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FOREWORD 

This volume contains the comments and exhibits submitted by members of the public, 
government agencies, and other interested groups on the Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement. Responses to the comments are presented in 
Appendix D of Volume 1. Part 1 of Volume 2 contains transcripts of testimony (and 
related exhibits) provided at public hearings held in Waxahachie and Ennis, Texas, in 
September 1990. Part 2 contains reproductions of the letters of comment sent to the 
U.S. Department of Energy during the public comment period. The sets of testimony and 
comment letters were assigned individual submission numbers. The testimony 
submissions were numbered 104 through 139, and the comment letters were assigned 
submission numbers 1 through 103 and 140 through 231. Within each submission, passages 
judged to represent specific comments were individually numbered. Index 1 lists the 
commentors alphabetically and gives their submission number. Index 2 lists the 
submissions numerically and identifies the com mentor. 

INDEX 1 Alphabetical List of Commentors 

Name Affiliation Submission Page 

Adams, John 42 2-70 
Aday, Weldon 186 2-330 
Allen, A. 37 2-65 
Babroski, Edward 88 2-124 
Ballard, Charlene 43 2-71 
Barnes, Daniel 194 2:-346 
Becker, Robert 124 1-68 
Biddy, Robert Allen Samuels Chevrolet-Olds- 77 2-109 

Pontiac 
Bingler, Ed Texas National Research Laboratory 104 1-17 

Commission 
Blain, John State Dept. of Hgwys. and Public 179 2-300 

Trans. 
Banks, Sonny 41 2-69 
Booher, W. 203 2-364 
Bowles, Kevin 93 2-129 
Bozz, Mr. & Mrs. Pat 178 2-298 
Bradshaw, Deatra 196 2-350 
Branscum, Connie 44 2-72 
Brigma, David 2ll 2-381 
Brown, Edward 40 2-68 
Brown, Michael 199 2-356 
Brown, Terry 38 2-66 
Bryant, Matt 120 1-60 
Bryant, Matthew 222 2-401 
Bryson, Verna 214 2-387 
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Name 

Buchley, Suzanne 
Buie, David 
Burnett, Kipp 
Burnett, Kipp 
Caddel, George 

Caddel, George 
Caddel, George 
Caddel, George 
Caddel, Jean 
Caddel, Jean 
Callahn, Roy 
Cerante, Ruben 
Clements, William 
Cook, Ava 
Gook, Ava 
Cook, Dale 
Cook, Dale 
Couch, Cleo 
Crawford, Dorothy 
Crawford, Ross 
Crowder, J. 
Dammon, Wi 11 iam 
Davis, A. 
Davis, Mr. & Mrs. R. 
Deason, Jonathan 
Doherty, Donald 
Echols, Joan 
Ely, Joanne 
Everett, John 
Fira, Mario 
Fudge, Mary 
Fuller, Jewel 
Gagliano, J. & B. 
Goodwin, Jeanne 
Graham, Dorothy 
Graves, Stan 
Gray, Sylvia 
Greer, Clifton 
Gregory, Terry 
Grimes, M. & H. Raper 
Griztmaker, Carolyn 
Hall, Mrs. Preston 
Harrison, Bart 
Hicks, Joyce 
Higgins, Ann 

Affiliation 

Ennis Chamber of Commerce 
Ennis Chamber of Commerce 
(Comments 9-17 on pp. 1-114 through 

1-117 of transcript, Vol. 2) 

The State of Texas 

Eiki International, Inc. 

U.S. Department of the Interior 

Everett Sales Co. 

Texas Historical Commission 

Terry Gregory Ford Mercury 
Grimes & Raper Family Shoes 

viii 

Submission Page 

227 2-416 
146 2-216 
113 1-48 

8 2-18 
132 1-84 

110 1-38 
144 2-182 

80 2-112 
230 2-421 
108 1-23 

56 2-84 
66 2-95 
29 2-54 

107 1-23 
172 2-287 
118 1-56 
174 2-291 
158 2-248 
160 2-254 
216 2-391 
204 2-366 

90 2-126 
12 2-23 

153 2-232 
231 2-423 

84 2-120 
131 1-82 
210 2-379 
103 2-172 

70 2-99 
60 2-88 

185 2-328 
212 2-383 
152 2-230 
175 2-293 
142 2-179 
182 2-322 

81 2-116 
11 2-22 
78 2-110 

1 2-3 
171 2-283 

32 2-59 
201 2-360 

98 2-164 
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Higgins, Mrs. 
Talmadge 

Hill, W. 
Hollingsworth, James 
Holt, Dale 
Hopkins, David 
Howell, H. 
Howerton, Steve 
Howerton, Steve 
Howerton, Steve 
Howerton, Steve 
Howerton, Steve 
Howerton, Steve 
Howerton, Steve 
Howerton, Steve 
Howerton, Steve 
Howerton, Steve 
Hrabina, Dolfie 
Huff, Charles 
Humert, Vick 
Hunter, Melvin 
Huskins, Charles 
Huskins, Charles 
Hyatt, Sue 
Hyatt, Sue 
Jackson, Henry 
Jackson, Ms. 
Jeffcoat, Betty 
Jeffcoat, Billy 
Johnson, Carol 
Jordan, John 
Jordan, Lester 
Jordan, Susan 
Keisel, James 
Kerr, Neally 
Kincart, Karen 
Kinzie, William 
Knight, John 
Kovar, Mrs. Ray 
Lambert, Stan 

Lambert, Standard 
Lawrence, Ronald 
Lawton, George 
Lawton, Karen 
Layton, Robert 
Levin, Cecil 

Affiliation 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

Ennis Police Department 
City of Ennis, Fire Chief 
The Red Oak State Bank 

City of Ennis 
City of Ennis 
City of Ennis 
City of Ennis 
City of Ennis 
City of Ennis 
City of Ennis 
City of Ennis 
City of Ennis 

City of Midlothian 

Agriculture Warehouse 
Medical Arts Clinic 

Ellis Co. Citizen's Advisory Comm. 
to URA 

First National Bank of Ennis 
Lawrence Funeral Home 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

ix 

Submission Page 

205 2-369 

170 2-278 
68 2-97 
50 2-78 
35 2-63 
26 2-51 

139 1-123 
2 2-4 
3 2-8 
4 2-10 

95 2-131 
96 2-132 
97 2-160 

102 2-168 
16 2-27 
24 2-45 

137 1-113 
181 2-320 
126 1-71 
221 2-400 
119 1-57 
138 1-120 
133 1-88 
117 1-55 

73 2-102 
151 2-228 
173 2-289 
197 2-352 
109 1-27 
147 2-220 

72 2-101 
149 2-224 

76 2-108 
123 1-67 

20 2-41 
10 2-21 
57 2-85 
46 2-74 

134 1-97 

101 2-167 
13 2-24 

167 2-271 
166 2-269 
169 2-275 
55 2-83 



INDEX 1 (Cont'd) 

Name 

Lewis, Bill 
Lewis, Bill 
Lisman, Jim 
Lowry, Harris 
Luther, David 
Lutz, Sylvia 
Markham, F'red 
Mayes, Jack 
McBee, W. 
McCarty, Jerry 
Mc Clary 
McConnell, Robert 
McCoy, Ronald 
Mccrary, T.J. 
McElroy, Mary 
McKenna, Mary 
McMullan, Ms. M. 
McNair, Melanie 
Mcwhorter, Dorothy 
Medford, I. & A. 
Medford, I, 
Milholland, Larry 
Milholland, Larry 
Moreland, Mike 
Morris, Allen 
Morris, Nancy 
Mosher, John 
Muhl, Rika 
Muncaster, John 
Munday, Ron 
Neff, Robert 
Nieto, Robert 
Novotny, Frank 
Nutt, Riley 
Page, Wallace 
Parsons, Claudia 
Parsons, John 
Partin, Terri 
Patterson, James 
Paul, Jay 
Paul, Kathleen 
Peeler, Ann 
Percival, John 
Pierce, Claire 
Pierce, Claire 
Pierce, Claire 

Affiliation Submission 

135 
Ennis Chamber of Commerce 23 

198 
215 

61 
176 

Ennis Banking Center 6 
Sardis-Lone Elm Water Supply Corp. 105 

51 
McCarty, Wilson, Mash & Grubbs, P.C. 15 

206 
94 

Ellis County Real Estate 9 
164 
48 

228 
219 
209 
184 

5 
157 
217 
213 

State Farm 74 
Ennis Chamber of Commerce 21 
Ennis Chamber of Commerce 22 

145 
141 

Polyguard Products, Inc. 14 
47 

Tennessee Sierra Club 223 
Walmart 18 
Frank's town 79 

62 
49 

115 
114 
162 

Ennis Fire Department 36 
130 
128 
45 

136 
225 
224 

(Comment 7 on pp. 1-117 through 111 
p. 1-119 of transcript, Vol. 2) 
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1-100 
2-44 

2-354 
2-389 

2-89 
2-294 
2-16 
1-18 
2-79 
2-26 

2-371 
2-130 

2-20 
2-261 

2-76 
2-417 
2-397 
2-377 
2-326 

2-15 
2-246 
2-393 
2-385 
2-103 

2-42 
2-43 

2-216 
2-177 

2-25 
2-75 

2-402 
2-39 

2-111 
2-90 
2-77 
1-52 
1-50 

2-257 
2-64 
1-78 
1-75 
2-73 

1-110 
2-414 
2-409 

1-42 



INDEX 1 (Cont'd) 

Name 

Pierce, Miles 
Pierce, Stephen 
Presley, Harlan 
Putman, James 
Reasoner, F. 
Reed, Charles 
Rhone, Larry 
Richardson, Bobby 
Riddle, Charles 
Riddle, Dorothy 
Risley, Darel 
Roark, Ron 
Roberts, Linda 
Roberts, Ronnie 
Rodriguez, Ramon 
Ross, R. 
Roybal, James 
Ruhl, Helen 
Russell, Lozzel 
Scasta, R. & B. 
Schroeder, Dave 
Seward, Stan 
Shivers, Jeanie 
Shubert, Richard 
Simpson, Earlane 
Simpson, Sus.an 
Sims, Ronald 
Skinner, Larry 
Slytok, Mark 
Smith, David 
Smith, J. & D. 
Smith, Phillip 

Smith, Wayne 
Snepsih, Edward 
Solik, Danny 
Southworth, Robert 
Spain, Robert 
Stafford, Phillip 

Stewart, James 
Stroud, Danny 
Swinney, C. & E. 
Tamminga, Kars 

Telfair, Ray 
Threodgi ll, J, 

Affiliation 

Coldwell Banker 

(Comment 6 in Exhibit 15 of 
transcript, Vol, 2) 

Texas Parks and Wildlife Dept. 
Texas National Research Laboratory 

Commission 

(Comments 10-14 in Exhibit 12 of 
transcript, Vol. 2) 

Texas Parks and Wildlife Dept. 

xi 

Submission 

122 
112 
190 
63 

161 
25 
83 
28 

187 
188 

34 
53 

154 
82 
71 
54 
65 
19 
92 

200 
125 

69 
183 

39 
207 
IBO 
67 
59 
30 
52 

191 
121 

155 
89 
85 

127 
156 
177 

195 
87 

189 
116 

17 
86 

Page 

1-65 
1-45 

2-338 
2-91 

2-256 
2-50 

2-119 
2-53 

2-332 
2-334 

2-61 
2-81 

2-234 
2-ll7 
2-100 
2-82 
2-94 
2-40 

2-128 
2-358 

1-69 
2-98 

2-324 
2-67 

2-373 
2-318 

2-96 
2-87 
2-57 
2-80 

2-340 
1-62 

2-236 
2-125 
2-121 

1-74 
2-238 
2-297 

2-348 
2-123 
2-336 

1-52 

2-37 
2-122 
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Timmerman, Charlie 
Timmermann, Charles 
Trimble, Owen 
Tucker, Jeanie 
Tucker, Jeanie 
Tucker, Jennie 
Vance, Leroy 
Vasquez, Elias 
Walker, Don 

Walker, George 
Watkins, Milton 
Watts, Mrs. William 
West, Mitchell 
Whitt, J. & J, 
Wiggins, Sammie 
Wilborn, Granrriere 
Williams, Roger 
Williams, Roger 
Williams, Selma 
Wilson, Sylvia 
Winningham, Jack 
Winningham, Wilda 
Witherspoon, Gary 
Worsham, Michael 
Zapata, Juan 

Affiliation 

Kuhlman-Trimble 

Buena Vista Bethel Water Supply 
Corp. 

Shaw, Willis & Witherspoon 

xii 

Submission Page 

129 1-77 
150 2-226 

75 2-104 
100 2-166 

99 2-165 
218 2-395 

91 2-127 
27 2-52 

140 2-175 

64 2-92 
163 2-259 
193 2-344 
192 2-342 
202 2-362 

33 2-60 
31 2-58 

106 1-20 
165 2-263 
208 2-375 
159 2-251 
168 2-273 
148 2-222 

7 2-17 
143 2-180 

58 2-86 
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42 
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Griztmaker, Carolyn 
Howerton, Steve 
Howerton, Steve 
Howerton, Steve 
Medford, I. & A. 
Markham, Fred 
Witherspoon, Cary 
Burnett, Kipp 
McCoy, Ronald 
Kinzie, Wi 11 iam 
Gregory, Terry 
Davis, A. 
Lawrence, Ronald 
Muncaster, John 
McCarty, Jerry 

Howerton, Steve 

Telfair, Ray 
Nieto, Robert 
Ruhl, Helen 
Kincart, Karen 
Morris, Allen 
Morris, Nancy 
Lewis, Bill 
Howerton, Steve 

Reed, Charles 
Howell, H. 
Vasquez, Elias 
Richardson, Bobby 
Clements, William 
Slytok, Mark 
Wilborn, Granrriere 
Harrison, Bart 
Wiggins, Sammie 
Risley, Darel 
Hopkins, David 
Patterson, James 
Allen, A. 
Brown, Terry 
Shubert, Richard 
Brown, Edward 
Banks, Sonny 
Adams, John 
Ballard, Charlene 
Branscum, Connie 

Affiliation 

City of Ennis 
City of Ennis 
City of Ennis 

Ennis Banking Center 
Shaw, Willis & Witherspoon 
Ennis Chamber of Commerce 
Ellis County Real Estate 
Medical Arts Clinic 
Terry Gregory Ford Mercury 
Eiki International, Inc. 
Lawrence Funeral Home 
Polyguard Products, Inc. 
McCarty, Wilson, Mash & Grubbs, 

P.C. 
City of Ennis (same as 

Submission 2) 
Texas Parks and Wildlife Dept. 
Walmart 
Coldwell Banker 
Agriculture Warehouse 
Ennis Chamber of Commerce 
Ennis Chamber of Commerce 
Ennis Chamber of Commerce 
City of Ennis (duplicate of 

Submission 4) 

The Red Oak State Bank 

The State of Texas 

City of Ennis, Fire Chief 
Ennis Fire Department 

xiii 

Page 

2-3 
2-4 
2-8 

2-10 
2-15 
2-16 
2-17 
2-18 
2-20 
2-21 
2-22 
2-23 
2-24 
2-25 
2-26 

2-27 

2-37 
2-39 
2-40 
2-41 
2-42 
2-43 
2-44 
2-45 

2-50 
2-51 
2-52 
2-53 
2-54 
2-57 
2-58 
2-59 
2-60 
2-61 
2-63 
2-64 
2-65 
2-66 
2-67 
2-68 
2-69 
2-70 
2-71 
2-72 



INDEX 2 (Cont'd) 

Submission Name 

45 Peeler, Ann 
46 Kovar, Mrs. Ray 
47 Munday, Ron 
48 McElroy, Mary 
49 Page, Wallace 
50 Holt, Dale 
51 McBee, W., 
52 Smith, David 
53 Roark, Ron 
54 Ross, R. 
55 Levin, Cecil 
56 Callahn, Roy 
57 Knight, John 
58 Zapata, Juan 
59 Skinner, Larry 
60 Fudge, Mary 
61 Luther, David 
62 Nutt, Riley 
63 Putman, James 
64 Walker, George 
65 Roybal, James 
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67 Sims, Ronald 
68 Hollingsworth, James 
69 Seward, Stan 
70 Fira, Mario 
71 Rodriguez, Ramon 
72 Jordan, Lester 
73 Jackson, Henry 
74 Moreland, Mike 
75 Trimble, Owen 
76 Keisel, James 
77 Biddy, Robert 

78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 

Grimes, M., & H. Raper 
Novotny, Frank 
Caddel, J. & G, 
Greer, Clifton 
Roberts, Ronnie 
Rhone, Larry 
Doherty, Donald 
Solik, Danny 
Threodgi 11, J. 
Stroud, Danny 
Babroski, Edward 
Snepsih, Edward 
Dammon, William 

Affiliation 

Ennis Police Department 

State Farm 
Kuhlman-Trimble 
City of Midlothian 
Allen Samuels Chevrolet-Olds

Pontiac 
Grimes & Raper Family Shoes 
Frank 1 s Town 

xiv 

Page 

2-73 
2-74 
2-75 
2-76 
2-77 
2-78 
2-79 
2-80 
2-81 
2-82 
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Bowles, Kevin 
McConnell, Robert 
Howerton, Steve 
Howerton, Steve 
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Higgins, Ann 
Tucker, Jeanie 
Tucker, Jeanie 
Lambert, Standard 
Howerton, Steve 
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Bingler, Ed 

Mayes, Jack 
Wi 11 iams, Roger 
Cook, Ava 
Caddel, Jean 
Johnson, Carol 
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Pierce, Claire 

Pierce, Stephen 
Burnett, Kipp 
Parsons, John 
Parsons, Claudia 
Tamminga, Kars 

Hyatt, Sue 
Cook, Dale 
Huskins, Charles 
Bryant, Matt 
Smith, Phillip 

Pierce, Miles 
Kerr, Neally 
Becker, Robert 
Schroeder, Dave 
Humert, Vick 
Southworth, Robert 
Paul, Kathleen 
Timmerman, Charlie 
Paul, Jay 
Echols, Joan 

Affiliation 

City of Ennis 
City of Ennis 
City of Ennis 

First National Bank of Ennis 
City of Ennis 
Everett Sales Co. 
Texas National Research Laboratory 

Commission 
Sardis-Lone Elm Water Supply Corp. 

(Comment 7 on pp. 1-117 through 
1-119 of transcript, Vol. 2) 

Ennis Chamber of Commerce 

(Comments 10-14 in Exhibit 12 of 
transcript, Vol. 2) 

(Comment 6 in Exhibit 15 of 
transcript, Vol. 2) 
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through 1-117 of transcript, 
Vol. 2) 
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SEPTEMBER 19, 1990: 1 P.M. HEARING 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Good afternoon. I think we'll get started 
now. 

My name is Peter Richardson. I'm the moderator today. More 
about myself in a moment. 

I would like to introduce Jimmy Brewer, who is the Academic Dean 
here at the college, to present welcoming remarks. 

• MR. BREWER: Good afternoon. Our president, Dr. Paul Seville 
is out of town today through prior commitments, but as Academic Dean of 
the college I would like to extend to you an official welcome to our campus 
from our administration, our staff and our faculty. 

We are happy that we could provide these facilities this afternoon 
and tonight. If you have any difficulties, any problems in any way that we 
can help, please see one of our staff members. Mr. Henry Garvin is the 
Business Administrator really in charge of putting this project together. 
But, again, we welcome you to the campus of Southwestern College. 

Thank you. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you, Jimmy. The facilities are 
superb. 

My name is Peter Richardson. I am an attorney in private practice 
of law. My law firm is the firm of Davis Wright Tremaine. It has offices in 
Alaska, Washington State, Oregon, California, Idaho and Washington, D.C. 

Both in private practice, as well as in prior government service, 
have had extensive experience in conducting and participating in National 
Environmental Policy Act proceedings such as the one we're conducting 
today. 

I am not an employee of the Department of Energy, nor am 
associated in any way with the project the Department is proposing today. 

Rather my single express purpose in this proceeding is to serve as 
an independent, unbiased, objective individual to moderate this week's 
hearings. 

am here to help assure that the Department of Energy fully 
complies with the letter and the spirit of the National Environmental 
Policy Act so as to allow all individuals and organizations a fair and equal 
opportunity to comment on the record relative to the Department's 
proposed action. 
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I'm going to introduce the panel of Department of Energy officials 
and we'll have remarks by Thomas Baillieul regarding the proposal. 

First is Tom Baillieul on the far left, Joseph Cipriano in the center 
and Richard Briggs on the right. 

First we'll start actually with Joseph Cipriano and ask him to come 
up to the podium to make his remarks. 

• MR. CIPRIANO: Thank you, Peter, and l would also like to 
express my personal appreciation to the college for making these facilities 
available for us this afternoon. 

I want to welcome you to the U.S. Department of Energy's Public 
Hearings on the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for 
the Superconducting Super Collider. 

In order to avoid having to say that too many times, when I use the 
term "SEIS," I hope you'll take that to mean the Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement. And when I use the term term "SSC," 
we'll take that to mean Superconducting Super Collider. 

My name is Joe Cipriano. I am the Department's Project Manager 
for the SSC project. Today I'm the presiding official at this hearing. 

It's been my pleasure to meet some of you before and I personally 
welcome you today and welcome your participation in today's hearings. 

It is Department policy and my personal objective to involve 
interested and affected members of the community in key decisions in 
major projects such as the SSC. We're happy that you could be with us 
today. 

After my introductory statement, which will address what we hope 
to accomplish today, Mr. Tom Baillieul of the Department will provide a 
brief summary of what the draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement contains. 

Then our moderator, Mr. Peter Richardson, who is experienced at 
facilitating public participation processes, will outline how we will conduct 
our meeting. 

The purpose of this hearing is to give interested citizens an 
opportunity to comment in person on the Department's draft SEIS for the 
SSC. 

It is important to note as well that this is not your only opportunity 
to comment. You may also send us your written comments, which we ask 
be postmarked by October the 15th so that we will have sufficient time to 
consider them properly in the preparation of the final document. 
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We want you to know that we are sincerely interested in hearing 
your comments on this document and that each of your comments will be 
considered and responded to in the final draft of the environmental impact 
statement. 

The Department and the SSC Laboratory are committed to carrying 
out the SSC project so that environmental impacts are acceptable and so 
that we behave as a good neighbor to the people in Ellis County. 

I want to stress as well my personal commitment to this 
objective. I intend to see to it that the public continues to be involved in 
the decision process as we review important project activities throughout 
the construction and operation of the Super Collider in what will turn out 
to be the world's largest and perhaps the most important scientific facility. 

Permit me to begin this afternoon by reviewing the steps that have 
already been taken in the environmental review of this project. 

On November 10, 1988 the Secretary of Energy identified Texas as 
the preferred site for the SSC. DOE based that decision on the technical 
evaluation of proposals submitted by Texas and six other states which the 
Department, assisted by the National Academies of Science and 
Engineering, had determined to be the best qualified of the 43 original 
proposals submitted to DOE. 

The selection of the Ellis County, Texas proposal as the proposed 
site was supported by analysis of environmental impacts and consideration 
of alternatives contained in the EIS which had been issued as a draft for 
public comment in August of 1988. 

We received approximately 7,000 oral and written comments on 
that draft. Those were considered in the development of the final EIS 
which was issued in December of 1988. 

That was followed by a DOE Record of Decision signed by the 
secretary of the Department of Energy, James Watkins, documenting DOE's 
decision to proceed with the SSC and to select the Texas site. 

This Record of Decision also contained the Department's 
commitment to prepare a Supplemental EIS before the start of construction 
and operation of the SSC. This was to address the environmental impacts 
associated with site-specific design. This SEIS would also assess 
alternative measures to mitigate any potentially adverse impacts at the 
specific site selected. 

On August 31st, 1990, DOE issued a draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement on the construction and operation of the 
SSC in Ellis County, Texas. Mr. Baillieul will describe this document to you 
in a few minutes, and this is the document which is the subject of today's 
discussions and input. 
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We encourage you to make your comments as specific as you can. 

To be most useful to DOE, comments should address issues covered 
by the Supplemental EIS. 

We have asked our moderator to urge presentors to focus their 
testimony on the SEIS as much as possible. This is not done to limit your 
testimony, but to make your testimony as effective as it can be in this 
process. 

Similarly, our panelists will ask whatever questions that they deem 
necessary to clarify testimony presented so we can understand the points 
that you're making. 

Because time is limited and we want to give everyone a chance to 
speak that wishes to, only our panelists will be permitted to ask questions 
at this proceeding. 

Our moderator will explain more about the rules we will operate 
under a bit later. 

Let me say one final word about this process. 

The National Environmental Policy Act, NEPA, has set out 
environmental review and public participation process that we are all part 
of today. 

It is intended to assure to federal decision makers appropriately 
consider environmental impacts of major actions, such as the action to 
proceed with the construction of the Superconducting Super Collider. 
Beyond the law is the agency commitment to environmental protection and 
safeguarding of public health and safety. 

I can tell you from personal experience that under the leadership of 
the Secretary of Energy, Admiral James Watkins, the Department is fully 
committed to these objectives. 

Lastly, there is the day-to-day world of the managers and scientists 
within DOE and the SSC laboratory who must fulfill these policies and 
make the goal of environmental stewardship a reality. I know I speak for 
all of them when I assure you that this is a responsibility that we all take 
very seriously. 

We are all committed to assuring that the Super Collider Project 
will be an example of environmental excellence as well as a premier 
scientific facility. 

I would now like to introduce Mr. Thomas Baillieul of the 
Department of Energy Chicago Operations Office, who has been the project 
manager for the development of the Supplemental EIS, and is perhaps the 
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most knowledgeable person on its content. He will tell you what the 
document contains and attempt to assist you in focusing your comments on 
the document in ways that will help us do our job of revision most 
responsibly. 

He will then introduce our moderator, who will discuss how the 
hearing will be conducted. 

• MR. BAILLIEUL: Thank you, Mr. Cipriano. Good afternoon and 
welcome to everybody who has turned out for these hearings. 

As Mr. Cipriano indicated, I am the DOE Project Manager for the 
preparation of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, the 
SEIS. I would like to take just a few minutes now to review the purpose of 
the document and to summarize its major elements. 

When the Department issued the previous Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Super Collider back in December of 1988, it committed 
to prepare a supplement which would provide a more in-depth analysis of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the construction and 
operation of the SSC at the selected site here in Ellis County. 

The proposed action which we're dealing with in this Supplemental 
EIS is to construct and operate the SSC at the Texas site. 

The supplement includes site-specific analyses which are relevant 
to an exact location which has been defined for the SEIS Project facilities 
-- what we call the "footprint." And wherever possible, and particularly 
where there have been no significant changes to site information since the 
previous EIS, this supplement relies on the analyses and assessments that 
were presented in that earlier document. 

It is important to note that this is not a new Environmental Impact 
Statement, but rather only a supplement to that earlier study. 

The broad features of the SSC have not changed substantially since 
the earlier EIS. The major element of the SSC is still a large oval tunnel, 
some 54 miles in circumference, within which counterrotating beams of 
protons will be guided by some 10,000 superconducting magnets. 

However, as was anticipated in the December 1988 Impact 
Statement, some design details have been modified to maximize SSC 
performance, and to accommodate the specific environmental and 
technical aspects of the Texas site. 

Evolution of the SEIS design and additional knowledge gained from 
a geotechnical testing program have resulted in a more precise location for 
the col!ider tunnel, the service and campus areas, utility corridors, access 
roads and other project elements. 
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What has changed in the SSC? 

Well, the major changes that affect the analyses in the 
Supplemental EIS are, first, a repositioning somewhat of the halls which 
would contain the experimental detectors, which has resulted in a slight 
shift in the collider ring to improve foundation characteristics of the 
bedrock. 

The energy and size of the proton beam injectors was increased to 
improve the overall operating efficiency of the SSC. 

The size and specific configuration of superconducting magnets was 
modified. 

And a proposal was made by the designers to use ponds rather than 
cooling towers for cooling the cryogenic refrigeration systems that would 
be located around the collider ring. 

Because of these changes, the size and location of the service 
areas, which are spaced at intervals around the 54-mile ring, have also 
changed somewhat. These service areas would include the access shafts 
down to the tunnel and refrigeration plants to service the superconducting 
magnets. 

Also, each service area has been laid out so that it would contain a 
cooling pond of roughly 20 acres in size. 

Throughout the development of the site-specific design alternatives 
for placing facilities to minimize environmental impacts have been 
considered. 

A more detailed comparison of the changes to the SSC design since 
that earlier impact statement analysis is provided in Table 1.2, right up in 
the very beginning of the document that we're dealing with today. 

Chapter 2 of the Supplemental EIS gives basic information on the 
current design and the changes since the previous concept and the 
operational characteristics of the SSC. 

What are the impacts that are predicted to result from SSC 
construction and operation as a result of these design changes and a more 
detailed scrutiny of the site? 

I can give you some highlights. 

SSC operation would contribute to the observed decline in 
groundwater levels in Ellis County. However, this decline is not expected 
to have a significant impact on local groundwater supplies, especially as 
more and more communities in the area convert to surface water supplies 
in the coming years. 



1-13 

Four of 18 service areas, these small parcels located around the 
ring, are located in or near to floodplains and will require careful design to 
minimize potential for flooding. 

The SSC Project will work closely with the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers to come up with appropriate designs and construction methods at 
these locations. 

Up to 21 acres of wetlands -- 14 acres constituting small ponds, and 
some 7 acres of forested stream areas -- would be impacted to some 
degree. These impacts can be reduced by construction of replacement 
wetland habitat on other SSC Project land. 

Construction-related impacts to air quality would primarily be 
localized and caused by blown dust from the construction activities which 
can be controlled through standard dust suppression measures. The 
operation of the SSC will result in only small additions to regional air 
emissions. 

The SSC would have no impact to threatened or endangered 
species, and only minor impacts to existing wildlife habitat areas. Use of 
SSC controlled land to create natural areas may actually result in an 
increase in wildlife diversity. 

Ellis County has a weal th of historic structures -- houses, 
farmsteads, bridges and the like -- a small number of which are located on 
land that will be acquired for the SSC. 

Additionally, there is a potential for archeological sites to be found 
throughout Ellis County. Things like early Indian campsites or the remains 
of settlers' homesteads. 

An agreement is being developed with the Texas Historical 
Commission which will stipulate the treatment that such historic sites 
should receive. 

Construction and operation of the SSC will create jobs and 
generate new opportunities for local business. It will also result in people 
moving into the region. 

This in-migration is predicted to cause small but measurable 
impacts to services such as schools in some communities. A socioeconomic 
impact monitoring program will be implemented to ascertain whether any 
local community experiences SSC-related impacts that tax its ability to 
respond. Different types of assistance could then be made available to 
ease that impact. 

Road construction and improvement may create short-term 
inconveniences to local residents and commuters. 
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Additionally, during the i;:>eriod of construction short-term increases 
in traffic at si;:>ecific locations around the collider ring can be exi;:>ected. 

Table 1.1 at the very beginning of this impact statement provides a 
more comi;:>rehensive summary of likely impacts to occur from construction 
and operation of the SSC. 

Chapter 4 of the supplement contains more information on the 
potential imi;:>acts and, for areas where adverse imi;:>acts are i;:>redicted to 
occur, i;:>resents strategies to avoid or to mitigate those impacts. 

I i;:>ersonally urge everyone with an interest in this project to take 
the time to go through this Sui;:>plemental Environment Imi;:>act Statement 
and to i;:>rovide the Department of Energy with any questions, concerns or 
suggestions that such a review may i;:>romi;:>t. 

I want to thank you for the opi;:>ortunity to address you, and now I 
will turn the i;:>roceedings over to Mr. Peter Richardson. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: If you would like to comment today, it's 
crucial that you go to the table at the entrance to the room and 
preregister. 

If you're going to comment today on this SEIS, you must 
preregister. We have a runner who will bring your name up to me and I'll 
call your name. 

So as I'm going through the rules, if you've arrived and you think 
you're going to comment, you need to go back and preregister if you haven't 
done that by now. 

As stated by Mr. Cipriano, the purpose of this hearing is to give all 
interested citizens an opportunity to comment on the record relative to the 
Dei;:>artment of Energy's draft SEIS for the proposed SSC Project. 

In 1988 the Department conducted hearings in Texas on the draft 
Environmental lmi;:>act Statement that addressed the siting of the SSC here 
in Texas. 

This draft Sui;:>plemental EIS considers in more detail the 
environmental impacts associated with the construction and operation of 
the SSC here in Texas. 

The draft SEIS also considers modifications to the design of the 
project that have occurred since the 1988 hearings. 

The Dei;:>artment seeks comments from the i;:>ublic on this 
document. It is available at the front table as well. 
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In particular, the Department is seeking specific comments on the 
issues that members of the public feel are relevant and that should be 
considered by the Department prior to finalizing the Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

Now, this is a recorded proceeding. That is to say, that everything 
that is being said at this hearing as well as the other hearings in this 
proceeding is being recorded by a court reporter. Our court reporter is 
sitting right here in front of us. The court reporter will make a verbatim 
transcript of all comments received and submit that transcript to the 
Department of Energy for inclusion in the final record of this proceeding. 
Copies of that transcript will be made available at local libraries. 
Addresses of which are available at the registration table at the front of 
the room. 

At this time I would like to tell you what procedures I am going to 
follow in the conduct of this proceeding. 

I will announce each speaker from a list provided to me by the 
Department of Energy personnel who are working at the entrance to the 
room. 

I will call each speaker in the order in which they have signed up in 
advance. Every individual will have up to five minutes to make his or her 
comments. At the end of the five-minute period I will signal each 
individual that their time has lapsed. 

Now, as stated earlier, the purpose of this proceeding is to receive 
comment on the draft SEIS. Accordingly, your comments should be focused 
on the issues that are addressed in that document. 

I reserve the right to ask you to focus your com men ts on the draft 
SEIS if you happen to wonder from the topic at hand. 

It is not my intention, however, to limif your remarks in any way, 
but rather to assure that what comments you do provide are the most 
effective in achieving the objective of this hearing as outlined by 
Mr. Cipriano earlier. 

Now, written comments will receive the same weight in the record 
as your oral comments that you make today. Therefore, I would encourage 
you to submit written comments either to me today or at the address, that 
is available at the registration table, postmarked no later than 
October 15. The October 15 deadline is to assure that these folks have 
enough time to read through everything that you submit and incorporate 
that into the final document. 

If you do have written comments, I will ask you -- or additional 
written material in addition to your comments that you would like entered 
into the record -- bring that forward with you when you come up to speak, 
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provide a copy to the court reporter sitting to my left, and I will introduce 
that marked as an exhibit to the proceeding. The exhibits will be attached 
to the transcript as an appendix. 

Now, this session will run until all registered speakers have had an 
opportunity to speak, after which we will adjourn for a dinner break and 
reconvene at 7 p.m. in this very hall. 

So if you know someone who would like to speak, but who is not 
available today during the afternoon, please let them know that we will be 
here again this evening beginning at 7 p.m. 

The 7 p.m. hearing, like today's hearing, will adjourn after we have 
had an opportunity to have every individual who would like to speak, speak. 

If attendance is light, I would urge you to stay around, don't leave 
the room, because we might call your name earlier than you would 
anticipate. 

When your turn comes to speak, I would ask that you step up to the 
microphone, which is to my right, provide us with your name and the 
spelling of your name and your mailing address. Please list any 
organization on whose behalf you are speaking, if indeed you are speaking 
on behalf of an organization, then just simply make your oral comments. 

I would ask that you speak audibly and directly into the 
microphone. I am told that this microphone, you do not need to adjust. We 
have an individual in the balcony who will adjust the receptiveness of the 
microphone such that you don't need to move the microphone around. 
Hopefully, that's taken care of. 

I will not start timing your remark until after you have introduced 
yourself, stated your name and stated who you're representing. 

Finally, I would like to indicate that the members of the panel who 
are here with me at the front of the room are here for the express purpose 
of listening to your comments and asking, if necessary, clarifying questions 
of you that might be important in the creation of a complete record of your 
concerns relative to the environmental issues on this project. 

Therefore, you might have to indulge in a question or two from the 
panel in the event that they need some additional information on your 
concerns. 

Now, I have premarked as Exhibit Number 1 of this proceeding a 
copy of the Federal Register notice dated August 31, 1990. That notice 
announced officially that these hearings would be taking place. 

I have also premarked as Exhibit Number 2 of this proceeding a 
copy of the press releases, paid newspaper announcement and copies of 
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news articles that have appeared in the local press giving publicity to these 
hearings. 

Now, if there are no questions from the audience relative to the 
procedure that we will be following today, I will begin by calling the first 
com mentor. 

(No response) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: There being no questions, the first 
commentor is a representative of the governor of Texas. His name is -- the 
governor's name is William Clements, but the commentor's name is Edward 
Bingler. 

If I have mispronounced your name, forgive me. If you would 
please spell your last name, provide us with.your mailing address and then 
proceed with your com men ts. 

• MR. BINGLER: That's exactly correct. 

Thank you, Mr. Richardson. 

Submission 104 My name is Ed Bingler, B-i-n-g-1-e-r. My business address is 1801 
North Hampton Road. I serve as the Executive Director of the Texas 
National Research Laboratory Commission. 

I am here today to introduce for the record a written statement by 
William P. Clements, Jr., Governor of the State of Texas, in support of the 
environmental issues and the State of Texas process for the Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement. 

Thank you. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Would you like to read that into the 
record? 

• MR. BINGLER: I will read the statement into the record. 

From Governor William P. Clements, Jr., the State of Texas. 
would like to thank the U.S. Department of Energy for holding a hearing on 
the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement near the site for the 
Superconducting Super Collider in Ellis County, Texas. I expect you will be 
hearing from a good many of our local citizens as you conduct your 
hearings over the next two days and I appreciate your willingness to air 
their thoughts and concerns. 

Completion of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
is an important step in the progression of the SSC. I would emphasize to 
the Department of Energy that our state resources are at your disposal as 
you complete the impact statement. 
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As the Department is well aware, the State of Texas is firmly 
committed to seeing the SSC completed on time and within budget. 
Completing the impact statement without delay is a crucial step in the 
process. 

Under the guidance of Morton H. Meyerson, Chairman of the Texas 
National Research Laboratory Commission, a total of nine state agencies 
have reviewed the draft impact statement and the assessment of potential 
impacts of the SSC on the citizens and environment of Ellis County. We 
will work with all interested federal agencies to address their concerns 
while ensuring the project's timely completion. I am confident that the 
Department of Energy will do the same. 

The State of Texas has been deeply committed to the SSC since we 
began developing our site proposals in 1987. The voters of Texas 
overwhelmingly agreed to spend $1 billion of their own money on a project 
that would greatly enhance the nation research capability. Since the 
former DOE Secretary John Herrington announced the Dallas/Fort Worth 
area as the preferred site for the SSC in November 1988, Texas has been 
prepared to be the federal government's partner. Today we are acquiring 
the approximately 16,500 acres necessary to construct the project, and we 
have recently been asked by the Department of Energy to fund a magnet 
development facility to be built on the project's campus. 

Texas welcomes the chance to host the nation's preeminent 
scientific facility, the SSC. The time is now to begin building this symbol 
of American determination to maintain scientific leadership in the world 
and to remain competitive in an increasingly challenging global economy. 

On behalf of the State of Texas, I welcome you to Ellis County, and 
I wish you our best as you proceed with your hearings. 

William P. Clements, Governor. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you, Mr. Bingler, for presenting the 
governor's com men ts. 

The prepared comments of Governor Clements will be introduced 
into the record as Exhibit Number 3 of this proceeding. 

The next scheduled com mentor is Jack Mayes. 

• MR. MAYES: My name is Jack Mayes, M-a-y-e-s. 

I represent the Sardis-Lone Elm Water District. 

On your draft supplemental statement, water, 2.23, page 235, the 
proposed site for drilling a well according to your Environmental Impact 
Statement would be in either the Twin Mountain Aquifer or in the Woodbine 
Aquifer using a maximum of 300 gallons per minute, or an average of 70 
gallons per minute per 24-hour period at site E-2. 
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Page 3.50 in your information is .38 million gallons per day is used 
by the Sardis-Lone Elm Water Supply Corporation. However, Sardis-Lone 
Elm Water Supply is using twice that, or. 75 million gallons per day, and we 
peak out at over 1 million gallons per day. 

Whereas, if in the future Sardis-Lone Elm Water Supply is required 
to drill another well to accommodate its customers, it would be within one 
or two miles of your site. 

We request that your proposed E-2 well be drilled in the Woodbine 
Aquifer rather than Twin Mountains, as the Twin Mountains is the one that 
we're using. Wells should not be drilled within a two-mile radius of another 
well in that aquifer. 

That's all, sir. 

• THE COURT: Thank you for your comments. 

Can you provide your mailing address for the court reporter? 

• MR. MAYES: Yes. Sardis-Lone Elm Water Supply Corporation, 
Route 3, 500 Highland Road, Midlothian, Texas 76065. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you, Mr. Mayes. 

• MR. BAILLIEUL: Are you going to give us those written 
statements? 

• MR. MA YES: Yes. 

• MR. BAILLIEUL: Because I would like to have those figures 
that you quoted so that we can consider them. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: I'll introduce into the record as Exhibit 
Number 4 of this proceeding the prepared written comments of Mr. Jack 
Mayes. 

The next scheduled com mentor is Roger Williams. 

While Mr. Williams is coming forward, if you would like to 
comment, please go back to the registration table at the entrance to the 
room, preregister and a runner will bring your name up to me so that I can 
call you to the podium. 

Good afternoon, Mr. William. Would you please state your name 
and mailing address for the court reporter. 

• MR. WILLIAMS: Yes, sir. 
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am Roger Williams, Jr. That's R-o-g-e-r; Williams, 
W-i--1-1-i-a-m-s. I live at Route 5, Box 70-A, Waxahachie. I represent only 
myself. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you. Would you please proceed with 
your comments. 

• MR. WILLIAMS: Yes, sir. 

Since they have started this project they have drilled numerous test 
holes out there. I don't think these test holes have any liquid-type casings 
in them. I think the water is dropping from one strata to another. The 
Cottonwood branch that I have lived on for the past eight years -- or ten 
years, I believe it is now -- has gone dry or stopped running much ahead of 
when it should have. 

This branch and the one down by the church, the old-timers say has 
hardly ever gone dry. 

Now, I have been pumping my well like I always do, which is a 
shallow well, but there is an enormous amount of water. 

I don't think you people from up north realize what you're getting 
into when you come down to Texas and start looking for a lot of water. 

In 1967 the Tarrant County Water District laid a 72-inch water 
main across my mother and father's place going 75 miles after water for 
Fort Worth. They told us at that time, says -- told my mom and dad, says, 
you'll be dead and buried before we ever come back with a parallel line. 

Well, they came back in 1984, about 16 years ahead of schedule -
they estimated 2000 to 2010 -- because we had a hot dry year. 

Everybody I have talked to that shows up out there by my place -
I'm on the west campus, by the way, in Boz -- from up north, they all say: 
Isn't this an unusually dry year? 

They should have been around in 1956 or 1976. 

Another thing about -- that you're going to run into is, are these 
ponds you're going to build, are they going to be concrete ponds, or are they 
just going to be in the rock? 

Because this white rock, water runs out of it into a hole and it will 
run back in it when the water level goes down. 

So in other words, if y'all spill any oil, cleaning fluid, solder flux, 
like from silver solder, what you use in refrigeration, it will go back right 
into the water stratas, and this stuff is going to spread all over 
everywhere. Because there is no filtration in this white rock at all. Once 
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water begins to run through this shallow stratas, it just wears that clay. 
White rock has clay floors in it and clay seams in it, and these seams just 
wear bigger and bigger and there's no filtration like there is in a water 
sand. Wherever it goes, that's where it goes. 

I noticed in your environmental study they seemed to think there 
was no water in these seams, or fissures in this rock. I think they're 
wrong. I think they're 100 percent wrong. Because a 20-foot well, when 
you can pump anywhere from 3 to 400,000 gallons of water out of that 
thing in the summertime and it don't go dry, it's a well. 

I live where the old gin was, and those old boilers in those days 
didn't have any recovery systems on them. So they had to be a good well. 

They tell me, the old-timers -- you know, there is still a few of 
these people around -- I believe Stanley Murdock said that the well across 

3 the creek from me, the digging tools are still down in the bottom of it. 

4 

5 

And there is another well over there they tried to clean out one time and 
they pumped it day and night for three days and never could pump it dry. 

Well, the problem is, sure, this is just a shallow well, but you 
cannot buy water at $3 and $4 a 1,000 gallons and water cattle with it and 
make a profit anymore. 

Now, these -- I believe the Buena Vista well was down 2,600 feet. 
don't know what the water level is. But you figure .54 pounds to raise that 
water for each vertical foot, you use a lot of electricity when you get down 
around a 1,000 and 1,500 feet pushing that water up. 

And another problem you're going to run into out there is no fire 
protection. 

Waxahachie Rural Fire Department is just barely squeaking by. 
Now, they're making an agreement with the City of Waxahachie -- City of 
Waxahachie don't go outside the city limits -- they're making an agreement 
with the Waxahachie city limits to go -- I mean, the City of Waxahachie -
to extend their city limits. 

But I strenuously urge you to get a stop watch and ride with some 
of these fellows on a fully loaded engine and see how quick you can get to 
one of these multi-megabuck buildings you're going to build out there. You 
may be real disappointed if anything goes wrong. 

I have -- I don't have any certification on anything, but I got 15 to 
20 years of sad memories of what can happen when something goes the 
least little bit wrong. 

And another thing that you are going to run into, are you going to 
keep this thing mowed, or are you going to let it grow up and become a 
breeding place for grass fires, rodents and varmints and whatever else 
comes along out there? 
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I think that's another -- seems like that's going to be a problem 
with keeping it mowed or lease it out to a farmer to raise grain on it and 
control the weeds and whatever that away. 

And another thing I have been wondering about is all these steel 
pipe lines around there. Will this magnetism get into the gas lines across 
this thing in numerous places and then cast iron water mains in the City? 

And also out here on a lot of these farms, people for years would 
burn their trash and then the tin cans -- or, well, they're actually steel cans 
-- they would dump them in a ditch somewhere. So there's iron or steel 
powder or shavings or whatever, you might say, buried under the ground in 
numerous places out here, a lot of which has been forgotten about 
probably. I think that's going to be another thing that somebody ought to 
take a long hard look at. 

Also, the SSC campus started out -- I think they was going to get 
the old county farm at 450 acres and everything else would be 
underground. And now it's gone to 16,000 acres, 9,000 which is an outright 
buy. Started off with 4.5 billion and now it's up to 11. 7 billion. 

If this is another Comanche Peak, I think it will hit about 60 billion 
before it's all said and done. 

I think when you're coming down here to Texas, if you are going to 
build anything that uses a lot of water, you're in the wrong place. 

Another thing too is taking 9,000 acres plus all the land. If you cut 
the water supply at a lot of these other places, taking all this food away, 
the boys and girls at MIT said years ago the world population is going to 
really start using up everything around the year 2000 or 2010 and that ain't 
all that far away for a young person. 

Thank you. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you, Mr. Williams. 

Mr. Williams is the last name I have on my roster of individuals who 
have signed up to speak. Let's check and see if anyone else has registered 
at the registration table at the entrance to the room. 

(No response) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: No. 

If any of you would like to comment today, please register at the 
registration table. I'll get your name, I will call your name, give you an 
opportunity to say your piece about any concerns you may have about the 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. 



1-23 

If any of you know individuals in town or in the area who would like 
to comment but could not make it to this afternoon session, please let them 
know that we will be here this evening at 7 p.m. 

We will also be in Ennis tomorrow at 1 p.m. and again at 7 p.m. 

I think what I'll do at this point is take a five to ten-minute recess, 
see if any other individuals who have arrived late or will arrive late, give 
them an opportunity to sign in and comment. So we will be at ease for 
approximately ten minutes subject to call of the moderator. 

(Brief recess) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: We're going to reconvene here. We're 
going to go back on the record to get a couple more public commentors who 
have registered to speak. 

We're back on the record. My name is Peter Richardson. This is a 
DOE hearing on September 19, 1990 at the Waxahachie Assemblies of God 
College for the purpose of considering the SEIS on the Superconducting 
Super Collider. 

Our next scheduled speaker is Ava Cook. 

If you would please state your mailing address and your name for 
the court reporter, then proceed with your comments. 

• MS. COOK: Ava Cook, Route 3, Box 118, Waxahachie. 

Submission 107 The idea to build something that is going to produce any type of 
radioactive waste that will be stored on the SSC grounds and periodically 
transported over our local roads to any other part of the State of Texas is 
too dangerous of a risk for my family and the people of Ellis County and 
the State of Texas. 

Thank you. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments. 

If you have any prepared written remarks you would like to submit 
for the record, I'll introduce those as an exhibit. 

The next commentor is Jean Caddel. 

Submission 108 • MS. CADDEL: My name is Jean Caddel, C-a-d-d-e-1, Post 
Office Box 654 in Waxahachie. 

This is from a letter addressed to Mr. Cipriano. He was very kind 
to respond to some of our questions recently and we appreciate that very 
much. He did answer many of them in a successful way, and we still have 
some other questions, though. 
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I was not prepared to speak. I have a rather lengthy letter, and if 
he doesn't mind I will take some excerpts from it. 

Of course, our greatest personal worry is in regard to low level 
radioactivity being emitted into the soil and water, in particular, tritium 
and sodium, which are both soluble in water. 

We have been reading all of the environmental studies, first and 
second, all your site reports, everything we could find. I think we have 
read every word of all of them. 

My husband understands them better than I do, and I speak with 
authorities to try to get some explanations. 

But we decided our best way of calming our fears was to study 
what has happened at Fermilab. So we wrote for their environmental 
reports and we were encouraged by many of them that we got. 

However, we did come into one environmental preliminary survey 
report that was done by the DOE environmental group that was sent down 
as a special group when the Secretary of Energy ordered all sites to be 
surveyed. And a few things in it did disturb us a bit, because we felt that 
the controls had not been quality control. And I think that's the important 
thing we want, is quality control, and it has been overlooked many times. 

Excuse me if I'm picking and choosing, because this is quite 
lengthy. 

Three areas on this site in October -- either September or October, 
1 don't remember exactly which -- when they made their ten-day survey 
on-site had received hazardous substances and may be potential sources -
these are quotes, incidentally -- soil and groundwater contamination. The 
full nature and extent of contamination are not known. Soil radioactivity 
has occurred and continues to occur in selected areas as a result of fixed 
target experiments. 

Soil radioactivity has occurred and continues to occur -- this is a 
repeat -- in the soil in at least three areas as a result of fixed targets. 

We had read in two or three places that there would be no fixed 
targets here, and I understand from the nature of the experiment there will 
not be at the beginning, but in the recent expansion that they might do in 
the future it was mentioned that this was one of three expected expansions 
would be a fixed target. 

I understand from what you sent us, and also Mr. Gibbs in 
Washington, D.C., that the fixed target actually produced about 50 percent 
of the radioactivity at Fermilab. 
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submission 108 Another thing that has concerned us, if I can find it here, was about 
(cont'd) the mixed waste. You do not expect to produce -- mixed waste really 

concerns me more than the two that you can separate. You know what to 
do with those pretty well. But when they become mixed, then there is 

4 really nothing, so they told us in Washington, to do except store it on site 
until it loses its radioactivity and then you dispose of it as regular 
hazardous waste. This takes, in these cases, about ten years, which is not a 
long half life, I realize, for many of the things, but when we have the 
water conditions we have here, it could be quite a serious problem. 

The main things that really concern me were the lack of adequate 
groundwater sampling procedures up there, and some of the things that 
they didn't do properly. 

lt almost appeared that they had an experimental environmental 
process just like they had an experiment in physics, which we know it's an 

5 experiment in physics, we expect that, and that's as it should be. 

Some of those things were the purging processes, the methods they 
used for evaluating. They did not have records of all of the wells and 
where they were, as-built records were not available regarding the pump 
intake of the elevation, the length of the well open to the formation and 
other physical details of construction. 

You did tell us, and I believe this would be true, that there would 
have to be further environmental studies before you could add any other 

6 experiments that might be of a different nature and cause more -- is this 
true? -- that would cause more of a -- would you mind answering my 
question right now, or can you? 

7 

• MR. CIPRIANO: If there's anything that's done that causes a 
greater environmental impact than is described in this report, then we have 
to have another assessment. 

• MRS. CADDEL: That's what I understood. That's the reason I 
asked the question. 

I was wondering how many up there had been held, if they added 
experiments. I don't know. I haven't been there. So I just read about it. So 
I wondered how many had been held as additional experiments, because I 
think this is important. 

I think I have already covered that. 

There are many of us that are going to be left near the tunnel, and 
we are concerned with our groundwater. Our water that flows through our 
many springs on our property comes almost directly, as best we can read 
the topo maps, and I won't quote this as an authority, because we haven't 
figured it all out, almost at the level that you will be tunneling and putting 
your experimental labs. 
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I realize up there too they did not have the proper shielding as 
much as you will have here with your steel, much of it, I think, was more 
dirt and so forth. So this would help in a great number of respects. But our 
main concern is, and what we would like to Mquest, is that it be built in 
such a way that there is no danger at all, that it couldn't possibly get out of 
your areas, even the tunnel, anywhere, in case of an accident. I know it's 
low level, but many of the authorities now are saying -- and I don't know, 
I'm not a doctor, but the ones doing research believe that long exposure to 
low level is much more hazardous sometimes than quick exposure to a 
higher level even. 

I am just quoting authorities on that. l can give you some names if 
you want it. 

We would just like to ask that we have independent environmental 
g agencies and geologists who are responsible to us as well as you to monitor 

this and each keep check on each other. I think this is a good arrangement. 

Thank you. 

I can't give you a copy. This isn't complete. It's all scribbled up. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Well, you have until October 15th. 

• MRS. CADDEL: Yes. I'm going to mail it in. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Wonderful. Thank you, Mrs. Caddel. 

Is there anyone else who would like to register to speak this 
afternoon? 

I remind you if you know people who would like to speak, but 
couldn't make it here this afternoon, that we will be here this evening in 
the same hall beginning at 7 p.m. 

I am going to call for a recess until the hour of 2:30 this 
afternoon. That's a half hour from now. That will give the press and the 
folks in the audience time to speak with the Department of Energy officials 
off the record, if that's what they would desire. Then I will reconvene at 
2:30. If no one has preregistered by that time, we will then recess until 
7 p.m. 

So we'll be off the record. 

(Brief recess) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: We'll go back on the record. 

This is the Department of Energy proceeding to consider the draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on the Super Colliding 
Superior Conductor. 
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This is the afternoon session on September 19 at the Assemblies of 
God Church -- College in Waxahachie, Texas. 

During the break we had another commentor sign up to speak this 
afternoon. I will call Carol Johnson. 

Ms. Johnson, if you would state your name and mailing address for 
the record, then please proceed with your comments. 

• MS. JOHNSON: My name is Carol Johnson, J-o-h-n-s-o-n. My 
mailing address is 538 Honeysuckle Trail, Midlothian, Texas 76065. 

I would like to comment on some of the things that have been said 
about the radiation levels. 

Under the calculations made in the SEIS the radiation levels are not 
of concern to me. But such estimates are based on assumptions about the 
duration of exposure by nonoccupational individuals. 

I understand that there will be low levels of radiation present in the 
cooling ponds. I'm just wondering, did the models used to estimate the 
maximum nonoccupational exposure consider longer duration times and 
concentration effects such as if cattle or other animals continually were to 
drink water with the low level contamination such as in the cooling ponds? 
Would the milk by such animals have any significant radiation content? 

I know that the answer to that is no. But you can -- to a lot of 
people, if you can make some more specific examples, it might help defuse 
some of the radiation concern and radiation issues. 

Would there be any hazards, for example, if you ate fish from the 
cooling ponds, or from the worst case, groundwater contamination? 

If you could give an example where the worst case groundwater 
contamination you could think of was and you showed that a family or 
animals could use that as their sole source of water supply and they would 
not be impacted, I believe that's the kind of example that would help defuse 
the concern about radiation. 

If you haven't done that kind of a study with your models, I think 
you should. But I think that you will find that the radiation levels are 
indeed low and that there is no cause for concern, but it certainly is 
something that should be analyzed. And I think that kind of example would 
help defuse a lot of the radiation concerns. 

Thank you. 
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• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments. 

Is there anyone else in the audience this afternoon who has signed 
up to speak who I have not called or who would like to speak, but as yet had 
an opportunity to register to do so? 

(No response) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Let the record reflect that no one has 
indicated that they would like to speak further, therefore I am going to 
adjourn this session of this hearing until 7 p.m. this evening. 

I would remind those in the audience that if you know someone who 
could not make it this afternoon who would like to speak, to please let 
them know that we will be here at seven o'clock this evening to take 
further comments on the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. 

With that, we will be off the record. 

(Recess of 1 p.m. hearing on September 19, 1990) 
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SEPTEMBER 19, 1990: 7 P.M. HEARING 

• MR. RICHARDSON: We'll get underway now. 

Good evening. My name is Peter Richardson. I am the moderator 
for this evening's hearing. I would like to introduce, first of all, though, the 
academic president of the Southwestern Assemblies of God College, Jimmy 
Brewer. 

• MR. BREWER: Again, as this afternoon as I mentioned, we 
want to welcome you to the campus of Southwestern. President Seville is 
out of town with prior commitments, but to all of the SSC staff and those 
connected with the project and to all the residents of Ellis County we want 
to extend to you a very warm welcome to our campus. 

Thank you. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you, Jimmy. 

Next I would like to introduce to you Joseph Cipriano, who is the 
manager of the Department of Energy's Superconducting Super Collider 
Project office. Mr. Cipriano is going to provide some introductory remarks 
and some background information on the process here this evening. 

• MR. CIPRIANO: Thank you, Peter. 

Good evening. l want to welcome you to the United States 
Department of Energy's Public Hearing on the draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement, which I will sometimes refer to as SEIS, 
for the Superconducting Super Collider. 

My name is Joseph Cipriano. I am the Department's Project 
Manager for SSC Project. Today I am the presiding official at this 
hearing. It's been my pleasure to meet some of you before, and I personally 
welcome you this evening and to this hearing. 

It is departmental policy, and my personal objective, to involve 
interested and affected members of the community in the key 
decision-making process for major programs such as the SSC. We are happy 
to have you with us today to participate in that process for this program. 

After my brief introductory statement, which will address what we 
hope to accomplish here today, Mr. Tom Baillieul of the Department will 
provide a brief description of the content of the SEIS. Then our moderator, 
Mr. Peter Richardson, who is experienced in facilitating public 
participation in these kinds of processes, will outline how he will conduct 
our meeting today. 
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The purpose of this hearing is to give interested citizens an 
opportunity to comment in person to the Department on our draft 
Supplemental EIS for the SSC. 

It is important to note as well that this is not the only opportunity 
that you'll have to comment. You may also make written comments, which 
must be postmarked by October 15th, 1990, to make sure we have 
sufficient time to consider them properly in the preparation of the final 
document. 

We want you to know that we are sincerely interested in hearing 
your comments on this document and that each of your comments will be 
considered and will be responded to in the final Supplemental EIS. 

The Department and the SSC Laboratory are committed to carrying 
out the SSC Project so that environmental impacts are acceptable and that 
we are good neighbors with the people of Ellis County. 

l want to stress as well my personal commitment to that 
objective. I intend to see to it that the public continues to have 
opportunities to contribute to our decision processes in the review of 
important project objectives to the construction and operation of this 
facility. This facility will be the world's largest and perhaps most 
important scientific facility. 

I would be like to begin this evening by reviewing some of the 
events that have already taken place in the environmental review of the 
project. 

On November the 10th, 1988, the Secretary of Energy identified 
Texas as the preferred site for the SSC. The Department of Energy based 
this decision on a technical evaluation of proposals submitted by six other 
states which were the finalists out of 45 -- 43 original proposals. 

These proposals were evaluated by both the Department and the 
National Academies of Science and Engineering. 

The selection of Ellis County, Texas proposal as the preferred site 
was supported by analysis of environmental impacts and considerations of 
alternatives contained in the EIS which have been issued for draft comment 
in August of 1988. 

We received approximately 7,000 oral and written comments in 
response to that draft document, and those were incorporated in the final 
EIS which was issued in December of 1988. 

DOE also issued a Record of Decision signed by the Secretary of 
Energy documenting our decision to proceed with the SSC and to select 
Texas as the site. 
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In this Record of Decision we made a commitment to prepare a 
Supplemental EIS before the start of construction to address the 
environmental impacts associated with a site-specific design. This SEIS 
would also assess alternative measures to mitigate any potentially adverse 
impacts at the specific site selected. 

On August the 31st, 1990, DOE issued a draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement on the construction and operation of the 
SSC in Ellis County, Texas. 

Mr. Baillieul will describe this document for you in a few minutes, 
and that is the document that we are reviewing and soliciting comments 
from you this evening. 

We encourage you to make your com men ts as specific as you can. 
To be the most useful to the Department of Energy, your comments should 
address issues covered in the Supplemental EIS. We have asked our 
moderator to urge presentors to focus their testimony on the SEIS as much 
as possible. This will be done not to limit your testimony, but to make it as 
effective as possible in this process. 

Similarly, our panelists will ask questions as necessary to clarify 
testimony and to make sure that we have captured in the official record 
the important points that you make this evening. 

Because time is limited and we want to give everyone who wishes 
to an opportunity to testify, only our panelists will be permitted to ask 
questions at this proceeding. Our moderator will explain more about the 
rules that we will operate under a little bit later. 

Let me say one final word about the process. 

The National Environmental Policy Act, NEPA, has set out the 
environmental review and public participation process that we are all a 
part of today. It is intended to assure that federal decision makers are 
appropriately informed and consider environmental impacts on major 
actions such as the action to proceed with the construction of the SSC. 
Beyond the law and the legal requirements, there is the agency 
commitment to environmental protection and to safeguarding the public 
health and safety. 

I can tell you from personal experience that under the leadership of 
the Secretary of Energy, James Watkins, the Department is fully 
committed to these objectives. 

Lastly, there is the day-to-day world of the managers and the 
scientists within the Department of Energy and the SSC Laboratory who 
must fulfill these policies and make the goal of environmental stewardship 
a reality. 
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I know I speak for all of them when I assure you that this is a 
responsibility that we all take very seriously. We are all committed to 
assuring that the Super Collider Project will be an example of 
environmental excellence as well as a premier scientific facility. 

I would now like to introduce Mr. Thomas Baillieul of the DOE 
Chicago Operations Office. He's been the Project Manager for the 
development of the Supplemental EIS, and is perhaps the most 
knowledgeable person we have on its content. He will tell you what the 
document contains and attempt to assist you in focusing your comments on 
the document in ways that will help us do our job better and make the 
revision -- the job of revision the best it can be. 

He will then introduce our moderator, who will discuss this hearing 
and how it will be conducted. 

• MR. BAILLIEUL: Thank you, Mr. Cipriano. 

I would like to just take a few minutes now to review the purpose 
of this Supplemental EIS and to summarize its major elements. 

When the Department issued the previous Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Super Collider in December of 1988, it committed to 
prepare a supplement which would provide a more in-depth analysis of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from construction and operation 
of the SSC at the selected site here in Ellis County. 

The Proposed Action which is assessed in this Supplemental EIS is 
to construct and operate the SSC at the Texas site. 

The supplement includes site-specific analyses which are relevant 
to the exact location for the SSC Project facilities, what we call the 
"footprint" of the collider. 

Wherever possible, and particularly where no significant changes to 
site information have occurred since the time of the previous EIS, this 
supplement relies on the analyses and the assessments presented in that 
earlier document. It's important to note that this is not a totally new 
Environmental Impact Statement, but only a supplement to that earlier 
study. 

The broad features of the SSC have not changed substantially since 
the earlier EIS. The major element of the SSC is still a large oval tunnel 
some 54 miles in circumference within which counterrotating beams of 
protons will be guided by some 10,000 superconducting magnets. 

However, as was anticipated in the December 1988 EIS, some 
design details have been modified to maximize SSC performance and to 
accommodate the environmental and technical aspects of the specific site 
here in Texas. 



1-33 

Evolution of the SSC design and additional knowledge gained from a 
geological testing program that's been conducted have resulted in a more 
precise location for the collider tunnel, the service and campus areas, the 
utility corridors, the access roads and other project elements. 

What has changed in the SSC? 

Well, the major changes that affect the analyses in the 
Supplemental EIS are a repositioning of the halls which will contain the 
experimental detectors, and this has resulted in a slight shift in the collider 
ring to improve the geologic foundation characteristics of the underlying 
bedrock. 

The energy and size of the proton beam injectors was increased to 
improve the overall operating efficiency of the machine. The size and 
specific configurations of the superconducting magnets was changed. And 
a proposal was made by the designers to use ponds rather than cooling 
towers for cooling the cryogenic refrigeration systems that would be 
located at specific points around this ring. 

Because of these changes, the size and location of the service areas 
that are placed at intervals around the 54-mile ring have also changed. 
These service areas will include access shafts down to the tunnel and 
refrigeration plants to service the superconducting magnets. Also, each 
service area has been laid out to contain a cooling pond which will be 
roughly 20 acres in size. Throughout the development of the site-specific 
design alternatives for placing facilities to minimize environmental 
impacts have been considered. 

A more detailed comparison of the changes to the SSC design since 
that earlier EIS analysis is provided in Table 1.2 of the document that we're 
dealing with tonight, right up in the very front summary section. Chapter 2 
of the document gives basic information on the current design and the 
operational characteristics of the SSC. 

What are the impacts predicted to result from SSC construction 
and operation as a result of the design changes and our more detailed 
scrutiny of the site? 

Well, to give you some highlights, SSC operation would contribute 
to the observed decline in groundwater levels in Ellis County. However, 
this decline is not expected to have a significant impact on local 
groundwater supplies, especially as more and more communities convert to 
surface water supplies in the coming years. 

Four of 18 service areas around the ring are located in or near to 
floodplains and careful design will be required to minimize potential for 
flooding. The SSC Project will work very closely with the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers during both the design and construction of these locations to 
minimize this potential. 
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Up to 21 acres of wetlands -- 14 constituting small ponds and some 
7 acres of forested stream areas -- would be impacted to some degree. 
These impacts can be reduced by the construction of replacement wetland 
habitat on other SSC Project land. 

Construction-related impacts to air quality would primarily be 
localized and caused by blown dust during construction which can be 
controlled through standard dust suppression measures. The operation of 
the SSC will result in only small additions to regional air emissions. 

The SSC would have no impact to threatened or endangered species 
and only minor impacts to existing wildlife habitat areas. Use of SSC 
controlled land to create natural areas may actually result in an increase in 
wildlife diversity. 

Ellis County has a wealth of historic structures -- houses, 
farmsteads, bridges and the like -- and a small number of these are located 
on land which will be acquired for the SSC. 

Additionally, there is a potential for archeological sites to be found 
in Ellis County. These are things like early Indian campsites or the remains 
of early settlers' homesteads. An agreement is currently being developed 
with the Texas Historic Commission which will stipulate the treatment that 
such historical sites should receive. 

Construction and operation of the SSC will create jobs and 
generate new opportunities for local business. It will also result in people 
moving into the region. This in-migration is predicted to cause small but 
measurable impacts to services such as schools in some communities. A 
socioeconomic impact monitoring program will be implemented to 
ascertain whether any local community experiences SSC-related impacts 
that tax its ability to respond. Different types of assistance would then be 
made available to ease those impacts. 

Road construction and improvement may create short-term 
inconveniences to local residents and commuters. Additionally, during the 
period of construction short-term increases in traffic on local roads can be 
expected. 

Table 1.1 at the very beginning of the document provides a more 
comprehensive summary of the likely impacts to occur from construction 
and operation of the SSC. Chapter 4 of the document contains more 
information on the potential impacts and, for areas where adverse impacts 
are predicted to occur, presents strategies to either avoid or to mitigate 
these impacts. 

I would like to urge everyone who has an interest in this project to 
take the time to go through the Environmental Impact Statement that 
we're dealing with tonight and to provide the Department of Energy with 
any questions, concerns or suggestions that such a review may prompt. 
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Thank you very much for coming out tonight. I will now turn this 
proceeding back over to our moderator, Mr. Peter Richardson. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: The third unintroduced panelist is Richard 
Briggs, and he is the Deputy Director of the Superconducting Super Collider 
Laboratory. 

Again, if you would like to comment this evening, we're asking that 
you preregister to do so at the registration tables at the entrance to the 
room. 

My name is Peter Richardson. I'm an attorney in private practice. 
My firm has a heavy concentration in the areas of environmental and 
energy law with offices in Alaska, the State of Washington, Oregon, 
California, Idaho and Washington D.C. 

Both in private practice and as well as in prior government service, 
I have had extensive experience in conducting and participating in National 
Environmental Policy Act hearings such as the one we're conducting this 
evening. 

I am not an employee of the Department of Energy, nor am I an 
advocate for or against the Department's proposed action in this 
proceeding. Rather my single expressed purpose in this proceeding is to 
serve as an independent unbiased objective individual to moderate this 
week's hearings. I am here to help assure that the Department of Energy 
fully complies with the letter and spirit of the Federal National 
Environmental Policies Act so as to allow all individuals and organizations 
a fair and equal opportunity to comment on the record relative to the 
Department's proposed actions. 

As stated earlier by Mr. Cipriano, the purpose of this hearing is to 
give all interested citizens an opportunity to comment on the record 
relative to the Department of Energy's draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement, copies of which are available at the registration tables 
at the entrance to the room. 

In 1988 the Department conducted hearings in Texas on a draft 
Environmental Impact Statement that addressed the siting of the SSC here 
in Texas. 

The draft Supplemental EIS considers in more detail the 
environmental impacts associated with the construction and operation of 
the SSC at this site. The draft Supplemental EIS also considers 
modifications to the design of the project that have occurred since the 
1988 hearings. The Department seeks your comments on this document. 

In particular, the Department is seeking specific comments on 
issues that you feel are relevant and that should be considered by the 
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Department prior to finalizing the Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

Now, this is a recorded proceeding. That is to say, everything that 
is being said at this, as well as the other hearings we are conducting this 
week, is being recorded by the court reporter who is sitting to my left in 
front of you. 

The court reporter will be making a verbatim transcript of all 
comments received and submit that transcript to the Department of Energy 
for inclusion in the final record in this proceeding. Copies of that 
transcript will be available at local libraries, addresses of which are 
available at the registration tables. 

At this time I would like to tell you what procedures I am going to 
follow in the conduct of this proceeding. 

I will announce each speaker from a list that has been provided to 
me by the Department of Energy personnel who are working at the 
registration table. 

Every individual will have up to five minutes to make his or her 
comments. At the end of five minutes I will signal the speaker that their 
time has lapsed. 

Now, as stated earlier, the purpose of this hearing is to receive 
comments on the draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. 

Accordingly, your comments should be focused on the issues that 
are addressed in that draft document. I will reserve the right to ask 
individuals to focus on those issues if they wonder from the topic at hand. I 
do not intend in any way to limit your remarks, but rather to assure that 
what comments you provide are effective in achieving the objective of this 
hearing as outlined by Mr. Cipriano. 

Written comments and oral comments receive the same weight in 
the record in this proceeding. Therefore, I would encourage you to submit 
your written comments either before or after your presentation or at any 
time prior to the close of the comment period, which as mentioned earlier, 
is October 15. October 15th is the postmark date by which the Department 
asks you to submit those written comments to assure that they will have 
sufficient time to consider them in the final document. 

Now, this session, this evening's session, will continue until we have 
had an opportunity to hear from every registered speaker. I may take brief 
recesses throughout the course of the hearing. After I call all 
preregistered speakers to comment, I will call any speakers who have 
registered this evening at the front door. 
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I would encourage you if you have registered -- many people who 
have preregistered have been assigned time. If we move faster than 
anticipated, we might call you before your time was officially allotted. So 
I would encourage you to stick around in case we get to you earlier. 
However, if you're not in the room when I call, I'll go back over the list and 
call you again. 

Now, when your turn comes to speak, we ask that you step forward 
to the microphone in front of the room, give us your name and spelling of 
your name and your mailing address. Also, we would ask that you identify 
any organization on whose behalf you are speaking, if you are doing so. 
Then simply proceed with your comments. Please speak audibly and 
directly into the microphone. The microphone does not have to be 
adjusted. It's a sensitive microphone. We have an individual controlling the 
microphone. So no matter how soft or far away you are, it will pick you up, 
so you don't need to mess with the microphone itself. 

I won't start timing your presentation until after your introduction 
is finished; that is, your name and mailing address. 

Finally, I would like to emphasize that the members of the panel 
who are here at the front of the room are here for the express purpose of 
listening to your comments and asking, if necessary, clarifying questions 
that might be important in the creation of as complete a record of your 
concerns relative to the environmental issues on this project. 

If you have a copy of your oral statement, I would ask that you 
bring that forward -- an extra copy -- and provide it to the court reporter. 

In addition, if you have additional written materials that you would 
like to introduce into the record, bring that forward with you at this time 
and provide it to the court reporter and I will have it marked as an exhibit 
of these proceedings. The exhibits will be attached to the transcript and 
available for review just as are the comments that are being transcribed. 

At this afternoon's hearing I premarked as Exhibit Number 1 of this 
proceeding a copy of the Federal Register notice dated August 31st, 1990, 
in which these hearings were announced. 

I also premarked as Exhibit Number 2 of this proceeding a copy of 
two press releases, paid newspaper announcements and copies of news 
articles in local papers giving publicity to these proceedings. 

Are there any questions relative to the procedures we will be 
following this evening? (No response) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: There being no questions, I will start on 
the list of scheduled speakers. 

The first scheduled speaker is George Caddel. 
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Good evening, Mr. Caddel. If you would please state your name and 
mailing address for the record. 

• MR. CADDEL: I'm George Caddel. I live at # 1 Lakeside Manor 
Road, Waxahachie, zip 75165. 

• UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: We can't hear. Can you turn it up? 

• MR. RICHARDSON: He's working on it. I think it will work 
now. 

• MR. CADDEL: Okay. I am George Caddel. I live at #1 
Lakeside Manor Road in Waxahachie. My zip is 75165. 

Before I begin I would like these two documents that are on the 
very back part of your sheet to be placed in the public record. That's 
Fermilab Report -- Environmental Site Report for 1988, and DOE/EHOEV, 
number 16-P, which is the Environmental Survey Preliminary Report of 
1988. 

How many have actually read the final environmental report, 
please, 26 volumes that they put out with all ••• 

(Hands raised in the audience) 

• MR. CADDEL: How many have read the last one we're 
discussing tonight? 

(Hands raised in the audience) 

• MR. CADDEL: Gentlemen, I'm not going to attempt to tell you 
about physics, because I took the first atomic physics course taught at 
Texas Tech in 1946 and we just had 92 elements then. We also -- physics 
was an exact science then. 

I realize that you gentlemen are at a disadvantage because some of 
us has had some experience with DOE in the past and -- well, when a 
salesman comes down from Dallas and sells us a product and misrepresents 
it, it shakes us up and we lose confidence. And the next salesman who 
comes down and wants to sell us that same product and says he represents 
the same company, we have some problems with it. 

Now, if I act angry and -- it's probably because I am. Because r am 
unhappy with our TNRLC because I think they sold you a bill of goods on 
this site selection. 

Then you turned around and sold us SSC-1. And then in the last 
environmental report your are delivering us SSC-2. So my purpose here is 
to compare the two. 
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See, you sold us a cuddly little kitten and you're delivering us a 
man-eating tiger. 1 don't think that you should be able to do that. Both of 
them are called cats. 

But in the brochure put out by the University Research Association 
in 1987 it says the SSC will not release harmful radiation. And in each 
instance I am not going to tell where I got these, because you have it 
documented right there, the exact quotes. 

In EIS Volume II you said the estimated risk of radiation exposure 
are shown to be negligible. Keep that word in mind, gentlemen, because 
the SSC loves that word "negligible." 

Even in the record for the workers you say that the achieved goal 
at Fermilab is to keep the individual occupation exposures below one rem 
per year. 

Now, what you sold us in SSC-2, you say you're going to meet the 
regulation for five rems a year for the occupational exposure and one rem 
per year for all the population. 

That's 500 percent different. That's quite a difference. 

In the air quality you say protecting the air at all locations, you're 
going to control the radioactivity until it decays before you release it in 
the air. 

It's not what you say in number 2. 

You say besides the negligible amount of radioactivity, you're going 
to release 250 tons of particulate matter and NOx• which is nitrogen 
oxides. 

"Negligible," keep that word in mind. 

And the quality of water. In number 1 you say the quality of the 
water supply will not be affected in -- again, in number 1 you say it's just 
an aquifer and you would not get any radioactivity -- radioactive substance 
into the earth shield that would leak into the groundwater or aquifer. 

But in number 2 you said you're going to release ten millirems a 
year and four millirems a year will result from SSC impact on the 
community drinking water. 

Four millirems, that's the EPA limit. You're going to 
put the limit of radioactivity in everybody in this community's drinking 
water. 

Now, let's talk about the quantity of water. 

5 You said, oh, it's measurable and it will only affect the overdraft 
slightly. 
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Impacts to the current water use would be negligible. 

There is that word again. 

You finally define it, though. 

You say the operational needs of the project to be supplied from 
groundwater represents 14 percent of the 1986 groundwater of Ellis 
County. 

14 percent is negligible? 

Man, all we need is about six negligibles and we're out of 
groundwater completely. 

No wonder that you said in 1988, a future decrease in groundwater 
use is projected for Illinois and Texas sites. 

You bet there won't be any future groundwater. It will slow down. 

You said the impact of the aquifer utilization will be minimal and 
temporary. 

Minimal? 

That means that almost nothing. 

And temporary? 

We know what that means. 

But minimal is 65 feet lowering of the draft within a mile of the 
wells. 

That's not minimal in my opinion. It's going to mean that these 
neighborhoods of mine are going to have to lower their wells constantly, 
and pretty soon there won't be anything there to lower it to. 

Temporary. You say that 30-year decline. 

That's not temporary to me. It might be to some people. 

You say in SSC-1 the number of water wells within 1,000 miles of 
the proposed collider ring, and you listed each state. 

In Texas you list two. Then you say this number is approximate. 

Whoever did this estimate must also do your cost estimates, 
because there is 155. And we find that out in SSC-2. 

But you help us there. You say the State of Texas has indicated 
that it would provide mitigation when the wells are closed. 
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Well, I tell you, you better get it in writing if Texas -- if you're 
depending on Texas. 

Okay. On our schools, SSC-1, the Commission has agreed to 
develop financial mitigation strategies to ensure that net negative financial 
impacts do not occur for these school districts. 

But nobody's heard from any -- anything, so SSC-2 leaves it out 
completely. 

We want that one in writing too. 

You say in number 1 there will be no fixed target, because 50 
7 percent or more of the radiation comes from a fixed target, but in SSC-2 

the expansion of high energy fixed target physics program. 
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And on safety. SSC-1 says particle physicists have always taken 
care to protect the public as well as the staff, equipment and environment 
in their laboratories and from radiation's harmful effects. 

I believe that. But I sure don't believe what you say in number 2. 

You know what you said in number 2? 

• MR. RICHARDSON: You are getting close. 

• MR. CADDEL: I think 30 minutes will be about the right time. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: I'm sorry? 

• MR. CADDEL: I have about 30-minutes worth. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

• UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: I think we should let him finish. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: We are going to adhere to the rules that I 
initially stated. 

• UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: He can go sign up and take my 
place. 

• UNIDENTIFIED SPEAKER: He can take my five minutes. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Mr. Caddel, if you would like to submit 
your written comments. 
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All right. The prepared remarks of George Caddel will be 
introduced as Exhibit Number 5 to this proceeding. 

The document identified as the Fermilab Report will be introduced 
as Exhibit Number 6 to this proceeding. 

The document as DOE/EHOEV-16-P will be identified as Exhibit 
Number 7 to this proceeding. 

If you are inspired to comment as a result of other individual 
commentors, please go to the registration table at the entrance to the 
room, we will accommodate all speakers. We will be as late as we have to 
to get everyone on board. 

The next registered speaker is Claire Pierce. 

Good evening, Ms. Pierce. Would you please state your name, the 
spelling of your last name and your mailing address. 

• MS. PIERCE: My name is Claire Pierce. My address is Route 1, 
Submission 111 Box 58M, Palmer, Texas, directly on top of the Super Collider, 75152. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you. Please proceed with your 
comments. 

• MS. PIERCE: I have many times asked myself if it was 
worthwhile to come here tonight and address Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement problems. My husband and I learned from prior SSC 
hearings that our comments are not taken seriously by the TNRLC or the 
DOE. 

I finally came because I hope it is still important. There is a public 
audience and record of comments. 

In March of 1988 I submitted four pounds of literature documenting 
the destructive nature of Ellis County fire ants. I sent my package to the 
DOE via certified mail within the required time frame for environmental 
hearing comments. I doubt you could have missed the package as it was 
covered by a large picture of Solenopsis invicta, the red imported fire ant. 
Also, I received a signed return receipt from you, the DOE. 

I waited several months for a response, and then was rudely 
shocked when you specifically excluded a discussion of insects from the 
first draft Environmental Impact Statement in August of '88. 

However, I did my homework, unlike the TNRLC and the DOE 
people who are responsible for site selection. Also I had the good fortune 
to have the confidence of conviction that comes from a degree in the 
biological sciences and my many years of associated biological research. 



Submission 111 
(cont'd) 

1 
(cont'd) 

1-43 

Thus, I persisted in addressing the fire ant issue. I resubmitted fire 
ant letters and information to the DOE several times over a year period. 

Finally in latter 1988 I mailed fire ant information to officials 
associated with the opposition SSC sites. Shortly afterwards in the 
December of '89 Environmental Impact Statement the DOE begrudgingly 
admitted to the public that the fire ants were a significant concern and 
that they would study them further. 

First, I doubt the fire ants would have become an issue without the 
oversight of the opposition. And second, I have come to learn that the DOE 
does not -- if the DOE does not have a good answer, they put an issue under 
study to delay and diminish a problem. 

Now, in this 1990 SEIS it appears that you have done additional 
study on the fire ants and you have tried to mitigate them like you mitigate 
everything else in justification of the Texas site. 

I found it interesting when the Dallas Times Herald reported in 
August that the SSC will be using steel-coated wire and hermetically sealed 
power boxes and insecticides to try to prevent fire ant damage. 

I don't consider this much of a victory because the SSC is still 
proposed for construction on this ill-suited site. And moreover, in all your 
bureaucratic and political wheeling and dealing, you still don't get it. You 
are missing the obvious warnings signs. 

I would guess that this is due to the DOE's lack of personal 

2 experience with fire ants and that your Texas fire ant consultants are not 
independent in their viewpoint. 

The SEIS states that you plan to pile up tunnel spoils in two to 
eight-foot high lovely landscaped berms close to the picturesque cooling 
ponds. 

You will thus be providing the perfect environmental breeding 
grounds for fire ants, loose soil and plenty of water. 

I believe you will be creating the tallest and biggest and the 
greatest fire ant nest in all of Texas. 

I would appreciate myself and the public learning what all of these 
site-specific adaptations for the fire ants are going to cost us. I personally 
think you don't have a clue, or wouldn't admit it if you did. 

Finally, I conclude that what we have heard about your deplorable 
3 safety and environmental track record in other DOE locations is now just as 

true in Ellis County, Texas. 
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It is irresponsible that you didn't first identify the fire ant 
problem. It was then negligent that my fire ant information was excluded 
from the draft EIS. And then more irresponsible that it took you this long, 
almost three years, to come up with some answers to the fire ant problem. 

Even yet, this SEIS does not answer my old question as to the 
extent of pollution from your unspecific amount of use of toxic fire ant 
chemicals on adjacent crop and pasture lands. 

4 I would still like a specific and quantitative response. Will you be 
able to meet federal regulations pertaining to chemical crop land 
contamination, or do we just have to let you decide how much toxic fire ant 
chemical to deposit in Ellis County without any oversight? 

Based on this poor environmental response record, how can we trust 
you to handle other sensitive problems? 

I wonder how many other issues you excluded from the SEIS 
because they were never made public? 

It appears to me that we can't trust the TNRLC or the DOE and 
s that neither should be allowed to manage or exert any type of influence 

over the SSC. 

6 

(Submission 111 
continues on 
page 1-117) 

In the future, like the past, it is not acceptable for local officials 
like the TNRLC or the DOE to minimize and dismiss environmental issues, 
nor can we afford to wait for the results of typical and questionable DOE 
environmental studies while the operation of the SSC proceeds to damage 
Ellis County. 

I thus strongly urge the no-action alternative. In other words, the 
Super Collider cannot safely be placed in Ellis County, Texas, and it should 
not be built. 

If the SSC is allowed to proceed, the DOE, TNRLC and affiliates 
should not be allowed to operate without independent general and scientific 
oversight. 

This county does not have the technical expertise to adequately 
oversee environmental and safety issues. There should at least be a 
competent independent general and scientific review board to handle SSC 
oversight and the public's problems with the SSC. The no-action 
alternative remains the safest environmental option, and again I urge that 
the SSC program be discontinued in Ellis County. 

Thank you. 

(Applause) 
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• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments, Ms. 
Pierce. The prepared remarks of Claire Pierce will be introduced into the 
record at this proceeding as Exhibit Number 8. 

The next scheduled com mentor is Stephen Pierce. 

Good evening, Mr. Pierce, if you would precede your remarks with 
your name and mailing address. 

• MR. PIERCE: My name is Stephen Pierce. I live at the same 
Submission 112 address as the lady before me. 

I would like to start off by saying that unfortunately I'm not one of 
the lucky ones who will be moved from their homes. I'll be condemned to 
live on top of the Superconducting Super Collider. 

As a resident and professional geologist living in Ellis County, I 
wish to express my grave concern about the wisdom of the DOE putting the 
world's largest nuclear experiment in an area where the farming community 
depends upon safe and dependable groundwater. 

I have two major concerns. 

First, the SSC was originally brought to Ellis County by the Texas 
National Research Laboratory Commission because they purported it was 
the best site geologically. They further stated that this area was excellent 
due to the impermeable nature of the Austin Chalk where most of the 

2 tunnel would reside and that there was a lack of groundwater that could be 
contaminated by radioactivity. They completely ignored the quaternary 
terrace aquifers and the Austin Chalk itself as a reservoir. 

This favorable prognosis was clearly political and not geological. 
The simple facts are where the Austin Chalk is fractured some of the 
fractures are cemented and impermeable while many others are permeable 
and permit the circulation and migration of groundwater. 

Observation of the green countryside confirms the abundance of 
water. Near Great House Creek and Boz, farmers such as Roger Williams 
and his neighbors depend upon the shallow fractured Austin Chalk to water 
their livestock. 

3 The distinct probability exists that radiation produced by the SSC 
will enter the environment through these fractures. I find this especially 
alarming in light of information I have recently received concerning 
radioactive contamination at Fermilab, an accelerator similar to the SSC. 
I quote from DOE's document Preliminary Environment, Safety and Health 
Report on the Fermi Accelerator of October 1988: 

Summary of Findings. 
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Submission 112 1. Three areas on-site have received hazardous substances and 
(cont'd) may be potential sources for soil and groundwater contamination. The full 

nature and extent of the contamination are not known. 

4 2. Soil radioactivation has occurred and continues to occur in 
selected areas as a result of fixed target experiments. 

I note: According to the Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement, August 1990, the DOE proposes to have a fixed target program 
at the SSC. 

3. Inadequacies in the present groundwater monitoring system 
5 may result in lack of early detection of potential groundwater 

contamination. 

6 

This summary of findings is in direct contrast with the perfect 
environmental record the DOE and the TNRLC has publicly told us exists at 
Fermilab. 

We have all been assured by the DOE and TNRLC that there is no 
danger from small amounts of radiation that will be produced by the SSC. 

However, over the past two decades scientific inquiries into the 
biological effects of low level ionizing radiation have clearly shown that 
the DOE and TNRLC are wrong. Radiation physicist E. Sternglass, Doctors 
Gould, Muller, Stewart, Johnson, Gofman, Tamplin, Mancuso, Morgan, 
Dessante, Sheer, and predictions from Nobel Laureates, Linus Pauling and 
Andrei Sakharov, provide a truly frightening scenario. These eminent 
scientists have come to realize that low level ionizing radiation, like that 
which will be produced from the SSC, can be very deadly indeed. 

Particularly disturbing is the work by Dr. Abram Petkau, a 
physician and biophysicist, who wrote with others in the Journal Health 
Physics, volume 22, 1972, entitled Effect of Sodium-22 on a Phospholipid 
Membrane, and later in Acta Physiologica Scandinavia. While conducting a 
new experiment using very low amounts of radioactive sodium-22. 

Note: Sodium-22 along with tritium will be the most prolific 
radioactive species created by the SSC. 

They concluded that long exposure to small amounts of radiation 
destroyed cells. They found that low level radiation produced toxic free 
radicals which destroyed cells and are particularly deadly. If these 
free-radicals are formed near the genetic material of the cell nucleus, they 
may produce a mutated form. 

Subsequent research by Petkau and others demonstrated that this 
occurs even at background levels. Free radicals are dangerous to living 
systems because they form in water. And, of course, water comprises 80 
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Submission 112 percent of the cell. They have also been found to accelerate the aging 
(cont'd) process. 

6 
(cont'd) 

It is these low doses just above the natural background radiation 
that are particularly deadly. Further, work done by Dr. Charles Waldren 
and others published in The Proceedings of the National Academy of 
Sciences, volume 83, 1986 called Measurement of Low Level of X-ray 
Mutagenesis in Relation to Human Disease. They Found that very low 
levels of ionizing radiation produce mutations 200 times more efficiently 
than the conventional method of using high doses. The National Academy 
of Sciences Committee on the biological effects of ionizing radiation has 
just released a publication called The Beir V. Report. This report chillingly 
confirms the underestimation of low level radiation hazards by 
extrapolations from high levels. 

This message is loud and clear. There's no level of ionizing 
radiation that's acceptable. 

DO E's own radiation safety documents states that the SSC will 
activate the soil around the tunnel and wells within 150 feet of the tunnel 
will be restricted. DOE literature also states the necessity to continually 
monitor the environment for radioactive migration. An Introduction To 
Radiation Protection for the SSC, Task Force Report SSC-SR-1027, 
November 1987. 

7 It is very disturbing that your recent SSC public comments, 

8 

including the SElS, state that you will be primarily closing wells due to the 
integrity of the tunnel. Your public comment record deceptively omits 
that closing the wells is also being done for radiation safety. 

In fact, one of your own geohydrologists told me recently that she 
would be coming to our well over the SSC tunnel to routinely test for 
tritium, among other things. 

My second concern: 

As described above, the Austin Chalk is a local but abundant 
aquifer. The construction of the tunnel and excavations necessary for the 
support and access facilities could alter the natural groundwater 
pathways. Unknowingly, this complex hydrological system can be 
irreparably damaged. 

I again insist that a thorough unbiased hydrogeological study be 
completed before any construction proceeds. 

In conclusion, please put the safety of human beings living near the 
machine above your nuclear experiments and Nobel dreams. 

2. Before any construction begins initiate, complete and publish 
for public comment the findings of a thorough independent unbiased 
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environmental hydrogeological survey of the proposed collider area and 
plan in advance to construct the SSC to ensure that no radioactivity will be 
released from environment. 

Thank you very much. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments, Mr. Pierce. 

The next scheduled commentor is Kip Burnett. 

• MR. BURNETT: Good evening. I am Kipp Burnett, Executive 
Submission 113 Vice President of the Ennis Chamber of Commerce, and I reside at 1403 

Munn Drive in Ennis, Texas. 

2 

3 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you. Please proceed with your 
comments. 

• MR. BURNETT: This evening I am here speaking on behalf of 
the 500 plus members of the Ennis Chamber of Commerce. I'm here to 
address the issue of improvements needed to Ebenezer Road from FM 879 
to FM 878, an improvement of the condemned bridges along Ebenezer Road 
at Bone Branch and Grove and Cottonwood Creek. 

As you're probably aware from correspondence received from our 
City Manager, Mr. Steve Howerton, these improvements are vitally 
necessary to these roads and bridges in order for motorists to have safe and 
orderly traffic flow and for Ennis residents to have project access and 
economic development opportunities. 

The residents of Ennis have long been strong supporters of this 
project and have been willing to overlook any future change in life-style in 
order to welcome the Super Collider Project to Texas. We have raised 
money, lobbied legislatures, hosted tours for public officials, testified at 
public hearings and even strongly assisted with the formal Texas proposal 
to win the project. 

In the past few months after learning of the site changes we have 
been very concerned about our accessibility to the far cluster home of the 
experimental halls. 

It's our belief that in order for our residents to have good 
accessibility to the east campus, the improvements we have alluded to 
earlier in this testimony must be made. 

These improvements are critical to our future development 
opportunities around the project. Any developer will attest that road and 
bridge infrastructure improvement elements are necessary to orderly 
development. 
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We are also concerned with the public safety along these roads as 
you begin to move large vehicles along these to farm-to-market roads and 
bridges. 

In their current conditions these roads and bridges are safety 
risks. When one thinks of moving heavy equipment and large numbers of 
vehicle on a daily basis, we get concerned. 

It's our understanding that at the present time you are studying this 
accessibility and public safety issues of the thoroughfares surrounding the 
project and that you're working with state officials to determine what road 
and bridge improvements are to be made. 

We feel certain that you will take our requests under serious 
consideration and that you will look to ensure the residents of Ennis have 
safe and immediate access to the east campus. 

We strongly feel in order for the Super Collider to live up to the 
potential it has for our community, that these improvements must and will 
be made. 

We stand ready to assist the Department of Energy and state 
officials in any way possible in order to improve these roadways. 

This evening I brought along letters from other concerned 
businesses and businessmen in Ennis to place in the public record in support 
of these improvements. In the coming days you will also be receiving other 
letters of support. 

I would also like to read a resolution passed in April of 1990 by the 
Chamber of Commerce Board of Directors. 

A resolution of the Chamber of Commerce of the City of Ennis 
requesting the Texas Department of Highways and Public Transportation to 
improve the road network connecting Ennis to the far cluster experimental 
halls of the Superconducting Super Collider Project. 

Whereas, the Ennis Chamber of Commerce has been involved in 
attracting the Superconducting Super Collider to Ellis County and Texas; 
and, 

Whereas, the far cluster experimental halls of the Superconducting 
Super Collider are located in the corporate city limits of Ennis, Texas; and, 

Whereas the relocation of the far cluster of the experimental halls 
out of the growth corridor of the City creates an unexpected economic 
hardship; and, 

Whereas the experimental halls and apparent facilities represent an 
investment of more than 500 million; and, 



Submission 113 
(cont'd) 

4 
(cont'd) 

Submission 114 

2 

1-50 

Whereas the access of these facilities by FM 1722, FM 879 and 
Ebenezer Road is required for effective economic growth of the City. 

Now, therefore, be it resolved by the Board of Directors of the 
Ennis Chamber of Commerce of Ennis, Texas that the Texas Department of 
Highways and Public Transportation is hereby requested to improve the 
road network and connecting Ennis to the far cluster experimental halls of 
the Superconducting Super Collider Project to the standard of an 
arterial state highway or two lane undivided. 

Resolved this 9th day of April 1990. 

Thank you for your consideration and time. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments, Mr. 
Burnett. 

will introduce as Exhibit Number 9 of this proceeding the packet 
of letters introduced by Mr. Burnett from concerned business people of the 
City of Ennis. 

As Exhibit Number 10 of this proceeding will be the resolution of 
the board of directors of the Chamber of Commerce of the City of Ennis. 

The next scheduled com mentor is John Parsons. 

• MR. PARSONS: I live at Route 3, Box 221-A in Waxahachie. 

There are two things that I would like to comment on this 
evening. The first has to do with the use of my home as an abort tunnel for 
the largest particle accelerator in the world. 

As stated in the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, if 
built, it would be 20 times larger than anything achievable at any existing 
accelerator, and you want me to live on the top of the abort area. 

Of course, I could put my home up for sale. Our representative 
Congressman Barton has stated publicly that he thinks that this would 
increase the value of the property. 

I think you would have to be possessed to say this and believe it. 

So my question is, what on earth has possessed our government to 
think that they can come into an area and create total chaos. 

Let me read you something from a site-specific conceptual design 
published in July of this year by the Department of Energy. 

3 Radioactivation of air and surface water and the production of 
noxious gases will be addressed for the sake of completeness, but are not 
significant in the design or operation of the facility. 
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So what they're saying in their own publication, that safety in 
relation to these things are not a significant part of the design or the 
operation. 

This is not surprising. A 1988 DOE audit of Fermilab in Illinois 
indicates major soil and groundwater contamination problems. 

All of this is for the stated purpose of determining the origin of our 
4 universe, and afterwards the scientists will still be left with anything but 

theories, but we'll be left with broken homes, polluted environment, 
considerably higher taxes and cancerous bodies or worse. And for this we 
have to give up our home and deal with greedy bureaucrats. 

5 

6 

7 

The second item I would like to comment on relates to the 
authority of the TNRLC to take the private property of individuals. 

Of course, the reasons for doing so always seems important at the 
time. It's always for the public good. First there were railroads to convey 
the public. Then there were public roads to transport the public and its 
goods. And, of course, we also gave up our property for schools. All of 
these things and others are used by the public. There is at least some 
justification for them. 

Next comes the Super Collider. 

In January of this year a high energy physics advisory panel 
subpanel on SSC physics was convened to review technical changes in the 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. 

Among other things, the reports says the very spirit of physics is to 
explore the unknown. 

This makes it impossible for us to predict precisely what we would 
discover in the future. 

So in other words, what is really being said here is take private 
property, spend over $8 billion of public tax money and we may be able to 
provide you, the public, with some theories about something that has 
virtually nothing to do with improving the real quality of life. 

Unlike other public projects, there is absolutely nothing that 
anyone can point to and say this is what it's going to do and it's for the 
public. 

James Cruminsel (phonetic), former 
Physical Society says of the Super Collider: 
spinoffs are unlikely in the extreme. 

president of the American 
Economic and technological 

Just remember, the taking of private property by the government is 
only one step away from making the ownership of private property illegal, 
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much like totalitarian governments around the world. 
symptomatic of just how sick our government has become. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you, Mr. Parson. 

The next scheduled com mentor is Claudia Parsons. 

This project is 

• MS. PARSONS: I'm Claudia Parsons, same address as the 
Submission 115 previous speaker. 

You have a moral, ethical and financial obligation to the people of 
Ellis County, as well as the remainder of the United States. There will be 
exposure to low level radiation. This is in addition to what we are already 
receiving. 

Recent studies shows that low level radiation does indeed increase 
the incidents of cancer. 

Do we need the SSC? 

Definitely not. It will be Texas' dangerous and extremely costly 
white elephant. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments, Ms. 
Parsons. 

The next scheduled commentor is Kars Tamminga. I hope I did 
justice to your last name. 

• MR. TAMMINGA: Good evening. My name is Kars Tamminga. 
Submission 116 I reside five miles west on 1446. Our address is P. O. Box 1069, 

2 

Waxahachie, Texas 76165. 

Mr. Chairman, you did credit to my name, but I don't know if we do 
credit to this project. 

We, as our family, we are not condemned to sit right on the 
tunnel. However, we are very close. We are condemned with our business 
to sit right on the tunnel. 

Since most of us have known from the beginning that the SSC will 
not generate radioactive emissions and waste that might be associated with 
nuclear reactors, our concerns and questions have never been based on that 
premise. 
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Our greatest personal worry is in regard to low level radioactivity 
being emitted into the soil and water. In particularly, tritium and sodium, 
which are soluble in water. 

Our concern regarding radiation and groundwater contamination is 
in regard to our dairy where we milk at this moment approximately 800 
Holstein cows. 

We have two water wells, which is practically our only source of 
water, which are our livelihood of the business. And will be approximately 
100 feet from the tunnel. 

Those water wells are also right in the path of the abort tunnel. 

We also understand that several additional wells will be 
constructed, which our previous speaker has already mentioned that this 
will lower our water table in Ellis County from 65 to 100 feet within one 

3 mile and the total water usage will be about 14 percent of Ellis County 
groundwater. Our two wells will be right close to where these new wells 
are going to be, or one of these new wells are going to be. 

4 

5 

6 

I also understand that this water will not be used for human 
consumption. Our well will be used and is used for human consumption. 

Many times we have been assured that this project is safe and we 
have nothing to fear. We would like to believe this. However, we find 
several contradictions, as you have heard quite a few this evening. 

One letter from Mr. Gary Gibbs states that the SSC will not have a 
fixed target physics program. However, in the draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement for the SSC it says three major SSC 
elements are identified as potential areas for future expansion. 

Three 2-TeV test beam target halls, four experimental halls and a 
high energy fixed target physics program. 

Another contradictory, the siting parameters document -- the 
siting parameter document released in June of '85 required 20 feet of earth 
over the tunnel. 

Later this became 30 feet. 

Now it is 50 feet. 

Then we read two weeks ago that there is 10 percent more 
radiation. 

10 percent more radiation than what? 

Why all these changes when there is no significant radiation? 
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We have heard numerous references to Fermilab. Several times 
people from the SSC have been in my office to assure that it is safe and 
refer to the Fermilab. We have read some reports from Fermilab. I have 
several pages in my letter which would site from these reports. It would be 
too long to cite all this. 

Another contradictory. Results from tritium, analysis from water 
samples collected from a borehole inside the main ring and beneath the 
neutrino-area target hall revealed concentrations as high as 29 pCi per 
milliliter. 20 is the drinking water standard. 

Three other holes have shown values for tritium up to 2,200 parts 
per milliliter. 100 times the allowed standards. 

The 1988 site and environmental report states one sample was a 
fraction higher than drinking water standards. Another sample was sent to 
a different vendor and these results were higher than standards allowed. 

Why was it not mentioned that it was 100 times higher? 

It just says higher. It's not -- it don't lie. 

Lack of monitoring in the subsurface below the underdrains, but 
above the groundwater precludes early detection to contaminant migration. 

We understand the project has been going for ten years. Can they 
still not detect and do the test right at Fermilab? 

Many of us will be left closer to the tunnel and injector ring than 
the village where most of Fermilab appear to live on the site. Some will be 
directly over the ring. Even though it may be perfectly safe, when these 
people may be transferred and need to move, how many prospects do you 
think they will find who will purchase their home? 

Also, when we try to sell our product, which is milk, how many do 
you think will buy the milk when they know where it comes from? 

We as a dairy are in the food-producing industry. Milk is very 
sensitive and delicate, as it is fed to little children, and is very closely 
monitored by government agencies. We need to make sure that our product 
will not be banned from the market. 

Thank you. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you. The prepared remarks of Kars 
Tamminga will be introduced into the record as Exhibit Number 12 of this 
proceeding. 
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I would like to remind those in the audience who may have arrived 
late, if you would like to comment on the Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement this evening, that we're asking that you register at the 
entrance at the registration tables. DOE runners will then bring the names 
up to me and I will call your name here at the podium for you to come up 
and make your comments. 

I would also remind you that we're having hearings tomorrow at 
1 p.m. and at 7 p.m. at the Ennis Junior High School. So if you know folks 
over in that part of the county who would like to comment but haven't had 
the opportunity to come here this evening, let them know that we will be in 
Ennis tomorrow afternoon and evening. The next scheduled commenter is 
Sue Hyatt. 

Good evening, Ms. Hyatt. If you would please state your name and 
mailing address for the record. 

• MS. HYATT: My name is Sue Hyatt. My address is Route 3, 
Submission 117 Box 222-F, Waxahachie, Texas 75165. 

I am one of the Crownover Road area homeowners who is being 
forced to live over that infamous X also known as a beam absorber and 
sometimes referred to as an abort tube. 

I say "forced" because the TNRLC chose to put this phase of the 
operation underneath our homes and then they chose not to pay us, so that 
those of us who don't want to live over it could afford to relocate. 

Our anger, fears and dissolutionment are intensified each time we 
get a different answer to the same question. 

Most of my neighbors are rightfully concerned about safety, 
2 groundwater contamination, soil contamination, stray beams and mostly of 

the unknown. 

3 

A more immediate concern to me is the damage that's being done 
to us here and now. Our homes have been rendered worthless for resale, 
and that is damage that we don't have to wait 20 years from now to feel. 

Not wanting to live over this facility, we put our home on the 
market. We reduced the price $20,000 from that which a local realtor had 
it listed. On admitting to prospective buyers where my home is located, I 
have been laughed at, hung up on and sympathized with. 

We were told that at one time dormitories were to be built where 
our homes are. Then the plans were changed so that they would not be 
located over this X. 

If this is true, and we have been told many conflicting stories, then 
it seems to me that we aren't the only ones who don't want to live over the 
x. 
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We are laypersons and admittedly know little about the technical 
side of the SSC, but we are smart enough to know that once we give up 
subsurface rights, then you can do anything you please under our homes and 
we will be just as helpless as we are now to do anything about it. 

Prospective buyers are pretty quick to pick up on this also. My 
neighbor, Mr. Charles Huskins, received a letter stating that the purchase 
of our land would be a waste of the taxpayers' money. 

During this ordeal we haven't talked to anyone, and that includes 
our congressman, who cares one iota about the unique problems facing the 
Crownover Road and Crownover area taxpayers. 

I understand that Illinois legislatures were sensitive enough to 
similar problems facing constituents to pass legislation protecting their 
rights. 

In conclusion, I submit to this panel that if this facility is going to 
advance technology so much and benefit so many people, that it might 
actually save the taxpayers some money to buy out the Crownover Road 
properties so that we can begin to rebuild our lives and you can get on with 
whatever it is that you do. 

Thank you. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments, Ms. Hyatt. 

The prepared remarks of Sue Hyatt will be introduced into the 
record as Exhibit Number 13 of this proceeding. 

The next scheduled com mentor is Dale Cook. 

Good evening, Mr. Cook. 

• MR. COOK: Hello. My name is Dale Cook. I live at Route 3, 
Submission 118 Box 118, Waxahachie, Texas 75165. 

Many Ellis County residents and taxpayers affected by the Super 
Co!lider, be they landowners or neighbors to the project, are very disturbed 
and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE and their 
contractors. 

I personally question the validity of the SSC Project and 
Environmental Impact Statement for the following reasons: 

I knew nothing about Texas being chosen, the chosen site for the 
SSC in 1988 or '89. The first and only time I knew that my family and 
property were affected were in March 1990. The notice of public meetings 
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primarily occur in local newspapers that do not service the majority of Ellis 
County residents who subscribe to regional Dallas/Fort Worth newspapers. 
Normal channels for public information do not exist. 

The DOE has the ability to let the SSC facility convert the project 
to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future such as a fixed target 
accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactive 
production and radioactive waste. 

The Environmental Impact Statement has not convinced me that 
there will not be any radioactive contamination of soil, air and groundwater 
from the SSC operation. 

Also it has not convinced me that digging a fractured rock will not 
cause many other detrimental affects on the environment of Ellis County. 

The quality of life in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 
Therefore, due to the invalidity of the SSC Project and the Environmental 
Impact Statement failing to convince me of an environmentally safe 

4 project, I propose that the project be stopped and at that the DOE adopt 
the no-action alternative in the FEIS Volume I, Section 33. 

Thank you. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: The next scheduled commentor is Charles 
Huskins. 

Good evening. 

• MR. HUSKINS: Good evening. How are you? 

I would like to speak from my hastily taken notes here. I would like 
to address the environmental impact study --

• MR. RICHARDSON: Before you get started, could you state 
your mailing address and name for the court reporter. I'm sorry. 

• MR. HUSKINS: My name is Charles Huskins. I live at Route 3, 
Submission 119 Box 117, Waxahachie. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you. 

• MR. HUSKINS: First we were presented with an environmental 
impact study, which was incomplete and inconcise and totally lacking in a 
final judgment as to what is going to be done and what is not going to be 
done on this project. 
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Then the Supplemental Environmental Impact Study that we have 
most recently got, in regards to addressing the landscape, material 
transportation in regards to rock and earthen materials to be excavated 
from the collider tunnel, excess shafts, buster and injector tunnels and 
experimental halls, the material to be excavated from these areas is 
estimated to be 8.8 million cubic yards of loose material and this doesn't 
include -- excluding backfill to be put back. 

Okay. These are addressed as landscape spoils. 

The gentlemen said there would be a minimal impact as far as air 
pollution and what have you in regards to transporting these materials. 

I would say that anyone that can transport 8.8 million cubic yards 
of dirt and rock and believes there is going to be a minimal impact is living 
in a pipe dream. 

The plan approached the placement and distribution of the spoils is 
over 1,400 acres. It supposedly will result in minimal disruption of existing 
topography. 

There is no way that you can take 8.8 million cubic yards -- and 
this is, by the way, probably a conservative estimate, because I haven't 
seen the government do anything that came out under. So this is supposed 
to be done with minimal disruption of the existing topography. 

Yet later on in this supplemental impact study it's stated that 
several floodplains are located in the area of the east complex. A spoils 
placement plan would be developed to minimize impact to these areas, 
which suggests a comprehensive and complete spoils placement plan doesn't 
even exist. This is in the floodplain. 

In regards to the groundwater, the groundwater resources impact 
assessment within the supplemental environmental impact study focuses on 
issues or impact categories that require further evaluation -- this is your 
own words -- because of change project design resource requirements or 
availability of additional site-specific data. 

I can't see how you can say it's not going to affect our water 
supply. 

And the radiation, in regard to the radiation in this area -- and I 
believe the tunnel is going under Bardwell Lake will be lead lined. I assume 
this is to prevent any kind of radiation getting into the water supply 
there. But there is no plans for that kind of protection for our 
groundwater. 

I would like to remind you that the radiation is cumulative in 
nature and may result in future risks of latent cancers and genetic effects. 
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In regard to the groundwater policies, this seems to say that though 
no accurate data exists to your knowledge as to whether there will be any 
short term, long term or irreversible impact on groundwater, whether or 
not what you perceive to be good construction policies are used, if in fact 
these practices or policies can guarantee no irreversible negative impact on 
the water supply. 

In regard to the surface runoff in the spring flow, there is no area 
within the Supplemental Environmental Impact Study that is not negligibly 
effected by the construction of the SSC, whether it be due to clearing, 
grading excavating, heavy equipment movement or landscape spoils 
distribution. 

I would invite anyone on this panel or any other panel that can 
point to any section there of the environmental impact study that says it 
will be a positive effect on the environment, or at best, no negative affect 
at all. I would like to see it. 

In regards to the floodplains, no complete and accurate floodplain 
study exists. In fact, placement of tunnel surface areas between the 
floodplains are subject to more detailed and complete floodplain studies. 

One specific area is E-8, and due to all the expanse of the 
floodplain in this area necessitates furthers engineering study. In that 
regard, to the levels of this -- and this is your own words -- the level of this 

9 effort at this site, the E-8, is beyond the scope of conceptional planning 
efforts. 

10 

11 

And this, I believe, the gentleman was referring to Corps of 
Engineers are being sought out for advice in this area. But I would also 
point out that the Corps of Engineers have done other projects that are also 
unsafe. The impact of this area is unavoidable and an optimal location 
would still be in a broad floodplain. 

The quality of life in regards to the implementation of the SSC will 
definitely be diminished. We have 192 families presently being dislocated 
out of seven -- in excess of 700 families involved. I find this totally 
unbelievable in that you can move 192 people and we have got plans for 
more people to be brought down here with assistance from our government 
than what is being assisted in moving off away from the Super Collider. 

I would also point out that SSC implemented monitoring programs 
are at best ineffective and are like leaving the wolf in charge of the sheep. 

Environmental policies of this administration and the previous are 
at best a farce and constitute nothing but empty words on worthless paper. 

If people lets SSC come into Ellis County, and what it's going to 
amount to is the rape of our lands, the rape of the people. Nobody gets 
kissed and you want us to thank you in the end and it's not going to 
happen. We're here to fight. 
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Thank you. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments, Mr. 
Huskins. 

I would like to also remind you that if you have additional 
comments that you would like to submit for the record in addition to your 
oral comments, that you can do so either here this evening or you can do so 
by mailing them at the addresses available at the registration table. We 
ask that they be postmarked no later than October 15 to be considered in 
the final document. 

The next scheduled com mentor is Matthew Bryant. 

If you haven't registered to comment and you would like to 
comment, please go to the registration table at the front of the room and 
we will register you and get you on the list and get you up here to make 
your comments. 

Good evening, Mr. Bryant. 

• MR. BR YANT: My name is Matt Bryant, and I live at Box 3, 
Route 22-A in Waxahachie. 

I don't have a lot here to say tonight, but what I am going to say I 
think will hold a lot of weight to the people that's going to have to live near 
and on this area that called 1-1 area. Which they don't publicize this very 
much for some reason. I notice it's not on this thing back here tonight that 
we was looking at and I am wondering why. 

I have attended three meetings since this thing started. The first 
here with a panel of scientists. They were asked that night why that this 
1-1 area wasn't put underneath the campus over there, why they would be 
using the area that's 1-1 area is going to be over in a neighborhood, why 
they was doing this. 

One of the scientists made the statement up here that night, he 
said: We've got expensive equipment underneath this thing over there on 
this campus. 

And he said, he explained, what the beam was going to do that 
they're going to shoot over, which this beam is going to come underneath 
the area that we live and there's a lot of people here tonight that lives in 
that area. 

Now, the second meeting I attended was with Congressman Barton, 
2 and Mr. Barton seemed to think, like all three of the meetings I have been 

to, that there is no danger. Please believe me, there is no danger. 
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Well, I'm not convinced. And the people that lives underneath this 
thing over there is not convinced of this. 

We feel that we're being sold out. We feel that somebody here is 
not looking out for our interest. And as taxpayers I thought the federal 
government was supposed to treat everybody equal. And what we're 
getting over there is not equal rights. 

Now, here's one thing they did agree. Each one of the meetings 1 
have been in has agreed on one thing. There is no danger. 

There is no danger. Then they get -- of course, 1 don't know what 
this means when they talk about all the power that they're going to shoot 
out through this tunnel and they're going to abort it underneath us. 

I mean, this is Latin to me. I don't understand it. That's what 1 
have been trying to do all along is understand, trying to get into my mind 
how if they expect us to live and keep our families, take their word -- take 
their word and just be at ease and live on this thing that they're fixing to 
do. 

Well, I just don't -- I'm not comfortable with that. 

There is a lot of people in this area that's got young children and 
their children is going to grow up, they're going to live on this property. I 
am sure that when they was using this Agent Orange that they were 
convinced that there was not going to be any problems, don't worry about 
it, there is not going to be any problem there. But even now there is still 
people dying with this. 

Now these scientists that -- at the time were serious. They 
believed there wasn't going to be any harm done to those people over there. 

Well, what's to keep us from believing the same thing is goin15 to 
happen to us over here; that we're going to go along with the people -- I 
feel that I have done my part of 19 months in combat, three years of my 
life, and I gave -- I paid taxes all my life. I have done everything any 
citizen would have done. But when they bring something like this along 
which has happened to me twice in my lifetime -- it happened to me when I 
was eight years old. They took my father's farm. They said we can do this 
because we use domain law and do it, there's nothing you can do about it. 

Well, it's happened to me at 58 years old again. Twice in my 
lifetime this has happened. 

But they say, don't worry about it, they're not going to hurt you, 
just cool it and stay there where you're at because all this is going to be all 
right. 
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I don't believe this, people. I don't believe that there is a court in 
this country -- I don't believe there is a judge in this country that will take 
the evidence that's been produced here tonight and tell a man that you got 
to keep your family there, you have got to raise your family on top of this 
thing that they're going to use more power -- they got more power coming 
off this thing than anybody knows about. 

In fact, I don't think they really realize how much impact this is 
going to have on the neighborhood over there. 

Like I said, I didn't have a whole lot, but it is something to think 
about. 

Thank you. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments, Mr. Bryant. 

The next scheduled commentor is Phillip Smith. 

Good evening, Mr. Smith. 

• MR. SMITH: Good evening. 

