Subject: Finding of No Significant Environmental Impact and Necessary
Environmental Findings for Chippewa Valley Ethanol Co.’s Expand
Capacity of Biomass Gasification System at existing Ethanol Facility
Benson, Minnesota
9004 Repowering Assistance Program

To: Project File

The attached environmental assessment for the subject propdsal has been prepared and

reviewed by the appropriate Rural Development official(s). After reviewing the
assessment and the supporting materials attached to it, I find that the subject proposal will

not significantly affect the quality of the human environment. Therefore, the preparation
of an environmental impact statement is not necessary.

I also find that the assessment properly documents the proposal’s status of compliance
with the environmental laws and requirements listed therein.

Conditions:

a. The applicant must provide a copy of all air quality permit(s) and permit
modification(s) for the project prior to the issuance of any RD funding.

b. The applicant must provide a copy of all water quality permit(s) and permit
modification(s) for the project prior to the issuance of any RD funding. If no new
permit(s) or permit modification(s) are required for the project for stormwater or
wastewater discharge, then documentation must be submitted substantiating this

G- £lro

JUDITH A. CANALES

Adminijstrator
Rural Rusiness and Cooperative Service
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USDA-Rural Development
Form RD 1940-21

(Rev. 6-88)
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR CLASS I ACTION
1. Description
a.  Name of Project: Chippewa Valley Ethanol, Co. - Gasifier
b. Project Number: 9004 Program
c. Location: 270 20th Street NW Benson, Minnesota 56215 S36 T122N, R39W, Swift Co.
2. Protected Resources

The following land uses or environmental resources will either be affected by the proposal or are located within the project site. (Check

appropriate box for every item of the following checklist. If more than one item is checked "yes" the environmental assessment format for a

Class II action must be completed, except if the action under review is either (1) an application for a Housing Preservation Grant or (2)

normally a categorical exclusion that has lost its exclusion status. The reviewer should not initiate the Assessment for a Class I action when it
is obvious that the assessment format for a Class Il action will be required.)

For an item checked "yes", I have attached as Exhibit 1 both the necessary documentation to demonstrate compliance with the Agency's
requirements for the protection of the resource and a discussion setting forth the reasons why the potential impact on the resource is not con-
sidered to be significant. If item e. is checked "no", the results of the consultation process with the State Historic Preservation Officer is also

attached.

Wetlands

Floodplains -..........

Wilderness (designated or proposed under the Wilderness Act)

Wild or Scenic River (proposed or designated under the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act)

Historical, Archeological Sites
(listed on the National Register of Historic Places or which may be eligible for listing)

Critical Habitat or Endangered/Threatened Species (listed or proposed)

Coastal Barrier included in Coastal Barrier Resources System

Natural Landmark (/isted on National Registry of Nature Landmark)

Important Farmlands

Prime Forest Lands

Prime Rangeland

Approved Coastal Zone Management Area

000 O0O0O0OCOTOOTO oOTO o oo

Sole Source Aquifer Recharge Area
(designated by Environmental Protection Agency)

YES

NO
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3. General Impacts

I have reviewed the environmental data submitted, dated and signed by the applicant as well as any previously completed environmen-
tal impact analysis and conclude the following:

a. The project, the project area, and the primary beneficiaries are adequately identified;
b. No incompatible land uses will be created nor direct impacts to parks, beaches, dunes, barrier islands, or important wildlife
habitats or recreational areas; and
c. Only minimal impacts or no impacts will result to the following checked items:
Air Quality Wildlife
Water Quality Energy
Solid Waste Management Construction Impacts
Transportation Secondary Impacts
Noise

An analysis of an item which cannot be checked, therefore having a potential for more than minimal impacts, is attached as Exhibit
(If more than one item is unchecked, the environmental assessment format for a Class Il action must be completed).

4. State, Regional and/or Local Government Consultation

Yes O No This project is subject to review by State, regional, or local agencies under the requirements of Executive Order
12372, Intergovernmental Review of Federal Programs.

