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Dear Mrs. Schlatter,

Thank you for taking the time to read this letter. I am a geologist employed by a taconite producer on

Minnesota's lron Range. I currently run the Mine Engineering Department at the Keetac Facility and

have been a United States Steel employee for 26 years and am very fortunate in that I love what I do. I

find the challenge of helping to shape the future of this facility extremely challenging, but also extremely

rewarding. The Keetac facility was idled for over 20 months, and with the help of a dedicated

workforce, we have gotten this place up and running in a very efficient manner.

As a geologist, I consider myself an earth scientist. A scientist uses logic and the end results from

applied testing to make sound decisions. I do not employ emotions or gut-feel to decide whether a pile

of blasted rock is crude or waste. lf I did, I would not have survived in this business.

I am also a wild-ricer and I appreciate a clean environment. Every fall, I look forward to the harvesting

wild rice in the traditionalfashion with my canoe and a pair of flails. I introduced my youngest son

Christian to harvesting wild rice this fall and he thoroughly enjoyed it. lronically, we were spent the

morning in the Sandy River which is partially sourced from the Minntac Tailings Basin. The rice crop was

good and so thick that we had a difficult time in finding the river channel. From doing some research, I

know that the sulphate levels in this body of water is higher than what the MPCA is proposing.

The proposed MPCA sulphate standard will cripple mining here on The Range and bankrupt local

municipalities. I have a son at UMD and I would like to help him out financially so that he can become a

school teacher upon graduation. Furthermore, my oldest son works for a contractor that does a lot of
work with the mining companies. My two boys wish to continue living here on The Range as well as my

wife and l. However, the proposed sulphate standards will make this impossible.

Respectfully,

\

)--"w/,rt6
Frank Pezzutto, M Sc. Geology, M.M.
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Office of Administrative Hearings

P.O. Box 64620
Saint Paul, MN 55164-0620

10-03-2417

Date

Docket 80-90030-34519

Dear Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA):

I am writing today to rrrge you to carefully review all the facts and the consequences before making any

decision on a sulfate water quality standard.

The MPCA's rulemaking should be science-based and inclusive of all available research. Failure to adjust
the current standard to be reasonable and science-based will result in devastating financial impacts to
cities and businesses throughout the state, and would result in major job losses on the lron Range.

I support protecting wild rice. However, the proposed rule is not proven to be effective in protecting
wild rice. An effective standard should use sound science that considers all of the environmental impacts
to wild rice, such as water depth, water clarity, fluctuations in hydrology, invasive species, and shoreline
development to determine appropriate sulfate levels.

Thousands of lron Range residents and their families are counting on the MPCA to do the right thing and

establish a water quality standard that is based on modern science. We are also counting on the MPCA

to seriously reconsider its proposal to require our communities and important industries to spend

hundreds of millions of dollars on wastewater treatment that might not have any significant impact on

wild rice in northeast Minnesota.

Thank you for accepting my comments. Our community is counting on the MPCA to listen to us before
making a final decision. There is too much at stake to get this wrong.

Sincerely,

Shal\.r Dincau

Full name (please print)



To: Office of Administrative Hearings
P.O. Box 64620
St. Paul MN 55164-0624

From:Dennis Good
7140 N. Dark Lake Rd.
Britt MN 55710
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Subject: Docket # 80-90030 -34519 Comment Letter

On 111812014, the MPCA released on their website a completed study of the effects of sulfates on wild
rice. A few days later, this study-"Wild Rice Sulfate Study"- was pulled from the MPCA website.
Luckily, I got there in time before it was removed. The reason for this action became clear later on when
it was reported that a "contentious" meeting was held between our local pay-to-play politicians and the
MPCA Commissioner, John Stine. In this meeting, these politicians demanded that the study be
removed (covered up) and that no further actions be taken without their approval. Later on came the
announcement that a new "sfudy''would be conducted. Of course the commissioner caved.

The "Wild Rice Sulfate Study" was commissioned and funded by the state legislature in2Oll after they
tried to legislate away the 10mfl standard to grease the skids for Polynet, Twin Metals and Minntac.
The EPA informed them (as if they didn't already know) that their and state regulators actions (and
inactions for almost 40 years) violated the Clean Water Act, in that a scientifically valid rule-the l0mgil
rule- can't be invalidated without scientific evidence that it is invalid. Hence, the Wild Rice Sulfate
Study.

