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 Commenter 76 – Matt Langan Responses
 Comment 76-27 

Volume 1 of the EIS discusses large mammal populations in Section 3.8 
and the impacts of the proposed project in Section 4.8.  The impacts 
analysis determined that the project would not have a long-term adverse 
impact on large mammal populations and movement.  As stated in the 
EIS, there are no known mass migrations of large mammals in the area; 
therefore, no impacts would be anticipated.  The project could impede 
movement of individual large mammals; however, this would not impact 
overall populations. 

The following text has been added to Section 4.8.2.2 (Volume 1): 

“Bird mortality from collisions with smoke stacks, transmission lines and 
towers would be expected, though this would not likely have a significant 
impact on bird populations within or migrating through the area.  
Collisions would typically peak seasonally during the spring and fall 
migrations and also during night time hours.  See Appendix D5 for 
further information.” 

Comment 76-28 
The use of an enhanced ZLD system would negate concerns of pollutant 
discharge impacts to the Swan River. See response to Comment 76-01, 
which addresses the use of the enhanced ZLD system at the West 
Range Site. 
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 Commenter 76 – Matt Langan Responses
 Comment 76-29 

Figure 3.5-4 and Table 3.5-6 in Volume 1 have been revised for 
clarification. 

Comment 76-30 
Text has been added to Section 4.5.4.1 (Volume 1) that discusses 
updated plans for water withdrawals and potential impacts at the East 
Range Site as explained in response to Comment 76-31 below.   

Comment 76-31 
The following provides a brief summarization of the new text in response 
to issues identified in the comment (see Section 4.5.4.1 [Volume 1] for 
further detail): 

• Control of riparian land - Access to riparian land on the pits would 
be necessary before a water permit can be issued, and although 
the project proponent is not in a position to acquire riparian land at 
this stage of the project, it is expected that the proponent would 
negotiate easements necessary to access all required water 
sources on mutually agreeable terms with other potential users.  
Minn. Statute 216B, Subd. 2(a)(3) does grant the power of 
eminent domain to innovative energy projects (of which the 
Mesaba Energy Project has been designated) which would secure 
the required riparian rights to serve the proposed facility.  While 
this approach to acquiring control of riparian land would be a last 
resort and is an unlikely scenario, it demonstrates the possibility 
that such access could be obtained for the project. 

• Water availability regarding PolyMet - Recent discussions 
between Excelsior and PolyMet have confirmed that NorthMet has 
changed its water management plans since the development of 
Excelsior’s Water Management Plan for the East Range Site and 
the potential 4,000 gallons per minute source of water for the 
project (derived from NorthMet’s dewatering operations) can no 
longer be assumed to be available.  However, further evaluation 
has revealed other potential sources of water, as discussed in 
4.5.4.1 (Volume 1), that could provide a significant amount of the 
water demand.  
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 Commenter 76 – Matt Langan Responses
 Comment 76-31 (cont’d)

• Competing uses at Colby Lake and potential impacts – The 
proponent proposes to meet the balance of its water needs 
through appropriations from Colby Lake at approximately 1,300 
gallons per minute.  Discussions with MNDNR and other water 
users are ongoing and it is expected that through its negotiations 
with all stakeholders, MNDNR would issue Excelsior a water 
appropriation permit that would specify the terms under which the 
Mesaba Generating Station could withdraw from Colby Lake 
waters while minimizing impacts to regional water resources.  The 
specific implementation of overall water management among 
users would require detailed study and negotiation, but cannot be 
accomplished until a site is selected for the Mesaba Energy 
Project and mining plans are more fully developed. 

• Though not yet confirmed at this stage of the project, the design of 
the proposed facility incorporated elements that could provide 
synergies for other nearby projects, such as Mesabi Nugget and 
Polymet (e.g., the Mesaba facility could use and treat the 
wastewater being discharged by neighboring users via its 
enhanced ZLD system).  

Comment 76-32 
The text in Section 3.8.2.2 (Volume 1) has been updated to include the 
more recent information from the 2005 fish population assessment. 

Comment 76-33 
New text regarding the East Range Site’s water supply and potential 
conflicts has been added to Section 4.5.4.1 (Volume 1).  See also 
response to Comment 76-31, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 76-34 
New text regarding the East Range Site’s water supply and potential 
conflicts has been added to Section 4.5.4.1 (Volume 1).  See also 
response to Comment 76-31, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 76-35 
New text regarding the East Range Site’s water supply and potential 
conflicts has been added to Section 4.5.4.1 (Volume 1).  See also 
response to Comment 76-31, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 76-36 
New text regarding the East Range Site’s water supply and potential 
conflicts has been added to Section 4.5.4.1 (Volume 1).  See also 
response to Comment 76-31, which addresses the same concern. 
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 Commenter 76 – Matt Langan Responses
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 Commenter 77 – Jean and Herb Halverson Responses
 >>> "Jean Halverson" <halverjh@mchsi.com> 1/9/2008 12:56 PM >>> 

  
             This memo is in reference to: 
  
                  Mesaba Energy Project               
                  PUC Docket No. E6472/GS-06-668 DOE Draft EIS for the 
Mesaba Energy Project (DOE/EIS-0382D) 
                  Comments on Draft EIS 
  
           We are writing to express our sincere concern regarding 
the proposed Mesaba Energy project and its impact on the environment. 
           First, the definition of environment seems to vary, depending on 
the eyes of the beholder.  To those of us who live in the northland, the 
environment consists of              the wooded landscape, the many lakes, 
the wildlife that inhabit the area....all of the many reasons we all continue 
to live here.  We feel each of these aspects are 
           endangered by the building of this facility in the midst of this very 
green and natural area.  Not only would it alter the area visibly, but it 
would challenge the water 
           quality as it now exists for recreational use and the long term 
effects on the water table for years to come. It would directly affect the 
entire area with its           
           intrusion of power lines, additional trains carrying the coal and the 
removal of many trees and habitat for the wildlife in the area.  Those are 
the areas that we  
           look at as citizens and guardians of our environment. These are 
the most immediate and obvious impacts and are major to all of us.   
  
           Secondly, the time frame of the environmental impact is crucial.  
We are not just discussing today and tomorrow, but we are required to 
look at the long term   
           consequences of our actions today and their impact on future 
generations.  With no plan at the present for sequestering carbon dioxide 
due to high costs and  
           lack of feasible alternatives, it appears to us to be extremely 
shortsighted and selfish to consider releasing more of their gases into 
the environment when the  
           effects of global warming are being tabulated and documented 
worldwide.  With the recent findings of the Arctic ice shelf diminishing, 
the drastic changes     
           occurring throughout the world and the emphasis on doing our 
part in alleviating the problem, how can we proceed with a project that 
increases the problem and  

Comment 77-01 
See Sections 3.2 and 4.2 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS, which address 
aesthetic impacts.  Habitat impacts are discussed in Sections 3.8 and 
4.8. 

Comment 77-02 
See responses to Comments 1-02, 4-01, 19-03, and 22-01, which 
address the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 77 – Jean and Herb Halverson Responses
            has no plan to sequester the carbon dioxide!  We have an 

absolute obligation to our children, grandchildren and to society as a 
whole to do our share in  
           not only preserving what we have been given to use, not abuse, 
and to leave the world in better shape than it was before us.  We feel 
this  should begin  
           right here in our own backyard.    
  
           These are just the issues regarding the environmental impact 
physically.  The use of public funding to support this project when there 
are many, many projects      
           that could be contributing to our environment for today and for our 
grandchildren tomorrow if they had proper funding seems to be another 
issue that could be    
           a positive for the area and the environment.  Please consider the 
concerns of those of us who live in the area and bear the brunt of these 
decisions.  
  
  
  
           Jean and Herb Halverson     
           20665 Mishawaka Shores Circle 
           Grand Rapids, MN  55744  

Comment 77-03 
Thank you for your comment.  It has been noted and will be included in 
the administrative record for this EIS. 

 
77-02 

(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 77 – Jean and Herb Halverson Responses
 From: Jean Halverson [mailto:halverjh@mchsi.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 09, 2008 12:31 PM 
To: Richard.Hargis@NETL.DOE.GOV 
Cc: Bill.Storm@state.mn.us 
Subject: Mesaba Energy Project 
 
            
  
This memo is relative to:  
  
MESABA ENERGY PROJECT 
PUC Docket No. E6472/GS-06-668 DOE Draft EIS for the 
Mesaba Energy Project (DOE/EIS-0382D) 
Comments on Draft EIS 
  
We are sincerely concerned about the proposed Mesaba Energy 
project and the preliminary EIS.  First of all, environment means 
many different things to many people and businesses.  For those 
of us who live and enjoy the north woods, it means the varied 
landscape, the forests, the many lakes and streams and the 
wildlife enjoying this habitat.  It appears to us, this plant poses a 
serious threat and impact on all of the above.  The removal of 
trees that add beauty, enhance the air quality and are sustainable 
would be a loss; this is not a "brown area".  The water quality 
would be affected, from the water table to the quality of the 
existing water for recreational, fishing and other uses.  There is a 
reason that ST. Louis Cty. did not want that impact on the St. 
Louis River.  The visual impact is a concern, to say nothing of the 
additional power lines, railroad cars filled with coal going across 
the state. Real estate values, pollution, the Scenic Hwy rerouting, 
the Mesaba Bike Trail, these are all valid issues and concerns 
that affect our environment.  
  
Secondly, environmental impact needs to be measured not only 
in the short term but in the long term.  The inability to finance or 
plan for the sequestering of carbon dioxide is the most serious of 
concerns.  It is unbelievable to us that with the emphasis on  

Comment 77-04 
DOE agrees that loss of vegetation and habitat, landscape alterations, 
and other land-disturbing activities associated with the project would 
have adverse environmental impacts.  DOE has worked in concert with 
the project proponent to minimize these impacts to the extent 
practicable, while ensuring that the project would meet DOE’s purpose 
and need.  As described in response to Comment 2-01, the processes 
imposed by NEPA and the Minnesota Power Plant Siting Act are 
intended to ensure that potential adverse impacts are weighed in 
comparison to the beneficial objectives of the project. 

Comment 77-05 
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 responses to Comments 6-01 
and 7-02, which address the same concerns. 

Comment 77-06 
Sections 3.2 and 4.2 (Volume 1) address existing conditions and impacts 
relating to aesthetics for the Mesaba Energy Project.  Also, see Table 
5.3-1 for mitigation measures for the Mesaba Energy Project, including 
mitigation for aesthetic impacts.  Potential impacts from project features 
on real estate values are discussed in Section 4.11.  See also response 
to Comment 80-13, subsequently. 
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 Commenter 77 – Jean and Herb Halverson Responses
 greenhouse gases, the global emphasis on curtailing carbon 

dioxide emissions and the documented changes in our 
environment, that we would even consider contributing to that 
problem as this plant would do.  It appears that this is a rush 
to get the funding and approval before it is outlawed.  That is not 
responsible planning and extremely shortsighted, from our point 
of view.   
  
Please consider again the serious concerns as raised by the 
many people who live in this area and will be the most directly 
affected by the impact of your decisions.  We take our 
responsibility very seriously to use, not abuse, this environment 
which we have been fortunate to live in.  We want to leave this 
state in as good, if not better condition than our grandparents 
found it. We feel this coal burning plant is a giant step in the 
wrong direction.    
  
Jean and Herb Halverson     
20665 Mishawaka Shores Circle 
Grand Rapids, MN  55744 
 

Comment 77-07 
See responses to Comments 1-02, 4-01, 19-03, and 22-01, which 
address the same concerns. 

