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 Commenter 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses
 Comment 105-37 

The Final EIS has been updated in Section 2.2 (Volume 1) to describe 
the use of the enhanced ZLD system, which would eliminate the majority 
of water quality concerns as originally discussed in the Draft EIS. 

Comment 105-38 
See response to Comment 76-17, which addresses the same concerns.  
As discussed in response to Comment 26-02, Excelsior has proposed to 
undertake an I/I study and to sponsor equipment improvements at the 
CBT WWTF, including upgrades for the digester, which would address 
the biosolids issue. 
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 Commenter 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses
 Comment 105-39 

The Final EIS has been updated in Section 2.2 (Volume 1) to describe 
the use of the enhanced ZLD system, which would eliminate the majority 
of water quality concerns as originally discussed in the Draft EIS.  
Section 4.5 (Volume 1) has been revised to describe the changes in 
water quality impacts anticipated with the enhanced ZLD system at the 
West Range Site. 

Comment 105-40 
New text has been added to Sections 4.5.2.4 and 4.5.3.1 (Volume 1), 
which provides more details on compliance with CWA regulations as it 
pertains to intake structures.  To demonstrate compliance, the new text 
includes discussions on intake velocity, intake flow, and prevention of 
thermal destratification.  Detailed bathymetric and fish population data 
are provided in Excelsior Energy’s application to the MNDNR for a water 
appropriation permit (submitted as Appendix 9 in Excelsior’s Joint Permit 
Application to MPUC [Excelsior Energy, 2006a]).  In summary, regarding 
fish populations, the CMP is a deep, cold, oligotrophic mine pit, fed 
primarily by groundwater.  MNDNR records indicate that the CMP 
contains lake trout, black crappie, bluegill, horneyhead chub, largemouth 
bass, pumpkinseed sunfish, painted turtle, rainbow trout, rock bass, 
snapping turtle, walleye, white sucker, and yellow perch. Bass appear to 
be relatively abundant, but they grow slowly. Bluegill is also abundant in 
the CMP. The CMP also contains rainbow smelt, apparently the result of 
illegal stocking. The HAMP Complex is not managed as a fishery, and 
the MNDNR has never stocked it. Sampling in 1990 failed to identify any 
game species. Small species such as brook sticklebacks and common 
shiner were captured in minnow traps. In the LMP, the MNDNR has 
sampled common shiner and black crappie. The black crappie appear to 
be naturally reproducing.  A “Design and Construction Technology Plan” 
and more details on use of intake structures will be part of an updated 
NPDES/SDS permit to be submitted to the MPCA for approval.  Also, as 
described in 40 CFR 122.21(r), additional data can be collected over the 
course of the permit and submitted as part of permit reissuance 
procedures to better manage the overall water use strategy.    
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 Commenter 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses
 Comment 105-41 

The Final EIS has been updated in Section 2.2 (Volume 1) to describe 
the use of the enhanced ZLD system, which would eliminate the majority 
of water quality concerns as originally discussed in the Draft EIS.  
Section 4.5 (Volume 1) has been revised to describe the changes in 
water quality impacts anticipated with the enhanced ZLD system at the 
West Range Site. 

Comment 105-42 
The Final EIS has been updated in Section 2.2 (Volume 1) to describe 
the use of the enhanced ZLD system, which would eliminate the majority 
of water quality concerns as originally discussed in the Draft EIS.  
Section 4.5 (Volume 1) has been revised to describe the changes in 
water quality impacts anticipated with the enhanced ZLD system at the 
West Range Site. 
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 Commenter 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses
 Comment 105-43 

DOE has revised the first paragraph of Section 3.7.2 of the Final EIS 
(Volume 1) to include the following statement: “Under the Section 401 
certification process the MPCA is responsible for determining if the 
proposal will comply with state water quality standards and requirements 
for wetland mitigation (Minnesota Rules Chapter 7050). Furthermore, 
once the USACE receives a Section 404 application a copy is forwarded 
to the MPCA for the purpose of initiating the State’s Section 401 
certification process.  All special conditions placed on the project during 
MPCA Section 401 certification process will become enforceable 
requirements of the USACE Section 404 Permit.” 

Comment 105-44 
Comments pertaining to wetlands, including avoidance and minimization 
of impacts and mitigation of unavoidable impacts, have been addressed 
in the responses to related comments from USACE (Commenter 116), 
which is the Federal agency responsible for wetland permitting and a 
cooperating agency for this EIS.  In particular, see responses to 
Comments 116-22 through 116-24.  DOE has revised Sections 3.7 and 
4.7 (Volume 1) and Appendix F2 (Volume 2) to present wetland 
information using the Eggers and Reed classification system. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

105-42 
(cont’d) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

105-43 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

105-44 
 
 
 



 

 

D
O

E
/E

IS
-0382 

 
M

E
S

A
B

A E
N

ER
G

Y
 P

R
O

JEC
T

F
IN

AL E
N

VIR
O

N
M

EN
TAL IM

PAC
T S

TATEM
EN

T 
 

V
O

LU
M

E 3. C
O

M
M

EN
TS AN

D
 R

E
SP

O
N

SE
S

 O
N

 TH
E

 D
R

A
FT E

IS

 
402

 Commenter 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses
 Comment 105-45 

See response to Comment 105-44, which addresses the same concerns. 

Comment 105-46 
See response to Comment 105-44, which addresses the same concerns. 

Comment 105-47 
See response to Comment 105-44, which addresses the same concerns. 

Comment 105-48 
See response to Comment 105-44, which addresses the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses
 Comment 105-49 

Proposed stormwater management is discussed in Section 4.5.2.5 
(Volume 1).  As part of the planned addition of an enhanced ZLD system 
at the West Range Site, all stormwater discharges (outside of a 100-year 
rainfall event) would be eliminated, as stormwater would be treated and 
reused within the plant, primarily for cooling water. With regard to 
construction, sediment basins would be required on the IGCC Power 
Station Footprint, where construction activities would result in at least 10 
acres draining to a common location.  Construction of other, linear 
project elements is unlikely to exceed this limit.  Project-specific BMPs 
would be developed during detailed design and described in the 
SWPPP, which would be submitted to the MPCA prior to submitting an 
application for the NPDES/SDS General Stormwater Permit (see 
response to Comment 99-20). New text has been added to Section 
4.5.2.5 (Volume 1) that provides additional details on stormwater control 
strategy. 

Comment 105-50 
Thank you for your comment.  The information quoted from Minnesota 
Rules 7035.2860 has been added to Section 2.2.3.3 (Volume 1) of the 
Final EIS. 

Comment 105-51 
Chapter 6 (Volume 1) of the EIS has been revised to include “Beneficial 
Use Permit” and to clarify that the Solid Waste Storage Permit “would be 
needed for any non-hazardous solid waste that would be stored in 
quantities larger than 10 cubic yards for more than 48 hours.  Materials 
that are authorized for beneficial use do not need a Solid Waste Storage 
Permit, but do need to comply with the storage standard requirements in 
subparts 2, 6, and 7 of Minn. R. 7035.2855.” 
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 Commenter 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses
 Comment 105-52 

Section 4.16.2.2 (Volume 1) has been revised to clarify that expansion at 
the Voyageur Industrial Waste Landfill in Canyon and the St. Louis 
County Landfill in Virginia, although a possibility, would require approval 
from the state through the state permitting process. 

Comment 105-53 
The text in Section 4.16.2.2, Impacts of Operation, Hazardous Waste 
(Volume 1), has been revised to read, “Due to the quantity of hazardous 
waste generated, the Mesaba Generating Station would likely be 
regulated as a large-quantity generator of hazardous waste and would 
need to adhere to the requirements set forth under RCRA for the 
handling of generated hazardous waste.  Hazardous waste generated 
during operations would be properly managed in accordance with….” 
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 Commenter 106 – Cynthia Driscoll Responses
 From: Cynthia B. Driscoll 

[mailto:cdris@paulbunyan.net] 
Sent: Friday, January 11, 2008 3:24 PM 
To: Bill.Storm@state.mn.us 
Subject: Mesaba Energy's Draft EIS 
 
11 January 2008 
 
Bill Storm 
Department of Commerce 
85 Seventh Place East 
St. Paul, MN 55101-2198 
 
Dear Bill Storm: 
 
I live in Grand Rapids, MN and am very concerned 
about the potential impacts of Mesaba Energy on the 
environment here in Itasca County and the fact Mesaba 
energy will not be capturing and sequestering CO2. 
 