There were two other motives for the legislature's ordering up this study. One was, against all the odds,
to discredit and invalidate the lOmgil standard. In case that failed (and it failed spectacularly), the other
objective was, and is, to delay, delay, delay and stymie by any means necessary the enforcement of the
10mg/l standard.

To show this, the following is a timeline of what I know has gone on in the 16, going on 17 years that I
have been involved in this issue.

In 2001, U.S. Steel came out with a project proposal called the "Minntac Water Diversion Project" with
the MPCA as the RGU. The reason given to the public for this project was that there was too much
water in the Minntac Tailings Basin and they needed to get rid of some of it by siphoning it over top of
the dam into the Dark and or Sandy River(s). Some time later, I heard that Minntac would be making a
presentation about this project at a CIRI (Central Iron Range Initiative) meeting so I decided to attend.
At this meeting I learned the real reason that Minntac wanted to do this project: to get rid of the sulfates
and anything else in the tailings basin and flush it downstream to Dark Lake and any water quality
problems on Dark Lake were to be attributed to failing septic systems. So Minntac lied to the public.
This project was so controversial for many reasons that an EIS was required and this EIS was sent out of
state to be done. From what I've been told, this is fairly unusual and I can only guess that it was sent out
of state to eliminate any conflicts of interest and political meddling.

Also in 2001, Minntac signed a Schedule of Compliance (SOC) to do a feasibility study to reduce
pollution in the tailings basin.



In 2003, the SOC was amended. Minntac agreed to focus its study on a "Packed-Bed Bioreactor" system
to reduce sulfate levels in the tailings basin. This system was later abandoned because it would have
made conditions worse by elevating methylmercury levels. More on this subject later.

In 2006, the Water Diversion Project EIS came out and Minntac's goal of flushing their toilet into the
Dark River was not realized. Minntac agreed to apply for a new NPDES permit but also wanted
variances for all their toxic discharges. An application was submitted and at the same time two new
proposals came up. One was a "Seepage Collection and Retum System" to the Sandy River which may
have some merit but why only on the Sandy River and not the Dark River? More on this later. The other
proposal was "further study" of the link between sulfates and wild rice even though this subject was
thoroughly discussed in the EIS in one of the Tech Memos. Delay, delay, delay.

Before I go on, I should explain that although Minntac wasn't allowed their toilet flush, they s{g allowed
seepage points at the tailings basin under 30 year old expired NPDES Permits. The sulfate levels at the
Dark and Sandy River seepage points average between 800 and 1100 mg/I, 80 to 110 times the 10mg/l
standard. These are 20ll numbers, the latest that I have. The Dark River levels are higher but why this
is, I don't know.

1n2007, a new SOC was signed between Minntac and the MPCA under which Minntac would "explore
the feasibility" of the Seepage Collection and Return System to the Sandy River and to explore other
new treatment methods.

In 2009, Minntac submitted a revised NPDES Permit Application in which it proposed to install a
process water treatment system to treat water in the tailings basin. They claimed this system would
lower the concentrations of sulfates and other pollutants in the tailings basin by 5Ao/o in 5 years.

Almost immediately after this revised NPDES Application was filed, Minntac asked the MPCA to not
issue a permit so that they could explore "refinements" to this water treatrnent system. More delay,
delay, delay. But they did install the Seepage Collection and Return System on the Sandy River.

So why the Sandy River and not the Dark River? Sulfate levels at the Dark fuver seep (SD001) at the
tailings basin average about 150 mgll higher than at the Sandy River seep (SD002). The answer is that
the water and pollutants in the Sandy River eventually wind up in Lake Vermilion. There's a lot of
money on Lake Vermilion and since money means political power, when this money makes phone calls,
sends e-mails and asks questions, they are listened to and their desired outcomes are achieved. We on
Dark Lake, a de facto extension of the Minntac tailings basin, don't have much money and therefore, no
political power.

In 2010, Minntac came up with another plan that would end the use of wet scrubbers on its 4 largest
lines and replace the wet scrubbers with a "dry air technology" that allegedly would "achieve significant
reductions in the mass of pollutants transferred to the tailings basin". Sulfates would be reduced from
850-1100mg/l to 476 mgn g7 times the l0 mg/l standard). Bye, bye water treatment system in 5 years
and hello more delay, delay,delay.



