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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-04 

As stated in Section 1.4.1 (Volume 1), DOE’s need for the project “…is to 
accelerate the commercialization of clean coal technologies that achieve 
greater efficiencies, environmental performance, and cost-
competitiveness.”  DOE’s need is not specifically associated with the 
demand for power in Minnesota or the Midwest.  As explained in 
response to Comment 75-05, the reference to baseload power 
generation needs within Minnesota was included in Chapter 1 of the 
Draft EIS under a section pertaining to the “Project Proponent Need”.  
The anticipated needs for additional baseload power in Minnesota 
relating to plans filed in PUC dockets were outlined in Appendix F1 
(Volume 2) prepared by Excelsior at the request of USACE, which is a 
cooperating agency for this EIS (See Comment 116-33).  The reference 
to projected baseload power generation needs has been deleted from 
Chapter 1 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS, because the project is exempt 
from requirements for a Certificate of Need as an innovative energy 
project under Minnesota Statutes 216B.1694.  Section 1.2.2 (Volume 1) 
explains the state legislative incentives afforded to an innovative energy 
project, which transcend the specific needs for power generation. 

For the above reasons, the commenter’s statement that “…any existing 
energy demand in the Midwestern United States should be met first by 
energy efficiency/conservation measures and then by renewable energy” 
is not relevant to DOE’s or PUC’s decision with respect to the proposed 
action.  However, as stated in response to Comment 12-02, DOE is the 
Federal agency charged with responsibility to ensure that the U.S. 
develops sources of energy to maintain economic prosperity and 
national security.  The department oversees numerous programs and 
projects that are intended to achieve these objectives, including fossil 
energy, nuclear energy, renewable sources, and energy conservation. 
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-05 

The two marketable byproducts from operation of the Mesaba Energy 
Project (elemental sulfur and slag) are non-hazardous in the context of 
tests designed to identify hazardous waste.  Toxicity characteristic 
leaching procedure results for slag from the E-Gas™ process are 
provided in Excelsior’s Joint Permit Application at Table 3.4-25 (page 
234).  [This document is accessible at the MDOC website for the 
Mesaba Energy Project Docket:  
http://energyfacilities.puc.state.mn.us/Docket.html?Id=16573.]  These 
materials are different than wastes from traditional coal-fired power 
plants as identified in this comment. See response to Comment 53-03, 
which addresses concerns related to unmarketable slag and sulfur. 

Comment 102-06 
See response to Comment 99-12, which addresses some of the same 
concerns. Other issues raised in this comment have been addressed in 
response to Comment 105-11 from MPCA, which is the state agency 
responsible for air quality and permitting.  Health impacts are discussed 
in Section 4.17 and discussions of the affected environments for health 
and safety are in Section 3.17 (Volume 1).  Additionally, 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.  
Section 4.17.2.3 includes updated AERA modeling results (reported in 
Section 5.8 of Appendix C [Volume 2]), including a discussion on 
impacts from PM2.5. 

 
102-04 

(cont’d) 
 
 
 
 
 

102-05 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

102-06 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

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

 
352

 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-07 

Secretarial Order 3226 of the Department of the Interior is not applicable 
to planning efforts by DOE.  Section 5.2.8 (Volume 1) has been added to 
the Final EIS to discuss the effects of global climate change regionally, 
nationally and globally. DOE recognizes that the emissions of the 
Mesaba Energy Project would contribute incrementally to these effects.  
However, there are no reliable models currently available to accurately 
assess the impacts of GHG emissions from a single, discrete source on 
climate change. 

See also response to Comment 12-02, which addresses similar 
concerns regarding global climate change. 
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-08 

See response to Comment 102-07, which addresses the same concerns.  
The plants referenced in the comments are located in Nevada, Utah, and 
South Dakota; therefore it is unlikely that the cumulative effect of their 
emission combined with those of the Mesaba Energy Projects would be 
significant.  With respect to cumulative CO2 emissions the effect of 
Mesaba Energy Project’s impact on global climate change with respect 
other facilities in the energy sector are discussed in Section 4.3.5.6.  See 
also response to Comment 12-02, which addresses similar concerns 
regarding global climate change. 

Comment 102-09 
The impacts on visibility in Class I Areas were discussed in Section 4.3 
(Volume 1) of the Draft EIS (see Section 4.3.3.2 for the West Range Site 
and Section 4.3.4.2 for the East Range Site).  See also response to 
Comment 49-01, which addresses the same concerns. 

