
Letter 58 Responses to Letter 58

58-1

58-1 Please see the responses to general comments AQ-1 and AQ-2 in Section 4.5.6 of the
Final EIS relative to cumulative air quality impacts and proposed reductions in power
plant emissions. Relative to the use of other fuels, please refer to Section 2.4.1 of the
Draft EIS and to the response to general comment Alternatives-1 in Section 4.5.2 of
the Final EIS for a discussion of the USACE’s consideration of other fuel sources as
alternatives to lignite.



Letter 59



Responses to Letter 59

59-1

59-2

Letter 59 Continued

59-1 Please see the response to general comment SW-3 in Section 4.5.5 of the Final EIS
relative to flooding potential below Three Oaks Mine discharge points. Additional
hydrologic and hydraulic modeling have been conducted to investigate this issue, and
changes have been made in the Final EIS. FEMA and county personnel have been
contacted and provided with detailed project information. There are no additional
flooding risks associated with storm events that occur on average every 2 years or
more. There would be minimal impacts related to additional inundation along and
adjacent to stream channels from Alcoa’s groundwater discharges and from combined
Alcoa and brickyard discharges. These impacts have been described in the Final EIS
(see pages 3.2-71 through 3.2.71c and 3.2-94).

59-2 The potential for additional brickyard discharges was included in the cumulative
investigation of potential flooding conditions along Big Sandy Creek and its tributaries.
There are potential impacts related to additional inundation along and adjacent to
stream channels from combined discharges; these impacts have been described on
page 3.2-94 of the Final EIS. The RRC noted a deficiency in the original Alcoa mining
permit application with respect to effects on low-water crossings. Alcoa, in its
responses to RRC comments on the mine permit application, has committed to
mitigating low-water crossings in Supplement 1 of the permit application (Alcoa 2001b
[Volume 5]; Caudle 2002b).



Responses to Letter 59

59-2

59-3

Letter 59 Continued

59-3 Additional analyses have been conducted to investigate the potential flooding effects
of proposed depressurization discharges and combined discharges resulting from
depressurization, dewatering, and storm water sources; see pages 3.2-71 through
3.2-71c of the Final EIS. No flow limits were placed on the operation in the TPDES
program due to the nature of storm water releases, which may vary considerably due
to natural causes. However, mine-related groundwater production limits are regulated
by the RRC, thereby indirectly limiting the volume of discharge from mine-related
groundwater pumpage.

With respect to SAWS, effects from the potential water supply contract are not part of
the Proposed Action, as discussed in Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIS. The USACE has
determined that describing potential impacts on streamflows and flooding from SAWS
water conveyance alternatives would be speculative at this point in time. There is no
correlation between the SAWS contract and the TPDES permit for the proposed mine.
Under the TPDES permit, Alcoa would only be allowed to release mine waters, not
municipal waters. Please see the response to general comment NEPA-3 in Section
4.5.1 of the Final EIS regarding potential permitting requirements for SAWS.



Responses to Letter 59Letter 59 Continued

59-3



Responses to Letter 59Letter 59 Continued

59-3



Responses to Letter 59Letter 59 Continued

59-3

59-4

59-5

59-4 The commenter is inappropriately extending the referenced provision of the
Alcoa/SAWS contract to discharges of storm water runoff and depressurization
pumpage through planned Outfall 003 on Chocolate Creek. The issues of the SAWS
contract in relation to the Three Oaks Mine and potential flooding of Chocolate Creek
have been addressed in the responses to general comments NEPA-3 and SW-3 in
Sections 4.5.1 and 4.5.5, respectively, of the Final EIS.

59-5 Please see the response to comment 59-1. Please see the response to general
comment SW-3 in Section 4.5.5 of the Final EIS relative to potential flooding.



Responses to Letter 59Letter 59 Continued

59-5



Responses to Letter 59Letter 59 Continued

59-6

59-7

59-5

59-6 Please see the response to comment 59-1. Please see the response to general
comment SW-3 in Section 4.5.5 of the Final EIS relative to potential flooding.

59-7 The commenter is inappropriately extending the referenced provisions of the
Alcoa/SAWS contract to discharges of depressurization water pumped from the Three
Oaks Mine area. As explained in the excerpted sections from the Draft EIS in the
comment, the water pumped from CPS lands, which constitute the majority of the
Three Oaks Mine area, does not belong to Alcoa. The referenced Alcoa/SAWS
contract provision would be applicable to water pumped from Alcoa-owned lands in
the Sandow Mine area. Also see the response to general comment NEPA-3 in Section
4.5.1 of the Final EIS relative to SAWS contracts.



Responses to Letter 59Letter 59 Continued

59-7

59-8

59-8 Please see the response to general comment SW-3 in Section 4.5.5 of the Final EIS
relative to potential flooding. Data or information for the materials disposed of at the
brickyards are not available. A brief review of historical water quality violations was
done through TCEQ’s records, and no recorded violations were identified. If consistent
water quality violations occur from brickyard discharges, both USEPA and TCEQ
would implement enforcement measures (Davenport 2002). Any contaminants present
in the floodplain at the confluence of Big Sandy Creek and Chocolate Creek have
undoubtedly been exposed to repeated flooding events of similar magnitude over
many years. If present, they are part of the current baseline condition, reflected in
baseline water quality data. Alcoa’s discharge of storm waters meeting TCEQ’s
discharge criteria and depressurization water as characterized in this EIS is not
expected to contribute new contaminants.



Responses to Letter 59Letter 59 Continued

59-10

59-9

59-9 Alcoa would be required to construct and maintain stable outlet structures using
standard engineering practices, in accordance with RRC regulations (16 TAC Part 1,
Chapter 12, Subchapter K, Division 2, Rule 12.345). Similar regulations are in effect
from the federal Office of Surface Mining (30 CFR 816.47). Mitigation measure SW-2
on pages 3.2-97 and 3.2-97a of the Final EIS has been modified to incorporate
downstream stabilization activities for Chocolate Creek and its unnamed south
tributary, as needed. TCEQ has responded independently to the comments it received
relative to Alcoa’s application for the TPDES permit.

59-10 The estimated pumping needs for the Three Oaks Mine are based on numerical
groundwater modeling. The size of the pits, the depths of the pits, the thickness of the
overburden, and the aquifer properties at the Three Oaks Mine are different from
those at the Sandow Mine. Thus, the pumping rates and estimated pumping volumes
differ from historical pumping at Sandow. The pumping estimates provided in the Draft
EIS are conservative (i.e., reflect the expected upper range of pumping estimates).
Information relative to the volume of water pumped f rom the Sandow Mine is available
in Alcoa’s annual underburden pumpage reports to the RRC. Information relative to pit
depths is provided in Section 2.5.2.6 of the Draft EIS for the Three Oaks Mine and is
available in the existing Mine Permit 1E for the Sandow Mine.



Responses to Letter 59Letter 59 Continued

59-10

59-11

59-11 The presence of  wetlands along the lower reaches of Chocolate Creek is probable
since wetlands are present along Chocolate Creek within the permit area (see Figure
3.2-26 in the Draft EIS). However, as discharges from Outfall 003 generally mimic pre-
disturbance discharges (rates and volumes), wetland hydrology downstream should
not be significantly altered.



Responses to Letter 59Letter 59 Continued

59-13

59-12

59-12 Flows presented on page 3.2-93 of the Draft EIS represent the mining-related
discharges, not total flow in Big Sandy Creek, as assumed by the commenter. The
data shown in Table C-6 of the Draft EIS represent averages over the period of
monitoring at the locations listed. Those periods range from 5 or 6 years to several
decades. The table is not intended to imply that the average discharges occur all of
the time. In contrast, much of the time these streams are dry or nearly dry. At other
times, however, seasonal flows or much larger storm flows occur in the streams. All of
these conditions are accounted for in calculating the average flow. Because of this,
additional investigations into potential flooding have examined the rarer storm events
as well as the more common conditions anticipated from proposed mine discharges.
The text has been revised in the Final EIS (see pages 3.2-71 through 3.2-71c and 3.2-
94).

59-13 Comment noted regarding TCEQ (formerly TNRCC) TPDES permit requirements.
Relative to the comments regarding Outfall 002, omissions in the site maps, and
Alcoa’s TCEQ approval to exclude part of the application, these TPDES permit issues
have not affected the analyses in the Three Oaks Mine EIS.

The TPDES permit would expire September 1, 2006. The RRC permit term is 5 years,
at which time a permit renewal would be required.



Responses to Letter 59Letter 59 Continued

59-14

59-13

59-14 The USACE conducted the public information meeting with the assistance of the third-
party EIS contractor and selected representatives of the applicant and the applicant’s
technical contractors to assist members of the public in learning more about the
proposed project and resolving their questions regarding the Draft EIS. No members
of the USACE, the third-party contractor, or representatives of the applicant were
involved in videotaping the session. The meeting was open to the public, and
members of the media were allowed to attend and videotape activities or discussions
of potential interest to their audience.



Responses to Letter 59Letter 59 Continued

59-14



Letter 59 Continued Letter 59 Continued



Letter 59 Continued Letter 59 Continued



Letter 59 Continued



Letter 59 Continued Responses to Letter 59

59-15

59-16

59-17

59-15 Comment noted.

59-17 Open burning of surface debris from land clearing operations at the mine would be
allowed only through TCEQ, local, and county open-burning permit processes. The
permit process provides for such burning only under certain restrictive conditions, and
only if there are no other practical alternatives to burning. Burning only is allowed
downwind of or at least 300 feet from any structure containing sensitive receptors
located on adjacent properties unless prior written approval is obtained from the
adjacent occupant with possessory control. Time of day and wind speed restrictions
also apply that further limit impacts on air quality (30TAC Sections  111.201-111.221).
The Sandow Mine currently clears about 300 acres each year. Less than half the area,
on average, contains large hardwoods that need to be burned. Most trees are cleared
from April through September.

59-16 The shortest distance from the mine blocks to the nearest residence in the
commenter’s vicinity is approximately 1,675 feet. At this distance, the only equipment
that would generate noise in excess of the 65 dBA (Ldn) HUD threshold would be a
dragline, and the time a dragline would be within the 65 dBA perimeter (approximately
1,774 feet; see Table 3.12-10 of the Draft EIS) would be a very small percentage of
the time in the latter quarter of the 6- to 10-year time period and again in the latter
quarter of the 11- to 15-year time period. The other residences and the church school
would be expected to be slightly below the 65 dBA threshold throughout the mine life.
In addition, the measured ambient noise level at the church school was 49 dBA Leq (48
dBA Ldn). Consequently, the 10 dBA above ambient threshold in this area would be
somewhat higher than the 47 dBA noted in Table 3.12-10 of the Draft EIS, indicating
that this threshold would be exceeded for only a small percentage of the time during
years 6 to 20 and very little, if at all, from years 21 to 25 because of the continual
movement of the mining activity within the mine blocks.

With regard to health effects, no direct effects of noise on health have been
demonstrated except for potential hearing loss at much higher noise levels than are
projected for the area in question; see the revised text of page 3.14-4 of the Final EIS.
We are unaware of any studies specific to the health effects of noise on the elderly or
youth.

Regarding the school, the worst-case (dragline), daytime noise outdoors at the school
would be approximately 57 dBA (Leq). Concomitant noise levels indoors with the
windows closed would be below 30 dBA, well below the level that would be disruptive
to effective communication in a classroom setting (White and Walker 1982). Also see
the response to general comment N-1 in Section 4.5.8 of the Final EIS relative to
noise levels associated with common noise sources.



Letter 59 Continued Responses to Letter 59

59-20

59-19

59-18

59-17

59-18 Please refer to the response to general comment SE-3 in Section 4.5.10 of the Final
EIS regarding property values.

59-19 Comment noted.