The Mesaba Energy DEIS should have an accurate 
detailed plan for harmless capture of highly 
concentrated levels of mercury, sulfates and 
dissolved solids, where and how, and not into our 
local air, the Canisteo Mine Pit or the Mississippi 
River. Itasca County is one of the poorer counties in 
Minnesota, a county where many people depend on 
fishing and wild game for their food. The health 
impact of mercury poisoning is perhaps greater here 
than in many counties. The DEIS should certainly not 
repeat Excelsior Energy's misleading statements 
without investigating thoroughly their merit. 
 
Our state government is planning to reduce greenhouse 
gas emissions by 2050, a plan which requires 
immediate attention from us all. Why would the DEIS 
not address the negative health impacts of emissions 
for local people, for the earth's people? 
 
Thank you for considering my comments. 
 
Cynthia B. Driscoll 
1221 SW Fourth Street 
Grand Rapids, MN 55744 

Comment 106-01 
See responses to Comments 1-01, 1-02, 1-03, 6-01, 22-01, and 38-01, 
which address the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 107 – Paul J. Milinovich Responses
 From: jack milinovich [mailto:jmilinovich_308@yahoo.com] 

Sent: Friday, January 11, 2008 3:55 PM 
To: Bill.Storm@state.mn.us 
Subject: Mesaba Energy Project, PUC Docket No. E6472/GS-06-668 
 
DOE Draft EIS for the Mesaba Energy Project (DOE/EIS-0382D 
Comments on the Draft EIS 
  
To whom it may concern: 
  
This project has been brought up now a few times and has been put down by 
the PUC at least once that I have known. A plant of this nature environmently 
will not help the area where it is planned to go in. What I am concerned about 
is two (2) impacts that will affect the area east of the plant.  
  
One: The water contamination of the Canisteo mine pit, Holeman Lake, 
Swan River and the Mississippi River. Water will be released into the mine pit 
and Holeman Lake which is of course connected to the folowing water 
sources listed above. The mine pit water would ruin the trout fishery that is 
located there as well as be shut down for recreational use by the public. Two 
towns rely on the drinking water coming from here. Where will there drinking 
water come from? The Holeman Lake senerio would of course have the 
water ways destroyed leading into the Mississippi River and lets figure out 
how many towns along the river rely on that for their drinking water.  
  
Two: Air quality no matter how you look at it will be placed at a high risk. 
Where I am located east of the proposed plant will be affected by the 
emissions of carbon dioxide, mercury, SO2 and NOx and co (carbon). There 
is enough mercury poisioning already taking place. All you have to do is take 
a sample of the water in the surrounding lakes and see the levels of merury 
from the acid rain. Take a trip to any large city and from the outside looking in 
see the smog, acid deposition and air pollution produced. We, to the east this 
plant will affected by these emissions  coming from this plant every day.  
  
Please re-look at your proposal and once again do not grant the contiuation 
of this project. 
  
Paul J. Milinovich 
President of the Swan Lake Association 
30055 East Shore Drive  
Pengilly, Mn. 55775 
 

Comment 107-01 
See responses to Comments 6-01, 7-02, 76-07, and 105-33, which 
address the same concerns. 

Comment 107-02 
See responses to Comments 1-01, 38-01, 82-37, and 95-26, which 
address the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 108 – Kevin Reuther Responses
 Comment 108-01 

See responses to Comments 102-16 and 102-30, which address the 
same concerns. 

Comment 108-02 
See responses to Comments 14-02, 102-30, 102-32, and 105-29, which 
address the same concerns.  Additionally, the conclusions of the 
Minnesota Climate Change Advisory Group (MCCAG) Final Report (see 
page EX-6) are as follows: 

Together, the estimated emission reductions associated with the 
MCCAG’s recommendations and recent actions would be enough to 
achieve Minnesota’s GHG reduction goal for 2015 and be within 2.4 
MMtCO2e of meeting Minnesota’s goal for 2025. The 25 
recommendations analyzed in terms of their cost-effectiveness were 
estimated to have a total net cost of about $726 million between now and 
2025, representing the incremental cost to the recent actions.  

While the MCCAG’s 15 other recommendations were not readily 
quantifiable, many of them would likely achieve additional reductions and 
net savings (e.g., recommendations for the Transportation and Land Use 
sector). Importantly, the MCCAG concluded that the 2015 goal will be 
met under the assumption that Mesaba Phase I and Big Stone II are 
both constructed, and do not implement any CO2 capture and 
sequestration, before 2015. 
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 Commenter 108 – Kevin Reuther Responses
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 Commenter 108 – Kevin Reuther Responses
 Comment 108-03 

See responses to Comments 14-02, 102-16, 102-32, 105-28, 105-30, 
and 108-02, which address concerns about GHG emissions and 
impacts.  The responses to Comments 76-03 and 76-31, respectively, 
address water appropriations at the West Range and East Range Sites.  
The response to Comment 83-01 explains DOE’s goals for IGCC 
technology within the CCPI Program, which may enable future 
reductions in emissions to be achieved cost-effectively in comparison to 
other coal-fueled plants. 

DOE has reviewed the report referenced in Comment 108-03 
(Confronting Climate Change in the Great Lakes Region, by the Union of 
Concerned Scientists and the Ecological Society of America, 
http://ucsusa.org/assets/documents/global_warming/greatlakes_final.pdf) 
and offers the following summary of potential impacts to habitats, fish, 
and wildlife in the Great Lakes Region from global climate change:   

• Aquatic habitats would likely experience lower water levels as 
watersheds would experience a general drying from lower 
precipitation rates and increased evaporation rates causing 
lower stream flows overall.  Water quality may decrease from 
higher water temperatures, lower oxygen concentrations, longer 
ice-free periods, greater microbial decomposition, increased 
algal growth and eutrophication.  Ultimately, these alterations to 
aquatic habitat could cause changes in the distribution of perch, 
bass, minnows, whitefish, northern pike, walleye, lake trout (and 
other cold water species), brook trout, white perch, and striped 
bass.   

• Forested habitats would experience a northward movement of 
many species typical of more southern locations and a decline 
in the boreal species (e.g., white pine and hemlock) in the 
region.  Fire risks would increase from the drier conditions.  
Elevated CO2 and potentially increased nitrogen availability 
could accelerate the rate at which pioneer species (e.g., aspen) 
give way to species that establish in the shade of pioneering 
trees (e.g., maple); however, elevated levels of ozone may 
counter these effects.  Forest insect pests (e.g., gypsy moth) 
may become more widespread.  Overall, changes in population 
and community dynamics of forest insects are difficult to predict 
and the fitness of some species would be expected to improve 
while others deteriorate.  Changes in forest composition could 
occur, as well as the timing of seasonal physiological changes 
by vegetation (e.g., tree leaf-out).  This circumstance could 
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 Commenter 108 – Kevin Reuther Responses
 Comment 108-03 (cont’d)

adversely affect migratory songbirds through loss/conversion of 
habitat and seasonal arrival timing that may be asynchronous 
with these typical vegetation changes.   

• Climate change may benefit some forest-dwelling mammals, 
such as white-tail deer, raccoons, possums, and skunks 
through reduced winter mortality.  However, increased deer 
populations could reduce moose populations, because deer 
carry certain parasites that severely stress moose.  Also, 
increased populations of omnivorous mammals (e.g., raccoons 
and skunks) could result in increased predation of ground-
nesting songbirds and other vulnerable species.  Wildlife could 
also experience increased instances of infection due to 
increased winter survival of pathogens and the introduction of 
wildlife diseases to new locations. 

• These are some of the potential impacts of global climate 
change on the regional environment.   

A new section has been added to the Final EIS (Section 5.2.8 [Volume 
1]) that discusses the incremental emissions of greenhouse gases from 
the Mesaba Energy Project relative to the effects of global climate 
change.  This new section references the report cited above. 