Comment 102-10 
IGCC power plants do not produce the coal combustion wastes 
referenced by the commenter; thus, the comments regarding potential 
health risks from such wastes are not applicable to this project.  See 
Sections 2.2.3.3, 2.2.3.4, and 4.16.2.2 (Volume 1), which discuss solid 
wastes, marketable byproducts, and waste management.  See Comment 
105-50 by MPCA regarding the rules pertaining to the beneficial use of 
coal combustion slag and sulfur.  See response to Comment 53-03 
regarding the selection of a landfill for disposal of slag or sulfur in the 
event that these byproducts cannot be marketed.  See response to 
Comment 82-51, which addresses concerns regarding potential 
groundwater resources. 

Comment 102-11 
Section 2.2.2.3 (Volume 1) describes the process water requirements for 
the Mesaba Energy Project.  The proposed facility would not require any 
groundwater pumping and is not in the same watershed as the Boundary 
Waters Canoe and Wilderness Area; thus, there would be no impact on 
that resource from groundwater pumping.  New text has been added to 
subsection Water Levels and Water Balance During Operations (under 
Section 4.5.3.1, [Volume 1]), which discusses potential impacts on water 
level fluctuations in nearby water bodies as a result of water 
appropriation during the proposed facility’s operation. 
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-12 

The proposed facility would not require any groundwater pumping, and 
thus, would not result in impacts to existing water wells.  See response 
to Comment 7-02, which discusses potential impacts to aquifers. 

Comment 102-13 
See response to Comment 3-01, which addresses the same concerns. 

Comment 102-14 
The Mesaba Energy Project EIS is based on project information provided 
by Excelsior in i) the Joint Permit Application (referenced as Excelsior 
Energy, 2006a) submitted June 19, 2006 to the PUC and ii) the 
Application to the MPCA for a New Source Review Construction 
Authorization Permit (Air Permit Application) appended thereto.  The 
Joint Permit Application and the Air Permit Application include stack 
height information and plot plan diagrams. The Joint Permit Application 
is a planning level document required by the Minnesota Power Plant 
Siting Act, which can be accessed at the MDOC website for the Mesaba 
Energy Project Docket:  
http://energyfacilities.puc.state.mn.us/Docket.html?Id=16573.  The level 
of detail contained in the Joint Permit Application is as customary for an 
EIS by DOE and MDOC.  Chapter 2 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS provides 
information about the project. 

Comment 102-15 
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.  See also 
responses to Comments 38-01 and 42-01, which address similar 
concerns. 
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-16 

Greenhouse gas emissions by the Mesaba Energy Project are described 
in Section 5.2.8 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS, which has been added to 
the Final EIS and includes information from the current IPCC Report.  
See response to Comment 102-07.  The response to Comment 12-02 
explains DOE’s responsibilities for energy development and notes that 
the CCPI Program is only one of numerous DOE initiatives, programs, 
and projects intended to achieve national energy goals through 
renewable and non-renewable sources, as well as conservation.  See 
response to Comment 102-30 for discussions regarding the economic 
impacts of CO2 emissions. 
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-17 

The impacts from emissions of ozone precursors (i.e., VOC and NOX) 
are discussed in detail in Section 4.3 (Volume 1) of the EIS.  Additionally, 
associated cumulative impacts are addressed in Section 5.2.2 (Volume 
1). 
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-18 

See response to Comment 49-01, which addresses the same concerns.  
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-19 

PSD regulations and application guidelines do not include or address 
deposition of mercury.  In cumulative Class I analysis for Mesaba, total 
mercury was included as a transported pollutant (see Table 5.2.2-7 
[Volume 1]).  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 mercury substances.  Therefore there is no current methodology 
for reliable modeling of total mercury deposition.  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, “4.17.2.3 Human Health Risks”, for the text that 
addresses risks associated with air pollutants emitted by the project.  
See also responses to Comments 38-01, 42-01, and 82-64, which 
address similar concerns. 

The following text has been added to Section 4.8.2.2 (Volume 1): “In 
general, mercury exposure can cause negative impacts to terrestrial and 
avian wildlife species including adverse effects to neurological, 
endocrine, and reproductive processes.  There are two major guilds of 
wildlife that have the potential to act as a baseline for bioaccumulation: 
fish and insects.  Therefore, species that prey on fish or insects have the 
potential to be affected as well (Colman, 2007).” 

