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1279.01 

On flat to gently rolllr.g terrain, extensively frffec;ted areas provide a 
n«tHral visual buffer between impacted areas and f'•.ilJ1ic viewing posi
t.10;·,s snch 3s alllng roads or fr-0m residential a.re~~- lleither the pro" 
ject feature nor the disturbance of the fon.!$t co~er would be visible 
unless the viewing position is within or abuts the feature. 

On steep•~r terrain, the removal of forest cover anrJ the con:;truction of 
SSC faci1 ities could be r.;oi-e noticeable if the affected slope faces pub
lic viewir.g positions that nave an unobstrncted lir.e of sight toward the 
slope. 

At the Illinois site, the terrain within or near the collider ring is 
fldt to gently rolling, with srnr.e w.oraina1 features along the nortfn•est 
quadrant of the upper arc. The terrain is not forested, so projer.t fea
ttires would tend to be seen at greater distances without the nat11ra.l 
screening afforded by gro·11es of tre&s. 

Sigriifica,nt visual ir:•pact4 would or.rnr due 1.o ~ome SSC faci I ities, espe
cially when~ they are "in proximity to re&identia·I a~eas. Wiere there 
art~ existing transmi~~ion 1 ines or other light to heavy indu5tY-ial
appearing facilities, ll1c views llave already beeil compromised and there 
would be little p'.1tront\a·1 for <11lditional ·vio::Jal impacts due to tr;e SSC 
facilitiec;. For' example, see EIS Volume I\!, 1'\ppendix 16, Sec.t.io11'.> 
15.3.3.3.B and 16.3.3.3.E. 

1279. 02 

Volume I\/, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.3.3 of the £IS presents the scenic 
and visual resml\'ces .assessments and mit·igation measures. Architectural 
so'iutions are included in the description of mitigation measures that 
shriuld be evaluated during fino.1 project design. During that design 
phase tt is expected that some adjustments in siting may occur. There
fore, facility-by-faciHtymitiyatioh measures must be determin•~d during 
tba.t phase in order to address the specific views affected. The Illi
nois proposal that facilities be treated architecturally to appear resi
d<.!nt i al in character or to s im<il ate agricuHura 1 structures was ad.now-
1 edg;;d in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16, Sections. 16.3.3.3.E and 16.3.3.3.H. 

Until sp,·cific ai-chitectural proposals are presented, including bids 
based on completed working drawings and specificatlur.s, the (Ost effec
t i vencss of architec:tura 1 treatment cannot be addct~S$ed. · M!)r;:ov8r, pub-
1 ic wort~.~·•Jps may· be r-<.!qtJired ir. order to deter,air.e what mea.sure~ should 
be a;ip1 il'd to a<.h!ress the locaily affected µubl ic. A more det.ai led re
vie· .. 1 i1i1i iJe provided in the sllpple:nent to the EIS includir.<J a discus
sion uf mitigation strategies. 
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1279.03 

If the Illinois site is the selected site, this alternative might be 
explored during the design phase and preparation of the Supplemental 
EIS. Technical considerations may preclude optimizing use of Fermilab 
lands in terms of minimizing impact on farmlands. 

1279.04 

Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.2"1.l.A of the EIS states: "Without 
clear trends to the contrary, the baseline condition of .the potentially 
affected landscapes have been presumed to be stable .... " In EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.13.2.D it Is noted that there is a clear 
trend toward development of agricultural lands for residential uses: 
"Along the southeastern quadrant and the northern arc, the landscape is 
transitional between urban/suburban and rural/agricultural character. 
In these areas there is a mix of land use and farmland is rapidly being 
supplanted by residential development and other land uses." The con
sequence of this is that: "In some areas, the juxtaposition of divergent 
1 and uses is so comp 1 ex that in many cases there is no i dent i fi-11.b le 
character ... and the SSC project facilities could go unnoticed" (EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.3.1). 

1279.05 

·EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.3.3.C addresses the visual Im
pact of facility F2 A PUD is a Planned Unit Development, not a Public 
Utility District. It was not suggested that F2 be included in the PUO 
in order to have the homes to be built there screen the facility from 
view relative to the existing homes to the north and west. The proposed 
site is in the same area as the PUD and would apparently be surrounded 
by it. It was observed in this section that if this were the case, the 
PUD would buffer views of F2 from the existing subdivision. 

Of primary concern are the views from the existing homes, not the vie>-1s · 
from homes to be built in the PUD subsequent to a decision to site F2 in 
this area. The State of Illinois made pub 1 i c its proposed site for the 
SSC in January 1988. People purchasing homes subsequent to that time 
are assumed to be knowledgeable about the proposal and not to be moder
ately or highly sen~itive to·the appearance of the SSC facilities (see 
Appendix 5, Section 5 .. 3 .13. 3. B.) Oti':erwi se, it is assumed that these 
people would not buy the homes. 

Comp re hens i ve mitigation measures are discussed in the referenced 
section; these include methods to screen the facility from view. 

1279.06 

The duplication of the four lines noted has been deleted in the Errata 
and Revisions to Volume IV, Appendh 16. 

125113003358838 



1279.07 

Concerning the first comment item, the EIS discussion (see Volume I, 
Appendix 16.3.3.2.c) on area F2 addresses the Planned Unit Development 
(not the Public Utility District). The suggestion that the plans for F2 
be integrated with those for the PUD are noted. 

The second and fourth items of this comment are addressed in Comment 
Response 1089.02. 

Regarding the third item, the suggestion that the facility be incorpo
rated in a larger, parklike or similar type setting is noted. It and 
other measures should be evaluated during final project design and in 
conjunction with development proposals for the PUD. 

1279.08 

See Comment Response 1089.02. 

1279 .09 

The specifics of mitigation measures cannot be determined until final 
design, due to the pote~tial for adjustments in siting that may occur 
because of technical considerations. Berming and landscaping are 
discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix I6, Section 16.3"3.3.C. The com
ment concerning the use of indigenous plant materials is noted; however, 
the mix of plant material~ may not reflect that occurring in the vicin" 
ity given the requirement that landscaping afford screening thr9ughout 
the year. That is, the amount of evergreens planted, which afford 
screening in winter as well as summer, may of necessity exceed what is 
found in the region to achieve the desired result. 

Designing sector service area F7 to simulate farm structures was noted 
as an Illinois proposal in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 
16. 3. 3. 3. II. 

1279.10· 

EIS Secti'on 16.3.3.3.C of Appendix 16, Volume IV references the Illinois 
proposal that certain of the Intermediate Access Facilities (E sites) 
could be made to simulate a small house. 

1279.11 

See Comment Response 1279.10. 

1279.12 

For consistency in evaluating the seven site alternatives, the EIS used 
the Federal definition of prime and important farmland given in 7 CFR 
657 .5, as s.tated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 13. 
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An Addendum has been made to EIS Section 13.2.4 to clarify this. For 
consistency, assessment of prime and important farmland impact in 
Illinois continues to be on the basis of Farmland Protection Pol icy Act 
definitions. 

1279 .13 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, $e{;tion 5.3.9.2.A.3 has been revised to 
reflect the suggested clarification. 

1279.14 

US Volume iV, Appendh 5, Table 5.3.9-3 has been corrected in the 
Errata for f1ppendi x 5. 

1279.15 

This comrn°"nt has been incorparated into the Errata to EIS Volume IV, Ap
pend ix 5, Sect i 011 5. 3. 9. 2 .A. 3, ~;here the words "are grazed" are deleted. 

1279.16 

See Comment Response 1279'. l 7. 

1279.17 

The use of the term "hogs/pigs" is not redundant and does not detract 
from. understanding the text; therefore. the text was nCft changed. We do 
agree, however. that the term "heads" of cattle in EIS Volume IV, Appen
dix 5, Table 5.3.9-5 is incorrect, and ha'le corrected tfiis error in the 
Errata for Volume IV, Appendix 5. 

1279 .18 

Information on the use of subsurface drainage systems has· been added to 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.10.3 in the Errata. 

1279.19 

See Comment Response HOO.Q2. 

1279.20 

See Comment Response 1279.21. 

1279.21 

.The background air quality data contained in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, 
Tal>le 4-& soould oot be used to detemi ne the comp Hance status of a 
reg'lon. These data were used ill a'ir. quallty model predkt'ions to eval
uate the combined impact of the SSC including all other local sot.trees 
surrounding the SSC. The statement in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 8 makes 
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-
reference to the same data in Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-6- In this 
regard there is no inconsistency between EIS volumes. However! an error 
did appear in Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2, (p. 4-26) which has 
been corrected in the EIS. None of the SSC host Counties (Counties 
physically hosting the collider complex) in Illinois is currently 
designated as nonattainment for carbon monoxide. EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2 has been corrected. 

1279.22 

See Comment Response 1279.21. 

1279.23 

The phrase "as a precursor to ozone" has been added parenthetically 
after each applicable occurrence of "HC." 

1279.24 

As noted in Comment Response 1279.261, it is the DOE's interpretation of 
the Illinois site proposal that one-lane unpaved access roads were not 
ruled out. Consequently, no change the road coRstruction scenario pre
sented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 1 was made. From an air pollutant 
emissions inventory standpoint, the 10 percent unpaved assumption is 
bounding, and is reasonable, given the high probability that unpaved 
roads will exist at some point during the construction phase. 

1279.25 

See Comment Responses 1279.24 and 1279.26. 

1279.26 

The 14 percent figure used for silt loading was used for calculation of 
emiss.ions from unpaved roads used by construction vehicles. It is the 
average given in Sect ion 11. 2. r, Unpaved Roads, in AP-42 (Compilation of 
Air Pollutant Emissions Factors, Volume I, U.S. EPA, Sep. 1985) for silt 
content of material on roads used by stone quarrying and processing 
operations. The silt loading factor used for determining emissions from 
paved roads from construction traffic was the factor for Local Streets 
from Section 11.2.5, Paved Urban Roads, in AP-42. Both the silt factor 
for unpaved roads and the silt loading factor for paved roads provide a 
bounding estimate of fugitive dust generated by construction vehicle 
traffic on roads. 

1279.27 

Measurements of PM10 concentrations were conducted in all states to 
establish background information for the PM10 standard initiated in 
1987. These data have not all gone through the required EPA quality 
control review, and thus they must still be considered as unconfirmed. 
Air quality data which were received from a SSC siting proposal, but 
were unverified, would not be used in the EIS. · 
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The requirement that modelers use five consecutive years of meteoro
l09ical data from a nearby National Weather Service (NWS) station or one 
year of on-site meteoro1091cal data is in effect for air pollution 
sources applying for a PSO permit. Since the air pollutant emissions 
from the SSC during ape rations are not 1 arge enough to require a PSD 
permit, only one year af NWS meteorological data from each site was used 
to model the comparison of air pollutant concentrations produced by con
struction and operations of the SSC. Further analysis will be conducted 
in the preparation of the Supplemental EIS. Also the permitting process 
and coordination with EPA and State agencies will be begun following 
site selei:tion. 

1279.28 

The reported 1-h values for carbon monoxide were·in error in the DEIS. 
The SSC impact should have read 1175 which when added to background of 
8,300 totaled 9,475. Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.1.3-3, and Volume IV, 
Appendix 8, Table 8-25 have been revised in the FEIS. 

1279.29 

Greater deta'tl on the presence of prairie in Hl inois is presented in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.8. The text correctly indicates 
that the seven prairie remnants in the vicinlty of the proposed SSC 
alignment are on non-protected lands, including waste 1ndustrial lands, 
railroad right-of-ways, and cemeteries. There are no known natural 
original prairie remnants at Fermilab, although extensive prairie 
restoration is being accomplished. 

1279.30 

Suggested changes have been made to the text in Volume I, Chapter 4,, 
Section 4.7.6. 

1279.31 

The prairie restoration at Fenni1ab is an ongoing activity, and ultlmate 
success of the project can cmly be measured in the lcmg term after con
tinued vegetative persistence and evidence of prairie system maintenance 
without extreme levels of human intervention. The tei1t has been cha.nged 
to reflect the restoration's activiUes and short-term success. {See EIS. 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.l.5.3) · 

1279.32 

The EIS incorrectly indicated the number of prairie remnants in the SSC 
area. Text revisions have been made in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Sections 
5.1.5.3 and S.2.8 and in Volume IV, Appendix II, Section 11.3.3.l to 
show that only seven prairie remnants are located within the 16-tal!ITlship 
area. 
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1279.33 

If Illinois is chosen as the SSC site, habitat improvement measures 
could be implemented, and habitats for wildlife may, in turn, increase. 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.4.C has been revised to reflect 
the more accurate appraisal in Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.3.4. 

1279.34 

See Comment Response 1279.32. 

1279.35 

The entire paragraph has been deleted from EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.3.9.2.A.l.a in lhe Errata for Appendix s.· 
1279.36 

The terminology used in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5 accurately describes. 
the vegetation present at the site and has not been revised. 

1279.37 

The terminology used in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.9.2 is 
only descriptive of the vegetative .characteristics of the wetlands found 
in this ~rea and does not affect the analysis of impacts. 

1279.38 

Information consistent with the comment about hunting leases in north
eastern 111 inois has been inserted in the text of EIS Volume IV, Appen
dix 11, Section 11.3.3.4. 

1279.39 

EIS Table 5.3.9-6 has been revised. See Errata for Volume IV, Appendix 
5. 

1279.40 

The information on birds potentially present at the Illinois SSC site 
was included for descriptive purposes and is believed to .be adequate for 
site selection. Should Illinois be the selected site, and if appro
priate, more detailed information would be collected for inclusion in 
the Supplemental EIS. Consequently, no change in the ranking system, 
abundance or listing of permanent residents has been made. "Wild 
turkey" has been deleted from EIS VolulllP. IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.3.9.7. 
This correction appears in the Errata for Volume IV, Appendi1< 5. 

1279.41 

See the Errata for EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, for changes that have been 
·made. The pied-billed grebe is not a game bird in Illinois. 
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1279.42 

The term "migratory" has been deleted from EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Table 5.3.9-11, even though several of the fishes do migrate. This 
change will appear in the Errata for Appendix 5. 

1279.43 

See Comment Response 1279.44. 

1279.44 

As 5tated in. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.2.2.l.C.2, the details 
of the blasting plan will be set during final design, when the actual 
subsurface conditions, methods of construction, and proximity of the 
construction site to nearby buildings and people are known. This more 
detai.led review will be provided in the Supplemental EIS. 

1279 .. 45 

As noted in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.5, only recorded vibra
tion results were tabulated. The Illinois State Geological Survey 
unpublished report associated with this monitoring (Rock Motion Measure:. 
!J1ents Beneath Truck and Train Traffic )'lithin the Super Collider ~_ite, 
Wiss, Janney, Elstner Associates, Inc., lg88) reports recorded 
vibrations for vehicle traffic. 

1279.46 

The referenced document (RI 8896) .is based upon. "effects of repeated 
blasting," such as at a mine or quarry, while the EIS is based upon the 
effects of temporary blasting associated w.ith construction. When blast-. 
ing is taking place near the surface, the niore restrictive control for 
charge-weight-per-delay is for airblast overpressure, as your example 
proves. 

1279.47 

See Comment Response 1279.44. 

1279.48 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.2.3.3.B.l of the EIS has been 
revised to reflect the preconstruction inspection program of' the ."good 
neighbor''. l egi slat ion,. by inserting the fol lowing paragraph: 

"Legislation has been enacted in 111 inois to provide for preconstruction 
inspection of buildings within the sphere of influence, monitoring 
vibrations attributed to blasting, and providing compensation for any 
structural damages attributed to blasts." 
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1279.49 

The "Technical Comments DMM 019 and !JMM GlO" referenced in the comment· 
were not' included in the trimsmHtal to the DOL lherefon,!, it is not 
possible to comment on the c;oncern. ·· 

1279.50 

See Comment Responses 904.01 and 1275.0l regarding secundary impacts of 
relocations. 

1279.51 

S2e Comment Response 981.. 03. 

1279.52 

The EIS Volume IV, .l\pper.dix 2, Sr.,ct!oa 2.4.2.2 m'1.kes note of the special 
adjustments foi· tha IH inois site which took into account. the existing 
facilities a_t the Fermilab Tevatron and the resultant cost savirigs .. 

The $316,mill ion allowanciO' tor tuw"l C:on~truction fonded llv ti!'' State 
of llllnoii was not included in the cost estimate. . 

Interest expense was not included in the. life cycle co!:t •~stio:-;ates. 

1279. 53 

Any potential savings of some fraction of the estimated decommissioning 
cost of SQ.038 billion would not be considered significant when compared 
to the $4.477 billion averaqe site-s11ecific co11str11ction cost at one of 
the stlven site a I tern at 1 ves. 

The DOE will -prepare-a deta\led d'!commis:.ioning plan .when the decision 
is made to dt~commi ss ion the facility. 

1279.54 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3··7, has beer. corrected to: reflect the 
tot?l ll'lrr.b•!rs of cultural resources identified u;i to the BQL submi-ssion 
within ea~h of the proposed SSC sites. These quantities do not state 
how many res!lurces are eligible for listing on the ftational Register. 
They ar<:: b~ned.on data provlded by the St.ates an:J reflect the varying 
inten·;it.1 <Jf study performed prior to submission of data to the DOE; 
stndi•~> r,;r1g•! fro~1 recm·ds reviews only fo reconnaissance surveys to 
intensivP. <,1irveys. Extensive surveys have been undertaken only in 
Illir,n·i-; ;rnd Arizona, although portions of these sites remain to be 
completed. Historic building surveys of defined impact areas have been 
complet~d in Illinois, Hichigan, Arizona, and Tennessee. 

Evaluations of the known cultural resource~ pertaining to the Illinois 
SSC site nave not been documented. 
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After the final SSC site is selected, cultural· resource surveys 1:ou!d be 
completed as necessary. Sites would be evaluated for significance by 
.applying eligibility criteria for the National Register. If the 
Illinois site is selected, the DOE and the Illinois State Historic 
Preservation Officer will develop mitigation measures, Including avoid
ance where feasible, to mitigate adver.se impacts on significant cultur.al 
resources (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.1). 

1279.55 

E!S Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.10.2.1.C has been revised as 
suggested. 

1279.56 

All of the lithostratigraphic units noted in EIS Volume !, Chapter 4, 
Section 4.10.2.1.C are described in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.3.1.2. Also, Figure 5.3.1-4 in Appendix 5 displays the surface dis
tributions of these units. As described in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.3.12.2.B, paleontological materials have been identified in 
many of these units. 

1279.57 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.10.2.2.C has been revised to Indicate 
that the eastern and southern parts of the ring have some high proba
bility of surface areas with pal ecntol ogi cal resources. This appears 
consistent with the. paleontological assessment found in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 15, Section 15.2.3.3. EIS Volume 1. Chapter 4 discusses the 
affected environment at the Illinois site; the cmmnent on mitigation is 
not applicable to the Chapter 4 presentation. However, it is also con
sistent with the discussion found in Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 
15.2.3.3. concerning rnit~gation of impacts to the paleontolngical 
resources. 

1279.58 

The DOE contacted the Native American communities listed on EIS 
pp. 99-100 of Appendix 15 .. However, this comment correctly describes 
the responses to the Illinois State Museum inquiries. 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.9 is revised to note that in 
response to Illinois Siate Museum inquiries, the Citizen Band Pota.,rntomi 
Indians of Oklahoma have stated that Native American burl a 1 s 1r~1y be 
loc.ated in the general vicinHy of the proposed Illinois SSC site, but 
that no specific locations were identified .. 

If Jllinois is chosen as the selected site, more.detailed mitigation 
pl<inning will be included in the Supplemental EIS. 
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1279.59 

Comment noted. Volume I, Chapter 5 has been revised accordingly. 

1279.60 

This information has been added to Volume IV, Appendices 5 and 15, as 
Errata. 

1279.61 

The proposed changes have been made in the Errata and Revisions of the 
EIS. 

1279.62 

Presumably this comment refers to the discussion of known cultural 
resources (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.1.3.3.A.3) which 
summarizes the information provided to the OOE pertaining to the 
Illinois SSC site. 

Table 15-4 indicates that an extensive archa2ological survey has been 
completed to date, although no percentage of surveyed lands is stated. 
Several portions reir.ain ta be surveyed including yet to be defined areas 
of ancillary construction activity. Pertaining to historic buildings, 
it is stated that "all incorporated rural sections of the 16-Township 
area have been systematically surveyed far architectural and historic 
buildings." Further, it is stated that, "Many of the proposed project 
construction areas have undergone intensive cultural resource surveys as 
indicated by the tables in the previous sections. Historical buildings 
surveys are complet2". It should be noted that the identification of 
historic archaeological sites is currently underway by the Illinois 
State Museum, but it is not complete. 

Table 3-7 in Volume I, Chapter 3 is incoi·rect in the DEIS and has been 
revised to accurately describe the number of known cultural resources 
located in defined potential impact areas. 

The additional information cited in the comment which was provided by 
the Illinois State Museum was not useful for the level· of presentation 
in the EIS. This information would be important for future evaluative 
purposes. 

Finally, although the data provided to the DOE by the Illinois State 
Museum are indicative of quantities of cultural resources in the defined 
project area, information was not provided to eval.uate resource signifi
cance (National .Register eligibility) or the natuie and extent of po
tential impacts. It is the DOE's understanding .that such evaluations 
are underway by the Illinois State Museum. If the DOE selects the 
Illinois SSC site, cultural resource surveys and evaluations would be 
completed and, in accordance with a Memorandum of Agreement between the 
DOE and the Illinois State Historic Preservation Officer, mitigation 
measures would be developed to mitigate, where necessary, impacts on 
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significant culhira-1 resources. These findings would be prc>:;s:itetl in 
the Suppleme!1tal EIS. 

1279.63 

This correction ·is r.cted and has been i:-;cluded in the Errata for 
Appendix 15. 

1279.64 

The data in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Table 15-4 correspond to the 
ir.formaticn provided by the Illinois State Museum pertaining to the 
quantities of known archaeological sites associated with defined project 
facilities locations. According to that information, 55 sites are lo
cated within the proposed collider ring alignment (P-ring). The sites 
located in the "candy stripe" and "corridor 5" are indicative of other 
cultural resource locations which could be 111Jlnerable if the project 
footprint were modified. Thus, there is a total of 78 known sites in 
the project area which could be impacted depending on the final 
alignment. 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-7, has been corrected to read 55 
archaeological sites, the number of known sites within the proposed 
collider ring. 

1279.65 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Table 15-5 corresponds to Table VI-2 pro
vided in the State of Illinois Site Proposal (Chapter VI: Archaeology, 
Hi story and Pa 1 eontol ogy). There are 171 known sites along the proposed 
collider ring alignment, although 62 sites are located in the easement 
and not necessarily subject to indirect impacts. Historic structures 
located in the "candy stripe" and "Corridor-5" are also outside indirect 
impacts as currently defined. The quantities and locations of these 
structures indicate potential impacts if the proposed alignment is 
modified. · 

1279.66 

The State of Illinois originally proposed 46 quarries as disposal sites 
as part of its proposal (September 1987). Later submittals proposed the 
use of four quarries as disposal sites. The EIS is based on the 1 ater 
submittals (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.3.A). 

It has been noted that the disposal of dolomite {generated by the SSC 
project) at the Fox River Stone.Quarry would require consultation with 
the Illinois Department of Mines and Minerals. 

1279.67 

See Comment Response 1279.66. _ 
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1279.68 

See Comment Response 1279.273. 

1279.69 

As described in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, the State of Illinois has 
recommended the disposal of excavated material in four quarries. These 
quarries would stockpile the excavated material and gradually blend it 
with their own produced material and sell the combined product. The 
usage of material for parking lots, roads, and as aggregate for concrete 
would be studied in more detail if the Illinois site is selected. The 
usage of material would depend on the suitability of the material. 

1279.70 

It is assumed that the commenter's conce1·n is regard fog the worker 
safety aspects of disposal of tunnel spoils at the proposed Illinois 
site. The SSC construttion contractor would take the appropriate pre
cautions to ensure the occupational health protection of workers who are 
involved in the tunneling spoils disposal operation. These safety pre
cautions will be outlined in the contractor's Safety Analysis Review 
(SAR) that will be prepared prior ·to the start of construction. 

1279. 71 

See Comment Response 1279.Bl. 

1279.72 

"Spoils disposal areas" referenced in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.6.2-1 refers to the temporary excavated material storage area. How
ever, the text is now revised to avoid confusion. 

1279.73 

See Comment Response 1279.69. 

1279.74 

See Comment Response 1279.66. 

1279.75 

See Conunent Response 1279. 69. 

1279.76 

See Comment Response 1095.02. In addition; the EIS considered the use 
of only four quarries as proposed by the State of Illinois. The use of 
additional quarries could serve to reduce peak spoils disposal truck 
traffic on some roads. However, it might increase traffic on other 
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roads. If Illinois is the selected site, final.spoils disposal alter
natives would be examined in the Supplemental EIS and would examine a 
variety of quarries for use. 

1279.77 

See Comment Response 1279.80. 

1279.78 

It is estimated that about 950 yd 3/24 hour excavated material could be 
generated near each shaft. It would require 48 truckloads per 12-hour 
period to haul 950 yd 3 , assuming 20-yd 3 capacity trucks are used. 
Storage space near each shaft is provided for a 72-hour excavation 
period. 

Other mitigative measures could be considered during the detailed design 
phase to avoid or to minimize the impacts of disposal of excavated mate
rial if required. 

1279.79 

See Comment Response 1279.69. 

1279.80 

See Comment Response 1279.69. 

1279.81 

The State of Illinois originally proposed 46 quarries as disposal site$ 
in their proposal (September 1987). They have since revised th.eir plans 
and have proposed the use of four quarries as disposal sites. The EIS is 
based on the later proposal. 

Since the time of the revised proposal, the State has identified several 
more prospective disposal sites. The final disposal plan will be devel
oped during final design if the Illinois site is selected. 

1279.82 

The coll ider tunnel will be within the saturated zone; however, as noted 
in the comment, host rock permeability at tunnel depth is generally quite 
low. The Galena-Platteville Group is not a water supply aquifer in the 
site vicinity (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.2). 

1279.83 

EIS Volume l, Chapter 4; Table 4-1-has been clarified as. suggested. 
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1279.84 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-1 has been corrected. 

1279.85 

The occurrence and ori gm of drift gas are described in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.3.1.5. Coleman (1976) termed these natural gas 
occurrences "drift-gas deposits" to be consistent with local usage and 
to emphasize that they are limited to, and probably originated in, the 
glacial drift. Kempton (1988) uses the term "bacterial gas" to indicate 
their probable biogenic origin. 

1279.86 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.1.1 notes that the hills are also 
gl acia 1 d!=POS its .. 

1279.87 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.1.2. has been revised to include 
Illinois as one of the sites with fewer deformed sediments. 

1279.88 

Comment noted. 

1279.89 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.1.3. has been clarified as suggested .. 

1279.90 

The data indicating the presence of faults, and the characteristics of 
the faults, are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.1.3. 
Discussion of these faults possibly\ being folds is not presented in the 
EIS, because present data presents them as speculative. 

1279.91 

The structures are accurately described as broad, open folds with 
shallow-dipping limbs; as is illustrated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Figure 5.3.1-5. 

1279.92 

The lowest values of permeability reported for clay-rich till are based 
on field experiments at landfill sites near the Illinois SSC site; the 
subject is dis.cussed ill mot'.e deta.il in EIS Volume JV, Appendix 5, Sec
tion 5.3.2.2. 
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1279.93 

The description is correct as originally written, and provides detail 
needed to understand the sentence that follows it. 

1279.94 

This information is consistent w·ith that in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, 
Section 4.1.6. A few small occurrences of drift gas·have been used for 
domestic supplies in the site vicinity (Kempton 1988}. See Comment 
Response 1279.85. 

1279.95 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.1.6 has been corrected in the 
Errata as suggested. 

1279.96 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.3.1-1 has been corrected in the 
Errata as suggested. 

1279.97 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.l.l. has been corrected in the 
Errata as suggested. 

1279.98 

The legend of EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Figure 5.3.1-1 has been cor
rected in the Errata. 

1279.99 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, figure 5.3.1-2 has been corrected in the 
Errata as suggested. 

1279.100 

See Comment Response 1279.96. 

1279;101 

See Comment Response 1279.96. 

1279.102 

The referenced passage (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.1.3) is 
an inventory of structures in the site region. No implied relative sig
nificance is intended in this passage; therefore, it would be inappro~ 
priate to avoid mention of the Oswego syncline. 
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1219 .103 

To ensure the presentation of a fair comparison of the g•~oloqy of each 
site:, to the grc-a.test e;.:tent poss·Jbl2, s·irnilar f'orrriats {e.g~, silnl-iar 
content, scale, and vgrt·ica1 exaggeration) arc used for al1 of the d·is
c1issions of structcral geol09y in EIS Volume IV Appendix 5 (see Section 
5.3.1 for Illinois site Earth Resources discussion). Data availability, 
though not identical from site to site, was adequate to assess potential 
impacts. 

1279.104 

Comment noted. 

1279.105 

Tile ;ilternate tunnel has been deleted from the legend of EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Figure 5.3.1-5. 

1219. w:; 

EIS Vo'lume IV, l'.ppendix 5, Table 5.3.1-2 has been corrected, in the 
Errata as suggested. "Lear." refers to low·plasticity clay, as opposed 
to sticky clays of high plasticity, which are termed "fat." 

1279.107 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.3.1-3 has been revised to include 
unconfined compressive strength values measured with a penetrometer 
(see Errata). 

1279.108 

- EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.3.1-4 has been corrected in the 
Errata. 

1279.109 

The discussion in EIS Appendix 5, Section .. 5.3.1.4 has' been clarified as 
suggested. 

1279.110 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.1.5 has been corrected in the 
Errata as suggested. 

1279.111 

The symbol for past coal producers in the legend of Figure 5.3.1-6 of 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5 has been removed in the Errata. 
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1279.112 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 6, Section 6.3.3.2 has been corrected in the 
Errata as suggested. 

1279.113 

Oata reported in EIS Table 10.1.3.2 was derived from Volume IV, Appen
dix 5, Table 5.3.1.4. This table reported bulk density for bedrock as 
"NO", no data available. Examining closely the three references 
referred to in the comment, it was still not possible to derive the bulk 
density of rocks in the Illinois site without making some assumptions. 
By assuming the moisture contents were measured in a saturated condition 
and expressed as percent of dry weight, the calculated average bulk 
density was 2.43 g/cml for Table 7 (EGN 120) and 2.46 g/cm3 for Table 10 
(Harza/ISGS Geotechnical Report), respectively. The bulk density for 
rocks used to calculate the penetration radiation dose ts 2.4 g/cm3 

(EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Table 10.1.3-2). The bulk density value 
used is very close to the derived valu:; ar.d allows some conservatism in 
estimating penetration radiation dose. 

1279.114 

See Comment Response 979.02. 

1279.115 

A considerable variety of opinion has been expressed regarding ground
water use, groundwater overdraft, and groundwater use replacement by 
surface water in the vicinity of the proposed Illinois SSC site. This 
is probably due to the fact that there are a number of water supply 

. sources available and used, and the level of population and water use in 
the area, i.e., a relatively diverse and somewhat complex situation. 

There are four definable and utilized aquifers in the vicinity of the 
proposed Illinois SSC site. These are: (1) glacial deposits; (2) shal
low bedrock or Silurian dolomite aquifer; (3) deep sandstone or Cambrian
Ordovician aquifer; and (4) basal bedrock or Mt. Simon aquifer. The 
glacial deposits are a variable"source of groundwater, but for the area 
as a whole are a significant source of groundwater and are not presently 
overdrafted. Recharge to this unit in northern Illinois is estimated to 
range from about 100 to 400 acre-ft/yr/miz. 

The shallow bedrock, or Silurian dolomite aquifer, is a significant 
water supply source in the eastern portion of the site, but is presently 
overdrafted .only locally in portions of DuPage County. The deep 
sandstone, or Cambrian-Ordovician a qui fer, is regionally overdrafted. 
It has been historically and is currently a major water supply source 
for the municipalities along the Fox River and to the east of the 
proposed SSC site. Water levels have declined significantly in areas of 
heaviest use (primarily to the east of the site) but the aquifer is 
still a major and viable water supply source.· The b.asal bedrock, or Mt. 
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Simon aquifer, is at a significant depth and is developed primarily to 
the east of the site, in the Chicago area. It is not a major water 
supply source or a water supply option in the immediate SSC site· 
vicinity. 

The type of groundwater. use from each of the aquifers can be charac
terized: the glacial and shallow bedrock aquifers are developed pri
marily by individual domestic wells with some minor municipal supply use 
from the shallow bedrock; the deep sandstone aquifer is developed pri
marily for municipal supply, however, a relatively significant number of 
domestic wells tap this unit, especially in the western portions of the 
area where the shallow bedrock aquifer is generally absent; the basal 
bedrock aquifer is developed almost exclusively for municipal supply to 
the east of the proposed SSC site, and domestic use Is limited, if not 
nonexistent, due to the significant depth of the aquifer. 

It is important to note that the deeper confined aquifers are rel at i vel y 
unaffected by drought conditions, at least on an annual or short-term 
basis. The glacial and shallow bedrock aquifers may be affected quite 
noticeably; however, in that an annual or multiple-year drought can re
sult in changes in water levels of several feet. This is a natural 
respons1 to the te~porary decline in annual recharge to the aquifers; 
Pumpage from the aquifers obviously magnifies the effect. 

The general water supply condition in the •iicinity of the proposed Illi
nois SSC site nas been described in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sec
tions 5.3.2.l and 5.3.2.2. In essence, there are extensive groundwater 
resources in the area. There is a localized and regional groundwater 
overdraft due to long-term and heavy municipal supply pumpage from the 
deep sandstone and locally from the shallow bedrock aquifer. The shal
lower groundwater units within the SSC site vicinity that are developed 
for individual domestic supply are prone to noticeable variations in 
water levels resulting from drought/ precipitation cycles and existing 
pumpage. 

The status of municipal water supply is an Issue that is changing in the 
local area. Communities far to the east near Lake Michigan began a par
tial convers·ion to Lake Michigan water several years ago. It is pres
ently indicated by the State that some 30 communities in DuPage County, 
generally to the east of the site, have committed to plans for delivery 
of 96,473 acre-ft/yr of Lake Michigan water by 1992 and 115,404 acre
ft/yr by 2000. The potential reduction in groundwater pumpage from the 
deep sandstone aquifer would reduce the regional overdraft of th·is aqui
fer but most of the reduction would be to the east of the site. So:ne 
communities along the fox River have begun to diversify their water sup
ply:' Elgin presently obtains 'bout half of its water supply from the 
fox River; Aurora is planning to diversify its sources and obtain water 
from the Fox River, the glacial and shallow bedrock aquifers, and the 
deep sandstone aquifer. A trend toward diversification of water supply 
sources by local municipalities will reduce the overdrafting of the deep 
sandstone aquifer while increasing use of the presently underdeveloped 
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glacial and shallow bedrock aquifers. This increased use has the poten
tial to conflict w.ith. the present heavily domestic use of the shallow 
aquifers and thus must be managed carefully. 

Given the available information and present knowledge of possible 
changes in water supply conditions in the SSC site vicinity in Illinois, 
a measurable water level/overdraft impact due to SSC direct and indirect 
water use during operations is projected based on the definition .of a 
measurable impact (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.2). A variety 
of mitigations can or may be implemented which could reduce or minimize 
impact. These include transfer of some municipal usage to lake Michigan 
surface water, and diversification of municipal groundwater pumpage to 
include more use of the glacial and shallow bedrock aquifers in the 
vicinity of the SSC site. 

Text has been revised in EIS Vo 1 um<! I, Chapters 3 alld 5, arid 'to l ume IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3 to provide an expanded discussion of mitiga
tions for groundwater use impacts. 

1279.116 

See Comment Respon$e 979.02. 

1279.117 

See Comment Response 1279.115. 

1279.118 

See Comment Response 1279.115. 

1279.119 

The text of EIS .. V.olume I, Cilapter 4, Section 4.2.2.1 has been revised in 
acco1·dance with the comment.. 

1279.1.20 

Comment noted. 

1279.121 

The depth-to-water in HS Volume J, Chapter 4, Table 4-3 has been cor
rected to. indicate .i.1 range· from .5 to 21}· ft as stated in the State of 

" IlJ.inois: p.tOf)bs~l -·aod t-n ·r:IS---Volume ·I\1 1-_ :Appendl--x ·s-, Section 5.3.2.2.A. l ~ 

1279.122 

The entry for piezometric co.nditions in the glacial drift at the 
Illinois site. in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4~3 has been revisr~d to 
correspond with the text in Section 4.2.Z.l. 

. "' .. " ' .. 
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1279.123 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-4 has been completely revised. The 
reference to the Pierre Shale (typographical error) has been removed. 

1279 .124 

See last paragraph of Comment Response 979.02. 

1279.125 

See Comment Response 1279.115. 

1279.126 

See last paragraph of Comment Response 979.02. 

1279.127 

The referenced spelling errors have been corrected in the Errata to 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.2.2 and the references. 

1279.128 

The text of ElS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.2.2 has been cor
rected in the Errata as indicated in the comment. 

1279.129 

The thickness of the Galena-Platteville group has been corrected in the 
Errata for EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.2.2.A.3 to range from 
300 tci 380 ft according to Graese et al. (1988),. · · 

I279.I30 

The text and Table 5.3.2-4 in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.2.2 
have been corrected in the Errata to indicate 10-4 to lower than 10-6 
cm/sec hydraulic conductivities in the upper bedrock aquifer. 

1279.131 

No revision to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3 is necessary, since 
it is generally understood among hydrogeologists that when no direction
al qualifier (i.e., horizontal, vertical, or other direction) is identi
fied, that .(1) hydraulic conductivity applies to the horizontal directian, 
and (2) .the hydraulit conducti.v.ity may. be.different in other directions · 
(i.e., may be anisotropic). ,, 
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1279.132 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.2.2 has been revised to reflect 
the recharge of the Cambrian-Ordovician «quifer as sta.ted in this 
comment. 

1279.133 

The wording has been corrected in the Errata for EIS Volume IV, Appen
dix 5, Section 5,3.2.2.A.5 as suggested. 

1279 .134 

In EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.2.2, the recharge rate of 250 
acre-ft/yr/miZ is an average of the range derived from references listed 
earlier in that section. 

1279.135 

See Con1ment Response 1279.115. 

1279.136 

See Comment Response 1279.115. 

1279 .137 

Comment noted. 

1279.138 

See Comment Response 1279.115. 

1279.139 

In EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3.A.5, the 1985 municipal 
water use reported is for Kane County·plus only the western part of 
DuPage County (not all of DuPage County, as reported for 1985 in the 
preceding paragraph). Also, available references indicate that most of 
the water used in these counties, including municipal supplies, is from 
groundwater sources (see Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.l.3.3). 

See Comment Response 979.02 with .respect to the potentially affected · 
wells. 

1279.140 

See Comment Response 1279.115. 
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1279.141 

The initial rate of water inflow into the majority of the tunnel, as 
indicated by the Illinois proposers, will range from 0.2 to 10 gal/min/ 
100 ft of tunnel. This inflow will be coming principally from a number 
of fractures in the rock; in carbonate rocks 1 ike those of the Galena
Platteville Group, the water has to move through fractures, since sound 
rock has negl igi bl e water-transmitting capability. A few isolated 
highly fractured zones may yield still higher flows of water (see Com" 
ment Response 1279. ~57}. 

Some commenters have interpreted the 0.2 to 10 gal/min/100 ft inflow 
rate to represent a continuing, long-term rate of inflow; it is not. 
The initial rate of inflow is the rate at which water enters the tunnel 
when the tunnel boring machine (TBM) first passes through the reek. 
A grouting crew follows closely behind the TBM to. plug or grout frac
tures from which water is flowing. They do this by drilling a hole into 
the tunnel wall so it intercepts the fracture. They next force cement 
(under high pressure) into the drillhole and outward along the fracture 
to literally cement the fracture closed and stop it from transmitting 
water. (The cement impregnates only a small zone of rock immediately 
around the tunnel, so it does not change groundwater fl ow patterns in 
the aquifer nor affect yields of water wells.) On a first-pass grouting 
campaign, water inflows are easily reduced to one-tenth of the initial 
inflow rate. If too much water is still entering the tunnel to suit 
the purpose of a particular project, additional grouting campaigns are 
done until water inflow is reduced to very low, acceptable rates. In 
short, at any point during the tunnel excavation, the initial flow rate 
will be experienced only over a tunnel length of 100 ft or less -- this 
is the length of tunnel immediately behind the advancing TBM that has 
not yet been grouted. The remainder of the tunnel will already have 
been grouted so that the inflow will be reduced to a very low rate. The 
long-term rate is much less than the initial rate and can be made as 
small as necessary by further efforts. Grouting campaigns will reduce 
the overall average inflow to approx·imately 0.5 gal/min/100 ft of tun
nel. This low residual inflow could be used for cooling water or other 
purposes, or could be permitted and reinjected or discharged. Every 
effort will be made to avoid simple discharge of the residual inflow. 

1279.142 

The DOE agrees with the comment that an initial inflow rate of 
5,200 gal/min/100 ft is an exceedingly conservative overestimate. The 
DOE also agrees that long term inflow, after treatment by grouting, will 
be small enough not to be a problem. This is discussed in Comment 
Response 1279.357. 

1279.143 

See Comment Response 846.02. 
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1279.144 

See Comment Response 846.02. 

1279.145 

See Comment Response 846.02. 

1279.146 

It is true that the number of mil es traveled in spoils hauling could be 
reduced by using more disposal sites. However, the reduction would not 
materially affect the conclusions of the health and safety discussion. 
If Illinois is selected as the site, this option will be discussed in 
greater detail in the Supplemental EIS. See also Comment Response 
1279.81. 

1279.147 

The DOE requires that Fermilab use a competitive bidding process in 
contracting for disposal of hazardous waste, but does not require that 
it "be shipped to various sites around the nation for proper disposal." 
The comment regarding current generation of hazardous wastes at Fermilab 
and the procedures to handle these wastes is noted. 

1279.148 

See Comment Response 846.02. 

1279.149 

See Comment Response 846.02. 

1279.150 

See Comment Responses 710.01, 880.04, and 1279.151. 

1279.151 

The DOE believes the comparisons of impacts represented in the EIS Vol
ume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.4 concerning relocation are sufficient to 
adequately summarize site alternatives.· 

12.79.152 

The DOE believes the analysis offered in Table 4-2 is adequate for the 
purpose of this EIS which is to select a site for the SSC. 

1279.153 

The parcel maps that did not include the locations of sites EB, E9, FB, 
F9, L2, JI, J2, J3, and J4 have been revised and are included in the 
addendum to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4. · 
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l.'.79.154 

See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.10.1.0. Local level phnn·ing 
activities include the preparation of comprehensive land use plans. 
Land use plar.ning at the State level is conducted for State-owned 
property. 

12.79.155 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 1, Section 1.4 has been revised to reflect the 
suggested change. 

1279.156 

Even though many parallels can be drawn between the SSC Project ;rnd 
Fermllab, the two projects diffl;r noticeably in terms of project scale 
and the amount of land acquisition required. While it was possible to 
institute a prairie restoration program at Fermilab, given the area's 
Federal ownership, this may not be the case for the SSC project. As a 
result, it is incorrect to assume that by siting the project in 
Il.linois, current development trends could be altered such that parks 
and natural areas will automatically occur. By the same token, it is in
correct to assume that the SSC can be viewed essentially as a Federal 
park by the general public. 

1279.157 

Comment noted. See Comment Responses 275.04 and 1204.02. 

1279.158 

See Comment Response 1279.03. 

1279.159 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-20 has been revised to reflect the 
suggested correction. 

1279.160 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 1, Sect ion l. 4 has been revised to reflect the 
intent of the comment. 

1279.161 

The revised EIS Volume I (Chapters 3 and 4) identifies the prime and 
important farmland acreages as provided by the Soil Conservation Ser- . 
vice. The Fermil ab property, currently under a 1 ease back program to 
farmers, will not be reflected in these figures because this land was 
previously removed from the State's farmland inventory when Fermilab was 
constructed. See Comment Response 1279.181. 
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1279 .162 

See Comment Response 1279.151. 

1279 .163 

Acreage figures regarding area to be disturbed have been revised through
out the text. Construction of the SSC would disturb a total of 494 acres 
in Illinois. Of these, 227 acres would be pefmanently disturbed by build
ings and support facilities (EIS see Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-2). 

1279.164 

The EIS Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.1.2.l.A.2 provides a discus
sion of the spatial definitions used in the land use analyses and impact 
assessments. This includes a definition pf local scales of analysis 
which are meant to be site-specific for the various SSC facilities 
planned. As a consequence, it is inappropriate to make the suggested 
change as the next higher order level of analysis, i.e., the regional 
level already addresses the concerns raised. See Comment Response 
1279.324 for a discussion of the "one-campus" alternative. 

1279.165 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.7.1.C has been modified to reflect 
the suggested clarification. 

1279 .166 

The suggested change is included in the Errata to EIS Volume IV, Appen
dix 5, Section 5.3 of the EIS. 

1279.167 

The description of the Fox River Greenbelt has been corrected in the 
Errata for EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3 as suggested. 

1279 .163 

These changes are included in the published Errata for EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.3, as suggested. 

1279 .159 

The text in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.10.1 E. has been 
corrected in the Errata to read " •.. the 35-mi Fox River bike trail .•• " 

1279.170 

During the SSC final design phase, which will follow site selection, a 
surface runoff and erosion control plan will be developed, in consul- - _ 
tation with local Soil and Water Conservation Districts. See EIS Volume 

l 251_13003358862 



I, Chapter 6 for a statement re9ard ing the DGE' s position oa •:omp lyirig 
with environmental regulations. 

1279.171 

All lands, even those with urban deve 1 opment, are habitats fo,· wi 1 dl i fe. 
Therefore, in the ecological resource assessments, the use of the term 
"habitat" to indicate disturbed lands is justified. 

1279 .172 

Table .3-8 is r.ot a site comparative analysis. See EIS Volume I, Chap
.ter 3, Table 3-7 for the analysis of comparative impacts by proposed 
sites. The. acreage figure used in Table 3-8 represents an upper limit 
of potential impacts. 

1279 .173 

Table 3-8 in Volume I, Ch~pter 3 of the EIS is a summary of the analysis 
in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.6, and is similar to Table 5.6-1 in 
that Section. 

The "comparison of natural resource requirements and avail ab·i 1 i ty among 
sites" is presented in Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.6-4, as are the 
savings calculated by using Fermilab as an injector facility. 

1279.174 

This ·information is consistent with that in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, 
Table 4-1. See Comment Response 1279.94. 

1279.175 

Table 5.6-3 of EIS Volume I, Chapter 5 has been revised as suggested. 

1279.176 

It is acknowledged that only 3,708 acres of new fee simple land would be 
required if the Illinois site is selected. The figure presented in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.6.4 includes the 3,708 acres plus 6,800 
acres of Fermilab that are already dedicated to Federal use. 

See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.4.3.l for an explanation of the 
fee simple numbers. 

See Comment Response 1279.298 regarding wetlands assessment. 

1279 .177 

The quantities of natural and depletable-resources shown in Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Table 5.6-1, including tonnage .of cement for cast~in-place 
concrete, are based on the generic SSC design from the Conceptual Design 
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Report. Calculating separate quantities to be included in Table 5.6-3 
for each of the seven sites in the f!est Qua 1 i H.ed Li st was not necessary 
because the diffe1ences among the ~;ites would b·~ small enou,~h not to 
di!it·iriguis·h bet\ifeen themQ Therefore, quantitie:.; from Table 5.6-1 were 
adjustEd for use at each site in Tt.hle 5.6-4 using·'the follm'ling 
ar}prox iri1at ions: 

o For site and infrastructi~re, campus and injector facil.ities,. 
qoantiti,os were increased or decreased in proportion to the 
ratio of the estimated cGst of local material for the generic 
design to the estimated cost of 1oca1 material for the site
specific design. 

o Quantities associa.ted with turmeling in the collider ring were 
adjusted a5 necessary to compensate for the method of tunnel
ing used to satisfy thr; support required. Soft grolind tn:me ls 
(Arizona), tunnels in slaking grotind (Colorado, Texa~). and 
tunnels in v~ry wet g_round (Michigan} use precast 1-ining. with 
an inside diameter of 10 ft. 

All other tunnels were in rock which started out as a tu~Rel 
12 ft in diameter. Smail portions of the rock tuirnels, ,uch 

·as .local shear zones, would reqtdre a 12-in .thick, ·cast-hi-
p lace linf'r, whid• results in an inside dia,:;;.o:ter of 10 .ft. -
All collider ring tunnels have a concrete floor. The quanti
ties of c.~:nent required for lO··ft diameter tunnels in AZ, CO, 
and M! are less than thP remaining sites, which are·mo~tly l2 
ft in di2,mr-:ter. 

o Quantities associated with construction of experimental halls 
were adjusted, depending on the number of halls excavated by 
the cut-and-cover method and the number of halls constructed 
by underground rock cavern excavation. 

1279.178 

EIS Volume l, Chapter 3, Table 3c7 has .been revised. The Soil Conser- . 
vation Servke identi.fied.·3,076 acres of prime farmland and 212 acres of 
important farmland in the SSC fee simple area on tl\e U.S. Department o.f 
l\gricu1t:rre Farmland Conversion Impact Ral:ing Form AD··1006 submitted to 
the DOE. This is the iriformatton used to compare· the hrml and acreages 
at the seven sites. rrom these ·invl?ntories, ar, estimated 197 acre~ of 
pdmP. and important farn;land i·n 111 inois would be p0rmanently co1werted 
hy tl1,~ SSC project. for· more information see EIS Volume ?, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.7.1.12; Volume 1, Chapter 4, SPctlon-4.8.6; Volume I. thaD• 
ter 5, Sectior1s 5.1.7.2; and 5.2.ll and tne.ErratJ to Volume IV, 
Appendix 13. 

-,·' 
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1279.179 

See Comment Responses. 1279.178 and 1279.181. U.S. Soil Conservation 
Service acreage figures were used to provide a consistent database 
across a 11 seven sites. 

1279.180 

The following definitions have been added to EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, 
Section 4.8.6: 

Prime farmland is defined in 7 CFR 657.5 as land that has the best com
bination of physical and chemici!l characteristics for producing food, 
feed, forage, fiber, and oil seed crops. 

Unique farmland is defined in 7 CFR 657.5 as land other than prime 
farmland that is used for the production of specific high-value food and 
fi'ber crops. 

Farmland of statewide importance is defined in 7 CFR 657.5 as land in 
addition to prime and unique farmlands that is of statewide importance 
for the production of food, feed, fiber, forage, and oil seed crops. 

U.S. Soil Conservation Service figures were used to calculate prime and 
important farmland acreage in the revised Volume I of the EIS. 

1279.181 

The Illinois Soil Conservation Service acreages for prime and important 
farmland are used in the revised Volume I, chapter 4, Section 4.8.6. 
These numbers were provided· on the U.S. Department of Agr'iculture 
Farmland Conversion 'Impact Rating form AD-1006 submitted to the 00£ in 
August 1988. The pc1tenti al prime category has been removed from the 
revised Table 4-23. · · · · 

. 1279.182 

See Comment Response 1279.12 and 1279.178. U.S. Soil Conservation 
Service acreage figures were used to provide a consistent database 
across all seven sites. 

1279.183 

The value of 0. 001 for the portion of Illinois farmland inventory 
removed by the proposed SSC project has been co-rreCted .to 0.0003 in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.2~1. 

1279.184 

See Comment Responses. 1279.12, 1279.178, and 1279.181. U.S. Soil 
Conservation Service acreage figures were used to provide a consistent 
database across all seven sites. 
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1279.185 

See Comment Respcmses 1279.12, 1279.178, and 1279.lBO. 
servation Service acreage figures were used to provide 
database across all seven sites. 

1279.186 

U;S. Soil Con
a consistent 

For the sake of consistency in evaluating the seven proposed sttes·, the 
EIS considers Federal regulations. It is acknowledged that states may 
have laws and regulation5 which may also be applicable. 

1279 .187 

In analyzing projected impacts from SSC construction and operati.on in 
each state, only those activities that would take place In each state 
were considered. Thus, in Illinois for example, no impacts associated 
with construction of the injector complex were included in the analysis 
of air quality (i.e., Illinois was given "credit" for Fermilab). Th.ere
fore, the consequences presented In the EIS acknowledge the existing 
facilities at Fermilab. 

1279.188 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.L3.3 and 7.2.3.3 have been 
revised to indicate that if Fermilab serves as the campus and injector 
complex, the water currently being used at Fermilab witl, in part, 
become available to the SSC and will partially offset the requirement 
for new water for the SSC. Thus the incremental on-site water use for 
the SSC operations at the proposed Illinois site could be somewhat less 
than at the other sites. However, if the existing Fermilab system con
tinues to operate as at present and,perform physics experiments in 
parallel with the SSC, which is technically possibl~. there would be no 
reduction in operational water needs for the SSC. The actual reduction 
in the operational water needs listed in Table 7-1 of Volume IV, Appen
di)( 7 to be credited to the F.ermil'lb will be determined as part of the 
final SSC design if the Illinois site is selected. 

1279.189 

Waste quantities and disposal options discussed in the EIS (~ee Volume 
IV, Appendix 10) for the Illinois. site are asscm.:>d to be indepi:ndent of 
and in addition to .any waste generation/disposal from the Fermilab 
facility, which is assumed ti) operate during SSC operations. 

1279.190 

The envjronmental consequences of constructing the SSC main ring and the 
additional support facilities and operating the SSC at Fermilab are not 
necessarily less than the environmental consequences of constructing and 
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operating the entire SSC complex (including a new injector) at a dif
ferent site. [IS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.5 prP.sents a comparison 
of impacts among site alternatives. 

Cost ad11antages are discussed in Comment Response 1276.01. 

1279.191 

Comment noted. 

1279.192 

The missing text has been restored to EIS Volume I, Chapter 2, Section 
2. 2; 1., paragraph 2. 

1279.193 

This sentence has been reworded in the EIS to clarify its meaning. 

1279.194 

It would be inapproprtate to add the suggest:~d ·sentence because Chlpter 
3 of Volume I is the description of the proposed action. The fact that 
the injector facility already exists at the Illinois site is covered in 
the EIS. (See Volume IV, Appendix 1, Section 1.2.3.2 and Volume IV, 
Appendix 2, Section 2.4.2.2). 

1279.195 

Vofome I, Chapter 3, Section 3.1.l.2.F has been revised. Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section .3.1.1.2 

1279.196 

The referenced document (Geotechnical Summary To The Proposal To Site 
The Superconducting Super Collider in Illinois) states on p. 32: 

"These alternative single campus geometries differ from the rh1g 
geometry given in the Invitation for Site Proposa 1 s and would require 
different real estate parcels. However, on the Illinois site, this is 
not considered to be a serious problem, and these geometries could be 
given consideration at a later date." 

The geometry used in EIS analysis is the sd;ne as sho~m in ISP and as 
used by the Illinois site proposers as their site layout. 

If Illinois is selected and final design includes a single campus, then 
the Supplemental EIS will address this issue. 
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1279.197 

In EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Figure 3-12, sites E2, E4, and E7 are shown 
correctly within the general accuracy of the drawing. It is recognized. 
however, that their position relative to other features that are dis
cernible on the map can be improved by respective shifts cf about 0.03 
in. The comment does r>ot appear to be v;i1id with regard to sites F5 and 
FlO, since these two sites are shown where proposed in Figures 3-l(a) 
and 3-l(b) of the Illinois proposal. The comment correctly assumes that 
site J3 was located according to the description in Table 6-5 of the 
Illinois proposal. As this description has bEOen revealed as erroneous, 
J3 is shown approximately 2,000 ft from the actual proposed location. 
lt should be noted that the same scenario applies to site J4. J4 was 
also located according· to the description in Table 6-5 of the Ininois 
proposal, and that description can now also be assumed to be in error. 
In comparing it to Flgun• 3-l(a), it appe'ars that this description 
should have stated" ... shifted about 700 ft to the south ... ", not 700 
ft to the north. Should the Illinois site be selected, the locations nf 
all SSC·facil ities wouhl be determined based on additional detailed 
design information and evaluated in the Supplemental EIS. 

1279 .198 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Figure 3-12 shows the Fermilab boundary as does 
Volume IV, Appendix 1, Figure 1.2.3-1. In addition, Volume IV, Appendix 
1, Section 1. 2. 3 of the EIS describes the campus/injector/future expan
sion areas as being located entirely within the Fermilab boundaries. 

1279.199 

See Comment Response 1279.198. 

1279.200 

It is DOE in tent ion to continue operations at Fermi lab. The DOE does 
not anticipate any negative impacts on Fermilab or the Illinois Region 
of l nfl uence if another site is selected for the SSC. 

1279.201 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2 has been corrected in response to 
the comment. 

1279.202 

The geometry used in the EIS analysis is the same as shown in the ISP 
and as used by the Illinois site proposers as their site layout. · 

The referenced document (Geotechnical Summary To The Proposal To Site 
The Superconducting Super Coll icier in .Illinois) states on p. 32: 
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"These alternative single .campus geometries differ from the ring ge
om1~try given in the Invitation for Site Proposals and wo1Jld require dif
ferent real estate parcels. flowever, on the Illinois site, this is not 
considered to be a serious problem, and these geometries could be gi11en 
consideration at a later date.• 

1279.203 

DOE agrees that Ferrnilab ha~ had a c,1mprehensive monitoring pfo9rar;1. 
There are several factors that need to be considered regarding operation 
of the SSC at the Illinois site. They are: 

(1) The radiological impacts of operating fermllab in the fixed target 
mode plus the operation of the booster system to support SSC would var.v· 
depending upon the number of fixed target physics experiments r.onducted. 
However, the effects would be additive. 

(2) The radiological i1npacts of coupling the Fermilab booster with the 
SSC but not operating in the fixed target mode wou1d still h.ave a higher 
radiological impact than siting an entirely new SSC because .of the 
buildup of long-lived ra.dionuclides d.ie to activation of the existing 
Fermil ab facility. 

(3) Siting a totally separate SSC fat:ility io IlHnois would aho ha1.<e 
a net additive effect on radiological impacts .pro11ided there continues 
to be a demand for fixed target irradiation experiments at Fermilab. 

1279 .204 

fhe last paragraph of EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.l has been 
corrected to conform with the ISP. 

1279.205 

The background concentrations of radium-226 in groundwater in the region 
of the proposed Illinois site ranged from 0.5 to 15.2 pCi/l with an aver
age of 7,3 pCi/1 (EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-13). It is above the 
U.S. EPA Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) for radium. Although ground
water samples do not indicate an overall problem for this region, the 
groundwater with high radium level may be used as cooling water or for 
other purposes other than potable water. Volume I, Chapter·4, Table 4-3 
has been revised to read: "elevated radium in groundwater in area just 
east of site." 

Studies conducted in Illinois indicate that the potable groundwater sup
plied by the .Cambrian-Ordivician Aquifer System to a large portion of· 
the northern part of the state, exceeds the U.S. fPA MCL of 5 pCi/1 iter 
for total radium. · ..... 

l 25 ll3003358869 



1279.206 

EIS Vo"fume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.6.l has been revised to indicate the 
average annual radiation dose to an individual from radon and its decay 
prorlucts, radionuclides deposited in human ti~sues, terrestrial radio
nuclides, and cosmic radiation. A detailed discussion about the expo
sure of the population in the U.S. and Canada to r.aiura l background 
radiation can be fo•Jnd in Volume IV, Appendix 12, Table 12.2.l-1. 

The main sources of naturally occurring background radiation are con
tributions from radon and its decay products ( 200 mrem/yr), radi onucl ides 
in human tissues (40 mrem/yr), terrestrial radionuc1ides (28 mrem/yr), 
and cosmic radiation (27 mre:n/yr). 

1279.207 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.6.l has been revised to indicate that 
the average annual radiation dose to an individual from external radia
ti.on {terrestrial and cosmic rays) and internal radiation source is 
about 100 mrem; the dose from radon may be as much as 200 mrem/yr. 

1279.208 

The gross alpha measurements (ranged from 0 to 3.4 pCi/l with an average 
of 1.3 pCi/l) and the gross beta measurements (ranged from 3.5 to 6.2 
pCi/1 with an average.of 5.3 pCi/l) have been added to the Table 4-12. 
A footnote has also been added to indicate these data were based on 
analyses of Fox River water at Elgin in 1976 State of Illinois. 

1279.209 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.6.l.l.D has been revised to indicate 
that sandstones with high radium-226 concentrations are not expected to 
be encountered at the proposed tunnel depth in Illinois. 

1279.210 

The referred to sentence has been revised to indicate that the low-level 
radioactive waste annual output is estimated to be 8,000 ft 3 {220ml) 
containing 10 Cl. 

1279.211 

The line in question has been revised and reads: NA-22 2 .. 4 x JQ9 pCi. 

1279.212 

The sentence in question has been revised and indicates that, "Each 
shipment .... ., and would contain 0.75 to L26 Ci (total of 10 Ci/yr) 
of ..•. " 
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1279.213 

Errata for EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.6 .. 2 is revised to indi
cate that the referenced nuclear facilities release radioactive mate
rials to the atmosphere during normal operation, the short half-lives of 
those materials and the distance from the proposed SSC site -- at least 
25 miles -- preclude any significant contribution to· background radiation 
at·the proposed Illinois site. 

1279.214 

The caption for Figure 10.1.2-4 in the EIS (Volume IV, Appendix 10) has 
been revised in the Errata. The· revised caption indicates that the doses 
are estimated for a 6 m (20 ft) distance from the beam in the tunnel and 
that the doses take into account attenuation only from heavy soil. 

1279.215 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.2.3.A.l.b has been revised to 
read: "This TV distance varies from 3,130 ft (0.95 km) to ... • · 

1279.215 

Some of the energy absorption in the radiation cascade will take place 
in the air of the interaction region (IR) halls, as well as in the air 
of the accelerator tunnel {see radioactivation references, EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 9). A fraction of the energy absorbed by the air results in 
activation of the air nuclei. Ionization and excitation of molecules of 
the air in the tunnel will induce chemical reactions which may result in 
ozone and various oxides of nitrogen. However, the production of these 
materials will be very low {less than one million times smaller than any 
applicable regulation or standard). 

1279.217 

Radioactivation of soil/rock and subsequent leaching and migration are 
dependent upon site parameters. Because all these parameters were not 
available during the preparation of the EIS, a conservative approach 
based on the Barak studies was used. The production of sod.ium-22 is 
dependent upon the aluminum content of the soil/rock. Soils/clay typ
ically have a range of 10-20 percent aluminum oxide, while dolomite 
normally contains only trace amounts. The leaching and reabsorption of 
radionuclides are dependent on several factors, the most important one 
being surface area. The surface area exposed by fractures in rock is 
expected to be less than that present in glacial till. At the selected 
site, testing would be necessary to characterize activation, leacha-
bil ity, and transport c:haracteri st ics of tunnel rock. For an add it i ona l 
discussion, see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.2.3~1:c. 
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1279.218 

Volume IV, Appendix 10, Table 10.1.3-16 has .been -changed to indicate 
that the disposal site in Illinois is not yet located. Also,. the· 
estimated total distance to the region<1l compact site for Illinois i·n 
Table 10.1.3-18 ·has been footnoted to indicate that the information is 
based on potent ia 1 location in Cl ark County. 

The projected annual volume of 8,000 ft 3 and 10 Ci of SSC low-level 
radioactive waste is a small percentage of the waste generated in the 
State of Illinois. Based on 1986 data, SSC waste would represent 4 
percent of the volume of 227,084 ft3 .and 0. 02 ;percent of the activity 1lf 
waste shipped from the State of Ul inois to a commercial low-level waste 
facility. The total waste generated by fermil ab afld the SSC would 
depend upon ope.ration al changes that lll<IY .occur at fermHab ·(see Comment 
Response 0276 .1B). · 

1279.219 
' This correction has been made in the Errata to EIS V-0Tume IV, Appendix 

12. 

1279.220 

The fifth sentence of Paragraph .2 ·(EIS AP,pendi:lc l2, Vo~ ume ll/) has been 
co.rrected and reads as "This is to .be .compared to the c1,i.rrent f·PA stan
dards uf 0. 5 pCijml fer .Na-22 and 20 pCi/ml for H-3." 

1279.221 

To maximize safety considerations, tbe model di.scussed in EIS Volume 1V, 
Appendix 12 is intentionally conservative and tends to overestifllate the 
concentration of radionuclides in groundwater due to any beam loss. 

1279.222 

The collective dose equivalent to the general public was treated as 
additive. The estimated population .dose from air .activation pr.odacts, 
radon/radon progeny, and tota] dose equivalent via the air pathway 
reported in Vo1 ume 1, Chapter 5 re.presents the total person-rem from ten 
service faci l Hi es pl us. four i.nteracti on halls. The accompanying table 
has been footnoted to clarify that the. pers.on-rem reported is a total 
and not the collective dose equivalent from .one facility. Because of 
the di stances between indi vi dua 1 rel ease points, the dose eqYi vale11t t-0 
the maximall.y exposed individual was .llOt treated as .a<lditive. fo ,addi
tion to the aforementioned conserv.ati.sm, we .assumed .all of the beam loss 
would occur at a given location. for .beams icteracting .with residual · 
gas, a beam-gas lifetime of J:OO hours ~as .aswmed.. Tihi's -corr,espoods tca 
a loss rate of 7 x roS per second {each ring) .. Because in the accident 
scenario the beam loss usually occurred at one given location and would 
be detected at once, the additive method will over-estimate the collec
tive population exposure. 
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Detailed population data for the 16 sectors surrounding the 14 release 
points was not ava i1 able. Therefore for conservatism, defall1t values 
for a suburban population were used for the proposed Illinois site 
(Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.2.3.1.B) in the Clean Air Act Codes 
(CAAC). Average beam line depths were used {Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Table 10.1.2-5) for determining hold-up times. After a site is selected 
and service facility and interaction hall release points are sited, the 
populations of each affected sector as well as. beam line depth would be 
determined. The population distributions, site-specific meteorological 
data, and radon emanation at tunnel depth would be used in determining 
the dose from airborn releases . 

.1279. 223 

The unit of exposure for the "selected individual" used in EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 12, Table 12.3.1-32 and Table 12.3.1-33 has been corrected 
from "ML" to "WL." "WL" is the abbreviation for "working level." One 
working level is defined as exposure to an atmosphere that contains any 
combination (of concentration) of radon daughters so that the total 
alpha particle emission in one liter of air is 1.3 x 105 MeV in the 
complete decay through 214Po. 

1279.224 

The reference to Table 12.2.1.2 has been deleted in the Errata and 
Revisions to Volume IV, Appendix 12. 

1279.225 

As a measure of health impact from the intake and/or exposure to.radio
nuclides, the total fatal cancer rate {deaths/year) in the exposed popu
lation is the mortality rates from all radionuclides from all exposure 
pathways and/or all intake modes for all types of cancer during the mean 
individual lifetime (70.7 years) in ~population of 100,000 exposed 
individuals. 

As another measure of the impact of the intake or exposure to the radio
nucl ides, RAORISK, a computer prediction .model, estimates the years of 
life .lost due to exposure to or intake rate of the radionucl ides. The 
total years of life lost has units of years per 100,000 persons per 
exposure rate (Ci/yr). This exposure is the summation of external 
exposures, inhaled or ingested, and external exposures. These values 
are simply the difference between the years of li.fe lived by the 100,000 
people with and without the incremental risk from radiation exposure. 
The values presented in the tables in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12 have 
been converted to the average years of life lost per person. 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, Tables 12.3.1-34 and 12.3.}'-35 have been 
corrected to .. reflect that the. uni ts for fatal cancer r.i sks from a 11 
exposures is deaths/year and the units for life lost .from all exposures 
is in years lost {year) not deaths/year. 

125113003358873 



1279.225 

The equivalent depth for the Illinois prlJ?DSed site has been •cerrected 
from .a.a to 88 :(see EIS 'Volume IV, Appendix 12, Table 12.11.1-2). 

1279.221 

The analysis for V'tblic service impacts used most-recently available 
employment and population da'til, frooi a Federal s'urvey 'Of local 9overn
ment sources and state education agencies, to formula'te projectiorrs 
which maintained current service ratios between ,employment and popula
tion (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Sections 14.1.2.3 and 14.1.3.3.C). 
This methodology facilitates the comparison of impacts between sites, 
and utilizes data consistent among the sites. Due to the large number 
of local >gGv.ernment jurisdictioos studied ~n the H'S. it 'was rrot feas
ib1e to a1«1lyze tr~ eY.isting capac'ities and ,qualities of s;:;t·vices for 
each local jurisdiction. A finer ~'e'lle'l <if analysis, incorporating ~uch 
loca1 statistics, and measurements, would be included i,n the SiJppleraental 
EIS. 

127,9. 228 

In the EIS, SSC population impacts for Illinois are allocated in the 
same proportions as the existing residence distribution of Fermilab 
employees (Appendix 14, Section 14.l.2.3.B.2.b}. The data clearly show 
that proximity to work is an important factm• to Fermi 1 ab ,employees, and 
probably ~wuld be important to SSC workers as well. 

1279.229 

The rate of ,unemployment in the IHioois J«?gion of Inflwnce 'has de
crea>ed si9nific;mUy, .whHe si111ultaneously, the labor force 'has 
increased. 

1279.230 

EJes:i des the -0 ff sets 1iisctlss{!fl 1rt the comment, expected indirect 
SSC-related gains in tax revenue w1mld result in 11ositive net fiscal 
impacts to Kane County jurisdictions, beginning in the fourth year of 
SSCcoRstructicm, and continuing throughout the remaining life of the 
project {see HS Volume lV, Appendix 14, Section 14.L3.3.D). 

1279.231 

In a<ldition to tlle off.sets discussed in the comment, expected indirect 
SSC-related gains 111 tax revenue would result in positive net fiscal 
impacts to DuPage County jurisdictions, beginning in the fourth year of 
SSC construction, and continuing throughout the remaining 1i fe of the 
project (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.J.D). 
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1279.232 

See Comment Response 41.02, 41.04, 41.05 and 41.06. 

1279.233 

The sentence referred to in the comment was in error and should be 
deleted. 

1279.234 

As stated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, the State is responsible for 
acq,_iiring lands for the SSC. "Land acquisition wi11 include, as neces
sary, the "land and its i111provements, mineral rights, water rights, and 
any other subsurface rights, air rights, easements, restrictions, 
licences, permits, and agreements. Prior rights will be identified and 
acquired, as necessary." 

While State laws and policies may vary among the various site alter
natives (s'"0 Volume IV, Appendix 4), it may be generally assumed that 
water rights will be retained by holders or lessees of land for which 
the DOE has acquired stratified fee estate. Present s:.irface uses of 
this land, therefore, should be unaffocted. 

1279.235 

Whi 1 e the SSC is an underground structure, it has surface project areas 
which may encroach floodplains. For the Illinois site, FS, K4, J3, and 
J6 potentially encroach 100-year floodplains. Details on floodplain· 
encroachment arc in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.3 and Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section S.J.2.2. . 

Potential impacts to rivers and streams (drainage network} are discussed 
in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.3.B. 

1279.236 

·See Comment Response 1279.234. 

1279.237 

See Comment Respo11ses 1068.51 and 1279.234. 

1279.238 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-4 has been extensively revised by 
incorporation of additional water use data .. Reference to the Pierre 
Shale was a typogrophical error. 
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1279.239 

Prior to site construction, the DOE will prepare a Site Implementation 
and Monitoring Plan. During preparation of this plan, which will coin
cide with final site design, consultation will be done with all appro
priate regulatory agencies and groups, or agencies with extensive site 
technical data or expertise. 

1279.240 

Comment noted. 

1279.241 

F5, K4, and J3 are located so close to the 100-year floodplains that, 
considering the intrinsic error associated with floodplain mapping, they 

·were al so listed as potential encroachments. J6 encroaches on the 100-
year floodplain, as the floodplain map indicates. (See Figures In 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2 or EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.t.3.3.) If Illinois is the selected site, more detailed studies and 
floodplain surveys would be necessary to fully assess floodplain 
encroachment. 

1279.242 

The DuPage River joins with the Des Plaines River southwest of Joliet, 
a11d continues in an overall westerly direction towards the confluence 
with the Kankakee River (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Figure 5.3.2~2). 
The text of Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.2.l.a should read, "The 
DuPage River continues to flow south toward its union with the Des 
Plaines River southwest of Joliet. Continuing in an overall westerly 
direction, the Des Plaines joins with the Kankakee River to form the 
Illinois River." 

1279.,243 

Figure 5.3.2-2 of Volume IV, Appendix 5 has been corrected In the Errata 
in response to the comment. 

1279. 244 

The text of the EIS has been revised according to the comment. See 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.2.1.B, Errata. 

1279.245 

The text has been revised in the Errata to Appendix 5 in response to .the 
cornment. 

1279.246 

By definition, a tributary may be any stream which contributes water to 
another stream. The West Branch of the DuPage River, therefore, would 
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qualify as a tributary to the Illinois River. No correction. of the. 
referred sentence in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5 is necessary. 

1279. Z47 

The study of floodplain encroachrr.ent in EIS Volume IV, Appendi"' 7, 
Section 7.1.3.3 and Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.2 is based on 
project locations proposed by the State. As stated in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.1.2.2.C " ... the process of assessing impact-s · 
involved identifying the potential location of a facllity in i;ir near a 
100-yr fJoodpl ain according to the FH~A rate -maps •.. " Reviewing the 
maps attached to the comment, the suggested project locations are very. 
close to the 100-yr floodplains and may be potential encroachments when 
considering the possible errors in floodplain mapping. l'.t the selected 
site, project location adjustment and detailed assessment of flood· 
hazards wi 11 be conducted based on the latest avail able data. 

1279,. 243 

The comment on the increase in flood height is noted. The EIS addresses 
all potential encroachments of the 100-year floodplain without specific -
consideration of any increases in flood height !'lhich may .be al'lowed in 
different areas. Detailed study on-flood hazards will be conducted for 
the selected site and addressed in the Supplemental EIS. 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.2 states that JG is one of the 
potential encroachments and that encroachments may be avoided through 
adjustments of the final facility locations. lf relocation is not pos
sible, levees could also be used to mitigate. Detailed mitigation plan
ning will be conducted for the selected site. 

1279.249 

See Comment Response 1279.170. 

1279.250 

See Comment Response 1279.234 • 

. 1279.251 

The spelling of the prairie bush clover has been corrected in the EIS . 

. 1279.252 
- -

This comment is consis.tent with information on the distribut·ion of 
.prairie bush clover.a11d the Indiana bat as described 4n EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5 and Volume IV, .Appendix 11, Section ll.3.3,2. 

The term "prairie brush clover• has been changed to ."prairie -bush 
clover.• 
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1279.254 

The comment stated that although there appears to be inadequate habitat 
for the Indiana bat, there is the remote possibility that the species 
may forage in the area. The DOE has conducted reconnaissance surveys of 
potential habitat, and there may be such areas in the vicinity of the 
proposed Illinois site. This has been reported in the revised EIS Vol
ume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.2.C, and Volume IV, Appendix 11. The 
potential presence of the prairie bush clo'ler has also been addressed in 
these sect ions of the EIS; the information provided is consistent with 
statements made by the comment. In the event the Illinois site is se
lected, additional surveys to confirm the presence of the·se and other 
protected species would be conducted and will be included in the 
Supplemental EIS. 

1279.255 

The information used to generate Table 4-17 of EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, 
was provided by regional and field offices of the U.S. Fish and llildlife 
Service (USFWS) in response to written inquiries by the DOE on the 
presence of listed species at each of the proposed sites. The species 
lists provided by the USFWS (see Attachment A to EIS Volume IV, A.ppendix 
11) were based on the proposed location of each SSC site and on th'~ 
USFWS' knowledge of species presence and local habitat availability. 
Each regional office would have consulted the Endangered Species 
Informatjon System (ESIS), which is a county-wide data base, as well as 
other data available to them, to provide a response to DOE's request. 

In preparation of the EIS, the DOE confirmed the USFWS 1 ists by review
ing data provided by the states and the literature; including the ESIS. 
Additional species beyond those listed in Table 4-17, including those 
listed by the commenter, were addressed in the text of the DEIS as ap" 
propri ate if the potent i a 1 presence of preferred habitat or other i nfor
mat ion on the species indicated that the species could be present. The 
DEIS al so accounted for a degree of uncertainty because of the lack of 
detailed field surveys needed to confirm the presence of listed species. 
In a few cases, additional information became available after prepara
tion of the DEIS, and was used in preparation of the EIS. Site-specific 
and species-specific habitat surveys were conducted at each of the pro
posed sites and, along with information provided by commenters on the 
DEIS, resulted in revision of the data base on threatened and endangered 
species reported in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11 of the EIS. 

Additional surveys for the presence or absence of protected species 
would be conducted at the selected site, and resultant information would 
be. reported in the Supplemental EIS. 

1279. 256 

All references to the Indiana bat requiring trees with 16 in d.b.h. have 
been deleted from the EIS. Habitat surveys for the Indiana bat iden
tified potential summer habitat occurring at the proposed J2 site and in 
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eight other nonriparian areas. This is reported in Volume IV, Appen-
dix 11, Section 11.3.3.2 of the EIS. Although the EIS indicated that it 
is unlikely that the Indiana bat actually occurs on the site, potential 
habitat would be-surveyed in the event the proposed Illinois site is 
selected. Other areas near the site would also be inve.stigated as plans 
for ancillary facilities such as access roads and power lines not iden
tified in current project plans are established after site selection. 
The results of this investigation would be reported in a site-specific 
Supplemental EIS. If the Indiana bat is found to have a high probability 
of occurring on the site, the DOE would begin consultation with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlifo Service under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. 

1279.257 

See Comment Response 1279.254. 

1279.258 

Information provided by the commenter on the status of the lakeside 
daisy has been incorporated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11. T~ble 4-17 
in Voiume I, Chapter4 is a listing of federalh protected species, The 
lakesld~ is still listed as a candidate species. The species has been 
added to Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-18, state-1 isted sp'ecies, and has. 
been designated as threatened in Illinois. 

1279.259 

The word "forest" has been added in the Errata to the Indiana bat entry 
of Federally-listed endangered species in Illinois in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5. 

1279.250 

The EIS evaluates the available transportation services based on both 
the existing facilities and the proposed improvements (EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.C.I). The statement that there are few 
transportation and infrastructure upgrades proposed (EIS Volume 1, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.4.3) simply summarizes the proposed upgrades and 
does not suggest deficiency. Illinois already has an extensive trans
portation system in the general area of the proposed site. · 

1279.261 

The EIS road construction scenario for the Illinois site includes a total 
length of about 1 mi of new one-lane roads. This mileage is comprised 
of relatively short sections of paved access roads to sites El, E2, E3, 
ES, E6, E7, and ElO, as described in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 1, Section 
1.2.3.8.E. Contrary to the statement made in this comment, the Illinois 
Site Proposal, Volume 4, does not appear t.o .state that all • •.. access 
roads to be constructed will be designed as 2-lane paved roads." The 
EIS road construction scenario will remain as is. 
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1279.262: 

In format i Oft on the availability of a ride~liari ng, p.rogram i 11 the Fermilab 
vicinity has been incorporated into the EIS through. a revisien to• Volume 
I, Chapter 4, Sect ton 4. !I. 2 .1 and Errata to Volume IV, Appendix &, 
Section 5.3.11.2.A.5.d. 

1279.263 

Waterway access to the Mississippi River system and Gulf Coast is men
ticmed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.ll.2. 

1279.264 

See Comment Response 1279.261, 

1279.265 

The traffic data present a.verage tra·ffic. v.olume {see EIS liol.ume IV, 
Appendix 14', Tables !4.'2 . .1-5 and 14.2.1-6} d'uring a peak ho.ur. Tra.ffic 
at any pcrfnt on the road could be higher o.r lower. The low level of 
servtce (LOS E' and f} .on Routes 64 ~nd' 34 may be. due. to localitied 
congestion. 

The analysis. of traffic presented in the EIS is based on the projection 
of non-SSC traffic on existing roads, proposed improvements, and the 
direct impact of SSC traffic .. Th.is is cons.isten.t ~kith the intent oJ the 
EIS. to· identify tlle mo.re serious p.oten.tfal impacts .• Only the road im
provements i·ncfoded' in the State proposal for tlie SSC site and' currently 
comm'itted State road improvements could be credited for helping to 
reduce the impacts of the SSC on the area's traffic. The improvements 
proposed by the State are discussed in Volume I, Chapter 5, Tables 
5.1.8-9 and 5.1.8-10 and Volume IV, Appendix. 5., Sec.ti.on 5.J.H.3. It is 
posst!J'le tha.1! the actua·l traffic. cond'iti.ons wHl be. diffe.rent than the 
projected· ccmdi ttons due to add'it fona l improvements. done when ne.eded .. 

1279. 26& 

See Comment RB'sponse 120'1.04. Tbis. observation is cousistent. with. tha.t 
in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5. 

1279.207 

See· tomment l!e·sporrse 12'79. 265. 

1279'. 268 

See E'omment ltesponse 120'1. 0'4. 
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The EIS mentions two possibilities for rail construction in I1 I inois: a 
0.8 mi-long siding 0.6 mi east of Big Rock or, if necessary, a 4.8 mi
long stub-end spur between Big Rock and Kaneville. Both possibilities 
woulq be constructeq mostly parallel to existing rail or highway con
struction. Existing Qrainage patterns would be changed very little if 
the distance between existing and new parallel construction is kept to a 
minimum. Drainage and erosion details will be taken care of during final 
design. All work will be conducted in an environmentally safe and sound 
manner in compliance with applicable environmental statutes, 
regulations, and standards. 

1279.270 

See C•Jmmer.t Responses 13. 02 and 1279. 265. 

1279.27i 

See Comment Response 1201.04. 

1279. 272 

See Comment Response 1279. 262 .. 

1219. 273 

Noise impacts produced by spoils hauling activities are a function of 
the size of the haul vehicle, the average round trip to the disposal 
site, the amount of spoils hauled, and the proximity of haul routes to 
disposal sites. Stockpiling spoils at a site wi11 r.ot, for a given haul 
truck size, reduee the number of trips ultimately needed to dispose of 
the spoils produced by the tunnel boring machines and by shaft excava-
tion. Potential spoils impacts may be reduced by reducing the average 
round trip distance to the disposal site. Increasing the number of 
sites available for spoils disposal does create the potential to reduce 
impacts if this avoids having several spoils-generating locations from 
feeding. a.common haul route. Mitigations.that have the potential to 
reduce noise impacts from spoils hauling are discussed in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 9. 

1279.274 

The required new access roads to intermediate access areas-El, E2, E3, 
ES, E6, E7, and ElO are assumed to be paved one-lane roads for purposes 
of this EIS, as described in Volume IV, Appendix l, Section 1.2.3.8.E. 
Volum~ IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.C.1.a.2 has been corrected in 
the Errata: accordingly. 
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1279.275 

Tile reqwtred new acce-ss road'3 to i n.termedi'ate aecess a·ioea-s El, E2, 0, 
ES, E6, E7, amt: Hlil1 a·re assumed to• b.e p;i,11ed one-liane roads for purpe-ses 
of ttr.fs EIS, exactly as desc:ri~d in• HS. Vol:wme· Pt,. Append'i x J;, Section 
1.2.3 .. 8.1£. !figure 11.2 .. 3-3' i:n Apper.diiJt r and! FigtH'e 1¢.2•. l-4! i!:1· Appe111J:ix 
14 have been r.e.vi.sed. With regard to. the commeAt tliat "JOl road's. wHT 
be a mtn'1'11um o,f Z-tane .. _," see Con:men.t Res;ionse t2·7.,\2'&I. 

1279.276 

The road construct ion scenario for the 111 i noi.s si'te· as: u-sed for the ns: 
is described in Volume IV, Appendix I, Section 1.2.3.B. This scenario 
differs slightly from the data provided in Table 4-3 of the original 
Illinois proposal because it uses a total of 3.5 mt of new access roads 
vs. the 5. 5 mi shown in the J 11 t.no.is. Ta:!;~ e- <f-3. 'f.he· 3:. 5.-mi· figure is 
based on the informo.ti0n shown on two maps submitted to the DOE by th;~ 
State of Illinois in March 1938. These two maps are designated Exhibit 
l.6.4-4a and Exhibit l.6.4-4b. In contrast to the more detailed data 
shown in Volume IV, Arpendix 1, road improvemen.t mi,lea>ges shown in 
various tabulations in Volume I have generally been rounded to the 
nearest mile. Also in those tabulations, the 4-mi Butterfield Ro<id 
widening project is listed in the ''miles of new road'', or "miles of 
4-lane highway" categories, rather than creating. a. special category for 
this item. With regard to the use of one-1 ane access roads for the E 
sites, see Comment Response 1279.261. The EIS Volume IV, Appendh· lit 
paragraph referred to in the comment has been revised to conform with 
the correct d;rt;i,, as. s:liown in. l/;l;)l\t1me, IV, Appendi'x l', Sect hm F.Z.3.8. 

1279'. 2:7'7 

See .Eomment. Respoll'tSE" 127-9 .. 2'6S. 

12'.79'. 2Ja 

'(otir eemment,, "Three of the upgrattedi fa.r;;ility· a.r;;ce'Ss rO'i!ds· would' cro·ss 
exi:s;t ing; rai 1 lir.e·s;," ag.ree.s wi tli• th~ statement in V'o-1 ume I1f, Appendh 
14, Section 14.2" .• l.3:.C .. 2·. 'four comment that tl!:e, p:ll'opo•sed! road·s from the 
E and I' po·fo.ts to the exist tng road system d'o· not cross rail lines is 
noted. 

1279.279 

Rail facilities. aad, a11y improvements h1d11ded in the· State· or Illinois 
proposal are discussed ii:i lfol'ume n, Appendtlf 5, s·ectien- 5-.3.11.2 and in 
Volume !'.Z, Appendix: I4, Se<;:ticn M.2.1.3 t!:. 

1279.280 

See Comment Response 1201.04. 

125113003358882 



1279.281 

Bus service provided by PACE is discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section S.3.11.2.A.5. The use of bus service to mitlgate traffic imp.acts 
is .addressed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.C.l.b and 
Vr.1ume I, Chapter 3, Section :::.&. 

1279.282 

Comment noted. 

1279.283 

EIS Volume IV, Ap!}2r.dix .5, Se-::tion 5.3.1L2.B.Lb has. been cci·;etted in. 
the Errata. 

1279.28•t 

The DOE has verified that th•! suggested change is correct. Thu r;fore, 
EIS Volume IV, Appendi.J( 5, Sect·ion 5.3.11.2.B.l.e has Ce('.!l corrected in 
the Errata to clarify the stat1Js .of Braidwood Unit 2. 

1279.285 

EiS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.9.2.2 has been revised, as i·equ<este<l. 

Bi-aidffl:lod Unit 2 was put on line as verified in the "Regiooal Reliabi
lity Council Coordinated Bu1 k Power Supply Program", published on April 
l, 1988, by the Mid-America Interconnected Network. Since the time 
referP.nce of the paragraph is 1987, Braidwood Unit 2 was considered. as 
additional capacity. 

1279.285 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4·30 has been revised accordingly. See 
also Comment Response 1279.285. 

1279.287 

The statement by Commonwealth Edi son C0111Pany that :io new right-of-~1ay is 
required for the new electric transmission line at the far cluster is 
accept<?d. EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3c4 and Volume llJ, Appendix 4, 
T2ble 4-3 and Section 4.4.3.5 liave been_revised accordingly. 

1279.288 

Comment paragraph l: the paragraph referred to in the comment from EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.C.l.a.3, was based on the North 
American Electric Reliabi1Hy Council (NERC) report "1987 Electric 
Supply and Demand" pubnstied in November, 1987. While data for indi
vidual companies was avai1;;b1e at the time of writing_, NERC had not yet 
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published national values. To provide a comparison for all NERC 
regions, 1987 data were used. 

Comment paragraph 2: · the values identified by the comment cannot be 
verified at this time. They do not agree with NERC's 1988 Electricity 
Supply and Demand values, published in October 1988, or with values 
published in 1987. 

Comment paragraph 3: updating the referenced paragraph to change the 
capacity margin from 18 percent to 17 percent is dependent on the 
re··1ised values, which have not been verified. No revision was made to 
the EIS based on this comment paragraph. 

Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3.C.1.a.3 has been corrected in 
the Errata to clarify the status of Braidwood Unit 2. Also see Comment 
Response 1279.284. 

1279.289 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3.C.l~a has been corrected in 
the Errata to indicate that four new nuclear units, Byron Unit 2, Braid
wood Units 1 and 2, and Clinton, with a total capacity of 4,310 MW, were 
placed in commercial operation and joined the MAIN network by 1988. 

1279.290 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3 has been corrected in the 
Errata to clarify the status of Braidwood Unit 2. Also Response Comment 
1279.284. 

1279.291 

The statements made in the comment are consistent with the EIS. See 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3 C.1.a. 

The paragraph in EIS Volume !V, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3 C.1.c has 
been deleted in the Errata to Appendix 14. The paragraph incorrectly 
infers that the SSC load would replace the Fennilab load. Fermilab will · 
be used as the injector for the SSC approximately one hour per day. 
During the remaining hours, Fermilab would be available for other re
search. This is· possible at the Illinois site because the existing ex
perimenta 1 ha 11 s in use at Fermi 1 ab would remain and at a 11 other sites 
the injector facilities· would be constructed without experimental ha 11 s. 
Thus, the Fermilab and SSC loads would be additive. ·The·total load · 
would be the current Fermilab load plus the "non-injector" SSC load. 

1279.292 .. 
Comment·noted. 

. ,, - ~. 

: •, 
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1279.293 

Coir.me:it noted. 

1279.294 

Comment noted. These data are consistent with that discussed in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8. 

1279.295 

The information in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.3.8-1 was provided 
by Mr. T. G. McSwiggin, Manager, Permit Section, Division of Water 
Pollution Control, Illinois EPA, Springfield, Illinois on June 6, 1988. 
The SSC project is not likely to have 4ny effect on the West South West 
Water Reclamation Plant. 

1279.296 

These cooling tower b1owdown water treatment methods and details are 
planned to be included in the Supplemental EIS after the site is se-
1 ected.. The details are planned to be worked out during the de ta i1 
design phase for the selected site. 

1279.297 

The comment is noted that the solid waste capacity information developed 
in the EIS is accurate and defendable; recyding of some of the solid 
waste appears to be feasible. 

1279.298 

The 11etl ands assessment presented in the EIS has been r.evi sed to include 
a reevaluation of wetland location, type, and quality (see EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 
11.3.3.3). Wetland locations. and type were determined from the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory maps available for 
the area. Wetland quality evaluations were based on field surveys con
ducted at the site. Wetlands were assessed for all areas where surface 
construction could occur either immediately or for potential future ex
pansion (areas A, B, C, E, F, J, and K). The locations of these areas 
were determined from the original state proposals as modified by supple
mental information submitted by the states on March 15 and 31., 1988. If 
Illinois is selected as the SSC site, modifications to the location of , 
facilities could be made during final site design and would be evaluated 
in the Supplemental EIS. fo1lo.wi.ng site selection, mitigation plans 
would be developed in and permits win be obtained from the U.S .. Army 
Corps of Engineers. 

1279.299 

Volume I, Chapter 1, Table 1-1 has been revised to include the results 
of a reevaluation of wetlands impacts. See Comment Response 1292.05. 
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1279.300 

The word "Potential" has been added to the title of Table 3-7 in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 3. 

1279.301 

A:nong the site alternative, Michigan is the only State that has been 
delegated permitting authority under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 
However, the DOE would also consult with other state agencies as 
appropriate. · 

1279.302 

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 
11.3.3.3). A conservative estimate of the amount of wetlands that may 
be impacted by construction.of the proposed collider facilities at the 
SSC in Illinois is now placed at approximately 199 acres. If future 
expansion areas are developed, the potential exists for about another 
294 acres of wetlands impacts. It is the DOE ~o1 icy to avoid wetlands 
imp2cts where practicable; also the DOE is regulated by 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 wetland impacts at the selected site would ~e developed in 
consultation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (or delegated State 
authority) and analyzed in detail In the Supplemental EIS. Mitigation 
is discussed in general in the EIS sections mentioned above. Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 explains the difference in wetland acreages 
reported between the DEIS and the EIS. The difference between the 
wetland acreage in the EIS and those in Technical Comment WET 001 is 
largely due to the inclusion of wetlands within Fermilab in the EIS 
totals. Not having precise locations for various construction areas 
within Fermilab for Areas A, B, and C, conservative estimates had to be 
used that these areas would be within wetland a~eas (see EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix II, Section Il.2.2). · 

1279.303 

See Comment Responses I279.36, 1279.37, 1279.38, and 1279.314. 

I279.304 ' 

The text of the EIS has been revised. EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.2 states that the State of Illinois proposes the placement of 
slurry-trench cutoff walls around the perimeter of each shaft prior to 
excavation to minimize shallow groundwater inflow and effects on streams 
and wetlands. 
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1279.305 

Impacts to those wetlands that lie within tile proposed locations of 
areas A, B, and C and'E, F, J, and K areas have been evaluated in the 
EIS. Some of these wetlands could be directly affected by construction. 
The EIS has been revised to incorporate information on the location of 
facilities, wetland encroachment, and wetland mitigation (see Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 
11.3.3.3). 

1279.306 

The wetlands assessment h;is been revised to consider those wetlands that 
are adjacent (within 250 ft) to all areas where surface construction 
would occur (see Vo 1 ume I, Section 5 .1. 5. 3 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, 
Section 11.3.3.3). 

1279. 307 

Existing buildings are not shown on any of the wetland maps to avoid 
obscuring the wetland boundaries on the small scale necessary in the 
8 x 11 format. The text has been revised to eliminate the suggestion 
that these have been sho<m. Most existing Fermilab buildings are 
located primarily within the northwest portion of the property, 
immediately adjacent to the cooling canal for the ring (see Volume JV, 
Appendix 11, Figure 11-2). 

1279.308 

Figure 11-8 (in Appendix 11, Section 11.3.3.3) has been revised .to 
depict those wetlands, as shown on the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
National Wetland Inventory map, that exist within the proposed J6 area. 
The referenced 2-acre wetland'is outside of the boundary of the J5 area, 
based on the location of J6 as indicated in the original proposal or 
supplemental data of March 15 and 31, 1988. If the State has modified 
the planned location of JG (e.g., considered a realignment) and Illinois 
is the selected site, this modification would be analyzed in the site 
specific supplement to the EIS. 

1279.309 

See Comment Responses 1279.307 and 1279.19. 

1.279.310 ' 

This section has been revised to include. a reevaluation of wetlands. 
See Comment Response 1279.298. 

1279.311 

EIS Volume I, Chapters 1 and 5 have been revised to include a reevalua
tion of wetlands. See Comment Response 1279.298. 
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1279.312 

The referenced page number and table do not concern wetlands. It is 
assumed the comment was addressed towards Table 5.6-4. This tz,b1e has 
been revised to reflect the re'Jised wetland impact assessment. I\ 1 so, 
see Comment.Responses 1279.298 and 1279.306. 

1279.313 

The terminology used i11 EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.9.2 is 
descriptive of the vegetative characteristics of the wetland~ found in 
this area. The USFWS National Wetland ln'Jentory Maps have been used in 
a reassessment of wetlands impacts for the EIS (Volume I, Chapter 5 and 
Appendix 11). USHJS nomenclature is used consistently ill keeping with 
the national scope of this EIS. 

1279.314 

The text has been revised in accordance with the comments. See Errata 
to Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3,9.2. 

127'.L 315 

"Agricultural/wetlands transition" has been add&d to the list of tran
sition zones In Illinois. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sectiofi 5.3,9.6.C 
has been corrected in the Errata. 

12l9.315 

The assessment of wetland impacts has been revised to include informa
tion an the quality of wetlands in only those areas that would have 
surface disturbance (areas A, B, C, E, F, J, and K). The re-assessment 
of wetland quality was based on fleld surveys conducted at each of the 

·proposed SSC sites that contained wetland habitat. The location and 
extent of wetlands at each of the sites was based previously an total 
fee simple areas compared to the lJ.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National 
Wetland Inventory Maps. See revised Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.I.5.3 and 

1219.317 

See. Comment Response 1276.01. 

The acreages that would be temporarily and permanently disturbed_ because 
of the construct ion and operations of the SSC have been reesHmated for 
the seven site alternatives. l\n expanded version of Table 3-2. (EIS 
Volume· I, Chapter 3) sh-0ws the results of this latest estimate. The 
various EIS analyses that involve the estimated acreages of disturbed 
·lands we.re updated .accordingly,· and the results are now .reflected in the 
EIS. 
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1279.318 

The 'Wetland assessment has been revised to incorporate the current 
information on wetland 'location, type, and quality (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 11, Sect ion 11. 3. 3. 3). Wetland location and type was derived 
from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory maps. 
Wetland quality was determined during field surveys at each of the sites 
where surface construction would occur (A, 8, C, E, F, J, KJ. It is 
noted in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3 that use of dewatering 
for SSC construction will be minimized to reduce water level and poten
t'ial siltation imvacts to wetlands. More detailed assessments of 
impacts to wetlands from SSC construction at the selected site are 
planned for the Supplemental EIS. 

1279.319 

Groundwater seepage rate~ during tunnel construction are expected to be 
low (See Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.3). As a consequence. 
wetlands are not expected to experience drawdown during tunnel construc
tion. Tl1e EIS has been revised to state this (see Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.5.3 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.3.3). Also, 
see Comment Response 1292.05. 

1279.320 

See Comment Responses 1279.298, 1279.308, and 1279.309. 

1279.321 

All proposing States complied with the lane! acquisition requirements 
defined in the ISP (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, Sections 6.2.20 and 
6. 2. 21}. The DOE acknowledges the State of Ill I noi s' Good Neighbor 
Legislation as a mitigation of potential secondary impacts of the SSC 
project. Secondary impacts of the SSC, especially the development of 
ancillary facilities, are presented in Volu:ne I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.2.15. Mitigation measures are summarized in Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.6. 

1279. 322 

The referenced attached report !'as reviewed during the site selection 
process and the preparation of the final EIS. These suggestions would 
be reviewed during the preparation of the Supplemental EIS if Illinois 
is the selected site. 

1279.321 

The DOE us,ed a common methodology to prepare comparable cost estimates 
for the seven site alternatives. These were used in the socioeconomic 
analyses (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14). Summary cost estimates (means 
and ranges) are contained in Volume IV, Appendix 2. See also Comment 
Response 1276.01 and Volume Ill, Chapter 3. 
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1279.324 

The single-campus design represents a modification of the proposal <uid 
is not in conformance with the ISr> conceptual design. · 

If Illinois were chosen as the selected site, the single-campus design 
might be considered as an alternative during the site-speciftc design, 
and evaluated in the Supplemental EIS. · 

1279.325 

All submitted tnformation was revie~ied ·in the preparation of the EIS. 
See Comment Response 19.0l. 

1279.326 

Comments noted. 

1279.327 

Comments noted. All comments were considered by the DOE in the 
preparation of the EIS. 

1279.328 

Comment noted. 

1279.329 

It is DOE policy to conduct its operations i;1 an environmentally safe 
and sound manner in compliance applicable environmental s.tatutes, · 
regulations, and standards. See F.lS Volume r, Chapter 5, Section 6.1. 

EIS Volume [ll details the site selection methodologies. 

1279.330 

There are minor variances among site alternatives. However, state
specific cost estimates are used for the socioeconomic analyses (see EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2). 

1279.331 

The DOE did not do a detailed cost-benefit analysis. The report on the 
site selection methodology and results (see EIS Volume III) contains a 
comparison of life cycle costs at the alternative sites. 

1279. 332. 

See Comment Response 904. I. 

The items lfsted in this comment and the A, T. Kearney report were con
sidered in theSTF Report Cost Analysis. 

125113003358890 



1279.333 

The total cost estimated fer decc1m1-issi.oning the SSC is $38.S mill ion 
(see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 3). This entire amount would not be saved 
by siting the SSC at Fermilab. Specific information regarding decom
missioning, including additional NEPA review, will be developed prior to 
a decision on decommissioning. 

1279. 334 

Potential cost savings resulting from the use of the Tevatron facility 
are addressed in Comment Response 1276.01. 

1278.335 

The quality and completeness of the geotechnical database for each of 
the seven sites is addressed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.1, 
and is considered adequate for site selection. Availability of expe
rienced work force and appropriate infrastructure is detailed for each 
of the seven sites in the site-specific sections of EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14. For comments on contingency provisions, see Comment 
Response 981.03. 

Regarding the a•:ailability of a skilled labor force, see Co1mnent 
Response 816.01. 

Regarding cost estimate adjustments for the Illinois site, see Comment 
Responses 981.04 and 1276.01. 

1279.336 

The use of Fermilab is included in the analysis of impacts i'n Illinois. 
Also see EIS Volume III for site selection methodology. 

1279. 337 

This information is consistent w-ith that in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4. 

1279.333 

The savings in construction materials attributable to using Fermilab 
have been accounted for in the EIS. Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.6-1. 
Costs, likewise, have been accounte<l for in Volume IV, Chapter 2, Sec
tion 2.4.2.2. The land requirements have been addressed in Volume IV, 
Appendix 4. 

1279.339 

A comparison of State-proposed infrastructure to support the SSC is pre
sented in Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-3. The comment is not entirely 
consistent with the information presented in the Table. Tennessee has 
the least requirement for new and upgraded roads (ZS mi vs. ZS mi for 
Illinois). North Carolina, Tennessee, and Texas did not propose new 
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rail sidings while Illinois 'did.' I'llinois does have the least require
ment for infrastructure improvements for electric, gas, and water supply. 
The conclusion can be reached that due to the existing Fermilab and the 
generally urban nature of the eastern half of the Illinois site, exten
sive infrastructure exists in the site area. 

1279.340 

The comparison of "impacts at the se·1en sites is presented in Volufile I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.4. 

1279.341 

Considering the overall cost of the SSC project, the cost of decofilmis
sioning is relatively minor (less than one percent of project cost). In 
addition, selection of the Fermilab as the site for the SSC would not 
totally avoid "duplication of this burden" as suggested. There would 
still be the cost of decommissioning the collider ring, the service 
areas, the interaction halls, and the removal of any radioactive and 
hazardous waste. Decommissioning costs of the injector complex (approxi
mately one million) will be saved. Please see Table B.l of reference 1 
at the er.d of Volume IV, Appendix 3 for substantiating cost data. 

1279.342 

The EIS assumes that Fermilab would not close if the SSC were sited in a 
state other than Illinois. This assumption is consistent with current 
DOE policy. 

See Comment Responses 864.01. 

1279.343 

See Comment Response 1276.01. 

1279.344 

A comparison of impacts of the seven site alternatives is presented in 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Sections 3.4 and 3.6. 

1279.345 

This is consistent with how this EIS was prepared. Also see. Comment 
Response 1279.356. 

1279.346 

The DOE believes the EIS accurately reflects the potent i a 1 impacts and 
mitigations for the Illinois site proposal including those mitigations 

· in the March 15, 1988, submittal. The modifications proposed in the 
comment are assumed to minimize impacts. Therefore~ analysis is con
sidered to present an upper bound of potential impacts, and assures 
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equitable treatment of all proposers. Until the coll ider ring location 
is determined during final design by the DOE, exact acreages, parcels, 
and ownerships cannot be determined. These will be assessed in the 

Supplemental EIS. However, the EIS analysis does reflect an accurate 
picture of conditions that would exist should the SSC be sited in the 
referenced area (se.e Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.1). 

1279.347 

The EIS included an analysis of mitigations which was consistent with 
the conceptual design of the SSC presented in the ISP. The proposers 
were responsible for the informat·ion submitted to meet the requirements 
of the ISP. To ensure equity among the proposers, the DOE used the 
proposals and the March 15 and 31, 1988, supplement information pack.ages 
in the EIS comparative siting analysis. The EIS represents the upper 
bound of potential impacts and ensures equitable treatment of the alter
native site proposals. The specific mitigations proposed by the State 
in land acquisition, tunnel and shaft excavation, and infrastructure 
improvements, are found in Volume I.V, Appendix 1 and 14. 

1279.348 

The SSC c:;_onceptual design as presented in the Invitation for Site Pro
posals (ISP) provides for two so-called cluster areas. Initially, 
experimental halls would be located in th.e near cluster area which 
includes the main laboratory, office, and support buildings. At a 
future time, additional experimental halls would be located in the far 
cluster area. This comment constitutes a modification of the Illinois 
SSC proposal and differs significantly from the Illinois proposal. In 
order to treat all sites fairly, the EIS is based on p_roposals and 
modifications to proposals accepted by the SSC Site Task Force through 
March 31, 1988. The single cluster proposal might be applicable to all 
sites, and might be considered as a design alternative in the Supple
mental EIS for the selected site. 

1279.349 

See Comment Response 1279.Z02. 

1279.350 

Comments noted. 

1279.351 

See Comment Response 348.03. 

1279.352 

Regarding the number of wells affected, see Comment Response 979.02. 
All states have committed to providing alternative water .~upplies to 
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individuals whose well must be closed due to proximity to SSC facilities 
or whidi are affected by SSC construction. This is indicated in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3. 

1279.353 

The State of Illinois proposal states that groundwater would provide the 
water source for both on-site and off-site SSC water needs. Most of the 
water would be dra\~n from deep aquifers with some additional supplied 
drawn from shallow aquifers. The proposal mention3 plans to import Lake 
Michigan water to communities east of the site and the possibility of 
other lcical surface water sources, but it does not specifically state 
that these are alternatives for the SSC.· These alternatives are des-
cribed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.2, and they are considered 
in terms of potential impact mitigation in EIS Volu~e IV, Appendix 7, 
Section 7.2.3.3. Minor revisions were made to the latter section to 
indicate the potential mitigative aspects of increased reliance on sur
face water supplies. The section also points out that increased reli·
ance on shallow groundwaters is possible but would require additional 
evaluations to minimize impacts on shallow wells. See also Comment 
Resp0~se 1279.115. Legal asp~cts relating to the supply of water, such 
as the Jcquisitlon of existing water rights, are the responsibility of 
the proposing States; however, differences between sites in the diffi
culty cf obtaining the needed water supplies will be considered in the 
site selection. 

1279.354 

The wetland assessment has been revised to include reevaluations of wet-
land location, type, and quality (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 an 
the selected site will take into consideration encroachment on wetlands, 
avoiding these 11henever possible. Plans to mitigate wetland impacts 
will be developed in consultation with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers. 

1279.355 

There are two separate issues raised by the commenter. The first issue 
deals with the potential presence of the endangered prairie bush clover 
and the Indiana bat and whether either could be adversely affected by 
SSC development. The commenter is correct in assuming that there 
appears to be limited habitat for tnese species on the site. Limited 
ha.bitat reconnaissance surveys and information obtained from the State 
of Illinois provides some confirming evidence to this assertion. If }he 
Illinois site is selected for further investigation, confirmatory 
studies would be conducted. If it is determined that the prairie bush 
clover, Indiana bat, or other protected species would be adversely 
affected, the DOE would modify the project to avoid such impacts where 
possible. (See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.3.) 
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The second issue deals with the apparent misconception in the term 
"designated critical habitat.• Critical habitats are areas that have 
been identified as being critical to the continued existence of a listed 
m1dangered species through a legal rulemaking process. These a1·eas are 
described as specific -locations on a map and have legal protection; gen
erally, species having designated critical habitats are endemic only to 
that atea. For purposes of an EIS, habitats that are known or suspected 
to have a population of protected species are investigated in detail to 
determine the presence or absence of such species. If the presence of 
listed species is confirmed, and the species could be adversely affected 
by project deve l opme-r.t. so ch areas are typically a11oi ded by prnject 
modification, if required, in consultation with the USFWS. 

1279 .356 

Impacts were analyzed conservatively to present an upper limit of the 
potential impacts for the site alternatives. This approach was used for 
all seven site alternatives. 

In the Supplemental EIS, mitigation measures would be more specifically 
described for the selected site based on additional design efforts for 
the selected site. 

1279.357 

As noted by the commenter, local nigh· rates of initial water inflow into 
the tunnel will drop off rapidly. Additionally, to assume 5,200 
gal/min/100 ft of tunnel in the interval near shafts E3 and E4 can lead· 
to unrealistic estimates of water-handling requirements for tunneling in 
that area for.two reasons. First, such high inflows should not be pre
sumed to prevail over the full length of a long segment of tunnel~ in 
carbonate rocks like those 'of the Gal en a-Pl att.evi 11 e Group, high inflows 
occur only at discrete zones of fracturing. The rocks themselves have 
negligible water-transmitting capability, so water moves primarily along 
the fractures within the rock. 

Some fractured zones are quite transmissive. One particularly transmis
sive zone was encountered in boring Sl9 (drilled by the Illinois Staie 
Geological Survey near shaft F3); this zone was able to transmit water 
about 1,000 times faster than the less-fractured rocks on either side of 
it. However, this fractured zone is IO ft wide or less. Additionally, 
highly transmissive zones like the one in Sl9 are quite infrequent; only 
one was encountered in all of the borings tested by the Illinois State 
Geological Survey for the SSC project. If, hypothetically, the water
transmitting capability of the 10-ft wide zone in Sl9 is multiplied by, 
say, 10 to estimate the amount of water that will flow into 100-n of 
tunnel (as was done to estimate the 5,200 gal/min 100 ft of tunnel noted 
in EIS Appendix 10) the result is exceedingly conservative. It is con
servative because the other 90 .ft of rocks -- the portion that is not 
highly fractured -- do not transmit water at nearly the same rate as the 
fractured zone does. A ·more realistic estimate would be found by using 
the fractured zone rate for 10 ft (yielding 520 gal/min) and the less-
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fractured rock rate for 90 ft (yielding roughly 50 gal/min) for a total 
of about 570 gal/min 100 ft of tunnel. This is one-ninth of the coil
~ervative estimate, above, of 5,200 gal/min 100 ft of tunnel. Since it 
is exceedingly conservative to apply a fr~ctured-zone inflow rate to a 
100-ft-long section of tunAel, it would be unrealistically conservative, 
to do as some commenters have done, to apply the fractu:-ed-zone rate to 
a full 5 miles of tunnel. 

A second source of error comes from assaming that a high rate of i11flow 
would continue- for a long time without being remedied by the tunnelers. 
The example inflow given above of 570 gal/min/100 ft \~ould be term."<l an 
''initial inflow rate"; i.e., it is the rate at which water enters the 
tunnel ~1hen the tunnel boring machini! (TBM) first passes through the 
rock. However, a grouting crew will follow c1o:;ely behif!d the TBM; I.his 
crew's purpose is to p 1 ug or "grout" fractures from which water is fl owe 
i ng. They do this by dri 11 i r.g a hole into the tunnel wa 11 so that it 
intercepts the fracture. They next force cement (under high pressure) 
into the dri 11 hole and outward a long the fracture to 1 Hera lly cement 
the fracture c1osed and stop it frl)r.; transmitting w.lter. (The cement 
p'lugs only a small zone of rock: -immediately arc.und the tunnel, so it 
does not change groundwater flow patterns in the aquifer and it does not 
affect yields of water wells.) On a first-p:iss grnuting campaign, water 
inflows are easily reduced to one-tenth of the initial inflow rate. If 
too much water is still entering the tunnel to s1iit the purpose of a 
particular project (the SSC needs a relatively dry tunnel), additional 
grouting. campaigns are done until water inflow is reduced to very low, 
acceptable rates. lri short, at any point ill time during the tunnel ex
cavation, the initial Inflow rate will be experienced only over a tunnel 
length of 100 ft or less. This is the length of t~nnel immediately 
behind the advancing TBM that has not yet been grouted. The. remairvfor 
of the tunnel will have already had its weeping fractures sealed by 
grout i og so that the inflow is recliJced to a very low rate. 