My name is Phillip Smith and my address is 534 Honeysuckle Trail, 
Midlothian, Texas 76065. 

I am here tonight speaking in my behalf as a resident of 
Honeysuckle Trail over in the vicinity of service area E-2, and also in 
behalf of a number of the citizens in the Sardis community who have signed 
a letter that was dated July 25th, 1990, and sent to Mr. Cipriano and other 
gentlemen to which we have had no formal reply, even though it was 
requested. 

The purpose of the letter being to point out to the authorities the 
danger of utilizing these rural community roads when there is an alternate 
access into service area E-2. 

The recent Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement shows 
that in spite of letter, table 2.2, figure 2.12, figure 3.6 (d) and Section 
4.10.2.1 contemplate that these community roads which are not fit for the 
type of transportation that will be utilized in and out of service area E-2 
will still be utilized for this purpose. 

I think the best way to get the point across is to just try to 
summarize certain portions of this letter. 

Site E-2 is to be the location of a lift station, cooling towers, 
cooling pond and ultimately a public park in connection with the SSC 
Project. 
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This is in the middle of a ranch and rural community. To gain 
access to E-2 we have been advised that a circuitous 2.5 mile route is 
proposed through the Sardis community and down Honeysuckle Trail. The 
SElS shows that that route now comes through the Lone Elm community 
and down Honeysuckle Trail, which is equally disadvantageous. 

The access route will be used by trucks and heavy equipment for 
transporting rock and construction materials in connection with the lifts 
and cooling stations proposed at site E-2. Thereafter it will be utilized by 
the SSC with maintenance vehicles and by the public for access to a public 
park. 

The existing Sardis community roads and Lone Elm roads and 
Honeysuckle Trail are one lane hot topped county roads of approximately 
18 feet in width. Those roads are of inadequate design and construction for 
use by the SSC and such use will result in their ultimate destruction. 

These roads have a very weak subsurface base made from caliche 
rock and other forms of rock with hot topping over them and are designed 
for automobiles and light trucks. 

ln order for them to be minimally adequate for this use by the SSC, 
Ellis County or the State of Texas will have to widen and improve this 
circuitous route of community roads. They're going to have to enlarge some 
of the areas to at least 60 feet, I would think, in width to permit the large 
trucks and so forth to turn around. And they're going to have to construct 
a new road beginning at the terminal point on Honeysuckle Trail back into 

2 site E-2. 

3 

We believe that the use of these roads for SSC and public park 
purposes will endanger the safety and environment of the Sardis and Lone 
Elm communities as hereinafter explained and will be extremely expensive 
to the State of Texas and its taxpayers to construct or improve as is 
contemplated in the SEIS over such a great distance. 

In this letter dated July the 25th we attached a map and proposed 
an alternate route which made sense to all of us, and we can't understand 
why it has not been adopted. 

Instead of taking the circuitous route through these two 
communities, there is a way to get to site E-2 off of Highway 287 that 
would involve building a new road of only 800 to 1,000 yards compared to 
two and a half miles coming from H-75 down through the Lone Elm 
community and down Honeysuckle Trail or coming from 287 through the 
Sardis community. 

There are only two landowners who you would be involved in 
acquiring the right-of-way from. One of them is a man who has had some 
conversation with the DOE and has indicated that this would be acceptable 
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to him to sell the right-of-way to come in from the northeast corner of site 
E-2. And the other landowner is a local bank which has recently foreclosed 
on the tract of land. 

This alternate route is not inhabited. There are no homes around 
it. There are at least 25 homes on the Honeysuckle Trail and Sardis route, 
and there are even more if you were to come from 875 through Lone Elm. 

The cost of building this road has got to be substantially less than 
trying to improve and really rebuilding Honeysuckle Trail and the Sardis or 
the Lone Elm roads. 

The Sardis -- the Honeysuckle Trail is also right now somewhat 
dangerous due to the winding twisting nature of the road, the blind curves, 
the hills and valley in one particular point. And improving that road is not 
going to eliminate these blind spots. 

Right now if the road is not improved it is impossible for two 
ongoing vehicles to pass each other -- or two approaching vehicles to pass 
each other, without each driver pulling somewhat off the road. It's just 
impractical from a danger standpoint to utilize these roads and from an 
economic standpoint. 

Since we wrote the July 25th letter another alternate has also been 
explored through an uninhabited area for access to site E-2 in case the SSC 
does want to come into the site from Highway 875 on the south. 

That would be to use the Skinner Ranch Road, which is 1.4 miles in 
length from the point that it intersects with 875 down to the point that it 
connects with the landowner adjoining site E-2. That landowner would have 

5 to convey a right-of-way or it would have to be condemned if Honeysuckle 
Trail were used in the area that we protest to get access back to site E-2. 

See Exhibit 15 
(page 1-198) 

for Smith 
Camment6 

In conclusion, the use of the existing roadways through Sardis and 
Lone Elm present an adverse economic and adverse environmental impact 
to our community. There are two alternate routes which would not present 
this adverse impact. We urge you to study these and adopt them. 

Thank you. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Mr. Smith, was the document you handed 
to the court reporter, was that the letter you were referring to, or is that 
your prepared re marks? 

• MR. SMITH: That was the letter I was referring to. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: The letter dated July 25 will be introduced 
into the record of this proceeding as Exhibit Number 15. 
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I think this is a good opportunity to take a short break. It is 
approximately twenty till nine. We will reconvene at ten till nine. 

(Brief recess) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: We have got another hour of commentors 
approximately if we keep the same pace we were going. 

In addition, I would like to give Mr. Caddel another opportunity to 
get up and speak as well as anyone else who has spoken once, if you would 
like to speak again, and we will recycle you as time permits after we get 
t,hrough the list of speakers the first time. So everyone will have an 
opportunity to speak at least once, then if you feel the need to continue 
your oral remarks, we're certainly going to accommodate you. l don't want 
to limit remarks, but we do have a lot of people to accommodate. 

In addition, it's important for you to realize and remember that 
written comments will carry the same weight in this record as your oral 
comments that are made here this evening. So if do you not -- if you find 
you do not have sufficient time or find that you do not like to stand up in 
front of a crowd to speak in the microphone, at least submit your written 
comments. You don't have to do it this evening. Do so by October 15th. 
You will be heard, your comments will be considered. 

I would also remind you that we are going to be at the Ennis Junior 
High School tomorrow at 1:00 p.m. and 7:00 p.m. for your neighbors and 
friends who couldn't make it this evening. Please spread the word that we 
will be there to hear their comments. 

The next scheduled commentor is Miles Pierce. 

I would reiterate, we would like to ask that you state and spell your 
name for the court reporter and your mailing address. You will have five 
minutes for your comments. 

• MR. PIERCE: Go? 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Go. 

• MR. PIERCE: Fine. My name is Miles Pierce. My address is 
Submission 122 554 Highway 287 East, Midlothian, Texas 76065. 

l moved here from West Texas. l am a sheepherder and not used to 
this element on declaration of the facts. So I'm going to tell you the way I 
feel about it. 

I would have been glad to speak to this a lot more to the point, Mr. 
Moderator, but as is the custom of this outfit, I was not notified that my 
property sat right on top of the blooming tunnel until three months after 
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the termination date, as well as I never saw this thing until I got here 
tonight. 

The lady in front says: Didn't you get one in the mail? 

When? 

Last week? 

I got it at the door tonight. 

I have some thoughts about it. I moved here from West Texas 
because I liked this place. I have been here 11 years out on Highway 287. 
I'm not kin to Steven and Claire Pierce, but I wish I were, because I feel as 
they do, that I have been condemned to live right on top of this thing. 

Gentlemen, I feel that deceit got you in the door and what kee!JS 
you here is big government steam rolling tactics. 

I want to talk about the tax base. 17 ,000 acres. That's over 85 
percent of this. Somebody is going to have to pay those taxes. 

An example, when I moved here the taxes on my little place out 
here were $290. We haven't got this thing started and it's already in the 
vicinity of $4,000. 

A videotape was run on Channel 8 concerning the Fermilab and a 
comparison of it to the Cern Lab. This was this spring. You may have seen 
it. I have a copy of it. 

Looking at it several times I have decided that the upshot of all the 
SSC is simply political; that is, to best the Cern Lab. They don't have 17 
miles. We could have 54 miles. 

That's doesn't seem like an $8 billion deal. 

I think it's a sad day for us who chose to live in Ellis County when 
we got this thing bulldozed on top of us. 

It is my feeling that the government has a set pat written 
timetable on how to handle the little people who pay the taxes. And this 
meeting is all eye wash. 

(Applause) 

But it's prescribed in a government bulletin number so and so, so 
you have the meeting and you tell them that all this is going to be 
important. 

I do not feel that you are going to pay one bit of attention to any of 
this. You are going to do what you want to do, but you might just find that 
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you're going to have to hunt up some new suckers to tax. It looks like the 
only thing that will save us here is a big budget war somewhere. 

Thank you. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments, Mr. Pierce. 

The prepared remarks of Miles Pierce will be introduced into the 
record as Exhibit Number 16. 

The next scheduled commentor is Neally Kerr. 

• MR. KERR: My name is Neally Kerr, K-e-r-r. My mailing 
Submission 123 address is P. 0. Box 382, Palmer, Texas 75152. 

I gave my negative comments in written form, I guess a year ago 
during the draft EIS. So my comments tonight will be -- assuming this is 
sort of a done deal and in a supplemental fashion, we will be fine tuning 
this thing at this point. 

There is one positive aspect of this thing. Over the last ten years I 
guess it's sort of infamously, things have been developing here in the 
Metroplex area and I have had a lot of friends have a lot of creek bottoms 
filled in for expanded tax bases. That was one of my concerns. And at this 
point it looks like the extracted material is going to be used, or it can be 
used on-site. 

I know some unscrupulous people that were lusting after your 
leavings, and they were going to call it pad sites. 

What usually happens is that areas are urbanized, small cities are 
urbanized. It seems that the higher the education of the people, the more 
narrow-minded their views. They put a lot of pressure on the local school 
district, fire department, et cetera, and the local officials are needing to 

2 expand their tax base and they do some rash things and that's the way these 
sleazy people come in and they build the liquor store and the strip shopping 
center in the floodplain. And consequently higher velocities in the creek 
wash away new bridges downstream. 

3 

So using the extracted material on-site may seem like a minor 
thing, but from my experience with my friends over the last ten years, this 
is a major thing. 

Also, I would like to comment and ask that if the DOE personnel do 
come in and this is completed, that they do act like adults and use their 
education to help the community and not as a weapon to cause pressure and 
even take people's jobs away. 
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The other thing this is dovetailing with, is a land-use study going on 
right now in Ellis County. This is also science. And the only thing that I 
can see that can kill the Super Collider right now is its own bloated 
budget. However, it seems to be increasing. That will be fine. 

But if you do leave the area before this magnificent project is 
completed, you might ask that a land-use study be completed and 
implemented. This is a science also and you would definitely benefit the 
community through the completion of this study. 

Thank you. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments, Mr. Kerr. 

The next scheduled com mentor is Robert Becker. 

If you would like to comment, please go to the registration table at 
the entrance to the room, sign up to comment and the runner will bring 
your name up to me and l will get you called in order. 

Good evening. 

• MR. BECKER: Yes. 

My name is Robert Becker. l live at 4500 Sojourn, Apartment 107, 
Submission 124 Addison, Texas. Nowhere near here. 

2 

I am here tonight representing Texans United. We're a grass root 
citizens lobby. We represent 65,000 members in Texas on environmental 
issues. 

One of our fundamental principles is environmental democracy. I 
feel that this evening the immediate environmental impacts have been very 
well addressed by the Caddels, the Pierces and so forth. 

One thing I would like to point out that I feel is missing from the 
big blue book is a study on the post-Super Collider Ellis County. 

Three or four years ago when this first began the economic boom 
was promised for this area. And I have to ask the Department of Energy 
where the real estate, hotel, restaurant chains, high dollar scientists are 
going to be when this project in 25 years is too radioactive to work? What 
is left behind? 

Back to the democracy. If the Department of Energy cannot 
guarantee public safety from radiation, therefore the democratic thing to 

3 do would be to have an Ellis County referendum for this new Super Collider 
Il. It's very obvious the people in this room have been lied to. Lied to 
about radiation, lied to about cost, et cetera. 
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You know, the folks that have to live with this misery for the two 
or three decades are going to be left with nothing. The Department of 
Energy, the well-paid scientists are going to be long gone. 

In April of 1989 Congressman Barton stated that the Department of 
Energy has a good track record with its most recent accelerator projects. 

Based on the previous testimony on the Fermilab, this is a lie. 

In May of 1989 there was a cost that f read in the paper of $5.9 
billion. 

Now, it changes daily. I have seen 9, I have seen 10, I have seen 
$11 billion. 

This is a lie. 

What I'm proposing -- and f know this goes way out of the 
Department of Energy -- or Department of Energy's realm of control -- is f 
would like to challenge Congressman Barton to let the educated voters of 
Ellis County who have now had three years to learn the truth to read 
through the propaganda to determine the lies to decide their own fate. 
They're the taxpayers, they have to live with it, not the Department of 
Energy. That would be the democratic thing to do. 

Thank you. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments. 

The next scheduled com mentor is Dave Schroeder. 

• MR. SCHROEDER: My name is Dave Schroeder, 
S-c-h-r-o-e-d-e-r. I live at 6620 Yosemite in the town 25 miles north of 

Submission 125 here, Dallas, 75214. 

I want to submit a seven-page paper from the Sierra Club that's 
been adapted as a position paper against the Super Collider, an article of 
my own with 15 points against the Super Collider and an article in the 
Nation Magazine that came out March 19th, 1990, by a leader of the North 
Texas Greens, Gayle Hudgens, who isn't here. She received threats and sold 
her business and house and left the state. 

This here is a report by the GAO, General Accounting Office, Final 
Site Selection Process for Department of Energy's Super Collider. 

It says here about North Carolina that it has fractured bedrock 
conditions that increase the potential for groundwater contamination. On 
Tennessee, potential surface and groundwater contamination. 
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I have met people who say that Waxahachie is God's gift to 
humanity because of its rolling hills and timbered bottoms. 

When Richard Ellis was commissioned in 1840 by the State of Texas 
to survey North Texas to put a road from Austin up to Indian country, he 
didn't choose Tarrant County or Dallas County to settle down in. He chose 
Ellis County because it was so well watered and so beautiful. 

I'm amazed the DOE didn't put this damn thing in a desert where 
the groundwater wouldn't be a problem. 

I'm appalled they plan to contaminate the groundwater in one of 
Texas' best watered counties. 

And I'm angry that they put it under fertile farm lands near a major 
Metroplex of three million people. 

Cost overruns. Comanche Peak cost -- that's the atomic power 
plant -- cost ten times what it was originally projected. The South Texas 
atomic plant cost six times. 

I project this thing won't even come near 20 billion, even if it's 
ongoing. 

s Why put it on top of a major fault zone with so much groundwater? 

There is no decommissioning plan. Like Robert said, I wonder if 
6 we're going to be left with a 54-mile radioactive wiring, radioactive dirt, 

the water. 

7 

8 

9 

10 

Talk about messing with Texas, this thing is appalling. 

I could read the 15 points that I have here, or some of them. 

Geology is totally wrong for the project. The site is on a fault zone 
where bedrock is fractured through and through. 

Thanks to the heavy fracturing, this county is one of the best 
watered areas in Texas with spring seeps, wetlands and hundreds of wells. 
It was designed to be constructed in an unpopulated area, land kind of like 
Arizona, not populous farm lands close to major urban areas. 

The continuous ongoing bombardment of radioactivity into dirt, 
water, concrete wiring will gradually contaminate the entire area. 

Inherently, there will be multibillion dollar cost overruns. 20 
percent of the tunnel is through Taylor Moral (phonetic). 

Well, that's good. 
there's heavy fracturing in 
that too. 

But what about the other 80 percent where 
the Austin Chalk. They going to have to line 
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Fire ants, as Ms. Pierce was talking about, Mrs. Pierce. And also 
another consideration is Comanche Peak, which is going to supply juice to 
this jewel. 

The dang thing has had ten shutdowns so far in its first year. 

We talk about valves failing. We're talking about big huge valves. 
When you pull that much juice and have to have a shutdown, there is some 
real dangers to this whole area. 

It's the shoddiest built reactor in America. Pouring concrete in the 
rain is not done. 

I can go on and on. This thing is just a boondoggle. That's all it can 
be. 

How -- the conspiracy of silence. People didn't know about 
radioactivity involved. 

Our politicians seem to be all for it. Congressman Barton, John 
Bryant, on and on. It's like they didn't even know about it, this -- all the 
radioactivity involved. 

The dang thing is an experiment in the end anyway. They don't 
know what it's going to do. 

If private industry wants it, let them fund it. We don't need it. 
We, the taxpayers, just don't even need it. 

Thank you. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: We'll mark the exhibits of David Schroeder 
as follows. The Sierra Club article, Exhibit number 17. 15 points against 
SSC, Exhibit Number 18, article from the Nation Magazine dated March 15, 
1990, Exhibit Number 19, and the GAO report, Exhibit Number 20. 

The next scheduled commentor is Reverend Vick Humert. 

If you haven't registered to comment and you're planning on 
speaking this evening, please go to the registration table at the front of the 
room -- at the entrance to the room, and sign up to speak. 

• REVEREND VICTOR: Good evening. My name is Vick 
Submission 126 Humert. I am a Catholic priest from Dallas. My address is 2711 Roman 

Avenue. I live in a very depressed area of South Dallas. You have all been 
there. I wonder what the money from the Super Collider would do for that 
particular area. 
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I do not own one square foot of real estate anywhere in the world. 
I'm not a resident of this area, so I have no reason to be here. But I have 
been in Dallas for one year, and I live in total amazement to see what the 
Department of Energy is doing to the people of Waxahachie and Ennis. 

For that reason, I'm here tonight. 

For four reasons I think that you should stop this very irresponsible 
irreversible project known as the Super Collider. 

Economically, ecologically, democratically and scientifically, I 
don't know why you continue. 

Economically first. There is a nuclear physicist from the State of 
Texas who told his mother -- she lives in the area -- Mother, do not worry, 
don't be concerned, this thing will never be completed, it is just impossible 
because of the economics. 

So I think we should make special note of that mother this thing 
will never be completed. It is just impossible because of the economics. 

So I think we should make special note of that: Mother, this thing 
will never be completed. 

The cost continues to escalate. It's now, what, 11 billion? I'm not 
sure. 

But I do know that the national debt of the United States continues 
to grow, and the interest alone on the national debt increases at $8,000 per 
second. $8,000 per second is the interest payment alone on the national 
debt. And yet we continue to go ahead with megascience projects like 
this. I think it's absolutely insane. 

So economically there is also another reason. There was a report 
done by the Commission, the man who prepared it was Martin Holloway, 
and because the report did not look too favorable -- it even said that there 
would be a negative economic impact by the Super Collider -- the report is 
very difficult to obtain. I think it should be made available to everyone 
here, should they want it. 

So economically it's a disaster. 

Ecologically. I have only been here one year, but the people l have 
met in this area who are involved in ecology say that this will be the 
biggest ecological disaster for the Dallas, Waxahachie, Ennis area in the 
history of Texas. Second only to the corridor down in Louisiana. 

Texas, which is the petrochemical corridor. Texas has recovered 
from hurricanes, but it will never recover from the Super Collider. Once 
the concrete is poured and the radioactivity is present, Texas will never 
recover. 
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Democratically I think this is a total sham. You have not shown 
any respect for the people of this area. 

In 1987 over 1,000 people took up a petition in opposition to the 
Super Collider. 

Why were they not heard? Why wasn't there a referendum done in 
this area on the Super Collider? 

These are the people who live here. You're invading their lives. So 
democratically it's been a sham. 

The media has been part of the process. I did not see any negative 
comments in the papers until March 19th when the article appeared in the 
Nation Magazine, as David Schroeder referred to while ago. 

March 19th the Nation Magazine came out with a very critical 
article on the Super Collider. So that was the first national attention that 
this thing got. Critical commentary. 

I think you should remember also that the New York Times is a 
very respected paper in this country. And the New York Times on May 
29th had an article in the Science Tuesday section which said that 33 
scientists had responded and only 2 percent approve of the Super Collider. 

The Star Wars Project, which now appears to be dying, got more, an 
approval of 4 percent. So we know that the Super Collider has less support 
from the scientific community. 

So that is my scientific reason. I think earlier tonight we were 
referred to a couple of scientists who spoke about deadly deceit in terms of 
the low level radiation. 

I recommend this book tonight to everyone associated with the 
Super Collider. It's called Deadly Deceit. Low level radiation and high 
level cover-up. I recommend this for the people on the Commission. I 
recommend it for the people of Waxahachie and Ennis. 

In March of this year the Waxahachie Daily Light said that only --
60 percent of the people did not even know what the Super Collider was. 

This is all part of the process of covering up the essential facts of 
7 this Super Collider. 

The people of Texas are familiar with the Department of Energy. 
It goes back to the Second World War when the government decided to 
expand the Pantex Plant and make it a place for assembling the nuclear 
weapons of this country. 
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People who were in opposition to that plant are still complaining. 
And those who had disagreements with the government over their 
compensation, those claims are still in court. 

So that is probably a scenario of what is going to happen in this 
area here. What has happened in Pantex is going to be history recycled 
right here. 

So I recommend that people go up to Pantex and find out that the 
Department of Energy was actually an invader, not a defender of the 
people. We claim to be defending the country by invading the people of 
this nation. So I recommend this book very highly. 

In conclusion, I just ask you again to remember what the nuclear 
physicist said: Mother, this thing will never be built. 

l think you know that it will never be completed, but the process 
right now is to disrupt the lives of 400 or more, perhaps 700 families. l 
think that it's time to admit that it will never be completed and stop it, 
because you are now the enemies of the people. 

Thank you. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments, Reverend. 
The next scheduled com mentor is Robert Southworth. 

• MR. SOUTHWORTH: My name is Robert Southworth. I live at 
Submission 127 4001 Hawthorne Avenue in Dallas 75219. 

From the board rooms and the back rooms of paper corporations 
and commissions which have absolutely no responsibility to anyone, comes 
this latest scheme to add more wealth to a few while destroying the 
livelihood, health and land of thousands. 

The Texas collider cartel of politicians, real estate speculators and 
assorted wheeler dealers now known as the Texas National Research 
Laboratory Commission have spent hundreds of thousands of dollars on 
media campaigns to cover up the truth about the cost, who pays for it and 
the effects of radiation from this project. 

Using the DOE and NRC employee's willingness to bend into any 
position necessary to protect and prolong their jobs, the Collider cartel is 

2 having them rewrite some of the basic laws of nuclear physics and safety. 

Even though the facility will be abandoned in 20 years because the 
tunnel and everything in and around it will become so radioactive it can no 
longer be used or inhabited, the DOE claims there is no radiation danger. 



Submission ~ 27 
(cont'd) 

2 
(cont'd) 

3 

4 

5 

1-75 

DOE's pitiful track record of trying to cover up radioactive 
contamination at the Rocky Flats Weapons Plant, the Hanford and 
Savannah River nuclear reactors makes their credibility very questionable. 

l am not against research being done in areas that are appropriate 
for the hazards to be expected. This SSC Project is most definitely not 
something that should be done in fertile farm land with major fault lines 
and freely moving groundwater in the most populous area of Texas where 
thousands of acres of fertile land will become uninhabitable. 

So the question to ask is: Who stands to gain? 

Certainly not us. We pay off the $1 billion bond issue the 
politicians created for us, the SSC will create a debt service that will force 
the State and local treasuries into $68 million annual deficit during the 
Collider's 20-year operation phase. 

Decommissioning plans have not even been addressed. Who will pay 
for that? 

Why is Phil Gramm, Lloyd Bentsen, Mort Meyerson, Tom Luce and 
others of their persuasions so intentionally interested in this project? What 

6 is their connection? 

Morally it is an outrage that the financial well-being of a few be 
permitted to take precedent over human health and the sovereignty of 
inhabitants of the area. 

Thank you. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments. 

If you would like to submit written comments, you may do so until 
October 15. 

The next scheduled commenter is Kathleen Paul. 

• MS. PAUL: Hello. My name is Kathleen Paul. My address is 
Submission 128 Route 3, Box 197, Waxahachie 75165. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you. 

• MS. PAUL: Sirs -- well, before I say anything at all, I just want 
to say that I am amazed at what everybody has had to say here today and 
how many cons there are. 

If we had had this show about three years ago, we wouldn't be in 
this auditorium tonight and these people wouldn't be having the pain of 
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being relocated, pushed out of their property and off their land and given 
piddly prices. 

Now, I will just say, I could go on literally for hours stating the 
reason why I am opposed to the SSC. 

Three years ago my husband and I and a handful of others formed a 
group called TASK, Texas Against the Super Collider. 

We were interviewed by a lot of press and we were on television, 
different magazines and everything, but somehow or other the DOE and the 
State of Texas won out and everything we ever had to say was minimalized 
to about a 30-second shot. 

So I am not going to go on to big ballyhoos of why I am opposed to 
it. Everybody here has already said all the reasons. They're legitimate. 
We have been screaming them for years. They stick just as well now as 
ever. 

But you know what we found out? 

We found out that we were crying like wolves in the wind, standing 
all by ourselves and we didn't even realize how right we were. And it 
scares us. It scares us to find out that everything we said was legitimate, 
that it was true. Down right scary. 

They called us the sayers of doom, the doom sayers back then. And 
it was a feeling. It was an educated feeling, but we told them the 
possibilities of what was going to happen. 

They told us no, it wouldn't. It wouldn't happen. But it has. 

But that's enough of that. 

I just want to say what happened to me this morning in my own 
home in my living room, Channel 5 Morning News was on and the female 
newscaster was smiling broadly. And she announced that the DOE had 
finally admitted that the SSC would indeed emit radioactivity, but there 
was no need to worry, that the radioactivity would be benign. 

My son, who is a college student, age 22, said: Gee, Mom, that's 
good news, the tumors we get, maybe they'll be benign too. 

So that's all 1 have got to say. 

I would like the no-action alternate. I know it will cost some 
people some jobs, high-paying jobs from what I have heard. 450 people will 
lose a job. I don't know if they're all from this area. I doubt it. But, hey, 
there is 700 families that are losing their homes and the place where they 
want to live and stay and have lived for years. I don't know what fair. I 
don't know what will happen. I just hope what happens is the right thing. 
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That's all. Thank you. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you, Ms. Paul. 

The next scheduled com mentor is Chades Timmerman. 

Submission 129 • MR. TIMMERMAN: Good evening. I am Charlie Timmerman. 
live at Route 5, Box 215, Waxahachie. I might add that I'm living there 
temporarily, I think. 

I would like to quote some of the statistics from your 
Environmental Impact Study. 

It says: The SSC will generate 3,000 tons per year of nonhazardous 
industrial solid waste, 45 tons of hazardous industrial solid waste and 100 
tons -- all this is per year -- of low level radioactive waste. 

And further on it states: It is proposed that any low level 
radioactive waste generated at the SSC will be shipped to DOE's disposal 
facility reservation in Washington. 

My comment is this, why is Texas the only state in the union that 
has passed by law that no radioactive waste can leave its borders? 

To say that you are going to ship it to Washington cannot be done, 
because Texas, through our great legislators, has passed a law that no 
radioactive waste can cross our borders. 

So this will be stored in Texas, unless you are breaking another law, 
which this one I wouldn't mind if you would. 

The other portion I would like to talk about is the Economic Impact 
Study, the one that Father Vick mentioned earlier. 

I do not understand how our legislators: Senator Gramm, Senator 
Bentsen, Congressman Barton, can stand up and say how great this SSC will 
be for Ellis County and for the State of Texas. 

And when this impact study -- Economics Impact Study prepared 
2 for the TNRLC in 1988 stated that Texas will lose per year for 25 years $63 

million a year on a debt service for a $1 billion bond. It's simple 
arithmetic. You borrow $1 billion and you pay 8 percent interest, it will 
cost you $80 million a year just to pay off the interest. You will only 
receive an additional $22 million a year in the State of Texas. So you will 
be losing $68 million a year. This is on a state level. 

At the local level the three counties, Dallas County, Ellis County 
and Tarrant County have committed $100 million for the SSC. Their debt 
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service per year just to pay off this loan will be $8 million a year just to 
pay off the interest. 

To really hit home, the school districts. The Waxahachie 
Independent School District will lose $459,000 a year for the life of this 
project. 

My question is: How can our congressman, our representatives say 
they want this? 

They do not realize the burden that they are putting on the State of 
Texas, to the people of the Dallas County, Tarrant County, Ellis County, 
not only the independent school districts in the area. 

The worst position that any person can be -- can find himself in, is 
to be right and have the government be wrong. 

Thank you. 

(Applause} 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments, Mr. 
Timmerman. 

I would like to remind you if you would like to make comments this 
evening, please go register at the registration tables at the entrance to the 
room. 

I have got a couple more preregistered comments, and then I will 
check and see if anyone who has commented once would like to come up 
and make comments again. 

The next scheduled commenter is Jay Paul. 

• MR. PAUL: Good evening, gentleman. My name is Jay Paul. 
Submission 130 live at Route 3, Box 197, Waxahachie, Texas 75165. 

To begin with, I am a Sheetrocker. I am in the construction 
industry. I don't have any degrees in science, physics or any of that, but I 
have learned that you can educate yourself by reading and asking questions, 
and especially reading your publication between the lines. There is a lot of 
information in there. You have hid it well. 

A few years ago -- excuse me -- about a year ago or so we came to 
other meetings like this. We sat and watched an endless parade of realtors, 
land developers and everybody tell you how great you were not -- not you 
gentlemen specifically, but others of your breed. 

And we raised questions specifically pertaining to our concerns 
about your project, about the details that you told us about it, the things 
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At that time you asked us to make comments on the SSC. That was 
even though you stated it's the same project, it's just had minor design 
changes. That was a different project. 

Every time you change something, you change the problems 
connected with it. You change the amounts of radiation. That changes 
problems how we view it. 

So you asked us to comment on the project then. Now you ask us to 
comment on a design-changed project which affects us differently. In a 
few years while you're building it we'll be receiving a different project and 
then when it's completed we'll receive a different project and then as you 
conduct your experiments we will still be exposed to another project 
because, gentlemen, you don't know what you are building. You have a 
concept design for it. But if I was to build a house and go to a gentlemen 
and say, well, I'm going to charge you $20,000, I'll build it out of wood, and 
halfway through I say I'm going to charge you $40,000, I'm going to build it 
out of metal, I think he would be a little bit upset about it. 

But we'll accept what that is because we're not going to change it 
anyway, you're going to do what you want. That's what the government 
always has done. 

In your opening statement you talked about loss of water supply 
from overdrafting the aquifers. This would not be a significant problem 
because sooner or later all of us want to go to surface water. 

Personally, I don't really care for surface water. It usually doesn't 
have as good a taste as our deep well water. 

There is also a problem with this because the process by which 
reservoirs are obtained and made is a very slow, often almost impossible, 
project because of political infighting for the grant funds to build such 
projects, plus you lose more people's land in the process. And it seems to 
me that we may very well die of thirst a long time before we get enough 
surface water to take care of what you're going to suck out of the ground. 

You talked about that there is -- and the draft talks about it -
there is no dangerous radiation. 

I would like to know what dangerous radiation is actually, because 
years ago we were told that there was no dangerous radiation that came 
from microwave ovens. 

It's a different thing. I'm not saying it's the same as the SSC. 
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But then a few years later we found out that there was dangerous 
radiation and they had to make special shielding and stuff and we were 
exposed to nondangerous, which could be hazardous radiation. 

We were informed for years and years that there was nothing 
dangerous about our television sets that we sat in front of, and then we 
were told to keep our children farther back from them because they 
emitted radiation. 

The scientific community and their wonderfulness came up with 
new devices to lessen the danger, but we're still not -- still told not to sit 
right directly in front of them because there is radiation from them. 

That the amount of radiation produced by the SSC would be no 
more than background radiation. 

But then natural background radiation, cosmic rays and all of those 
are dangerous. We live in Texas. If you're exposed to the sun continually 
you get little cancers on your skin and stuff. That's background radiation. 

Plus we're exposed to an enormous amount, increasing constantly, 
of man-made background radiations. It's considered background, 
microwave towers and microwaves from space, T. V.s. 

We all accept these things because we take them as progress and 
how we're going to continue our lives in the fashion that we're accustomed 
to. 

We're seldom told what the cumulative effect of those might be 
because science doesn't know. Science finds out 20 years later when 
several of us have had to suffer. 

The DOE has constantly stated that they're no longer the bad boys 
or Hartford and Savannah. They're the new improved version. 

I find that difficult to understand, because the evidence that we 
have shows that even the running of Fermilab, that they're inept, or that 
your organization is inept in being able to even monitor the amount of 
radiation that is at Fermilab. It's done incorrectly, it's done not as often as 
it should be. We have documents that attest to this. And that is only the 
surface because that's what you actually allow out. There is no telling what 
is actually there. 

As far as the validity of this project being a good project, there is 
-- I would like to read a little, just a little thing. It says 1988 Sigma Si, a 
scientific honor society -- and I am assuming these people are 
college-educated people with probably degrees, since they're an honor 
society -- asks its members which of nine projects would make the best use 
of federal funding. 
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Your project came in last behind "other." 

Maybe I would think that way, and I am just a construction person, 
but these people know what they're talking about and they didn't give you a 
vote of confidence at all. 

For every scientist that you can put up that says this is a great 
thing, we could put someone up that says it's a piece of crap. 

That balances the score board, so why is it still being built? 

Power politics? 

That's a good reason. 

Megabucks? 

That's a very good reason. 

We're not talking about dollars and nickels here. We're talking 
about billions of dollars. The government loves to spend our money. 

But maybe there is another reason. 

The DOE is very much hand and foot with the defenses industry. 
You manufacturer a lot of the stuff for nuclear arsenal. And a particularly 
gentleman, Gary A. Tobbs, wrote a book called Nobel Dreams, Power and 
Deceit in the Ultimate Experiment. 

A small section of it he states: Nowadays high energy physics' 
work is in the domain of energy that is so for removed from natural earth 
phenomena that it is unlikely to lead to direct technological innovations for 
the next few hundred years at least. The tools that they develop along the 
way to achieve those energies, such as superconducting technologies, may 
have immediate applications however, and the skills that they must learn 
frequently end up being put to very productive use in what is 
euphemistically known as defense technology. The brilliant minds of the 
Manhattan Project were physicists by trade. 

The immediate end product of the work of high energy physics is 
knowledge pure and simply, or to be more precise, the answers to a single 
ultimate question. 

The question here is how is everything put together? How did 
everything get created? 

The answer that I suggest, however far fetched you may find it, but 
believe what you're more likely looking for is how to take everything 

apart, how to destroy. 
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Because once you find the bonding blocks of matter it only leads to 
the conclusion that you will use it conversely to destroy matter, thereby 
availing yourself of the most powerful weapon ever conceived, which you 
will most likely use either on our behalf or on us. 

Thank you. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Joan Echols. 

Ms. Echols is our last scheduled speaker. If any of you have not 
signed up to speak this evening and would like to do so, please do so now so 
that I can get your name up here in time. 

Once Ms. Echols is finished -- if I'm pronouncing your name right -
we will go through and see if anyone else who has spoken, had an 
opportunity to speak, would like to come up and conclude or finish their 
remarks. 

Sorry to interrupt. 

• MS. ECHOLS: My name is Joan Echols, E-c-h-o-1-s. I live at 
Submission 131 6827 Avalon, Dallas, Texas 75214. 

I am a North Texas Environmental Activist, and I have been 
working with the people in the local area and I have been working with the 
goal of educating both people in Ellis County and Dallas County on the 
dangers of low level radiation. 

I have one major question that I would like to be addressed and 
several quotes and com men ts I would like to give as well. 

My question is: How are regulatory limits set for radiation? 

Dated November 10th, 1987, and Introduction to Radiation 
Protection for the Superconducting Super Collider Task Force Report, page 
30. 

With this design annual radiation dose equivalent to the general 
public will not exceed ten m/rem, an amount small compared to the 
average exposure from natural sources. 

Dated July 1990, Site Specific Conceptual Design of the 
Superconducting Super Collider by staff of the SSC Laboratory. 

At the SSC the particles can have very high energies comparable to 
the energies of the high energy components of the earth's cosmic ray 
background. A natural source of radiation that continuously bombards the 
entire globe from deep space. 
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You have stated there have been no releases of radionuclides at 
Fermi!ab above regulatory limits. 

You have stated federal regulations permit radiation workers to 
receive as much as 5,000 m/rem during a year. 

The same regulations limit exposures to members of the public to 
100 m/rem per year. 

From these quotes it would appear that the safe level must not 
actually be known. Many authorities and scientists are coming to the 
conclusion that the smaller doses may indeed cause more damage than the 
quicker more powerful exposures such as X-rays. 

One physicist told us recently that he had worked with accelerators 
and perhaps did not have the concern the average person would have. But 
he also said that the electrician who works on high voltage lines is often 
the one who is electrocuted. 

Many of us will be left closer to the tunnel and injector rings than 
the village, where most at Fermilab appear to live on site. Some will be 
directly over the ring. 

Even though it may be perfectly safe, when these people may be 
transferred or need to move, how many prospects do you think they will 
find, or who will purchase their home. 

I quote from DEIS, volume 1516-2, safety and handling programs 
similar to those at Fermilab would be established. 

Site Specific Conceptual Design, July 1990, page 276. I quote: The 
SSC Laboratory will follow well-established procedures to monitor 
compliance with all applicable environmental standards set by the DOE. 
The thoroughness and sensitivity of these procedures are well documented 
in the Annual Site Environmental Report submitted to the DOE by each of 
the presently operating accelerator facilities. 

And perhaps this is our greatest concern. Quality environmental 
control. We understand the nature of the SSC is an experiment, but we do 
not wish to see the environmental control an experiment also. 

Those of us who have been in the food or feed industry, as one of 
our landowners who is in the dairy business still, know that we must be 
alert at all times and be ready for unscheduled checks by government 
agencies at any time or our product will be banned from the market. 

ls it too much to ask that the government projects be monitored in 
the same manner. Even though we believe DOE honestly is making an 
effort, until the agency has proven its credibility with actions, the public in 
general cannot or will not trust their answers without proof. 
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Please do not insult our intelligence with the type answers you have 
been releasing to the public from the beginning. 

In place of stating "the impact will be negligible," may we please 
have more definite answers along with supporting data? Then and only then 
will the public regain confidence in your agency. 

Thank you. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments, Ms. Echols. 

I am going to start -- I am not quite sure how to do this. I know 
Mr. Caddel would like to come up and make some additional comments. 

Assuming no one else has signed up to register, and I'm indicated 
that that's so, so I will ask Mr. Caddel to come up and finish his remarks. 
When he is finished, if there are any other individuals in the audience who 
have commented and feel they didn't have enough time to comment, come 
on up and we'll get you on the record again. 

I would like to remind you all, however, that your written 
comments will receive the same weight in the record and will be responded 
to in the same manner in the Record of Decision. 

So with that in mind, we'll have Mr. Caddel. 

• MR. CADDEL: Thank you very much. 

I had gotten to a point in my presentation to the point of safety. 

I read from SSC-1: Particle physicists have always taken care to 
protect the public as well as the staff, equipment and environment of their 
laboratories from radiation's harmful effects. 

Now, this is a statement in SSC-2, gentleman, that I surely hope is 
not true. I hope this really isn't the feeling of DOE. 

They say the primary safety features are personal safety 
interlocks, radiation shielding and tunnel safety. 

Listen to this carefully. 

Radioactivation of air and surface water and the production of 
noxious gases will be addressed for the sake of completeness, but are not 
significant in the design or operation of the facility. 

Gentlemen, if the radiation of -- our radioactivation of our air and 
our surface water are not significant in the design or in the operation, what 
can we look for? 
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It's been touched on, but monitoring, this is the only thing I found 
where the two SSC-1 and SSC-2 agree. 

They say there will be routine monitoring; that monitors will be 
placed all around the laboratory boundaries and that you will give annual 
site reports and they will be submitted to the public. And then in one 
instance you say you'll do it like they do at Fermilab. 

Please, please, please, please don't do that. 

(Applause) 

Fermilab -- and we have the report-- Fermilab was inspected by a 
team from DOE. They were there 11 days, 11 days, and here's some of 
their findings. 

Three areas on the site had received hazardous substances and are 
potential sources of soil and groundwater contamination. The full nature 
and extent of the contamination is not known. 

Gentlemen, there is two ways. We can't live with that here, and we 
probably won't live anyway. 

One other thing concerning the same thing. 

2 Inadequacies in the present groundwater monitoring may result in 
lack of early detection and potential groundwater contamination. 

Then this group praises Fermilab because they developed some 
great monitoring devices. They have copper tags and aluminum tags that 
they put around in selected locations. And then the report says they 
haven't used them since '82. 

Then they had some soil borings, 25 of them. They were placed in 
strategic locations. 

Unfortunately, 13 of them -- or 12 of them have been destroyed, 
and only four of them are they monitoring them and they monitor only once 
a year. It's says at least annually. 

And the result of the tritium analysis there is 2,200 pCi per 
milliliter. Over 100 times the acceptable level, which is 20 pCi per 
milliliter. 

Please don't monitor us like that. Please don't. 

And unfortunately, gentlemen, we read in one place that no 
contamination has ever been reported by an accelerator. 

Hey, the key word is "reported." Because they didn't report that 
100 times in the 1987 -- 1988 report when they were telling about the 
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survey team. The highest report they gave is in the chart that's included in 
your material, and the highest reported item for the yea~ is 6.4 times the 
level that it should be, the standard. 

6.4 times? That's not 102 times, which is what they had. 

So the key word is no accelerator has ever reported contamination. 

They had it. They just didn't report it. And they had the monitors, 
but they didn't use them. 

Subsurface soils below to underdrains are not fully characterized or 
monitored. Lack of monitoring in the subsurface precludes early detection 
of contaminating migration of sodium 22 and tritium. Those are the two 
things that are water soluble. 

Gentlemen, in the DOE report of the site in Fermilab they show the 
off-site and the boundary monitoring. They do produce radioactive tritium 
and it does go off-site down the Kress River and it does go off-site from 
Charlie's Lake, as they call it -- Charlie's Pond, and it's going to go off-site 
here. 

And, folks, I tell you now, you're going to have a glowing lake at 
Bardwell, you're going to have a glowing lake at Waxahachie, you're going 
to have tritium and radioactivity in the new Chambers Richland Reservoir 
and I'm going to have it in my beautiful 38-acre lake on my place. And I'm 
leaving. 

One other thing I would like to note and then I'll quit. 

In this beautiful report that we have got, the survey report, they 
revealed just what Fermilab was able to do. I think it's interesting. 

They said: With the aid of computers and advanced electronics 
Fermilab has been able to duplicate conditions one-tenth -- one-ten 
billionth of one trillionth of a second after the universe was born. 

Let me repeat that. 

They have been able to duplicate conditions -- this is their own 
statement -- one-ten billionth of one trillionth of a second after the 
universe was born. 

Now, that's what they're building the Super Collidel' fol', is to figure 
out that one ten billionth of one trillionth of a second. 

I'm glad it wasn't a week, because this short of time is going to cost 
$8 billion. I'm sure glad it wasn't a week. 
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I make this suggestion for what it's worth. I have right here the 
Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order. Let me tell you 
how it came about very briefly. 

It came about after DOE refused to obey the court's orders after 
several times. They finally agreed to this consent order. This consent 
order says that DOE will put up $2.9 million to pay for a team to see that 
Hanford sticks to the agreement. 

We don't have $2.9 million to put up the money for that kind of a 
team, but find us some kind of a team that is acceptable to DOE and is 
acceptable to the people of Ellis County that are independent and can 
monitor DOE in this county. I think that's the only fair thing you could 
possibly do. 

Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your patience in coming 
around for a second time, Mr. Caddel. 

Is there anyone else in the audience who has not had an opportunity 
to speak who would like to do so? 

(Reverend Humert stands) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: All right, Reverend. 

• REVEREND HUMERT: Just one brief point that I forgot to 
(cont'd from make. 
page 1-74) 

There are 7,000 high schools in the United States that do not teach 
basic physics because they don't have teachers. 

So if you were interested in supporting megaprojects like the Super 
Collider, you are in fact eroding the base of physics in this country because 
you don't have physics teachers at the bottom. 

I know that the Department of Energy is a symbiotic twin of the 
Department of Defense, and we think that we have our defense in these 

8 weapons that we have accumulated. 

We don't. 

I live in an area of Dallas where there is despair, real despair. 
There is no amount of weaponry that's going to improve that. So I think 
that the real strength of a nation is in the dreams of the next generation. 
And what we are doing here with this project is destroying the dreams of 
the present generation, and I would supposed the dreams of the next 
generation. 
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So, again, just remember the basic physics is eroding in these mega 
projects. 

Thank you. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: I remind you all that written comments 
can be submitted to the Department of Energy. We ask that they be 
postmarked no later than October 15. The address is available at the 
registration table in the back. 

I am sorry. I forgot your name. 

• MS. HYATT: Sue Hyatt. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Come forward, please. 

Submission 133 • MS. HYATT: I don't really have any comment to add to what I 
said earlier, it's mostly a question, and you will find the footprint on page 
25 of your report. 

Many of us in the room live within the boundaries of that X that is 
marked 1-1, and we are not able to find anything in the index or in the book 
that tells anything about this. 

Now, we could be overlooking it, but if there isn't anything in 
there, we would like to be told something about this area and what's 
planned, the I-1. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: If there is no other individuals who have 
additional comments that they would like to come up and make who have 
already commented. 

(No response) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: I think we have ascertained that there is 
no one left in the audience who would like to comment, but has not had an 
opportunity to do so. 

I will remind you that we will be at the Ennis Junior High School 
tomorrow at 1 p.m. and begin at 7 p.m. going as late as we need to 
accommodate all the speakers. 

So with that, we will adjourn until tomorrow afternoon at 1 p.m. 

We'll be off the record. 

(September 19, 1990 hearing was recessed) 
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SEPTEMBER 20, 1990: 1:00 P.M. HEARING 

• MR. RICHARDSON: We will get started now. 

Good afternoon. My name is Peter Richardson. I will be the 
moderator for this afternoon's hearings. 

Before we get started on the business at hand, I would like to 
introduce Dr. David Cochran, who is the Ennis Independent School District 
Superintendent. 

• MR. COCHRAN: We would like to welcome the DOE to Ennis. 
I would like to say a few words. I represent our school district, and the 
impact -- the project itself so far, it is not even in the ground yet, has 
impacted Ennis and the school districts in Ellis County in a positive way. 

As superintendent of Ennis, I am glad to see the SSC project here, 
but it has very definitely impacted our school district in a very positive 
way and I can assure you that many things are happening in Ellis County 
right now that possibly wouldn't have been happening without the advent of 
the Super Collider. So I would like to welcome you to our town and our city 
and our school district. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you, Dr. Cochran. 

Next I would like to introduce Joseph Cipriano, who will provide 
introductory remarks and introduce the Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement. 

• MR. CIPRIANO: Thank you, Peter. 

Good afternoon. I want to welcome you to the United States 
Department of Energy's Public Hearing on the Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement for the Superconducting Super Collider. My name is 
Joseph Cipriano. I am the Department of Energy's Project Manager for the 
SSC Project. 

Today I am the presiding official for this hearing. It is my pleasure 
to welcome you and to meet some of you again that I have met before and 
make some new friends. It is my personal objective and the objective of 
the Department to involve as many interested and affeeted people as 
possible in the community in the key decision processes about major 
projects such as SSC. We're happy you could be with us today. 

After my brief introductory statement, which will address what we 
hope to accomplish here today, Mr. Tom Baillieul of the Department will 
provide a brief summary of what the draft Environmental Impact 
Statement eontains. 



1-90 

Then our moderator, Mr. Peter Richardson, who is experienced in 
facilitating public participation processes such as this, will outline how we 
intend to conduct our meeting. 

The purpose of this hearing is to give interested citizens an 
opportunity to comment in person to the Department on the draft 
Environmental Impact Statement -- Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement for the SSC. 

It is important to note that this will not be your only opportunity to 
comment on this document. You may also contact us in writing and 
comment in writing. Written comments are requested to be postmarked by 
October the 15th, 1990, to ensure that we have adequate time to consider 
them in the preparation of the final document. 

We want you to know that we are sincerely interested in hearing 
the comments on this document, and that each of your comments will be 
considered and responded to in the final supplemental SEIS. 

The Department and the SSC Laboratory are committed to carrying 
out the SSC Project so that environmental impacts are acceptable and we 
behave as a good neighbor to the people in Ellis County. I want to express 
that this is my personal objective as well. 

I intend to see to it that the public continues to have an 
opportunity to participate in important decision processes throughout the 
construction and operation of this facility, what will be the world's largest 
and perhaps most important scientific facility. 

Permit me to begin this afternoon by reviewing the steps that have 
already been taken in the environmental review of this project. 

On November the 10th, 1988, the Secretary of Energy identified 
Texas as the preferred site for the SSC. The DOE based its decision on the 
technical evaluation of proposals submitted by Texas and six other states, 
which the Department assisted by the National Academies of Science and 
Engineering had determined to be the best qualified of the 43 original 
proposals submitted to DOE. 

The selection of the Ellis County, Texas proposal as the preferred 
site was supported by analysis of environmental impacts and consideration 
of alternatives contained in the EIS which had been issued in draft for 
public comment in August of 1988. 

Approximately 7,000 oral and written comments were received in 
those hearings and by mail and were considered in the development of the 
final EIS issued in December of 1988. 

DOE also issued a Record of Decision signed by the Secretary of 
Energy, Admiral James Watkins, documenting DOE's decision to proceed 
with the SSC and to select the Texas site. 
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This Record of Decision also included DOE's decision to prepare a 
Supplemental EIS before the start of construction to address the 
environmental impacts associated with the site-specific design. 

This SEIS would also assess alternative measures to mitigate any 
potentially adverse impacts at the specific site selected. 

On August the 31st, 1990, DOE issued a draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement on the construction and operation of the 
SSC in Ellis County, Texas. Mr. Baillieul will describe this document for 
you in a few minutes. This is the document that we're here today to solicit 
your comments. 

We encourage you to make your comments as specific as you can. 
To be most useful to us comments should address issues covered in the 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. We have asked our 
moderator to urge presentors to focus their testimony on SEIS as much as 
possible. This will be done not to limit your input into this process, but to 
make sure that your input is as effective as possible in our considerations 
of this very important decision. 

Similarly, our panelists will ask questions whenever that is 
necessary to clarify your testimony so that we can assure that the official 
record has captured the important points that you wish to make. Because 
the time is limited and we want to give everyone who wishes to an 
opportunity to speak, only our panelists will be permitted to ask questions 
at this proceeding. 

Our moderator will explain more about the rules we will operate 
under in a little bit. 

Let me say a final word about the process. The National 
Environmental Policy Act has set out the environmental review and public 
participation process that we are all a part of today. It is intended to 
assure that federal -- the decision makers appropriately consider 
environmental impacts of major actions such as the decision to proceed 
with the construction and operation of SSC. 

Beyond the law is the commitment of DOE to environmental 
protection and to safeguarding the public health and safety. I can tell from 
you personal experience that under the leadership of the Secretary of the 
Department of Energy, Admiral James Watkins, the Department is fully 
committed to this objective. 

Lastly, there is the day-to-day world of the managers and the 
scientists within DOE and SSC Laboratory who must fulfill these policies 
and make the goal of environmental stewardship a reality. 

I know I speak for all of them when I assure you that this is a 
responsibility that we all take very seriously. 
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We are all committed to assuring the Super Collider Project will be 
an example of environmental excellence as well as a premier scientific 
facility. 

would now like to introduce Mr. Thomas Baillieul of the 
Department of Energy's Chicago operations office. He has been the project 
manager for the development of the Supplemental EIS, and is perhaps the 
best informed person in the department on its content. He will tell what 
the document contains and attempt to assist you in focusing your comments 
on the document in ways that will help us to do our job of revision most 
responsibly. 

• MR. BAILLIEUL: Thank you, Mr. Cipriano. 

1 would like to take just a few minutes now to review the purpose 
of the document that we have before us and to summarize some of its 
major elements. 

When the Department issued the previous Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Super Collider back in December of 1988 it committed 
to prepare a supplement which would provide a more in-depth analysis of 
potential environmental impacts resulting from the construction and 
operation of the SSC at the selected site here in Ellis County. 

The proposed action which is assessed in this Supplemental EIS is to 
construct and operate the SSC at the Texas site. The supplement includes 
site-specific analyses which are relevant to an exact location for the SSC 
Project facilities. What we call the "footprint" of the SSC. 

Wherever possible, and particularly where no significant changes to 
site information have occurred since that previous EIS, the supplement 
relies on the analyses and assessments presented in the earlier document. 

It is important to note that this is not a new Environmental Impact 
Statement, but only a supplement to that earlier study. 

The broad features of the SSC have not changed substantially since 
the earlier Environmental Impact Statement. The major element of the SSC 
is still a large oval tunnel some 54 miles is circumference within which 
counterrotating beams of protons will be guided by some 10,000 
superconducting magnets. 

However, as was anticipated in the December 1988 impact 
statement, some design details have been modified, some to maximize SSC 
performance and other details changed to accommodate the environmental 
and technical aspects of the Texas site. 

Evolution of the SSC design and additional knowledge of the site 
gained from a geologic testing program have resulted in a more precise 
definition of the location for the collider tunnel, the service and campus 
areas, utilities corridors, access roads and other project elements. 
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What has changed in the SSC? 

The major changes that affect the analyses in this supplement are a 
slight repositioning of the halls which will contain the experimental 
detectors. This has resulted in a slight shift in the orientation of the 
collider ring to improve the geologic foundation characteristics. 

The energy and size of the proton beam injectors was increased to 
improve the overall operating efficiency of the SSC. 

The size and specific configuration of the superconducting magnets 
was modified. 

And the proposal was made by the designer to use ponds rather than 
cooling towers to cool the cryogenic refrigeration systems that would be 
spaced around the ring. 

Because of these changes, the size and location of the service areas 
around the 54-mile ring have also changed. These service areas will include 
access shafts down to the collider tunnel and the refrigeration plants which 
will service the superconducting magnets. Each service area has been sized 
and laid out so as to be able to contain a cooling pond of approximately 
2 0-acre size. 

Throughout the development of the site-specific design alternatives 
for placing the facility to minimize environmental impacts have been 
considered. A more detailed comparison of the changes to the SSC design 
since the earlier EIS is provided in Table 1.2 of this document. Chapter 2 
gives basic information on the current design and operational 
characteristics of the SSC. 

What are the impacts predicted to result from the SSC construction 
and operation as a result of these design changes and a more detailed 
scrutiny of the site? 

Well, some highlights. 

SSC operations would contribute to the observed declining 
groundwater levels in Ellis County. However, this decline is not expected 
to have a significant impact on local groundwater supplies, especially as 
more and more communities convert to surface water supplies in the 
coming years. 

Four of the 18 service areas around the ring are located in or near 
to floodplains and careful design will be designed to minimize the potential 
for flooding. The SSC Project will work closely with the U.S. Army Corps 
of Engineers during both the design and construction of these locations to 
minimize any potential. 
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Up to 21 acres of wetlands -- or 14 acres constituting small ponds, 
or about 7 acres of forested stream areas -- would be impacted to some 
degree. These impacts can be reduced by construction of replacement 
wetland habitats on other project land controlled by the SSC. 

Construction related impacts to air quality would be primarily 
caused or due to blown dust from construction and would be localized, and 
these impacts can be controlled through standard dust suppression 
measures. 

The operation of the SSC will result in only small additions to 
regional air emissions. 

The SSC would have no impact to threatened or endangered species 
and only minor impacts to existing wildlife habitat areas. Use of SSC 
controlled land to create natural areas may actually result in an increase in 
wildlife diversity in the county. 

Ellis County has a wealth of historic structures -- houses, 
farmsteads, bridges and the like -- a small number of which are located on 
land that will be acquired for the SSC. 

Additionally, there is a potential for archeological sites to be found 
within Ellis County, such things as early Indian campsites or the remains of 
early settlers' homesteads. An agreement is being developed with the 
Texas Historic Commission which will stipulate the treatment that such 
historic sites should receive. 

Construction and operation of the SSC will creates jobs and 
generate new opportunities for local business. It will also result in people 
moving into the region. 

This in-migration is predicted to cause small but measurable 
impacts to services such as schools in some communities. A socioeconomic 
impact monitoring program will be implemented to ascertain whether any 
local communities experience SSC-related impacts that tax their ability to 
respond. Different types of assistance can then be made available to ease 
those impacts. 

Road construction and improvement may create short-term 
inconveniences to local residences and commuters. Additionally, during the 
period of construction short-term increase in traffic on local roads can be 
expected. 

Table 1.1 at the very beginning of this document provides a more 
comprehensive summary of the likely impacts to occur from construction 
and operation of the SSC. 



1-95 

Chapter 4 of the supplement contains more information on the 
potential impacts. And for areas where adverse impacts are predicted to 
occur, presents strategies to avoid or mitigate those impacts. 

I urge everyone with an interest in this project to take the time to 
go through this Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and to 
provide the Department with any questions, concerns or suggestions that 
such a review may prompt. 

I want to thank you all for coming out this afternoon, and I will now 
turn the proceeding over to our moderator, Mr. Peter Richardson. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: My name is Peter Richardson. I am an 
attorney in private practice. My firm is Davis Wright Tremaine and has a 
heavy concentration in the area of environmental and energy law. The firm 
has offices in Alaska, Washington State, Oregon, California, Idaho and 
Washington D.C. 

Both in private practice as well as in prior government service, I 
have had extensive experience in conducting and in participating in 
National Environmental Policy Act proceedings such as the one we are 
conducting this afternoon. 

I am not an employee of the Department of Energy, nor am I an 
advocate for or against the Department's proposed action in this 
proceeding. Rather my single expressed purpose in this proceeding is to 
serve as an independent unbiased objective individual to moderate this 
week's hearings. 

I am here to help assure that the Department of Energy fully 
complies with the letter and the spirit of the Federal National 
Environmental Policy Act so as to allow all individuals and organizations a 
fair and equal opportunity to comment on the record relative to the 
Department's proposed action. 

As stated by Mr. Cipriano, the purpose of this hearing is to give all 
interested citizens an opportunity to comment on the record relative to the 
Department of Energy's draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement for the proposed Superconducting Super Collider Project. 

In 1988 the Department conducted hearings in Texas on a draft 
Environmental Impact Statement that addressed the siting of the project 
here in Texas. This draft SEIS considers in more detail the environmental 
impacts associated with the construction and operation of the SSC at this 
site. 

The draft SElS also considers modifications to the design of the 
project that have occurred since the 1988 hearings. 



1-96 

The Department seeks comments from you on this document. In 
particular, the Department is seeking specific comments on issues that the 
public feel are relevant and that should be considered by the Department 
prior to finalizing the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. 

This is a recorded proceeding. That is to say, that everything that 
is being said at this, as well as the other hearings we have held this week, is 
being recorded by the court reporter who is sitting to the front to my left. 

The court reporter will make a verbatim transcript of all comments 
received and submit that transcript to the Department of Energy for 
inclusion in the final record of this proceeding. Copies of the transcript 
will be available at local libraries. The addresses of which are available at 
the registration table at the entrance to the room. 

At this time I would like to briefly tell you what procedures 1 am 
going to follow in the conduct of this hearing. 

I will announce each speaker working from a list provided to me by 
the Department of Energy personnel who are working the registration table 
at the entrance to the room. 

I will call each speaker in the order in which they have signed up in 
advance. Every individual speaker will have up to five minutes to make his 
or her comments. At the end of the five minutes 1 will signal the speaker 
that their time has lapsed. 

As stated earlier, the purpose of this hearing is to receive 
comments on the draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. 

Accordingly, your comments should be focused on the issues that 
are addressed in that draft document. I will reserve the right to ask 
individuals to focus on the issues contained in that document if they wonder 
from the topic at hand. 

I do not intend in any way to limit your remarks, but rather to 
ensure that your comments provide an effective means of achieving the 
objective of this hearing as outlined by Mr. Cipriano. 

Written as well as oral comments will receive the same weight in 
the record. Therefore, we encourage you to submit your written comments 
either before or after your presentation or at any time before the close of 
the comment period, which is October 15th. We're asking that you 
postmark your written comments by October 15th to assure that they are 
received by the Department in time for inclusion and consideration in the 
finalizing of the document. 

This afternoon session will run until we have given every individual 
an opportunity to speak who wishes to do so. I might take brief recesses 
throughout the session, depending upon the length, in order to give the 
court reporter a break. 
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If attendance is light and you have been preregistered with a set 
time, I would ask you to stay around, because we might move faster than 
anticipated. 

When your turn comes to speak, I would ask that you step forward 
to the microphone in front of me, give us your name and mailing or business 
address and list any organization that you might be speaking on behalf, then 
simply proceed with your oral remarks. Please speak audibly and into the 
microphone. I am told that the microphone is sensitive enough you 
shouldn't have to adjust it, but we'll let you know if you're not being heard 
in the back. I won't start timing your presentation until after you have 
provided us with your name, the spelling of your name and your mailing 
address. 

Finally, I would like to indicate that the members of the panel who 
are here with me at the front of the room are here for the express purposes 
of listening to your comments and asking, if necessary, any clarifying 
questions of you that might be necessary for the creation of a complete 
record of your concerns relative to the environmental issues on this 
project. 

If you have a copy of your oral statement, please bring it forward 
with you and provide it to the court reporter, an extra copy. I will 
introduce that as an exhibit to the proceeding. 

I have premarked as Exhibit Number 1 of this proceeding a copy of 
the Federal Register notice dated August 31st, 1990, that announced these 
hearings. 

have also premarked as Exhibit Number 2 of this proceeding a 
copy of two press releases, paid newspaper announcements and copy of the 
news articles in local newspapers giving publicity to these hearings. 

I would now entertain any questions relative to the procedures we 
will be following this afternoon. 

(No response) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: There being no questions, we'll get right 
into it and call our first scheduled commentor. 

Mayor Stan Lambert. 

Good afternoon, Mayor. 

• MR. LAMBERT: Thank you, Mr. Richardson, members of the 
panel. 

I My name is Stan Lambert. I reside at 1801 Princeton here in Ennis, 
Texas. I am a banker in Ennis. I am also currently the chairman of the 
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Submission 1341 Ellis County Citizens Advisory Committee to the URA. 
(cont'd) citizens of Ennis, Texas, as their mayor. 

I also serve the 

1 
(cont'd) 

It's been three and a half years since the citizens of Ellis County 
and Ennis learned what a particle accelerator is and what it does. And 
believe me, the last three and a half years have been very interesting and 
exciting for those living in Ellis County. 

Without going into a lengthy discussion of the specific areas of 
support that have been provided by the citizen of Ellis County, and 
particularly in Ennis, let me simply summarize by saying that generally the 
positive support has been overwhelming and continues to be for this most 
very important project of the Department of Energy and our nation. 

The citizens of Ennis continue to be very enthusiastic and 
optimistic about the coming good neighbors. I want to thank you, Mr. 
Cipriano, for introducing that term today, because I think "good neighbors" 
is a very excellent term to use in establishing the relationship between the 
federal government, the Department of Energy and the citizens of Ellis 
County, and particularly in Ennis, Texas. 

We are excited about the fact that the world's attention will 
become focused on Ellis County. As the SSC is built, and especially once it 
becomes operational, we anticipate a very great future and we are ready to 
move ahead in this exciting adventure together as neighbors. 

I am interested today in just exploring the concepts of what is a 
good neighbor. You see, I believe that a good neighbor is some of the 
following: 

I think a good neighbor is someone you wouldn't mind living next to 
for the rest of your life and your kids' lives and your grandkids' lives and so 
on and so forth. 

I believe that a good neighbor is someone you can trust with all of 
your possessions. Not only worldly and material possessions, but things as 
important as family and friends. 

I believe a good neighbor is someone you can feel comfortable 
around in any situation and never look back over your shoulder. 

You see, the citizens of Ellis County, and particularly here in 
Ennis, want and desire and believe that that kind of relationship is going to 
develop. We want to be good neighbors. We trust the DOE is desirous of 
becoming good neighbors with us. 

But how do you establish that relationship? How do you just 
become good neighbors? Does it just occur? 

Well, no, we all know that. 
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You see, you have got to communicate. You have got to talk. You 
have got to discuss. You have got to visit with your neighbors. You have 
got to ask questions. You can't be afraid to go beyond the boundaries 
either of finding out what your neighbors' needs really are. 

You see, it's a two-way street. It takes both parties. 

You start small and then you build on that foundation: trust, 
credibility, loyalty, allegiance. These don't just happen overnight. It takes 
time. It takes starting with small things. Sometimes even issues that may 
seem somewhat trivial and unimportant to the overall scheme of the large 
picture. But you have to begin there. You have to work together to 
accomplish the goals and the objective that are the most important. And 
we certainly all understand what that is in this project. 

That's how I envision building a relationship, a neighborly 
relationship -- as you referred to, Mr. Cipriano -- one that will last for 
many, many years to come. 

The citizens of Ennis are committed to developing that strong 
working relationship with the Department in this project. It is our sincere 
hope that the feeling is mutual and that the Department is very interested 
in accepting its role and responsibility based on the SEIS study and the 
information contained therein in building a good neighbor relationship with 
the City and with the citizens of Ellis County. 

We wish you the very best in your endeavors and we look forward to 
building a strong working relationship over the months and years ahead. 

Welcome to Ennis, neighbor, it's good to have you. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you, Mayor. 

I will identify the prepared remarks of Mayor Lambert as Exhibit 
Number 21. 

If you would like to comment today on the record orally, we ask 
that you please register at the registration table at the entrance to the 
room. 

If you don't feel like coming up in front of the group and 
commenting orally, you may comment in writing and your written 
comments will receive the same weight as oral comments received today. 
Written comments must be postmarked by October 15th. 

Our next scheduled speaker is Bill Lewis. 
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• MR. LEWIS: Mr. Moderator, members of the Commission. 

My name is Bill Lewis. I reside in Ennis, Texas, at 1117 
Submission 135 Mockingbird Circle. 

I am retired from Texas Utilities of Dallas for the past three 
years. Today I represent the City of Ennis as a City Commissioner from 
District 3. 

My mission here today is to add support to the many others in the 
area in support of the improvements of Ebenezer Road and the condemned 
bridges on Ebenezer Road. One being at Bone Creek and the other at 
Cottonwood Creek. 

The improvements to Ebenezer Road and the bridges are very 
important for public safety, environmental protection and the future 
economic development which was sure to come to this area. 

We appreciate very much your coming to our city and allowing us 
to appear before you. We know that you will receive hundreds of requests 
concerning the development of the Super Collider, but we believe that 
Ebenezer Road deserves your sincere consideration. It will be heavily 
traveled. It will be a very important part of the Super Collider. We know 
that you will give it your best. We look forward to working with you and 
the others on the Super Collider, because we certainly want to see the 
Super Collider become a reality in this part of the country. 

Gentlemen, thank you and have a good day. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments, 
Commissioner. 

Mr. Lewis was our last registered speaker for this afternoon. If 
there is no one else registered to speak, I will take a short recess and give 
folks who may be coming in late an opportunity to preregister and get in 
front of us and make their comments. 

We will be here this evening at 7 p.m. If you know of someone, a 
neighbor or a friend who would like to comment but has not had an 
opportunity to come here this afternoon, please let them know we will be 
here this evening at 7 p, m. 

We will stand at ease for approximately 15 minutes subject to call 
of the moderator. 

Off the record. 

(Brief recess) 
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• MR. RICHARDSON: We'll go back on the record. I note for the 
record that it is ten till two. No one else has preregistered at the 
registration table. If there is anyone in the audience who would like to 
speak this afternoon who has not had an opportunity to preregister at the 
table, please raise your hand or indicate to me somehow so that I can call 
you forward. 

(No response) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Let the record reflect that no one has 
indicated that they haven't had an opportunity to speak this afternoon. 

With that in mind, we will recess until this evening's hearing at 7 
p.m., same location. 

With that we will be off the record. 

(1:00 P.M. hearing is adjourned) 
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SEPTEMBER 20, 1990: 7 P.M. HEARING 

• MR. RICHARDSON: We'll get started now. We'll be on the 
record. 

My name is Peter Richardson. I'm the moderator for this evening's 
hearing. I would like to introduce to you the panel who are sitting to my 
left. 

Joseph Cipriano is in the center, the manager of the U.S. 
Department of Energy's Superconducting Super Collider Project Office. 

Thomas Baillieul is an environmental 
Environmental Restoration and Waste Management 
Chicago Operations Office. 

scientist with the 
Division of the DOE 

Theodore Kozman is the project manager for the Superconducting 
Super Collider Laboratory. 

Mr. Cipriano will provide opening remarks and an introduction of 
the process this evening. 

• MR. CIPRIANO: 
everyone. 

Thank you, Peter. And good evening 

I want to welcome you to the U.S. Department of Energy's Public 
Hearing on the draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Superconducting Super Collider. 

My name is Joseph Cipriano. 
Manager for the SSC Project. Today I 
hearing. 

I am the Department's Project 
am the presiding official for this 

It's been my pleasure to meet some of you before, and l personally 
welcome this opportunity to participant with you today in this hearing. 

It is the Department's policy, and my personal objective, to involve 
interested and affected members of the community in key decisions about 
major projects such as SSC. We are happy that you could be with us here 
today. 

After my introductory statement, which will address what we hope 
to accomplish here today, Mr. Thomas Baillieul of the Department will 
provide a brief summary of what the draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement contains. Then our moderator, who is experienced in 
facilitating public participation processes, will outline how we will conduct 
our meeting. 
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The purpose of this hearing is to give interested citizens an 
opportunity to comment in person on the Department's draft Environmental 
Impact Statement for the SSC. It is important to take note that this is not 
the only opportunity you will have. You may also provide us with written 
comments, which must be postmarked by October 15th, 1990, to assure 
their consideration in the preparation of the final document. 

We want you to know that we are sincerely interested in hearing 
your comments on this document and that each of your comments will be 
considered and responded to in the final Supplemental EIS. 

The Department and the SSC Laboratory are committed to carrying 
out the SSC Project so that environmental impacts are acceptable and that 
we behave as a good neighbor to the people of Ellis County. 

I want to say that that is also my personal commitment and I intend 
to see to it that the public continues to have opportunities to participate in 
the review of important project activities throughout the construction and 
operation of what will be the world's largest and perhaps most important 
research facility. 

I will begin this evening by reviewing the steps that have already 
been taken in the environmental process. 

On November the 10th, 1988, the Secretary of Energy identified 
Texas as the preferred site for the SSC. The Department of Energy based 
this decision on the technical evaluation of proposals submitted by Texas 
and six other states, which the Department assisted by the National 
Academies of Science and Engineering had determined to be the best 
qualified of the 43 original proposals that were submitted to DOE. 

The selection of the Ellis County, Texas proposal as the proposed 
site was supported by analysis of environmental impacts and consideration 
of alternatives contained in the EIS which have been issued as a draft for 
public comment in August of 1988. 

Approximately 7,000 oral and written comments received in those 
hearings and by mail were considered in the development of the final 
Environmental Impact Statement issued in December 1988. 

DOE also issued a Record of Decision signed by the Secretary of 
Energy documenting DOE's decision to proceed with the SSC and to select 
the Texas site. 

This Record of Decision also included DOE's decision to prepare a 
Supplemental EIS before the start of construction to address the 
environmental impacts associated with the site-specific design. 

This SEIS would also assess alternative measures to mitigate any 
potentially adverse impacts at the specific site selected. 
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On August 31, 1990, DOE issued a draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement on the construction and operation of the 
SSC in Ellis County, Texas. Mr. Baillieul will describe this document for 
you in a few moments. 

We encourage you to make your comments as specific as you can. 
To be most useful to the Department of Energy, comments should address 
issues covered in the Supplemental EIS. 

We have asked our moderator to urge presentors to focus their 
testimony on the SEIS as much as possible. This will be done not to limit 
your testimony, but to make it as effective as possible in this process. 

Similarly, our panelists will ask whatever questions are necessary 
to clarify testimony presented and to assure the official record has 
captured the important points being made by the presentors. Because time 
is limited, and we want to give everyone who wishes an opportunity to 
testify, only our panelists will be permitted to ask questions at this 
proceeding. Our moderator will explain more about the rules you'll operate 
under later. 

Let me say a final word about this process. 

The National Environmental Policy Act, NEPA, has set out the 
environmental review and public participation process that we are all a 
part of today. It is intended to assure that federal decision makers 
appropriately consider environmental impacts of major actions such as the 
decision to proceed with the construction and operation of the SSC. 
Beyond the law is the agency's commitment to environmental protection 
and to safeguarding public health and safety. 

I can tell you from personal experience that under the leadership of 
the Secretary of Energy, Admiral James Watkins, the Department is fully 
committed to these objectives. 

Lastly, there is the day-to-day world of the managers and scientists 
within DOE and the SSC Laboratory who must fulfill these policies and 
make the goal of environmental stewardship a reality. 

I know I speak for all of them when I assure you that this is a 
responsibility that we all take very seriously. We are all committed to 
assuring that the Super Collider Project will be an example of 
environmental excellence as well as a premier scientific facility. 

I would now like to introduce Mr. Thomas Baillieul of the 
Department of Energy's Chicago Operations Office, who has been the 
project manager for the development of the Supplemental EIS and is the 
person most knowledgeable about its content within the Department. He 
will tell you what the document contains and attempt to assist you in 
focusing your comments on the document in ways that will help us to do our 
job of revision most responsible. 
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• MR. BA!LLIEUL: Thank you, Mr. Cipriano. 

Good evening. 
review the purpose of 
major elements. 

I would like to take a few minutes now just to 
the Supplemental EIS and summarize some of its 

When the Department issued its previous Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Super Collider in December of 
1988, it committed to prepare a supplement which would provide a more 
in-depth analysis of potential environmental impacts resulting from the 
construction and operation of the SSC at the selected site here in Ellis 
County. 

The proposed action assessed in this EIS is to construct and operate 
the SSC at the Texas site. 

The supplement includes site-specific analyses relevant to an exact 
location for the SSC Project facilities, what we call the "footprint," and 
wherever possible, and particularly where no significant changes to site 
information have occurred since the previous EIS, the supplement relies on 
the analyses and assessments presented in that earlier document. 

It is important to note that this is not a new Environmental Impact 
Statement, but only a supplement to the earlier study. 

The broad features of the SSC have not changed substantially since 
the earlier environmental impact statement. The major element of the 
SSC is still a large oval racetrack-shaped tunnel some 54 miles in 
circumference within which counterrotating beams of protons will be 
guided by some 10,000 superconducting magnets. 

However, as was anticipated in the December 1988 impact 
statement, some design details have been modified to maximize SSC 
performance and to accommodate the specific environmental and technical 
aspects of the Texas site. 

Evolution of the SSC design and additional knowledge gained from a 
geological testing program have resulted more in a precise location for the 
collider tunnel, service and campus areas, utility corridors, access roads 
and other project elements. 

What has changed in the SSC? 

The major changes that affect the analyses in this Supplemental 
EIS are a slight repositioning of the halls which will contain the 
experimental detectors which has resulted in a slight shift in the overall 
collider ring to improve foundation characteristics of the bedrock. 

The energy and size of the proton beam injectors was increased to 
improve overall operating efficiency. The size and specific configuration 
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of the superconducting magnets was changed and the designers have made a 
proposal to use ponds rather than cooling towers to cool the cryogenic 
refrigeration plants that would be located around the ring. 

Because of these changes the size and location of the service areas 
around the 54-mile ring have also changed. These service areas will include 
the access shafts down to the tunnel and refrigeration plants to service the 
superconducting magnets. Also each service area has been laid out and 
expanded in size so that it can contain a cooling pond of roughly 20 acres in 
size. 

Throughout the development of the site-specific design alternatives 
for placing facilities to minimize environmental impacts have been 
considered. A more detailed comparison of the changes to the SSC design 
since the earlier EIS analysis is included in Table 1.2 of the supplement. 
Chapter 2 of this document gives the basic information on the current 
design and operational characteristics of the SSC. 

What are the impacts predict to result from SSC construction and 
operation as a result of these design changes and a more detailed scrutiny 
of the site? 

Some highlights. 

SSC operation would contribute to the observed decline in 
groundwater levels in Ellis County. However, this decline is not expected 
to have a significant impact on local groundwater supplies, especially as 
more communities convert to surface water supplies in the coming years. 

Four of 18 service areas are located in or near the floodplains and 
streams, and careful design will be required to minimize the potential for 
flooding. 

The SSC project will work closely with the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers during both the design and construction of these locations. 

Up to 21 acres of wetlands -- 14 acres constituting small ponds, and 
some 7 acres of forested stream areas -- would be impacted to some 
degree. These impacts can be reduced by the construction of replacement 
wetland habitat on other SSC Project land. 

Construction-related impacts to air quality would be primarily due 
to blown dust from construction, would be localized and can be controlled 
through standard dust suppression techniques. 

The operation of the SSC will result in only small additions to 
regional air emissions. 

The SSC would have no impact to threatened or endangered species 
and only minor impacts to existing wildlife habitat areas. The use of SSC 
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controlled land to create natural areas may actually result in an increase in 
the wildlife diversity. 

Ellis County has a wealth of historic structures -- houses, 
farmsteads, bridges and the like -- a small number of which are located on 
land that will be acquired for the SSC. 

Additionally, there is a potential for archeological sites to be found 
in Ellis County. These are things like early Indian campsites, the 
foundations and remains of settlers' homestead. 

An agreement is now being developed with the Texas Historical 
Commission which will stipulate the treatment that such historic sites 
should receive. 

Construction and operation of the SSC will create jobs and 
generate new opportunities for local business. It will also result in people 
moving into the region. This in-migration is predicted to cause small but 
measurable impacts to services such as schools in some communities. A 
socioeconomic impact monitoring program will be implemented to assist if 
any local community experiences SSC related impacts that tax its ability to 
respond. Different types of assistance could then be made available to 
ease those impacts. 

Road construction and improvements may cause short-term 
inconvenience to local residences and commuters. Additionally, during the 
period of construction short-term increases in traffic at specific locations 
around the facility on local roads can be expected. 

Table 1.1 at the beginning of this document provides a more 
comprehensive summary of the likely impacts to occur from construction 
and operation of the SSC. Chapter 4 of the supplement contains more 
information on the potential impacts. And for areas where adverse impacts 
are predicted to occur, presents strategies to either avoid or mitigate those 
impacts. 

I urge everyone with an interest in this project to take the time to 
go through this Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement and to 
provide the Department of Energy with any questions, concerns or 
suggestions that such a review may prompt. 

I want to thank you all for coming out this evening. I will now turn 
this proceeding back over to our moderator, Mr. Peter Richardson. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Good evening again. 

My name is Peter Richardson. I am an attorney in the private 
practice of law. My law firm, Davis Wright Tremaine, has a heavy 
emphasis in the area of environmental and energy law. 
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Both in private practice and in prior government experience 
service, I have had extensive experience in conducting and participating in 
National Environmental Policy Act proceedings such as the one we're 
participating in this evening. 

I am not an employee of the Department of Energy, nor am I an 
advocate for or against the Department's proposed action in this 
proceeding. 

Rather my single expressed purpose in this proceeding is to serve as 
an independent unbiased objective individual to moderator this week's 
hearings. I am here to help assure that the Department of Energy fully 
complies with the letter and the spirit of the Federal National 
Environmental Policy Act so as to allow all individuals and organizations a 
fair and equal opportunity to comment on the record relative to the 
Department's proposed action. 

As stated earlier by Mr. Cipriano, the purpose of this hearing is to 
give all interested citizens an opportunity to comment on the record 
relative to the Department of Energy's draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement, SEIS, for the purpose for the proposed 
Superconducting Super Collider Project. 

In 1988 the Department conducted hearings in Texas on a draft 
Environmental Impact Statement that addressed the siting of the SSC here 
in Texas. This draft supplemental EIS considers in more detail the 
environmental impacts associated with the construction and operation of 
the SSC at this site. 

The draft Supplemental EIS also considers modifications to the 
design of the project that have occurred since the 1988 hearings. 

The Department seeks comments from you on this document. In 
particular, the Department is seeking specific comments on issues that 
members of the public feel are relevant and that should be considered by 
the Department prior to finalizing the draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement. 

This is a recorded proceeding. That is to say, that everything being 
said at this, as well as the other hearings that we have conducted in this 
matter, is being recorded by the court reporter who is sitting at the front 
of the room to my left. 

The court reporter will make a verbatim transcript of all comments 
received and submit that transcript to the Department of Energy for 
inclusion in the final record in this proceeding. Copies of that transcript 
will be available locally at public libraries, addresses of which are available 
at the registration table at the entrance to the room. 
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At this time I would like to tell you what procedures I am going to 
follow in the conduct of this proceeding. 

I will announce each preregistered speaker from a list provided to 
me by the Department of Energy personnel who are working at the 
registration table in the back of the room. 

1 will call each speaker in the order in which they have signed up to 
speak in advance. Every speaker will have up to five minutes to make his 
or her comments. At the end of the five minutes I will signal each 
individual speaker that their time has lapsed. 

As stated earlier, the purpose of this hearing is to receive 
comments on the draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. 
Accordingly, your comments should be focused on the issues that are 
addressed in that draft document. 

I will reserve the right to ask individuals to focus on issues 
contained in the draft SEIS if they wonder from the topic at hand. I do not 
intend to limit your comments in any way, but rather I intend to assure that 
what comments you provide are effective in achieving the objective of this 
hearing as outlined by Mr. Cipriano. 

Written comments will receive the same weight in the record as 
your oral comments that you make this evening. Therefore, you are 
encouraged to submit written comments, either before your presentation, 
or at any time prior to the close of the comment period, which is October 
15th for this document. That is, we request that if you submit written 
comments by mail, that they be postmarked by October 15. 

The reason for that is to assure that the Department receives those 
comments in sufficient time to consider them for inclusion in the final 
document. 

This evening's session will run until we have heard from every 
individual who wants to speak. I may take short breaks throughout the 
evening, depending on how long we run, to allow the court reporter to 
change her tapes and take a rest. 

When your turn comes to speak, I would ask that you come forward 
to the microphone, give us your name, spelling of your name and your 
mailing address and list any organization on whose behalf you are speaking 
this evening, if you are speaking on behalf of an orisanization. 

I won't start timing your presentation until after these introductory 
formalities have been completed. 

Finally, I would like to indicate that the members of the panel, who 
I introduced earlier, are here for the express purpose of listening to your 
comments and asking, if necessary, any clarifying questions of you that 
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might be important in the creation of as a complete record of your 
concerns as possible. 

If you have a copy of your oral statement that you will be reading 
from, and it's an extra copy, I would ask that you provide it to the court 
reporter. We'll introduce that as an exhibit. That helps in terms of 
accuracy of the reporting. 

In addition, if you have any other additional written materials that 
you would like introduced into the record, bring that material forward with 
you and we'll get it introduced into the record as an exhibit as well. 

Now, I have premarked as Exhibit Number 1 of this proceeding a 
copy of the Federal Register notice dated August 31st, 1990. That notice 
announced formally these hearings. 

I have also premarked as Exhibit Number 2 of this proceeding a 
copy of two press releases and paid newspaper announcements and copies of 
articles that have appeared in local newspapers giving publicity to these 
hearings. 

Before I call the first preregistered speaker, I would like to remind 
you that if you would like to speak this evening orally and have your 
comments recorded for the record, that you go to the front of the room -
the entrance to the room and preregister at the table there. I will only call 
people who have gone through that formality. So if you would like to 
speak, please preregister to do so. 

If you do not feel like standing up in front of the group and 
speaking, your comments can be submitted in writing as well. 

So with that, we'll call the first scheduled speaker, John Percival. 

Good evening, Mr. Percival. 

• MR. PERCIVAL: Good evening, Mr. Moderator, distinguished 
Submission 136 panel. Thank you for the opportunity to present this statement. 

My name is John Percival. I am a resident of the City of Ennis, 
residing at 606 Creechville Road. My resident phone number is Area Code 
214, 875-7573. I am a retired locomotive engineer with 45 years service 
with the Southern Pacific Railroad. I am Ennis City Commissioner for 
Ward 1. 

I have been identified with the Superconducting Super Collider's 
progress from the presentation of the HARC Report of January 31st, 1985, 
as a constant concerned individual and in a quasi official capacity as a part 
of Congressman Joe Barton's Advisory Committee and as an elected 
official of the City of Ennis. 
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It is fair to state that the City of Ennis was the key motivator of 
Ellis County's participation in preparation of the required site selection 
materials in initiating funds countywide for the implementation of the work 
necessary to develop the hydrological geological and geotechnological data 
required for the presentation of the governor's report to the site selection 
personnel. The compilation, printing, packaging and delivery of these 
voluminous materials was done under the able direction of our City 
Manager, Mr. Steve Howerton. The effectiveness of this presentation to 
the governor's competition is attested by the decision that Ellis County is 
the best site for the location of the Super Collider. 

Subsequent to the assumption that TNRLC's assumption of 
leadership for the project, our current mayor, Mr. Stan Lambert, was 
appointed as chairman of the SSC Advisory Committee and Ennis' own Mr. 
Ken McGrady is a member of the TNRLC. 

The citizens of Ennis have participated well in Environmental 
Impact Statement public hearings. In fact, Ennis participation in the initial 
public hearing exceeded that of all the other cities of the county combined. 

This lengthy statement is simply to state that Ennis has been a 
leading factor in support of the SSC from its genesis to this date. 

The initial footprint of the east campus of the SSC placed the 
central experimental hall on FM 879 at the junction with State Highway 
1722. 

The City of Ennis, recognizing its responsibility to provide service 
to the area, instituted engineering studies to assure the availability of 
water for portable and fire uses. The area was annexed into the City in 
order that fire and police protection might be furnished and such 
infrastructure provision as was possible could be provided. 

Notice of these procedures and expectations were provided to 
proper state authorities, and we expect that they were forwarded to 
concerned SSC authorities. Conferences with Ors. Bingler and Switers 
(phonetic) confirmed the need for facilities for food and other similar 
services on a 24-hour basis. 

The experimental halls were within five minutes of the central 
business section of Ennis. And these and other needed services were 
readily available. Including the federally approved and funded Ennis 
Municipal Airport, excellent hospital facilities and those other vital 
amenities necessary to staff and personnel. 

On September 8th, 1989, Doctor Switers announced at the TNRLC 
meeting in Dallas, Texas, that the Super Collider ring would be rotated 
slightly northward because of certain geological concerns. He did not 
anticipate that the impact would be of any significance to the City of 
Ennis. 
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However, this change was not anticipated to move the 
experimental halls and did not in impact Ennis' concerns significantly. A 
matter of some concern was the location of a beam abort dump in the 
proximity of our airport and a prominent residential area and our country 
club. 

Subsequent to this announcement it developed that the 
experimental halls would be shifted to the north to the close vicinity FM 
878 and the east campus area would be shifted so that there was no 
acceptable highway vehicular connection from Ennis to the campus. 

Local officials and others then appealed to the State Highway 
Department and to the Ellis County Commissioners Court for assistance in 
providing access by way of Ebenezer Road. This road needs significant 
rebuilding. 

It is proposed that the common industrial area of the SSC be 
located thereon with the need of handling very sensitive materials which 
demand a roadway of state highway or farm-to-market road standards. 

This matter is being handled by Mr. Phil Stafford, Associate 
Director Site Development of TNRLC, and we expect his presentation of a 
viable connection between FM 879 and FM 878, Ebenezer Road, to afford 
Ennis provision for servicing the campus with fire and police protection and 
to make it possible for Ennis to have a proper contact with the SSC 
installation. 

We appeal to you for fair play and true neighborliness in providing 
access to the SSC. Without this road we are excluded. Such ignoring on 
the part of the county and of Ennis itself is poor neighborliness and borders 
on the violation of trust upon which neighborliness depends. 

Now, what is really being said here, this old man has been seining 
out the ridges and the gullies for the facts to let you see that Ennis is a 
true and significant supporter of the SSC. 

We have made strong and true and meaningful contributions to its 
success. We are concerned about the national import scientifically and 
economically. We have paid a significant price. We're in line for 
appropriate educational, social and economic benefits. 

This key lies in the provision of a transportation avenue; namely, 
Ebenezer Road. 

In Texas terms, we fulfilled the role of a square shooter, and we 
believe that we shall receive a square shooter's award, a fair share from a 
neighbor. 

Thank you. 
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• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you, Commissioner. 

The next commentor is Dolfie Hrabina. 

Submission 137 • MS. HRABINA: Gentlemen, I'm Dolfie Hrabina. I am 
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Commissioner Mayor Pro Tern of the City of Ennis. And I appreciate the 
time that the gentlemen from the SSC are giving to us today to be able to 
speak for a few moments. 

My remarks are also slanted towards a very serious concern about 
Ebenezer Road, whether or not we will have an access to the far cluster of 
the research labs on the east side of the Super Collider. 

Eventually we hope that when you make the decision for Ebenezer 
Road that you will make it in favor of Ennis and the citizens of Ennis. We 
ask that you strongly consider the Ebenezer Road from the south to the 
north junction as a vital link between cities that will need this upgraded 
and efficient road for safe access to and from for employees and as a safe 
link for all transportation of whatever nature. 

We have supported the SSC plan from its first concept, and hope 
you will make a fair and equitable decision which will give all of us around 
the SSC Project equal opportunities for growth, employment, good and safe 
roads for all of our needs as well as yours. 

Thank you. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments, Ms. 
Hrabina. 

I would like to remind you that if you would like to comment this 
evening that you go to the registration table at the entrance to the room 
and register to do so. 

The next scheduled commentor is George Caddel. 

Good evening, Mr. Caddel. 

• MR. CADDEL: I'm George Caddel. l live at Waxahachie. My 
address is Box 654 in Waxahachie. And l told them when l registered here, 
if I had an affiliation it was Future Former Landowner. 

l made a few errors in my com men ts last night, and l would like to 
correct those at this time. And the moderator told me l can have a few 
more minutes too, because you didn't have many speakers. So if you don't 
mind, I would like to make those corrections at this time. 
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I want to correct one thing I said at the hearing last night. I said 
that the runoff carrying radioactivity would go into Waxahachie and 
Bardwell Lake plus Richland Chamber Reservoir. 

That was incorrect. 

The runoff will go to an unnamed creek, then on to Chambers 
Creek, then to the Richland Chambers Reservoir. The radioactivity in 
Waxahachie Lake and Bardwell Lake will come from the shallow water 
that's near the tunnel and is emitted in the springs and then will run into -
from their tributaries into the Bardwell and Waxahachie Lake. 

I have as an exhibit that 1 included in the information I passed on to 
you, the correction of what my remarks last night were. 

At Fermilab the tritium ran into Kress Creek, and 1 think I 
misnamed it last night, and the radioactive water that occurred in the 
sumps ran from Casey's Pond, which is on the second page and marked in 
yellow. It ran from Casey's Pond, it says 51 percent of this volume of 
water left the site while Casey's Pond, figure 4, the reservoir receiving the 
water from discharges in the three external areas to which the protons are 
delivered was full. The pond was full and then it ran off. 

10 Then in the third page I would like for you to note the radiation 

11 

exposure to the general population from the operation at Fermilab was 
approximately 3.3 person-rems. 

Then if you go back to table -- to the table on top of the previous 
page, you'll see how they got the radiation exposure to the general public. 
They said this exposure was primarily from penetrating radiation muons and 
gamma rays. 

But, gentlemen, their math at Fermilab is terrible. And just like 
the math at SSC, their math -- they take in consideration the radiation, and 
then they include the population of the City of Chicago. 

This is a bit like they were doing when they told us that the water 
used here was negligible, but then they finally said it was going to be 14 
percent of our groundwater. 

Then their sales talk followed it. They said it's 14 percent of Ellis 
County groundwater and it's negligible, and it's only 3 percent of the water 
used in Dallas and Tarrant Counties. 

That's sales talk when you say it's only 3 percent of the water used 
in Dallas and Tarrant County. They might as well says it's one-tenth of one 
percent of the water in Lake Michigan, because we don't have the water in 
Lake Michigan and we don't have the water in Dallas and Tarrant County. 
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So I don't understand why they use that kind of language, only 3 
percent of the water in Dallas, Tarrant and Ellis County. It bothers me 
when they start selling me like that. 

I used to sell, but I never sold like that. 

They use the same logic exactly when they talk about the 
person-rems, 3.3 rems per person. But then they include all of Chicago, a 
50-mile radius, from Fermi!ab. 

If that one person-rem that they're going to deliver here in Ellis 
12 County is including all of Dallas and Fort Worth, then we really don't know 

how much exposure we are going to have to radioactivity. And we really 
don't know whether they included it or not. 

I would really like that answered, please. What is the true exposure 
for us? 

And when they talked about the radioactivity in our drinking water 
13 at four millirems, which is the EPA limit, are they also including the 

drinking water in Dallas and Fort Worth? 

14 

If they are, we're in trouble before we start. 

Again, I apologize for making the mistakes I made, and I would like 
to point one thing out, please. 

You probably read the article in the Dallas Morning News. You 
see, the information we have been getting is somewhat like that 
information that Mr. Coulson gave the press last night. 

When Mr. Coulson stated that -- he said that the challenge is to 
communicate that -- that is, the small radiation -- and overcome the 
confusion that exists. And then -- and Mr. Coulson, incidentally, is the 
Assistant Director of Environmental Safety and Health for the Collider 
Lab. He said the bottom line is that the radiation release will be less than 
the radiation that you get if you had a gas stove. 

Gentlemen, that's not true. 

15 The radiant heat of a gas stove has nothing in the world to do with 
radiation. A freshman physic student in high school knows that. 

This guy is the director of our safety and health for the Collider 
Lab. He's also the very same man that reviewed the document that I 
presented some evidence from last night that's called the Environmental 
Report from 1988. When the radiation level at one test was 100 times the 
standard for drinking water and the highest report he made -- and I need to 
make another correction -- I said it was 6.5, but the highest level he 
reported -- and he said it was the highest level tested. That was 6.4. 
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Fellows, we're easy and we're not too smart, but we sure can read. 

And I apologize for my feelings, but I surely disagree with Mr. 
Percival in that the selection was a bad selection because of our water 
underground. All of the water that we have -- senator -- Congressman 
Barton said our God given soil. 

God didn't give us that soil. The TNRLC gave us that soil and said 
it was impermeable white rock, impermeable Austin Chalk. Austin Chalk 
down close to Austin, down in Luling and down there, contains oil. Ours 
contains water. And they have -- this SSC group has stuck with that idea 
that it was impermeable. 

If you want to read a ridiculous statement, you ought to read in this 
last report where they say "except for the faults in the water in the faults, 
the White Rock is impermeable." 

That's like my saying except for the first 50 years, I am a teenage 
boy. 

You sure can look at me and tell I'm not a teenage boy. 

And everybody in -- especially the western side of Ellis County 
knows that you can go dig a hand-dug well and hit water at 30 feet, 
sometimes you hit it at 40, sometimes you hit it at 60. And on my place 
you don't have to dig. It has a 300-gallon a minute spring that flows and 
has not been dry in 100 years. 

Now, I came from Lubbock. When I came -- I bought this property 
down here because it had trees and water. I guess you always want what 
you don't have; and sure, we didn't have any in Lubbock. And I didn't want 
flat land, because we had plenty of that at Lubbock. 

17 So I come up and I look at the land after -- we had only been on it 
ten minutes. So we said, I think this is it. We bought it because this was 
where we wanted to retire. So when I got down and looked at the property 
more closely I found that spring behind the damn. 

I said: Why didn't they move that dam back just a hundred yards 
and catch all that water? 

They said: Well, you're a dummy. That's a flood control dam, and 
if you caught all that water there wouldn't any place to hold the flood 
waters when it came. 

Well, when they build these ponds for cooling water and we have 
some rains -- we have had rains that it rains six inches in four minutes -- I 
mean, in four hours. When those ponds are full they're going to have the 
same problem here that they had at Fermilab, and that water is going -- is 
heading for Bardwell, it's heading for Waxahachie Lake and it's heading for 
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Submission 110 the Chambers -- Richland Chambers Reservoir. And there is nobody that's 
(cont'd) going to be around to stop it. 

17 
(cont'd) Thank you very much, gentlemen. 

Submjssjon 111 
(cont'd from 
page 1-44) 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments, Mr. Caddel. 

I would like to remind those of you in the audience and those of you 
who came late, that if you would like to comment this evening that we're 
asking that you register to do so at the table at the entrance to the room. 

The next scheduled commentor is Claire Pierce. 

The prepared remarks of Mr. George Caddel will be introduced into 
the record as Exhibit Number 22 of this proceeding. 

• MS. PIERCE: My name is Claire Pierce, P-i-e-r-c-e. Route 1, 
Box 58-M, Palmer, Texas. 

I am pleased to speak tonight, and tonight I come to represent 
SCAN. SCAN stands for Super Collider Accountability Network. 

I wish all the members of our group were here tonight, but they are 
completely frustrated with this situation and they just really don't want to 
talk to you. 

I think there must be some reason, I would like to think that what I 
say tonight, like last night when I spoke for myself, that this public record 
will count and somebody will listen to us. 

So now I would like to read you what a group of our members put 
together regarding Super Collider problems, and I would also like to first 
state that SCAN is a -- what it is, it's a newsletter we created to deal with 

7 Super Collider problems. It's a poor person's newsletter. We pass it on in 
chain-letter fashion. And I am pleased to say that in just two months' time 
we now go coast to coast, and I imagine our readers could fill this 
auditorium. That is the concern that exists in this society in Waxahachie 
and elsewhere, and you are just missing the point when you remain so aloof 
to our problems. 

This is the message of our public comment, fill-in-the-blank format 
addressing Super Collider problems. The message begins: many Ellis 
County residents and taxpayers affected by the Super Collider, be they 
landowner or neighbors to the project, are very disturbed and angry about 
the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE and their SSC contractors. 
Many have been intimidated, belittled and ridiculed and generally treated 
in a disrespectful manner. I personally question the validity of the SSC 
Project for the following reasons which l have checked below. 
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General comments. The Department of Energy, DOE, and Texas 
National Research Laboratory Commission, TNRLC, have not been 
truthful. They have withheld information and have given continual 
misleading statements. 

Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made 
public until after the bond election and after the Texas site was chosen. 

The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be 
severely diminished. 

With few exceptions, local or area news media have neglected or 
refused any adverse statements or questions about the SSC. Notice of 
public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the 
majority of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dallas/Fort 
Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public information do not exist. 

Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled 
area. 

The next section is land acquisition. 

Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised 
obligations to families being relocated. 

Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal 
Environmental Studies that are required to commit Federal Funds for SSC 
construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

Property values on or close to SSC have been adversely affected. 
Subsurface rights compensation plans have not been released. There are no 
provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased risks and 
property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC 
experimental area cannot sell their property without excessive losses. 

Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can 
tell us where and how much more land will be required for electrical and 
natural gas easements. 

Subsurface rights only will be purchased in nonfacility locations. 
Families are expected to live directly over and adjacent to experimental 
SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 

A section on cost. 

At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said 
to be between 7 .8 billion and 11. 7 billion. 
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Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, 
schools, et cetera, expect to be financed by local taxpayers, while SSC land 
property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land 
when other parts of the state and nation are benefiting much more than 
Ellis and probably Tarrant County also. 

Section on environmental impact. 

A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was 
made on SSC site selection. Misrepresentation and disregard for presence 
of shallow groundwater aquifers and stability of geologic formations in Ellis 
County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

Radioactive contamination of the soil and groundwater from SSC 
operation. Probably migration of subsurface radioactivity by water through 
fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills 
would also cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at 
Stanford accelerator. 

Adverse environmental affects to local springs and creeks from 
tunneling and excavation of fractured rock system. It appears that we are 
not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

Disregard for recent studies demonstrating low level ionizing 
radiation. 

Construction noise and air pollution during and after the 
construction period. 

Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that 
will be stored on SSC grounds and periodically transported over local roads. 

The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste which will be 
stored above ground on the SSC site. 

Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it is 
no longer used for research. 

The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more 
dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 

A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will 
greatly increase radioactivity production. 

And finally, the Department of Energy has been unable to safely 
manage the majority of its other facilities in the United States. It cannot 
be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight, general and scientific. 
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Thank you. 

(Applause) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments. 

The next scheduled com mentor is Charles Huskins. 

If you would like to comment this evening, please go to the 
registration table at the entrance to the room and preregister. 

• MR. HUSKINS: My Charles Huskins. I live at Route 3, Box 117, 
Submission 138 Waxahachie, Texas 75165. 

Tonight I would like to read a few excerpts from some comments 
that was made last night. This might seem repetitious to you gentlemen 
there on the panel, but our problem is not convincing you, because we know 
the falsehoods and the outright lies and the misinformation that y'all put 
out. 

Our problem is that we want to get across to the people who have 
not yet looked into it themselves or who are not affected by it directly, the 
problems that they are going to incur when this project goes through. 

I have got two statements here that I would like to take from these 
that were made by -- the first one being Mr. Dave Schroeder from Sierra 
Club last night. 

In that statement he said: The geology in this area is totally wrong 
for the project. The site was on a fault zone where the bedrock is 
fractured through and through. Thanks to the heavy fracturing Ellis County 
is one of the best watered areas in Texas with springs, seeps, wetlands and 
hundreds of wells. These wells will be contaminated by radiation, runoff 
and what have you if this project goes through. The ongoing bombardment 

2 of radioactivity in the dirt, water, concrete and the wiring, et cetera, will 
gradually contaminate the entire area. 

Well, I would like to kind of deviate from this statement on to 
another one that was given last night by Steven Pierce, a petroleum 
geologist, and this is in relation to the radioactivity. 

And you people have pointed out the safety of Fermilab, and Mr. 
Pierce received a report, it's a Department of Energy's documentary -
document Preliminary Environmental Safety and Health Report on the 
Fermilab Accelerator of October 1988. 

In this statement Mr. Pierce states the distinct probability exists 
3 that radiation produced by the SSC will enter the environment through the 

fractures in the rock. 
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I find this especially alarming in light of the information that I 
have received. That information was the report that I referred to. 

In that report the summary of the findings was: There are three 
areas on site that have received hazardous substances and may be potential 
sources of soil and groundwater contamination. 

The full nature and extent of the contamination are not known. 
This is due probably to lack of accurate monitoring and probably total 
disregard for safety. 

Soil radiation has occurred and continues to occur in selected areas 
as a result of fixed target experience. 

Note, Department Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
August 1990. The DOE's proposed to have a fixed target program at the 
SSC. 

Inadequacies. The present groundwater 
result in a lack of early detection of 
contamination. That is inevitable. 

monitoring system may 
potential groundwater 

Now, we'll go back to Mr. Schroeder's statement. 

The blast in the tunnels in the seven-story deep lab complex air 
pollution dust that will cover us for weeks and months on end. 

And then the statement 1 myself read last night. 

It was determined by your own figures -- and I think it was a 
conservative estimate -- there will be 8.8 million cubic yards of rock and 

s earthen material removed. You people have stated you're going to 
transport that much material with minimum impact to the environment, 
which I fail to see how you can do it, in that the pollution from dust and 
what have you will not be long term. 

6 

However, the effects of the contamination -- air contamination on 
people could be long term, and in some cases probably -- the people that 
already have asthma and bronchitis and respiratory ailments of this nature, 
could really be affected. Of course, I don't think that's really a concern 
when you have got tunnel vision here. 

The 8.8 million cubic yards is supposed to be transported to 1,400 
acres and distributed in a manner such that it will blend into the terrain of 
this area. 

Of course, this is gently rolling terrain in most of Ellis County, and 
if you move 8.8 million cubic yards, you're not going to have a gently 
rolling terrain. You're going to have a big field there which will be totally 
out of whack. 
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And in your own statements in the Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Study you too have said that the excavation itself just from runoff 
on to this material will cause pollutants to run into the floodplains, et 
cetera. 

The environmental studies done to date have been a farce. And, 
for example, the geological study was done in two weeks. And to date, 
even in your Supplemental Environmental Impact Study, there is no 
statement as to how it will affect the water. And I think you people know 
how it will affect the water. I think if you suppress that information until 
the tunnel or until the actual construction is underway and it comes out 
later, then we'll be all the worse for that not coming out beforehand. 
Because once you're started, I feel like you will continue on. 

Another phenomena in building this SSC is called the neutron sky 
shine. Every particle collision whether planned or random lost beam, one 
of 10,000 magnets failing to produce a glow over the land of ionized 
radiation three or four feet high called neutron sky shine. 

Since the collider ring will pass under 1-35 twice, we hypothetically 
would be able to drive south 25 miles or so and see this phenomena. 

We're now told that such low level radiation is safe, but the experts 
have lied to us about such matters before, and I believe information 
brought forth here to date and in previous meetings as far as low radiation 
levels are concerned, bears that out, that there is no real safe low levels of 
radiation. 

One of the gentlemen made the statement at the beginning of this 
meeting, stated that there was some concern that there was an abort 
tunnel maybe located under the country club or the airport. I have got nine 
children in the area I live, there's quite a few kids in that area, as well as 
adults, and we're living right on top of an abort area. And our land was not 
to be purchased. They want subsurface rights. And with those rights we 
lose everything -- really the rights to our own land. We can work somewhat 
with the top. Our wells will be capped off. We'll be forced to sit on top of 
it because we can't sell our property. 

This is not a guess. This is a fact. We have got homes for sale that 
prospective buyers have stated the reason that they don't want to be living 
on top of the collider either. And that certainly this is a factor when you're 
trying to sell a home and you're obligated to tell them exactly what the 
problem is. 

Thank you. 
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• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you, Mr. Huskins. 

Mr. Huskins is the final individual who registered to comment this 
evening. I will remind you that if you would like to comment this evening, 
that you need to go to the registration table at the entrance to the room. 

If you would not like to comment orally, but would like to do so in 
writing, you have until October 15th for the postmarked date of your 
written comments. 

I am going to take a short recess now and see if we get any other 
individuals that would like to sign up. 

We'll be off the record for approximately ten minutes subject to 
call of the moderator. 

One housekeeping matter that I would like to note, that the SCAN 
public comment Newsletter offered by Claire Pierce will be introduced as 
Exhibit Number 23 in this proceeding. 

(Brief recess taken) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: We're going to go back on the record. 
After a short recess we're reconvening this hearing on the draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement on the Superconducting 
Super Collider Project. 

Any new folks in the audience, if you would like to comment on the 
draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement, we ask that you 
preregister at the entrance to the room. 

If you would like to comment, but not orally, you may submit 
written comments that will receive the same weight in the record as oral 
comments until October 15th. That is a postmark date. Not a receive 
date. 

We've got a couple more people signed up to speak. 

The next scheduled commentor is Steve Howerton. 

Good evening, Mr. Howerton. 

• MR. HOWERTON: Good evening. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: If you would preface your remarks with 
your name, spelling of your name and your mailing address. 

Submission 139 • MR. HOWERTON: Mr. Moderator, distinguished officials of the 
Department of Energy, my name is Steve Howerton. The spelling is 
S-t-e-v-e; last name, H-o-w-e-r-t-o-n. I am City Manager of the City of 
Ennis, Texas. I reside at 1805 Princeton here in the City of Ennis, Texas. 
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My comments are directed toward the National Environmental 
Protection Act process, the NEPA process as it is known, and toward the 
significance of this particular Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Superconducting Super Collider. 

It has now been more than three years since we as a community and 
a region made numerous commitments to the State of Texas and the United 
States of America to win the honor to be the home of the Superconducting 
Super Collider. 

These commitments were not made lightly. 
made with the full expectation of fulfillment, and to 
and every commitment has been, or is being fulfilled. 

In fact, they were 
my knowledge each 

In return the Department of Energy has represented that certain 
positive and negative impacts will result from the SSC Project. The mutual 
commitments of our communities, our region and our state made to the 
United States of America and those offered in return form what is 
undeniably a contract. 

A contract that has judicial and political consequences. 

A contract that is binding. 

A contract that cannot be broken without disastrous results. 
Results that strike the very heart of our government's credibility. 

You see, our governments, local, state and federal, are predicated 
upon truth, upon accountability and on the premise that government exist 
but for one purpose. That purpose is to protect and promote the collective 
interest and welfare of our citizens. 

If the contract we are creating with this document is broken in an 
expedient effort to push back the barriers to science, we may very well 
build the scientific marvel of the 21st Century and destroy a valued part of 
our government's credibility. In truth, a part of the credibility of each and 
every one of us. 

There are those that would say there is a frightening record of 
expediency and arrogance that has been created in the name of scientific 
inquiry, a record that shows disregard for the environment and incredibly 
for the very people our government is charged to protect and to serve. 

On the other hand, there are those that would say that the 
problems of the past are in the past. Careful planning and true concern for 
the public are the watchwords of today's government. 

Regardless of the rhetoric, the SSC Project will only achieve true 
greatness if it is an honorable undertaking, an undertaking that is built upon 
truth and upon accountability, accountability to the public. 
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The final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is your 
contract with the public. 

I trust that you will consider the binding nature of your contract. 

I trust you will consider the accuracy of the facts you represent in 
your contract. 

I trust you will carefully review your contract for errors and 
omissions. 

And finally, I trust that you will incorporate into your contract the 
needs and the interest of the public. 

After all, without the public there would be no need for the SSC 
Project; or for that matter, the Department of Energy. 

I wish you good luck in your endeavors. I want you to know that we 
do expect you to faithfully perform under the provisions of your contract to 
the public. 

In conclusion I want you to know that I support this project and I 
trust the efforts that you're making. I believe that support and trust is well 
placed. 

Again, good luck and best wishes. 

• MR. RICHARDSON: Thank you for your comments, Mr. 
Howerton. 

The prepared remarks of Steve Howerton will be introduced into 
the record of this proceeding as Exhibit Number 24. 

The next scheduled commenter is Dale Cook. 

Dale Cook has indicated that he does not wish to speak. Is there 
anyone else in the audience this evening who would like to comment, but 
has not had an opportunity to do so? 

(No response) 

• MR. RICHARDSON: If you would like to comment by writing 
rather than orally this evening, you can do so until October 15th. The 
address for submitting your written comment is available at the 
registration table at the entrance to the room. 

Let the record reflect that no one has indicated that they have not 
had an opportunity to speak. With that we will adjourn this hearing. 

The transcripts of this evening's hearing and the hearings that have 
previously been held in this matter will be made available at libraries 
locally, addresses are available at the registration table. 
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Thank you for coming this evening. 

CERTIFICATION 

I, P. SUE ENGLEDOW RPR/CSR, certify that during the 
proceedings on the Public Hearings on the SSC SEIS I was the court 
reporter that took in stenograph notes such proceeding and have 
transcribed the same as shown by the above and foregoing 210 number of 
pages, and that said transcript is true and correct. 

This the 29th day of September, 1990. 

P. SUE ENGLEDOW RPR/CSR No. 1170 
The Northern District of Texas 
Dallas Division 

My CSR license expires: December 31, 1991 
Business Address: 1949 Stemmons Freeway, Suite 190 
Dallas, Texas 75207 
Telephone Number: 744-1760 
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E)CHIBIT 

I Federal Register I \'ol. 55. No. 170 I FnJay. August :n. 1Y90 I Notices 

,.CJ.;.',;,{t/iil~'l!.!Jit:j!llOl!lll'~/~.>ft;f"~· r,; i p on him ~··•ithin the 
~ . ..,; u• ....... n 602lc) of the Act. 

Accordingly, l have granted ~tr. 
Daniel a lemporary waiver of the 
divestitute requirements or section 
W::{a) of the Act. Such waiver will 
expire upon divestiture of these assets 
in accordance with the terms of the 
Certificate Qf Divestiture issued by the 
Office of Govemment Ethics. In the 
event that the Office of eo ... ·emment 
Ethics declines to issue a Certificate of 
Divestiture. t.hi3 waiver will expire 60 
days after receipt of the Office of 
Government Ethics' determination. 

Jn accordance with section 2[)8, titJe 
18, United States Code. Mr. Daniel will 
be directed not to participate personally 
and substantially. as a Government 
ero.ployee, llJ any particular matter the 
outcome of which could have a direct 
and predictable effect upon any of the 
above·listed entities unless his 
supervisor -.nd the Counselor agree that 
the financial interest in the particular 
matter i1 not so substantial as to be 
deemed l:ikcly to affect the integrity of 
the service• which the Government may 
expect o{ him. 
Dale¢~ 2L 1990. 

Ja.mftD.. W9tldm,. 
AdmitoL U.S. Navy (RtKired) Secretary of 
Energy. 

(FR Doc. ~e f"'lled &-30-aJ: 8:45 •m.J 
9IU*Q COOi """'°,...... 

Avalleblllty ol llnlft s..P!
Enftl Ol.,..dlll lmpect StatmMnl; 
SupwCOi ductt • ...,COllder 
AGENCY: U.S. D~partmenl orF.nergy. 
ACTION: Notice of Availability of Draft 
Supplemental Eovirom:Dental Impact 
Stateme.ot CElSI and notice to coaduct 
public heatings. 

BUMllU"r.11ie Department of Energy 
(DOE) annauru:ea lhe availability of the 
Superco~cting Super ColHder {SSC] 
Draf\ Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement (IJOB/EIS-0138DS). 
The proposed action LI to construct and 
operate the SSC at t!:ie Nkcted .&ite 1D 
Ellis Count)', Texas .. 

Comment. on the coo.tent of the Draft 
Supplemental FJS are invited from 
interested penooa. orp.nisa.tiona. and 
agencie1. Public bearinp will be held at 
locations i.Q. the lite vicinity. 
DA'n& Written coaune.nta to the D0£ 
should be pa.tmarked. by October 15. 
1990. to eo&ure consideration in 
preparatiOQ of the Final Supplemental 
FJS. Oral commeota will be accepted. at 
the public liearinao., be held on 
September 19 and 20 (ac&edule given 
below]. Individuals desiring to make 

oral statements at a hearing should 
notify the OOE's Project Office at the 
address below not tater than one week 
prior to the hearing so that the DOE may 
arrange a schedule for presenl<lt1ons. 
Persons who hci\'e not notified DOE in 
advance may regi,ter and speak at the 
hearings 10 lhe ~xtent thal limE! is 
available. 
ADDMSSES; Requests for copies of the 
Draft Supplemental EIS. and request• for 
further information cociceming the SSC 
Project should be made to: Jim Abbee. 
Public Affairs Office, SSC Project Office. 
U.S. Department of Energy. Hill North 
Hampton Raad. lkSata, Texu i'5Z1.5.. 
{214) 708-2580. or William Hasselku1, 
Office of SSC. F.R-93. GTN. U.S. 
Department of F.o.ergy. Washington. 0C 
20545 (301) 3S3-<l580. 

The DOE SSC Public Affain Office 
will also handle written or telephone 
requests to present oral com~nts at the 
hearings. 

Written comments on the Draft 
Supplemental FJS 1bould be di.reeled to: 
Mr. Thoma• A. Baillieul. SSC-SFlS 
Project MaJi.aser. U.S. Department of 
Energy. Chicago Operationa O!fi.ce
EMD. 9800 Sou th Cass A venue, 
Argonne, Illinois 60439. 

