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 Commenter 53 – Ron Gustafson and Linda Castagneri Responses
 Why would the DOE even entertain these types of comments by a private developer in 

2007?  What person, by title and position deemed these comments acceptable at the 
DOE and the State of Minnesota? 
 
What are the many actions that will be taken in the future?  I am requesting a specific 
list. 
 
How will these actions improve air quality and visibility? 
 
I request that Excelsior Energy provide specific information as to the expected actions 
to be taken to improve air quality and visibility. 
 
Rail  
 
Option 1A of the proposed additional rail loop to serve the Mesaba Energy Project will 
pass within 400 ft of one residence and within 1000 ft. of 3 residences. 
 
What precautions will be in place to reduce train noise and vibration? 
 
What precautions will be taken to protect residents from the effects of escaping coal 
dust from the coal cars?   Will this be monitored?  What are the health risks to residents 
exposed to the escaping coal dust? 
 
The Excelsior Energy study identifies traffic delays of up to nine minutes at rail 
crossings.  This will negatively effect local traffic patterns and cause significant backups 
along major roads.  
 
A nine minute delay to the response time of emergency equipment and first responders 
is unacceptable.  This delay may result in deaths that could have been otherwise 
avoided if emergency personnel were not delayed.   
  
The rail plan submitted by Excelsior Energy is unacceptable and should not be 
approved.  A comprehensive study by an independent agency or firm should be 
conducted to identify the impact of the increased response time of emergency 
equipment and first responders and the depth of traffic delays caused by the nine 
minute wait time.  
 
Henshaw Effect 
 
I disagree with the comments in the draft EIS that state since studies of the health risks 
are inconclusive it is concluded that they are comparable to risks imposed by HVTLs 
already in use.  As noted in my initial comments, those of us raised in the area in the 
1950’s were exposed to many dangerous chemicals due to the mining industry.  When 
you consider the cumulative effects that result from the incremental impacts of the plant 
it is reasonable to expect you will consider that not only is our water already impaired 
from exposure to mercury and other contaminants, but so are we.  The diseases 
attributed to the mining industry continue and Mesothelioma, a lung based disease 
warrants additional review of any potential for air pollutants of any kind to attach to the 
charged molecules when inhaled.  I request this matter be reviewed in light of the newly 
released medical information relevant to the local area.  I request that the health issues 
be reviewed.   

Comment 53-10 
See response to Comment 38-03, which addresses the same concerns 
on noise and dust impacts to residential receptors from the rail transport 
of coal. 

With respect to traffic delays at rail crossings, the potential impacts to 
emergency responders are discussed in Sections 4.13.2.2 and 4.13.3.2 
(under subsections Emergency Response) and Section 5.2.7.1 (Volume 
1). Under Minnesota law, train crossing times are limited to a maximum 
of 10 minutes (Minnesota Statute 219.383, Subd.3).  The EIS estimated 
that the time for a train to cross a road intersection would be 9 minutes, 
which is considered a conservative estimate as it assumes the train’s 
speed would be 10 mph.  Even under this worst-case scenario, the 
potential train crossing time falls under the state limit.  Therefore, a 
comprehensive study is not considered necessary.  However, DOE 
recognizes that although the delay times would be below the state limit 
there could be negative effects on road traffic, as described in Sections 
4.13.3.2 and 5.2.7.1 (Volume 1). 

Comment 53-11 
See response to Comment 3-01, which addresses the same concern. 
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 Commenter 53 – Ron Gustafson and Linda Castagneri Responses
 What person or persons by name, title, and experience determined that these 

risks would not be addressed?  What was the specific basis for non review of the 
health risks?  What were the individuals’ background and expertise to determine 
these reviews are not necessary?  It is a matter of public record that the 
Department of Health for the State of Minnesota withheld pertinent information 
about the impact on the miners and their respiratory health.  How do we know that 
is not occurring here as well? 
 
Emergency Response 
 
The City of Taconite is a rural community of 315 residents with limited emergency 
services. I request an in-depth analysis be included in the scoping process 
regarding the capability of local community First Responders to properly mitigate 
any emergencies during the construction, demonstration and operating phases of 
the proposed plant. I also ask that an in-depth needs assessment be conducted to 
determine additional equipment needs and assess the level of training needed by 
First Responders to mitigate emergency situations throughout the phases of 
construction, demonstration and operation. 
 
The draft EIS does not properly address the issues of Emergency Response. It 
merely states that the City of Taconite may need to increase the complement level 
of volunteer firefighters from 12 to approximately 20. It basically states the City of 
Cohasset never had a problem therefore we should not as well. This is 
unacceptable. A complete study should be conducted to determine the levels of 
needed emergency response, equipment and training needed. The men and 
woman of the local fire departments who risk their lives deserve to receive the 
proper training and equipment.  What person, by title, name and expertise 
determined that since there hasn’t been a problem in the past, there won’t be one 
in the future? 
 
How will additional equipment and staffing be funded? 
Will local taxpayers be required to fund additional equipment and training? 
 
Excelsior Energy successfully lobbied the Minnesota legislature for an exclusive 
exemption to the energy plant personal property tax. This exemption will shift the 
costs of additional staffing, equipment and training of First Responders to local 
communities and ultimately the taxpayers.  
 
 
 
 
Ron Gustafson 
Linda Castagneri 
808 Berry Street Apt 406 
St. Paul MN 55114-1384 
 

Comment 53-12 
See response to Comment 4-04, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 53-13 
See response to Comment 4-04, which addresses the same concern.  
The Emergency Response Plan required for the Mesaba Energy Project 
would identify the requirements for personnel, training, and equipment 
for first response at the plant.  The first responder capabilities at the 
plant would be maintained through revenues generated by the project.  
Potential additional requirements for emergency response by local 
jurisdictions would be identified in the Emergency Response Plan.  The 
costs associated with additional personnel, training, and equipment for 
local and regional emergency response agencies would be the 
responsibilities of the respective jurisdictions. 
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(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 54 – Jim and Tracy Weseloh Responses
 >>> "Jim & Tracy Weseloh" <westj@mchsi.com> 1/8/2008 9:50 AM >>>

   
Mesaba Energy Project, PUC Docket No. E6472/GS-06-
668 
DOE Draft EIS for the Mesaba Energy Project (DOE/EIS-
0382D) 
  
There's no such thing as "clean" or "efficient" coal!  Please add 
my support to CAMP.  Thank you.  Trace  
 

Comment 54-01 
See response to Comment 1-01, which addresses the same concern.  
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 Commenter 55 – Christopher W. Harm Responses
 Comment 55-01 

New text was added to Section 4.4.2.1 (Volume 1) stating that DOE 
would require the project proponent, prior to construction, to review the 
locations of geodetic markers on the NGS website and notify the NGS 90 
days in advance of any markers being disturbed by construction 
procedures. 
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 Commenter 56 – Mike Ives and Peter McDermott Responses
 Comment 56-01 

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

Comment 56-02 
The reference to Itasca Development Corporation in the Final EIS has 
been changed to Itasca Economic Development Corporation. 