Comment 108-04 
As stated in responses to Comments 75-05 and 75-07, MDOC has 
determined that the Mesaba Energy Project is exempt from a Certificate 
of Need, because the project meets the requirements of the “innovative 
energy project” statute (Minnesota Statutes 216B.1694).  That statute 
was enacted by the Minnesota Legislature specifically to meet state 
needs for advanced energy projects in the TTRA by establishing 
incentives as described in Section 1.2.2 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS.  
Therefore, MDOC has not addressed the need for power in this EIS.  As 
stated in response to Comment 37-01, DOE’s purpose and need in this 
EIS are to demonstrate a specific, advanced coal-based technology 
selected competitively for co-shared funding under the CCPI Program. 
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 Commenter 109 – Dave Hudek Responses
 From: Ly Her [mailto:simp.lyher@hotmail.com]  

Sent: Friday, January 11, 2008 5:45 PM 
To: Bill.Storm@state.mn.us 
Subject: Mesaba Energy Project - PUC Docket No. E6472/GS-06-
668 
 
I would like to submit the following comments and concerns: 
1. Site is too close to residential areas. Possible well and lake 
water contamination. 
2. Life expectancy of plants. 
3. Train noise and shipping coal dust. 
4. CO2 
5. Mercury output level too high! 
  
Dave Hudek 
6407 377th St 
North Branch, MN 55056 

 

Comment 109-01 
Sections 3.10.1.2 and 3.10.1.3 (Volume 1) describe the locations of 
residential properties in proximity to the West Range Site and East 
Range Site, respectively.  Fewer than a dozen residences are located 
within 1,000 feet of the proposed West Range Site boundary, and the 
closest residence to the proposed plant footprint is located approximately 
0.7 mile to the southwest.  There are no residences located within 1,000 
feet of the proposed East Range Site boundary, and the closest 
residence to the proposed plant footprint is located approximately 1.2 
miles to the south.  See responses to Comments 6-01 and 7-02, which 
address the concerns about contamination of wells and lake waters.  In 
general, use of the enhanced ZLD system would eliminate any direct 
discharges to nearby surface waters and, thus, negate the majority of the 
water quality concerns as described in the Draft EIS.  Discussions 
regarding water quality impact in Section 4.5 (Volume 1) have been 
revised for the Final EIS to reflect use of the enhanced ZLD system at 
the West Range Site. 

Comment 109-02 
Following the 1-year demonstration period for DOE under the CCPI 
Program, the Mesaba Energy Project is expected to operate 
commercially for at least 20 years as stated in Section 2.1.1.2 (Volume 
1). 

Comment 109-03 
See responses to Comments 38-03, 105-04, and 105-05 which address 
the same concerns. 

Comment 109-04 
See responses to Comments 1-01, 1-03, 12-02, 67-01, 102-30, 105-28, 
and 105-29, which address the same concerns. 

Comment 109-05 
See response to Comment 1-01, which addresses the same concern. 
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 Commenter 110 – William E. Berg Responses
 Comment 110-01 

See responses to Comments 1-01, 7-03, 12-02, 83-01, and 105-28, 
which address the same concerns. 

Comment 110-02 
Sections 4.4.2.1 and 4.5.2.5 (Volume 1) of the Draft EIS addressed the 
potential for soil erosion and sedimentation during construction.  As 
stated, the use of best management practices required by state and 
Federal regulations would mitigate potential adverse impacts to 
acceptable levels and avoid long-term damage to soil and water 
resources. 

Comment 110-03 
See responses to Comments 6-01, 76-07, and 116-13 which address the 
same concerns. 

Comment 110-04 
See response to Comment 53-08 regarding the loss of vegetation and 
habitat.  There are no regulations or requirements to mitigate for lost 
forest resources; however, portions of these forested areas may occur 
within wetlands, which would require mitigation.  Section 4.7.7 (Volume 
1) of the EIS addresses wetland permitting and mitigation. 

Comment 110-05 
See response to Comment 7-03, which addresses the health risk 
analysis for the Mesaba Energy Project.  The responses to Comments 
38-03, 105-04, and 105-05 address dust control measures for coal 
handling operations. 

Comment 110-06 
See response to Comment 80-11 regarding the CR 7 realignment 
originally proposed by Itasca County.  The Mesaba Energy Project would 
include the construction of the revised access road alignment connecting 
to the existing alignment of CR 7, and the rail spur from the main line, 
including associated crossing features. 
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 Commenter 110 – William E. Berg Responses
 Comment 110-07 

The responses to Comments 16-01, 80-03, and 80-05 discusses the 
economic and employment impacts on the region from the Mesaba 
Energy Project and the limitations in predicting employment at the level 
of a community. 

Comment 110-08 
See responses to Comments 53-03 and 82-34, which address the same 
concerns.  Comment 105-50 by MPCA addresses the beneficial use of 
coal combustion slag. 

Comment 110-09 
Based on experience with the Wabash River Plant and other research 
and demonstrations of IGCC, DOE considers gasification to offer 
substantial improvements in environmental performance over 
conventional coal-fueled power plants.  See also response to Comment 
1-01 on the same subject.  Through the CCPI program and the cost-
shared funding of demonstration projects like Mesaba, DOE intends to 
advance IGCC technology to provide enhanced environmental 
performance, greater capacity, and increased efficiency and availability. 

Comment 110-10 
Thank you for your comment.  It has been noted and will be included in 
the administrative record for this EIS. 
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 Commenter 111 – Alan Walts Responses
 Comment 111-01 

DOE acknowledges EPA’s objections to the proposed project based on 
the alternatives analysis and direct impacts to wetlands.  DOE discussed 
the limitation on available alternatives under the CCPI program with EPA 
staff on May 13, 2008, (see response to Comment 111-02).  See 
response to Comment 111-03 regarding an updated analysis of the 
alternative sites considered.  To more thoroughly address wetland 
impacts in the Final EIS, DOE has substantially expanded the avoidance 
and minimization of wetlands analysis, and identified changes in plant, 
rail, and road locations to reduce direct and indirect impacts to wetlands.  
With regard to the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative 
(LEDPA), DOE’s understanding is that this determination will be made 
based on information presented in the Final EIS and Section 404 permit 
application. 
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 Commenter 111 – Alan Walts Responses
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 Commenter 111 – Alan Walts Responses
 Comment 111-02 

DOE discussed EPA’s comment relating to the purpose statement with 
EPA staff on May 13, 2008.  Text in Section 1.4.1 of the Final EIS 
(Volume 1) has been revised as follows:  DOE’s purpose in the context 
of the CCPI Program is to demonstrate commercial-readiness of the 
ConocoPhillips E-Gas™ gasification technology in a fully integrated and 
quintessential IGCC utility-scale application.  The technical, 
environmental, and financial data generated from the design, 
construction, and operation of the facility would result in a commercial 
reference plant for the technology. 

DOE has revised Chapter 2 of the Final EIS (Volume 1) clarifying its 
position with respect to the scope of alternatives analysis and the 
reasonable alternatives available to the agency.  DOE’s decision is 
whether or not to provide co-funding and a potential loan guarantee for a 
demonstration project selected competitively in Round 2 of CCPI 
announcements.  The CCPI Program has a Congressional mandate to 
demonstrate advanced coal-based technologies; hence, projects that 
would not demonstrate coal-based technologies are not reasonable 
alternatives.  Furthermore, the CCPI Program allows for Federal co-
funding only of projects selected through a formal announcement and 
negotiation process.  Therefore, DOE cannot select alternative projects 
that have not been proposed in response to the announcement. 

DOE received 13 applications in Round 2, including two that proposed 
different archetypal IGCC technologies.  DOE selected both IGCC 
projects for co-funding.  The Mesaba Energy Project was the only 
application that proposed to demonstrate the Conoco-Phillips E-Gas™ 
gasification technology; DOE did not receive an alternative application 
proposing to demonstrate this specific technology in Round 2.  
Moreover, the CCPI Program provides for applicants to identify their 
own site or sites for proposed projects; DOE does not participate in the 
site selection process, which generally precedes the submission of an 
application for co-funding. 

The project proponent for the Mesaba Energy Project proposed two 
alternative sites in the TTRA of northeastern Minnesota expressly to take 
advantage of incentives established by the Minnesota Legislature in its 
2003 Special Session as summarized in Section 1.2.2 (Volume 1) of the 
Final EIS.  These incentives also provide access to $10 million in state 
grant funding from a renewable development account for innovative 
energy projects; the right to enter into a power purchase agreement with 
a utility company that can pass through costs of development, 
construction, and operation; the power of eminent domain to acquire  
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 Commenter 111 – Alan Walts Responses
 Comment 111-02 (cont’d)

land and rights-of-way for permitted sites and utility corridors 
economically; exemption from state Certificate of Need requirements 
normally applicable to a large electric power generating plant; and 
eligibility to increase transmission capacity without a Certificate of Need 
and additional state review.  The project proponent has estimated the 
value of these incentives to exceed $300 million.     

