
Letter 82 Responses to Letter 82

82-1

82-1 The concerns expressed in this comment are addressed in a number of text revisions
in the Final EIS and in several responses to general and specific comments. The
potential impact of additional flooding in downstream drainages is addressed in the
response to general comment SW-3 and in text changes beginning on page 3.2-71 of
the Final EIS. Effects to currently gaining reaches of local drainages are addressed in
the response to general comment GW-6 and in text revisions on pages 3.2-46 and
3.2-80 of the Final EIS. Some perennial and seasonal pools in these reaches may be
affected by groundwater drawdown in the Simsboro aquifer. These effects are likely to
result in reduced persistence of such pools, causing some to change from perennial to
seasonal. Such effects are expected to be rather limited in extent and magnitude;
therefore, no specific mitigation measures have been proposed. Mitigation of effects to
local springs and seeps is addressed in new mitigation measure SW-5 on page 3.2-98
of the Final EIS. Effects to local isolated waters of the state are identified on page 3.2-
68 of the Draft EIS and include 31.4 acres of non-jurisdictional stock ponds within the
area to be physically disturbed by mining activities. Although some of these ponds are
large enough to contain water throughout the year, many are ephemeral or seasonal
use impoundments that dry up during extended dry periods. No specific mitigation
measures have been proposed for impacts to these isolated ponds. However, it is
expected that the proposed mitigation measures discussed in Alcoa’s Mitigation Plan
and the development of other water resources throughout the mine area, even
discounting the end lakes, would offset the losses of these ponds. In addition, Alcoa
has agreed to place deed restrictions on 30,498 linear feet of reclaimed riparian
corridor along the reconstructed channels of Willow Creek and Mine Creek. Willow
Creek is the largest stream to flow through the area to be mined; its reconstruction
would provide the opportunity to establish high quality aquatic habitats.



Responses to Letter 82

82-1

82-2

82-3

82-4

82-5

Letter 82 Continued

82-3 Table 2-15 has been revised in the Final EIS to reflect Alcoa’s commitment to perform
aquatic monitoring at two locations on Middle Yegua Creek in accordance with the
guidelines outl ined in TCEQ’s Receiving Waters Assessment Procedures Manual.

82-4 The Mitigation Plan has been revised to include performance st andards for waters of
the U.S. (see Appendix E of the Final EIS).

82-5 The Mitigation Plan has been revised to include the collection of data to demonstrate
the acreages of waters of the U.S. actually created (see Appendix E of the Final EIS).

82-2 Deed restrictions would be in place for the off -site Middle Yegua and Big Sandy
Mitigation Sites. The reclaimed mitigation sites (both on-site and off-site) would be
subject to regulations under Section 404. Alcoa and CPS also have agreed to deed
restrict 70.0 acres and 30,498  linear feet of the on-site reclaimed riparian corridor
within the mine area. Willow Creek flows through a portion of the area to be mined and
would be reconstructed as part of the reclamation plan. The creek itself would become
a USACE jurisdictional area and thus be protected, but the riparian areas around it
would not be protected without deed restrictions. The above referenced riparian areas
would be deed restricted.
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82-8

82-6

82-7

Letter 82 Continued

82-6 The USACE has provided TCEQ with a copy of the transcripts and the public
comments on the Draft EIS.

§ 11.142. Permit Exemptions

(a) Without obtaining a permit, a person may construct on the person's own
property a dam or reservoir with normal storage of not more than 200 acre-
feet of water for domestic and livestock purposes. A person who temporarily
stores more than 200 acre-feet of water in a dam or reservoir describ ed by
this subsection is not required to obtain a permit for the dam or reservoir if the
person can demonstrate that the person has not stored in the dam or reservoir
more than 200 acre-feet of water on average in any 12-month period. This
exemption does not apply to a commercial operation.

Text of subsec. (b) as inserted by Acts 2001, 77th Leg., ch. 966, § 2.09

(b) Without obtaining a permit, a person may construct on the person's
property a dam or reservoir with normal storage of not more than 200 acre-
feet of water for fish and wildlife purposes if the property on which the dam or
reservoir will be constructed is qualified open-space land, as defined by
Section 23.51, Tax Code. This exemption does not apply to a commercial
operation.

Text of subsec. (b) as inserted by Acts 2001, 77th Leg., ch. 1427, § 1

(b) Without obtaining a permit, a person may construct on the person's
property in an unincorporated area a dam or reservoir with normal storage of
not more than 200 acre-feet of water for commercia l or noncommercial wildlife
management, including fishing, but not including fish farming.

(c) Without obtaining a permit, a person who is drilling and producing
petroleum and conducting operations associated with drilling and producing
petroleum may take for those purposes state water from the Gulf of Mexico
and adjacent bays and arms of the Gulf of Mexico in an amount not to exceed
one acre-foot during each 24-hour period.

(d) Without obtaining a permit, a person may construct or maintain a reservoir
for the sole purpose of sediment control as part of a surface coal mining
operation under the Texas Surface Coal Mining and Reclamation Act (Article
5920-11, Vernon's Texas Civil Statutes).