Comment 77-08 
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 78 – Mary Erickson Responses
 From: Mary Erickson [mailto:vember@uslink.net]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 09, 2008 1:19 PM 
To: Bill.Storm@state.mn.us 
Subject: Mesabi Energy Project Comment 
 
Mary M. Erickson 
5404 Park Dr. 
Mt. Iron, MN 55768 
January 9, 2008 
  
Mr. Bill Storm 
State Planning Director 
Minnesota Department of Commerce 
85 7th Place, Suite 500 
St. Paul, MN 55101-2198 

Dear Mr. Storm: 

I have lived on the Iron Range most of my life and have 
experienced the "roller coaster" economy tied to mining. I know 
the importance of creating jobs in our area and support efforts to 
do so. However, when it comes to the proposed Mesabi Energy 
Project, I am not convinced that the benefits created from new 
jobs will outweigh the possible negative consequences to our 
environment. I am concerned that decisions made will not only 
affect those of us that live here today but future generation as 
well. I have a few comments and questions concerning this 
project.  

1. We are about to expand mining operations with such projects 
as Minnesota Steel, Polymet and Franconia Minerals, which will 
bring new types of mining and additional waste products to our 
environment. These new mining projects along with the current 
taconite plants use a natural resource that is here, it comes out of 
the ground where we  

live. However, the Mesabi Energy Project is proposing the 
hauling of a natural resource, coal, from a different state to where 

Comment 78-01 
Section 1.2 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS describes the Federal and state 
contexts for the Mesaba Energy Project and the basis by which the 
project would be located in the TTRA of northeastern Minnesota rather 
than in an area closer to coal mines.  Section 4.3 (Volume 1) describes 
the impacts of the project on air quality.  Human health risks attributable 
to the project based on air emission modeling as described in Section 
4.17 (Volume 1) would be below EPA and MPCA thresholds.  
Cumulative impacts are described in Section 5.2. 
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 Commenter 78 – Mary Erickson Responses
 we live. This project could be done where the coal comes out of 

the ground or anywhere. Has the proposed Mesabi Energy 
Project been evaluated with all these new mining methods as to a 
future change in our environment? In particular air quality, will it 
bring additional mercury, soot and carbon dioxide into the air that 
we breathe? We currently have Mesothelioma studies taking 
place so air quality and industry related illnesses are important to 
us.  

2. Have all the costs for the Mesabi Energy Project been included 
in the equation? Such as the costs of transporting the coal ( both 
fuel and carbon dioxide emissions) from train travel. Have the 
costs involved with carbon sequestration, the costs to bury and 
maintain the carbon dioxide in the earth been considered? How 
many years will this carbon dioxide need to be monitored? What 
about small leaks? Has the possibility of a future carbon dioxide 
tax been added to the costs?  

3. I think that there are too many unanswered questions. I feel 
that these ideas of coal plants with or without carbon 
sequestration are bad ideas. Those of us living near the plants 
will be taking the most risk. And I hope that future generations will 
not be stuck with tons of carbon dioxide waste buried in the 
ground.  

4. Now is the time to put our money and efforts into cleaner, 
renewable energy. This is the direction that the people of 
Minnesota should be going. I think that it holds the key to the 
creation of jobs and our future well being.  

Thank you for reading my comment.  

Sincerely,  

Mary Erickson 

Comment 78-02 
See responses to Comments 4-01, 12-02, 19-03, 41-01, and 75-13, 
which address the same concerns. 

Comment 78-03 
Results gained from early research and commercial CCS experiments 
indicate that CO2 storage in geologic formations will remain secure for 
long time periods.  The Sleipner project in the North Sea began injection 
of CO2 into the Urtisa formation in 1996, and repeated seismic surveys 
have indicated that the CO2 remains in the formation.  See response to 
Comment 75-13, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 78-04 
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 79 – Richard Twaddle Responses
 From: Twaddle [mailto:shirik@lcp2.net]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 09, 2008 4:49 PM 
To: Richard.Hargis@NETL.DOE.GOV; Bill.Storm@state.mn.us 
Subject: Mesaba Energy Project, PUC Docket No. E6472/GS-06-668 
 
   
Mesaba Energy Project, PUC Docket No. E6472/GS-06-668 
DOE Draft EIS for the Mesaba Energy Project (DOE/EIS-
0382D) 
Comments on Draft EIS 

  

With regard to the above item I would like to say: 
It appears that this proposed facility would be one of the 
dirtiest in the State.  Sequestering of carbon is not a proven 
technology and even if it were the carbon would have to be 
piped hundreds of miles to be sequestered.  Mesaba's talk 
about sequestration of carbon is just that-"talk".  I am 
surprised that the people responsible for tha analysis of the 
proposal even consider it.  I hope you will not listen to our 
uninformed polititions and that you will kill this proposed 
project. 

  

Richard Twaddle 
26646 Eagle View Drive  
Bovey, MN 55709 

Comment 79-01 
See responses to Comments 1-01, 1-02, 4-01, and 19-03, which address 
the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 80 – Andrew David Responses
 Mesaba Energy Project 

 
PUC Docket No. E6472/GS-06-668 
 
DOE Draft EIS for the Mesaba Energy Project (DOE/EIS-0382D) 
 
Comments on Draft EIS 
 
 
 
 
 
Review Mesaba Energy Project Draft EIS 
 
Sections 4.11 (Socioeconomics) and 4.12 (Environmental Justice) 
 
 
Summary Comments 
  

Section 4.11 analyzes the economic impact of building Phase I and Phase II of 
the Mesaba Energy Project, particularly the impact that construction and then continued 
operation would have on employment, income, business, population and housing.  The 
outlook for employment, income and business is predictably positive and virtually 
unchanged from earlier reports (i.e. UMD/BBER IMPLAN software modeling).  The 
CAMP position paper entitled “Economics of the Mesaba Energy Project” does an 
excellent job of illustrating the faults and inaccuracies of the BBER report.   
 This section also investigates the impact on population levels and housing 
during construction and operation.  The EIS finds both the East and West Range sites 
capable of supporting temporary and permanent increases in population, with little impact 
to real property.  Long-term housing requirements are not viewed as an issue, however the 
EIS does find that “… depending on the percentage of construction jobs that could be 
filled by existing residents, the influx of workers from outside the region could create a 
demand for rental housing and lodging that may exceed available capacity.” (4.11-4).   
 
 Section 4.12 investigates the impact the Mesaba Energy Project might have on 
minority or low-income populations in the following areas:  1) would health effects be 
significant or above generally accepted norms, 2) is the risk or rate of hazard exposure 
likely to exceed that of the general, or comparison, population and 3) would health effects 
occur due to cumulative or multiple adverse exposures from environmental hazards.  The 
EIS finds no issues with these three factors for either low-income, or minority populations 
(surprise, surprise!) due in no small part to the narrowly defined ‘region of influence’. 

Comment 80-01 
See response to Comment 16-01, which addresses the same concerns. 

Comment 80-02 
See response to Comment 16-02, which addresses the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 80 – Andrew David Responses
 General Comments Section 4.11 Socioeconomics 

 
1. The wide range of influence is the 7 county area (Aitkin, Carlton, Cook, Itasca, 

Koochiching, Lake and St. Louis) the local range of influence is Census Tract 
9810 (Iron Range Twp and Taconite) for the West Range Site and Census 
Tract 140 (Hoyt Lakes) for the East Range Site.  The economic analysis is 
supposedly for the 7 county area the population and housing analysis is done 
from the Census Tracts. 

 
2. The BBER, 2006 study does not do a cost/benefit analysis it is strictly a benefit 

analysis.  Even the BBER authors recognize this and caution against using their 
study as a complete view of the impacts of building Mesaba Phase I and II.  
Quoting directly from the BBER, 2006 study,  

 
“Readers are also encouraged to remember the BBER 
was asked to supply an economic impact analysis only. 
Any subsequent policy recommendations should be based 
on the “big picture” of total impact. A cost-benefit 
analysis would be needed to assess the environmental, 
social, and governmental impacts.”   

 
University of Minnesota Duluth Labovitz School of Business and Economics, 
Bureau of Business and Economic Research 2006.  The Economic Impact of 
Constructing and Operating An Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle Power 
Generation Facility on Itasca County.  April 2006 For Itasca Development 
Corporation. Page 13. 

 
3. The BBER study is misleading in stating the economic value to Itasca County 

or the seven county wide range of influence.  That is because much of the 
economic value supposedly coming to the area in the form of costs for coal, 
transportation, profits, interest, etc will actually be accrued where those 
services are provided or purchased.  Most wages will be provided in Itasca 
County although 20% are estimated to be provided to residents of other 
counties.  Again quoting from the BBER, 2006 study, page 13,  

 
“As noted in the “Itasca County Study Area” section at 
the beginning of this report, there are known IMPLAN 
modeling issues associated with small study areas like 
county-level impacts, including difficulty in measuring 
accurately the extent that payments made to imports or 
value added sectors are shown as re-spent within the 
study area.” 

 
4. The BBER study estimates the number of jobs that would be created in 

construction and during operation of Phase I and II as well as additional 
positions created as a result of having additional workers in the area.  However, 
these predictions should be tempered as the job estimates are a combination of 
full time, part time and temporary positions. 

Comment 80-03 
As stated in response to Comment 16-01, the economic and 
employment benefits predicted by BBER’s study cannot be measured 
accurately at the level of a local community or neighborhood.  However, 
the adverse effects of plant construction and operations on local 
communities and residents can be predicted based on their proximities 
to project features (plant site, rail lines, access roads, and infrastructure).  
Therefore, efforts were made in the EIS to identify communities that 
would be affected most adversely by project features, while the 
beneficial economic impacts of the project were considered more broadly 
by necessity. 

Comment 80-04 
As stated in response to Comment 16-01, IMPLAN is a widely used 
input-output impact model for predicting the multiplier effects of 
increased spending, such as for new projects, on a regional economy.  
The commenter is correct in stating that it is not a cost-benefit model; 
rather, it estimates benefits in terms of multiplier effects on the economy 
and employment.  As further explained in response to Comment 41-01, 
the CEQ NEPA regulations state in 40 CFR 1502.23:  “For purposes of 
complying with the Act, the weighing of the merits and drawbacks of the 
various alternatives need not be displayed in a monetary cost-benefit 
analysis and should not be when there are important qualitative 
considerations.”  This statement highlights the difficulties of reaching a 
consensus of opinion on values or costs to be assigned to environmental 
conditions or impacts, many of which represent qualitative 
considerations with intangible benefits or costs. 

Comment 80-05 
As stated in response to Comment 16-01, although direct employment 
for construction and operations may involve hiring from outside the 
region, the indirect and induced employment predicted by IMPLAN 
reflects jobs specifically created within the 7-county Arrowhead region.  
Likewise, although some portion of direct project spending would flow 
outside the region and state, economic benefits predicted by the 
IMPLAN model, both in terms of value-added benefits from direct 
spending for wages, rents, interest, and profits for construction and 
operations, and in terms of total output economic benefits from all direct 
project expenditures for construction and operations, would occur 
specifically within the Arrowhead Region. 
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 Commenter 80 – Andrew David Responses
  

5. Most of the construction and plant operation positions will be filled by people 
outside of Itasca County.  That number will rise if construction is a union 
construction job.  This has direct negative impacts on housing in the area 
during the construction period.   

 
6. The EIS assumes that there will be an available skilled labor force in the region 

due to, “… historically persistent higher unemployment rates …” and a 
decrease in the manufacturing and iron mining industries.  It is not at all certain 
that jobs in iron mining and/or manufacturing are transferable to construction 
or operation jobs that Mesaba Phase I and II would provide.  Continued 
investment in iron mining and the specter of Minnesota Steel would suggest 
that there will be a dramatic shortage of skilled labor for construction positions, 
requiring that more outside skilled labor be hired and housed in Itasca County. 

 
7. The discussion of jobs, wages and employment is occurring in a vacuum.  No 

mention is made of the impact that Minnesota Steel will have on the same 
population of workers that Mesaba will be trying to hire from.  Job competition 
will be fierce if both are built at the same time.  Although this is good news for 
a few people hired locally with an existing domicile the influx of workers and 
the shortage of housing will dramatically increase rental and housing costs to 
the detriment of imported workers through higher rentals, local homeowners 
through artificially increased property values and taxes and low-income non-
skilled individuals and families through increased rental costs and wages that 
do not keep pace with the increased cost of housing.   