59-20 a. As noted in Section 3.10.2.1 of the Draft EIS, Texas school finance practices
make local tax base changes of little direct importance to local school districts, so
this concern is unfounded.

b. Please refer to the response to general comment SE-3 in Section 4.5.10 of the
Final EIS regarding property values.

c. Please refer to the response to general comment SE-3 in Section 4.5.10 of the
Final EIS regarding property values. CPS currently pays no property tax on its
property due to the fact that CPS is owned by a municipality (San Antonio). Alcoa
typically does not remove surface improvement until the mining operation gets
close to a property. Normally, property that Alcoa acquires would have the same
tax status as it did prior to Alcoa’s acquisition. When a property becomes part of
the 5-year mine plan, it would have a higher value (for tax purposes) than its
value prior to being part of the 5-year mine block. Since CPS owns the majority
of the land to be mined, most acreage within the 5-year mine block would change
from non-taxed property to taxed property.

d. Livestock would remain on portions of the mine area not in an active mine block.
Please refer to the response to general comment SE-3 in Section 4.5.10 of the
Final EIS regarding property values.

e. This comment is based on an incorrect assumption that all mineral leases are
taxed at all times whether or not those leases are producing minerals and
income. In Texas, mineral leases on oil  and gas, lignite, coal and other minerals
are not assessed for property taxes until minerals are actively produced from the
lease. Until production actually occurs, there is no way to reliably estimate the
value of the reserves.  Once a mine is in production, property taxes do apply and
are based on the value of the mineral reserves. Please refer to the response to
general comment SE-3 in Section 4.5.10 of the Final EIS regarding property
values.

f. The commenter is correct regarding the presence of this clause in the SAWS
contract. This is not a loophole for anything, but is a negotiated contract point. If
the SAWS contracts require more lands than Alcoa controls, then SAWS is liable
for the purchase and capitalization of such lands. Alcoa does not want to spend
its capital in this case to support a SAWS need for more land. Any such lands
purchased by SAWS would not be used in the Three Oaks Mining operation. As
noted by the commenter, any land owned by a municipality is tax-exempt.

g. This comment is incorrect. At the time mining commences within a mining block,
that land would be reclassified from agricultural use (Category D-1) to the more
valuable minerals category (Category G). As long as the land remains
categorized as being within an active mining block, property taxes would be
based on the value of the minerals, estimated by a discounted cash flow (DCF)
method, and on the value of equipment used for mining. When mining is
completed, the land is reclaimed to agricultural or wildlife use. Reclaimed lands
from lignite mines across Texas have been found to be more productive for
agriculture than they were in their pre-mined state. (Please refer to the response
to general comment SE-3 in Section 4.5.10 of the Final EIS regarding property
values.) Hence, the long-term tax revenue from the land also should be
enhanced, compared to pre-mine revenue potential.



Letter 59 Continued Responses to Letter 59

59-21

59-22

59-23

59-20

This comment also suggests that it would be 25 years before the land would be
suitable for human use. This has not been the case at other mines, such as the
Sandow Mine. Reclaimed land typically becomes productive for pasture, hay,
livestock, and wildlife within a few years. Because of production from reclaimed
areas, the Sandow Mine is a major supplier of hay to local livestock producers. In
2001, 4,891 tons of hay were produced and 2,460 tons of hay were sold from
lands within the Sandow Mine area (Hodges 2003).

59-20
Cont'd

59-21 Please refer to the response to general comment SE-3 in Section 4.5.10 of the Final
EIS regarding property values. It is expected that there would be a short-term
reduction of property values followed by a rebound to at least the pre-mine level and
probably higher in many cases. Moreover, the Texas Government Code Chapter
2007, which provides a potentially aggrieved property owner the right to file suit
against a Texas governmental entity or a political subdivision of the State to determine
whether a taking has occurred, is not applicable to USACE, which is not a political
subdivision of the State of Texas, nor the City of San Antonio, whose actions as a
municipality are exempted under Texas Government Code Section  2007.003.b.1. The
code also is not applicable to Alcoa, Inc. because it is a private entity.

59-22 As discussed in Section 3.5.2.1 of the Draft EIS, the total habitat disturbance in the
project area would be 8,654 acres; however, habitat disturbance would occur
incremental ly over the 25-year life of the mine with approximately 640 acres of
disturbance occurring at any given time. As a result, habitat disturbance is not
expected to result in a marked increase in the dispersal of wildlife from the mine area
into adjacent residential areas.

59-23 Please see the text in Section 3.8.1.3 of the Draft EIS for a discussion of National
Ambient Air Quality Standards for applicability to human health and Section 3.8.2 of
the Draft EIS for the discussion of potential air quality impacts.



Letter 59 Continued Responses to Letter 59

59-23

59-24

59-25

59-26

59-27

59-28

59-29

59-24 Alcoa’s alternate mine plan, as approved by the RRC, has been incorporated into
Section 2.7 beginning on page 2-84 of the Final EIS. Environmental effects of this
alternative are addressed in the applicable resource sections of Chapter 3.0. Also see
the response to general comment Alternatives-3 in Section 4.5.2 of the Final EIS
regarding the alternate mine plan.

59-25 An updated property map has been included in the Final EIS (see Figure 3.9-1 on
page 3.9-3). As indicated in Figure 3.9-1, Alcoa maintains that the CPS lease on the
subject property is valid. This is consistent with the RRC’s review and approval of
Alcoa’s permit application.

59-26 Section 3.9.1 of the Draft EIS notes that there is some horseback riding and similar
activities in the area. Public road rights-of-way would continue to be available for such
activities in most cases; only the location of the roadways would change.

59-27 Please refer to the response to general comment NEPA-1 in Section 4.5.1 of the Final
EIS regarding the USACE’s use of information provided by Alcoa. The Draft EIS
addressed impacts to property owners and resources potentially affected by the
proposed Three Oaks Mine. Regarding repeating information in multiple sections of
the EIS, NEPA encourages cross-referencing to avoid encyclopedic EIS documents;
thus, impacts are generally addressed thoroughly in the most appropriate section of
the document and cross-referenced on related sections.

59-28 In his testimony for the hearing on the unsuitability petition, Mr. Hodges of Alcoa
summarized the company’s well mitigation efforts at Sandow with the following points:

Depressurization pumping commenced in 1988.

Alcoa has received a total of approximately 755 inquiries regarding private wells.

In approximately 300 cases, Alcoa determined that their mining activities had
impacted the landowner’s water supply and appropriate mitigation measures
were implemented.

In 71 cases, the landowner has asked the RRC to intervene. In 70 of those
cases, the RRC has agreed with Alcoa’s conclusions regarding liability and
mitigation. In the remaining case, RRC asked Alcoa to reconsider their findings
and take additional action, which Alcoa did.

59-29 The commenter may be referring to an area that was mined prior to the Surface Mine
Reclamation and Control Act and that was reclaimed by the RRC with Abandoned
Mined Land (AML) funds. The referenced overgrown debris piles and water pits are
likely in an area that was mined pre-law but not reclaimed because it was near Alcoa’s
F Area pits and possibly would be redisturbed. This area will be reclaimed by Alcoa if
it is redisturbed or possibly with AML funds if it is not redisturbed. It should be noted
that AML funds do not involve public tax monies; instead they are derived from
production fees paid since 1977 by each company mining coal or lignite.
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Letter 60 Responses to Letter 60

60-1

60-1 Please see the responses to general comments T-2 and CR-1 in Sections 4.5.7 and
4.5.11, respectively, of the Final EIS relative to effects to the Elgin National Register
Historic District.



Letter 61 Responses to Letter 61

61-1

61-2

61-3

61-1 The use of invasive species such as cattail (Typha) and phragmites (Phragmites) for
interim erosion control is no longer proposed. Further, the species list presented in
Table 6-2 of the Mitigation Plan has been revised to incorporate many of the plant
species suggested by the commenter (see Appendix E of the Final EIS).

61-2 Section 12 of the Mitigation Plan has been revised to clarify that trees and shrubs
would be tracked separately for monitoring purposes (see Appendix E of the Final
EIS). The plan has been further revised to clarify the following items: woody plants
would be planted in random clusters, hard mast producing species would comprise at
least 50 percent of the dominant canopy, the three dominant species of trees and
shrubs would be species typically dominant in nature, and no single species would
constitute more than 30 percent of the surviving tree/shrub species.

61-3 The Mitigation Plan has been revised to clarify that restored channels would be
constructed with low-flow channels sized appropriately to hold the bank-full discharge,
typically the 1.5-year flood event (see Appendix E of the Final EIS). The commenter
expressed concerns about the reclamation of braided stream channels. It should be
noted that most streams would be restored with a single channel. However, a high-
quality reach of braided stream channel that currently exists within the project site has
been evaluated in detail and would be restored to a similar condition, subject to flow,
sediment dynamic, and substrate characteristics.



Letter 61 Continued Responses to Letter 61

61-5

61-4

61-3

61-4 Section 11.2 of  the Mitigation Plan has been revised to clarify that no woody species
would be planted within stream channels (see Appendix E of the Final EIS).

61-5 Sections 18.1 and 18.2 of the Mitigation Plan have been revised to include the
collection of photo documentation and collection of field data relative to the response
of stream morphology and vegetative characteristics to drought and flooding events
(see Appendix E of the Final EIS).



Letter 62 Responses to Letter 62

62-1

62-1 Please see the responses to general comments T-2 and CR-1 in Sections 4.5.7 and
4.5.11, respectively, of the Final EIS relative to effects to the Elgin National Register
Historic District.



Letter 63 Responses to Letter 63

63-1

63-1 Please see the responses to general comments T-2 and CR-1 in Sections 4.5.7 and
4.5.11, respectively, of the Final EIS relative to effects to the Elgin National Register
Historic District.



Letter 64 Responses to Letter 64

64-1

64-1 Please see the responses to general comments T-2 and CR-1 in Sections 4.5.7 and
4.5.11, respectively, of the Final EIS relative to effects to the Elgin National Register
Historic District.



Letter 65 Responses to Letter 65

65-1

65-1 Please see the responses to general comments T-2 and CR-1 in Sections 4.5.7 and
4.5.11, respectively, of the Final EIS relative to effects to the Elgin National Register
Historic District.



Letter 66 Responses to Letter 66

66-1

66-1 Please see the responses to general comments T-2 and CR-1 in Sections 4.5.7 and
4.5.11, respectively, of the Final EIS relative to effects to the Elgin National Register
Historic District.



Letter 67 Responses to Letter 67

67-1

67-1 Please see the responses to general comments T-2 and CR-1 in Sections 4.5.7 and
4.5.11, respectively, of the Final EIS relative to effects to the Elgin National Register
Historic District.



Letter 68 Responses to Letter 68

68-1

68-1 Please see the responses to general comments T-2 and CR-1 in Sections 4.5.7 and
4.5.11, respectively, of the Final EIS relative to effects to the Elgin National Register
Historic District.



Letter 69 Responses to Letter 69

69-1

69-1 Please see the responses to general comments T-2 and CR-1 in Sections 4.5.7 and
4.5.11, respectively, of the Final EIS relative to effects to the Elgin National Register
Historic District.



Letter 70 Responses to Letter 70

70-1

70-1 Please see the responses to general comments T-2 and CR-1 in Sections 4.5.7 and
4.5.11, respectively, of the Final EIS relative to effects to the Elgin National Register
Historic District.



Letter 71 Responses to Letter 71

71-1

71-1 Please see the responses to general comments T-2 and CR-1 in Sections 4.5.7 and
4.5.11, respectively, of the Final EIS relative to effects to the Elgin National Register
Historic District.



Letter 72 Responses to Letter 72

72-1

72-2

72-3

72-1 Please see the responses to general comments T-2 and CR-1 in Sections 4.5.7 and
4.5.11, respectively, of the Final EIS relative to effects to the Elgin National Register
Historic District.

72-3 Please see the responses to general comments T-2 and CR-1 in Sections 4.5.7 and
4.5.11, respectively, of the Final EIS relative to effects to the Elgin National Register
Historic District.

72-2 Please see the text in Section 3.8.1.3 of the Draft EIS for a discussion of National
Ambient Air Quality Standards for applicability to human health and Section 3.8.2 of
the Draft EIS for a discussion of potential air quality impacts.

For mines and coal transfer operations, there are no automatic requirements for air
quality testing. The criteria for air quality testing is determined by the TCEQ for coal
transfer equipment. The RRC determines air quality testing for mine operations. These
criteria are determined on a case-by-case basis by the appropriate agency during the
permit approval process and at other times as determined by the agency. The
frequency of testing also is determined on a case-by-case basis by the appropriate
agency.

There is no formal licensing of air quality testing companies. All testing is performed to
standard methods. For example, testing of PM10 point sources must be performed
using the USEPA’s Method 5 Determination of Particulate Matter Emissions from
“stationary sources,” 40 CFR 60 Appendix A-3. A testing company then certifies that
an emissions test complies with the appropriate test method.



Letter 73 Letter 73 Continued
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Responses to Letter 73

73-1

73-2

Letter 73 Continued

73-1 Comment noted.

73-2 Modifications to the Summary section for Waters of the U.S., Including Wetlands, have
been made in response to this comment (see page vi of the Final EIS). Minor and
temporary water quality effects from sediment are anticipated; these impacts may
occur during the initial construction period. However, Alcoa would use best
management practices during the construction phase to minimize such impacts.
During the life-of-mine and afterward, proposed control practices and additional
recommended monitoring and mitigation measures would minimize potential impacts.
Under these measures, sediment and storm water runoff controls would be
established, and water quality monitoring and treatment would be implemented, as
necessary. Also, see the expanded discussion beginning on page 3.2-71a of the Final
EIS relative to potential downstream flooding impacts.