The project proponent has stated that it would not have submitted an 
application in response to the CCPI announcement if it did not intend to 
locate the Mesaba Energy Project in the TTRA, because without those 
incentives the project would not be viable.  The financial value of the 
incentives far outweighs any potential mitigation costs associated with 
sites in the TTRA, which the project proponent has estimated to 
represent substantially less than one twentieth of the total value of the 
incentives.  Therefore, from DOE’s perspective, any consideration of an 
alternative location for this specific proposed IGCC demonstration 
project outside of the TTRA would be equivalent to the No Action 
Alternative for the EIS. 

Comment 111-03 
Within the TTRA, the project proponent performed an alternative site 
screening and evaluation process beginning with 17 prospective sites as 
summarized in Appendix F1 (Volume 2).  The project proponent has 
provided additional specific comparative information about variables 
considered in the site screening process in a revised version of Appendix 
F1 for the Final EIS.  Issues and constraints identified have been further 
and better explained, discussions made more consistent, and the text 
and figures more clearly linked together.  During discussions in 
September 2008 regarding the Draft EIS the USACE provided additional 
comments regarding Appendix F1 which have been incorporated into the 
document. 

Comment 111-04 
Comments pertaining to wetlands, including avoidance and minimization 
of impacts and mitigation of unavoidable impacts, have been addressed 
in the responses to related comments from USACE (Commenter 116).  
USACE is both a cooperating agency for this EIS as well as the Federal 
agency responsible for wetland permitting under the CWA.  In particular, 
see responses to Comments 116-22 through 116-24. 

A conceptual mitigation plan that is consistent with feedback from the 
USACE regarding the types of mitigation sites (restoration of farm fields 
that are sites of historic wetlands that had been drained to support  
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 Commenter 111 – Alan Walts Responses
 Comment 111-04 (cont’d)

agriculture) and mitigation ratios required has been included in the Final 
EIS. 

Comment 111-05 
See responses to Comments 116-22 through 116-24, which address the 
same concerns.  Tables 4.7-33 and 4.7-34 (Volume 1) have been 
revised in the Final EIS to more clearly define permanent and temporary 
impacts on wetlands, including utility ROWs and transportation corridors. 

Comment 111-06 
As stated in response to Comment 105-44, DOE has revised Sections 
3.7 and 4.7 (Volume 1) and Appendix F2 (Volume 2) to present wetland 
information using the Eggers and Reed classification system. DOE has 
maintained the Circular 39 classification to identify wetland impacts as 
well as describe the wetland community types to be assessed for 
adequate mitigation. The Circular 39 classification is necessary for 
wetlands where access was not granted for field delineation.  Eggers 
and Reed classification could not be assigned to these areas because it 
relies on the identification of vegetation through field inspection.   

With respect to the Eggers and Reed classification for the NWI mapped 
basins, DOE has provided an estimated Eggers and Reed classification 
by comparing the Cowardin and Circular 39 classifications and review of 
available mapping.  A note to the bottom of the tables indicates that 
these classifications are estimated for use in calculating wetland 
disturbances and mitigation within linear corridors (because property 
owners for land to be crossed by transmission lines and/or a natural gas 
pipeline declined to grant access to conduct wetland delineations). 

Comment 111-07 
See response to Comment 49-01, which addresses the interaction 
between EPA and the MPCA regarding air permitting requirements. 
Thank you for your comment pertaining to green house gas emissions 
and climate change; it has been noted and will be included in the 
administrative record for this EIS. 
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 Commenter 111 – Alan Walts Responses
 Comment 111-08 

The MNDNR's decision on the project proponent's request to close the 
CMP for recreational use would not preclude selection of the West 
Range Site (or its status as the project proponent's preferred alternative), 
nor would it affect the water management plan.  Though closing may not 
be essential, the project proponent believes that limiting the CMP's 
recreational use, especially in the vicinity of the intake structure, would 
protect the security of critical infrastructure elements.  The project 
proponent will continue to coordinate with MNDNR to determine whether 
these security interests and local recreational interests can co-exist.  
Further discussions will involve identifying additional stakeholders in the 
decision-making process, formulating post-9/11 security options to 
protect key infrastructure, and selecting the security option best suited to 
balance local concerns, water needs and economic development.  DOE 
does not anticipate any circumstance that would prevent the project 
proponent’s use of the CMP in its water management plan.  The project 
proponent's request to close the CMP for recreational use is stated in 
Draft EIS Section 4.13.3.2 under Parks and Recreation (Volume 1).  Text 
explaining the potential loss or limitations to recreational use of the CMP 
has been added to Sections 4.5.3.1 and 4.13.3.1 (Volume 1) of the Final 
EIS. 

Comment 111-09 
As stated in response to Comment 6-01, the project proponent has 
announced its commitment to implement the enhanced ZLD system at 
the West Range Site. This commitment will be reflected in a revised 
permit application to the MPCA that will negate most of the water quality 
impacts evaluated in Section 4.5.3 of the Draft EIS (Volume 1).  The use 
of an enhanced ZLD system at the West Range Site was addressed as 
Mitigation Alternative 3 in Draft EIS Section 5.3.2.1 (Volume 1), which 
considered the potential impacts of implementing the system. 
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(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 111 – Alan Walts Responses
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 Commenter 112 – Paul Minerich Responses
 Comment 112-01 

With respect to the specific concerns raised in this comment, the 
response to Comment 82-69 addresses concerns about particulate 
emissions by the Mesaba Energy Project; the responses to Comments 
1-02, 4-01, 4-03, and 53-04 address concerns about CCS; and the 
response to Comment 6-01 addresses the concerns about re-circulating 
blowdown water to the Canisteo Mine Pit.  
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 Commenter 112 – Paul Minerich Responses
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 Commenter 113 – Helene (Perry) Berg Responses
 Comment 113-01 

DOE and MDOC recognize that the document is substantial in size and 
may be difficult to access electronically without adequate high-speed 
Internet service.  However, printed copies were made available at the 
public libraries in Bovey, Grand Rapids, Hibbing, and Hoyt Lakes, as well 
as in the mayors’ offices of Taconite and Hoyt Lakes.  Printed copies 
were also available by request to DOE or MDOC; contact information 
was provided in public notices. 

Comment 113-02 
See responses to Comments 1-02, 12-02, 19-03, 82-11, 102-30, and 
105-28, which address the same concerns. 

Comment 113-03 
See responses to Comments 1-01, 7-03, 38-01, and 109-05, which 
address the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 113 – Helene (Perry) Berg Responses
 Comment 113-04 

See response to Comment 12-01, which discusses the amount of 
emissions expected from the Mesaba Energy Project from trains and 
trucks transportation.  The responses to Comment 12-02, 37-01, 46-01 
and 111-02 explain DOE’s and MDOC’s involvement with the Mesaba 
Energy Project. 
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 Commenter 114 – Darlene J. Swanson Responses
 Comment 114-01 

See responses to Comments 1-01, 12-02, and 37-01, which address the 
same concerns. 
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 Commenter 115 – Norman W. Deschampe Responses 
 Comment 115-01 

As stated in responses to Comments 1-02, 12-02, and 82-11, DOE’s 
CCPI Program seeks to develop and demonstrate advanced coal-based 
technologies for generating energy.  The IGCC technology to be 
demonstrated by the Mesaba Energy Project is expected to contribute to 
these goals.  Although DOE has determined that CCS is not feasible 
during the 1-year demonstration period, the IGCC process provides for 
substantially improved capabilities to capture CO2 compared to 
conventional coal combustion power plants.  Captured CO2 may 
ultimately be sequestered or otherwise used beneficially during the 
commercial life of the plant as explained in responses to Comments 1-02 
and 12-02.  The response to Comment 83-01 explains the potential 
opportunities that would be missed if DOE does not proceed with the 
demonstration.  See also response to Comment 19-03, which addresses 
a related concern. 
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 Commenter 115 – Norman W. Deschampe Responses 
 Comment 115-02 

See responses to Comments 49-01 and 49-11, which address the same 
concerns. 

Comment 115-03 
See response to Comment 97-04, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 115-04 
See response to Comment 97-04, which addresses the same concern. 
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 Commenter 115 – Norman W. Deschampe Responses 
 Comment 115-05 

See response to Comment 6-01, which addresses the same concerns.  
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 Commenter 115 – Norman W. Deschampe Responses 
 Comment 115-06 

As stated in response to Comment 97-06, the Final EIS has been 
updated to provide any more recently available data for the Cumulative 
Impacts section and to provide information for the East Range Site as 
comparable to the West Range Site. 

