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 Commenter 82 – Ed Anderson Responses
 Comment 82-123 

See responses to Comments 1-01, 4-01, 4-03, and 53-04, which address 
the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 83 – Robert Evans Responses
 Comment 83-01 

As a commercial-scale demonstration of the IGCC technology, the 
Mesaba Energy Project would be a key element in DOE’s research and 
development effort for IGCC in conjunction with the CCPI Program.  
Based on an analysis by DOE using the National Emissions Modeling 
System of the U.S. Energy Information Agency, the No Action Alternative 
(equivalent to a “no-build” decision for Mesaba) would jeopardize 
potential benefits anticipated from the commercial implementation of 
IGCC.  These benefits include more cost-effective CCS options, 
progress in reducing greenhouse gas emissions, and cost-effective 
reductions of emissions of criteria pollutants beyond levels required by 
regulatory caps in the utility sector.  Text has been added to Section 
4.3.3 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS to more completely describe these 
potential effects of the no-action alternative. 
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 Commenter 84 – John Linc Stine Responses
 Comment 84-01 

As stated in response to Comment 6-01, the planned use of an 
enhanced ZLD system at the West Range Site would eliminate all 
process and blowdown water discharges to surface waters including the 
CMP and Holman Lake.  Furthermore, stormwater runoff would be 
collected for recycling and use within the plant systems (see response to 
Comment 105-49).  Therefore, as stated in response to Comment 7-02, 
the elimination of these discharges would avoid the potential for impacts 
to hydrologically connected aquifers serving public and private wells. 
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 Commenter 84 – John Linc Stine Responses
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

84-01 
(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 84 – John Linc Stine Responses
 Comment 84-02 

New text acknowledging that approval from MDH for any new water 
treatment facility is required prior to construction has been added to 
Sections 2.3.1.3, 2.3.2.3, and 4.14.3.2 (Volume 1). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

84-01 
(cont’d) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

84-02 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
288

D
O

E
/E

IS
-0382 

 
M

E
S

A
B

A E
N

ER
G

Y
 P

R
O

JEC
T

F
IN

AL E
N

VIR
O

N
M

EN
TAL IM

PAC
T S

TATEM
EN

T 
 

V
O

LU
M

E 3. C
O

M
M

EN
TS AN

D
 R

E
SP

O
N

SE
S

 O
N

 TH
E

 D
R

A
FT E

IS

 Commenter 84 – John Linc Stine Responses
 Comment 84-03 

As stated in Section 2.3.1.3 (Volume 1), onsite wastewater treatment is 
not the project proponent’s preferred method for management of sanitary 
wastewater generated by plant operators. 

Comment 84-04 
Section 3.5.1.1 (Volume 1) has been updated to include the well used by 
the City of Bovey. 

Comment 84-05 
The sentence in Section 3.5.1.3 (Volume 1) stating that local 
groundwater flow is directed toward the mine pits has been revised to 
indicate that the direction of flow can be influenced by the water levels in 
the mine pits as represented by hydrologic relationships between 
groundwater and the CMP. 

Comment 84-06 
As discussed in responses to Comments 7-02 and 76-04, the proposed 
use of an enhanced ZLD system at the West Range Site would preclude 
potential impacts on groundwater wells attributable to the Mesaba 
Energy Project. 

Comment 84-07 
As discussed in responses to Comments 7-02 and 76-04, the proposed 
use of an enhanced ZLD system at the West Range Site would preclude 
potential impacts on groundwater wells attributable to the Mesaba 
Energy Project. 

Comment 84-08 
Section 3.5.1.3 (Volume 1) has been revised to correct the inaccuracies 
as noted in the comment. 
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 Commenter 84 – John Linc Stine Responses
 Comment 84-09 

Use of the enhanced ZLD system at the West Range Site would 
eliminate concerns regarding compliance with water quality standards.  
See response to Comment 6-01. 

Comment 84-10 
With the use of an enhanced ZLD system at the West Range Site and 
collection of stormwater runoff for reuse, the CMP would not receive any 
stormwater discharges associated with the proposed facility (a detention 
pond would be conservatively sized to accommodate a 24-hr, 100-yr 
storm event that coincides with a plant outage).  See response to 
Comment 105-49 for additional discussion on proposed stormwater 
management. 

Comment 84-11 
See response to Comment 84-01, which addresses the same concern. 
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 Commenter 85 – Colleen Blade Responses
 Comment 85-01 

Thank you for your comment.  It has been noted and will be included in 
the administrative record for this EIS. 
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 Commenter 86 – David Dahl Responses
 Comment 86-01 

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

Comment 86-02 
See responses to Comments 7-02, 65-01, 76-04, and 76-07, which 
address the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 86 – David Dahl Responses
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

86-02 
(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 86 – David Dahl Responses
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 Commenter 86 – David Dahl Responses
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 Commenter 87 – Nathaniel Hart Responses
 Comment 87-01 

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

Comment 87-02 
See responses to Comments 1-02, 4-01, 4-03, 19-03, and 75-13, which 
address the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 87 – Nathaniel Hart Responses
  
 
 
 
 
 
 

87-02 
(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 87 – Nathaniel Hart Responses
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 Commenter 87 – Nathaniel Hart Responses
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 Commenter 88 – Chad Karjala Responses
 Comment 88-01 

See responses to Comments 6-01, 7-02, and 76-07, which address the 
same concerns.  Appendix C (Volume 2) of the Final EIS has been 
updated to provide further justification of the speciation of mercury 
emissions. 
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 Commenter 89 – Willard Karjala Responses
 Comment 89-01 

See response to Comment 3-02, which addresses the same concern.  
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 Commenter 90 – Glenn Perry Responses
 Comment 90-01 

See responses to Comments 1-02, 4-01, 4-03, 19-03, and 75-13, which 
address the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 91 – Darrell White Responses
 Comment 91-01 

See responses to Comments 6-01, 7-02, and 84-01, which address the 
same concerns. 
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 Commenter 92 – Delores White Responses
 Comment 92-01 

See responses to Comments 6-01, 7-02, and 76-04, which address the 
same concerns. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

92-01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
304

D
O

E
/E

IS
-0382 

 
M

E
S

A
B

A E
N

ER
G

Y
 P

R
O

JEC
T

F
IN

AL E
N

VIR
O

N
M

EN
TAL IM

PAC
T S

TATEM
EN

T 
 

V
O

LU
M

E 3. C
O

M
M

EN
TS AN

D
 R

E
SP

O
N

SE
S

 O
N

 TH
E

 D
R

A
FT E

IS

 Commenter 93 – Dr. Gregory Chester Responses
 6312 164th St. NW 

Cass Lake, MN 56633 
 

January 8, 2007 
 

Mr. Richard Hargis 

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 

Dear Sir, 
 

Coal vs. Wind Generated Electricity - Taconite Plant 
 
Regarding the coal fired power plant proposed for Taconite, MN, there are many 
questions about its viability: economic, environmental, social, and political. Let us 
focus on the economic issues, more specifically opportunity costs. The simple 
question is, is coal gasification the best way to spend our limited money resources 
to produce electricity? The project, if completed, would cost at least $2.1 billion.  
However, when one factors in other costs such as increased labor, material, and 
interest costs over the ten years projected before the first watt is produced and 
the additional costs railroad extensions and other related projects as well as the 
cost of coal to fuel the plant it will likely be much more expensive. Can we spend 
this money more effectively? 
  
We can use the large wind generator built several years ago at the University of 
Minnesota at Morris for a comparison. It is designed to produce enough electricity 
for 550 homes. The Morris wind generator cost $1.6 million. If we spend that $2 
billion on wind generators we could build 1,250 wind turbines, which could serve 
684,500 homes.   
 