Amended by Acts 1977, 65th Leg., p. 2207, ch. 870, § 1, eff. Sep t. 1, 1977;
Acts 1985, 69th Leg., ch. 718, § 1, eff. June 14, 1985; Acts 1995, 74th Leg.,
ch. 335, § 1, eff. Sept. 1, 1995; Acts 1997, 75th Leg., ch. 1010, § 2.11, eff.
Sept. 1, 1997.

Amended by Acts 2001, 77th Leg., ch. 966, § 2.09, eff. Sept. 1, 2001; Acts
2001, 77th Leg., ch. 1427, § 1, eff. Sept. 1, 2001.

82-7 Alcoa's mine sedimentation ponds are exempt from water rights per the Texas Water
Code 11.142(d), see below. The water used by the mine primarily would be  from
dewatering and/or depressurization operations. If any surface water is needed in the
future, for end lakes or other uses, Alcoa would apply for the proper permits with the
TCEQ.

82-8 All of the agency and public comments on the Draft EIS and the USACE’s responses
are provided in Appendix H of this Final EIS.
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Letter 83 Continued Responses to Letter 83

83-1

83-2

83-3

83-1 Please see the response to general comment T-2 in Section 4.5.7  of the Final EIS
relative to potential traffic-related effects on the Elgin National Register Historic
District.

83-2 Please see the response to general comment T-1 in Section 4.5.7 of the Final EIS
relative to traffic patterns associated with the rerouting of FM 696.

83-3 Please see the response to general comment CR-1 in Section 4.5.11 of the Final EIS
relative to potential air quality effects on the Elgin National Register Historic District.



Letter 83 Continued Responses to Letter 83

83-5

83-4
83-4 As described in Section 3.7.2.1 of the Draft EIS, four of the five sites determined to be

eligible to the National Register of Historic Sites (NRHP) are located within the area to
be mined. A fifth NRHP-eligible historic site is located in the vicinity of the proposed
transportation and utility corridor and has the potential to be visually affected by
mining activity. As no blasting is proposed and this site is over 2 miles from the mine
area, it is unlikely that noise or vibration associated with mining activity would affect
this site. Mitigation for potential impacts to all of the NRHP-eligible sites, including
potential noise or vibration impacts, would be developed through an agreement
document in coordination with the THC, USACE, and RRC.

83-5 The process of cultural coordination on this project pre-dates USACE involvement.
Since USACE involvement, the USACE has coordinated with the State Historic
Preservation Office (SHPO) regarding NRHP issues, completeness of inventories, and
development of agreement documents.



Letter 84 Responses to Letter 84

84-1

84-3

84-2

Letter 84 Continued

84-1 Comment noted.

84-2 Comment noted.

84-3 Comment noted. Please see the new noise table (Table 3.12-1a) on page 3.12-7 of
the Final EIS. Please also note the discussion of the transient nature of noise sources
from the Three Oaks Mine in Section 3.12.2.1 of the Draft EIS. Also see the response
to comment 17-22.



Responses to Letter 84Letter 84 Continued

84-4 Please see the response to comment 59-16. Also, see the revised text in mitigation
measure N-2 on page 3.12-24 of the Final EIS.

84-5 Comment noted. Please see the response to comment 84-4.

84-6 Comment noted.

84-4

84-3

84-5

84-6



Letter 85 Responses to Letter 85

85-1

Letter 85 Continued

85-1 It should be noted that no unique or threatened biotic resources have been identified
in Big Sandy or Middle Yegua Creeks.

Stream baseflows have been quantified for the EIS; this information is presented in
Section 3.2.4 of the Draft EIS. Additional inspection of USGS gaging information has
been done subsequent to issuing the Draft EIS. The latter review further supports the
baseflow approximations presented in the Draft EIS. The text has been modified on
pages 3.2-71 through 3.2-71c of the Final EIS to indicate these subsequent
assessments and results. The potential effects on fish and wildlife resources were
described in the Draft EIS and are expected to remain consistent with those
descriptions. Recent field inspections indicate that little or no effect on riparian
canopies is evident from baseflow modifications in the Sandow Mine area. Unique or
threatened biotic resources have not been identified in Big Sandy or Middle Yegua
Creeks.
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85-1

85-2

85-5

85-3

85-4

Letter 85 Continued

85-2 The characteristics of end lake outflows were described in the Draft EIS, as an
outcome of the RESOP modeling conducted to examine this issue. In general, the
frequencies of some flows would be reduced, but the largest high energy flows (i.e.,
floodplain shaping events) would still occur.

The ongoing baseline surface water inventory has now been conducted for over 3
years. Review of precipitation levels indicate that total rainfall has been well above
average in the past 2 years. Flow data collected in the area reflect this. The text on
page 3.2-61 of the Final EIS has been revised to describe baseline conditions in the
overall context of the inventory period, which has been expanded in the Final EIS. Re-
inspection of the Draft EIS discussion was done to reflect the additional data. The
overall conclusion is (as stated above) unchanged. Mitigation (see pages 3.2-97 and
3.2-97a of the Final EIS) is recommended to protect the stream reaches downstream
of the end lakes.