It is not Alcoa’s intent, nor is it allowed under agency regulations, to use floodplain
structures or features owned by other private property owners for mitigation purposes.
The point of the statement is that existing features and watershed conditions already
control sediment transport in nearby drainages, and these factors would continue to
dominate.



Responses to Letter 73

73-3

Letter 73 Continued

73-3 Comment noted. The potential bald eagle nest site at Camp Swift is outside of the
proposed mine area and would not be affected by mine development or operation.



Responses to Letter 73

73-3

73-4

73-5

Letter 73 Continued

73-4 Comment noted.

73-5 As stated in Section 3.4.2.1 of the Draft EIS, oak, pine, and other large tree species
have shallow root systems that predominately rely on soil moisture from precipitation.
Since these species generally are unable to access groundwater at depths greater
than approximately 10 to 20 feet, it is unlikely that the trees would be affected. This
assessment of impacts to tree species also would apply to pecans.



73-5

Letter 73 Continued



Letter 73 Continued



Responses to Letter 73Letter 73 Continued

73-6

73-6 The existing monitoring program is discussed in  Section 3.2.4.1 and in Appendix C,
Tables C-9 through C-14 (see the Draft EIS for Tables C-13 and C14; see pages C-14
through C-20 of the Final EIS for Tables C-9 through C-12). Additional monitoring
information has been included in Table C-12 of the Final EIS for the longer period of
inventory since the Draft EIS was published. Please also see the response to general
comment SW-1 regarding a summary of the proposed surface water monitoring
program. The monitoring procedures employed in the program are based on standard
industry practices. The program provides adequate data for baseline characterization
and impact assessment. Additional text has been added to page 3.2-83a of the Final
EIS to describe the proposed surface water monitoring program for the proposed
project.

Monitoring stations were located where access and channel conditions were the most
suitable for gaging and collection of water quality samples. Access considerations
include landowner permission for construction and repeated visits to the site. An
advantage of the LBS site is that it is located where the USGS located their gaging
station, which operated in the late 1970s and early 1980s. Flow and water quality data
were collected there by the agency at the time, and the selection of this site allows a
continuing record of flows and water quality.

The baseline inventory includes several long-term gaging sites located upstream of
LBS as well. Overall, the inventory sites are located appropriately with regard to the
stream network, and they sample small tributaries as well as larger streams.

Alcoa would be monitoring and reporting its mine releases at or above the outfalls
proposed in the TPDES permit application, in accordance with TCEQ regulations and
the RRC monitoring program. These points are upstream of the pond feature in
question, and are where compliance requirements would have to be met. If continued
water quality exceedences were reported, TCEQ and USEPA would be required to
enact enforcement measures. Sediment ponds and other surface water control
features are planned and designed for the proposed mine area according to applicable
regulations as described on page 2-27 of the Final EIS. These facilities would trap
sediment above the impoundment on Big Sandy Creek. Based on these factors,
negligible water quality impacts to the on-channel pond are anticipated. Additional text
has been added to page 3.2-83a of the Final EIS describing the proposed monitoring
plan.
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73-6

73-7

73-7 Please see the response to comment 73-6. The monitoring program currently covers
over 3 years of data collection and represents both drought years and high-flow years
on major streams and smaller tributaries. In addition, the EIS assessment reviewed
gaging and water quality data from USGS sites in the region and from monitoring at
the Sandow Mine. Such data provide a background context for assessing impacts and
for evaluating the proposed mine’s monitoring program. The drainage and water
quality control plans for the proposed mine are based primarily on regulatory
requirements and standard design practices and require review and approval by RRC
and TCEQ.
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73-8

73-8 The proposed sediment pond designs (including spillways) are in compliance with
current federal and state regulations. Additional text has been added to page 2-27 of
the Final EIS for clarification. TCEQ has added modification 3 to the draft TPDES
permit that will require al l wastewater treatment facilities to be designed or located to
be protected against the 100-year frequency flood level. Alcoa will modify facil ity
designs accordingly.
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73-9

73-10

73-11

73-12

73-9 Please see the response to comment 73-6.

73-10 During the initial years of the proposed mine, Alcoa would be discharging
depressurization water to the Chocolate Creek/Big Sandy Creek system. As discussed
in the Draft EIS, these flows largely would compensate for groundwater drawdown
effects on stream baseflows. During storm runoff events, the peak flows would be
slightly modified, and volumes would be somewhat decreased. On Big Sandy Creek,
these parameters generally would remain within 3 to 5 percent of the pre-mining
conditions. Storm releases typically would occur up to a week or so after large events;
therefore, the timing of storm flows would not be significantly altered from the natural
condition. If and when the SAWS contract is implemented and depressurization
discharges cease, flow contributions f rom upstream watershed areas would sti ll be
sufficient to maintain perennial pools that may occur along Big Sandy Creek or Middle
Yegua Creek, as described in Section 3.2.3.2 of the Draf t EIS. Water quali ty issues
are addressed in the EIS and in the responses to other comments.

73-12 Please see the responses to general comments PA-1 and PA-2 in Section 4.5.3 of the
Final EIS regarding bottom ash.

73-11 Alcoa plans to use mechanical means to remove vegetation  from areas to be mined
shortly before overburden removal. There are no plans to use biocides for this
purpose. Flocculants, which are not classified as hazardous materials, may be used, if
necessary, in the management of settling ponds for treatment of water prior to
discharge.
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73-13

73-13 Please see the response to general comment NEPA-4 in Section 4.5.1 of the Final
EIS.
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73-14

73-14 As stated on page 2-49 of the Draft EIS, RRC regulations require that Alcoa post a
reclamation bond equal to the estimated reclamation costs at permit term intervals
throughout the life of the mine and for the final closure site conditions. Bonding
provisions ensure that reclamation of mine-related disturbances occurs in accordance
with the approved reclamation plan regardless of Alcoa’s financial ability to do so at
the appropriate time.
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73-15

73-16

73-17

73-15 Throughout the EIS process, the USACE has solicited and considered public and
agency input relative to all of the relevant factors listed by the commenter. These and
other factors as prescribed in applicable regulations and guidelines will be evaluated
in the USACE’s decisions related to this permit application.

73-16 Comment noted.

73-17 Alternatives to the project are discussed in Sections 2.2, 2.3, and 2.4 of the Draft EIS.
As discussed in Chapter 2.0 of the Draft EIS, only those alternatives that are
practicable and meet the purpose and need of the project are analyzed in detail.
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74-4

74-1

74-2

74-3

Letter 74

74-1 The cumulative groundwater impact section (Section 3.2.3.3) of the Draft EIS
addresses estimated future demands on groundwater and surface water supplies.
These estimates come from TWDB projections that are available on their website.
Estimates by the TWDB indicate that the Carrizo-Wilcox aquifer can supply the
estimated water demand for the next 50 years. The EIS relied completely on TWDB
projections and the Water for Texas –2002 report of the TWDB.

74-2 The Colorado River crosses the outcrop of the Simsboro Formation over a 2-mile
stretch of the river course. In this area, the Simsboro aquifer may provide baseflow to
the Colorado River during times of low flow. During times of high flow, the Colorado
River may recharge the Simsboro aquifer through infiltration of stream water. The
estimated water table decline in the Simsboro in the vicinity of this 2-mile stretch
where the Simsboro outcrop and the Colorado River interact is up to 20 feet. This
drawdown may slightly reduce the groundwater gradient in the Simsboro aquifer and
thus slightly reduce the baseflow to the Colorado River during times of low flow. This
reduction in baseflow, if it should occur, would be minimal and probably not
measurable. As for Big Sandy Creek and other drainages in the Simsboro outcrop
near the proposed Three Oaks Mine, Alcoa, subject to any access restrictions, would
install monitoring wells to monitor the interaction between groundwater and surface
water and would monitor baseflow to the upper reaches of these streams throughout
the period of mining at Three Oaks. Any identified mine-related impacts would be
reported to the RRC and would be mitigated as directed by the RRC.

The Draf t EIS does not indicate that groundwater occur ring below streams and rivers
is property of the state; the Draft EIS indicates that discharge in a watercourse that
flows in sand and gravel deposits beneath the surface of the streambed (underflow) is
property of the state. A text change has been made on page 3.2-5 of the Final EIS to
clarify this statement.

74-3 The Draft EIS used the best available groundwater modeling studies. The current
studies that may be nearing completion were not available, and preliminary data from
these studies, especially the GAM model, were not provided to the USACE because of
their preliminary nature. Please also see the response to general comment GW-1 in
Section 4.5.4 of the Final EIS regarding use of the GAM model.

74-4 Springs were identified in the Draft EIS on the bas is of USGS 7.5-minute topographic
maps and National Wetland Inventory maps. Springs outside the proposed permit
area were included and are indicated on Figure 3.2-22 of the Draft EIS. Springs that
are fed directly by groundwater (i.e., they are below the groundwater table) are
considered a groundwater resource. If mine-related impacts occur to a water supply
such as a spring, the private owners of such springs would be compensated, or the
water loss due to a decline in spring flow would be replaced, by Alcoa under the
guidelines and requirements established by the RRC that govern groundwater use by
mines. Springs that are fed by precipitation (phreatic springs) would not decline in
response to a groundwater table decline. Additional text has been included on pages
3.2-63 and 3.2-81 of the Final EIS to clarify these issues.
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74-4

74-6

74-5

74-7

74-9

74-10

74-8

74-6 Comment noted.

74-7 It is not within the scope of the Three Oaks Mine EIS to consider the cumulative
impact of the loss of Post Oak Savannah habitat within the entire United States. As
defined in the CEQ regulations for implementation of NEPA, this EIS has considered
the cumulative impacts of past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions
with the potential for cumulative impacts with the proposed Three Oaks Mine. These
actions are identified in Section 2.6 of the Draft EIS.

74-8 Mining at the Three Oaks Mine would be downdip of the Simsboro outcrop (and
therefore the recharge area) of the Simsboro aquifer. As a result, mining of lignite in
the Calvert Bluff would not affect the Simsboro outcrop. Depressurization of the
Simsboro during mining at Three Oaks would lower the water table in the outcrop area
of the Simsboro adjacent to the mine permit area. However, this decline in the water
table would not cause a collapse of the Simsboro Formation because there is no
overburden pressure on the Simsboro in the outcrop area from overlying formations.
Municipal pumpage of groundwater from the Simsboro aquifer has been ongoing for
the past 50 years; the water table in the Simsboro has been declining accordingly. No
collapse of the formation has occurred as a result of this pumpage. Also, water quality
in the Simsboro has not declined in the past 50 years.

74-9 Please see the response to general comment SE-3 in Section 4.5.10 of the Final EIS
relative to effects on property values from development of the proposed Three Oaks
Mine.

74-5 As described in Section 3.5.2.1 of the Draft EIS, mine depressurization pumping in the
Simsboro aquifer potentially would reduce the surface water availability in certain
intermittent gaining reaches of  area streams and associated perennial pools, as well
as naturally occurring seeps and springs that occur within the mine-related 10-foot
drawdown area of the Simsboro outcrop. Riparian/wetland habitats associated with
these areas also could be affected by the reduced water availability. The resulting
degree of impact to wildlife resources would depend on a number of variables, such
as the existing habitat values and level of use; species’ sensitivity (i.e., level of
dependency on riparian areas); and the extent of the anticipated water and
riparian/wetland habitat reductions.

Mitigation measure SW-5 (see Table 2-15 of the Final EIS) would be implemented to
monitor and mitigate potential impacts to seeps and springs. Alcoa’s proposed
Mitigation Plan (see Appendix E of the Final EIS) would be implemented to mitigate
potential impacts to waters of the U.S. and associated riparian habitats.