Comment 56-03 
Section 3.11.3.2 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS has been revised to indicate 
that Itasca County is a Federally designated HUB Zone and thereby 
receives preferential treatment. 

Comment 56-04 
Section 3.11.4.2 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS has been revised to indicate 
these employment losses in Itasca County since 2000. 
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 Commenter 56 – Mike Ives and Peter McDermott Responses
 Comment 56-05 

The Minnesota Steel Industries project was included in the cumulative 
impacts analysis for the Mesaba Energy Project.  That project is also a 
factor in Excelsior’s preference for the West Range Site. 

Comment 56-06 
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 57 – Michael T. Chezik Responses
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 Commenter 57 – Michael T. Chezik Responses
 Comment 57-01 

See response to Comment 49-01, which addresses the same concerns.  
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 Commenter 57 – Michael T. Chezik Responses
 Comment 57-02 

See response to Comment 49-10, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 57-03 
See response to Comment 49-11, which addresses the same concerns. 

Comment 57-04 
DOE understands that the FLMs have rights to determine impacts to 
Class I Areas.  The qualitative description of the impacts as “slight” has 
been deleted in the Final EIS.  Also see responses to Comments 49-01 
and 49-11, which address the same concerns. 

Comment 57-05 
The emissions inventory shown in Table 5.2.2-1 (Volume 1) of the Draft 
EIS contains all source data that the MPCA could provide at the time of 
Mesaba’s cumulative analysis and represents their judgment at that time 
of the sources likely to have significant air quality and visibility impacts in 
Class I areas.  The Final EIS has been revised to include updated 
emissions sources inventory that was used in the revised analyses 
(included in the revised Appendices B and D1 [Volume 2]).  Also see 
response to Comment 49-13, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 57-06 
See response to Comment 49-01, which addresses the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 57 – Michael T. Chezik Responses
 Comment 57-07 

See response to Comment 49-01, which addresses the same concerns. 

Comment 57-08 
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 added the definitions for the following terms in the beginning of 
Section 4.7 of the Final EIS (Volume 1) to eliminate confusion:  
Permanent Impact, Temporary Impact, Indirect Impact, and Wetland 
Type Conversion.  DOE has updated Tables 4.7-33, 4.7-34 and 
Appendix F2 to further clarify impacts. 

Comment 57-09 
DOE has expanded the avoidance and minimization analysis and 
discussions in the Final EIS including new rail and road alternatives 
developed in order to reduce direct and indirect wetland impacts at the 
West Range Site and the East Range Site.  Additional explanations of 
the placement of the facility footprint and potential for indirect impacts to 
wetlands have also been added as appropriate to the Final EIS.   

Comment 57-10 
Section 3.8 (Volume 1) has been re-written to incorporate the Ecological 
Classification System (ECS) which identifies, characterizes and maps 
ecosystems using physical and biological properties.  While it is not 
possible to identify every species occurring within the project areas, this 
system allows for the characterization of ecosystems (habitat).  
Understanding the impacts to habitat quantity and quality, Section 4.8 
(Volume 1) of the EIS has been revised to evaluate which ecosystems 
(using the ECS) would experience the greatest impacts and which 
species habitat would be greatest impacted (see Section 4.8 [Volume 
1]). 
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 Commenter 57 – Michael T. Chezik Responses 
 

 

Comment 57-11 
Primary impacts to migratory birds would be caused by the loss of forest 
habitat during construction of the power plant and utility corridors.  See 
response to Comment 14-02 for impacts to interior ground nesting birds.  
Overall impacts to migratory bird species could be reduced or avoided 
through tree clearing activities occurring outside the migratory bird 
season (after August 1st and before May 1st).  Overall impacts to habitat 
would be reduced through minimizing clearing activities to the greatest 
extent possible.  As abundant habitat to migratory birds exists within the 
region (see Section 5.2.6 [Volume 1]) and initiatives, such as the North 
Central Landscape Region: A Report to the Minnesota Forest Resources 
Council, are being implemented to protect forest resources, overall 
impacts to migratory bird populations and habitat would be minimal. 

DOE has consulted with the FWS regarding migratory bird protection, 
consistent with the MOU between FWS and DOE and has considered 
migratory bird protection and conservation in the Final EIS as required 
by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Executive Order 13186. 

Comment 57-12 
The Biological Assessment was completed and originally submitted by 
DOE to USFWS in July 2008.  DOE made a determination that the 
proposed action may affect but is unlikely to adversely affect the Canada 
lynx or critical habitat in a letter to USFWS on August 15, 2008.  The 
Biological Assessment was revised in February 2009 (see Volume 2, 
Appendix E) to hedge uncertainties regarding the status of the gray wolf 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), the latest action of which 
occurred on July 1, 2009 when a U.S. District Judge approved an 
agreement between the USFWS and plaintiffs (in a lawsuit challenging 
USFWS’s 2009 rule removing ESA protections for gray wolves in the 
Western Great Lakes) in which gray wolves in the Western Great Lakes 
area will again be protected until the public has been allowed sufficient 
opportunity to provide comment on the removal of such protections.  In a 
letter sent on May 1, 2009, the USFWS concurred with DOE’s 
conclusion that the proposed action may affect, but is unlikely to 
adversely affect, Canada lynx, gray wolf or their critical habitat at the 
West Range Site.  Text in Section 4.8 has been revised to discuss the 
findings of the Biological Assessment. 
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 Commenter 57 – Michael T. Chezik Responses
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 Commenter 58 – Timothy and Patricia Zoerb Responses
 >>> "trtlke" <trtlke@comcast.net> 1/8/2008 4:32 PM >>> 

Letting Mesaba go ahead will invalidate all environmental 
legislation passed in this state in the last two years.  It runs 
counter to the spirit if not the letter of these new global warming 
laws.  It will pollute groundwater, poison the surface water of 
Canisteo Pit, throw massive amounts of CO2 and enough 
mercury into the air to affect life in the northland for centuries.  
It will make hypocrites out of the decisionmakers and let 
everyone know that government finally, ultimately, can and will 
be bought for enough money. 
  
On a personal level, it will make me look elsewhere to live and 
pay taxes.   It will make my present property a lot less valuable.  
It will teach my children to be deeply cynical of all politicians, the 
political and governmental process, and to think of our country 
and state as every bit as bad as Hugo Chavez's Venezuela. 
  
There is no justification that can be given to permit this "project" 
to go ahead.  It will be known as the smelly dirty rat of corrupt 
government and regulatory processes run amok. Just as the 
robber barons more than a century ago raped the northland for 
its resources and exploited new immigrants for their labor, the 
purveyors of this project want to subvert good environmental 
sense for financial gain.  Their gain will be paid for at taxpayer 
expense and resident's health impacts.  Pat Micheletti and Julie 
Jorgensen have no intention of living near their new plant, 
but we were planning on living next to Trout Lake. 
  