85-3 The proposed stream channel restoration basically follows these concepts. The
proposed program is described in Appendix E of the Final EIS, Chapter 6.0. The
language in that section is not meant to portray that braided stream channels per se
would be replaced, but that the low-flow portion of the overall channel width would be
allowed to braid (or form shallow anabranches) comparable to those that may occur
naturally in existing low-flow sections. Details of this approach are depicted in Figure
6-5 of the appendix, and are shown in context with the proposed overall stream
channel restoration approach in Figure 6-6.

85-4 Please see the response to comment 61-1.

85-5 As a result of the comment, text and Table 3.4-2 were added to Section 3.4.1.4 o f the
Final EIS relative to harmful or potentially harmful exotic aquatic plant species that
may occur in the project area.

Text has been added on page 3.5-21 of the Final EIS relative to exotic fish, shellfish,
or aquatic plants.



85-5

Letter 85 Continued



Letter 86 Responses to Letter 86

86-1

86-2

86-1 Water quality monitoring for metals at the Sandow Mine indicates that most metals
constituents occur at low or undetectable levels in the discharges. A similar result is
anticipated for the Three Oaks Mine. The proposed Three Oaks Mine would operate
under a separate TPDES permit, and thus would be separated from the Sandow
complex both physically and from a regulatory compliance perspective.

On a larger scale, there are several major reasons why stream conditions in the Three
Oaks area (and in the region overall) differ from conditions in other coal mining
regions. These factors primarily include differences in geology, mining methods,
changes in regulatory programs over time, and land uses within the overall
watersheds. The various geologic depositional environments account for differences in
the chemical constituents of coal and in the overburden and interburden around it.
These variations can result in geochemical issues at one site that are not present at
another. Lithology, mineralogy, groundwater factors, and land uses all  influence the
nature of  undisturbed stream flows, oxidation/reduction processes, potential acid-
generation, and toxicity characteristics between sites and regions.

Mining methods also affect drainage. Many of the extensive water quality problems in
the Appalachian coalfields are due to uncontrolled acid drainage from old,
underground mines. Generally contaminant mitigation was unavailable or was not
made available because of older mining practices and the lack of environmental
regulations. The latter might have prevented many of the water quality problems that
exist there today. In contrast, the more recent expansions in the Rocky Mountain and
Gulf Coast coal fields have been largely conducted as surface mining, and are highly
regulated to manage salinity, alkalinity, acid generation, toxicity, and other
considerations.

86-2 The proposed project does not involve the TXU/Sandow power generation facilities, so
coal burning is not an issue for analysis in the EIS.
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86-3

86-4

86-5

Letter 86 Continued

86-3 Although these concerns are understandable given the locations of Alcoa’s projects,
the Proposed Action would have minimal effect on interruptible water supplies at
Somerville Lake. As shown in EIS Figure 3.2-4 in the Draft EIS, drawdown from
pumping is anticipated to have measurable effects on baseflows only in the upper
reaches of Middle Yegua Creek and its tributaries to the northeast. From the baseline
inventory data, total baseflows from these areas are probably on the order of 1 or 2
cfs (725 to 1,450 acre-feet per year). Given the losses of channel flows between the
Simsboro outcrop and Somerville Lake, it is quite unlikely that these flows would reach
the lake. The primary loss mechanisms include evapotranspiration and seepage from
the channel bed.

Vegetation inventories indicate that approximately 4 percent of the permit area is
occupied by riparian woodland communities. (Based on aerial photography review,
this is probably a minimum value for the watershed areas downstream). Using
potential evapotranspiration values and crop correction factors from Texas A&M
University and another source (Lull 1964), and a 240-day growing season (per NRCS
Sandow soil series description), it can be estimated that 15,000 to 20,000 acre-feet
per year could be consumed by this streamside community in the watershed above
the USGS gage for Middle Yegua Creek near Dime Box. Based on these values
alone, the effects on contributions to Somerville Lake’s interruptible supply from
Simsboro baseflows in Middle Yegua Creek would be negligible.

Among the major streams contributing to Somerville Lake are Middle Yegua Creek
and East Yegua Creek. Review of streamflow data at the USGS gage for Middle
Yegua Creek at Dime Box, which is just upstream of Somerville Lake, indicates that
baseflows are probably on the order of 3 to 5 cfs (2,175 to 3,625 acre-feet per year).
This station represents approximately 235 square miles of watershed and is
downstream of  the Carrizo outcrop. These factors, and occasional mine pumping
discharges, would account for the baseflows. Even with these contributions, the creek
has gone dry for a month or so in over half of the years of record, probably from
evapotranspiration demands. In its natural state, East Yegua Creek probably would
show similar conditions. However, it was not used for this review because of more
extensive augmentation effects. These are generally discernible in the USGS gaging
data for the creek. Pumping discharges from the Sandow Mine into East Yegua Creek
have probably contributed on the order of 2 to 5 cfs (1,450 to 3,625 acre-feet per year)
to the flow into Somerville Lake for a decade or more. The return to background
conditions with the cessation of Sandow Mine contributions to Somerville Lake is
described in Section 3.2.4.3 of the Draft EIS.

86-4 Sediment yield and potential downstream erosion impacts are described in the Draft
EIS. Discharge water quality, including TSS, would be monitored in accordance with
RRC regulations and the TPDES permit. Remedial actions would take place if water
quality standards and permit provisions were not met.