 
8. Most if not all of the discussion in this section references dollars or 

employment that would be gained if Mesaba Phase I and II are built.  Therefore 
the economic benefits are being overestimated given the scope of the proposed 
building.  The permitting process is asking only for Phase I yet the economic 
analysis is offering figures for Phase I and II combined.  We need to see an EIS 
that accurately compares all costs and benefits just for Phase I.   

 
9. The proposed relocation of Itasca County Road 7, the Scenic Highway, is 

considered to be an act of Itasca County and not the Mesaba Project.  
Considering the fact that CR7 was recently (within the past 5 years) rerouted 
and resurfaced from 169 north along its original route at considerable expense 
it is obvious that an additional rerouting is being done to convenience the 
Mesaba Project at the expense of Itasca County taxpayers and should be at the 
very least considered an additional cost of the project. 

 
10. The EIS estimates that, “Perhaps a dozen or more of the other residential 

properties along CR 7 and Diamond Lake Road closest to the plant site or rail 
alignment may experience reductions in values or at least slower rates of 
growth in values.” (4.11-7) 

Comment 80-06 
Sections 4.11.2.1 and 4.11.2.2 (Volume 1) acknowledge that the BBER 
study projected jobs as full-time, part-time, and temporary without 
distinction. 

Comment 80-07 
As stated in response to Comment 16-01, direct jobs both for 
construction and operations may be filled by individuals from within and 
without the local communities, the Arrowhead Region, and the state, and 
that the appropriate distributions could not be accurately predicted, 
because they would depend upon the availability of individuals with 
required skills. 

Regarding impacts on local housing attributable to an influx of 
construction workers, Sections 4.11.3.1 and 4.11.4.1 (Volume 1) 
respectively describe the potential for adverse effects on local housing in 
the West Range and East Range areas based on limited housing 
capacity to meet increased demands.  Similar concerns were expressed 
in the Minnesota Steel Industries Final EIS, which concluded that the 
potential impacts would not be significant, even considering cumulative 
effects with construction of the Mesaba Energy Project. 

Comment 80-08 
Section 4.11.2.1 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS states:  “The extent to which 
temporary and permanent jobs can be filled by local residents would be 
driven in part by the local labor market characteristics, the availability of 
unemployed or underemployed skilled construction workers, and 
prevailing wages.”  However, based on data from the Department of 
Employment and Economic Development, the EIS concluded in this 
section that the size of the workforce in the Arrowhead Region relative to 
the number of construction jobs expected would not have an overly 
adverse effect on labor availability. 

Comment 80-09 
See response to Comment 80-07, which addresses the same concerns. 

Comment 80-10 
As stated in response to Comment 16-01, the BBER used IMPLAN in 
2005 to estimate the economic multipliers associated with the Mesaba 
Energy Project Phase I for the Arrowhead Region and the state.  
Because Excelsior’s Joint Permit Application included both Phases I and 
II of the project, BBER updated the study in 2006 to estimate the effects 
of both phases. The Final EIS has been updated to include the results of 
the earlier BBER analysis for Phase I alone. 
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 Commenter 80 – Andrew David Responses
  

11. The EIS states that, “… it is unlikely that residential properties along the 
proposed new HVTL corridors would experience substantial reduction in 
property values.”  Then proceeds to indicate that depending on the route 
chosen between 4 and 29 residences would be within 500 feet with some as 
close as 300 feet.  I cannot imagine how these residences would not experience 
a negative impact to their property value.   (4.11-7 and 8) 

 
12. The EIS attempts to indicate that housing of temporary construction workers 

would be easier at the West Range vs. East Range site.  This is not necessarily 
true, especially if Minnesota Steel is being constructed at the same time.  (4.11-
8) 

 
13. The East Range site impacts fewer homeowners because the East Range site is 

a true brownfield site with existing infrastructure.  This would reduce impacts 
on housing values due to construction.  HVTL corridors would have to be 
widened and 49 residences are within 500 feet but the EIS states, “… it is 
unlikely that property values along these corridors would be affected by the 
additional HVTLs.”  in part because their values are already being impacted by 
existing HVTLs.   

 
14. Consider that the economic impact is thought to be a 7 county region, or even 

throughout Minnesota, but areas that might be adversely affected are 
considered to be individual blocks within a Census Tract, or just along HVTL 
corridors and utility ROWs.  This is inequitable.   

 
15. Table 4.11.6 Summary of Impacts.  This table claims, “Related realignment of 

CR7 by Itasca County may influence local housing development in vicinity”  
Here the EIS considers the realignment of CR7 ‘related’ and a benefit yet does 
not include it as a cost.  At the East Range site the lack of construction needed 
is considered a detriment where it should actually be a benefit.   

 
16. The summary table 4.11.6 is not an accurate summary in that it represents the 

two sites (West and East Range) as being almost identical with the exception of 
the relocation of CR7 in the West Range plans and number of residences 
within rail alignments.   

 
17. The text in section 4.11 points to numerous differences related to impacts to 

housing values as a result of construction and HVTL corridors, utility ROWs. 
The text does NOT point out that the East Range site is a brownfield site with 
existing utility and HVTL infrastructure and therefore more suitable for 
construction.   

 
18. The socioeconomic analysis is incomplete.  The Mesaba Project has to get its 

product to market and cannot do that without a HVTL that runs from northern 
Minnesota to the Twin Cities – St. Cloud area where the power is supposedly 
needed.  This analysis does not cover the cost nor the impacts of creating an 
additional cross-state transmission line.   

Comment 80-11 
The proposed realignment of CR 7 was under consideration by Itasca 
County when the scope of the EIS was determined.  Therefore, as stated 
in Section 1.6.4 (Volume 1), the impacts of that potential project were 
addressed in the EIS as a connected action under NEPA.  Recently, 
Itasca County has reconsidered the proposed realignment of CR 7 
because of state funding constraints.  As stated in Section 2.3.1.2 
(Volume 1) of the Draft EIS, if the realignment were not constructed by 
Itasca County, Access Road 2 would be connected to the existing 
alignment of CR 7.  Excelsior is responsible for constructing the principal 
access road to serve the Mesaba Energy Project.  The alignment of the 
proposed access road has been modified by Excelsior to avoid and 
minimize impacts to wetlands based on consultations between DOE and 
USACE.  Section 2.3.1.2 has been updated in the Final EIS to describe 
the modified alignment, and the impacts of the alignment have been 
addressed for respective resource subjects in Chapter 4 (Volume 1). 

Comment 80-12 
This statement in the EIS has been correctly quoted in the comment. 

Comment 80-13 
Section 4.11.3.2 (Volume 1) states that 1 residence would be located 
within 300 feet of Excelsior’s preferred alignment for a new HVTL (WRA-
1 or WRB-1), and 3 other residences would be located within 500 feet of 
the alignment.  Also, two residences would be located within 300 feet of 
Excelsior’s alternative alignment for a new HVTL (WRA-1A or WRB-1A), 
and 5 other residences would be located within 500 feet.  The section 
further explains that Excelsior’s alternative route for HVTL Plan B (WRB-
2A) would be located in an existing HVTL right-of-way for which 8 
residences are located within 300 feet and another 21 residences are 
located within 500 feet.  Therefore the number of residences affected by 
proximity to new HVTL corridors would be small, and Section 4.11.3.2 
points out that Excelsior expects to compensate the property owners for 
the granting of easements. 

The statement in the Draft EIS that residential properties along proposed 
new HVTL corridors would not likely experience substantial reductions in 
property values is supported by a recent study (Pitts and Jackson, 2007).  
The authors found that prior studies reported an average discount of 1% 
to 10% in property values when negative impacts of HVTLs are evident.  
However, although these impacts can extend to a quarter mile when 
views of lines and towers are completely unobstructed, the impacts were 
found to diminish with distance and disappeared at a distance of 200 feet 
if HVTL structures are at least partially screened by trees, landscaping,  
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 Commenter 80 – Andrew David Responses
  

General Comments Section 4.12 Environmental Justice 
 

1. The region of influence for the environmental justice analysis is incredibly 
narrow and does not match the region of influence used for the socioeconomic 
analysis.  Moreover, my guess is that neither would match the size of the 
region of influence for the true environmental impact of the Mesaba Project 
Phase I or Phase I and II combined.  To wit, “The regions of influence for 
environmental justice are determined for each resource area by the potential for 
minority and low-income populations to bear a disproportionate share of high 
and adverse environmental impacts from activities within the project area.”  
The EIS then goes on to define the project area as Census Tract 9810 for the 
West Range and Census Tract 140 for the East Range site.  If the economic 
analysis can be extended to a seven county area why is the environmental 
justice analysis limited to a singe Census Tract for each site?  

 
2. The environmental region of influence or environmental project area of the 

Mesaba Project is undoubtedly larger than a single Census Tract (here I am 
calling the environmental region of influence the geographic area that would 
receive atmospheric deposition).  If this is true then the environmental justice 
analysis, which is charged with assessing the health effects, risk and rate of 
hazard exposure and potential cumulative adverse exposures, must take a larger 
geographic area into consideration. 

 
3. Where is the health report that Excelsior Energy commissioned touting the 

‘health benefits’ of the Mesaba Project.  That information was not referenced 
in either the socioeconomic or environmental justice sections. 

 
4. Northern Minnesota in general and Itasca County in particular is the center for 

the environmental region of influence. Residents of Itasca County will bear the 
burden of any increased health effects, any increased health risks or rates, or be 
affected by cumulative or multiple adverse exposures from environmental 
hazards.  The electricity generated here, will be sent to the Twin Cities metro 
area where it is needed.  Northern Minnesota does not need this electricity but 
is being asked – no required – to accept any health burden that its generation 
would impose.  On that basis alone the environmental justice analysis should 
compare the environmental region of influence, which would include all of 
Itasca County, with the Twin Cities metro area being the control group.  Then 
the environmental justice analysis can evaluate whether the Proposed Action or 
alternative would cause disproportionately high and adverse effects on 
minority or low-income populations in the region of influence.   

Comment 80-13 (cont’d)
or topography.  Therefore, some of the closest residences may 
experience adverse effects on property values depending upon the 
visibility of HVTL structures.  Section 4.11.3.2 of the Final EIS has been 
revised accordingly. 

Comment 80-14 
As described in Sections 4.11.3.1 and 4.11.4.1 (Volume 1), respectively, 
the potential increase in demand by construction workers may have 
adverse impacts on the rental housing market for communities in the 
immediate vicinities of both sites based on the limited housing stock 
available for rent.  No bias is implied in these discussions, which point 
out in both cases that construction workers would be required to seek 
housing in the larger local communities. 

Comment 80-15 
Thank you for your comment.  It has been noted and will be included in 
the administrative record for this EIS. 

Comment 80-16 
See response to Comment 80-03, which addresses the same concerns. 

Comment 80-17 
With respect to the comment about CR 7, see Comment 80-11, which 
addresses the same concern.  Regarding the comment about the East 
Range Site, DOE could not find specific text where the EIS concluded 
that the lack of construction needed would be a detriment. 

Comment 80-18 
The table in Section 4.11.6 (Volume 1) summarizes the impacts relative 
to the basis for impacts stated in Section 4.11.1.2 (Volume 1).  Other 
comparative impacts for the sites are provided for respective resources 
in Chapter 4 (Volume 1), such as Aesthetics, Air Quality and Climate, 
Land Use, Community Services, Utility Systems, Safety and Health, 
Noise, and others, which have relationships to socioeconomic 
conditions. 

Comment 80-19 
Section 2.3 (Volume 1) describes the facilities to be constructed, 
including HVTLs and other utilities, for the West Range and East Range 
Sites.  Section 4.14 (Volume 1) addresses utility systems, including 
HVTLs, on the West Range and East Range Sites. 