Sincerely, 
  
Timothy and Patricia Zoerb 
trtlke@comcast.net 
 

Comment 58-01 
See response to Comment 6-01, which discusses the use of an 
enhanced ZLD system that would eliminate discharges of process water 
and cooling tower blowdown into any water bodies and negates 
concerns about potential impacts from effluents.  See Sections 4.3 and 
4.17 (Volume 1) for discussions on potential impacts from increased CO2 
and mercury emissions, respectively. 

Comment 58-02 
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 59 – Harry Hutchins Responses
 DEIS Measba project 

 
Page #  
4 8 2 1 Changing forestland to grassland will only benefit edge species.  We 

have an abundance of these already.  What is declining are forest 
interior species, species which need larger patches of intact mature 
forest, and ground nesting birds.  These corridors will provide easy 
hunting well into the fragments of forests Studies show these edge 
effects go well into the forests – at least 200 meters.   

 Changing forestland to grassland will also be  a loss of a Carbon 
Sequestration sink and loss of biodiversity Righelato and Spracklen, 
Science 317:902) 
There should be a GIS  study buffering the amount of forest habitat 
that would be lost from ecologically functioning as a forest.  Just the 
amount of land is one thing, weather the land base functions as a mature 
forest patch is another – especially with the creation of permanent hard 
edge. 

 
Last graph How are these areas going to be restored?  Need to be specific here.  

Using native genotypes is expensive and the plant material is not readily 
available.  How much native seed will be used? Are they using non-
native grasses and hay?  Using hay as a ground cover spreads weed 
seeds.  Native grass seeds will have to be maintained with some 
burning.  Is this feasible on these locations?. 

 
The weed seeds will spread into the forest as has been documented in 
rural road construction.  Invasive species control than becomes a 
multimillion dollar control issue and tax burden and forest health issue.  
As noted in the DEIS, these invasive plants establish easy and are little 
used by wildlife.  A further degradation of our forest environment. 
 So what about the maintenance of this changed ecosystem?  This 
has not been answered adequately – both ecologically and 
economically. 

Fauna 
Graph 2   What Habitat type is so abundant?  It is never stated.  “Comparably 

habitats are abundant” has no business being in an ecological document.  
I think the wording ABUNDANT needs to be defined. This is arbitrary 
and for those species which require these NPC, they need to be large, 
spatial patches, common, and of various age classes across the 
landscape.  Not fragmented small parcels, less abundant and dominate 
by one or two age classes.  What about the organisms which have large 
spatial area requirements in mature forests? 
Document goes back and forth from using the wording of habitat type 
(Kotar) to listing natural plant communities (DNR) for Ecological 
Classification Systems.  The actual NPC is not listed until several pages 
later.  Very confusing and poorly written. 

Comment 59-01 
Section 4.8 (Volume 1) of the EIS addresses loss of ecological function 
and forest fragmentation, including the creation of increased forest edge 
and decline of wildlife species.  Also, see responses to Comments 14-02 
and 14-03, which address the same concerns.  The amount of forest 
land lost to the Mesaba Energy Project will be negligible compared to 
worldwide forest land serving as carbon stores.  Additionally, the amount 
of carbon released from forest clearing is small compared to the amount 
of carbon lost each year to forest fires and other natural disturbances 
(Natural Resources Canada, 2007).   

Comment 59-02 
The following text has been added to Section 4.8.2.1 (Volume 1) 
concerning invasive plants species: “Invasive species are species that 
have been introduced, or moved, by human activities to a location where 
they do not naturally occur and are termed “exotic,” “non-native,” “alien,” 
and “nonindigenous.”  Oftentimes, these species become dominant in 
disturbed areas and outcompete native species, lower biological 
diversity, and alter ecosystem function… The potential for invasive 
species, primarily invasive plant species, would increase within the 
project area through construction and clearing activities.  Natural areas 
along the power plant as well as utility corridors would be susceptible to 
invasive species introduction.  Both the presence of vehicles and human 
traffic which can inadvertently carry invasive plant seeds from other 
locations would be increased.  Construction equipment could 
inadvertently carry invasive plant seeds into the area and continued 
maintenance (i.e., vegetation clearing) along the utility ROWs would 
potentially allow for the spread and dominance of these species.  
Impacts to the overall ecosystems would be reduced as these species 
would be located within lower quality habitat areas that would experience 
periodic human disturbance.  Invasive species control measures such as 
spraying and manual removal could be implemented in areas dominated 
by invasive species to minimize impacts and prevent spreading.” 

Comment 59-03 
Where appropriate, the term “abundant” has been stated with a 
reference to Section 5.2.6 (Volume 1), which describes proportional 
habitat impacts in the region. 
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 Commenter 59 – Harry Hutchins Responses
 Graph 3, s 1 Good statement about dispersal and migration. 

 
• These corridors will create barriers to movement 
• Many of these forest birds are important in maintaining forest 

health by feeding primarily feeding on butterfly and moth 
larvae which would strip our trees of their leaves. 

4 8 3 1 s1 We do not have Turkey in Itasca County or at the Eastern 
location of the plant.  Why was this written in?  Has there been any 
local research on these ecosyrtems? 

4 8 3 2 This statement is incorrect in Northern Minnesota.  See research by 
Natural Resource Research Institute in Duluth and other Lake States 
wildlife authors.  This needs citation.  Seeding Transportation lines 
and utility corridors WILL NOT “BENEFIT” native north central 
wildlife, as most species in decline in Minnesota are not edge 
species. 

 Cow bird should be one word. 
 
4 8 3 3 A basic animal ecological principal is that populations cannot pick-

up and move to the next woodlot.  It may not have the same 
elements as the destroyed forest patch.  There are already 
individuals that are occupying those niches and know the territory 
and food sites and territories are established.  Even if you could get 
to a new patch, other individuals of that species are there occupying 
the site.  There is only a decline in numbers of that species in that 
region of that animal community. 

 
 This is way to broad a statement as these species vary dramatically 

in habitats in which they occur for all 60 species of land vertebrates 
that can be hunted or trapped in Northern Minnesota.  Needs much 
more research here.   

 
 An impact of habitat loss is pretty darn serious to wildlife.  In fact 

it means the end.  Why does this seem to be taken so lightly and 
buried in the middle for the p-graph? 

Protected species 
4 8 4  
 They Canadian Lynx range is retreating to the north as climate 

change will decrease lynx numbers, and as forest decreases.  Forests 
are important in CO2 sequestration, so as we decrease forest area 
with this power plant and associated ROW’s, we will only 
contribute to the decline of the Lynx habitat, its climate conditions, 
and the requirements of its chief prey – the snowshoe hare.  Another 
reason to not build this power plant in relation to ETS species. 