74-10 Comment noted. While it may be that the boom-bust cycles often associated with
natural resource development in remote areas have left a number of communities
without long-term, sustainable economic viability, the assertion that the Three Oaks
Mine would cause similar effects in Lee and Bastrop Counties is questionable at best.
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The project would not create an anomalous, short-term boom in the local economy
because mining is already ongoing to the northeast at the Sandow Mine. As noted in
the Draft EIS (Section 3.10.2.1), employment change, and other socioeconomic
changes, would be minimal as a result of the Three Oaks Mine. In addition, there is
significant diversity in the local economies, particularly in Bastrop County and
increasingly in Lee County. As a consequence, the boom-bust effect of mining,
observed in many remote areas of the American West where the mining has been the
only significant economic driving force, would not be expected to occur in Bastrop and
Lee Counties because this area is not solely dependent on the lignite resource for its
economic viability. As Section 3.10.2.2 of the Draft EIS suggests, mining eventually
would cease in the area, either in 2 to 3 years, if the Three Oaks Mine is not
developed, or in approximately 25  years, if the proposed mine is developed. In either
case, when mining ends, jobs would be lost. If, as assumed, the Rockdale aluminum
smelter also would close at the time mining ends, there would be a substantially larger
number of jobs lost. The result would be a major decline in economic activity in the
study area, focused on Milam County, in particular. Even in Milam County, however,
the “boom” cycle has been on-going for approximately 50 years. If the Three Oaks
Mine should be approved, the cycle likely would continue for an additional 25 years,
which is not typical of the short-term cycles addressed in much of the literature. Few
communities would not welcome a 50- to 75-year “boom.” The important consideration
is whether, and how, they plan for the ultimate decline (“bust”) that commonly follows
depletion of the resources.
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75-1

75-2

75-3

75-1 The text on page 3.2-83a of the Final EIS has been revised to further explain Alcoa’s
proposed surface water monitoring program under the TPDES and RRC permit
requirements. Please also see the response to general comment SW-1 in Section
4.5.5 of the Final EIS relative to surface water monitoring. Beyond these requirements,
the Texas Clean Waters Program and the overall evaluation of standards attainment
for individual streams is the chartered responsibility of state agencies and authorities.
Further, regulatory activities such as use-attainability and standards determinations
are contingent upon background watershed conditions and numerous man -made
factors (other than Alcoa’s potential impacts) within the watersheds. Such
assessments are outside the scope of Alcoa’s potential impacts, and compliance with
applicable regulations.

75-2 The clay layer separating the lowest lignite seam in the Calvert Bluff from the
Simsboro aquifer varies in thickness across the mine permit area. The range in
thickness within the mine permit area is from a low value of approximately 11 feet at
the western margin of the mine block in the Year 1 block to approximately 175 feet in
the far eastern part of the block in the Year 21 through 25 mine block. The thickness
of the clay layer over most of the mine block ranges from 25 to 50 feet. Because some
areas of the clay layer are exceptionally thick, the average thickness for the entire
mine block is approximately 60 feet.

Seepage through the clay layer was estimated assuming saturation of the clay layer
and using Darcy’s Law (a generalized relationship for flow in porous media). Three
areas of the mine block were chosen: 1) the western edge of the mine permit area in
the Year 1 mine block where the clay layer is as thin as 11 feet, 2) the northern part of
the permit area in the Year 1 mine block where the clay layer is as thin as 13 feet, and
3) the central part of the permit area where the clay layer ranges from 25 to 50 feet in
thickness and averages approximately 35 feet. These three areas were tested using
the three cumulative impact scenarios from the EIS: 1) Year 2030 – Three Oaks
without SAWS, 2) Year 2030 – Three Oaks plus SAWS, 3) Year 2050 – Three Oaks
plus SAWS, and 4) Year 2050 – SAWS without Three Oaks. The results of the
calculations are shown in Table 75-2.

These calculations are very conservative. The vertical hydraulic conductivity used for
the clay layer was the lowest measured value (1.0 x 10-8 centimeters per second
[cm/s]). Measured values in the laboratory ranged from 1.0 x 10-8 cm/s to 1.0 x 10-10

cm/s. Using the most conservative value for vertical hydraulic conductivity, the travel
time for water seeping through the clay layer from the Calvert Bluff to the Simsboro
ranged from a low of 15 years to a high of 124 years. Assuming the most conservative
case, it would be possible for water from the Calvert Bluff to seep through the clay
layer in the areas where the clay is 13 feet thick or less in approximately 15 years by
Year 2050. However, the mine would close around 2030, and the mine-related
drawdown in the two aquifers would have begun to rebound by that time. In fact, it is
likely that most of the rebound in the mine permit area would have occurred by Year
2050. Therefore, using Year 2030, the fastest travel time using the most conservative
approach appears to be 27 years. This suggests, that by the time the Three Oaks
Mine closes, some water from the Calvert Bluff in area A (western part of the mine
block) where the clay layer is the thinnest may have seeped through the clay to the
Simsboro. Area A is well within the mine permit area, so any impact on water quality in
the Simsboro would be limited to the mine permit area. If SAWS or other municipal
pumpage in the Simsboro prevents rebound of the Simsboro aquifer, then seepage
through the clay layer may continue and may increase with time.
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75-5

75-4

75-6

75-7

75-3

75-3 Please see the response to comment 74-2 regarding the Colorado River. Also see the
responses to general comments GW-6 and SW-1 in Sections 4.5.4 and 4.5.5,
respectively, of the Final EIS relative to potential groundwater drawdown impacts on
the Colorado River and surface water monitoring. If a mine-related depletion in
streamflow is identified, the impact would be mitigated as required by the jurisdictional
agencies.

75-4 Relative to surface and groundwater resources, a measurable effect refers to a
measurable change in a parameter that is statistically defensible. That generally
means that the change in the parameter exceeds the 95 percent confidence interval
(arithmetic mean plus three times the standard deviation). Relative to the thresholds
for estimating potential groundwater impacts, drawdown of the water table of less than
10 feet is considered within the range of seasonal variation and would be small
enough that there should not be measurable impacts to surface water features or
wells. Drawdown of 20 feet or greater in the water table may affect a well and
probably would have a measurable impact on surface water features if the drawdown
persisted for a substantial length of time.

75-5 Stream conditions downstream from the Sandow Mine were investigated by Horizon
Environmental Services, Inc. and Lee Wilson & Associates, Inc. in late 2002. The
studies included a ground survey, aerial photo review, and a helicopter
reconnaissance. A total of 33 sites were visited on the ground, including sites that
receive mine discharge and sites that do not. Field sites were measured for the ratio of
bank height to channel width, the condition of riparian vegetation, and overall stream
channel condition. Numerous photographs were taken. These investigations identified
no examples of channel degradation below the Sandow Mine, although immediately
below some outfalls it has been necessary for Alcoa to construct channel protection
measures in accordance with RRC regulations. Minor sedimentation has occurred at
some sites immediately below the mine. This sedimentation has occurred over short
reaches below the most active discharge outfalls or where post-mining topography
has substantially reduced the upgradient drainage area. In general, the stream
morphology continues to be dominated by variations in geology and topography.
Where erosion problems were observed in the watersheds, they were in association
with activities not related to Alcoa. Such conditions primarily occurred at private road
crossings or in some grazing areas located farther downstream in the watershed. The
investigations support the overall conclusion of minimal erosion and sedimentation
impacts from the proposed Three Oaks Mine.

75-6 Comment noted.

75-7 The waters of the U.S. including wetlands have been delineated, and the delineation
has been verified by the USACE. The linear feet of waters of the U.S. within the
Colorado and Brazos River watersheds have been added on page 3.2-100 of the Final
EIS.
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75-8

75-7

75-8 The USACE has continued its evaluation of potential surface water impacts within
both the Brazos and Colorado River watersheds and has determined that additional
off-site mitigation within the Colorado River watershed is required. Consequently,
Alcoa has revised their Mitigation Plan to incorporate an off-site mitigation area
located within the Colorado River basin. Please refer to Section 6.7 of the Mitigation
Plan (Appendix E of the Final EIS) for detai ls.
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76-1

Letter 76 Continued

76-1 As indicated in the response to general comment Alternatives-1 in Section 4.5.2 o f the
Final EIS, it is not the USACE’s responsibility in the EIS to provide a comprehensive
economic analysis of Alcoa’s existing Sandow Mine, power generating units, or
smelter. However, the EIS has evaluated Alcoa’s assertion that the use of local lignite
represents the only practical option for power generation for the Rockdale smelter.
The USACE also has independently evaluated Alcoa’s stated implications regarding
the No Action Alternative relative to the power generating units and the smelter.

As indicated in the comment, Alcoa has three options for compliance with their VERP:
1) install wet scrubbers on the existing boilers; 2)  install fluidized bed boiler
technology, or 3) shut down the old units by the end of 2007. Alcoa has submitted an
amendment to their VERP for the construction of two fluidized bed units for their
power plants; on November 20, 2002, TCEQ determined Alcoa’s application was
administratively complete.
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76-1

Letter 76 Continued

76-2

76-2 The USACE does not consider closure of the Rockdale smelter as a reasonably
foreseeable future action associated with possible approval of the proposed Three
Oaks Mine. However, the USACE has considered and analyzed smelter closure as
part of the No Action Alternative in the EIS (see Section 2.3 of the Draft EIS). The
USACE recognizes that the smelter could close for many reasons independent of the
Proposed Action. However, it is highly probable, if not certain, that permit denial would
lead to closure and, thus, be the proximal cause of the resulting adverse social and
economic impacts. While the smelter is a primary consumer of electrical power
provided by the Rockdale generating units, the purpose and need for the Proposed
Action is not limited to support for the smelter; it also includes providing fuel for
generation of electricity to be sold on the grid.



Responses to Letter 76

76-2

Letter 76 Continued
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76-2

76-3

76-3 Relative to closure of the Alcoa smelter as a component of the No Action Alternative,
the USACE has placed the responsibility for the definition of this No Action Alternative
scenario on Alcoa, with USACE independent review of the basis for this scenario. The
source of information provided by Alcoa is cited throughout the Draft EIS. Please also
see the response to comment 76-2.
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76-3

76-4

76-5

76-4 The description of the Purpose and Need for Action (Section 1.2 of the Draft EIS) and
the description of the Proposed Action (Section 2.5 of the Draft EIS) are based on
information provided by Alcoa. The USACE places the responsibility with Alcoa for
providing accurate and current project-related information for the EIS, while being
cognizant of its responsibility for the accuracy of the NEPA documentation. See the
response to general comment NEPA-1 in Section 4.5.1 of the Final EIS regarding
information provided by Alcoa. Please also see the response to comment 76-2.

76-5 Please see the response to comment 76-4 regarding Alcoa’s responsibility to provide
accurate information as the basis for the description of the Proposed Action. Also see
the response to general comment NEPA-1 in Section 4.5.1 of the Final EIS relative to
rel iance on baseline data collected by Alcoa’s contractors.
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76-5

76-6

76-7

76-7 Please see the response to general comment Alternatives-3 in Section 4.5.2 of the
Final EIS relative to Alcoa’s alternate mine plan.

76-6 As indicated in the comment, the Draft EIS acknowledges the USEPA and TCEQ
notices of violation, as appropriate, in Section 1.1.2.2 (Rockdale Power Generating
Facility description). To the extent it is relevant, the EIS has considered the
implications of Alcoa’s VERP in the cumulative impact assessment. The filing of the
citizens’ suit is not considered relevant to the EIS analyses of the proposed Three
Oaks Mine, including the analyses of cumulative impacts.
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76-7

76-8

76-9

76-9 Please see the response to comment 76-4 regarding Alcoa’s responsibility to provide
accurate information for the EIS. Please refer to the response to general comment
NEPA-3 in Section 4.5.1 of the Final EIS relative to the relationship of the
Alcoa/SAWS and CPS/SAWS contracts to the Three Oaks Mine EIS. The USACE
reviewed documents applicable to the analyses in the EIS.

76-8 In reviewing Alcoa permit documents during EIS preparation, the USACE identified
inconsistencies in project description information. Alcoa has revised the applicable
permit documents to make them consistent. All inconsistencies have been noted and
addressed in the Final EIS. Several of these regulatory processes are occurring
concurrently.
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76-9

76-10

76-11

76-10 Please see the response to general comment GW-2 in Section 4.5.4 of the Final EIS
regarding the Dutton model.

The USACE coordinated and consulted with various agencies relative to groundwater
data and analyses in preparing the Draft EIS. Please note that one purpose of a Draft
EIS is to provide the public, including federal, state, and local agencies, the
opportunity to provide input, including any relevant data, that is applicable to the
issues addressed in the EIS.

Relative to the USGS and OSM review of the groundwater models used in the EIS,
the USGS subsequently provided a follow-up letter indicating their initial concerns had
been addressed adequately (USGS 2002).

76-11 Please see the response to general comment SW-4 in Section 4.5.5 of the Final EIS
regarding the role of FEMA and the counties in floodplain management. Also see the
response to comment 59-1. Further agency interactions have been conducted, and
the text beginning on page 3.2-71 of the Final EIS has been revised in response to
these comments.
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76-12

76-13

76-11

76-13 Please see the response to general comment LU-1 in Section 4.5.9 of the Final EIS
regarding sources of data and reliance on Alcoa data sources.

76-12 Please see the response to general comment GW-1 in Section 4.5.4 regarding the use
of the GAM.
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76-15

76-16

76-14

76-14 Please see the response to comment 76-13. Also see the response to general
comment T-1 in Section 4.5.7 of the Final EIS regarding the effects of relocating
County Road 90.