The proposed coal burning plant, on the other hand, is designed to produce 600 
megawatts or enough electricity for 600,000 homes.  Wind would provide 
electricity for an additional 84,500 homes for the same money and the wind is 
free! Coal costs.  Furthermore, it will be necessary to use a significant amount of 
that electricity to reduce the toxic pollution and later to sequester the CO2. 
  
The coal cost will be significant as the plant would require a coal train each day to 
keep operating. This would cost a lot of money and it will come out of the electric 
customers’ pockets.  Also this money would go out of state, as we have no coal in 
Minnesota and lost to our economy. The wind is free so that no money will be 
spent on energy, thus that money for will stay in our communities and our 
pockets. We can use that saved money to buy what we need and to create local 
jobs.  The wind generators can also be dispersed and provide well-paying jobs for 
many communities in our region for skilled people. 

Comment 93-01 
See response to Comment 37-01 which addresses the same concerns.  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

93-01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 
305

D
O

E
/E

IS
-0382 

 
M

E
S

A
B

A E
N

ER
G

Y
 P

R
O

JEC
T

F
IN

AL E
N

VIR
O

N
M

EN
TAL IM

PAC
T S

TATEM
EN

T 
 

V
O

LU
M

E 3. C
O

M
M

EN
TS AN

D
 R

E
SP

O
N

SE
S

 O
N

 TH
E

 D
R

A
FT E

IS

 Commenter 93 – Dr. Gregory Chester Responses
 Another example is the Flat Rock Wind Power, FRWP (LLC) in Northern New 

York.  They have built 195 wind generators in West Lowville, NY in the past 2 ½ 
years.  They cost about $500 million and can produce 320 mw of electricity.  $2 
billion could build four times this number of wind generators that could produce 
1280 mw of electricity.  That is more than double what this proposed coal fired 
plant would produce.  Flat Rock built them in less than 2 ½ years and they are 
now producing electricity and both paying off the debt and paying fees to local 
farmers and the local communities and school districts.  On the other hand, the 
Taconite plant would require at least 10 years to build before it produces its first 
watt. 
 
The opportunity costs of this project need to be factored in up front. Do we want to 
spend $2 billion on a dinosaur system that will produce less than half of the 
electricity of wind generators for the same cost?  Furthermore, the wind fuel is 
free? The coal plant would cost more to build and operate and will produce less. 
 
Two additional advantages of wind generators are that they are quick to build and 
will create more jobs for people already living in our region.  Wind generators can 
be erected in only a few days and will begin producing electricity and income 
shortly thereafter. It will take at least ten years to complete the coal fired plant and 
it may take a while after that before it begins producing electricity and income. In 
the meantime the borrowed money will be generating interest debt that must be 
paid.  
 
During the ten years it would take to construct the proposed plant many of the 
wind generators could have been producing electricity and making money for their 
investors and the local communities!  The wind generators will create many more 
jobs locally for local people for the skills needed to maintain them are not as 
complex and specialized as those required to operate and maintain a large coal 
fired plant.  Lastly, because the construction, operation, and maintenance of the 
coal fired plant will require specialized skills the plant owners will most likely bring 
in the skilled construction crews and technicians from other states.   
  
When one views the opportunity costs, wind wins hands down. Why are we even 
thinking of coal fired plants, which are dinosaur technologies in our modern age? 
In 10 or 20 years they may be forced to shut down because of environmental 
factors and their basic costs to operate.  They will not have had time to pay off 
their debt and we the public may have to absorb it.  Wind makes sense; dollars 
and cents!  
 
Thank you for your attention to these facts and observations. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Dr. Gregory Chester 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

93-01 
(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 94 – William A. Hanson Responses
 From: W4A3H [mailto:taconite43@jetemail.net]  

Sent: Thursday, January 10, 2008 10:48 PM 
To: Bill Storm 
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 

  

Dear sir: 
  

I am writing in support of Excelsior's Mesaba Energy Project.  I find 
this project not only a well planned creative energy project, but one 
that compliments both the needs for electrical energy in the near 
future in the mining industry but also the needs of this area for 
industry and job development. 
  

I have also researched the two groups who oppose this project, and 
find that unlike their published complaints, their real issue is the gas 
line or power line crossing their property (CAMP), or the railroad 
crossing or being in close proximity to their property (MN Coal Gas 
Plant).  I have also researched the size of the active membership of 
both groups, and neither has more than a dozen active members who 
attend organizational meetings.  Please keep in perspective the 
obvious logic that their opposition using the real reasons would not 
find support, so they have tried to use scare tactics with the general 
population and unfounded pollution complaints. 
  

I am familiar with the proposed location near Taconite.  It is an 
area well suited to industrial development, the area at Taconite is in a 
buffer zone for the counties mining zone.  This area where the plant 
would locate would not interfere with future mining and yet is in an 
area where development of residential uses would be unwise due to  

Comment 94-01 
Thank you for your comment.  It has been noted and will be included in 
the administrative record for this EIS. 
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 Commenter 94 – William A. Hanson Responses
 future mining.  I spent over 12 years in the local mining industry and 

realize the resources that exist for future use in this area. 
  

In my opinion, on a national level we need to address the current best 
resources for energy as we now fully realize they have limitations.  
The use of coal in what would be one of the most modern power 
plants seems logical and also will be a needed step in the 
advancement of new cleaner technology to make practical use of the 
coal resources. 
  

In my opinion, this is a win win development, good for the State of 
Minnesota and the development of more environmental friendly use 
of coal in the production of electrical energy.  I have spent my life 
working or teaching in the field of electronics.  When I started in this 
field in the early sixties, if I had told engineers at Control Data, the 
company I was employed with, that I would have a computer larger 
then their largest computer of that time sitting on my desk, they would 
have said I was crazy and it could never happen.  If creative people 
had not pushed the envelope of development beyond what the 
naysayers said was possible, we would not have the modern 
computers of today. 
  

In closing, please consider all the positive aspects of this project, and 
the time and development spent by Excelsior Energy to create this 
possibility of state of the art technology for northern Minnesota. 
  

Sincerely yours, 
William A. Hanson 
POB 91 
Taconite, MN 55786-0091 
(218) 245-1488 
taconite43@jetemail.net 
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 Commenter 95 – Frank R. Weber Responses
 Mr Storm, 

   
 Attached are my questions and comments noted in the review of the Draft EIS 
for the Excelsior Project. 
 
3.5.1.1  “As most of the taconite mining in the area has ceased,”   only Butler 
was a taconite mine and ceased operations in1985  
3.5.7  Prairie River….Flow data collected 967 to 1983 and 2001 to present?  
DNR was installing flow metering in August of 2007    Mean annual flow was 
established to be 319 ft3 per second using the old  data so it would allow 2,468 
gpm to be withdrawn? DEIS states water will be taken below Prairie Lake dam, 
approximately 8 miles from the site. No mention of pipe line, power line, 
pumping stations needed to move the water to the power plant site. 
Figure 3.15-1 shows West Range Site at KELLY LAKE???? 
3.16-2 cites 2 closed landfills, doesn’t mention Nashwauk or Nashwauk 
Township sites. 
3.15.1.1 cites commercial airport in Grand Rapids (ceased operations three years 
agos, iron ore being shipped out of Duluth and a four lane highway system (still 
not completed across the Range). 
3.14.2.1 During high groundwater or rainfall, the main wastewater pump station 
in Taconite cannot handle the additional flows, creating a need to bypass 
untreated wastewater into a natural pond system. Draft makes no mention of 
correcting the problem before additional waste will be added to the problem. 
3.13.4.1 School Districts, does not include Bug-Oh-Nay-Sha, Hill City or Big 
Fork. 
3.11 Socioeconomics for West Range were based on Iron Range Township, City 
of Taconite, AND SEVERAL OTHER JURISDICTIONS?  What 
“jurisdictions”?  Does this include everything from Hibbing to Grand 
Rapids……what is usually referred to as the “West Range”. 
Table 3.11-1 shows Itasca County population has increased since 1980? Range 
population was at a high point when the 1980 census was completed. Drop 
started early in 1981 when part of Butler was not called back after 
shutdown…..big drop came when Butler shut down in 1985. Current population 
is 700 above the 1980 level and does not include seasonal additions which more 
than doubles Itasca’s population. 
3.5.1.3  Site is potentiometric high?  Groundwater flow is firmly established to 
be north to south due to the Giant’s Ridge Batholith. Surface contamination due 
to handling, storage of coal, storage of waste products (especially during road 
restrictions and while water is too solid to control dust), rainfall/snowfall en 
route to the surface,. 
3.9.2.1  Has Native American burial mound at Big Sucker Lake been examined 
yet? 
3.10.5 Publicly owned lands….cites parcels that would be used for 
corridors…..60% Itasca County, 34% State. Is the remaining 6% private?   