 

Comment 59-04 
The width of the utility corridors would likely not impede the movement of 
most wildlife.  See responses to Comments 14-02, 57-11, and 59-02 
regarding other impacts fragmentation may have on habitat. 

Comment 59-05 
The reference to turkey in Section 4.8 (Volume 1) has been removed. 

Comment 59-06 
“Seeding the transmission or utility corridors with an appropriate seed 
mixture could benefit an assortment of wildlife species that thrive within a 
forest edge.” 

This statement does not assert that seeding the transmission and utility 
corridors will benefit all native north-central wildlife in decline; it states 
that edge species may benefit.  The statement is accurate. 

Comment 59-07 
The text in Section 4.8.2.1 (Volume 1) has been revised as suggested. 

Comment 59-08 
See responses to Comments 14-02, 57-10, 57-11, and 59-02, which 
address the same concerns. 

Comment 59-09 
It is unlikely that habitat loss and fragmentation resulting from the 
Mesaba Energy Project would represent a significant obstacle to lynx 
from a regional perspective.  A recent survey found no evidence of lynx 
residing in or traveling through the West Range Site area.  A survey near 
the East Range Site found evidence of lynx in locations 10 miles and 18 
miles away from the site.  While lynx may be present in the vicinity of the 
proposed project sites, habitat quality is marginal and lynx density at the 
sites is expected to be low.  The West Range Site does not lie within or 
near any designated critical habitat for the Canada lynx.   However, the 
USFWS expanded the critical habitat on February 25, 2009 (74 Federal 
Register 8616) to areas that immediately surround the East Range site 
(see map at 
http://www.fws.gov/midwest/endangered/mammals/lynx/lynxMNmapCh.h
tml).  Findings of the Biological Assessment indicate that the Mesaba 
Energy Project is unlikely to adversely affect Canada lynx or their critical 
habitat in the region.  The Biological Assessment has been included in 
Appendix E (Volume 2) to the EIS, and conclusions have been 
incorporated into the main text. 
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 Commenter 59 – Harry Hutchins Responses
 Impacts of operation 

4 8 5 What about noise and human activity in the area -- in relation to 
wildlife behavior and stress?  

 Particulate pollution from the gasification plant will add to leaf 
deterioration and hasten plant decline, growth, and death. 

4 8 2 2 graph 4  
 What about mercury and heavy metals in fish?  “… would not 

be expected to…”  This is vague and needs scientific citation. 
Power plant foot print 
4 8 3 1 gr 2 Needs to be stated the MHn 35b is at the NW edge of its range 

in the US.  It is important to keep this type because of this 
climate change.  It also has and important oak component for 
wildlife.  Red Oak is also at the edge of its range here in Itasca 
Co. 

  
MHn 44  This is one of the most productive NPC’s for aspen, 
white spruce, and balsam fir forest.  Forest industry cannot 
afford to loose this NPC. 
This P graph is innacurate and exaggerated. 

 Fauna 
• It is important to realize that we made a similar 

statement about the passenger pigeon.  They were very 
abundant and with in 60 years this species was extinct 
through habitat destruction and market hunting.  It can 
happen again.   

• Non native populations of flora will increase with human 
disturbance and landscaping of site 

• The statements ‘we can do it cause it is abundant’ is a sign 
of an ignorant ecologist   We can’t keep chipping away at 
ecosystems and think they can keep their integrity.   

If we  remove 1230 acres here, 89 aces there, 42 acres there and finally the 
ecosystems function falls apart.  There are no large patches left of intact 
MHn 44 or MHn 35 any where 

• And what about $$$ from tourism industry: especially 
biking and birding in the region.  These are not 
considered. 

Protected species 
4 8  3 pg 7 See previous comments on Lynx and climate change and forest 

removal 

Comment 59-10 
The following text has been added to Section 4.8.2.1 (Volume 1): 

“Noise from construction may disturb animals or displace them to less 
favorable habitat; however, wildlife responses to noise may be species-
specific, and could result in either avoidance or habituation.  Avoidance 
could cause species to under-use high quality habitat near disturbance 
areas, resulting in decreased fecundity and survival.  Noise impacts due 
to construction would be temporary and localized in nature.” 

Comment 59-11 
The text in Section 4.8.2.2 (Volume 1) has been revised as follows: 

“An indirect impact from both the introduction of access roads and 
railways and increased traffic would include the potential for increased 
stress to vegetation from particulate matter and dust, which could injure 
leaves, stems, and roots and increase vulnerability to diseases or insects 
(Delphi, 2004).” 

Comment 59-12 
The paragraph in question refers the reader to Sections 4.3 (Air Quality) 
and 4.17 (Health and Safety) of the EIS, which address the risks of 
bioaccumulation of mercury in fish (specifically in Sections 4.3.5.8 and 
4.17.2.3).  See also Section 4.5.2.1 (Volume 1) for information pertaining 
to mercury levels.  As discussed in Section 4.8 (Volume 1), the operation 
of the proposed Mesaba Generating Station at either location would 
have minimal impact on aquatic species and their prey caused by the 
bioaccumulation of heavy metals.  As stated in response to Comment 6-
01, the use of an enhanced ZLD system at the West Range Site (as well 
as at the East Range Site), would eliminate discharges of process water 
and blowdown water to surface waters. 

Comment 59-13 
Thank you for your comment.  It has been noted and will be included in 
the administrative record for the EIS. 

Comment 59-14 
Thank you for your comment.  It has been noted and will be included in 
the administrative record for this EIS. 

Comment 59-15 
See response to Comment 59-02, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 59-16 
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 59 – Harry Hutchins Responses
 Summary 

 
 The Biological component of the DEIS is flawed in many areas.  First, it does 
not coincide with the goals of the Minnesota Forest Resource Council North Central 
Landscape plan.  In fact, this wasn’t even mentioned in the DEIS.  The 3 main objectives 
of the plan which was developed by regional citizens and scientist are as follows 
DESIRED FUTURE FOREST CONDITION of North Central 
Landscape  www.frc.state.mn.us 
The future forest of the NC landscape will have the following characteristics when 
Compared to the current forests of the year 2000: 
1. There will be an increased component of red, white and jack pine, cedar, 
tamarack, spruce and fir. 
 
2. The forest will have a range of species, patch sizes, and age classes that more 
closely resemble natural patterns and functions within this landscape. 
 
 
3. The amount of forestland and timberland will not decrease using FIA 
definitions for timberland and forestland. Large blocks of contiguous forest 
land that have minimal inclusion of conflicting land uses will be created 
and/or retained for natural resource and ecological benefits and to minimize 
 

Obviously, The 1300 acre proposed power plant does not fit the FRC 
Landscape Plan in many ways by eliminating forest cover, reducing conifer component, 
reducing the commercial forest area on productive Natural Plant Community Types 
(NPC), severely fragmenting the forest with the transmission and transportation and plant 
site foot print, and reducing the integrity and functions of the forest landscape. 

