent with the site 
selection purpose of the document. Should North Carolina be selected 
as the proposed site for the SSC, the EIS Supplement would include 
further analyses of secondary impacts that depend on site-specific 
project design. 

1043.58 

See Comment Response 734.01. 

1043.59 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.7.10 and information supporting the 
accompanying table have been revised in the Errata to include a discus­
sion of cumulative impacts associated with land use in North Carolina. 
Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.l presents an assessment of SSC site­
related land use changes, and an evaluation of development implications 
at the project level. This includes a discussion of development implica­
tions in the Butner area. Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.1.3:5 
presents a development scenario that addresses secondary growth-including 
impacts to the region surrounding the North Carolina SSC site. Volume 
IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.1.4 presents a discussion of the cumulative 
impacts of the project in a larger Region of Influence. 
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EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.10.1.F discussed both Durham 
and Person Counties' future land use plans, which contain provisions to 
protect natural areas as part of their growth management polices. (See 
Comment Response 384.02 for a discussion of the DOE policy on the need 
for and value of establishing intergovernmental relationships.} 

1043.60 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-16 has been revised. 

1043.61 

The information that harperella has been designated a proposed endangered 
species has been clarified in Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.5.2 
and Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.7.4 of the EIS. 

1043.62 

EIS Volume !, Chapter 4, Section 4.7.4 has been revised, as suggested. 

1043.63 

See Comment Response 1043.62. 

1043.64 

See Comment Response 1043.62. 

1043.65 

See Comment Response 1043.62. 

1043.66 

See Comment Response 1043.62. 

1043.67 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.7 has been revised to incorporate 
these changes. 

1043.68 

Statements in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4 referring to the population status 
of the Roanoke bass have been corrected to indicate that the species 
occurs in other areas besides the headwaters of streams in the proposed 
North Carolina site. 

1043.69 

See.Comment Response 1043.78. 
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1043.70 

The revised table in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.7.2 lists the 
estimated total prime and important farmland permanently removed from 
production by the SSC project. The Soil Conservation Service est i1~ates 
4,374 acres of prime farmland and 2,265 acres of important farmland in 
the project area. This would mean that 630 acres of prime farmland and 
325 acres of important farmland would be permanently removed from prod1Jc­
tfon. See also revised Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.8.6 and the 
Errata to Volume IV, Appendix 13 for more informati.on on prime farmland. 

1043. 71 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.6-8 has been revised to show natural 
and depletable resource use for the seven site alternatives. Table 
5.6-4 summarizes the comparisons. 

1043.72 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.9.5.A has been corrected in the 
Errata to indicate that population data is available from the Nortb 
Carolina Natural Heritage Program. 

1043.73 

See Comment Response 1043.72. 

1043.74 

See Comment Response .1043.72. 

1043.75 

See Comment Response 1043.72. 

1043.76 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.5.9-3 has been corrected in the 
Errata for Appendix 5. 

1043.77 

The omission is noted, and Hinton (1988) has been included in the 
reference list in EIS Volume JV, Appendix 5 and Volume IV, Appendix 16. 

1043.78 

The map discussed in the comment has been corrected to show Mayo 
Reservoir. The map appears in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.5.2.1, Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5, and Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.2. 
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1043.79 

References in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11 to the ancient floater have 
been changed to the dwarf wedge mussel. 

1043.80 

Water requirements for the SSC project and additional off-site domestic 
use can be met by existing reservoirs in the project vicinity, which 
have adequate excess capacities; as discussed in the revised EIS (Volume 
I, Chapter S, Section 5.1.2.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.1.3.S.G). The project would not use large fractions of excess capac­
ities of any reservoir proposed for supplying the project facilities. 

As excess reservoir capacities would not be used, no serious impacts to 
aquatic species related to water withdrawals would be anticipated. If 
North Carolina is selected as the site, this subject would be addressed 
in greater detail in the Supplemental EIS. 

Also, see EIS Volume I, Tables 1-1, 3-3, and 3-7, and Sections 3.7.3 and 
5.2.3; and Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.2.1.C. 

1043.81 

The wetlands assessment presented in the EIS has been revised to include 
a reevaluation of wetlands location, type and quality {see EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3, and Volume IV, 
Appendix 11, Section 11.3.5.3). The OOE believes that the surveys and 
research performed and the information on species diversity accumulated 
to date is adequate. 

More detailed studies, including evaluations of species diversity, would 
be conducted for the selected site and would be presented in the Supple­
mental EIS for the sele.cted SSC site. 

1043.82 

EIS.Volume I, Chapter I, Table 1-1 indicates that, since there are no 
known Federally.threatened or endangered species in the vicinity of the 
proposed North Carolina site, construction of the facility .would not 
result in a loss of preferred habitat for such species. 

1043.83 

See Comment Response 754.06 and EIS Volume I, Cnapter 6,. Section 6.2.1. 

1043.84 

The wastewater generated by the SSC project will be treated and dis­
charged in compliance with specific NPOES permits and other applicable 
regulations (EIS Volume I, Chapter 6). The DOE will work with desig­

·nated State agencies to assure that treated.and discharged wastewater 
will not threaten sensitive plant. and animal communities. 
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1043.85 

Comment noted. 

1043 .86 

Disposal site activities are described in the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 
10, Section 10.2.3.5. This sectio~ discusses the disposal methods for 
the excavated materials, locations of the sites, and mitigative meas­
ures. In North Carolina approximately 315 acres of total land will be 
utilized at 17 disposed sites. Mitigative measures which will reduce 
the long-term imrnct on wildlife include preservation and replacement of 
topsoil, followed by revegetation. These mitigation strategies will be 
described in greater detail in the Supplementa.'l EIS. (Al so, see EIS 
Vo 1 ume I, Chapter 3, Sect 'ion 3. 6.) 

HJ43. 87 

Please refer to Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.5. The second 
paragraph from the bottom reads, "At each disposal site, the topsoil 
would be removed and stockpiled on the site and later used to cover the 
excavated earth material from the SSC site and serve as a root bed for 
re·,egetat ion. Grading of the spoils pi 1 e and revegetat ion wi 11 prevent 
en:is·ion." Standard construction methods preventing eros·ion to streams 
would be implemented. 

1043.88 

Methods for controlling water inflow into the tunnel are discussed in 
Cmr.11ent Response 1513.53. By reducing the inflow to achievable low 
rates, it will be possible to avoid local lowering of the water table, 
and thereby avoid impacts on streams and biota. 

1043.89 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has indicated that there is no habitat 
for Federally listed species in the florth Carolina project area. The 
EIS lists several candidate species, as well as state-protected species, 
that may utilize habitats in the vicinity of the proposed North Carolina 
site. Pre1 iminary surveys have been conducted, and the results have 
been summarized in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11. In the event the North 
Carolina site is the selected site, more detailed surveys of all habitats 
that may be affected by project activities would be conducted. The sur­
veys would confirm the presence or absence of protected species and 
evaluate potentially adverse effects. This information wouJd be used 
durin9 the planning and design phases to develop mitigative measures 
(EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6}. The DOE would also consult with 
the USFWS and State agencies on planned mitigation. 
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1043. 90 

EIS ':tolrnne I, (.!,apter 3, T.zble 3-2 indicates that 8-07 acres would be 
temporarily disturbad and 1,107 ;;cres WJuld be permanently disturbed if 
t!1e SSC were cor.structed .it the North Carolina site. Potential impacts 
011 s.ensitive species and habitats would depend on final design consider­
aticns for and placement of specific faciiities and would be evaluated 
rricr '!:o the construction phases. These issues are addressed in EIS 
\1:)11.<me 1, Chapter 3, Section 3.6, and Volume IV, Appendix 11, S!?ctfons 
11.3.5.1 and 11.3.5.J.t. S;;rveys for protected Sp<!cies wo\llJ be ini­
tiated if tlorth Carolina is selected for further investigation. If silc!i 
species are present and co~ld be affected by the SSC, formal rnn~ultatfon 
with the ll.S~ fi~h a·rid Y.~1£11·~fe Servicie a:-lrJ wl·th Stat~ agenci~c; re-gar-diz~:'J 
sensitive species and h;}bit2ts \r&uld 'ta·ke p1ace in -cv~nplianc~ '"fith Sec­
tion 7 of the Endan9;:;;r-f:t:! "S~e:":i-es P"'<Ct -of 1973, as ar;~nd~<l (16 ;J.'3.C~ 
1531-1543),. A hiolnt,;r~r:~-l ~~c;7:~SS~nt \ttould be prep~red to p1a:i m~t.~t?2.t!0n 
measures in order to av0id or reduce ad•erse impacts. A reviE'<I of tt;12se 
measures will be included in the S~pplernenta1 EIS. 

1043.91 

SEe Co:nment P..esponse 15'\B.78. 

1043.92 

See Cmi~!lent Response 1043.89. 

1043.93 

The S<1i1 Ccnservat ion Ser,ke estim<1ted that 955 acres of prime and 
in;porta.nt f<ll"llhr.d w,011l<J be permanently ci.mverted if the SSC were sit'i1d 
in North Carolina. EIS \'olt~<r.e I, Chapter 3, Secticn 3.7.11 states that 
this acreag8 represents less than l percent of the State i:iventot/, and 
Hat it is we11 below the average lo~t !'ach year to devel<>pment. for 
mere information on prime a:':d i.ir.portar.t fannland, see EIS Vohmie i, 
Chapter 4, Secticn 4.8.6; Chapter 5, Section 5.I.7.2; ar.r:l l/oiume !.V, 
l\ppend h 13. 

Conversion of farmland ~e~~s that farm1~nd wlll be put to other uses, 
including raturn to native v~getation. This would result in 1onc.er-term 
carbon dioxiC€l fixaticn than with agricultural -crcps. ,-~ls lcnger-term 
stora~ -0f carbyn d~ox:ide \tould tBnd to ·c!'ecrease ~'"ather than increase 
the gr>eefll<ou-;e !;ffect. Therefore mi w.iti.gatfon such as si,;g-gested fo the 
comment to -0ffset the greenhouse effect is requi n:d. 

1043.94 

EIS \'oluill€ I, Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.5 and 5.2 discuss the impacts of 
the proposed action am:! ar.ciHary facilities, including roads and trans­
mission Hnes, on s.ensltive wetlands habitats aml aquati<:: fauna asso­
ciated with the three drainage basins in the proposed North Carolina 
site area. Included are discussions of best engineering measures used 
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to control and mitigate construction impacts. The DOE has committed, in 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6, to avoid construction in wetlands and 
other sensitive areas to the extent practicable. As suggested by com­
menter, a potentially effective measure of protecting aquatic resources 
in the site area would be to purchase and protect additional such habi­
tats to compensate for those adversely affected. 

Should the North Carolina site be selected for the SSC, all sensitive 
habitats potentially affected by project development would be surveyed 
and evaluated for adverse impacts. At that time, the proposed mitiga­
tion measures would be reevaluated and revised to be site- and activity­
specific. It is expected that State wildlife and fisheries per~onnel 
would have a role in reviewing and modifying, as necessary, any con­
struction and mitigation plans to protect valuable aquatic resources. 
The results would be reported in a Supplemental EIS. During site 
pre;>aration, engineering control ar.d mitigation measures would be 
monitored for effectiveness and modified to be more effective or to 
avoid secondary impacts. 

1043.95 

EIS Volumes I and IV of the DEIS incorrectly state or imply that 
regional exceedances of the carbon monoxide (CO) National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS) will result from SSC-related emissions. The 
analysis in the EIS shows that with the application of appropriate 
mitigation all standards are met. The impact.of SSC-related CO emis­
sions (e.g., vehicular site and highway traffic) would be relatively 
small in comparison to the existing source impacts and extend over a 
large area. Background CO concentrations in areas impacted by SSC­
related emissions are expected to be well below NAAQS. The CO due to 
vehicle miles travelled during both construction and operations have 
been added to CO emissions from other SSC-related activities ar.d 
compared to the existing CO inventory for the host counties in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 8, Table 8-43. Carbon monoxide increases will be 
1.33 percent during construction and 0.45 percent during operations. 
Hydrocarbon emission· increases (as a precursor to ozone) will be 0.41 
percent during construction and 0.10 percent during operations. These 
increases are not significant. 

1043.95 

The two sentences to which the commenter refers are not in contradic­
tion. The statement regarding the edge effect refers to microhabitat 
border areas. The statement on the absence of major transition zones 
refers to trans it ions between larger physi ographi c provinces .. 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.9.6.C has been corrected in the 
Errata to state the following, "The headwaters of the three streams are 
underlain by basalt rocks in a region generally underlain by granite 
formations. The underlying rock affects stream chemistry and supports 
,flora and fauna different from adjacent areas.• 
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1043.97 

See Comment Response 1043.100. 

1043.98 

The,appropriate corrections as suggested by the conunent are reflected in 
the EIS and text modified accordingly in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Sec­
t'ion 4.7.6; Volume I, Chapter 5., Section 5.1.5.4.E; and Volume IV, 
Appendix 11, Sect\on 11.3.5.4. 

1043.99 

It is appropriate to compare states based on the numbers of State-1 i sted 
threatened or endangered species thought to be present in the SSC site 
area. While differences in listing are in part a reflection of the 
history of law-making in each state, these species are important indi­
cators of sensitive, rare, or diminishing habitats which could be 
impacted by SSC construction and operations. Volume I, Chapter 4, 
Section 4.7.4.2 has been r~vised to include the sentence, "These dif­
ferences are due to the content of individual state laws, as well as 
differences in numbers cf rare species." 

1043.100 

Results of the State of North Carolina's post-DEIS survey of creeks and 
rivers for listed and proposed species of freshwater mussels in the pr-0-
posed SSC site area have been summarized in Final EIS Volume IV, Appen­
dix 11, Section 11.3.5.2. The assessment of potential impacts to these 
and other threatened and endangered species has been revised as a result 
of this survey (Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.2.E). 

1043 .101 

See Comment Response 1043.100. 

1043.102 

See Comment Response 1043.100. 

1043.103 

These comments are consistent with t:IS Volume I. Chapter 5 and Volume IV, 
Appendix 11. See Comment Response 1043.100. 

1043.104 

If tlortn Carolina is the selected slte, the State• s wlld11fe management 
agencies would have an active role 'in approving mitigation measures that 
would protect aquatic species from project-related impacts. 
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A Supplemental EIS will be prepared for the selected site to examine the 
affected resources and their relation to the facility layout in much 
greater deta i 1. 

1043.105 

Sedimentation information for the North Flat River was not available for 
preparing this EIS. However, the impact of soil erosion and stream · 
sedimentation caused by.the SSC project would be mitigated by minimiza­
tion of disturbed areas, rapid revegetation, and well-maintained sedi­
ment basins. With implementation of proper mitigative measures, the 
impacts are expected to range from negligible to measurable but would 
generally be short-term and insignificant. Detailed discussion of 
impact mitigations are presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 
and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.1 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.1.2.2.D.2. 

See also Comment Response 1043.100. 

1043 .106 

See Comment Response 1043.100. 

1043.107 

See Comment Response 1043.100. 

1043.108 

See Comment Response 1043.100. 

1043 .109 

In the period following preparation of the DEIS, the DOE initiated 
preliminary field surveys of the mussel populations of the rivers in the 
vicinity of the proposed North Carolina site. Results of these surveys 
were incorporated in the Final EIS. See EIS Volume IV, Appendix II, 
Section 11.3.5.2 and Volume I, Chapter 5 Section 5.1.5.2.E. 

In the event the proposed North Carolina site is selected, more detailed 
site-specific surveys for protected species would be conducted. If the 
dwarf wedge mussel or any other species afforded legal protection are 
observed in areas likely to be affected by construction activities, 
appropriate mitigation would be evaluated and incorporated in the 
design. The tunnel ring itself is all underground and would pass under 
streams and rivers without impact. Surface and tunnel access facll ities 
in all probability can be relocated during final design to avoid flood­
plains in close proximity to the streams. Where this adjustment is not 
practical, best engineering practices would be used to limit or reduce 
stream sedimentation, siltation, or chemical contamination. 
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1043 .110 

See Comment Response 1043.100. 

1043 .111 

The "S" signifies a special status species; the key on Table 4-18 
(l/olume J, Chapter 4) has been corrected accordingly. 

Hl43 .112 

Although there is 110 evidence that additional natural areas of concern 
for anima1 species are present in the proposed North Carolina SSC site 
area, there is the potential that they exist. If the North Carolina 
site is selected, additional surveys of ecological resources of the site 
area would be conducted and discussed in a Supplemental EIS. If sensi­
ti'Je natural areas are located, project design and site development will 
be modified to avoid such areas as much as practicable. 

1043.113 

The last sentence of Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.7.3.5 (formerly 
4.7.5.5} has been modified as suggested by the commenter. 

1043 .114 

While faunal associations can be predicted with considerable confidence 
based on the occurrence of specific habitat types, cultural resources do 
not occur with the same predictability. Therefore, in the absence of 
detailed surveys, animal populations can be projected with more 
certainty than can cultural resources. 

1043 .115 

See Comment Response 1043.86. 

1043 .116 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.l has been changed in response to 
the comment. 

1043.117 

Should North Carolina be selected as the site for the SSC, State wildlife 
personal would be contacted to assist in developing any roadway construc­
tion mitigation plans to protect valuable aquatic resources (EIS Volume 
I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). 

1043 .118 

See Comment Response 1043.109. 
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1043.119 

Although exact in format ion on speci fie water uses and delivery sites may 
not be available, an estimate of excess reservoir capacity can be made 
based on total water use and available volume. What is important is 
whether the excess capacity is sufficient to meet both direct and indi­
rect demands of SSC construction and operations. If so, no impacts 
would be expected. 

Additional data on water use have been collected and added to EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.2.l.C. The Little River Reservoir completed 
in early 1988 roughly doubles the safe yield of Durham's water supply. 
This new information has been included in the revised water supply 

. assessment in the EIS (Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.4 and Volume 
IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.5.G). The assessment indicates that water 
requirement for the SSC project and additional off-site domestic use can 
be met by existing reservoirs in the project vicinity, which have ade­
quate e~cess capacities. The safe reservoir yields used in the evalu-
ation were estimated for 20-yr drought conditions, i.e., a drought with 
an average recurrence interval of 20 years. The safe yields for a more 
severe drought would be less, but such yield data are not currently 
available. 

1043.120 

It is anticipated that the proposed North Carolina SSC water use would 
not affect reservoir minimum downstream release requirements. Water 
requirements for the SSC project and additional off-site domestic use 
can be met by existing reservoirs in the project vicinity, which have 
adequate excess capacities, as discussed in revised EIS Volume I, 

. Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5.G. 

See also revised Tables 1-1, 3-3, and 3-7 and Sections 3.7.3 and 5.2.3 
in Volume I; and Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.2.1.C. 

1043.121 

The carbon monoxide (CO) due to vehicle miles traveled during both 
construction and operations have been added to CO emissions from other 
SSC-related activities and compared to the existing CO inventory for the 
host counties in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 8, Table 8-43. Carbon monoxide 
increases will be 1.33 percent during construction and 0.45 percent 
during operations. 

1043.122 

See Comment Response 1548.107. 
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1043. 123 

Best construct ion practices are compfi sed of many mitigation practices 
that have been developed for highway construction projects. See EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 for a discussion of general mitigation 
measures_ that may be employed for this project. H North Carolina is 
selected as the site for the SSC, detailed mitigation plans specific to 
the flat River slopes would need to be developed. 

Once a site is selected for the SSC, a site-specific Supplemental EIS 
will be p1·epared that will focus in much greater detail on the affected 
resources and how the project would interact with them. Proposed 
mitigations would be developed in greater detail than is required for 
this site selection EIS. 

1043.124 

The text in the EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.5.2.E has been revised to properly show the known status of 
threatened and endangered species in the vicinity of the site. Should 
the North Carolina site be selected for the SSC, additional surveys and 
mitigative measure planning would be incorporated into the detailed 
S•.;pplemental EIS. 

1043.125 

The paragraph in question in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.5.4.E.I.a has been changed to indicate that conversion of this 
habitat would be a long-term impact of the project. 

1043 .126 

SSC im;iact on North Carolina fishery habitat is discussed in EIS Volume 
I, Section 5.1.5.B.5, and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.5. The 
commenter is correct in implying that siltation from road construction 
cou1d adversely affect fisheries in the area. These impacts would be 
reduced by implementation of measures to control siltation. Possible 
mitigation measures are discussed in EIS Voluire I, Chapter 3, Section 
3.6 and Volume I, Section 5.1.2.1. Specific control measures would be 
aciJressed in the Supplemental EIS should the North Carolina site be 
se1 ected. · 

1043.127 

The second and third paragraphs of Comment Response 777.01 address 
aspects of anticipated in-migration to the North Carolina Region of 
Influence. Water resources and air quality impacts of this in-migration 
are presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendices 7, Section 7.1.3.5 and 
Appendix 8, Section 8.4.5, respectively. 
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1043.128 

The actual locations that would be used for spoils disposal have yet to 
be precisely identified in North Carolina. The statement made in the 
spoils section of EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.10.3 referred to 
visual impacts only. 

The sentence has been clarified. Volume IV, Appendix 10, Table 10.2.3-7 
indicates that all of the proposed disposal sites are 300-1,000 ft from 
wetlands. Standard construction practices would be employed to reduce 
runoff and erosion impacts from these sites. Potential mitigation 
measures to reduce off-site sedimentation are discussed in Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.1. Site-specific mitigation would be developed 
during the final design process should North Carolina be selected and 
would be addressed in a Supplemental EIS for the site. 

1043.129 

The statement is adequate for this site-selection EIS. If North 
Carolina is the selected site, a more detailed examination will be 
completed prior to preparation of a Supplemental EIS. 

1043 .130 

The text has .been changed in the Errata section of EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5 to indicate that little vegetation occucs in flowing waters, 
but animal l lfe is diverse and abundant. These rivers are inhabited by 
many mollusk species, with four species, rare in North Carolina, present 
in the rivers and larger creeks. The area is, in fact, an important 
refuge for a 1 arge percentage of North Carolina's freshwater mussel 
species. 

If North Carolina is the selected site for the SSC, additional studies 
would be conducted to investigate potentially impacted species. The 
results of these studies would be incorporated in the site-specific 
Supplemental EIS. 

1043.131 

The special concern species listed by the commenter, Villosa delmnbis, 
lampsilis cariosa, Lamosilis radiatft, and f!oturus fyriosus, have been 
added to EIS Volume I, Chapter 4,.Table 4-17. These species were 
identified as present in the site area by a recent survey conducted by 
the State of North Caro 1 i na. Results of this survey were used to revise 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.5.2, and the assessment of 
potential impacts to these and other threatened and endangered species 
has been revised in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.2.E. 
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1043.132 

Siltation from project construction could adversely affect aquatic 
resources in the vicinity of the construction if mitigation measures are 
not employed. Impacts could include loss of fish spawning and nursery 
areas as well as reduction of the numbers or kinds of invertebrates. 

licwever, the impact of soil erosion and sediment transport caused by the 
SSC project will be mitigated by minimizing disturbed areas and by 
providing rapid revegetation and well-maintained sediment basins. As 
stated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix·], Section 7.1.3.5.D, except for a 
short reach of Knap of Reeds Creek, any residual impact will be short 
term and limited to the construction period only. Detailed discussions 
of impact mitigations are presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 
3.6 and Chaoter 5, Section 5.1.2.l and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.1.2.2.0.2. 

1043 .133 

The pollution sources cited are potential sources that might impact 
:surface water quality. However, the impacts can be significantly 
reduced by mitigative measures discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.6; Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.3; and Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.2.2 and 7.1.3.5.F. 

1043.134 

Effluent discharged to receiving waters will be -subject to the condi- . 
tions of a NPOES permit. Permit conditions may specify concentration 
limits for pollutant discharges, monitoring requirements, and remedial 
responses expected for effluent exceedances. The permit conditions may 
be tailored for specific ecological conditions of the receiving waters 
and the downstream mixing zone. See EIS Volume l'!I, Appendix 7 for . 
discussion of potential effluent treatments and Vo"lu:ne I, Chapter 6 for 
re:dated federal regulations regarding effluent discharge. 

1043.135 

There is sufficient information available on sensitive, unique, or 
u~usual species in Ncrth Carolina to compare the effects of SSC project 
dG'H!l opment with the other proposed sites. If the North Carolina site 
i 5 se 1 ecte<l, add it ion a 1 surveys of threatened and endangered species and 
the distribution of their habitats at the proposed site will be 
condu::ted . 

. 1044.01 

Comment noted. 

llJ44.02 

Comment noted. 
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1044.03 

Comment noted. 

1045.01 

Comment noted. 

1046.01 

SSC-related population impacts were projected for the Michigan Region of 
Influence (ROI), and for Ingham, Jackson, Livingston, and Wa.shtenaw 
Counties within the ROI (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.4.B). Population impacts were allocated to select subcounty 
areas, but not to the community of Mason. 

As noted in the EIS, Ingham County {the county containing Mason) is 
anticipated to experience the greatest absolute increases in population 
with an impact of roughly 3,100 persons during the peak construction 
year: in 1992, and 2,450 persons by the first year of full operation in 
the year 2000. Most of these impacts are anticipated to occur in Stock­
bridge and the Lansing metropolitan area; approximately 38 percent of 
the SSC-related population impact, in turn, is allocated to the 
remainder of Ingham County (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 
14.1.3.4-5). Although population increase in Mason was not examined 
separately, due to its proximity to the proposed SSC site, Mason would 
likely receive much of this remaining 38 percent, which is expected ttJ 
comprise more than 1,150-persons in 1992. 

Because specific population impacts on Mason were not projected in the 
EIS, the likelihood of developing problems associated with larger popu­
lations {so-called "urban area problems") is uncertain. It should be 
noted in general that many negative conditions accompanying growth can 
be minimized through careful planning. If the Michigan site is chosen 
for the SSC, mitigation measures could be considered to help accommodate 
projected growth in local communities and to limit associated negative 
impacts. 

1046.02 

See Comment Response 1022.05. 

1046.03 

Regarding groundwater use and localized groundwater overdraft in 
relation to the SSC project at the proposed Kichigan site, see Comment 
Response 312.04, first paragraph. 
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1046.04 

The majority of the residents in the region of the SSC site would be at 
distances of several hundred feet or more from road construction. At any 
specific residence location, the activity would occur only during normal 
daytime working hours. The noisiest phases of road construction (clear­
ing, grubbing, and earthwork), which include the use of dozers, scrapers, 
and haul trucks, typically would be completed within approximately a 
I-month period in the location of a specific homesite along the route. 
This road construction activity would be no different in character than 
any normal highway construction and maintenance activity. 

During the tunnel-boring phases, spoils hauling trucks would be operat­
ing only during normal daytime working hours. Spoils hauling operations 
could peak (for only about a 2-month period) at a maximum of 288 truck­
loads per day of excavated materials, when six tunnel boring machines 
(TBM's) would operate simultaneously. All spoils hauling activity would 
be completed within a total period not exceeding 3 years. See EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 9. See the second paragraph of the Response Comment 
381.13 for a summary of construction noise impacts. 

1046.05 

See Comment Response 733.05, paragraph 1. 

1046.06 

Local economic and population growth resulting from the SSC and related 
development may exert a positive influence or could tend to depress land 
values in the area, depending on the local housing market situation and 
the residents' perceptions and attitudes. Whether land value effects 
will prove to be permanent or transitory may depend on the stability of 
these housing market 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 (see 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14). 

The cumulative net fiscal impact to all local government jurisdictions 
in Michigan would be negative during the first 2 to 3 years of project 
activity but would be positive thereafter. Annual net revenue gains 
during full operations would be derived from indirect tax revenue. This 
would come from taxes on purchases made by SSC workers and their 
families, income and property taxes paid by those workers, and various 
other sources of revenue (see Volume IV, Appendix 14). 

Visual impacts and possible mitigations are discussed in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Volume IV, Appendix 16. Specific mitigations 
will be addressed in the detailed design of the SSC and included in the 
Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

1046.07 

Comment noted. 
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There would be unavoidable impacts to wildlife during the construction 
and operations of the SSC because of loss of habitat and human encroach­
ment. However, the amount of fee simple land on which development and 
public access will be controlled can provide areas where wildlife can 
exist in an otherwise continually developing area. This is further 
discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11 

1046.08 

Cormnent noted. 

1046.09 

The Cady Centennial Farm is situated adjacent to the proposed Michigan 
SSC site. Construction of intermediate access E6 would occur within 
1/4 mi of this residence (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 
15.1.3.4.A.5). If Michigan is selected, mitigation measures will be 
taken in accordance with the State Historic Preservation Officer to see 
that efforts are made to avoid any direct impacts to historic structures. 

1046 .10 

Research in the past has shown, in general, that those who stand to 
benefit from a project are more in favor of the project than those who 
do not stand to benefit. In-depth interviewing around the Michigan site 
(Stoffle et al. 1988 EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.4.E) 
tested the hypothesis that those having to sell their land to the State 
for the project would be more opposed to the project than those that 
would only have to sell stratified fee (subsurface rights). Table 4-3 
of that report showed both groups neutral on the question, "Given the 
sacrifices and gains you may experience during the project, how do you 
feel about the proposed SSC project?" (no statistical test of differ­
ences on means was presented). This should be compared to data col­
lected in a different fas hi on by the same researchers. This data showed 
more general support for the project has increased from 1987 to 1988 
from 62 percent to 72 percent. This tends to support the idea that 
those that may lose land are not as supportive as those that are not 
adversely affected by the project. Support also varies by source of 
income and types of people. 

The above cited research indicates general economic concerns focusing on 
property values, economic impact on household spending and income, eco­
nomic impact on crop and livestock farm income, and economic impact on 
homes and farms. 

1046.11 

Comment noted. 

1047.01 

Comment noted. 
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1047.02 

SSC-related effects on land values in the local cowl!'.unities will depend 
upon the individuals perceptions and attitudes. Local economic and 
population growth resulting from the SSC related development may exert a 
positive influence or could tend to <lepress land values in the area 
depending on the local housing market situation and the residents' 
perceptions and attitudes. Whether land value effects wi l 1 provide to 
be permanent or transitory may depend in large measure on the stability 
of these conditions, percept ions, and attitudes over time. Careful 
planning can minimize many negative conditions associated with growth 
that may also contribute to the perceptions of land value. 

It is probable that there will be a restriction only on water supply 
we11s within approximately 150 ft of the SSC tunnel. No effects on 
groundwater quality er on groundwater levels are anticipated at the 
dista.nce of your well from the tunnel. An increase in the regional 
groundwater overdraft is ar.tici pated as a result of project ~wt er supply 
requirements but effects en individual wells will likely be limited. 
See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3 for discussion of 
groundwater use and ground\vater quality impacts associated with the SSC 
project at the Illinois site. 

1047 .03 

See Comment Responses 873.02 anct 1047 .02. 

1047.04 

Comment noted. 

1048.01 

Comment noted. 

1049.01 

Comments noted. 

1049.02 

Comment noted. 

1050.01 

Coir.inent noted. 
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1050.02 

Coir.ment noted. The EIS discusses geologic hazards at the Te11nessee site 
in Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.1.5. It states that sm·face geo­
technical conditions that could be hazardous to construction if not 
properly handled, occur in small portions of the Tennessee site (karst 
features, landslide-prone slopes). 

1050.03 

Comment noted. 

1050.04 

Comment noted. 
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1051.01 

Comment noted. 

1051.02 

Regarding the potential effects of SSC water use at the Michigan site, 
see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.4 and Comment Response 
312.04, first paragraph. Estimated direct and indirect {off-site 
domestic) water use requirements for the SSC at the proposed Michigan 
site are detailed in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.J.3.4, Tables 7-1 
and 7-5. 

1051. 03 

See Comment Response 284,02. 

1051.04 

Comment noted. 

1052.01 

See Comment Response 1043.78. 

1052. 02 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.5.2-4 has been corrected in the 
Errata. 

1052.03 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7 .1.3.5 has been modified in the EIS. 

1052. 04 

The recently completed little River Reservoir, with a safe yield of 
about 24,000 acre-ft/yr, is now included in the discussion of Durham's 
water supply. Little River Reservoir and Lake Michie provide Durham 
with a combined safe yield cf 47,500 acre-ft/yr and an available excess 
of abcut 21,700 acre-ft/yr (EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.4 and 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5). 

1052.05 

See Comment Response 1052.04. 

1052.06 

See revised text in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.4. 
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1052.07 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.4.5 and T,1~le 3-·3 have been revised 
based on your conm1er1t. 

1053.01 

See Comment Response 4.04. 

1053.02 

Comment noted. 

1054.01 

Comments nntNl. 

1055.0l 

All of the '.:>tat!: prnposers agree to comply fully with· tile Uniform 
Relocation Assistilnce and Real Property r,cqui>ition Policies Act of 
1970, and the OOE relocation rules. These statutes and rules set 
minimum standards of assistance and compc-r.~ation. 

The necessary estates in real property were proposed to be acqlli red by 
negotiated agreement; only in the event of failure to reach agreement 
with a property owner wo•~ld the property be acquired through the use of 
eminent domain proceedings. See EIS Volume Ill, Appendix 4, Section 
4.3.l. . 

1056.01 

Comment noted. 

1056.02 

Comment noted. 

1057.01 

Comment noted. 

1057. 02 

See Comment Response 979.02. 

1057.03 

See Comment Response 721.01. In addition, analysis in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4, and Volume IV, Appendix 9, quantifies the 
number of residences and other sensitive noise receptors within highly 
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affected regions near E and F areas. This analysis utilized recent 
aerial photos and presents a more accurate distribution count than the 
figures presented in the DEIS. 

1057.04 

See Comment Response 1133. 02. 

1057.05 

See Comment Response 1146.04. 

1057.06 

Due to its proximity, the retention pond for F2 service area is likely 
to discharge to Waubonsie Creek. Any discharge would be tested and 
treated, if necessary, to meet applicable NPDES permit requirements 
before discharge to Waubonsie Creek. 

1058.01 

Comments noted. 

1058.02 

See Comment Response 873.02. 

1058.03 

Comment noted. 

1058.04 

The observation is consistent with EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sect'iun 
5.4.10, Table 5A.10-l. Facility Fa would be sited in Wnite Oak 
Township in an area zoned agricultural-residential. The permitted uses 
for areas zoned as such do not 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, Section 13.1.1); however, any 
regulatory adjustments to be made are the responsibility of the affected 
planning agency, ill this case the White Oak Township. 

1058.05 

Property located along the ring in Section D is planned to be acquired 
in stratified fee (Volume IV, Appendix 4, 4.2.l}. Service area F8 is 
anticipated to be approximately 500 ft x 500 ft, an area of a.bout 
5.7 acres. This area will be acquired in fee simple. Also, see Comment 
Response 880.04. The value attendant to potential oil production wi11 
be part of the property appraisal process. Also, see Comment Response 
798.01. 
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1058.06 

Data used in preparation of the EIS did not include generic pollution 
ranking or rating of states. Control of pollutants and their impacts 
are discussed in the EIS Volume I, Chapters 3 and 5, and Volume IV, 
Appendices 7-10 and 12. 

1058.07 

Comments noted. 

1059.01 

Comment noted. 

1059.02 

The information provided is- a contribution to the land use database. 

1059.03 

This observation is consistent with EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14. 

1059.04 

Comment noted. 

1060.01 

Comment noted. 

1060.02 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.1.3.3 addresses land use issues. 
Table 13-3, found in that section, indicates that there is a minor 
degree of difference between land uses permitted in light-industrial 
zoned areas and those allowed in areas zoned for planned unit 
development/farming district. However, this finding does not suggest 
that ES is compatible with the surrounding residential developments. 

1060.03 

The floodplain of Ferson Creek near parcels 64 and 72 would not be 
encroached by proposed SSC surface facilities and, therefore, is not 
specifically addressed in the EIS. Floodplain impact assessment is 
presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.2 and in Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.3.C. 

1060.04 

The comment quotes potentially significant visual impacts associated 
with ES, as identified in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.3.3. 
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Mitigation measures to reduce such long-term ;mpacts were suggested in 
the same section and in Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6. 

Impacts on the quality of life during construction reiated to bla~ting, 
digging, hauling, and so on cquld be mitigated through measures discussed 
in Volume 1, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3. These measures include: limit­
ing the charge weight, limiting blasting hours, and using bla5t mats; 
limiting spoils hauls to 12 h/d; inspecting trucks and construction 
equipment for noise and emission controls; and creating berms to act as 
noise screens. Site-specific mitigation means will be identified and 
assessed in the Supplemental EIS after the final site is selected. 

See also Comment Response 1002.01. 

1060.05 

Comment noted. 

1061. 01 

See revised text. Footnote "g" incorrectly stated "50%" when it shou1d 
have read "SO". This has been corrected in the Final EIS. 

1061. 02 

Comment noted. 

1061.03 

See Comment Response 710.01. 

1061.04 

Comment noted. 

1062 .Ol 

Comments noted. See.EIS Volume I, Chapter 4 for a discussion of the 
affected environment, and Chapter 5 for a discussion of environmental 
consequences in each of the areas listed in the comment: 

zoning - 5.1.7, 5.1.8, and 5.2.10 
land resources - 5.1.7 and 5.2.10 
taxes - 5.1.8 and 5.2.12 
wells, water, and water tables - 5.1.2 and 5.2.3 
radiation - 5.1.6 and 5.2.5 
notse - 5.1.4 and 5.2.6 
pollution - 5.1.3 and 5.2.4 
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1063.01 

The commenter is correct in noting that the impact of a project is never 
fully known until after its construction. An environmental impact 
analysis for a proposed project is a best-efforts projection and is not 
a representation that impacts are known with absolute certainty. For 
the State of Michigan, the EIS states that a total of 205 acres of prime 
farmland would be permanently converted (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1. 7). 

1064.01 

The DOE recognizes that the SSC may cause both positive and negative 
effects to individual landowners. Typically individuals displaced by a 
project and those living on fixed incomes may suffer greater impacts 
than other subgroups. The impacts to the quality of life for various 
subgroups in the study area are addressed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.8.5. The responsibility for land acquisition lies with the 
proposer state, see Comment Response 710.01. 

1064.02 

See Comment Response 1064.01. 

1065.01 

Comments noted. 

1066.01 

The possibility of radio frequency (RF) interference with the very long 
baseline array {VLBA) does need careful consideration. Additional 
studies would need to be conducted as detailed SSC design proceeded, and 
if it appeared that RF interference were a problem, there are possible 
solutions, for example, additional RF shielding could be provided around 
the klystrons. This issue would be addressed in the Supplemental EIS. 

1067 .01 

Comment noted. 

1067.02 

Comment noted. 

1068.01 

Comments noted. 

1068.02 

Comments noted. 
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1068.03 

The EIS states that although "boom" conditions may occur in local com­
munities due to the SSC, problems associated with "bust" conditions 
probably would not occur (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.E). 
As noted in Comment Response 4.03, this ar.ea has not recently experienced 
growth of the magnitude or duration anticipaUid to accompany the SSC. 
Impacts on Fort Morgan and Br(1sh, most notably concerning increased 
demand oh housing and public services, are thus anticipated, requiring 
focused efforts to provide adequate mitigation (see Volume· IV, Appendix 
14, Sections 14.1.3.2.B and 14.1.3.2.C). 

1068.04 

The net fiscal impact to jurisdictions in Morgan County was projected to 
be positive throughout SSC construction and operations. Additional 
detail concerning the public finance analysis results is presented in 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.D. 

The type of administrative experience cited in the comment is very 
specific and was not considered in determining fiscal impacts to local 
jurisdictions. Therefore, to the extent that this experience would 
reduce local expenditures, the net revenue values are under-estimated. 
The DOE would not, however, expect this savings to significantly affect 
net revenue estimates. 

1068.05 

The recent completion and approval of the Morgan County Comprehensive 
Plan, and the apparent compatibility between this plan and the SSC, is 
acknowledged. The capability of Morgan County, in conjunction with 
Adams and Washington Counties, to rezone the SSC site should aid direct 
and indirect development associated with the project. The strategy 
outlined in the comment for the management of secondary and induced 
growth associated with the project should also help to promote desirable 
growth patterns. If Colorado is selected for the SSC, appropriate parts 
of the plan would be included in the Supplemental EIS. 

1068.06 

Although the EIS states that local communities close to the proposed 
Colorado SSC site (e.g., Fort Morgan) could support growth associated 
with development of the facility (see Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.2.11.1.C), it is not intended to imply that the local school 'districts 
could accommodate SSC-generated student enrollment without expansion of 
facilities or staff. Presently the four school districts.may have the 
physical capacity to accommodate the projected increase in enrollment 
caused by development of the SSC. However, these districts would still 
need to increase their instructional and support staff to maintain the 
educational level of service currently enjoyed by the students (Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.C.) 
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1068.07 

The peak year of Pavmee Power Plant I construction required sl iqhtly 
more than half the number of workers anticipated during the peak yNr 
(1992) nf SSC construction. Moreover, SSC construction will occur over 
a ·1 anger time period than did Pawnee Power Pl ant I, and the operations 
of the SSC wi 11 require roughly 25 times the number of personnel 
required by the Pawnee Power Plant. The comments focus upon the 
"initial housing needs from the SSC" draws attention to the minimdl 
housing impacts of the project -- impacts somewhat comparable to those 
experienced during Pa•~nee I construct ion. However, when one considers 
the periods of more serious SSC housing impacts, equating the Pawnee 
Power P1 ant I expert ence with the SSC seems unreasonable. 

Because of the relatively small number of year-round housing units in 
Morgan County (roughly 8,900 in 1980), the traditionally low to moderate 
vacancy rates in the area, and a local construction industry which aver· 
aged less than 60 housing units per year between 1980 and 1987, fccused 
efforts WC}Uld be requfred to meet SSC-related increases in housing 
demand (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.B). Increasing the 
pi-oduction of local housing contractors and the modular home plant 
beyond levels currently experienced and taking advantage of platted lots 
would constitute such efforts. 

1068.08 

See Comment Response 525.01. 

1068.09 

Availability of the major roads, including upgrading of Highway 20, is 
discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1. The informa­
tion on the access roads is noted. 

1068.10 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.11.2 has ·been corrected in the 
Errata. 

1068.11 

See Comment Response 577.02, paragraphs 1, 5, and 6. 

1068.12 

The projected population impacts to Morgan County in the peak year of 
SSC construction would exceed 16 percent of the projected baseline 
population in the County (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.2.B). Most of these new residents would seek housing and demand 
services in the Fort Morgan-Brush area. Past local experience with 
rapid growth is acknowledged, but much of this experience has dealt with 

10511100335888' 



growth of less magnitude and duration than that anticipated to accompany 
the SSC {see Comment Response 4.03). Although this past experience may 
prove useful in dealing with SSC-related growth, the likelihood of 
pressures on local housing and services must not be overlooked. 

The confidence and commitment of various organizations within Morgan 
County to help mitigate SSC-related impacts are acRnowledged; if the 
proposed Colorado site is selected for the SSC, such mitigations will be 
addressed in the Supplemental EIS. 

1068.13 

The EIS points out that SSC-related population increases may lead to 
noteworthy impacts on public services, housing, and quality of life in 
the Fort Morgan-Bnish area. The EiS text does not deliberately create 
negative impressions. What the comment refers to as a "qualification" 
would more accurate'ly be labeled a conclusion of the EIS regarding the 
long-term consequences of these impacts. Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.2.E $tates this conclusion: Adverse social impacts 
should be temporary, and conditions are likely to become improved in the 
1ong run over what they wo11ld be without the SSC. 