Based on the above correct understanding- of how tunnel inflows should be 
estimated and how they are handled .in actual practice, it is possible to 
provide realistic water handling requirements for construction in the 
E3-F3-E4 area as follows: 

o long-term water inflm-1 (inflow at the end of tunnel construe-
. ti on and during operations) will not exceed 5 gal/min 100 feet 
in -any indi-vidual- Se<Jment of tunne-1; most ·1 ikely, a series of 
grouting campaigns wi 11 reduce the overall· average to much 
less, perhaps 0.5 gal/min 100 ft.- This residual inflow could 
be used for cool Ing water or other purposes, or could be ·pern 
mitted and reinjected or discharged.· Every effort would be 
made to avoid simple discharge of the residual flow. 

o During constrtJction, befare the tunnel is completely ~r-0uted1 
average water inflow into a- given .segment of tunnel (i.e., the 
2. 5 mi .of tunne 1 between any two shafts) wi 11 not exceed 100 
9al/mi11; this conservatively assumes that the grouting crews 
are laggin9c2~'f&et behind ttie TBM. -
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o If, during; construction, an unusually water-transmissive 
fractured zone is encountered, there may be an inflow of up 
to 600 gal/min from that zor,e for several days before the 
inflow is brought under control by grout fog or other 
engineering measure. 

One two-acre settlement (silt retention) pond at each shaft location 
wi 11 be adequate to handle the fir' st two items above, while al so pro
viding "surge capacity" to handle a potential extre:ne inflow like that 
noted in the third bul1et. 

Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.3 and Appendix 7, Section 7.2..3 
have been revised to reflect this understanding. 

1279.358 

In preparation of the US, the DOE considered all submitted information. 
See Comment Response 13.C2. The land requirements of the SSC have been 
assessed for each site for impacts. See Volume IV, Appendices 4 and 14 
for discussion of impacts; mitigating impacts of construction on regional 
resources are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix l. Decommissioning will 
be detailed in a plan, when the action is proposed. Volume I, Chapter 
3, Table 3-3 presents a comparative analysis of major impacts at the 
site alternatives. 

1279.359 

See Comment Response 1279.351. 

1279.360 

These observations are consistent with procedures followed. All states 
received requests for additional information in one or more areas of 
analysis. 

1279.361 

See Comment Respons2 13.02. Comparable analyses were conducted and 
presented for each of the seven site alternatives (see EIS Voforae I. 
Chapter 3). 

1279.362 

Your comment on the availabil'ity of geotechnical data at the Illinois 
site has been noted. The purpose of this EIS is to select the site for 
the SSC. The availability of geotechnical data for all seven sites is 
sufficient for this purpose. See Comment Response 1279.107 regarding 
additional soil geotechnical data. 
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1279.363 

Worst reasonably foreseeable case analyses are also used when the design 
of the proposed action is only conceptual 01· exact siting .of facilities 
in dvubt (40 CFR 1502.22). These conditions were in effect during the 
preparation of this EIS. The supplemental HS to be prepared -on the 
selected site would utilize more representative analyses based on site 
sp1!cifi<: design data available at that time. 

1279.364 

The DOE believes that the data analysis and methodology used in the EIS 
were applied in a fair and equitable manner to a"!l site altel'natives. 
Similar i ssue5 have been ra. l slld by other proposer$ who a 1 so state<l that 
their proposal was much more complete and responsive than any other 
proposal, concerning the interpretation of proposal data. The DOE 
bel i"ves the EIS is sufficient in its analysis of the potential im;}acts 
for a .siting <fecisi:m. See Comment Response 13.02. 

1279.365 

Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-7 footnotes .have been revised to reflect 
·the resu1ts of surveys completed up to date. The states were not 

required .to submit complete surveys of the ful I extent of SSC areas; 
this would be completed after the site was selected. 

lhe. DOE used as up-to-date information a> could be provided. Where 
errors have been detected they have been corrected in the EIS {see 
Errata for Appendices 1-16, and re~·ised Volume I}. Where more current 
data have been identified since the publication of the DEIS which 
enhance or alter the analysis, they have been included in the flS. 

1279.366 

See Comment Response 1504.01. 

1279.357 

Mitigations are discussed to the •xtent possible at this stage of design 
in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5. Further information will be provided in the 
Supplemental EIS. See Co~~ent Response 508.01. 

1279.368 

Speci fl c m.it igat ions for potent i a 1 adverse impacts must wa.it for further 
developments of detailed design of the SSC. If the proposed Illinois 
site is selected. for the SSC, the DOE and its contractors wil 1 work 
closely with Illinois officials regarding the State-proposed mitigations 
to minimize adverse impacts. These and other mitigations would be ad
dressable as des-ign begins to be more detailed, and would be presented 
in the Suppleniental EIS. A summary of DOE committed mitigations and 
mitigation plans is presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6. 
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1279.369 

The DOE revie11ed the State of Illinois' Citizens Assistance Program. If 
Illinois were the selected site DOE would coordinate with State officials 
as they implement the land acquisition program. The Citizens Assistance 
Program, and the land acq•Jisition program in genel'al, is the responsibil
ity of the proposing State. 

1279.370 

The Illinois Bill called "Good Neighbor" Legislation (House Bill 3512) 
has been rev·iewed by the DOE during the site evaluation process and the 
preparation of the final EIS. Land acquisition, and any compensation 
measures offered to local governments or landowners (whether proposed 
fee simple or stratified fee estates}, are the responsibility of the 
proposer. Secondary impacts of the SSC on socioeconomics and local land 
owners are discussed i~ the EIS Volume I, Section 5.2. 

1279.371 

The mitigation measures suggested in the comment are va 1 id. They essel)
ti a 11y echo the planned monitoring and mitigation procedures described 
in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.2.2, and in the Illinois "Good 
Neighbor" legislation which is summarized in the Errata to EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.Z.3.3.B 1. (See Comment Response 1279.48.) 

1279.372 

New roads to be constructed if the SSC is located ·ill Illinois and exist
ing road upgrades are discussed in the £IS Volume IV, Appendix 1. See 
Comment Responses 1288.02 and 1454.02 for more discussion of access to 
I-83. Refer to Comment Response 1454.02. for discussion of impacts to 
existing roads due to commute and construction vehicle traffic. Refer 
also to Com;;ient Response 1095.02 for discussion of traffic impacts due 
to spoils hauling. 

1279.373 

The DOE will require its contractors (both the construction and the 
Management and Operations contractor) to comply with all applicable 
Federal, State, and local environmental safety and health guide1 Ir.es, 
criteria, standards, and regulations. This is. generally implemented 
through the contract mechanism .. 

As stated in ErS Volume I, Chapter 6, the DOE will include a Health and 
Safety Clause in any contracts it negotiates with SSC contractors. 
These clauses wi 11 specify comp 1 i a nee with DOE Orders, including the 
5400 .1 En vi ronrnental Po 1 icy Statement. Included in these (}rders wi 11 be 
requirements for the ·presentation to and approval by the DOE of Environ
mental Safety and Health Protection Plans. These plans will include 
provisions for mitigative measures such as those indicated to be imple
mented during both construction and operations of the SSC. Currently, 
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the DOE is in the pl·oc&ss of sel~cting a Management and Operations con
tractor, and tha plans have not been prepared or presented for review. 
iicwever, prior to. initiation of construction or operations, the DOE will 
conduct an operational re"diness review during which mitigative measures 
will be considered fer inclusion in the implementation plans. 

1279 .374 

See Co~ment Response 1089.02. 

1279.375 

The existing transportation facilities are discussed in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11.2; the proposed improvements and the impact 
of SSC on traffic is discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.2.1.3 C. This analysis concludes that some of the roads in the site 
area i!re c•irrent1y congested and that SSC traffic ~;ould exacerbate this 
congestion. It is acknowledged that activities by the State to improve 
roads could mitigate this congestion. 

1279.376 

The comment suggests several health and safety measures that the DOE 
1;ould cons-ider implementing as part of the construction and operations 
phases of the SSC project, should it be located at the proposed Illinois 
site. Health and safety during construction and operations of the SSC 
was addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.3 of the EIS. Slte
speciflc health and safety considerations.will be addressed in the 
Supplemental EIS. 

1279.377 

The observations corcerni~g land use are consistent with the analyses 
presented in Vo lcme IV', Apperdi x 13, Section 13 .. I. See Comment Response 
257.04 for a statement on revised prime and important farmland resources 
potentially impacted by the construct-ion of the Project. See Com;;1ent 
Response 958, 04 for a statement on the amount of wet 1 ands µotent i ally 
impacted by the construction of the SSC Project. See Comrnent Response 
275.04 for a statement on 00£ policy regarding outleasing .of property as 
a mitigation measure to countervail the loss of farmlands. See Comment 
Response 1000.03 for a discussion of the amount of land to he dist~rbed 
temporarily and permanently wh·lch wii1 require planning for mitigative 
measures. 

Should the Illinois site be selected, mitigation measures such as the 
ones suggested would be considered along with others and evaluated as 
part of the Supplemental EIS (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). 
The opportunity costs were·evaluated as the differences between the 
socioeconomic impacts (Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.B) and the no
action alternative (Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.3). 
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1279.378 

Regarding the potential benefits to aquatic habitats or recreation from 
discharge of seepage water, insufficient information exists on the final 
number and character of discharge points for the DOE to make this claim 
in the EIS. 

See also_Comment Responses 979.02, 1279.115 and 1279.141. 

1279.379 

It is noted that the State of Illinois predicts that there would be 
enough existing excess capacity to handle sewage and solid waste that 
would be generated by the SSC facility. · 

It is also noted that existing practices at Fermilab· are sufficient to 
handle the current generation of hazardous and radioactive wastes and 
would be able with only slight modification to handle the small 
increases in these wastes that would result from the addition of the SSC 
on Fermilab. 

These observations are consistent with those of the EIS Volume IV, 
Appendices 10 and 12. 

1280.01 

Comment noted. 

1281.01 

See Comment Response 904.01. 

1282.01 

Comment noted. 

1283.01 

Comment noted. 

1284.01 

See Comment Response 1276.01. 

1285.01 

See Comm:mt Response 816.0l. 

1286.01 

Comment noted. 
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1287.01 

See Comment Response 816.01. 

1288.01 

Comment r.oted. 

1288.02 

Several options and mitigations will be considered during construction 
planning to ensure the safety of SSC area residents. Tunnel machines 
could operate in the different quadrants, so that the spoil truck · 
traffic would be distributed among the four quarries and several roads. 
The trucks need not go to the nearest quarry if unsafe conditions exist 
Temporary storage would be provided near each shaft so. that the truck 
traffic could be minimized during certain hours. Additiona·i disposal 
sites may be considered. The objective of the EIS ·f s to identify the 
impacts of SSC on all the residents, including children, of the affected 
area. A Supplemental EIS for the select€d site will address options and 
mitigations In greater detail. 

1288.03 

See Comment Response 136'.3. 09. 

1289.01 

Comments noted. 

1290.01 

See Comment Responses 972.01, 974.01, 1013.02, and 1279.115. 

1291.01 

Fire protection services have been included in the conceptual design of 
the SSC. A description summarizing the extent of fire protection in the 
conceptual design is found in Volume IV, Appendix 1, Section 1.1.2. 
Additionally, the discussion of public services in the portion of the 
EIS dealing with environmental consequences and mitigative measures 
(Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8) explains that the DOE Management & 
Operating contractor, who would oversee and operate the project's fire 
protection services, would also work with local public agenCies to coor
dinate services and provide emergency planning for the SSC facilities 
and host community, as is currently the case with other national 
1 aboratories. 

1291.02 

Emergency services during the construction phase of the project, includ
ing rescue, would likely be provided by local public agencies currently 
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responsible for such services. If the Horth Carolina site pro po sad for 
the SSC were selected, the r.irimary resµonsibil ity for emergency services 
would fall on the Butner Public Safety Department. No special provi
sions for emergency services are identified for the SSC until construc
tion is complete. 

1291. 03 

Estimates of additional capital expenditures required by local jurisdic
tions to accommodate SSC-related population increases were made cumu- · 
latively for all jurisdictions within each of the primary impact coun
ties in North Carolina, including Durham County. Detail of the EIS 
assessment of the impacts of SSC construction and operations on both 
State and local government finances is presented in the EIS Volume IV, 

·Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.0. 

1292.01 

This letter was received during 'the public comment period after the 
publication of the Draft EIS. The scoping process was conducted prior 
to the publication of the DEIS. 

1292.02 

Comments noted. 

1292.03 

See Comment Response 1275.02. 

1292.04 

See Comment Response 1292.05. 

1292.05 

The wetlands assessment presented in the EI~ has been revised to include 
a reevaluation of wetlands location, type, and quality (see EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.S.3· and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Sec
tions 11.3.3.3 and 11.3.7.3). A conservative estimate of the amount of 
wetlands that may be impacted by construction of the proposed coll ide.r 
facilities at the ·ssc in Illinois is approximately 199 acres. For the 
Texas site this value is 2.8 acres. If future expansion areas are 
developed, the pQtential exists for about another 294 acres of wetland 
impacts in Illinois and 37 acres in Texas. It is the DOE policy to 
avoid wetlands impacts where practicable and in accordance with require
ments of Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and Executive Order 11990, 
Protection of Wetlands. As a result, the actual impact to wetlands may 
be much lower than the estimate presented above. Detailed plans to 
mitigate, to the extent practicable, any anticipated wetlands impacts at 
the selected site would be developed in consultation with the U.S. Army 
Corps of Engineers (or delegated State authority) and analyzed in detail 
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in the Supplemental EIS. Mitigation is discussed in general in the EIS 
sections mentioned above and summarized in Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 
3.6. Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 explains the difference in 
wetlands acreages reported between the DEIS and the EIS. Not having 
precise locattons for various construction areas within Fermilab for 
areas A, B, and C, conservative estimates were used (see EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 11, Section 11.2.2). 

1292.06 

See Comment Responses 1007.03 and 1007.04. 

1292.07 . 

As noted in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.6.2, Fermi lab and the· 
Kerr-McGee Chemical Corporation are two facilities that contribute mini-

. mally to the natural background radiation levels at the proposed Illi
nois site. For Illinois (EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.2), the 
dose equivalent rate from background rad.iation from all sources, includ
ing the two noted above, is 401 mrem/yr. This compares to the dose 
equivalent from the construction and operations of the SSC in Illinois, 
which is less than 0.001 percent of background radiation. The projected 
radiation levels from normal operations will not pose a health hazard 
and will not significantly add to the existing background levels. 

Existing background radiati.on levels are not likely to be considered as 
an evaluation criterion for selecting the SSC location, because this 
factor would not adversely affect siting, construction or operations of 
the SSC (see EIS Volume III, Chapter 1). 

1292.08 

As listed in EIS Volume IV, Chapter 4, Table 4-14, there are more. 
nuclear power plants near Illinois than near other sites (although Texas 
has the greater number of NRC licensees). However, the emissions from 
these facilities are very small compared to background levels. 

See Comment Response 1007.13. 

1292.09 

See Comment Response 1007 .11. 

1292.10 

See Comment Response 854.17. 

1292 .11 

See Comment Response 1217.01. 

1251130033588104 



1292.12 

The SSC site evaluation process described in the EIS was developed by 
the DOE to assist in the selection of a site that will facilitate 
research productivity and overall facility effectiveness while avoiding 
adverse environmental impacts. Should the Illinois site be selected, 
detailed analyses of the project area will be completed so that impacts 
to particularly sensitive environments will be avoided or mitigated. 

1293.01 

Comment noted. 

1293.02 

A comparison of traffic conditions is discussed in Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.8.6 and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.C.l.b. 
This comparison indicates that the lowest Level of Service (LOS) on local 
roads is projected fo be LOS F (Forced or breakdown flow with traffic 
exceeding the capacity of the road) during both construction and 
operations. 

1293.03 

The table accompanying the text in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.3.11.1 presents level of service (LOS) ratios for the Nation, State of 
Illinois, and the Illinois Region of Influence (ROI) and its nine com
ponent counties. Inspection of the text and accompanying tables in 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sections 5.1.11.1, 5.2.11.1, Volume IV, Appen
dix 5, Section 5.4.11.1., ·and Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sections 
5.5.11.1.C, 5.6.11.1,C, and 5.7.11.1.C reveals that of all key public 
services considered, the Illinois Region of Influence maintains the 
lowest LOS ratio only for public health care. Additional examination 
shows that the Illinois Region of Influence maintains the highest LOS 
ratio for police protection of all seven sites under consideration for 
SSC deve 1 opment. · 

SSC-related impacts to public services in the Illinois Region of 
Influence tROI) are addressed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.3.C. 

See also Comment Responses 867:03 and 1314.18. 

1293.04 

See Comment Response 1007.01. 

1293.05 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10 presents.the worst-reasonably foreseeable case 
by assuming the maximum number of 290 trucks going to Quarry #1. Aver
age truck traffic would be lower. Also, the EIS mentions four"quarries 
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selected by the State of Illinois. Additional disposal sites as well as 
several options to reduce the traffic problems may be considered if 
necessary during construction planning. Spoils disposal and the trans
portation of spoils will be addressed in greater detail for the selected 
site in the Supplemental EIS. 

1293.06 

See Comment Response 41.02. 

1293.07 

The potential impacts on construction activities due to inclement 
weather have been accounted for in site-specific cost estimates. See 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 2. 

1293.08 

See Comment Response 1486.03. 

1293.09 

Comments noted. 

1294.01 

Comment noted. 

1294.02 

National ambient air quality standards (NAAQS) and all applicable state 
ambient air quality standards (AAQS) will be complied with during both 
construction and operations of the SSC. As stated in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 6, it is the DOE policy to conduct its operations in· an envi
ronmentally safe and sound manner in compliance with applicable environ
mental statutes. regulations, and standards. 

Volume I, Chapter 4 (Section 4.4.2), and Volume IV, Appendix 8 (Section 
8.4.3.2) of the DEIS incorrectly identified the compliance st~tus for 
carbon monoxide as nonattainment for the Illinois SSC counties. The EIS 
has been revisl!d accordingly. 

The SSC-related emissions of CO, NOx, ar.d VOCs 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. , 

Fugitive dust emissions during construction is a concern. Volume :I and 
Volume IV, Appendix 8 have .. been revised to include for all States miti
gations on TSP and PM10 emissions during construction. Specifically, 
the. use of chemical soil stabilization instead of twice-daily watering 
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fer control of general site activity emissions significantly reduces the 
generation of fugitive dust emi ss l ons and hence 'the resulting ambient 
air i mp<:cts for these po 11 utants. 

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

1294.03 

--rhe U.S. EPA recently disapproved the Illinois State Implementation Plan 
(S,IP) ozone control strategy for the Chicago nonattaininent area and also 
extended a construction ban on major new stat'ionary sources of volatile 
organic compounds (and major modifications of such sources} in four 
Chicago area counties, including Kane and DuPage (53 FR 40415, October 
17, 19B8). 

The construction ban has been in effect since 1981 (see Citizens for a 
Better Environment v. EPI\, 649 F.2d 522). Since the ban applies only to 
major stationary sources and major modifications, it would not apply to 
the SSC (see Volume I, Appendix 8, Section 8.1). However, if the 
Illinois site is selected, the state will be required to consider the 
SSC emissions in proposing a modified ozone attainment strategy as a 
revision to its SIP. No decision has been rendered in the case (State 
of Wisconsin v. U.S. EPA, Civil No. 87-C-0395, E.D. Wis.), although EPA 
has moved for a dismissal. 

1294.04 

DOE is committed to avoid or minimize wetlands impacts, to the extent 
practicable, In accordance with Executive Order 11990 and DOE regula
tions 10 CFR 1022 regarding protection of wetlands. The EIS (Volume. I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Chapter 5) includes further discussion of the 
feasibility of wetlands mitigation. 

1294.05 

The EIS is being prepared as a requirement of the National Environmental 
Policy Act. The proposed SSC will comply with all applicable Federal 
requirements including those of .the Corps of Engineers and the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service. After selection of a site, further assessment of 
impacts would occur as part of final design and be presented in the 
Supplemental EIS. 
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1294.06 

Comments regarding bedrock condi ti ens and methods of comp 1 et ion of a 
portion of wells at the Illinois site are noted. The comment is correct 
·in that in a fractured bedrock environment, the potential cf an effect 
being observed at some distance from a disturbance is greater than in a 
porou~ media if the wail and the disturbance intercept the same fracture 
or fradure system. Often, however, e11en nearby fractures are not 
directly connected, and the effects of a disturbance may not be observed 
ever a short dist.~r.ce. The manner of we11 construction would not be a 
major factor in determining ~1hether an effect would occur. 

See Comment Respcr.se 979,_02 reg;,rding estimates of the number of wells 
potentially closed at the Illinois site due to siting and construction 
of the SSC. 

1294.07 

Comment .noted. 

1296.0l 

Comments noted. 

1296.02 

S"e Conment Hesponse 1314.02. 

1296 .. C3 

See Comment Response 876.10. 

1296.04 

Comments noted. 

1296.05 

See Comment Responses 922.11 and 1369.09. 

1296.06 

Comments noted. 

1297.0l 

Comment noted. 

1297.02 

See Comment Response 1275.12. 
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1297.03 

See Comment Response 1007.03. 

1297.04 

See Co~mcnt Response 854.17. 

1297.05 

See Comment Response· 1007. I I. 

1297.05 

Comment noted. 

1298.01 

Comment noted. 

1298.02 

See Comment Response 1344. 01. 

1293.03 

See Comment Response 1344.02. 

1293.04 

See Comment Response 1344.03. 

1298.05 

See Comment Response 1344.04. 

1298.05 

See Cowment Response 1344.05. 

1298.07 

See Comment Response 1344.06. 

1293.08 

See Comment Response 1344.07. 
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1299.01 

The comment notes that recer.t growth in the Illinois Region of Influence 
(ROI) has led to an increased tax burden. As stated in the baseline 
section of the EIS, the !11 inois ROI gre•,1 slowly between 1%9 and 1984 
relative to growth throughout the rest of the United States (see EIS 
Volume JV, A~pendlx 5, Section 5.3.11.1.A). More recently, there has 
been evidence of an increased level of economic growth in the region. 
This evidence includes decreasing unemployment rates at the same time as 
the number of workers in the labor force was increasing. 

The EIS methodology correlates increased capital infrastructure expenses 
with increased growth rates based on information from the President's 
Economic .!\djustment Co1r.mittee (1981) (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Sect"ion 14. l.2.3.B.4). The primary impact .counties surrounding the 
Illino1s site are expected to receive a moderate level of in-migrants in 
comparison to the other six sites (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 5,. Table 
5.l.8-4). Local jurisdictions in DuPage and Kane count·/es ~JOuld incur 
expenses to accommodate this growth during the first three years of 
construction (Kendall County is expected to incur only a s;nall 1eve1 of 
in-migration and would not incur any major losses). In tl1e following 
yeai-s., each of the three primary impact counties is projected to receive 
a net fiscal benefit from SSC construction and op>irations. Hore detail 
regarding the fiscal impact analysis ·is provided in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14;1.3.3.D. 

See Comment Response 867.03 regarding the use of "level of service" as a 
key indicator for local public service baseline conditions and potential 
impact assessment. · 

1300 .01 

It is true that of the seven sites, the Illinois'site does have a rela
tively high annual snowfall, though it is in fact identical to that of 
the Colorado and Michigan sites. If one of these sites is selected for 
the SSC, standard construction scheduling techniques would be utilized 
to ensure that disruption due to snowfall is kept to a minimum. 

1300.02 

See Comment Response 1300. 01. 

1300.03 

Comment noted. 
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UOI.01 

Comment noted. 

1301. 02 

See Comment Response 839.03. 

1301.03 

The comment is consistent with EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4. 

1301.04 

See Comment Response 1369. 09. 

1301.05 

See Comment Response 880.04. 

1301.06 

The potential air and noise pollution, airborne radionuclide exposure, 
and other environmental impacts from SSC will not adversely affect human 
health and welfare during the construction and operations of the col-
1 ider project. Through the implementation of air, noise, water and radi
ation protection mitigation measures any potent i a 1 impact wi 11 be kept 
as low as practically achievable. It is DOE's policy to qssure it and 
its operating contractors comply with applicable statutory requirements 
affecting federal facilities. State and local regulations will be ad
dressed as part of the mandatory DOE compliance program that will be 
monitored through regularly scheduled health and safety appraisals con
ducted by DOE contractors and audited by DOE personnel. Prior to start
up, the DOE requires its operation and maintenance contractors to submit 
to an operational readiness review (ORR} during/or at which proposed 
environmental monitoring plans are submitted for review. All applicable 
environmental and safety operating permits required to as~ure the health 
and safety 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 the site-wide 
environmental compliance plan. EIS Volume I, Chapter 6 discusses the 
Federa1 statutes (i.e., permits, licenses, and other entitlements} which 
may be applicable to the construction and operations of the SSC. See 
also Comment Response 1369.09. 

1301. 07 

See Comment Response 1369.09. 
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1301.08 

Proposers were offered the opportunity to provide a site for the SSC. 
While DOE provided guidance concerning the siting requfrements and site 

·specifications necessary for the SSC, DOE did not specify specific · 
states or locations withi~ a state which should be proposed. lhat 
aspect was left to the discretion of individual proposers. The popu
lation impacts to Kane and DuPage counties can be found in the EIS, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3. 

1302.01 

Land resources in Illjnois are discussed in the EIS, Volume IV, Appen
dix 5, Section 5.3.10. The methodology for site selection is discussed 
in Volume Ill of the EIS. 

1302. 02 

See Comment Response 865.01. 

1302.03 

See Comment Response 1259.02. 

1302 .04 

See Comment Response 1126.05. 

1303 .01 

The number of we 11 s which may have to be closed due to SSC siting and 
construction at the Illinois site was not accurately presented in Volume 
I of the DEIS. At the Illinois site, in excess of 320 wells are located 
within the SSC footprint (1,000 ft corridor along tunnel and campus and 
experimental areas). The State estimates that on the order of 6 to 30 
wells may be directly affected and required ta be closed. The State has 
indicated that an alternative water supply would be provided to affected 
well owners. 

1303.02 

The 1,000-ft easement is not because the SSC is dangerous. The 1;000-ft 
requirement is intended td give flexibility in setting the boundaries of 
the final site configuration and adaptabilHy of the SSC design to local 
conditions. These are needed to accommodate future refinements 'of the 
basic design to fit the chosen site. 

1303 .. 03 

See Comment Response 880.04. 
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1304.01 

The attached report was reviewed during both the selection process 
leading to the BQL and the preparation of the EIS. Specific mitigations 
for possible adverse impacts will be addressed in the Supplemental EIS 
for the selected site should Illinois be chosen. 

1305.01 

See Comment Responses 533.03 (groundwater supply), 1133.02 (impacts on 
individual wells), and 1200.04 (radium contamination in groundwater). 

1306.01 

Quality of life impacts are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.3.E. See also Comment Response 1002.01. 

1307.01 

See Comment Response 1369.09. 

1307.02 

See discussion of mitigations in the EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 
3.6. 

1307.03 

See Comment Response 1007 .01. 

1307. 04 

Comment noted. 

1308.01 

The high radium content of certain water supplies in Illinois is ad
dressed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1.1.D. Also see Comment 
Response 1122.02. 

1308.02 

While no guarantee can be given that a particular well will not be con-
taminated as a result of the project, groundwater quality impacts on 
both shallow and deep aquifers are not expected. Impacts from sedimen
tation will be minimized. through construction controls. Detailed as
sessments, including impacts on wells will be performed for the selected 
site and documented in a Supplement to the EIS. Groundwater impacts, 

. including water quality, are assessed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Sect ion 7. 2 .3 .3. See al so Comment Responses 18. 03 (.groundwater' quality 
impacts), 870.04 (radiological impacts), 7 .03 (potentially affected 
wells), and 1133.02 (compensation to affected well owners). 
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1308.03 

See Comment Response 1308.02. 

1309. 01 

Based on a post-DEIS wetland survey, the wetland referred io woulci be 
approximately 600 ft from the proposed E8 site. At this distance, and 
with sedimentation and erosion controls being implemented, significant 
impacts would be min-imized. If Illinois is selected as the site, more 
detailed mitigation plans would be developed in consultation with ap-· 
propriate agencies (e.g., U.S. Army Corps of Engineers) (see Volume 1, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 and Volume IV, 
Appendix 11, Section 11.3.3.3}. 

1310.01 

In EIS Volume I, Chapter 1, the EIS refers to benefits expected to re
sult from the SSC, ·including spin-off technology which could have appli
cations to such fields as medical diagnostics, computers, and super
conducting magnet technology. 

1311.01· 

Comn1ent noted. 

1312.01 

Traffic analysis for the Illinois site is presented in the EIS in 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3. In addition, Volume I, 
Chapter 4, Section 4.9.2.1 acknowledges that roads in the Illinois site 
area generally ~xperience a lower level of service than roads at other 
sites. Also noted in this section is that the Illinois site experienced 
congestion in localized areas. 

1312.02 

State fiscal appropriations are the responsibility of the State. ISP 
re qui rernents for state support of the SSC are summarized in Volume I II, 
Chapter 3. 

1313.01 

Comment noted. 

1313.02 

Both commuting times and population were used in the spatial allocation 
methodology {see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14 .. 1.2.3); hQwever, 
stress endured whili,! commuting was not incorporated into the analysi<. 
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Travel times used in the model's application were taken from information 
provided by the State of .Colorado in''·response to the Site Task Force 
requests in June 19a8 and included a travel 'time of 60 minutes to 
Brighton ( asst1mi ng the existence of a proposed highway linking Brighton 
to the SSC site) and 80 minutes to downtown Denver. The average travel 
time of allocated workers, resulting from the model as used in the EIS, 
is nearly 1.5 times the average travel times of Denver-Boulder SMSA 
workers (as reported in the 1980 Census of Population and Housing). 

1313 .03 

See Comment Response 1313.04. Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.1.1.2.F 
has been revised to clarify the serving telephone companies. Volume IV, 
Appendix I, Section 1.2.2.14 has been revised in the Errata to address 
the AT&T fiber optics line currently under construction. 

In addition, if the proposed Colorado site is selected for the SSC, the 
DOE and its contractors would W'Ork with local utilities to optimize 
service to the site. 

1313.04 

Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section· 5.2.11.2.B.3 has been corrected in the 
Errata to clarify the telecommunications utilities. 

1313.05 

Comment noted. 

1314 .01 

Comment noted. 

1314.02 

The assessment of wells potentially lost or closed due to SSC siting and 
construction at the site alternatives in 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 Il 1 i noi s. was not reported accu
rately in the DEIS. State records indicated 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 used to assess the number of wells closed or affected and 
consequent re11is'ions to EIS. 

1314.03 

See Comment Response 1369.01. 
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13 l.4 .04 

The comment is consistent with .data- presented in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Table 4-2. 

See Comment Response 839.03. 

1314.06 

See CcMment Response 1292.05. 

1314.07 

See Comment Response 1279.141. 

1314.08 

See Comment Response 1279.357. 

1314.09 

See Comment Responses 533.03, 1013.02, and 1279.115. 

1314.10 

See Comment Responses 972.01. 

1314.11 

Detailed mitigative measures will be designed for the selected site and 
addressed in the Supplemental EIS. Floodplain encroachment assessments 
in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.2 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Section 7.1.3.2 have been revised with additional text and figures. See 
Comment Response 1007.02. 

1314.12 

See Comment Response 1007. 02. 

1314.13 

See Comment Response 1369.09. 

1314 •. 14 

See Comment' Response 1200.04. 
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Variable water quality conditions occur among the sites, as presented 
within indh·idual site chapters in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sections 
S.1.2, 5.2.2, 5.3.2, 5.4.2, 5.5.2, 5.6.2, and 5.7.2. These data arQ 
.:i1so summaf'ized in Vo:um,; !, Chapter 4, Table 4-2. Available water 
quality data at ell sites sho.i violation of standards for one or mere 
parameters. Site rar;ki ng in terms of water quality was not done. See 
Comment Response 1275.12 . 

.. 14.16 

See vomment Response 1007.03. 

1314.17 

A comparison of traffic conditions is presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 
5, Section 5.1.8.6 and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.C.l.b. 
This comparison indi<:ates that Illinois is the only site analyzed in the 
EIS in which the lowest level of Service (LOS} on local roads is pro
jected to be LOS "F" (forced or breakdown flow with traffic exceeding 
the capacity of the road) during both construction and operation. 

1314.18 

Level. of service ratios are not intended to be used as numerical rank
ings or ratings of qua 1 ity. The tab 1 e accompanying the .text in EIS 
Volume I, Section 4.9.1.3, which presents levels of public services at 
all seven proposed sites, clearly indicates that the Illinois Region of 
Influence (ROI) has the lowest service ratio in only public health care. 
For all other public services, the Illinois ROI maintains service ratios 
on a par with or above ratios of other proposed regions. 

See also Comment Response 867.03. 

1314.19 

See Comment Response 1007.12. 

1314.20 

See Comment Response 1007.11. 

1314.21 

See Comment Response 1007.04. 

1314.22 

See Comment Response 1278.11. 
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1314.23 

This is a correct interpretation of the land use analyses presented in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.1. 

1314.24 

See Comment Response 1007.13. 

1314.25 

While the ring crosses the Fox River and other streams, it docs so at 
depths ranging from 280 to 360 ft. Construction of the ring bnnel 
under the streams will have negligible surface disturbance, hence 
negligible sedimentation impacts on the streams. 

Construction of SSC surface facilities may Impact streams. The Illinois 
site has the largest river, i.e., the Fox River, among the severi site 
alternatives overlying the tunnel alignment. However, the impdct of 
siltation on l~rger streams such as the Fox River Is not necessarily 
larger. Furthermore, with implementation of proper mitigative measures, 
it is anticipated that the impacts will generally be lirr~ted to the con
struction period and Insignificant. Impact mitigations are disc1issed in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.2.2 and 7.1.3.3. 

1314.25 

The comment is correct for most of the E and F locations of the Ill :neis 
site. Some of the locations in the western portion may be more like 
other sites. See the Comment Response 1196. 04 for a discussion of the 
effect of higher background sound levels. 

1314.27 

See Comment Response 41.02. 

1314. 28 

See Comment Response 1275.02. 

1314.29 

For the proposed Illinois site, the EIS considers only the four quarries 
proposed by the State for disposal of spoils. These four quarries 
could accommodate the total estimated amount .of earth materials expected 
from this construction of the collider ring. The state can propose ad
ditional disposal sites that comply with applicable environmental regu
lations. Capacities of the four quarries and access roads will be 
evaluated during constru~tio~ planning to minimize congestions and 
delays. Spoils disposal and transportation will be addressed in more 
detail in the Supplemental EIS for the selected site. See Volume IV, 
ApRenidx 10, Section 10.2.3.3. · 
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1314~30 

See Comment Response 1381.11. 

1314.31 

The effec·t of the weather ~n Illinois has be2n taken into a~count in the 
cost estimate of the Illinois site in Volume JV, 11.pp•"ndix 2 of the EIS. 

1314.32 

Comment noted. See Comment Response 871.01. 

1314.33 

See Comment Response 880.04; 

1314.34 

Although a large number of "ells are located In the vicinity of the 
tunnel at the proposed Illinois site, only a few will have to be 
abandoned, and impacts to other wells such as v1ater quality O)' water 
level changes are projected to be negligible. Rewised estimates of 
affected wells are presented in EIS Volume JV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.2.3.3. Also see Comment Re~ponse 2275.19. 

1315.02 

Comment noted. 

1316.01 

See Comment Response 1126.05, Paragraphs 2 and 3. The 00£ has conducted 
detailed evaluations bf the seven BOL sites and has identified a pre
ferred siting alternative (see EIS Volume lll, Chapter 3). Tbe Secre
tary of the DOE will consider all data in tl1e EIS, the Task Force Evalu
ation Report, and other information which' may be available in selecting 
the final site for the SSC. 

1317.01 

Comment noted. 

1317.02 

See Comment Response 1043.62. 

1317.03 

All figures in question have been revised and moved to Appendix 11 in 
the -EIS. The new figures identify wetlands and relevant SSC facility 
locations as currently proposed. 
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1317.04 

It is DOE policy to avoid wetlands to the maximum extent practicable, in 
accordance with Executive Order U990 Protection of Wetlands. DOE ap
preciates the offer of assistance fnrn1 U.S. i"IYTJ:I Corps of Engineers 
(Wilmington District). The DOE would use their assistance If North 
Carolina Is chosen as the selected site. 

1317 .05 

The sentence in question has been removed from the wetlands text. 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.2.1.B of .the EIS has been expanded to 
define the WS-1 through WS-III surface water system classifications. 

1317.06 

This addition has been made to the DOE SSC mailing list. 

1317.07 

Figures 5.5.1-1 and 5.5.2-2 of Volume IV, Appendix 5 have been revised 
as suggested (see Errata). 

1317.08 

The disturbed area in the campus and injector complex has been more 
accurately estimated to be 480 acres, which is about 5 percent of the 
drainage area of Knap of Reeds Creek (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Section 7.1.3.5). The EIS recognizes that 480 acres is a significant 
acreage and may have some impacts on runoff and soil erosion and mit i -
gative measures are discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 
and Chapter 5, Section 5.l.2.1 and Volume.IV, ll.ppendix 7, Section 
7.1.2.2.D.2. A site-specific, detailed erosion and sedimentation con
trol plan will be be developed for the selected site and will be docu
mented in a Supplemental EIS, which will be provided to the public for 
review and comment prior to commencement of any SSC construction. A 
detailed erosion control plan is not neces.sary for the site selection 
purpose of this EIS. 

1317.09 

See Comment Response 1278.38. 

1317.10 

See Comment Response 1317 .08. 

1317.11 

The proposed locations of the disposal areas are shown in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, Figure 10.2.3-7. These locations will be reviewed and 
revised, if necessary, if the Tennessee site is selected. This process 
will be documented in the Supplemental EIS for the selected site .. 
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1317.12 

See Comment Response 763.02. 

1317.13 

North Carolina does not propose that Falls lake be used as a water 
supply source for direct SSC water requirements. Water requirements for 
additional off-site domestic u.se can be met by existing reservoirs in 
the project vicinity, not including Falls Lake. These reservoirs 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 EIS Volume I, Tables 1-1, 3-3, and 3-7, and Sections 
3.7.3 and 5.2.3; and EIS Volume IV, Appendi_x 5, Section 5.5.2.1.C 
Errata. 

1317.14 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Table 10.3.3-5 presents the alternatives 
proposed by the State of North Carolina to treat sewage from the main 
campus, far cluster, and remote areas. 

The cooling tower blo~1do~111 disposal details are included in EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.3.3.3.E. 

The compositions of the effluent would be determined during the detail 
design phase and further assessed in the site-specific Supplemental EIS 
to ensure compliance with current effluent discharge standards. It is 
OOE pol icy to conduct its operations in an environmentally safe and 
sound manner in accordance with applicable environmental statutes, regu-
1 at i ens, and standards. See Comment Re·sponse 627 .01. 

1317.15 

Results of the St::ite's recent survey of creeks and rivers in the pro
posed North Carolina SSC site area ha'le been included in EIS Vo'lume IV, 
Appendix 11, Section 11.3.5.2 which has been corrected to state that 
the.re were three, not two, species of rare fresh-water mussels observed 
in the Tar River. Thes~ three species include Alarmador,ta heterodon 
(dwarf wedge mussel), Fusconia masoni, and Ampsilis radiata·. The com
menter's reference to the DEIS stating that there were four such 

·mussels, could not be found. 

1317.16 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11 has been rewritten leaving this topic out. 
Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.5 i~ correct at 17.sites. 

1317 .17 

Comment noted, 
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1318.01 

The State of Texas 'upplied the OOE with a copy of its SSC Facility 
Research Authority Act, which shows that Article 4413 (47J) was repealed 
and superseded by Article 4413 {47e). Article 4413 (47e) is cited in 
Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.3.2.7 as the article authorizing th2 
formation of the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission. 

13l!L02 

Comment noted. 

1318.03 

Marl Is a broad term including either sand, silt, or clay with a cal
careous cement; the Taylor marl contains all of these lithologies among 
its various members and hence is well described by the term "marl." 0Ge 
member of the Taylor marl that predominates at the site, the Ozan For
mation, is principally clay with calcareous cement, and accordingly is 
n:ore concisely described by the narrow term "calcareous claystone." 

1318.04 

See Commi:nt Response 402.0l. 

13Hl.05 

Strength characteristics of the site rocks are listed in Table 5.7.1-4 
of Volume IV, Appendix 5. Excavation experience with the Taylor marl in 
the region suggests that liners are desirable in tunnels and that slopes 
for open·excavations should be laid back for stability. 

1318.06 

Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-1 has been clarified to note that there has 
been previous minor oil production. 

1318.07 

The Texas proposal located the medium en2rgy boo~;ter (MEB) and the high 
energy booster (HEB) in underground tunneling as the comment suggests. 
However, cost estimates developed for the Conceptual Design Report (CDR) 
were based on the location of all the injector facilities nea~ the sur
face in cut-and-cover construction. Redesigning the technical and con
ventional facilities for the Texas site a~d providing appropriate cost 
estimates based on the redesign were not considered by DOE in the EIS. 
Therefore, the concept of a cut-and-cover injector facility was adapted 
for the Texas site EIS analysis and.the appropriate cost estimate was 
used. Exact location of each element of the injector facility will be 
decided during final design and alternatives evaluated in· the Supple-· 
mental-EIS if Texas is the selected site. 
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1318.08 

Comment noted. 

1318. 09 

The potential for the transfer of additional water use in the Texas site 
vicinity to surface water is noted in' EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.2.3.7. However, it is assumed that some SSC water use will continue 
to rely on groundwater. As there are no specific data that documents 
that the existing overdraft condition will be reversed by the continuing 
conversion to surface water in .the area, it is assumed that the SSC 
groundwater use would contribute to the existing overdraft. Surface 
water is identified as the primary proposed water supply source for the 
SSC project at the Texas site. 

1318.10 

Regarding surface water versus groundwater use at the Texas site, see 
Comment Response 1318.09. The possibility of replacing the proposed use 
of groundwaters at remote service areas is acknowledged. It offers an 
additional opportunity to mitigate potential .groundwater drawdown ef
fects caused by the project. It would be evaluated, considering also 
differential construction and operations costs, in the final SSC design 
if the Texas site is selected. 

The value for groundwater use of approximately 9,000 acre-ft/yr is based 
on data provided by the Texas Water Development Board for Ellis County 
for 1985 {Texas Water Development Board, 1988: Computer printout of his
torical water use and projected water use through 2030 for Ellis County, 
Texas). These data are documented and are cons·idered appropriate for 
the purposes of this EIS. While it is probable that groundwater use is 
declining slowly because of the emphasis on conversion to surface water 
supplies, the difference suggested by the two data sets is minimal and 
would not modify the results of assessments in the EIS. 

1318.11 

Comments regarding surface water supply planning in the Texas site vi
cinity for local communities are noted. Secondary impacts of the SSC on 
water resources are discussed in the EIS in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.2. See Comment Response 420.02 rlj!garding the potential conflict 
between the proposed SSC tunnel alignment and the construction of the 
proposed Red Oak Creek Reservoir. 

1318.12 

The text of Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6. 2 .1 has been modified to 
indicate that Texas does have a general antidegradation policy within 
the Surface Water Quality Standards of the Texas Water Commission but. 
that no limits are set. 
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1313.13 

The intent of the cited EIS state;:ients was that drawdowns may be notice
able at relatively large distances because the Twin Mountains/Woodbine 
aquifer is confined, which is true. Transmissivity was mentioned in the 
same sentence making the inference unclear. The cited sections h3ve 
been revised in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.4, and in Volume 
IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.7.A.l for clarity. 

1318.14 

The purpose of Table 4-3 (EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.2.2) is to 
provide only a b~sic description of the primary hydrogeologic units at 
each site and their stratigraphic relationship if hydrologically impor
tant. This l eve 1 of information is prcv i ded in. the description for the 
Texas site and does not confl let with the comment. There was a con
scious effort to minimize text in this table by limiting the use of 
adjectives. Detailed descriptions cf Texas site hydrogeologic units and 
their properties and relationships are provided in EIS Volume IV, Appen
dix 5, Section 5.7.2.2. The important point that is noted is that the 
alluvial aquifers are small in extent and ~1ater yield. This section has 
been corrected in the Errata to acknowledge the hydrologic isolation of 
the deeper aquifers underneath the site from the shallow alluvial 
system. 

1318.15 

See Comment Response 217.03, second paragraph, and referenced responses 
223.05 and 217.01. 

1318.16 

Details of the physical characteristics of hydrologic units at the Texas 
site are given in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.7.2.2.A. Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.7 notes that the tunnel lies completely within 
the Austin Chalk and Taylor Marl, and is hydraulically isolated from 
overlying and underlying aquifers. Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.2.3.7 has been revised to reflect the fact that the tunnel is above 
the hydraulic head in the Woodbine aquifer. 

1318.17 

The statements referred to are meant to suggest a minimal groundwater 
quality impact from septic tanks and leach fields. It ·is assumed that 
some of the SSC facilities would be near or within one. of the shallow 
alluvial aquifers on the site and that a minor groundwater quality 
i.mpact may result. No water quality impact is expected to result to the 
deeper confined or Twin Mountains/Woodbine a qui fer. Facility locations 
will be determined after filial design; should Texas become the selected 
SSC site, a Supplemental EIS will address the septic tank and leach 
field issues. 
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1318.18 

The Texas Air Control Board published monitoring data was utilized as 
the primary. source for background ambient air quality data. Neither the 
1S86 nor the 1987 network data summaries contained monitoring results 
for lead (Pb). Recent, verified Pb monitoring data was not provided by 
the Texas site proposer group. The Errata for Volume IV, Appendix 5 
contain a note correcting the Table 5.7.4-5 emissions from "tons per 
year" to "pounds per hour.• Refer also to Comment Respo.nse 238.02 for a 
discussion concerning the selection of the ambient air quality data 
utilized as backgrounds: 

1318.19 

Emission of total suspended particulate (TSP) and fine particulate mat
ter having an equivalent aerodynamic diameter of 10 micron$ or less 
(PMrnl or dust during construction is certainly of concern. It is true 
that construction at all sites, in the broadest sense, will be similar. 
The EIS evaluates the impact of construction on air quality in Volume 
IV, Appendix 8. Forty-five of the fifty-nine tables plus the associated 
discussion in Volume IV, Appendix 8 address general or site-specific 
construction air quality impacts. 

The EIS has been updated to reflect additional details of a more compre
hensive mitigation program to control fugitive du.st. 

1318.20 

The climate data used in the EIS were obta·ined primarily from national 
publications. This allowed all states to be treated the same with con
sistent data type, presentation format, and compilation methodologies. 

·The partial listing of data submitted by the commenter is very similar 
to those used to prepare the EIS (see Vo1ume IV, Appendix 5, Secti.on 
5.7.3). No change in conclusions would occur if these d.ata were in
cluded and it would introduce non-uniform elements into the analysis. 

1318.21 

Should Texas be selected as the site for the SSC, the Supplemental EIS 
will address noise mitigation during construction in more detail. 

1318.22 

Most of the excavation will be done by mechanical means. However, exca
vation of shafts, some experimental halls, and some port ions of the 
tunnels may be done by blasting. This technique was used for the prepa
ration of the Conceptual Design Report, the LCC estimates, and the EIS. 
Blasting at these areas will not cause ground vibrations or noise of 
sufficient magnitudes to be harmful to structures, public health, or 
ecological resources. (see EIS Volume IV,. Appendix 9, Section 
9.2.3.7.B.). 
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1318.23 

The statements arf' not contradictory. Although the numerical analysis 
indicates that the impact of doubling traffic levels on curreRtly ex
isting roads is not likely to increase the sound produced by the road by 
more than 3 dBA, any increase in traffic is likely to be noticed by 
those living close to roads (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section. 
9.1.3.1). These people who nGtice the increased traffic noise may deem 
it annoying. 

1318.24 

The information contained in the Terradex Corporation report "Indoor 
Radon Measurements in the United States" (March 17, 1988) has been 

·noted. Radon levels from indoor measurements were not used in pro
jecting radon levels in the tunnels. See Comment Response 1030.12. 

1318. 25 

Potential health and safety impacts at the proposed Texas site are ad
dresed in Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.6.2.2 and in Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.6. 

1318. 26 

Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
provided· by the State of Texas. 
the detail design. 

1318. 27 

10.2.3.7.A is based on the information 
The actual details may change during 

The comment is noted that the Texas Natural Research Laboratory Com
mission concurs with the DOE's assessment that there is enough excess 
capacity for sewage treatment and solid waste disposal, as mentioned in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10. Additional options for the ·cooling tower 
blowdown water disposition can be included in the Supplemental EIS if 
.the Texas site is selected for the SSC. 

1318. 23 

The wetlands assessment has been revised to include the most current 
information on wetland location; size, type, and quality (see EIS Volume 
I, Section 5.1.5.3 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Sections 11.2.2.4 and 
11.3.7.3). At all site alternatives, wetlands classifications were 
based on those adopted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service. This pro
vided a standard, accepted approach to wetlands clas~ification: 

1318. 29 

See Comment Response 1547.048 
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1313. 30 

The DOE concurs with the post-DEIS assessment of the Texas Parks ana 
W i1d1 i fe Depart!l'ent (TPWD) regarding the potent i a 1 presence of nesting 
habitat for the endangered black-capped vireo on site. Results of a 
recent TPWO habitat survey appears to confirm this analysis; these re
sults were reported in Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3. 7 .2 of the 
EIS. However, nesting habitat does occur within the Region of Influence 
for the proposed Texas site. Should the site· be selected, preconstruc
tion surveys will be made to determine the location and extent of ap
propriate ha bi tat for any listed species potentially affected by project 
development. Results of this additional evaluation would be provided in 
a Supplemental EIS. 

1313.31 

While the lists of species referred to in the comment were reviewed and 
evaluated during the preparation of the EIS, the inclusion of a lengthy 
species list in the EIS is not necessary. However, the State's species 
list is included as a reference in the EIS in Volume I, Chapter 4, 
Secticn 4.7.4.2. 

1313.32 

Comment noted. 

1313.33 

The text has been revised to reflect the information provided by the 
comment. See EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Tables 3-5 and 3-6. 

1318.34 

The values cited "in the EIS are consistent with USDA statistics as 
stated in Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.2-1 of the EIS. 

1318.35 

Comment noted. 

1318.36 

See Comment Response 479.02. 

1318.37 

The source of the information in Volume IV, Appendix 14 regarding dis
bursement of motor fuels tax proceeds by the State government to county 
governments in Texas is the 1982 Census of Government~, published by the 
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census, Volume 6 - Topical 
Studies, Number 3 - State Payments to Local Governments, Table 7, page 
115. This source provided data which are consistent for all seven al
ternative SSC sites, allowing consistent analysis appropriate to fair 
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comparison of impcts. Ir.corporation of the information newly pro•;ided 
in this ce;·::;n~~r.t ':iiC/.t1d. r;;;t s·~gnficar,t1.Y a1ter t~:c con~lusions in the 
analysis. 

131S.3S 

The source of the information regarding dishtirsrc>ment of alcoholic 
be;rerage sales tax procseds by the State goverr.rnent to city and county 
governments in Texas is the 1~82 C~nstJLQ.f__Go\l_grr0~nt~. pub1 i shed by the 
U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Cens~s, Volume 6 - To'1ical 
Studies, Number 3 - State Payments to Local Governments, Table 7, page 
115. This source provided data which.are consi~tent for al1 seven 
alternative site~, allowing consistent analysis appro?riate to fair 
comparison of impacts. Incorporation of the information newly provided 
in this comment would not significantly alter the conclusions in the 
analysis. 

1318.39 

In EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.7.11-5, "(in thousands)" should be 
removed from the title of the first column of numbers. 

1318.40 

In EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.7.11-6, "{in thousands)" should be 
removed from the title of the first column of numbers. Also, the figure 
for population (footnote to table) should read "18,230." 

1318.41 

The source of the information in EIS Volume IV, Appendix ~4 regarding 
disbursemer.t ·of the 2.5 percent tax on telecommunications by the Texas 
State government is the State Tax Handbook, as of October l, 19.87, pub- . 
l ished by Commerce Clearinghouse, Inc., page 632. The repeal of the 
telecommunications tax, effective October 1, 1983, and the related 
change· to taxing telecommunications expenses through the sales and use 
tax would result in the SSC-related net tax revenue estimate in the EIS 
being reduced for the State government by about $0. 1 mi 11 ion an nu a 11 y 
beginning in the year 2000. Reductions in the EIS estimates of smaller 
magnitude would result in each of the years 1989 through 1999 (in re
lation to the increasing level of preparations and operations work oc
curring during those years). These reductions would result because the 
Federal Government and its contractors are exempt from sales ar.d use 
taxes under the Texas tax code. Compared to overall revenue impacts, 
however, these reductions are not significant because they do not modify 
the conclusions reached in the EIS, and thus do not warrant revision of 
the EIS analysis. 

1318.42 

The changes in the scope of the road improvement plan for the Texas 
site, as suggested in this comment, are apparently based on recent 
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chanf1e:: rtad~~ by the propcser. The r.oid ii;iµrQ\.,.emenfs assumed in the EIS, 
and correctly teh:renced in the comment, are based on the origina:J pro
posal. information. The EIS data-will not be changed, as the conse
quences of this change would be insignificant for the purposes of this 
EIS evaluation. These chanaes could be considered in the site-specific 
supplemental EIS if the Texas site is selected. 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3, refers to the 23 mi of 
road upgrading; ho~1ever, the word "upgraded" was inadvertent1y left out. 
Even though the commenter correctly interpreted this paragraph, a 
correction has been made. 

1318. 43 

The comment presents a general introductory paragraph and then.refers to 
Attachment G which is a revision of the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
s~ction 14.2.2.3.G.l. The following paragraph responds to the issue 
raised in the introductory paragraph. 

Through verification with the Electric Reliability Council of Texas 
(ERCDT) It was determined that 1250 MW, which constitutes Unit· 1 of the 
South Texas Nuclear Project, W(;nt into commercial operation on 25 August 
1988. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.7.11.2, has been corrected 
in the Errata to clarify the status of South Texas Nuclear Ptoject 
Unit 1. 

The following paragraphs respond to issues raised in Attachment G to the 
Cor-1mer1t. 

Comment paragraphs ~ndcr Preconstruction, Construction and the first 
paragraph under Operations are consistent with those in EIS Volume JV, 
Appendix 14, Section 11.2.2.3. 

The comment paragraph beginning with Texas Utilities TU Electric pro
vides ... " contains minor errata that have been incorporated into errata 
to Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3. ' 

The r.ext two comment paragraphs are :::ORS i stent with El S Vo 1 ume l V, 
Appendix 14, Section l4.2.2.3. 

The comment paragraph relating to generating capacity values and the 
. current reserve capacity values have been corrected in Errata to EIS 

Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3. The projected reserve 
capacity value stated in the EIS for the year 1996 is correct. The -
comment refers to an ERCOT capacity margin requirement of 13 percel)t in 
this and other paragraphs. In veri fi cations with ERCOT, the correct 
va.lue .is the 15,percent stated in .Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 

. 14.2 .. 2.3.G.1.a. The comment contains an excess reserve capacity of 224 
MW while the stated 271 MW; based on the 15 percent value as stated in 
the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3 G.[.a, is correct. 
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The next comment paragraph is consistent with EIS Volume IV, Appen
dix 14, Section 14.2.2.3 G.l.a except for incorrectly calculated TU 

· Electric reserve values which are Included In the Errata. 

The comment paragraph beginning with "The following table ... " Is con
sistent with that in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3 G.l.a. 
The Table titled "Texas Utilities Electric Company Reserve Margins" con
tains some incorrect numbers. Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3 
G. l. a has been corrected in the Errata to show the correct va 1 ues. · 

No changes were made in the EIS in response to the next two comm0nt 
paragraphs. As stated previously in this response, the correct reserve 
capacity level is 15 percent. 

The paragraph under Service Assessment for Population-Related Demands 
and the first paragraph under General Assessment are consistent with EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Sections 14.2.2.3 G.1..b ~nd c. 

The paragraph starting with "ERCOT" relates to new and retired ERCOT 
generating capacity. The data contained in this paragraph In the EIS 
have been revised as based on the North American Electric Rel iabH ity 
Council {NERC) Report for 1987. The data in the Errata are different 
than those given in the comment paragraph but agree with the cited 
reference (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3 G.l.c Errata for the 
correct data) . 

The ne~t four paragraphs are consistent with those in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3 G.l.c. 

The suggested change is inconsistent with a direct quote from the North 
1'1.merican Electric Reliability Council's (MERC) Report from 1987, and was 
not incorporated. 

The next comment paragraph is consistent with EIS Volun:e IV, Appen
dix 14, Section 14.2.2.3 G.l.c. 

The Comment to Table 14.2.2-7 correct1y observes that the column titled 
"Projected Loads" includes "non-firm" load requirements .. A i-evlsion of 
the table data is required. The comment note concerning the 13 percent 
versus the 15 percent reserve capacity level, as noted previously in 
this response, is incorrect. The co 1 umn. heading change from "Planned 
Reserves" to "Capac I ty Margin" is unwarranted and wi 11 remain as is. 
Changes have been included in Errata to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.2.2.3 G.l, Table 14.2.2-7. 

1318.44 

This comment misinterprets the DEIS. n1e DEIS states in Volume I, page 
5.1. 9-3, "Few archaeological studies have been comp1 eted in Ellis County 
Texas." This is a statement about the general project vicinity. To 
date, cultural resources surveys have not been undertaken at the Texas 
SSC site. If the DOE selects the Texas SSC site, intensive s4rveys 
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would be und<:!rtaken to identify and evaluate prehistor·ic ar.d historic 
archae0logical sites and histor·lc structures potentially impacted by the 
project. 

Pertaining ta paleontological res0urces, the EIS states on page 5.1.9-G 
of Voluma I that, 11 Little is knc~n about the likelihood of e~countering 
fossil remains at the prop0sed Te~nessee and Texas sites, although occa
sional fossils have hef~ located in the geological strata pr2sent at 
these sites. 11 

Ths Tc;:as SHPO ar;d the -ooE hti'le r.cit executed a programmatic agrcer;1ent~ 
The S:3.te of Texas submitted a model for such an agreem~nt which \•tas. 
neither r2viewed nor approved~ If the ODE select":; the Texas SSC s·ite~ a 
Me:r~orandum of ;;greement wou1 d Cf: dev21 o;;e_d b2tw2:.;n the DOE, th0 Texz.s 
s:'.?(j) z~nd tht! ;\tlvisory Councl1 on H1stor·ic Preservation. 

13IB.4S 

1318.47 

13 i.9. 01 

Comment noted~ 

1319.02 

As discussed in EIS Vo1urne IV, P.ppendix 5, Section 5.7 .2.1, -fl coding has 
bee:: a problem in the past in both the Chambers Creek and Red Oak Creek 
watersheds. Flood records indicate that during a 20-yr period betHee~ 
1923 and 1942, a numb-er of d2str;,,;ctive f1oods occurred in both water
sheds. Since then, the Soil Conservaticn-Service has completed con
struction of 72 flondwat2r-r0ta~·ding .structures in th~ Ch3-n:bers Creek 
~-;atershed, and a floodplain r::ar1ager1ent pro';}ram has been adopted for the 
Red Oak Creek watershed. Flash flooding potential will be evaluated in 
a Supplemental EIS and taken Into account In the final design of the SSC 
if the Texas site is selected. 

1319.03 

The description of flooding patterns near the Texas SSC site (Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.7.2) is intended to provide a general evaluation 
of current conditions in the area and serves as a basis for a compara
tive evaluation of votential impacts from the SSL 
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1319.04 

See Comment Response 1319.CS for ~ statistical summary of severe weather 
conditions that exist <tt the sever. SSC sites 011 the B2st Qualified list 
( BQL) • 

1319.05 

Severe weather in the region of the proposed SSC site iq Texas can be 
best characterized as tornadoes, extreme winds, and ha.il. EIS Volume 
IV. Appendix 5 of the EIS discusses severe weather at each of the seven 
propo.sed SSC sites. The table below summarizes spme of the severe 
weather parameters of the seven proposed SSC sites: 

Referenced 
in: 
';/o 1 ume IV, Tornado Thunder- Hail greater 
Appendix 5, return storms than 0.75 in 

State Sect lo~ period per year per year 

1-\ri zona 5.1.3 4,750 yr 27 0.03 times/yr 
Colorado 5.2.3 960 yr 50 2.4 times/yr 
Illino1s 5.3.3 770 yr 57 0.7 times/yr 
Michigan 5.4.3 l. 400 yr 46 l.8 t Imes/yr 
N. CarolinJ .5. 5. 3 2,300 yr 62 0.54 times/yr 
Tennesset: 5.6.3 2,300 yr 77 1. 7 times/yr 
Texas 5.7.3 590 yr 51 3.7 t·imes/yr 

It can be seen from this table that the probability of a point at the 
proposed Texas SSC site being struck by a tornado corresponds to a 
return period of 590 years which is about a factor of eight greater than 
that of Arizona, for instance. Similarly, the number of times the Texas 
SSC site experiences hail greater than 0.75 inches in diameter is 3.7 
times per year which is greater than that of any of the other six pro
posed SSC sites. The Texas SSC site experiences an average of 51 thun
derstorms per year which is similar to several of the other proposed 
s·ites. 

1319.06 

The commt>nt regarding the va 1 ue of de ta i1 ed weather information during 
SSC construction has been noted. These types of data would be used in 
the final design of the selected site. 

1319.07 

Conment noted. 

As discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.7.2.1, flooding has 
been a problem in the past in both the Chambers Creek and Red Oak Creek 
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watersheds. Flood records indicate that during a 20-year period between 
1923 and 1942, a number of destructive floods occurred in both water
sheds. Since then, the Soil Conservation Service has completed con
struction of 72 floodwater-retarding structures in the Chambers Creek 
watershed and a floodplain management program has been adopted for the 
Red Oak Creek watershed. 

1320.01 

See Comment Response 35.04. 

1320.02 

Based on the Texas State map published by the American Automobile 
Association, the distance from Dallas to El Paso of Hudspeth County is 
about 650 mi. In EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Table 10.1.3-lB and Volume 
IV, Appendix 12, Table 12.2.3-7, 700 mi (1,120 km) is used to estimate 
the health impacts of transporting low-level radioactive waste from the 
proposed Texas SSC site to the proposed low-level radioactive waste dis
posal. site in Hudspeth County. Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6.2.6 has 
been revised to indicate that Texas is in the process of developing a 
low-level radioactive waste site in Hudspeth County which is about 700 
miles from the proposed site. 

1320.03 

Comment noted. 

1320.04 

If Texas is the selected site, plans to mitigate wetlands impacts will 
be develuped in consultation with appropriate agencies, such as the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers, as required by Section 404 of the Clean Water 
Act. The DOE will comply with Executive Order 11990 and 10 CFR 1022 
regarding protection of wetlands and will avoid or minimize impacts to 
wetlands to the extent practicable. One possible mitigation is to move 
the J4 site. This and other possible mitigations are discussed in 
'lolume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6. Detailed, site-specific mitigation 
measures will be discussed in the Supplemental EIS for the selected 
site. 

1320.05 

See Comment Response 627.01. 

1320.06 

See Comment Responses 275.03 and 880.04. 

1320. 07 

Comment noted. 
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1321.01 

Comment noted. 

1322. 01 

Comments noted. 

1322.02 

Comr.ients noted. 

1322. 03 

The DOE believes that the data analysed in the EIS is sufficient to 
support a siting decision. See Comment Response 13.02 on the use of 
recent information. 

1322. 04 

All submitted materials were reviewed ·in the process of preparing the 
final EIS. An attempt was made to use consistent methods and level of 
detail across all proposed sites. This resulted in a more general dis
cussion in some cases. Site-specific information referenced in the 
comment is discussed in Comment Responses 1322. 06 to 1322 .132. Pl ease 
a 1 so see Comment Responses 7. 03 and 19. 01. 

1322.05 

Comrnent noted. 

1322. 06 

See Comment Response 505.02. In addition, the decision on which wells 
will be abandoned will depend on the location of the wells in relation 
to SSC facilities as well as the depth of the wells. 

1322. 07 

See Comment Response 1322.24. 

1322.08 

Estimates of population in-migration are based on reasonable assumptions 
applicable to all potential sites under consideration and are presented 
in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.2.3.B.l.e. More detailed 
site-specific assumptions will be employed in the Supplemental EIS for 
the SSC site that is selected. 

1322 .09 

See Comment Response 1322.163 
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1322 .10 

As noted in EIS Volume I, the Final EIS contains revisions and additions 
which include updated information provided by the States. 

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. This more detailed review will be 
provided in the Supplemental EIS. 

1322. ll 

The DEIS consisted of the summary volume {Volume I) and the information 
included on site selection (Volume III) as well as the Appendices 
(Volume IV). In the final EIS, both comments received and the DOE 
responses were furnished (Volume II). 

While Volume I is a summary, the scope of the SSC EIS is unusually large 
due to the number of site alternatives to be assessed and the spatially 
large size of the proposed facility. The introduction to the EIS has 
been modified as appropriate. 

The format for the EIS {Volume I) is that prescribed by CEO guidelines 
(40 CFR 1500-1508). 

1322.12 

See Comment Response 1322.06 

1322.13 

See Comment Response 1322.06. 

1322.14 

See Comment Response 1322.06. 

1322.15 

Relatively little water inflow is expected at the depth of the collider 
tunnel and experimental halls (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.6.2.2 for a discussion of the geohydrologic characteristics of the 
rocks). liowever, as is indicated in the comment, any water-yielding 
fractures that are encountered in the tunnel and halls will need to be 
treated during construction to reduce inflow into the tunnel to accepta
bly low levels. This will likely be done by "pressure grouting"; a hole 
is drilled into the wall of the excavation so that it intercepts the 
weeping fracture, and cement "grout" is pumped into the hole (under high 
pressure) and outward along the fracture. This literally cements the 
fracture closed and stops it from transmitting water. Jn practice, the 
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cement impregnates only a sma1l zone of rock immediately around the 
tu~nel, so it does not change groundwater flow patterns in the aquitar 
and it does not affect yields in water wells. As noted in the comment, 
this procedure prevents water from flm~ing into the excavations and 
thereby being lost from the available groundwater supply. 

1322.16 

Assessment of the number of wells that may have to be closed at the 
Tennessee site was not accurately presented in the DEIS. The state 
estimates that only 70 or less wells will potentially have to be closed. 
This has been included in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.6. 
See Cow.'i!ent Response 505.02. The potential for state replacement of 
water supplies lost due to well closure is also discussed in EIS Vol
ume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.6. See also Comment Response 497.02. 

1322.17 

See Comment Response 1322.21. 

The ultimate disposal plan will be decided during final design and will 
be assessed in the Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

The last sentence of Section 10.2.3.6.A.2 in Volume IV, Appendix 10 has 
been removed. 

1322 .18 

See Comment Response 1033.02. 

1322.19 

The 365 acres of land includes land required for retention ponds. 
Please note that Table g,20-3, page 9.20-lg, Supplementary Material, 
July 15, 1988, does not include land required for retention ponds. 

1322. 20 

EIS Volume I, Section 5.1.10.3 discusses the scenic and visual impacts 
and in that section only the Impact of the disposal of excavated ma
teria·1 is discussed. See Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.6 for 
the assessment of various excavated material disposal methods for 
Tennessee. 

1322.21 

The information mentioned in the letter was provided too late for in
clusion in the DEIS. However, limestone could be disposed of in five 
commercial limestone rock quarries. The EIS is corrected to reflect 
this change. Please refer to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.2.3.6.A.2. 

130113503358826 



Section 9.20.6, page 9.20.56 of the Tennessee propOSdl lists five 
quarries, but it is not clear whether these quarries are willing to 
absorb excavated material generated by the SSC prQject. 

The sentence "the state bas not identified to whom the material might be 
sold" has been removed from EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.2.3.6.A.2. 

1322.22 

See Comment Re'.;ponse 1033. 02. 

1322. 23 

Comment noted. 

132Z.2t. 

The Tennessee proposal located the injector facilities in underground 
tun:1el ing as the comment suggests. However, cost estimates developed for 
the Conceptual Design Report {CDR) were based upon the injector facili
ties being located near the surface in cut-and-cover construction. Re
designing the technical and conventional facilities for the Tennessee 
site and providing appropirate cost estimates based upon the redesign 
were not done for this EIS. Therefore, the concept of a cut-and-cover 
injector facility was adapted for the Tennessee site EIS analysis and 
the appropriate cost estimate was used. The impacts of cut-and-cover 
constructi.on of the injector f~cil ity are felt to bound those that would 
be associated with underground construction. Exact location of each 
element of the injector facility will be decided during final design. 

1322. 25 

See Comment Response 1322.24. 

1322.26 

The location of the injector facility will receive additional considera
tion after the site selection has been announced and a more detailed 
review will be provided in the Supplemental EIS. 

1322. 27 

See Comment Response 1322.24. 

1322. 28 

The statement that the ISP-presented injector would be implemented at 
the Tennessee site was intended to mean that., to enable analyses in the 
EIS to be made on a comparable basis for all sites, it. was assumed that 
an injector at the Tennessee site would be located at the surface in 
cut-and-cover construction similar to the injector shown in the ISP. 
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EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, table 3-3 shows State-proposed adaptations 
(changes) in several majcr cJtegorles for e~ch site, which are depa1-
tures from the conceptual design as presented in the ISP. 

The comment is noted with regard to an injector in Tennessee satisfying 
the separation ci-iteria from the ISP. 

1322. 29 

Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.4.6, third paragraph, second sentence has 
been changed to reflect that for the purpose of this analysis, all of 
the booster facilities w-~re assumed to be located at the surface in cut
and-cover construction, similar to the other site alternatives. 

1322.30 

See Comment Response 1322.24. 

1322 .31 

See Comment Response 1322.24. The environmental impact was assessed 
with the assumption that the Tennessee injector would be built using 
cut-and-cover construction techniques. 

1322.32 

See Comment Response 1322.24. 

1322. 33 

See Comment Response 523.03. 

1322.34 

These data have.been incorporated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sections 
5.6.l and 5.6.2. It is agreed that placing the tunnel ·at the proposed 
depth will avoid the near-surface karst features and minimize impacts of 
the tunnel on the karst. See Comment Response 523.03. 

1322.35 

Based on the available data on water flow patterns In the Snail Shell 
Cave system, campus and injector area activities are un 1 i ke l y to affect 
Snail Shell Cave. See also Comment Response 523.03. 

1322.36 

Based on .available data on the karst hydrology of the area, surface and 
underground drainage from the campus and injector is toviard the north, 
ultimately joining the west fork of Stones River. It is not clear that 
the proposed collection and monitoring system would provide adequate 
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ass:.1rance that contaminants '..~rill be pre"tented fr·r::n er:tf~ring the ~ir:est 
fc~·k system and thus this particular system is not prc~osej a~ a ~iti
gr::tio:a in the EIS~ See also Comment Response 523.03. 

1322.37 

1322~33 

13:~2. 39 

It ·is ~"le~:..t:d tl··?·.t th2 grou;id', .. ;;ter d~~pth fc•r th(: . .,,, cir.lty of th;.: proposed 
·i2nrgs~~e site ~verages from 50 to 250 ft. Ava~ able pi:blished infor
rr-~ti ... ;1 -~;·;:!ic:;tt'S,, h0~:;·2ver, tf;.;t wzter 1t·ie1s 1;·: r.di·.:idua1 Yt12lls 1n tha 
~-c;i. f;L;_y L:::: ,;:..s :-hal1(-:·w as 2 ft be1o:>J t!«e sucface. Re--1isicns h~.ve bc•2n 
i"!:~d,~; ·in .i.:he EIS to e1 im·inate thu t_~lf.<19r;3ph~cal erro;-- (2~2C0 ft} Jnd t~ 
r· __ '.f~ci~~ 1 ~~-~·ec:.t~::r c.axi~u:n depti1 to s,rour;dw:.ter ef 250 ft. 

T:·~-~~ Sn~,i1 Shell Cave syst-?:J i~; located i;:;;-r;i~d·iatel.Y we:;t of 2.r·2a Bo The 
se~;tence r0f2r;2d to i;1 EIS Vcll!~~ I~ Chapter 4, S~ction 4.2.2.l on 
fr~:turc f!c~ };as he~n revi~~d t~ d~l0t2 reference to shale sequences. 

1322.41 

Th2 text io EIS Volu:::,:: !, Ch;~pter 5, Sect·iGn 5.1~5.I c_r;d Vo1un12 IV~ 
Appe~dix 11, Section 11.3.G.1 has been €Xp~nd~d to di:cuss the Snail 
Si~e11 Cav~ systc::m in 1;1·cc.t01· d·2tai1. 

1322.42 

Vo1u:na I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.1.2 has been revised to reflect the 
po~sibility that shaft EJ may he relocated. This potential mitigaticn 
\'!d.:".; idGntified in EIS Vo1Ui1~e IV, t..i)rfe:--1di;.: Gt 52(:tion G.3.6.2. 

1322.43 

Tuble 4-1 of Volume I, Chapter 4 has been revised. If sulfide min?.rals 
do occur in the tunnel rocks, their potential to yield a deleterious 
contaminant is very low, since the carbonate host rock will baffe1· the 
acidity of water passing through the spoils; this was noted in Volume 
IV, Appendix 6, Section 6.3.6.2. 

1322.44 

EIS Volume I., Section 4.6.l.l, Table 4-11 has been corrected to reflect 
that the values are for rock, and U-238 artd Th-232 have been changed to 
0.3 and 0.4 pCi/g respecti~ely. In addition, the last sentence of the 

130113503355829 



first paragraph of EIS Volume IV, /l.ppendix 5, Section 5.6.6.1.B has been 
corrected in the Err a ta to read, "The 1 ast core samp 1 e from the approxi -
mate tunnel level in the Murfreesboro Limestone had concentrations of 
0.38 pCi/g Ra-225, 1.1 ~g/g total U and 0.35 pCi/g total thorium." 

1322.45 

FIS Volume I, Chapter 4, SectiGn 4.2.2.l has been revised to say that 
Tennessee has a shallow karst hydrological system. 

1322.46 

Well yields reported in the EIS have been revised in Volume IV, Ap
pendix 5, Section 5.6.2.2 Errata.for the Ridley and Murfreesboro 
limestones. 

1322.47 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.6.F.l has been corrected to 
reflect an anticipated initial inflow into the tunnel of zero to a fe\>I 
tens of gal/min/100 ft of tunnel (as was stated correctly in Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.6.A.1). lt is also important to note that 
this is an initial inflow rate; after weeping fractures are treated (as 
discussed in Comment Response 1322.15), tunnel inflow will be reduced to 
a negligible level. 

1322. 48 

Comment noted. 

1322. 49 

Comment noted. 

1322. 50 

See Comment Response 522.11. 

1322.51 

Information provided by U:e U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (see EIS . 
Volume IV, Appendix 11, Attachment A) and used in preparation of the 
EIS indicates that both the Tennessee purple coneflower and the Indiana 
bat.could occur in the vicinity of the proposed Tennessee SSC site. The 
populations of coneflower identified in the comment are reported in the 
EIS, and similar growing conditions may exist near the site. Recent 
surveys of the site suggest that summer habitat for the India~a bat is 
present at or near several proposed sites for surface facilities. This 
information is reported in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.5.2. 
The assessment of potential impacts to these two species, as well as to 
other listed species, is provided in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.5.2.E. If the Tennessee site is selected, more intensive habitat 
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surveys to confirm the presence or absence of these species and to eval
uate the effects of project development would be conducted and discussed 
in a Supplemental EIS. 

1322.52 

The text has been changed to remove any reference to "the Duck River as 
having status. as a "wild and scenic" river. Volume IV, Appendix n, 
Section 11.3.6.2 of the EIS addresses the potential presence of endan
gered fresh water mussels in the Duck River. The analysis agrees with 
the commenter that, because the collider ring passes under the Duck 
R·iver, it is unlikely that mussel populations in this area wnuld be 
adversely affected by SSC tunnel construction. 

1322. 53 

Comment noted. 

1322.54 

The text has been changed to remove any reference to the Duck ~iver as 
having a "wild and scenic" status. 

1322.55 

The word "Hoover" has been changed te> "Harpeth" in EIS Volume I, Chapter 
4, Table 4-16. 

1322. 56 

The reference to cedar swamps near the Tennessee site has been del·eted 
in EIS Volume I, Table 4-16. 

1322. 57 

The Federally listed birdwing pearly mussel and Cumberland monkeyface 
pearly mussel and the candidate Tennessee cave salamander were not added 
to Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-17 because information provided by the 
USFWS indicated that these species are not present in the vicinity of 
the Tenness.ee site (refer to consultation letter fo Attachment A to 
Volume IV, Appendix 11). The potentta.l presence of these species was 
addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 5. 

1322. 58 

Information on commercially, recreationally, or culturally important 
species in the Tennessee SSC .site and vicinity has. been incorporated in 
Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.7.6 of the EIS. 

1322.59 

The term "central Piedmont" has been revised to "Central Basin" in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.2.9. 
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1322.60 

The word "Dilphium" in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.6.9.5.A.2 
has been corrected to "Silphium" (see the Errata for this section). 

1322.61 

The scientific names Anenome caroliana and Contadilla caela_li in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.6.9-3 have been changed to Anenome 
~aroltniana and Conradilla caelata respectively in the Errata for Volume 
IV, Appendix 5. 

1322.62 

The discussion on Cedar Glades in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 
11.3.6.1 has been corrected. 

1322. 63 

The subject sentence in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.6.2 has 
been revised accordingly. 

1322 .64 

For calculating overall radiological impacts, all SSC components were 
treated as one entity. Radiological impacts are addressed in EIS Volume 
JV, Appendix 10 and Appendix 12. 

There will be test beams at the SSC, but there are currently no plans 
for a fixed target program. If Illinois is selected as the SSC site, 
the fixed target program currently being conducted at Fermil ab could 
continue because the injector would only be used by the coll ider for 
approximately one hour per day. The EIS does consider the cumulative 
radiological impacts of all aspects of the SSC. 

1322. 65 

The drainage system in the co11ider tunnel floor is designed for the 
collection of water that could infiltrate the tunnel, such as seepage 
through the tunne 1 wa 11 s. Although the tunne 1 wa 11 s wil 1 be designed to 
be water-resistant, there is some possibility of seepage over time. 

There will be no liquid contaminants in the collider tunnel when the SSC 
is operational. Furthermore, there will be no water sources in the tun
nel and no radiologically contaminated water effluent. Any seepage water 
that is collected by the drains wi 11. be directed to sumps that wi 11 be 
pumped out of the tunnel when necessary. When water enters the sumps, 
they will be monitored for their contents prior to discharge. 
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1322. 66 

To prevent radioactivation from occurring in cooling systems, cooling 
water is l<ept to a minimum in those areas of the collider where the 
presence of a neutron beam could induce activation. Additionally, if 
tritiated water is produced in an area of the SSC, precautions are taken 
to assure that it is isolated from nonradioactive water sources. Closed 
loop cooling systems are used in beam absorbers and other systems. For 
example, heat exchangers will use secondary sources of cooling water, 
nonradioactive water, to cool components containing tritiated water, but 
these components are separated by double jackets or other barriers. The 
majority of the activation will occur in the closed loop cooling system 
incorporated in the main beam absorbers. Activation in the other 
cooling systems will be only a small fraction of that in the beam ab
sorbers (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.1.0). Any cooling 
water which is in an active beam.area is assumed to be contaminated and 
will be monitored prior to disposal; if any radioactivity is found, it 
wil1 be disposed of as low-level radioactive waste. Liquid radioactive 
waste will be solidified prior to sh·ipment for disposal at an approved 
low-level r_adioactive waste disposal site. 

1322.67 

Because of the conservative design of the beam absorbers, their pre
dicted operating life is very long--at least 25 yr but probably longer. 

Repeated heating has no effect on the graphite core. Each time the beam 
is directed into the absorber, the temperature of the core rises to sev
eral hundred degrees centigrade, well below graphite's sublimation point 
of 3,652 degrees Centigrade. Because the absorber is water-cooled, it 
then gradually cools down to its original temperature. The absorbers 
are expected to be used about 500 times per year or an average of a 
little over once per day. 

There will be very little degradation of the beam absorber construction 
materials. These materials are graphite, steel, titanium, and concrete. 
The graphite will be in pellet form to avoid thermal shock damage, and 
will be essentially unaffected by the thermal cycles discussed above. 
The steel encasing the graphite will be subjected to about a 50 degree 
rise during beam abort, which will have no effect on the steel. 

Titanium is a refractory material and will be essentially unaffected. 
Enclosing everything wi 11 be concrete which wi 11 be subjected to essen
tially no temperature change. 

The experience at other accelerators such as the Stanford Linear Acceler
ator and the Fermilab shows beam absorbers to be long.lived and relatively 
maintenance-free. 

1322.68 

The activation in soil/rock around the collider ring has been calculated 
based on a beam lifetime of 300 hours and 25 years of operation (see 
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Volume IV, Appendix 10). The beam lifetime of 300 hours represents the 
maximum loss that the superconducting magnets will tolerate before 
quenching. The total activity at the end .of 25 years dhpersed around· 
the 53-mi ring is 4.3 ci of Na-22 and 12.2 ci of H-3. This would repre
sent about 2xl0 7 pCi of leachable Na-22 in a 20-m section and 2.8xl09 

pCi of H-3. This assumes no dilution by migration during operation of 
the SSC. These concentrations produced by beam gas losses are less than 
those calculated from a beam loss by approximately 0.8 and 30 percent, 
respectively. The concentrations of accelerator-produced radionuclides 
at a well 50-m away from a beam loss are well below EPA standards for 
public water supplies; the concentrations from beam gas losses would be 
even less (Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.2.3.1.C). 

1322.59 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.5.2.A and 5.1.5.3.A have been 
revised to include a summary based on radiological impacts from SSC 
operations at the proposed tunnel depths and a summary of the radio-
1 ogical impacts of the SSC from an accident such as full beam loss. 

1322.70-

This EIS is based on the conceptual design of the SSC. Some special 
shielding detail was developed for the conceptual design by the Radia
tion Task Force. In particular, shielding at points of penetration was 
addr~ssed with regard to neutron skyshine (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10). 

1322. 71 

In EIS Volume I, Chapter 2, Section, 2.2.4, Fermilab is referred to as 
the highest energy accelerator in the world. Also, the Tevatron at 
Fermilab has superconducting·magnets and accelerates protons as well as 
anti protons. The injector facil it.Y design of the SSC is similar to the 
existing accelerator facility at Fermilab. While not explicitly stated, 
it would follow that Fermilab offers a relevant basis for comparison 
with the proposed SSC because it is similar in design and function, and 
operates at energies nearest to those planned for the SSC. The energy 
differential between the SSC and Fermilab is discussed in Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.1.0.3, with particular regard to the compar
ative radionuclide production of the two accelerators. 

The implications of high SSC energies, with respect to radiation health 
and safety, are discussed further in Comment Response 996.01. These 
considerations provide the basis for predicting radiation doses to the 
public and environment. Projected radiation doses in Tennessee from 
direct radiation, migration of radionuc1ides in groundwater, and air 
activation products from the SSC are summarized in Comment Response 
524. 20. ' 
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1322.72 

Radiation levels were based on calculations of absorbed doses from resi
due radioactivity from activated components, radiation level measure
ments at Fermilab and CERN, and occupational exposure data from Fermilab. 
Activation levels of SSC accelerator components were modeled using com
puter codes that are described in Volume IV, Appendix IO. A more com
plete description of activation and radiation levels is presented in the 
COG "Report· of the Task Force on Radioactivation," SSC-SR-1029, Oct. 
1987. The activation level expected for various SSC components has been 
ca'lculated to the desired level of accuracy--a factor of about two could 
be obtained. The accuracy of similar modeling efforts at Fermilab has 
been corroborated by actual field measurements. 

1322.73 

Volume I, Chapter 5; Section 5.I.6.3.A.3 and 5.1.6.2.A.4 have been 
revised. 

The statement " ... it is projected that the SSC will annually ship at 
most 8,000 ft 3 (220 ml) of waste with a Ci content of 10 Ci." is correct 
as stated in Volume IV, Appendix 10. 

1322.74 

The potential impacts of a fire in the SSC tunnel during operations are 
discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.4.2. High temperatures 
would not be generated in the tunnel (except possibly in the interior of 
a sma 11 number of magnets) even under catastrophic cooling-system fail c 

ure conditions. In addition, the Safety Analysis Review (SAR) that will 
be prepared by the SSC operating contractor and the Supplemental EIS 
will address the issue of fire prevention and safety in more detail than 
is possible now while the SSC is still in the c~nceptual design phase. 

1322.75 

Many of the muons from the proton-proton co 11 is ion will be produced at 
small angles with respect to the colliding beam axis and therefore will 
pass through the magnet structure. This will tend to disperse the 
muons, reducing the dose at long distances. This was not taken into 
account in the calculations presented in the Central Design Group's Task 
Force Report No. SSC-SR-1026 "SSC Environmental Radiation Shielding" 
from which the curves in Volume IV, Appendix 10 were derived. Further
more, the prompt muon production model used in CASIM very likely over
estimates the muon flux at high muon momentum for colliding beams at a 
center of mass energy of 40 TeV. For these reasons, the dose equivalent 
values obtained for the CASIM curves were reduced by a factor of IO. 

1322.76 

Vo1ume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.6.1 has been revised accordingly. 
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1322.77 

EIS VoJume I, Chapter 4, Sect ion 4. 6 .1, fourth paragraph has been re
vised to indicate that the use of potassium-containing fertilizers in 
agriculture which contain small amounts of uranium and thorium and their 
daughters which "ever time can build up. The use of agriculturally 
fertilized lands for housing has a potential impact on possible radon 
exposures. 

1322. 78 

Volume I, Section 4.6.1, has been revised as suggested. 

1322.79 

Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.1.A has been revised as suggested. 

1322.80 

It is DOE pol icy to conduct its operations in an envinmmentally safe 
and sound manner in compllance with applicable environmental statutes, 
regulations, and standards, as stated in EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, 
Section 6.1. DOE Orders address health and safety requirements for all 
DOE nuclear facilities. 

1322.81 

Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.2.A.3, second paragraph has been 
revised as follows: 

"The EPA standard for public drinking water is based on an annual dose 
equivalent of no more than 4 mrem from man-made radionuclides in public 
drinking water." 

Add sentence following 0.5 pCi/ml: "If two or more radionuclides are 
present, the sum of their annual dose equivalents shall not exceed 4 
mrem." 

The last three sentences which refer to single 1 imits and not to the sum 
of fractions have been deleted. 

1322.82 

Periodically, the water in the closed loop cooling system of the beam 
absorbers will need to be replaced to maintain tritium in the water at 
acceptable levels. The planned treatment and disposal method for the 
tritiated water is to take advantage of water's wetting agent properties 
and to solidify the radioactive component in a matrix such as concrete. 
New solidification technologies are emerging in this area, and the 
method to be employed at the SSC will be selected when the wastes are 
generated. Solidified wastes with tritium will be disposed at a low
level radiological waste (LLRW) facility. For planning purposes and 
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impact assess<of.•nt, it was assumed that the low-level wastes would be 
dhposed at tile DOE's Hanford facility in Ridiland, llashington (EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 10, Sect'ion 10.l.3.l). Another option to be con
sidered by DOE L t.l i sposd 1 of the low- Juve l wastes at a region~ l compact 
faci1 ity, if the states are willing to accept the wastes, and if there 
are cost savings to th<i Federal government. 

1322 .83 

The subject sentence has been revised. The statement that only Colorado 
has the atithority to regulate mixed wastes ha.s been deleted. 

i322 .34 

EIS Vo1ume I, Chapter 6 has been revised to indicate that the EPA has 
determined that wastes containing both hazardous waste and radioactive 
waste components, i.e., mixed wastes, arc subject to RCRA regulations 
(51 FR 24504). Regu1ated hazardous waste generated by any of the pro
posed activities would be treated, stored, and disposed of in accordance 
with app.licable federal and state requirements. 

Tile low-level radioactive wastes would be disposed of in solid fot·m 
corsistent with the proYisions in DOE Order 5820.2A or 10 CFR 61 as 
applicable. Texas is in the process of developing a low-level radio
active wast~ site in Hudspeth County which is about 700 mi from the 
proposed site. Col or ado, North Ca1-olina, and Tennessee are in regional 
Low-Level Radioactive Waste Compacts which have iJ:Ccess to existing 
co1m,;'"rcial 1ow-ieve1 radioactive waste disposal sttes. These sites may 
accf,pt SSC wastes. Although mixed wastes are not expected to be 
generated, if they are, the 11astes will be managed in accordance with. 
app1icab1c NRC radioar:tive waste and EPA hazardous waste regulations. 

1322.85 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.6.6.1.0 has been changed from 
"These samples may or may not be represe:itative of the radioactivity 
expected at the site". to read "While these samples are limited, the 
results are exp12cted to be representative." 

1322 .86 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.6.6.2.has been corrected in the 
Errata to include th-0se changes suggested in this comment. 

1322 .87 

A similar statement is made for each of the site alternatives to indi
cate no commercial low-level radioactive/mixed waste dtsposal facility 
is available. (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sections 5.1.8.4, 5.2.8,4, 
5.3.8.4, 5.4.8.4, 5.5.8.4~ 5.6.8.4, and 5.7.8.4}. Bec.ause none of tiles~ 
low- level waste compact sites "is operatic>nal at this time, they were· not 
considered as part of the existing environment in Volume IV, Appendix 5. 
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~-Jaste disposal options a.re c~ddres:.ed ·in \lolnriie lV~ .Apper-,a·ix 10 1 Sec~1~1r• 
10.1.3.1. In Volume iVt !\µpendix 10, lable 10.1.3-16 lt is surmn-i.riz~d 
that Tennessee has access to the Southeast Low-Level Waste Compact 
regional disposal site. 

1322 .88 

The DOE is currently operating approximately 15 low-level radioactive 
waste disposal facilitles in the United States. For this assessment, 
the health impacts were based on disposal at the OOE facility at 
Richland, Washington, as is the current practice at Fermilab. Disposal 
of wastes at a state and/or NRC licensed commercial low-level r"dio
active waste facility will be considered If there exists a willingness 
t>y the state ( s) to accept the waste and the economic incentive. (See 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.1). The decision to utilize 
a regional disposal facility is also predicated on availability of 
adequate regional compact disposal capacity and a decision by the OOE 
that to use a regional disposal facility would represent a cost saving
to the public. The !JOE will select a low-level radioactive waste dis
posal option once the site selection process has bee11 completed and the 
waste disposal options for the specific site have been thoroughly 
evaluated. 

1322.89 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.1.D.3.d has been corrected in 
lhe Errata to reflect that disposal at a regional compact low-level 
waste disposal facility licensed by a State and/or NRC remains a pos
sible option, except in Michigan, which has passed legislation pro
hibiting the disposal of SSC-generated LLRW. 

EIS Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.1.D.4.a has been corrected in the Errata 
to reflect that any mixed waste produced by thl? SSC would be subject to 
and managed in accordance with applicable regulations of the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA). 

1322. 90 

The conflicting statements referred to in the co~ment have been cor
rected in the Errata for Volume IV, Appendix 12. The health hazard as
sessments are based on an annual dose equivalent compared to the EPA 
standard of 4 mrem (Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.4.1.1). 

1322. 91 

Information on this subject was presented in three separate places in 
the DEIS (see Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2; Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.3.2; and Volume IV, Appendix 8,-Section 8.3.4). Nashville data was 
utilized because no other data was found to exist. To help ensure that 

·a misunderstanding does not occur, a qualifier for carbon monoxide will 
be added as a footnote in the EIS, in the sections noted above. Please 
refer to Comment Responses 1322.96, 1322.98, and 1322.108. 
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1322.93 

Qualifying statements or footnotes have been added in the text wherever 
nonattainment areas in Tennessee are mentioned. See Comment References 
1278.11, 1322.96, 1322.98, and 1322.108. 

1322. 94 

The bullet discussing air quality in Volume I, Chapter 3, has been 
expanded as suggested. 

1322. 95 

The reference should have been to Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3.2, 
rather than Volume IV, Appendix 8. The EIS has been revised. 

1322.96 

EIS Volume I, Section 4.4.2, Table 4-6 has a footnote added to indicate 
that the only ambient carbon monoxide data available was that associated 
with sampling in downtown Detroit, Durham, and Nashville. There is no 
reason to believe these numbers are representative of conditions at the 
proposed sites. They were used because they were the only quantitative 
data located and probably represent hypothetical worst-case scenarios 
that are overly conservative in nature. It is not believed that the 
carbon monoxide NAAQS are or will be exceeded at any of the sites. 

1322. 97 

Correct. The sentence has been revised accordingly. 

1322. 98 

The wording in the reforenced text is m·isleading; it has been revised in 
the Final EIS. 

1322. 99 

The quoted term "unavoidable adverse impact~· with respect to 
particulate matter does not occur on either of the referenced pages. 
However, it is discussed in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.4. After 
application of mitigation measures there wfil be no significant ad·~erse 
impact. The reference to TSP NAAQS exceedance has been deleted from 
Section 5.4. 

See Comment Response 1278.11. 
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1322 .100 

See Comment Responses 1278.11 and 1278.13. 

1322.101 

The statement referred to in the comment has been deleted. 

1322.102 

The name o.f the area referred to in EIS Volume !'I, Appendix 5, Section 
5.6.4.2 should indeed be Mammoth Cave National Park rather than Sipsey 
Wilderness. The error has been corrected in the Errata to Appendix 5. 

1322.103 

While it is true that PM10 standards have replaced TSP standards, the 
DOE has chosen to include both in the EIS. The rationale is that cur
rently there is very little historical PM10 data available as compared 
to TSP data. Also, many of the states still have TSP ambient air quality 
standards. A better comparison for impact analysis can be made if both 
TSP and PM10 are used. 

The reference to hydrocarbon (HC) in Section 8.1, second paragri!ph, of 
Appendix 8 will be modified as follows: 

..... carbon monoxide {CO), hydrocarbon {HC)(as a precursor of ozone), 
sulfur dioxide (SOzJ ..... 

1322.104 

The referenced sentence .was a discussion of the consequences of the 
emissions, i.e., an air quality impact analysis. Neither the CAA nor 
any SIP (including Tennessee) requires an air quality impact analysis 
for SSC construction emissions. The analysis results were presented to · 
insure that the information was available to DOE and other public of
fic i a 1 s and citizens before decisions are made on the SSC as required by 
NEPA. 

The statement was not intended to imply that no State-level permits 
would be required. The fact that local permits may be required is 
acknowledged in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 8, Section 8.3.l.2.C. 

1322.105 

The activities listed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 8, Section 8.3.1.1 with 
potentially significant environmental consequences were not intended to 
be all inclusive. Both concrete and asphalt batch plants were included 
in the construction emissions inventory. Emissions, during construc
tion, from fuel storage tanks were not specifically quantified in the 
EIS because they should not be significant (Volume IV, Appendix 8, 
Section 8.3.1.2). 
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1322.106 

Si;e Comment Response 1278.11. 

1322 .107 

See Comment Response 1278.11. 

1322.108 

Volume IV, Appendix 8, Section 8.3.4 of the DEIS has been rewritten for 
the HIS in accordance with other comment responses to eliminate any 
confusion that SSC-related emissions would either cause or contribute to 
a carbon monoxide ambient air q11al ity standard exceedance. 

1322.109 

See Comment Response 1278.11. 

1322 .110 

The basis for the 47-pArcent conversion of tot~l suspended particulJte 
(TSP) to PM10 is referenced in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 8, Section 8.3.1. 
Particle size multipliers were used for particulates less than 30 micro
meters in diameter (TSP) and particulates less than 10 micrometers in 
diameter (PM10) for fugitive dust from unpaved roads. The 47-percent 
figure is the ratio of the two particle size multipliers. 

1322.111 

Comment noted. 

1322.112 

This change has been incorporated into EIS Volume l, Chapter 4, Table 
4-5. 

1322 .113 

See Comment Respons<l 428. 21. 

1322 .114 

The cited sentence ha~ been corrected in the Errata for Volume IV, Ap
pendix 5 to state that elevation plays a minor role in determining 
temperature conditions. 

Incorporation of the cited reference was done in the Errata. 

1322 .115 

See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.6.3.2. The minimum temperature 
drops below freezing on the average of 74 days per year. 
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1322.116 

The EIS has been revised to Include a reevaluation of wetlands at the 
proposed Tennessee SSC site (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 
and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.6.3). This new wetlands as
sessment is based on information obtained during field surveys at the 
site and from U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetla~ds Inventory 
Maps. 

1322.117 

See Comment Response 522.24. 

1322 .118 

Should Tennessee be selected as the site for the SSC, siting of spoils 
piles and detailed mitigation measures for the handling and disposition 
of spoils would be prepared during the design phase, and evaluated in 
the Supplemental EIS. 

1322.119 

This comment summarizes numerous following comments included in the same 
letter. Refer to the responses to those later comments (1322 120 
through 1322.136). Changes have been made where appropriate. 

1322.120 

There were mathematical errors in Bedford, Marshall, and Rutherford 
Counties property tax losses -- instead of annual losses of $1.1, $0.5, 
and $1.4 million, in each of the counties, respectively, as published in 
DEIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.6.D, the loss should be $0.l 
million each year in each county (rounded from $105,000 in Bedford 
County, $51,563 in Marshall County, and $137,813 in Rutherford County). 
Corrections are included in the Errata for EIS Volume 14, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.6.D. 

1322.121 

See Comment Response 1322.120. 

1322 .122 

The Tennessee proposal estimated that $75 million of privately-owned 
real property would need to be transferred to Federal ownership to site 
the SSC. The EIS, in the absence of any information concerning land 
values in specific counties, assumed that land values would be roughly 
equivalent in each of the three counties. Therefore, in Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, the EIS divided the $75 million market value among the 
three counties according to the amount of land area affected in each 
county as a percent of the total amount of land area affected in 

130113503358842 



TennJ?ssec. Th 12 rt~~ult.s are i_l1:1strate:d_ L::\c',., {do1-1Jr values are 
1;r.:~~2ntecl ·in r:dll·ions): 

Percent cf ~ffected 
P\c{·e;:.,ge in Co•.:nty * 

MarkPt Value 
of Ri:a I Prnp<:rty 
1 n Cot:nty 

Bedfel'd Co. 

$18.8 

Marsha11 Cc. Hutherford Co. 

12. 5~~ 37.5% 

$9.4 $23. I 

* The ncrrainin~ 25 p1:;·c1'nt of the total land area of Tennessee's 
proposed SSC.site is located in Williamson County (not considered a 
primar·y irrpact rn11nt.y in U19 EIS aria.lysis). 

1322.123 

lhe CCl'fECtiOf! faclors ShOYJn in the co1:E::cnt rec~uce the estimates of 
rroperty t:.i:< 1ns~.~s by ~1Cre than 50 r.::r·.cent in Marshal 1 County. How
ever. as noted in Ccmmnnt Responses 1322.120 and 1322.122. the major 
di ffr:f't:•nces b~t·rl~:1_,;i -thl: c,st imdt2s of loss presented by the commenter and 
those in the ElS (1rigir1ate out C)f dlfferent market value cstiniates for 
C•sJford and Marshall Counties. The correcled EIS esi.im;;tes in the 
Errata are not su!Jstantially different. Estimates are pu;·poscly re
ported in the EIS i~ tr;r:i.hs of mill io,1s of dollars ($0.0 millions) to 
rc:f10ct the level of a·:~c,J\"a•~y that «1as as•.ociated with Uwm. Any disa-
0r~~'::11-.~~,nt in lhe El) µub!ic finar:ce a:;scssrncnt beyond this level of 
cletd11 i:) nol cons·ider~!d significrJ.nt. 

1322.124 

·!he EIS- meth<Jdology correlates i~creased cdµit.al infrastructure expenses 
witli increased growth rates based on information from the Presider1t's 
Economic Adjustment Committee, 1981 (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.l.2.3.A.4). Bedford County is expected to receive an SSC
related population increase of 374 by \991. Local jurisdictions in the 
county would incur expenses to accon:::;odate this growth durin9 lhe first 
3 y<.'ars of construction. In the following years, j1irisdictions in t.he 
county arc projected to receive a net fiscal benefit frmn SSC construc
t icn and operations. More detail regai-ding the fisca·! impact analysis 
is p,-ovided in EIS Volume JV, ~ppendix 14, Section 14.1.3.6.D. The EIS 
methodology was unable to incorporate existing capacity level5 for each 
j11risdiction in all of the 16 primary impact counties in the seven 
regions under study. If the Tennessee site is selected by the DOE as 
the final SSC site, a supplemental EiS would analyze this issue i_n 
greatc~· detail. · 

lhe EIS presentation was aimed at illustrating the cumulative "net 
in1pact" to local governments on an annual basis. The results shown in 
the tables referred to by the cQ/;;menter should nol be mistaken for "net 
fiscal deficits" or "surpluses". It is possible, as stated in the EIS, 
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th~~t 1 rq~ a~:c.unts of ~;!~~t;~: 1r::;n·c·1E-:r:~~:t:; ·,,,.ou1(i b2 flnanccd f)y local 
jurisd ctior;s. but tt<e ter·~u~ cf such a.r·f~t:HJ2n:r:;r;ts can 'lJ:":J dr .. ~stic.l·l iy 
d2p:~nd n~ on th~ rr;ai~Yet f::1r b.::r:ds~ tf>~ 1.'·~cvnt to be f·inancrd, the.: !;_1;.in 
p£::r10tl 1 t?:~: r·~1t-i11~ of the ln:.a"i j~1-~sd~ction~ ;,;:d oth,~c f:1-:::~c.i:-s. 

1322. l~S 

As indic2t2J ir1 the EIS, t~~2 ii1direct tax reve!1~2 estimate fs;· 1cc2l 
ga~~rn~2~t p~1hlic firtances, '' ... 2s~umed th~t n~t 1·2vcnues foi· 10c~) 
~-:~·.;crn::-:'..:nt ju_risd·icti0r:s 1R'OU~:J in·::rease in the :;a::1e propor~ic·r'! 2.'~ 
eJ:1':-·:i:~~1·; le\''~ ls fro~ SSC dirc:::t jot:s to b;i.:cli~;2 e,:i·-~1·i;·,g:;' 1 (;./G~u~-,-:c Ii/, 
~ ~x l-~, Scctio~ l~.!.2.~-~.4). Thn (:o~r~ent~r i~ccJrrcctly al ts 
t1 r-·e;;:;J ~-:::.-::e -~,t"-.'? rcsc.11ts of th2 EIS us·ing the tc1t;::1 p0pu·J.ai~·icrl c!:an~Je ir 
s::(.:h oi~ t~:c pri:r.ary ir-:p,J·:t c0:.ir:t·10s. 1!·J.: EIS i~:'.S'J1ts Go nc_t l'SC ti·1;~ 
rop1_:l2ti:.:;1 ch.:u~Jcit but thr; n:.:!:,t0r cf SSC Gir2,::_t. ·.-~rJJ"k2rs, since it ·;s ~-h~~ 
~!''(::'.-·_::·. _;_;'.~:n-a·/or·2··:.1~~ i:;co~t,::: cf these h'Or'..:.~;rs .. .,.:11ch is Gss:.i·:~c:.! to :r~·tlr 

~1 :.,··,J·l ta:·< r2ven\::~'s. In t;·-y·ir:9 ta repl~ca\~,:; tr:2 t·~:s·cllts, th:.~'-·~,.:
r:.:-:'.·;t::r a1.:.o !":C~jlects i1:c1usinn eF rJ.d:j·itit):-~0.1 [:<~r c;.~pit.a incc::·~\) w~·1 Cii 

L'GJ1d 3::-:.'.:-·02 f1:_,r cit/ n:J ot!~C'.r ~;~",/err.r·.ent jurisdicti0ns. ·,~\di::~~: 2/ of 
tf~e calcl11atlc;;,1:; t:s2J :; t~.,~ t?c::;l;ii~'~ticn of in-Ji;,.(~Ct tc·:-< ri:C'iS:"!U'-~ ( :.,r-· Lhc 
p2:~L: ye,_~,· of c:-::nst;:.xct or.~ l·;:~;?) i:; :;ho·r~--~ be1C'A! to i l l:.1str·,;t.e ti-.2 

/'-. :~ ;~ -; t i :: :-i 2 1 r:~, ( ___ ::_:-u~it.]. 
r0ven~:c fr·0:n g~·eater 
t i:c,:1 2v.::rz.·:::c s=:c 
0ar··rii~Js p~•- j0b ($28) 

Count~/ Csvt. 
City uf Chaps1 i"ilil 

City of ~L:.-fr·C(!Sbcro 
Ct~e~· Cc~t. 2uris. 

Nt;~bcr of Jir~ct SSC 
\:IGr ke~·s ·; n 1992 

Ceunty 
Cit.J1 of Ch3pc1 Hi11 
City cf ~lurft·eesboro 

A·;cra~e ';-.'Orf.er 
househo 1 d s i Zf'.! 

Indirect tax revenue 
in 1992 (SSS million) 

County Govt. 
City of Chapel Hill 
City of Murfreesboro 
Other Govt. Juris. 

Total 
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s ~i- J 0 
r-.1/ 
" 

A 
II/ • ;-, 

$99 

99 
r~/ t\ 
N/A 

2.91 

$0 .1 
N/A 
N/A 

$0.0 

$0.1 

f . ', :; $ :~r2 ~ 

• 70 ,L\ " " ' f, ' .j '} 5 '~ / ,-, .; L 

' l 1 < 't > j • 

22 i '8 5') 
2 fJ/A 

~·~/A l ' 193 

0 ~, 

t... ~ J. 2.91 

sa.o $1. 5 
$0.0 N/A 
N/A $1.1 

$.0.0 $0.0 

$0.0 $2.7 



1322.126 

The referenced case estimate of in-migration in the Tennessee !legion of 
Influence (ROI) is nearly the same as the high scenario estimate for 
1992, though the htgh scenario was not used. Reference case estimates 
for the Tennessee ROI are presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.6.B.l (see also Errata for that Section). The referc'lce 
case assumptions are stated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.2.3.B (see also Errata for that Section). 

As stated in the EIS, three factors were considered to explain the dif
ferences in in-migration among site alternatives: the relative sizes of 
the baseline labor force in each ROI, the relative unemployment rates in 
each ROI, and the relative level of education for the adult population 
in each ROI. Also as stated in the EIS, these three factors were 
applied to different categories of jobs in different ways. For example, 
education levels were a key factor in determining the level of in
migrating direct technical workers; unemployment rates were a key factor 
in determining the level of in-migration for the SSC construction work
force and for clerical workers; and both education levels and the size 
of each ROI's labor force were used to estimate the number of in
migrating managers, physicists, and other professional workers. 

Several other factors al so could affect in-migration into an ROI, ill-
c 1 udi ng the quality of public services (e.g., schools), weather, and the 
availability of affordable housing. 11.11 factors incorporated in the EIS 
and these additional factors help to explain in-migration and choice of 
residence. Even if an objective and accurate method of measuring each 
of the additional factors could be made in each ROI, it would be diffi
cult to determine the relative weights given to weather versus afforda
b 1 e housing versus the qua 1 i ty of public services versus other factors. 
By incorporating the size of each ROI's labor force into the equation, 
the EIS methodology indirect,y includes various other factors, since the 
re 1 ati ve size of each ROI' s labor force i ndi cat es a measure of the 
choice of residence made ,by thousands of people who may h·ave considered 
ali of these factors. ' 

1322.127 

See Comment Response 1322 .126. 

1322 .128 

Although the Saturn project may in fact contribute to decrease the unem
ployment rate slightly within the Region of Influence (ROI), the EIS 
does not make this claim. Except for the 1981-1983 period, the 
Tennessee ROI has had. lower unemployment rates than the national average 
since 1970. Only if SSC construction were to begin in a reasonably 
short time (withjn a few months) following completion of Saturn plant 
construction, currently scheduled for thee summer of 1990, would the 
com'ilent's statement be correct: "the SSC would ... provide continued 
employment for the workers already located in the ROI." 
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1322.129 

' Existing available employment opportunities for family members of i11-
migrating workers would be available in addition to direct and indirect 
employment impacts of the SSC. To the extent that such family members 
take these existing jobs, they would not be likely to fill SSC-related 
jobs (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.6). 

1322 .130 

The generalized methodology used in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.2.3 is designed to prevent inappropriate comparisons among sites. 
Consideration must be given to the fact that the Tennessee R"egion of 
Influence (ROI) has the smallest labor force among the seven proposed 
sites, more than 25 percent less than the next in size, the North 
Carolina ROI, and less than one-fifth of the Illinois ROI labor force. 
This factor alone justifies estimates cf in-migrating labor to the 
Tennessee region to be among the highest of the seven sites. Tennessee 
also had the second-lowest unemployment rate of the seven sites in 1987, 
which combined with the labor force data indicates that the Tennessee 
ROI has an avail ab 1 e unemp 1 oyed labor force l es_s than one-seventh the 
size of the available unemployed labor force in the Illinois ROI and 
less than one-fifth the size of the unemployed labor force in the 
Michigan ROI. 

1322.131 

Shelbyville is small compared to Nashville, Franklin, and even 
Murfreesboro. The conclusions (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.6.11) concerning lifestyle effects are tentative, as characterized by 
the words "could be" in the EIS passage quoted in the comment. 

1322.132 

This comment appears to refer to the passage "T~e growth in population 
projected for 1992 as a consequence of the SSC would generate an in
crease in housing demand for an estimated 4,000 year-round units; by the 
year 2000, an additional 3,000 units would be required .... • (EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.6.B), and to Table 14.1.3.6-6 in 
the same section of the EIS. Housing impacts for the Tennessee Region 
of Influence, as well as for the primary impact counties of Bedford, 
Marshall, and Rutherford, are calculated as the number of year-round 
units required to house project-related in-migrants in a given year for 
the area in question. The numbers are not cumulative, as correctly in
terpreted in the comment, but rather are calculated as the total number 
of units needed in a given year. Thus a situation where fewer total 
units-might be required in one year than in another, later year Indeed 
is possible. Similarly possible is the scenario proposed in the comment 
in which units inhabited during construction will be released to 
operations-related staff as construction ends and operations begin. 
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1322 .133 

As stated in the comment, the evaluation of housing impacts at the 
county level is based upon the number of SSC-related in-migrants placed 
in a particular county by the spatial allocation model (see EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.6.B). Allocation in this context 
refers to the place where in-migrants would generate housing demands. 
Thus, the problem central to the comment is not so much with the housing 
impact evaluation as with the logical interaction between the spatial 
allocation methodology and housing demand. 

In-migration and housing availability are variables that interact in a 
setting such as that evaluated in the EIS: people can in-migrate to an 
area, and generate housing demand; or housing availability can be one of 
the characteristics of an area that attracts population. Conceptually, 
this would take the form of a cycle, where increased housing demand 
would generate additional housing, which in turn would attract more 
people to an area, generating still more demand for housing, and so on. 
The beginning of this cycle (that is, housing availability or demand) is 
uncertain. Analytically, the EIS enters the cycle with the allocation 
of people -- the gener;tion of a basis for housing demand. 

One of the variables considered by the spatial allocation model is the 
population of rotential locations for in-migrants (EIS Volume IV, Ap
pendix 14, Section 14.1.2). Places with larger populations will fre
quently (though not always) contain more housing units; thus by incor
porating population, the model indirectly accounts for housing availa
bility in different places. Ultimately, the analysis conducted in the 
EIS provides a prediction that is considered reasonable for use in the 
site selection process. The spatial allocation model does not allow for 
locational adjustments based upon housing availability, and could indeed 
under predict in-migration to certain areas with abundant housing. 

1322 .134 

Methods for projecting bas<!line employment in the EIS were selected 
because they are more closely related to the impact analysis methot;;ology 
than other w.ethods (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.9.l). 1he 
reasonableress of these projections, as stated in the comment, is ac
kr.owledged. Baseline regional employment/population ratios are not used 
in the analysis. 

1322 .135 

The commenter's statement concerning the reasonableness of secondary 
employment projections is acknowledged. To the extent that tertiary 
sector impacts occur after a time lag not incorporated in the analysis, 
the peak year of emp 1 oyment could be de "layed somewhat,. but the magnitude 
of these impacts would remain the same. 
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1322. 136 

Baseline total population of each county was used to estimate the 
distribution of indirect and induced SSC-related in-migrant workers (EIS 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.2.3.B.2.b). As a result, about 42 percent of 
these workers are estimated to seek residence in Davidson County, about 
B percent in Rutherford County, and about 6 percent in Williamson 
County (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.6.B). 

1322.137 

The cited pamphlet is of use in informing affected individuals of the 
compensation plan. See also Comment Responses 710.01 and 880.04. 

1322 .138 

See Comment Response 1322.137. 

1322 .139 

See Comment Response 880.04. 

1322 .140 

All materials submitted were reviewed by the DOE in the preparation of 
the FEIS, including Socioeconomics (see Volume IV, Appendix 14). See 
also Comment Responses 1322.120, 1322.122, and 1322.123. 