Comment 115-07 
See response to Comment 105-33 regarding concerns about water 
quality; responses to Comments 22-01 and 102-30 regarding concerns 
about CO2 emissions; responses to Comments 38-01 and 42-01 
regarding concerns about mercury emissions; and response to Comment 
49-01 regarding concerns about regional haze. 
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 Commenter 115 – Norman W. Deschampe Responses 
 Comment 115-08 

Thank you for your comment.  It has been noted and will be included in 
the administrative record for this EIS. 

Comment 115-09 
As stated in response to Comment 97-01, DOE and MDOC have made 
appropriate and good faith efforts to ensure that the EIS has addressed 
issues of importance to Native American tribes with existing and historic 
affiliation to northeastern Minnesota.  These efforts have included letters 
submitted to tribal representatives, direct contact by telephone, and 
several conferences with tribal representatives as described in Sections 
1.6.1.3 and 1.8 (Volume 1). 
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 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
 Comment 116-01 

DOE acknowledges that USACE has not endorsed the project 
proponent’s alternatives analysis, which was included in Appendix F1 of 
the Draft EIS, nor has USACE confirmed that the analysis identified the 
least environmentally damaging practicable alternative. DOE’s 
understanding is that this determination will be made based on 
information presented in the Final EIS and Section 404 permit 
application and DOE acknowledges that USACE has the responsibility 
for making this determination before issuing a CWA Section 404 permit.  
DOE also recognizes that the wrong version of Appendix F1 was 
inadvertently included in the Draft EIS.  DOE has worked with Excelsior 
to include the “correct” version of Appendix F1, which has been further 
updated, in the Final EIS.  Issues and constraints identified have been 
further and better explained, discussions made more consistent, and the 
text and figures more clearly linked together.  The project purpose and 
limitation on alternatives under the CCPI program were discussed with 
EPA and Corps staff on May 13, 2008. 
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 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
 Comment 116-02 

The issues enumerated in this comment have been addressed in 
response to respective subsequent comments as indicated below: 

(1) Comment 116-05 addresses the issue of a Phase I only outcome. 

(2) Comments116-07, -22 and -23 address the impacts on wetlands. 

(3) Comment 116-15 addresses the issue of network upgrades. 

(4) Comment 116-38 addresses vehicular emissions. 

(5) Comment 116-11 addresses DOE’s consideration of alternatives. 
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 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
 Comment 116-03 

The comments indicated are addressed in responses to the February 23, 
2007 submission by USACE beginning with the response to Comment 
116-26 in sequence.  Only the comments listed here by USACE have 
been assigned numbers and responded to in this document.  In 
consultation with USACE, DOE concluded that all other comments from 
the February 23, 2007 submission were addressed to USACE’s 
satisfaction in the Draft EIS as published. 

Comment 116-04 
DOE discussed the statement of DOE’s proposed action and purpose 
and need for agency action with EPA and Corps staff on May 13, 2008.  
DOE has addressed EPA’s comment (111-02) relating to the purpose 
statement by revising text in Chapters 1 and 2 (as well as the Summary) 
of the Final EIS (Volume 1). 

Comment 116-05 
Although DOE believes that the proper scope of the Final EIS is to 
address the impacts associated with both Phase I and Phase II 
developments since Phase II is a connected action, DOE agrees that a 
Phase I-only project is at least a reasonably foreseeable outcome.  
Therefore, the Final EIS has been updated in Chapter 4 (Volume 1) to 
provide an analysis of Phase I only impacts for the West Range and East 
Range Sites. It should be noted, however, that MDOC is precluded from 
considering alternative size, type of project, or timing under state 
regulations.  In addition, DOE notes that the primary purpose of the Final 
EIS is to address the impacts associated with both Phase I and Phase II 
developments.  The Project must also comply with Minnesota Rules 
Chapter 7849 (“Power Plants and Transmission Lines”) that requires an 
applicant to provide an engineering analysis addressing how each site 
could accommodate expansion of generating capacity in the future.  
Therefore, although a Phase I-only project is considered in the Final EIS, 
the siting criteria for the Project – providing sufficient resources and 
space for a Phase II expansion – remains intact. 

Comment 116-06 
Thank you for your comment.  It has been noted and will be included in 
the administrative record for this EIS. 

Comment 116-07 
The Summary Comparison of Impacts table is intended to provide 
comparisons of impacts for all resource areas in a common format at a 
high level of summarization.  Section 4.7 of the Final EIS (Volume 1) 
provides detailed tables (4.7-33 and 4.7-34) comparing impacts on 
wetlands for both of the project proponent’s alternative sites. 
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 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
   Comment 116-08 

A Biological Assessment has been prepared to address potential effects 
on the Canada lynx, which has been incorporated into the main text of 
the Final EIS and is included in Appendix E (Volume 2). 

Comment 116-09 
The statement has been revised in the Final EIS (Volume 1) to delete the 
phrase indicated. 

Comment 116-10 
The most recent baseload electric power projections of Minnesota 
utilities identified in completed integrated resource plans have been 
updated in Appendix F1. 

Comment 116-11 
DOE discussed this comment with EPA and Corps staff on May 13, 
2008.  In response to this comment and a related comment by EPA 
(111-02), DOE has revised Chapter 2 of the Final EIS (Volume 1) 
clarifying its position with respect to the scope of alternatives analysis 
and the “reasonable” alternatives available to the agency. 
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 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
 Comment 116-12 

Clarification has been added to the text of the Final EIS to indicate that 
these are the participant’s principal reasons for selecting the preferred 
alternative and concurrence by USACE or DOE is not implied.  Also, as 
previously noted Appendix F1 has been updated to more effectively and 
clearly document and explain issues and constraints at alternative sites. 

Comment 116-13 
The Final EIS has been updated to reflect the project proponent’s 
announced decision, to be reflected in a revised permit application to the 
MPCA, to utilize an enhanced ZLD system at the West Range Site, 
which would eliminate discharges of process water and cooling tower 
blowdown into any water bodies (see new figures provided in Section 
4.5.3 [Volume 1]).  Use of the enhanced ZLD system at the West Range 
Site would be implemented as described for the East Range Site in 
Section 4.5.4 (Volume 1) of the Draft EIS.  The impacts associated with 
using the enhanced ZLD system at the West Range Site are discussed 
under Mitigation Alternative 3 in Section 5.3.2.1 (Volume 1) and 
Appendix H (Volume 2) of the Final EIS.  In general, the enhanced ZLD 
system would greatly reduce water quality impacts, reduce water 
appropriation needs, and eliminate wastewater discharge pipelines. 

Comment 116-14 
DOE provided information pertaining to the contents of MISO studies as 
available in Section 2.2.2.4 of the Draft EIS (Volume 1).  New text has 
been added to Section 2.2.2.4 (Volume 1) regarding updates from 
feasibility and system impacts studies since publication of the Draft EIS.  
The information presented in the Final EIS is the latest available on 
these studies.  See also the response to Comment 116-15 below. 

Comment 116-15 
Section 2.2.2.4 (Volume 1) of the Draft EIS explained that the POIs with 
the regional electrical grid would be the Blackberry Substation for the 
West Range Site and the Forbes Substation for the East Range Site.  
The section also discussed the HVTL infrastructure decisions needed 
from the MISO for the Mesaba Energy Project based on interconnection 
studies ongoing, planned, and anticipated.  Draft EIS Sections 2.3.1.5 
and 2.3.2.5 for the West Range and East Range Sites, respectively, 
described the alternative alignments and required upgrades for HVTL 
corridors from the plant sites to the POIs.  The scope of the EIS did not 
extend to the power distribution system beyond the respective POIs due 
to the uncertainties surrounding the MISO interconnection studies and 
the fact that planned expansions to the regional transmission system did  
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 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
   Comment 116-15 (cont’d) 

not account for the rapidly changing circumstances associated with 
expansions to the industrial mining/manufacturing base on the Iron 
Range. 

Section 2.2.2.4 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS has been updated to 
describe the current status of the interconnection studies underway or in 
the queue at MISO.  Those studies must be completed before the 
potential environmental impacts of required upgrades down-network 
from the POIs can be determined with any certainty.  In most cases 
involving physical changes to the HVTL network, the PUC would require 
a HVTL routing permit application, which would trigger MDOC’s 
preparation of an EIS to address specific routes, proposed actions, and 
potential impacts. 