In 2011, along comes another SOC under which Minntac agreed to replace the wet scrubbers with dry
air technology and to install a Seepage Collection and Return System on the Dark River seep. As we

shall see, this illusion was soon shattered.

In 2013, this agreement was amended because a groundwater test well showed water exceeding drinking
water standards for sulfates and total dissolved solids. Minntac now had to install a "permeable reactive

barrier" to control this contamination.

Back to 2011. Minntac wanted a permit four a 483 acre mine expansion. The MNDNR in 2013 refused

to require an EIS on the mine expansion pointing to the 2011 SOC. The MCEA sued over this decision

and lost, the Appeals Court also falling back on the 2011 SOC. On page 29 of the Mine Expansion
EAW, as a condition of receiving this permit, Minntac was required to operate under the 2011 SOC and

to complete the Seepage Collection and Return System on the Dark River by 2013.

Minntac received its permit and when it did, it reneged on the 201I SOC. Thanks suckers! The moneyed

class on Lake Vermilion got what they wanted but t.s. for Dark Lake.

In 2013, the EPA forced the MPCA to sign its own SOC and gave it 5 years to get going on re-issuing

expired NPDES Permits for Minntac and other mines.

In2015, the MPCA sentU.S. Steel (Minntac) a letter demanding compliance with the 2011 SOC.

Minntac refused to comply and said they wanted to renegotiate the 2011 SOC. More lies and delay,
delay, delay.

So in 2015, the MPCA after U.S. Steel/Minntac reneged on the 2011 SOC, decided to issue a new Draft
NPDES Permit with tougher water qualrty standards. But U.S. Steel/Ivlinntac backed by our local pay-

to-play politicians and our spineless governor blocked this plan. Why? Because U.S.Steel/Minntac
wouldn't accept having to clean up any pollution. Then our local pay-to-play legislators got the rest of
our pay-to-play legislators in the state to pass a law prohibiting the MPCA from enforcing the 10 mg/l
standard and to dream up a new "Flexible Standard" using "equations" and "algorithms".

Also in 2A15, Water Legacy petitioned the EPA to strip the
enforce the Clean Water Act. This issue is still up in the air.

state and the MPCA of its authority to

In2016, immediately after the election, the MCEA and2 other NGO's sued the MPCA over its failure
to control pollution from the Minntac tailings basin. A week later the MPCA issued a Draft Permit for
Minntac with tougher water quality standards. The MCEA agreed to withdraw its lawsuit under a
stipulation agreement that one; the MPCA issue a Final Draft as quickly as possible and two, the MCEA
could revive its lawsuit at any time. U.S. Steelnvlinntac countersued the MPCA and the MPCA
countersued. And this aside from these upcoming Administrative Hearings, are more or less where
things stand now

I mentioned at the beginning of this documentary the motives behind the legislature's funding of the

original 2011 study, one being to invalidate the 10 mg/l standard and that that goal failed. The Wild Rice
Sulfate Study of 20l l completely validated the 10 mg/l standard. John Pastor, the lead scientist of this
study said publicly that "we always knew the 10 mg/l standard was valid but we didn't know why. Now



ws know". The peer reviewers of this sfudy said that, just as one must limit mercury to prevent the
formation of toxic methylmercury, "sulfide is harmful but sulfate is what has to be regulated".

The following is a direct quote from an MPCA e-mail notice to anyone signed to receive updates on the
"new" sulfate standard : " The sediment sulfide originates from sulfate in the water but certain factors
change the rate at which sulfate is converted to sulfide in the sediment. Most significantly, higher levels
of iron in the sediment can lead to less sulfide and higher levels of organic carbon can lead to more
sulfide. So while sulfate may create conditions that negatively affect wild rice, no single level of sulfate
can be protective of wild rice in all bodies of water". You can see how the MPCA ties itself into knots
trying to justify this 'New Flexible Standard" with "equations" and "algorithms". Sulfide originates
from sulfate in the water. Exactly what the peer reviewers of the 2011 study said. But then they go on to
say that higher levels of iron in the sediment can lead to less sulfide. This directly contradicts John
Pastor who has stated publicly that this notion is scientifically unsound. But this idea fits perfectly with
U.S. SteelAvlinntac's strategy which is that, since there's iron in everyone's water (surface and ground),
the problem will take care of itself and we don't have to do anything. How convenient.