Comment 102-20 
Mercury concentrations in water bodies closest to the West Range and 
East Range Sites are provided in Sections 3.5.1.2 and 3.5.2.2.  See 
response to Comment 102-19 regarding atmospheric mercury. 
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-21 

Section 4.2.3.2, Aesthetics, as updated in the Final EIS, discusses the 
impacts related to plume visibility in more detail.  The plume would 
potentially be visible to an area with a radius of up to 20 miles.  The 
closest public lands in the areas are the Hill Annex Mine State Park (5 
miles), the Forest History Center (15 miles) and the eastern edge of the 
Chippewa National Forest (20 miles).  Cumulative visibility impacts are 
discussed in Section 5.2.2 (Volume 1), and Section 5.3.2.2 presents a 
discussion of the mitigation options for potential visibility impacts.  
Additionally, see response to Comment 100-04, which address impacts 
to recreation and tourism. 

Comment 102-22 
The noise analysis presented in Section 4.18 (Volume 1) indicated that 
proposed rail transportation and plant noise impacts to residential 
receptors would be minor; therefore, because recreational receptors and 
designated wilderness areas are located at a greater distance from the 
rail corridor than the residential receptors, it is expected that impacts to 
recreational/wilderness areas would be negligible. 
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-23 

See responses to Comments 53-03, 102-05, and 102-10, which address 
the same concerns. 

Comment 102-24 
As stated in responses to Comments 102-05 and 102-10, IGCC power 
plants do not produce the coal combustion wastes referenced by the 
commenter.  See Sections 2.2.3.3, 2.2.3.4, and 4.16.2.2 (Volume 1), 
which discuss solid wastes, marketable products, and waste 
management.  Toxicity characteristic leaching procedure results for slag 
from the E-Gas™ process are provided in Excelsior’s Joint Permit 
Application accessible at the MDOC website for the Mesaba Energy 
Project Docket.  See Comment 105-50 by MPCA regarding the rules 
pertaining to the beneficial use of coal combustion slag and sulfur.  See 
response to Comment 53-03 regarding the selection of a landfill for 
disposal of slag or sulfur in the event that these byproducts cannot be 
marketed.  See response to Comment 82-51, which addresses concerns 
regarding potential groundwater resources. Section 4.3.2 (Volume 1) 
addresses fugitive dust emissions and mitigation. 
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-25 

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 in Section 2.1.1.2 
(Volume 1).  No alternatives for disposal of coal ash on site have been 
presented because there will be no coal ash disposed for the IGCC 
Power Station. 

Comment 102-26 
See responses to Comments 53-03, 102-05, and 102-10, which address 
the same concerns.  Once a plant site is selected for permitting, 
Excelsior will identify one or more landfills with the suitable engineered 
safeguards (liner, leachate collection system, and groundwater 
monitoring) to accept wastes from the Mesaba Energy Project. 

Comment 102-27 
See responses to Comments 53-03, 102-05, and 102-10, which address 
the same concerns.  Section 4.3.2 (Volume 1) addresses fugitive dust 
emissions and mitigation during construction and operations. 
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-28 

As explained in the response to Comment 12-01, the effects of 
commercial coal mining are generally well known and well described and 
are not within the scope of this project.  However, it should be noted that 
the Mesaba Energy Project is not proposing to use Appalachian coal, or 
any other coal that would be mined via mountaintop removal.  The 
primary fuel for the Mesaba Energy Project would be Powder River 
Basin Coal.  Between 1990 and 2005, annual PRB coal shipments 
doubled – from 200 to 400 million tons.  As stated in Section 4.15.2.2 
(Volume 1), under peak use scenarios for both Phases I and II, the 
Mesaba Energy Project could utilize up to 6 million tons of coal annually, 
which represents 1.5 percent of the PRB’s annual output for 2005.  The 
extent of impacts analysis associated with coal mining are discussed in 
relation to transportation and greenhouse gas impacts.  Section 2.2.3.1 
(Volume 1) provides a discussion of greenhouse gas emissions 
associated with the Mesaba Energy Project, including emissions from 
coal mining and transportation.  Section 4.3.2.2 (Volume 1) describes 
and analyzes transportation-related emissions, including emissions from 
trains that would haul coal from mining locations.  Section 5.2.8 (Volume 
1) describes cumulative environmental impacts of climate change 
particularly with respect to continued fossil fuel combustion. 
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-29 