Written or telephone requesta to 
present oral comments at the J)ublic 
hearinp or requests for further 
information concerning the pn,ject 
should be made to: Pem Farmer. Public 
Affairs Office, SSC Project Of!ice. U.S. 
Department of Energy, 1801 N()rth 
Hampton Road. DeSoto. Texai 75511. 
Telephone"' (214) "'8--2521 (On.I 
cOl1111lef1l ~~ /21•/ •~ 
(Information~ 

For general information on the 
procedure• followed by the DOE in 
complying with the requirement• or the 
National Environmental Poliq- A.ct 
(NEPA), contact Carol Borgsttom. 
Director, Office of NEPA Ovetsight. U.S. 
Departmeo.t of Energy. 1000 
Independence Avenue, SW., 
Washington. DC 20585. Telephone: (202] 
5'!&-4800. 
IUPPLIMENTMl'Y rWQnATIOJll: 

Le.d<puuad 
The DOE proposes to construct and 

operate the SSC at the 1elected site tn 
Ellis County, Texa1. nte SSC project is 
being propoMd to gain a bettitt 
W>dentandins of the ba1ic ""'uctare or 
ma-. n.. prapaoed SSC would be the 
Iaraest 1cieatific instrument ever 

~~~~:.."':":•::,~the 
oval tunnel. ApproximatelJ 11>,QOO 
1upercomhaclilll -'" in tbe Imm of 
two rinp. om atop dJe other. would 
focus and guide two beams of protons 

around the lunnel. \-\"ithrn the mag.net'-, 
the two proton beams (one in each 
magnet ring} would be accelerated in 

opposite directiorui to an energy of 20 
TeV {tnUion electron \oolt.s) and made 10 

collide with a combined energy of 40 
TeV. Special facihties located 
intermittently around the collider ring 
would provide the power supplies to 
energize the magDela and the cryogenic 
eysterii. to keep the superconducting 
magnet• cooled to a temperature near 
absolute zero. 

Other prominen1 feature! of the 
proposed SSC are experimental areas, 
the injector facjJitJe.,, and !he campu.s 
area. The experimental areas would 
contain the detecton used to re::ord the 
resulls of proton collisions. The injector 
facilities would consist of four separ21te 
cascadins acceleniiton in which the 
proton beams first would be formed and 
then accelerated to the required energy 
for injection into the rif13 magnets of the 
main co1lider tunnel. The campus area! 
feast and west) would include 
laboratories. admiutrtn1tion bulldings. 
an auditorium. wtrirebonse1. support 
facilities. and a ruuniler of shop 
buildings. The SSC ls expected lo 
remain tn operati<>n for ZS to 30 yea.ra 
after coostruction. After com~tion of 
its u1eful life, the SSC would be 
deconi.miuioned. Additional review in 
accordance with the NEPA will be 
completed prior tQ a decision on 
decommiuionlnf, 

The generic SSC deaign. which [Ol'IDcd 
the basis £or the ti~ selection 
Environmental llllpaCt Statement. baa 
been modified to improve lt. operation.al. 
capabilities. and to nrflect geological 
and ea.vironme:zat.al condi.tiona at the 
Texas lite. The lllOSt lignificaot desigo 
changes are: (1) An iacreue Ln tbe 
energy level of the high-energy booster 
from 1 to 2 TeV, (2) modifie11tion or the 
magnet lattice. (3) indusi<>n or 
experiment.al bypau tunnels. and (4) 
chanse:t for calibration aod test beama. 
The• desip chaoge1 have resuJted in • 
slight increase in the circumference of 
the collider ring bd ti. repoeitioniDt of 
sewtal .url•<» ~- poiata to ~ 
collider tunnel. h li .... pecilic 
conceptual deaigoo report llu been 
prepared one! lorw lhe baoio for the 
analyses ind.tied in the Supplemental 
EIS. ComtractioD. of tbe SSC is 
estimated to be Completed during the 
mid·1980'•· 
n. Supplemental EIS "Preparation 

NJ. en"riromDl!ll:tal impact statemea.t 
(EIS) for Bilinl the SSC wa published in 
December, '"°" (DOE/EIS-<lt38J, and • 
Recard al Do<Won (RODI oe1ecfiDg IM 
proposed site in J:llb County. Texas. 
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"'·us signed by the Secretary of Energy 
,,;i January 19. 1989. In the EIS and ROD, 
t!1e DOE committed to prepare a 
Supplemental EIS prior tO construction 
in order to analyze more fully impacts 
based on a site-specific design and to 
assess altemative measures to mitigate 
potentially adverse impacts. 

This Draft Supplemental EIS takes 
into account design modifications that 
have been made ta the SSC since the 
site selection ROD was published. These 
modifications have been made both to 
accommodate technical improvements 
to the SSC, and to adapt the SSC 
conceptual design to the Texas site. 
Additionally, the Supplemental EIS 
responds to commilinents made in the 
EIS and ROD for more detailed 
assessments of potential impacts of 
constructing and operating the SSC at 
the selected site. Where significant 
impacts are: identified, alternatives to 
avoid or mitigate those impacts are 
described. 

Ill. Floodplain1/Wetlands Notification 

Pursuant to Executive Order 11983. 
Floodplain Mc.nagement. and 11990, 
Protection o{ Wetlands, and 10 CFR part 
1022, Compliance with Floodplains/ 
Wetlands Envirorunental Review 
Requirements, DOE hereby provides 
notice that the conatruction and 
operation of the proposed SSC may 
impact aurface waters and adjacent 
floodplain or wetland areas. Impacts 
would be expected at area EB, affecting 
Onion Creek. 

Additional surface waters that may be 
impacted include nwnerous small 
impoundments, such as stock watering 
ponds, which may constitute wetlands. 

the potential environmental impacts 
of construction and operation of the SSC 

. an these surface water!. and adjacent 
floodplain and wetland areas are 
discussed in chapter 4 of the Draft 
Supplemental EIS. Any comments 
regarding the propoaed action on 
floodplains and wetlana.. may be 
submitted to the DOE in accordance 
with procedutta described below. 

IV. Commenl Proceduret: 
A. Availability of Draft Supplemental 
EIS 

Copies of the Draft Supplemental EIS 
have been distributed to Federal. State, 
and local agencies. and to ind.ividusJ 
ai d groups known to be interested in or 
affected by the proposed project. 
Additional copies of the Draft 
Suppl~mental EIS may be obtained by 
contacting Mr. Abbee at the address 
given above. Copiea of the Draft 
Supplemental EIS are also available for 

i.ispection al the DOE .·~ading rooms 
anJ public libraries listed below. 

1. DOE Reading Rooms 
• Freedom of Information Re-ld1ng 

Room. Room. lE-190, U.S. DOE. forreslal 
Building, 1000 JndP.pendence A<.·enue, 
S\V .. \Vashi~gton. DC ZD5BS. 

•. Public Readin<;j: Room, Chicago 
Operations Office. 9800 South Cass 
A\·enue, Argonne, IL 60439. 

• Public Reading Room, Oak Ridge 
Opera lions Office, Federal Building, P.O. 
Box E .. Oak Ridge, TN 37831. 

• Public Reading Room, SSC 
Laboratory, 2550 Beckleymeade Avenue, 
Building 4, Dallas TX 75115. 

2. Public Libraries 
• Sims Library, 515 \\'est ~fain Street, 

\Vaxahachle, TX 75665. 
• Ennis Public Library, 501 \Vest 

Ent.is Avenue, E.nnb;, TX 75119. 

B. ~Vritten Comments 

Interested parties are inVited to 
p~ovide comments on the content of the 
Draft Supplemental EIS to the DOE at 
the above address. Envelopes should be 
marked "Attention: SSC Draft S£IS 
Comments". Comments should be 
postmarked no later than 45 days after 
the EPA Notice of Availability to ensure 
consideration in preparing the Final 
Supplemental ElS. Comments 
postmarked after that date will be 
cor.sidered to the ex.tent practicable. 

C. Public Hearings 

1. Participation Procedure 

The public is also invited to provide 
comment• on the Dra:ft Supplemental 
EIS ta the DOE in person at the 
scheduled public hearings. The purpose 
of the bearings Is to receive 1ubstantive 
-c:ornmenta N.\al.ed to the Dtaft 
Supplemental EIS. It is not the purpose 
of the hearings to receive either general 
endorsements or criticisms of the 
project. The hearings will not be judicial 
or evidentiary-type proceedings. 
Advance regisC'ation for presentation of 
ote.l comments at the hearings will bf: 
accepted up to one week prior to the 
hearing date by telephone of by mail at 
the office listed above. Speaking timel 
will be a"'lailable on a f'irat-<:ome, first
served basis. Requests to speak at 
specific tlme1 will be honored to the 
extent po1ai.ble. Peraons who have not 
registered in advance may register to 
apeak at the hearing• to the extent that 
time is available. To ensure that as 
many persont as possible have dle 
opportunity to present comments, 5 
minutes will be allotted to each speaker. 
Persons presenting oral comment. at the 
hearing are requested to provide the 
DOE with a written copy of their 
comments at the hearing, if possible. 

2. Hearing Schedules and Locatior.s 

Heatings will be held at the fol\owing 
locations on the dates indicated. Each 
heari.t'.g will comprise two sessions; aC'.d 
aftemoon session corr.mencing at 1 p.m .. 
and an evening session commencing at 7 
p.m. Each session will continue until all 
registered speakers have been heard. A 
dinner break of approximately 1 l/:z hours 
will separate the two sessions. 

September 19, 1990 

Southwestem Assemblies or God 
College, Administration Building. W.B. 
~fcCafferty Auditorium. 1200 
Sycamore Street, Waxahachie, Texas 

September zo. 1990 

Ennis Junior High School. San Jacinto 
Auditorium, 501 North Gatnea Street, 
Ennis Texas 
An e.dditional session will be held on 

the following day if requests for 
presentation of comments received by 
the week before the hea~s are: so 
extensive that the time needed to 
accommodate registered speakers would 
exceed the time available on the 
scheduled date. Such an additional 
session will be announced both prior to 
and at the scheduled bearings. 

3. Conduct of Hc.arings 

Rule• needed for the orderly conduct 
of the hearings will be announced by the 
presi..din3 officer at the start o{ the 
hearings. C!llrifyins questiom regarding 
statements made at the hearings may be 
asked only by the prniding officer. 
There will be no aou-examination of 
persona pre••nlinl atatementl. 

A transcript of the hearings will be 
prepared. and the entire rect>rd of each 
hearing, including the transcript. will be 
retained by the DOE for irupection at 
libraries and reading rooms listed 
above. 

luued In Washington, DC. August Z3. 1990. 
Paul L. Ziemer, 
Assistant Secretary. Environmeflt. Safety and 
Health. 
IFR Doc. 90-20815 Flled 8-31)-{1(); 8:45 am) 
M.UMl cooe: fUl).01 .. 

Morgantown E'*llJ Tochoology 
Centor Grant; F-....i -
Awwd to the Geaph)l tlc1t lnatttut .. 
Un~ol-._F-. 

AOENCY: Morgantown Energy 
Technology Center, Department of 
Ene'8Y (DOE). 

ACTION: Notice of acceptance of an 
unsolicited financial a11aistance 
application for a grant award. 
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NEWS 
FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
September 11, 1990 

SSC PROJECT MANAGER TO PRESIDE AT PUBLIC HEARINGS 
ON SSC SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENT TO BE HELO ON SEPTEMBER 19-20 

The Department of Energy (DOE) Super Collider Project Manager 

will lead hearings in September in which the Department is seeking 

public comments on its draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement (SEIS) on the SSC Project in Ellis County, Texas. 

"I am pleased at this opportunity to participate in this 

process with members of the public interested in this important 

project," said DOE SSC Project Office Manager Joseph R1 Cipriano, 

who will serve as the Presiding Official at the hearings. 

All those who have an interest in this project are encouraged 

to review the draft SEIS and provide us with any comments they 

might have. This will assist DOE in assuring that this key step 

in the review of this project is carried out effectively and that 

environmental issues are appropri~tely taken into account in 

deciding on how to move ahead with SSC," Cipriano said. 

"Comments specifically addressing environmental issues and 

alternatives discussed in the SEIS will be of mo~t value to DOE 

-MORE-
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and have the greatest potential to impact the way the project is 

carried out," Cipri2no said. "We also ask participants to limit 

their remarks to corrunents on the draft SEIS to assure that all who 

wish to testify have an opportunity be heard," he added. 

A notice of the availability of the draft SEIS for review and 

the schedule for the public hearings was published August 31, 

1990, in the Federal Register, beginning a 45-day public comment 

period which ends October 15. 

Public hearings to receive oral comments on the draft SEIS 

will be held near the SSC site: 

September 19 

Southwestern Assemblies of God College 
Administration Building 
W. B. McAfferty Auditorium 
1200 Sycamore 
Waxahachie, Texas 

September 20 

Ennis Junior High School 
San Jacinto Auditorium 
501 N. Gaines Street 
Ennis, Texas 

Each hearing will involve two sessions, one beginning at 1:00 

p.m. and the second at 7:00 p.m. Those wishing to make oral 

remarks at one of the hearings should contact: 

-MORE-
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Ms. Peggy Farmer 
Public Affairs Office 
SSC Project Off ice 
U. S. Department of Energy 
·1901 N. Hampton Road 
DeSoto, Texas 751215 

Telephone: 214-708-2580 

Exhibit 2, Page 3 of 17 

Written comments on the draft SEIS may also be submitted and 

should be postmarked by October 15, 1990, to ensure consideration 

in the final SEIS. The address for written comments is: 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
Chicago Operations Office - EMO 
U. S. Department of Energy 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

The draft SEIS was prepared under provisions of the National 

Environmental Policy Act of 1969. The Environmental Impact 

Statement (EIS) for siting SSC as published in December 1988, and 

in .January 1989 DOE issued a Record of Decision (ROD) selecting 

the proposed site in Ellis County, Texas. Subsequently, DOE 

proceeded to prepare a supplemental EIS to consider the 

environmental impacts associated with construction and operation 

of SSC at the Texas site. This draft SEIS also considers design 

modifications that have been made to SSC since the site selection 

ROD was published. 

Copies of the draft SEIS are available from the SSC Project 

Office and are available for inspection at the following public 

-MORE-
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libraries near the proposed SSC site: 

Sims Library, 515 West Main Street, Waxahachie, Texas 

Ennis Public Library, 501 West Ennis Avenue, Ennis, Texas 

DOE 

FOR ADDITIONAL INFORMATION CONTACT: 

Jim Abbee, SSC Project Office, 214-708-2580 

Gary Pitchford, DOE Chicago Operations Office 708-972-2013 

• • • 
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Super Collider 

NEWS 
NEWS MEDIA CONTACTS: 
Jeff Sherwood, DOE-Washington 
202/586-5806 
James Abbee, DOE-Texas 
214/708-2580 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
AUGUST 22, 1990 

SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT ON 
SUPER COLLIDER AVAILABLE; PUBLIC COMMENT INVITED 

The Department of Energy (DOE) has released its draft 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) on the 

proposed construction and operation of the Superconducting Super 

Collider in Ellis County# Texas. A 45-day public review period 

of the document will begin on August 31 and end on October 15; 

public comments are invited. 

Public hearings to receive oral comments ori the draft SEIS 

will be held near the SSC site: 

R-90-185 

September 19 

Southwestern Assemblies of God College 
Administration Building 
W.B. Mccafferty Auditorium 
1200 Sycamore Street 
Waxahachie, Texas 

September 20 

Ennis Junior High School 
San Jacinto Auditorium 
501 N. Gaines Street 
Ennis, Texas 

(MORE) 

• \l'i1<h1"L'rnn. lJC :!11_;u:; • 
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Each hearing will involve two sessions, one beginning at 
1:00 p.m. and the second at 7:00 p.m. Those wishing to make oral 
remarks at one of the hearings should contact: 

Mr. James Abbee 
SSC Project Office 
1801 North Hampton Road 
DeSoto, TX 75115 
Telephone: (214) 708-2580 

There will also be limited walk-up registration at the hearings. 
To ensure that as many people as possible have the opportunity to 
present comments, five minutes will be allotted to each speaker. 
Additional written remarks may also be submitted for the hearing 
record. 

Written comments on the draft SEIS may also be submitted and 
should be postmarked by October 15, 1990, to ensure consideration 
in the preparation of the final SEIS. The address for written 
comments is: 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
Chicago Operations Office--EMD 
U.S. Department of Energy 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

The SEIS is being prepared in accordance with the 
requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969. 
An Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for siting the SSC was 
published in December 1988, and in January 1989 DOE issued a 
Record of Decision (ROD) selecting the proposed site in Ellis 
County, Texas. Subsequently, DOE proceeded to prepare a 
supplemental EIS to consider the environmental impacts associated 
with construction and operation of the SSC at the Texas site. 
This draft SEIS also considers design modifications that have 
been made to the SSC since the site selection ROD was published. 

Copies of the draft SEIS are being distributed to Federal, 
State and local agencies and to affected landowners and other 
interested parties that responded to postcards mailed to them 
asking if they wished to receive the document. Copies of the 
document will be available for inspection at DOE reading rooms 
and public libraries: 

(MORE) 
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1. Reading Rooms 

o Freedom of Information Reading Room, Room lE-190, U.S. 
DOE, Forrestal Building, 1000 Independence Avenue, SW, 
Washington, D.C. 

o Public Reading Room, Chicago Operations Office, 9800 
South Cass Avenue, Argonne, IL 

o Public Reading Room, Oak Ridge Operations Office, 
Federal Building, Oak Ridge, TN 

o Public Reading Room, SSC Laboratory, 2550 Beckleymeade 
Ave., Building 4, Dallas, TX 

2. Public Libraries 

o Sims Library, 515 West Main Street, Waxahachie, TX 

o Ennis Public Library, 501 West Ennis Avenue, Ennis TX 

Individual copies of the draft SEIS may be obtained from the 
SSC Project Office in DeSoto, Texas at the above address; 
telephone: (214) 708-2580. 

Following the public comment period, a final SEIS will be 
prepared taking into consideration the comments received on the 
draft document. Based on the final SEIS, a final Record of 
Decision on the proposed construction and operation of SSC is 
expected by the end of January 1991. 

The SSC is a basic research tool to study the fundamental 
nature of matter and energy and will be the world's most powerful 
particle accelerator. The SSC will include a collider ring 
tunnel about 54 miles in circllmference, laboratory facilities 
housed in a campus area and various access and service areas 
located around the collider ring. 

-DOE-

R-90-185 
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Thursday, August 23, 1990 WAXAHACHIE DAILY LIGHT 

New impact statement 
for collider released 
Starr and wire report 

WASHINGTON - The De
partment of Energy said Wednes
day it has released its draft sup
plemental environmental impact 
statement (SEIS) on the proposed 
construction and operation of the 
supen:onducting super collider in 
Ellis County, Texas. 

The deparunent will hold public 
hearings on the draft during the 45-
day public review period beginning 
Aug. 31. 

The hearings to receive oral 
comments will be held n= the 
SSC site on Sept. 19 in 
Waxahachie at the administration 
building of the Southwestern As
semblies of God College and on 
Sept 20 in Ennis at the Ennis Jun
ior High School. 

Each hearing will have two ses
sions - ooe beginning at I p.rn. 
and one at 7 p.rn. 

James Abbee of the SSC project 
office in DeSoto said persons wish
ing to make oral statements at the 
hearings should contact him at the 
project office at 1801 North 
Hampton Road, DeSoto TX 75115. 
The telephone number is (214) 
708-2580. 

I SSC UPDATE 

There will be a limited walk-up 
registtation at the hearings. Those 
addressing the hearing are limited 
to five minutes. 

Written comments should be sent 
to Thomas A Baillieul, Chicago 
Operations Office, U.S. Department 
of Energy. 9800 South Cass Ave .. 
Argorme, Ill. 60439. Written com
ments must be received by OcL 15. 

A review copy of the supplemen
tal environmental impact stalement 
is available at the Sims Library in 
Waxahachie, the Ennis Public Li
brary and the reading room at the 
SSC Laboratory in Dallas. 

The draft was prepared under the 
Nation:;.) Enviromental Poiicy Ac<. 

An environmental impact state
ment for the site of the collider was 
published in December 1988. In 
January of last year y=. the OOE 
issued its decision to select Ellis 
Counry as the site for the project 
which is expected to be completed 
by 1998. 

See COLUDER, Page 12 

Collider 
Continued from Page I 

The latest draft statement relates 
to the construction and operation of 
the collider. 

After the public comment period, 
a final impact swement will be 
prepared and a final record of dcci
s.ion .oo the construction and opera
bon ts expected to be issued by the 
end of January 1991. 

The collider is a basic research 
tool to study the fundementa! na
ture of matter and energy and will 
be the world's most powerful parti
cle acclerata'. 

The project will include a col
lider ring tunnel about 54 miles in 
circumference, laboratory facilities 
housed in a campus area and vari
ous access and SCl'Vicc areas 
l0cated ~d the collider ring. 

The JX?JCCt will utilize super
magnets m the collider ring IO 
smash protons together al near-light 
~ a process through which 
sc1enbsts hope to unlock the secrets 
of the. smallest building blocks of 
the uruverse. 

.The Se.rune has approved $318 
~mllion to cover construction costs 
m fiscal 1991 beginning October. 

A House authorizing bi!L sepa
rate from the 1991 appropriation, 
has j)laced a S5 billion federal 
spending cap over the life of the 
project, which is expected to cost 
~ much as S8 billion by complc
bon. The measure also requiies Iha! 
up to a third of the total cost come 
foreign contributions. 
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WAXAHACHIE DAILY LIGHT Thursday, August 30, 1990 

SSC documents now at library 
By SANDRA MINATRA 
Daily Light Statr 

Copies of the recently released 
draft supplemental environmental 
impact sta1e1nent (SEIS) for the 
Superconducting Super Collider 
(SSC) are now available for public 
inspection and public hearing rla1es 
in Ennis and Waxahachie have 
been announced. 

The inch-thick government swdy 
says, among other things, that the 
SSC will produce slightly more 
hazardous radiation than originally 

SSC UPDATE 

thought, but should pose no danger 
to those who work and live nearby. 

Copies of the abstract and sup
port materials are available for 
reading in the SSC Lab or Texas 
National Research laboratory 
Commission (TNRLC) offices . in 
DeSoto or you may obtain a copy 
of your own by cont.acting Ed En-

SSC 
Coa:inued rrom Page I 
visions are m3de for written com· 
ments to be mailed to Thomas A. 
Baillieul (U.S. DepL of Energy, 
EMD; 9800 S. Cass Ave., Argonne, 
111. 60439), or for oral presentations 
at the public hearings. 

These public hearings will be 
held during the public comment 
period in Ennis and in Waxahachie. 
The hearing for the Waxahachie 
area will be on Wednesday, SepL 
19, from 1-4:30 p.m. and continu
ing again after a break from 1 p.m. 
until comments are concluded. This 
will be held at Southwestern As
semblies of God College in the 
auditorium. 

The Ennis area hearing will be 
on Thursday, SepL 20, in Ennis al · 
San Jacinto Auditorium, 501 N. 
Gaines. 

Anyone from any part of the 
county may appear at either of the 
public hearings, or may choose to 

gebretsen at the SSC Lab 708-
6053. Two copies are available for 
reference use only in the libraries at 
Ennis and Waxahachie. And copies 
are available for inspection at the 
SSC Information Offices in Ennis. 
Waxahachie and Midlothian. 

There is a 45-day period in 
which citizens may make com
ments for inclusion in the final en
vironmental impact statement about 
the draft now being evaluated. Pro-

See SSC, Page 14 

write and mail in comments. 
"It is .important to know that you 

can write letters as well as give oral 
testimony and it will be given equal 
weight for the SEIS input.• said 
Cathy Burns, TNRLC public affairs 
director. . .. 

The public comment period is 
from Aug. 31 through OcL 14. 

All those who testified al pre
vious federal hearings on die SSC 
and all the affected landowners 
should have already received a post 
card a month ago which allowed 
them to return it for a copy fo the 
SElS, she said. 

''There is nothing alarming in 
the study," said Thomas Baillieul, 
of the U.S. Department of Energy, 
an author of the SEIS. "I certainly 
would have no problem with living, 
working or playing directly above 
the supercollider." 

Despite a 10 percent increase 
over an earlier srudy's estimate of 
the maximum radiation exposure, 
the levels woold remain well below 
federal safety standards, Baillieul 
said. The .. incredibly small in
crease" came from upgrading the 
collider's power ID inject proton 
beams in!D its 54-mile-oval tunnel, 
he said. 
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Best Available Copy 
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Hearings set on 
SSC supplement 

A hearing seeking public comment 
on a draft supplemental en
vironmental impact statement for 
the superconducting super collider 
will be held Sept. 2Q in Ennis. 

Sessions are set for 1 p.m. and 7 
p.m. at San Jacinto Auditorium, 501 
N Gaines St. 

Similar hearings will be held at 1 
p.m. and 7 p.m. Wednesday at the 
W.B. McAfferty Auditorium on the 
campus of SouthY.'estern Assemblies 
of God College, 1200 Sycamore St., in 
Waxahachie. 

Joseph Cipriano, Energy Depart
ment project manager for the super 

collider, will serve as presiding of
ficial at the hearings. 

"I am pleased at this opportunity 
to participate in this process with 
members of the public interested in 
this important project," Cipriano 
said. 

The 300 page supplemental report 
was issued Aug. 22 based on the final 
"footprint" or design for the 
54-miles underground particle ac
celerator. 

The ·original study issued in 
December 1988 on the environmen
tal effects of the collider is 8,000 

See HEARINGS page 10 

Hearings-
('onti1nu·d Fro111 Pag.- I 

pages long. 
Noted in the revised study is that 

14 acres of wetland and 7 acres of 
forest will be lost to the project. Por
tions of son1e coliider service 
facilities are \Vithin a 100-year flood 
plain. 

No threatened or endangered 
\Vildlife speicies are jeopardized. 

"Con1n1cnts specifica1ly address
ing environmental issues and alter
nat iv~s discussed in the (supplemen
tal report) \\'ill be of most value to 
DOE and have the greatest potential 
to impact the v.·ay the project is car
ried out," Cipriano said. 

Copies of the supplcn1ental state
ment arc available at the Ennis 
Public Library. 501 W. Ennis 
Avenue. 
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SSC UPDATE 

SSC hearing dates 
set for Sept. 19-20 
By SANDRA MINATRA 
Daily Light Starr 

While copies of the recently 
released draft supplemental en
vironmental impact statement 
(SEIS) for the Superconducting 
Super Collider (SSC) are being 
analyzed, things are gearing up for 
public inspection and public hear
ing dates in Ennis and Waxahachie. 

Two public hearings will be held 
duririg lhe public comment period 
in Ennis and in Waxahachie. 

The hearing for the Waxahachie 
area will be on Wednesday, Sept. 
19, from 1-4:30 p.m. and continu
ing again after a break from 7 p.m. 
until comments are couctuded. This 
will be held at Southwestern As
semblies of God College in the 
auditoriwn. 

The Ennis area hearing will be 
on Thursday, Sept. 20, in Ennis al 
San Jacinto Auditorium, 501 N. 
Gaines. 

Anyone from any part of the 
county may appear at either of the 
public hearings, or may choose to 
write and mail in comments. 

"It is important to know that you 

can write letters as well as give oral 
testimony and it will be given equal 
weight for the SEIS input," said 
Cathy Bums, TNRLC public affairs 
director. 

A new face on the array of Su
percollider team members will 
meet many Waxahachie area 
residents during the Breakfast 
Bash/Chamber Celebrity Salute on 
Friday, Sept 14, at noon at 
Waxahachie Country Club. Joe 
Cipriano. a new coordinator for the 
U.S. Depanment of Energy's role 
in the SSC project, will make a 
brief appearance and remarks Fri
day and will be among many SSC 
officials present during some por
tions of the upcoming hearings. 

The public comment period is 
from Aug. 31 through Oct 14. 

All those who testified at pre
vious federal hearings on the SSC 
and an the "affected landowners 
should have already received a post 
card a month ago which allowed 
them to return it for a copy fo the 
SEIS, she said. 

See SSC, Page 10 

There is a 45-day period in ThC inch-thick government study 
which citizens may make com- says, among other things, that the 
ments for inclusion in the final en- SSC will produce slightly more 
vironmcntal impact statement about hazardous radiation than originally 
the draft now being evaluated. Pro- thought, but should pose no danger 
visions are made for written com- to those who work and live nearby. 
mcnts to be mailed to Thomas A. Copies of the abstract and sup
Baillieul (U.S. Dcpl of Energy, port materials are available for 
EMO; 9800 S. Cass Ave., Argonne, reading in the SSC Lab or Texas 
Ill. 60439), or for oral presentations National Research laboratory 
at the public hearings. Commission (1NRLC) offices in 

"There is nothing alanning in DeSoto or you may obtain a copy 
the study," said Thomas Baillieul, of your ov.·n by contacting Ed En~ 
of the U.S. Depanment of Energy, gebrctsen at the SSC Lab 708-
an author of the SEIS. "I certainly 6053. Two copies are available for 
would have no problem with living, reference use only in the libraries at 
working or playing directly above Ennis ~d Waxah~chie. ~d copies 
the supcrcollider." are available ~or 1nspecu~n at ~e 

Despite a IO percent increase SSC Info~auon ~ffices. 1n Ennis, 
over an earlier study's estimate of Waxahachie and ~11dloth1an. 
the maximum radiation exposure, 
the levels would remain we1l below 
federal safety standards, Baillicul 
said. 

Exhibit 2, Page 12 of 17 
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Answerwise 
What happens to the written and spoken comments that are el· 

ther made at the SSC hearings "eit week or malted in to the 
DOE?. 

A spokesperron for tlw; U.S. Deparµnent of Energy (DOE) said the 
data from the bearings and from maileil-in-CQiniilents will be Jeviewed 
and addressed b the OOE.offiCiali'A'1F 'CS\ions·~_wi ..,._iid
dresSed in the~ publisJied.suw1e.f~Elivuoriin'enfal·~~ 
Statement (EIS) documeiit. . . 

WAXAHAClflE DAILY .LIGHT Sunday, S,eptember 16, 1990 

Exhibit 2, Page 13 of 17 
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Public Hearings 
DOE SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

SUPERCONDUCTING SUPER COLLIDER 
Public Hearings to Receive Oral Comments on the Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Statement will be held as follows: 

September 19 
Southwestern Assemblies of God College 
Administration Building 
W.B. McAfferty Auditorium 
1 200 Sycamore 
Waxahachie, Tx. 

September 20 
Ennis Junior High School 
San Jacinto Auditorium 
501 N. Gaines 
Ennis, Tx. 

Each hearing will involve two sessions, one beginning at 1 :00 p.m. and the 
second at 7 p.m. Those desiring to make oral remarks at one of the hear
ings should contact Ms. Peggy Farmer, DOE, (214) 708-2521. 

Written comments on the Draft SEIS may also be submitted and should be 
postmarked by October 15, 1990 to ensure consideration in the final SEIS. 
The address for written comments: 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
Chicago Operations 
U.S. Department of Energy 
9800 South Cass Street 
Argonne, Ill. 60439 
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Public Hearings 
DOE SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

SUPERCONDUCTING SUPER COLLIDER 
Public Hearings to Receive Oral Comments on the Draft 

Supplemental Environmental Statement will be held as follows: 

September 19 
Southwestern Assemblies of God College 
Administration Building 
W.B. McAfferty Auditorium 
1200 Sycamore 
Waxahachie, Tx. 

September 20 
Ennis Junior High School 
San Jacinto Auditorium 
501 N. Gaines 
Ennis, Tx. 

Each hearing will involve two sessions, one beginning at 1 :00 p.m. and the 
second at 7 p.m. Those desiring to make oral remarks at one of the hear· 
ings should contact Ms. Peggy Farmer, DOE, (214) 708-2521. 

Written comments on the Draft SEIS may also be submitted and should be 
postmarked by October 1 5, 1990 to ensure consideration in the final SEIS. 
The address for written comments: 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
Chicago Operations 
U.S. Department of Energy 
9800 South Cass Street 
Argonne, Ill. 60439 
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Best Available Copy 

·-~,.,~lie --Hea~ings 
.' ' .... ,. .- ·:~- ;c- -- • ' '.{ 
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Public Hearin.gs 
DOE Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 

Superconducting· Super Collider-
. ~ -~ - ".: .. •·. 

Public hearings to receive oral comments···." _-. 
on the draft SEIS will be held as follow~:'.:_= -

Best Available Copy 

.. l,;.. .. "..i :.:.:•. ·~·.· - . 

Septeft!ber 20 
-· .•. Ennis Junior High School 

.. Son Jacinto Auditorium · 
.. "" '::- So I N. GOines sti-eet . 
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EXJi1s1r , 

STATEMENT 

GOVERNOR WILLIAM P. CLEMENTS, JR. 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 

SUPERCONDUCTING SUPER COLLIDER 
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Wednesday, September 19, 1990 
Waxahachie 

.d 

I would like to thank the U.S. Department of Energy for 

holding a hearing on the Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement near the site for the Superconducting Super Collider in 

Ellis County, Texas. I expect you will be hearing from a good 

many of our local citizens as you conduct your hearings over the 

next two days and I appreciate your willingness to air their 

thoughts and concerns. 

Completion of the Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement is an important step in the progression of the SSC. I 

would emphasize to the Department of Energy that our State 

resources are at your disposal as you complete the impact 

statement. 

As the Department is well aware, the State of Texas is 

firmly committed to seeing the SSC completed on time and within 

budget. Completing the impact statement without delay is a 

crucial step in the process. 

Under the guidance of Morton H. Meyerson, Chairman of the 

Texas National Research Laboratory Commission, a total of nine 

state agencies have reviewed the draft impact statement and the 
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assessment of potential impacts of the SSC on the citizens and 

environment of Ellis County. We will work with all interested 

federal agen.::iea t.~ ad.dress t-.heir concerns while ensuring the 

project's timely completion. I am confident that the Department 

of Energy will do the same. 

The State of Texas has been deeply committed to the SSC 

since we began developing our site proposals in 1987. The voters 

of Texas overwhelmingly agreed to spend $1 billion of their own 

money on a project that would greatly enhance t~e nation's 

research capability. since former DOE Secretary John Herrington 

announced the Dallas - Fort Worth area as the preferred site for 

the SSC in November 1988, Texas has been prepared to be the 

federal government's partner. Today we are acquiring the 

approximately 16,500 acres necessary to construct the project and 

we have recently been asked by the DOE to fund a magnet 

development facility to be built on the project's campus. 

Texas welcomes the chance to host the nation's preeminent 

scientific facility, the SSC. The time is now to begin building 

this SYJllbol of American determination to maintain scientific 

leadership in the world and to remain competitive in an 

increasingly challenging global economy. 

On behalf of the State of Texas, T welcome you to Ellis 

County, Texas, and I wish you our best as you proceed with your 

hearings. 
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SARDIS-LONE ELM WATER SUPPLY CORPORATION 
Route 3 I 500 Highland Road 

Telephone 21-i/775-8566 

MIDLOTHIAN, TEXAS 76065 

September 19, 1990 

DRAFT SUPPLEMENT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATE:-!EXT 

Description and Location of Facilities 

Water - 2.23 page 2.35 

The proposed site for drilling a well according to your Environmental 
Impact Statement would be in either the Twin Mountains Aquifer or in 
the Woodbine Aquifer using a maximum of 300 gallons per minute or an 
average of 70 gallons per minute per 24 hour period at the site E2. 

Page 3.50 in your information is .38 million gallons per day for Sardis
Lone Elm Water Supply Corporation. Sardis-Lone Elm Water Supply is using 
over .75 million gallons per day and peaks out at over 1 ~illion gallons 
per day. 

Whereas, if in the future Sardis-Lone Elm Water Supply is required to 
drill another well to accomodate its customers it would be within one 
or two miles of this site. We request that your proposed £2 well be 
drilled in the Woodbine Aquifer as we are using the Twin Mountains 
Aquifer. Wells should not be drilled within a 2 mile radius of another 
well in that aquifer. 

Sincerely, 

tJ-ad- ~~~ 
Jack Mayes 
President - Board of Directors 
Sardis-Lone Elm Water Supply Corporation 
396 Stout Road 
Midlothian, Tx 76065 

Hugh Inman 
General Manager 
Sardis-Lone Elm Water Supply Corporation 

JM/jb 
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Supplemental Environmental Impact Hearings 

Waxahachie, Texas September 19, 1990 

I won't attempt to advise you on physics, since I took the 
first atomic physics course ever offered at Texas Tech University 
in 1946, and my physics might be a bit out of date. We only knew 
of 92 elements then. 

I realize you are at a disadvantage, because of the past 
history of DOE. When a salesman comes down from Dallas, and 
misrepresents a product, and we buy it, the next salesman who comes 
down from that same company is immediately susspect. M y 
particular interest is in the quality of life that we have here and 
the unassessable damage you can bring on that way of life, should 
things continue as they are progressing now. 

You sold us SSC-No1 and now you're going to give us SSC-No2. 
I want to compare the two - SSC-No 1 and SSC-No 2 - in your own 
words. They both are called Super Colliders, and both have the 
same goal, but the Impact on the Environment is quite different. 

HARMFUL RADIATION 

SSC-1 - Brochure published by Universities Research Assoc., 
1987, "The SSC Will Not Release Harmful Radiation." 

EIS Vol II, p. 47, "The estimated risks of radiation exposure 
were shown to be negligible, •.• " 

Even in regard to the workers in DEIS, Vol I, 5.1.6-1, "The 
normally achieved goal at Fermilab and SLAG is to keep individual 
occupational exposures below 1 rem/yr." 

SSC-2 - Site-Specific Conceptual Design (SSCL-SR-1056), July, 
1990, p. 4-101, "In addition to meeting the current regulation of 
5 rem/yr for occupational exposure and 0.1 rem/yr for exposure to 
general public. DOE also strongly advocates.the ALARA (As Low As 
Reasonably Achievable) practice, which is clearly specified in the 
DOE orders." In other words, DOE is accountable to DOE and no one 
else. 

A'IR QUALITY 

SSC-1 - SSC-SR1027, November 1987, p. 23, "Protecting the air 
At such locations, exhaust air is filtered, and ventilation rates 
are controlled to allow radioactivity to decay away before the air 
is released." 

SSC-2 - DEIS, 1990, p. 5-5, Besides the negligible amount of 
radioactivity that will be released into the air, you will also 
release 250 ton/yr ~f particulate matter and/or NOX (Nitres 
Oxides). - Section 5.5.2 
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QUALITY OF WATER 

SSC-1 - FEIS, Vol. II, Letter 5,000, from Mr. Bingler, "The 
quality of the water supply will not be affected, and the impact 
on aquifer utilization will be minimal and temporary." 

SSC-SR1027, 1987, p. 21, "Nevertheless in designing the SSC, 
care was taken to prevent the possibility of radioactive substances 
produced in the earth shield leaching into groundwater and passing 
into an aquifer.• 

SSC-2 SSCL-SR-1056, 1990, p. 273, "In the spirit of 
maintaining radiation exposures as low as reasonably achievable 
{ALARA), and in order to remain consistent with other large DOE 
Accelerators, the SSC director has chosen to set a design goal of 
less than 10 mrem/yr exposure at the boundary of areas controlled 
by the SSC Laboratory. Of this, no more than 4 mrem/yr will result 
from SSC impact on community drinking water." (4 mrem/yr is EPA 
limit). Mr. Bingler, does this not affect the quality of the 
water? 

SSC-1 - DEIS, August 1988, Vol I, 5.1.2-29, "At the Texas 
site, water level/overdraft impacts from direct and indirect 
operations water withdrawals would be measurable ..... water 
requirements would increase the apparent level of overdraft only 
Slightly II p. 5. 1 . 2-27, "Therefore, impacts to current water use would 
be negligible." 

SSC-2 - DSEIS, 1990, p. 4-19, - Water Levels and Overdraft 
Impact "The operational water needs of the project to be supplied 
from groundwater represent about 14j of 1986 groundwater use in 
Ellis County, but less than 3j of total groundwater use of 
approximately 39,300 acre-ft in Dallas, Ellis and Tarrant 
Counties." Now I see why they said on page twenty-one of the 
August, 1988 DEIS, "A future decrease in groundwater use, .•..• is 
projected for the Illinois and Texas sites." Just six or seven 
negligibles, and we're completely out of groundwater. 

SSC-1 - DEIS, Vol. II, Bingler Letter 5000, 11 ••• and the impact 
on aquifer utilization will be minimal and temporary." 

SSC-2 - DSEIS, 1990, p. 4-21, "The projected 30-year declines 
are seen to range from approximately 100 ft at the pumping wells 
in the Woodbine aquifer to about 65 ft at a distance of 1 mi." 
Neighbors, without a doubt, will have the extra expense of 
constantly lowering their wells, and some of you may get to abandon 
them after a while. 

GROUNDWATER USE 

SSC-1 - DEIS, 1988, Vol. I, 4-21, "The number of water wells 
within the 1,000-ft zone of the proposed collider ring varies from 
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state to state... Texas - 2. These numbers are approximate." 
Whoever did this estimate must also do the cost estimates. 

SSC-2 - DSEIS, 1990, p. 4-24, "Closure of Existing Wells . 
. • • . 155 wells .••• For those wells affected, the impact to water 
users could be partially mitigated if replacement wells or hookups 
to alternative water supply sources of equal or better quality are 
provided. The state of Texas has indicated that it will provide 
this mitigation." YOU'D BETTER GET IT IN WRITING! 

SCHOOLS 

SSC-1 - FEIS, 1988, IIA 3-54, "Public school officials in 
Ellis County have expressed concern over potential net negative 
fiscal impacts on their school districts. The Commission has 
agreed to develop financial mitigation strategies to ensure that 
net negative fiscal impacts do not occur for these school 
districts." 

SSC-2 - Have the schools heard one word from the Commission 
about this mitigation? I find no references to this in the DSEIS, 
1990. 

FIXED TARGET 

SSC-1 - DEIS, Vol I, 5.1 .6-2, "Fifty percent or more of this 
(radiation) is directly due to the fixed-target program .... the SSC 
would not have an equivalent fixed-target program.'' 

SSC-2 -DSEIS, 1990, p. 1-16, Expansion"· •. potential areas for 
future expansion -- ( 1) three 2-TeV test beam target halls; (2) 
four experimental halls; and (3) a high-energy, fixed-target 
physics program." 

SAFETY 

SSC-1 - SSC-SR-1027, p. 17, "Particle physicists have always 
taken care to protect the public, as well as the staff, equipment, 
and environment of their laboratories, from radiation's harmful 
effects." 

SSC-2 CL-SR-1056, 1990, p. 272, "The primary safety 
features •••• are personnel safety interlocks, radiation shielding, 
and tunnel safety. Radioactivation of air and surface water and 
the production of noxious gases will be addressed for the sake of 
completeness but are not significant in the design or operation of 
the facility." 
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MONITORING 

SSC-1 SSC-SR-1027, 1987, p. 25, "The environmental 
monitoring program will include routine analysis of surface and 
sub-surface samples of water and samples of air and soil. Monitors 
will be placed around laboratory boundaries as well as off the 
site. Any wells permitted near the tunnel will be monitored. All 
results will be reported in public documents, as Department of 
Energy requires." 

SSC-2 - SSCL-SR-1056, 1990, p. 276, "The SSC Laboratory will 
follow well-established procedures to monitor compliance with all 
applicable environmental standards set by the DOE. The 
thoroughness and sensitivity of these procedures are well 
documented in the annual site environmental reports submitted to 
the DOE by each of the presently operating accelerator facilities." 
On the subject of monitoring, the statements finally agree. 

At this time, I request that the U.S. DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
ENVIRONMENTAL SURVEY PRELIMINARY REPORT FERMI NATIONAL ACCELERATOR 
LABORATORY, OCTOBER, 1988, (DOE/EH/OEV-16-P) and SITE ENVIRONMENTAL 
REPORT FOR CALENDAR YEAR 1988, (FERMILAB 89/63 1104.100 UC-41) be 
made a part of public record of this hearing. 

In five minutes, I can only point to a few things found there. 
All of the following statements are directly from this report. 

p. ES-1 - "With the aid of computers and advanced electronics, 
Fermilab has been able to duplicate conditions one ten-billionth 
of one trillionth of a second after the universe was born." 

p. ES-2 - "Summary of Findings 

Groundwater -
Three areas on site have received hazardous substances and may 

be potential sources of soil and/or groundwater contamination. The 
full nature and extent of contamination are not know. 

Soil Radioactivation -
Soil radioactivation has occurred and continues to occur in 

selected areas as a result of fixed-target experiments. The nature 
and extent of the accelerator-produced r.adionuclide contamination 
and mi gr at ion below the underdrain systems have not been fully 
characterized. 

Monitoring -
p. 3-27 - Inadequacies in the present groundwater monitoring 

system may result in lack of early detection of potential 
groundwater contamination." 

In regard to monit.oring at Fermilab, "The system uses aluminum 
and copper tags placed at selected locations in the enclosures .••. 
The tag system has not been used since 1982, in the Experimental 
Areas, .... 11 
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" •• 25 soil borings and pipes placed in the structure during 
construction.... The borings were cased and loaded with sample 
containers filled with soil, and a tag was emplaced ••.. monitoring 
of the soil by this method has not been used since 1982.n 

p. 3-27 - Thirteen have not been destroyed, four "are still 
in use and are monitored at least annually. Results of tritium 
analyses from water samples collected from a borehole inside the 
bathtub beneath the new neutrino-area target hall revealed 
concentrations as high as 29 pCi/ml (20 pCi/ml is the drinking 
water standard). The other three holes have shown values for 
tritium of up to 2,200 pCi/ml and 171 pCi/ml .•• The high levels 
were the result of recirculating cooling-water spills.n 

p. 3-32 - " ..• subsurface soils below the underdrains is not 
fully characterized or monitored. Lack of monitoring in the 
subsurface precludes early detection of contaminant 
migration. Na-22 and tritium." 

"The accuracy and reliability of soil-monitoring data .••• may 
be suspect because of deficiencies in the soil-sampling 
procedures." 

p. 3-88 - "The wells currently used to monitor the Silurian 
dolomite are cased through this zone and thus are not capable of 
monitoring it. 11 

p. 3-89 - Tests show "Sumps •..• from this area (Neutrino Area 
Primary Target) contain concentrations of tritium as high as 600 -

60 pCi/ml, but are typically less than 300 pCi/ml." ( 15 to 30 
times drinking water standards) 

One solution could be to establish a similar situation as has 
been implemented at the Hanford Reservation in the State of 
Washington (Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order), 
whereby DOE establishes a fund for the employment of an independent 
team of environmental and scientific personnel, who would be 
selected by the citizens of Ellis County, with the approval of DOE, 
and who would be responsible to the citizens as well as DOE. 

E. George Caddel 
P.O. Box 654 - Rt. 5, Box 171B 
Waxahachie, TX 75165 
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U.S. Department of Energy 
Washington, DC 

Environment, Safety and Health 
Office of Environmental Audit 

Environmental Survey 
Preliminary Report 

Exhibit 6, Page 1 of 3 

OOE/En/OEV-1&-P 

Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory 
Batavia, Illinois 

October 1988 
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C Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory 
P.O. Box 500, Batavia, Illinois 60510 

Exhibit 6, Page 2 of 3 

Fermilab 89/63 
1104.100 

UC-41 

Site Environmental Report 

Operated by Univl:rsities Research Association, Inc. 
Under Contract wilh the United Stales Department of Energy, 
Chicago Operations Orfice, Batavia Area Office 

For Calendar Year 1988 

May 1, 1989 

SamuP.I I. Baker 



Co)lection Number of 
Point Samples 

APO 2 

G4 4 

G5 4 

GB 2 

NI (G9 in Fig. 6} 6 

MF4 2 

MF5 6 

NM! 2 

N2 5 

NWB 2 

PW8 2 

PW9 2 

Table 2 

Tritium Detec::ted in On-Site Wnter Snm lea 
Tritium Concentration C ,µCi ml)* 

C Max C Min 
C Max l~rror C Min Rrror C Mf'nn 

-5 !.9x!O 1.5x!O -6 9.0x!0-6 2.0x!0-6 l.4x!0-5 

7.Bx!0-5 l.lx!0-5 -6 4.0x!O-S <3.0x!O --
1.3x!0-5 2.0x!0-6 <3.0x!0-6 -- 5.7x!0-6 

-6 l.2x!0-6 <3.0x!0-6 4.0x!0-6 4.9x!O --
1.lxl0-4 -5 1.6x!O 5.5x!0-5 8.0x!0-6 8.6x!O-S 

l.lxl0-5 l.9x!0-6 <3.0x!0-6 -- 6.9x!0-6 

7.4x!0-5 l.lx!0-5 2.6x!0-5 4.0x!0-6 6.0x!0-5 

-6 8.9x!O l.7x!0-6 4.2x!0-6 l.2x!0-6 6.6x!0-6 

-4 2.Jx!O 3.lx!O -5 -5 4.5x!O 6.7x!O -6 l.3x!0-4 

3.6xl0-6 -6 <3.0x!0-6 3.3x!0-6 1.0x!O --
-6 -6 -6 -6 

9.9x!O 1.8xl0 <3.0x!O -- 6.4xl0 

4.5x10-6 l.2x!0-6 4.4x!0-6 1.lx!O-G 4.4xl0-G 

Percentage of 
Stnnclanl 

0.69 

2.0 

.29 

.20 

4.3 

.35 

3.0 

.33 

6.4 

.17 

.32 

.22 

* C Max is the highest concentration detected in any sample from that location and C Min is the lowest. C Mean is the 
average for all samples from one location. 
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Exhibit 7 appears as Submission 220 in Part 2 of Volume 2. 
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PUBLIC COMMENTARY 
Claire A. Pierce 

Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) 

September 19, 1990 • Waxahachie, Texas 

I have many times asked myself if it was worthwhile to come here tonight and address 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) problems. My husband and I have 
learned from prior Superconducting Super Collider (SSC) hearings that our comments are 
not taken seriously by the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) or 
the Department of Energy (DOE). 

I finally came because I hope it is still important that there is a public audience and record 
of comments. In March of 1988, I submitted 4 pounds of literature documenting the 
destructive nature of Ellis County fire ants. I sent my package to the Department of 
Energy via certified mail within the required time frame for environmental hearing 
comments. I doubt you could have missed this package as it was covered by a large picture 
of the Solenopsis invicta, the red imported fire ant. Also, I received a signed return receipt 
from you, the DOE. 

I waited several months for a response and then was rudely shocked when you specifically 
excluded a discussion of insects from the first draft environmental impact statement in 
August 1988. However, I did my homework unlike the TNRLC and the Department of 
Energy people responsible for site selection. Also I had the good fortune to have the 
confidence of conviction that comes from my degree in the biological sciences and my many 
years of associated biological research. Thus, I persisted in addressing the fire ant issue. I 
resubmitted fire ant letters and information to the Department of Energy several times 
over a year period. 

Finally in later 1988, I mailed fire ant information to officials associated with the opposition 
SSC sites. Shortly afterwards in the December 1989 Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS), the Department of Energy begrudgingly admitted to the public that the fire ants 
were a significant concern and they would study them further. First, I doubt the fire ants 
would have become an issue without the oversight of the opposition. And second, I have 
come to learn that if the Department of Energy doesn't have a good answer they put an 
issue "under study" to delay and diminish a problem. Now in this 1990 SEIS it appears 
that you have done additional study on the fire ants and have tried to mitigate them like 
you mitigate everything else in justification of the Texas site selection. I found it 
interestin!( when the Dallas Times Herald reported August 23, 1990 that the SSC will be 
using steel-coated wire (stainless steel?) and hermetically sealed power boxes and 
insecticides to try to prevent fire ant damage. 
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I don't consider this much of a victory because the SSC is still proposed for construction on 
this ill-suited site. And moreover in all your bureaucratic and political wheeling and 
dealing, you still don't get it. You are missing the obvious warning signs. I would guess 
this is due to the DO E's lack of personal experience with fire ants and that your Texas fire 
ant consultants are not independent in their viewpoint. The SEIS states that you plan to 
pile up tunnel spoils in two to eight foot high lovely landscaped berms close to picturesque 
cooling ponds. You will thus be providing the perfect environmental breeding grounds for 
fire ants, loose soil and plenty of water. I believe, you will be creating the tallest, biggest 
and greatest fire ant nests in all of Texas. 

I would appreciate myself and the public learning what all these site specific adaptations 
for the fire ants are going to cost us? I personally think you don't have a clue or wouldn't 
admit it if you did. 

Finally, I conclude that what we have heard about your deplorable safety and 
environmental track record in other Department of Energy locations is now just as true in 
Ellis County, Texas. It is irresponsible that you didn't first identify the obvious fire ant 
problem. It was then negligent that my fire ant information was excluded from the Draft 
EIS and then more irresponsible that it took you this long (almost 3 years) to come up with 
some answers to the fire ant problem. Even yet, this SEIS doesn't answer my old question 
as to extent of pollution from your unspecific amount-of-use of toxic fire ant chemicals on 
adjacent crop and pasture lands. I would still like a specific and quantitative response. 
Will you be able to meet federal regulations pertaining to chemical cropland contamination? 
Or do we just have to let you decide how much toxic fire ant chemical to deposit in Ellis 
County without any oversight? 

Based on this poor environmental response record, how can we trust you to handle other 
sensitive problems? I wonder how many other issues you excluded from the SEIS because 
they were never made public. It appears to me that we can't trust the TNRLC or the DOE 
and that neither should be allowed to manage or exert any type of irifluence over the Super 
Collider. In the future like the past it is not acceptable for local officials like the TNRLC or 
the DOE to minimize and dismiss environmental issues. Nor can we afford to wait for the 
results of typical and questionable DOE environmental studies while the operation of the 
Super Collider proceeds to damage Ellis County. 

I thus strongly urge the "no action alternative". In other words, the Super Collider can not 
safely be placed in Ellis County, Texas and it should not be built. If the SSC is allowed to 
proceed, the DOE, TNRLC and affiliates should not be allowed to operate without 
independent general and scientific oversight. This county doesn't have the technical 
expertise to adequately oversee environmental and safety issues. There should at least be a 
competent independent general and scientific review board to handle SSC oversight and the 
public's problems with the SSC. 

The "no action alternative" remains the safest environmental option and again I urge that 
the SSC program be discontinued in Ellis County. 

Sincerely, 

Claire A. Pierce 
Route 1, Box 58M 
Palmer, Texas 75152 
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GEOLOGIC COMMENT 
STEPHEN E. PIERCE 

SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (SEIS) 

WAXAHACHIE, TEXAS· SEPTEMBER 19, 1990 

Exhibit 9, Page 1 of 4 
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DEPAR1MENT OF ENERGY (DOE) SUPERCONDUCTJNG SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) BOON TO 
MANKIND OR THE QUIET DECEIT OF THE GRIM REAPER? I CANNOT CLAIM ORIGINAL 
AUTHORSHIP FOR THIS TITLE. I BORROWED IT FROM A DISTURBING BOOK ON THE 
DANGERS FROM LOW LEVEL IONIZING RADIATION (DEADLY DECEIT. LOW LEVEL 
RADIATION. HIGH LEVEL COVER-UP. J. GOULD AND B. GOLDMAN, FOUR WALLS EIGHT 
WINDOWS, N.Y., 1990). 

AS A RESIDENT AND PROFESSIONAL GEOLOGIST LNING IN ELLIS COUNTY, I WISH TO 
EXPRESS MY GRAVE CONCERN ABOUT THE WISDOM OF THE DOE PUTTING THE WORLD'S 
LARGEST NUCLEAR EXPERIMENT IN AN AREA WHERE THE FARMING COMMUNITY 
DEPENDS UPON SAFE AND DEPENDABLE WATER RESOURCES. 

I HA VE TWO MAJOR CONCERNS. 

FIRST, THE SSC WAS ORIGINALLY BROUGHT TO ELLIS COUNTY BY THE TEXAS NATIONAL 
RESEARCH LABORATORY COMMISSION (fNRLC) BECAUSE THEY PURPORTED. "IT WAS 
THE BEST SITE GEOLOGICALL y•. THEY FURTHER STATED THAT THIS AREA WAS 
EXCELLENT DUE TO THE "IMPERMEABLE" NATURE OF THE AUSTIN CHALK WHERE MOST 
OF THE TUNNEL WOULD RESIDE AND THAT THERE WAS A LACK OF GROUNDWATER THAT 
COULD BE CONTAMINATED BY RADIOACTJVITY. THEY COMPLETELY IGNORED THE 
QUATERNARY TERRACE AQUJFERS AND THE AUSTIN CHALK ITSELF AS A RESERVOIR. 

THIS FAVORABLE PROGNOSIS WAS CLEARLY POLITICAL AND NOT GEOLOGICAL. THE 
SIMPLE FACTS ARE WHERE THE AUSTIN CHALK IS FRACTURED SOME OF THE FRACTURES 
ARE CEMENTED AND IMPERMEABLE WHILE MANY OTHERS ARE PERMEABLE AND 
PERMIT THE CIRCULATION AND MIGRATION OF GROUNDWATER. 

OBSERVATION OF THE GREEN COUNTRYSIDE CONFIRMS THE ABUNDANCE OF WATER. 
NEAR GREAT HOUSE CREEK AND BOZ, FARMERS SUCH AS ROGER WILLIAMS AND HIS 

·EXHIBIT 
··9.··. 
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NEIGHBORS DEPEND UPON THE SHALLOW FRACTURED AUSTIN CHALK TO WATER THEIR 

LIVESTOCK. 

THE DISTINCT PROBABILITY EXISTS THAT RADIATION PRODUCED BY THE SSC WILL 
ENTER THE ENVIRONMENT THROUGH THESE FRACTURES. I FIND THIS ESPECIALLY 
ALARMING IN LIGHT 01' INl'ORMATION I HAVE RECENTLY RECEIVED CONCERNING 
RADIOACTIVE CONTAMINATION AT FERMI LAB, AN ACCELERATOR SIMILAR TO THE SSC. 
I QUOTE FROM DOE'S DOCUMENT PRELIMINARY ENVIRONMENT. SAFETY AND HEAL TH 
REPORT ON THE FERMI ACCELERATOR 01' OCTOBER 1988: 

"SUMMARY OF FINDINGS 

I. THREE AREAS ON-SITE JIA VE RECEIVED HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES AND MAY BE 
POTENTIAL SOURCES OF SOIL AND GROUNDWATER/ CONTAMINATION. THE FUU 
NATURE AND EXTENT OF THE CONTAMINATION ARE NOT KSOWN. 

2. SOIL RADIOACTIVATION l/AS OCCURRED AND CONTINUES TO OCCUR IN 
SELECTED AREAS AS A RESULT OF FIXED TARGET EXPERIMENTS ... " (NOTE: 
ACCORDING TO Tl/E SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, AUG. 
1990 Tl/E DOE PROPOSES TO l/A VE A FIXED TARGET PROGRAM AT Tl/E SSC.) 

"3. INADEQUACIES IN Tl/E PRESENT GROUNDWATER MONITORING SYSTEM MAY 
RESULT IN LACK OF EARLY DETECTION OF POTENTIAL GROUNDWATER 
CONTAMINATION." 

THIS SUMMARY OF FINDINGS IS IN DIRECT CONTRAST WITH THE PERFECT 
ENVIRONMENTAL RECORD THE DOE AND THE TNRLC HAS PUBLICLY TOLD US EXISTS AT 
FERMI LAB. 

WE HA VE ALL BEEN ASSURED BY THE DOE AND THE TNRLC THAT THERE IS NO DANGER 
FROM THE SMALL AMOUNTS OF RADIATION THAT WILL BE PRODUCED BY THE SSC. 

HOWEVER. OVER THE PAST TWO DECADES SCIENTll'IC INQUIRIES INTO THE 13101.0GICAI. 
EM'ECrs OF I.OW LEVEL IONIZING HADIATION HAVE CLEAHLY SHOWN THAT THE DOE 
AND TNRLC ARE WRONG. RADIATION PHYSICIST E. STERNGLASS, DOCTORS GOULD, 
MULLER, STEWART, JOHNSON, GOFMAN, TAMPLIN, MANCUSO, MORGAN, DESSANTE, 
SHEER, AND PREDICTIONS FROM NOBEL LAUREATES, LINUS PAULING AND ANDREI 
SAKHAROV, PROVIDE A TRULY FRIGHTENING SCENARIO. THESE EMINENT SCIENTISTS 
HA VE COME TO REALIZE THAT LOW LEVEL IONIZING RADIATION (LIKE THAT WHICH 

WILL BE PRODUCED FHOM THE SSC) CAN BE VERY DEADLY INDEED. 
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PARTICULARLY DISTURBING IS THE WORK BY DR ... BRAM PETKAU, A PHYSICIAN AND 
BIOPHYSICIST, WHO WROTE WITH OTHERS IN THE i_QURNAL HEA_l,.Tl:!J'HYSICS, 
YOL.22, 1972 ENTITLED "EFFECT OF NA-22 (SODIUM-22) ON A PHOSPHOLIPID MEMf!RANE" 
AND LATER IN ACTA PHYSl_OLOGICA SCANDINAVIA. WHILE CONDUCTING A NEW 
EXPERIMENT USING VERY LOW AMOUNTS OF RADIOACTIVE SODIUM-22 (NOTE: SODIUM-
22 ALONG WITH H3 (TRITIUM) WILL BE THE MOST PROLIFIC RADIOACTIVE SPECIES 
CREATED BY THE SSC). THEY CONCLUDED THAT LONG EXPOSURE TO SMALL AMOUNTS 
OF RADIATION DESTROYED CEL,LS. THEY FOUND THAT LOW LEVEL RADIATION 
PRODUCED TOXIC FREE RADICALS (02-l)WHICH DESTROYED CELLS AND ARE 
PARTICULARLY DEADLY. IF THESE FREE-RADICALS ARE FORMED NEAR THE GENETIC 
MATERIAL OF THE CELL NUCLEUS, THEY MAY PRODUCE A MUTA TED FORM. 

SUBSEQUENT RESEARCH BY PETKAU AND OTHERS DEMONSTRATED THAT THIS OCCURS 
EVEN AT BACKGROUND LEVELS. FREE-RADICALS ARE DANGEROUS TO LIVING SYSTEMS 
BECAUSE THEY fORM IN WATER, AND WATER COMPRISES EIGHTY PERCENT OF A CELI .. 
THEY HA YE ALSO BEEN FOUND TO ACCELERATE THE AGING PROCESS. 

IT IS THESE LOW DOSES JUST ABOVE THE NATURAL BACKGROUND RADIATION THAT ARE 
PARTICULARLY DEADLY. FURTHER, WORK DONE BY DR. CHARLES WALDREN AND 
OTHERS PUBLISHED IN THE PROCEEDINGS OF THE NA TI ON AL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES 
VOL. 83, 1986 CALLED "MEASUREMENT OF LOW LEVELS OF X-RAY MUTAGENESIS IN 
RELATION TO HUMAN DISEASE". THEY FOUND THAT VERY LOW LEVELS OF IONIZING 
RADIATION PRODUCE MUTATIONS TWO HUNDRED TIMES MORE EFFICIENTLY THAN THE 
CONVENTIONAL METHOD OF USING HIGH DOSES. THE NATIONAL ACADEMY OF 
SCIENCES COMl'>llTTEE ON THE BIOLOGICAL EFFECTS OF IONIZING RADIATION HAS JUST 
RELEASED A PUBLICATION CALLED THE BEIR V. REPORT. THIS REPORT CHILLINGLY 
CONflRMS THE UNDERESTIMATION OF LOW LEVEL RADIATION HAZARDS f!Y 
EXTRAPOLATIONS FROM HIGH LEVELS. 

THE MESSAGE IS LOUD AND CLEAR "THERE JS NO LEVEL OF IONIZING RADIATION 
THAT IS ACCEPTABLE.'' 

DOE'S OWN RADIATION SAFETY DOCUMENTS STATE THAT THE SSC WILL ACTIVATE THE 
SOIL AROUND THE TUNNEL AND WELLS WITHIN 150' OF THE TUNNEL WILL BE 
RESTRICTED. DOE LJTERA TURE ALSO STA TES THE NECESSITY TO CONTINUALLY 
MONITOR THE ENVIRONMENT FOR RADIOACTIVE MIGRATION. (AN INTRODUCTION TO 
R"'Dl6TIQNPR()TEC:TIPN EQR THE SSC, TASK FORCE REPORT SSC-SR-1027, NOV. 1987). 

IT IS VERY DISTURBING THAT YOUR RECENT SSC PUBLJC COMMENTS (INCLUDING THE 
SEIS) STATE THAT YOU WILL BE PRIMARILY CLOSING WELLS DUE TO THE INTEGRITY OF 
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THE TUNNEL. YOUR PUBLIC COMMENT RECORD "DECEPTIVELY OMITS" THAT 
CLOSING THE WELLS IS ALSO BEING DONE FOR RADIATION SAFETY. JN !'ACT ONli 01' 
YOUR OWN GEOHYDROLOGJSTS RECENTLY TOLD US THAT SHE WOULD BE COMING TO 
OUR WELL OVER THE SSC TUNNEL SITE TO ROUTJNEL Y TEST FOR JRJJJUM AMONG 
OTHER THINGS. 

MY SECOND CONCERN: AS DESCRIBED ABOVE THE AUSTIN CHALK IS A LOCAL BUT 
ABUNDANT AQUIFER. THE CONSTRUCTION OF THE TUNNEL AND EXCAVATIONS 
NECESSARY FOR THE SUPPORT AND ACCESS FACILITJES COULD ALTER THE NATURAL 
GROUNDWATER PATHWAYS, UNKNOWINGLY, THIS COMPLEX HYDROLOGICAL 
SYSTEM COULD BE IRREPARABLY DAi\.lAGED.,l AGAIN INSIST THAT A THOROUGH, 
UNBIASED HYDROGEOLOGICAL STUDY BE "COMPLETED" BEFORE ANY CONSTRUCTION 
PROCEEDS. 

IN CONCLUSION, I WOULD UKE TO MAKE TWO SUGGESTIONS: 

I. PLEASE PUT THE SAFETY OF THE HUMANS LIVING NEAR THIS MACHINE ABOVE YOUR 
NUCLEAR EXPERIMENTS AND NOBEL DREAMS. THERE ARE NO AMOUNTS OF SSC 
ENVIRONMENTAL RADIATION THAT ARE ACCEPTABLE. 

2. BEFORE ANY CONSTRUCTION BEGINS, INITIATE, "COMPLETE" AND PUBLISH FOii. 
PUBUC COM:\IBNT THE FINDINGS OF A THOROUGH INDEPENDENT UNBJASEJ) 
ENVIRO'.li:\IENTAL/HYDROGEOLOGICAL SURVEY OF THE PROPOSED COLLU>Im Ala'.A 
AND PLAN IN ADVANCE TO CONSTRUCT THE SSC TO !NS URE THAT "NO RAD!OACT!V!TY" 
WILL BE RELEASED INTO THE ENVIRONMENT. 

I WOULD APPRECIATE AN OFFICIAL RESPONSE TO THESE CONCERNS. THANK YOU. 

SINCERELY YOURS, 

STEPHEN PIERCE 
ROUTE I, BOX 58M 
PALMER, TEXAS 75152 
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RESOLUTION 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
OF THE CITY OF ENNIS, TEXAS, REQUESTING 
THE TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS )JID 
PUBLIC TP-~NSPORTATION IO IMPROVE T!E ROAD 
NETwORK CONNECTING ENNIS TO !HE FAR CLUSTER 
EXPERIMENT cALLS OF THE SUPERCONDUCTING 
SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROJECT. 

Exhibit 10, Page 1 011 

~«i'ER!: . .\S, t:ie Ennis Chamber of Comme:r::e has bee~ ; --

volved in att=acting the Supe:rconducting Supe= Collide= t~ 

Ellis County and ~~nis, Texas; and, 

~;n!:REP..S, the !ar Cluster Expe:riment Ealls of t!"J.e ~u;:e=

conciuc:ing Supe:- Collide= (SSC) are located in the cor?o=a:: 

city limits of En..iis, Texas; and, 

t;HER:::.~s, the relocation of the Far Cluste?:" Expe=i::e::: 

Ealls cue of the g=o~th corridor of the City c=eaces a~ 

unexpec:ed economic hardshipj and, 

~HEREAS, the experiment halls and appurtenant ~ac:.::.:~es 

rep?:"esent an investillent of more than SSOO million; anC,. 

W!iER!:..1.s', acc:ss to these facilities by t'l-i 1722, ::·! 37;: 

a3ci Ebeneze= RoaC is required for effec:ive ~~~nomic g=~~:~ 

of the City. 

NOW, THERE?ORE, BE IT RESOLVED EY T:iE BOARD O? )~?.::::::::.: 

O? THE ENNIS CH.•.M3ER OF COMMERCE OF ENNIS, EX.l.S, that :::1 

Texas De?artraent of Highways and Public T=ansportation :s ~e=~-

by requested to improve the road netvork (FM 1722, FM 879, 1:d 

Ebenezer Road) connecting Ennis to the Far Cluster Exper!me:: 
Halls of the Superconducting Super Collide: (SSC) Projec: :: 

the standard of an arterial state highvay (t•o lane u.~d!7!ded). 

RESOLVED, this the 9th da 

ATI:EST: 

~r.~;;;;;oA 
KIPP BURNETT 
Executive Vice President 
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,Clievrotet *Oldsmobile* Pontiac 

1-..+5 ... \: 1 lwy 3..\. • Pll B1,_x 3\!l ·Ennis. TX 7512() 
(.~ !J J ,'f7~-26f!6 • \h:trn 2JJ-227-!212 • ~f\.'tni 21J-2•,l(L1J:(;-

September 19, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
u. s. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 

Exhibrt 11, Page 1 of 15 

The many members of the Ennis Chamber of Commerce are still 
very anxious and excited about the Superconducting Super 
Collider project and the effect it will have on our community. 

However, we are very concerned with having safe access to the 
East Campus, where the experimental halls will be housed. We 
know your team has studied the issue and are considering making 
improvements to Ebenezer Road from FM 879 to F~ 878 and improve
ments to the condemned bridges at Bone Branch and Cottonwood 
Creek. ThesE improvements are necessary for public safety, 
enviromental protection, project access and future economic 
development. 

We feel very strongly that these improvements are critical to 
this project and commend you for your consideration of these 
improvements. We hope you will continue to give these improve
ments strong consideration. Our business community is behind 
you. 

Sincerly, 

ALLEN SAMUELS CHEVROLET OLDSMOBILE PONTIAC, I'.'iC. 

~~ 
Robert L. Biddy 
General Manager 

RLB:tm 

EXHIBIT. 

·11 
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!B;ff .Lwu. 
1117 ~oJ.in9E1J. C1u:u 

£11111'., Clex<ll 75"9 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department Of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illionois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 

Exhibit 11, Page 2 of 15 

September 18, 1990 

The members of the Ennis Chamber Of Commerce are still 
excited about the Superconducting Super Collider project 
and the impact it will have on our great city. 

However, we are very concerned with safe access to the 
East Campus, where the experimental halls will be housed. 
We know your team has studied the issue and are considering 
making improvements to Ebenezer Road from FM 879 to FM 878 
and improvements to the condemned bridges at Bone Branch 
and Cottonwood Creek. These improvements are necessary 
for public safety,environmental protection, project and 
future economic development. 

We feel very strongly that these improvements are critical 
to this project and commend you for your consideration 
of these improvements. We hope you will continue to give 
these improvements strong consideration. The business 
community is behind you. 

Sincerely 

l~~/~ . . ~-.... 
//./ /'/ 

L."_... .... _:?..--~ ·---
Bi 11 ewl.s 
Director Ennis Chamber Of Commerce 

WDL 



Melvin H. Hunter 
2229 Mayfair Dr. 
Ennis, Texas 75119 

September 17, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
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U. S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 
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I, Melvin Hunter, am a member of the Ennis Chamber of Commerce. 
I am excited about the Superconducting Super Collider project 
and the impact it will have on our city. 

However, I am very concerned with having safe access to the 
East Campus, where the experimental halls will be housed. 
I know your team has studied the issue and are considering 
making improvements to Ebenezer Road from FM 879 to FM 878 
and improvements to the condemned bridges at Bone Branch 
and Cottonwood Creek. These improvements are necessary for 
public safety, environmental protection, project access and 
future economic development. 

I feel very strongly that these improvements are critical 
to this project and commend you for your consideration of 
these improvements. I hope you will continue to give these 
improvements strong consideration. The business community is 
behind you. 

Sincerely, 

i1~~ II ;hJiJ 
Melvin H. Hunter 
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Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 

Exhibit 1 t, Page 4 of 15 

Frank Novotny 
Frank 1 s To"~ne 

113 N. Main 
Ennis, Texas 75119 
September 15, 1990 

As a member of the Ennis Chamber of Commerce, I am exci~ed about 
the Superconducting Super Collider project and the impact it ~ill 
have on our city. 

My concern today is having a safe access to the East Campus. I 
understand improvements to Ebenezer Road from FM 879 to FM 878 
and improvements to the condemed bridges at Bone Branch and 
Cottonwood Creek are being considered. I hope these improvements 
become a reality, for the improvements are necessary for public 
safety, environmental protection, project access and future 
economic development. 

We look f orKard to hearing more about the improvements and about 
the Superconducting Super Collider project . 

Sincerely, 

~ !(~~ 
Frank Novotny 
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September 17, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U. S. Department of Engery, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 

Exhibit 11, Page 5 of 15 

The management staff and the two hundred and fifty associates 
who work for Wal-Mart in Ennis are excited about the 
Superconducting Super Collider project and the impact it will 
have on our city and Wal-Mart store. 

We are aware that your team has studied the issue of safe access 
to the East Campus, where the experimental halls will be housed. 
The improvements under consideration - improving the Ebenezer 
Road from FM 879 to FM 878 and improving the condemned bridges 
at Bone Branch and Cottonwood Creek - are necessary for public 
safety, environmental protection, project access and future 
economic development. 

We, at Wal-Mart, feel very strongly that these improvements 
are critical to this project and commend you for your 
consideration of these improvements. We hope you will continue 
to give these improvements strong consideration. The associates 
at the Ennis Wal-Mart store are behind you. 

Sincerely, 

7~7'/;,,i 
Robert Nieto 
Store Manager 
Wal-Mart 110286 
Ennis, Texas 75119 

RN:sg 



September 16, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Eiai 11 i eul 
U.S. Department of Energy, Ernd 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
At-gonne, Illinois 60439 

Dee1-11r. Beillieul, 
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As one of the meny rnernbers of the Ennis Chamber of Commer-ce I em very 
pl eased th et the Supe1-conducti ng Super Co 11 i der Pro j eel is coming to our 
area. I em also excited atiout the possibilities it offer-s for the futur-e in 
our- area. 

Because of this, however, I em ver-y concerned about the safety along the 
access roads to the East Carnpus. I know improvements ere being 
considei-ed for Ebenezer F:oad from n·1 879 to Fr·l 878 end the bridges et 
Bone Bnrnch and Collon"Nood Creek. I certeinl1.1 feel thet these 
imp1-ovements ere vitel to the safety of the public and future development 
of the eree. 

I hope you will continue to give these improvements strong support. As a 
chairman of the Chamber Committee for the coming yeer in r-egerd to 
transportation I can esstu-e you our- entire Community will support you all 
the W8!-j. 

/) - . 
Sincere

8
ly., .· . 

UM,~ . ~~/:},./ 
Allen P Morris 
Ennis Chembe1- of Commerce 

APM: bm 
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September 19,1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U. S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul 
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As a resident of Ellis,-.County I am excited about the future of not 
only our county but of'.the world in regards to the vast information 
that can be drawn from the Superconducting Super Collider project. 

Speaking from an economic standpoint, there is already some growth 
taking place in our area. There is some concern however, on several 
of the roads that would be used for access to the site of the 
Superconducting Super Collider East Campus. I understand your team 
has studied this issue as well as others and is considering making 
improvements to Ebenezer Road off of Farm Road 879 to Farm Road 878. 
These improvements would include the reconstruction of presently 
closed bridges at Bone Branch and Cottonwood Creek. To ensure the 
economic growth and the safe access to this area of the Superconducting 
Super Collider proposed East Campus, these improvements are vital. 

I hope you and your team will continue to look closely at this matter 
and give it strong consideration. As a member of the Ennis Chamber 
of Commerce it is important that you know the community is behind 
you. 

Respectfully 

Nancy G. Morris 
Ennis Chamber of Commerce 
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State Farm's Car Finance Plan is simple as IAllll i II 'Ld I 
Mil<E H. MORELAND 
A11to-Lif,,-H,,alth-Hnme anrl Busine« 
P 0 BOX 126 2405 YORKSTOHN ENNIS, TX 75119 
ENNIS, TX 75120 PHONE (21 'tJ 875-1 %2 

September l 't, 1990 

Mr. Thomas a. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, II 1 inois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 

I understand that your department is conducting a study for road and bridye 
impr<;>vements, in the Ebenezer Road area from FM 879 to FM 878, including 
Bone Branch and Cottonwood Creek bridges. Being a resident of Ennis, I 
feel strongly that improvements are critical for public safety, as well 
as futur·e economic development, in particular the Super Col I ider project. 

I hope you wi 11 give these improvements your strongest consider a ti on. 
Your positive endorsement, would be appreciated by our business 
community. 

Sincerely, 

~--
Mike Moreland 

cc: Ennis Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. Box 1177 
Ennis, Texas 75120 

Attn: Mr. Kipp Burnett 
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(2U) 875·~7 BUSINESS 
~) 875-3114 FAX, 875·3045 AES 

• .,._."",.,...__,...-...... ... ,_ 1·800-767·58e7 BUSINESS . 

COLDWeLL 
BANl(eRCI 

FBM 
REAL ESTATE, INC. 

, .. ,., .. : . -,·1 

rf.3;-.. 
'g 

/{· 1,. ;;\, f,7.-+;, ' t ( .. .._ f G-f.l..L..-Lt.~'-';._ tC ·.'~- c..' ('f·7 ~··1-c-·<:r / ~c /"_: L cc-.. ~;· 
f /7 ' - ;. 17• .J ,< 

HELEN RUHL 
8n;••r..>.SIOC•8!8 

~11loan Oollu P"QCllJC:lf 

COLDWELL BANKER 
FBM REAL ESTATE, INC. 
Z£C5 YOIU<STCWN CR 
E.°'N1$. TX 75119 

f-;5 - /c 

-('-{. < c7· .L'c'C-«- C,i_' UL c:,:.e:'/:':_..:_ L-c·'-"·'· 'y 
C' ;" ,c 

C: f-~ ,(,,e::;y'·'c... /~i- '1.c!-"" (~c,..__ c.:.. -{:.c!.c 1:c th'<'-·~ /'::C .. :"C:L r:;.:-:;:,,u-c 

t-: f ,z t:>:,_i:c. 
1 

-?c"-( £~.._ /Lc--C,; cr!;!,~t.,-c::'-'j''-- ;{e,2.~L./ cr-..UL t,!,.>~2-
;;' 1 /Jr" /; ;/ ' ,,/. _,_I~ , ,;' ' 
,;C:'<l.C{,,01--(.,1- ,<::er.:: 'I:'~ (,,.L c~~k..:.?<'<- LL """, l 't"Cceu,.e_;:. l('L ;r~"- .-<t-/'LJJ""",) 

lU... /lt.z,'t Cl.'Cec2 .it- t(_7C".;.Ja}_ -i~ tt- /i;':.c:l'..-tLL 

J 1t!L.('7:,() ;et{_,_ ,.r/;;iL 

An Independently Owned and Operateel .\lemoer ol Coldwell Sanker Res1den11a1 Atltliates. Inc 



September 16, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, Emd 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, 111 i noi s 60439 

Dear Mr. Bai 11 i eul, 
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As one of the many members of the Ennis Chamber of Commerce I am very 
pleased that the Superconducting Super Collider Project is coming to our 
area. I am also excited about the possibilities it offers for the future in 
our area. 

Because of this, however, I am very concerned about the safety along the 
access roads to the East Campus. I know improvements are being 
considered for Ebenezer Road from FM 879 to FM 878 and the bridges at 
Bone Branch and Cottonwood Creek. I certainly feel that. these 
improvements are vital to the safety of the public and future development 
of the area. 

I hope you will continue to give these improvements strong support. As a 
chairman of the Chamber Committee for the coming year in regard to 
transportation I can assure you our entire Community will support you all 
the way. 

'{L~~ 
Allen P. Morris 
Ennis Chamber of Commerce 

APM: bm 
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POLYGUARD PRODUCTS, INC. 
PIPELINE COATINGS AND WRAPPINGS 

~CHJTECTURAL WATERPROOFING PRODUCTS 

~IVIL ENGINEERING WATERPROOFING PRODUCTS 

September 14, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
~..rgonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 
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The five hundred plus members of the Ennis Chamber of Commerce are still 
excited about the Superconducting Super collider project and the impact it 
·will have on our city. 

·awever, we are very concerned with having safe access to the East Campus, 
.vhere the experimental halls will be housed. We know your team has studied 
the issue and are considering making improvements to Ebenezer Read from FM 
879 to FM 878 and improvements to the condemned bridges at Bone Branch and 
Cottonwood Creek. These improvements are necessary for public safety, en
vironmental protection, project access and future economic development. 

We feel very strongly that these improvements are critical to 
and commend you for your consideration of these improvements. 
will continue to give these improvements strong conside=ation. 
community is behind you. 

/eb 

cc: Kipp Burnett 

Sincerely, 

ftK~___,1,__1_ ... _ 
/ / 

/ /' John w. Muncaster 
(_,/' President 

Polyguard"' TRADEMARK OF POLYGuAAO POOOuc1'3.1Nc. 

this project 
We hope you 

The business 

P.O. BOX 755 • ENNIS. TEXAS 75120-0755 • AIC 214-875-8421 • 1·800-541-499-4 • FAX; 214-875-9425 • TELEX: 293265 (PTCX UR) 
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Regional office 
September 17, 1990 Ennis, Texas 75119. 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U> S> Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Case Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul 

Being a member of the Ennis Chamber of Commerce I take grea• 
pride in our oity and the county of Ellis. The chance to be 
involved in a world class event has the interest of all 
members to make Ennis and Ellis county a class act to 
receive all interested people present and future. 

However , we are very concerned with having safe access to 
the East Campus, where the experimental halls will be 
housed. We know your team has studied lthe issue and are 
considering making improvements to the condemned bridges at 
the Ebenezer Road from FH 879 to FH 878 and improvements to 
the condemned bridges at Bone Branch and Cottonwood 
envronmental protection, project access and future economic 
development. 

We feel very strongly that these improvements are ciitical 
to this project and commend you for your consideration of 
these improvements. We hope you will continue to give these 
improvements strong consideration. The business community 
is behind you. 

Sincerely, 

c;f,C.~~ 
A. A. Davis 
Regional Hanger 
Southwest Region 
Eiki International, Inc. 
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TERRY 
GREGORY 

11'"1;1·•1 . . !.\!#;131h" 
ENNIS, TEXAS 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 
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The associates of Terry Gregory Ford Mercury of Ennis,Texas 
are still excited about the Superconducting Super Collider 
project and the impact it will have on our city. 

However, we are very concerned with having safe access to 
the East Campus, where the experimental halls will be housed. 
We know your team has studied the issue and are considering 
making improvement to Ebenezer Road from Fm.879 to Fm. 878 
and improvements to the condemned bridges at Bone Branch and 
Cottonwood Creek. These improvements are necessary for the 
public safety, environmental protection, project access and 
future economic development. 

We feel very strongly that these improvements are critical 
to this project and commend you for your consideration of 
these improvements. We hope you will contint1_e. to give these 
improvements strong consideration. The business community 
is behind you. 

Sincerely, 

Terry Gregory 
President 

TG: EC 

Metro 821-8072 (214) 875-9067 
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September 14, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U. S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

As a business owner in the City of Ennis, Texas, I am very 
excited about the Superconducting Super Collider project 
and what it will mean to our city and Ellis County, Texas. 

I join other concerned business persons in Ennis in asking 
your group to make much needed improvements to Ebenezer 
Road from rn 879 to FM 878, and also bridges at Bone Branch 
and Cottomvood Creek. They are of vital importance to this 
development. 

We express our appreciation to the Department of Energy for 
this project and commend you for the consideration you are 
giving these improvements. 

Si nee rely yours, 

Ronald C. Lawrence 
President 

RCL:hil 

206 N. Kautiiun Ennis, Toxas 75119-1903 (214) 875-2606 

Exhibrt 11, Page 14 of 15 
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-1-181 Exhibit 11, Page 15of 15 

e ELLIS CoUNTYREALESTATE 

(THEDEPOT) Sept. 14, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U. S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 S. Cass Avenue 
ARgonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 

In regards to the east campus of the SSC in Ellis County, I 
feel that it is imperative that a major link is needed between 
the campus and the largest populated city in east Ellis County. 
FM 879 and FM 878 and Ebernezer Road can provide this link 
and should be upgraded in order to provide a safe and timely 
access for east Ellis County and the City of Ennis to the campus 
as well as linking the Ennis airport and Highway 287 to the 
East Campus. 

I appreciate your consideration on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

~~07 
Broker/Owner 

METRO 227-4149 002 ENNIS AVE. (P.O. BOX 188) 
ENNIS, TEXAS 75119 

214-875-2622 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

TO: OUR PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

ATTENTION: Joseph R.Cipriano 

SUBJECT: SUPER COWDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

DATE: SEPTEMBE!VOCTOBER 1990 

MESSAGE: 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

~/ The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

_L Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until aft.er the bond election 
and after the Texas site was chosen. 

L The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

__ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused ,any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalla!t"Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

t./ Loss of voting· and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

/Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

_.JL Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

/Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. 11Subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

V Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

/"Subsurface rights" only will be purchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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COST 
V At the beginning, cost v;as estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 

billion. 

/Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local ta.xpayers, while SSC land property ta.'< dollars are being depleted from ta.x rolls. 

/Ellis, Tarrant B.!ld Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONl\ffi'iTAL IMPACT 

V A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
?v!isrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

L/ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

~Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

~-Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

V Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

V Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

/The possibility of producbg mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

?,,./ Indefinite answers about wh~t will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

L The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

~e Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

;;;,,,,,,,,;:;;;;:f:;:-. _;___· -=:::§'/~~==~~~~11-___________ 
Print Name: __ K_a_r_s_T_a_m_m_i_n-'g'-a ______ _ 

Address: 
P.O.Box 1069 

Waxahachie, Tx. i5165 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK: 
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Seotember 19 1990. 

Joseph R. Cipriano 
SSC Project Manager 
2550 Beckleymade Mall Stop 1020 
Dall as, T:<. 75237-3946 

Dear Mr. Cipriano, 

Exhibit 12 (Submission 116), Page 3 of 14 

Since most of us have known from the beginning that the SSC will not 

generate radioactive emissions and Wastes that might be associated 

with a nuclear reactor, our concerns and questions have never been 

based on that premise. 

Our greatest personal worry is in regard to lo-level radioactivity 

being emitted into the soil and water, in particular Tritium and Sodium, 

which are both soluable in water. 

Our concern regarding t""adiation and groLtnd water contamination is in 

regard to our dairy where we milk + 800 Holsteins cows. 

we have 2 water we! 1 s that are our 1 i vel y hood and wi 11 be appro:·:. 

1000 ft. from the tunnel and are right in the path of the abort tunnel. 

We also understand that several additional wells will be constructed 

which will lower the water table 65 ft. to 100 ft. and the total water 

usage for the SSC project will be 14 o/o of the Ellis County groundwater 

use. 

I also understand that this water will not be used far human consumption. 

Many times we have been assured that the project is safe and we have 

nothng to fear. 

We would like to believe that. 

However we find several contradictions; one letter from Mr. Garry W. 

Gibbs states on August 14, 1990 the the SSC will not have a fixed target 

physics program. 

12 The Draft Supplement environmental impact statement for the SSC says: 

Three major SSC elements are indentified as potential areas for fLlture 

expansion 

1 Three 2-TeV test beam target halls; 

I 
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2 Four experimental halls; 

3 A high energy, fixed target phisics program 

None of these planned areas of potential expansion are included in 

the impact assessmnet of this SEIS. 

The Siting parameters document released in June 1985 requierd 20 ft. of 

earth over the tunnel. 

13 Later this became 30 ft. Now at is 50 ft, 

Than we read that there is 10 o/o more radiation. 

Why all these changes when there is no significant radiation ? 

We have heard numerous references to Fermilab since this site was 

first being considered, and we decided the best way to overcome our 

concerns was ta get more information on Fermilab. 

We have studied same four years of Environmental F:epor-ts from Fermi lab 

<1985 through 1988 - 1989 was not made available to us in September of 

1990> and the DOE Environmental Preliminary Survey Report done at 

Fermilab, October 1987, along with the Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement and the Site Specific Conceptional Desi~n for the SSC. 

While comparing all of these, some correspondence received, and 

findings of other respected authorities, we noted several items we call 

to your attention at this time, along with a few other qLtestions. 

The Environmental reports issued by Fermilab were repetitious, and 

did not appear to be thotough or complete; however, exept for a few 

things, most of them had little information that would cast a 

significant shadow on Fermi lab's operat i.on. 

The Site Environmental Report for 1988, published in May of 1989, speaks 

of the survey which was done in October 1987 as a "portion of the larger, 

comprehensive DOE Environmental Survey encompassing all major operating 

facilities of DOE." 

Following are some of the quotes we noticed in the October 1987 DOE 

Preliminary Report of Ocotber 1987: 

p. ES-1 "Representatives of Fermilab, DOE Chicago Operations Office, and 
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the Survey team met with three representatives of state and local 

agencies on June 30, 1987, at Fermilab to discuss their concerns.'' 

p. ES-2 Summary of findings 

"Three areas om-site have received hazardous sL1bstances and may be 

potential sources of soil and/or groundwater contamination. 

The full nature and extent of contamination are not known. 

Soil radioactivation has occured and continues to occur in 

selected areas as a result of fixes-target experiment, 

The nature and extent of the accelerator- produced radionuclide 

contamination and migration below the underdr-ain systems have not been 

fully characterized.'' 

Inadequacies in the present groundwater monitoring system may result 

in lack of early detection of patentieal groLtndwater contamination. 

p.3-23, "Areas of known or suspected soil contamination are as follows: 

E:<perimental Area Targets and Beam Dumps. Operation of the 

accelerator produces radionuclides throgh direct soil activation 

resulting from particle scattering when the beam strikes targets nand 

dumps, when the beam passes through dumps, and may contaminate soil 

when subdrain sump effuent is discharged ta surface drainages. 

These subdrain lead to SLtmps that are analyzed as described in 

Section· 3.2.3. and discharged to surface drainage ditches, where the 

surface water or soils can become contaminated. 

The current desigh ideology is intended ta provide extensive 

shielding by surrounding the target and dump structures with steel. 

Earlier target areas ... L1tilized only specially selected, bank-run sand 

and gravel that were low in sodiLtm content .... 

As a method of controlling the transport of radionuclides in the 

soils, the target halls have been constructed with a SLtbdrai n system 

inside a line collection basin appr. 3 meters <10 feet> below the target 

tube ..... 

( We have been told thesse areas of the SSC will have extensive 

shielding, i.e. dirt, rock, concrete and iron.) 

p.3-25 CUB Perforated Pipe Field 



1-187 Exhibit 12 (Submission 116), Page 6 of 14 

"The former disposal of cooling water laden with heavy metals <Zn, C1.1, 

Cr+6) in the CUB perforated pipe field has resL1lted in contamination of 

the soil in that area. 

There are no liquid effluent containment controls in operation at this 

facility, since it is intended to dispose of wastewater from the CUB

treatment facility.'' 

p.3-27 ''Fermilab has developed a system of indirectly monitoring the 

potential for soil activation resulting from beam interaction with 

targets and dumps. 

The systems uses aluminum and copper tags which can easlily be removed 

and monitored for activation, function as relative indicators of soil 

activation. 

The tag systems has not been used since 1982, in the Experimental Area, 

when the Superc:onduc:ting magnets were put in servic:e, but the tags r-emain 

in place and are available for use. 

It continues to be used by the Accekerator Division in their areas. 

Use of the superconducting magnets requires that 'the beam be maintained 

in the guides or the magnets will revert to nor-mal. 

Su~h reversionindicates that the beam has become misaligned abd some 

secondary particles could strike the tunnel wall and surrounding soil. 

Of the 25 original boreholes, 13 that have not been distroyed by new 

construction are still available. 

Of these four boreholes and pipes installed to monitor water in the 

subdrains abd bathtubs beneath the target enclosures are sti 11 in LlSe and 

are monitored at least annually. 

Results of tritium analyses from water samples collected from a borehole 

inside the bathtub beneath the new newtrine-area target hall revealed 

concentrations as high as 29 pCi/ml (20 pCi/ml is the drinking water 

standard.) 

The other three holes have shown values for tritium of Ltp to 2, 200 pCi /ml 
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and 171 pCi/ml in the PW6 and CO enclosures, respectivily. 

Page 21 ag the 1988 Site and environmental report states: 

One sample was a fraction higher than drinking water standard~. 

An other sample was send to different vendor and these results were 

higher than standards allowed. 

Nothing was listed under Category or Category II, but the following 

things were cited in Categories III and IV 

p.3-32 3.2.4.2. Category III 

Soil Radioactivation. Soil radioactivation has occured and continues 

to occur in the soil near at least three areas as a result of fixed

target experiments (see Figure 3-4). 

These areas ar-e: 

The old primary target hall and decay pipe in the neutrino area <NO! 

enclosure) 

The old meson target box CMOl enclosure) 

The neutrino area primary beam dump CNW4 or enclosure 100 N02> 

While extensive sampling of SLlrface waters and sumps is condLtcted, the 

nature and extent of accelerator prodLtced radionuclide contamination and 

migration in subsurface soils below the underdrains is not fully 

characterized or monitar-ed. 

Lack· of monitoring in the subsurface below the underdrainss bLtt above 

the groundwater precludes early detection of contaminant migration. 

The radionuclides considered leachable that could migrate to the 

groundwater are Na-22 and tri ti Ltm. 

These two radionclides can move in percolating water and have half- lives 

longer than many of the other accelerator-produced. 

Radionuclides known to be present in the soil and percola.ting water at 

these areas. 

p.3-32 - 3.2.4.4 Catergory IV 

Deficiencies in Soil-Sampling Procedure. 

The acCLlracy and reliability of soil-monitoring data reported by the on

site and off-site laboratories may be suspect because of deficiencies in 

the soi 1-sampl ing procedL1res. 



1-189 Exhibit 12 (Submission 116), Page 8 of 14 

p.3-79 Soil Activation at Targets and Dumps. 

Soil activation from beam target interaction and beam-dump pass

through in the area of the old primary target areas of the neutrino and 

meson beam lines, as well as the neutrino area primary target area dump, 

are a potential source of grounwater contamination. 

Leachab 1 e radi onucl ides have been detected and are r-egLtl ar-y mon i tared in 

sumps connected to underdrains beneath these older structures. 

New desighs for these types of facilities provide for additional steel 

shielding to reduce soil activarion, but the older target ares with soil 

shielding have been, and remain activated. 

These two older target halls are no longer in use. 

p.3-88 Old Neutrino and Meson Target Halls, and the Neutrino Primary 

DLtmp. 

Three of the four existing wells used for manitoringthe experimental 

area are not located close enough to the source areas to provide timely 

detection of contamaination in the Silurian dolomite aquifer. 

The presence of a shallow, perched water table may allow lateral 

migration of pollutants in the sand and gravel layer ... 

This perched water table is not monitored or characterized well 

enough in the experimental area to define the ingrient, flow direction 

and velocity of groundwater flow. 

Although this perched zone is not used for drinking water supply on-site 

it may serve as a pathway to reduce travel times for pollutants to reach 

the groundwater table or to migrate off-site to potential receptors. 

The wells currently used to monitor the SilLtrian dolomite ar-e caseC 

through this zone and thus are not capable of monitoring it. 

Because no shallow wells or vadose-zone monitoring devices have been 

installed to monitor the subsurface beneath these source area, 

few data are avai 1 able on the concentration of radi onL<Cl ides there. 

Soils and percolating groundwater beneath the underdrains for the 

NeLltrino Area Primary Target were sampled by one soil boring drilled ir· 

1984. 

Analyses of the soil moisture in the samples recover-ed from this 45-
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degree-angle boring revealed tritium concentrations of 10.8-0.4 oCi/ml 

(20 pCi/ml is the drinking water standard) at the elevation oi the !owes~ 

underdrain (elevation 221 meters (725 feet) ms1 J and less th~.n 1 

pCi/ml 5.5 meters (18 feet) below the underdrain. 

These samples represent only one smal area of the subsurface at one point 

in time and thLtS do not provide c:har"acterization. 

The sumps that receive underdrain water from this area contain 

concentrations of tritium as high as 600-60 pCi/ml, 

less than 300pCi/ml. 

Spills and mixed waste 

In your reply of August 1990 to Mr. and Mrs. 

but are typically 

Caddell. 

There is no possibility of large spills or radionuclides .•. 

Earlier correspondence send to us from Garry W.Gibbs, DOE 

Office, Washington, D.C. and we quote, "We do not e>:pect to generate any 

mixed wastes. 

If we do, every effort will be made to minimize the mixed waste 

generated. We would e:<pect that only a few CLtbic feet will be generated 

in a typical year. 

However we know that .currently there is not a good way to deal with 

mixed wast~ except to store it, and we are therefore determined to 

minimize t:,e volume generated. 

It should be noted that the half live of radioactive material 

generated by an accelerator is very short compared to that generated in 

the reactor programs or weapons' programs. 

Whithin 10 years or less we would expect the radioactivity, in any mi:{ed 

waste generated by the SSC, to have decayed so that the waste can be 

treated as the chemical nature would dictate. 

Further qoutes from Fermilab DOE Survey Report, p.3-25 - Soil in the 

vicinity of the fllain substation is contaminated with PCBs resulting from 

a series of past spills of PCBs from capacitors and mineral oil from a 

main transformer •••.•• 

No controlls on these sources •.•.•••.• 

7 
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arc currently ln place. llowcver, remedial planning is underway. 11 

(We understand that PCB's will not be a concern at the SSC, since 
they are no longer allowed.) 11 There have been several historic 
spills of small quantities of oil, solvents,, paint thinner, and 
other similar chemicals in the Site 38 area. Although many of 
these spills were cleaned up by Fermilab; apparaently only visual 
confirmation of the absence of soil staining was used as a meassure 
of the completeness of the cleanup effort of the earlier events. 11 

p. 3-78 - ''Fermilab has three source-areas that may pose a 
threat to groundwater. Two of these source-areas are essentially 
inactive (i.e., they are no longer receiving contaminants) and one 
area is presently receiving waste discharge. One of the inactive 
areas and the active area are the result of site operations. The 
other inactive area is the result of a transformer oil spill in 
January 1985. These areas represent potential sources of 
groundwater contamination and are described as follows: 

CUB Perforated Pipe Field ....... "Although the use of. chromates 
was discontinued in 1978, the tile field area continues to receive 
wastes in the form of salt solutions contaning chloride, Be-7, 
Hn54, Co-60, calcium, and other nonradioactive impurities that were 
in the cooling water from the regeneration of ion exchange column 
resins. The disposal field system of underground piping was 
rebuilt in 1982 with the new CUB clay tile field overlapping the 
old CUB perforated pipe field in part. There are no surveyed, as
built records of the construction, but notes but notes from 
Fermilab Environmental Group personnel indicate an approximate area 
of less than 0 .1~ hectares ( 1 acre) was used for the piping 
network." 

p. 3-79 - January 1985 Transformer Oil Spill 
11The failure of a transformer in the main substation, in 

January 1985, released a quantity of mineral oil estimated to be 
as much as 23,000 liters (6,000 gallons). The oil is a potential 
source of groundwater contamination and has been encountered in a 
sump approximately 15 meters (50 feet) east Of the pad, and an 
electric vault beneath the Capacitor Tree approximately 15 meters 
(50 feet) south of the pad. The subsurface bas not been sampled 
or characterized in the area near the spill. 11 

3.4.4.4 Category IV 

1. "Lack of Adequate Groundwater Sampling Procedures. The 
accuracy and reliability of the goundwater monitoring data 
reported from the analytical laboratory may be suspect because 
of several QA/QC problems associated with Fermilab Sampling 
procedures. 

a. Dedicated Sample Pumps. Underestimation of volatile 
compound concentrations may occur because of the use of 
dedicated cerltrifugal submersible pumps in the wells. 
These types of pumps are sussccptible to cavitation, 
which tends to volatilize dissolved gases. Subsequently 
these gases can be lost during bottle filling. 
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b. Decontamination Procedures. S~mpling equipment 
decontamination and cleaning procedures are not proper 
for either inorganic or organic sampling. The use of a 
garden hose (vinyl with a rubber seal) to convey water 
to the sample bottles from the well, and using only 
bleach to decontaminate. Although only minor in apparent 
apparent effect, the lack of proper decontamination 
procedures would render the quality of analysis suspect 
because of sample quality. 

c. Purging Procedures. Purging methods do not contain any 
mechanism for evaluating the purge effectiveness ... 
Accepted procedures call for a minimum of three well 
volumes and the stability of in di cat ors (pH, temperature, 
and conductivity) that are monitored during discharge, 
whichever takes longer. The purge formula used by 
Fermilab to pump the well for ten minutes does not 
specifically use either well volume of indicator 
monitoring to ensure that formation water is being 
sampled. 

d. Uncertainty Regarding Well Construction. As-built 
records are not available regarding pump intake 
elevation, length of the well open to the formation, and 
other physical details of construction. Definitive 
characterization of the subsurface to potential 
contamination is difficult without knowing: ( 1) what 
elevations are being sampled; (2) if dilution of the 
sample horizon may be occurring because the well is open 
to a large length of the formation; and (3) if the wells 
are sealed in the formation adequately so that leakage 
or contamination from higher elevations is not flowing 
down the outside of the casing to the sample intake zone. 

e. The groundwater sampling procedures for the radiochemical 
and chemical measurements are not available in a detailed 
sampling protocol. The lack of formal procedures makes 
it difficult to verify proper sample collection, and 
cannot assure consistent sampling practices through time. 
In addition, a new or temporary·. person substituting 
during the regular sampler's absence is left to sample 
without a guidance manual or complete procedures which 
may lead to improper sampling." 

We now turn to a few other questions which arose after reading 
the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement. 

Question 14, p. 11 of your reply (in regard to future 
e~pansion); Answer, 11 Clearly, any environmental impacts associated 
with future expansion would have to receive public comment if they 
are not covered in the Environmental Impact Statement (1988) and 
the Supplemental Envirpnmental Impact Statement. 

QUESTION: How many experiments, for which additional 
environmental statements and hearings have been required, have 
been added at Fermilab? What was the nature of these experiments? 
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Reply to 11ue~tlon H, p. 7, "l\hont h:ilt oft.hr:! vri1ume c:~me from 
the fixed target physics program and about half came from the 
operation of the accelerator it:5elf. The SSC will not have the 
fixed target physics program but will have a modes (much smaller 
in scope) test beam program. 11 

Earlier answer sent to us that had been received from Garry 
W. Gibbs, SSC Office, Washington 1 D. C., "The SSC will not have the 
fixed target physics program but will have a modest (much smaller 
in scope) test beam program.•• 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Vol. I, 5.1.6-2, 11 The 
occupational radiation exposure records at Fermilab show that for 
the first 2 years of operations, total exposure to workers reached 
a peak of nearly 500 person-rem/yr for the third year of operations 
(when considerable difficulty with magnets was experienced) with 
a gradual falling-off to a level of 30 to 50 person-rem/yr over the 
past four years. (after the superconducting magnets came into 
operation). Fifty percent or more of this is directly due to the 
fixed-target program. , , , and because the SSC would not have an 
equivalent fixed-target progarm, the COG estimates that for the 
first few years of operations, average worker exposure would be 40 
person-rem/yr, falling to an average of 20 person-rem/yr after that 
time 11 

"Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (1990), p. 
1-16, 11Three major SSC elements are identified as potential areas 
for future expansion -- (1) three 2-TeV test beam target halls; (2) 
four experimental halls; and (3) a high-energy, fixed-target 
physics program. 11 

Superconducting Super Collider 
Conceptual Design, July 1990, p. 269, 
extraction of the beam from the SSC has 
be feasible. Parasitic gas-jet internal 
fixed-target poss.ibility. 11 

Laboratory Site-Specific 
2. 11Fixed target. Slow 
been studied and found to 
targets represent another 

From these quote~ it would appear that fixed targets are very 
likely to be added in the future, so the radiation will be 
increased b.y a large percent according to the above quotes. We 
assume that too will be negligible. 

When DOE furnished some 300 tons of spent uranium for Cern, 
Switzerland, it could not be flown into Sw.itzerland because of 
restrictions, so was flown into France or Germany, and then 
transported overland. Preliminary Report for Fermilab, 11 The 
derived concentration limits are depleted uranium, 35 

pCi/g~it•''specific Conceptional Design, p. 660, 5.3.2.1, "Typical 
radiator materials considered include lead and depleted uranium. 
To surround a tracking region 5 m in diameter and 10-m long with 
a 30-radiation length deep calorimeter requires about 400 tons of 
material. A variety of active media can be used for sensing 
showers, .•.•• The choice for the SSC will depend on the resulting 
calorimeter's ease and speed of signal readout, radiation hardness, 
segmentation, and reliability." 

5. 3 .2. 2, "Commonly-considered radiators include iron, lead, 
and depleted uranium.'' 

QUESTION:If the depleted uranium shoud be used, how much would 
be required and would some be stored on site? 

Io 
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QUESTION: How are regulatory limits set for radiation? 

Nov. 10, 1987 - An Introduction to Radiation Protection for 
the Superconducting Super Collider - Task Force Report, p. 30, 
11 With this design, annual radiation dose equivalent to the general 
public will not exceed 10 mrem, an amount small compared to the 
average exposure from natural sources. 11 

July, 1990, Site-Specific Conceptual Design of the 
Superconducting Super Collider, by Staff of the SSC Laboratory, "At 
the SSC the particles can have very high energies comparable to the 
energies of the high-energy components of the Earth's cosmic ray 
background, a natural source of radiation that continuously 
bombards the entire globe from deep space. 11 

Answer 4 of your letter 1 p. 4, 11 There has been no releases of 
radionuclides at Fermilab above regulatory limits. 11 

Answer 9, p. 8, 11 Federal regulations permit radiation workers 
to receive as much as 5000 mrem during a year. The same 
regulations limit exposures to members of the public to 100 mrem 
per year." 

From these quotes it would appear that the safe level must not 
actually be known. Many authorities are coming to the conclusion 
that the smaller doses may indeed cause more damage than the longer 
exposures. 

Recently an experiment was conducted by Dr. Abram Petkau, a 
Canadian physician and biophysicist, who until recently managed the 
Medical Biophysics Branch of the Whiteshell Nuclear Research 
Establishment, located in Pinawa, Manitoba. 11 While studying the 
action of radiation on cell membranes in 1971, Dr. Petkau conducted 
an experiment never done before. He added a small amount of 
radioactive sodium-22 to water containing model lipid membranes 
extracted from fresh beef brain. To his surprise, the membranes 
burst from exposure to just one 11 rad'1 (a measure of the amount of 
radiation absorbed) over a long period of time. Conversely, Dr. 
Petkau had previously found that 3,500 rads were required to break 
the cell membrane when X-rays were applied for only a few minutes. 
He concluded that the longer the exposure, the smaller the dose 
needed to damage cells." (Deadly Deceit by Dr. Jay M. Gould & 
Benjamin A. Goldman, Pub, 1990, p. 173) · 

One physicist told us recently that he had worked with 
accelerators, and perhaps did not have the concern the average 
person would have, but he also said that the electrician who works 
on high-voltage lines is often the one whO is electrocuted. 

Many of us will be left closer to the tunnel and injector 
rings than the village where most at Fermilab appear to live on 
site, and some will be directly over the ring. Even though it may 
be perfectly safe, when these people may be transferred or need to 
move, how many prospects do you think they will find who will 
purchase their home? 

/I 



14 

1-195 Exhibit 12 (Submission 116), Page 14 of 14 

DEIS Vol I~ 5.1.6-2 Safety and Handling Programs similar to those at 

Fermilab would be established. 

Site-Specific Conseptual Desigh, July 1990, p.276. 

The SSC Laboratory will follow well established procedur-es to monitor 

compliance with all applicable environmental standards set by the DOE. 

The thoroLtghness and sensi vi ty of these procedures are wel 1 documented in 

the annual site environmental reports submitted to the DOE bv each of tt,e 

presently operating accelerator facilities. 

Per-haps this is our greatest conce!""n-qLlality envir-onmental control. 

We understand the nature of the SSC is an experiment, but we do not wish 

to see the Environmental Control an experiment also. 

We as a dairy are in the food producing industry. 

Milk is very sensative and delicate and is very close monitored by 

government agencies. 

We need to make sure that our product will not be banned from the market. 

Is it to much to ask that government projects be monitored in the 

same manner ? 

Even though we believe DOE honestly is making an effort, until! the 

agency has proven its credibility with actions, the public in general 

cannot or will not trust their answers without proof. 

And please do not insult our intelligence wit~_the type answers you have 

been releasing to the public from the beginning. 

In place of stating, "The impact will be negligible," we may please havE! 

more definite answers along with supporting data. 

Then, and only than, will the .public regain confidence in your 
agency. 

One solution could be to establisch a simular situation as has been 

implemented at the Hanford Reservation i'n the State of Washington 

<Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and Consent Order), whereby DOE 

~stablishes a fund for the employment of an independent team of 

environmental and scienntific personnel, who would be selected by the 

:itizens of Ellis County, with the approval of DOE, and who would be 

responsible to the citizens as well as DOE. 

Kars Tamminga 
P .o .Box 1069 
Waxahachie, Tx. 75165 
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one of the 
\i·!hD is being forced to live over tt12t infRmaus ";;:" 

a.bC·!~t tt'.!:Je. I s3y forced becaLtse the TNRLC chos2 to 
ph-::,;::.<~ 

tr:J p:.:1_ 
cf ti1e operation underGeath our homes then ~hey chose 

Lts so that those of tis who don~t want to live over 
ncit 
it 

ccJuld 2ff~rd to re-locate. 
Ci:_~,- ;:: .. r.q2t-,fe.:.~r=- a.nd die::.i.lJL:.si<.Jnm•?:-1t. i:<re intr,;,~n£-ified F?c,ch time if~i::-=-

oet a different answer to the same quest·ion. 

Cir·cund 
nei ghLor:; ,?_rF 

cont.a.mi na.t ion~ 
r-ightful l°',: 
soil contarninaticlrl, 

':C3a.fet.y? 
str<3.'/ be<:•m::::-, c:.nd 

mc•::;.t_l\; :::.--f t.he lJ.nknov-.;n. ~~ mor~.::- immediati:= concern tc. me is the 
d~mag0 th~t is being done to us here and now. Our homes have been 
rEndered worthless for re-sale and that is damage that ~e don~t 

have tc· wait twenty ~1ears from now to feel. 
Ne)+ ~anting to live over this facility, we pL1t our home on 
the market. ~Je reduced the price $2(),()00 from that wh1ch a 
l(JC3l re3ltor had it listed. On admittinq to prospective buyers 
wh~re rny horn~ i~ loc~ted~ I t1ave been laughed at, nung up on, and 
sym~att1ized with. 
We we:·-e told that at one time. cjorrnitor1es were to be built where 
our horne~ ~re, then the plans were changed so that they would not 
be located O\/f?r- this "X". I-F this i':::. tr1...1e, (1rJe'\lE been told so 
1nany conflicting storie~) then it seems to rne that we aren't the 
c•nl>/ one:::- :.•1ho do not l.'Jant to li\:e o\1er th•::> ''X''. 
We are lay-persons and admittedly know little aboLtt the technical 
side of the SSC. But we are smart enough to know that once we 
q j. \fE up 
1 • .uoder- O'.J_;-

sub-surface rights then you can do anything you 
homes and we will be just as helpless then as we are 

quick now tc) do anything about it.Prospective buyers are pretty 
to picl~ up on this also. 
My neiqhbor. Mr. Charl.es HLJskins received a letter- stating that 

pu.rcha_s~ ()f our )_and woLtld be a waste o-f 
mnnev. During this ordeal.we haven't talked to 
includes 01~r congressrn0n, who C3res one ic1ta 
problems feeing the Crownover Rd tax-payers.I 
Illinc1is legislators were sensitive enou~h to 

the 
an yon:;.::~ a.nd thC:1.t 
about the un1q11e 
understand that 

similar problems 
fi~.ci.nq 
riqht~,. 

their constituents~ to pass legislation protecting their 

In conc]usion~ I submit to this panel that if this facility is 
qoing to advance technology so m:Jch and benefit so many people, 
that it might ac:tually save the tax-payers some money to buy out 
th~ Crownover Road properties, so that we can begin to re-build 
nur jves and yoL1 can get on with whatever it is that you do. 

EXHIBIT 

(2141 937-7520 /, 1 
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Exhibit 14 appears as Submission 222 in Part 2 of Volume 2. 
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July 25, 1990 

U.S. Department of Energy 
1801 North Hampton, suite 300 
DeSoto, Texas 75115 

Mr. R. F. Schwitters 
Super Conducting Super Collider Laboratory 
2550 Beckley Meade, Suite 125 
Dallas, Texas 75237 

Mr. Phillip Stafford 
Texas National Research Laboratory Commission 
1801 North Hampton, suite 400 
Desoto, Texas 75115 

Mr. George Belcheff 
Texas National Research Laboratory Commission 
1801 North Hampton, suite 400 
DeSoto, Texas 75115 
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Ex111a1r 
_,<s-

Re: Super Conducting Super Collider - Ellis county, Texas 
Petition Against Use of Sardis Community Roads and 
Honeysuckle Trail ( fonnerly the old Cemetery Road) in 
Sardis, for access to E-2 on Land Parcel 107-A and 
Proposal of Alternate Route 

Gentlemen: 

The persons named below signing this petition are property 
owners who will be affected by the proposed access route which you 
plan through the Sardis community and 'along Honeysuckle Trail to 
reach Site E-2 on Land Parcel 107-A belonging to Dr. Jack T. May, 
in connection with the Super Conducting Super Collider ("SSC"). 
We have learned that Site E-2 is to be the location of a lift 
station, cooling towers, cooling pond and ultimately, a public park 

6 in connection with the SSC project. To gain access to E-2, we have 
been advised that a circuitous 2.5 mile route is proposed through 
the Sardis community and along Honeysuckle Trail. This access 
route will be utilized by trucks and heavy equipment for 
transporting rock and construction materials in connection with the 
lifts and cooling station proposed at Site E-2. Thereafter, it 
will be utilized by the SSC with maintenance vehicles, and by the 
public for access to a public park. The existing Sardis community 
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roads and Honeysuckle Trail (being the old Cemetery Road for the 
Sardis community) are one-lane "hot-topped" county roads of 
approximately 18 feet in width. Those roads are of inadequate 
design and construction for use by the ssc, and such use will 
result in their ultimate destruction. In order for them to be 
minimally adequate for this use the SSC, Ellis County or the State 
of Texas will have to {i) widen and improve the roads, (ii) destroy 
and rebuild the bridge across the creek (which is currently an 
historic one-lane bridge having a load capacity of 8,000 pounds 
(gross)), (iii) enlarge some areas of the roadway for truck turning 
points, and (iv) construct a new road beginning in front of the 
Jack T. May home and running northwesterly n~xt to his home and 
barns along his property line to Site E-2. The Sardis community 
roads and Honeysuckle Trail are the means of access to all of our 
homes; and we strongly believe that the use of these roads for SSC 
and public park purposes will endanger our safety and the 
environment, as hereinafter explained, and will be extremely 
expensive to the State of Texas and its taxpayers to construct, 
resulting in an extravagant waste of public funds at a time when 
such funds are greatly needed for worthwhile purposes. We have a 
proposal to set forth within this letter which will reduce the 
distance of the access route between Highway 287 and site E-2 from 
approximately 2.5 miles to approximately 1,000 yards, and at the 
same time, avoid the use of the Sardis comm.unity roads and 
Honeysuckle Trail and reduce the cost of access to Site E-2 
substantially. 

Attached hereto as Exhibit A is a map showing the Sardis 
comJUunity roads and Honeysuckle Trail in yellow, leading from 
Highway 287 to Site E-2. The map also shows (in red) the alternate 
route which we propose commencing at Highway 287 and running due 
south into Site E-2. The alternate route will provide a short, 
direct route to Site E-2 and will only involve the construction of 
a roadway of approximately 1,000 yards and a bridge sufficient in 
capacity to handle the trucks and heavy equipment utilizing site 
E-2- This alternate route will affect the land owned by Dr. Jack 
T. May and the acquisition by the SSC of a right of way across a 
tract of approximately 20 acres owned by Alverado State Bank (which 
recently foreclosed its lien upon this property, the property being 
currently offered "for sale»). Utilizing this alternate route will 
prevent the SSC trucks and other heavy equipment from destroying 
the Sardis community roads and Honeysuckle Trail, thereby removing 
the eminent danger to the lives and safety of the residents and the 
environment in the Sardis community. No homes are located in the 
vicinity of the proposed alternate route. 

We would like to point out to you specifically the detriments 
of utilizing the Sardis community roads and Honeysuckle Trail for 
access to Site E-2. First, the entire 2. 5 miles of existing 
roadway is inadequate as to both width and subsurface strength to 
support repetitive use by trucks and heavy equipment which will 
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service and utilize SSC Site E-2. These roads are only 11 hot
topped", designed for use by automobiles and light trucks. The 
width of these roadways is only 18 feet at their widest points. 
Visibility is very limited at three severe curves in the roads and 
in one deep valley between hills. If two vehicles approach each 
other at any of these four dangerous points, one vehicle must pull 
off of the road to let the other one pass. There is a one-lane 
historic bridge which will have to be destroyed and rebuilt for the 
SSC trucks and equipment to pass over it. There is a railroad 
crossing to the south of that bridge which will need to be 
reconstructed to support this type of traffic. The roadways will 
have to be widened, which will involve acquiring additional right 
of way out of the front yards of those of us who live along them. 
Many of our homes are very close to these roadways, and widening 
the roads will place our homes too close to the road to be adequate 
and safe for living. There are water lines from the Sardis-Lone 
Elm Water Supply Company on both sides of the existing roadways 
which will have to be removed and relocated in order to widen the 
road. There are native pecan and other trees in excess of 50 years 
in age, located on both sides of HOneysuckle Trail which form a 
natural archway over the road, providing aesthetic beauty to this 
area. These trees will have to be destroyed in order to widen the 
roadway. The foliage and the forested area on Honeysuckle Trail 
is a natural habitat of the Chaparral (or road runner) which will 
also be destroyed and will serve to remove these unusual birds from 
our area. One of the families living al6ng Honeysuckle Trail 
provides a foster home for children in the Waxahachie community. 
This home is located within 50 feet of the existing Honeysuckle 
Trail. Widening the road and increasing the traffic along it will 
endanger the safety of these children. In conclusion, why should 
the State or County government spend substantial additional sums 
of money to improve a 2.5 mile access route, the use of which will 
adversely affect and endanger all of the families signing this 
letter, when it can, for a much smaller cost, build a short, 
structurally sound alternate route through property which is 
currently uninhabited? 

We respectfully request that you change the access route as 
proposed in this letter. If there is any reason whatsoever that 
you believe the use of the existing roadways through the Sardis 
community and Honeysuckle Trail is more·prudent and cost effective 
than utilizing the alternate route proposed hereby, we insist upon 
hearing it from you. Please address any reply which you may have 
to Philip B. Smith, Jr., 534 Honeysuckle Trail, Midlothian, Texas 
76065 (telephone number: 214/937-4946 and 214/740-8482), or to Dr. 
Jack T. May, 537 Honeysuckle Trail, Midlothian, Texas 76065 
(214/937-5348).. Mr. Smith and Dr. May have agreed to act as 
spokesmen for those of us signing this letter with regard to the 
proposed alternate route. Either of them will be pleased to 
discuss or confer with you regarding this subject. 
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Mr. Joseph Cipriano 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1801 North Hampton, Suite 300 
DeSoto, Texas 75115 

Mr. R. F. Schwitters 
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Very truly yours, 

Residents of the Sardis Community 
living along the existing Sardis 
roadways and Honeysuckle Trail. 

Super Conducting Super Collider Laboratory 
2550 Beckley Meade, Suite 125 
Dallas, Texas 75237 

Mr. Phillip Stafford 
1801 N. Hampton, suite 400 
DeSoto, Texas 75115 

The Honorable William P. Clements, Jr. 
Governor of the State of Texas 
State Capitol 
Austin, Texas 78711 

The Honorable Joseph Barton 
1225 Longworth 
HOB 
Washington, D.C. 

Mr. Cliff Wammack 
Commissioner, Pct. 4 
U.S. Hwy. 287 
Midolthian, Texas 76065 

The Honorable Joseph Barton 
303 West Knox 
Ennis, Texas 75119 

Signatures of Residents of the Sardis .Community living along the 
existing Sardis roadways and Honeysuckle Trail. 

ff?_:t~~d/J.,;,;i!;:,, 

f)(::t/t%; 
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CLIFF WAMMACK 
nus COUNTY COMMISSIONER. PRECINCT 4 

248 EASTGATE DRIVE 

MIDLOTHIAN, TEXAS 76065 

(214) 775-8017 

August 2, 1990 

VIA CERTI Fl ED MAIL 
RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. Joseph Cipriano 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1801 North Hampton, Suite 300 
DeSoto, Texas 75115 

Mr. R. F. Schwitters 
Super Conducting Super Collider Laboratory 
2550 Beckley Meade, Suite 125 
Dallas, Texas 75237 

Mr. Phillip Stafford 
Texas National Research Laboratory Commission 
1801 North Hampton, Suite 400 
DeSoto, Texas 75115 

Mr. George Belcheff 
Texas National Research Laboratory ~ommission 
1801 North Hampton, Suite 400 
DeSoto, Texas 75115 

Philip B .. Smith, Jr. 
534 Honeysuckle Trail 
Midlothian, Texas 76065 

Dr. Jack T. May 
537 Honeysuckle Trail 
Midlothian, Texas 76065 

Mr. Alvin Barton 
State Highway Department of Public Transportation 
Hwy. 35E 
Waxahachie, Texas 75165 



August 2, 1990 
Page 2 

1-205 Exhibit 15 (Submission 121), Page 8 of 8 

RE: Request for Consideration of Change. Propose Alternate 
Route for access to E-2 on Land Parcel 107-A. 

Gentlemen: 

After receiving a petitioned letter signed by the Citizen's involved 
on your proposed access route to accommodate Site E-2 on Land Parcel 
107-A, I have corresponded with the Citizen's and understand their 
feelings and problems very well. There is great worry and possible 
liability on Ellis County on this narrow and inadequate road for such 
a project as the site you are proposing .. According to the recommen
dation that they are requesting from you to do on changing the access 
road, is a much more practical and adequate solution to benefit every
one involved. 

Sincerely, 

C#(tJ.~~ 

Cliff Wammack 
Ellis County Commissioner Pct. 4 

CW/cl 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

TO: OUR PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

ATTENTION: ;Jo.self R. C!Pll!lrNO 
SUBJECT: SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

DATE: SEPTEMBE!VOCTOBER 1990 

MESSAGE: 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Mnny have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
£h~~ed below. 

GENEYL 

L The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. Thev have withheld information a~d given continual misleading statement~. 

~omises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texas site was chosen. 

~equality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

/with few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalla&'F't. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

~ss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

V Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

~nd is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit ~ederal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

~operty values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environn1ental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
are~not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

__ Even though site·specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

L"Subsurface rights'' only will be purchased in non·facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 

• EXH1a11 

'.:...('-_······ 
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c~ 
__ At the beginning, cost '\Vas estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be bet,,·een 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

/Rapid and unnatural grov.-th of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land properly ta..x dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

~is, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, v.·hen other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONi\IBNTAL IMPACT 

~thorough geologic study v·•as not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
1Iisrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

~dioactive contamination of soil and ground \Vater from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

~d~erse environmental effecls to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of ground>vater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

~ 7egard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

__ V_C Coonn,struction noise and air pollution during and aft.er the construction period. 

----6'creased environmental risk from lo\v level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
pe~lly transported over local roads. 

7e possibility of producing rni.xed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

-v::definite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

__ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

ffi~e Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). ,.z ·~ 
j/~~o) 

signature 

Print Name: l1 / LE5 P /£)2 CE"" 
Address: 5.PJ.f /t!A1£/, 2 8 7£ 
MtP /..D-r'H Jlt),J T£i.,l'r5 - 7 6 tJ 6 .6 

) 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK: 
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Supe~collider will be 
ro7"'"~0~ 

expensive disaster 

J' 

"' ~ 
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It)' Da'\·e Schroeder 
The most popular sticker on cars 

nowadays is -oon't mess with Texas." 
Projected to cost a minimum of 8 bil
lion dollars, the SSC. or Stupendously 
StL:pid Col!ider which the government 
plans to build in Ellis County just 
south of Dallas, is going to mess with 
Texas on a scale unimagined since fire 
was first used by primitives here as a 
hunting tool or since Europeans came 
chopping all the ancient trees and intro
duced their overgrazing cattle culture 
(809c of Texas' springs have dried up 
Since 161Xl). 

Fol lowing are 15 poinlS against the 
Superconducting Supercol!ider, but the 
main one to keep in mind is the con
stant bombardment of radioacti.,.·ity that 
will render it too dangerous 10 work in 
after 20 years, upon which Lime it will 
be used 10 store radio.::ictivc wastes. 

I. The geology is tota!!y wrong 
for the project. The site is on a fault 
zone where the bedrock is fractured 
th!ough and through. 

- 2. Thanks to the heavy fracturing, 
Ellis county is one of the best-wa1ered 
areas In Texas, with springs, seeps, wel
lands and hundreds or wells. When Mr. 
Ellis was commissioned by lhe 

Republic of Texas in 1840 to survey 
North Texas for the fust norlh-south 
road (Preston Road) from Austin to 
Indian Territory, he ultim.::itely chose not 
Dallas or Fon Wort.~. but Et!is County 
to senJe and live out his life in-- be
cause it was so well-watered. When the 
SSC is built, keeping all this water out 
of its underground tunnels will be a pcr
pctu.:tl--.and expensive-- problem. 

3. The SSC was designed to be 
constructed in unpopulated arid land-
i.e., Arizona-- not populous farmlands 
close lO major urban centers. 

4. Ongoing bombardment of ra
dioactivity into din, water, concrete, 
wiring, etc. will gr:i.dua!ly contaminate 
the entire area. 

5. Inherently. there will be muhi
bil!ion dollar cost overruns. The cost of 
lining the entire tunnel (no! part of the 
current plans) will have to bC figured in 
once the Dcpanment of Energy finds out 
about the fault zone and ground.,,.·;uer. 

6. Blasting the tunnels and the 7-
story-deep lab complex will cr~ate air 
pollution-- dust that will cover us for 
WeC'ks and months on end·- good for car 
washes and laundromats but bad for car
buretors and lungs. 

7. The SSC, 1we!ve times as pow-

ciu! as the Fermi cyclotron in Batavia, 
Ill~nois, is an admitted experiment. 
Science doesn't really know what it will 
do or if it wi!J do it. A 20-mile-around 
I.lorn smasher comple1cd last year in 
Europe may achieve whatever they're 
looking for long before the Texas col
lider ever comes on line. The mofdtros
ity is already obsolete in theory, The 
~partment of Energy may jus1 end up 
ming the SSC as a cheaper source of 
lritium for hydrogen bombs than its cur
rent product.ion mcthOOs. 

8. Part of the cost will be dis· 
placement of Ellis County's tremendous 
lird population .and other wildlife. lbe 
endangered Bl::ick Capped Vir~o and 
'!hooping Crane are among the rare 
"1ds that use Ellis Counly's wetlands 
ID!ling hills, and timbl!red bottoms. ' 

9. The environment.:tl studies done 
kl dale have been a farce, i.e. the geo
logical study done in two weeks. The 
lrydtology study has to be nonexistent! 

10. We, the 1a:<payers, don't need iL 
Let p~ivate industry try to fund ii if they 
rant 11 so badly. 

11. As far as jobs for Texans go-
most of the contracts for the project 
.. ve been jobbed out to other star.es anQo 
•tions-- for example, the magnets are 

to be built in Louisiana and/or iapan. 
12. The real reason il's being built 

here is that it's proje.cled lO buy 1/4 bil
lion dollars per year worth of ele.cuicity 

tremendous fire ant populatia!.. They 
~11 eat lhro~gh concrete an~ play hell 
wuh the Stupid Collider. · EX H I B IT 

14. Land OWOCl"S forced oc: by emi- P'1 
nent domain will get rock bouom I+ 

•• 
••• 

rrom the Comanche Peak atomic power 
plant (home of the most shoddily-buih 
reactor:s in America). 

13. Ellis Counly is being overrun 
with fire ants. h's a fact that given a 
choice between a cold wire and one with 
juice flowing through i1, frre ants will 
chew up the insulation on the hoL wire 
first. Residents of Ellis County have 
big problems wilh air conditioners and 
other devices shorted out by their 

prices. Those no1 bought oo: (the ma-
jority of those with the colliXr going 
under !hem won't be OOught an) won't 
be able IO sell their land. Whc wants k> 
live on top of the world's bi&g=st alOm 
smas.ier? 

15. Neutron skyshine: C'Y:<)' parti
cle collision, whether plann~ er a ran
dom "Jost beam" from one o( 10,()(X) 
magnets failing, produces a Pow over 
the land of ionizing radiation 3 or 4 feet 
high, called "neutron skyshine:." Since 
the collider ring will pass Dllder r.35 
twice, we hypothetically wo~ be able 
to drive south 25 miles or ~ and see 
this phenomenon .. We aiC ooo. IOlci tha1 
such low-level radiation is sa'!, but the 
. "cxpens· have lied to us ~ct such .;. 
maners befon:. ""' , 

One thfog for sure is th<o?s to be a~ ~'v ' : ·. \ 'f\ j 
)>ublic btaring on this pori:.()arreJed'~\ l"'yv\IS!d ('-. 
boondoggle at the end of Aug:::st Keep ..l/1.UJ 
~s in mind, write letters to ~ta- (Y'V \ 
~ves! and sprca~ !he word. l\is !bing V ~ 
lS poison, and will only give Camanche \ 
Peak an acwc ro keep poi.s:::iriag us . 
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Exhibit 18 appears as Submission 223 in Part 2 of Volume 2. 



i~UPER 
COLLIDER
·~UPERBUST? 
GAYLE HUDGENS 

The Texas mystique has taken a pretty bad 
beating in the past few years, what with the 
bankruptcies of the Hunt brothers and Braniff 
Airways, the reslgnation of Speaker of the House 
Jim Wright and the general malaise of the bank
ing, real estate and oil industries. But the Lone 
Star State hopes to get a big boost soon-20 tril
l.ion electron volts, to be exact. That's the jolt 
carried by the Superconducting Super Collider 
that the Department of Energy wants to con
struct beneath the rolling farmland some twenty
five miles south of Dallas. 

The collider, which is designed to study the 
nature of matter, is Texas-size in every respect. It 
would be 18,000 times bigger in diameter than the 
cyclotron that ushered in the atomic age more 
than fifty years ago. Its tunnel would be ten feet 
in diameter and form an underground oval more 
than fifty.four miles in circumference; it would 
contain 10,000 superconducting magnets, each one 
fifty·seven feet long and weighing nine tons; and 

I it would smash subatomic panicles at a velocity 
~1 0se to the speed of light. The most recent cost 

.imate for building this "big science" bonanza 
is almost $8 billion-just the kind of number 
Texas kingpins love to embrace. 

Of course, the Superconducting Super Col· 
lider, or S.S.C., comes with a few problems 
that are also rather large: the probable removal 
of several hundred families from some of the 
19,000 acres to be bought up for the collider and 

its above.ground "campus"; ~ ' 11 1 ,2 
the projected influx of up to i 111 

30,000 people in the next 1 ii 
decade, and all that implies " 1. 11• Ill 

for the environment of rural Ellis County; the effects of 
the radiation that will inevitably escape from the tunnel; 
and, not least, the disposal of radioactive waste from the 
rnegaproject. 

D. Allan Bromley, President Bush's science adviser, is not 
even sure the United States has the industrial capacity to 
build the mammoth magnets for the S.S.C. "'We're pushing 
technology to the absolute limits," he says. The budget is 
pushing in the same direction, as calls for more :noney keep 
coming in, along with predictions that cost overruns will 
eventually put the S.S.C.'s price tag at more than $10 bil· 
lion. Even the normally boosterish Dallas Times Herald 

·eel recently that the nation "would be better off not 
l .. ing it than building the S.S.C. as a boondogg]e." 

EXHIBIT 
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None of that seems to bother the Texas col!ider cane!, a 
combination of politicians, real estate speculators and other 
assorted wheelers and dealers led by Dallas tycoon Morton 
Meverson, chair of the Texas National Research Laboratory 
Co~mission (T.N.R.L.C.), which drew up the site pr(r 
posal, and Tom Luce, the former chair and a candidate for 
governor in the Republican primary on March 13. This lob
by already has spent millions of taxpayers' dollars to win 
for Texas the D.0.E.'s high·speed proton subway, beating 
out six other finalists-Arizona, Colorado, Illinois, Mich
igan, North Carolina and Tennessee. Ellis County itself has 
chipped in S2 million for land acquisition, and some busi