76-15 Please see the response to general comment AQ-1 in Section 4.5.6 of the Final EIS
relative to cumulative impacts.

Potential future non-attainment designation for Austin, Dallas, or other surrounding
areas for one or more criteria pollutants would not be a direct or cumulative effect of
the Proposed Action since the future emissions from the proposed mine and the
power plants would be less than current emissions in the region. Therefore, any
finding that the air quality is worsening in the region would result from increases due to
increases in air emissions from other existing sources or from new sources to be
constructed in the region.

76-16 Please see the response to general comment NEPA-1 in Section 4.5.1 of the Final
EIS relative to Alcoa’s provision of baseline data. Relative to Alcoa’s review of the
Preliminary Draft EIS, Alcoa suggested revisions relative to the description of the
Proposed Action; Alcoa also suggested revisions, based on their knowledge of the
project area, relative to the description of the affected environment and potential
impacts. All of the revisions to the Preliminary Draft and Draft EIS were based on
USACE direction, rather than Alcoa comments. The USACE’s direction relative to
revisions included the removal of subjective adjectives describing impacts, as
identified in the comment. Please see the response to general comment SE-2 in
Section 4.5.10 of the Final EIS regarding data aggregation.
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76-16
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76-16
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76-16
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76-16

76-17

76-18

76-19

76-18 Please see the response to general comment SE-2 in Section 4.5.10 of the Final EIS
relative to presentation of aggregated data. Also see the response to general
comment LU-1 in Section 4.5.9 of the Final EIS addressing local land use plans and
planning jurisdictions.

76-19 The existing Rockdale smelter is part of the Purpose and Need for the Proposed
Action, as discussed in Section 1.2 of the Draft EIS. Please see No Action Alternative
discussions for all resources in Chapter 3.0 of the Draft EIS text for analyses of the no
strip-mine scenario.

76-17 The descriptions of  the affected environment, including definition of the study area and
the level of detail, were based on available information and the assessment of the
appropriate scope for each resource relative to NEPA and the CEQ guidelines.
Relative to inconsistencies identified in comments on the Draft EIS, the USACE has
addressed these inconsistencies in the Final EIS.
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76-20

76-21

76-22

76-23

76-20 Dispersion modeling results for a lignite production of 7.0 million tons per year have
been added on page 3.8-17 of the Final EIS.

76-22 Where applicable, such as in the discussions of groundwater, surface water, social
and economic values, etc., the Draf t EIS distinguishes between the two locations.

76-23 The map reflects locations and boundaries identified by the Texas General Land
Office (www.glo.state.tx.us) at the time of Draft EIS preparation.

76-21 Please see the response to comment 76-2 regarding possible closure of the smelter.
Alcoa’s alternate mine plan is described in Section 2.7 of the Final EIS; please also
see Section 4.5.2, Alternatives Issues. In their evaluation of alternate mining methods,
Alcoa rejected shovel/truck mining as an exclusive means of mining but included
limited use of this method as part of the Proposed Action (please see Section 2.5.2.6
of the Draft EIS). Thus, inclusion of shovel/truck mining in the alternate mine plan is
not new, and impacts associated with this method have been assessed in this EIS as
part of the Proposed Action.
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76-23

76-24

76-25

76-24 Comments noted. Please see the response to general comment SE-2 in Section
4.5.10 of the Final EIS relative to presentation of aggregated data. Also see the
response to general comment LU-1 in Section 4.5.9 of the Final EIS addressing local
land use plans and planning jurisdictions. The Draft EIS (Section 3.9.1.1)
acknowledges the existence of municipal land use plans, but correctly notes that none
have jurisdiction over the mine permit area.

76-25 The commenter asserts that the Draft EIS has failed to address an evaluation of
alternatives that would allow mine development with fewer aquatic resource impacts
than those identified in the Proposed Action. Section 2.4.2 of the Draft EIS identifies
several mine layout and sequencing alternatives that were evaluated but not carried
through the detailed analysis due to technological or economic considerations.
Further, it should be noted that unlike many types of projects that may be readily
redesigned to avoid impacting all or some waters of the U.S., projects that involve the
recovery of a natural resource have two main constraints that dictate the location and
extent of earth disturbance. These constraints, which limit the applicant’s ability to
avoid impacts, include the specific location of the natural resource being sought and
the large expanses of land required for staging, stockpile areas, surface water control
facilities, transportation corridors, and other activities. These factors in combination
with the location and geographic extent of waters of the U.S., which in this case
traverse large expanses of uplands throughout the site, severely limit the
consideration of alternative mine layouts that would further reduce impacts to waters
of the U.S.
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76-25

The commenter has raised an additional concern that the Draft EIS fails to consider
alternatives that would include all appropriate and practicable measures to minimize
potential harm to the aquatic ecosystem. A number of environmental protection
measures relative to aquatic resource impacts, water quali ty, and other resource
effects have been proposed by the applicant. These measures, developed to minimize
potential harm to aquatic ecosystems, were identified in Table 2-15 of the Draft EIS.
The USACE also has identified a number of additional potential aquatic resource and
water quality monitoring and mitigation measures that would further minimize adverse
impacts to aquatic resources. These measures also were included in Table 2-15 of the
Draft EIS. In response to public comment and through further evaluation, the USACE
has identified several new and revised mitigation measures in the Final EIS; please
refer to the revised Table 2-15 in the Final EIS for summaries of these additional
measures. In response, the applicant has revised the Mitigation Plan to address
issues that have arisen through the NEPA process. Please see the revised Mitigation
Plan (in Appendix E of the Final EIS) for an overall description of the mitigation
proposed relative to restoration, enhancement, and preservation of waters of the U.S.
and associated riparian buffers.

The commenter also suggests that the Proposed Action would result in significant
degradation of the aquatic environment. The USACE has extensively evaluated the
effects of the Proposed Action on the aquatic environment and has determined that
with the inclusion of the environmental protection measures proposed by the
applicant, in addition to the revised Mitigation Plan and the added monitoring and
mitigation measures identified by USACE during the NEPA process, the proposed
project would not result in significant adverse effects to the aquatic environment.
Please see Sections 3.2.4 and 3.2.5 of the Final EIS and Section 3.0 of Appendix A of
the Draft EIS.

The commenter presents a summary pertaining to wetlands, wetland functions, and
trends of resource loss; comment noted. The USACE recognizes the important role
wetlands play in maintaining the ecological balance of aquatic ecosystems. However,
in this region of central Texas, wetlands located on ephemeral or intermittent streams
are not typical features of the natural landscape. The USACE has evaluated the 5.3
acres of emergent wetlands, most of which are associated with on-channel
stockponds or man-made drainage alterations, located within the 8,648-acre proposed
area of disturbance. Such wetlands within these watersheds are artifacts of human
disturbance and are not unique or highly functional aquatic resources, as the
commenter suggests. Please see Section 3.2.5.1 of the Draft EIS for a description of
these areas. Further the USACE has extensively evaluated the effects of the
Proposed Action on all elements of the aquatic environment. Please see Sections
3.2.4 and 3.2.5 of the Final EIS relative to potential impacts.

The commenter asserts that the Draft EIS fails to identify the location of the 67.4 acres
of  waters of the U.S. that would be directly impacted and the 73.5 acres of waters of
the U.S. that could be indirectly impacted as a result of mine-associated groundwater
withdrawal within the Simsboro outcrop. Please see Figure 3.2-25 of the Draft EIS for
specific locations of waters of U.S. within the proposed area of disturbance and
Section 3.2.5.2 of the Final EIS for a description of the proposed impacts. Relative to
indirect impacts, precise delineations of waters of the U.S. located within the potential
Simsboro 10-foot drawdown area could not be performed due to lack of access.
However, through the evaluation of aerial photography, in addition to limited field
verification in selected locations, the USACE has estimated that approximately 73.5
acres of waters of the U.S exist within the potential Simsboro 10-foot drawdown area.
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76-25

Part of this acreage is composed of ephemeral streams, wetlands, and ponds that do
not receive groundwater contribution and would therefore be unaffected by any
potential drawdown. The remaining intermittent streams, wetlands, and ponds may be
affected depending on their hydrologic source. Please see Figure 3.2-22 of the Draft
EIS for a depiction of gaining reaches of stream within the potential Simsboro 10-foot
drawdown area. The USACE has analyzed this potential impact and has made a
reasonable effort to assess the direct and indirect effects of the Proposed Action; see
Sections 3.2.3, 3.2.4, and 3.2.5 of the Draft and Final EIS. Please also see Table 2-15
of the Final EIS that describes monitoring and mitigation to address indirect impacts
that could occur as a result of mine-associated groundwater withdrawal.

As indicated above, a number of alternatives were described in Sections 2.4.1 and
2.4.2 of the Draft EIS. Because these alternatives did not meet the standard of what is
reasonable on the basis of technical and economic practicability pursuant to 40 CFR
1502.14, they were eliminated from the detailed evaluation, and the reasons for their
elimination were discussed. Upon completing the evaluation of alternatives to be
carried through the detailed analysis, the No Action Alternative and Proposed Action
were the only alternatives that met the standard for “reasonable” alternatives as set
forth in 40 CFR 1502.14. As such, those were the only alternatives analyzed in detail.
Please also see the discussion of the EIS alternatives analysis presented in in Letter
17 from the USEPA.

Further, the commenter presents several derivations of the mine layout and
sequencing alternative evaluated in Section 2.4.2.1 of the Draft EIS. Pursuant to
CEQ’s “Forty Most Asked Questions,” in circumstances when there exists an infinite
number of possible reasonable alternatives, only a reasonable number of examples
that cover the full spectrum of alternatives must be analyzed and compared in the EIS.
In this case, because the varied mine layout and sequencing alternative did not meet
the standard of reasonableness pursuant to 40 CFR 1502.14, i t was not carried
through the detailed analysis.
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76-26

76-26 Please see the response to general comment Alternatives-1 in Section 4.5.2 of the
Final EIS regarding the overall cost comparisons among fuel alternatives. The USACE
accepted Alcoa’s stated fuel cost threshold of $1.25 per MMBTU as being reasonable
and has no plans to conduct an economic audit of the Rockdale operations to verify
this number. Likewise, the USACE accepted Alcoa’s stated estimate of production
costs associated with the Three Oaks Mine lignite of $0.95 per MMBTU as being
reasonable relative to other known data points. Alcoa has stated that the $1.25
threshold is based on projected future aluminum prices and the energy cost segment
of making the aluminum. The $0.95 cost was determined by applying Alcoa’s historic
operating costs at the Sandow Mine to the specific volumes, tonnages, and distances
associated with the Three Oaks Mine. Please also see the response to comment  33-6
relative to the use of grid power for operating the smelter.
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76-26

76-27

76-27 The public health effects alluded to in this comment are  asserted to result from the
burning of  lignite at the Rockdale power generation and smelter complex, which is an
existing, permitted operation. Since operation of the Rockdale complex is not
considered part of the Proposed Action under NEPA, this EIS addresses atmospheric
emissions and surface water discharges from this facility as they contribute in a
cumulative sense to expected impacts resulting from the proposed Three Oaks Mine.
Please see the responses to general comments AQ-1 and AQ-2 in Section 4.5.6 of the
Final EIS relative to air quality impacts of the existing Rockdale facilities and the
projected reduction in atmospheric emissions from the Alcoa generating units as a
result of the VERP, respectively. Also see the response to general comment SW-5 in
Section 4.5.5 of the Final EIS relative to water quality issues and associated
monitoring data related to the Sandow Mine and the Rockdale complex.



Responses to Letter 76Letter 76 Continued

76-28

76-28 The specific terms of Alcoa’s lease with CPS are not at issue in this EIS, except to the
extent that they grant Alcoa a legal right to mine and provide the lignite resource for
use at the Rockdale generating station as part of the Proposed Action. It was Alcoa,
not CPS, that applied for the Section 404 permit, which triggered this EIS under
NEPA. Similarly, CPS’ plans regarding other potential development activities related to
their properties within the Three Oaks Mine area are not considered part of the
Proposed Action. With the exception of the CPS/SAWS contract related to potential
development of groundwater resources, CPS’ plans are considered too speculative at
this point to be considered in this EIS.

The RRC’s review of Alcoa’s application for a permit to mine included a thorough
review of Alcoa’s legal right to mine the lignite resources on individual properties
within the proposed mine area. The USACE does not plan to repeat that review as
part of the EIS process.



Responses to Letter 76Letter 76 Continued

76-28

76-29

76-29 The USACE has reviewed the comments received in relation to the Draft EIS and has
not identified omissions or misinterpretations within the reasonably foreseeable future
actions described therein. In relation to individual points raised by the commenter, the
following responses apply:

The effects of the Alcoa/SAWS water development contract and the CPS/SAWS
contract are thoroughly described as they relate to potential cumulative effects;
they are not part of the Proposed Action.