As stated in response to Comment 53-04, Section 2.2.1.3 (Volume 1) of 
the Final EIS (under Potential Carbon Capture Retrofit) explains that 
CCS options presented in the EIS are based on a potential future 
requirement to reduce CO2 emissions from the Mesaba Energy Project, 
along with potential financial incentives such as carbon removal credits 
traded in a “carbon market” that would limit the cost of CCS passed on to 
utility customers.  CO2 emissions are not currently limited under the 
CAA, and a viable carbon market has not been established in the U.S.  
Therefore, as stated in Appendix A2 (Volume 2), the effect of CCS on 
the cost of electricity from the Mesaba Energy Project has not been 
quantified.  Assuming that legislation restricting carbon emissions would 
eventually be passed by the U.S. Congress and signed into law, the real 
costs associated with CO2 emissions and required reductions would be 
determinable at that time.  Under the standards established by 40 CFR 
1502.22 of the CEQ NEPA regulations, the EIS has addressed 
“reasonably foreseeable” impacts from CO2 emissions and CCS to the 
extent practicable without resorting to unwarranted conjecture.  See also 
responses to Comments 4-01 and 4-03, which address the same 
concerns. 
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-30 

DOE considers the development of economic estimates of incremental 
damage from GHG emissions to be beyond the scope of this EIS.  The 
U.S Climate Change Science Program integrates Federal research on 
global climate change and oversees both the U.S. Global Change 
Research Program (USGCRP) and the President’s Climate Change 
Research Initiative (http://www.climatescience.gov/about/default.htm).  
The U.S Climate Change Science Program is a coordinated interagency 
research program overseen by the U.S. Office of Science and 
Technology Policy, the CEQ, the National Economic Council, and the 
Office of Management and Budget with participation by DOE and 12 
other Federal agencies.  DOE considers that any estimate relating to 
economic damage from global climate change is under the jurisdiction of 
that program.  The U.S Climate Change Science Program and USGCRP 
have been funded at approximately $2 billion per year since 1993 
(http://www.climatescience.gov/infosheets/ccsp-8/), and no such 
estimate has been published to date.  

DOE acknowledges that the Stern Review (Stern et al., 2006), cited in 
the comment, and other studies have modeled and attempted to predict 
the costs of global climate change.  However, as evidenced in a review 
by Dr. Richard S. J. Tol (2005) of 28 published studies on the subject, 
consensus is lacking on the marginal damage costs of CO2 emissions.  
Tol statistically combined the results of the 28 studies and reported a 
mode of $2/ton carbon (C), a median value of $14/ton C, a mean of 
$93/ton C, and a 95th percentile value of $350/ton C.  These amounts 
equate to respective values for CO2 (at 3.664 grams CO2 per gram 
carbon) of $0.55/ton, $3.82/ton, $25.38/ton, and $95.52/ton.  Tol found 
that the discount rate used in the studies had a strong bearing on the 
results, and he also noted that peer-reviewed studies gave lower 
estimates for marginal damage costs with smaller uncertainties than 
studies that were not peer-reviewed.   

In a critique of the Stern Review, Tol (2006) noted that Stern’s estimate 
of $85/ton CO2 would be considered an outlying value in the 28 
published studies.  Other researchers (Dasgupta, 2006; Nordhaus, 2007; 
and Weitzman, 2007) also found fault with the Stern Review and its 
assumptions, particularly with respect to the use of an extremely low 
(near-zero) discount rate that greatly overstates the costs of future 
impacts in today’s dollars.  As best expressed by Dasgupta (2006):  “To 
be critical of the Review isn’t to understate the harm humanity is inflicting 
on itself by degrading the natural environment – not only in regard to the 
stock of carbon in the atmosphere, but also in regard to so many other  
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-30 (cont’d)

environmental matters besides.  But the cause isn’t served when 
parameter values are so chosen that they yield desired answers.” 