nesses are so eager for the project's infusion of dollars that 
they've donated land. 

In 1987 a statev.ide bond issue reached deep into the 
pockets of Texas taxpayers, authorizing $1 billion in general 
obligation and revenue bonds to help pave the way for the 
S.S.C. by building roads and other infrastructure. Voters in 
this constitutional-amendment election were asked to su~ 
port referendums and propositions on horse racing, jail dis· 
tricts libraries, economic development and a vague high·tech 
"su~rconducting super collider research facility." The col· 

lider cane! poured several hundred thousand dollars into a 
media blitz to persuade people that Proposition 19 would be 
just swell for Texas, providing jobs and bringing cash to the 
state's flagging economy. Only 18 percent of the state's elec· 
torate approved Proposition 19, since only 29 percent of the 
registered voters bothered to vote on the proposition, and of 
tho~. 64 percent vated for the promise of economic nirvana. 

Jay and Kathleer. Paul built their home ten years ago near 
'Maypearl, Tv::as, in the midst of hundred-year.old pecan 
trees, clear creeks, healthy wildlife and unobstructed vistas . 
Most of their neighbors are farm families who have been on 
this land for genera:iOns. One of the surface dcveJopmenu 
planned for the S.S.C. is an "injector area" with massive 
parking lots two miles from the Pauls' farm. Yet until they 
and some of their neighbors fanned Texans Against the 
Super Collider in 1988, there was virtually no detailed infor
mation about the project available to the public, and there 
was little opposition. The D.0.E. did hold bearings, but 
most people didn't know about them unless they read the 
Waxahachie Daily Light carefully. "The people whose land 
is affected didn't know it until weeks after the meetings had 
taken place," says Kathleen Paul. She told of a man and 
woman who said th~y didn't understand what was going on. 
They went to the library, where the D.O.E. had filed its 
documents, as required by law. The husband looked at the 
site map and said to his wife, .. Honey, we're history, because 
they want our pro~y ." 

Low utility rates may soon be history too, because the 
S.S.C. has arrange::! to have its huge appetite for electricity 
subsidized. This es;>:cially irritates those who have resisted 
the area's Comanc~ Peak nuclear power plant, which re
cently loaded its fus:: uranium fuel rods [see Geoffrey Aron
son, "The Co·opting of CASE," December 4, 1989}. Not 
only does the collid~'s hunger for electricity provide a con· 
venient rationale for an otherwise unnecessary nuclear 
power plant, the su~idy means that rate payers-rich and 
poor alike-will pa:· six to eight times more than the S.S.C. 
per kilowatt·hour. Texas Utilities has already asked the state 
Public Utility Comr.ission for a 10.2 percent rate increase. 



1-211 

The S.S.C. is designed to send two beams made up of 
millions of protons hurtling through two pipes within 

the tunnel toward each other at almost the speed of light. 
'\\'hen they collide in an ~ental hall, they are supposed 
to yield concentrations of energy as dense as those in the 
first moment of the big bang, when, many physicists be
lieve, the universe burst into existence more than 10 billion 
years ago. Proponents of the S.S.C. say it is needed to 
unlock the secrets of subatomic: structures, and that the 
knowledge gained will be extremely valuable. 

They support this position by pointing to breakthroughs 
fostered by earlier colliders: the development of new indus
tries and practical applications such as equipment for 
medical diagnosis and treatment, positron emission tomog
raphy sc.ans, magnruc: resonance imaging, nuclear medi
cine and superconducting magnets. Moreover, these proper 
nents warn that the United States will lose its intemationaJ 
lead in high-energy physics if the S.S.C. is not built. ""Star 
Wars" is rarely mentioned, but it, too, is part of the collider 
agenda. 

Opponents argue that the S.S.C. is an insanely expensive 
supenoy for a handful of what one critic calls -spoiled 
brats" in the high-energy physics game. Even James Krum
hansl, president-elect of the American Physical Society, 
has said the S.S.C. bas no immediate rel~ance to U.S. 
technological or economic competitiveness. Yet the tunnel 
vision persists, ignoring the budget deficit and the critical 
need for more praaical scientific research, not to mention 
the need to repair the nation's en\.ironment and infrastruc
ture, house the homeless and raise millions of Americans 
out of poverty. Incredibly, the multibillion-dollar project 
would be decommissioned in only twenty years because the 
metal, concrete anc! other materials in the tunnel would 
become so radioactive from bombardment by neutrons re
leased during experiments that the Superconducting Super 
Collider could no longer be used. 

Most opponents of the project in Ellis Counry are already 
worrying about that bombaidment. Predictably, the D.O.E. 
insists that the S.S.C. poses no health hazard and that the 

Exhibit 19, Page 2 of 3 
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collisions are controllable, despite their complexity and the 
speed at which they take place. In fact, radionuclides and all 
sons of protons can form a witches' brew of basic panicles. 
The experiments also produce energetic and very penetrating 
beams of subatomic particles such as muons, which have a 
tendency to scatter in all directions through the walls of 
the tunnel, through the soil, the water and even the Austin 
chalk formation. Lethal clouds of neutrons can hover above 
ground around the ventilation shafts. And any time the 
S.S.C. is in operation, muons can strike live organ.isms 
above or adjacent to the S.S.C. with ionizing radiation, 
which, at the lowest dose, can induce mutations. 

In 1988, writing on behalf of the Tennessee chapter of the 
Sierra Club, which opposed efforts to land the collider for 
that state, molecular biologlst R.J. Neff, professor emeritus 
at Vanderbilt University, told Tennessee Representative 
Bart Gordon about certain S.S.C. environmental problems 
not yet "addressed by local governments, the State of Ten
nessee, or by the ... DOE." His letter referred in part 
to soil irradiation and muons. At the Fennilab collider in 
Batavia, Illinois, he wrote, "the muons were detected at the 
site boundary which appears to be about three miles from 
the target source [where the collision takes place]. The 
beams at S.S.C. should be even more penetrating in that the 
protons '"ill be accelerated to 20 TeV (trillion electron 
volts] .... One would expect some of the ricocheting par
ticles in the beam to penetrate the surface and consequently 
penetrate and cause ionizations [ionizing radiation/ in any 
living thing on the surface that might be in their path." (Em
phasis added.) 

The Texas collider will be twelve times larger and twenty 
times more powerful in TeV than the one at Fermilab. If 
Fennilab's muons were found three miles from the target 
source, how far will the S.S.C.'s muons disperse? three 
miles times twelve? three miles times twenty? or even 
three miles times twelve times twenty (720 miles)'? No one is 
certain, and the D.0.E. doesn't seem to care much. 

Another problem is beam loss. Lawrence Jacobi, general 
manager of the Texas Low-Level Radioactive Waste: Dis
posal Authority, warned in a letter to the T.N.R.L.C. in 
July 1987 that the "large number of experimental, state-of
the-art magnets and beam definers will dictate a beam loss 
occurrence higher than that experienced at a smaller, con
ventional accelerator. Each time a beam is Jost, activation 
(or irradiation] of the beam line components, electronic 
modules, and tunnel equipment will occur. At Fennilab, for 
instance, neon lights and batteries from the tunnel lighting 
system are activated and treated as radioactive waste upon 
disposal. Silicon based vac-ion pump oils are a problem 
because they fall into a mixed chemical and radioactive 
waste category. Water conditioning resins become radioac
tive when activated ions are removed from the cooling 
water. The sheer size and experimental nature of the SSC 
will dictate that there will be more of this type of waste, not 
less." (Emphasis added.) 

Fermilab puts irradiated soil and material in a storage 
area called "the boneyard," which only reinforces the 
message in the February issue of Scientific American: No 
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progress has been ma.de in disposing of radioactive waste 
~rtainly Fermilab has had its problems. The Texas wast 
disposal authority repons that at Fennilab, "Tunnt 
emergency light batteries are activated by neutrons, an 
when replaced, the radioactive lead is a problem." Alsc 
vacuum pump oil becomes contaminated with radioactivit~ 
Other waste problems at Fermilab are the "nuisance" isc 
topes, such as cobalt 60, sodium 22 and copper 64. This la: 
isotope is a "special problem" since "workers pilfer the cor 
per to sell for scrap. More than once, the Fermilab staff ho: 
had to retrieve radioactive copper from local scrapyards.' 

Here in Texas we've known for a long time-it seems lik 
forever-that there is no safe place for radioactive wasH 
The Waste: Isolation Pilot Plant site near Carlsbad, Ne1 
Mexico, remains empty because brine water in an abar 
doned potash mine could corrode containers of lethal tran~ 
uranic waste, which would leak into aquifers and the Pecc 
River Valley ground water in both New Mexico and Texa: 
Yucca !viountain in Nevada, the site of a planned repositor 
for nuclear waste, is on hold. The State of Idaho won't tak 
any more radioactive waste. And Hanford, Washingtor 
now rejects almost all waste from outside the state. In a le 
ter to the T.N.R.L.C., the waste disposal authority's Jacot 
put it plainly: "Although DOE dismisses mixed waste as 
minute problem ... DOE hazardous waste managers clea1 
ly reveal this [as] a major concern that is growing more corr 
plex every day." 

One reason the D.O.E. awarded the S.S.C. to Texas we 
because the Texas proposal claimed that major geologlc~ 
and tunneling criteria (rock had to be impenneable and un 
form, strong and predictable) were easily met. But mor 
than one local geologist says this is nonsense, that the Austi 
chalk has been cut by the Balcones fault system. These frac 
tures are active paths for migration of water that will b 
contaminated With radioactive tritium (with a half-life c 
12.5 years and a hazardous life of 125 to 250 years), sod 
um 22 (with a half-life of 3 years and a hazardous life of 30 t' 
60 years) and other radioactive carcinogens that can rapidl 
flow into creeks and local water supplies. Then there are th 
fire ants-fierce, omnivorous insects that are attracted t· 
electricity and chemical insulation and are capable of che" 
ing through the protective shields of the underground cable 
and getting into the tunnel itself. According to a report b 
the Texas Department of Agriculture, the fire ants get int· 
electrical contact points, where they eventually die and caus 
short circuits. 

C !early, it is the entire: Superconducting Super Collide 
that should be short-circuited. Whatever benefits 

might bring in the distant future can hardly be worth th 
cost at a time when the United States is reeling sociall~ 

economically and, not least, ecologically. Congress has nc 
yet appropriated the next millions for the S.S.C., thus givin 
opponents of the project a chance to rally their forces. The 
should adopt the ferocity of fire ants in organizing the 
attack-and \\'bile they're at it they should chew up the sig 
that has been up for months on Highway 287 that say: 
-Waxahachie, Home of the SSC." [ 
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Geology and Tunneling 
Subcriteria and Factors 

1-214 

Section 3 
The DOE Task Fo~e·, Evaluation of 
Each Site 
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through three distinctly different rock types with the potential for a 
substantial amount of mixed-face tunneling (tunneling simultaneously 
through two or more rock types of significantly different strength and/ 
or hardness). The subcommittee rated Michigan satisfactory mainly 
because (I) its tunnel was proposed for geological formations of sand
stone, shale, and limestone that, while not structurally complex, \\'ere 
very heterogeneous and poorly predictable either laterally or vertically, 
(2) some of the sandstone was moderately permeable, and (3) the whole 
tunnel 'vould require a concrete liner for both water control and struc
tural support. 

The task force considered other subcriteria less important than geologic 
suitability for the overall rating in geology and tunneling. Both Illinois 
and TeMeSSt"e y..·ere rated poor in operational efficiency because of the 
depth of the experimental halls and tunnel shafts, but they were rated 
outstanding for their overall suitability. 

Geologic Suitability 

uniformity of tunnel material 
permeability of tunnel material 
need for support and lining 
topography for efficient construction 

Operational Stability 

seismic zone 
strength of the rock under the experimental halls 

• 
Operational Efficiency 

depth of experimental halls 
depth of tunnel 

Construction Risk 

predictability of the geology 
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Tennessee: Good 

Texas: Outstanding 
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found in the vicinity of the site are state-listed as threatened, endan
gered, or of special concern. 

l\oise 

C-0nstruction in residential neighborhoods v.·iil expose 136 people to 70 
to 75 decibels and 705 people to 60 to 70 decibels of background noise 
during construction. 

Water 

Potential surface and groWldwater contamination because the caves, 
sinkholes, and other karst features would alloW1contaminants to migrate 
quickly and because of the location of some spoil disposal areas. 

co logy 

Less than 10 acres of wetlands potentially affected. 
Endangered species/sensitive habitat: Snail Shell Cave System is located 
upstream from the tunnel ring and thui would not be affected, but iajec
tor area B contains karst limestone surface rocks; potential impact to 
sensitive habitats such as cedar glades and downstream cave systems. 

Arr Quaiity 

Site is in an ozone nonattainment zone. 

Cultural 

Nine properties listed on the National Register of Historic Properties. 

Ecology 

Riparian wetland at Chambers Creek cculd be avoided so that only 
about 10 acres of wetlands would be affected. 

Land Resources 

Agricultural land covers 32,000 acres of the 38,000-acre stud; area. 

Health and Safety 
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Michigan: Good 

North Carolina: Good 
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Location of SSC service areas in residential neighborhoods \'>Ould expose 
454 people to 70 to i5 decibels and 1,246 people to 60 to 70 decibels of 
background noise during construction. 

Scenic/Visual C-0ncerns 

Visual in1pacts, increased traffic, and general community disturbance. 

Cultural 

Forty-seven Indian archeological sites have been identified \\"ithin the 
proposed SSC sire area. 

Water 

Existing local overdraft. 
Tunnel located in sandstone formation that is one of the major devel
oped aquifers in the region; shafts and tunnel may be constructed 
through gypsum, resulting in potential contamination of the aquifer. 

120 acres of generally high-quality wetlands may be directly affected; 
potential for encroachment on floodplains because of the amount of sur
face water in the area. 

Air Quality 

Site is in an ozone nonattainment zone. 

Water 

Fractured bedrock conditions increase the potential for ground\vater 
contamination. 

Ecology 

258 acres of wetlands, including high-value bottomland hardwood 
wetlands. 
Endangered species/sensitive habitat: significant aquatic and upland 
habitats inside and adjacent to the tunnel ring; seven animai species 
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Limestone is essentially impermeable at tunnel depth. 

Exhibit 20, Page 5 of 5 

Tunnel and most of the shafts can be left unlined with only occasional 
rock bolts for support. 
Good access to surface facility locations. 

Operational Stability 

Low earthquake potential. 
High-strength limestone provides a stable foundation for the experimen
tal halls. 

Operational Efficiency 

~ Average depth to the base of the e:q>erimental halls is 385 feet. 
~ .,f' "!? Average tunnel shaft depth is 405 feet. 

\.!:}::::-\:/,, ( ":fJ Construction Risk 

\) , ~ ~~ Large regional databas~ from deep core drilling for lead and zinc explo-
~~ ration; site database includes 11 coreholes ·and 8 percussion holes. 

C, ~ " Potential during shaft sinking and surface building construction to 
\r QJ _ ~ t encounter caves and other karst features near the surface, some of 

l~X ,V:,.J Cl ~ IV which may be water-~earing and/or need to be cleaned and filled with ( \:))' '\_'\; ~ o/ L-. • ~grout or cement. 
YA~' :::,.,~ 

Texas: Outstru:lding ~Ytj j" .Geologic Suitability 

<_(V • Tunnel located in a simple layered sequence of Austin Chalk (7 4 per
cent) and Taylor Marl (26 percent) with~ and well-characterized 

V• 

material propertiesi chalk and marl are soft, low-strength rock; inactive 
faults of limited displacement cross the tunnel ring in several places. 
The chalk and marl are essentially impermeable. 
Marl \\'ill require a precast segmented concrete liner for structural sup
port and to prevent slaking; chalk will be coated with shotcrete for dust 
control; ~all volume water inflow along discrete fractures can be con
trolled by grouting or a waterproof liner. 
Good access to surface facility locations. { 

w \'\.._ t f""""' I+- L.. O"'-- , 
Operational Stability 

Very low earthquake potential. 
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TESTIMONY PRESEN1'ED IN PUBLIC HEARING 
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPAcr STATEMENT 

SUPERCONDUCTING SUPER COLLIDER PROJEcr 
ENNIS, TEXAS 

MY NAME IS STAN LAMBERT AND I RESIDE AT 1801 PRINCETON, ENNIS, TEXAS. 

Exhibit 21, Page 1 of 2 

I AM A BANKER IN ENNIS, TEXAS. I ALSO AM CURRENTLY THE CHAIRMAN OF THE ELLIS COlJ"NTY 
CITIZENS ADVISORY COMMITTEE TO THE URA. 

I ALSO SERVE THE CITIZENS OF ENNIS, TEXAS AS THEIR MAYOR. 

GENTLEMEN, IT HAS BEEN THREE AND A HALF YEARS SINCE THE CITIZENS OF ELLIS COUNTY AND 
ENNIS LEARNED WHAT A PARTICLE ACCELERATOR IS AND WHAT IT DOES. THE LAST 3!;; YEARS HAVE 
BEEN VERY INTERESTING, TO SAY THE LEAST. 

WITHOUT GOING INTO A LENGTHY DISCUSSION OF THE SPECIFIC AREAS OF SUPPORT THAT HAS 
BEEN PROVIDED BY THE CITIZENS OF ENNIS, LET ME SIMPLY SUMMARIZE BY SAYING THAT 
GENERALLY, THE POSITIVE SUPPORT HAS BEEN OVERWHELMING AND cet'lTINUES TO BE FOR THIS 
PRO.JEcr. 

WE CONTINUE TO BE VERY ENTHUSASTIC AND OPTIMISTIC ABOUT BECOMIMG "GOOD NEIGHBORS" 
IHTH THE FEDERAL GOVERNMENT AND THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY. WE ARE EXCITED ABOUT THE 
FACT THAT WORLD ATTENTION WILL BECOME FOCUSED ON ELLIS COUNTY, TEXAS AS THE SSC IS 
BUILT AND, ESPECIALLY, ONCE IT BECOMES OPERATIONAL. WE ANTICIPATE A GREAT FUTURE AND 
ARE READY TO MOVE AHEAD IN THIS EXCITING ADVEN'IURE TOGETHER AS NEIGHBORS. 

I AM INTERESTED, TODAY, IN DISCUSSING JUST WHAT IS A "GOOD NEIGHBOR". 

YOU SEE, I BELIEVE THAT I\ "GOOD NEIGHBOR" IS THE FOLLOWING: 

1 ) SOMEONE YOU WOULDN'T MIND LIVING NEXT TO FOR THE REST OF YOUR LIFE, AND 
YOUR KID'S LIFE, AND YOUR GRANDKIDS, AND SO ON AND SO FORTH. 

2) SOMEONE YOU TRUST WITH ALL YOUR WORLDLY POSSESSIONS, AS WELL AS YOUR 
FAMILY. 

3) SOMEONE YOU FEEL COMFORTABLE AROUND IN ANY SITUATION, AND NEVER LOOK BACK 
OVER YOUR SHOULDER. 

THE CITIZENS OF ELLIS COUNTY AND PARTICULARLY IN ENNIS WANT AND DESIRE THAT TYPE OF 
RELATIONSHIP. WE WANT TO BE GOOD NEIGHBORS - AND WE TRUST THAT THE DOE IS DESIROUS OF 
BECOMING GOOD NEIGHBORS WITH US. 

BUT, HOW DO YOU DEVELOPE THAT RELATIONSHIP? DOES IT JUST OCCUR? - NO 

1) lv"ELL, YOU COMMUNICATE. YOU TALK, YOU DISCUSS, YOU ASK QUESTIONS, - YOU ARE 
NOT AFRAID TO GO BEYOND THE BOUNDARIES OF FINDING OUT WHAT YOUR NEIGHBOR'S 
NEEDS REALLY ARE. IT'S A 'IWJ-WAY STREET. 

· EXHIBIT 
·•·,~:: 

tJ<JO -9 0 I n, 
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2) YOU START SMALL, AND THEN BUILD ON THAT FOUNDATION. TRUST, CREDIBILITY, 
LOYALTY, ALLEGIANCE, THESE DON'T JUST OCCUR OVERNIGHT. IT TAKES TIME - IT 
TAKES STARTING WITH THE SMALL THINGS, EVEN ISSUES THAT S0METIMES SEEM 
TRIVIAL AND UNIMPORTANT TO THE OVERALL SCHEME OF THINGS, SUCH AS THE 
EBENEZER ROAD PROJECT, BUT BEGINNING THEM AND WORKING TOGETHER TO 
ACCOMPLISH THE GOALS AND OBJECTIS!jS THAT ARE THE MOST IMPORTANT. 

'If::_ 

THAT'S HOW I ENVISION BUILDING A NEIGHBORLY RELATIONSHIP. ONE THAT WILL LAST FOR A 
LONG TIME. 

THE CITIZENS OF ENNIS ARE COMMITTED TO DEVELOPING A STRONG, WORKING RELATIONSHIP WITH 
THE DEPARTMENT IN THIS PROJECT. 

IT IS OUR HOPE THAT THE FEELING IS MUTUAL AND THAT THE DEPARTMENT IS VERY INTERESTED 
IN ACCEPTING ITS ROLE AND RESPONSIBILITY BASED ON THIS SEIS STUDY IN BUILDING A "GOOD 
NEIGHBOR" RELATIONSHIP WITH THE CITY OF ENNIS. 

WE WISH YOU THE VERY BEST IN YOUR ENDEAVERS AND LOOK FORWARD TO BUILDING A STRONG 
WORKING RELATIONSHIP OVER THE MONTHS AND YEARS AHEAD. WELCOME TO ENNIS, NEIGHBOR! 

THANK YOU! 
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3.6 Summary of Hydrogeology 

The Ferm.ilab site has thick glacial till consisting primarily of low 

permeability clay. 15 This clay forms a barrier to the downward percolation of 

any water containing radioactivity. Beneath the clay the first layer of rock is 

a dolomite of Silurian age. 5 Its fractured upper 3 m (10 ft) and the saturated 

sand and gravel immediately above it in most places carry sufficient water for 

individual farm needs. The water level contours for this aquifer are shown in 

Fig. 8. Note that the water from the Research Area flows toward Yell 1, the 

primary on-site drinking water supply (Fig. 2). Groundwater leaves the site and 

flows southwest toward the Fox River and southeast toward the West Branch of the 

DuPage River. 

Beneath the silurian dolomite are older formations laid down by 

sedimentation during the Cambrian and Ordovician periods when the region was 

under sea water. These consist of dolomite and sandstone with perhaps some 

shale. The sandstone aquifer at approximately 300 m (1000 ft) below the surface 

provides sufficient volumes of water for local municipal water supplies. 

The spillways should be noted as shown on the map of surface water drainage 

(Fig. 9), In the event of. an accidental spill, backup efforts will be 

cioncentrated at those points to stop the flow of any hazardous substance if it 

cannot be contained closer to the discharge point. 

4. Environmental Radiological Program Information 

4.1 Environmental Radiation Monitoring 

Three types of accelerator-produced radiation are monitored - penetrating 

radiation, airborne radioactivity, and waterborne radioactivity. These 

radiations usually have direct pathways to the off-site population. Other more 

indirect pathways, such as through the food chain, have received much less 

attention .to date. The decision on what to monitor is based on the type of 

operation, radionuclides released, potential hazard, and monitoring results from 

this and other high-energy phys~cs laboratories. 
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produced radionuclides have ever been detected in the water from the creeks and 

rivers. Thus, the results are not included in Table 2. All water samples with 

detected activity are reported in Table 2. TW'o sets of river water samples were 

obtained during CY-1988 from the Fox River in Aurora upstream and downstream from 

the mouth of Indian Creek. Also, two sets of three samples were obtained from 

the west branch of the DuPage River in ~arrenville (Fig. 2) upstream and 

downstream from the mouth of Kress Creek and farther downstream past the mouth of 

Ferry Creek. Neither river is utilized as a drinking water supply downstream 

from the creek entrances. 

4.4.2.l Tritium 

The results for on-site tritium samples yielding detectable levels in 

surface waters (Fig. 6) are given in Table 2. All other sampling points were at 

background levels. Water collected from around footings of buildings and 

underground enclosures and discharged from sumps is considered surface water. 

Water in aquifers is called groundwater. The total off-site release in surface 

waters was 336 mCi of tritium this year, this is about a 25% increase over 

CY-1987. This lncrei§@ !eSUlted primarily from an increase in the volume of sump 

water that left the site via Kress Creek. The radioactivity released off the 

site was at such a low concentration that it could not be detected. Detailed 

reports of off-site effluent releases and on-site discharges are made via the 

Department of Energy Effluent and On-Site Discharge Information Systems, EG&G, 

Idaho. 

The surface water from the experimental areas (Fig. 5) flows into Casey's 

Pond except during wet seasons. During these seasons, the pond fills up 

(68 million 1 or 18 million gal capacity) and barricades are placed at the two 

entrances to the pond to keep the water from flooding the pump room. lilhen these 

barriers, called stop logs, are in place, the water bypasses the pond and leaves 

the site via Kress Creek (Figs. 5 and 9). This was the case for approximately 

51% of the year in CY-1988, compared to 38% in CY-1987. There were no discharges 

of radioactivity totaling greater than 1 mCi from a closed loop water system leak 

in CY-1988. 

34 
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Table 9 

Sw:i:nary of Population Exposures for CY-1988 
Yithin a 80 km (50 mi) Radius of Fermilab 

Sources 

Penetrating radiation (muons) from 
the Research Area 

Penetrating radiation (gamma rays) from 
the Boneyard 

Airborne radioactivity from the 
Antiproton Area 

Airborne radioactivity from the 
Neutrino Area 

Contributions to Population 
Exposures 

(person·rem) 

0.6 

1.8 

0.9 

TOTAL 3.3 

Some releases of radioactive water occurred from sumps collecting water 

from under areas where protons interacted. About 51% of this volume of water 

.eft the site while Casey's Pond (Fig. 4), the reservoir receiving water from 

discharges in the three external areas to which protons are delivered, was full. 

The mean concentration of tritium during the period of release was less than one 

percent of the Derived Concentration Guide for prolonged exposure to the general 

population. Also, drinking water in the area is taken from wells rather than 

from the creek receiving the discharge. Hence, the dose from the release was 

negligible. 

Between April and July 1987, a radon survey was conducted at Fermilab. The 

survey included Village residences, office areas and beam tunnels. The charcoal 

canister metho~39 was used. A total of 41 canisters ~ere used in this study. 

Four locations had results greater than the EPA residential standard of 4 pCi/l 

(Section 8). None of these locations has a high occupancy factor. The highest 

result was 8.0 pCi/l and the geometric mean was 1.4 x+ 2.3 pCi/l. 

The results of the survey do not indicate a need for remedial action in any 

area. Based on measurements covering a large portion of the site, it appears 

;hat the site is a normal radon concentration area. 

53 
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Evaluation of Environ~ental Impacts 

o.~ Assessments of Potential Radiation Dose to the Public 

Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory is located in the densely populated 

Chicago area. There are about eight million people living within 80 km (50 mi) 

of the site (Fig. 3). 35 There are 326,645 people within 16 km (10 mi) of the 

center of the main accelerator based on the 1980 census results compared to 

265,677 counted in the 1970 census. 36 The detailed distribution of population as 

a function of distance and direction from Fermilab is given in Table s. 36 The 

population distribution close to Fermilab is shown in Fig. 12. The estimated 

increase in population from 1980 to 1988 is 13.6% within 16 km (10 mi) of 

Fermilab based on county and local city population estimates. 1 •2 

The dose rate at the site boundary in CY-1988 from Fermilab operations was 

primarily from muons from the Research Area (Fig. 1). The total dose to the 

individual receiving the maximum from Fermilab operations was 1.2 mrem for 

CY-1988. The point where that exposure occurred is along the northeastern site 

boundary. This is approximately 1% of the background radiation dose. 37 The dose 

rate at the site boundary from the Boneyard was 1.6 mrem but decreased to only 

0.3 mrem at the nearest residence. 

The radiation exposure to the general population from operation of Fermilab 

in CY-1988 was approximately 3.3 person-rem (Table 9). This exposure was 

primarily from penetrating radiation (muons and gamma rays). This total is to be 

compared with a total of approximately one million person-rem to the population 

within 80 Jcm (50 mi) from natural background radioactivity. 36 •37 Based on 

typical United States radiation exposures from diagnostic x-rays, medical 

treatments, and other artificial sources an additional 500,000 person-rem would 

be expected for the population in the Chicago area.with 80 km (SO mi) of Fermilab 

in CY-1988. 38 

The magnet debonding oven was used to debond 11 radioactive magnets in 

CY-1988. The resulting 3H release from the debonding oven stack had negligible 

impact. 

50 



Roger Williams Jr., 47, of Boz speaks Wednesday at a public 
hearing on the Supercond,ucting Super.'Collider•s environ:. 
mental impact. Mr. Williams said he was,concerned about 

Tht DalLu llontlq ~~I.mo~>· 
the effects of core-sample drilling on water supplies: Peter:;I 
Richardson (at podium) was moderator for the hearing at':, 
Southwestern Assemblies of God College in Waxahachie. ·~· 
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Ellis residents voice opposition to ssc~ 
By.John Yearwood ·the colllaen saretytncreased after more than $8 billion. w111 be built concerned, sequestration Is· the' 
llttroSoulh&rtGUof TheDall&sMoruJngNews a U.S. Department of Energy report underground in Ellis County. Scien- worst deal,'" Mr. Barton saidcrefer·' 

W AXAHAC!IlE - The Supercon· said that slightly more radiation lists say the project. the most expen- ring to the technical term ~or the', 
ducting Super Collider should not will be emitted from the collider sive undertaking since the Apollo automatic cuts. 
be built in Ellis County, federal offi· than projected in earlier studies. space program. ·will smash sub- That was far from the minds of 
c!als were told Wednesday by angry The report, released last month, atomic particles and help solve fun· the two dozen residents who spoke' 
residents concerned about poten- also said that the project would pro- damental mysteries about the ori- at the hearings Wednesday in ElliS 
tial radiation and groundwater con- duce more low-level waste than pre- gin and nature of the universe. County. 
tamination. viously believed. Earlier in the day in Washing- K T . h 

Most residents ·at the public But collider officials countered ton. Super Collider supporters met dai ar~ ~m:;:mia·x;;,a~h~wnsea~·. 
hearing on the collider's environ- that radiation releases would be ex· on Capitol Hill to discuss the wh~e :~ection of ~he ring wi~ b~ 
mental impact blasted the project. tremely smaU and not harmful. projects progress and the effects of built. said he Is concerned about ra, 

"I am unhappy with the TNRLC "The chaUenge is to comm uni- potenttal budget cuts.. diation affectin the milk. " 
(Texas National Research Labora· cate that and overcome the confu. After a meeting wnh the Indus- g 
tory Commission) because I think slon that .exists,'' snid Larry Coul- try Association for the Supercon- "'!"hen we try to sell our product, 
they sold us a bill of goods on the son, assistant director of environ. · ducting Super Collider, Rep. Joe how man.y people you think will 
SSC project,'" said George Caddel of mental safety and health for the Barton, R-Ennls, said he was pes- buy our milk when they heard 
Waxahachie. "You sold us on o collldcr lob. The bottom line, he slmistlc obout chnnccs of·nn ngrcc· where it came from?" Mr. Tam~ 
cuddly little kitten. and now you said. is that the radiation released ment to reduce the nation's bur- minga asked .. : 
are delivering a man-eating tiger." will be "less radiation than you will geonlng budget deficit before auto- Claire Pierce of Palmer snld Ellis 

Mr. Caddel was among more getlfyouhadagas~tove." mat!c Gr_amm-Rudman spending County Is "111-sulted" for the cot:.· 
than 100 people who attended the The public hearings are needed cuts are triggered Oct. I. lider because the county is a breed-' 
second public hearing· in Waxaha· if the collider Is to get environmen- ... Such spending cuts, budget ex- . ing ground for fire ants. . '.. 
chie on the project's impact. A sec- ta! approval, the last step 'before perts have suggested, could mean a . ., • . ... 
ond round will be held at I and 7 construction can begin. The Energy $318 million Super Collider appro- You will b~ creating the tallest,: 
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SCAN 
super co/lider accountability network • report no. six • september 20, 1990 

SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ISSUE (SEIS) 
/T'S TIME FOR YOU TO WRITE ABOUT YOUR SSC CONCERNS. QUICK AND EASY PUBLIC 
COMMENT FORM ENCLOSED. JUST CHECK YOUR ITEMS OF CONCERN AND MAIL IN. 

SEND OFFICIAL SEIS PUBLIC 
COMMENT TO: 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Dept. of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenule 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

(Deadline October 14, 1990) 

SEND ADDITIONAL COPIES TO: 

Senator Phil Gramm 
or Senator Lloyd Bentsen. 
Senate Office Bldg. 
Washington, O.C. 20510 

U. S. Congressman Joe Barton 
House Office Bldg. 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

John E. Welch 
Route 5 
Waxahachie, Tx 75165 
(Democrat opponent to Joe Barton) 

State Rep. Keith Oakley 
P.O. Box 2g10 
Austin, Texas 78769 

State Senator Chet Edwards 
P.O. Box 12068 
Austin, Tx. 78711 

James F. Cipriano 
SSC Project Office 
U.S. Dept. of Energy 
2550 Beckleymeade, Mail Stop 1020 
Dallas, Texas 75237 

SEND TO SSC SUPPORTIVE OP· 
POSITION: 

Jill Lancelot, National Taxpayers 
Union, 713 Maryland Ave NE 
Wash. b. C. 20002 

Rep. Howard Wolpe 
House Office Bldg. 
Washington, O.C. 20515 

SCAN PROVIDES /NFORMA TION REGARDING SSC RELATED PROBLEMS. ANY SSC OFFICIAL INTERESTED IN ADDRESSING SCAN 
QUESTIONS AND FEATURED SUBJECTS IS REQUESTED TO POST RESPONSES JN ALL OF THE LOCAL NEWSPAPERS. 

NETWORK PARTICIPATION PARTICIPANTS COMMIT THEMSELVES TO FORWARD AU SCAN REPORTS RECEIVED TO OTHER PAR· 
TICPANTS PER A TT ACHED UST. IT IS A SHARED RESPONSIBIUTY NETWORK. THOSE WHO HA VE ACCESS TO A COPY MACHINE 
ARE REQUESTED TO IN/TIA TE ADDITIONAL BRANCH LISTS IN ORDER THAT MORE PEOPLE CAN BE REACHED IN A SHORTER TIME. 
PARTICIPANTS CAN BE ON A ·FAST. LIST FOR A 1·2 DA y FORWARDING COMMITMENT OR A •stow UST· FOR A 1-4 DA y FOR· 
WARDING COMMITMENT. 

SCAN INFORMATION, SUBMISSS/ON OF NEWS ITEMS, OR NETWORK PARTICIPATION CONTACT: 
GENERAL: GEORGE and JEAN CADDEL, P.O. BOX 654, WAXAHACHIE, TEXAS 75165, PHONE 214-937·7100, FAX 214-937·9822 
MAYPEARL AREA: J. PAUL. RT. 3 BOX 197, WAXAHACHIE, TEXAS 75165, PHONE 214-435-3916, FAX 214·937-7138 
PALMER AREA: Cl.AIRE PIERCE, RT. 1 BOX 58M, PALMER, TEXAS 75152 PHONE 214-44P-3620, FAX 214-44Q.2199 
ADDRESS DATABASE MANAGEMENT: JOHN PARSONS, RT. 3, BOX 221A, WAXAHACHIE, TX. PH. 214-!J37-4278, FAX 214·923-1667 

NOTE: PLEASE ADVISE IF YOU HAVE ACCESS TO A COPY MACHINE AND YOU CAN TAKE RESPONSIBILITY FOR MAILING ONE EXTRA 
COPY OUT IN ORDER TO START ADDITIONAL (BRANCHING) NETWORK DISTRIBUTION USTS. 

WRITE A SENATOR: U.S. SENATOR (NAME), SENATE OFFICE BLDG., WASHINGTON, D.C. 20510 
WRITE A CONGRESSMAN: U.S. CONGRESSMAN(NAME), HOUSE OFFICE BU/WING, WASHINGTON, D.C. 20515 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

TO: OUR PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

ATTENTION: 7/, o.e. SEIS)/&flp/OJG S~;:', .20) 1'17c 

SUBJECT: SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

DATE: SEPTEMBEl\IOCTOBER 1990 

MESSAGE: 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to tho project arc very <li•turbed and angry about the treatment rccoivod from tho TNRLC, DOE, un<l 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

__%___ The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNIU.c) 
have not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

_!_ Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texas site was chosen . 

. / 
-~- The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

_j_ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis Coi.;nty residents who subscribe to regional Dalla!fFt. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

1 Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

_i_ Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

__i_ Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

_j_ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely aff~cted. "Subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses . 

. , 
__ A_ Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easement.a. 

___J_ "Subsurface rights" only will be purchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
·isks. 
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COST 

_Ji At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

~ Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

~· . 
__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Ta?Tant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

' _:2_ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

__{_ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

_x_· _ Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

:/ Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

_j__ The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

-2._ Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

___!_ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

_j__ The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

rffhc,,7 
s~ture 

Print Name: 

Address: I 
/ 

rP /' { ,..c, ,c; rc I \1 , 7_~ / i: ~ 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK: 
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NOBEL 
DREAMS 

Puwer, Deceit and the lRtimate E.xperiment 

T.eoretically, Carlo Rubbia and his colleagues arc en· 
gaged in that time-honored occupation, the pursuit of pure knowl· 
edge. Their work is probably moro closely rclnlcd to lhot of 
philosophers or, in some obvious ways. thet1logiano than any· 
thing else. Unlike that of their brethren in solid state or nuclear 
physics. the work of the high-energy physicist haa no practical uses. 
ll does. however, produce spin-offs. When, lo the 1860s. Jame• 
Clerk Maxwell proposed that electricity and magnetlsrn wore 
two aspects of the same force and propagated through space ln 
waves, what resulted was more than just that bane of freshman 
physics majors known as Maxwell's equations. Among the future 
spin-offs would be numbered electric lights and radios and televi· 
sion sets. Later, the spin·offs from this physico were to include 
such items as atom bombs and X·ray machines and computer tech
nology. 

Nowadays. high-energy physicists work in o domain of energy 
that is so far removed from naturol earthly phcnomcno that it Is 
unlikely to lead to direct technological innovations for the next 
few hundred years at least. The tools that they develop along the 
way to achieve those energies. such as superconducting technol"' 
ogy,. may have immediate applications. however. And the skills 
that they mu3t learn frequently end up being pul to very produc
tive u:ie in what is euphemistically kno\vn as defense technology; 
the brilliant minds of the Manhattan Project were physicists by 
trade. 

Whether or not thi• all turns out to be infinitely regrettable, the 
high-energy physicist no more plies his trade to enhance the techno
logical level of his nation than did Ahab set sail In the Pequod to 
enrich the coffers of the Nantucket spermaceti Industry. The imme· 
diate end product of the work of the high-energy physlci;t is knowl
edge, pure and simple: or, to be more precise, the answer to a single, 
ultimate question. 

ADOUT Tll~ At;TllOR 

GARY A. T11.u1is wae born April 30, 1956, in Rocheater, New 
York. He etudiod physics at Harvard Unlverstty, aeronautic:al 
v.nd eelronautical engineering at Sto.n!ord, and Journalism at 
Columbia. He is currently a contributing editor to DISCOVER 
and has written Qt'I boxing !or the Al/c111tic; and Playb<>y. 
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R&DER'S DJGDT 

urs GZT SER!OUS A.JJOl.lT CUfrtN(J 'l'Hlt llC)J>GET 

6. End fu..oding fO"r r~ch 
t:Xtt'llv.apna.u. WfY:n the Supcr
ronducting Super Colliclcr, a new 
pruto,. :u:u•,hct, w~.1 proposed in 
1985, jti: cosc w2s cs1jm:itcd at 
~~·9 biUion. That fiS'!rt b.as since 
nM:n. to $8 billion. wuh the federal 
govcrnmcnc paying thrcc-qwrtcs.s. 

Will taxpayers get their money·~ 
worth? l.n 1988, Sigm.il Xi, :a scien
tifu: ho110r society, a$lc.cd iu mem
ber.a· .which of nine prOjccn would 
make the best use of fc:deral fund· 

X ing. The proton smasher ctmc in 
~Jt, bchin<l "-other.'!' 

"Economic and tt<hnological 
spinoffJ a.re unlikdy in the atrc~. • 
)>me• K.tumho.,.J, former pmidcnt 
of ll1c A.1uetica.n Physical Soc:.ic.ty, 
'"l" of the project. Why tkn is .it 
going forward? Politi~: it will be: 
one of the l•rgot employment 
.clicmos that Co.lgr= can •upport. 

Another prOgr~m worth tcrmi
mring is the pt:rromcnt nunncd 
space ~ta.lion. ln 1~4, when Pres.i .. 
dent Reagan launched the project;. 
its (().St was cstim.01.ted ;U $8 blUion. 
Now NASA puu th.at fii;uie at S30 
billion. 

"'\Ve\ri; spC"nt $4 billion io far," 
uyi Dr. Jerry Grey of the Amcri
CJJJ Institute of Acro.oautics ,11nd 
Anronautif;s, •md th;snks to con· 
tln1.1ous Congrbsion.~I dc:m~1ds, 
there isn't i n Ut or b<>lr: r.o ihow for 
iL" New hazard1 keep 4rising, re. 
quiring expensive: solutions. Wotat, 
with tsatJ'OW c:Xccptio.o..s, ''ia Kieo
tific uses arc quite dubious,"' s.21ys 
Dr. Jaimes A. Val\ A.llc.n, a cclcbr;u.
ed •pace physicist. 

Notwithsunding th~ station's 
problems, Congrcu continues: to 
fund ir. Political scicoti>t ~nald D. 
Brunner and physicist R•dfocd 
Byerly, Jr., explained why lo a. r~o.t 
i.ouc of the jo~mal Spau Policy. 
-rhis major new progr.un; they 
wrote, "would move money acd j(lb:t 
to 1.1:lany Congrenion;l oonsti.tuen
cics ... While the SpOlet progr.lm re~ 
m;ains important, the space $U.Cion 
was political from the wosd go. 

Another fcdcroUy funded ici
e.nce project-the mu.sivc·$3-biUion 
pl.in co decipher mao'-5 gtnetic 
makeup-has been sold politic:.a.Hy 
:i.s a source of new [!C:~lrni:nt~ f0,. 
inhcriltd dix.2.scs. However, o.n.ly :i. 

small part of the compreht:n.sivc 
pr4?ject lus medical value.. 

Endine-1;overnmcnt support for 
gc:oe .. mapp1ng, the mao.ocd Sp.lee 
sution 1100 proton smasher would 
ii~~ $J. biJli.on nex: ye~r 2lo~~. 
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-TESTIMONY PRESENTED IN PUBLIC HEARING
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

FOR THE SUPERCONDUCTING SUPER COLLIDER PROJECT 
SEPTEMBER 20, 1990 

ENNIS, TEXAS 

My name is Steve Howerton. 

I am City Manager of the City of Ennis, Texas. 

I reside at 1805 Princeton, Ennis, Texas. 

My comments are directed toward the National Environmental 
Protection Act process (the NEPA process as it is known) and 
toward the significance of this particular Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Superconducting Super 
Collider Project. 

It has now been more than three years since we as a community 
and a region made numerous commitments to the State of Texas 
and the United States of America to win the honor to be the 
home of the Superconducting Super Collider. 

These commitments were not made lightly. In fact they were 
made with the full expectation of fulfillment and to my 
knowledge each and every commitment has been. or is being 
fulfilled. 

In return the Department of 
certain positive and negative 
SSC Project. 

Energy has represented that 
impacts will result from the 

The mutual commitments of our communities, our 
state made to the United states of America and 
in return form what is undeniably a contract. 

A contract that has judicial 
consequences ... 

A contract that is binding .•• 

region and our 
those offered 

and political 

A contract that cannot be broken without disastrous 
results ... results that strike at the very heart of 
our governments' credibility. 

You see, our governments (local, state and federal) are 
predicated upon truth, upon accountability, and upon the 
premise that government exists for only one purpose -- and 
that purpose is to protect and promote the collective 
interests and welfare of our citizens. 

·-EXHIBIT· 

': ''.ol? . 
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Page 2 
SEIS Testimony 

If the contract we are creating with this document is broken 
in an expedient effort to push back the barriers to Science, 
we may well build the "Scientific Marvel of the 21st Century" 
and destroy a valued part of our governments' credibility. 
In truth, a part of the credibility of each and every one of 
us. 

There are those that would say there is a frightening record 
of expedience and arrogance that has been created in the name 
of scientific inquiry. A record that shows disregard for the 
environment and, incredibly, the very people our government 
is charged to protect and serve. 

On the other hand, there are those that would say that the 
problems of the past are in the past. Careful planning and 
true concern for the public are the watch words of today's 
government. 

Regardless of the rhetoric, the SSC Project will only achieve 
true greatness if it is an honorable undertaking that is 
built upon truth and upon accountability to the public. 

The Final Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement is your 
contract with the public. 

I trust you 
contract. 

will consider the binding nature of your 

I trust you will consider the accuracy of the facts you 
represent in your contract. 

I trust you will carefully review your contract for 
and omissions. 

errors 

And finally, I trust you will incorporate into your contract 
the needs and the interests of the public. After all, 
without the public, there would be no need for the SSC 
Project or ... for that matter, the Department of Energy. 

I wish you 
that we do 
provisions 

good luck in your e 
expect you to f 

of your contract with 

STEVE 

I want 
perform 
c. 

you to know 
under the 
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ENNIS STATE BANK 
875·9676 

815 WEST ENNIS AVE. 
P.O. BOX 370 

ENNIS. TX. 75120·0370 
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PO Box 397 
401 W. Third 
Maypearl, Texas 76064 

August 27, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 

2-3 

Chicago Operations Off ice -- EMD 
U.S. Department of Energy 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 

Submission 1, Page 1 of 1 

I just received a copy of the Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement for the SSC, and have a couple of comments regarding 
the information on birds found in Ellis County in the project area. 

Page 4-41 states that survey commitments were made for several migrant 
Category 2 species, listing the Swainson's Hawk among others. It 
specifically states that "these Category 2 bird species do not breed in 
the area of the project." I do not feel this statement is accurate in 
regards to the Swainson's Hawk, as it is a very common summer resident 
in Ellis county, and can be found every day during the summer months. 
I cannot show you an actual nest, but I have seen young Swainson's 
Hawks every year in Ellis County. 

Table B.4 pg. B-18 lists the Swainson's Hawk as a winter resident, which 
is incorrect, it is a summer resident, as I stated above. I have not 
seen this hawk in Ellis County during the winter months in my six years 
here. Page B-21 lists the Belted Kingfisher as a winter resident. This 
bird is very common along the creeks, especially along the Greathouse 
branch, and is found in Ellis County all year round. Page B-22 lists 
the Blue Jay as a summer resident, while this bird is found year round 
also. The Brown Creeper is listed as a summer and winter resident. In 
fact it is only found here in the winter. 

I realize these are minor changes, but felt they needed to be addressed. 

Yours sincerely, 

(' 

l {l ID lt;)"'- ( & ,·, ~1'\< k ' '-
caro1yn Gritzmaker 
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CERTIFIED: RETURN 
RECEIPT REQUESTED 

CITY OF ENNIS, TEXAS 

August 31, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

The City of Ennis, Texas, offers 
concerning the Draft Supplemental 
statement for the Superconducting 

the following comments 
Environmental Impact 

Super Collider: 

1. Ebenezer Road and the bridges on Ebenezer Road 
at Bone Branch, Grove and Cottonwood Creek are 
not identified for improvement (see Table 2.2, 
pg. 2-27 thru pg. 2-30). Ebenezer Road is an 
unsafe, unimproved gravel road and the three 
bridges that are identified above are condemned 
and shown as unsafe on the bridge inventory of 
the Federal Off-System Bridge Program. 

2. Figure 2.14 (P~· 2-34) identifies the following 
surface facilities that will be constructed 
adjacent to Ebenezer Road: 

A. ECA admin./office building 
B. Industrial & assembly 
c. Radioactive material handling/storage 

Each of the above-stated surface facilities will 
require adequate surface transportation during 
construction and subsequent operation. Adequate 
access to the above-stated surface facilities 
will also be required for public safety purposes 
(fire, police and emergency medical services). 
Without improvement of Ebenezer Road and the 
above-stated t=idges, adequate surface transpor
tation cannot be provided for the surface 
facilities located adjacent to Ebenezer Road. 
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August 31, 1990 
Page 2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

Undoubtedly, the Department of Energy will be 
required to meet Department of Transportation, 
Environmental Protection Agency and Federal 
Highway Administration standards concerning the 
safe transportation of radioactive material. 
Without improvement, Ebenezer Road and the 
above-stated bridges will not meet federal, 
state or local standards for the safe trans
portation of radioactive material. The safe 
transportation of radioactive material is an 
issue that must be quickly and thoroughly 
addressed .Qy the Department of Energy. 

3. Figure 2.14 (pg. 2-34) incorrectly identifies 
Tammy Lane (an unimproved gravel road) as "879" 
(FM 879, a two lane paved Farm to Market Road) 
which is located approximately 1.6 miles south 
of the location shown in Figure 2.14. Please 
note that Tammy Lane does not intersect I-45 as 
represented in Figure 2.14. 

4. Cottonwood Creek is not identified as a 
principal hydrological feature in Chapter 3. 
This omission may be a serious mistake ~udging 
from Cottonwood Creek's floodplain footprint and 
the proximity of Cottonwood Creek to the 
Southeast IR Area. 

5. section 4.4.5 Land Use Planninq Impacts (pg. 4-
46) contains the following statement, "The west 
campus, the east campus and 15 out of 16 service 
areas, with the exception of F3, are located in 
unincorporated Ellis County". 

In fact, the following 
located within the 
extraterritorial limits 

surface facilities are 
corporate limits or 

of the City of Ennis: 

A. All of the East Campus including 
IRS, IR7, IR6 and IR5 

B. E6 
C. M6 
D. F6 

sections 4.4.6.4 service Areas and 4.10.2 Impact 
Assessment and Mitiqation Measures do not 
address a mitigation landscape plan for the F6 
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Page 3 

6 
facility which is located on U.S. Hwy 287 (the 
principal east-west business artery of the City 
of Ennis and the western entrance to the city). 
A mitigation landscape plan must be developed 
for the F6 facility. The mitigation landscape 
plan must provide positive aesthetic integration 
with the urban land uses on U.S. Hwy 287 within 
the corporate limits of the City of Ennis. Much 
of U.S. Hwy 287 within the corporate limits of 
the City of Ennis is zoned "planned development" 
and is subject to architectural and landscape 
review and approval by the City of Ennis. 

I trust that this input from the City of Ennis, Texas, 
will be used to improve the proposed design and the 
operational plan for the Superconducting Super Collider 
Project. 

Si cerely 

GSH:hhh 
cc: City commission 
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CERTIFIED: RETURN 
RECEIPT REQUESTED 

CITY OF ENNIS, TEXAS 

Dr. Roy Schwitters 
Director 
SSC Laboratory 
2550 Beckleymeade 
Suite 260 

August JO, 1990 

Dallas, Texas 75237-3946 

Dear Dr. Schwitters: 

SSC LABORATORY 
DIRECTORATE 

The City of Ennis, Texas, respectfully requests written 
confirmation from your office that the SSC Experimental 
Halls located at the IRS and IRS locations in the East 
Cam~us area (see enclosed map) will be constructed 
during the first development phase of the SSC Project 
(1990-1999) as represented in the Draft supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Superconducting 
Super Collidar (see enclosure). 

Your written response to this request should be 
submitted to my office prior to September 10, 1990. 

We look forward to your response to this request for 
information. 

GSH:hhh 
Enclosures (2) 
cc: City Commission 
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CERTIFIED: RETURN 
RECEIPT REQUESTED 

CITY OF ENNIS, TEXAS 

September 7, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

The City of Ennis, Texas, wishes to inform the U.S. 
Department of Energy that the City has recently received 
a new Key Rate from the State Board of Insurance. The 
State Board of Insurance evaluates the water systems and 
fire suppression capabilities of Texas cities and 
assigns a Key Rate (fire insurance premium modifier) 
that expresses the relative qualit¥ of the city's water 
system and fire suppression capabilities. 

The new Key Rate for the Cit¥ of Ennis is 
cents. The Ennis Key Rate is the same as 
Texas cities: 

Austin 
Beaumont 
Killeen 
New Braunfels 
Waco 
Wichita Falls 

(pop. 
(pop. 
(pop. 
(pop. 
(pop. 
(pop. 

495,017) 
117,718) 

59,568) 
28,000) 

105,220) 
99' 000) 

fourteen (14) 
the following 

Only four other Texas cities have a better (lower) Key 
Rate than Ennis. Those cities are: 

El Paso 
San Antonio 
Dallas 
Fort Worth 

(pop. 
(pop. 
(pop. 
(pop. 

491,800} 
914,350) 

1,003,520) 
466,300} 

Approximately 800 other Texas cities have a higher Key 
Rate than the City of Ennis. 
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Page 2 
September 7, 1990 

The Draft supplemental Environmental Impact statement 
does not adequately address the service capability of 
the City of Ennis to provide traditional municipal 
services such as police, fire and emergency medical 
services for the Superconducting Super Collider (SSC) 
Facility and its personnel. 

Since a significant portion of the above ground 
facilities in the East Campus of the SSC is located 
within the City of Ennis, Texas, the service capability 
of the City should be considered, particularly in the 
area of public safety service provision. 

The City of Ennis, Texas, respectfully requests that the 
Final supplemental Environmental Im~act statement 
include the information contained herein and that the 
service capabilities of all cities adjoining the SSC 
project be evaluated to determine if joint facilities 
use and/or common service provision will result in 
economies of cost or service enhancement for the SSC 
Project and adjoining 'ties. 

GSH:hhh 
cc: City Commission 
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CERTIFIED: RETURN 
RECEIPT REQUESTED 

CITY OF ENNIS, TEXAS 

September 7, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

The city of Ennis, Texas, submits the enclosed 
documentation for inclusion in the supplemental 
Environmental Impact statement for the superconducting 
Super Collider. The documentation expresses strong 
public support for the improvement of Ebenezer Road from 
FM 879 to FM 878 and the improvement of the condemned 
bridges on Ebenezer Road at Bone Branch, Grove and 
Cottonwood Creek. Improvement is necessary for reasons 
of public safety, environmental protection, project 
access and economic development. 

The documentation of public support is in the form of 
Resolutions from the City of Ennis, Texas, and the Ennis 
Chamber of Commerce and Ellis County Commissioners Court 
Minute Order No. 8974. 

The City of Ennis, Texas, and the County of Ellis, 
Texas, trust that Ebenezer Road and the condemned 
bridges on Ebenezer Road at Bone Branch, Grove and 
Cottonwood Creek will be improved as a part of the civil 
works of the Superconduct' g Sup Collider Project. 

GSH:hhh 
Enclosures (3) 
cc: City Commission 
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RESOLUTION NO. 90-5-4 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY 
OF ENNIS, TEXAS, MODIFYING RESOLUTION 90-4-1 AND 
REQUESTING THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS AND 
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION TO IMPROVE THE ROAD NETWORK 
CONNECTING ENNIS TQ THE FAR CLUSTER EXPERIMENT 
HALLS OF THE SUPERCONDUCTING SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) 
PROJECT. 

WHEREAS, the Far Cluster Experiment Halls of the Super

conducting Super Collider (SSC) are located in the corporate 

city limits of Ennis, Texas; and, 

WHEREAS, "Optimization" of the SSC Footprint resulted i" 

the relocation of the Far Cluster Experiment Halls out of tr.e 

growth corridor of the City of Ennis, Texas; and, 

WHEREAS, the relocation creates an unexpected economic ha~~

ship and serves to deny reasonable access to the Experiment 

Halls; and, 

WHEREAS, the Experiment Halls and appurtenant facilities 

will represent an investment of more than $500 million; and, 

WHEREAS, access to these facilities by FM 1722, FM 879 

and Ebenezer Road is required for meaningful economic growth 

of the City of Ennis, Texas; and, 

WHEREAS, by previous City of Ennis Resolution 90-4-1 the 

City Commission of Ennis, Texas, had requested improvement of 

FM 1722, FM 879 and Ebenezer Road to the standard of arteria~ 

State Highway (two lane undivided); and, 

WHEREAS, the State Department of Highways and Public 

Transportation has expressed concern about the cost of all the 

requested road improvements. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COMMISSION OF 

2 THE CITY OF ENNIS, TEXAS, THAT the State Department of Highways 

and Public Transportation is hereby requested to improve 



2 
(cont'd) 

2-12 Submission 4, Page 3 of 5 

Ebenezer Road from FM 879 to FM 878 to the standard of Farm 

to Market Road to allow reasonable access to the Far Cluster 

Experiment Halls of the Superconducting Super Collider. 

RESOLVED, this the 18th day of May, 1990. 

ATTEST: 

WYNELL ROSE 

City Secretary 

STAN LAMBERT, Mayor 
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ELLIS COUNTY COMMISSIONERS COURT 
MINUTE ORDER ,? l/f'/(.j 

Submission 4, Page 4 of 5 

A RESOLUTION OF T.HE COMMISSIONERS COURT OF ELLIS COUNTY, 
TEXAS, REQUESTING THAT THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS 

AND PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION IMPROVE EBENEZER ROAD WHICH 
CONNECTS ENNIS TO THE FAR CLOSTER EXPERIMENT HALLS OF 

THE SUPERCONDUCTING SOPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROJECT 

WHEREAS, the Far Cluster Experiment Halls o: :~e 
superconducting Super collider (SSC) are now, through reoec: 
annexation, located in t!'l.e corporate city limits of Ennis, ':':xas; 
and, 

WHEREAS, the City of Ennis desires to opti!nize the ecc::.:::-.:: 
benefits which might be derived from improved access t: :~-:-: 

Experiment Halls; and, 

WHEREAS, the Ex?e: iment Halls and appurtenant fac1,::'.:; 
will represent an invest:nent of more than $500 million; and, 

WHEREAS, the City of Ennis has annexed an area adjace~: ::, 
but not including Ebenezer Road and seeks improvements to sa:.:. 
road to facilitate traffic flow to and from the Experiment ~a:!~; 
and 

WHEREAS, Ellis County has been assured by the City of oo":s 
that Ellis County will not be required to purchase right-o:-·,;a;· 
for the improvement of Ebenezer Road; and, 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE ELLIS COOS TY 
COMMISSIONERS COURT OF ELLIS COUNTY, TEXAS THAT the Soe:e 
Department of Highways and Public Transportation is h::e:;· 
requested to improve Ebenezer Road from FM 879 to FM 878 to o:ce 
standard of Farm to market Road to allow improved and C i:e=r. 
access to the Far cluster Experiment Halls of the Supercondec~ic; 
Super Collider. 

BE IT RESOLVED, 
1990. 

ATTEST: 

this the 
-~ 

'_.) 
I 
/_:e-_ 

day of 

/ 

Penny Red/ngton, County :Judge 
'-._ _) 
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RESOLUTION 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
OF !HE CITY OF ENNIS, TEXAS, REQUESTING 
!HE TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS AND 
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION TO IMPROVE TilE ROAD 
NETWORK CONNECTING ENNIS IO THE FAR CLUSTER 
EXPERIMENT HALLS OF THE SUPERCONDUCI!NG 
SUPER COLL:JER (SSC) PROJECT. 

Submission 4, Page 5 of 5 

~iHEREAS, t~e Ennis Chamber of Commer::e has been · --

valved i~ attrac:ing the Super:onducting Super Collider ~~ 

Ellis County and Ennis, Texas; and, 

\;HEREAS 1 the ?ar Cluster Experiment Halls of t=:e ~i..:;e=

conduc:ing Super Col~~cer (SSC) are located in the cor?cra:a 

cit:r limits of Enn:.s, Texas; and, 

~HEREAS, cje relocation of the Far Clus:er Ex;er:.~e~: 

Halls out of the g=~~th corr~dor of the City creetes a~ 

unexpec:ed economic hardship; and, 

~HEREAS, the experiment halls and appurtenant :a::_:::~! 

represent an invesc~ent of more than SSOO million; an~, 

\;HEREAS, access to these facilities by FM 172:, ?:·! :;:, 

and Ebenezer Road is ~equired for effeccive economic g=~~:~ 

of the City. 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE II RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF J:i~:::a~ 

OF IHE E:!NIS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF ENNIS' TE:us' that :c.a 
Texas Department of HighYays and Public Transportation :s ~=::-

4 by requested to improve the road network (FM 1722, FM 87,, =~~ 

Ebenezer Road) connecting Ennis to the Far Cluster Expe~:~e~: 
Halls of the Superconducting Super Collider (SSC) Projec: :o 
the standard of an arterial state highway (two lane unc:7:~a~l. 

RESOLVED, this the 9th da 

ATTEST: 

~M~;;;;z;oA 
KIPP BURNETT 
Executive Vice President 
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R!CR!B 
Texas 

NCNB Texds 
Ennis Bank:ng Ceriter 
303 West l'\nox 
PO Box 430 
Ennis. Texas 75120 
12141 875-0800 
Me!ro 227-2128 

September 14, 1990 

2-16 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Bai llieul: 

Submission 6, Page 1 011 

Your careful review and consideration are urged for the proposed 
improvements in Ell is County to Ebenezer Road from FM 879 to FM 878 
and to the improvements to bridges on Ebenezer Road at Bone Ranch, 
Grove, and Cottonwood Creeks. 

The approval of these improvements will be important to the safety 
capacity of these roadways as the East campus of the SSC is developed. 

:.._....f.red Markham 
President 

FJM/ns 
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'-.~t"\"''\\' \"4"i!~;,. ,. ~, •tl:J•lt....!'i.():•: •.. ) : ,j,,: t • ·, ~ 'j ; ! : \ "'J f, ' ... ; . ' . . ' . -~ .-" ' ... } ' 

C E H T I F I E D P L" B L I C o\ CC 0 l' :"\ T ,\ :-.; T S ( .-\ I' R 0 F ES S I 0 :-.; 1\ L C 0 H I' 0 H ,\ T I O ' 1 

:>.ten1t>f'r.S of ,\r11erir<1n h1s1m1tf' of Cemi1ed Pllhl1<' ,-\crountants I ;..1e1nh1'rs 01 1'r1\'cite Corllpdmt·~ r'r<icucc S<·n11111 

Jim Shaw, CPA I i:landall N. Willis. CPA I Gary 0. Witherspoon, CPA I Donald H. Hart, CPA I Les Gerron. CPA I Kathleen J. Fox, CPA I Lynne GoldS!e1n. CPA 

September 14, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U. S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dea= Mr. Baillieul: 

~he Ennis Chamber of Commerce is excited about the 
SSC project and the impact it will have on our City. 

I would appreciate your seriously considering making 
improvements to Ebenezer Road fror.i FM879 to FM 878, 
and improvements to the condemned bridges at Bone 
Branch and Cottonwood Creek. We believe these improve
ments are necessary for the aafe transportation of 
people to and from the East Campus. 

We hope you will continue to give these improvements 
strong consideration. Please notify us if we can 
assist you in any way. 

Sincerely, 

GDW/sn 

611 SOUTH CL·\Y I PO. BOX lOH";" I E:"':'\:15, TE.X....S 75119 I 21-1--875-2611 I (METRO) 21-l-·227-5779 
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Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
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1'-11'~ ., , ...... 
r .. ••• ......... 

ENNIS, TEXAS 

U. S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 

Submission 8, Page 1 of 2 

The five hundred plus members of the Ennis Chamber of Commerce 
are still excited about the Superconducting Super Collider 
project and the impact it will have on our city. 

However, we are very concerned with having safe access to the 
East Campus, where the experimental halls will be housed. We 
know your team has studied the issue and are considering making 
improvements to Ebenezer Road from FM 879 to FM 878 and improve
ments to the condemned bridges at Bone Branch and Cottonwood 
Creek. These improvements are necessary for public safety, en
vironmental protection, project access and future economic 
development. 

We feel very strongly that these improvements are critical to 
this project and commend you for your consideration of these 
improvements. We hope you will continue to give these improve
ments strong consideration. The business community is behind 
you. 

Sincerely, 

Kipp Burnett 
Executive Vice President 

KB:mm 
Enclosure 

ENNIS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
P.O. Box 1177 • Ennis, Texas 75120 • 214-875-2625 
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RESOLUTION 

A RESOLUTION OF !HE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
OF !HE C!'!Y OF ENNIS, TEXAS, REQUESTING 
!HE TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS AND 
PUBLIC TRANS?ORTAI!ON TO IMPROVE Il!E ROAD 
~E:wORK CONNEC!I~G ENNIS IO !HE FAR CLOSTER 
!X?ERIME~! HALLS OF !HE SOPERCONDUC!I~G 
5u?ER COLL!JER (SSC) PROJECT. 

Submission 8, Page 2 of 2 

~;HEREAS, t~e Ennis Chamber of Comme:-c~ has been :~

volved i:: attracting the Superconducting Super Collider t: 

Ellis County and E~~is, Texas; and, 

'..(EREAS, the !ar Cluster Experiment Halls of the 0:•1;:er
conduc:i~g Super Coll:der (SSC) are located in the cor?o:a:e 

city lim::s of Ennis, Texas; and, 

;;r.EREAS, the relocation of the Far Cluster Ex;:er:::e::: 
Halls ouc of the g=~~t~ corridor of the City c:eates ar. 

unexpec:e~ economic ha:dship; and, 

:;HEREAS, t~e experiment halls anC a?purtenant :ac::.:.:. :::.: 

represe~t an inves:~ent of more than $500 million; and, 

\;HEREAS, ac:ess to these facilities by FM 1 i2:, ::·! 3 ~~, 
and Ebe::e:er Road is required for effective economic gr~~t~ 

of the City. 
~0~, THEREFORE, BE I! RESOLVED BY !HE BOARD OF ):1::::~~ 

OF IHE E:.':'<IS CilAM.9ER OF COMMERCE OF ENNIS' r::::<..i.s' that :~e 

Texas De?art~ent of Highvays and Public Transportation :s ~ere
by requested to improve the road netvork (FM li22, FM 879, e::c 
Ebenezer Road) connecting Ennis to the Far Cluster Expe~:~e~: 
Halls of the Superconducting Super Collider (SSC) Projec: =~ 

the standard of an arterial state highvay (t·•o lane und:.·1:.cec). 

RESOLVED, this the 9th da 

ATTEST: 

~f-·~u;z;o;A 
KIPP BURNETT 
Executive Vice President 
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ELLIS CouNTYREAL EsTATE 

Mr. Tho:nas A. Baillieul 
U. S. Depart:nent of Energy, EMO 
9800 S. Cdss Avenue 
ARgonne, Illinois 60439 

De,i.r Mr. B,i.illieul, 

Sept. 14, 1990 

In reg~rds to the e.tst Cil:npus of the SSC in Ellis County, 
feel that it is i:nperdtive that ~ :najor link is needed between 
the ca:npus d.Od the largest popul21.ted city in e:~st Ellis County. 
FM 879 dOd FM 878 <lOd Ebernezer Road can provide this link 
,1nd should be upgraded in order to provide a safe ,_,nd ti:nely 
access for east Ellis County J.nd the City of Ennis to the c,cnpus 
as well as linking the En~is ~irport and Highway 287 to the 
£,_-ist Ca.:npus. 

~ppreciate your co~sideration on this :natter. 

Sincerely, 

Ronald McCoy, GR! 
Broker/Owner 

\1ETRO 227-4149 002 ENNIS AVE. !P.O. BOX 188J 
ENNIS, TEXAS 75119 

21~-875-2622 
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w ~1EDICAL ARTS CLINIC 

September 14, 1g90 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 s. Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

It has come to my attention that the local access to the far 
cluster complex of buildings here in Ellis county has not 
been addressed. The access to the far cluster from our city 
will be along a farm road on to an unimproved country road 
called Ebenezer Road. This is between Farm Road 879 and 878. 
I would strongly encourage the Department of Energy to 
upgrade this road and make it a high grade access to connect 
with the highway system here in our part of the county. 

Your attention to this matter is greatly appreciated. We are 
very proud to have the Super Collider in Ellis County and to 
be part of its development. 

Sincerely yours, 

:fh /. . ( 
11t// tL~,· J1'V 

William B. Kinzie, M.D. 

WBK:bjt 

301 l I ."tnu.I ['me • P 0 Hu\ ~4: U.st•l Sou!l1 ChJUkiJ ~l>-IW Cmvncn:c •PO H1!•~5~ li'~I- i·.:n ., :-. :;_._,....,;!"" 

·-·'-"""''"''.a. T cus ~~ l Hl l'nn•>. l'c"Ls -~ l l<l l·.urtidJ. Tcus '<H-10 ~ln1.L [,,_,, -.",,- '.>.~u:."· r_.,.._, ., •• 
:t-1.-;.,·z.-1tit 1 : 1-1,k"<-St>ll 2\-!,~X'l-:IS\ " <1 • ''·> ""'~ 
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TERRY 
GREGORY 

11···1;1··1 I "' I I 13;13";11 

ENNIS, TEXAS 

Mr. Thomas A. Bai~lieul 
U S. Department o~ Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 

Submission 11, Page 1 of 1 

The associates of Terry Gregory Ford Mercury of Ennis,Texas 
are still excited about the Superconducting Super Collider 
project and the impact it will have on our city. 

However, we are very concerned with having safe access to 
the East Campus, where the experimental halls will be housed. 
We know your team has studied the issue and are considering 
making improvement to Ebenezer Road from Fm.879 to Fm. 878 
and improvements to the condemned bridges at Bone Branch and 
~otton~ood Creek. These improvements are necessEry for the 
public safety, en~ironmental protection, project access and 
future economic d~velopment. 

We feel very strorgly that these improvements are critical 
to this project a~d commend you for your consideration of 
these improvement£. We hope you will contintie to give these 
improvements strorg consideration. The business community 
is behind you. 

TG: EC 

Metro 821-8072 (214) 875-9067 
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September 17, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U> 3> Department of Energy. EMD 
9800 South Case Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul 

Regional offi,:'!e 
Ennis. ~exas 75119 

Submission 12, Page 1 of 1 

Being a menber of the Ennis Chamber of Commerce I take great 
pride in our city and the county of Ellis. The chance to b~ 
involved in a world class event has the interest of all 
members to make Ennis and Ellis county a class a~t to 
receive all interested people present and future. 

However , we are very concerned with having safe access to 
the East Campus, where the experimental halls will be 
housed. We know your tean has studied lthe issue and are 
considering making improvements to the condemned bridges at 
the Ebenezer Road fron FH 879 to FH 878 and improvements to 
the condemned bridges at Bone Branch and Cottonwood 
envronnental protection, project access and future economic 
developnent. 

We feel very strongly that these improvements are critical 
to this project and commend you for your consideration of 
these improvements. We hope you will continue to give these 
inprovenents stron~ consideration. The business 0omnunity 
is behind you. 

Sincerely, 

J' c. ~.;_,,, 
A. A. Davis 
Regional Hanger 
Southwest Region 
Eiki International, Inc. 

El Kl INTERNATIONAL. INC.• 27882 Camino Capistrano• Laguna Niguel. California 92677 ·Tel: 714/831-2511 ·Telex: USA/685-63H 
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September 14, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U. S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

Submission 13, Page 1 at 1 

'· ........_-. 

As a business owner in the City of Ennis, Texas, I am very 
excited about the Superconducting Super Collider project 
and what it will mean to our city and Ellis County, Texas. 

I join other concerned business persons in Ennis in asking 
your group to make much needed improvements to Ebenezer 
Road from R1 879 to FM 878, and also bridges at Bone Branch 
and Cottonwood Creek. They are of vital importance to this 
development. 

We express our appreciation to the Department of Energy for 
this project and commend you for the consideration you are 
giving these improvements. 

Si nee rely yours, 

/.:· /J 

Ronald C. Lawrence 
President 

RCL:hil 

206 N. Kaufn1an Ennis, Ti:xas 75119-1903 (214) 875-2606 
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POLYGUARD PRODUCTS, INC. 
PIPELINE COATINGS ANO WRAPPINGS 
ARCHITECTURAL WATERPROOFING PRODUCTS 
CIVIL ENGINEERING WATERPROOFING PRODUCTS 

September 14, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Ca$s Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

Submission 14, Page 1 of 1 

The five hundred plus members of the Ennis Chamber of Commerce are still 
excited about the superconducting super collider project and the impact it 
will have on our city. 

However, we are very concerned with having safe access to the East Campus, 
where the experimental halls will be housed. We know your team has studied 
the issue and are considering making improvements to Ebenezer Road from FM 
879 to FM 878 and improvements to the condemned bridges at Bone Branch and 
Cottonwood Creek. These improvements are necessary for public safety, en
vironmental protection, project access and future economic development. 

We feel very strongly that these improvements are critical to 
and commend you for your consideration of these improvements. 
will continue to give these improvements strong consideration. 
community is behind you. 

/eb 

cc: Kipp Burnett 

Sincerely, 

John w. Muncaster 
President 

Polyguard™ TRADEMARI< OF POLYGUAAO POOOUCrs.1NC. 

this project 
We hope you 

The business 

P.O. BOX 755 • ENNIS, TEXAS 75120.()755 • 14/C 21•·17W-421 • 1 ·8()1).541-'!51 • FAX 214-175-9425 • TELEX. 293265 (PTCX UR) 
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J(RRY F McCARTY MCCARTY. WILSON. MASH & GRUBBS. P.C. 
TOBY L MASH 

JOHN RICHARD WILSON 

J(IE F GRUBBS 

ATTORlllEYS AND COUNSELORS AT LAW 

ALIU MOORE BUlllllNG 

107 5 G~IMES Sr 

Po em seo 
ENt<IS Hus 75120 

September 17, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U. s. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Re: Superconducting Super Collider Project 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

Submission 15, Page 1 of 1 

(NJtlS 12141 875·3851 

DALLAS METRO 227·609C 

I am a local businessman, member of the Ennis Chamber of 
Commerce, and a strong supporter of the Superconducting Super 
Collider Project. However, I am concerned about having safe access 
to the East Campus where the experimental halls will be housed. 

It is my understanding that your team has studied the issue 
and are considering certain improvements to Ebenezer Road and the 
condemned bridges at Bone Branch and Cottonwood Creek. It is my 
firm belief that these improvements are absolutely essential in 
order to provide safe access to the project, provide for future 
economic development and provide necessary environmental 
protection. 

Hopefully, after your team completes its study and 
consideration, your conclusion will be that the above 
transportation facilities must be substantially improved. As a tax 
payer and local citizen, I appreciate the consideration that you 
and your team are giving to these improvements. Let me assure you, 
I am firmly behind the Superconducting Super Collider Project. 

Very truly yours, 

JFM/dlrn 

¥ :; n \ :: l'c./· .. ~ 
(Jrr~. Mccarty .=;i. 

f; \docunent\mi sc\01 \supercol. let 
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CERTIFIED: RETURN 
RECEIPT REQUESTED 

CITY OF E::--;.'.'>IIS, TEXAS 

Dr. Roy Schwitters 
Director 
SSC Laboratory 
2550 Beckleymeade 
suite 260 

August 28, 1990 

Dallas, Texas 75237-3946 

Dear Dr. Schwitters: 

lo) ~©rn~w~ n I 
lJlJ ilU> 2 9 91) u 

'------.J .__.. 
SSC LABORATORY 

DIRECTORATE 

I have completed a cursory review of the Draft 
supplemental Environmental Impact statement for the 
superconducting super Collider and I offer the following 
observations for your review and comment: 

l. Ebenezer Road and the bridges on Ebenezer Road 
at Bone Branch, Grove and Cottonwood Creek are 
not identified for improvement (see Table 2.2, 
pg. 2-27 thru pg. 2-30). Ebenezer Road is an 
unsafe, unimproved gravel road and the three 
bridges that are identified above are condemned 
and shown as unsafe on the bridge inventory of 
the Federal Off-System Bridge Program. 

2. Figure 2.14 (P~· 2-34) identifies the following 
surface facilities that will be constructed on 
Ebenezer Road: 

A. ECA admin./office building 
B. Industrial & assembly 
C. Radioactive material handling/storage 

Each of the above-stated surface facilities will 
require adequate surface transportation during 
construction and subsequent operation. Adequate 
access to the above-stated surface facilities 
will also be required for public safety purposes 
(fire, police and emergency medical services). 
Without improvement of Ebenezer Road and the 
above-stated bridges, adequate surface transpor
tation cannot be provided for the surface 
facilities located on Ebenezer Road. 
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Undoubtedly, the Department of Energy will be 
required to meet Department of Transportation, 
Environmental Protection Agency and Federal 
Highway Administration standards concerning the 
safe transportation of radioactive material. 
Without improvement, Ebenezer Road and the 
above-stated bridges will not meet federal, 
state or local standards for the safe trans
portation of radioactive material. The ~ 
transportation of radioactive material is AD 
issue that must be quickly and thoroughly 
addressed l2Y the Department Q.f. Energy. 

3. Figure 2.14 (pg. 2-34) incorrectly identifies 
Tammy Lane (an unimproved gravel road) as "879" 
(FM 879, a two lane paved Fal'.111 to Market Road). 
Please note that Tammy Lane does not intersect 
I-45 as represented in Figure 2.14. 

4. Cottonwood Creek is not identified as a 
principal hydrological feature in Chapter 3. I 
believe this omission may be a mistake judging 
from Cottonwood Creek's floodplain footprint and 
the proximity of Cottonwood Creek to the 
Southeast IR Area. 

5. section 4.4.5 Land Ose Planning Impacts (pg. 4-
46) contains the following statement, "The west 
campus, the east campus and 15 out of 16 service 
areas, with the exception of FJ, are located in 
unincorporated Ellis County•. 

In fact, the following 
located within the 
extraterritorial limits 

surface facilities are 
corporate limits or 
of the City of Ennis: 

A. All of the East Campus including 
IRS, IR7, IR6 and IRS 

B. E6 
C. M6 
D. F6 

6. Sections 4.4.6.4 service Areas and 4.10.2 Impact 
Assessment and Mitigation Measures do not 
address a mitigation landscape plan for the F6 
facility which is located on U.S. Hwy 287 (the 
principal east-west business artery of the City 
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August 28, 1990 
Page 3 

of Ennis and the western entrance to the city). 
A mitigation landscape plan must be developed 
for the F6 facility. The mitigation landscape 
plan must provide positive aesthetic integration 
with the urban land uses on U.S. Hwy 287 within 
the corporate limits of the City of Ennis. Much 
of U.S. Hwy 287 within the corporate limits of 
the City of Ennis is zoned "planned development" 
and is subject to architActural and landscape 
review and approval by the City of Ennis. 

I trust that this input from the City of 
of value. Please let met know your 
issues raised by this correspondence. 

Ennis will be 
position on the 

If I can provide additional information or 
assistance in any manner, please do not hesitate 
me know. 

GSH:hhh 
cc: City Commission 

be Of 
to let 
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CERTIFIED: RETURN 
RECEIPT REQUESTED 

CITY OF ENNIS, TEXAS 

September 7, 1990 

Dr. Roy Schwitters 
Director 
SSC Laboratory 
2550 Beckleymeade 
Suite 260 

SEP I 0 l!llt 

Dallas, Texas 75237-3946 $:C LABORATORY 
DIRECTORATE 

Dear Dr. Schwitters: 

The city of Ennis, Texas, wishes to inform the U.S. 
Department of Energy that the city has recently received 
a new Key Rate from the State Board of Insurance. The 
State Board of Insurance evaluates the water systems and 
fire suppression capabilities of Texas cities and 
assigns a Key Rate (fire insurance premium modifier) 
that expresses the relative qualit¥ of the city's water 
system and fire suppression capabilities. 

The new Key Rate for the Citr of Ennis is 
cents. The Ennis Key Rate is the same as 
Texas cities: 

Austin 
Beaumont 
Killeen 
New Braunfels 
Waco 
Wichita Falls 

(pop. 
(pop. 
(pop. 
(pop. 
(pop. 
(pop. 

495,017) 
117,718) 

59,568) 
28,000) 

105,220) 
99,000) 

fourteen ( 14) 
the following 

Only four other Texas cities have a better (lower) Key 
Rate than Ennis. Those cities are: 

El Paso 
San Antonio 
Dallas 
Fort Worth 

(pop. 
(pop. 
(pop. 
(pop. 

491,800) 
914,350) 

1,003,520) 
466,300) 

Approximately 800 other Texas cities have a higher Key 
Rate than the City of Ennis. 
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Page 2 
September 7, 1990 

The Draft supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
does not adequately address the service capabilit~ of 
the City of Ennis to provide traditional municipal 
services such as police, fire and emergency medical 
services for the Superconducting Super Collider (SSC) 
Facility and its personnel. 

since a significant portion of the above ground 
facilities in the East Campus of the SSC is located 
within the City of Ennis, Texas, the service capability 
of the City should be considered, particularly in the 
area of public safety service provision. 

The City of Ennis, Texas, respectfully requests that the 
Final Supplemental Environmental Im~act statement 
include the information contained herein and that the 
service capabilities of all cities adjoining the SSC 
project be evaluated to determine if joint facilities 
use and/or common service provision will result in 
economies of cost or service enhancement for the ssc 
Project and adjoining cities. 

GSH:hhh 
cc: City CoD11Dission 
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CERTIFIED: RETURN 
RECEIPT REQUESTED 

CITY OF EN:\'IS, TEXAS 

Dr. Roy Schwitters 
Director 
SSC Laboratory 
2550 Beckleymeade 
Suite 260 

September 7, 1990 

Dallas, Texas 75237-3946 

Dear Dr. Schwitters: 

The City of Ennis, Texas, submits the enclosed 
documentation for inclusion in the Supplemental 
Environmental Impact statement for the Superconductinq 
Super Collider. The documentation expresses strong 
public support for the improvement of Ebenezer Road from 
FM 879 to FM 878 and the improvement of the condemned 
bridges on Ebenezer Road at Bone Branch, Grove and 
Cottonwood Creek. Improvement is necessary for reasons 
of public safety, environmental protection, project 
access and economic development. 

The documentation of public support is in the form of 
Resolutions from the City of Ennis, Texas, and the Ennis 
Chamber of Commerce and Ellis County Commissioners Court 
Minute Order No. 8974. 

The City of Ennis, Texas, and the County of Ellis, 
Texas, trust that Ebenezer Road and the condemned 
bridges on Ebenezer Road at Bone Branch, Grove and 
Cottonwood Creek will be · proved as a part of the civil 
works of the Collider Project. 

GSH:hhh 
Enclosures (3) 
cc: City Commission 

STEVE HOWE 
City Manage 

\o) rn©rnuwrn rm 
wa~ 

SSC LABORATORY 
flirl!=CTO!>ATE -------·-
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RESOLUTICN NO. 90-5-4 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY 
OF ENNIS, TEXAS, MODIFYING RESOLUTION 90-4-1 AND 
REQUESTING THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS AND 
PUBLK TR.;NSPORTAT::s TO IMPROVE THE ROAD NETWORK 
CONNECTISG ENNIS TO TSE FAR CLUSTER EXPERI~~NT 
HALLS OF THE SUPERCC,DUCTING SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) 
PROJECT. 

WHEREAS, the Far Cluster Experiment Halls of the Super

conductir.g Super Collider (SSC) are located in the corporate 

city limits cf Ennis, Texas; and, 

WHEREAS, "Optimization" of the SSC Footprint resulted i~ 

the relocation of the Far Cluster Experiment Halls out of t~e 

growth corridor of the City of Ennis, Texas; and, 

WHEREAS, the relocat~on creates an unexpected economic ha:~

ship and serves to de~v :easonable access to the Experirae~t 

Halls; and, 

WHEREAS, the Experime~t Halls and appurtenant facilities 

will represent an investment of more than $500 million; and, 

WHEREAS, access to t~ese facilities by FM 1722, FM 879 

and Ebenezer Road is required for meaningful economic growth 

of the City of Ennis, Texas; and, 

WHEREAS, by previous City of Ennis Resolution 90-4-1 the 

City Commission of Ennis, Texas, had requested improvement o! 

FM 1722, FM 879 and Ebenezer Road to the standard of arterial 

State Highway (two lane undivided); and, 

WHEREAS, the State Department of Highways and Public 

Transportation has expressed concern about the cost of all the 

requested road improvements. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COMMISSION OF 

THE CITY OF ENNIS, TEXAS, THAT the State Department of Highways 

and Public Transportation is hereby requested to improve 



2-34 Submission 16, Page 8 of 1 O 

Ebenezer Road from FM 879 to FM 878 to the standard of Farm 

to Market Road to allow reasonable access to the Far Cluster 

Experiment Halls of the Su?erconducting Super Collider. 

RESOL'/ED, this the 18th day of May, 1990. 

ATTEST: 

WYNELL ROSE 

City Secretary 

STAN LA.'IBERT, Mayor 
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ELLIS COOHTY COMMISSIONERS COORT 
HINOTE ORDER 'ilff'T(j 

Submission 16, Page 9 of 1 o 

A RESOLOTION OF THE COMMISSIONERS COORT OF ELLIS COONTY, 
TEXAS, REQOESTING THAT THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS 

AND POBLIC TRANSJORTATION IMPROVE EBENEZER ROAD WHICH 
CONNECTS ENNIS TO THE FAR CLOSTER EXPERIMENT HALLS OF 

THE SOPERCONDOCTING SOPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROJECT 

WHEREAS, the Far Cluster Experiment Halls of :~e 
s~perconducting Super Collider (SSC) are now, through raceo: 
annexation, located in the corporate city limits of Ennis, ~axas; 

and, 

WHEREAS, the City of Ennis desires to optimize the ecco:~:: 
benefits which might be derived from improved access t: ::-.e 
Experiment Halls; and, 

WHEREAS, the Ex;ie: iment Halls and appurteoant faci;o::e: 
will represe~t an inves:~ent of more than $500 million; anC, 

WHEREAS, the City of Ennis has annexed an area adjaceo: •• , 
but not including Ebenezer Road and seeks im;irovements to sa:c 
road to facilitate traffic flow to and from the E>periment oa::s; 
and 

WHEREAS, Ellis County has been assured by the City of Eco'.s 
that Ellis County will not be required to purchase right-:!-·•::· 
for the improvement of Ebenezer Road; and, 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE ELLIS COO!ITY 
COHHISSIONERS COORT OF ELLIS COONTY, TEXAS THAT the s:a:• 
cepartment of Highways and Public Transportation is he:e~:; 
requested to improve Ebenezer Road from FH 879 to FM 878 to tje 
standard of Farm to market Road to allow improved and direct 
access to the Far cluster Experiment Halls of the Supercondcc:ic; 
Super Coll ider. 

BE IT RESOLVED, 
19911. 

ATTEST: 

tbis the 

~ 
I 

/_: 

day of ,/11. 1 f-·· 

----:> tC,1 __ , --
/ 

Penny Red/ngton, County _:Judge 
'-._.) / 
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RESOLUTION 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
OF THE CITY OF ENNIS, TEXAS, REQUESTING 
THE TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS AND 
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION IO IMPROVE TI!E ROAD 
NETWORK CONNECTING ENNIS IO THE FAR CLUSTER 
EXPERIMENT.HALLS OF THE SUPERCONDUCTING 
SuPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROJECT. 

!i"tiEREAS, t~e Ennis Chamber of Commerce has been · --

valved in attracting the Superconducting Super Collide= t~ 

Ellis County and Ennis, Texas; and, 

\;il:EREAS, the :ar Cluster Experiment Halls of the :Ol!~e:

conducting Super Coll:.der (SSC) are located in the cor?or::e 

city limits of Ennis, Texas; and, 

~;HERE.AS, t:ie r:location of the Far Cluster E.:<?e:-:.::e::: 

Halls cue of the gro~th corridor of the City c=eates a~ 

unexpec~eci economic hardship; and, 

1rnEREAS, the experiment halls and appurtenant fac:.::. ::.:: 

represent an investillent of more than $500 million; and,, 

WHEREAS, access to these facilities by FM 1722, ::! ::;;, 
and Ebe~ezer Road is required for effective economic g=~~:~ 

of the City. 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE BOARD OF J::.~:::::.: 

OF TnE ENNIS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF ENNIS' TEX.AS' that :~= 

Texas Department of Highways and Public Transportation :~ ~==;

by requested to improve the road network (FM 1722, FM 879, =~~ 

Ebenezer Road) connecting Ennis to the Far Cluster Exper:.~e~: 

Halls of the Superconducting Super Collider (SSC) Projec: :~ 

the standard of an arterial state highway (t•o lane und~7:.~e~). 

RESOLVED, this the 9th da 

ATTEST: 

LM~;::;;:;;A 
KIPP BURNETT 
Executive Vice President 
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RECORD OF TELE?HONE DISCUSSION 
,.,., I 1 Sepl , 1990 
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September 17, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U. S. Department of Engery, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 

Submission 18, Page 1 of 1 

The management staff and the two hundred and fifty associates 
who work for Wal-Mart in Ennis are excited about the 
Superconducting Super Collider project and the impact it will 
have on our city and Wal-Mart store. 

We are aware that your team has studied the issue of safe access 
to the East Campus, where the experimental halls will be housed. 
The improvements under consideration - improving the Ebenezer 
Road from FM 879 to FM 878 and improving the condemned bridges 
at Bone Branch and Cottonwood Creek - are necessary for public 
safety, environmental protection, project access and future 
economic developmenta 

We, at Wal-Mart, feel very strongly that these improvements 
are critical to this project and commend you for your 
consideration of these improvements. We hope you will continue 
to give these improvements strong consideration. The associates 
at the Ennis Wal-Mart store are behind youa 

Sincerely, 

7 J,_.J r/ _;,_± 
Robert Nieto 
Store Manager 
Wal-Mart #0286 
Ennis, Texas 75119 

RN:sg 
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A - Ol'l>tl SURS fllWICW. NlTWONt .. 
FBM 
REAL ESTATE, INC. 

Submission 19, Page 1 of 1 

~ 875-5867 BUSINESS 
'"'"-"""'"'"""'""" .. "''"""" 1 8 875·311 .. FAX.875·3045RES 

- 00-787·5867 BUSINESS 

,,.,1j l@f•' HELEN RUHL 
8ro•er-llssoc,81e 
M,ir,on 0o<1or PrlXlucer 

An Independently Owned and Operated Member of Coldwell Banke1 Res1denllal Affiliates. Inc 
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8.:-.J.ll1~ul 

[, beii-+g a. member· of tl1e E11ni<.3 Chambei of ::om1111:-r ce . ..J11: 

~·~t y exc i te·j a.bout the SU~.!ei·conduct1n 1;i Supei CcJl1 i·:!e1 
r..,t-lJject . .:i.nd the i1no-...~ct. ti"i.J.t I a.m '3UI"•? ll" v-.1il1 hd·:C ·Jn -.~'1_1i 

com1nuni t y. 

I .;i.m c0n1~e(ned with the need for ·3dfe ,;i,cces·s t•:< r.1"1.::> t=:.•.·.;:.t 
( .. =tmous. I a.n1 sure t~idt y·:JU .Jnd your or92.ni:::..::i.ti•:1 n h,J\-'8 
studied tt·1is issue dn<J . .:i.te consi,jer·in~ maki11g i1npr·cven1e11t~ 

to Ebeneze1 Poad f1 0111 FM 87q. to FM 872 and tl-1e 1ecd>=?·:! 
i1npr-ovement~- to the condemned bri·:J,_;ies ,~t Bone 8r3.ncl-1 :i.·1d 

Cot.tonwood c·1·eek These imo1·0\·en1ents are necessd1·y fc)1 
p1Jbl1,: -~dfety dnd the p~·otectiun of ... Jut· en\/-~ronment. The-_, 
-~i·e also necessa1y for pro.ject 3ccess and future ecanon1ic 
Je··/elupme1-1t fot- our i::.ommuni ty. 

I feel ti1at these in1p1·ovemer1ts are cr·itical to th1~ 

prnject. Thank you for your time and conside1·atio11 0f 
this m.~tter·. 

Karen Kir1cat·t 
E11~ir·onmental Di1·ector 
Agriculture Warehouse 
2801 Oak G1·ove Pd. 
Ennis. TA 75119 
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September 16, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A Bai II ieul 
U S Department of Energy, Emd 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Bai 11 i eul, 

Submission 21, Page 1 of 1 

As one of the many members of the Ennis Chamber of Commerce I am very 
pleased that the Superconducting Super Collider Project is coming to our 
area. I am also excited about the possibilities it offers for the future in 
our area. 

Because of this, however, I am very concerned about the safety along the 
access roads to the Eest Campus. I know improvements are being 
considered for Ebenezer Road from FM B79 to FM B7B and the bridges at 
Bone Branch and Cottonwood Creek. I certeinly feel that these 
improvements are vital to the safety of the public and future development 
of the area. 

I hope you will continue to give these improvements strong support. As a 
chairman of the Chamber Committee for the coming year in regard to 
transportetion I can assure you our entire Community will support you all 
the way. 

Sincerely, 

~~-
Allen P. Morris 
Ennis Chember of Commerce 

APM: bm 
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September l9,l99U 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U. S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul 

Submission 22, Page 1 of 1 

As a resident of Ellis County I am excited about the future of not 
only our county but of the world in regards to the vast information 
that can be drawn from the Superconducting Super Collider project. 

speaking from an economic standpoint, there is already some growth 
taking place in our area. There is some concern however, on several 
of the roads that would be used for access to the site of the 
Superconducting Super Collider East Campus. I understand your team 
has studied this issue as well as others and is considering making 
improvements to Ebenezer Road off of Farm Road 879 to Farm Road 878. 
These improvements would include the reconstruction of presently 
r.losed bridges at Bone Branch and Cottonwood Creek. To ensure the 
economic growth and the safe access to this area of the Superconductine, 
Super Collider proposed East Campus, these improvements are vital. 

I hope you and your team will continue to look closely at this matter 
and give it strong consideration. As a member of the Ennis Chamber 
of Commerce it is important that you know the community is behind 
you. 

Respectfully 

1~~~ 
Nancy G. Morris 
Ennis Chamber of Commerce 
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:Bill _j_
1
1!.LUi.i 

1117 c:A,1ocki.119fi?.d C'ii.c[, 

EnnU, 1
_1£--cai l511Q 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department Of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illionois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 

Submission 23, Page 1 of 1 

September 18, 1990 

The members of the Ennis Chamber Of Commerce are still 
excited about the Superconducting Super Collider project 
and the impact it will have on our great city. 

However, we are very concerned with safe access to the 
East Campus, where the experimental halls will be housed. 
We know your team has studied the issue and are considering 
making improvements to Ebenezer Road from FM 879 to FM 878 
and improvements to the condemned bridges at Bone Branch 
and Cottonwood Creek. These improvements are necessary 
for public safety,environmental protection, project and 
future economic development. 

We feel very strongly that these improvements are critical 
to this project and commend you for your consideration 
of these improvements. We hope you will continue to give 
these improvements strong consideration. The business 
community is behind you. 

WDL 
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CERTIFIED: RETURN 
RECEIPT REOUESTEQ 

CITY OF ENNIS, TEXAS 
PO Bo~ !~O • Enm•. Tc&.ll 75!~0 • 1!!-4\ 1175.QOlll • Fo\.'< 1~l~l ti5·QOll6 

Dr. Roy Schwitters 
Director 
SSC Laboratory 
2SSO Beckleymeade 
Suite 260 

September 7, 1990 

Dallas, Texas 75237-3946 

Dear Dr. Schwitters: 

The City of Ennis, Texas, submits the enclosed 
documentation for inclusion in the supplemental 
environmental Impact statement tor the superconducting 
Super Collider. The documentation expresses strong 
public support for the im~rovement of Ebenezer Road from 
FM 879 to FM 878 and the improvement of the condemned 
bridgea on Ebenezer Road at Bona Branch, Grove and 
Cottonwood creek. Improvement is necessary for reasons 
of public safety, environmental protection, project 
access and economic development. 

The documentation of public support is in the form of 
Resolutions from the City of Ennis, Texas, and the Ennis 
Chamber of Commerce and Ellis County commissioners Court 
Minute Order No. 8974. 

The City of Ennis, Texas, and the County of Ellis, 
Texas, trust that Ebenezer Road and the condemned 
bridges on Ebenezer Road at Bone Branch, Grove and 
Cottonwood creek will be · proved as a ~art of the civil 
works of the Superconduc i q Super Coll1der Project. 

GSH:hhh 
Enclosures (3) 
cc: City Commission 

lo)m®mnwmrm 
waw 

Note: Although sent to a 
different addressee, information 
in Submission 24 duplicates 
that presented in Submission 4. 

SSC LABORATORY 
[)lrl!"CTORATE 
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RESOLUTION NO. 90-5-4 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COMMISSION OF THE CITY 
OF ENNIS, TEXAS, MODIFYING RESOLUTION 90-4-l AND 
REQUESTING THE STATE DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS AND 
PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION TO IMPROVE THE ROAD NETWORK 
CONNECTING ENNIS TO THE FAR CLUSTER EXPERIMENT 
HALLS OF THE SUPERCONDUCTING SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) 
PROJECT. 

WHEREAS, the Far Cluster Experiment Halls of the Super

conducting Super Collider (SSC) are located in the corporate 

city limits of Ennis, Texas; and, 

WHEREAS, "Optimization" of the SSC Footprint resulted in 

the relocation of the Far Cluster Experiment Halls out of the 

growth corridor of the City of Ennis, Texas; and, 

WHEREAS, the relocation creates an unexpected economic ~a<=

ship and serves to deny reasonable access to the Experiment 

Halls; and, 

WHEREAS, the Experiment Halls and appurtenant facilities 

will represent an investment of more than $500 million; and, 

WHEREAS, access to these facilities by FM 1722, FM 879 

and Ebenezer Road is required for meaningful economic growth 

of the City of Ennis, Texas; and, 

WHEREAS, by previous City of Ennis Resolution 90-4-1 the 

City Commission of Ennis, Texas, had requested improvement o: 

FM 1722, FM 879 and Ebenezer Road to the standard of arterial 

State Highway (two lane undivided); and, 

WHEREAS, the State Department of Highways and Public 

Transportation has expressed concern about the cost of all the 

requested road improvements. 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COMMISSION OF 

THE CITY OF ENNIS, TEXAS, THAT the State Department of Highways 

and Public Transportation is hereby requested to improve 
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Ebenezer Road from FM 879 to FM 878 to the standard of Farm 

to Market Road to allow reasonable access to the Far Cluster 

Experiment Halls of the Superconducting Super Collider. 

RESOLVED, this the 18th day of May, 1990. 

ATTEST: 

WYNELr:.IRosE 

City Secretary 

STAN LAMBERT, Mayor 
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ELLIS COONTY COMMISSIONERS COORT 
MINOT! ORDER ? cjr,(j 

Submission 24, Page 4 of 5 

A RESOLOTION OF THE COMMISSIONERS COORT OF ELLIS COOHT!, 
TEXAS, REQOESTING THAT TH! STATE DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS 

AND POBLIC TRANSPORTATION IMPROVE EBENEZER ROAD WHICH 
CONNECTS EHNIS TO THE FAR CLOSTER EXPERIMENT HALLS OF 

THE SOPERCOHDOCTIHG SOPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROJECT 

WHEREAS, the Far Cluster Experiment Halls of :oe 
superconducting Super Collider (SSC) are now, through rece": 
annexation, located in the corporate city limits of Ennis, -:oaxas; 
and, 

WHEREAS, the City of Ennis desires to optimize the eccc:~;: 
benefits which might t:e derived from improved access t: :::.; 
Experi~ent Halls; and, 

WHEREAS, the C:x?e: i:nent Halls and appurtenant faci~:.::!s 
will represent an inves::nent of more than ssee million; and, 

WHEREAS, the City of Ennis has annexed an area adjaceo: •• , 
but not including Ebenezer Road and seeks improvements to s!:C: 
road to facilitate traffic flow to and from the Eiperiment oe::s: 
and 

WHEREAS, Ellis County has been assured by the City of ~~":s 
that Ellis County will not be required to purchase right-:f-·,;a;· 
for the improvement of Ebenezer Road: and, 

NOW, THEREFORE Bl!! IT RESOLVED BY THE ELLIS COOllTY 
COMMISSIONERS COORT OF ELLIS COOYTY, TEXAS THAT the ;:a:• 
Department of Highways and Public Transportation is he:e:;· 
requested to improve Ebenezer Road from FM 879 to FM 878 t: :~e 
standard of Farm to market Road to allow improved and di:ect 
access to the Far cluster Experiment Halls of the Supercond~c:i~; 
super collider. 

BE IT RESOLVED, 
1998. 

ATTEST: 

tbis tbe 

~ 
I 

I - ~ 

day of ,"11. 
/ 1 ... 

I 
, ----

Penny Red,ington, County .:Judge 
'-......) / 
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RESOLUTION 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 
OF THE CI'IY OF ENNIS, TEXAS, REQUESTING 
THE TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS AND 
PUBLIC TRANS?ORTAIION TO IMPROVE IRE ROAD 
NETWORK CONNECTING ENNIS IO THE FAR CLOSTER 
EXPERIMENT !!ALLS OF THE SOPERCONDUCT!NG 
SUPER COLLI~ER (SSC) PROJECT. 

Submission 24, Page 5 of 5 

\,"HERE.AS, the O:nnis Chamber of Commerce has been :::.
volved in attracting the Superconducting Super Collider :~ 

Ellis County and Ennis, !exas; and, 

~ttrEREAS, the !"ar Cluster E.:qieriment !!alls of the !C!;er
conduc:ing Super Coll:der (SSCl are located in the cnr?ora:! 
cit~_, limits of Ennis, Texas; and, 

t1HERE.AS, i::ie !:'elocac:.on of the Far Cluster Ex;:e=:::e::: 

Halls out of the g=:~c~ corr:dor of the City c=e3tes an 

unexpec:ed economic hardship; and, 

WHEREAS, the experiment halls and appurtenant ~zc:::::!! 

represent an invest~ent of more than 5500 million; and, 

WHERE.~s. access to these facilities by FM li2:, ::~ :;;, 
and Ebenezer Road is required for effective economic gr~~:~ 
of the City. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY !:lE BOARD OF )":?.:::::::.; 
OF T:lE EYi'!IS CHAMBER OF COMMERCE OF ENNIS, T!:{.~S, that :~e 

Texas Department of Highways and Public transportation :! ~e:!

by requested to improve the road network (FM li22, FM 87~. a~c 

Ebenezer Road) connecting Ennis to the Far Cluster Exper:~e~: 
Halls of the Superconducting Super Collider (SSC) ProJec: =~ 

the standard of an arterial state lane unci~ ·1:.:!C}. 

RESOLVED, this the 9th da 

ATTEST: 

ke-~·== -·>A 
KIPP BURNETT 
Executive Vice President 
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September 18, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 

Submission 25, Page 1 of 1 

As a citizen and businessman in Ennis, I wish to convey our excitement in 
having the Superconducting Super Collider becoming a large part of our 
community. 

In doing so, unfortunately, I'm concerned with public safety going to and 
from the East Campus. Improvements need to be made to Ebenezer Road from FM 
879 to FM 878 to improve road surface and upscale the bridges at Bone Branch and 
Cottonwood Creek. 

I understand you have had a team of individuals studying these 
improvements. I strongly approve these improvements and request your approval 
of said improvements. 

Thank you for your time. 

Sincerely, 

Charles G. Reed 

CGR/jly 
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Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
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-THE RED OAK 
STATE BANK 

U. s. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

Submission 26, Page 1 of 1 

I am very pleased the Super Collider project is coming to our 
area. But I am concerned about the condition and needed 
improvements to the Ebenezer Road from FM 879 to FM 878 and 
the condemned bridges on Bone Ranch, Grove and Cottonwood 
Creeks. These improvements are important to our community 
for continued growth and involvement of our business community. 
I hope that you will give these improvements strong consideration. 

Sincerely, 

~I,~ ~~w~ 
Vice President 

HJH/jp 

PO. Bo.x "'"8. I IJ '.lio DALL~SST 
E'\IS_ TEX~S i51:!0 

~14 875-1333 
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~'.r. Thomas A Baillicul 

l.S. Department of Energy, E~lD 

9800 Aouth Cass Ave, 

Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Sir: 

Submission 27, Page 1 of 1 

As a concerned citizen I would like to see improvements 

made to Ebenezer Road from FY 879 to FM 878 and bridges 

repaired at Bone Branch, Grove and Cottonwood Creek. This 

road will serve the East Campus of the SSC Project. 

Improvements are necessary for reasons of public safety, 

access to the project, and safe transportation of person

nel, supplies and materials. 

Respectfully yours, 
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~Ir. rhomas A Baillieul 

U.S. Department of Energy, E~lD 

9800 Aouth Cass Ave. 

Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Sir: 

As a concerned citizen I would like to see improvements 

made to Ebenezer Road from FY 879 to FM 878 and bridges 

repaired at Bone Branch, Grove and Cottonwood Creek. 

road will serve the East Campus of the SSC Project. 

Th is 

Improvements are necessary for reasons of public safety, 

access to the project, and safe transportation of person

nel, supplies and materials. 

Respectfully yours, 
,/-·' 

Ennis, Texas 75119 
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TEXAS :\A TIO:\AL RESEARCH L ,rlORATORY COMMISSION 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 

18011'. Hampton Rd., Suite 400 
DeSoto. Texas 75115 

Phone: 12141709-6-181 
Telefax: (.:?14) 709-5491 

1-800-228-3972 

18 September 1990 

Chicago Operations Off ice -- EMO 
U.S. Department of Energy 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

Enclosed you will find the written 
Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) comments 
P. Clements, Jr. of Texas. This document is 
consideration of the Department of Energy in 
final Superconducting Super Collider SEIS. 

SSC Supplemental 
of Governor Williarr 
being sent for the 
preparation of the 

If I can be of assistance, please feel free to call me fr 
Washington, D.C. at (202) 488-3927. 

Sincerely, 

~-
Coby c. Chase 

Enc. 
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S'l'A'l'EMJ::NT 

GOVERNOR WILLIAM P. CLEMENTS, JR. 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 

SUPERCONDUCTING SUPER COLLIDER 
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Wednesday, September 19, 1990 
Waxahachie 

I would like to thank the U.S. Department of Energy for 

holding a hearing on the Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement near the site for the Superconducting Super Collider in 

Ellis County, Texas. I expect you will be hearing from a good many 

of our local citizens as you conduct your hearings over the next 

two days and I appreciate your willingness to air their thoughts 

and concerns. 

Completion of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 

is an important step in the progression of the SSC. I would 

emphasize to the Department of Energy that our State resources are 

at your disposal as you complete the impact statement. 

As the Department is well aware, the State of Texas is firmly 

committed to seeing the SSC completed on time and within budget. 

Completing the impact statement without delay is a crucial step in 

this process. 

Under the guidance of Morton H. Meyerson, Chairman of the 

Texas National Research Laboratory Commission, a total of nine 

state agencies have reviewed the draft impact statement and the 

assessment of potential impacts of the SSC on the citizens and 

environment of Ellis County. We will work with all interested 

federal agencies to address their concerns while ensuring the 



1 
(cont'd) 
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project• s timely completion. I am confident that the Department 

of Energy will do the same. 

The State of Texas has been deeply committed to the SSC since 

we began developing 04r site proposals in 1987. The voters of 

Texas overwhelmingly agreed to spend $1 billion of their own money 

on a project that would greatly enhance the nation 1 s research 

capability. Since former DOE Secretary John Herrington announced 

the Dallas - Fort Worth area as the preferred site for the SSC in 

November 1988, Texas has been prepared to be the federal 

government's partner. Today we are acquiring the approximately 

16, 500 acres necessary to construct the project and we have 

recently been asked by the DOE to fund a magnet development 

facility to be built on the project's campus. 

Texas welcomes the chance to host the nation's preeminent 

scientific facility, the SSC. The time is now to begin building 

this symbol of American determination to maintain scientific 

leadership in the world and to remain competitive in an 

increasingly challenging global economy. 

On behalf of the State of Texas, I welcome you to Ellis 

County, Texas, and I wish you our best as you proceed with your 

hearings. 
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CITY OF ENNIS, TEXAS 

September 19, 1990 

To: Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

Submission 35, Page 1 of 1 

I am the Fire Chief for the City of Ennis, and I fully 
support the SSC Pro Ject; however I have some concerns about 
the road, bridges and transportation routes which will serve 
the East Campus of the SSC Project. 

My concerns basically deal with Ebenezer Road from FM 879 to 
FM 878 and all the bridge crossings between those two points. 
This road wil 1 serve the East Campus of the SSC Project as 
the main transportation link for all employees, delivery of 
supplies, transportation of materials, public access, and the 
delivery of emergency services. 

This road is presently inadequate to meet the needs of the 
East Campus for the SSC Project. The road wil 1 serve the 
ECA Administrative and Office Building, Industrial and 
Assembly Building, Experimental Halls, Water and Sewage 
Treatment Facility and the Radioactive Material Handling and 
storage Faci 1 i ty. The road and bridges cannot present 1 y 
meet these requirements and would slow operations and prevent 
the response of emergency services if they were required. 
The bridges will not handle the loads of fire apparatus of 
heavy trucks used for deliveries. This would increase the 
potential for accidents and hazardous incidents. 

I urge you to consider the road and bridges which will serve 
the East Campus of the SSC Project and support the rebuilding 
of bridges and the up-grading of the road. 

If the SSC Project is to be a success and the delivery of 
support and emergency services are to be efficient, then it 
is essential that the bridges and road must be rebuilt. 

Respectfully, 

a~ -i.-:.:. -~~-.<..~ 
David w. Hopkins, Fire Chief 
City of Ennis, Texas 
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September 19, 1990 

To: Mr. Thomas A.Baillieul 
U.S.Department of Energy,EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

Submission 36, Page 1 of 1 

1 am a Captain with the Ennis Fire Department and understand 
that the SSC East Campus is to be built in an area between FM 
878 and FM 879. I would like to express my concern for the 
roads and bridges in this area. The roads and bridges are 
not the quality or size needed to handle the necessary 
traffic to construct and operate the east campus. The roads 
and bridqes in this area also need to be up graded for 
emergency services should they be needed. Due to the age and 
size of the bridges they would not support any fire apparatus 
of any size needed at the east campus. With the roads and 
bridges in the current shape it would make a drastic 
difference in response time to the east campus. Since the 
SSC is going to be a successful project then I urge you to 
consider the reconstruction of the roads and bridges in the 
area of the east campus. 
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~lr. Thomas A Baillieul 

L.S. Department of Energy, EMO 

9800. Aouth Cass Ave. 

Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Sir: 

As a concerned citizen I would like to see improvements 

made to Ebenezer Road from FY 879 to FM 878 and bridges 

repaired at Bone Branch, Grove and Cottonwood Creek. 

road will serve the East Campus of the SSC Project. 

This 

Improvements are necessary for reasons of public safety, 

access to the project, and safe transportation of person

nel, supplies and materials. 

Respectfully yours, 

r\ 
... ) !.L. ,., #., J ,.,. 
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~!r. Thomas A Baillieul 

C.S. Department of Energy, [)ID 

9800 Aouth Cass Ave. 

Argonne, Illinois 60~39 

Dear Sir: 

As a concerned citizen I would like to see improvements 

made to Ebenezer Road from FY 879 to FM 878 and bridges 

repaired at Bone Branch, Grove and Cottonwood Creek. 

road will serve the East Campus of the SSC Project. 

This 

Improvements are necessary for reasons of public safety, 

access to the project, and safe transportation of person

nel, supplies and materials. 

Respectfully yours, 

3 c <l C ff e e "- H .... ,' llc 

t-~,·.:; 1 ~d:..S 
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Mr. Thomas A Baillieul 

l.S. Department of Energy, E~:o 

~600 Aoutl1 Cass Av~. 

Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Sir: 

As a concerned citizen I would like to see improvements 

made to Ebenezer Road from FY 879 to FM 878 and bridges 

repaired at Bone Branch, Grove and Cottonwood Creek. This 

road will serve the East Campus of the SSC Project. 

Improvements are necessary for reasons of public safety, 

access to the project, and safe transportation of person

nel, supplies and materials. 

Respectfully yours, 

f:-.1/ 1/,t- -i. / $. Zr: <. ! ./' 

<? '-" <& w, 0 e e:i-·L .. re 

~: '1 lc.1-
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~'.r. lhornas A Ha1111eul 

C.S. Departm~nt of Energ)' E~D 

~800 Aouth Cass Ave. 

Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Sir: 

As a concerned citizen I would like to see improvements 

made to Ebenezer Road from FY 879 to FM 878 and bridges 

repaired at Bone Branch, Grove and Cottonwood Creek. 

road will serve the East Campus of the SSC Project. 

This 

Improvements are necessary for reasons of public safety, 

access to the project, and safe transportation of person

nel, supplies and materials. 

Respectfully yours, 

)\ (\ I <; 
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September 17, 1990 

MR. THOMAS A. BAILLIEUL 
U. S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 

Submission 46, Page 1 of 1 

As a citizen of Ennis, Texas, I was proud that Ellis County, Texas was 
awarded the opportunity to be the home of the SSC -- an outstanding and 
necessary scientific research project for the nation and the world! 

The improvement of Ebenezer Road from FM 879 to FM 878, and the bridges 
located on the Bone Branch, Grove and Cottonwood Creeks is definitely 
essential for the SSC's success. Improvement to this stretch of Ebenezer 
Road would be immeasurable towards the safe transportation of personnel, 
supplies, and materials; public access safely to the East Campus of the 
SSC Project; and future economic development opportunity for Southeaster~ 
Ell is County. 

As a resident of Ellis County and citizen of the U.S., I ask that Ellis 
County, the State of Texas, and the entire Nation do any and everything 
possible towards the SSC Project's success. 

Sincerely a Concerned Citizen, 

/ .. 

MRS. RAY KOVAR 
3303 Lake Bardwell Drive 
Ennis, TX 75119 
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SEPTEMBER 17, 1990 

1iR. THOMAS A. BA I LL! EUL 
U.S. LEPARTMENT OF ENERGY, E~~ 

9800 SOUTH CASS AVENUE 
ARGONNE, ILLINOIS 50435 

DEAR MR. BAILLIEUL: 

Submission 48, Page 1 of 1 

IT HAS BEEN BROUGHT TO MY ATTENTION THAT EBENEZER ROAD FROM FM 
b79 TO FM b76 AND SEVERAL BRIDGES ARE UNDER CONSI~ERATION FOR 
IMPROVEMENT. !, AS AN ELLIS COUNTY CITIZEN, AM IN FAVOR OF 
THESE IMPROVEMENTS BECAUSE NOT ONLY WILL THEY SERVE THE SSC 
PROJECT, BUT THEY WILL ALSO FACILITATE TRANSPORTATION FOR CITI
ZENS WHO LIVE IN THIS AREA IN THEIR PRIVATE ENDEAVORS. WE ALL 
HOPE THAT THE SSC PROJECT WILL IMPROVE THE OVERALL ECONOMY OF 
OUR COUNTY, BUT WE ALSO HOPE THAT WE WILL BENEFIT PRIVATELY IN 
SOME WAY. 

PUBLIC SAFETY IS ALWAYS AN INTEREST TO US CITIZENS, AS IS ACCESS 
TO THE PROJECT FOR PROSPECTIVE EMPLOYEcS AND ViSITORS. HOPE
FULLY, A LITTLE MORE ACCESSIBILITY TO THESE TWO FARM TO MARKET 
ROADS, CREATED BY THESE IMPROVEMENTS, WILL PROVIDE THESE AS 
WELL AS ENCOURAGE BUSINESS OPPORTUNITIES TO US HERE IN THE 
SOUTHEASTERN PART OF ELLIS COUNTY. 

~E~ELY, ~~~-
~•ARY ~OY ~ - if 
400 W. TYLER 
ENNIS, TEXAS 75119 
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CITY OF ENNIS, TEXAS 

September 18, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 south Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

Submission 50, Page 1 of 1 

This letter is written for the purpose of encouraging the 
improvement of Ebenezer Road from FM 879 to FM 878, along 
with the reconstruction of the bridges at Bone Branch, Grove 
and Cottonwood Creeks. This is essential for the success of 
the SSC Project and its relationship with the City of Ennis 
on the east side of Ellis County. 

The improvement of this road will certainly enhance our 
ability to deliver the needed public saftey services to 
the Project. 

If we can be of service, please contact us. 

Sincerely, 

J} ..J.- .). . l.iM> 
Dale D. Holt 
Chief of Police 
Ennis Police Department 
119 W. Brown Street 
Ennis, Texas 75119 
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Sepc2mb12r 18, 1990 

'.'lr. Thomas A. Bail lieul 
C".S. Department of Energy, E~ID 

9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear ~r. Baillieul: 

Submission 51, Page 1 of 1 

1 recently learned that a decision is pending with regards to improvit1g 
Ebenezer Road from F:-1 879 to B-1 878 and the bridges located at Bon.: 
Branch, Grove Creek and Cottonwood Creek. 

In that this road will serve the East Campus of the SSC Project, it is 
essential that these improvements be approved so that the road and 
bridges will withstand the tremendous pressure of additional traffic 
and heavier loads of traffic. Also, by approving the improver.i.t!nts, it 
will enhance public access to the Project, public safety, safer trans
protation of personnel, supplies and materials, and the economic devel
opment opportunity for Southeastern Ellis County. 

Thank you for your consideration in this matter. 

Respectfully, 

W.A. McBee 
1204 Bluebonnet Hill Drive 
E11nis, Texas 75119 



:-tr. 'll"lcrnas A. Baillieul 
L'.S. Dep;i.rtment of Engery, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 
60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 

2-80 Submission 52, Page 1 of 1 

Septanber .:._ 1, l99r: 

I have been t.old that the D.O.E. will sCXJn be making a decision on if there should 

be improvments made to Ebenezer Rd., fran rn 878 to FM 879 and the bridges that span the 

creeks on Ebenezer Rd. I believe that that the irnprovanents to the road would be 

essential for the continuing sucess of the SSC Project in many ways. llienezer Rd. will 

serve the East Campus Office and E:}q:erimental Halls and give better public access <:.o the 

project. It will also make transp:>rtation of materials and supplies to the SSC, safer 

and rrore efficient. I also believe that with the developnent of the area, due t11e the SSC, 

improvements will add to the eo:nanical developanent of Ennis and the southeastern 

part of Ellis County. 

=~~ -0avicttZ~r-\: 
1505 Oriole 
Ennis, Texas 
75119 
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~t' pt- ember l .'i. 1 ~~O 

~r. Thomas A. Baillieul 
C. S. Department of Ener~y. EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60~39 

Dear ~r. Baillieul. 

Submission 59, Page 1 of 1 

As a resident of Ellis County. and as one concerned ~ith the 
future development and growth of my community, I wanted to 
co~ment on the need for improvement of Ebenezer Road. 

Ebenezer Road, extending from FM 879 to FM 878, will serve 
the East Campus of the SSC Project includin~ administrative 
office buildings, experimental halls, and other facilities. 
Improvements are needed to the road and bridges so as to make 
this a safe means of access both for the general public as 
well ~s for the transportation of personnel. supplies, and 
material. At the present. Ebenezer Road is in such a sad 
state of disrepair as to make traversing it an excitin~ 
challenge for the best of four wheel drive vehicles. 

I sincerely hope that due consideration is given to improvin~ 
Ebenezer Road because I believe it will become the route by 
which economic opportunity comes to southeastern Ellis 
County as well as helping to insure the success of the SSC 
Project. 

Respectfully, 

~ <;]~ La~~nner 
RT. i Box 26A 
Ennis, Texas i5119 
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Sept. 19, 1990 

~tr. Thom?S A. Baillieul 

C.S. Dept. of Energy, EMD 

9800 South Cass Ave. 

Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Sir: 

Submission 60, Page 1 of 1 

I would like to see needed repairs on Ebenezer Road from FM 

879 to FM 878 started in the near future. I have relatives 

living in the Palmer area and could use this road to save 

time and gasoline if it was improved, widened, and all the 

bridges repaired. It would be a benefit to all of Southern 

Ellis County as an access road to this area. 

I understand that this road will also serve the East Campus 

of the SSC Project in the near future. If this road was re-

turned to usuable condition, this would add greatly to the 

safety and convenience of people traveling to and from the 

SSC Project area and should help contribute to the success 

of the SSC Project. 

Sincerely yours, 

'71 
'·-' -u. I Y~ ~ 'J ,,,________ 

Mary F!>"dge 

818 Loy Lane 

Ennis, Texas 75119 
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"r. 'l'horr.as ~. Paillieul 
U s nepartrrent of Fner~y 
9°oc ~outh Class Aver.ue 
Ar~onne, Illinois 50439 

Pear •r. Paillieul: 

Submission 61, Page 1 of 1 

l:!t 4 Pox "0::' 
·~itney, 'l'exas 7~cn2 
17 ~epterrber 1oon 

1. "'or a sRfe nuhlic and conmercial a.ccess to tt,e "'ast 
CRnpus, SSC, it is essential ttat "'bP.nezer ~oar, ~ro~ 

'""' P7q to 07°, to inclu1e '"'one Pranch, rirove and ':otton
NOod ?ri".lr"eS be imp~oved. 

2. ""iese irrprovenents would also serve econor;ic '"lev<"loi·-. 
rrents in this ~eneral Rrea. 

~ "'"1>n~ you f'or- vour consicera.tion. 



Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Dept. of Energy,EMD 
9800 South Cass Ave. 
Argonne,Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 

Subject: 

Ebenezer Road Access, 

2-90 Submission 62, Page 1 of 1 

From FK 879 to FM 878, to include bridges at Bone Branch, 

Grove and Cottonwood Creek must be improved to serve the SSC 

Project to Its full potential. 

Also due to the nature of the project it self,the handling 

of equipment,supplies for the safety of East Campus personnel 

as well as public safety will be essential. 

Attention to these sugge~tions will better serve economic development 

for this qeneral area of Ellis County. Thank you. 

Respectfully, 

64b <-. 0).,,,,i~ 
Riley E. Nutt 
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September 18, 1990 

~r. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

For the benefit of Ellis County and the SSC project I would 
like to see improvements made to the road and bridges on Eben
ezer road from FM 879 to FM 878. I beleive this is essential for 
the success of the SSC project. 

If these improvements are made the road could serve the East 
Campus of the SSC project. I beleive these improvements are 
necessary for the following reasons; for public safety, public 
access to the project, safe transportation of personnel and 
supplies. Ialso beleive this would benefit the economic devel
opment of Southeastern Ellis County. 

Respectfully Yours, 

f.;,,. - t r'. r ·~, 
/ 
James E. Putman 
Rt. 1, Box 57-C 
Purdon, Texas 76679 
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State Farm's Car Finance Plan is simple as 111• ftCI 
MIKE H. MORELAND 
Autn-L j fe-Hea I th-Home and B11§joese 
P 0 BOX 126 2405 YORKSTOWN ENNIS, TX 7511 9 
ENNIS, TX 75120 PHONE (214) 875-1462 

September 14, 1990 

Mr. Thomas a. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, 111 inois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 

l understand that your department is conducting a study for road and bridge 
improvements, in the Ebenezer Road area from FM 879 to FM 878, including 
Bone Branch and Cottonwood Creek bridges. Being a resident of Ennis, I 
feel strongly that improvements are critical for public safety, as well 
as future economic development, in particular the Super Collider project. 

I hope you tJ.1i l l give these improvement5 your strongest consideration. 
Your poi;itive endorsement., would be appreciated by OL1r business 
community, 

Sincere I y, 

~1-z_ __ 
Mike Moreland 

cc' Ennis Chamber of Commerce 
P.O. Box 1177 
Ennis, Texas 75120 

Attn' Mr. Kipp Burnett 



2-104 Submission 75, Page 1 of 4 

:: o;' -;-c •· ~"E }- /o~- 41P"1-5d-1/ 
: ."',·.:c 'c;·;',i'_tJ,\N'TRIMBLE 

- ')=·' C~A\'i.0 0RD RO' 

i 
I . - -

' 



2 
(cont'd) 

3 

4 

5 

2-105 Submission 75, Page 2 of 4 



2-106 Submission 75, Page 3 of 4 

-3-

5 
(cont'd) · 

7 .. 

8 .. 



8 
(cont'd) 

9 

2-107 Submission 75, Page 4 of 4 

I -~ __)__ I .;-' 1-- .//"~ - ,//1<../- . :_ I 



2 

3 

2-108 

Mr. Thomas A. Bai11ieu1 
U.S. Department of Energy, E.M.D. 
9800 s. Cass Avenue 
Argonne, IL 60439 

Submission 76, Page 1 of 1 

September 21, 1990 

RE: Draft Supplement Environmental 
Impact Statement for the 
Superconducting Super Collider 

Sir, 

We should like to point out to you three (3) errors we 
have found in the above referenced document. 

on Page 3-59 under 3. 4. 5 Land Use Planning, at the 
bottom of the page, the comment is made that five (5) cities 
in Ellis County have Comprehensive Land Use Plans in effect. 
That should read six (6) as the City of Midlothian hired 
Freese and Nichols, consulting Engineers to prepare a Land 
Use Plan consisting of thirteen ( 13) elements. This plan 
along with a Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Rules and 
Regulations was completed in 1989 at a cost of $186,000.00. 

On page 3-70, Map I.D. #12 is misspelled. It should be 
Box-Crow Cement. 

On page 3-71, Figure 3.13, No. 6 should be adjacent to 
No. 2. 

We wish to thank you for allowing us the opportunity to 
comment on a very will prepared document. 

If you have any questions please contact me at: 

JNK/pmc 

City of Midlothian 
James N. Keisel 
235 N. 8th 
Midlothian, TX 76065 

'-----...41.~~i~tl~ 
Director of Planning 

235 North 8th I Midlothian, Texas 76065 I 214-775-3481 / Metro: 299-5134 
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September 19, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
u. s. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 

Submission 77, Page 1 of 1 

The many members of the Ennis Chamber of Commerce are still 
very anxious and excited about the Superconducting Super 
Collider project and the effect it will have on our community. 

However, we are very concerned with having safe access to the 
East Campus, where the experimental halls will be housed. We 
know your team has studied the issue and are considering making 
improvements to Ebenezer Road from FM 879 to FM 878 and improve
ments to the condemned bridges at Bone Branch and Cottonwood 
Creek. These improvements are necessary for public safety, 
envirornental protection, project access and future economic 
development. 

We feel very strongly that these improvements are critical to 
this project and commend you for your consideration of these 
improvements. We hope you will continue to give these improve
ments strong consideration. Our business community is behind 
you. 

Sincerly, 

ALLEN SAMUELS CHEVROLET OLDSMOBILE PONTIAC, INC. 

?a~L~ 
General Manager 

RLB:tm 
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September 19, 1990 

~r. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Departm2nt of Energy, E~D 

9800 south Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear ~r. Baillieul, 

Submission 78, Page 1 of 1 

\\e as a merchant and members of the Ennis Chamber of Commerce 
are still excited about the Superconducting Super Collider 
projecr and the impact it will have on our city. 

However, we are very concerned ,,ith having safe access to the 
East campus, where the experimental halls will be housed. We 
know your team has studied the issue and are considering making 
improvements to Ebenezer Road f rorn FM 879 to F~ 878 and improve
ments to the condemned bridges ar Bone Branch and Cottonwood 
Creek. These improvements are necessary for public safety, en
vironmental protection, project access and future economic 
development. 

We feel very strongly that these ernprovements are critical to 
this project and commend you for your consideration of these 
improvements. We hope you will continue to give these improve
ments stron} consideration. The business community is behind 
you. 

Sincerely, 

/-'. - '--I-',:., 

Mary Grimes and Hattie Raper 
Owners of Grimes & Raper Family Shoes 

'\ ~ IY\0_~''\ °l£:: 
L1\i-\,·~ ,\ Y-- r31\cl 
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~r. Thomas A. Raillicul 
U.S. Department of Energy, E~D 

9800 South Cass Avenue 
:\r-gonne, :11inois 60t!39 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 

Submission 79, Page 1 of 1 

Frank Novotny 
Frank's Towne 
113 N. Main 
:::nnis. Texas 75119 
September 15, !990 

As a member of the E:nnis C!1aMCer of Co::".merce, I .:i.rr: exc:..:,::od 0::-,._1: 
t~e Superconducting Sup0r Collider projec~ 3~d th1? impJ:t i: 
~ave on 0~r ~ity. 

My c~ncern today is having a safe access to the East CaDpus. 
understand improvements to Ebenezer Road frOM FM 879 to FM 878 
and improvements to the condemed bridges at 3one Branch and 
Cottonwood Creek are being considered. ! ho~e these im~rove~ents 
become a reality, for the improvements are necessary ~or p~t~ic 

safety, environmental protection, project access and f~~u~0 

economic development. 

l~e look for~ard to hearing more about the i~=rovements 3nd j~c .. _ 

the S11perc0nducting Super Collider project 

Sincerely, 

~!(< 
Frank Novotny 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

TOo OL'R PCBLIC OFFICIALS 

AITENTIO'.' JA~ES F. CI?RIAXO 

SUBJECTo st.;PER COU..IDER (SSCJ PROBLE::\1S 

DATEo SEPTEMBEWOCTOBER 1990 

l\.1ESSAGE: 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are Vi:!ry disturhPd and :i.ngry :i.hnut the tre:ltment received from the TNRLC, DOE. and 
their SS(' contrac:-t<ir~- ;\fnny have be0n intin1id:1h•d. lwlittlP<L ridiculed nnd generally tl'eat.ed in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the ·.alidity of t:1c SSC project for the following reasons which 1 have 

~lt~.~£,~J>~_low. 

GEXERAL 

~ The Dept. of Energy (00El and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (Th'RLCJ 
have not been truthful. T~ex_ ha_~_!!Q..Q~lgJn[.oi::~at_ic:in. <!nltgJven continual misleading statements. 

_.,,_ Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texas site was chosen. 

v 
The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

\/ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalla!:/Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

4 _"_ Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

5 

6 

7 

8 

9 

LAND AQUISITION 

Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

:/ Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk 

/ 
__ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights'' compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

_-'_ Even though site·specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

I 
-"- ''Subsurface rights" only will be parchased in non·facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 



10 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

2-113 Submission 80, Page 2 of 4 

CUS'l' 
____::___ At the beginning-, <'Oflt was e,:it1n111ted lo bt• ·L·I bdl1nn, now it 1-" ><<!Id to he between 7.8 b1l110n nnd 1 l.7 

billion. 

-'-- Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

_,_'_ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counti-es are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting n1uch n1ore than Ellis County :ind probably Tarrant County also 

E::'lro"'\~O:N~IE~TAL IMPACT 

/ 
_, _ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
~1isrepresentation and disregard for presPncP of sha\!ow g-rnund wnter aquifers nnd stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No c-ompl(>te hydroloi;ical >'tud:-: to date. 

_;_' _ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground wau:-r fron1 SSC operation. ProbablE> migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

_,_, _ Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

~ Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

Increased environmental risk from low level radionctive waste that v.rill be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

The possibility of producing mixed hazardous wast.e. which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

_, __ Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

_'_ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
20 A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will l,'l'eatly increase radioactivity production. 

_v __ The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

Print Name: JEAN & GEORGE CADDEL 

Address: P.O. BOX 654 , 

WJ.·.XAHACHIE, TX 75165 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK 

We ask that you seriously consider our request for an independent 
survey committee. 
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NOBEL 
DREAMS 

Power, Deceit and the Wtimate Experiment 

~eocetically. Cado Rubbia and hi' colle<•gu" am en· 
gaged in that time-honored occupation. the pursuit of pure knowl
edge. Their work 1s probably more closely ~ei<lted to that of 
philosvphe~s or. in some obvious \'-·ays. thcolug1dns than any
thing else. Unlike that of their brethren in solid state or nuclear 
physics. the work of the high-energy physicist has no practical uses. 
It does, however. produce spin-offs. When, in the 1860s. James 
Clerk ~1axwell proposed that electricity and magnetism were 
two aspects of the same force and propagated through space in 
waves, what resulted was more than just that bane of freshman 
physics majors known as Maxwell's equations. Among the future 
spin-offs would be numbered electric lights and radios and televi
sion sets. Later. the spin-offs from this physics were to include 
such items as atom bombs and X-ray machines and computer tech
nology. 

Nowadays. high-energy physicists work in a dom;iin oF r.neri;:y 
!hat is so far removed from natural r.nrlhly phenomena that ii is 
unlikely to lead to direct technological innovations for the next 
rew hundred years at least. The tools that they develop along the 
way to achieve those energies, such as superconducting technol
ogy. may have immediate applications. however. And the skills 
that they must learn frequently end up being put to very produc
tive use in what is euphemistically known as defense technology: 
the brilliant minds of the ~Ianhattan Project were physicists by 
trade. 

\.Yhether or not this all turns out to be infinitely regrettable. the 
high-energy physicist no more plies his trade to enhance the techno
logical level of his nation th<.in did Ahab set sail in the Pequod to 
enrich the coffers of the Nantucket spermaceti industry The imme
diate end product of the work of the high-energy physici~t is knowl
edge, pure and simple: or. to be more precise. the answer to a single. 

ultimate question 

Repnnt. Or11.::in,1\lv publt:>hed· '\;ew \'prk RinJom Hou~<!, f.'\986 

ABOUT TllE AUTllUR 

GARY A. TAUBES was born April 30, 1956, in Rochester. New 
York. He studied physics at Harvard University, aeronautical 
and astronautical engineering at Stanford. and journalism at 
Columbia. He is currently a conlributing editor to DISCOVER 
and has written on boxing for the A1lunt1c and Playboy 

Submission 80, Page 3 of 4 

1'U!Vl'R"S DIGCST 

''"' Lt.T5 GET SER!O;;::; ~BtJ(;T CiJ17/Jv(, I Ht- BUDGE; 

6. End funding for research 
e:ii:tr.1vag:11112:u. When the Supcr
condlJCting Super Collider, a new 
prolon smasher, was proposed in 
1985, its cosr was csumared ll[ 
$5·9 bill ion. That f:gure has since 
ri~n to $8 billion, with the federal 
governmcn1 p.iying 1hrec-quartcrs. 

Will taxpllyers get their money's 
worth? In 1988. Sigma Xi, a scien
tific honor society, Jsked its mc:zn
bo:-H which of nrne projec1s would 
make the best use of federal fund
ing. Tbe proton smasher came in 
!.ut, behind "other." 

"Ec-onomic and technological 
~pinoffs.are unlikely in the extreme,• 
James Krumh:i.nsJ, forml"r president 
of the An1erican Physic.al Soa~ty, 
says of the projcct. Why then U it 
going forwarCf Polirics: ir will be: 
one o.f 1he !.;irgest employment 
schemes Out Congre'3 an support. 

Anocher program wonh termi
natmg is the perm2nent manned 
space station. In r984, when Presi
denr Rc.a.gan launched the project, 
its cost was cstim;i.ted at $8 billion. 
Now NASA puts that figure a~ S30 
hi Ilion. 

\l/e'v.- ~pent S4 billion U> far," 
>ays Dr. Je~ry Grey of the .'\meri
c.w Institute of Aeronauucs and 
Astronautics, "Jnd thanks to con
tinuous Congresuon:al dem;inds, 
there isn't a nut or bolt to show for 
it." New hazards k~p arising, rc
guiring ex~nsive solutions. Wont, 
with narrow exceptions, "113 scien
tific uses arc quite dubious,'' says 
Dr. James A. Van Allen, a ;:elebrat" 
ed space physicist. 

Notwithstanding the mu1on's 
problems, Congress continues to 
fund it. Politic! scientist Ron2Id D. 
Brun11er and Fhysicist R.;idford 
Bycrlv, Jr., explained why in a reccnr 
issue of th!'. JOUrru.I S~t Poi1cy. 
~This m:i.ior new prugrotm.~ they 
wrote, ~would move money and ro~ 
10 many Congrcismnal const11uen
c1es. ~While the space program ;e
m;a1ns importllnt, the space sUtiofl 
w.u political from the word go. 

Anoiher federally funded sci
ence projcct-1he m:usivc $3-bi!Iion 
plan to decipher man's genetic 
makeup-has been sold politically 
as a source of new treatmenn for 
inherited di:tellses. However, only a 
small part of the comprehensive 
projecl lus medical value. 

Ending government support for 
gene-mapping, the manned space 
sUtion and proton smasher would 
save $3 billion next year alone. 
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SCAN 