1322.141 

The comment correctly reflects the mileages of road improvements given 
in the EIS, correctly identifies the original Tennessee proposal as the 
source of this information, and also correctly references the pertinent 
locations in the EIS, except DEIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, Table 4-3, 
"Comparison of Groundwater Resource Characteristics" does not list miles 
of road improvements. 

1322 .142 

Comment noted. The recently completed, refined road improvement plan 
described in the comment cannot be considered in this EIS because the 
ISP (Section 3) provides for accepting only additional information 
requested by the DOE. If the Tennessee site is selected, it may be 
considered in the Supplemental EIS. 

1322 .143 

See Comment Response 508.01. 

1322.144 

See Comment Response 508.01. 
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This EIS assesses a conceptual design layout specified in the Invitation 
for Site Proposals and contained in the original Tennessee proposal. 
This allows for a common basis for comparison of impacts among the site 
alternatives. for the selected site, site-specific design alternatives 
such as the one suggested here by the State of Tennessee will be as
sessed in the Supplemental EIS. 

1322.146 

The comment is considered a modification of the Tennessee proposal. The 
EIS analysis uses a baseline Qf proposal data and supplemental data as 
of March 31, 1988. It is assumed that the comment is intended to mini
mize impacts. The current EIS analysis sets an upper bound for impacts. 
This approach is to assure comparable and consistent treatment to all 
proposers. Should Tennessee be selected as the site for the SSC, site
speci fic mitigations will be addressed in the Supplemental EIS (see EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). 

1322.147 

See Comment Response 1322.146. 

1322.148 

Water use increases in Tennessee from both construction and operations 
of the SSC are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.6.G of 
the EIS. The Consolidated Utility District of Rutherford County is iden
tified as the primary source of water for the construction and opera
tions phases of the SSC. The majority of off-site domestic water use 
increases are expected to occur in Davidson County, and it is assumed 
that the Nashville Water Supply System would provide this water. 

1322 .149 

The eva 1 uat ion of water use increases· i il Tennessee (EIS Vo 1 ume IV, Ap
pendix 7, Section 7.1.3.6.G) concludes that the impacts caused by the. 
SSC project should be negligible, assuming that the water use would be 
distributed over several water supply systems. However, if water use is 
concentrated on individual systems, the increased demand could hasten 
system expansions. The Murfreesboro.Consolidated Utility District and 
Bedford County Utility District water supply systems could experience 
this pressure. 

1322.150 

See Comment Response 1361.06. 

1322.151 

See Comment Response 1361.06. 
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1322.152 

Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3. 4. 6 has been revised to properly cite the 
names of the utility districts providing water service in the vicinity 
of the proposed site. 

1322.153 

The purpose of Table 3-7 in Volume I, Chapter 3 of the EIS is to provide 
an overview of SSC-related impacts. The various impacts outlined are 
discussed in detail in subsequent sections of the document. As stated 
in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.2.G.l, impacts to water use were 
assessed by comparing potential increased water supply requirements with 
existing community water use, the existing system's capacity, and its 
planned capacity. As this point is stated and clarified here, it would 
seem unnecessary, for the purpose intended, to change the wording in the 
Table. 

1322.154 

See Comment Response 1322 .155. 

1322.155 

The text of EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.6-4 has been modified to 
reflect the discussion of potential groundwater impacts in EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.6. 

1322.156 

The water supplied by the public utilities in the Tennessee site area 
will be of suitable quality for construction, domestic, and other 
general use. But its suitability for boiler use will be further 
evaluated if the Tennessee site is selected. The text in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 1, Section 1.2.6.11 has been revised for clarification (see 
Errata to Appendix 1). 

1322.157 

This observation is consistent with that in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Section 10.3.3.2.F and 10.2.3.6.A. 

1322 .158 

The original proposal mentioned that paper could be source separated and 
recycled. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.3.3 has been thus 
revised. 

1322.159 

The comment is considered a modification of the Tennessee proposal. The 
EIS analysis is based on a baseline of proposal data and supplemental 
data as of March 31, 1988. It is assumed that the comment is intended 

130113503358850 



to minlmize im;•acts and that the current EIS •nalysis sets an upper 
limit for impao:ts. This approach is to assure comparable and ccnsistent 
treatment to all proposers. Should Tennessee be selected as the site, 
'> ite-specific mitigations will be addressed in the Supplemental EIS. 

In riogard to permits, it is DOE policy to conduct its operatior.s in an 
environmentally safe and sound manner In compliance with applicable 
environmental statutes, regulations, and standards. 

1322.160 

The discussion of TVA facilities in the EIS applies only to the DGE's 
NEPA review of the SSC project. Should the Tennessee SSC site be 
selected, TVA would need to complete a NEPA review of any electrical 
facilities constructed or operated by TVA to serve the SSC. 

1322. 161 

See Comment Response 1322.163 

1322.162 

Figure 3-5 In Volume I, Chapter 3 of thi EIS shows a Service Area Per
spective. These service areas occur at the F sites around the main ring. 
The two transformer locations shown are not the two main sources of 
pc~er for the SSC project. These are located at the main campus area 
and at the far cluster. 

In addition, the figure is based on the site-independent conceptual 
design and does not account for any differences fro;;i site to site. 

1322.163 

The EIS, Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3.7, states that "Tennessee 
also would require construction of a fairly substantial amount of line." 
The statement is true in that 32 mi of new power line are required to 
serve the SSC substations, as shown in the EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Table 3-3. The construction of the power lines will cause environmental 
impacts whether or not a new route is selected or existing or new poles 
are used "in an existing right-of-1vay. However, it is acknowledged that 
the use of an existing right-of-way would result in fewer impacts than 
the clearing of a new r·ight-of-way. · 

This EIS is based on the proposal submitted by the State of Tennessee 
and the site-independent conceptua 1 design. Neither the ·technical 
feasi bil !ty nor economics of power 1 i ne routing have been studied in 
detail. Therefore, it was assumed in the EIS that new transmission 
lines would be constructed in new right-of-way. 

Routing of the power lines, Including the use of existing rights-of-way 
and existing facilities will be studied further during detail design. 
The impacts of constructing transmission 1 i nes and other utilities wi 11 
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t.·•z a,:Jdres.:.ed in creater detail iu th.2 '.:uppi-€:::rcn!-a1 EIS for the se1s-:tcd 
site. In additi;n, should th2 Tenn2ssee site be select2d as the site 
,. . •·' "',;;:'•'' t• 1~(\> ~--+- • • I- '·~··"· ~1-Hft. '/"''-1~ ,..,.,..."',l '*"Q CC,.,.,-;..-.r·<.r:i. ".'!. l<,tr_'p(ll !Oi~ Lr18 ;) ..... '.,, !10 :I-•c ~i:;.,1Cip2:..0.S.. t."'-';., 11 ..... r·J•.!i·.J •~t::eU 1,.., ;,"t'.J.t--:.. o. ii.._. t 

rc'i~C\I fo~~ i~i:.:; r(.<12 in the c.::tu2l ~-1~1r;g :,::d ce(t~;truct·i::.::1 of ·1 nEi'I 

tr~ns~issic~ lir.e. 

~::0c2lpt of the s.;)J·ji::ci~ r~~port ·is QCk.no~'.:1~dged; ,(! i1·;\0~n-;at:0n \,,:·;11 be 
--,-,·.,5-<,-'.o·""--,r) 1-i:i~--t., .... :'),'""flP-t <o S~-"-c_cnc:.-.;::.~,; ··rt.,.;e~t d-""C:.;G"i ""''"'~'.l fr1 the i.•'-'•; \,,_•-.1~-'~- ,,,t,..•; EC~";--'- 1.. ti.-·- _,!'''_,•-Ii<'- \J·'-'J '-· ._.e...,.,_,., Cl·~• -li 

S:~~plc~icnt~l EIS ~f the Tennessee sit~ is the selected sitr. 

I3Z4.Gl 

In reference to the areater nu~~er or pccn1e in IllinGis that wo~~~d be 
affecteJ by the SSC ~r·oj2ct, Volum~ !, Ch~pter 3, Table 3-6 of the EIS 
.shc-:·Js that 3,3DS parc(:-·!s cf land ~s~ll be ~ffectt?:d by the p: ... c::.ject. 
A1thoug~i- this ~u~ber is gre~t~r thar1 any 0~2 of the other statesj this 
~oes not oecess~r!.ly m0an th2~ the gr2at25t n~~~er of rclcc~tions w0uld 
occLn'". Helocation ne-::ds in I"llir.ois are set at 219 (co;;:parG<.i to 221 in 
n~chigan~ lSO in North Carolina, 123 in Ten:12sse2, 6 in t-\riz~;na, 175 in 
Tex;}_S, and 23 in Co1ora.do). Thus: Michigan has th,~ his'.hest r;:._'.:nb·2r of 
projected relccations. 

Co~('ment.noted. Hot;-.;ever, the DOE is not responsible for the activities 
of State agencies or officials. See Comr;;er.t Response 1126.05. 

1324. 03 

Crn;;ment noted. However, the DOE is not responsible for the 2:tivities 
of State agencies or officals. See Comment Response 1126.05. 

1325.01 

The discussion of the impacts of the SSC project on jobs is in the EIS 
Volume !I, Chapter 5, Section- 5.1.8.l. The discussion on the impacts on 
public finance is in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.3. 
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1326.01 

Comment noted. 

1327 .01 

Comment noted. 

1328.01 

The total employment for the Michigan Region of Influence for 1984 was 
2 .1 mi 11-i on, with 22. 7 percent employed by the manufacturing i ndu.s try, 
0.2 percent by the mining industry, 2.8 percent by the construction ·in
dustry, and 25.8 percent by the services sector (EIS Volu:ne IV, Ap
pendix 5, Section 5.4.11). Many of the trained machinists and skilled 
workers needed for construction and operations of the SSC would likely 
come from these four industrial groups. See also Comment Response 
816.01. 

1329.01 

Comments note~. 

1330 .01 

All factors mentioned in this comment are addressed in the EIS, and 
their potential impacts are assessed for all candidate sites. The 
re 1 ati ve magnitude of these impacts, together with other factors, wi 11 
be considered in selecting the site. See Comment Responses 7.03 (po
tential well closures) and 1007.02 (floodplain aspects). The existing 
traffic and the impact of SSC traffic are discussed in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.C. Land acquisition and relocations are 
discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 4. 

1330. 02 

A general decline in water le~els in the vicinity of the proposed 
Illinois site has occwrred since the early 1900's as suggested in the 
comment. This trend is described in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.3.2.2. It is noted that 900 ft is the maximum decline observed and 
has only occurred in areas to the east of the proposed SSC site nearer 
to Chicago. 

As noted in the comment, a moderate amount of blasting will occur for 
~haft construction and initial tunnel excavation (due to the tunnel 
boring machine assembly}. Blasting would only affect wells in the very 
immediate vicinity of the blast site. Most of the:;e wells would have to 
be abandoned because of their location within a fee simple area for the 
SSC. The State has indicated that compensation would be provided to 
owners of wells which must be abandoned or those damaged in the form of 
a replacement well or a supply of water from an alternative source of 
equ~1 or better quality. The mechanism of this compensation is up to 
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the States .and wi1·1 bQ defined in tne Supp.li:-~msnta·l El'S to be p1·<::"'P.jf'td 
for the selected site. 

Any signif·icant sroundwater inflows encou~tered during tunnel con
stniction will be controlled by groutir;g or other appropriate meas1ff2s. 
Minim~] if any water level effocts fro:n uncontrolled inflmvs are 
anti d pated. 

1330.03 

Potential effects of the SSC tunnel on groundwater quality durlng 
co~struction and cperaticns at the Illinois site are discussed -i!1 

vn·lume IV) Appendix 7, S8ct1on 7.2.3.3. 

]330,04 

Th;; find~;-i'~ts nf· the EIS <"1:> not ;:·Hiic0.t2 that the~-e w11·1 b2 any slynif·i
i.~art 1e:-:g--term effscts t1:1 the p;..'.01·1c frtvn rad"i;:Jtlon or m39netic fi~lds 
~--o:-r.--~:.:- . .:: 1-1 ,.·-'1-l·h .i.;..,:1 ... ,,...,,,..t~~,1,- .... ir- ... , :.w·,-4 ''""-'::.~'~t·1·, ... 1 , .,f ~h'-l ~-::c (so.-~ fl'. 
<'I_,_,.,\,,,,,._.~,_. >"•'.-JI'<.-:; .. "-'-''•'"'''·"·_.(... .. ,,! '.,J,·-l '-'O''·IQ. \J!:S l,J, t. I.:: v~· -...'~ ,._,J 

" , ' - ' . . ., ' t . 5 l 6 " '1 ] ! " '' I . ' ? ) ·" l tVlur;ie 1~ 1 ... n;::.•pter ::::, '.)ec·1on ..... · ;~r~..; .. o ume ~ 1 tipperv ... 1x .t_. ,. >'\J 

c~·icu!ations sl1,>w th~t uriy radiation contribution t0 the pt1b'!ic e~nviro:;
c;,::nt. frn~:~ -:};J!-_.:!'~ .. t~;;;;::; nf ~he SSC \·:i11 ~:8 ~<"~: .. 11 bc;10\.t the b~t·-:k;;p-ntind r~1diaw 
t:i<:.n ·iev2ls .::.-ire;:idy 11tes~nt in ~):e environnent ;3t the 1·1·1 inci'3 ~-1te. 
f!Jso, ~hs·rr; ~s o ;ly -:~1,:· .. 1n 
t~20ry that elec rcm~gnct 
t\r[at to ~iu:1;:;1 2alt!1. 

Comment noted. 

133.1'01 

Coirnr.ent not Ed. 

1331.02 

lusive ~vi~ence at this tiille to suppor·t the 
c fields frcm electric power ·i i~e~ pose a 
ee Comment Response 733.02. 

The text has been revised in J.(C.Jrdance with t:-Oe C(;~mer.t. 5,_~c (o)~'.rr12nt 
Response 716.05. 

1331.03 

i33l.04 

The text of DEIS Volume 1, Chanter 3, Scctidn 3.7.3 has been revis~d in 
response to the com'llent. See EIS, Vol ;;me I, Chapter 5, Sec ti on 3. 7. 3. 

1331. 05 

The estimated population increase due to the SSC project reflects a con
servative estimate. The analysis utilized a broad range of factors that 
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\'iil'i1 d :r,;·-: u0nce work force i n-m igrat ion due to th·: SSC, including: the 
re~)ion5 ~c.hor force, recent unemployinent r·ates, cn1d adult education 
~2vels. The apr:·oach taken is presented 1n ~IS V1J1•::r;e !'/, Appendix 14, 
S"ct:on l''>.1.2.~'.. The existing resident 1<n1·1' fo:-•'e, ir.c1udir:-J those 
wn-kers residinc; in Wake County, would fiil the rc:;aining SSC-related 
job.:;. 

Th~ analysis of population in~rcasez ar~ in-migration was not directly 
~valuated in ter~s of impact per set b~t r~ther as the CiUSB of i~pacts 
in other areas of cc~cern--such as pub·;ic services and housing. As 
~ucW, the analysi~ reflects a tonservative estimat2 of population im
pacts due to the SSC ~~ tt1e Reg-ion cf !nflcance (ROI). Conservative 
as.s:H;\l)tions are used in the ar.:.\lY$i:; cf irnpacts in order not to under
e~tima·te tha m1uniludc 0f pot0~tial i~pacts. lh~ allocation of the 
pc0ulatior increa.se to counti£>s ~-1ithin the POI reflects a:-:s1zmptitJns 
ce1~ct:-rnir.Q the t\~cr·1el t;in:e to w~:_.rk as we'l'\ ~<:; htH~--~1'.'lg av::ii1abi1ity in 
tft,; region. 

Generally~ the ;reatrr the labol· 2va·~l~bi1ity i'i t~i2 re~i3n wi~h~:' a 
rea~onable cci;1:;i:Jtin9 distance to the r;rPjer-t and t!'.e great•~r thl' ;nix Gf 
labor skills available ·ioca11y camr>arcd to that needed for the S5C, the 
10~1er tht~ in-m-~{]r(itior: and resulting pnpu1a.tion increase duP. to the SSC 
p~oject. Labor av1ilability ~ithin the RO! but beyond a reasondble com
muting d1stanc~~ rn1_y re.su1t in tetnporar-y \"IOrk.-\'J•~i:Jk i1-migrat·io~1, 1-·:here 
th~ worket·s re~iJc ir1 thA local area durina the ~~rk week and r~~ur11 
hp;n.~ on ~'t;:ekc!nds ?.nd/or days off. This \>~o'.Jid re:,u1t in a simildr· de;;12r:d 

b·1 · - i ~ · · th , t - · ' 11:'1 rJU 1C serViCJ~S as WGUiU c::~ lti•::r2a>e ·1n ~.·e pap!!ia 10n 1n g~nera1. 

The Litt.!e Ri..,;e:-- Peservoir completed in eJrl.Y 1988 has bE(:n in·:l<1d£";'.J in 
the revised wat~~~ StJpp.!y assessm2nt in the EIS (Volume I, ChaptPr l, 
Table 1-1; Chapter 3, Table 3-7; Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.4; and Volume 
JV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5.G). The assessment indicates a negli
gible impact that water requirements for the SSC project and additional 
off-site dnmestic use can be met by existing reservoirs in the pn>ject 
vicinity, which have adequate excess capacities. 

See also comment responses 0799.02 and 0799.03. 

1331. 06 

lhe capac1~:y of the Eno Wastewater Trea.trnerit. Piant ;~as exµanded from 1 .. 5 
to 2.5 million gal/din 1987 and is planned for expansion to 10 million 
gal/d (Enata fo:· E!S Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sectiun 5.5.8.1). It is 
not <:ert,,in that the expansion will be cornple!.1ed in time or whether the 
e:T:inded capacity will be available to th2 S\C project. f{,)wever, utili
zation of exist.·ing sewaiJe treatrnent plants ~n DurhJm and other nj:;nici
pa1ities is on1y one of the alternatives considered in the EIS. If 
treatmen;; capacity uf •2xistin'.) plant> is not adequate tQ.,SlJ1lport the 
SSC, pac~a~e treatment plants with final dl~posal hf land application 
could be uied. Further detailed dlscus~ibn of available alternatives is 
presente0 in EIS Vol~me IV, Appendix ?,-Section 7.1.3.5.F. 
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1331.07 
' Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.1.4 of the EIS is revised to reflect the 

information given in the North Carolina proposal; namely, that the high 
energy booster at the North Carolina site could be constructed through 
unweathered crystalline rock and that the booster tunnel can be con
structed with a TBM. 

1331.08 

The geotechni cal information provided by the State was verified by site 
visits and drill core inspections by EIS preparers with geotechni~al 
expertise. Indications are that a maximum of unweathered rock above the 
roof of the halls was 29 ft for area Kl and 14 ft for area K6. 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 EIS purposes. 

After selection of a site for the SSC, further geotechnical studies and 
engineering detail design with consideration of environmental as well as 
cost impacts will determine the actual placement and the method of 
construction for the experimental halls. Additional details will be 
provided in the Supplemental EIS. 

1331. 09 

See Comment Response 800.06. 

1331.10 

The study cited in the comment ("The Expected Economic Impacts and Net 
Revenue Benefits of Locating the Superconducting Super Collider in North 
Carolina" by J.E~ Connaughton and R.A. Madsen, Center for Business and 
Economic Research, University of North Carolina at Charlotte, September 
1988) has been added to the list of references used in preparing this 
EIS. The Study focuses on the distribution of existing construction 
labor in the North Carolina region. On page 10 of that report, however, 
it is noted that "some in-migration from other labor markets" would re
sult. Moreover, on page 47 of that report it is noted that the "sub
stantial economic impact wi 11 trans 1 ate in new household format i ens in 
each county." No quantification of levels of in-migration was reported. 
The number and distribution of in-migrating workers, not the distri~ 
bution of existing labor, are the most important factors influencing 
socioeconomic impacts of the SSC (see Comment Response 799.02). 

1332.01 

Comment noted. 
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1332.02 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9 presents an analysis that indicates that there. 
are currently 43 residences in areas .close to E and F sites that will 
have a day-night average sound level of greater than 70 dBA during the 
peak of construction (surface activities at E and F areas in support of 
a tunnel boring machine), and that there are currently 458 residences in 
areas close to E and F sites that will have a day-night average sound 
level of between 60 and 70 dBA. Surface activities supporting the 
tunnel boring machine at any specific E or F site are expected to be 24 
h/d for 10 mo. Noise levels during operations are expected to result in 
a day-night average sound level of between 55 and 60 dBA for areas with
in 450 ft of a service area property line. Analysis presented in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix g also indicates that there are currently 17 resi
dences located within 450 ft of a service area property 1 ine. A de
tailed description of the relationship between day-night average sound 
level and human high annoyance may be found in Guidelines for Noise Im
pact Analysis (U.S. EPA, Office of Noise Abatement and Control, April 
1982). The high annoyance function was developed from surveys of com
munity reaction to primarily aircraft noise, as well as some traffic and 
railroad noise in urban areas. 

1332. 03 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 describes the conditions by which 
the DOE will mitigate noise impacts. The DOE commitment will be a 
function of the site selected, final facility location and design, and 
consultations with Federal, State, and local agencies. It is antici
pated that noise control measures will be addressed and included in the 
course of detailed facility design and construction planning. The final 
mitigation plan will include procedures for monitoring sound levels for 
compliance with the plan. 

The DOE is committed to construct and operate the SSC in compliance with 
applicable statutes and regulations (EIS Volume I, Chapter 6). A regu
latory compliance plan will be prepared prior to construction. Iden
tified mitigation requirements will be incorporated in the design of the 
SSC and in the construction plan. The direct costs of implementing the 
mitigation of impacts will be a part of the construction budget and t'1e 
operating budget for the SSC. 

1332.04 

The calculation of noise. levels at 4,000 ft from a spoils truck (EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4) is conservative in that it considers 
only geometric spreading of acoustic energy (6 dB reduction for doubling 
of distance) and does not consider absorption by air, ground surfaces, 
or vegetation. Also, it is a calculation of peak instantaneous sound 
level, not hourly equivalent level {Leq) or day-night sound level (Ldnl· 
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1332.05 

ThB statertent "Mitiqati~H"iS w!rlch cou1d reduce the deQr2e of i1npact (;•f 
spoils hauling inc1l:de specifying routes \·thich avo·id residential concen
tration and enforced truck ~uffler enforcement" appears in the EIS in 
~·olum~ I 1 Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4. Applicable noise abatemc=nt criteria 
i?I the region of the proposed I11 inots SSC site have been ~r,Jr::ulg&ted b_y 
th·::. ~tate of Illi;iois, the Federal Highway Administrati0:1 (FH~J.:\), a;~d 
· f · d u h o ' t (..,uo· ~,, ., " · troe Department o Hous1r;g an ·rwan eve1opmen· 11 ). 1.,1: 11t1no1s 

Envir0nn12ntal Protect·ion Agency delineated its noise guidelines ir. Title 
:;5, s~btit1e n (Noise) of its rules and regulations {EIS Volume IV, 
App~ndix 5, Section 5.3.S). If Illinois is chosen as the s0lected s~te, 
rrore sp~cific m·itigation p"Janning will be inc1uded in the suppl0tr;ental 
........ ·-
(_i.). 

Detail~ of service area ~oise emissions are given in revised EIS Volume 
!V, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3.1. Using results of ar1alysis of recent 
aeria1 photographs as a guide to population density in the area, it has 
bee~ estimated that 45 people live in an area in which sound l2vel 
related ta SSC operation will be between 55 dBA and 60 dBA, i.e., within 
700 ft of the center of a service area (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, 
S0ctlon 9.1.3.5.8.2 a). 

1332.07 

The assumptions regarding noise mitigation design of service facility 
noise sources are described In Volume l, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4.2. 
The assumed measures are generic in nature and their descriptions were 
provided for the purpose of comparing sites. 

The Supplemental EIS will describe site-specific mitigation measures 
which can be implemented to reduce the extent of noise generation by, 
and propagation from, construction activities and operation of SSC 
facilities. Implementation of these measures will limit the number of 
peop 1 e who wi 11 be annoyed by noise related to the SSC. Through the 
application of noise control technology and implementation of admini
strative controls, noise impacts can be greatly reduced or eliminated 
a ltcgether. 

The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) standards are 
not applicable to community noise. Rather, they are written and enforced 
for the protection of on-site employees of the facility. A good noise 
control design takes into account the restrictions which OSHA star.dards 
place on the working environment, putting the necessary noise controls 
in place during the design stage. The DOE will comply with all appli
cable OSHA noise regulations. 

1333. 01 

See Comment Responses 1007.01 and 1169.04. 

130113503358858 



1334.01 

Comments noted. 

1335.01 

See Comment Response 1007.01. 

1335.02 

See Comment Response 1007. IH. There are no known geo 1 og i ca 1 hazards 
near the proposed North Carolina or Texas sites (EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 4, Section 4.1.5). DOE representatives discussed methane 
occurrences with the Illinois State Geological Survey, and discussed the 
TARP project with TARP engineers. Methane-related deaths in that tunnel 
project were not indicated. 

1335.03 

The traffic analysis is presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.2.1.3.C. Mitigations will be addressed in more detail in the 
Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

1335.04 

The Figure showing 290 trucks per day (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix IO, 
Section 10.2.3.3.A.1) has been changed to 144 trucks'IPer day in the 
Errata. ·. 

The maximum number of trucks going to quarry No. 1 is presented as the 
worst case reasonably forseeable. Average truck traffic will be less 
(see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3). Mitigations to be con
sidered include the use of highways instead of local roads, direction of 
traffic away from residential areas and schools, use of traffic con
trols and speed limits, and development of off-peak oriented trucking 
schedules. Additional disposal sites may be considered if the four pro
posed disposal sites are unable to meet the needs. Specific mitigation 
options for the selected site will be further developed in the 
Supplemental EIS. 

1336.01 

Comments noted. 

1336.02 

Regions of Influence (ROI's), as discussed in the EIS Volume IV, Appen
dix 14, enclose those local areas for which project-related socioeco
nomic impacts may be significant. As such, Wyoming is outside the 
defined area; however, we note that Wyoming may be in a position to help 
mitigateemployment related impacts. 
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1336.03 

The DOC ackr;or:ledgsd that the ex·isti:ig transportation systems discussed 
. £"1<:" 1 •r "' ,_ d'· ~ r cL'o- r n 11 "A 'tld ·t"n·e 11~rnn<c,j •,-·-n-1n J..J i.,Q,U:;!e .LV, f:jJpi:.;n 1X .... , ;)e l.1 1 :I .J.t.. .t:... v.., t-' ...1i1 .... -~u. ~. r..; .. ~·· 

portation sy~tem modifications discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.2.1.3.B will al1cw th2 effective transportation cf reaterials 
and suppli~s to the Colorado SSC site during both construction and 
operations. R2sources and materials available for project construction 
are addressed in EIS Volume lV, Appendix 6. 

1336 .o~ 

Comment noted. 

1336.05 

Regarding th~ portion of the comment stating that no part cf \.iyo:;:i r;g is 
included i~ the Region of Influence for the Colorado SSC site, see 
Co~ment Respon$e 1336.02. 

The portion of the comment correctly describing Colorado's SSC site as 
be1ng about 85 Gi fro!n Wycming's proposed site is noted. With regard to 
the exist ·in~ transpartat ion syst2r:1 see Comment Response 1336. 03. 

Daily one-way comi:'1Utes to work averaged 112ss than 25 m·in for workers in 
the Denver-Boulder SMSA in 1980 (U.S. Bureau of the Census, Census of 
Population and Hoas~g, 1980). if we assume that construction workers 
are willing to travel twice that.distance en the average, then one-hour 
coJTin1utes to work should not be considered unusual. Further assurni ng the 
existence of Colorado's proposed highway linking the SSC to the Denver 
metropolitan area, it becomes r<easonable to expect a sizable number of 
SSC c:rnstruct ion workers to commute from the Denver area. As the comm•"nt 
states, however, the Cheyenne area is closer to two hours from the SSC. 
1\1th0ugh it is possible that some workers would choose to commute this 
distance daily, the "likelihood is small that many would do so. 

The availability of cement and construction materials in the region, as 
outlined in the comment, concurs with the information summarized in El5 
Volume IV, P.pper;dices 1 and G. The cor.:me-nts concerning Wyoming tax 
rates are noted. 

1336.06 

See Comment Response 577 .02 regarding the probabn ity of develop-in] ag
gregrate sources outside of the Denver region for construction of the 
SSC. 

1335.07 

See Comment Response 1336.02. 
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1337.01 

The basis of the housing evaluation for Morgan County included in the 
EIS considered the low number of year-round units present (roughly 8,900 
in 1980), the limited ar.10unt of countywide housing construction between 
1980 arid 1987 (averaging less than 60 units per year), and the tradi
tionally low-to-moderate vacancy rates in Morgan County (see EIS Volume 
!V, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.11.1.B). The number of available units 
noted in the study attached to the corrment would have to absorb 
"nat11ral" increases in housing demand, as well as that attributed to the 
SSC. Moreover, this available housing stock is still well short of that 
projected during the peak demand expected as a result of the project. 

Despite the number of contractors with 1 icenses in Morgan County, the 
fact remains that relatively little housing was built within the county 
over the past several years. Similarly,, aliho~gh a number of lots are 
platted, many with ut i 1 ity connett ions, these do not signify ava i 1ab1 e 
housing units. The EIS does not say that Morgan County will be unable 
to meet SSC-related housing demands. Rather, it suggests that a focused 
effort wi 11 be requ I red to accommodate these housing demands. Increased 
production of year-round housing units by contractors licensed within 
the county and the use of currently platted lots would help to meet 
project-related increases in demand. 

1338.01 

Comments noted. The DOE does not agree that the SSC would be "disastrous 
to the environment," although the project would have various adverse 
impacts as described in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5. Planned and possible 
mitigations for adverse impacts are also discus~ed in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5. 

1339.01 

See Comment Response 278.08. See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.5.D for a discussion of the impacts on State and local public 
finances. See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, 4.4.5, for a discussion of the 
land acquisition plans and potential relocations. See also Comment 
Resp1,nse 880. 04. 

1339.02 

Radiation from the SSC will not harm trees. The SSC is a large machine. 
When the machine is turned off, the beam of protons is turned off and 
the main source of radiation is off (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Section 10.1.2.3.A). A detailed discussion of radiation may be found in 
Comment Response 810.05. The radiation exposure from SSC operations has 
been calculated; it is a VfffY small fraction of what an individual 
rec.elves from natural background radiation (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.I.6.2). 
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Wh-ile the- SSC is beir:q ~0;1s~r·~.c~·.;~::l sen:;·~ d:;:.t 1«ii1·1 b~~ ra--is7~d <lJring the 
iligging of the tunr:el and building roads and buildings. The DOE will 
require that construction and operating contractors comply witn all 
applicable Federal, State, and local environmental protection r~gula
tion~;~ guidE-":l ines~ and standa~·<Js {see EIS V1Jlt;:::e I, Chaptt:r 6)-

fht~ DOE h:1s committed to addition-11 -fugitive dust contro·I !n<::'2.sur~?s to 
ensure that a 11 a i 1bQrne '-~u·~. t concen tr?.t ~ ons, both dur-i ng construct i c-n 
and operatjuns of the SSC, wi11 be ·in compliance with all applicable 
healtl1-based standards. 

1339.03 

Th.a ElS considers the i;·n~:-:ict of the watsr requireff;~r:t:·: of the SSC en th2 
existing water availability ~n the proposed locations. Tti~ evaltiation 
considers both th:e r2q~1·irE.n10;-.t f.or \:>late-.~ to tho :;sc: proje;:t i,d~·rect 

(J~n!~.nd) DY' on-site} a:rid th~~ inr::·"'e.ased r.dquirer;::nt for cturr:cstlc \".;::i.Ler t.1) 

support the increased p0p;J.!ation (indirect demand, or off-~ite). ·rhe 
rt:sults of the evaluation 2t~ ~:1 .. Ff.;:ia:";zcd in EIS \loln~;;s I, c:1a.pter 5, 
S'}·~tion 5.J.2.4. At t!H.! Tci"~nes$~~-(~ s~t-~:, the Statr~ µrcq:;0~2s tho.l ~iu-:t nf 
t};e ~at£r required would be pr0vided from surface wa!er sup~lied by a 

r of t'Xi';tir,~~ rr=:oic;p~1-~ v-:::.tf;i" 5L~~,ply syst211::~. ror· Tsnr,c:-:_:.;~:~ 
si~e, th::: r0su1ts Gf th·~ Pva"iu~;tiG·;1 ·ir:dic:'."ite l~i;~t tht~ ccrnhin.:d prlF1.:J.r_y 
and ::.2c0n::a.ry 'watrr· .u~:~ fJr ,)--:.~th the '"-:0r·struct·i0n ~n1d oper'JttJn;;;; ~>:~,,-~cj 
~;i·~·! repr~~~nt a s~;a11 per(~Gt~g~ {g~~~r~-lly le~~ th~~ 10 pe'.·~~·1t) of 
th2 t~-rt«.·i a'.;ai1ab1~ e:.:c!~s-.s '11·<:;·ter of ti:s~-,.:' .syst1:1\i:-;. 2:Y0n ·; ;~ tti2 :.;::·;<A11t:r 
·:;ys~t~r;is ~re assurned to prcv~:__~~~ .a·11 0:1-s-itf: anJ t1ff-sitE~ -.-.•{!tt:r") :~uf
f~cier,t excess capa~ity exists. Tterefcra, the exp0ct~d ii~pact~ ar0 
ne:~1igi01e. 

Corrixen.ts not2d. Cost ?:.: t·)nates :ar~ d~'.'>cussed 1n vu-~tn:•e IJf, :1;;perr1ix 2 
cf the US. 

134! ,OJ 

See Cornillent Respoi,se 771.C3. The 2ffects cf incr·eased traft'ic and 
increased enrollra:~:nt -~n '.:t-h0o·!s as a ri::;su.lt of th::~ SSC :?.re dlscu'.;::;ed in 
tIS Vol1...11r1·2 IV, Appendix 1"~, .S2ctions 1<, .. 1~3.5 and 11+.2.l.J. 

1341.02 

See Comment Responses 870.01 311d 1%9.09. 

1342.01 

The site selection criteria (see Volume Ill, Chapt'"r 1 of the EIS) were 
developed in order to select the best site for the SSC. T!H: amount of 
Federal funding currently in prnjects near any of the propos<.'d a1ter11J
tive sites is not a consideration In site selection. 
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Com<'l<>nts noted. 

1343.01 

13'.4 .01 

Cor:::nents noted. 

~·- •.' ;':. ~ :· "} (1 
,t(... 

1344 05 

Gcr::(:nrJ,·J,1t2r res.c:1;rr:e char«1ct~;ri :;t·i cs i r; 111 i noi s inc 1 Jde a pr::dond r.ant l y 
uncn~fincd dq~ifer in glacial Ji·ift witt1 drpth to th~ water table 
ranglng from 5 to 70 ft below land surface (EIS Volume !, Chapter 4, 
Section 4.2.2). This indicates~ direct hydrological connection between 
surface and grouidwater. Construction practices applied to ffiininiize 
gl'oundwJ.le1· (f..lality impacts froin norrr:.11 C(instruction arit:i operations 
include in-place spill and leak response procedures, s;iill and leak 
containment designs or structures (e.g., lined ponds) for material with 
sl~nificant groundwater contamination potential, and established mate
rials handling procedures. Wastewater can be treated prior to discharge 
or p0"d1~3 to remove or minimize the groundwater contamination potential 
(EIS Vclume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.2.2). 

• 
Response 1275.tl. 

1345 .. td 

The zona of potentially higher initial Inflows noted in the EIS (the 
area 0f E3-F3-E4) was identified based on hydrological tests done in 

1301] 3)03358863 



several borings in that area, One boring, S19, near F3, ha~ particu
larly high yields from a less than 10 ft-wide fractured zone near tunnel 
deoth. Tests in two other borings in the area also indicate sociewhat 
higher permeability than elsewhere in the site. The rate of water in
flow into the tunnel in th·is area (see Comment Responses 1237.02 and 
1279.357) is within the capacity of the planned silt retention 
(settling) ponds. 

1345.02 

See Comment Response 1217.01. 

1345. 03 

The results of hydrologic testing in borings drilled by the Illinois 
State Geological Survey indicate that somewhat higher inflows might 
occur in the area between E3 and E4 than elsewhere on the site. Water 
in fl ow into this segment wi 11 be removed from the tunr.e 1 at F3. 
Retention/siltation ponds at F3 will be adequate to handle any unusual 
water-control requirements without risk of overflow into nearby drain
ages (see Comment Response 1217.01). 

1346.01 

The impacts of the SSC on farmland were addressed in EIS Volume !, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.7.2. In Illinois, 185 acres of pri~e farmland 
would be permanently converted and 217 would be temporarily disturbed. 

1347.01 

Comments noted. According to the EIS, during the.peak year of consUuc
tion (1991), an estimated 10,361 jobs (including direct, indirect, and 
induced employment) would be attributable to the SSC in the State of 
Colorado (EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8). During the first 
year of full operation (2000) tl1e total SSC-related jobs in Colorado is 
estimated to be 6,381 according to the EIS (Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.S). 

1348. 01 

Comment noted. 
• 

1349. 01 

The DOE has described the potential en vi ronmenta l impacts associated 
with the construction and operations of the SSC (EIS Volume I, cn~pter 
5). The National Environmental Pol icy Act (NEPA) of 1969 (42 USC 4321 
et seq.), as amended, requires all Federal agencies to prepare an EIS 
for proposed major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality 
of the human environment. In accordance with DOE guidelines for com
pliance with NEPA, DOE prepared an envi~onmental impact statement 
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(EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6.1). Proposed mitigative measures 
are described in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1. Implementation 
of these measures is expected to greatly reduce the overall impacts. 

1350.01 

Comments noted. 
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1151.0l 

135Z.,Ol 

1354.01 

$--ee Cc:.:ment RBsponse 1273.11. 

i354.02 

Disposal of sµo11s is discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Sections 
10.2.3 and 10.2.3.7. The Impact on traffic for affected major roads is 
prese«ted in Volume IV, App;;ndix 14, Secticn l.t.2.l.3 G. 

Mcasm·es tlHt could be implemented to mitigate spoil haul tro.ffic 
i;;;;iacts ir.clude: the use of State highways instead of loca·1 ro<ids; 
direction of traffic away from residential areas arid schools; use of 
traffic controls and speed limits; development of off-peak oriented 
disposal schedules; and planning tunnel boring operation in different 
quadrants to distribute traffic on several roads. The impacts of spoils 
trucks and other traffic will be addressed in greater detail in the 
St1pplemental EIS for the selected site. 

i354.03 

The potent·ial for impacts from blasting is discussed in EIS Volume 1, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4.2.A.l, which also discusses procedures intended 
to mitigate these impacts. 

Acoustical measures used in assessing noise impact are described In 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4.1, and the potential for noise 
impacts is discussed in Section S.1.4.l. The severity of the noise 
impact depends on the distance between the noise source and the people. 
A study of aerial photographs shows that approximately 25 people will 
experience outdoor day-rd9ht sound l eve1 s exceeding 70 dBA during con
struction at the Texas site. These people all live within 630 feet of 
an E or F area. Between 630 feet and 2000 feet there are 314 people who 
will experience day-night sound levels greater than 60 dBA. During 
operations there will be 19 people whose residences are less than 450 ft 
from a service area property line, a distance at which the day-night 
level will be between 55 dBA and 60 dBA. In all cases, when these 
people are inside a conventional structure, such as a permanent frame or 
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brick residence, the sound levels shown above will be reduced by 5 to 15 
decibels. 

1354. 04 

See Comment Response 1135.04. 

1354 .05 

See Comment Response 1039.04. 

1354.06 

To maintain current levels of service in terms of police protection in 
Ellis County, an estimated six additional law enforcement employees 
would be required to cover SSC-related population impacts during peak 
construction; this requirement would decrease to five additional employ
ees during SSC operations. For an explanation of the methodology used 
to determine this number, (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3. 7 .0). 

1354.&7 

Potential impacts to local public education in the Texas Region of 
Influence and Ellis County caused by SSC development are discussed in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7.C and summarized in Tables 
14.1.3.7-6 and 14.1.3.7-7. To meet the projected increase in SSC
related demand, primary and secondary schools in Ellis County would need 
to expand instructional employment by 35 teachers in both 1992, the peak 
year of construction, and in the year 2000, the first year of full 
operation. 

1354.03 

See Comment Responses 1039.04, 1125.05 and 1478.12. 

1355. 01 

See Comment Response 985.02. 

1356.01 

While the SSC is an experimental facility, it is possible to project the 
environmental safety and health implications based on existing perfor
mance and operational experience from similar facilities, such as 
Fermilab and CERN. It is not a nuclear reactor. It is a high energy 
proton' accelerator for research purposes. The EIS addresses the poten
tial for exposure at the ground surface in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.6.2 and Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12, in which radiation 
doses were estimated. The groundwater with elevated radium in northern 
Illinois was discussed in Comment Response 1122.02. Noise pollution, 
air pollution, noise and vibration impacts are discussed in Volume I, 
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Chapter 5, and Volume IV, Appendix 9. Visual impacts of the SSC are 
discussed In EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16. Volume IV, Appendix 7, Water 
Resources Assessments, discusses the surface water resources and quality. 
Specific en vi ronmenta 1 consequences during the life of the SSC in the 
Ill ir:ois sit<:! are discussed in Volume IV, Appe11dix 5. Potential impacts 
from the increase volume of truck traffic are also addressed in the 
Volume I, Chapter 5. 

1357 .01 

Cor.m1ents noted. 

1358.01 

Comment noted. 

1353.02 

The EIS does not claim that a "high-tech" corridor will develop around 
the SSC. Numbers of direct and secondary jobs expected to be created by 
construction and operation of the SSC in Illinois, if the SSC is sited 
there, are presented In EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.~.A. 
The estimated total of these jobs is approximately 10,500. With regard 
to the potential opportunity costs associated with the SSC, it is ex
pected that businesses having to move would relocate elsewhere in the 
n.;gion. See also Co;r;nent Response 1381.08. 

1359. 01 

Comments noted. 

1360.01 

Comments noted. 

1361.01 

Geohydrologic conditions at the depth of the collider tunnel and exper
imental halls are discuss2d in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4 and Volume IV, 
J\.ppendix 5, Section 5.6.2.2. The deep wells ncted in the comment Here 
included in the data set that was used to prepare the EIS. It gives some 
very important indications of the groundwater conditions at depth as 
follows: 

the wells have low to, at best, moderate yields, indicating gen
erally low hydraulic conductivities at depth 

the fact that the wells are deep indicates that water-bearing 
fractures are quite infrequent in the stratigraphic column so 
that it is sometimes necessary to drill through a significant 
amount of rock before a productive well is encountered 
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some of the borings were wholly unsuccessful at finding water in 
the Murfreesboro Formation {again demonstrating the infrequency 
of water-bearing fractures in that unit) and had to be drilled 
into the top of the underlying porous Knox Group before an 
adequate water supply was found. 

The CERN experience with i nfl owing water is re 1 evant to the SSC on 1 y in 
that it clearly shows that water flowing into a tunnel can be remedied; 
the inflow at CERN was stopped easily with normal underground engineer
ing pr act ices. Comment Response 1322 .15 discusses the procedures that 
wi1l be used during'ssc construction for handling water inflows ir.to the 
ttmr.e1. Comment Responses 500.03 and 509.·01 describe the methods that 
wi11 be used to excavate the shafts down to tunne1 level. 

1361.02 

See Comment Responses 523.03. 

1361.03 

!t Is felt that precautions other than the monitoring and collection 
sys tern proposed by Dr. Crawford may be more appropriate for the 
Tennessee site. The purpose of these precauticns will be to preclude 
contaminated w~ter frnm entering the Stones River system. The systems 
wi1l be selected and designed based on more detailed eva1u~tion of the 
~-~rst hytlrn1ogy of the site and wi11 be described in the Supplea1.1ntal 
EIS if Tennessee is the selected site. 

1361.0i 

Th<:? venting of radon and its decay products, and the possible buildup in 
the umforground structure:; such as tile tunnel or intera-::tion region 
halls w;;re concerns of health and safety professionals in prer-aration cf 
the EIS. Experimental halls will be extensiv~ly venti1ate<l. Tunnels 
wil 1 be ventilated prior to personnel access. It was determined that 
th2 increase in exposure to radon to the general public from ver.tir.g the 
SSC facility is very insignificant. The dose to an individual due to 
radon and radon decay prcducts during operation is 0.002 mrem, which is 
less than 0.001 percent of the Tennessee site background radiat ic'.l. A 
cvmpreht::nsiv~ assessment of the radon sourc.9 terms is presented in 
Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section Hl.l.2.3.A.2. The health impact to the 
general public is addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.3.1.l.B. 

1361. 05 

The release cf activaticn products was addressed in EIS Voiu!l1\? IV, 
J\ppendix 10; its consequent health impact was assessed in Volume lV, 
f,ppendix 12. The radicmuclides assessed include hyc!rogen-3, beryll ium-7, 
carbon-11, nitrogen-13, oxygen-!5, chlorine-39, argon-41, radon-222 and 
its ~hort-1 ived daughters. Most of these radionucl ides are i111 gaseous 
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form, except Be-7, Pb-214, and Bi-214, which are particulate: =~=p~~d~d 
in air. Doses to humans are estimated for total body and various 
organs, through five exposure pathways. These exposure pathways include: 

o Immersion in air containing radionuclides 
o Direct exposure from radionuclides deposited on ground surface 
o Immersion in water containing radionuclides 
o Inhalation of radionuclides 
o Ingestion of food produced ·in the area 

• A generic 10 mph wind speed was not used. Meteorological data, includ-
ing annual average frequencies of wind direction in 16 compass direc
tions, wind speed, atmospheric stability category, annual rainfall rate, 
height of atmospheric mixing layer, and.annual average temperature, were 
employed as input data to estimate the annual average concentration of 
each radionuclide at ground level as a function of direction and dis
tance from the release point. All of the meteorological data were 
obtained from the weather station in the major metropolitan area nearest 
the proposed SSC sites. This is discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 
12, Section 12.2.3.1.B. 

1361.06 

The impact of the SSC construction and operations on water supply at the 
proposed Tennessee site is assessed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Section 7.1.3.6. The assessment indicates that water requirements for 
the SSC project and additional off-site domestic use can be met by 
public utilities in the project vicinity, which have adequate excess 
capacities. The excess capacities used in the evaluation were estimated 
for a drought condition with an average recurrence interval of about 
20 years. The excess capacities for a more severe drought would be 
less, but such data are not currently available. The drought in the 
last few years may be more severe than a 20 year drought. More detailed 
study on water supply reliability for the project area, including 
Williamson County, incorporating information from the recent drought 
years, will be conducted and documented in a Supplemental EIS if the 
Tennessee site is selected for the SSC. 

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

1361.07 

Earthquake hazards are discussed in EIS Section 5.6.1.5 of Volume IV, 
Appendix 5. The faults at New Madrid, Missouri, are far enough away 
from the site (about 200 mi) that the 1811-1812 earthquakes there -- the 
largest historic earthquakes in the central United States -- caused only 
a low level of damage (Modified Mercali Intensity V to VI) in the site 
region. Such low levels of earthquake shaking are easily accommodated 
in structural design. 
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1361.08 

~3S2.Gl 

T'-:2 a~t ,~u .. 1\·;-~~:- ~i~;pact of the proposed SSC project is sw'Timar·ized in_ 
E~S Va1:~:~s I, Chapt~r 5, Section 5.1.3, a!ld Volume IV, Appendix 8. 

13f.:2 .03 

~~ inJic~ted ·in EIS Volume lV, Appendix 5 and Volume I~ Chapter 4, a 
1oc~lized sxistirg source of hazardous/toxic materials (stich as a soil 
or 9rou~dwater contamination site) would be quite relevant if it were to 
b2 Enc0untered during the construction process. A fair amount of sur
face: faci~liti2s construction; as \<;ell as vertical shaft b_or·ing, will 
take p12ce for the SSC. 

1362. 05 

S·::-e Ccm:nent Response 1279. 357. 

1362.06 

lt is DOF policy that Ferrnilab will continue to be supported on the 
merits of its physics research program whether or not the SSC is located 
in Illinois. 

J363.0l 

lhere wa~ld be homes in the referenced subdivision outside the fee 
si•-;;ple area of the far cluster from which F5 would be visible. Sensi
tivity for views of the F5 from the subdivision is considered to be 
high. The discussion of the impact of F5 on those views has heen 
revised in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.3.3 and Volume!, 

.Chapter 5, Section 5.1.10.3.C. 
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1363.02 

Comment noted. 

1364.01 

See Comment Response 979.02. 

1364.02 

See Jast paragraph of Comment Response 979.02. 

1364.04 

See Comment Response 13.02 and 710.01. 

1365.01 

See Comment Responses 710.01 and 880.04. 

1365.02 

See Comment Response 1237.02. 

1365.03 

See Comment Response 1369.09. 

1365.04 

Some of the mitigations to be considered for reducing the impacts on 
area residents include the use of highways instead of local roads, 
direction of traffic away from the residential areas and schools, use of 
traffic controls and speed limits, and development of off-peak oriented 
trucking schedules. These mitigations will be addressed in a Supple
mental EIS for the selected site. 

1365.05 

Comment noted. 

1366.01 

See Comment Response 1504.01. 

1366.02 

Information on the proposed new road construction and Upgrading of 
. existing roads is presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 

14.2.1.3 E. 
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Secondary impacts due to new high~ay cor1struction are addressed in 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.l.3 E.1.a. 

Cumulative trafflc i~pacts are addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.2.1.3 H.5. 

1366.03 

Comment noted. 

13G6.04 

Your ~ame will be added to our,distribution list. The schedule for the 
ide~tification of a selected site and the publishing of the Record of 
Decist~n does not provide for additional public hearings (see EIS 
Volume Ill, Chapter 3). See the cover sl1eet to Volume I of the EIS for 
a discussion of the Supplemental EIS to be done prior to deciding to 
construct or operate the SSC. 

1366 .05 

See Comment Respons~ 773.03. 

1366. 06 

A mailing list for the SSC EIS will be maintained as a result of a 
postcard solicitation for requests to be included on the list, and 
selected site information will be forwarded to the listed individuals. 

1363.01 

The observations on the hydrology of the Illinois site are consistent 
with the data used to prepare the EIS (see Volume JV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.3.2.2) and are not at odds with the Illinois Department of 
Energy and Natural Resources' hydrogeologic characterization of the 
site. The complexity described is due to the existence of three aqui
fers in the region, two above and one below the proposed tunnel depth. 
lhe two upper aquifers, called the glacial aquifer and the upper bedrock 
aquifer are the ones most used for rural and domestic water supply. The 
tunnel will be in a relatively impermeable layer beneath these aquifers 
and will not affect them. The third aquifer, called the deep sandstone 
or Cambrian-Ordovician aquifer, is below the tunnel and likewise will 
not be affected by the tunnel. 

1368.02 

It is true that there are vertical connections between the various geo
logic formations which allow water to percolate from the surface to the 
deeper aquifers. These connections are localized, however, and much 
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sma11er than the l~rger areal extent of confinl~g lavers and aouitards 
(i.e., layers with very low hydraulic permeability).· Consequently, the 
majority of the groundwater flow in the vicinity of the proposed 
Illinois sfte is horizontal rather than vertical. See EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.3.2.2 for more detail. Consequently, pollutants 
at the surface are not expected to penetrate into the deeper aquifers to 
any measurable extent, and the small amount moving vertically will move 
very slowly, allowing time for chemical alteration and for sorption 
(i.e., retention) by the shallower soils and rocks. For the same 
reasons, the incremental effect of the SSC project's water withdrawals 
from the deeper aquifers is not expected to have a measurable effect on 
the shallower water tables, even if they will have a measurable effect 
on the current overdraft of the deeper aquifers. This conc1usion is 
borne out by the fact that the potentiometric surface of the Cambrian
Ordovician aquifer has been lowered several hundreds of ft in some areas 
since groundwater pumping began in the 1800s, without a corrc~ponding 
lowering of the shallower water tables. See also Comment Responses 
533.03 (groundwater supply and overdraft impacts) and 1381.ll (ground· 
water quality impacts). 

The radiological effects of the tunnel operations on the surrounding 
groundwaters will be negligible even on the immediately surrounding 
groundwaters (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.6.2.A and 
5.1.6.3.A). Again for the reasons stated above, radiological effects 
on both shallower and deeper aquifers will be extremely small and well 
within regulatory standards. See also Comment Response 870.04 
(radiological impacts). 

Although hydrological conditions are different at the other sites, 
various levels of water resources impacts are projected at all of them. 
Also, there are people living ln the vicinities of all sites, although 
their number and the distance of their residences from the sites vary 
greatly. These aspects will be considered, among other factors, in the 
site selection. 

1368.03 

See Comment Responses 1368.01 and 1368.02. 

1368.04 

See Comment Response 1368.01 and 1368.02 . .. 
1369.01 

The comparison of impacts at the seven site alternatives is summarized 
'in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.4. 

1369.02 

Commonwealth Edison electric rates were included in the analysis of 
costs in EIS.Volume IV, Appendix 2, Section 2.4.3, as discussed in the 
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Ccrrr:'.ent P.:;spc:i~e .13;'1.0.l~ T};D ~l::ct;ic r·ates project€d 
site wer~ the second hjghe~t amonq the seven BOL sites. 
r::~pr·i?sr:nt.s a subs-t::::;rt:i.nl pi-Jrt·i::in {rr;ore than 15:t) of th·-2 
0?eratin0 costs. 

for the Illlnols 
Electric power 

proj';?·:ted SSC 

·L·i2\~tr·:c::..·1 !ca:~ ·;;;\~,2,:::::. ti; C0\'.i;:;:_;n\1F~\:a1th Edisc~1 diJ€ to SSC induc:ed 
. ~·- -I ,. " ,_., ' ' .. ,,. '·'] 't" "·-~~'>. 1 ' .:,2c.::..1:J~l..ry pr,;pu ,1t1o:l g:.n1:·.,.;,~r1 a::e .:.FJuresseu ~1~ r-.~ . .} YC :.:rre ,, h!Jt-•;..,.1u,1 . ..i.'t, 

5ection 14.2.2.3.C.1.b. Seccnd1ry cost i~pact5 to existing utility 
cust~~2r·s 2re dis~ussed :n ~er!eral terms in EiS Vol~~~ IV, Appendix 14, 
s~ctjon 14.2.2.2.c: 

1361.G:!r 

·;·,-i: i~~;pact ef .'.')il 0?i0_~-:r~n z.:·i.j str~~;:.m Si;J~:n.~nt;:-tion L~:i.!~$.:?.d by thE ~rG-
;10~;~?c:~ I11·ii'HJis :. i;t:JjC·'.:t H·i·11 G2 miti~1;1tej by minimization of di-~-
-1:;~:'.>_~,j ~rr~1.;, r.::.~·::-_1 r<-_;·;..::c;:;t,_:~.ion. at;d we"ll-inai;1tainf-:'.!d Sf:di111ent J;~1s~n::. 

'._9t3ilt::d di~(· .. :s_~'.;:·: :,f ir;;;,::.r:t :niti~l~~tions arc presented ·in £!3 Voiur.12 r, 
[~2;Jte1~ 5, S~~ti~1 5.l.2. l a:1d V0l11m~ IV 1 Aµpcndix 7 1 Ss~tiori 
7.l.2.!..D.:2. 

r-:Jt,:ir.ti~I -'.i;\)n~;t.~:.: ~if t!·:~ S~3C ~roj(.:-.::l en surfilc2 h'~ter qualit:1 i"Lay rE\:·~11t 
f .... ~-Ti ~.urf'<:'.:.·--~ 2ro:;\0;1) (:.~"-:;r,e1 r-rosic~'l, p-':'!11utant ¥1ash0ff, drt:>t~t-::rir.g tf:e 
tur.r-21, ;c;·~:i !t:cr.;.,:-:,~c;"; :)astewa~::_,r ·tr~2.-t;;Jent piant eff1t-:c)nt. EIS Vo1L':n2 
i-.1 .•,..,~.-,..n-·..._, 7 ('--.~1 .:;r,..., 7 l ".> ".• i:.· ""'e<·c 1~.i-..- "'n .... ~l:"('~-A,,, .. ,...t· r..::: t~,>:::; ~)•·,+1:..rt-~·-'i !'I, .-\,,vs:._-..1! .... > _,t;;._1,,•,,'1. , ,_ l.~.• pl.;:.·::. l~.;:, :t, u:);,.~_.~i,.;;;;i \f; ,,,._ t'' .... ~ 1.,,_;u, 

:ts 3~j P:iti~ative r~ea!~ir1~s. Potential i~~~ct5 0n grJu~dwater c81J1d 
f:..~su-Jt fr='~lfl ::,t~rfa:,:::i--~ 20d S'..1bs:..:rf;_1.c2 constri..~z-·ti0nl <lisp0s:ai ~)f wc.st~i.,,1,1t'2r 
[,·,~131 tunr;c-1 .:tnd ::h=:tf~ .jg',-(":;ttting, .l:id ·1;::~j.chin;; ~)f s:.::c\ls, V,:i1uit;€ I 1l, 
.:~;;-·cr:d1Y: 7. 3:2'.:::t.iD':'is 7_.2.?i.J.i\.4 ~1.r;d 7.2.3 .. 3.S.2 asst?~:s tl,e p:_~tcntia·! 
i:;-:;;a-.:~~ 0~1 S;~·our,d·~at·?f' :-:;:11Ji·:_y ;_nd prtser:':: ;ossib1e ;;;·iti9:iti·1e f,::'2t::.SU/8S. 

Th-2 11s1Jes.sw2r:t ~ ~C;..it,-:s r.J .. ct:J ·,--;·ith prr:;:t:r ;1Jltigz:.ti':e rnec.s'._!·!·c~s, '·,·:.;·cts 
t\; :.n-r'f=:.1ce ~;Qt·.:r :anrl -;rc·.;0~~·1at~r <1va·11ty c&n be rir)nim~zf:d, 0nd a;::r;i·;
ca!;lc il'.~;ulatinns 2nd ,,.;;_;t,~r qu~1-J-ity st'1rJJ~Jrds wi"il 1:2 GL;:1;piied w!t?"-:. 

1369.D-J 

,6,s noted in £IS VJ1L~~ne I, Chapter 3l Section 3_4 Illinois woul<l ne~d to 
acq!1ire the rn0;:;t par<:ei.'i of any of the sevt;n a1tBrnative sites. The 
propJsed projc<::t scheduic (f.lS VolU;J;2 IV, t,ppend1x 1, Section 1.1.4) 
would re~11ir2 111 lncis to provide access agreexents to the DOE by 
January, 1983 to ailmi psrformance 0f preconstrnc:tion activities includ
ing ge1technical verification and resource assossments. Furthermore 1 

the actual construction schedule is predicated on the land acquisition 
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sequence from March, 1990 tu Jtinua;"'y, 1991 agteed to by the proposing 
States. Failure of the State to meet this land acquisition schedule 
would most probably result in construction delays. See Comment Response 
880.04. 

1369 .07 

See Comment Response 1314.31. 

1369.08 

At the selected SSC site, detailed cultural surveys will be accomplished 
by the DOE in consultation with the State flistoric Preservation Officer, 
SHPO. See also Comment Response 1486.03. 

1369.09 

Table 4-26 of the EIS (see Volume I, Chapter 4) presents a comparison of 
the population sizes at the proposed sites. The information presented 
in the EIS supports the commenter's observation that the most heavily 
populated of the proposed sites is the site in Illinois. The population 
data presented in the EIS were the 1980 census results and 1985 esti
mates. Growth trends at the sites were considered. The DOE recognizes 
that the population figures used in the EIS are estimates. There is no 
reason to believe that the use of these estimates affects the reliabil
ity of the conclusions regarding environmental or health and safety 
aspects of the proposed SSC. 

The concern that people would be adversely impacted by the SSC and that 
a more heavily populated site would be more severely impacted is 
recognized. The EIS considered potential impacts from noise, air pol
lution, radiation, and other sources, and soctal and economic effects at 
all sites. The principal .conclusion of the EIS- is that there would be 
no adverse impacts on the health and safety of people residing near any 
of the proposed sites, regardless of population size (see Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4 and 5.1.6). 

1369 .10 

See Comment Response 1007.12. 

1359.11 

. EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.1.2 discusses the ISP requirements. 
The ISP did not require the proposers to report population by parcel nor 
did it require that the.land acquisition .area be shown on parcel maps 
outside of areas required by the ODE. However, other sections of the 
ISP require information on areas in close proximity to the SSC facility. 
Analysis in EIS Volume IV, App.endix 9 and 13 cover the subjects of noise, 
vibration an.d visual impacts and the proposed mitigations .. Also see 
Comment Response 710 .en. · 
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1359.12 

ThQ DOE recognizes its res pons i b ii ity to propei·ly di ::µose of lc;w-1eve1 
rajicactive i;zastcs and is committed to fol iowl!:g a-fl aprJi icable regula
tions r2g2rdin9 thD dis;posal of conventional, ra1i0ac.:tiv,3, a~d hararGous 
~r1stcs (see EIS Volt~;ne I, Chapt2r 6). Programs th2t wi11 be irtplcn:2nt~d 
to rnanago a~d ~ispose of 1ow-·ieve1 Waites wi1J ba bas0d in p&rt on the 
e;.;:psr·ier:Le gain:;d fro;!l ~-.J'aste dispvsal at Fermi.lab. For ex.:dr.µ·!2, a ~1asta 
nin1m!z~.tion program was inipl~mented at Fermi1ab ~n 1937 that wil 1 be a 
;:pprcpriate model for the SSC. At fermi!ab, procedures have bf:<:n 
instituted for screening, sort·~ng, and recycling mater·ials; this p~"'O•Jram 
has be211 effective in red~cing ttie amcunt of low-lev~l waste t~entyfold 
a~d will be considered as a candidate for Implementation at the SSC (see 
EiS Vo1uF"~ IV, Appendix 12, References · "SSC Safety Review Document," 
Sep 1988, SSC Central Design Group, Universities Research Association, 
p. 91). Far additional information about the plans for disposal of 
1ow-·1 cv2 l rad i oc.ct ·i ve wastes, s2e CoE1f11en t Resp.(H1:::e 229. 06. The corr:ment 
at0:..it Fer!11iln'b's !..:Se of t!state of th!'.? art in 1940° methods is not r0le
vant in view of the fact that F2rmilab was designed and built in the 
1Jte 19£0's and early 1970's and e~plcyed th~ most up-to-date technology 
av~ilable at t~at time. 

Ti·i2 :or1:a~ents a:"'e ccnsist~nt t:Jith th2 £IS as presented in Volume I, 
C~~;t2r 3, Section 3.1 and Valum~ IV, Appendix I. 

Sc2 Cor.:;-n8nt R~s;;onse 1195.05 r~•.::g2.ru1ng projected Guse equivalents to 
residents and school stude~ts from direct beam ir~adiation and airborne 
r::!dionucl i,~es. 

It is DO( pc1 l.cy li1at ru:3iation exposures should be kept as 1cw (!S 
rc~so:-:abl.}· {ichievab1e (f..LPJlA) .. {DOE Order 5420.l Chapter XI). The 
ALA~A co~c~~t will t~ ex~mined mere fully in tha Supple~ental EIS. 

ES:J.15 

Se~ Com~ent Response :007.13. 

EIS Vc1t~itie I 1 Chapter· 4, Se·:tinn 4.6.1.1 g~ve stat·i:;t·ics pertain~ng to 
rajon levels present in livi~g spaces and in basements in tlie regions of 
the proposed sites. Information was based primarily on the data col
le:ted by the Universlty of Pi'ttsbu!·gts Radon Project and its successor, 
lhe Radon Project, up to A11gust 1987. Detail data were presented in EIS 
Vah1me IV, f,flll<:ndix 5, T~ble 5.3.6·1. The:;e data include 434 1 iving 
~p~ce measurements and .322 basement rne.asiJrc:r:ents in Dur>aC!e County and 13 
l :iv i r.g space measurements and 7 basement measurements in· Kenda 11 County. 
Jn addition to these data, 31 first-floor measure~ents and 134 basement 
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~22su;2ment~ in DuP~;~ Ccunty, 2 first-fl01~ mpa~~JrPments and 26 base
ment measurements in Kendall County, and 12 first-floor measure~~nts and 
59 basement measurements in Kane County \<12re surrmariz2d from a publ ic;i
tion prepared by Mr. Gilkeson, who citi:;d John Coopet's data. Thsse data 
show the radon level in 43 percent of the 59 basements tested is less 
than 4 pCl/1; and 54 percent of the 59 basements is between 4 pCl/1 and 
20 pCi/1. Radon levels measured in the first floor of 12 homes is below 
4 pCl/l. Only 25 percent of the house has a radon level above the EPA 
"recommended action level " of 4 pC i/l (This recom;nended action 1 eve l is 
not the EPA "standard." Currently there is no EPA "standard" set for 
resid2ntial indoor radon level.) 

The health impacts from radiation during SSC operation has been assessed 
in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10 and Appendix 12. There is no measurable 
adverse impact from cumulative effects of exposure to radon in residen
tial buildings and exposure to radiation from SSC operations. Although 
the dose equivalent from SSC operations is primarily through the air 
pathway, the exposure is less than 0.001 percent of that from background 
radiation. The variation between radon levels between the proposed sites 
is well within normal variations found throughout the U.S. 

1369.17 

Several communities in Illinois, including in the vicinity of the SSC 
site, have been notified by the EPA that their groundwater supplies 
exceed federal interim drinking water standards for radium. Other 
communities with high radium concentrations in the groundwater are 
already treating their supplies. Some of the notHied communities are 
in the process of installing treatment systems, in order to reduce the 
radium levels below regulatory standards. The increase in rJdiation in 
groundwater supplies as a result of the SSC will be very small, an~ meet 
regulatory standards both during the routine operations and for the 
unlikely event of a beam-loss accident. The radiological effects of the 
project on groundwaters are described in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Sections 5.1.6.2 and 5.1.6.3. See also Comment Response 870.04. 

1369 .18 

See Comment Responses 1007.03 and 1007.04. 

1359.19 

See Comment Response 733.02 which addresses electromagnetic fields fror. 
overhead power lines. 

See also Comment Response 1197.02 which addresses magnetic fields from 
the SSC magnets. 

1369. 20 

See Comment Response 1205.02. 
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1369.21 

1369.22 

S~e Comment Res?<J;1se 1273.Jl. 

1369.23 

Ti:0 ~;e't.1,~::d zs:,es'.;1'lli:r1t has been tEnr1~~d basQ.d Qn a post-DEIS s:.lrv0y ~·f 
tl:2 a~tern::itive sit,:;s tu inclu~:1e t!"iP. 1110~t current 7nfor111atior1 en '1H:!ti-3.iid 
j,:;c;~tion~ typ.e, .and q~a-iity (se2 EIS Voium!;; I, Section 5.1.S.4 ,~nd 
Va1u8a IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.3.3). Thls assess~2:!t a1sJ 
c.nnsid2rs. the w2t1ur;<::~~ ccre,1;i3 ;4hich cou1d pot~rri..i\~-!1J be distu;~bed by 
ci::.nstru:.:tio'.!, 0r.d tf;e types of ~1iti•Jati~)ns avai1;}lJ~ .. :; to 1·2dLh:e ):hpac:t-;. 
0nce a s~te hls been ~~~2cted, final f2ci1ity sitlngs will ba ~:1d2 and 
i;:il l t2.ke -into cc-ns·i(:erat·Jon encroo.chment 0.1 wetl~{nds, -~·.v~-:1 ·idin~' th::se 
~~enever possible. P1a~s to ~itigate wetland im~~cts will be developed 
w~th the U.S. A~~y Csrps of E~g~ne~rs to further r2duce wetland ~oss. 

13&9,24 

1h~ -:nformation provided in the comment ·is con'.;istent iwith EIS Vclur:-;e 
IV, Apptndix 11. 

1369.25 

See Comment Response 1126.05. 

1369.26 

Comments noted~ 

1370.01 

Comment noted. 

1370.02 

See Comment Response 710.Gl. 

1370.03 

Comment noted. 

1371. 01 

Comment noted. 
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• 
i3ii .02 

See Cominent Response 876.01. 

1371.03 

See Cor..ment Response 958.04. 

1371.04 

See Comment Responses 958.04 and 1278.19. 

1371.05 

See Comment Responses 1007.03 and 1007.04. 

1371.06 

See Comment Response 1292.07. 

1371.07 

See Comment Response 1007.13. 

1371.08 

See Comment Response 1007.11. 

1371.09 

See Comment Response 854.17. 

1371.10 

The general siltation pond designs in this EIS are based on available 
general assessments of water requiring treatment. Final size and design 
will.be based on site-specific conditions. The ponds will be designed 
to hold the maximum amount of water anticipated for treatment .based on 
site-specific water flow estimates. See Comment Response 1369.05 
regarding the potential for mitigation of sedimentation impacts to 
surface water. 

1371.11 

Comment noted. 

1312.,01. :.' · · ·.·. 

::···.·. ·: .· .. · S~~'.tq~~~t. Resp~nses 1114.04 and 1126.05.· 

l3!>1140033588i!> . 
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1372 .oz 
See Comment Response 1148. 04. 

1372 .03 

Comments noted. 

1373.01 

Comments noted. 

l373 .02 

The DOE believes that issues impacting on people residing 
SSC facility have been adequately considered in the EIS. 
Response 1126.05. 

1373 .03 

Comments noted. 

1374 .01 

close to the 
See Comment 

The electric energy usage for construction and operations is presented 
In EIS Volume I~ Chapter 3, Section 3.5. The future SSC energy costs 
for each site were estimated and evaluated in the development of life 
cycle costs. 

The electric rates used in the life cycle cost estimate for the Illinois 
site were the second highest among the seven alternative sites. Electric 
costs represent a substantial portion (more than 15 percent) of the 
projected SSC operating costs. 

The potential cost impact to current utility customers is pre>ented in 
general terms in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.2.C. 

1375.01 

See Comment Response 1279.115. 

1375.02 

Please refer to Comment Responses addressing water quality, water 
supply, and total water resource impacts: 7.03, 533.03 and 1133.02. 

1376.01 

Comment noted. 
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1377.01 

Cmmnents notc;d. 

1318'. 01 

See Comment Responses 1229.02. 

1379.0I 

If property is located in an area to be affected by stratified fee, no 
restriction will be placed on existing surface activities, See Comment 
Response 312.05. Areas taken in fee simple will be restricted to the 
DOE's general policy 011 outleasing. See Comment Response 275.04. The 
process described is a competitive procurement and not an arrangement 
with a former owner. 

1380.01 

Comment noted. 

1381.01 

Whether individual communities choose to utilize Lake Michigan as a 
water source is a question outside the scope of the SSC. The regional 
overdraft condition which. will be eased by use of Lake Michigan water 
would exist regardless of whether the SSC is sited in Illinois or not. 
If the SSC were to choose to connect to a public water supply derived 
frcm Lake Michigan, it would pay for that connection as part of its 
utility bills. Similarly, individuals moving into the area as a result 
of the siting of the SSC would pay for their water use from any public 
supply system. 

See al so Comment Response 1279.115 for a general di.scussion of overdraft 
conditions. 

1381. 02 

As discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.2.1.C, the Fox 
River would be used as an alternative water Sllpply only if future 
groundwater levels in the project area decline to unacceptable levels. 
Current surface water use (all from the Fox River) in the SSC prO'.iect 
area is much less than 1 percent of the average river flow. If all 
industrial water for the SSC campus area were also withdrawn from the 
Fox River, total withdrawals would still be slgnificantly less than 
I percent of average river flow and the river flow would not be reduced 

, significantly. 

1381.03 

Radionucl i,de migration in groundwater was addressed for the maximum 
input of accelerator-produced radionuclides. This was based on a hypo
theti~al beam loss accident. Even as close as 50 m from the loss point, 
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the expostires fro~ acccler~tor-prcdu~ed radio~ucl·ldes were b21ow the 
standard of 4 mrem/yr fer p~blic drinking water established by th'l U.S. 
q),l_ 'se~ r1c "~1'""'' "' 'noe11tl'v ,., 0 ,-~t,· 1n J? 2 3 1 C) c--~1···g ~~n !::1 >"\ \ ~<:;; -- ,J ''-' _.,,;.-_. J.\f) , ... ,;"/- ._.J,--,, .'i_L) .• }.'.~.., 1 • .i '-• • • , • \.JI "· 1,,.•,l -

::,·trur.t'ion,. n·J .a.ccelt?r~.tor--p;o,~.uc:?d r~di')r;u1..:·1·iJe:; bJill exist~ ~!'!nit.;-;T'~ng 
\o'"i -~ 1 be tJndu{:.tcd d~:··; ti'} c0ns: r·u~:t 1 on or;~; o~i::~r 2.~. ion in :a~cordar:r.<:! 'lW-i th 
PL:;: i)(d<:~rs r.~ a rt:-::;~~~;"';.:.:.('nt ;:f C-'",yir-vni::t~ itd1 tegulcttl\JrlS Ul]s--i{;n:~d to 
;.-~\·erit li~~cc~µt~~l0 rel0as2~. 

A11 0f 1:~~ St~te p:·c~oser groups have indlcated that the State wi11 
pruv~~e a rep.lacemen·t well or a wat0r supply snurce 0f equ~l or better 
quality t0 any itdividual whose w~ter supply is lost d:Je to the SSC. 
~fh~ d.::ta.·i ts of inole1ilentati~1:1 ar~ not knr:.:~.1n at this tifiiB. Thest.: :trill :-:2 
Cefin;;J and descritetJ. in t};.9 Supp~emerita·1 EtS -for the s.a·l~ct~<i s'te. 

~-3-31.05 

l::.t\-·1 :~:0~·~;_;-r~-r1·; a1r ~~:ality at th<.? ·\jf.::'.! ,Jqr·i0:] cot~sttt;ct·ion, ::;s rt 

:)~(i~~tir:~ ~~~SU)~e {sc~ EIS Vol~me ;, C!~apt8r S) ~as e~aluate.J an1 not 
c.."';·,s;;J;:r·2d t-J i:2 rr::q~_iir{~':l fro~:1 ~ i•~:.:;u1atcY'J er tachnit::;l :.\2r;µi::<:t-~ve ~:, 
t h"i <; :;·:·•1 ·ii'·! l .. 

~~,};;··~il~_{fiC~ -.-;ith ) .. ;,;;s w~ll i:e ~~Jd~·ess-.?d by the host ~~~z.t.e ~t1h"::11 )ts a~r 
pc!111ti0:1 rcq<J1a..tury -0.91.:!:tcy revi0!1'1::; 31<.y y··:""L'~\llrcd perr;1it opp-!1-Jc,_;i_tJon~. 

133!.ffl 

Nois~ ~miss·;cns ir~~ eci;Jipment a~<l tr-~cks would be manitore~ {in 
1il·in0is -in ~ccocd~nce ~ith State '.Jf lll·~nois Rules <ind H~~~f-~lati(;:1 Titi{~ 
35 {No~se), Scbt;tle H. Charter !, Part 902 if Illinoi~ is the ~elect2d 
site). The ref :,:-'.)1.Jl·.~ sv::s·id<~~ th.: dS-'~ cf ovi;;;e .. r~;:~l~(:.1':!d equ~~i;;/;nt er 
add-iti,Jnal 1J1uffl·ing d·svlces during detail coristru<:t.ion pla.n~iiPg. f(r;i-;;::: 
rnit·ig~tions ar2 discus~ed in ElS Vclt;me IV, Appendix 9 and ynlc~e !, 
Chapter 3, S~ction 3.S. 

EstimJtes of the fi~czl 1cipact to 10cal jurisdictions in DuP~ge, 
K:_-,•.ri.11,'1, ~ •• , .... l Y::ine1 f'""·1·1~1'e• 1··1 ,. .• 111· ..... ,1·,.. - ..... ,, "roep.\t">T."d 1··1 ~lS l',-·>'Ju,,...,-:3 1"J .. - ,,._,.. .-,~,·~ ,_\..;:_,.• .• ~ :, J., J,u __;GI.- t' c.--'-il•'- : - 'I_ ,,;_ TJ 

Apo2n:Jix 14, Sscti·:n 14.1.3.3.D., '501.~ie farins, hoinf's, and bus·~;·1t~sses 
w:.)iJ1d be Cl;;pla.ced as ~:rivat2 rea1 prnµerty is purchas€d by t:Jc ·state 
for transfer of own0?'~tip to the fed?ral Goverr1ment4 An estii•iate of the 
rr.arket valt:·2 of 1e~(·1 property whlc!1 ·would be displaced is sho~;1n in 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.2.3.A.4, Table 14.1.2-8. Compensation for the 
re2l property would enable these private owners to n:1ucate ir. tile ar"~ 
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if the_y so choose. The fl$ ass 1Jines th1t fB\)~t ct·isp.laccd f:ir:·ns r1Pd bu:;1-
nesses ir:ou1d relocate \o:ithin the Region of Infl:.u2nce (P.OI), or if they 
G'o n,.,,.. rnl·,ra+-~ !..11""-!..,1'n tho R(~r +-,· • lc~'l ",'~"'t.,1~ .,,•oul,j pv-··1v..:r1.::. on'ioY"-,,1.·f .. '\.,; \~ .. 1,,e " t.11 II 1,,,, ', ... 1 1,. ,., ,. __ ::\ ..... 1 r.~." • ' I\., '<<..- ~·t- - ' 

t~tr:ity for o.ther fir:ns ·in the EOI. It is possiblt-~ that no jobs or 
revenue wo 1Jld be lost to the reaion as a res1lt of tt10se rr1ocations. 
If l~e Illinois site is se1ecteJ as the site for the SSC, this isst12 
w0uld be analyzed in greater de~ail in t!1e Supplemental EIS. 

1381.0J 

See Comment Respon$e 1200.04. 

l:i8l.10 

The observations are consistent with the data used to pr8pare the EIS. 
See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.3.2.2 for a discussion of 
groundwater at the site. 

l33l.11 

Groundwater q~311ry at t~:e prcpa~e1 Illirais site is addre~sed ~~ EIS 
Vol1Jn;~ IVt Section 5.3.2.2; t~1e hardness and iron content listed i:1 the 
comment is i!l the range of values list2d in Table 5.3.2-5, and the 
occurrence of radiu~n is noted in th2 text. Ttte occurrence cf oil and 
gas is addressed in the same Appen:Jlx in Secti,Jn::> 5.3.1.5 and S.3.l.6. 
Rc.d?il 9,~s, ~:J~~f!li2d by the decay o.f n-1t.u:.·a.~~ly.occurrin~] ura~1-iui~ Jr; yiiril:u<s 
rocr.s~ is ao·~ressed a·; pa~--t cf tne rdrl1c1c9(cal assr:::s;mencs in \1 oi11g\(:: r, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.2. 

Water quality impacts of t~e cor1stru~tion anj op~ratior:s of the s:c Jt 
the proposed !llin0is site are discusse 1i in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sec
tions 7.1.3.3 and 7.2.3.3. Small, but r:0gl-iJible w.1tr:r quality ~\npasts 
are expected for shallow groundwaters. Construction impacts wi11 be 
held to negligible levels through minimizatio~ of disturbed areas, 
in-place spill anJ leak response procedures, and co~trol a~j minimal u:e 
of construction materials with potential for water contamination. 
r~npac:ts of 1 iquid effluents (i.e., sanit3ry s::~i-Jage, coo1 ing tov1er blow
dal1~. anJ su~p water) during operation~ will b~ negligible since exten
sive treatment of the effluents is planr1ed to meet effluanl quality 
standarJs. The construction and oper~tion5 uf· ~f~e SSC at tl1e pro?oscd 
111 inois site are not expected to have rnec,.:;u!·al_:.Je ·i;,-;;1.:tcts on the G~L!1-ity 
of d22p grounrhnters. The negligible amount of c0nL><nination of tl•e 
shallnw groundwat9rs will be prevented trem moving d2eper by th~ sorµ
iive capacity of tfie soils and rocks a.rd by confining 1ayGrs ar..j 
aquitards between the lower and deeper aq~ifers. Although vertical 
interconnections exist between the aquifers, they are localized anJ 
regional groundwater flow is essentially horizontal rather than 
vertical. For the excavations, including the tunnel, the surrour1ding 
groundwater pressure will result in infiltration into the tunnel rather 
than water flowing out of the tunnel; this will essentially prevent 
contamination of the aquifers from the tunnel excavation. Radiological 
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effects are also projected to be negligible and well below existing 
:;tandards (see Volu;:1e I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.2.A). The radLi.tion 
emitted during normal operations is extrcmely small. Even the grour.
dwater contamination resulting from the highly unlikely loss of a beam 
(tha worst-case accident) will moet regulato1·y standards (see Volume iv, 
Appendix 12, Sections 12.3.l.l.C and 12.4.1.l). 

1381.12 

It is not anticipated that any additional land south of Fermi1ab will be 
required by the SSC. 11.ll land south of Fermilab that would be required 
by the project, comprising SSC Injector Area C, lies within Fermilab 
property. 

The EIS pul:l ic finance analysis accounted for lG~ses in property tax 
associated with the SSC. The results of this analysis for the Illinois 
R<?gion of Influence, a.nd for the primary impact counties of DuPage, 
K;rnf!, and Ke11dal1, are presented in EIS Volume !'/, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.3.0. 

1331 .13 

A visual i'11pact is of local scape when it affrcts ·1iews from trav•:!l 
routes and areas primarily of local importar.ce, cuch as city parks, 
residential areas, or locally designated scenic route:;. See EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix !5, Section 16.2.3.2 for a discussion of visual sensitivity 
crHeria. In Illinois, the significant ·;i<iaa1 impacts expected would 
affect views from resid<ential areas. The impacts are, therefore, 
considered to be 1oca1 in scope. Ser.$ it iv i ty, on the other hand, is 
moderate to hig!1, depending on whether it is a rural residential area or 
subdivision that is affected. In several cases, sensitivity has been 
described as high. 

The noise impact analysis has b~en enhanced by extending it to the 
number of people expericncinq S;Jecific noise lev2·1s. EIS Vn1ume I, 
Chapter 5, Sect·ion 5.1.4 and Ve11~n-ie IV~ .J.ppe~1dix 9 of the EIS describe 
the areal extent and expected i:J:pao::ts on p~ople li'>;ir.g with1n tf·,~ 
de:fined areas from c:.:>ntinuous noise produc::•:i durin:1 c.onst~~uct·ion 3nd 
oo?rations of SSC facilities. Analvsis presented in EIS V~lu~~ I, 
chapter 5 indicates that 454 Pf=Ople~ c.nrrentl.Y live ~-n lu:.:ation;; r:ear E 
-~d ~ areas 'hat •·dll ha''"' a ~-···"J·(·'·t ''''"a''' ,., ..... ,.i lt'""' ,,c, ~~•·--·>c·n 70 UH , I.. nJ t~ "-t;:\J ":;11 ~\I- .:;t(.. .}-~•c.01.~~ ,,._1.., u._,,,.-.t;,,~ 

~!~d 75 dBA du:~ini_J the peak of C•.1nst':""u.ct·:on (co·inciding \"l~th the surface 
activities that stipport the tun~cl boring ma~hi11e), anJ l,2~5 pe·Jple 
ci~rrently live in areas that will have a day-night average sou~d level 
of betw~en 60 and 70 dBA during ~onstructio~. The analy~is also 
indicates that ~5 people currently li~e jn locaticr!S n~ar F area; tl1at 
will have a day-night average sound lavel of betw2~n 55 a~d 60 a8A 
d•iring operations. 
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138.1.14 

J~ .statement in tr<:: FIS th1t th0 tuilnt:~·!s and access shdfts of the dt_;;;.:(F1-

missioned SSC will never be u5ed as a waste dump site for radioactive 
~aterials, medical waste, er ct1e~ic?1 waste is inappropriate, althou9h 
it is true that DCE h~> no pla,10,1 to 11se the tunnel or shafts in ':uch a 
mariner. Radiological and hazardous wa:,te disposal sit2s tcday are 
highly specia1iz:od facilities that go through strenuo11s permit arp~ov,d 
processes before they can be sited ~nd operated, 

1381.15 

Estimates of the cumulative fiscal ir.1pact to local jurisdictions in 
DuPage, Kendall, and Kane Co11ntles in Illinois are presented in 
Volume JV, Appendix 14, Section 14,J,3.3,D. This analysis accounts for 
the costs for SSC 9rJwth-r2lated personnel increases and capital 
improvements for school~. p~lice, fire. and general government, 

1381.16 

See Comment Respons~ 871.07. 

1381.17 

In response to: 

l) Fears of the unknown -- See Comment Response 1259.02. 

2) Loss of property value -- See Comment Response 1229.02 

3) Higher taxes -- See Comment REspanse 1478.11 

4) Loss of the rights of their land -- See Connent Response 1047.02 

5) Fear of conta,,;inat~d water -- See Comment Responses 1143.04 and 
1200,04, first oaraqraph 

6) Fear of quality of life -- See Comment Response 971.01 

7) Vacant land would be difficult to dev~lop because of the ring 
eas8ments -- See Comment flespon:>e 1047 .02. 

1382.01 

Ccmr~ent noted, 

1382. 02 

See Com;r.ent Responses 533.0J and 1013,02, 
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1382.03 

Se~ Comment Respon:;e~ 1237.02 and 1279.15J, whi\:h indicate that ;iater 
illfi ltration into the tunnel would not place the project in j2opai·dy in 
Illinois. 

13.82.04 

Se!e Comment Resµonse l!.l07.02. 

13S2.05 

Rxliwn oc<.:urs iri groundwdter as a re-;Ldt of the r.1t1Jral decay of ura~ivm 
<md thorium which occ1;r in t1·ace amo:mts in \larious types Qf rocks. 
This is a common problem with certain watrr ~,ystem3 obtaining their 
w;,ter from Ceep aquifers ta th~ east of th-e proµ0s·c'1 Illinois SSC site. 
Additional studies wauld be neec!ed ta determine if inc•·eased pur;ping of 
deep aquifers as a result of tha projR:t wou1d lncre~~e the radium 
levels in the water supply. fhese studies may be cond~cted jf th~ 
proposed Il'iinois site is selected. Even for increls2d r.adium kve1s in 
gr1JUildwat2r s1;pp 1 i es, $Ui table treatment t~chno ·10~;y exists to r~.:Juce the 
ra_dium con:.:entrations to safe 1c\te1s as requirtd by dr:inking water ~tan .. 
dJ.rds. H2dium reduction thr~·Jgh var~ous tr.f~aJ~:-; (e.g., hy water :-,oftt~nir;g) 
hz> bt!en a.cc:ompiished already b.Y s~veral coml:lunities in this n'·~ion. 
Th'.! lack of adequate treatment Qf some comr.mnity water supplies h~s been 
the result of a lack. of funds rather than the 1 ad, of adeq~~te treatment 
tech no 1 ogy. 

1::82. 05 

S<:e Comment Response 1275.12. 

1382. 07 

See Comment Response 18.03. 

1332.08 

See Comment Responses 53:;_03 (water supply) and 138!.ll (w~ter qualityj. 

Thr: information supplied in the co:r:ment has been used to re'!ise the 
clat~base and impact assessm2nt of Volume I. Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.5.2.G, and Volume IV, Apper.dix 11. 

1384.01 

C>mments noted. 

135114003358822 



1385. 01 

Comment noted. 

1386. 01 

Co!J'.ment noted. 

1387. 01 

Comrr.ents noted. 

13138.01 

Comments noted. 

1389 .Ol 

Comment noted. 

1390. 01 

Comments noted. 

1390 .02 

The North Carolina proposal was judged by the 00[ to meet the BQL 
qualification requirements of the ISP (ISP Section 3.0). 

local opposition and support will be considered in the site selection 
decision as described in the ISP (ISP Section 3.3.2.4). The substantial 
comments submitted by the comr.ienter were considered by the DOE Site Task 
Fore~ in evaluating the seven site alternatives. However, the focus of 
this EIS is upon evaluation of environmental impacts of siting and 
operating the SSC at each of the site alternatives. 

1390 .03 

CommP.11t noted. 

139().04 

See Comment Response 708.03. 

1390.05 

See Comment Response 732.07. 

1390.06 

Comment noted. 
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1390.07 

The discussions in several sections of the EIS on the impacts related to 
administrative (land acquisition) or safety-related (nearness to tunnel 
or other SSC facilities) loss of water wells have been revised to provide 
a more consistent and clear assessment of the potential for loss of water 
wells at each site. 

To assure safety, it is likely that 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. This zone is established for control of 
construction activities, however, and wells within it would not be 
required to be closed. Replacement of wells within this zone may be 
limited due to the vibrations from drilling. However, this would likely 
be dictated by site-specific conditions or timing of the drilling and is 
not excluded. Existing we 11 s on fee s imp 1 e 1 and for the project would 
likely have to be abandoned but, this is not assured in all cases. 

State records of water wells were available for the EIS but in most 
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 restric
tion 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 re-
1 ative 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 
accurately 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 hydro
logically impacted) will be addressed in detail in the Supplemental EIS 
to be prepared for the selected site. 

See revised EIS sections Volume I, Chapter 1, Table 1-1; Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Table 3-7; Volume 1, Chapter 5, Section 5.4 and Table 5.6-3; 
and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.2.3.1.A.6 through 7.2.3.7.A.6. 
The figures showing the location of wells ha·1e been deleted from the 
EIS. 

To reflect the apparent general lack of completeness in well records, 
the North Carolina discussion now indicates that there may be in excess 
of 300 wells within the SSC footprint and also notes the States estimate 
that only about nine wells may be directly affected and required to be 
abandoned by the project. If the North Carolina 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. 
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1390.(:3 

Sec Cor~ent R~spanses 13.02 and 710.01. 

tJti1i::at·ion -:if e;-:·,~·~1ng s2wa9,2 trc.it1nent pia,nts j;1c~t:dinq Ena W.astelvater 
Tr-i?Gti?2ii~; Plant.) ~'l Durh3m ar.d oth~r ri~niC:-ipa1ities is only O:l0 0f the 
altu)·nati~es cons~dered in the EIS. If treatm~nt capacity of exisli~g 
p1ants i~ not zj2quate to support the SSC, pack~ge treatment plants 
cou1d be in:ta11ed. Further detailed discussion of available a1t2r-
11atives is presented in EIS Volume IV, P.ppu1dix l, Section 7.l.:Lo.F. 

Wat2r s·eq~iremsnts for the SSC project ~nd additional cff-site doreestic 
usu can be met by exist~ng r·eservoirs in th~ project vicinity, which 
have adequate excess c:p2cities, as disccsse1 in re~ised EIS Volu~e I, 
C71apt.2r 5, Stct;,er; 5.1._?:.·~ an:J '~'ol~rne lV, A~1pendix 7, Section 7.1.J_,S"G. 
1h·:~ :;.3.f{; ~-~sr:rvoiP y~el.:~.; :_\s~d ·;~ th.;? e',ialuat·Jon W-~r2 estimated f:~r 
2::-j·;' :~r::.u:;;1t c:·:n·:.-!~t.~~d'S, ~-·::!._, il f;Y"ol:Jh:: ~ft:--~ ~1 <i.VS':''J.S~.: r2c 11~~r,-:_·~·;·,:2 
irt-~rval of 20 yr. ! $~::·;:_::. ~!-h?.1ds for a. rrior-.;; sev~re d;·ought '1<ii_iL:i-:1 Lo? 
l0ss, L~!t su:h yie1d ta ~re !~~t (l!rrently available (Lak~ rl!chi~ ~c~ld 
i:ut be· ~;s:~.!J l::; _:;·_n·":}- th~ :__;}i~ ~roject, but W3S cons.~d2r2·:i fo;"' p-:.;t~al·l.Y 
meat1~1g thu additit~;a1 cff·site ~~mes·tic de~and). 

ScG also revlseU Vclu;J:e I~, Tables 1-l, 3-3, and 3-7, and Section 3.7.3. 

See Comment Respanse 15i4.12, first paragraph~ 

S'2e Corri{nent Responses 1513.03 anct 13.02~ second paragraph. 

l39G.11 

The ~11n factors that tri0g0r in--~'igratic11 into each region cf influence 
(1:01) ';J'":;re Hnesp.IGyrr;ent rc.tes and th2 overall size of the existirig labor 
forc2. If each of these measures was re1ative1y low, as in the North 
Caru.iina ~QI, t}ien ir1-migration into t~e re2ian would be re1atively 
hi9h. Ii·1 the r-;orLh Carolina i\01 sorne dirt:ct jcbs a11d most secondary 
joi:;~ wvu1d, ho;,1ever, be -fi112..J by local ~csidents. Durin9 reak c:::n
structlo~ in 1991, in-mlgra~ts to the region are expected to obtain 
n:arly 5,000 jabi. Nearly as many jobs, approximately 4t600, are 
expt:·;:ted to go to local resid~nts. Dur-~ng operations, beginning in the 
Y'~' 2%0, approximately 3,490 jobs 't!Ould be obtained by in-migrants to 
th<! rrgii;r;, and abm1t 2,910 jobs would be taken by local residents. The 
co:r,mu1ter' s assertion that the North Carolina ROI wo•.d d have the 
greatest amount of in-miqration of the seven sites under consideration 
is co:'"'rest fer the c•Jnstruction period. However, the Tennessee region 
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would experience slightly greater in-migration during operations (see 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Table 5.1.8-4). The socioeconomic effects of thi~ 
in-migration are discussed in EIS Volume. IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.5. 

1390.12 

See Co1r1111ent Response 1514.16. 

1390.13 

The DOE does not accept title to 
restriction. The State of North 
resolving such title objections. 
880.04. 

1390. 14 

land if encumbered by subdivision 
Carolina would be responsible for 
See Comment Responses 710.01 and 

The State proposers are responsible for the strategies, commitments, and 
siting reflected in the proposals. EIS Volume I, Chapter 3 presents a 
comparative analysis of impacts. A more detailed discussion of refer
enced problems in North Carolina is found in EIS Volume IV, Appendices 
l, 10, and 14. 

1390.15 

See Comment Responses 13.02 and 710.01. 

1390.16 

Comment noted. 

1390.17 

Responses to the commenter's concerns are as fo 11 ows: 

The DOE believes that the hearing on the EIS in North Carolina was con
ducted in full compliance with NEPA regulations (40 CFR 1500-1508). The 
DOE has made substantial effort to involve the public in the NEPA pro
cess. The Federal Register notice indicated that registration would be 
taken not only in advance, but also at the door before and during the 
meetings. While DOE regrets that people may have been inadvertently 
denied the opportunity to register over the telephone between the time 
advance registration lists were filled and a second day was scheduled, 
nevertheless those people had the opportunity to take advantage of 
walk-in registration, and in fact, everyone in attendance who wanted to 
speak had the opportunity. While a daytime meeting may not have been 
convenient, such scheduling was necessary. Moreover, public hearings 
have been only one means for providing input into the process; written 
comments, for example, carry as much weight in the NEPA process as com
ments made at public hearings. 

\ 
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See Comment Response 0013.02 regarding concerns about data accuracy. 

The nature and purpose of the Site Task Force Meeting with Duke Vnlver
sity was ta evaluate regional resources as provided in the Invitation 
for Site Proposals. This is n~t consistent with the reasons given for 
refusing to ~:eet with t:ATC:L 

The purpose and need for the ~~~ 1s discussed in EIS Volume !, Chap-
ter 2, Secti:Jl";S 2~1 and 2.2. See Conuner.t Response 0275.03 regarding the 
proposer's al1ttiority for eminent domain. 

As part of the proposal, each proposer certified that they could 1ega11y 
deliver clear title to all r~qulred lands. See EIS Appendix 4, Land 
Acquisition Plans. 

1390. 18 

Comment noted. 

I390.19 

'!our corri=-ne.nt and survey results have been noted ar.d reviewed and 
included in US Vo1m:;e II. Th~ DOE has made site visits and condcicted 
public hearings in the v~cinity of each of the seven alternltive sites. 
The [;(Jf is aware of th0 existEni:c of a variety of op·;niuns concer:·ring 
the potential of siting the SSC in any of the identified ar€as. Ti1e EiS 
cie~::r ! ~1es Lhe ex pee ted i,7p.1cts o-f the proposed action at the al tern at ·j ve 
sltes. 

Public parLicipation is a vital element in the review cf any EIS. The 
DOE goal for accuracy and comprehensiveness requires the active involvc
~ent of the public. In part·lcular, th~se citizens in the im~ediate arEn 
of a rotential siting of a majGr facility can contribute significantly 
to th~ ~nderstand~ng of that area's environment and culture. 

A11 con::112nts) individual or an org&nized collect·ive expression~ a}·e 
fully ~ssessed and become an official published part of the NEPA-EIS 
prccES:>. 

The goal in selecting a site fer the SSC·is to select a site that~ 11 
permit the highest level of research productivity and overall effec ive
re~s of the SSC facility at a reaso~able cost of constructicn and 
cperatlcn znd with a minimal adverse impact on the environment (EIS 
,, ~ 1 """' ·1 iT ) "if J ........ ~ ~ .,, • 

1391.01 

Corrnnent noted. 
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!'l'l!.02 

Sc(~nic ;)q.j visu:.i.1 ·,.-.!::s0urce·.> a~.:;ess·l•ents •~:~e p1-_!:'»Jid~d i;t CI:1 ·~·olut;~~ I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.10 and in detail in Volume IV, Appen~ix 16. lhe 
q~ot-atio;, m.1r1e t:1 the comm2nt is from Vul-~ane I. Chapter 5, A~"".·;Jendix 1&, 
Section 5.1.ID.3.C and states that in Illinois, the possibility of 
visual impacts on views from residential areas is particularly gre~t 
because of the urbanization of m1Jch of the project s1te and vicinity. 
Neverttieless, th2re are a t1~mber of mitigatiun m2asures available to 
minimiz1! ~~v2rse scenic,'visual i~npacts. · 

Rcgar·ding 03pula~ion levels at th~ !llinni~ ',1:Q see (o~~cnt R~sp0n~e 
13G9.09. 

See Co;nm~;-~t R::·~~pO'.iSf~ 1122.02 Th2 h::::a1tl~ i::10:.;_._:t.s truHJ raJ~ation d!!tin:J 
SSC opcratj~ns have been as~e3s2d in £IS Vo)t!~2 IV, A~pendic~s JO and 
J?. TherP c.:rf~ no 11H_~asu~"ti'.Jle adver:;e L·'.~pi.!,::t~; f\'o:t: cui.1ulati·.i2 effects Gf 
exposure to radi~1m ir1 dr·i~king water arj exposure to r·adiation from SSC 
operatiGns. The do:;e eq 1J:valer1~ to the gr!n~::--:.•l p~10·1 ic from '.)=;c opera
ti!Jns is prim::irily thrCJHJh the uir p.ithway ar.'1 is 1ess than 0.001 per
;:".Crtt af th2t fro.:' b0".'".~~,~-t~"'oq:ld 'f<!diatio0. 

i391. 05 

See Comrne~t 2esp011se 876.31 fur a discusslo1~ of la1~d use i12tterns and 
oppoi·tuni ty r:t.:s ts. C,J;i-:'~:er;t. Re::;pons-~ 973. O! ~ pzH-d1fdph~ Dr:t.• and t~;~'-i 
prc·lfide det2ils r. 1~ ~n·c:\<th in the Reg-!'.1n of l'nflu2nce. 

1331.06 

lhe Ferrrd!r1b \.;o:Jld be shut. d<)Wfl ror·::: o;-;e- t.rJ ~wo-_vr~ar corvc•..-·sion f>C:iiod 
to conn·~ct i~ to th:·~ .,~'" :- ing. ~,,:;:~ c~_~r~r:ienJL P2sµ:Jr;SC 1219.02. 

1391.07 

1392.01 

Ea::~i of tf,e pr·,__;~·-Jsiny st;;~:e:; i~• rr;:,pon.;ib·:e for all facets of ·1a11d 
acq:1isition fo1~ the SSC f~cility, ir1cluding prnviding for th~ retc~Jtio\1 
of existing bt!5in0s5es, f~rms, a~d re~idents t.hat wou.!J be Jisplar0d by 
S;-jf~ d~veloprn2nt. Ur.ti I th2 DOE est~dJl i.shes. the final placewenL of the 
collider ring a~d associat~d facilities, the exact acreages: parcels, 
and o'.4nership can:iot b·~ determined p1-ecisely. 
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An est lmat\: of L:i:_~ ;:~-3.(kt-t ··~'&!i;e of re<ll prop::-:(ty wfrich 1110u·!u he di·;;
placed at each of the seven proposed SSC sites is provided in EIS Volum~ 
IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.2.3.A, Table 14.1.2-8. Cc~peri~atinn for 
the real property a11d re.location expen~es ~ould e~2b.l2 pa·ivate busi
r,9;se,;;, f;u·rns, ar.d res idtintia·l ownr:rs .and renters to ri-;lccat.e in lhe 
a1·ea if they so choose. The EIS ~ssun1~s that most displaced fat·1ns and 
b~sinesses (st1ch as the AT&T pla~t in the Illinois Regjon af Infll!ence 
[ROI]) would relocdte within the ROI where they currently ~re located -
or if they do not relocate within the region, that the local market 
would provide the opportunity for expa~slon to other firms in the ROI. 
If t'0 e Illinois site pr080'3dl io; accepted by the DOE, a Supple:ni"ntal EIS 
cou.ld analyze this issue in greater detail. 

1392.02 

1393.01 

Comment noted. 

1393.02 

Comments noted. 

1393.03 

T.~e DOE acknowledges the r·ole of the TVA in the permitting pr'ocess, if 
Tennes~ee ~ere the selected site. 

1393. 04 

Comment noted. 

1394.01 

S·ee Comment Response 1279. 283. 

1394. 02 

See Comment Response 1279.284. 

1394.03 

See Comment Responses 1279.284 ar.d 1279.285. 

1394. 04 

See Comment Responses 1279.284 and 1279.286. 

135114003358829 

• 



1394.05 

Sef! Comment Response 1279.237. 

1394 .06 

1394. 07 

S;;e Com.ent Respom,e 1279.23'.L 

139.f .08 

Sec Comroer.t Responses 1279. 284 ar.d J 279. 290 

13H.09 

Sei! Cof!'.:«1e;it Respons2 1279. 291. 

Sci; CCJmnent Response 873.02. 

Commfo'nt noted. 

1396.01 

ElS Volume I, Chapt~r 4, Tables 4-8 and 4-9, gave statistics pertaining 
to radon leveis present in living spaces and in basements i~ tha regic11s 
of the proposed sites. Radon information was bas~d on the data collected 
by the University of Pittsbuq;h Radon Project, and its successo,-. The 
Radon Project. As it was discussed in detail In Table 5.3.6-1, Appendix 
5, Volume IV for the Illinois site, these data incl~de 434 living space 
l\1easurem0nts and 322 basernt:nt me~strtement~ in DuPage County, and 13 
l ivinq space: measu;·ements and 7 basem,~nt meas:iremerrts in Kertda1 i County. 
In addition to t~ese data, 31 first-floor and 134 basement 3:casurem2nts 
in DuPage County, 2 first-floor and 26 basement measurements in Kendall 
Co:.inty, and 12 fir:.t-floor and 59 ba.sement meas•lrements in K<:ne County 
were su:m1arized from a publication prepared by Mr. Gilkeson, wtlo cited 
John Cooper's data. 

There were only 26 bas'~"1e~ts tc:;ted in Kendall County. A1th(lligh 65 
percent of the 26 basem•=::ts te:;ted had radon levels between 4 and 20 
pti/1, the results should nat be Interpreted as representative for 
Kendall County. The sample size was too small to draw any statlstic111y 
significant conclusion. Nevertheless, the construction and operation of 
SSC would not have any c1.imu la ti ve imp;i,ct on the ex is t-i ng condition. It 
wo~ld not increase the radon level in any residences in Kendall County. 
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1396.()2 

See Cowment Response 533.03. 

1396.03 

Comment noted. 

1397.01 

See Comment Response 1275.01 in regard to cost savings associated with 
Fermil ab. 

1398.01 

Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-17 has been revised to report the dwarf 
wedge mussel as a C2 candidate species (still under review). The dwarf 
wedge mussel may become a listed species d11ring the life of the SSC 
project. Therefore, the DOE would continually review the status r,f this 
and all other candidate species potentially present at the selected 
site. Additional site-spH.:ific surveys would be conducted to conf;r:n the 
presence or absence of an.1 listed or candidate species. An evaluatio11 
would be made of potential impacts, and project design or operations 
could be modified, if necessary, to avoid or mitigate adverse effects. 
This evaluation would be reported in the Supplemental EIS. 

1399 .. 01 

See Comment Responses 860.07 and 1146.04. 

1399. 02 

See Comment Response 979.02 regarding the number of wells which may be 
closed at the 111 i r.oi s site and Comment Response 870. 04 regarding el e
vated levels of radium in groundwater. 

The state has indicated that it will provide an alternative water supply 
source to replace any well closed or lost due to the SSC. 

1399.03 

See Comment Response 816.01. 

1400.01 

See Comment Responses 710.01 and 880.04. 

1400.02 

See Comment Response 880.04. 
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1400.03 

See Comment Response 710.01. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Sections 
14.1.3.3.A and E, provide a discussion of business relocations and 
potential impacts on employment. 

1400. 04 

As noted in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Sectio~ 3.4, Illinois would need to 
acquire the most parcels of any of the seven BQL sites. The proposed 
project schedule (EIS Volume IV, Aprendix I, Section 1.1.4) would 
require Illinois to provide access agreements to the DOE by January, 
1989 to allow performance of preconstruction activities, including geo
technical 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 
state. Failure of the State to meet the land acquisition schedule would 
most probably result in construction delays. Aho see Comment Response 
880.04. 

1400.05 

See Comment Response 138I.08. 

1400 .06 

See Comment Response 922.11. 
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1401.01 

Sec Comment Responsns 375.01 arid 710.01. 

1401.02 

Sr:~ C0~~2nt ~esponses 7l0.0l ~nJ 830.G4. 

1401,03 

32e Com~~11l Response 880.04. 

1101.04 

Sec Ccn::~;~nt R.~sponses 710. 01 .and 83J. 04. 

1401. GS 

Th2 DOE has mad~ ~ln ~ff::.;ft tJ r.ot-;f_f pc,·t:-:Jns 1-:ho ;;;a,;· tie aff;:~ct~c: :::y 
-:::s,-:.. 'en r·1i:- v...,;i:rn" 1 t•q:,..,:,.c'"'d-,P1J -n-j t'1a "!' Vn1tir·11e T ;~f.ilnto.r .3 ~ - v - -.i-') 'lV~ .... L r \ I-_-, •.• '!';\_,, d C,.,1 I•- L. __,, '-' ., -~ v.tr p .... _ 

f'J}' ~ di·scu:;slcn of Ef) a·J~-1;,'.'!b]l~~:.:1 thrUliJh d-ist~ibution -2.nd .:1 t 
·i ibra·~"~cs and rc~l\1inJ rG'J!:iS tht·~,:~:g~::;ut the cc1_;ntry. 

Se2 also Comment Response 880.04. 

1~01.05 

See Ccm::e~t Responses 710.01 a~d 880.04. 

1401.07 

See Corn~ent Response 880.04. 

1402.0! 

Com;11ent 11oted. 

For a discussi0n cf the selecti0n proc~~s and crit2riJ see EISJ Vo1un;e 
III 1 Chapters 1-3. A.lsa see Ccr:;1:1ent. t~espons2 1126.05. 

1402.03 

Regarding SSC-related effects on the qt1ality of life in local commun·i
ti~s, see Comment Response 1002.01. 
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1402.0~ 

The radiological impact of the SSC can be predicted with reasonable 
confidence based on the operating experience of existing high energy 
accelerators (Fermilab in Illinois and CERN in Europe). {See EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.2.1.1.) See Comment Response 310.05 
for a detailed explanation of the degree of accuracy with which radio
logical impacts can be predicted. 

1402.05 

Drinking water pathways are discussed in detail in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendices 10 and 12. Source terms, assumptions, and models used in the 
calculations of the potential exposure .frora aquatic pathways to residents 
are discussed and presented in a systematic manner in those appendices. 
The calculations are based on the migration of radionuclldes Na-22 and 
tritium in groundwater resulting from the activation of constituents by 
a beam 1 oss. Results show that the groundwater fr'om wells at SO meters 
from the activation point of all candidate sites are below U.S. Environ
mental Protection Agency (EPA) standards for comiilunity drin:.:ing water. 
The highest value for Na-22 at the wells is 0.06 pCi/ml; the highest 
value for tritium is 0.35 pCi/ml (see Volume IV, Appendix 12, Ta~le 
12.2.3-5). The EPA standards are 0.5 pCi/ml for Na-22 and 20 pCi/ml for 
tritium. 

1402.06 

Sludge removal at the Byron Plant is not affected by the SSC project and 
is not the responsibility of the ODE. Secondary impacts of the SSC on 
utilities are discussed on the EIS in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.2. 

The SSC will operate on the precedent set by Fermilab for sound environ
mental management practices. It is anticipated that there will be 
periodic sampling (as necessary) of sludge and other nonradioactive 
waste streams for potential radioactive contamination. Sampling and 
analysis would be done in accordance with applicable EPA-approved pro
cedures. However, the environmental monitoring/waste management program 
will be the responsibility of the management and operations contractor 
which the DOE is in the process of selecting. Prior to startup, the M&O 
contractor will be subjected to an operational readiness review at which 
time their definitive plans for operation must be submitted to the DOE 
for revie~ and approval. It i~ at this time that the detailed 
environmental/waste management program will be finalized. If contamina
tion is detected, the waste stream will b<:! treated, packaged, and trans
ported for disposal in accordance with applicable regulations (e.g., low 
level radioactive waste will be shipped to an approved low level radio
active waste disposal site; see Comment Response 276.03), and waste free 
from rad,i oact i ve contamination will be disposed of in an approved 1 and
fill or treated with an appropriate treatment technology (see EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix l2). 
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1402.0i' 

Sec Comm2nt Response 864.01. 

1402.08 

Tile use of new 1\•ilarm" St.;percondtl:ting materials for the SSC is discussed 
in Volume I, Chapter 3, Sections 3.2.2.3 and 3.2.4.3 The discussion 
there applies eq~ally to upgrading the existing Fermi1ab accelerator 
through t!1e use of warm superconductors. 

1402 .09 

See Comi~ent Response 1223. 03 

1402.10 

Co:;iment noted. 

1403.01 

See Corr:.1ent Response 860. 04. 

1403.02 

EIS Volume I, Chapter· l, states that the basic purpose of the SSC is to 
aain a b9tte}· understanding of the fundanJental structure of matter. 
Curre~t plans do not include the application of the SSC to defense pro
grams, and there is no fores2eable way that it could be of immediate us~ 
to s1,ch progr<:ms. 

1403.03 

The operations of the SSC would not significa;1tly degrade environmental 
qua l i t.Y at any of the seven site alternatives. The operations wi 11 he 
conducted in compliance with applicable environmental regulations (see 
Vofo;,ie I, Chapter 6). A sun~mary cf ii!:pacts of consti·i.;cticn and opera
tions is given in Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.4. Cum11latlve effects 
are summarized i~ Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.5. The impacts asso
ciated with the SSC will be largely experienced during construction; 
opt~raticns '>·;ill result in n1in·imal Gdditional irnpacts. 

The operations i;;ipacts on environn:ental qn1l ity are d2tai.l2d in Voluir.e 
IV, Append·ix 7 (water), i1ppe11dix 8 (air quality), Ap;1r::ndix 9 (noise), 
''ppendix 11 (ecology), and P..p;i;;ndix 12 (health and safoty). These are 
summarized in Volume 1 J Chapter 5, Sect·ion 5.1~ 

1403 .04 

Con~nen t noted. 
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1404.01 

See C01~:-~nt Response 1133.02. 

140~.03 

See Co~m2nt Res9onsc 979.02. 