If "Yes" is checked, complete (a), or (b) or (c). (If negative environmental comments have been received, the environmental assessment

Jformat for a Class II action must be completed).

a. The review period has expired and no comments were received.
b. [0 No negative comments of an environmental nature were received and the review period is complete, with the comments
attached.
c. [0 Negative comments of an environmental nature have been received.
5. Controversy

O Yes No  This action is controversial for environmental reasons or is the subject of an environmental complaint.
If yes, check one of the following::

[0  The action is the subject of isolated environmental complaints or questions have been raised which focus on a single impact.
Attached as Exhibit is an analysis of the complaint or questions, and no further analysis is considered necessary.

6. Cumulative Impacts
O Yes No  The cumulative impacts of this action and other Rural Development actions, other federal actions, or related
nonfederal actions exceed the criteria for a Class I action; or the action represents a phase or segment of a larger
project, the latter which exceeds the criteria for a Class I action.
7. Need for the Project and Alternatives to it
Attached as Exhibit A is a brief statement of Rural Development's position regarding the need for the project. Also, briefly discussed

are (a) the alternatives which have been considered by the applicant and Rural Development and (b) the environmental impacts of these
alternatives. Alternatives include alternative locations, alternative designs, alternative projects having similar benefits, and no action.

RD 1940-21



Page 3

Yes

O No

Measures to Avoid or Mitigate Adverse Environmental Impacts

Mitigation measures are required. Attached as Exhibit A is a description of the site or design change that
the applicant has agreed to make as well as mitigation measures that will be placed as special condition within the
offer of financial assistance or subdivision approval.

9. Compliance With Highly Erodible Land and Wetland Conservation Requirements

O Yes

[ No

This action is subject to the highly erodible and wetland conservation requirements contained in Exhibit M of
RD Instruction 1940-G.

If "yes" is checked, complete (a), (b), (c), and (d).

a. Attached as Exhibit

O Yes
O Yes
O Yes
b. O Yes
c. [O Yes
d. O Yes

O No
O No
O No

O No

O No

[ No

is a completed Form SCS-CPA-026 which documents the following:
Highly erodible land is present on the farm property.
Wetland is present on the farm property.
Converted wetland is present on the farm property.

This action qualifies for the following exemption allowed under Exhibit M :

The applicant must complete the following requirements prior to approval of the action in order to retain or regain
its eligibility for Agency financial assistance:

Under the requirements of Exhibit M, the applicant's proposed activities are eligible for Agency financial assistance.

RD 1940-21
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10. Environmental Determinations

The following recommendations shall be completed and the environmental reviewer shall sign the assessment in the space provided
below.

a. Based on an examination and review of the foregoing information and such supplemental information attached hereto, I recom-
mend that the approving official determine that this project:

[0  will have a significant effect on the quality of the human environment and an Environmental Impact Statement must be
prepared;

will not have a significant effect on the quality of the human environment,
O  will require further analysis through completion of the assessment format for a Class II action.

b. I recommend that the approving official make the following compliance determinations for the below listed environmental
requirements.

Not In In
Compliance Compliance
O Clean Air Act
O Federal Water Pollution Control Act
O Safe Drinking Water Act-Section 1424(e)
O Endangered Species Act
O Coastal Barrier Resources Act
O Coastal Zone Management Act-Section 307(c)(1) and (2)
O Wild and Scenic Rivers Act
O National Historic Preservation Act
O Archeological and Historic Preservation Act
O Highly Erodible Land and Wetland Conservation, Food Security Act
O Executive Order 11988, Floodplain Management
O Executive Order 11990, Protection of Wetlands
O Farmland Protection Policy Act
O Departmental Regulation 9500-3, Land Use Policy
O State Office Natural Resource Management Guide

c.  Ihave reviewed and considered the types and degrees of adverse environmental impacts identified by this assessment. I have also analyzed
the proposal for its consistency with Rural Development environmental policies, particularly those related to land use, and have con-
sidered the potential benefits of the proposal. Based upon a consideration and balancing of these factors, I recommend from an
environmental standpoint that the project

be approved [0  not be approved because of the attached reasons (see Exhibit ).