Comment 80-20 
The scope of analysis in the EIS for the generator outlet HVTLs 
associated with the West Range and East Range Sites included  
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 Commenter 80 – Andrew David Responses
   Comment 80-20 (cont’d)

transmission requirements to the respective points of interconnection, 
the Blackberry and Forbes Substations, and the required equipment 
additions/upgrades to these substations.  Section 2.2.2.4 (Volume 1) 
describes the infrastructure requirements for Phase I and Phase II of the 
Mesaba Energy Project and explains decisions to be made by the 
Midwest Independent System Operator (MISO) relating to HVTL 
requirements.  The HVTLs required for the West Range and East Range 
Sites are described in Section 2.3 (Volume 1).   

Subsequent upgrades to the regional transmission system to 
accommodate the injection of power from Phase I and Phase II into the 
Blackberry and Forbes Substations would be subject to MISO decisions, 
the results of which will be dependent upon other project developments 
and would likely require separate environmental review by MDOC and 
approval by the Minnesota PUC.  However, MISO recently completed 
sensitivity studies based on load from Minnesota Steel and the CapX 
2020 transmission project between Boswell and Bemidji substations 
which conclude that no upgrades to the regional transmission system are 
required in order to interconnect Phase I to the electric grid.   

Comment 80-21 
As stated in response to Comment 16-02, environmental justice impacts 
occur when a minority or low-income population would bear 
disproportionate adverse impacts from a proposed action.  Therefore, 
regions of influence for the Mesaba Energy Project were selected in 
closest proximity to the project features (plant site, rail lines, access 
roads, and infrastructure) most likely to affect residents adversely.  The 
demographic compositions of these regions of influence were compared 
to those of the larger populations (local townships and cities, respective 
counties, and the state) to determine whether minority or low-income 
populations might be affected disproportionately by the proposed action. 
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   Comment 80-22 

As stated in response to Comment 16-02, Section 4.17 (Volume 1) 
describes the risks to local populations from emission depositions.  The 
heading for Section 4.17.2.3 (Human Health Risks) was inadvertently 
lost in printed copies of the Draft EIS.  From the perspective of 
environmental justice, Section 4.12.4 (Volume 1) specifically addresses 
the health risks to American Indian tribes in northern Minnesota, 
because they may consume higher amounts of locally caught fish than 
the general population.  Diamond Lake was considered representative of 
the nearest fishable bodies of water to the West Range Site receiving 
emissions from the plant.  Also, cumulative impacts on air quality, 
deposition, and air inhalation health risks are described in Sections 5.2.2 
and 5.2.3 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS. 

Comment 80-23 
The report identified in this comment (titled “Air Quality and Health 
Benefits Modeling: Relative Benefits Derived from Operation of the MEP-
I/II IGCC Power Station”) was filed in Minnesota PUC Docket Number 
E6472/M-05-1993 for the power purchase agreement, which is separate 
from the docket for Excelsior’s Joint Permit Application.  As noted in 
response to Comment 20-02, MDOC has stated that the power purchase 
agreement is not a subject of this EIS.  The report compared the health 
effects of emissions from an IGCC power plant in the Iron Range to 
those of a comparably sized supercritical pulverized coal-fired power 
plant in central Minnesota and concluded that the IGCC plant would 
cause fewer adverse health effects than the pulverized coal-fired plant to 
generate the same baseload of electricity.  It was not cited in the EIS, 
because MPCA requires applicants to address health risks using the 
agency’s AERA protocol, which is contained in Appendix C (Volume 2) 
and summarized in Section 4.17.2.3 (Volume 1).  Section 4.17 (Volume 
1) was referenced in Section 4.12.4, Health Risk-related Environmental 
Justice Impacts. See also response to Comment 80-22. 

Comment 80-24 
As stated in response to Comment 16-02, the demographic compositions 
of the regions of influence for environmental justice (census units in 
closest proximity to the respective plant sites) were compared to those of 
the larger populations (local townships and cities, respective counties, 
and the state) to determine whether minority or low-income populations 
might be affected disproportionately by the proposed action.  These 
demographic compositions are compared in Sections 3.12.2 and 3.12.3 
(Volume 1).  They indicate that the distributions of minority populations in 
the West Range and East Range census units closest to proposed 
project features are substantially lower than in the respective larger  
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 Commenter 80 – Andrew David Responses
  

1. The environmental justice analysis outside of construction sites, HVTL 
corridors and utility ROWs presented in this EIS is inadequate.  The EIS 
looked at “… the potential for adverse health risks in a wider radius from 
respective project sites and corridors based on impact analyzed in Section 4.17, 
Safety and Health, and the assess the potential that an adverse health rise 
would affect a minority population, low-income population , or American 
Indian tribe at a higher rate than the general population.”  The term ‘wider 
radius’ was never defined and the only reference made was to effect that 
additional mercury deposition would have on subsistence fishing on Diamond 
Lake.  There was no effort made to include any other health risks such as 
particulate matter, VOCs, NOx, SOx or other heavy metal contamination from 
airborne deposition, nor consider their impact either individually or as 
cumulative or multiple adverse exposures as required in the Method of 
Analysis.   

  
2. Somewhere I heard a woman testify that the West Range site is within view of 

a proposed American Indian retirement home.  If this can be substantiated, 
even if it has not been built but exists only as purchased property with a plan, it 
may trigger the low-income, minority or American Indian tribe provisions of 
the analysis.   

 
3. On page 4.12-3 the EIS states that, “Mercury emission in Minnesota declined 

significantly (about 68 percent) from 1990 to 2000, and there is evidence that 
concentrations of mercury in Minnesota’s fish have declined by about 10 
percent, which is considered an encouraging response (MPCA, 2005).”  Given 
this statement why would we want to go backwards towards higher levels of 
mercury emission?  Especially since it appears that even significant declines in 
emissions have only relatively modest declines in the amount that is actually 
concentrated in fish.  Clearly there is a long lag time between a decrease in 
mercury emissions and a decrease in mercury concentration in fish.  This is 
consistent with the idea that mercury is a bioaccumulator that is not readily 
removed from the environment.   

Comment 80-24 (cont’d)
census areas, counties, and the state.  They also indicate that the 
distributions of low-income populations in the West Range and East 
Range census units closest to proposed project features are comparable 
to, or lower than, those in the larger local census tracts, the Arrowhead 
Region, and the United States as a whole.  It is true that the Arrowhead 
Region generally has a higher distribution of low-income population than 
the state as a whole.  However, in adopting the “innovative energy 
project” legislation that provided incentives for an undertaking like the 
Mesaba Energy Project (see Section 1.2 in Volume 1), the Minnesota 
Legislature specifically targeted the TTRA in part because of the 
economic challenges experienced there. 

Comment 80-25 
See response to Comment 80-22, which addresses the same concerns. 

Comment 80-26 
A Native American Tribal retirement complex is believed to be planned 
on property along the west shores of Twin Lakes, off Cherokee Road, 
south of US 169, about 3 miles southeast of the West Range IGCC 
Power Station footprint. The preferred HVTL route for the West Range 
Site would pass about 2/3 mile to the west of the property boundary of 
the planned complex.  Potential effects on this proposed facility have 
been included in the Environmental Justice impacts in the Final EIS.  
Based on the exposure risks determined by the AERA analysis in 
Section 4.17.2.3, the retirement home would be situated farther away 
from the Mesaba facility than the adult and child residents with highest 
risk of exposure to hazardous emissions, which are located 1.2 miles 
away.  The AERA analysis determined that the highest risk exposure 
scenario for these adult and child residents would be below the risk 
thresholds established by EPA for both cancer risk and non-cancer 
morbidity hazard.  Therefore, it is concluded that the exposure risk to 
residents of the planned retirement home would also be below the EPA 
risk thresholds. 

Comment 80-27 
Thank you for your comment.  It has been noted and will be included in 
the administrative record for this EIS.  See response to Comment 1-01. 
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 Commenter 81 – Jim and Steph Shields Responses
 From: James Shields [mailto:jx1@hotmail.com]  

Sent: Wednesday, January 09, 2008 8:13 PM 
To: Bill.Storm@state.mn.us 
Subject: PUC Docket No. E6472/GS-06-668 DOE Draft EIS for the 
Mesaba Energy Project (DOE/EIS-0382D) 
 
January 9, 2007 
  
Mesaba Energy Project, PUC Docket No. E6472/GS-06-668 
DOE Draft EIS for the Mesaba Energy Project (DOE/EIS-0382D) 
  
Carbon capture and sequestration is the main potential advantage of 
IGCC technology.  The draft EIS states that CCS is not feasible or 
economically viable for the proposed Mesaba Energy Project.  I would 
hope that the DOE would have the sense to build a demonstration IGCC 
plant closer to the coal, closer to where the power is needed, and 
especially closer to where sequestration is possible.  If there is not a 
better place to build a DOE demonstration IGCC plant than the 
proposed Mesaba Energy site, then IGCC has no future and is not worth 
risking taxpayer money. 
  
The Draft EIS does not reflect the importance of the Canisteo Mine Pit 
as one of the best trout fisheries in Minnesota. 
  
Why does the Draft EIS use an air emission impact area of only 3 km?  
The impact area will be much larger and will also overlap with the 
emissions of MSI.  In the final EIS, please include emissions from MSI 
and expand the impact area to include an area of at least thirty miles. 
  
The Draft EIS states there is a need for the power from the Mesaba 
Energy Project.  The Army Corp of Engineers says that is not true.  
Please include information indicating where the power is needed in the 
final EIS.   
  
Thank you. 
   
Jim and Steph Shields 
Pengilly, MN 

Comment 81-01 
The potential for capturing CO2 more efficiently is only one advantage of 
IGCC over other coal-fueled power plants.  As stated in response to 
Comment 1-01, IGCC offers substantially lower emissions of pollutants 
than conventional coal-fueled power plants, which is why the technology 
was selected by DOE for co-funding under the CCPI Program.  As stated 
in response to Comment 8-01, Section 1.2 (Volume 1) describes the 
Federal and state contexts for the Mesaba Energy Project and the basis 
by which the project would be located in the TTRA of northeastern 
Minnesota rather than in an area closer to coal mines or geologic 
formations conducive to sequestration of CO2.  See also response to 
Comment 4-01, which explains that CCS was not included in the Mesaba 
Energy Project as originally selected for the CCPI Program. 

Comment 81-02 
See responses to Comments 7-02 and 76-07, which address the same 
concerns. 

Comment 81-03 
The 3-kilometer radius was used for the cumulative health risk analysis 
for air emissions.  It was conducted according to MPCA guidance, which 
specifies a 3-kilometer radius for facilities with stack heights below 100 
meters.  MSI’s emissions were, in fact, included in the analysis in 
Appendix D2 of the Draft EIS.  See responses to Comments 105-08 
through 105-26, which addresses the revised AERA analysis.  Results of 
the revised risk analysis are presented in Section 4.17 (Volume 1) and 
Appendix C (Volume 2) of the EIS. 

Comment 81-04 
See response to Comment 75-05, which addresses the same concern. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-01 

See response to Comment 7-01, which addresses concerns about 
scoping and the consideration of public comments. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-02 

As stated in response to Comment 75-03, 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 (55-01); 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 addressing scoping comments relating to issues 
considered most important to the agencies charged with overseeing 
environmental and public health interests in the State of Minnesota. 

See responses to:  Comment 75-05 regarding the need for power; 
Comments 5-04 and 111-03 regarding the site selection process; 
Comments 7-03, 38-01, and 105-08 through 105-27 regarding potential 
health risks; and Comments 49-01 through 49-09 and 105-01 through 
105-07 regarding air emissions. 

