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EXCELSIOR ENERGY, INC. 1 

BEFORE THE MINNESOTA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 2 

PREPARED DIRECT TESTIMONY OF  3 

ROBERT MANTEY 4 

Q Please state your name, current employment position and business address. 5 

A  Robert Mantey.  I am a Principal Consultant with Alliance Acoustical 6 

Consultants, Inc., an engineering consulting firm that specializes in noise control, 7 

acoustics, and vibration.  The headquarters offices are located at 18023 Sky Park 8 

Circle, Suite H2, Irvine, California 92614. 9 

Q Would you please describe your educational and professional background. 10 

A  I have over 27 years of technical, project management, and supervisory 11 

experience in the field of applied engineering acoustics and noise control.  My 12 

expertise includes environmental/community noise modeling, machinery noise 13 

control, noise monitoring and measurement, noise mitigation strategies, and the 14 

preparation of noise assessments (including NEPA, SEPA, and CEQA 15 

documentation).  I have completed noise assessments for a broad range of power 16 

generation, industrial, commercial, residential, entertainment, mixed use, and 17 

transportation projects.  I have prepared technical noise studies on scores of power 18 

plants for such end clients as SDG&E, Duke Energy, Reliant Energy, Calpine, ConEd, 19 

Entergy, AES, FPL, TIE, Panda Power, MEGA, TransAlta, Energy NorthWest, Enron, 20 

EMI, and Thermo Ecotek.  In the California market, I have reviewed, contributed to, 21 

analyzed, and/or written noise sections for several permit applications to the California 22 

Energy Commission (“CEC”).  Prior to co-founding Alliance Acoustical Consultants, 23 
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Inc., I practiced acoustical engineering at PCR Services Corp., Fluor Daniel, 1 

McDonnell-Douglas Aircraft, Wyle Labs, and Bolt Beranek and Newman (“BBN”).  I 2 

have a B.S. degree in Engineering from Harvey Mudd College, Claremont, CA as well 3 

as an Engineer-in-Training (“EIT”) Certificate from the State of California.  My 4 

resume is appended as Exhibit  ___ (RAM-1). 5 

Q On whose behalf are you testifying? 6 

A  I am testifying on behalf of MEP-I LLC, MEP-II LLC, and Excelsior Energy 7 

Inc. (collectively “Excelsior”), the developers of the Mesaba Energy Project 8 

(the “Project”). 9 

Scope and Summary 10 

Q What is the purpose of your testimony in this proceeding? 11 

A  The purpose of my testimony is to provide general background information on 12 

the noise impact of the Project.  I will also identify the portions of the Joint 13 

Application and Environmental Supplement which I am sponsoring and on which I 14 

will be able to provide testimony. 15 

Preparation of the Joint Permit Application and Environmental Supplement 16 

Q Are you available to act as sponsor for particular sections of the Applications? 17 

A.  Yes.  In particular, I am sponsoring the following sections:  18 

 Joint Application 19 

West Range 20 

 Section 7.9.4 (Construction Noise Impacts) 21 

 Section 7.9.5 (Operation Noise Impacts) 22 

 Section  7.9.7 (Railroad Noise and Vibration Impacts) 23 
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East Range 1 

 Section 8.9.4 (Construction Noise Impacts) 2 

 Section 8.9.5 (Operating Noise Impacts: Methodology),  3 

 Section 8.9.7 (Railroad Noise and Vibration Impacts)  4 

 Environmental Supplement 5 

 Section 3.10.1 (Construction Noise Levels) 6 

 Section 3.10.2 (Operational Noise Levels) 7 

 Section 3.10.4 (Rail Noise and Vibration) 8 

 Section 3.10.5 (Impact of Construction Noise on Receptors) 9 

 Section 3.10.6 (Impact of Plant Operation Noise on Receptors) 10 

 Section 3.10.7 (Impact of Rail Noise and Vibration on Receptors) 11 

 Section 3.10.9.2 (Mitigation of Facility Noise) 12 

 Appendix 5 (Noise Evaluation Study) 13 

  I personally prepared or directly supervised the technical preparation of a 14 

stand-alone report entitled “Noise Evaluation Study for the Excelsior Energy Mesaba 15 

Energy Project,” dated December 2005 and presented to engineering staff members of 16 

Fluor Corporation.  This same material was, in parallel, sent to technical staff at Short 17 

Elliott Hendrickson Inc. (“SEH”) for their use in generating the overall project 18 

environmental impact assessment documentation; including the Joint Application and 19 

Environmental Supplement.  Parts of these documents are included in the sponsorship 20 

listing above, and I believe these sections or sub-sections to be consistent with the 21 

original report that I prepared. 22 
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Considerations in Determining Whether to Issue a Site Permit for the Project 1 

Q Please describe the effects on human settlement, particularly the noise impacts.  2 

A  Minimal noise impacts may occur during construction, from ongoing plant 3 

operations, and from railroad operations.   4 

Construction 5 

  Construction noise levels were calculated to be below daytime residential 6 

standards (set by the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (“MPCA”)) at all the 7 

analyzed, nearby receptor locations.  However, because of common fluctuations in the 8 

background noise levels and because construction noise is inherently transitory, 9 

construction activities will be discernable at the nearest receptors.  For example, 10 

‘steam blows’ during plant commissioning will be an unavoidable adverse impact, but 11 

‘steam blow’ discharge piping will be equipped with silencers that would reduce noise 12 

levels by 20 dB to 30 dB at each receptor location; thereby minimizing, to the extent 13 

feasible, these temporary impacts.  Likewise, rail construction will result in short-term 14 

temporary noise impacts, particularly when rail construction is close to receptors.   15 

Operation of the IGCC Power Station 16 

  The overall impact of noise from operation will be minimal.  Without noise 17 

control features, some nighttime exceedances were predicted at one or more receptor 18 

locations at the West Range Site.  Noise mitigation measures are recommended, 19 

therefore, to ensure compliance with the MPCA standards during plant operations at 20 

all West Range receptor locations.  To evaluate likely mitigation measures, an iterative 21 

process was used whereby the noise contributors were ranked and the highest 22 

contributors were reduced via the effective application of noise control treatments 23 
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such as inlet/exhaust silencers or using low-noise equipment.  This process was 1 

continued to achieve an efficient, cost-effective, and reasonably-achievable mix of 2 

noise source characteristics that would result in predicted daytime and nighttime 3 

compliance at all receptor locations that currently meet these standards (note that two 4 

receptors are already above the MPCA nighttime limits due to roadway traffic, but that 5 

the noise from the IGCC Power Station would not increase noise levels at these sites).  6 

With mitigation, the MPCA-compliant noise levels would not increase at any nearby 7 

residence by more than one decibel, which is an imperceptible increase.  The measures 8 

and features identified will be updated, refined, and confirmed during detailed design 9 

efforts to ensure both project compliance and fit-for-purpose cost control. 10 

  At the East Range Power Station, no mitigation is necessary because the 11 

facility is predicted to meet state standards at all residential receptors under base case 12 

assumptions. 13 

Rail Operation 14 

  Individual rail operations associated with the Project are expected to be audible 15 

to nearby residents, however, the 24-hr LDN and Lmax metrics are predicted to be below 16 

applicable train noise criteria.  The noise associated with train horns represents an 17 

unavoidable adverse impact, which is an allowable condition pursuant to Federal 18 

Railroad Administration regulations. 19 

Conclusion  20 

Q Does this conclude your testimony? 21 

A  Yes.22 
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