1068.14 

SSC-related population impacts are distributed according to a state-of­
the-art spatial allocation model, as described in EIS Volume IV, Appen­
dix 14, Section 14.1.2.3.B. Northeastern metropolitan area development 
is taken into account in the allocation, as is the existence of 
Colorado's proposed highway linking the SSC to this area at Brighton. 
The Denver metropolitan area {including western Adams and Arapahoe 
Counties, Boulder County, Denver County, and Jefferson County) is pro­
jected to receive 51 percent of the peak year population impacts and 49 
percent of the year 2000 population impacts (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Table 14.1.3.2-6), which is in line with the commenter's estimate. 

The assistance of developers from the metropolitan Denver area in 
meeting SSC-related housing impacts in Morgan County would help to 
absorb the projected increased demand in this area. 

1068.15 

EIS Volume I is a summary of the more detailed information contained in 
Appendices 1-16. Volume Ill describes the methodology for site selec­
tion; however, the only reference to data for the seven SSC sites in the 
Best Qualified Li st (BQL) is in Table 2-1 which is a summary of the 
cited favorable conditions for siting the SSC at each BQL site. 

The EIS was based on State-submitted information and publicly available 
information. Publicly available information includes Federal, State, 
regional, and local agency reports and publications, and published 
university research project reports and theses. Comments given to the 
DOE during scoping were used to establish priorities for assessment in 
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the preparation of the EIS. All information submitted to the DOE fol­
lowing the scoping meetings was reviewed by the technical staff and used 
as appropriate in preparation of the EIS. Every attempt was made to use 
the most current information that could be provided and verified as 
being accurate. When substantive errors have been detected in the EIS, 
they have been corrected in the final EIS {see Errata sections for 
Appendices 1-16 and revised Volume I). In cases where more current data 
are available to assist in responding to a comment, these have been 
incorporated in either responses to comments or revisions to the text of 
the EIS. 

1068.16 

The status of the bald eagle at Barr Lake and the potential presence of 
the black-footed ferret in the region is addressed in detail in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 11. Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-7 indicates that 
potential habitat for these species {whether they are actually present 
or not) would be lost or disturbed. Table 3-7 has been revised to be 
consistent with information in Volume I, Chapters 4 and 5 and Volume IV, 
Appendix 11. 

1068.17 

The commenter's implication that Colorado was "singled out" as expected 
to experience [noteworthy] impacts on local housing as a result of the 
SSC is in~.ccurate. As indicated in the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, a 
number of other primary impact counties examined for other sites are 
expected to require focused efforts to absorb SSC-related increases in 
housing demand: Jackson and Washtenaw Counties, Michigan; Durham, 
Granville, and Person Counties, North Carolina; and Bedford and Marshall 
Counties, Tennessee. 

The spatial allocation of population impacts is addressed in the first 
portion of Comment Response 4.04 (see also Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.2.3.B). 

With regard to the validity of equating the impacts resulting from 
Pawnee Power Plant construction and operations with those anticipated 
to accompany the SSC, see Comment ·Response 4.03. 

1068.18 

See Comment Response 577.02, paragraphs l through 4. 

1068.19 

See Comment Response 577.02, paragraph 1. 

1068.20 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.1.4 presents the cumulative land 
· use impacts for the seven site alternatives. Major projects will occur 
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in the Denver metropolitan region, but little to no land use impacts to 
the SSC are expected to occur there. Apart from construction of the 
Pawnee Generating Station Unit II and the Narrows Dam northeast of Fort 
Morgan, no major projects have the potential to affect land uses in the 
project vicinity. ln the vicinity, SSC project development, even with­
out the Pawnee Generating Station Unit II project and Narrows Dam, will 
cause major changes in land use. This is especially true of the campus 
and injector areas. The statement is not meant to imply that such a 
major change is either good or bad, only that it is a distinct change 
from existing use. The impacts will be direct due to construction and 
operations of project facilities, and indirect due to in-migration and 
the development of housing and supporting infrastructure. Should the 
Narrows Dam and Pawnee Generating Station projects occur in the late 
1990s the already significant land use changes due to the SSC will 
probably be somewhat more extensive as additional housing and infra­
structure needs are met. 

The section referenced in the comment is EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Sec­
tion 3.7.10. This section was to have summarized the cumulative impacts 
described in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.1.4.C. That section 
has been corrected in the Errata to the EIS to better characterize the 
cumulative impacts for the seven sites. 

1068.21 

The Soil Conservation Service has estimated that zero acres of prime 
farmland and 4,198 acres of important farmland are located in the SSC 
fee simple area. From this inventory, an estimated 819 acres would be 
permanently converted at the proposed Colorado site. The· definition 
used by the Soil Conservation Service are determined by Federal regula­
tions (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.2 for additional 
information). 

1068.22 

Federal criteria for prime farmland designation are cited in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.2.2.1.A. See Comment Response 
1068.21. 

1068.23 

The EIS presents a brief.description of nearby general aviation fields 
in Volume IV, Appendix S, Section 5.2.11. The information includes 
data on the Fort Morgan Municipal Airport. 

1068.24 

The Colorado Water Conservation Board Flood Control & Flood Plain Man­
.agement Section recommended the use of the 100-yr flood maps ·prepared by 
URS Corporation (1988). These maps cover the whole SSC surface foot-
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print. Floodplain encroachment studies of the Colorado site and several 
other sites have been added to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7 and Volume I, 
Chapter 5. See Comment Response 1007.02. 

There is one FEMA Flood Hazard Boundary Map and a few preliminary Flood 
Insurance Rate Map available for Morgan County. The Floodplain Insurance 
Rate maps that cover portions of Beaver Creek, Buck Creek, and Shears 
Draw. The text in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.2; Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.2; Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.2.1.1; and in 
Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.2.1.1, Table 4-2 have been revised in 
response to this comment. 

1068.25 

Statements made in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.2 and Vol-
ume IV, Appendix 11 concerning impacts to the whooping crane refer only 
to effects that may occur in the event SSC project water needs result in 
altered flows in the South Platte River. 

1068. 26 

Colorado, along with Michigan, North Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, 
Arizona, and Illinois, are discussed briefly in the fourth paragraph of 
the referenced section. The evaluation of development implications is 
addressed in more detail in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 
13.l.3.2.C. 

1068.27 

The concepts of Level of Service (LOS) and disruption of traffic pat­
terns are independent of each other. LOS refers to the quantity of 
traffic occurring or projected to occur on existing or proposed highways 
as a function of the capacities of the highways. Disruption of traffic 
patterns refers to changes in the existing highway network that cause 
people to change their normal travel habits. · Disruption can occur due 
to the blocking of existing highways and/or the construction of new 
highways that induce people to change their habits. 

A disruption of traffic patterns would occur in Colorado during the. 
construction of the east-west access highway. Existing north-south 
reads would be cut so that travelers would have to detour to cross the 
highway. In addition, the new highway could possibly induce east-west 
traffic to use the highway instead of existing roads. 

No disruption of traffic patterns would be expected to occur in Illinois 
because mostly existing highways and roads would be used to provide 
access to the SSC. Existing roads probably would not be cut and major 
new roads probably would not be built. This issue is discussed in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.6. 
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1068.28 

The EIS Volume I, Chapter S, Table S.I.10-1 has been corrected to note 
that there are no scenic or visual impacts at the Colorado site. 

1068.29 

Volume I, Chapter S, Section .5.2.7 states that Barr Lake is used by 
migrating waterbirds, including the whooping crane. The lake supports 
a breeding pair of bald eagles, not whooping cranes. 

1068.30 

The chemical quality of municipal water supply for fort Morgan is good. 
Descriptions of groundwater quality· in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.2.2.2.B for the Colorado site states that groundwater occurs 
in the shallow alluvial aquifers along stream channels within the pro­
posed SSC site. These groundwaters show a variation in total dissolved 
solids and typically have moderate to high hardness. 

1058.31 

A description of the Fort Morgan water supply is provided in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix S, Section 5.2.2.2. An assessment of use of the 
system for SSC water supply is provided in Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Sections 7.1.3.2 and 7.2.3.2. 

Although the EIS does not specifically discuss well upgrades, control 
systems, and hydrants, the general comment that the water system is in 
condition adequate to handle present and future uses is consistent with 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.2.A.S. 

1068.32 

This information on .Fort Morgan's water supply planning is noted. A 
description of the Fort Morgan water supply is provided in EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 5, Section S.2.2.2. An assessment of use of the system for 
SSC water supply .is provided in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.2 
ar.d 7.2.3.2. 

1068.33 

The statement agrees with the information provided in EIS Volume IV, 
Apper.dix 5, Table 5.2.8-1. 

1058.34 

This information is consistent with EI.S Volume IV, Appendix 10. 
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1068.35 

The details of the existing Morgan County landfill are shown in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.2.8-2. Section 5.2.8.2 of Appendix 5 
indicates that the Morgan County landfill has a remaining life of 
25-50 years based on the current rate of fill 

1068.36 

See Comment Response 1068.35. 

1068.37 

See Comment Response 564.11. 

1068.38 

See Comment Response 564.12. 

1068.39 

This information is consistent with transportation systems as addressed 
in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.11.2.A. 

1068.40 

The information on streets in Fort Morgan is noted. 

1068.41 

See Comment Response 578.07, second paragraph. 

1068.42 

See Comment Response 4.03. 

1068.43 

Comments noted. The EIS notes that the Colorado site, which includes 
the City of Fort Morgan, will remain a dryland farming dominated economy 
without the SSC (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.3.2). Recent 
high unemployment in the vicinity of the Colorado site due to a lull in 
the local economy is also noted in the EIS in Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.8. 

1068.44 

Comment noted. 
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1068.45 

The EIS analysis supports the contention that many of the SSC construc­
tion and operations phase workers would choose to reside in the nearby 
communities of Morgan County (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.2.B}. Additionally, the population allocation model projects 
that about half of population growth attributable to the SSC would 
1 i ke 1 y occur in the Denver metropo 1 i tan area. ., 

1068.45 

Brush and Fort Morgan would probably be the first choice of residence 
for many of the in-migrating workers and their families, if the proposed 
Colorado site is selected for the SSC. These communities are likely to 
experience ·some rapid growth; howevel', adverse socioeconomic impacts 
would be temporary, and conditions are likely to become improved in the 
1 ong run over what might occur without the SSC, through careful 
planning. See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14. 

10613.47 

Comments noted. 

1068.48 

Comments noted. 

1063.49 

See Comment Response 557.04 

1063.50 

In the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11 has been revised to include recent 
surveys conducted by the OOE, USFWS, and Colorado Division of Wildlife 
investigating the presence of prairie dog towns in the vicinity of the 
proposed Colorado site. Although it is unlikely that black-footed fer­
rets are present in the region, in the event the Colorado site is 
selected as the SSC site, additional detailed surveys of the habitat 
would be conducted to confirm the presence or absence of the species. 
A more detailed review would then be included in the Supplemental EIS. 
Mitigation strategies, should they be needed, would be provided in 
greater detail in the Supplemental EIS. 

1068.51 

Although the State of Colorado had indicated that water from the South 
Platte River will not be needed for the SSC, it is the ·DOE's understand­
ing that there remain several alternatives for maintaining the flow of 
the river should groundwater be removed from South Platte River aquifers. 
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However, the assessment of potent i a 1 impacts on protected sp,,c i es con­
sidered impacts associated with the effects of altered flows on the 
South Platte River. This issue has been addressed in EIS Volume IV .. 

. Appendix 11, Section 11.3.2.2. 

According to the consultation letter from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service (see Volume IV, Appendix 11, Attachment A), any deplP.tions of 
water from the South Platte River would need to be evaluated with 
respect to the listed speci·es habitat along the Platte River in Neb1·aska 
between Lexington and Shelton, which is designated critical habitat for 
the whooping crane. The unlisted sand hi 11 crane al so may be affected. 
Water taken directly from the South Platte and its connecting water 
table for purposes of the SSC and consequent water depletion would be 
considered a potential primary impact. 

1068.52 

As noted in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 15.1.3.2, after final 
selection of the SSC site, intensive cultural resources field studies 
will be undertaken to identify historic and prehistoric archaeological 
sites, including Native American burial sites. If necessary, further 
consultation will be made with appropriate Native American 
representatives. 

See Comment Response 570.01 . 

. 1068. 53 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.1.3.2.A.5 should have referred to 
Table 15-3 instead of Table 15-4. This error has been corrected in the 
FEIS. 

1068.54 

See Comment Response 577.02 regarding the availability of aggregate in 
the Denver region. Pierre Shale spoils are not mineralogically suitable 
for manufacturing cement (cement is pri nci pally lime whereas shale is 
principally clay) or for use as aggregate in high-strength concrete 
products. 

1068.55 

Comments noted. 

1068.56 

Comments noted. 

1068.57 

Public services considered in the "general education" category are an 
aggregate of all services related to primary, secondary, and higher 
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education provided at the local level, expressed in full-time equivalent 
(FTE) employment per 1,000 population, (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.2.C, Table 14.1.3.2-10). Attributes which traditionally 
are considered the most important variables characterizing the provision 
of educational services--namely, student enrollments and instructional 
personnel--were collected at the county level for e'<ich State, examined 
from the departments of education in those states. 

Public school enrollments and increased teacher demand attributable to 
the SSC are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.Z.C for 
the Colorado Region of Influence, and for Adams, Morgan and Washington 
Counties. These statistics are presented in a series of tables beneath 
the heading "general education" as they are considered educational 
service indicators, a subfield of "general education" which still • 
includes FTE employment in higher education. Higher education provided 
by local governments is not treated specifically, because it is an 
e 1 ect i ve oi:1t ion not manda.ted by 1 aw. 

1068.58 

The cited passage refers in particular to public services in Fort Morgan 
and Brush. The first paragraph of Comment Response 552.05 discusses the 
description of baseline public services associated with the proposed 
Colorado SSC site, and the analysis of impacts to these services. 

1068.59 

See Comment Response 1068.06. 

1068.60 

Comment noted. 

1068.61 

Comments noted. 

1068.62 

See Comment Response 574.04. 

1068.63 

Comment noted. 

1068.64 

Comment noted. 
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1068.65 

This information on the town of Log Lane Village's water supply situa­
tion is noted. Potential SSC-related water use in Log Lane Village is 
included in the projections of indirect water use for Morgan County 
shown in Table 7-3 of EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.2. 
Potential impacts from indirect project water use are assessed in 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.2. 

1068.66 

Please refer to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.8.1, Table 
5.2.8-1. Log Lane Village is mentioned in the Table. The comment that 
the existing sewage treatment plant can handle additional sewage from 
about 100 to 150 households is noted. 

1068.67 

Comment noted. 

1068.68 

Comment noted. 

1068.69 

Comments noted. 

1068.70 

See Comment Response 1U31.02. 

1068. 71 

The proposed expansion of the Pawnee Power Plant was noted in EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.8.B. The assessment considers socio­
economic impacts such.as housing, public services, and public finances. 
These were assessed at the regional level. At this level, critical 
resources were considered to be adequate for specific expansion. 
However, impacts to specific local areas such as Fort Morgan and Brush 
were not assessed. At the local level, adverse impacts in.some of the 
small communities close to the site could be exacerbated by the 
cumulative impacts of other projects. 

As noted by commenter, Fort Morgan and Brush are not expected to suffer 
electricity shortages, regardless of SSC development due to current 
excess generating capacity. 

1068.72 

See Comment Response 574.04. 
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1068.73 

Comment noted. 

1068.74 

See second paragraph of Comment Response 578.07. 

1068.75 

See Comment Response 587.02, first two paragraphs, and Comment Responses 
4.03, 526.01, 526.06, 562.05 and 578.07. 

106!1.0l 

The cost estimates used for the impact analysis of the EIS are discussed 
in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 2. It is DOE's position that Fermilab will 
continue to operate if the SSC were to be located elsewhere. See EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.3. 

1070.01. 

Regarding the comment's reference to a negative economic impact to the 
City of Naperville if the SSC Is not sited in Illinois, see Comment 
Response 1176.01. Housing availability is described for the Illinois 
Region of Influence, and for the primary impact counties of DuPage, 
Kane, and Kendall (Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11.l.B), but are 
not examined at the level of individual communities. Housing in DuPage 
County (which contains Naperville) should be adequate to meet SSC­
related population impacts (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.J.3.3.B). 

1071. 01 

Comments noted. 

1072. 01 

The potential of encountering naturally occurring gas at the Illinois 
site during tunnelling operations is addressed in EIS Volume IV, 
.~ppendix 5, Section 5.3.1.5. See also Comment Response 1220.03. 

1072.02 

Although local jurisdictions in Kane County are anticipated to expe­
rience fiscal deficits during the first 3 years of construction activ­
ity, positive fiscal effects iii subsequent years are expected to offset 
these losses. The EIS analysis of the revenue effects for the 11 l i noi s 
State government from SSC construction and operations, and the cumula­
tive fiscal effects to local government jurisdictions in Kane County, 
are presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.D. 
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1072. 03 

See Comment Response 533.03. 

1072.04 

See Comment Responses 19.03 and 1237.02. 

1072.05 

The Initiation for Site Proposals (ISP) out1ined certain qualification 
requirements and evaluation criteria. After a review of the ISP 
requirements, some states may have concluded that the resources of their 
possible sites wauld not be co[petitlve and elected not to submit a 
proposa·1. 

1072.06 

Approximately $115 mi1lior. in Co<1gressiona1 funding has been provided 
5ince 19S4 for research and deve1Gpment for the SSC project. (DOE press 
re 1 ease and fact sh0et dated November IO, 1988.) 

1072 .. 07 

SSC-related impacts on public sr;rvices in Kane County are discussed in 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.C. Comment Response 533.05 
discusses SSC-related impacts on public finance in the Illinois Region 
of Influence, ·spec i fie ally in the context of 1oca1 effects and schools. 

1072.08 

The EIS analysis of impacts to public services in Kane County is 
discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.C.2. Additional 
personnel would be required in the county public education system to 
meet increased SSC-related demands. 

Fiscal impacts to Kane County as a result of the SSC are discussed in 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.D.3. Cumulative net fiscal 
impacts to all local government jurisdictions in the county would be 
negative during the first three years of construction, but positive 
thereafter throughout the life of the facility. 

1072.09 

Potential impacts on local public services, including local school 
systems, in Kane County are summarized in Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.3.C.2. These estimates indicate that expansion in 
employment in police and fire protection, public education, health and 
welfare, and other government services would be required to meet demand 
attributable to in-migration while maintaining current levels of 
service. The actual amount .and distribution of this expansion would 
determine the quality and availability of services to county residents. 
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1072.10 

During the peak year of SSC construction, the EIS estimates that almost 
1,000 jobs would be available in the construction craft (or building 
trades) industry in the Illinois Region of Influence {ROI) {see Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3), which is roughly 28 percent of the 
total direct jobs anticipated in the region as a result of the project. 
The number of construction jobs was not estimated at the county level, 
but assuming the same proportion would hold for individual counties 
>uggests a total of approximately 550 such jobs in Kane County in 1992. 
In 1987 roughly 9,475 persons were unemployed in Kane County. Moreover, 
national unemployment data suggest that the rate of unemployment among 
construction workers typically is about twice the rate among all other 
workers (U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis, 1988, 
"Survey of Current Business," p. S-10). 

It is not anticipated that the work force for SSC construction would 
come exclusively from the ranks of unemployed county residerits or, for 
that matter, even exclusively from the Illinois ROI, as 30 to 34 percent 
of the total direct and indirect work force is expected to in-migrate 
from outside the region. However, it seems reasonable to assume that 
many of the 550 craft workers would be available among the nearly 9,500 
\}flemployed workers in Kane County. 

Finally, it should be noted that whereas the employment of some SSC­
related construct ion workers will be temporary, many will be working on 
the project for a number of years and, consequently, spending a portion 
of their earnings in Kane County. 

1072.11 

Regarding land acquisition, see Comment Response 880.04. The EIS analy­
sis of SSC-related effects on revenue for the Illinois State government, 
and the cumulative local government fiscal effects on jurisdictions in 
Kane County from facility construction and operations, are presented in 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.D. Private land would be re­
moved from the p(operty tax base in Kane County, Illinois, thereby 
reducing the amount of revenue for local jurisdictions. However, the 
E1S analysis indicates that there would also be a long-term increase in 
both direct and indirect tax revenue from project spending and additional 
spending by SSC construction and operations workers. As a result, 
although local jurisdictions in Kane County are anticipated to experience 
deficits during the first three years of construct ion activity, positive 
fiscal effects in subsequent years are expected to offset these losses. 

1072.12 

Comment noted. 
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1072.13 

Federal lands meeting ISP criteria were considered. As described in 
the EIS Volume III, Chapter 1, there were two sites proposed for the 
SSC that were partially or totally on lands managed by the DOE (Idaho 
?'lational Engineering Laboratory and Fermi National Accelerator in. · 
Illinois). The Illinois site is among the seven site alternatives 
assessed in the EIS. Approximately 60 percent of the proposed Arizona 
site is also Federal land managed by BLM (see Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.9). 

Volume IV, Appendix 1 provides data on the construction methods proposed 
for each of the seven sites. The Illinois site is proposed to be ex­
clusively tunnelled; the majority of the Arizona site is also proposed 
as a tunnelling site. These dP.cisions are based on geologic 
considerations. 

Concerns regarding priorities in the Federal appropriations process are 
considered to be outside the scope of the EIS. 

1072.14 

Comment noted, See Comment Response 1220.03. 

1072.15 

Hydrologic conditions, depth to water and depth to each of the major 
aquifer systems at the proposed Illinois SSC site are described in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.2.2. All of the aquifers, including 
the surficial glacial deposits and the shallow bedrock aquifer are very 
productive locally·. However, in certain locations these units may not 
be present or may for some number of reasons not be productive. Under 
these conditions a domestic well may have to tap the deeper Cambrian -
Ordovician or deep sandstone aqu·ifer which may be several hundred feet 
deep. 

1073.01 

It is DOE policy that Fermilab would continue to operate if the SSC were 
sited elsewhere (see EIS Volume I., Chapter 3, Section 3. 3) . 

1073.02 

See Comment Response 1003.04, first paragraph. 

1073.03 

See Comment Response 1003.04, first paragraph. 
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1074.01 

The cost estimates used in the preparation of the EIS are discussed in 
ElS Volume IV, Appendix 2. 

1075.01 

Comments noted. 

1076.01 

It is the policy of the DOE that Fermilab will continue to operate if 
the SSC were to be located elsewhere (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3 . 3) . 

ton .01 

The issues addressed in the comments are discussed in the socioeco11omic 
impact analysis in the EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8 and Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3. See also Comment Response 1229.02. 

1078.01 

Comment noted. 

1078.0Z 

Comments noted. 

1078.03 

See Comment Response 1002.01. 

1078.04 

Comment noted. 

1079.01 

Any material submitted to the DOE regarding cultural and paleobiological 
sites in Illinois has been included in the impact analysis for the EIS. 
Volume IV, Appendix 15 specifically addresses the resources and the 
impacts. Volume I, Chapter 4, Sections 4.10 and Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.9 also addresses the resource area. 

1079.02 

This comment reflects the ongoing efforts by the Illinois State Museum 
to identify and document cultural resources potentially impacted by the 
project. Quantities of the resources identified vary slightly from 
those stated in the EIS due to these continuing efforts while the DEIS 
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was in preparation. However, no modifications were made in the EIS as 
the numbers of cultural resource sites identified (see Volume I, 
Chapter 5) are adequate for basing a siting decision. 

1079.03 

See Comment Response 1079.02. 

1079.04 

These observations are consistent with those in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 15. If Illinois is the selected site, a more detailed 
review will b.e provided in the Supplemental EIS. 

1079.05 

See EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.10 and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.9, 
and Volume IV, Appendix 15 for discussion of cultural and historical 
resources. 

1079.06 

The comments are correct. This is discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 15. 
Section 15.2.3. If the DOE selects the Illinois SSC site, further field 
inspections prior to construction would be needed to evaluate further 
the potential impacts to paleontological resources. These evaluations 
would be addressed in the Supplemental EIS. 

The mitigation strategies will also be described in greater detail in 
the Supplemental EIS. 

1079.07 

See EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.10 and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.9 
and Volume IV, Appendix 15 for discussion of cultural and historical 
resources. 

1080.01 

Comments noted. 

1080.02 

The DOE reviewed the referenced study in the process of preparing the 
final EIS and in the site selection process (see Volume III, Chapter 3). 
The single campus alternative is considered a modification of the 
State's proposal. The design of a single cluster has been identified in 
Volume I; Chapter 3, Section 3.4.3 as a miUgation. 

1080.03 

Comment noted. 
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1081.01 

Comments noted. 

1082.01 

-Comment noted. 

1082.02 

The EIS discusses quality of life impacts that the SSC may have on 
enhancement of school programs due to active participation of SSC 
scientists (Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.5). 

1083.01 

Comment noted. 

1083.02 

See Comment Response 1003.04, first paragraph. 

1083.03 

Comments noted. 

1084.01 

Comments noted. 

1084.02 

Comment noted. 

1084.03 

Comments noted. 

1085.01 

Comment noted. 

1085.02 

National priorities for Federal expenditures are established by Congress 
and the President. See Comment Response 278.08 . 

. 1085.03 

Strategies and commitments made by proposers are not the responsibility 
of the DOE. ISP requirements are summarized in EIS Volume III, 
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Chapter 1. 
ISP and EIS 
ment should 

Cost of proposals are not recoverable from the DOE (see the 
Volume III; Chapter 1). Questions about proposal develop­
be directed to appropriate State agencies. 

Anticipated impacts on local public education in Kane County as a result 
of the SSC are presented in the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.3.C.2; increased enrollments are expected and additional staffing 
will be required. The fiscal effects of the SSC on local government 
jurisdictions in Kane County are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.3.0.3; cumulative net fiscal impacts of the project to 
local jurisdictions are anticipated to be negative during the first 
three years and positive thereafter. 

1085.04 

As discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.8.2., there are 
five existing landfills in the Illinois Region of Influence with remain­
ing capacities of 12 to 25 yrs. The SSC would use one or more of these 
services. 

1085.05 

Traffic analysis is presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.2.1.3.C. The DOE agrees that current traffic use is operating at 
capacity. Mitigation measures have been discussed in this Section. A 
more detailed review will be provided in the Supplemental EIS. 

1085.06 

Comment noted. 

1085.07 

In EIS Volume I, Chapter 2, Section 2.2.2, it is noted that the chairman 
of the DOE scientific advisory group, High Energy Physics Advisory Panel, 
has commented that the SSC "would be the forefront high energy facility 
of the world and is essential for a strong and creative U.S. high energy 
physics program into the next century." See also EIS Volume l, Chapter 
2, Purpose and Need for Action. 

1085.08 

Comments noted. 

1086.01 

Possible fugitive dust control methods are mentioned in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3.2. Volume IV, Appendix 8 has been revised to 
show that fugitive dust emissions will be controlled to acceptable 
levels. 
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1086.02 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.4.2 discusses ozone background 
data and compliance status at the Illinois site. The EPA has designated 
the Illinois site area as nonattainment for ozone. 

1085.03 

See Cow.ment Response 1007.04. 

1087.01 

Comment noted. 

1087.02 

The draft EIS public finance analysis for Kendall County contained an 
error, which has since .been corrected {see Comment Response 41.02). The 
population figures employed in the final EIS, and the reasons for 
employing these figures, are discussed in Comment Response 41.0G. 

1087 •. 03 

The impacts of the SSC upon Kendall County are discussed in EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Sectlon 14.1.3.3. Table 14.1.3.3-5. The data in the 
Tables do not allow a direct comparison of those figures cited in the 
comment. See Comment Response 41.02. 

1088.01 

Comment noted. 

)088.02 

Comment noted. 

1088.03 

Comment noted. 

1088.04 

Comment noted. 

1088.05 

Comment noted. 

1088.06 

Comment noted. 
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1089.01 

Comments noted. 

1089.02 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 
16.3.3.3 presents the scenic and visual resources assessments and miti­
gation measures. The description of mitigation measures that can be 
evaluated during final project d'"sign include architectural solutions .. 
During that design phase it Is expected that some adjustments in siting 
may he poss i b 1 e, depend il'lg on techn i ca 1 considerations. Therefore, 
facility-by-facility mitigation measures r.mst be determined during that 
phase. The steps outl in1:d in the como.ent for exploring alternative w1y~ 
to mitigate the i ndustri a 1 character of the facilities are noted. A 1 so 
noted is the suggestion that the facilities can be treated architectur­
ally to appear residential in character or to simuhte agr'icultural 
structures. 

1090.01 

The !JOE is aware that there already are certain Federal lands, facil­
ities, and other resources that are located at Fermilab which would be 
available for use on SSC. We believe that the EIS gives' appropriate 
consideration to those factors. See EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 
3.4.3 and Volume IV, Appendix 1, Section 1.2.3. 

1090.02 

See Comment Response 1276.01. 

1090.03 

This EIS is based on State proposa1s alternatives prepared in response 
to the Invitation for Site Proposals and the conceptual design for the 
SSC. 

The DOE would consider a single campus design to the Illinois site plan 
if submitted by the State as a modification to the Illinois proposal. 

Alternative design plans will be considered in the Supplemental EIS for 
the selected site. 

1091.01 

Comment noted. 

1091.02 

See Comment Response 1047.02. 
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1091. 03 

Comments noted. 

1091.04 

Private land would be removed from the property tax base in the Oswego 
Township, Kendall County, Illinois, reducing the amount of revenue for 
local jurisdictions. The EIS analysis indicates that although there 
would be a long-term pr.operty tax revenue loss to Kendall County 
jurisdictions, there would also be a long-term increase in both direct 
and indirect tax revenue from project spending and from additional 
spending by SSC construct ion and ope rat ions workers. Ultimately, fi seal 
impacts on Kendall County are anticipated to produce no change, or 
slight positive effects (as corrected in Comment Response 41:02; the 
pub 1 i c finance analysis is presented in Volume IV; Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.3.D). 

The EIS did not specifically estimate the property tax loss to indi­
vidual jurisdictions below the county level, such as Oswego Township. 

As noted in Comment Response 1047.02, the effects of the SSC on land 
values in local communities are at present unknown; a prediction of 
decreased property values thus may be premature. 

1091.05 

The observation that the SSC buildings would appear to be out of place 
in any residential area is generally consistent with the analyses in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendices 13 and 16. In Volume IV, Appendix 13, Table 
13-3, the associated land use/zoning designation for intermediate access 
areas; interaction points, and experimental areas is light industrial. 
For service areas, the associated zoning is medium industrial. In areas 
zoned single-family residential, the degree of inconsistency with the 
SSC facilities noted is minor for intermediate access areas, interaction 
poi.its, and experimental areas, but major for service areas. 

In EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.3.l, it is stated that: 
"Residential land uses are not visually compatible with the proposed 
project because of the obvious functional and structural contrasts 
between project features and residences.• An exception occurs, as noted 
in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.10.3. Rural residential areas are 
often characterized with out-buildings, sheds, and small warehouse-1 ike 
structures similar to the intermediate access areas in scale and 
configuration. 

The specific impact of service areas on residential housing values is a 
secondary impact of the SSC (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.2). 
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1091.06 

The statement referred to by the comment is located in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 1, Section 1.4 and is quoted correctly. The public finance 

·analysis, which incorporated anticipated improvements in infrastructure 
r2quircd by the SSC, indicates that fiscal impacts on Kendall County are 
expected to produce no change or slight positive effects (see EIS Volume 
I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8). N.ote that anticipated ·increases in sewer 

·requirements were incorporated in the public finance analysis. See also 
Comment Response 41.02. · 

1091.07 

The public finance analysis for Kendall County indicates that slight 
positive fiscal impacts would occur to jurisdictions in the county (see 
the Errata for EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.D). The 
1 ast three factors mentioned are discussed in Comment Response 1091.06. 

1091.08 

Estimates of traffic on Illinois Route 34 and other major roads are 
presented In EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.C. As stated 
in this section of the EIS, the traffic would operate beyond capacity; 
however, during construction planning mHigations will be considered to 
remedy this situation (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.2.1.3.C.l.b.2). A more detailed·dlscussion of mitigation strategies 
will be included in the Supplemental EIS. 

1091.09 

The potential impacts on public school enrollments arising from SSC 
development were determined at the county level in Illinois from base-
1 ine educational service levels and projected school-age population 
increases (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.C.). These 
enrollment increases, anticipated to be 36 students in 1992 and 40 
students in 2000, are presented with other educational and public 
service impacts for Kendall County in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 
14.1.3.3-13. 

Cumulative fiscal effects on local jurisdictions in Kendall County as a 
resu.lt of the SSC were misstated in the EIS and are discussed in cor­
rected form in Comment Response 41.02. The fiscal analysis accounted 
for additional requirements in public service infrastructure and per­
sonnel. The fiscal impacts are anticipated to have no net effect, or 
produce slight net benefits, during the life of the project. 

1091.10 

Wastewater generated by the proposed Illinois SSC construction and oper-. 
at tons would not be handled by the treatment plant of Aurora Sanitary 
District. Wastewater increase results from in-migration induced by the 
SSC project would be distributed among sewage facilities throughout the 
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project area, including that of Aurora, and would represent only a minor 
increase at each facility. Wastewater and wastewater requirements 
related to the SSC are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.3.3. The impact assessment for wastewater at the Illinois site is 
included in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.3. 

1091.11 

As stated in the EIS, the Illinois Region of Influence (ROI) grew slowly 
over the past two decades, and it is expected to grow at a slow pace, 
relative to growth throughout the rest of the United States (see EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11.l). Other major projects antic­
ipated to occur in the ROI during the next decade are discussed in 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3. 

The no-action alternative (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.3) 
describes continued light industrial and suburban development for the 
ROI at the Illinois site. 

1091.12 

Comment noted. 

1093.01 

Comment noted. 

1093.02 

The DOE acknowledges that future changes in water supplies may alleviate 
the current burden on the aquifer systems in northeastern Illinois. It 
is. also acknowledged that a variety of alternative water resources may 
be made available to reduce SSC dependency on overdrafted aquifers. 
However, given current water supply plans, and a recognition that the 
SSC will depend on groundwater sources for at least some time, the EIS 
must state that impacts will occur. See al so Comment Response 1279 .115. 

1094.01 

Comment noted. 

1094.02 

These observations are consistent with those in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 15. 

1094.03 

Comment noted. 
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1094.04 

Comment noted. 

1095.01 

Coniment noted. 

1035.02 

The comment and suggestions for reducing the impact of truck traffic: 
g•~nerated due to the transportation of excavated materia.l s are rH>ted. 
foe maximum number of the trucks trips is estimated to be 480 per day 
with ten tunnel. boring machines (TBM's) operating. It is likely that an 
aver:ig;; of about six TBM's would operate simultaneously, producing about 
zsa truck loads per day. All TBM' s need not operate in the same arr; a, 
thus distributing traffic among the four proposed quarries. A temporary 
storage of about 3,000 yd 3 (72-hour operation) would be available near 
each shaft (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3) so that the 
spoils need not b·~ hauled as soon as produced. Truck routes and .hoars 
of operation wi! l be developed during the construction planning st age. 

In addition, the impacts of spoils truck traffic and measures to 
mitigate these imp~cts will be addressed in greater detail in the 
Supplemental EIS for the selected site. The public will be given the 
opportunity to review and comment on the draft Supplemental EIS in the 
same manner as this EIS. 

Routing truck traffic away from the areas of highest risk of accidents 
is proposed as a possible mitigation (EIS VoJume I, Chapter 3, Section 
3.6.3}. In addition, EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, SecUon 3.6.3 and Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.8.6.A have been revised and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.Z.l.3.C.l.b has been corrected in the Errata to incorporate mitigations 
recommended fo the comment. These available options, along with strength­
ening some local roads and providing traffic control services, could 
minimize traffic impacts. 

10.95.03 

The State of Illinois has proposed four quarries for the disposal of 
excavated material. The comment on the potential for increasing the 
disposal sites from four to seventeen is noted (see Comment Response 
ll99.02). 

The removal of excavated material through remotc;1y located shafts by 
transferring tunneled material through already-bored segments of the 
ring is not feasible because of post-tunneling activities, which would 
be occurring there. 

1095.04 

See Comment Response 1012.01. 
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1095.05 

Comment noted. 

1096.01 

Comments noted. 

1096.02 

See Comment Response 986.02. 

1096.03 

Comment noted. 

1097.01 

In the analysis of the socioeconomic effects of SSC construction and 
operations in the Illinois Region of Influence presented i~ the EIS 
{Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.A) indicates that a peak of 
almost 10,500 direct and secondary jobs would be created by the project. 
However, these jobs would be created in all major sectors of the economy 
{see the second paragraph of Comment Response 958.02). Changes in net 
revenues for the Illinois State government, and in the cumulative local 
government fiscal effects to jurisdictions in the primary impact 
counties of DuPage, Kane, and Kendall, are presented in Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.D. 

1097.02 

The cost estimates,used in the impact analysis for the EIS are discussed 
in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 2. 

1097.03 

Comment noted . 
• 

1097.04 

The reference to underground easements is not totally correct. Please 
see Comment Response 312.05 for definition of stratified fee. 

1097.05 

Comment noted. 

1097.06 

Comment noted. 
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1097.07 

In the EIS, the impacts identified under the no-action alternative (sec 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.3) would apply to Illinois if the SSC 
were sited in another state. 

1097.08 

Comment noted. 

1098.01 

Comment noted. 

1098.02 

Observations regarding growth trends are consistent with the analyses 
presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.10.1. See Comment 
Response 275.04 for a discussion of the DOE policy on lease-back 
arrangements." If lease-back is achieved, the project would serve as a 
means by which farmland is preserved. 

109&.03 

Comment noted. 

1098.04 

See Comment Response 983.04. 

1098.05 

The State's present proposal identifies disposal at existing quarry 
sites only {see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.3). After 
the proposal material was submitted to the DOE additional quarry owners 
who are willing to accept the spoils have been identified. It appears 
unlikely that any productive farmland will be required for spoils 
disposal. 

Hl9S .06 

Comment noted. 

1098.07 

See Comment Response 1279.18. Also see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.3.10.3 Errata. 

1098.08 

Comment noted. 
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1099.01 

Comment noted. 

1099.02 

The observation that land acquisition costs were outside th~ scope of 
t.h12 EIS is only partially correct. Since it is a state. rather than a 
federal responsibility, the cost of land was specifically excluded from 
the cost estimates included in the EIS (see E!S Volume IV, Appendix 2, 
Section 2.4.l 

However, sume costs to the states have tv:e~ considered in the cost 
estiraatioro process (see EIS Volume IV, Apµ1:ndix 2, Section 2.2.Z.3}. 

109'1. 03 

A cost breakdown in th~ EIS by state was considered unnecessary because 
cost was nilt a site selection decision factor. tis identified in EIS 
Volumt! IV, Appendix 2, Section 2.4.3, the construction phase cost only 
varied from -4 percent to +5 percent from the average cost of the seven 
sites. Since the accuracy of the cost estimate is within ± 10 percent, 
1t was te 1t that nri ances of -4 percent to +5 percent were not 
significant (see Volume III). se.2 also EIS Volume IV, Appendix 3, 
Section 2.l.3 on methodology for site selection. 

1099.04 

See Cow.ment Response 991.02. The final detailed decommissioning plan 
mentioned here will address the dataiil as~ed for in t.his comment. 

1099.05 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 
15.3.3.3 assesses the visual Impacts of SSC facilities and mitigation 
measures that should be considered during deta i 1 ed project design. 
Among the measures to be evaluated are berms and plantings. Measures 
would not be considered fully effective until the facilities would be 
totally screened from view. The success of screening would depend on 
viewing angles; elevation relative to the project; distance; and type, 
densitJ, and rate of growth of the selected plants. The amount and type 
of landscaping cannot be determined until final siting has occurred. 
These issues will be addressed in the Supplemental EIS for tile selected 
site. 

1099.06 

It is true that application of the model used for the other sites, based 
on average travel times for each region's metropolitan area commuters, 
would result in '!lore widespread population impact estimates for the 
Illinois region. Average travel times for most Chicago metropolitan 
area workers exceed those for Fermi lab worker$; however, the average • 
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Chicago area commuter encounters heavier traffic congestion. Evidence 
such as the residential distribution of Fermilab employees usually is 
sought to verify the accuracy of population allocation models, but such 
evidence normally is not readily available in a gi\•en region. The 
information on residential distribution of Fermilab employees reflects 
not only the average distance travelled by a sizable group of workers in 
western DuPage County, but al so the desirability and availability of 
residential opportunities within the region from the perspective of 
workers in western DuPage County. The main purpose of the allocation 
procedure is to estimate the distribution of residential choices made by 
in-migrant workers. Since many Fermilab employees are relatively new 
in-migrants to the area, it is reasonable to assume a similar pattern 
for SSC in-migration (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14). 

1099.07 

The analysis of public services is not sensitive to growth rates. 
Potential impacts to public service employment were estimated using a 
ratio defined as public employment per 1,000 population. The analysis 
of public services contained in the EIS was based upon these ratios as 
of 1982, which establish basic levels of service, and not upon absolute 
popuhtion size. Because of this the conclusions are not affected by 
recent population growth. 

1099.08 

See Comment Responses 13.02 and 1126.05. 

1099.09 

Comment noted. 

1100.01 

Comments noted. 

1100.02 

There is a potential for construction-related impacts to field tile 
drains in the southwest quadrant of the SSC ring at the proposed 
11 l i noi s site. The exact nature and magnitude of any impacts cannot be 
addressed before developing a site-specific design. However, general 
approaches that can be considered to avoid or mitigate impacts to tile 
drain systems. Areas cf subsurface disturbance at the site of an inter­
action hall or an access shaft will be considerably less than the total 
hnd area shown. It may be possible simply to avoid a drain line by 
minor shifts in the location of a shaft or excavation. Alternatively, 
it may be possible to relocate the drain line. Alternative field 
drainage can be provided if a specific drain line must be blocked by 
construction, and simple reorientation is not feasible .. 
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For tile drains lying beneath selected road or ra.il spurs, drainage 
continuity can be ensured by installing reinforced conduits a 1 ong the 
tile drain line. 

The Illinois General Assembly has a,:thorized the creation of the SSC 
>:onstruction Insurance Fund to ensure payinent to property owners for the 
full value of actual damage caused by construction of the SSC. Th:.'! EIS 
has been revised to include discussion of potential impacts to tile 
drain systems in EIS Volume l, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.2.l and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.3. 

1100.03 

See Comment Response 1100.02. 

1100.04 

A n11mber of possible mitigation measures have been identified to date 
(EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). Following selection of a site 
for the SSC, the DOE will prepare a Supplemental EIS to address in more 
detai I the impacts of constructing and operating the SSC at the selected 
site. The alternatives for mitigating those impacts wi 11 a 1 so be con­
sidered in detail at that time, including any which the State of 
Illinois has proposed. 
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1101. 01 

Comment noted. 

1101.02 

See Comment Response 991.02. 

1101.03 

See Comment Response 1276.01. 

1101.04 

Comment noted. 

IIOI.05 

Comment noted. 

1101.06 

Comment noted. 

1102. 01 

Refer to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, pp. A-3A to A-3l'i for enlarged par­
cel maps and al so see Comment Response 99? .01. 

1102.02 

Determination of the number of water wells that wi'll be lost as a result 
of siting the SSC is based on the location of the collider ring. No 
.significant radiological impacts to groundwater are expected from SSC 
ope rat ions. The potential for SSC-related contamination of groundwater 
supplies is discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6 and Vol­
ume IV, Appendices 10 and 12. 