Section 3.8.2.1 (Volume 1) discusses the trout fishery in the CMP (see 
also response to Comment 7-02 on the same subject).  The proposed 
use of enhanced ZLD at the West Range Site would eliminate 
discharges to the pit as explained in response to Comment 6-01.  
Section 3.13.3.1 (Volume 1) discusses the use of the CMP for 
recreational fishing and boating.  As stated in Section 4.13.3.2 (Volume 
1), provided an acceptable exclusion/protection zone is established (for 
security purposes) around the Project’s intake structure on the CMP and 
provided Phase I and Phase II of the Mesaba Energy Project is approved 
on the West Range Site,  Excelsior intends to modify its request to close 
off the entire pit to recreational use.  However, as discussed in response 
to Comment 75-04, this decision would be under the jurisdiction of 
MNDNR and/or other State agencies. 

With respect to the comment about potential pollution of private wells 
and municipal water supply caused by discharges to the CMP, the 
planned use of ZLD at the West Range Site would eliminate the need to 
discharge cooling tower blowdown to surface waters, including the CMP, 
which would eliminate this concern (see also responses to Comments 
11-01 and 116-13, which address the same concerns). 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-03 

Section 1.5.2 (Volume 1) explains MDOC’s responsibilities under the 
Minnesota Power Plant Siting Act, which provides the framework for the 
state EIS. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-04 

DOE’s specific interests and basis for involvement in the Mesaba Energy 
Project are explained in Chapter 1 (Volume 1); specifically in Sections 
1.2.1, 1.3.1, and 1.4.1 (Volume 1).  DOE’s responsibilities as lead 
Federal agency for the EIS under NEPA are explained in Section 1.5.1 
(Volume 1). 

Comment 82-05 
See response to Comment 75-03, which addresses the same concern. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-06 

Section 1.2.1 (Volume 1) states that clean coal technologies emerging 
from the CCPI program “…also contribute toward satisfying…” other 
incentives, including the Global Climate Change Initiative.  However, the 
attainment of Global Climate Change Initiative goals is not a requirement 
for projects selected to demonstrate CCPI technologies.  IGCC is a CCPI 
technology of interest to DOE based on its reduced emissions and 
improved environmental performance over conventional coal-fueled 
power plants. The technology is also more effective at facilitating CO2 
capture for potential storage, which is supportive of the Global Climate 
Change Initiative. 

See response to Comment 4-01, which addresses the concerns about 
CCS and the CCPI Program.  See response to Comment 9-02, which 
addresses the comment about shutting down other coal-based power 
plants. 

Comment 82-07 
As stated in response to Comment 24-01, to the extent that an EIS for a 
complex, advanced technology-based project such as the Mesaba 
Energy Project can be summarized briefly, the Summary at the 
beginning of Volume 1 attempts to do so.  With respect to permits 
required, Chapter 6 (Volume 1) lists all relevant regulations and 
associated permits for the project.  Also, environmental permits are 
discussed in Chapters 3 and 4 as associated with the resources to be 
protected by respective permits.  To the extent that an EIS for a complex 
project can be “written in plain language” (40 CFR 1502.8), DOE and 
MDOC have attempted to do so.  This volume (3) of the Final EIS 
contains responses to all comments submitted on the Draft EIS, 
including those from state and Federal agencies as noted in response to 
Comment 82-02.  These comments provide a fair measure of the EIS’s 
adequacy in presenting information in plain and objective language. 

Comment 82-08 
See response to Comment 75-05, which addresses the same concern. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-09 

See responses to Comments 7-02, 38-01, 65-01, 76-04, 111-08, and 
116-49, which address the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-10 

See responses to Comments 16-01, 41-01, 75-02, and 80-03 through 
80-08, which address the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-11 

See responses to Comments 12-02, 53-04 and 75-08, which address 
concerns relating to CCS and the availability of coal.  DOE’s stated goal 
for the Carbon Sequestration Program is to develop fossil fuel 
conversion systems that offer 90 percent CO2 capture with 99 percent 
storage permanence at less than a 10 percent increase in the cost of 
energy services by 2020.  Achieving that goal requires that incremental 
milestones will be met through research and demonstration projects.  By 
demonstrating IGCC technology, the Mesaba Energy Project offers a 
step toward the goal of the Carbon Sequestration Program.  However, it 
should be recognized that the project has been selected for 
demonstration under the CCPI Program, not the Carbon Sequestration 
Program. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-12 

See response to Comment 75-07, which addresses the same concern.  
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
  
 

82-12 
(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-13 

The potential to capture a concentrated stream of CO2 is only one 
potential advantage of IGCC technology.  IGCC provides substantial 
environmental advantages over conventional coal-fueled power plants by 
reduced emissions of criteria air pollutants (including oxides of nitrogen 
and sulfur) as well as mercury and other hazardous air pollutants, which 
is why it is a technology of interest to DOE’s CCPI Program.  See 
response to Comment 4-01, which addresses the concern about CCS. 

Comment 82-14 
See responses to Comments 7-02, 76-04, 82-02, 111-08, and 116-49, 
which address the same concerns. 

Comment 82-15 
See responses to Comments 6-01, 38-01, and 42-01, which address the 
same concerns. 

Comment 82-16 
See response to Comment 7-03, which addresses the same concern. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-17 

See response to Comment 75-05, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 82-18 
The PUC’s decisions regarding a Power Purchase Agreement are 
separate from, though related to, its decisions on the Joint Permit 
Application.  As stated in Section 1.3.2 (Volume 1), the EIS for MDOC 
addresses the proposed action to approve, or disapprove, the Joint 
Permit Application.  As stated in Section 1.3.1 (Volume 1), the EIS for 
DOE addresses the proposed action of providing co-funding for a project 
selected competitively under the CCPI Program. 

Comment 82-19 
See responses to Comments 7-01, 16-01, 41-01, and 82-18, which 
address the same concerns. 

Comment 82-20 
See responses to Comments 7-02, 76-04, 111-08, and 116-49, which 
address the same concerns. 

Comment 82-21 
See response to Comment 3-02, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 82-22 
Although the West Range Site has been identified as Excelsior’s 
“preferred” site for the Mesaba Energy Project for reasons stated in 
Section 2.1.2.1 (Volume 1), the EIS addresses the potential impacts of 
the project at both the West Range and East Range Sites objectively.  
Neither MDOC nor DOE have stated a preference for the project site.  
See also response to Comment 6-01 regarding the use of enhanced ZLD 
at the West Range Site. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-23 

The site selection process undertaken by Excelsior for the Mesaba 
Energy Project is described in Appendix F1 (Volume 2) and summarized 
in Section 2.1.2.3 (Volume 1).  MDOC has determined that Excelsior met 
the requirements for a preferred and an alternative site in compliance 
with Minnesota Rules 7849.5220.  Enhanced ZLD treatment is specified 
for both the East Range and West Range sites, which eliminates 
permitting obstacles associated with water discharge. Enhanced ZLD 
was originally proposed for the East Range Site because the site was 
located in the Lake Superior Basin watershed. 

Comment 82-24 
See response to Comment 19-02, which addresses the same concern.  
Modeling assumptions and input data used in the Draft EIS are provided 
in Appendix B (Volume 2) and were based on an FLM accepted air 
modeling protocol for the Mesaba Energy Project air permit application 
(see Section 4.3.1.1). 

Comment 82-25 
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. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-26 

See response to Comment 75-05, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 82-27 
See response to Comment 16-01, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 82-28 
Section 1.6.2.2 (Volume 1) describes the Citizens Advisory Task Force 
established by the PUC for the Mesaba Energy Project.  As stated, the 
Task Force was not able to reach a consensus of opinion on a preferred 
site for the project.  Also, as stated in Section 1.6.2.2, the Final 
Comments and Recommendations of the Task Force are posted on the 
MDOC Mesaba Energy Project Docket website:  
http://energyfacilities.puc.state.mn.us/Docket.html?Id=16573. 

Comment 82-29 
DOE has addressed discrepancies where they have been specifically 
identified in comments throughout this volume. 

Comment 82-30 
See response to Comment 1-01, which acknowledges and corrects the 
error relating to the presentation of CO2 emissions in tables. 

Comment 82-31 
See responses to Comments 1-02 and 4-02, which address the same 
concerns. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-32 

See responses to Comments 1-02 and 4-03, which address the same 
concerns. 

Comment 82-33 
In Section 2.1.2.1 (Volume 1), West Range Site and Corridors, the West 
Range Site was stated to have reduced electrical losses due to the fact 
that the West Range Site would have shorter power transmission 
distances than the East Range Site to the respective points of 
interconnection. 

Comment 82-34 
Air toxic emissions were calculated based preferentially on test results 
from the Wabash River Coal Gasification Re-Power Project (Wabash 
River Plant), where available, and then adjusted when appropriate for 
the worst-case feedstock for Mesaba (as discussed in the Air Permit 
application on p.80 and Appendix B).  The Wabash River Plant test data 
included operational periods on both coal and 100 percent petroleum 
coke, and the hazardous air pollutant emissions presented in the Draft 
EIS represent the worst-case emissions across all feedstocks.  For some 
compounds, data was not available from the Wabash River Plant; hence 
AP-42 values for coal combustion were used.  In these cases, no data is 
available for petroleum coke.  However, testing for vanadium in syngas 
was conducted at the Wabash River Plant where the vanadium 
concentration in syngas was found to be below the detection limit of the 
EPA Method 29 test, even during operation using petroleum coke.  While 
petroleum coke does contain significant quantities of vanadium, its 
volatility is relatively low and therefore is expected to preferentially 
partition to and be immobilized in the slag rather than emitted into the air. 
This expectation and the results from the Wabash River Plant tests are 
supported by mass balance studies of trace substances conducted at the 
Louisiana Gasification Technologies Inc. EGas™-based IGCC facility in 
Plaquemine, Louisiana where subbituminous coal was used as the 
process feedstock. Such tests showed that the enrichment factor for 
vanadium in the slag relative to that in the raw coal was similar to the 
enrichment factor for other non-volatile metals like cobalt and 
manganese – elements for which recovery was shown to be nearly 100 
percent (Williams, et al., 1996). 

Fuel type does not affect the level of toxic discharges to water or land.  
Water discharges have been eliminated, and experience at the Wabash 
River Plant demonstrates that the solid slag byproduct is nontoxic (i.e., it 
is below toxicity characteristic leaching procedure limits), whether the 
feedstock is coal, petroleum coke, or blends thereof. 
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(cont’d) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

82-32 
 
 
 
 
 

82-33 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

82-34 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

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

 
244

 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-35 

Section 4.2.2.1 (Volume 1) provides a discussion of the stack height, and 
the potential for aesthetic impacts during construction and operation.  
Generally, the power plant structures tend to be either tall and narrow, or 
short and wide.  The tallest structure at the plant site would be the stack 
serving the TVB, which would have a diameter of 5.5 feet and a height of 
210 feet above grade.  The top of the structural steel supporting the 
gasifiers (and through which the TVB stack emanates) is approximately 
200 feet above grade and about 140 feet long and 60 feet wide; 
however, at this time there are no plans to enclose this structure. The 
third, fourth and fifth highest structures would be the rod mill feed bins 
(155 ft long x 25 ft wide x 150 ft above grade), the building enclosing the 
steam turbine generator (approximately 170 feet long x 140 wide x 90 
feet above grade), and the heat recovery steam generators 
(approximately 110 feet long x 55 feet wide x 90 feet above grade), 
respectively.  Other structure heights and diameters are found in Table 
4.2-1.  

A GIS visibility analysis was created for the Draft EIS, which used 
topography and tree height to determine which locations would have 
views of the generating station emission points.  The results of the 
analysis can be found in figures 4.2-1 and 4.2-2 for the proposed West 
Range and East Range Sites, respectively.  In each location, high 
elevation points and lake borders would have the highest concentration 
of views of the stacks.  Sections 4.2.3.2 and 4.2.4.2 (Volume 1) describe 
the potential for impacts from operation.  The tailings pile at the Hill 
Annex Mine State Park, the western shores of Reiley Lake, and the 
southern border of CMP would have the least obstructed views of the 
stacks at the West Range Site.  At the East Range Site, the Mesaba 
Generating Station, in addition to Syl Laskin plant, would be visible from 
most vantage points along the south shore of Colby Lake, the southwest 
section of Hoyt Lakes and Colby Ridge.   