This "Flexible Standard" is a non sequitur. A flexible standard is no standard at all. Whatever numbers
and data are entered into these equations and algorithms, can and will be, manipulated to produce the de
sired outcomes. For U.S. Steelilvlinntac, these outcomes are that nothing has to be done to clean up the
tailings basin, the Dark River and Dark Lake, and to keep the Dark River and Dark Lake offof the list of
Wild Rice Waters forever. The latest sulfate numbers that I have were taken at two stations on the Dark
River in January 2014. Station Dl is about 4.4 iver miles from the tailings basin. The sulfate level there
was 814 mg/l. Station DIA is about 9 river miles from the tailings basin. The sulfate level there was
390mg/1. It should be obvious to anyone why the Dark River System (including Dark Lake) is not on the
State Wild Rice Waters List and why U.S. Steel,flvfinntac doesn't want it on the list.

But there is a much larger public health issue concerning sulfates and that is the essential role that
sulfates play in the conversion of mercury to methylmercury, a highly potent neurotoxin. This is a
subject that the MPCA, MNDNR, our pay-to-play politicians, the Chamber of Commerce and mining
interests do not want to talk about. To prove this, here is Exhibit A: In 2013, the MPCA pulled out of a 4
year old, federally funded research project to rid toxic methylmercury from fish in the St. Louis River.
This project was a collaboration between the MPCA, EPA, the Fond du Lac Band and the Wisconsin

- De-*ps1ft11ent of Natural Resources. So why did the MPCA pull out of this project after the EPA had spent
nearly $1 million dollars on this effort? It's because this project was using a federally sanctioned
computer model designed to analyze how mercury gets into the food chain using inputs of data including
sulfate levels. Because most of the sulfates come from the Iron Range, this is a bridge that our state
players will not cross. The MPCA says, "They all say it's sulfates. We know that sulfate is a factor but
it's not the only factor". Technically, this is true but out of all the factors (sulfates, water temperature,
water flow, sunlight, dissolved organic carbon, oxygen, sulfate-reducing bacteria and organic matter)
sulfates are the only factor that can be controlled unless the will to spend enormous amounts of money is
there. As the 2011 Study peer-reviewers said, "sulfate is what has to be regulated".

The 10 mg/l standard is scientifically valid, was recenfly peer reviewed and found to be valid and
necessary. The fact that Minnesota is the only state to have a 10mg/l Wild Rice Standard is irrelevant.
Whether sulfate is directly toxic to wild rice or only when converted to sulfide is also irrelevant. This
new "flexible standard" is a product of politics and money and only serves to delay, delay, delay. It
should be rejected outright.

4



I've attempted in this letter to spell out what I know about this subject but others know much more so I 
will be looking forward to attending some of these hearings to learn more. But if past is prologue, there 
is more to come. 

Thanks for your time 

Dennis Good 
7140 N. Dark Lake Rd. 
Britt MN 55710 
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Office of Administrative Hearings

P.O. Box 64620
Saint Paul, MN 55164-0620

RE: Docket 80-90030-34519

Dear Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA):

/O'to-47
Date

I am writing today to urge you to carefully review all the facts and the consequences before making any

decision on a sulfate water quality standard.

The MPCA's rulemaking should be science-based and inclusive of all available research. Failure to adjust
the current standard to be reasonable and science-based will result in devastating financial impacts to
cities and businesses throughout the state, and would result in major job losses on the lron Range.

I support protecting wild rice. However, the proposed rule is not proven to be effective in protecting

wild rice. An effective standard should use sound science that considers all of the environmental impacts

to wild rice, such as water depth, water clarity, fluctuations in hydrology, invasive species, and shoreline
development to determine appropriate sulfate levels.

Thousands of lron Range residents and their families are counting on the MPCA to do the right thing and

establish a water quality standard that is based on modern science. We are also counting on the MPCA

to seriously reconsider its proposal to require our communities and important industries to spend

hundreds of millions of dollars on wastewater treatment that might not have any significant impact on

wild rice in northeast Minnesota.

Thank you for accepting my comments. Our community is counting on the MPCA to listen to us before
making a final decision. There is too much at stake to get this wrong.