The vast majority of rainfall runoff supplied from the upper Middle Yegua watershed
will still contribute to Somerville Lake. For purposes of comparison, the total
watershed area at Somerville Lake is approximately 1,000 square miles. Major
contributing streams are Middle Yegua Creek and East Yegua Creek. At the USGS
gages near Dime Box, just upstream from the lake, both creeks have watershed areas
of approximately 235 square miles. Farther upstream, Middle Yegua Creek at baseline
monitoring station LMY has a watershed area of approximately 55 square miles, of
which approximately 22.5 square miles (at station LMC) would occur in the permit
area or nearby. Still less area would be affected by proposed mining and reclamation.
Overall additional disturbance to the Somerville Lake watershed and its average yield
would be minimal. These factors and potential impacts have been described and
quantified in the Draft EIS to the extent possible from existing federal data and the
more comprehensive inventories in Alcoa’s project areas.
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86-5 As clarification, the referenced text of the Draft EIS states that riparian rights that are
adversely affected by mine-related groundwater drawdown would be mitigated or
compensated for by Alcoa in accordance with RRC regulation. As such, mine-related
impacts would be mitigated as stipulated by RRC. A detailed mitigation plan relative to
downstream riparian rights was not considered necessary for this EIS process.



Letter 87 Responses to Letter 87

87-1

87-2

Letter 87 Continued

87-1 Please see the response to general comment PA-1 in Se ction 4.5.3 of the Final EIS
relative to bottom ash recycling and disposal.

87-2 Please see the response to general comment PA-1 in Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS
relative to bottom ash recycling and disposal.
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87-3

87-2

Letter 87 Continued

87-3 Please see the response to general comm ent PA-1 in Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS
relative to bottom ash recycling and disposal. Please also see the response to
comment 33-4.
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87-5

87-4

87-3

Letter 87 Continued

87-4 Please see the response to general comment PA-1 in Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS
relative to bottom ash recycling and disposal.

87-5 Please see the response to general comment PA-1 in Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS
relative to bottom ash recycling and disposal.
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87-7

87-6

87-5

Letter 87 Continued

87-6 Please see the response to general comment PA-1 in Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS
relative to bottom ash. The USACE has determined that the information presented in
this general response is adequate to determine potential impacts associated with the
use and disposal of bottom ash at the Three Oaks Mine.

87-7 Additions to the EIS text have been made with respect to water quality monitoring
requirements; see Appendix C of the Final EIS. Other considerations are discussed in
the response to general comment SW-1 in Section 4.5.5 of the Final EIS.
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87-8

87-7

Letter 87 Continued

87-8 Comment noted.



Letter 88 Responses to Letter 88

88-1

88-1 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.
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Public Information Meeting Responses

T1-1

T1-2

T2-1

Transcript 
1

Transcript 
2

T1-1 Comment noted.

T1-2 Comment noted. Please see the response to general comment NEPA-2 in Section
4.5.1 of the Final EIS regarding the existing Rockdale facilities.

T2-1 Comment noted.



Public Information Meeting Responses

T2-1

T2-2

T2-3

Transcript 
3

T2-2 Please see the first page of the Final EIS, which shows the USACE project manager’s
name, address, and telephone number.

T2-3 Please see Section 3.2.3.2 of the Draft EIS relative to potential surface water quality
impacts.



Public Information Meeting Responses

T3-1

T3-2

T3-3

T3-1 As discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the Draft EIS, no impacts to surface water quality
are anticipated relative to dissolved or total metals, metalloids, or non-metals. As a
result, the potential for bioaccumulation of heavy metals in wildlife species was not
identified as an issue for this EIS. Please also see the responses to general
comments SW-1 and SW-5 in Section  4.5.5 of the Final EIS regarding surface water
quality monitoring and interpretation of the TRI data.

T3-2 The decision regarding inclusion of wildlife baseline data and  the scope of the impact
analysis were based on the issues identified during the public and agency scoping
process for the EIS.

T3-3 Please see the analysis of  v isual impacts associated with increased night lighting in
Section 3.12.2.1 of the Draft EIS.
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T3-3



Public Information Meeting



Public Hearing



Public Hearing Public Hearing



Public Hearing Public Hearing



Public Hearing Public Hearing



Public Hearing Public Hearing



Public Hearing Public Hearing



Public Hearing Public Hearing



Public Hearing Public Hearing



Public Hearing Public Hearing



Public Hearing Public Hearing



Public Hearing Public Hearing



Transcript
4

Public Hearing Responses



Public Hearing

Public Hearing

Responses

T4-1

T4-2

T4-3

T4-1 Mitigation has been developed to address potential downstream erosion impacts; see
mitigation measure SW-2 on page 3.2-97 of the Final EIS.

T4-2 It should be noted that subsequent to the public hearing, Alcoa arranged to meet with
the commenter and help evaluate his particular situation.

T4-3 Comment noted.



Public Hearing Responses

T5-1

Transcript
5

T5-1 Comment noted.



Public Hearing Responses

T5-2

T5-3

T5-4

T5-5

T5-6

T5-1

T5-2 Comment noted.