However, plant visibility would depend on both seasonality and weather 
conditions, with the greatest visibility occurring in the winter due to loss 
of leaves on trees and cold-weather condensation of water vapor. 

Comment 82-36 
The intent in Section 3.3.1 (Volume 1) is to identify the closest 
residences and other sensitive receptors to the plant footprint within the 
region of influence.  Residences closest to the respective proposed plant 
sites and utility corridors are further indicated on four figures in Section 
3.2.2, and demographic data showing population and housing within 
local jurisdictions are described in Section 3.11.  However, of more  
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
   Comment 82-36 (cont’d) 

importance to all residents within the region of influence is the potential 
for air quality impacts and emissions-related health impacts.  Section 4.3 
(Volume 1) has been updated based on the latest modeling protocol and 
describes the air quality impact analysis for the West and East Range 
Sites based on protocols required by EPA and MPCA.  The AERA is 
described in Section 4.17.1 (Volume 1) and Appendix C (Volume 2).  
AERA protocols are intended to protect residents, farmers, and 
subsistence fishers, even in areas where these receptors are not 
present.  While there are numerous residences within the 5-mile radius 
mentioned by the commenter, the AERA analysis shows that impacts to 
those residences would be well below applicable thresholds for health 
risks established by EPA and MPCA. 

Comment 82-37 
Although the Mesaba Energy Project would be a major source of certain 
air emissions according to the PSD regulations under the Clean Air Act 
and would be subject to the Minnesota Air Pollution Episodes Rule, the 
emissions would be lower than conventional coal-fired power plants 
because of its IGCC technology.  The impacts of air pollutants that would 
be emitted into the atmosphere, and mitigation measures that would be 
taken to reduce impacts, are discussed in Section 4.3 (Volume 1) of the 
Final EIS. 

Comment 82-38 
The section on regulations in Section 3.3 (Volume 1) serves to provide 
an overview of the major Air Quality regulations that may be applicable 
to the IGCC Power Station and that drive major issues related to the 
operation of the power plant and its potential impact on the environment.  
Information on existing similar facilities and their compliance with these 
regulations in the context of the EIS is provided in Section 5.2.2, 
Cumulative Impacts (Volume 1), of the EIS.  A comparison of the 
Mesaba Energy Project’s emissions with those of existing IGCC and 
state-of-the-art conventional coal-fired power plants is provided in 
Section 2.2.3.1 (Volume 1). 

Comment 82-39 
Construction of the HVTL corridor and rail line would require soil 
disturbance and excavation.  Potential impacts to the soils from 
increased erosion at the West Range Site are discussed in Section 
4.4.3.1 (Volume 1).  Where construction would cross peat or muck 
deposits, special construction procedures would be implemented to 
reduce the soil disturbance.  These are also discussed in Section 
4.4.3.1. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-40 

Soils classified as “Prime Farmland” and “Prime Farmland, if Drained” 
are ubiquitous in Itasca County.  As indicated in Table 4.4-1, the Mesaba 
Power Generating Station would remove approximately 153 acres of 
Prime Farmland out of approximately 1,727 acres of total construction 
disturbance area. The amount of Prime Farmland occupied by the Power 
Station is very small in comparison with the total amount of Prime 
Farmland within the watershed (approximately 849,000 acres). 

Comment 82-41 
Section 5.1.2 (Volume 1) provides a more extensive discussion of 
potential geologic sequestration prospects for the Mesaba Energy 
Project during commercial operations. 

 
82-40 

(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-42 

The sentence in Section 3.5.1.1 (Volume 1) has been changed to:  “As 
mining ceased in areas along the Iron Range, and associated 
dewatering operations ended, many of the pits have filled with water, 
some to the point that they have connected with adjacent pits.” 

Comment 82-43 
The water withdrawn from the river would be subject to the CWA rule 
316(b) criteria for cooling water intake structures, which specifies that the 
maximum amount of water that can be withdrawn is “5 percent of the 
mean annual flow or 25 percent of the 7Q10, whichever is the lesser.” 
The estimate of 5.5 cubic feet per second (or 2,468 gallons per minute) 
was based on 25 percent of the 7Q10 flow (22 cubic feet per second) of 
the Prairie River (found to be less than 5 percent of the mean annual 
flow of 319 cubic feet per second).  The 7Q10 flow was calculated based 
on daily data collected by Minnesota Power (MP) at the Prairie Lake 
Dam between 1998 and 2004.  Water would not be withdrawn from the 
Prairie River during Mesaba Phase I.  During Mesaba Phases I and II, 
the amount of water that could be withdrawn from the Prairie River 
depends on how much water can be provided from other sources (i.e., 
the CMP); however, 5.5 cubic feet per second represents the maximum 
withdrawal limit from Prairie River for the Mesaba Generating Station.  
See responses to Comments 76-09 and 76-12, which discuss water 
balance and impacts to Prairie River, respectively. 

Water would be directed from the Prairie River to the LMP complex via 
minimal infrastructure – the proposed gravity drain connecting the Prairie 
River to the LMP would be 18 inches in diameter and approximately 200 
feet in length.  For more information see subsection “Prairie Water 
Intake” under Section 4.5.3.1 (Volume 1). 

Based on readings from a USGS gauge located in Grand Rapids, MN 
(upstream of the confluence of the Mississippi and Prairie Rivers), 
average flows that occurred between 1884 and 2007 were approximately 
1,570 cubic feet per second.  The maximum withdrawal that would be 
allowed from the Prairie River (5.5 cubic feet per second) represents less 
the 0.5 percent of the average flow at the Mississippi River.  Thus, the 
impact to the Mississippi River from withdrawing water out of the Prairie 
River to the LMP is considered minor. 

Comment 82-44 
Figure 3.15-1 (Volume 1) is correct.  The text “Kelly Lake” is referring to 
the rail stop and not the project site. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

82-42 
 
 
 

82-43 
 
 
 
 

82-44 
 

82-45 
 
 

82-46 
 
 

82-47 
 
 

82-48 
 
 

82-49 
 
 
 

82-50 
 
 
 
 

82-51 
 
 



 

 

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

 
248

 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses 
   Comment 82-45 

Section 3.16.2 (Volume 1) refers to a single closed landfill, which is at 
the current location of the Itasca County Solid Waste Transfer Station.  
The MPCA website of closed landfills does not list a closed landfill in 
Nashwauk. 

Comment 82-46 
Section 3.15.1.1 (Volume 1) has been revised to delete reference to 
Grand Rapids – Itasca County Airport serving commercial aviation (no 
longer applicable).  Statement regarding the four-lane highway system is 
a general statement remarking on the interconnectedness of the state’s 
major northeastern communities – new text “ranges from two-lane roads 
to four-lane, divided highways” has been added to broaden the 
description of roads.  However, the Duluth Seaway Port Authority 
continues to report tonnage of iron ore and concentrates shipped. 

Comment 82-47 
See response to Comment 76-01, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 82-48 
The Itasca County school districts named in Section 3.13.4.1 (Volume 1) 
are those listed by the Minnesota Department of Education (see 
reference MDE, 2006). 

Comment 82-49 
As explained in Section 3.11.1.2 (Volume 1), socioeconomic and 
demographic data for the West Range Site are included for the City of 
Taconite and Iron Range Township, which are the closest local 
jurisdictions to the proposed site boundary.  Data are additionally 
included for Census Tract 9810, Block Group 3, which encompasses the 
entire site boundary and portions of Taconite, Marble, Calumet and 
surrounding rural areas.  Furthermore, data are provided for entire 
Census Tract 9810, which includes all of the communities along US 169 
between Coleraine and Nashwauk, as well as rural areas to the north 
and south as indicated in Figure 3.11-2 (Volume 1).  These respective 
census units were chosen to show increasing radiuses of land areas 
from narrowest to widest encompassing the West Range Site.  DOE and 
MDOC consider these census units to be representative of the 
communities closest to the West Range Site.  Regional data are also 
provided in Section 3.11.1.1 for all seven counties in the Arrowhead 
Region. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-50 

The data in Table 3.11-1 (Volume 1) are as posted by the Minnesota 
Department of Administration (reference MDOA, 2006), and verified at 
the website on June 17, 2007:  http://www.lmic.state.mn.us/datanetweb/ 
php/census2000/c2000_menu.php.  Itasca County’s population declined 
from 1980 to 1990 but increased from 1990 to 2000 reaching a level 
slightly above the 1980 population. 

Comment 82-51 
Section 2.2.2.1 of the Final EIS (Volume 1) states that storage areas 
“would incorporate dust suppression systems (including covered 
conveyers and other enclosures, dust suppression sprays, and vent 
filters) and would be paved, lined, or otherwise controlled to enable 
collection and treatment of stormwater runoff and prevent infiltration of 
chemical species leached from feedstock materials and/or flux to 
groundwater.” 

Comment 82-52 
Big Sucker Lake is located approximately 6 miles northeast of the West 
Range Site.  DOE did not study the mound at Big Sucker Lake, because 
the lake is located approximately 1.5 miles away from the HVTL Phase 2 
(Plan B) alignment Area of Potential Effect, which is the closest corridor 
to Big Sucker Lake and is an existing HVTL corridor. 

Comment 82-53 
As stated in Section 1.5.2.2 (Volume 1), the HVTL Route Permit 
Application (part of the Joint Permit Application) must identify each 
owner whose property is within any of the proposed routes.  Figures in 
Section 3.2 (Volume 1) indicate residences closest to proposed sites and 
corridors for the West Range and East Range alternatives.  Section 
4.10.3.1 (Volume 1) lists the numbers of residents closest to proposed 
routes in the West Range; Section 4.10.4.1 lists the numbers of 
residences closest to proposed routes in the East Range. 

Comment 82-54 
The spelling of Oxhide Lake has been corrected in Section 3.8.2 
(Volume 1). 

Section 3.8 has been updated to include more information on the CMP 
lake trout fishery.  Also see responses to Comments 7-02 and 76-07, 
which address the same concerns. 

82-51 
(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses 
   Comment 82-55 

Section 3.8 (Volume 1) has been revised to state, “With the exception of 
the CMP, which has developed a self-sustaining population of lake trout 
due to MNDNR stocking in past years, none of the waterways or water 
bodies in the area is considered to be cold water due to the lack of 
naturally reproducing trout populations and significant groundwater 
source hydrology.” 

Comment 82-56 
The stream name has been added to Sections 3.8.1.1 and 4.8.3.2 
(Volume 1). 

Comment 82-57 
See responses to Comments 14-02 and 14-03, which address similar 
concerns.  As discussed in Section 3.8 (Volume 1), the majority of the 
West Range Site contains medium quality habitat.  No old-growth or 
mature conifer forests were observed during field reconnaissance.  All of 
the terrestrial communities identified have been impacted by forest 
management practices and other land use activities.  The eastern half of 
the West Range Site was harvested for timber in 2005, and portions of 
the western half of the site exhibited evidence of logging activities within 
the past 10 to 20 years.  Further habitat fragmentation on the site will not 
adversely affect wildlife, as similar appropriate habitat in the area is 
plentiful. 

Comment 82-58 
See responses to Comments 14-02, 14-03, and 59-01, which address 
the same concern. 

Comment 82-59 
Use of an enhanced ZLD system coupled with measures taken on site to 
capture stormwater runoff would virtually eliminate the potential impacts 
to groundwater at the West Range Site.  See response to Comment 7-
02, which addresses impacts to aquifers and Comment 105-49, which 
addresses stormwater management. 

Comment 82-60 
DOE has revised the last sentence in the last paragraph of Section 3.7.2 
of the Final EIS (Volume 1) to read: “The majority of wetlands identified 
at each alternative site are regulated by USACE, because they have a 
connection to interstate commerce (meaning that a wetland/water body 
crosses a state boundary or boundary of a Federally recognized tribal 
reservation and that the wetland/water body was used in the past, is 
currently used, or may be used in the future for commerce).  However,  
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-60 (cont’d)

some wetlands appear to be isolated and, therefore, not regulated by 
USACE.” 