Sincerely,
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Full name (please print)



lo-to-r7Office of Administrative Hearings
P.O. Box 64620
Saint Paul, MN 551-64-0620

RE: Docket 80-90030-34519

Date

Dear Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA):

I am writing today to urge you to carefully review all the facts and the consequences before making any

decision on a sulfate water quality standard.

The MPCA's rulemaking should be science-based and inclusive of all available research. Failure to adjust
the current standard to be reasonable and science-based will result in devastating financial impacts to
cities and businesses throughout the state, and would result in major job losses on the lron Range.

I support protecting wild rice. However, the proposed rule is not proven to be effective in protecting
wild rice. An effective standard should use sound science that considers all of the environmental impacts

to wild rice, such as water depth, water clarity, fluctuations in hydrology, invasive species, and shoreline
development to determine appropriate sulfate levels.

Thousands of lron Range residents and their families are counting on the MPCA to do the right thing and
establish a water quality standard that is based on modern science. We are also counting on the MPCA

to seriously reconsider its proposal to require our communities and important industries to spend

hundreds of millions of dollars on wastewater treatment that might not have any significant impact on

wild rice in northeast Minnesota.

Thank you for accepting my comments. Our community is counting on the MPCA to listen to us before
making a final decision. There is too much at stake to get this wrong.

Sincerely,
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Full name (please print)



Office of Administrative Hearings

P.O. Box 64620
Saint Paul, MN 55164-0620

RE: Docket 80-90030-34519

De.rr rvtrnnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA):

I am writing today to urge you to carefully review all the facts and the consequences before making any
decision on a sulfate water quality standard.

The MPCA's rulemaking should be science-based and inclusive of all available research. Failure to adjust
the current standard to be reasonable and science-based will result in devastating financial impacts to
cities and businesses throughout the state, and would result in major job losses on the lron Range.

I support protecting wild rice. However, the proposed rule is not proven to be effective in protecting
wild rice. An effective standard should use sound science that considers allof the environmental impacts
to wild rice, such as water depth, water clarity, fluctuations in hydrology, invasive species, and shoreline
development to determine appropriate sulfate levels.

Thousands of lron Range residents and their families are counting on the MPCA to do the right thing and
establish a water quality standard that is based on modern science. We are also counting on the MPCA
to seriously reconsider its proposal to require our communities and important industries to spend
hundreds of millions of dollars on wastewater treatment that might not have any significant impact on
wild rice in northeast Minnesota.

Thank you for accepting my comments. Our community is counting on the MPCA to listen to us before
making a final decision. There is too much at stake to get this wrong.

Sincerely,
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Office of Administrative Hearings

P.O. Box 64620
Saint Paul, MN 55164-0620

RE: Docket 80-90030-34519

Dear M in nesota Pol lution Control Agency (M PCA) :

I am writing today to urge you to carefully review all the facts and the consequences before making any

decision on a sulfate water quality standard.

The MPCA's rulemaking should be science-based and inclusive of all available research. Failure to adjust

the current standard to be reasonable and science-based will result in devastating financial impacts to

cities and businesses throughout the state, and would result in major job losses on the lron Range.

I support protecting wild rice. However, the proposed rule is not proven to be effective in protecting

wild rice. An effective standard should use sound science that considers all of the environmental impacts

to wild rice, such as water depth, water clarity, fluctuations in hydrology, invasive species, and shoreline

development to determine appropriate sulfate levels.

Thousands of lron Range residents and their families are counting on the MPCA to do the right thing and

establish a water quality standard that is based on modern science. We are also counting on the MPCA

to seriously reconsider its proposal to require our communities and important industries to spend

hundreds of millions of dollars on wastewater treatment that might not have any significant impact on

wild rice in northeast Minnesota.

Thank you for accepting my comments. Our community is counting on the MPCA to listen to us before

making a final decision. There is too much at stake to get this wrong.

Sincerely,

Full name (please pri
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Office of Administrative Hearings
P.O. Box 64620
Saint Paul, MN 55164-0620

RE: Docket 80-90030-34519

Dear Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MpCA):

" */2.-/ -
Date

I am writing today to urge you to carefully review all the facts and the consequences before making any
decision on a sulfate water quality standard.