In the absence of either a published estimate from the U.S Climate 
Change Science Program or clear consensus on the marginal damage 
costs of CO2 emissions, DOE elected not to speculate on the potential 
economic impact of the Mesaba Energy Project on global climate 
change.  In doing so, DOE has not intended to diminish concerns about 
the future costs of global climate change.  However, DOE has a 
responsibility to evaluate technologies that have the greatest potential to 
meet the future energy needs of the nation using available resources.  
As stated in response to Comments 37-01, 63-01, and 102-03, DOE’s 
responsibility for this EIS within the restrictive context of the CCPI 
legislation is to evaluate an advanced coal-based technology that offers 
promise to reduce pollutant emissions compared to conventional coal-
fueled power plants.  Also, as stated in response to Comment 12-02, 
IGCC technologies offer the best opportunities among coal-fueled plants 
to capture concentrated CO2 emissions.  When coupled with other 
technologies to be demonstrated under the CCPI Program as well as 
under DOE’s Carbon Sequestration Program, these technologies offer 
the best opportunities for minimizing or eliminating future CO2 emissions 
from coal-fueled power plants.   

Comment 102-31 
See response to Comment 37-01, which explains the reasonable 
alternatives available to DOE to achieve the purpose and need. 
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-32 

As discussed in Sections 3.8.3.1 and 4.8.2.1 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS, 
DOE consulted with the USFWS for compliance with Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act as evidenced by the correspondence in 
Appendix E (Volume 2).  In accordance with this consultation, DOE 
completed a Biological Assessment for USFWS addressing project 
impacts on the Canada lynx and gray wolf (see Volume 2, Appendix E).  
No other species were identified by USFWS for specific assessment.  
The USFWS concurred with DOE’s conclusions at the West Range site.  
In the event that the East Range site would be selected for the Proposed 
Action, DOE would resubmit the Biological Assessment to the USFWS 
for concurrence.  DOE also addressed potential impacts on Minnesota 
protected species in Sections 3.8 and 4.8 (Volume 1).  DOE does not 
agree that any effects of global climate change that can be attributed to 
emissions of greenhouse gases from the Mesaba Energy Project require 
a determination of effect under the Endangered Species Act, nor has the 
USFWS required such a determination during the Section 7 consultation.  
It may be relevant that the Department of the Interior stated in its 
decision to list the polar bear as “threatened” (May 14, 2008) that the 
Endangered Species Act would not be used to regulate global climate 
change.  

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

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

102-32 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

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

 
372

 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 Comment 102-33 

NOAA reviewed the Draft EIS and submitted Comment 55-01.  The Draft 
EIS appropriately documented coordination with the USFWS.  Sections 
3.8.3 and 4.8.2 (Volume1) describe consultation with USFWS in 
accordance with Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act.  Copies of 
correspondence between DOE and USFWS, as well as the Biological 
Assessment prepared for the Canada lynx and gray wolf, are included in 
Appendix E (Volume 2) along with the USFWS concurrence.  USFWS 
commented on the Draft EIS through the Department of Interior (see 
Comments 57-10 through 57-12). 
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 Commenter 102 – Kristin Henry Responses
 

102-33 
(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 103 – Carol Overland Responses
 Comment 103-01 

MDOC stands by its statement in the Scoping Report and the project’s 
exemption from a Certificate of Need. 
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 Commenter 103 – Carol Overland Responses
 Comment 103-02 

As stated in response to Comments 99-01 and 102-04, the PUC’s 
decision on the basis of this EIS and MDOC’s recommendation would 
result in the approval of permits for either the West Range or East Range 
Site, or the disapproval of permits for the Mesaba Energy Project.  The 
disapproval of permits would be equivalent to a no action (no-build) 
alternative, because the project could not be constructed without them. 

Comment 103-03 
As stated in response to Comment 7-01, DOE conducted its scoping 
process in accordance with department policy and the CEQ NEPA 
requirements (specifically 40 CFR 1501.7).  Section 1.6 (Volume 1) of 
the Final EIS describes the scoping process that was undertaken by 
DOE and MDOC for the Mesaba Energy Project EIS.  There is no 
Federal requirement for the publication and distribution of a scoping 
document.  However, all comments received during the Federal and 
state scoping periods were posted at the MDOC website for the Mesaba 
Energy Project Docket:  
http://energyfacilities.puc.state.mn.us/Docket.html?Id=16573. 
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 Commenter 103 – Carol Overland Responses
 Comment 103-04 

The EIS has been prepared as a joint Federal and Minnesota document 
for compliance with NEPA and the Minnesota Power Plant Siting Act.  As 
stated in the Cover Sheet (Volume 1), because the EIS requirements of 
both acts are substantially similar, DOE and MDOC cooperated as lead 
Federal and state agencies in the preparation of an EIS to fulfill the 
requirements of both laws.  There is no Federal or Minnesota 
requirement to indicate in the EIS which analyses were done by the 
respective agencies. 