super col/ider accountability network • report no. six • september 20, 1990 

SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT ISSUE (SEIS) 
IT'S TIME FOR YOU TO WRITE ABOUT YOUR SSC CONCERNS. QUICK AND EASY PUBLIC 
COMMENT FORM ENCLOSED. JUST CHECK YOUR ITEMS OF CONCERN AND MAIL IN. 

SEND OFFICIAL SEIS PUBLIC 
COMMENT TO: 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Dept. of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenule 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

(Deadline October 14, 1990) 

SEND ADDITIONAL COPIES TO: 

Senator Phil Gramm 
or Senator Lloyd Bentsen. 
Senate Office Bldg. 
Washington, D.C. 2051 O 

U.S. Congressman Joe Barton 
House Office Bldg. 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

John E. Welch 
Route 5 
Waxahachie. Tx 75165 
(Democrat opponent to Joe Barton) 

State Rep. Keith Oakley 
P.O. Box 2910 
Austin, Texas 78769 

Stat& Senator Chet Edwards 
P.O. Box 12068 
Austin, Tx. 78711 

James F. Cipriano 
SSC Project Office 
U.S. Dept. of Energy 
2550 Beckleymeade, Mail Stop 102C 
Dallas, Texas 75237 

SEND TO SSC SUPPORTIVE OP· 
POSITION: 

Jill Lancelot. National Taxpayers 
Union, 713 Maryland Ave NE 
Wash. D. C. 20002 

Rep. Howard Wolpe 
House Office Bldg 
Washington, O.C. 20515 

SCAN PROVIDES INFORMA T/ON REGARDING SSC RELATED PROBLEMS. ANY SSC OFFICIAL INTERESTED IN ADDRESSING SCAN 
QUESTIONS AND FEATURED SUBJECTS IS REQUESTED TO POST RESPONSES IN ALL OF THE LOCAL NEWSPAPERS. 

NETWORK PARTICIPATION PARTICIPANTS COMMIT THEMSELVES TO FORWARD ALL SCAN REPORTS RECEIVED TO OTHER PAR
TICPANTS PER A TT ACHED LIST. IT IS A SHARED RESPONSIBILITY NETWORK. THOSE WHO HAVE ACCESS TO A COPY MACHINE 
ARE REQUESTED TO IN/TIA TE ADDITIONAL BRANCH LIS rs IN ORDER THAT MORE PEOPLE CAN BE REACHED IN A SHORTER TIME. 
PARTICIPANTS CAN BE ON A 'FAST' LIST FOR A 1-2 DAY FORWARDING COMMITMENT OR A 'SLOW LIST' FOR A 1-4 DAY FOR· 
WARDING COMMITMENT 

SCAN INFORMATION, SUBMISSS/ON OF NEWS ITEMS, OR NETWORK PARTICIPATION CONTACT: 
GENERAL: GEORGE and JEAN CADDEL, P.O. BOX 554, WAXAHACHIE. TEXAS '15155. PHONE 214-93'1-'1100. FAX 214-937-9822 
MAYPEARL AREA: J. PAUL. RT. 3 BOX 197. WAXAHACHIE. TEXAS '15165. PHONE 214-435-3916, FAX 214-93'1-7138 
PALMER AREA: CLAIRE PIERCE, RT. 7 BOX 58M. PALMER. TEXAS '15152 PHONE 214-449-3620, FAX 214-449-2199 
ADDRESS DATABASE MANAGEMENT: JOHN PARSONS, RT. 3. BOX 221A. WAXAHACHIE. TX. PH. 214-937-4278. FAX 214-923-1667 

NOTE: PLEASE ADVISE IF YOU HAVE ACCESS TO A COPY MACHINE ANO YOU CAN TAKE RESPONSIBILITY FOR MAILING ONE EXTRA 
COPY OUT IN ORDER TO START ADDITIONAL (BRANCHING) NETWORK DISTRIBUTION LISTS. 

WRITE A SENATOR: U.S. SENATOR (NAME). Sl=NATE OFFICE BLDG., WASHING TON. D.C. 20510 
WRITE A CONGRESSMAN: U.S. CONGRESSMAN(NAME). HOUSE OFFICE BUILDING, WASHINGTON, O.C. 20515 
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CERTIFIED: RETURN 
RECEIPT REQUESTED 

CITY OF ENNIS, TEXAS 

September 19, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60419 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

The City of Ennis, Texas, approves of the proposed 
improvement plan for FM 1722 from FM 879 to Turner Road 
as described in Table 2.2 and Figure 2.12 of the Draft 
supplemental Environmental Impact statement for the 
superconducting Super Collider. 

The City of Ennis, Texas, recommends that FM 1722 be 
improved from FM 879 to the intersection of Jeter Drive 
in Ennis, Texas, and that special consideration be given 
to roadway geometry that will accommodate the future 
expansion of the Ennis Municipal Airport. 

Should you require 
clarification, pleas 

GSH:hhh 
cc: City commission 

additional information or 
do not hesitate to let me know. 
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CERTIFIED: RETURN 
RECEIPT REQUESTED 

CITY OF ENNIS, TEXAS 

September 20, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

The City of Ennis, Texas, respectfully requests that the 
enclosed report prepared by the Texas National Research 
Laboratory Commission and entitled E~enezer Road 
Improvement Evaluation be included in the Final supple
mental Environmental Impact Statement for the supercon
ducting super Collider. 

The City of Ennis, Texas, further requests that the 
Department of Energy improve Ebenezer Road from FM 879 
to FM 878 and the bridge structures on Ebenezer road at 
Bone Branch, Grove and Cottonwood Creek as recommended 
by the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission on 
page 19 of the enclosed report. 

GSH:hhh 
Enclosure 
cc: City Commission 
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Ebenezer Road 

Improvement Evaluation 

by the 

Texas National Research Laboratory Commission 

1801 North Hampton Road 

DeSoto, Texas 75115 

September, 1990 
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Ebenezer Road Improvement Evaluation 

1. Introduction 

The purpose of this report is to document a preliminary 

technical investigation into improving Ebenezer Road in 

response to a letter dated July 10, 1990 from Mr. Steve 

Howerton (City Manager/City of Ennis, Texas) to Mr. Phillip 

Stafford (Associate Director for Site Development/TNRLC) . 

Information and data used to develop conclusions within this 

report are referenced within. As of the date of this report, 

publication of the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 

Statement 1 and the Site-Specific Conceptual Design Report 2 

has occurred. These publications represent the best 

information available to date for analysis of Ebenezer Road 

requirements as well as regional road systems. Actual road 

systems, especially those within the campus areas, will be 

determined during future design phases and final site 

planning. such road systems will depend highly on exact 

locations of individual buildings and service facilities. 

1Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the 
superconducting Super Collider. U.S. Department of Energy, 
~e~u~v, Texas. August, 1990. 
Site-Specific Conceptual Design. Texas. SSC Laboratory, 

Dallas, Texas. July, 1990. 

1 
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2. Existinq conditions 

Ebenezer Road presently consists of a 12-ft to 18-ft wide 

roadway approximately 3. 32 miles ( 17, 550 feet) in length. 

The road connects FM 878 to FM 879 generally extending in a 

north and south direction (see Figure 1). At present, 

approximately 2. 74 miles of the road are within the East 

Complex Area (ECA) of the Superconducting Super Collider 

(SSC). The northern portion of Ebenezer Road appears to have 

been previously surfaced with a one-course asphaltive 

concrete for a distance of one mile (see Photo 1). The 

roadway surface has however, significantly deteriorated due 

to base failure. The remaining southern section is unpaved 

consisting of road base material only (see Photo 2) and is 

in relatively good condition. 

Two bridges exist to span unimproved drainage channels. The 

most northerly bridge (see Photos 3 and 4), located 

approximately 0.53 miles south of FM 878 is a 30-ft long 

simple span single lane structure with timber stringers and 

decking over Bone Branch. 

A second bridge over Grove Creek (see Photos 5 and 6), 

located approximately 0.9 miles south of FM 878, is a 90-ft 

long continuous span single lane structure built with timber 

str i.1gers and decking with a truss supported midspan. 

2 
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Both existing bridges have been classified as structurally 

"intolerable requiring high priority of corrective action" 

(see Appendix) under the Bridge Inventory and Inspection 

Program (BRINSAP) administered by the State Department of 

Highways and Public Transportation (SDHPT). 

An additional crossing (see Photo 7) previously existed 

approximately 1.25 miles north of FM 879 across Cottonwood 

Creek. However, this multiple barrel corrugated arched-pipe 

culvert crossing has been washed out and displaced 

downstream. Several additional minor culvert crossings also 

exist at various locations on unnamed tributaries. 

3 
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Photo 1 - Ebenezer Road Intersection with FM 878(south view) 

Photo 2 - Ebenezer Road Intersection with FM 879(north view) 

5 
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Photo 3 - Bone creek Bridge (downstream view) 

Photo 4 - Bone Creek Bridge at Ebenezer Road (south view) 

6 
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Photo 5 - Grove Creek Bridge (downstream view) 
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Photo 6 - Grove Creek Bridge at Ebenezer Road (south view) 

7 
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Photo 7 - Cottonwood Creek Bridge (south view) 

Photo 8 - Common Industrial Area (east view) 

8 
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3. Proposed East complex Description 

The site Specific Conceptual Design Report for the SSC 

locates several surface facilities grouped into a Common 

Industrial Area (CIA) adjacent to Ebenezer Road (see Figure 

2 and Photo 8) within the proposed East Complex Area (ECA). 

The facilities within the CIA include: 

(a) Administration/Office Building3 

(b) Industrial/Assembly Buildings (2) 

(c) Radioactive Material Handling/Storage Facility3 

The CIA Administration/Office Building is planned to 

encompass 43,766 sq ft with office and work area space for 

200 personnel. Included in the space will be three meeting 

rooms with capacities of 25, 25 and 100 experimenters and 

staff. 

The two industrial/assembly buildings are proposed to 

provide work space for major detector components. This would 

include space for construction, test stands, storage and 

staging for components that are ready to be moved to other 

facilities. 

The Radioactive Material Handling/Storage Facility will be 

used to separate radioactive waste from non-radioactive 

3These facilities are 
construction phase of the 

not 
SSC. 

included 

9 

in the initial 



2-144 Submission 96, Page 13 of 28 

waste materials for reuse. This facility will also be used 

for receiving and shipping radioactive materials and storing 

radioactive sources. The facility will consist of 5, 000 

square feet with a 75-by-150 feet hardstand adjacent to the 

building. Office space will be provided for six personnel. 

The Northeast and Southeast Interaction Regions (IRB and 

IR5) are also planned for the ECA (see Photos 9 and 10) but 

are not shown to directly access Ebenezer Road. Access for 

the Northeast IR is shown to be from FM 878. Access for the 

Southeast IR is planned to be from Tammy Lane. 

An administrative/laboratory building is also planned for 

each IR area. Each building will encompass 44, 900 square 

feet of floor space for 150 personnel (300 personnel total). 

An additional fifty personnel will be located in other 

buildings within each IR area providing a total of 200 

personnel. 

10 
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Photo 9 - Northeast Interaction Region Area (south view) 

Photo 10 - Southeast Interaction Region Area (south view) 

12 
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4. Traffic Generation 

The decision to construct a new roadway or to improve an 

existing roadway should be based upon factual data, of which 

current and projected traffic are the most important. At 

this time, available traffic data for Ebenezer Road are very 

limited. 

Traffic counts have been taken by the SDHPT in the general 

vicinity of Ebenezer Road (see Appendix). Those counts 

indicate that the average daily traffic on FM 879 and FM 878 

is 680 and 2700 vehicles per day, respectively. No traffic 

counts are available for Ebenezer Road. Since Ebenezer Road 

is temporarily closed (not a through road), any specific 

counts directly on the road or in the general vicinity could 

be misleading. 

Extensive study is now underway to project future traffic 

loading in the area. The TNRLC has recently commissioned a 

planning study to analyze and recommend improvements to 

infrastructure necessary to accommodate growth associated 

with the SSC project. The subconsultant, Kimley-Horn and 

Associates, will help develop a countY'#ide transportation 

plan which will be based in part on computer generated long 

term traffic projections. Until such work is accomplished, 

any projections of traffic volumes on an individual roadway 

13 
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could be subject to dramatic change at a latter date when 

the transportation system is analyzed as a whole. 

Initial discussions with Kimley-Horn have resulted in 

speculative projections (see Figure 3) based on engineering 

judgement and several assumptions as follows: 

a. Permanent employment at all three population 

centers will not exceed 200 personnel each 

for the roadway design life; 

b. Tammy Lane will not be significantly improved 

to connect directly to IH-45 (see Photo 12); 

c. Vehicle trip distribution will generally be 

equal in each direction for the CIA and the 

Northeast IR ; the Southeast IR directional 

distribution will be skewed to Ebenezer Road 

since Tammy Lane could be considered 

inconvenient (no direct improved connection 

to a population center.) 

d. Construction related trips will be 

insignificant to operational traffic; 

e. Roadway improvement design life will exceed 

ten years. 

An employment population of 200 personnel at a single 

location will typically generate an average of 600 vehicles 

per day. Distributing this amount from each conceptual 

14 
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population center suggests that 650 vehicles per day would 

utilize Ebenezer Road between FM 878 and FM 879. Most of the 

generated trips would occur during typical peak hours (7:00 

to 9:00 am and 4:00 to 6:00 pm). Most of the remaining trips 

would be distributed randomly throughout the work day except 

for a flurry of trips during the lunch hour. A lesser number 

of miscellaneous trips would occur during the off-hours 

(6:00 pm to 7:00 am). 

Ambient traffic on Ebenezer is much more difficult to 

project into the future than SSC related traffic. However, a 

conservative estimate of 500 vpd will be utilized and 

assumed to increase at 3% per year4 for 8 years. (Full 

operational employment is projected to occur in 1998 for the 

SSC.) Combining this amount (633 vpd) with the SSC related 

traffic ( 650 vpd) would indicate that the average annual 

daily traffic (AADT) on Ebenezer Road in 1998 will be about 

1300 vpd. 

4Regional Water Study for Ellis County and Southern Dallas 
county. Trinity River Authority of Texas, Arlington, Texas. 
September, 1989 

16 
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s. Roadway Design 

For an average rural arterial, it is suggested that roadway 

design be based on the design hourly volume (DHV) 5 which is 

typically about 15% (K) of the AADT. Table 8-10 of the HCM6 

indicates that the maximum AADT for a Level of Service (LOS) 

of 'A' on a two-lane (12-ft each) rural highway (at K=0.15) 

with 6-ft shoulders and a design speed of 60 mph would be 

1600 vpd. Significantly more vehicle trips could be 

accommodated at a lower or less convenient LOS. 

It is common practice for the designer to utilize an LOS of 

'C' (AADT capacity of 5300 vpd at K=0.15) for a two-lane 

rural highway. Lane and shoulder widths may be decreased for 

economy and capacity optimization during the detailed design 

phase. 

5A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets. 
American Association of State Highway and Transportation 
~fficials, Washingt~n, o.c. 1984. 

Highway Capacity Manual, Special Report No. 2 o 9. 
Transportation Research Board, Washington, o.c. 1985. pp. 8-
14. 

17 
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6. conclusions 

Several conclusions may be drawn from the above analysis as 

follows: 

Ebenezer Road is substandard based on 

existing surface and bridge conditions for legal 

traffic loads; 

2 - SSC related operational traffic will 

significantly increase maintenance requirements 

without substantial roadway section improvements; 

3. The need is recognized to provided access to 

the ECA for trips from the south. Portions of 

Ebenezer Road appear to be a strong candidate for 

providing this access. 

4. A two-lane rural highway (11 or 12-ft lanes 

with 4 to 6-ft shoulders) will provide a driver 

acceptable level of service for foreseeable 

traffic projections. 

5. It is estimated that improvement costs for 

that section of Ebenezer Road within the ECA will 

be $2,417,643. The remaining section to FM 879 

will cost $643, 526. (See Appendix.) 

18 



2-153 Submission 96, Page 22 of 28 

7. Recommendations 

It is recommended that consideration be given to 

reconstructing Ebenezer Road between FM 878 and FM 879 prior 

to the start of construction at the ECA. It is also 

recommended that Ebenezer Road be realigned at its south 

intersection with FM 879 to coincide with FM 1722 to improve 

traffic continuity thereby encouraging local use. 

Report Prepared by: 

George Belcheff III, P.E. 

Date:~~-c_1~-~l_c~1_-~Ci"'-"'c~·~~~~~~~-

19 
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TEXAS NATIONAL RESEARCH LABORATORY COMMISSION I 

SITE DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 

OPINION OF PROBABLE COST 

PROJECT: Ebenezer Road (Conceptual Phase) EST.BY: Belchef:~ 

LOCATION: FM 878 to South Prop. Line ECA DATE: 9/4/9C 1 

IMPROVEMENT: Reconstruct to 2-12' Lanes w/. 6' Shoulders 
ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNITS UNIT EXTENDED I 

' PRICE PRICE I 

1 Prepare ROW 14.5 Sta. I $400 S::i, 3JC 

2 Clearing & grubbing 26.63 Ac. $150 $3,99~ 

J Excavation/embankment 19,333 CY $8 $154,667 

4 Channel excavation 2,000 CY $8 $16,000 

5 8" subgrade manipulation 58,000 SY $1. 40 sa1,2::c 
6 Hydrated lime (6%) 1044 Ton $75 $-;"S,JDC 

7 Flex. base shoulder ( 18") 6,444 CY $16 5101,1:: 

8 Coarse HMAC ( 2-3" Lifts) 6,444 CY $70 $451,11: 

9 Fine HMAC ( 1-3" Lift) 3,222 CY $70 $225,556 

10 Bridge (Bone Branch) 3111 SF $50 $:55,556 

11 Bridge {Grove creek) 8400 SF $50 $420,000 

12 36" RCP culvert 200 LF $55 $11,000 

13 36" Std. headwall 8 Ea $1,200 $9,600 
' 

14 Traffic control 1 LS $15,000 $15,GOG 

15 Mobilization 1 LS $25,000 $25,000 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 ' 
21 I 

22 I 

23 

24 i 

25 I 

26 i 
27 I 
28 ! 
29 

JO I 
Unit costs shown above ll'llly not be accurate due to TOTAL OF ABOVE $1,755,894 

uncertainty in Project size and bid market timing. '" ADM/ENG/SUR (10%) $175,589 

budgeting purposes, it has been assuned that this Part CONTINGENCY (20%) $386,297 

of the Project .. ould be bid on its own merit which may RIGHT-OF-WAY(l00'-40') $99,862 

result in higher or lower unit costs. TOTAL ESTIMATE $2,417,643 

EBEHCSTH.XLS Page t 9/S;i;c 
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TEXAS NATIONAL RESEARCH LABORATORY COMMISSION 

SITE OEVELOPMJ!li'?': DIVISION 

. OPINION OF' PRO&ABLE COST 

PROJECT: Ebenezer Road (Conceptual Phase) EST.BY: Belchef!:j 
LOCATION: South Prop. Line ECA to FM 879 DATE: 9/4/90J 
IMPROVEMENT: Reconstruct to 2-12' Lanes w/. 6' Shoulders i 
ITEM DESCRIPTION QUAJIT!TY UNITS UNIT EXTENDED 

I PRICE PRICE 

1 Prepare ROW 3.00 Sta. $400 $1,200 

2 Clearing & grubbing 5.51 Ac. $150 $826 I 

3 Excavation/embankment 4,000 CY $8 $32,000 

4 Channel excavation 1,000 CY $8 $3,000 

5 8" subgrade manipulation 12,000 SY $1. 40 $16,800 

6 Hydrated lime (6%) 216 Ton $75 $16,200 I 

7 Flex. base shoulder ( 18") 1,333 CY $16 $21,333 

8 Coarse HMAC ( 2-3" Lifts) 1,333 CY $70 $93,JJJ 

9 Fine HMAC (1-J" Lift) 667 CY $70 $46,567 

10 Bridge (Cottonwood Creek) 4480 SF $50 $224 I QQC .: 

11 36" RCP culvert 32 LF $55 $1,760 

12 36" Std. headwall 2 Ea $1,200 $2,400 

13 Traffic control 1 LS $8,000 $3,000 I 

14 Mobilization 1 LS $15,000 $15,000 ' 

15 ' I 
16 I 

17 ' I 
is 

19 ! 

20 i 
21 I 
22 I 

23 i 
' 

24 I 
25 ' 

' 
26 

27 

28 

29 I 
30 

U"i t .;:osts shown above may riot be aecurate due to TOTAL OF ABOVE $487,520 
uncertainty in Project size and bid 1111rktt timing. '" ADM/ENG/SUR (10%) $48,752 
budgeting purposes, it has been assi.ined that this Part CONTINGENCY (20%) $107,254 
of the Project ~ld be bid on its owri nwtrit which Pll9Y RIGHT-OF-WAY(l00'-40') $20,661 
result in higher or lower l.l"tit costs. TOTAL ESTIMATE $643,526 

EBENCSTS. XLS Page 1 9/5/90 
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CERTIFIED: RETURN 
RECEIPT REQUESTED 

CITY OF ENNIS, TEXAS 

September 24, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

The City of Ennis, Texas, stron9ly supports the Texas 
National Research Laboratory Commission recommendation 
that Ebenezer Road be reconstructed from FM 879 to FM 
878 and that Ebenezer Road be realigned to connect with 
FM 1722 at FM 879 (Ebenezer Road Improvement Evaluation, 
page 19). 

The City of Ennis, Texas, recommends that the entrance 
road to the Northeast IR connect with Ebenezer Road 
rather than FM 878 as depicted in the Draft Supplemental 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Superconducting 
Super Collider. The entrance road to the Northeast IR 
should connect to Ebenezer Road to shorten travel 
distance and travel time from the Common Industrial Area 
and the ECA Admin./Office Building to the Northeast IR. 
A possible entrance road alignment is depicted on 
Attachment 1. 

The Department of Energy may wish to consider 
realignment of Ebenezer Road to FM 878 to reduce travel 
distance and travel time from the Common Industrial Area 
and the ECA Admin./Office Building to the Northeast IR. 
It appears that the realignment of Ebenezer Road to FM 
878 could result in significant cost savings when 
compared to the cost for reconstruction of Ebenezer Road 
in place and the construction of a new entrance road for 
the Northeast IR. A possible realignment for Ebenezer 
Road is depicted on Attachment 2. 
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Page 2 
September 24, 1990 

The City of Ennis, Texas, respectfully requests that the 
U.S. Department of Energy include this document in the 
Final supplemental Environmental Impact statement for 
the superconducting Super Collider. 

GSH:hhh 
Enclosures (2) 
cc: City commission 

STEVE HOWEjRTO 
City Mana r 
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FIRST\ -J f/O.\.IL 8.-J.\I\ 
OF E\ \IS 

• 

September 24, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department Of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

' ' • ! 

Submission 101, Page 1 of 1 

In reviewing the contents of the "Draft Supplemental Envirorunental Impact 
Statement for the Superconducting Super Collider", it appears that the road 
network connecting the City of Ennis to the Far Cluster is not addressed. 

Since the City of Ennis will be the closest city to the far cluster and since 
major laboratory improvements appear to be designed for construction on the 
east side of the ring in the "far cluster", a thorough and comprehensive plan 
that addresses the improvements of existing roadway would include, at a 
minimum, reconstruction of Ebenezer Road. (See Table 2.2, p;J. 2-27 thru p;J. 
2-30). 

Ebenezer Road, in its current state, is non-passable and includes three bridges 
that are unsafe. According to the Draft SEIS, several buildings are proposed to 
be constructed on Ebenezer Road. 

The City of Ennis, the Ennis Chamber of COlllrlerce, and many other citizens from 
our corrmunity have supported the SSC project since its inception. 

We trust that the Department of Energy will work towards the 
effective/implementation of a road system that makes sense for not just the 
citizens of Ennis, but for the hundreds of SSC employees who will be working 
and living around the "Far Cluster". 

Thank you for your time and for the opportunity to express our concerns. 

Sincerely, 

'-' 
Standard D. Larrl:>ert 
President 

SOL/pm 

CC: Mr. Kipp Burnett 
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CERTIFIED: RETURN 
RECEIPT REQUESTED 

CITY OF ENNIS, TEXAS 
i'I I IJ, ., =: ' • I 

September 24, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

Please be advised that the Texas National 
Laboratory Commission has issued revised cost 
for the improvement of Ebenezer Road from FM 
878 (see enclosures). 

Research 
estimates 
879 to FM 

The revisions should be made to the TNRLC report 
entitled Ebenezer Road Improvement Evaluation. 

The City of Ennis, Texas respectfully requests that the 
revised cost estimates be included in the Final 
supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the 
Superconducting Super Collider. 

GSH:hhh 
Enclosures (3) 
cc: City Commission 
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6. Conclusions 

Several conclusions may be drawn from the above analysis as 

follows: 

1. Ebenezer Road is substandard based on 

existing surface and bridge conditions for legal 

traffic loads; 

2. SSC related operational traffic will 

significantly increase maintenance requirements 

without substantial roadway section improvements; 

3. The need is recognized to provided access to 

the ECA for trips from the south. Portions of 

Ebenezer Road appear to be a strong candidate for 

providing this access. 

4. A two-lane rural highway (11 or 12-ft lanes 

with 4 to 6-ft shoulders) will provide a driver 

acceptable level of service for foreseeable 

traffic projections. 

5. It is estimated that improvement costs for 

that section of Ebenezer Road within the ECA will 

be $1,856,880. The remaining section to FM 879 

will cost $1,160,989. (See Appendix.) 

18 
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TEXAS NATIONAL RESEARCH LABORATORY COMMISSIOtl 
SITE DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 
OPINION OF PROBABLE COST 

PROJECT: Ebenezer Road (Conceptual Phase) EST.BY: Belcheff 
LOCATION: South Prop. Line ECA to FM 879 DATE: 9/20/90 
IMPROVEMENT: Reconstruct to 2-12 1 Lanes w/. 6' Shoulders 
ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNITS UNIT EXTENDED 

PRICE PRICE 
1 Prepare ROW 8.15 Sta. $400 $3,260 
2 Clearing & grubbing 14.97 Ac. $150 $2,245 
3 Excavation/embankment 10,867 CY $8 $86,933 
4 Channel excavation 1,000 CY $8 $8,000 
5 8" subgrade manipulation 32,600 SY $1. 40 $45,640 
6 Hydrated lime (6%) 586.8 Ton $75 $44,010 
7 Flex. base shoulder ( 18") 3,622 CY $16 $57,956 
8 Coarse HMAC ( 2-3 II Lifts) 3,622 CY $70 $253,556 
9 Fine HMAC ( l-J 11 Lift) 1, 811 CY $70 $126,778 

10 Bridge (Cottonwood Creek) 4480 SF $50 $224,000 

11 36 11 RCP culvert 32 LF $55 $1,760 
12 36 11 Std. headwall 2 Ea $1,200 $2' 4 00 
13 Traffic control 1 LS $8,000 $8 ,.000 
14 Mobilization 1 LS $15,000 $15,000 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

Unit costs shown above may not be accurate due to TOTAL OF ABOVE $879,537 
uncertainty in Project size and bid marK.et timing. '" ADM/ENG/SUR ( 10%) $87,954 
budgeting purposes, it has been assuned that this Part CONTINGENCY (20%) $193,498 
of the Project would be bid on its own merit 11!iich may RIGHT-OF-WAY(l00'-40') $56,129 
result in higher or lower unit costs. TOTAL ESTIMATE $1,160,989 

EBEMCSTS.XLS Page 1 9/24/90 
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TEXAS NATIONAL RESEARCH LABORATORY COMMISSION ! 

SITE DEVELOPMENT DIVISION 

I OPINION OF PROBABLE COST 
PROJECT: Ebenezer Road (Conceptual Phase) EST.BY: Belcheff 1 

LOCATION: FM 878 to South Prop. Line ECA DATE: 9/20/90 
IMPROVEMENT: Reconstruct to 2-12 1 Lanes w/. 6' Shoulders 

ITEM DESCRIPTION QUANTITY UNITS UNIT EXTENDED 
PRICE PRICE 

1 Prepare ROW 9.4 Sta. $400 $3,760 
2 Clearing & grubbing 17.26 Ac. $150 $2,590 
3 Excavation/embankment 12,533 CY $8 $100,267 
4 Channel excavation 2,000 CY $8 $16,000 
5 8" subgrade manipulation 37,600 SY $1. 40 $52,640 
6 Hydrated lime (6%) 676.8 Ton $75 $50,760 

7 Flex. base shoulder ( 18") 4, 178 CY $16 $66,844 
8 Coarse HMAC (2-3 11 Lifts) 4,178 CY $70 $292,444 
9 Fine HMAC (l-3 11 Lift) 2,089 CY $70 $146,222 

10 Bridge (Bone Branch) 3111 SF $50 $155,556 
11 Bridge (Grove Creek) 8400 SF $50 $420,000 
12 36 11 RCP culvert 200 LF $55 $11,000 
13 36 11 Std. headwall 8 Ea $1,200 $9 ,..600 

14 Traffic control 1 LS $15,000 $10,000 
15 Mobilization 1 LS $25,000 $20,000 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 

Unit costs shown above may not be accurate due to TOTAL OF ABOVE $1,357,683 
uncerta;nty in Project si2e and bid market timing. '" ADM/ENG/SUR (10%) $135' 768 
budgetfng purposes, it has been ass~ that this Part CONTINGENCY (20%) $298,690 
of the Project would be bid on its own merit which may RIGHT-OF-WAY(l00'-40') $64,738 
result in hi11her or lower unit costs. TOTAL ESTIMATE $1,856,880 

EBEHCSTN.XLS Page 1 9/24/90 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

T<J: OlJH. l'lIBl.IC OFFICIAi~'-' 

,\'J'l'l•:'.'-:TI< l;'\; 

Sl;/~IJ<:<"J' .c.;ti/'Eh'.l'fJJ,!,[lll':f\(.c.;:-;(·11 111:11!\l,J.;\!.'-' 

DATE ,<.;J.;J rn.;;-..1 IS1':1\/[JCT(JJ3EI\ I ~/!J(J 

J'vlnny Ell is ( 'ount.v n•si<knl>' ;1nd 1 :1x p:1yrrs :dT1•(·(r•d by th1) :-illJ)('r Col!idcr be they lnnJowncrs or 

nPig'hlmr!-1 ln th" prnjrC't :11..-. very disLurbcd ;tnd nng-ry ;dulu1. t.lw !reatn1enL n~<'.civccl fron1 the TNRLC, DOE, and 
Uwir SS(' rnnln1dnr~ i\1:111.v h:1vf' hf•f'n i11Lin1idat(•d, ln·litlkd, ridiculed and i;enc;rally treated in ;1 di.<ircspcclfu] 
111:1nrirT i 1>crsona!ly •1t1c.;tinn the \':1lidity of tl.l' SSC lll'ojccl for the follo\vi11g: reason,; \vhich I have 
c.: l1ec kcl) _ !Jcl~l_\V. 

<.i-IrltAl, 

:!._____ 'rhc Dept. of Encrl-{y (DOE) and the Tcxns Nntional Hcscarch Laboratory Conunission (T:'rllLCl 
have not been truthful. Th_1~.Y_h~1y~ __ y.r~!!!h!-'l_ll_inrorn:i:t~i~11! a_1~g_gj_y_~n~1t.inual 1njslcadj!!g st~cnt.s, 

~ I 'ron1isf!s and taxation pJ;in!-1 made by Tr:xa." offin;1I." W<'n: noL 111;1dc pulilic until 01fter the bond ckct.iun 

nnd ;1flcr the Tr!xas s1ic w;:1s chosen. 

7 The rrualit.y of !ifP prcscnlly avnilable in EJ!u; County wilt lie scvct-e!y Jin1inishcd. 

___ \Vi I h f.-w 1·x1·(·p( ions, local and :n"<';I n<:>>" 11wdi:1 ha\'<' nr·gh:d~·d <>r rP!'11sr:d any adn·n;f! :..:lall'nl('!lls or 
<[lH'st.ions about the .SSC. Notice of public lll<'i!lings p1·inwrilv OC'cur in local papen; that don't :;crvicc the n1;ljo1·ity 

of Elli~ County rcsi<lcnl~ who .'!ubscribr~ t.o r0gion:d I l:1lla.•/Ft \Vcwth 11Pws11:qwt~- Nonna! ch:1nnels for public 
information do not exist.. 

__ /_,(JS.'l of voling' ;lnd land use rights in new !;SC 1,0111ng cunL1·01lcd arc<l 

LANO AC}llf.Sl'l'ION 

/ Land ar.quisition l"'CJJr1)scnlalivcs have not. fulfilled Lhci1· 1H"on1iscd ublii;at.ions to f:i.n1ilics being relocated. 

7' J .;111.i is 1.,.j, •i.: pun·h;:scd ;a·i,,~· (n '"<H11plPLio11 .,f LIH: Fc•,kral l•:nviron11wnl<1l Studic.:; Lh:ll. a1·c required tn 

c<>mn1iL F<'dcral Funds f'or SSC conslru1·t.ion. This puls l•:llis rounl.v property nnd t:tx nH•ncy <•L un<ll:c :--is!c 

I 'rnpP1·tv valw~s on <II" clm11' to the SS(; havp lw"n ;1dvE•r.«rd.v :1/"fod.cd. "Subsurface rii;hLs" co111pcnsalion 
pl.;1ns have noL been released. There arc no pruviHions lo c"111pcnH<1Lc nciJ,:hhorini; propcrLic!< fut· itH'l'C<UJed 
cnvirol)-mcnlal ri,:;kH and properly devaluation. r>1nn.v l:1ndowners Lhnl wnnl Lo escape the SSC cxpc1·in1cnt.al 

ar(';;rhn not sc~!I their property with out excessive loss<'s. 

_./ __ Even though site-specific dcsib'llS have been 1"l;'lc;iscd, no one can tell us where nnd how n1uch n1orc lnnd 

will he required for elcclric.'.ll and nnlur.'.ll g-.'.ls ~;isf'n11•nts. 

"Subsud'ac<' 1·ights" only will I"' pur<'has1·d in 11011·/";wility loc;1tions. F:unilics ;ire 0.xpl'cl{'d lo live <lircct.ly 
r>\'E ·r <W :1dj;wpn!. !o PXJH'rin11•11t;1/ ,'-\SI· 1.un 1H•l :1111! ;w'""f'! i1w1'<':1.-:<«1 !wnlth, .'<111"1-!.y 11nd unknown <~xp<'rinicnt:il 
risks. 
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cc< _7' __ 1 Al th(· bcg1nnini-:. cosl Wal' (>sl1111al1•d L" hr• L·I hdltn11: IH>W it 1s s;ud to be lieLWt!en 7.~ li1Hiun HnJ 11.7 

i>ill1nn. 

li;1pid and un1i;1\ur:1I gn1wlh ,,r r1•quin·d ;111wniti.·" :.:u<'11 ,1,; ro;t<l>', s<'h<K•h, ''le. <"XJH'd~'d lo hP finan<:('d by 
l•·c·:d t·1x1>;1.\"•'rs. wl11k :-;;-;('Lind )'P•)•Pt'\.r tax d,.JL1rs ;11·1· l1<·111i-: ,Jcpklccl frnJ\l La;.;; 1,)lls. 

L~- Elli.«, Tarrant ;ind D:illas (',.unlies at·•· <'XfH'<'L,·d I•> p.1_\' for the land, when uth1'!' p;trls o! Lhe slate and 
11:1! I< •II n1·•· i,,.11,.f1t inf! n1twh n1nn• than l•:ll is C'<•t111\_v ;in•! l'P>l>:1l>ly Tan·:111t {. ·uu11ly :o 1.'"' 

E:\\'IHON1\.1ENT.\L J;\fl'ACT 

~ A lhorvui;h g"('n\ogil' study was not done liC'fu1-i· t!w okn:<inn was m<uk on .S.SC site SP[('t'ltun 

i\lisn'Jlt'Cscnlalion and dist·cganl for pri:'owm·1~ of sha!luw )...'I~ •Un< l w:1l.cr aquifer,., ;1nd ."ILability of geologic 
rnnnat1,,ns in J<:Jli,. County. No <'on1plc·lc h.vdn1lngical ,d1id1 1n date• 

/ !:..1di''"cli\·,~ c<-inlaniinaLion ofS•)il and groo..:t~d ::aUT !'rum S:':'i(' <;p1·t·at1011. 1'ro\;;1l1it~ niigT;ilinn ofsubsurfocc 
r:u!inaclivity by waU:>r Lhrough fractun:d l'->Ck p:lthw:1ys int.hr~ Au:>lin ch<dk. PoU:-nli;d clwniical spill~ cnn also 
r·:1usc cx!enf'ivc t·ontan1in<1tion !"luch n~ tri('hloroelhyh·n<' .«pill at .St.anfurd accelerator. 

_/____ i\dvt>t~ro cnvimnnH'nlnl cffcct.ll to hw;d spt·ings and <Tt'<'ks frun1 lunnelini; ;tnd ~~xc;1v;1 Lion of !'rncturcd rod,; 
s\·st,'nl. It. npp('ant lhnl WP arc not pn)lf'cll,<l un1l1'1' Tex:1.« 1:1\\' foi· !nsll 1)f t<roundwaU~r n',,;nu n·c:,. ,·;lu:;ed by 

I >isrq.::1n! fnr t'C'('l'lll slu<lit•s <k111onslr:1t in,.; t !J,. d.111i-.;• ·rs ',f ], •W l<·v,·I i• 'llizi Ilg 1 :1<!i;1li• '11 

( ·,,n,<l rud inn lll>lS•~ and air J><>llutu1n dunng :1n<l ;1 n • ·1· 1 IH· •:<>11:<tru,·t1on p<'t'!<>d 

../ _ lncrPasl'cl "nvironm('n\al risk frc1111 ]nw lt•vp[ 1·;1d1<>:1div•• w;1st!' th:it- will he• s11>n 1d on ,'.-;S(' gniund,i and 

pc·riodicnll:--• ti·ansp~wt.ccl oV<'t' local roads . 

./ 

./ 
Indefinite answers about what will bcC'OillC of the tun111'l after it no longer is used for i·csc~uTh . 

'rhc nbiliLy of the DOE lo convert the SSC facility Lo 1norc dangl'rous uses as it secs fit in the future. /\ n71 t.:irgct ;lC'CC'kralor :-whc~dulPd for futun• nddit.inn will P'i'atly incr~?•H•P radioactivity produrlion. 

L_ 'l'hc Dcpart1ncnt of E1u.:ri,:y hns been unahle to safe I)'· 1nanai.:c the n1ajodty of its other facilities 
in the lJnitcd States, It can not hc trustc<l to 1nanaj.,:'(? the Super Coll kier r~1cilit.v without independent 

Sinc·(:rT·l.v. 

Print Nan1e\.._~~b;>="'-Ll=.· _,bJ=~~~..:_°'Q=-1.s<_~P-~·, -----
,....,, -) 

Address: ~ 1 f'c:N.<~:c,ce_,-,. ty 

~. \)A'x ltB t<:.M-\f_ 16. -1~-;/ \ 
AJJIJITIONAT~ CO~IMJ;:N'l'S IJI?lll!: ANIJ ON IJACJ\: 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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Submissions 104 through 139 consist of testimony given at public hearings -- see Part 1 of 
Volume 2. 
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Buena Vista Bethel Water Supply Corporation 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, IL 60439 

ROCTE 5 

WAXAHACHIE. TEXAS 75165 

October 1, 1990 

RE: DRAFT SUPPLEMENTAL E.I.S. FOR THE S.S.C. 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

In regard to the Draft Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement for the Superconducting Super Collider, there are 
areas that need to be addressed. In particular, the water to 
serve the west campus. 

The SEIS draft indicates that water for the west campus 
will be purchased from Tarrant County Water Control and 
Improvement District, and conveyed to the site for storage, 
then treatment. The treated water will then be used for 
potable uses. This draft does not clarify the entity that 
will be the purchaser and supplier of this resource. 

The proposed west campus lies within Buena Vista Bethel 
Water Supply Corporation's Certificated Area granted by the 
State of Texas, and we maintain the sole right to serve water 
within this area. TCWCID may provide and sell water to BVB 
WSC for us to deliver, but may not compete with us. All 
water purchased shall be supplied by our Corporation in 
accordance with Chapter 13, Texas Water Law. The Corporation 
is also funded by the Farmers Home Administration which 
provides us Federal protection from any franchise encroaching 
within our boundaries with the same service for the term of 
our loan. 

BVB WSC is non-profit; serving the needs of our area for 
over twenty-five years, governed by a Board of Directors, 
which are elected by the residents within our service area. 

If the proposed SSC is truly trying to be cost effect
ive, we would quite clearly be your supplier of water. To 
duplicate existing facilities and to compete with a non-profit 
organization would not be in the best public interest. 



1 
(cont'd) 
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Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
October 1, 1990 
Page 2 
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Please allow the Corporation to make these proposals: 

1. That Buena Vista Bethel Water Supply Corporation supply 
the potable water and wastewater needs for the west 
campus; 

2. Allow the Corporation to design system infrastructural 
requirements; 

3. Provide capital assessments to allocate for additional 
indebtedness required to meet design improvements. 

Buena Vista Bethel Water Supply Corporation requests 
that the SSC uphold our Certificated Area, not to impair 
our ability to pay our indebtedness to FmHA, and to provide 
the SSC project a considerable savings on wate= costs while 
promoting your surrounding neighbor's future needs. 

Very truly yours, 

BUENA VISTA BETHEL WATER SUPPLY CORPORATION 

Don Walker, President 

cc: Phillip S. Stafford 
Associate Director for Site Development 
Texas National Research Laboratory Commission 

Thomas Cheshier 
Farmers Home Administration 
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TO: 

ATTENTION, 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

OUR PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

SUPER COILIDER(SSC) PROB::...E1lS 

SEPI'El\IBEWOCTOBER 1990 

Submission 141, Page 1 of 2 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affe'rt.ed by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

~The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC} 
have not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

,/Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and aftei- the Texas sit.e was chosen. 

v 
__ !The ci.uality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

j With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dallae{Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
inforulation do not exist. 

~._/ Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LANri AQUJsmoN 

,_} Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 
,J 
__ Land is being purchased prior to completion of tl.e Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

__ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released The?"J" are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
envircn.mental risks and property devaluation. M~y :andowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

__ Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and bow much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas ea.semen ta. 

V/ ~subsurface rights" only will be purchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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COST 
L// 

__ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

\_,,.,...~~pid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be fmanced by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tu rolls. 

__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation a.re Mnefiting much more than Ellis County axu\ p:robab\.y Tarrant County also. 

ENVmONM.E.."'fTAL IMPACT 

~--·A thorough geologic study WM not done before the decision was made on SSC site selectiotl.. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquife~ and stability of geologic 
forrnl!.tions in Ellis County. No complete hydrological sT.udy to date. 

~-Radioactive contamination of !!Oil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylenc spill at Stanford accelerator. 

V/ Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected underTex:is law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

__ Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

17 _,_· _ Construction noise and air pollution during and afttr the construction period. 

18 

14 

20 

(___.../'Increased environ.mental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

~The possibilily of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 
/ 

~ }ndefinite answers about what will beeome of the tunnel after it no longel' i.s used for -research. 

: .... //The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fix~?- target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

_Ji The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilitie• 
in the United States. Jt can not be trusted to mant'.ge the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, ;;1 fi <~. 
!:' f<,_ /\,f. ~i Li 1 I 

Print Name: ~'--'c".'-'---· _,._·~, ·~-l~r_,_. __ 

Address: 

rc-.1!~~,,~.t '-~(, -t,,""" 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE 

Se ..... ~ to: 

.Mr. Thcm.s /\. 6',,JJ,.'-'\ 
\A.5. '0,ft: of E.""'~.JY• C::MJ:I 
9 BOD "S, C"ss Ave. 
Aor3on(le, 11\. b043 ~ 

D~J.J,..,e.. c Odo\,,,- \4;-Th 
(_........, .r k tr.:-l -:, c ... -..d 

?_<....o.c..•"' -G:r -;:,;;sS.blf' 
\t'.,i'r\17.:;""\(.1..:-y r:'5c..rdd\<; ~-:'...:'c~,c_,.,J, 

'-.J ~"'" \-2. ccori<..~,, L,..-
c .... s.. l. ~- ~,:_~'rd-\·; 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 



2-179 Submission 142, Page 1 of 1 

(lll;Tl~Tl""fll 

t \lfl Tl\ t llllltl TOR 

TEXAS HISTORICAL COMMISSION 
P.O. BOX 12276 

~1r. Thomas A. Baillieul 
SSC-SEIS Project Manager 
Chic:ago Operations Office-EMD 
l'..S. Department of Energy 
98CX) South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, IL 60439 

ArSTIS, TEXAS 78711 

October -1. 1990 

Re: Draft S11pplemetital Eni:ironmentai lmpacr Stuten1ent}i1r t/1e S11pcrcond1u:ting Super 
Collider. Ellis County, Texas f 106! 

Dear Mr. Thomas 

\Ve have reviewed the subjeL't docliment and hav~ the fnl!ow!ng comment to offer: 

-l.9.4-4.9.4.2 Mitigative Measures 
Possible n1irigarive measures should include nvoidJm.-e, dt•si,gn inodifil'llticn. 
relocation. salvage. and appropria1e HABS tHistoric :\n11.:ri1,:~~n Buildings Survey) 
documentation. 

We appreciate the opportunity to comn1ent on 1his in1ron;ull undcnaking. 

~ 
Stan Graves. A!A. DSHPO 
Direcror 
Divi!'ion of A n:hitecture 

1~12>4&3-blOO 
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ATTE~TIOS. 

SC"B.JECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

OUR PL'"BLIC OFFICIALS 

Mc ]o.., ,k,.l\,M\ 
SL'"PER COI..LIDER(SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTE:i.tBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Submission 143, Page 1 of 2 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the 'f:\.'RLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. l personally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I havl? 
cl)_~_!i;!';d _belp"'.. 

GENERAL 

_)}_ The Dept. of Energy (DOE! and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission <T.'1.'RLC I 
have not been truthful, T_h~_yJ1J!X~-~it_hheld inform~tion and given co~t_i11.W!.L~!!l~_t!,_dip.g_~_!_a~~ments. 

~ Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texas site was chosen. 

J The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

V With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalla!¥Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist 

~ Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

~ Land aoquioition repre.entativ" have not fulfilled their pn>mi~d obligationa to famili" being relocated. 

--v_ Land IS being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environ.mental Studies tl\at are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

__j/_ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for hi.creased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

__j/_ Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

_J/"Subsurface rights" only will be purchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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J At the beginning. cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

J Rapid and unnatural grov.'th of required amer.ities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, whtle SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls 

~ EUis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

EN'\-'IRONMENTAL IMPACT 

_d A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
~Iisrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and i'!tabi\ity of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date 

_J}___ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operati<:>n. Probable migration of sub~urfo.ce 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator 

..:;}__ Advene environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 

ac\:ion. of a <houghtl.,, n•ighbo,. 

Disregard for :recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation 

Construction noise and air pollution during and aft.er the construction period. 

v Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
pevdically transported over local roads. 

--;;- The possibility of producing mixed hazardous wast.e, which wiU be stored above ground on the SSC site 

__ Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after 1t no longer is used for :research. 

~ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for futUl'e addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

_jf_ The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted. to manage the Super Collid.er facility \Vithout independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Print Name: 

Address: 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK: 

1 ,...,,\\ ~- V"~<.<in"'1 
~Yoj-ej, f(<>cA..::_ \f.1•tc 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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SCAN 
super col/ider accountability network • 
comments: 

October 4, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Dept. of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

Submission 144, Page 1al34 

seis document • october 1990 

Enclosed find copy of our recent letter to Mr. Cipriano. This 
is a complete copy from which comments were taken on the after
noon of September 19, in Waxahachie, Texas, by Jean Caddel1 along 
with 2 enclosures, and a few additions. 

Please accept this as our written comment or. the SSC SEIS docu
ment. 

Thank You, 

Jean & George Caddel 
PO Box 654 
Waxahachie, TX 75165 

Enclosure 

JGC :j c 



September 23, 1990 

Joseph R. Cipriano 
SSC Project Manager 
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2550 Beckleymeade, Mall Stop 1020 
Dallas, Texas 75237-3946 

Dear :vlr. Cipriano: 
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Thank you for your letter of August 23 in reply to our 
questions, and the careful consideration you gave each of them. 
We are encouraged by the efforts that Secretary Watkins is making 
to reform DOE's closed manner of doing business and to make the 
agency more accountable. We also realize what a great task it must 
be, and that it will be some length of time before decisive results 
will be obvious. It is our opinion that it will take the education 
and cooperation of those of us in each area to keep similar 
mistakes from being repeated. With open, honest communication and 
efforts, as well as proper monitoring and control, we believe 
future problems can be lcept at a minimum. For these reasons, we 
have become involved. 

Since most of us have known from the beginning that the SSC 
will not generate radioactive emissions and wastes that might be 
associated with a nuclear reactor, our concerns and questions have 
never been based on that premise. Our greatest personal worry is 
in regard to low-level radioactivity being emitted into the soil 
and water, in particular Tritium and Sodium-22, which are both 
soluble in water. 

Numerous references to the Fermi Laboratory have been made 
since this site was first being considered, and we decided the best 
way to overcome our concerns was to get more information on 
Fermilab. We have studied some four years of Environmental Reports 
from that facility (1985 through 1988 - 1989 was not made available 
to us in September of 1990) and the DOE Environmental Preliminary 
Survey Report done at Fermil,;ib, October, 1987 (see enclosure) along 
with the Supplemental Enviro11menta l Impact Statement and the Site 
Specific Conceptional Design for the SSC. While comparing all of 
these, some correspondence received, and findings of other 
respected authorities, we noted some ti1ings that brought other 
questions to mind. 

The environmental reports issued by Fermilab were repetitious, 
some pages having been copied verbatim year after year. They did 
not appear to be thorough or completej however, except for a few 
things, most of them had little information that would cast a 
significant shadow on the operation. The Site Environmental Report 
for 1988, published in May of 1989, speaks of the survey which was 
done in October, 1987 as a "portion of the larger, comprehensive 
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DOE Environmental Survey encompassing all major operating 
facilities of DOE." In addition to this, DOE Survey Report, 
p. ES-1 stated, "Representatives of Fermilab, DOE Chicago 
Operations Office, and the Survey team met with three 
representatives of state and local agencies on June 30, 1987, at 
Fermilab to discuss their concerns. 11 

SPILLS AND MIXED WASTE 

In your reply of August 23, 199".J, "There is no possibility of 
large spills or radionuclides ... '' 

From the local newspaper, Sept. 5, 1990, 111 This is an 
a::::ce1-erator, not a reactor,' ... :10::.ing t'.1at because there is no 
n1Jclear fuel ~here is no r:::l-3:1'>:: ,Jf spills. 'Nothing can happen 
that will have a serious envirtJ:1menta: impact''' 

Accordi1g to the 3urvey Re;Jort, there were spills, though 
perhaps not in the category of 3 :arge spill, and clean-up did not 
appear to be thorough. .rust ''.10'-.J far and where they may have 
reached ·tJas still an unknown :actor. (See Enclosure - Survey 
Report) 

FUTURE EXPANSION 

Answer 14, p. 11 of your letter, "Clearly, any environmental 
impacts associated with future expansion would have to receive 
public comment if they are not covered in the Environmental Impact 
Statement (1988) and the Supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement." 

QUESTION: HOW MANY EXPERIMENTS, FOR WHICH ADDITIONAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL STATEMENTS AND HEARINGS WERE REQUIRED, HAVE BEEN 
ADDED AT FERMILAB? WHAT WAS THE NATURE OF THESE EXPERIMENTS? 

FIXED TARGET PROGRAM 

Answer 8, p. 7, "About half of the volume came from the fixed 
target physics program and about half came from the operation of 
the accelerator itself. The SSC will not have the fixed target 
physics program but will have a modest (Much smaller in scope) test 
beam program." 

Earlier answer sent to us that had been received from Garry 
W. Gibbs, SSC Office, Washington, D.C., "The SSC will not have the 

4 fixed target physics program but will have a modest (much smaller 
in scope) test beam program.• 

Draft EIS, Vol. I, 5.1.6-2, Regarding the peak of radiation 
exposure to workers - nearly 500 person-rem/yr for the third year, 
"Fifty percent or more of this is directly due to the fixed-target 
program ...•• and because the SSC would not have an equivalent fixed
target program, the COG estimates that for the first few years of 
operations, average worker exposure would be 40 person-rem/yr, 
falling to an average of 20 person-rem/yr after that time." 
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Draft SEIS (1990), p. l-1u, "Three major SSC elements are 
identified as potential areas for future expansion -- (1) three 
2-TeV test beam target halls; (2) four experimental halls; and (3) 
a high-energy, fixed -target physics program." 

Site-Specific Conceptual De:)i_gn, July 1990, p. 269, 2. 
target. Slow extraction of the beam from the SSC has been 
and found to be feasible. Parasitic gas-jet internal 
represent another fixed-target possibility." 

"Fixed 
studied 
targets 

From these quotes we can only assume that fixed target 
programs already are being planned for the future, and this in turn 
would greatly add to the amount of radiation. According to this, 
if fixed targets are added and furnished 50% of the radiation, this 
would double the amount. 

QUESTION: HOW DO YOU FIGURE THE POTENTIAL INCREASE IN 
RADIATION AT THE SSC SHOULD FIXED TARGET PROGRAMS BE ADDED? 

Task Force Report, p. )0, r~ov. 10, 1987, "With this design, 
annual radiation dose equivalent to the general public will not 
exceed 10 mrem, an amount small compared to the average exposure 
from natural sources." 

Site-Specific Design, .Ju:/, 1090, p. 270, 11 At the SSC the 
particles can have very high energies comparable to the energies 
of the high-energy components of the Earth's cosmic ray background, 
a natural source of radiation that continuously bombards the entire 
globe from deep space." 

Answer 4 of your letter, p. 4, "There has been no releases of 
radionuclides at Fermi lab above regulatory limits." 

Answer 9, p. 8, "Federal regulations permit radiation workers 
to receive as much as 5000 mrem during a year. The same 
regulations limit exposures to members of the public to 100 mrem 

5 per year. 11 

QUESTION: HOW DOES DOE SET THEIR STANDARDS AND REGULATORY 
LIMITS FOR RADIATION? 

From the information we have read, it appears that the safe 
level must not actually be known. Regulatory limits are continually 
changing to fit the needs of DOE and others who produce low-level 
radioactive waste, since space is not available for much of it and 
cost is rocketing upward. Even recently, NRC , in reaction to 
public opposition, dropped a move toward deregulating low-level 
nuclear waste and issued ''a general guideline for the development 
of ... (case-by-case) exemptions and provides a uniform and 
consistent health and safety framework for considering whether to 
grant such exemptions." (From NRC documents) They say up to 303 
of the nuclear power industry's waste is below regulatory concern 
and can be disposed of in conventionRl landfills and waste disposal 
facilities. At present, we understand, there are only three 
remaining U. S. facilities who wi.11 accept low-level waste from 
such places as power plants, hospitals, etc. 
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QUESTION: WHAT DATA IS THERE WHICH WILL PROVE THAT THIS WASTE 
HAS SUDDENLY BECOME SAFE? 

Many authorities are comin 1: I.:) the conclusion that the smaller 
doses over an extended time mCJy Lndeed be most harmful. We refer 
to an experiment conducted by Dr. Abram Petkau, Canadian physician 
and biophysicist. Until recently he managed the Medical Biophysics 
Branch of the Whiteshell Nuclear Research Establishment, located 
in Pinawa, Manitoba. "While study-ing the action of radiation on 
cell membranes in 1971, Dr. Petkau conducted an experiment never 
done before. He added a small amount of radioactive sodium-22 to 
water containing model lipid membranes extracted from fresh beef 
brain. To his surprise, the membranes burst from exposure to just 
one "rad" (a measure of the amount of radiation absorbed) over a 
long period of time. Conversely, Dr. Petkau had previously found 
that 3,500 rads were required to break the cell membrane when 
X-rays were applied for only a few minutes. He concluded that the 
longer the exposure, the smaller the dose needed to damage cells." 
(Deadly Deceit by Dr. Jay 'I. Gould & Benjamin A. Goldman, Pub. 
1990, p. 173) 

SAFETY AND ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL 
----------------------~--- ---- -- - --

David Opferman, PhD Electrical Engineering, Illinois, received 
information from a high energy physicist who had formerly been 
employed at Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory. A portion of 
Dr. Opferman's comments were as follows, "Some of the aspects of 
the SSC are less of a problem and probably can be designed with the 
appropriate shielding and other protection techniques, ..• Also, 
since the high energy proton beam will not cause a nuclear 
reaction, the energy in the beam probably can be controlled. 
However other issues with the SSC may create serious safety 
hazards.... There are two potential problems that do not have 
obvious solutions and will have very negative impact on the lives 
of the men, women, and children living near the SSC. These 

6 problems are: 
1. the relatively large increase of the radioactive isotopes in 

the "beam abort" areas, and 
2. the possibility of a superconducting magnet exploding if it 

rapidly returns to the normal state because of a failure in 
the liquid helium system . 

.... Two of these areas (beam abort areas) are within 1 3/4 miles 
of the St. Charles High School. .. Another •.. very near the Fox 
Valley Shopping Center. . ... the beam will be directed in 
controlled manner for a number of different reasons including 
equipment failures, stability problems, etc .... The build-up rate 
will depend upon the number of times the beam is aborted. These 
data are not available; however the "beam abort" area at Fermi is 
off-limits to visitors because of the potential safety hazard. 
Also, if there is any water seepage, the water will become 
contaminated and also could contaminate nearby wells and water 
storage facilities. 
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Although, at the present time, there are not data to prove 
that the radioactive "beam abort" area and exploding 
superconducting magnets are serious safety hazards, these problems 
must be satisfactorily resolved in the design of the SSC. However, 
since it will be difficult to guarantee that these problems will 
never occur, the best solution is to build the SSC in a very low 
populated area where the risk to human lives is minimized." 

Many of SSC's future 11eighbors will be left much closer than 
the 1 3/4 miles mentioned above, and some are expected to live 
directly over the ring. A number of those over the proposed ring 
are attempting to sell their property, but no person wants it wl1en 
they learn the tunnel is directly under the house, even though they 
are assured it will be completely safe. From maps that we have, 
it. appears that Fermilab employees live at a nearby village; 
however, since we understand mar1y of the SSC people will be living 
in the area, per~1aps this problem ~ould be resolved by buying these 
houses fee simple and using ti1em for SSC personnel who choose to 
live on site, or 11ear site. 

DEIS Vol I, 5.1.6-2, "Safety and handling programs similar to 
those at Fermilab would be established." 

Site-Specific Conceptual Design, July 1990, p. 275, "To avoid 
activation of the groundwater either by leaching or by mixing 
groundwater with cooling water, the experience of the high-energy 
accelerators at Fermilab and CERN will be utilized. 

p. 27 6, "The SSC Laboratory will follow well-established 
procedures to monitor compliance with all applicable environmental 
standards set by the DOE. The thoroughness and sensitivity of 
these procedures are well documented in the annual site 
environmental reports submitted to the DOE by each of the presently 
operating accelerator facilities." 

THIS IS OUR GREATEST CONCERN - QUALITY ENVIRONMENTAL CONTROL 

After reading the environmental reports published by Fermilab, 
in particular 1987 & 1988, and comparing them with the Preliminary 
Survey Report done in 1987 and published in 1988, we get the 
impression that environmental control and monitoring was almost as 
much of an experiment as the physics program itself. We all know 
that projects of this type are dealing with the unknown, and it is 
relatively sure that there will be unforseen surprises at the new 

7 facility, as there evidently were at Fermilab. 

Even though some believe DOE is honestly making an effort, it 
will take time to develope confidence in the credibility of the 
agency. We quote Dallas Morning News, Sept. 20, 1990, "'The 
challenge is to communicate that (radiation releases would be small 
and not harmful) and overcome the confusion that exists,• said 
Larry Coulson, assistant director of environmental safety and 
health for the collider lab. The bottom line, he said, is that the 
radiation released will be 'less radiation than you will get if you 
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had a gas stove.'" 
Statements such as this are exactly what cause the confusion -

either Mr. Coulson deliberat1:0.ly stated an untruth, or he is 
ignorant of the difference between radiant heat and radioactivity. 

THE CITIZENS __ ()f _ _!!f_!S _ _!~_A_S_I_MPLY__c_~N_N_()T LIVE WITH SUCH A RISK! 

Transmittal and Follow-up _()f' ___ l'.indL~ ( 1987 
Preliminary Report, Executive S'Jmmary, pp. ES-2, 

Fermi lab 
ES-3) 

Survey 

"The preliminary findings of the Environmental Survey of Fermilab 
were shared with the Chicago Operations Office and the site 
contractor at the Survey closeout briefing held September 25, 1987. 
By October 29, 1987, the Chicago Operations Office had developed 
a draft action plan to address the Survey preliminary findings. 
A final action plan addressing all the Survey findings cited herein 
will be prepared by the Chicago Operations Office within qs days 
of receiving this Preliminary Report. Those problems that involve 
extended studies and multi-year budget commitments will be the 
subject of the Environmental Survey Summary Report and the DOE-wide 
prioritization. 

Within the Office of the Assistant Secretary for Environment, 
Safety and Health, the Office of Environmental Guidance and 
Compliance has immediate responsibility for monitoring 
environmental compliance and the status of the Fermilab Survey 
findings. The Office of Environmental Audit will continue to 
assess the environmental problems through a program of systematic 
environmental audits that will be initiated toward the conclusion 
of the DOE Environmental Survey in 1989." 

It would be helpful to know how this action has been 
implemented. We trust all problems have been solved at this time. 

s However, in order to rule out the possibility of such happening at 
this location, it would be reassuring to know that there will be 
quality control from the beginning, and avoid even a 'potential 
for soil and water contamination'. 

Again we request A SIMILAR ARRANGEMENT AS HAS BEEN IMPLEMENTED 
AT THE HANFORD, WASHINGTON SITE (Hanford Federal Facility Agreement 
and Consent Order), WHEREBY DOE ESTABLISHES A FUND FOR THE 
EMPLOYMENT OF AN INDEPENDENT TEAM OF ENVIRONMENTAL AND SCIENTIFIC 
PERSONNEL, WHO WOULD BE SELECTED BY THE CITIZENS OF ELLIS COUNTY, 
WITH THE APPROVAL OF DOE, AND WHO WOULD BE RESPONSIBLE TO THE 
CITIZENS AS WELL AS DOE. 

Sincerely, 

Jean & George Caddel 

2 Enclosures 
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9 I Enclosure 1 

'.,.Je request the followint_; ,i,)cuments be made a part of the 
public r~cord: 

1) Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory Site Environmental 
Report for Calendar Year 1987 (Fermilab 88/40 1104.100 UC-41) 

2) Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory Site Environmental 
Report for Calendar Year 1988 (Fermilab 89/63 1104.100 UC-41) 

3) U.S. Department of Energy Environment, Safety and Health 
Office of Environmental Audit - Environmental Survey Preliminary 
Report, Fermi National Accelerator Laboratory, Batavia, Illinois, 
October 1988 (DOE/EH/OEV-16-P) 
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Enclosure 2 

ENVIRONMENTAL SURVEY PRELIMINARY REPORT 
FERMI NATIONAL ACCELERATOR LABORATORY 
BATAVIA, ILLINOIS 
Survey Sept, 1987, published Jctober 1988. 

Four Categories were covered in this report. 
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Category I involved an immediate threat to human life. Category 
II included those problems ·f'li1ere the risk was high but the 
definition of risk broader. Category III findings were those with 

10 the broadest definition of Risk; such conditions that presented a 
potential hazard. Category I'J, in particular, findings which 
included instances of administrative noncompliance and management 
practices that are indirectly related to environmental risk. 

11 

There were no findings in Category I, and only one in Category 
II, regarding PCB's, that we recall. (Since there will be no PCB's 
at the SSC site, this is included only for the sake of pointing out 
the lack of quality control.) Most "..Jere ir. Category III and 
Category IV. We cite comments and findings taken from this report 
which tend to point up the fact that the quality control and 
monitoring was lax and incomplet~. 

Summary of Findings (p. ES-2) 

The major preliminary findings of the Environmental Survey of 
Fermilab are as follows: 

Three areas on-site have received hazardous substances and may 
be potential sources of soil and/or groundwater contamination. 
The full nature and extent of contamination are not known. 

Soil radioactivation has occurred and continues to occur in 
selected areas as a result of fixed-target experiments. The 
nature and extent of the accelerator-produced radionuclide 
contamination and migration below the underdrain systems have 
not been fully characterized. 

Inadequacies in the present groundwater monitoring system may 
result in lack of early detection of potential groundwater 
contamination. 

3. 1 Air 

3.1.4 Findings and Observations (pp. 3-15 & 16) 

Categories I, II, III - None. 
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Cat_~-~ 

1. Unpermit~ed SouI:_~~~- Three air emissions sources at Fermilab 
lack the required registration/permits. These are the Branson 
vapor degreaser, in industrial Building No. 3; machining 
operations in the shop near Laboratory No. 2 controlled by a 
baghouse; and the high-efficiency filter used to guard against 
accidental release of lithium at the neutrino stack. Although 
no environmental problems are apparent, lack of proper 
registration or permits can lead to fines. 

3.2 Soil 

Areas of known or suspected soil contamination are as follows: 
(p. 3-23) 

Experimental Area Targets and Beam Dumps. Operation of the 
accelerator produces radionuclides through direct soil activation 
resulting from particle scattering when the beam strikes targets 
and dumps, when the beam passes through dumps, and may contaminate 
soil when subdrain sump effluent is discharged to surface 
drainages. Subdrains below the target areas collect percolating -
water that has either leached radionuclides from activated soil or 
has been directly activated. These subdrains lead to sumps that 
are analyzed ••••• and discharged to surface drainage ditches, where 
the surface water or soils can become contaminated. 

The system for control of soil activation consists of shielding at 
targets and beam dumps. The shielding methods, materials, and 
calculations have evolved through use, observations, and 
measurements of performance made by Fermi lab personnel •..• The 
current design ideology is intended to provide extensive shielding 
by surrounding the target and dump structures with steel. Earlier 
target areas in the neutrino and meson primary target areas 
utilized only specially selected, bank-run sand and gravel that 
were low in sodium content. The soils surrounding the target tubes 
in these areas are contaminated with radionuclides and, as such, 
are also considered potential sources of groundwater contamination • 

••• These underdrains are intended to intercept and remove 
percolating water that has leached radionuclides from the shallower 
soil around the target tubes, or water carrying radionuclides 
leaking from holes (if any) in the liner .... The current practice 
is to limit the maximum radiation level that can be released to the 
surface drainage ditches by pumping the sumps. Since the retention 
pits also collect spills from leaks or from maintenance of the RCW 
system, the segregation of the two pits further controls releases 
of radioactive water. 

CUB Perforated Pipe Field. (p. 3-25) 
The former disposal of cooling water laden with heavy metals (Zn, 
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Cu, Cr+6) in the CUB perforated pipe field has resulted in 
contamination of the soil in that area. The depth and areal extent 
of the contamination is unknown and has not been characterized 
beyond a series of shallow, hand-dug samples to a depth of 1.5 
meters (5 feet), collected in 1982 and 1985. There are no liquid 
effluent containment controls in operation at this facility, since 
it is intended to dispose of wastewater from the CUB-treatment 
facility. 

Main Substation Area. (p. 3-25l 
Soil in the vicinity of the main substation is contaminated with 
PCBs resulting from a series of past spills of PCBs from capacitors 
and mineral oil from a main transformer. The PCB spills occurred 
over a period of years until the capacitors were removed in July 
1987 .... No controls on these sources are currently in place. 
However, remedial planning is underway. 

Site 38 Shipping, Receiving_,_ and Warehouses. (p. 3-25) 
There have been several historic spills of small quantities of oil, 
solvents, paint thinner, and other similar chemicals in the Site 
38 area. Although many of these spills were cleaned up by 
Fermilab; apparently only visual confirmation of the absence of 
soil staining was used as a measure of the completeness of the 
cleanup effort of the earlier events. It is estimated by the 
Survey that the combined impact of these spills is small, based on 
historical data available, and that although small isolated areas 
of soil contamination may exist, widespread soil and groundwater 
contamination as a result of the spills is not likely at Site 38. 

3. 2. 3. 1 Radionuclide Monitoring ;p. 3-27) 

Fermilab has developed a system of indirectly monitoring the 
potential for soil activation resulting from beam interaction with 
targets and dumps. The system uses aluminum and copper tags placed 
at selected locations in the enclosures ..•. For comparison soil 
radioactivation is predicted, based on tag measurements as input 
to a cascade simulation program developed by Fermilab called 
CASIM ... The model was validated at the DO enclosure on the main 
ring, and because of the similarity in soil types, would also be 
valid in the experimental area. The tag system has not been used 
since 1982, in the Experimental Areas, when the superconducting 
magnets were put in service, but the tags remain in place and are 
available for use. It continues to be used by the Accelerator 
Division in their areas. 

In addition to the tag system in the enclosures, a series of 25 
soil borings and pipes placed in the structures during construction 
have been used, some of which are still available for measuring 
radiation at several locations ..•. As mentioned above, monitoring 
of the soil by this method has not been used since 1982, when the 
superconducting magnets were installed. Use of the superconducting 
magnets requires that the beam be maintained in the guides or the 
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magnets will revert to normal. Sucl1 reversion indicates that the 
beam has become misaligned, and some secondary particles could 
strike the tunnel wall .'lnd s11rrounding soil. Of the 25 original 
boreholes, 13 that have not been destroyed by new construction are 
still available. Of these, four boreholes and pipes installed to 
monitor water in the subdrains and bathtubs beneath the target 
enclosures are still in use and are monitored at least annually. 
Results of tritium analyses from lflater samples collected from a 
borehole inside the bathtub beneath the new neutrino-area target 
hall revealed concentrations as high as 29 pCi/ml (20 pCi/ml is the 
drinking water standard). The other three holes have shown values 

for tritium of up to 2,200 pCi/ml and 171 pCi/ml in the PW6 and CO 
enclosures, respectively. 

3.2.4 Findings and Observations (p. 3-32) 

Categories I & II None 

1. Soil Radioactivation. Soil radioactivation has occurred and 
continues to occur in the soil near at least three areas as 
a result of fixed-target experiments. These areas are: 

The old primary target hall and decay pipe in the 
neutrino area (NOl enclosure) 
The old meson target box (M01 enclosure) 
The neutrino area primary beam dump (NW4 or enclosure 1 OD 
N02) 

While extensive sampling of surface waters and sumps is 
conducted, the nature and extent of accelerator produced 
radionuclide contamination and migration in subsurface soils 
below the underdrains is not fully characterized or monitored. 
Lack of monitoring in the subsurface below the underdrains but 
above the groundwater precludes early detection of contaminant 
migration. The radionuclides considered leachable that could 
migrate to the groundwater are Na-22 and tritium. These two 
radionuclides can move in percolating water and have half
li ves longer than many of the other accelerator-produced 
radionuclides known to be present in the soil and percolating 
water at these areas. 

3.2.4.4 Category IV (pp. 3-32 ?, 34) 

1. Deficiencies in Soil-Sampling Procedures. The accuracy and 
reliability -or--SOTT:-mon1-t·o-r1n-g-~:fata-reported by the on-site 
and off-site laboratories may be suspect because of 
deficiencies in the soil-sampling procedures. The following 
deficiencies were noted: 
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Cross-contamination of soil samples could occur because 
the equipment for taking soil samples is not rinsed with 
acetone or hexane between samples ..... 

The Sampling Procedures used by the EP group do not 
include sufficient information to lead a sampler through 
the complete process from start to finish. 

There was no listing or description of the sampling 
equipment needed to take each of the various types of 
soil and vegetation samples. 

There were no written procedures for the decontamination 
of sampling equipment used for soil samples that will be 
analyzed for nonradioactive contaminants. 

There were no written procedures outlining how to prevent 
contamination of sampling equipment prior to taking a 
sample. 
There were no written procedures describing how to 
preserve, store, and ship samples. 

The chain-of-custody forms do not accompany the samples 
to the off-site laboratories; hence, chain-of-custody is 
technically broken for such samples. 

3.3.2 General Description of Pollution Sources and Controls 
( p' 3-41 ) 

.... Tritiated water activity was reported at 1.0 to 11.8 pCi/ml. 
During the winter, the tile field to which the wastewaters are 
pumped occasionally freezes along with the pipeline itself. In the 
past, some batches were released to the CUB Booster Pond, which is 
part of the Indian Creek basin. This practice had the potential 
for inadvertent releases of low-level radioactivity off-site, 
although no such releases were ever documented •...• Since 1987, the 
release of radionuclides to the CUB tile field and Booster Pond has 
been negligible. 

(p. 3-43) The major remaining source of contaminated wastewater in 
the Village is the old Oxidation Pond itself. It served as a 
single-stage aerated lagoon typically treating 0.25 to 0.60 million 
liters (66,000 to 160,000 gallons) per day of domestic waste, 
including some of the process flows described above. Stringent BOD 
and TSS requirements mandated by NPDES Permit No. IL0025941 proved 
to be very difficult to achieve. Data for 1986 indicated violation 
of BOD concentration limits for 10 out of 12 months and of TSS 
limits for 8 out of 12 months .... Data for the first 1 months of 
1987 indicate very gradual die-away of BOD and erratic performance 
with respect to TSS concentrations. 
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3.3.3 Environmental Monitoring Program (p. 3-51) 

Several deficiencies were noted by the survey team while observing 
Fermilab's sampling and analysis procedures. Although no obvious 
errors or impacts on environmental quality were found as a direct 
result of these deficiencies, practices presently in use do not 
provide the level of confidence necessary to defend the validity 
of the data in case of outside scrutiny. Written protocols are not 
readily available, preservation techniques were inadequate, chain
of-custody forms do not follow the samples off-site, and 
decontamination and cleaning of sampling equipment was done in a 
way that cross-contamination could have occurred. Samples for 
dissolved oxygen were collected in plastic bottles, rendering all 
results questionable. 

3.3.4 Findings and Observations ~i)P. 3-56, 57, 58) 

Categories ~I & III None 

3.3.4.4 Category IV 

1. Contaminated Wastewater Rel~ased to the Ground. Several 
small-volume sources of contaminated wastewaters are 
discharged to the nearest paved surfaces or to the ground 
without adequate control or treatment. Although n o 
environmental problems were observed, such practices could 
ultimately contribute to the pollution of soils or 
groundwaters beneath the surface with oils or heavy metals. 
Specific examples of such releases include the following: 

1,100 to 1,500 liters ... oily plasma burner coolant from 
laboratory no. l's cut shop is drained to the driveway 
adjacent to the building. Analyses indicate oil and 
grease concentrations at 28 mg/l; iron at 2 to 58 mg/l; 
chromium, copper, manganese, and nickel at 2, 1.35, 3.8, 
and 1.8 mg/l, respectively •••. the coolant either 
percolates into the ground or is flushed into the storm 
drainage system. 

190 to 300 liters ... oily detergent washwaters from a 
portable Cleanomat degreasing machine are released to 
the driveways and parking lots •.. from which they are 
flushed into the nearby swampy lowlands. . .. Metal 
laminates are degreased by this machine, transferring 
••. possibly heavy metals to the washwater. The potential 
for soil and groundwater contamination exists as a result 
of this practice. 

Approximately 115 
of copper-based 
directly to the 

liters ... rinsewaters from the polishing 
printed circuit boards are released 
ground from laboratory No. 8 in the 
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Village. The bulk of the metallic copper .•. is recovered 
by simple settling ... , but the supernatant does contain 
floating pieces in which copper particles are 
embedded. This material is transferred to the ground, 
where it accumulates at the surface, or is carried to the 
DUSAF pond by stormwater runoff. In either case, a 
potential for contamination of soil. groundwater, or 
surface water exists. · 

2. Deficiencies in Samp_l~~g _ _.f_~9~~~~res. Although the Fermilab 
analytical laboratories have a sampling quality assurance 
program in effect, there are some deficiencies in its 
implementation. The Survey team did not find evidence of 
invalid data, but the sampling practices presently used are 
not sufficient to defend the validity of the data. The 
specific sampling problems and potential consequences are 
discussed below: 

The surface water sampling procedures for the 
radiochemical and chemical measurements are not available 
in a detailed sampling protocol for the samples collected 
by the Safety Section. The lack of formal procedures_ 
makes it difficult to verify proper sample collection. 
Also, a new or temporary person substituting during the 
regular sampler's absence can sample improperly without 
a sampling manual for guidance. 

The water samples are not always properly preserved by 
cooling for organic compound analysis or by the addition 
of acid for metals analyses ..••• Organic compounds are 
subject to biological and chemical changes on 
standing ••• Sample preservation techniques when used, and 
sample holding times prior to analysis were not recorded 
in an appropriate logbook for later verification. 

Although chain-of-custody forms are available and used, 
they are not properly signed at each transfer ... and do 
not accompany the sample to the •• off-site laboratory. 
This can result in difficulty in proving the reliability 
of the results obtained, since documentation that the 
correct sample was analyzed cannot be provided. This 
deficiency occurs at both laboratories (the Nuclear 
Counting Laboratory and the Water Laboratory). 

Surface water samples at most locations ••. are collected 
for both laboratories by filling a container at one point 
(e.g., below the surface at one point near the shore) • 
... Streams, ponds, and lakes are not homogenous in water 
quality. For example, channeling occurs in rivers and 
streams; thus the collection of a sample near the shore 
at one point may not adequately reflect the water quality 
of the river or stream. 
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Inadequate cleaning of water sampling equipment between 
samples ••• This practice can contaminate samples leading 
to erroneous results. 

The bottle used to collect the sample for dissolved 
oxygen is not the recommended type. At present, a 
plastic bottle is used, which may be permeable to air. 
Typically, samples for dissolved oxygen are collected in 
a glass bottle with a glass stopper ... 

3.4.2 General Description of Pollution Sources and Controls 
(iJ. 3-73 & 79) 

Fermilab has three source-areas that may pose a threat to 
groundwater. Two of these source-areas are essentially inactive 
(i.e., they are no longer receiving contaminants) and one area is 
presently receiving waste discharge. One of the inactive areas and 
the active area are the result of site operations. The other 
inactive area is the result of a transformer oil spill in January 
1985. These areas represent potential sources of groundwater 
contamination and are described as follows: 

CUB Perforated Pipe Field. The old CUB perforated pipe field -
inside the main ring formerly received wastes derived from the 
treatment of cooling water fluids, which contained chromates to 
inhibit corrosion. Soils in the disposal area have been sampled 
to a depth of 1.5 meters (5 feet) and analyzed for chloride, 
chromate, copper, lead, sulfates, and zinc. Although the use of 
chromates was discontinued in 1978, the tile field area continues 
to receive wastes in the form of salt solutions containing 
chloride, Be-7, Mn54, Co-60, calcium, and other nonradioactive 
impurities that were in the cooling water from the regeneration of 
ion exchange column resins. The disposal field system of 
underground piping was rebuilt in 1982 with the new CUB clay tile 
field overlapping the old CUB perforated pipe field in part. There 
are no surveyed, as-built records of the construction, but notes 
from Fermi lab Environmental Group personnel indicate an approximate 
area of less than 0.4 hectares (1 acre) was used for the piping 
network. 

January 1985 Transforme!" OiL?__p_i_!_l_. The failure of a transformer 
in the main substation, in January 1985, released a quantity of 
mineral oil estimated to be as much as 23,000 liters (6,000 
gallons). The oil is a potential source of groundwater 
contamination and has been encountered in a sump approximately 15 
meters (50 feet) east of the pad, and an electric vault beneath the 
Capacitor Tree approximately 15 meters (50 feet south of the pad. 
The subsurface has not been sampled or characterized in the area 
near the spi 11. 

Soil Activation at Targets and~_Q~~- Soil activation from beam 
target interaction and beam-dump pass-through in the area of the 
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old primary target areas of the neutrino and meson beam lines, as 
~ell as the neutrino area primary target area dump, are a potential 
source of groundwater contamination. Leachable radionuclides have 
been detected and are regularly monitored in sumps connected to 
underdrains beneath these older structures. New designs for these 
types of facilities provide for additional steel shielding to 
reduce soil activation, but the older target areas with soil 
shielding have been, and remain, activated. These two older target 
halls are no longer in use. 

3.4.4 Findings and Observations (pp. 3-37, 38, 39, 90, 91) 

Categories I~& II None 

1. Ina_deg_l!~~~~~--~l!_~~-~--P_r'~-s_~n_t ___ qi:-9_~n<!_~_9_!._~£' __ _!:1oni_~oring System. 
The lack of Monitoring wells or vadose zone monitors close to 
potential and known sources of soil contamination may result 
in undetected groundwater contamination. Three areas on-site 
are potential sources of groundwater contamination, and lack 
adequate groundwater monitoring. These three areas may be 
contaminated by radionuclides, PCBs, oil, chlorides, or 
su !fates. 

a. Old CUB Perforated -~_i_ll_.,_field. Existing wells used for 
monitoring (W-17A, W-20 and W-45) are not located close 
enough to the pipe field to provide detection of 
contamination in the Silurian dolomite aquifer until the 
pollutants have migrated approximately 450 meters (1,500 
feet). The Silurian dolomite aquifer is used for 
drinking water on-site and by the City of Warrenville, 
in the downgradient direction off-site. 

The old CUB perforated pipe field received discharges of 
fluids resulting from the regeneration of ion exchange 
resins used to treat circulating cooling water and 
chromate from the cooling-water system. The old CUB 
perforated pipe field has been replaced by the CUB clay 
tile field constructed in essentially the same location. 
The new CUB clay tile field continues to receive fluids 
from the regeneration of ion exchange resins containing 
chloride, sulfates, Be-7, Mn-54, and Co-60. Chromates 
are no longer used by fermilab for cooling-water 
treatment. 

Soil sampling has extended to a depth of 1.5 meters (5 
feet) and has revealed that contamination exists from 
past practices. Finding 4.5.2.3 provides details on the 
known contamination. Characterization or monitoring has 
not been performed below a depth of 1.5 meters (5 feet). 
The presence of shallow, perched water tables, which may 
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allow lateral migration of pollutants in the sand and 
gravel layers within the glacial drift, are known to 
occur on-site. The lack of subsurface characterization 
in the area, coupled with the fact that monitoring wells 
are 450 meters (1,500 feet) away and cased through the 
glacial drift, may result in the potential for 
groundwater contamination to exist undetected in an area 
roughly 20 hectares (50 acres) in size. 

b. Old Neutrino and __ ttesof!__l_ar~ Halls, and the Neutrino 
Primary Dump. Three of the four existing wells used for 
monitoring the experimental areas are not located close 
enough to the source areas to provide timely detection 
of contamination in the Silurian dolomite aquifer. 
Contaminants would have to migrate from 430 to 640 meters 
(1,400 to 2,100 feet) to reach wells W-38/-39 (same 
location), W-43, and W-49. The fourth well, W-78, is 
located approximately 38 meters (125 feet) downgradient 
from the MOl enclosure (Meson target box) of the Meson 
line. This well was installed specifically for 
monitoring purposes and was constructed with 
approximately 21 linear meters (70 feet) open to the 
Silurian dolomite. Because the length open to the 
formation is relatively long, there is a potential for 
dilution of contaminant concentrations entering the well 
from a shallow water-bearing zone by cleaner water inflow 
from deeper water-bearing zones in the well. 

The presence of a shallow, perched water table may allow 
lateral migration of pollutants in the sand and gravel 
layer present at approximate elevation 216 meters (710 
feet) msl, approximately 4.5 meters (15 feet) below the 
underdrain system. This perched water table is not 
monitored or characterized well enough in the 
experimental area to define the gradient, flow direction, 
and velocity of groundwater flow. Although this perched 
zone is not used for drinking water supply on-site, it 
may serve as a pathway to reduce travel times for 
pollutants to reach the groundwater table or to migrate 
off-site to potential receptors. The wells currently 
used to monitor the Silurian dolomite are cased through 
this zone and thus are not capable of monitoring it. 
Because no shallow wells or vadose-zone monitoring 
devices have been installed to monitor the subsurface 
beneath these source areas, few data are available on the 
concentration of radionuclides there. Soils and 
percolating groundwater beneath the underdrains for the 
Neutrino Area Primary Target were sampled by one soil 
boring drilled in 1984. Analyses of the soil moisture 
in the samples recovered from this 45-degree-angle boring 
revealed tritium concentrations of 10.8±0.4 pCi/ml (20 
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pCi/ml is the drinking water standard) at the elevation 
of the lowest underdrain (elevation 221 meters (725 feet) 
msl), and less than 1 pCi/ml 5.5 meters (18 feet) below 
the underdrain. These samples represent only one small 
area of the subsurface at one point in time and thus do 
not provide characterization. The sumps that receive 
underdrain water from this area contain concentrations 
of tritium as high ;is 600!"60 pCi/ml, but are typically 
less than 300 pCi/ml. 

c. Main Substation Oil Spill. The area of the main 
substation~s--not--monltOrector characterized well enough 
to evaluate the disposition of mineral oil unaccounted 
for in the January 1985 spill or the extent of PCB 
contamination from spills during the life of the 
Capacitor Tree until removal of the capacitors in 1987. 
The nearest wells are W-1 and W-3, located 1,220 meters 
(4,000 feet) and 244 meters (800 feet) away, 
respectively. Both are site water supply wells drawing 
from the Silurian dolomite. Well W-4, although close by, 
is not used for water supply, and is open to the Cambrian 
Ironton-Galesville aquifer below a dept of 321 meters 
(1,052 feet). Because of the depth, the opportunity for
dilution, and the intervening Maquoketa shale, well W-4 
is not likely to be affected by this source. 

Fugitive oil believed to be from the transformer spill 
has been encountered in the sump for enclosure F-2 
located approximately 15 meters (50 feet) east of the 
transformer pad. An estimated 190 liters (50 gallons) 
of oil was recovered during CY 1986 from that sump 
(Baker, 1987). During the on-site Survey, oil was also 
discovered in the electric vault beneath the Capacitor 
Tree. The quantity was estimated to be approximately 475 
liters (125 gallons). The migration pathway to these two 
subsurface enclosures has not been positively identified 
and may be either electric conduits or the soil. The 
full extent of vertical and horizontal migration of the 
oil is not known. 

PCBs are known to have been spilled during operation, and 
during removal of the capacitors from the Capacitor Tree. 
Several small areas on the ground in the immediate 
vicinity of the Capacitor Tree are contaminated with 
PCBs. There is not enough information available to 
estimate a quantity. However, site personnel believe 
less than 4.5 kg (10 pounds) were spilled (Allen, 1987b). 
The site is currently preparing to hire a consultant to 
provide guidance for remedial measures in the PCB spill 
area. 
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The presence of shallow, perched water tables in the area 
may allow more rapid lateral and vertical migration of 
these contaminants and therefore potentially reduce 
travel time to drinking water supplies. The lack of 
characterization and monitoring may allow contaminants 
to reach a site water supply well prior to detection. 

3. lJ. 4. 4 Cat_ego_~L_IV 

1. Lack of Adequat~_ Grou!:i_?_water Sampling Procedures. The 
accuracy and reliability of the groundwater monitoring data 
reported from the analytical laboratory may be suspect because 
of several QA/QC problems associated with Fermilab sampling 
procedures. 

a. Dedicated Sample _P_~~£..§.· Underestimation of volatile 
compound concentrations may occur because of the use of 
dedicated centrifugal submersible pumps in the wells. 
These types of pumps are susceptible to cavitation, which 
tends to volatilize dissolved gases. Subsequently these 
gases can be lost during bottle filling. 

b. Decontamination Procedures. Sampling equipment-
decontamination-ancr-cieanlOg procedures are not proper 
for either inorganic or organic sampling. The use of a 
garden hose (vinyl with a rubber seal) to convey water 
to the sample bottles from the well, and using only 
bleach to decontaminate. Although only minor in apparent 
effect, the lack of proper decontamination procedures 
would render the quality of analysis suspect because of 
sample quality. 

c. Purging Procedures. Purging methods do not contain any 
mechanism for evaluating the purge effectiveness. 
Inadequate purging can allow an unrepresentative sample 
to be collected. In order to collect a sample 
representative of the formation water quality, it is 
necessary to purge all of the water from the well casing, 
filter medium, and the rock or soil adjacent to the well 
that may contain water that has been affected by the 
well. Accepted procedures call for a minimum of three 
well volumes and the stability of indicators (pH, 
temperature, and conductivity) that are monitored during 
discharge, whichever takes longer. The purge formula 
used by Fermilab to pump the well for ten minutes does 
not specifically use either well volume or indicator 
monitoring to ensure that formation water is being 
sampled. 

d. Uncertaintr __ Rega~~!!!_g __ ~~J} Construction. As-built 
records are not available regarding pump intake 
elevation, length of the well open to the formation, and 
other physical det3ils of construction. Definitive 
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characterization of the subsurface to potential 
contamination is difficult without knowing: ( 1) what 
elevations are being sampled; (2) if dilution of the 
sample horizon may be occurring because the well is open 
to a large length of the formation; and (3) if the wells 
are sealed in the formation adequately so that leakage 
or contamination from higher elevations is not flowing 
down the outside of the casing to the sample intake zone. 

e. The groundwater sampling procedures for the radiochemical 
and chemical measurements are not available in a detailed 
sampling protocol. The lack of formal procedures makes 
it difficult to verify proper sample collection, and 
cannot assure consistent sampling practices through time. 
In addition, a new or temporary person substituting 
during the regular sampler's absence is left to sample 
without a guidance manual or complete procedures which 
may lead to improper sampling. 

4.1.1.2 Radioactive Waste 

4.1.2 Findings and Observations 

Categories I, II, III None 

4.1.2.4 Category IV 

(p. IJ-21~) 

1. Waste Accumulation Areas. Lack of, or inadequate secondary 
containment- and-lhe--pre-Sence of permeable surfaces in waste 
accumulation areas for liquid, radioactive, and Special wastes 
could result in the release of hazardous substances to the 
environment in the event of a spill. 

Waste accumulation areas (WAAs) are used throughout the site 
to aggregate hazardous, radioactive, and Special wastes prior 
to pickup and delivery to the Site 55 hazardous and Special 
waste processing and storage facility, the Boneyard, or the 
Site 67 radioactive waste facility. WAAs are needed due to 
the generation of wastes in small quantities by numerous 
generators throughout the facility. Applicable RCRA 
requirements for WAAs include labeling of containers holding 
hazardous waste, and removal of the container within 90 days 
from the date on which the container was first placed in the 
WAA and accumulation of hazardous waste began in the 
container. Adherence to requirements applicable to RCRA
permitted storage facilities, for impermeable surfaces and 
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spill containment capacity, is technically not required for 
WAAs but is considered good practice. Given that the nature 
of the risks posed by the wastes is the same for both WAAs and 
permitted storage areas, not implementing the impermeable 
surface and spill containment requirements increases the 
potential for the release of hazardous and/or radioactive 
constituents from WAAs. 

Table 4-7 summarizes Survey team observations on WAAs and 
waste storage areas. It provides details on WAAs lacking 
secondary containment and impermeable surfaces. 

4.2 Toxic and Chemical Materials -------

4.2.6 Findings and Observations (pp. 4-36, 37, 39) 

Category None 

4.2.6.2 Category II 

1. Leak_ing PCB and PCB-Contaminated Transformers. 
transformers containing PCBs were found to have small 
or an oil stain indicating a recent leak. 

Category III None 

4.2.6.4 Category IV 

Four 
leaks 

1. PCB Annual Report. PCB annual inventory reports from 1979-
1986 are incomplete because they do not list total numbers of 
PCB transformers nor the total weight of PCBs in PCB 
transformers. The reports fully describe each transformer 
(location, amount, concentration) but do not provide the 
summaries required by the regulations. Although not an 
environmental problem, this accounting error is a violation 
of TSCA requirements. 

2. Labeling PCB-Contaminated_ Transformers. Incorrect labeling 
of PCB-contaminated transformers could lead to misjudgment of 
which transformers are properly labeled. Fermilab has 
routinely labeled PCB-contaminated transformers (50 to 500 ppm 
PCBs) with labels designating the units as PCB transformers 
( >500 ppm PCBs). Although this procedure was developed as 
a conservative practice, it can lead to confusion regarding 
which transformers are correctly designated and which are not. 
Table 4-12 identifies mislabeled transformers observed by the 
Survey team. 

3. Lack of Seconda_t:}'._Con_l;~!!'_Il_l_~ll!'.=~boveground Chemical Product 
Storage Tanks. The lack of secondary containment and the 
presence or permeable surfaces for aboveground gasoline and 
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fuel oil storage tanks and a scintillation oil tank may result 
in contamination of soils in the event of a spill. 

Aboveground fuel tanks are located in various areas around 
Fermilab where contractors and Fermilab vehicles obtain fuel. 
The locations and numbers of the tanks vary depending upon 
the level and type of activities occurring at the time. The 
Survey team evaluated the eleven motor fuel tanks and two 
scintillation oil tanks in use during the Survey. In several 
instances dispensing equipment and/or tanks were in a 
deteriorated condition. Also, strong odors of motor fuels 
were noted and in one instance a slow leak was observed. 

4. Underground Chemic_~!.__!'_ro_~~ct Storage Tanks-Lack of Integrity 
Testin__g. Undetected releases of motor fuels and oils to the 
soil from underground tanks could occur as a result of the 
lack of integrity testing of the tanks. 

The Survey team identified seven underground tanks used for 
the storage of gasoline, diesel, fuel, and fuel oil. All the 
tanks are subject to proposed RCRA regulations regarding 
underground storage tanks used for the storage of hazardous 
liquids including gasolines and fuels. Integrity testing of -
these tanks is not required at this time. However, based on 
evidence from similar tanks used nationwide and the lack of 
corrosion protection, it is possible that leaks may develop 

in one or more tanks. 

Fermilab relies on inventory control to detect leakage. 
However, USEPA studies have shown that inventory control is 
not sufficiently sensitive to detect all leaks. Leaks 
occurring at a sufficient rate to contaminate significant 
areas of the soil would be undetected by inventory control. 

5. Lack of Sampling and Anal~~-~~ of Surface Waters After Aerial 
Application of Pesticide. The application of the insecticide 
Lorsban 15G by Lorsban helicopter can result in the 
contamination of nearby surface waters. Lorsban 15G contains 
the cholinesterase inhibitor chlorpyrifos which is extremely 
toxic to fish and aquatic organisms. Thus, drift and runoff 
from treated areas may be hazardous to fish and aquatic 
organisms in adjacent surface waters. Appropriate sampling 
and analysis can ensure that this pesticide is not 
contaminating aquatic systems at Fermilab. 

4. 4 Qua1c!~ ASSIJ_ran_ce 

4.4.2 Findings and Observations 

Categ_!>_E_!~s _!_, __ ~_I_t __ I_~!. None 
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1. Deficiencies in the --~!1-~!y_tical Laboratories. Some 
deficiencies in the implementation of proper analytical 
quality control procedures were noted. The specific 
laboratory problems and potential consequences are presented 
below: 

The Nuclear Counting Laboratory does not keep a manual 
containing the analytical procedures a the laboratory. 
Thus, in the absence of the regular analyst, a new or 
temporary analyst would have difficulty in conducting the 
analyses, thereby increasing the potential for error. 

The analysts at the Nuclear Counting Laboratory and the 
Water Laboratory do not sign or initial the laboratory 
notebooks at the conclusion of each day's analyses. 
Therefore, if a significant question arises concerning 
the results reported, it would be difficult to establish 
full defensibility for the data. A complete quality 
control program requires the authentication of the 
results in the form of the analyst's signature or 
initials. 

The calculations made as part of the analysis are not 
checked by a second person at either laboratory. Thus, 
any calculation errors made by the analysts will not be 
corrected and this can result in less reliable data. 

The instrument used for dissolved oxygen measurements at 
the Water Laboratory is not calibrated by a colorimetric 
procedure such as the modified Winkler method. According 
to the procedure published by the American Society for 
Testing and Materials, move reliable results are obtained 
by calibrating the dissolved oxygen instrument against 
a second procedure. 

Some of the analytical reagents in the Nuclear Counting 
Laboratory and the Water Laboratory were not dated when 
received. This practice may result in the use of 
inferior reagents which will reflect on the results 
obtained. 

4.5 Inactive Waste Sites and_~~!~~s~~ 

4.5.2 Findings and Observations (pp. 4-59 through 74) 

Categories I & II None 

See attached copies for: 

4.5.2.3 Categor¥ III & 4.5.2.4 Ca~~ IV 
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~·;1aster Si.;bstat1on Transformer ·_ea"s -, :;.~s"orrner oil ( 1.3 ppm PCB} that leaked frorn 

transformer 82A and the other :rar.sfo'c~:s n ·:~e ~aster substation may be a source of 

groundwater contaminat:on and soil con:am;ra:~on. 

Oil constituents as ·.veil as low 'e·1els a~ :J(3s. ard possibly phospha.te 

nydrocarbons, may contaminate Fern"'.1:ao·s er.site drinking .water' ... .3.-ric{proce·s<.>··~-'."ate·f-fupply 

wells. Too little information is present:/ a·;a~laoie on !he q·~ . .3-ntity ·an~_-·di-Spc:siti'C)n of the oil 

and the groundwater regime ~o as:;ess :~e 

aquifer. 

rrop(t to F.ermdab.'s w'efls and the underly1r.g - . . ' 

ln January 1985 a failure of ::an5forrn01 · .s2 .. \ <ll_ ch.~-J~1a~ler substation, directly along "pro1ect 

north" {Northeast) from,tbe './,/1i~on ,...,.,1:: r':cJh:r;~e building (see Figure 4·7) caused a release of 

as much as 24,200Ji~~rs (6,.398 gallon.s) of~ransformer oil from cracks in the transformer shefl 

(Coulson, 198~)~.··:'·The,_amo"u.rit. of_ .. <iii 1os: n;ay be as little as 12,500 liters (3,300 gal!oiis). 

a.ssurrii.r'l5j".a·3.,Sd·~n~~;.,·(1~ooo~~a1·1~n) error by the weighmaster for the recovered oil tankers. 

and:·~···~~s.!~-~I in ~~~·~r.8-;A··~~ell of 760 l1~ers (2CO gallons) . 
. ·. .... ··~ .;....:·· .... 

> 

. The loca~~n and disposition of this ',os·, 011 •S not known. A preliminary ·investigation by 

Fermi lab personnel and the Survey tear":'"! "C1cated that most of the mineral oil is probably in 

the vadose zone under the gravel beca:rig of the master substation. Fermilab personnel 

excavated three test trenches in the gravel of :he suostation but found only a very thin oil film 

floating on the water in one of the test 01ts Because of this absence of oil in the gravel 

immediately beneath the substation, ·re 011 has either percolated down below the gravel 

bedding into the soil below, or flowed ,_ .. ,a aoourtenances (pipes, conduit bedding, etc.) away 

from the substation. 

There are two appurtenances adjacen: :o :he master substation T82A pad, according to 

Fermilab construction blueprints First, 1mmed1ately outside the fence east of the master 

substation is a manhole-tunnel acces:. to ~he F2 sump of the neutrino beamline. The bedding 

of this beam access tunner is drained into a sump at tfie end of this tunnel. This sump is fitted 

w'1th a simple float-actuated pump which pumps the accumulated water up to the surface and 
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out into a nearby drainage ditch on the -;uu•_r1 side of the master substation. Fermilab 

Accelerator Division personnel obser·,iec.! 011 n this drainage ditch and traced it back to the 

F2 access tunnel sump 1n June 1986 T'r'e ..'.>..c(;;iecJtor D1v1s1on personnel reset the float fevel on 

the automatic pump to ensure :hat :he c,, .vas ~.at pump€d 9ut to the drainage ditch, and 

:hen hand-pumped approx1mate1y 56 ~o -13 . '.~c> 1 ~ 5 :o 20 gai'i.o~s) of oil from the surface of 

the st..;mp to carboys lowered and r:ac;!ed ·...;o •_hrough the.mi:iri~o_le. This hand-pumping 

ooerat1on has coiitinued for the oast /"±ar ard a ha)fpr_ior t~·september, 1987. Every 

opportunity for access to the sump prov1Ged ~)y J shvtdoWr'l of th_e beamline (approximately 

30 times, between June 1986 and September ~Q87), Accefer~tor Division personnel regularly 

enter the manhole and skim oil off of the surface. of t~~·~ate·i-in the sump. 

As shown in Table 4-15 and Figure 4-8, th1-s regu:'.ar collection operation has. yielded 

approximately 280 liters (75 gallonsf..o(_oi!· :Figu.re 4-8 only shows 220 liters (58 gallons) 

because of uncertainty in the acc1.:1.(·~c.y at t8·~ 1~1t1al 56 to 76 liters (15 to 20 gallons) collected. 

This collection of oil from the ~·urnp has.~p~oba"bly prevented any oi\ from being pum.ped into 

the surface vvater drainag;..d1t,ctl; i~1e-~ur·,~·y teJ111 observed greer vegetation and a range of 

invertebrate life 1n the d(~ch·e~_a·ri".c:t'~feeK:s" drarl1f~g southward from the Maner Substation into 

which the FS \ump is p~·;,,ped: By s:ontrast, the Survey team observed severa: inches of dead 

and _discolored vegetation b~~d.ering the 'Nater along the drainage dit(h flow1n_g north. 

upstream of a s~~l(inverte1;:l-'Qam construr::ed to prevent off-site )urface ware• releases of oil 

The cause ,o}-·th1~ 'cJ.~·ad··~·~etation is probably not the T82A ad release, but rather 

accumulat~~i', sn1all, n.i~·of.f discharges from the substation : . . . .• 

The' apPMent"'?b·u:re· of the oil in reaching the F2 sump suggests. that o!I from the substation . .. . : . 
(pr_'ob!ibJ?.:i:r_p~ the T82A release) migrated to the soil below the gravel bedding of the 

· ··subst."atlori. The total vertical distance fro"' t~e T82A transformer pad to the gravel F2 access. 

tlf.hnel uri~erdrain is approximately 6 meters (20 feet) [the elevauon of T82A is 228.2 meters 

{748.75 feet} above sea level {ASL]. 'Nh1:e the ::2 underdrain is located at 222.2 meters 

[729 feet/ ASL) The horizontal dis[ance from the eastern edge of the pad to the 

F2 underdrain is approximately 8 met.::irs 1,25 feet) If the oil is assumed to have percolated 

downward in a cylindrical pattern with the center at the eastern edge of the pad and the 

outside edge at the F2 underdrain, th€-n the volume of this minimum cylinder zone beneath 

the transformer is 1, 112 cubic meters (39,270 cubic feet). If a pore space of 0.20 (20 percent) is 

assumed, then 222 cubic meters (7,854 cubic fe~t) of pare space is available in this cylindrical 

zone for liquid infiltration, which is equ1vaient to 222,400 liters (58,748 gallons). Hence, 

appro:ximat~Jy JO percent of the ava1l<ible pore space in this area may be occupied by the 

missing 23,000 liters (6,000 gallons) of mineral oil from T82A. This estimate indicates that the 
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soil be.':eath :he subs~at1on is J pot.:>n'.,c.J1 ~ ".;ry 'ocJt1on for the .'llrssing oil It is !ikely :hat 

tne oil has flowed fur.her, both nor:;:c.:r•.:; '·1 CJnC ·,-er:_!caily, than the F2 underdra 1n The 

presence of oil int.he F2 surro ,nd1•:::c~ .,, " 

T~e seco0d ap::iur:e:iance aC:ace~: :o :-e ~f;~:e- ;'"'::;.scat:cn is ·~he caoac :or t:ee 'ccated :o 

t~.e south Dt.;r:r:g ::re Sur·ie'f. =er.....,:.::~· --~-~""''"?' ard a·~J..;r~1i?;i :earn rrH:'T1ber re,re'NeC 

avariable bl 1..;epr:r::s a~ :':e canac::or "'.:>.;.> ,:-r:: ~,1s~er '.r-J~s.tat1cn This rev1e'N reve 3:ea :~e 

:nere ·Nas .""n:r.eral 011 'ioat 1 ng on :he .va~2:- .=e'----; :~·:i ::;e:sonne! !ater measured the oil ;aye' 

·nith a Colr'Nasa and ;ound that 1t ·.v.:;_~.! 5 C"'l .. '..-3.'0: .nc~.es) :h,ck Assuming a surface area of 

'. 0 7 square r:ieters ( ~ 16 square fe~), 'i.~ere :•as ...:.73 «:"s \' 22 gal!or,s) of oil in the vai..!'i.. 

some 011 s assumed :o re~a:n ._~.:~e- grJ'<e ::~sc.'"'.g Jr ':O'lCu1t con:-iected to the vault, then a 

rnax1rri-...."l of 760 1,:ers (20? g<JllOfl._'>") r•J1,:,1· 

conr.ect10,.-,5 

-.,,."''''Ci ·n the cap.::icitor tree ·;ault and 

The route of ni1grJt1on ror tfil! ·.Oil .:o '~"' :.Ir'-'' .,,,. ·~r..~ 1.J1J! ,5 not c!ear. but it appears :o have 

traveled throuc;"' the conc1 1 
.. n.t. ~,.,,,.,. 

(2-1nch)-c,a~P·•H S:"'2eL cc;rcfu,~ r:ir .. ''"J Jr01Jnd the cor.crete encas;r,g the 

conduit o'e·~ai1.E>_? blu.ep(~·nts of :ne ca:::.Jc · -- "'"'"' 1a1..1t ,,nd1cated that the vault :s sealed 

except for.' ti"'.2 st€e1.-~;ft1ngs for :he c:::"C·~"s ·0 'eed ~a::ii~s 'ram the transformer Hence. 1t 

app~~Qc~d-. ·.Jni1:..~1;i_.i:hat the 011 cou1d .n,a·1~ :,c·.,,.,:c ·."roug~ the bedding and into the ·Jauit, 

althoug~-~.c(a~.~.s in the vault could ha,;e J1:Q'.'1.::·J ."J1 ~-O seeo 1n The fact that the ·1ault 

.. contalne.d_ several feet of water sugges~ed :~.}: ·~e'e :O!re c·ac:...'> :n the vault. The blweprints 

·~Isa shoWe·d that the steel conduit exits the ground ch rough the pad under T82A. There are 

16separate conduit lines arising from tvvo sides of T82A pad Another field visit revealed that 

the.conduit lines rose approximately 41nc!:es fro~ the concrete pad, except for one line, 

which was cut off only 5 cm (2 inches) abo•1e :"e p.:d Survey tea . .,, interviews with Fermi lab 

personnel who participated in the emergenc; resporse to contain the T82A leak revealed that 

during·the night of sandbagging the per1r-l'e~e· of the pad and pumping the oil, the depth of 

oil on the pad exceeded 5 cm (2 inches) The exits of the conduit from the pad are not 

normally visible because they are covered by a 'r.eavy sheet-metal shroud that is screwed into 

place. The bottom of this shro,ud is not watertight aga1r.st the pad, however, and could have 

easily allowed oil to flow under it and into :he low·tioped conduit. Hence, the oil apparently 

flowe9 down this conduit and into the capactor tree 'Jault, when Fermilab personnel 
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·r'.·,,,., ·-~'"" 011 frofT'. tne ·eak1ng 'Jansformer ·" 

co1ng so they contained most of '.!'°'e Ori ~"Ut "ad spiiied from the t'ansformer 'N1th1n the d1'.<e 

and thereby prevE.>nted it from flovvrrg .r1to ~>-ie surrounding gravel pad, but 1nadver:er.tly 

caused a max1mt..:m of 760 '1ters (2CC ';j..:i,:orsl '.O '.:o"v :r.to the capacitor tree vault. 

In surnmary, approximately 22,71JO :rters i6,0CO gallons) of mineral oil were unaccountec for 

;ram tne failure ofT82A_ A max1rnurr. of 760 liters \200 gallons) are 1n the capacitor tree vault 

and connected conduit, and 285 liters (75 !].JI ions) have been recovered from the F2 sump ~1a 

the underdra1n system around the Jccess '...;:'rel The balance of approximately 21:6SOlrtars 

(5,720 gallons) of mineral oil 1s ::irobaolJ 'oca:ed in th!:? soil pore space ,be[ow·tK;e ma'ster 

substation gravel. The threat :o grourc-.•1a:er •S probably >mall ~caus~'---~"{ th.@'.": low ;>(g·~ 
. - ' .~ - ... 

cor.centrat1on (1 5 ppm) and the iipopn1i'C't'/ (low water sol~bilityl_·Ot:fni_nercil.e!1 ~nd·?c3s. 

ire exact nature and extent of cort_a:---1rat~cn ·ema1ns ~o b;·determ\ned~ The :ack of fl.'.rther 

characterization of the nat~re a;-.c extent o.f- c~·n~¥11_n3t~on, :·~·~!udi~g vadose zone 

monitonng (see Section 3.4.2.3) couic ·esi..:t· :n 9~~_nd~.ater· t'.O.Dtam1r.at1on, if any, going 

undetected [see Finding 3.4.4.3. ~ (c)] 

2. Caoac1tor Tree PCB Contamination. L.e.a'<s anc spills from PCB-containing capacitors in the 
. - . . ~ 

"capacito"r tree" nea/t.he·J'0·a.ster Sub.sta.tlbn ha 11e contaminated the "cap" tree, the gravel and 

asphalt under""-th~{tree, nea.rby: sod~- and a manhole cov..er. Contaminated soil could runoff to 

surfa_J:e'y.;:a·ta.r. -~;_§c·~·(i'~b. rt.as -t~i~i-ated a cleanup of the cap tree and surrounding area. The 

typ~·~f_.t::c:;S·s-:in th·~·:·{a·p~·c·i~~rs was revealed 1n a "fingerprinting~ analysis to be Aroclor-12i6, 

-·~~ 1~~~-~-~~!nt~ge (16 percent) chlorination of the class of different PCB products that 
. . ·:_: · . 

. Were cofniherciaJJy sold. This type of Aroclor (predominantly mono-chlorobiphenyl) is less 

persistent in the environment than other tjpes of PCBs 

Three different types of leaks and sp1ils nave caused the contamination on and around ~he 

capa_citor tree. First, chronic leakage occurred from capacitors in the tree. The number of 

leaking capacitors in the tree prior :o :re '. 987 cleanup was probably fewer than 16 of the 

734 capacitors 1n the tree. (Each capac:or ,;.,.e1ghed 44.4 kg [98 pounds] and contained an 

average of 14.B liters [3.92 gall ors] of =>(3 oil) :=ermilab personnel counted 16 "suspected 

leakers" in the tree during the 1987 cleanup Some of these showed evidence of stains r1ear 

seams, but no evidence of aripp1ng from the capacitor. In only one case (capacitor 

No. A68U&.L) was there evidenc<;! of oil dripping to the ground. 

Another source of PCB contamination from the capacitor tree is at least one specific incident 

of capacitors failing and leaking. In April 1980, four capacitors short-circuited and leaked onto 
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the asphalt and gravel under the cap ir"'e The four leaking capacitors were removed the next 

day and disposed of The asphait N,1s (ie.Jned by soaking up the oil with "oil-dry" and 

sweeping, followed by scrubbing ·N1th detergent ·..vater. PCB contamination of th~ asphalt 

determined by wipe samples showed 60,200 mg/kg Pea's. Following the soaking and 

scrubbing described abo·.1e, another \Nice >ar-iple 'Nas taken. Before t~~- results of the analysis 

were returned, however; the asphal~ area ·Nas repaved. The re~J.t5:0~ these post-cleanup 

wipe samples revealed 190 ppm PC3s on the asphalt before pav,i.r")g. Ther~"is no information . . -. . 
available on the quantity of PCB 011 that leaked, or the quant.i.t~_de~ri_ed up. 

··~· , .. : · . . :: .. · 
Finally, several small spills occurred dL.:nrg tre 1987 c[e-a.C1.up d·u·e-."ti::r--hand!ing mishaps. The 

. . ·-.· 
total amount spilled during these 1nc1centc:. 1,vas proba~~y-,.~~:_th.a.n the contents of a single 

' . . . ··-: 
capacitor (14.8 liters or 3.92 gallons) \none 1.'lc1cj~r.i.!, PCS-~_i(~purted from the severed top of 

a capacitor when pressure was applted dcr1n~ bar>din·9·~f a···g'roup of capacitors on a pallet 

Oil from this capac 1 tor contaminated ad1ac~_nT. ca~-~~;;s-~~·the pallet. Another spill occurred 

during the 1987 clear.up when the whe~I Of a fork lif(s1ruck a manhole, causing a capacitor to 

tumble off tJ-ie pallet anc' crack against.the rrianhol'e-~over. Some soil has been removed (as of 

September 1987). and the area ~-;:is beel\. 'C.ov.e.red v-..•th clear polyethylene and opaque 

herculite anchored by IOcm by·JSc-i-n.~{4'J:riih by 6rnch) timbers. Analysis and subsequent 

cleanup of this spill is ongoing 

On September 17, 1987, ~p,Pr,qximat.eiY.:one-third of the removed capacitors were transported 

off-site by Chemical yii~Ste ~·a~·age·~~nt to t~eir pyrolysis plant in Model City, New York . 
. · .-

,· '· -·· 
3 Main Rinq/CUB __ ~e;rC.·;J~~d PtP~_.-Field. Discharges of Cr03 from 1974 to 1976 to the old Central 

Utdities Buitdi"irgi~C.UB) Per.f6.rated pipe tile fie!ds ("Main Ring waste Disposal Area") may be a 
.. ·: ''-: 

source of·-g~~-U}'l'~~at~r;-contamination, soil contamination, and sediment contamination. 

Oisch~r~~-.to "th~-·-ti.l_e field were contaminated with a chromate-based corrosion inhibitor, 

Be~.T;:~~d .. ~~it. Th~·primary contaminant of concern is -che chromate because of its persistence 

and··s~i.~~bi_l.ity." The relatively shor: half-',ife of Be-7 (53 28days) and low concentrations and 

small vol·~me~ of the salt suggest that these contaminants are not significant concerns. The 

amount of Cr03 discharged was approximately 2,300 kg (5,000 pounds). Chromium (VI) could 

migrate undetected to the aquifer and contaminate the drinking water and process water 

source wells on-site. Because of the lack of groundwater monitoring in perched lenses in the 

vadose zone, contamination will not be detected until it reaches the groundwater 

approximately 23 meters (75 feet) below the surface at concentrations high enough to be 

detected in the high-volume wells that are being monitored {see Finding 3.4.4.3.1 [a]). 

Because of the distance to off-site wells, and the relatively low quantity of waste, it is unlikely 
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that off-site wells wil1 be threatened, however, there i~ no comprehensive groundwater 

information to support or refute this inference. 

From '974 to December 1, 1976, chromate corrosion inhibitors (primarily Nalco 7371) were 

used in the CUB cooling water. The amourt of chromate disc~arged to the perforated pipe 

field c.;in be estimated by using pur(~,1s1•~1J ·1?-:0rds for the product used during that period, or 

by extrapolating from coOling water blo,.vC:c'N'l aata. The estimation using purchase records 

is summarized iii Table 4-16 

According to information provided by Naico and reported by Fer.rr:i!l~b··: .. :~rs~-~~ii.~, 
approximately 2,720 kg (6,000 pour.ds) of "Jalco 7371 were shipp~~ to ·F~·(:mif~: in 19]'S··. 
and approximately 1,360 kg {3,000 pounds) in 1976. Ounng 1974, ·~ : .. ~·{~·c1'!1r c6r:l~~nt;·~ron of 

chromates.was maintained in the system by mixing zinc ancf'.~·rirom~'t~·6J.r~~-i.te. ··.~·Ccording to 

the Nalco Material Safety Data Sheet for 7371, this .pr~Q~Q; co~·t~his ~k'~.~oxi·,;;~telY 35 percent 

chromate. Assuming that all of the chromat~l~;~~··~.s~d-~f~d- .. ci~;i~te~!; discharged, and that 

1974usage was an average of the_usa<J~ r~~or:d~d .. f.cir.19~5. and 1976, then approximately 

2, 140 kg (4,725 pounds) of chro~·at·e ·~·a.~·. dis~h·a_'rQ_ed···to the perforated pipe field. This 

estimate may serve as a ce.asonable u.pDer-boUr:;d estimate . 

. · ',.·· 
A similar totat-'.#.~C:'har.ge a~·o\)ry.t-~rr be ootaii;ed by multiplying the blowdown disc.harge rate 

timeS.·th&·:2nrori\.it~-.. ~~-ncent/:i·ti~n. The data sources and calculations for this estimate are 

.. siiv~·~~~:.~.i-~':';~~le ~·~·-1}~::·;::~~~;~ming a blowdown rate of 95 lpm (2S gpm) and a chromate 

··e.cirice.~fa'ti~"n~~,.<:rf 1 S mg/liter, then approximately 2,240 kg (4,937 pounds) of chromate was 

. 'di~chard~to the cue perforated pipe tile field from 1974 to 1976. 

· Tr.e old Main Ring waste disposal area was iocated in roughly the.same location as the existing 

CUB tile field, south of Holter Road and west of Feldott Road. The Illinois Pollution Control 

Board standard for chromium V! is 0.3 mg/I at the discharge point and 0.05 mg/I ambient for 

general use. ln 1975, surface water samples taken by Fermi lab where effluent upwelling from 

CUB was ponding revealed 22 mg/1 chromium. In 1976, the average concentration of similar 

samples was 9.4 mg/I. In 1982, soil borings of the CUB tile field area up to 1.5 meters (5 feet) 

deep revealed very low (SO.SS mg/kg) concentrations of hexavalent chromium. Because of 

the high solubility of chromium, the chromate discharged in 1974·1976 has probably migrated 

downward below the reach ot the 1.S-meter (5-foot) borings. 

4-68 



2-212 Submission 144, Page 31 of 34 

J 1 

Miscellaneous So1lls. There are numerous G<:.J'.·ons at Ferm1lab where leaks and spills of 

hazardous substances have not been adequ.Jteiy dr<Jr.:icterized or cleaned up_ Historical leaks 

and spills of hazardous substances at Ferrr.1lab are primarily a potential soil contamination 

problem, and probably do not pose a sigr.ific.:int ground•Nater contam.ination threat. The lack 

of precise historical or analytical inforrat1or. on ·.~.e locat1on, nature. and ex"tent of thts 

contamination may result 1n ;nadver:.?0t .:-~'"":cr:--,1::on of the contaminated soi!, possibly 

resulting 1n a direct contact hazarc .:irci .1'.JDG:·.;r]r:.:ite disposal 

The current system of identifying and respord·r:g to re!eases of hazardous substance-s...3ppeo!lrs 
,' .. . ... _.'. 

adequate, but past incidents may ."lot rave been 'land led well. For ~x~-mp~e, .a reC·en.t 

(.January 1983) spill of 0.951iters (1 quart) o: 01 1 onto .'v1ain Ring _pqnd >&~·s.d~.~sted an-d~ 

cleaned up within hours of the release (~ilen, 1983). Alth_ough.·.tSl~s'..in!=livid~·aj i~C1dent is 

inadequate to demonstrate a foolproof system of release d~~fittion arxf_·;~pons~;·a review of 

the Fermilab files by the Survey team encompassi,rrg tA~·P~n~d-.from-._)'·~.80 t~-·1987 (files prior 

to 1980 were not available) in~Hcates that Fe®·i_Jafi"·~·a.s p6j.i<;·_~d·.-;~Jh a~d leaks in recent years, 

using Environmental Protection Office-i-S in ea~'h 6"1~·()io~f5'ection, with the Safety Section . . ' ' ·. . 

providing technical assistance. rne··~af€-t\.. Se~tiq·n. w~~ organized in 1978 as a Staff.level 

department to provide assistance and overs1gh; to line departments. 

The one shortC"brfi'ing .qf th€i-.re~en.t. sPill response program is the apparent lack of consistent 

fo!loy.iup:~mpif~:..g.\·6.'~·ori.fir~··fl:,·~t cleanup has been e.ffective. ln some cases, contaminated 

soil-:'a..~~.PS'~.~alt ~~--b~~·n·-;emoved until background levels of contamination are found. In 

· ·-~{~er"·~~~;~~---~\'iiJ-al ~~idence of discoloration seems to have been used and no post-cleanup 

.-sil.mplin~<-8nd ana!yses were performed The exception to this inconsistency is the recent 

cleanup of PCB spills and leaks (see Sections 4 5.2.1 and 4.5.2.2). Because of the institutional 

·and regulatory distinction, historical spills and leaks of hazardous substances at Fermilab may 

be divided into two categories: ( 1) PCB and (2) non-PCB. 

There are approximately 65 locations around the Main Ring at Fermi lab where PC3 

contamination may have occurred. This contamination may have resulted largely from spills 

and leaks of transformers and other equ1pmer:t containing PCBs prior to the promulgation of 

regulations controlling PCBs in .July 1979 Currently, there are 63 transformers containing PCS· 

contaminated oil at Fermilab (see Section 4.2.3.1). Fermi lab personnel believe that PCB 

contaminants may be present at almost all 65 locations. In addition, PCB contamination may 

have also occurred at a location between a s-ervice building and a Main Ring road where a 

transformer oil transfer truck was parked A comolete assessment of the transformer locations 

has not yet been completed. 
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There is no information available on whether PCB-contaminated equipment was used or 

stored at locations other than these 65 sites currently in use. PCB contamination may have 

occurred at locations where non-contam1r.ated equip"ment is now in service but where PCB or 

PCB-~ontaminated equipment was prev1ously"located. 

..:::· ;. ·\ 

For example, approximately 284 liters (75 gallons) of non:~~S oil ..-~i"aS:·~pilled from transformer 

D2-3 on June 15, 1987 (Beddingfield, 1987c) 1Nhen ~h~.s~il<i0~ the concrete pad near the spill 

were sampled and wipe-tested, however. PCB co·~.t-~·~if;.~ltiOii.was found This finding 

suggests that PCB contamination exists not oniy:·wh~re ·pCS.:contaminated equipment was 

previously used or stored, but also where t'le eQu1P1J1.~rit:~·as subsequently replaced 'N1th non

PCB equipment. The existing PCB con~a'.'Tl1r:at1on ...;as. probably caused by previous spills of 
·. 

transformer oil. At transformer D2-3·a ~.o-.cm·.o·y-~6-cm (24-inch by 34-inch)-deep hole was 

excavated to try to clean up the, '(or.:J~:--:~ted Soil (Beddingfield, 1987d) It is not clear 

whether the spill was cleaned \..lp.to ;.r,ee~ the Acjril 2, 1987, (40 CFR 761) PCB Cleanup Policy. 

-.. 
Fermilab personnel hav~ 1def'!_t~f.ied>J<noiVn PCB leaks and spills in addition to larger projects 

such as the capacito'f .. :.·i·~e.~ ·.i~d" ·i:naster substation For example, on May S, 198~. 
transformer Fl-1, containinQ .. ~3~4;QOO ppm PCBs, was found to be ·damp" around the drain 

valve (Beddingf~~-~<!:_ 1987e) .-·~her repeated attempts to clean up the contaminated soil and 

concrete pa9··.a 60'..:c.(fr·~Y.-·'§6~cm (24-inch by 34-inch)-deep hole was excavated to remove 

contamin.a·t.'~·d· s.oi!), th'e··.;i~~a was covered with plywood and plastic until a large-scale plan 

could b~· d.~1,1.eji~e.c(~'nd implemented to deal with such leaks According to Fermi lab 

persq.r1(ie-J, ,.·TA~fe·,'.ii.·a possibility of greater than 65 contaminated sites around the ring," and 

''..'~·.·,.pr_d·g,:.c.aro ... s~·ould be developed and implemented as soon as possible 
. ·"'"'"··- ... 

.. (Bedding.field, 1987d) . 

. ?Pills and leaks of non-PCB hazardous substances at Fermi lab appear to have been focused at 

Sit~38 maintenanc:e and paint shops, b:.i:. ,,nie documentation was available ori these releases 

at other sites. Fermilab files do<ul'r'.e~: "'ur:ie'ous incidents of hazardous substances releases 

between 1980 and 1987 More than raif of these in<idents occurred at Site 38 even though 

there were other areas at Fermi lab t.-.,at generated more hazardous waste than Site 38. For 

example, 2,950 liters (780 gallons) of hazardous waste per year were generated at Site SS 

com pared to the 2, 165 I iters {572 gal I ans) of waste generated at Site 38 (see Table 4-1 ). It 

should be noted that these are relatively small volumes of was~e. If this pattern of spills and 

leaks also occurred during previous years from 1969 to 1980, then residual soil contaminadon 

is probably present at Site 38. Individually, each spill or leak was relatively small, but the 
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combined impact of these incidents may be environmentally significant. The following nine 

summary descriptions of spills at Site 38 illustrate the scale of the contamination. 

• April 1980: Hydrochloric acid drum >::JL;rc:c.:r~d Soda ash neutralized acid, rainfall aided 

dilution. (Fermilab, 198Ca). 

• December 1980: Ten drums cont:11r.1rg unknowns removed from along fence Two 

contain PCBs. One leaking (Fermilab, '98Cb) 

• :\/larch 1981: 190 drums found at S1:e :?3 

., 
'"-\ 

• 

• 

86 drums "totally or almost empt;· 

34 drums "red and probably contain oil or oil and wat~r" 
,•. 

66 drums ''blue and probably contain ethylene Q.1ycoi_-:~r.ethyr~n~_-9tY.co_I arid water" 

3 drums contain unknowns (Allen, 1981) 

March 1983: 20 drums of un1den-.died _!iqi/i~ leaking" 

(Allen, 1983a). 

March 1983: 45;~,urris):if materi?I pi.2ked '...IP; may include the above mentioned 20 drums 

of unidentlf·.~·d liquid. 

_-:. :/.fS~r:.u~:~:~·ci.·ri{i'li~.tO{ o;1 a~d water (from spil I cleanup in 1981) 

·:..,·\. 1~p.~f~ms ~·~-~l'f~f6;~~er oil 

···,~:f'.:J~d:;fU'f.i.ft un.k.nowns (Allen, 1983b). 
':;":, 

·: ·.• April 1983: "Paint thinner and possibly other solvents dumped or spilled on the gravel 

hardstand at the solvent storage area." Sampling revealed Napthol Spirits, Stoddard 

Solvent 66/3 was in the liquids. Twenty drums of contaminated soil and gravel were 

exhumed and disposed as a hazardous waste, but no post-cleanup analysis was available 

(Saker. 1983a). 

• October 1984: Freon 113 spill at Site 38 (Coulson, 1984). 

4- 7 3 



2-215 Submission 144, Page 34 of 34 

34 

• March 1985: Two drums (one labeled "Naptha," the other labeled "Flammable") found 

to have leaked "several gallons." StJ1ned soil 1n same area was noted to have been found 

1n June 1983. No other document,:it1on of the June 1983 leak was available {Allen, 1985). 

• rvtay 1987: 

(Allen, 1987b) 

Oil stain on grave• behind "High Usage Parts Building'' at Site 38 

These spills and leak incidents reflec: o~!·; a partial listing of the activity at one locdti'on 

(Site 38) where releases occ:..;rreo "10St ;req:..;e,.,tly. Failure to investigate fully the to"C;t·1aiiisiof 

past leaks and spills of hazardous substa('lces could result in inadverte.nt:·~f,~~fr:iati~'A·."of 
contaminated soil and potential direct contact. Because of the re~ative;·y_"_··~o~~:~_eriod 6f·~ 
operation of the facility and the small '1olume of hazardous si:bsta~f:·e·:d~.n.era~·r~'.~ .. at l=-~rmilab 
(see Tab!e.4-1), most of the past releases are probably relati·~ety smcill::·.·Asi°d-e fr61TI the three 

areas described above. Site 38 may be :ne on!y siJe w·h~·~~-_pa·~~ .Spills···.~~d .l~~~s of hazardous 
. ·. . .. ,• ·.· 

substances will require more detailed ::ir>ys•caf studY··~nd·ie.~e·ctii:t{·action may be warranted 

based on a thorough file rev1e1N 

4.5.2.4 Category IV 
.·.·, ... 

.. ·. 

1. Lack of a CERciA;.103(c) Noi1.fl"carioFr ··Fermilab has not submitted to EPA a compliant CERCLA 

Sect~.9:0' .. t~{'<;) ~"8~n!·~at·i·'?fl-"P.u~~U~nt to the April 1981 regulations. . \<~~~ ... '..'-'::f.i~~ \'.::·:~~:~::·.:·.··· 
· ··A·~oni·~.i1~n't'tlR:-CLA notification would include information on all of the Phase l sites, as well 

• . . '!· • . 

. aS the sQ\Ja Waste Management Units (SWMUs) listed in the Part B permit application. These 

~acilities are not covered by the limited exceptions and exclusion to the CERCLA notification 

requirement. The purpose of this CERCLA notification requirement is to provide information 

on potential environmental and health problems associated with facilities that treated, 

stored, or disposed of hazardous substances. Inclusion in this notification does not constitute 

an implicit judgment that a problem exists but rather that the potential for a problem exists. 

The notification is the first step in a process that sorts out which sites pose a threat and 

determines the relative degree of that threat. 
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Sunday, October 7, 1990 WAXAHACHIE DAILY LIGHT P<1~-e J·-\ 

TO· 

SUBJECT· 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER CCLUDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the SUper Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, anU 
their SSC contract.ore. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a di~spectful 
manner. I peraonally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

__ The Dept. of Energy (DOE)' and the Tesas National Relle8.rch Laboratory Commis11ion (ThtUA' l 
have not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

_.L.. Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texas site waa chosen. 

The quality of life pre11ently available in Ellis County will be aeverely diminished. 

__ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majontv 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalla!\l'Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

__j/_ Loss of voting and land use rights in new ssr. zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

__i_ Land is being purchued prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
com.r~:t Federal Funda for SSC construction. Thia puts Ellia County property and tax money at undue risk. 

__ Property values on or cloee t.o the SSC have been adversely affeded. MSubsurface rights" compensation 
plana have not been relea.ed. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increued 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losees. 

L Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us wh "!"9 and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

_j_ "Subsurface rig~t.a" only will be parchased in non-facility locations. Families ani.~l'Wft~ to live directly 
over or adjacent to expirii:nen.tal SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and un.\iD.O~· experimental 
risk.!11. 



2-217 Submission 145, Page 2 of 2 

COJT 
At the besinning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7 .8 billion and 1 L 7 

billion. 

_/_.Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, et.c. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

_j_ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

_j_ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study lo date. 

_j_ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation .. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford. accelerator. 

~ Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

_j_ Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

Const.ruction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

_J_ Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

_j_ The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

_j_ Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

_j_ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

__ The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). -r- ' \\ I \, L 

...L o.m es..p~;11,. ~ C.crtU'f',,'<-d o.. O\AT ct.tr. 
Sincerely, 

rl\u;\;"'l uJJ,.,,.: 
PrintName, "TO!ltJ T. mosllelZ-
Address: ·po Tux 31f 

d~·;,,t_;"% wo:\<.v- w .. 11 S"-"''°'""\ o.\\ !-he feofl"' 
; Y\ c"~o. G, ,.,,.,Je., Wh".\- e·fl',,.:;_+ w:ll the. ss;c. 
Pr"~ec.:\- ho.ve o 11 --\-ho..\- w~\-e....- ~ 

'R.,,.;JeYJ.\.•a.I P.tlress" 
l-oT S-l'/-
'Roc.c.'in% 1-1<\\s ctT RO<J<.CR.za( Roa.ls 

C4sA G"-Mf<>E" Ka~<.h~k E's.Jo.ks 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACIC 

Paid lor by Blis County Land CNmers Assoc. & Other lnteresled Patliei.. 

See Submission 80 
for comment ident~ication 
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SndaJ, Oclobtt 7, 1990 WAXAHACHIE DAILY LIGHT Pap J.,r. 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EllD 
9800 South cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Many Elli• County residenta and tax payel'l!I aff'ect.ed by the SiJper Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC con.tractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treat:ed in a disrespectful 
manner. I per11<>nally question the validity of the SSC project for the followin8 reaaona which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

__ The Dept. of Enef'IY (DOE) and the Tezaa National fteHU'Ch Laboratory Commtnhm (TNRLC 1 

have not been truthful. They have withheld Information and given continual ml1Jeading statement•. 

__ Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until alter the bond election. 
and aft.er the Te:ua site was chosen. 

__ The quality of life preeently available in Elli.s County will be Mverely dimini.hed. 

__ With. fow exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adveree atatementa or 
que11tion.11 about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papen th.at don't eervi.ce th.e majority 
of Elli.s County reeidenta who subscribe to regional Dallatt'Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

__ l..o88 of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUJSITION 

Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to familiea being relocated.. 

Land is being purchased. prior to completion of the Federal Environ.mental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Fund.a for SSC construction. Thie puts Elli• County property and tax money at undue riek. 

__ Property value• on er- dose to the SSC have been adve1'9ely affected. •subaurface rights• compenaation 
plan& have not been releaeed. There are no provi.aiom to compensate neighboring propertiee for increased 
environmental riake and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to eacape the SSC experimental 
area can :iot sell their property with out exceeaive IOBHS. 

__ Even though site-specific deaigna have been released, no one c~ tell ue where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural pa euements. 

__ "Subsurface righta" only will be parcPased in non-facility locatio.na •. f~~ q.,•~,J;p1Ff,~ 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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COST 
__ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 l.iillion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11. 7 
billion. 

__ .Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected t.o be financed by 
local taxpsyers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably TruTant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

__ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

__ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

__ Adverse environmental effects to loe:al springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

Disregard. for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

Construction noise. and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

__ Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

__ The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stoN.d above ground on the SSC site. 

__ Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

__ The ability of the DOE to convert the ~SC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

__ The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other fe.cilitie• 
in the United States. It can not be trusted. to manage the Super Colllder facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

o~ 11.L4. 
Cc«,.l-y 11 /.. ""' t'. (;., 

t3 /,.._ ...., ;~ !- .+I~; s 

ff'Cj•c.t, 

~~wAR~e. 

()es{ N"'-{ ;" ~ 
;+ c,.,....e.r 

Print Name: i\r ~ 1'1;) If . g, i ·c

Addre••' JI'( Clfixr/61/£. 

f.U/tl!AlfAdt ; IE.fl Zs/.h L 

{pis4r) G-,v,,,14· 1-""'"-f., 
_!A y -f-1Juhl.I ._fj..,,_( J Wtl-S 

f3c,,,,, 14n.c1 ,ec. ;s,,- µ -1-N. 

S<1t•r ,l,'E~s! 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACIC 

Paid tor by Bris County land CNmers Assoc. & Other Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment idenrnication 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

TO' OUR PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

ATTENTION, fflr. /l...e-""Ai .A. J31+·, t\1~v\ 

SUBJECT' SUPER COLL!DER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

DATK SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

MESSAGE' 

:ti.1any Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personnl1y question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which] have 
!?.h~~ed below. 

GEr 

_L The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleadin_g statements. 

~Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not ~ade public until a~ler the bond election 
and after the Texas site was chosen. 

\/The quality of life presenlly available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

__ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalla.o;fF't. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

Lss of voting and land use righls in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

__ Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations t.o families being relocated. 

/Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required t.o 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk . 

. /Properly values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions t.o compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want t.o escape the SSC experimental 
area car( not sell their properly with out excessive losses. 

/Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

__ "Subsurface rights" only will be purchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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cos~ 
_1/ __ A Attt thhee beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

~-and unnatural growth or required amenities such ns roads, schooh1, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpay~rs, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

~Tarrant and Dallas Counties Rre expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the slate and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