1 ~-04. c-~ 

The del(!rn;ir:.~ti<~n of \·;he~~01· the SSC pr·ovides ;ln o·.:erai1 11 p0:-iL'v~ .. , er 
11 negativen eff2ct c:i ?.!i E:·~o.\cmy is tl-1.:_! result rjf 2. subj~:cti··~'L' -:.:·.,,,;1111a
tion. 1he EIS ana·ly$1S '.~:is intend2d to provide the -l'B~Der 1.>rit~1 ~2ss2n
tial inf0r:71aticn upo:1 ~~hich t~ bas·: s:Jch a_ determination. lsLi:1~ates of 
the eco;ic:!l"ic ~mpact to the ;·11 i:iois r·2gion of inf.luen·:e <lnd th·: p-r-imJ.r.J' 
i?ipa::t countit~s o~f DuPa~!C!, l'~c;1dall, and Kane are prcser;ted ~n EiS 
Volume I 1 Chapter 4 c:nrl '•'o1u:nr~ IV 1 Appendix 14, Sectio~! 14.1 .. 3.3. 

1405 .01 

i4C5.02 

Althot19h the SSC is an ~xpcrimental f3c·!'l1ty, ·it is PL'Ssible t-o proj£~ct 
th~ environmental safety and health ~~plications bas2d on exist~n~ 
;3~c·~lcratot perfe<rmunce da.ta (EIS Vo1u:11e JV, r~prcndix 10) a:~d exist~ng 
k;iowledqe cf cnsm·ic 1':iy.s 1 s:::i:~r:: of v~hich La·i2 energies far ex·.:ceding ;10 
TeV. In fact1 thn orojcctnd radiation dose to h~reans and tt1e sJfety of 
t~e facility a~e we~l cn~erstood. For a ~era detajled descrjµtiojl of 
t~~ ~~alth r,sks fro~ SSC opcr~tio~~, SEe Comment Rcspcns2 810.05 a~d 
EIS Ve,;;,;,'!\\~ I) Ch?~l)ter 5, $7.;:ti~:in 5.1.5.1.P.., and Volum2 IV, A~ipend·\res 1~ 
c_n'J 12. 

1407.01 

lt is DGE p:Jlic:1 that f0rr:iilab vzeuld ccntinue to be s.uppo:ttcd if the SSC 
were at soree ether locat~c~. If th~ Illinois site is cho£en, the experi
ence is thJt the prc~e~c~ of a large construction project at an existinq 
12boratory does not r.sces:ar1ly impact the ongoir:9 program advi-~rsely. 
See Co~mcnt Response 0864.01. 
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1408.01 

Comment noted. 

1409.01 

Comment noted. 

1410'. 01 

Regarding the potential for contamination of shallow groundwater, see 
Comment Response 284.02. Regarding the potential for well loss or 
closure, see Comment Response 810.03. 

1410.02 

See Comment Response 1229.02. 

1410.03 

Approximately 319 acres of wetlands are in the fee simple areas asso
ciated with the planned surface facilities at the Michigan site (see EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3). Of this total, approximately 
190 acres could be Impacted from surface facility construction if no 
mitigation measures are implemented. With mitigation, impacts to wet
lands would be much less than stated in the EIS. A number of mitigation 
alternatives (such as wetlands avoidance) are possible (see EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3). However, pending final site selec
tion, facility design, and facility location, it is not possible in this 
EIS to provide detailed mitigation plans. If Michigan is the selected 
site for the SSC, site-specific mitigation plans would be developed in 
accordance with appropriate Federal and/or State agencies (e.g., COE, 
USFWS, MDNR), and these would be included in the site-specific 
Supplemental EIS. 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.4 provides data on the number of 
relocations. Given the proposed layout, this amounts to 221 relocations. 
See Comment Response 880.04 for a discussion of land acquisition plans. 
Comment Response 312.05 discusses the effects of the SSC project on land 
valu8s. 

1411. OJ 

See Co~ment Response 500.03. 

1411.02 

It does not necessarily follow that any endemic species would be threat
ene.j or endangered should the SSC be built at the proposed Tennessee 
site. Mitigation actions such as maintaining water quality would 
reduce the imp acts. ' 
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1411.03 

R0~ is a ~~scial un~1. cf dose equivalent. The ~ose equivalent in rems is 
n;;;;::::rica·11y eqi..::::.·1 to the Rad·1ation fibsorbed Dose ('RAD) mult~plied by the 
L:i)J.1-lty faC"~tQt, th.::; d~:::tritoJtic:1 factor, and other necessary modifying 
fo.:::t::ir:;. ;\ rGTil i: a rr.2::.s·J':'t.rner.t of damage in a biological syster:: r-esult
ir:9 f·rD'"il Ciffer.,ent t_y;:;2s of io-niz~ng radlatio:-is. Mi.llirera {n1re-m) is a 
~u~~ult~p1e of t!10 rem eq~al to 1/1000 r~m (see Vo1ume IV, Appendix 10). 

D~ze-&ffE:t ralatia~:hio3 in l:i;mans for whale-body irradiation are 
listed b2low (~1tional ~n:1ncil on Radiation Protection and Measurements 
R0port tlo. 39, 1;D:sic Radiation Protection Critcria, 11 1960): 

3GO,OOJ ~rem - r:2dian l2thal dose for single short exposure. 

1Sr1.00J-ZC0,008 mrem - sho~t-term do~e likely to produce 
~hGrt-t~ru dis~~ilit;. 

s!1ort-term ~ose likely to 
p2arle SJ ex1,osed. 

Pv-,,r.:1•1-,, 
; ..... ~ '-" ·- ,_ 

vomitirg in about 10% ~f tl1e 

5D:GOJ-75,00J rnrem - 10\1est short-term dose detectabl2 in a 
specific ii~jivid11al. 

)-he average h1~cri~an's ~nnu0l average cxpcsure to all sources of radia
tio1 r~s:i.lts in J Jose CQLl~val~~t average of 360 mre~, of whic!1 approxi
r::a7.el_v 300 ;:-,res/yr c~r:es frc.m n<ltUrf~. f,pp:---oxi;;1ate1y 55 percent of th~ 
360 mrem/yr ·is ft-tim inhal;:)tion of natura1ly occurring r~don and its pro
geny. Another 27 percent com~s from cosmic radiaticn from outer space, 
t'2rrestrial Y'3_diatinn from r-ocks and soil, and inte1nal radiation fro:Ti 
the hur.;a1 body. The r;:'rn.:-J.ining IB p2:·cent i:; fror:1 man-made sourc2s, such 
as 8e~ica1 prnced~!res (Volt:~e IV, Appendix 12). EIS Table 12.2,1-1 of 
Vo1~~e IV, App2ntix 12 p~esr·nt~ the zv2r2Jc ~n~·!al effective dose eq~iva-
1~nt in the f:::;p1:lati0n of the U;·1i·:~ed States. rn th0 11.ii~iois pt'Op;.!_s2d 
SSC rr~g i o~, ti";;~ r.J.t.ur~-; b."lci<.sro~,nd r::ld··i z.t ~~Jn accounts for ~-Dl r;rer-./.vear. 

Tt12 total radiatio~ exp1):t!re recei~cd by ttie general public fr0m op2ra
tic.r1:; of the SSC 1;;il1 be ;:Lo~t 0.'JG4 r::r211/yr, ·~.,·L~ch is less thin 1/lOCO 
cf l percent cf the backgrounrt {EIS Volu:ne I, Ch~pter 5, Sectio11 5.1.5). 
This trivial dose res:Jlts frora all expos~Jres i11cl1Jding tritium. A 
thorou;;h as~ss:;:-:-~ent on t!ie pct·enti'11 h8·a1th irnpact is _prnv1d.cd in Volume 
I 1J, f1;Jpen:iic2s 10 arid 12. The pot2r;tial health i:n;Jz;_ct frnm tr·itium (H-3) 
in sr-ound1.>.Jater is 3ddr~sscd in Vo1ui0:~ IV, P.ppcndix 12. 

1411. i).j 

See Com~e~t Respo~se 871.01 

1412.01 

Cc.mment noted. 
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1412.02 

The student/teacher ratio and "level of service" indicators used to 
analyze local public services are simply ratios of jobs in particular 
sectors (school instruction and all education-related jobs) to the total 
population served (school enrollment and regional population). The 
concept of these ratios does not denote numerical rankings of the levels 
of service provided. However, the measures are useful indicators of the 
degree to which regional population changes would affect the need for 
local services; they do not necessarily reveal information about the 
quality of the services offered. 

Therefore, although student/teacher ratios may be on average higher, and 
full-time equivalent (FTE) employment per 1,000 population in general 
education lower, in the Michigan Region of Influence than in the other 
regions proposed for SSC development, these statistics do not imply that 
the quality of education offered in the Michigan Region of Influence is 
inferior to the education offered in those other regions. 

1412.03 

Health and safety issues regarding the SSC are discussed in EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 12 and are summarized in Volume I, Chapter 5. 

1412.04 

Comment noted. 

1413.01 

Comment noted. 

1414.01 

Comment noted. 

1414.02 

See Comment Response 402.01. 

1414.03 

It is possible that a few wells within the path of the collider tunnel 
will have to be abandoned; the exact number of wells affected cannot be 
determined until the final design of the SSC is fixed. Also, for those 
access shafts that are sunk through the alluvial aquifers, some localized 
and temporary impacts to well levels may be experienced. For persons · 
who will be affected by loss or disruption of water supplies, alterna
tive supplies ana/or compensation will be provided. 

For discussion of the completeness and accuracy of geologic information 
used in the EIS, see Comment Responses 217.01, 217.03, and 1559.02. 
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1415.01 

Comment noted. 

1415.02 

If Arizona is selected as the site for the SSC, (Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.1.9), some losses of desert habitat and other ecosystem im
pacts in the project areas would occur. Also, as the State of Arizona's 
proposal suggests, the SSC could be incorporated into a variety of habi
tat restoration and preservation activities. However, additional en
vironmental studies and plans for mitigating impacts would be made 
during preparation of~a site-specific Supplemental EIS. 

1416.01 

The earthquake potential and earthquake history of the Michigan site are 
discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.4.1.S of the EIS. The 
slte area is characterized by infrequent small- to moderate-sized earth
quakes with only minor potential to damage structures. While earth
quakes of this size occasionally cause minor damage to homes and older 
structures, the potEntial fer significant damage to a major structure 
that has been designed to up-to-date seismic-reinforcement codes is 
exceedingly small. The SSC would be designed and built to withstand 
reascnably expectable earthquake vibrations (i.e. generally equivalent 
to the largest earthquake that has occurred in the region). 

1416.02 

Comments noted. 

l'll7.01 

Comment noted. 

g17.02 

The DOE will comply with the Endangered Species Act. Consultation with 
the USFWS was done at all site alternatives and some field surveys con
ducted. Should Michigan be selected as the SSC site, further detailed 
surveys done in support of the site-specific Supplemental EIS would 
address the issue of the "one of a kind" flock of birds that the com
menter reports has been observed over parcel H2-!3. 

1417.03 

No wetlands associated with the Grand River are located ifi areas ex
pected to be impacted by surface facility construction. The [3 site is 
the nearest surface facility to any Grand River wetlands along Lansing 
Avenue. This facility has no wetlands within or adjacent to its bounda
ries. Thus, construct.ion at this location should have no impact on 
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wetldnds in the vicinity of the Grand River. In the vicinity of Lansing 
Avenue, the collider ring wauld pass beneath the Grand River and its 
wetla~ds. However, because of the low rates of groundwater seepage an
ticipated and planned groundwater influw control measures (see EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.4), dew~tering of wetlands during 
tunnel and shaft construction is na! expected to occur. 

1417.04 

Access roads to the different facilities will be constructed where 
required (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, SacLion 14.2.1.3.0,l.a.2). 

Until the DOE agrees to a final placement and design of the SSC, the 
exact location of surface facilities and associated access roarls will 
not be known. The EIS is based upon the proposer's adaptations of a 
concepba 1 dc~s i gn (see? SSC Central D·"s i '!fl Group: Con.~.eptuaJ__~~-illri_of 
.th<! Super_~QJL'1ll_~ti11g. Super Collid2r: SSC-SR-2020 8erkeley, CA: UDA, 
March, 1986) which represents a reasonably accurate picture of condi
tions lik2ly to occur if the site is selected for the SSC. Access 
roads will be addressed in greater detail in the Supplemental EIS for 
the selected site. The secondary impacts are di~cussed in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Scctio~ 5.2. 

1417.05 

A few wells may have to be abandor1ed Jue to their proximity to the proj
ect. A few others may ba affected in terms of increased drawdown be
cause of their vicinity to excavations d11ring construction or to wells 
supplying water to the SSC and the projected increase in population. 
These draw~own~ will be temporary, resulting from excavation (including 
tunnel), infiltration and dewatering, or long-term resulting from proj
ect water use during construction and operations. Surface activities, 
including soil disturbance, construction spills, disposal of water from 
excavations, and spoil leachates, are prnjected to have negLigible ef
fects on shallow groundwater quality. According to the State of Michi
gan proposal, the tu11nel would be at depths ranging from about 80 to 250 
ft; groundwater will be flowing Into rattier than out of the tunnel, thus 
contaminants from the tunnel construction infiltrating Into the ground
water will be negligible. Radiological effects from the SSC will also 
be neg1 igible. The radiation emitt8d d~i·ing normal operations is very 
low, and the occurrence of a beam loss with potentially higher radiation 
releases. is highly un1ikl,ly. Even fot that latter case, the radi;;tion 
roaching grour;dwater wells would be low ar.d meet regulatory standards. 
Impacts on specific wells cannot be assess~d until a final design for 
the project has been developed. These assessments will be performed and 
documented in a Supplemental EIS for the selected site. See Comment 
Response 810.03 with regard to restrictions and potential compensation. 
for affected well owners. See EIS Volume JV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.l.3.4 for details on groundwater impacts, and Volume IV, Appendix 12, 
Section 12.3.1 and l2A.l for details on radiological Impacts. 
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1417 .06 

See Com~ent Responses 710.01 and 680.04. If a residence ls designated 
to be required in a fee simple estate, the minimum Federal acquisition 
re1uirements ~hich all proposers haJe agreed to comply with as a mlnl
mu~ wo~ld require the appraisal process to include the value of the 
residence based on the construction in place. 

!4!7.07 

See Comment Response 880.04. 

The DOE does not anticipate the use of restrictive easements on property 
where a stratified fee estate exists. This includes access to minerals 
or wells provided that there is no penetration of the DOE's stratified 
fee e~tate without prior DOE written approval. The "rights and prl~i
leges" of affected residents under a stratified fee estate are discussed 
in Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.2.1.2. In fee simple areas the 
state strategy on acquisition will regulate. 

!417 .03 

Comr;:ent noted. 

1417.09 

Comment noted. 

1417.10 

See Comment Respons<? 380.04. 

1417.11 

See Comment Responses 880.04 and 1259.02. 

1417.12 .. 
The staten1;;nts made by the State t•eferred to in the comment are not the 
responsibility &f the DOE. See Volume Ill, Chapter 3, for a discussion 
of the DOE's site-selection process. The secondary impact resulting 
from the State's development of infrastructure are discussed on the EIS 
ir1 Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.2. 

14i7.13 

The health and safety risks due to operations of the SSC can be proj
ected with great confidence based on O?erating experience from similar 
high energy physics accelerators in the United States and Europe (see 
Comment Response 810.05). All seven candidate sites are below appli
cable Federal, State, and local standards for exocsures to radiation 
attributed to operation of the SSC. As shown in.Volume !, Chapter 5, 
~ny c~lculated exposures to the waxim~lly exposed individual on the 
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ground surface wou1d be no m::li'e than 0.00,?3 r•rem/yr under ;wr•r.Jl ops·r
ations. This level would be attributed to airborne exposure to activa
tion products duri.ng v~nting of t~1e tur1~8-i and would require cnntin~0us 
expos•ire at that location for one yew (ser, Volu~;e !, Chapti::r 5). This 
level is a srna11 fraction (less th~n 1/1000) of the natural background 
radiation levels in Michigan and is well within the current DOE gu!de-
1 ine of 100 mrem/yr for a maximally ex~osed individual 1>1ho could be 
affected by DOE activiti2$. 

1417.14 

Comment noted. 

1418.01 

The site lo:<>tion for the SSC was chos2n by the proposing Stat2. As 
stated an the Cover Sheet of the EIS, the proposed action for the EIS is 
to select t~1e site for the SSC, the largest scientific instrument ever 
built. Th.:: Secr~tary of Energy Ins iden':ified the preferred site using 
technical evaluation criteria and cost consid~rations. In ardar of 
relativ2 im;iortance, the technical evaluation ~riteria are gC!ology and 
tunneling, r0gional resources, environn12nt, setting, re9ional condi
tions, and utilities. Also see Co:nment Responses 880.04and"1126.05. 

1418.02 

See Comment Respon~es 873.02 and 1125.05. 

1418.03 

See ComMent Response 1126.05. 

1413.04 

Comments noteJ. 

1419.01 

Coinments noted. 

1420. 01 

Co:r.ment noted. 

1420.02 

111e new east-west highway (State HighV1ay 7) is di.scussed in Volume I\/, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.B. The hi•Jhway was proposed by· the State 
of Colorado to provide better access to the site. The road would be 
designed and constructed to Colorado Dq:artment of Highways specifica
tions. It is recognized that the traffic would· get worse and that 
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passengers could be stranded during severe weather conditions. State 
and local emergency and law enforcement agencies would be responsible 
for aiding stranded motorists during severe weather conditions. 

1420.03 

As indicated in the EIS, the preferred method for obtaining both ground
water and surface water fer the SSC at the Colorado site is through pur
chase of existing water rights. This approach is taken to minimize the 
impacts to the area's available water resources. Water rights would be 
purchased only from organizations or individuals who indicate a willing
ness to sell or who have no need for all or a portion of their permitted 
right. Given the planned process, there would be no forced returns to 
dry land farming. 

1420.04 

The new Denver regional airport is addressed In Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.2.11.2.A.3 ond Volume JV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.S.3. 
The new airport will not be completed in 1992 during the peak construc
tion year. Therefore, the assessment of impacts during construction is 
based on the use of the Denver Stapleton International Airport. How
ever, the airport will be available during operations due to its sched
uled completion date of 1995. Therefore, the assessment of impacts 
during operations are based on the use of the new airport. 

1420. 05 

So1:rces of aggregate for Colorado ar·e discussed in Volume JV, Appendix 
5, Section 5.2.1.6.A. The cost of aggregate in the Denver area was 
t2ken lnto account when the construction costs were indexed to the 
Oanver area. Also see Com~ent Response 577.02. 

Cor:;.;:ent noted. 

1421.01 

CG:r..~1en t noted. 

l' .. ~2.0l 

c,:;n:ncn t r.cted. 

1-123.01 

Fcmilab is operated for the DOE by Universities Research Association 
(URA) which is a group of North American Universities (most1y U.S.). 
URA is r.ot connected with a~y Michigan-based power plant. The DOE has 
~o knowledge of any petition to terminate the operation of Fermilab. 
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The DOE also has no knowledge of a 102-mi project that was stopped be
cause of "unknown reactions." The SSC is not a military or military
backed project. The SSC will have no known military application (see 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 2, Purpose and Need for Action). 

1424.01 

Comments noted. 

1425.01 

Comments noted. 

1426.01 

Comments noted. 

1427.0l 

Comment noted. 

1423.01 

See Comment Response 865.01. 

1428. 02 

See Comment Response 1259.02. 

1423.03 

See Comment Response 1126.05. 

1429.01 

See Comment Response 1217.01. 

1429.02 

See Comment Response 1279.141. 

1429;03 

See Comment Response 1279.141. 

1429.04 

The El's recognizes the potential impacts of groundwater infiltration 
into excavations and of the increased groundwater use due to the 
project. These aspects, including the incremental drawdown of water 
tables and the resulting impacts on water supplies, will be considered 
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amo~g other factors in selecting the site. 
(infiltration into excavations) and 533.03 
supply). 

1430.01 

Con;w2rrts noted. 

1~31.01 

CoGments noted. 

1431 . .02 

See Comment Responses 19.03 
(groundwater drawdown and 

This EIS ~nalyzes the: envi ronment:.!1 irrpacts projected to eccur if the 
SSC were to be sited 2t 0~2 of seven site alternatives. Power supply 
sout·ces for the SSC and the imoicts of their existence are the resoonsi
bi·l~ty ,'Jf the entlty pro·¥idi;:9' the po~vcr. All ten comi!1erc.i.;l nuc1€ar 
pcwar reactors and the c~~c~1l E1ectric Marris Cperation are lo~ated ~t 
1·.~z.1st 25 mi <..Y-J3.Y fro;o;: ~~i·2 i1·J-Jr.D·is prcpc.scd region of the SSC. Although 
tL--:·3e n·J~lecr fz'.~i1·it.·1es ;7:;:y r~)leasc rad~o2ctive materials to tf;·2 ittmJ
sphere during their ~o:n1al o~eratio:1s, the distance from the prcp0sed 
SSC site precludes any s·ignificant contributioi to background ra~iatian 
levels at the pro~ased SSC site. Based on the available envircn~2ntal 
1n~nitcring data, t!1ese facilities do not have an impact on the proposed 
SSC construction or oµerations. · 

F-...;rther informaticn ·jn regards to th2 env1ror.mental impacts from nuciear 
facil~ties is avail2ble from the Illinnis Department of Nuclear Safety, 
1835 Outer Park Drive, Springfield, Illinols. 

The SSC is projected to generate 8,CJO ft 3 and 10 Ci of low-level radio
active waste (LLRW) per year. This is approximately 4 percent of the 
227,C84 ft 3 and 0.02 percent of the activity of LLRW shipped from 
lllinois to a commercial imv-level waste facility in 1SB6. This amount 
cf Li.RW m3y be further reduced with jmple~1entation of a waste minimiza
tion program as is directed by DOE Order 5B20.2A Radioactive W1ste 
~lanagement. Suet; a waste mini1nization program initiated at fermilab in 
1987 r2sulted in a volume reduction in LLRW by a factor of approximately 
20 \Vol\irne IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.2). 

1431. 03 

Eeg2.rd·ing the loss of wc:lls, see Con:;r;er;t Response 979.02. 

The FE!S recognizes tf1at the nro.iect would cause an incremental increase 
to the sroundwater overdraft ~t ihe Illinois site. Since this effect 
would occur during average water years, it would be more prono~nced 
during periods of droughts. Groundwater impacts and potential 
mitigation are issessed in Volume IV, Section 7, Section 7.2.3.3. See 
also Comraent'Response 533.03. 
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1431.04 

The claimed leakage rate of 90 gallons per acre per day in the comment 
cannot be verified. EIS, Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3.B.2 
states that negligible amounts of local groundwater quality degradation 
is anticipated from handling and disposal of sewage and cooling tower 
blowdown. This section also states that "chemicals and any other 
materials with significant contamination potential ... would be strictly 
contra 11 ed." 

Treatment and disposal of hazardous materials is covered in EIS, Volume 
IV, Appendix 10, Sections 10.1.3.1.D.3 and 10.1~3.l.D.4. 

1432.01 

Comments noted. 

1433.01 

See Comment Response 1276.01. 

1434.01 

Comment noted. 

1435.01 

Comment noted. 

1435.02 

The unknown factors concerning radiation and water contamination asso
ciated with the SSC are limited and to account for uncertainties in the 
analyses of potential health impacts, worst-case assumptions were made. 
The Chapter 5 (Section 5.1.6) of the EIS identified the possible health 
hazards and impacts. An important conclusion of the assessment is that 
no adverse impacts to the public are expected during normal operations 
nor during the unlikely event of an accident. 

1435.03 

The Soil Conservation Service estimates 4,000 acres of prime farmland in 
the fee simple area of the SSC project. Information on important farm
land was not provided; an estimate was calculated at 1,839 acres using 
soil maps available for two-thirds of the counties affected. Based on 
this rough calculation, an estimated 606 acres of prime and important 

'farmland would be permanently converted by the project. 

This acreage represents less than one percent of Tennessee's prime farm-
1 and inventory, and is we 11 below the annua 1 average of such 1 ands taken 
out of production as a result of urban development. 
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1435.04 

See Comment Responses 873.02, 880.04, and 710.01. 

1436.01 

See Comment Response 1126. 05. 

1436.02 

The numbers of people. in the area-; of passib1e noise impact have bee!\ 
determined by analysis of aerial photographs. The numbers have been 
used in estimating the magnitude of expected noise impact associated 
with each construction and operations noise source. The results for 
Michigan are summarized as follo1-1s: 

During construction the number of people exposed to outdoor noise levels 
greater than 70 dBA (Ldn), i.e., those 1-1ho are within 630 ft of the 
center of an E or F 2rea, is estimated to be 62. During this period, 
the number of peop1e experiencing 1eve1s between 60 dBA and 70 dBi\ (Ldn) 
is estimated to be 4CB. EIS Volu~e IV, Appendix 9, Table 9-12 shows how 
these are distributed according to proximity to E and F sites. 

Ouring operations of the SSC, the cu:"l:;er of peop1e experieccing outda•Jr 
levels in the range of 55 dBA to 60 dBA (Ldnl is estimated to be 24. 
These people would be those who live within 700 ft of the center of a 
service ar-ea. 

Because the sound level associated with each source falls off rapidly as 
the distance from the source incroases, the nlilrber of people highly 
annoyed by the sounds of SSC constru~ticn and ,operations will not be the 
same as the population of the region. From a subjective standpoint, 
assuming an eldstir,g background ~.{)und leve1 of 4\l dBi\ ldn at distances 
gi'cater than 6,000 ft from construction sites, specific construction 
sounds may be identifiable in the normal background, but will not be any 
louder than the background. As one 2pproaches the construction noise 
<.ctivities the associated sounds b2co1;1e iacreasir.g1y <lo11dr.a!\t. Within 
3,000 ft, the construction related sound may completely mask all but the 
loudest native sounds. At this point the daytime sound level may reach 
50 dBA, comparable to the level ncrmal convers~tion heard at a distance 
of 12 ft (Table 9-1). 

See Comment Responses 553.0J and 810.03. 

1437.0l 

Assessment of alternatives 
other 6 alternative site. 
placement would allow some 
alternative sites. 
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1438.01 

Comments not<'d. 

1439.06 

Sec EIS Vo 1 un;2 
the coll ider. 
estabiished by 
627.01. 

l 09. 08 

Comme:nt noted. 

1440.01 

I, Chapter Z for a disc~> s ion of the purpose and need for 
National priorities for ex?enditures of tax monies are 
Congress and the President. See also Comment Response 

See Comment Responses 1146.03 and 1126.05. 

1441.01 

The EIS has been forwarded as requested. 

1442.0l 

Detailed responses to the questions raised by the Tennessee Chapter of 
the Sien·a Chib are in Comr:'ent Responses to Comment No. 1442. 

1442.02 

Ccm;c8nt R1osponse 491.21 addresses the questions of SSC-related popula
tion yrowth, infrastructure expansion, and funding for infrastructure 
expansion raised in the present comment. 

1442.03 

!is noted in the third paragrapli of CGmment Response 497.21, loca1 
jurisdictions in Bedford and Rutherfo"l Counties are anticipated to expe
,.1.P1""" ne' ,cis"al g>1·n·' as a r" 0 1·lt or" '1·:1n S<:C-r·>l 0 ted d<>vPlop•r•<>"t (S"" • ~ ··- -.. • .... • - ,.. • ... --:• ~ •• .... - >:..; u - - .•. ~1; --

EIS Vol1:me IV, Appendix 14 1 Section 14.1.3.6.D, and [rrata pertaining to 
this section). T!12 public finJr:ce analy~is upon which these conclusions 
are based included &nticip~ted infrastructure developments that would b0 
required becau~e of the SSC. 

With regard to financial obligations of larger government j~risdictions, 
the Tennessee State government would be responsible for the purchase of 
the l~nd upon which the facility Is sited, and the Federal Government 
responsible for the construction and operations of the facility. 
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1442.04 

See Car.1ment R;esponse 0627 .OJ. Off-site infrastructure needs identified 
by the proposer wauld be the r>.:spon:>iilility of the proposer. See US 
Vol~me !II, Chapter l, Section 1.l. R2garding intergovernmental 
cooperation beb12en DOE anrl St.:ite and local govern::12nts, see Comment 
Resiionse 334 .02. 

1442.05 

Much of the infrastructure expansion associated with SSC devalopment, 
which are local/state responsibilities, could be fonded by fiscal bene
fits anticipated to accompany project-related growth (see the third 
paragraph of Comment Response 497 .21). Indeed, the analysis of public 
finance impacts on cumulative local jurisdictions included anticipated 
capital expenditures -- such as additio~al infrastructure -- necessi
tated by the placemer,t of the SSC at the Tennessee site (EIS Volume 1'1, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.6.D). 

The Environmental impact of such infrastructure expansion Is a portion 
of the SSC's cumulative impact, discussed In EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.2. 

1442.06 

The airborne release of activation products was addressed in EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 10; and its consequent health impact was assessed in Volume 
IV, Appendix 12 .. An environmental monitoring program for radiological 
hazards will be established prior to operation of the SSC. The DOE will 
consider progran:s established at other accelerators, such as Fermil~b 
and CERN, as models. At Fermilab three types of accelerator-related 
radiation were monitored in 1987: penetrating, airborne, and waterborne. 
The program, which is required by DOE Order 5480.lA, mcnitored direct 
exposures, the airborne radionuclide C-11, and the primary waterborne 
radicnuclide H-3 (tritium). Penetrating radiation was monitored using a 
mobile environmental radiation laboratory. The program also consisted 
of 120 fixed detectors with continuous data recording. 

The monitoring program anticipated for the SSC will be designed to 
detect, track, and assess impact from any radiation or radioactive 
mat2rial released frc,11 the facilities. The scope of the program will 
include assessments of on-site and off-site exposures. Environ;nental 
monitoring is capable of detecting significantly lo~er levels than those 
specified in standards or guidelines. The program envisioned for the 
SSC will be able to detect radiation/radioactivity priur to its impact 
on the general public. The specific procedures for continuous monitor
ing at above-ground locations will be determined by the Management and 
Operations contractor and by the DOE prior to the conduct of normal 
operations. Before commissioning the SSC, the DOE will conduct an 
Operational Readiness Review. One of the topics to be addressed at the 
Review will be the plans for radiation monitoring in off-site areas near 
the SSC. See Comment Response 1473.02. 
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1442.07 

The concern a.bout rn!;On exposures. to perso:-is residin~J abov::; the SSC wa~ 
ajdressed in the EIS. Exposure levc-ls wet·e prese~i!ed in EIS Volume IV1 
Apperdix ]Q and su~~ariz,~d in VoltzMe I~ Chapter 5. 

EIS (Volume IV, ~p~e:~c!ix 10, Sect~on 10.J.2.J) i~dicates that ar1 en~iron
mental monitoring pi~ogra:n to wea~;~n·r, ::-~1.'.c:-1 t.:xp~J~;u:·r0 ::rd profiles is antici
pat21J f~r the areas arounj th2 SSC. A~c~g t!~e technjques to be employed are 
hiqh-sre3~tJ:2 ioniz:tion ~ha;ri~2rs nr lar~e volume, ambient-pressure ioniza-
t ..:~n r-t1·•ro\ - ,.... th ·.- . ..-.,-·1, -.~·,..,,~ ~-:11 f- d ..- ·~ .·=-~ .. , •• -~-1' ', 1-·-I, . t l S -as ••. J ... __ .,._t.i;D'-:'r ... , e1~.~ . ..1·.1~-,,,~·:.Sl_,_r.:.. .. n.:>LtlE•,l::::'rS, ai1~ .TI·J;1 E muo:1 e,e co~;c . 

At thi~ pr~µo~0d Tennessee site, the ~uon Jo5c at the depth of the bear1 
fro;·~i t~·J~ bE;3rri abs0;--ber WJt;ld h·2 0.05 mrern/.vr 2nd at less thc.n 
0.('q~ Elr\~:;./yr (Volume I, Chapter 5, Tab·>_: 5.!.6·~1). These levels of 
t:•):~i!_·s~n-e ~.,,0 ~:;nall glven t;1at th2 b.ickyr;:!Jnd 1t:ve1 in Tennes.sc.~e is 
app-rG'-'.·lrna.tJ~1y 428 mt~m/yr· (Vo1unie f, Chapter F), Table 5.1.6-1}. Mt:vn 
cxp~·,·_:;ir?s Jt the ~ir-ound surface ar0 ne9·1 ~g ible, hec:alise muon beams are 
hi~:;·1iy C: 1J;l in1at..~·J and cssent-1a·!-ly tr·c· ... -~~1 tangc.'.:nti3.1ly to the bt}J1n in the 
sJme ~1l~r1e a5 the tiinnel ring. 

"fher0fo(C, tt1e t1igti1~jt exposi:r2 levels l~!at could occur due to 1t1L1ons would 
Le ;..:;~dc1~(;ro';.nd at the derth of trc bean. A check has been made Gf the 
tO;.JlY}~-J.~h_y ~',t the cor1t.1--ul1(~d ar1~a bo1;nd;1ries for· a11 areas (interaction 
r'::"rri::n~s b::-1!"1 at~;n\·b~~r's o.r;d t·.~n~'l2l) to d~~termine if there might be topo
gro~:l-·;1ca1 d·~prl~SSiQn~ thJt Ytntild bring the ground surface be.io~d t:.,nnel 
d2~~~ (V~l~;~~ I, Cf!apt2r 5, S2ctic1 ~1 5.!.6.2). These boundaries are de
fined in Volume IV, tppen.jix 10, 1·ablc 10.1.2-1. i·~1e DOE has deterniin2d 
that it wo111J be unli~ely thJt persons could reach the dept!; of the tun
!H~l fac11 itins, v'hich in Tennessee would range from 250 to 3?5 ft (Volume 
!V, App~nrlix 10, Table 10.1.3-6), without digging or 2xcavating to that 
dep~h .. Ac~crdingly, the DOE or the State co~ld restrict activities 
1nc1i;d1ng a~ep excav~t10ns ~n the narrow reg1ons where mt;ons might 
p1~netr·lte. 

""fh.2re are carn!)0!!2nts and .shie1dinq from the Fermilab operatiot1s thdt are 
::inr(;d in th:~ bo,1ey&r-d area for fnture- raose. :\ secured arid r0::;tricted 
~tor&ga area for SSC-related c0mponents is anticlpated for the SSC. DOE 
h3s no p-ians to perin~r:en~1y stcre low-levi~l radioactive wastes {LLRW) <it 
t!1e ~SC, but like oti)er laboratories and industrial o~erations, LLRW 
'1ill be tsmporaril.1 stored awaiting a full shipment for di,:rosal. Any 
LLR;.J ~t the SSC that is awaiting '1ff-sitt~ disposal will be >torr!d in 
dccorda~ce wit~ FeJer~l and State laws, which arg written to protect the 
environment. Tl·ie lccation of the secured, limited access storage ~rea 
wil1 be determined when the final design of the SSC is made. The siting 
and design will be in accordance with the DOE's policy of as low as 
reasonably achievable (ALARA). See Co~~snt Response 229.06 for a 
Jiscns:::i·on of the disposal plans for radioactive wastes. 

1442,CS 

Thete is son~Q potential for re1eJ.se of "unconfined" radionuc-l ide-s ini:o 
the soil and rock surrounding the collider tunnel. These raJlonticlid~s 
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are produced by hadrons from beam)osses. Beam loss may be a small toss 
caused by beam/gas interactions .or il]volve the accidental loss of a full 
beam. The irradiation. of a soil block is much higher for a single full 
beam loss than for 25 years Of OperatiOQS or partial '.losses from beam 
gas interactions. Therefore the co.nsequente$ of a full beam loss were 
modeled. The radiological impacts. frq111·a beam lo.ss are discussed in EIS 
Volume IV. Appendfx 12; Sectton 12.4.l. ·. At the Tennessee slte. the 
maximunt rad tat fon dose ta an i ndivi.dual at .the land surface above the 
point of beam l'oss ts projec;:ted' to be J.ess than (r.OOLmrem/yr (see 
Volume JV, Appendtx r2. Table 12':4>1-2}. Jilts, dose represents a Uny 
tncrement.·at'th.elO& 111rem1.xr· OQE)'.jJntt ~net may be regarded as neqligJble 
rel'at~ve ta thei3'0(J inrenf/.Y.1". rece.foq:ed ,fi,xc.the.avetage•tn<f\yi:du:al <'from. ·.• . 
natural'sources (seeVglumeIV;.·~Appendfx'12, Table 12.~2~1-.l) •.. the above 
·considerations would apply equally to. other potential receptors near the 
SSC, su~h as soil, crqps. an<f ~urface w1,1ter; supplies •. 

Potential radit>logica1 impa~ts to qroundW11.te~ supplies)iave been cone 
·· sidered as wel 1, and are adcfress.ed in Va?ume . .r. Chapter .5 and Ito) ume IV, 
Appendix 12. At the Tennessee slte0 tile calculated annual dose equiva-
1.ents in a nearby well (50 m from source) resulting from an acc.idental 
loss of beam would be 0.0098 mrem/ir (see Xolume IV,. Appendix 12, Table 
J2'.2·.l06)'. Agatn, tltfs dos.e fs 1,1 ver,J small fractfoil of tile. EPA. 
· 4 mrem/yr. drinking water st;~ryi:tar<.t.a11<tmax be. C.onsi:dered fosignif.icant 
compared t<> n1,1turat bac)(gr0uni:f'radtC1tfon. · ·· · · · 

. Koottanng;\of unconfined radionucl ides· .. wtll ~e c.oiicfuctj!d. i.t f.!ie ssc. 
··.G'roundWater. and s.urface water D10nit'Qrtn!lwt}l~e cqndllf.ted:as it is at 
Ferm.nab~. · . .. · ··· .. · ··· ··· \ < ·· ·· · .. ·. ·· . ·· .. .. . . 

Current pl ans for dJS[l()SaJ of.tritfat~d wat~r at..tl\e ssC do Mt ca.ll for ' 
diract.dl.$C.~ar.9e to l~al suifaC'e wat;er$jst1i111s.: :Jts ~tat~ tn. Volume 
IV', Appe'nd:ix.·12';. Sectioh 1~:2':3','l';ll~2~'trftiated'. water·from .. cl<lsedqoop 

· .. ··.cooli'na systems c:ouJ<f.ne, ~!ll'f~ified.f>Y: m'\xipg.·wJtf\ c~!?llt. an,d .disposed 
· ·af .a.s class A>' l9't· le~eTrad'foactf~e•w;is~e.·J\tJ liqu:icfradio,active ... 
. wa-ste;.lftTFcbe'ti"~ted 'anasolfWdffiecf prfott;<rd'fsifosaJ at. an a~p,ro.11ed ..•. 

low-lev.el·radioactive waste facility.··111e .~\\od of ~ol.idific.at'i'on wn 1 
.. bl!.co~.s.!~tE?ntw!tJl .th~ ~Jler5:1y~cl;;t,E!c.;hl\°'1~.at ~~~~Pill~ o{ qener.ati9n.·~d 
.process.tng~ · Th1f ma.Jbe'a ~el!lent .11t11!:tllljl~ f)lit~JJ:,mat;lle9qe of ·tlW oew 

·. 9ene.ratt~~·of;t$1JlJdtftrjt~{lrt;:~~i a. "ttf~h'. ·~s·tt~fri~.~~~~loped·.:. •· •.. >• •.•.• ··. · 

· P~acttc~;· wlt1 ~rr.· fravJ· Jicu~ie~'.f~~~~ ~~;~:·jfZ'~ia~~,·~~}:r.r~~~s .s~~~l·;·pot. 
·.l:ie·.· tiomparedt,o .· !lp_erati.o.11s;t"hi.c~.·t.«il'H l:ier:~Ol}{f~gt..E!\i;\lt,;~ ~~< •• ill::·~h#. ·•·.·•.· .. , 
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.,- :.'-- 2~::;>; 

-':·;-~:~·:·>;~ 
;; .:·; ·;"'~~ 

' '~~i~"~itti .•.. ~.~ .. '.· .. ~_ •. ~.·.•.' ..................... ~ ...•.....•.. _•.•.·.·.~ ... ~ ...... ~.·.··.··,•.·.· .. ~.: ...... ·.· ......•. ·.· .. :.·.·.'~l\ll~'~~~~~,~~~~',@~ 
-- ' ,. ' -- " ' __ ': -'::~::--· J -- " - -- .:. ·-· ·:"T>,-_".,": L,c.> ._.';_;' ·:'_ .:<> :::~~!~".f}\:~4~~~.~~.:~.-~.i.:~~.:;,i: ... •.~.'.~.-.~.~.i.~~'~i/ •.. : ... ~.·.• ... ~'.; .. •.:}.~.·.·.· .. :·,·.c.··.• .• ·.>-.;'..·,-' - :<-~ .,, ;';;/j);,__j · ··· ~t{;·~~~~,~.1~~~;~~~,~~9 ·~~H~~;;~3\'~~:~:~,~~· ,,,,... ,, ·: · ·· • · · .. ·· · ·r··t 

.• 7." l'ilf f ltl;~;~~d~~ 
:« ~i~:_;_K::,~-§_-:;---:'fr-~:~::~~~:-~~~~"' _;-.,-••. • ..• :•: .. f .• ~.·.~ .•. ·.·.:·.'.·.····~·~.~.• .. ' .•• ~.· ... '.·.· .. •.· ... -•.. ··;.· .• ·.·····:·;· .• ·:~.· .. -.~.· ..••. · .. •·•.••.•.· .. ,.•.•.·.•.: .. • .•.•. ··.··.· .•. :: .. · .•.. ~.·.· .• r.· ... :.l.~.:··.-.·.~.· ... ·.······;.· ... • .. • .. ·.·.·····.·_ •. ~ .• ~.· .. ·.·.·.· .. · •.. ·.· •. -·:·.· .. :.· .. •.·.~ .. • .. ·.·.~ ... ;··.···;.· .. -.'.• •. :'.·.·.·.:."'.-'..•.· .. ·····;····; ... ~.'. ... '. .. • .. · •. ~ .•... : .•.. ·.•.; ... ··.f.~.-: .• ·.:. )~·~.'.'~}~iiii~t~~~t4 ·.';;.·~·.··:·,.;:.·.·········· ... ,; 



Comment Response 1473.02 addresses the impracticality of population 
monitoring. 

1442.09 

The release of activation products was addressed in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, and its consequent health impact was assessed in Volume IV, 
Appendix 12. The radionuclides assessed include H-3, Be-7, C-11, N-13, 
0-15, Cl-39, Ar-41, radon-222 and its short-lived daughters. Most of 
these radionuclides are in gaseous form, except Be-7, Pb-214, and Bi-214, 
which are particulates suspended in air. Doses to humans are estimated 
for total body and various organs, through five exposure pathways, which 
account for both internal deposition and external exposure. These.expo-
su~e pathways include: · · · 

o Immersion in air containing radionuclides 
o Direct exposure from radionuclides deposited on ground surface 
o Immersion in·water containing radionuclides 
o Inhalation of radionuclides 
o ·Ingestion of food produced in the· area 

Meteorological data, including annual average frequencies of wind direc
tion in 16 compass di re ct ions, wind speed, atmospheric stability cate
gory, annua 1 rainfall rate, height of atmospheric mixing 1 ayer, .and 
annual average temperature, were employed as input data to estimate the 
annual average concentration of each radionuclide at ground level as a 

. function of direction and distance from the release point. All of the 
meteorological data were obtained from the weather station in the major 
metropolitan area nearest the proposed SSC sites. 

, In. th.e 191)6 Fermilab Site El).v;ironmental Report, the site boundary con-
. centration was calculated using the computer program AIRDOSE-EPA with 
·.neutral. wind· conditions and average wind speed. The average wind speed 

used.was 10.4 mph.· In the ,air dose estimation for this EIS, wind speed 
and stability for 16 compass dire.ctions were used to·simulate re'alistic 
conditions. 

The.AlRDOSE-IPA is used to fulfill the requirements of40 CFR 61 .· .... 
Subpart H that specified a dose assessment to be done with AIRDOSE or 
its equival.ent computer codes. The assumptions made in the dose esti
mation are considered to be conservative (i.e., overestimate doses). 

T~e dispersion treatljlent in AIRDOSE-.EPA assumes a continuous plume . 
extending indefinitely .outward from the source .in a single direction · 

.. with a single.wind ,sp~ei:I and atmospheric stab.i 1 ity.. Fractional :eon.tri-
. ,but i o~s •. to dpw,nwi nd:e,o~c;etitrati ons. in ea.ch co,!lmass. di,rect ion. are tiase,d, · .. ···· 
on ,freq11ellci es ofwi'nd',and ·stability category. <Real istic;al ly, 'however, · 

.>)tind speed ··and .dlre,ct}on ofte,11.Jluc;tuat!'l a.lmos~. conti.r\uously '····as yoµ 
>suggested ... Arid the atmospheric stability·wlll llltimately change as. a 

pl1.1me is bl pwn ;downwind. •·'J\l so, deviations.from site"specific;. annual.·· 
'. average metecirology can be expected at Jocation_s tmyond; a few<miles frciin 

• · ...... <· ecthe.•faciTity site ... · · r'· ·:c.~:t;;? .. 'A; .<•·< · ·< •. 
<"::_~'-;>':'/'--'.,":'·-' ·····"·'·--_;c_- P;;-,;-_,"'':_;-:, '.'.· /--,-:--. .:--. Ci,;:;<;'<.:~~ .. -:~, __ ::·:.- c :·-•1n',_,:.Y-'<;;_,~,.-' -- ~-_,,_·-.. , 

- ~ ----:'_-\:_,, __ \, '-!,"' - - ;.:·: :-

. -:. _ _,_'.~ '_,-; .-. - - - - - -- - ' 
- .-,,,- - ·-· -_,-, -· - .. - - --. ·.;:,-.. ; '.,;'<::_:~-:;-,::;~':; .. __ "~,~~-~:.~ .,~,-~o'.. ---, , _,, -;-, >-;_:;:·:_;.,._--.: •, _, :-;,;._(, ;_ -':''Ci·;.-.,,-~ 

·.,., :··"t4ol14!io33Saa2.f "·" ... · ··> ..... · .. , · .... , ; .. ,,.. · .... ,\s 1 '··· • •• • . . .·. 

~:''/-:t-/:.":f£C~/;- '-': '.--\<-~C' -'·'" .,- ;-~-~y!;'."-"- --;-~~-~ {'" ~-_-';' .-;"·---' 0~• ~~:+i' _, -;:-~>:;\,'.!~~~~~-~:;;;;:1i~;:-,:.;:fi~;; ·,y ~~:/~\~~:~~~ ~-~1; .:;~'.:-~:;i~~:th?j'.;L~!)~?~~:J, ,. ~~ ~(:' <-~f~Y~_}::~,t_-'. C~(C;' :' 

. ~ , ,_ ·~~;:~ '-~~:;;~_;t;;&~:":~t~~{!~~~--~;s:~:::~F~;;;;{I'.!j~k,::;(l;;~:: ~~ ~y-::: :-- -:-~~~~---_~:: ___ ~ _.~1~;:_t:.~ri{;::;·~r:J~i,;:-5:j-~ .· .. ··· ·.·.·.!·.··.· .. •• ,.·.· .• ~ •• •• •• ·.: __ .:_.,·' •• --· •• : .•• '.~.'.~.·.~.i.· .•.. ~.• .. _'.,! .. :.-.-: •. :.; ... • ... •.'.;_~.-:~.:-.t.-.-.: _-.!.·.·, •. ~ •.. :.·.··.·.: ... ' .. ··•.· ·.· ... ·.:. _ , _ ·, .. _-.; .•. ~!.•-.• .•. ~.~._(·"·•.··".:i..-~.-~.•.,-.;~.~I.~.-~ .. ·.·.·.·:~ ... ~.:~ .. · ... ·.-: .. _-. -~ -.· .. ::: .-> .•.••. /: ~<'ijc:j:'.~t~-2~~if%3~;:_-, _- A~-';;-'o,'/~~t~ft:'.:~:7~,~;~~~~:~.if:;'>'' ---~7:<V <-~~----~'._:_;>-"'.,"<:", !0-:.-;.-};~1/;i~-;-J -- -~- ~--"-~.:- :, ,( ·,: ,_-~_::·:'.~:_ --:-' -. -: ; -< .~ ---~:::.!'-.--' :;: _; -:'.:.. ;- -··: ,- - ---·c:. 

" ····~~.• .. ~··.-; .. · ... ~.:.::.•.; ... •.:.•.:.•.1.;.i.· ...•• l.·.• ... ' .. •: .... ·.-.·.~.: .•. ~~;J;:~J!~·i~~~~~~i$~\Vf&~ ~~?t~tf f t ......•. ·.-.• .. · •....•.... : .•. •.,.:.•• .. ~·· .. , .•.•. ·.·.'·,·······.•.•.•.·· .. •.•.; .•.... '.·.• .. ~ .•. •.•.•.·.: .•. ·.·.•.·· .•.•. •.•.•.·.:.: ... ·.;·;··.~.·~.f .. ··•.i ....•. :.i.• .•. ~ .. ' .•. • .•.. ,·•.•.• .. · .. ;.•.,.·.!··········.·.:;···· .. i.~.:.;.·.· ...•.•. ·.: .•. , .. :·:~.r.• .•.•. _.~.;:·;····.·.!.· .. -~ .. ·······.··r.:.:.'. ... •·:·:·.··.··:.~ ...•.. ; ... · •. ·.•.·.-.•.·.•.i.•.:.~ ...•. ·.;·:.• ...• : .. ·:·.·· ....••..•.•..•. •.k.·~..·. 
-i ~!~~~:., Z t-;~;,}._~4~ ; ~· -~~::_-~J~;;t--:·,_. -::· "'-::;};.;~,:'.~~~:~S-Jr~'A: .x-:;1~z~:v~:-'.f:t;?!i~;-~1~~:'~f ~;-:l\~;i~i:_;:'1t~d~~\~~·q1~~:~~:_',~;,~it5:~~~ _ ~ ;;~ c;: :::·.-~., ;' -- --~ -_-t: £~:_~, :;-::: L-~~-';~:~~--.f~:: ~.:. --:,. -" ;-;~:; '.-<.- .: -20;{:'.~- ::,: 



1442.l 

The locations at wliich radiological emissions will be released to the 
atmosphere are at. the service area and· the fnteraction hall locations, 
which.are depicted by the letters •F• and "K", respectively. (EIS 
Volume J, Chapter 3, Figure 3•1). 

1442.11 

Carbon~ll, nitrogen•l3, and ti-itfum (H·3, or TI are the products of 
. inelastic coll.JS ions b.etween protons and oxygen . or nitrogen. They are 
primarily fn a gaseous form .in air, .Wftid1 may include COz, NOz, Hz, or 
HTO (tritiated water}. · · 

1442.12 

Thermal neuti-ons are re>adil.}' absorbed and are not expected to be vented 
. from the tunnel or interacti'on regions. Thermal neutrons were not 

repoi-ted in arr emtssions from Fermilab because they. were not released 
in measurable quantttles. See Volume IV, Appendix Ht of the EIS for 

. airborne radioactivi.ty .release from the SSC .. · 

1442'.13. 
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1442 .17 

Muons can be produced directly in proton-nucleus interactions or arise 
from the decay of.pions and kaons in the hadronic cascade. Muons are 
weakly interacting particles as their i nteraet icins are almost wholly due. 
to their charge. ·Therefore, they are not scattered by nuclear c.oll i
sions and travel in a straight line producing ·ions in a small region 
around their forward di re ct ion. Large angles or deflection are caused 
by nuclear forces, not electromagnetic forces. Muons are unstable and 
have a very short half-life. They decay to electrons or positrons (beta 
particles) and neutrinos. · Beta particles can be scattered radially from 
the beam line, but they are stopped in a few inches in material . 

. A check has been made of the general topography in the areas down 1 ine 
from the beam absorbers and interaction .halls and at the.footprint of 
the ring atthe proposed sites to determine if there might be topograph
ical depressions that would bring the surface below tunnel depth. There 

··appears to be no area at any of the proposed sites where it would be 
possible to reach tunnel depth without digging or excavation to that 
depth (EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.2.A.1). Therefore, 
because the beam is so focused, it is projected that the dose from muons· 
at the surface would be so low as to not be measurable. The table in 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.2.A.1 has. been revised to reflect 
this assessment. 

Environmental measurement of muons have been made at Fermilab up to 
energies of l TeV. The assessments in this EIS were based on conserva~ 
tiVe computer models as described in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, .Section 
10.l.2.3.A.I.L During operation, the muon source term would be veri
fied by actual measurements as covered in Section 10.l.Z.3.A.l.b.5. 

1442.18 

The only reason the muon beam would be magnetically de(lected is to keep 
· it below the surface of the ground and away from people and stru.ctures. 

Muons interact very weakly with matter but do travel long distances 
(greater than.I mi in earth) before dissipating their energy. See . 
Volume IV, Appent!i'x ro; Section 10.l.2.3,A.Lb_ for .more detail on muons .. 

. . Based on what is kn-own about the proposed sites, it'will not be neces
sary to deflect the muons. If, however, a situation is found to exist 

·(e.g.,'the land slopes away from the.point.of mucm g!!nel"ation) that 
··., >would result in the muon beam travelling abcive the 'surface of the earth;< 

the.beam wo1fld be magnetically deflected-to keep it below ground" .. - - .-., - r:·f:_-- - - · ·· - · -- ' : - --~~-~---

1442.19. 
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for the program at the SSC. At Fermi lab penetrating radiation (such as 
thaf from gamma rays and muons) was .monitored in 1987 (Fernfilab 88/40 
1104.100 UC·41, Site Environmental Report for Calendar Year 1987, May 
1987, Samuel 1. Baker). ·Penetrating radiation was monitored using a 
mobile environmental radiation laboratory (MERL)·. As indicated in the 
EIS (Volume IV1 Appendix 10, Section 10.1.2.3}, it is antlcipated that 

·there will be environmental monitoring of muons and gamma rays near the 
SSC.· Among the techniques to be employed are,hi9h~pressure ionization 
chambers or large volume, ambient-pressure ionization chambers; thermo· 
luminescent dosimeters; and the use of mobile muon telescopes. 

CERN has implemented a· program in which monitors have ·been placed in the 
homes·of workers to monitor.'riatural background radiation.· DOE will also 

·consider the use of passive detectots in the homes of workers. A pro· 
· ·gr~m of this ilature''at the SSC would permit assessments of radiation 

exposures to persons residing near the facilities. · . 

1442.20 

As mentioned in Comment Response 1442.07, there will be a storage area 
at the SSC for radioaCtive equipment and components that are to be 

·reused or disposed, The site. for the storage area will be determined 
during .the final design of the SSC. It is anticipated that the storage 
site will be a secured and limited access area and potential radiation 
exposures arising from this facility will be maintained as low as 
reasonably achievable, in accordance with DOE Orders (see EIS Volume l, 
Chapter 6). · . · · · •· · 

1442.21. .:: .-· l ·. 
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The graphite core of the beam absorber is enclosed by two barriers. 
First,· the core is encased in a steel tyl inder .. Second, .the steel 
cylinder i_s surrounded by thick' concrete walls to exclude groundwater 
and prevent it from 1 each i ng rad i onuc l ides· from ·the core: 

- -: - . - . - -· - -

·The graphite core ls design~dto 11bsorb all.of;vthe incident hadrons as 
we 11 as most of the secondary 'pifrt ic 1 es prod4ced {except muons · see 

· below). Tertiary and cascade particles may reach the steel and con· 
crete, but Will be stopped there. Muons wilT·contiriue forward in a very 
narrow.core in the same directfon as:the. proton beam •. ·They will lose, 

· energy as they .. travel througli the ground and·. ever\ tu a 1 ly stop. They wi 11 
not activate the.ground through which they<~ass . •. . . 

-;~--'' --- -< -~;- ·c.,:. __ ,--. .,.,-_ , __ - _ . . · c-.·:.:; · ;_--... ",•.-- <0-~-.;--;-~- --•. _• .:, .... ;,:_:-- -.. ,-_,:.· :.:'--<}- ,_ ,._, ___ , 
;:~ .. - ~- - .. 

',_., 

. ,._ 
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Presumably .th~ :.~; •"efflll~rrt.trolll the l'"~(Jenerat ion of 'the c lo'sed c:irctiit 
cooling system.;,·• referredto tn·.thecomnient ls·the cooling' tower· 
blowdown,. It.is J)resently.p,lanned that cpolin(! tower bl()\'/down at the .. ·.·· ' 

• Tenhessee si;te wpuld. be_tr:ea,te<tat exfsting. wastewater tr.eat.fllent·plarits, 
· followtrig'ariynetessarypretreatnient·Atthe ssc f;icility.: ·csee EI.S · 
Volum.e ·IV, Append!x IO, Section ,10:3. 3 :}J . . : ·· · · · · 

. . 
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The DOE is committed to operate the SSC and dispose of effluent from the 
regeneration of the closed circuit cooling systera in compliance wit~ 
applicable statutes and r~gulations. 

1442.23 

Water which contains tritium that is aboJe applicable unrestricted 
release limits will be classified as l~w-l2vel radioactive waste (LlRW) 
and will be solidified befo1·e shipment to a LLRW disposal facility. 
This may be by incorpor<ition into cement or other approved media. New 
and improved techniques for treatment and solidification of llRW are 
being developEd and these will be evaluated before processing of SSC 
wastes. 

1442.24 

According to KarsUiYdrology Investia.'ltion in the Vicinity of the Campus 
-- In:jecto.r Cornolex for thr; Pro[2Qsed_l1_iddle Tennessee Site for the 
Suoerconducting Sun_gr Col 1 ider prepared by Cra1>1fcrd in 1988, karst 
development is in shallow depths primarily above the Pierce Confining 
Layer; the elevation of SSC tunnel i·1as chosen by the Tennessee Division 
of Geology in order to protect the karst features and associated ground
water resources in the Ridley Limestone and avoid problems associated 
with horizontal tunneling in karstified carbonate rock. Vertical boring 
would impact the cave system. However, mitigative methods such as re
location and grouting are achievable by existing tunnel boring 
technology. 

The tracer tests performed as part of the karst study indicate that 
water flow in cave streams could reach high velocities to conduit/ 
channe 1 flows. 

The calculation of tritium and Na-22 concentration at hypothetical wells 
in EIS Volume IV Appendix 12 Section 12.2.3.lc is for assessing the 
impact of a beam loss accident in the tunnel. The proposed tunnel Is at 
a stratigraphic position below the cave system. Given the available 
information at the present, it is apparent that groundwater flew from 
tunnel depth to the cave system is unlikely. 

If the Tennessee site is selected, a detailed site-specific investiga
tion and analysis will be prepared for the Supplemental EIS. 

In modeling the migration of tritium and Na-22 from a hypothetical beam 
loss to a hypothetical water well, hydraulic conductivity of rock at 
tunnel depth was used. For the Tennessee site, the estimate of con
ductivity is based on packer tests conducted at the field (EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.2.3.1). 
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1442.25 

The "genetic risk (effect/birth)" is the sum of the number of genetic 
effects per million births to the population exposed to the radiation of 
all the radionuclides via all the expos~re pathway. The ge~etic effect 
of radiation is to produce gene mutations and chromosome aberrations. 
lhe effect of radiation a~ the well-being of the future population Is a 
cJr.sequence of these changes. Gf,netic disorders, by definition, do not 
occur in persons who are exposed to radiation; rather, the effects are 
seen In their offspring and in later gen8rations to which the altered 
g;rnetic material is trans,nitted. Radiation (as v1e1'1 as a variety of 
chemical agents) can cause vario11s kinds of genetic damage, including 
polydactyly, achondrnplasia, Huntington's chon~a, mcscular dystrophy, 
several kinds of an0rnia, retinoblastoma, Down's syndrome, and many other 
kinds of physical abnormalities or mental retardation. 

In humans, an appreciable number of spo11taneous mutations occur even in 
the absence of special causes. Estimates of genetic damage by radiation 
can be stated in rela.tive terms, such as the ratio of the induced muta
tion rate to tl1e spo11taneous level. A direct estimate of the first
generation incide;-;ce of induced chromoso"•al aberration and gene muta
tions from human da.t,'l, and laboratory ma:nmal experimental data, makes it 
possible to estimate nearly all expression of first-generation damage 
from radiation. 

1442.26 

Tl1e highest site boundary dose for SSC were estimated at llD m (for 
tunnel shaft) a11d 150 m (for interaction l1all) from the release points 
respectively (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.3.1.1). In our air 
dose estimation, wind speed and stability for 15 co:npass directions were 
also used to simulate realistic conditions. The highest individual dose 
calculated for Tennessee was for a person standing 500 ft north of the 
service facility vent stack, 24 hours a day, and 355 days a year (EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 12, Table 12.3.1-29). 

1442.27 

As indicated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, radionuclides released into 
the environment by the SSC are calculated to be far below th3 maximum 
permissible dJses. It is the DOE's policy to operate its facilities 
below existing standards or operating guidelines and to reduce releases 
to as low as reasonably achievable (ALARA). The ALARA principle would 
be applied to the SSC. 

1442.28 

Fermilab's recent accomplishments in tcr":s of viaste minimization and 
waste generation reduction, and the lessons learned, new procedures, and 
technologies for eliminating or reducing waste stream volumes will be 
applied in the design of the SSC (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.1.3.1.0.3). Additionally, Fermllab has adhered to all applicable 
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federal, State, ;:::nd 1oca1 standards, criteria, rcgulaticns, and guide
lines pertaining to the cperatio11 of the facility in 2~1 environmentally 
SZlfe mann0r. Typica.l psrmits 2nd regulaticns .::re discussed in Volun~i~ I, 
C!1aoter 6. EIS Volu1ne I, Chacter 5, Table 5.1.6-1, discusses the esti
~at~d dose equivale11t rates t~ the maximally exposed individual d1Jring 
construction and operations of the SSC at each site alternative. As 
shown in the referenced table, the dose equivalant rat9s are l/lODOth of 
natural backgrou~d for t!ie majority of the prcµosed sites, including 
Tennessee. These figures inc1udG direct r·adiaticn, air exposures, and 
aquatic pathways. Low-level radioactive wa~te disposal plans are dis
cusscd in Cc~ment Response 223.05. 

1442.29 

Li~estone is alkaline, but not corrosive. 

Most of the n1aterial wit!1in the pile w0~1d ~ct Le ~ccessiblc to erosion 
by wind or rains. In addition, v2ry f2:; if any 11ind-blmm particles 
would be of the size (<10 µm) that could caltse lung d~rn~ge. At each 
disposal site, the topsoil would be re~oved and stockpiled on the site 
and later used to cover the emplaced e~cQvated material and serve as a 
root b2d fer revegetation. 

Soil excavated during cc;1structicn of the SSC n;oy contain scrr.e very 
s:nall a~ounts cf r1atu1·ally oc~urring radiu~, but the data in Vol~~e IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.6.6.l i~dicate that the concentraticr:s ·of Ra-225 
at the t~~nr:el depths ore lov-:er than the concentrations .~t the surfac'~ 
that cc11tribute to the nat~~al t1ackground radiation. 

The potential impact of GxcavateJ ~aterial en groundwater quality is 
assessed in Volume· JV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.6 and Volume I, Chapter 
3, Section 3.6. As stated therei~. with implementation of mitigative 
measures such as containment by dikes and retention ponds, and instal
lation of low-permeability liners beneath these ponds, the residual 
impact to groundwater quality is expected to be negligible. lf the 
proposed Tennessee site is selected for the SSC, the Supplemental EIS 
would address mitigation measures for spoils in more detail. 

1442.30 

At each disposal site, the topsoil would be removed, stockpiled on the 
site, and used to cover the excavated material as soon as possible. The 
disposal sites would then be revegetated. 

During transportation, trucks would be covered so that the material 
would not blow away, and if necessary, the material in the truck would 
be wetted down. 

See Volume IV, Appendix 10 for more details. 
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1442 .31 . 

Orie option for use of.spells limestone·could he in absorbing sulfur 
dioxide generated by coal.burning power plants. This and other disposal 
options would be evaluated in the site-specific Supplemental EIS if 
Tennessee is the selected site. 

1442.32 

In.its original proposal ancl in the March addendum, North Carolina did 
not .ident.i fy to. whom the material would be sold •.. · In a revised proposa 1, 
the State. identified five quarries where .limestone could be disposed of. 
Cost details would be. de.termined after the site is selected. 

1442 .. 33 

·.·At each dispo.sal site, the top.soil W<Htld b~ removed .• stockpiled. on the 
site, and us.ed. to cover the excavated .. material as soon as possible. The 
material would not blow away because i.t would be sprayed by water i.n the 
interim, compacted, and then covered by topsoil. The di sposa 1 sites 
could then be revegetated. 

The purpose of the retention ponds. would be to colle.ct the runoff and 
retain the suspended sol ids in the .water. · 

Mitigations for spoils disposal .are discussed in EIS yolume IV, Appendix 
10 aild Volume l, Chapter 3, Section3.6: 

1442.34 

See Commel!t Response.s 496.03 (first paragraph} and .1442.58 .. 

144Z.35 

,The parti~ le .S.ize ·t11stributlon~of.1; unrle l lllufk from turi~e T. b{irillg .. · .. · .. 
. machines (TBM) ranges from slabs 3. inches wjge by 9 inches Tong to dust. 
The:amauntof.various scree,n. sjzes i.s .. dependent on Il!M design .and ..... · 

.. operating .c:J1aracterJs.tics and J;f1e character .. lf.mest!il}e of .the ·rock being ..•.. excavated. . ...... · .... ·.·. ·.. .. .. . . .. . .. ·.·. . ... . • .. ... . . . . .. . 
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period, a 11 radon will decay out. Most radon decay products al so have 
short half-lives ranging from lo-s minute to 26.8 minutes. No health 
impact is-anticipated from radon and its decay products in the spoils. 

1442.37 

Mitigation for the spoils dust during tunne 1 i ng, transportation, and 
surface storage are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 8, Section 
8.3.2,2 {Table 8-3), 

1442.38 

The. DOE has not developed a specific· plan for keeping material that is 
leached from spoil· piles from entering the groundwater drainage system. 

·The potential impact of excavated material is assessed in the EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2:3.6. As stated therein,. with implementation 
of .mitigative measures such as containment by dikes and ret.ention ponds 
and installation of low-permeability liner beneath the ponds, the impact 
to groundwater quality can be prevented; The mitigation strategies will 
also be described in greater detail In the Supplemental EIS. 

1442.39 

See Comment Responses 1442:30 and 1442.38. 

1442.40 

1442.42 

lttl e to the space referred to. in the c.C>mm~rit wbul d remain with the DOE, 
; ... ,.--,_ ',. - _.,_ - . ' ,, ·-' '~-, - ' ; .-- - -



The f'inal dtsp~s.ition oftfie occupied facilities is covered in the EIS 
·in as much detatl as possible. · It is not possible· at th.is time to pre
dict exactly what part of the facility will be useful, e.g., for .medical 
research or educational purposes, at the time of .deconunissioning; 

Prior to the end of SSC operat ii:>ns, when the decision has been made to 
decommission the fatility,·a 'detailed dei:ommissioriihg plan will be pre
pared. Decommissioning of the SSC would be reviewed atthat time by the 

.DOE to determine if it.qualified as a major Federal .ac.tion significantly 
affecting the quality of the .human environment. · · . - . ' . - -

Any use of the .land for pur-poses other than constructing and operating 
the SSC, includh1g decommissioning Jhe facility, would require full com
pliance with the NEPA process; including preparation of additional. NEPA 
documents to· assess impacts', Disposal.or use o.f the lane! after. the use-

. ful life·ofthe SSC by the Government would. be analyzed as part of the 
decommissioning process.·· · · · 

1442.43 
'/ ,_ 

As a part of the NEPA review pf~cess, alt~rnative method(s) for sealing 
or filling tunnels, experimental halls, etc . ., will be considered during 
the development of the final decommissioning plan prior to the end of 
SSC operations •. Access, c()ns.istent with future use of the facility and 
above-gr()und structures, wH l ~e prevented ~Y whatever means are .. 

· necessary; · · · · · 

.. ·See Comment Response 38L65 for ~ di~cu;~i~n cf measur~!; taken to guard 
against inadvertent peneti:ati()n qf tlie tunnel. · 

.. 1442 ;44 

See Comment· Response 1442:42 . 
. 

1442.45 

See Comment 



modified to ensure compliance with ambient air quality standards (see 
EIS Volume IV; Appendix 8 and Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3). 

See Comment Response '1278.lL · 

1442.48 

Noise produced during ciper(\tions at F areas is discussed in detail in 
Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3.1. Sound produced by activities is 
expected to reach a day-night average sound level of 55 d8A within 450 
ft from the service area property line {700 ft from the center of the 
area). Ground-transmitted vibrations from the cryogenic compressors 
will not be discernible at locations across the service area property 
line. The DOE will consider additional mitigation strategies which have 
the potential to further reduce sound impacts produced by the service 
area.· These additional mitigations, which are described in detail in 
Appendix 9, include rearranging the service area such that the loudest 
sources are located close to the center; providing a berm around the 
entire service area; or relocating the service area away from sensitive 
locations (also see EIS Vol.ume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). 

1442.49 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.6,·addresses the scenic and 
visual impacts of the SSC on the Tennessee site. The specific facil i
ties that are, within moderately to highly sensitive v.iews have. been 
identified, along wi.th the. intensity and. significance of the impacts · 
these facilities have on such:views. The visual .impacts of spoils disc 
posal ~rea,s have been .addressed in, Section 16.3.6..-H. 

1442.50 

See Comment :Response 1502.11. 

1442.,51 

'fugitive dust mitigation is discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.6 and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3. See also. Volume IV, Appendix 
8, Table 8-3 and .Comment Response 1278.11. 

Dis~~ssi on of cons~r:uct i,on. noise mitigation is included :tn the 
/ sourc~~by."source ;Maiys,is iil Volume l, :chapter .~~: Seclioll 5.',. h 4 .. ' 
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As noted in Volume I, Chanter 3, Section 3.6, the DOE commitment to 
mitigations will be a function of the site selected, and will be depen
dent 011 the final location and design of facilities and final design
phase consultations ~ii th Federal, state, and local agencies. These 
mitigations will be add1-essed in greater detail in the Supplemental EIS 
for tl1e selected site. It is DOE policy to conduct its operations in an 
environmentally safe and sound n1anner in compliance with the applicable 
environmental statutes, regulations, and standards 

1442.52 

Air emissions during operations were considered during the EIS process. 
In Volume IV, Appendix 8, Section 8.3.1.2, the following conclusion was 
reached: 

"The emission points would be provided with the required air pollution 
control equipment. Each of these sources would be very small. Several 
may require local air pollution control permits but resultant impacts to 
the air quality should be local and of little consequence." It is not 
expected that there will be any odor pollution from the service areas. 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.6.3 presents the visual impact 
assessment and mitigation measures. There would be significant adverse 
visual impacts due to above-ground facilities, and a number of miti
gation measures are presented in the noted section. These must be eval
uated for effectiveness during detailed project design. For instance, 
even relatively small changes in siting made during final design can 
affect the success of measures taken to screen the facilities from view. 
Consequently, the details of visual impact mitigation are best considered 
in conjunction with final design decisions, and will, therefore, be 
included in the Supplemental EIS. 

Mitigations for noise impacts during operations are described 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. Noise 
impacts and associated mitigative measures will also be examined in the 
Supplemental EIS. 

1442.53 

Construction of service areas underground is a conceivable possibility 
technically, for at least parts of the service facility. However, other 
parts, such as cooling towers, or some other method of heat dissipation, 
will be required to be aboveground. Such possibilities will be consid
ered during detailed design when site-specific 1nitigations are consid
ered, and will be addressed in the Supplemental EIS for the selected 
site. Technical problems associated with the cryogenic apparatus may 
well prohibit such considerations. It should be remembered that the 
service areas are 5 mi from each otl1er and that one will not be visible 
from the other. 
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1442.54 

Quality of life impacts are su~1mariz2d in EIS VoluT.e I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.8.5. These are primarily associated with changes to the 
"character" of an area, such as a conversion from rural to suburban. 
Visual and aesthetic impacts are discussed in Volume I, Chapter S, 
Section 5.1.10, and noise impacts in Section 5.1.4. 

The fuJitive dust impact is discussed in Co"1ment Response 1273.11. 

1442.55 

Service areas will be designed and constructed to m1n1m1ze visual and 
noise impacts, particularly where they are near residential communities 
(see Volume IV, Appendices 9 and 16). After the site is selected and 
more details of SSC design are available, a Supplemental EIS will be 
prepared which will address in more detail such mitigations. 

1442.56 

Wastewater management plan presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix I, 
Section 1.2.6.12 and Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.6.F is a conceptual 
treatment and disposal plan. During the SSC design phase, specifica
tions and performance standards for the proposed package treatment plant 
will be developed, based on a site-specific study of potential Impacts 
of wastewater disposal (by s"pray fields, leach fields, or surface dis
charge) on ·surface water, ground water, and air environment. Siting, 
construction, a~d operation of spray or leach fields will c0mply with 
all applicable regulations. For surface discharge, treatment level and 
effluent quality limits will ~e specified such that all applicable water 
quality standards are met. These issues will be assessed in the Supple
mental EIS. It is DOE policy t0 conduct its operations in an environ
mentally safe and sound manner in compliance with applicable environ
mental statutes, regulations, and standards. See EIS Volume I, Chapter 
6, Section 6.1. 

1442. 57 

The tunnel of the proposed SSC is at an elevation below the cave systems. 
Modeling of radionuclide migration in groundwater due to a hypothetical 
beam loss in the tunnel is discussed in E1S Volume IV, Appendix 12, 
Sections 12.2.3.l and 12.4.1.1. If the proposed Tennessee site is 
selected for the SSC, a more detailed site-specific analysis of 
groundwater movement wi 11 be prepared for the Supplemental EIS. 

Migration of radionuclides from a beam loss accident and groundwater 
flow are discussed in Comment Response 1442.24. 
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1442.58 

The EIS recognizes that the potential for contaminating groundwaters 
from the proposed wastewater disposal method exists not only at the pro
posed Tennessee site but at the other sites as well. This factor is 
recognized in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.6. This appendix 
includes consideration of the special hydrogeologic features at the pro
posed Tennessee site. See al so Comment Responses 500.03 and 503.03. 

1442.59 

Design and operation of the treatment plants will be covered after site 
selection and during final design and in the Supplemental EIS. It is 
DOE policy to conduct its operations in an environmentally safe and 
sound manner in compliance with applicable environmental statutes, regu
lations, and standards. See EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6.1. 

1442.6() 

See Comment Response 1442.55. 

1442.61 

See Comment Response 1442.56. 

1442.62 

See Comment Response 1442.56. 

1442.63 

See Comment Response 1442.56. 

1442.64 

See Comment Response 1442.56. 

1442.65 

The DOE presently does not envision any use of the SSC beyona .nat 
described in EIS Volume I, Chapter 2. Any future use of the SSC which 
would create significant impacts not anticipated in this EIS and its 
attendant supplement would be addressed in additional NEPA review. 

1442.66 

The specific facility types and functions of future development of the 
future expansion area (C) and the interaction regions of the far cluster 
cannot be specified at this time. Whether facilities are developed in 
these areas depends upon future programmatic requirements. However, it 
is expected that facilities of the same type as proposed for the 

140114503358834 



original SSC cor~ponents would be specified. Should the far cluster and 
area C be proposed for developn1ent, an environmental review of the 
<.!2velop~;;ent consistent with the National Environ:i:(:;tal Policy i\ct ~-1ould 
be performed by tf:e DOE. 

1442. 67 

'At this tim2, neither t~e use of fixed {solid) targ£ts -in connection 
\Jith the SSC collider ring, ror the acceleration of particles n1ore 
massive l!ian protons are anticipated. There will be modest ~se of 
targets with test beams in the test bE3m area (adjacent to the ~ligh 
Energy Booster ring). 

It is conce·~vabl2 that at scm2 futur2 ti;r;e, it ·r:-.-igf:t be deemed desiruble 
to mod·ify the SSC to prc·Jide a capability such 2.S th:lt above, or to 
provi~e scm~ new, 110~1 unforese2n capability. In such a cas2, appro
pri~tc in:pa.ct anulys2s, i~1cluding StJ.fcty' l\nal~Isis R2vie',.;s (S/l,f{) or, if 
appt-c;;;~~at.:::, envir·on::1ental re 11ie'.,iS ~·iot:ld be re(1~1irt'.:i. 

1~42.68 

~~ture ~odificaticns that c~n be forcse2n invol~e iricreasi~g the 
l'J:Trinosity of t!i1~ beam (the cJn!:C:ptL.:21 design rro',rided for an eventual 
oper3ting ltJ~inosity tc~ times the design lum~11osity} a~d ~edifications 
to the detectors. Detectcrs ~re usl:a1ly desig~ed t0 be optim~~ for only 
a certain set of cxperi:nents. W11c~ such a series of experiments is 
cc~plct2, the d2tc~tor is shut do~n a~d ~odified to be cpti:~iz2d f~r a 
diffe~ent set of experiments. This is e~pccted to be the case at t~e 
SSC. 

It is not possible to predict futLlre experiments si~ce they will depend 
on the results of the first experiments run at the SSC. 

Also see Comment Response 1442.67. 

EIS Volume IV, Appcndlx 10, Table 10.1.3-14 presents the major compo
nents of the SSC that could become radioactive during experir"ents at the 
facility. All of these inventories were calculated using conservative 
assumptions, and it is not likely that they would be larger. 

Regarding the amounts of 
the environment, the EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 10. 
of the possible exposure 
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1442.70 

Experimants will be monitored by DOE's M&O contractor to determine the 
presence of any unanticipated health and safety impacts. The M&O urga
nization respon~ib1e for engin22ri~g will be required to oversee ci1ange 
control policies and procedures. T\1e ii11pacts of new designs or mo<lifl
cations to existing designs will ba subjected to rigorous reviews irrlud
ing health and safety impacts analysis, and would not be authorized until 
potential health and safety impacts have been identified and mitlqatcd. 

1442.71 

S2e Ccn~ent Response 384.02. 

1!;42.72 

See Comment Respon~e 1442.55. 

1442.73 

The SSC must co".lply with all applicable Federal, State, and local laws 
and regulations. Fermilab currently has both Federal and State permits 
and is st:bject to inspection by re9~1atory 3.<Jencies.. The recvm:r.er.dati0n 
that.DOE establish review cc:r.:::itt2es is noted and will be considered for 
the selected site. See Ccmment Responses 1442.75 and 384.02. 

1412.74 

The DOE as a matter of practice uses n1tional and international groups 
of associated professionals to provide peer reviev1, and input to project 
pla~ning. The configuration, and function of, any such committees will 
be cecided by the DOE as the SSC project matures and the needs can be 
more specifically identified. 

1142.75 

The suggestion of an oversight committee is noted. At some DOE 
facilities State, local, or citizen's groups participate in facility 
reviews. It should be noted that the SSC would comply with applicable 
Federal, State, and local laws, and thus would be subject to review and 
inspection by appropriate agencies. 

See also Comment Response 384.02. 

1442.76 

See Comment Response 1442.75. 

1442.77 

See Comment Response 1442.74. 
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1442.78 

See Conment Response 1442.74. 

1442.79 

Health and environmental impacts of the SSC project are addressed in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12 and are summarized in Volume I, Chapter 
5, Section 5.1.5. 

1442.80 

The DOE agrees that most adve1'se impacts from constructing and operating 
the SSC could be successfully mitigated. The EIS addresses potential 
mitigation activities that could be applied to reduce impacts of the SSC 
on a particular resource area (see Volume I, Chapter 3). Some of these 
mitigations could be conducted by the State or other entities; the 
questions regarding the authority of the county or State to mitigate 
potential impacts from the SSC should be directed to the appropriate 
State agency. The Supplemental EIS, to be prepared after the SSC site 
is selected, will identify and analyze specific mitigations needl'd at 
the selected site. 

1442.81 

The EIS exarnines potential disrnption lo the normal life of residents in 
portions of Tennessee affected by the SSC. Socioeconomic impacts which 
could affect residents l Ives, including impacts on economy, housing 
demand, public services, and p1Jblic fina~ce, were examined for the 
Tennessee Region of Influence and for the primary impact counties of 
Bedford, Marshall, and Rutherford (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.5). Certain housing impacts (on Be;dford, ~~arshall Counties) may 
require a focused local effort; remaining impacts are anticipated to be 
negligible. Potential impacts to the quality of life of area residents 
were also examined. Impacts on quality of life are anticipated, most 
notably for rural farm and nonfarm residents of the area, during both 
co11struction and operations. However, careful planning efforts often 
can help minimize the impacts associated with such projects and the 
growth that accompanies them (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.p.E). 

Tl1e State of Tenness~e has proposed several options to dispose of exca
vated material: (1) the limestone could be crushed and used by contrac
tors during site development for roadway surfacing, roads bases, asphalt 
mixes, concrete aggregate, and construction embankment materials; or 
(2) the limestone could be sold; or (3) the limestone could be disposed 
of at 34 possible disposal sites; or (4) could be disposed of by com
bination of options l, 2, and 3. At each disposal site, the topsoil 
would be removed, stockpiled on the site, and later used to cover the 
excavated material from the site, thus serving as a root bed for 
revegetation. 
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1443.01 

Cor.~ment noted. 

1444. 01 

Comment not£d. 

1444.02 

See Comment Response 503.01, paragraph I. 

1'14•L 03 

SP.e Comment P.esponse 1035.04. 

1444.04 

A concern is raised about the possible impacts of caves and sinkholes on 
the movement of radionuclides in groL~dwater at the Tennessee site. 
There is evidence that caves 2nd sinkholes exist in the area whe1·e some 
of the SSC facilities would be sited. These geologic features are known 
to be located at relatively shallow depths, and the SSC facilities would 
he located in distinct geological zones below the plane in which the 
caves and sinkholes occur. See Co~iment Response 523.02 for more 
i nformat I on. 

The concern about tritium entering groundwater used for drinki~g was 
a~dressed in the EIS [Volume !, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6, Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, and Volume IV, AppQndix 12). The water-solu~illty of 
tritium was c0nsidered in DOE's cunservative analyses, which Included 
accident conditions in which a beam loss occurs and radioactivity is 
produced in soil outside the tunnel. A model was used to predict the 
concentrations in water near the SSC, and the model took into account 
geologic features and other characteristics of the Tennessee site (EIS 
Volume JV, Appendix 12, Section 12.2.3). The potential exposures 
arising from the use of groundwater, if a beam loss were to occur, were 
discussed in detail in Comment Response 497 .01. In summar_y, the annual 
dose equivalents from consuming water from a nearby well (50 m from the 
source) at the Tennessee site 1-1ould be 0.0098 rnrem/yr. The estimated 
level of exposure is considerably less than the public drinking water 
standard of 4 mrem/yr (40 CFR 141). The hazards expected under normal 
conditions are projected to be negligible. 

The conservatism built into this analysis is important to note. The 
estimate of exposure greatly over-estimates that which could be expected 
under normal operating conditions, because the concentration and sub
sequent projected dose equivalent were based on a hypothetical worst
case accident scenario involving a beam loss. 
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The injector facilities, which consist of three rings and a linear 
accelerator, will be located at more shallow depths than the collidcr 
ring. The d2?ths for these tunnels would be 14 to 20 ft below the 
surface. Therefore the movement of any SSC-related radionuclides that 
would become waterborne near these facilities could potentially bP 
affected by the presence of caves or sinkholes. The radionuclide 
concentrations that could result from operation of the injector 
facilities in an area In which caves or sinkholes could influence 
groundwater transport was considered in Comn1ent Response 1442.57. 

1444.05 

An err.or in the input data used in the public finance analysis for 
Bedford and Marshall Counties has been corrected (see EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.4). Resulting calculations suggest that slight 
negative cumulative net fiscal impacts would occur in both of these 
counties during the first four years of the project, to be replaced by 
virtually no impact for the remaining life of the SSC. 

1444.06 

See Comment Responses 1462.04 and 1442.24. 
benefits for the project is included in EIS 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3. 

1445.01 

A disc11ssion of economic 
Volume l, Chapter 2 and 

See Co:nment Responses 710.01 and 1390.07, third paragraph. 

1445.02 

The EIS analysis estimated local government capital improvement expendi
tures based on projected SSC-related population growth in each primary 
impact county. Data collected from morn than 3,200 municipalities and 
4,000 school districts in the United States indicate a relationship 
between population growth rates and spending fo1· capital improvements by 
local government jurisdictions. This information, provided in a 1981 
report prepared by the President's Economic {\djustment Committee, was 
used as the basis for the EIS capital improvement projections. 

Resulting projections for Rutherford County are presented in Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.6.D. These estimates of capital facilities 
requirements only consider the costs to accommodate the SSC-related 
growth. 

1445.03 

Impacts on the aesthetic character of the Tennessee site have been 
addressed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16, Section 16.3.6 and Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.10.3.F. Nearly all of the proposed SSC facili
ties of concern to visual and scenic resources would occur in lands 
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readily defined ·as rural or· agricultural ... The industrial character of 
the' proposed proje~t facilities' would be incongruous throughout most of 
the site. .' , 

1445.04 
,·.>'.-

The growth. due· to· SSC and its impacts are dlscuss~d 'in Voi ume IV, 
Appendix 14; Section .14.J.., I.6. 'Proposed road improvements and 
construction are,discussed in Volume<JV; Appendix 1'4, ·se.ctiOn. 
14:211.J..F. . . . . . 

· 1446.01·. 

·Comment c11oted ~ 
--~- -'. r ''-'f <.'> 

1446.02 > , . . •, ' ... 

The State:of Tennessee supplied the numbers and parcel maps. See 
Comment· Response 710.0l. · · 

. The EI~ considers anything,not determined to be a.residence to be a 
. busine·ss ... · ·· · 

See Comment, Response 772 ,~3, · 
. . - . - . . 

·.·!::§~::ment R~spon:e si~.~4.: .• _.r.f Js,assumed ·. ~h:t<~lY .fbe' ~r~locat'ion ..• • 
·.compensation would .be provided; arid .'compensation ts. the responsibility 
··.of tbe Sta.te. ·.see Volv.RleJ,._,Chapter s, for .a .discussion of ,cumulative. 

impacts, , , ;. . '" , '. · ,;,;. . •.· . > , , . 
- .- ·.-·-

. '.: ~--~ '. .: : .- - ·, -'/ 
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1446.05 

The EIS public finance assessment studies the cumulative local govern
ment fi seal effects to juri sdi ct ions 1 n Rutherford County, Tennessee 
from SSC construction and operations. The tax revenue loss to local 
governments from the transfer of private land to Federal ownership in. 
the County as well as required capital improvements were estimated in 
the analysis and are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.6.D. 

1447 .01. 

See Comment Responses 1114.04 and 1125.05. 

1448.01 

Comment noted. 

1448.02 

The comment is consistent with the housing discussion in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.B and the traffic analysis in EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.C. 

1448.03 

Comments noted. 

1449.01. 

In EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, .Section 4.9.2.2, Table titled "COMPARISON OF 
EXISTING UTILITY SYSTEMS IN THE REGION OF THE S.ITE ALTERNATIVES", tile 
entry for "Construction power available (kV)" under the header "North 
Carolina" has been changed to 23 kV to correct the actual construction 
power voltage level available at the proposed site. 

1450.01 

Comment noted. 

1450.02 

Information on the proposed new road construct ion and upgrading of 
existing roads is presented in:Volume 111, Appendix 14, Section 
14;2.I.J.E.f .a;.. . . . . 
:----~: - . - ' ',' ·;:- ; , - _, ,' - ' ---



1450.03 

The State of North Carol_ina has proposed to convey sewage (0.15 million 
gal/d) from the main campus to the existing Butner wastewater treatment 
plant .. Mr. J. Dorney, Water Quality Planning Branch, Division of 
Environmental Management, Department of Natural Resources and Community 
Development;· Raleigh,. North Carolina, on June 20, 1988, provided 
informatioir to the DOE that the existing Butner sewage treatment plant 
has excess capacity of l.l mill ii>n gal/d, sufficient to handle the 

. campus:·area flows .. ·.. . . . . . 
- . . . ' 

1450.04 <\·:: - . ·. 

Potential impacts of the prop~s-~d ·North Carolina ·SSC project on surface 
water quality may result from surface erosion, channel erosion; pollutant. 
run-off,' dewatering .of the tunnel, and increased wastewater treatment 
plant effluent. EIS Volume .IV, Appendix 7, .Sections. 7 .1.3.5.F presents 
an assessment of the po ten ti a 1 impacts an.cl mitigative measures •. Poten-
tial impacts on groundwater: may result from surface and subsurface con- . 
struction, di_sposal of .wastewater from tunnel and shaft. dewatering, and. 
leaching of spoils •. EIS Appendix 7, Sections 7 .2.3.5.A.4 and .7 .2.3.5.B.2 

.. assess the potential impact on groundwater qua] ity .and present possible 
· m_itigative meas.ures (also see Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). No 
.. significant secondary: or cumu_lative impacts were identified (see Volume 

I,' Ch apt.er 5, Section. ~\2), · · , · · · · · · · 

1450.05. 

See Comm~nt Res pons~ 707 .04.· ; · ·.· 
1450.06 ... 

see comrnerit ~sponse. 697 .01. 
'• ,_ " -~-; .. ;: . .,.,\·'"'~;..; ._,-._, '· '.:-.. · . . . ~ <'."•••'<''• 

· 14so~oi;.; ,. • . '· . .,- .. 

··See. Comment 

·. ·· !4so:b8 

'.·, .. -·. ---!;'.: 

.. ;"_. 
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1451. 01 

Comment noted. 

1451.02 

The SSC wil 1 have a negligible effect on the current growth being experi
enced in Kane County. From 1980 to 1985, the population of Kane County 
is estimated to have grown at an annual rate of 1.4 percent, from 278,000 
in 1980 to nearly 300,000 in 1985. With the projected SSC-related impact, 
the population of Kane County is projected to be 329,500 by 1992, an 
average annual rate of growth of 1.4 percent from 1985 to 1992. Future 
growth in the population of Kane County is also expected to reflect the 
continued evolution of Chicago suburbs. 

It is DOE policy that Fermilab would continue to be supported if the SSC 
were sited at some other location. See EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 
3.2 for a discussion of the alternatives to the SSC that were considered. 
It is unlikely that any technical alternatives could render the SSC tech
nologically obsolete in the time frame considered for the SSC praject. 

DOE recognized that there could be an impact from the loss of property 
due to canstruction of the SSC project. See EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.l.8.5. Compensation policies for relocated residences were 
discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4;4.3. 

1451. 03 

Comment noted. 

1452.01 

Comments noted. The purpose and need for action is the subject of EIS 
·Volume l, Chapter 2. In that chapter, the emphasis is, in agreement 
wHh this commenter, on knowledge; jobs are not mentioned. Discussions 
of society's investment standards are too detailed to discuss in this 

· document and do not affect the impact assessment prepared. 

See Volume I, Chapter 2, and Chapter 3, Section 3.1.2 for discussions 
of purpose and need for the project and site selection criteria, 
respectively. 

1453.01 

Comment noted. 

- . . . .- ... 

faCilitil!s were 
EIS.·. Wetlands Jn 

n·nm 1.n1" .site. . At th ts 
ces in pl ace 1 ' 



1453. 03 

The cxcav~ted material would be effectively contained during transport 
by trucks. Gc.r;eral possibilities for mitigation of adverse impacts are 
addr·essed in the El3 {sec Volu~e I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). Specific 
plens for hauling spoils and minimizing spillage will be addressed in 
the Supplemental EIS prepared for the selected site. 

1-154.01 

(O;T(cn.c.r.ts n0ted. 

1454.C2 

·rraffic estimates for the roads significantly affected by t!1e SSC ar2 
given in E!S Vol11~c JV, Ap~endix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.C. It should La 
noted that the 0sti:n~t2s ~re t·or the peak hours in a peak year during 
ccnstruction ar:d .0rer1t,i0ns. Ecutes for the ccnstr:Jct·icn traffic t;i 11 
be ~elect2d during the construction planning stage to minimize the 
traffic in the areas of hi~hest risk of accidents (EIS Volu~e l, 
C~aptBr 3, Section 3.6.3)_- Strengthening of some iess-congested roads 
a~j additional traffic co~trol by the Illinois Department of Transp~rta
tion are additional mitigaticn~ to be consi~ered if Illinois is s~lected. 
~l·itigatisns will be a~~ressed in the Supple~ental EIS for the selected 
s -j tc. 

Tt2 SSC ~i11 use g1·oundwater for both construct~on and orcr2tions. 
Cricdcr~e w,2ter $Upp-lies will co~:ie frJm nu;r,erous points, impacts liJ water 
1evsls due to pum~ing for the SSC will be slight. Impacts to wells from 
specific construction activities are addressed in Co~~ent Responses l8.03 
.~nd !117 .03. 

1454.M 

See Comment Response 1229.02. 

1454.05 

See Com~ent Response 1135.04. 

1454.05 

See Comment Response 1369.09. 

1455. 01 

See Comment Responses 13.02, 1455.02, 1455.03, and 1455.05. 
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1455.02 

After the SSC site is selected, cultural resource surveys wo 11ld be com
pleted to identify prehistoric and historic a1·chaeologicai sites and 
historic structures specifically subject to potential impacts due to 
project construction and operations. Evaluations of the inventoried 
resources wo11ld identify those eligible for listing on the National 
Register of Historic Places. If the proposed Illinois site is selected 
for the SSC, a Memorandum of J'..gree1:1ent (liO.l\) between thG DOE and the 
State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and the Advisory Commission 
on Historic Preservation would be developed. The MOA would include a 
plan to appropriately mitigate impacts to cultural resources in the 
event sites are discovered during construction (Volume IV, Appendix 15, 
Sections 15.1 and 15.1.2.1). 

1455.03 

See Comment Response J4.55.02. If avoidance is not feasible, the princi
pal alternative mitigation measure is to develop and implement a data 
recovery program at archae'Jlogical sites, prior to constrnctlon. In 
this manner, cultural material would be excavated and analyzed to address 
research questions pertinent ta the site. Historic str11ctures that can
not be preserved will be documented before their removal. 

The Illinois SL.Le Museum has implemented an extensive field survey pro
gram to identify and evaluate cultural resourc~s. Sixty percent of de
fined potential impact areas have been surveyed. The historic building 
survey is complete. The data avail;ible fro"1 this survey p:-ogram wern 
used in the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Seer.ion 15.1.3.3, and Volu:n.c I, 
Chapter 4, Section 4.10.l. Evaluations of known resources are currently 
under way and will continue if the Illinois SSC site is selected. Thi; 
more detailed discussion will be reviewed in the Supplemental EIS. 

1455. 04 

See Comment Response 1455.02. Procedures for monitoring construction, 
where necessary, would be Included as a component for the Memorandum of 
Agreement (MOA), as described In EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 
15.1.2.1.A. However, It is expected that in most construction areas the 
completed archaeological field survey would be sufficient to identify 
whether or not archaeological sites are present, thus precluding the 
need for monitoring. Monitoring by professional archaeologists would 
occur only in areas where the potential for the discovery of archaeo
logical sites remains high, as determined by·the intensive surveys of 
these areas. A more detailed analysis of potential impacts including 
mitigation strategies will be Included In the Supplemental EIS. 

1455.05 

See Comment Response 570.01. 
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1456.0l 

S2e Cu;~ment Responses 856.06 and 861.06. 

See Con~cnt Re~ro~se 876.31. 

1456.03 

The results reported in the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.3.E reflect the overall results reported in the telepho~e survey 
conducted by the Center for Governmental Studies at Northern Illinois 
Universlty. Your comments on the telephone survey have been noted and 
the comments included in Volume IIB of the EIS. In reference to public 
attitudes to the SSC project in Illinois, there were several sources of 
information avJila~le. These included the following: 

1) Illinois propJsal w~th the telephone survey of Illinoi3 residents. 

2) DOE EIS Scoping rieetings. 

3) Nc~s clip~i~gs from area ne~spapers. 

4) Site v~sits int)uding ~rcas of spec1a1 concern. 

SJ Pet~tinns both for a1~d against the SSC in Illi~ois. 

6) f:OE public meetings on the DEIS. 

All of this information has been made available to DOE re~resentatives 
involved with site selection activities. The DOE is aware of the exist
ence of a variety of opinions concerning the potential siting of the SSC 
in Illinois. All corn"rents, individual or an organized collective expres" 
sion, are fully assessed and are considered in preparation of the Final 
ElS. 

1457.0l 

Co;nments noted. Details of design and alternative mechanisms of particle 
acceleration are discussed in the EIS in Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 
3.2. 

1458.01 

The occupational exposures of Fermilab employees have been examined and 
the results are discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6. 
Exr.ept for a single instance at Fermilab, in which a worker received 
5.01 rem of radiation exposure in a single year, all other exposures 
have been within the DOE limit of 5 rem per year. 
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A thorough discussion of potential impacts to the public from SSC 
.operations, including an evaluation of possible accidents, is presented 
in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6 (see also Volume IV, Appendices 10 
and 12, and Comment Response 228.14). 

Benefits of the SSC programs should parallel those at Fermilab and other 
high energy physics accelerators, which have contributed to the develop
ment of industries and applications that include positron electron tomo
graphy (PET) scans, magnetic resonance imaging, and nuclear medicine. 
However, like any technology from automobiles and airplanes to medical 
x-rays, there are attendant risks, however negligible, associated with 
the operation of the equipment or facilities. Like the medical x-ray, 
the benefits of the SSC are projected to outweigh the risks. 

Radiation protection practices have generally presumed that one can 
predict low dose responses by extrapolation of observations from high
dose effects, and this approach has been the basis upon which DOE, NRC, 
and EPA have established standards for radiation exposure to workers and 
the general public. However, some research has indicated evidence of 
mechanisms, which might under certain circumstances imply that a 
threshold exists for radiation effects (Journal of the Health Physics 
Society, Health Physics, Volume 52, No. 5, (May). pp. 521-525, 1987). 

1458.02 .. 

A. very effective safety program has been in place at Fermi lab and has 
resulted in a high level of protection for the people who work there.· 
The SSC health and safety managers will use the valuable experience 
gained at Fermilab and at other accelerator facilities in designing the 
worker protection program for the SSC. There is no reason to be 1 i eve 
that SSC workers will jeopardize their health in any way by working at 
the facility.(see Volume IV, Appendix 12). As indicated in DOE Order 
.5480.lB, DOE is committed to protecting the health and welfare o-f the 
public and workers who could be affected by DOE activ.ities. DOE's com
mitment to comply with Federal, State and local environmental ri1les and 
regulations is stated in DOE Orders . 

. 1458.03 

In various experimental areas of Fermilab, for example APO and NOi, stack 
releases are continuously monitored. Also, site boundaries are continue 
ously.monitored for direct radiation. The closer one is to a source of 
radiation, the greater the exposure. Therefore·, measurements at· the 
source of radiation will be the highest, measurements at· the site bound
ary will be less, and measurements away from the site boundary wtll be 

;.the least. :·Measurements at the site boundary .. willthus be conservative 
. . ,and• glve a higher dose than that received· by any member' of the. general . 
·,·.·•public. For radioactive material that:may be carrled'in the air, meac· 

· ·. surements .are made ;at the release ;poirrf before the radi ciacti ve materi'a1 
i.s. di.luted,· These are the· measurements· used to' ·make assessments •about 

· · off-site:exposures; ' · · ·· ·· 
l ( 

' , __ ~ 
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Jhe'.bone.Yal"d at.l'e.rlriilab, whith js ii. secure are~ not. open to the public, 
·11es close to the. site bounJlary; •· It is.us.ed to store activated acceler
ator components and shielding for.reuse; .:The nearest site boundary dose ... 
for; 1987 was 3 .. 5 mrem; .;Jh.e:niaximumexposure to the individual living 
closest to that po:int on .. the site boundary wciuld have been 0 . .:5 .mrem for •, 

. 1987, c1s~11ming 24 hour. per-.day ,occupancy. a.nd a. dqse rate inverse.ly pro
porticmal to the square of the distance from the sol)rce .. This .is about 

·.1/1000 of.the cf()Se equivalentfrom~<1ckgrpundrad,iation (Baker, S., Site· 
Environmental Reoott for Calendar Wear:cl987.:·:·Fermi)ab' 88/40 1104.100 · · · 
ucc41, May 19813). . . . _..... . . c .. .• . . ' . .. . . 

. 1458.04 
. '< "'--~--,,-~'--,-_-__ __ 

In tile. 19.86 Fermi lab Sjte ~~~ithrln\ent~l.J\¢l>o;t/,the site boundary. con
centration was calculated µsing the:~oinputer pro.9ram AIRDOSE-EPA with 
neutral wind condi tlons ,and avef'age w1nd speed'. , ,.The average wind speed · 

. ·used was 4.7 m/sec .• J11,toe air;.dose estimation for. this EIS, wind speed 
a.nd stability for 16 compass directions were•use;d to.simulate conditions. 

The dispersion tr~ailllent i II AIRDOSE~.El'A assumes .a •corit fnuous • .. plume ~xtend
i ngJindefi ni tely 011tward from '.the.source in a single direction with ·a· · 
single wind speed and atmospheric.stability. Fractional contrib11tioris 
to downwind concentrations in each compass direction are based .on frequen" · 
c i es of wind and stability category. Reali st i call y, hQwever, wind speed . · 
and direction. <lften fluctuate almostcontinuously".as suggested. ,And the · 

.atmospheric stability wfll ultimately changl! as a plume. is !Jlown (jowriwind. 
. . . Al so.deyi at.ions from,.~jJe.sp~Stfl£. ~rinual • alfer'!ge me~l;!_Of:C>Jog.)'.<Carj .be. . ... ·. 
· · expected ;it locations'peyofi.CI •a few .mites from the facility site; ·· ·.· · 
_ _ -._'- ___ · .. ' __ : : __ :·. ·. :· ,_ -::- :' - ::::-,:~;:>-.,,· \ __ ----:·;·Y.; -- , .. :,:_,· '.' ':;0 .~~>\: :--~~\'.i)_~-:~'.<'';::~;-.:~,~?:~· :->·-~_;;._~~-::.·:-~~~;~:-~\'.<_:: ,'~5:.£~_<:-}~-:~-:~-;::·-_i·~4--~-- <:-;;:, ._ :: __ .,· : ·-·.· . :·_; '" __ ',, ·. ~ 
. lh,ese 1hnit{ng factors as· applied toc:aosE! assessments have been resolved . 

to maxi.mi.ze the estimatedjndtv.idual•dose. The highest individual doses 
are usually clQse tothe release point-~usually from several hundr.ed · 

. meters to a few. t~ousand .metl!rs.(·;The hjg~est •site boundary ·doses .for , .. 
• the. SSC were estimated at llO llH'(for tunnel ·shaft);and 150 01 {for;Jnter"•·· 
· act i,on hal J) from the :reJE!ase; pojnls,. respect iveJy· {set! Volume.JV, !'. . . .. · .. 
,Aj>pendix·_l2> .Tables 12. J:I·?Z.and.·2~) ;. The l!ffective stack height also • , . . ' 

.• · has. been~rediJced t9:~orre;c.t,the possJbl e. air.turpulen~e or\d,<lwndra.fts', f - . . ' - . 
· '•:The,plume.beitjhtwas>a~sumed lo •l>e.4 __ ~.5 m 11ith ·.zero eX}t yel.ocity .ind·····_··.···· 

he~t reJea.se: ·.·•·The treatinent fo ... ttle.code. would .. lllier~stiinateco·!lcentrati oh 

.. · .. · .. ·~;:;·t:~1r~::;~~::•~-·~~n~~;.~@~~~;i~,~B·!r ermif a~?:J;qr :~~~J~~isXe;,~ri·a;i~~1>~si~s·~~;11;~~··";~;·,.. ·.•·· .. ~.-. 
. , .. • . l"ele'!~e~··are :corhn(JoUS:l,y; Jt1on1tQted {ltac:f.ia:tJQn Phy~i<;S '/fqt,e>'68 ,a-r@"il;ad.fa":k.: .. c,, .· :· ·.·. , 

• .Ulii)~i~~Y~ls~',tto~.e .• 1qi ·Ferlli'i:J a~Jt~~~,lf ·.·n~ut~f if(i'~t,~~!J'et:.~~~a'f~.~f{QlJ,t· .• t~e·.;:.c•j; ;:.;)~·'.;Fr.:~.~-' 
1

: 

. . .. •.naseQus.'xatli11act i ve.•efflue.i\t'1J$c':e~ntin\lousl:V~sainn.led:'ano .t~s'ults::are·. ;:i •• · .. · •.. •~ ....• ··"~; " 
• · '~ecorclila~3·;rtfe~ra:a1 oilucft1c!e·,~&ni:e!itraHoil)ar'e:*a:~<tma:xrmrri1t~a:t.;i:11e· stack'' ···•• • ? · •.··········· ··· · ·.··• 

···. ····bef~re.m1'ih1g; and .dilutt911.::wt~httie •a.i rJ•'•.l;heref<ire;ritds .considered!'·,·.;; .•.. :,;• ··•··· .. ; ; 
• .. ·. con,~i~~~~J.Kl1iiii'~t'!~:~1Ji11~iijr~~~~·~~i,i~tkt~~s~:)JIF~tfq~~~~·f~T~e,;Pl"ll~lent·~i1f~.il)~\ ;, ./' / 
·· .· ·monJ~qn 1.mr: Pe~PltiiJ~····· !lJ.~t, •. t,h~cc:I C!§ e.';.\f rom pp11.t atJ!Jll.~.;t~U<fll.:-as:~fe rrnt lab. \t;S••"\ · '/' • :• • . · •• 

... •·· so §"!aJ.j;;(~b~!.% . .ft,·:t~ .. ~oijipl!!teJy;!l).il~~~.b¥ .. •t~t1t .. ~il~~r!!~~c.k9rcil!nd:;J'~dj!ltj11n.: .. :;;\\.,: ...•• ;:;; 

. fort.exampl e1{:1f al'l•:ipdiv,idual •Who•W~sbei.n9·l!lC!nUore!f'witli. a ltD•w.orer:ft '.·'"'' ·;• ·~ .. \~ .}'; 
·Wtiii iJe ·h~.···!Qo]t,,;t;:f l;(ght\toSthe~wes( ·-.~9ast, ;•.t!i!l2b'ad9~··• woUld p.i cf .up• apprl)it ~ ··•· · ·•. • ..• 

·•• iniat.ely.2'>5''addiUorial ·mrem'">'•·'fhat·ls more·tharl .tithat41 ·would .recetve·c:• · .:-:: . ···•··': . <·.~~ 
. t.i :,£ii~1t5'b~1~;§W:~J1;:z~:fi;;.Ji.3~~¥i .. . ........• '.} '. •.. ,. r••t:•~ .•. ····-~~~~· . 
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0
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from Fermilab in a year (based on conservative assumptions). If someone 
lives in a brick house rather than a wood house, he will receive approxi
mately 7 mrem more in a year than his neighbor in a wood house. But 
even the 1 mrem could be O or 3(} depending M the composition of the 
brick. A person's .diet can make a considerable difference in background 
radiation. It is all these factors that make it impossible to say in an 
uncontrolled environment where each mrem came from. Only when the envi
ronment is controlled, such as at work or when the exposures are sig
nificant over background., would tndividua.l monitoring be distinguishable 
that in relation to a specific source. 

1458.05 

The concern that there ii no safe level of radiation is discussed in 
response to Comment Response 1l39.03. 

Fermilab do.es not "dump" radionucl ides into the air, land, and water. 
Waste streams are disposed of in accordance with Federal, State, and 
local standards, as described in EIS Volume I, Chapter 6. Additionally, 
the DOE concurs with the concept that the introduction of excess radio
activity into the environment should be avoided. This is reflected in 
the DOE Orders that exposures to rad·iation shall be kept as lot1 a.< rea
sonably achievable (ALARA). 

1458.06 

The· DOE is committed to construct and operate the SSC in compliance with 
applical>le statutes and regulations (see EIS V'olume l, Chapter' 6). A 
!"egulatory compliance plan will be pl"epared by the DOE for the selected 

. stte pl"ior to construction. 

Analysis of the impacts {see [JS Volume I, Chapter' 5, Section 5.1.4} 
expected du!"ing construction and operations utilized standard noise 
source terms delineated in vendor data and references and also used mea
sured sound levels near simllal"ly sized equipment in use at DOE facilf~ 
ti.es. For example, the source term used fol". the cryogenic f}uid compl"es
sors was developed from levels measured at sfmHal"ly sized equipment at 
FermHab. Control measu!"es used wel"e standa!"d pnctice, many of which 
are in use at otlie!" pal"ticle acce'tel"ators. for exampJe,. the. cryogenic 
facilities for the HERA accelerator at DESY in West Germany use indi
vidual compressor" enclosures. 



The .number of people-in the areas of possible noise impact has been· 
determined. by analysis of aerial photographs. These numbers have been 
used to estimate the magnitude of expected noise impact associated with 
each construction and ()perations noise source •. The analysis was per
formed for baseline levels of 40 ~BA and 50 dBA (Ldn) ... The results of 
the 50 dBA baseline analysis are shown in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, · • 
Table 9-11 which·shows 454people experiencing levels greater than JO 
dBA during construction, and 1246 people experiencing levels between 60 
dBA and 70 dBA (Ldn). The number of people expected to experience day
night .levels between 55 dBA.and.60 d~Aduring.operations is estimated to 
be 45. The .. values•for.these-.leveh would be the-same if the baseline 
level wer(l 40 ~BA (ldn}• - · . · 

.• 1458.07 
'.,,,, 

· Comment noted. 

1458.08 . 

. The format of the EIS folJows established'guidelines issued bi the 
· .. Council _of Environment.al Q.uality (CEQ) for implementing the NEPA process. 

The D()E p.laces 'cistrong emphasis on the importance ofconducting .its .. ··.·· · 
operations tn a manner that_ is ~.afe and envii::onme~tally sound'. .. In this . 
regard, the DOE. requires that its 0perating contractors conduct ·periodic 
performance appraisals, including environmentalsafety and health•protec• 
tion appraisals.· These appraisals are performed in accordance with the
requi rements of tt1e DOE Orders .. (see Volume l, Cha11ter ~), . !\ddJtiona l ly, 
the DQE -maintains an overs.ight role'.and conducts regularly ··scheduled .. ··· 
evaluations .of· its contractors, · .. The .authority·· for the DOE oversight 
role and the.accollntability/responsib.Hity charged to.the DOE's operating 
contractors Js. general 1y. contained. in •the contract betwe(ln the· DOE and 
its operating .. contractor{sJ ·<'' For example., the majority 'Qf ·ooE' s. con~.·-... -·.·
tracts. contain· Health ailcLSafety Clauses which necl)ssitate thatthe cori
tr.actor .agree. ~o comply with all appl icab)e'FederaT • S-tate, and local .•. · .. -.·.· 
!!nvlronmental safety. ancl~hea1th iirc:itection standards,. 9ui.delines,. and ·-·-- · 
criteri.a. <The POE mo~itors against the provisipn.s of.the Health and ·--• 
Safety Cl a use. and. requests that .• • 'ts con~racto_rs*do •the-same •. Comments 
regarcltng· •. ttie.r:i!!ed·JQr··ac\t:izens rlilvfe.w C!ill\mitte~ .. are the. responsibility 
of DOE and do. not affect the inipact\;~nalyse·~ pre.serited. However, it .• - -.- · 
should•be. noted.that lev_e.l s of radiation fromfermilab operations cire· 

. ca ref uuy;,.llJ()11jto red ; ancl are • \'le.H b!!l ow ·· regul atory stand a rel s v <Environ -
.. ·.•·.menta}.ll!!>niJorJng data.••art?.summarlz~d··-in ~ri annual;reportwhich is widely 

·· reyj e\ofl!P.;:~n~: d}~~~r i-.b~t.!!cl.,; .1;.p91l~;f!.f n.!hf,!!~e1'"~J •• ~d.' S-!.a,t~.-· ..• ag e~Ei ~s •sych_··a~ ; ·-· 



1459.03 

See Comment Response 1007. 01 regard'ing methane gas occurrences, and 
Comment Response 1279.357 regarding tunnel inflow between E3 and E4. 

1459.04 

The effect of the weather in Illinois has been taken into account in the 
Illinois cost estimate (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 2), and it was 
determined that construction cost variation among sites was not sig
nificant. Haul distances to the four disposal sites average 10 mi (see 
Volume IV, Appendix 10). With Illinois averaging only one to two heavy 
snowfalls of 4 to 6 inches per year (see Volume IV, Appendix 5), the 
winter weather conditions would not significantly affect the 
construction schedule. 