The MPCA's rulemaking should be science-based and inclusive of all available research. Failure to adjust
the current standard to be reasonable and science-based will result in devastating financial impacts to
cities and businesses throughout the state, and would result in major job losses on the lron Range.

I support protecting wild rice' However, the proposed rule is not proven to be effective in protecting
wild rice. An effective standard should use sound science that considers allof the environmental impacts
to wild rice, such as water depth, water clarity, fluctuations in hydrology, invasive species, and shoreline
development to determine appropriate sulfate levels.

t
Thousands of lron Range residents and their families are counting on the MpCA to do the right thing and
establish a water quality standard that is based on modern science. We are also counting on the MpCA
to seriously reconsider its proposal to require ourcommunities and important industries to spend
hundreds of millions of dollars on wastewater treatment that might not have any significant impact on
wild rice in northeast Minnesota.

Thank you for accepting my comments. Our community is counting on the MpCA to listen to us before
making a final decision. There is too much at stake to get this wrong.

Sincerely,

)WJL



Office of Administrative Hearings
P.O. Box 64620
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Docket 80-90030-34519

To whom it may concern: 
.,

I am a dedicated employee of Cleveland Cliffs, which employs over 1,700 people in Northeastern
Minnesota, and am writing with concerns about the state's proposed sulfate water quality standard.

ln 7973, the MPCA enacted a wild rice sulfate standard based on research from the 1940s with the goal

of protecting wild rice. Today - nearly 45 years later - new research that applied modern experimental
and analytical techniques has shown that sulfate in and of itself is not harmful to wild rice. lnstead, the
MPCA suggests that sulfide may have an effect on wild rice. However, instead of using this knowledge to
conduct further research to understand how and to what extent sulfide may impact wild rice growth,
the MPCA has moved forward with a draft wild rice sulfate standard based on an inaccurate equation to
derive a sulfate water quality standard. This rule could financially devastate my community and has not
been proven to protect wild rice.

I believe wild rice is an important crop, and I want to maintain its vitality. However, this proposed

standard does not appear to accomplish that goal. At a March 2017 meeting in Northeast Minnesota, an

MPCA official was asked if the new standard and the investments made to comply with the standard
would result in more abundant rice. The MPCA official said that based on the research there may be no

benefit to the wild rice species. ln fact, according to the Minnesota Cultivated Wild Rice Council, the
crop is currently plentiful and our state is one of the world's largest producers of cultivated wild rice,
producing 5-10 million pounds annually. Nonetheless, the MPCA is moving forward with this misguided
sta nda rd.

According to the MPCA, the only viable treatment option to meet the proposed standard is reverse
osmosis. Reverseosmosisiscostlytoinstallandmaintain. lfthestandardisimplemented,many
businesses, communities, and families will have to cover the cost. I understand it may increase
household sewer and water bills in some communities by nearly five times the current cost. This cost is

burdensome and unacceptable given that the proposed standard has not been scientifically proven to
protect wild rice.

Our strongest industry in Northeast Minnesota is iron ore mining. For more than 130 years, this industry
hasworked in collaboration with manyof ourcommunitiesto build and growthe region. The proposed

rule is predicted to cost over 51 billion in water treatment costs, a large portion of which would be

borne by taconite mines. This is an investment that could alternatively be made to advance job growth
and innovative new projects that will bring the industry to a brighter future. This cost could affect the
mines' ability to stay open, and in turn, could affect my job and the health of my community.
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The Minnesota State Legislature is aware of these costs and granted the MPCA an extension on

publishing the standard in order to complete an economic impact analysis. lnstead, the agency chose to
publish the rule before completing the study that would inform regulated entities the true cost of
implementing the rule.

For these reasons, I respectfully ask the Administrative Law Judge to return the MPCA's proposed rule;

ask the agency to incorporate available sulfide science that applies good research practices and adopt

the recommendations bythe highly-respected scientific research firm, Ramboll ENVIRON. MPCA's

adoption of their findings will reduce the error rate of the sulfate equation to 4% and address scientific

shortcomings identified by Fort Environmental Labs (FEL) and MPCA's peer review panel. The two
Ramboll ENVIRON recommendations are:

To increase the toxic sulfide threshold based on evidence from the MPCA and FEL

research, and

To adjust the waterbodies included in the dataset used to develop the equation to only
include those that are recommended as draft wild rice waters.