/K%fg M o1/12 /10
@ of Prepare/r Date

Title Environmental Protection Spec.

*See Section 1940.302 for listing of officials responsible for preparing assessment.

RD 1940-21
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Signature of Concurring Officjgl 1 ate

U Aominismane

I have reviewed this environmental assessment and supporting documentation. Following are my Positions regarding its adequacy and the
recommendations reached by the preparer. For any matter in which I do not concur, my reasons are attached as Exhibit

Do not
Concur Concur
O Adequate Assessmernt
O Environmental Impact Determination
] Compliance Determinations
] Project Recommendation

S A &/ /1 faoro
ment,

L& £2 0
o State Epsiron 2
‘ng;/ - PSS A

T Sce Section 1940.316 for both the nces when a concurring official mi

Signatyfe te

the assessment and who is authorized to sign as the concurring official.

2 Sec Section 1940.316 for instances when State Environmental Coordinator's review is required.

RD 1940-21



EXHIBIT A - ATTACHMENTS TO
ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT FOR A CLASS I ACTION

Project Name: Chippewa Valley Ethanol, Co.
Expand Capacity of Biomass Gasification System
Location: 270 20" Street NW Benson, Minnesota 56215
S36 T122N, R39W, Swift County
Program: 9004 Repowering Assistance Program $5,000,000

Project Purpose: The project purpose and need is to replace a portion of the existing 46
million gallon per year ethanol plant’s natural gas inputs with “producer gas” created by
the biomass gasification system. The project purpose and need is to reduce costs
associated with utilizing natural gas as well as replace finite, non-renewable fossil
resources, and reduce associated CO, emissions, with sustainable, renewable biomass
resources. The project would expand the throughput and production capacity of its
existing biomass gasification system to support 80 percent or more of the ethanol plant's
thermal energy needs with producer gas. Theoretically this would displace up to 74,000
tons of CO, emissions per year that would otherwise be released by the use of fossil
fuels. The project will require expanding its throughput capacity from 75 tons of biomass
per day to approximately 330 tons per day. The projected biomass for use is 50 percent
corn cob use and 50 percent woody biomass use (logging residue, papermill residue,
sawdust, shavings, wood chips, brush, wood waste etc.), although other biomass such as
glycerin have been tested and could be utilized in the future. The project would entail the
following:

1) Expand biomass feedstock origination and on-site handling infrastructure to

most efficiently support the expanded feedstock volumes,

2) Add a parallel feed hopper system to expand the gasifier intake capacity,

3) Install a compressor/blower set designed to produce the required operating

conditions in the gasifier,

4) Extend downstream gas piping and install multi-fuel burners at additional

thermal energy demand sources (boilers, dryers, etc.) and

5) Install a char ash densification process to support improved downstream

handling and marketing.

A summary of the resources evaluated is below: (Please refer to the Form RD 1940-20,
attachments, and the applicant’s 9004 Application for more detailed information on each
of the resources evaluated).

a. Wetlands - There are NRCS conservation reserve program (CRP) wetlands
located adjacent to the property; however these resources will not be impacted by
the project. The applicant indicated that the construction footprint of this project
is in the location of formerly delineated “man-created/mitigation wetlands”,
however these wetlands were relocated under agreement with the Wetland
Conservation Act Local Government Unit. According to the United States Army

Exhibit A — Attachments to Chippewa Valley Ethanol Gasifier Class I EA Page 1 of 4
January 12, 2010 USDA RD/PSS/TSB