To ensure that the public is well protected after the SSC is built, 
safety personnel at the SSC would establish and n;aintain radiation moni -
tori ng programs in accordance with applicable hea ith and safety criteria 
{see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Chapter 6, Section 6.3.2). 
Typically, these programs include routine analysis of surface and 
groundwater samples, as well as samples cf air and soil. The results 
from the monitoring programs shall serve to provide warning of potential 
radio l ogi cal impacts and a 11 ow for timely implementation of appropriate 
mitigative measures to ensure protection cf the public. Se\! al so 
Comment Response 658.06. 
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1102 .03 

The DOE is confident that the SSC can be safely built and operated with­
out harmful exposures to radiation in a community that is experiencing 
growth and development. EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.1, which 
was cited in the commenter's letter, does not imply that radiation ex­
posures will increase and pose a hazard to the public. This section of 
the EIS indicates that the SSC will be designed in such a way that ex­
posures to radiation will be minimized. The EIS has also considered the 
socioeconomic impacts on communities near the proposed area for the SSC, 
and this analysis took into account current trends at the site (see 
Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.9.l) and potential impacts (Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.8 and 5.2.12). 

The EIS identified the locations of the quarries to be used at the 
Illinois site where excavated materials would be placed (see Volume V, 
Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.3 and Figure 10.2.3-5). Potential radiation 
exposures to the public during construction, which would arise. from 
radon releases from excavated materials, was also considered in the EIS 
(see Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.1.6-1). This table indicates that a 
maxim1lly exposed individual could experience a dose equivalent of 

·0.002 mrem/yr from all exposure pathways (including radon and its 
progeny) during construction. This level of exposure is less than 
1/1000 of background radiation levels in Illinois (401 mrem/yr) and well 
below the DOE guideline of 100 mrem/yr. (Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 
6.3.2). 

1102. 04 

See Comment Response 1007 .04. · 

The SSC-related emissions of CO, NOx and VOCs during operations are 
almost entirely (greater than 95 percent) due to off-site commuter 
traffic. The emissions resulting from this traffic constitute a 
fraction of a percent of the existing traffic contributions of these 
pollutant emissions. 

1102.0S 

The DOE published its "Invitation for Site Proposals for the Supercon­
ducting Super Collider (SSC)" in April of 1987. Propos~ls were accepted 
from that date through September·2, 1987. Also see Conunent Response 
871.01. 

1102.06 

Comment noted. 

1103.01 

The final configuration of the SSC including surface facilities not be 
determined until the final design phase at the selected site. The pro­
posals represent site adaptations of the conceptual design, and this EIS 

llOll 150335882 



i'i based on these adaptations. The Supplemental EIS wi11 include more 
detailed analysis of the selected site and its specific design 
alt;;rnatives. 

l:G.3.02 

Se2 Comment Responses 18.03 (groundwater quality impacts), 533.03 
(groundwater quantity impacts), and 870.04 (groundwater radic~ogical 
. t ) 1mpac .. s . 

1103.03 

See Comment Responses 13.02 and 710.01. 

1103.04 

Comment noted. 

1103.05 

It is recognized that land acquisitions would have impacts which di ff er 
from those which can be monetarily compensated. 1he pr.:>posing Stat" is 
responsible for land acquisition. See Comment Response 880.04. 

1103.06 

Comment noted. 

1104.01 

There will be minor inflow into the tunnel after the construction phase 
(see Comment Response 1279 .141). Every effort will be made to reuse 
and/or. reinject this groundwater, thereby avoiding simply storing it in 
ponds or discharging it to surface drainages. The incident at Fermilab 
noted in the conummt is discussed fo Coor.ment Response 1104.04. 

1104.02 

The water infiltrating the tunnel may include existing radioactive con­
stituents, principally radium-226 (Ra-226) and radium-228 {Ra-228), 
which occur natur·ally in the groundwater. In deep wells in the vicinity 
of the proposed Illinois SSC site, where both of these elements were 
measured, their combined cor.centrat ions ranged from 6 pC i/1 to 25. 3 
pCi/1; the latter includes the highest individual concentrations, namely 
15.2 pCi/l of Ra-226 and 10.1 pCi/1 of Ra-228 .. Where only one or the 
other was measured, concentrations as low as 0.4 pCi/l cf Ra-226. and 
2. I pC i/l of Ra-226 were reported. These wells obtain water from the 
Cambrian-Ordovician bedrock, which underlies the upper bedrock where the 
tunnel would be constructed. The radium concentrations in the ground­
waters surrounding the tunnel are expected to be lower. These deep 
groundwaters are currently being used for drinking water supplies, in­
cluding community water systems. With suitable treatment (technology is 
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available) or mixing with shallow groundwaters, the concentrations can 
be reduced below the current U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
interim drinking water standard of 5 pCi/l for Ra-225 plus Ra~22s. This 
is being accomplished by many community water supplies in Illinois. 

lhe principal radioactivity potentially being added by the SSC to 
\ftotrndwaters are sodium-22 (Na-22) and tritium (H-3}. At a wen 150 ft 
from the turmf!i, the maximum concentration in the groundwater could be 
8.1 pCi/m1 of Na-22 and 121 pCi/ml of H-3, in the case of a highly m:-
1ik.::1y worst-case accident (i.e., beam loss). Since the water entering 
a well woi.lld be di luted b_y grouneh1ater not affected by the accident, the 
water pumped frcm the well would have a maximum of 0.0051 pCi/m1 of 
Na-22 a:.d 0.076 pCi/ml of H-3. The EPA drinking water standards based 
on drinking a quart per day for one year, are 0.5 pCi/ml for Ha-22 and 
20 pCi/m1 for H-3. 

The radioacti•tity in the sump water inside the m1dergrour.d facilities 
dur i r.g SSC ope rat ions was not determined. The groundwater directly ad­
jacent to the tunnel for the wo;-st-case accident would have concentra­
tions of 116 pCi/ml of Na-22 and 438 pCi/ml of H-3. Since this accident 
would affect only a small volume of groundwater (very near the location 
of tile beam loss), the sump water concentrations, being diluted by un­
affected groundwaters, would be much less. Nevertheless, the sump water 
will be monitored for radioactivity and contaminants, and special 
treatment, where necessary, will be used in its disposal. 

The radioactivity, being added to the groundwater during normal SSC 
operations, although non-zero, wo~ld be much less than from a beam loss 
even when factored over the life of the SSC. Thus the radiological 
effects of the SSC on groundwater accessible to wells and on the sump 
water in the underground facilities will be well below allowable levels 
permitted by standards. 

The small vo1ume of water infiltrating the excavations, including the 
tunnel, during the SSC operational period will be combined with the 
cooling water b1owdown water or sanitary effluents for treatment before 
fip.al disposal to surface waters, seepage ponds, or leach fields. Any 
water which has been in an active beam area, and therefore has the 
potential for radioactivation, will be monitored and treated accor· 
dingly. Radioactive liquid waste will be treated and solidified prior 
to disposal at an approved low-level radioactive waste facility. The 
radiological impacts of the SSC on groundwater are discussed in Volume 
I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6 and in Volume IV, Appendix 12, Sections 
12.3.1.l and 12.4.1.1. See also Comment Responses 870.04 and 1200.04. 
1104.03 . 

See Comment Response 1104.04 

1104 .04 

The geology of the sites are suitable for the SSC. The loss of magnets 
during the early days at Fermilab was not the result of geology of the 
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site. The cause was moisture in the form of humidity from air being 
used to ventilate the tunnel. The Fermilab tunnels were not heated, but 
the tunnel, being below the surface, was considerably warmer than the 
ambient surface temperature during the winter months. When the cold 
magnets were initially installed, moisture from the tunnel air condensed 
on them. Where the coil insulation was not perfect, shorts developed 
which required the affected magnets to be replaced. 

l ]()4 .05 

See Comment Response 1279.141. 

1104.06 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7 .2.2.2.A notes the possible net:d for 
sump pumps to control groundwater fl ow into the SSC tunnel duri n<J normal 
operation. It also suggests the use of grouting or lining for tunnels, 
and slurry walls or freezing for shafts as control techniques that <l<> 
not rely on modifying water levels. 

The impact of such problems was estimated on a preliminary basis using 
data sources related to SSC sitinq studies. Should the Illinois site be 
selected as the SSC site, a Supplemental EIS will be prepared that ad­
dresses this concern in more detail a~d suggests appropriate mitigation 
measures. (See EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.) 

1105.0I 

SSC support structures will not be located in floodplains if at all pos­
sible. When it is necessary for a structure to encroach a floodplain, 
several mitigative measures are available. One potential mitigation 
wo:.11d be re'locating, at project design stage, surface structures ·in 
flood fringe rather than in floodway (structures located in a flood 
fringe typically do not significantly raise upstream flood elevation). 
Other potential mitigations include elevating the structures, diverting 
the str.eam, and improving the channel to reduce flood stage {see EIS 
Vo1m!le I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Volume IV, Appendix 7}. 

1W5.02 

The closest creek to the oon,;yard, which is a shielded storage area for 
activated .~quipment/shielding and not a disposal or dump site, is Kress 
Creek, and it is located 1,500 ft away. The radioactivity in the equip­
ment and shielding blocks is contained within the material and is not a 
source of contamination to Kress Creek. The direct radiation from the 
equipment is shielded to maintain exposures as low a~ reasonably achiev­
able (ALAAA). In the operating history of Fermilab, no accelerator­
produced radionuclides have been detected in the water from the creeks 
or rivers near the laboratory. 
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1105. 03 

A typical service area is depicted in EIS Vi>lume I, Chapter 3, Figure 
3-5. A portion of the service area (less than an acre) wili be taken up 
by liquid nitrogen, liquid helium, and helium gas storage tanks. Both 
nitrogen and helium are nontoxic, nonflammable materials that are 
natural components of air. The potential impacts on the public from the 
storage of these materials at the service areas are discussed in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.4.2. Each service area also includes 
access shafts to the co1lider tunnel and ventilation ducts for the alr 
circulation system. No gases will be released from these shafts or 
ducts. 

Noise produced by the service area during the operations phase is dis­
cussed in Volume I,. Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4, am1 in detail in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 9. The sour.d produced by activities at the service 
area is expected to reach an outside day-night average sound level of 
55 dBA at 450 ft away from the property line. As noted in Volume IV, 
Appendix 9, 55 dBA is the EPA-recommended maximum outside day-night 
average sound level for residential areas. Sound at this level would 
not be disturbing at the new grade school. 

1105.04 

See Comment Response 223.03. 

1105.05 

Comment noted. 

1105.06 

The intersection of Burr and Balcum Roads is situated approximately 
0.75 mi south of the collider arc ring and approximately 1.5 mi west of 
service area F-8, well away from areas identified in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 9 as being impacted by noise. Should the Illinois site be 
s·e1ected, an analysis of future land uses would be considered as part of 
the Supplemental EIS. 

1106.01 

5ee Comment Response 734.0l. 

1106.02 

Comment noted. 

1106.03 

See Comment Response 709.02. 
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1106 .04 

See .Comment Response 1548.133. 

1106.05 

See Comment Responses 1106.10 and 1272.02. 

1106 .06 

Utilization of existing sewage treatment plants in Durham and other 
municipalities is only one of the alternatives considered in the EIS. 
If treatment capacity of existing plants is not adequate to support the 
SSC, package treatment plants could be installed. Further detailed dis­
cussion of available alternatives is presented in Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Section 7.1.3.5.F. If the city of Durham's treatment plant is to be 
used, an agreement with the city would be required. 

Water requirement for the far cluster will be obtained from Mayo Reser·· 
voir owned by Carolina Power and Light Company, rather than Lake Michie. 
See revised Table 3-3 in Volume I, Chapter 3. 

1106.07 

See Comment Response 1548.137. 

1106.08 

Comment noted. 

1106.09 

Co1mnents noted •. See Comment Responses 1106.lO and 1272.02. 

1106 .10 

With the current 'proposed posit ion of the SSC, facilities E2 ( i ntermed­
i ate access} near elevation 470 ft and J2 (abort/external beam access) 
near elevation 400 ft are located near the Flat River. These encroach­
ments are discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2 and Voh!me 
IV, Appendix 7, Section 7 .1. 3. 5. There are proposed access roads con­
necting E2 and J2 and other SSC surface facilities. 

Transportation issues are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.2.1.3.E. Figure 14.2,1-6 shows the current proposed position of 
access roads. Detailed road designs and locations will be described in 
the Supplemental EIS prepared for the selected site. See also Comment 
Response 1272.02. 
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1106 .11 

The SSC will need an average of about 1,100 galfmtn of industrial water, 
mostly for cooling purposes. Of this amount, an average of about aoo 
gal/min will be lost through evaporation from the cooling towers, leav­
ing an average of about 300 gal/min blowdown water which could be re­
cycled after treatment (i.e., removal of the dissolved salts). Thus the 
dissolved salts in the,blowdown water are concentrated roughly by a 
factor of 3 to 4 rather than 20 as suggested in the comment. Slight 
differences from these averages are expected at specific sites, depend­
ing on climatic conditions and the chemical composition of the water 
supply. These details will be CDnsidered in the final design of the 
SSC. See Colllllent Response 703.0'l witlr respect to the potential treat­
ment of the blowdown water at the proposed North Carolina site and the 
DOE's intention not to use heavy metals in cooling water conditioners. 
See also Volume IV, Appendix IO, Section 10.3.3.3.E with· respect to 
cooling tower bl owdown treatment and di sposa 1 • Water qua l fty data for 
surface waters in the vicinity of the proposed North Carolina site are 
summarized in Table S.5.2-3 of Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.2.l. 

1106 .12 

The use of the SSC tunnel as a water supply conduit would depend on the 
degree of need and economics at the time of the proposed use. It is 
inappropriate to predict the outcome at this time. The DOE would 
examine alternative uses of the tunnel at tire tfme tire di!conunlssion.ing 
decision is made. A NEPA review would be conducted for· all feasible 
a 1 tern at i ves. 

1106.13 

Colllllent noted regarding the restriction the SSC would place on the City 
of Durham's planned impoundment on the Fl at River. Some port 1on of the 
proposed SSC site would be inundated if nearby segments of the Flat 
River are impounded. That may include project area J2 which is along 
the Flat River at an approximate elevation of 400 ft. At this time it 
is.. difficult to determine the exact extent of inundation because tha SSC 
and proposed dams are all in the proposal or planning stage. However, 
it is likely that the construction of the SSC in this present location 
would preclude Durham's future intention of impounding the Flat River. 

This impact is added to the EIS in response to the conrnent (EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5.G and Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.2.4). 

1106.14 

The maps provided with the comment have been used as an aid in reassess­
ing the potential impacts of the SSC on future elqlansion of the Durham 
water supply system. See Comment Responses 1106.10 and 1272.02. 
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1108.01 

It is DOE policy that Fermilab will continue to operate if the SSC were 
to be placed ln another location (EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.3). 

1109.01 

Colflllents noted. 

1109.02 

See Conunent Responses 979.02 and 1279.115. 

1109.03 

Comment noted. 

1110.01 

The passage is excerpted from Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5 .1.10. C in 
the DEIS but is quoted incorrectly. The subject of the passa.ge is the 
visual impact of facility F7 on views from the residential subdivisions 
in the immediate area, as well as those from Empire Road. These views 
are considered to be highly and moderately sensitive, respectively, and 
the impacts to be potentially significant. 

1110.02 

Comment noted. 

1110.03 

Comment noted. 

III0.04 

See Conunent Response 1279.115. 

1110.05 

See Comment Response 877.01. 

1110.06 

See Comment Response 880.04. 

1110.07 
' 

See Comment Response 846.03. 
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1110.08 

Comment noted. 

111I.01 

Comments noted. 

1111.02 

The observations made are correct for only those portions of western 
DuPage nearest the northern edge of the near cluster area. See Comment 
Response 973.01 for a discussion of population growth in northeastern 
Illinois. See Comment Response 710.01 regarding land acquisition plans. 

1111.03 

See Comment Response 979.02. 

111I.04 

See Comment Response 1021.05. 

111I.05 

The federal Noise Control Act of 1972 (amended by the Quiet Communities 
Act of 1978) requires the DOE to comply with all state and local regula­
tions concerning environmental noise limits. The noise limits set by 
the State of Illinois Rules and Regulations, Title 35, Subtitle H 
(Noise) that would protect communities adjacent to SSC operating loca­
tions are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3.5.B.2. 
The Federal Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regula­
tions protect employees from unsafe working conditions, e.g., hearing 
damage, and are not applicable to community environmental noise limita­
tion. Hearfng loss (permanent threshold shift) occurs when persons are 
exposed to noise levels well above 75 dBA essentially continuously for 
8 hours or more, 5 days per week. The DOE is committed to utilizing 

·whatever mitigation technologies would be necessary to ensure compliance 
with Illinois law. (EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.) · 

1111.06 

See Comment Response 1292.05. 

1111.07 

As stated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.3.2, the endang­
ered bald eagle and peregrine falcon are migrant species rarely present 
in the region. These species are principally associated with large 
bodies of water. Peregrines in particular may forage over wetlands if 
there are plentiful waterfowl and shorebirds. The generally accepted 
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reasons for these species' decline and subsequent listing as endangered 
Include habitat loss disturbance, illegal shooting, ;nd pesticide con­
tamination. 

Although the SSC would result in the loss of habitat (approxlmatAly JOO 
acres}, including some wetland acreage, direct impacts to the;:e s;;ecies 
are considered minimal. The State of Illinois does not have a la.,. to 
protect or regulate the use of natural habitats or wetlands. H0•,,2ver, 
the DOE will comply with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, Executive 
Order and DOE's regulations regarding wetlands protection (10 CFR1022). 

1111.08 

The evaluation in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.5 identifies con­
struction-related impacts to the local area and its residents. The 
majority of the residents in the region of the SSC site would be at 
distances of several hundred ft or more from road construction. The 
noisiest phases of road construction (clearing, grubbing, and earthwork) 
which include the use of dozers, scrapers, and haul trucks typically 
would be completed within approximately a I-month period at th~ locatiw1 
of a specific homesite along the route. This road construct ion act ivi t 1 
would be no different ir; character than any normal highway construction 
and maintenance activity (see EIS Volume IV, Appendices 1 and 9). 

There would be no cut-and-cover collider ring tunnel construction at th" 
Illinois SSC site. During the tunnel-boring phases, spoils hauling 
trucks would operate only during normal daytime working hours. Spoils 
hauling operations could peak (for only about a 2-mo period) at a maxi­
mum of 288 truckloads p.er day of excavated materials, when six tunnel 
boring machines would operate simultaneously. All spoils hauling activ­
ity would be completed within a total period not exceeding 3 years (see 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix l}. 

1111.09 

Comment noted. 

1113.01 

See Comment Response 1276.01. 

1113. 02 

Ihe visual impacts of Facility £9 are addressed in EIS Volume IV, Appen­
dix 16, Section 16.3.3.3. Due to the close proximity of the proposed 
site for the faci 1 ity to Country Club Road and the residences along it, 
the visual impact would be significant. The other facilities mentioned 
in the comment are service areas. The visual impact of these is noted 
where moderately to highly sensitive views would be affected. See EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.2.3.2 for criteria for sensitivity. 
See also COftlllent Response 85!1.04, whkh addresses the question of why 
certain of these and other faci1 ities were not mentioned in the scenic 
and visual resources assessments. 
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Noise produced during construction and operations at service areas are 
addressed in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4 and in Volume IV, Appen­
dix 9. Analysis presented in Appendix 9 indicates that noise produced 
by the service area during operations will reach a day-night average 
sound level of 55· dilA within 450 ft away from the service area property 
line. Currently, approximately 45 people live in areas that will have a 
day-night <iverage sound level of between 55 and 60 dBA because of ser­
vice area operations. It is anticipated that the DOE will consider dur­
ing detail design mitigations to minimize the sound impact of service 
area operations in areas where·residences are located. {EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6.) 

1113.03 

See Coin~ent Response 1276.01 

1113~04 

See Cow~ent Response 710.01. 

1113. 05 

Comment noted. 

1113.06 

Comment noted. 

1114.01 

1114 .02 

See Comment Response 979.02. 

1114 .()3 

Results presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14 from the survey report by 
the Center for Governmental Studies Public Opinion laboratory were based 
on telephone interviews with a random sample of 600 residents of the 
Illinois study area taken in the last week of March and first week of 
April 1987. A sample of 600 individuals would be expected to be accu­
rate to within plus or minus 4 percent based on a total group size up to 
100 times the sample. 

1114.04 

The EIS summarizes the conclusions of the report in the comment (Center 
for Governmental Studies, "An Overview of Citizen Reactions to the 
Proposed Superconducting Super Collider in Illinois", April 1987) per­
taining to concerns over adverse effects of the SSC {EIS Volume IV 
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Appendix 14, Section 14.L3.3). The EIS also lists results of letter 
tabulations received in Illinois as part of the scoping process con­
ducted in February 1987 (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.10.2). 

lll4.05 

SSC-related effects on the quality of life in local communities and the 
social well-being of particular groups within those cormnunities wi11 
depend upon the settlement patterns of SSC-related workers and their 
hmil ies and upon the ability of local communities to respond to the 
growth effects. The capacity of communities to adapt to growth vari!::s 
according to the ability cf the com.11tmity to plan and finance needed 
hcil ities and services and by their past experience with development. 
Social disruption will vary depending on the rate of population groftth 
that the cor..munity experiences. While one cannot predict at an ir.di­
vid!Jal level what kind cf oeople will settle in a community, ".<;,eri~'1ce 
related to Fermilab dces indicate that in-migrating operatiur.s )Jersunnel 
and their families collectively have had a positive influence ir. t'.:eir 
new communities. The issues of quality of life and social w1?li 0 being 
are addressed in the EIS in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.5. 

1114.06 

CGmment noted. 

S::;if. >hcrt- and lor,g-tcrm impacts on the qJal ity of life alo;;g the fox 
R i vei· WG~: 1 d oc::ur ii the SSC w0ul d be bu i 1t at the propc sed !11 i noi s 
si1e. 

Short-term impacts on surface and groundwater quality will occiir as a 
result of SSC construction and operations activities, but these will be 
held to negligible le'{els through various control techniques (see Ccm­
m<:nt Response 18 . .03}. Im;iacts on shallow water ta1}1es will tie negl igi­
bfo during both construction and opera.tions, but effects on the regional 
ovi:rdraft of the deep aquifers are e:qiected during SSC ope rat i 011 s (see 
Cc%11ent Response 533.03). For more details on the proposed Illinois 
site, see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.L3.3 and 7.2.3.3 for 
proj<>cted water resources impacts, and Volume IV, Appendix 10, Sections 
10. 2 .3. 3. C, 10 .3 .3 .1, 10. 3. 3. 2, and 10.3 .3 .3 for waste management p 1ans. 
Radiological impacts of the project are expected to be negligible {see 
Comment Response 870.04 and EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Sf~ction 5.1..6.2.A). 
Also, see Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6. 

There would be a temporary disturbance of the peaceful environment due 
to noise and traffic during the construction of nearby service roads, 
tunnel sections, and collider service and access facilities. See Volume 
IV, Appendix 9, Sect ions 9.1.3. l, 9.1. 3. 2, and 9.1.3. 5. Increased noise 
and traffi.c at nearby SSC areas and roads. would be small during the SSC 
operations. See Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6. 
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Although the tunnel would cross the Fox River at two locations, the 
excavation would be entirely by underground tunnel boring techniques, 
without any visible effects on the Fox River itself. Permanent visual 
impacts would result from structures at nearby service and access 
facilities. See Volume IV, Appendix 16, Sections 16.3 (paragraphs on 
sector service areas and intermediate access facilities) and 15.3.3. 
See Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6. 

A general change in quality of life could occur as a result of SSC­
induced population growth, although this would be small in comparison to 
the effects of expected general population and economic growth. See 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3. 

1115.02 

The proposed site for the SSC in Illinois was chosen by the St;;te cf 
111 inois. The u0£ established requirements for the SSC facility includ­
ing the topography and geulogy of the proposed site, the availability of 
land, and necessary utilities, and the physical and socioeconomic envi­
ronment of the site (see EIS Volume III, Chapter· 1, Section 1.1.}. 

Hunting, fishing, envirnnmental education, and bird watching are not 
expected to be negati.vely impacted by construction of the SSC at the 
Illinois site. A significant portion of the facility, l;hat is, the 
tunnel, will be below ground. The EIS identifies river crossings of the 
tunnel, but these crossings will be deep underground, particularly in 
Il 1-i noi s. The Fermil ab currently serves as a nature preserve and the 
SSC areas may also ;:rovide open space, bird habitat-, and animal/prairie 
refuges. 

1115.03 

A comparison of impacts at the seven site alternatives is given in 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.4. All sites analyzed meet the site 
selection criteria; the site selection process was conducted in a 
manner described in Volume III, Chapter 1. 

1116. 01 

Comment noted. 

1116.02 

Comment noted. 

1116.03 

Costs of construction at the proposed site is one of the criteria 
involved in the selection process. Because of the limitations in the 
accuracy of the life-cycle cost estimates and the relatively narrow 
ran.ge of those estimates, costs are not considered :to .be a :strong 
discrtminator among the sites. 
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1116.04 

Curn"lsnt noted. 

1116.05 

11J.6.06 

;{s stated in the EIS, the employment base of the 111irwis Region of 
Inf1t~enca {RG!) gr2vc1 s1ow1.Y bct 1d~en 1~69 and 1984 relative tc rest of 
the United States (s~e Vo1ur.1e lV, Append·ix 5, Section· 5.3bll.1) .. Ms·re 
recently, the?re h'.ls been evidence of an increased level of ecor.cmic 
growt!; in the region. This evidence includes decreasing 1.memployrr'.ent 
rates at the same time as the number of workers in the labor force was 
incn:;;.sing. For exampie, the ROI labor force grt,•1 by 2.7 pP.rcent be­
tween 1934 and 1985 while the region recorded a drop in unemployw.ent 
rates frcm 10.5 percent in 1982 to 6.5 percent in 1987. !Jr;Page Cc:rnt.y's 
·1 ab::ir force gi·ew by 17 .3 percent between 1984 and 1985 while the county 
unemp 1oym~rn t rate dropped from 8. 2 percent in 1 S33 to 4 .1 p!.!rcent in 
1937. Kane County's labor force grew by 4.8 percent between 1933 and 
1S84 and by 2.3 percent between 1985 and 1936 while the unernµ1oyment 
r;ite dropped frcm 12.3 percent in 1982 to 5.1 pzrcent in 1987. Kendall 
Cou;ity's labor force gre1<1 by 3.6 percent between 1984 and 1985 while the 
county 1.memploymer.t rate dropped frot~ 11.4 percent in 1982 tn 5.5 percent 
in 1927 .. 

As discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.A, increased 
economic activity in the Illinois ROI would accompany the SSC's con­
struction and ope1·~.tions in Il1fr1ois--beyor::::I the level of economic 
activity and growth currently found in the region without the SSC. 

llHi.07 

T~a EIS recognizes the existing groundwater overdraft in the region of 
the proposed I!linois SSC site and tile plans of so'lle communities for· 
future reliance on surface water sources includi119 lake Michigan and the 
Fox River. Strict controls are planned <luring beth the constrvction and 
Cpi!rations of the SSC that wo111d minimize impacts on both surface and 
c;roundwater quality. Th<.i DOE plans to monitor effects of SSC construc­
tion and operations on water qu3lity and supply, ·including water tables, 
~nd to implement remedial actions if necessary. More detailed plans 
than those described in the EIS will be included in a site-specific 
Supplemental EIS. See also Comment Responses 533.03 (water supply), 
18.03 (groundwater quality), and 870.04 (radiological effects on 
groundwater). 

1116.08 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.3.3 evaluates the scenic and 
visual impacts of the project and mitigation measures which should be 
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considered during final design. See al so \10.l ume I, ChiiJ)ter 3, Section 
3. 6. Among those to be consldered are .archoitectura 1 t,r.eatment to 
reduce the industrta'l appearance .of the structures .and making them less 
obtrusive. 

1116.09 

The comment is correct in notlng that the construction traffic and asso­
ciated noise will not occur continuously at any specific homesite for 7 
to 8 years. A construction schedule indicating the duration of detailed 
construction activities is given in Figure 1.1-13 of the £IS (Volume IV, 
Appendix 1). 

1117.01 

Comment noted. 

1117.02 

Comment noted. 

1117.03 

Impacts to water levels and water quality which may result from SSC 
construction and operations are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Sections 7.2.2 and 7.2.3.3. 

Impacts on s.pecific we 11 s have not been assessed, but .would be evaluated 
fo 11 owing the development of the final SSC design for the selected site. 
See Comment Responses 18 .• 03 (groundwater quality,), !ill •. 03 (groundwater 
supply) and 1133.02 (potential compensation for impacted well owners). 

1117. 04 

See Comment Response 1117.03 regard:ing the potential impact .on water 
table. 

The potential for SSC- re1 ated ·rad:i o l og:i.ca:J .contamination .of groundwater 
supplles is discus.sed in the EIS in .Vo1ume T, Chapter .5, .Section .5.L6; 
Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section :10.1.3; and .Volume I.V, Appendix 12 .. , 
Sections 12.3.l and 12.4.1. The material contained there:in .can be sum­
marized as fol'lows: Among the secondary p.artlc:les produced when the 
collider .beam ·strikes a .material, sodium-tz (Na-22) and tr.itium (H-.3). 
have half-liv.es suff'~fien1ly Jo~ to merit c.onsidera.ti.on of the pos:£i:ble 
consequences. Accorcnngly, the potential of off-site migration v.ia a 
groundwater pathway was considered and the impacts evaluated. Migration 
of Na-22 and H-3 in groundwater has been numerically modelled for the 
accidental loss of beam for each affected SSC site alternative. A com­
prehensive description of this analysis is provided in the £IS, Volume 
IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.2.3.l.C. The annual dose equivalents de­
rived from the model for the Illinois site indicate that the radionuc­
lide concentration in a nearby well (50 m from the source) which is used 
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for normal daily consumption of water for an entire year would be 
0.044 mrem/yr (EIS, Volume IV, Appendix 12, Table 12.2.3-6). This level 
greatly overestimates that which could be expected under normal oper­
ating conditions and is considerably less than the EPA public drinking 
water standard of 4 mrem/yr (40 CFR 141). See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 
12, Section 12.2.3.1. 

1117.05 

Comment noted. 

1118.01 

Comment noted. 

1118.02 

The comment with respect to the potential contamination of the aquifer 
in the Newark Valley is noted. Solid nonradioactive wastes generated by 
the SSC would be disposed at two existing landfills, the Settlers Hill 
landfill and the Winnetka municipal landfill. The incremental effects 
of the SSC would be negligible. See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.3.8.2; Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3.A.4; and Appendix 10, Section 
10.3.3.2.C. 

An average of about 1,100 gal/min of cooling water will be needed, of 
which an average of about 800 gal/min will be lost through evaporation 
from the cooling towers, leaving an average of about 300 gal/min 
blowdown water which could be recycled after treatment (i.e., removal of 
the dissolved salts). See also EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.3.3.3.C. 

Ferrnilab is using Fox River and local surface drainage water for cooling 
water and groundwater for potable water. Groundwater is proposed to be 
the principal source of water for all SSC on-site needs and the assoc­
iated population growth. The potential use of surface water sources, 
including Lake Michigan and the Fox River, was recognized in the EIS. 
No credit was given this possibility, however, since plans by local 
communities were not sufficiently firm for consideration during the 
expected life of the project. Nevertheless, some of the water currently 
being used by Fennilab could eventually become available for the·ssc 
operations. This would reduce the incremental water needs at the pro­
posed Illinois site. See also Volume IV, Appendix.5, Section 5.3.2.l 
and 5.3.2.2.C; and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 1'.1.3.3.G, and Section 
7.2.3.3.A.1 and'B.1. 

1118.03 

Comment noted. 
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1119.0! 

Comments noted. 

1120.01 

Comment noted. 

1121.01 

See Comment Response 1013.01. 

1121. 02 

See Comment Response 1013.01. 

1121.03 

See Comment Response 1279.115. 

1121.04 

See Comment Response 1279.llS. 

1121. 05 

The land use observations.are consistent with the analyses presented in 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.10 and Volume IV, Appendix 13, 
Section 13.1. See Comment Response 1369.09. Noise impacts are dis­
cussed in summary fashion in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4 and in 
more detail in Volume IV, Appendix 9. 

1121.06 

Comment noted. 

1122 .01 

See Convnent Response 853.01. 

1122. 02 
. 

The Illinois groundwater data presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, 
Table 4-13 were collected by the State of Illinois in·the region of pro­
posed SSC site. The health impacts from radiation during SSC operation 
have been assessed in Appendices 10 and 12 of Volume IV. There are no 
measurabie adverse impacts from cumulative effects of exposure to radium 
in drinking water and exposure to radiation from SSC operations. The 
dose equivalent to the population at large from SSC operations is prim­
arily through the air pathway and is less than 0.001 percent of that 
from background radiation. 
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ll22.03 

Tables 4-8 and 4-9 in Volume I, Chapter 4 gave statistics pertaining to 
radon levels present fn living spaces and in basements in the regions of 
the proposed sites. Information was based primarily on the data col­
lected by the University of Pittsburgh Radon Project and its successor, 
The Radon Project, up to August 1987. Detailed data were presented in 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.3.6-1. 

ll22.04 

See Comment Response 1122.03. 

ll23. 01 

See Comment Response 710.01. 

ll23. 02 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix I, Section 1.2.3.4 describes the correct pro­
posed placement of Intermediate Access Area EB. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 
5, Section 5.3.10.2.4 has been revised accordingly. Also see Comment 
Response 710.01. 

ll23.03 

See Comment Response 710:.01. 

ll23. 04 

Comment noted. 

1123. 05 

The observation is correct. The site for EB would be along Denker Road 
from 500 to 700 ft north of the entrance to the subdivision, and not 
directly across from that entrance as stated in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.10. The conclusion concerning the visual impact of ES drawn 
from the EIS in this section is consistent with the impact expected for 
EB if sited as proposed. The facility would be fully in view and about 
0.2 mi from the new homes being built. The text of the EIS has been 
revised and corrected in the Errata to reflect the correct location. 
The affected sections are Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.10.3.C, and 
Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.3.3.I, respectively. 

1123.06 

Comment noted. 

1123.07 

Comments noted. 
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1124 .01 

See Comment Response 816.01. 

1124.02 

The comment as stated reflects the road improvement plan described in 
the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11.2.A.l. That plan, in 
turn, was based on the proposal made by the State of Illinois. 

1124.03 

The comment on the highway improvement program for the site is noted. 
Also see Comment Response 1012.01. 

1124.04 

The comments on the region's transportation facilities and improvement 
plans are noted. Also see Comment Response 1012.01. 

1125.01 

Commoent noted. 

1126.01 

Corrmient noted. 

1126.02 

Pertinent information which was not fo the draft is presented in the 
Errata and Revisions for EIS Volume I, Chapter 5 and Volume IV, 
Appendix 9. 

The distribution of residences and schools for the seven SSC sites was 
compiled from current USGS 7-li2 minute quadrangle sheets and from ob­
s&rvations recorded by the DOE during site visits. This information was 
augmented by results of analysis of aerial photographs to quantitatively 
deterraine population distribution in the vicinity of each SSC site. 
Where applicable, current information from school administrators was 
obtained to complete the location and population information. Pertinent 
new information is presented in the Errata and Revisions for EIS Volume 
I, Chapter 5. 

The Supp1ementa1 EIS for, the selected site will address the, populations 
numbers and distribution at a level of detail which will identify each 
residence, school, and other institutional structure, its location re­
lative to the SSC facilities, and the number of people associated with 
it. The supplement will also address planned but uncompleted land 
development as it affects impact mitigation requirements. 
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1126.03 

See Comment Response 1126.02. 

1126.04 

See Comment Responses 307.04 and 880.04. 

ll26. 05 

The DOE has made site visits and conducted public hearings near all of 
the BQL sites. Th!! DOE is aware of the existence of a variety of opin­
ions concerning the potential of siting the SSC in any of the identified 
areas. 

Public partici;>ation is a vital element in the review of any EIS. The 
OOt goa I for accuracy and comprehensiveness requires the active i r.vo 1ve­
ment of the public. In particular, those citizens in the imm~diate area 
of a potential siting of a major facility can contribute significantly 
to the understanding of that area's environment. 

All forms of public expression are valuable and essential in complying 
with the requirements of HEPA. All comments, individual or irn organized 
collective expression, were assessed in the preparation of the Final 
EIS. 

1126.06 

The recent growth experienced in counties west of Chicago, includi11·J 
DuPage and Kane Counties, is addressed explicitly in the EIS (Vofome IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11.1.8). Anticipated future growth of these 
counties is used as a foundation upon which to project SSC-related popu­
lation impacts (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.B). The pro­
jected SSC-related population growth, in turn, is used throughout the 
EIS to evaluate impacts of the project. 

1126.07 

Comment noted. 

1127 .01 

Regarding wetland impacts, see Comment Response 958.04. 

Reg.arding population figures at the Illinois site, see Comment Response 
1369.09. 

Regardin.g impacts to wells at the Illinois site, see Comment Response 
979.02. 

Regarding relocations, see Collli1lent Response 880.04. 

110111503358821 



Local building codes are the responsibility of State and local govern­
ments; the DOE has no control over local building codes. 

Regarding SSC-related effects on the quality of life, see Comment 
Response 1002 .01. · 

1128.01 

Comments noted. 

ll 28. 02 

The DOE will comply with all applicable provisions of the Clean Water 
Act and Safe Drinking Water Act and all applicable State and 1oca1 regu­
lations implementing their delegated authority. See EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 6. 

1128.03 

The OOE will comply with all applicable provisions of the Clean Air Act 
and any applicable state air pollution control rules and regulations as 
put forth in their approved State Implementation Plan. See EIS Volume 
I, Chapter 6, Sections 6.1 and 6.2.5. 

1128.04 

As i odi cated in Vo 1 ume I, Chapter 6, it is DOE policy to conduct its 
operations in an environmentally safe and sound manner in compliance 
with applicable environmental statutes, regulations, and,standards. For 
a review of·the federal environmental requirements that may be appli­
cable to the SSC project, refer to Volume !, Chapter 6. 

1128.05 

See Cow.ment Response 275.03. 

1128.06 

Comment noted. 

1128.07 

Comment noted. 

1129.01 

Comment noted. 

1129.02 

See Comment Response 1195.06. 
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• 

It is not the purpose of the US to mask or misrepresent potential SSC 
health effects or environmeGt.;l safety and health consid.,ratim;s, bcit 
rather to present facts as kn:;,.:n and to identify mitigative m:>cioures 
th;t could potentially cffset neJat1ve or adverse impacts. In tt1is 
r£gard~ ttH! iiT1pi~cts of cperatir;g th-2 SSC undBr both normal and hypothet-
1ca1 <::1cc1d(~nt s:c~ricrios were a:::sessed 1n terms of rJ.diatic.n expns~u--·cs to 
the SSC work force ;:;nd tha gr~.r,;;;·-a·} pt~b-i ic~ 1he dat;: prGsented ~n Vn1:1n:e 
1V~ A~peniix 12 were intended ~o a$sess radio1oJica1 i~µacts a0J pr~s2~t 
thew. ~n tz.rrt'is r.f standards es-t?-.b1 ished by the Federa-; Govern::1~~nt for 
protection of radiation workers and the ganeral public so th~t the 
reader might draw their own conclusions~ 

Uhe~~e app.litab1~, the Federal gcvernment do~s cor1sider the factor cf 
risk versus benefit in the establishment of health protection stand­
~rds. It was in this context that the data in the tal.J1es in \lolLlme l\I, 
Appe~dix 12 were presented, to contrast measured, calculated, or pto­
jectc1 exposures •Ith applicable standards. It should be noted, how­
evct\ that even under the reascnabl.Y fores~e,;;b1<2- accident cond·Btions, 
exposures to the work force c;,nd gc:nerai pub1 k are projected to b·~ befow 
c::;tab1ished guidelines or standards for exposm-es to radiation (for m()re 
detail on the risks ar.d C!mflder.ce with which DOE can project exposures 
to radiation, see Comment Response 8Hl.05). 

While accidi::ntal beam loss represents the worst reasonabh' foreseeable 
;iccident for SSC operations, a highly sophisticat<d mcnitcring system is 
incorporated into the des·ign of the SSC to protect agal!!st. damage to 
accelerator components and prevent radiation releases that would res!llt 
from loss af beam. In the event that the protection s.vsttrn failed, 
extensive e>rth shielding surrounding the accelerator tunnel would serve 
to prota~t the Public from riidiattc·n exposure~ /1.t the Il.linois site~ 
the m.lxi~um direct ra-dia·tion dosa t.o an individual at the land surface 
rc$u1tin·g fr.um loss of b~am is projected to be less thaa O~DOl airem/yr 
('Joiw~e I\l, 11.ppemlix 12}, a comparatively small dose considering that 
the 00£ limit is HlO mrem/yr a.nd the estimated dose to an individual 
frc•m natural radiation is about 300 mrem/yr ('lolume IV, ,t,ppendix 12, 
T&bie 12.2.1-1). The above ccnsiderations would apply i:;qually to other 
potent i a 1 rec·aptcrs near thra SSC, such as soi 1, p 1 ants t and t~i 1 dl i fe. 
Potential radiolc!rical impacts 0!1 gro•mdwater have also bec;i cor.siJer•,'d 
and ara dis~ussed in the EIS (Voluma I, Chapter 5; Volume IV, Appendix 
12}. At the Illinois site , the calculated annual do5e equivalents In a 
nearby we11 (5\i rn::ter$ from the source) resulting from il.ccitlent:al loss 
of beam 1>;01_1M be 0.044 mrem/yr {Vo1um~ IV, 1\pp;;11dix 12, Table 12.2.3-6}, 
well below the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 4;nrern/yr guideline 
for drinking water. Data pertairilng to the nonradiological health and 
safety aspects of the SSC are discussed in Volume I, Chapter 5; Volume 
IV, Appendix 10; and EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12. 

The quantity of tables was presented to show the degree to which this 
issue ha.s been examined, and the minimal health and safety impacts. It 
should be noted that while radiation was not the overriding issue for 
which the general public has expressed concerns (DOE's analysis of the 
total comment file reveals that socioeconomic and infrastructure issues 
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were discussed more frequently), the DOE has examined this issue in 
detail. Volume IV , Appendix 12, Tables 12.3.1-22, 12.3.1-23, and 
12.3.1-33 address the impacts of the low-level radiation exposures, in­
cluding cancer risks for Illinois. Other candidate state sites z:an also 
be found in this section. 

In terms of factoring Or. H.J. Mueller's findings that there is <ibso­
lutely no safe dosage of ionizing radiation, this has been dor.e by 00£ 
and is reflected in ihe radiation protection standards for radiation 
workers and the general public. It has always been DOE's and its prede­
cessor agencies' practice to conduct its operations and maintain expo­
sures in a manner that would be as low as reasonably achievable {ALARA), 
regardless of the permissible level prescribed by the criteria, guide­
line, or standard. This is discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 
B, "Risk From low-level Exposure to Radiation," where the recommenda­
tions of the National Academy of Sciences Committee on the Biological 
Effects of Ionizing Radiation (BEIR) were considered when establishing 
standards. Radiation protect ion practices have genera 11 y presumed 
low-dose responses based upon extrapolation from high-do~e effects. 
However, some research has indicated evidence of mechanisms which might, 
under certain circumstances, imply a threshold for radiation effects 
{Journal of the Health Physics Society, Health Physics, Volume 52, 
No. 5, pp. 521-525, May 1987). 

ll29.03 

See Comment Response 979.02. 

ll29.04 

The health and safety impacts of the SSC project, including conceivable 
accidents, are discussed ln Volume IV, Appendix 12 of the EIS and sum­
marized in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6. 

