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I am wntmg you to urge you to deny DM&E’S apphcanon to expand the1r operanons mto umty
zcoal train: operattons SO R R

I beheve the Draﬁ Envnomncntal Impact Statement you have dehvered to the pubhc for
comment on is a draft Draft Environmental Impact Statément. -All too often you'do not suggest
or require specific mitigation measures for DM&E to meet, and for the public to comment on.
- Rather; you use vague:words and suggestions like “DME and communities ‘will negotiate or: :: |
work:out mitigation-agreements.” To quote the DEIS further; you use statements like:
encourage DME to-communicate with conicerned residents-and affected communities and use
community imput to develop voluntary mitigation and agreements.”: ...encouraged DME to - !
negotiate mutually acceptable agreements with affected communities and othér government
entities...including ways to share the costs associated with project-related environmental = -
mitigation measures. Negotiated agreements could be with neighborhoods, communities,
counties, cities, regional coalitions, states:and other entities.”- Furthermore, in-numerous
locations in.your-section on mitigation you use phrases like. “..:take reasonable stepsto...”;
<...implement adequate measures to mzmmzze the potential for these to occur.”, “...minimize
damage to paleontological resources...”, ..consult with affected communities...”. These are not
acceptable. What if DME does not develop mitigation plans acceptable to affected ,
communities? What id DME does not negotiate in good faith (like they have refused to do in
Rochester)? Where is:the teeth in your mitigation to force DME to come up with acceptable
mitigation? Where found-in the mitigation measures the word minimize should and must be
replaced by the word prevent. And most importantly, it is not for “affected communities” to
share the costs with DME - it is not the affected communities that will profit from this project.
It is my understanding of the EIS. process that you are to-assess thé:environmental impacts, spell
out required mitigation: (1f mit;gauon is poss;b}e) and welgh the entlrety or: cumulatlve nﬁgatwe
enwronmental mlpacts = IS Dndlow i

Such rmtlgatlon measures must be pa1d for entlrely by the busmess who standstu proﬁt from the
project (DM&E) and not the public through tax dollars. Such mitigation costs must be factored
into the viability of the project and left for DM&E to include in the cost of doing their business.



If the costs are too high, well then it’s simple, DM&E. will then decide not to ‘expand into this-
market. All the externalities of this project and operating this propesed unit:coal traifi-must be
paid by DM&E. 1 do not want one dime of my tax money going to buy the real-estate, build the
over/under passes, and do the crossing improvements. If it is argued that Tuse.the electricity:
generated by this product (coal), then the answer there too is simple - factor all:the associated
costs into my electricity bill and I will then determine my use of that product. *If the price is too
high when under, over and by-passes are factored in, I'1l either increase my:conservation«
measures of find alternative ways to meet my energy needs (wind, solar, fuel cell; ete:). But 1 do
not want my tax dollars subsidizing DM&E’s business, nor providing “chedper” coal to utilities
who use 20th century fossﬂ fuel teclmology in thlS new 215t century

If the negative impacts of the pro;ect are t00 great or the requlred mmgatlon measures too
costly, then the project should not go forward. It is not for you to leave it to some future
“agreements” between DM&E and Rochester to come up with. As an interested and impacted
member of the public, I demand to see your proposed and required mitigation measures so I can
comment on their appropriateness (and adequacy) or to the out-standing questions left: .
unanswered by such mitigation. You are abrogating your responsibilities by not addressing and
spelling out mitigation requirements in this document. [Another prime example of this short
coming is the'complete ‘absence of proposed mitigation, or:even mentwn, for: negattve g '
env:ronmem:al Impacts te the Quarry Hﬂl Nature Center } 5 :

Lastly, throughom«thrs draﬁDraﬁ EIS I , geneml lack ofJSpemfic cntena that DM&E witl be
required to meet in'mitigation measures. There is‘an alarming lack of accountability. What
happens if you:atlow this project to:go forward-and then at a latter time the suggésted standards
or negotiatéd agreements are not met?. How will they then be resolved? . Who will pay-for the -
efforts to get DM&E to-meet the suggested: standards? -Who: w:ll pay to get this all resolved dn
the futurc (especmlly 1f the rall lmc changes owners)‘? = . :

Turge you to adopt the no: actmn optmn umﬂ such ’ume as’ you compiete aDraﬁ Envaronmental
Impact Statement Whlch is camplete enough for the gubhc 10 read and comment on* R
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* Anoiher aspect of th;s draﬁ Draft Envuonmeuial Impact Statement t’nat is’ unaceeptable is the
lack-of an index:so people can find their way. around the:document:- Furthermore; the CD
version of the draft Draft Environmental Impact Statement is completely-worthless: because of
the lack of an index. Iam amazed that you would even consider dlstnbunng such an madequate
document fer the pubhc m try wade thmugh and try comment on o
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