1459.05 

The DOE is aware of the existence of a variety of opinions concerning 
the potential of siting the SSC at any of the identified sites in the 
BQL. All forms of public expression are valuable and essential in the 
review of any EIS and in fully complying with the requirements of NEPA. 
All comments, individual or an organized collective expression; are 
fully assessed and become an official published part of the NEPA-EIS 
process. See EIS Volume III, Chapters 2 and 3 for the site selection 
criteria. 

1459 .. 06 

see Comment Response 1126.05 for a discussion of the value of the· public 
part ic.ipation process., 

1460.01 

Regard.ing re.gi;onal transportation, infrastructure and educational facili
ties,, see Comment Response 816.01. Regarding comparatlve .cost of siting 
the SSC in ll~inois, see Comment Response 1276.01. 

1461.0l 

The· State cif Illinois furnished aerial photographs which show most of 
the residences in the vicinity of areas f4 and E3. Informat tcm was used 
from these and: other aeri:al photographs, to estimat!!' the popul~tion. cur
rently living in area,s that wil'l real i:ze increases in background sound 
levels dttri.ng and operattons. This 'analysts ts presented 
in th,e Revisi forEIS, Vol I, Chapter 5, Section 5 .. 1,4, and 
Volume. The counts idences include those from the 

'"'·"""·. The 1130,0Jqives the esti-
1m11a·c:tet:J. by 11t1'ise< ,,)/C.i ;~ 



When a s:i:te is: selected iioir ttie&SC.,. surveys. 0£ the sf.te· af)d its surround-
ings wU 'L be fl'l!riormedi ta ~ectfiic:alil')!' dete.rmiine the locations .of resi- · 
dences. and· 0>toot"' no·im,.Sl?llsttiva lo~ai:i-0ns.. · · · · ' 

1461.02 

See Comment Response 1130.07. 

1461.03 ' 

Comment noted. 

1462.01. 

Comment noted; 

1462. 02. 

1462 •. 03 

See Collllllent Response . .SOG· •. 03. · 

1462-0~ 
·-;; -

The,. IOFa!lir~· .that tl;iec;ef~ecliii~es$ ofc tbe re1~;~j,·and' conta·f'hment 
system proposed ia t!te refer.enc~ ,lermes:see lill\ite JilpeFcfs vRsu!Jstan··· 
tiated. ··• Therefore,ltis•not/a propo'sed mitigatiorrin .the EIS Volume I, 
fiha"ter ..•. lti Secti.on 3;.Q.., • iif:•l;be: lleniressee •siflle>fls'.setected; mea-sicres to 
protect shall ow groundwater qu~lf:ty•;;i~.t>b1!:'kari$t:elf'li1'onment at t1'e 
Tennessee. site. will.be. further evaluated; ·Selected 111itigations wou.ld be 
descr.ibed·in the Supplemental EIS. See also.Comment Response 500'.113'. 

- - ., - .-. ··" ·:-- _. "- ' ,. --- --·->'- .-- ., -_. 
- --~"-

' 1462.05 --<~ <". 

Commen~noted .. 
-_·. -,, - -;~ :_:· ,--

;-',~~~;. _--.<· 



operation of the SSC may add to an existing overdraft situation region- · 
ally, water sources will be widely distributed and impacts to any 
specific area will be small. See also Comment Responses 1133.02 (poten
tial compensation to impacted well owners), 18.03 {groundwater quality), 
and 533.03 (groundwater supply). 

1464.01 

See Comment Response 1002.01. 

1464.02 

SeeComment_Response·533.03. 

·1464.03 

Regional respul'ces such as housing, medical services, educational· 
institutions, accessibility to major airports and other transportation, 
and other components of the quality of life were considered during pro• 
posal evaluation leading to the Best Qualified.list (see EIS Volume III, 
Chapter 1, Section 1.1). SSC-related effects. on the quality of life in 
local communities will depend upon the ability of these communities to 
plan and finance needed facilities and services. Specific effects on 
the area's visual characteristics and on the pace of life will l a'rgely 
depend upon the specific pattern of settlement by SSC-related population. 
Careful planning, wHh .the goal of preserving certain key regional quali-

. ties, could minimize 111any negativ.e conditions associated with rapid 
growth. Se~ EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.L3. 

Ecological assessment of threatened and endangered species for Illinois. 
· is found in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11. 

, .. ; ·, . 

. '1464.04. 

colllriient 'not eel. . ' 

1464.05 

See Comment Response -1292.05. 

146.4.06 

Comment noted; 



1>%J .•. at .. · 

Commen't noted. 

1467·.<t2 

Sea Comment. RespQflse 146-71.04. li.a'lld• use changes tatl:sed by; pr:oj:ect-reJated 
devaTupment aira ii'S:sessed. 111 EIS ¥olume Ill; JliP11emtiiJ11'll,. Se:t'iions;Il.!i.3.7 
and, 1:3 •• } • 4.. G • 

l467i.0'3 . ·. •. . . . . .··· · .. · . . 

Nn i~ads oo •. ~oundwate,:. qua·l:ity are. prnj~tEd far the deeper aq1li:fers, 
but 111·illor impacts may occmr tadlhe: s:lra l:l:ow; all uvt.<l\l aqu tfers: durilf19' both 
SSC con s.truct i on,. and; operat ioos • These: tmpacts. wi.11· · .be . mriinimj zed: through 
vari-oos c<mstnu:1ti011J cnntrol: arut wa;s.te: manJi19ement techni·ques~. .See VJO,lcume 
IV, Appendix 1; Section L2,3.7 for descriptions of projected water table 
and groundwater quality impacts. 

1467.04 

The U.S.: So>i l C:cmsef'Vat.ron $1!mciic2' idemtifi!ed 3.,389 acres· D.f· p:ri.m~ farm
land .<Hld•L .. 287acres: of i!Jlportant farmland Ui the SSC f!!I!' stmp.1 e: area. 
FrODTr tnese •.mvent.o11i:es,; an estimated. SSH :acres• ofi prime. and iimportant. 

· farmlanthoouJ.dr be; perl1laflentl:y ta~en nu:tr of prorluct:i•OTI b:¥ the SSC at the 
proposed.Tetas site. Thies. acrea~·l'!'epr!?Sents:.ws. titan :t .percenit of .. the 
State"s pri<111e• and iilllportant farm~:andt invento:ry·~ See the revi521lf EIS 
Volume I, Chapter l, Sect.i,fim 3:;.l.11'; Chapter 4,. Sei.:tiooi 4~:.6; Chapter 

· 5,, SecU.QQs 5.J . .7. .. 2: and 5~2:. lii.,.; and[~ frrata tH• £1S. Vo•1ume J:'t7 
AJ)p:endii>A.:··L3_ ~·- .·.: - ; __ , . 

1467.05 

Comment noted. 



are r<ire or unique possess particular ·value for future research due to 
their potential app l iCabil i ty to yet-to·be-defi ned research hypotheses. · 

- .. , 

14613.03 

Paleontological resources are abundant and are of importance to the . 
scientific community in the proposed Illinois SSC site vicinity. · If the 
DOE selects the Illinois SSC site, determination would be made of poten
tial locations of paleontological materials where construction impacts 
would occur. Additional field study to supplement surveys completed to 
date could be undertaken to evaluate such locations, if necessary. The 
Illinois State Museum has completed several phases of study for prepara
tion of the EIS. If the proposed Illinois site is selected for the SSC, 
further studies would be.completed as necessary to identify. potential.· 
adverse. impacts. to areas With paleontological resources. Mitigative 

.measures.would then be taken concerning the resources to ensure that the 
valua.ble data would not be lost (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 
15.2.3.3). 

" 1468. 04 

The Illinois State Museum has undertaken an extensive paleontologicaL 
resources research program ·in preparation of documentation to submit to 
the.DOEfor planning the SSC (see references. in Volume IV, Appendix 15: 
McGimsey 1986; State of Illinois 1987, 1988). · Th.ese studies have in-

;..,_ eluded background. research (literature review and·geological map analys.is) 
and field surveys to identify potentially impacted paleontological ·sites. 
If. Illinois is the s.elected site, thes.e data would be further evaluated 

.by DOE to identify construction areas where paleontological resources 
are potentially located .. Additional field survey would be .undertaken· 
prior to construction to provide evaluative information for planning 
purposes. · · · , 

1468.05 

It is DOE policy to conduct its operations in an environmentally safe 
and· Soun~ manner Jn compliance. with app 1 icabl e envi ronmenta 1 · statutes; 
regulations, arid standards. See Comment Response384.02. for a discus-

. sion of DOE's recognftion .of the.need for establishment of intergovern
mental relationships. 

· After the ,SiteJs. sele~ted, a:more det.ailed dtscussio~·of,~uHural/ 
"' paleontoJ9gical resources w.ill be.include~ tn·ttieSuppl.em!lntaJ EIS .as< 

welJ as i! more. de.t.ailedc1:l,iscus,sion.of mitJgation:~troategie.s,: 

' ' \ / 



resources are likely to be uncovered) or by construction pe1,so11ncl. 
Proced;ires would be developed to respond apprnpriately to both 
c i rcuii)~ t.ances 

1468.07 

The Illinois State Museum has studied the proposed SSC site to identify 
the range of paleontological resources potentially impacted. Sample 
surveys have been performed by the State to identify son1e pot~ntial loca
tions. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Table 15-12 describes paleontological 
sites discovered in the SSC project vicinity, based upon res0arch and 
review of existing collections performed prior to the State surveys for 
the SSC. After selectior, of the final SSC site, furthe1· eva111ation (in
cluding further field study, if necessary) and mitigation planning would 
involve professional paleontologists familiar l'lith the local research 
and resource circumstances (see Comment Response 1468.04). Consultation 
with these professionals would take place after selection of the site, 
as necessary. 

1468.08 

If paleontological resources are recovered as a result of the implemen
tation of mitigation measures at the SSC site, these findings would be 
analyzed and documented in a scientific report for futt1re scientific 
reference. See Comment Response 1468.07. 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.2.3.3 dr~scribes several µhasl's of 
systematic field survey performed to date by the Illinois State Museum 
at the proposed Illinois SSC site (see Co~nent Response 1468.04). 

1468.09 

See Comment Response 1468.10. 

1468.10 

Mastodons that have been found in the Quaternary strata are described in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15. Table 15-2 lists numerous mastodon finds in 
the vicinity of the proposed Illinois SSC sites. 

The SSC tunnel at the Illinois site would be drilled primarily through 
pre-Quaternary Ordovician formations of the Galer.a and Platteville 
Groups (see Volume IV, Appendix 5, Willman and Kolata 1978). Below 
Quaternary strata, access shafts would be drilled principally through 
Silurian and Ordovician dolomites, particularly the Maquoketa Group (see 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Kolata and Graese 1983). These formations con
tain many varieties of invertebrate fossils which have been documented. 
Although further research could be done involving these fossils and 
their geological distributions, it is expected that the SSC project 
would have minor overall effect relative to the size of these forma
tions, which extend well beyond the SSC project area. A more detailed 
discussion will be provided in the Supplemental EIS, as well as a more 
detailed review of mitigation strategies. 

145115003358814 



1468.ll 

Volurr.e IV, Appendix 15 of th2 EIS summarizes Lhe resu1 ts of severJ.l 
phases cf paleontolngical 1·esearch undertaken by the Illinois State 
Museum including records c~eck~ literature reviews, and S-a.111;-:ile fif!1rl 
surveys. Previously disccvered paleantalogical localities in the 
vlcinity have been reviewed ln order to characterize the nature of the 
local resources. Further study wculd L'e undertaken, as necessary, to 
identify areas potentially containing significant paleontological mate
rial which could be subject to impacts during SSC construction. 

1469.01 

Comments noted. 

1470.01 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 5 discusses potential improvements in quality of 
life resulting from the SSC. 

1471.01 

All information including editorials, which have been submitted to the 
DOE have been reviewed during the site selection process and the prepa
ration of the EIS. 

1471.02 

See Comment Response 710.01. 

1'\72. 01 

The hearings' objective was to receive comments on the EIS, not to pro
vide a forum for support or opposition (see Volume I, Chapter 1, Section 
1.6). The comments on the hearing format are noted. 

1473.01 

The EIS presents a conservative, bounding assessment of the radiation 
exposure risks associated with operating the SSC. (See Volume IV, 
Appendix 12 and Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.6.) 

1473.02 

DOE facilities are required to use the AIRDOSE-EPA model (or an equiva
lent that must be approved by the U.S. EPA) in calculating dose estimates 
resulting from operations. Calculated or measured radiation doses at 
the Fermilab site boundary are at such extremely low levels that it is 
impractical to continuously monitor in residences in the surrounding 
area. A limited program of off-site radiation monitoring in residences 
(using thermoluminescent dosimeters) has been initiated by Fermilab, and 
the results will be reported in the annual Site Environmental Report for 

145115003358815 



calendar year 1988. The CERN accelerator facility in Europe has a similar 
program. See Comment Responses 1442.15 and 1442.19. 

The DOE believes it is possible to extra~olate radiation releases at the 
SSC from similar {though smaller) existing accelerators. See Comment 
Response 810.05. See EIS Vnlume I, Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.6 and 5.2.5, 
and Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12 for a discussion of sourc3s of radia
tion and their impacts. 

1473.03 

The beam absorbers are designed to contain the radioactivation products 
formed in them. The beam absorbers consist of a graphite cor2 surrounded 
by aluminum, steel, and waterproofe.j concrete (Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Section 10.1.2.3.A.l). The beam absorber design incorporates a liner 
system that is monitored. Provisions are provided for draint~g into a 
sump for collection of any leachate. Any water that is drai11ed from the 
tunnel or any area where there exists a potential for radioactivation 
will be analyzed for radioactivation products. If the water is found to 
contain radionuclides over unrestricted release limits, it will be treated 
as radioactive waste. 

A hypothetical beam loss scenario is discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 
12, Sections 12.2 and 12.3. The loss of an accelerated beam at a loca
tion other than the heavily shielded beam absorbers is the SSC's worst 
hypothetical accident and could involve the release of radionuclides 
from the SSC. Modeling results indicate that water p1Jmped from a well 
located 50 m away from the point of beam loss would have Na-22 and H-3 
concentrations below EPA standards. 

1473.04 

A storage area for SSC-related components that become contaminated will 
be necessary. The location of the secured storage area will be deter
mined when the final design of the SSC is made. Many components will be 
temporarily stored until disposed at a low-level waste disposal facility, 
but It is possible that some equipment will be kept and reused. It is 
unlikely that a storage area would pose a public health hazard based-on 
the experiences of Fermilab, which would be considered in establishing a 
boneyard at the SSC. At Fermilab, there has been environmental monitor
ing around the storage area, and in 1987 the radiation level at the 
nearest site boundary due to this material was less than 4 percent of 
the allowable public exposure level of 100 mrem/yr for an individual. 

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 pr0tection of both the SSC work force and the gene~al 
public. All of these guidelines and regulations are bqsed on the linear 
dose-response model and non-threshold model. DOE is committed to operate 
the SSC safely and keep the radiation exposure as low as reasonably 
achievable. 

14511J003358316 



1474.01 

See Comment Respo~se 1126.05. 

1475.01 

Com:::ents noted. 

1476.01 

Com;::en ts noted. 

1478.01 

Ccmment noted. 

1478.02 

For a discussion of the potential public finance impacts, see EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.D. See also Comment Re:ponse 
880.C4. The DOE believes that the EIS is adequate for the purpose of 
selecting a site for the SSC. DOE recognizes that further detailed 
review of impacts at the selected site will be required prior to con
struction and operations. DOE will prepare a Supplemental EIS following 
the selection of a site (Volume I, Chapter I). 

1478.03 

See Comment Response 710.01. 

1478.04 

The EIS has been revised with respect to the nuJ1ber of wells located in 
the vicinity of the proposed Illinois site, including the number of wells 
that may have to be abandoned due to the project {see EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3.A.6). This includes recognition of the 
existence of municipal wells in the potentially affected area. The 
specific wells that may be located in the stratified fee area or that 
may have to be abandoned cannot be identified until a final SSC design 
has been developed. These aspects will be covered in the Supplemental 
EIS for the selected site. 

The EIS has been reviied to indicate that import of Lake Michigan water 
has begun to the east of the project and is expected to expand, reducing 

_the demand on groundwater.sources, including the deeper aquifers (see 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.3.A.l). This would benefit 
groundwater supplies in the western portion of the project because of 
the regional extent of the deeper aquifers. 

145115003358817 



· 14;ra.os 

. r1lrnl~f elCliciust 9a~ arid ~ac!Ofl ~re. addressed brii!fly ·in HS llnlume l, 
Chapter4, Section 4.6,.and.inMJoredetaH in Vnh1me IV, Appendices 10 
.af:ld 12. Aloo, see Comment .Response 1442: • .U •. 

147a.06 

Mr. L. Eastep, Manager, Permit. Section, Division of Land ~~i 1 ut ion 
Control, Springfield, Illi~ois pr(ivided information on May 24, 1'968, 
that the time remaining for the Settlers Hill Landfill is 12 years. No 
dlange was made to the EIS •.•. 

. . 

. i418.D1 

f.utureJatld . .use pl~s ulihe ~a~]~ coont_y, and site-specific levels 
of a11alysis ~re provided ~n EI:S l1'.01U111e IV, Appendix Sb, Sections s.;3.Hl. l 
and 5.3.10.Z. · · 

1476.08 

. The nu~ber of people iii! :the ~~s of\)ossible :no~se illllpact has been 
determined by analysis .of aerial photographs. This number has ~een used 
in estimating the magnitude of expected noise impact associated witil . 
each construct i.on and operations noise SDl!rce. · .The revised .results·. for . 
the fl .site.1" IH·irwfs ,are s"'mmarized ·as foH-s~ .. '. '._. " . ' ·-· ' ' -· --- , ____ ' ·-' - ' ' 



than regulatory limits .. These programs will .be able to detect radiation/ 
radioactivity prior to impacts on th.e general public. The SSC environ
mental mon.itoring. program ~ill utilize continuous monitoring of the site 
boundary and the points of release, such as stack, and on-site and off-

. site samples as iS currently conducted at the Fermilab. In Fermilab, 
stack releases are continuously monitored by a GM-based sampling system 
consisting of an Eberline RM-14 ratemeter and a GM thin window "Frisker" 
probe (S. Butala and S. Baker, "Calibration of the NOl Stack Monitor," 
Radiation Physics Note 68, March, 1988). 

1478.10 ' . 

. According to.the El~ analysis, pr(jjected SSC-r.elated in-migrants are not 
anticipated to exceed 3,300 .. in any year for.the entire .Illinois Region ... 
of Influence; Only a portion of these workers are expected to settle in 

·the Fox Valley area (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.B). 
Socioeconomic impacts of these in~migrant workers, including impacts on 
housing and public schools, are presented in Section 14.1.3.3 of the 
above. Appendix. ·Infrastructure impacts of these. in-migrants are pre
sented in Sections l4~2.L3X .and .14.2.2.3,C, And impacts on water are 

. presented in .Volume IV; Appendix 7, Sections J.l.3.3 and ~.2.3.3. The 
area J;hould be able to acc.ommodate the projected increases in demand for 
housing; publi~ education, public. road .use, and water. · 

1478; 11 

.... Private land would be removed from the property tax base of several 
· ·school districts in llliriois, reducing the amol!nt of revenue for these . 

.jurisdictibris. The EIS analysis indicates that although there would be ·· 
a. cumulative .long-term property tax revenue loss to Kane County juris
dictions, there would also be a long-term increase in both direct.and 
indirect tax revenue from project spending and additional spending by 
SSC constl'.'uction. and.qperati.on workers. The EIS did. n.otspecifically . 
estimate property tax 1osses Jo indjvidual schQol !!istficts or. Other · ... 
government.·en.tities. , Thjs;level.· of ana]ysis:could be :f,icJuded in a supc 
plemental EIS if the Illinois site is selected for the SSC. Cumulatively 
for all jurisdictionsjn Kane County, the long-term direct and indirect. 

·tax revenue increase was estimated at approximately $3.9 mill ion, while 
the property tax revenue .loss was estimated at about $30Q,OOO. annually. 
The public finance analysiS is presented in the EIS i.n Volume IV, 
~PPendix 14, s.ecqor ~4'.1.3~3.D, . 
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...•. ssi>telated effects onth~Jqualit,f of•life .. in local tdmrrillnit\es wilf ...•..• 
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· Tbe.lli!t.• . .pup1~.~. ti~~\ilifr.astn1ct1Jre,~acts .. to local' gover:R.ne1ts 
.. would ~.ary,· ill ;µart, fro11 differing taX rates, fr4:>m rlfffedng levels of 

SSC-rel11t00 populati!ln effects,· and fr.oin the><11110unt of priJl11te J.a.nd 
·· tr.ansferred to. f~er« 1 ~rs.hip •. ~es~i~s Cil~rni119 strategies .and 

c0111111jtmeots by the Sta~ to. mitig.ate local· ci~y .and comty infrastruc
.. ture Impact~. should be directed to the appropriate State ~ncy~ 

.,. > •• • 

1,478.13 

Traffi.C an.aJys~s f.or the peak ,!Joors duri119 the pe«k,Nears of 1992 and 
· 2000 1i.s presented i,n -E:IS. V-014.lllle 1V, ~jx H. 5ecttoo 14.2.L3 . .C:. 
SOllll! d~ W01Jld ;filCCUr to existiing. rwds if they .were oot designed or 
.upgr:a,ded to serve the SSC .constrUd;iCM;l tr.affJic Jo.ids. · . . 

1478.!4 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 16: Section 16.3 disl;usses the visual impact of 
the SSC facilities and mitigation .measures that should be considered 
during final design .. Archi.tectural treatment, berms, and landscaping 
are .among the . .ine.asure.s .described. The vjsu.aj i.lllJlact .assessment is co.111:.. 
cemelll wHh above-.g.rournl f.acUities on~y and ttie required ams~ucticn 
activities. .The l .arais are the buried ib~ zones am! buffer .are.as. 
l.ber.e .ar.e no above-9miuid st:n1ct.ures in these are.as; Jwmce. there is M 
need to dis.cuss .mi tigati.on ,im!awres . 

. 147.8 .• 1:5 . . -, - . --_-·.-:. 

see collllllent Re~p~nses iuLo4 and a~d'.a~. 
1478.16 e"·;·,_,o_,,,"'. 

.Th~·· stratified. fee concept is described· in .·iii~· EIS, ,Volum::I~ S~cti on·.··. 
· 3,6:1.1, and Appendix 4. lt js designed to ensure safety and mi;nimi.ze 

conflicts between SSC operatio11srand existing st1rface !lsers. · · 
. •,···,·. . .... · .... ··~-
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Sources tited in the text of the EIS are referenced at·the end of each 
chapter in Volume I. Use of these separate reference lists may be more 
appropriate for assessing ecological .considerations than referral to the 
"Principal References" section (Volume I, Chapter 9). The Appendices · . 
also contain individual reference lists for cited material. The referen
ces for Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.9 are included in the Errata 
for that appendix.·• 

1480.02 

·The State of Arizona proposed.two types of spoils disposal options: 
transportation of spoils to abandoned mines or surface disposal of · . 
spoils within the high~energy booster (HEB) ring (1 mi 2 in area; 1 ft 

. thick). The DOE believes that the EIS correctly assesses the impacts to 
surface lands at·the SSC site of the mine disposal options. The impact 
of surface disposal in the HEB ring has been added to the EIS, Volume I, 
Section 5.1.5.1.B.l and Volume 1V, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.1. 

1480.03 

This comment pertains to Drawing No. PL-I, which occurs not ·only as 
Figure 3-8 in Volume I, Chapter 3, but also as Figure 1.2.1-1 in Volume. 
IV, Appendix 1. This drawing does not show two sites denoted KS. How
ever, FS was inadvertently deleted from this drawing. FS is located on 
the short axis of the collider ring, exactly halfway between sites K4 
and KS. The figures have been corrected in the EIS. Various other ver
sions of the.Arizona site map, including Figures 1.2.1-3, 1.2.1-4, and 
1.2.1-5 in Volume IV, Appendix I, do show the correct location of site FS. 

1480.04 

See Comment Response. 1480.13. 

1480.05 ·' ' ' -

If fencing and•other controls are used .around the SSC site in Arizona,. 
they would be .instituted in consultation with.Arizona Game and Fish 
'Department and BLM, as discussed in .Volume I, .Chapter 5, Section 
5.l.5.4.A, and iii Volume JV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.l.4; Attention' 
would be given t() appropriate selection of fence type and location to 
avoid direct adverse impacts to sensitive wildlife species. This infor- · 
mat ion Js ccootained in Volume I, Chapter 3,. Section 3.6.3. More detailed 

.. mitigat ionJ>Janning will be,rltscilssed ·in·,·t'1e Supplem{lntal·EI.S,:after. the 
···.\filial stte;,selection has.been·made •. 

___ , - -
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1430.07 

Cnanges suggested by the comment have been incorporated in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 4, Table 4-16 

1480.08 

See Comment Response 658.38. 

1480.09 

The Gila monster has been added to EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 
4.7.4.l as a candidate species that is known to occur in the immediate 
site area. 

1480.10 

Revisions have been made to EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, a11d Volume IV, 
Appendix 11 regarding the natural history of the desert tortoise and 
Gila monster based on information provided by the commenter. 

1480 .11 

Estimates of the status of bighorn sheep populations in Arizona 
contained in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.7.5.l and Volume JV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.1.9.5.C.2 are based on the State of Arizona site 
proposal and published literature sources. Other literature sources 
such as the Lower Gila South Final Wilderness EIS (BLM, 1987) have also 
been searched and appear to support the information in the site 
proposal. If the Arizona site is selected as the SSC site, it will be 
necessary to determine the status of bighorn sheep in the Maricopa area. 
The Supplemental EIS would contain results of investigations of the 
sheep population size, densities in different parts of the state, 
increases or decreases of sheep numbers in the past decade, and the 
effects of hunting. 

1480.12 

Information contained in the comment has been used to modify .the text in 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.7.3~1. 

1480.13 

The delineation of bighorn sheep habitat found in the EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4, has been derived from that specified by the 
BLM (1987). The habitat boundaries do not include all the mountainous 
terrain or the proposed F6 service area which is currently sited at the 
edge of the mountains. In EIS Volume. JV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.9.5.B.2 
there is .a reference to all of the Maricopa Mountains being prime sheep 
habitat. This difference between the mapped areas of habitat and the 
extent of the mountains is due to the fact that these animals tend to 
make significant seasonal movements over long distances (Volume IV, 
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the central m-)unt:iins for mtich 
ott1er nearby areas. 

That is, the bighorn sheep may occupy 
of the year, but make seasonal forays to 

If Arizcr1a is selected. fui·-ther stt1dies o·f the bighDr11 sheep wculd be 
conducteJ to ~p2cifical-ly delineate the s~eep habitat and to determ!ne 
tt:e extent of tf1e effects of activities associated wi~h SSC cu~struction 
and cperatic:ls on this sensitive s~~cies. This information would be 
i~:l1Jd2d in the site-specific Supple'.~ent~l EIS. Interagency cocp2rati0n 
would be anticipated. 

14SD.14 

EIS Volum2 I, Chapter 5, Secti:r1 5.1.5.l.B.l has been modified to indi
cate that tl1e most sensitive areas for populations of the desert tortoise 
typically occur in ttl2 mixed cacti,'pa1o verde associations of ir1cised 
washes and along rocky bajadas, mountain slopes, and pediments. 

1480.15 

See Cc~~ent Response 428.73. 

1420.] 6 

In response to thls com1nent, recent information concerniniJ the presence 
of the Tumamoc globeberry in the vicinity of the proposed Arizona SSC 
site has been added to the EIS in Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.7.4.l 
and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.2 and Volume IV, Appendix 11. 

1430.17 

Information on hunting frequen~y and success at the proposed Arizona SSC 
site would be incorporated into the Supplemental EIS if Arizona is 
selected as the SSC site. ·other changes as suggested by the comment 
ha~e been incorporated in the text (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.5.4.A and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.1.4). 

1480.18 

The notation for site E4 in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.9.2 
has been changed to show that it is located adjacent to the Sand Tank 
Mountains and not in the North Maricopa Mountains. 

1480.19 

The notation for site E7 in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.9.2 
has been changed in the Errata to show that the site is in the North 
Maricopa Mountains and not adjacent to Bender Wash. It is also noted 
that the site is in the desert tortoise, gila monster, and bighorn sheep 
habitat areas. 
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1480.20 

The notation for site F4 in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.9.2 
has been changed in the Errata to show that it is not located in the 
North Maricopa Mountains and that it is not in prime bighorn sheep 
habitat. 

1480.21 

The notation for site F6 in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.9.2 
has been changed in the Errata to show that it is 1 oca.ted in the north 
Maricopa Mountains and not near Bender Wash. 

Bighorn sheep have not been mentioned in the notation because site F6 is 
not in the sheep habitat area as presently shown in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.1.9.5.C. Further studies to delineate the extent 
of bighorn sheep habitat would be conducted for the Supplemental EIS if 
the Arizona site is selected for the SSC project. 

1480.22 

See Comment Response 428.78. 

1480.23 

See Comment Responses 1480.18, 1480.19, 1480.20, and 1480.21. 

1480.24 

The comment questioning whether the desert tortoise is a dominant 
species in the bajadas is noted. The commenter is directed to state
ments in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.7.3.1 regarding potential 
population distribution of the species. If Arizona is selected as the 
SSC site, additional field surveys would be conducted that could deter
mine dominant species at each of the areas likely to be disturbed by 
project development. 

1480.25 

The first sentence, second paragraph of EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 
4.7.5.1 has been revised as suggested. 

1480.26 

Information contained in the comment has been incorporated in the Errata 
to the text in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.9.2.B.3. 

1480.27 

Information contained in the comment has been incorporated in the Errata 
to the text in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.9.2.B.3. 
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Infcrm:Jtion cor.tained in the cumr:ient has been incct·porated as Errata in 
EIS Val~me IV, Apc2ndix 5, Se:tion 5.1.9.2.8.3. 

14'lJ.29 

See Co~ne~t Respon3e 428.78. 

14SC.30 

Th2 c0n~~nt is consiste;1t with information provided in EIS Volume IV, 
.t..rpen:l ix 11. 

1480. 31 

See Comment R~spo~s~ 428.78. 

1420.32 

See Co:n!'1ent Response 428.78. 

1430. 33 

Se'" Corn191:t Re:ponse 653.107. 

1,180.34 

information contained ·in th2 cGmn~ent has been incorporat_f:d in th2 Errat.:i 
to the text in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.9.5.A.l and is 
additionally contained in EIS Volume IV, Appendix ll, Section 11.3.1.2. 

1480. 35 

li1formation contained io the corn:nent has been used to rwdi fy lhe text, 
and is presented in the Errata to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.1.9.5.C.!. 

i4S0.36 

See Com~ent Response 428.78. 

1480.37 

The sources far the map in Figure 5.1.9-3 in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5 
are Palmer (1987) and Vaughan (1987), ar.d are cited in the Errata to 
Figure 5.1.9-3 in Volume IV, Appendix 5. 

1480.38 

See Comment Response 1480.13. 
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l430.39 

See Comment Response 1516.24. 

1480. •lO 

The lists of references to Volume IV, Appendix 5, of the DEIS were 
inadvertently omitted and i1ave been included as errata for that 
appendix. These references, plui those reference sources l istcd for 
Volume IV, Appendix 11, of the EIS are primarily publications of the 
U.S. Department of Interior (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service and Bureau 
of Land Management). These sources appear to be confirmatory of one 
another. If the proposed Arizo~a site is selected, further investiga
tions, additional research and field surveys of the desert tortoise and 
other important ~pecies ~Ju1d be conducted and reported in a sit~-s1•cc:f:c 
supplement to the EIS. As required, consultation with the U.S. fis:1 a11d 
Wildlife Service on threatened and endangered species would contint12. 

1480.41 

Information on the natural history of the desert tortoise provided by 
the commenter has been incorporated into Volume IV, Appendix 11, Sectio~ 
11.3.1.2 of the revised EIS. 

1480.42 

See Comment Response 1430.41. 

1480.43 

See Comment Response 1480.41. 

1480.44 

See Co:nment Response 1480.41. 

1480.45 

See Comment Response 1480.41. 

1480.46 

Information on the natural history of the Gila monster provided by the 
co1hmenter has been incorporated into Volume IV, Appendix 11 of the 
EIS. References have been included in the revised Appendix 11. 

1480.47 

See Comment Response 428.78. 
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1480.48 

Information contained in the co;;;mer1t has lJeen used to modify the text 
and is presented in the Errata to the text in EIS Volume IV, Apperdix 5, 
Section 5.1.9.6.C. 

1480.49 

Information on the desert tortoise and the Gila monster regarding the 
species' requirements for cover (which may be a limiting factor in dis
tribution and habitat utilization), has been incorporated into EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 4, and Volume IV, Appendix II. 

1480.50 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Figure 5.1.9-4 has been modified and is 
presented in the Errata to that Volume. 

1480.51 

The bighorn sheep habitat area and the siting of service area F6 as 
shown in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3.3 are identical to 
those areas shown in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4. Please see 
Comment Response 1480.13 in regard to the delineation of bighorn sheep 
habitat. The Bureau of Land Management is the source of information on 
bighorn sheep distribution data used in the EIS. The reference is given 
in Volume IV, Appendix 11. 

1480.52 

Changes as suggested by the comment have been incorporated into EIS 
Section 11.3.1, Appendix 11, Volume IV. 

1480.53 

See Comment Response 1480.41. 

1480.54 

See Comment Response 658.134. 

1480.55 

See Comment Response 658.42. 

1480.56 

The inclusion of references in the DEIS to research on the effects of 
noise on the bighorn sheep along riverways was in error. The cited 
research was not applicable to conditions at the proposed Arizona site. 
These references have been deleted in the revised EIS. 
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1430.57 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.1.2 mentions that service area 
F6 is a portion of the bighorn sheep hahitat that mlght be adversely 
affected by human activities. Sheoo in the area of F4 may be impa:ted 
by noise and human prese;,ce during construction. If the f1rizona site is 
selected as the site, fui~ther studies of the bigl1orn sheep would be 
conducted to determine the effects that activities associated with SSC 
constr~ctia~ and operations (for example, noise) may have on this 
sensitive species. 

1480.53 

Suggested changes have be~n incorporated in the text of EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 11, Section 11.3.1.4. 

1480. 59 

The organization is on the SSC mailing llst. 

1481. 01 

Com1;i(!nt noted. 

l 481. 02 

See Comment Responses 710.01 and 880.04. 

1431.03 

Comments r.oted. 

1481. 04 

Comment noted. 

1482.01 

Comment noted. 

1432. 02 

Comment noted. 

1482.03 

The Fermilab Tevatron is comparable to the SSC in many ways and is an 
excellent reference for understanding the basis of the proposed SSC. 
They are both hadron-hadron colliders and circular in plan; both operate 
in the TeV energy range and use superconducting magnets. The differences 
are in beam energy, luminosity, and physical size. The beam energy of 
the SSC is 20 times that of the Tevatron; the luminosity of the SSC is 
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1.000 times qreater: and, of course, the circumfere11ce of the SSC is 
much greater (53 versus 4 miles). Beam energy in accelerators is related 
to effective dimensions tl1at can be probed. Thus, the SSC can bP used 
to investigate processes and structures 20 times smaller than those 
probed at th2 Tevatron. Luminosity is a measure of the number of inte1·
actions produced over a period of time. Thus, if two machines had equal 
energies but 011e had a luminosity 1,000 times greater than the other, 
the high-luminosity machine would produce data 1,000 times faster than 
the other. 

1482.04 

See Comment Response 312.03. 

1482.05 

See Comment Response 312.04. 

1482.06 

See Comment Response 312.09. 

1482.07 

The discussion in the DEIS on the impacts related to administrative 
(land acquisition) or safety-related (nearness to tunnel or other SSC 
facilities) loss of water wells have been revised to provide an accurate 
assessment of the potential for loss of water wells at each site. 

To assure safety, it is likely that 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. This zone is established for control, 
however, and wells within it would not be required to be closed. 
Replacement of wells within this zone may be limited due to the vibra
tions from drilling. However, 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 assured in all cases. 

State records of water wells were available for the EIS, but the State 
indicated that the records were not complete. 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 we 11 s 
that fell within the specific total restriction areas identified above. 
Given these limitations, tne intent of the presentation was only to 
identify the approximate number of we 11 s within the footprint of the SSC 
and provide a general comparison of the relative 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 pos
sible water quality changes) also cannot be accurately estimated with 
the available well records and the lack of final siting and design 
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Jhe annual mu0n dose .equivalent at the ,depth .of the ·beam ,pl,ane .as .deter
.mined .at the .bounllar_y of the ·Control led .zone .downstream. from the .beam 
absorber is '0.9 mrem (see Volume IV, Appendix 10, Table Hl.I.3,5, .Annual 
Dose Equivalent from Muons: Beam Absorber). 

Overall .l'adiation exposure to .stratHied J'ee ,f'esidents is expected t·o be 
less than .0;001 mrem/yr, an immeasur:.able .amount. ,It is tnsi,gni.ficant 
when .one considers .tbat :tbe .aver.age indi.vid11al meceives .ab0ut 360 .mrem 
annually from background radiation (see Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 
12.2.1.1.A and Table 12.2.1-1). 

34'82..:fJ 

.Acconfing to .the .September .15, .19.118., .article ,fr.om •the !Lees.lie l:o.c,al 
Independent Mbich the .commente•r slibmitted,, ;Pal"agrap.hs }-ID .invi.te sup
porters, as welJ .as :those .opposed :to the SSC:,, .to ,.parti c.ipate .i·n ;the 
'hear·i ngs. lh'i s 'is consistent wfth the approach that .the DOE :has 
followed in announcing opportunities for public participation and 
seeking input from all parties whether for or against the SSC. 

1482 .14 

The comments on community support as reported in the ISR survey have 
been noted and included in Volume IIA of the EIS. It should be noted 
that the research reported in the above report iwas -conducted +n early 
1988. The overall results of this survey are included in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.4.E. It should also be noted that_, at the 
request of the governor of the State of Mi chiga·n, a team of researchers 
from the Institute for Social Research at the UniNel'\S~ty of -Mkhig-an has 
b.een conducting studies of the social effects and community response to 
the proposed SSC project in the Stockbridge area. The program of •:re
search activities was designed to obtain various types of data from dif
ferent ,populat.ions in r-elation :to .t:he expected degree ,of ·i,inpaot .of .tlle 
projec·t. 1\ lh.irii s.tage .of the .res:earcli .actJNi.ty inva1ved S;YStematic 
in-depth elhno_graph:ic rehtterviews 1to measure catt~tude .chiinges .due ,to 
the announcement and the more ,rea~ ,prospects nf sri.t-lng the. SSC !n 

- Michigan. The social 'impact assessment methodologies are designed to 
provide scientifically valid findings about the social impacts am! 
community responses to the SSC. 

1482.15 

'The status nf :the Cl)nceptual design .Gf .the ,ser..v.i'ce .are.a_ 3s.SJ.1ch ,t}la,t 
mak i ~g assumpt'.i ens ,abnul cnmpo11ents ,is ,n:ei:essar,y nat .onh . t~ compJ·l e .a 
.s.ouri;EI 19,ventpr:.v" ,but. also.~11-perfo.r.at attef11U1tiipn 111c:ideUng. • :Jn, this.· 

, , . , case,,· t[le :Concep'.j:,ual ',ae,s i gn ~, .sl~Ejiit ,1111 ,;1u~,se~pee;if~c<FomPOAE!!lts;' 
;, •. \),,Ihef}" presenc{!.was assumed :4.11e,,s()le}Y ta· the l~ck.af,detabl .. •.,te :the ••. ,.,, .... ···. ·.,,,.· 

,,... < '•''.!:'"/~es 1~~ •i: :•J!>WeJ{er, ·'tpa~;,>~'e.t~ll., Ae~Jgn ,w.i~.1····~•111i lie .i,he"fff1llcl;ifMJ~f:.~~·¥'1iPn~ ,, ··. ·. 
,,., ; T·~\\·~ri:tl ..•.. 111¢asures'ifes<:tibecE}'"Jh.E),s.i;!·.·.l!:Sst1ll)Ptiort.s can .~est,11>e1e0ive<1;i1st<lesign7 