T5-3 Please see the response to general comment Alternatives-1 in Section 4.5.2 of the
Final EIS for additional information regarding alternative fuel sources.

T5-4 Please see Section 3.2.3.2 of the Draft EIS regarding projected groundwater impacts.
Also see the response to comment 17-6 relative to required mitigation for mine-related
impacts to wells.

T5-5 As discussed in Section 3.5.2.1 of the Draft EIS, the Proposed Action would result in
direct impacts to area wildlife due to lost habitat and indirect impacts as a result of
increased noise and human presence. However, disturbance would occur
incremental ly over the 25-year life of the mine and is not expected to result in a
marked increase in wildlife dispersal. As presented in Table 2-15 of the Final EIS,
Alcoa has committed to a number of environmental protection measures to reduce
potential impacts to breeding birds. These measures would include the clearing of
vegetation (or potentially suitable nesting habitat) outside of the nesting period or
conducting breeding bird surveys within potentially suitable habitat prior to
construction activities.

T5-6 Please see Section 3.4.2.1 of the Draft EIS relat ive to potential impacts to vegetation
resources and Section 3.12.2.1 Draft EIS relative to noise impacts.



Public Hearing

Public Hearing

Responses

T6-1

T5-6

Transcript
6

T6-1 Comment noted.
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T6-1



Public Hearing Responses

T6-1



Public Hearing Responses

T6-1

Transcript
7



Public Hearing Responses

T7-1

T7-1 Comment noted.



Public Hearing Responses

Transcript
8

T8-1

T8-1 Comment noted.



Public Hearing Responses

T8-1



Public Hearing Responses

Transcript
9

T9-1

T9-1 Comment noted.



Public Hearing Responses

T9-1



Public Hearing Responses

Transcript
10

T9-1

T10-1

T10-1 Comment noted.



Public Hearing Responses

Transcript
11

Transcript
12

T10-1

T11-1

T11-1 Comment noted.



Public Hearing Responses

T12-1

T12-1 Comment noted.



Public Hearing Responses

T12-1



Public Hearing Responses

Transcript
13

T12-1

T13-1

T13-1 Comment noted.



Public Hearing Responses

T13-1



Public Hearing

Public Hearing

Responses

Transcript
14

T14-1

T13-1

T14-1 Comment noted.



Public Hearing Responses

Transcript
15

T14-1



Public Hearing Responses

T15-1

T15-2

T15-3

T15-1 Please see the response to general comment NEPA-1 in Section 4.5.1 of the Final
EIS regarding the use of baseline information provided by Alcoa. Please see the
response to comment 76-16 regarding Alcoa review of the Preliminary Draft EIS.

T15-2 Please see the response to comment 76-18.

T15-3 Please see the response to comment 76-19.



Public Hearing Responses

T15-4

T15-5

T15-7

T15-3

T15-6

T15-8

T15-4 Please see the response to comment 76-19. Section 2.6.2.5 of the Draft EIS
addresses future population growth as a reasonably foreseeable future action with or
without the proposed Three Oaks Mine.

T15-5 Please see the response to general comment NEPA-3 in Section 4.5.1 of the Final
EIS regarding the relationship between the proposed Three Oaks Mine and the
Alcoa/SAWS and CPS/SAWS contracts.

T15-6 Please see the response to general comment NEPA-1 relative to reliance on Alcoa
information. See the response to comment 76-3 regarding smelter closure.

T15-7 Please see the response to comment SE-2 in Section 4.5 .10 of the Final EIS
regarding data aggregation.

T15-8 Comment noted.



Public Hearing Responses

Transcript
16

T15-8

T16-1

T16-1 Please see the response to general comment PA-1 in Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS
relative to bottom ash.



Public Hearing Responses

T16-1



Public Hearing Responses

Transcript
17

T16-1

T17-1

T17-1 Comment noted.



Public Hearing Responses

Transcript
18

T17-1

T18-1

T18-1 Comment noted.
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T18-1



Public Hearing Responses

T18-1



Public Hearing Responses

Transcript
19

T18-1



Public Hearing Responses

T19-1

T19-1 Please see the respo nse to general comment T-1 in Section 4.5.7 regarding potential
impacts to CR 90.



Public Hearing Responses

T19-2

T19-1

T19-2 Please see the response to general comment NEPA-1 relative to reliance on Alcoa
information.



Public Hearing Responses

Transcript
20

T20-1

T19-3

T19-3 Please see the response to comment 76-3 regarding smelter closure.  Please see the
response to general comment Alternatives-1 in Section 4.5.2 of the Final EIS for
additional information regarding alternative fuel sources.

T20-1 Comment noted.



Public Hearing Responses

Transcript
21

T21-1

T21-1 Comment noted.



Public Hearing Responses

Transcript
22

T22-1

T22-1 Comments noted.



Public Hearing Responses

T22-1



Public Hearing Responses

Transcript
23

T22-1

T23-1

T23-1 Comment noted.
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T23-1



Public Hearing Responses

Transcript
24

Transcript
25

T24-1

T24-1 Comment noted.



Public Hearing Responses

T25-1

T25-2

T25-2 The wastewater handling and discharge plans are designed to incorporate the
maximum 8 million tons-per-year mine plan. The estimated discharge rates and the
water management system described in the EIS are based on these designs and
potential impacts of this mining rate.