See response to Comment 80-20, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 116-16 
The statement in question – “however, no other public approvals would 
be needed” – refers to additional public approvals on the 
agreements/contracts between Excelsior and the rail companies.  As 
listed in Chapter 6 of the Draft EIS (Volume 1), Excelsior is required to 
obtain a CWA Section 404 permit for the discharge of dredged and/or fill 
material in any jurisdictional wetlands and waters of the U.S., which 
includes the construction of the rail connection and/or improvements to 
associated railway structures.  The USACE is the regulatory agency with 
the responsibility of authorizing these actions.  For clarification, text has 
been revised to the effect: “The plans for connecting the BNSF and/or 
CN with the Mesaba Generating Station on the West or East Range 
Sites would require plan approvals from the respective companies.  No 
other public approvals would be required for the interconnection itself; 
however, the construction of the rail line would require permits, such as a 
Section 404 permit from the USACE for dredging or filling waters of the 
United States.” 

Comment 116-17 
The labeling of HVTLs for the East Range Site in Section 2.3.2.5 of the 
Final EIS (Volume 1) has been revised to provide better correspondence 
between the lines and alternatives in the text and illustrations. 

Comment 116-18 
DOE has revised the second sentence in the first paragraph of Section 
3.7.2 of the Final EIS (Volume 1) to read: “Under Section 404 of the 
Clean Water Act, a USACE permit is required for the discharge of 
dredged or fill material into waters of the U.S.” 
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 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
   Comment 116-19 

The third paragraph in Section 3.7.2 of the Draft EIS has been deleted in 
the Final EIS (Volume 1). 

Comment 116-20 
DOE has removed the following sentence in Section 3.7.2 of the Final 
EIS (Volume 1):  “The majority of wetlands identified in each alternative 
site have a connection to interstate commerce; however, some wetlands 
appear to be isolated.”  DOE acknowledges that USACE will make 
determinations about jurisdictional wetlands based on its review of the 
final wetland delineation reports. 
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 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
 Comment 116-21 

DOE has revised the second paragraph in Section 3.7.4.3 of the Final 
EIS (Volume 1) to read: “The field investigations identified areas meeting 
wetland criteria as defined in the USACE Wetland Delineation Manual 
(USACE, 1987) herein referred to as the ‘1987 Manual.’  Determination 
of the wetland/upland boundary was accomplished using the three-
parameter approach (hydrophytic vegetation, hydric soils and wetland 
hydrology) as outlined in the 1987 Manual.” 

Comment 116-22 
DOE has updated Table 3.7-4 in the Final EIS to reflect only delineated 
wetlands within the East Range Site, including the breakdown of the 
565.13 acre wetland, and has added a new table reflecting only 
delineated wetlands within utility and transportation corridors for the East 
Range Site.  This change provides comparable summaries for the West 
and East Range Sites. The East and West Range Sites were delineated 
as stated in the last paragraph of Draft EIS Section 3.7.4.3 (Volume 1): 
“A two-person team of wetland scientists delineated boundaries of the 
wetlands. Up to four teams were used to delineate the wetlands at the 
West Range Site and one two-person team delineated the wetland 
boundaries at the East Range Site.  Access to the East and West Range 
was conducted by foot and/or by all-terrain vehicles.” This language 
remains in the Final EIS. 

Comment 116-23 
DOE has revised tables 4.7-33 and 4.7-34 in the Final EIS to more 
clearly define the anticipated permanent and temporary impacts of the 
project alternatives.  This includes: (a) identifying the preferred 
alternatives; (b) including type conversion impacts in utility corridors; (c) 
clarifying temporary vs. permanent impacts; and (d) clarifying temporary 
road impacts. 

Comment 116-24 
DOE has revised the summary tables within Section 4.7 and Appendix 
F2 of the Final EIS to display wetlands impacts by type.  DOE has made 
the appropriate modifications to the Cumulative Impacts Analysis in 
Section 5.2.5. 
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 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
 Comment 116-25 

Additional information has been gathered to resolve discrepancies 
between the methodologies used in the Mesaba Energy Project 
Cumulative Impacts Assessment and in the Minnesota Steel Cumulative 
Impacts Assessment.  Revised data and analysis within the EIS 
document include habitat mapping to level 3 under the Gap Analysis 
Program data and, comparably, level 4 of the ECS to match the analysis 
provided in the Minnesota Steel EIS.  Section 5.2.6 (Volume 1) has been 
updated with this data and a revised analysis has been conducted to 
maintain consistency between the Mesaba EIS and the Minnesota Steel 
EIS.   

DOE has included ECS and species assemblages that utilize the 
habitats within the ECS subsections in the biological resources sections 
of the Final EIS. 
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 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
 

NOTE: As indicated in Comment 116-03, USACE referenced certain 
comments that were submitted in February 2007 prior to 
publication of the Draft EIS as requiring further consideration by 
DOE.  Only the comments listed in Comment 116-03 have been 
assigned numbers and responded to in the following pages.  In 
consultation with USACE, DOE concluded that comments not 
indicated in Comment 116-03 and not assigned numbers in the 
following pages were addressed to USACE’s satisfaction in the 
Draft EIS as published. 

Comment 116-26 
The USDA Forest Service has participated as a cooperating agency for 
this EIS as stated in Section 1.1 (Volume 1): “As a Federal Land 
Manager, the USDA Forest Service has an affirmative responsibility to 
protect air quality-related values of wilderness areas.  Accordingly, the 
USDA Forest Service, as a cooperating agency, provides technical 
expertise in the review of air quality impacts.”  This language remains as 
presented in the Final EIS. 

Comment 116-27 
See response to Comment 116-05, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 116-28 
DOE recognizes that USACE will not issue a CWA Section 404 permit 
unless Excelsior can demonstrate that the proposed site represents the 
LEDPA, as determined by USACE.  DOE understands that USACE will 
make the LEDPA determination based on wetland impacts while taking 
into consideration impacts to other environmental resources and local 
communities.  

The avoidance and minimization analysis and discussions in the Final 
EIS have been substantially expanded, and new rail and road 
alternatives developed (see Section 2.3 [Volume 1] of the Final EIS) in 
order to reduce direct and indirect wetland impacts, especially at the 
West Range Site.  Additional explanations of the potential for indirect 
impacts to wetlands have also been added as appropriate to the Final 
EIS. 
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 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
 Comment 116-29 

The supplemental information requested by USACE in its comment 
submitted February 23, 2007 was provided by the project proponent and 
included in Appendix F1 (Volume 2).  A corrected and updated version of 
Appendix F1 has been included in the Final EIS. 

Comment 116-30 
DOE discussed these issues with USACE representatives in a 
teleconference on March 5, 2007, before publication of the Draft EIS.  In 
addition, DOE had meetings with the USACE on July 23, 2008 in 
Washington, August 7, 2008 in St. Paul, and September 3, 2008 in 
Bemidji and has had numerous phone calls and email exchanges to 
clarify feedback from the USACE. 

Comment 116-31 
This EIS is a post-selection document.  Programmatic criteria are 
described in Section 1.2 (Volume1).  The criterion of “Project Feasibility” 
covers the appropriateness of proposed site(s). 

Comment 116-32 
DOE explained to USACE how the information supplied by submitters 
under CCPI, including site information, was considered in its 
environmental review. 
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 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
 Comment 116-33 

DOE included the following statement beginning on the first line of page 
1-7 of the Draft EIS (Volume 1):  “In consultation with USACE regulatory 
staff, Excelsior has developed a purpose and need statement to satisfy 
USACE NEPA and CWA Section 404 requirements.  The project 
purpose, provided in Appendix F1 and stated below, will be carried into 
the CWA Section 404 permit evaluation, and will be the basis for the 
alternatives analysis required by USACE regulations.”  The Final EIS 
was revised to include similar language in new Section 1.4.3 (Volume 1). 
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 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
 Comment 116-34 

See response to Comment 116-05, which addresses the same concern.  
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 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
 Comment 116-35 

See response to Comment 116-13, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 116-36 
DOE included the following text in the sixth paragraph on page 2-27 of 
the Draft EIS (Volume 1):  “Operating in fully slurry quench mode would 
result in reduced fuel use and, consequently, reduced pollutant 
emissions/discharges, and Excelsior intends to operate the Mesaba 
Energy Project in the more-efficient full slurry quench mode to the extent 
feasible.  However, full slurry quench is an IGCC design improvement 
that is subject to further engineering and verification by experience at the 
Wabash River Plant.  Therefore, to avoid unrealistic expectations, 
neither the maximum resource requirements nor maximum pollutant 
emissions/discharges operating under full slurry quench are considered 
in this EIS.”  This text has been retained in the Final EIS (Section 
2.2.2.1, Volume 1). 