Corps of Engineers (USACE) JD (issued August 10, 2006, 2006-2230-TMV) the
7.94 acres of wetland which was filled for the construction of the gasifier and
associated infrastructure is not a “water of the United States” and therefore
USACE did not take jurisdiction or regulate this resource. Therefore there is no
effect on wetlands or waterways.

b. Floodplains — The proposed project and existing facility is not located within the
100- or 500-year floodplain. A FEMA 81-93 Form is not required since there is
no mortgage as funding is in the form of a grant.

c. Wilderness — No wilderness is present or affected therefore there is no effect.
The site is an established industrial site.

d. Wild or Scenic Rivers — No Wild or Scenic Rivers are present or affected,
therefore there is no effect.

e. Historical, Archeological Sites - RD has made a determination under Section
106 of the NHPA that there would be no adverse effects to historic or cultural
sites listed on, or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places.
The Minnesota SHPO concurred the project would have no potential to affect
historic or archeological resources in a letter dated January 7, 2010. No known
tribal resources are located within this area.

f. Critical Habitat or Endangered/Threatened Species — RD has made a
determination under Section 7 of the Endangered Species act that the proposed
project has no potential to affect endangered or threatened species or their critical
habitat since the project area is located within an established industrial site and no
endangered or threatened species have been identified within either the project
area or adjacent property.

g. Coastal Barrier — No Coastal Barriers are present or affected, therefore there is
no effect.

h. Natural Landmark — No Natural Landmarks are present or affected, therefore
there is no effect.

i. Important Farmlands — No Important Farmlands are present or affected,
therefore there is no effect.

j. Prime Forest Lands — No Prime Forest Lands are present or affected, therefore
there is no effect.

k. Prime Range Lands — No Prime Range Lands are present or affected, therefore
there is no effect.

1. Approved Coastal Zone Management Area — No Coastal Zone Management
Areas are present or affected, therefore there is no effect.

m. Sole Source Aquifer Recharge Area — No Sole Source Aquifer Recharge Areas
are present or affected, therefore there is no effect.

n. Air Quality — This project will require an Environmental Assessment Worksheet
(EAW) and Air Quality Permit Modification from MPCA. The EAW will
determine what if any additional pollution control equipment will be required.
The permit modification will determine future emission limits and the monitoring
and control requirements necessary for compliance, whether the facility uses corn
cobs, woody debris, glycerin or other biomass materials. A combination of
pollution control equipment, emission controls and permit limitations will keep
the criteria pollutants (Carbon Monoxide, Lead, NOy, PM,o, PM, SO, VOCs)

Exhibit A — Attachments to Chippewa Valley Ethanol Gasifier Class I EA Page 2 of 4
January 12, 2010 USDA RD/PSS/TSB



within permitted threshold levels. Air emission estimates provided by the
applicant indicate that NOy, SOy, and PM, would increase with the increased
throughput of the gasifier (proposed project). The increase in these pollutants
poses an adverse effect (adverse impact) to air quality; however the impact is not
a significant adverse effect because the increases will be well within proposed air
emission permit threshold levels for these pollutants. The applicant must provide
a copy of all air quality permit(s) and permit modification(s) prior to the issuance
of any RD funding.

o. Water Quality — The gasification process uses very little water, and waste water
is not expected to be an issue or challenge. The water use and handling
infrastructure are already in place to support the facility. The facilities existing
NPDES permit(s) require water quality monitoring. Any increases in stormwater
or wastewater that the project proposes will either be handled under existing
NPDES permit(s) or modification(s) of the existing NPDES permit(s). The
applicant must provide a copy of all water quality permit(s) and permit
modification(s) prior to the issuance of any RD funding. If no permit(s) are
required for stormwater or wastewater discharge, then documentation must be
submitted substantiating this claim.

p. Solid Waste Management — This project is not anticipated to generate any solid
wastes. Byproducts of the process include a high-carbon residual “char-ash” with
soil amendment characteristics or fuel use and used fluid bed media that can be
reused by local concrete operations.