Comment 95-01 
See response to Comment 82-42, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 95-02 
See responses to Comments 82-43 and 82-44, which address the same 
concerns. 

Comment 95-03 
See response to Comment 82-45, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 95-04 
See response to Comment 82-46, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 95-05 
See response to Comment 76-01, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 95-06 
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 95-07 
See responses to Comments 82-49 and 82-50, which address the same 
concerns. 

Comment 95-08 
See response to Comment 82-51, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 95-09 
See response to Comment 82-52, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 95-10 
See response to Comment 82-53, which addresses the same concern. 
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 Commenter 95 – Frank R. Weber Responses
 3.10.3 Land Use Planning: Objectives of the Comprehensive Land Use Plan for 

Itasca County, Paragraph 1 “The plan also recommends the use of tax incentives 
to encourage private lakeshore owners not to develop, subdivide, or plat 
undeveloped lakeshore or environmentally sensitive areas.”  One family on 
Lower Lawrence Lake with 400 feet of lakeshore saw an increase of $800. 00 
this past year? 
3.8.2 Aquatic communities…..There are fish in every pit.     Accepted spelling is 
Oxhide Lake, not Ox Hide 
3.8-13 Second paragraph: 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   Paragraph five: In past years the Canisteo Pit was stocked with 
lake trout, and the population has become self-sustaining.  
3.8-1 “Disturbed habitat from recent clear-cutting was widespread and was the 
primary reason for the diminished quality in wildlife habitat”  Then. 3.8-2 Last 
paragraph states “The most common forested terrestrial habitat onsite is 
characterized as the northern mesic hardwood forest”. 
3.8-8 “An unnamed designated trout stream drains into Swan Lake  (east of 
Pengilly) This is Pickerel Creek……The Minnesota Steel Project is going to 
eventually eliminate it anyway  
3.8.1 Listed animal species expected to inhabit the site do not include deer, bear, 
rabbits, grouse, red and gray squirrels, beaver, muskrat, otter, mink, herons, 
wolf, fox, coyote 
3.7-11Type 7 Wooded Swamp: third paragraph, last sentence: These large 
complexes provide much of the natural drainage through the site and are 
hydrologically connected to other upstream and downstream resources outside 
the project area.   They know this flow will contaminate the water bodies to the 
south. 
3.7-8 Last paragraph: The majority of wetlands identified have a connection to 
interstate commerce. What is the meaning of this statement? 
3.7.4.1 desktop review  A soil survey has not been completed for St Louis 

County…..why not? 
3.7.2 Regulatory Framework…first paragrapgh The MPCA currently performs 
Section 401 water quality certifications for the state.  In 2007, the MPCA added 
an additional 287 lakes to list of  “Impaired waters”  3.6.2 Local hydrology 
Features: Watersheds…..to the north and west of site, The Prairie River 
drainage system actually starts in St Louis County and is much larger than the 
300+ square miles quoted.    
 
Appendix    
5.1 Land use:  “The site is currently unoccupied by any residential dwellings 
and has no direct access” . How does this fit requirement for Infrastructure in 
place or section 3.8-1 of the Draft?  
Page 6  Estimates on chromium based on Wabash River Project? Wasbash is 
using petcoke and doesn’t run fulltime. 

Comment 95-11 
Thank you for your comment.  It has been noted and will be included in 
the administrative record for this EIS. 

Comment 95-12 
See response to Comment 82-54, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 95-13 
See response to Comment 82-55, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 95-14 
See responses to Comments 14-02, 14-03, and 59-01, which address 
the same concerns. 

Comment 95-15 
The stream name has been added to Sections 3.8.1.1 and 4.8.3.2 
(Volume 1). 

Comment 95-16 
The only Federally protected species in the project area is the Canada 
lynx.  Potential impacts to the Federally threatened Canada lynx have 
been analyzed in a Biological Assessment (Appendix E [Volume 2]), and 
whose findings at the West Range Site have been concurred with the 
USFWS.  In the event that the East Range site would be selected for the 
Proposed Action, DOE would resubmit the Biological Assessment for the 
East Range. 

Comment 95-17 
See response to Comment 82-59, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 95-18 
See response to Comment 82-60, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 95-19 
See response to Comment 82-61, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 95-20 
This comment refers to text that was revised before publication of the 
Draft EIS; no longer relevant. 

Comment 95-21 
See response to Comment 82-62, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 95-22 
See response to Comment 82-34, which addresses the same concern. 
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 Commenter 95 – Frank R. Weber Responses
 Page 18  Mercury loading of Diamond Lake estimated to be .08 g/yr??? From 

Excelsior but 16.51 g/yr from BACKGROUND??? How does this apply to D.1 
Federal requirements for “cumulative impact” IRT MSI, Keetac, Evtac, Hibbtac, 
etc, etc 
D.4.1  Impacts of train traffic on regional communities between Grand Rapids 
and Hibbing……what about the rest of Minnesota’s communities that are along 
the proposed travel route? 
D.6.3  Mercury Deposition and bioaccumulation…….info we will get from 
Excelsior? RIGHT!!! 
D.6.4 Air Toxins…..Please read….we will depend on Excelsior for information  
Nice witch’s brew of known toxins that “may potentially contribute other 
hazardous air pollutants”??????? 
D.6.5 Water supply….Partridge River is East Range site. 
 
 Cumulative air quality impact analysis section……no page numbers  Sec. 2  
Read paragraph that starts 
“Mercury emissions were modeled only for sources for which emissions data 
were available”…..leaves a lot of room for error?  
And 4.1 Mesaba Project contributions to total cumulative impacts are small 
relative to total expected concentrations.  Already bad so let’s add JUST a little 
more?? What is this saying about MSI? 
 
D.6 Trains Mesaba 1 and 2 are listed under East Range?  But  4 trains per day 
(two in, two out) is not the four or five per week that has been discussed at the 
public meetings. 
Local train traffic from GR to Superior would likely resume……. This could 
accommodate MSI’s needs of 70-90 cars per day (10 incoming, the balance 
outgoing) How do the cars get there? 

Comment 95-23 
The MCPA guidelines set the ambient (i.e., background) mercury 
deposition rate that occurs in Minnesota to be used in the analysis (see 
MPCA Mercury Risk Estimation Method for the Fish Consumption 
Pathway at http://www.pca.state.mn.us/publications/aq9-16.pdf).  This 
guidance applies to the whole state and represents deposition that is 
occurring in Minnesota from all global man-made and natural sources.  
Note that use of the enhanced ZLD system at the West Range Site 
eliminates wastewater discharges, including effluent with mercury.  Refer 
to Sections 4.3 and 4.17 (Volume 1) which discuss impacts from mercury 
emissions. 