Comment 103-05 
As stated in response to Comment 75-05, the “Project Proponent Need” 
section in the Draft EIS (Volume 1) was based on language in the 
document (Appendix F1, Volume 2) prepared by Excelsior at the request 
of USACE as a cooperating agency for the EIS (see Comment 116-33).  
The information contained in the Draft EIS section has been replaced 
with a brief statement referencing the project proponent’s purpose in 
Appendix F1.  Sections 1.3 and 1.4 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS have 
been revised to correctly focus on DOE’s and MDOC’s proposed action, 
purpose and need. 

Comment 103-06 
As stated in response to Comment 103-05, Section 1.4 (Volume 1) of the 
Final EIS has been rewritten to focus on the purpose and needs of DOE 
and MDOC.  The broader public needs associated with the project are 
explained in Section 1.2 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS consistent with 
DOE’s CCPI Program and Minnesota’s innovative energy technology 
statute.  The discussion of the project proponent’s purpose has been 
replaced with a reference in Section 1.4.3 (Volume 1) to Appendix F1 
(Volume 2), which was prepared by Excelsior at the request of USACE, 
a cooperating agency for the EIS. 

Comment 103-07 
The Final EIS has been revised in Section 1.4.1 (Volume 1) to clearly 
indicate DOE’s purpose. 

Comment 103-08 
The State Purpose and Need has been revised in the Final EIS Section 
1.4.2 (Volume 1). 

Comment 103-09 
See response to Comment 75-05, which addresses the same concern. 

103-04 
 
 

103-05 
 

 
 

103-06 
 
 
 

103-07 
 
 

103-08 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

103-09 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

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

 
377

 Commenter 103 – Carol Overland Responses
 Comment 103-10 

The response to Comment 41-01 explains that the final revenues and 
costs for the project cannot be determined until a power purchase 
agreement has been settled.  The power purchase agreement is the 
subject of a separate docket, which MDOC has stated it is not a subject 
for this EIS. 

Comment 103-11 
As stated in response to the preceding comment, the power purchase 
agreement is the subject of a separate docket, which MDOC has stated 
it is not a subject for this EIS. 

As explained in responses to Comment 7-03 and 80-23, the EIS 
analyzed health risks for the Mesaba Energy Project using the AERA 
protocol required by MPCA for mandatory EIS categories that include 
this project.  The AERA results indicated that the plant would not exceed 
established risk thresholds for carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic risk 
levels of air pollutants, which is not to say that project emissions won’t 
affect human health at all.  But, Federal and state agencies responsible 
for air pollution control establish risk thresholds to project public health 
based on exposure pathways as discussed in Section 4.17.1.2 (Volume 
1).  The Final EIS has been revised to insert a missing sub-section 
heading (in printed Draft EIS copies), “4.17.2.3 Human Health Risks”, for 
the text that addresses risks associated with air pollutants emitted by the 
project.  With respect to points 6l and 6m in the comment regarding the 
ICF report, see response to Comment 82-93. 

103-09 
(cont’d) 
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 Commenter 103 – Carol Overland Responses
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 Commenter 103 – Carol Overland Responses
 Comment 103-12 

See responses to Comments 4-01 and 53-04, which address the same 
concerns. 
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 Commenter 103 – Carol Overland Responses
103-12 Comment 103-13 

See response to Comment 12-01, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 103-14 
See responses to Comments 9-01, 20-03, and 99-12, which address the 
same concerns. 

Comment 103-15 
See responses to Comments 9-01, 20-03, and 99-12, which address the 
same concerns. 

Comment 103-16 
Section 2.2.3.1 (Volume 1) provides a description of the types of sources 
and air emissions that they would produce.  Table 4.3-5 (Volume 1), 
provides a list of HAPs that would be emitted annually from sources with 
the significant emissions of pollutants.  The text of Section 4.3.2.4 
(Volume 1) discusses the types of sources that are expected to produce 
minor or negligible emissions. 

Comment 103-17 
See response to Comment 12-01, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 103-18 
The Final EIS has been updated to include the most current information 
on the Clean Air Interstate Rule in Section 3.3 and its impact on the 
Mesaba Energy Project. 

Comment 103-19 
The Final EIS has been updated to include the most current information 
on the Regional Haze Rule in Section 3.3 and its impact on the Mesaba 
Energy Project. 