1129.05 

Coil'ffient noted. 

ll30.0l 

The EIS notes that of the three primary counties (DuPage, Kane, and 
Kendall) in the proposed·Illinois SSC region of influence, the popu­
lation growth rate of Kendall County increased the fastest during the 
period 1970-1980 (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11). The 
following are ~verage annual growth rates stated in the above section 
for 1970-1980: 
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Kendall County 
DuPage County 
Kane County 

+3.5% 
+3.0% 
+l.03 



During the period 1980-1985 the fo 11 owing average annual growth rates 
are reported for the three primary counties (Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.3.11): 

1130.02 

DuPage County 
Kane County 
Kenda 11 County 

See Comment Response 880.04. 

1130.03 

+1.4% 
+1.4% 
-0.1% 

The EIS (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.2.12 and Volume IV, Appendix 
14) contains a discussion of individual state costs, which were included 
in the total project costs used as the basis of the socioeconomic analy­
sis. The Illinois Department of Energy and Natural Resources should be 
contacted for specific cost information relative to the Illinois 
proposal. 

1130.04 

See Comment Response 979.02. 

1130.05 

The State of Illinois has proposed to design service area facilities to 
appear similar to farm structures, and intermediate access areas to 
resemble houses. Should the Illinois site be selected, such measures, 
along with a number of others, would be evaluated in the Supplemental 
EIS and addressed in final project design. 

Mitigation methods proposed for utilization during construction are dis­
cussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 9. Control measures assumed in the devel­
opment of the construction scenario, and described in the revised EIS 
include scheduling which limits certain support activities of the con­
tinuous tunneling work (such as jackhammering and spoils loading and 
hauling) to 12 daytime hours per day. Additional measures described in 
Appendix 9 include the use of partial earth berms in strategic loca­
tions, and the use of commercially available quieted construction 
machinery. 

Although none of these measures alone may have the potential to silence 
the construction activities, used together in appropriate ways they can 
substantially reduce the noise impact on nearby areas. 

Should Illinois be selected as the site for the SSC, such measures, 
along with a number of others would be evaluated in detail in the 
Supplemental EIS. The construction plan for the selected site will 
include identification of structures within the potential area of 
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influence of construction noise. Through the use of computerized noise 
propagation models, appropriate combinations of available mitigation 
measures will be selected in.such a way as to limit the number of people 
who will be annoyed by noise during construction.· 

1130.06 

These observations are consistent with those which appear in the EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4. 

1130.07 

To enhance the analysis presented in the DEIS, the number of people 1n 
the areas of possible noise impact has been determined by analysis of 
aerial photographs furnished by the State with its proposal. The num­
bers have been used in estimating the magnitude of expected noise impact 
associated with each construction and operations noise source. The 
results for Illinois are summarized as follows. During construction, an 
estimated 454 people would be exposed to highly annoying outdoor noise 
levels and an estimated 1,236 to somewhat annoying levels. 

During operations of the SSC, an estimated 45 people would be exposed to 
annoying outdoor noise levels (See Errata and Revisions for EIS Volume 
I, Chapter 5, and Volume IV, Appendix 9). 

Because the sound level associated with each source falls off rapidly as 
the distance from the source increases, the number of people highly 
annoyed by the sounds of SSC construction and operations will not be the 
same as the population of the region. Therefore, the DOE does not 
believe that tens of thousands of people would be highly annoyed by 
noise levels from the SSC. 

1130.08 

See Conment Responses 18.04 and 1332.04. 

1130.09 

The figure of 290 truckloads per day in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Section 10.2.3.3.A.1 has been changed to 144 truckloads per day tn the 
Errata. Mitigations to be considered include the use of highways 
instead of local roads wherever possible, direction of traffic away from 
the residential areas and schools, use of traffic controls and speed 
limits, and strengthening of roads (EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 
3.6). The capacities of roads will be evaluated during construction 
planning. The transportation and disposal of spoils and the routing of 
other construction traffic will be investigated in greater detail in the 
Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 
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1130.10 

The impact analysis in the EIS does not support the contention that 
Illinois is unsuited for construction of the SSC (see Volume I, 
Chapter 5). The site selection process by which Illinois was selected 
as one of the seven sites on the BQL is discussed in Volume I, Chapter 
3, Section 3.1.2 of the EIS. 

1131.01 

Comment noted. 

1131.02 

See Comment Response 880.04. 

1131.03 

As cited in Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.9.l of the EIS, Illinois has 
the largest potentially impacted population (but not specifically land·· 
owners) in the region of the proposed SSC of any of the BQL sites. The 
EIS provides a more detailed analysis of the potentially affected popu­
lation and environment in Illinois in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3 
(socioeconomics and infrastructure were discussed in Section 5.3.11). 

1132. 01 

See Comment Responses 13.02, 307.04, 772.03, and 880.04. 

1133.01 

Wetlands impacts are discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.5; socioeconomics in Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.l; and water supply in 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2. 

1133. 02 

It is anticipated that a limited number of existing private wells in 
Illinois may be adversely affected or have to be abandoned because of 
the project. The State had indicated that an alternative water supply 
or compensation will be provided by the State to affected well owners if 
a continuing need for water exists; however, the manner in which compen­
sation of an alternative supply of water will be provided has not been 
finalized. Such inquiries should be addressed to the appropriate state 
authority. There is no Federal requirement or authorization to provide 
mitigation or compensation for indirect impacts such as water level 
drawdowns affecting local wells. Such socioeconomic impacts and water 
resource impacts would be analyzed in detail in the Supplemental EIS to 
be prepared before a decision is made to construct at the selected site. 

ll3l.03 

See Comment Response 1133.02 • 
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1133,04 

Impacts to wells are described under water resources in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 7; noise and bhsting are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 9; 
land use is discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 13; socioeconomics and 
infrastructure assessments are addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 14. 

1135.01 

See Coiriment Response 962.02. 

1135.02 

See Comment Response 1135.04. 

1135.03 

See Comment Response 962.02. 

1135.04 

Vibrations and noise associated with blasting during construction will 
be monitored and controlled in accordance with the provisions of Volume 
IV, Appendix 9, Sections 9.2.2.1.C.l and 9.2.2.1.C.2. The explosives 
will be set off with microsecond delays between groups of explosives to 
minimize the vibrations in the surrounding ground. These "charge­
weight-per-delays" will be sized to keep the amount of vibration at the 
closest structure to below 2.0 in/s peak particle velocity, the amount 
which is generally accepted as safe for poor plaster. The monuments and 
vaults of cemeteries are constructed of more substantial materials and 
will not be effected by this level of vibration. 

1135.05 

The OOE required proposers to identify facilities requiring relocation, 
specifically cemeteries. See also Comment Response 772.03. Mitigation 
of problems resulting from any potential relocation is the responsibil­
it.y of the proposer. 

1135.06 

SSC-related employment in the Illinois Region of lnfluence~-both direct 
and secondary jobs--would not necessarily be 1 imited to construction, 
and would not necessarily be temporary (see the second paragraph of 
Comment Response 958.02). Also, see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 3 which 
discusses plans for the SSC after it is no longer in. operation. 

1136.0l 

Please refer to EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1 and Volume IV, 
Appendix 11, Section 11.3 for a discussion of ecological impacts. 
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1136.0? 

While the DOE has not conducted. specific population density studies over 
the entire study area, DOE representatives have toured the area, used 
the most currently available census data dnd aerial photographs in cor,­
duct fog the environmental impact assessment. The DOE is aware of the 
rapid grol'lth occurring around the proposed site. While the EIS aclrnow­
ledges re~ent growth, the change since January 1936 is not critical to 
the analysis in the EIS. 

Also see Comment Respor,se 865.02. 

Concerns regarding priorities in Federal fon are addressed in Comment 
Response 278.01. State and local sper.ding priorities are not the 
r~sponsibility of the DOE. 

!Jna11oi :l<\b 1 e a<:!verse ·j m;iact s are addressed in Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Sect fon 5. 4. 

Th!:' SSC .. 111 not use radium in any form. 

ll36.03 

Thi! DOE will construct and operate the SSC in a manner cor.shtent with 
ail applicable State and Federal laws and regulations (see EIS, 
Volume I, Chapter 6). 

1137 .01 

The purpose of an environmental impact statement is to ensure that 
emdronmental information is availabfa to public officials and citizens 
before decisions are made and before actions are taken. As reqt:ired by 
th2 Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) for the preparation of environmental impact statements 
requires Federal agencies to explore and objectively evaluate all reas­
onable alternatives for major Federal actions affecting the quality of 
the human environment. (See EIS Volume I, Chapter 6.) The preferred 
td te was announced by the Secretary of Energy in November, 1988 (EIS 
Vclume III, Chapter 3). The final site selected will be published in 
the Record of Decision expected to be issued in January, 1989. The CEQ 
regulations also require Federal agencies to consider options available 
to mitigate the potential environmental impacts of the State proposals 
(EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). In most cases, as pointed out 
by the commenter, mitigation options are available to reduce 
environmental impacts. 

1137 .02 

See Comment Response 710.01. 
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1137.03 

Comment. noted • 

. 1137.04 

· ·· .. Conment. noted. 

1119..01. 

Tha map$ itkElS Voiwne l, Chapter 5 weralntended: to show. tfie: locations 
.·of people experiencing noise from the construction and operation.s of' thtt 

.. EIS. Comment Response 964.0tdiscusses the way in which this infor­
mation,. with ;addi.Uonal clati, was used~ .·.· · 

:" "_-

A cJieck has· been..lllacie o;f genera.1 topography. fii the area~ wtiere beam .. . 
abs~rbers would be.at.the proposl!d siteS' ta see"Jf there. might. be topo.~ .. 
graphical depressions; that wou~d bring the surfa~e below tunnel deptll. 
There appears ta. be no area at any nf the.proposed s4tes 111here it would 
be. possible to ,reaclftunn&l depth.w.ithout digg,ing· or excavating to that 
depth (see Volume I, Ctiapter 5, Section 5c.l.6.Z:A.l). . 

Overall radiat,ion exp~ure to stratified fee residl!.nts is expected to be 
less than· 0.001' mrem/yr, an.inneasurable amount. .1tJs insignificant 

· wllen one considers that the avel'age individual receives about 3.60 mrem 
annually. from.backgroundradiation (see Volume" IV, Appendix lZ, Section 
lZ.Z.1.1.A and Table lZ.Z,1~1). . . 

1139.02 

"Ruman receptor• is a tenn ineant to denote individuals at various 
. dis.tances from a noise source, recehing the noise. In the EIS, 
residences,· schools .• churches; etc., were identified to give a;inore 
r'ealisti.C evaluation Of noise impcicts .near service areas and Other SSC facilities. · · · · ··· · · .·· · · · · · · · · 

1139.03 

EI~Jqlume IV, Append ii s·, Section ~.3.2.1.A states, ~Local, citizens are . 
concerned about the .flood probJem alid they have recommended a no.~growth 
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1139.05 

The EIS analysis of public service impacts used the most recent employ­
ment and population data available from a Federal survey of local 
government sources and state education agencies to formulate projections 
which maintained current service ratios between employment and popula-. 
ti on. · This methodology facilitates the comparison of impacts between 
sites, and utilizes data which are consistent among the sites. However, 
as defined in the EIS these ratios does not denote a numerical ranking 
or quality rating of services provided. What the measures do provide 
are useful indicators of the impact on local services of population and 
enrollment changes. 

Therefore, simple comparison between Illinois· public service and 
student/teacher ratios and those ratios from other regions cannot lead 
to conclusions regarding the quality of services being compared. In any 
case, the State of Il 1 i noi s does not maintain the 1 east desirable schoo 1 
and social service ratios as the comment states. Inspection of the text· 
and accompanying tables i>f EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sections 
5.2.11.1.C; Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sections 5.3.11.1.C and 5.4.11.1.C; 
and Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sections 5.5.11.1.C, 5.6.11.1.C, and 
5.7.11.1.C show that, with the exception of health care, public service 
ratios for the State of Illinois and the Illinois Region of Influence 
are equivalent or superior to all other regions considered. 

1139.06 

Traffic delays at the Chicago O'Hare Airport are discussed in Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11.2. · 

1139.07 

Comment noted. 

1140~01 

Comment noted. 

1140.02 

The number of wells potentially lost due to siting and constructing the 
SSC in 111 inoi s was not accurately presented in the DEIS. State records 
indicate 320 wells within the SSC footprint; however, based on fie.ld .. 
surveys and statistical analyses, the.state estimates that only 6 to 31 
wells may. be directJy affect!!d ... and required to be closed because of the 
projec:t. S!!e Comment Response 979:02 for clarificatJon' of criteria. to· .. 
assess :the number of wells closed .and reviSions to the EIS. ·· · · · 
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1140. 03 

Presumably the terras "access sites" and "pumping sites" used in this 
comment r~fer to the intermediate access a.reas (E) and to th<: service 
areas {l'), respectively. The reforcnce in this comment to an increase 
in size for these facilities Is unclear, since there wa.s no such in­
crease. The reqti ired acreages for these sites are O. 9 and 5. 7 acres, 
respectively. These n::mbers are shown in the Invitation for Site Pro­
posals for the SSC, and again in EIS Volume I\', Appendix 4, Table 4-1 of 
this EIS. The Illinois Site Proposal, in Table 6-2 of Voluma 6, show:; 6 
acres for the six E-site areas which are not surrounded by fee simple 
estate land, or 1 acre per site. This same table shows 34 acres for the 
six F-site areas which are not surrounded by fee si"1ple estate lilnd, or 
approximately 5.7 acn!s per site. See also Corr:ment Response 710.01. 

ll40.04 

See Comment Response 953.04. 

1140.05 

It is outside the scope of this EIS to consider construction p&riods of 
different du rat ion from those provided by the EIS in Volume l, Chap­
ter 3, Section 3.1.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 1, Section 1.1.4.2. The 
proposing states have agreed to the land acquisition schedule ~.hO\'m in 
Volume IV, Appendix 4. 

1141.01 

Comment noted. 

1141.02 

See Cor.:ment Responses 855.05 and 861.06. Regarding SSC-related effects 
on the quality of life, see Comment Response 1002.0L 

• 
1141.03 

Wetland impacts are evaluated in EIS Volume I, Section 5.1.5.3 and 
Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.3.3. Should Illinois be selected, 
continued emphasis for management, avoidance, and/or mitigation of 
impacts to wetlands will continue through preparation of the Supplement 
to the EIS and the final design and construction process. 

1141. 04 

Tile effects of constru,:tio11 on wetlands would be minimized by placement 
of facilities and by using standard erosion control techniques. In 
addition, dewatering of wetlands would be minimized by employing slurry 
walls or freezing techniques where appropriate. If Illinois is the 
selected site, permits would be required and plans to mitigate wetland 
impacts would be developed in consultation with appropriate agencies, 
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$UCh as the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, as required by Section 404 of 
the Clean ~ater Act. 

1141.05 

See Co1m1r,nt Response 958.04. 

1141.06 

The wetlands assessment has been revised based on a post-DEIS w2tl ands 
survey conducted by the DOE. Potent i a 1 wetland i rnpacts and mitigative 
measures are discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3. 

The proposed loc~tions of J3, J5, F5, and K4 encroach upon 100-year 
floodplains. The encroachments and mitigative measures are discussed in 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.2 and 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.3. 

1141.07 

Comment noted. 

1142.01 

See Comment Response 1237.02. 

1142.02 

SEe Comment Response 1279.141. 

1142.03 

The long-term water inflow rate can be reduced by pressure grouting to 
as low as an average of 0.5 gal/min 100 feet (see Comment Response 
1279.141), or about 2,300 acre-feet/yr (equal to 6 percent of the Kane 
County annual water use) for the entire tunnel (note that some portions 
of the tunnel may have no inflow). At this rate, the 1<ater drained fram 
the tunnel would fulfill the need for cooling water, therefore mitigat­
ing the need for additional groundwater withdrawal. After use for cool­
ing, the water can be treated (if necessary), and permitted for re­
injection into the groundwater system, thereby minimizing the impacts on 
the coxisting groundwater use in the area. 

il42 .04 

See Comment Response 1279 .141. 
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1142. 05 

Only minor water leakage is expected into the tunnel during SSC oper­
ations, since leaking rock sections wo~ld have been grouted or otherw!sa 
lin<:!d during tunnel construction. This is necessary not only to min\­
mize impacts on nearby water hbles but a"lsu to ass1ire the ;;afety uf SSC 
operations {also see Com111ent Response 19.03). The technology for 
groundwater infiltration control into tunnels is well established. 
Throughout the world, much larger tunnels have !.ieen constructed througl1 
saturated rocks, including under s!lrface w;iter badi,?s, and are being 
used safely and with minimum water infiltration. Impacts of varying 
degroe~ on water supplies are projected for all candidlte sites. These 
will be considered, among other factors, in selecting the site 

1143. 01 

The year 1983 given in a footnote to Table 7-4 of Volume Ii/, Appendix 7, 
is the publication date of the n~ferenca which was used for e:;tfo1:i.tins 
per capita water use; it was not the basis for the population figures. 
The population figures for the impacted counties were obtained from U.S. 
Bureau of Census data for 1970 and 1980, and fro~ U.S. Bureau of Censks 
final estimates for 1985 (published in 1987 and 1988). Projections for 
future years were based on U.S. Bureau of Censu:; project ions for the 
entire State of Illinois. These projections were then allocated to 
individual counties based on data from the Illinois Department of 
Cowmerce and Community Affairs. 

The prnjections in Table 7-4 represent the incremental water needed by 
the estimated population increase induced by the SSC if it is built at 
the proposed Illinois site. Table 7-4 does not list the total water use 
by the total population. Although the projections of SSC-induced popu-· 
lation growth consider the availability of local l~bor versus the need 
for in-migration, they are not very sensitive to sma 11 errors in the 
total population. 

The projected SSC-induced population growth repn!sents only abot1t one 
percent of the total population which is projected to exist in Kane 
County in the years 1992 and 2000 if the SSC would not be built at the 
proposed Illinois site (see Volume IV, f1ppendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.B, 
Tables 14.1.3.3-6 to -9). The EIS recognizes that population a.nd wat,~r 
use impacts would occur; for the reasons described in the referenced EIS 
sections and summarized above; however, this impact will be small in 
comparison to the impacts of population and economic growth caused by 
other factors. See also Co!llllent Response 1013 .02. 

1143. 02 

Refer to Comment P.e~ponse 1146.05. 
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llB.01 

The figure of 290 truckloads per day in EIS Volume IV, f,ppendix 10, 
Section 10.2.3.3.A.l. has been ch<liv~ed to 144 truckloads per day in the 
Errata. 

If Illinois site is selected, c?.pacities of the quarries and access 
mads to accoicmodate the traffic will be evaluated in more detail during 
the construction planning, to minimize delays to the proposed SSC and to 
minimize the impact to the quarries and the local ro.:.ds. This informa­
tion will be addressed in tha Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 
The tunnel machines could be operated in different areas to distribute 
the traffic among the four quarries. 

ll.43.04 

Disposal of spoils in quarries should not cause stream siltation becaJse 
the spoils would be contained. 

Potential impacts on groundwater n;ay result from leaching of spoils. 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 
7.2.3.3.A.4 and 7.2.3.3.B.2 assess the potential i~pact on groundwater 
quality ar.d present possible mitigative measures. The assessment indi­
cates that with proper mi t 1 gat i ve measures, impacts to groundwater 
quality from spoils disposal can be minimized. 

1143.05 

The State of Illinois originally proposed 46 quarries as disposal sites 
as part of their proposal (September 1987). Recent submittils proposed 
the use cf four quarries as disposal sites. The EIS is based on the 
later submittal (Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.3.A). 

1144.01 

S9e Comment Response 973.01. 

1144. 02 

See Comment Response 1171.02. 

1144. 03 

See Comment Response 973.04. 

1145.01 

Comment noted. 
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U45.02 

Only negligible effects on nearby groundwater supplies are expected as 
as result of the tunneling, sfnce fnflows wtll be low and controlled 
through grouting and similar techniques. ·Also, the tunnel <fs in a 
highly impermeable formation while water wells are generally in the more 
permeable aquifers abOve or below the tunnel horizon. See C011111ent 
Responses 19.03. (tunnel fnffltraUqrf and control) and 1133.02 (catnpen-
sation to affected welJ owners) •. ·.· · .· · · ,, - .. ' ._ . . . 

1145.03 

Comments noted~ 

. 1146.0J 

· Comment .noted. 

1146.02 

See Comment Response 875.04. 

1146.03 
.. 

See Comment Responses 710.01 and 880.04 

1146.04 ... 



- -~-

1146.05 

There could be as many as 144 truckloads delivering excavated material 
to quarry L This is the worst-case scenario if three tunnel boring 
machines (TBM) operate simultaneously and. if all the excavated material 
were to be taken to quarry 1. 

Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3 was amended to'read, "About 2BB 
truckloads per day would be required for a maximum of six TBM contrac­
tors operating simultaneously." If Illinois is chosen as the selected 
site, mitigation strategies would be included in the Supplemental EIS. 

Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.3.A.l was amended to read, "The 
maximum number of truckloads on a given day to quarry l could be 144, 
assuming three TBMs (for shafts E7, F7, EB, FB, E9 and F9) would be 
operating simultaneously. The remaining 144 truckloads could go either 
to quarry 2, 3, or 4. • If Illinois is chosen as the selected site, 
mitigation would be included in the Supplemental EIS. 

1146.06 

Comments noted . 

. 1147 .01 

Comment noted. 

1147 .02 

See Co1111'1ent Response 979.02. 

1147 .03 

The EIS addresses the significance. of development, farmlands, and pro­
tected species in Illinois relative to the other sites. 

The urban condition of parts of the proposed Illinois site were consid­
ered in several portions of the EIS. Volume I, Chapter 4, Sections 4.4, 
4.5, 4.8, and 4.9 discuss the specifics of the proposed site as it per­
tains to air quality, noise and vibration, land resources, and. socio-

·. economics and infrastructure, all of which are impacted by the degree of 
urbanization. . ·. ·. · · .· · · ... · · 

Fertile soil cover is addressed in Volume I, Chapter 5, Sections 5.2.ll 
and 5.2 .. 12, where 1.and use and prime, 1mique and Jmportant fafll)lands are 

. dis,cu5se.d., Volume I,. Chapter 5, Table. ~-2~1JndicatesJhat.ifthe.proJ" 
.ect·were; s~ted in. lllinois, the portion of prime, unique and .important 
fannlands converted would be 0.00031149.03 • ··•···· · 
ant Of the e)!:i.sting inveniory. ·; · . 
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Threatened and endangei·ed spccios likely to be present in the site area 
are addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.3.2. Volume I, 
Table 4.7 addresses the Federally-listed or candidate threatened and 
endangered species potentially at the Illinois site, while Table 4-18 
illustrates the Illinois State-listed lhreatened and endangered species 
in DuPage, Kane, and Kendall Counties. While with the list of potential 
species is relative].)' extens·ive for Illinois, the lack of appropriate 
habitat in the site area suggests that the probability of most of the 
listed species bein9 present on the site is very low (sc:e Volume I, 
Chapter 4, Table 4-17). See Volume I, Ch3pter 3, Table 3-7 for a com­
pariso~ of the impacts between sites. 

See also Comment Response 857.04. 

1147. o~ 

The EIS socioeconomic analysis incorporated the most recently available 
data. on annua.l averages of emp 1 oyment by pl ace of work (number of jobs), 
emp 1 oym,~nt by pl ace of residence (!lumber of workers), and unemp 1 oyment 
(number of workers seeking jobs). Oata on employment by place of work 
were available from the U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of Economic 
tmal_l•sis (BEi\) for each county from 1969 through 1934. Employment by 
p 1 ace of resi rlence and unemp 1 oyment rates were a•1a i lab 1 e by county from 
each State's employment or economic security division in the form of 
time series; the initial year of these time series varied between States 
{different series began in 1969, 1970, 1974 and 1980; the Illinois time 
series began ln 1974), but all continued through 1937. Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11.1.A discusses employment by place of resi­
dence and unemployment data from 1974 through 1985; the 1987 data were 
received subsequently and incorporated into the socioeconomic assess­
ment. AHho•;gh the BEA da.ta used in this study typically are updated 
annually, such revisions were not released in 1987. Updated data were 
released in 1988 for employment by place of work through 1986, but were 
not released in time to be incorporated into the EIS analysis. Employ­
ment by place of residence and unemployment data used in the EIS were 
the most recent available avera9e annual data. 

The demographic d3.ta employed in the baseline description for each 
Region of Influence (ROI) and each primary impact county within an ROI 
included final 1985 population estimates prepared for U.S. counties by 
the U.S. Bureau of the Census. These final estimates were the mast 
recent ava i1 able at the time of document preparation, with data for 
several of the States examined having to be acquired from the Census 
Bureau in prepublication form {through April 1988). Provisional 1986 
population estimates were availahle at the time of document preparation, 
but were not used as they are not as reliable as the final estimates. 
The 1985 population estimates for the Illino1's ROI and primar_v impact 
counties are discussed in the text of Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.3.11.1.B. 
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1147 .05 

The excavated material is crushed rock and earth. The excavated mater­
ial would be stored temporarily at the construction site and would then 
be transported in covered trucks to the designated q~arry sites. Miti­
oation measures will be taken to reduce the potential impacts to the 
~nvironment from tem;iorary storage of this material. See EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.3.A for more details. 

1147.05 

See Comment Response 873.02. 

1147. 07 

Comment noted. 

1143.01 

Scenic and visual impacts are addressed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16, 
Section 16.3.3.3. All E and F sites that would affect moderately to 
highly sensitive public views and were considered (Volume IV, Appendix 
16, Section 16.2.3.2). Also see Comment Responses 842.03 and 859.04. 

1148.02 

See Comment Responses 710.01 and 880.04. 

1148.03 

See Comment Response 842.03. 

1148. 04 

The referenced churches could be located as close to the F8 facility as 
1500 ft. As stated tn EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3.l.B, the 
daytime hourly average sound level at the exterior of the churches is 
expected to be on the order of 60 dBA during construction. This is as 
much as 15 dBA higher than the present level. With the church windsws 
closed the attenuation of sound from outdoors to indoors could be as 
much as 15 dBA. This would result in an indoor level of 45 dB, which 
provides a speech communication level that is considered io the excel­
lent to satisfactory range for normal voices at distances up to 32 ft. 

During SSC operations, the sound contribution of equipment operating at 
area FS should produce an hourly equivalent sound level (Leg) of between 
50 "to" 55 dBA. Given the same conditions for sound control stated 
above, the sound level inside church would be acceptable. 

However, should the acoustical design of the church buildings be 
marginal, or the windows be open, an increase of as much as ID dB 
increase over the discussion above could be expected in the inter"ior 
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sound level during SSC construction and operations. The result could be 
interior sound levels of 55 dBA for the construction phase and 45 to 
50 dBA for the operations phase. These background levels could be 
marginal for hearing a raised voice in a large auditorium unless some 
electronic augmentation, i.e., a PA system, were used. 

Present hourly leq in the vicinity of the proposed churches is on the 
order of 50 dB, and the proximity to major airports could produce short­
terrn noise levels much higher than those attributable to the SSC. 

Noise mitigation measures that could be employed by the DOE include 
below-grade installation of the facilities or construction of a vege­
tated earth berm to shield the facility both acoustically and visually 
from the community. (EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.) 

1143.05 

Com111ent noted. 

1149.01 

As proposed by Illinois, in EIS Vol1;;w~ IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.10, 
the SSC would be predominantly constructed in Kane County. Conse­
quently, land acquisition for the SSC would be greater for Kane County 
than for neighboring DuPage or Kendall Counties. 

As noted in Volume I of the EIS, the DOE recognized that a more detailed 
site-specific review will be required under NEPA prior to a final deci~ 
sion on the construction and operations of the proposed SSC. If 
Illinois is chosen as the site of the SSC, this more detailed review 
will be provided in the Supplemental EIS. Mitigation strategies will 
also be described in greater detail in the Supplemental EIS. 

ll49.02 

The referenced dimensions of the near cluster area are consistent with 
SSC land requirements as specified in the EIS. The impa(;t of this land 
i:'cquisition is expected to be no more than that for the other types of 
linear right-of-way, such as two parallel 500-kV transmission lines as a 
result, the SSC is not seen as a development that will bisect the 
township. 

Private land would be rcn:oved from the property tax base in Kaneville 
Township, Illinois, reducing the amount of revenue for local jurisdic­
tions. The EIS analysis indicates that although there would be a long­
term property tax re\•enue loss to Y..ane County jurisdictions, there would 
also be a long-term increase in both direct and indirect tax revenue 
from project spending and from additional spending by SSC construction 
and operations workers. The results of this analysis suggest that net 
fiscal impacts on Kane County will be negative during the first three 
years of the project and positive thereafter (see Volume IV, Appendix 
14, Table 14.1.2.2-6). 
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The EIS did not specifically estimate the property tax loss to Kaneville 
Township government jurisdiction(s). The long-term direct and indirect 
tax increase was estimated at approximately $2,000 annually (rounded to 
$0.0 million in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 14.1.3.3.16). Further 
details of the public finance analysis for the proposed siting of the 
SSC in Illinois are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.3.D. 

1149.03 

See Comment Responses 997.01 and 1002.01, second paragraph. 

ll49.04 

The concern about the possible hazard to the public from the SSC magnets 
(magnetic fields) is addressed in Comment Response 497.16. 

Excavation of the SSC tunnel will be done using tunnel boring machines 
and not by excavation from the ground level. Therefore, l itt 1 e material 
from the surface will be able to penetrate to the tunnel depths from 
rain during the excavation period. The concentrations of surface con­
taminants such as salts and unburned hydrocarbons from vehicle exhaust 
are of such a small magnitude that they would have little effect on the 
tunnel even if they could penetrate to that depth. 

NEPA requires that Federal agencies proposing major Federal actions 
which may significantly impact the human environment analyze the impacts 
of these proposed actions in an environmental impact· statement. The DOE 
has carried out that obl ig<:tion in the EIS. Comments have been s.ol ic­
ited from relevant State and federal regulatory agencies. 

1149.05 

The 20-ft-thick concrete doors in the experimental areas of the SSC have 
been designed to provide radiation shielding between the interaction 
region, where the beams collide, and the adjacent assembly hall, where 
experimental components are assembled and tested. This shielding would 
be required to allow access to the assembly halls during operation of 
the accelerator and would be adequate to protect SSC personnel from 
radiation exposure in the event of an accidental loss of beam. 

An accidental loss of beam represents the worst reasonably foreseeable 
accident for SSC operations. The impacts to the public associated with 

·a beam loss are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.4.1. 
The shielding provided within the experimental area will be sufficient 
to protect SSC personnel immediately adjacent to the beam tunnel. The 
additional earth shielding above the experimental area -- which amounts 
to a minimum of 350 ft at the proposed Illinois site (EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, Table 10.1.3-1) will serve to reduce the radiation exposure 
to the public to negligible levels. At the Illinois site, the maximum 
direct radiation dose to an individual at the surface as a result of a 
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beam loss is projected to be less than 0.001 mrem/yr (EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 12, Table 12.4.1-2). It is important to note that the average 
individual receives an annual average dose of 300 mrem/yr of natural 
radiation. 

1149.06 

Comment noted. 

1149. 07 

See Comment Response 873.02. 
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LSl. 01 

·c.~mment noted. 

1151.02 

See Comi~!rnt Response 839.03. 

1151. 03 

See Comment 11Gsponses 13.01 and 710.01. 

1151.04 

The comment is consistent with data presented in Volume IV, Appendix 4. 

1151.05 

See Comment Response 880.04. 

ll51.06 

See Conncnt Response 854.17. 

1151.07 

See Comment Response 1369. 09. 

Continuous noise and vibration (blasting) mitigations, which are dis­
cussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.4, and Volume IV, Appendix 9 are dependent not on the number of 
people living clos~ to a tunneling or blasting site but on whether a 
sensitive area (houses, etc.} is located within a certain distance from 
the E or F area. For example, It is anticipated that the same blasting 
mitigations would be utilized whether there were 1 or 20 houses within 
the 600-ft sphere of influence. 

The impact of applying the mitigations assumed in the development of the 
continuous noise and blasting scenarios on the construction sche1ule can 
be assumed to be within the current level of accuracy. The cost of the 
mitigations is likely to be dependent on the number of E or F areas at 
which persisting high annoyance is expected. The cost of noise mitiga­
tions has not been identified to be outside the level of uncertainty 
associated with the current project funding estimate. The DOE's commit­
ment to specific mitigations would be a function of the final site 
selected and would be considered during final desigti and detailed con­
struction planning and would be discussed in the Supplemental EIS. 

1151.08 

See Comment Response 873.02. 
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1152.01 

The EIS discusses potential visual impacts of the SSC in Illinois In 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.10 and Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 
15.3.3. Noise impacts were considel'ed in Volume I, Chapter S, Section 
5.1.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3. Illinois, of all the 
site alternatives, does have the greatest population which m:ay be af · 
fected by construction and operation of the SSC (see Volume l, Chaptgr 
4, Section 4.9.1). However, as noted in the above referenced sections 
of the EIS, mitigation measures will be implemented to decrease po­
tential noi~e and visual impacts to the affected population. 

The EIS discusses potential visual impacts of the SSC in Illinois in 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.10 and Volume IY, Appendix 15, Section 
16.3.3. Noise impacts were considered in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3. Illinois, of all site 
alternatives, does have the greatest population which may be affected hy 
construction and operation of the SSC {see EIS Voluffie I, Chapter 4, 
Section 4.9.I.). However, as noted in the above referenced sections of 
the £IS, mitigation measures will be in:plemented to d~crease potenti1l 
noise and visual impact$ to the affect~d population. 

1152.02 

See Comment Response 1152.01. 

115'l.03 

See Comment Response 1122.02 for a description of radium levels ir. water 
in Illinois. 

The cumulative health impact from the other facilities has bee~ addressed 
for Illinois in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5. Based on the environmental 
monitoring results conducted and compiled by the Illinois Department of 
Nuclear Safety, the ten com~ercial nuclear power reactors (operating 
under normal conditions) which exist within 50 mi of th~ propos"d site 
do not release radioactive materials that contrib~te to the existing 
natural background at the proposed site (Illinois Prop~sal). For this 
reason, the contribution and operations of the SSC will not create any 
significant cumulative impact with regard to the Insignificant releases 
from these nuclear facilities. 

1152.04 

The potential releases of radiation and radionuc1ides fnm the SSC h'2re 

considered in the EIS. The exposure levels that could result from t~e 
SSC operations in Illinois were estimated to be 0.004 mrern/yr (Volu;r<2 I, 
Chapter 5, Tables 5.1.6-1). This incremental increase in exposffe is 
less than l/1000 of the background levels of approximately 401 rr.rsm/yr 
that currently exists in Illinois from natural sources. Thus, tlie SSC 
will not contribute in any significant way to the radiation levels 
already present at the Illinois site. See Comment Respcnse 1007.13. 

11511200335882 



The comment that the SSC ~Jill contribute to or worsen conditions ir. 
Illinois related to existing l1azardous and toxic material sources Is 
noted. Any waste generated by the SSC will be managed and disposed in 
accordance with Federal, State and local regulations (EIS Volume!, 
Chapter 6). There are no plans to permanently store any hazardous or 
toxic waste at the SSC. 

Another concern is raised about the potential for an accident and the 
possible consequences if there are toxic and hazardous materiil sources 
near the SSC. Operations at the SSC were evaluated in the EIS f~r po­
tential impacts from an accident (Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.3). 
The evaluation considered radiation releases, hazardous and toxic mate­
rials releases, and human health and safety. Oth?r than traffic acci­
dents Involving trucks that could occur during construction of the SSC, 
none of these assessments indicated any possibility of an SSC accident 
causing an off-site impact on residential or non-residential areas in 
which a hazardous material or waste might be temporarily located. 

1152.05 

See C(•r.m:ent Responses 1007.03, 1007.04, and 1278.11. 

1152.05 

Scenic and visual resource impacts have been addressed in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 16, Section 16.3.3.3. The incompatibility of residential areas 
and SSC facilities has been described. In a number of cases the visual 
impact has been assessed to be significant. Mitigation measures that 
may be considered during final project design have also been provided 
(see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). 

1153.01 

See Comment Response 1!53.02. 

1153.02 

The quote in the comment occurs in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.10.3 in the introductory paragraph. That paragraph summarizes the 
nature of visual impacts expected at the seven site alternatives. Two 
distinctly different types of facilities are described. One is a sector 
service area, also referred to as an F sito. The other is an intermediate 
access facility, called an E site. These are described relative to visua 
impacts in Volume IV, Appendix lG, Section 16.3 of the EIS. The F site 
facil I ties are complex and large, including two large, two-story build­
ings; a tank farm; cooling towers; and parking. lhe E site facilities 
a.re limited, being one S!]]all, one-story warehouse-like building; an air 
cooler; security fencing; and parking for several vehicles. Regarding 
standards for evaluation, please refer to Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 
16.2 for an understanding of the technical approach and methodology, and 
criteria and assumptions for these conclusions. 
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Th.e question Qf subjectivity and CC!nsistency of CC!nditions prevailing 
• during· field visits is addressed in Co111111ent Response 1172.04 • 

. ' ' '""'"' 

1153.03 
See Conlnent Respoi1sell72.05 regardlng the visual impacts, and Comment 
Response 1369.09 .regarding the population aro1md the 11.linois site. ' ... . > - : ' ' - - ·- :·- -- .. ; - ·.-- - ', - ' ' " ' -- ' - ''' < • - • 

.. ..1153.04 
- -· . . 

There are four North Carolina sites, n6~three, for which mitigation 
measures would nQt prove effective. The conditions for these four sites 
aresharplydifferelit ... frQmthose in Illinois for which mitigation mea-
sures may reduce impacts' to a level of insignificance; The four North 

·Carolina sites are describ~d ill EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16, Sections 
16.J.5.3.A, 16.3.5•3,B, 16~3.5;3.E;.and 16.3.5.3.F. •The visual impacts 

·.'.of facility Fl .may not be concealed 'because it''is located on the side ()f 
. a mountain, which renders it more viSiblefrom points below it and oppo­

site it •. Facility f9 would be .in the midst of a subdivision, while F4 
would straddle a road serving several rura.l residences and would abut 
some of those homes. ·In both cases, the proximity 1S such that no screen­
ing could occur. Fadlity F5, sited as proposed; would displace a chapel, 
which is an historic structure •. If moved to ainew location, the chapel 
would be separated from its hiStoriC:al context and the visual consequence 
could not be remedied. (See also EI$ Volume I Chapter 3, Section 3.6.) · 

1153.05 
· CoiTlllent . noted •. 

1154.01 
Comment noted. 

1154.02 
·. Comment noted. · .· 



The extra depth of shafts in Illinois is compensated for by the excel­
lent quality rock at the lower deoth, which results in lower tunneling 
and experimental hall costs. 

The amount of changes or lack thereof tD" the E, F, and J areas has an 
insignificant effect on the total construction cost or the construction 
schedule. 

1155.01 

See Comment Response 1275.02. 

1155.02 

See Comment Response 1292.05. 

1155.03 

The assessment of wells potentially lost or closed due to SSC siting and 
construction at the site alternatives in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Sect ion 7. 2. 3 does not support a cone l us ion that more wells wil T be lost 
in Illinois than at all other sites combined. The number of wells that. 
may be lost due to siting the SSC in Illinois was not reported accurately 
in the DEIS. State records indicate 320 wells within the SSC footprint,. 
however, based on field surveys, the State estimates that only 6 to 31 
wells may be directly affected and required to be closed because of the 
project. See Comment Response 979.02 for clarification of criteria to 
assess the number of wells closed or affected and consequent revisions 
to the EIS. . 

1155.04 

See Comment Response 1369.09. 

1155.05 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 5,. Section 5.1.4 presents the results of analysis 
that indicates that (for Illinois), currently, 454 people live i.n areas 
that will have a day-night average sound level of greater than 70 dBA 
during the peak of construction, 1,246 people live in areas that will 
have a day-night average sound levelbetween 60 _and 70 dBA during. the 
peak of construction, .and 45 people live _in areas which will have a 
day-night average sound level. between 55 and 60 dBA during operations. 



1155.06 

See Comment Response 1369.09. 

1155.07 

The U.S. Soil Conservation Service identified 3,076 acres of prime farm­
land and 212 acres of important farmland in the SSC fee simple area on 
the U.S. Department of Agriculture Farmland Conversion Impact Rating 
Form AD-1006 submitted to the DOE. From these inventories, an estimated 
197 acres of prime and important farmland would be permanently converted 
by the SSC project surface facilities. This is less than 1 percent of 
the regional inventory and is less than the average acreage lost each 
year to development. This amount is not the highest of the seven sites 
(see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-7). See Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.7.11; Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.8.6; Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Sections 5.1.7.2 and 5.2.11; and the Errata and Revisions to Volume IV, 
Appendix 13 for a full discussion of the topic. 

1155.08 

See Comment Response 1279.115. 

ll55 .09 

See Comment Response 1007. 01. 

1155.10 

See Comment Responses 1007.02 and 1275.11. 

1155.11 

See Comment Response 1146. 04. 

1155.12 

See Comment Response 1275.15. 

1155.13 

EIS Volume iV, Appendix 9, as revised, presents the results of a de­
tailed study of the population that is potentially impacted by con­
tinuous construction noise and episodic events {blasting). The analysis 
indicates that these impacts will be felt by residences located within 
630 ft of an E or F shaft area. In Illinois, 43 residences are located 
within that proximity of the F shaft area. Comparable numbers for the 
other six site alternatives are in the range of O and 2 for Arizona and 
Colorado, to 52 for North Carolina. Texas has 9 and Tennessee and 
Michigan have 21 and 22, residences located within 630 ft of the F shaft 
area. The DOE is committed to performing preconstruction inspections, 
blast peak-particle velocity monitoring, and charge-weight-per-delay 
adjustment to prevent structural damage to residences or other buildings 
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potentially impacted by blasting. People 1 iving in the:;e hou:;es durincJ 
blasting will certainly be aware of the activity, but should not suffer 
material damJge. 

1155.14 

The potential for contamination of surface waters and near-surface 
groundwaters as a result of the project exists to varying degrees at all 
of the proposed sites. The potential impacts noted in this cocment are 
addressed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.3 and 7.2.3.3, 
Volume IV, Appendix 12, Sections 12.3.l.l and 12.4.1.1, and will be con­
sidered among other factors in site selection. 

1155.15 

See Comment Responses 1007.04 and 1278.11. 

1155.15 

The selection of the SSC site requires consideration of many factors, 
including water and people. The purpose of the EIS is to provide the 
basis for a comµaratlve evaluation of all relevant environmental 
factors. The site-selection procedure is discussed in EIS Volume III. 

1156.01 

Comment noted. 

1156.02 

See Comment Responses 1223.03 and 1276.01. 

1155.03 

Regarding SSC-related effects on the quality of life, see Comment 
Response 1002.01, second paragraph. 

Regarding the number of wells that would be affected at th~ Illinois 
site, see Comment Response 979.02. 

National priorities for budget expenditures are established by Congress 
and the President. See Comment Response 278.08. 

1157. 01 

See Comment Responses 1162.01 and 1276.01. 

1157.02 

The DOE has stated that it intends to continue operating the Fermilab 
regardless of the SSC siting. The EIS socioeconomic analysis proceeded 
under the assumption that Fermilab would continue in operation 
regardless of the SSC location. 
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Estimates af changing economic activity and public finance associated 
with SSC siting in Illinois are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Sections 14.1.3.3.A and 14.1.3.3.D, respectively. In general, the num­
bers included in the comment disagree with those presented in the EIS. 