Comment 95-24 
See response to Comment 82-63, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 95-25 
See response to Comment 82-64, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 95-26 
The list of air toxins provided as potentially emitted from the IGCC Power 
Station are typical of existing coal-fired power plants.  The air toxins 
emissions from the IGCC Power Station are expected to be less than 
conventional coal-fired power plants because of the IGCC technology 
that would be used. See response to Comment 1-01, which addresses 
the pollution prevention concepts inherent to the E-Gas™ based IGCC 
technology used in Phase I and Phase II of the Mesaba Energy Project. 

Comment 95-27 
Correct; the cumulative impacts analysis in Appendix D addressed both 
the West Range and the East Range Sites. 

Comment 95-28 
As stated in responses to Comments 49-12 and 57-05, the emissions 
inventory for the Mesaba cumulative impacts analysis included all source 
data that MPCA could provide at the time.  Note that since publication of 
the Draft EIS, 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, 
which includes a more comprehensive listing of regional sources. 

Comment 95-29 
See responses to Comments 49-01, 49-12, and 75-14, which address 
the same concern. 
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 Commenter 96 – Edward and Susan Stish Responses
 >>> "sue stish" <sues1@uslink.net> 1/11/2008 2:06 PM >>> 

DOE/EIS‐0382D 
 
These comments are focused on the West Range site.  
The socioeconomic comparison is based on the seven county Arrowhead 
Region. Koochiching and Aitkin county statistics have always shown a lower 
growth economy.  These counties were included to skew the “need” factor. 
Carlton County has never been included in the Arrowhead Region. With rising 
costs in gasoline and auto expenses, employable persons will not make the 100 
mile plus trek for a job from Kooch, Aitkin, Carlton, Cook or Lake Counties. 
Conversely, much of the environmental data report includes only a tiny 3 
kilometer radius. This 3 KM radius includes old mining lands and few people. 
To make a true comparison for the environmental section of the EIS, the 7 
county Arrowhead Region should be considered.   
The maps of the West range site that Excelsior Energy has presented have put 
the plant site toward the northern edge of the maps. The hundreds of lakes that 
are located to the north of the site aren’t even shown. The corresponding data 
provided by Excelsior suggests that all there is to the north is old spent mining 
lands. Not true.  
A twenty mile radius would create a fairer view.  Most of the rural population of 
Itasca County lives in this 20 mile circle. Over 75% of the lakes in Itasca 
County and hundreds of miles of streams and rivers which ultimately feed into 
the Mississippi River and will be impacted by the Mesaba Project are in this 
boundary. Unfortunately, many already suffer from mercury damage and carry 
fish advisories. This 20 mile boundary includes nearly all the designated (MN 
DNR) trout lakes and streams in Itasca County.  
Eight of ten of the highest valued per-foot frontage lakes in Itasca County are in 
this 20 mile radius. Trout Lake in Balsam Township, the highest valued 
lakeshore in Itasca County, at $1700/ foot, lies to the northwest a mere 11 miles 
away.  Spider, Turtle, Sugar, Pokegama, Deer, Wabana and Bluewater Lakes 
with values from $1050 to $1500 per foot lie in this 20 mile circle (data from 
Itasca County Assessors office, assessor lake history 2007). These are all 
stunningly beautiful lakes. Landowners and users of these natural gems will not 
appreciate the air, water and environmental quality damage caused by the 
Mesaba Project.  
Excelsior Energy’s Mesaba Project combined with “foreseeable future” projects 
will seriously impact the environment with additional mercury, particulates and 
CO2 emissions. Air, water, wildlife, and humans will suffer daily the effects 
from this project. This electric generating facility will only add to the ultimate 
poisoning of our lakes and air. 
Every day we read about the serious implications of global warming. Efforts are 
being made toward lowering greenhouse gasses in local industry. State and 
federal laws are being written to curb and lower CO2 emissions. How can this 

Comment 95-30 
See response to Comment 82-66, which addresses the same concern.  
Refer to Section 5.2.7 (Volume 1) and Appendix D6 (Volume 2), which 
discuss the planned rail use by Minnesota Steel and Excelsior. 

Comment 96-01 
See responses to Comments 16-01 and 80-05.  The 7 counties in the 
Arrowhead Region (Northeast Region 3) are defined by the Minnesota 
Department of Employment and Economic Development:  
http://www.deed.state.mn.us/lmi/regional.htm (see reference DEED, 
2006a). 

Comment 96-02 
The map illustrations in the EIS are specifically provided to best depict 
features and infrastructure associated with the Mesaba Energy Project.  
The EIS did not intend to minimize the importance of abundant natural 
resources located to the north of the West Range Site.  Data presented 
in the EIS are intended to describe resources that may be most impacted 
by the project.  The numerous lakes located north of the West Range 
Site would experience impacts no greater than the impacts described for 
the closest surface water bodies depicted on the maps. 

Comment 96-03 
See Section 4.2.3.2 (Volume 1), which discusses aesthetic impacts 
within a 20-mile radius.  See response to Comment 6-01, which 
discusses the use of the enhanced ZLD system at the West Range Site 
that would eliminate wastewater discharges, and thus, eliminates the 
potential for mercury to be discharged into any water body.  See 
response to Comment 42-01, which discusses the impacts analysis for 
mercury emissions.  See Section 4.11.3.2 (Volume 1), which discusses 
the potential impacts to property values at the West Range Site. 

Comment 96-04 
See response to Comment 12-02, which addresses the same concern. 
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 Commenter 96 – Edward and Susan Stish Responses
 project go forward when it has never been designed to sequester CO2? At a 

previous hearing, a leading scientist in the field stated that the necessary 
equipment to sequester isn’t even included in the blueprint and would take a 
mammoth effort to retrofit the finished project for ANY future sequestration. 
Excelsior Energy officials say they will sequester when the law requires it. We 
all know there will be great resistance to change this plant once it is built.  
Coal is not a clean way to create electricity. The Mesaba Project has been sold 
as “a way to keep America free from our dependence on foreign oil”. The 
generation of electricity has absolutely nothing to do with foreign oil use! Many 
other clean and proven ways can be used to generate electricity. It is not 
patriotic to pollute and contaminate our earth for our children and future 
generations. No one should have to be a part of an “experimental project” that 
could easily have a life span of over 50 years. This is a wasteful use of public 
funding to enhance a questionable private enterprise.      
Enough research has not been presented about the potential damage to be done 
by the pipeline, railroad, and transmission lines that will continue to fragment 
our environment. This tangled network of “infrastructure” will destroy wetlands 
that filter groundwater and support a vast wildlife population.  
The rail traffic count through the central downtown area of Grand Rapids is 
false. Recently the Outdoor Farmers Market in Grand Rapids relocated to an in-
town site near the railroad. Train traffic was questioned when market members 
met with the downtown business association. “About 9 trains a day” was the 
figure given at that meeting. Excelsior reports that there are only 4 trains per 
day. Four additional trains a day will seriously impact traffic patterns through 
Grand Rapids.  
Emergency response times in Grand Rapids will become a serious problem. 
Half of the town of Grand Rapids lies on the north side of the Mississippi River 
and half lies to the south. Grand Rapids has only 2 bridges that cross the 
Mississippi only 6 blocks apart. The rail line in Grand Rapids parallels the River 
less than 2 blocks away. The main fire and ambulance stations are north of the 
rail line and the river. Medical facilities are south of the river. In an emergency, 
the nearest bridges are 5 and 20 miles out of town and involve traveling miles of 
country roads  
At the Taconite site there is a concern about local emergency response. Small, 
sometimes understaffed volunteer fire departments from around the area provide 
mutual aid for Iron Range Township. Costly training will be needed for these 
volunteer fire departments to adequately and safely deal with fire, coal, 
electricity, and hazardous substances in the event of fire and /or medical 
emergencies.  These are our relatives, friends and neighbors who will be called 
on to risk their lives. 
In conclusion, this EIS was hard to read and understand. Foolish facts and 
figures were included to confuse and baffle the reader. The appendix seemed to 
be written with no direction and didn’t offer a table of contents or index. It 
appeared to be all that extra “stuff” that couldn’t be categorized so it was just 