q. Transportation — There will be an increase in truck traffic in order to supply the
additional biomass used in the gasification process, which is projected to be
supplied within 50 to 100 miles of the facility. The increase in truck traffic
proposed by the project is an additional 4,000 trucks per year at peak capacity.
This volume of truck traffic poses no significant impact to traffic patterns because
existing infrastructure is sufficient. This volume of truck traffic poses no
significant impact to air quality because the project area and surrounding supply
region is located within an attainment area for the six criteria pollutants.
Minnesota has been in compliance with all national ambient air quality standards
since 2002. Rail transportation should be unaffected.

r. Noise — The project proposes no significant impacts to noise levels.

s. Energy — The only utility service required to support the planned expansion is
electricity for which the primary infrastructure already exists.

t. Environmental Justice - The project poses no potential for adverse impact to
minority or low income communities.

u. Construction Impacts — The preliminary site work where construction for the
project is to take place was finished in 2007. The project proposes construction
consisting of erecting prefabricated equipment on that site, much of which will
already be enclosed within a building.

v. Secondary Impacts — The project poses no potential to significantly adversely
affect air quality or other environmental resources.

w. Cumulative Impacts — The project poses no reasonably foreseeable potential to
significantly adversely affect air quality or other environmental resources.

Exhibit A — Attachments to Chippewa Valley Ethanol Gasifier Class I EA Page 3 of 4
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x. Intergovernmental Review: RD coordinated with the MPCA to obtain info on
previous EAWs completed on the Ethanol Plant. RD initiated contact with the
SHPO.

y. Project Alternatives: Project alternatives reviewed for this grant application
were restricted to the no action alternative. In the no action alternative the project
would not be funded and theoretically the gasification system would not be
expanded. Since the goal of the project is to replace finite, non-renewable fossil
resources, and reduce associated CO, emissions, with sustainable, renewable
biomass resources, the no action alternative would not achieve this goal. The
preferred alternative proposes an increase in the NOy emissions, however, the
other five criteria pollutants are not expected to increase, and the NOx emission
increase will be managed by pollution control equipment, emission controls and
permit limitations. Therefore, the no action alternative would have a slightly less
higher potential for adverse impact to air quality compared to the preferred
alternative.

z. Mitigation Measures: The applicant indicates that a combination of pollution
control equipment, emission controls and permit limitations will keep the criteria
pollutants (Carbon Monoxide, Lead, NOy, PM,o, PM, Sulfur Dioxide, VOCs)
within permitted threshold levels. This mitigation is required in order to obtain
the MPCA air permit (or permit modification), therefore there is no mitigation
required as special condition for financial assistance. However, as noted in air
quality section above “The applicant must provide a copy of all air quality
permit(s) and permit modification(s) prior to the issuance of any RD funding.”
And as noted in the water quality section above “The applicant must provide a
copy of all water quality permit(s) and permit modification(s) prior to the issuance
of any RD funding. If no permit(s) or modification(s) are required for stormwater
or wastewater discharge, then documentation must be submitted substantiating
this claim”.

Exhibit A — Attachments to Chippewa Valley Ethanol Gasifier Class I EA Page 4 of 4
January 12, 2010 USDA RD/PSS/TSB



Form RD 2006-38
(Rev. 07-07)
Rural Development
Environmental Justice (EJ) and Civil Rights Impact Analysis (CRIA)
Certification

1. Applicant's name and proposed project description: Chippewa Valley Ethanol proposes to install

a gasifier to utilize producer gas from biomass as replacement for natural gas.

2. Rural Development's loan/grant program/guarantee or other Agency action: RD gives Chippewa an

annual payment based upon the fossil fuel replaced by renewable fuel. (Section 9004)

3. Attach a map of the proposal's area of effect identifying location or EJ populations, location of the proposal,
area of impact or

Attach results of EJ analysis from the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPAs) EnviroMapper with
proposed project location and impact footprint delineated.