~~\~~{~.Iit~~~···~~~l~t~~t~i~~~tt~i~b~~~·~~§~j~j~~i~i~!~:~~~ff!~J~!~~~~~f t~;J~~ ~~1~(~~~~E'-s " 
··-ltes1gn an11 the··•f1na1.· ·Stte;sel ected;.·•.ami>W4ll•tie ama~,)IZBEI iifll?•JllJec1$11111:U1e-

~~~g~~~.f11~[1·•. 



. . . 

. See Comment Response.312.09.· 

. : 1'482.17 .. 
. The text has been f~~isedtrim~ke t~e,;t~ii secti~ns ccin~istent .. See EIS 
Volume I, Chapter· 5,. Se~tfons 5<1.S.4 and S.6.4.4. -._- _,.- -:-

1482.18 

···Followillg the operatjortal .Perlod,.components containing radioactivity 
·• over unconditional•irfe1ease limits wlll pe handled in one of three ways: 
·(l) · Component$ that.•can;.be:recy~ledby other.facilities wll 1 be removed .. 

• > • ·• •and packaged"alld''shlpped'f1ef•U;S~ Dej>artment .. orJrar\sportat fon regul a".• .. 
· '.(': >tions.· ·J2) ·Component~ that C<>ritain)he maJori.ty of the :racjioiict jvation ' 

,<•'f·llro.ducts that have been designed for. removal<( the beam absorbers .. 'for . · 
··· '•;<e:Xample) will be·removed and packaged and<shipped per DOT regulations to . 

. ·an authorized d'\spoS.al'fac!Jlty'{see .CoiiJrnerjt R!!Sponse 276.03 •for a review 
of disposal site plan.s). Radioactive waste and liquids containing • ... · · .. • 
accelerator produced radionuclides above Y'elease limits will be. pr()cessed . 

. ,.and disposed of jn accorcjance with. Comment Response 276.03, above. '(3) i , 

· · Structural and large nonrecyclable components Cl)ntaining low-levels of 
accelerator"procjuced material may be sealed from intruder access, moni" 
tored, and allt;>wed•to decay. See EIS Volume IV, Appendix3. · 



1485.03 

The threat to the karst drainage basin from hazardous materials spillage 
is relatively small since. these materials will be used in small quant.i
ties ut the SSC project. Protective measures will be in place where 
they are used and stored so that any sp;iHage that might a'Ccidentally 
occur during handling can be contained and cleaned up quickly. These 
design-based mitigative measures will be incorporated into the SSC 
operations regardless of where the SSC is sited. 

Regard'ing urban ·encroachment and additional 'information on efforts and 
•plans to •protect the unique ·karst systems at the Tennessee site, see 
Comment Responses 500. 03, 503 .'03, .and 1485 .14. 

1485,04 

See Gomment 'Responses .500. 03, "503 .03, and 509 :01. 

1485 .'05 

Gamment ·noted. 

1485.06 

See Comment Response 522.03. 

1485 .707 

If the injector complex were to be 'C011~1'rttcted ·at 'the 'suiface ·at 'the 
proposed Tennessee site, in the location currently identified, at least 
a portion of the Mebone Cave would be destroyed. The State of T-ennessee, 
however, proposed to construct the SSC High-energy B.ooster (HEB) .at a 

'itepth to :avoid buwn •karst !f:eatttres. 1Mqpfion of 'this •ccrrr5tructton 
al ternat hie ·.wf1N .avctid ·m>S't "Ccwe ·illJpa'C!t'S, . 'Sihmtl d tlre "fenness-e-e s.t:te 'b'e 
selected, final design studioes ~G1J'M seek 'tu avoi'd prdbl-emat'i'c ·9eohrglc 
features such as caves see (EIS Appendix 5, Section 5.6.1). 

1485.08 

The geotechnical exploration that will be needed at the Tennessee site 
. is detailed .in paragraph 4 of Comment Response 500.03. · If these inres
.. tigat ions focus o.n the potential· impacts of construction. at ~pec.i fj t 

lOcations, they need not be "extensive." ·Th'e·'t'e'Ctintqiies -are 'nut mctra
ordinary for geotechnical ·eX{lloration in the region. 

<1485 •. og 



silt 'e~entiGr'l ponds w·ill not be located where they may alter the karst 
hydrology (see C0rn~1<:nt Hesponse 509.01, paragraph 4). Hoads, pipelines, 
and utilities can be routed around sensitive sinkholes and windows, and 
will be constrLlcted so that they do net change the existing drainage 
pattern or otherwise impact ttie fei1tures. 

1485.10 

EIS Volume I, Chaptsr 3, S2ction 3.3 has been modified to identify these 
continuing activities in the karst topography of Middle Tennessee. 

1485.11 

Spoil piles and associated silt retention ponds 
they do not impact sinkh0les and karst windows. 
Co~ment Respcnse 509.Cl. 

1485.12 

will be located so that 
See also paragraph 5 of 

The ~uc.:ber of 1,ells t:, ... t ;ray e.dst outside of the SSC footprint at the 
Tennessee site has nol been characterized for this EIS. EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5 and Volume IV, Ap~endix 7, Section 7.2.3.6 have been revised 
to ncte the existence of relatively extensive karst features in ti1e 
~hallow rock units at the Te~nessee site. It is ~oted that impacts to 
1t/t.11ls way be r:~;~~ extensive due to the occurrence of the karst fec.tures. 
It is recognized that additional well surveys would be needed if 
T2rnessee is ttie selected site. This woti1d incl!1de the identification 
uf the wells to which the comment refer·s, and the a3sess~ent of poten
tial impacts on specific wells. Results would be evaluated in the 
Supplemental EIS if the Tennessee site is selected. 

The DOE is ~ware of the potential for project-related activities to ad
versely affect the Snail Shell Cave syste]. For ~dditional discussion 
see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.6.1. Should Tennessee be 
selected as the site for the SSC, a Supplemental EIS will be prepared 
that will exami11e potential impacts, such as those on Snail Shell Cave, 
in much greater detail. Once these impacts have been fully identified 
in context with the proposed facility design and layout, the DOE is com
mitted to worki~g with State and Federal resource agencies to develop 
effective mi tigaticns. 

14:35.14 

See Comment Responses 500.03 ar.d 503.03 regarding the approaches that 
will be used to avoid impacts to the sensitive cave and ka.rst system at 
the sHe during construction and operations of the SSC if Tennessee is 
selected as the site. The rebtionship between karst features and popu
lation settlement patterns is discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.6.10.1.C. 

145115003358834 



1435.15 

When the EIS presented radiation exposures for maximally exposed indivi
duals, the DOE did consider persons who might be exposed underground, 
such as cave explorers. One of the accident scenarios that was evaluated 
was a loss of beam in which the highest exposures to an individ11al would 
be to those located at the depth of the tunnel at the time of the loss. 
The hadrons produced by such an event could result in exposure if the 
cave explorer was within 30 ft of the tunnel. However, the DOE requires 
that there will be a minimum of 30 ft of earth surrounding the tunnel. 
Thus, it is not possible for a cave to be any closer than 30 ft, and if 
a cave were located within the restricted zone of 150 ft from the tunnel, 
it is unlikely that its use would be permitted. The EIS indicated that 
at a distance of 35 ft from the tunnel and in light soil conditions, the 
one-time dose equivalent that could occur, if a person was permitted in 
this area, would be less than 0.1 mrem (see Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Figure 10.1.2-5). 

Another source of exposure from a beam loss would be from muons which 
could travel further in the ground than hadrons. If a person were 
located 150 ft from the tunnel at the edge of the restricted area, the 
one-time dose equivalent from muons is estimated to be 100 mrem at the 
Tennessee site (see Appendix 10, Table 10.1.3-8). Exposure levels would 
decrease by a factor of 2 for every 500 ft from the point of loss. 

It should be recognized that the probability of a person being near the 
point of a beam loss is extremely small when one considers that the 
tunnel is 53 mi in length and cave exploring is likely to occur only 
during a small fraction of the time when the accelerator is op~rating. 
Also, the likelihood of a beam loss is remote. Special controls with 
backup redundancy will be maintained to prevent a loss of beam from 
occ111-ri ng. 

Nevertheless, the total exposures that are predicted in the event of a 
beam loss, would not pose a hazard to a typical individual when one con
siders that normal background levels of radiation in Tennessee are 
approximately 423 mrem/yr. In the case of muon exposures from a beam 
loss the expected exposure levels for an individual could be near the 
DOE exposure limit, which is 100 mrem/yr (Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 
6.3.2). It is possible that the natural background exposures for active 
cave explorers are higher because of the exposures to radon and its pro
geny, which are found in underground locations. 

1485.16 

As discussed in the Errata to EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 
15.2.3.6, Mebane Cave is a recently discovered cave located within 2,000 
feet of the injector area J6 of the proposed Tennessee SSC site. Several 
bones tentatively identified as elk, horse and/or deer were located in 
the entrance chamber. One bone, possibly deer, has been split for 
removal of marrow, Further evaluation of this site is needed to deter
mine its archaeological significance and the potential for impacts. 

145115003358835 



1485.17 

The DOE is committed t0 the mitigatlon of envlron~antal impacts of the 
SSC. In EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11 and the related sections of Volume 
!, Chapte1·s 4 a~d 5, the issues related to the new materials provided to 
the DOE by Dr. Crawford of Western Kentucky University on the Snail She 11 
C~ve systen ar2 included in the discussion of sensitive habitat. In the 
event tt1ilt Ten~essfe is s~lected as tha site of the SSC, special studies 
of the potential impacts to the cave system will be made and included In 
the site-specific SJpple~ental EIS. 

1485.18 

See Comment Responses SOJ.03, 503.0J, 522.07, 522.25, and 522.36. 

1485.19 

See Comment R~sponse 523.03. l\dd·itionally tile Tennessee ca·i1i~ Act will 
be considered wh2re appropriate. 

1485.20 

If Tennessee is selected as t!1e SSC site, field investigations similar 
to those done by Ors. Crawford and Barr, with input from the Nashville 
Grotto of the National Speleological Society, will be do~e in all areas 
of tJ1c site. These i~vestigations, to be done as a part of the site 
characterization in the preconstructian phase, will be used for the pur
pose of further evaluating potential impacts to the karst aGuifer system 
and the cave ecological systems. Construction-phase mitigations will be 
evaluated in greater detail duri~g these field studies. The mitigations 
will be described in a Supplemental EIS. 

1485.21 

See Co::iment Responses 500.03 ar.d 509.01. 

1485.22 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.7.1 contains a discussion of the 
ecological resources of the site alternatives. It has bee~ revised to 
show that underground cave systems found iri the karst at the proposed 
SSC site are a dominant system within the ecological resources of 
Tennessee. 

Discussions of the karst features at the Tennessee site are also pre
sented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.1 under the topic of earth 
resources. This section contains comparisons of the earth resources at 
all of the site alternatives. 

1485.23 

See Comment Response 503.10, second paragraph. 

145115003358836 



1485.24 

The text of EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11 has been modified to reflect DOF 
awareness of the requirements of the Tennessee Cave Act (TCA-39-3-1326). 

1485.25 

See Comment Responses 500.03, 503.03, 522.12, and 522.23. 

1485.26 

See Comment Response 523.03. 

1485.27 

Based on information received since the preparation of the DEIS, the 
description of karst features and the assessment of potential ground
water quality impacts at the Tennessee site has been revised (see EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.6.2.2 and Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.6). 
With the available information, qualitative a~sessrnents indicate that 
the potential for groundwater contamination is high as a result of the 
shallowness of the water table and the existence of karst features. 
Therefore, careful construction control and appropriate wastewater 
treatment considering site-specific conditions would be necessary to 
minimize groundwater quality impairment. If the Tennessee site is 
selected, more detailed and qualitative assessments would be cond11cted 
following extensive hydrogeologic field work, which 1~ould be documented 
in a Supplemental EIS. See also Comment Response 503.03. 

1485.28 

The potential for the collapse of karst features as evidenced by the 
existence of sinkholes, is recognized in the EIS (see EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix Sc, Section 5.6.1.1, 5.6.1.4 and 5.6.1.5). For the proposed 
Tennessee site, surface water would provide the main source for both the 
on-site SSC water needs and for the project-induced population growlh. 
Groundwater use would be small, limited to the construction and opera
tions of two remote service areas, and to new residents settling in rural 
areas. Thus, only negligible effects on water tables are expected due 
to the project (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.6 and 
7.2.3.6). Also, due to the karst features, extensive field work would 
be conducted prior to the commencement of construction to assure that 
dewatering as a result of excavation can be controlled to negligible 
levels (see Comment Response 509.01). Therefore, it should be possible 
to avoid the potential collapse of cavities in.the karst. 

1485.29 

Caves close to construction sites will be monitored for damage due to 
blasting similar to the way aboveground structures will be monitored. 
Blasters' Handbook (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.2) lists a 
peak particle velocity of 12 inches per second as necessary to caus2 

145115003358837 



fan of ro,cks in unlined tul'!nels, c0risiderably'higher than the 2.0 . · 
· inches Per/second used in'the ;EIS· analysis. ,Using the same, 2' O<i nches .· · 

per second,Jimit for blasting. Vibrations for caves' as for.structures.·· 
wiJl result in negligible ,vibra:t.ion impacts· l'or•t•aves\' · · .·ec: • '" · 

' '-' - ., -' '• ., ,,,. ' " -- '• ', ' " ' r_ ' '-' " ' '«' '•,- .-;,,_ ' 

. ti~ res~arch has been done ,on ·the effects of'' blasting ·Vlbratfons on c~ve' 
.· .. .. ·fauna, but all research donecon;other types ofrfauna indicates that·: .·. · · 

., .. vibratiol'!s and no:isei/at]evel.shlgher .than·antidpatedfrom the· SSC· 
project construction~ ,do ,not' cause darna'gf:! ,.(Fletcher. and Bµsnel . 1978) •. · · 

c '• 

· Ifth.e proposed,Jennessee s:ite,jssel.ected, fot the EIS;. addition;il · · 
studies .would be .done•in ·this .. area· as a partcJ)f••thi!''Supplemental ElS ., '"''. . . 

'?:pr-OCedu_re ·;---- - -:·.:; ---~- -~-: ;: /-;~:-.::=.(~~:.~:~ ,:_·:·~::~f~'.- <:. _::~·;,_-_·:;i-~:(/-.: ·;;;~ ·'.>:t<,:'::ti!;':,:-;·,~-~,,~=~,,-:::,:~:o::,-;--:<~:~:::_,,~:-;•:.:<": ::~~;xi.:.:;:<_:,-.<;-·;<~-~-~----,·: --'.--t--~' -,,;- :, ,/){(·i .. -~'>:-~:\:,:,_-;:j!f-$; .. ~o:;':}-~' 
-- • - " - - • ,,_ ' - ' ,_ ;-,- -- --- - - - - - ·--· ~: !} __ ; ' ' '_- - - .,-,.,-,-, :: _-- - :- ~ ' ~ .-"' ~ .:, ::.' . .:"".·.: .. ,:..-.·. ·.•.''·.·,,,, .... ".'·'.,:~:-.::.~i<Z..· .•... ",· .• · ..•••• -~-.. ~.'--.''.-~.-!.-~'.· .•. · ---'~--i<'t:;-- ,_;_;-~- ·,::_-:,:-_:-; · '-<t '"-;>'. ,.-:;~_:'.-ft;r-::·.<.:~-;,,s-~-:-''-.. ~-<-:'~-~-,_,·::':···\j"t"'~r~f.P-\:t.~·,:;.-!-----:_;_ ... ,;.:;'-'--- - ~ , v .~ , _ -~~ 

-~-'-- -:;_ l,485.; 30 . , ,_-:---.L,--~,_~:_oif·:·>· ~\ ~-~-i: IJ/-'.;~z~,:.::-: .r:--~~;,~f,._:-':,_-2_~; '.i:0_-_..;~ --:,:·i~~S<;:t~,- :·_.( ~ ~; >,:.- ~--_. -- -:::".':~/ -.--_~l:- :>1; ;-/~.-:-: '--~~;:i::~i~~: .. >':,_r,;;·,~;j/•·;_,:;L;,:,{~ -,:~ 
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. •· There.is. i;.ilnsi derable literatur~. availab-1 e ctocum~nti ng ;that tli~ most . · 
ser:i.9us ifll1>a.cts on wHd:l if.e ofrla:rge"scale projects'in rural settings; 

.such as the SSC, occur during the construction phase. These impacts, 
along with potential impacts. due to, SSC operation, are addressed i.n _ 

· .. ·Volume I, Chapter 5,·:Secti.on 5 .• J.5,of the.Els. If.appropriate habitat 
still exists. after installations are in.place, many ... species of wildlife. 
may accl i m11te to htJman presence, Tab 1 e 3-2 of Volume ·I,· Chapter 3 of.· .... ··· · 
the EIS indicates -Ulatonot all c;Oti$truction areas\would•be perma'nentJY· -
disturbed;· areas temporartlyLili stur'bed woqld.··beireclafined using··. native:· ··' ·· 
vegetation to p11rtially mitigate loss ~f ,IJ~biJat {.,9per~tion of theS~y 
would not result :1 ri any :further habitat'.Jo~s;;t:ieyonll,•that' asei·.1bed'to :. " · 

··construction. " >;· · · · - " - +_- " • • .. - .v.. .. ...... y-. ,. • .•• , -·· ··-
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1486.01 

See Comment Responses 1486.02, 1486.03, 1486.04, 148,6.05 and 1486.06. 
The Illinois State Museum has undertaken a multi-phased program to iden
tify and evalua.te the wide range .of cultural resources within the pro-

. posed SSC site .. Records describing previously recorded sites have been 
. rev.iewed, predictive models have been developed and an ·.extensive field 
sur-vey has 'been undertaken. The hl stori c structure survey is complete; 
approximately 60 percent •of the prehistori-c archaeological survey is 
complete. ·Additional cultural resource compliance procedures, including 
additional survey resource evaluations and ·mitigations measures, as 
necessary, would be undertaken should the Illinois site be. selected. 

1486.02 

See Comment Response 1486.03. 

1486.03 

See Comment Response 13.02 concerning the approach DOE took to identify 
and verify data used for the .EIS. The data presented in Volume IV, 
Appendix 15 are based upon varying levels of archival and field research 
completed prior to the DEIS at each SSC sites. Study intensity ranges 
from records reviews, to sample surveys, to intensive surveys of large 
portions of the identified potential impact areas. Archaeological 
surveys have not been performed in. 'Colorado, Michigan, fforth Carolina, 
Tennessee, and Texas .. Extensive surveys have been completed in Arizona 
and Illinois. The information provided in the EIS on cultural resources. 
is at a level of detail consistent with the SSC conceptual design (see 
flexibility discussion in Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.1). These 
data are suffic.ient for the assessment of the proposed sites. At the 
selected site, surveys of cultural resources would be completed in order 
to ~-dentify and evaluate remaining cuHural resources. Based on the 
current kn owl edge ·Of these resources at alternative sites, there is a 
high probability that ldentified impacts coul.d be mitigated. · 

' . 
In Illinois, over 60 pE?rcent of the SSC site facility 'have been sur-

. veyed. This represents a significant portion of the study area: {At 
the North Carolina ·ssc site, no· survey •has 'been undertaken}. .AJthough 
p-recise 'numbers or locations of additional sites sannotlie ,predicted in 
the areas •which •have yet to be surveyed, any archaeological sites dis" 
ct1Vered will 'probably 'be •Simi hr i.n mal\y ·ways to tfiose' ident ifi.ed .. .tn .the 
ri!ghm .t:G date. Thfs "Can. be predicted'based on preVTOUS anaJysi S Of . 

... •. :cu•ltura·l 'S'E!ttlement •p-atterns 'Performed i ri 'the r~gi on.·· 'Regar:(f]ess of . · 
which sitate i,s 'Sel~ted •for tfre ssc,•the >Survey in ,that state win te 

'• completed·;md the.scientiJic information. gleaned from,iJ. A,revJe\ol .and· 
····· k ·. .a11alys.is of.tfiisongoing work 1dJl 'be provided ill the,Supplemental11S, c' . 

J~~~·" ••·~·· · .. : :.· ~!~;l!~:~~~{ c Ef~ ~ igat.i on s~r~tl)gi~~ ~JsR,~.~,1lt~2•;~,i~~~~~.i;~1:1 ~1l_,~~~;J :f·i\, .· · · 
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1486.05 

See Comment Responses 1486.01 anl 1486.03 

1486.06 . 

The 11 lino is site has undergone a comprehensive study· regarding the · i den
t if i cation of archaeological and h.istoric cultural resources in the proj
ect. area.: Further work is. currently underway to identify additional· · 

... resources and evaluate known .resources .•. If .the DOE selects the Illinois 
.•.SSC s.ite, cultural .resource\inventorfes are"to: be completed.··· Mitigation . 

measures would be developed•to reduce or. avoid .. impacts to significa.nt.e• •; . 
'CUlforaf resources; ;;,{fhe results 'Of :tbeSe• sb.ld.ies·. WOUld be ·included Yin"'·.·;· 

: 'the. $upplemental Eis~ ·~lieJlJinoi.s state Musetiin .. has pursued an ·>: .·· •. · · 
. . ext,ensi)te, •. and continuous :program•of. cul tui:al')~esource management • : ·· •· 

pertaining to the .Sst site.to identify and'. evaluate potentially impacted 
cultural resources. · ·· - · · . . · 

1487_;01 

.•·· ': C~niment .~oted. 

1487 .oz .. 

; •, ·, '.' 

See Comment Response 627.01 • 

. 1487,03 

.· . Jhe· SSC· wtl} .be construc~d and oper~tecf •tn a nianner•that wi H'miitimize 
· · ,, :'· . watef;.p~H«t'.ion :a!i<f.·~p~;·;coinp1:Y)tlth· ~i>PHcalile•taws arid iegul at ions.: · .. · 

.. '" •· PotentiaLJmpacts to •wate~-;~re.alfalY?ed dti':£IS1'·'.V6-lume 1;•.cChapter 5, ·•·•·· 
Sections 5.1,Z and 5;•z.3p'and'fn Volume IV; Aependlx·'l. See also Cqmmenr 
Response 1487.02. · · "· , · · '< • • • • ': •• 

·:c'··: ,,·. ': ~, - '.,·-.~' ·" .~ ", ~>',:-~•- .--, ~- .o,,'. -

·.,/14a7,os \(,;\~;·t;_,•iff;·e,i/." 



1488.03 

See Comment Response 1126. 05. 

1488.04 

See Comment Responses 13.02 and 1504.01. The impacts .of the highways 
proposed by the State of North Carolina are addressed in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section .5.1.8 (and the corresponding Appendix) and Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.2 .• I.3.E.I. Secondary impacts of SSC construction 
and operation are covered in each technical area of Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1 of the impact assessment, and Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.2 includes an assessment of SSC's cumulative impact. A more detailed 
analysis of impacts will be included in the Supplemental EIS for the 
selected site. 

1489.01 

Comment noted. 

1489.02 

Experience at accelerator laboratories in the United States and Europe 
has been that large, new additions to existing accelerators can be accom
modated with ongoing programs. SLAC, at Stanford, has had two large 
projects, PEP, and SLC, over the past ten years that were managed as 
add-ons to the ongoing experimental program. Fermilab itself has added 
a second ring of superconducting magnets in the accelerator tunnel to 
make a collider out of its original fixed target storage ring/collider 
machine. CERN, in Geneva, Switzerland, has had a continuing series of 
major additions to its existing facilities, which is culminating in an 
electron-positron .cbllider, LEP, in a tunnel about half the size of that 
for the SSC. The expedence to date is that ·the presenc.e of a large 
construction project at an existing ·laboratory aoes not necessarily 
impact the ongoing program adversely. 

1490.01 

Comments noted. 

14.90.02 

see .·Comment Response 1252.-08. 
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1490.05 

See Comm~nt Response 12.93.05. 

1490.05 

See Comment Response 41.02. 

1490.07 

See Comment Response 1314.31. 
1!\90. 08 

Cultural resource surveys have not been completed at any of the SSC 
sites; therefore, it cannot be stated at this time which state has the 
most sites. See also Comment Response 1485.03. 

1490.09 

Comments noted. 

1491.01 

Comments noted. Specific responses are provided to each comment. 

1491.02 

/m average of all seven sites was used for th<:! EIS in Volume IV, 
Appendix 2. 

Deeper tunnel projects do not necessarily mean more expense. While the 
cost of deeper shafts is more expensive than that for shallower shafts, 
the total amouct of shaft ccnstruction is far less than the total amount 
of tunnel construction. The main ring for the Illinois site was site•j 
deep to take advantage of geological materials that are relatively In
expensive to tunnel through which are not present at shallower depths. 

1491.03 

See Comment Response 284.05. 

1491.0t, 

If the SSC were sited in Illinois, there is no reason to believe that 
the presence of the existing staff would affect the recruitment of 
scientists to Fermilab in the future. See also Comment Response 
1219.03. 

1491. 05 

Staffing concerns related to the operations of the SSC are considered in 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8. The Department anticipates 
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that the SSC, regard!e.·;s of wh2:-P it is sited, will attract enthusiastic 
p£ople with a se11zc of purpose. 

l491.C6 

See Comment Response 873.02. 

1491.07 

See Comn:ent Response 86•l. 01 first paragraph. 

1491.08 

Cumment:; noted. 

1492.01 

Cor.iments noted. 

1492.02 

Cost is a consideration fer site selection, as outlined in the Invitation 
for Site Proposals (ISP), Section 3.5, and EIS Volume III. The develop
ment of the project cost estimates for the EIS are shown in Volume IV, 
Appendix 2 and special adjustments for Illinois are defined in Section 
2. 4. 2. 2. 

However as stated in Section 3.J.l of the ISP, "the goal in ev<iluating 
sites is to select a site that will permit the highest leve1 of research 
productivity and overall effectiveness of the SSC facility at a reason
able cost of conslr11ction and operations and with minimal adverse impact 
on the environment." 

1492.03 

Se~ the :irst paragra~h of Comment Response 86•+.0l. 

1492.04 

Comments noted. 

1493.01 

lhe DOE believes that with proper engineering, safety procedures, and 
mitigation a deep tunnel can be.constructed in Illinois in a safe and 
environmentally sound manner. See EIS Volume JV, Appendix 5, Sections 
5.3.1.4 and 5.3.1.S. 

1493.02 

Impacts from blasting and resulting vibration are discussed in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4.2, which also discusses air blast 
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overpressure·. A :::onitoring and mitigat~on plan is outl·ined in Volt.!~ne I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4.2.A.1. Additional information qn blasting and 
mi ligation techniques. may be fmmd in the Comrr."nt Responses 877 .02 an1 
1273.35. The COE and its contractors will comply with aprropriata 
~ctf2ty ~tand~rJs (see EIS Vo1ur;,e I~ Chapt~r 6). 

14J3.03 

See Cor::~ent Rc:.;ponse 1252.01. lhe ''drift gas, 11 rf:f~rr~ed to in Con:rr.ent 
~esponse 1252.01 refers to natur~lly occurring gases such as methane and 
hycrogen sulfide, a1th~ugh principally· methane .. 

The excavated material would be stored fer a short p2riod and then 
ha1ded away to four quarries (see Fig•Jre 10.2.3-5, Appendix 10, Volume 
IV). The quarries would mix these materials with their own materials 
?nd sell the mixed product. 

1434.01 

The State of Illinois has proposed four qu3rries for the dispcsil of 
excavated material. These quarries wcald stockpile the excavated material 
and gradually b1e~d it with their own produc2d material and sell the 
c.01nbine:d product. See the discussion in EIS '1;;'0·:u!f:e IV, Appendix 
Section 10.2.3.3. 

·~ l '-'' 

Disc11arge of any waters containing fine5 er leachate from the excavated 
r0ck would result in a measurable impact to area stre&ms. Planned hold
lrg ponds will oinlmize this Impact but additional measures will be 
necessary to enst:re a negligible impact. Safely har1dling the huge qu,:n
tities~ of finel.Y gro:Jnd rock and any 12achate Y..'ater presents a chal
lenge:, but not an insurmolintable one. The disposal of Sl~ch wJst·.es will 
be: analyzed in the Sllppleciental EIS for th2 selected sile. The DOE is 
co:m1itted to working t·dth State an:! federal envircn:11er.tal Jgencies to 
d~velop mitigations that will protect the Environment. 

Cor;:ment note:J. 

1495.01 

EIS Volum~ IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.1.3.4 has been revised to reflect 
the s~ggested deletion. 

1497.01 

De~elopment or selection of criteria for cocparlng the seven sites on 
the basis of potential noise impacts was not done capriciously. The EPA 
statement quoted in the DEIS (with raspect to a lack of legal consensus 
on acceptable noise levels at residences) is essentially correct even 
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n-:;w, ':·;i\'. ycvrs ::'l{ter the ~;1:~:11 ~('~1t- l.:-.r cf t~r ref•.?l'enced <.~oc~n'.\'=!n.t. How--
e;e1·, t~~s d8[J ~ot ~e~n ~he bcdy 0·f k:1~;i;£.jj2 reql1ired to 0sLJ~li~n 
crHeria does not exist. The State of Illinois, for ex;_imple, h.1s devel
cped and legislated criteria which were determined to be mast appro· 
priate for applicable-·circerr1stances. In order to provide a bas·is of 
comparison between all states, the high annoyance criteria was applied 
to all of the ~reposed sites regardless of existing so~nd lev91s. In 
adrlitic11, informatior1 was presented which defined the ar·e&l extent foi~ 
two different backgrou~d c2ses of the increase in background sound level 
as a result of pr0jcct activities. Also a?plicable local laws at the 
BQL 5ites were util~zed to determine if noise levels proc!Jced by tl1e SSC 
durin3 either construction ~r operatic~s produced violations or exceed
ar1ces cf those laws. Note that tt1e first two assess~ent criteria dis
cussed above are applied to all sites in a:i object~ve wann2r, a•1J the 
third criterion is utilized only when applicable or r~levant local laws 
a~e identified. It is anticipated that analyses preparEd in the Supple
~:.:::ital EIS will util·i?e more stringent criteria for c,ssessing -the 
pote:i:ial nois2 inipn.cts cf the projec_t at the selected site. For the 
;:,urpos{~S 1Jf site s~::-lection, analyses bas,::id on the criteria disc 1Jssed 
above ~re sufficie~it to obtain an objective comparison of the noise 
i~~~cts of tt:e project at tt1e site alternatives. Compariscn of the 
sltes G~ the basis of subjective measures, such as the soL!nds cf birds 
and insects, is n0t appropriate, as these ~easures h~ve different values 
fer each indiv·idt.;al pcrs0n. 

1497.02 

The comment informot·ion i'S cvnsistent 1-1ith the EIS. 
impacts, including the num~ier of people affected and 
mitigating th~se i'n0acts, are described in detail in 
9, Section 9.1.3.5.B.l. 

1497.03 

The exp0cted nois~ 
techniques for 
Volume IV, Appendix 

Comment noted. See EIS Volum~ Ill, Chapters 2 and 3 for a discussion of 
the criteria to be used in selecting the SSC site. See also Cam~2nt 
Response 1211.02. 

1491.04 

ES was ·lndeed listed ;::rnon 1~ the group of service a:1d inte(·mediate assess 
areas with the potential to cause high annoyance to people (see EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4 and Volume IV, Append!~ 9, Sectio~ 
9.1.3.5). The plots of residences, subdiv·isions, aJ'ld schools 't<iere 
developed using informatic1 integrated from U.S.G.S. 7-1/2 min current 
quadrangle maps and observations made by the OGE and its contractors· 
during site visits. A revised analjsis of the affected population living 
near E and F areas at the Illinois site, based on recent aerial photo
graphs (1985-1983), is presented in the final EIS in Volume I, Chapter 
5, Section 5.1.4 and in the revisions to Volume IV, Appendix 9. 
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The Supplemental E!S for ti1e se1ected site will address the P'•P'ildt 0'• 
num!iers and distributior, 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 planned but uncompleted land 
development as it affects impact mitigation requirements. 

1497.05 

Tha number of people in the areas of possible noise impact have been 
determined by analysis of aerial photographs and included in EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 9, Figure 9-20 and Section 9.1.3.5.B. The number has been 
used in estimating the magnitude of expected noise impacts associated 
with each construction and operations noise source. The results for 
Illinois are summarized as follows: 

During construction, the number of people exposed to outdoor noise 
levels greater than 70 dB1~ (Ldn), i.e., those who are within 630 ft 
of the center of an E or F area is estimated to be 454. During 
this period, the number of people experience levels between 60 dBA 
and 70 dBA (ldn) is estimated to be 1,235. 

During SSC operations, the number of people experiencing outdoor 
levels in the range of 55 dBA to 60 dBA (ldn) is estimated to be 
45. 

1497.05 

See Comment Response 841.02. 
purpose and need for action. 
cussion of accuracy of data. 

1497.07 

See Coim;:ent Response 7 .02. 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 2, discusses the 
See also Comment Response 13.02 for a dis-

EIS Volume I, Chapter 2, discusses the purpose and need for action. 

See Comment Response 13.02 for a discussion of accuracy of data. 

1497.07 

See Com~ent Response 7.02. 

1498.01 

Comments noted. 

1499.01 

Comments noted. 
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1499.02 

See Comment Response 1039.04. 

1499.03 

The potential environmental effects related to the SSC at the Texas site 
are identified and analyzed in Volume I, Chapter 5, "Environmental 
Consequences During the Life of the Project and Mitigative Measures." 
The impact on water resources is considered in Section 5.1.2 "Water 
Resources." Specific analysis of the potential for pollution of waters 
are covered in section 5.I.2.3, "Water Quality." A more detailed evalu
ation of potential effects on water resources is provided in Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.7. 

Potential effects on other areas of the environment include Air Quality 
in Section 5.1.3 and Health Hazards associated with radioactive or 
hazardous materials in section 5.1.6. Possible cumulative impacts are 
considered in section 5.2, and in particular 5.2.4 on Air Quality and 
5.2.5 on Radiation. Unavoidable adverse impacts are summarized in 
Section 5.4. 

1499.04 

This information is inconsistent with the following information collected 
for EIS preparation: the Waxahachie Fire Department maintains three 
ambulances for emergency services. 

1500.01 

Comments noted. Specific' responses are provided to each comment. 

1500.02 

See Comment Responses 1278.11 and 1442.51. 

Environmental factors, such as noise, air pollution, and traffic (EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.3, 5.1.4, and Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.2.1.3) are part of the information used in the site selection 
process described in EIS Volume III. 

1500.03 

See Comment Response 1288.02. 

1500.04 

The EIS recognizes that a groundwater overdraft exists in the region of 
the proposed Illinois SSC site. This factor would be considered among 
other factors in selecting ,the site (see Volume III for a description of 
the site selection process). See also Comment Response 1279.115 concern
ing regional overdraft conditions. 
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1500.05 

1500.05 

S2e Corr:rrit:nt Ri::sponse 1381.11. 

150D.O'J 

Ser_: [urr:ii:ent Response 1275.12. 

i500.0D 

fhe DEIS inccrre~tl~ indicated be n~mbsr cf pra1r1e remnants that w0u1d 
be affected at the propo3sd Ill ro~s SSC site. Tt1e text has b£en revised 
to indicate that only seven p)·a rie rc:~~2~ts are locatsd within the 16-
township area. Approximately 9 J a~1·2~ of riatiJ~'5l syste~~ (i~cludinc 
about 9CO acres of wetlands) ar·e loc~·ied wil~i~ tt;e A, B, and C areas on 
the Fl:!rrnilab P.rcpert.Y (V:1lurne I~ Ch~~r.:~·.er 4, Table 4-15). Plans to miti
qate w2tlands impacts would be d2velop0J in cu~stiltaticn with t};e U.S. 
Ar;;r.y Corps of Er.ginsers, 1s rr)qcired by Sectfon 404 of the CleJn li<t2r 
Act ~nd analyzed for the selected slte in the s11pplem2nt to the EIS. 

S22 Cumn,ent Response 997 .01. 

1500.10 

·The DOE estimates that loc3ting the SSC in Illinois would require the 
proposed relocation of 59 businesses (see. Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 
3-5). The number of these. businesses that may decide to close or sell 
rather than relocate is unknown. However, thG SSC-related indirect and 
induced employment impact in Illinois has b~en estiniated at about 5,000 
to 6,000 jGbs. The ·ind'-lced economic effects ue triggered by direct 
SSC-related regional spending and consumer spending by workers directly 
employed by the SSC. This induced ecor.crnic effect may result in the 
creation of new businesses in the region as well as increased sales for 
existing businesses. (See Volume IV, Appendix l4, Section 14.1.3.3.Aj. 

1500.11 

As statec in the baseline section of the EIS, the Illinois Region of 
Influence (ROI) grew slowly between 1969 and 1984, relative to growth 
throughout the rest of the United States (see EIS vo-lume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.3.11.l). More recently, th2re has been evidence of an in
creased level of economic growth in the region. This evidence includes 
decreasing unemployment rates at the same time that the number of workers 
In the labor force was increasing. For example, the ROI labor force 
grew by 2.7 percent between 1984 and 1985 while the ROI recorded a drop 
in unemployment rates from 10.~ percent in 1982 to 6.5 percent in 1987. 
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DuPage County's labor force grew by 17.3 percent between 1984 and 1985 
while the unemployment rate dropped from 8.2 percent in 1983 to 4.1 per
cent in 1987. Kane County's labor force grew by 4.8 percent between 
1983 and 1984 and by 2.3 percent between 1985 and 1986 while the un
employment rate dropped from 12.3 percent in 1982 to 6.1 percent in 1987. 
Kenda 11 County's 1 abor force grew by 3. 6 percent between 1984 and 1985 
while the unemployment rate dropped from 11.4 percent in 1982 to 5.5 
percent in 1987. This recent trend in the baseline level of growth in 
the ROI was considered in the socioeconomic assessment. 

1500.12 

See Comment Response 1276.01. 

1500.13 

The DOE has fully considered the possible consequences to the health and 
well being of the public during normal operations of the SSC and under 
upset conditions, such as a fire in the tunnel or other events resulting 
in radiation or chemical exposures (EIS Volume I, Chapter 5). The 
results of these assessments lead one to conclude that even under worst 
reasonably foreseeable upset conditions, the public would not be exposed 
to significant levels of radiation or chemicals (EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.1.6.3). 

The SSC will not generate high-level radiological wastes 1 ike a nuclear. 
reactor. The potential exposure levels from the low-level radiological 
wastes are small enough that they will not pose a hazard to the pub.lie 
even under the worst reasonably foreseeable circumstances (EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.3). Wastes that are generated at the SSC will 
be disposed of in an environmentally safe manner as required by Federal 
law and as indicated in EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6.2.6._ See 
also Comment.Response 229.06. 

Comment Response 1206.04 provides a detailed discussion of the exposures 
and risks from an accident involving a loss of beam, which is one of the 
most serious types of upset conditions at the SSC. 

1500. i4 

Comments noted. 

1500.15 

See Comment Responses 867.03 and 1215.02. 

1500.16 

See Comment Responses ll69.04 and 1478'.12 (first paragraph). 
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1501.01 

C.crrn:lents nnted. 

1501.02 

r, detailed description of the occLtpationa1 health and safety programs 
that will be implemented for construction and normal operations at the 
SSC is not provided in the EIS. The OOE's commitm2nt to protecting the 
health and safety of workers and the requirement for developing a worker 
protection program is indicated in DOE Orders 5480.IB and 5483.JA (see 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6.3). · 

The Supplemental EIS will address the plans for mitigating and eliminat
ing exposures to some of the occupational hazards that will ba found at 
the SSC. For example, if the Arizona location is selected as the site 
for the SSC, the Supplemental EIS will identify some of the mitigative 
factors to be considered In reducing the hazard from valley fever. 
These factors would likely be training programs, use of protective 
ecpipmer.t, dust suppression methods and safety enforcement. 

1501. 03 

The DOE agrees that a carefully designed and implement"d safety and 
health program is lmporta~t both during construction and operations of 
the SSC. D0E Orders 5480.IB and 5483.IA require detailed and comprehen
sive occupational health and safety plans. These plans will be developed 
and implemented for the SSC (see EIS VJlume I, Chapter 6). 

1501.04 

The corr.:::ent on the EIS regarding its ade~~acy in covering radiological 
c~:qlOsur.cs to construction wcd;ers and the general public is noted. 
Precautions would be taken to lower radiation ex~osures to construction 
and operations workers to levels that are as low as reasonably achiev
able (ALAaA). Howe~er, exp0sure to rado~ and its progeny is likely to 
occur during the construction phase and accounts for virtually all of 
tn2 knG\m occupationally related radiological exposures that will take 
place at that time. Shielding fro~ the tunnel lining will not eliminate 
exposur~s to radon and its daughters during construction. The antici
pated co~centrations in the t~nnel with a ventilation rate of 0.45 air 
exch;.nges per hour have been presented in EIS Volume I\I, Appendix 12, 
Table 12.J.l-39. At the se~e~ proposed sites, the levels.range from 
0.008 ta 0.045 WL (working level) which are within occupational exposure 
1irait$ of 0.3 Wl. 

A more detailed analysis of muon penetration and radon emanation based 
on site-specific density, topography, and radium content of rock would 
be conducted, after the tunnel is sited in a Supplemental EIS. 

15011514335881 



1501.05 

The projf:l:ted site-s.pr2cif~c total collective pop11lativn dose k~qui\:·a·l£'nt, 
which is presented in llS Volu~e I. Chapter 5, Table 5.1.6-3, ranges 
from 0.13 to 0.31 person-n"r•/yr. The collective dose equivalent is 
srr,a 11 dicn compared to the bJckground radiation exposure received by a 
£inqle averaqe A1~2rican fro:r; all soLrces of radiation, which is 0.360 
;·~:n/yr (EI~ Volume IV, r1p1ccndix 12, f«ble 12.2.l-I). i1lso, it should be 
noted tt~~t the dose e4t1ival~nt to the gerieral public was based on actual 
rr:i:.:asili'i~:il~ents from Fermi l,1b. -fhese rneasurernenls of rad·iation levels 
includr-: a contribi!tion fv·o11 bo.::kgtound radiation. Background rc.diation 
was "ct subtracted from the pr0,jectcd radiation levels a,nd thus con
tr·ibutcs to the tota·J C:ose equivalent of 0.13 to 0.31 person-rem/yr·. 

Th~ site-specific routes of travel are shown in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 
10, Figure 10.1.3-30. The total transportation distance in miles from 
each proposed SSC site to the assumed low-level radioactive waste (LLRW) 
disposal site at RichlanC:, Washin']ton, and to the proposed re'.)ional 
compact LLRW disposal facilities are presented in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, Table 10.1.3·18. 

The site-~pecific strategies designed to minimize the exposure risk to 
the general public are minimization of distance traveled, minimization 
of soLlrce ter!ll, and solidificdtion of waste (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12, 
Sectiun 12.2.3.J.ll.2. The dose equivalent and the risk factor are 
directly proportional to the distance traveled. 

The transportation route from the proposed sites to the DOE LLRW dis
posal facility wa3 baoed en the guidelines of 49 CFR 177.825, "Routing 
and Tr"aining Requin,rnents for- Hadioactive Materials" (Volu~e IV, 
Appendix 10, Section 10.1.2.3.A.4.d 

A Supplemental EIS will be prepared that will address transportation of 
low-iev<'l radioactive waste in n;ore detail for the selected site. 

1501.06 

Comments noted. 

1502.0I 

Comment noted. 

1502.02 

The DOE believes that the 45-day public comment period on the draft EIS 
.was sufficient. The format and preparation of the EIS conform to the 
requirements of the Regulations of of the Council on Environmental 
Quality. 
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1502.03 

See EIS Volume III, Chapter 3 concerning the site selection disccssio~. 
The llOE coes not plan to conduct any further public hearings on this 
EIS. See Co~:n;n,~t R:!sponse 1126.05. The Suppleme~tal EIS will be on th~ 
co~t~truction and operations of th~ SSC at the selected site, and public 
h2lr1ngs will !>~ held to receive p~blic CG1r.ments on the Draft Supple
mental EJS. 

1502.04 

Cor.lr:-~ent noted. 

1502.05 

Ser' Comment Responses 273.02 {number of wells that ma; have to be aba:i
do~ed), 352.04 (water consumption by project), and 276.04 (groundwater 
s~pply and overdraft). Although various impacts are projected for the 
proposed Michigan site, the selection of the SSC site will depend on an 
e~al~iti?n of many factors, including groundwater impacts, for all can
didate sites. 

1502.06 

An a~alysis of public finances for the Michigan Region of Influence and 
the counties of Ingham and Jackson, which incorporates potential impacts 
to all local jurisdictions including school districts, is found in EIS 
Vo 1 urae !V, Appendix 14, Section 14. l. 3. 4. D. The rei:-orted concerns over 
local educational funding and policies is an existing condition over 
which the DOE has no control. 

1502 .07 

il:c~ cited increa~e of akost 1,40() pup11s {l,374 students in 1992 o.nd 
lc262 students in 2000 (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.4.C, Tab1e 14.1.3.4-10) represents potential public school 
enrollment increases for the entire Michigan Region of Influence, not 
for J sir.gl2 school district or cotinty a1one. Local govern:nent finances 
(insluding schools) in Ingham County would experience negative fiscal 
impacts due to thG SSC only during the first twa years of construction, 
a.:1d positive fiscal effects thereafter throughout the life of the 
praject (see Volume IV, Aµµendlx 14, Section 14.!.3.4.D.2). Fiscal 
Impacts to Jackson County governments would be positive throughout the 
life of the project (see Voluxe IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.4.D.3). 

1502.03 

Of the 16,025 acres of land that would be required in Hichig~n to site 
th.c SSC, 7,885 wou1d be private land obtained by the State for fee 
simple transfer to the Federal government and 7,778 would be private 
1 and ob ta i r.ed by the State for st ratified fee transfer to the Federal 
government. The loss to ~ach of the pri":ary impact county's tax base is 
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discus~ed in Volu~e IV, App~~dix !~, S~cti0;; 14.1.3.4.0, (also preserited 
.ar~ pro~tcticn~ ·of SSC-r9-lilterl net rc\.:er:ue5). Se:e Ccirnnent Ees~on:>e 
1502.07. 

1502. 09 

Se'.! Comment Response 658.05, tho first thr·ee paragraphs. 

5,,e Cof"rcrn t Responses 658. 06 and SSO. 04. 

1502.11 

A description of the proposed SSC campus area and service areas including 
perspectives of the proposed facilities Is presented in Volume I, Chap-
ter 3, Section 3.1.l of the EIS. The impacts of the proposed facilities 
on the local environment are presented in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.4, Noise and Vibration and Secticn 5.1.10, Scenic and Visual Resources. 

It is 0;~pccted that the carnpus area woL~ld be landscaped to blend into 
tho general setting of the selectEd site. Additional mltigations t!1at 
would be con~idered at the time of detailed desiqn to ~educe a~noyance 
to residerrts include berming, scrceni~g, or acoustically fencing the 
service areas site perimeter, placing maintenance activities inside 
acoustically treated sheds, and relocating/reor~enting the service areas 
and facilities. Design options such as choice of color and materials of 
construction to blend the strrictures with the background may be consid
ered as well as landscaping to enhance screening. 

1502.12 

The information used in this EIS was furnished by the proposers and repre
sents a reasonably accurate picture of existing conditions at the site 
or .conditions likely to occur at the selected site. Should the pi~oposed 
Mlchigan site be selected, a more detailed site-specific analysis wo~ld 
be carried out in a Supp1e:nental EIS. See also Comment Response 19.01. 

1502 .13 , 

Sp2ciflc actions for the protection of wetlands would be identified and 
implemented upon final placement of the collider ring. Possible miti
gative measures are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 
11.3.4.3, and more detailed information relative to wetland mitigation 
would be included in the site-specific Supplemental EIS. 

The areas of localized groundwater overdraft referred to in the EIS are 
limited in size and occur in the communities of Lansing and Jackson, the 
two largest communities near the site. These two communities are also·the 
only areas where existing localized groundwater overdraft is documented 
by areal declines in water levels (EIS Volume 5, Section 5.4.2.2). The 
existing or projected overdraft is expected to cause negligible impact en 
wildlife or wetlands slncc the overdraft is limited in its areal extent. 
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i51l2.14 

Inforn,ation on wastewater treati:ent J;,d Ji>pJsal fur the prc;poseJ 
Michigan SSC project is presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.1.3.4. 

1502.15 

See the first two paragraphs Cumment F:esponse 627.01. 

1502.16 

The DOE believes the EIS does reflect a sufficiently accurate picture of 
the potential impacts to support a decision to select a site for the 
SSC. The DOE recognizes that further analysis will be needed prior to 
construction and operations of the SSC at the selected site (see EIS 
Volum.G !, Cover Sheet). The Supplemental EIS will be prepared, with 
additional opportunity for public comment, to address in more detail the 
impacts of constructing and operating the SSC at the selected site. The 
DOE believes that the 45-day comment period on the DEIS was adequate. 
See Comment Response 13.02. 

1502.17 

See Comment Responses 13.02 and 1126.05. 

1502.18 

The comment requests the use of a public ballot for the DOE's siting of 
the SSC. The DOE has followed Federal procurement regulations in the 
site selection process. The site selection process is described in EIS 
Volume III, Chapter 1, and Volume I, Chapter I, Section 1.8. 

1503.01 

Comments noted. 

1503.02 

See Comment Responses 710.01 and 1467.04. 

!5C3.03 

National priorities for budget expenditures are established by Congress 
and the President. See Comment Response 0278.08. 

Cost estimates for the SSC are found in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 2. 
Since publication of the DEIS, a more detailed cost analysis has been 
prepared and is reprinted in EIS Volume Ill, Chapter 3. 

1503.04 

Comments noted. 
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1504.01 

See Comment Response 13.02. The DOE believes the EIS is adequate for 
the proposed action, which is to select a site for the SSC. The DOC 
recognizes the need for further analysis of potential impacts before a 
decision is made to construct and operate the SSC at the selected site. 
Before such a decision, the DOE is planning to prepare a Supplemental 
EIS that will address in detail impacts of constructing and operating 
the SSC, and possible mitigations, at the selected site. 

1504.02 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has indicated in the comment that 
they were concerned that environmental studies done in support of the 
EIS were insufficient to give fish and wildlife resources equal con
sideration under the law (NEf'A). Although there may have been varying 
degrees of technical data used in preparation of the DEIS, the data used 
were verified by the DOE as being accurate and sufficient for all sites 
to allow an assessment of impacts at each site and to provide a compari
son of sites. More detail and comprehensive surveys would be conducted 
at the selected site and would, along with a revised assessment of 
impacts, be reported in a Supplemental EIS. 

Since completion of the draft EIS, the DOE has attempted to obtain addi
tional data for each of the sites in order to better address specific 
issues, such as the potential presence of protected species and valbable 
wetlands. For example, a reconnaissance survey has been conducted in 
Texas of potential nesting habitat of thG endangered black-capped vireo 
and the candidate golden-cheeked warbler. The results of thi's survey 
ate reported in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.2.G and Volume IV, 
Appendix 11, Section 11.3.7.2 of the EIS. Although the survey suggested 
that there was insufficient habitat for these species, in the event the 
Texas site is selected, more detailed, confirmatory surveys would be 
conducted for the presence of these and other protected species, and, if 
necessary, appropriate lilitigative measures would be incorporated into 
SSC design and development. This information would be reported in a 
Supp'lemental EIS. 

1504.03 

See Comment Response 873.02. 

1504.04 

For detailed discussion of the impact of traffic on roads in the SSC 
site area, see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.G and Tables 
14.2.1-13 and 14.2.1-14. 

See also Comment Responses 1030.17 and 1278.35 for a discussion of the 
noise impacts. 
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ss:-{\.::~~t2d i;npacts 0:1 public se:rviczs and public finance a1·e d·iscus::;f!d 
for each of the ~.:;;en· sites (EfS Volume l!/, App2ndix 14). Impacts were 
~ssgssed for ea:h year from 1989 through 2000 for these and the other 
sncio0:onomic i~pacts considered in the EIS. Ho~ever, for purposGs of 
brcvi::y~ the di:;cussiD;1 cf socioo::~cnnomic ili!p~.cts typically fccused on-ly 
upi111 the p2ak year of construction (1992) and th2 first year of fllll 
operation (2000), the former co1;-;pris·lng a worst, reasonably foreseeable 
case i~_terms of proj2ct i:npacts in ge~2ral, and the latter providing an 
ideJ of impacts throu~hout the operatin~ life of the facility. A 
r.ote~>Jorth.Y "bust 11 after the ini :,ial 11 boo-1n-t0•,.;n" period of construction 
is nJt anticipated for any of tt1e proposed sites., as increasing nt~mbers 
of operation workers and their fa8ilies ~Jill begi~ tn replace some of 
th::: cJnstructlcn i;.oi~kr.:;rs and th~ir f_:ur.11 ie:;. 

A d2gradation of life~ty.ie need not oc~ur if on;~ is not employed by th2 
SSC, er by one of the service i~dustries d·ir2ctly a~sociated with the 
facility. As is di~c~ssed in the assass:~~nt of econo~ic impacts of th? 
project (see Vnlume IV, A?pendix.14, within the section for each site}, 
a number of indirect econ~~ic effects·wou1J also acco~panj the SSC. 
These indirect or st·conda:--y eff2::ts, such a.s 1ncreas2d er;1ploym<?nt, 
typically are project2d to be £\·eatEr tha~1 the dircct economic eff&cts 
of the SSC. 

SSC-related effects on the qua] ity of life in local commu•1ities and the 
social well-being of particular groups within those crnr.munities 1>1ill 
depsnd in part upon the settlem~nt patterns of SSC-related workers and 
their fa1nilies, and in part upon the abilities of local communities to 
respond to these grov;th effects. Of pa1·ticular importance is the 
capJcity of these co1:1'.c1Jnities tu plan and finacr1ce needsd facilities and 
services. Social disrt:ptiJn will vary depe:id·ir.g on the r~te of popula
tion growth that each cornnunity experiences. 

1504.06 

The methodology used ta assess the economic activity, labor force, and 
income effect of the SSC in the Region of Influence (ROI) for all seven 
sites is presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.2. As such, 
the analysis reflects a conservative estimate, i.e., likely to be an 
ov2restimate, of the fmpacts due to the SSC in the ROI. Conservative 
assumptions are used in the analysis in order not to underestimate the 
magnitude of potential impacts. 

1504.07 

Comment noted. The methodology for site selection, site selection 
criteria, and the recommended Best Qualified List of sites being con
sidered for the SSC are contained in Volume Ill of the EIS. The OOE is 
committed to establishing a full range of intergovernmental relation
ships to contribute tQ the successful establishment of the SSC_ project 
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in the area of the selected.site. The DOE recognizes the essential need 
of interacting with all levels of governmental responsibility to ensure 
the elimination or minimization of potential negative impacts, while 
also providing the opportunity for maximizing the attendant benefits of 
the SSC project to the host area. 

1504.08 

Throughout the EIS, references to the hydrogeology of the proposed Texas 
site generally include consideration of the saturated surficial sedi
ments. However, the statement in DEIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 
3.4.7, which suggested that the SSC would lie completely above the water 
table, has been changed to reflect the significance of t~e shallow 
groundwater sources. 

1504.09 

The hydrogeologic conditions encountered beneath the English Channel 
should be vastly different from those expected at the Texas SSC site. 
The English Channel tunnel is constructed in saturated media, while most 
of the SSC tunnel in Texas would be· in unsaturated materials. This fact 
in itself considerably reduces the chances of encountering saturated 
zones of high secondary permeability. 

As stated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.7.A.l, the ground
water inflow is expected to be nearly zero along most of the tunnel. 
Greater flows (up to 50 gal/min) are expected in areas where the tunnel 
passes at shallow depths beneath streams, or from Isolated fractures of 
weathered zone~ in the Austin Chalk. Based on borehole tests, these 
projected inflows are not anticipated to be great enough to have 
measurable impacts on local groundwater systems. 

The level of investigation conducted for the EIS in Texas is equivalent 
to that for the· other site alternatives, and is consistent with the 
intended scope of the document. A more detailed site characterization 
will be conducted for the selected site; the conceptual design and 
proposed mitigative measures may be modified, as necessary, to conform 
with the site-specific criteria of the selected site. 

1504.10 

The State of Texas has proposed to upgrade existing roads and to con
struct new access roads to most of the SSC facilities, as discussed in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix l, Section 1.2.7.8. The State of Texas would be 
responsible for upgrading existing roads and bridges to satisfy the SSC 
transportation needs. Additional information on the local roads will be 
provided in the Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

1504.11 

See Comment Response 19.01. 
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1505.01 

If the farm is in the stratified fee area, minimal surface impacts 
would be anticipated. Refer to EIS Volume I, Chapter 5 for summary of 
impacts, including those in stratified fee areas. 

If the portion of land is in the proposed fee simple area, impacts at 
the surface would be greater. See also Comment Response 880.04 regard
ing land acquisition. 

1505.02 

For a description of the water table impacts at the proposed North 
Carolina site, see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2 and Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Sections 7.2.3.5.A.l and 7.2.3.5.8.1. Surface water will 
supply most of the SSC water requirements, both for the.SSC on-site 
needs and for the off-site populatlor1 increase. Groundwater would be 
used only for eight remote service areas and by new residents settling 
in rural areas not supplied by community water systems. As a result of 
this limited groundwater use, impacts on water tables are projected to 
be negligible. Water leve"ls in a few nearby wells may be affected 
during shaft and tunnel construction as a result of groundwater inflow 
control measures or water infiltration into the tu11nel. Dewatering will 
be minimized for foundation arid shaft construction and since tunnel 
infiltration would be control"led by grouting and other means, these 
effects should be minimal and of short duration. Although these are 
admittedly qualitative assessments, they are sufficient for evaluating 
and comparing the candidate sites in order to select the SSC site. More 
detailed, quantitative ass~ssments would be performed and more specific 
mitigation plans would be developed for the selected site and documented 
in the Supplemental EIS. 

1505.03 

An analysis of the population in the Region of Influence of noise gene
rated during construction at E and F areas appears in EIS Volume I, 
Chapter S, Section 5.1.4, and in Volume IV, Appendix 9. The resu1ts and 
assumptions used in the study based on 1987 aerial photographs and cur
rent census data for Noi:th Caro1ina are su!l'marized as fo'\lows in the 
amended version of the cited section and appendix: 

During construction, the number of people exposed to outdoor· noise 
levels greater than 70 dBA (Ldnl. i.e., those who are within 630 ft of 
the center of an E or F area, is estimated to be 136. During this 
period, the number of ·people experiencing levels between 60 dBA and 70 
dBA (Ldnl is estimated to be 705. 

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 will not be the same as the 
population of the region. From a subjective standpoint, at distances 
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sn·~:z~-,--•r thJr1 6,L(;J fl fro;~-1 ror:~tr1Jctit'-7~ sit~-'::.~ ~, i~c1~·1r: r:nnsti'uct·ion 
so~;ids n;ay be identifiab1H in the norma·i backqr~und, but will not be any 
·io, :" tho.11 ti·,2 t,.;..c~grou;-,d. tj.s 0;:2 a~p~",.::.,}(.t,c:s th2 construct~on nuis.:: 
2ctlviti2s, the assuci~ted sounds becci~~ incr~asir:gly dominant. Within 
3,0C0 ft, the con~tructi0n related SJ~nd n1y cawp1~t2ly ma~k a11 but th2 
:0;_1d<-::;t ni:it!vr"! ~'.nt_H1Cs" .~\t thi~ ;;oir:t t:rs J:~~:t~rrie s::·und 12vel mc.y r~!JCh 
5G ;J[!/\, c:.!'."J~:;rabie t.;~ ti1l; 1cvc~ o? .:2-r1tL;i1 co:;'~'<.:~'fsation hGard at a J-;s
ta~:e of 12 ft (~~e Ap)ei;dix 9, Tabl~ 9-1~. 

FL"~a;'<Jir·g dust dqring constructi·)n 1 p~:?:ze 1··af2:t' t:::- Co11ment Re::pnns::: 
127-S.11. 

The State of North Cat··cli:1a has prcpJsAd to dispose of excavated ;~a~e
rial at 17 different locations. Each disposal site would be cleared 
"'''-' ('' tO 5 acl-"'' , .. ,t~]·'] an ·~x·1'<t1··"• ,, .. ,,,jo.·I ~~·n (l'~ tO e.K oc~•·cl . 't (\, l . ...;;i ,;) , '-•'} n' ! ,,~I I t: .; !l~J '''JL! • .• •.J t..! t....;,o ..,, , ..) '"" l ~-) J • ;-\ 

each disposal site, tha topsoil would b~ removed, stockpiled on the 
site~ and used to .cover the exc>l'l•J.ted material as snnn as possib.le. The 
di~pcsal sites could then be reveg2tat2d. 

T!~e maximum distance frcin the shaft to tt1e di~posal ~ite is less than 
4 mi. There could be as many as 430 truckloads per day of excavated 
~aterials if ten tu~n2l boring rnachines operate sim11ltaneously. 

1505.04 

fach !!isµo~al site consists of a clearing (3-5 asres) witi1in at1 existing 
wooded area (15-45 acres). Trees could also ba planted after the exsa
vat.ed material is deposited and covered with topsoil, but the disposal 
sites would be surrounded by exist-ing trees. 

At each di5posa1 site, the topsoil would be removed and stockpiled on 
the site and later us2d to cover the excavated earth material frrnn tha 
SSC site and serve as a root bed for revegetation. Please refer to 
Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.5.A for details. 

1505.05 

Comment noted. No decision has been made on whether to proceed with the 
SSC ~roject. See Comment Response 520.06. 

1505.0G 

Comment noted. See Comment Response 19.01. 

1507.01 

Dust generation is discussed in Volume !, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3; 
water overdrafts in Section 5.1.2; and wetland impacts in Section 5.1.5. 
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1507.02 

In~ numbers of people in the areas of possible noise impact have been 
J;,termined by analysis of aeridl' photographs. The numbers have been t1'>2d 
tu estimate the magnit~JijH 0f e~µected noise in1pact associated with each 
consVuction and operation noise source. The results for the St2t~ of 
1~xas are summarized as follows: 

['urir.g construction, the nu:~ber of people exposed to outdoor noise 
levels greater than 70 dBA (Ldnl. 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 (Ldnl 
is estimated to be 314. 

During SSC operations, the n~mber of people experiencing outdoor levels 
i11 the range of 55 dSA to 60 dBA (Ldnl is estimated to be 19. 

The day--night sound level, L,fo, is d2fined in the Glossary, which is 
located In Volume I of the EIS. The night time pericd as used in the 
formulation of Ldn is the 9-hr period between 10:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m. 

The ~upplemental EIS will describe site-specific mitigation measures 
that can be implemented to reduce the extent of noise generation by, and 
propagation from, construction activities and operations of SSC facili
ties. Implementation of these measures will limit the number of people 
who wil I be annoyed by noise, and provide adequate protection where the 
need is identified for threatened or endangered species. Possible 
measures are described in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3.1.C.l 
and Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6. Additional information on miti
gation techniques can be found in Comment Response 1278.35. Through the 
application of noise control technology and implementation of admini
strative controls, noise impacts can be greatly reduced or eliminated 
altogether. The specific mitigation measures to be implemented will be 
a function of the selected site. 

1507.03 

See Comment Responses 1354.03 and 1278.35. 

1507.04 

The fact that the proposed SSC site is along the migratory route of 
certain endangered species does not mean that those species would be 
adversely affected by the project. The project would have to reduce the 
quantity of some habitat requirement or produce a toxic product to have 
an adverse effect on the migratory species. Should Texas be selected 
as the site for the SSC, both the DOE and the USFWS would look carefully 
into the possibility of impacts to these species, but at present no 
adverse impacts are foreseen. For additional discussion see EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.7.2. 
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1507.05 

See Coinmcnt Response 228.04. 

!507.06 

See Comment Responses 402.01 arid 1030.09. 

1507.07 

Authorization of funding for construction and operation of this facility 
would be made by the U.S. Congress. Funding for design and construction 
would probably be authorized by Congress on an annual basis, as has been 
the case with other accelerator construction and operational funding. 
If the SSC were to be stopped prior to the co111pletion of construction, 
an appropriate plan would be developed to secure the facility. 

1507.08 

See Conment Response 238.03. 

1507.09 

The EIS is an assessment of effects the SSC would have if constructed at 
one of the seven alternate sites. It is not a regulatory instrument. 
The DOE is responsible for the assuring the operations of the SSC are in 
accordance with applicable statutes and regulations and will implement 
appropriate e~vironmental health and safety programs for all its 
contractor operations. 

A list of DOE Orders implementing 
Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6.3. 
applicable Federal laws. 

1507.10 

these requirements is given in EIS 
Chapter 6 also includes a summary of 

Stringent requirements will be imposed on SSC construction and operations. 
See the discussion in Invitation for Site Proposals and the Federal regu
lations and DOE Orders listed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 6. The DOE 
requires that construction and operations contractors comply with all 
applicable Federal, State, and local environmental safety and health 
regulations, criteria, and standards. Additionally, the DOE's contract
ors are required to perform periodic performance assessments. The DOE 
independently conducts in-depth audits of its contractor operations. 
Regulatory agencies also will enforce compliance with applicable 
requirements within their juristictions. During operations of the SSC, 
environmental (air, water, soil) monitoring progra~s will be assessed on 
a periodic basis and any necessary mitigative measures taken to preclude 
violation of applicable standards. 
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1507.11 

The DOE has carefully evaluated all factors affecting siting (see Volume 
Ill) and the impacts of the proposed action (see Valurae I, Chapter 5). 

1507.12 

Cornments noted. 

15C8.0l 

Utility rates affecting SSC siting were taken into consideration ''' the 
siting selection (see Volume Ill). 

l5C3.02 

The information on the two electric utility co;",panies noted in co,1::r.2nt 
paragraph l is consistent with the state:nents rnade in ttie ElS, Volu~:~ 
IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.11.2.B.l.a. Co~nent paragraµhs 2. 3, 2nd 4 
con:erning past increases in consumer electric power rates are outside 
the scope of this EIS. In respo:·ise to co;:-,:nent para·:;rap:-i 5, the future 
energy costs -...1ere est ir.ated and used.-: n th::: EIS vo·l u:-:;c IV,_ r~pp21vj ~ x 2 to 
determine construction and operating costs o~er the life of the facility. 

1503.03 

Comments noted. 

1508.04 

The questions about the safety record, violations, and shutdo,ms of the 
Palo Verde nuclear plant are noted, but th2y are unrelated to the SSC 
since it is a different type of facility. See EIS Volume I, Chapter 2 
and Volume IV, Appendix I. The DOE is confident that the SSC, which is 
totally unlike a t~ucle~r reactor {see Volc::1e IV, Appendices l a11d 10), 
can be constructed and cperated in a safe ~Jnner. 

See Comment Response 312.CZ for J more dztailed discus-sion. 

1508.05 

Impacts on automobile insurance rates were not analyzed in the EIS since 
they are unrelated to tte SSC. 

1509.0l 

See Comment Responses 1509.02, 1509.03, 1509.04, 1509.05, 1509.0o, 
1509.C7, 1509.08. 
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If the proposed Colcrada site were cno~en for tha SSC, it is likely .that 
the area nrighboring the Last Chance waste site would remain sparsely 
prJpulated. The SSC cam~us ar2a would be about 17 mi from the waste ~ite 
a~d t~'~ c1ose~t portion of tl12 ri,1g (u~derg1~ound and unpopulated} would 
be ab8::t 6 mi ~way. lhe ~ajority of t~~ increase in residential housing 
to acc.o;nr:~odate the influx of SSC errp1oy2es add scientists would be far 
to the north in Horg~n County around Fort Morgan and Brush. 

1509.03 

It is 11nderstaod that the BFI fJcility n~ar Last Chance will be a large
scale, co~Gercial, hazardous waste disposal site. Its impact on th2 SSC 
pr·oj2ct, shot~lj the SSC be constructed at the proposed Colorado site, is 
expected to be minimal. In addition, any population changes that are 
likely to occur if the SSC is built in Colorado would not significantly 
alter the siting conslderatio~s for the last Chance disposal facility. 
See Comment Response 1509.04. 

1509.04 

The Browni~g Ferris Industries hazardous waste management facility 
located ~ear Last Ch3nce, Colorado, will handle haz3rdous m3teria1s, 
inclLlding flammables. Some of the employees working at the waste 
disposal facility will be at increa~ed risk due to the na~ure Gf the 
materials they will be handling. If trucks delivering wastes to the 
Last Chance site fro:n points north wou1d use Interstate 75 to State 
Route 71 south, then resident~ along Route 71 and near Brush cc~;ld 
potentially be affected if an accid2nt and spill occurred. Any 
signJficant inc1'ease in population d~e to the SSC project is likely to 
cccur near the towns of Brush and Fart Morgan (ses Volume IV, Appendix 
14). Se,e also Comment R<?spons,; 1509.02. 

1509.05 

Public concerns regarding the 8rowr1ing Ferris !r1dustrie5 hazardous waste 
management facility, which are unrelated to t~1e SSC and would not affect 
the cumulative impact of the SSC, are nat the responsibility of the DOE. 
~lazardous W3ste disposition fron the SSC is disc~ssed in Volume I,. 
C!1apter 5, Section 5.1.6. 

1509.% 

Since the closest point on the proposed SSC tun~el is about 6 mi from 
the waste disposal site and the campus area of the SSC would be about 17 
ml away, there is no likelihood of an impact on the SSC from this site. 
In addition, any population Increase in the tri-county area that would 
result from the SSC is likely to occur to the north of the SSC site, 
which is far from the Last Chance facility (see Volume IV, Appendix 14). 
See Comment Response 1509.02. · 
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1509.07 

See C01;1rnent Respvnsc 1509.03. 

1509.08 

The information ~vail;;ble to tl1e prepar12rs of the EIS does net ir.dicate 
that there is a high probability of off-site contamination from the 
yet-to-be-built hazardous waste facility near Last Chance. Since the 
closest portion of the SSC tunnel would be 6 ml from the waste disposal 
site, it seems un1 ikely that leakaae fro::i th~2 s·ite wou1d endc:.ni;cr the 
SSC project. 

1509.09 

Clic:ate and meteorology are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.3.3. Severe weather is specifically addressed in Voluwe IV, 
Appe11dix 5, Section 5.3.3.6. Should Colorado be selected as the site 
for the SSC, this meteorological information ~mu.Id br~ used, in conjunc
tion with standard construction scheduli~g techniques, to ensure that 
disn1p!.ion d~e to adverse wrcJther conditfor.s v1ould be kept to a minimum. 

1509 .10 

See Ccrn~t(~nt R\lspon:;e 12Z9 .C?.. 

1509 .11 

The public was· first notifled of DOE's intent to prepare an EIS on the 
proposed SSC project through the Advance Notice of Intent (52 FR 16304, 
May 4, 1987). The Advance Notice was followed by the ~oticc of Intent 
(53 FH 1821, -January 22, 1983) which again asked for public com:~ents on 
the scope and content of the EIS. In addition, scoping msetings were 
held ln the vicinity of each of the best ~ualified list (EQL) sites. 

The DOE invited i1;terested [>Croons and or9anizations to rev·ie'"' the draft 
EIS and provide comments on the content of the document. A 45-day 
comment period on the draft EIS was provided after the £r,vironrn1c;;tal 
Protection Agency (EPA) published the Notice of rwailability in the 
Fed2ral Register (Voh!n:e I, fo;warJ). 

The health impact from the SSC veni.i1ation system is addressed in EIS, 
Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12. See EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.S.5 for a discussion on impacts to rural and other specific 
population groups. 

1509.12 

Information presented by the Colorado site proposer group in Volume 7, 
Section 7 .1 of the site proposal, indicates that vibr<:tions caused by 
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at the site in excess of the criteria delineated in t~c Invitation for 
Site Proposals. Existing vibration co~ditions are an impact of the 
cnvirannent on siting the facility, and will b~ co~sidsre1 as ir~:~ts to 
deta11 dasign if the Colcrado site is s2l2:tcd. 

151~.0! 

!510.0~ 

Stratsgie.; arid commitments u:.;eJ tJ meet the Invitz.ticn for Site Pro-
pos1ls (ISP) requtrernEnts are the responsjbility of the proposer. Ques
tions about those strategies and com!nitme:itS should be directed to tha 
appropriate State as~n:ies. Se~ alsn Co~~ent Response 710.01. 

1510.03 

~ee Co~~ent Response 13.02. 

1510.0~ 

~ce Com~cnt Response 710.01. 

l510.C5 

Of t~e l~,437 acrEi cf pw~vate ~anJ that ~01J~d L~ required in iJ01-t~~ 
Carolina to site the SSC, 6,8J! wac1d be fe2 sirn~le a~lj 7,620 Hctild be 
s~t~tif·ied f02. The lGss to ~~ach of the ~rirrary irnpa::t C1)Unty's tJ:>: 
bases is est·imatcd i~ EIS Volu2e IVj App2~dix 14, 14.1.3.5.D. 

15liJ.C5 

P:·or8~~rs a~e res~o~sible for t~e ~2thjd3 ~s~a in fulfillinJ the re-
r_.,1rc.,-.--.::.r~·-: r..-:.,· th-::i l1111.;tor1'on ~r"\\I" ~~,t"'> D-,~--,....,0,~":J15 1'[<;1'J) D~·;~c·'-cl'ton1 < ah'"'1!~ 
\\-•' ''"'"··''-'-. v ~., .. _ ~<>•l .,.~ , ~ ....... _, "'-, Ujr . .;,'-'I , ~ :• l,(..i·~·-"" r<__, ._,'-!"'-<... 

the ::.:tcltc; ~es and C'Jm'."iitrr:ents of the i;ro;:ics2r :;hnuld be d·irected to the 
ar1 ~r:;i~riate State aae1icy. The EIS pl·ovide~ support an3lysis for a 
sitirg d~ci~icn. Following a decision for site selection, a Supple
r.~ent.:~ ~IS 'tti11 t·~ ~repared Cy the DOE prior tJ a decision to construct 
and Gp2rat~ (see EIS Volume J, Co~er She(t). 

See Co~ment Response 13.02. 

1510.07 

The DOE's solicitation (Volure2 III, Chapter 1) allowed the use of State 
and Federal land. It was the responsibility of the proposer to decide 
the location to be proposed. Several proposals did !~elude the use of 
existing State and Federal property. 
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1511.01 

Comment noted. See Comment Response 880.04 for a discussion· of land 
acquisition plans. Social well-being, including stressful reactions to 
relocations, is discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.3.E.l. 

1511.02 

See Comment Response 1276.01. 

1512.01 

These comments are consistent with what appears in Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Table 3-7 in the EIS. · 

1512.02 

See Comment Response 1196.02. 

1512.03 

See Comment Response 867.03. 

1512.04 

See Comment Responses 878.04, 1130.07, 1252.14, and 1332.04. 

1512.05 

See Comment Response 1196.05. 

1512.06 

See Comment Response 41.02. 

1512.07 

The comment is accurate in noting that Illinois taxpayers will be 
affected by the SSC if it is located at the Illinois site. See EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.0.l. 

1512.08 

See Comment Response 855.06. 

1512.09 

Comment noted. 
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!5l2.10 

Com~11ents noted. 

1513.01 

Attached materials we:·e reviewed in the process of preparing the FEIS. 

1513.02 

See Comment Response 1390.07. 

1513.03 

See Comm.ent Response 13.02 concern·irjg the use of data in th2 EIS. 

It is acknowledced in EIS Volume IV. Acpe~dix 14, Figure 14.2.1-5 that 
U.S. Route 501 ~nd a railroad gener~11~- follcw the alignment of the ring 
in the southwest quadrant. However, the exact alignment of the ring 
will not be known until the DOE agre0s to the final placement and design 
of th2 SSC. The Supplemental EIS will address the ring alignment and 
its relati6nship with roads and railroads in greater ~etail. 

1513.04 

See Cornment Response 19.01. 

1513.05 

The number of wells within the SSC footprint in North Carolina was not 
reported accurately in the DEIS. The State had provided well records 
which documented 112 wells within 1 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 fewer of the wells drilled 
have been actually registered. Given the potential for unregistered 
wells and commenter's input, it is assumed that in excess of 300 water 
well"s 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 for assessing the number of wells closed 
and consequent revisions to the EIS. 

1513.06 

Sea·Comment Response 1513.05. 

1513.07 

The number of wells within the SSC footprint in North Carolina was not 
reported accurately in the DEIS. State data were adequate for the pur
poses of this EJS. The State had provided well records which documented 

150115143358818 



112 wells within 1 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 commenter's 
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 E.IS. 

1513. 08 

See Comment Response 1513 .14. 

1513.09 

See Commer.t Response 1390.07, paragraph 5. 

1513.10 

See Comment Response 19.01 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2. 

1513 .11 

See Comment Response 1513.05. 

1513.12 

See Comment Response 1390.07. 

1513.13 

The potential environmental impacts of constructing and operating an SSC 
at the proposed North Caro 1 i na site were evaluated by the DOE on the 
basis of information provided by the State and additional information 
available to the DOE, and documented in the EIS. The combined informa· 
tion has been determined to be sufficient for evaluating the proposed 
site for comparison with other alternatives and for fulfi 11 i ng NEPA 
requirement. More detailed evaluation of potential impacts and site· 
specific mitigative measures will be made for the ·selected site and will 
be documented in a Supplemental EIS which will be provided to the public 
for review and comment prior to commencement of any SSC construction. 

1513.14 

The DOE feels that the North Carolina site meets- all criteria in the 
ISP. The fact that the site was named to the BQL and was considered as 
an alternative in this EIS confirms this. See EIS Vo-lume III for a 
discussion of the OOE's site solicitation and selection process. 
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1513.15 

The data provided in the comment has been considered, along with other 
data sources, in correcting the estimate of the number of wells in the 
SSC footprint at the North Carolina site. 

1513.16 

See Comment Responses 19.01 and 880.04. See also Volume IV, Appendix 
13, Section 13.2 and Volume IV, Appendix 4. 

1513.17 

See Comment Responses 13.02, 710.01 and 880.04. 

1513.18 

See Comment Responses 710.0l and 830.04. 

1513.19 

See Comment Response 13.02 . 

. 1513.20 

Local activities and proposer actions were considered in the site
selection process (see EIS Volume III). 

1513.21 

Quest·ions about state methods or procedures should be directed to the 
appropriate State agency. Also, see Comment Responses 13.02 and 1126.05. 

1513.22 

See Comment Response 1513.20. 

1513.23 

See Comment Response 13.02. Land use analyses as presented in Volume 
IV, Appendices 5 and 13, employed two types of data sources: (1) pro
poser generated data related to acreage affected, number of affected 
parcels, and number of residential and business relocations required; 
and {2) publicly available data (Federal, State, regioAal, and local) on 
jurisdictional setting, land ownership, land uses, land use plans, land 
use policies, and land use controls. · 

A variety of map sources were used in the land use analyses, and refer
ences are cited at the end of each appropriate section. ·Aerial photo
graphs were also employed as a means to verify existing land uses. The 
aerial photographs consulted for North Carolina are based on imagery 
fl own i n 198 7 . 
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1513.24 

See Comment Respcnses'l3.02, 7i0.01 and 880.04. 

1513.25 

The information was furnished by the State of North Carolina (see EIS 
Volume I, Appendix 4, Section 4.1). It is r:ecognized that exact numbers 
cannot be precisely determined until the DOE agrees to a final placement 
of the collider ring and associated areas. The numbers do, however, 
represent a reasonably accurate picture of conditions likely to occur at 
the site alternatives (see Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.4). 

Land acquisition is the responsibility of the proposer (see Volu~e IV, 
Appendix 4, Section 4.4.1). Proposers have all agreed to comply as a 
minimum standard to the Federal AcqGisition Laws (91-646 and 
10 CFR 1039, 51 FR 7000). Questions concerning the proposers' SSC land 
Jcquisition strategies and commitments should be directed to the 
appropriate State agency (see Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.3.2). 

15i3.26 

See Comment Responses 710.01 and 880.04. 

1513.27 

See Comment Responses 710.01 and 880.04. 

1513.28 

See Com»1ent Responses 710.01 and 880.04. 

1513.29 

The OOE's concept of stratified fee does not anticipate the use of 
negative easements. See also Comment Response 1548.68. 

1513.30 

The EIS uses each state's estimates for the market and/or assessed value 
of private land that would be transferred to Federal owner~hip to esti
mate the property tax losses to local· government jurisdictions in pri
mary impact counties. These estimates were used in the absence of any 
other available information. They were combined with estimates of 
average real property tax rates in each county using the most recently 
available data from published state or local financial reports. In 
North Carolina, the EIS estimates for cumulative annual property tax 
losses to all jurisdictions are $28,000 in Durham County, $84,500 in 
Granville County, and $56,000 in Person County. These estimates appear 
in the EIS in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.0. 
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1513.31 

~:L Co~~e~t Rsspo~se 734.01 

The l::,sue of the relocation or cdr-rµ ;_~;.1~1'1-cr is a ~tale resµor.sibil ity. 
f~:10stions re-::;ar~ing reiocatic~ of La:r:p tu.1tr~er sh~1uld be addressed to tho 
~ppropfiate State agency {EIS Voluffic IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.3.2). 
SccGr.dary impacts of the SSC on C;;n:p Butn::;r are discus:>ed in the EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.2. 

!$13.32 

See Crnr.ment Response 880. 04. 

1513.33 

Locations of quarries, mines, and prospects are shown in the Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Figure 5.5.1-5. 

Carolina Sunrnc Quarry is 1 oca ted 6 mi south of the ring footprint on 
the southwestern side of Butner. At this distance, vibrations caused by 
blasting and crushing at the quarry should not impact the SSC 
operations. 

1513.34 

Comments and quesiions regarding information contained in the SSC pro
posal submitted to the DOE by the State of North Carolina are the 
responsibility of the State and not the responsibility of the DOE. 
Socioeconomic analyses presented in the EIS are based upon independently 
collected data. Discussion of current housing conditions in the North 
Carolina Region of Influence and in Durham, Granville, and Person coun
ties is found in Volume iV, Ap~endix 5, Section 5.5.11.1.B. Secondary 
impacts are discussed in the EIS in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.2. 

1513.35 

State of North Carolina proposal strategies are not the responsibility 
of the DOE. Questions about proposer strategies and commitments should 
be directed to the appropriate State agency. 

1513.35 

The comme;iter reiterates that there are probably no Federally listed 
threatened or endangered species in the vicinity of the proposed North 
Carolina SSC site. Additional information concerning species listed or 
proposed for listing by the State of North Carolina has been added to 
the revised Volume IV, Appendix 11. Mention has also been made of 
sensitive habitats that may contain populations of rare plant life. The 
assessment of impacts has been revised in Volume I, Chapter S. 
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In the event the North Carolina site is selected, unique and sensitive 
habitats for rare and protected species would be surveyed to determine 
the presence of such species and to evaluate the potential effects of 
project development. Results of this research effort would then be 
addressed in a Supplemental EIS. 

1513.37 

Before information provided in a State's proposal is used in the EIS, 
the procedure is to verify the information for accuracy. Additionally, 
11ater we 11 records were culled from North Caro 1 i na State agency files -
for additional _EIS data. The information in the State proposal 
discusses the nature of the aquifer and is a summary of well depths, 
average y i e 1 ds, an<J depths of commonly reported producing zones. · 
Basically, the primary aquifer at the North Carolina s1te is the 
partially weathered and fractured bedrock below the saprolite zone. 
Below a depth of approximately 150 feet, the openings in the bedrock 
dimir.-ish to the point where the rock will not be a reliable aquifer. 
Consequently, relatively few wells extend to tunnel depth. A summary of 
the groundwater regime at the North Caro1ina site is provided in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.2.~. 

With regard to the \.'Jss of a well, all States have indicated that where 
use of a well is lost because of the SSC project, either a new well 
would be constructed er an alternate water Supply would be provided. 
The only we11s that would be thus impacted are wells within the fee sim
ple title areas and wells that penetrate within a 150 ft radius of the 
collider tunnel. Details co~cerning specific well locations and pro-

. posed mitigation efforts would be provided in the Supplemental EIS for 
the selected site. 

1513.38 

Long-term water i1:flow rates will be much less than the 20 to 50 gal/min 
100 ft noted in the comment, perhaps as low as 0.5 gal/min 100 ft (see 
Comment Response 1513.5,3). Cev1atei·ing is not planned for the tunnel, 
but may be used for the upper (saprolite/weathered rock) portion3 of 
sorn1" shafts and experirr:ental hail excavations; some of the need for 
dewatering may be mitigated by using slurry wall techniques. It is not 
necessary to have a completely dry tunnel; inflow can be reduced by 
groutir.g to a lo>r-enough rate t!lat it can be easily handled by drains 
and pumps, so the expense of completely lining the tunnel is not 
warranted. Geohydroloqic conditior.s of the site are discussed in EIS 
Volume IV, Append!x 5,-Section 5.5~2.2. 

1513.39 

The type of dewaterin.g proposed for some of the SSC excavations has been 
done in similar geologic settings elsewhere in the Carolina Piedmont and 
with nn subsidence effects. 
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A brief discussion of the pote~.tial for subsidence in North Uro1ina due 
to groundwater withdrawals is provided in EIS Volume' IV, Appendix 7, . 
Section 7.2.3.5. Subsidence due to groundwater withdrawal elsewhere in 
the nation is due to collapsible, unlithified sediments; such conditions 
are not present at the North Carolina site. Essentially, the subsurface 
stratigraphy at the North Carolina site, a thin veneer of weathered 
bedrock overlying strong igneous and metamorphic rocks, is not pronB to 
the occurrence of subsidence even if groundwater ~se is significant. 

I513.40 

The numerical values quoted from the State of North Carolina proposal 
were not used in the preparation of the EIS. 

1513.41 

See Comment Response 786.05. 

1513.42 

No active mines are located in the footprint of the SSC ring (EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.1.6 and Figure 5.5.1-5). One small aban
doned prospect (the Cross-Cut Mine) is located about 300 ft north of the 
ring footprint and about 1,800 ft from the centerline of the coll Ider 
tunnel. The mine shaft, reported to have been 70 or 80 ft deep, has its 
bottom at an elevation that is at least 50 ft above the elevation of the 
collider tunnel and would not be expe.cted to impact the construction. 
Data on mines ar.d prospects used in the EIS were collated from the U.S. 
Bureau of Mines Mineral Industries Location System (MILS), Reid (1988b), 
Carpenter (1976), and DOE SSC Site Task Force site visits. No caves are 
recorded in geological publications for the area. 

1513.43 

See Commen.t Responses 1513.142 and 1513.170. 

1513.44 

See Comment Response 738.01 with regard to earthquake hazards. Geo
engin~ering conditions are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.5.1.4 and Tables 5.5.1-3 and 5.5.1-4. The State of North Carolina 
submission a 1 so tabulates the shaft excavation parameters for the 'pro
posed SSC site (Volume III, Table 3-29). Summary-level data in the site 
proposal were verified by reviewing the basic data and comparing them 
with comparable independent data. Geology and tunneling conditions at 
the North Carolina site are within the range of ground conditions that 
can be handled by existing techniques for underground construction. 
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1513.45 

The observation about the range of elevation a1ong the co1lider ring 
being 340 ft is consistent with HS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Figure 
5.5.1-4. 

1513.46 

At the NJrth Carolina site, the current collider ring profile Is within 
35 ft of the surface at three locations: the Flat River, Jackson Creek, 
and Mayo Creek. The collider arc region would need to be acqllired in 
fee simple e~tate at these three locations. If the 41 acres as cited 
we1-e acquired and the acq~isitior. were 1,000 ft wide, the length of this 
property would be roughly 1,800 ft long, or roughly 600 ft long for each 
low point. This appears to b"c a reasonable amount; however, the precise 
amount can not be determi:ied until a detailed design for the SSC is 
approved. If the North Carolina site is selected as the final site, the 
exact acreage required will be determined during site-specific design 
and will be addressed in the Supp1emental EIS. 

1513.47 

The observations on variations in weathered zone depths are consistent 
with the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Figure 5.5.1-3. To a great extent 
th2 thickness of the weathered zone has been extrapolated from widely 
spaced borings and would need to be verified by careful field studies if 
the site is selected. Based on the geotechnical data available for this 
weathered zone (Volume IV, Ap?endix 5, Tables 5.5.1-3 and 5.5.1-4) the 
characteristics appear to be within the range of conditions that can be 
handled by fairiy routine methods for both aboveground and underground 
construction. Co~structfon and operations of the SSC would not be 
affected by the protrusion of saprol ite and unweathered bedrock. 

1513.48 

The "poorly developed cleavage" referred to on page 3-29 of the North 
Carolina proposal can result in some mechanical anisotropy in the rock. 
Ho;-iever, the effect on the strength characteristics will be less than if 
the rock had a strongly de'leloped s1atey cleavage {the metamorphic 
minerals in the site rocks are described.in Volume IV, Appendix 5 Table 
5.5.1-1). Overall, the anisotropy due to the poorly developed cleavage 
will be less than that caused by the bedding. Neither cleavage nor 
bedding is sufficiently pronounced in the rocks at tunnel depth nor so 
oriented that it will affect the geometry of the tunnel. 

The water table depth for rock ~nit 7 is listed in Table 3-9, page 3-48 
of the North Carolina SSC Proposal Appendix. It is noted that columns 6 
and 7 should be reversed for those data on rock unlt 7. A summary of 
the water-bearing properties for the bedrock in the vicinity of the 
North Caroli~a SSC site is tabulated in the EIS, Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Table 5.5.2-5. · 
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Aoparently there was l imitcd d?ta gathered from outcrcps of reek unit 
2b. Thi:; expl;i;ns tt1e. ab::.2i1Ce cf- dcita ·in Tab~e 3-4 of the North 
Carolina SSC site sutmission. ·Borehole data (borehole E-3), however, 
s11pport the findings of the geo-engineering conclusions on this small 
section of the ring geology. Prior to the construction of the SSC, 
detailed drilling would be conducted on the select2d SSC site. 

1513.49 

The observations are not contradl~tory. Page 3-39 of the North Carolina 
SSC site propos~l describes the potentidl for groundwater acidification 
due to the construction of the SSC tunnel. Pyrite is a mineral composed 
of iron and a red1.1ced form of sulfur which is stable in an environment 
lacking oxygen, such as bedrock. When exposed to oxygen, the sulfur 
changes to an oxidized form called sulfate. If the sulfate is dissolved 
in water, it may form a dilute sulfuric acid solution (i.e., acid 
water). The formation of the acid water depends upon a number of fac
tors •hich include the amour;t of pyrite present and the surface area 
exposed. In the North Carolina site rocks there is not a lot of pyrite, 
and because there wi 11 be on 1 y l i;r.i ted exposure of pyrite in the wa 11 s 
of the SSC tunnel, there will be no formation of an acid groundwater. 
The excavated rock material is stored at the surface where it has a 
larger surface area and where the pyrite is .exposed to the oxygen of the 
atmospheice. However, sir.ce the pyrite content of the rocks is so low, 
there is still only a low potential to form acid water (EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, _Section 7.2.3.5). 

Volume 5 of the North Carolina SSC site proposal discusses surface water 
quality not groundwater acidification. Table 5-5 provides water quality 
data for seven streams in the area. The pH of these streams ranges from 
6.6 to 7.0. The w.ater in these streams would be classified as slightly 
aidic to neutral. This is normal and typical for streams in that area. 

·The streams listed in Table 5-5 are described as having circumneutral 
(Le., around neutral) pfl, 11hich is correct. No discussion of acid 
water is found in the text. 

The proposal data also include water quality data for ten selected wells 
in the area (Table 3-13). The pH values reported range from 6.2 to 7.2 
which would be classified as slightly acidic to slightly basic. Again, 
this range is a 1 so norma 1 and· typical for that 1oca1 e and does not • 
indicate any problem Mith groundwater acidification. 

In summary neither the surface water nor the groundwater are acidic, and 
the project. will not change this existing condition. 

1.513. 50 

Quartz veins are ~nown locally to be sites of appreciable groundwater 
flow. However, this does not.mean that permeability· is directly related 
to the amount of quartz in the rock. In quartz veins the permeability 
is due to fracturing of the nearly pure quartz; the vein quartz frac
tures because it is brittle compared to the rocks on either side of it. 
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As tectonic strn:;s affects the rocks, the quartz veins are the fir-st 
pl aces to break. Si nee they are broken, they al low water to move a 1ong 
them. Hence, some of th,e best sha11ow wells tap into water-bearing 
quartz veins. 

!bcks. at the site may contain 20 to 40 percent quartz distributed in a 
matrix of unweathered grcundmass ·minerals rather than as a vein. This 
r,;ass is integrally "tight", her.ce there are no preferred pathways for 
water flow. The quartz is not concentrated in brittle layers that break 
preferentially when the rock is stressed. In short, there is no intrinsic 
reason for a rock with 40 percent quartz to be more water-yielding than 
one that has only 10 percent quartz. 

'The geohydrologic characterist.ics for the site rocks noted in the EIS 
(Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.2.2) span a range of values repre
senting rocks both with and without quartz veins an4 other water
transmittir.g flm1paths. 

1513.51 

The two observations in the North Carolina proposal are not contradic
tory. Carbonate rocks, in dissolving, can contribute to a bicarbonate 
ground•'later. Ho1<mver, it is not necessary to have carbonate rocks to 
have bicarbonate groundwater. Bicarbonate water also forms as a result 
of rainwater dissolving carbonaceous organic material in the upper soil 
layers as it percolates downward to the water table. This is the case 
at the North Carolina site. A discussion of groundwater quality at the 
No~th Carolina site can be found in EIS Appendix 5, Section 5.5.2.2. 

1513.52 

Although clays are widespread over the proposed SSC site it should be 
noted that clays with swelling potential are restricted in their areal 
distribution, and clays are confined to the upper layer of the sap
rolite horizon. These observations are included in the EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.5.1.4. The geotechnical characteristics of the 
soils are listed in Table 5.5.1-3 of that appendix. 

Groundwater yield capacities are also discussed in the EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.5.2.2 and Table 5.5.2-5. The most water
oroductive rocks in the site have a low to moderately low water yield 
·(law Engineering 1987). Clays in the saprol ite act as a reservoir, yet 
their hydraulic conductivities are low (0.0001 to 0.000001 cm/s; Sowers 
and Richardson 1983). Hence rapid inflow into the tunnel is not 
expected. Additionally the tunnel's position is such that it is pre
dominantly below the weathered saprolite layer and away from any poten
tial swelling clay horizons. Shafts which may penetrate the saprolite 
may be "over-excavated" prior to placing the shaft liner. Should any 
local swelling clay be encountered, normal geo-engineering practices 
(such as overexcavating and replacing with controlled fill) would 
accommodate these variations. 
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1513.53 

Water inflow into a segment of tunnel may be appreciable. As the tunnel 
is being exc:::vated, 1·1orkers will begin. to seal off frachll"es from which 
the water is flowing. 

GeGhydrological characteristics of the North Carolina rocks at tunnel 
depth (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.2.2).indicate the ini
t i a 1 rate of water inflow into the majority of the tunne 1 wi 11 range 
from less than 5 to a few tens of gallcns per minute (gal/min) per 100 
ft of tunnel. The source of this inflow will be principally from frac
tures in the rock; ·in crystalline and r::etamorp_hic rocks like those at 
the site, the water has to riove through fractures, since sound rock has 
negligible water transmlttability. Additionally, occasional isolated, 
highly fractured zones may yield still higher flows of water (a few to 
several hundreds gal/min). However, it is important to note that this 
is the initial rate of inflow; long-term, contin11ing rate of inflow 
after fradures are sealed -- which is achieved in a matter of a few 
days -- is much less. perhaps averaging 0.5 gal/mir./lOO ft of tunnel. 

The i nit i a 1 rate of inflow is the rate at which water enters the· tunne 1 
when the tunnel boring machine (TBM) first passes through the rock; how
ever, this inflow Is not allowed to continue unchecked. "A grouting crew 
closely follows the TBM to plug fractures from which water is flowing. 
This is accomplished by drilling holes into the tunnel wall to intercept 
the weeping fractures. Then cement gro~t is forced under high pressure 
into the drlllhole and outward into the fracture to cement the fracture 
closed. The cement impregnates only a small zone of rock immediately 
around the tunnel, so it does not cl1ange groundwater flow patterns in 
the aquifer, or affect yields of wells, and it does not alter ground
water discharges to streams. On first-pass grouting, water inflows are 
easily reduced to one-tenth of the initial inflow rate. If water is 
still entering the tunnel, additional groutings are done until water 
inflow is reduced to an accept ab 1 e- rate. 

At any time during tunnel excavation, the initial Inflow rate will be 
experienced only over a tunnel length of 100 ft or less. This is the 
length of tunnel immediately behind the advancing TBM that has not yet 
beeh grouted. The remainder of the tunnel will already have been 
grouted and the inflow reduced to a very low rate. The long-term inflow 
rate can be reduced as necessary by applying further water-controlling 
measures. A series of grouting campaigns will reduce the overall 
average inflow to perhaps 0.5 gal/min/100 ft of tunnel. This low -
residual inflow could be used for cooling water or other purposes, or 
could be permitted and reinjected or discharged. 

1513.54 

Table 3-27 of the North Carolina proposal shows the anticipated range of 
support for the various types _of rock units at the site. The range for 
Roxboro metagranite is from IO percent to 20 percent. 
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While the proposal suggests that only 10 percent of the tunnels would 
require rock bolts and shotcrete support, a slightly more conservative 
support system of 13 percent receiving rockbo lts and shotcrete and 5 
percent receiving ribs and lagging followed by cast-in-place concrete 
lining was used for the EIS. 

1513.55 

The distances from the SSC campus to the airport of 24 mi in the State 
proposal and 25 mi in this EIS (Volume IV, Appendix 5) are approximate 
straight line distances. Similarly, the State's estimate of the 
distance between the SSC and Research Triang'ie Park may be the shortest. 
This has no impact on the traffic analysis of this EIS. 

1513.56 

During the peak year of SSC construction, the EIS estimates that almost 
1,200 jobs would be available to local workers in the construction 
crafts (or building trades) industry within the North Carolina region of 
influence (ROI). The North Carolina ROI had an annual average unemploy
ment rate of 4.2 percent in 1987 (nearly 38,500 unemployed workers). 
Furthermore, national unemployment data collected by the U.S. Bureau of 
Economic Analysis indicate that the rate of unemployment among construc
tion workers is typically almost double the rate among all other workers 

It is reasonable to assume that at least 1,200 crafts workers would be 
availabie among the 38,500 unemploy~d workers in the ROI since the con
struction sector comprised 5.4 percent of the total jobs in the ROI in 
1984 (note that 5.4 percent of 38,500 unemployed is 2,079 workers and 
double that amount is 4,158 workers). 

However, in spite of these statistics, it is not anti~ipated that SSC 
direct construction workforce would come exclusively from the ranks of 
the unemployed, or even exclusively from the North Caro.Jina ROI -- 53 
percent of the total direct and indirect workforce is expected to in
migrate from outside the ROI during the peak year of construction. 

The niain factors that trigger in-migration into each ROI in the socio
economic assessments were unemployment rates and the overall size of the 
existing labor force. If each of these measures were relatively low, as 
in the North Carolina ROI, then in-migration into the ROI would be 
relatively high. In the North Carolina ROI, some direct jobs, and most 
secondary jobs, would however be obtained by local residents. During 
peak construction in 1g91, in-migrants to the region are expected to 
obtain nearly 5,000 jobs. Nearly as many, approximately 4,600 are 
expected to be obtained by l oca 1 residents. · The_ North Carolina ROI 
would have the greatest amount of in-migration of the seven sites under 
consideration during the construction period (see Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Table 5.1.8-4). The socioeconomic effects of this in-migration is dis
cussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14. 1.3.5. 
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Current levels of service for public education, police and fire protec
tion, health care, and all government services combined are presented 
for the North Carolina region of influence and for Durham, Granville, 
and Person Counties in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.11.l.C. Each 
service addressed is developed to some degree in each region discussed 
from long-established public school systems to volunteer fire depart
ments. As stated in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.C, ser
vices would probably need to be expanded to meet demand generated by SSC 
development. 

1513.58 

Comments and questions regardir.g._ informatiori contained in the SSC pro
posal submitted to the DOE by the State of North Carolina are discussed 
in Comment Response 1513.35. Socioeconomic analyses presented in the 
EIS are based upon independently collected data. Discussion of current 
public school conditions in the North Carolina Region of Influence and 
in Durham, Granville, and Person counties is found in Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.5.11.1.C. 

1513.59 

See Comment Response 1513.35. Socioeconomic analyses presented In the 
EIS are based upon independently collected data. 

1513.60 

See Comment Response 1513.35. The North Carolina proposal information 
mentioned by the commenter was not used in the analysis in the EIS. 
Socioeconomic analyses presented in the EIS are based upon independently 
collected data. Discussion of current economic activity and employment 
in the North Carolina Region of Influence and in Durham, Granville, and 
Person Counties is found in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.11.1.A 

1513.61 

See Comment Response 1513.35. Socioeconomic analyses presented in the 
EIS are based upon independently collected data. 

1513. 62 

Comment noted. 

1513.63 

The background sound level and noise sources at the North Carolina SSC
site were discussed in EIS Vol.um{) IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.5. None 
of the sources discussed· in the comment are expected to change the 
assumption of. a unifot'm 40-dBA day-night average sound level for the 
site. 
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The Butner quarry is addressed irl the above section and is located 
within 6.5 ml of the collider ring. The NASCAR racetra:k is not specif
ically addressed in the EIS, but would be addressed in a detailed Sup
plemental EIS if the North Carolina site is selected. 

1513.64 

This comment refers to a discrepancy in the North Carolina State pro
posal. The information presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.5.11.2.A.2 is correct and agrees with the comment. 

1513.65 

This comment addresses the content of the North Carolina SSC p<oposal. 
See Comment Response 1513.35. Socioeconomic analyses presented in the 
EIS are based upon independently collected data. Discussion of current 
population and housing cdnditions in the North Carolina Region of In
fluence (ROI) and in Durham, Granville, arid Person Counties is found In 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.11.l.B. Ser:ondary impacts are 
discussed in Volume I, Chapter 5, Sectjon 5.2. Stem and Rougemont are 
discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.11.J. The existing 
sewage treatment facilities, their location, design flowrates, and 
available capacities are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.5.8. The Hillsborough sewage treatment system is outside the 3-county 
primary ROI and therefore is not considered in the EIS. 

1513.65 

The North Carolina SSC proposal information was not used in the analysis 
in the EIS. Socioeconomic analyses presented In the EIS are based up.on 
independently collected data. 

1513.67 

See Comment Response 1126.05 

1513.68 

The commenter is correct: the advanced notice of intent ~1as issued in 
May 1987. This was a "generic" notice published in the Federal Register 
which sought comment on proposed scope of the Environmental Impact 
Stateme~t and announced the approach that the DOE would follow in 
identifying a list of best qualified sites and in selecting a site for 
the SSC. Since it was not known who would respond to the Invitation for 
Site Proposals or where proposed sites would actually be, it was not 
possi_ble to notify landowners. in any state. 

1513.69 

See Comment Response 1513.21. 
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1513. 70 

See Comment Responses 710 .. 01 and 880.04. 

1513.71 

See Co111111ent Responses 13. 02 and 710. O 1. 

·1513.72 

Meetings held by the State of North Carolina in preparing the State 
proposal were not a requirement of the DOE's solicitation for site 
proposals. Decisions on places and agenda for such meetings \'/ere the 
responsibility of the State. The DOE conducted an EIS scoping hearing 
February 9, 1988, in Butner, North Carolina. The public hearing on the 
DEIS was held in Butner on October 3 and 4, 1988. 

1513.73 

·Comments noted. 

1513.74 
~ 

See Comment Response 1513. 21. 

1513.75 

All. submitted materials were reviewed in the process of selection of the 
BQL (EIS Volume Illy and in preparing the Final EIS. See Comment 
Response 1513.20. 

1513.76 

See Comment Response 710.01 and 1513.20. 

1513. 77 

See Comment Responses 772.03 and 1259.02. 

1513. 78 

Comment noted. 

1513.79 

local support and opposition were considered in the site-ielection 
process (see Volume III). 

1513.80 

The impacts on local finance§ are discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Section 5.8.4 and in Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5. 
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1513.81 

S<;e Comment Response 710.01. Federal 1 ands have been proposed for the 
location of the SSC as part of the Arizona and Illinois proposals. 

1513.82 

See Co;r:ments Responses 703.03 and 749.05. -

1513.83 

Educatiornl services provided by local governments (school districts) in 
the North Carolina Region of Influence, and the primary impact cauntiss 
of Durh~m. Granvil 1 e, and Person, were characterized in terms of the 
level of service they provide, and in terms of student/teacher ratios 
(see EIS Vo1u~e IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.11.l.C). Anticipated 
impacts on public education due to the SSC were also examined for these 
areas (Volu;ne IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.C). Due to the large 
number of local gover~ment jurisdictions studied in the EIS, it was not 
feasible within the bounds of the EIS to analyze the existing c3pacities 
and qualities of services for e~ch local jurisdictio:1. Moreover, the 
public education provided in eJch state was not characterized in terms 
of ~aticnal trends, and no attempt was m?.de to evaluate current educa-
tion In terms of quality. · 

1513.84 

See Comment Response 738.01. 

1513.85 

It has been estimated that the quantity of hazardous waste to be pro
duced at the SSC will be approximately 10,000 gal/yr (EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.2). Any hazardous waste generated at the 
SSC will be collected, treated, and stored in accordance with RCRA regu
lations, and these wastes will be disposed in a RCRA-permitted facility. 
As indicated In DOE Order 5480.IB, DOE is committed to following all 
applfcable rules and regulations governing the handling and disposal of 
hazardous waste. RCRA regulations are intended to protect the public 
from the hazards of these wastes. 

1513.86 

·A traffic analysis for the affected major roads In the SSC area is pre
sented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3. An analysis of 
traffic within Durham was not considered to be necessary due to' the low 
increase in traffic. Population and, therefore traffic, is projected to 
increase in the region of influence by up to 0.8 percent during con
struction and 0.7 percent during operations over levels projected to 
exist without the SSC. 
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1513.87 

See Volume IV, Appendix 4 for a presentation of parce1 maps as submitted 
by the State proposer group for incorporation into the EIS. 

1513 .88 

Funding for the currEnt phases of fiscal year 1989 work has been author
ized by the Congress cf the United States. Funding for future design, 
construction, and operations of the SSC facility will be authorized on 
an annual basis for succeeding fiscal years. 

A wore precise decommissioning plan is not possible at this time for 
reasons stated in Volume IV, Appendix 3. 

The stated purpose of the EIS is "to select.the site for the Super
conducting Super Collider." A Supplemental EIS will be prepared for the 
construction and operations of the selected site. 

1513 .89 

The need and purpose for the SSC are addressed in EIS Volu~e I, 
Chapter 2. 

During the final design period, the DOE will strive to locate an 
facilities to achie~e a minimum of disruption to individuals and the 
environment in carrying out the project. 

1513.90 

See Comment Response 1126.05. 

1513.91 

See Comment Responses 13.02 and 710.0l. 

1513.92 

Should North Carolina be selected as the SSC site, localized land use 
analyses and impact assessments would be evaluated in the Supplemental 
EIS. 

1513.gJ 

See Comment Responses 1513.92 for a discussion of land use concerns. 
Although the DOE will acquire title to land in this area, this will not 
preclude the maintenance of easements for utility lines such as a water 
main. 
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1513.94 

See Comment Response 1513. 92·. 

1513. 95 

See Comment Response 1513.92. 

1513.95 

See Comment Responses 710.01 and 880.04. 

1513.97 

See Comment Responses 13.02 and 1513.25, paragraph 1. Sociological 
impacts arc discussed as part of q~al ity of 1 ife assessments and are 
provided in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.E. 

Comment Response 1230.03 addresses psychological impacts. 

1513.93 

The DOE agrees that economic impacts can be projected with more 
certainty than can sociological impacts. Socioeconomic analyses 
presented In the EIS are based upon independently collected dat~. 
Discussion of current economic activity and employment in the North 
Carolina Region of Influence and in Dui·ham, Granville, and Person 
Counties is found in Voluim! IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.11.1.A. 

1513.99 

Comment noted .. 

1513.100 

The EIS nvtcs that residential relocations of rural, non-farm residents 
would occur in certain portions of the North Carolina Region of In
fluence as a result of the SSC, and singles out the Rougemont area.as 
one case in point (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.E). 
Morever, it is anticipated that replacement properties providing equal 
satisfaction may be difficult.to find, and that certain·characteristics 
of the area's rural character would be altered as a result of changes 
associated with the SSC. Major facets of these impacts would be 
"sociological/psychological" in nature. Within the context of rural, 
non-farm residents, the EIS would concur that Rougemont would be one of 
the areas most impacted by the SSC. 

1513 .101 

The proposer States have the responsibility for all land acquisition and 
relocation services (see EIS Volume VI, Appendix 4, Section 4.1). 
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Social well-being including stressful reactions to relocations is 
discussed in the EIS Vo1ume I, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.3.E.l. 
Questions concerning the proposer's authority to mitigate such impacts 
should be direct~d to the appropriate State agency (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 4, Section 4.3.2). 

The proposer States have the responsibility for all acquisition and 
ielocation services. Until the DOE establishes the final placement of 
the collider ring and associated areas the exact acreages, parcels, and 
ownership cannot be determined precisely. However, the numbers used 
represent a reasonably accurate picture of conditions l lkely to occur it 
the site were selected for the SSC project (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 
4, Section 4.4) and Comment Response 1513.~7. 

1513.102 

See Comment Responses 710.01 and 880.04. 

1513.103 

To the extent that crop q:;,ctas may have a value related to lan,j t•J r"2 
~cquired, resolution of tl1at matter will be the responsibility cf tne 
state proposer who is responsible for land acquisition. 

1513.104 

foe proposer States have the responsibility for all land acquisition and 
relocation services. All proposer States have agreed to comply as a 
minimum standard to the Federal acquisition laws (91-646 and 10 CFR 
1039, 51 FR 7000). Questions concerning the proposer State's SSC land 
acquisition and relocaticn services strategies and commltments should be 
directed to the appropriate State agency (Volume IV, Appendix 4, Secticn 
4.3.2). See also Comment Response 744.01. 

1513.iOS 

See EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.5 for a description of the 
potential impact on ~ffected landowners who may be r~quired to relocate. 
See Comment Responses 710.01 and 880.04. 

1513.106 

Compensation exchanged for property is considered a standard commercial 
activity and ts not an infringement on the separation of Church and 
state. 

The DOE recognizes the sensitive factors associated with disturbances 
created by the relocation of cemeteries. Possible impact on the cemetery 
is noted in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.E. 
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1513 .107 

See Comment Responses 880.04 and 1259.02. 

1513.108 

See Comment Responses 1513.102, 1513.103, 1513.104, 1513.105, 1513.106 
and 1~13.107. 

1513.109 

See Comment Response 1259.02. 

1513.110 

It is recognized that relocation has the potential to be a major life 
event for people. The compensation policies for relocations (EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 4) provide for mitigation in terms of financial compensa
tion. However, other considerations are also important, such as emo
tional ties, which differ from those which can be monetarily compen
sated. As a result, there may be a net adverse Impact to indlvl~~als. 

Regarding the responsibility to acquire 1 and for the SSC, see Comment 
Response 880.04. 

Regarding SSC-related effects on the quality of life in local communi
ties, see Comment Response II07.04. 

Regarding the identification of specific tracts needed for the SSC, see 
Comment Response 710.0I. 

1513.111 

See Comment Responses 710.01 and 830.01. 

1513.112 

See Comment Response 15I3.30. 

1513.113 

The comment is consistent with the discussion of the Northern ~arkway 
and Campus drive in the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.E. 

1513.114 

See Comment Responses 710.01 and 880.04. 

15Q!l5143358837 



1513 .115 

Baseline population projections for the North Carolina Region ·Of 
Influence (ROI) indicate that the area will grow steadily over the next 
two decades (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.11.1.B). Although 
projections were not prepared for individual counties, the EIS states 
that steady growth is anticipated in Durham County, generated large.ly by 
the continued growth expected for the city of Durham. 

With regard to SSC-related population impacts in an area already experi
encing substantial population growth, two perspectives may be taken. 
One is that impacts of proje~t-related increases will be relatively less 
in an area already experiencing impacts of population growth than in an 
area whose population is stagnant. Moreover, an area which is growing 
presumably would have planning mechanisms in place to help mitigate im
pacts associated with growth, thus more easily accommodating population 
increases due to a particular project. A second perspective is that 
project-related growth in an area whose population is already increasing 
would serve to make a bad situation even worse -- in essence attempting 
to fit still more people into an area trying to cope with growth due to 
othe.r developments: The present comment appears to consider the second 
perspective to the exclusion of the first. 

The EIS notes that one result of SSC-related population growth in Durham 
County, namely the increased demand for year-round housing, could strain 
the .county's capacity to absorb project-related in-migrants (Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.B). However, these impacts are not pro
jected to exceed the county's ability to mitigate them. It should be 
noted that compared to growth anticipated .in Durham County wHhout the 
SSC (such as that discussed in the comment) project-related growth would 
constitute a relatively_ small amount of additional people (Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.B). 

The EIS public finance analysis, which incorporated anticipated in
creases in public services dl!e to the SSC, indicates net fi seal impacts 
on Durham County would be.negative during the first three years of proj
ect construction, and positive thereafter (Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.5.D). SSC impacts on public services and tra.nsportation, 
also discussed in the EIS (Volume IV, Appendix 14, Sections 14.1.3.5.C 
and 14.2.1.E, respectively), are expected to be within·manageable 
levels. 

1513.116 

See Comment Response 1291.03. 

1513.117 

Contrary to the. commenter's statement, Durham -County received approxi
mately 57 percent of total revenues in 1987 from taxes (including taxes 
other than those on sales and property), Granville County received 
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approximately 70 percert of tctal re·1enues :n 1937 from tJ.xes {including 
t(..X2s uthcr than thos.e or. :.a1 es and property and 1 iceuscs and perrni t 
fees), and Person County received approximately 72 percent of total 
revenues in 1987 from taxes (including taxes other than those on sales 
and property and licenses and permit fees). 

Estimates of additional capital expenditures required by local jurisdic
tions to accommodate SSC-related population increases were made cumu
latively for all jurisdictions within each of the primary impact coun
ties in North Carolina. Local governments in the three primary impact 
counties were projected to have a positive net fiscal impact during con
struct ion and operation of the facility, except during the first three 
years of construction. The projected negative impact in the three coun
ties during the early ye~rs of the project would be offset by the posi- · 
tive impact in later years. Furthermore, if local jurisdictions are 
able to obtain financing for SSC-related capital improvements through 
bonds, the negative Impacts during the early years of construction could 
be deferred to later years when a net positive imp3ct is projected. 

,~ddit ior.al revenues were project0d in each of the primary impact coun
ties from spending by direct SSC workers who would have greater than 
average baseline earnings. Only workers antlcipated to reside within 
ec.ch county were inc\ uded in project iiln of these additional revi•nues 
workers commuting from outside each primary impact county were not 
included in this projection. 

Additional details of the assessment of impacts of SSC construction and 
operation on both State and local government finances are presented in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.D. 

1513 .118 

The EIS projections indicate local governments in the three primary 
impact counties in North Carolina would incur a positive net fiscal 
impact during construction and operations of the SSC facility, except 
during the first three years of construction. The projected negative 
impact in the three counties during the early years of the project would 
be offset by the positive impact in iater years. It may be possible for 
local jurisdictions to obtain financing for SSC-related ca.pital improve
ments through bonds,.thereby deferring the negative impacts during the 
early years of construction to later years when a net positive impact is 
projected. 

Additional detail of the assessment of impacts of SSC construction and 
operations on both State and l-0cal government finances is presented in 
the EIS in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.D. 

1513.119 

Educational services provided by local governments (school districts) in 
the North Carolina Region of Influence and in Durham, Granville, and 
Person Counties were analyzed based on a "level of service" indicator in 
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general education employment and by student/teacher ratios. T'iese both 
are simply ratios between gov.ernment jobs in the education or instruc
tion sector, and the population they serve. The ratio concept is not 
without flaws and does nlJt denote a numerical ranking or a quality 
rating of the service provided. The measure is useful as an indicator 
of the level of impact by which regional population changes would affoct 
the .need for local services. Volume IV, Appendix 14 indicates that 
Durham, Granville, and Person Counties would all need additional public 
school ·classroom space as a result of the SSC. 

The .EIS analysis estimated local government capital improvement expendi
tures based on projected SSC-related population growth in each primary 
impact county. Data collected from more than 3,200 .municipalities 3nd 
4,000 school districts in the United States indicate a relationship 
between population growth rates and spending·for capital improvements by 
local government jurisdictions. This information, provided in a 1981 
report prepared by the !'resident's Economic Adjustment Committee, was 
used as the basis for the EIS capital improvement projections. 

The EIS estimates of ·required increases in general education and public 
school instructional employment, necessary to meet fut·ure demand, only 
ccnsider demand related to SSC development. Likewise, estimates of 
capital facilities requirements only consider the costs to accommodate 
SSC-related growth. The present situation of reported overcrmvding in 
schools and noncompliance with the "Basic Education Program" in Durham 
County and elsewhere in the Ncrth Carolina Region of_Influence is an 
existing condition -which would be present wit~ or without SSC siting in 
the region. The SSC-related growth would contribute to this situation 
(see discussion of cumulative impacts icn EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.8.E for more details). 

1513.120 

Potential employment opp,ortunities ansrng from SSC development are 
discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.D. Employment 
opportuniti·es as.sociated ·with the SSC in North Carol Ina would be avail
able to anyone possessing the qualifications to fill these jobs and who 
seek the jobs. 

1513.121 

The general comments regarding reduction in agricultural activities and 
the increase in manufacturing and services are consistent with the EIS 
Volume llJ, Appendh 14., Section 14. l.3.5. 

Work force in-migration cdue to the SSC is expected to depend on a broad 
range of factors. These are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.2.3.B. It was not possible to predict with certainty the 
extent of local hiring and worker in-migration in each of the siting 
reg.fons i'n the co11text 'Of t:trese .many factors. 
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1513.122 

Comments noted. 

1513:123 

.l\lthough it is true that some of the SSC construction and operation jobs 
may 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 socioeconomic assessment. The two main factors that 
trl§gef in-migration into each Region of Influence (ROI) in the ref
erence case socioeconomic assessments were unemployment rates and the 
overall size of the existing labor force. If each of these measures 
were relatively low, a.s in the North Carolina ROI, then in-migration 
into the ROI would be relatively high. , 

In the North Carolina ROI, some direct jobs, and most secondary jobs, 
wollld be obtained by local residents (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.5.A). During peak construction in 1991, in-migrants to 
the region are expected to obtain nearly .5,000 jobs. Nearly as many, 
approximately 4,600, are expected to be obtained by local residents. 
Ourir.g operations, beginning in the year 2,000, approximately 3,490 jobs 
would be obtained by in-migrants to the region, and about 2,910 jobs 
would be taken by local residents. 

Additional details on projected employment impacts of the SSC in the 
North Carolina ROI, and estimates uf the por'oion of these employment 
opportunities likely to be filled by in-migrant workers, are presented 
by year (1989-2000) in EIS Volume IV, 11.ppendix 14, Section 14. l.3.5.A. 

1513.124· 

If the North Carolina SSC site is selected, residents of the North Caro
lina Region of Influence with equivalent educational and work experience 
would have a locational advantage over other persons seeking SSC-related 
jobs. These residents coul9 be trained during the eight years of SSC 
construction in preparation for SSC operation jobs. In contrast to the 
comment's depiction of low average levels of education in the region 
(based on cited sta~tics for Granville County alone), the North 
Carolina region's adult population contains a high percentage of college 
graduates. 

1513.125 

Secondary jobs related to siting the SSC in the North Carolina Region of 
Influence are estimated in the EIS analysis. These estimates are 
presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Table 14.1.3.5-2. As postulated in 
the comment, many of these jobs are in the tracte and services sectors. 
Pub)ic employment impacts are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.5.C. Fiscal impacts. to host counties are addressed in 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5.C. 
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1513.126 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 3~ Section 3.3 presents no-·2ction s:e~ar)~~- A 
compari>on of these scenarios \-!ith µroject development scer.orios as pro
vided in VoltJ1ne IV, Appendix IJ m2asures lost oppo1·tunity casts. In so 
doir1g, alternative investment and development opportunities considered 
to be lost can be ascertained. By the same token, the impacts asso
ciated with not implementing th~ SSC project are considered as costs of 
lost opportunities and are dlscu~sed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.3.1. Economic and employment candltions with and without the SSC · 
project are disc~ssed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.5. 
It is anticipated that new job formation caused as a result of the SSC 
project will afford employment opportunities to both local residents .and 
newcomers on an equal basis. 

Farms and businesses that would be required to relocate would not be 
lost, but s·irnµly rna•1ed to new 'locations. See EIS Volume IV; Appendix 4 
for a discussion of land acqul~ltlon plans, Including the State pro
posal'~ need to co~µ·ly with federa1 laws on Rroperty acquisition and 
relocation assistance. 

1513.127 

See Comment Responses 1513.120, 1513.124, and 1513.125. 

1513.128 

The fiscal policies of the State of North Carolina are not within the 
responsibilities of the DOE. ISP requirements for State support are 
summarized in EIS Volume Ill, Chapter 1. Regarding the North Carolina 
National Guard facilities, se.e Comment Response 734.01. Secondary 
impacts are discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.2. 

The schedule and sequence for delivery of title to land are discussed in 
EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.1.3. 

The requirements for providing the required land are covered in the ISP, 
Section 2.2.2.1 and in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4. 

1513.129 

See Appendix II, Section 11.3.5. The referenced material has been 
reviewed in the process of preparing the Final EIS. At the selected 
site, a more detailed evaluation of identified candidate, threatened, or 
endangered species would be conducted during the preparation of the 
Supplemental EIS. 
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1513.130 

Present infor,mation about habitat availability as reported in EIS indi
cates that there are no known federally listed threatened or endangered 
species at the proposed North Carolina SSC site although migratory range 
of the bald eagle and peregrine falcon includes the site region. The 
endangered pl ant, harpere 11 a, is known to occur in Granville County in 
the site area. Additional information concerning the species listed or 
proposed for listing by the State of .North Carolina has been a·dded to 
EIS Volume IV. Appendix 11, Section 11.3.5.2. Mention has also been 
made of sensitive habitats that may contain populations of rare plant 
life. The assessment of impacts has been revised in Volume I, Chapter 
5, Section 5.1.2.2.E and includes the species listed in the comment. 

In the event the North Carolina site is selected, site habitats would be 
surveyed to determine the presence of rare and.protected federal candi
date and State-listed species and to evaluate the potential effects cf 
project development. Results of these studies would be presented in a 
Supplemental EIS. · 

1513.131 

The comment questions information in North Carolina's SSC site proposal. 
Before information provided in a State's proposal is used in the EIS, 
the procedure is to verify the information for accuracy by checking 
independent sources. Some independent sources of data on groundwater 
use are noted as references in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.2. 

Section 5.5.2 discusses the existing groundwater and surface water 
resources at the North Carolina sitE). A discus.sion of the impact of the 
SSC project on surface water resources at the North Carolina site is 
found in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5. A discussion of 
the impact of the SSC on groundwater resources is found in EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.5. Increased water u>e due to the project 
will not have a significant impact on water supply in the region. This 
is because a large amount of the water supply would derive from existing 
reservoirs and is well within the current excess capacity of those 
reservoirs (EIS .Volume !; Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.4). 

1513.132 

As discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.l.3.5.B, the 
population of Durham County would grow as a consequence of locating the 
SSC at the propo~ed North Carolin.i. site. Associated impacts on Durham 
County public service infrastructure are discussed in Section 14.1.3.5.C 
of the aforementioned appendix, while impacts on other types of infra
structure (transpm·tation and utilities) are examined in Section 
14.2,1.E. Careful planning would enable appropriate .jurisdictions to 
take steps to mitigate these anticipated impacts, and thus minimize the 
disruption to county residents. 
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With regard to concerns about the proposed North Carolira SSC site 
uscurring in a watershed, c:pects of the geoloJJ and hy~rGlogy of the 
site are discussed in Volume IV, Appendices 6 and 7, respe!=tively. 

1513.133 

See Comment Response 707.04. The North Carolina Soil Conservation 
Service indicates to the DOE that none of the 4,374 acres of prime 
farmland and 2,265 acres of important farmland listed on the U.S. 
Department ·of Agriculture Form AD-1006 is under the protection of Lhe 
Prime Farmland Preservation legislation passed by the North Carolina 
General Assembly in 1986. 

1513.134 

Surface runoff, surface erosion and associated mitigative meast1res are 
discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5 and Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6. The SSC may result in localized increases in 
surface runoff and surface erosion. Detention basins will be used, if 
necessary, to control surface runoff. Sediment basins and sediment 
traps will be used, if required, to mitigate any potential siltation 
downstream from SSC construction sit es. 

1513.135 

Radon is a decay product of naturally occurring radium in soils and 
rocks. Available data indicate that there are two specific geologic 
regions where high radium soils/rocks are encountered in U.S.: the 
Piedmont and Coastal Plain providences in Georgia, South Carolina, North 
Carolina, and New Jersey; and a northcentral area consisting of parts of 
Wisconsin, M·issouri, Illinois, Minnesota, and Iowa. 

Existing data on the relat1onship between cancer risk and exposure to 
waterborne radon are scarce and nonconclusive. The great risk to health 
from radon occurs when the radioacti~e gas Is inhaled. If you regularly 
drink household water containing radon, it is not considered a health 
risk ((EPA, "Removal of Radon from Household Water," U.S. EPA, 
Washington, DC, OPA-87-011, Sep, 1987). Waterborne radon is therefore a 
problem only when the rad6n is released from the water and enters house
hold air. Maintaining a low radon level in water may be accomplished by 
treating water. Aeration systems, granular activated carbon (GAC) 
tanks, and storage for decay have been demonstrated to be effective 
methods for reducing radon levels in water. The U.S. EPA has not 
established a waterborne radon standard for potable water yet. 

The health impacts from radiation during SSC construction and operations 
have been assessed in EIS Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12. There are no 
measurable adverse impacts from cumulative effects of exposure to radon 
in drinking water and exposure to radiation from SSC operations. The 
dose equivalsnt from SSC operations is primarily through the air pathway 
and is less than 0.001 percent of that from background radiation in 
North Carolina. 
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1513.136 

The DOE is committed to construct and operate the SSC in compliance with 
applicable statutes and regulations (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 6). A 
regu'latory compliance plan 1~il1 be prepared by the DOE for the selected 
site prior to construction. 

The environmental consequences of th~ SSC and the proposed mitigative 
measures have been addressed in the EIS. Volume I, Chapter 5 includes a 
coi:;prehensive evaluation of four types of impacts on water resources in 
Section 5.1.2: runoff and erosion (including sedimentation impacts on 
streams); floodplains and flood risk {in accordance with 10 CFR 1022); 
water quality (both ·direct impacts of any facility emissions and indirect 
effects of spoils leachate or soil contamination), and water use (both 
surface and groundwater). Additionally, detailed water resources assess
ments for each site alternative are provided in Volume IV, Appendix 7. 

Detai1ed evaluation of water supply availability is presented in EIS 
Volume I, Chapt9r 5, Section 5.1.2.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7. l .3.5.G. 

f1s stated in EIS Volume IV, Aµp2ndix 7, Section 7,1.2.2, the pr.esence of 
impervious surfaces (such as parking lots) may locally increase surface 
runoff. These areas will be relatively small (up _to a few acres) and 
may be dispersed around the ring; therefore, net impacts are likely to 
be small. If site-specific design studies indicate that paved areas 
wH 1 have an adverse effect on local runoff and erosion, a variety of 
mitigations are possible, including relocating the paved area, providing 
drains and catchment basins, and using a porous pavement. See also 
Comment Re span se 1272. tn. 

j 513 .137 

See Comment Respcnses 708.03 and 749.05. 

1513.133 

According to the ISP (DOE/ER-0315, Invitation for Site Proposals for the 
Superconducting Super Coll id er (SSC), April 1987, U.S. Department of 
Energy, p. 59), the typical daily water needs for the SSC will be 250 
gal/min on average for potable water and 2,200 gal/min as a peak level 
for industrial water. A lower capacity to supply industrial water is 
acceptable if certain electrical power requirements are met. It is un
likely that the SSC will reach a consumption rate of 3 million gal/day, 
given its current design. 

One of the primary needs for industrial water at the SSC is for cooling 
systems, such as operation of cooling towers. These systems operate 
independently of the facilities of the SSC in which radioactivation can 
occur, and therefore there will be no radioactive contamination of the 
water used in cooling towers. See Comment Response 503.08 for more 
information. 
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Wastewater from.the SSC will be handled in several ways. Canve~tional 
liquid wastes generated in the campus and injector area from sewage and 
cooling towers will be approximately 150,000 g~l/day and will be dis
charged into a central .sewage treatment plant. Effluent from this plant 
will be treated and discharged in accordance with Nationa1 Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit requirements. Wastewater 
from other SSC facilities will be treated locally in other sewage 
treatment facilities. The State of North Carolina did not make specific 
re.commendations on treatment of industrial wastewater, such as blcwdown 
from cooling towers, and because precipitation rates exceed evaporation 
rates at the proposed site, the use of evaporation ponds is not feasible 
(EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.3.3.3). Therefore, it is 
assumed that treatment systems, such as vacuum compre,ssion brine 
concentrator units or side stream softening, would be used to dispose of 
blowdown wastes. See also Comment Response 503.03. 

Regarding the comment that water will be used to cool the magnets and 
could become activated, EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, ·Table 10.1.3-14 
summarizes the major components of the SSC that can become radioactive 
during normal operations. The only water associated with cooling that 
could develop a significant quantity of radioactivity is the cooling 
water in the beam absorbers. Any water that has been in an active beam 
area and therefore has the potential of containing accelerator-produced 
radioactivity will be analyzed for radionuclides and handled accord
ingly. See also Comment Response 1513.192 regarding treatment and 
disposal of tritium. 

1513.139 

Neutron bombardment of ground- water may occur if 1ille hadronic cascade, 
which includes neutrons, interacts with the soil. This has been eval
uated for the worst case, which would be a beam loss at three times the 
design intensity (see Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.2.3.1.C). 
Tritium is produced by neutron activation; it has a half-life of 12.3 
years and it migrates with the groundwater since it is part of the 
water. Sodium-22 is produced by protons and it has a much shorter 

. half-life of· 2.58 years. A thorough analysis of the consequences of a 
beam loss accident and the production and migration of accelerator
produced radionuclides was included in EIS Appendix 12. The con
sequences of drinking water which is in the direct line of the radio
nucl,ides produced was studied and presented in Volume IV, Appendix 
12, Section 12.4.1.1. If an individual were to use as a sole source of 
drinking water a well located 50 meters away, the maximum dose 
equivalent, for an entire year would range from 0.00~8 to 0.5 mre~. To 
put this in perspective, the EPA standard for public drinking water is 4 
mrem per year and the dose equivalent from background radiation is 
approximately 360 mrem per year. 
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1513.140 

At the time of decommissioning, all fuel storage tanks at the service 
areas and areas not planned for future use will be removed. Fuel 
storage tanks at the campus area necessary for future use goals would be 
left in place. 

Decommissioning procedures to remove potential hazards are summarized in 
the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 3 and discussed in more detiil in Reference 
i of Appendix 3. 

1513.141 

The North Carolina SSC proposal was determined to be responsive to the 
Invitation for Site Proposals. The EIS is not based solely on data in 
the site proposals. Oat~ sources used Include Federal agencies, State 
agencies and organizations, pri'lately or corporately funded sources, and 
the State proposals. 

Siltation and sedimentation impacts to surface water and mitigative 
measures are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5 and 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2. 

1513.142 

The impact of soil erosion and stream sedimentation caused by the SSC 
project will be mitigated by-minimization of disturbed areas, rapid 
revegetation, and well-maintained sediment basins. With Implementation 
of proper mitigatl~e measures, the impacts are expected to range from 
negligible to measurable but will generally be short-ter·m and will not 
be significant. A detailed discussion of impact mitigations is 
presented In 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. 

1513.143 

See Comment Response 153.142. 

1513.144 

The State of North Carolina has proposed that 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. See Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.5.A for 
details. 

At each disposal site, the topsoil would be removed, stockpiled on the 
site, and serve as a root bed for ,revegetatlon. Grading of the exca
vated material pile and revegetation will prevent erosion. Standard 
construction methods preventing erosion to streams would be implemented. 
The details of design would be developed during the final design of the 
SSC. The topsoil Is stored temporarily and could be covered if neces-
sary to preclude erosion of topsoil. · 
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1513 .145 

The spoil disposal sites are presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10 
Section 10.2.3.5.A.l. The excavated material disposal sites were 
presented in Figure 10.2.3.7 of the DEIS. Please refer to Figure • 
10.2.3.7, Section 10.2.3.SA! and volume VI, Appendix 10 for the location 
of disposal sites. 

1513 .145 

It is DOE policy to conduct its operations in an enviranmentally safe 
and sound manner jn compliance with applicable environmental statutes, 
regulations and standards. 

The State of North Carolina proposes disposal of the excavated materials 
at 17 different locations or to sell or dofl-ate excavated r.:aterial to 
local producers of aggregate, or sell some excavated material and 
dispose of soma material. The disposal sites are shown in EIS Volume 
IV. Appendix 10, Figure 10.2.3.7. 

/l.t each disposal site, depending upon site condition:, benns or dikes 
may be used to prevent surface erasion and runoff from the sites. 
Mitigative measures are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 7. 

1513.147 

The comment questions information in North Carolina's SSC site propusal. 
See Comment Response 1513.35 and 13.02. Before information provided in 
a state's proposal is used in the EIS, the procedure is to verify the 
information for accuracy by checking i ndepender.t sources. Unsubsta.nt · 
lated statements are not included and conflictir.g information was 
re so 1 ved before use in the EIS. 

1513 .148 

The state~ent on page 3-Bi of the North Carolina proposal attempts to 
indicate that tunneling in the North Carolina rock miterial will be less 
expensive than other sites d~e to more favorable water inflow 
conditions. 