Comment 96-05 
Additional references to fragmentation were reviewed and their findings 
have been incorporated in the EIS.  One reference, “Edge effect on 
nesting success of ground nesting birds near regenerating clearcuts in a 
forest-dominated landscape” (Manolis et. al, 2002), is available at 
http://findarticles.com/p/articles/mi_qa3793/is_200210/ai_n9140045/pg_
1.  Another reference. “Evaluation of Ecological Impacts from Highway 
Development” (EPA, 1994b), is available at 
http://www.epa.gov/compliance/resources/policies/nepa/ecological-
impacts-highway-development-pg.pdf.  Wetlands impacted as a result of 
the project would be mitigated for and replaced with wetlands of the 
same value and function so as not to create detrimental effects to water 
quality of the affected watershed.  Also see responses to Comments 14-
02, 14-03, and 59-01, which address the same concerns. 

Comment 96-06 
Sections 3.15.3.2 and 5.2.7 (Volume 1) of the Draft EIS stated that 
approximately six trains currently pass through the city of Grand Rapids 
in Itasca County each day and was based on the most recent data 
available provided by the Federal Rail Administration at the time of the 
writing of the Draft EIS 
(http://safetydata.fra.dot.gov/OfficeofSafety/publicsite/crossing/crossing.a
spx).  The EIS estimated that the time for a train to cross a road 
intersection would be 9 minutes, which is considered a conservative 
estimate as it assumes the train’s speed would be 10 mph.  Even under 
this worst-case scenario, the potential train crossing time falls under the 
state limit.  However, DOE recognizes that although the delay times 
would be below the state limit, there could be negative effects on road 
traffic.  Section 5.2.7 (Volume 1) addresses baseline rail traffic and 
potential cumulative impacts for the West Range Site.  Note, as 
discussed in the response to Comment 82-66, the rail impacts analysis 
in the EIS assumed a very conservative number of two proposed daily 
roundtrip deliveries (instead of 1.25) as a result of the project.   

Comment 96-07 
See responses to Comments 53-10 and 96-06, which addresses the 
same concern on potential impacts to emergency response vehicles 
from proposed rail use. 
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 Commenter 96 – Edward and Susan Stish Responses
96-08 thrown together. Throughout the report, much of the statistical information 

presented by Excelsior is old and outdated. The 10 to 30 year old data is no 
longer adequate and should not be accepted.  
Thank you 
Edward and Susan Stish 
Balsam Township,MN 

Comment 96-08 
See response to Comment 24-01, which addresses the complexity of the 
EIS.  The Appendix (Volume 2) contains supporting documents and 
materials that are referenced within the body of the EIS.  These 
materials are generally summarized within the EIS text but provided in 
the Appendix for use by individuals interested in reviewing the full 
documentation. The Appendix is not otherwise intended to be a stand-
alone document. 

Data used in the EIS was acquired from available sources with emphasis 
on the most up-to-date information for issues of principal concern in 
keeping with the CEQ regulations 40 CFR 1501.7. 

(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 97 – Darren Vogt and Dave Woodward Responses
 Comment 97-01 

DOE recognizes its obligation to ensure that the EIS has addressed 
issues of importance to the 1854 Treaty Authority and Native American 
tribes and bands with existing and historic affiliation to northeastern 
Minnesota.  Sections 1.6.1.3 and 1.8 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS 
summarize the efforts made by DOE to ensure that Native American 
concerns have been addressed. 

Comment 97-02 
See responses to Comments 1-02, 4-01, and 67-01, which address the 
same concerns.  Native American tribes would be consulted in 
conjunction with any future EIS pertaining to the construction of pipelines 
for CCS. 
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 Commenter 97 – Darren Vogt and Dave Woodward Responses
 Comment 97-03 

See responses to Comments 49-01 and 49-11, which address the same 
concerns. 
Comment 97-04 
Minnesota is currently in the process of determining how to implement 
the statewide mercury TMDL, which set an annual air emission target of 
789 lb by 2025.  However, no rules have yet been finalized nor have 
draft rules been placed on notice for public review.  In May 2008, a 
stakeholder group recommended a set of strategies to MPCA for 
implementing the TMDL (http://www.pca.state.mn.us/publications/wq-
iw1-19.pdf).  Three recommendations were made for new sources: (1) 
achieve best controls; (2) complete applicable environmental reviews; 
and (3) acquire offsets by 2025, preferentially from in-state sources.  
Excelsior has proposed mercury emission control consistent with a 
minimum removal rate of 90 percent, which meets or exceeds best 
available controls (see subsection Clean Air Mercury Rule under Section 
4.3.2.6).  Applicable environmental reviews were conducted in the AERA 
according to MPCA guidance (see Appendix C).  A mercury offset 
program has not yet been established and any offset project that 
Mesaba might implement would depend on the specifics of that program, 
which are not known at this time.  Mesaba would be subject to applicable 
future requirements as final rules are promulgated.  Demonstration of 
this IGCC technology and widespread commercialization as a 
replacement for conventional coal-fired power plants would contribute to 
a state-wide and nationwide reduction in mercury emissions and 
deposition over the long term. 
According to MPCA, the mercury in Minnesota’s fish comes almost 
entirely from atmospheric deposition, with approximately 90 percent 
originating outside the state.  MPCA estimates that 58 percent of the 
mercury emissions from Minnesota sources are from electrical power 
plants.  As discussed in Section 4.8 (Volume 1), the operation of the 
proposed Mesaba Generating Station at either location would have 
minimal impact on aquatic species and their prey caused by the 
bioaccumulation of heavy metals.  As discussed in Section 5.2.2.2 
(subsection Deposition of Mercury) (Volume 1) and Appendix D1 
(Volume 2) of the Final EIS, the maximum increase in ambient elemental 
mercury concentrations in Class I areas resulting from Mesaba would be 
0.11% at the West Range Site and 0.28% at the East Range Site.  
Furthermore, since virtually 100% of Mesaba’s mercury emissions would 
be in elemental form, which has a deposition rate orders of magnitude 
lower than the ionic forms of mercury that are present in other sources’ 
emissions, the impacts of Mesaba’s mercury emissions on Minnesota’s 
fish are expected to be very small. 
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 Commenter 97 – Darren Vogt and Dave Woodward Responses
 Comment 97-04 (cont’d)

Note that based on agency comments on the Draft EIS, additional AERA 
modeling was conducted that, in general, increased the level of 
conservatism in the analysis (the results are incorporated in Section 4.17 
and detailed in Appendix C). As indicated by the latest health risk 
analysis, both the cancer and non-cancer total risks (due to the ingestion 
of contaminated fish tissue), remain below the acceptable MPCA health 
risk levels. See also response to Comment 38-01, which concerns the 
risks from mercury emissions and the response to Comment 1-01, which 
identifies the pollution prevention concepts and technological approach 
used to reduce mercury emissions to extremely low levels.  See also 
response to Comment 105-27, which discusses Excelsior’s consultation 
with MPCA regarding how to permit the Mesaba Energy Project while 
working within the framework of evolving guidelines being established for 
new and expanding sources. 