Wetlands that have a connection to interstate commerce are not less 
valuable to the ecosystem. 

Comment 82-61 
Section 3.4.5.1 (Volume 1) discusses the soil survey reports for Itasca 
and St. Louis Counties.  As of April 2006, the USDA NRCS was in the 
process of generating, but had not completed, the soil survey for St. 
Louis County.  An earlier, more rudimentary soil survey was completed 
for the Hoyt Lakes area in 1989.  This preliminary survey provided the 
description of the soils at the East Range Site in the EIS.  In accordance 
with the NEPA regulations, 40 CFR 1502.22, DOE determined that the 
information to be provided in the soil survey is not essential because 
“reasonably foreseeable significant adverse effects on the human 
environment” relating to the soils data would not be expected from the 
proposed action. 

Comment 82-62 
Because the West Range Site property is unoccupied by residences or 
other structures, there is no current roadway accessing the site.  
However, as in the case of the East Range Site property, the site is 
accessible from adjacent roadways.  As is common for many residential, 
commercial, and industrial projects, direct access to a property must be 
provided from the nearest public roadway. 

Comment 82-63 
DOE defined the scope of the cumulative impact analysis for rail traffic at 
the West Range Site to include the rail line between Grand Rapids and 
Hibbing, which is the segment of the national rail network most directly 
affected by the Mesaba Energy Project.  Refer to Section 4.15.2.2 
(Volume 1), which discusses potential impacts to receptors along 
existing rail corridors, including increased dust emissions, noise, and 
vibration along the corridors and increased traffic delays, frequency of 
train horns, and safety hazards at grade crossings.  These impacts are 
described as not resulting in significant increases above baseline 
conditions given the existing levels of rail use in the region. 

Comment 82-64 
The proposed use of enhanced ZLD for the West Range Site (see 
response to Comment 6-01) would eliminate discharges of process and 
blowdown waters from the plant potentially containing mercury.  PSD 
regulations and application guidelines do not include or address  
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses 
   Comment 82-64 (cont’d)

deposition of mercury.  In Mesaba’s cumulative Class I analysis, total 
mercury was included as a transported pollutant (See Table 5.2.2-7 of 
Draft EIS, or Tables 5.2.2-5 and 5.2.2-6 of the Final EIS).  However, 
mercury deposition was not modeled because the chemical and physical 
form of mercury emissions from various sources is unknown.  Deposition 
parameters for mercury compounds are highly dependent on the form of 
the mercury, and poorly defined for some forms.  Therefore there is no 
current methodology for reliable modeling of total mercury deposition.   

However, mercury deposition was modeled for the Mesaba Energy 
Project in the AERA using technology-specific emissions data, based on 
actual stack test data from the Wabash River Plant, an IGCC power 
plant that uses E-Gas™ technology (see U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency, “Control of Mercury Emissions from Coal-fired Electric Utility 
Boilers: Interim Report, Office of Research and Development, EPA-
600/R-01-109, April 2002).  The E-Gas™ gasification process would be 
employed in the Mesaba Energy Project.  Because virtually 100% of the 
mercury emitted from the combustion turbine stack in the E-Gas™ 
process is expected to be in its elemental form, modeling cumulative 
mercury deposition would not be instructive, since the speciation of 
emissions from other sources – although unknown – is expected to 
include mercury in its ionized form.  Because the deposition rate for ionic 
mercury is orders of magnitude higher than for elemental mercury, 
deposition from other sources would obscure impacts from the Mesaba 
Generating Station.  In order to avoid potentially biased results, the 
mercury deposition analysis focused on cumulative, worst case ambient 
mercury concentrations assuming that mercury emissions from all 
sources would be non-reactive.  On this basis, the worst case mercury 
inhalation risks could be assessed, and the Mesaba Energy Project’s 
relative contribution to mercury deposition would be conservatively high. 
These assumptions were the basis for the results presented in the EIS.  
Appendix C (Volume 2) of the Final EIS has been updated to provide 
further justification of the speciation of mercury emissions. 

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.  See also Sections 4.3, Air Quality, and 4.17, Safety and 
Health (Volume 1). 

Comment 82-65 
The various sub-appendixes in Appendix D (Volume 2) provide the 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses 
   Comment 82-65 (cont’d)

results of the Cumulative Impacts Analysis for the Mesaba Energy 
Project, based on the approach explained at the beginning of Appendix 
D. The “Approach to Cumulative Impacts Analysis”, which is the subject 
of the comment, was written before the analysis was performed to 
explain DOE’s intended methodology.  The information identified as “if 
not otherwise available” was subsequently provided by Excelsior and 
used in the respective analyses.  The potential cumulative impacts of the 
Mesaba Energy Project based on the analyses in Appendix D are 
described in Section 5.2 (Volume 1): 

• Section 5.2.2 describes the cumulative impacts on air quality 
based on Appendix D1. 

• Section 5.2.3 describes the cumulative impacts for air inhalation 
risk based on Appendix D2. 

• Section 5.2.4 describes the cumulative impacts on water 
resources based on Appendix D3. 

• Section 5.2.5 describes the cumulative impacts on wetlands 
based on Appendix D4. 

• Section 5.2.6 describes the cumulative impacts on wildlife 
habitat based on Appendix D5. 

• Section 5.2.7 describes the cumulative impacts on rail traffic 
based on Appendix D6. 

Comment 82-66 
The four to five trains per week referenced in the comment would be 
roughly accurate for Mesaba Phase I alone.  Mesaba Phases I and II 
would require a maximum of five roundtrip train deliveries every four 
days or approximately 1.25 roundtrip deliveries per day.  The rail impacts 
analysis in the EIS assumed a very conservative number of two daily 
roundtrip deliveries (instead of 1.25).  Two roundtrip deliveries mean four 
train trips per day – the “two in, two out” that the commenter may be 
referring to. 

Comment 82-67 
Sections 3.8.3.1 and 4.8.2.1 have been updated to provide the results of 
a Biological Assessment for the Canada lynx requested by USFWS. 

Comment 82-68 
Appendix F1 (Volume 2) has been updated by Excelsior to provide 
additional explanation of the site screening and selection process in 
response to Comment 116-01 by the USACE. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-69 

The Class II NAAQS and PSD increment analyses presented in Section 
4.3.3.1 (Volume 1) of the Draft EIS were performed to demonstrate 
compliance with applicable air quality standards during operation of 
Phase I and Phase II.  EPA and MPCA require these analyses to include 
all existing sources and all proposed new sources for which permits have 
been issued or complete permit applications have been submitted.  The 
source data used for the Mesaba analyses were provided by the MPCA, 
and included data on all sources for which the agency maintained 
emission inventory data.  At the time of the data request, MPCA did not 
yet have a permit application for MSI.  The Class I cumulative impact 
analyses (Draft EIS Section 5.2.2 [Volume 1]) were carried out at a later 
date, by which time MPCA was able to provide preliminary data on MSI.  
Note that Sections 4.3 and 5.2.2 (Volume 1) and Appendices B and D1 
(Volume 2) have been revised based on the latest modeling protocol 
(since publication of the Draft EIS) and include a more comprehensive 
listing of regional sources. 

With regard to PSD increment, the maximum allowable 24-hour PM10 
concentration increase in Class II areas is 30 µg/m3.  The value of 37 
µg/m3 in Table 4.3-12 of the Draft EIS is a typographical error and the 
correct value is shown in Tables 4.3-8 and 4.3-12 of the Final EIS.  The 
correct increment limit was shown in Draft EIS (Volume 1) Table 4.3-5. 

The maximum increment consumption impacts of Mesaba and MSI are 
highly localized, occurring on or near the respective site boundaries (See 
Figures 7.5-4 and 7.7-5 of Excelsior’s air permit application for the 
Mesaba Energy Project, which is accessible at 
http://energyfacilities.puc.state.mn.us/Docket.html?Id=16573).  
Concentrations exceeding 4 µg/m3 are expected within approximately 
1,300 m of the Mesaba Generating Station fence line.  Since the MSI 
facility is located approximately 10,000 m from the Mesaba Generating 
Station, the maximum concentrations due to Mesaba emissions will be 
much less than 4 µg/m3 in the vicinity of MSI.  Therefore, the maximum 
impacts of the two facilities will not occur at the same location or time.  
Note that Table 4.3-5 of the Draft EIS shows that the highest all-source 
24-hour PM10 impact of Mesaba is only slightly higher than the Mesaba 
impact alone.  The same is true of MSI (Final EIS Tables 4.7.9 and 
4.7.10).  These comparisons demonstrate that nearby sources do not 
have a significant effect on increment consumption for PM10.  Therefore, 
it is not correct to add the increment results of the two sources.   
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-69 (cont’d) 

The Class II PSD increment modeling analysis for PM10 was updated for 
the Final EIS (see Table 4.3-8).  Mesaba, MSI, and all other regional 
increment consuming and expanding sources were modeled, and the 
highest second-high impacts were 24.8 µg/m3 at the West Range Site 
and 26.3 µg/m3 at the East Range Site, both of which comply with the 
increment.   

Wet and dry depositions were not included in the Class II modeling in 
conformance with MPCA modeling guidance.  The omission of 
deposition is conservative.  The intent of the model analyses is to 
estimate maximum expected concentrations in ambient air.  If deposition 
were included, ambient concentrations would decrease as a result of the 
loss of pollutant to the ground surface.  Wet and dry deposition were 
included in the Class I model analyses and the cumulative analyses (see 
response to Comment 82-70). 

The meteorological data used for all Class II analyses were prescribed 
by the MPCA.  The agency has prepared computer files of 
representative meteorological data for all areas of Minnesota.  The 
specific years of data are less important than the quality of the data and 
the availability of five consecutive years.  These factors were considered 
by MPCA in their selection of appropriate meteorological data for permit 
application use.  Meteorological data for the Class I analyses in Chapter 
5 of the Draft EIS were limited to the three years of 1990, 1992, and 
1996 because those were the only years for which MM5 meso-scale 
modeling input data were readily available.  All Class I analyses using 
CALPUFFF in the Final EIS have been updated to use 2002-2004 MM5 
data, which became publicly available after the air modeling for the Draft 
EIS had been completed. 

See responses to Comments 49-01 and 49-11, which address a revised 
air modeling that was conducted for the Final EIS. 

Comment 82-70 
The differences between the Mesaba Energy Project Draft EIS and 
Minnesota Steel’s Final EIS are due to different data and methodologies 
being used in each EIS.  Below are further details: 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses 
   Comment 82-70 (cont’d)

With regard to Class II area data: 

Background concentrations are different for the Mesaba and MSI Class II 
air quality analyses because of the different methodologies used.  The 
Mesaba modeling analyses followed the MPCA recommendation to 
model all sources expected to have any impact.  Both local and distant 
sources were included in the modeling using data provided by the 
MPCA.  The background concentrations in Draft EIS Table 4.3-6 
represent only natural background and small unmodeled sources; the 
background values were recommended by the MPCA.  The MSI 
background concentrations are based on measured concentrations from 
regional monitoring stations, and include the impacts of existing sources.  
However, it appears that the MSI NAAQS analysis modeled only MSI 
sources and did not include the existing sources that are part of the 
background concentrations. 

With regard to Class I area data: 

(a) Isle Royale: The EIS has been updated to include visibility modeling 
of Isle Royale for the East Range Site.  

(b) Wet/dry S and N deposition: Mesaba’s discussions of S and N 
deposition have been updated and are provided in Section 4.3.2.5 
(Volume 1) of the EIS.  Table 4.3-19 of the Final EIS presents updated 
results of the deposition analysis.  The data for sulfur and nitrogen 
deposition show total modeled deposition by wet and dry deposition 
processes.  Potential cumulative N and S deposition impacts to soils, 
waters, and vegetation in Class I areas were also updated and are 
discussed in Section 5.2.2 (Volume 1) and Appendix D1 (Volume 2). 
Ozone concentrations were considered in the Class I modeling by use of 
seasonal average ozone concentrations recommended by the MPCA. 