1157.03 

The status of Fermilab will not be negatively impacted by the proposed 
SSC. As noted in the EIS (Volume I, Chapter 2), DOE considers Fermilab 
and the Stanford line3r Accelerator to be the workhorses of high energy 
physics for the r.ext decade. 

Fermilab will continue to operate in its current mode regardless of 
whether or not Illinois is chosen as the site for the SSC (see EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.3). 

1158.01 

Comment noted. 

1159.01 

1160.01 

Comment noted. 

1160.02 

Comment noted. 

1161. 01 

It is acknowledged that the general Illinois site vicinity is a growth 
area and that 1983 data may not accurately reflect current and projected 
water use. Those data were provided by the State and are adequate for 
the purposes of this EIS as they do project rapid growth. If Illinois 
is the selected site, the most curre~t populaticn and water use data and 
projections will be used in preparaticn of the Supplemental EIS. 

1161.02 

A.s a worst-case scenario there could be as ma~y as 144 truckloads de-
1 ivering excavated material to Quarry 1 assuming 3 Tur.nel Boring 
Machines (TDMs) operated simultaneously. 

Mitigative measures would be considered during the planning and con­
struction stage to avoid or minimize the impacts of transporting this 
material, such as planning TBM operation in different quadrants to 
reduce traffic jams on the roads and at the quarries (EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3). The impacts will be addressed in greater 
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datail in the Supplemental EIS which will be prepared prior to con­
struction. The puhl ic will have the opportun,ity to revie<1 arid co:rn;;cnt 
on the draft Supplemental EIS. 

Also, please rcf2r to Comment Response 1146.05. 

1161.03 

Placing the rock spoils in existing quarries, no matter haw many or h0W 
few, does not cause siltation ir. streams or contamination of ground­
water. The spoils, and their handling, are similar to ongaing quarry 
operations at these sites. Most quarries have internal drainage, so 
silt will be held inside the quarry; if the quarry does drain l,xter­
n1lly, simple siltation ponds ta hald rainwater runoff will trap the 
silt. The rock spoils do not contain minerals that could result In sig­
nificant amounts of deleterious leachate when rainwater drains thr3ugh 
lhE~, s~ they will not contribute contaminants to the groundwater. 

1151. 04 

~ee Cormnent Hesponse 1279. 69. 

1162.01 

The rEference in tile comment to 7,000 construction job:; should be da1-i­
fled. The EIS estimates indicate that approximately 10,500 direct and 
secondary jobs would be created during the peak year of the construdion 
phase in the Illinois Region of Influer.cc {RO!) (Volume !V, Appendix 
14, Section 14.1.3.3.A). Approximately 1;000 of these jobi would be 
direct construction crafts jobs. There would also be additional direct 
construction, technical (e.g., designers, drafters, and installation 
technician>;) construction management, and constructio;1-related clerical 
jobs available to workers in the ROI. 

0·1er 7,000 of the 10,500 jobs would be secondary jobs created in the 
regional economy from project spending for materials and services, and 
spending of direct workers earnings for goods and services. Tile majority 
of the secondary jobs would be cr2ated in the service>, trade, and r.nnu­
factu1·i ng sectors of the economy, and some secondary job:> wcu1 d al so be 
cre~ted in the construction industry. Project purchases ~1011ld peak at 
$111.3 million in 1992. Consumer demand by direct SSC workers would 
peak at $120. l mill ion in 1992, as they spend part of their $164 .8 
million in earnings. 

011ring the first year of operations, the EIS estimates that approxi­
mately 7,000 direct and secondary "permanent" jobs would b~ created in 
the Illinois ROI. Approximately 3,200 of thesa jobs would be direct 
professional, technical, scientific, and clerical jobs available to 
workers in the ROI. About 3,800 of the 7 ,000 jobs would be secondary 
jobs In tha services, trade, manufacturing, and other sectors of the 
economy. Annua1 project purchases would be $64.5 mil1ion beginning in 

11511200335889 



. the year 200.0. · _Consumer demand by.direct SSC workers would be $82.2 . 
• million beginntng fn the year 2000; as they spend part of their $112.9 

million in earnings. · · · · 

1162.02 

• The increase to the tax .base referred to in the comment was implicitly 
included fn the cumulative local government .financial impact analysis · 
for all .jurisdictions wjthin the primary.jmpact counties of DuPage, 
Kendall, and .Kane tn Illinois. The methodology for the public finance 
assessment is prese11ted in the EIS in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.l.2.3.D, and the results forthe llltnoh primary impact counties are 
presented in VolumelV/Appendix 14, Section .14.l.3.3.D. These esti-

. mates indh;~~e that .al.though lc)cal jurisdict:lons would experience a · 
negative f'fscal impat:t durJng the first few years of construction of the 
.SSC, a .positive fiscal impact wouJd oscur thereafter. . 

1162.03 . 
_, . - ' ' . " 

. The OOE has stated that it would continue to operate Fermi lab if the SSC 
. site is located el se~here. 

1163.01 

Seetti~ first paragraph ..• fn Conunent Response 10,03.o.\;· See al so Comment 
Response 1276.0l. · 

1164.0l 

Comment noted •. · 

1164.02 

. Comment noted. : 
'_.;_ 

1164.03 
' . -~----- > ' <, 

Comment.noted. 

li65.oi· 

. ·. ,comment ll~t~il. · .. · · 



1167 .02 

Comment noted. 

1167.03 

Comment noted. 

1167.04 

Comment noted. 

1167 .05 

Comment noted. 

1168.01 

Both Kaneland Schools and St. Charles High School are discussed in ElS 
Volume IV, Appendix9. The closest construction point to Kaneland Schools 
would be E6, located 4,400 ft away. The closest surface construction 
point to St. Charles High School would be E9, approximately 1 mi to the 
northwest. Neither construction nor operations in the tunnel away from 
service and intermediate access areas would be apparent. 



1168.02 

See Comment Responses 497 .16 and 73l~Ol for a discussion of magnetic 
fields and health considerations,, respectively. 

1169.01 

Comment noted. 

1169.02 

Connnent noted. -

1169.0l. 

Quality of life impacts .of the SSC, particularl,y for homeoW¥1ers who may 
be relocated, are addressed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.8.4. 

ll6!L04 

The SSC is expected to have a negligible effect on the current growth 
being experienced in Kane County (see E!S Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.3). From1980. to 1985, the population of Kane County is 
estimated ta flave .grown at an annual rate of 1.4 percent, from l78,000 · 
in 1980 ta nearly 300,000 in 1985,. W:ith the projected SSC-related 
impact> the populatfon of f<ane County is projected to be 3l9,500 by 
1992, an average annual rate of growth .of l. 4 percent from 1985 to 1992. 
Future growth in the population of. Kane County isc al se> expected te> 
reflect the contfoued evi;Tution ofChicago suburbs • . ' ' . - ., ' . ' ,, . ' _-, 

1169.05 

Connnents noted. 

1170.01 

Connnent noted. 

l170·0l 



1170.03 

The generation and transmission capabilities of the Commonwealth Edison 
Company for electric energy is given in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.3.11.2.B.l and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3.C.l. 

1170.04 

See Comment Response 1003.04, first paragraph. 

1171. 01 

See Comment Response 973.01. 

1171.02 

The comment on traffic conditions is noted. Please note the following 
clarifications. 

The traffic data for the major roads are presented in EIS .Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Tables 14.2.1-5 and 14.2.1-6. As shown in the first table, 
Route 34 will experience a level of service (LOS) F during a peak hour 
in the peak construction year of 1992. This worst condition is presented 
as the "lowest LOS on impacted 2-lane roads" fn Volume 1, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.8. Thus, LOS F applies to only Route 34, not all the roads. 
Similarly, LOS F in Section 5.1.8 refers to three roads in Table 14.2.1-6 
during operating year 2000. 

In Section 5.1.8, the item "Disruption to existing traffic patterns" has 
no relation to the "lowest LOS" discussed above. Jn Illinois, the SSC 
traffic will join the existing traffic and follow the established traf­
fic patterns. In some States where new highways and freeways will be 
constructed, the existing traffic patterns will be disrupted and new 
patterns will develop. · 

1171.03 

An analysis of the roads, level of service (LOS), and projected LOS is 
presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Tables 14.2.1-5 and 14.2.1-6. 
These tables show that all of the existing roads in the analysis cur· 
rently have volumes below their capacities. The projected peak hour 
vo 1 umes with the SSC do fa 11 above the capacity in one case, US Route 34 
from State Route 59 to State Route 31 .for the projected construction 
traffic in 1992; and in three cases, State Route 64 from Kirk Rciadto 
Randall Road; US Route 34 from State Route 59 to State Route 31, and. 
State Route 59 from I~88 to State Route 56 for the projected operations 
traffic in 2000 •. The State of Illinoi~- will h~ve. Jo analyze actual peak 
volumes on these roads in the fut11rE!, and act a£cordingly. · 



1172.01 

See Comment Responses 13.02 and 1137.01. 

117Z.02 

Se.e Connent Response '1153.02. and ~onnent Response 1172.04. · 

1172.03 

The approach used in assessing impacts on scenic and visual resources is 
presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.2. The objective of 
the analyses was to provide a basis for comparing the visual impacts of. 
the seven alternative sites. ·Consistency has been maintained by apply­
ing the same approach, criteria, and assumptions to the analyses at each 
of the seven sites. 

ll72.04. 

To provide seasonal consistency, visual assessments for the seven candi­
date sites 111ere. conducted during the last weelc of April and the first 
week of May, 1988 •. Six of the seven sites were observed on sunny to 

· partly sunny days. · One .site was obsenecl on an overcast day wi tn inter­
mittent rain; •. Jor the. followinq reason, overcast skies and l i9nt ratn 
were not factors adversely affecting the analyses. 

Due to one or rore of ·tbe factors of topography, vegetative cover, and 
structures, views fin- all but. the Arizona stte are 1i11ited. The SSC . 
facilitiefwould be seen inJ;he immediate foreground in nearly all · 
cases. ·1f they were not. visible at the distance,. they would not be seen 
at all •... Cloudy weather and intel"IDittent rain did not deter an analysis 
of vis"ibil ity at .that range. Only .under the most adverse weather con­
ditions, i.e.; blinding snowstorms, would the degree of visibility. not 
be amenable to analysis. 

~ee Comment Respoqse 1172.03. 

1172.05 

ElS Volume IV, Appl!f.4i~ 16, Section 16.3.3.3 assesses the impacts <m the 
·scenic and visual t'eso1u·ces ~d their significance. All of the facilf-
t i.es noted .. in .U\e commellt .exc~t .[acJJity E'.IJ ilre .addressed tn the ElS. · . 
The visual . impact J)f .facil,ty I'll ts addl"essed tn tomment Response 859 .Of; 

·the . text of the·E~ has been .. corl"ectedin.. the. Errata as .noted in t!Jat 
response.. Each of the facil ities<noted ill the c;omment potentially would · · 
cause significant vi sua-1 .impacts; .most ~ould probably be 1 ong-term. · · 

. Mitigative measures, which should be COl\Sidered during• final project 
· · · design, are descri!Jed (EIS VoJumel; .Etraptel-l, Secttol.\ 3~&}. ··it is .. 
·.·.· . :.ul)der~tood ·Jhat,.;J.f'•.t;hw·~a-re no.t> '()F lf 'the'/ are:c.(;(lns.idered hilt 1)roven· . 

...• infe~sibJ.e ·ilnd;alternati~ measure~ a'l"~lfut $Qcc.es:sfrilly;~plied.·the · 
··.··. impacts n~ted. l(O!ild:creRi IJJ.S igni{icant :indeftn i~ly; ., • ··· · • · · ·· 
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Regarding the population around the Illinois site, see Comment Response 
1369.09. 

1172.06 

The EIS is based on information provided by the States; and on publicly 
available information. The EIS and the comments provided by the public 
were used in the selection of the site. The DOE believes that the data 
submitted and the analyses of impacts presented in the EIS are adequate 
to support the decision to site the SSC at one of the seven site alter­
natives. See EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.1.2, and Volume III for 
more details on the site selection methodology. 

1172.07 

Comment noted. 

1173.01 

The impacts noted by the commenter have been summarized in EIS Volume I, 
\.,Chapter 1, Table 1-1. More detailed information augmenting the Volume I 

' overview of potential environmental consequences was provided in Ap­
pendices 5-16 by resource affected. As noted in Section l.4, if the SSC 
is built, the DOE feels that although certain negative environmental 
impacts would occur the SSC would also have beneficial impacts at all 
site alternatives. 

In addition, the DOE recognizes that a more detailed site-specific 
review will be required under NEPA prior to a final decision on the 
construction and operations of the proposed SSC. If Illinois is · 
selected for the SSC, this more detailed review of potential impacts 
will be provided in the Supplemental EIS. Mitigation strategies to 
minimize the environmental impacts will also be described in greater 
detail in the Supplemental EIS. 

1173.02 

The DOE does not agree that depth and water inflow make this site the 
most difficult to tunnel. Experience .in the region with the comparably­
sized TARP Project indicates that long tunnels, shafts, and underground 
chambers can be constructed quite successfully in these rocks. Addi• 
tionally, the initial rate of inflow (5,200 gal/min/100 ft--an ex­
ceedingly conservative ·estimate} is not indicative ofwater•handling · 

·.requirements, since occasional locally high inflows will be quickly re• 
duced. by pressure grouting (see Comment Response 1279.357). · · · · 

1173 •. 03 

• Jhe ob.se~~t'fons regarding groundwater o;erdraft and int~rc:onnecti()n • ··• ... 
• between the glacial:aquifer and the upper. bedrock aquifer are consistent· 

,< ~fth lhl! d~t~>IJsed to.prepare· the EIS (SeeEI.s Volume IV, Appendix 
'• , . Section s.3.2o2) ·. >see a]so Comml!nt Responses ; 533.03, and 
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1173.04 

The raditm content of srour,dwater in Illinois is addressed in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 5 and Volurae !, Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.1. 

The health impacts from radiation during SSC of the E!S operations have 
been assessed in Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12. There are nu mea­
;,urahle adverse im;iacts from cuniulative effects of exposure to radium in 
drinking water and exposure to radiation from SSC operations. The dose 
equivalent to the general public at large from SSC operations is pri­
Rarlly through the air pathway and is less than 0.001 percent of that 
from background radiation. 

1173.05 

Co~ment noted. 

1174.01 

See ComiitPr.t Response 1276. 01. 

1174.02 

See Com,nent Response 954. 02. 

1175.01 

Com1J>rnt s notr:!d. 

1175.02 

The EIS analysis indicates that although there would be a long-tei·m 
property tax revenue loss to Kane County jurisdictions due to private 
land removed from property tax b1se in Kane land School District, there 
would also be a long-term increase in both direct and indirect tax 
revenues from project spending and spending by SSC construction and 
operations workers. The EIS did not specifically estimate the property 
tax loss to Kaneland School District. The public finance analysis for 
Kane County jurisdictions collectively is presented in the EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.D. More detailed analyses of SSC­
related local fiscal impacts will be prepared for jurisdictions in the 
region of the selected site and presented in the Supplemental EIS (see 
EIS Volume I, Foreword). 

1175.03 

Proposed road construction and improvements affecting the SSC site are 
discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.C. These 
would include widening and resurfacing a portion of Dauberman Road. 
Traffic analysis for Dauberman/Meredith Road is presented in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Tables 14.2.1-5 and 14.2.1-G. Traffic analysis, 
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i.e. effects on existing traffic patterns, including school buses­
student transportation, will be addressed in tl1e Supplemental EIS for 
the selected site. 

Also see Comment Response 1175.04 for a discus:;ion of measures to 
mitigate potential traffic impacts to school children. 

1175.0~ 

The concern about the safety of students is noted. Efforts to mitigate 
the traffic impacts during the construction planning will ccnslder child 
safety by reroutin·J construction traffic to avoid the general public 
traffic rautes and to avoid school areas. The estimates of trucks and 
hours of operation {see EIS Volume IV, Appendix JO, Section 10.2.3) pre­
sent the maximum operating condition. The impict on traffic (sec Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.C) is presented for the significantly 
affected major roads. The impacts of spoils truck and other traffic 
111ill be addressed in greater detail in the Su;:iplemental EIS for the se­
lected site. (See EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.5.) 

Several mitigations will be considered during the construction planning 
stage to avoid or minimize impacts of spoils disposal trucks. Some of 
these are: the use of State highways instead of local roads; direction 
of traffic away from residential areas and schools; use of traffic con­
trols and speed limits; end development of off-peak-oriented dis~osal 
schedules. 

lt will be possible to control truck speeds with the assistance of the 
local and State law enforcement agencies. Please see the comments from 
Illinois Department of Transportation (No. 1095 by Keith Sherman). 

1175.05 

See Comment Response 307.02. 

1175.06 

See Cowment Response 1259.02. 

1175.07 

With regard to water supply, it is likely that there would only be a 
restriction on water supply wells within approximately 150 ft of the SSC 
tunnel. An increase in the regional groundwater overdraft is antici­
pated as a result of project water supply requirements. During con­
struction, impacts to nearby water wells would be minimal due to the 
limited amount of pumping that would be required at any individual well 
to meet construction water requirement. However, the greater pumpage 
required during operations may result in water level declines in nearby 
wells of sufficient magnitude to locally reduce groundwater availability 
or modify water use patterns. Mitigations of these impacts range from 
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providing alternative water supply sources to impacted users (replace­
ment wells, deeper wells, hook-ups to municipal supplies) to using sur­
face wate; from the Fox River as a source of industrial and cooling 
water for the SSC. Individual water supplies will be protected by one 
or more of the mitigation approaches described in EIS Volume IV, Ap­
pendix 7. Additional detail on anticipated impacts on groundwater use 
and ~iro•;ndwater quality are presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Section 7.2.3.3. 

Private land would be removed from the property tax base in Kane County, 
reducing the amount of revenue for local jurisdictions. The EIS anal­
ysis indicates that although there would be a long-term property tax 
revenue loss to county jurisdictions, there would also be a long-term 
increase in both direct and indirect tax revenue from project spending, 
and from add it i ona 1 spending by SSC construction and operations workers. 

The results of this analysis suggest that net fiscal impacts 011 Kane 
County would be negative during the first 3 years of the project, and 
positive thereafter (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.D). 

1175.03 

Comment noted. 

1176.01 

Job estimates cited in the comment for SSC construction and operations 
agree with estimates in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.A. 
The EIS assumes, consistent with the current DOE position, that Fermilab 
would not close if tl1e SSC were sited in a State other than Illinois. 

1177.01 

Comment noted. 
, 

1177.02 

Comment noted. 

1177. 03 

Comment noted. Also see Comment Response 880.04. 

1177. 04 

See Comment Response 1276.01. 

1178.01 

During the peak year of SSC construction, the EIS estimates that ap­
proximately 1,200 direct technical jobs would be available to local 
workers. The city of Naperville is located in DuPage and Will Counties, 
Illinois. Although city-level unemployment figures are not readily 
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available from government agencies that collect such statistics, cou~ty­
lc::·1e l data indicate those two cour.t i es had average annua 1 unemp ioymen t 
levels of approximately 17,00D and 14,0DD workers, res~ectively, In 
1SS7. The Illinois P.eJion of Influence (ROI), in turn, had a~ annual 
avGrage of more than 250,000 um~mployed workers in 1937. 

It is net anticipated that the SSC direct technical work force would 
corr.e exclusively frcm the ranks of the uner.:ployed--or, for that matter, 
even ex cl us i ve l y from the ill i noi s ROI, as 30 to 34 percent of tho total 
direct and indirect work force is expected to in-migrate from outside 
the region. However, it seems that at least 1,200 technicians would be 
available amorig the 250, 000 unern;i Joyed workers in the ROI. t.ccord i ng to 
the Illinois Department of Labor, Bureau of Employment Security, tech­
nicians make up c.pproximately 3.1 percent of total occupational work­
force in the "SSC region" as they define It; note that 3.1 percent of 
250,000 unemployed is equivalent to 7,750 workers (EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3). 

1178.02 

Comment r:oted. 

1178.03 

Comment ;-ioted. 

1178.04 

See Comment Response 1126.05. 

1178.05 

See Comment Response 375.01. 

1178.06 

The DOE has stated that it intends to contifiue operating the Fermilab 
regardless of the SSC siting. The EIS socioeconomic analysis proceeded 
under the assumption that Fermilab would continue in operation regard­
less of the SSC location--which agrees with the comment. Although the 
Illinois Region of Influence (ROI) saw its population increase rela­
tively slowly between 1930 and 1985 (see Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sec­
tion 5.3.11.B), recent evidence suggests a surge In population growth 
over the past year (see Comment Response 973.01). 

Unemployment In the Illinois ROI was 6.5 percent In 1987 (roughly 
250,000 persons), which would cause one to question the claim that there 
are more jobs in the region than people to fill them. 
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1178.07 

The EIS 1i sted a SSC construct ion water need of 108 million gal or 332 
acre~ft (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.6-2). This table has been 
revised slightly for the FEIS, namely to 111.5 million gal or 343 
acre-ft. See al so Comment Response 533 .03. ·. 

1178.08 

See Comment Response 1155.07 

1178.09 

NatiOnal Ambient Air' QLlaHty Standards (NAAQS) and all appl iCable State· 
ambient air q1.1a.lity standards (AA.QS) will be complied with during both 
construction and operations of the SSC. As stated in EIS Volume I, 

· Chapter6, "It is DOE policy to conduct its operations in an environ­
mentally safe and sound manner in compl lance with the letter and spirit 
of applicable environmental statutes, regulations, and standards.• 

Fugitive dust emissions during any construction is a common·concern. 
The EIS has been revi.sed. in Volume IV, Appendix 8 and in the summary to 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Sectio!l 5.1.3 to include for all states more effi­
cient mitigations of TSP and PM10 emissions during construction. Spe-

. tifically, the use of c:hemical soil stabilization is proposed instead of 
· twice daily waterfog, for control of general site activity emissions. 

This significantly redµcesthe generation of proposed fugitive dust 
emissions, hence the resulting ambient air impacts for these pollutants. 
- - . - . . - . - . . - . 

Additional air quality analysis will be performed after site selection 
and wil.l be included iii the Supplemental EIS. The availability of more 
definite design and co11struction planning information at that time will 

·allow that analysis ·to .be more detailed and contain more specific miti-
gation commitments. · ··.· · · · · 

- . - -b· - . -

Compliance with the AAQSJdlfbe addressed by··ttie host state when its 
air pollution reglllatoryiagencyfevlews any requjredper111it· . 

· applications.· ·· · ·. · · · · · · · · · ·· · · 
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···• .. vehicle•traffic· fn tfle Chfcagoar'ea~ As ~~wl'l'f)i EIS;V'ol¥me . .J,: ··Chapter 
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being emitted). During operations, the nitrogen oxide emissions will 
drop to 36 tons per year (one tenth of one percent of the existing 
emissions). 

1178.10 

Population considerations were made for each county in each site area. 
See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.2.3.B.2. 

1179.01 

Comment noted. 

1179.02 

In reference to the psychological impacts of the SSC, the DOE agrees 
that relocation has the potential for being a major life event for 
people. The further the distance one moves from one's social networks, 
the greater the impacts of the move. To the extent that those relocated 
can relocate nearby, the impacts should be minimized. Comment Response 
1230.03 and EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.LB.5 addresses 
psychological .impacts. · · · 

The EIS has not indicated mitigation measures for relocations, because 
the proposing State has the responsibility to acquire the land for th.e 
SSC facility. For rj!al property not acquired in fee-simple, there is no 
Federal requirement or authorization to provide mitigation. Qu-estions 
concerning the proposer's authority to mitigate should be directed to 
the appropriate.State agency. 

1179. 03 

The occupational and public health impacts of the SSC project are 
discussed jn EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, and are summarized in Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6. · · 

Although local jurisdictions in Kane County are anticipated to experi­
ence fiscal deficits during the first three years of construction ac­
tivity, positive fiscal effects i.n subsequent years .are expected to of- · 
fset these losses. The EIS analysis of SSC-relate.d revenue impacts on 
the Illinois State government, and fhe cumulative local government. 
fiscal jmpacts on jurisdictions in Kane County, is presented in Volume 

. IV, Appendix 14, Secti.on 14.1.3.3.D. of the EIS; 

·. ·.The .. eff'~ct~ .. o{)he SSC 'oll jroperti ~alues in. l 0cal commurfifi es< are at. 
··· present tirikr1own; .a prediction of..dJ!cfeased property values thus may be 

,,_(':premature:._,;- - ----t;-- ;:'.;.-,: 



1180.01 

Comment noted. 

1180.02 
' ' 

.As 'is noted in EIS.Volume IV, .. Appendix 10 therewlllbe one pond at FJ, 
of approximately 2 acres size, .. which will be adequate for water handling 
in that area (see Comment Response 1217.01). ·While leakage into the 

. tunnel in this area may .initially be significant fracture-grouting will 
soon reduce inflow .to Jow rates (see Comment Response 1279.357) • · With 
care and conventional undergryund construction practices, the inflow can 
be reduced to the point 4hat ft provides only enough water to supply the 
SSC cooling water requirements (leakage in the 5-mile stretch from El to 
E4 at this rate would equal only about 5 percent of St. Charles' daily 
water use rate). I.f necessary, the cool fng water can be treated after 
use and permitted for reinjection into the groundwater, thereby reducing 
the 1 oss of groundwater (see Comment Response 1279 .14H. 

1180.03 

See Comment Response 1279.141 with. regard to water inflow into the 
tunnel. .As is noted in that response, long-term flow into the tunnel . 
could be reduced to the level tha.t it equals the project's need for . 
cooling water, thereby mitigating the need f'oradditional groundwater . 
withdrawal. After being used for cooling, the water can be treated (if 

· necessary) and permitted for reinjection into the groundwater system, 
thereby minimizing the project's incremental contribution to the 

· existing overdraft_ situation. · ·· · 

1180.04 
' ' 

·See C01111ent Response .533.·0J, 

1180.05 ' 

~e Coftnent R~sp0nse··l369.09 •.. 

1181.01 

. The impact.s of..the SSC;an ~te~.]uplJliesiarl! s~;t~ed ln ris Volume I, · 
., ·Chapter ~* Sections s;1~2.,;aad.~~2;lt'a11d(f~scr;~ fit·~re d~ta,ilfor 
·. the. proposed.Ulinois: s.jte ... ittVolJl,RleIV;:'.AppendixJ,; ~ections J .t;3~3 

and 1:1<;:3,3~ :~e•aJ~ C!J!llllent R~sf>?~Sl;!.533''0]•••<1.; ' ." ·' 
··.·u81.02< :•· •. :i' ····.·····•··· ····· 

lnfl~~;ih~o the.tJ~~~1''iiri'f)l! ~~~c~ .• ;;:~~ite<f gr:outi!lg to much l~er '.·· 
.rates J~a!l·~i!renotelf. in:the ·CPllJllenf:(see Commen.t • Resp()flse 1279 .141 ), .•· l.f . 

. : ... necessary~;lllflo~ ca.n ,beo.red1.1ced 1() a rate that.~ill JustJulfill the··. · 
.cool l!lg-water •req11lr~111en,t .:•,,.;Af te!' · beJ f!CJ·¥~se(f.,fol".tooJi ng ;::• the:,wa te r could 
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1181.03 

See Comment Response 1275.15. 

1181.04 

See Comment Response 1279 .115. , 

1182.01 

The electric power, natural gas, and telecommunications information pre­
sented in the comment is generally consistent with·utility discussions 
in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3., and Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.2.2.3. Because of the presence of Fermilab, many utilities 
are already in place at the Illinois site in the vicinity of the campus 
area. If the Illinois site is selected, the feasibility of using ex­
isting utilities will be evaluated in the Supplemental EIS. The other 
sites will generally require the installation of new utilities in the 
campus area. 

1182.02 

Comment noted. As noted in Volume IV, Appendix 2 of the EIS, construc­
tion phase and annual operating cost estimates of the SSC conceptual 
design were made for the seven. Best Qualified list (BQL) sites, includ-
ing Illinois. - · 

1183.01 

Comment noted. 

1183.02 

Should Illinois be selected as the site for the SSC, the Supplemental 
EIS would address the final placement of the SSC facilities. Illinois 
placed the western arc of the SSC on the western edge of Kaneville. The 
portions of the facility involved are service area FS, and experimental 
area KS. Some acquisition of private land would be required (see Volume 
IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.4.3), and changes in land use are anticipated 
for those areas on an immediately adjacent to the ring (Volume IV, 
Appendix 13, Section 13.1.3.3). However, a relatively small portion of 
Kaneville would be affected by the project, and ft. i.s not anticipated 
that thi$ community wpuld be destroyed. The activities conducted in the 
far cluster area of the SSC are not incompatible with a rural setting. 
Residents who are displaced by .the SSC will be able to relocate in the · 
immediate yicinity if they so desire. · - · 

. Impacts on water sources. aS a r~sultof locating the SSC at th~ prc)po:sed 
Illlnois site are discussed. in Comment Responses 1117.03 and .18 

- ' v' ' ' •' - ' 



ll83. 04 

Duri nq the proposed seven-year construct ion phase of the p1-oject, 
mitig~tive measures will be taken to lessen the disruption to the 
surrounding areas. Also, a more detailed review of the mitigation 
~rocess wi 11 be provided in the Supp 1ementa1 EIS for the se 1 ected site. 

1183 .05 

See Comment Response 1279.141 with regard to water inflow into the 
collider tunnel. In regard to surface water usage, the discussion In 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3.A.l explains that the water 
supply source for the SSC project will come from groundwater; surface 
water is considered to be only an alternative or backup supply. 

ll83.06 

Comment noted. 
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1183.07 

As stated in the EIS, there would be costs incurrEd by the State govern­
ment for site and infrastructure improvements, and for the purchase of 
private land that would be transferred to Federal ownership (Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.D). If these costs were financed through 
long-term bonds, the State would be obligated to make interest payments 
on the principal amount borrowed. 

1184. 01 

Regarding the number of wells which may have to be closed at the Illi­
nois site due to the siting or construction of the SSC, see Comment 
Response 979.02. The individual wells which may be so impacted cannot 
be identified pending detailed field surveys. These surveys will be 
performed if Illinois is the selected site. 

Regarding replacement of wells or water supply sources, see Comment 
Response 1381.04. 

liN.02 

The DOE did not perform field work, including taking core samples, in 
connection with the proposed Illinois SSC site. The origin of the 
blasting noise that was heard car.not be determined at this time. 

Vibrations and noise associated with blasting during construction will 
be monitored and controlled in accordance with the provisions of Volume 
IV, Appendix 9, Sections 9.2.2.1.C.l and 9.2.2.1.C.2 of the EIS. The 
charges (charge-weight-per-delay) will be sized to keep the amount of 
vibration at the closest structure to below 2.0 inches-per-second peak 
particle velocity, the amount which is generally accepted as safe for 
poor plaster. 

The EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4.2.A.l states that the dura­
tion of blasting activities at any location because of SSC construction 
is expected to range from 3 to 6 months. 

1184.03 

See Comment Response 307.04. 

1184. 04 

Hazardous and solid waste disposal are addressed in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 12. The disposal of radioactive wastes is addressed in Comment 
Response 276.03. 

Disposal practices for radioactive mixed waste are described in Comment 
Response 524.06. 
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Hazardous and sol id waste$ will be disposed of in accordance with 
applicable Federal, State, and local standards, utilizing permitted 
disposal facilities (EIS Volume 1, Chapter 5, Section 5.2.6). 

1184.05 

See Comment Response 992.10. 

1184.06 

The EIS analysis indicates during the peak year of SSC construction, the 
housing requirement within the nine-county Illinois Region of Influence 
(ROI) would be increased by approximately 2,700. The majority of this 
housing demand is projected to be in the primary impact counties of 
DuPage, Kendall, and Kane. Local governments in these primary ·impact 
counties would experience a cumulative net fiscal benefit throughout 
construction and operations of the facility, except for a net fiscal 
deficit during the first 3 years of construction in DuPage and Kane 
Counties. The analysis indicates that millions of dollars in capital 
improvements, including expenditures for new school facilities, would be 
made by local jurisdictions during the first 4 years of SSC construc­
tion, but direct and indirect tax revenues are anticipated to overcome 
these outlays in all but the first few years of construction (see EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.D). 

1184.07 

The comment is consistent with the EIS determination. Specifically, ir. 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.E, the EIS states "Relocation 
surfaced a.s a primary concern; 219 relocations are expected, includir.·J 
160 residences and 59 business." 

1185 .01 

Comments noted. 

1186. 01 

Comments noted. 

1187. 01 

Comments noted. It is the policy of the DOE that Fermilab will continue 
to operate if the SSC is pl aced in another location. (See EIS \lo l ume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.3). 

1188. 01 

Comments noted. 
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1189.01 

Coi:imants noted. 

1190.01 

Comment noted. 

1190.02 

Comment noted. 

1190. 03 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 6 discusses Federal statutes, permits, licenses, 
and other entitlements that may bo applicable to construction and 
operations of the S5:C. It is the 00£'s pol icy to assure that operating 
contractors comply with applicable statutory requirements affecting 
Federal facilities. State and local regulations will be addressed as 
part of the mandatory DOE comp 1 i a nee .program that wi 11 be m;:m i to red 
through regularly scheduled health and safety appraisals conducted by 
the DOE contractors and audited by the DOE personnel. Before startup, 
the DOE requires operations and maintenanc2 contractcrs to submit to an 
operational readiness review (ORR) during which proposed en'1ironmental 
monitoring plans are submitted for review. All applic~ble e~vircn­
mental and safety operating permits req9ired to assure the health and 
safoty of the public and the site work force will be reviewed for 
regulatory thoroughness and adequacy. State and local permits will be 
discussed, as appropriate, and Included if required In th2 site-wide 
f;rovironm~ntal compliance plc.n. More specific lnfor·mation of environ­
mental monitoring will be included in the Supplemental EIS far the 
selected site. 

1190.0,l 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 6 outlines the DOE's intent to comply with all 
applicable Federal and State environmental regulations. The second 
paragraph of Section 6.1 states "It Is DOE policy to conduct Its opera­
tions in an environmentally safe and sound manner in compliance with 
applicable environmental statutes, regulations, and standards." This 
will include any applicable Illinois environmental regulations. 

1190.05 

See Comment Responses 275.03 and 880.04. 

1190.06 

See Comment Response 974.01. 
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1190.07 

Additional wetlands surveys were conducted after the publication of the 
DEIS, and revisions have been Incorporated in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.5.3 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3. The DOE will 
comply with all applicable Federal, State, and local regulations, !~elud­
ing Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. For a summary of the applicable 
Federal regulations, see Volume I, Chapter 6. See also Comment Response 
974.01 with respect to the applicability of the Bersani vs Robic!gnd 
case to the SSC site selection process. The SSC site salecticn process 
Is described in EIS Volu~e III. 

1190.0B 

C·.;;mmen t noted. 

1191. 01 

See Comment Response 709.01. Concerns about State and local financing 
of public education are r.ot the responsibility of the DOE. ISP require­
ments affecting State proposals to site the SSC are summarized in the 
EIS, Volume Ill, Chapter I. Secondary impacts are discussed in the EIS 
in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.2 

1191.02 

Cor.:rnent noted. 

1192.01 

See Comment Responses 710.01 and 1369.09. 

1192 .02 

See Comment Response 922 .11. 

1192.03 

See Comment Response 1259.02. 

1192 .04 

See Comment Response 865.02. 

1192.05 

See Comment Response 1126.05. 

1193 .01 

See Comment Response 1369.09. 
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il94.0l 

Com;:ient nJted. 

1194. 02 

Land acquisition and relocation services are the responsibility of the 
proposed State~ (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.4.1). The 
States have agreed to comply as a minimum standard to the Federal 
Acquisition Laws (91-646 and 10 CFR 1039, 51 FR 7000). Questions con­
cerning the propQser's SSC land acquisition strategies and commitments 
should be directed to the appropriate State agency (see Volume IV. 
Appendix 4, Section 4.3.2). 

1195.01 

See Comment Response 979.02. 

ll95.02 

Comment noted. 

ll 95. 03 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.2.3 has been cor~ected to i~dtcate 
that a significant increase in groundwater use is projected In the 
vicinity of the Illinois site as a result of projected population 
growth. This was recognized in Table 5.3.2-6 of Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.3.2.2 of the DEIS, but incorrectly sunnarized in Volume I. 
For Kane County, this table projects an increase from 38,300 acre-ft of 
pumpage in 1936 to 41,100 acre-ft in 2000 (7 percent more than in 1985) 
and 49,600 acre-ft in 2025 (about 30 percent more than in 1985). 

The population of Kane County was projected to grow from 300,000 in 1935 
to 351,000 in 2000 (a 17 percer.t incre1se). The 1985 figure is the 
final U.S. Bureau of Census estimate. The 2000 figure is based on U.S. 
Bureau of Census projections for the State as a whale, adjusted by 
county, based on Illinois Department of Commerce and Community Affairs 
data (see Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11.l.B.2, and Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.3.B., Table 14.1.3.3-8). A population projection for 
2025 was not made for the EIS, since the maximum SSC-induced impacts 
would be reached by 1992 (the projected year of peak construction) and 
2000 {the projected first year of full operations). 

See also Comment Response 1279.115. 

1195.04 

See Comment Response 307.04. 
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li95.05 

See Comment Response 1369 .09. 

1195.05 

One of the activities undertaken in the course of preparing the EIS wa! 
to systematically determine the ways in which the public could possibly 
be exposed to radiological releases from the SSC. Even though the fa­
cility will be able to conduct experiments at higher energy levels than 
other similar laboratories, the experiences at these other labs can be 
used to predict with considerable confidence the possible hazards of the 
SSC and methods to reduce or eliminate the risk of any harmful effects. 
Jl.pproaches to recognizing and dealing with new techr.ologies and pos5ibh 
hazards is a common approach taken in other areas of technology. 

The EIS (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6) presented the radio­
lcgic:il exposures that could result from normal operations or an accident 
at the SSC. The analysis took into account persons residing above the 
SSC facilities and would be applicable to children In schools. The acci­
dent scenario that was considered was the worst possible event that could 
hcppen, which is a loss cf beam. Such an event is highly unlikely and 
no full loss of beam has occurred at the Superconducting magnet (Tevatron) 
at Fermilab. Even under these upset conditions, it was found that thera 
would be no unacceptable health risks to the public residing near the 
SSC (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.3). 

1195.07 

See Comment Response 1229.02. 

1195.08 

See Comment Responses 880.04 and 1250.02. 

1195. 09 

Comment noted. 

1196.01 

The comments are consistent with Table 3. 7. 

1196.02 

The potential impacts on local public school enrollment and instruc­
tional personnel, as cited in the comment from Table 3-7, are presented 
and explained in greater detail in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.3.C. The enrollment increase of 2,004 students and staff in­
crease of 99 instructors noted in the comment are projections for the 
nine-county Illinois Region of Influence, not projections solely for the 
Fox Valley. 
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Tne cumulative local gowernmcnt fiscal effects to jurisdictions in th~ 
primary impa:;t counties of DuPage, Kane, and Kendall are al so presented 
in detail in the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, S2ction 14.1.3.3.D. Local 
governments in these counties would be expected to experience a cumula­
tive net fiscal benefit throughout construction and operations of the 
facility, except for a net fiscal deficit during the first three years 
of construction in DuPage and Kane Counties. 

1196.03 

The potential impacts of the SSC project on education at the Illinois 
site are discussed in EIS Volume IV Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3. 
Table 4-27 presents government employment per 1000 population - this 
refers to total regional population, not student population. 

l136.04 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-7 is intended to quantify the number of 
acres receiving an increase in background day-night average sound level 
of greater than 10 dBA during construction. This number of acres Is 
calculated to be less for Michigan and Illinois because the background 
was assessed to be higher at these two sites than at the other five. 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4, and Volume IV, Appendix 9, as cor­
rect2d In the revised version, present an analysis of the n.1mber of peo­
ple currently living in areas expected to have an outdoor d1y-night 
average sound level of greater than 60 dBA during construction. This 
analysis indicates, for the Illinois site, that 454 people currently 
live in areas that will have an outside day-night average sound level of 
greater than 70 dBA during the peak of construction at an E or F ar2a, 
and 1,246 people currently live in areas which will have an outside day­
night average sound level of between 60 and 70 dBA during the peak of 
construction at an E or F area. 

1196.05 

Losses for local jurisdictions are expected during the early years of 
construction of the SSC in nearly all of the p1-imary impact counties at 
the seven SSC site alternatives (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 
5.1.8-8). The EIS methodology used to conduct this analysis correlates 
increased capital infrastructure expenses with increased growth rates 
based on information published in the 1981 report of the President's 
Economic Adjustment Committee (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.2). 

Loc~l jurisdictions near the Arizona site are anticipated to experience 
relatively large expenditures due to the large number of in-migrants 
expected there, and because the region is projected to continue to grow 
fairly rapidly under baseline conditions. In contrast, the primary 
impact counties surrounding the Illinois site are expected to receive a 
moderate level of in-migrants in comparison to the other six sites (see 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.1.8-4). Local jurisdictions in DuPage and 
Kane Counties would incur expenses to accommodate this growth during the 
first 3 years of construction; local jurisdictions in Kendall County are 
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expected to incur .only a small level of in•migratiOn and would not incur 
any major•losses~ Contrary to what was reported in the DEIS, the three 
primary impact counties would incur a cumulative fiscal loss of $6.1 · · 
million--not the .$6;5 million loss .that was e'rroneously reported (Volume 

. I, Chapter 3, Table 3-7). In the following years, .each of the three 
primary impact counties in Illinois are projected to receive a net 
fiscal benefit from SSC construction and operations. Additional detail 

. regarding the fiscal impact analysis is provided in Volume IV, Appendix 
14, Section 14.l.3;3i0 • 

. 1196.06 

See. Comment Response 41,02 •. 
-_,,, 

11.96.07 

. Comment noted. 

1.196.08 

Comment noted. 

Demand on public servkes in Kane County attiibutable to the SSC would 
not necessarily be transient. or short~lived (see Volume IV, Appendix ·14, 
Siiction 14,1•.3,3.C). With regard to public education Jn particular, the 
OS projects an increase in Kane County school enrollments of 732 stu­
dents in 1992~ the peak year of.construction. Additionally; an in~ 
creased enrollment ~f 825 •students in .County .schools·· is projected from · 
the year 2000 (the first year of full SSC operation) onward throughout· 
the life of the facility. ·These.projections suggest that.demand ini- . · 
tfated by .famf.1 ies of the more transient construction workforce would be 
susta.ined by the families o~ •. the more.per.mane!lt .. · operations workforce. 

As a re~ult of••loc~t,~~;·th~~SC at the pro~o~:d IHJ11ois s·i;e, increases 
lit Kane County publi.~ serviFils', including pubJ ic .education, wo.uld be 
required. to maintain. ]e'lelsof ~ervtce experienc;ed without the . faci 1 i ty 
(see .Volume IV1•·AppelldiJ< 14, Table14.1~3.3~12). ·· · · ·· 

·· 1197,02 ·. 
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ll97 .03 

See Comment Response 1175.04. 

1197.04 

Comments noted. Tile phrase •human receptors" has been changed to indi­
cate residences, hospitals, etc., which would be in areas of increased 
noise levels. 

1198.01 

The magnets that were damaged at Fermilab during its early days of oper­
ation were conventional magnets, not the superconducting magnets that 
will be used in the SSC. While several hundred of the early Fermilab 
magnets had to be replaced, there was no explosion or fire involved, and 
consequently no danger to workers or the public. See also Comment 
Response 1404.04. 