Note that a new modeling protocol was used for which impacts on air 
quality and visibility in Class I areas were analyzed.  A discussion on the 
findings of the latest air impacts analysis and mitigation of such impacts 
(where mitigation was deemed appropriate) is included in Section 4.3 
and 5.2.2.2 of Volume 1 and Appendices B and D1 of Volume 2. 

Comment 97-05 
See response to Comment 6-01, which addresses the same concerns. 

Comment 97-06 
The Cumulative Impacts section (Section 5.2 [Volume 1]) of the Mesaba 
EIS has been updated to reflect the latest preferred footprints and 
access alignments, and also reviewed to verify the accuracy of data, 
correct discrepancies, and incorporate any more recently available data 
as appropriate. Section 5.2 also includes new text on findings from 
revised cumulative air and health risk modeling efforts (see Appendix D 
[Volume 2] for more detailed updates to various cumulative analyses, 
including impacts to air quality and health risk).  The Final EIS has also 
been updated to provide information for the East Range Site as 
comparable to the West Range Site. 

Comment 97-07 
DOE recognizes that cultural resources impacts are of a particular 
interest to the tribes.  Section 1.6.1.3 (Volume 1) in the Final EIS has 
been updated to discuss additional coordination by DOE and MDOC with 
the tribes.  See also response to Comment 48-03, which addresses 
concerns about archaeological resources.  DOE will continue to work 
with the tribes to ensure that their concerns are addressed in the ROD. 
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 Commenter 97 – Darren Vogt and Dave Woodward Responses
 Comment 97-08 

As stated in the responses to Comments 37-01 and 63-01, Section 1.4.1 
(Volume 1) of the Final EIS explains that DOE’s purpose and need in this 
EIS are to demonstrate a specific, advanced coal-based technology 
selected competitively for co-shared funding under the CCPI Program. 
Section 1.2.1 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS 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.  Section 2.1.1.2 (Volume 1) describes the reasonable alternatives 
considered by DOE.  Because the U.S. Congress established the CCPI 
Program with the specific goal of accelerating commercial deployment of 
advanced coal-based technologies, other technologies (such as wind, 
solar, or conservation) that cannot carry out these goals are 
notreasonable alternatives in this EIS.  However, DOE conducts various 
other programs that support those technologies.  As explained in Section 
1.2.2 (Volume 1), the Mesaba Energy Project, as an innovative energy 
project under Minnesota Statutes 216B.1694, is exempt from the 
requirement for a Certificate of Need.  MDOC supports PUC in the 
permitting process by preparing an EIS and holding a contested case 
hearing.  In accordance with state regulations, and after considering the 
potential impacts, the PUC has the responsibility either to approve the 
project and issue permits on the applicant’s preferred or alternative site 
and corridors or to disapprove the permit application.  See also response 
to Comment 16-01 regarding the potential effects of the Mesaba Energy 
Project on the regional economy and employment. 

Comment 97-09 
As stated in response to Comment 97-01, DOE and MDOC have made 
appropriate and good faith efforts to ensure that the EIS has addressed 
issues of importance to the 1854 Treaty Authority and Native American 
tribes with existing and historic affiliation to northeastern Minnesota.  
Also, in response to this comment:  Additional information about the 
agencies’ coordination with Native American tribes has been added to 
Section 1.6.1.3 (Volume 1); a statement regarding treaty rights and tribal 
management of biological resources has been added to the first 
paragraph in Section 3.8; Section 3.9.4 has been updated to indicate 
that the East Range Site is within the 1854 Ceded Territory where treaty 
rights exist; tribal uses have been indicated as a sensitive receptor in 
Section 3.17.4.1; and Chapter 6 has been updated to include the Treaty 
of 1854, by which tribes retained the rights to hunt, fish, and gather in 
the1854 Ceded Territory. 
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 Commenter 98 – Brandy Toft Responses
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

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

 
319

 Commenter 98 – Brandy Toft Responses
 Comment 98-01 

As stated in response to Comment 1-01, DOE considers the IGCC 
technology proposed for the Mesaba Energy Project to represent an 
advanced coal utilization technology that is environmentally cleaner, and 
in many cases, more efficient and less costly than conventional coal-
utilization processes.  Although the project has been exempted from a 
Certificate of Need, as stated in Section 1.2.2 (Volume 1), the project 
proponent provided a statement of need in Appendix F1 (Volume 2) at 
the request of USACE.  The project has also been subjected to the 
environmental review requirements of both NEPA and the Minnesota 
Power Plant Siting Act. 

Comment 98-02 
See response to Comment 49-01, which addresses the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 98 – Brandy Toft Responses
 Comment 98-03 

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

Comment 98-04 
See responses to Comments 49-01 and 49-11, which address the same 
concerns. 
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 Commenter 98 – Brandy Toft Responses
 Comment 98-05 

The omission of mining sources of PM10 was based, in part, on the 
recommendation of MPCA modeling staff, who provided the regional 
emissions data.  It is believed that this assumption is reasonable 
because mining sources emit PM10 near ground-level, and such 
emissions are not expected to remain airborne for long distances. 

Data in U.S. EPA publication AP-42: Compilation of Air Pollutant 
Emission Factors, indicate that PM2.5 emissions from mining activities 
are on the order of 5 to 15 percent of total particulate matter and PM10 
emissions.  Thus, the great majority of mining emissions are large 
enough to quickly settle out of the atmosphere.  But even PM2.5 particles 
are removed by sedimentation and deposition on vegetation.  Since 
mining emissions are limited to very low altitude, most will be removed 
from the atmosphere before traveling distances of 50 kilometers or more.  
Numerous modeling and source apportionment studies have 
demonstrated that long-range pollutant transport impacts are 
predominantly due to tall stack sources.  The only important exceptions 
are large urban areas, forest fires, or dust storms that can generate 
particle clouds at higher altitude. 

See response to Comment 3-02 regarding purchasing of emissions 
credits.  See response to Comment 7-03, which addresses the main 
source of fine particulate matter from coal-fueled power plant stacks.  
See responses to Comments 49-01 and 49-11, which address the issue 
of the BACT analysis. 

Comment 98-06 
For visibility/regional haze analysis, the maximum permitted 24-hour 
facility emissions were used instead of the average or actual emissions, 
in accordance with EPA guidance.  Assuming maximum emissions alone 
may not be adequate and may be overly conservative.  Additionally, the 
air modeling and visibility impacts calculations include many 
conservative assumptions; therefore, the overall analytical process is 
likely to overestimate actual impacts on visibility.  See responses to 
Comments 49-12 and 57-05, which address the same concerns. 

 
 
 
 
 

98-04 
(cont’d) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

98-05 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

98-06 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

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

 
322

 Commenter 98 – Brandy Toft Responses
 Comment 98-07 

See an updated discussion in subsection Terrestrial and Aquatic Impacts 
under Section 5.2.2.2 (Volume 1), which discusses the impacts from 
sulfur and nitrogen deposition. The highest Mesaba deposition relative to 
total cumulative deposition ranges from 1.8 percent for the East Range 
Site’s sulfur impacts in the BWCAW to 0.6 percent for the East Range 
Site’s nitrogen impacts in the BWCAW. Table 5.2.2-3 (Volume 1) 
indicates that total sulfur and nitrogen deposition, including background, 
would be within the acceptable Green Line criteria for the BWCAW and 
RLW. For VNP and IRNP, total deposition levels exceed the DAT 
criteria. It should be noted, however, that the analysis is considered very 
conservative as it uses worst-case emissions and 100 percent operation. 
Furthermore, the background values presented likely include the current 
impacts of some of the modeled sources considered in this analysis.   