~~~rough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
:tviisrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

~Radioactive contamination of soil l\nd ground waler frorri SS~ op.,,.ratinn. Probnble migrfltion of s11bsurfaef:' 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

/-- Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks fron1 tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

~gard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

~uction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

~reased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

~~ossibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

~finite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

~ility of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

~ ~cpnrtment of Energy hos been unable to safely mnnage the mnjority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to :rnanagc the Supe1· ColliU.er fucility without inl!epend.ent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Address: 
0 
\..)M\"'-r 

J 
~ 

\ IS 

.\.' 

ADDITIONAL COJ\JMENTS lIERE AND ON BACK: 

See Submission 80 
for comment identificqtion 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

OUR PUBLlC OFFICIALS 

SUPER COLL!DER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPI'EMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Mr. Thomas A.Baillieul 
U.S.Dept. of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

~ The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

//,.. Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until aft.er the bond election 
and after the Texas site was chosen. 

___:::__ The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

___.:::::.... With few exceptions, local and area newa media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to. regional Dalla!V'Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

_,_·_ Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

_,_._ Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

/ 
_,._ Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

_::____ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area er.an not sell their property with out excessive loaaes. 

~ Even though site·speeifie designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

;/,,. "Subsurface rights" only will be purchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel a:nd accept increased. health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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COST, 
V At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 

billion. 

L Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property ta.x dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

"-'',/ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTALl~IPACT 

~ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard f'or presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

/ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

t/',,.- Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

/ Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

1/ Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

/'Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

Y Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

V The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fL'rnd target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

__ The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS pRE AND ON BACK: 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

OUR PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

SUPER COl.LIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEF'l'EMBEWOCTOBER !990 

Mr. Thomas A.Baillicul 
U.S.Dept. of Energy, EMO 
9500 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they lando"WD.ers or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidat.ed, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENllRAL 

__ ,_ The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texa11 National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

_,_._ Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texas site was chosen. 

__ ,·_' ,'.I'he quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 
/ 

__!_ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to_ regional Dallait'Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

_:::_ Loss of voting 8.nd land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

vi Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

,/' 
_.,_ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased · 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

/. 

~ Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
wiJ required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

__ "Subsurface rights~ only will be purchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected t.o live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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COST 
--~- At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

_J_ Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

_._·_ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably TWTant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

_._· _ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
1-tisrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifet11 and stability of geologic 
formations in Elli9 County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

_._ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trich.loroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

_, __ Adverse environ.mental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor, 

Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

_._ The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

-'-, Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for re.search. 

_,_ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

~ The Department of Energy ha• been wtab)e to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be tl'U5ted to manage the Super C,ollider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

Print Name: -·'-'~'-'-'-'-'~c--~=·L~'~'~'~'~'-~)~-~·~'~· _!~.·~ 

f..c 7,- 1t s 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK: 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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Sunday, October 7, 1990 WAXAHACHIE DAILY LIGHT Pap l·A 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Depanment of Enetgy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the S-uper Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed 11.nd angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contract.ors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally que111tlon the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

G~RAL 

..¥..-- The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Te:ii:as National Re.earch Laboratory Commi11lon (TNRLC) 

Z ot been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and ~r the Texu site was chosen. 

_JL._.J"'te quality of life presently available in Ellie County will be severely diminished. 

L With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adveree statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalla~t. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
in7ion do not exist. 

__ . Llss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LANJ' AQUISITION 

JL.:.. ~d acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

1· Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studi&s that are required to 
commrederal Funds for SSC const.J'uction. Th.is puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

1 Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. ~subsurface right&~ compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 

· ental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
not sell their property with out exceuive I088es. 

ven though site·speeific designs have been released, no one can tell us whir,ire and how much more land 
will ,.required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

-¥- ''Subsurface rig~ts'' only will be parchaaed in non·facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimenial SSC tunnel and accept increased health, aalet;y lllld unta:a.wn ezperimenw.1 
risks. · 
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~tho boginnin•, oootwao eotimatod to bo 4.4 billion; now it ;,.aid to be botween 7.8 billion and 11.7 

L .~ id and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, echools, et.I:!. iixpected tO be financed by 
local l ayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolla . 

. Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other pa.rte: of the state and 
nation are benefiting "much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

~
NMENTAL IMPA,CT 

A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
iEJrep sen talion and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 

fonn ions in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study lo date. 

Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. ~able migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured tock pathways in the Austin chalk. Pot.ential chemical spills can also 
ca1.ts,Jxte11sive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

L Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and exca.vation of fractured rock 
system. It appean that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by ·z of. thou.ht!•" neighbor. 

~Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

-1:_ Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

_}L Increased environmental risk from }ow level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC groundtl and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

j/ The possibility of pmducing mixed hazardous waste, which w.ill be stared above ground on the SSC site. 

K Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research . 

.J.L'The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility lo more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixe~get accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

_V_ T Thh•e Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversjght (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

Print Nam., t2//4f/E5 ),, t;:.."' f'faz4,J,J 

Adm'"" f.- £ ~ o >( ~ /£ 

Wti.i<A.1/Ac// ,c
7 

, i( '7>/t,L 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACIC 

Paid lor by Biis Coll'llY Land (Nmers Assoc. & Other lnteresled Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 



TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 
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Sunday, Oclober 7, 19\llO WAXAHACHIE DAILY LIGHT P•ae J-A 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLUDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER1990 

Many Elli11 County residents and tax payers affected by the Suj)er Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I pereonally que•tion the validity of the SSC project for the following reason• which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

_::::::The Dept. ol Enercy (DOE) and the Texaa National Reaearch Laboratory Commi••ion (TNRLC) 
have not been truthtul. Thev have withheld information and slven continual misleading atatementa. 
,/ 

__ , _ Promieu and taxation plana made by Texaa officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texb eite wu chosen. 

/ 

~ The quality of life preeently available in Ellia County will be MVerely dimini•hed. 

/With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refueed any adverse l!rtat.ement.a or 
quutio1111 about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dallalf'Ft. Worth newspapers. Norma.I channels for public 
information do not exist. 

/ 
__ ,_ loss of votillJ' and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

'-'"'/ Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations t.o families being relocated. 

/Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required t.o 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue riak. 

~·Property valuee on or close to the SSC have been adversely a.ff'ected. •subsurface rightaH compeIU1ation 
plane have not been released.. There are no provisioru1 to compensate neighboring propertiee for increued 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landoWnen that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive louee. 

/Even though eite-specific design.a have been released, no one can tell U9 where and how much more land 
wi/:::uired for electrical and natural pa easements. 

__ ''Subsurface righta" only will be parchaaed in non-facility locations. Families are ezpected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, 111afety and urildiOiVa:'experimental 
riak111. 
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COST 
_V-_ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.S billion and 11.7 
billion. 

~Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roada, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC IS.:nd property tax dollars are heing depleted from tax rolls. 

'-~Uis, Tarrant and Dallas Countiel!I are expected to pay for the land, when other part.a of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

/~ thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for pre1Jence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

~dioactive contamination of soil and ground watet' from SSC operation. Mable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Aust.in chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene ispill at Stanford accelerator. 

~dverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of ~undwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtJess neighbor. 

\

·• / Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

/Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

~ncreased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads . 

.. /·The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

~n .. definite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

~e ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increatte radioactivity production. 

~e Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of it&- other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
over&-ight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

Print Name: 117 '5 , :)e C f{o ~ --. 

Addres" fl I If ex# .:{ 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK 

Paid tor by Blis County Land ONners Assoc. & Olhef lnteresled Patties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 



TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

2-230 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Depanment of Enargy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Submission 152, Page 1 of 2 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Siii)er Collider be they landownel'8 or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I per11<>nally question the validity or the SSC project for the following reasons whJch I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

__ The Dept. ot Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

__ Promiaes and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texui site was chosen. 

__ The quality of life presently available in Ellie County will be severely diminiahed. 

__ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse atatements or 
queatione about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County reeidenta who subscribe to regional Dalla!t'Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

__ Loaa of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUJSITION 

Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligationa t:o families being relocated. 

__ Land ia being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are ?"£quired t:o 
commit Federal Funda for SSC construction. This puta Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

__ Property values on or cloee t:o the SSC have been adversely affected. MSubsurfaoe rights'' compensation 
plane have not been releued. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not aell their property with out excessive losses. 

__ Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gu easements. 

__ "Subsurface rig&t.:'.oc.ly will be parchased in non-facility lQl!:ationa. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experiment.al SSC tunnel and accept increased. health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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COST 
__ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

__ .Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land properly tax dollars are being deplet.ed from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tan-ant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

__ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydroloi;ica! study to date. 

__ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurfac:e 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

__ Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangera of low level ionizing radiation. 

Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transp<:'rt.ed over local roads. 

The possibility of producinc- mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no lo.nger is used for research. 

__ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

__ The Department of Ener1,1y has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to 111anage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

aignature Q 
Print Name: :L'S:e r:.. N N=L 

Address: 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACIC 

Paid for by Ellis County Und CMine1s Assoc. & Other lnteresled Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 



TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 
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:-tunday, UCtober 7, l'J90 WAXAHACHIE DAILY LIGHT Pa11e J-.\ 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Depanment of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Many Ellie County nieidents and tax payers affected by the Su~r CoUider be they landownen or 
neighbonJ to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractot'll. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I per90nally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reason• which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

_,_,_ The Dept. of Energy {DOE) and the Texae National Retearch Laboratory Commiealon (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading •tatementa. 

__:.___ Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texas sit.e was chosen. ---

...J__ The quality of life preaently available in Ellis County will be aeverely diminished. 

" With (ew exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse si.tements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Elli11 County residents who subscribe to regional Dallaw'Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

_,_ Losa of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISJTION 

Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

•' Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studie9 that are required to 
commit Federal Funde for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

-'- Property values on or close t.o the SSC have been adversely affected. wsubsurface right." compensation 
plans have not \>eon releued. There are no provisions t.o compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

V" Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gu easements. 

~ "Subsurface righta" only will be parchased in non·facility locations, Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept inCJ"eased health, safety and u~.uperimental 
risks. 
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COST /--·. ---~0 
~ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be betwee.6 7.8 billion and ::2___ 
billion. \._ ~-

, --------~ 
/ .Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected tc be financed by 

local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolle. 

/ Ellis, TlllT8nt and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other part.a of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably T~an~ County alBO. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

~ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision waa made on SSC eite selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

~ Radioactive contamination of sojJ and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsl.l.rlace 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as t.richloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

~/Adverse environmental effects to local !Springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears th&.t we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

_L'' Disreglll'd for r&cent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

_L_ Construction noise and air pollution du.ring and after the construction period. 

~ Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grotJ.nds and 
periodically transpomd over local roads. 

~ The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

~/ Indefinite ansrfers abotJ.t what will become of the tunnel after.it no longer is
0
ilred for research. 

-- l '' /j,i,,vYn·f -~ ,t.A,_,/ ~ ::&~</ A..L-~ ~'/ 
_J.L The ability of the DOE to cot\'vert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

l/The Department of Energy has been _Wlab!e to safely manage the majority of its other facilitie1 
in the United States. It can not be trusted tO manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 



TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

2-234 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Submission 154, Page 1 of 2 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally tre11.ted in a disrespectful 
manner. I per90nally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

:-tl- The DepL of Energy (DOE) and the Texas NatJonal Re11earcb la.boratory Commttslon (TNRLC) 
have not been truthtuJ. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

_r_· _ Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texa.a 111ite waa chosen. 

_L The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be aeverely diminished . 

....V- With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverae statements or 
queationB about the SSC. Notice of public meetinga primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalla!Vf't. Worth newepapent. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

l Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

~ Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 
~ 

_i~:. Land is beins purchaaed prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
~it Federal Funds for SSC construction. Thi111 puta Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

-~LL/Property values on or cloee to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights~ compensation 
plans have not been releued. There are no provisionB to compensate neighboring properties (or increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area c,•n not sell their property with out exceseive loases. 

LJ. Even though site-specific deaigns have been released, no one cant.ell us where and how much more land 
J.flib,-fequired for electrical and natural gas easements. 

_V_ ""'Subsurface rights." only will be porchased in non-facility locatiOA8. Families are e.JW•cted io live directly 
over or adjacent to expermwtuta.I SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown.experimental 
risks. 
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CtiT At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
bi! ion,/ 

~.Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be fmanced by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

;;,,. Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
~n are benefiting IDuch more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County alsO. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

I J A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
~presentation and disregard for presence of shallow grollnd water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No cotnplete hydrological study to date. 

I / -
~. Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water th.rough fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical epills can also 
ca11se extensive contamination such as trichl6roethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

_jL_ Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

~- Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangen of low level ionizing radiation. 

_/_ Co!1struction noise and air pollution during and after the oonstruction period. 
I/ 

---6.-".'increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored o_n SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

~ The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored abo.ve ground on the SSC site. 

/ / . lndefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel aft.er it no long-er is used for reseArch. 

k /,The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
lX.ed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

/ Y The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Colllder facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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Sunday, OclOber 7, 1990 WAXAHACmE DAILY LIGHT Pap J-A 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Depanment of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLUDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER1990 

Many Ellia County reeidenta and tax payeni affected by the SU.Per Colli.der be they landown.erfl or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry "bout the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I penK>nally quHtion the validity of the SSC project tor the following reasons whieh I ha,,ie 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

~ __ The Depi. of Energy (DOE) and the Texa• National Re.ea.rch Laboratory Commi••ion (TNRLC} 
~e not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual mi•leadlnc •tatemen.h. 

__ Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
~ alter the Texas site waa chosen. 

~ The quality of life pruently available in Ellis County will be Mverely dim.ittltJhed. 

__ With few exceptiona, local and area new• media have ne1lected or refu.ed any adverae Atement. or 
quutionai about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papen that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalla!t"Ft. Worth newapapera. Normal channel• for public 
information do not exi9t. 

\ Losa of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

~AQUISmON 

~ land acquieition -representatives have not fulfilled their promiaed obligations to familie• being relocated. 

__ Und is being purchued prior to C0111.pletion of the Federal Environmental Studies that Are required to 
~it Federal F\lnda for SSC t:Ol'latruction. Thi• puta Ellis County property and tax uioney at undue riak. 

__ Property value. on or cloee to the SSC have been adveraely affected. "Subeurface rightaM compel'l88.tion 
plans have not been releued. There an uo provieiona to cam.penaate neiahboring propertiee for increaeed 
enviromnental riskil and properly devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
'a can not sell their property with out exceuive loaaea. 

_'\.\_ Even though site-apecific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easement.. 

~ ~subsurface rights" only will be porchased in non-facility locatio4111. Familiea are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to eXperimamal SSC tunnel" and accept incniaHd health·, aafety and uftltB.~·~ntal 
risks. 
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, ~At the beginnins. eo11t was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it i• aaid to be between 7 .8 billion and l L 7 

~llH=. 

_'\\_ .Rapid and unnatural growth of requiFed amenities such as roads, aehools, etc. expect.ad to be rmanced by 
~l taxpayen, while SSC land property tax dolf~'8 are being depleted &om tu roll•. 

_:..__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are e~d to pay for the land, when other parla of the .tate and 
nation are benefitinc much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

__ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard (or presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
~tiorui in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. . 

__ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Pr-obable migl"ation of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemic.al spills can also 
ca1Jse extensive contamination such u trichloroethylene spill at Stanford. accelerator. 

~ Adverse environmental effect& to local sprinp and creeks from tunneling an<l excavation of fractured rock 
&ystem. It appean that we are not protected under Texas law for Joa of groundwat.er resources caused by 

,actions of a thoughtleaa neighbor. 

~ Disregard for recent stu<lies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

~ Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 

S
. odically tranaported over local roads. 

The poeeibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored aboYe ground on the SSC site. 

~ lnde!'tnite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for reMarch. 

__ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous ueea as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed tarret accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increaae radioactivity production. 

The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of it• other facilltie. 
ln the United 8tateti. It can not be trwited to manage t~ Super Colllder facility without independent 
oversight (a'eneral and scientific). t,J ""4J. Jtlv ? , 

1 
_. ,_)". /L:.Lt:, lk::> ~ 

Sinoerely, ;f,/.., JP..,.:.....; of ::t.J..., ~ ~ ~ _,:, 

.~k?L ~~~4~: 

WA f6Mqh,'a J,. vA 5 '}5/L r 

i/..-.. d ~ ~/ ~ _Lj,_, 
.Jtt..-H, /4,1~' 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACIC 

Paid tor by Ellis Cw'lly Land Owners Assoc. & Oller lnlereAld Parles. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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TEXAS 
PARKS ANO WrLDLIFE DEPARTMENT 
4200 Smith School Road • Austin, Tex•' 78744 • S12·389·4i00 

october 9, 1990 

Mr. Mike Smith 
Regulatory Compliance Officer 
Texas National Research Laboratory Commission 
1801 North Hampton Road, Suite 400 
DeSoto, Texas 75115 

~·ear Mr. Smith: 

Submission 156, Page 1 of 8 

RECEIVED 

OCT 111900 

T.N.R.L.C. 
A.'jCilEW :)A~,SOM 
E·~~''e .j ~oc1;r 

C1n September 17, 1990, Dr. Ra:{ C. Telfair II, Environmental 
1,ssessment Biologist, Tyler, responded via telephone to Mr. 
Thomas A. Baillieul, conce;::-nin9 comitlents on the Draft 
supplemental Environmental Impact statement of the 
Superconducting Super Collider project in Ellis County, 
~~exaa. His comments addressed Appendix B: Lists of 
vertebrate Biota occurring in the Site Vicinity, 
!!pacifically, Tables B.3 (pp. B-12 and B-13) and 8,4 (pp. 
B-18, B-21, s-22, B-24, and ll-25). subsequent to the phone 
(:all, in preparation of th:i.s letter, another error was 
Iound on p. B-12 (Eastern R.scer should be Racer) . Copies 
of thesa pages, with corx·actions in red pencil, are 
enclosed for your review/rec:ords. 

We look forward to further coordination. 

Sincerely, 

Robert w. (Bob) Spain 
Branch Chief 
Environmental Asse•sment Bra.nch 
Resource Protection Division 

RWS:RCT:wja 
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TABLE 8.3 (Cont'd) 

Species• 

Eastern fence 
liz.ard 

Slender glass 
lizard 

*Texas spotted 
whiptait 

*Race runner 

*Five-lined skink 

*Broad-headed skink 

*Prairie skink 

*Ground skink 

81 ind snake 

*.. •·racer 

Ringneck sr..::kc 

Corn snake 
*Rat anake 

Scientific Name 

Sceloporus undulatus 

~phisaurus attenuatus 

5tneaidophorus gularis 

One•idophorus 
sexlineatus 

Bumeces fasciatus 

Buiaeces laticeps 

Bumeces septentrionaljs 

Scinella lateralis 

Leptotgphlops dulcis 

Coluber constri~tor 

Di~doph~s pun~tatu~ 

Rlaphe guttata 
8laphe obsolet.a 

Nof ~ b ~ --f:towiJ. 

Habitat 

Open upland woodlands, dry 
prairies near fallen logs 
and stumps 

Dry grasslandsy dry OEJen woods 

Semiarid prairie grassland, 
upen bushy areas, washc~ 

Dry sunny areas, open grass
lands, open woods~ well
drained soils 

Moist woods with litter, 
stumps, and fallen logs 

Moist woods, open areas with 
litter and rubble cover 

Hoist areas with vegelation 
and loose soi t, rocky or 
gravelly washes 

Moist woods and wooded grass
lands with abundant leaf 
litter 

Subterranean in loose moist 
soil; beneath leaf and plant 
litter; under decaying logs 

Fields, grasslands, brushy 
areas, open woods 

D~mp m~a4ows and woodiands, 
overgroWTI (ields near water, 
litter-filled botloms and 
gullies 

Wide variety of habitats 
Wide varidty of t•abiLat~ 

,. I a. "'.... ·b.t_ e. 71, , 

Habitat 
Availability 

on Siteb 

Ample 

Modoer1ttc 

Limited 

Ample 

Hodurate 

Limited to 
moderate 

Hoder.ate 

Ample 

Moderate 

Ample 

AERpie 

Allple 
Ample 

Long-Term 
Project 
Impactc 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

0 
0 

N 
I 

N 
w 

"' 

(/) 
c 
c:r 
3 
u;· 
"' 5· 
::> 

"' $1> 
-c 
£: 

CD 

"' g, 
GD 
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TABLE B.3 (Cont'd) 

Specie98 

*Eastern hognose 
snake 

Western hognose 
snake 

Might snak.e 

*Prairie kingsnake 

*Common kingsnake 

Hilk snake 

*Coachwhip 

*Plain-bellied 
water snake 

Southern water 
snake 

*Diamondback water 
An~ke 

*Rough green snake 

*Sul lsnake 
Graham's crayfish 

snake 

Scientific Name 

Heterodon pldtyrhinos 

Heterodon ndsicus 

Hypsiglena torguata 

Lampropeltis calli
gaster 

La0propeltis getulus 

Lampropeltis tcidngulum 

Masticophis flagellum 

Nerodia erythrogaster 

Nerodia fascia~a 

Nerodia rtiombifera 

Opheodcys aestivus 

P.i tuoph ls melJno l eucus 
Reqirra qrahami 1 

Habitat 

t..tpfa:;;J aec.;J U0>"44'· -

Open/~w..fOdfl or pine wuod
lands,ifT'Orest-grasslRnds 
near strea•s or ponds 

Sandy shortgrass prairies, 
rocky semideserts, pasture 
and woodland interfaces 

Sandy or gravelly ground 
broken by rocky bluffs or 
overlaid by flat stones and 
litter 

Grasslands, less frequently 
riparian woodlands 

Ueneath litter or debris, 
damp, grassy pastures 

Wooded riparian lands, rolling 
grass prairie hillsides 
with loose soil and rocks 

Crasslands, mesquite, 
savannahs, brushlands 

Aquatic habitats 

Calm permanent bodie~ of water 

Aquatic habi.tats 

Arboreal; leafy t ret:s and 
shrub.s, edges of woods and 
OJlen arens 

Open terr:l i.n 
Stre1lms, ponds, di tcht!S 

Habitat l.ong-Term 
Availability Project 

oo Siteb lmpactc 

Lim~te<l to 
moderate 

Limited + 
N 
I 

N 
Hinimal to 0 "' limited 0 

Ample • 
Ample 0 

1.imited P/• 

Ample + 

Ample + 

Ample + 

en 
Ample + c: 

CT 
3 

Ample + ;;;· 

"' ,,. 
::> 

Arnpl (~ 0 
~ 

"' Ample • .a> 

"'tl 

Jll 
(I) 

'"' R 
CD 
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TABl.K B.4 (Cont'd) 

Species• Status.b Ha bi tat 

----------------------- -----------
*Canvasback 

*Redhead 
*ting-necked duck 

*Lesser scaup 
*White-vinged scoter 

**Co.-non goldeneye 
.,...Bufflcbcad 
**lluddy duck 
~Hooded 11erganser 

*Conaon me~gan1er 
*Bl•ck vulture 
*Turkey vulture 
*Osprey 

*Missis9ippi kite 
*Northern harrier 
*Sharp-shinned ha~k 

*""Cooper 1 s hawk 
*Red-shouldered hawk 

**Broad-winged hawk 

/ 
V *Swainson's hawk 

*Red-tailed hawk 
*Rough-legged hawk 

**Bald eagle 

w 

w 
w 

w 
T 
w 
w 
w 
w 

WV 
s,w 
s,w 
s,w 

T 
w 
w 
w 

s,w 

w 

Til 

s,w 
WV 
w 

Large reservoirs, ponds 

Shallow reservoirs, ponds 
Wooded ponds, reser~oirs, flooded 

bottomlandsi 
Ponds, reservoirs 
R.eser\IOirs 
Reservoirs, ponds 
Re!et".'Oi~s, ponds 
Marshy reservoirs, ponds 
Wooded ponds, reservoirs, flooded 

bottOflllands 
Reservoirs, ponds 
Open habitats 
Open habilats 
Reservoirs, rivers, marshes 

Open woods near water 
Open fields, marshes 
Woodlands, shrublands 
Woodlands 
Hoist deciduous woods, usu~lly 

mature 
1.arge staods of mixed deciduous 

woods 
Open plains; nests tn treeg and 

shrubs along water courses, 
wetland9, heJgerows 

Open fields, open wonds 
Open fit:ld!J 
1\eservoirs 

Habila.t 
Availability 

on Si tee 

Lirni tcd to 
hlinir11al 

Ample 
Ample 

Ample 
t.i.IU.i t~d 
Ample 
Amp-!'.! 
Ample 
Ample 

ti .. ited 
Ample 
Ample 
Ample to 

111oderate 
Li111i ted 
Ample 
LimiteJ 
l.imi ted 
Limited 

Limi t{:d to 
minimal 

Ample 

Ainv l l! 
Ampl(! 
Ample 

I.ong-Term 
Proj~ct 
lmpactd 

• 
+ 

• 
+ 

0 
+ 

• 
• 

P/+ 

• 
0 
() 

0 

p"/+ 

+ 
P/+ 
P/+ 

p 

P/+ 

• 

• 
• 
0 

N 
I 

N ... 
~ 

(/) 
c: 
O' 
3 
o;· 

"' a· 
" 
"' ·"' "O 
~ 
<D ... 
a 
a> 



TABLE B.4 (Cont'd) 

Speciesa 

*Whip-pooY-wi\l 
*Chimney svift 
*Ruby-throated hummingbird 
*Blgck-chinned hu11111ingbird 

y'/ *Belted kingfisher 
*Red-bellied woodpecker 
gRed-headed woodpecker 

*Yellow-bellied sapsucker 
*Ladder-backed woodpecker 
*Downy woodpecker 
*Hairy woodpecker 

*Northern flicker 
*Pileated woodpecker 
*Olive-sided flycatcher 
*Eastern wood-pe~ee 
*Yellow-bellied flycatcher 
*I.east flycatcher 
*Eastern phoebe 

*Great crested flycatcher 

*Western kingbird 
*Eastern kingbird 
*Scissor-tailed flycatcher 
*Horned Lark 
*Purple mart.in 

Statusb 

T 
s 
s 
s 

S,w 
s,w 
s,w 

w 
s,w 
s,w 
s,w 

w 
s,w 

T 
s 
T 
H 

s,w 

s 

s 
s 
s 

s,w 
s 

Habitat 

Lealy woodlands 
Buildings, open woods 
Woods, parks, gardens 
Riparian woods, oaks of canyons 

and lowlands 
Stre~ms, reservoirs, ponds 
Wooded areas 
Open woods, groves of trees on 

prairies 
Wooded hJ.bitats 
Scrublands, ripari." trees, parks 
Variety of wooded ndbitat types 
Large trees in forests and 

woodlots 
Variety of wooded habitats 
Tall trees along river bottoms 
Woods 
Decidu~us and mixed -..ro.ods 
Woods 
Open woods, orchard9, shade trees 
Near running water and ponds, in 

trees and at buildings 
Wooded suburban areas, clearings 

ir: forests, small ~:acdlct~ 
Open habitats with perches 
Open habitats with perches 
Open plains with perches 
Open prairies, pastures, field$ 
Open habi. tat types, usually near 

water 

Habitat 
Availability 

on Si tee 

Limited 
Ample 
Ample 
Limited 

Moderate 
Moderate 
Limited 

Ample 
Moderate 
Ample 
Moderate to 

limited 
Ample 
Minimal 
Hodel'ate 
Mcderat.e 
Limited 
Moderate 
Ample 

Ample 

Ample 
Ample 
Ample 
Ample 
l\mple 

Long-Term 
Pr-ojec~ 
[mpact 

-
P}+ 

+ 
+ 
p 

P/+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
P/ • 
• 
+ 

+ 
p 

P/+ 
Pf+ 
Pl+ 
P/+ 

+ 

+ 

• 
+ 
+ 
0 
+ 

N 
I 

N 
.p. 
N 

(/) 
c: 
CT 
3 
o;· 

"' 5· 
:J 

"' _m 

" ~ 
CD 

"' g, 

"' 



TABLE B.4 (Cont'd) 

"' 
"' 
(L 

Species a Statusb 

Northern rough-winged s 
swallow 

*Cliff swallow T 

~ *Barn.swallow s 
*Qlue1ay s1\1J 

*American er-ow s,w 
·:.c.arolina chickadee s,w 
*Tufted titmouse s,w 

Red-breasted nuthatch w z 
**White-breasted nuthatch w '" 0 ~,.., *Brown cr!!'eper 1'. w u 

"' 
*Carolina wren s,w 

•I *Bewick 1 s wren s,w _, 
I 

" *House wren s,w "-•I *Winter wren w w 
if• *Sedge wren T,W w 
(L Harsh wren s 
-' *Colden-crowned kinglet w >-
'1 

>- *ltuby-crovned kinglet w 
•v *Blue-gray gnatcatcher s,w ,,-, *Eastern bluebird s,w 
~ *Swainson 1 s thrush T 
0 

"' '*llermi t thrush w 
d *American robin s,w 
·~ 

>-
>·: 

Habitat 

Near streilm bank!;, gravel pits, 
dam~, b~idges, road c11t~ 

Open to semiopen lanod, fJnn:;, 
reservoirs, ponds 
Buildings and structures 
Variety of habitat lypes) usually 

with brush or woodlunrls 
Open and semiopen habitats 
Fur~sLs, furc~l ~Qg~~ 

Forests, ~ooJlots 
Forests, usually conift~rous 
Bottomlands, woudlots 1 groves 
Woodlots, forests 
Lower sto~y forests, open woods 
Brushy clearings, scr\1b woods~ 

suburban areas 
Thickets, forest edges 
Streams in woods, floodpl;iin woods 
Grassy marshes, sedgy •eadows 
Harshe!I and pond shores 
Forests, forest edges, coniferous 

stand:1 
Open woods, shrub areas 
Brushy areas, woods 
Open wooded areas, (arn1lands 
River bottoms. snadcd woods, 

residential areas 
Upland \.IOods 
Woods, open wooded ar~as, 

pastures, fields 

Habitat 
A,1ait.-ibility 

•in Si.lee.: 

Li111i tl'.J 

Alnpl e 

Arnpl fO 

Arn pl {~ 

Ample 
t'IH1JHt· 

l\mp lt• 
Limited 
Ample 
Ample 
Ample 
Arnplc 

Moder;).t.e 
Mo<leratf> 
Minimlll 
timited 
Hodcral:t! 

Arnplc 
HoJeratc 
AJBple 
Limited 

Limited 
Ampl~ 

Long-Tenn 
Pro jcc t 
lmpactd 

p / + 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

+ 

0 
+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 

+ 
p 

Pi+ 
+ 

0 

+ 
+ 
+ 

P/+ 

p 

+ 

N 
I 

N ... 
w 

(/) 
c: 

~ 
~· 
er 
::> 

U1 
p> 
-0 
.fl ., 
"' g_ 
co 
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TABLK B.4 (Cont'd) 

'" a_ 

Species• Statusb 

-
*Magnolia warbler T 
*Yellow-rwnped warbler w 
*Black-throated green warbler T 
*Blackburnian warbler T 
*Yellow-throated warbler s 
*Bay-breasted warbler T 
*CoflllOn yellowthroat S,W 

*Black and white warbler s 
*American redstart T 

"' *Ovenbird T >C 
0 *Louisiana ~aterthrush T u 

"' 
*Kentucky warbler S,T 

<I *Yellow-breasted chat s -' 
I *Summer tanager s 
u *Northern cardinal s,w a_ 
<I *Rose-breasted grosbeak T w 
(D 
w 
a_ 

-' 
*Blue grosbeak s 

>-
'! 

*La~uli bunting T 
{.: *Indigo bunting s 

'" '" *PAi nt.P.d hunt i ne, ~ 
Q 

*Dickcissel s 
0 *Rufous-sided towhee w 
"' *Cassin's sparrow s 

,_ y/ if-Chipping sparrow w 
::: 

Habitat 

Coniferous woods 
Varied woods and thickets 
Coniferous trees 
Hostly coniferous woods 
P iDes, sycamores 
Hostly coniferous woodlands 
Adjacent to water and shrub areas 

with openings 
Deciduous woods 
Second-growth woodlands, sina.ll 

groves 
Leafy deciduous woods, thickets 
Streams in dense voodlands 
Woodland undergrowth 
Shl"ublands, farest edges, thickets 
Forests 
Srushy areas, woods 
Deciduous woods, orchards, groves, 

thickets 
Shrublands, hedgerows 

Open brush, streamside shrubs 
Open woods, shrublands, forest 

edges 
Open wo'l-:!s, 9eftlio9en habir:1'.r:s 
Grasslands 
Forest edges, shrublands 
Short grass in old fields with 

scattered bushes 
Woodland, fields, shrublands 

Habitat 
Avai labi t ity 

on Sitec 

----
Limited 
Ample 
Minimal 
I.imi ted 
l.i•i ted 
Limif-ed 
Moderate 

Limtt~d 

LiMi tcd 

Limited 
Minimal 
Limited 
Ample 
I.i11iteJ 
Ample 
Limited 

Hoderate to 
ample 

Lilhited 
Ample 

'{Qd"'-?!";!.tt,? 

Ample 
Allple 
1.imited 

Ai1111 l t! 

Long-Term 
Project 
lMpactd 

0 
+ 
0 
0 
0 
0 
+ 

+ 

• 
+ 
p 

P/ + 
+ 

p 

+ 
+ 

+ 

P/+ 
+ 

• 
+ 
• 

Pi+ 

+ 

N 
I 

N ,,. ,,. 

(J) 
c 
0-
3 
~· 
5· 
::J 
~ 

"' O> 
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TABLE B.4 (Cont'd) 

Species8 

*Clay-colored sparrow 
":field sparroG.t 
*Vesper sparrow 

*Lark sparrow 

*Savannah sparrow 
*Grasshopper sparrow 
*LeConte's sparrow 

*fox sparrow 
*Lincoln's sparrow 
*Swamp sparrow 

*Song sparrow 

-White-throated sparrow 
*White-crowned sparrow 
*Harris sparrow 
*Dark-eyed junco 
*HcCown's longspur 

*Lapland longspur 
*Smith's longspur 

. />.Cheslnul. .,;ul la;.-ed lonsspur 
Y *B<ibolink 

*Red-winged blackbird 
*Eastern meadowlark 
*Western meadowlark 
*Yellow-headed blackbird 

Statusb 

T 
w 
w 

s,w 

w 
s,w 
w 

w 
w 
T 

w 

w 
w 
w 
w 
w 

w 
w 
w 
T 

S,W 
S,W 
s,w 

T 

Habitat 

Shrub, brushy prairies 
Fields 
Dry open fields with fruited 

vegetation 
Open habitats with scattered trees 

and shrubs 
Hoist grasslands, marshes 
Grasslands, hayfields, prairies 
Thick, damp, grassy areas contain-

ing broomsedge and cattails 
Undergrowth in vooded areas 
Thickets, weedy areas, bushes 
Marshy areas with bushes or cat-
tails 

Stream banks, brush pil~s, wet 
meadows 

Dense undergrowth and brush 
Shrublands with open areas 
Hedgerows, edges of woodlots 
Variety of habital typ~s 
Open fields with limited 

vegetation 
Fields, prairies 
fields, prairies 
G~.!sslands 
Hayfield!I, Meadows, marshes 
Marshes, wet fields 
Fields, grasslands 
Fields, grasslands 
Marshes. fields. open country 

Habitat 
Availability 

on Si tee 

l.i•ited 
Ample 
Ample 

Moderate 

Hoderate 
Ample 
Li•ited 

Moderate 
Ample 
Limited 

Hoder ale 

Ample 
Hoder ate 
Ample 
Ample 
Hoder ate 

Ample 
Ample 
Alnple 
th ·trait M(" ~-1.. ... fi 
Hoder ate 
Ample 
Ample 
Li111i ted 

Long-Ter• 
Project 
l"'pactd 

-
P/+ 

+ 

• 
+ 

+ 
+ 

Pl• 

P/+ 
+ 

p/+ 

+ 

+ 
+ 
+ 
+ 
0 

0 
0 
+ 
+ 
+ 

' • 
+ 

N 
I 

N ... 
"' 
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c: ,,. 
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PUBLIC COMi\IENT 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

~!ES SAGE: 

Ot:R PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

/, 
I 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEP!'EMBEl\'OCTOBER 1990 

11r. T!iOmJs ~.U<lillicul 
U.S.Oept. of Ener~1 1 [1-IU 
?500 South Cc1ss .-\~en•Je 

·lryur1r•l', llllnols 60"TJ9 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider bo they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disresyectiul 
manner. I personally question tho validity ot the SSC project for tho following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GE:--'ERAL 

__ The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texa1 National Research Laboratory Comn1ission (T~11LC 1 
have not been truthful. Thcv have withheld informntion and given continual misleading s!atcmcnts. 

/ 
__ Promises and taxation plar.s n1::i.de by Texas officials were not maJe t.iublic until after the bond ele:~.i,~n 
and after the Texas site was chosen. 

The quality of lire presently nvailable ;-:l Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

--2:::._ \Vi th few exceptions, local and ru.·ea news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalle.E/Ft. \Vorlh newspapers. Normal cha..<>i.nels for public 
infornu1tion do not exist. 

--·- Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LA1''Il AQUISITION 

Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families beir.g relocated. 
i 

.-::::::_ Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money nt undue risk. 

__ l_ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

_\_ Evon though aito·apccific Jcsi1,-na have been released, no one can tell us where and how n1uch n~vre l~.d 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

_.1_ "Subsurface rights" only will be purchased in non·facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept "increased healt'n, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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COST 
__ ·.,_ At the beginning, cost Was estin1atcd to be 4.4 biUion; now it i:::i said to be between 7.8 billio1: and l l. 7 
billion. 

__ '_ rupid and unnatural growth of required amen:~:c:::i s1..1ch a:;i road:>, schools, e!~ t:XF<icted t..J be finar.ccd b:r 
\rJc~ii ~3..."tpayers, while S.SC land p!'Op<.:rty ta.x do:l'.U"!I are being depleted froc1 tax roll ... 

-'- Ellis. TarTant and Dallas Counties are e:cpe,,;ted to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
natior. are benefiting tnuch n;ore than El.Es County an.d probably Tarrant County also. 

E'.'<VIRONl\IE."ITAL D!PACT 

___::::__ .;, thorough geologic stwdy w.as not done beforo the decision wa::i 1nade on SSC t1ite selection. 
~1isrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
forn1utions in ElLs County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

--'- Radioactive contamination or soil a."l.d ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subs-...:....-face 
radioactivity by water through fracti..tred rock pathways in the Austin chalk, Potential chcI:."".ical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethy!ene spill at Stanford aecelerntor. 

__ /_· Adverse environmental effc~ts to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fr:u;tu.1-e,l ro • .:k 
system. It appears that we a:re not protected under Texas law for loss of irroundwnter resoun:t!s cause,,r{ l.iy 
actiorui of a thoughtless neighbor. 

Disregak"d for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiati0n. 

,/ Con!:ltruction noise and air pollution durini; a.nd after the construction period. 

V Increased •nviroamcntal ri>k from Iv" lovol radioaotiv• wa.te that will be owrcd on SSC''""""'~ .. ! 
periodic.:l.11y transported over local roads. 

__ ·_ Tho possibility of producing n1i.xccl hazardous wnste, which will Le ~toreJ above 1,p-.::iur-.J on the S:SC si:e. 

_c_ Indefinite answers about what will become of the tut1nel after it no longer i~ used for resca.rci~. 
v 

__ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC (acilit.y to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in thtJ (ut\l.ro. 
A fL'<.Cd target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity prcduction. 

__ The Department ot Energy ha11 been Wlable to safely manage the majority of it11 other facilities 
In the United State1. It co.n not be trusted to mnno.ge the Super Colllder tncllity without indcpcnden~ 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

.. ,.. 

-;-,., . di. 
Print Name: ..,..-11 \( ,'(' r' Cf .... I !,\ £. ,) r: c !?.. !) 

Address: -\) ...; .. ·;. /\;\[' A< "f ·' ,'° 2 !.... L- .::_ 

\ \ A,. 1.,:: j-: J-; A,. ~ +- I f / ;::::. '/.... . ..\:- \~ 

ADDITIONAL COM~!ENTS IIERE AND ON BAC[(; 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

AITENTION, 

sUBJEcr, 

DATE: 

MESSAGE, 

OUR PUBLIC OFFIC!A!B 

SUPER COWDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPI'Er-.1BEWOCTOBER 1900 

Mr. Thomas A.Baillieul 
U.$.Oept. of Energy, EHD 
9800 South Cass.Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Coll Ider be they lando'NTI.ers or 
neighbon to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, a.c.d 
their SSC contractora. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectfu! 
manner. I personally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reason• which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

__!._ The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (Th"RLCJ 
have not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statement& . 

.i.__ Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until aft.er the bond electi::in 
and after the Texas site was chosen. 

/The quality or life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

__ With rew exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or rerused any adverse statements or 
queationa about the SSC. Notice o(public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County reeidenta who subscribe to regional Dalla.rVFt. Worth newepapen. Normal channels for public 
in(ormation do not exist. 

_._ Lou of voting Ud la.n.d use right.a in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

...£__ Land acquisition representativea have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated . 

...!:._ Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that a.re required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. Thi.a puts Ellis Ccunty property and tax money at undue risk. 

_,_ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subeurf'ace rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisiona to compenaate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental rieke and pl'Qperty devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not eel! their property with out excessive loesea. 

_L Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural ras easements. 

/ "Subeurface right.• only will be purchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjaoent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, aaf'ety and unknown experimental. 
risks. ·11~ 1,... (:_/ : ~· t_. "";;~ (<.-.;:1·; ..... , ~---">'-<.......- -
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COST 
_lL._ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. ";; -· , ., c:_ "-/ .. : l--· a~_,,..,.(). ~-

~ Rapid and unnatur~ growt~ of required amenities such as roads, schools, elc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dolle.rs are being depleted from tax rolls. 

V Ellia, Tarrant and Dallas Countie;are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much men than Ellis County and probably TB.tTant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

V A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
:t.1isrepresentation end disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifere and stability of geologic 
lormatioll.9 in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

V i/ ,.-Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migr&tion of subsurface 
raciioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Pol.ential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

_L Ji.dverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
.system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

V Disregard _f?r :recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

/ Construction noise and air p:0Uution during and after the construction period. 

V- Increased environmenJ°:f~~r::-low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

V The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

vlndefinite answers.abOut wh~t-~ill become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

JL:' The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

__ 'I'h.e Department ot E.nergy ha• .bee.n unable to safely manage the majority of it• o.ther facUitie• ~ 
_H!.t.heJhl~d state.:-1~:~-an 'nOt bG tzuSi~ to m_B:J:l_a.ge~t~~.s:uper Collld~r r~_~Q~YWith~u~ ·in.dependent 
2.'!.~~~.~.t1J_._~e-~er~:~~~.c1.~nt..i~). · · -

Sincerely, 

Print Nam~ /11.1<.1.S CL£ 0 ,.£;- (1,, U<!,/T

Addreu, (.:::J.~ .;/ S Ph'N{:!I? 8/)!;4. 

[r/;,,_,,,,,,,ef/r.c /Y 75:1tf,:;,-· 

ADDITIONAL ~OMM~NTS ~RE AND ON BA~& ·: . .. . _, j__-c-{,~i •/.,,_1")_,tv. .lh 
Ub.,.cl/./ '-/?,a .. .tU"tJ ~w ~ -;[7(...(, -t.. '«-1<--6 ..o-;r · ;;r -7 

~Jn<) &....'tV tltiv flJ-tcli-;vTt>J .. 11,/--~ '-j?t1..J;.,:1 ~t 4n~--';j-
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

OUR PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

AITENTION' 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

DATK SEPTEMBEWOCTOBER 1990 

MESSAGE' 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I peraonally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

Y/ The Dept. of Energy <DOEl and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
J;;; not been tn.ithful. Thev have withheld information and given continual misle~cji!!f{!it~~.!!!-e~JJJ;S: 

_L_ Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texas site was chosen. 

~ The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

~ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalia!f'Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exi!!lt. 

/ Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITJON 

7 
_,_ Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled the'ir promised obligations to families being relocated. 

_L_ Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

/ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased. 
environmental. risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want t.o e&Cape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

I Even though site-specific designs have been l"eleased, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

_L_ "Subsurface rights" only will be purchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected t.o live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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<X)ST 
_;'_ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11. 7 
billion. 

_L Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

_:/__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

_L A thorough geologic study was not done before the dE!cision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

/ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurfac£ 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

/ 
~ Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
gystem. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
11.ctions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

//Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

~Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

_L Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

~The possibility of producing mixed he:z.ardous waste, which will be ~d above ground on the SSC site. 

__L Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

_L_ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target t'lccelerator 9cherluled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

k The Department oC Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority oC its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
ovenight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

PrintName: ~-c.;-·~1~·~'·~,·a~_s.·,~J~"~e~yr-~LJ~,.l~>~o~'~' 
Addre .. , Qt I ficx Lto c CR.ockdt \ 

iJJ1in IX, 7>-LSJ 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK: 
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ATTENTION, 

SL'BJECT. 

PUBLIC COM1\1ENT 

OUR PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEF'l'E~!BE!V'OCTOIJER 1000 "-. 

l·lr. Thomas -\.Bo.illleul 
U.S.lJept. of Encrg), UlD 
9500 Suuth CJss ~venue 
·\r~;unn~, llliriois 6;j.:,.y) 

--------· 
/ 

!\1any Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Co 1.lider be they L::i.ndo\vners o< 
ncii;hbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the trE-atment received fro::n the l':\H.LC, DO~, a:-.:! 
their SSC contractors. 1-!any have been intimiJated, belittled, riJiculed and generally trcntcd in a Cisrt:spec~f'..! 
moi:.er. I personally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons \.\.'hich I ha,·c 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

__L The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission l1'NRLC; 
have not been truthful. Thev have withheld informntion ond giv~n continual misleading statements. 

~ Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond elec:':_ion 
and after the Texas site was chosen. 

~ The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

~ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majorit} 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dal18.4"Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

~Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

L\J\'D AQUISITION 

~d acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

__ Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

vl\-operty values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" compensatio:-. 
plans have not been released. Thr!re are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increasr!d 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escn;ie the SSC experinv:ntal 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

~Even though site·epecific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how n1uch 01orc land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

X"Subsurface rights" only will be purchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live direc~ly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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cosy 
_L__ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7 .8 billion and 11. 7 
biHion 

·/Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be finan.::ed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

~ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts ol c.he st~tc and 
'.1.ation a.re benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

_L A thorough i;eologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
~1isrepresentation and disregar•i for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geolosic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

/ 
____z:_ Radioactive contamination of so;t and ground water from SSC operation. Probable c1igration of sulist:.rface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical srills can als.:i 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

~Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation oi fr~n::1..0Nd. rcx:/.i. 
s:.-stem. It appears that we are not protC:cted under Texas law for loss of b'l'Oundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

_L Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

L Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

£ Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds tlI'.d. 
periodically transported over local roads . 

.L The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored abov~ ground on the SSC site 

i/ Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

L The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

~The Department ot Energy ha11 been Wlable to safely manage the majority ot it11 other facilities 
ln the United State11. It can not be truated to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight {general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

AddreHo -'/// ,8 / /( /) 

t) ,£\: jJ11A1 d/E 
; 

ADDITIONAL CO.\fftfENTS HERE AND ON BAC,K, 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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F. l. (BUDDY) REASONER 
432 SHALWW CREEK DRIVE 

MIDWTHIAN, TX 76065 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
Chicago Operations Office-EMO 
U.S. Department of Energy 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

RE: Comments on Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact Statement (SEIS) for the (SSC) 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

Submission 161, Page 1 of 1 

As I was unable to attend the September Public Hearings, please post
for record the following comments. 

As a citizen of Ellis County with a residence near the SSC, I have 
followed the progress and design with direct involvement. Over the 
past two years, I have made public hearing oral presentations to the 
DOE and TNRLC in support of the project. 

Having requested and reviewed the Draft Supplemental Environmental 
Impact statement, I find it has short comings in the areas of impact 
to small local water co-ops and existing county roads that currently 
run through the designated campus boundaries. I know these areas 
can be satisfied to the benefit of all parties concerned and 
continue my support of the project. 

Ver~ t~ yours, 

~ .. ..___ 
F. L. Reasoner 

lg 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

OUR PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

SUPER COLL!DER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

DATE SEPTD1BER/OCTOBER 1990 

MESSAGE 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they lando<A'l'l.ers or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the validity of the SSC project for the follc~·ing reo.son:i 'o\-·hich I ha..-c 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

~ The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (Th"RLCI 
have not been tru.thful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading~~~!!!!; 

__ Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texas site was chosen. 

'.../. The quality of life presentl)' a"vailable in Ellis County will be severely di=..inished. 

. Vlith few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refu!*-d any adverse statements or 
~ions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dallait'Ft. Worth newspape?"!'I. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

~ Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

__ Lend acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obliga:ions to families being relocated . 

.. /Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmen:al Studies that are required to 
commi~ Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property ~d tax money at undue risk. 

.-L.. Property values on or close t:o the SSC have been adversely affected. "SGsurlace rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighbor::ig properties for increased 
environmental risks and properly devaluation. Many landowners that want tc escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

__ Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell ui; •here and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements . 

...:::.__ "Subsurface rights" only will be purchased in non·facility locations. Faz:.J.ies are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safe~; and unknown experiment.al 
risks. 
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COST 

_·_,_· _ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

--~- Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be fmanced by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land properly tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

~ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifeno and !Jtability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

___ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

____ . Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

~- Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

~ Construction noise and air pqllution during and after the construction period. 

__ Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

__:._._ The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be storE:d above ground on the SSC site. 

~ 
Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

~'.llte"· ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A rixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

' \../ The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage t~ majority ot its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientifi9· 

S_incerely, 

,\ 
,l· !_f '--. 

Print Name: 

Address: 

' ,. 

I 

/_ ( ._/ ------- -- -

" 1>1 ./ 

' 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK 

See Submission 80 
for comment identmcation 
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SUBJECT: 

DATE· 
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PliBLIC COMlYIENT 

OUR PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

SV'PER COlLIDER (SSC) PROBLE11S 

SE.PTE:-.tBEIV'Or'fOBER 1990 

Mr. Thomus ~.U..iillii.:ul 
U.S.Dept. of Energy, LMD 
9~00 South C..iss ·\,,.cnUL' 
<\rgunne, Illinois 601.,.)9 

Many EHis County residents and tax payen; affected by the Super Collid~r be they !anJ.)wr,o.;n; or 
neighbon to the project are very disturbed and ani,rry about the treatment received from the T:-.:RLC, r. ~E, :i.::i 
their SSC contractors. ::\b.ny have b~n intimidated, belittled, ridiculeJ and i;enerully treaU:>d ma .!isrcs;:·.c~!~:..:~ 
::::J..."J.ner. I personally question tho vulldity o( the SSC project for the following rcu1:1ons wkich I h:J.vc 
checked below. 

GE).'ERAL 

__ The Dept. of Energy (DOEJ and the Texas National Hcst.•o.rch Laboratory Commission (T:\H.LC, 
have not been truthful. Thev have withheld information and gh·en continual misleading stntem·~nt~. 

Promises and taxation plar.s l'.:'.ade by Texas officials w~ro not made pubiic until a.ft.er th·~ l:or.J ck..:~. 
and after the Texas site was chosen. -

The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

__ \Vith few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any ad~·(irse t.l'-atement.:; or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majorit: 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regionnl Dallas/Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal chunncls for pub'.1.: 
inforn1ation do not exist. 

__ Losa of voting llnd land use rights in new SSC zoning conttvll~d area 

LAND AQUISITION 

Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promiaad obligations to families be ins relocated. 

__ Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that arc required ta 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax n1oney at undue risk. 

__ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" coo1pcnsati0n 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. ~./[any landowners that want to escape the SSC ~:<penmc:ttal 
area can not sell their property with out exce9sive !oases. 

__ Even though site·specifir: dcsii."n!:I have bocn rcleal:lod, no one can tdl us where and hvw much u1orc !anJ 
will be required for electrical and nnc-.tral G3S easements. 

__ ··subsurface rights" only will bo purchased in non-facility locations. Families~ ex-ii.;ctcd to li\"•~ dtroctl)· 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risk9. 
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COS'P 
__ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

__ Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxp_!\)'~rs, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Ta.ttant County also. 

EKVIRONME.NTALIMPACT 

__ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
:\tisrepresentation and disregar•i for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and gtability of geologic 
formatiorui in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

__ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

__ Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

__ Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

__ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

__ The Department of Energy hall been unable to safe}y manage the mo.jority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

·' . - ' 
' ' 

Print Name: -~~--·-· _,_, -~~-~---'~--'·-'· f I'\ 

ADDITIONALCOMMENTSHEREANDONBACIC 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

OUR PUBLIC OFFICI~ 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER !9DO 

Submission 164, Page 1 of 2 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the validity or the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

G&'ffiRAL 

__ The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
have not been trnthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

__ Promises and taxation plSns made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texas site was chosen. 

__ The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

__ With few exceptions, local.and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalla!f'Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

__ Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and ta.x money at undue risk. 

__ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

__ Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

__ "Subsurface rights'' only will be purchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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COST 
__ At the beginning, cost was estin1ated to be 4.·i billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

__ Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much In.ore than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

__ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

__ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trich.loroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

__ Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

Disregard for recent studfes demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

Increased environmental risk from low level 1·adionctive waste that 'vill be stored en SSC grounds 1:1nd 
periodically transported over local roads. 

The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

__ The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. Jt can not be trusted to man::tge th<!! Super Collidcr facility without ir.dcpendent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

PrintName' !}JC (/;rfl-J7j T9 
Addnss & -.'.L !k/ ~ I 

@/akod ._tu 7SJ(:,'0 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 



2-263 

TtJ: j).C.t. _,A,N d j.t.l //VS1'/(,C/) 

FE/)rA1- L. All r;. o !\ 1 E ..r 

Submission 165, Page 1 of 6 

f:Ror, lf/)Jf:J<. /V,ll1P•"' J/(. 
ffr~BtC< 7o,A(/Jr:z) 
W ;.x;J. ~e-), iE; T,;:x_;,' 1s 1££ 

Fo/{ s~Mf' T//1.CC ,.vO/f.J J f,J<vf: ;(Sc€,</ 

T/'LK/l"J ro ,PC:o/'1,f: ,C/t)M. Tf;c- ;r:,1t1.J(.!_C-_ 
A_,,vd /,J>vr- ,P1fCtvf/f£/J 1~c1/<. ;oLF /vftf'd_;r; 

/s TiJ .No r F,'..vd _;.,,., l t;,, 'r, j vv ~o,v::; f'.1; t~ 
fAi:: Etir.r c.ov1,i! ss-c sl/-F. c,;,c..l,,.r.:-p 

~/'.E co; 'Ef tJF /"oL"ft.'"I .>"',A/:' .rA.1.r or: 
r,~_sw,;; ;<:$' (~ /,,{€' Avsf/,.v c),p. L k f1;F,,</t ,AJic/L;/'),,.,;.;. 
hn{~/f/ .A /'11"~ tv-'s 4c/A,.) L,;1o(J)..'';vATt!/\ f/J 

C.~J)A/?. c:..1<. ft: K. {/(,"P/ ft- Jv~nr1) yol/ /h.4y ~J/;c:;v 
t7.A cot°~)' fAE 0A1j/JIJL.5 ,A,.t.J';',MF -'P't.1,,<1k!J 

.J');t; /cf' 115 Ii t;Jl//(J ,4S / A-'r;:. /JA'~ /µ,,.. .J.Ar FTY 
,t:'f5/',;.J/r- /lox. ff /tJOi<; ;L ).!' ,61",P / if1

' /v/'1/ /o 

kEE,D /If-' /'V4fE'1. Ch·r or: l/-1/.J /J;tc/I. 

f'J>GC I OF 3 



2-264 Submission 165, Page 2 of 6 

& l-L1 J C0 ,, ;; ty t•u Lt sou-" fl [( r- flt:: c .P Ly 

Cc''-'J.;fJ /j.;{f/)..,j £v;f), ZDr-llvJ -/s,,vf)iof{ 1 1J 
2 

I /f,;,f/t= 1-/E-;.J<./J rf/fr ;lie .>.Jc o~y w,...,,/-J 

Tf!F L,AJ"'/J Z-O/-'E f) /t1C;) ft. 0 vt >I J:l!C /' /;< t1' /h,j

flvi /HE- f,;f/,/{L.L. ,,,,,.,J Fs-,,ol-c/_,<L-L-)' Ee/ /J,µ5.t::~~ 

W),1; 1 7)10:- wHo'-i: ccJ;""-f/ 2°,.<;f(,o. 71/eJf 
rcJ O'- 5 f)l/,v )\ 7 f/..( !- ;°fof'~F F/r6A1 T fie .>f"C 

Al'- t yc/J-fl to /"fCpF f/(!',</7.. J,.<-c.) /1,,,to Hcv[cs 

//V t Iii< joo! ooo fo//-Clt~ D 00 /'OL-LAR f<.,{J"5E. 

Jf Jot'; /1"'"-)<. Ar- t-E";j TO ~./Jl/<,A'- i/Jvtes 

1'1-f;. r ,' Otcs ti? 0 /. tllr r,, J'.7 /L l ;; /11 /r ;/v _/OV~ 
c/./~H,iG> ~!-'!/"II\.€ ,.61-'/J l/V 11'fa~ yl'v w•L-L

,CFStlfOf you,.<z £pt:M.Jt'S EAf'l/:E 
11

• 

/'(O/'Lif:. /./\F J'o lois '1 fl11sy il<y'',.v,) To p,.y 

f:OJ{ ,A HOi.J5t l/IEJ .£'o..,'r /l.."// 0 /,JIAG ;o AA!<f 

.A Hof1r;, 

OJll( of 1'1 'f /f/E;'jHtloRf 76tJJ O~f' Of 7//t: 

/f~Lo<.-J. /t)~S "'Jfo-z. _ Wiii JJ•t A ffi.J.1L.('P., ;°AP,'(_) 

;f tv/.s c,ol'r~"J-1fJ Wf/E~~ f1Eof"LE c,ov1-/J 
. h 

sf, f..L /~v{t J:.AC./-i 01f!t:;(, 

f\lf ,Oo/v 'f j(j.,v~ ;. L.or OF rAJ.J< . .y S'JvF our 

f-IC:)?E ,t'. f .;<t osf of' IT 1 ·.s //A 10 Fo~ ,4;vd 

;tot /CJ f /11!,T c;( Tfl• fc,X./'S S'&-L ,,<rJ<ss. ~Jv<-/...ug/J 
/•/l.6 > ~(;F~I-'- "-NffVS fJ>lfFR C.l..ij>/1/.-05", 

CJ,.,,;- 1)/-;J.. LJ (..o1'1f'E""-} L-1> wyrl<. ,.Dpv;_;GJ /11€ rt:> 
S.AJ ;\S i:..,rr.t.f" -'S /t1J ;tS"-fj 1"601'-'t.f: /JV &El?,M}i/.J/ lrl"t 

fi.v1~~ /' F'C-w y~~~s /J,r.Lk /JN/) Wfl<.IV fJ-1,C lv/'-ltL-~ 

pt{«)( ~µp~/) I l/E)' H.4/J )fJ'tJ,_rj" JI ;l<lt,..t ,('IV ,PA:J~.,).. 



2-265 Submission 165, Page 3 of 6 

v /?., fl 'VF 5 ; o {J ; 5 ,A f1 D T flt IP, C ~' I/ t t.. )! 
fl; A 5 /3 0 ,., t!3 f lJ Fl A T. 

dtµ-r Of1J;10fl5 E'xf/(.cS>E:J f/F,,ol< 

/lt:r 5rl\/c.)<(!.j /V\y tJwJJ. 

t 5, . 