Comment 116-37 
See responses to Comments 80-20, 116-14 and 116-15, which address 
the same concerns. 

Comment 116-38 
Sections 2.2.3.1 and 4.3.2 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS have been 
updated to include a subsection with discussions regarding truck and 
train emissions associated with the Mesaba Energy Project (also see 
response to Comment 12-01 which addresses the same concern).  
Emissions from coal unloading and loading from trains are not expected 
to appreciably change air quality because emissions would be reduced 
by minimizing unenclosed points of material transfer components, 
enclosing conveyors and loading areas, and installing control devices 
such as baghouses and wetting systems. 

Comment 116-39 
See response to Comment 116-28, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 116-40 
As stated beginning on the first line of page 2-61 of the Draft EIS 
(Volume 1):  “Excelsior prefers Alternative 2 for treatment of domestic 
wastewater from the Mesaba Generating Station because it would avoid 
discharging treated domestic effluent upstream of public waters impaired 
for DO and nutrients.”  This text has been retained in the Final EIS 
(Section 2.3.1.3, Volume 1). 

Comment 116-41 
See response to Comment 116-28, which addresses the same concern. 
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 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
 Comment 116-42 

Impacts to aquatic resources associated with mercury emissions from 
the power plant are discussed briefly in Section 4.3.2.6 of the EIS 
(Volume 1) with more detail on the risks associated with the fish 
ingestion mercury-exposure pathway in the Section 4.17, Safety and 
Health (Volume 1).  The Final EIS has been revised to insert a missing 
sub-section heading (in printed copies of the Draft EIS) “4.17.2.3 Human 
Health Risks” for the text that addresses human health risks associated 
with air pollutants (including mercury emissions) from the project. 

Comment 116-43 
Vehicle traffic emissions during peak construction were calculated and 
presented in Section 4.3.2.2 of the Draft EIS (Volume 1).  However, 
emissions from other construction-related activities, such as site grading 
and soil movement, were not calculated. The qualitative assessment of 
the impacts from these activities is based on similar types of construction 
activities, and it was determined that the emissions would be small 
compared to the regulatory threshold used to determine the need for 
further impact analysis. 

Comment 116-44 
See response to Comment 116-38, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 116-45 
The visual impacts of the cooling tower plume are discussed in Section 
4.2.2.2 of the Final EIS (Volume 1).  The plumes from the cooling towers 
would consist of water vapor and are expected to be similar to small 
cumulus clouds and their presence will be dependent on the time of the 
year, the rate at which coal is being processed into syngas, and the rate 
at which syngas or natural gas is being consumed in the combustion 
turbines. 
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 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
 Comment 116-46 

DOE’s statement in the DEIS reflects DOE’s understanding of the known 
conservatism in the FLAG 2000 guidance on modeling visibility impacts 
and the proponent’s analysis of the actual meteorological circumstances 
attending times when significant visibility impacts were modeled.  
Therefore, although the actual impacts in some circumstances are 
deemed to be insignificant because of natural conditions, the modeled 
impacts are not.  Given that the FLMs will use modeling results on which 
to base their initial findings of an adverse impact to visibility, DOE 
expects that USACE which has the responsibility for making a LEDPA 
determination, will consider modeled visibility impacts as a factor.  
However, to respond to the specific question in this comment, DOE 
understands that Excelsior also considers visibility impacts a factor in 
determining the LEDPA. 

Comment 116-47 
The USDA Forest Service considers the modeled visibility impacts to the 
nearby Class I areas described in the Draft EIS as significant.  See 
responses to Comments 49-01 and 49-11, which address concerns from 
the MPCA and the Forest Service regarding the visibility modeling. 

Comment 116-48 
Predicted human and environmental impacts of mercury emissions from 
the power plant are discussed in the Section 4.17, Safety and Health, of 
the EIS (Volume 1). The Final EIS was revised to insert a missing sub-
section heading (in printed copies of the Draft EIS) “4.17.2.3 Human 
Health Risks” for the section that addresses human health risks 
associated with air pollutants (including mercury emissions) from the 
project. 

Comment 116-49 
The following text has been added to Section 4.8 (Volume 1) to address 
potential effects of water withdrawals on fish populations: 

“Large quantity water withdrawals for plant process water requirements 
could alter lake or stream temperatures and reduce the quality and 
quantity of aquatic habitat.  Consequently, this could impact the lake or 
stream’s ability to support certain types of fish, potentially leading to a 
decline in biodiversity in source waters for the project.  Significant water 
level reductions could interfere with lake trout natural reproduction, as 
this species deposits eggs in the fall on boulder or cobble habitats in 
depths usually less than 40 feet and incubation lasts 4 to 6 months after 
spawning (Snyder and Oswald, 2005).  Refer to Section 4.5, Water 
Resources (Volume 1), for surface water withdrawal predictions.”   
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 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
 Comment 116-49 (cont’d)

Potentially affected fisheries are the CMP and Prairie River on the West 
Range and Colby Lake and White Water Reservoir on the East Range.  
Withdrawals from the Prairie River may not be necessary and would be 
less than the state limit of 25 percent of 7Q10 flows, which is set to 
protect the river from excessive withdrawals (see response to Comment 
82-43).  As part of the water appropriation permit process, the project 
proponent would be required to provide further hydrologic modeling to 
ensure that the Mesaba Generating Station would not result in any 
significant adverse impacts to regional water resources at both the West 
Range Site and East Range Site.  New text has been added to Sections 
4.5.3.1 and 4.5.4.1 (Volume 1) which discusses potential impacts on 
water level fluctuations as a result of water appropriation during the 
proposed facility’s operation at the West and East Range Sites, 
respectively. 

Comment 116-50 
As discussed in response to Comment 116-13, the enhanced ZLD 
system at the West Range Site would not discharge any process-related 
wastewaters or non-contact cooling tower blowdown and, therefore, 
eliminates the concerns regarding discharge of pollutants posed by this 
comment. 
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 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
 Comment 116-51 

Regarding impacts to water resources resulting from use of mine pit 
waters, for the West Range Site, new text has been added to subsection 
Water Levels and Water Balance During Operations (under Section 
4.5.3.1, Volume 1).  The new text also addresses pumping estimates for 
the CMP and potential impacts to Holman Lake (no discharge to Holman 
Lake would occur during normal operating conditions).  In general, use of 
the enhanced ZLD system at the West Range Site would eliminate 
discharges and decrease water demand and, thus, reduce most of the 
water quality and quantity concerns discussed in the Draft EIS. 

Comment 116-52 
The quantity of water available within the West Range mine pits and the 
Prairie River is described in Section 3.5.1.1 of the Final EIS (Volume 1).  
The inflow rates used by the project proponent for the CMP are based on 
MNDNR monitoring that was conducted when water elevations in the pit 
were at relatively high levels.  Although this method produces a net 
inflow rate, it produces a measurement that is, in the case of the CMP, 
considered to be conservatively low. Inflow rates for the HAMP Complex 
were determined on the same basis and provided to the proponent by 
the MNDNR.  The basis for these computations is included as Appendix 
E to the Water Appropriation Permit Application.  

Flow estimates for the LMP and the Prairie River were determined on a 
different basis and are discussed in Section 3.5.1.1 of the Final EIS 
(Volume 1). More information regarding the flow calculation for the LMP 
can be found in Table 1.12-15 of the project proponent’s Environmental 
Supplement. In general, with the exception of the spring snow melt or 
torrential rains, the LMP continually overflows to the Prairie River. 
Available flow measurements include one measurement taken in the 
summer of 2005 and one taken in the winter of 2005; both 
measurements produced essentially identical flows.   