The Draft EIS addresses mitigation by Alcoa for water supplies potentially affected
by mine-related pumpage. This is considered mitigation, not a reasonably
foreseeable action. Such mitigation would be conducted in accordance with
applicable regulations. Also, please see the response to comment 59-28.

Currently known or proposed out-of-basin transfers have been considered (i.e.,
Alcoa/SAWS and CPS/SAWS). Other rumored transfers are speculative, at best,
and do not qualify as reasonably foreseeable future actions.

Alcoa’s plans related to a closure schedule for activities at the Sandow Mine are
presented and discussed in the Draft EIS on the basis of the best available
information at the time the document was prepared. Please see the revised text for
additional clarification and additional information that has evolved since the Draft
EIS was being prepared.

Please see the response to general comment GW-1 in Section 4.5.4 of the Final
EIS regarding the reasons the GAM was not included as a major component of the
groundwater modeling effort for the Draft EIS.

As stated in the Draft EIS, the USACE relied on the best available information from a
variety of agency resource personnel, published sources, and the applicant in
selecting the reasonably foreseeable future actions to be included in the analysis of
cumulative effects. Information sources for this effort were selected on the basis of the
expected probability of such sources being able to contribute substantive information
to the analysis.

Please refer to the response to general comment GW-5 in Section 4.5.4 of the
Final EIS regarding the formation of local groundwater conservation districts. The
formation of such districts and potential application of constraints on groundwater
resources within their jurisdiction would diminish, not increase, the possible
drawdown effects from municipal pumpage. Thus, the Draft EIS presents a
conservative scenario in the absence of such constraints.
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76-29

76-30

76-30 Please see the response to comment 76-17 regarding inconsistencies in the Draft EIS.
Please see the response to comment 76-16 regarding rel iance on Alcoa information
and Alcoa’s role in reviewing the Preliminary Draft EIS.
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76-31

76-31 This comment has two components: 1) the definition of a fully saturated aquifer, and
2) the issue of availabili ty versus sustainability. The drawdown of the Simsboro aquifer
by the Three Oaks Mine would not lower the potentiometric surface of the aquifer
below the top of the Simsboro Formation throughout most of the affected area. Thus,
the aquifer would remain fully saturated except near the outcrop. The definition of a
fully saturated artesian aquifer is one that has the potentiometric surface above the
top of the formation. Relative to availability versus sustainability, the EIS has stated
that the main cumulative impact on the Simsboro aquifer would come from municipal
pumpage, not from the Three Oaks Mine. In accordance with NEPA, the EIS analyzes
the Proposed Action and the Proposed Action’s contribution to overall cumulative
impacts. The Three Oaks Mine would operate for 25 years and pump at a maximum of
11,000 acre-feet per year from the Simsboro aquifer. This compares to the current
municipal pumpage of 50,000 plus acre-feet per year from the Simsboro aquifer by
Bryan/College Station. Please note that the TWDB’s projections in their Water for
Texas – 2002 report indicate that there is sufficient water in the Carrizo-Wilcox aquifer
system to supply the lower basin area of Region G for the next 50 years.



Responses to Letter 76Letter 76 Continued

76-32

76-31

76-32 The individual issues of this comment are addressed below.

As discussed in Section 3.2.3.1 of the Draft EIS, water level applies only to
unconfined aquifers, and potentiometric surface applies to confined or artesian
aquifers. Most of the aquifers in the Carrizo-Wilcox aquifer system, including the
Simsboro, are under artesian conditions. Water table conditions in these aquifers
only exist in areas along the aquifer outcrops. As a result, the change from water
level to potentiometric surface was made in the EIS, where appropriate, to be
technically correct.

The reference text refers to cumulative impacts, which were modeled using the
Modified Region G Model. The Three Oaks Mine pumpage would cease in year
2030. SAWS pumpage at Sandow could begin around year 2013 and continue to
year 2050. SAWS pumpage of up to 15,000 acre-feet per year could begin at
Three Oaks in year 2031 and continue to year 2050. Regional municipal pumpage
continues to increase throughout the period from 2000 to 2050. This timing
accounts for the changes in numbers. Regional cumulative pumpage and the
cessation of some pumpage and the startup of other pumpage account for the
changes in numbers. Cumulative pumpage demands are presented as required
by NEPA, but only to the extent necessary to show the relationship between the
Proposed Action and cumulative impacts. Note that if Three Oaks does not go into
production, SAWS may begin around year 2013 in the Three Oaks area and pump
15,000 acre-feet/per year from the Simsboro, which is 5,000 acre-feet/year
greater than may be allowed if Three Oaks were in production.

Table 2-16 of the Draft EIS compares the potential impacts of the Proposed Action
and the No Action Alternative. These alternatives are described in Sections 2.5
and 2.3, respectively, of the Draft EIS, and both are analyzed in the environmental
consequences sections of the various resources. The referenced table is intended
to aid the decision maker (in this case the USACE) in comparing the permitting
options available to the agency (see Section 2.2 of the Draft EIS). The table is not
a comparison of the cumulative scenarios.
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76-32

SAWS pumpage would not affect the Calvert Bluff aquifer; all SAWS pumpage
would come from the Simsboro aquifer. The reason that SAWS without Three
Oaks scenario has greater drawdown on a regional basis than Three Oaks plus
SAWS scenario is that without the Three Oaks Mine, SAWS may begin pumping
15,000 acre-feet per year from the Three Oaks area starting in year 2013, a
greater amount than would be pumped by the Three Oaks Mine from the same
area. With the Three Oaks Mine, SAWS would not start pumping from Three Oaks
until year 2031. As a result, SAWS without Three Oaks would have more impact
on groundwater withdrawal than Three Oaks with SAWS.

The modeling for cumulative impacts included pumpage in both Milam and Lee
Counties for the Sandow Mine area. Table 3.2-5 in the Draft EIS does not
represent what was used in the modeling; it is a summary table for estimated
water demand in the future for the cumulative impact area. All Sandow-related
pumpage was put into Milam County for convenience in that table. Please note
that SAWS would not pump water from the Three Oaks Mine area until the mine
closes. As a result, the EIS used the conservative value of 10,000 acre-feet per
year for the mine area up to year 2030. From 2031 to 2050, the EIS used 15,000
acre-feet per year. Also see the response to general comment NEPA-3 in Section
4.5.1 of the Final EIS relative to the Alcoa/SAWS and CPS/SAWS contracts.

The values in Table 3.2-5 refer to the year at the head of the column in which they
appear, not to the interval between the two columns. Thus, the 45,000 acre-feet
per year for year 2000 applies to that year. The discrepancy between 5,000 acre-
feet per year in the table and 7,200 acre-feet per year in the text has been
corrected in the Final EIS; the correct value, as used in the Modified Region G
Model for cumulative impact assessment, is 5,000 acre-feet per year. The
manufacturing demand, as well as all other values in the table, comes from the
TWDB database. Values in this table are not meant to reflect the details of permit
applications. They are conservative estimates for the year at the head of each
column. If it is known that a value will change between two column years, for
example between year 2000 and 2010, then the groundwater model utilized a
time-weighted average over that 10-year period for estimating impacts.

For the closure of the Sandow Mine, the groundwater model assigned pumpage
amounts as averages that reflect the number of years during a 10-year interval
that a given pumpage amount was in effect (time-weighted averages). As stated
above, the values are not meant to reflect the details of the permit applications,
rather they are conservative estimates for the year at the head of each column.
Also see the response to general comment GW-11 in Section 4.5.4 of the Final
EIS relative to the sensitivity of the groundwater impacts to pumpage rates.
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76-33

76-32

76-33 Please refer to the response to general comment GW-5 in Section 4.5.4 of the Final
EIS regarding the role and jurisdiction of  groundwater conservation districts.



Responses to Letter 76Letter 76 Continued

76-34

76-33

76-34 Please refer to the response to general comment NEPA-3 in Sectio n 4.5.1 of the Final
EIS relative to SAWS.
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76-34

76-35

76-35 Water projects that have not been formally announced or are not the subject of
various permitting actions, but are only in the speculative stage, are not considered to
be reasonably foreseeable future actions under NEPA. As a result, they were not
considered in the EIS. Please refer to the responses to general comments GW-1 and
GW-2 in Section 4.5.4 of the Final EIS relative to the GAM and Dutton model.
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76-35

76-36

76-36 Please see the response to general comment GW-11 in Section 4.5.4 of the Final EIS
relative to the sensitivity of the groundwater impacts to pumpage rates. Industrial and
power plant pumpage at the Sandow facility after mining and reclamation activities are
complete is estimated at approximately 5,000 acre-feet per year. Appropriate sections
of the Draft EIS have been revised in the Final EIS to show the correct figure of 5,000
acre-feet per year rather than the incorrect figure of 4,443 gpm. The actual dates for
cessation of pumpage and mine related activities at the Sandow Mine are unknown
and are dependent on many factors including permitting schedules for Three Oaks
and Sandow, economic and business factors and transition schedule between
Sandow and Three Oaks mines. In addition, schedules for the beginning of mine
closure, cessation of mine related pumpage, completion of mining (lignite recovery),
completion of reclamation activities, and mine closure are all different. Based on
Alcoa’s current scheduling, the EIS text has been modified to show the following
dates: Beginning of Mine Closure and Reclamation – 2003; Cessation of Mine Related
Pumpage – End of 2005; Completion of Mining – Before 2008; Completion of
Reclamation Activities and Mine Closure – 2008. The closure of the Sandow Mine is
anticipated by 2008. The discrepancy has been corrected in the Final EIS.
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76-36

76-37

76-37 Please see the response to general comment GW-1 in Section 4.5.4 of the Final EIS
regarding the GAM. The Modified Region G Model uses the hydraulic parameters in
the original Region G Model of R.W. Harden & Associates, Inc. Those hydraulic
parameters, which include hydraulic conductivity, are based on field data where field
data are available. Where no field data are available, best estimates from studies in
similar basins (i.e., literature values) are used for the main sedimentary types in the
formations modeled.
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76-37

76-38

76-38 As stated in the Draft EIS, groundwater withdrawal by Alcoa for mining of lignite at the
Three Oaks Mine would be governed and regulated by the RRC. Their guidelines for
mitigation of impacts are the only regulations that apply to Alcoa’s use of groundwater.
In accordance with RRC regulations, Alcoa would mitigate any mine-related impacts to
a water supply. The projected drawdown impact areas are illustrated in Figures 3.2-5
through 3.2-8 of the Draft EIS. Please see the response (5th bullet) to comment 76-32
relative to Table 3.2-5. Also see the response to general comment NEPA-3 in Section
4.5.1 of the Final EIS relative to the Alcoa/SAWS and CPS/SAWS contracts.
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76-38

76-39

76-39 Comment noted.
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76-39

76-40

76-40 The Three Oaks LOM Model used in the EIS is the same model used by Alcoa for its
RRC mine permit application. Modeling conducted with the LOM Model used only
pumpage from the Three Oaks Mine area. The Three Oaks LOM Model is a site-
specific model. The GAM is a regional model. They cannot be compared or merged.
The estimated time for aquifer recovery using the Three Oaks LOM Model assumed
no other pumpage from the aquifers. The purpose of using the Three Oaks LOM
Model was to show the limit of Alcoa’s potential impacts on groundwater due to
pumpage at the Three Oaks Mine. The cumulative impact section of the EIS includes
the potential impacts due to regional municipal pumpage. The boundaries of the Three
Oaks LOM Model are consistent with the areal distribution of potential impacts from
Three Oaks. The boundaries of the Modified Region G Model are those of  the
cumulative effects area as defined for the EIS. Faults in both models were treated as
low permeability zones, not as boundaries. This is consistent with field test data that
show the faults behave as low permeability areas. Also, groundwater modeling
showed that pumpage in the Calvert Bluff and Simsboro aquifers would not affect
water levels in the Carrizo aquifer. This is consistent with field studies and data
presented in the EIS and Alcoa’s RRC mine permit application.
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76-40
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76-41

76-41 Please see the responses to general comments PA-1 and PA-2 in Section 4.5.3 of the
Final EIS relative to bottom ash. Please see the response to comment 78-22
regarding clarification of proposed lignite blending.
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76-41

76-42

76-42 Please see the responses to general comments PA-1 regarding ash recycling and
disposal in Section 4.5.3 of  the Final EIS and SW-5 regarding use of TRI data in
Section 4.5.5 of the Final EIS.
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76-42

76-43

76-43 Based on estimates from baseline monitoring, the contribution to surface flows from
the Simsboro outcrop adjacent to the permit area is likely to be small, typically on the
order of 0.5 cfs or less in the headwaters of Big Sandy and Middle Yegua Creeks.
Even in higher flow years (e.g., 2001 and 2002), the baseflow contributions may be
approximately 1 cfs along the major drainages, and less in the smaller tributaries at
higher elevations along the outcrop. Almost all of the streamflow regimes result from
precipitation and are highly affected by evapotranspiration demands. Existing
channels commonly go dry or have flows that are too small to measure in the summer
and fall months. As a result of these conditions, under the Proposed Action it is not
unreasonable to expect long-term discharges of depressurization water
(approximately 3 to 15 cfs) to generally compensate for the expected decreases in
smaller, intermittent groundwater baseflows. These discharge estimates are based on
currently anticipated pumping rates (as regulated by RRC) and industrial consumption
(such as dust control). The text on pages 3.2-80 and 3.2-80a of the Final EIS has
been revised to clarify this issue.
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76-43

76-45

76-44

76-44 Please see the response to general comment SW-1 in Section 4.5.5 of the Fin al EIS
relative to surface water monitoring. Although there would be a potential during
periods of low natural flow for Big Sandy Creek to become a losing stream in the
isolated areas where it crosses the Simsboro outcrop, impacts to groundwater quality
are not anticipated based on the low volume of recharge that potentially could occur
from this source and based on Alcoa’s permitting requirements to meet TPDES permit
criteria for surface water discharges.