Superconducting magnets pose a different set of safety concerns. lhere 
are cryogenic fluids, pressure vessels, very high electrical currents, 
and large amounts of stored energy associated with the magnets. Hov­
ever, there will be essentially no flammable material in the coll ider 
tunnel (fiberglass is not fla11111able} and no real potential for an explo­
sion. The superconducting magnets n01t1 in use at. Femilal> are very simi­
lar in desfgn to tflose in prototype form for the SSC ... During five years 
of use at Fermilab. tflere has never been a superconducUng lllagnet. explo­
sion. •A dfsaster such as that suggested in the conne11t is not con-

. si.dered to be technically possible. For infoniiation on other accident 
··scenarios, see EIS Volume IV. Appendix 12, Section 12.4. · · 

1198.02 

. Accidents including the worst reasonably foreseeable radiological acci­
dent (the loss of a full beam) are addressed in Yolwne IV, Appendix 12, 
Sectfon IZ.4 and swnmarized tn Volwne I. Chai>ter 5, Section 5.1.li.3. of 
the EIS. The radiological. exposure from a loss of a full beam to the 
maximally exposed individual is Tess than the annuaJ exposure to back-
ground radiation. · 

1199.01 

Comment notect. 

1199.02 



. 1199.03 

The. EIS considers the fciur quarries selected by the State of Illinois. in 
Volume IV, .Appendix lO; Additional disposal sites, if proposed by the 
State, as well as .several options to reduce the· impacts of the truck 
traffic, would be considered during construction planning and would be 
addressed further .in the Supplemental EIS for the selected site. Re­
sponstbil ity for.road repair.s isthe responsibility of the state or 
county that has jurisdiction; · ·· 

1199.04. . . 

The highway maintenance program of;the State of Illinois is· not the 
responsjbil ity of the OOE. .. Road requirement for the. SSC are di scusse.d · 
in EIS Volume 1; Chapter 3, Table 3-4. · · · ·· . . 

· Spincoff tech~ologies cannot. be .guaranteed from any new research program. 
However, based on results of particle physics thus far {see EIS Volume 
I, Chapter 2), 1t is highly likely that beneficial spin-off will result. 

Locating the SSC on the proposed Illinois site is anticipated to have a 
number of direct 11nd secondary economic impacts on the associated Region 
of Influence, as discussed. in the second paragraph of Comment Response 
958.02. 

1199.05 

The. intention ofthe Pr()posed construction and operations of the SSC is 
. to provide a scientific instrument for the advanced study of the funda­

mental nature of matter in terms of sub-atomic particles, not to gene­
rate·· .1 ndustri al de\le 1 opnient. Nevertheless; accelerator techrio logy has · 
led to the emergence of entire new industries; including areas in medica.1 
diagnosis and. treatnient,.Positron q.ectronTomography sc;ans and .magnetic 
resonance .imaging,. n1,1clear medici.ne, and superconducting magnets· (see 
EIS Volume· 1, Chapter 2, Sections 2.1 and 2,2). 

,,$,¥; 

./ . 

In .. Volum~· 1, Ctiapte~i. $~C:ti~n 5.}.6.Z.A.l.,.the illnnel depth!>elo~the 
surface at the 111 inciis ·srte should read 335-610 ft •.. This has.been 
""''h••d in the tel(t, · • · · · . . . 



1200.02 

The referenced quotation occurs in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16, Sect ion 
16.3.3.1. ln a number of cases, the incompatibiHty af residential 
areas and SSC facilities, coupled with the sensttiv1ty of public views 
affected, would be such that the adverse visual; impacts would be con­
sidered signi-ficant. The visual resource impacts for each of Ute seven 
sites are shown in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5.1.10.l. Table 5.1.10-l far 
comparison. 

1200.03 

The EIS. recognizes that a 9rotmdwater overdraft exists irr the region of 
the proposed Illinois SSC site. This facte>r has been co.nsidered amang 
other factors in selecting the site {see EIS Volume III for a descript­
ionof the site selection process). The wells in the Deer Run Sub­
division, whicl\ went dry, were drilled in the shallow aquifer ·system. 
The water supply for the SSC is carrently planned to come from the deep 
"sandstone" aquifer. Because the two aquifers lack any significant 
interconnection, pumping for.SSC water use will not affect shalloW' 
wells. See also Comment Response 1279.115 for discussion of aquifer 
overdraft conditions. 

1200.04 

Radium occurs in groundwater as a result of the natural decay of uranium 
and thorium, which' occur ill trace amounts .in various tjlpes. of rocks. 
This is a c0111111oll proble111 with certain water systems obtaining their 
water from deep aquifers in the region of the proposed Illinois SSC 
site. Additional studies would be needed to. determine 1f increased 
pumping of deep aquifers as a result of the project would increase the 
radium levels in the water supply. These studies may be conducted if 
the Illinois site is selected. However, even for increased radiu111 
levels in groundwater supplies, s11ital:Jle treatment technology exists to 
reduce the radium concentrations to safe levels as required by drinking 
water-standards. Radium reduction through various means {e.g., by water 
softening) has been accomplished already by several communities in this 
region. 

1200.05 

Recent population increases in the Illinois Region of Influence are dis­
cussed in Comment Response 973~01, especially in the first tw_o para­
graphs; The potential impacts of the SSC on local property values in 
Illinois are Cid.dressed.in.the first paragraph of Comment Response . 
1047.02 .. The acquisition of land for the facility is the responsibility· 

· .. of the prop.oser, <1s discussed in Comment Response 8,80.04 • 

.. ;:· The ~ubject of opportunity costs was not addressed tn the EIS because 
''" specific· data necessary for such an analysis will not be avail able untl 1 

;;;£,~~;.' ~·stte·~s ,selet;ted,, and f,inal si~e 3specific design and engineerin9 · 
:. •· 'FdE!tails are ·deyelo~ed (see Comment R_esponse 9-22; ll). · 

;::,·-,-':;/ 
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1200.00 

With regard tG r2trnfittin'.J the Fermilab facility, see Comment Response 
£54. 01. 

Details of the EIS fiscal analysis of SSC-related impacts en the 
!111 noi s Region of Inf1 uence and the primary Irr.pact counties of DuPa;e, 
~ane, and K2ndall are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.3.0. However, the crux of this comment concerns the possible 
diversion of existing funds in the State of Illinois to support SSC 
financing, which is not addressed In the EIS. More detailed analysis of 
such impacts to I1 l inois State funds could be undertaken as part of a 
supplement to tl1is EIS should the Illinois site be selected (see the 
Forward to Volume I). 

1200.07 

Comment n<>ted. 
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1201. 01 

The purpose of constructing the SSC facility is to build an important 
research facility. Additional jobs would be created b~yond those pro­
duced by regional growth as a byproduct of the project. For the Illi­
nois Region of Influence, and the primary impact counties of DuPagi!, 
Kane, and Kendall, the anticipated increases in employment are pr;;sented 
in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.A. 

120]. 02 

See Comment Response 875. 31. 

1201.03 

See Comment Responses 1381.08 and 922.ll. 

1201.04 

The DuPage County Airport is currently expected to be located in an area 
where the majority of the facility would be affected by stratified foe 
estate while approximately 2.5 acres would be taken In fee simple estate 
(EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.4.3.2.C). See Volume IV, Appendix 
4, Section 4.2.1, for a discussion of the estates for land acquisition. 
In arels affected by the taking of stratified fee, the DOE does not an­
ticipate the use of any restrictive easements on surface activities. 
Some use of land acquired in fee simple estate may be allm~ed, but 
requests w<Juld be handled on a case-by-case basis. 

Until the detailed SSC design Is completed and the final location of the 
coll Ider ring and placement of associa-ted facilities are set, it is 
Impractical to identify impacts on a parcel-by-parcel basis. Prior to 
construction and operations of the SSC, the DOE will prepare a Supple­
mental EIS to address in more detail the imp~cts at the selected site 
and the alternatives for mitigating these impacts. 

1201.05 

The general policy is to competitively outlease areas where the DOE 
determines it is appropriate to allow lease-hold use of property. This 
policy is constrained by general safety and programmatic requirC?ments of 
the SSC facility operations. In fee simple areas, outleasing does not 
imply that the previous owner would necessarily be the lessee; it is a 
competitive process. In stratified fee area the DOE does not anticipate 
any restriction on surface use by the owner. 

1201.06 

See Comment Responses 1359. 09 and 880. O~-. Hegardi ng lost opportur.J ty 
costs, see Comment Response 922.11. 

12011250335881 



1202.01 

Overdraft is defined as the amount of water by which the present and 
projected use exceeds the groundwater supply. See also Comment Response 
1279.115. 

1202.02 

In Illinois, the increase in trJ.ffi.: deaths was calculated to be 0.1/yr 
(see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-7). Traffic analysis is presented 
in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.C. Mitigations will be con­
sidered during construction planning to minimize the impact of SSC 
traff·ic and trucks on the safety of the residents. 

These mitigations will be addressed in greater detail in the Supple­
mental EIS for the selected site. 

1202.03 

All operators of constru~tion vehicles would be trai~ed to properly 
oporate the equipment under inclement conditions as necessary .. Any 
Impacts of site climate on schedule will be accounted for during 
detailed construction planninq. 

i202.G4 

Seo Ccmmen t Response 1135. 04. 

1202.05 

The details of excavated material disposal are discussed in Section 
EiS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.3. 

The State of Illinois has proposed four quarries for the disposal of 
excavated material. These quarries would stockpile the excavated ma­
terial and gradually blend the~ with their own produced material and 
se 11 the combined product. The quarries are shown in Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, Figure 10.2.3-5. · 

The excavated material would be stored for a short period at the con­
struction site and then would be hauled away to the four quarries in 
covered trucks. 

1202.05 

The potential impacts to public education arising from SSC development 
were determined from baseline educational service levels and projected 
school-age population increases (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.3.C.). These impacts were assessed for the nine-county Illinois 
Region of Influence, and for the primary impact counties of DuPage, 
Kane, ar.d Kendall; they were not assessed at the sub-county level. 

12011250335882 



SSC-related impacts to public education were ba5ed on the changes in 
facilities and personnel necessary to maintain current levels of service 
while meeting the i~crcased demand attributable to families migrating 
into the area as a result of the SSC. Projected enr;illment and employ­
ment increases In Kane County public education that are attributable to 
SSC development are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 
14.1.3.3-12. 

1202.07 

See Comment Response 1359.09. 

1203.01 

Comment noted. 

1203.02 

See Comment Response 1135. 04. 

1203.03 

Various methods are available for minimizing groundw<;ter infiltration 
into underground excavations. 

u i?.r.9JJ_o1\l freezing, a 100-yr old technique, ~1here a refrig~rant 
(usually a chilled brine) is circulated through pipes set in 
boreholes that h:ive been drilled in a ring pattern around the 
excavation site. A thick ice wall develops in the WJter­
bearing material which prevents Inflows as the shaft or hole 
is being dug. 

a Slurry walls, a more recent technique, where a series of 
narrow trenches are dug around the excavation site, using 
drilling mud to prevent collapse of the trench walls. Grout 
(cement) is pumped into each trench, displacing the mud, and 
hardens to form a section of an eventually impermeable wall 
behind which excavation can proceed. 

o Grouting, where grout is injected under pressure into holes 
dri 11 ed around an excavation site. The grout fi 11 s the pore 
spaces in the water-bearing soil or rock and hardens, creating 
a relatively impermeabll! zone ~1ithin which excavation can 
proceed. 

0 DewatP.ring, where water is 
holes around an excavation 
table and water pressure. 
significant inflows. 

12011250335883 

pumped continually from one or more 
site, locally lowering the water 
Excavation can then proceed without 



'••," 

The exact .. ineth.ods used for. S~C .shaft. c!>nstr11ction .would d~pend on site 
coriditfons and variations at each excavation.. Where water supply wells 
are in close proximity to shaft excavation s.ites, techniques such as 
slurry wall construction .or ground freezing can be. used to .. avoid impacts 
to water levels •. Sha~t sinking in more remote areas, away from wells, 
may .utilize .less expensive water control techniques, such as dewatering. 
In any case, water control measures during shaft sinking are of limited 
duration (u~ to a few weE!ks), lasting onlyuntil a final, impermeable 
shaft ltner is put in place, ·. · .. · • , . · 

- . -.~:,,- :.: -- _ ·, _.- __ :·-:.-<--/ -.. --. ,----"-,,"---- -_- --~~--- - ---_,,-~-, -, -- ·.;?A-,~Y--2r:·_ -,_ _ . - , 
·See aJso Comment Responses 19;03{1.nfiltration control~.for excavations) 

and 1133.02 {potential c:ompE!nsation to impactE!d well owners). . 
• - - " ' - ' ' ,- - ' ,,., - '• ,_•, ' • ' ' ' " F • 

1203 .04 ·. 

The strengths of the roads to support the construction traffic would be 
considered during the construction planning. Some roads may require 
strengthening. The. responsibility for the future maintenance of roads · 
is the responsibility of the state or county. that has jurisdiction. 

1203.05 

Comment noted. 

1204.01. 

Com~ent noted • 

. 1204.02 



The d'fsposal of radfotogtcar waste is addressed in Volume IY, Appen­
dil( IO', S-ectfon 10'.1.3.r.D.3· and S'ectfon 10 .. 1.3.LL The disposal of 
hazardous/toxic materials is addressed' fn Volume IV, Appendix IO., 
Section f0'.1.3.2'.B'.3. · 

1204.05 

There would be economic effects due to the construction and: operations 
of the SSC facility throughout the Illinois .Region of Influence, but 
these effects wou,ld; be concentrated in the· three primary impact counties 
of DuPage, Kane, amf Kend·a1l. Economic effects would be felt in the 
form of additional' direct and' indirect jobs, earnings, and sales (see 
the second paragraph of Comment Response 958.02), as well as State and, 
local tax revenues and expenditures (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.3.D). 

Comparfsons ofSSC'-related' impacts on the seven site alternatives being 
considered, including economic and ffscal impacts, are presented in · 
Volume r, Chapter 3', Section 3.5, Tafile 3-7. 

1205.01 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 2 contains a statement of the purpose and need for 
the.project. 

1205.02 

Low-level radioactive waste (LLRW) from Fermilab is currently collected~ 
processed, and stored at the Fermil ab Boney a rd area. This LLRW is not 
permanently stored on-site for deca)l but only stored until, enough waste 
is co'J'.l:ected to mat<e a trucltloacf shipment to the DOE's. Richland URW 
dispersal factl'tty. fol" more <feta.Hs see C0mment Response 229..0&. 
Fer.mil'ab <foes not d'fspose of its LLRW' on-s.ite. rt does Mt oper,a.te< a 
"ra·dfoactfve dump .. • 

Fermfl'ab storl!'s. valuable components and sJi,ieTdfog, for r.euse.. They 
presently have approxfmatety ro,.aoo. rtr of snteld'fng, .blocks and: Compo­
nents·. rn: tlifs reg:ard',.they l\ave accepted: components. and shiel<nng. from> 
other aa:e-1 era tors for reuse. Part lit of 'fttle 10, of· the c·ode o·f 
Federal Regulations LLRW disposal and' fs llot applicable to this EIS. 

Disposal practices for radioactive mixed waste are described in Comment 
Response 524.06. 

at the nearest site boundary. due to materials .alt tne: 
mn!IRl1rr. for 1987~ This is equivalent to I/5th of the · 

~c1ss.•cfo111DtrY. t.f:i P: _by plane. .. · · 



and number of particles accelerated to that energy. Although the · 
Fermilab. accelerator energy ls lower than that of the SSC, the number of 
particles accelerated per year is much higher than the SSC. In addi­
tion, Fermil ab estimates that about half of the l ow-1 evel waste gener­
ated there is a direct result oftheir fixed-target experimental physics 
program, and current plans for SSC do not include fixed-target experi-

. mental physics programs .. The total·· amount of radioactivity produced 
(see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section" 10.1.3.l.D.3.a.2) is actually 
expected to be lower at the SSC than at Fermil ab. 

1205.04 

The Illinois proposal does not include thOSI! areas of the template 
·footprint identified as Band C which extend beyond the existing 

Fermil ab property •. The EIS maps are tn error~ • · . .· · 

1205.05 

Comment noted. 

1206.01 

For. a discuss.ion of the number of people impacted by the SSC, refer to 
Comment Response 1369.09. Regarding SSC-related effects on the quality 
of life in local communities, refer to Comment Response ll07.04. 

1206.02. 

See Comment Response 1047 .02 .. · · 

1206.03 

See ColTilllent Response 1184.02< · 

~206.04 

·There is no potential for explosionofthe superconducting magnets in . · 
the SSC under anyJore~11~able sircumstances. .one hYpothetical ... accident··· 
that co11ld re.sul t;tfr:dainageto thl! ·magnets Js known·• as> a quench··• (EIS ·.· •. ·· 
Volume ·1v,· Appendix 1,>section Ll .3)':> A quench ·occurs when one ,part of 
the .~uperc9nducting. magnet ~ystem starts to heat up.·· .. If current .isn't · · 
·quickly,reduced>to,the magnet, tnetemperature will rise J1igh ·enough to 

· damilge or destroy the magnets. <Should a q~ellch occur, failure of the 
quench protection systems l(lould resutt•tn an tncr:ease in .temperature of 

.the ·superconductor that coutdt·ilt;worst' me 1 t•. the superconducting cable . 

. . The ,sin;l~·worst·r~~s~n1~~1Y ~~f~~~si;~ble eve!lt ass~ciat~~ .wtttrs~c·· · .... ··• 
· ·· · opefat ions ... that.would:J':~sul{,!ri j~a~~.erte~t tel11as11s. of, ra~f at ion, W()Uld. . 

· be loss.of the accelerat!lr·~eam> •T~e raihologic;alJmpacts from a.J)eam · · . 
. loss are discussed inVolum11·.rv, Appendix 12, Sec~ion 12;4.l. A highly· 
soph is ti cated mon i tori ilg sys tem:;i s.A n.corporated; i o the. design ,of, the .. SSC 
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to protect against damage to. accelerator components and prevent rad fa-
t ion releases that wou·Td result from loss· of beam. In the event that 
the protection system failed, the extensive earth shi el ding surrounding 
the accelerator tunnel would' serve to protect the public from radiation 
exposure. At the Illinois site, the maxJmum direct radiation dose to an 
individual at the land surface resulting from loss of beam is projected 
to be less than 0.001 mrem/yr, a comparatively small dose cons.idering 
that the DOE limit is IOO mrem/yr and' the. estimated dose to an Indi­
vidual from natural radiation is about 300 mrem/yr (Volume IV, Ap­
pendix 12, Table 12.i.l-l). The above considerations would apply 
equally to other potential receptors near the SSC, such as soil, plants, 
wildlife, surface water supplies, etc. Potential rad.iological impac.ts 
to groundwater supp·l fes have· been considered' as well and are discussed 
in Vo 1 ume r, Chapter 51 and Val ume IV, Appendix: 12. At the Il'l i no is, 
site, the calculated annual dose equ·ivalents in a nearby well (SO m from 
the source) resulting from accidental loss of beam would be 0.044 
mrem/yr (Volume IV, Appendix 12, Table 12.2.3-6), well below the 4 
mrem/yr guideline for drinking water. 

ViSUdl impacts and possible mitigation are discussed in Volume IV, 
Appendix 16. A Supplemental EIS will be prepared for the selected site 
which will address these in considerably greater detail. 

1206.05· 

The EIS recognizes that environmental impacts of various types and 
degrees will occur at all candidate SSC sites. It also clearly 
demonstrates that the SSC does not constitute a. danger in terms of 
public health and safety. Minor effects on the existing regional 
groundwater overdraft as a result of the project are expected at the. 
Illinois site. Water pollution will be held to negligible levels with 
appropriate construction and waste-treatment technology. See also 
Comment Responses 533. 03 (groundwater supply), 18'.03 (groundwater 
quality), and 1133.02 (impacts on individual wells). 

1206.06 

Disposal of spoils is dfscussed in EIS VoT:ume IV, Appendix IO, Section 
10.2.3. The impact of SSC on the traffic is discussed in Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 1'4.2. !'.'.LC. 

1206.07' 

See Comment Resvonse 810. O!i. 

1206.08 



would receive an additional Sl0.9 million in rev0nues during the peak 
construction year of 19'~2.; t?:~s'.2 , .. even·~~es •;;ou1d d21".':~'"~as~ tn S6~'J r:i·i11 ~n'.1 
in the first year of operations In the year 2000, and continue at this 
1 eve l ther2after.. In the ca.se of ind "i viduJ.1 µr·amJf'Y it'.ipact count i c:; of 
DuP<J,ye, Kan.~, anzi r:endall, curnu1at~ve net f·isca1 impacts c.l.'te antic·ipa.t,~d 
t•J be nGgati'le during the first f2w years of construction, b1;t positi~e 
thereafter {sea Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.D). 

1206.09 

In accordance with DOE Orders, such as 5480. lB, the DOE is con~nittcd to 
operating the SSC in a safe manner. Potential health and safety impacts 
from radiation and che:nical hazards to workers and the public have been 
cor.sidered in the ElS (Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6). Regarding the concern 
about radon, this substance is not a product of the SSC, but rather it 
is a decay product of naturally occurring elements, uranium-238 and 
thorium-232. Radon will be present in the ground in Illinois regardless 
of whether the SSC is sited there or not. Radioactive airborne emis­
sions from th~ SSC, such as radon and its progeny, are not 1 ikely to 
pose a hazard and will be monitored to assure that levels are maintained 
as low as reasonably achievable (ALARA). 

1207.01 

A discussion of major roads and a traffic analysis are presented in 
EIS Volumo 14, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.C. 

1207.02 

Climate and meteorology for the SSC site are discussed in HS Volume 
Appendix 5, Section 5.3.3. Harsh winter conditions could exacerbate 
traffic impacts addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.2.l.3.C.l.b. • 
1207.03 

I ., . ' 

It is the DOE's intention to evaluate mitigations in the third group of 
measures noted in this comment. At this time, they represent a list of 
possible mit-igations which will be considered further for the selected 
site, but are not among the first two groups of priorities. These miti­
gations cannot be fully assessed until the final project design is 
developed. Whether all of these mitigltions apply to the SSC project 
wi11 depend on the selected, final location and design of the facili­
ties, and final design-phase consultations with Federal, State and local 
agencies (EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). A more detailed analy­
sis will be provided in the Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

1207.04 

Comment noted. 
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1207.05 

Present information on the Indiana bat suggests that the species would 
occur only rarely in the region containing the pi"oposed Illinois site. 
The last known documentation of the species was from Cook County In 1928. 
However, to update the EIS, the DOE recently conducted reconnaissance 
surveys of the Illinois site vicinity to locate potential summer for­
aging, roosting, and nesting habitat for the Indiana bat. Results of 
the survey, which appear in Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.3.2, 
indicate that there were very few areas containing appropriate habitat. 
These areas included suitable habitat at J6 and in the vicinity of areas 
B, ES, and E9. Current SSC development plans call for avoidance of 
areas, such as riparian forests, that could be attractive to Indiana 
bats. Should Illinois be selected as the site for the SSC, additional 
studies would be conducted on the Indiana bat <!S part of the consultation 
with the USFWS under the Endangered Species Act. 

1207.06 

The EIS does not describe potential for the ground to sink at the Illi­
nois site. The ground will not sink as a result of underground construc­
tion (see Comment Response 1020.12), hence there will not be consequent 
habitat changes due to. flooding of dry ground. Wetlands habitats at the 
Illinois site are described in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, .Section 5.3.11. 

1207.07 

A detailed study wi 11 be performed for the selected site to identify 
situations that require additional mitigative action. A Supplemental 
EIS will be developed to address these Issues. 

See Comment Response 846.03 for the location of a discussion of blasting 
noise in the EIS. Also see Comment Response 1332.03. 

1207.08 

The comment concerns whethe.r the proposed SSC project would result in 
water quality contamination that may adversely affect protected birds 
such as the bald eagle and peregrine falcon. The principle reasons for 
the decline of these birds included destruction of habitat, disturhance 
of nest sites, illegal shooting, and environmental pollution. This last 
cause resulted in eggshell thinning in these birds through biomagni fi­
cat ion of pesticides like DDT, its metabolite ODE, and other chlorinated 
hydrocarbons. At this time, many of the offending pesticides have been 
banned in favor of biodegradable pesticides. The DOE would .use only 
EPA-approved pesticides and would comply with all applicable guidelines 
for safe storage and use of these chemicals. 
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!2'J7 .09 

Grnund~:-G"at;:r- inf-i.;tr.-.:i.tin~ and s~;.-rf.=t:.".2€ "43.t{~r i~·l··<l~~r.::.:;;-:..: jr;t.'.) excav~tio~::; 
wi·;·i b2 contrv1·~ed, an<l the -Sf!:ai 1 :iri;Durrt. of ·, .. "at~:·~"' 2:-:rr~~·ing the c~x~a-.,·a­
t ·i ur1s wi 11 L:e fJCf;:p:::d ·into reter: t ion tc.::; i Ti-S I·:2~ ;:·~:..~:\d.t~tlte:r r,,~charg~ Ot' 
discharge ln surf3ce strea:ns. The rDt~~ f;.f;.-.~«iti;;n:; at th<-? propv,;.1d 
Ill i~ois site ars not p~one to SLbsidenc0, s~s:1 Linder ground~ater over·· 
draft condiiions. Thus, no flooding of f;irmers' f"!<~ld~, drying uut ;.if 
marshes ."!nd wet.lands, err relati.:d h1bitat ch.'.ing~:; ·1·to:..r1d oCC!Jr ffJm ·.-;ate .... 
inflow into excav.Jtions including th!! tunnel, from ihe disposal of th2 
d~riaterfog wastes, or from pt<mpirg of grour.<l'""tcr for the proj1'ct. Seil 
a1:;o EIS 'folume IV, Arrendix 7, S•?st;•m 7.2.:L3 and Comr1ent Res;;<ima 
19.03. 

E08. 01 

The ;~iti91:ions described in t!1e EIS Volume IV, Appen=Jix 16 arc ~2~surc~ 
coi~;;·;1nnly used to scrBen obj~::ticna.bl~ fe1turf!s frow v·iEw or t.o r·3~1,_~c~ 
th2 level of visual incompatibility with the established character of 
the surro~ndtng~. It N1s indicated that thes2 measures c1n ba ev1luateJ 
during final project. de~ign. If those :rng<J?.:;ted for consiJeratil>n wc'lld 
pro·rn inade1uate d•Jrin:J final a:1~1ysi>, other$ that are more effortive 
c:Ju l d be SP 1 ec ted. P2 f8r-ence in th~ con:ment t•) ·i n:ons ·j st~ric i es is tak2n 
to mean visual inconsistencies betwee~ SSC facilities ind their 1ur­
rut1ndings. These hav~ been arjdressed where there ~re indications that 
public sensitivity over visual i1r.pacts wou1d be moderate to tii9h {s~e 
Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.2.3.2). 

Cf'iteria for sigrdfica11ce are presented in Volume IV, Appendi)(. Hi, 
Table 16-1. In general, visu31 impacts were considered to be signifi­
cant if there would be a perceptible r'!duction of scenic/visuJ.1 quality 
for more than one yeai-, a.> see;1 from moderately to higl11y sensitive 
viewing positions. 

•h:! observation.> about the inrnmpatibil ity of SSC project features and 
residential areas, agricultural lands, and nat;ural-appearing landscapes 
is consistent with the text of Volume IV, Appendix 16. An exception 
occurs in some rura 1 and agricultural 1 ands. The warehouse--1 i ke appear­
ance of intermediate acc~ss facilities (E sites) is, in some areas, sim­
ilar to structt1l'P.'.i in the vicinity (utility sheds, small warehouses, and· 
th'J like). This exception has been described in Vo1!lm;? IV, Appendix Hi. 

1208.02 

Th:~ introauctory paragr<iphs of Section 15.3 of Appendix 16, Volume IV 
of tl1e EIS discuss the focus of the visual impact analyses and rationale 
for that focus. The magnitude of coMtructiun-re1ated visual impacts 
has been treated as being at least commensurate with the visual impacts 
caused b_y the related surface faciliti;~s being btiilt. Constructiori im­
pacts were ass<;m1d to last for less than tw.1 years at an_y one of the 
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individual construction areas, but they could still be considered sig­
nificant. Refer to Table 5.1.10-1, Chapter 5, \lolume I. In that table, 
the visual impacts noted are attributed to construction activities as 
well as project operations. 

1208.03 

Nuise produced by spoils haul trucks is &ddressed in the EIS Volume IV, 
.!\ppendix 9, Section 9.L.3.1.B. An average of approximately eight trucks 
per !1011r will use a road fed by one E or f area tunnel boring machine 
surface support operation. Spoils hauling at this rate is expected to 
last ten months. Mitigations identified in Volume IV, Appendix 9, 
Section 9.1.3 that have the potential to reduce this impact ir.clude 
en fore i ng current truck muffler laws, specifyi r.g haul routes that avoid 
residential areas, and maintaining roads to reduce surface roughness. 
f·.ccual control measures will be decided during final design for the 
selected site and analyzed in the Supplemental EIS. 

Volt.me IV, Appendix 1 does not indicate that ~ny project-directed con­
version of two-lane roads to four-lane highways will occur in the 
St. Charles area. Ground-transmitted vibrations and overpressures gen­
erated by blasting are covered in Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.2. 

1208.04 

See Comment Response 11215.05. Volume IV, Appendix 16 is a scenic and 
visual resource assessment that discusses sensitive viewing locations as 
part of its analyses. This is different from public attitudes about the 
project. 

1208.05 

Volume I, Chapter 7 of the EIS lists the preparers and reviewers of the 
document. The technical lead on Appendix 16, Volume IV (Scenic and 
Visual Resources Assessments) was Lawrence C. Headley. Mr. Headley's 
educational qualifications are listed where his name is first listed as 
a contributor (to Appendix 5). His highest degree is a Masters Degree 
in landscape Architecture, the terminal degree in the field. He has 9 
years of experience in scenic and visual resource assessments, environ­
mental planning and analysis, and site design. The quality control 
technician, administrative assistant; and secretary referenced in the 
comment were contributors to the EIS support, as indicated in the para­
graph following the reference to Mr. Headley. 

1208.06 

Comment noted. 

1209.01 

See Comment Responses 972.01 and 1279.115. 
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1209.02 

See Comment Responses 972.01 and 1279.115. 

1209.03 

Cc.11ment noted. 

1210.01 

See Comment Response 710.01. 

1210.02 

Reparation for loss of farms, homes, and businesses is the responsi­
bility of the State. See Comment Response 880.04. 

1210.03 

Comment r.oted. 

1211.01 

Comments noted. Potential impacts of the SSC on human health are 
discussed in the EIS in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6. 

1211.02 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12 of the EIS presents the asses>ment of public 
health impacts from the SSC. The potential impacts to the public from 
radiological and hazardous materials are also summarized in Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6. In the referenced portions of the EIS, it is 
sho~·m that no radiation from the SSC wo~ld reach the surface en top of 
the ring in Illinois, even under the worst conceivable accident 
conditions. 

1211.03 

The EIS thoroughly discusses the impacts of the SSC, including those 
noted in the comment, of construction in Illinois. The impacts to the 
enviror.ment are discussed in Volume I, Chapter 5 and in Volume IV, 
Appendices 5, 7, and 11.· 

1211.04 

Further details regarding the types and amounts of radiological and 
other hazardous emissions may be found in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10 
(Source Terms) and in Appendix 12 (Health Impacts). These potential 
impacts are summarized in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6. 
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Reparation for less n,f form land is the responsibility of the Sta~e. 
S<:!e CommE'nt R<:!oponse ESD.04. 

1211.0S 

Commrn ts noted. 

1212.01 

Because of its distance from the SSC, the Lilly Lake School is not 
expected to experiBnce blasting impact. For this reason it is not 
discussed in the EIS. 

1213.01 

Comments noted. 

1213.02 

Since the specific lake of concern was r.ot identified in the comment, it 
ic. not possible for the DOE to respond by address·ing specific impacts 
which might occur as a result of the construction and operation of the 
SSC. In general, however, and based on the analysis contained In the 
EIS, construction and operations of the SSC would not be expected to 
hve an effect on water le•1el s in any of the surface water features at 
or lll!ar the site proposed by the State of I 11 i no is. 

Ma~t wells in the site vicinity would not be affected by the SSC. 
Nevertheless, some wells on or near the project may have to be abandoned 
or may be affected other~ise by the construction and operations of the 
SSC. The State has indicated that it plans to compensate or provide 
alternate supplies to private well owners if they should need such 
assistance. 

1213.03 

Comment Response 1047.02 addresses the topic of changing property values 
due to the SSC. Traffic impacts on certain transportation links in Illi­
nois during both construction and operations of the SSC are discussed in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.C.; note that this analysis 
considers impacts on public roads only, not private roads. Impacts on 
Illinois ecology as a result of the SSC are discussed in Volume IV, Ap­
pendix 11, Section 11.3.3. In general, trees are not anticipated to 
suffer harmful effects due to the SSC and its impact on the local 
environment. 

1214.01 

See Comment Responses 1235.02 and 1275.11. 
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1214.02 

See Comment Response 1292.05. 

1214.03 

Analyses of potential impacts to surface water sources and w2tlands as 
described in Volume I, Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.2, 5.1.5, and 5.2.7, were 
d~lelop~d considering th2 proximity of SSC facilities to the potentially 
i1:ipact·::!d ar21. 

The wetlands in the vicinity of EB are not likely to be affected by con­
struction of E8 because of thair distance from the site (app;oximalely 
500 ft or more). Similarly It is unlikely that the wetlands in the 
vicinity of D<:!nker Road woll1d be affected by any necessary widening or 
use of the n;?d, which is appniximate1y 1000 ft from the subject wet­
lands. If Illinois is the selected site, p1ans to mitigate wetlands 
impacts would be developed after consultation with the U.S. Army Corps 
of Er.gi ne2rs and other appropriate agencies. A 1 so see Comment Response 
1279.318. 

12H.04 

See Co;m;ier.t R~sponse 974.01. 

1214.05 

Comment noted. 

1214.06 

Comment noted. 

1215.01 

• Comment noted. 

1215.02 

Volume IV, Appendices 5 and 14, provides the socioeconomic baseline and 
impact analyses associated with the project, respectively. It is pro­
jected that 3,290 workers would be needed to construct the SSC in Illi­
nois (see Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.8, Table 5.1.3-4). This 
translates into a projected SSC-related population of 9,890 in the 
Illinois Region of Influence (ROI). The ROI is a multicounty area In­
cluding DuPage, Kane, Kendall, Will, DeKalb, Boone, McHenry, Lake, and 
Cook Counties. This area basically includes the Chicago metropolitan 
area. Although the total project-related population is large, it Is 
spread out over many counties, thus lessening the impacts to any one 
county. 
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The basic cont,rntion that there would be increased social service needs 
ts correct and is considered under the analysis of public services (see 
Volu~e IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3, Table 14.1.3.3-10). It is 
estim!ted th1t 20 additional employees ~ould be needed In the area of 
health and welfare tJ meet the increas&d demand related to the SSC proj­
ect. An analysis of fiscal i~pacts of the project in Illinois shows 
that tax revenues would be adequate to meet the increased service demand 
after the peak c~nstruction year (see Volume IV, Appendix 14t Secti0r1 
14.1.3.3, Tables 14.1.3.3-14 through 16). 

1215~03 

\.Jal;?r availability and water quality conditions at the Illinois sit.e ar2 

de$cribed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sect-ions 5.3.2.1 and 5.3.2.2. 

1215.04 

,r, project of this size will result in some long-term habitat disturbance 
ar.d wildlife displacement. flowever, many of the temporary disturbances 
that will result from construction of the SSC will be mitigated, and 
sorr.e species cf wildlife may return to preconstruction population levels. 
P~ssible mitigations are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Arpendix 11. Cer­
tain sensitive and threatened or endangered species will receive special 
attention and planning for mitigation during the preparation of a site­
specific Supplemental EIS, once a selected site Is Identified. Althougl1 
some habitat will be lost, additional wildlife protection may be afforded 
within the SSC fee simple areas that are not impacted by facility con­
struction. 

1215.05 

Comment noted. 

1216.01 

Comment noted. A discussion of the resources at the Ferm; National 
Accelerator Laboratory in Batavia, Illinois can be found in EIS Volume 
I, Chapter 4, Section 4.8.5. 

12H.Ol 

The retention/siltation ponds will be large enough to handle the flow of 
water into the tunnel and will allow time for fine particles to settle 
out of the water.· Water-handling requirements for tunnel excavation in 
the area of E3 to E4 are discussed in Comment Response 1279.357. As 
indicated in that response, the largest water-handling capacity that 
would be needed at any shaft location includes 100 gal/min of initial­
rate inflow (i.e., inflow from a conservatively large 200-ft-long seg­
ment of tunnel that has not yet been pressure-grouted) plus up to 
600 gal/min from a chance encounter with an unusually water-transmissive 
fractured zone. This net surge of 700 gal/min might conservatively be 
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expect<:d to last fot no lonqer tila11 senral days before the fractured 
zone is effoct i ve ly plugged by pressure-grouting or some other tech­
nique. The n;su1ting volume· of 1nt,?1· C31l be handled by the planned 
retention/siltation ponds. That is, the ponds, as described in 
Volu~e IV, Appendix 10, will be lar92 enough to hold the higher initial 
inflows (bsfore lhe tunnel is grout.ed) plus have adequate surge capacity 
to hand1e still 9reater volumes fron1 a chance encounter with a ver.r 
wat2r-ccnductive shear zone. During the high inflow period, the pond 
will receive approximately 3 acre-ft per day. A 2-acre, 7-ft·deep pond 
11iH thus h'Jld more than the required volume of water. Settling time in 
tho pend is about 6 hour~ for the silt-sized fraction. If smaller par· 
ticle5 are a problem, tney can be removed with flcccu1ators. Volume [\I, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.3 and Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.3 ha~e been 
revised to reflect this. 

1218.01 

Comments noted. 

1219.01 

All proposed SSC site alternatives (Including the Illinois site) have 
been evaluated using the same precess. 

1219.02 

Comr:wnt noted. 

1219.03 

Ccnversion of Fermilab for use with the SSC would not impafr its effec­
tiveness beyond the period of conversion, and could extend its useful 
1 ife afterward for 25 years. ·· 

The SSC under normal operating conditions would require the use of the 
existing Ferm\1ab accelerator as the injection system for less than one 
hour each day. The accelerator could be used for other experiments run 
simultaneously with SSC operat'ions if there w1':re interest in the physics 
of su('.h experimen t.s and funding were avail ab'le for such experiments. 

1219.ll4 

All data used in the EIS were publicly available information furnished 
by State agencies, the EPA, and other Federal ~gencies, peer-review 
journa 1 s, and uni vcrs i ty reports ar.d thi;-s is mate ti a 1 s. Where data were 
furnished by the proposing organization, these were verified as well as 
possible from another source. 

1219.05 

Tha DOE has solicited proposals foi' a Management and Operating contrac­
tor to manage the research and develnpment, construction, and operations 
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of the SSC. An award is expected tu be m;;ide in early 1939. If the 
Illinois site is selected, the DOE would assure that an appropriate 
level of resources is mmde available for both the needs of the SSC and 
ongoing f ermil ab projects. 

1219.06 

Coi!i;;ient noted. 

1220.01 

Faults in the site and region are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5. 3 .1. 3. They are not expected to cause earthquakes or impact 
the construction or operations of the SSC bec~use they are not active. 
Changes in land use are analyzed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 13, 
Section 13.1.3.3. 

1220.02 

The issue of encountering naturally-occurring gas at the proposed 
Illinois SSC site is.discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.1.5 
(Affected Environment) and in Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.3.3 
(Health Impacts). No gas was encountered in 19 borings made for the SSC 
project, although occurrences of "drift-gas" (methane, nitrogen, carbon 
dioxide) have been observed in the till at a number of Illinois wells. 

1220.03 

As noted in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.1.5, the possibility 
of encountering naturally by occurring (methane) gas during shaft 
sinking operations at the Illinois site is recognized by the DOE. How· 
ever, pockets of gas in the ~reposed SSC area appear to be confined to 
relatively small locations (see Comment Response 1007.01), as demon­
strated by the fact that 1g borings were made near the SSC tunnel align .. 
ment without encountering any gas. 

It is recognized that methane gas accumulations can result in explosions 
that can harm workers during underground construction projects. It is 
not an accepted conclusion that large construction projects such as the 
SSC will result in deaths and injuries to workers involved. The safety 
precautio11s that will be used to protect workers against the hazards 
associated with encountering pockets of naturally occurring gas during 
shaft construction operations are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 
12, Section 12.3.3. These include monitoring to detect accumulations of 
gas and training of workers to take special precautions wh8n working in 
gas-suspect areas. 

In addition, should the Illinois site be selected for construction of 
the.SSC facility, it is likely that the DOE would perform further 
investigation of the site geology at the shaft locations to determine 
the presence of gas pockets. 
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1220.04 

Comment noted. An analysis of traffic is presented in Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.C. The number of trucks for trans­
portation of spoils is presented in Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.2.3. Mitigations will be evaluated in greater detail during 
construction planning to minimize the impact of SSC-related traffic. 
These mitigations will be addressed in the Supplemental EIS for the 
se1 ected site. 

1220.05 

Faults are discussed. in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.1.3. 
They are not expected to impact the construction or operations of the 
SSC, and they do not repre>ent earthquake hazards. Changes in land 
use/zoning designations are analyzed in Volume IV, Appendix 13, Sectioi 
13.1.3.3. Areas that will undergo changes directly related to SSC 
development are cited in Volume IV, Appendix 13, Table 13-3. The down­
town portion of St. Charles will remain largely unaffected by the SSC . 
project, given the suburbanized nature of the eastern portion of the SS': 
project area. · Impacts to commercial areas will be diffused, thereby 
reducing any one community'.s impacts to 1ow or negligible levels. 

1222.01 

See Comment Responses 7.03 and 1133.03 • 

. 1223 .01 

See Comment Response 1502.16. 

1223.02 

See Comment Response 860.04, 

i:iverhead costs ~nd contingency allocations were considered for project 
cod .. estimates Jl!\d.Jii'e .cycle cost estimates.·. [)(act. figures are· not 
provided. See EIS Volume IV; Appendix 2, Section 2.4.1. 

1223.03 

See E.IS .Vol\lllle I" thapter.2 f~r· a cdisclf.ssion of .ihe purpGse and need for · 
the SSC. See also Comment·Response'278.08; 

.1223. o~. 

Comment noted. 

1224.01 

Comments noted • 
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1225.01 

Coirment noted. 

1225.02 

All comments received during the review period of the DEIS are made a 
part of the administrathe record. These contain many comments which 
either support or oppose the project, but which do not directly relate 
to the EIS. However, they are useful as an expression of public 
interest in the project. 

1225.03 

As stated in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.D, the Illinois 
Stote government would incur costs for site and infrastructure improve­
ments, and for the.purchase of private land that would be transferred to 
Federal ownership. If these costs were indeed financed through long­
term bonds, th.e State likely would be obligated to make payments on tlie 
principal amount borrowed. However, there would also be a long-term 
increase. in both direct and indirect State tax revenue from project 
spending and additional spending by SSC construction and operation 
workers. These additional revenues would help offset some of the 
expenditures that the State would incur. Also see Comment Response 
873.02. . 

1225 .. 04 

Comment noted. 

1226.0l 

Co!lllllents noted. 

1227.0l 

Transcripts of public hearings printed in this EIS (see Volume IIA) are 
certified copies of hearing te.st imony. Transcripts are taken verbatim 
by a court reporter all cannot be changed. The oral comment referenced 
is addressed in Comment Response 839.01. 

ltegarding specific numbers of land parcels presented in the DEIS, see 
Comment Response 710. 01. 