T25-1 Please see the response to general comment Alternatives-3 in Section 4.5.2 of the Final EIS
regarding analysis of Alcoa’s Alternate Mine Plan.



Public Hearing Responses

T25-3

T25-4

T25-2

T25-3 Comment noted.

T25-4 Comment noted.



Public Hearing Responses

Transcript
26

T26-1

T26-1 Please see the response to ge neral comment GW-5 in Section 4.5.4 of the Final EIS
relative to groundwater conservation districts.



Public Hearing Responses

T26-1

T26-2

T26-2 Potential direct impacts as a result of the proposed Three Oaks Mine are addressed in
Section 3.2.3.2 of the Draft EIS. Please see the response to general comment NEPA-
3 in Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS relative to SAWS.



Public Hearing Responses

Transcript
27

T27-1

T26-2

T27-1 Please see the response to general comment PA-1 in Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS
relative to bottom ash.



Public Hearing Responses

T27-2

T27-1

T27-2 Please see the response to general comment PA-1 in Section 4.5 .3 of the Final EIS
relative to bottom ash.



Public Hearing Responses

T27-3

T27-4

T27-2

T27-3 Please see the response to general comment PA-1 in Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS
relative to bottom ash, including available bottom ash data.

T27-4 Comment noted. Please see the response to general comme nt PA-1 in Section 4.5.3
of the Final EIS relative to bottom ash.
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Transcript
28

T27-4

T28-1

T28-1 Comment noted.
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Public Hearing

Responses

T28-1



Public Hearing Responses

T28-1



Public Hearing

Public Hearing

Responses



Public Hearing Responses

Transcript
29

T29-1

T29-1 Comment noted.



Public Hearing Responses

Transcript
30

Transcript
31

T30-1

T31-1

T30-1 Comment noted.

T31-1 Comment noted.
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T31-1

T32-1

T32-1 Comment noted.
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T32-1
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T32-1

T33-1

T33-1 Comment noted.
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T33-1

T34-1

T34-1 Comment noted.
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T34-1
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T35-1

T34-1

T35-1 Comment noted.
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T36-1

T37-1

T36-1 Comment noted.

T37-1 Comment noted.
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T37-1
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T37-1

T38-1

T38-1 Comment noted.
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T38-1
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39

T39-1

T38-1

T39-1 Please see Section 3.2.3.2 of the Draft EIS which presents a detailed analysis of the
potential direct impacts to groundwater resources as a result of the proposed Three
Oaks Mine. In accordance with the requirements of NEPA, potential cumulative
groundwater impacts (e.g., potential impacts associated with the proposed Three
Oaks Mine in combination with other reasonably foreseeable future actions in the
cumulative effects area) also were analyzed as presented in Section 3.2.3.3 of the
Draft EIS. The maximum likely pumpage rates (based on the best available data) for
the Three Oaks Mine as well as for the reasonably foreseeable future actions,
including SAWS, were used in the groundwater modeling conducted for the EIS in
order to provide a conservative estimate of potential impacts as a result of these
actions. Please see the responses to general comments NEPA-3, GW-1, and GW-5 in
Sections 4.5.1 and 4.5.4, respectively, of the Final EIS relative to SAWS, the GAM
model, and groundwater conservation districts. Also see the response to comment 76-
32 relative to Table 3.2-5 of the Draft EIS and the cumulative Three Oaks with SAWS
versus SAWS without Three Oaks groundwater drawdown projections.
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T39-1
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T39-2

T39-1

T39-2 Please see the response to general comment GW-1 in Section 4.5.4 of the Final EIS
relative to use of the GAM in the EIS.
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T40-1

T39-2

T40-1 Comment noted.
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T40-1
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T41-1

T41-2

T41-3

T41-1 Comment noted.

T41-2 Comment noted.

T41-3 Comment noted.
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T42-1

T41-3

T42-1 Comment noted.
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T42-1

T42-2

T42-2 Radon gas present in the soil, overburden, and lignite is released and dispersed by
local winds. There is no confined space in the mining operations that would allow
radon to accumulate in the same manner that it might inside a house. Therefore, it is
not considered to be a health issue relative to the proposed mine.



Public Hearing Responses

T42-3

T42-2

T42-3 Comment noted.
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T43-1

T43-2

T43-1 Please see the response to comment 27-1.

T43-2 Comment noted.
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T43-2

T44-1

T44-1 Please see the response to general comment PA-1 in Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS.
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T44-1

T44-2

T44-3

T44-2 Please see responses to general comments PA1, GW-4, and SW-1 in Section 4.5.3,
4.5.4, and 4.5.5, respectively, of the Final EIS relative to bottom ash disposal,
potential groundwater impacts of bottom ash disposal, and surface water quality
monitoring. Additional mitigation is being considered by the USACE relative to the
annual recharacterization of the bottom ash that would be used at the Three Oaks
Mine (see page 3.2-98 of the Final EIS).

T44-3 Please see the responses to general comments PA-1 and SW-5 in Sections 4.5.3 and
4.5.5, respectively, of the Final EIS relative to bottom ash and TRI data.
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T44-3
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T44-3

T44-4

T45-1

T45-2

T45-3

T44-4 Please see the response to general comment PA-1 in Section 4.5.3 of the Final EIS
relative to bottom ash.