An excavation/lining plan similar to that proposed by North Carolina was 
used for the cost estimate in EIS Volume Ill, Appendix 2, Sections 2.2, 
2.3 and 2.4. 

Potential impacts to North Carolina site surface water and groundwater 
are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.5 and 
7.2.3.5. 
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1513.149 

Questions concerning State of North Carolina regulatory actions with 
regard to existing operation of the Butner waste water treatment plant 
are beyond the scope of this EIS. See al so Comment Response 786.05. 

1513 .150 

Regardless of the precise value, the correlation is poor--given the 
complexity of the natural system, good correlation should be 0.70 or 
better. The example provided in the comment makes this point quite 
well; the correlation of 0.38217 (the table suggests it should be 
0.39357) between ground elevation and water table level is significant 
only if the level of confidence (the odds of being correct) is lower 
than one chance in 20. That is a poor correlation. In preparing the 
EIS, it was not assumed that the depth to the water table is a function 
of the land-surface elevation. Geohydrologic conditions at the site are 
described in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.2.2. 

1513.151 

See Comment Response 1390.07. 

1513.152 

See Comment Responses 749.05 and 1513.142. 

1513.153 

Radon is a naturally occurring, chemically inert radioactive gas. It is 
a decay product of uranium ~r thorium, which are common naturally oc
curring elements found in low levels in rocks and soils. Radon is pro
duced from the radioactive decay of the element radium, which is a decay 
product of either uranium or thorium. Radon-222 has a relatively short 
half-life of 3.8 days. Radon-220, a progeny of thorium decay series, 
has an even shorter half-life, 55 seconds. Radon-222 decays in several 
steps to form radionuclides with very short half-lives: polonium-218 
(3.l"min), lead-214 (27 min), bismuth-214 (20 min), and polonium-214 
(0.2 sec). These particles are commonly referred to as radon decay 
pr·oducts. The radon released rate from rocks/soils is determined by the 
radium content, the physical/mechanical characteristics of the earth 
materials, and fracturing or faulting of the rock. The rocks most 
commonly enriched in uranium are certain types of granitic rocks, black 
(carbonaceous) shales, and phosphatic rocks. Two specific regions of 
geological formation in the U.S. are known with elevated radium content: 
the Piedmont and Coastal Plain provinces in Georgia, South Carolina, 
North Carolina, and New Jersey; and a northcentral area, consisting of 
parts of Wisconsin, Missouri, Illinois, Minnesota, and Iowa. 

In Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.6.1.B, the radioactivities of the 
soil/rock at the proposed North Carolina site are reported. The soil 
samples collected near the proposed SSC ring were analyzed for U-238, 
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lh-232, and K-40 concentrat1ons. The concentrations, as reported in 
pCi/g, were less than 0.03 and 0.38 for U-238, 0.81 and 0.59 for Th-232, 
and 4.7 and 7.2 for K-40. Eight core samples from six locations around 
the proposed SSC site ranging in depth from 8.8 ft to 238.6 ft were 
analyzed using gamma spectroscopy for radium/radium daughters. Two of 
these samples were at shallow depths -- 8.8 ft and 13.4 ft -- and 
yielded results of 1.08 pCi/g and 0.55 pCi/g, respectively. The other 
six c0res were from 1116.9 ft to 238.6 ft and ranged from 0.05 pCi/g to 
0.75 pCi/g with an average of 0.33 pCi/g. Twenty-one samples from 
locations around the ring near the proposed tunnel depth (38 to 251 ft) 
were analyzed. The U-238 and Th-232 in rocks/soils, which are cal
culated from the reported data, range from 0.4 to 5.2 ppm (average 
1.5 ppm) and 0.6 to 11.4 ppm (average 3.8 ppm), respectively. Radium 
activities in the various geologic classifications are also summariz~d 
in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.5.6-2. The radon concentrations in 
tunnel and interaction regions are projected with the available data and 
conservative assumptions in Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.1.B.2 
and s11mrnariz:ed in Table 10.1.3-12 and 13. The estimated working levels 
in the tunnel with 0.46 air exchanges per hour for th~ North Carolina 
site was 0.009 working level (WL). This is well below 0.3 WL which is 
the Federal occupational limit based on continuous exposure (170 hours 
per month) (see Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.3.1.2). Because 
anomalies in radium content of the rock may occur, monitoring for co~
pliance with occupational standards will be conducted during the 
construction phase as well as the operational phase. 

During construction, the DOE has committed to be in compliance with the 
mining safety standards to protect the underground workers. The 
standards have been set for radon as well as other health and safety 
issues . 

. At the North Carolina site, about 2.7 million yd 1 of rocks and earth 
material would be excavated during the construction of shafts and 
tunnels. The composition of the excavated rocks and-earth material 
would be 36 percent felsic to intermediate metavolcanics, 11 percent 
pe lit i c metaseds, 5 per.cent mat i c metavo l can i cs, 27 percent fe ls i c 
intrusions, 13 percent metagranite, 3 percent hornblende, and 5 percent 
other (see Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.4). North Carolina 
has proposed either to dispose of the excavated rocks and earth material 
at 17 different locations or to sell (or donate) excavated material to 
local producers of aggregate. Most of these aggregates have background 
levels of naturally occurring radium and other radionuclides. Because 
of the short half-1 ife of radon (3.82 days), they will decay out in a 
short period, No adverse health and safety impacts from the naturally 
occurring radionuclides is expected when the excavation materials are 
used as aggregates. 

1513.154 

The North Carolina ·groundwater data was presented in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5 and summarized in Volume I, Chapter 4. 
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If the proposed North Carolina site is selected for the SSC, a moni
toring program would be established for determining existing conditions 
as a baseline for comparison of future measurements. To th!!' extent more 
detailed information were available on existing conditions·, this would 
be addressed in the Supplemental EIS. 

1513.155 

Radon is a decay product of naturally occurring radium in soils and 
rocks. Natural radioactivity in North Carolina is addressed in Volume 
IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.6.1. Indoor radon activity, radioactivity 

·in soil/rock, and radioactivity in groundwater wells and in public water 
supplies are discussed in detail. 

The health impacts from radiation during SSC construction and operations 
has been assessed in Volume IV, Appendices 10 and 12. There would be no 
measurable adverse impact from cumulative effects of exposure to radium 
or radon in drinking water and exposure to radiation from SSC operations. 
The dose equivalent from SSC operations would be primarily through the 
air pathway and is less than 0.001 percent of that from background 
radiation in North Carolina. 

The dose equivalent from SSC operations would be primarily through the 
air pathway and is less. than 0.001 percent of that from background 
radiation in North Carolina. 

1513.156 

See Comment Response 1513.154. 

1513.157 

In the day-to-day operations, tritium can be produced where the proton 
beam interacts with matter. ·Tritium produced as an -air activation prod
uct was addressed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Sections 10.1.2.3.A.2 
and 10.1.3.l.B, and Appendix 12, Sections 12.1.3.l.B and 12.3.1.1.B. 
Tritium produced in components, including the beam absorber closed loop 
cooling system, was addressed in Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.1.3.1.D. A slight amount of tritium may be formed in the soil/rock 
surrounding the tunnel from routine beam gas losses. This amount was 
calculated for the projected operating lifetime of the SSC and the 
1eve1 s occurring under normal conditions are much 1 ess_ than those 
estimated from a beam loss. Even after a beam loss, the levels of 
trHium and sodium-22 would not pose a health hazard to users of 
groundwater (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 12; and Volume 1, Chapter 5). 

Tritium will occur in the water of the coolino systems for the beam 
absorbers. ·This water uill be contained in a-closed loop cooling system 
and 1~ill no,t be able to leak into the ground (EIS Volume IV. Appendix 
12, Section 12.4.1.2). Periodically, the water will be removed and 
treated in a solidification process. An evaporation treatment process 
is not plann~d. Solidified wastes will be disposed in a low-level 
radiological waste facility. 
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Generation of radioactive contaminated orou11dwater and associated health 
impacts are discussed in Volume IV, App~ndix 12, Sections 12.f.3.l.C, 
l2.3.l, and 12.4.l. Results are presente·d in Tables titled Maximum 
Radioactivity in Well Water (50m Away), and Annual Dose Equivalent from 
Contaminated Groundwater, Volume IV. Appendix 12, Section 12.2.3.1.C. 
If the North Carolina site is selected the supplemental EIS will address 
in mare detail disposjl of any radioactive water produced. 

1513.158 

Any water in an active beam area, whether in a closed loop cooling sys
tem for the beam absorbers or water which has infiltrated the tunnel and 
collected in a sump, will be monitored prior to disposal or treatment. 
Any water found to contain radioactive material or constituents in 
excess of background will be treated as low-level radioactive waste in 
accordance with applicable regulations. The quantity of tritium pro
duced in the infiltrate would be expected to be immeasurably small based 
on dewatering and dehumidification of the tunnel and the low beam gas 
losses tolerated by superconducting m~gnets. 

1513.159 

As suggested in the Site Environmental Report 87/53 1104.100 UC4J, p. 61, 
water vapor removes tritium from compon2nts. This is because tritium is 
radioactive hydrogen (H-3) that is produced when two neutrons are ab
sorbed into ordinary hydrogen. Tritium exchanges with the hydrogen in 
ordinary water. ~Jhen water vapor i> passed over components conlaminaterJ 
with tritium; an exthange takes pla~e and the end product can be tri
tiated water. To prevent this, cooling water Is kept to a minimum in 
those areas of the coll Ider where the presence of a neutron beam could 
induce radiation by activation of the water. Additionally, if trltiated 
water is produced in. an area of the SSC, precautions are taken to assure 
that it is isolated from nonradioactive water sources. For example, 
heat exchangers will use secondary sources of cooling water (nonradioact
ive cooling water) to cool ·components containing tritiated water, but 
these components are separated by double jackets or other barriers. EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.1.D discusses quantities of 
tritium that would result from operation of the closed loop system (see 
Comment Response 1322.82, which describes how the tritium will be treated 
and disposed). Additionally, the Conceptual Design Report of the Super
conducting Super Collider (SSC-SR-2020) Section 6.8.2, describe~ in detail 
the cooling water requirements and identifies the locations where the 
presence of radiation necessitates engineering applications for health 
and safety purposes. Two primary examples are the primary cooling loops 
at location QQ, and the two abort dumps for the High Energy Booster (HEB) 
at QQ. To isolate radiation from the dumps, a secondary closed loop 
system is required. The primary loop is cooled by a local air heat 
exchanger. 
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1513.160 

Since the SSC is at the conceptual design stage, the amount of piping in 
the cooling water loops has not been determined. That will be deter
mined duri~g final detailed design. 

Although no specific details have been developed for decommissioning, 
some probable actions include: the piping that is part of the beam 
absorber cooling water loop will be removed and disposed of at a low-· 
level radioactive waste site. Concerning the other loops, the piping 
that is below ground will remain in place. Piping above ground will be 
most likely be below release limits and will be monitored and released 
for scrap. If above release limits, it will be disposed in the same way 
as the beam absorber piping. 

See Comment Response 1322.66 concerning the activation of cooling water 
and systems. 

1513.161 

The possible release of radiation as a result of proton or neutra11 
activation of nonradioactive matarial is addressed in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, and summarized in Taole 10.1.3-10 and Table 10.1.3-11. Its 
consequent health impact is assessed in Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 
12.3.1.1.B. The radionuclides assessed include tritium (H-3), Beryllium 
(Be-7), carbon (C-11), nitrogen (N-13}, oxygen (0-15), chlorine (Cl-39), 
argon (Ar-41), radon (Rn-222), and its short-lived progeny. The inter
action of a proton with matter gives rise to a nuclear electromagnetic 
cascade. Total absorption of the energy of a proton leads to about 
20,000 to 30,000 nuclear interactions. Carbon-II is produced in the 
inelastic collisions between-~ proton and nitrogen or oxygen. The con
centration of C-11, presented in Volume IV, Appendix 10, Table 10.1.2-4, 
ranged from 0.025 µCi/m3 in the tunnel to 1.8 µCi/m3 in the beam cleanup 
areas. The majo~ release points for C-11 are the ventilation shafts, 
w·hich are located at ten service shafts labeled as F-sites on the layout 

·and four interaction points and experimental areas labeled as K-sites. 
Meteorological data were used in the calculations leading to Table 
10.1.2-4. 

Doses to tumans are estimated for total body and various organs through 
five· exposure pathways. These exposure pathways include: 

o Immersion in air containing raci"ionuclides 
o Direct exposure from radionuclides deposited on ground· surface 
o Immersion in water containing radionuclides 
o Inhalation of radionuclides 
o Ingestion of food produced in the area 

All of the meteorological data were obtained from the weather station in 
the major metropolitan area nearest the proposed SSC sites. This 
meteorological data included annual average frequencies of wind direc
tion in 16 compass directions, wind speed, atmospheric stability 
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category, annual rainfall rate, heigt;t of ctmospheric mixing ;ayer, and 
annual average concentration of each radionuclide at ground level as a 
function of directio~ and distance from the release point. 

1513.162 

The comment states, "Occas i ona 1 1 oss of the beam wi 11 occur as a result 
of equipment failures. This will result in activation of tunnel.compo
nents." This statement is not consistent with the EIS (see Volume IV, 
Appendix 12, Section 12.4.1). The EIS states that accidental beam loss 
will occur rarely, if ever. Considerable design effort has been and 
will be devoted to avoiding such an accidental .loss, even with multiple 
and simultaneous failures of equipment, since such a 1oss would not only 
create radioactivi.ty outside the tunnel, but would also damage the SSC 
magnets and other equipment. 

A summary of all major radionucl ides expected to be generated by SSC 
operations is given in Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.1.D, and 
Table 10.1.3-14. This includes information on cobalt-GO as well as 
other radlonuclides. Additional discussion of impacts can be found in 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.6.1.A, 5.1.6.2.A, 5.1.6.2.A.l and 
5.1.6.2.A.2. 

The scenario that Is postulated fcir full benm loss with artesian inflow 
carrying radioactivation products to the surface would involve a great 
~eal of dilution. There would be more dilution and, consequently, less 
impact than the impact of the scenario postulated and quantitatively 
analyzed in Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.4.1.l. 1he impact of 
this scenario shows the levels of radioactivity to be well below the EP~ 
standards for drinking water even if an individual uses this hypotheti
cal well as the only source of drinking water for an entire year. 
Therefore, the addition of shielding throughout the tunnel would not be 
necessary. 

1513.163 

The beam absorbers are designed for only one purpose -- to safely and 
conservatively absorb the energy of the beam when it is removed from tht:? 
collider ring. The pelletized graphite core absorbs the vast majority 
of the beam energy. The day-to-day functional activities of the beam 
absorbers are very straightforward and are described in Volume IV, 
Appendix 1, Section 1.1.3.6. 

The radioisotopes generated in each absorber will be contained primarily 
by the concrete vault that surrounds it. The radioisotopes generated 
are held or fixed in place since they are a part of the materials of the 
absorber. They wi 11 not be removed until the absorber is removed for 
replacement or at the time of SSC decommissioning. For a description of 
how these radioactivated materials will be handled at that time, see 
Volume IV, Appendix 3,_Sectiqn 3.2.4. 
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An exc~ptlon tc the above is tritium thal will be pro~uced in the 
cooling water. At Fermilab this is drained periodica1·1y (and disposed 
of' as l ow-1 eve l radioactive waste} in order to prevent the accumulation 
of a .significant inventory of tritiated water. 

1513 .164 

The DOE considered the radiation exposure that could occur to a person 
residing in the beam absorber areas. The overall radiation exposure to 
residents of the stratified fee areas is expected to be less than 0.001 
mrem/yr, animmeasurably small amount. It is insignificant when one 
considers that the average individual receives about 360 mrem annually 
from background radiation (Volume IV, Appendix 12). For a more complete 
discussion of radiation exposure in the beam absorber area sec Comment 
Response 789.03. 

1513.165 

The potential health risks from exposure to electromagnetic radiation 
from high-voltage power lines are not fully understood. {see Comment 
Response 733.02}. 

The available details of the power transmission grid and proposed new 
high-voltage lines for the North Carolina site are presented in Volume 
IV, Appendix 1, Section 1.2.5.10. Should the North Carolina site be 
se I ected for the SSC, further p 1 ann i ng by the DOE, the State, and the 
utility c01npany would be required to finalize the plans for power 
transmissicn. 

1513.166 

For planning purposes, the DOE assumed that all low-level radiological 
waste would be disposed at the Hanford facility in Richland, Washington, 
altho~gh disposal at a regional site is an option if such a site becomes 
available. See Comment Response 276.03. According. to the information 
provided by the State of North Carolina, the State is entering a compact 
with seven other States in the southeast (see Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Table 10.1.3-16). The siting of the southeast regional compact facility 
is subject to its own NEPA requirements and NRC licensing. Secondary 
impacts of SSC wastes are discussed in Volume !, Chapter 5, Section 5.2. 

1513. 167 

The Freedom of Information A.ct request for waste management information 
has been noted. 

1513.168 

The DOE used 11 years of operations data, rather than just one year, in 
est-imating the volume of low-level radiological wastes that have-been 
generated at th~ Fermilab. The average volume of wastes over the time 
period of 1976 to 1986 was .7,650 ftl (EIS, Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Table 10.1.3-15). 
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Th~ DOE is confident in its estimates of the amount of low-level wastes 
to be generated at the SSC. These projections took into account not only 
the experiences of Fermllab, but also the type of collider operation 
(I.e., no high-intensity, fixed-target program), the number of protons 
accelerated annually and the energy of tl1ose protons, and the 'clean' 
nature of the superconducting magnets (EIS, Volume IV, Append1x JO, Sec
tion 10.1.3.1). The estimates of the volum~ of wastes are conservative 
because they did not consider the benefits from a minimizatiun program. 
As indicated In the EIS (Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.l.3.l), the 
projected volumes from the SSC would be a small fraction (0.44 pe~·cent) 
of the low-level radiological wastes prod~ced in the United States. 

For planning p~rposes, it was assumed that low-l~vel wastes would be 
disposed of at the DOE's Hanford facility in Richland, Washington, but 
other sites, such as a regional compact-operated and NRC-licensed 
facility, will be considered (Section 10.1.3.1). 

1.513.159 

lfo matter where the SSC is sited, an en-site hazardous waste storage 
faci 1 i ty wi 11 be constructed for the te1Fporary storage of the SSC
generated wa5tes. A permit will be applied for under the Res-0urce Con
servation and Recovery Act that incorporate all necessary safeguards 
against leakage to the environment from spills and other mishaps. When 
hazardo.us ~1astes are stored to await shipmr:nt offsite to an approved 
disposal facility, they are normally placed in secured, 55-gal drums or 
~quivalent containers. 

1513.170 

The excavated material could either be disoosed of at 17 different loca
tions or could be sold or discounted to focal producers of aggregate or 
~ome combination of these dispositions. Refer to EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.5 for details. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Figure 10.2.3-7 shows the locations of the excavated material disposal 
sites. 

At each disposal site, the topsoil would be removed, stockpiled on the 
site, and serve as a root bed for revegetatfon. Grading of the exca
vated material pile and revegetation will prevent erosion. Standard 
construction methods such as berms ~r dikes preventing erosion to 
streams would be Implemented. Detailed mitigation plans to control 
sedimentation and erosion would be addressed in the Supplemental EIS-for 
North C~rolina If this is the selected site. 

1513.171 

The management of the proposal is the responsibility of the State of 
tforth Carolina. Questions about the management should be directed to 
the appropriate state agency. The DOE recognizes that prior to a 
decision to construct or operate the SSC a detailed review of Impacts 
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and mitigation will be needed. A supplemental EIS will be proposed. 
Should North Carolina be the selected site, water quality control issu·2s 
ar;<J mitig;;.tion measures will be assessed in g1·eat1;,- detail (s•~e Volume 
l rh~n•er 1 ~~rf·~·Jn 1 'i) ' '-"•l'-'t-'"' ..,,, .... ~-' .. \, •'- j .., •'· • 

l'.il3.l72 

The final disposition of the occ~~p.ied Ksites~' (faci·i·iticsj is covered in 
t;it~ EIS in as. much detail as poss·ib1e4 It is not pcss·ible at this time 
ta predict exactly what part of the facility will be useful, e.g., for 
m2~iica~ r~se~rch or educational purposes, at the time of 
d2co:nm1 ss1 on1ng4 

Before the end of SSC operations, when the decision has tJ,:;,2n 11;ad11 to 
decommission, a detailed decon,missioning plan will be prepared. 

1..,,ny L1.:;e of the 1 and for purposes o"':her than construct i:1g and oper.~t.1~~J 
the SSC ·;;oulrJ require full compliance with the NEPA p:-~cce:;s, intlt;d·ir:'] 
preparation of additional NEPA documents to assess Impacts. Disposal er 
use of tht~ 1 and after the useful 1 i fe of tha SSC by the Gc(;2rnment wou 1 d 
be a;-ia1.yzed as µart of .the decGm1nissioning proc~?..ss. 

ShGuld the tiorth Carolina sit~J be :;ele~t2d fof SSC c~n'.)trLlc.t·iun, d;;!CGrl
nds)·ioning of' the SSC \·1ou1d be rcv·iew~d by the DOE to deterr~·;ine if it 
qualifies as a major Federal action significantly affecting ~he quality 
cf th~~ hu1rtan envi'ror.m-:;nt. If it does qualify, prepJriit-ion nf an 
Er1vtronmental In1pact Stat~ment (including pulJlic commcr1t period) wculd 
be required. This would addres~ among ottier things, the neeJ (if ~ny) 
and detailed plans for rnonitodn-]. 

1513.173 

Geo109ic structures are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendi;< 5, Section 
5.5.1.3. Information on the mapped faults In the site vicinity ts fea
tured in Appendix 5, Table 5.5.1-2. The shear zones noted In the com
morit are recognized in this appendix and also described in ttie State's 
proposal. The proposers positioned experia;::>ntal hail K2 to avoid the 
sh<~ar zone;. Additionally, field tGsting wHl b·} done prior tu start of 
the constr~ction stage which will validate the rock Integrity at the K2 
loc~tion. Available data on the shear zones \ndlc>lte they can be 
tunn:: 1 e .. -J-· t hf·nugh with convent i ona 1 techn i qi1es for rot~k su-piJDi''t and wa. ter 
control. 

The abandoned Cross-Cut Mine sh a ft is loc :i ted ~bout 300 ft nor th of th?. 
ring footprint and about 1800 ft from the c~nterline of the collid~r 
tunnel. The mine shaft, reported to be 70 or 80 ft deep, has its bottom 
at an elevation that is at least 50 ft a~a~e the elevation of the col-
1 ider tunnel and would not be expected to Impact construction of the 
tunnel. 
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The mineral resOl!r·ce poteritial of this and other mines and prospects is 
discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.1.6; impacts of the SSC 
project on these resources are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 7. 

Water quality information presented in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.5.2.2 and Table 5.5.2-6 shows no correlation of rock type to water 
quality. Records from groundwater usage In the three counties concerned 
show wide usage for human consurr:ption, irrigation, and commercial appli
cations with no n'cord of poor quality or acidic zones. pH values ~re 
given In Table 3-13 of the State's SSC proposal; no anomalous values 
were encountered in this data. Notwithstanding this, should acidic 
11aters be intercepted by the tunneling, suitable resistant concrete and 
cemer?t products can be designerj to negate the impact. 

Water Inflow at the mines to the north was not a problem (Laney, 1917). 
;,t these locations q;;i>rtz veins and shearing (a site for potentiaily 
greater local grot:ndwater yield}, did not produce engineerin9 diffi
culties at that time. Undergro~nd mining techniques have advanced con
siderably since then. Additionally, based on the EIS geohydrology data 
(Volume IV, Appendix 5. Section 5.5.2.2), anticipated yields are well 
within construction tolerances. 

1513.174 

See Com~:ent R2sponse 1513.53 

1513.175 

A discussion cf the ·inflm·J of nroundwater into the tunnel and mitiqation 
measures to rninim·ize th2 vo!innC can he fc1und in EIS Volume IV~ ~ 

/1ppe11dix 7, Section 7.2.3.5, and ·in Coc1:nent R<»ponse 1513.53. All of 
the expected conditions, inc·!udin~ water conduits and artesiar1 
pressures, are within the range of water conditions that can be handled 
with normal underground construction techniques. 

With regard to th'.~ inflow of ac·j;J·ic \1i·ater mentioned in the comri1ent, data 
iri Table 3-13 of the Ncrth Carolina SSC site proposal indicate that 
there Is no acid groundwater in the area. The pH values nf the ground
water range from 6.2 to 7.l which would be classified as slightly aridic 
to very slightly basic. See .:tlso Ce::ff:12nt Responses 1.513.49 and 
1513.179. 

1513.176 

See Comment Hespor.ses 1513. 50 and l 5l3 .. 53. 

1513.177 

See Comment Response 738.01. 
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1513.179 

Th~ col'i'.r1et~t~ suggests that the g·roun<li;;~ter at the tJorth Carolina site has 
a low pH .-esulting in a very acidic en11ironmcnt. The; North Carolina SSC 
si-~~~ ·proposa.1 provid~s water quality data for ten selected wel-1s in the 
;,rea (Table 3-13). The pH values reported ranc,e frcm 6.2 to 7.2 '~hich 
woi;ld be classified as slightly acidic to very slightly bisic. (A pH of 
7.0 is nButral, values less than 7 are acidic and qr eater than 7 are 
ba"ic.) This ·is norma.1 and ty~ical fer that environment. SSC 
ccmponents v1ould not be advers21y i:npat.t2d ur.:~or these conditions. 

151.3.180 

The approximate ]o~atifl;!S for th•-? Clspr;s.~l sitf:S ar(' ~hown in EIS 
Vo.i 1 ·~·2 TV .~\,.p=ir.~·:" 1 " r->..-.urf.> ~o ..... -~ 7 · -1·' ~;...-:-i. ,..;,:.~-cif"irJ._~Dn': ,..,;..· ~-h-, 

"1.:•i! ~ '.'-..P.'--·:f~1A .~·..,•,, '.'i. _ ~ ,.._.,,, ',tl~.J '-·';<: •.i:·':' 1.1~• _,_.. .. v1 ,_ c.-. 

d1sposal s1tcs ar~ s:~.1~11 1n l1~ic ~c.i.J- l. r;nal ct2~j·,ls or th8 d1s
posa1 sites ~,111 be- d~::ir:;:.:d du(·ing fin::11 e-:!:;l:;n and in the Supµ12D!0;1tal 
EIS for the selected sltG. 

1513.181 

See Commen·t Response 1513.35. 

The com:nent qusstioi;s inforT::~tiG;i in North C5ro-i ina;s SSC s·it8 prr.posal. 
Before inforrnation provided ·in a State':i proposal ·is used in the t.IS, 
the proced~re is to ··tt..1 rify the information for acc_L:racy by checkin~J in
dependent sources. In yeneral~ unsubst3ntiated statements are ~ot 
included and conflicting inforntion is resoh1!d before use. 

Table 3-9 of the North Carolina SSC site proposal shows the dept!1 to the 
1cca1 watei· tab 1 e. The information was derived from both borings ( i den
ti fi ed with the prefix SC) and from wens. Table 3-10 provides d,1ta on 
<l'ierage water yield from wells. The borings listed in Table 3-9 were 
not completed as wens and cannot be tested fm· yield, the b<H'inqs are 
not listed in Table 3-10. 

In the E!S, a surc::iary of the groundwater r"'gi''"·' ,;t lk' tlurth Carol itia 
site can be fo:rnd in 'Jolume IV, .~~,p·endix 5, s.::ct\0.i 5.5.2.2. The depth 
to the \"Jatcr td-h1e, dt~pth of wells, and ;,;e'l"l y·~e-ld a~-··e discussed in this 
section. 1-n additlon! -a discussion of th~ pc,t.}nti1t1 i;npact Q1itig<1tion 
of the SSC un the groun<if'tater regime c.;_n be fcudd in Volume IV, 
App(lnd i ~~ 7, Section 7. 2. 3. 5. p_:j;J it 1on:~1 i nfo~·r;:;"! t 1 on on .ear tt\ re1.>uurces 
can b0 found in Volur~1~ IV, App~nd,;x 5, s.~ction 5.5.l~ In p~cticu-lar, 
the stratiq:--aphy of thP, t~orth Carolina. -$ite .is discussed in Sect-ion 
5.5.1.2; the geology structure of the site is disrussed in Section 
5.5.1.; the geo;ongineerin9 conditions are discussed in Section 5.5.1.4, 
and th~ gPo1ogic hazards are discussed in Section 5.5.1.5. 
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1513.182 

The potential Infiltration (if not controlled) into the tunnel and the 
plans for infiltration control and dewatering for the proposed North 
Carolina site are described in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.2.3.5.A.l and in Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.5. Uncontrolled infil
tration rates ranging from five to several tens of gal/min/100-ft of 
tunnel were estimated by the DOE, based on data provided in the State of 
North Carolina proposal. Since the infiltration into the tunnel can be 
controlled by various techniques, such as grouting, freezing, and slurry 
wall control, the actual infiltration is expected to be small ar.d would 
not affect the regional groundwater supply. Consequently, the addi
tional detailed studies suggested by the comment are not needed for site 
cowparison and selection. Such studies would be considered If the North 
Carolina site is.selected. Results of any additional analyses would be 
reported in the Supplemental EIS. for the selected site. 

1513.183 

Comments noted. 

1513.184 

See Comment Response 1126.05. 

1513 .185 

See Comment Responses 13.02 and 710.01. 

1513.186 

Comments noted. The cited report is not a DOE document and is not the 
responsibility of the DOE. See Comment Response 19.01. 

The proposed North Carolina site was ;evaluated as a reasonable site 
alternative for the construction and operations of the SSC. The. ev.alu- . 
• ation process which led to North Carolina being included on the list of 
best qualified sites (reasonable siting alternatives) is described in 
EIS Volume I II, Chapter 2. · Details of the _current environmental and 
socioeconomic conditions are described in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sections 
5.5.2 (water resources) and 5.5.11 (socioeconomics and infrastructure). 
Water resources impacts are assessed in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 
7.1.3.5 (surface water) and 7.2.3.5 (groundwater), and socioeconomic and 
infrastructure im~acts in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Sections 14.1.3.5 and, 
14.1.3.8.E (resources),. !4.2.1.E, and 14.2.1.H.5. (transportat.ion), and 
14.2.2.E and 14.2.2.H .. 5 (utilities). 

1513.187 
,- ",-. 

Issues related to North Carolina site waste disposition are discussed In 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Sections 10.2.3.5 and 10.3.3. 
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Questtons associated with spoils disposition at the North Carol.ina site 
are addressed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2. 

The decommissioning plan is discussed in EIS Volume ·Iv, Appendix 3. Any 
use of the land for purposes other than constructing and operating ·the 
SSC including decommissioning would require full compliance with the 
NEPA process, including preparation of additional NEPA cjocuments to 
assess impacts. Disposal or use of the land after the useful life of 
the SSC by the government would be analyzed as part of the decommis
sioning process. 

Should the North Carolina site be selected for SSC construction, decom
missioning of the SSC would be reviewed by the DOE to determine if it 
qualifies as a major Federal action significantly affecting the quality 
of the human environment. If it does qualify, preparation of an EIS 
(including public comment period) would be required. 

1513.188 

Data used in the DEIS were provided by the proposer states, including 
North Carolina. As noted in the DEIS Volume I. the Final EIS will con
tain revisions and additions to the DEIS, including updated detailed 
information provided by the States. This Final EIS will identify the 
DOE's selected site. The DOE's final decision, and the rationale for 
its choice, will be documented in the Record of Decision. 

The DOE further 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 supplement to the Final EIS. 

1513.189 

See Comment Responses 13.02 and 710.01. 

1513.190 

Wa.ter requirements for the SSC project and additiortal off-site domestic 
use can be met by existing reservoirs in the project vicinity which have 
adequate excess capabilities. Lake Michie would not be used for direct 
water to the proposed North Carolina SSC project, although some· increase 
in demand could be placed upon the lake due to in-migration induced by 
the project. The safe reservoir yields used in the evaluation were 
estimated for 20-yr drought conditions, i.e. a drought with an average 
recurrence internal of 20 years. The safe yield for a more severe .. 
drought would be less; but such yield data' are- not currently available.· 
(see EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Section 7.1.3.5.G, for clarifying changes. 
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See also revised Volume I, Chapter l, Table 1-1; Vo1u;;;e I, Chcpter 3, 
Tables 3-3 acd 3-7, and Sections 3.7.3 and 5.2.3; and Volume IV, 
Appe~dix 51 Section 5.5.~.1.C. 

lSLL 192 

T~2 ~aste~ater referred to in the DOE letter comes from SSC activ~tie59 
s~ch as the coolin~ towers, which are different and ir1d2p~nd~11t of tlie 
clc52J-lo~p tco1ir~ systems for the be~m absorbers. Thet·e will te no 
rad~cactivity ass0ciated with the w~t2r or wastewaters of the cooling 
toi,·i;;.;cs, b:.::c<.us0 "th;~s~ syster:Js \>till r;ot be 'iinked \'1ith t\1e collider 
0µe1·;5tions \>Jhere rad·!oactivity can be produced. See Cc:rl_f!'ltnt Response 
1513.138 for more details. 

In the core of the beam absorbers is a water cooled cylinder of aluminum 
surrounding the gr&phite. The beam absorbers are cooled with a closed 
loop ~ater system consisting of coils wrapped around the aluminum 
cy1in12r. The water becomes radioactive because cf interactions of the 
cascade with the water in the coils. The only long-lived isotope is 
tritium, which has a half-life of 12.3 years. The whole asse~bly is 
er.c2s-::d in a reinforced concrete va111t in order to prevent groundwater 
from ~n teririg the active core of the absorber. The 400 gal ( l, 600 1) of 
cooling water contained in this closed-loop system contains a maximum of 
0.14 Ci of tritium (EIS Volume IV Appendix 10, Section D). It is 
intended that the water in the absorbers would be replaced periodically 
to keep tritium concentrations low. The beam absorbers incorporate a 
liner that is monitored and would detect and contain any leakage that 
might occur. It is unlikely that the tritlated water would be released 
to the environment because of the closed loop system. 

A treatment method which is currently used in treating low-level 
tritiated water involves solidification in a matrix, such as concrete. 
After the tritiated wastes are treated at the SSC, they will be disposed 
as low-level radioactive waste (see Comment Response 229.06). 

Regarding the concern that tritium could be released to the environment 
dur·i ng a concrete so 1 idi fi cation process, the water used is bound up in 
the crystalline structure of the cement. Tritiu~ as a gas is not 
available for release. During the solidification process as the 
concrete sets, water becomes chemically bound to the solids and is not 
available for evaporation. DOE Order 5820.2A limits the amount of 
free-standing liquid in a shipped waste to less than 0.5 percent of the 
waste. Thus, the treatment and disposal method is designed to fix the 
tritium and prevent its release to the environment. 

1513.193 

The DOE has no plans to store hazardous wastes or low-level radiological 
wastes permanently at the SSC, but like other laboratories and indus
trial operations, wastes will be temporarily stored until they are dis-

. posed of at an appropriate location. Any wastes at the SSC that are 
awaiting off-site disposal will be stored in accordance with federal and 
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State laws, which are written to protect the environment and to prevent 
releases to surface and groundwaters. See Volume I, Chapter 6, for a 
discussion of these laws. See Comment Response 276.03 for a discussion 
of the disposal plans for radioactive wastes, Comment Response 524.06 
for mixed wastes, and Comment Response 1184.04 for hazardous wastes. 

1513.194 

See Comment Response 1513.37. 

1513.195 

The capacity of Eno Wastewater Treatment Pl ant was expanded· from 1. 5 to 
2.5 million gallons per day in 1987 and Is planned for expansion to 10 
million gal/d (Errata for EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.8.l). 
It is not certain that the expansion will be completed in time or 
whether the expanded capacity will be available to the SSC project. 
However, 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 discussion of available alternatives is presented in EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5.F. 

1513.196 

The comment is questioning information in North Carolina's SSC site pro
posal. Before information provided_ in a state's proposal is used in the 
EIS, the procedure is to verify the information for accuracy by checking 
against independent sources. 

North Carolina's SSC site proposal, Table 3-5, is continued on page 3-44 
where the information on Rock Unit 7 is provided. The water table depth 
is reported to be JS to 20 from the surface. Information used in the 
EIS on the depth to the water table at the North Carolina site is provided 
in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.2.2. 

1513.197 

Table 8-10 on page 8-33 of the North Carolina.Site Proposal Volume 8 
. does not contain water quality data for lake Michie. Table 8-10 of the 

North Carolina Site Proposal, Volume 8 contains water quality data for 
lake Butner. Data in this table are not used in the EIS. Water quality 
data used in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.2, Table 5.5.2-3 of the 
EIS were obtained from the EPA's STORET database. 

1513.198 

See Comment Response 991.02. The accelerator access points would be 
permanently sealed. The question concerning the handling and disposal 
of radioactive and hazardous parts is answered in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 3. DOE and its designated contractors will be responsible for 
decommissioning. 
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1513.199 

Based on experience at accelerator facilities elsewhere, the expected 
exte:it of contamination of the col1ider tunnel wall is extremely low 
(slightly higher than background levels). This contamination consists 
of radionuclides with short half-lives (primarily sodium-22 with a half
llfe of 2.6 yrs), that will decay to lower levels within a few years. 
(See also EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.1.3.1.D.) 

1513. 200 

The DOE does not plan to use the decom~issioned -SSC tunnel for dispasa·1 
of any hazardous, radioactive, or other waste, nor has any testing pro
gram been suggested. In addition, the tunnel design is technically 
unsuitable for these purposes. Upon decommissioning the tunnels would 
be seal'?d to permanently deny unauthorized access. (See decommission
ing, Volume IV, Appendix 2). 

1514.01 

See Comment Response 13.02 for description of data verification. 

The DOE planned to expand public hearings into a second day at sites 
where there was sufficient prere3istration to warrant a second day. 
Additional sessicns were- added at some sites in response to the need. 
In addition, open registration was allowed at each cf the hearings. It 
should be pointed out that public hearings were not required and repre
sent only one way to receive public input. Written comments received 
equal consideration. The DOE al lowed the required 45 days for pub·! ic 
review and comments. 

1514.02 

Comments noted. 

1514.03 

The DOE required th,1t e;;ch proposer certify the authority under l':bic~ 
their proposal was submitted (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4 and VclJrne 
III, Chapter I). The DOE believes that the North Carolina propasal ~~s 
properly authorized. 

1514.04 

The local support and opposition to the project has been taken into 
consideration in the site selection process (Volume III. Chapter 3). 

1514.05 

Information concerning drought conditions has been considered in revised 
assessments in the EIS of surface water supply conditions at the North 
Carolina site. 
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!ne l ittl0 River Re~crvJir co~nlet,~J 111 2J1·1y J0B3 r0!8hly doub1~s tho 
safe yield of City of Durham's wat2r· ~lipply aDd sl10u1d brir:g some 2·elief 
t~ the v:dt0r sho·rt392 ~!)~i::eri~~r;cv.J ·\~ th::? pa5t ii"l the proposed sit~ ar~~a. 
lb0 r:>?\·J resei·vo·ir ha.; bnc•n inc.lt;:_:;;d ·in t;:,J t-ev;s~~.J w;j~::2r 5t.ip~J1y a:;.sess
men·t ir: t!1e EIS (Volume I~ Ch~ptcr 5, Se~tion 5.1.2.4 a~d V~lurne IV, 
A~~p~rrlix 7~ S2ctin~ 7.1.3.5.G)~ fh0 asfessmQnt indicJt2s that water 
rec;11 l r~r:;i'::~tt f 0r the SSC µ;";:J j~~c t ;s;,j ndd it i r_n12-1 a ff- s i ta dor\":·?.s tic use can 
bn ~~ct by r..xi;:-t·jpp .... es~t·''l\•.:r'!_· i~--i th~ r..-n1:-,1··t vir~'1'ty which havra ?dP~ 

... ,,, ~ _, ,... ·-~ 0 ••• "' • .J " '-• '•N r>j '-'.J~'"'" •';I • - ' • • • ' ' >.- '-"-• -

quat 1?. E':-::t:0ss capacit·ie:. The ~::fc J·2scrvoir y·121ds u.:;0d in th~ c·;a-1ua
ti-cn were estimat2d for 20--year drDtJht ccndit·ivns" i.eG, a dro:1ght 't1ith 
an averagB ref:urrer.ce ird,(~rvai of 2'.J ye.;;rs. The safe yields for a more 
sev?re drcH1g~t \i/Ot1ld b?. !Gss, but such yield data are not currently 
available. ·rhe drought in the p~:;t few _ye;;irs rnay be rrt.:}re s.ev~y-.2 th-a:1 a 
20--year drought. Furtheri!iore, a drought m.ay l~_st m~re th:Jn cne .fi?!ar. 
More detailed study on water supply reliahilit.Y incorporat'it.!J infc;r:;a·
tion from t-he recent droi1ght ,yenrs: i:;il1 be cGnd~cted end tivc:~.~~-:nted in 
th.a Snppl'2:~112rital EIS if the North C;;rn11n-a site is seiected fnr SSC. 

See Comment Response 732.07. 

!. 514. 07 

1514.03 

The EIS w~s bas~d on p11blic.1y avail~ble ~ata. The DOE has evalttated all 
d;~.ta $l{bmitt.ed bj th~ State -of North Cari)i-ina.. WherJ errors have ·been 
identif·ied in th~ DEIS, they have bE-~en c~rrectt:d in th~ final EIS .. Se2 
the Errata, /1.~1 pendices l to 6, 8 t-o JO, 12 to 16, ar.d r'l!.Vist?d VoltJrn2 
IV, A~pe~dices 7, Sand 11. 

1514,09 

T!:e ll(P:1bQ(· 1_ii-" ~-1c1·1s w·ithin thQ SSC footnrint in N•1rth Carolina was not 
'"''P":'1f"'..:,.-J ;;.,~~-~Jt"':.t~.:,_1 ·-• 1·n tl-..p f)t'f~ t'<·:\n Crl~1''..-.;;:.•---.L'· !)c,.c·,,.-.,._,..,:i. .J7;QQ.n7, r"Ol' • -:·., ··'•', ·-~·~·--··' '-·-'"-'~? j !:~ ..... _ ... •""'""'·~ •..... J-,,.,,, ., •.. -·~··· .... .:.,..; ··"'- .... 

f "'l_.:'.-·/ ... ~ ..,\!.,.,,1'".-.!" .. ::i.n1J .r-l~r1'f1'r;;_.;.·i~"') T',.,-;. •-y .. 1·1~ n-·--1 f':"'':"'\'1!,J,~r-1 .,~~11 1.;.. ;.,.c:1 u~.,":>.,_u.;;..~l1,s~l ·~•U '-••"" ,_,_1 •• Li,,. i,!:;__ .)._ .. J·._ ia·.,: ,,,..,-.,11,,~.; .. A n--j 

rfcerC::· \•sh!ch document 112 wells 'tfith·in 1 ;·:~1 ur· the. rln9 center! ine and 
h.=-1• ,.1~n ;-,.-1tn.d r"'"·t well• h»•e onl" i....,,. .. l.l ri3"'i~'rP-d .. ,.,. ho r·'a~:·+n.V'.od ~-l··\!~e •~-:...ii~··'"'"''·'· '-'"'~".. "" ·'4i" • •)' ..,_t;, -'-i"'' ··"-· •~v ... ,,_ ..-_..,,:;o~,.._,.._ ~~·,.·~ 

1959 ;in.j since that time ped1~ps only ha1f or f?.wer of the wi:"lls dri11ed 
have h~~Jn actua 1 i.y r2g·J sternd. Gi ve-n tha potf;nt i a 1 for unr·:::q J st~red 
wel1s and coMfi~e-nters' !·tiput, it \:; lssumed that 1n e-xcess of 3C:r0 t-fater 
1·'0 11<..· ·1n·,-, •. 1.·-o;~ct 1•1i .. h1""" .. ~\~ -.::.-::r t-<:'J~-l·nri"t 'lo~,_i- .. , .... ,,. r.~11y a M,-..-i-1 ll'I,.,..,;...~ ....... fir .... ,.;; '".! ~~ .. '-*" .(•.l-1 li 1_,,,_ .,,~,..,. c..rl.F ,d ~ ;. i"l'~ er~ v, 1 ,,.,,,,-..1 ..._11;>.,. . .t 

of these m;_ly b~ directly aff'ecte<l by th~ -prt!ject and r-equire-d t-o be 
closed. The State estimates, ba·sed on fie1-d surveys, that only about ·9 
wells (the rn~nber reported in DEIS) would b'.! directly affected and 
required to be c 1 osed because of thi! SSC. 
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1514.10 

See Comment Responses 710.01 ar.d 880.04. 

1514.11 

Mayo Reservoir rather than Lake Michie is µroposed to supply wat2r to 
the far cluster area of the SSC. The Little River Reservoir, completed 
In early 1988, roughly doubles the safe yield of D~rham's wate1· supply. 
ThGse c~anges have be£n includecJ in the l'evised water supply assessment 
in the EIS (Volume !, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.4 and Volume IV, Appendix 
1, Section 7.1.3.5.G). The assessment indicates that water requirements 
for the SSC project and additional otf-site domestic use can be m~t by 
existing reservoirs in the project vicinity, which have adequate excess 
capacities for the anticipated SSC operation period. The safe reservoir 
yields used in the evaluation were estimated for 20-year drought con
di·tions, i.e.~ a drotaght with an average recurrence inter·val of 
20 years. The safe yields for a more severe drought would b~ less, but 
such yield data are not currently ava1lable. The drought in the last 
ft~w years tnay be fi~ore severe than a 20-yerJr drought. Furthe~'IT10f(~, f\ 

drougt1t may last more than n11e year. More detailed study on ~ater 
supply r2.liu.bil-ity incorporatin 1j info·~·mat·ion from the rece;1t drouqht 
y~ars will be cond~cted a~d docu~ented in a Supplemental EIS if the 
Nnrlh Carolina site is selected for the SSC. 

fhe capacity of Eno Wa~t~wJter Treatm~nt Plant was expanded from 1.5 to 
2.5 1r1il.lion gal/d in 1937 3nd is pl~n;~ed for expansion to 10 rrdll ion 
gal/d, although a sched~le fer t~:is e~pansion is not pr0sently estab-
1 ished [Errata for EIS Volume IV, AvpenJix 5, Section 5.S.8.1). It is 
not certain that the exp2'nsion win b:~ cmr:plet•;d in tin,;; or ~ihether th~ 
expanded capacity will be avJil~ble to the SSC project. !!cv:ever, util i
iation of existing sewage treatment p1anti in O~ir·tiam and othe}· ~1unici
palities is only one of the alternatives considered in tt1e EIS. If 
treatrne;1t capacity of e;cisti:;g plants -is not adecp,1;Jte to support the 
SSC, pack~ge treatnient plants could be installed. Fl!rther ~atailed 
d·iscussion of availab'!e alternatives is presented ifi EIS Volu~e IV~ 
hppendlx 7, Section 7.1.3.5.F. 

1514.12 

The level of service (LOS) for the major r·oads In tl1~ SSC area are given 
in EIS Volume IV, Appendices 5 and 14. The reported LOS values were 
developed independently from the North Carolina proposal using informa
tion provided by the tforth Caro 1 i na iJei;<:rtment of Tran5port.at ion. Th1"se 
LOS values (I-85 east of Dul'inm: LOS A: 1-85 •,;est of Curh,:m: Not eval
uated in the EIS; U.S. Route 501: LOS A-0) are not thi same as those 
presented in the comment. However, the general conclusions that l-85 
provides a good level of ~ervlce and that U.S. Route 501 provides a 
moderate level of service are the s:.me as those noached by the 
commenter. 
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15~~-., 13 

LIS Vo1u1Pe I·'./, Apµ~ndix 5, Sectl;'\r1 S.5.10.1_,.f prP-ser1ts a disc~.:s::.:ion of 
Lh(.:: Durham Co:~nt~y criticJ·I i'i~ltf:rsh;-,d Oi~(~inanC'~ f.1935) 0.!1d the DurhJ.m 
Co-t:1~t·/ 8<;.1td -~1f Com:~~iss1~1ners' E.:;:~~y·.a.1 O~v-::Jo~·:r:ent r·la 11 - f~DQO {193/}. 
Vo-:1.i.-';~; IV~ App(~fHiix 13_! '.:.c~:_·::.icn J3,l.1 .s\_·.ai;:c:s th~~t it h~s br-i-~ri :1ntici
P·\~'.:d D·/ th~: s-_;;:_ ti·~~~.t 1.rie :;sr ;:~:-~y :.~--:~;:3t·/· x0rii1i9 ::h.'.ln·:-;?·:; -1~ ari:-~.:rt··~d 
2·~j~·:__:::-::··:t '-'-~~-!; ·_;; "'1.·1 ~· .- ~,--_ '!;.~·:::_;_,~};tiL· 1.? ·;,t~:t~ l;St)S., Sot'.~ ···~:r~::J of 
:-J·;:;;·p;: ch:in-ge;; \'Fi"~-! b:.: ~r-,:::ii--:--:_;:;::-·d ~ .. ':1. the afft-;ctc·d ~l.annin.9 ~':1'.~t1clu·:; of 
tiP-J1i· t''·J\1 ~~c;,:nrd~ _ s:::2 !~~9~~!!ncn~ l1<-\"c.pcirrse_.~~~14'.02:: fi~st p.!r.?..:~~(-;:;.:_;·~~, for a 
cJ-i:;<.t::.:::.;~on of the !.:!J}: p:J!lC_\r t:YN?,r'ds. cst~ol~:::h-1n1 1nt,:r~jo-ver:';;;.c:rtal 
I'~~ i qt~ 0~~~;~1-f~. 

1514"13 

\·!1th r·esp~.:,_.t. t-0 1oc.:(1 p~u11c ~~chot.·ds, c;.;rrent student/teacher r&tios and 
SSC-1\--:\;3ted 1-~Tip3{..t.~; to public st:1·i.··ice:~ {lnclud-lnq puhlic edJcation) <ire 
examir21J fci1· the North Carolina Region of lnfl1Jeoce (~GI) and for in<li
vidu;-1.l p:·;J;Jry iHlpitct counties (Ourhct!!l~ Gr~~nv11·1~, and Person counties) 
',rlthi11 i.h~ ~:_oI (::;et~ vo·lurne IV, itprit:;~dix 5, Section 5.5.ll.l.C and Volume 
IV .. ·"''i'c.;~'111 !-+,Section 14.l.3.5.C, o-0sp;:~tively). Tti.e exdnrination of 
is::.ii' .. :'.-.-.;'t.:~::;.~:~d t•) education incorpor·dtcs-the m!J_~,t r~centl.Y published 
ct.:-;:.t~ c,~;·-:·;1 t';.c": Nu~th C-aro1ina Boa.rd of Educution (1987}, v:hic~1 presents 
·pub·:~··. -=~h·:i\1.i 2n;-~a·i1ments and personnel fo:" the i9£16-:l93l ~c.hool year.· 
lh2 E -:-':: ;;· ~u .1 nets that Durham Co11n ty schoo ·: L}.~t'G 1 : men ts a re 1 i ke 1 y to 
in:.·-,"''~ .';;c ro SSC development, and loo.1 o:i!:Ji ic school' districts woald 
ns,":.1 i0 ,.,, ;;r,nd by addinq instructional Jr.d. suppnd ;,taff and, in some 
C.:t'.~es, hy ~·Ypd.ndir\g facilities to ma into.in- cur·fe!lt se'rv.ice levels and to 
m02~ '.t,~ !t:creased demand. The current ~'serio:Js oroblems*' r~ferred to 
in ti:::: c,c;:,ment art~ existing conditions wh·ic:h wo;11d be present with or 
wlth0u~· ~s~: sitit1g in the region. 
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1514.19 

See Comment Response 13.02. 

1514.20 

Comments noted. 

1514.21 

Comment noted. 

1514.22 

The total amount of privately-owned land that would be required by SSC 
development at the proposed North Caroli~a site is 14,437 acres, of 
which 6,817 acres would be included in the fee simple transfer and 7,620 
acres in the stratified fee estate category (EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.4). 

In North Carolina's proposal, the market value of private real property 
that would be acquired by the State and transferred to Federal ownership 
was estimated at $22.8 million. Site and infrastructure improvements to 
be paid for by the State are estimated to cost $95 mill ion 4EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Secticn 14.1.3.5.D). The total of these expenditures 
is less than $120 million. 

A total of 106 residences would be relocated by the SSC in North 
Carolina (EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.4). 
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1515.01 

Comments noted. 

1515.02 

These observations are consistent with those of the EIS (Volume III, 
Chapter 2). If the proposed Colorado site is selected, the DOE and its 
contractors will work closely with appropriate State and local agencies 
in minimizing any adverse impacts as a result of siting the SSC in 
Colorado. A more detailed review of impacts would be provided in the 
Supplemental EIS. 

1515.03 

The EIS characterizes the site factors as accurately as possible based 
on available information as noted in Comment Response 543.02. 

Despite its distance from the proposed facility site, however, metro
politan Denver is anticipated to play an important role in SSC-related 
regional development -- with roughly 51 percent of the peak construction 
year (1992) impact population, and 49 percent of the full operation 
(beginning in 2000) population, expected to reside in the Denver area 
(Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.B). See Comment Response 
1068.14. 

1515.04 

See Comment Response 1515.13. 

1515.05 

The EIS explicitly considers the Denver metropolitan area with regard to 
potential impacts from the SSC. This consideration is founded upon the 
allocation of project-related population growth -- which in turn gener
ates other impact! such as increasing housing demand, increasing demands 
on public services, changes in public finance, and economic impacts. As 
discussed in greater detail in the first paragraph of Comment Response 
1068.14, the Denver metropolitan area is expected to receive 51 percent 
of peak year (1992) population growth, and 49 percent of the population 
growth projected to occur during the first year of full operation (2000). 

1515.06 

See Comment Response 1515.11. 

1515.07 

Comment noted. 
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1515.03 

Reads and infrastruc.tt;r-e ar0 disc1.1ssed ·in EIS Voluru-a· I, Ch~ te~ S~ 
Section 5.1.B.6 and in Volume IV, App2ndix 14, Sections 14 .. 1.3.B.l a~d 
14.2.2.3.B. The EIS analyzad impa:ts ever a broad ge0graph c area b~
cJ.use the roads and infrastructure proµosed by Colorado coveted a broJd 
geographic area. Fer examrle, the proposed east-i-;est access highway 
would extend approxim~te-ly 50 mi west from the campus to I-7'5 r.ear 
Crighton. Proposals made by the other states did not inc1t:.de read:; and 
infrastructure improvements over such a broad geograrinic area. Those 
proposals made use of existing roads and infrastructure located closer 
to the proposed SSC sites. The proposals made by the other stat.es 
except Arizona provided for reasonable access to the proposed sites. 
Mitigations were provided in the EIS, to improve site access. 

1515.09 

The analysis of transportation and utilities presented in Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.2 shows the impact of the SSC on the exi5ting 
and proposed infrastructure. These analyses were prepared for th~ 
construction and early operations period (year 2000) for each sife. 
Direct SSC impacts are expected to continue at a constant rate after the 
year 2000. The analyses of non-SSC transportation and utilities impacts 
due to normal population growth were not carried out over the entire 
life of the project due to the uncertainty of forecasting non-SSC 
traffic and utility growth many years into the future. The analyses 
that were performed are adequate for the purpose of this E!S. 

1515.10 

The DOE agrees that the EIS must provide a fair and equitable evaluation 
of all alternatives considered in the document. The DOE believes the 
EIS provides a comparative analysis among the seven sites which is suf
ficient to assess the impacts of siting the SSC. See also Comment 
Respo~ses 1515.09 and 1515.11. 

1515.11 

The text of Volume I has been revised to reflect the conunents received 
on the Draft EIS. The summary tables have been prepared based on the 
text and every effort has been made in the EIS to make sure that thP. 
tables are consistent with the text and present an accurate comparison of 
impacts among sites. 

See Comment Response 13.02. 

1515.12 

See Response Comment 577.02. 
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1515.13 

The growth anticipated to accompany the SSC will be of a magnitude and 
duration not recently experienced in the Colorado Region of Influence, 
or the primary impact counties of Adams, Morgan, and Washington. This 
includes the growth which accompanied the construction of the Pawnee 
Power Plant (see the first paragraph of Comment Response 1515.213}. 

SSC-related population impacts in Morgan County are anticipated to total 
roughly 16 percent of the baseline in 1992, and 14 percent in the year 
2000; maximum single-year population growth, between 1990 and 1991, 
would itself represent nearly 7 percent of the baseline, and would re
verse an anticipated decline in Morgan County population without the 
project {see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.B). Such in
creases are substantial, particularly in a county whose population has 
recently been quite stable. 

Data provided in a recently compiled study of Horgan County housing are 
discussed in the first paragraph of Comment Response 1337. 01; ava i1ab1 e 
units would not adequately accommodate projected population impacts in 
the county during SSC construction. The construction of housing un'its 
on available residential lots would help to meet anticipated increases 
in housing demand. 

The commitment of the Colorado State government and local jurisdictions 
to the success of the SSC is acknowled9ed. 

1515.14 

Sea Comment Responses 577.04 and 1515.133. 

1515.15 

See Comment Responses 577.3 and 1515.24. 

1515.16 

See Comment Response 1278.11. 

1515.17 

The comment is considered a clarification of the State's proposal. 
Recognition of the Colorado land acquisition strategy is reflected in 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-5, footnote "e" and' Volume IV, Appendix 4, 
Section 4.4.2.1. -

1515.18 

See Comment Response 1515,101. 
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1515.19 

Comments noted. In this EIS, the DOE has attempted to state the project 
impacts on land use without characterizing these changes in either a 
negative or positive light in order to permit fair comparison among the 
seven proposed sites. This document is not meant to express the opinion 
of tha DOE on the value of siting the SSC in Colorado. 

See Comment Response 1515.i90 for a discussion on prime ar.d important 
farmlands potentially impacted by SSC project development. The loss of 
such 1 ands is under the pt.:rvi ew of the farmland Protection Po 1 icy Act 
which requires Federal agencies to minimize or eliminate the unnecessary 
and irrevers·ible conversion of farmland to ncnagricu1tural uses and to 
assure that Federal programs, to the extent practicable, are compatible 
with State, local government, and private programs designed to protect 
farmland (see Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6.2.19). In the context of 
the Farmland Protection Policy Act, this is implied to be a negative or 
adverse effect. See Comment Response 1515.21 for a discussion of land 
use planning. 

1515.20 

Travel time and distance were both considered in the EIS for the exam
ination of all seven proposed SSC sites, including the Colorado site. 
For the analysis of socioeccnomic impacts, travel time was employed as 
the more accurate indication of proximity of the proposed site to other 
locations (of possible residence for in-migrants) in the Colorado Region 
of Influence (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.2.3). More
over, as noted in Comment Response 4.06, the average travel time em
ployed to allocate workers was 1.5 times that reported for Denver
Boulder SMSA workers -- thus expanding the distance travelled in this 
largely rural area, as opposed to taking "an urban orientation about 
travel distance and time." 

1515.21 

Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.10.1.D presents data on the status of 
State, regional, and local land use planning in eastern Colorado, in
cluding Morgan and Adams Counties. Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 
13.1.4.B acknowledges the considerable local professional planning ex
perience in managing rapid growth generated by large-scale projects such 
as the SSC. See Comment Response 384.02 for a discussion of DOE policy 
on the need for and value of establishing Intergovernmental relationships. 

1515.22 

Comments noted. For a discussion of the DOE intentions for a 
Supplemental EIS see EIS Volume I, Cover Sheet and Introduction. 

1515.23 

Comments noted. 
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1515.24 

Loss of habitat refers to either the permanent removal of habHat by 
destruction or the short-term loss of habitat through disturbance or 
disruption due to the proximity of human presence or activities. As 
stated in the EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.2.B, it is unlikely 
that construction of the proposed highway access route (constructic~ 
upgrades to State Highway 7) would cause significant adverse Impacts to 
the nesting pair of bald eagles at Barr Lake State Park. However, 
Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.2.1.B, states that eagles wintering 
at Barr L<:ke and at the Rocky Mountain Arsenal, as well as the r.estir.g 
pair at Barr Lake, could be exposed to disturbance by construction of 
the highway (the proposed route is approximately 2 miles from the eagle 
nest site). This evaluation is based on infor:r.ation that the final 
lo cat i P.ll and al i gr.ment of the access highway has not been dee ided upon. 
It is also based on an understanding of the sensitivity of this species 
to disturbance, particularly during the breeding season. Therefore, the 
DOE cannot state with certainty that there would be no adverse effects 
or loss of habitat to bald eagles present in the region at various times 
of the year. Specific measures to mitigate impacts en bald eagle habi
tats will be discussed in the Supplemental EIS, if Colorado is the 
selected site. 

1515.25 

See Comment Responses 562.02, 1515.43, and 1515.74. 

15i5.26 

Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-4 and Volume IV, Appendix 4, Table 4-3 have 
been corrected to reflect the suggested change. 

iSiS.27 

Cor1ment noted. Th·e footnote has been de1et"ed from Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Table 3-4 and Volume IV, Appendix 4, Table 4. 

1515.28 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-5 and Volume IV, Appendix 4, S;::ctlon 
4.4.2 and Table 4.2 have been revised to reflect the suggested change. 
See Volume IV, Appendix 4, Section C.4.2.1 for a discussion of Colorado's 
strategy on land acquisitions. See a'lso Comment Response 275.04. 

1515.29 

During a wetlands survey of the proposed Colorado site, it was observed 
that a portion of Vega Creek tn the vicinity of the K6 interact-ion area 
has been impounded. The extent of standing water observed (late Septem
ber) in the impounded segment indicates that.this may be a perennial 
water body. The text in Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.4.2 has been 
modified to reflect that this is the only perenniar aquatic system known 
to be in the immediate area of the proposed ring. 
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1515.30 

The EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.4.2 is changed to indicate that 
the water for the SSC Project would be supplied by the Morgan Cou:ity 
Qua 1 ity Water District, not Morgan County. 

1515.31 

Clarification noted; however, this does not affect any analysis or 
conclusions of the EIS. Therefore, correction to the figure is not 
considered necessary. 

1515.32 

As stated in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.7.2.2.A, the ~rincipal 
regional aquifers in the project area consist of the Twin Mountains 
Formation of the Trinity Group and the \./Godbine Formation. Wells com
pleted in the Twin Mountains Formation have depths to water ranging from 
about 440 to 880 ft below land surface. Wells penetrating the Woodbine 
Formation have water levels ranging frcm 163 to 415 ft below land sur
face. Alluvial deposits along the major streams, as well as outcrops of 
the upper weathered zone of the Austin Chalk, serve as limited sourc2s 
of sha 11 ow groundwater supp 1 i es. The co 11 i der tun:ie·1 is aligned so that 
it lies above the deep water table of the reglonal aquifer and is gener
ally below the thin veneer of shallo~, saturated sediw.ents and local 
perched aquifers. The statement in Volume !, Chapter 3, Section 3.4.7 
has been revised in Comment Response 1504.08 to reflect the significance 
of the shallow groundwater sources. 

1515.33 

See Comment Response 578.04. 

1515.34 

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

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 an
ticipated. This zone is established for control, however, and wells 
within it would not be required to be closed. Replacement of wells 
within this zone may be 1 imited due to the vibrations from dril 1 ing. 
This would 1 ikely 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 assured 
in all cases. 
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State records of water we1ls are available, but ·in ii)OSt cases it W~$ 
indicated by t!le States that the record; were not up to date. Umi ted 
field survey in format ion was avail able, a;;d then:fore it was c:.s~med 
that the well data were not deta·i1ed en•;ugh to ·cev:e1op an accura~e count 
of the wells that fell withln tl1e specific total restrictions areas 
id~ntlfied above. Given these limitation, the intent of the presenta
t.icn is onl.Y to identif,;~ the approximate r;uirlb&r of we11s within the foot
print of the SSC and provide a general coir.parison cf tho r&lative 
densiiy of water wells near the ir.dividual state sites. The r.umber of 
wells which might be hydrologically impacted by SSC activitfos {watsr 
level declines or possible water quality changes) also cannot be accu
rately estimated with the available well records and the l2ck of final 
siting and design information. Both of these issues (l>iell closures due 
to land acquisition and proximity to facilities and wells hydrologica11y 
im;iacted) wi1 l 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 l, Table 1-1; 
Vohim<! I, Chapter 3, T;:ble 3-7; Volume I, Chapter 5, Section S.4 and 
Table 5.6-3; and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.1.A.6 through 
7.2.3.7.A.6. The figures showing the location of wells have been 
delE!ted frnm the EIS. 

To reflect the apparent general lack of completeness in well records, 
the Colorado discussion now indicates less than 20 wells and also notes 
lhe State estimate of 12. 

1515.35 

The last two entries in Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-7 are included to 
compare impacts on air and noise between states. Much of the narrative 
cf the same chapter has been deleted due to consideration of other 
comments and, therefore, is not included in Table 3-7. 

1515.36 

See Comment Response 1515.24. 

151S.37 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11 has been revised to include recent sur,veys 
investigating the presence of prairie dog towns in the vicinity of the 
proposed Colorado site conducted by the DOE, USFWS, and Colorado 
Division of Wildlife. Although it is extremely unlikely that black
footed ferrets are present in the region, in the event Colorado is the 
selected site, additional comprehensive and detailed surveys of the 
habitat would be conducted to confirm the presence or absence of the 
species and would be included in the Supplemental EIS. 
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Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-7 indicates that potential habitat for the 
black-footed ferret (whether they are actually present or not) 1~ould be 
lost or disturbed. Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-7 has been revised to 
be cons I stent ~;ith information in Vo 1 ume l, Chapters 4 and 5 and Volume 
IV, Appendix 11. 

1515.38 

See, Comment Response 1515.76. All appropriate tables and text have been 
changed to reflect a reevaluated maximum wetland impact acreage of 3.7 
acres (rounded to 4 acres in some instances). See Volume I, Chapter 1, 
Table 1-1 and Voluo.e I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3.B. Also see Volume 
IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.2.2 for a discussion of the wetland 
assessment methodologies and assumptions. 

1515.39 

At present the bighorn sheep in the area of the Arizona site have a 
Tange available to them that is used below its carrying capacity. One 
of the major effects on the sheep is anticipated to be the impact of 
noises associated with SSC construction and operations. However, 
because the sheep have a large area in which to escape this noise, the 
adverse impacts are likely to be negligible, especially if blasting 
activities are avoided during the rutting and lambing seasons (see 
Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.1.2). 

Please refer to Comment Response 1515.211 for further discussion of the 
uniqueness of the bighorn sheep range near the Arizona site (Volume I, 
Chapter 4, Section 4.7.5.1). 
1515.40 

The page citations in the comment were checked, as were possible were 
mismatched citations; however the DOE was unable to determine the 
concerns raised. Nevertheless, the technical approach and methodology 
used in preparing the land use assessments is provided in Volume IV, 
Appendix 13, Section 13.1.2. 

1515.41 

The footnotes to Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-7 have been modified to 
more accurately reflect the level of study completed at each SSC site. 
See Comment Response 658.04. 

The discussio~ in Volume I, thapter 5, Section 5.1.9-2 is based upon the 
various levels of study that have been completed to date at each of the 
seven site alternatives as is discussed in Comment Response 658.04, 

1515.42 

The text of EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.2 has been changed to 
indicate that wetlands and floodplains would either be avoided or the 
impacts mitigated to the extent ptacticable. 
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Volume I, Chapter 5 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.2.l.B state 
that eagles wintering at Barr lake and at the Rocky Mountain Arsenal, as 
well as the nesting pair at Barr Lake, could be expo$ed to disturbance 
by construction of the i1ighway. This evaluation is based on information 
that the flnal location and alignment of the access highway has not been 
decided upon. lt is also based on an understanding of the sensitivity 
of this species to disturbance, particularly during the breeding season. 
Th?refore, the DOE cannot state with certainty that there would be no 
adverse effects to bald eagles pres~nt in the region at various times of 
the year. 

See also Comment Response 1515.24. 

1515.43 

The referenced statements have. been deleted from Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Section 3.6.2 of the EIS. 

1515.44 

See Comment Response 1515.37. 

1515.45 

There is no reference to the proposed Co 1 or ado water supply source for 
the SSC project on page 3-63 of Volume I, Chapter 3 of the DEIS. 
Regarding description of proposed water supply sources in the EIS, see 
Comment Response 1515.74. 

1515.46 

See Comment Response 1068.20. 

1515.47 

Alluvium fills drainages that are incised into, rather than cover, the 
plain. Loess, alluvial floodplains, and sand dunes are all noted in the 
description in Table 4-1 of Volume 1, Chapter 4; their areal 
distribution is shown in Appendix 5, Section 5.2.1. 

1515.48 

As shown on Figures 5.2.1•1 and 5.2.1-3 ~f Volume IV, Appendix 5, eolian 
sand and al,luvtal de-posits occur over more than half of .the site foot
print. Therefore the cited section of the EIS is accurate. 

1515.49 

The text in Section 4.1.4 of Volume 1 is changed as noted in the 
comment. 
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See Ccrr•nent Response 578. 08. 

1515.51 

See Comment Re,ponse 577.06. 

1515.52 

See Comment Res;:wnse 1058. 24. Data source concerning FEMA fl oocpla in 
map co\'erag<:? (Lel.ter fro:n Wi1liam P. Stanton of flood Control and 
Floodplain t~1anagement Secticn, Colorado Water Ccn~_:ervaticn 805.rd, . 
Co 1 or ado Stat·:; Departr::<er.t a f N2turJ 1 Resourc~;; to Philip Ta~g of RTK, 
concerning fl oodp ! a in issues of the Colorado sit", November 'i, 1983) did 
not inent ion Badger Creek. in Morg?n Cot.:!lty ~ The fl oo•1p1 ai n-~::.~ coverJ.ge 
of Badger Creek will hP clarified if the Colorado site is selected. 

1515.53 

1\s indicated in the· f~irst para9ra~h, Sccti~;n 442~1~2, Chapte~" 4, Yn1ui11e 
I, the data in i~b1e 4-2 reprasents ~ ... surfa:e ~aters in the ~ajcr 
drJ!r.age basin.; of each of s~;-.;en sltfl a1tern~t·iv?sc" The data ff.ff' 

Colorado from ths SC!Jth Platte River is inclt1deJ for completei1ess ~nd 
bacause a1l1Jviurn along the South Platte is a potential water supply 
source for the SSC project. Both Beaver Ci-eek and B;idger Cred<. f1 ow 
into the South _Platte River rorth of the prcposed lccation. 

1515.54 

Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sectioa 5.2.2 states th.at-; r'There are 14 NPOES 
permits issued by the Colorado Department of Health for surfac~ dis
charge to waters in the project vicinity. Of th•3 14 perinits, flve regu
late discharges directly to the South Platte Ri•1er; the remaining 
permits re9ulate discharge> to the tributarie> of the South Platte." 
This asse$sment is based a Colorado Deoartment of !lea1th pubHcation, 
1937. . ' 

1515.55 

The tr;xt of Voltm;r~ I, Chapter 4, S2ction 4.2.2.2 has bee:i revised to 
indicate that the gyps1,m occurs in !.>eathered Pierre Shale. As described 
in Vofomc IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.2.1-1, and Volume I'I, .Appendix 6, 
Sectit:m 6.3.2-2, gypsum .occurs as veins in the weathered portions of the 
bed;"r,d. The gypsum results from oxidation uf pyrite (occ111Tir.9 in the 
shale} forri1ing jarosite and gypsum. 

1515.56 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4 has been revised cm1sistent with the comment. 
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1515.57 

Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.7 .1 has been revised as follows: "The 
site and surrounding areas are typical of the western Great Plains, 
occupied by populations of prairie wildlife sur.h as pronghorn antelope, 
raptors, and m·igratory birds." 

1515.513 

The issue of oil and gas operations at the proposed Colorado site is 
discussed in more detail in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.7.J. 
four oil-producing wells were identified within the SSC footprint. As 
observed by the site visit team during their travels over the proposed 
site, some of the oil wens in the area have old brine disposal pits as 
part of their operation. The>e pits are unlined and rely on earthen 
b!Crms to retain the oil/brine 1 iquids. Dr. Michael Richard of Colorado 
State University raised the issue of potentially hazardous materials 
associated with these brine pits (see the reference for Richard, 1987 
at the end of Appendix 5a). flis investigation of the site of the Last 
Chance di sposa 1 fac i1 ity indicated that an old brine pit on the northern 
boundary of that site was known to contain hydrocarbon contaminants, some 
of which are hazardous waste constituents, that could leach into the 
surrounding environment. Therefore, it is suggested in the EIS that the 
present and former oil and gas well operations in or near the proposed 
SSC footprint could be a source of hydrocarbon contamination. 

1515. 59 

See Cor.unent Response 577. 03. 

1515.60 

In EIS Volume l, Chapter 4, Section 4.7.4.l, the phrase "to upgrade 
1-76" has been revised to indicate the east-west access highway is 
planned for construction. 

!'515.61 

1515.62 

The availability of I-70 and I-76 is discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.2.11.2. Route I-70 is also included in traffic analysis 
presented in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3.B.l. Reference to 
I-70 has been added to EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-29. 

!Si5.63 

The first paragraph of EIS VolOme I, Chapter 4, Section 4.10.I.2.B has 
been modified to address the concerns of this comment. 
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1515.64 

Dis<:ussion pe·rtaining to pa1eontuiogic<11 re.:Suurc~s i~ th~ vl:r.iTf~ty -i~f 
the Morth Caru1ina SSC site c,1n be found in EIS V0·~iJ;~l.J IV 1 Appt~ndL~ 5, 
Section 5.5.12 and 'fo1ume IV, Appen<lill i5, Section 15.2.3.5. lf Ur~ 
North Carolina site is sD.lected, 'i rr:oT--~ ds·tail?d d·5scus:;.ion wi-i1 be 
included in th~ Supp 1;;,-;ie:ita1 EIS. 

1515.65 

See Ccm1nsnt Response 573. 04 ~ 

1515.66 

See Comment Response 577.02. 

1515.67 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.Z.1.1 has baen clarified as a result 
of this corr.rnent to note that the importance cf FEM.A mapping 1 s i;i 
delineating not on'l_y areas of flood potential but also the pre~ence of 
enough improved property at risk from flooding to be of concern. The 
more important indication of flood hazanfa i'i the actual £ncroachwent of 
100-yr flo,o<lplains. floodplain encroachment analysis was ccndiicted in 
compliance -to Floodplain ~lanagun:~nt Executive O:d0r 11988, \<.'.hich i.; 
presented in Volume IV, Appendix 7, and Vo1~me I, Chapter 5. 

1515.63 

The text in EIS Volu;;;e I, Chaµter 5, Section 5.l.2 referred to in the 
co!l'.ment has corrected the statement that then! are confined aquifors at 
the Colorado site that are or could provide groundwater supplies. The 
text now states there are no deep water S!.1pp1ies and the shallow uncon
fined alluvial aquifers are small and discontir.'.lous. 

1515.69 

The suggest'ld text additions noted in the comment have been adde<:I to the 
text of the EIS, Volume I, Chapter 5, S~ction 5.1.2. 

1515.70 

The amount of overa'l 1 cost reducti<.Jn attrib•Jt<:!d to the use of the exist,. 
ing facil iti€s at Ferr.iilab for the SS{ proji!ct have been taken into 
account in the cost estimating pn:icess (see Volume !V, Appendix 2). 
Included in this estimate 'Was allowance for any modifications to the 
existtng facilities. 

1515. 71 

See Comment Responses 1515.39 and 1'515.211. 
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1515.72 

A wetland survey of the proposed Colorado site has recently been con
ducted along with a reassessment of potentta1 wetland impacts. Based on 
these, no riparian woodlands ~1ere found in areas v1here surface faci 1-
i ti es for the proposed coll Ider could be located. A text change to 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.1.B has been made to reflect this. 

1515.73 

See Comment Response 1515.24. 

1515.74 

It is the intent of the EIS to evaluate the primary proposed water 
supply sot<rce(s) and, at a minimum, to describe any al teniative water 
st,ppl y sources. The text of the EIS has been revised at severa 1 µ1 aces 
tu reflect the fact that no new depletions of Color2do River or South 
Platte River water wi.11 occur in relation to any water supply source or 
acquisition process proposed by· tho State. See Co;;;mcr.t Response 562.02. 

1515.75 

Ccrrections to the text of EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5 have 
beer. m3de regarding the piping plover and least tern. 

1515.76 

Pot;ential wetland impacts at the site alternatives were reassessed based 
c~ a:o analysis of fee simple areas ~1here surface facilities could be 
located (see Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.2.2). Eased on.the 
assessment, a maximum of 4. 7 acres of wetlands could be impacted by 
collider facilities in Colorado (Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3.B. 
Colorado}. See Comment Response 1515.38. 

About 200 acres of wetlands occur along the proposed east-1vest access 
road. Because this acreage estirr:ate does r.ot consider mitigation, it 
appears that the acres of wet1 ands impacted by the road would be much 
lower than this total (e.g., could be within the 20-acre range rnentiored 
in the co.r>ment). Potential mitigation is discussed in Volun:e t, Chapt·u 
3, Section 3.6 and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3. If Colorado is the 
selected site, a more detailed assessment (including mit.igation) of the 
w~tlands associated· with the access road would be provided in the 
supplement to the EIS. 

1515.77 

Regardless of which site h selected, any wetlands that would be 
impacted would have to be mitigated based on p.ermit requirements under 
Section 41M- of the Clean Water Act. This could include replacement, 
wetland enhancement, and/or other methods decided upon through consul
tation with appropriate agencies (e.g., COE and USFWS). 
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The paragraph on protection of wetlands was !~tended cnly to indicate 
that wetlands within fee simple areas where surface. disturbances would 
not occur could be potentially protected from nonproject-related Impacts 
such as residential development. To avoid this misunderstanding, this 
paragraph has been daleted fro~ Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3. 

1515.73 

The reference to 464 acr·es of permanent1y removed farmlands in the DEIS 
Is incorrect. The Soil Con~ervatlon Service provided an estimate of 
zero prime fa mil and acres and 4, 193 ioportant farmland acres in the fee 
simple area of the proposed Colorado site. Of this inventory, it is 
estimated that 819 acres of important farmland would be permane~tly 
converted should the Colorado site be selected.. These new figures are 
Incorporated in Volume I of the FE!S and the errata for Volume IV, 
Appendices 5 and 13. The definition of prime and important farmland 
used by the Soil Conservation Sarvico is discussed in Volume I, Chapter 
4, Section 4.8.6. 

Tha DOE recognizes that characterization of farmlands of statewide 
importance varies among state~. However, for the purposes of this EIS 
the Department believes it is appropriate to combine the various 
categories of farmland for analysis. Should the Colorado site be 
selected, and if additional analysis by farmland category is neeckd, 
such information would be included in the Supplemental EIS. 

1515.79 

Morgan County contains relatively few year-round housing units (8,900 in 
1980), and historically has ha::l low-to-moderate vacancy rates. Between 
1980 and 1987 construction permits were issued for fewer than 60 housing 
units annually (see Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.11.B). In 1991, 
for instance, roughly 400 additional units ~1ould be required to meet 
SSC-related housing demand during that year alone (see Volume IV, Ap
pendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.B) -- nearly seven times the most recent 
aforementioned annual average, and not including housing demand in the 
county other than that generated by the SSC. The conclusion that a 
focused effort would be required to meet SSC-related housing demand does 
not seem unreasonable. 

Public service demands would be roughly 16.5 percent beyond the 
projected baseline demand in 1992, and 13.9 percent beyond the projected 
2000 baseline demand (see Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.l.3.2.C). 
Increased demand for public services beyond 4 percent for a particular 
year is considered worthy of special attention. A focused effort would 
be required to mitigate such increased demands. 

1515.80 

As the tttle and footnote of the table referred to in the comment indi
cate, the annual fiscal impact projections for Adams County are the 

151515163358814 



estimated cumulative i~pact to all 42 local jurisdictions wi hiil tha 
county, including seven municipalities, seven school dlstric s, 27 
special districts~ and the county govern1~·~nt itse·1f .. These mi:oacts are 
projectzd to occur due to SSC-1n1at.ed growth 'in Adams Ccu':1ty, r,c.t -frr;;11 
the provision of services or infrastructure improvements ta di~ectly 
service tt:e SSC campu~ or any other component of the SSC facilities. 
D•,tails concerning the methodology of the public finance analysis are 
presented in the EIS in Volume I\/, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.2.3.D and a 
mor·e cietai1ed discussion of the financial in-,pact on Adams County local 
'Jovernment juri sd ict ions is provided tn Vvlume IV, 11.ppendix 14 ,. Sect ion 
14.1.3.2.D. 

1515.Bl 

As n{}ted in the first paragraph of Comment Response 571.02, although 
boom conditions may occur in local communities due to the SSC, bust con
ditions are not anticipated. Impacts expected to accompany the SSC will 
be of a greater magnitude and longer duration than those recently expe
rienced in the area. Some of these impacts, most notably these asso
ciated with housing d2mand and public services, are anticipated to 
exceed the amount which can be accommodated comfortably by local juris
dictions (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2). Focused 
efforts on the part of the State cf Colorado, and various jurisdictions 
and organizations within the state, should help to mitigate these 
impacts. 

1515.82 

See Comment Response 1068.27. 

If the levels of service (LOS) for existing roads are low at any site, 
the add it ion of SSC traffic may further reduce the LOS. Thus, the LOS 
values could reflect the adequacy of the existing plus new roads to ac
commodate the ·ssc traffic. At those sit es where the number of new and 
upgraded road miles is lower, the existing roads will have to accommo
date the future SSC-induced traffic regardless of their existing LOS. 
The existing and projected traffic and LOS for roads at different sites 
are discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14. 

The "increase in indirect traffic" (Volume I, Chapter 5) shows the 
"increase for county most affected by indirect SSC population growth," 
as explained in the footnotes for the two tables. In Arizona, Maricopa 
County will experience the most growth; however, the percent increase is· 
only about 0.4 percent due to a large population base of the county. 
Morgan County will experience the most growth in Colorado. Due to a 
lower baseline population, the percent growth figure is higher. The 
increase in indirect traffic was assumed to be directly proportional to 
the projected increase in population. The impact of the SSC on the 
population growth is discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 14.1. A discus
sion of indirect traffic impacts is discussed 1n Volume IV, Appendix 
14.2. 
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1515.83 

See Comment Responses 1515.82. 

1515.84 

The statement cited in the comment has been deleted from Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.9.1.B for the reason stated. However, the state
ment remains in Volume IV, Appendix 15 because, within this section, it 
appropriately raises potential concerns based upon previous findings. 

1515.85 

The terminology used in the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
Regulations for Protection of Historic and Cultura 1 Propoert i es (35 CFR 
Part 800) is Programmatic Agreement ( P~.). Although the term 
P.~ is technically correct, the term MOU is commonly used referring to 
PAs and was used throughout the EIS far consistency. 

1515. 86. 

See Comment Response 1068.28. 

1515.87 

See Comment Response 577.02. 

1515.88 

Surface water use issues are addressed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.2.2. 

The text of Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.2.12.2 has been revised to 
state the correct location for the Two Forks Dam. 

1515.89 

It does not presently appear to be possible to avoid the loss of some 
number of active oil and gas wells within the SSC footprint; these 
impacts may be mitigatable by slant-drilling new wells as the State of 
Colorado has committed to do. 

1515.90 

In EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2 . .3.2 it states that Colorado 
has indicated that any water wells required to be, abandoned or. otherwise 
lost because of the SSC would be replaced, or an alternative water 
supply of equal or better quality would be provided to the affected well 
owner or user. It is also noted that this is a mitigation for the loss 
of the water supply; only a partial mitigation is assumed because of the 
potenthl inconvenience and temporary disruption ·in water supply for the 
affected water user. 
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1515.91 

The impact to wetlands provided in the EIS is a conservative estimate of 
the maximum potential impact based on impacts without mitigation (see 
Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.2.2). It should bl! noted that for 
Colorado site the maximum wetland impact has been reesti:cated to 4 acres 
for the SSC facilities (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.4 and Volume 
IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.2.3). Some 200 acres of wetlands are as
sociated with the proposed east-west access road. However, final engi
neering designs were not available upon which to base an assessment of 
wetland impact. It is the DOE policy to avoid wetland impacts where 
practicable in accordance with Section 404 of the Clean Water .~ct and 
Executive Order 11990 Protection of Wetlands. Mitigation is discussed 
in Volume I, Chapter 3, Sect ion 3. 6 an.d Chapter 5, Section 5. l. 5, and 
Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.2.3. The mitigative measures 
mentioned in the comment are included among the opticms presented in 
that section. If Colorado is selected as the site, a more detailed 
discussion of wetland mitig~tion will be provided in a Supplemental EIS. 

1515.92 

See Comment Response. 1068.20. 

1515.93 

See Comment Response 577.02. Reference to Colorado has not been 
deleted. 

1515.94 

See Comment Response.577.02. 

1515.95 

See Comment Response 577.02. 

1515.96. 

Text .of EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.2.1 is corretted in the 
Errata. 

1515.97 

Table 5.2.2-3 in Volume IV, Append'ix 5, Section 5.2.2.1 has been 
· corrected in the Errata in response to comments, 

1515.98 

Table 5.2.8-2 in Volume IV, Appendix S, Section 5.2.8.2has been 
corrected. 
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FIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, F·ig:;re S . .2.e ;1 h•!:~ D·;·,?r: (~trrei::tcd in tt11:i 
Errata to ~ppendlx 5. 

1~·15.100 

f(·:xt in Volu:~~e IV~ Appendix 5, Se:::.t~on S.?.J0.1_ h.=ls n2i::n correct~d ln 
~h0 Errata in response to the com~rnt. 

1515, 101 

The iri~·o~-;:•;4l:-ion pressnt!~:j i:1 t:1e draft EIS ha:; been rev~;:;2d in th;~ Fina1 
EIS tu refle~t Sail Con:~rvatio~ Service [SCS) dat~. The SCS ident~fied 

f • ~ ' d ~ ,~ "";J ,.., . .:-.- --+-•,_ ,-~+ ... .j. I'-~ .. ,_,"I _-l .!~ z.ero acres o- pr~r.ie tarm:QcL znu '+~-~~'~· ,:1cit!_., 01 1.nr\.~} ;...-.:.!'il.. 1u!11!iarh~ at~ 

the S3C fee si~ple n~~a at tha Co1arado site. !hese nu~nbers ~ere ~ro
v;ded on the u.~~ r~p1rtn10~1t 0f Agric~"lture Farmland Conver~i~;11 IT~1ct 
Rating Form AD 1006 S'.!~'rr.itted to th.:.: DOE~ Pr·Lne fa;~;-;'!~_nd is Ger·1n0'.1 in 
:! CFR C57 .5 as ·1.:1nd th;:_t !·11:. lbr.: \·.;,-~r.,t (:r? 0:'~·~·;natio:~ of-" ph~1.:ic:::1 a:i~'. chf;;n~ 
'.tt:·.1 churactcr15:.t.ics f(-~" f.'r~d:;c·i:',! f;;')rJ. f,:::d? :-·ncz·](J. f-ibi:r~ ;):Lt.i 011 
s~ed craos. Far:~1hr!i stat2wiJe i;:po~·ii~~e ~; def~n~d i~ 7 Lf2 557.5 

~~r ~ ~~'.~ ~~o:J~:; ii ~~~n \: ~'. 0 
f ~~--~/:!e f,~-;~.,·_~,:; :; \:~e; i~~ ~1 ~·o ;~ ~~~~ ~_;;~ i~':;~ d~e,~;~p~~:~;:~~:e 

1'!18 Soil Ccr1serv~tinn S~cvitG t~:1~:~ the~0 d~fir~iticn$ to e~ti~J~e !he 
acreages subrnit:ted to th~ !)0~ for t~is EIS. The DOE agr·eus that 
with lrrig:tt!on tfie h~:;h ~,;jtent·!d.i d~'Y C..i''2pland (i:nportar.t farm-!cnd) 
~i:JUld be co;is-id::.~red as µri;:;2 farr::!ar.:J~ a.~--1 r~cognizes that v.;atet (C(l:;t 
and distar;ce) cs ;.1e1·i as ec~)f:Of;1iC':.i play a maj1Jr r.:.11e ·;;i dete[·1rrir~·~ng if 
or wi,~n irrigation would occur. 

1~15 .103 

Scr·vices for the elderly a;1d ha~dicapped are discussed in Volume IV, 
Append·i:< 5 1 Se<'tion 5.2.1.1.2.A.5 .. d. 

1515.104 

The statem~nt cited in \!:)1ume IV? Appendix 5, Section 5.2.12 sa_ys that 
these tw\1 National R2gistcr sites are locatPJ near the project area; 
thAy a_r~ nt}t located \'llithi11 the prcp'1>Sed co11ider r~n~. If the Colorcado 
site i·; selectt:'d for the SSC .. a more deta-i1ed SUr'V1~Y ~·-till dcter:-:iine 
whet-.t,~;r there ~"ill Le any indirect impacts to .the sites. If so, miti
gatior measures l'lill be analyzed in the Sup1:18n:<?ntal EIS. 
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1515.105 

This statement has been added in the Errata for Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
and Appendix 15. The DOE will comp1y with this policy. 

1515.106 

See Comrfient Response 517. 02 

1515.107 

See Comment Response 1273.11. 

1515.103 

See Coa1ment Response 564 .07. 

1515.109 

Volume IV, Appendix 15 Section 15.1.3.2 has been corrected in the Errata 
as veri f-i ed. 

1515.110 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.1.3.2 has been corrected in the 
Errata to reflect the suggested clarification. Field survey is needed 
to verify the precise location of site WN-10. 

1515.111 

Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.1.3.2 has been revised to reflect tl1e 
correction. 

1515.112 

Changes have been made i11 the Errata for EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, to 
address the concerns of this comment. 

1515.113 

If the proposed Colorado site is selected for the SSC, the DOE aqd its 
contractors will work closely with State and local agencies, organiza
tions, and individuals to m·in·im·ize any adverse effects. A more detailed 
review will be provided in a Supplemental EIS. 
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l h2 SS!: 
r~c~d2rJ 1 

1515.11.5 

concur::; uri. th the rtcGu1:~J~nd~1t ion::; c_cd wi 1 l t,Onstruct and oµ\~;t;)_t~ 
in a manner consi5tent witt1 all applicable local, State, and 
l:x~is. 

Consti·~ctio11 d8tails ba3ed uµ~n final d2sign, i~cluding tho~e needed for 
r:riti~!3tlon, wil 1 b;~ d2termined «fte~ final sito selection and '2no·!_yzed 
i ~-: the Sup:; 1 f;rn:.:;n ta 1 EIS. 

lt is DOE policy ta conduct its opa~·atiuns in an environmer1ta11y ~afe 
<lnd sound manner in C'lmpliance w!th the letter ard spirit of applicable 
er:vironinenta1 slatutes, renulati-,1nsi and sti.lnd3.rds. 

,,, .~ 1 r • --, l 
J. ').l ;) • J ;. • 

Volume IV, App~rdix 10, SBction 10.i.3.2 list~ four spoil dispo;~l 
rr;eth~ds propo7ed b_y the State nf Co-iorado~ .1~ d,3fiil·ttive p1an wri·l b:.~ 
aeV~!oped during final design. 

It is DOE policy to c0nJuct its operat~ot1s in an environmentally safe 
<i;;d ::.oun!'f :r1nnnr?.r 1n cor:;p1 iunc:1~ w'th the lel.t.f:r an<l sp1rit of app1-lc<ib1e 
envirorH0·:-:ntal ~;tatut~::::;, r0qnlatit!ns ;ind :~t.an·:l~r,:L; d0'-1Hloped dt~rin3 flnJ·! 
design. 

Ei15. I l!3 

As discussed in Vo1ua;c IV, 1\pp~ndix 7, Secti,~n 7.1.3.2.G, the Wdt'3r 
suµp'!y for the SSC c.<Jnstruct·jon and operation:.; wou'id b¢:? pr·o·.;id0d b7 
wells of thA M0rgan County Quality Water District. The aq!Jifers in
vo1ve.J could bH augrr.ented, by rccharg{~, us-irig surf;~c,2 water trarsfGrr~d 
frora the Colorado River basin to the Big ·rho~pson R1\er1 and than 
diverted to a11 existing distribution system (t!ie Colorado·Big Thompson 
or C~Jf proj~ct). Wat-~r rights would bt.~ purchassd frnm curr·ent CBT '\'!·lter 
t1sers. Th~refore, the aquifer augm<,,"ltation would not require additionai 
intcrbasin water transfor from the Colorad'l River. By using th0 augm~n
tation process, the SSC project would not cause additional deple1~1on of 
groundwater flow contributing to the South Platte River. 
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1515.119 

Discussion of potential impacts of the SSC project on surface runoff and 
erosion and possible impact mitigations are presented in Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.1 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.2.2. 
During the SSC desigg phase, a site-specific surface runoff and erosion 
cont rt> l pl an will be dev?. loped. 

1515.120 

Sae Comment Response 1515.121. 

1515.121 

The man3gement practices suggested in the commetit, if implemented, could 
reduce any negative impacts to th1~ environment, as discussed in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.2. Development of site-specific 
mitigative measures must await preparation of the Supplemental EIS for 
the selected site. 

1515.122 

Details and scheduling of construction activtties will be decided upon 
final design and addressed in a Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

1515.123 

See Comment Response 1515.122. 

1515.124 

See Comment Response 1515.122. 

1515.125 

See Comment Response 1515.122. 

1515.126 

Appropriate structures such a; bridges and culverts would be used at 
stream crossings to pas~ flood flo•~s. Detailed road designs await -final 
site design. They will be addressed fo110wing site selection and will 
t>e addressed in the Supple•nental _ E!S. 

It ts DOE policy to m1nim1ze use uf mater1aJ5 ~ucn d> ~est1c1des and 
rodenticides at DOE facilities beCiwse of their potential for ne.gative 
f!n-J i rr1nmenta 1 impacts. 
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1515.128 

The DOE construction contractor for the SSC project would follow this 
procedure since it wGuld be in acconfance with standard OOE required 
procedures (Volume!, Chapter 6). 

1515.129 

See Comment Response 1515.128. 

1515.130 

Conceptua 1 wastewater rr,3r:agement for the proposed Col or ado SSC cons true -
tion and operations is DLltlined in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.1.3.2 and Volume IV, ~pp0ndix 10, Section 10.3.3. During the project 
design phase, a sitc--s~ccific plan for wastewater treatment and dispo~al 
( ·1'nc]Ud1'ftg COn••r•·•!'~" cn•• 1n•pc• u••h~·tDI") ~ou1d he rleVPl"Jpad 01 ,,::.,_, \p-";,.-l '- 1 1,i,.-l1·~>·l. ...,(.i_.1~rttl ~ JN l "-' .>,~I.~\;:;, 

1515.131 

This comment conforms to the discussion of impacts and mitig<iticn 
measures in EIS Volume IV,-Appendix 15, Section 15.1.2 and Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.9.C and 5.1.9.D. 

1515.132 

The comments regRrding water quality impacts a11d mitigations for the 
construction and operations of the SSC are noted. Potential water 
resources impact5 and mit·igations are discussed in EIS Volume I, Chaptet· 
3, Section 3.6 and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Sections 7.1.3.2 and 7.2.3.2. Detailed site e~vironmental control or 
mi ligation plans will be p~epared for the selected sito. 

1515.133 

I~pacts to wetlands associated with the proposed SSC site in Colorado 
are discussed In E!S Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3.B and 
Volume IV, Appendix 11. Section 11.3.2.3. The State of Colorado's plans 
to mitigate wetland iMpacts acknowledged. Vo1u~e IV~ Appendix 11, 
Section 11.3.2.3 discusses mitigatir,ns, including those planned by the 
State. [Also see Volume I, Chaptei· 3, Section 3.6.) If Colorado 
selected as the SSC ~ite. more detailed plans for wetlands mitigation 
would be included ~lthin the Supplemental EIS. There would also be a 
more detailed analysis of potential impacts to ecologically significant 
wetlands such as those along the proposed east-west atcess road. 

151515163358822 



1515.134 

See Comment Response 1278. ll. 

1515.135 

The necessity for vegetation impact mitigation is not solely connected 
with or dependent on species of special concern· which may be in the 
a.rea. Detail mitigations will be evalllated in the Supplemental EIS for 
the selected site. 

151.5.136 

The estimat<!S of an:os to be disturbed have been revi scd througno•,;t the 
text. For Co 1 or ado, a tot a 1 of 3, 395 acres would be di sturb,Jd. Of this 
a;·ea, 1,327 acres would be permanently disturbed by buildings and 
SUDPDrt facilities (Volume !, Chapter 3, Table 3-2). Impacts to the 
environment specified in the conment have been noted. Potential loss of 
habitat to Federal and State-protected or car.did ate s:v~cie<; has bc'''n 
addressed in Vofome !, Chapter 5, and Volume IV, f>pp,_mdix 11, Sc,ctio•~ 
11.3.2.2$ Included are disc~~ssions uf best eng~net~ring mer1:;-eres used to 
control and mitigate construction impact>. The DOE ha$ corm;,i Lted, in 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6, to avoiding construction in wetlands 
and other sensitive areas to the extent practicable. As suggested by 
the commenter, potent i a 11y effective measures for pro tee ting eco 1 ogi ca 1 
re.sources in the site area include rninimizlng the use of fencing, 
purchasing and protecting additional such habitats trJ compensate for 
those adversely affected, controlling public acces3 wt1ile providing for 
multiple use, and Improving habitat. 

Should the Colorado site be selected for the SSC, all sensitive habitats 
potent i a 11 y affected by project development wou1 d be surveyed and 
evaluated for adverse imp~cts. At that time, the proposed mitigation 
me3s1ffes would be reevaluated and revised to be site- and activity
specific. It is expected that State wildlife ~nd fisheries persor.nt-ol 
W1J•Jld have a role in reviewing and modifying, as necessary, any con-
structlon and mitigation plans to protect valuable ecological resources. 
The results would be reported in a Supplemental EIS. During site prepa
ration, eng·ineerir.g control and mitigation meas11res would be monitored 
for effectiveness, and modified to be more effective or to avoid 
secondary impacts. 

1515. 137 

The Supplemental EIS will examine in more detail the mitigations needed 
for the selected site. The proposed mitigation measures outlined in the~ 
comment will be evaluated during the design stage, if Colorado is the 
se 1 (:!Cted s i-ie 4 
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The estimates of areas to be disturbed have been revised throughout the 
text. For Colorado, a total of 3395 acres would be disturbed. Of this 
area, 1327 acres woiJld be permanently disturbed by buildings arid support 
facilities (Volume l, Chapter 3, Table 3-2). Impacts to the enviro:iment 
specified in the commer.t have been discussed in Volume I, Chapter 5, 
Sectfons 5.1.5 and 5.2. Potential loss of habitat to federal and St;;te
pi~tected or candidate species has been addressed in Volume l, Chapter 
5, Section 5.1.5.2.B and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.2.2. 
!!"!eluded are discussions of best engineering measures used to control 
and mitigate construction impacts. The DOE has committP-d, in Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6, to avoiding construction in wetlands and other 
sensitive areas to the extent practicable. As suggested by the com
menter, potentially effective measures for protecting ecologiCal re
sources in the site area include minimizing the use of fencing, those 
adversely affected, controlling public access while providing for 
multiple use, and improving habitat. 

Should the Colorado site be selected for the SSC, all sensitive habitats 
potentially affected by project development would be sur11eyed and eval
uated for adverse impacts. At that time, the proposed mitigation 
measures would be reevaluated and revised to be site- and activity
specific. It is expected that State wild1 ife and fisheries perscnnel 
would have a role in reviewing and modifying, as necessary, any ccn
struction and mitigation plans to protect valuable ecological resources. 
The results would be reported in a Supplemental EIS. During site prepa
ration, engineering control and mitigation measures would be monitored 
for effectiveness, and modified to be more effective or to avoid 
secondary impacts. 

1515.138 

The DOE has re vi m~ed these p 1 ans submitted as comment to the DEIS. Ills a 
portion of the Supplemental EIS, more definite and specific mitigation 
plans will be prepared for the selected site. Mitigations are summa
rized In Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6. The DOE would work with 
Colorado to prepare such plans. 

1515 .139 

Comments noted. 

1515.140 

Comments noted. 

1515.141 

See Comment Response 1515. 133. 
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1515.142 

Comments noted. 

1515.143 

The EIS discusses positive impacts of the proposed new and upgraded 
roads in Colorado as we 11 as a potential negative impact due to land 
development and new traffic (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2). 
Mitigation measures would be developed to minimize the effects of these 
impacts. 

1515.144 

The DOE considers the comment to be a clarification of the proposal. 
The DOE has determined that the information is not significant to 
conclusions or impacts identified in the EIS. See Comment Response 
710.01. 

1515.145 

Discussion in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14 .. 2.1.3.B describes the 
proposed east-west highway as a "limited access" road and also mentions· 
the benefits to the local east-west traffic and potential impacts to 
north-south traffic. 

1515.146 

Traffic analyses for each of the seven sites are presented in EIS Vol
ume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3. These analyses were based on the 
site access plans proposed by the states. The analyses were performed 
in a consistent manner for each of the sites except for the eastern half 
of the Illinois site which required special treatment because of its 
urban nature. The analyses concentrated on general access to major SSC 
locations from large population centers for both co~struction and opera
tions. The analyses represent a reasonable evaluation of traffic 
impacts for the purposes of this siting EIS. Traffic impacts will be 
analyzed in greater detail in the Supplemental EIS. 

1515.147 

Many of the states provided plans in their proposals for the upgrading 
of existing roads and bridges. These plans are addressed in EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 1, Section 1.2. 

Access routes to and from SSC facilities and spoils disposal areas will 
not be finalized· until the DOE agrees to a final placement and design of 
the SSC, including spoil disposal areas and other ancillary facilities. 
At that time, selected access routes will be surveyed to determine their 
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ability to accommodate SSC loads. Plans will then be developed to up 
grade roads and bridges accordingly. The selected state will be rP
sponsible for the upgrading of existing roads to satisfy the ssr. 
transportation needs. 

1515.148 

See Comment Response 577.02. 

1515.149 

Comment noted. 

1515.150 

Scientific names have been corrected in the EIS Volume IV, Appendices 5 
and 11. 

1515.151 

See Comment Respanse 1515.150. 

1515.152 

See Comment Response 1515.150. 

1515.153 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.2.3.2 ~as been revised to reflect 
the sugJested correction. 

1515.154 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.2.3.2 has been corrected in the 
Errata to reflect the suggested changes. 

1515.155 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.2.3.2 has been revised to reflect 
the suggested clarification. 

1515.156 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.2.3.2 has been revised to reflect 
the suggested typographical correction. 

1515.157 

The clarification is noted. See Comment Response 1515.154. 
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1515.158 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.2.3.2 has been revised to reflect 
this clarification. 

1515.159 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5 references have been revised to reflect the 
clarification. 

1515.160 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15 references have been revised to reflect the 
suggested correction. 

1515.161 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix IS references have been corrected in the Errata. 

1515.162 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15 references have been revised to reflect the 
suggested correction. 

1515.163 
. 

See Comment Response 1515.109. 

1515.164 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.1.3.2 has been revis.ed to reflect 
a clarification. 

1515.165 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.1.3.2 has been corrected in the 
Errata to reflect this clarification. Field survey is needed to verify 
the precise location of site WN-10. 

1515.166 

See Comment Response 1515.67. 

1515.167 

See Comment Response 1068.24 
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1515.168 

See Comment Response 577.06. 

1515.169 

As discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.1, stream diver
sions required for constructing the SSC at either the Arizona or· 
Colorado .site alternatives would involve a large change in drair.ac;e area 
or perman<ont diversion of large stream beds. At the other site alter
natives, drainage area changes would be comparatively small, and channel 
relocations would involve relatively small streams. 

1515.170 

The comment concerning the existing of floodplains is noted. It is 
generally true in the United States that nonexistence of TEMA insurance 
maps does not necessarily indicate an absence of flooding or floodplains 
but does Indicate little development in the area and; consequently, 
insignificant flocding damage to existing properties. If the Arizona 
site is selected, additional information on floodplains will be devel
cped for use in siting SSC fa~ilities and other future development. 
Such information will be documented in the Supplemental EIS. 

1515.171 

See Comment Response 1068.24. 

1515.172 

Discussion of the floodplain impacts at the Colorado site presented -in 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.2 confirms the comment. 

1515.i73 

Vo 1 ume IV, Appendix 7 and Volume I, Chapter 5 have been revised to in
clude additional floodplain encroachment maps. All known encroachments 
are shown in figures and discussed, including K3 and K6 at the Colorado 
site. 

1515.174 

See Comment Response 577.06. 

1515.175 

tomment noted regarding discussion of flooding along the South Platte 
River and its tributaries presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sec
tion 5.2.2.1.A. It is believed that this paragraph presents valuable 

~· 
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and accurate· inforination concPrnin] flooding and its cacscs along the 
South Platte River and its tributaries. The next to last sentence h~s 
bef:n revisr:~d. 

1515.176 

Co:nnh~1 nt noted r~gard i ng s:1rf ace~ \·1a t-:?r i nfor;na ti on prest~nted in the 
second table in EIS Volln1e I\/, Appendix 5, Secti0n 5.2.2.1.A. No gaucJ~ 
data are available for the streams crossing th2 site. This table d~es 
contain gaurye information concerning perennial rivers in the vicinity of 
the site which ar~ involved in proposed w~ter supply options. 

151S.1I? 

Th0 Ci1l0rAdo Water Conservation Board rocom~cndcd the use of 100·-year 
flc~odp!a~n rn;ips prepared by URS C0rporation (lq38) for the bo·ard. Tn-ese 
"CWL:B~ floodplain inaps are the b05t available infarma~lon for flonJpl1in 
enct·01~h;n2nt assr~ss:1~rnt. The m3ps \~C;'"'C ptc1duc0d U!:; i ng U.S. ;'\r;n1 Corps 
cf E~~ineer·~; HELl ~odel and USGS tupogra~hlc i~~ps. They cover the 
VihoJe propnscd SSC surfa 1.:e fo-:>tprint. They ind·icc·t.t~ that tl'l~?.-r~ are 
floodplain i:·ni:roach:ne;its at .J2, El, E3, F3, K3, K6~ [.:j, and FH. Oi$
cussion of the flcndplain P.ncroach;;H~nt·; a1d fi~r::-es ha1,·(.~ beGn a1Jded- to 
Vo1:!i:1~ IV, Append-ix l~ Section 7.1.3.2 and Vo1u:n·~ i, Chapter 5, Section 
5. 1.2. 

1515.178 

See Comment Resp~n~e 577.06. 

1515.179 

Volu:i:e I'J, A;'pend;x 5, SP.ction 5.Z.'t, Ffg11n? 5.2.9-1 has ~en corrected 
in the Errata. 

1~15.130 

Poterltia1 tmµa-cts to wet1:~;Hfs have bi?e·n re-assessGd, and· nvw· focus upon 
v;2t.land-s encroachmPnt at sites whe:-r'(? 5!lrfact?· f:ac·i-1-itier; CO·:JT•5 bQ·- loc.~ts:~J 
ls;rn VolU<"r' l "h"Pt·e~ 5 c.,~t1"on" I~~-""" "·o·', .. ~., PJ '"'''"';;., 11 \. -'-' · '''·" ~, \• ,,...., · i ) -.,/,_\,.. H '""··~•:.J • .J C111l.f Ii' 1J:pi;:;: ""· '.\ t-\jJ;-'~:-,,u,,.._ ; 

Section Il._.3.8.3-). Wetlands nraps for· sur-fac:?: facl1 ity sites that ma-~t 
encroach upnn wetland's. ari? also· r~:c1u~t0·d w·i-thin Aµ-pe!·ndix 11. _As a 
result, th~ sit-2--\lrid·e lt12tl and rnaps hav·e- b-e2~1 <1B .. Tt:ted fro:n vo·~U!Y\e· IV'· 
Appendix 5. Table 5.4.9-5 in Volu;"" Ill, l\pp~ndix 5 has alsJ heen 
deleted to maintain unif0rmity in wetlands prescntatio~ tht'Oij~h:>ut 
Volume IV, .~ppendix 5. Tb~ information within that table has be-e:l 
incorporat0d into Vol~me IV,. Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3. 

1515. 181 

See Comrrff~nt Resµo·nse 5J7. 02. 
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1515.182 

Seo Comment Response 577 .02 

1515.183 

Comment noted. 

1515.184 

See Cor.:ment Response 577 .OZ. 

1515~185 

Comment noted. 

1515.186 

See Comment Response 577.02. 

1515.187 

Comment noted. 

1515.188 

See Comment Response 10£3.20. 

1515.Hl9 

See Comment Responses 1515.18 and 1515.190. 

1515.190 

The U.S. Soil Conservation Service identified no acres of prime farmland 
and 4,198 acres of important farmland in the SSC fee si.-:cpl•2 area. From 
this inventory, an estimated 819 acres 1muld be permanently converted at 
the proposed Colorado site. This acreage represents less than one 
percent of the State's far:;i1 and inventory, and is less than the average 
acreage taken out of production each year as a result of development. 
(See Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.2.3.2). S2e Comment Response 
1515.19 for a discussion of how these results are interpreted. 

1515.191 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.10 discusses existing land use 
plans, policies, and controls at regional and iocal levels of govern
ment. Both Morgan and Adams Counties have comprehensive plans for their 
respective jurisdictions; Washington County does not, given its pre
dominantly low growth and rural character. While loss of prime farmlands 
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maJ not be a critical is:sut::- in those counties with cnrnpt~!•2ns ~ve plan~;, 
both Morgan and Adams Counties ar•?. in i ti,a 11 y concerr.ed with pl ctnn i ng for 
orderly· g_rolf1th a~d. con-ser·; i ng cnv i ron1nent; 1 resource!'; inc lud i ri.~~! 
prcductive farmlands. 

1515.192 

The passages cited in the comrnent accui~at~~1y reflect the EIS land 1;.se 
an~lj';e:> and- impact as:;~ss~0:;nt5 for Co~orado, the d~tai1s of.whi~h may 
be found in Volume IV, l'\p[l''ndix 13., S<!ctions 13.L3.2 aod 13.2.3.2. 

The EIS does not anticipate a stron9 "boom-bust" situation in Colorado 
as a result of the SSC. Although it s~:ggests that parts of the Colorado 
Region of Influence >'may experience some of the classic boomtown effects 
... no real 'bust' wou 1 d be forthcomir.g as the early n"wcome(S are. 
replaced by the more perm3nent newcoiner qroup 0 (Voltune· IV, 1\ppendlx 14, 
Section 14.l.3.2.E). Moreover, the EIS concludes that "adverse 5ocial 
impacts should be temporary, and condition.> are 1 ikely to become 
improved in the long run over what they would b.~ without the SSC" 
(Vulcme IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.E). These conclusions do not 
app::;3r· unduly $evere, and _should not bi:_! i;J-!11 ln!-iLt~d further. 

1515.193 

Comrr~er.t noted. 

1515.194 

The text in Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.2.l.l has been rDvised in 
resprmse to your comment. 

1515.195 

Cmmr:ent noted regarding surface water q::a1 ity tnformation pn;~cnted in 
the DEIS in the first table in Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.2.l. Data 
used in this table and a1so presentP.d in the table in Volume IV, Ap
pendix 5, Section 5.2.2.1.B., w2re s~pplied by the State of Colorado and 
are the best available for ~:ater quality in th(! South Platte River. It 
is. recognized that the sampling site is located over 50 miles upstream 
o:i the South Platte River from the confluence of the South Platte River 
and Seaver Creek. The data w~re used because the South Platte River is 
the only perennial stream in the area and would receive any drainage 
emitting from the SSC site. If the Co 1 orado site is selected, and more 
applicable data are available, they will be utilized in the Supplemental 
EIS. Parameters such as turbidity that have no standards or for which 
there are no data have been deleted from the EIS, Volume IV, A;;;:iendix !'i, 
Table 5.2.2-3 (see Errata). 
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1515.196 

The comment regarding B~dg1?r and Beaver creeks' nmoff records pr•"seoted 
in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Secti0n 5.2.2.1.A is noted. It was recognized 
that discharge records for Kiowa and Bijou. creeks did not apply directly 
to the SSC site: these data, alocg with drainage areas presented, do 
provide an indication of typical n;noff conditions in the area. 

1515.197 

Comment noted regarding value of Table 5.2.2-2 in Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.2.2.l. It is felt that there is value in presenting these 
off-site discharge recoi·ds. The 1 %5 storm (the largest storm ever re
corded in eastern Colorado) had a major impact on the Badger Creek and 
Beaver Creek Basins. Any major rainstorm llpstream of the site may affect 
the s.ite. 

1515.198 

The text in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.Z.l.B has been revised. 
Also see Comment Response 1515.96. 

1515.199 

See Comment Response 1515.195. 

1515.200 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7,. Section 7.1.3.2.F.l has been revised. 

1515.201 

The State of Colorado has not proposed a treatment and disposal method 
for the industrial wastewater (cooling tower blowdown). The DOE pro
poses a centralized evaporation pond for disposal of all cooling tower 
blowdown generated by the SSC. The text has been revised in EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.2.F.2 and 7.2.3.2.B.2. 

1515.202 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix IO, Section 10.3.3.1.B has been revised in 
response to the comment. 

1515.203 

Comment noted. • 
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1515.204 

lhe EIS has been changed to acknowledge that the TSP 24-hour AAQS of 150 
µg/m3 is either a primary or a secondary standard at all site alterna
tives. Additional fugitive dust mitigations have been included to 
reduce the TSP impact to comply with the primary standards (see Comment 
Response 1278.ll). 

The value used as background at the proposed Colorado site is 160 µg/m 3 

(EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.4.2) which indicates that the area 
may already exceed the AAQS. The background monitoring data should be 
reevaluated with respect to the EPA fugitive dust policy for rural 
areas. It may be possible to use a lower value from existing data. 

If the value stands and the site is candidate for TSP nonattainment, TSP 
mitigations to lowest achievable emissions rate (LAER), TSP offsets, and 
any other requirements of Colorado law would have to be complied with in 
obtaining any required permits to construct. This would be discussed in 
the Supplemental EIS if the Colorado site is selected. 

The referenced language in Volume IV, Appendix 8 has been deleted. 

1515.205 

An environmental assessment covering the proposed highway projects in 
Colorado would be required by State law. Secondary impacts are 
discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.2. 

1515.206 

Comment noted. See also Comment Response 1278.11. Additional 
mitigations should allow for acceptable PM10 impacts. 

1515.207 

All references to TSP AAQS have been corrected in response to prior 
comments to acknowledge that they are now state, not national standards. 
The secondary standard of 150 µg/ml 24-hr average has also been 
addressed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 8, and Volume I, Chapter 5, as 
appropriate. Background data may be capable of being lowered in accor
dance with EPA's fugitive dust policy for rural areas. 

1515.208 

The comment is correct. Ozone is not directly emitted. EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 8, Section 8.1 has been revised to show hydrocarbons (VOCs) as 
a precursor of ozone. See Comment Response 1322.103. 
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1515.209 

The maximum 24-hr TSP value is from Pawnee Generating Station data; the 
ar.nual TSP geometric mean value was measured at Brush. This has been 
reflected in the Errata to EIS Vofome I, Ch<ipter 4 and to Volume IV, 
Append i :< 5. 

1515.210 

All seven BQL states, at their option, cont in;:1e to enforce the former 
primary and secondary TSP NAAQS. North Carolina has a TSP standard of 
150 µg/m 3 24-hour average as a primary standard. Other than these 
exceptions, none of the alternative sites has more stringent air 
quality standards than the Federal standards. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 8 
has been revised to incorporate these facts. 

1515.211 

In Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.7c5.l, it ts noted that the bighorn 
sheep contributes to the uniqueness of the Arizona project site. The 
bighorn sheep are also identified in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.1.9.5.C.2 as being more susceptible to diseases when stres~ed by such 
factors as hck of wat;;r, crowding, loud noises, or human disturbances. 
It is possible that the pre~c~ce of humans and SSC cor1stru~tion and 
open ti ans noise may adversely affect bighorn she£p popula.t ions In 
Arizona. If the Arizona site is selected, additional consideration of 
the impacts of these combinations of stress an the sheep populations 
would be studied In more detail in a site-specific Supplemenlal EIS. 
The DOE would anticipate working with State and federal agencies to 
develop an aµproach that would minim~ze impacts to. the desert bighorn. 

1515.212 

·rhe COE believ2s the comparative analysis of impacts in Volume I, 
Chapter 3 represents a reasonably accurate pictur2 of impacts that would 
occur at each site. The analysis was based on state-- furnished data, and 
the DOE believes that the EIS Is sufficient in its analysis of state 
proposals to make a siting decision. 

1515.213 

Both in absolute and rel;;tive terms, SSC-rehted employment will be 
substantially higher than that experienced during the Pawnee Power Plant 
project. For example, the peak construction work force fer the SSC is 
prnjectei:I at nearly 4,000 persons (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.2.A), as opposed to the 2,200 peak associated with the Pawnee 
Power Plant. SSC construction will also take more than three times as 
long as did the Pawnee Power Plant, among other things arguing for a 
greater like 1 i hood that construction workers would relocate to areas 
near the proposed SSC site as opposed to commuting from elsewhere 
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{primarily Denver}; this would in turn generate greater secondary 
employment impacts. Finally, operation of the SSC would require roughly 
25 times more personnel than are required at the Pawnee Power Plant. 
The Morgan County area, and Fort Morgan and Brush in particular, have 
not recently experienced economic impacts -either of the magnitude or 
duration of those anticipated to accompany the SSC. 

As the commenter points out, the EIS assessment of SSC-related housing 
impacts in Morgan County in part bases its conclusion upon the 
relatively few units constructed in the county between 1930 and 1987, 
and in part upon the low-to-moderate vacancy rates in the county (Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.2.B)~ In contrast to the conunenter's 
claim, the latter indeed does reflect available housing supply. The 
former, in turn, provides an indication of how successfully an area 
might respond to increased demands for housing. Moreover, regardless of 
the logical foundation of these measures (the comment notes that they 
reflect low demand in Morgan County) the fact remains that a limited 
number of housing units are available for occupancy in Morgan County, 
and a limited number have been built over the past several years. 
Increased construction of year-round housing within Morgan County, 
perhaps making use of platted lots with utility connections, would help 
to mitigate anticipated impacts on housing demand. 

Noteworthy impacts to public services in Morgan County are anticipated 
to accompany SSC-related population influx, with associated increases in 
demand for education, public safety, and health care. Increased 
staffing would provide an important means of mitigating many of these 
impacts. 

The EIS .does not indicate that the State of Colorado, or various 
affected local jurisdictions, would be unable to respond to SSC-related 
impacts. Rather, it suggests that focused efforts would be required in 
certain instances. ·past experience of various agencies in dealing with 
project-related population increases, and the commitment of both State 
and local agencies and organizations, would constitute parts of such an 
effort. 

1515.2I4 

See Comment Response 1515.34. 

1515.215 

Comment noted. 

1515.216 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 1, Figure 1.2.2-4 depicts the electric trans
-fllission lines for the SSC as originally proposed by Colorado and as 
subsequer1tly confirmed in meetings and telephone conversations with 
proposer staff; The comment correctly states that the State of Colorado 
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has revised the proposed layout after the STF site visit during July 
1988; however, this revision was received too late to be included in the 
EIS analysis. It is expected that the latest site data will be taken 
into consideration in the Supplemental EIS, in the event that the 
Colorado site should be selected. 

1515.217 

The base map used for Volume IV, Appendix 1, Figure 1.2.2-5 is to scale. 
The superimposed proposed SSC roads and utilities are also to scale with 
regard to overall length but not with regard to details. The following 
note has therefore been added: "Oetail s Not To Seale". 

1515.218 

The Conceptual Design Report, Attachment C, March 1986, states a volt.age 
requirement for construction purposes to be 13.8 kV. The comment refers 
to a voltage level of 7.2 kV which is unacceptable. The 12.5 kV and 115 
kV values stated in the co~ment are satisfactory and Volume I, Chapter 
4, Section 4.9.2.2, Table titled "COMPARISON OF EXISTING UTILITY SYSTEMS 
IN THE REGION OF THE SITE Al TERNATIVES" AND Vohlme IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.2.2.3 B.1.2 has .been corrected in the Errata··to clarify the 
service voltages available for construction power. 

1515.219 

The suggested addition does not affect the analysis or conclusion of the 
EIS. Therefore, no revision has been made. A detailed analysis of po
tential impacts will be included In a Supplemental EIS for the selected 
site. 

1515.220 

The EIS Volume IV, Appendix 4, Table 4-30 has been revised to reflect 
construction power voltages of 7.2, 12.5 and llS kV. 

1515.221 

Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.11.2 B.l.a has been corrected in the 
Errata to clarify the serving electric utility. 

1515.222 

Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.11.2 B.l.c, paragraph 1 has been cor
rected in th!;! Errata to clarHy the source of electric energy for MCREA. 

1515.223 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.2.ll.2 B.l.e has been corrected in 
the Errata. 
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1515.224. 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 
ccrrected in the Errata 
in the reference list. 
data because the.intent 
capacity to the load on 

1515.225 

5, Secticn 5.2.11.2, Table 5.2.11711, has been 
to match the original source of data as listed 
The tabie is not modified to match the conlffie1 ~ 
of the table is to re1ate the ge11eratin9 
an historical basis. 

See Comment Response 1515.218. 

1515.226 

EIS Volume IV, Appen~lx 14, Section 14.2.2.3.B.I.a.3 has bee~ ccrrected 
in the Errata to clarify the status of agreements between t!\e uti.lities 
and the DOE. 

1515.227 

The total mm:bnr of miles cf new transmission lines is given ·;n Volume 
I, Chaptar 3, Section 3.4.1, Table 3-3. The re?P.tition of this value in 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3.B.!.a.3 is not necessary to 
c 1 ar i fy the document. 

1515.228 

Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3.B.l.a defines the abbreviation 
for Public Service Company of Colorado as PSCo. Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Sf:ction 14.2.2.3 B.l.a.3 has been corrected in the Errata to the proper 
abbreviation. 

1515.229 

tlS Vo1u~e .v, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3 B.1.c has been corrected in 
the Errata to clarify which unit is referenced. This section has also 
been corrected in the Errata to clarify the source of electric energy 
fer MCREA. 

l:ilS.230 

,·he par<J9rap11s rererence<. HI the comment frcm EIS Volume IV, Ap-
pendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3 8.1.c ar,2 quotes from the North American 
[ll;ctric Reliability Council (NERC) report as referenced in the Errata. 
The rnronr.ation is presented here to give an overview of condiUons in 
t11e regl(;n of the proposed site as viewed from the national council that 
is ~ummissioned to monitor these matters. The~e statements are correct 
In the EIS. The paragraph- in question Is not editorial, but a 
presentation of factual information from NER"C. 
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!515.231 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.2.3 H.2 has been corrected in 
the Errata to correct the Pawnee Generating Station Unit 2 rating ar.d 
correct the planned construction schedule for this Unit. 

1515.01 

As noted in Volume I of the EIS, the DOE recognized that a more detailed 
si'.:e-specific review will be required under NEPA prior to a final 
decision on the construction and operation of the proposed SSC. This 
more detailed review will be provided in the Supplement to the EIS. 
Mitigation strategies will also be described in greater detail in that 
Supplemental EIS. 

1515.02 

The recreational sections in Volume IV, Appendix 11 have been rewritten 
for all the states. Significant changes on recreational opportunities 
such as hunting, trapping, etc. would be analyzed in more detail once 
the SSC site is chosen and addressed in the Supplemental EIS (see Volume 
I, Chapter 1, Section 1.1). The cmm11ent that factors associated with 
SSC project siting and operation may alter the recreational activities 
and number of visitors in the area has been incorporated in Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.4 

1516.03 

In the Supplemental EIS more specific mitigations will be developed for 
the selected site. Prior to a decision to construct and operate the 
proposed SSC, DOE will prepare a supplement to this EIS to address in 
more detail the environmental impacts at the selected site and the 
alternatives for mitigating those impacts (EIS, Volume ·I, Foreword). 

1516.04 

Specially designed fencing is one alternative suggested·(see EIS Vol
ume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6.3) as a possible mitigative measure to 
allow for bighorn sheep movement and migration. Other types of miti
gation may be appropriate such as the suggestion of water development. 
These types of measures will be investigated further in a Supplemental 
EIS if the Arizona site is selected. 

1516.05 

The text has been revised as suggested. 

1516.06 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.8.4 has been revised to reflect the 
suggested addition. 
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1516.07 

EIS Vol~me I, Chapter 4, Section 4.8.5 has been revised to reflect t~e 
suggested addition. 

1516.08 

The last sentence of the first paragraph on page 5.1.2-30 of DEIS Volume 
I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2 has been changed to reflect the presence of 
one well in the affected area. The sentence previously indicated that 
there were no wells in the affected area. For the level of detail 
provided in this EIS, including the specific location is not necessary. 
This information will be used in preparing the Supplemental EIS if 
Arizona is the selected site. 

1516.03 

The list of protective and mitigative measures for the desert tortoise 
prep;;red by Ross is a gcud one. However, the DEIS inappropriately 
implied that the list w~s Bureau of land Management policy. The text 
!;as been corrected, and this list, along with other potential mitigative 
~easures, would be considEred in the Supplemental EIS if Arizona is 
selected as the SSC site. See EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 
11.3.1.2, and Volume I, Chapter 3~ Section 3~6, and Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.5.L 

Sho~:lrl the Ariz0n1 sita be s21ect0d for the SSC, during the preparat·ion 
of the Suppl&m~ntal ElS, a11 interested Federa1 2nd State wi.ldlife regu-
1.atory a!)<:nci:~s t1ill have an 0pp0rt1,inity t:;:; provide additiorL~1 input to 

c· 1 t F ' 'j • .. n 1 t · .,.l ,1. r·1n~ se o. proposeo m1 ..:1ga.t1ve m13cisures._ hegu1a ory agenc1es w; 1 
have an Dpportunity to provid~ input into a site-specific desert 
tortoisu management plan. At that time) realistic mitigation for loss 
of habitat and individuals can be devised. 

!-516. lG 

The extent of the range availab.le to the sheep, together with the fact 
that this range is curren t1 y be 1 ow carrying capacity, suggests that 
there is only a small probability that construction noise will have a 
:re:l~urahle long-term effect on the desert bighorn. 

Ey avoiding blastin<J during rutting and lambing seasons. the effects of 
noise from blasting would be expected to be similar to those described, 
i.e., the bighotn may be temporarily displaced from areas adjacent to 
the noise sources but would not necessarily be inhibited from returning 
once they become acclimated to tho noise. 

If Arizona is selected as the location of the SSC, a detailed study of 
construction noise impacts on the bi,ghorn will be included in the 
Supplemental EIS. For additional discussion see Volume IV, Appendix 11, 
Section 11.3.1.2. 
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1516.11 

Cow.ment noted. Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.7.1.C has been revised 
to reflect the suggested addition. 

1516.12 

Surface reclamation of the land would be addressed in the detailed, 
final decommissioning plan which would be written the end of SSC 
operations. NEPA activities will be performed for the decommissioning 
operations. 

At the end of decommissioning, the access ways, tunnels, and shafts will 
be sealed. The exact method used would be decided in the decom
missioning plan mentioned above. Necessary steps, including multiple 
barriers as required, would be taken to prevent access. 

1515.13 

The references for Volume IV, Appendix 5, Ecological Resources and land 
Resources are included in the Errata for Appendix 5 of the EIS. They 
include all citations used in the text. 

The eco1ogical resources p1·esent at each of the SSC site alternatives 
are presented in Volume IV, Appendix 5. Only those species possibly 
affected by project construction or operations are addressed in Volume 
IV, Appendix 11. 

1515.14 

The statement is accurate as written, although it is agreed that this 
feature is not unique to desert scrub systems. 

1516.15 

It is true that the area on Figure 5.1.9.2 (see Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.1.9.2) appears to be about 60 percent Arizona Upland and 40 
percent Lower Colorado. However, the information in Table 5.1.9-1, and 
the text that refers to it, focuses upon the more immediate site foot
print. Percentages for the two desert scrub associations within this 
area are closer to 70/30 percent. A text change has been made to empha
size that the collider footprint is being referred to in Table 5.1.9-1. 

1516.16 

The information provided by the commenter conflicts with information 
provided in-the State of Arizona's SSC proposal_. Figure 5.1.9-2 has not 
been altered. Should Arizona be selected, a more detailed vegetation 
study would be conducted so that sensitive habitat areas could be 
avoided during project construction and operation. 
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1516 .17 

Numbers of vertebrate species for the Arizona Upland association and 
Lower Sonoran Association are found in EIS Volume IV, Apperidix 5, 
Section 5.1.9.2. B.3. The Sonor~n Riparian Woodland data are not 
included because no examples of this plant association are present on 
the proposed site. 

1516 .18 

The references in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.9.2.B.3 for 
each species have been corrected in the Errata for Volume IV, · 
Appendix 5. 

1516.19 

Based on information obtained since preparation of the EIS., Volume IV, 
r,ppendix 11 has been revised to indicate that Swainson's hawk is pri
marily a migrant species in ?.rizona and would be expected to occur in 
and around agricultural areas. It is not expected to nest in areas 
likely to be affected by the proposed SSC project. 

1516.20 

Information contained in the comment has been incorporated as Errata for 
the text in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.9.4. 

1516.21 

The corrected spellings for Swainson's hawk (.6.uteo swa.insoni) and the 
Tumamoc gl obeberry (Tumarnoca macdonga 11 ii} appear in the Errata section 
of Volume IV, Appendix 5. 

1516.22 

The suggested corrections appear in the Errata for Volume IV, 
Appendix 5. 

1516.23 

The densHy of desert tortoises reported in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5 .1. 9. 5. B .1, has been corrected to 57 /mP. 

1516.24 

Figure 5.l.9-3 of EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.9-5 shows high 
density desert tortoise habitat. This 1 ncl udes the southern port ions of 
the ring area. The supporting text of EIS indicates that desert 
tortoise habitat consists of relatively undisturbed (ungrazed) mixed 
cacti/palo verde associations on the toes of slopes around the upper 
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bajadas and incised Wil3hc:s r:;r.ning out of the mountains. Ttds habitat 
type would not only include the marked areas on Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Figure 5.1.9-3, but other areas as well. If the proposed Arizona site 
is selected, an potential habitat for the desert tortoise, including 
area:; indicated by the commenter, wo:ild be surveyed for the presence. of 
the desert tortoise. Results of these studies, along with a more 
extensive a$sess::ierit of impacts, would be reported in the Supplemental 
EIS. 

1515.25 

See Comment Respmise 1036.06. 

1516.25 

Volume IV, AppP.r.dix 5, Section 5.1.10, figure 5.l.10-3 has been modified 
ill the Errata to show the Wilderness Study Areas, the Butterfield Stage 
Route, and the De Anza Historic Trail. 

1516.27 

It is appropriate to discuss the BLM Wili:farn!2ss Study Areas, both in 
terms of unique ecosystems in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.9.6 and 
as a form of specialized land use in Section 5.1.10.2. 

1516.28 

In order to maintain consistent EIS format, these headings were not 
added. 

1515.29 

The reference in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.10 to the Wilderness 
Study Area Figure 5.1.9-5 should be to Figure 5.1.10-3. Figure 5.1.10-3 
is revised to show the Wilderness Study Are1s, the Butterfield Stage 
Route, and the De Anza Historic Trail ar.d is included in the Errata to 
/\ppendix 5. 

1516.30 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.1.10.2.A.3 has been corrected in 
the Errata to reflect the suggested changes. 

1516.31 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix, 5, Section 5.1.10 was corrected in the Errata to 
Appendix 5 to coincide with BLM wilderness recommendations presented in 
Section 5.1.9.6. 

1516.32 

Volume IV, Appendix ~. Section 5.1.10.2.A.3 has been corrected in the 
Errata to reflect the suggested changes. 
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1516.33 

The paragraph starting with "As the l\!JM ... " in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 
5, Section 5 .1.10. 2 A. 3., has been deleted as requested. Information on 
tbe !leloat and South Vekol BLM grazing allotments has been inserted in 
Its pl1ce, as requested. 

The Be1oat BLM grazing allotment will r.ot be directly impacted by the 
SSC. However, it may be impacted by the construction of the expressway 
spur (Estrella Expressway) from Goodyear to I-8. This expressway is 
currently planned for construction after the year 2005 without the SSC. 
The State of Arizona has discussed the possibility of speeding up the 
construction schedule if the Arizona site is selected. The South Vekol 
BLM grazing allotment may be impacted by the potential groundwater drawn 
around the \lekol Valley wen field as discussed in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.1. The potential to affect a BLM we11 is also 
noted in the referenced text. 

1516.34 

Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section !l.3.1.2 has been revised to indicate 
that Neolloydia erectociaitra is a Federal Category 1 plant species that 
has been observed in Maricopa County. It is a creosote-burs age shrub 
found on well-drained slopes and ridges. 

A paragraph has been added to Section 11.3.1.2 that states that 
Swainson's hawk is a Federal Category 2 species which may be present as 
a migrant in and around agricultural areas near the site. 

All references are cited in tile revised l'.ppendix 11. 

The comment on SLM acceptance of jlitigations presented in Section 
11.3.l.2 is noted. Revised mitigative measures have been included based 
on present information about site conditions and local desert tortoise 
populations. Should Arizona be selected as the site for the SSC, the 
DOE is co:nmitted to working with all rr,g:i1atory agencies involved with 
desert tortoise conservation to develop an acceptable mitigation plan. 

1516.35 

The text of Volu~e IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.1.2 has been revised to 
include the i nfon;;at ion concerning the 1 ife hi story and population 
distribution of the desert tortoise. 

;. 
The comment regarding tortoi!>e use corridors and noise impacts have also 
b!en addressed In Volume IV, Appendix I!, Section 11.3.1.2; however, a 
thorough examination of the desert tortoise population at the site, as 
well as a more quantitative assessment of impacts, will be prepared for 
the Supplemental EIS should Arizona be selected as the site for the SSC. 
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1516.36 

Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.1.2. has been rewritte~ and tbe 
suggested changes incorporated in the teAt 

1516.37 

The comr.ier.t on fencing as tortoise barriers i11 EIS Volume IV, Appendix 
11, Section 11.3.1.4 ls noted. If tortoise mo\lement corrido1s are 
blocked by chain link fences, adverse impacts to the specie> could 
occur. Impact mitigation measures identified in Volume IV, Appendix 11, 
S<;ction 11.3.1.2, inc1ude construction of barriers allowing tortoise 
pass<.g•J in areas of high risk to tortofses or lH'O•Jiding safe corrid::irs 
around sucll a!"eas. 

The s:,::.:md paragraph of Section 11.3.1.<t rww b:egins as suggested with 
the fonnwing s~nterce, "Some information is av3.ilable on hunting fre
quency ;;d success r;otios in the area. I11 Unit 39 there were 971 hunter 
days, with a sw;.cess ratio of 12.5 perc<:>nt iii 1985; however, BLM 
n1anag::m2nt ..•. 11 

The list of m·itigations is comprehensive. All mitigations will be 
reexamined in preparation of the Supplement;:i1 EIS if Arizona is selected 
for the SSC. 

1516.33 

Vo1t.une IV, ArJpendix 13, Section 13~1.3.l.C. has been corrected in t•1e 
Errata to reflect the suggested addition. 

1515.39 

EIS Volmr.:i IV, Appendix 13, Section 13:"1.3.l.F. ha> been corrected in 
1..he Errata to reflect the suggested chrHications. 

1516.40 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.1.3.1.F. has been corrected in 
the Errata to reflect tP.e suggested additions. 

1515.41 

Volume IV, Appendix i3, Section 13.l.3.l.F has been revised to reflect 
the suggested revision. If Arizona is selected as the SSC site, a more 
detailed analysis of grazfng allotment impacts and suggested mitigation 
measl!res will b<? included in the Suppl.emental EIS. 

1516.42 

See Cormnent Response 1516.41. SSC project development would likely 
cause some inconvenience to grazing operations, which could result in 
increased operating costs for both the permittee and the BLM. 
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1516.43 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.1.1 has been corrected in the 
Errata to read: "The cultural resource assessments indicate that sig
nificant sites exist at each of the proposed SSC· sites." The tables 
found within the EIS identify known cultural resources within or near 
the proposed project areas. In most cases, these have not been 
evaluated using eligibility criteria for the National Register of 
Historic Places. This eligibility will be determined after the SSC site 
has been selected and more extensive cultural evaluation begins. This 
is discussed in the methodology assessment (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, 
Section 15.1.2.3). 

1516.44 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.1.2.1.A has been revised to 
reflect the grammatical chcnge. 

1516.45 

The statement in the comment, Cited in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, 
Section 15.1.2.1 A.2, is made to introduce the issues pertaining to 
spatial concerns. Specifically, this statement focuses on the types of 
impacts and potential spatial circumstances of such impacts. It is a 
necessary part of the analysis and has not been deleted. 

1516.46 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.1.2.1.B has been revised to 
reflect the suggested change. 

1516.47 

Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.l.2.2 has been revised. 

1he paragraph cited has been moved to Section 15.1.2.3 which discusses 
future assessment activities after site selection. 

1516.48 

EIS Volume JV, Appendix 15, Section 15.1.2.3 has been revised to reflect 
the suggested clarifications. 

1516.49 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.1.2.3 has been revised to reflect 
the suggested modifications. 
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1516.50 

The reference cited has been added to the Reference Section of 
Volume IV, Appendix 15. 

1516.51 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.1.3.1 has been corrected in the 
Errata reflect to the suggested clarifications. 

1516.52 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 15, Section 15.1.3.1, and the references, have 
been corrected in the Errata to reflect the suggested clarification. 

1516.53 

The referenced sentence has been deleted as suggested. 
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1517.01 

Comment noted. 

1517. 02 

See Comment Responses 10.03. 

1517.03 

The submitted information.was reviewed during preparation of the Final 
EIS. 

1517.04 

This subject is addressed In the next to the last paragraph in Volume 
IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.4.2.2.C and In Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.4.B.!, 
second paragraph. New data has been added to Appendix 7; see Comment 
Response 1517.148. 

1517.05 

The referenced materials were reviewed in the process of preparation of 
the Final EIS. 

1517.06 

The wetlands assessment has been revised to provide a more specific 
acreage of the wetland areas present at the Michigan site (see Volume 
IV, Appendix 11, Sections 11.2.2 and 11.3.4.3). This assessment identi
fied approximate1y 567 acres of wetlands ih the fee simple areas asso
ciated with surface facilities, and this acreage value has been Incorpo
rated into the EIS (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 and Volu;ne 
IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3). 

1517.07 

The matui a 1 s were reviewed in the process of preparation of the fi na 1 
EIS. 

1517.08 

See Comment Response 1517 .09. 

1511.09 

Wetlands that may be affected by construction of the SSC in Michigan and 
at all sites have been uniformly re-evaluated on the basis of field 
surveys conducted by the 00£ at the sites, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
National Wetlands Inventory Maps, and aerial photographs (see EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.2.2 for wetlands assessment methodologies). 
These evaluations provided specific information on both wetlands quality 