Calculation of the 7Q10 for the Prairie River is provided in the project 
proponent’s Water Appropriation Permit Application to MNDNR 
(Appendix F in the application) and discussed in subsection Prairie River 
Intake (under Section 4.5.3.1 [Volume 1]).  While the status of water 
sources would not be 'fully determined' until a Water Appropriation 
Permit is issued, the amount of available water has been estimated on 
the conservative bases described above (i.e., the water sources are 
likely to be more abundant than these conservative assumptions 
indicate).  New text has been added to subsection Water Levels and 
Water Balance During Operations (under Section 4.5.3.1, Volume 1),  

 
 
 
 

116-51 
 
 
 
 

116-52 
 
 
 
 

116-53 
 
 
 

116-54 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

116-55 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

116-56 
 
 
 

116-57 
 
 



 

 

 
449

D
O

E
/E

IS
-0382 

 
M

E
S

A
B

A E
N

ER
G

Y
 P

R
O

JEC
T

F
IN

AL E
N

VIR
O

N
M

EN
TAL IM

PAC
T S

TATEM
EN

T 
 

V
O

LU
M

E 3. C
O

M
M

EN
TS AN

D
 R

E
SP

O
N

SE
S

 O
N

 TH
E

 D
R

A
FT E

IS

 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
 Comment 116-52 (cont’d)

which discusses impacts to water resources from use of the mine pit 
waters. 

Comment 116-53 
It is anticipated that withdrawal from the CMP would be restricted if water 
levels reached the 1,250 feet msl elevation range. 

Comment 116-54 
See response to Comment 116-50, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 116-55 
See response to Comment 116-50, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 116-56 
See response to Comment 116-50, which addresses the same concern.  
New text has been added to Section 4.5.3.2 (Volume 1) regarding new 
analysis on phosphorous levels in the CMP. 

Comment 116-57 
As discussed in response to Comment 116-13, the enhanced ZLD 
system at the West Range Site would not discharge any process-related 
wastewaters or non-contact cooling tower blowdown and, therefore, 
eliminates the concerns regarding discharge of pollutants posed by this 
comment.  The section, MPCA NPDES/SDS Permit for Cooling Tower 
Blowdown, in which this statement was located has been revised and 
reference to “stagnation” of Holman Lake has been deleted. 

Comment 116-58 
See response to Comment 116-50, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 116-59 
As explained in responses to Comments 6-01, 76-01, 76-02, and 76-13, 
the proposed use of an enhanced ZLD system at the West Range Site 
would eliminate the need for outfalls 001 and 002.  MNDNR has 
proposed construction of an overflow device to regulate water levels in 
the CMP that would eliminate the need for the Mesaba Energy Project to 
provide an emergency outfall from the CMP pumping station to Holman 
Lake as initially discussed in the Draft EIS. 

Comment 116-60 
New text has been added to subsection Water Levels and Water 
Balance During Operations (under Section 4.5.3.1, Volume 1), which 
discusses impacts to water resources from use of the mine pit waters. 

Comment 116-61 
See response to Comment 116-50, which addresses the same concern. 

 
116-57 

(cont’d) 
 
 

116-58 
 
 

116-59 
 
 

116-60 
 
 
 
 

116-61 
 
 
 

116-62 
 

116-63 
 
 
 

116-64 
 
 
 
 

116-65 
 
 
 
 
 

116-66 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
450

D
O

E
/E

IS
-0382 

 
M

E
S

A
B

A E
N

ER
G

Y
 P

R
O

JEC
T

F
IN

AL E
N

VIR
O

N
M

EN
TAL IM

PAC
T S

TATEM
EN

T 
 

V
O

LU
M

E 3. C
O

M
M

EN
TS AN

D
 R

E
SP

O
N

SE
S

 O
N

 TH
E

 D
R

A
FT E

IS

 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
 Comment 116-62 

See response to Comment 116-50, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 116-63 
See response to Comment 116-50, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 116-64 
See response to Comment 116-50, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 116-65 
The East Range mine pits are on private property to which the public is 
not allowed access and the waters therein are not protected under 
Minnesota Law.  As a result, no fishery has been encouraged or 
established within the pits.  See response to Comment 76-31 and new 
text in Section 4.5.4.1 (Volume 1) on competing water users at the East 
Range Site. 

Water levels in the CMP and Hill-Annex Mine Pit Complex would be 
controlled as discussed in Section 4.5.3.1 (Volume 1).  Water levels in 
the CMP and Hill-Annex Mine Pit Complex would be controlled as 
discussed in response to Comment 76-12. 

Comment 116-66 
As noted in response to Comment 116-28 this alternative has, as have 
other rail alternatives, been evaluated and discussed in the Final EIS. 

Comment 116-67 
In response to this comment in February 2007, DOE revised Section 
4.7.7.1 of the Draft EIS (Volume 1) as published.  DOE has further 
revised paragraph 2 of Section 4.7.7.1 of the Final EIS to read as 
follows:  “Special or protected wetlands as discussed above are not 
known to occur within the West Range Site or the East Range Site IGCC 
Station Footprint and Buffer Land or utility and transportation corridors.  
However, areas of tamarack and spruce bogs are located within the 
facility site and the utility and transportation corridors (Excelsior, 2006b).  
USACE regulatory staff evaluates wetland loss by function, and therefore 
gives much attention to wetland impacts by type.  In the absence of more 
definitive information on the functions of a specific wetland site, a 
minimum one-to-one acreage replacement may be used as a reasonable 
surrogate for no net loss of functions. Wetland mitigation ratios often 
vary by wetland type impacted, particularly for losses of forested wetland 
that require decades to establish.  Therefore, a more detailed analysis of 
wetland loss by function and actual mitigation ratios is addressed in this 
section.” 
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 Commenter 116 – Robert J. Whiting Responses 
 Comment 116-68 

See response to Comment 116-67, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 116-69 
This comment relates to a preliminary (prepublication) version of the 
Draft EIS; the text has subsequently been revised.  See response to 
Comment 116-67. 

Comment 116-70 
Additional information has been added to Sections 3.8 and 4.8 (Volume 
1) regarding fisheries and potential impacts to fisheries around the 
project areas.  Information on invertebrate populations around the project 
area has been added to Section 3.8.  Mercury bioaccumulation in fish is 
discussed in Section 4.8.2.2, as well as Sections 4.3 and 4.17 (Volume 
1).  A reference to Sections 4.3 and 4.17 is included in Section 4.8.2.2 to 
direct the reader for additional information regarding bioaccumulation of 
mercury.  As discussed in Sections 4.5 and 4.8, the intake structures for 
process water pumping stations at the various mine pits would be 
designed to prevent the entrainment of fish species, which would 
preclude the transfer of live fish between surface waters.  Impacts to 
recreational activities are discussed in Section 4.13 (Volume 1). 

Comment 116-71 
See response to Comment 116-25, which addresses the same concern. 
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 Commenter 117 – Janet L. Brandon Responses 
 Comment 117-01 

Thank you for your comment.  It has been noted and will be included in 
the administrative record for this EIS. 

Comment 117-02 
See responses to Comments 1-02, 4-01, and 67-01, which address the 
same concerns.   
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 Commenter 117 – Janet L. Brandon Responses 
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 Commenter 118 – Concerned Individual Responses 
 Comment 118-01 

See responses to Comments 1-01, 12-02, 82-37, and 95-26, which 
address the same concerns. 

Comment 118-02 
See responses to Comments 1-02, 4-01, 19-03, and 78-03, which 
address the same concerns. 

Comment 118-03 
See response to Comment 37-01.  DOE oversees numerous projects 
that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of renewable energy 
generation technologies, such as wind, solar, and hydro power. 
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 Commenter 119 – Ly Her Responses 
 Comment 119-01 

See responses to Comments 38-01 and 59-12, which address the same 
concerns. 

Comment 119-02 
As stated in Section 4.12.4 (Volume 1), as much as 98 percent of the 
mercury in Minnesota lakes and rivers comes from the atmosphere.  
Mercury deposition to Big Diamond Lake from the Mesaba plant was 
determined to be less than 1 percent of the background deposition rate.  
Therefore, although the incremental increase in health risk from 
ingestion of fish posed by mercury from plant emissions would be below 
state thresholds, the plant would not eliminate existing fish consumption 
advisories. 

Comment 119-03 
The ingestion of meat from deer exposed to coal dust from trains or 
power plant emissions was not determined to be a risk pathway of 
concern for the AERA protocol. 
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 Commenter 120 – Larry Johnson Responses 
 Comment 120-01 

See responses to Comments 7-02, 111-08 and 116-49, which address 
the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 120 – Larry Johnson Responses 
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 Commenter 121 – MEHHED Responses 
 Comment 121-01 

See response to Comment 37-01.  DOE oversees numerous projects 
that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of renewable energy 
generation technologies, such as wind, solar, and hydro power. 
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 Commenter 122 – Bob Tammen Responses 
 Comment 122-01 

See response to Comment 30-01, which addresses the same concerns.  
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 Commenter 122 – Bob Tammen Responses 
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 Commenter 122 – Bob Tammen Responses 
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