4. Does the applicant's proposal or Agency action directly, indirectly or cumulatively affect the quality and/or level of
services provided to the community?

[ ] Yes No [ INA

5. Is the applicant's proposal or Agency action likely to result in a change in the current land use patterns (types of land
use, development densities, etc)?

[ ] Yes No [ IwNA

6. Does a demographic analysis indicate the applicant's proposal or Agency's action may disproportionately affect a
significant minority and/or low-income populations?

(] Yes No [ wa

If answer is no, skip to item 12. If answer is yes, continue with items 7 through 12.

7. Identify, describe, and provide location of EJ population

8. If a disproportionate adverse affect is expected to impact an EJ population, identify type/level of public outreach

implemented.

9. Identify disproportionately high and adverse impacts on EJ populations.

10. Are adverse impacts appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse impacts expected on non-
minority/low-income populations?

(] Yes [ INo CIna

11. Are alternatives and/or mitigation required to avoid impacts to EJ populations?
[ ] Yes [ INo [ INa

If yes, describe

12. 1 certify that I have reviewed the appropriate documentation and have determined that:
No major EJ or civil rights impact is likely to result if the proposal is implemented.
A major EJ or civil rights impact is likely to result if the proposal is implemented.

Juliet C. Bochicchio 01-07-2010
Name and Title of Certifyin/g} Official Date

ol C Docbecnc

4

O Environie e[ T cﬁ ¢‘7[7‘bk ‘S;oec . /(S 7/




saqunogy [ -

sweang
salpoq Jajep |

sweals pajeduw)

sajpoq Jajem paseduw)

sjeals |e0

speo Joley

slaang

S3UD

slopuow Ny ¥

suoissiwa Jy ©

k1

—

g S S ) B

;.,“.‘ s ﬁ w “_ v

il . R30) :_r_ou
. 1

—"

-

o

30th

TE AR UBIH ISP IS PR e

o “addopyosnuz Vd|

et

uoneI T YIAAD
xoaddy




saluno o
sweang

sajpoq Jajep

sweass paneduw)
sajpoq Jajem paseduw)

sjeas [0 .

speos Joley
glaang

S3HUD
sJoUuUoLW Ny
SUOISSIWa Ny

Aysnod mojeqg uadiied

|

= @ I ]
4 ‘,ngm?w_ﬁa

1T POOAY PODAY

|
2

T

State Highway 29
iz

Wz

?

RAUBH|53IRIS PR

uon e DA

D

aewxoaddy




sajunod
sweans

sajpoq Jajep
sweas}s paneduw)
sa|poq Jajem paeduwy
5j884s |E307]

speos Joley
sjeallg

S3UD

siojuow Ny
SUOISSIWa Iy

Ruou wenad

o A

H T wwoxeg uinos.

=

i
= SES -
L B nﬁL.!JM:!LK [

30th

Pa [

T ARMUBIHTSSIETS PRRUT

@ Jaddoyyoun|

o120 UMTU
rxoxddy




Minnesota
Historical Society

STATE HISTORIC PRESERVATION OFFICE

January 6, 2010

Ms. Juliet Bochicchio
Environmental Protection Specialist
USDA-RD

Mail Stop 0761

1400 Independence Ave SW
Washington, DC 20250-0700

RE:  Chippewa Valley Ethanol Company — Installation of Supplemental Equipment within an
Existing Ethanol Facility at 270 20" Street NW
T122 R39 S36, Benson, Swift County
SHPO Number: 2010-0971

Dear Ms. Bochicchio:

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the above project. It has been reviewed
pursuant to the responsibilities given the State Historic Preservation Officer by the National Historic
Preservation Act of 1966 and the Procedures of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(36CFR800).

Based on available information, we conclude that no properties listed in or eligible for listing in the
National Register of Historic Places will be affected by this project

Please contact our Compliance Section at (651) 259-3455 if you have any questions regarding our
review of this project.