Your consideration of these two recommendations will improve the proposed rule and ensure longevity

for the iron ore mines of Minnesota which help me provide for my family.

Sincere

Robert Pearson

2717 5th Ave E

Hibbing, MN 55746

a.

b.



Office of Administrative Hearings
P.O. Box 64620
Saint Paul, MN 55164-0520

RE: Docket 80-90030-34519

frl'ober 7r Zi)n
Date

Dear Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA):

I am writing today to urge you to carefully review all the facts and the consequences before making any
decision on a sulfate water quality standard.

The MPCA's rulemaking should be science-based and inclusive of all available research. Failure to adjust
the current standard to be reasonable and science-based will result in devastating financial impacts to
cities and businesses throughout the state, and would result in major job losses on the lron Range.

I support protecting wild rice. However, the proposed rule is not proven to be effective in protecting
wild rice. An effective standard should use sound science that considers all of the environmental impacts
to wild rice, such as water depth, water clarity, fluctuations in hydrology, invasive species, and shoreline
development to determine appropriate sulfate levels.

Thousands of lron Range residents and their families are counting on the MPCA to do the right thing and
establish a water quality standard that is based on modern science. We are also counting on the MPCA
to seriously reconsider its proposalto require our communities and important industries to spend
hundreds of millions of dollars on wastewater treatment that might not have any significant impact on
wild rice in northeast Minnesota.

Thank you for accepting my comments. Our community is counting on the MPCA to listen to us before
making a final decision. There is too much at stake to get this wrong.

Sincerely,

Corie A e,,u,ntrvt
Full name (please print)
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To whom it may concern:

I am a dedicated employee of Cleveland Cliffs, which employs over 1,700 people in Northeastern
Minnesota, and am writing with concerns about the state's proposed sulfate water quality standard.

ln 1973, the MPCA enacted a wild rice sulfate standard based on research from the 1940s with the goal
of protecting wild rice. Today - nearly 45 years later - new research that applied modern experimental
and analytical techniques has shown that sulfate in and of itself is not harmful to wild rice. lnstead, the
MPCA suggests that sulfide may have an effect on wild rice. However, instead of using this knowledge to
conduct further research to understand how and to what extent sulfide may impact wild rice growth,
the MPCA has moved forward with a draft wild rice sulfate standard based on an inaccurate equation to
derive a sulfate water quality standard. This rule could financially devastate my community and has not
been proven to protect wild rice.

I believe wild rice is an important crop, and I want to maintain its vitality. However, this proposed

standard does not appear to accomplish that goal. At a March 2017 meeting in Northeast Minnesota, an
MPCA official was asked if the new standard and the investments made to comply with the standard
would result in more abundant rice. The MPCA officialsaid that based on the research there may be no

benefit to the wild rice species. ln fact, according to the Minnesota Cultivated Wild Rice Council, the
crop is currently plentiful and our state is one of the world's largest producers of cultivated wild rice,
producing 5-10 million pounds annually. Nonetheless, the MPCA is moving forward with this misguided
sta nda rd.

According to the MPCA, the only viable treatment option to meet the proposed standard is reverse
osmosis. Reverse osmosis is costly to install and maintain. lf the standard is implemented, many
businesses, communities, and families will have to cover the cost. I understand it may increase
household sewer and water bills in some communities by nearly five times the current cost. This cost is

burdensome and unacceptable given that the proposed standard has not been scientifically proven to
protect wild rice.

Our strongest industry in Northeast Minnesota is iron ore mining. For more than 130 years, this industry
has worked in collaboration with many of our communities to build and grow the region. The proposed
rule is predicted to cost over 51 billion in water treatment costs, a large portion of which would be

borne by taconite mines. This is an investment that could alternatively be made to advance job growth
and innovative new projects that will bring the industry to a brighter future. This cost could affect the
mines' ability to stay open, and in turn, could affect my job and the health of my community.



The Minnesota State Legislature is aware of these costs and granted the MPCA an extension on
publishing the standard in order to complete an economic impact analysis. lnstead, the agency chose to
publish the rule before completing the study that would inform regulated entities the true cost of
implementing the rule.