(c) SO2 concentrations in BWCAW:  The 1.5 µg/m3 figure from the Draft 
EIS refers to predicted impact from the Mesaba Energy Project.  The 
10.8 µg/m3 figure from the MSI Final EIS refers to the estimated 
background concentration.  They refer to different quantities and, 
therefore, need not agree. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-71 

Although the Mesaba power plant would be a major source of certain air 
emissions according to the PSD regulations under the Clean Air Act, 
because of its IGCC technology, it would have lower emissions than 
conventional coal-fired power plants.  The threshold values referred to in 
the comment are merely guidelines above which additional analysis 
and/or modeling is required and are not emission limitations. The 
impacts of air pollutants that would be emitted into the atmosphere and 
mitigation measures that would be taken to reduce impacts are 
discussed in Section 4.3 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS. See response to 
Comment 1-01, which deals with pollution prevention measures 
incorporated into the IGCC technological platform and the response to 
Comment 7-03, which deals with performance aspects. 

Comment 82-72 
See responses to Comments 1-01 and 38-01, which address the same 
concerns. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-73 

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

Comment 82-74 
See responses to Comments 1-02, 4-01, 4-03, and 53-04, which address 
the same concerns. 

Comment 82-75 
The CALPUFF long-range transport model is EPA’s Guideline model for 
regulatory applications, and is specifically recommended by Federal 
Land Managers for Class I impact analyses.  The predictions of the 
model when run in the Method 2 regulatory mode are known to provide a 
conservative assessment of visibility impacts as noted in the Draft EIS 
and in the Mesaba Air Permit Application.  Nonetheless, CALPUFF is 
widely acknowledged to be the best currently available, public domain, 
long-range transport model. 

More recent meteorological data are available than were used for the 
Draft EIS Chapter 4 Class I analyses, and were used for the cumulative 
analyses in Section 5.2.2 (Volume 1).  The CALPUFF model continues 
to be refined and modified by EPA.  The Final EIS has been updated as 
appropriate with results that reflect the most recent meteorological data, 
the most recently approved version of CALPUFF, and mitigation options 
mutually agreed among the Federal Land Managers, Excelsior and the 
MPCA. 

See responses to Comments 49-01 and 49-11, which address the 
revised air modeling that was conducted for the Final EIS. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
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(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-76 

The EIS does not state that the Mesaba Energy Project would be a 
major source of HAPs.  Instead, on pages S-26 and 4.3-28 of the Draft 
EIS, it states that the Mesaba Energy Project would be a major source of 
criteria air emissions under PSD regulations.  Because Phase I and 
Phase II would emit no single HAP in amounts greater than 10 tons per 
year and, in aggregate, less than 25 tons per year of HAPs, the Mesaba 
Energy Project is not a major source of HAPs.  Therefore, the mitigation 
options that were presented on page 4.3-32 of the Draft EIS are for 
criteria air pollutants and not HAPs.  HAPs emissions are mitigated by 
selecting IGCC technology.  The nominal 1200 MW Mesaba Energy 
Project can be compared to recently-permitted conventional coal plants, 
such as the nominal 750 MW Comanche 3 plant in Colorado, at 42.5 
tons per year of HAPs according to a database developed by EPA 
(http://epa.gov/region7/programs/artd/air/nsr/spreadsheets/national_coal
_projects.xls).  No large-scale conventional coal plant in that database 
approaches the low HAPs emission rate of the Mesaba Energy Project. 

Comment 82-77 
See response to Comment 5-05, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 82-78 
See responses to Comments 16-01 and 64-01, which address the same 
concerns.  Because the specific skills that local individuals currently have 
or may possess at the time that the Mesaba Energy Project would begin 
operations cannot be known with certainty, the numbers of local 
individuals eligible to be hired for the project at that time cannot be 
determined.  Operational positions will require skills ranging from 
custodial and technical to engineering and managerial, which would be 
comparable to skills required by other existing and proposed industrial 
facilities in Itasca and St. Louis Counties. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-79 

See responses to Comments 37-01, 41-01, and 53-04, which address 
the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-80 

See responses to Comments 14-02, 14-03, and 59-01, which address 
the same concern. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
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(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-81 

RCRA requirements for large-quantity generators are summarized in 
Section 4.16.2.1 (Volume 1); the regulatory language cites “exceptions” 
that are defined in 40 CFR Part 262 Standards Applicable to Generators 
of Hazardous Waste - Subpart C - Pre-Transport Requirements, Sec. 
262.34 Accumulation time.  An example of an exception to the 90-day 
accumulation period is for small quantity generators that may 
accumulate hazardous waste onsite for up to 180 days without a permit. 

Comment 82-82 
The qualifications of emergency response personnel will be in adherence 
to Federal, state and local regulations and in accordance with 40 CFR 
Part 262.34(5)(i), which states: “At all times there must be at least one 
employee either on the premises or on call (i.e., available to respond to 
an emergency by reaching the facility within a short period of time) with 
the responsibility for coordinating all emergency response measures 
specified in paragraph (d)(5)(iv) of this section.  This employee is the 
emergency coordinator.”  See also response to Comment 4-04, which 
addresses a related concern. 

Comment 82-83 
See response to Comment 21-02, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 82-84 
As explained in response to Comment 12-01, Section 4.3.2 (Volume 1) 
of the Final EIS has been updated to include a subsection addressing 
truck and train emissions associated with the Mesaba Energy Project.  
Section 5.2.8 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS has been updated to address 
cumulative impacts on climate change, which includes emissions from 
mobile sources. 

Comment 82-85 
See responses to Comments 4-04 and 82-82, which address the same 
concerns.  Local emergency response systems would be used for fire, 
police, and ambulance services.  “Higher level” training as noted by the 
commenter would not be required. 

Comment 82-86 
See response to Comment 53-03, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 82-87 
Excelsior performed an analysis for the beneficial use of elemental sulfur 
in the regional market (Minnesota and adjoining states) for use in 
fertilizers. Sulfur would likely be transported via rail. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-88 

See response to Comment 21-02, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 82-89 
As explained in response to Comment 12-01, Section 4.3.2 (Volume 1) 
of the Final EIS has been updated to include a subsection addressing 
truck and train emissions associated with the Mesaba Energy Project.  
Section 5.2.8 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS has been updated to address 
cumulative impacts on climate change, which includes emissions from 
mobile sources. 

Comment 82-90 
See response to Comment 21-02, which addresses the same concern.  
The storage, transport, and disposal of hazardous wastes are closely 
regulated under RCRA regulations, which are intended to minimize the 
potential for health and safety impacts. 

Comment 82-91 
Impacts to local wildlife species resulting from vegetation removal and 
fragmentation are addressed in Section 4.8 (Volume 1).  Clearing of 
vegetation would be required at either the West Range or East Range 
Site as described. 

Comment 82-92 
See response to Comment 21-01, which addresses the same concern 
about rail traffic.  See also response to Comment 12-01 regarding the 
discussion of mobile emission sources in the Final EIS. 

Comment 82-93 
See response to Comment 42-01, which addresses the same concern.  
The mercury deposition impact zone map mentioned in the comment 
was included in the report: “Air Quality and Health Benefits Modeling: 
Relative Benefits Derived from Operation of the MEP-I/II IGCC Power 
Station”.  However, as explained in response to Comment 7-03, that 
study compared the health effects of the Mesaba Energy Project (IGCC 
technology) with those of a new, similar-sized SCPC power plant located 
in Central Minnesota. The purpose of that document was to provide a 
comparison of the two technologies for impacts related to particulate 
matter and mercury and not to fulfill regulatory filings with the state.  The 
AERA report, which was included in the EIS, is more appropriate for 
assessing whether mercury health risks are acceptable according to 
state standards.  The AERA was based on an annual mercury emission 
level that was determined using a standard EPA formula to determine air 
emissions, as shown in Table 4.17-1 (Volume 1).   
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-93 (cont’d)

Note that based on comments from MPCA, the emission rates were 
revised to reflect additional conservatism for the purposes of risk 
assessment and is reflected in updated values presented in Table 4.17-
1; however, general conclusions regarding impacts remain unchanged.  
Updated findings on the potential impacts to health risk are discussed in 
Section 4.17 (Volume 1) and Appendix C (Volume 2).  The JPA is not 
included as part of the EIS because it is publicly available at the MDOC 
Mesaba docket website 
(http://energyfacilities.puc.state.mn.us/Docket.html?Id=16573).  The 
impacts of mercury deposition from the Mesaba Energy Project are 
discussed in Sections 4.3 and 4.17 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS. 

Comment 82-94 
Excelsior intends to negotiate all required easements with property 
owners.  Excelsior will use eminent domain to acquire real estate rights 
only if it cannot reach consensual agreements with property owners.  
Forest fragmentation, habitat loss, and bird strikes are discussed in 
Section 4.8 of the EIS (Volume 1).  Information on bird strikes is further 
discussed in Appendix D5 (Volume 2).  See responses to Comments 14-
02, 14-03, 59-01, and 76-07, which address the same concerns. 

Comment 82-95 
See responses to Comments 14-02, 14-03, 59-01, and 82-94, which 
address the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-96 

See responses to Comments 53-01 and 53-02, which address the same 
concerns. 

Comment 82-97 
See response to Comment 53-03, which addresses the same concern. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-98 

See response to Comment 53-04, which addresses the same concerns. 

Comment 82-99 
See response to Comment 53-04, which addresses the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-100 

See responses to Comments 53-04 and 53-05, which address the same 
concerns. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
82-100 Comment 82-101 

See response to Comments 1-02 and 4-03, which address the same 
concerns. 

Comment 82-102 
See response to Comment 53-07, which addresses the same concerns. 

(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-103 

See response to Comment 53-08, which addresses the same concern.  
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(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-104 

See response to Comment 3-02, which addresses the same concern.  
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(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-105 

See responses to Comments 38-03 and 53-10, which address the same 
concerns. 

Comment 82-106 
See response to Comment 3-01, which addresses the same concern. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-107 

See responses to Comments 4-04 and 53-13, which address the same 
concerns. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-108 

See response to Comment 75-10, which addresses the same concerns. 

Comment 82-109 
See responses to Comments 53-04, 75-11, and 75-22, which address 
the same concerns.  As stated in response to Comment 63-01, the 
Mesaba Energy Project was selected competitively from among 13 
applications in response to Round 2 of CCPI Program funding 
opportunity announcements.  Section 1.2.1 (Volume 1) explains the 
objectives of the U.S. Congress and DOE in establishing the CCPI 
Program, which is only one of DOE’s programs evaluating innovative 
energy solutions for the nation.  MDOC and PUC have determined that 
the Mesaba Energy Project meets the requirements of the “innovative 
energy project” statute (Minnesota Statutes 216B.1694). 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-110 

See response to Comment 75-12, which addresses the same concerns.  
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(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-111 

See responses to Comment 75-13, which addresses the same concerns. 82-110 
(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-112 

See response to Comment 75-14, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 82-113 
See responses to Comments 49-13, 57-05, and 75-15, which address 
the same concerns. 

Comment 82-114 
See response to Comment 75-17, which addresses the same concern. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
82-114 Comment 82-115 

See response to Comment 75-18, which addresses the same concern. (cont’d) 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-116 

See response to Comment 75-19, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 82-117 
See response to Comment 6-01, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 82-118 
See response to Comment 49-01, which addresses the same concern. 
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-119 

See response to Comment 75-22, which addresses the same concerns.  
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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
82-119 Comment 82-120 

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 82-121 
See response to Comment 75-24, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 82-122 
See response to Comment 75-25, which addresses the same concern. 

(cont’d) 
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