and quantity that could be impacted at each of the sites. 
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Based on this re-evaluation, there are approximately 567 acres of wet
lands in the areas associated with surface facilities for the proposed 
Michigan location. This and other information from the Michigan wetlands 
evaluation hos been incorporated into EIS Volume I, Chapter 1, Table 
1-1; Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3; and Volume IV, Appendix 11, 
Section 11.3.4.3. 

Mitigation for wetlands impacts (such a-s relocation of surface 
facilities) would be employed to reduce the impacts of SSC construction 
(see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and 
Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3) at any of the alternative 
sites. Detailed plans to mitigate any impacts to wetlands from con
struction and operation of the SSC at the selected site would be 
presented in the site-specific Supplemental EIS. 

1517.10 

See Comment Response 1517.135. 

1517.!l 

The DOE acknowledges that transfer of ownership would not constitute a 
loss of wetlands. The EIS has been modified to reflect the fact that 
only wetlands within (or possibly immediately adjacent to) locations 
where surface facilities would be constructed would be adversely 
impacted by the SSC project (see EIS Volume !, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.5.3 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3). The DOE will 
comply with Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and with permit require
ments under these regulations. As stated in the EIS, most of the wet
lands located in fee simple areas would be protected from impacts due to 
non-SSC related activities (e.g., agricultural and residential 
development). 

Some uses of fee simple title areas may be allowed; however, this will 
be decided on a case-by-case basis. Use of such areas is constrained by 
safety and programmatic considerations. Potent i a 1 impacts of any pro
posed use, including those to wetlands, would be considered along with 
possible mitigation before use would be authorized. 

1517.12 

Approximately 567 acres of wetlands at the Michigan site have been iden
tified to occur within areas where surface facilities for the proposed 
SSC collider could be located· (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 
and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3). None of the wetland 
areas identified that are expected to be impacted by SSC construction or 
operations are located in the Haehn le Wildlife Sanctuary, Dansville 
State Game Area, or- Waterloo Recreation Area, and no impacts to wildlife 
habitat in these areas are anticipated. 
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Mitigation measures for impacts to wetlands are discussed in Volume IV 
Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3 anq, could lessen impacts on wildlife. 
habitats associated with wetland areas. More detailed information 
relative to wetlands mitigation at the selected site would be inrluded 
in a site-specific supplement to the EIS. 

1517.13 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11 has been updated with additional site 
specific information. A worst-case analysis has been conducted for eacn 
State to identify potential impacts upon wetlands and threatened and 
endangered species. The tract of black spruce was included in the 
impact analysis because the details of plans for area JI have not been 
finalized. It is acknowledged, however, that the probability of impact 
ing this area is small. Should Michigan be selected, a site-specific 
Supplement to the EIS will be prepared prior to development of the final 
project design. Project facilities will be sited to avoid sensitive 
habitats. and appropriate mitigation measures will be identified 

1517.14 

The authority uniquely granted to the State of Michigan to administer 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act in that state is acknowledged in El!> 
Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6.2.l and Volume IV, Appendix II, Section 
ll.3.4.3. For the other states, the COE and/or EPA have authority under 
Section 404•of the Clean Water Act to define and manage wetlands protec 
tion programs and would also exercise a commitment to the protection of 
wetlands, 

1517.15 

Wet«lands that may be affected by construction of the SSC in Michigan 
have been evaluated on the basis of recent field surveys conducted at 
the site, U.S. Fi sh and Wildlife National Wetland Inventory Maps, and 
aerial photographs. This evaluation provided specific information of 
the quality of the wetlands that could be impacted at the Michigan 
location, and has been incorporated into Volume I, Chapter 5. Sectior 
5.1.5.3 and Volume IV. Appendix 11. Section 11.3.4.3, 

1517 .16 

ff. variety of alternatives is possible for mitigating potential impacts 
to wetland areas that could be impacted at the Michigan site. Many of 
these are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3. How, 
ever, pending final site selection, engineering design, and facility 
siting, it is not possible to provide detailed mitigation plans. Miti 
gation measures designed in consultation with appropriate Federal and/ot 
State agencies would be discussed in more detail in a site-specifir 
Supplemental EIS. 
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1517 .17 

The wetland assess:nent presented in the E~IS has been revised to include 
a reevaluation of wetla11d location, type, and quality (see EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 
11.3.4.3). A cons.:.>1-vative estinnte of the amount of wetland:; that m»y 
he impacted by cono.tn;ction of th;; proposed col1ider facilities at th;:, 
SSC in Michigan is now placed at approximately 190 acres. If future 
expansion are~s are developed, the potential exists for about another 
319 acres of wetland impacts. The acreage is a conservati•;e estimate, 
that does not include mitigation, and provides a comparison among sites. 
Volume !, Cha;iter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 explains the difference in wethnd 
acreages reported between the DEIS and ihe FEIS. Table 3-9 of EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 3, has been modified to accommoJ;ite th~se revised 
estimates. Wetland information has been deleted from Table 5.6-4 of 
Volume I, Chapter 5, as those data were inappropriate for Section 5.6. 

1517.18 

These 1nateriah were reviewed in the process of preparing the Final EIS. 

1517.19 

Table 1-1 of EIS Volume l, Chapter 1, which provides a brief summary of 
important impacts, has been modified to reflect that th~ overdraft is 
"1 imi ted 1 oc.1 Ii zed." A summary of current water resources conditions, 
including the abundance of surface and groundwater supplies at the pro
posed Michigan site, is provided in Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-4, and 
the accompanying text in Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.2. The relevant 
details on current water resources conditions and projected water re
sources impacts are provided in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sectio~ 5.4.2, 
and Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.4, respective·ly. 

1517.20 

The d;ta compilation and report n;ferenced in this comment were not 
available for the preparation of the DEIS. ·These additional data have 
tieen utilized to revise and update the water availability and water use 
discus~ions in the docume~t. See Co~rnent Response 312.04. 

1517.21 

Availability of water at the proposed Michigan site is addressed in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.4 and 7.2.3.4 and supports this 
comment. 

1517.22 

Although the letter referenced in the comment was not available for the 
DEIS, the recovery of the water table in recent years in the Lansing and 
Jackson area was noted in Voluma II/, Appendix 5, Section 5.4.2.2.C. 
Other additional data provi!led by the $tate of Michigan in the refer
enced letter and associated docJments have been incorporated in the EIS 
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as appropriate. See Comment Response 312.04. The interpretation of a 
localized overdraft is based on the existence of an aerial and long-term 
historic decline in water levels in the primary aquifers. The comment 
on water rights and streamflow infiltration is noted. 

1517.23 

If the proposed Michigan site is selected for the SSC, the site-specific 
Supplemental EIS will address local drawdowns, whether stable or un
stable, in more detail. 

1517.24 

See Comment Responses 312.04·and 1517.19. 

1517.25 

The information given in the comment is consistent with discussions in 
Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.4. 

1517.26 

These commitments on the behalf of the State are noted. 

1517.27 

See Comment Response 1482.07. 

1517.28 

The referenced information was revjewed in the process of preparing the 
Final EIS. 

1517.29 

See Comment Resµonses 277.0Z and 277.03. 

1517.30 

The information was reviewed during the preparation of the final EIS. 
If the proposed Michigan site is selected for the SSC, considerably 
greater geological detail will be required at the specific location of 
the facilities. This would be addressed in the Supplement to the EIS. 

1517.31 

Figure 5.4.1-6 of Volume IV. Appendix 5 has been revised to incorporate 
data on oil and gas well locations received from the Michigan Department 
of Natural Resources in August 1988. 

1517.32 

Attached information was reviewed in the preparation of the final EIS. 
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1517.33 

See Comment Response 1517.35. 

1517.34 

Sec~ CommE~nt Respons:~ 1517 .35~ 

1517 .35 

The gentechnical information submitted by Dr. Chung in his June B, 1988 
letter was Included in the databa~e used in preparation of the EIS. 

EIS \l;·l•rn1<? I, Cl1apt,,r 3, S:~ctiun 3.4.4 states that for the purpose of 
tJH; a11;, lys i $ in the DEIS, th"' Mm and Hrn pd hr,~ of the injector 
t-ac~-~it~r::·s ·~~~~--~ locatf-~d ne2a" th~ suffac0 in ct.t-.1nd-cover construc.ticn. 
Thi;; ld.]S dc.,-·i~1 to pr:1vide a co;r:.f'ion basis ~--,;r r1n:-.t1ysis and comparison 
umong tl1e altcrriativc site3. 

It hJs heen r~cogni:0d that all s·it~s p~ssess VJrious aspects of flexi
bility with rog1rd to location of und~~yrou~d facilities. After the 
fina.1 ~it!? i:;; sel~~ctcd, exact 1ucat1 1)n~: wi-: 'I be detern1~ned during fir.al 
desig11 a~rl addressed in the Supplem2nta1 EIS. The State's alternatives 
co1:l<I be add~essed at that time. 

l~J.7 .36 

The at ta-=h,;d information was rev 1 e\'led dud i:y the preparation of the 
Final EIS. 

1517.37 

Commer.ts noted. Se" a.11 the Cor.irnent Responses for letter 1515. 

1517.33 

The idr qu;:d ity portion of Table 1-1 was deleted in response to comment 
· 1278.11. Additional fugitive dust mitigation eliminated anticipated TSP 

AAQS exceedance in all states so the line indicating AAQS exceedance has 
be<•n deleted. 

We agree that the TSP dlta from Lansing amr the CO d1ta from Detroit, 
both urban, are not representative of the rural site. 

Volume !, Chapter 4, Table 4-6 been modified with a footnote explaining 
high carbon monoxide levels in Michigan. See Comment Response 1322.96. 
Volume 8, Table 8-33 has been modified with a footnote indicating that 
the TSP backgrou:id may not be.representative of the site. 

1517.39 

See Comment Responses 1322.96, 1322.98, and 1322.103. 
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. 1517 .40 

'Th~ cominent re~ardillgC!rrorffn su~face water quality information. 
presehted in the table titled•Surface Water Quality Oata In P'roject 

. Vicinity• in Volume JV, Appendix 5, .Sect.ion 5.4.2.2.B is noted. These 
errors have .. been corrected. ·see Comment Responses 1517.163 through 
1511. l&~. 

ISI7 :.ft .. ·· 

. . ·.·The pel"CentagE!s; in ~[S Vcff inae: lY1.• AppelldflC 6; Se~t i.on 6. 4 .?.Z were 
derived directly .from M;f.C:h;igan's Fi~re Elt~l (rev •. ZJ. ·.they dtffer 
sliglttl'.y frOIQ K.r::.,Clw:ng~s:. estfniates •(whfclt were constdered}· fn ttrat 
~ey .tncJude spafrs. fh>nr the experj~n.ta.l. hall l!)('Cavatfqns as wen as 
·rromtlte c;olUder. tunnel• The pe~entage,af Sag;f:n.aw: Fcmnatfon in 
Volume IV, Appendix 6, Sectjon 6~3i4.2 has been corrected to 69' percent 
.in the Errata. · · · · 

1517 .42 

.. See. Conunent Response 1517 .161 •. 
'· - - ,_ '<-·,·-, -- , 

1511.4? .. 

rf the Michigan sfte fs seTectE!cf, tl'ie Supp1emental ElS wil T contatrt all 
recent test data. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 6, Sectfon 6.:J.4.Z and Volume 
IV. Appendix 1G. sect.ion 10.2 .l.4 describe the.>11anner in .which leachahle 
spoils WIJtrld .be llancil'.ed; · · ·· " · · • 

.1s1i~~4 

. . . . }he attached tnf or!ll;i ti Ort ~as: ci:~vt~l{ect iri iii~ ;~¥1lfess of j)l"Jli>afl~~ t.k 
. finaT."El'S~ . •\; :··: : ..•. / ...... , •• ······:·••.y····· ·.·.:· .. · J•·:< :: ·"> ·····:· ...... ·. . •••.. • . 

: 151;.f5 : ' ·. \<• 

·. Results of at,~~enfpe>st~oElss~rveyof pote11ttafsumm~r habitat for t.he 
Indiana-bat ¢G!Jc:1!1Ctec:1. :by· t11e QOE · 11a:ve beell< added ti;> EIS Volume IV. 
Appendix 11.. '. · · ·' . ;;);l';.hc.· . · , 

A,fterthl! SSC.she js s~lected, ~l] .. ar!la~ tfr~t a're lJk~lyto be adversely 
·affected pyproject development would be s~rveyed for the presence or··. 

>lln}fl!I~. ,~d .. s.ers.i..\ixe ~1191~~;~· '~~;~!lr. Jil<re.~~.:f~e>\eC.;ecl ..• ~Pei:Jes. •.~ •·. • .. ··· 
·•·· .. deterilif1te: t;tte:presence o.fi $iidl 's.pec~~ ~ ta<el(dJlate.:tttePtltentnl .· .· 

· · ·. . :e.ff~~t$,(~.t::i;irv:~e.q,.,!fe\t!;t<t~~t.,.;,1t11s.utts ilfi,tKi$)~ese arg.:..effe>rt .wotil~ .• 
, .;~h~!r?l:ie.'li<fcft~s:i¥f fn aSttppJenrE!ntal. 2E'.Is~;·j ip\fo~tian.·wnuttta.:t's<t. r>e: • 11sed, 

· ,,. .... CJ;i~·~\lrl~~~~?Y!ii:t~;~t~'-~~-t~ $~\e.n~~~Yj:nl~l).f:',~~lfatUraJ\;~r;ces ·· 
· • ::· . ·.· .!{~.t~wf.tfi .. ~. J!l;l!~.s9;ui;t;i.91k~~,So~st~uct:~.AA,a~.e.s,,,~ ... ~e.::i.eJop.,.and .. ~le-. 
· ·• • · ·:· :~.n~,·e,, .E!<;l;;l'.\le.Dr:f..~t!l.i!,t~ll,!);,~<LS.!fr:es. ~ !:fitJ\l!a.~tQ.9: p. l aoo,in!J~ur.e; .. per-

.· ··········•··c: ··• ::::.ta:f!itrtg;;tQ':'"i11111~ts'C)!i:~·sl;te;:iSpeC:i':fic:•:111ti'.!f.Y:e~rs~s.t~i:vii;.fl~ft.ats· .• •ilt. 
"·' :·.··: .. · slle,.fnc't~'.-£1\J~l!~.§'!ip~teniinta:f E~S''af:tei'tlte.'d,te:sete<::ttoa liaS ..... f . 
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1517.46 

See Comment Response 1517.45. 

1517 .47 

The 125 prehistoric archaeological sites in Michigan cited in EIS Volume 
I, Chapter 4, Section 4.10.1.1. are located in the vicinity of the pro- · 
posed SSC site; an archaeological survey of potential impact areas has 
not been undertaken. This section further states, "A minimum of 82 
historic archaeological sites are predicted within the project site. 
These are projected based upon the study of historic maps; however, they 
have not been verified by field study. Further studies will be conducted 
and more information will be included in the Supplemental EIS if Michigan 
is chosen as the selected site. 

See Comment Response 570.01. 

1517 .48 

The seven sites cited are only those that have been recorded to date 
within potential impact areas of the Michigan SSC site. It is expected 
that additional prehistoric sites may be located during intensive field 
surveys that would be performed. Historic archaeological sites are also 
expected to be identified. 

If the DOE selects the Michigan SSC site, archaeological field surveys 
and evaluations would be completed in order to identify cultural re-

. sources.within the project area that are eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places. All cultural resource management 
procedures would be completed in accordance with a Memorandum of Agree
ment (HOA) between the DOE and the Michigan State Historic Preservation 
Officer. (SHPO). Mitigation measures would be developed to appropriately 
mitigate impacts to significant cultural resources (see Volume I, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6)·. 

1517.49 

See Comment Responses 1517.52 and 1517.53. 

1517 .50 



at the local level, will not be significant at the regional level. See 
Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.8.6, Chapter 5, Section 5.2.11, and the 
Errata to Volume IV, Appendix 13. 

1517 .51 

See Comment Response 1517.58. 

1517.52 

The figure cited in the cmmnent (6,680) is the projected total populatio~ 
impact to the entire Michigan Region of Influence (ROI} during the peak 
year of SSC construction, not in-migrant workers to Stockbridge area 
alone as the co1runent staks. Total population impacts include in-migrant 
workers, their families, and whatever natural populati@ increase accom
panies that influx of population over time. The Michigan ROI includes 
12 counties (see EIS Volume !, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.l}. Mainly due 
to high unemployment in the region, coupled with a large labor force, 
estimates of in-migration to the Michigan region are lower than for any 
other of the SSC regions. 

1517.53 

Labor availability in the Michigan Region of Influence is considered in 
the immigrant work force estimates. These estimates are 1 ower for the 
Michigan region than for any of the other six proposed regions (see EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.1). 

1517.54 

The diveriity and abundance of the construction and industrial base of 
the Michigan re'.)ion is reflected in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.4.ll.l.A. 

1517.55 

The referenced information was reviewed in ths prepa:-ation of the Final 
EIS. 

1517.56 

See Comment Response 275.04. Should Michigan be the selected site, the 
Michigan property acquisition process designed for the SSC will be 
analyzed in greater detail and evaluated as part of the Supplemental 
EIS. While it is possible that portions of the fee simple area may be 
competitively out leased, and, if this should occur, some of that land 
would be prime farmland, specific estimates of the amounts of prime farm
land available for competitive outleased (and therefore not removed from 
production) cannot be reasonably projected until more detailed project 
design is available. 
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1517.57 

The referenced materials were reviewed in the process of revising the 
EIS. 

1517.58 

Potential impacts en local public schools are described in Volume IV, 
Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.4.C. The EIS analysis projects pctential 
public school enrollment increases for the counties of lngha~ i~d 
Jack$Cn, and for the Michigan Region of Influence; it does not pinpoint 
specific school districts where the pupils would be likely to enroll. 
Although ln-1nigrating construction workers may not settle near the 
~ctua l site prcposed for the SSC 1 ocat ion, as the co1mr.ent cont~nds, 
their families wculd still i~pact local public services (including 
public schools) wherever in a given county they choose to settle. 

EIS text accompanying the table cited in the comment states that the 
redistribution of revenue from the State government could be ~sed ta 
offset negative Impacts associated with SSC development. The degree to 
w~1ich the legislated funds for property tax losses could r~spond to 
Increased enrollment demand would depend on the actual settlement 
pattern of the in-migrants. The rate of in-migration and the distribu
tion of these new residents, during both the construction and the oper
ations phases of the project, are further discussed In the EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Sections 14.1.3.4.A and 14.l.3.4.B. 

1517.59 

Comment noted. 

1517.60 

The figure referred to In the com~ent has been corrected. 

1517.61 

The Volume IV, Appendix l misspellings listed in the comrr:2nt have been 
corrected. However, "Rage" was not changed to "Race" {see Section 
1.2.4.5), because the Michigan propo>al M~p 4 of Figure 2.1-2, both in 
the cri·3inal submittal as well as Revision l, clearly show the r.ame 
"Rage Road." Since this map has USGS topographic maps as its base, it 
is presu~ed correct. 

1517.62 

Attachments noted and reviewed in the process of revising the EIS. 

1517.63 

See Comment Responses 1517.163, 1517.154, 1517.165, 1517.166, 1517.167, 
1517.168, and 1517.169. 
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1517.64 

See Comment Response 1517.170. 

1517.65 

Both Table 5.4.B-l and Figure 5.4.8-1 in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5 have 
been revised as suggested. 

1517.66 

The assumptions for the SSC project are described in Volume I, Chapter 
3. Adaptations to the conventional facilities for the Michigan site 
include reconfiguration of A, B, and C areas, reduction of the size of C 
area, and movement of F2, FJ, F4, and the several J areas (Jl-J4)(see 
Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.4.4.). The acreages anticipated to be 
disturbed by project construction and operations are presented in Volurn~ 
I, Chapter 3, Table 3-2. 

1517 .67 

The assumptions used in estimating wetland impacts are explained in the 
revised EIS (see Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3). See also 
Comment Response 1517.17. 

1517.68 

Wetlands that may be affected by construction of the SSC in Michiga'1 and 
at all other sites have been uniformly re-evaluated on the basis of 
post-DEIS surveys conducted at the sites, U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
National Wetland Inventory Maps, and aerial photographs {see EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.2.2 for wetlands assessment methodologies). 
These evaluations provide specific information on both quality and quan
tity of wetlands that could be impacted at each of the sites. The wet
land assessment focuses upon those wetlands that could be directly pre
empted due to construction. Wetlands that are adjacent to proposed 
facilities {i.e., within 200 feet of proposed fa:ility boundaries) are 
also discussed in the context of indirect affects (e.g., erosion). 

1517.69 

The draft EIS wetland data for Michigan was not calculated in a manner 
that was consistent with that of the other states, and has been cor
rected. Also, wetlands that may be impacted by constructio~ of the SSC 
have been reevaluated based on the results of a post-DEIS field surveys 
conducted at the sites by the DOE, using U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
National Wetland Inventory Maps and aerial photographs {se2 Volume IV, 
Appendix 11, Section 11.2.2 for wetlands assessment methodologies). The 
additional data includes information on both wetland qu1lity and quantity 
that could be impacted at each of the sites, and the data is readily 
comparable among States (see the revised EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, 
Section 11.3). Discussion has also been included that covers the 
potential to mitigate wetland impacts through facility realignments 
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anG/or thruugh aiternative f~::il ity siting ch;;ices {i.e., J facility 
development) (see EIS Valurae I, Chapter 3, Section 3.1.6 and Volume IV, 
Appendix 11, Section 11.3). The latter takes into ccnsideration rela
tive abundance of w2tlands in the r2gion from the point of view of fea
sibility of alternativ2 f11itigation m;;asures such as wetland avoidance 
and replacement. 

1517.70 

In theory, it could be argued that a "small" number of wetland acres in 
the fee simple area may suggest a greater (rather than lesser) signifi
cance if degraded. The importance of wetlands, wl1ere they are a scarce 
resource, is discussed in the EIS (e.g., Volum~ IV, Appendix II, Section 
11.3.2.3). Conversely, it could also be argued that for the sites where 
wetlands are scarce, there is a greater opportunity for mitigation via 
relocation of the facilities. 

All wetlands within fee simple areas would not be impicted. Therefore, 
a post-DEIS survey and reassessment of wetlands focused upon only the 
fee simple areas where surface facilities would occur. However, the 
resiliency of these wetlands cannot be determined at this stage due to 
uncertainties in the precise location of facilities and/or associated 
structures and the types of construction and/or erosion control measures 
to be i1r:plemented. Thus, it was necessary to '"ake the assumption that 
all wetlands e~croached by proposed surface facilities would be irr:pacted 
{see Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.2.2), if no mitigation measures 
were undertaken. 

The statement that the significance of wetlands is directly related to 
wetland abundance in an area is incorrect because of the special status 
given to wetlands under the Clean Water Act, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act, and Executive Order 11990 Protection of Wetlands [May 
24, 1977). Because of the importance and scarcity of wetlands nation
wide, permits are required for compliance with Section 404 of the Clean 
Water Act whenever wetlands a1"e imp acted by proposed developments, 
reg3rdless of the abundance of wetlands in an area. However, general 
comparisons of wetland abundance in the vicinity of all SSC locations 
are provided in the text (see Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 and 
Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3). The wetland assessment presented 
in the EIS relies on conservative estimates of wetland impacts and wet
land impacts are likely to be lower since mitigation measures will be 
implemented in siting and construction of the SSC. A similar methodology 
was used for all sites and therefore evaluations should be comparable 
among sites. A more detailed assessment of the impacts and proposed 
mitigation to w2tlands at the selected site would be provided in the 
Supplement to the EIS. 

1517.71 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3 has been rewritten to incor
porate a reevaluation of wetlands occurring in the areas associated with 
surface facilities for the proposed Michigan site. This has corrected 
the transposir1g of acreages occurring in areas B and C. 
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1517.72 

Each· of the foUowfng fi<Jlirei in V~l'a~I!' IY', .. Appl!~dfx ll lta:s been ntodi · 
fled to· sllow only tile facf1ity. lacatlo11.as prapased by the respecti.ve 
states .... Tl'ies:e .figures are ll·Z, 11~5, 11•7, Jl-9, H-16, !I-17, lI-18. 
ll-3Z. and 11~33. . . . . 

1517. 73. 
-;. .- , . ' -' . 

Based on tile wetlands evaTuat too arid assessment (see. Volume 
Appendix 11, .section 1L2,2}, Table 1-.1 has been modified. 

•.1517.74 

See Comment Response 1517.17; 

1517.75 

See Comment Response 1517.135. 

1517.76 

See Comment Resp~nse 1517. II •. · 

1517. 77 

See Comment Response 1502.16 and 1517.11. 

1517 .• 78 

rv. 



1517. 79 

It is DOE policy to avoid wetlands to the.maximum extent practicable. 
Requirements .for a 404 permit are consistent with DOE obligations under· 
Executive Order 11990 and DOE's regulations for compliance with 
floodplain/wetlands environmental review requirements (10 CFR Part 
1022) •. DOE acknowledges that authority for the 404 program in Michigan 
has been delegated to the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (see 
Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3). If Michigan is selected as 
the site,. DOE would obtain required permits from the State and mitigate 
wetlands as required. 

1517 .80 

Comment noted. 

1517.81. 

To permit fair comparison among the seven site alternatives, the U.S. 
Department of Agriculture Farmland Conversion .Impact Rating form AD-1006 
was used. On this form the Soil Conservation Service identified the 
acreages for prime and important farmland in the fee simple project 
area. After the proposed site 1s selected, .the sons acreage report. 
would be .verified and the data used in a site-specific Supplemental EIS. 

1517 .82 

See Comment Response 1517.91. 

1517 .83 

. The DOE agrees that secondary impacts to groulldwlter suppl tes due t~ . 
population increases would not be 1t9atfic111t. Thts 1s because suf-, 
ficient excess capacity exists wtthtn area water supply systems to.meet 
expected growth levels. However, aquifers around .Jackson, Lansing and · 
Stockbridge are already in an overdraft condUton. The additional water 
withdrawn to meet SSC-related growtfl nttds would be a small but measur-
able impact. ·. 

1517 .84 

See Comment Response 1517.91, paragraphs land 4. 

1517.85 .. - -

· The co111Dent agrees wtth EIS Vol.,.. IV, App8ftdtx 7, Sections 7 .2 .• 3 .4.A.1 
· and. 7. 4.A.2 •. ·· . . . · · · .. ·. . . . .·. . . · .. · ...•.. 

~;;:_:-:,::{~~·-~-- :;.--~'~--~<· ~---<-!,>~_,-·,.,,;' 
---- '- ----- _, __ , -

co1mne11t Res~o~~e)517.90. 



1517.87 

Off-site water use impacts from the SSC construction and operations are 
comparable as evident from the projected water use, which averages 507 
acre-ft per year (about 315 gal/min during the projected seven-year con
struction period and 490 acre-ft per year (about 305 gal/min) during SSC 
operations. On-site water use impacts from the SSC construction are 
expected to be much less during the SSC construction than operations 
since construction water use is projected to average only 49 acre-ft per 
year (about 30 gal/min) while operations water use is projected to aver
ag2 2,175 acre-ft per year {about 1,350 gal/min). The combined on-site 
and off-site water use is projected to be 556 acre-ft per year (about 
345 gal/min) during SSC construction compared to 2,665 acre-ft per year 
(about 1,655 gal/min) during SSC operations. Thus, the total annual 
operations water use is about five times the total annual construction 
water use. Consequently, for the combined on-site and off-site water 
needs, water supply impacts would be smaller during the construction 
period than during the SSC operations. The differences in impacts would 
b~ noticed mainly by the water sourc~s supplying the on-site rather than 
off-site water needs. Since essentially the same sources would supply 
both construction and operations water needs, however, some aspects of 
the projected impacts were covered under more than one heading in Volu:ne 
IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.4 and 7.2.3.4. 

1517.83 

As discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.4.A.6 some 
wells may have to be abandoned because of the project. The closure of 
thes2 wells at their current locations and their replacement in other 
locations will ch1nge the pumping pattern, and thus the local variations 
in groundwater drawdown. This may affect other existing water wells. 

1517.89 

This comment car.curs with the assessments in Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Section 7.2.3.4. 

1517.90 

The comment concurs with the groundwater quality assessment provided in 
the EIS (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.4). 

Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.4 states that "no groundwater qual
ity impacts related to construction or continuing operations groundw-1ter 
use are anticipated." 

1517.91 

The structure of sections describing impacts in Volume IV, Appendix 7 
was intended generally to separate the time periods when different types 
or levels of impacts would occur. Section 7.2.3.4 emphasizes the Saginaw 
formation because for the glacial and Marshall formation aquifers. There 
is less information on available groundwater volumes. Character of and 
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im~.a~ts to, th~se aquifers aru addressed in a Gualitativ~ T.anner. Both 
tt.e DE!S and EIS indicate! that SSC-r<:1ahd impacts to local grour.dl-'ater 
overdrafts would be great.est near Jackson and Lansing as these coir.:r.un!
ties would likely have the greatest popuhtiori incn:ases from the 
projeci. Some impacts are also likely in the vicinity of Stockbridge. 
This section also addresses the types of impacts that can occur due to 
construction of the SSC and the range of mitigating activities that can 
be ccnsidered to reduce those impacts. However, indirect impacts to 
~ater resources due to construction and operations are addressed 
t0gether, since no sharp ch~nge in the nature or level of impact is 
1 ikely to occ~r. 

As defined in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.2 a measura!Jle 
impact occurs when: 

"The amount of change from baseline or existing conditions would resuit 
in some decrease in long-term groundwater availability or would require 
some change in groundwater use or use patterns.• 

Ao overdraft condition exists in an aquifer when withdrawals exceed 
recharge. Conditions affecting overdrafts are discussed in EIS Volums 
IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.2.2. 

1517.92 

Data were rec2ived and reviewed in the prep;;ratian of the Final EIS. 

1517.93 

lhi:: information prov-ided in the co~n."Uent has been reviev.1ed {;0d summarized 
and i nrnrpora ted, as appropriate, to reui se or update EIS Vo 1 ume I, 
Cha?ter 4, Section 4.2 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.4 and 
7.2.3.4. 

1517.94 

The information provided in the comment has been reviewed and has been 
inc~rporated, where appropriate, to revise or update the EIS (see Volume 
IV, Appendix 7 and Volume l, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2). 

1517.95 

These data have been reviewed ar.d incorporated as appropriate in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.4.2-1. 

1517.95 

The information referenced In the coil'.me:it has been incorporated, as 
appropriate, in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.2, Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2, and Volume IV, Appendix 7. 
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1517.97 

The information provided in the comment has been reviewed and summarized 
and incorporated, as appropriate, to revise or update EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 4, Section 4.2 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.4 and 
7.2.3.4. 

1517 .98 

Comments noted. 

1517.99 

Comments noted. 

1517.100 

Comments noted. 

1517.101 

The corfu~ents with respect to the Michigan site are generally consistent 
with the database used to prepare the EIS. However, the data on rock 
mass permeability and rock. mass strength do indicate that much of the 
tunnel will probably need a pre-cast segmental liner for water control 
and structural support. The geotechnical and geohydrologic characteris
tics of the site are described in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sections 5.4.1 
and 5.4.2.2. The conditions you describe at the other sites are dis
cussed in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sections 5.1.1, 5.2.l, 5.3.1, 5.5.1, 
5.6.l, and 5.7.l; none of these are beyond the range of ground conditions 
that c~n be acconunodated by norrna 1 und~rground engineering practices. 

1517.102 

Characteristics described as negative for other sites in the comment are 
much less so when taken in proper context as follows: 

a. Dissolution features in the limestone in Tennessee do not extend to 
tunnel depth and therefore are not an impediment to the tunnel. 

b. Faults and shears at the Arizona site do not cross the tunnal; 
those in North Carolina can be handled with conventional ground
water control practices. Metamorphism and igneous intrusions, as 
found in Arizona ar.d North Carolina, result in variability of rock 
types, but this variability is of no more concern to tunneling than 
the vari abi 1 iiy of interbedded sandstone ar.d shale in Mi ch igan. 
The faulting at the Texas site is principally small-scale, and not 
a particular pathway for water inflow. 

c. The substantial head of water above tunnel depth at Illinois and 
Tennessee is not a particular problem, since the only permeability 
is from fractures, which are generally tight at tunnel depth •. At 
the Michigan site the rocks have substantial primary permeability 
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so a water-tight liner will be needed in most of the t11nnel. Under
ground construction in Illinois and Tennessee will be more expensive 
than cut-and-cover; however, the advantage of cut-and-cover at the 
Michigan site is partially offset by the need for large-scale water 
control in the drift, and a cast-in-place thick concrete liner for 
the halls. 

d. A precast segmental tunnel liner is needed to control slaking at 
tl1e Texas and Colorado sites. However, a similar liner, with the 
additional expense of water-tight seals, will be needed for much of 
the Michigan tunnel for groundwater control. 

e. Stray rocks, as at the Illinois, Tennessee, and North Carolina 
sites do result in slower excavation. However, this is largely 
offset by the fact that these tunnels require no 1 iner and 1 ittle 
other support for stability. 

1517.103 

Information on geological engineering conditions at all proposed sites 
is found in Volume IV, Appendix 5. 

1517.104 

The data were received from the Michigan proposers during the prepara
tion of the EIS and included in the database used for the EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.4.1 and Volume IV, Appendix 6. 

1517.105 

See Comment Response 275.06, paragraph 1 and Comment Response 312.09 for 
discussion of water-related impacts from const.r11ction ;it the Michigan 
site. 

1517.106 

See Comment Response 1517.104. 

1517.107 

See Comment Response 1517.104. 

1517.108 

See Comment Response 1517.104. 

1517.109 

See Comment Response 1517.35. 
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1517.110 

The exact location of the coll Ider ring will be decided after the site 
Is selected. Shifts of 10 to 20 ft in vertical location of the collider 
ring would not result In significant cost differences at this conceptu3l 
level. 

1517 .111 

See Comment Response 1517.104. 

1517 .112 

See Comment Response 1517.104. 

1517.113 

See Comment Response 1517.104. 

1517.114 

A description of tunnel spoil~ is presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 
5, Section 6.3.4.2 and Appendix 10, Section 10.2.3.4. The glacial 
m.~terial referred to in the comment is discussed in the EIS in Volume I, 

· Chaptsr 4, Section 4.1.2. 

1517.115 

This information is consistent with that in Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Section 10.2.3.4.A. 

1517.116 

Information on the Cedar Run Coal Mine Reclamation Project was requested 
for the DOE Site Task Force site selection activity, but was not reques
ted specifically for the EIS. This information will be needed in the 
Supplemental EIS if Michigan is the selected site. EIS Volume I, Section 
5.1.2.3 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.4 have been modified to 
include covering of spoils piles as a means of reducing acid leachate. 

1517 .117 

See Comment Response 1517.104. 

1517 .118 

See Comment Response 1517.104. 
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!Sll.119 

The DOE assumP.s this is a commitment by the proposing State. In any 
event, the DOE is committed to comply with the Noise Control Act of 1972 
(see Volume I, Chapter 6, Section 6.2.9). 

1517.120 

See Cow.ment Response 1517.104. 

1517.121 

Sae Comment Response 1517.104. 

1517.122 

See Comment Response 1517.104. 

1517.123 

See Comment Response 1517.104. 

1517.124 

Specific calculations of potential inflows or dewatering/inflow control 
requiremants for shaft construction at SSC site alternatives are not 
presented in the EIS. However, the methodology and estimates for the 
Michigan site included with the comment a.re consist!:!nt with background 
calculations p~rformed for EIS preparation. 

1517.125 

See Comment Response 1517.116. 

1517.125 

f:1:ibient vibration conditions at the Michigan site will be an important 
Input to detail design but are not an environmental impact issue, 
because the SSC will not produce vibrations during operations. The con
cern regarding vibration during SSC operations is the adverse impact 
that ambient noise and vibration conditions could have on SSC experl
n12nts. No information presented by the Michigan site proposer grJup 
indicates that conditions will exceed the criteria delineated in the 
Invitation for Site Proposals (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, S~ction 
4.5). 

1517.127 

The EIS has been corrected in Volu:ne IV, Appendix 11 and Volume !, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.5 to reflect the comment. 
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1517.123 

See Comment Response 1517.09. 

1517.129 

See Conunent Response 10.03. 

1517 .130 

Comments noted .. 

1517.131 

See Comment Responses 10.03 and 1517.136. 

1517.132 

The text of EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.7.7 and Table 3-7; VolJme 
I, Chapter 5, Section 5.4; Volame IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.4.9-5; and 
Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3 has been modified to remc~e 
these inconsistencies. 

1517.133 

A discussion of wetlands ap?zars in Volume IV, Appendix 11. The con
cluslo~s offered are consistent with the wetlands assessment in this 
£IS. 

1517.134 

See Cornrr:211t Response 1517.09. 

1517.135 

Wetland impacts analyses for all sites have been reevaluated. Wetla~ds 
occurring in areas associated with surface facilities for the propoiad 
project site in Michigan were identified and assessed by the DOE and 
reevaluated on the basis of field surveys, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Natfonal Wetlands Inventory Maps, and aerial photographs. M;,thodologie:; 
utilized for the wetlands assessment are discussed in EIS Volurne IV, 
Appendix 11, Section 11.2.2. The DO( has determined that there are ap
proxir.iatcly 567 acres of wet1ands located in the fee simple properti(~S 
where surface facilities could be located (see EIS Volume IV, Appe~dix 
11, Section !l.3.4.3). Wetlands also occur in other portions of the fee 
simple properties. However, bec4use no construction (and thus no wet-
1 ands impact) is planned in these additional areas, these wetlands were 
not assessed. 
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1517.135 

The authority granted the State of Michigan is acknowledged (see Volume 
IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4.3}. The goals and requirements of 
Michigan's wetland protection program are similar to the Federal program 
for Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

Based upon a post-DEIS wetlands evaluation and assessment, the texts and 
tables have been modified to incorporate a reevaluation of wetlands data 
(see EIS Volume I, Chapter l, Table 1-1; Chapter 3, Sections 3.4.4 and 
3.7.7; Chapter 4, Section 4.7.l; Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.5.4, 5.2.7, 
5.4, 5.6.4.4, and Table 5.6-4; Chapter 6, Table 5-2; and Volume IV, 
Appendix 11, Sections 11.3.4 and 11.3.4.3. Table 5.4.9-5 of Volu~e IV, 
Appendix Sb has been deleted). 

1517.137 

See Comment Response 10.03. The Soil Conservation Service identified 
4, 002 acres of prime fan~l and 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 
project 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; and the 
Errata for Volume IV, Appendix 13. 

1517.138 

See revised discussion in Appendix 11 for clarifications. 

1517.139 

Comment noted. See Comment Responses 1322.96, 1322.98, and 1322.108. 

1517.140 

It is recognized that groundwater and surface water supplies in the area 
around the proposed SSC site are extensive, with only localized over
drafts occurring near the major population centers of Lansing and Jackson. 
Detail information on water availability is presented in EIS Volume I, 
Chapters 4.2.1 and 4.2.2 and Volur.1e IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.4.2. Where 
appropriate, additional data provided by the State of Michigan on water 
availability and water use has been incorporated in these sections. See 
also Comment Response 1517.19. 

1517.141 

See Cowment Response 1517.45. 

1517.142 

See Comment Responses 277.02 and 277.03. 
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1517 .143 

· Revisions have been made to,EIS Volum~ IV, Appendix 7; Section 7.2.3;4 
•· and Appendix IO, Section 10;2.3.4 .identifying the additional mitigating 

measure (sealing spoils piles to prevent oxidation} proposed by the 
. State to reduce the potential:for acid leachate development' ·See 
Comment Response 1517 .162. · 

. 1517 .144 
-- --- _, - ' . - ' - '·· -

The comment addresses surface water quality in project vicinity (see 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Table 5.4;2-3). See Comment Responses 1517.163, 
1517H64, 1517.165, 1517:166; 1517;167; 1517.168 and 1517 .169. · 

1517 .145 

wetlands that may'b.e affected by construction of the SSC at all sites 
· have been uniformly reevaluated on the basis of field surveys conducted 

by DOE at the sites, U.S. Fish and Wildlife National Wetland Inventory 
Maps, ·and aerial photographs (see Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.2.2 
for wetlands assessment methodologies). The~e evaluations provided 
specific information on both wetland quality and quantity that could be 
impacted at each of the. sites. · 

. ---. 

. Based on this reevaluation, the staff ha~ identified approximately 567 · 
. acres of wetlands in the areas associated·wlth surface. facilities for· 

the proposed Michigan location .. ·. This .. and.other information· from the 
Michigan wet 1 ands reevaluation has been incorporated into . Vo 1 ume I, 
Chapter 1, Table 1-l; Volume I, Chapter:5,. Section 5.1.5.3; and Volume 
IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.4;3. · · · 

•. Mitig~tfort fol"··wetlallds impacts '(such as reloC:atlort·l)f surface · ·· 
. faqilities) woulcl·reduce the•·impaqts .of SS<:(constr;uction {see _Volume I, ... 

Section 5.L5.3 and Volume' IV; Appendix HtSection•1L3.4:3); .'Detailed · '·' 
plans ti) mitigate any impacts to wetlands fromconstruction and·.· · · 
operation of the SSC.at the selected site W®ld be presented in the .·. 
site-specific supplement to the EIS,. · · ·· 

Conce'rning the delegafed authority of.the St~te of Michigan, see the 
response to·comment 1517.014. ' . ' 



existing conditions, the DOE took the position for this EIS that ambient 
air values must be actual measured values. 

The high values of total suspended partkulate (TSP) and carbon monoxide 
(CO) in the DEIS could be 11isl eading. In revisions centered on TSP, any 
potential Michigan proble111 bas been handled by mttigation. steps that 
should keep the TSP values below the AAQS (see. Comment Response 1278.ll). 

The potential for misunderstanding of the CO data was reduced or elimi
nated by qualifying statements in tables and text (see Comment Responses 
1322.96 and 1322.108). 

1517.148 

The DOE defines an overdraft condition as one where long-term water 
withdrawal from an aquifer exceeds recharge in a definable area. · The 
significilJlce of SSC impacts on current overdraft conditions is discussed 
in EIS Volume JV, Appendix 7, Section 7 .2.3.4. See also Comment 
Responses 312.04 and 1517.83. 

1517.149 

While it is recognized that projects deemed to be for the public good 
enjoy the highest legal status in any water use conflicts, it is t.he 
DOE's position that the potential for tbose conflicts to arise should be 
minimized to the extent possible. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sectfons 
7.2~2 and 7.2.3.4 discuss approaches that might be taken to mitigate 
impacts to water supplies due to construction of the SSC. 

1517.150 

Data provided in the comment has been reviewed, summarized and flas been 
incorporated, as appropriate, in EIS.Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.2 
and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sect toll 7.2.3.4. 

1517.151 

The data supplied have been incorporated into the EIS. See Comment 
Response 312~04. 

1517.152 

This information has been incorporated in the EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, 
Section 7 .1.3 .4 to betteJ- demonstrate the ilVaHabil.ity e>f surface water 
as a possible alternative water supply source. 



1517 .154 

S.o:e Ccm;r.ent Response 1517.45. 

1517.155 

S2e Cor..1lent Response J 517 .45. 

1517 .155 

Potential impacts on sensitive species, habitats, or individual plants 
would depend on final design considerations for and placement cf specific 
facilities, and would be evaluated prior to con&lruction phases. Thesa 
issues a:-e addressed in many places: In the lntrcductii.m of the EIS 
Section 11.3.5 of Appendix 11, in Subsections 11.3.5.1 and ll.3.5.3.C 
for wetland h1bitats, and at the end of Section 5.5.9.5.A of Appendix 5. 
SurvEys would be initiated if Michigan is selected fer further investiga
tion. If sensitive species such as the state champion hickory are ~resent 
and could be affected by the SSC, formal consultation '>dth the U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service and with State agencies regarding ~ensltlve species 
and habitats will continue through site investigation and deslJn phases 
(see Appendix 11, Section 11.3.5.2), In compliance with Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (15 U.S.C. 1531-1543). Mea
sures to avoid or reduce adverse impacts would be applied in consultation 
with State agencies. The Supplemental EIS would report the results of 
the additional surveys and consultations. 

1517.157 

Anticipated impacts on the sensitive habitats listed in the cor.;ment are 
presented in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11. 

1517 .158 

See Appendix 6 for additional discussions of hydrocarbons in the 
Michigan SSC region. 

1517.159 

See Cow.ment Response 1517.104. 

1517.160-

See Comment Response 1517.104. 

1517.161 

The infcrmaticn provided In Table 10.2.3-4, Volume IV, Appendix 10 of 
the DEIS is correct. The 3-4 percent pyrite in spoils mentioned was 
provided to the DOE hy the State of Michigan. Please refer to pa92 
2-110 (SSC/D 5654/Dl), "Attachment 2, Site Specific Supplementary Data, 
Submitted to United States Department of Energy dated March 15, 1988." 
Quote, "Approximately 95 percent of the spoil will consist of inert 
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m1terials that would have no potential for groundw~ter contamination. 
The remaining 5 percent of the spoil may contain shale consisting of 3 
to 4 percent pyrite." 

In regards to the laboratory analysis: Table 10.2.3-4 presents the 
composition of spoil as provided by the State of Michigan and not the 
leachate analysis. Please note that leachate analysis is not provided 
for any of the seven states. The leachate analysis could be provided in 
the Supplemental EIS at a later date after the site is selected. 

1517.162 

The comment regarding leachate tests related to reactive sulfides in the 
tunnel spoils is noted. A description of tunnel spoils is presented in 
Volume IV, Appendix 6, Section 6.3.4.2 and Volume IV, Appendix 10, 
Section 10.2.3.4. 

1517.163 

The dissolved oxygen value presented in EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 
4-2 has been changed. 

1517.164 

Fecal coliform standard is shown in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 
5.4.2.l and Table 5.4.2-3. No changes have been made to the table. 

1517.165 

Comment noted regarding dissolved oxyger1 value shown in Table 5.4.2-3 
in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.4.2.1.B of the DEIS. Values have 
been corrected in the Errata. 

1517.166 

Comment noted. 

1517.167 

The comment regarding chl od de standard presented in "Surface Wate1· 
Quality Data In Project Vicinity" table (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.4.2.1.B, Table 5.4.2-3) is incorporated in the table and has 
been corrected in the Errata. 

1517.168 

The Surface Water Quality Data In Project Vicinity in EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.4.2.1.B, Table 5.4.2-3, has been corrected in the 
Errata. 
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i517.159 

lhe comment regarding the mercury standard value presented in the table 
entitled "Surface Water Quality Data in Project Vicinity". EIS Volume 
IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.4.2.l.B has be~n noted and the table changed. 

1517.170 

The comment regarding mercury and fecal coliform occasional exceedances 
noted in Volume IV, Appendix 5, .Section 5.4.2.1.B is noted. If the 
Michigan site is selected currant concentrations levels will be dis
cussed in the Supp1emer.tal EIS. The text will be changed to reflect 
changes made to mercury standard va 1 ues. See Co.r:r.ent Response 1517 .169. 

1517 .171 

Changes to EIS Volu~e IV, Appendix 5, Tabla 5.4.8-1 and Figure 5.4.8-1 
have been made as suggested. 

1517.172 

In response to a request by the DO£ for verific,1tion of the data used in 
the EIS, Mr. M. Bray of Kichigan's Department of Natural Resources 
Surface Water Quality Division (Lansing District Office), in a letter 
dated June 8, 1988, corrected the capacity of Springport Sewage Treatment 
Plant from 0.11 million gal/d to 0.17 million gal/d. He also corrected 
the excess cap1city from 0.056 million gal/d to 0.116 million gal/d. 

1517.173 

See Comment Response 1517.171 for the ne>ily added plants (i.e., Delhi 
To;.inshi;> Treatment Plant and Webberville W~stew1ter Sewage Lagoon). 

The comment about moving the indicated locations of Leslie and Ypsilanti 
facilities on Figure 5.4.8-1 is accurate and the corre~tions have been 
m~de as suggested. 

1517.174 

These procedures and data subn1itted were thoroughly reviewed during the 
preparation of the EIS. 

1517.liS 

Comments noted. 

1517.175 

Comments noted. 
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1517.177 

Cor.;nents noted. 

1517.178 

Comments noted. 

1517.179 

Comments noted. 

1517.lBO 

Comments noted. 

1517.181 

Comments noted. 

1517.182 

Co1rn11ents noted. 

1517.183 

Comments noted. 

1517.184 

Comments noted. 

1517.185 

Comments noted. 

1517.186 

Comments noted. 

1517.187 

Comments noted. 

1517.188 

Comments noted. 

1517.189 

Comments noted. 
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1517.190 

Co11111ents noted. 

· 1517.191 

Co11111ents noted. 

1517 .192 

Comments noted. 

1517 .193 

Co11111ents noted. 

1518.01 

Co11111ents noted. 

1519.01 

Comment noted. 

1520.01 

Comment noted. 

1.520.02 . 

' ~ . 

·-· ... ,-

'1 ' 

. See Comment Responses 274~3, 1517.17,Jnid 1520 08; 
,---.1_/.;._ -~- ,.,,:, -.<·-· . >-·- .,_,,~-:!. - '\>.-·'> 

1520.03 

· .. See Comment Response )417 .05. 

· 1520.04 · · 



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 
these conditions and perceptions over time. Careful planning can mini
mize many negative conditions associated with growth that may also con
tribute to the perceptions of land value. For a discussion of the 
environmental 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. 

Changes in land use are discussed in EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.7.1 and Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.1.3.4. Limitations or 
restrictions on hunting which would result from SSC construction and 
operations have not been determined. Such limitations could reduce the 
amount of recreational hunting, fishing,, and commercial trapping in some 
areas, particularly those immediately adjacent to facility concentra
tions. It is unlikely that animal populations would suffer any sub
stantial loss from a decrease in habitat due to the abundance of high 
quality habitat in the vicinity (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 
11.3.4.4). 

1520.05 

The page referred to by the commenter is a figure. Nevertheless, the 
text of the DEIS does not state or imply that the Michigan Department of 
Natural Resources (MDNR) has preauthorized wetlands permits. The HDNR 
is, however, the designated authority for the U.S. Army Corps of Engi
neers in Michigan, and is responsible for wetlands permitting in the 
State. A post-DEIS wetlands survey has reevaluated wetlands, and iden
tified approximately 190 acres of wetlands in Michigan that could be 
impacted from surface facility construction {see EIS Volume IV, Appen
dix 11, Section 11.3.4.3). If Michigan is selected, specific mitigation 
plans would be developed in consultation with the MDNR as required by 
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act, and the DOE would comply with all 
applicable Federal and state statutes. Detailed mitigation plans would 
be included in a site-specific. Supplemental EIS. See also Coment 
Response 1517.17. 

1520.06 

Although wetlands are abundant in the. Michigan project area,. the pro
posed siting of the SSC would avoid many of .these wetland areas. 
Estimates of wetland.impact are based on the:iUllOunt of wetland habitat 
that within the boundaries of surface facilities •. These facili" 

wc1u1j11.be. avoid wetlands illlpacts ln· 
• "''"""" s1!ec;1;0011ent: Response 1511.11. 



1520.07 
. . 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 5,. Section S.4 sW11111arfzes the unavoidable adverse 
impacts associated with SSC project de.velopment. Impacts to recreational 
res0urces are cUscussed .fn the revised Volume IV, Appendix 11, Sec- · 
lion 11.3.3.4. Hunting and fishing will be restricted as ii result of 
controlled access fee simple areas. This ls not expected to result fn a 
significant loss of .use and enjoyment of recreational resources. Per
sonal property values inay or may not decline as a result of SSC project 
development depending on local economfc and population growth. 

Development implications at both the project and regional levels are 
provided in Volume IV, Appendix 13, Sections 13.l.3.4.C and 13.1.4.D, 

. respectively. The analyses h1dicate t!lat Stockbridge, Kason and Leslie 
will experience growth. Other communities cited fn the comment may also 
experience some SSC-related gr()wth, but in a more diffused manner • 

. 1520.08 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section ll.3.4.Z states that many of the 
species of plants listed by the State of.Michigan are assoc:tated wfth 
wetlands, .and over 25 species of plants of the 2QO suggested bytfre com
menter have been listed fn the EIS as potenttall'y present in the vicinity 
of the proposed Hitbigan site. If the Michigan site is selected for the 
SSC, additional site•specific:: sur:'veys :NQUl.d be conducted to determine 
whether any protected species are presel)t and could be adversely affected 
by project development. Information from the surveys would be used in 
the avoidance of sellsittve areas, including valua~le wetlands. · 

Regarding tile 0111is~ion of.ifle'listi.ng ..• of the plant pJatanthera ·.·cflfarfs 
as a C-1 candidate species, all candidatespedes potentially.presentat 
the site have been discussed in EIS Volume IV, Appendix II, Section · 
11.3.4.2. ·. Platanthera ciliaris is not potentially present at the pro~ 
posed site. · · · 

1520.09 



in Michigan. The conclusion from the research conducted to date, which 
has often involved observations of animals exposed continuously to elec
tromagnetic fields, is that wildlife or other animals such as sandhill 
cranes exposed only intermittently to field strengths comparable to those· 
anticipated for the SSC, would not experience adverse impacts. 

Magnetic fields from the superconducting magnets will not be detectable 
or measurable at the surface above the tunnel (see EIS Volume IV, 
Appendix 12). · 

1520.10 

See Comment Response 1478.09; 

1520.11 

Baseline studies will be conducted prior to commencement of the SSC 
construction to establish a more site-specific database for existing 
environmental conditions, including groundwater levels and quality, and 
wildlife and wetland conditions. During SSC construction and opera
tions, environmental monitoring will be conducted to obtain a continuous 
record of potential impacts of the project. The details of the moni
toring program will be formulated as part of the final design and docu
mented in the Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

1520.12 

If Michigan is selected as the SSC site, more detailed baseline studies 
·of wildlife and wetlands would be conducted, This assessment would be 
presented in the Supp 1ementa1 EIS. 

1521.01 

Comment noted. 

1523.01 

See Comment Responses 864.01, 1279.02 and 1391.06. 

1523.02 

See Comment Response 1276.01. 

1523.03 . 



1524.02 

See Com111ent Response 1195. 06. 

1524.03 

See Comment Resµonse 533.03. 

1524.04 

See Comment Response 1312.Ql. 

The EIS in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.2.1.3 C.l presents an 
analysis of existing traffic conditions and projected traffic conditions 
during construction and operations. Data on the capacity and current 
traffic volume on Illinois site roads were obtained from the Illinois 
Department of Transportation and were not verified by the DOE. The DOE 
projected SSC related traffic based on the distribution of work locations 
and the forecasted distribution of population impacts. The level of 
service on exist.Ing roads and the projected future level of service durinJ 
construction and operations on site roads was analyzed by the DOE using 
Transportation Research Board and Illinois Department of Transportation 
methodologies. The traffic analyses performed in the EIS represents a 
reasonably accurate picture of conditions likely to occur if the Illinois 
site is selected for the SSC. More detailed traffic analyses will be 
performed in the Supplemental EIS for the selected site. 

1524.05 

Comment Noted. 

1525.0l 

See Comment Response 995.01. 
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1526.01 

Cor::ment noted. 

1526.02 

n·inority busi:iess resvurces are incltF~ed in the emp.loyn2nt a1~d labor 
force estimates ~resented in the affected environment sections of the 
EIS. For the Texas ri?gion, si?e EIS VJluo1e IV, Appt""ndix 5, Section 
5.7.11.1.A. Use of mi~crity owned business for land acquisition should 
be address2<l to the appropri3ta land acquisiiion authority. Design 
metholcdogy will be evalt1ated in the Supple~ental EIS. 

1525.03 

See Com~ent Re~po~se 1526.02. 

1527 .01 

Ccmment noted. 

!527.02 

SSC-related effects on the c;uality of life in local co;r,:;:Jnities will 
depend on the settl~mer1t patterns of SSC-related workers ~~j en the 
ability of local communities to respo~d to the growth effects. lhe 
(.apacity oi co;r1munities tJ ad2.~t -to 1;;r0wth varies v1ith the abi1it.y of 
th~ community to plan and finance needed facilities ar1d service~ and hy 
the~r past experience with d0velci~m2nt. Many cf the reg1tive condit~ons 
d;~ociated with rapid growth can be minimized thrct:sh careful pla~ning. 

The nst public finance a~d infrastructure impacts to local ga~er·nments 
would vary, in part, from differing tax rates, from differing levels of 
SSC-related population effects, and from the ~~cunt of private land 
transferred to Federal ownership. The public finance, quality of life, 
and transportation impacts of the SSC are presented In EIS Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Sections 5.1.8.4 to 5.1.8.6. Questions concerning strategies 
and committments by the State to mitigate local city and county infra
structure impasts should be directed to the appropriate State agency. 

1527.03 

See Comment Response 1467.04. 

1527.IH 

See Comm2nt Response 880.04. 

1527.05 

The mitigation measures have been modified to ensure the estimates of 
particulate (dust) matter will be in compliance with ambient air quality 
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standards. EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.3, Table 5.1.3-1 and 
Volume IV, Appendix 8, Section 8.4.7, Table 8-59 show that all the dust 
from SSC construction will add 3 .1 percent to what the EPA estimates is 
currently being emitted in Ellis County. See also Comment Response 
1278.11. 

1527 .06 

Comment noted. 

1544.01 

It is DOE policy to conform with all applicable Federal and State 
regulatory statutes and regulations. (See EIS Volume I, Chapter 6.) In 
this respect, all of the proposed sites are "Federally safe for use." 

Fermilab will continue to operate in its current mode regardless of 
whether the Illinois site is selected for the SSC. See EIS Volume !, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.3. Relocation of staff physicists and their 
families would not be necessary. 

The State of Illinois has proposed the use of Fermilab facilities for 
the SSC. See EIS Volume IV, Chapter 3, Section 3.4.3. 

1545.0l 

Comment noted. 

1546.01 

Comment noted. 

1547.01 

Comment noted. 

1547.02 

Comment noted. 

1547.03 

The text of EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.7.l.2 has been 
corrected in the Errata as suggested. 

1547.04 

"Woodbine" has been capitalized in the Errata for Appendix 5 as 
suggested. 
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1547.05 

According to the USGS description, the gauge on Waxahachie Creek near 
Bardwell is located 0.8 mi downstrea"l of Bardwell D1m and 4.1 mi up
stream from the mouth of Waxahachie C~eo0i< where it joins Chambers Cr2ek 
(Buckner, et al., 1987). This would indicate that the confluence of 
W~xahachle Creek and Chambers Creek is lnde~d 4.9 ml downstream of 
Bardwell Dam. The text in EIS Volume IV, ~ppendix 5, Section 5.7.2.l.A 
has been changed to show the correct mileage figure. 

1547.06 

Figure 5.7.2-1 in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5 has been changed in response 
to the comment. 

15;7. 07 

Figure 5.7.2-2 in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, has been corrected in the 
Errata and Revisions. Also see Comme11t Response 1547.CB. 

1547.08 

As stated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.2.1.C floodplain 
impacts were assessed for a 100-yr flood event according to flood 
boundaries shown on Federal Emergency Management Administration (FEMA) 
Flood Insurance Rite Maps. Any reference pertaining to floodplains in 
the EIS is made with reqard to 100-yr flood widths as designated by the 
FEM~ rate maps. Refere~ces are made to the FEMA maps in the discussion 
of "flooding widths" in Volu~e IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.7.2.1.A, and in 
the same section. 

15H .09 

A review of the source cited in the description of Lake Waxahachie in 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.7.2.l.A (Dowell and Petty 1973), 
indicates that flood control is not one of the lake's intended purposes. 
Additiona11y, recr<!<.tional use designations for both Bardviell Reservoir 
and Lake Waxahachie are included in the Texas Surface Water Q~ality 
Standards (Texas Water Commission 1586). The text in Section 5.7.2.l.A 
has been corrected In the Errata acccrdingly. 

1547.10 

Representative stream gauge data are provided for the purposes of 
general comparisons between the site alternatives (Volume IV, Appendix 
5, Table 5.7.2-2). While the data in the table are of differing record 
lengths and would not allow a statistical comparison, they serve the 
intended purpose of this section of the EIS (Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section 5.7.2.1.A). 
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1547.11 

Volume IV, Appeodix 5, Sectio1t 5.7.2.1.B was revised to indicate tbat 
the Texas Wa,ter Cammissioo>ado,pted aew Supplemental Surface Water 
Quality Standards as of April 1988. 

1547 .12.· 

. Volume IV, Appendix S~ Sectio11 s.i.2.1.B was revised by iRserting the 
·. general· policy statement included in the .1988 Supplemental Surface Water 

Quality Standards adopted by the Texas Water Commis.sion. 

1547 .13 

Change has beel'l made to Volume IV Appendix 5, Section 5.7.2.LB tB 
. include the new number of segments. See comment Response 1547 .11. 

1547 .14 

See Comment Response 1547.11. 

1547.15 
' ' 

The vali~ity of,the statemeAt iR .. AppeDdix 5, Secti~r.i 5.7 .2.l.8, that the 
water quality in Lake Waxahachie !ihould be. similar to that i11 Waxahachie 
Creek would depend on the relative contributions of the total ,flow from 
natural runoff and treated wastewater effluent. At this time, there are 
no .data to support this statement;.therefore,the statement has been 
removed from tlte texL . .More i:'!·depth analyses wfl 1 be ccmd11cted far the 
selected site in the Supplemental EIS. 

1547 .16 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Sett ion 5,7.2 is used as a standard format in . 
the _water quality discussions for each site a1ter_native •.. ·· In most cases, 
the st.ates have set .. standards for instantal)_eous••#not-to-exceed limits.· 
that would be comparable tomeas(Jred instantaneous values. The fact 
that the Texas stan,dards are annual. averages was . .ove~l oGked in the · 
discussion :in Section 5.7.2:1.B .. Jhe text in this section has been 
corrected in the . .Errata and>the table footnoted·to indicate that 
comparisons·of Texas,standards with the values listed is not strictly 

· ·<val i_d. .Ih.e .format <0f rthe,tables, i$:.re~i-ned·t-0 lflli!ii]l«ia· ~sJstent .. 
. 'treatrilel!.t -of each site:alterllitive.:: r:,;,: ' i' ' ' ., . ·.· ' .·. ··.· . 
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1547.18 

Table 5~}.2-3 in Volume IV, Appendix Sc, Section 5.7.2.1.B was revised 
to-inditate the new chloride- and sulfate standards for Segment· 814. 

1547.19 

The existing Fort Worth .Village Creek, TRA Central, and TRA Ten Mile 
sewage treatment plants as marked in thecomment letter are shown on a 
revised Figure 5.7.8-1. 

1547.20 

The comment is correct and the Southeast landfill is now shown on Figure 
5.7.8-2 as marked. 

1547. 21 

Figure 5.7.9-1 has been revised. 

1547.22 

Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.7.9.6.D has been corrected. Hydro
logical uses of both lakes are cited with appropriate references in 
Section 5.7.2.1.A. 

1547.23 

These types'of typographical errata are riot ·being ¢orrected in the DEIS. 

1547.24 

_ The .reference in Volume ·rv,. Appendix 5 has been .corrected in the Errata, 
as indicated. 

1547.25 

See Comment Response 1547.07. 

1547.26 

It should be recognized that the proposed layout of the SSC is based on 
a c conceptual design provided in the Invitation for Site Proposal -

; The locations dimens and 1 facilities 
uated af'·tl!r• ell 



1547.27 

The surface water yields and excess capacities available for the 
proposed Texa:; SSC, as treated in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.1.3.7.G, have been corrected and are now consistent with the values in 
the discussion in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.7.2.1.[ 

1547.28 

The sentence in A?pendix 7, Section 7.2.3.7 stating that locations of 
potential ground water development are identified in Figure 7-11 has 
been removed from the text . 

1547.29 

The EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.7 has been revised to 
indicate (1) th1t surface water sources will supply the campus and near 
cluster areas for the SSC construction, (2) the relative reliance on 
surface and groundwater sources for off-site and on-site Wlter use 
during the SSC operatio~s, (3) the magnitude of SSC operational water 
needs relative to total groundwJter use in Dallas, Ellis and Tarrant 
Counties, and {4) the relative reliance on surface and groundwater 
sources for municipal supril ies in these three counties. 

1547.30 

See Comrnemt Response 1547.29. 

15P.31 

Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.7.A.l was revised to state that the 
1984 Texas W.i.ter Plan suggests that it is safe to continue overdrafting 
the Trinity Group, which includes the Twin Mountains aquifer, through 
2030. 

1547.32 

See Comment R2sponses 401.01 and 1547 .29. 

1547.33 

The text of EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.7.A.5 has been 
corrected as suggested. 

1547.34 

The EIS states that impacts to water users resulting from well closures 
could be partially mitigated by replacement of wells or connection to 
alternative water supplies of equal or better quality (Volume IV, 
Appendix 7, Section 7.2.3.7.A.6 and Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6). 
It is assumed that no matter how completely these mitigative measures 
were carried out, there would be some unavoidable, minor disruption to 
the affected water users. 
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1547 .35 

See Com~!ent R.:spcnse i318.06. 

1547 .36 

Voluma J, Chapter 4, Se~tion 4.2.l, Table 4-2 has been revised lo 
indicate that comparison of inst~ntancoJs observations with anriual 
average standards is not valid. 

15~·7.37 

Volume I, Ch2pter 4) Table 4-3 has been revised in accordance with the 
comment. 

1547.38 

See Con~2nt Response 1547.07. 

l 5H. 39 

This specific chaw;e is trnneccessary as the EIS already states that the 
major supply of direct SSC water ceeds at the Texas site will come from 
surface supplies, with a minor contribution of groundwater at remote 
f~cilities (see Volume!, Chapter 5.1.2.4, pagc2 5.l.2-27). 

1547.40 

Vnlume I, Chapter 5, ~ecticr1 5.1.2.4 has been revised as suggssted to 
~nJicate the relative magnitude of SLlrface and grou~1dwater c~e by the 
project and by currer1t users in the vicinity of the proposed Texas site. 
H1iwever, because the SSC wi 11 add a de;nand (a 1 be it s:na 11) to an a 1 re2dy 
overdrafted situation in the Twin Mountain and Woodbine aquifers, the 
impact is still considered mGasurable. See also Ccm~~nt Response 

1517.41 

82cause of the already existing overdraft, the incre~ental groundwater 
use from the SSC project at the proposed Texas site is small, compared 
to current groundwater use. Its Impact on the existing groundwater 
overdraft is not consi~cred negligible. See also Comment Responses 
1313.09 and 1547.40. 

1547.42 

See Comment Response 1547.06. 

1547.43 

See Comment Response 1547.16. 
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1547.44 

Comment noted. EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Figure 5.7.8.2 is corrected. 

1547.45 

Approximately 32 acres of wetlands are located within the proposed 
boundaries of J4 (see EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 and 
Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.7.3 and Figure 11-38). It is 
estimated that as much as 20 acres of wetlands could be affected by 
construction of surface facilities at this site. Because of the 
ecalo9ical importance of Chambers Creek and its floodplain, construction 
within it would be expected to have significant impacts. See also 
Comment Response 403.03. 

1547.46 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.7.2 states that the nearest 
potential nesting habitat for the black-capped vireo occurs along the 
White Rack Escarpment, 2 to 3 ml west of a line parallel to the outer 
edge of area I. However, the nearest confirmed nesting of the species 
is in Dallas County 10 to 15 mi north of the proposed SSC site. A 
recent survey conducted by the Texas Parks and Wildlife Department and 
cited in the EIS failed to locate preferred nesting habitat for tha 
black-capped vireo within the site area. Although it is unlikely that 
the species is present on the site, if the Texas site is selected, ad
ditional surveys for the vireo would be conducted and would be reported 
in the Supplemental EIS. If it is determined that the black-capped 
vireo is present and cou1 d be adversely affected by project development, 
the DOE would begin formal consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act. 

1547.47 

Comment Noted. 

1547.48 

A number of alternatives do exist for mitigating possible construction 
at the J4 Chambers Creek location. These are discussed in Volume !, 
Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3, and also 
Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.7.3. Specific information relative 
to wetland mitigation would be Included in the Supplemental EIS for the 
selected site. 

1547.49 

Comment noteo. 

1547.50 

See Comment Responses 874.01, 880.04, and 710.01. 
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1547.51 

The Texas proposal, Volume 4, page 7 lists 211 mi of existing roads 
which would be upgraded. This figure conflicts with other infoN:ation 
in the Texas proposal. In proposal Volume 4, Figure 4.2.2.1-1, only· 
approximately 23 mi of roads to be upgraded are shown. Also, Appendix B 
to the Texas proposal lists approximately 23 mi. Ho~ever, a figure of 
22 mi was used in the EIS (based on measurement of roads fro~ USGS 
topogr~phic q~ad maps). 

1547.52 

Information recently received indicates that there is no Red Oak treat
mrnt plant. Therefore, blowdown water at F3 will be treated similar to 
blowdown water at the other service area (F) sites. Volume IV, 
Appendix 1, Section 1.2.7.12 has been changed accordingly. 

Also, see Comment Response 35.04. 

1547.53 

See Comtlent Response 402. 01. 

1547 .54 

Sea Comment Response 1318.09. 

1547.55 

See C0mm~nt Respo~se 1547.07. 

1547.56 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.2.12.7 acknowledges that many new 
constructian projects are planned for the region, mostly concentrated in 
the Dallas-Forth Worth metropolitan area. The ccmment ccncerning the 
delay in the construction of the DART rail system is noted. The ab~ve 
referenced section has been revised accordingly. The D.~RT system is 
discussed in greater detail in Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.7.11.2. 

1547.57 

Items proposed by Texas to be paid for by Texas, such as road construc
tion, were accounted for in the cost estimate. Unspecified items to be 
covered by the $1 bill ion authorized by the State of Texas were not 
covered in the cost estimate. This was in conformance to legislation 
which Congress enacted to prohibit the DOE from considering financial 
incentives in the selection of a site for the SSC (see Volume III, 
Chapter I, Section 1.1). 

251550335889 



1547.53 

The location of the Ellis County Disposal Company Landfill was 
incorrectly indicated as Ellis, Texas instead of Ennis, Texas. 
Correction has been made ta Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.7.8.3 in 
the Errata. 

1547.59 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 10.2.J.7.A provides a breakdo~n of 
the sources of excavated material and their volume. Eighty-six percent 
of the total comes from the tunnels and shafts which were calculated as 
fol lows: 

Sectors: 216,528 LF x 8 C'f/LF 1,732,000 CY 
Connectors: 43,834 LF x 8 CY/LF 391, 000 CY 
20' dia shafts: 1,433 LF x 25 CY/Lf = 37,000 CY 
30' dia shafts: l, 557 LF x 50 CY/LF = __ 7!L_DOQ CY 

2:2, 238, 000 CY 

2,600,000 CY number is consistent with data provided in the conceptual 
design report and the T~xas proposal profile. 3,800,000 CY figure 
cannot be verified. 

1547.60 

Volume IV, Appendix 10, Table 10.2.3-9 lists opticns proposed by the 
State of Texas and does not give all the details. The table presents 
four options proposed by the State: (1) Austin chalk to TXI Cement 
Plant, (2) Austin chalk for construction, (3) marl as fill in q~arri!!s, 
and (4) marl to landfills. For details, please refer to Section 
10.2.3.7.A.l through 4. Also, in Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.2.3.7.A.l, the figure (l,800,000 yd') from the first sentence has 
been corrected in the Errata. 

1547.61 

The wa>tewater treatm2r.t r·•c~Lod Grigina11y proposed by the State cf 
Texas in its proposal was ~~ed in the EIS to present a reasonable 
scenario for the evaluation of environmental impacts. If the Texas site 
is selected, the details of the treatment system will be develop2J 
during de ta ii design and wi 11 be addressed further in the Supp 1 ementa l 
EIS. 

1547.62 

See Comment Response 1547.61. 
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l~H .63 

See the third paragraph of Comment Response 1318.43. 

1547.64 

This comment is consistent with the Attachment 6 comments referenced in 
Comment Response 1313.43. 

1547.GS 

See the ninth and the last paragraphs of Comment Response 1318.43. 

1547.66 

See the ninth through the thirteenth paragraphs of Comment Response 
1318.43. 

1547.67 

The comment provides a portion of the text of EIS Volume IV, Appendix 
14, Section 14.2.2.3.G.2. No revisions have been suggested by th2 
comments for this section. 

1547.68 

Comment noted. 

1547.69 

These observations s~pport the socioeconomic methodology employed In the 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14. The socioeconomic impact methodology used 
in the EIS analysis is described in Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.2.3.B. Additional details of major portions of this meti1odology 
are contained in the key source cited in this section. 

1547.70 

This observation is consistent with Volume IV, Appendix 14. More 
in-depth analysis of public finance trends in the ROI would be 
conducted following selection of the SSC site. The analysis would be 
presented in the Supplemental EIS. 

1547. 71 

Comment noted. 

1547.72 

The DOE has reviewed the submitted data during the site evaluation 
process and the preparation of the Final EIS. 
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1547.73 

Co:rnrent noted. 

1547.74 

Cor;:n~ent noti~d. The informat-ion in this comment is consistent with th.:it 
in Volum2 IV, ~ppendix 3 of the EIS. 

The infor~ation in this comment is, with one correction, consistent with 
EIS Volume IV, Appendix 3. "E2ch componc~t part will be purged of its 
10il-1evel rad1oactive cf:1riponents 11 is not correct. J\ct~ally, each system 
or faciii_ty will be o.tripped of its radioactive compon~nts, and Ui·~se 
will be diopos2.J of in DOE or State-owned, low--ievel radiact ive ,;aste 
(LLRW) disposal areas. 

1S·~7 .75 

The issue addressed b.v this r:c.J~;;;ent is d-l~cussed in EIS Volu.T:e IV, 
Appendix 3. The esti~at2d )~ildiatian exposure to worker: is 1ow2r tl~Jn 
the levels stated in the c0~~e~t. l"he ex~o:!;re to WJrke~~ ~l1ring 
decontamination of radioactive areas alo~g the beam 1inGs is estirnJt:d 
to be 0.3 person-re;n or 300 per.:.cn-rnill irem. This r.:eon:> that if ten 
wor·ke1·s particip~ted eqt:ally in the woa·k, they would e2ch receive 30 
millire~s of exposure. The expos~r2 to work2rs during r·2mcval of 
r1dioactive waste fro~ the interacticn regicns is esti~ated t0 b~ 0.1 
pe1·s0~-rem er 100 person-m~llire~. 1h2se estimated radiatiJn exµcsure 
1eve1s are considered to he lnsi91ificant. 

1547. 77 

Tt1is observation is in asre2ment with Volume IV} Appendices 2 ~nd 3. 

It should be noted that VJlume JV, ~ppendix 3 is a con~ensation of a 
detailed environme~tal and order-of-maQnitude cast evaluation of one 
rossible decommissjoninq ola~ for the ~SC. As stated in the Appendix 3 
'.introduction, the actua·1 dec0;nrr.issi0:1ing plan and cernp1~ance with f.;~P/i 
requirements for that plan would be completed before the end 11f the SSC 
operations. 

Regarding operating cost, see also the revised cost estimate discussion 
in Volume III. 

1547.78 

Independent professional support of the EIS conclusions on waste 
disposal and decommissioning is acknowledged. 
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1547.79 

first issue: The decommissioning description in Volur.1e IV, Appendix 3 
does not exclude the LES, the MEB, and the HEB from consideration for 
reuse, althrough there are no specific plans for reuse at this time. If 
a viable reuse were determined for one or more of these accelerators, 
including the applications listed in this comment, it would be consid<?red 
as an option when a detailed decommissioning plan is prepared. 

Second issue: See Cornn:ent Response 381. 04. 

Third issue: Before sealing all accessways to the tunnel, a rigorous 
check would be made to assure no one was in the tunnel. Once sealed, 
the surface above the tunnel would be m~rked with signs and records 
would be filed with appropriate Government agencies in a manner sirailar 
to that done for underground pipelines. This would guard ag1inst 
inadvertent penetration of the tunnel. 

Fourth issue: Based upon the history of tur.nelinc;J in the Au,;tin chalk 
and marl in the vicinity there is no potential of tunnel collapse around 
the ring. 

1547.80 

Comment noted. 

1547.81 

Both the ambient noise level increase and the hig~ human annayance 
impact categories provide an objective basis for impact evaluation that 
can be uniformly applied to the site alternatives evaluated. Although 
it is recognized that the high annoyance measure excludes determination 
of individual annoyance, it should also be recognized that determination 
of individual annoyance is best determined as a function of well-defined 
background levels, which were not available for application to the 
analyses performed. !!!Jidel Ines for Moise ImpacL;'\nalv;;_is (U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency 1932) recommends the use of high 
annoyance only as a human impact measure. 

Although Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.2 mentions only the degree 
of annoyance categorized as "highly annoyed," the technical background 
on which this category is based includes lesser degrees of annoyance 
that range downward to "no complaints." Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 
9.1.2.2 indicates that three ranges of sound level increase are 
recognized, and it is implied that two of these categories of 
environmental degradation are expected to lead to degrees of human 
annoyance that indicate some form of mitigation should be considered. 
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.The Supplemental EIS will descr:ibe site-specific mitigation measures 
that can.be implemented to reduce the extent of no.ise generation by, and 

, propagation .from,. construction activities and operations of SSC facili
. ties j1t· the selected site. .Implementation of these measures will limit 
·the:number of people who will be annoyed by noise. Possible measures are 
described in Volume.IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3.1.C.l. 

; ___ -.1: ·--1547,._82· .-. , . . 

. 'At this site's;i~~tio~·stage .for th~'ss~. it is not feasible to. identify· .. 
conditions 1·1ocations, or situations in which the SSC sounds are audible 

· but have no•influence on the value -of day-night sound level (Ldn)· 
Accordingly, the Invitation for Site. Proposals did not ask for a high· 

, ··level .of detail•in·thesound-}elieldata. :Noise impact modeling at this 
·.level of detail would .be:done on a site-specific basis as part of the 

environmental. design. .lri an .environment in which the pre-SSC value for 
ldn •is nominally 40 dBA and.at distances.greater than 6;000 ft from con- . 

· · struction sites, .·uncharacteristic sounds may be audible in the normal 
· . ·. '., background but. wi 1 l not. be any 'louder than ihe· background. 

1547.83 

Vegetation impacts .on noise attenuation at the Texas site are expected 
to be minimal ... ·Significant effe<:ts due .to topography are also expected 
to be minimal- (EIS Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section .9.1.3.9) . 

. - '~ - ' - ~~ 

Wind•speed and iiirection can.affect th~ sound level. at a specific loca-
,. ti on •. If the wind Js blowing directly from;a noise source. to a··· .. 

· ···" 1tstener,. the-n,oise level .wjlhbe:higher. than under. sttlLconditions • •· 
···.because the wind will aid the. transmission of noise- through the air •. If 

· · •the wind is blowing directly•from the listener to the noise source; the 
·. 'noise level will be lpwerthan under still conditions because.the wind 

: .·.. .wnl~ihhibit t,he .,transmjssion•ofnoise through·the air. Intermediate · 
wind di.rections will produce interinediate effE!cts on noise levels. This 
effect. of the wind on noise levels will becom.e more pronounced at higher 

-. " 

wind speeds •. ··· .· .... · "'' 

, Wind speed will,,~lsojm;act ifle·perceptio~ of nofse by a listener by: ·.·. 
. . affE!tting background rioise levels~ Wtnd :lncreases ·the bac,kground ni>i se · · 

··,•level- by blowing liegetati on and. other materials. Therefore, tlie impact 
of .noise wi 11, be; less dudn_g windy-. condi-tions because the. difference 

.. between •tl)e',noJseJlevel;.and :the:·backgro~rid notse levels wi 11 ·be . , .. : . 
diminished;<~_: <-~~<: -- -~:-"·, ___ --_ .:·--<,'<~::--·-_ -~·-·· --~-.·_·-. -'-~. ·_ ~. ,' __ _,,-.,.,-

','-



1547.84 

See Comment Response 1318.23. 

1547.85 

The theoretical attenuation of sound from a point source of noise is 
6 dB for each doubling of the distance from the source. The theoretical 
attenuation of sound from a line source of noise is 3 dB. 

A road construction site in which one -0:r a limited number of pieces of 
equipment are used wi H tend to act 1 tke a point source of noise. •How
ever. a road ·construction site in ·which many pieces of equi·pment are 
.used over a long distance wiH ;act Hice a line source of noise. Actual 
conditions at road canstruction sttes wiH 'Vary so that illl attenuation 
rate between the •point source a11d li'ne source theoretical rates :may be 
appropriate. It ·should be ·noted that .as distance from the construction 
site Increases the length of tile construction zone ·will •become less sig
nificant so that the noise attenuation ·rate will approach the points 
source value. 

The point source noise attenuation rate (6 dB) was used to simplify the 
EIS analysis. This could result in an underestimation of noise levels 
in some cases. However. •noise attenuation ·effects from vegetation and 
terrain were not ·considered. 

The •noise analysis performed •rep.resents .a reasonably accur.ate pkture of 
conditions li·keJy to •occur if the site were ~lected for the SSC 
project. \More :detaHed analyses win be 'flerfonned i>n the ·supplemental 
EIS for the selected ·site. 

Al so nBte that i>n the paragreaph cited ifl tihe comment, the phr-ase "of 
intel'lsity• soould be replaced with the t>hra'Se ·"!laving .a sound level of." 
Tllis 'has ·been incor.por.ated i:n the 'EIS •Volume l•V, Appendix 9. 

1547 .86 

A velacity of 2;0" per :second is considered safe.;for paor plaster. See 
EIS ·Voltime lV, Appendtx 9,. Section 9.2.2.LC.J. 

The. stated. purpose ltlf the bil asti119 vibration assessment :wa'S to "identify 
and evaluate the ~round vi:brat;ions ami. airb•la;t o;verpresrure (noi'se) 

·associated with the use of explosives for excavation during construction 
and to evaluate the possible impacts on public health, ecological 
resources., and :s.truct11resc. •. :(:See Volume rIV., Appendicx 9, S&t,io.n ~.'Z;t,,) 



1547.87 

Sei= second paragraph of CJ;m;-,ent Re-;ponse 1547 .86. 

1547.88 

The impact threshold cf "annoyance" is a pi·eceivcd effe~t which may vary 
from individual to individual, and is hig~1ly subjective. Fer ~he 
purpc:;es of this EIS 1 a tht·eshold of "highly annoyi~<l 11 was us,:..>d to define 
significar1t adverse i~pacts from noise, although it is r~cognizcd that 
1essel- noise levels can also be disturbing. 

General criter·ia for asses:;;ing the impact of conti;·1uo:1s no-1::2 a:id 
episodic events (blasting) on humans are not well developed. F0r the 
continuou~ noise assesst~ent, the high annoyance meJs~re, which is a 
function of the Gay-night a·Jcrage sound level, provided en~ C.<..l!VJ-enient 
~easure of associating an expected impact with a calculated sound level. 
In addition t() c:ilc:.1lating at what distances a certain ni2asur-2 of high 
annoyance occur$, the assassn1ent (EIS VJ1u~e I, Chapter 5, Sccticn 5.1.4 
and VoluM~ IV, ArpenJix 9) quantified ll1e numbgr of ~eoµle cJr·re~tly 
living in areas which are expected to have elevated day-nigi1t avci~a9e 
sound levels dLlring operations. The as~ess~ent 21~0 q;Ja~itifies l~e 
areal ext~nt of the exr:ected noise 1~\·e1 incr-Dase. The::.:: ca~cu1otions 
are noted as being .3ppr·opr·iate in ~jJ_id~lJ_nr:s_ for-_Hoi5e __ I_m_;1.~~~l P.'._"':...c_lt_~is 
(U.S. EPA, Office of Noise Abatement and Control, Apr 1982). In absence 
of other generally accepted criteria, those discussed above ~rovided a 
conven·icnt method for unifcrm·ly assessing the relative imp~ct of the 
project at the site alternatives. 

for blasting, the peak-p3rticle velocity (PPV) approach, w!iic~\ is indeed 
a structural damage criteria, was adopted because it provided an objec
tive basis for assessing impacts at the site alternatives. EIS Volume 
iV, Appendix 9, Section 9.2.2 notes that to some extent it is i1"possible 
to avoid having people notice blasting occurrlng, and that soms fraction 
will be innoyed at a~y perceptible level of gro~nd vibration er blast 
overpressure. Human annoyance due to blasting is, however, t1ighly 
correlated with damage to residences, and the mitigation plan pre~ented 
is aimed at m1nimizing thi~ 2;inoyance. This annoy~nce will indeed ~e a 
function of PPV, and thus the structural criteria are justified. 

1547.89 

Comment noted. 

1547.90 

Our analysis is considered an upper bound of potential i1~pacts and a~sures 
equitable treatment of all prcposers. Until the collider ring location 
is agreed to by the DOE the exact acreages, parcels, and ownership cannot 
be determined. However, the EIS analysis does reflect an accurate picture 
of conditions that would exist should the SSC be sited in the referenced 
area (see EIS Volu1ce IV, Appendix 4, Section 4.1). 
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1547.91 

Comment noted. 

1547.92 

Comment noted. 

1547.93 

DOE agrees that no significant adverse economic impacts W'~re identified 
in the EIS for the Texas site. The perception of a "positive" change on 
a socioeconomic setting is a subjective evaluation which can be 
determined in numerous different ways. The EIS ,attempts to p1·esent an 
objective study of the socioeconomic impacts on regional and local 
settings by measuring such indicators as the ni!mber of jobs, additional 
earnings, sales demand, housing demand, demand for public services, and 
public finance impacts created by the proposed SSC projec~. Certain 
changes in various indicators, such as growth in economic Indicators, 
often are regarded as "positive.• However, there can be side effects to 
this stimulus to growth which are not neces>arily beneficial. 

Negative side effects include short·term housing-shortages and lack of 
adequate public services related to the inability of local government 
jurisdictions to finance capital improvements or meet increasing payroll 
requirements. Therefore, the socioeconomic analysis in the ElS quanti
fies estimates of additional h0using requirements, public service 
demands, and government finance impacts from SSC-related growth. The 
analysis presented in the EIS was intended to provide enough information 
to provide a reasonable comparison among the sites. Additional details 
regarding the impacts of SSC construction and operations in Texas -- on 
the Region of Influence as well as Ellis County -- are presented in EIS 
Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7.A. 

1547.94 

Based on revised property value estimates for lands to be included in 
the fee simple transfer, estimates of net fiscal impacts to Ellis County 
have been recalculated (see Errata for EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.7.D, and Comment Response 226.01). The revised fiscal 
impact estimates still project positive impacts to Ellis County 
jurisdictions, but the differences between these and the TNRLC estimates 
presented in the comment are narrower. 

1547.95 

Property tax revenues typically are the major sources of income to 
public school districts. Lands in Ellis County slated for fee simple 
transfer would reduce property tax collections in the county by about 
$400,000 annually (see Errata for EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 
14.1.3.7.D). The State mitigation assistance strategy would be included 
in the Supplemental EIS if Texas is the selected site. 
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1547.95 

Most of the EIS population figures cited in the comment are correct, 
except for the following two: estimated population impact to rest of 
Ellis County (outside Waxahachie) in 1990 is 274, not 2,274; and esti
mated population impact to Waxahachie in 1999 is 1,799, not 1,711. The 
rows l~belled "%difference" in the comment would more correctly be 
labelled "TNRLC estimate as percent of EIS estimate." The EIS analysis 
did not employ a traditional gravity m0de1 (see EIS Volume IV, Arpendix 
14, Section 14.1.2.3.8.2.b). 

1547.97 

In terms of its qualitativ2 assessments of socioeconomic impacts 
{eco11omic impacts, t1ousin9 demand, public service demand, and public 
finance), the EIS fGr the most p5rt supports the comment's contention 
that SSC impacts on Texas and Illinois would be similar {compare Volume 
IV, Appendix 14, Section 1.4.3.3 with Section 1.4.3.7). The exception 
is the anticipated ir.p~ct er. net cumulative fiscal b·2nefHs for local 
jurisdictions i~ p:·imary imp2ct counties: net positive in:p1cts are 
anticipated to be greater in Texas (Ellis County) than Illinois (DuPage, 
~. e •rd v-nd•"' r ··-•1"a•) .... ,r, , ..... ;• !"-..-.; QI l ..,..(h .. :;;.. c;.;; • 

154 7. '.l8 

The com111ent is consijered to be a modi ficaticn of the State pr·cpcsal. 
The DOE believ2s the refer2nced section is correct ba:ed en tt:e State 
proposal of March 31, 1988. 

1547.99 

Se~ Ccmn~ent Response 880. 04. 

1541.100 

The comment's rcpressntat.inn of the effects of stratified estates is 
correct. See Comment Resporlscs 312.05 and 1548.68. Also see Comment 
Response 830.04 co~cern~~g land acquisitian and co~pensatlon. 
responsibilities. 

1547.101 

Com;;ie~t noted. 

1547 .102 

The characterization of recent population growth in Ellis County 
provided in the EIS is similar to that noted in the comment: Ellis 
County population has be2n growing at Increasingly rapid rates since 
1970, with average an~ual growth between 1980 and 1985 at roughly 4.3 
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percent (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.7.11.B). ·Although the 
EIS did not contain population projections for Ellis County, it did note 
an anticipated continuation of growing County population as a conse
quence of the southerly expansion of metropolitan Dallas, once again 
concurring with similar claims stated in the comment. 

The analysis of SSC-related socioeconomic impacts, including impacts to 
economy, housing demand, public services, and public finances, did not 
identify serious problems that ·would arise if the SSC were constructed 
and operated at the proposed Texas site (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 14, 
Section 14.1.3.7). 

1547.103 

See Comment Response 1547.95. 

1547 .104 

Comment noted. 

1547.105 

See Comment Responses 13.02 and 710.01. 

1547 .106 

Knowledge of the ownership of specific wells was not required in the 
EIS, however, the Texas Department of water resources indicates that 
th?re are two g:img_sti( 1·1ells within a 1,000-ft band along the tunn1~l 
alignm9nt or within the campus buffer an~ bt!ried beam zones, and far 
cluiter areas (see Volume IV, Appendix 7, Figure 7-21). It is possihle 
that neither of these wells would be directly affected or required to be 
abandoned by the project (see Volume IV, AppeGdix 7, Section 
7 .2.3. 7 .A.6). 

1547.107 

The "disturbed acres" are the estimated total surface acres to be 
disturbed by construction of the SSC. The Table and estimates of acre
age disturbed have been revised. As now shown in Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Table 3-2, a total of 1,647 acres of land in Texas would be disturbed by 
SSC construction. Of this area, the actual amount of ecological habitat 
disturbance cannot be accurately estimated until a final design nears 
completion. The final design will take into account more sensitive habi
tats, and attempts will be made to place them in lower quality or more 
common habitats. These potential habitat losses will be fltlly addressed 
in a Supplemental EIS should Texas be chosen as the SSC site. 
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-~~- -1 ··,·~ 

.. "1547.10& •>·;;, '·'' , .... 

·Intensive cultural resources survey{to identtfy prehistoric and hi.storic · 
archaeological sites and.historic buildings .have riot been· undertaken at 
the proposed Texas SSC site. Other historic buildings could be identi·• 
fied during such surveys; If the Texas SSC. site is selected, cultural 

· resources, .including the.Dunaway house, ·would be evaluated using National 
Register criteria to determine their eligibility for listing on the · · .. 
National Register of Historic Places. The State designation is. not suffi· 

. · cient with regard to application of. Section 106 review compliance process · 
· · of the Nati ona 1 Historic Preservation Act. · · 

1547.109 

Impacts ·On housing demand as· a result of locating the SSC in Texas are 
· examined~in the Texas Region of Influence (ROI) (which includes Dallas, 
Ellis, and Tarrant Counties), as well as in Ellis County individually 
(Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.3.7.8). The results of this 
analysis concur with the present comment: . adequate housing exists in 
both the ROI and Ellis County to accommodate anticipated SSC-related 
growth. 

1547.110 

Information presented in the comment on the Dallas/Fort .Worth Inter
.national Airport is generally consistent with Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Section5.7.ll.2.A.20, H0wever;.act<!rding,to the Federal Aviation Admin~ 
.(stration, ,the airport ~j>er~~nced;J~.OOO.~ours Qf cj.eJays.in 198'6. · · 
Jhese delays are Jore,castedJO increase to 90,000 hours ,by' 1996. 
According to Federal 'Aviatfon' Administration guidelines, .these figures . 

. generally represent. congested conditions.·• ··It. is acknowledged that the 
·· .. airport expansion pro~rams discussed in the comment .woµld help to .. 

mitigate the delays. •· . < •· • • ·· • · · · • 

. 1547.111 

·.·See revisedtel(t·EIS,Volumel., ih~pte~ 3, Table'3-5 arid 3-6 •. 
·-,'.."' .. -- -_ "" '.:·- -. _.. -... 



1548.04 

See Comment Responses 1043.38. 

1548.05 

The figure has been corrected in the Errata based on the comment. 

1548.06 

See Coment Response 1052.02. 

1548.07 

The text of EIS Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 7.1.3.5 has been modified 
in response to the :comment. 

1548.08 

See Comment Response 1052.04. 

1548.09 

See Comment Response 1052.04 

1548.10 

See ,coment .Response J052.04. 

1548.11 

See Comment Response 11l52. 07. 

1548.12 

Comment noted. 

1548.13 

See Comment Response 428.15. 

1548.14 

·See Comment Response 1043.40. 

1548.15 

See Comment Response 428.15. 



15B.16 

1548.17 

See Comment Response 1043.43. 

1548.18 

See Comment Response 1043.44. 

1548.19 

See Comment Responses 1043.02, 1043.03, 1043.04, and 1043.05. 

1548.20 

See Comment Response 1043.02. 

1548.21 

See Comment Response 1043.07. 

1543.22 

Stll~ Comment Response 1043.03. 

1548.23 

See Comment Response 1043.09. 

1548.24 

See Comment Response 1043.10. 

15413.25 

St.:= Coj11m2nt Respon:;e 1043 .11. 

l54il.26 

See Comment Response 1043.12. 
1543.27 

1548.28 

See Comment Response 1043.!4. 
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1548.29 

Se:e Comment Response 1013.15. 

15'1-8.30 

See ComRent Response 1043.16. 

1543.31 

See Cornn1ent Res pons;~ 1043 .17. 

1548.32 

See Comment Respcnse 1043..18. 

1548.33 

S<:e Comment Rasponse 1043.19. 

1543.34 

Se~ Conm1Bnt Response 10·43. 20. 

1543.35 

See Cornment RespGns~ 1043.21. 

1543.36 

Sea Comment Resp0rLS'2 10~3.22. 

l 543.37 

See Con~ent Respotl'ie 1043.23. 

1543.33 

Sec? Comment Response !0'13. 24. 

1543.39 

See Comment Response 1043.25. 

1548.40 

See Comment Response 1043.26. 

1548.41 

See Comment Response 1043.27. 
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15~8.42 

1543.43 

Soe Co~~-nent Re·~ponse 1043.30. 

15413.45 

See Comrnen t Resvon~.e l o,i3. 32. 

CcT::P2.nt not0d. 

1548.43 

l S~i3. 4'l 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Table 4-16 has been corrected to includ9 wood
land>, croplands, and pasture under North Carolina terrestrial ecotypes. 

1548.50 

A Category I candidate species is a species that has been proposed for 
listing as an endangered species. It must remain a candidate sp2ci2s 
until it is actually listed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife s~rvice. 

Corrections in \J,p candidate status of the olhPI' >pPcies in EIS Volume 
I, Chapter 4, have been mads. 

1548.51 

If Nnrth Carolin3 is the selected 
Caro·1 ir.a Natural lieritage Prog,-am 
approp1·iate mitigatior1 programs. 

1543.52 

Sc~~ C:imment Re::;po;•<;e l-043. 62. 

15261550DSil3Z4 

site, the DOE will work with the North 
regardinu st .. 1tt1 s.pecies of concer·n and 
Al ~o SPe Crnm:ic>r1t Rr!s;ionse !OB. 62. 



l 5·18. 53 

1548.54 

See Con~ent Respcnse 1043.73. 

1543.55 

Volume l, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.7.2 has been revised. The ~01·th 
Carollna Soil Conservation Service estimates 4,374 acres of priQe farm
land and 2,265 acres of important farmland in the fee simple project 
area. This would mean that 630 acres of prime and 325 acres of import
ant farmland would be permanently .removed from production by the 
pro.Jee t. 

1548.56 

See Comment Responses 1043.71 and 1548.55. 

1548.57 

See Comment Response 1043.72. 

1548.58 

See Comment Response 1043.72. 

1548.59 

See Co111nent Response 1043. 72. 

1548.60 

See Comment Response 428.78. 

1548.61 

See Comment Response 1043.78. 

1548.62 

See Comment Response 1043.79. 

1548.63 

The discussion of disturbed areas in the EIS has been revised. A total 
of 1,914 acres would be disturbed in North Carolina if the SSC were 
constructed there. Approximately 1,107 acres of this area would be 
permanently disturbed by project facilities (EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, 
Table 3-2). 
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The perimeter of Areas A and B encompass approximately 2,050 acres, 
which in North Carolina includes approxi~ately 310 acres of agricultural 
land and 1,730 acres of [latural systems including 38 acres of wetlands 
(Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.7.1). Construction activities in Areas· 
A and B will require 476 acres of lar.d, 283 of which will be permanently 
disturbed by buildings and support facilities. During final design, 
consideration will be given to avoiding wetlands and placing th! SSC 
facilities (including spoils disposal sites) in habitats with lesser 
value. Mitigation activities are expected to reduce the overall impact 
of the temf)orary 1 oss of 476 acres ar.d the permanent 1 oss of 283 acres.· 

Disc11ssions regarding disturbed habitats at the North Carolina site 
resulting from ancillary facilities, including pipelines, transmission 
lines and roads, are located in Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 
11.3.5.4.A. The actual amount of disturbed habitat resulting ·from these 
facilities will vary, and cannot be estimated more accurately until a 
final design is approached. As the placement of these facilities is 
quite flexible, final design of the ancillary facilities will take into 
account more sensitive habitats, and attempts will be made to place them 
in lower-quality or more common habitats. 

Fifty three wetlands totaling 153 acres occur in areas associated with 
surface facilities at the proposed site in North Carolina (see Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 and Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 
11.3.5.3). Of this total, only 54.9 acres are comprised of palustrine 
forest wetlands. In addition, wetlands that may be affected by 
construction of SSC surface facilities in North Carolina total only 44.4 
acres (Volume IV, Appendix 11, Table 11.3.5.3-1) and Include 16.2 acres 
of pal ustri ne forested acres. 

1543.6t 

The estimates of the number of acres to b~ disturbed by the project have. 
been revised throughout the text. ·In Nor·th Carolina a total of 1,914 acres 
would be disturbed by project constructio~. Of this area, approximately 
1,107 acres would be permanently dlsturbEd by buildings and support facil
ities (Volume I, Chapter 3, Table 3-2). If North Carolina is selected, 
consideration will be qiven to minimizing the area of project impacts 
and avoiding sensitive-habitat areas duri~g development of the final 
project design. A preliminary discussion of mitigation opportunities is 
presented in Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.5.1. 

1548.65 

The re>ource reclamation practice suggested in the comment has been 
noted, and if implemented, would minimize wastage of natural resources 
in. the project area. Should North Carolir1a be selected, a site-specific 
Supplement to the EIS will analyze in det~il mitigation measures to 
reduce project impacts at the site. See l!S Volume IV, Appendix 11, 
Section 11.3.5. 
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15413.65 

~~est engineBr·irig practices w!11 bi? used to contro·l ru:.off and prevent 
siltation ta b:;th \,;':o.ttr'.l'favs in:::i «d~a,.:ent nondisturb0d lands. S~ecif1c 
~dsign of er·osio~ ccn~t·;1~~2asuresufor spoil5 ffianagemcnt and other 
~}~:~~:vr:.:iri1J distufC.ed lflnd::. wil1 depend up:Jn tht! final des·1gn and w1·11 
~2 ·)n~lyzecl Siipplewental EIS for the sel~cted site. 

Coin~'."'tnt noted. For2st res0~1rc~s for the North Caro1i:ia site are 
C:iscusc;ed in E!S Volume IV, 1;ppend1x 5, Section 5.5.'I. 

See Comment Response 312.05. The concept of stratified fei: is being 
u>ed to provide a minimum of interference with existing land use. The 
DOE. does not anticir1ate the use of restrictive easements on property 
where a stratified fee estate exists. This Includes access to minerals 
er ~ells. provided tl:at there is GO penetration of OOE'.s stratified fee 
estate ~ithout prior DOE written approval. The "rights and privileges" 
of ar:·ected resider.ts under a stratified fee estate are disrnssed in 
Appendix iV, Section 4.2.1.2. Surface interest will remain in its 
pr~sent ownership and is not the OOE's responsibility. 

In ~tr·ati f·ied fee areas surface management should expc:rier:ce no disrup
t.ion. It is DOt's intention to promote wherever possible the maintenance 
cf the local natural landscape. 

1548.69 

If North Carolina is the selected site, the DOE would work closely with 
the Division of Forest Re!;ources to minimize adverse impacts. Additional 
information regarding mitigation options available to reduce environmental 
impacts at the selected site will be evaluated in the Supplemental EIS 
for the selected site. 

1543.70 

See Comment Response 1043.SO .. 

1548. 71 

See Corr.merit Response 1278. 30. Although a species diversity survey has 
not been done, a general wetland quality survey was conducted. See 
Volume IV, ·Appendix II, Section 11.3.5.3. 

1548.72 

See Comment Response 1043.82. 
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1548.73 

See Crn~.nent Re:;ponse 754. 06. 

GroundwJter infiltration into the tun~el is not expected to affect water 
levels and flow in surface waters to any measurable degree since tunnel 
inflow Is expected to be SLlall. Host of the tunnel will be in solid, 
impermeable rock. Any zones of water Inflow (such as open fractures) 
will be izol;:.ted i"m:ediately and s;;aled off by grouting or installation 
of a waterproof liner. Major dewatering is not anticipated based on the 
hydrologlc information available to date (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 5, 
Sectio~ 5.5.2.2). Consequently, no Impacts are expected on aquatic 
spacies in surface. waters as a result of groundwater inflow into the 
excav~tions, in'.:ludir.·] tur.r.el. See Comment Response 1513.53 which 
describes the ex~ected rates of tunnel infiltration and the methods 
available for controll!ng it. 

1543.76 

There is no critical habitat for known Federally-listed threatened and 
endangered species in the vicinity of the proposed North Carolina site. 
The statement that there are r.o Federally-listed species known to b~ in 
the vicinity has been deleted, and statements have been added to 
indicate the possible presence of the newly-listed endangered wetlands 
plant, harperella, and two endangered species of bird; bald eagle and 
peregrine falcon; although habitat for neither of these bird species is 
present on the site. 

Additional information concerning species listed or proposed for listing 
by the State of North Carolina has been added to the EIS in Volume!'/, 
Appendix 11. A discussion was also added of sensitive habitats that may 
contain populations of rare plant life. The assessment of Impacts has 
been revised in Volume I, Chapter 5. More detailed studies will be 
performed at the selected site and discussed in the Supplemental EIS. 

1548.77 

See Comment Response 1043.90. 

1548.78 

All power requirements of the SSC, with the exception of emergency 
diesel power generators, will be provided by the existing network of 
public electric power utilities. The added operating load for meeting 
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SSC power requirements and th2 resulting power plant emissions will be 
accommodated under existing SIP emission limits. The limits are 
designed to provide for attain.ment and maintenance of AAQS under worst 
case operating conditions of all regulated sources. This Includes 
electric power generation at rated power plant capacities. 

"Acid rain" and glabal warming are extremely complex environmental 
issues that are global a~d international in scope. Comprehensive 
national and International research efforts are currently in progress to 
specifically address the scientific uncertainties that will need to be 
addressed before comprehensive assessments a;id pol icy analyses can be 
performed. These assessments and analyses will require large-scale 
computer models that are currently being developed on supercomputers. 
The models wi 11 reqa ire crnnprehens i ve testing and ev a 1 ua ti on and the 
collection of very large databases. The formulation of policy options 
to address the "acid rain" and "greenhouse effect" problem will involve 
a large effort and require national and international cooperatlon. 

1548.79 

If the North Carolina site is selected for further investigation, all 
areas that are likely to be adversely affected by project development 
would be surveyed for the presence of unique and sensitive habitats and 
for rare and protected species to determine the presence of such species 
and to evaluate the potential effects of project development. Results 
of this research effort would then be addressed in the Supplemental Ers: 
lnfor~atlon would also be used, In consultation with USFWS and North 
Carolina resource management agencies during the preconstructlon and 
construction phases, to develop, implement, and monitor effective 
mitigation measures. See EIS Appendix 11, Section 11.3.5. 

1543.80 

The North Carol Ina Soil Conservation Service estimates 4,374 acres of 
prime farmland and 2,255 acres of important farmland in the fee simple 
prDject area. This would mean that ~30 acres of prime and 325,acres of 
important farmland would be permanently removed from production by the 
SSC project. This acreage represents less than 1 percent of Ncrth Caro-
1 ina' s prime and important farmland inventory. In terms of global 
warming, this effect is insignificant. 

1548.81 

DOE-committed mitigations are presented in Volume I, Chapter J, Section 
3.6.2, with possible mittgatlons listed In Section 3.6.3. To the extent 
practicable, the DOE would avoid placing SSC facilities in floodplains 

_to minimize potential harm to and from the floodplain environment. More
over, potential impacts to natural resources and sensitive species and 
habitats would depend on final design considerations for and placement 
of specific facilities, and ~ould be evaluated for the selected site in 
the Sup?lemental EIS. These issues are addressed in many sections of 
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Volume IV, l\poern:l"ix 11: in th<1 intn1'1!!ction of Section 11.3.5, Sections 
11.3.5.l and ·11.3.5.3.C for wetlands habitats; and at the end of Section 
5.5.9.5.a in Appendix 5. The mitigative procedure for tha North Caro
lina site described in the comment, if implemented, could minimize any 
adverse impacts to the en'lironment described in the EIS; however, it is 
the State's n)sponsibil ity to provide all land required for the SSC 
project. 

1548.32 

See Comment Response 1043.95. 

1548.83 

Changes in the text ha'le been made so that this contradktion about the 
transition zones is no longer present. A similar change has b•!<ii1 
incorporated into the identical text found in Volume I, Chapter 4, 
Section 4.7.5.5. The sentence concerning the similarities among the 
three river systems does not state that the three river systems are 
similar to other streams in the State, but rather that these streams are 
similar only to each other. 

1548.84 

Based on res:dts of the recent survey of local streams conducted by the 
North Carolina Wild] ife Resources Commission, three species of fresh
water mussel (designated as State Sp<Kies of Sp'.~cial Concern) have been 
add,~d to Volume I, Chapter 4, Section 4.7.4.2. 

1548.35 

See Comment Response 1043:98. 

1548.86 

See Comment Fesponse 658.40. 

1548.87 

Sec Comm:<nt Response 1043 .100. 

1548.88 

See Comment Respons~ !043.100. 

1543.89 

See Comment Respon5e 1043.100. 

1548. 90 

See Comment Responses 1043.100 and 1043.104. 
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1548.91 

See Comment Response 104:3.100. 

1548.92 

1!5'18. 93 

See Comment Response 1043. IOD. 

1548.94 

See Comr;.ent Response 1043. l CS. 

1548.95 

See CotlliT.e11t ResponsP. 1043 .100. 

1548.96 

See Comment Response 1043 .11 L 

1548.97 

See Comment Response 1043.112. 

iS4S.98 

See Comm1;nt Response 1043 .113. 

1548.99 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 4, Sect i 011 4. l makes several refere;vces to the 
known wildlife database. For '"xamole: fable 4-16 compil.res e'.:ologica:1 
characteristics of site alternatlv~s. lncludlng wildlife. Section 4.7.2 
describes the headwaters, pl us first and second order $treams, including 
terrestrial and aquatic ecosystems. Section 4.7.3 refers to bird Jnd 
mammal game species found throllghout the North Carolina site: spe·~ies 
were defined and named. Also, in Section 4.7.3 the r.un:br,r of Federally 
threatened, endangered, candidate and review species are totaled. Table 
4-17 lists these species by name and Table 4-18 lists North Carnl·lna
protected species. 

1548.100 

In Horth Carolina a total of 1,107 acres of land will be pen,.anently 
disturbed. This acreage includes 315 acres which will .be permar.ently 
occupied by spoils disposal areas and evaporation ponds. The commenter 
is correct that native plant and animal communitities occupying these 
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arei\$ would be displaced and/or destroyed. Thi'., 1oss cannot be totally 
mitigated. However, several opportunities for mitigation including 
location of areas, configuration or 1ayout of these ar-e.1s, ·and use of 
best engineedr.g practice for sediment-.tion and nmoff control (as dis
cussed In EIS Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.6 and Chapter 5, Section 
5.1.2.1} wiil be employ•Jd to minimi?.e the loss. Should North Carolina 
be sel2cted, ad;Jition1l decisions of locations, habitats to be impacted, 
and possible mitigative measures will be p>'esonted in the Supplement to 
the EIS. 

1548.101 

See Com:1wnt Response lOH.116. 

1548.102 

See Comment Responses _1043.117 and 1513.142. 

15~'3.103 

At road cro:.s·in':JS, bfid9t?-s wi'l ! be prop~r-1y _built to min1;n1le \)r avoid 
encroachment of floodpiain ar,d habit'\t. The impact of soil erosion and 
water pvl lutior. w'ill b'~ mitigated hy minimi<:.ition of distHrbed a·feas, 
rapid reveg<:t<ition, and we11-maintain<)d sediment bas)ns. With ir;;plemer.
tation of prop~r mit i9at he measures, the impacts are expected to be 
gen,;r41ly limited to the e<mstruction periud and insignificant. 
Detai1ed discussion of impact mitigJtions are presented in Volume I, 
Chapter 5, Section 5.1.2.1 and Volume IV, Appendix 7, Section 
7.1.2.2.D.2. 

15·B.104 

See Comr.oent R·~spo;;se 1043.119. 

1543.105 

A. high ·percHntage of SSC .water use i:; rehted to n>ll ider operation and 
water use will vary over time. ·Water us~ could be 1 imited durtr.g · 
periods of drought by limiting operations. All efforts will be made to 
reduce nonE•ssent i al water use d<1ri ng dnrnght per1ods. 

1548. !.% 

Sl'e Cmmn,>nt Rt!sponse 1043.121. 

1548. :OJ 

The ;·ecof11n•er.dat ion given in the comment ha~ bc-Bn incorporated in the 
EIS, in Volu:ne I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.1.B.5. 
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1543.108 

If the North Carolina site is selected, iirµrovements to a four-lane 
divided highway and new construction of several access roads are slated 
for possible development In the area of the Flat River slopes abo~e Lake 
Michie (see EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section 11.3.5). The design and 
.schedule for construction associated with those roadways would be the 
responsibility of North Carolina. 

However, more detailed studies, including mitigation recom:nendations, 
would be included i;i the Supplemental EIS.. The DOE would cooperate in 
coordinating environmental matters related to these facilities. 

1548.109 

Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.2 has been revised to include addi
tion<?] information on protected species which was obtained since ccn:ple
tion of the DEIS. The statement that there are no Federally listed 
animal species known to be in the proposed site area has been deleted 
from the section. Harparella, a Federally-listed endangered wetlands 
plant whose status has recently been changed, is known to occur in an 
area along the Tar River approximately 2 mi downstream of the collider 
ri11g. The plant is not known to occur on or within the ring. Two 
Federally-listed species of birds are potentially present In the region 
containing the proposed North Carolina SSC site. The endangered bald 
eagle and peregrine falcon are occasionally found in the region as wide 
ranging migrants, but neither is expected to breed locally, and habitats 
for these species are not present at the North Carolina SSC site. 

1548.110 

EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.3 has been rewritten and no 
longer contains the statements commented on. Cumulative impacts to 
wetlands are discussed in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.2.7. 

1548.111 

The EIS, Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8.l indicates that during peak 
construction the in-migrant work force levels are the highest of all 
seven sites at 5,000 persons. 

These levels will decline as construction is completed and operations 
begin. 

Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.1.4.E discusses growth implications 
at the regional level. While it is noted that SSC project develop>-«ent 
is likely to be a major source of growth, it is expected that the 
regional housing supply will be adequate to handle both SSC workers as 
well as other newcomers. As a consequence, it may be difficult to sepa
rate out the direct effects of SSC project development from the general 
pattern of regional growth. 
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1548.111 

Volume IV, Appendix Sc, Section 5.5.10.1.F discusses future planned land 
uses, which includes mention of the Durham County Critical Watershed 
Ordinance, the Durham County General Development Plan-2005, and the 
Person County Development Plan 1985-1995. The issues raised regarding 
water supply, air quality, and preservation of natural ecosy~tem~ are 
considered as part of their.respective planning goals and obJectnes. 

See Comment Response 384. 02 for a discuss ion a f the DOE policy for the 
need for and value of establishing intergovernmental relationships. 

For a discussion of the cumulative Impacts of SSC induced growth on cur
rent land use patterns see Volume I, Chapter 3, Section 3.7.1. 

1548.112 

The quoted sentence is found in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.10. 
Due to the proposed buffer area around the spoils disposal sites, public 
views of the sites are not expected to occur. Therefore, there would be 
no visual impacts due to the spoils disposal area. 

Concerning impacts on wetlands, distances between the proposed spoils 
disposal ·sites and the closest associated wetlands range from 300 to 
1,000 .ft (most are 600 to 1,000 ft) (see Volume IV, Appendix 10, Table 
10.2.3-7). These distances are sufficiently great that few indirect 
impacts (e.g., erosion) to wetlands would occur. Nevertheless, if North 
Carolina is selected, more detailed preconstruction analysis would be 
required for each.disposal site. This would include a consideration of 
surrounding land types and species assemblages and an evaluation of 
mitigative measures to protect them. Such review and analysis wo.uld be 
detailed in the supplement to the EIS. 

1548.113 

The DEIS statement that the fauna of the proposed site are typical of 
the North Carolina Piedmont has been correct~d in the Errata to 
Volume IV, Appendix 5, Section 5.5.9.2.B. Results of the fresh water 
mussel survey, as. well as additional information concerning Federal and. 
State protected species, have been. incorporated into Volume IV, Appendix· 
11, Section 11.3.5.2. This survey, while limited in area covered, was 
more extensive than implied by the comments. 

It is acknowledged that the North Carolina SSC site is p<1crt of a 
significant ecological region, with unique natural habitats and native 
species. Field wildlife. surveys for protected species would be 
initiated if North Carolina is selected and these surveys would provide 
additional information on the biogeography of the region. If sensitive 
or listed, species and habitats are present and could be affected by the 
SSC, consultation with the U.S. Fish and.Wildlife Service and with State 
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ag~ncles will take place during all site investigation and design µha~es 
IEiS Volume IV, Appendix 11, Section ll.3.5.2), in compliance viith 
Section 7 of the Endangered Spe.cies f;ct of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 
1531-1543). Mea~ures to avoid or reduce adverse impacts to unique 
habitats and species would be z.pp1 led in consultation with the USfHS and 
appropriate State agencies. 

1548.114 

Information provided by the North Carolir.a Water Resources Commissi.on 
regarding the fresh water mussel surveys conducted recently in strearr:s 
in the vicinity of the proposed North Carolina SSC site has b~en 
reported in EIS Volume IV, Appendix 11. 

1543.115 

See Comment Response 1548.114. 

1548.116 

See Comment Response 1043.132. 

1548.117 

The sources of pollution cited by the commenter are potential sources 
that might impact surface water quality if appropriate engineering 
controls and mitigative measures are not utilized. As discussed in 
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 of the EIS, there are a number of mitigative 
measures under consideration that can be effective in reducing or 
eliminating water pollution. In addition, impacts to wildlife resources 
of area streams are discussed in Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5 and 
in Volume IV, Appendix, Section 11.3.5. If the North Carolina site is 
selected, detailed mitigation plans specific to each stream potentially 
affected by SSC construction activities would be developed and ·discussed 
in a Supplemental EIS. 

Effluents discharged to receiving water from any project activities, 
such as tunnel dewatering, would be subject to conditions of an NPDES 
permit. Permit conditions typically specify concentration limits for 
pollutant discharges, monitoring requirements, and corrective act i ans 
expected for effluent exceedences. The permit condi ti ens are typically 
tailored to specific eco1ogical conditions, which would include 
consideration of rare and sensitive species, of receiving waters and the 
downstream mixing zone. 

1548.118 
,. 

See Comment Response 1548.79. 
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1548. ll'J 

~ee Comment Response 15.01. The Memorandum of Agreement would address 
potential direct and indirect impacts to cultural resources, as appro
priate to the general project area. 

1548.120 

See Comment Response 570. 01. 

1548.121 

Volume I, Chapters 4 and 5 and Vo1ume IV, Appendix 15 has been revised 
to describe the comprehensive historic structures surveys in Grar.vi 11 e 
and Durham Counties and to identify th!:! Bennehan-Cameron Plantation as a 
site determined to be eligible to the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

1548.122 

EIS sections cited have been modified to include the additional 
information provided. 

1548.123 

Comment noted. 

1548.124 

A reservoir upstream of site 1471 W'JUld not inundate the pres211tly 
proposed SSC areas. However, the construction of a reservoir within 0.5 
miles would potentially' conflict with SSC operations. Areas of concern 
would include vibration associated with rock blasting and the possible 
raising of groundwater hydraulic pressure. If the North Carolina site 
is selected, a detailed site investigation will be conducted to assess 
the potential impact to the SSC of the proposed reservoirs and visa 
versa. Results of the investigation will be addresssed in the Supple
mental EIS. Please also see Comment Response 1106.10 and 1212.02. 

1548.125 

The current location of J2 coincides with reservoir site C. Addition
ally, there is a proposed disposal site for excavated materials near J2 
at an elevation of about 450 ft (Volume IV, Appendix 10, Section 
10.2.3.5,). If the Flat River is impounded, this disposal site would be 
very near the impounded water; since pool elevations of the proposed 
reservoirs downstream are 430 ft (site A) 11nd 440 feet (site B and C). 
See Comment Responses 1106.10 and 1272.02. 
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1548.126 

See Comment Responses 1106.10 and 1272.02. 

1548.127 

Sec Comment Responses 703.02 and 1106.11. 

1548.128 

The use of the SSC tunnel as a water supply conduit would likely be 
impractical because of the extensive and very expensive modlfications to 

·the tunnel that would be required. Also, the need for water exchange 
between communities would appear to be rare. 

1548.129 

See Comment Responses 1106.10 and 1272.02. 

1548.130 

See Comment Response 734.01. 

1548.131 

Comment noted. 

1548.132 

See Comment Response 709.02.· 

1548.133 

EIS Volume IV, Appendix 13, Section 13.1.1 states that it has been 
a·nticipated by the DOE that the SSC may trigger zoning changes. The 
Federal Government is not subject to local zonjng and land use restric
tions. However, it is DOE policy to accommodate 1oca1 zon-i ng ordinances 
and design standards to the extent practicable. See Comment Response 
384.02 .. 

1548.134 
. . 

See Comment Responses 1106.10 and 1272.02. 

1548.135 

See Comment Response 716.06. 

1548.136 

·See Comment Response 1106.06, second paragraph. 
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1548.137 

The North Carolina proposal infers that the East End Connector is a 
high-priority road improvement that would be constructed .with or without 
the SSC. Therefore, the highway has not been included in the EIS as 
part of the North Caro i na site alternative; instead it is included in 
the no-action alternative. 

Reference to the East End Connector has been added to the discussion of 
long-range highway construction plans in the Errata to Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.5.11.2.A.l. 

1548. 138 

Comment noted. 

1548.139 

See Comment Responses 1106.10 and 1272.02. 

1548.140" 

See Comment Responses 1106.10 and 1272.02. 

1549.01 

Com;;:ent noted. 

1549.02 

See Comment Responses 856.06 and 861.06. 

1549;03 

PCBs will not be used in any SSC equipment. Therefore, should the SSC be 
sited in Illinois, the existing PCB storage at Fermi lab '(IOUld not in
crease. 

1549.04 

Currently a minimal amount of 1ow-1eve1 radioactive waste (LLR~) is 
stored at Fermilab prior to shipment to a LLRW disposal site. It is the 
waste management policy at Fermil ab to collect, process, and dispose of 
LLRW off slti as it is generated. The LLRW is stored unti1 a fu11 shiP· 
ment is collected. Therefore, the quantity of LLRW stored at F€rmilab 
should not increase (as the LLRW is only he 1 d unt i 1 a fuil sh'i pment can· 
be made) if the SSC were to be sited at the proposed site in Illinois. 

1549.05 

See Comment Response 533.03. 
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1549.06 

The comment concerning Illinois air qua.lity ranking is noted. There are 
many ways that could be used to nnk relati'Je air quality. Without the 
commenter having furn·i shed the rat iona1 e for comparison, no response to 
the comment ranking can be made. 

Changes in levels of carbon monoxide (CO) were considered in evaluating 
the impact of the SSC project if sited in Illinois. EIS Volume I'!, 
Appendix 8, Table S-27 addresses the impact of CD levels in three 
Counties: DuPage, Kane, and Kendall (the Table has been modified as 
stated in Comment Response 715.03). The increase of CO caused by 
construction will be 0.34 percent and the level Increase from operations 
wi 11 be O .12 percent. It was therefore concluded in Volume IV, Appendix 
8, Section B.4.3.Z that, "The SSC would produce a negligible Incremental 
addition to the air emissions in the area." 

Changes in noise levels were considered in evaluating the impact of the 
SSC project. In Volume IV, Appendix 9, Section 9.1.3.1 the following 
conclusion was reached: 

"Increased passenger vehicle traffic on roads dilring both construction 
and operations will not have the potential to create significant noise 
impacts. Doubling traffic on a road, for ~xample, will increase the 
noise impact of a road by 3 dBA (Fader 1931). Area residents are likely 

. to be annoyed by noise l eve 1 s from roads which cxped ence i r:creased 
traffic as a result of SSC." 

1549.07 

Impacts from blasting and resulting vibrations are discussed in EIS 
Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.4.2, which also describes air blast 
overpressure. A monitoring and mitigation plan is outlined in Section 
5.1.4.2 A I. Additional information on blasting and mitigation 
techniques may be found in the Comment Response 1273.35. 

Information on the Illinois "Good Neighbor" policy, which addresses 
compensation for liability for certain blasting damage, is given ln 
the Comment Response 1279.48. 

The liability of the construction contractor for damage to off-site 
properties would be determined in accordance with applicable law. Any 
liability of the U.S. Government would be pursuant to the Federal Tort 
Claims Act. 

1549.08 

Discussion of existing public services, including public education, in 
the Illinois Region of Influence and Kane County is found in Volume IV, 
Appendix 5, Section 5.3.11.l.C. See also Comment Response 867.03. 
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1549.0'l 

See Comment Re5ponse 1551.0l. 

Extensive coverage of the impacts from Fermilab operat·ions is contained 
in the annual ew1ironrnental reports issued by rermilab and available to 
the public. 

1549. iO 

Comment noted. 

1550.0l 

Comment noted. 

1550.02 

Und>:?rwriters laboratories is an organization dedicated to consumer 
product safety and certifies the safety of electrical goods and appli
ances. This organization has no authority or expertise to evaluate the 
safety of a highly complex machine such as the SSC. The safety standards 
ln place at Fermilab, as well as those that will be prepared for the 
SSC, incorporate the combined expertise of many scientists, engineers, 
health and safety specialists, and craft specialists to ensure the inte
grity and safety of the co11 ider equipment and its operations (see EIS 
Volu"°e IV, Appendix 12). The DOE is requ~red to comply with all applic
able Federal, State, and 1ocal environmental safety and health regula
tions. A list of current Federal permits, licenses, an~ other environ
mental regulations re,lated to SSC construction and operations can be 
found in EIS Volume I, Chapter 6, along with appliCable DOE Orders. 

1550.03 

Epidemiological studies such as that proposed by the commenter are major 
undertakings that can be time-consuming and expensive and are usually 
initiated when there is sufficient cause to conduct a study and when 
there is a reasonable chance of being able to conduct a meaningful and 
scientifically defensible study. One reason in favor of not conducting 
a study to test a hypothesis about radiation exposures and effects in 
the general population around Fermilab is that the worst~case radiation 
exposure levels in the area, which have been estimated through the 
environmental monitoring program, have been so low that it wouJd be 
unlikely that any human health effects could have occurred. Also, if 
any effects have in fact occurred and are related to very low dose 
radiation exposures, such an event would be so unusual that it would be 
nearly impossible to detect an increased risk attributable to Fermilab 
operations given the normal baseline level of diseases and disorders 
that exist in any human population. If it were found through a reliable 
surveillance system or study that residents near Fermilab or any other 
part of Illinois were experiencing an apparently elevated risk of a 
serious health outcome, then it would be appropriate to consider an 
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epidemiological study to determine the causes of the problem. Such 
undertakings are typically initiated by State health departments. If Jn 
epidemiological study were determined t.o b~ appropriate in the community 
surrounding Fermilab, the DOE would be supportive and would provide 
environmental monitoring data and other assistance as needed. 

1550.04 

The suggested study is not a scientifically 11alid monitoring method. 

1550.05 

There is an environmental monitoring program at Fermilab, which monitors 
environmental media and vegetation for releases from laboratory opera- · 
ti ons. The program publishes its findings on an annual basis and the 
most recent report is for the year 1987 (Fermilab 88/40 1104.100 UC-41, 
Site Environmental Report for Calendar Year 1987, May 1987, Samuel I. 
Baker). The program is required by DOE order 5480.IA. 

Monitoring of an on-site medium or vegetation is conducted when a 
medium could be impacted by operations. 

1550.06 

See Comment Response 1550.04. 

1550.07 

An annual vegetation sampling program was initiated in calendar year 
1978. Vegetation samples were taken near the exhausts in the neutrino 
area in addition to vegetation samples in areas with waterborne radio
activity. The results from the analyses of the vegetation samples 
indicated no additional radioactivity introduced into the biosystem 
above background. Because of the extremely low levels of radioactivity 
measured in plant tissues, there is no scientific evidence of any 
mutation or other abnormalities. Detailed descriptions and results-may 
be found in annual Fermilab Site Environmental Report. 

1550.08 

The impacts from potential operational accidents at the SSC were 
examined and are discussed in Volume IV, Appendix 12, Section 12.4. 

The SSC is not an experiment to find new ways of converting matter into 
energy. The purpose and need for action for the SSC are described .in 
Volume I, Chapter 2. Collisions of particles of much higher energy than 
those of the SSC are occurring constantly and have been occurring 
throughout earth's history, in the upper atmosphere, when very high 
energy cosmic rays.strike the molecules in the atmosphere. No new or 
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different physical process would be created by the SSC. The SSC will 
permit scientists to study these processes under controlled laboratory 
conditions. 

See also Comment Response 1195.06, ·first paragraph. 

1550.09 

Secliri ty of the SSC facility will be addressed in the Safety Analysis 
Reviews (SAR) to be prepared for construction and operations phases of 
the SSC. The SARs will focus on significant hazards and will address 
Impacts and mitigative measures (EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Section 
S.1.6.1). 

1550.10 

The DOE is required to comply with all applicable Federal, State, and 
local environmental safety and health regulations. A list of current 
Federal permits, licenses, and other environmental regulations related 
to SSC construction and operations can be found in Volume I, Chapter 6, 
along with applicable DOE Orders. The SSC is designed to operate well 
within the permissible limits specified in these regulations. 

1550.11 

Comment noted. 
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155! 01 

Th·~ DOE a.ssigns responsibility to its o eri!tinq contractors for the safe 
operatlo~ of DOE facilities through con ractual obligations that lnclud2 
compliance with a variety of environ:i:c'~ al safety and health regulations 
(EIS Volume I, Chapter 6). The DOE requires that its operating contrac
tors conduct periodic performance appraisa·ls, including environmental 
safety and health protection apprais<ils. These appraisals are perform•;d 
in accor-danc2 with the req:_ilren1ents of the DOE Orders {EIS Vol u:ne I, 
Chapter 6). Additionally the DOE maintains an oversite role and con
dac.ts regularly scherlul ed e»1a 1 uat ions of Hs contractors. The autho.-i ty 
for the DOE oversite role a~d the responsibil Hy charged to the DOE 
operatinq contractors is generally co11tai11ed in the contract HeaHh and 
Safety Cl atise, which· necessitates that the contractor comply with all 
app1 icable Fed2ral, State, and local environmental safoty and hG;;lth 
protection laws, standards, and criteria. The DOE has operat~d higl1 
energy physics facilities similar to the SSC in compliance with environ
mental protection laws. Fermilab publishe.> an annual site f:nvironfl'0nta1 
Report (see Site Environmental Rep~rt For Ca1endJr Year 1987, Fermilab 
88/40 1104.100 UC-41). This r•2port receives widespread distribution, 
including the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, and various State 
regulatory agencies. 

1551.02 

See Co1mnent Respon:;Ps 810.05 and lll7 .04. 

1551.03 

See Corarnent Response 627 .0l. 

1552.01 

Comment noted. 

1552.02 

The concerns for the health and safety of the g:;nnr·al public are dis
cussed In EIS Volume I, Chapter 5, Settion 5.1.6. This includes the 
impacts resulting from tunnel construction 35 ~e11 as the-impacts from 
radiation arid halardous/toxic substances and the disposal of son and 
liquid wastes througi1out the construction and operation of the project. 
See also Comment Response 1091.02. 

1553.01 

See Comment Respon~e 1304.01, which conta·ined U11! same attachment. 

1554.01 

Comments noted. 
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1554.02 

r:orn;;;ent~; noted. 

1554.03 

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 
~ssure adequate protection of both the SSC work force and the general 
public. 

Fer concerns on the impact to wetlands and associated mitigation, see 
Comment Response 1292.05. 

Temporary effects on bGth water qua 1 ity and water 1 eve ls of sha 11 ow 
'1ro•.mdwaters ere expected from cor.struct ion and operations of the SSC, 
but these will be small because of the use of environmentally sound 
construction and effluent ccntro l techniques. A 1 ong-term i mµact is 
up,.ctEd on the current ovE,rdraft of the aquifers. The impact will be 
,;mall, since the incremental ""'~er needs of the SSC will be small in 
compar·ison to existing water uses. The predicted groundwater impact of 
the SSC at lhe proposed Illinois site is described in Volume IV, 
l'ppend ix 7, Sect ion 7. 2. 3. 3. See a 1 so Comment Responses 18. 03 with 
n:$~e<;t to groundwater quality imp;:;ct and 533.03 with resp£ct to 
qn;c;ndwater supp.ly impact. 

~s ficted in the "Superconducting Super Collider Conceptual D~sign 
Report,• March 1986 (SSC-SR-2020) and In the Superconducting Super 
Callider Environmental Radiation Shielding Task FGrce Report, July 1987 
(SSC-SR-1026}, the abort areas are designed to allow continued, safe 
occupation within the stratified fee zones. The overall radiation 
exposure to stratified fee residents is expected to be an immeasurable 
~r,10unt of less than 0.001 mrem/yr. This amount is insignificant, con· 
siderin9 that the avt'rage individua·1 r2ceives about 360 mrf.:rn annually 
from background radiation (see Volume IV, Appendix 12, Secticr1 12.2.!.l.A). 

M~gnets wi 11 not explode. They may quench (warming up so they 1 os2 
their superconducting capabi1 ity), or they may encounter diffen,nt type;; 
of failures that would toke them out of service. · 

The DOE's health protection criteria are designed with ample conserva
tism and contingencies to provide adequate protection of the general 
public living above of the SSC. 

1554.04 

Comments noted. Socfoeconomic impacts associated with the project are 
evaluated in EIS Volume I, Chapter l; Volume 1, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.8 
and Volume IV, Appendix 14, Section 14.1.2.3. 

15511575335882 



155·'!. 05 

See Comment Re:;ponse 1126. 05. 

155•L 05 

1555.0! 

Comments noted. 

1555.02 

See Comment Hesponse 810.03. 

1555.03 

Con11nent noted. 

1555,0-t 

1555.05 

Comment noted. 

1SS6.0! 

As part of site characterization studies, the location of all burled . 
utility l ir1es (water, gas, telephone, pow<~d will be surveyed. Construc
tion contractors will be required to notify ut i1 i ty owners prior to any 
excavation. Ill some instances lt may b1~come necessary to relocate a 
utility line around project facilities. This will be done in concei·t 
with the uti°lity owner to minimize disruption of service. 

1555.02 

SSC construct ion and ope rat ions will be conducted in compliance wi U1 
all relevant statutes and regulations (se'O' EIS Volume I, Chapter 6). 
Permits will be obtained for storage of hazardous wastes. ·All 
wastewater discharges will be permitted in accordance with app 1 icab1 e 
requirements and advanced treatment technologies will be employed as 
practicable. 

1556.03 

SSC facilities including water supply systems will be designed, in
stalled, and operated in compliance with applicable Federal and State 
regulations. See Volume I, Chapter 6. 
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1556.04 

See Comment Response 1556.03. 

1556.05 

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. 

If North Carolina is the selected site and land application is the 
se-iected method for sludge disposal, the DOE would consult with NHCD-DEM 
ard comply with appropriate guidelines, regul~tions, and statutes. 

1556.05 

If North Carolina were the selected site for the SSC and any demcl it ion 
wer~ to occur during construction at the North Carolina site, the ~iaste 
generated would be properly disposed in a permitted landfill. The 
comment concerning hazardous waste is noted. 

1556.07 

This issue would be ·addressed by the SSC construction contractor during 
construction, and the maintenance and operation contractor during 
operation of the facility. 

1556.08 

See Comment Response 1556.07. 

1556.09 

See Comment Response 1556.02. 

1557.01 

Comment noted. 

1557. 02 

Comment noted. 

- 1551. 03 

See Comment Response 832.01 

1557. 04 

Impacts to water suppl i·es resu It ing from construction and operations of 
- the SSC in I 11 inoi s are discussed in Vo 1 ume. IV, Appendix 7, Sections 
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7.1.3.3.G (surface water use) and 7.2.3.3.A.5 (public water supply sys
tems). The proposed water supply for the construction a.rid operations of 
the SSC in Illinois is groundwater. Therefore, no impacts to quantity 
of surface water use are expected. Impacts to public water supply sys
tems (mostly grounc!water) a.re expected to be negligible. 

Water quality implications of siting the SSC in Illinois are discussed 
in Volume IV, Appendix 7, Sections 7.1.3.3.F {surface water) and 
7.2.3.3.A.4 (groundwater). Construction and operations of the SSC offer 
the potent i a 1 for water qua 1 ity impacts. However, imp 1 ementat ion of 
proper mitigative measures designed to protect the health of the publk 
and the environment, and to conform with applicable statutes and regula
tions, should reduce the potential impacts to negligible levels. 

Regarding well closures see Comment Response 7.03. 

1557.05 

Impacts to wildlife at the proposed SSC site in Illinois are discussed 
in EIS Volume !, Chapter 5, Section 5.1.5.4.E. Although wildlife 
populations have been decreasing in the area due to increasing urbaniza
tion, development of the SSC may counter this trend partially by providing 
opportunities to increase, protect, and/or enhance haQitats for wildlife 
within the boundaries of fee simple areas. The reader is referred to' 
the annual reports of Fermilab for additional information on prairie 
restoration and wildlife protection. 

1557.06 

Comment note·d. 

1553.01 

Comment noted. 

1558.02 

Comment noted. 

1558.03 

See Comment Response 15.01. 

1558.04 

See Comment Response 570.01. 

1558.05 

See CoflHTient Response 1548.121. 
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1558.06 

See Comment Response 1':i48.122. 

1553.07 

Comment noted. 

1559.0l 

Cow.men t noted. 

1559.02 

The geological/geohydrological data provided by the proposer are 
summarized in EIS \lolu,me IV, Appendix 5, Sections 5.7.I and 5.7.2; they 
were verified against other data sources and by field examination and 
are considered adequate for this EIS .. Also see Comment Responses 
217.01, 217.03 and 223.05. 

1559.03 

See Comment Response 226.01. 

1559.04 

Comment noted. 

Comment noted. 

1561.0I 

Comment noted. 

1561.02 

See last paragraph of Comment Response 979.02 

1561.03 

See Comment Responses 979.02 and 1292.05. 

1561.04 

Comments noted. 
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