 
Wildlife populations of many species will be negatively effected by 

fragmentation and the very real threat of introduction of invasive, non-native species.   
 
Soil compaction on the equipment staging sites will render the sites impractical 

for growing plants again. 
Wildlife cannot just ‘get up and move’ to the next site.  Those niches and 

territories are already filled.  The populations of already stressed populations of 
Neotropical and ground nesting birds will continue to decline.  The fragmentation and 
introduction of non- native grasslands into a forested ecosystem will only hasten their 
decline. Research has shown edge specialist predators have increased and have high 
predation success hunting along these edge corridors and the viability of forest interior 
species is short-lived.  Over time, these fragmented areas are population sinks and they 
blink-out and vanish.  Edge effects are known to effect forest interior species at least 200 
meters from the forest edge. 

Comment 59-17 
Recreation and tourism are discussed in Sections 3.13.3 and 4.13 
(Volume 1).  See also response to Comment 65-01, which addresses the 
impacts of the Mesaba Energy Project on recreation and tourism. 

Comment 59-18 
See response to Comment 59-09, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 59-19 
See response to Comment 14-03, which addresses the same concern.  
The analysis of impacts to biological resources (Section 4.8) has been 
revised with additional information, particularly with respect to habitat 
fragmentation. 
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 Commenter 59 – Harry Hutchins Responses
 The invasive non-native plants issue will almost certainly negatively 

affect the integrity of the forests along the ROW corridors for transportation and 
energy transmission lines. 

Finally, I find the Biological section of this document (section 4.8) 
needs a great deal of re-vamping and literature review.  New information over 
the last 15 – 20 years is not included in this document.  We are trading the 
wildlife and forest integrity off for a short term power plant.  Forests and 
wildlife populations are renewable if we maintain the integrity of the forest 
ecosystem.  This power plant will have a negative impact on this ecosystem and 
much more homework needs to be done by the authors of this study before this 
process goes on. 

 
Harry E. Hutchins 
Forest Ecologist 
Itasca Community College 
Member of Wildlife habitat Technical Team for Mn Forest Resource 
Council 
Member of North Central Landscape Team for Mn Forest Resource 
Council 
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 Commenter 60 –Ryan Neururer Responses
 Comment 60-01 

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

Comment 60-02 
Sections 4.3.5.8 and 4.17.2.3 (Volume 1) address the impacts of the 
Mesaba Energy Project’s mercury emissions on fishable waters and fish 
consumption.  The results of AERA modeling and analysis in accordance 
with MPCA requirements indicate that the incremental risk associated 
with consumption of fish from Big Diamond Lake by adult subsistence 
fishers would be below the MPCA accepted risk value for the fish 
ingestion exposure pathway.  As explained in the response to Comment 
42-01, Big Diamond Lake was chosen as representative of fishable lakes 
within the release plume of future Mesaba Energy Project emissions. 
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 Commenter 61 – Christian Charity Warrington Responses
 Comment 61-01 

The response to Comment 37-01 explains DOE’s purpose and need.  
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 62 – Jennifer Biscardi Responses
 Comment 62-01 

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

Comment 62-02 
Section 4.11 of the Final EIS (Volume 1) discusses the potential impacts 
of the Mesaba Energy Project on the economy and employment.  
Impacts on recreational resources are described in Section 4.13 (Volume 
1).  See also the response to Comment 65-01, which addresses the 
impacts of the Mesaba Energy Project on recreation and tourism. 

Comment 62-03 
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 63 – Sarah Copeland Responses
 Comment 63-01 

As stated in response to Comment 12-02, DOE is the Federal agency 
charged with responsibility to ensure that the U.S. develops sources of 
energy to maintain economic prosperity and national security.  The 
department oversees numerous programs and projects that are intended 
to achieve these objectives, including fossil energy, nuclear energy, 
renewable sources (solar, wind, biomass), and energy conservation.  
However, Section 1.2.1 (Volume 1) notes that more than 50 percent of 
the nation’s electricity generation is fueled by coal and nearly half of 
existing plants are more than 30 years old.  Replacement of coal-based 
power generation by other energy sources is a long-term proposition at 
best. 

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.  
The Mesaba Energy Project was selected competitively from among 13 
applications in response to Round 2 of CCPI Program funding 
opportunity announcements.  Section 2.1.1.2 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS 
describes the reasonable alternatives considered by DOE.  Because the 
U.S. Congress established the CCPI Program with the specific goal of 
accelerating commercial deployment of advanced coal-based 
technologies as explained in Section 1.2.1 (Volume 1), other 
technologies (such as nuclear, hydro, wind, solar, or conservation) that 
cannot carry out these goals are not reasonable alternatives in this EIS. 

As stated in response to Comment 1-01, "Clean coal technologies" refer 
to advanced coal utilization technologies that are environmentally 
cleaner, and in many cases, more efficient and less costly than 
conventional coal-utilization processes.  The IGCC technology is 
considered a clean coal technology because it would have a substantial 
overall emissions reduction advantage when compared to existing 
conventional coal-fired power plants. 
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 Commenter 63 – Sarah Copeland Responses
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

63-01 
(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 64 – Miranda Hemsworth Responses
 Comment 64-01 

Section 4.11 of the Final EIS (Volume 1) discusses the potential impacts 
of the Mesaba Energy Project on the economy and employment.  As 
stated in Section 4.11.2.2, it is expected that permanent labor for plant 
operations would be drawn from throughout the Arrowhead Region and 
beyond, because of the specialized skills required for some jobs.  Based 
on the BBER study, plant operation would be expected to induce the 
creation of additional permanent jobs in the Arrowhead Region. 

Comment 64-02 
See response to Comment 1-01, which addresses the same concern.  
Section 4.3 (Volume 1) describes the impacts of the Mesaba Energy 
Project on air quality.  However, it should be noted that the Clear Skies 
Initiative was never passed into law. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

64-01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

64-02 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

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

 
171

 Commenter 64 – Miranda Hemsworth Responses
 Comment 64-03 

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 65 – Dana L. Saville Responses
 Comment 65-01 