1228.01 

Comment noted. 
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1229.01 

The DOE' s health protection criteria are designed with ample conserva­
tism and contingencies to provide adequate protection of the general 
public living over the SSC. 

The National Council on Radiation Protection and Measurements (an inde­
pendent group of scientific experts) monitors risk levels and draws on 
the latest research to formulate recommended radiation exposure limits. 
This group of scientists takes into account the sensitivity of pregnant 
women, infants and children in establishing their guidelines. The En­
vironmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) sets basic radiation exposure 
limits based on the National Council's recommendations, to be followed 
by all Federal agencies. The DOE, in turn, sets radiation protection 
standards for high energy accelerators, like the SSC, that are operated 
on its behalf. 

Accordingly, the SSC is being designad to keep exposures to the general 
public as low as reasonably achievable (ALJl.RA). As shown in Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Table 5.1.6-1, any calculated exposures to the maximally 
exposed individual on the ground surface would be no more than 0.004 
mrem/yr under normal operations. This level would be attributed to 
airborne exposure to activation products during the venting of the 
tunnel and would require continuous exposure at the location for one 
year (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.6.1-1). This level is a small 
fraction (less than 1/lOOOth) of the natural background radiation levels 
in Illinois and is well within the EPA limit of 25 mrem/yr (excluding 
radon and radon progeny) for radiation exposure from the air pathway. 

1229.02 

The DOE will endeavor to mitigate impacts such as those listed. As a 
minimum, proposers were required to comply fully with the Uniform 
Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970 
(Public Law 91-646). The Federal act sets minimum standards of assis­
tance and compensation for relocation advisory and financial assistance 
for individuals, businesses, or .farm operations that must be relocated 
as a result of the public acquisition of real property and basic stan~ 
dards and requirements for appraisal and acquisition to be followed in 
acquiring real property. 

For those real property owners whose land or a portion of their land is 
not acquired in fee simple, as in the case of the SSC stratified fee 
beneath the land surface, there is no Federal requirement or authoriza­
tion to provide mitigation. Local economic and population growth 
resulting from SSC-related development may exert a positive influence or 
could tend to depress land values in the area of the SSC facility 
depending on the local real estate market situation and peoples' per­
ceptions and attitudes. Whether land value effects will prove to be 
permanent or transitory may depend in large measure on the stability of 
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these conditions and perceptions over time. Careful planning can mrn1-
mize many negative conditions associated with growth that may also con­
tribute to the perceptions of land value. For a discussion of the 
emijronmental safety and health implications of the SSC see Comment 
Response 810.05. 

Questions concerning the proposer's authority to mitigate should be 
directed 
to the appropriate State agency. 

1229.03 

See Comment Response 1002.01. 

1229.04 

Comments noted. 

1230.01 

Comment noted. 

1230.02 

The DOE shares the concern regarding health and safety impacts. These 
have been analyzed for the SSC and are addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 
10 (hazardous source terms) and Appendix 12 (health impacts). 

1230.03 

It is the DOE's position that claims of stress and other psychological 
impacts stemming from the perception of the risk associated with the SSC 
need not be considered under the National Environmental Policy Act (see 
Metropolitan Edison COl!JllfillY. vs PANE. 460 US 763 (1983)). See also 
Comment Response 1179.02. 

1230.04 

Comment noted. 

1230.05 

Comment noted. 

1231.01 

Comment noted. 

1231.02 

Coment noted. 
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1231.03 

The EIS examines the' economic activity for the Illinois Region of Influ­
ence (ROI) and for the primary impact counties of DuPage, Kane, and 
Kendall (see Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11.1.A), but does not 
examine economic activity for individual co:nmunities. However, evidence 
of the purported "boom" in the Naperville economy noted in the comment 
is indirectly provided in the form of decreasing unemployment since 1983 
in the two counties which contain this community -- DuPage and Will. 
The DuPage County labor force also grew between 1983 and 1987. 

During the peak year of SSC construction, it is estimated that almost 
1,000 jobs would be available to local workers in the construction craft 
(or building trade) industry, not only in Naperville but throughout the 
ROI (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.A). Unemployment data 
indicate that in 1987 there was an 11.5 percent unemployment rate in the 
construction industry (approximately 15,000 unemployed construction 
workers) within the Chicago Primary Metropolitan Statistical Area (com­
prising six of the eight counties in the ROI -- Cook, DuPage, Kane, 
Lake, McHenry, and Will Counties). Although it is not anticipated that 
SSC direct construction workforce would come exclusively from the ranks 
of the unemployed (or even exclusively from the Illinois ROI -- 30 to 34 
percent of the total direct and indirect workforce is expected to in­
migrate from outside the region), it seems reasonable to assume that at 
least 1,000 crafts workers would be available among the more than 15,000 
unemp 1 oyed workers in the ROI. These statistics indicate that thousands 
of unemployed construction workers would remain available to work on 
other projects.within the ROI, with or without SSC development in 
Illinois. 

1231.04 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.10.1.F presents a discussion of 
planned land uses. In it the Kane County Comprehensive Land Use Plan 
1982/1200 is cited, wherein it is noted that the plan influences the 
iounty's desire to contain growth, thereby preserving the county's 
agricultural character. Nevertheless, the SSC project near cluster area 
'development will likely spawn commercial and/or industrial development 
as discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.1.3.3. How this 
development is managed is the responsibility of the local planning 
agency, the Kane County Development Department. See also Comment 
Response 1229.02. 

See Comment Response 1047.02. 

1231.05 

See Comment Response 873.02. 

1231.06 

Comment noted. 
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1232.01 

See Comment Response 874.01. 

1232.02 

See Comment Response 874.02 with respect to the.concern about tunnel 
construction below the water table, and Comment Response 19.03 with re­
spect to control of groundwater infiltration into the tunnel. The dis­
posal of the excavated rock and of the dewatering wastes is described in 
the Errata to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.3, and the po­
tential impacts of the proposed disposal methods on surface and ground­
water quality are described in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 
7.1.3.3.F.l and 7.2.3.3,A.4. If the proposed Illinois.site is selected 
as the site, additional analysis based on more design information, will 
be evaluated in a Supplemental EIS. Sufficient retention pond capacity 
and sediment removal methods will be included to minimize impacts of the 
dewatering wastes on surface and groundwater quality. 

1232.03 

While the proposed SSC ring in Illinois crosses the Fox River twice, it 
does so at depths ranging from 230 to 360 ft. Construction of the ring 
tunnel under the river will have negligible surface disturbance, hence 
negligible siltation impacts. 

Construction of SSC surface facilities may have impacts on streams. 
Soil erosion and sedimentation in surface water (streams, lakes, and 
wetlands) will be mitigated by minimization of disturbed areas, rapid 
revegetation, and well-maintained sediment basins. With implementation 
of proper mitigative measures, the impacts are expected to be minor and 
to occur over a relatively short period of time. Detailed discussion of 
possible mitigations is presented in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.2.l; Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.2.2.D.2; and Volume IV, 
Appendix 11, Section 11.3.3.3, and summarized in Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.6). 

The commenter is correct, the Illinois site has the largest river, i.e., 
the Fox River, overlying the tunnel alignment, among the seven site 
alternatives. 

1233.01 

See Comment Response 1276.01. 

1234.01 

Comment noted. 
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1235.01 

Please refer to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.3. Four 
quarries have been proposed by the State as disposal sites for the 
excavated materials. As proposed, these quarries would stockpile the 
excavated material, and/or gradually blend it with their own produced 
material, and sell the combined product. 

This proposed spoils disposal method is used in the EIS to present a 
reasonable scenario for the evaluation of environmental impact. Neither 
the feasibility nor the economics of the proposed spoils disposal method 
have been studied in detail. Technical feasibility and spoils market­
ability studies would be performed for the selected site during detail 
design and described in the Supplemental EIS. 

1235 .02 

Although the current proposed location of facility J5 covers the entire 
width of Kress Creek floodplain, several mitigative measures, such as 
moving the facility along the line tangent to the ring, are available 
to minimize the impact on the flooding problem. EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6; Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.2; and Volume IV, 
11.ppendix 7, Section 7.1.3.3.C have been revised to discuss such possible 
mitigations. 

1236.01 

Comment noted. 

1237.01 

Comment noted. 

1237.02 

Water-handling requirements for tunnel excavation in the area of E3 to 
E4 are discussed in Comment Response 1279.357. As indicated in that 
response, the largest water-handling capacity that would be needed at 
any shaft location includes .JOO gal/min of initial-rate inflow {i.e., 
inflow from a conservatively large 200 foot-long segment of tunnel that 
has not yet been pressure-grouted} plus up to 600 gal/min from a chance 
encounter with an unusually water-transmissive fractured zone. This ne. 
surg2 of 700 gal/min might conservatively be expected to last for no 
longer than several days before the fractured zone is effectively 
plugged by pressure-grouting or some other technique. The resulting 
volume of water can b!l handled by the planned siltation ponds. 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.3, and Appendix 10, Section 
10.2.3.3 have been revised to reflect this. 
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1237.03 

See Comment Response 1279.141. 

1237.04 

See Comment Response 1279.141. 

1237.05 

See Comment Response 1279.141. 

1237.06 

See Comment Response 1047.02. 

1237.07 

The difference between the proposers' estimate of water inflow and the 
EIS estimate is explainable in terms of what each represents. The pro­
posers presented an average inflow rate, with a note indicating larger, 
local flows might be encountered. The EIS presents the range of expec­
table inflows; the low end of the range is lower than the proposers' 
average and the high end of the range is higher than the average. The 
two estimates are not at odds with one another. See Comment Response 
1279.141 with regard to the rate of inflow. 

1237.08 

The EIS has addressed the water supply issue for the proposed Illinois 
site vicinity, including the Fox Valley. It recognizes that a small 
incremental effect on the existing regional groundwater overdraft will 
occur as a result of the project and that individual private well owners 
may be affected. Also see Cowilllent Responses 533.03 and 1133.02. 

1237.09 

Comment noted. 

1238.01 

See Comment Response 1279.141. 

1239.01 

See Comment Response 1279.357. 

1239.02 

See Comment Response 914.02. 
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1239.03 

The potential health impacts of the radiation releases of the SSC have 
been addressed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6. The dose 
equtvalent exposure level predict0d for normal operations, if the SSC 
were located in Illinois, is 0.004 mrem/yr, which is primarily from 
airborne radioactivity. This amount of radiation will not im?act the 
health or well being of the pub1 ic and is less than 1/1000 of background 
levels of 401 mrem/yr for this state. The anticipated exposures are 
also well below the·U.S. EPA limit of 25 mrem/yr for an individual via 
the air pathway (excluding radon and radon progeny) potentially affected 
by DOE activities (EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6.3.2). 

• 

The DOE's concern about limiting radiation exposures to workers and the 
public is expressed in DOE Order 5480.lB (EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, 
Section 6.3.2). The DOE is committed to the principle of maintaining 
radiation exposures to levels that are as low as reasonably achievable 
{hLARA). 

1239.04 

See Comment Response 979.02. 

1239.05 
. 

See Cor.!1!1ent Response 307.04 and 312.10. 

1240.01 

See Cow.ment Responses 1162.01 and 1276.01. 

1241.01 

See Co:r.inent Responses 710.01 and 979.02. 

1241.02 

See Comment Response 13.02. 

1241.03 

See Comment Response 880.04. Mitigation alternatives are discussed in 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6. More detailed mitigation plans 
would be developed for the selected site. 

1241.04 

See Comment Responses 710.01 and 880.04. 
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1241 .OS 

Comment noted. 

1242.01 

The DOE has considered alternatives to building the SSC. These are 
found in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Sections 3.2 and 3.3. The schedule· 
for construction and operations of the SSC will depend on Congressional 
funding. 

1242.02 

Comment noted. 

1242.03 

Unacceptable environmental impacts from siting, constructing, operating, 
and decommissioning the SSC were considered in the criteria of the ISP 
for selection of the Best Qualified List. Reasonable mitigation mea­
sures were also taken into consideration. Methodology for site selec­
tion is presented in Volume III of the EIS. 

The DOE recogni.zed that there could be an impact from the loss of prop­
erty due to construction of the SSC project. See EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.5. One key affected societal group discussed 
included suburban and rural residents whose property would be required 
for the SSC. The DOE noted that ..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 
policies for relocated residences were discussed in Volume IV, 
Appendix 4 of the EIS. 

It has beeri ant'icipated by the DOE that the SSC project may trigger 
zoning changes (see Vol urne IV, Appendix 13, Section 13 .1.1); however, 
any regulating adjustments to be made are appropriately considered to be 
the responsibility of the affected planning agency. · 

For a diScussion of water well impacts, please see Comment Response 
7.03. 

1242.04 

Comment noted. 

1242.05 

Comment noted, 
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1243.01 

Comment noted. 

1244.01 

In EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, "Spain Ranch" should be "Thomas Spain 
Farm." These remarks correspond with the findings presented in the EIS 
and with the identified need for further field study to identify and 
evaluate prehistoric and historic archaeological sites potentially 
impacted by the project, if the proposed Tennessee site is selected for 
the SSC. 

1244.02 

This comment generally corresponds with the proposed mitigat,ion measures 
described in the EIS pertaining to potential impacts to cultural re­
sources. Additionally, these activities will be examined in detail as 
part of the Supplemental EIS. 

1244.03 

As noted in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, the potential historical sig­
nificance to the Thomas Spain Farm pertains only to the remains of the 
slave cabins and the cotton gin building. 

The ten cemeteries in the proposed Tennessee SSC site area (as listed in 
Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.1.3.6.A.5) are located outside. direct 
impact areas with the exception of the Isaac Hiller Cemetery. This 
cemetery is located within the proposed buried beam zone access. area JI. 
The DOE, in conjunction with the Tennessee SHPO, will consider the his­
torical significance of this site by applying National Register criteria 
(Fielder, Prouty, and Spires 1988, p. 28) if the proposed Tennessee site 
is selected for the SSC. · 

1245.01 

Potential· impacts to surface water and mitigation measures at the 
Illinois site are discussed in Volume I, Chapter 3, Section .3.6 and 
Ch~pter 5, Section 5.1.2, and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.3. 

1245.02 

Comment noted. 

1245.03 . ;. ,· 

The EIS concur!\ with the comment's claim that the Illinois Region of 
Influence is a heavily populated area (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.3 .. 11.BJ. ·.Comment Response 973.01 discusses aspects of the 
population impact analysis, as well as the recent population growth 
experienced in the region. · 
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1246.01 

The Soil Conservation Service estimates 3,076 acres of prime farmland 
and 212 acres of important farmland in the fee simple project area. An 
estimated 197 acres of this prime and important farmhnd would be per­
manently converted if the SSC project were sited in I11 i noi s. See 
Cow.ment Response 880.04. 

1247.01 

The DOE has made an independent analysis of the Fermilab cost adjustment 
to reflect savings that would be realized by using the Fermi lab as the 
SSC injector (see EIS Volume III, Chapter 3 and Volume IV, Appendix 2, 
Section 2.4.2.2}. ·Other credits considered for the Illinois site in­
clude reduced construction costs for utility systems and campus ·facil­
ities, and reduced operational expenses due to cost sharing wlth ongo­
ing, funded Fermi lab research programs. To develop this adjustment, the 
DOE considered all available data, such as the site proposal, Conceµtual 
Design Report, and DOE Fermi1ab experience. The iti!ms mentioned in this 
comment have been co11sidered in the ana1ysis, 

1248.01 

Predicted environmental impacts assessed at the regional level are dis­
cussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, and as suggested in the comment are 
considered to be minimal. Mitigation measures that may be incorporated 
in the final site design are summarized in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.1.6 in' detail, where applicable, for each resource affected. 

1249.0l 

Blasting vibration and noise were discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, 
Section 9.2. A home 2,000 ft away from the source of blasting will 
receive negligible amounts of vibration and noise. 

Oust generated by construction activities and possible mitigations are 
analyzed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5 and Volume IV, Appendix 8, Section 
8.4.3. 

Construction traffic impacts and possible mitigations are analyzed in 
·EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.6 and Volume IV, Appendix 14, 

Section 14.2.1.3. 

Water supply impacts and mitigations are analyzed in EIS Volume I, Chap­
ter 5, Section 5.l.2 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.3 and 
7.2.3.3. 

1250.01 

Comment noted.·· 
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1250.02 

The DOE has designed the requirements of land acquisition to impose the 
minimum disruption and taking of land as is possible to accomplish the 
goals of the SSC project. See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.2, 
for a discussion of the strategies to accomplish this policy. 

1250.03 

Comment noted • 

• 
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1251.01 

For a response to the observations regarding th~ appearance of tank 
farms, see Comment Re~ponse 1153.02. There is no inconsistency, nor are 
double standards being applied. The subject of the introductory materi<d 
from which the quote is taken is the comparative impacts of sector ser­
vice areas and 1ntermedlate access fr.ell ities, two very different kinJs 
of facilities (See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.l0.3). 

The question of whether field observers can objectively arrive at con­
clusions (second paragraph of this comment) is addressed in Comment 
Response 1172. 03. Regarding consistency of conditions under which the 
candidate sites were observed (third paragraph of this comment), see 
Comment Response 1172.04. 

The relationship of mitigation measures suggested for evaluation during 
final project design and determination of impact significance (fourth 
paragraph of this co1r.ment), is addressed in Comment Response 1172.05. A 
more detailed review will be provided in the Supplemental EIS. 

The question concerning seemingly similar situations in North Carolina 
and Illinois, yet different conclusions regarding mitigation {fourth 
paragraph of this comment) is addressed in Comment Response 1153.04. 
There are, in fact, four North Carolina sites, not three, for which 
mitigation measures would probably not prove effective. The conditions 
for these four sites are sharply different, as noted in Volume IV, 
Appendix 16, Sections 16.3.5.3.A, 16.3.5.3.B, 16.3.5.3.E, and 
16.3.5.3.F. 

1251.02 

See Comment Response 13.02, 873.02, and 1126.05. 

The DOE believes the data is adequate for the proposed action of this 
EIS, which is to select a site for the SSC. The DOE believes the con­
clusions represent a reasonably accurate picture of impacts which would 
qccur ~t each site and is satisfied that the analysis has been equitable 
for this EIS. The DOE recognizes the need for further analysis of 
potential impacts in the form of a Supplemental EIS prior to a decision 
to construct and operate the SSC. Prior to such a decision the DOE is 
planning a Supplemental EIS which will be site-specific and address 
impacts and mitigations in more detail. 

1252.01 

Occurrences of "drift gas• (naturally occurring gas associated with the 
glacial drift found in northeaster Illinois} have been noted in several 
wells near the northeastern portion of the proposed SSC site and in a 
few wells near the southern portion of the site (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.1.3.5. of the EIS). However, no gas was found 
when 19 borings were made for the Illinois SSC proposal. The possibil­
ity of encountering "drift gas" during the SSC tunnel construction is 
small and should not significantly slow the construction progress. The 
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potential presence of the gas is recognized as a safety hazard and ls 
addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.3.3. 

1252.02 

See Comment Response 1007.02. 

1252.03 

See Colilment Response 1007.03. 

1252.04 

See Comment Response 1007.04. 

1252.05 

See Comment Response 1278.11. 

1252.00 

The Federal tloise Ccr.trol Act of 1972 (amended by the Quiet Cow.munities 
Act of 1978) requires the DOE to comply with all State and local regula­
tions concerning environmental noise limits. The noise limits set by 
the State of Illinois Rules and Regulations, Title 35, Subtitle H 
(Noise) that would protect communities adjacent to SSC operating loca­
tions, are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3.5.B.2. 
If the Illinois site is selected, the DOE would be committed to util­
izing whatever mitigation technologies'tlould be necessary to ensure com­
pliance with this Illinois law. Control measures that have the poten­
tial to bring the service.area into compliance are discussed in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Chapter 5, Sectilm 5.1.4, and in­
clude perimeter berming and site rearrangement. Hore detailed mitiga­
tion requirements would be identified and assessed in the Supplemental 
EIS. 

1252.07 

See Comment Response 1293.03. 

1252.08 

Comment noted. Estimates and analysis of the traffic·conditions are 
discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.Z.l.3.C. A comparison 
of traffic impacts·is presented in Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.1.8-9. 
Mitigations will be addressed in the Supplemental EIS for the sele<:ted 
site. 

1252.09 

See Comment Response 1276~01. 
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If required, the construction effort can be divided into smaller work 
units and worked concurrently to eliminate time delays due to weather. 

1252.10 

As noted in the EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.4, Illinois would 
need to acquire the most parcels of any of the seven BQL sites. The 
proposed project schedule (EIS Volume IV, Appendix I, Section 1.1.4) 
would require Illinois to provide access agreements to DOE by January, 
1989 to allow performance of preconstruction activities, including 
geotechnical verification and resource assessments. furthermore, the 
actual construction schedule is predicated on the land acquisition 
sequence from March, 1990 to January, 1991 agreed to by the proposing 
states. Failure of the state to meet the land acquisition schedule 
would most probably result in construction delays. Also see Co~ment 
Response 880.04. 

1252 .11 

See Comment Response 1007.11. 

1252.12 

See Comment Response 1007.12. 

1252.13 

See Comment Response 1007.13. 

1252.14 

Although the Illinois site has the highest background noise level, it 
does not follow that noise impacts from the SSC would be greatest there. 
The combination of two sound levels is not the arithmetic sum of the two 
levels. As discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3.2, com­
bining two 40 dBA sources produces 43 dBA, while combining a 40 dBA 
source with an existing 50 dBA level produces no change in level. As a 
result, in the 50 dBA ambient sound level of the Illinois site for the 
SSC, sound from the construction and operations will not influence as 
large an area as it would at one of the more remote sites. 

1252.15 

See Comment Response 876.31. 

1253.01 

The assessment of wells potentially lost or closed due to SSC siting and 
construction at the site alternatives (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Section 7.2.3) does not support a conclusion that more wells will be 
lost in Illinois than at all other sites combined. The number of wells 
that may be lost due to siting the SSC in Illinois was not reported 
accurately in the DEIS. State records indicate 320 wells within the SSC 
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footprint; however, based on field surveys, the State estimates that 
only 6 to 31 wells may be directly affected and required to be closed 
because of the project. See Comment Response 979.02 for clarification 
of criteria used to assess the number of wells closed or affected ·and 
consequent revisions to EIS. 

1253.02 

See Comment Response 1369.09. 

1253.03 

See Cow.ment Response 1369.09 

1253.04 

Comment noted. This information is consistent with that presented in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4. 

1253.05 

Revised Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-7 shows that Illinois ranks next to 
the lowest in prime and important farmland acreage permanently converted 
by the proposed SSC project compared to the other sites analyzed in the 
EIS. The amount converted is less than one percent of the region inven­
tory and is less than the average acreage lost each year to development. 
See revised 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 the Errata and 
Revisions to Volume IV, Appendix 13. 

1253.06 

Illinois has·the largest acreage of wetlands (199 acres) that could be 
impacted without mitigation (e.g., facility or structure relocation). 
It is the OOE's policy to avoid wetlands impacts where practicable, in 
conformance with requirements of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and 
Executive Order 11990. As a result, the actual impact to wetlands would 
be much lower than 199 acres. Once a site is selected and as final 
design is being completed, detailed plans to mitigate wetlands impacts 
would be developed in consultation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
(or delegated state authority}. as required, and analyzed in the Sup­
plemental EIS. 

1253.07 

The extra depth of shafts at the Illinois site does have an effect on 
the total cost of tunneling and has been taken into account in Volume 
IV, Appendix 2. 

For the Illinois site, the cost of the deeper shafts may be compensate~ 
for by the reduced costs of tunneling in the uniform dolomite found at 
the deeper collider ring setting. There is neither a specific criteria 
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in the Invitation for Site Proposals addressing difficulty, nor a com­
posite of site characteristics In the EIS defining difficulty of 
tunneling. 

Geoengineering conditions (Volume IV, Appendix 5), cost (Volume IV, 
Appendix 2), water (Volume IV, Appendix 7) and Earth Resources (Volume 
IV, Appendix 6) all address aspects of site tunneling. 

1253.08 

See Co!Mlent Response 1279.357. 

1253.09 

See Comment Responses 533.03 and 1013.02. 

1253.10 

See Comment Response 1013.02. 

1253.11 

See Comment Response 1381.11. 

I253.12 

See Comment Response 1275.12. 

1253.13 

The Illinois groundwater data presented in Volume I, Chapter 4, 
Table 4-13 was collected by the State of Illinois In the region of the 
proposed SSC site. In those wells tested ln the regions of the proposed 
site, the gross alpha activity ranged from undetectable to 4.6 pCi/l, 
with an average of 1.2 pCi/l. Studies of Illinois indicate that the 
potable groundwater supplied by the Cambrian-Ordovician aquifer system 
to a large portion of the northern part of the state exceeds the U.S. 
EPA MCL of 5 pCi/liter for total radium. A cautious approach with 
regard to the restriction of radium in potable water supplies has been 
taken by the State. Radium levels may be reduced by various water 
treatment methods. · · 

The health impacts from radiation during SSC operations have been as­
sessed in Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12. There are no measurable im­
pacts from cumulative effects of exposure to radium in drinking water 
and.exposure to radiation from SSC operations. The dose equivalent to 
the general public at large from SSC operations is primarily through the 
air pathway and is less than 0.001 percent of that from natural back­
ground radiation. 

1253.14 

Comment noled. · 
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1254.01 

Table 4-4 in EIS Volume I actually states that in Illinois groundwater 
use is extensive; it is use of surface water that is minimal. 

The EIS correctly indicates that the groundwater overdraft, especially 
for the shallow aquifer system, is large in Illinois. Overdraft in the 
deeper aquffers is. less; the SSC will draw water for construction and 
operations from the deeper aquifer. See Comment Response 1279.115 for a 
general discussion of the o~·erdraft condition. 

The DOE agrees that current plans to pipe water from Lake Michigan to 
western suburbs do not include Kane County. However, water from Lake 
Michigan may become available to the SSC campus area and thus reduce 
overall demands on the regional aquifer systems. 

1255.01 

More detailed analysis of SSC-related' impacts would be undertaken as 
part of the Supplement to this EIS (see the Foreword to Volume I). This 
would include an evaluation of State expenditures and financing costs, 
including those expenditures associated with the sealed incentive. 

1256.01 

Comment noted. 

1257.01 

Comment noted. 

1257 .02 

The wetlands assessment that is presented in the EIS has been revised to 
include a reevaluation of wetlands location, type, and quality (see Vol­
ume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 and Volume IV, ,Appendix 11, Section 
11.3.3.3). This information was derived from current versions of the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory maps and was 
supplemented by information from field surveys and current aerial photo-

. graphs. Once the site has been selected, more detailed site-specific · 
studies would be conducted for use in determining environmental impacts 
to wetlands and identifying appropriate mitigation. 

1257.03 

See Cow.ment Response 127g.302 • 
. 

1257.04 

All wetlands located in. proposed SSC project areas have been reevaluated 
on the basis of field surveys, U.S.' Fish and Wildlife Service National 
Wetland Inventory maps and aerial photographs. The methodologies .util­
ized are presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11., Section 11.2.2, and 
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th~ evaluations are presented in Volume I, Cha~ter 5, Section 5.1.5.4 
and Volun19 IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3. A vati;;ty of miti9ative 
aiternativas, including wetlands avoidance, is possible, Per.ding final 
site selection, facility design, and facility location, mitig1tion plans 
will be developed in con~u1tatior. with ;ippropriate Federal and/or State 
agencies (COE, USFWS, MDNR) as required by Section 404 of the Clean 
water Act. These would be presented in the sHe--specific Supplemental 
EIS. 

1257.05 

ExE:cut1ve Order ll'ilSS-floodplain Managemerrt dictates that the 100-yr 
flood be used in floodplai:i encroachme11t assessment. It also should be 
noted that constructing to meet 100-yr flood standards is 3 to 4 times 
more stringent a shndard than for- a "pro,iect flood.• 

1257.06 

Tr;e wetland assessment in the EIS has bel'n revised to includ'il only thos.e 
wetlands that would be disturbed by construction of s11rface facilitie'l. 
The proposed surface facility sites were superimposed over USfWS wetland 
maps tu determine which wetlands could be impacted by surfac~ 
construction. At this tima, most states ha11e not made specific 
proposals for anci 11 ary faci1 it ies '.rnch as access ro?-.ds, however, 
impacts due to ancillary facilities and <tccess roads are ana1y;:ed in 
Volume I, Section 3.1.2 (cumulative impacts). Onca.1 site has been 
se1 ected, de ta 11 ed construct ion p!;rns wou1 d be d•~veloped, and con.­
sultat ions would occur w\tn the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to develop 
plans to mitigate wetland impacts. As required by Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act, permits would be obtained for any dredge or fill · 

. activity in a wetland. 

See Comment Response 1007 .02 regarding floodplain impacts. 

1258,0l 

See Comment Response 873.02. 

1258.02 

Com'llent.noted. 

1258,03 

The DOE has no authority to alter the record of testimony gi11en at 
SSC-related public meetings. See Coaiment Response H26.05. 

1259.01 

Comment noted. 

12511300335887 , I ; ~ • 



1259.02 

See Comment Responses 880.04 and 1179.02. 

1259.03 

The SSC will affect some people negatively while benefitting directly 
those that work on the project and those that gain secondary employment 
from the project. Typically as large projects startup, unemployment · 
goes down while labor force participation rates go up. Relocation ser­
vices are also provided to assist business and to mitigate impacts on 
local area employment (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14). · 

EIS Volume IV, Appendb 4 summarizes the compensation policies for relo-. 
cated residences and buildings .. These policies provide for mitigation 
in terms of compensation. However, when other considerations are also · 
important, such as "homestead," there would be a net adverse impact. To 
the extent that relocations can occur nearby,·the impacts may be 
minimized. 

SSC impacts to agricultural production would be relatively low overall 
in I1 l inois, but the impact on individual farmers could be high. Land 
acquisition is the responsibility of the proposer (EIS Volume IV, Appen­
dix 4, Section 4.1). See Comment.Response 880.04. 

1259.04 

Concerning impact on drainage in Big Rock and Welth Creeks area, see 
Comment Response 1100.02. 

Concerning impacts due to contamination,. see Comment Response 18.03, 

On-site water for the SSC will be obtained primarily from the deeper 
aquifers. Because there is no apparent connection between the shallow 
and deep aquifers in the vicinity of the site, impacts to water levels 
in shallow wells are expected to be negligible. Although the on-site 
SSC and related off-site ·water use would contribute to the existing 
regional overdraft of the deeper aquifer, the incremental regional 
drawdown attributed to the SSC has been estimated to be small (see EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3). 

Water level impacts due to construction activities will be temporary, 
and can be minimized by selection of appropriate techniques (such as 
using slurry walls for water control rather than dewatering excavations 
through pumping). · 

1259.05 

Comment noted. 
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. Jhe data presented in EIS Volume-~v. Appendix-s .• ~ecticrt5.3.l, repre­
sents long~term averagesand extremes.for temperature, wind, precipita­
tion, and severe weather conditions, and is considered sufficient .for 

.•input into resources which consider climatic inputs. · More recent data 
· · concerning frost penetr:ation is.not avatJable, . Oata Jrot11. recent extreme· 

.· weather in the whiter a!ld sufumer.of.1988 has ni>t been=compiled.for . 
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in the supplement to the EIS. Primary means to accomplish mitigation 
wo111d be wetlands avoidance. The potential to avoid wetlands by facil­
ity realignments is discussed fn Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3;6 and 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.4; and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3. 

1262.02 

The purpose and need for the SSC is discussed in .Volume l, Chapter 2 of 
the EIS. 

1262.03 

See Comment Response 880.04. The beam abort area, or more accurately, 
the beam absorption area, is not a radioactive dump and is not used 
for storage of radioactive material. It is being designed to absorb the 
unused high energy protons remaining in the b2ams after the beams have 
been "used" as a result of collisions in the interaction regions. There 
will be no measurable radiation introduction into the environment above 
these absorbers, and no exposure to incremental radiation at the surface 
above these areas (see EIS Volume IV, Appendices IO and 12). 

1262.04 

One purpose of the EIS is to project potential impacts associated with 
the project. Expected changes in such areas as socioeconomics, ecology, 
water resources, etc. are addressed using the best available data and 
accepted methods. Property value losses, if they were to occur, would 
not be compensable under present Federal law. See Comment Response 
922 .11. 

1263.01 

A summary of the impacts projected for the Michigan site are given in 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.4.4. Mitigations possible for minimizing 
impacts are given in Section 3.6. Cumulative impacts are discussed by 
resource area in Section 3.7. 

1263.02 

Comment noted. 

1263.03 

See Comment Response 223.06. 

1263.04 

Comir.ent noted. 

1264.01 

Comment noted. 
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1265.01 

Comment noted. 

1266.01 

The appropriate power cost for each of the BQL sites was used in the 
calculation of the total project cost. However, individual, site­
specific annual operating costs as estimated· in EIS Volume IV, Appen­
dix 2, Section 2.4.3 vary only± 3.7 percent in relation to the average 
annual operating cost (!.even sites) of $270 million. 

1267.01 

Comments noted. 

1268.01 

The SSC is not similar to a nuclear reactor or a nuclear weapon. Site­
selection criteria are described in EIS Volume III. The potential 
health and safety impacts associated with the SSC are typical of any 
construction project. Radiological risks are minimal (see EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.6). 

1269.01 

Comments noted. 

1270.01 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.3 and Appendix 10, Section 
10.2.3.3 have been revised to state that retention/siltation ponds will 
be adequate to handle water pumped out of the tunnel (see Comment 
Response 1217.01) so that impacts of silt-laden water on surface drain­
ages will be minimal. 

1270.02 

See Comment Response 1217.01. 

1270.03 

See Comment Respof1.5e 1217.01. 

1270.04 

Siltation of streams in the project vicinity will not be significant 
since effective mitigative measures will be implemented. Detailed dis­
cussion of mitigations are presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.2.l and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.2.2.D.2. Also see Sum~ 
mary in Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Comment Response 1270.01. 
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1271.01 

The EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11 indicates that .while unem­
ployment rates in DuPage County have been below the national average for 
the past 12 years, those in both Kane and Kendall Counties have been 
above the national average since 1980. 

1272.01 

Comment noted. 

1272.02 

Some. portion of the proposed SSC site would be inundated if nearby seg· 
ments of the Upper Flat River are impounded: That.may include.project 
area J2, which is along the river at ari approximate elevation of 400 ft. 
At this time it is difficult to determine the exact extent of inundation 
because the SSC and proposed dams are all in the proposal or planning 
stage. However, it is likely that the construction of the SSC in its 
present proposed location would impact the city of Durham's future 
intention of lmpounaing the Upper Flat River. This impact is added to 
the EIS in response to the COl1li11ent (Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.1.3.5.G). See also Comment Response 1106.10. · · · 

1272.03 

The text of Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.8.l has been corrected in 
the Errata based on this comment. 

1272.04 

See Comment Response 1272.03. 

1273.01 

Comments noted. 

1274.01 

Comment noted. The .benefits to be obtained from SSC research are 
addressed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 2, Section Z.2.3. 

1275.01 

Comments noted. 

1275;02 

The commenter is correct. Illinois is one of two site alternatives that 
potentially.contains prairie remnants on or near areas that are identi· 
fied for potential use by SSC facilities. However; pra-iri•f is only Oiie . . . ' - . ' .. __ , ' - ' -,. 
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type of sensitive habitat that is considered in the site selection EIS. 
Other sites may have other types of sensitive habitats that potentially 
could be vulnerable to development. 

1275.03 

Wetland impacts would be mitigated based on consultations witli the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. Mitiga­
tfon measures that could be adopted include wetland avoidance, wetland 
enhancement, wetland replacement, and measures to reduce indirect 
impacts such as sedimentation. Also see Comment Response 958.04. 
1275.04 

See Comment Responses 979.02 and 1381.04. 

1275.05 

The comment on numbers of Illinois property owners is consistent with 
Volume IV, Appendix 4. 

1275.06 

See Cornment Responses 880.04 and 1381.08. 

1275.07 

See Comment Response 1155.07. 

1275.08 

The OOE agrees that water inflow into the tunnel at the Illinois site 
w'ill be higher than at several other sites .. However, this rate of 
inflow will be low enough that it will not adversely impact the opera­
tion of the project, or the existing ground water use patterns in the 
area (see Comment Response 1279.141) 

1275.09 

See Comment Response 533.03. 

1275.10 

See Comment Response 1007.01. 

1275.11 

Regarding the potential for flooding problems related to SSC project 
construction, see Comment Response 1007.02. 

Regarding the potential for siltation and pollution of the natural 
streams, the impact on 1 arger streams such as the Fox River would be 
less because of· the availability of larger flow to transport sediment 
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and to dilute any pollutants. However, it is anticipated that there 
will be minimal surface water quality impacts from the SSC project. See 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.a.3. All SSC project activities 
would comply with applicable environmental regulations, and the impact 
on the streams woulcl be minimized I see EIS Vol um<> I. Cha ·ter 6' 

1275.12 

Water quality conditions are highly variable at all of the sites, as 
indicated in Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.2.l.2. Water quality data 
for each site are presented within individual site chapters in 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sections 5.1.2, 5.2.2,. 5.3.2, 5.4.2, 5.5.2, 
5.6.2, and 5.7.2. Data are summarized in Volume I, Chaoter 4, Table 
4-2. . 

1275.13 

See Comment Response 1369.09. 

1275.14 

Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.3.3 of the EIS describes scenic and 
visual mitigation measures that should be evaluated during f'inal project 
design. These measures would serve to conceal the SSC facilities, re­
duce the degree to which they would contrast with their surroundings, or 
in other ways have the structures appear to be compatible with features 
in the vicinity, Until the mitigation measures are decided upon, their 
cost cannot be estimated. 

Noise mitigations are discussed at the summary level in the EIS Vol-
ume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4, and in detail in Volume IV, Appendix 9. 
Mitigative or control measures were incorporated into the development of 
the construction and the operations noise scenarios. Construction con­
trol measures included limiting spoils hauling to a 12 h/d basis. Ad­
ditional construction mitigations that will.be considered at the time of 
detail construction planning will include specifying quieted construc­
tion machinery and placing a berm around service and intermediate access 
areas during spoils removal operations in support. of the tunnel.boring 
machine operations. Mitigative or control measures as·sumed in the de­
velopment of the operations scenario included specifying a quiet cooling 
tower, individual enclosure of the cryogenic compressors, and placing 
the pipeline that connects the service building with the compressor 
building in a well insulated trench. Additional mitigations that will 
be considered by the DOE during detail design include depressing the 
service area below grade, and berming the per.imeter of the service area. 
Additional details .about mitigation strategies will be provided in the 
Supplemental EIS. 
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1275.15 

See Comment Response 1122.02. •. 

The health impacts from radiation during SSC operations have been 
assessed in Volume IV, Appendices IO and 12. There are no measurable 
adverse impacts from cumulative effects of exposure to radium in drink­
ing water and exposure to radiation from SSC operations. The dose 
equivalent to the general public from SSC operations is primarily 
through the air pathway and is less than 0.001 percent of that from 
background radiation 

1275.16 

See Comment Response 1369.09. The DOE is committed to mitigations 
necessary for minimizing adverse impacts during all phases of the proj­
ect (see.EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). 

1275.17 

Surface and groundwater quality impacts are projected to occur to vary­
ing degrees at most candidate sites. Although water quality impacts are 
generally considered to be negligible, site differences will be con­
sidered, among other factors, in the site selection. See also Comment 
Response 18.03. 

1275.18 

See Comment Responses 1007.04 and 1278.11. 

1275.19 

The comment is correct that the SSC tunnel would be above the water 
table at the Arizona site. In Texas, perched water tables exist above 
the regional water table; the ,tunnel alignment will be above the . 
regional water table but below the perched water tables. The tunnel 
will be below the water table at the Colorado, Illinois, Michigan, North 
Carolina, and Tennessee sites. Tunnels can be constructed safely from a 
structural and hydraulic standpoint below the water table with available 
technology. Control techniques exist which can minimize groundwater 
infiltration both during tunnel construction and during SSC operations. 
Impacts on water tables and supplies are expected to be small even at 
the sites where the tunnel is below the water table. Differences 
between the sites, including the location of the water table and pro­
jected impacts on groundwater supplies will be considered, among other 
factors, in the SSC site selection decision. (See FEIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.2 for detailed groundwater assessments of all 
sites, and Volume III for a description of the site selection 
procedure.) 

1275.20 

Comments noted. 
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1276.01 

The DOE has made an independent analysis of the Fermilab cost adjustment 
to reflect savings that would be realized by using the Fermilab as the 
SSC injector. These are noted in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 2, Section 
2.4.2.2. Other credits considered for the 111 inois site include reduced 
construction costs for utility systems and campus facilities, and re­
duced operational expenses due to cost sharing with on-going, funded 
Fermilab research-programs. To develop this adjustment, the DOE con­
sidered all available data such as the site proposal, Conceptual Design 
Report, and DOE .Fermi lab experience. The items mentioned in this com­
ment have been considered in the analysis. 

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 
printed in.its entirety in FEIS Volume III. Only under the longest 
operating lifetime assumed reasonable in this analysis is the Illinois 
site the least expensive. 

1277.01 

Transportation systems currently serving the Illinois SSC site are 
addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.Il.2. It is acknowl­
edged that the Illinois site is currently served by an extensive system 
of roads, rail lines, and the Chicago O'Hare International Airport. 
However, some of the roads and the airport experience congestion during 
peak hours. 

1278.01 ; 

The purpose of the EIS sent to EPA for comment was to support a siting 
decision. The DOE believes that the information and analysis, based on 
project conceptual design, presented in the EIS, as revised, is suffi­
cient for that purpose. Upon final site selection, the DOE will prepare 
a Supplemental EIS based on more detailed site-specific design. The DOE 
acknowledges EPA's understanding that such a supplement would be 
prepared. 

1273.02 

The DEIS (Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3) predicted that violations 
of the NAAQS PM10 standards would occur during construction-of the SSC. 
Based on comments received, additional mitigations have been introduced 
to suppress dust during construction and the air pollution impacts have 
been recalculated. No violations of the NAAQS are now anticipated. EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3 has been modified accordingly. Con­
sultation with the EPA and the applicable state air.pollution control 
agency will occur during the development of the Supplemental EIS. In 
addition, the discussions in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3 on the 
utilization of the emergency diesel generators has been clarified. Also 
see Comment Rese_onse 1278.09. Potential emissions are expected to be 
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well below PSD triggers, and the project would not be subject to Part D 
New Source Review {NSR) for r.iajor sources. llowever, some general pro vi -
sions (40 CFR 51.160-164) of the NSR regulations would apply. 

The operations of the SSC will be in compliance with National Emission 
Standards far Hazardous Air Poll utan ts (NESHAP) limits for DOE-operated 
facilities (25 and 75 rnrem/yr whole body .and critical organ, respec­
tive1y, dose-equivalents to the general public are less than 0.004 and 
0.111 mrem/yr for whole body and critical organ exposure, respectively 
(EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12). 

See also Comment Responses 1278.07, 1278.08, !278.10 and 1278.11. 