76-45 Please see the response to general comment SW-5 in Section 4.5.5 of the Final EIS
relative to TRI data.

A summary of data for barium, selenium, and manganese is presented in Table 76-45.
These data are for Three Oaks groundwater (underburden & overburden), Three Oaks
surface water (stations LBS and LMY) and Sandow mine discharges (Stations 2 and
7).

Table 76-45
Selected Water Quality Table

Barium Selenium
Dissolved

Manganese
Total

Manganese

Max. Min. Average Max. Min.
Averag

e1 Max. Min.
Averag

e
Max

.
Min

.
Averag

e
Three Oaks

Underburden
GW 0.1 0.02 0.05 <0.005 <0.005 <0.005 0.43 0.05 0.18 0.44

0.0
5 0.19

Overburden
GW 0.32 0.02 0.10 0.012 <0.005 0.00291 10.4 0.03 1.47 11.4

0.0
3 1.66

Surface Water 0.2 0.08 0.14
<0.002

5
<0.002

5 <0.0025 1.9 0.09 0.55 1.95 0.1 0.65
Sandow Mine (stations 2 and 7)

Surface Water 0.25
0.044

2 0.10 <0.005
<0.002

5 <0.0037 2.18
0.0

1 0.26

All data are in mg/l.
1Note: For this computation, the analyses that were reported below the detection limit were

assumed to be one-half the detection limit and averaged with the remaining values reported
above the detection limit.

In addition, as mentioned in responses to comments 78-30 and 79-3, the USACE has
conducted additional investigation and discussion related to the potential for acid or
toxic mine drainage. Neither is expected to occur on the reclaimed Three Oaks Mine.
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76-45

76-46

76-46 The USACE believes that the modeling conducted for the Three Oaks Mine EIS, as
discussed in responses to general comments GW-2 and GW-3 in Section 4.5.4 of the
Final EIS, effectively supports the impact conclusions presented in the Draft EIS for
wildlife and fisheries resources. Please see the response to comment 76-43 regarding
the comparison between stream flow augmentation and the effects of groundwater
drawdown. Also, see the response and related text changes for comment 76-43.
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76-46

76-48

76-47

76-47 Please see the responses to comments 76-43 and 76-44.

76-48 The USACE considered existing environmental regulatory programs related to permits
and performance when initially assessing potential impacts. Then, further review of
additional data was conducted, followed by impact analysis and development of
recommended monitoring and mitigation measures. Data-based assessments have
formed a major part of this project. This included review of Sandow Mine water quality
data in comparison to current and proposed stream standards and background water
quality. Indications are that Sandow Mine releases general ly correspond to the
background conditions, or are somewhat better with respect to meeting water quality
standards for TDS and most other constituents. While this is not regulatory
compliance per se, it does indicate that with respect to the Proposed Action, adverse
direct impacts on the existing environment would be negligible for most of the water
quality constituents at issue.

Please see the response to general comment SW-1 in Section 4.5.5 of the Final EIS
relative to surface water monitoring. Baseline water quality characteristics of area
streams are presented in Table C-12 in Appendix C of the Final EIS, based on the
surface water inventory for the proposed project. As further clarification, USGS data
indicate TDS concentrations of 77 to 455 mg/l for Big Sandy Creek near McDade, with
an average concentration of 259 mg/l based on seven samples collected in the first
few months of gaging. Nine samples were analyzed for TDS on Big Sandy Creek near
Elgin in the first few months of gaging. Concentrations ranged from 106 to 236 mg/l,
with an average of 169 mg/l.

Please also see the response to general comment SW-2 in Section 4.5.5 of the Final
EIS regarding projections of total dissolved solids f rom disturbed areas.
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76-48

76-53

76-49

76-50

76-51

76-52

76-49 The information presented in Table F-3 (Appendix F of the Draft EIS) and Sections
3.5.1.5 and 3.5.2.1 of the Draft EIS relative to federally listed species is consistent with
the Biological Assessment that the USACE submitted to the USFWS for the Three
Oaks Mine. Please refer to the USFWS concurrence letter in Appendix G of the Final
EIS. Also see Table F-4 in Appendix F of the Final EIS and Section 3.5.1.5 of the Draft
EIS relative to the occurrence potential in the project area for species of special
concern; potential impacts to these species are discussed in Section 3.5.2.1 of the
Draft EIS.

76-50 As discussed in Section 3.5.2.1 of the Draft EIS, th e conclusion of no direct or indirect
impacts to the Houston toad is based on the results of presence/absence vocalization
surveys, tadpole genetic analyses, absence of geologic formations typical for this
species within the permit area, and the general lack of deep sandy soils in the permit
area. Also, no impacts to this species would be anticipated from mine-related water
level changes in the Simsboro aquifer outcrop or associated stream segments that
receive groundwater contributions from the Simsboro aquifer based on the known
distribution and habitat characteristics of this species. Furthermore, it is unlikely that
this species would be impacted by depressurization based on the lack of appreciable
amounts of suitable habitat within the alluvial floodplain of Middle Yegua Creek and
the potential for flow alteration at the Carrizo outcrop. This is consistent with the
information that was presented in the Biological Assessment that the USACE
submitted to the USFWS for the Three Oaks Mine. Please refer to the USFWS
concurrence letter in Appendix G of the Final EIS.

76-51 Based on the location of the nest site relative to the permit area, no direct or indirect
impacts would be anticipated for the bald eagle nest site that occurs approximately 10
miles south of the permit area. This is consistent with the information that was
presented in the BA that the USACE submitted to the USFWS for the Three Oaks
Mine. Please refer to the USFWS concurrence letter in Appendix G of the Final EIS.

76-52 As described in Table 2-15 of the Final EIS, Alcoa has committed to a number of
environmental protection measures including measures to protect the
timber/canebrake rattlesnake and migratory bird species that could potentially nest
within the proposed surface disturbance areas. Also see the response to comment 29-
8. The change in wording referred to in the comment occurred as a result of ongoing
analyses in other resources at the time the Preliminary Draft EIS was being prepared.
Groundwater modeling and other hydrogeological analyses being conducted at that
time showed that early speculation regarding the reduction or loss of available water
was largely unfounded.

76-53 Please see the responses to comments 29-8 and 29-13.
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76-53

76-54

76-55

76-56

76-54 Please see Table F-3 of the Draft EIS, Table F-4  of the Final EIS, and Section 3.5.1.5
of the Draft EIS for potential occurrence of these species within the study area and
cumulative effects area and Section  3.5.2.1 relative to potential impacts. Also see
Table 2-15 of the Final EIS relative to Alcoa’s committed environmental protection
measures and additional mitigation under consideration by the USACE.

76-55 Section 2.5.3.7 of the Draft EIS states that end lakes would be designed to have a
varied shoreline to encourage a wetland fringe with diversity of plant species, which
would provide habitat for a variety of wildlife species. The mine-side margins of the
end lakes would be graded at a slope of 6 horizontal:1 vertical, resulting in shallow
water areas along the lakes. This slope change has been added to page 2-62 of the
Final EIS. The Mitigation Plan in Appendix E of the Final EIS also discusses shallow
planting benches that would be developed in association with the proposed
sedimentation ponds.

76-56 Please see the responses to general comments T-2 and CR-1 in Sections 4.5.7 and
4.5.11, respectively, of the Final EIS relative to effects to the Elgin National Register
Historic District.
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76-57

76-57 Please see the response to comment 80-10.
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76-57

76-58

76-58 Please see the responses to general comments AQ-1 and AQ-2  in Section 4.5.6 of the
Final EIS relative to cumulative impacts and proposed reductions in power plant
emissions.
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76-58

76-59

76-59 Please see the response to general comment AQ-1 in Section 4.5.6 of the Final EIS
relative to cumulative impacts. Alcoa submitted reports of “upsets” at the Alcoa
Rockdale power plant operations to TCEQ in compliance with 30 TAC Chapter 101. A
graph depicting the frequency of occurrence of emission levels greater than 30
percent opacity is presented in Figure 76 -59a. Opacity values between Ja nuary 1,
1997, and March 20, 2003, were below 30 percent (permit threshold values) 99.1
percent of the time. Approximately half of the upsets involved emissions over a period
of about 6 minutes, and approximately 30 percent lasted more than 1  hour. Only
eleven upsets during the 6-year period lasted more than 8 hours, and virtually none
lasted more than 12 hours. Note that although the opacity at the power plant was
above 30 percent, these levels were reported to the TCEQ, when required, in
compliance with 30 TAC Chapter 101; therefore, they were legal emissions.

Smelter emissions include both non-reportable and reportable emissions, as depicted
in Figure 76-59b. The data were reviewed for the period from January 1, 1997,
through February 2003. These emissions also were reported in compliance with 30
TAC Chapter 101. More than 50 percent of the upset or shutdown conditions lasted
less than 1 hour, and approximately 17  percent lasted between 1 hour and 8 hours.
Events that lasted more than 8  hours were nearly all shutdowns of pot lines for
planned maintenance activities. Three extended-period shutdowns lasting more than 1
week are attributed to installation of new air pollution control devices, including new
baghouses.



Responses to Letter 76Letter 76 Continued

76-59

76-60

The TCEQ regulations require Alcoa to submit appropriate notifications regarding
“upset” emissions, including excess emissions associated with start-up and
maintenance events, within 24 hours of the “upset” emission event. Alcoa submitted
the appropriate documentation to the TCEQ for each of the reportable events
summarized in these data.

Figure 76-59a
Frequency Distribution

Duration of Upsets (Opacity Greater Than 30 Percent)
Alcoa Rockdale Power Plants
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Figure 76-59b
Frequency Distribution

Duration of Upsets/Shutdowns 
Alcoa Rockdale Smelter
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76-60 Study areas were defined for all disciplines based on the anticipated potential for
impacts. There was no evidence of potential impact on land use beyond a 2- to 5-mile
distance from the permit area. The Draft EIS acknowledged the existence of the Elgin
ETJ (Section 3.9.1.1) but found no evidence to suggest that the Three Oaks Mine
would affect land use within the ETJ.
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76-61

76-63

76-62

76-61 Please see the response to general comment LU-1 in Section 4.5.9 of the Final EIS
relative to local land use plans and planning jurisdictions.

76-62 Comment noted.

76-63 Section 3.9.3 of the Draft EIS acknowledges there has been a small amount of
residential development in the Three Oaks Mine vicinity and that it would likely
continue. For perspective, Blue, which is specifically mentioned in the comment as the
host community for recent subdivision activity, is approximately 3 miles from the
nearest point on the permit area boundary. It is slightly over 5 miles from the nearest
point in the proposed Three Oaks Mine area, whereas it is approximately 4 miles from
an active mining area at Sandow. This would tend to support the conclusion in the
Draft EIS that the Three Oaks Mine is unlikely to affect land use beyond a relatively
narrow perimeter around the mine area. Please also see the response to general
comment LU-1 in Section 4.5.9 of the Final EIS addressing local land use plans and
planning jurisdictions, which projects that most new development is likely to occur
near established communities in continuance of current trends.
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76-64

76-66

76-65

76-65 The term wilderness in a federal EIS refers specifically to federally owned lands
designated by Congress as Wilderness Areas under the Wilderness Act of 1964. Such
lands are “… area(s) where the earth and its community of life are untrammeled by
man …”; they must by law be at least 5,000 acres in size except in very unusual
circumstances. Privately owned wildlife preserves do not qualify as wilderness. Noise,
air quality, light, groundwater, and traffic were all addressed in their respective
sections in Chapter 3.0 of the Draft EIS.