T45-1 Comment noted.

T45-2 Please see the response to general comment NEPA-1 in Section 4.5.1 of the Final
EIS.

T45-3 Comment noted.
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T45-3

T46-1

T46-1 Comment noted.
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T46-1

T47-1

T47-1 Comment noted.
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T47-1

T48-1 T48-1 Comment noted.
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T48-1

T49-1

T49-1 Comment noted.
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T49-1

T50-1

T50-1 Please see the response to general comment NEPA-3 in Section 4.5.1 of the Final
EIS.
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T50-3

T50-2

T50-1

T50-2 Please see the response to comment 17-6 relative to required mitigation for mine-
related impacts to wells.

T50-3 Comment noted.
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T50-5

T50-4

T50-3

T50-4 Please see the responses to general comment AQ-1 and AQ-2 in Section 4.5.6 of the
Final EIS.

T50-5 Comment noted.
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T50-5

T51-1

T51-1 Comment noted.
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T51-1

T51-2 T51-2 Please see the response to comment 76-81.
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T51-2

T52-1

T52-1 Under existing conditions within the proposed mine area, some rainfall runoff is
intercepted and stored by various stock ponds and other impoundments before it
reaches the primary drainages. Similarly, during mining operations, runoff from
disturbed areas would be routed to sediment ponds for treatment prior to release while
runoff from most undisturbed areas would continue to flow to natural drainages. Under
drought conditions, rainfall runoff would be limited throughout the region. The amounts
occurring from the mine area would be as limited as those from undisturbed lands.
The sediment ponds under such conditions would hold runoff water in a manner
similar to existing stock ponds in the area. As discussed in the Section 3.2.3.2 of the
Draft EIS, perennial pools downstream of the mine most likely would be maintained by
runoff from undisturbed watershed areas. In addition, for much of the proposed
project’s duration, the discharge of mine-related groundwater pumpage would
augment low flows. This would be especially true if a drought occurred. Furthermore,
before a Section 404 permit could be issued, a state Section 401 certification would be
required. This would require State anti-degradation regulations, including
consideration and mitigation of potential effects on aquatic resources and other uses,
to be enforced.
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T52-1
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T53-1

T53-1 Please see the response to general comment NEPA-2 in Section 4.5.1 of the Final
EIS.
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T53-1

T53-2

T53-2 Comment noted.
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T54-1

T54-1 Comment noted.
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T55-2

T55-1

T54-1

T55-1 Comment noted.

T55-2 Please see the response to comment 33-2.
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T55-2

T55-3

T55-4

T55-3 Please see the response to comment 33-3.

T55-4 Please see the response to comment 33-4.
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T55-5

T55-6

T55-7

T55-5 Please see the response to comment 33-5.

T55-6 Please see the response to comment 33-6.

T55-7 Please see the response to general comment Alternatives-1 in Section 4.5.2 of the
Final EIS relative to the USACE evaluation of project alternatives.
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T56-1

T56-1 Please see the response to comment 25-1.
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T56-1

T56-2

T56-2 Please see the response to comment 25-2.
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T57-1

T56-2

T56-3

T56-4

T56-3 Comment noted.

T56-4 Please see the response to comment 25-4.

T57-1 Comment noted.
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T57-4

T57-1

T57-2

T57-3

T57-2 Please see the response to general comment NEPA-1 in Section 4.5.1 of the Final
EIS relative to the objectivity of baseline data. Due to the volume of supporting
documentation, it has been incorporated into the EIS by reference in accordance with
NEPA. Supporting documents are available for public review at the USACE’s Fort
Worth office, public libraries, and state or federal agency office of origin, as applicable.

T57-3 Since issuance of the Draft EIS, FEMA regional and county personnel have been
contacted and provided with detailed project information. The EIS text has been
modified to reflect the information obtained during this coordination relative to flooding
(see pages 3.2-71 through 3.2-71c of the Final EIS).

T57-4 Please see the response to comment T57-3. Also see the response to general
comment SW-4 in Section 4.5.5 of the Final EIS relative to the role of FEMA and local
counties in floodplain management.
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T57-4

T57-5

T57-5 Please see the response to general comment SW-3 in Section 4.5.5 of the Final EIS
relative to flooding potential below the Three Oaks Mine discharge points.
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T57-5
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T58-1

T58-1 Please see the response to comment 29-7.
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T58-2

T58-2 Please see the response to comment 29-8.
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T59-1

T59-2

T59-3

T59-1 Please see the response to comment 21-1.

T59-2 Comment noted.

T59-3 Please see the response to comment 21-3.
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T59-4

T59-5

T59-3

T59-4 Please see the response to comment 21-3.

T59-5 Please see the response to comment 21-7.
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T59-6

T60-1

T59-5

T59-6 Comment noted.

T60-1 Please see the response to comment 29-8.
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T60-1

T60-2

T60-2 Please see the response to comment 29-8.
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T60-2

T60-3

T61-1

T60-3 Please see Section 3.5.2.1 of the Draft EIS relative to potential mine-related impacts
to reptile species.