The EIS evaluates existing conditions and impacts of the project on 
natural resources from a biological perspective (e.g., vegetation, wildlife, 
fisheries, etc.) in Sections 3.8 and 4.8 (Volume 1).  Existing conditions 
and impacts on recreation are described in Sections 3.13 and 4.13 
(Volume 1).  Tourism is a key sector of Minnesota’s economy, and 
northern Minnesota is the second-most popular destination for travelers 
(after the Twin Cities).  It is difficult to predict the economic impact of the 
Mesaba Energy Project on tourism revenues, because tourism in the 
region has coexisted historically with extensive ore mining, timber 
harvesting, and associated industrial activities.  Surface water resources 
were lost or degraded by these activities in the past, while other valued 
surface water resources are the direct result of these past activities, as in 
the case of the flooded Canisteo Mine Pit, Hill Annex Mine Pit, and other 
flooded mine pits.  And, it should be recognized that the CMP could be 
lost to potential dewatering and mineral extraction in the future.  The 
response to Comment 6-01 explains that the use of enhanced ZLD at the 
West Range Site, as already proposed for the East Range Site, would 
eliminate all plant discharges to surface waters, while water levels in the 
CMP would remain stabilized during withdrawals for Mesaba plant 
operations.  Although Excelsior has proposed the limitation of public 
access to the CMP as a security measure to protect the plant intake 
facilities, the company has expressed its willingness to compromise and 
to comply with MNDNR’s decision on the matter (see response to 
Comment 76-04).  The EIS has also evaluated the potential risks of 
mercury deposition and other hazardous air emissions in Sections 
4.3.2.4 and 4.17.2.3 (Volume 1), which have not indicated the potential 
for risks above levels established by MPCA.  Although construction and 
operation of the plant would eliminate or alter the land cover at the 
respective permitted site, and wetland mitigation would be required, 
results of the EIS do not support the expectation of a substantial loss of 
tourism revenues attributable to the Mesaba Energy Project. 
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 Commenter 66 – Kari Engen Responses
 Comment 66-01 

Thank you for your comment.  It has been noted and will be included in 
the administrative record for this EIS.  Chapter 1 (Volume 1) of the Final 
EIS explains the importance of this project to DOE and the Minnesota 
Legislature. 
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 Commenter 67 – Darryl Sobey Responses
 Comment 67-01 

See responses to Comments 1-02, 4-01, 4-03, 26-01, 49-01, and 53-04, 
which address the same concerns. The Final EIS (Volume 1) addresses 
greenhouse gases specifically in Sections 2.2.1.3 (under subsection 
Potential Carbon Capture Retrofit), 2.2.3.1 (under subsection Emissions 
of Greenhouse Gases), and 5.2.8 (under subsection Greenhouse Gases 
and Climate Change).  As stated in the EIS, the Mesaba Generating 
Station Phases I and II without CCS would emit approximately 9.4 to 
10.6 million tons per year of CO2. 
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 Commenter 68 – Diana L. Storrs Responses
 Comment 68-01 

See response to Comment 37-01, which addresses similar concerns.  
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 Commenter 69 – Meagan Wichterman Responses
 Comment 69-01 

See response to Comment 59-12, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 69-02 
Refer to Section 4.16.2.2 (Volume 1), which discusses proposed 
management for hazardous and non-hazardous waste and pollution 
prevention of such material.  The Mesaba Generating Station would be 
required to adhere to regulations under the Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act (RCRA) for the handling, storage, and disposal of 
generated hazardous waste (described in Section 4.16.2.1).  Guidelines 
for the installation of underground storage tanks typically state that such 
structures must be protected from freezing by installing below the frost 
level.  Thus, underground tanks would adhere to design requirements 
that minimize the potential for leakage and include monitoring systems to 
detect accidental releases (Minnesota Rules, Chapters 7045 and 7150). 

Comment 69-03 
As stated in Sections 4.11.3 and 4.11.4 (Volume 1), respectively, the 
Mesaba Energy Project would not require the destruction of housing or 
the displacement of population at either the West Range or East Range 
Site.  The magnitude of human health risks attributable to the project 
based on air emission modeling as described in Section 4.17 of the Final 
EIS (Volume 1) would be below EPA and MPCA thresholds. 
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 Commenter 70 – Bridgitte Ross Responses
 Comment 70-01 

See responses to Comments 4-01 and 4-02, which address concerns 
about carbon capture and sequestration.  Sections 4.8 and 5.2.6 of the 
Final EIS (Volume 1), respectively, address project impacts and 
cumulative impacts on forest lands and wildlife habitat. 
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 Commenter 71 – Betty Dodson Responses 
 

 

Comment 71-01 
The PUC has responsibility to approve a power purchase agreement for 
the Mesaba Energy Project after determining that it would be in the best 
interests of the utility companies and rate payers.   
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 Commenter 72 – Alvin Donnell Responses
 Comment 72-01 

See response to Comment 63-01, which addresses the same concerns.  
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 Commenter 72 – Alvin Donnell Responses
  
 
 
 
 
 

72-01 
(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 73 – Dorothy Stish Responses
 Comment 73-01 

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 74 – Nancy LaPlaca Responses
 >>> "Nancy LaPlaca" <nancylaplaca@yahoo.com> 1/9/2008 11:35 AM >>>

Mr. Hargis and Mr. Storm: 
  
Following are comments on the proposed Mesaba 600 MW IGCC plant 
proposed for Taconite MN. 
  
About a dozen IGCC plants have been cancelled or put on hold during the 4 
months.  See the attached 3-page article about 9 IGCC plants that have been 
cancelled or put on hold (Emerging Energy Research, Oct. 5, 2007, "TECO, 
Nuon Underscore IGCC's Woes.")  Since the report was issued, 2 more 
IGCC's have been cancelled: Colorado and Orlando.  I worked long and hard 
to successfully stop the Colorado IGCC, but it was cancelled bc it is simply 
NOT economic; and although CO2 can be "captured", the entire process, 
from capture to compression to transportation to re-pressurization to storage 
-- is enormously expensive and risky.  Why go there, when it's cheaper to go 
with wind and solar?  The Orlando plant is notable becuase it recieved $235 
million in federal funds, which it must now return. 
  
It's such a shame that our country is run by short-sighted, self-interested 
people who only know dollars -- and show very little respect for human life. 
  
Facts: coal-fired power produces 40% of all CO2, 33% of all mercury and 
66% of acid rain. In some states, EVERY body of water is contaminated with 
mercury. One in ten (some studies say one in six) women of child-bearing 
age in the U.S. have so much mercury in their bodies that she is at risk for 
having a child with serious neurological disorders.  

Acid rain is a problem that is only getting bigger.  

According to Peabody, coal use soared 30% in the past 5 years (2001-2006), 
and will increase dramatically over the next couple of decades.  

Coal mining wastes are the largest waste stream in the U.S., and coal 
combustion wastes are second. U.S. coal peaked a few years ago in terms of 
BTU (heat value) per pound -- meaning that we need to burn more coal for 
the same amount of heat/electricity.  

2/3 of a coal plant's energy is lost as waste heat.  

  

Comment 74-01 
DOE oversees numerous programs and projects that are investigating 
and supporting a wide variety of energy technologies.  While a 
combination of technologies, including wind, solar, nuclear, and hydro 
power, will be important for the nation’s future energy generation, coal is 
expected to remain one of the nation’s lowest-cost sources of baseload 
(continuous) electric power for the foreseeable future because domestic 
supplies of coal are abundant.  A goal of the CCPI is to develop 
technologies that reduce air emissions and other pollutants from coal-
based power plants and to promote acceptance of viable technologies by 
demonstrating them at commercial scale.  IGCC plants offer significant 
reductions in criteria pollutants and the ability to capture carbon 
emissions more efficiently than at pulverized coal-fired plants.  While 
IGCC technology is not yet economically competitive with conventional 
coal-fired power plants that have higher emissions of criteria pollutants, 
DOE expects that more operating experience will help to advance the 
technology and reduce costs to improve the commercial viability of IGCC 
plants. 