76-66 Please see the responses to general comments GW-6 and GW-7 in Section 4.5.4 of
the Final EIS relative to potential impacts to the Colorado River and Lake Bastrop,
respectively. Please also see the responses to comment 76-64 regarding recreation-
oriented business in the study area and comment 59-26 regarding recreational use of
local and state roads.

76-64 Please see the response to comment 76-60. The private facilities identified by the
comment as commercial recreation businesses have been investigated. The nearest,
other than the Star Ranch, which was addressed in the Draft EIS, is at least 7,000 feet
from the disturbance area and 8,000 feet from the mine Area (Wolf Farms). The
Ragtime Ranch was approximately 7,600 feet from both the disturbance area and the
mine area; others are all at greater distances from proposed project activities. At these
distances, the maximum noise levels would be at or below 47 dBA (Table 3.12-10),
and visual effects would be similar to those illustrated in Figure 3.12-4. Night l ighting
would be noticeable, but would not be dominant at the distances noted, except under
certain overcast meteorological conditions. Traffic increases would be very minor in
most cases, as indicated in the Draft EIS regarding traffic on FM 619, and in the
responses to general comments T-1 and T-2 in Section 4.5.7 and specific comment
76-78. Dust levels would not exceed Ambient Air Quality Standards assuming
mitigation measures would be applied as recommended (see Section 3.8.2.1).
Considering the results of these analyses, it is expected that any adverse effects on
the commercial recreation operations noted would be minor.
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76-67

76-67 Please refer to the response to general comment SE-2 in Section 4.5.10 of the Final
EIS relative to the presentation of aggregated data and the response to general
comment SE-1 in Section 4.5.10 of the Final EIS addressing local land use plans and
planning jurisdictions. The discrepancy in population forecasts between sections of the
Draft EIS resulted from new Texas Comptroller of Public Accounts forecasts being
received after Section 3.10.1.1 was prepared. Both sections have been updated for
the Final EIS with subsequent forecasts from the Texas Comptroller of Public
Accounts. Please see the response to comment 76-23 regarding the map used for
Figure 1-1.
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76-68

76-67

76-68 Comment noted.
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76-70

76-69

76-69 Please see the response to general comment SE-2 in Section 4.5.10 of the Final EIS
relative to presentation of aggregated data. Contrary to the inference drawn in the
comment, Austin was not addressed in greater depth because it was not found to be
relevant to the potential economic effects of the Three Oaks Mine. Under NEPA, the
analyses in an EIS are to be focused on potentially significant effects. As noted in
Section 3.10.2.1 of the Draft EIS, development of the Three Oaks Mine would, for all
practical purposes, simply continue the employment, income generation, and
purchasing patterns currently in effect at Sandow, which are concentrated in Milam
County. It would have no perceptible effect on growth rates in any of the three
counties. Section 3.10.2.2 of the Draft EIS documents the more substantial economic
effects of the No Action Alternative. As noted, however, they would affect Milam
County to a much greater degree than either Bastrop or Lee County as there are very
few workers living in Bastrop and Lee Counties. Lee and Bastrop Counties’ data are
included and addressed because the proposed Three Oaks Mine would be located in
these counties and would affect their tax bases, even though other economic effects
on them would be relatively minor.

76-70 Please see the response to general comment SE-2 in Section 4.5.10 of the Final EIS
relative to presentation of aggregated data. Also see the response to comment 76-69.
Regarding the estimated life of the mine for ad valorem tax purposes, there is an
extensive list of assumptions and variables involved in the Jones analysis (Jones
2002, Appendix B), several of which could individually affect the estimate by several
percent, positively or negatively. Examples include the annual production rate, the
location of equipment in a given year, and the discount rate. In addition, the taxing
jurisdictions, themselves, may vary the tax rate over the 25-year l ife of the mine.
Consequently, the tax revenue estimate in the Draft EIS is an approximation, as are
other forecasts of effects. The significant consideration is that there would be a
substantial amount of ad valorem tax paid to Bastrop and Lee Counties with only
minimal project-related demands for services so there would be a substantial net
benefit to the public coffers of both counties (see Section 3.10.2.1 of the Draft EIS ).
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76-70
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76-71

76-71 Please see the response to general comment SE-2 in Section 4.5.10 of the Final EIS
relative to presentation of aggregated data. Also see the response to comment  74-10
regarding effects on economic diversity and boom-bust effects. Adverse effects on the
diversity of the Bastrop and Lee Counties’ economies from the Three Oaks Mine are
not expected to occur.

The potential effects of  the Proposed Action are detailed in the same manner as for
the No Action Alternative. As it happens, most effects are expected to be positive or
neutral, although where negative effects were identified, such as on the tax revenues
of Milam County, they are documented (Section 3.10.2.1 of the Draft EIS). Please see
the responses to general comments T-2, LU-2, and SE-3 in Sections 4.5.7, 4.5.9, and
4.5.10 of the Final EIS relative to effects on property values from development of the
Three Oaks Mine, the effects on the Elgin Main Street NRHD from development of the
Three Oaks Mine, and the effects on land use in the immediate vicinity of the Three
Oaks Mine permit area. Please also see the response to comment 74-10. While the
concerns noted are acknowledged, the evidence indicates that the proposed Three
Oaks Mine would not adversely affect economic development efforts by Bastrop and
Lee Counties beyond the immediate vicinity of the mine, and the duration of such
close proximity effects generally would be short-term in nature except where mining
would return repetitively over several years (see response to comment 59-16). In
further support of this conclusion, the economic development activity seen in Elgin
“within the past year” occurred within the time period that the Three Oaks Mine
proposal was public knowledge, but was apparently not deterred by the knowledge or
the controversy engendered.
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76-71
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76-71
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76-71

76-72

76-72 Please see the responses to general comments T-1 and T-2 in Section 4.5.7 of the
Final EIS regarding the effects of relocation of County Road 90 and the effects on the
Elgin Main Street NRHD from development of the Three Oaks Mine, respectively. The
assertion that mine workers from Rockdale would use CR 90 on the way to the Three
Oaks Mine is questionable, as the route via U.S. 77 and FM 696 through Lexington
would be 10 miles shorter and would avoid the hazards of CR90, a “narrow, winding
country road.”
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76-72

76-73

76-73 Please refer to the response to general comment Alternatives-3 in Section 4.5.2 of the
Final EIS regarding Introduction of the Alternative Mine Plan into the Final EIS.



Responses to Letter 76Letter 76 Continued

76-74

76-75

76-78

76-73

76-76

76-77

76-74 Transport of lignite on public roads is not included in the Proposed Act ion. Please see
EIS Section 2.5.1.6.

“To address the impacts of upgrading only a portion of an existing facility, Alcoa
researched the accident records of an upgraded portion of SH21 in Caldwell County,
completed in November 1997 by TxDOT. Records were obtained from the Texas
Department of Public Safety for this section of SH21 between US183 and the Bastrop
County line for the period from 1/1/91 through 7/2000. A study of 5 1/3 years, 2 2/3
years prior to and after construction, (Appendix, Section 1.2) indicates that accidents
were reduced by about 44 percent, from 25 to 14  incidents. No anticipated increase in
accidents as a result of this project are expected.”

76-75 The same concern expressed in this comment arose in discussions related to the
TxDOT EA for Categorical Exclusion for the Relocation of FM 696 and FM 619,
Bastrop and Lee Counties, Texas. The response is on page 85 of that document and
is as follows.

76-76 The Draft EIS addressed both traffic increases and traffic safety issues in Sections
3.11.2 and 3.11.2.1, respectively. As a point of clarification, flaggers would be used
only in rare instances when it would be necessary to move heavy equipment across a
public road.

76-78 A traffic impact analysis was conducted as part of the Draft EIS and was documented
in Section 3.11. Achieving a C Level of Service would satisfy the design standards of
virtually every public highway jurisdiction in the United States. Consequently, the
categorization as a minor reduction is believed to be reasonable. Detailed evaluation
of lost time (beyond the travel times analysis in the Draft EIS), gasoline use, and
vehicle wear are beyond the scope of the EIS. There is no evidence to suggest the
road changes would have any effect on local businesses.

76-77 The Draf t EIS addressed both increases and decreases in travel times in Section
3.11.2.1.
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76-79

76-81

76-78

76-80

76-79 Maintenance costs would be expected to be lower on newly constructed and improved
roads than on old and deteriorated roads. It is assumed that all construction of  public
roads would have to meet the standards of the relevant jurisdiction and that new roads
would not be accepted for public maintenance if they did not meet appropriate sub-
base compaction standards. Expert witness testimony at the RRC hearing indicated
that there should be no problem constructing roads on reclaimed land that has been in
place for a few months and compacted to specif ied engineering criteria (Buchanan
2000).

76-81 Please see the response to general comment NEPA-1 in Section 4.5.1 of the Final
EIS regarding the use of data provided by Alcoa’s consultants. In the case of noise,
USACE analysis of the data for the Draft EIS resulted in several refinements and
changes to conclusions about the effects of noise from the Three Oaks Mine. Please
see Section 3.12.2.1 of the Draft EIS, especially the summary paragraph, which does
not conclude that noise impacts would be minimal as this comment asserts. Finally,
while there would be residents adversely impacted by Three Oaks Mine noise, there
are no sensitive receptor locations that would be affected by high noise levels “… 24
hours a day, 7 days a week, 52 weeks a year, year after year.” The mobile nature of
the mining activity, as addressed in the Draft EIS, would result in shorter-term noise
impacts even in locations where the high-noise equipment would return periodically for
several years.

76-80 Air quality and noise effects of the proposed haul road are addressed in Sections
3.8.2.1 and 3.12.2.1, respectively, of the Draft EIS. The haul road would not be lighted
except by haul truck headlights. Opposition is acknowledged and the opportunity to
comment on the EIS gives ample opportunity to express concerns (see Chapter 4.0 of
the Final EIS); however, the purpose of the EIS is to provide an objective analysis of
the potential effects of the proposed project.
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76-82

76-83

76-81

76-83 Please see the responses to general comments PA-1 and PA-2 in Section 4.5.3 of the
Final EIS.

76-82 Alcoa has committed to minimize lighting to the degree possible commensurate with
worker safety. Lighting would be shielded and oriented downward to reduce glare from
operating lights, including lighting on draglines and lignite loading shovels.

Area lighting is required for safety and operating the system in three areas of the
loadout facility: 1) the two truck dump areas, 2) the two storage piles and their
respective radial stackers, and 3) the reclaim transfer point to the overland conveyor.

Two types of metal halide lamps and fixtures will be used: 1) with lens that provide a
directional pattern around the operating areas of the transfer point and as stanchion
fixtures on the radial stackers, and 2) with reflectors and lamps that provide down
lighting over the truck dump and storage piles. The directional fixtures could be
adjusted to give a pattern only as far out from their mounting point as is required. The
down lighting fixtures could be elevated to a height that would light outward in a
pattern and only far enough to cover the storage piles. It is estimated that these
fixtures would be mounted on poles approximately 100 feet above grade next to the
storage piles.

Minimum illumination levels for each area would be as recommended by the
Illuminating Engineering Society of North America and meet MSHA criteria. Metal
halide lighting would be located at each bridge and at the conveyor booster drive.
These lights would also be shielded.

Except for the early part of the mine life, draglines generally operate below the ground
level and the surrounding spill piles, and highwalls would effectively minimize light
pollution from leaving the mine area. Lignite loading shovels always operate well
below the surface elevation and would minimally contribute to off-site light pollution.



Responses to Letter 76Letter 76 Continued

76-83
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76-83
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76-83

76-84

76-84 Please refer to the response to general comment NEPA-2 in Section 4.5.1 of the Final
EIS regarding potential cumulative impacts from the existing facilities at Rockdale,
including the Alcoa and TXU power generating facilities and Alcoa’s aluminum
smelter. Also see the responses to general comments AQ-1 and AQ-2 in Section 4.5.6
of the Final EIS relative to cumulative impacts and proposed reductions in emissions
from the power plants.
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76-84

76-85

76-85 Please see the responses to general comments PA-1, PA-2, and SW-1 in Sections
4.5.3 and 4.5.5 of the Final EIS, respectively, relative to bottom ash and surface water
monitoring. It should be noted that Alcoa does not propose to dispose of coal
combustion wastes by minefilling under the Proposed Action (see Section 2.5 of the
Draft EIS).
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