Comment 98-08 
The Final EIS has been revised to insert a missing sub-section heading 
(in printed copies of the Draft EIS), “4.17.2.3 Human Health Risks,” for 
the text that addresses risks associated with air pollutants emitted by the 
project.  Additionally, see response to Comment 97-04, which addresses 
the same concerns. 

Comment 98-09 
See response to Comment 6-01, which addresses the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 98 – Brandy Toft Responses
 Comment 98-10 

As stated in response to Comment 97-01, DOE and MDOC have made 
appropriate and good faith efforts to ensure that the EIS has addressed 
issues of importance to Native American tribes with existing and historic 
affiliation to northeastern Minnesota.  These efforts have included letters 
submitted to tribal representatives, direct contact by telephone, and 
several conferences with tribal representatives as described in Sections 
1.6.1.3 and 1.8 (Volume 1). 
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 Commenter 99 – Wayne Dupuis Responses
 Comment 99-01 

See response to Comment 12-02, which addresses the same concerns.  
See also response to Comment 75-05 pertaining to the need for power.  
As stated in response to Comment 46-01, the PUC has the responsibility 
either to approve the project and issue permits on the applicant’s 
preferred or alternative site and corridors or to disapprove the permit 
application.  Disapproval of a permit would have the same result as a no-
action (no-build) alternative. 

As stated in Section 1.2.1 (Volume 1), DOE expects clean coal 
technologies emerging from the CCPI Program to contribute toward 
satisfying national technological and environmental initiatives, but the 
Clear Skies Initiative is not among them as it was never passed into law. 
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 Commenter 99 – Wayne Dupuis Responses
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 Commenter 99 – Wayne Dupuis Responses
 Comment 99-02 

See response to Comment 37-01, which addresses the same concern.  
See response to Comment 99-01 regarding the applicability of these 
initiatives to the Mesaba Energy Project. 

Comment 99-03 
As supported in response to Comment 99-01, reference to the 
FutureGen Initiative is made in this EIS to indicate that clean coal 
technologies are expected to support other national initiatives, including 
the goals of the FutureGen Project.  The comment is correct in noting 
that the FutureGen Project is not, however, reliant upon the Mesaba 
Energy Project. 

Comment 99-04 
See responses to Comments 1-02 and 1-03, which address the potential 
application of CCS during Mesaba commercial operation, and Comment 
19-03, which addresses carbon capture and storage estimates in the 
EIS. 
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 Commenter 99 – Wayne Dupuis Responses
 Comment 99-05 

See responses to Comments 4-01 and 4-03, which address the same 
concerns. 

Comment 99-06 
The Draft EIS contained the major components of a life cycle analysis, 
with the exception of analysis of impacts from production of materials of 
construction, impacts of production of fuel for the plant, and site 
restoration.  As stated in response to Comment 12-01, the Mesaba 
Energy Project does not aim to change mining techniques and, for the 
proposed project, DOE has no decisions that would affect coal mining 
techniques.  The primary fuel for the Mesaba Energy Project would be 
Powder River Basin Coal, and the project would cause an incremental 
increase in the use of this coal by approximately 1.5%.  The effects of 
increased transportation of this coal are described in Sections 4.3.2.2 
and 4.15.2.2 (Volume 1), and the contribution to greenhouse gases is 
described in Section 2.2.3.1 (Volume 1).  Section 5.1.2 (Volume 1) 
discusses the future commercial operation of the Mesaba plant, including 
the potential salvaging of components in the event of an unsuccessful 
demonstration for DOE. 

Comment 99-07 
See responses to Comments 12-01 and 21-01, which address the same 
concerns. 

Comment 99-08 
See responses to Comments 12-02 and 37-01, which address the same 
concerns. 
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 Commenter 99 – Wayne Dupuis Responses
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 Commenter 99 – Wayne Dupuis Responses
 Comment 99-09 

See response to Comment 49-01, which addresses the same concerns.  
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 Commenter 99 – Wayne Dupuis Responses
 Comment 99-10 

See response to Comment 38-01, which addresses the same concerns.  
The AERA considered all air emissions from the proposed plant, 
including cooling tower evaporation.  Cooling tower drift generally does 
not contain harmful levels of metals.  No chromium-based water 
treatment chemical would be used in the cooling tower system.  
Additionally, based on water quality testing of the mine pits, which is the 
source of water for the cooling tower, the levels of metals in the water 
that would be used in the cooling tower are very low.  See Section 3.5 
(Volume 1) of the Final EIS for the water quality data from sources for 
both the West and East Range Sites. 

Comment 99-11 
See response to Comment 49-10, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 99-12 
As explained in response to Comment 9-01, the standard for PM2.5 was 
established more recently by EPA; estimates were derived for PM2.5 
concentrations when measurements were not available.  Research 
indicates that multipliers in the range of 0.06 to 0.11 can be used to infer 
or approximate near-field PM2.5 concentrations based on PM10 data.  To 
consider the maximum near-field impacts, a multiplier of 0.11 was used 
in the EIS.  The EPA technical document containing this information is 
referenced in the EIS as USEPA, 2005.  Far-field PM2.5 impacts are 
estimated by assuming 100% of PM10 is present as PM2.5. 

Comment 99-13 
See responses to Comments 49-01 and 49-11, which address the same 
concerns. 
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 Commenter 99 – Wayne Dupuis Responses
 Comment 99-14 

See responses to Comments 3-02, 49-01 and 49-11, which address the 
same concerns. 

Comment 99-15 
See responses to Comments 49-12 and 57-05, which address the same 
concerns. 

Comment 99-16 
See response to Comment 98-05 (second paragraph), which addresses 
the same concern. 
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 Commenter 99 – Wayne Dupuis Responses
 Comment 99-17 

See response to Comment 98-07, which addresses the same concerns. 

Comment 99-18 
See response to Comment 97-04, which addresses the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 99 – Wayne Dupuis Responses
 Comment 99-19 

See response to Comment 6-01, which addresses the same concerns.  
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 Commenter 99 – Wayne Dupuis Responses
 Comment 99-20 

See response to Comment 84-01, which addresses a similar concern.  A 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) is typically prepared 
during the detailed engineering and design process.  As part of the 
stormwater permitting process, the SWPPP would be submitted to the 
MPCA for approval prior to submitting an application for the NPDES/SDS 
General Stormwater Permit. 

Comment 99-21 
See response to Comment 76-31, which addresses the same concerns. 

Comment 99-22 
See response to Comment 97-06, which addresses the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 100 – Darin Steen Responses
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 Commenter 100 – Darin Steen Responses
 Comment 100-01 

As stated in response to Comment 37-01, DOE’s purpose and need in 
this EIS are to demonstrate a specific, advanced coal-based technology 
selected competitively in response to Round 2 of funding opportunity 
announcements under the CCPI Program.  Section 2.1.1.2 (Volume 1) of 
the Final EIS describes the reasonable alternatives considered by DOE 
for the agency’s action.  Two applications proposed IGCC technologies 
among the 13 submitted.  DOE selected both of the applicants for co-
funding.  The Mesaba Energy Project was the only application that 
proposed to demonstrate the Conoco-Phillips E-Gas™ gasification 
technology, which is of interest to DOE.  Section 2.1.1.2 also explains 
that the CCPI Program provides for applicants to identify their own site or 
sites for proposed projects; DOE does not participate in the site selection 
process, which generally precedes the submission of an application for 
co-funding.  Excelsior proposed two alternative sites in the TTRA of 
northeastern Minnesota expressly to take advantage of incentives 
established by the Minnesota Legislature in its 2003 Special Session as 
summarized in Section 1.2.2 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS.  Excelsior has 
stated that it would not have submitted an application in response to the 
CCPI announcement if it did not intend to locate the Mesaba Energy 
Project in the TTRA based on the incentives.  No other applicant 
proposed to demonstrate the particular IGCC technology at a site closer 
to the source of coal or a suitable geologic formation for sequestration of 
CO2.  Therefore, because DOE cannot select alternative projects or 
choose alternative sites that have not been proposed in response to the 
funding announcement, the alternative sites are limited to those 
considered by Excelsior in the TTRA.  See also responses to Comments 
8-01 and 111-02, which address the same concerns. 