1278.03 

The DOE concurs that wetlands impacts are an important environr.ienta1 
concern. The DEIS {Volwne !, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5) overesti;r.ated 
the wetland~ acreage that could be potentially impacted by the construc­
tion and operations of th•1 SSC. Additional field studies have bi:en per­
formed based on the USFWS National Wetlands Inventory Maps and aerial 
photography. This additional data was used to establish a conservative 
estimate of the maximum wetlands acreage that could be impacted by sur­
face facility construction. As shown in EIS Volume I, Table 1-1, the 
tctal potentially impacted wetl;rnds acreage for Illinois, Michigan, and 
North Carolina have been gn:'ltly reduced. It is the DOE policy (10 CFR 
Part 1022) to avoid wetlands impacts to the maximum extent practicable, 
in a::cordance with Executive Order 11990. It is a 1 so acknow1 edged that 
if dredge or fi 11 material is to be p 1 aced "in wetlands or other waters 
of the United States, a permit pursuant to Section 404 qr the Clean 
Water .l\ct {and wetlands mitigation) ~1ould be required. The final EIS 
(Voh1me I, Chapter 5 and \folume IV, Appendix 11) presents conservative 
estimates of tlie amounts of wetlands at each site which could pote01-
tially be impacted, and an i~dication of the quality of those wetlands. 
The DOE beliwn2s that EIS \fo1ume I, Table 1-1 provides a clear relative 
comparison among the sites. 

See Comment Response 1273.20 for a discussion o:i mitiqation, including 
mitigation costs~ 

1273.04 

The number of acres of wetlands projected to be impacted and the pro­
jected impacts on air quality have both decreased significantly in the 
FEJS. (See EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, and Volume IV, Appendices 7, 8, and 
ll). Thus, the anticipated ability to mitigate impacts has improved, 
and the anticipated costs would ba small relative to the life cycle 
costs for the project. This EIS discusses mitigation to the extent 
possible, and more specific details of mitigation measures will ·be pre· 
sented for the se 1 ected site in the Stipp l ementa l EIS. 

In general, it would be possible to provide mitigation of all major ad­
verse impacts .in such areas as wetlands by careful design and placement 
of access and service areas. There. is enough flexibility in final 
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design of the SSC at this time to adjust to. maoy conditions that exist 
at the various proposed sites. For example, it is conceivab·!e that at 
certain sites, the facilities at the service areas could be placed well 
below ground, and evaporation ponds {rather than cooling towers} could 
be used for cooling. This. would limit surface disturbances. Similady, 
if a service area in the present design impinges on wetlands, it may be 
possible for the service area to be moved some hundreds of feet away to 
minimize or eliminate such impacts. 

All such mitigations involve costs. However, at this stage of de$ign, 
it is. not possible to firmly quantify these costs because they depe.1d on 
the specific mitigation measures selected. There is further difficul~y 
in cost quantification for such possible mitigations in that the flexi­
bility for these measures not only varies among sites, but among areas 
within sites. Until detailed site studies are done, only general cost 
estimates can be made. With the revised projected im;iacts now presented 
in the FEIS, the cost of mitigation at any of till! sites would be 
relatively small compared to overall project cost. While sorne variation 
in mitigation costs are expected among sites, the overall life cycle 
costs are similar for all sites and the comparison of mitigation costs 
would have no effect on site selection. 

1273.05 

The EPA comments attached as a separate enclosure will be answered on an 
individual basis. 

12711.06 

See Comment Responses 1278.07 and 1278.08. 

1278.07 

An analysis of the air pollution control rules and regulations of each 
of the BQL states was conducted to determine whether any major dif­
ferences from the federal PSD rules (40 CFR 52.21) exist that would make 
the SSC project PSD,applicable. The conclusion is that the SSC project 
would not be subject to PSD review in any of the BQL states. EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 8, Table 8-A summarizes the results. The air quality 
regulations of all seven states and the Federal regulations are similar 
in the following logic: 

o PSD applicability for the SSC would be triggered only if the 
pi-oject had a potential to emit 250 ton/yr or more of any 
pollutant subject t~ regulation under the Clean Air Act. 

o Potential to emit, by definition, specifically excludes 
secondary emissions. 

o Secondary"emissions, by definition, include construction 
emissions. 

The above discussion is incorporated into .the EIS in Volume IV, Appendix 
8, Section 8.1, including Table 8-A. 
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The dPfinition of secondary emissions exempts ,~onstruction emissions. 
The fugitive dust exemption is not required because SSC will emit very 
·little, if any, fuqHive dust during operations. 

Once the final SSC site is selected, the State agency with PSD authority 
will be contacted and if necessary provided with all relevant data 
required in a PSD applicability determination. 

1278.08 

In the DOE's best judgment the SSC will not require a PSD permit. Non­
criteria pollutant review for new sources under the PSD regulations is 
triggered only if the. source is determined to be "major" under the PSD 
applicability determination. Since fugitive dust generated during con­
struction is exempted from the determination of potential emissions in 
all SSC states and since all other criteria pollutants emitted from the 
SSC are below 100 tons/yr, a PSD construction permit should not be 
required. 

The operations of the SSC will be in compliance with National Emission 
Standards for Hazardous Air Pol 1 utan ts (NESHAP) 1 imits for DOE-operated 
facilities (25 and 75 mrem/yr whole body and critical organ, respec­
Uvely, dose-equivalents to the general public are less than 0.004 and 
O.lll mrem/yr for whole body and critical organ exposure from airborne 
radioactivation products, respectively (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, 
Table 12.3.1-2). 

Volume IV .• Appendix 10, "Waste Disposition and Source Term Assessments" 
was based on conservative assumptions. Therefore, engineering and 
administrative controls such as filters and holdup to allow decay of 
short-lived activation products were not assumed. The DOE is co:nmitted 
to the concept of as low as reasonably achievable (l\LARA) as stated in 
DOE order 5480.1 Chapter XI which states, "Exposures to radiation shall 
be maintained as low as reasonably achievable. Department policy is 
that operations shall be conducted in a manner to assure that radiation 
exposure to individuals and population groups is limited to the lowest 
levels reasonably achievable.'' The EIS does not demonstrate that the 
radiation. exposure is as low as reasonably achievable. Estimates of 
radiation exposure in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6 are based on 
worst case conditions to ensure that the estimates are conservative. 
For example, the number cited above for dose-equivalents are fer the 
site with the worst conditions, not an average for all site alterna­
tives. The ALARA concept will be examined more fully in the Supple­
mental EIS. Additional site-specific design measures will be taken to 
assure that this concept is applied througbout the design of the SSC .. 

1278.09 

SSC conceptual design includes five emergency diesel generators rated at 
100-kW each, plus twenty-two rated at 50 kW each resulting in a total 
project capacity of l,600 kW. Nonemergency use of these generators is 
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expected to consist of one hour of operation every two weeks to demon­
strate readiness. Using emission factors from AP-42, Volume 1, Section 
3.3 (EPA 1986), this results in NOx emissions of 0.9 tons/yr and emis­
simis of less than·0.5 tons/yr for all other pollutants. This analysis 
has been incorporated into EIS Vo'lume IV, Appendix 8. 

Mutually agreeable permit 1 imHations on the hours of emergency use can 
be imposed by the State air pollution control agency to ensure that com­
bi1H!d non~emergency plus emergency operations do not cause emissions 
that trigger PSD when added to the other SSC operations emissions. 

1278.10 

SSC constr•Jction emissions of TSP wnl consume increment only in in­
stances where they 111ake a significant .impact in pre~existing baseline 
areas. This EIS has not made a determination in which, if any, of the 
se'Jen alternative states this may occur. · Impacts of TSP during con~ 
struction have been reduced considerably by the use of efficient'emis­
sion controls and will be extremely local to the E and F areas. 

It is possible that all or a major portion of the remaining increment 
will be consumed in the small areas immediately surrounding E and F · 
sites during construction. Industrial growth and development of other 
sources in these areas may be temporarily postponed and/or additional 
fugitive dtJst mitigation may be required. Possible mitigations, all of 
which have been used on similar types of construction, are discussed in 
EIS Volume IV Appendix 8, Section 8.3.4. This issue would need to be 
addressed in more detail once the SSC site is selected. Consultations 
with the State agency with PSO authority and the regional EPA office 
would be mad!! at that time and discussed in the Supplemental EIS. 

The DOE is aware that, a1though the regulations do not specifically set 
a time 1 imit for the available exemption f.rom PSO increment consumption 
for construction or. other temporary particulate emissions (see 40 CFR 
52.21(f)(l)(iii), EPA uses a two-year maximum definition of "temporary" 
as an informal guideline in this context. However, the fact that con­
struction for the SSC will occur over a wide area and is n.ot expected to 
continue for longer than two years at any one location, may warrant some 
special consi.derations. An exemption from increment consumption wou.ld 
be pursued with the host State only_in the unlikely event that a problem 
still remains after mitigation measures have been applied. · · 

At that time the DOE would work with the State and EPA to determine 
under what conditions an exemption would be available. The text in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3 nas been changed to reflect these 
uncertainties. 

1278:11 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) and all applicable state 
ambient air quality standards (AAQS) will be complied with both during 
construction and during operations of the SSC. As stated in EIS 
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Volume I, Chapter 6, "It is DOE policy to conduct its operations ·in an 
environmentally safe and sound manner in compliance with all applicable 
environmental statutes, regulations, and standards." 

Fugitive dust emissions generated during construction projects are a 
common concern. The EIS has been modified in Volume IV, Appendix 3 and 
in Volume I, Chapter 5 to include for all states more efficient mitiga­
tions on TSP and PM10 em·issions during construction. Specifically the 
use of chemical soil stabilization is proposed instead of twice daily 
watering for control of general site activity emissions. This signifi­
cantly reduces the generation of dust and thus the resulting ambient air 
impacts of fugitive dust emissions. (EIS Volume I, Chapter .5, Section 
5.1.3). No violations of the AAQS are now anticipated. 

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

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

1278.12 

At the time of EIS publication, the proposed sites in Illinois, 
Michigan, and Tennessee were designated nonattainment for ozone. (EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2). If the site selected is in a 
designated nonattainment area, the state agency responsible and/or the 
appropriate regional EPA office will be consulted to determine whether 
offsets will be required for the nonatta inment pollutants. The DOE 
recognized that there are no "d11 minimis" levels for increases of non­
attainment pollutants in areas designated as nonattainment. 

1278.13 

All comparisons and references to TSP NAAQS have been removed from EIS 
Volume I, Chapters 4 and 5 and Volume IV, Appendices 5 a'nd 8. TSP 
emissions and air quality estimates have been retained. 

1278.14 

The ISC model .used was that included in Version No. 6 of EPA's UNAMAP 
software package dated July 1986. The EPA continues to update the 
software via change numbers. Change numbers 1 through 5 were included 
in the.analysis. This information has been included in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 8, Section 8.3.4. The EIS has been modified to reflect this'. 

· 1278;15 

·Until the site .for the SSC is selected, it will not be known whether the 
project will include the demolition of structures that contain asbestos. 
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,,fter site selection, a survey would be made to identify any asbestosc 
containing materials i.n structures to be removed. The DOE would comply 
with the NESHAP notification requirement, and would remove any asbestos 
from buildings before renovation or demolition of a structure is begun 
(see EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6.2.5). Disposal would be 
accomplished in accordance with applicab~e re~uirements 

1278.16 

The DOE is committed to construct and operate the SSC in compliance t1ith 
applicable statutes and regulations (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 6), 
including Section 319 of the 1987 amended Clean Water Act concerning 
nonpoint source pollution assessment and control. A regulatory compli-

. ance plan, including coordination with State water pollution control 
agencies, will be prepared by the DOE for the selected site prior to 
construction. 

1273.17 

The DOE is not requesting a Section 404(r) exception; pennit applica­
tions, pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, will be submitted 
to the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers when site-specific facility design 
has progressed to a point that the site-specific information required in· 
such permit applications. is available. 

Wetlands that could be affected by construction of surface facilities 
associated with the SSC have been uniformly reevaluated at all sites on 
the basis of post-DEIS field surveys conducted at the sites, USFWS 
National Wetland Inventory Maps, and aerial photographs (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 11, Sec ti on 11. 2. 2 for methodo 1 og i es) . These reevaluations 
provide information on both quality and quantity of wetlands that could 
be impacted at each of the sites, and this information is presented in 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 and also Volume IV, Appendix 11, 
Section 11.3. Until fir.al site selection, facility design, and facility 
siting, specific impacts cannot be determined. Additional wetlands 
information and mitigation plans developed in consultation with appro­
priate federal and/or State agencies (e.g., COE, USFWS, EPA) as required 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act will be presented in the site- · 
specific Supplemental EIS. 
1278.18 

The selected site is estimated to potentially impact three acres of wet-
1 ands. Future expansion areas, as planned, could impact an additional 
37 acres of wetlands. Wetlands mitigation could be accomplished by 
relocation.of sur·face facilities that are located within or adjacent to 
wetlands. To further mitigate wetlands loss where avoidance or other 
mitigation is not effective, replacement in kind could be used as a form· 
of mitigation. See. Comment Response 1278.48. Further detail about the 
potential for mitigation and the costs of mitigation for the selected 
site will be presented in the site specific Supplemental EIS. 
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1278.19 

The potential environmental impacts of the SSC construct-ion and opera­
tions were evaluated by the DOE based on information provided by the 
States, supplemented by additional information obtained by the DOE, and 
documented in the EIS. Once a site is selected and final design is 
approved, plans to mitigate wetlands impacts will be developed in con­
sultation with the appropriate Federal and State agencies and permits 
obtained from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers as required by Section 
404 of the Clean Water Act. It is DOE policy {lOCFR Part 1022) to 
avoid, to the extent practicable; impacts to wetlands and floodplains. 
The preferred form of mitigation would be wetlands avoidance. The 
flexibility of surface facility siting should allow avoidance of most 
wetlands impacts (see Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3). · Other 
types of mitigation that could be considered include wetlands restora­
tion, enhancement, a~d/or creation. More detailed evaluation of poten­
tial impacts and specific mitigative measures (including soil erosion, 
groundwater, surface water, and wetlands) will be developed for the 
selected site and wi 11 be documented in the Supp 1ementa1 EIS which wi 1l 
be provided to the public for review and comment prior to comme;;cement 
of any SSC construction. 

1278.20 

A general .discussion of possible mitigation strategies is presented in 
the EIS (Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6; Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3; 
and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3). A discussion of flexibility 
in siting the SSC surface facilities has been added to Volume I, Chapter 
3, Section 3.6. Pending site-specific facility design, detailed miti­
gation plans are not possible. Such plans will be developed at the se­
lected site, in consultation with EPA and other appropriate Federal and 
State agencies, and evaluated in the Supplemental EIS. 

The wetlands assessment presented in the EIS has been revised to include 
a reevaluation of wetlands location, type, and quality {see EIS Volume 
I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3). 
A conservative estimate of the amount of wetlands that may be impacted 
by construction of the proposed collider .facilities at the Michigan, 
Illinois, and North Carolina sites are now placed at approximately 190, 
199, and 41 acres, respectively, as opposed to the overly conservative 
estimates of 2,800, 850, and 258 acres as indicated in the DEIS. It 
should be noted that the Michigan nmr.ber of 2,800 (in the DEIS) was· 
incorrect even before the reevaluation. The potentially impacted wet­
lands were reevaluated after additional field work based on the USFWS 
National Wetlands Inventory Maps was completed. Map overlays of facil- . 
ity designs were used to more accurately estimate the wetlands that 
could be impacted by sur.face facility construction of the SSC. If 
future expansion areas are developed, the potential exists for an addi­
tional 319, 294, and 98 acres, respectively, of wetlands impacts. These 
acreages are conservative estimates that do not include potential facil­
ity realignments or other mitigation. 
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The DOE acknowledges the need for wetlands mitigation, such as wetlands 
habitat development or restoration, to compensate for destroyed habi­
tats. However, in light of the reevaluated estimates of wetlands im­
pacts, the DOE believes that such mitigation costs would not be a sig­
nificant factor in site selection (although potential wetlands impacts 
are still considered a factor). 

1278.21 

DOE agrees that evaporation ponds would not be a feasible method. for 
handling the cooling tower blowdown at Illinois, Michigan and Tennessee. 
The text in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.3.F.2 (Illinois), 
7.1.3.4.F.2 (Michigan), .and 7.1.3.6.F.2 (Tennessee) has been revised in 
response to the comment-. Discussion of evaporation ponds is deleted for 
the three states. Other disposal alternatives are discussed. · 

1278.22 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.2, and Volume IV, Appendices 10 
and 12, address the radiological implications of SSC operations on water 
resources, and discusses waste generation ar.d disposal. 

See also Comment Responses 524.06 and 769.03 for discussions of radio­
active mixed waste. 

1278.23 

The EIS section referred to in the comment is correctly identified as 
Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.6_.2.l. This section addresses the possi­
bility of encountering existing hazardous materials at each of the pro­
posed sites, particularly during construction. Based on the available 
information, none of the sites have known soil or groundwater contami­
nation within the proposed SSC footprints. 

The issue of hazardous wastes generated,durlng construction of the SSC 
is addressed in Volume IV, Appendix IO, Section 10.1.3.2.B.3. A hazar­
dous waste management program will be established fer both the construc­
tion and operations phases of the SSC project in accordance with RCRA 
regulations. A major element of the program will be prevention of the 
creation of mixed wastes. Since the construction plans and operating 
procedures for the SSC have not yet been developed, the details of the 
hazardous waste procedures are not available for evaluation. Appro­
priate measures will be taken to ensure that hazardous materials are 
properly used and that any wastes generated are properly stored prior to 
disposal. There should be no wastes entering the underground 
environment. 

1278.24 

Industrial solvents and chemicals will not be used iii the SSC tunnel 
during collider operation. Very limited quantities may be used during 
maintenance activities. Only liquid nitrogen and liquid helium will be 
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circulated throughout the length of the SSC tunnel along the beam tubes 
to cool the superconducting magnets. The only below-ground locations 
that could use hazardous materials are the interactions regions 
(collision halls) where the collision detectors will be located. It is 
possible that the design of the detectors may include some hazardous 
materials. Since the detectors are physics experiments that have not 
yet been designed, it is not known at this time what types and quanti­
ties of hazardous materials {if any) might be used in these devices. 
The design of the collision halls will include provisions to prevent the 
penetration of any spilled liquid hazardous materials to the surrounding 
soil. 

The activation in soil/rock around the collider ring has been calculated 
based upon a series of conservative assumptions. (See Comment Response 
1442.08). The total activity at the end of 25 years, dispersed around 
the 53-mlle ring, is C.3 curies of Na-22 and 12.2 curies of H-3. This 
would represent about 2xJ07 pCi of leachable Na-22 in a 20 m section and 
2.8xl09 pCi of H-3. This assumes no dilution by migration during the 
operation of the SSC. These concentrations, produced over a.25-year 
period by interactions of beam particles with resid!Jal gas in the vacm:m 
chamber, are less than those calculated for an instantaneous beam loss 
by approximately 0.8 and 30 percent, respectively. The concentrations 
of accelerator-produced radionucli!les at a well 50 m away from a beam 
loss are well below the EPA standard for public water supplies, and the 
concentrations from beam gas losses would be even less (EIS Volume I'i, 
Appendix 12, Section 12.2.3.1.C). 

1278.25 

The.use and disposal of hazardous/toxic materials during construction 
and operations of the SSC are discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.6.1.B and Volume IV, Appendix 10. f!is noted in Sect.ion 
10.1.3.2.B.2, a number of hazardous materials are likely to be used in 
the various shops and facilities which will support the operation cf the 
co 11 Ider. However, the exact nature and quantities of the chemic a ls 
that might be used are only speculative at this time since the support 
facilities and their specific operations have yet to be designed. 

The IJOE recognizes that further review is required prior to a decision 
on construction and operation of the proposed SSC. Accordingly, the DOE 
will prepare a Supplemental EIS to address in mere detail the impacts of 
constructing and operating the proposed SSC at the selected site. The 
supplement will include a more detailed discussion of the impacts from 
the use and dlsposal of materials defined by 40 CFR 26L33. 

1278.26 

The DOE is committed to compliance with RCRA regulations for the genera­
tion, transportation, and management of hazardous wastes generated at 
the SSC project (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 6). It is recognized that 
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the SSC w<i11ld be a generator of hazardous wastes under the RCRA defini­
·uons. /',; is Oil'~rently done at Fermil ab, the SSC would construct an on­
site storage facility and obtain an RCRA permit to store hazardous 
wastes there prior to recycling, treatment, er disposal. 

1273.27 

EIS Vo~ume IV, Appendix 10 covers waste disposal. Appendix 10, Section 
10. l covers hazardous waste. Hazardous waste will not be mixed lllith 
sewage or with c-OG l i n9 tower b 1 owdown (industrial wastewater) . 

No hazardous wastes Ifill be a part of the waste stream that will be sent 
to the wastewater treatment plant. Sludge generated from the wastewatc;· 
treatment plant wi 11 be tFsted for hazardous waste (RCRA) chac;cLed s-
t ics. · .!\11 hanrdous ~,a~t,;s g<:?nerated by the SSC facilitfos will h1 ::on· 
trolled by a wa$te sinimizatio~, collection, and disposal pro~ram th1t 
will ket:p these types ;;f ~:o.terials isolated from other waste -;tn'<rn> 
(See Vclume Fl, Appendices 10 am! 12). 

l.~78.28 

tn in·-·es t igat ion of ex·i st i n;t or former hazardotls waste sites 1 n the 
vicinity c,f each of the se';en proposed sities has been conducted for the 
EIS (See Vo1urne I, Chapter 4. Sectioo 4.6.Z.1 and Volume IV, App<:ndix 
5). The EPA, State and local agencies "vere contacted to determine if 
a~y of these sites would impact the construction of the SSC. None of 
the sites was found to have known soil or groundwater hazardous or toxic 
r.11teria1s, ccntaminaticn within the area of the proposed SSC site. 

After site selection and b't!fore the start of construction, a confir­
r.<Jtory investigation would be performed at the selected site to co:ifirm 
the original findings ~nd ensure that no sites were cvl!rlcclrnd. 

1278.29 

This inform;ition is cor;sistent wHh that in £IS Volume 11/, Appendix 10, 
Section 10.3.3.2. It is DOE policy to conduct its operations in an 
envinm;iientally safe and sound manr.er in compliance with the 1etter and 
spirit of applicable environmental st.atutes, reg,Jlations, and standards. 

1278.30 

ih2 "'2t1a11d ass~ss:rrent preser.ted in the £IS has been revised to include 
the ir.ost current informution on 1retland location, type, and quality (sel! 
EIS 'Julwne 1, Chapter 5, Sc~tfoo 5.1.5.:3 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, 
Secticn 11.3.5.3). A conservative estimate of the amount of wetlands 
that may b·~ impacted by construction of the proposed coll ider facil Hies 
at the SSC in North Carolina is r.ow placed at approximately 4l acres. 
1f future expar.sfon areas are.developed, th1'! pot~ntial exists for about 
another 98 acres -0f wetl;rn<l impacts. These acreages are a t:onservative 
estimate, that do n.Jt ir.clude. mltigation, and provide a relative com­
parison amo:1:i sites. It is DOE policy to avoid wetland impacts where 
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practicable in accordance with requirements of Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act and Executive Order 11990 Protection of Wetlari.ds. Detailed 
plans to mitigate to the extent practicable any anticipated wetland im­
pacts at the selected site would be developed in consultation with the . 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and other Federal review agencies (and/or 
delegated State authority) and analyzed in detail in the Supplemental 
EIS. As a result the actual impact to wetlands would be much lower than 
the conservative estimate presented above. 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 dif­
fei'ence in wetland acreages reported between the DEIS and the Final EIS. 

1278.31 

See Comment Response 773.03. Site-specific mitigation measures to pro­
tect surface waters will be detailed in the Supplemental EIS for the 
selected site and will be based on final ·design and siting. Also see 
summary of mitigations in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6. 

1278.32 

While sufficient 'information on spoils disposal is available to support 
site selection, the DOE agrees that more detailed information would be 
needed prior to construction and operation. This additional detailed 
information will be collected and analyzed in a site-specific Supple­
mental EIS prepared for the selected site. 

1278.33 

The Little River Reservoir completed in early 1988 roughly doubles the 
safe yield of Durham's water supply and should bring some relief to the 
water shortage experienced in the past in the proposed site area. The 
new reservoir has been included in the revised water supply assessment 
in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Section 7.1.3.5.G •. The assessment indicates that water requirement for 
the SSC project and additional off-site domestic use can be met by 
existing reservoirs in the project vicinity, which have adequate excess 
capacities. The safe reservoir yields used in the evaluation were esti­
mated for 20-year drought conditions, i.e., a drought with an average 
recurrence interval of 20 years. The safe yields for a more severe 
drought would .be less, but such yield data are not currently available. 
The drought in the last few years may be more severe than a 20-year 
drought. Furthermore, a drought may last more than one year. More · 
detailed study on water supply reliability incorporating information 
from the recent drought years wi 11 be conducted and documented in a 
Supplemental EIS if the North Carolina site is selected for the SSC. 

Utilization of existing sewage capacity in Durham and other munici­
palities is only one of. the alternatives considered in the. EIS. If 
existing capacity is not adequate to support the SSC, package treatment 
plants could be installed. Further detailed discussion of available 
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alternatives is presented in Y·oluM IV, Appendtx 7, Section 7.i.3.5.F. 
A11 project related wastewater wll l be treated and disposed of 111 
cornplianc~ with all required permits. 

Potential impacts of the SSC project on surface water quality may result 
from surface erosion, channel erosion, pollutant washoff, groundwater 
iroflow control for the tunnel, and increased wastewater treat111ent plant 
effl1ient. Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5.F presents an assess­
ment of the potential impacts and mitigative measures. Potential 
impacts on groundwater 111ay result frOlll surface and subsurface construc­
t ion, disposal of wastewater from tunllt!l and shaft dewatering and inflow 
control, and leaching of spoih. Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 
7.2.3.5.A.4 and 7.2.3.5.B.2 assess the potential illlJlaCt on groundwater 
quality and present possible mitigative 111easures. The assesS111ent 
indicates that, with proper mitigative llleasures, impacts to surface 
w~ter and groundwater quality generally will be short-term and not 
significant. 

1278.34 

No violations of the AAQS are now anticipated. See Comment Response 
1278. ll. 

1278.35 

Mitigation techniques that have been assU111ed, as wel1 as additional 
mitigation measures for controll i119 the sound emissi'On of continuous ind 
episodic noise events are discussed in detail in £IS Yolwae IV, Appall· 
dix 9 and at the sum.11ary level in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 
and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4. Th.e OOE COl!llllitment to indlvid11al attt• 
gaticn measur-es would be a fuoctfon of the final site chosen. - The D0£ 
will address mitigation techniques for reducing noise impact~ of c:Oft• 
struction and operations during final site and facility design and con­
struction planning. 

Additional potential mitigation techniques thct lliOUld be wnsidered 
during detailed design and cG11struction planning could include the 
following: 

The use of quieted construction equipment and the use of atmospheric 
sounding techniques to avoid loud sounds, such as blasting, when con· 
ditions are coodu'Cille to atmospheric focusing of sound. Inclusion of 
state-;;f-the-art noise control ir.aterials and techniques ht the design of 
machinery buildings and equipment enclosures. Requiring contractors 
1·esponsib1e for design to use verified and validated sound-emission 
models to identify equipment that would represent a potential noise 
impact if not subjected to special quieting techniques. Requiring 
designers and contractors to specify available quiet machinery attd com­
ponents in conjunct ion wl th the results of the modeling described above. 

EIS VolUl!ie I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Volume I, Chapter 5, Sections 
5.1.4.1.8.1.a and 5.1.4.1.B.2 .. a have been revised. Volume IV, Appendix 
9, Sections 9.1.3.1.B.l and 9.1.3.1.C.l have been correeted in the 
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Errata to include these additional mitigations. A more detailed moni­
toring and mitigation plan for blasting impacts will be presented in the 
Supplemental EIS. 

1278.36 

Discussion of the impact of increased commute traffic and construction 
vehicles on roads is contained in Volume IV, Appendix 9. It is antici­
pated that construction vehicles, especially haul trucks, will produce 
highly noticeable noise on roads. It is not anticipated that roads 
which experience increased loading because of coi'Mlute traffic will 
produce a significant noise impact, as noted in Volume IV, Appendix 9, 
Section 9.1.3.I. As noted in Volume IV, Appendix 8 (in the cumulative 
impact discussions for each of the seven site alternatives) for North 
Carolina, the increase in air pollutants resulting from vehicle miles 
travelled because of SSC commute traffic was calculated to be less than 
2.3 percent of the existing emissions in the primary impact counties. 

The Final EIS incorporates the term "tons per year pollutant" in place 
of "vehicle miles travelled" which was used in the DEIS. 

Site-specific mitigation plans will ba described in the Supplemental 
EIS. These plans will taka into account the results of detailed studies 
of the area of influence of the SSC. The impact of soil erosion and 
water pollution caused by proposed new roads would be mitigated by mini­
mization of disturbed areas, rapid revegetation, and well-maintained 
sediment basins. With implementation of proper mitigative measures, the 
impacts are expectad to be generally limited to the construction period 
and insignificant. Detailed discussion of impact mitigations are pre­
sented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.l and Volume IV, Appen­
dix 7, Section 7.1.2.2.D.2 and summarized in Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Saction 3.6. 

1278.37 

The discussion of cooling tower blowdown water is addressed in 
Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.3.3.3. In the EIS, cooling tower 
blowdown was referred to as industrial wastewater. 

1278.38 

Little River Reservoir and Falls Lake are now shown on the maps in 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.2; Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.5.2.1, and Appendix 7, Section 7.l.3.5. 

1278.39 

The wetlands assessment presented in the EIS has been revised to include 
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 
11.3.6;3). A conservative estimate of the amount of wetlands that may 
be impacted by constructicm of the proposed collider facilities at .the, 
SSC in Tennessee is now placed at approximately 38 acres. If future 
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expansion areas are developed, the potential exists for about another 66 
acres of wetlands impar.ts. These acreages are a conservative estimate 
that does not include mitigation, and provide a relative comparison 
among sites. It is DOE policy to avoid wetlands impacts where prac­
ticable, in accordance w"ith requirements of Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act and Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands. 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. Anny Corps of Engineers (and .other Federal review agencies and/or 
delegated State authority} and analyzed in detail in the Supplemental 
EIS. Mitigation, including the potential for facility realignment to 
avoid wetlands, is discussed in general in EIS sections mentioned above 
and in Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6. The actual impact to wetlands 
~101.11d be much lower than the conservative estimate presented above. 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 explains the new wetlands acreages 
reported in the FEIS. 

1278.40 

The 364 acres of land includes land required for 34 disposal sites and 
for the retention pond adjacent to each of the disposal sites. The pur­
pose of the retention pond would be to collect the runoff and retain the 
suspended sol ids in the water. The di sposa 1 sites are shown in Figure 
10.2.3-8, Volume IV, Appendix IO of the EIS. The disposal sites are 
located near each shaft. 

Additional details of the excavated material implementation plan will be 
developed during .the detail design and will be addressed further in the 
Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

IZ78.41 

The number of wells that may have to be closed at the Tennessee site was 
not consistently presented in the DEIS. The number of wells that may 
actually have to be abandoned is significantly less than the 350 re­
ported .in Volume I of the DEIS. Approximately 70 wells are estimated to 
lie close enough to the proposed tunnel alignment that they may have to 
be abandoned and replaced by alternative water sources. See. Co1M1ent 
Response 505.02. The environmental consequences of well abandonment. are 
discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.6. 

1278.42 

See Comment Response 1278. l l. 

1278.43 

Impacts from road construction and impacts to existing traffic patterns 
are addressed in EIS Volume 1, Chapter 5,. Section 5.I.8.6 A .and Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.F. The discussion provided in the EIS 
represents a reasonably accurate picture of conditions likely .to cccur .: 
if the Tennessee site is selected for the SSC. This includes, a general, 
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discussiQn of indirect traffic impacts (Secondary Impacts) caused by the 
indirect population growth resulting from the SSC. Impacts from road 
construction and ind1iced growth will be addressed in greater detail in 
the Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

1278.44 

The wetlands assessment presented in the EIS has been revised to include 
a reevalUcatlo11 of wetlands location, type, and quality (see EIS Volume 
I, Chapter S, Section 5.1.S.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 
ll.3.4.3}. A conservative estimate of the amount of wetlands to be af­
fected by construction and operations of the SSC in Michigan is now 
placed at approximately 190 acres. If the proposed HtcMgan site is 
selected for the SSC, and as final design is appraached, plans to miti­
gate wetlands impacts 1>iill be developed in consultation with the 
Michigan Department of Natural Resources as req11ired by .Section 404 of 
the Clean Water Act. As stated in the ISP, some flexibility is possible 
in the locations of service and access areas, and therefore most wet­
lands could be avoided by realignment of site facilities and/or environ­
rmmtally sound placement of surface stru<;tures. 

1278.45 

It is anticipated that a Hmited number of existing private wells may be 
adverse·ly affected or have to be abandoned because O·f the proJect (see 
Volume IV, Appendix 7). The State has indicated that an alternative 
water supply or compensation wH l be provlded to affected wen owners if 
a continuing need for water exists. The manner tn which compensation or 
an alternative supply of water will be provided has nat been finalized 
at this time but will be addressed in the Supplemental EIS for the 
selected site. The level of available data for this EIS does not pro­
vide for identification of individual affected wells. This level of 
record searches and field surveys will be performed for the Supplemental 
EIS for the selected site. Additional analyses will also be undertaken 
to qua1itify drawdown effects from potential SSC water supply wells. 
This·.information will be used fo.r a site-specific evaluation of the 
effect of aquifer drawdown on existing wells. Because of the nature of 
wetlands trt the area and the low groundwater f.nftltrati.011 rate expected 
(see Volume IV, Appendix 10, Sectioo 10.2.3.4). no impacts to wetlands 
are expected from construction of the collider tunnel. 

1278.46 

The EIS is prepared based on the information prov·ided by the State. as 
verified by DOE through site visits, published literature, State and 
federal records, and discussions with ·State and Federal agency per­
sonnel. The State of Michigan has proposed several options for the 
disposal of excavated material: l} dispose of inert material acceptable 
for commercial processing;, 2) dispose of inert material unacceptable for 
tOlllftercial processing; and 3} dispose of leacltab-le matertal (non-inert) 
to type 11 or type III landfills. The details are 'given in Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, Sectioi. 10.2.3.4.A. AddiUonal details of the excavated 
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material implementation plan will be developed durihg the detailed 
design and will be addressed further in the Supplemental EIS for the 
selected site. 

1278.47 

See Comment Response 1278.11. 

1278.48 

Mitigation for wetlands (such as relocation of surface facilities that· 
would avoid the need to fill 1n existing wetland areas) is discussed i.n 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3. Details of specific methods 
that would be employed for specific facilities can not be presented at 
this time pending site selection, facility siting, and facility design. 
Specific mitigation plans will be developed in consultation with appro­
priate Federal and State agencies (e.g., COE, USFWS, MDNR) as required 
by Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. These would be presented in the 
site-specific Supplemental EIS. 

1278.49 

It is anticipated that some existing private wells may be adversely . 
affected or have to be abandoned because of the project. The State has 
indicated that an alternative water supply or compensation will be pro­
vided to affected well owners if a continuing need for water exists. 
The level of design data available for this EIS does not provide for 
identification of individual affected wells. Record searches or field 
surveys will be performed for the Supplemental EIS for the selected 
sHe. Also, the manner in which compensation or an alternative supply 
of water will be provided has not been finalized at this time but will 
be addressed in the Supplemental EIS for the selected site. Site­
specific evaluation of the effect of aquifer drawdown on existing wells 
and wetlands also will be conducted. 

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 
because 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 (see Comment Response 1279.14I). . 
Consequently, the effects of the excavations, including tunneling, on 
groundwater levels and local wells are est1mated to be negligible. The 
small amount of water pumped from excavations and tunnel inflow could be 
used or returned to the groundwater system by recharge from retention 
basins, thus further reducing impacts on the water table and existing 
wells. These options will all be further evaluated following final site 
design and will be addressed in a Supplemental EIS for the selected 
site. (See also discussions in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.2.3.3.A.1 and Comment Response 7.03.) 
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Only negligible impacts a.re expected 011 water levels in shallow aquifers 
and wetlands because (1) both on-site and off-site prcject water needs 
will be- met primarily by pumping from de"'p confined aquifers which are 
poorly connected with shallow water table aquifer; (2) groundwater 
infiltration into the tunnel will be controlled to small rates during 
construction and negligible rates during operations; and (3) surface 
water and shallow groundwater drainage into open excavations during 
construction will be minimized through dikes and/or slurry walls around 
the excavation openings. 

The EIS is prepared based on the information provided by the State and 
verified by DOE through sfte visits, published literature, State and 
Federal records, discussions with State and Federal agency personnel. 
The State of Illinois has proposed four quarries for the disposal of 
excavated material. These quarries would stockpile the excavated mate­
ri a 1 and gradually blend them with their own produced materia 1 and se 11 
the combined product. The quarrfes are identified in Figure 10.2.3-5, 
Volume IV, Appendix 10 of the EIS. Additional details of the excavated 
material implementation plan will be developed during the detailed 
design and will be addressed further in the Supplemental EIS for the 
selected site. 

1278.50 

The EIS is pl"epared based on the information provided by the State. The 
State of Illinois has proposed four quarries fol" the disposal of ex­
cavated material. These quarries would stoclq>He the excavated material 
and gradually blend them with their own produced material and sen the 
combined product. The quarriers are identified in Hg.iil"e 10.2.3-5, 
Volume IV, Appendix JO of the EIS. Additional details Gf the excavated 
material implementation plan will be developed during the detail design 
and wfll be addressed further in the Supplemental EIS fGr the selected 
site. 

1278.51 

See Comment Response 1278.Il. 

1278.52 

As required under both Federal laws and State laws promulgated by U.S. 
Environmental PrGtection Agency regulating hazardous wastes cleanup, if 
contamination is encountered, the DOE will implement measures to safely 
remove and dfspose of the waste. 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.6, describes the surface waters 
containing thorium and associated decay products accumulated in Kress 
Creek and DuPage. River as a result of Kerr-McGee plant chemical process­
ing during the years 19~1-1973 (now discontinued). The affected area is 
about I mi northeast of the proposed SSC site. Thorium"contaminated 
areas have been identified by Oak Ridge Associated Universtties (ORAU) 
and Argonne National Laboratory. It has not been determined that .. any 
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thorium-contaminated areas exist within the proposed SSC siting boun­
dary. The DOE and its operating contractors will comply with all appli­
cable Federal, State, and local standards and will notify agencies if 
standards are exceeded. Volume I, Chapter 6, describes various enviror.­
m<?ntal safety and health permits applicable to the siting, design, con­
struction, and/or operations of the SSC and provides examples of the 
types of reporting required of the DOE 

1278. 53 

See Conunent Response 1278.11. 

1278.54 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.4.1 of the EIS is intended to provide 
a rough for'ecast of the meteorological potential for regional air pl1u­
tion episodes (i..e., staijnating conditions that can result in eie·;ated 
pollutant concentrations over a wide geographic area for two or more 
days) over a five-year period. The number of forecast days of high air 
pollution potential listed for each SSC state was extracted from Figure 
71 of Holzworth (Holzworth 1972). The Holzworth data is based upon cer­
tain meteorological factors {i.e., mixir.g layer depth and mean wind 
speed) that were thought to be good indicators of episodic ccndltior.s. 
The data are not corre1ated with any air quality measurements or based 
upon any regional-scale transport and dispersion modeling. The data in 
the EIS should therefore be viewed as a qualitative indicator of 
regional air pollution potential. The referenced data have been changed 
to reflect the appropriate use of these data. 

1273.SS 

The ozor.e exceedance measured in North Oa 11 as as shown in DEIS Volume I, 
Chapter 4, Table 4-6 is close to a major metropolitan center and is not 
representative of the SSC site. Ozone data closer to the Ellis County 
site are not available so it is unclassified. It is reasonable to 
assume that the ozone value in Ellis County will b~ lower because it is 
rural and distant from Dallas. The EIS has been char.aed accordingly in 
EIS Vo1~me I,. Chapter 4, table 4-6. The SSC-related emissions of CO, 
r<ox, i'.nd voes <luring operations are almost entfrely due to off-site 
commute traffic. The emissions resulting from this traffic constitute a 
fraction of a percent of the existir.9 traffic contributions of these 
p'.Jl1utar;t emissions. Ozone/carbon monoxide nonattainment is a complex 
and pervasive nationwide problem 1·equiring an air quality management 
strategy that is national in scope. The PM10 and TSP A.1'.QS violations 
have b;;;zn el imir.ated. See Comment Response 127B .11. 

1278.56 

lio inference has been drawn about the impact of SSC-related ozone pre­
cursor emissions on the formation of ozone for any SSC county (including 
Dallas County). The EIS !)reparers have worked closely with the Texas 
Air Control Board.as well as with other state environmental agencies 
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while performing the required analysis for the EIS. If Texas is the 
selected site, we would expect that this interaction would continue in 
the foreseeable future and would benefit all parties. 

1278.57 

The necessary permits required for the discharge of wastewater, cooling 
tower blowdown water, and dewatering wastewater would be obtained after 
the site is selected and during final design. The details would be 
provided in the Supplemental EIS. See EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 
5.2.4. 

It is DOE policy to conduct its operations in an environmentally safe 
and sound manner in compliance with applicable environmental statutes, 
regulations, and standards. See EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6.1. 

1278.58 

If the Colorado site is selected, the DOE has committed, as described in 
the EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.2, that consideration will be 
given to'the selection of the source of water supply for the SSC project· 
with the intention of preventing " ... effects on flows and water levels 
in both the Colorado basin and the South Platte river system." Although 
the Colorado Big Thompson Project would probably be at least one source 
of augmentation water if the proposed Colorado site were selected for 
the SSC, other options could continue to be considered during detailed 
design of the SSC. The final decision as to the source of water, and 
a.ugmentation water in Colorado, would be addressed in a Supplemental EIS 
for.the Colorado site if it is selected. 

1278.59 

The wetland assessment in the EIS has been reevaluated (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 11, Section 11.2.2). Based on this reevaluation, it was deter­
mined that the proposed east-west access road in Colorado would encroach 
upon 200 acres of wetlands. The siting and construction of this road 
would be the responsibility of the State. The DOE, to fulfill its NEPA 
responsibilities, has evaluated the impacts of this roadway based on the 
alignment proposed by the State. The DOE has already suggested to the 
State that the proposed road alignment be adjusted to minimize impacts 
to wetlands and the. Barr Lake ecosystem. We believe this could greatly 
reduce impacts to wetlands from the proposed road. If Colorado is the 
selected site for the SSC, the State would apply for the permits and 
develop mitigation plans pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

1278.60 

The DOE continues to consult with air pollution authorities with regard 
. to. state and local regulatory. requirements. All provisions of the Clean 
Air Act, including Part D. requirements for nonattainment areas, are or 
wi 11 be addressed throughout the project lifetime. 

125113003358835 



The use of carpools, vanpools, and buses are proposed as mitigations i'1 
the traffic analysis in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Sectlor 
14.2.1.3.B.l.b and In Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6. 

1278.61 

The paragraph on antidegradation in Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6.2.l 
has been revised to eliminate the confusing structure and to correct 
inaccuracies. 

1278.62 

The DOE is committed to implement proper soil erosion mitigative mea­
sures, such as minimization and containment of disturbed areas, rapid 
revegetation, and well-maintained sediment basins, to minimize the im­
pact of soil erosion and pollutant washoff on water quality caused by 
the proposed SSC project. With implementation of proper mitigative 
measures, the impacts are expected to be generally short-term and insig­
nificant. Detailed discussion of impact mitigations are presented in 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.l and Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Sections 7.1.2.2 and 7.1.3.l. Site-specific mitigations would be , 
addressed in the Supplemental EIS for the Arizona site if it is selectea 
for the SSC. 
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