Sincerely,

Prart Dl

Britta L. Bloomberg
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer

Minnesota Historical Society, 345 Kellogg Boulevard West, Saint Paul, Minnesota 55102
651-259-3000 -« 888-727-8386 * www.mnhs.org



Development

United States Department of Agriculture
Rural Development

Minnesota Historical Society

345 W. Kellogg Blvd., DEC 0 8 2pp9
St. Paul, MN 55102-1906

Attention: Kelly Gragg-Johnson

Subject:  Section 106 Review of Chippewa Valley Ethanol Company — Gasification
Project, Assisted by the U. S. Department of Agriculture, Rural Development
Benson, MN, Swift County, S36 T122N R39W

Dear Ms. Gragg-Johnson,

The U.S. Department of Agriculture, Rural Development, is reviewing an application for
Chippewa Valley Ethanol Company (CVEC) for federal funding under our repowering
assistance programs. The funding would allow CVEC to increase the production
capacity of its existing biomass gasification system to support 80 percent or more of the
ethanol plants thermal energy needs from biomass and in doing so reduce it’s reliance on
fossil fuels (natural gas) by 80 percent.

Rural Development has made a determination of no effect for this undertaking based on
the following:
1) The ethanol facility is an existing facility, and is less than 50 years old,
2) The undertaking is for installation of supplemental equipment for the existing
gasification process,
3) The undertaking will be located within an area that has been previously ground
disturbed during the construction of the ethanol facility, and
4) The undertaking is centrally located within the existing ethanol facility.

36 CFR 800.4(a)

The location of the proposed undertaking and the area of potential effects (APE), as
defined in 800.16(d), is shown on the enclosed USGS Quadrangle Maps. The APE is
defined as the site footprint. The legal description of the property is located
approximately at -95.53743 Longitude and 45.28181 Latitude, located on the Clontarf
South USGS Quadrangle. The street address of the property is 270 20" Street, NW
Benson, Minnesota, 56215. The property is located at Section 36 Township 122N Range
39W.

Rural Development is requesting that you respond to this letter with any
comments/questions within 30 days from receipt of this letter. Please feel free to contact
me with any comments or questions at juliet.bochicchio@wdc.usda.gov or at
202.205.8242. Please be sure to forward all correspondence to my attention to the address

. 1400 Independence Ave, S.W. - Washington DC 20250-0700
bCIOW at Mall StOp 0761 Web: http://www.rurdev.usda.gov

Committed to the future of rural communities.

“USDA is an equal opportunity provider, employer and lender.”
To file a complaint of discrimination, write USDA, Director, Office of Civil Rights,
1400 Independence Avenue, S.W., Washington, DC 20250-9410 or call (800) 795-3272 (Voice) or (202) 720-6382 (TDD).



Sincerely,

-
M ¢
[
.

N

liet C. Bochicchio
Environmental Protection Specialist

oe: Andy Zurn, Chippewa Valley Ethanol Company, LLLP

Attachments:

1) Clontarf South USGS Quadrangle Location Map

2) Mapquest Location Map

3) Mapquest Aerial Photograph

4) Mapquest Aerial Photograph with Proposed Construction Footprint
5) Map of Existing and Proposed Equipment

6) Aerial Photograph of the Plant with proposed construction areas
identified

7) Photograph of existing facility
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Map of 270 20th St NW Benson, Minnesota by MapQuest Page 1 of 1
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expeditiousness. You assume all risk of use. MapQuest and its suppliers shall not be liable to you for any loss or delay resulting from your use
of MapQuest. Your use of MapQuest means you agree to our Terms of Use
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CVEC Gasification Feasibility Study

-~ A. Project Site Description

CVEC is located just outside Benson, Minnesota. Benson is located in the west central region of
the State, approximately 120 miles west of Minneapolis.
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Figure 2: Map — Minnesota — CVEC Location
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