Comment 74-02 
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 74 – Nancy LaPlaca Responses
 Renewable energy is cost-compeititive. Xcel Energy's recently 

submitted Colorado Resource Plan estimated these capital costs: wind-
$1645/kW (with Production Tax Credit); wind-$2,000/kW (no PTC); 
concentrating solar with 6 hrs thermal storage-$2572; IGCC with 50% 
capture-$3912/kW; pulverized coal, dry cooled with 50% capture-$3688/kW. 
Energy efficiency is 1-3 cents/kWh! 
http://www.xcelenergy.com/XLWEB/CDA/0,3080,1-1-1_41994_45385-42116-
2_68_135-0,00.html -(go to Vol. 1, p.1-55). 

Thank you. 

Nancy LaPlaca 
Bardwell Consulting Ltd 
www.bardwellconsulting.com 
303-588-3937 
  
Mahatma Ghandi wrote about seven sins: wealth without work, pleasure without 
conscience, knowledge without character, commerce without morality, science without 
humanity, worship without sacrifice, and politics without 
principle.  www.energyjustice.net/coal/igcc 

Comment 74-03 
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 75 – Amanda Nesheim Responses
 Comment 75-01 

See responses to Comments 4-01 and 4-02, which address concerns 
about carbon capture and sequestration.  See responses to Comments 
9-02 and 22-01, which explain DOE and PUC authority to shut down 
power plants. 

Comment 75-02 
The requirements referenced in the comment apply to the Joint Permit 
Application and not the EIS.  See response to Comment 16-01 regarding 
the BBER study using the IMPLAN model and response to Comment 41-
01 regarding the use of cost-benefit analysis in NEPA documents.  As 
stated in Section 1.3.1 (Volume 1) and the cooperative agreement, the 
estimated total cost for Phase I of the Mesaba Energy Project would be 
$2.16 billion, of which DOE would provide $36 million in co-funding 
through the cooperative agreement with Excelsior as part of the 
proposed action to demonstrate commercial-readiness of the 
ConocoPhillips E-Gas™ IGCC technology.  Pursuant to the Energy 
Policy Act of 2005, DOE may also provide a loan guarantee for a portion 
of the private sector financing of the project.  Excelsior has received 
other public funding and support for the Mesaba Energy Project; 
however, private financing would be required for the balance of project 
costs yet to be determined.  The successful acquisition of private 
financing for the project by Excelsior will be dependent upon DOE’s 
Record of Decision for the EIS, PUC’s decision to issue a Joint Permit 
based on the EIS and the settlement of a power purchase agreement, 
USACE’s issuance of a CWA Section 404 permit for the filling of 
wetlands, and the issuance of other permits by agencies consistent with 
Federal and state laws and regulations as outlined in Chapter 6 (Volume 
1). The impacts of the Mesaba Energy Project on public health and 
safety, displacement, noise, aesthetics, socioeconomics, cultural 
resources, recreation, public services, and land uses are described 
throughout the resource subjects in Chapter 4 (Volume 1) of the Final 
EIS. 
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 Commenter 75 – Amanda Nesheim Responses
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(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 75 – Amanda Nesheim Responses
 Comment 75-03 

Although the Mesaba Energy Project EIS relied substantially on data 
provided by Excelsior and its consultants consistent with DOE and 
MDOC policies for EIS preparation, the information was independently 
confirmed with primary sources as available.  As stated in response to 
Comment 7-01, all comments received during the Federal and state 
scoping periods were given thorough consideration by DOE and MDOC 
in establishing the scope of issues to be addressed in the EIS.  All 
comments received on the Draft EIS are included in this volume with 
associated responses.  Refer to comments from respective agencies 
relating to specific data presented in the EIS, including:  Minnesota 
Historical Society (Commenter 48); USDA Forest Service (Commenter 
49); NOAA (Commenter 55); U.S. Department of the Interior 
(Commenter 57); MNDNR (Commenter 76); MDH (Commenter 84); 
MPCA (Commenter 105); EPA Region V (Commenter 111); and USACE 
(Commenter 116).  These comments provide a fair measure of the EIS’s 
sufficiency in relying upon data consistent with, available from, and 
agreeable to, the respective agencies. 

Comment 75-04 
MNDNR would have jurisdiction over the decision to close the CMP for 
recreational use based on the need for security of the Mesaba intake 
structure.  Based on demands for recreation on the CMP, MNDNR may 
minimize the area to be closed.  See further discussion in response to 
Comment 76-04.  Regarding potential groundwater impacts, see 
response to Comment 7-02. 

Comment 75-05 
The Mesaba Energy Project is exempt from requirements for a 
Certificate of Need as stated in Section 1.2.2 (Volume 1) of the Final 
EIS.  The reference to baseload power generation needs within 
Minnesota was included in Chapter 1 of the Draft EIS under a section 
pertaining to the “Project Proponent Need” for the project.  The 
anticipated needs for additional baseload power in Minnesota relating to 
plans filed in PUC dockets were outlined in Appendix F1 (Volume 2) 
prepared by Excelsior at the request of USACE, which is a cooperating 
agency for this EIS (see response to Comment 116-33).  The reference 
to projected baseload power generation needs has been deleted from 
Chapter 1 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS.  As stated in Section 1.4.1, DOE’s 
need for the project “…is to accelerate the commercialization of clean 
coal technologies that achieve greater efficiencies, environmental 
performance, and cost-competitiveness.” 
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 Commenter 75 – Amanda Nesheim Responses
 Comment 75-06 

See response to Comment 24-01, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 75-07 
MDOC has determined that the Mesaba Energy Project is exempt from 
the requirements for a Certificate of Need and the agency cannot 
request one. 