JJe<cjll.F /)v 1#.J._JJ.A.t.c Ji/~ ,#/l/?E' i/vjf 
JV ,d/ t //Vj f-o ,t)Fc £.A fi. WA,( o # 

~ f /iO{~ co~{f,1< C..f /O/V ft/tl /?, kF ~ 5 /~ 
/Jilt /1.;5 .>oµ.Eo,<.,£ i-'>1)t-t-/,-.,1(j {"Mf '-I nLr 

;ji)MO fH..4 t c,o,vf/{Ok) /~lf...L /IA-j of //<·1..tf 

)vflo i> !It>~ )Jr Tl-It: IM"l.'-!J /]EC.,6tr>~ TJYy 

H'f-vE /JE~f.I l(ifl'~IJ C>F0 sov~LJ51.-//(E /J 

t11J11\i:J\.S S fi1>1<F;,:,;,5.r oF A /Ji5.ASfE.I<.-



2-266 Submission 165, Page 4 of 6 

.;;! 

' 
--J; 

_ .. ,,,-, .. -~ ... ,.,, .. ,,., ... , ........... ,, .. . .. ,.,, -::"" , .. , ..... , ........ ,~~ ... •'" .·.'1$ 



2-267 Submission 165, Page 5 of 6 



2-268 Submission 165, Page 6 of 6 



TO: 

AT!'ENTION: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 
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PUBLlC COMMENT 

OUR PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

SUPER COLLIDER(SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPl'EMllEWOC'I'OBERl990 

Mr. Thomas A.Baillicul 
U.S.Dept. of Energy, EMO 
9900 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Many Ellia County reaidenta and tax payere affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neiehbors to the project are very diaturbed and ailfl'Y about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I pereonally queeLion the valldh:y of the SSC project ror the followinc reason• which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

_i_ The Dept. of Enera (DOE) and the Texas National Re1earch Laboratory Comml11ion {TNRLC: 
have not been truthful. They have withheld Information and given continual mi1leading 1tatements. 

__ Promises and tax&tion plans made by Texae officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and alter the Texu aite was choaen. · 

_!_ The quality of Life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

_J_ With few exception•, local and area new1 media have neglected or refused any adverse 1tatementa or 
quettiona about the SSC. Notice of public meeting• primarily occur in local papers that don't 1ervice the majority 
of Ellia County reaidenta who aubacribe to rerional Dall&4"Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channel• for public 
information do not exist. 

__ Lou of votinr and land use right.a in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

-1_ Land acquiaition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligation• to families being relocated. 

__ Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studiea that are required to 
commjt Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puta Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

~ Property values on or cloee to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rightsn compensation 
pl9D.I have not been released. There are no provision.a to compenaate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental Nita and property devaluation. Many landownen that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area caa. uot 1ell their properly with out excessive loeae.. 

__ Even though site-specific desi(IUI have been released, no one can tell us where ar..d how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural ras easements. 

_j_ "Subsurface righte• only will be purchased in non-facility location.a. Families are expected to live directly 
ovw or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increaaed health, ea!ety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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COfT 
_,_ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7 .8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

__ Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be fmanced by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

_,_. _ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Count~es are expected to pay for the land, when other pa.rta of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

__ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological atudy to date. 

_j__ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

__ Adverse environmental effect.a to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loaa of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

_j_ Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

Construction noise and air pollution dw-ing and after the construction period. 

Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

__ The poSBibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

_.L__ Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

_j_ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangeroua uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

~ The Department ot Energy has been Wlable to safely manaee the majority ot it• other tacilitie!i 
in the United States. It can not be truated to manage the Super Collider tacility without independent 
ovenlght (general and scientitic). 

Sincerely, 

Print Name: _1f_::~'"''-''•""~"-"'-'''---:[~"-' __:L~'"'-'-'-:o:o~-h:i .. J;O">:::Le'\ 

Address: _\'-=2-~1c:L='.._~~·):::S3"22rL\.O.'=-:___::(::C\:~,---

'-t'-'\ c\,,__,l le,,. 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK: 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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PUBLIC COMl\!IENT 

OUR PUBLIC OFFIClALS 

SUPER COWDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPI'fil.IBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Mr. Thomas A.Baillicul 
U.S.Dept. of Energy, EMO 
9900 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60*39 

Many Elli• County resident. and tax payen affected by the Super Collider be they Landownen or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC cont.ractors. ~tany have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a di11re::ipectfu! 
manner. I peraonally question the validity of the SSC project tor the following reason1 which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

~ The Dept. or EnerliY (DOE) and the Texa1 National Research Laboratory Commi11sion (TNRLCi 
have not been trnth!ul. They have withheld Information and given continual mhleading statements. 

__ Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and .,,r the Texas aite waa chosen. 

_V_ 'I' The quality of life preaently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

__ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse ataternent.s or 
questiona about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papen that don't service the majont;. 
of Ellis County resident.a who subscribe to regional Dalla.ir'Ft. Worth newspapen. Normal channela for public 
information do not exist. 

__ Loas of votina and land uae right.a in new SSC zoning controlled area 

7.QUISITION 

__ Land acquiaition representativea have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

/Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studiee that are required to 
commit Federal Funda (or SSC construction. Thie puta Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

__ Property values on or cloae to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" compensation 
plane have not been released. There are no provisiona to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowuere that want to eacape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excesaive loaau. 

__ Even though eite-apeci(lC desians have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be !"Jq,Uired for electrical and natural gas easements. 

/.Subsurface riahta" only will be purchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
riaka. 
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Leginnmg, '°"'wee "'""""d <o bo H billion; now i< ie '"id <o be bo<ween 7.8 billion end 11.7 
billion. 

__ Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollar11 are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVffiONME."'l'TAL Ir.IPACT 

~thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site aelection. 
11isrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

~dioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination auch as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

/d . ta! . fro . . __ A verse environmen effect.a to local springs and creeks m tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
ac.:t1orui of a thoughtleas neighbor. 

/y// Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

Construction noise and air pollution durin1 and after the construction period. 

Increa.aad environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

__ The poseibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, whic.:h will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

__ The ability of tha DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangeroua URS as it sees fit in the future. 
~ ~d target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increaae radioactivity prod1,1ction. * /v(,/" The Department of Energy ha1 been unable to safely manaee the majority of it• other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manaae the Super Collider facility without independent 
overaieht (eeneral and 1cientitlc). 

Sinc.erely, 

Print Name: G..r-6 R.J;....::- W · .L..A-w -rot.J M. 

!'l.10 Sforut: 4.....,...t-Address: 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK: 

D......_ ma.. E>~;,1:e-.1: 

;:,_ • .._ (!.~:10.. ;.<.. SS<. l.J<. d. .v...f 
,-; ...... ; . ~ ......... ...-,. 

.,_......, ..-.u.( 7- ......:.. - 1.-J ,...._ 

,;~~ ... ..{ ti- S>c.. I·-'--"""-' 
..,1o......1 ........ -.t..'-l-.:.. o-..,t ,..,.g_.i. 

~ -'* ,,,.:11 i.-........ - t.,.;1J ''"--. 

"'I' r~~ s ~ ~ 1-a-· ~ 
Do.,...·.J.. 'f!...._:tc.t +'<.. SS~. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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PUBLIC COMl\'lENT 

OUR PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

ATIENTION: 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPI'EMBE!VOCTOBER 1990 

MESSAGE 

Submission 168, Page 1 of 2 

RECEIVED 

OCT 1 5 1990 

U.S. DEPT OF EN ERG ( 
SSC PROJECT OFFiCE 

Many Ellis County residents and L"\X payers Affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I hnve 
checked beiow. 

GENERAL 

£__ The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas Nntionnl Research Lnborntory Commission (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

A_ Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texas site was chosen . 

..1,__ The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

L_ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
<luestions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dnlla!V'Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

-1_ Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

L Ln.nd acquisition representntives hnve not fulfilled their pron1iscd obligations to fnmilies being reloc:itcd . 

.2S..._ Lnnd is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County properly and tax money at undue risk. 

~ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

A Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

~ "Subsurface rights" only will be purchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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COST 
£__ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

_j;_ Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
I0cal taxpayers, while SSC land properly tax dollars are being depleted nm:·tax rolls. 

K Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
rlation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

_L A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

L_ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathwi'lyFI in th~ Austir. chalk. Poter.tin! chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as t.richloroethylene spill nt Stanford accelerator . 

.x_ Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
s}rstem. It appears that we are not. protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

~ Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

'i::__ Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period . 

..::£_ lncrea.ed environmental risk from low level radioaotive wa.U. that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

:f:___ The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site . 

..:!:..__ Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

:!:::__ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

:£..__ The Department of Enerb'Y haR been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversii:!ht (genera] an<:I RciPntific). 

Sincerely, 

Print Name: 

Address: 

Ja4. & 5.,, 'Winninifoun 
'.!(/. 3, '.Ba,:231, 'f"{ 1446 
'W~, 'IX 75165 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BAC[{, 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENIAL 

OCT l 6 19SO 

1'4$RQS; 4\lf:'llLJ£ Sl.l·T~ •;Qo 

DAL~AS -t:7)(A,S ~SZ02:·21'3: 

Mr. Thanes 4, 8all11eu! 
SCS-SEIS ProJect Hanaeer 
Ch1ce90 ()per1tion1 Oft1ce - EMO 
u.s. Deoartnient of E,,.r9y (OOE) 
1800 South Casa Avanua 
Ar90nna, Il11no1a S0,39 

0.1r Mr. 8al11181JI: 
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PRorecr10N AGENCY 

In accordanct with respons1billt1es under Sectlon 309 of the Clean Alr Act 
the N1tlonal Envlronmtntal Polley Act (NEPA), and th• Council on Environme~tal 
Quality (CEQ) lla9ulatlon1 tor Impl-ntfng !1£'PA, the Re9fon 8 Offlce of the 
u.s. EnvirClfllllllntal Protection Aeency (EPA) h•s reviewed your Draft Suppla
mentel EnvfrOftllllntal Impact Statement (SE!S) for the proposed construction and 
opar1t1on of the Suparconductln9 Super Coll Ider (SSC) in fllla County, Toxas. 

The SSC would be 1 state-of-the-art lebor1tory f1c111ty des1aned to 
tnvest19ate the bas1c structure of m&tt1r through h19h energy physles and 
would be tht lar191t ac!ent1f1c instrument ever bu11t. 

On November 10, 198!, the Secretary of Energy 1dent1f1td the Texas site aa the 
preferred alternative for tht location of the SSC. Tht OOE publ1sh•d • 
Final EIS 1n "tc8111ber 1988, and a Record of Dec111on was signed that 
documented COE'• decl1fon to proceed with tht SSC and to fo.,,,,,lly select tht 
s1te 1n e111s County. 

In tht EIS and tht Record of Decision, tht OOE CCllllllltt•d to prepare a Suppla
mental EIS prior to construction to provide 1110re lndepth an1lysis of Pot•nt1a1 
envfrOl1llMlnt•1 flllj)actt. The 8uppl1111N1nt provides 11t ... 1pecif1c 1nalys11 
relevant to an exact location or footpr1nt of th• ssc project fac111t11a. 

th t tht SEIS Is not a new £!$ but only a Syool..,.nt 
It ls important to noteWhe~ no ti9"lflcant chenees to' 11te infol'l!lation neve 
to the earlier 'tthtudr9es EIS the suppll!!!fnl relies on the an1ly11s and 
occurred .•inc• • doCUMnt EPA perfonned a eomprehen$1ve 
aas11111111nt1 present In tha: ~:;~~~~ied no significant •nv1ronmental lasuea 
rivlew of this document •1° t of the SSC at tha T•••s site. asaoc11ted with tn. elev• Qllllllln 

ha tad a b1t1nt11Jly olnca tho earll•r EIS. 
;~ !:j!~':~.::n~":,s~:;. ~~ ~tl~ll~ • 1&~9• o:,:1 ~~n~~~to~~ 1 ~i ~ 1=~1~~d 
c1rcumferanca, w1th1n wh1ch,countar ~otat~~~~tn! December 1988 ElS, aame 
by SOM 10,01010 ~~per~~~u~~~:1:·~~ ~•lmlJa SSC perfor1111nce, accommodate da119n deta • ... ve ....., """' 
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technical aspects, and to avoid or 
mtntal impacts. Evaluation of the ;~~stantially minimiza ootent1al environ
from geologfoal testing have resulted i design and additional knowledge gained 
col11dar footprint, service and cam u n more precise positioning of the 
and other project features, Overal~ 't~re::isut1lity corridors, access roads, 
analysis of the likely impacts 

0 
' • provides a more comprehensive 

and provides specific mitigatio~ occur from l:>oth construction and operation 
iropacta. measures to avoid and minimize unavoidable 

The following COlll'!Mlnts are offered for consideration in preparation of the 
Final Supplemental EIS. 

Air Qyality Impact A1111sment 

1. Although the discussion on page 3-69 of i;he Draft SEIS accurately dHcrib-
11 the methodology r1cC1111M1nded by EPA Reg1on a for est1mat1ng background Pl4-
10 (particulate matter w1th aerodynamic d1amet1r1 less than or equal to 10 
<mi), the results (41.2 ug/m1 for the 24-hOur and 22.1 ug/m1 for the annual 
concentration) are different than expected. Conversation between Argonna 
Nat1ona1 Leboratory and the EPA Region a Air Programs Branch staff indicated 
the PM-10 background for Ellis County to be between 10 to 1& ug/m1 for the 24-
hour concentration, We ask that the levels given on page 3•6e for the 
background concentration be explained in th• F1na1 SEIS. 

2. In regard to the above PM-10 11ti111at11 f'or background concentration, •• 
ask that DOE hive Argonne estimato using dispersion mode11ng the concentra
tions due to the b1ckground sources listed 1n Table 3.16 on page 3-70. These 
should Include Ch1p1rral StMl, Gifford H11 'I C-nt, Owens Corn1ng Flber911ss, 
Texas Industries, City of W1x1hachl1, eoxcrow Cement, R.W. McKinney and T. 
Jones and Company and any others appe1rin9 on th• Toxas Point Sourca Data Base 
System for the SSC exc .. dlng one gram per second (9/s) emission rate. Thi 
1mpacta from these aources sh0u1d bt evaluated with the SSC contributions and 
compared to the PM-iO National Ambient Air Quality Standard for the project 
affected rec:eptors. Th1s 1nformat1on sl1oll1d be included in the Final SElS. 

3, In the F1na1 SEIS, 1t would be helpful If Argonne could explain wheth9r it 
1s discounting the modeling results d11cu1sed on page 4-54 of the Draft 
suppl11111nt for "wind erosion· days. 

RJd1o1og1c11 l!l!!eCtl 
Draft &EIS 1dent1flel the annual COlllllltted Effective Das• 

~~ul~:~n:-~~E~)~celved by an Individual I~~~··: ~~a.,:;op:~u~~!sb~~~~ound 
radiation at 380 m1lllrem1 (mr..,). -ver, a • • d parisons 
tlf1e• the CEDE oa 100 mrem, and thla value 1a u11d In th9 oae COlll • 
This discrepancy shOuld bl clarified In the F1no1 $upp1.,..nt. 

2 on P•11' 4-8i Table 4,20 ldent1fles tl'le ,...,,. d11lnte9rat1on energy for 
1~1....-2a 00 o.oi MeV. our sources llat thll energy 11 1.27 MeV. This 
discrepancy and any doses calcolatad using the 0.02 M•V value should be cor
rected in the Final Sul>l)lement. 
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We classify llOUr Draft. EIS 11 Lack of ObjKt1•)n (LO). -••er, we are 
rwquestin9 •OIMI additional lnfonnatlon In the area of air quality l•pact 
aa'8t..,.nt for the PM-10 air Quality standard to Insure that the llOSt accurate 
analysis Is provided In the Final SEIS. 

our classification w111 be P11bl11hed 1n the f.ldll:ll fttallter accordlne to our 
responsibility to lnfor'll the pUbllc of our views on the proposed Federal 
actlona, under Section 300 of the Clean Air Act. 

lie appreciate the oppartunlty to review the Draft SEIS. Plea'8 send our 
office five eoples of the Final SEIB at the .... tl.e It la '8nt to the Office 
of Federal activities, U.S. Envlronnental Protect1on Agency, 401 M Street, 
s.w., Washington, D.C. 20460. 

rrr•~Y~ 
~ ~. ~&yton° Jr., P.E. 
O . Rational Adll1nistrator 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY 
FORT WORTH DISTRICT. CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

P 0. BOX 17300 
FORT WORTH. TEXAS 76102·0300 

"EF'~Y TO 
ATTENTlON OF 

Planning Division 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
SSC-SEIS Project Manager 

October 11, 1990 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Chicago Operations Office - EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, IL 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

This is in reference to your request for comment on the Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Superconducting 
Super Collider. The U.S. Army Engineer District, Fort Worth, has 
reviewed the document and has nothing further to add than was in our 
letter dated May 24, 1990 (copy enclosed for ease of reference). 

Sincerely, 

/ I )('(1 
: ~~;ef;l, 'P.E~ A·if 
Jhi~Planning Division 

Enclosure 
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Thank you for ;.-(1\ll' corrt>svon.deucc of March 20, 1990, 
f(•llowing up corrE".-::.pondetH·t:' from your office of .\pril '.29, 1988, 
;\nd other interim C<JmmL1nicatinn, concerning the proposed 
con:,;t1·11ct.iun of the SUlJ(~r Conducting S11perc..:ollider (SSC} in 
Ellis County, Te~,:ls. .\s t.o.·c identified in our letter to your 
uff'.icf> of Ha~- :G, 1(188 1 this prujPc:t ha:::; bee11 ~.ts.signed f'ruject 
'.\ua1bt'r !~j88002i8i a) l future correspondence cnru.~crning yout· 
i.•r.:;ject ~bo1..1l<l ir.clude the projeL.:l htunbPr. Failure to 
rPferencc the proJ.:·~o:·t number on future C':ot't'espo11Jence may 
rt---;11lt in dE:-la:--·. 

The ~SC project has bf·~'n revie~·•e<l in accordance 1.-1 th 
.:.;,-··t.ion -10-t of tht.' :·1f·.~111 \,·:1tt""r Acl and Sc~ctio11 10 of Lhe RiY(:·r~, 

~1):1 llarburs Act of 1899. Vndrr Section 40~, the U.S .. ~rmy 
Corps of Engineers re~tllal,~$· the dischurge of dredged and fil 1 
mnr,(>rial i.nto t,·ater!; of the l'nitc>d State~;, in(·luding r1djac•.'nl 
•.e! ld?tds. An,\~ drt~dq;!'d er fi lJ m::1tc_-..rin.l 1jlac:E:'d be lo,~· the 
elevntion of the c>rdi11~ry t1i~h ~ater ffiill'~ of a ~tream r1r lake, 
11r a11 adjacent \.t.'etlaud, re~jll i.·res prior !H·partment of th<.. Army 
·luth•.)riza.tion in the form uf a permit. The Coc·ps re:-;ponsi-
1.i..lit~· under Section 10 is t() re·5ulate o.n:-· Kork in, v1· 
d.ffecting, na,·iiable h'c:tto::-rs vf the C11it0;~d States. 

Based on ~'our s11bmillt1l, ~1nd oLh~·r inform:...ttiun a\;ti.lablc Lr .. 
us, ~e hn\·e det~rmine<l ll1at tt1ere -~re no ar~as on the 3it0 lli~I 
·11·~, $UbjPct tv Depar!rn(.~lll of the Army author-it:• under 
St:·<tion 10. Howe,·er, :1rt:'3.::; :;ubject to [ll:part.ment of t!it~ Army 
jui·iscJic1 ion undC'J' St.,.cion -10-1 exist i,iLhjn t.he 11roject a.r1;"d. 
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On April 30, 1990, P1·esley Hatcher, Jim To~nsenJ, and 
D:1vid :0-!adden, of m~· ~~t.1ff, \isited the project area, in1:ludin·.£ 
~~ecific sites ~l1ere st1rfac~ work is ~IOJected to occt1r. Tliat 
site \·isit ~•as conduc·ted t.·ith st[lff of the Department of Ener~y 
CLOE} ;1nJ :its ~:onsultants, llie Te~~as National Research 
L:1borator;.· C0mmi:>:";ion ( TNFlLC), and other federal and statP 
d;;cncit-'S. Our p11rpose in 8ttending the site visit was to 
C•.)nJ11ct an in\"e3tigation fur the purpose of a prelimiuary 
d~~terminalion of the limits of haters of the l:nited Stat"s 
llllder Section 40~ of the Cl~.1n KAter Act in thP proposed 
project area, nnd to ._1ddrr-·.:.s permitting requirements for the 
project under Section 404. 

Based on the ~lte ~i~it, ar1d ot1r review tif other 
information available to 11:;, \•e have determined that the extent 
of ot1r .ittrisdiction ir1 the p1·oject area is generally limited tri 
:_:;treams, and associat·~d impoundments, that are part of the 
snrface tributary s~·stem, and adjacent and isolated h·etla11ds. 
~i·llands are found in depressiunal areas along those streams 
· ... -here h:•dric soil exists and hydrophytic vegetation is 
dominant. The 011ly soil tl1.1t has been classifiecl as hydric br 
tl1c> L'.S. Department of Agriculture, Soil Conservation Ser,-ice 
(::cs), within the· 1.Jroject arl""·", is Trini t~~ clay, frequcntlJ~ 

flooded. This soil 111ar Le fot1nd witl1in the soil survey map 
unit Trinity clay, frequently flooded (Tc) 1 as well as 
iuclusions within otht.,r- map 11nits, particularly, Frio silt:-· 
clay, frequently flooded (Fsl. 

We have markt:.··.j the locat.ion of strea1ns 1 and associated 
in1poundments, that would fall within Ollr jurisdiction under 
Section 40~ in yellow on a set of the pruject area maps 
(U.S. Geological Sur,·ey topu~raphic base maps) that you and th~ 
TNRLC provided t0 us. Department of the Army authorization 
~ould be required for the discharge of dredged or fill material 
helo~ the elevation of the l>rdinary high water marks of the 
lli~hlighted streams, or into any impottnd1uents of those streams, 
ir1cluding adjacent, or isolated, ~etlands, 

A preliminary review of the information that you have 
provided indicates thut the constr11ction and operation 
activities associated with the SSC project may have a 
relatively minor impact on ~~1ters of the United States, and may 
be authorized under Section ~04 by on~ 01· more general permits. 
Hf_·'·'"'ver, ... .-e cannut prnYid...,- you ... .-ith a final deteI"mination until 



1 
(cont'd) 

2-281 Submission 170, Page 4 of 5 

-3-

niore information is,. av9.il:\bl· un tht• location of prvject 
f,_~·aturt.•:.;. Plea~,e pr(J\-idc u; h·i Lh preliminary design 
informat i.;n \·:ht->n .il is a.YaLlal·le so thut we ma:·; complete our 
1·e\·iew ~1r the lJl'O,j!'C't, fnformation that "ill be n(_'t:'ded 
incl11des Lbc amounl (;f m.'J.tE1·ial i tem};o1·a1·y •Jr permanent l tr~ bf' 
.Jj::;chai·~t:d, the lt)(;<iti·.'>ll ,">fall. dist.::harges on a suitable map, 
«nJ pl.oil• an.i profilf. \·i,'hS of lJOrtio11'-'. uf your project that ir·p 

cu11:~.tr1.L-.t:<:>d. thron.;L ar.~a:::; th~1t m:l.y include ~-,_1tC'l'S of the l 1nitC"d 
'.:- l 'l 1 f' -· 

Fo1· you1· inforn1ati11n, th~ Cl~an Wat.er Act, and the ,')ection 
~J-11~.)ll) Guidelln~s r~jl' t•\nlLlating discharges of dredged or 
fill mat~rial into ~~1lers uf the Uliitcd States, incltlding 
,1djacent wet.lands, st·t furth ,-i goal of restoring and 
n .. :i.inl.::ti.ni11~ e~•istin~ cn.:i.u~ltic r(-';:o;ourcc~->. In kcepin~ h·itli these 
reqllire111ents, the Corps of Ellgi11e•.:.~rs policy in Section -10.t 
permitting is to :;t1·i\·c to .::t\·oi:I adverse impacts anJ offset 
tinavoidal>le adversP impacts to existing aquatic resources, and 
f·)r ~ctlan<ls, to 5tri\·e tu acl1ievc a ~oal of no overall 11et 
l<JSS of \·alues a11J ft1nctions. 

It is importilnt to remember that the Section ~04(bl( l) 
(.i11idelines alloh~ permit issunnce for only the least 
~-11\·ironmentally damo~ing pr3cticable alternative. All 
v1·acticable alte1·r1ati,rs ru11st be evaltaated in the procE•ss of 
de\ eloping any projt~•. t \1·hich require~-; nn indi\·iUual ;:;c.~ction -tO--t
P(~rmit. 

Our re\·iew of the proposed SSC proj12ct, anJ the plaunj ng 
i·ffr.'1·ts of the DOE and the TNHLC to date, reve3l a strong 
C\Jmmitment to a,·oiding imp:_1~:ts on the natural environment, 
p=1rticularly watr~rs of the United St.-ltes, to the ma:·:imum l." .• tent 
1-Jl'i.lCticable. WP commC'nd you for those efforts, nnJ encour.J.gc 
:-- ~·U t.o continut; that cc·mm i_ tuu .. ·nt throu~bout the planning, 
C(:in3truction, and operation of t.he project. 

Thank you for :-·our i11Le;;·rcst in our nation's hater 
l"E•sources, and for the opportuni tr to provide inptit into the 
plauning process for the SSC projt~cL. If )70U h:~ve .~1dditionul 
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cinc.;1·vly 

L. ~J. H~n·:ki1.1·-;, Jr. 
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l•pll1....th 

1"'hi~·f, .;ffi·:c! Opc··1·:1ti.-:;n~.:; nr .. 111\··h 

Lricl c•.,,u1 <~:,.; 

···.:.t-'i''3 F11rni.->hr·d: 

'Ir. :like Smith, ft:·.i:Lo \nti..::ni:·il Hes(~arr·lt Laboratory Commi:::;:-;i,111 
J.~:C'l ~iorth lla1111Jt.0n 1 Su: tr' :;.:;~, De Soi·-), Texas 75115 

~ll'. Rolll11 !'-L1cHa2, I't,~.a::; l'.t1·t~:; anri V-'ildlif(~ Dc•partme11t 
-t:..'.00 Smith . .Schou! f;'ua.J, :\11~,i .. in, 1t:Ka::.; i8-l..J~ 

'!t'. Rubert M . .Sh_)t·t 1 U.S. Fi::>h and Wildlife St'·J'\ict."' 
F'.:'oloi;1·_·al S(·t·\ i.::E'~, 9...\:j~ Fritz Lanham Building 
ht'.? Taylor Stl'ePl, Fdrt \,·urth, Texas 7610::! 

~1r. Jere,- Saunder·~. U.S. ~n~iror1mental Prote~tio11 Ag~ncy 
Uci;;ion \'I, 1-l-lG Ru,,;::.; . .:..ve:nu1., fh1llas, Tc:-.n.::;. 75~02 
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PUBLIC CO.MMENT 

OUR PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

SUPER COU.IDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEP!'EMBE!\'OCTOBER 1990 

I 
Mr. Thomas A.Ba111:.ful 
U, S .Dept, of Energ~' .i EMO 
9800 South Cass Av{!nue 
Argonne, Illinois tlpi+39 

Many Ellis CQunty residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be the:1 landowners or 
neighbors to the proj;ict are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractort. Many have been intimidatud, belittled, ridiculed and geri.erally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally que1tlon the validity of the SSC project tor the following roa.1on• which I have 
-checked below. 

GENERAL 

/The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Ten.e National Reeearch Laboratory C-0mmi11ion (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful, They have withheld information and given continual ml!leading statements. 

/ Promises and taxation plan.1 made by Texas officials were Jl.Ot made public until aft er the bond electi6n 
and after the Texas 1lte was chosen. 

/ The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will he severely diminished. 

/ With few exce~.1tiou, local and area news media have neglected or refused any advE.rse st.atements or 
queation.1 about the s::;c. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County reaido.~te who aubacribe to. regional Dalla.4'Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

__ Lou ofvotinl' and land uee ril'hte in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITIO?;· 

__ Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to fu:ailies being relocated. 

/Land is being 11urchaaed prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies ·;hat are required to 
commit_ Federal Funda for SSC construction. Tb.ls puts Ellis County property and tax moi:my at undue risk. 

/ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. ~subsurface ri1:hte" compensation 
plllll.I have not been releued. There are no proviaiona to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental riaks nnd property devaluation. Many landowneni that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out uceuive loues. 

__ Even though sit3·specific designs have been released, no one can tell u1 where and how much more land 
will be required for ele.ctrical and natural gas easement.a. 

/ "Sub1urf'ace ri{iht.aN only will be pl.ll'Chaaed U.\ non-facility locations. Families are eJt:pected to live directly 
over or Adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increued health, safety and unknown experimental 
riaka. 

Rec.1.:1~1;;'.l u1 L1 .. 1.1'-----------
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cay 
.At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7 ,8 billion and 11. 7 

billion. 

/ Rapid and un.'latural growth of required wnenities such as roads, schools, etc. exp1!cted to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land properly tax dou.il-s a.re being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, Tarran-; and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much. more than Ellis County and probably TaITant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTA.T, IMPACT 

/ A thorough geologic study was not done be!ore the decision was made on SSC site 313:lection, 
Misrepresentation a':ld disregard for presence of t:hallow ground water aquifers and stabiEty of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

/ Radioactive ~..cintamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable, migration of subsurface 
rad.ioactiviiy by wafrJr through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential ch.1:111ical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

/ Adve.ru envil"onmental effe.ct& to lccal springs and creeks from tunneling and exca.vation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected unJ.er Texas 1aw for loss of groundwater re11ources caused by 
actions of a thoughtlass neighbor. 

/ Disregard for recent studies demonstratin1r th.e dangers of low level ionizing radiat;on. 

/ Construction 01oise and air pollution durin.r and after th& construction period . 

._.L. Increased en·-.rironmental risk from low level radioaciive waste that will be stored ou SSC grounds and 
periodically transp0rted over local roads. 

/ The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

/Indefinite an9wers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

/ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC 'tacility to more dangerous uses as it se£:s fit in the future. 
A (uced target accelc~:ator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivit:• production. 

/ The Depart:.::.1.ent of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majorit:r of its other facilities 
in the United Stat:es. It can not be trusted t•"> manage the Super Collider facilit~' without independent 
oversieht (general and scientific}. 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON llACKi 
OUR PROPERTY 'ts PARCEL /J7}6 (SEE ENCLOSED MAP). TO DATE .THE TNRLC CANNOT 
OR WILL NOT TELL US IF WE ARE ACTUALLY I~CLUDED IN THE DUMPING STATION. 
THIS IS OUR HOME THEY ARE PLAYIKG WITH NOT THEIRS. WE HAVE NOT RECEIVED 
TRUTHFIJL~S~f.Rs TO OUR QUESTIONS> WE COULD NOT POSSIBLY. BELL OUR PROPERTY 

(OVER) 
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(cont'd) 
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EVEN IF WE WANTED TO. WE HAVE WORKED VERY HARD TO PURCHASE OUR HOME 
AN~ TO IMPROVE IT. IF THE TUNNEL GOES UNDER OUR PROPERTY, OR EVEN IF 
IT JUST COMES CLOSE, WE WON'T BE ABLE TO GIVE OUR HOME AWAY. EVERYONE 
IS VERY AFRAID OF LIVING ANYWHERE CLOSE TO THE GREAT SSC. IF THEY MUST 
TUNNEL UNDER US, l FEEL THEY SHOULD BUY OUR HOME OUTRIGHT. I HAVE ASKED 
THE QUESTION OF THE TNRLC WHAT THE RESTRICTIONS FOR THE USE OF THE TUNNEL 
WILL BE AFTER THEY PURCHASE IT. THEY RESPONDED BY SAYING THEY COULD USE 
IT FOR ANYTHING THEY WANTED TO AND WE HAD NO CONTROL OVER IT. I ASKED 
IF THEY COULD EVEN USE IT FOR A NUCLEAR WASTE DUMP. THEY SAID THAT WAS 
NOT THEIR INTENTIONS BUT, THEY COULD USE IT FOR THAT PURPOSE IF THEY 
DECIDED TO. I REALLY DON'T THINK IT IS FAIR FOR OUR GREAT GOVERNMENT TO 
EXPECT US TO LIVE UNDER THESE CONDITIONS. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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PARCEL SKETCH 
NATIONAL RESEARCH LABORATORY 

COMMISSION 
MARCH 22, ~. 990 

~--------· 



TO' 

ATTENTION, 

SUBJECT' 

DATE' 

MESSAGK 

L-287 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

OUR PUBLIC Ol'FICIALS 

Lllc"l~' {J (3~; 1F .. ~1 

SUPER COlLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBEIVOCTOBER 1990 

Submission 172, Page 1 of 2 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treat.ed in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

~ ~Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
have not been truthtul. They have withheld information and given continual mislendingJl.!!lte~ 

~mises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not mRde public until after the bond election , 
and ~the Texas $ite was chosen. 

L_ .Jlt'iiuality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

_/ __ W W'i"th few exceptions, local and l\l'E!B news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalla&"Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
i~~ do not exist. 

~ IA88 of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

~/ ~d acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

~dis being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

r/~Pr-operty values on or dose to the SSC have ~en adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escage the SSC experimental 
~a can not l!'~ll-~~e.~ prope~ .. !!"ith out excessive losses. 

~n though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

/ ~urface rights" <>nly *ill. be purchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
o~clj,gcert to eyperimental SSC tunnel and gccep• increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. -
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~the beginning, cost was estimate_d to be 4.4 billion; now it is .said to be between 7.8 billing and 11.7 
billion. -

L Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
loc7ers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax roll!'!. 

__ Ellis, Tan-ant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

~~borough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site seleclion. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

~dio8.c~ive .cOntamina~~on o_f soil and ground water Crom SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause ~xtensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

~dverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It·appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actio'?sJ.f a thoughtless neighbor. · 

ftDisregard foe recent studies demonstrating the danwws of~_level ionizing rRdiatjoo. , 

~ ~~truction noise and air pollution during and after the constni:ion period. 

~ncreased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically trS:nsported over local roads. 

~possibility of producing mixed hauu-dou• wa•le, which will be •tored above ground on the SSC site. 

~ 1_/1efinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

£The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A :lX~et accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

~e Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilitie!i 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
overSight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

&iRnk= 

Print Nameo -,/-/!-'-'-1.L/_,/J'-'1---'('-;-'!)-";'-'~4r_· ___ _ 

Address: ef 1 fio.v//JL' 

(, f.c>,V 7/( 7-5 ti. 5 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 



TO: 

ATTENTION: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

OUR PUBLIC OFF!C!ALS 

SUPER COWDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBEJ.VOCTOBER 1990 

Mr. Thomas A.Baillieul 
U.S.Dept. of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the validity ot the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

~he Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
have not been trnthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements . 

........--Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texas aite was chosen. 

/The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

,........--With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to.regional Dall8.$"Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

L Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUIS!TION 

__ Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

~·Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. Th.is puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

__ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

~ ~ven though site·specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

/"Subsurface rights" only will be purchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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~~the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

~pid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local ta.".-payers, while SSC land properly tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

~llis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parta of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

~thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
11isrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

~dioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

~verse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

~regard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

~nstruction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

Vr:creased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

~e possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

~definite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

__ <.bility of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fDced target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

~e Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

Address: I 0 1-. '-£ kl I ..S 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK: 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

OUR PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

De_,./. 0 ( G ,Je "'i '( 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

DATE SEPTEMBEIVOCTOBER1990 

MESSAGE: 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENE)tAL 

_J_ ~ Th-e Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) h7 not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual mi.sl.eadilJl;L!.!!'_tements. 

__ Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until aft.er the bond election 
anJ:r the Texas site was chosen. 

J The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

__ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalla!l'Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
informftion do not exist. 

_J_ "Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

~ AQUISITION 

__ Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

J Land is being purchased prior to completion ~f the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
cJit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

__ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

__)_Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land wJ required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

"Subsurface rights" only will be purchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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cos;r 
......J.L.. At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

J &pid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc:. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property true dollars are being depleted fron1 tax rolls. 

/ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other pnrts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

_d A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

J Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

--.L. Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

J Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

J" Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

/Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

J The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

_L_ Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

' 
/ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 

A fixej-target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

--t,L' The Department of Energy has been unable to safely mnnnge the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

signature 

Print Name' ----b{)"""""")e~_,_U..,.Jr??=-.c):_=' '---
Address: e f -3 t'aY !If 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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DATE: 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

OUR PUBLIC OFFICIALS 

SUPER COLLIDER(SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPl'EMBE!VOCTOBER 1990 

Mr. Thomas A.Baillleul 
U.S.Dept. of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass.Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Many Ellis County residents and ta.x payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I per1onally question the validity of the SSC project for the following rea111on• which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

_'_ The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (Th'RLC) 
have not been truthtul. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

__ Promises and taxation plan1 made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Tex'-s site wu chosen. 

__ The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

_. _ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetinga primarily occur in local papere that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County reaidentawho subec.ribe to.regional Dallat/Ft. Worth newapapen. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

__ Losa of voting lmd hmd use rights in new SSC zoning cont.Nlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

__ Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled thelrpromised obligations to families being relocated. 

__ Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Fund.a for SSC construction. This puta Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

__ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. •subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental riaka and property devaluation. Many landownen that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out exceaaive loasea. 

__ Even though eite-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gaa easements. 

__ "Subsurface rights• only will be purchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
riske. 
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COST 
_._. _ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 1 l.7 
billion. 

__ Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much moni than Ellis County and probably Te.rTant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

__ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and diErregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and etabi!ity of geologic 
formatione in Ellia County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

_
1
_·_ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 

radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

_, _ ..;_dverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss or groundwater resources caused by 
actions or a thoughtless neighbor. 

Disregard r?r recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

_,_ The possibility or producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

__ lnder1nite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

__ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

_._ The Department ot Energy ha• been unable to 11ately manage the majority ot it• other facilitiea: 
ln the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Colllder Cacllity without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

PrintName: DortorH~ B GRAHA/VI 

Addreso: II'/ RICHMOND DR. 

WA XA !ll!Cil!Et TX 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK: 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

OUR PUBLIC OFFIC!ALll 

SUPER COLL!DER(SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPI'EttBEWOCTOBER 1990 

Mr. Thorn.JS .\,l3..iill.ieul 
U.S.Dept. of Energy, [110 
9500 South Cass ~venue 
~rgonne, Illinois OO~J9 

~lany Ellis County residents and tax payera affected by the Super Collider be they landov.nel"'3 or 
neighbors to the project are veey disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC cont.ractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the validity ot the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

__ The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (T.'.'TlLC) 
have not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements,,; 

__ Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texas site was chosen. 

_.::.._ The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

__ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majont~ 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dall~. Worth newspapers. Normal charui.els for public 
information do not exist. 

::....:.__ Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

lA."'D AQUISITION 

Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

__ Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk 

__ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

__ Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

__ "Subsurface rights" only will be purchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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COST 
____ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 bil110n and 11. 7 
billion . 

..:.....--- Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, et<:. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

E!'.VTilO~"l"TAL 11\fl>ACT 

__ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
\lisrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

:'--_.- Radioactive conta.min.ation of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration oi subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

--· __ Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for toss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

__ Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site 

Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for res.earch. 

The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangetvulll uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

~ The Department a( Energy has been unabJe ta safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

(-
Print Name: _>,_,kc;,..;....<' • .,.7.___.1, ... ,.-Lz-,,_=-----

/ 
Address: (,/ 11) ii 

~ )Jl?/ 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK: 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 

;-.(·.'-« 



2-297 Submission 177, Page 1 of 1 

TE\:.\S '\\TIO'\.\[, RESL\IH H L\BORATOR\ C0\1\llSSIO'\ 

1801 '.Hampton Rd .. Suite .aoo 
DeSoto. Texas 7511 S 
Phone: (214} 709-.1800 

Telefax: (214) 709-S491 

Thomas A. Baillieul 
ssc-SEIS Project Manager 
Department of Energy 
Chicago Operations Office 
9800 south Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

1-800-228-.1972 

October 11, 1990 

RE: TNRLC RESPONSE AND COMMENT TO THE DRAFT 
SUPPLEMENTAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

Dear Tom: 

Noted below is the TNRLC response and comments to the 
Draft of the Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement 
(DSEIS). 

The TN~LC has been pleased with the efforts of the 
Department of Energy, Argonne National Laboratory, and the 
SSC Laboratory in the thorough identification and analysis 
of the environmental impacts of the SSC Project. The 
members of the Texas State Agency Executive Committee have 
reviewed the DSEIS and have provided their comments. This 
process has shown that the impacts on the environment will 
be minimal, and where there are impacts, mitigative measures 
will be initiated. 

The TNRLC and members of the State Agency Executive 
Committee stand willing to assist in the development and 
implementation of the Mitigation Action Plan and will 
implement independent monitoring programs to ensure that the 
SSC will be respectful of the environment of the State of 
Texas. 

PSS/vas 

!. rel~~ ! '/{'·~ 
l ~s .. afford 

Associate Director, 
Site Development 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

OUR Pl:'"BLIC OFFICIALS 

SlTFErr COLl..!DER(SSC) PRODLE:VtS 

SEPfE~1BER!OCTOI3ER 1991) 

11r. Tho"'"JS ,\.1Ju1llit:1Jl 
U.S.·l,~µt. uf t:nt:rgy, 1-1-10 
9':lUIJ So·Jlh Cc1'3s .l..\enue 
l\r'J'1r1r ·-·, lllir1ois 6043'.J 

:-.1any Ellis County residents nnd tux payers 11.ffecwd by the Super Collider be they landov.rncr~ or 
neighbors to the project are ver; distw-bed and antP"Y about the treatment received from the 'r.-.'RLC, DOE, 2..id 

their SSC contractors. r....1a."1y have been iptimi:i~~~. beli~;!eE., ri__ili~1.1J_e_d and generally treated in a din-espe;clfi.:.l 
manner. I personally question tho validity of the SSC project for tho followinl: reasons whieh I have 
~~below. 

GEXERAL 

__!'::_ The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (T:\lU.C; 
have not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements 

__!'::.._ Promise9 and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond ~lect_i?n 
and after the Texas site was chosen . 

..J:::::::_ The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

_l__ \Vith few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statement:> or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of pub tic meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the Inajor:ty 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalls.cfFt. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
inforn1ation do not exist. 

V- Loss of voting ti.nd land use rii;ht.s in new SSC zoning controlled area 

L\ND AQUISITION 

Land acquisition rcprosentativcs have not fulfilled their promised oblii;atione to families being relocateJ.. 

V Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environment.al Studies that nre required ·..o 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money nt undue risk. 

_k:::_ Ptope.rty values on or close to tho SSC have been ad•:erscly affected. "Sybe.Hrlftce rjghts" coa1pensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluution. Many lao.downers that want to escape the SSC experimental 
i:_r.!.~c-~_n'?t .. ~~l]-~heir property with_?~~.~<:=~~!i':'.~ las~~.:.. ·----·--------· ·--· ._ ..... --· · ·--- ~--

_l._ Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much n10re land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easemen_ts . 

..k:._ "Subsurface rights" only will be purchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
ri!ikS. 
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co~T . . . . _ 
.x__ At the beginning, cost was estCT.atcd tv be 4.4 b1liion; now it is said to be betw.:.en 7.8 billion and 11.' 

billion. 

___l.:__ Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be fin:.inccd by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollu .. :s are being depleted from tax rolls . 

....L:_ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the st:i.te and 
nation are benefiting much oore than Ellis Co•.:.nty and probably Tarrant County also 

E!\V'IRON?-IE..'l"TAL Il\fi>ACT 

~ AJ_horough geologic study was not done before the d~~\sion ~as nm.de on SSC site select~~n. 
:-.tisrepres;nlafion and d.isreg8.r.f for presence of shallow ground water aquifer.> and stability 0f gcdog"ic 
fr.'n:natiorus in Ellis County. ~.complete hydrological study to date. 

J. Rad.ioacti\"e contfilnination of 5oil and ground water from SSC op_ei·ation Probable mi_S!.ation of suLsurface 
rfilll.2a.ctitj°fy by water through fractured iix:k pathways in the Austi._n chalk~ Po~ntial c-h~~ic.:tl-sp1ll.~~~ a!s;
c~~.eict.ensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at StITT\f.·rd accelerator 

_:,.____ A'.ive~e er.vironmenta.l effcc!s to local springs and creeks from tunneling anrl excavation of fr~ct.;.i1'1)<l ro..:k 
system. It appears that .,...e are not protected under Texas law for loss of ~undwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

_\_ ~...::regard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing rad~~ion 

V Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

_,_ Increasoj environmental risk from low level radiuactive waste thi.t will be stored on SSC gri..n:n(!~ ar.J 
periodically transported over local roads. 

___k::_ The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on thv SSC slte 

___k_ Indefinite answers about wh::i~ will become of the tunnel after it. no longer is used for research. 

' 1·~ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fLxed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

-~- The Department of Energy has boen Wlable to safely manage the majority or its other facilities 
ln the United State11. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider fo.cllity without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

S in.cerely, 

~ 

I 1 / 1-;i:~.i 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE ;IND ON BACK: 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 

'' , 
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COMMISSION 

ROBERT H OEDMA"J CHA1RMA,_ 

RAY STOKER. JR 

WAYNE B OUDDLESTEN 

STATE DEPARTME~T OF HIGH\\o'A\'S 
A'D Pt:BLIC TRASSPORTATION 

P.O. 80\ .•061 
l>AI I ~'- If_'\~' '~l!l·.1061 

,zl., JlU-6100 

October 12, 1990 

Comments to Superconducting Super collider's (SSC) Draft 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement (SEIS) 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul: 

ENGINEER O•RECTQR 

ARNOLD,/>/ OLl\/ER :> E 

CONTACT 

We have reviewed the Draft SEIS and are attaching our comments 
marked in red. In addition, we offer the following comments: 

Page 2-27. Table 2.2 

1. There are several roadway improvements, omitted in this 
table, which have been authorized by Minute Order (M.O.) 
86105 dated July 29, 1987 by the State Highway and Public 
Transportation commission. A copy of the M.O. is attached, 
and these should be included in the table. 

2. There are other roadway improvements scheduled in Ellis 
County which are unrelated to the SSC project but will 
benefit the ssc. These projects are contained in the 
Department's Project Development Plan (PDP), and a note 
should be added stating this. 

3. Please be aware that the State Department of Highways and 
Public Transportation (SDHPT) is currently coordinating with 
the TNRLC to establish a masterplan of roadway improvements 
for the entire SSC area. At this time, only a draft 
transportation plan has been done, and a more comprehensive 
study is underway. We suggest that a note be added stating 
that modifications to the table may occur based upon the 
completion of this study. 
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Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
October 12, 1990 
Page 2 

Page 4-115. Table 4.30 

Submission 179, Page 2of18 

In this table, we note that traffic volumes have been forecasted 
and converted into design hourly volumes for peak construction 
and full operation years. As previously mentioned, we are 
currently coordinating efforts with the TNRLC to finalize a 
masterplan of roadway improvements for the SSC area. It will be 
necessary to determine traffic volumes in the design year as a 
key component in this process. Please add a note that the table 
may be modified based upon further study. 

Attachments 

sincerely, 

John V. Blain, Jr., P.E. 
District Design Engineer 
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TABLE 2.2 Estimated Traffic Flows and Proposed Roadway Improvem_~nts i,./ fio po..7 s {II-' 1'wf<a•u .. lfl1V1 tr( 

Route Segment 

• t1<¥e Oe.sce;pf(,..._ 1988 
/V <<. cl <G{') Average SSC Construe-

Lenglh Llaily Added ti on ? Type of Improvemenl (mi ) AOT" ADT Year 

--~------- ··-----

Reconstruction 

F.M. 66 

Wright Road 

Long Branch Road 

Subtotal 

Upgrading 

Honeysuckle Road 

Bo:z:ek Lane 

Gun Club Road 

Loma Linda/ 
Pritchett roads 

SS( <Arv1f•.S 

I-35E to "8cl mi i 
of 'reatho11se Br•nch 

I-JSE at F.M. 329 to 
F9 site 

F.M. 1387 to F2 site 

Sardis Road to E2 
access road 

S.H.d 34 to E7 access 
road 

I-35E to Patrick Road 

F.M. 813 to E4 site 

.fr,,.,,....... t-wo 
Reconstruct/\to four lanes, 
divided; additional ROWb 
(100 ft exist); replace 
bridge at I-35E 

Reconstruct ? 
Reconstruct i' 

Upgrade 

Upgrade 

Replace bridge at North 
Grove Creek; rcconstrl1Cl 
0.5 mi 

Upgrade; replace bridge 

'f. s;-
~ 3,400 3,300 I ? 

I. 5 N/Ac 100 ) 

" ' 
2. D N/A 100 

~ 

) ~ 

ik'JB.o 

I. 5 N/A 100 J 

0.9 N/A 100 3 

0.6 N/A 200 3 

0.8 N/A 100 3 

N 
I 

w 
0 
N 

(fJ 
c 
O' 
3 
c;;· 

"' 5· 
=> 

_"3 
'U 

£l 
CD 

"' 9. 

"' 



1988 
Average SSC Conslruc-

Length Daily Added ti on 
Route Segment Type of Improvemenl (mi) ADT8 AOT Year 

Upgrading (Cont'd) 

Holder Road U.S. 71 to E9 access Upgrade and profile 0.8 N/A 100 J 
road improvement at RR crossing N 

I 
w 

Bethel Road F.M. 876 to ElO site Upgrade; culvert crossing; O.B N/A 100 3 a 
w 

bridge replacement 

F.M. 1493 F.M. 876 to end of Add shoulders 2.2 680 2,000 
SDHPTe maintenance 

F.M. 876 
c..f R.~ (,-.._J<... 

I-35E . .i.0 faH. 141}1" Replace brid~e al Prong 0.1 1,100 2,100 
Creek 

o.,f OA 1 on Cv-..1d<, 
f'.M. 876 F.M. 1493 to f'j Ot:c Replace bridge at Onion 0.1 360 100 J 

lb.;~ .. -- Crf~ek 

U.S. 287 At F.H. 878 Revise 11orthbou11d exil and 0.1 N/A N/A 
southbound entrance ramps 

FH. 613 
(geom.) 

g' i_<;/00 (/) 
c 

F.M. 878 U.S. 2 8 7 t 0 .).Ai') Replace bridge al llonc .J:>..l=- ~ 850 l 
O" 
3 

Branch, upgrade 1 mi c;;· 

"' %0 5· 
F.M. 1722 F.H. 879 lo Turner Profile improvement al RR 2.0 ~ 100 3 " ~ 

Road crossing " ·'° ,, 
Subtotal _µ..a J!l 

<D .... 
9. 

"' 
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FIGURE 2.11 Existing Major Highways Network In Vicinity of SSC Site 
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FIGURE 2.12 Proposed Roadway Improvements in Vicinity of SSC Site (Source: 
Schwitters 1990) 
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TABLE 3.19 Measured Preconstruction Environmental L90 Sound Level 
Spectra a 

Surrogate 
Residual Sound Level (L~0 ) for Specified 

Octave Band Center reguenc~ (Hz) 
Measurement 

Location 31 63 125 250 500 lK 2K 4K BK Over al 1 

MD 41 40 32 27 20 14 11 8 6 24 
MG 43 42 38 28 26 21 17 17 13 29 
MH 45 42 32 24 21 17 13 11 7 24 
MJ 41 37 28 22 19 15 15 13 9 23 
MM 40 36 28 21 20 16 12 7 7 22 
MR 38 36 28 21 18 12 5 4 2 20 
MS 43 38 28 25 19 8 3 2 l 21 
MW 48 41 34 28 20 16 6 4 3 24 
MY 40 36 30 25 20 15 10 7 5 22 
MZ 40 38 29 16 16 9 6 5 3 19 

8 Unweighted decibels (dB) referenced to 20 micropascals, except for 
overall values, which are A-weighted decibels (dBA). 

J. 7.2.5 Traffic Noise Levels 

Traffic is expected to increase more (in terms of percentage increase) on three 
farm-to-market routes than on any other routes in Ellis County because of SSC-related 
activities. These routes are F.M. 66 between I-35E and the east edge of the west 
campus, F.M. 876 from I-35E to Five Points, and F.M. 1493 from F.M. 876 to the east 
edge of the west campus. A Federal Highway Administration model (STAMINA 2.0/BCR, 
modified in 1985 by the Minnesota Department of Transportation) (Barry and Reagan 
1978; FHWA 1982) was used to com?ute baseline hourly average Leg levels for NSLs 
selected as typical of those nearest to each highway (Table 3.20). Distances from the 
road centerline range from 60 to 200 ft, with most at 100 ft. In the computations, no 
shielding by terrain, vegetation, or structures was assumed. The receptor location was 
assumed to be 5 ft higher than the centerline of the highway. The computations were 
based on average daily traffic (ADT) data furnished by the SSCL (1990). The following 
assumptions were made: --,-_·-;~-,·~~.6 -:;,~_._. ;. ,-.,,. ·-~ --. ~~ .S-1-r-.~(;_ ,:. .. ..-_ .... , .... ·., - ~ 

• A one-hour peak traffic period exists in both the morning and the 
afternoon. 

• One-eighth of the ADT for each route occurs during each of the 
peak periods. 
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3.9.6 Transportation Systems 

The recent rapid growth of the Dallas-fort Worth region has caused increasing 
problems with transportation; this growth has begun to overload the region 1s 
transportation system and outpace improvements designed to ease congestion. Planned 
improvements -- including· increased passenger rail service, establishment of a regional 
high-occupancy vehicle system, addition of more than 2,000 free\vay lane miles, and 
nearly 2,500 additional lane miles of arterial improvements -- would help reduce 
impending highway congestion. 

Rural two-lane highways of the Texas farm-to-market system dominate the 
project area. These roads provide efficient mobility by crossing the rural environment 
with long stretches lacking traffic control interruptions. They connect rural 
communities with other rural areas, with larger to\vns, and with main traffic routes . 
.\1ajor routes linking the SSC project area with Dallas, Fort Worth, and the Dallas-Fort 
Worth International AirpJJ;! (DFW) are Interstate 35£ (I-35£), U.S. 674d U.S. 287. The 
proposed extension of S-,,:.R: 360, which would provide direct access bet ·een the project 
area and DFW, has been stalled by delays in rights-of-way acquisition. U.~ 77!) 

'I: . 4 
Several improvements are planned by the Texas Department of Highways and 

Public Transportation to upgrade Ellis County roads; other improvements have bee_n 
designated by the department specifically to improve transportation to and from 
construction and operation sites of the SSC. Gross weight limits on routes in the project 
area are reported to be 80,000 lb on interstates and U.S. highways; 58,420 lb on farm-to
market routes; and 40,000 lb on small, county roads. Bridge limits are generally 
28,000 lb per tandem axle, although some bridges are posted for smaller loads. 

No significant information regarding air, rail, water, or public transportation has 
been identified other than what was reported previously in the EIS. 

3.9. 7 · Utilities 

3.9.7.1 Electricity 

Electrical power is supplied to Ellis and surrounding counties by the Texas 
Utilities Electric Co. (TU Electric), which has a service territory encompassing much of 
the northern half of Texas. Total sales for the TU Electric system were 80. 7 billion kWh 
in 1988, an increase of 3.896 over 1987. At the time of the year's peak demand, the net 
capability of the system was 20.1 million kW, with a reserve margin of 15.296. Six new 
generating units in the construction stage are expected to provide an additional 
6.4 million kW to meet the projected growth in demand over the next 10 years. A new 
double circuit 345-kV transmission line ~tanned by TU Electric would traverse the project 
area approximately south to north between the cities of Waxahachie and Ennis. The new 
line is scheduled to be in service by 1994. Portions of Ellis County are supplied by the 
Hill County and Navarro County Electric Cooperatives. 
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+o def eo•" "'" ADT -:> OilV? 
TABLE 4.30 SSC-Related Changes to Road Traffic 

/'(__ <O.Y ,..., ( "') 
77 ? l'P;1k Const rue- Full 

L / s Existing lion Year Oecrat ion 

J Capacity Volumeb Volumeb Volumeb 
Road Segment {pcph) 8 (pcph) 1.osc (pc ph) LOSc (pc ph) Lose 

--------

I-JSE: I-20 to F.M. 1382 B,000 6,450 lJ 7,700 E 7 ,850 E 

"' I-35E: F.H. 1382 to U.S. 77 8,000 3,300 II 4, 750 c 4 '550 c I 

I-35E: U.S. 77 to U.S. 287 8,000 2, 100 A 3,950 II 3,7)0 " 
w 
0 

I-35E: U.S. 287 to F.M. 66 8,000 1, 950 A 5,400 c 4,550 c 00 

I-35E: F.M. 66 to S.R. 34 8,000 1,650 A 1. 750 A 1, 950 A 

1-45: I-20 to F.H. 878 8,000 3,050 II 3,200 II 3,600 B 
I-45: F.M. 878 to U.S. 287 8,000 2,350 A 2,500 A 2,800 A 

S.R. 342: Lancaster to U.S. 77 2,800 450 II 900 c 1' 100 c 

U.S. 67: 1-20 to F.M. 1382 ""- ~ 3,700 B 4,050 II 4,550 c 
U.S. 67: f.M. 1382 to U.S. 28/ OI< - l • 7 50 A l,JUU A 2,4JO A 
U.S. 67: U.S. 287 to Ellis County Linc 8,000 l '200 A I, 2 50 A 1,400 A 

U.S. 287: Ellis County line lo S.l\; 67d) 
2900 Q? ~ 2.If<JO 950 l, HOO A 1 ')00 A 

U.S. 287: U~ 50 l-3~E P1'tlf S'Z. (pl•Sf ~ 1,100 G~ 2,450 A 2,300 A 

U.S. 287/""F t~ ~ 528 !&"•Sf) 8,000 I ,050 A l, 100 A 1.,200 A 
U.S. 287: F.M. 52 "~~~e<I of 8,000 l. 100 A I, 250 A 1,350 A (/J 

c 

F .M. 66: I-3SE to Haypearle 2,800 250 A 
a-

4. 150 F 3,200 B 3 
vr 

F.M. 663: U.S. 287 lo F.M. 875 2,800 350 B "' 350 B 400 B er 
" ~ 

F.H. 878: U.S. 287 to I-45 2,800 150 A 150 A 200 A -J 

·"' 
F.M. 879: F.H. 878 to I-l15 2,800 100 A 100 A 100 A " II> 

"' "' "' g_ 
~ 

"' 
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:-J!J_-~ .. ____ (-,nu;1y I'~~·· l c•--~8-

lJ 

t>J::i::::r:r.AS, the State of Texas is a major ~ti tor in the 
selection by the United States Department of Energy for the site of t..! _ 
supcrconclucting super oolli<ler (SSC) which will be the world's lMge:;t 
and nest ra;erful subatauic-particle accelcrwtorJ and 

~iERrAS, the suter ccllider as a race-track shz:.peU tunnel \riu. 
~ 53-mile circl.lllference accelerator requiring fran 11,000 to 16,000 
acres of land will be the biggest construction project in the Unit::..: 
States since the Panama Canalr arX! 

~IERE1\S, the sut:er oollider employing about 4,500 tcmpor.:ir}.' 
er.iployces during construction will be constructed at a cost ranging 
fran $4. 7 to $6 billion1 and 

l-~, the super c:ollider with an expected annual operating 
tuclget of $250 million 11ill provide a s!;n!f!cant positive ecoromlc 
impact to the Texas ecanany with a i;:ossible amual contril:xltion, whe:i 
operat!O!llll, of $300 million to the loc<ll econany; or.d 

mEilEAS, the prop:ised new federal laborotory housing a 40 
trillioo volt protal oollider for high energy {tlysics research to 
e1t~ne fmdamental nature of matter and energy will employ a :r;errr..:mer.t 
otaff of 2,500 and will £Cccmn:late 500 visiting sciontists ai a Jail;· 
b<lSis; and 
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t'IJC ____ 2_of ___ ac__ 

r~, the Texas National Research LabJr atory camaission 
(lliRLC), as part of Texas State Government, has been authorilOd to 
rolse throl.X]h t:ondlng up to $1 Billiai in the Texas proposal effort; 
or.J 

t<HE:R::AS, the 70th Texas Legislature enacted House Joint 
r.esolutioo 88 which proposes a a:matitutiCl'lal amel'dnent subject to a 
tbvember 1987 vote to allow the 'lNl<LC to raise $500 millian in general 
obligation t:onda to suppxt the Texas super oollider propoeal.1 and 

\'llERFAS, the constrlXrtion operations a'I the super oollidcr sit<.. 
will entail tranB?><tlng large llOltJlles of materials and the edsting 
roadways ai tho State Highway System must be capable of "' • • ""' •"'ting 
the large volume carried on legally loaded ..,hicles1 and 

liUEREAS, the campus and other focillties of the super oollider, 
when oporatiaial, will require the surrcunding roadway system including 
tOOse roads on the State Highway System to ac:o::imoiate traffic volum:s 
of employees anil daily visitors1 and 

\·3~, the prop::>sal to the federal government by any st.ate 
iro.y offer site improvements £It.eh as roadways WJ inducements to their 
locations; and 
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3 e 
J>J~r _____ ,r ____ . 

hHERllllS, the federal government expects all land for the 
superoonlucting super ex>llider to be donated by a state to the United 
States Governraent1 and 

lolmlll1AS, the "Invitation for Slte Proposal (ISP),• i;caru1gatod 
April, 1987, by the Unlted States Deportment of &>ergy requires 
identification within a state's proposal of the impr.,,_.ts to the 
existing roadway system to support th• ex>nstruction and cperation of 
the super collLler at the proposed siter and 

~m:REAS, the State of Texas will submit a proposal to the 
United States Department of Energy for the Dallas-Fort Worth Site in 
Texas1 and 

lill:l1EAS, the State Deportment of Highways and Public 
Tronsportation recognizes the impact of this potential project on tho 
traffic needs in the Dallas-Fort \k>rth Site Mea and Clesires to proviC,_ 
aeequate tr-rtation facilities for the super ex>llider; and 



2-312 

STATE DEPARTMENT or HIGHWAYS 
AND PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 

MINUTE ORDER 

Submission 179, Page 13 of 18 

-----~---Cuumy "'~~-----'4 ,, ___ a'--_ 
10 

lO'J', 'IHEilEFtlRE, DE IT IIEREBY RESOLVED thilt as the super 
colllder aoostruction plan anl operational requirements t:eccme 
iJentified, the State Dcpartrlent of Highways and Public Transportatia. 
oholl fully cooperate with the Texas National Research L-ratory 
Ccr.unissiai anl the United States Department of Energy to provide 
a1equate transp:>rbtion facilities ai. the State Uighway System on a 
timely basis, and that the following improvements, estimated at this 
preliminary stage, will be accx:mplished at ro oost to the Tex.ilS 
ilatiaiol Research Laboratory Ccr.unission and to the United States 
Dcpart:nent of Energy for the proposed site in acoorcl=e with 
applicable Fed<>ral and State laws and with Department policies am 
prc:ceclures: 
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STATE DEPARTMENT Of HIGHWAYS 
AND PVBLIC TRANSPORTATION 

MINUTE ORDER 
CLl.I~ l'a~~ ~r 8 

l'J;.C\ Coun1y 

18 
D•-1ri.1:-.,, __ 

DallOB-Ft. l'l<:>rth Site 

Project ~ ~ Approx. !:!!l:· 
~· Length 9:!!l 9 way 

1. Expand ru 66 Fran Ill 35E 4. 7 Mi. $ll,470,000 
to 4 lanes West to 

Cempus 

2. Constr\X:t ru 66/rn 3SE Included in 
Interchange Project 1 

3. Upgrade Fran l/2 Mi. on 2.0 Hi. $ 400,000-
ru 1772 !M 879 West to 

ni 1772 Fran 
Jlll'ICt!on ni an/ 
PM 1772 South 
1-l/2 mi. on 
PM 1772 to SSC 
Operational 
.Access Site K-6 

"· Upgrade Fran DI 35E '..8 Mi. $ 960,000 
I'll 1446 To SSC Cmnpus 
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ST ATE DEPARTMENT OF HIGHWAYS 
AND PUBLIC TRANSPORTATION 

MINUTE ORDER 
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ELLIS 
---=~---t'ounry 

l'ap;r ____ \, ___ a_ 

10 
J,,,111,1"'"--------

Project ~hlav !4mll! ~· ~ !'!!:!· 
s. New Fran ft! 66 North 2.1 Mi. $ 1,267,000 

location to PH 1446 

6. Impcove as Various segments 14.3 Mi. $ J,460,000 
necessary - to SSC camtrLJC-
FM 664, t!on Access 
FM 875, Sites 
FM 879, FM 55 
and four 
bridges 

Est. Total $17,557,000 

DE I'l' 1'IJRlHER RBSCLvm that the State Deputmont Qf Highways 
and Public 'l'ranspartatiai will provide fer maintenance, relllbilltatio1 
llrd/ot: reconstruction of edsting area highways ai the Statll Highway 
syat1111 to aaxaliilldate legally loaded vehicles 11SSOCiated with the 
constructiai of the superconducting super a>ll1deri and 
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7 8 =is _______ Cuun1y 
l'aJ~-----"'----

13 
[)1,lri<1 ..... 

BE IT FUR'l1IER Rl!SCLVED, that the St:llte Deportment of Jlighwoy::; 
mid Public TranspJrtation shall ocoperate to the fullest with the Tex. 
llotional Research Laboratory CCJllllieaion In connection with the 
identif!C'1tion of all parcels under jurisdiction of the State 
Department of Highways and Public Tronsportatlcn of "stratified fee 
estate,• as described c:n page 45 of the .. Invitation for Site Propoi:.~l 
(ISP)" pranulgated April, 1987, by the United States Department of 
Energy or fee simple title widerlylng State highway rlghte of ""Y 
within the superoondtx:ting super oollider aite, and shall convey, ~:::; 
requested by the TeX.39 National Research Laboratory Camtlsslon, all 
soc:h parcels of stratified fee estate or fee simple O\'.ne<I by the Stat, 
cf Te:;as at no cx:;st to the TeXZlS National Research Lab:iratory 
Camission or the United States Department of Energy, in acoordance 
11ith the schedule set forth In the ISP: and 
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8 8 ELLIS 

"-'"""-"'~:=l=B ====c""' MINUTE ORDER "•'---''---"•'<> 

S1,1bmitted by; 

BE IT FllRIBEll RliSX.vm, that it is the understanding of the 
State Department of Highways am Public Transportation that all 
desi~ted State highways will be pemitted oontinued operatJcns during 
am upon canpletl.on of oonstr<Ction of the supera>rducting super 
oollider facility, ellCOpt a& may otherwise be directed by the United 
States Department of Energy in which e...nt the State Department of 
Highways am Public Transportation will ocoporate with the United 
States Department of Energy ard the Texas National Reeearch Laboratory 
canmissiai in comectiai with any required relocatiai of a State 
bigb,..y at no oost to the United States Department of Energy or the 
Texas Natia>al Research Laboratory canmisal.on. 

This Order shall beo::me operative upon the selection by the 
United States Department of Diergy of this proposed Texas site for tt.e 
superconducting super oollider. Op:m the selection of tb? Texas site , 
the Engineer-Director is directed to proceed in the mst feasible and 
eoonanical manner to acoanpl.ish the necessary roadway impr°"""""ts on 
the State Highway System as well os to convey the necessary State 
highway rights of way as requested by the Texas Natia>al Researcll 
Laboratory Ccmnissim and the United States Deparment of Energy. 

Examined &11d recommended by: 

n-i1iri Director, Special Projects Offtca"ppro-cc1 

fa proved: 
) 

.;_\.,.,o~u,__,_i~~--------eommiuionu Minute Number 86105 

r "V):;.:~~="-------- Commluioan Date Passed JUL 29 87 
'\~~~ Commluloatt 
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Q Acuricud Zone 

Figure B·I. Cross section of the 70 ft by l,000 ft coll Ider 
arc region (Area 0). The type of estate required depends on 
dmln• the minimum depth of tho arc region. If dmin is 
less than or equal to IS ft, unconditional fee simple is 
required. If dmlB Is greater than IS ft, stratified fee 
estate 1s accepta le. 

45 

U. ~. lll'part111ent of Energy, "Invitation for Site Prooosals for the 
>11perrnnd11ct1n9 Supeo· Coll1der (SSC)", April 1987. · 
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Sunday, CXcober 7, 1990 WAXAHACJDE D..ULY LIGHT Pap 3·A 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Many Ellia County reaidents and tax payers affected by the S'"UJ>er Collider be they landownel'9 or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC. DOE, and 
their SSC contract.on. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

G~RAL 
~ The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Te:s:a• National Re1earch Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
ha'j8 not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

~,,Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until aft.er the bond election 
and after the Texaa aite waa choaen. 

I 
v The quality of life presently available in Ellia County will be severely diminished. 

With (ew exceptions, local and area newe media have neglected or re(used any adveree statement. or 
queationa about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellia County residents who subecribe to regional Dalla~t. Worth newepapere. Normal channels for puhlic 
information do not exist. 

__ Loss o( voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISmON 

Land acquisition representatives have not (ulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

__ Land is being purchased prior to completion o( the Federal Environmental Studies that are required t.o 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. Thia puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue riek. 

__ Property values on or close to the SSC have been advenely affected. "Subsurf'ace right." compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties (o.r increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landownen that want t.o escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

__ Even though site·epecific design.a have been releal'led, no one can tell us where and how much ;.re land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas ea.eements. 

__ ttSubeurface rigb,W",.ocly will be parchased in non·facility locations. Fam.ilie9 are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experinumt.al SSC tunnel ~d accept increased he.a.Ith, aafe~ u'iknown experimental 
riska. 
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COST 
__ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

__ .Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenitiee such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, TaJTant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably TaITant County also. 

E~ONMENTALIMPACT 
_· __ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Mis~presentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
fon:n8tions in Ellis County. No complete hydrological sludy to date. 

·J Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. -Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
ca1J~, extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

I . 
~,Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actio'ns of a thoughtless neighbor. 

I; ~ Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

\/ / Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

~ Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
peri,dically transported over local roads. 

J.Lf The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

I 
~Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

}j_, The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fix'ed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

J_ The Department of Ener1:,'Y has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

:<ittt1L L..;l ApJhL ~~101a-
signdture ii J ,..~ f 

PrintName '5115110 <11b('1l"~t'r".?imp:;cr1 
Addre"' 

0 
') tL/ S rh.1 Ii\ Q~, 

1~ :n Y, a h /)( h It!' ' : [ -::J '--.,I I rb 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACIC 

Paid lor by Ellis County Land Otiners Assoc. & Other lnteres!ed Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 



TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 
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Thurldlly, October U, 1990 WAXAHACtilE Q.AILY LIGHT Pagi: J 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieui 
U.S. Depanment of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM.CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIEUL. 

Many Ellis County reaidenta and tax payel"B affected by the Super Collider be they landownen or 
neighbors t.o the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contract.ors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I per.onally que•tion the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

L The Dept. of Enel'ID" (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
baWB .aGI. 1-ea tnl&hfuL_ '1'1lp' ha¥e withheld information and given continual mialeading statements. 

/ PromillH and tuadon. pl.an. made by Texas cfficiala were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texa. aite wu cho..n. 

_L The quality of life preMD.tly available in Elli• County will be Mverely diminished. 

V---- With few u:cepUana, loal and area news media have neglected or refulM!d any adverse atat.ementa or 
que#tion.a about the SSC. Notlce of public meetins• primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellia County ruident. who tubecrit>. t.o regional Dallalf'FL Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

/Lou of votina and land uee right.a in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQutsmoN 

L Land acquiaition repruentativea have not fulfilled tlieir promieed obligatione t:o families being relocated. 

~Land M beinr purchaMd. prior to CQID.pletion of the Federal Environmental Studies that a.re required to 
commit Federal Fund. for SSC c:ons&ruciicm.. Thia put. Ellie County property and tax money at undue risk. 

_L Property values on orcloee to the SSC have been adftnely affect:ed. HSubsurlace righta" compensation 
plans have not been relaued. '1'hen are no proviaion. to ca:npenaate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental riaka and property devaluation. Many landownere that want t.o escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out uceuive lo.ea. 

/ Even thou1h •it.apeciftc daaisn- have been releued, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required tor eleatrical ~ natural su auement.. 

~ ~subsurfllll8 rights'' only will be pnrchued in non.facility location11. Families are expected to live directly 
ovvr or adjacent to experinuintal SSC tunnel and accept increased health, nfety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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COST 
~At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

/Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

/Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVmONMENTAL IMPACT 

~thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrolosical study to date. 

/Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. "Probable migration of subsurface 
radio~ctivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

~Advene environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

~ Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

V Construction noise and air pollution during and aft.er the construction period. 

/Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounde and 
periodically transporled over local roads. 

/ The possibility of producirig mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

~ Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

/ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

~e Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility ""·ithout independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Addroo" 3oq A). 

V\)c.xoL c \,,. k 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACIC 

Paid for by Ellis 90un1y Land CHmers Assoc. & Olher Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 



TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 
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Sunday, Octob~r 7, 1990 WAXAHACHIE DAILY LIGHT PIRe ).A 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the SUPer Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the validity of the SSC project for the following rea.1on• which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

~The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Te:.:aa National Re.earch Laboratory Commission ('l'NRLC) 
have not been trnthfuJ. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

~mises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and 7 the Texu site waa chosen. 

~~quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be •verely diminished. 

_V __ W w;1•th few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adveree statement. or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papen that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalla!V'f't. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
info~ do not exist. 

___L Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

~Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families beinr relocated. 

~dis being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. Thia puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

~perty values on or close to the SSC have been adversely atl'ect:ed. ~subsurface right.• compemation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring propertiu fer increued 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC •xperimental 
area/ not sell their property with out excessive lopes. 

_tL Even though site-specific deaigns have been released, no one can tell ua where and how much mon land 
will b~uired for electrical and natural gas easement&. 

X "Subsurface right.I( cn.J.y will be parchf\Sed in non-facility locat.iona. .F.&ttlil.iu am~ t.o live directly 
over or _adjacent to eXJ111f'!meotal SSC tunnel, and e.oeept increaaeli health, safe'tJt..Alui}~kri.own experimental 
risks. t" 



2-323 Submission 182, Page 2 of 2 

C\lSY 
_L At the beginning, cost was estimated t.o be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11. 7 
billion. 

bvid and unnatural growth of required amenities si'.ich as roads, sch~ls, etc. expect.ed to be financed by 
localrayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted £roril tax rolls. 

_lL._ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPA= 

J A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

V Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
ca11se extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

~dverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
action~9f.a thoughtless neighbor . 

. JL' _9iarel;8rd for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

~ ~struction noise and air pollution during and aft.er the construction period . 

.....JL'Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

/ 
z.e possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

__ Indefinite an~ers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

~:bility of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed et accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

The Department of Energy has been Wlable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

l 00:4,~ 
1 ·~ u 

• 

Print Name: -'-~5~·~~,,_,.J ~11~·'~"=· -~G=~c~"~1,_ ___ _ 
Addre .. , ,3 0 ' (\), G CA h J 

\rJoxc,\,,eoe },-,. /¥ 7,'il (,,,< 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BAC& 

Paid for by 81is County Land Owners Ass«. & Other Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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Sunday, October 7, 1990 WAXAHACHIE DAILY LIGHT Pap J..~ 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

~ 

Many Ellia County residents and tax payere affected by the SUJ}er Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed 11nd angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I perllOnally question the validity of the SSC project for the foHowing reaaona which I have 
checked below. 

~Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Teno National Reoearch laboratory Comm Inion (TNRLCl 
have not been trnthrul. They have withheld information and given continual mlaleading statements. 

j Promieea: and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texu site waa chosen. 

_l__ The quality of life preeently available in Ellis County will be eeverely diminished. 

_j_ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
queetiona about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellie County reeidenta who subscribe to regional Dalla!V'f't. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

L Loaa of voting and land use right.a in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUJSITION 

L Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations t.o families being relocated. 

_L_ Land is being purch.ued prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This pute: Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

~ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface right." compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensat:e neighboring properties for increaeed 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landownen that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excesaive losaes. 

_L Even though sit:e-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas eaeementa. 

__L ffSubsurface rights" only will be parchued in non-facility locations. Families are expe<:ted to live directly 
over or adjacent to e~;,i;!-t.al SSC tunn~I and accept inenaeOO. health, safeV, Gd unknown experimental 
risks. 
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CO!T 
At the beg:innins, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11. 7 

billion. 

--1 .Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

_j__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

_i_ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to dale. 

_j_ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation .. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
ca1Jse extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

_)__ Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appea:MI that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

_L 
_/_ 

j Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC n"OUnds and 
p7dioally tran.ported ove< local •ond•. 

The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

_L, Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

_j__ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A 17· d target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

__ The Department of Ener1:.'Y has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilitiee 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

P>-int Name' < rEM1£, 'j"l/t//?fS 

Addre .. , /11 8ozc 
' 

t.JAY!ctt&Ctflli. «' 75/tS 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS IIERE AND ON BACIC 

Paid for by El~s County land ONners Assoc. & Other Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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Thursday, October 11, 1990 WAXAHA_C!!!~D_AILY Ll9HT Page J 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

PUBLIC COMMENT· 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9600 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

DATE: \\ SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

MESSAGE: ---RA.I"- ~i, "17c,._;,.-,.,_5" 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM.CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIEUL. 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
mlinner. I personally question the va1idity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I. have 

checkedbelow. ::C Wi<Jio 1'30R.iV t\N-:;> R-2"..,._.Cb. '11v 

GENERAL w~ ..... ~l!s~IK /irN~ ..+A-llE' ~n.l-!iE1<' 1£' "'. ........ s. 
x_ The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. They have withheJd information and given continual misJeading statements. -=====-~ Promises and taxation plans made by Texas cfficials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texas site was chosen. ' 

~ The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

~J.X._ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalla~t. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

L Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

X- Land acquisition representatives have= fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

j{_ Land is being purchased prior to compl;-on of the Federal Envh-onmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

ft Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affect.ed. "Subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

""- Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
~e required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

~ K:f._ "Subsurface rights" only will be petrchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. . 
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KT At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
lhllion. 

r.L. Rapid and unnatural growth ofrequlred amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

v Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
~n are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

1 n A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
"Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aqui(ers and stability of geologic 

formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

l'/Y Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
~~ctivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also i 

cause extensive contai:nination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

~ Advin'Se environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appean that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

~ Disregard for :recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

m. Construction noise and air pollutiob. during and after the construction period. 

'1-11.. Increased environmental risk from low level l'adioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is u~ed for research. 
'"To sn.s lt.<>a>i• 4..-it1• ..,,..snr 1 So toll!" HfElt'ft., 

1::J:t_ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the futu.re. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greaUy increase radioactivity production. 

W. The Department of.Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

Print Name: ',-.. 

Address: __ - ''-· 

- Dorothy Pea,( IM;wtlorll!r 
' P.O. Box 2l3 

waxahach.,, TX 75165 

G <>"1:> w i ._..._ fVr&V orn_ 

"'F' ~ ~i V £" l{ b V A 1-L... 

\ 'f- "T~ !> ~-rv , .. , ":) Sri> p i"l>

:s \I p ""- Co1..1..'1 ..... ,,_ ~CC<> "'-"5 
A- ~ e=- fl-'- '1 r 11 
A ,., "!> (\[ i 1 Tta:n_ L<.i 11-'- :::i:. 1 1 

= 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BAC~ 

l',aid tor b ,S~s Col.xlly Land C>Miers Assoc. & Dlhef imerested Panies. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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Thursday, October 11, 1990 w~~HA_CHIE DAILY Ll9HT Page j 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Balllleul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM.CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIEUL. 

Many Ellie County reaidenta and taJr: payers affected by the Super Collider be they landownera or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contracton. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I per.anally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

__ The Dept. of Enerey (DOE) and the Tnu National Re.earcb Laboratory Commi11ion (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. They have wit.hheld Information and given continual mJslea.dinf statements. 

__ Promise• and taxation plane made by Texu ctf'iciala were not made public until alter the bond election 
and after the Texu •ite wu chocten. 

__ The quality of life pre11ently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

__ With few exception•, local and area newa media have neglected or refueed any adveree statement.a or 
qu•iiomi about the SSC. Notice of public meetinr• primarily occur in local papen that don't service the majority 
of Ellie County residents who subacribe to regional Oalla.-'ft. Worth newapapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exillt. 

__ Lou of votina and land uae rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISmON 

Land acquisition repreaentativea have not fulfilled their promised obligaiiona t.o families being relocat.ed. 

__ Land is beina purchued prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Stud.iee that are required to 
commit Federal Funda for SSC construction. Th.is puts Elli• County properly and tax money at undue riak. 

__ Property value• on or cloae to the SSC have been advenely aft'ected. "Sub.urfaoe rightsH compensation 
plans have net beer:i releued. There are no proviaions to compeneate neighboring propertiee for in.creued 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to eacape the SSC experimental 
area can not nil their property with out exceuive louee. 

__ Even thou1h ait.9J)eeific dniins have been releued, no one can tell ua where and how much more land 
will ba required for electrical and natural pe euements. 

__ ~subaurface rirhta" only will be parchued in non-facility locationa. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjaCMrt to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increa•ed health, •afety and unknown experimental 
riab. · 
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COST 
__ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11. 7 
billion. 

__ Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayere, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, TEUTant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Ta?Tant County also. 

ENVIRON1'1ENTALIMPACT 

__ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground wat.er aquifers and stability o{ geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

--. Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of eubswface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

__ Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

Increased environmental risk from low level radioRctive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 

11 
periodically transported over local roads. 

, 
The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

' Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is ul'led for research . 
. , 
• __ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 

A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

__ The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

1 Sincerely, 

J 8igrn>IUrY! 

Print Name' -I£ /A./l '-. f v LL t R 

• Address: __,~e./c;c-""'-~3'-----------
. ----, 

(r-.o<Q./Zfl..{"""""''-Gr&"""""'~-"~-'='--')"',_,"''"'f..,,,,""'"--''·~.,,;2_,,&"-'-'0'-_c/.<C::.lc__ 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BAC"' _J ,_,_ ~ .d ,/7 ~ 

' aid IOI' En's County Land ONners Assoc. & Olher Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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Sunday, Oc:tober 7, 1990 WAXAHACHIE DAILY LIGHT Pitt J.A 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Many Elli11 County residents and tax payen affected by the Siij)er Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I pereonally queatlon the validity of the SSC project for the following rea1on1 which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

__ The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texu National Re.earch Laboratory Comml11lon (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual mialeading statements. 

__ Promises and taxation plane made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texaa eite was chosen. 

__ The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be aeverely diminished. 

__ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any advenMt statemente or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papen that don't service the majority 
of Ellia County residents who subscribe to regional Dallatt"Ft. Worth newspapen. Normal channels for public 
information do not exiat. 

__ Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUJSITION 

Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations t.o families being relocated.. 

__ Land is being purchaaed prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Fund. for SSC construction. Thie puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue riak. 

__ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. NSubaurface right." compensation 
plane have not been released. There are no provisions to compeneat.e neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want t.o escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive !oases. 

__ Even though site-specific design.a have been released, no one can tell ue where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas ell88m.ents. 

__ ~subsurface rights" only will be parehased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live <linctly 
over or adjacent to exPirimt11tlt.l SSC tunn~l and accept increued health, aafe~m>.d ~ aperimental 
ri•k" 



2-331 Submission 186, Page 2 of 2 

COST 
__ At the besinning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and l l. 7 
billion. 

__ .Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expect.ed to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably T1UTant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

__ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and st.ability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study lo date. 

__ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subs.urface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

__ Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
syst.em. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

~onstruction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that wiU be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

__ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

__ The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Colllder facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACIC 

Paid for by Ellis County Land C>.vners Assoc. & Other lnlerested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 
CLIP OUT THIS TO: Mr. Thomas A. Balllleui 

U.S. Department of Energy, EMO FORM.CHECK 
9800 South Cass Avenue 

YOUR CONCERNS Argonne, Illinois 60439 

AND MAIL TO SUBJECT: SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

DATE: SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIE UL. 

MESSAGE: 

Many Elli• County reeidentll and tax payen affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neishbon to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contract.ore. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I per110nally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reason• which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

~e Dept. of Enerey (DOE) and the Tu:u National Research Laboratory Commi•eion (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual mleleadinl( etatemente. 

V PromiMa and taxation plane made by Texu officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texas eite wae choeen. 

~e quality al life preaently available in Ellia County will be •verely diminished. 

~th few oception•, local and area newa media have neglecl:ed or refueed any adverse atatemente or 
que11tiona about the SSC. Notice of. public meeting• primarily occur in local papen that don't eervice the majority 
of Ellia County reaident. who aubacribe to rerional Dalla~. Worth newapape". Normal channela for public 
information do not exiat. 

~ ol YOtiq and land um ria"htli in new SSC zonina con:tralW _... 

LAND AQmsmoN 

__ Land acquisition repreaentativea have not fulfilled their promiaed obligations to familiea being relocated. 

V Land ia bein1 pun: hued prior to completion of the F'ederal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funda for SSC oonatruction. Thia puta Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

~ Prop.rty vtdUff on or cloae to the SSC have been advereely aft'ected. •subsurface rightsH comperuiation 
plans have not been Nleued.. ~ .... no pnwiaiona to com.penate neighboring properties for in.creased 
environmental rialu and inoperty devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experiment.al 
area can not aall their p~ with ou& uceNiva loaaea. 

~ven thoush •ite·apeciftc desipu have been released, no one can tell us where and bow much more land 
will be required for elecb4cal and natun.I. ,.. euementa. 

__ "Subaurf'&09 rifhta• only will be pWehued in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to axperimental SSC tunnel and accept. increased health, safety and unknown experimental 

.riab. r,"O)"~ J. . 
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COST/ 
_..i.P_A Atlt the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

~pid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. . 

~Elif~. Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably TftlTant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

~borough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
~Hsrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydroloi;ical study to date. 

vR::'dioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radio8.ctivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford. accelerator. 

~verse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

~sregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

~nstruction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

~creased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

~e possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

~efinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

~ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

~Department of Energy has been unable lo safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Colllder facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

I dffew.f&~ 
signal11re 

Print Nameo c;j,. ,.f Je W • tf'! i>.A KL 

Addre"' ffe=, I 80 t .>..b 

,!/:_/&<~ ·Z'+X&.> 1h t.r/ 
I 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACIC 

Land CNmefs Assoc:. & Olhet Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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Sunday, October 7, 1990 WAXAHACHIE DAILY LIGHT Pap J-A 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Depanment of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payen affected by the su,Je"r Collider be they landowner& or 
neighbors t.o the project are very disturbed 11.nd angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I per90nally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

£The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Re.eat-ch Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
have not been truthlul. They have withheld information and given continual misleading atatementa. 

V Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until afU!r the bond election 
and after the Texaa site was chosen. 

~The quality of life pruently available in Ellis County will be aevenly diminiehed. 

V With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any advene statement. or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papen that don't aervice the majority 
of Ellie County reeidents who eub&cribe to regional Dalla!/Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
ittformation do not exist. 

~ l.Dss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled. area 

LAND AQUISITION 

__ Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promiaed obligations t.o familie• being relocated. 

~Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funde for SSC construction. nus puts Ellis County property and tax monoy at undue risk. 

L Property values on or close to the SSC have been adveraely affected. "Subsurface right." compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provieiona to compenu.t.e neighboring properties far increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to eecape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive loasee. 

~n though site-specific dnisns have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gu euementa. 

__ "Subsurface righ~" .oii.J.y will be p11rchased in non-facility locationa. Familiea are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experi:m•W SSC tunnel. and accept inC1'98Md health., Mhtr.ai:id \lil:IC••11rexperimental 
risks. 
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COST _,. 
__t2At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

~Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local ~ayers, while SSC land property tax dollar8 are being depleted from tax rolls. 

_LL" Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tan-ant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

~A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study lo date. 

~Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. "Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

~dverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

7oisregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

~Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

v 
__ Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

~The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

V""indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

___..::::The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed tl:lrget accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

~he Department of Enerb'Y hns been unable lo safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

AIJDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACI(, 

Paid tor by Ellis County Land Owners Assoc. & Other Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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Thunda1, October 11, 1990 WAXAHACHIE D.AILY LIGHT Pare J 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Balllleul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 Soulh Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60:439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM.CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIEUL. 

Many Ellia County reaidents and tax payen affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally que11tion the validity ot the SSC project tor the following reaaona which I have 
checked below. 

:z:-DepL of Enel'JIY (DOE) and the Texao National Reoearch Laboratory CommiHton (TNRLC) ha%t been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual mialeadlng statements. 

__ Promi.eee and taxation plane made by Texaa officiale were not made public until after the bond election 
and 8'r the Tn:u eite wu choeen. 

~ The quality of life preMntly available in Ellis County will be Mverely diminia:hed. 

_L' With few exceptions, local and area news media have neslected or refueed any adverse statement. or 
qu..tiona about the SSC. Notice of public meeting• primarily occur in local papen th.at don't Ml"Vice the maj~ 
ol Ellis ty naident. who subscribe to regional Dall&lft'Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
infonna · do not ezist. 

Lou of voting and land· u• ri1ht. in new SSC zoning controlled area 

7QUISmON 

~}'and acquisition repreHntativea have not fulfilled their promi•d obligations t.o families being relocated. 

_,/_ r Lan ••d is beins purchaeed prior to ccmpletion of the Federal Environmental Studiee that are required to 
commit Federal F\Uld.a for SSC con*uction. Thia put. Ellis County propel'ty and tax money at undue risk. 

~ EToperty valuee on cw clou to the SSC have been advenely atfected. •Subsurface rieht." compensation 
plans have not been. releued. 'th.. an no provision.a to compe .... te neichboring properties for increased 
env' Ti.Ju and property de'flaluation. Many landowners that want t.o escape the SSC experimental 
area c not .. u their property with out exceuive loaea . 

Even thoush site-specific duilU have been ret.ued, no ane can tell WI where and how much more land 
will IMo ruired loreteotcical. and natural,.. euemenW. 

-J,,L ~~~surfam riaht." only will be parchued in non-facility locatioD8. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased. health, aafety and unknown experimental 
risk,. .,;,,- .._.(

7 
. ' 
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~ e beginning, cost was estimated t.o be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion 

Rapid and unnatural gro~h of required amenities such as roads, schools! etc. expected to be financed by 
loc~ayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, TSITant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than E!Hs County anJ probably TaJTant County also. 

E~NMENTAL IMPACT 

__ /A At thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground wat.er B9,!!ifers and stability of geologic 
formaji6ns in Ellis County. No complete hydl'Oloijfo""irstudy to date. 

_t/ __ 0 Ra_Q.ioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation.:--Probable migration of subsurface 
radioadivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
eause extensive contamination auch as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

VAdverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
act~ a thoughtless neighbor. 

__::::_ J'.~~gard!o~.\:~t-~~~nst~ting tl.!'t-dangers ofJo.,v~izing--radiatian. __ 

_iL/onstruction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

_,/ __ 'I•n·creased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
perio7ally transporled over loeal roads. 

~e possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

~
def' mite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is u..red for research. 

· The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
: ftxe~get accelerator scheduled for future addition will gNatly increase radioactivity production. 

_/_ T Thh•e Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
In the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collidcr facility without independent 
ovenight (gene(al and scientific). ~ x~ 

Si~g,-~ rrl~>f-li2A- -4 ~ ~~<f--
~ ~ ~ ., j,t_)&AV• ~ ~~~ 

'"""'"~ e,,q/11<.1.. o-r-refb.~ Wifl/n'£)i ~jz ~C... ~ 
l'rint Name£ /t ..<2. L 5 /c1! / /ti//) 7( --jU} ~ c/-
Addreso: /(JS /J?o_-Nf/d- el/~ /JR.~~ ~ 
WA,(,91tMlf ;c_-, jet 1S/'-S- -f:t.:,tl ~~~ 

ADDITIONALCOMMENTSHEREANDONBACIC ~ ~~-' '' 
Paid for by 81is County land ONners Assoc. & Other lnlerested Partie~ 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 



TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

2-338 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Balllleul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Submission 190, Page 1 of 2 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM. CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIEUL. 

Many Ellia County ruident. lllld tu payen aff'ect:ed by the Super Collider be they landownen or 
neirhbon to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractora. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and pnerally treated in a di11respectful 
manner. I permonally question the validity of the SSC project for the following rea10na which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

e::::_ The Dept. ot Enercy (DOE) and the Texas National Re.earch laboratory Commlaalon (TNRLC) 
have not been tru.thtW. Ther have withhe)d information and given continual ml11Mding 1tatement1. 

V Promiaee and taxation plan• made by Tu:u cfficiala were not made public until after the bond election 
and. after the Tu:u aite wu cha.en. 

J,L" The quality of life pruently available in Ellie County will be Severely diminished. 

__ With few ez.eeptions, local and area news media have neglected or refuaed any advene statements or 
questiona about the SSC. Notioe of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't HrVice the majority 
of Elli• County ruidenta who aub.cribe to regional Dall841F't. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exi.at. 

__ Lou of voting and land uee right.a in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUJSmON 

__ Land acquisition repreeentatives have not fulfilled their promilled obliptiona to familiea being relocated.. 

__ Land i8 being p\ll"Chued ]Jrit;ll' to ccanpletion of the Federal Environmental Studio that are required to 
commit Federal Fund. for SBC con.nruction. Thi• put.a EUU. County property and tax money at undue ri8k. 

~ Property value• on or cloee to the SSC have been adveraely aft'ect:ed. "Subsurface right." oompamation 
plans have not been rel.aMd. 1'ben az.. no proviai.oD!I to CC11Dpenaat.e neighboring propertiH for incnued 
environmental riaka and properly devaluation. Many landownen that want to eacape the SSC experimental 
area can not aell thMr property with out exc::euive loaaea. 

__ Even thourh aite-9paciftc dMipa have been. nleued, no one can tell ua where and how much m01'9 land 
will 'be required for .i.atrieal and natural gu euementa. 

L "Sub.urfaca right." only will b9 pGrchued. in non-facility locations. Families are erpected to live dinic:tly 
o'YU' or adjacent to experimental S.SC tunnel and accept increased health, aafety and unknown experimental 
mic.. 
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COST 
__ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7 .8 billion and 11. 7 
billion. 

L Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as tQads, schools, etc. expeeted to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax doll8l"8 are being depleted from tax rolls. 

~llis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other pe.rts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

~thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study lo dale. 

~ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation .. Probable migration of subsurface 
radio~ctivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills cah also 
cauee extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

I 
L Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks f>:om tunneling and excavation of fractui:ed rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughUess neighbor. 

\ 

__Koisn!gard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

V Conatruction noise and air }>ollution during and after the construction period. 

; X In~ased environmental risk from low level radioactive wast.e that will be stored cm SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

J/ The pOffihiHty of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

v~ndefinite answers about what will berome of the tunnel after it no longer is U!'led for research. 

~The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more darigerous uses as it sees fit in the futlll"e. 
f!i. fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

~ The Department of Energy has been unable lo safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Colllder facllity without independent 
over11Jght (genera) and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

Print Nam., ff a.tr=L 2J rJ 

Addr"" B D 'X / ,;-

t:' & o- o- e. S Xo ~I 
' I 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACIC 

land ONners Assoc. & Other Interested Partie$. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 



TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

2-340 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
llr. TllOmas A. BaiAieul 
U.S. Depanment of Energy, EllD 
9800 South cass Aveni» 
Argonne, lltnois 60439 

SUPER COl!IDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Submission 191, Page 1 of 2 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM.CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIEUL. 

Many Elli11 County l'Nidents and tu: payers alf'eded by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neigbbon to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE. and 
their SSC ccotract.oni. Many haw been intimidated, belitUed, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I penonally question the validity or the SSC project for the following rea90n• which I have 
c"':!ked below. 

GENERAL 

/ 'Iba Dept. of £neqry (DOE) and the 'l'aa. National Re.earch Laboratory Com.mi .. lon (TNRLC) 
haw not been trntM'ul. 11aey haw withheld lnf'ormation and given conllnual mi.Jead.ing statement•. 

__:!_ Ptomiaee and Umation plans uuule by Tau cfficials were not made public until after the bond elec:ticm. 
and Qt.er the Tezu aite ·- choeen. 

_:!__ The quality al life pl"ellttDtly available in EUi9 County will be .w:reiy db:ninished. 

_:!,_ With few tmeeption., local and area newe media have nePded « refuaad any advene etatementa or 
qu..tiona about the SSC. NoUca olpublie meetinp primarily occur in local p&perB that don't 9en'ice the majority 
al EUia County reaidenta who eubec:ribe to recionaJ. Dalhut'FL Worth newepape:n.. Normal channela fm- public 
inbmation do not eu.t. 

~ U.. of~ and land U98 rights in ne.- SSC zoning ccm.trolled. area 

LAND AQUJSrl'ION 
;/ 

Land ecquitriticm. repr8lll!llltat have not fulfilled their p-romilled obliptiona to familiee being relocated... 

7 Umd ia being pun:hued prior to cmnpletion of the Federal Environmental Studiea that Ut1 required to 
comm.i:t Fedet'al Fund9 far SSC~ 'l'bD puts Elli9 County pnJp8dy and tu: lllODBY at undue risk. 

if Property ..tue11 an er elme to tM SSC have been ad¥erM!y affedecl. •aubeurfar.e righte• eompenaation 
plw have not been. relewd.. 'lhen ae no provi9ions to Cfl!DIM"..te neiafiborina propertie. for iDcreaaed 
environmental ri8b pd. pr'Op1Kt7 ~ Many landownen that want to eacape the SSC experimental 7 not ll8l.l their~ with. out___._ lcmaea-

-- Even tbousb 9it11 I "fie dMip9 haTe been re1uwl. no one cam tell ue wbme and how much more land 
~ requir9d far elld:rical and natQral ... .-neat& 

__ ·~ ript.a" only will be pcuclulaed. in nou.-fllci.lity locatiowl. Fam.iliea are ezpected to live directly 
owr or adjacent to aaparimental SSC 'unnel and accept increued health, safety and unknown ezperimental 
riab. 
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COS'!' 
_./_ At the beginning, cost was estimat.ed to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7 .8 billion 81\d 11. 7 
billion. 

_1/_ Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, echools, etc. exped:ed to be ruumced by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land pnJperty tax dollan are being depleted from tax roll9. 

/ Ellis; Tarrant and Dallu Counties are expected to pay for the land, 1'1'hen ofJJ.er parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellie County end probably Tazrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

_j_ A thorough pologic etudy was not done before the deciaion was made on SSC site selection. 
Minepreeentation. and disregard for ptMeDCe of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrolq;ical study 1.o date. 

___!__ Radioactive eon.lamination of aoil and ground water from SSC operation. "Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spille can also 
e&U9e ext.en.ive contamination such u trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

__L_ Adverse environmental eft'ecta to local .-prings and creekS from tunneling and excavation of fractured rack 
11}'9tem. It appean that we are not prot.eeted under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions o{ a thoughtless neighbor. 

/Disregard f~ recent studies demomtrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

~ ~ noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

_-_ /._ hicreaeed environmental risk from low level radioactive wast.e that will be st.ored on SSC grounds and 7::_811y traruiporied over local roads. 
__ The poul°bility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above pound on the SSC site. 5 ~ ......... about what will beomne of the tunnel after it no longer;,, .... d r~~searoh. 
__ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A~ accelerator scheduled fw future addition will greatly inttease radioactivity production. 

__ The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of it• other facilities 
In the United States. It can not be trwtted. to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BAC& 

See Submission 80 
for comment identjfication 



TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

2-342 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Depa"ment of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Submission 192, Page 1 of 2 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM.CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIEUL. 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbora to the project are very disturbed and angry !\bout the treatment Nceived from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belitiled, ri_diculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personal1y question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

.J(_ The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Te¥&8 National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
have not been trnthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

" _,_, _ Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texas site was chosen. 

____L The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished . 

.-J::.'.'._ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe lo regional Dalla!ff't. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

____r:_ Lass of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

_L_ La.nd acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

_L Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction, This puts Ellis County properly and tax money at undue risk. 

_L Properly values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface righta" compansation 
Plans have not been released. There are no provisions to cODlpensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and properly devaluation. J\.1any landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

_L Even though site-specific designs have been released, no orie can tell us where and bow much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easem':'nts. 

_x_ "Subsurface rights'' only will be parchaeed in non·facility locations. Families a.re expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
ri.sks. · 
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COST 
-25:,_ At the beginning, cost was eetimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be be-tween 7.8 billion and lL 7 
billion. 

__K_ Rapid and unnatural BTOwth of required amenities such as t-o.ads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tU rolls. 

__:{_ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parl.s o( the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

~ ENVIRONMENTALIMPACT 

_x._ A thorough geologic study was r.ot done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misl'epresentation and disr-egard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study lo dale. 

_.L_ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. 'Probable migration of subsurface 
r8.dio~ctivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Aui;itin chalk. Potential chemical !>pills can also 
~ause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford. accelerator. 

__!_ Advene environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractu1-ed rock 
system. It appe81'8 that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor . 

.K-- Disregard for recent atudies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

_L Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

_L Increased environmental ri!3k from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

_K_ The possibility of producing mixed hazardous wast(!, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

_K_ Indefinite answers about what will become or the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

·u L The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the futW;"e. 
~ A fLXed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

' --1.:_ The Department a( Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of it11 other facilities 
in the United StatE;?s. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

See Submission 80 
1or comment iden1i1ica1ion 
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SllDllmy., October 7. 1999 WA.lLAHALHIE. DAILY U\0-HT Pap J-A 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
llr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EllD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, ll&nois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Many Elli8 County rmident. and tax payen alrect.ed by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbon t:o the pro;ect AN very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, OOE, and 
their SSC CQ:ltradon. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a dierupectful 
manner. I penonally questton the validity of the SSC project for the following rea.mona which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

Y,n.e Depc. ~--(DOE) and the T_.. Natlonal-..,h La-ry Commlnlon (TNRLC) 

have not been tmthful. They have withheld Information and given continual mi•Jeading lltatementa. 

~and taxation plllllB made by Tezu officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and lifter tba Tau aite waa choeen. 

v-:;;:. quaHty ol life .,.._,tty available in EIW. County will be ......,.y dlmDWohed. 

~few~ local and area llew9 media have neclede(orrefu_. any advera .tatementa or 
qu.t:imul about the SSC. Notice al public meetinp primarily occur in local papen that don't eervice the majority 
of El.IU. County NSidenta who aubecribe to regional Dallq/Ft.. Wori4 newapapera. Normal channei. far public 
information do not uiat. 

V lDss al voting and land uee rights in new SSC zoning CCII.trolled area 

LAND AQUISrftON 

~d acquisition representatives have net fulfilled their promi8ed obliptions to families being relocated. 

~~ W being purcJu..ed prior to campleticm. of the Federal En.vininmental Studies that are required to 
commit Fedaad Funds for SSC conmuct.ion.. Thi.9 puta Elli• County pmperl.y and tu: money at undue riak.. 

V-Property values on or dme to the SSC have been advarmly affected. •Subsurface right.• cm:n.~tion 
plane have not been reJeaaed. There are no J)IVYi8iona: to """"P""eeie neighboring pnipartim for ino: d 
envittmmental rieb and property devaluation. Many Ian .J wnen that want to 88Cape the SSC mq>erimental 
~ ~ eell tbeirproparty with out~ w.e.. 

~ Ewn. thousb. etta-.perific deaip8 have bean releued. no ona can tell ue where and haw much more land 
will~ far electrical and natural ... euemen.te. 

_V_ • •"-Subeutface•'-.J. riabta• only will be~ in non-facility loeatioae. F11D1.iliee ue ~.-~I~ directly 
~ ar ....t;eamt.to · SSC tunnel and accept inena-1 health,. eafety and wilDOWil ap.rimental 
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At the befinninl'. coat WM eM.imat.ed to be 4.4 billion; now it UI said to be behween 7_8 billion and 11.7 
ill ion. _.--
~ .Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities 11Uch u roads, echoob, etc. ~ to be rmanced by 
local taJEpayen, while SSC land property tax doUara are being depleted. from tax rolb. 

__ Ellie, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are espected to pay for the land. when other parl:8 of the lit.ate and 
nation are benefiting much more than EllUI County and probably Tarrant County at.o. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

~orough geologic study was not done before the decision wae made on SSC site aelection. 
Miatepzeaentatioo. and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 

> formatiom in Ellis County. No complete hydrological 9tudy to date. 

V &dioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cauae extemiive contamination mch as tricblcroethylene spill at Stanford accelera.t<r. 

~ environmental eft'ed:ll to local sprinp and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
ayatem. It appearw that we are not protected under Te:Kas law for ll»B of groundwater reBOurces cauaed by 
actiona of a thoughtlees neighbor. 

V-Disreprd for recent lltudie9 ~ting the dangera of low level ionizing radiation. 

~ ~ion noiae and air pollution during and aft.er the cmud.ruction period. 

.......---·lncreaaed environmental risk from low level radioactive wute that will be etored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported owr local road... 

~~ pomibility ol pnklueing mind hazardou• waste, which will be .tend above ground an the SSC 9ite. 

~ anawen about what will become of the tunnel after it no loqer U. uMd for reeearch.. 

l--The ability of the DOE to ccm.vert the SSC facility to mon dangerom \18811 u it eee• fit in the future. 
A fmed ~_accelerator llCbeduled. for future addition will p-eatly incream radioactivity production. 

~partment ol Energy hu been unable to ulely manage the majority of It• other f~l~tfftti 
In the United State.. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Colllder '(ICUl$y ...t~~ ~t 
oventcht (cetteral and .cientific). ~ 

Sincerely, 

See Submi!!llion 80 
lor commont identttiel!tion 
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Sund•J, October 7, 1990 WAXAHACIDE DAILY LIGHT P•p J-A 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieljf 
U.S. Depanment of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBERIOCTOBER1990 

Many Ellis County resident.a and tax payen affected by the S-uper CoUider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC cont.rectors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a di9l'espectful 
manner. I penonally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

__ The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Tes•• N•tlonal ReHarch Laboratory Comml••lon (TNRLC) 
have not been t.ruthful. They have withheld Information and given continual misleading statements. 

__ Promieea and tu:ation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond electioa. 
and after the Texu site was choeen. 

__ The quality of life preMntly available in Elli• County will be eeverely diminished. 

__ With few exception•, local and area news media have neglected or refu•d any adveree statement. or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meeting• primarily occur in local papen that don't aervice the majority 
o( Ellia County re•identa who subscribe to regional Dalla!t"Ft. Worth newapapen. Normal channel• for public 
information do not exist. 

__ Losa of voting and land use righta in new SSC zoning controlled. area 

LAND AQUISITION 

__ Land acquisition repreeentatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to familiea being relocated. 

__ Land is beiDB purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
eommit Federal Funds for SSC eonetzuction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue ri•k. 

__ Property value• on or cl088 to the SSC have been adve1"11Bly alfec:t.ed. •subsurface rights" oompenaation 
plane have not been released. There are no provieion.s t:o compenaate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental rieke and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to eecape the SSC experi:mab.tal 
area can not Ml.I their property with out exceuive louee. 

__ Even thoush eite-e:pecific de•igna have been released, no one can tell us where and how much mon land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

__ ~subeurface riaht." only will be parc~ed in non-facility locatioD111. FamiHes are ~ to Hve dnctly 
over or adjacent to~ SSC tunnel and accept inc:reued health, Alfllf.3J.Ud~ mtpnimenW 
risks. 
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COST 
~the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion ancrl'l.7J 
billion. - -- ~ 
,_,/ 

__ .Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
17yers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties a:re expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

__ A thOl'Ough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection, 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

__ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground wa.ter f'rom SSC operation. Pt-obab!e migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by wat.er through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

__ Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protec~d under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

__ Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

__ Construction noise a1;1.d air pollution during and after the construction period. 

__ Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive wa8te that will be Btored on SSC gttiunds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

__ The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC sjte. 

__ Indefinit:e answers about what will become of the tunnel aft.er it no longer iit used for research. 

__ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increa!Je radioactivity production. 

__ The Department of Energy has been wtable to safely manage the majority of its other fa(:ilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
over-sight (general and scientific). 

See Submission 80 
for comment Identification 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thorn11 A. Balllieul 
U.S. Dlpartirent of Energy, EMD 
ll800 South Cass Avenue 
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SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 
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CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM. CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIE UL. 

Many Elli• County re•identa and tax payen affectad by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
nei.1hbon to the project are veey disturbed and angry abotlt. the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contract.on. Matly have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I penonally que-tlon the validity or the SSC project for the toJlowlng rea•ons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

__ The Dept. ot Enel'ID' (DOE) and the Tezaa National ReNarch Laboratory Comml••ion (TNRLC) 
have not been truthtul. They haw wtthheld inform•tion and given continual mi•leading 11.tatementa. 

__ Promiees and taxation plans made by Te:ic:u officiald were not made public until aft;Br the bond election 
an; after the Tu:u site w .. cha.en. 

L The quality d life pruently available in Ellis County will be severely diminiahed. 

__ With few exception•, local and area new11 media have neglect.ed or refu11ed any adverse atatementa or 
O.U.•tiou about the SSC. ?'lotice of 9Uhlk m.e&t\nc• llorimuil~ occur i.n loeal. pa.pen that don't Mrv\ce the ma)ority 
of Elli• County reaiidlmta who •ubKribe to regional Dallaiv'Ft. Worth newspapera. Normal channel• for public 
information do not n:i.t. 

__ Loa of voting and Land UM rishta in new SSC zonin&'. controlled area 

LAND AQmsmoN 

__ Land acqui1ition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligation• to familiea being relocated. 

_L land i• b.inl' purchaaed prior to ccmpletion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Fund. for SSC oon.truction. Thia puts Elli• County property and tax money at undue riak. 

__ Property value• on t# clOH to the SSC have been adwireely affected. "Sub•urface righta~ compensation 
plana have not been releued. There are no proviaiona to cODlpenaat.e neighboring propertie11 for increased 
environmental rillka and property devaluation. Many landownere that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area ~ not aell their propttrly with out ~ive loaaea. 

__lL Even thou1h •it.e·..,_cific deaip have been releaaed, no one can tell ua where and how much more land 
will be required for electricall and nat~ ,_ auementa. 