T61-1 Comment noted.
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T61-1

T62-1

T62-1 Additional analysis of potential flooding issues has been conducted, and additional
text and recommended mitigation measures have been added to the Final EIS (see
pages 3.2-71 through 3.2-71c and 3.2-97). FEMA representatives have been
contacted verbally and in writing in response to this and other comments.
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T62-1

T62-2

T62-3

T62-2 Please see the response to general comment SW-3 in Section 4.5.5 of the Final EIS
relative to flooding potential below Outfalls 2 and 3.

T62-3 Major springs in the area were identified during the course of the EIS, and potential
impacts to these springs have been described in the EIS. However, because of the
potential for adverse effects on additional resources, further monitoring and mitigation
is being considered by the USACE (see page 3.2-98 of the Final EIS).
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T63-1

T63-2

T62-3

T62-4

T62-4 Comment noted.

T63-1 Comment noted.

T63-2 Comment noted.



Public Hearing Responses

T63-7

T63-2

T63-3

T63-4

T63-5

T63-6

T63-3 These issues have been addressed in the description of the Proposed Action in the
Draft EIS.

T63-4 Comment noted.

T63-5 As explained in Section 3.3.2.1 of the Draft EIS, most  of the surface soils in the mine
permit area are of relatively poor quality for reclamation. For this reason, Alcoa has
proposed to selectively handle the overburden and use suitable mixed overburden
materials to provide a comparable or better quality soil substitute for reclamation
purposes. As required by RRC regulations, Alcoa would salvage and reapply the
existing topsoil in those areas identified as prime farmlands. Thus, the reclaimed land
surface is expected to be as productive or more productive than the existing condition.

T63-6 Comment noted.

T63-7 Comment noted.
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T63-7

T64-1

T63-9

T63-8
T63-8 Please see Section 2.4.1 of the Draft EIS and the response to general comment

Alternatives-1 in Section 4.5.2 of the Final EIS, which present an analysis of the
alternative fuel sources that were considered by Alcoa and their reason for elimination.

T63-9 Comment noted.

T64-1 Comment noted.



Public Hearing Responses

T64-1

T64-3

T64-2

T64-2 Please see the response to comment T63-8.

T64-3 Comment noted.
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T64-3

T65-1

T65-1 Comment noted.
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T65-4

T65-2

T65-3

T65-2 This comment appears to relate to the c ollection and subsequent discharge of surface
runoff from undisturbed areas with diversion ditches CD-1, CD-2, and CD-4 into the
Mine Creek drainage downstream of proposed Pond SP-1. These discharges would
be made into existing defined stream channels that are waters of the U.S. The
expected discharge volumes would be dependent on and consistent with natural
precipitation runoff from these same undisturbed areas. Thus, flow volumes are
expected to be the same as existing natural conditions. Additional mitigation is being
considered by the USACE relative to downstream channel and floodplain stability from
such activities (see page 3.2-97 of the Final EIS).

T65-3 Comment noted.

T65-4 See the response to T65-2.
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T65-4

T65-5

T65-5 Comment noted.
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T66-1

T65-5

T66-1 Comment noted.
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T67-1

T68-1

T67-1 Please see the response to comment 17-6 relative to required mitigation for mine-
related impacts to wells.

T68-1 Comment noted.
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T68-1

T69-1

T69-1 Comment noted.
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T69-1

T69-2

T69-3

T69-4

T69-5

T69-2 Comment noted.

T69-3 Please see the response to comment T5-3.

T69-4 Please see the response to comment T5-4.

T69-5 Please see the response to comment T5-5.
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T69-8

T69-10

T69-9

T69-5

T69-7

T69-6

T69-6 Please see the response to comment T5-6.

T69-7 Please see Section 3.12.2.1 of the Draft EIS relative to anticipated mine-related noise
levels and the resulting anticipated impacts. Also see Section 3.5.2.1 relative to mine-
related noise impacts to wildlife species. Please also see the response to comment
59-16 regarding projected noise levels at nearby residences.

T69-8 Comment noted.

T69-9 Please see the response to general comment  NEPA-2 in Section 4.5.1 of the Final
EIS regarding the impacts of the existing Rockdale facil ities.

T69-10 Comment noted.
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T69-10



Public Hearing - Private Comments Responses

Transcript
70

T70-1

T69-10

T69-11

T69-12

T69-11 Please see the response to general comment Alternatives-1 in Section 4.5.2 of the
Final EIS for additional information regarding alternative fuel sources.

T69-12 Comment noted.

T70-1 Comment noted.
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T70-1

T70-3

T70-2

T70-3 Please see Sections 3.8.2 and 3.8.3 of the Draft EIS for a description of the potential
direct and cumulative air quality impacts, respectively, of the proposed Three Oaks
Mine.

T70-2 As discussed in Section 3.2.3.2 of the Draft EIS, no impacts on groundwater quality
are anticipated as a result of the proposed Three Oaks Mine. Also see the response to
comment 75-2 for additional information relative to groundwater quali ty. Potential
noise effects are discussed in Section 3.12.2.1 of the Draft EIS. Please see the
response to general comment GW-5 in Section 4.5.4 of the Final EIS relative to
groundwater conservation districts.
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