Comment 100-02 
See response to Comment 97-08, which addresses the same concerns. 

Comment 100-03 
See responses to Comments 16-01, 27-01, and 64-01, which address 
the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 100 – Darin Steen Responses
 Comment 100-04 

Sections 3.13.3.1 and 3.13.3.2, respectively, describe the recreational 
opportunities in proximity to the West and East Range Sites.  As 
discussed in response to Comment 65-01, tourism is a key sector of 
Minnesota’s economy, and northern Minnesota is the second-most 
popular destination for travelers (after the Twin Cities).  As described in 
response to Comments 1-01, the IGCC technology proposed for the 
Mesaba Energy Project is considered a clean coal technology, because 
it would have a substantial overall emissions reduction advantage (less 
SO2, NOX, and mercury emissions) when compared to conventional 
coal-fired power plants.  Furthermore, as explained in response to 
Comment 12-02, IGCC offers the best opportunity among coal-fueled 
plants to capture concentrated CO2 emissions.  Section 4.3 (Volume 1) 
addresses air emissions and impacts of the Mesaba Energy Project.  
See also the response to Comment 49-01 regarding BACT analysis.  
The elimination of discharges to surface waters at the West Range Site, 
through the implementation of an enhanced ZLD system as described in 
response to Comment 6-01, would prevent the introduction of pollutants 
from plant blowdown water as well as process water at either plant site.  
As stated in response to Comment 7-03, the human health risk 
assessment is contained in Section 4.17.2 (Volume 1) of Section 4.17, 
Safety and Health.  The Final EIS has been revised to insert a missing 
sub-section heading (in printed copies of the Draft EIS), “4.17.2.3 Human 
Health Risks”, for the text that addresses risks associated with air 
pollutants emitted by the project.  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.  As discussed in response to Comment 42-01, Diamond 
Lake was considered representative of the nearest fishable bodies of 
water to the West Range Site receiving emissions from the plant. 

Comment 100-05 
See response to Comment 6-01, which addresses the same concerns. 
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 Commenter 100 – Darin Steen Responses
 Comment 100-06 

See response to Comment 97-06, which addresses the same concerns. 

Comment 100-07 
Thank you for your comment.  It has been noted and will be included in 
the administrative record for this EIS. 

100-05 
(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 101 – Harry E. Gallaher Responses
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 Commenter 101 – Harry E. Gallaher Responses
 Comment 101-01 

New text in Section 4.5.4.1 has been added that discusses water 
appropriation and associated permits for the East Range Site.  Also, see 
responses to Comments 76-01 and 76-31 for discussions on proposed 
water use at the East Range Site. 
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 Commenter 101 – Harry E. Gallaher Responses
 Comment 101-02 

New text in Section 4.5.4.1 has been added that discusses water 
appropriation and associated permits for the East Range Site.  Also, see 
responses to Comments 76-01 and 76-31 for discussions on proposed 
water use at the East Range Site. 

Comment 101-03 
New text in Section 4.5.4.1 has been added that discusses water 
appropriation and associated permits for the East Range Site.  Also, see 
responses to Comments 76-01 and 76-31 for discussions on proposed 
water use at the East Range Site. 
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 Commenter 101 – Harry E. Gallaher Responses
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-01 

See responses to specific comments by Commenter 102 as addressed 
below. 
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-02 

See responses to Comments 37-01, 111-02, and 116-04, which address 
the same concerns.  In response to these comments, DOE has revised 
Chapter 1 of the Final EIS (Volume 1) to more clearly explain the 
department’s responsibilities under the CCPI Program in Section 1.2.1, 
better define the proposed action in Section 1.3, and clarify the purpose 
and need for agency action in Section 1.4.  In the first place, DOE’s 
purpose and need specifically relate to the goals of the CCPI Program 
and not to meeting particular generating needs.  The CCPI is a multi-
year program intended to accelerate the commercial readiness of 
advanced multi-pollutant emissions control, combustion, gasification, and 
efficiency improvement technologies to retrofit or re-power existing coal-
based power plants and for deployment in new coal-based generating 
facilities.  The CCPI legislation (Public Law No. 107-63) has a narrow 
focus in directing DOE to demonstrate the commercial viability of 
technology advancements related to coal-based power generation 
designed to reduce the barriers to continued and expanded use of coal.  
Technologies capable of producing any combination of heat, fuels, 
chemicals, or other byproducts in conjunction with power generation are 
eligible; however, coal is required to provide at least 75 percent of the 
fuel for power generation. 

MDOC’s responsibilities under the Minnesota Power Plant Siting Act are 
explained in Section 1.2.2 of the Final EIS, which describes the 
incentives established by the Minnesota Legislature for the location of 
innovative energy technology projects in the TTRA. 
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-03 

See responses to Comments 37-01, 111-02, 111-03, and 116-11, which 
address the same concerns.  In response to these comments, DOE has 
revised Chapter 2 of the Final EIS (Volume 1) to more clearly explain the 
alternatives determined to be reasonable for the EIS.  Section 102 of 
NEPA requires that agencies consider reasonable alternatives to the 
proposed action in an EIS. But the term “reasonable alternatives” is not 
self defining and must be determined in the context of the statutory 
purpose expressed by the underlying legislation.  In this case, DOE’s 
purpose and need are not associated with particular demands for power 
generation.  Rather, DOE intends to further the goals of the CCPI 
Program by demonstrating a technology.  As explained in response to 
Comment 102-02, the CCPI legislation has a narrow focus in directing 
DOE to demonstrate the commercial viability of technology 
advancements related to coal-based power generation.  Also, as stated 
in Section 2.1.1.2, the CCPI Program only allows for Federal co-funding 
of proposed industry projects that have been selected through a formal 
funding opportunity announcement and negotiation process.  Thirteen 
applications from across the nation were received in response to the 
second-round CCPI announcement.  These applications represented 
diverse technologies and utilized a variety of coals consistent with the 
requirements embodied in the announcement and the CCPI legislation.  
Two of the thirteen applications were for co-funding of proposed 
archetypal IGCC projects.  In all, four of the thirteen applications were 
selected, including both of the proposed archetypal IGCC projects, one 
of which was the Mesaba Energy Project.  The two IGCC projects that 
were selected for co-funding involved the demonstration of different 
gasifier types, which is important in achieving a diversity of technology 
approaches and methods in the CCPI program.  They also involve 
different coals, operating environments, and environmental 
considerations, all of which enhance the potential for widespread 
commercialization of IGCC technology in a competitive marketplace. The 
Mesaba Energy Project was selected because of the opportunity to 
demonstrate the specific technology proposed—the Conoco-Phillips E-
Gas™ gasification technology—in a fully integrated and quintessential 
large commercial utility-scale IGCC setting.  No other applicants 
proposed this specific IGCC technology.  Other technologies that cannot 
serve to carry out the goal of the CCPI Program (e.g., renewable energy 
sources or conservation) are not reasonable alternatives in this EIS.  
However, DOE conducts various programs that support other 
technologies for power generation or conservation.  In like manner, those 
programs cannot consider coal-based power generation technologies as 
reasonable alternatives to meet their program goals. 
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