Comment 75-08 
In its capacity as the Federal agency responsible for the nation’s energy 
resources, DOE estimated the number of years of available coal 
reserves in the U.S.  As stated in Section 1.2.1 (Volume 1):  “Coal 
accounts for over 94 percent of the proven fossil energy reserves in the 
U.S. and supplies over 50 percent of the electricity…”  According to 
reports by the Energy Information Administration, the cost of coal per 
million Btu has consistently been lower than for oil or natural gas since 
1979.  Potential health risks from the Mesaba Energy Project are 
described in Section 4.17 (Volume 1).  As explained in response to 
Comment 41-01, potential costs associated with qualitative 
considerations have not been estimated in this EIS because of the 
difficulty of reaching consensus on their valuation.  See response to 
Comment 53-04 regarding the costs of potential CCS. 
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 Commenter 75 – Amanda Nesheim Responses
 Comment 75-09 

Chapter 1 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS explains DOE’s purpose and need 
and the agency’s responsibilities under NEPA. 
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 Commenter 75 – Amanda Nesheim Responses
 Comment 75-10 

The scope of the EIS addresses the Mesaba Energy Project Phases I 
and II at either the West Range or the East Range Site, including 
associated transmission lines and other infrastructure.  If permitted, both 
phases would be eligible for construction and operation on the site 
authorized by MDOC, including HVTLs and pipeline corridors approved 
by MDOC.  The EIS would not be applicable to other sites for potential 
future innovative energy projects, which would require separate permit 
applications.  Also, MDOC has indicated that future upgrades to 
transmission facilities beyond the HVTL corridors described in Section 
2.3 (Volume 1) would be subject to environmental review. 
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 Commenter 75 – Amanda Nesheim Responses
 Comment 75-11 

The responses to Comments 1-02, 4-01, and 37-01 explain that the 
implementation of CCS is not a requirement for the Mesaba Energy 
Project to be considered “innovative technology” or to be eligible for the 
CCPI Program.  MDOC and PUC have determined that the Mesaba 
Energy Project meets the requirements of the “innovative energy project” 
statute (Minnesota Statutes 216B.1694).  DOE has determined that the 
project is qualified under the CCPI Program.  These determinations are 
explained in Section 1.2 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS. 

Comment 75-12 
DOE’s purpose and need, as stated in Section 1.4.1 (Volume 1) are to 
demonstrate the commercial-readiness of a specific gasification 
technology in a utility-scale IGCC application.  DOE will determine at the 
conclusion of the 1-year demonstration period whether the project has 
successfully met the demonstration objectives for the advancement of a 
gasification technology for the CCPI Program.  As stated in response to 
Comment 4-01, the implementation of CCS is not a requirement for the 
successful demonstration of the Mesaba Energy Project under the CCPI 
Program; however, Excelsior submitted a plan for CCS that could be 
implemented based on regulations or incentives enacted during the 
commercial life of the plant.  The PUC has not approved any power 
purchase agreement or agreements affecting the specific final revenues 
and costs for the project, which will determine its economic feasibility.  
See also response to Comment 53-01, which addresses a similar 
concern. 
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 Commenter 75 – Amanda Nesheim Responses
 Comment 75-13 

See responses to Comments 19-03 and 53-05, which address the same 
concerns.  DOE’s Carbon Sequestration Program also performs 
research, development, and demonstration of technologies and 
procedures for monitoring, mitigation, and verification to determine the 
success of sequestration and detect gas migration and leakage from a 
formation. 
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 Commenter 75 – Amanda Nesheim Responses 
 

 

Comment 75-14 
The Cumulative Impacts discussion (Section 5.2 [Volume 1]) has been 
updated to reflect the latest information available about MSI, and also 
reviewed to verify the accuracy of data, correct discrepancies, and 
incorporate any more recently available data as appropriate. 

Comment 75-15 
Sections 4.17 and 5.2 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS present the results of 
an updated cumulative health impacts analysis that includes sources 
with available data. 

Comment 75-16 
See response to Comment 75-15, which addresses the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 75 – Amanda Nesheim Responses
 Comment 75-17 

See response to Comment 75-14.  The Nashwauk Public Utilities 
Commission has not applied for any facility that would produce air 
emissions. 

Comment 75-18 
See response to Comment 6-01 regarding the use of an enhanced ZLD 
system and the elimination of discharges of process water and cooling 
tower blowdown at the West Range Site.   

See responses to Comments 38-01 and 42-01 regarding potential health 
risks from mercury emissions.  Note that the Final EIS has been revised 
to insert a missing sub-section heading (in printed Draft EIS copies) 
“4.17.2.3 Human Health Risks” for text that addresses human health 
risks associated with air pollutants. 
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 Commenter 75 – Amanda Nesheim Responses
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 Commenter 75 – Amanda Nesheim Responses
 Comment 75-19 

Tables 5.2.6-2 and 5.2.6-5 have been revised to provide more accurate 
estimations of the MSI Project’s impacts to vegetation.  DOE utilized the 
anticipated footprint of the MSI Plant for analysis to maintain consistency 
with analyses performed for other reasonably foreseeable future actions.  
It is important to note that State of Minnesota rules require the 
reclamation of mined lands following mining activities; therefore, 
permanent impacts to vegetation from the MSI Project are not currently 
well-defined. 

Comment 75-20 
The Final EIS has been updated to reflect the project proponent’s 
announced decision (to be included in a revised permit application to 
MPCA) to utilize an enhanced ZLD system at the West Range Site, 
comparable to the system proposed for the East Range Site, which 
would eliminate discharges of process water and cooling tower 
blowdown into any water bodies.  Also see response to Comment 6-01, 
which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 75-21 
See response to Comment 49-01, which addresses the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 75 – Amanda Nesheim Responses
 Comment 75-22 

DOE is the Federal agency responsible for oversight and decisions 
relating to energy technologies in the U.S.; PUC is the state agency 
responsible for oversight and decisions relating to energy technologies in 
Minnesota.  DOE selected the Mesaba Energy Project under the CCPI 
Program, because it would demonstrate an IGCC technology that DOE 
considers to be an advancement over conventional coal-fueled power 
plants (see response to Comment 1-01).  MDOC and PUC have 
determined that the Mesaba Energy Project meets the requirements of 
the “innovative energy project” statute (Minnesota Statutes 216B.1694) 
as outlined in Section 1.2.2 (Volume 1). See also response to Comment 
75-05 regarding estimated generation needs. 
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 Commenter 75 – Amanda Nesheim Responses
 Comment 75-23 

See response to Comment 16-01 regarding the use of IMPLAN modeling 
in the BBER study and response to Comment 41-01 regarding the use of 
cost-benefit analysis. 

Comment 75-24 
The Mesaba Energy Project has not been proposed specifically as an 
alternative for CMP water level stabilization.  The Final EIS has been 
revised to acknowledge the proposed MNDNR project intended to 
address this issue. 

Comment 75-25 
As stated in response to Comment 41-01, the CEQ NEPA regulations 
recognize the difficulties in reaching consensus among differing opinions 
of experts and the public about the weighing of merits and drawbacks in 
terms of costs associated with a project.  Therefore, to the extent 
practicable, the impacts on environmental and human health conditions 
have been presented in Chapters 4 and 5 (Volume 1) based on 
quantifiable changes and differences, the use of models and analyses 
required or recommended by respective regulatory agencies having 
jurisdiction over resources, and the comparison of results to thresholds 
as established by respective regulatory agencies where appropriate.  
The magnitude of human health risks attributable to the project based on 
air emission modeling as described in Section 4.17 of the Final EIS 
(Volume 1) would be below EPA and MPCA thresholds. 
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