For these reasons, I respectfully ask the Administrative Law Judge to return the MPCA's proposed rule;

ask the agency to incorporate available sulfide science that applies good research practices and adopt
the recommendations by the highly-respected scientific research firm, Ramboll ENVIRON. MPCA's

adoption of their findings will reduce the error rate of the sulfate equation to 4% and address scientific
shortcomings identified by Fort Environmental Labs (FEL) and MPCA's peer review panel. The two
Ramboll ENVIRON recommendations are:

To increase the toxic sulfide threshold based on evidence from the MPCA and FEL

research, and
To adjust the waterbodies included in the dataset used to develop the equation to only
include those that are recommended as draft wild rice waters.

Your consideration of these two recommendations will improve the proposed rule and ensure longevity
for the iron ore mines of Minnesota which help me provide for my family.

Sincerely,

a.

b.

4t5^/r,^.
Mark J. Sartori
1908 E 35 St

Hibbing, MN 55746
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Dear Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA):

I am writing today to urge you to carefully review all the facts and the consequences before making any
decision on a sulfate water quality standard.

The MPCAs rulemaking should be science-based and inclusive of all available research. Failure to adjust
the current standard to be reasonable and science-based will result in devastating financial impacts to
cities and businesses throughout the state, and would result in major job losses on the lron Range.

I support protecting wild rice. However, the proposed rule is not proven to be effective in protecting
wild rice. An effective standard should use sound science that considers all of the environmental impacts
to wild rice, such as water depth, water clarity, fluctuations in hydrology, invasive species, and shoreline
development to determine appropriate sulfate levels.

Thousands of lron Range residents and their families are counting on the MPCA to do the right thing and
establish a water quality standard that is based on modern science. We are also counting on the MPCA
to seriously reconsider its proposalto require our communities and important industries to spend
hundreds of millions of dollars on wastewater treatment that might not have any significant impact on
wild rice in northeast Minnesota.

Thank you for accepting my comments. Our community is counting on the MPCA to listen to us before
making a final decision. There is too much at stake to get this wrong.

Sincerely,

Date
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Dear Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA):

I am writing today to urge you to carefully review all the facts and the consequences before making any
decision on a sulfate water quality standard.

The MPCA's rulemaking should be science-based and inclusive of all available research. Failure to adjust
the current standard to be reasonable and science-based will result in devastating financial impacts to
cities and businesses throughout the state, and would result in major job losses on the lron Range.

I support protecting wild rice. However, the proposed rule is not proven to be effective in protecting
wild rice. An effective standard should use sound science that considers all of the environmental impacts
to wild rice, such as water depth, water clarity, fluctuations in hydrology, invasive species, and shoreline
development to determine appropriate sulfate levels.

Thousands of lron Range residents and their families are counting on the MPCA to do the right thing and
establish a water quality standard that is based on modern science. We are also counting on the MPCA
to seriously reconsider its proposal to require our communities and important industries to spend
hundreds of millions of dollars on wastewater treatment that might not have any significant impact on
wild rice in northeast Minnesota.

Thank you for accepting my comments. Our community is counting on the MPCA to listen to us before
making a final decision. There is too much at stake to get this wrong.

Sincerely,

bt;ll;,, li ;ro Srilrlr^4
Full name (please print)

Date
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Dear Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA):

I am writing today to urge you to carefully review all the facts and the consequences before making any

decision on a sulfate water quality standard.

The MPCA's rulemaking should be science-based and inclusive of all available research. Failure to adjust

the current standard to be reasonable and science-based will result in devastating financial impacts to
cities and businesses throughout the state, and would result in major job losses on the lron Range.

I support protecting wild rice. However, the proposed rule is not proven to be effective in protecting

wild rice. An effective standard should use sound science that considers all of the environmental impacts

to wild rice, such as water depth, water clarity, fluctuations in hydrology, invasive species, and shoreline

development to determine appropriate sulfate levels.

Thousands of lron Range residents and their families are counting on the MPCA to do the right thing and

establish a water quality standard that is based on modern science. We are also counting on the MPCA

to seriously reconsider its proposal to require our communities and important industries to spend

hundreds of millions of dollars on wastewater treatment that might not have any significant impact on

wild rice in northeast Minnesota.

Thank you for accepting my comments. Our community is counting on the MPCA to listen to us before

making a final decision. There is too much at stake to get this wrong.

Sincerely,

Full name
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