_L ''Subaurfae9 ri&hta" only wW ht. pQl"Cbued in non·facility locatione. Familie11 are expected to live directly 
over or acij-nt to exp.riDMtnta.l SSC tunnel and accept inereaeed heal.th, safety and unknown experimental 
n.k.. . 
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cos.Y 
..,L At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billi~ 

_i/ __ 'Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local?ayen, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

L Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably TaJTant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

__ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological sludy t.o date. 

A'f .. dioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. -fubable migration of subsurface 
~~~ivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

_JAdverse environmental effects t.o loca.I springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
act~ of a thoughtless neighbor. 

\/ Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

Uconstruction noise a~d air pollution during and after the construction period. 

_/ __ 1 Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC t;TOUnds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

__v' re possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste,' which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

< ~efinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is u!'led for research. 

' ' 1 e ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
S1 A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

-~ --.0he Department of Energy has been Wtnble to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
ln the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Colltder facility wJthout independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

Print Name: 

ADDITIONALCOMMENTSHEREANDONBACJC 

Lani ONoers Assoc. & Olher Interested Parties. 

See Submission Bo 
for comment identification 
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Thunday, October 11, 1990 WA~_AHACl!!_E DAILY Ll9HT Page J 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Balllleul 
U.S. Dapanmant of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM.CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIEUL. 

Many Elli• County reaidents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they lando'Nll.ers or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed And angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractora. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I per110nally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

G~RAL 

'L The Dept. of Enercr (DOE) and the Tesaa National Reaearch Laboratory Commiaaion (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. Thev have withheld Information and given continual misleading atatementa. ---=----- -- --- . ... . . .. . . . ·- . .. 
__ Promiae• and taxation plan• made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texu ait.e wa• chosen. 

1V The quality of life pre•ntly available in Ellia County will be severely diminiahed. 

~With few exceptiona, local and area news media have neglected or refuaed any adverse atatementa or 
que.tiona about the SSC. Notice of public meeting• primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Elita County rnident. who aubscribe to regional Dallatt'Ft. Worth newapapera. Normal channela for public 
information do not exist. 

__ l..DN of voting and land uae rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

Land acqui•ition repreMntative• have not fulfilled their promiaed obligations t:o families being relocated. 

__ Land ia being purchuad. prior t:o completion of the Federal Environmental Studiea that are required to 
commit Federal Fund. for SSC conHruction. Thia pute Ellie County property and tax money at undue risk. 

~Property value• on or cloee to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subaurf'ace rightatt compensation 
plana have not been releued. Then are no proviaions to compenaat.e neighboring propertiBl!I for increased 
environmental ris&. and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out uceasive l088es. 

__ Even thouah sit.e·apecific de•ipia have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will b~uired for electrical and natural au euementa. 

_1L' "Subsurface rights" only will be parchaaed. in non-facility locationa. Families are expected t.o live directly 
over or adjacent to exper-.atal SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental ........ 
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COST 
__ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11. 7 
billion. 

~Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, et.c. expected to be financed by 
local t~ayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

v Ellie, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting :much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

d A thorough geologic study waa not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

L./ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation .. Probable migTation of subsurface 
radio~ctivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

~Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

~Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

__ Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

/Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

~-The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

7 Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

~The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will gTeatly increase radioactivity production. 

' V The Department ~f Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

PrintName' Dt.?1-f'£J-J &:!AOSfl!JiJ 

•Address: Rou-r€ 3 Bot 2.2.3 

/Jf'/Xfl/1fiCH/e'1 /'x'. 75 105 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACffi 

p. LarvJ C>.vnGrs Assoc. & Other Interested Parnes. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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Sunday, October 7, 1990 WAXAHACHIE D..\ILV LIGHT 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomes A. Baillleul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Many Elli• County l"6sident. and tax payel"9 affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry it bout the t:reatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC con.tractoni. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I pertKJnally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reason• which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

V The Dept. ol EneJ1D' (DOE) and the Texas National Re.earoh Laborak>J:'y Commis•lon (TNRLCi 
have not been truthful. 'nteY have withheld information and given continual ml11leading ataternents. 

V Promiae111 and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
aztd after the Texaa aite waa choaen. 

V The quality of life preeently available in Elli11 County will be Mverely diminished. 

~ With Few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refueed any adveree ate.t.ement.8 or 
queations about the SSC. Notice of public meeting11 primarily occur in local papen that don't service the majority 
of Ellia County residente who subscribe to regional Dalla~t. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exiat. 

V Loaa of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUismoN 

__ Land acquisition repreeentatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated . 

...L Land ia being p\U'Chaaed prior to cmnpletion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funda for SSC con.struction. Thi• puts Ellie County property and tax money at undue risk. 

__ Property values on or cloee to the SSC have been adversely aff'ected. •subsurface rights" compenaation 
plana have not been released. There are no provisiona to compensate neighboring properties for inc:reaaed 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landownera that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not Bell their property with out excaaaive I08881!1. 

/Even thou1h aite-apecific deaigna have been released, no one can tell ua where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gu eaaamenta. 

__ "Subaurface righta" only will be parchased. in non-t.cility locationa. Familiea 112'9 expecl.edto live directly 
over or adjacent to experimeDtpl SSC tunnel and accept inereaMd health., aaf'ety And Unkiio..-n experimental 
riaks. 
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cos'}.Y 
~ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

~pid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax doll8.l"8 are being depleted from tax rolls. 

~His, Tan-ant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably TtuTant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

~thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

~dioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation .. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
ca11se extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

~dverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

~sregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

Vconstruction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

v;:creased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

~e possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

~ndefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

~e ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

v:;:e Department of Energy has been Wlable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). · 

Sincerely, 

I .e# ,L/f-d= 

• 

PrintN~e' a r!ly JTEFC o+r 
Addre"' (/>.2.. J..cU't 5 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACIC 

Paid for by 8~s County Land 0.Vners Assoc. & Other lnteresled Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillleul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Submission 198, Page 1 of 2 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the SUJ)er Collider be they landownere or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. ] personally quesUon the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

~~RAL 
.){._ The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National R.Hearch Laboratory Commission (TNRl.Cl 
have not been tru.thful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

L Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and aft.er the Texu site was chosen. 

~ The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be eeverely diminished. 

~ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papen that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County resident.a who subscribe to regional Dalla!/Ft. Worth newspapere. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. + Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

+, Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to fa.miliea being n>located. 

~ . Land is being purchased prior to c~pleti~n of the F.ederal Environmental Studies that are requ~ t:o 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Elhs County property and tax money at undue r1ak. 

~ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. •subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring propertiea for lncreued 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

I/ Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much man land 
~e required for electrical and natural gu easements. 

~ "Subsurface right.a" only will be parchased in non-facility locations. Families are ezpect;.d kt Uw· ~ 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC twuwl and aceept i~ health, safety and unkn:dwn· experimental 
risks. 
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ws1 At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11. 7 
~n. 
'1 .Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 

fofaltaxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

' / Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
~n are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably TtuTant County slso. 

NVJRONMENTALIMPACT 

A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
representation 1Ukd disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 

formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

V Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of eubsurface 
~activity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
c'1e extensive cont.ru:nination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

A_ Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we a.re not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

I;; _.Jl rn ..... ard for reoent .tudie• demon.trating the dangon of low level ioni,ing radiation. 

'.j ;x._ Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period . 

.{):;.. Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

k The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC eite. 

-¥'Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

~ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production . .K The Depar1 · i::nt of Energy has been unab]e to safe]y manage the majority of its other facilities 
1n the United Statt. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general t... . . d scientific). 

Sincerely, ~ 

~· , 
. ~ .tt{}-;11a.--

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACIC 

Paid for by Ellis County Land Owners Assoc. & Olhet Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 



, 
TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

2-356 Submission 199, Page 1 of 2 

Tb•rldliy, October U, 1990 WAXAH~CffiE D_MLY Ll_9HT Pap J 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Balllleul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Aveoue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM.CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIEUL. 

Many Ellia.County reaidentll and tax payen affected by the Super Colllder be they landowners or 
neighbore to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and pnerally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. ] penonally question the valldlty of the SSC project for the following rea•ona which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

__ The Dept. of Enersy (DOE) and the Te:ii:u National Research laboratory Comml•aion (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. They have wf,thheld lnfonnation • liven continua] mi.Jeadlng atatementa. / ... 
_& _ PromiaH md tuation plans made by Texaa cfficiah1 were not mad. public until after the bond election 
and .tter the Tezu aite wu cha.en. 

/The quality al life preeently available in Ellis County will be eevarely dimini.lhed. 

__ With few exception•, local mnd uu. new• media have neelected or refueed. any adverse .tatement& or 
qu..tiona about the SSC. Notice ~public meeting• primarily occur in local papen that don't eervice the majority 
of Ellia: Count, rNidenU who •ubacribe to resional Dallalt"Ft. Worth. new11papen. Nonnal ch.anneLa ror public 
information. do not ezi•t. 

__ Lo.. of voting and Land uee right& in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LANlht.QIJl81TION 

__ Laad acqumtiqn ~iivu have """°'""W'flil'~' •'IO' .. ' ... ,.._.., ... ...,,, •• .,. .•. _ .... ., • .,.,.,._.,;i·1;.;.....i:b..,. •1,.·ool<k•••'"' .. d-

/ 

// t.nd ia beina purchued prior to completion of the Federal Environmental StudiM that are required to 
commit Federal Funda for SSC COb#tnlction. Thi• pute Elli• County property and tax money at undue riak . 

....:::::..:._ Property value• on or~ to the SSC have been advenely aft'ected. •Sub.urface ri1hta" compenution 
plarlfi have not been releued. 'l1wn an no proviaiona to ooaipenaat.e neighboring proper-tie• for increaaed. 
environmental rim and property cleY.!uatm Many landownen that want to ucape the SSC experimental 
area can not eell their property with out amuive loaHB. 

d~n thoqh •it.-mpeciftc deaisu have 1*m. nleued, no one can tell wi where and bow much more land 
will ~ired tor~ eel natural ... euemen.ta. 

JL::.. "Subnrf'aoa right.~ only will be pmchued in non-facility Location.. Familiu are upected to live directly 
over or adja.nt to experiDMntal S.SC tunnel and accept increued health, safety and unknown experimental 
ri•k•. 



.J 

• 

2-357 Submission 199, Page 2 of 2 

cosr 
_./_ A Alt the beginning, costwae estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion/ 

_V_ R Ra•"pid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected t:o be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

~His, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expecied to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

_L A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formationS' in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

/ 
I/. Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation .. Probable migration of subsurface 

radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

c../Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

hsregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ioniz.ing radiation. 

__ Construction noise and air pollution during and aft.er the construction period. 

~creased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will ~e stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

~e possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which 'will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

/indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. , 

~e ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dang:ous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

~he Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United StateB. It can not be tru1Jted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

Print Nam.e: 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACKi 

Paid !Of by EIUs County Land ONners Assoc. & Other Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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SuDda11 October 7, 1990 WAXAHACHIE DAILY LIGHT Pip J·A 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Depanment of ~nergy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landownere or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contract.on. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I pereonally question the validity of the SSC project for the following rea1on111 which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

__ The Dept. of Enel'l'Y (DOE) and the Texas National RelearCh Laboratory Commi11ion (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading 11tatement1 • 

.__.,,/' Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and aft.er the Texas site wu chosen. 

__ The quality of life preeently available in Ellis County will be eeverely dirn..inished. 

~th few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any advel'lle statement. or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Elli• County residents who subscribe to regional Dalla!f/F't. Worth newspapers. Normal channels far public 
information do not exist. 

V--- l..oBB of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning cont.rolled area 

LAND AQUISmON 

----_K_ Land acquisition repreaentatives have not fulfilled their promieed obligations to families being relocated. 

__ Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue Nk. 

~Property values on or doee to the SSC have been advenely affected. •subeurface righta" compeneation 
plans have not been releued. There are no provisions t.o compensate neighboring properties far inc:reued 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want t.o escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out uoesaive losses. 

~-

.....!:::::_ Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and bow much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easement.. 

V--~Subsurtace righta" only will be parchued. in non-facility locations. Families are expected t.o live diractly 
over or adjacent to ~~.SSC tunn,I and accept i~ -heal~. ufea,,~ uru...iw.. experimental 
rjalta. 
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COST 
~the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11. 7 

billion. 

~ .. Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, et.c. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls . 

....... ----· Ellis, TarTant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

-.:::::..-A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

~ 
__ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
ca1Jse extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

------ Advene environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtle:;is neighbor. 

--==:Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 
,_----
-- Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

v--Jncreased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

<--The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

--Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

~e ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

__ The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK: 

Paid for by Ellis County Land Owners Assoc. & Other Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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Thursday, Odober 11, IM WA.;<'.t-HACfilE DAILY 1J_9HT hp J 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Balllieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM. CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIEUL. 

Many Elli• County reaidenta and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbon t.o the project•• very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I penonally queatlon the validity of the SSC project for the following rea•on11which1 have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

__ The Dept. of Eneray (DOE) and the Tnu National Research Laboratory Commi11ion (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. Tbliv have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

__ Promieea and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and aft.er the Texu aite was ch.otlen. 

/ The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminiehed. 

__ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statement.a or 
queationa about the SSC. Notice of public meetinr• primarily occur in local papen that don't service the majority 
of Ellia County reeidenta who aubacribe to rerional Dalla.ir'Ft. Worth newapapera. Normal channels for public 
information do not esi.st. 

__ l.nu of votinr and land use right.a in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISmON 

Land acquiaition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated . 

.U:::::.. Land ie bein1 p\ll'Chued. prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. 'Th.is puta Ellis County property and tax money at undue riak. 

v-,. Property valuea on or cl.OH to the SSC have been adversely affected. wsubaurface right&'' compensation 
ol'AI have not been rele~ There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landownen that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not eell their property with out excesaive loaaee. 

__ Even though site-specific deili1J119 have been releaeed, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required fer electrical and natural gu euementa. 

L•subsurface rishta~ only will be pQl"Chued in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
ovrer or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, aafety and unknown experimental 
riaka. . 
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c,c;p-
At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7 .8 billion and 11. 7 

billion. 

V Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. eJCPect.ed to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollan are being depleted from tax rolls. 

L Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

/A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study t.o date. 

L Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. -Probable migration or subswface 
radio~ctivity by water th.rough fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such u trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

~Adveree environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

V Oi!Jl'Elgard for recent studies demonstrating the d11.ngers of low level ionizing radiation. 

V Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

_Llncreased environment.al risk frorn low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

~e poasi.bility of pl"Oducing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

~ Indefinit:e imswen about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is u11ed for research. 

~The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly incrt!ase radioactivity production. 

L The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
ovenight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

ADDIT. 

\he. f\C fcse.d +..._nf\e.l 1 S ')c''':J 
o..~ou:t S-0 feei: be.h:nd c-.....{' hcn1e... 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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MESSAGE: 
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Sunday, October 7, 1990 WAXAHACHIE DAILY LIGHT hp 3-A 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Enetgy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

'-r 

r: / !, 
I , : 

Many Ellis County reeidents and tax payel'B affected by the Super Collider be they landownen or 
neighbora to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a dilll"espectful 
manner. I per.onally question the validity ot the SSC project for the following rea•on• which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

Y The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texa• National Rnearch Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
have not been trnthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

\/ Promises and taxation plane made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texaa aite waa chosen. 

~ 

'( The quality of life presently available in Ellie County will be severely diminished. 

\j With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglect.ed or refueed any adverse statements or 
questiorui about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily oc:c:ur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional DallatV'Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

' ~ss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

_y, Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

~ Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studiee that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

-./,_ Property values on or close to the SSC have been advereely affect:ed. ~Subaurface rights~ compeD.N.tion 
plans have not been released. There are no provieions to compenaat.e neighboring propertiea for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

_:f,,_ Even though site·specific designs have been released, no one can tell ua where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gaa euements. 

'.}_ "Subsurface righta" only will be porc:hased in non·facility locations. Familiee are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to expe,rimealld SSC tunnel and accept increased. health, safety and unlaii:twri: ·experimental 
risks. 
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COST 
_J::. At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

___y:Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expect.ed to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

'·/Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

\.i~ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

;(_ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
ca1Jse extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

~ Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for lose of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor . 

.X. Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

V Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

'./... Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

'..{ The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

'/. Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

Y The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fix0d target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

~ The Department or Ener1,.ry has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in th9 United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

1igriature J 

Print Nam., ::rAr/( fl.,) ,;[djC., U1111T 
Addre"' /,Cfl ,'.) 7-RAi\_;_,> /2_,.;;,. 
~ / / / . ,.-/6 , 
,"/ ,-;'.'..-?-i / -'l"./z t~>-'.ru•'- ,--<;, @/, S--

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACIC 

Pa·ld lor by Ellis County Land Owners Assoc. & Other lnlerested Pa11ies. ·-

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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2-364 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Ur. Thomas A. lllllllleul 
U.S. Deparlllllnl of Energy, EMO 
9800 South CUs Avenue 
Argonne, llllnols 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER1990 

Submission 203, Page 1 of 2 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM.CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIEUL. 

Many Ellie County resident. and tax payen aff'ected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry ebout the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractol"l!ll. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I perM>nally que•tlon the validity of the SSC project for the followlnl reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

1. The Dept. of Enerey (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRl..C) 
have not been truthtul. They have withheld information and given continual misleading atatements. 

L Promi•• and taxation plana made by Texas cfficiale were not made public until after the bond election 
and ,,....r the Tu:u sit.e was choeen. 

Jt:_ The quality of life preeently available in Elli• County will be Hverely diminished. 

L With few exceptiona, local and area newa media have neglected or refuaed any advene statement.a or 
qu..Uona about tbe SSC. Notice of public meeting• primarily occur in local papera that don't Mrvice the majority 
of Ellili County ruidents who aubacribe to regional Dalla~. Worth newapapera. Normal channela for public 
infon:nation do not exiat. 

L Lou of votins and land \l9I! riahta in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISmON 

JL!.... Und acquieition repruentativee have not fulfilled their promised obligation• to familiea being relocated . 

.Ji. lAn.d iii beinJ purchaMd prior to ocmpletion ot the Federal Envircnmental Studiea that are required to 
commit Federal Fund. for SSC oonstruction. Thia put.a Ellie County property and tax money at undue riak. 

L Property values on or cl.me to the SSC have been advenely affect.ed. •subsurface righta~ compenaation 
plane have D.Ot. been rei.a..d. 'n..r. ue no proviaiona to campenaate neighboring propertiea for increued 
environ.mental ri.U and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to eecape the SSC experimental 
area can not aell thejr propaty with out axceaive lOBHll. 

L Even thoul(h aite-apec:ific deaipw have been. releued, no one can tell ua where and how much more land 
will be required fer eleet.rical and natural,.. euementa. 

¥ wsubaurface ri1hta" only will be parchued in non-facility locationa. Familiea are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increaaed health, aafety and unknown experimental 
riak.s. 
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C9§-T 
_JL_ At the beginning,, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11. 7 

bi~!,,. 

£ Rapid and unnatural growth o( required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected t.o be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

k Ellis, T8lTant. and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other part:B of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

k A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

~Radioactive contamination of aoil and ground water from SSC operation. 'Probable migration of subsurt'ace 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause_?nsive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

L Adverse environmental effects t.o local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
systet:1. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

~_,..Pisregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

_,,(_ rnstruction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

L Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be st.ored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

-9• poHibility ofp=lucing mixed huardouo waote, whi<h will be otored ab~e ground on the SSC oite. 

-.JL-Jndefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is U!led for research. 

L The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fix~ target ac:celerat.or scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

L The Department of Energy has been wiable to safely manage the majority ot its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
ovenight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACIC 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 
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Thursday, October ll, 1990 W,\_X_All,\_ClflE DA!LY LJ!]HT Page 3 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM. CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIEUL. 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

__ The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

__ Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texas site was chosen. 

__ The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

__ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalla&IF't. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

__ Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County properly and tax money at undue risk. 

__ Properly values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. ~subsurface rights~ compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and properly devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their properly With out eXcessive losses. 

__ Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

__ "Subsurface rights" only will be pnrchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experim.ental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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COST 
__ At the beginning, coat was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

__ Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, et.c. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayera, while SSC land property tax dollare are being depleted from true rolls. 

__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellie County and probably Tan-ant County also, 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

__ A thorough geologic study waa not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of ah allow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

--. Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactiyity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

__ Adver11e environmental eft'ecte to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appean that we are not protect.ed under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

__ Disregard for recent studies demonetrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

__ Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

__ Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

__ The poeeibility of.producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

__ Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is U!led for research. 

__ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A for:ed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

__ The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trw1ted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

1/iptaturi 

Print Nam., T 1rf e Ro VJ /J l? rt 
Addre"' ~f) (hf 9// 

~a!J. ~ '~ 7.!i/6.1~ 
ADD:NAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACJ<, 

Land OM!ers Assoc. & Olher Interested Par1ies. 
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Dear Sir. 
M·1 thbkin, this SUPER COLLIDEc DEAL ',JILL NOTHING MOPE THAN SOME 

THING TO GIVE SOMEONE KIN TO OUP CONGRESSMAN OR SENTOF. A JOB 
IT--wi] 1 never be built---witr; thin,~s as thev are --The G:>v:..-:-has '1'1 

m'lnev--it is r1in11in'S on borrowed mone_'/ :-iow---whv PISS av-1a·· sa:id mone·-1 
when the~ do not have. 

TheJ have too many people on the pa; roll doin~ nothin~ excep~ 
spendin'; mon.c,v.Wit:1out a do11bt this will g;o riown in historv as abio; 
mess, ~il1 help nobody except elected people. 

I plan to vote o...~rybod·: w!'lo is rer 1.Jnning for office---we neerl 
to ~et them all 011t of ~ffice---I m4an to say I am voltin~ AGAINST 
those who is now in office. ------------

See Submission BO 
for comment identification 



2-369 Submission 205, Page 1 of 2 

TO: 
.8 

I 
SUBJECT: 

II 

' DATE: 
• 
• MESSAGE: • 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Depanment of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM.CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIEUL. 

I 
'/' 
I • c: 
• 0 

• 
"' " • • 
" ~ 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or "' 
o neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and "' 
tc their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 1~ 

manner. I personally question the validity of the SSC project for the foBowing reasons which I h11ve ,.. 
checked below. ~ 

/ 
,, 

GENERAL -

:ii L The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC} I 
hav/bt been truthtul. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. ~ 

o _L Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until aft.er the bond election , 1 

and aft.er the Texas site was chosen. 

/The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

8 7 With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse stat.ements or 
I questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 1 

of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalla!f'Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
( z· ~ tion do not exist. ,, 
r Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

l LAND AQUISITION 

Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

__ Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. Thie puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

__ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affect.ed. ~subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

__ Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easement.8. 

__ "Subsurface rights~ only will be parchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. ' 
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cos:f =.::iZ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 

bit~ 
__ Rapid and unnatural growth·ofrequired amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected t:o be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, T8.%Tant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parla of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

__ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrep~sent.ation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic fo7fons in Elli• County. No complet. hydrological •tudy to dat.. 

Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radio~ctivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause.extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

j Adven11e environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss or groundwater resources caused by 
ac7 of a thoughtless neighbor. 

__ Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

___il Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
p/ically transported over'local roads. 

-;Ihe possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC aite. 

_..!L:_ Indefinite answers about what will become or the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

__ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A ftxf 'target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

___l[ The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be truated. to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

. lr}y,:-1 AAwnJ~ ~ 
61,i71Q.turt 

PrintNam•' Me:s'T11.IMAdcV ~Ns 
Addre"' 8 Q !"\ fJ_ £y S o N · :5L 

" ) axo. !, Odi L·c:, !1· 25/th° 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK: 

~ .P IOr Elis Courq Land Owners Assoc. & Other lnlerested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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Thursday, October 11, 1990 \VAXAHACfilE_D_:\ILY LIGHT Page J 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM.CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIEUL. 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

_,_ The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

~ Promises and taxation plans made by Texas cffi.cials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texas site was chosen. 

l/ Th&-qu;tlttyOf life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

' ( ...----.:....----' ~___. 
_L;:;:_ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalla!VF't. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

-· ·~~· 
____{_ ~;~:~;~g and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITJON 

i,· 
Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

__...--~ _....-;;:--z___.--
_l_ ~d- is "being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

<:. ... --~=~----:..---~ _ ___.,,...-
~- Property· values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. ?vlany landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

r. r_ C.../' "___. 
-1::.:__ -t;ven though stt:Ei-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

l.-/' "Subsurface rights" only will be purchased in non· facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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COST 
_L_·_ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

~ Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__£,:_ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parls of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 
L--- , (_ ~- c:, _ ___....._ -

__ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study lo date. 

. l --L-~---.___ -
~- Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

_i_• _ Adverse environmental effects t.o local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoug~t.le~neighbor. 

~ Dis;;,krd'f:r-~ent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

__ Cohstruci"ion noise and air pollution during and aft.er the construction period. 

l· . . _,.,- /' ---------Irtcreised-environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

~A 

__ !:.~_{Th~ ~si"ibiiity of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site . 
. · J1_// 

_l_·_· Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel aft.er it no longer is u.!led for research. 

~-The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator.scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

, ,..../(_,, i--- l/L___- .. · 
;, ·_...,2_ The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 

in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversjght (g~p..era] ~nd scientific). : ; ',-. l.,. _. · 

Cf/./' c;( (/lJ ct,,ei{) \.Le...-u __ .-;!..- C<. ... / _ .. vu--r..:i ,. ... fv(.1 -;,::-/{-L.,.f_,,,/ 
s· t 11 ,, - v· ::i / ~ '";''J!:1/',_,,1 C.~'.;7 /;,9',,,t._ L-//U 7 '~1 ~!/trVl/ -:_~/!~_.z ,, - .,,,_,, c-r,c;v[,,: 
z~:i})'L,. ///t (.:·-li..A.';_,.w f{Jcvt/ '/-cJ ..... /Cl ft L,U.;' r1r?/-? ,_q 

.v 

Print Name: 

Address: 

;{. (,.,- v, /ct.j:r:7'' , l c.;7 . , /IA---

" ' ,.1 /(·{:"-' 1 
"":) 
(' ". 

t;._'J'u}!.rYC(/, ,.-'-cf~,( -'"t.r 

·' I 
U,.tL! 

.;,~. L" ."' 
.j,,.; 1"' (/ c 

;/,,\ /&J' 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK: 

fy Land OM'ers Assoc. & Olher Interested Pafties. 

See Submission BO 
for comment identification 



TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

2-373 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Balllleul 
U.S. Dtpanment of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, llllnols 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Submission 207, Page 1 of 2 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM. CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIEUL. 

Many Ellia County reaidentll and tax payel"ll aff'ected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbon to the project are very diaturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contracton. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I per110nally question the validity of the SSC project (or the following rea•ons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

~The Dept. of Eneror (DOE) and the Teu.1 National Research Laboratory Commi••ion (TNRLC) 
have not been truthtul. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statementt. 

--"- Promi•• and taxation plans made by Tusa cffi.ciala were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Te:Ku aite wu choffn. 

~ The quality of lite pre•ntly available in Elli.1 County will be •verely dimini.1hed. 

--14- With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
quutiomi about th. SSC. Notice of public meeting.1 primarily occur in local papers that don't 11ervice the majority 
ot ElU. County nsidents who aubacribe to regional Dallalt"Ft. Worth newspapen1. Normal channels ror public 
information do not exist. 

___L Lou of votin1 and land uae rights in new SSC zoning eon trolled area 

LAND AQUISmON 

IAnd acquiaition repreeentativea have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

---1:::::'.:: IAnd ia beins p\ll'Chued. prior to COblpletion of the Federal Environmental Studie• that are required t.o 
commit F~ Fund. for SSC con.truction. This JNta Ellia County property and tax money at undue ri.1k. 

__::::_--Property value• on ar clCIN to the SSC have been advenely atrect.ed. •subaurface rights" compe1U1ation 
plans have not been nleued. Then ant no proviaiona to compenaat.e neighboring properties for increued 
environmental rilks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not HU their property with out uceuive loaeee. 

~Ev.n thoush eite-9)>8Cific dnips have been released, no one can tell ue where and how much more land 
will be required for electrieal and natural ps eaaments. 

~~ ~Sub•urface ri1ht.1" only will be pnrchaaed in non-facility locations. Familie.1 are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increued health, aatety and unknown experimental 
riab. 
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COST 
-~-At the beginning, oo•t wa• e•timated to be 4.4 billion; now it ;, ,,;d to b• botw"n 7.8 billion and 11. 7 

~Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schciols, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

-:=:};: Ellis, TaITant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parta of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

+ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study lo date. 

~dioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

+----•·Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

-.J:.::_ Disregard for recent studiPs demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

Construction noise and, air pollution during and after the construction period . 

...J:::....:_ Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

+The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be atored above ground on the SSC site. -#" Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

~ The !ibility of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

~ The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

PrintName: Gc1yJ11ne (. 5(1-?')Z>>otJ 

Address: /""J.iZ3 iV. Ha/II ,5 f 

lv·i1t11ha14i'c. G 25· Jt,t-

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK: 

Land Owners Assoc. & Other Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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Sunday, October 7, 1990 WAXAHAClflE DAILY LIGHT Pa~ J·A 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillleul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER {SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBERIOCTOBER1990 

Many Ellis County reeidenta and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landownen or 
neighbors to the project are very di11turbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC. DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I per90nally question the vaHdity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked Mlow. 

GENERAL 

__ . _ The Dept. ol EneraY (DOE) and the Te:za• National Re11earch Laboratory Commiteion (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. They tulve withheld information and given continual mieleading statements. 

---1::::, PromiMll and taxation plana made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
aJl~ the Texaa eite wu ch0&en. 

__ 'IlJ,e quality of life preeently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

¥;,,ith few exception•, local and area new1 media have neglected or refueed any adverae stat:ementa or 
quutions about the SSC. Notice of public meetinga primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Elli. County resident.a who subscribe to regional DallasVJ"t. Worth newspapen. Normal channels for public 
inf0l'll'1atjon do not exist. 

X l.m:a of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

l..ANn-AQUISmoN I . 
lrd acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to familiea being relocated. 

~ Land is bei.na: purcl\ased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
conun~t,.Federal Funds for SSC conatruction. Thia puts Ellis County property and tax ':1-on~y at undue r_isk. 

--.J.!.. Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely a«~. ~subsurface right.a" eompensation 
plan• have not been releued. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
envixorunental riaka and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area e~ not sell tlwlr property with. out exceaaive losses. 

\./' EiYen though aite-specific designs have been released, no one can tell ua where and how much more land 
;jii"b-rrequired for electrical lllld natural gas eaaementa. 

~
1 

"Subsurface riltUa" op..ly will be parchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to.~~~tal SSC tunnl!I and accept increased heaJth, saf.ett and uOiiown. experiment.81 
ri.tka. ;::::=- ·=--:-=- ____ . ---
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'--co;.< 
__sz_7· At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billio . 

' 
--'- .Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
locv:ayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRON1\1ENTALIMPACT 

l/ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
fo7,ons in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study lo date. 

__ Radioactive con~rninatiol)._of soil a~d grou~d water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
ca11se extensive contamination such as t.richloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

~verse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions,of a thoughtless neighbor. 

$Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

___JI Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction perio::i. 

__ Increased environmental risk from low level radioActive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
peri~a'lly transported over local roads. 

__:'.. v(_e possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

__ /finite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

--1L The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A f~jtarget accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

-~- The Department of Enerb'Y has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

Print Name: 

Address: {!,; l, 

7'!_1Ai, ~ :1,1 C- d ;£, -;-v_ 7S/t S

ADDIT19NAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BAC& 

Paid lor by Ellis County Land ONners Assoc. & Other Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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SUBJECT: 
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MESSAGE: 
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Thursday, October 11, 1990 WAJ{AHACHJf;_!}_A~LY LIGHT Page J 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM.CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIE UL. 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractoi-s. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the validity ot the SSC project for the foHowing reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

_J The Dept. ot Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. They have withheld Information and given continual misleading statements. 

~Promises and taxation plans made by Texas cfficials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texas site was chosen. 

~ The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

_L_ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalla!VFt. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
i~ation do not ex'ist. 

__ Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

_L' Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

~ Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

~ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out exceesiVe losses. 

--vL-. Even though site-specific designa have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

+,_ "Subsurface rights" only will be pa.rchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and unknown experimental 
risks. 
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COST 
-d.- Al the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is ea id to be between 7 .8 billion and 11. 7 
billion. 

~ Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be fmanced by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted f'rom tax rolls. 

--v.-::=- Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellie County and probably Tan-ant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

/ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers an"d st.ability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study lo date. 

/'. Radioactive contamination of soil and ground waler from SSC operation .. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

~/· Adveree environmental effects to local springs and creek!! from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appean that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

/ Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

/ Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

_L Increased envirorunental risk from low level radiottctive waste that will he stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

~The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which wiJJ be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

v· Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is URed for reirearch. 

---l..L The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly inCl'ease radioactivity production. 

~ The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (genera} and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

/,,,,I ·,, 1M; 1'1cc:,, 
Print Na.me: ---'~-=''~'~'~' ~"~·~~~--------

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK> 

i !Qr \y Land CN<ners Assoc. & Other Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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Sunday, October 7, 1990 WAXAHACIDE DAILY LIGHT Pap J·A 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillleul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Many Elli• County residents and tax payers affected by the Si.iper Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors t.o the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contract.ore. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treat:ed in a disrespectful 
mm:mer. I per90nally quesUon the validity of the SSC project for the following rea•on• which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

\J. The DepL of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Com.mi•aion (TNRLC) 
~not been &ruthtul. They have withheld information and given continual mi•leading statements. 

V Promiaea and taxation plan11 made by Texae officials were not made public until after the bond election 
~r the Texu site wu choeen. -k The quality of life pneently available in Ellis County will be 198Verely diminished. 

l"Y With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglect.ed or refused any adverse stat.ementa or 
~orui about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County resident.a who subscribe to regional DallalfF't. Worth newepapeni. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

__ Loaa of voting and land use righta in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUJSITION 

__ Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

¥ Land is being purchaaed prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studiea that are required t.o 
~it Federal Funds for SSC oonatruc:tion. Thia puta Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

v Pn>perty valuea on or cloee to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subaurfaoe right." competlllation 
pt;s: have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental ri•ks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 

an not sell their property with out exceaaive loeaes. 

Even though aite·apecific deaigru!ll have been releaaed, no one can tell ua where and bow much more land 
~Ee required for electrical and natural gas euementa. 

A- "Subsurface ri,pta~ only will be parchased in non-facility locatioaa. Fe.milio• an:~ tQ l~ve directly 
over or adjacent to expvimentaJ SSC tunnel na.d accept increased health, safety and uDltiiOwn expenment.al 
ri.ska. 
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~T At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
iihifun. 
'\/' .Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
~t.axpayers, whil .. SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

V Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
~n are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

Y,. A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
~resentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrolosical study to date. 

V Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
~activity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
ca•lse extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

V Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
;/&m. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

-+- Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

~ Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

-X- Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

-I:- The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

1:- Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

''/ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
~d target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

V The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facllitles 
'ijfihe United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

signature 

Print Name: 
/." 

'/((ff</ t_' -
r· ' ; 

,fl re rr 
I }I 

+y_ 75/~-c/ 
' I 

ADDITIONAL COM!ffENTS llERE AND ON BACK: 

Paid for by Ellis County Land CNmers Assoc. & Other Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 



2-381 Submission 211, Page 1 of 2 

Sandi}', Octobtr 7, 1990 WA.XAHACIDE DAILY LIGHT hp J-A. 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillleul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Many Ell~ County ruidentll and tu: pa yen affected by the S-Uper Collider be they landownen1 or 
neighbon to the ect. are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC con ad.an. Many have been intlmida~d. belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a dierespectful 
manner. I nonally question the validity of the SSC project for the following rea•ona which I have 
check low. 

~G Dop&. ._ (DOE)JU!!l.IJl!l'l'-Notlonal Reoearch Laboratory CommlHlon (TNRLC) 
have ot been htul. Th!y . ..,.. wttMte1d ' p Htion and given continual mlsl!9s1lng statements. 

ad t.uatioD p1- made by~ ofticiala were not made public until after the bond election 
and Tau;.t19 WU cboHn. 

AQUISmON 

~d iaition repre.ntativea have not fulfilled their promieed obligationa t:o familiea being relocated. 

-.Z 416d i9 beins pun:hued prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Stud.iea that are required to 
Federal Fu .. for SSC construction. Thi• puta BW. County property and tax money at undue risk. 

Property value• on or clOM t.o the SSC have been advenely affected. •subaurfaoe right.~ oompenution 
plana have not been releued.. There are no provi•iona t.o ca:npen.eate neighboring propertie• for increued 
environmental rillka and property devaluation. Many lan.dpwnen that want to escape the SSC experimental 

~
can 1 their property with out eeeaive loatM. 

__ thoush •M· · de•ipui have been releuec4, no one can tell u• where and how much more land 
will e required for · and natural ,.. euement.. 

__ "Sub ri~" only will be parchued in non·facility locatiomi. Families are expected t.o live directly 

:.."'.'-~ 7••1ri"'r*•1 SSC tunMl an_d •":_~Pt i-d health'. ..t.ty and u-.......,..nmental 
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the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; npw it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billio 

7::id and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local ayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for ~e land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably 'l'an-ant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

__ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in llis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

1oactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioa vity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 

xtensi contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

e environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 

s fa thoughtless neighbor. 

r recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

ction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

-+· , .. c-.reased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
;ransported over local roads. 

p sibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

e ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
d target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatl.v increase radioactivity production. 

The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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Sunday, October 7, 1990 WAXAHAClilE DAILY LIGHT PageJ-A 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Many Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the -Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the vaHdity of the SSC project for the foJlowing reasons which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

--'-~e Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continUal misleading statements. 

!/Promises and taxation plans made by Texas officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texas eite was chosen. 

~The quality of life presently available in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

-- -.-- ~ith few exceptions, local and area news media have neS'lected or :refused any adverse statements or 
~io:s about the SSC. Notice of public meetinS'S primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dalla~t. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

__ Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoninS' controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

__ Land acquisition representatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

__ Lend is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
commit Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue risk. 

__ Property values on or close to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

__ Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements. 

__ "Subsurface rights"_only_will be pnrchased in non-facility locations. Families are expected to live directly 
9ver or adjacent to exp'erfuiePtal SSC tunnel and accept increased health, safety and UnknoWn exP6rime~tR1 
risks. 
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COST 
___,_.:_ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

I 
~.Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local tJ"Payers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ ._/ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

~A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

~Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. 'Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator . 

.L Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

L Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 
/ 

-p.L Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

v/ Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

__ ·_ The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be etored above ground on the SSC site. 

~ Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

_:L° The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fix~target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

L The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider fac.llity without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

Adruos" Q "I K C' I !/ 
' 

\.l!AH\iA~\i·, r .=t'} 1? /(/) 
.t~DDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK: 

Paid for by Eris Cooory Land C>.mers Assoc. & Other Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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Sunday, October 7, 1'90 WAXAHAClUE DAILY LIGHT Page J..A 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Depanment of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Many Ellis County resident. and tax payen affected by the S-uper Collider be they landowneni or 
neighbon to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contracton. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treat.ed in a disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reason11 which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

__ The Dept. of Enercy (DOE) and the Tn:a• National Retearch Laboratory Commi•11ion (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. Thev have withheld Information and given continual mi•leading etatements. 

__ Pl'omiMS and taxation. plans made by Texu officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texu •ite wu chollen. 

__ The quality of life preeently available in Ellis County will be eeverely diminished. 

__ With Few exception•, local and area news media have neglected or refused any advel'913 statements or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papen that don't eervice the majority 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dallall"f't. Worth newspapers. Normal channels (or public 
information do not exist. 

__ Lou of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUISITION 

t..nd acquisition repnMJltatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

__ Land is beilll' purchaeed prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required t.o 
commit Federal Fund. for SSC construction. Thi• puta Elli• County property and tax money at undue risk. 

__ Property value• on er cloee to the SSC have been advel'll8ly affected. "Subaurface right." compenaation 
plan• have not been rele ... d. There are no provi•iona to compenaate neighboring propertiee for in.creased 
environment.al rieka and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not sell their property with out excesaive loaaes. 

__ Even thoush aite-specilic deaifn* have been released, no one can tell u• where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gu eaeement.. 

__ "Subsurface rigat,aQ. only will be pGrehaaed in non-facility location.L- Fam.W.. ~~~ lUre directly 
over or adjacent to~~, SSC tunnel and accept incnued health, safety and unknown axperimental 
risk•. 
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COST 
__ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

__ .Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expect.ed t.o be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted Crom tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, Ta.ITant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the st.ate and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

__ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

__ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

__ Adverse environmental effects W local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of'groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoui;htless neighbor. 

Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low leve1 ionizing radiation. 

Construction noise and air pollution during and al'ter the construction yeriod. 

Increased environmental risk: from low level radioactive waste that will be sWred on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

__ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

__ The Department of Energy has been wtable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Colllder facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

Ta As 'IS/&S 

ADDITIONAL COAIAIENTS IIERE AND ON BACK: 

Paid tor by Ellis County Land Dwnefs Assoc. & Other Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 



TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 
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nunc:tay, October ll. 1990 WAXAHA_CHIE DA!LY Ll9HT Page 3 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Balllleul 
U.S. Depanment of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/QCTOBER1990 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM. CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIEUL. 

Many Ellia County re•identa and tax payere affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractoni. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I per110nally que11tlon the validity of the SSC project for the following rea•ona which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

V The Dept. of En•l'IY (DOE) and the Tn::u National Resea.rch Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
~ve ~been truthtul. They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements . 

....J::::: Promieea and taxation plau made by Tex.aa officiala were not made public until after the bond election 
~a Taxu •ite wu choeen. 

~ quality of life preMntly available in Elli• County will be aeverely diminiehed. 

__ With few exception•, local and area new• media have neglect.ad or refu•d any adverse statements or 
qu..tiont1 about the SSC. Notioa of public m-ting• primarily occur in local papen that don't service the majority 
of Elli9 County ruidanta who subscribe to regional Oallait'Ft. Worth newepapent. Normal channele for public 
in~ do not exist. 

__ Lou of voting and land u• ri1hts in new SSC zoning controlled area 

~amoN 

__ Land acqui9ition repreeentativea have not fulfilled their promised obligatione to families being relocated. 

~die beins purchaMd prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studiee that are required to 
~deral Fund. for SSC con.structioo. Th.is put. Ellia County properly and tax money at undue riek. 

__ Property valuu on ar clOH to the SSC have been adversely aff'ected. "Subsurf'ace rights" compensation 
plana have not been releuad. There 11nt no provi•iona to ccxnpen.eate neighboring propertiea for increued 
environmental riak• and property devaluation. Many landownen that want t.o escape the SSC experimental 
area can not Hll their property with out exceuive Io-. 

L_...-./ Even though •ite-~ deliipa have been released, no one can tell ua where and how much more land Ju.ired for e1ectrical and natural ,.. auementa. 

__ "Subwrfaoa ri1ht." only will be ptll'Chued. in non-facility locations. Families are upected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increaeed health, safety and unknown experimental 
riWi. 
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CQST_,; 
-~-A Alt the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 

b/ 
__ Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such u roads, schools, et.c. expected to be financed by 
!~ayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting ui.uch more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

~thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

V Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. "Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

~dverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appelll'9 that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

~isregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangeni of low level ionizing radiation. 

~otruotion noioe and air pollution during and after the oonatruotion period. 

__ Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
pv::lly transported over local roads. 

__ The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

~efini"' anawm about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer ia used for reaearoh. 

__ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A ~et accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

__ The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
ovenight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

PrintNam" V EK/YA- 8/.:''fSo/f/ 
Addreas: /!o. &4 ,)- ;2. :;;_ 

li!MA-h A 6 h / ?, TE,{'. l-J7c..< 
ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK: 

Paid for Land Otmers Assoc. & Other Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 



TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 
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Th•nday, October 11, 1990 WAXAHA_CHIB DA.ILY LIQHT Page J 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillleul 
U.S. Depanment of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBERIOCTOBER1990 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM. CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIEUL. 

Many Ellie County reeidenta and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contracton. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I perKtnally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reaaon• which I have 
checked below. 

GEfERAL 

_J_ 'The DepL otEnergy (DOE) and the Tesu National Research Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
have _JIOt been truthful. They have withheld lnforma tlon and given continual misleading 1tatementa. 

_i_ Promi9M and Mutation. plam .made by Tea:aa cfficiale were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Texu •ite wa• ch.oun . 

..k__ Th.e quality of life preeently available in Elli• County will be Mverely diminished. 

_!__ With few exceptiorm, local and area new• media have neglected or refuaed any adverse statement.a or 
qu..tion.a about the SSC. Notice of public meeting• primarily occur in local papen that don't service the majority 
ofEllill County re•identa who •ubecribe t.o re1Jional Dallait'Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exiai. 

_'_,_ I.on of votinr and land uae rig-ht. in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUJSmON 

_}__ Land aaqui•ition repreeentativea have not fulfilled their promised obligation• to families being relocated. 

i 
_,_ Land i• beins pun:hued prior t.o ccmpletion of the Federal Environmental Studiee that are required to 
cJit Federal Fund. for SSC oon.truetion. Thia puta Ellie County property and ~ money at undue risk. 

__ Property valuee on or clo.e to the SSC have been advenely affected. ~subaurface righte" compensation 
plane have not been releued. Then are no proviaione to compensate neigh~ properliea for increased 
environmental ri.U and properiJ devaluation. Many landownera that want to escape the SSC experimental 
are~ can not eell their propart.y with out axceaaive Loaaea. 

_J_ Ev.n thouch aite-..,.eific dnipa have been released, no one can tell ue where and how much more land will,. i-.quired for electrical and natural pa ....u:nenta. 

_j_ "Subsurface right.• only will be parchued in non·facility locatiorui. Families are expected to live directly 
O'\tel' or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increued health, safety and unknown experimental 
riab. 
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COST 
~ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

\j / Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

1- Ellis, Tan-ant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tattant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTALIMPACT 1,,_. "··, ,;·,, c;')(.-\. v .... - {/ . .:--
-- A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 
I . 
Y . Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsUrf'ace 
radioactivity by water through fr~ctured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

~ Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

/ Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

1 /.· Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period. 

/ 
__ ;_ Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
peri~dicaUy transported over local roads. 

The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

/. Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is uRed for research. 

" V -/The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

I 
_"_ The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

Print Name: 

Address:' r-<) _.\. ' G 
l,,,i/ :,(A. ;l J, c ;1' 

-~;_ 

I , 
(' 0 

/r'\ f'o -~ : (' : .... i' 
:·"'.'.:;iiz...,, 
I, . ,. 
de,. 
~ 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK: 

J'aid for by 8Rs County Land Owners Assoc. & Other Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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Sunday, Ocb>ber 7, 1990 WAXAHACHIE DAILY LIGHT Pagie J·A 

TO: 

SUBJECT: 

DATE: 

MESSAGE: 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, llllnols 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Many Elli• County reeident. and tax payen affected by the S-uper Collider be they landowners or 
nei1rhbon t.o the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC coa.tracton. Many have been intimidat:ed, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. J penonally question the validity of the SSC project for the following rea•on• which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

..:J._ The Dept. of Enel'JD" (DOE) and the Tu.as National Re.earch Laboratory Commission (TNRLC) 
have not been tnithful They have withheld information and given continual misleading statements. 

___.;(__ Promiae• and taxation pllllUI made by Tu:as officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Tuu site was choHn. 

_x_ The quality rA life pruently available in Ellie County will be aeverely diminithed. 

~ With few exception•, local and area news media have neglected or refueed any advertNI statements or 
quutiona about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of Ellie County reaidenta who subscribe to regional Dallalf'Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not uiet. 

_,X_ I.Du of votine and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQtnsmoN 

....$....... Land acquieition repruentatives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

~ Land U. beins purchaeed. prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that a.re required t.o 
commit Federal Furuta for SSC construction. nus puta Ellie County properly and tu money at undue risk . 

..L Property valuu on or el01e to the SSC have been advenely atrected. •subaurfaoe right." compeneation 
plan• have not been releued. Tb.ere are no proviaiona to ccmpenaate neighborine properties for in.creased 
environmental ri81r:a and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can. not .. u their property with out ezceuive loaes . 

..,,X.._ Even thou1h ait.e-apecific desilJilll have been releaaed, no one can tell ua where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gu euementa . 

.L ~subaurface right&" only will be parchaaed in non-facility locationa. F111ID.iliea are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to~ SSC tunnel and accept increaaed health, aaflity and ~~ntal 
rlaka. · 
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COST 
--1':_ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is eaid to be between 7.8 billion and 1L7 
billion. 

_;t._ .Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land properly tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

$_ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

_x._ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

-X,_ Radioactive contamin:ition of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
ca11se extensive contamination such as trich.Joroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

__x_ Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appean that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoushtless neishbor. 

___x_ Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangera of low level ionizing radiation. 

-.:L Construction noise and air pollution during and after the construction period.. 

_x_ Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

___x_ The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

_L Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

___K_ The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

___1_ The Department of Ener1:."Y has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK: 

Paid tor by Bl1s C.ounty Land 0.Vners Assoc. & Olher Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 
llr. thomaa A. Balllltul 
U.S. Dtplrtment of Energy, EllD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Submission 217, Page 1 of 2 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM. CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIE UL. 

Many Bili• County ruident. and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neighbon t.o the project are very dieturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC c«ltracton. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I penonally q~lon the validity of the SSC project for the followtnc reamon• which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

__ The Dept. of Eners.v (DOE) and the Tezas National Rnearch laboratory Comml••ion (TNRl.C) 
~;" not been t.nathlul. l'h!y have wiihheld lp(ormatten and given continual ml•'=dinc 1tatemente. 

L Promi.u and taxation plllnll made by Tua. olliciala were not made public until after the bond election 
and altar the Tau site wu choeim. 

__ The quality ol ut. pl'UQ.tly available in Ella County will be eevarely diminiaihed. 

__ With few exception.9, local and area news media have neglected or ref\.iMd any adveree statement. or 
qu..UOU about the SSC. Nati1» of public meetine• primarily occur te- local papen that don't eervice the majority 
ol_Slli• County rniden.W wbo •ub9cribe to rqional Oall84"Ft. Worth ...,....91Japen. Normal channela rar public 
mlormation. do not .mat. 

__ to.. of votinJ and land u• ri1hta in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUJsmoN 

-¥- t.nd acquieition repruea.tativee have not fulfilled their promieed oblipti009 to families being relocated. 

__ I..ltd·ie beins pun:hued prior to ccmpletion of the Federal Environmental Studiea that are required to 
commit F.o.r.I Fund. for SSC con.truction.. Thi• put. Elliti County property and tax money at undue riak. 

__ Propm"ty .Uuu on arclOM to the SSC haw been adW1"98ly affected. "Sub•urface right." compen.ea.tion 
plan.9 have DQt,IMlrul n1aaaecL: 1ban an no pmviPma ta1'alnpen.eate nei1hborins' propertiu for increued 
environmental n.b and property ct.valuation. ,..:any landownen that want to eKape the SSC experimental 
area can not Ml! &Mir prapwtJ wi&b. out aieeuive l099M. 

__ Even thQUfh aite-.,.eilic clnifm. bave b.pJ. rele8Md, no one can tell ue where and how much more land 
will be rwquired b 91-atrioal and. natun1,.. ..amen• 
'v "Subiaurface riahte" only will be parchued in noa.·facilib' locatioll9. Familiee are apected to live directly 
~or adjacent to ezpn · h-tal SSC-tunnel and accept increued. health, aafety and unknown ezperimental 
Niu. 
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COST 
t')on.Atthe beginning, oo•t wa• estimated w be 4.4 billion; now it i"aid to be between 7.8 billion and 11. 7 

A:-- Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such _as roads; schools, et:c. expected t.o be (manced by 
local ~axpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties a.re expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably TarTant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

A A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence o( shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. 

--. Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radioactivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford ac.celerator. 

__ Adverse environmental effects to local springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtiess neighbor. 

Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

--4- Construction noise and air pollution during and aft.er the construction period. 

Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC aite. 

Indefinite answers about what will become of the tuiinel after it no longer is URed for reaearch. 

The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A{~ed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

~ The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilitie• 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACK: 

Paid !or Land CNrners Assoc. & Oiiier Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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Ttland8y, October 11, 1990 WAXAHA,ClllE DAILY LlQHT Pq:~ 3 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
Mr. Thomas A. Balllleul 
U.S. Department of Energy, EMO 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM.CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIEUL. 

Many Elli• County reaident. and tax payers affected by.the Super Collider be they landowners or 
neishbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC ec:mtn.ct.on. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
mumer. I permnally question t.he validity ot the SSC project. tor the following reaaon• which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

_L_ The Dept.. of Enet'IY (DOE) and the Te:ii:u National Re11earch Laboratory Commission (TNRlC) 
have not been truthful. They have withheld information and given continual mialeading •tatements. 

L PtomiM11 and taxation plane made by Texaa officiale were not made public until after the bond election 
and aft.er the Tuu site w .. choaen . 

...L The quality of life pre•ntly available in Ellis County will be •verely diminished. 

_L With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refuaed any adverse statement.a or 
qu.tiom about the SSC, Notice of public meetinp primarily occur in local papers that don't service the majority 
of ElU. County l"Midenta who 11ub.cribe to regional Dall~ Worth new11papera. Normal channels for public 
infonnatioD do not n:illt. 

--1L., LoM of votin.c and land UM right. in new SSC zoning controlled area 

LAND AQUllll'l'ION 

L Land acquiaition rep?M8ntative• have not fulfilled their promised obligationa to families being relocated. 

_L" Land is beina purchued prior to cmnplation of the Federal Environ.m.911tal Studie11 that are required to 
commit Federal Fund. for SSC con9truction. Thia put.a Elli• County property and tax money at undue risk. 

~Property value• on or dOH to the SSC have been advenely affected •subsurface right.a" compensation 
plans have not~ reJa .. d. 'Ihere are no proviaionit to cmnpenaate neighboring propertiu fer increased. 
environmental ri9ks and property 9valuation. Mny landowneni that want to eecape the SSC axperimental 
area can. not Mil their property with out U1C1111aive loaeee. 

_L Even thoush aite-mpecilic de9ipw have been ntlaued, no one can tell ua where and how much more land 

will be nquired for-.I """-............... 

_L •subllW'faoe ri(hta~ only will lie parchued in non-facility locatiom. Familiu are expected to live directly 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increued health, safety and unknown experimental 
risk•. 
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cos,;r 
_V_ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 1L7 
billion. 

LRapid and unnatural growth of required amenities such as roads, schools, et.c. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayeni, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting mueh more than Ellie County and probably TaJTant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

__ A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydrological study to date. .J>-~ ~ 

_L Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. "Probable migration of subsurface 
radio~ctivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause ext.ensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

__L"'Adverse environmental effects to ~ocal springs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

__ Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

_L Construction noise and air pollution du.ring and after the construction period. 

__L Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

/The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

11ndefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is used for research. 

~The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

__ The Department of Ener1,.~ has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). J-~ ~p 

Sincerely, 

y..-.:,.~ 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACIC 

Paid '!?I" FJlii ~~ land ONners Assoc. & Other Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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Tbanda7, October 11, 1990 WA_JtAH~CIDE DM_LY LI9HT Pap J 

PUBLIC COMMENT 
llr. Thomas A. Balllleul 
U.S. Depanment of Energy, EllD 
9800 South Casa AveRua 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLEMS 

SEPTEMBERIOCTOBER1990 

CLIP OUT THIS 
FORM.CHECK 

YOUR CONCERNS 
AND MAIL TO 

MR. THOMAS A. 
BAILLIE UL. 

Many Elli• County residents and tax payen affected by the Super Collider be they landownere or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the TNRLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contract.on. Many have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in a disrespectful 
manner. I penonally quesUon the validity of the SSC project for the following reaaon• which I have 
checked below. 

GENERAL 

X The Dept. ot Enef'ID' (DOE) and the Tu:u National Research Laboratory Commi••lon (TNRLC) 
have not been truthful. Tiley have withheld information end given continual ml1Jeading statements. 

__ Promi•• and tuation plan• made by Tu:aa officials were not made public until after the bond election 
and after the Tu:u aite wu chonn. 

L The quality of life preMntly available in Ellie County will be eeverely diminiehed. 

J{_ With few exceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused any adverse statement. or 
qu..tions abou.t the SSC. Notice of public meetinp primarily occur in local papen that don't eervlce the majority 
of Ellis County rNidents who subscribe to regional Dall~. Worth newspapers. Normal channel• for public 
inlonnatiOll do not uist. 
? 
~ Lo.. of votinc' and land u• rights in new SSC :wnina'- cou.taiolW 1ll'ea 

LAND AQUISmON 

l land acquisition rapruentativee have not fulfilled their promieed obligatione to familiee being relocated. 

_.){_ land ie being pu1'Chued prior to ccmpletion of the Federal Environmental Studiee that are required to 
commit Pect.rai Fund. for SSC ~ This puts Ellis County property and tax money at undue riek. 

X. Property value• on er clOM to the SSC have been adversely affected. ~subeurface righte" compensation 
plans have nai been nl....d. There llN no proviaione to compeneate neighboring propertiee for increaeed 
environmental rillka and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area can not Mil their praputy with ou.t aceuive lOUff. 

L Even thoulh eite-llp9Citlc dnipai bav. bMn. releued, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for e1eQtrioM and natural pa euemen.Ui. 

l •s..t.urtac. riJhie" only will be parchaMd in acm.·facility locatione. Families are expected to live directly 
over ar adlacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, eafety and unknown experimental 
mu. 
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bT At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.4 billion; now it is said to be between 7.8 billion and 11.7 
billion. 

X Rapid and unnatural growth of required amenities auch as roads, schex>ls, et.c. expected to be financed by 
local taxpayers, while SSC land property tax dollars are being depleted from tax rolls. 

__ Ellis, Tarrant and Dallas Counties are expected to pay for the land, when other parts of the state and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tattant County also. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT 

X- A thorough geologic study was not done before the decision was made on SSC site selection. 
Misrepresentation and disregard for presence of shallow ground water aquifers and stability of geologic 
formations in Ellis County. No complete hydroloi;ical study to date. 

A_ Radioactive contamination of soil and ground water from SSC operation. Probable migration of subsurface 
radlo8.ctivity by water through fractured rock pathways in the Austin chalk. Potential chemical spills can also 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethylene spill at Stanford accelerator. 

-4- Adverse environmental effects to local eprings and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured rock 
system. It appears that we are not protected under Texas law for loss of groundwater resources caused by 
actions of a thoughtless neighbor. 

__ Disregard for recent studies demonstrating the dangers of low level ionizing radiation. 

_x Construction no~se and air pollution during and after the construction period . 

.X. Increased environmental risk from low level radioactive waste that will be stored on SSC grounds and 
periodically transported over local roads. 

-A_ The possibility of producing mixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC site. 

-A Indefinite answers about what will become of the tunnel after it no longer is U.!!ed for research. 

A The ability of the DOE to convert the SSC facility to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A fixed target accelerator scheduled for future addition will greatly increase radioactivity production. 

X The Department of Energy has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the United States. It can not be trusted tO manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

.~~ 
Print Name: 

Address: ____ ~ 
MS. N. NCNUC1..AN 
~n nUDllH1.. DRlV~ 
ll~XANA:HIE, TEXAS 7Sl.&S 

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS HERE AND ON BACIC 

P .id tor 1s un laid ONners Assoc. & Olher Interested Parties. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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EXHIBIT 

WE REQUEST A SIMILAR ARRANGEMENT AS HAS BEEN IMPLEMENTED AT THE 
HANFORD, WASHINGTON SITE (Hanford Federal Facility Agreement and 
Consent Order), WHEREBY DOE ESTABLISHES A FUND FOR THE EMPLOYMENT 
OF AN INDEPENDENT TEAM OF ENVIRONMENTAL AND SCIENTIFIC PERSONNEL, 
WHO WOULD BE SELECTED BY THE CITIZENS OF ELLIS COUNTY, WITH THE 
APPROVAL OF DOE, AND WHO WOULD BE RESPONSIBLE TO THE CITIZENS AS 
WELL AS DOE. 



Melvin H. Hunter 
2229 Mayfc.ir Dr. 
Ennis, Texas 75119 

September 17, 1990 

Mr. Thomas A. Baillieul 

2-400 

U. S. Depc.rtment of Enersy, EMD 
9800 South Cass Avenue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear Mr. Baillieul, 

Submission 221, Page 1 of 1 

I, l-!elvin Eunter, a:n c. me;;.lJE:!:" of the Ennis Cha:::ber of Corr..:aerce. 
I ara excited about the Su~e!:"conductinc Suoer ColliCer project 
and the impact it will ha~·e on oc::- ci fy. ~ 

Eowever, I am very concerr.ed w·ith having S·afe access to the 
East Cc.mpus, where the ex=erimentc.l halls will l:e housed. 
I know your team has studlec the issue and are consiCering 
me.king improvements to Ebe!"'..ezer F.oad from Fl-1 879 to FM 878 
and improvements to the conCemneC bridges at Bone Branch 
and Cottonwood Creek. These improvements are necessary for 
public Eafety, environmental protection, project access anC 
future economic development. 

I feel 'lery strongly that these i:norovements az:-e,·critical 
to this project and co~.me~d you for your consideration of 
these improvements. I hope you will continue to give these 
improvements strong conside=ation. The business corrununity is 
behind you. 

Sincerely, 

i,~J///~ 
Melvin H. Hunter 
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7 A.ruJe a.. -cz:-e,,1c/-e- d 3 me-e/-,·~,j'J', 
)/Jd/u) r'/7;! 011 -e.., tU"ch &//Jr~s:'S/?J.c.,,, 8i:z1f,,/l, 

A /cil. c;f -CAe [;,:;_;.ne.- ~/Ledio11<; we-f.e__ C..SKecf 

d etL..c./,_ mevr/·/J/ 0.JJ d dif'f'.o.(e11.t: t2JJSwe-rr 

tJ~fe-- :J2i!e,;v ea,~/,_ Tlf?l.e..J~"' only Cl..IJSwe-t 

Th. ~ 3a:. /)-e_ -CAtLL -CJ...e_y tCJtc.ed 011. J !Oa..-5 

To -try fo t2011vi/1e-e- «.s· "C/c.c.rc. w~.s ho 

d tt. /J J e.(. 1) e- / eo /le.. I///' //J J' //J T ti.; s J iS/ttS«-l 

£-re CL- cioJt '"l be--// e,., e- i kl'>. We,. A.a. ve.. 'rejlotts 

-th."'-:C .Sa__y 'th.e,re. /.s c.- da.hJer. Some. op qs 

h.a.ve.. Sma-lL CJ,.Udre.A- th..o .. :r w~ll ha..v~ Co 

gro,u at 011.. -CJ...tS lti.hd. uJJr..a:t tJ..bol.(.t 'l/ieir 

l'u-Cure.. h.ea...Ltk llhd l,/i_e./.J- U.nbol-Jl famUess: 

fJ/-e. 'they 901:i7 t'o be- llorma..(/ Ae,,_cflt/ .ba.l~eS't 
]'m Sctt'e -CJ...ey tlio«.JA"C ihe,f·e, 1.1./cqLd l,e ho 

itl effe(J,ts +:'ro,n t25e1t.T:: <9ra.113e. czn d Som.,_, 

0P (he.Lr other projects. <!11..tt 1oa. g1.ve us 

fJ_ 'be."t-tc:r gura.Y\.-teL tha.t\ T~l.s; ~ T.he. old 

Sa_y ln3 gde~, ".J:T' is f.v lc.t:e. t:'o prc:t.j tuher.. 

[}i-e. J-ev.'. L Carnes-!" 

{Y\ r<,_-t_:t Ji e l..U or:1.:1 lt.l 
--r<i+. 3 ~ .;l~~A 

bJA.~c:lta..<!./.le, T-,,r: /s-/<.S' 
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CLUB Tennessee Chapter 

Hor.oratil e Bart Gordon 
Rep•esentat1ve, Fifth Dfstrict of Tennessee 
151 7 Longwortn Bldg. 
Independence and South Cap1tol St., S. E. 
~••htngton, D. C. 20515. 

Oe:!r Represe!'lt11t1ve Gordon: 

1 0 ~ay 1 983 . 

The following letter contains questions and co~ents about environmental proble":":s 
that would result from the construction of a Superconductfns Super Collfder (SSC) fn 
rr.1Cdle Tennessee. It 1s written on behalf of the Tennessee Chapter of the Sferra 
Club. The questions raised have yet to be addressed by local governments, the State of 
Te~.nessee, or by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE!. 

To refresh your menory, I was fn a group that met wfth you fr. your Murfreesboro office 
on S March 1983. At the end of the meeting you 'Volunteered to f1nd answers to 
questions We had about the SSC. I understand other members 1n that group sulr.dtted 
q~est1ons to you some time ago. 

The four er.viron~ental issues about which 'We are most concerned 1t present are the 
following: gro'rrth impacts on the area; irradiation of the public and the environ~ 
me-.~; d1sp::isft1on of the e:i:cavaterl limestone; and absence of 1 decom:nfssioning plan. 
E!ch is de2it wfth below. 

1. Gro\o."th 1rno2cts resul tine from t~.e SSC in Tennessee. The aaonftude of the pro bl e;., 
Car, be ser.sei: by cons1aer\n; the influx of SSC worT forces. The numbers were found 1r. 
the State's bro:hure "The SSC for Tennessee.• In1t1a11y a construction work force 
o~ 4,SOIJ, many wfth families. will 1('lvade the area. This wf11 be followed in 6 ye!rs 
by a perrr.anent wcrk force of 3,000, most with fandl1es. This l\ay 1nvolve a total of 
10,000 ne> ctttzeos fn all. Many families of the new work force (l,0001 3,0001) 
wfll req-Jire new homes. Also, more than 100 fam111es who no ... reside 1n homes located 
over the SSC will lose the~ and must find new ones. 

We are told by local planners that 11any parts of the infrastructure. 1nciudfng waste 
disposal sites, sewerage systems, roads, schools: etc, ire li&rgely ove?"burdended fn 
1nany areas. The planners also complain of overloads. It 1s Tery exper.s1ve to upgrade 
anC ~1nta1n the current infrastructure. It is even ~ore e1~nsf\le to expand 1t fn 
an env1ronr..enta11y sound W!Y so as to avoid damage to local ecosystems, and to ID.!1n
tafn open spaces, clean •ir and clean water. It 1s of fnte~!:!t that the State, in 
1ts brochure, has stated that •open Sp.aces Wfll HOT Be Destrored.• However, we have 
yet to find, 1n any of th• docll!llents, 1nfomatfon d•ta11fng who will pay for the 
tipanded fnfrasture while preserving a clean open-spaced tnYfronment. 

OJestions on orowth fmc.acts of the SSC. 1. Who w111 p~an 
and who w111 pay for expanofng, 1n an environmentally sound -iy, 
the new infrastructures ne-:essftated by the constructfon of the 
SSC7 z. W111 the local corrrr.un1tfes be expected to rea11ze 

"Nol blind oppoaitlori to prog•en. but opposition 1o blind ,.og,.1a .. 
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z. 
rnoug~ funds 1n 1dd1t1ona1 revenues to provide for the expansion? I· ~111 the State 
le w1111ng to unden<r1te an environmentall.1• sound expansion of 1nfrastructure7 The 
State has already agreed to buy 16,000 acres of surf~ce and subsurface rights and 
gfVe them to DOE. !· Or will DOE pay? 

Comr:ients. The Sierra Club bel feves flat the growth frr:pacts on local tor:mJnitfes 
and the environment, due to SSC, must be addressed and corrr..fttments made for funding 
solutions before the SSC 1s accepted by the State. \11th proper planning and fun~ing 
the usual TO'S'SOf open spaces and w11dl1fe. character1st1c of unplanned and under-

. funded develo~ent, can be mft1gated 1f not avoided completely. 

2. Irrad1atfon of the fub1 ic and the evtronrr.ent. Both DOE and the State of Tennesse~ 
nave state<l categorica ly that the SSC will be radiologically safe. As proof, both 
cite the exer.,elary radiological record of the Ferrnilab In Illinois. Femilab Is 
said to be mu:h 11ke what the SSC is to be tn that both wf11 have accelerators which 
accelerate protons and produce the same products after interacting wfth targets, be~m 
abort dumps, or vartous rtng components. The products are fntense beams of subator.itc 
particles. mainly ne~trons and mesons as well as radioactive atoms, also called 
activation products or .radfonuc11des. A.11 are.or produce1 1onizfng radiations. In 
order to understand how Fen:':flab and SSC could be as safe as touted, the followfn9 

,publicatfons were read: "ferm1 Natfor.al Accelerator laboratory, S1te Envfronrnental 
Report for Calender Year 1986," Baker, Samuel I., Hay 1, 1917 (Fermilab 87/58, 1104.100, 
UC-41 }; •An Introduction to Radiation Protection for the Superconducting Super · 
Colllder," Metropolis. Katherine (Ed,), Nov~~ber 10, 1987, SSC-SR-1017. 

Gener.al inforr.atfon froi.l the reports .. Several pieces of general information. 
gleanea frorn the above reports, seer.: pertinent. They are the followfng. Ffrst, 
the cor..pos ft 1or. of the intense beams of 1on1z1 ng rad1 at ions and the rad1onucl1 des 
produce.j are 1dent1f1ed and sa1d to be identical. The amou~.!s anC tntens1t1es w111 
differ at the two accelerators. Secondly, a comparison of the topogr&phy of the two 
sites fnd1cates that the relationship betwee!'l citizens and the site topography will 
be markedly different at the t"WO. For example, at fermilat rost, 1f not 111. 
of the cft1Ze!1s live outside the site boundary. They come close to 1nteract1on 
areas only whe!1 they v1sft or go to work at that site. At the SSC, citizens will 

2 be able to ltve over or adjacent to tnteract1on areas. Of 110st concern, for radio
logical safety, would be SSC areas I and H Witch appear to cor.tain beam abort· dumps. 
intense particle beams, and vent11at1on shafts for dispersing radioactive gases. 
Thirdly, continuous 1nd1vidual monitoring of the dose of tor.fzfng rad~atfon received 
by citizens 11vfng around the Ferm11ab site was not done - even for those people 
11v1ng on the down-beam end of the muon (mu meson) beam. 1'.any monttors and l'onftor
tng strategies were re~rted but none for any off-stte tndfvfdual. Rather, the ve!"y 
low dose of 1onfzfng radiation reported was an lveraged dos' to cfttzens at stte 
boundary calculated by assuming the main source of rad1oact1vfty was airborne, was 
propelled by wind of an average 10.4 mile per hour speed, 1."<1 provided only external 
body Irradiation. The variable nature of wind, weather, an~ Individual location Is 
excluded In such a calculation, Fourthly, Femilab dispose: of radlonucl1des fnto 
air, surface waters and soil. The methods being used now 1! Ferm11ab were state 
of the art In 1940, that Is, at the beginning of the nucl .. • age. 

lt ts also clear from these t~ reports that there are thr!~ potential avenues by 
which the publ 1c and other l 1ving things may be irradiated b:;th during the operation 
•nd followin~ the final shutdown of the SSC. lrrad1at1on L!y be by way of a. fntenso 
1onfz1ng rays, b. airborne rad1onuclides, and c. soluble or v.aterOOrne rad10nuc11des. 
Backg1·ound, cor.:nents and questions about each fO'llow. 

a. Ionizfno ravs. There are two categories here. In tt.~ first, intense beams 
comPosed mainly of neutrons and muons are produced when the; proton beams smash into 
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the beam abort dumps or tnto sol id targets, such as may be used 1n future experlr..ents 
et the SSC. The se-i:.ond category ts rest dual (or fixed sour:-e) rad1at1on consisting 
~!lnly of ga~.a rays and given off by •activated acc·elerator components and shield~ 
1ng, mainly 1ror. a.nd concrete.• 

Consider the f1rst category. There should be at least two beam abort du!':lps at the 
SSC, one for each be~r.i .of non-coll tded protons. Neutrons and muons er:-.anat1ng fror:-. 
these dumps MJ~ld fan out under the I regions. Such neutrons and muons are very 
energetic and very penetrating. For ~ar.,ple, at Ferm1lab the muons ltere detected 
.at the site boundary which appe:!rs to be about three miles from the target sourcP. 
The _beams at SSC should be even mere penetrating in that the protons will be accele:-
ated to 20 TeV whereas those at Ferr:dlab have a maxfmur.1 energy of 1 TeV. Further, 
the neutrons and rnuons w111 be scattered 1n all directions by the media through wh1cr, 
they move. Wt,ether so11 ant'.! water, as at Fennflab, or limestone, soil and water, as 
at the Tennessee SSC site, one 'foeuld exp..e-:t sor.ie of the ricocheting particles fn tt.e 
beam to penetrate the surface and consequently penetrate ard cause fonfzat1ons fn ar:y 
l 1ving thing on the surfa:e that might be 1n their path, The citizer.-top:igrophy 
reiatfonship at SSC fs such that residents above or adjacent to the SSC, especially 
in the l and Hare!!, may be re-:efv1ng extia 1on1z1ng rad~atfo~ any ti~e the SSC is 

.fn operation. At Ferr.dlab, no one appears to live above the beams with the possible 
exception of off-site citizens. 

In the second category, residual ionizing radiation, resulting from activation products, 
.... 111 be co::ing from SSC co;:;ponents such as bee.m pipes, magne!s, detectors, cer.e~t, 
rocks, cryc~tats, etc. The rad1at1on of .corycern will be tli~'"get1c and very penetrating 
Si!:m.11 rays. The half l 1ves of the activation products ran~~ fror.i 51 days for be:-y11. 
1ur:l-7 to 5.3 years for cobclt-60. Thus, accelerator comfX)r.e.'\ts w11f be produ~1n; 
ionizing rad1a!1ons, dangerous to the public, for many years - even after accele:-ator 
operations cease. Danger frorr. residual for.ionizing rays wo·Jd be found both aOO·,re 
and below ground. Defective anC discarded accelerator corr.~nents would be found in 
surface storage sites. At Fe!"Tililab the storage area, calle~ the boneyard, fs located 
at the site bour.dary and is used to store defe-:t1ve rad1oa:tive accelerator components. 
It was found ne:essary to add additional shielding at the OOneyard to reduce ir
radiation of people off site. Underground at the SSC, radioactive c.01:1ponents wtll 
be found 1n and around the bee.m tunnel walls, beam abort di.r;:is, and 1n all beam 
components 1n the tunnels. Because of the '1nt1rr.ate association of .area residents 
and the SSC, both during operation and years after sh!,Jtdowr., the problem·of preventin; 
access of residents to residual radiation, either above or below ground, may be a 
difficult one to solve. 

Questions on fonfzino ravs. !_. What Wl 1 be the fnd1vldua1 doses of fon1z1ng 
rad1at1on to residents that l1ve aOOve or adjacE-nt to the tntensl!! bea~s of neutrons 
and mesons originating fro1:1 the beair abort dumps and/or targ~ts (1 and H areas}7 
2. Wfll each indtv1dua1 resident in these areas be monitore~ continuously (such as by 
Special film badges) for exposure to scattered neutror.s. m·.:~ns and their products? 
~- W111 above ground storage of discarded rad1oacttve accelerator· comp)nents occur 
at SSC7 If so, for how long7 How wtll above ground stora~~ be 111ana9ed so as to 
guarantee no publ tc access to 1t? !· How wil 1 access of p..i~l 1c to underground 
radioactive components of the SSC, via any of thirty-odd SU"face access shafts. be 
guaranteed both during operation and after conclusion of all experiments at SSC7 

!>_.Airborne rodionuclides. Carbon-11 (11 c) !rd tritiu' (3H) are reported to be 
the major airborne rad1or.ucl1des at Fermilab. C is satd to contrtbute the 1argest 
source of off-sit~ 1on1z1ng rad1atton. 

llc originates Jn the air around the beam dump and target 1~ a result of transr..utat1o:-. 
of air atoms (1 N 7). The air atoms are actually bombard!:::'. by secondary subnuclear 
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~rt1cles that leave the vacuur.. tight containers surround1n9 the bearr: du::ip and 
target 3H &rises by trans~utat1ons that occur throughout the system but the ai-
l=ne jH fs said to cooe froo two sources. The first 1s from epoxy resins. They 
rel ease 3H during ~eating at the htg!i t~peratures used to debond (separate} defect
ive aiagnets fro1:1 their bea:7.p1pes. Oebonding 1s done at the OOneyard, The sec~nd 
source ts from the evap:Jrat1on of c1ose-1 loop coolfng water conta~1nated with H. 
Tr1t1urr. contaminated water was not eYap:irated 1n CY 19'86. The Jlolecular forms of the 
a1r00rne rad1onuc.1fdes are not given. 

The amounts of airborne radfoactfvity released at fermilab were as follows. In 
CY 19'86 •• •A total of 3.4 curies of carb:Jn-11 were rtleased compared to 150 cur1es 
from the Nutrtno Area Stack in CY 1925.• The smaller llilOUn! in 1985 was because the 
accelerator was in operat1on less tna5 a mo:ith that year. Airborne 3H was .003 for 
1985 and not given for CT 1985. All H rel eased was said to be from debondlng In 
CY lg86. 

The calculated annual site boundary dcse for 11 c was .0007 111rems for CY 1936 and 1.S 
mre:.:s for CY 1935, The dose due to !P.""fTs not given for either year but was ter:=:ed 
•negligible.• The repqrted doses for 

11
c were calculated with the afd of·a cor..;:::.iter 

prograr.: AIP.OOSC:-EPA.' Using ar..ounts of C deterrr.fned from stack. monitoring, the 
program assurr.es a gausstan plur..e diffusion model with neutral wind condftfons and an 
average wind speed of 10.4 miles per hour. Radfolog1cal dar..age is assur.:ed to be due 
to external body 1rradfatfon by the llc ga.".':7.a ray. Dosage is given 1n mre;:;s and fs 
the annual dose an 1ndfvtdua1 living at the site boundary wo:.rld receive under the 
assumed condftfons. 

I 
Clearly, the dcses given are hypo~hetlcal. It fs unlikely that few people living In 
th-e area have recefved the dose calculate: for a given year. This is bec?use 1n 
real life weather fs variable anC may char.ge dramatically the d1se a real fndiv1dual 
re-:eives ~ In real 1 tfe, one exp-e:fences wide variations in weather such as wfnd 
speed, wine! dfrectfon, te!'.".perature fnverstc.,, rain, etc. £ach can chanoe the con· 
centratfon of and/or exposure t1we to the raC1onuc1fde there~y chansfng ihe dose. 
For example, with high wtnC speed the expos'..lre time would~ reduced, turt:ulence 
could redu:e the concentration, and therebv the dose would be small. Op the other 
hand, fn a temperature fr.version the wfnd Speed wuld remain low, the lie in the 
ground·huggtng cloud would rerr.afn concentrated, and individuals living fn areas 
encompassed by the cloud could be exposed for long per.fads. Such fndtvfdual s could 
receive verv larae doses of fonizfn~ radiation under such cend1t1ons. Thus, fn real 
life one would not elpect a single average dose as calculated by AIRDOSE·EPA. 
Due to the vfcfssttudes of weather, as indicated aOOve, one wuld expect people living 
around the accelerator area to receive doses ranging from zero to rnany tf~es the • 
average dose calculated by Fermflab personnel .. '1"herefore, the only way to decide 
the actual doses received ts .to mnitor continuously I larg! number of pe1p1e that 
live fn the area. There 1s no 1nd1catton that Fenn11ab has actually monitored con
tlnuously1fny off site Individual, or group of Individuals, at risk of exposure to 
a~rborne C frOcn the accelerator. 

The site boundary dos< calculated by rennihb may be too 1ov, The dose of llc depe.ids 
on whether the individual receives only garr:.'ia rays externally or blth the positron 
1od gar;ma rays Internally. Externally positorns would not contribute to body 1rradfa
t1on. Internally, the positron WJuld cause

1
uiany more fon1zt~1ons in tody tissues 

than the gar.r:;a ray. The molecular fonr. of •c was not give~. However, llc when 
just transmuted fs very reactive and should react w1th the l!arest atom. The ~ost 
nu::'.erous atoms present are nitro.gen and oxysen. If, for ext:-:ple, carbon monoxide and/or 
cyanide are major molecular groups formed, they would form s~ab1e complexes with 
her:log1ob1n on eriter1ng the lungs. Such complexes ff' k.nowr. to have phys1o1og1cal 
half ltves much longer than the radionuclide. If C fs a~ Internal frradiator, the 
Ferr.dlab calculated dose ts too low by several fold. 
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Questions fbout airborne radfonuc11des. !·What are the locat1ons of the sta:k~ 
tha_J wrrrv--ent I C cor:-.;.ounds 1nto the a1r at SSC? 2. What will be the molecular for.:.s 
of le and 3H rele!sed 1nto the a1r at SS:? !· \lflf·3H be released during debonCfn-: 
at SSC? 4. Will water contaminated w1th lH be ..,oporottd Into the air at SSC? If S" 
where and F.cw n\Jch7 ~-Have groups of fn~fv~duals 11vfng off site and at risk been .... 
monitored contfnuously at Fenn1lab7 If so, what are the results? 6. Will 1nC1vfdu~l' 
who l 1ve or. or near the SSC sfte be monftcred fnd1vfdually and contfii"uously for their ... 
exposure to airborne radfonuclfdes7 1f so, how? If not, why not? 7. 1f fndfvfduals 
11v1ng on or adjacent to SSC are found tc be recefvfng large doses of radfatfon fro~ 
airborne rad1onucl1des, how will County, State, or DOE resolve the probler.i? B. The 
best environ:;iental so1utfon to the prob1e..:. of rele.asing airborne rad1onuclfdeSwo'J1d 
be to prevent their release. Wfll DOE pursue this solution? If not, why not? 

Cor..:7ient on airborne radfon_uclfde~. DOE's assurance of the safety of cftfze::s 
that 1fveoff s1te at Fermilab1s_b.aS'ed or. a low aYeraae annual sit-e boundary dcse 
\olhfct-, wa!: calculated using a co::-,puter pro;ram (AIROOSE-EPA). At least two of the 
asSuffiptions on which the program fs base~ guarantee 1 1o'lf dose calculation. As 
1ndfcated above, the assur:-.rtions are prot.!~ly 1ncorrect. Further, the applicability 
cf the calculat2d dose to t~.e real w::-lC 1s 1,;~:1c;r. The calculate dose is no 
substitute for knowledoe of the actual do~es received by fndfv1duals fn the area as 
determined by contfnuo~s individual monit:irfng. The unfortunate result fs this. 
Without such 1nd1v1dual monitoring there 1s no way to determine whether Fermflab was 
operated safely fn the past or ff 1nd1viCua1s will be able to live safely on or 
near the SSC. 

s__. \.'i!te!" borne radionuc11des. It
0

is con~en1ent to 1de;.t1fy twc, categories here. 
They are the contalned ra::.ionuc1 ide:: which accur:rulate 1n closed loop rectrculat1no 
sys terr.:; and uncontafne: rad1onuc11Ges t~.at may be leached fro!!': the rocks or soil fn 
which they are formed. 

The Contained rad1onu:lides found in wate:- used to cool bee: components, including 
bea~ du:;1pS and taroets, were identifieG as tritium, beryllillll-7, sodfum-22, calcfu::-.-4:, 
ir.anganese-54, and Cobalt-60. During c1rc:.:iatfon the water passes over fon exchan~e 
resins whlch remove all of the atx:ive raCicnuclides except tritium. Prestmab1y the 
mclecular forr:-. of trftfur.. in the cont~1ne: water fs as trftfated water. At Fer.nf1a~. 
the resins are recenerated anG the raC1oa:t1ve effluent fs pm:ped to an on sfte land 
dump called a •cliiy tile field.• The effiuent ~plate~through the soil. The 
report indicated the personnel assur:ied a strong cbesfcal afffnfty of the so11 for the 
radfonucl ides. lt should be noted that this is the same assumption 11ade by early 
AEC (now DOE) 1andf111 operators (such as at Oak lfdge, Tennessee) and by con?T1er:11l 
radioactive waste 1andf111 operators (such as at Jlluey Flits, kentucl:.y}. In 111 such 
facilities leaching has occured and contin•1es: It was not re-corded whether the 
contained trtt1ated water was ·ever fed into surf.1.ce waters Dr put fn the land dtr.:":p. 
It was, as 1ndicated at::ove, evaporate-d into the afr. 

Unconta1ned radionuclides were found 1n water sumps, underdrafns 1 and 1n soil around 
vent stacks. They were 1n particularly h19h conc!!ltrat1oni..1n the water under a 
beam abort durr.p. The ra1fonuc11des 1dent1f1ed were 3H and "Na. They were assUt".ed 
to have been leache-d by water percolating through the actft1ted soil. To reduce the 
aoounts of rad1onuc1 ides, the radioactive -.ater was pu;iped from the sumps and drains 
into surface waters. Concentrations were Sil id to be ·~lO"ll DOE Concentration Guides 
for release to surface waters.• One won~ers why anly the lbort dump itself was 
designed to be water tight but the volume of soil around ft, th1t becomes transctuted, 
was not. Prevention of leaching would see::: to be the prude:r.t thing to do from the 
point of v1ew"of environr.ier.tal safety. 
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In the 00[ Scoping •eeting of 12 February 1938, 1t was pointed out by DOE offkfa1 s 
that the contained tr1t1ated water would be used to 11ake cenent in wh1ch ether Tow 
l~vel radtoact1ve waste would be er.;bedded. The resulting solid waste would bt trar.s
ported to ar, luthor1zed low le~ei waste storage fac111ty. Methods fvr disposing of 
unconta1ned radioactive water or of radionucl1des trapped on ion exchange resins, 
at SSC, ~ere not discussed. 

Questions on water OOrne radtonuc11des. 1. W111 the resin be used only once 
at SSC and then sh1ppe1 to an approvea low 1evefrad1oact1ve waste storage factltty 
rather than land..Jump1ng the rad1oacttve efOuent on site as now done at Fenlilab? 
If not, why not? 2 .. W111 the design of .the beam dump~. targets. 1ntense ray 1re?s, 
and vent s~acks be Such at SSC that water leaching of rad1onuc1 ides can be prevente.:? 
If so, howl That 1s, what 1s the desfgnl If not, why not) !· W111 111 water 
conta:::tnated with tr1t1ur.1, OOth con:a1ne'1 and unconta1ned, be disposed of by tncor~
orat1ng it into cement as now planned for contained water? w~.at percent oft~ 
tritiur.o incorporated into the ce1:1ent w111 be lost by eva~rat1on or leakage? Proof7 

Corr..ents on rel ease of radionucl 1Ces into the environment. Writers of h:>th 
reports are quick to point out that the raaionuclides. once released tnto the envircr.
ment, do not exceed standards for air and water. The standards referred to ire the 
max1f.'!u:n per;;iiss1ble doses or maximum perr..issible releases which the nuclear 1ad 
medical industries or research institutions should not e:r.ceed. It must be emjitasiz~ 
that the standards are not to be interoreted as safe dcses or safe releases. ft. J. 
Muller, winner of a Nobel pr.1ze for 

0
h1s discovery that 1on1zing radiations (lledical 

X.-rays) 1nC:.:ce mutations in 11v1ng orgardsros, was the first to teal1ze that thf!re 1! 
no safe dcse of 1or.1z1no rad1at1on. Even the lowest dose has tfie potent1a1 to 1n~:i::e: 
a m"J:atior •. This trutl'l re:::ains as val1C today as when H:Jller firs: tdent1fted it. 
Therefore, the Sierra Club be11eves the laxities demons~rateC at Ferm11ab, suc.h as 
du~pini; rad1onucl 1des 1nto air, land ar::: water and the per.:',1.tttng of activated at.=.'"':s 
to lea::h fror.. soil or rock, should not be permitted at SSC. As a general prtDCiple, 
the r-esponsible be.'iavior 1.s to avoid t~.e introduction of any excess radioacttrity tr.t:; 
the er.viron~ent. 

3. Excavated limestone oravel. We calculate the excav~~1on of tunnels for the 
ic-:elerator rings will proauce at least 1.3 million cub1c yards of dolomitic lta1e
stone gravel. Various interact ton roorts as well 1.s th1r~y-odd access and venttlatic~. 
shafts will 1ncr-ease that volume. The State has recognized that the twenty-odd hea:~ 
of 9ravel around the 11a1n ring will be an eyesore. The State has said 1t wuld naki; 
the".1 as inconspicuous as possible, such as, putting the- in convenient ravtnts. 

\le note this type of broken 11mestone is d"Jsty when dry and leaches or sheds part1C'..1-
1ate debris when wet. The carOOnates in this type of limestone yield slightly 
alkaline n.1noff. If there are appreciable nutrients fr, the limestone, such as phos-
phate, eutroph1cat1on of area streams and reservoirs coi.:~d be increased. Orafnao~ 
to three main r.1vers of the area (Duck, Harpeth, and St:nes) occurs from the 1re:i 
encompassed by the main ring of the SSC. There may be increased siltation 1n these 
drainages. As yet, there 1s no 1ndicat1on that any 1ttt::p wil 1 be made to coatain 
the dust and the leaching by Counties, State, or DOE. 

' excavated lioestone. !_.If nc'. contained, how •uch da"'g' wlr 
the 1 e~a"°c"a°'t"ec'-:i~o--7to=-'ca:-:q"u-'a•t~c~w.,.,._rn'ri-::,--icn:-;t•h:::e-:r:-ra· 1 nage arE.? s due to tncrea sed 11b.11n1 ~Y, 
turbldtty 1 and s11tat1on7 2. if not contained, what r..trtents w111 be leached frc".'. 
the 11mestcne gravel and in What concen:rat1ons7 How ic..::n w111 these nutrients 
exacerbate eutrophication already present tn streams ar.~ reservoirs tn the dn.1r.age 
area? !·Will Counties, State, or DOE attempt to contiln the heaps of limestone 
gravel7 If so, ho.,.· will contatm::ent be accomplished? 
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~. Oe~Or.t7'ifss1on1ng the SS~. DOE's ans..,·e: to t~.e questior. of how the SSC w!11 be 
iecor.n1ss1oned, as found 1n ·ouestions and AnswErs to SSC lnvftatfon for Site 
PfOpcsal •,was that decor.7.1ss1on1ng would be dealt W1th later, 

De:o~issfon~ng the SSC, or takfng 1t out a ac.tfve service, w111 involve more thar. 
lock.fng the doors and walking away. Walkir.g away ts not PQ!s1b1e because parts of 
the SSC will beco~e dangerously radioactive with use and will re~ain dangerous for 
mar.y years. Radiation liazards found above groun~ may fnclude defective 111aonets, 
beal':':pfpes, etc, fn the storage areas, and rad1oact1ve land dumps. Hazards below grou:.: 
would include ring comp:Jnents, aOOrt du:nps, cement walls, roc~s around tne r1ngs, 
"-'ater fn the sur.ip$, etc. Two rad1onuc11des of lona term concern would be cobalt-60 
with a half 1 lfe of 5.3 years and tritiuo with a half 1 lfe of 12 .3 years. Even 
after SO years cobal t-60 would be lJroduc1ng about 1 i as much gar.r..a radiation. Thus. 
many areas would rei:,a1n dangerous for exter.ded hu::-.an expos 1Jre. Tr1t1urr., which 
will be procuced 1n large amounts, will st111 be producing about 1 1 of 1ts ortg1nal 
raC1oact1v1ty at 120 years. Inside the hu;.an bo~y, the rad~at1on from tritium 1s 
an effective mutagen and carcinogen. 

eccause the: ~asiC proble:.-, of cop1;;g wit~. the res~dua1 rad1c;;::t1vfty fs t:-.c sa~.e f~;
nuclear reactors and the SSC, 1t 1s 1 ikely that deco""11SS1oo1ng of the SSC will be 
similar to that of nuclel!r reactors. Jn beth the question 1s how to prevent pub1 ic 
access to the residual raC1oact1v1ty. Oo::u;':lented decormn1ss1on1ng of two c1v111an 
reactors involved taking them apart and moving all of the ridfoactfve pieces and 

5 materials .to a federal site where they were stored on a tl!r-..ac and covered with dirt 
or were placed 1n a landfill. In effe:t, tr.is type of de:o~1ss1on1ng fs a complete 
decontar-.1nation of the rea::tor site at ihe expense of the federal ~1te. A second 
type considered by 00~ has be!::n entor.itt-.ent. The reactor wc:.:ld be tilled and covered 
with concrete so as to make access to the radfoactfvfty by the public dffftcult. The 
rad1oact1v1ty would be allowed to de:ay fo~ the centuries needed. A third type cf 
de:ofTt":'.issfoning consfdere: w:i;s long ter:~ fnstttutfcinal sec~rfty surYe111ance. 
Ac'::-ission to the sites wowld be prevented by an active cadre of security guards. 
Long tern monttorfng of the site would be required fn types t)olj and three and possibly 
type one. Ea-:h of the abcve me~hods could be used at SSC. The SSC would impose 
spe:fal probl er;.s not encountered with reactors •. All types of decommissfonfng would 
be expensive. 

Questions on de:orr::'.1ssion1no the SSC. 1. What. fs O:~'s plan for de<:olTl:'lfsston-
fng the SSC? 2. What 1r..pacts will the decomintssfonfng have on cftfzens and 
comrn;,,1nfties fn fhe SSC area? !·How will the decorrrnfss1or:fng be financed? Who will 
foot the bfl l? 

Comments on SSC deccrrr.dssfor.fno. After -the SSC sto~ performing experiments 
there may be 1ong term health and safety effects on area citizens. There may tie 
unanticipated financial der.:ands on Counties and State. lh~tefore, 1t ts essential 
tt.at OOE's deta.fled decorr.ifssfon1ng plans be available for all to study~ the 
SSC 1s finally accepted by the State. Without a f1rrn phr. for study, a del 1berate 
balancing of benefits a~ainst costs cannot be made. 

Sincerely yours, 

Robert Jack Neff 
2116 Westwood Aver;~! 
Nashville, TennesS!! 37212. 
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SCAN 
super col/ider accountability network • seis document 

ADDEl'<lJU~I TO SEIS COMMEl'<"T LETTER 
BY CLAIRE PIERCE/ 11 OCTOBER 1990 

TO: T. BAILLIECL, DOE, . .\.RGON)."E, ILLINOIS 

FRO:..!: CLAIRE PIERCE. PAL:OIER, TEX.AS 

DATE: 15 OCTOBER 1990 

S'l"BJECT: ADDITIONAL DATA REGARDING !TE:'.! 3, 
LACK OF E!S/SEIS NOTIFICATION IN PAL:'.IER. TEXAS. 

ADDITIONAL D.-!T.-! 

:..HJOR NEWSPAPERS L> PAL-.,IER, TEXAS: 
THE D.-lLL.-!S MOR.VLVG NEWS 

AV . .\JLIBLE: HO;).!E DELIVERY <'-'-'DAT LEAST 5 FL13LIC :>."EWS ST . .\...'\o'DS 
THE D.-lLL.J.S TD',fES HER-lLD 

AVA.IL-IBLE: HOME DELIV'ERY A..'.'D AT LEAST 5 Fl13LIC :>."EWS ST.-1...'iDS 

l\IDiOR )."EWSPAPERS L> PAL-.,!ER, TE.X..\S 
EI.LIS COUNTY NEWS (:l<IERGED WITH FOR:..IER THE P.-lLMER WRESTLER) 

l\L.\JOR FEATURES: PAL'\IER SOCIAL NEWS, PAL\IER SCHOOL LUNCH 
:'.IENC:S. A..'< ESTABLlSHED PAL'\IER WEEKLY PAPER: SL13SCRIPTION BY 
).L.\JL FROM A..'< EN?>.lS P\J13LISHER 

W.-!X..-!H.-!CHIE DAJLY LIGHT 
HAS BEEN AVAILABLE Th' PAL'\IER, TEXAS FORJCST A FEW :\!O:>.'THS, 
A VA.ILABLE FROM ST • .\.L"Tl INSIDE OF HAR.JO'S l'tL.\.RKET. 
TH.IS PAPER DOESN'T COVER LOCAL PAL'\IER l'<"EWS ITE;\>!S (FEW 
EXCEPTIONS). SUBSCRIPTIONS BY MA.IL TO PEOPLE USUALLY \'ilTH 
WAXAHACHIE F A..v!ILY TIES. 

PRIOR SSC HEARING NOTICES FOR SCOPL'\G &>Tl DRAFT ENVIR01'l'\!E}.'TAL 
Lv!PACT HEARING NOTICES WERE NOT CARRIED IN A..'N i\>lAJOR DALLAS OR L 
PA.Llv!ER PAPER AS I OBSERVED. THE WAX.-!H.-!CHIE D.4ILY U • ® M\' 
CARRY THIS l?>.rOR:.1ATION PREVIOUSLY DID NOT SERVE P 1 I,\ 

,.o I 



1 
(cont'd) 

2-410 Submission 224, Page 2 of 5 

SEIS NOTIFICATION LY P.-!LMER. I OBSERVED :'i'O :'i'OTIFICATIO"'° OF HEARl:'i'GS 
IN TIIB TWO DALLAS :VL-'.JOR PAPERS OR THE :Vl-'.JOR PALMER SOCL-'.L 1''EWS 
PAPER, THE ELLIS COUi'iTYNEWS. I ADiWIT I Ol'•iLY GE1''ER-'.LLY REVJE\\o'ED THE 
PAPERS INSTEAD OF SPE:\TIING HOCRS READJ);G Ev'ERY SINGLE Ll:'.'<'E OF PRJ2'.'T. SO 
IT IS POSSIBLE YOU COl;'LD PROVE 1v!E \VRONG; BL 'TI DOl\'T THINK SO. INSTEAD, J 
OBSERVED, SEJS HEARING I\OTJCES WERE o;:o..1..Y PRESE).'TED IN THE WAX.UlA.CHIE 
DAILY LIGHT AS REGU.AR 1'.'EWS ARTICLES. IF A.'--Y o;:o.."E IN PAL.v!ER, WAS 
11'.'TERESTED IN OBTAJ)iJ)iG SEIS HEARJ)iG JSFORvL.1.TION, THEY WOL1..D HAv'E HAD 
TO GO OL'T OF THEIR WAY TO p_.\RJO'S "L-IBKET Ol\' TI-::E RIGHT DAY I); P • .\Lv!ER, 
TEXAS TO PICK CF 01'.'E OF TEE APPROXJ:>.LUELY 1 TO 2 DOZEN COPIES AVAJLABLE 
FROM A R-'.CK L'iSIDE THE STORE. Ev'E)i IF ALL 1'.'EWSPAPERS SOLD OCT ON THE 
DAY THAT A SEIS );0TICE . .\?'."EARED, 01'1..Y APPROXJ:VL.\TELY TWO DOZEN PEOPLE 
WOL1..D H.A VE EEE/'i ABLE TO FLtlCH..iSE TEE P . .\PER ,\...'\TI READ ABO CT IT. THIS JS . .\ 
SH.illP C01''TR\ST WlTH TP..E CJRCCL.\TION OF THE TWO D.-'.LLAS PAPERS rrlAT ARE 
DEL!v'ERED TO :>!OST DOOR STEPS IN P.'l.L\IER . .\...'<TI AV . .\..JL.i..2LE FRO:\! ALL THE 
1vL\JOR NEWS ST.-1..c'-TIS IN TC•WN. FOR'.\L.iL SE!S HEARING NOTICES SHOL1..D HAVE 
BEE); PLACED IN THE TWO '.\L.iJOR D . .iLL.\S PAPERS AS W'ELL AS TI-::E :0.L\JOR FORT 
WORTE P . .\PER. Wh"'.{ WAS T:i'S NOT DO'\'E~ 

YOU, THE DOE/I'.1'iRLC A.'<"D YUl"R AFFILIATED CO~--rR..-.\CTORS, H.-.\ VE 
ESSENTL-.\LL Y EXCLUDED THE VAST i\L\JORITY OF PEOPLE IN 
PA.LMER, TE..XAS ON A RO CTI:\..:. BASIS FRO}I THE 'WHOLE 
Ei'fVIRONMENTAL L\IAPACT PROCESS BY NOT Gil'I:\G THEiYI NOTICE 
OF SSC HEARINGS k'<"D SSC RELATED l'<"EWS ITE}IS. THIS SHOWS 
COMPLETE DISREGARD FOR THE PEOPLE OF THIS COi\Dofui"<!TY A.c''D 
IT H.-.\S NOT BEEN RIGHT. A:'<"D IT i\L.\KES YOl.J"R WHOLE EIS PROCESS 
INVALID. 

Clci<i Jinn Pfr..t 
'ruio11 Cfmd !!Qr:c.~ 

, LJ 

!./\.;!.!tz 1, 'Eo-;r, SB:\[ 
'PJ(;;.c, 'L~a.s 75152 
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:\Ir. Thomas . .\. Ec...i!lieu! 
D.S. Dept. of Er:ergy-E)..ID 
9800 South Cass Aver:ue 
A.rgor..ne, Illir:cis 60-±:39 

Dear :\Ir. Bai~~:<3ui. 
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Sl:PPLE:'.IE..'--Y . .\.L E:'-v!RO='-":'.IE::'iT.l.L nlP.l.CT ST . .\.TE:'.E:"T CO:'-DIE:'--Y 

FIRST ITEJ! 

Januar~; 23. ::_9~·:;. :2.e:!"~ d"Cl:E::O:~d a '!::r:er' ar:~c!e ir~ T".-ie I:'a~~as '\[.:~-:-.:r:.'" ~·-e'.v~ =r. ;.::;e 8.~ 
which s-tated :::.e :0110,-...""i::.g.: 

''REPOHT DlSPl»ES COST TO V .l.KE TRITH.--:\[ 
.Washington~ The cl-'.rcnic difficulties in prcducir:g ::-:r~t.:.::-::.. ~·er ::"1e ::1ation's 
nuclear arsenal ::-ould be solved for about a tbird L'-:e ccs~ cl \:.[:e :~itium 
proposal being backed by the Energy Department. accor-::iing :o an 
execut:~:e repor!: prepared for the department. Sper:C.ing :3:2.3 billion to 
build :!':e ~;vor!C's ;:ics;: OO'\verful linear accelerator 'vi:t.:.!C ~::su:-e an. 
adequate supply cf the.perishable gas, according to :I:.e :,-<:;;:er~ c0mpleted 
this month by a team of physicists and engineers f:rom t·.vo national 
laboratories in ~·e\.v ·~fork and :\e\.V Yiexico and a ni..:ciear \vear:;ons plant in 
\Vashington state.'' 

The Suppler:-.e::i:a.J. Enviror.=..e::ral Impact Statement (SEI~J nc\V :el!s -..:s :;::::.: a !i:r:e3: 
accelerator ~s :::r'.)cosed for i\1t.'J.l"e addition to the Suoer CcliiC.e:r. I \v:sr:. ·.;ci.: ·;vould tell 
myself and t.Z:~ :;:UC lie (i \ exac:iy ho\v much radioactive n:ate:r:al (full:: :Cer:.::I:eC by nar--:e, 
associated char::icteristics ar..C. ,::uantified by amount.l \vill ':e prcduceci 8y :2.-c 5u:i:e:r 
Collider as presented in t.i:e .5El.S and •vith pro~osed modificatior..s suci as ::2.e proposed 
linear accele:r:::.:or. A."'ld (2~ \V'.:!::?.t will be the full ar:.C comr:lei".R bi.<:.t,.,ry cf ex:;:ec:ed 
disposition oi ail.of tbis !"adioactive mater1ai? Please include all in.ter=.edis::e usages and 
handling stag.;s. \.V-ill any of the radioactive mater~al produced by the SSC er \vith 
proposed additions be utilized by our nuclear weapons industry or any other Farty? 

I comment here that the SSC should not be allowed to be constrJ.c:ed because you have 
not been open and abcve board with your intended uses for this facilty as ir:C.'..cated by 
your putting off information regarding your proJ:osed additions to the SSC. ~or do you 
probably bo>v fully yourself all of the intended uses for this SSC c:::implex .. .l,. r<?search 
facility should r:ot be placed i.'1. the middle of a populated county sir..ce you can not 
guarantee the safety of local residents; and because the Deparuner:.t of Energy has a long 
record of put:ing scientific inwrests above the safety of local corr..munities. This is not fall
er acceptable to the people of Ellis County. 
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SECOND ITEM 

With this letter I also challenge the validity of the SEIS 'because it is a non·technical 
publication and primarily presents ''your interpretations'' and offe:rs little independent 
analysis of technical data regarding the Environmental Impact of ;.he const::-...:.ction of a 
Super Collider in Ellis County. 

THIRD ITEM 

I also challenge the validity of your total Environmental Impact proceedings l:ecause you 
have not given adequate public notice of environmental impact hearings to the peopie of 
Ellis County. The major nev.·soaoers read anci delivered in this area are the Dallas 
:\'Ior:iinE!' ~ews and the Dallas ·Tfines Herald. It has Ceen rare to see any comment 
regarding pubiic bearings in ;.hese papers excspt for the few comments regarding hearings 
occurring as news items on the actuai date or most com.rnonly the day after :he hear:r..gs. 
Instead you have given press releases to the Wa"Cahachie Dailv Lie-ht and the Ennis local 
papers, miner local communii:y soc!al type pa;;ers. These papers do not offer deliver-: 
service (except by mail) to the peopie most affected by SSC on or near th~ ac:-..ial collider 
footprint. I ::io admit that in :;:'.:le past few mor:ths they have put a fe~· more r:ewstar..Cs in 
the outlying :ounty areas; 'cct this !s orJy :-ece!ltly ar..d :iot throughout this whole EIS 
precess. 

~Iy resider:ce is in the Pair:r:.er area on the SSC proposed footprint (site). I personally 
subscribe Cy mail (unlike tl::e vast major!ty of :ny neighbors) to the \.\ta.."Cahacb.ie DaEv 
Li=:ht just for the purpose of getting SSC nev.·s. I have missed hearings because it ta.1>.es 1 
to 3 days fer ::::ie to receive :ny subsc:-ipticn ':y mail. \V"b.ereas ! have the t\vc :najor Dallas 
papers deiivered to my hocse ciaiiy. I am si.r!lilar to most peo~ie in :l:e Palrr:er area :n that 
I prefer the :najor Dallas papers as my primary news source. The Dallas papers are 
our main public source of published news in Ellis County. 

Only in the past few months has our local Paimermarket begun to sell the \\"a'tahac:i.ie 
paper in our area. Palmer is :he proposed area for the major East Campus facility a.c.d yet 
you have failed to notify the public here, like elsewhere on the SSC site (footprint) a.!'eas, 
of your SSC hearings and intentions. I therefore challenge the validity of your whole 
Environmental Impact Hearing process because you have failed to adequately notify the 
public in Palmer and elsewhere in Ellis County of your hearings and intentions 
throughout this total SSC pr::iposal stage and environmental impact hearing process. 

Also if this is supposed to Ce a regional and national project as our Texas politicians have 
advertised v.·hy haven't public notice hearings been posted in the Dallas papers? Please 
tell me. To date, I believe it is because the Texas SSG people want the Dallas community 
to remain ignorant and not learn about the Super collicier and its inherent problems. In 
this way you have suppressed opposition. 

I would also like to note that for the first time v.ith this SEIS did I see a notice of hearings 
in the Red Oak Rambler paper; but it was not done in a timely manner as it came out on 
the date of the hearings. It ·~vas also not a formal notice. Instead you relied on the Red 
Oak paper picking it up as a press release item. I object because this was not a for:n.al 
notification done in a timely manner. Also it is not like any of what I am sa:-ing is nev.·s to 
the Texas Kational Research Laboratory (~"RLC). I personally told Phil Stafford of the 
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Th"IU..C last Fall at a public meeting that you were not giving sufficient notice to the 
people in Palmer and elsewhere on the footprint. He said he would definitely look into it; 
but apparently the policy of inadequate notification is preferred and has remained in 
place. 

FOURTH ITEM 

The current geological and hydrological studies are not being done by independent parties. 
The University of Texas group in particular is strongly politically tied to the State of 
Texas and Mr. Ed Bingler, the executive director of the TNRLC and former head of the 
Bureau of Economic Geology associated with the Univ. of Texas. For this reason they 
should be considered invalid until redone by ao independent agency, preferably out-of
state and not politically linkad to tbe state of Texas. 

FIFTH ITEM 

We have been told you are closing do\.vn all v.·ells within a 300 foot band over the SSC 
tunnel for radiation safety and your dubious and newly stated reason of "integrity of the 
tunnel". We have been asking one particular question regarding the footprint restrictions 
for almost 3 years. How do you plan to shut down natural springs oozing and bubblin.g out 
of the ground over the tunnel in the interests of radiation safety? We have such springs 
on our property over the proi:csed SSC tunne!. Please reply. It is way overdue that ycu 
give us an ansvler on this issue. 

CONCLUSION 

I could go on for hours about the negligence, Il'jsrepresentation and inconsh~tc:ncies ir: :he 
way the Environmental Impact process has been carried out in Ellis County. Ho..,veve!' 
due to my limited time, I simply conclude that the SSC Environm.ental Impact process for 
the above reasons and others has been a sham and that in itself should make it null ar:c! 
void and disallow the SS C's construction in Ellis County. 

Sincerely, 

Claire Ann Pierce 
Route 1, Box 58M 
Palmer, Texas 75152 
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Submission number 225 was inadvertently assigned to the preceding attachment to 
Submission 224. 
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Submission number 226 was inadvertently assigned to a communication from the 
Superconducting Super Collider Laboratory to the Chicago Operations Office of the 
Department of Energy, 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 

OUR PLllLIC OFFlC!ALS / ,, ' 
·--...- ,/: / /- ' } -"7 __, _,,:i'_,./ • ......-. ( ' / *r;_;.-r.-- .~ I /f ~- _,-

, SUPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLE~IS 

SEPTEMBER/OCTOBER 1990 

Submission 228, Page 1 of 2 

l\lany Ellis County residents and tax payers affected by the Super Collider be they landownet"3 or 
neighbors to the project are very disturbed and angry about the treatment received from the D"'RLC, DOE, and 
their SSC contractors. ~lany have been intimidated, belittled, ridiculed and generally treated in :i disrespectful 
manner. I personally question the validity of the SSC project for the following reasons which I have 
checked below. 

G&'IERAL 

_,,./' The Dept. of Energy (DOE) and the Texas ~ationaI Research Laboratory Commission (n"RLC) 
have not been truthful. Thev have withheld information and given continual misleading statements . 

...::...:.._ P!-omises and ":a."<'.:ltion plans made by Texas officials were not made pubiic until after the bond election 
and after the Texas site was chosen. 

The quality of life presently availabie in Ellis County will be severely diminished. 

With few e..'l:ceptions, local and area news media have neglected or refused an'' ad'\-erse stater::ients or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetings primarily occur in local pape·rs that don't service the majorit:: 
of Ellis County residents who subscribe to regional Dall8$'Ft. Worth newspapers. Normal channels for public 
information do not exist. 

~ Loss of voting and land use rights in new SSC zoning controlled area 

1.A.""D AQUISITION 

~ land acquisition represent.:ltives have not fulfilled their promised obligations to families being relocated. 

_-_· _ Land is being purchased prior to completion of the Federal Environmental Studies that are required to 
co~it Federal Funds for SSC construction. This puts Ellis County property and ta.'!: money at undue risk .. 

/ ' _,_ Property values on or dose to the SSC have been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights 1 compensation 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for increased 
environmental risks and property devaluation. Many landowners that want to escape the SSC experimental 
area ~an not sell their property with out excessive losses. 

_._· _ Even though site-specific designs have been released, no one can tell us where and how much more land 
will be required for electrical and natural gas easements . 

. / 
_...::::._ "Subsurface rights~ only will be purchased in non-facility locations. 
over or adjacent to experimental SSC tunnel and accept increased health, 
risks. 
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___:::::__ At the beginning, cost was estimated to be 4.-! billion: now it is said to be between i.8 billion and 11. i 
billion. 

V Rapid and unnatural gro"'rth of required ame!lities such as roads, schools, etc. expected to be financed bv 
local ;_a..xpayers, white SSC land property ta.."< dollars are being depleted from ta.'C rolls. • 

/ 
L_ Ellis, Tarr.lnt and Dallas Counties are expec:.ed to pay for the land, when other parts of the st.ate and 
nation are benefiting much more than Ellis County and probably Tarrant County also. 

E~V"IRO~"":\'IB.:\~ . .\L IMPACT 
,,/ 

_-_ A thorough geologic study .,.,ras not done befor;o the decision was made on SSC site selec•.ion. 
~lisrepresentation and disregard r"or presence of shallow g!'Ound water aquifeI"!3 and stability of geologic 
formations in EU is County. No cot:i.plete hydrolog:c:il stuciy to date. 

__ , _ Radioac:ive contamination oi soil and g:uunC. water from SSC operation. P:.-obable mig!"aticn of subsurr'ace 
re.dio<'!.ctivity by water th.rough r'r:i.ctured rock path•,vays :n :he Austin chalk. P-:iU!ntia.l chemical spills c:i.n :ilso 
cause extensive contamination such as trichloroethyiene spiil at Stanford accelerator. 

~ Adverse environmental effect.s to local spr:ngs and creeks from tunneling and excavation of fractured ::-eek 
system. It appears that we a.re ::ict ;irctected uncle!" Texas !aw for loss of ~undwaU!r resources caused 'oy 
actions oi a thoughtless neighbor. 

Disre;;::ird for recent stuciies demonstratin;; ::=-..e dacg~rs of Low levei :.onizing ~adiation. 

Construction noise and air poilution duricg a..-:.d 1f:e:- the construction period. 

Increased environmenw.l r:'.sK :'Mm !ow :e\·ei ::idioactive waste that ·.vill be swred on SE:C ~u~cis ar.ci 
periodically transport.ed over local roads. 

The possibility of producing :nixed hazardous waste, which will be stored above ground on the SSC si::e. 

Indefinite answen about w'.:i.at will become of :he tunnel aiter it no longer is used for research. 

____, 'I'.h.e ability of the DOE to convert the SSC fac!lity to more dangerous uses as it sees fit in the future. 
A rLxed target accelerator scheduled !°or future adclii::.on ... ,ill greatly increase raclioactivity production. 

/ 
___ , _ The Department of Ener~f.Y has been unable to safely manage the majority of its other facilities 
in the "Cnited St.ates. It can not be tn.isted to manage the Super Collider facility without independent 
oversight (general and scientific). 

Sincerely, 

/}- -./ // h / 
~-,,. ~-

/" !~/.,.. </----::..--'.""--~ 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 
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PUBLIC COiVEvIENT 

TO: OL"R Pl.TBLIC OFFICIALS 

ATTEN"TION: 9~ r Ufvucw-_,; 
.SUBJECT: SliPER COLLIDER (SSC) PROBLE~!S 

SEPfE:-WIBEIV'OCTOBER 1990 

'.\-tESSAGE: 

f.13ny Ellis County residents and ta...>:: paye!"9 affec:~d by the Super Collider be they landowne!'".j Ot" 

;-.eighbors to the pl"Cject are very disturbed and ar.;ry about the tre::i.tment received irom the 'r.-iRLC, DOE, and 
::,eir SSC ccntr::i.ctcrs. ~1::tnv have been intimidnted, belittled, ridiculed and gener::dly trc:i.ted in a disrespectful 
r::anner. J personolly que;tion the validily of ~he SSC project for the foilo\ving: rc::isons \~rhich I hrn·c 

checked belov;. 

GE~"ERAL 

/The Dept. of Energy (DOE) 11.n<l the T~xas ~ational Research Laboratory Commission (~JlLCj 
have not been truthful. Thev have withheki infor:nation and given cnntinual misleading statements. 

,/ Prol:li.sies :ind ta.."(ation pi.:lns made b.Y Te:-:as oific:als .,,.·ere not made public until :lit.er the hor.d ~!ecticn 
an7- the Texas site wns c:i.osen. 

_._ The quality of life presently avail:ible in ElEs Cci..:nty will be severe!/ dLl:linishc<l. 

~ith f.;!w exceptions, lccnl ::ind o.re::i n~ws ::::-.edi:i h.:ive ne:,:lected or ::eiu~~d ar::i· .:id':e!"se st::i~c::e:i.ts or 
questions about the SSC. Notice of public meetin;s pri:narily occur in local papers that don't service th<! r:;njcr:::; 
oi Ellis County :-esidents who subscribe to region:il Dnlla..-yFL \Vorth newspapers. Nor.:nnl chaP~"'i.els fer pubiic 
in/ion do net e.'Cist. 

__ Loss of voting and land ~se rii;:i.ts in new SSC zcr:ing controlled area 

7QlJISITION 

7nd acquisition representatives hnve not fulfilled their promised obligntions to families being relocated. 

__ Land is being pureh:ised prior to completion of the Federal Environment.J.l Studies that :ire required to 
co~edernl Funds for SSC construction. This puts Etlis County property and tax money at ur.due risk. 

__ Property values on or close to the SSC ha\·e been adversely affected. "Subsurface rights" compens~tion 
plans have not been released. There are no provisions to compensate neighboring properties for inc~nsed 
enviroru:iental risks and property devnlu.:i.tion. !\f3ny l3ndowners that want to escape the SSC exper".mentnl 
area can not sell their property with out excessh·e losses. 

~ver. though site-specific designs hnve been relerised, no one can tell us where and how much more lanC. 
w~quired for electrical a.."'l.d natural gas easements. 

__ "Subsurface rii;hts" only will be purch3sed :n non·focility locations. Families a.re expecteci to live direct\:: 
over or adj3cent to experimentnl SSC tunnel and accept increased health, snfety and unkno.,vn experimentol 
r:sks. 

See Submission 80 
for comment identification 

F1 z:-L 

i>· OCT2c 
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:'. ·-----
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Signature page for Submission 229 is missing. 



See 
Submission 

144 

2-421 

SCAN 
super collider accountability network • 
comments: 

Oc-:::;be= 4 l 99C 

Ja~=s F Ci?ria::o 
s~c ?=o act o:::=e 
~.~. De -:. cf ~:ie=;y 
2330 ae ~:eymeaCe, Mail Ste; !O:C 
Dallas, Texas 73237 
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seis document • october 1990 

-\_ 

-.., ~ -. -
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E:iclcse~ find complete copy cf the letter f=a~.¥h:ch I took 
my cor:i.11e::ts on Septe;nber 19, 199C in Waxaha=~i;, Texas .. \lsc 
fi!"'.C. t:.-o enclos:.ires, which a=e i::c!uded to ill:ist:=a':.e t:-i.e or:
ma=y reason for our concer~. 

We are sending a copy to Mr. Bai!!ieul to te submitted as our 
w:::-itten comment regarding t::e 52::'.S Document, a:id several ot:-iers 
who~ we thought might be interested, in pa=ticula: Sect. James 
B. Wat:<i:is. 

We appreciate your help th~s far, and hope some type a: a;ree
ment ca~ be reached which w:11 be satisfactory to all pa=ties 
ccncerneC.. 
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Enclosures to Submission 230 are duplicates of enclosures to Submission 144. 
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l'.nited States Department of the Int=rior 
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ER 90/792 

\lr. Thomas .-\. Baillieul 
SSC-SEIS Project :\1anager 

OFFICE OF THE SECRET.-t..R Y 
\\'ASHI:\GTO.\, D.C 202·1-0 

U.S. Department of Energy 
Chicago Operations Office-E'.\ID 
9800 South Cass _.\venue 
Argonne, Illinois 60439 

Dear \1r. Baillieul: 
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The Department of the Interior has reviewed the draft supplement to the final 
environmental impact statement for the Superconducting Super CoHider, Ellis County, 
Texas, and has the following comn1ents. 

General 

The Department of Energy (DOE) and Texas National Research Laboratory Commission 
(TNRLC) are to be commended for their efforts to ensure that fish tlnd wildlife resources 
receive equal consideration during the planning and development phases of the 
Superconducting Super Collider project. The Department of the Interior corn mends the 
commitment in the draft supplement that all activities at this site will be consistent with 
the intent of E.O. 11990. That commitment states that 11sufficient wetlands will be 
developed and/or restored to meet or exceed 150 percent replacement of impacted 
wetlands." 

Our U.S. Fish and ''¥1i ldlif e Service (Service) appreciates the cooperative a tt i tu de of DOE 
and TNRLC during the planning of this project. Our Service is committed to assisting 
DOE, TN RLC, and/or their agents in the continued planning and irnple men ta tion of the 
fish and wildlife management aspects of the project. 

Migratory Waterfowl 

During meetings between our Service, DOE, and TNRLC, the management potential of 
the cooling ponds, primarily for migratory waterfowl was discussed. The Set>vice stressed 
the seasonal importance of water ponds with water level control capabilities, and 
believes that such ponds would be succes.sful in attracting and holding migratory 
waterfowl if the basins can be alternately flooded and drained seasonally. lil/ater level 
control would allow the ponds (or portions thereoD to be drained during :Vlay through 
September to allow seeding of mudflats for forage production. The ponds can then be 
flooded the remainder of the year to attract waterfowl. Because of thermal loading of 
the cooling ponds, additional ponds or multi-tiered ponds, should be utilized. These 
should be physically separated by a dam and a closeable drain pipe. 

The separation of high temperature waters from the waterfowl portion of the pond 
appears to be indicated in Figure 4.5 (page 4-16). However, there apparently is no inlet 
into the upper t>Ond to allow for flooding if rainfall is inadequate. This capability is 
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essential if the goal of "no net loss of wetlands11 is to be rnet and for t:1e ponJs to 
function as they are designed. 

Our Service's previous discussions with DOE and TNH.LC have also indicated that 
freshwater wells would be insttllled to guarantee a dependable cooling water supply. 
Such freshwater wells would indicate DOE's commitment to prote<!t these wetlands. The 
final statement should solidify this commitrnent by ensuring a dependable freshwater 
supply for these waterfowl ponds. 

For technical assistance on fish and wildlife matters, you nlay contact the Field 
Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Arlington, Texas, at 817-885-7830 or 
FTS 334-7830. 

Vite hope these comments will be helpful to you. 

Sincerely, 

.~/~ 
,4 na than P. Deason 

I irector 
I Office of Envirun1nental Affairs 