Comment 103-20 
The Wabash River Plant corrected their process water effluent 
deficiencies (violations of limitations on arsenic and other pollutants) by 
treating contact process water with a ZLD system.  The Mesaba Energy 
Project already proposed a ZLD system for process water effluent as a 
lesson learned from the Wabash River Plant.  With Excelsior’s decision 
to implement the enhanced ZLD system at the West Range Site to 
include blowdown effluent (see response to Comment 6-01 and revised 
Section 4.5 [Volume 1]), the majority of water quality concerns that were 
originally discussed in the Draft EIS are no longer applicable.  

Regarding stormwater management, the MPCA is still developing the 
draft rule; thus, any analysis of impacts for the project would be 
speculative at this time.  However, as described in responses to  
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 Commenter 103 – Carol Overland Responses
 Comment 103-20 (cont’d)

Comments 84-01 and 105-49, the IGCC Power Station would be 
designed to ensure that all stormwater is either reused or treated to 
facilitate compliance with existing and future regulations. 

Comment 103-21 
Comments pertaining to wetlands, including avoidance and minimization 
of impacts and mitigation of unavoidable impacts, have been addressed 
in the responses to related comments from USACE (Commenter 116), 
which is the Federal agency responsible for wetland permitting and a 
cooperating agency for this EIS.  In particular, see responses to 
Comments 116-22 through 116-24. 

Comment 103-22 
See response to Comment 80-11, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 103-23 
See response to Comment 80-20, which addresses the same concern. 
See also new text in Section 2.2.2.4 (Volume 1) regarding MISO 
evaluations, scope of the EIS, and findings from recent system impact 
studies. 
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 Commenter 103 – Carol Overland Responses
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 Commenter 104 – Margaret Haapoja Responses
 >>> "Margaret Haapoja" <mhaapoja@northlc.com> 1/13/2008 4:15 

PM >>> 
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 definitely opposed to the Excelsior/Mesaba Energy 
Project, and it appears we're not alone in that sentiment.  It 
seems to me the consensus of the majority in the county is that 
the plant is not necessary, would not be good for our air quality, 
might pollute our aquifer and is an unproven technology.  After 
reading news articles and letters to the editor and speaking with 
the leaders of CAMP, I can see nothing positive about this project 
and much that is negative.  It looks like the only people who 
stand to benefit from it are the proponents, and I wonder if they 
have ever invested any of their own money.  Isn't our 
environment more important than the few jobs such a project 
would provide--especially when nothing about it makes sense?  
  

Margaret A. Haapoja 
20043 County Road 70 
Bovey, MN 55709 
218-247-7830 

http://users.northlc.com/mhaapoja 

 

Comment 104-01 
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 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses
 Comment 105-01 

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

Comment 105-02 
See response to Comment 49-01, which addresses the same concerns.   

Comment 105-03 
EPA has established a number of emission tiers that will be phased in 
over time for various non-road diesel engine size; therefore, because the 
exact plant construction is not known at this time, the applicable 
emissions tier has not been specified.   Excelsior would comply with 
whichever standard is applicable at the time of construction to ensure 
that such engines would meet the highest emissions tier.   

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

105-01 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

105-02 
 
 
 
 
 

105-03 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

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

 
385

 Commenter 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses
 Comment 105-04 

Section 2.2.3.1 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS has been revised to show 
that a bag filter dust collection system design would be used in the 
material handling process. 

Comment 105-05 
Section 2.2.3.1 (Volume 1) has been revised to include measures to 
reduce fugitive emissions through leak detection and repair as presented 
in the Mesaba Energy Project Leak Detection and Repair Plan. 

Comment 105-06 
The modeling methodology (including assumptions, data used, etc) and 
receptor network used for the analysis is summarized in Appendix B of 
the Draft EIS and has been updated in Appendix B (Volume 2) and 
Section 4.3 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS.  The AERMOD-type 
meteorological data, which were acquired from MPCA, were used for all 
Class II dispersion modeling.  The data were in AERMET format and 
were prepared for the specific area of the West and East Range Sites.  
All modeling used AERMOD Version 07026, which was the latest 
approved EPA version at the time of submittal of the Mesaba Energy 
Project Air Permit Application.  The modeling receptor network was 
developed to meet or exceed MPCA guidance.  It provides a high 10m 
resolution along the Mesaba fence line, 25m resolution over a 0.25 km x 
0.25 km area, and increasing receptor spacing over successively larger 
areas.  The total receptor grid covers a 50 km x 50 km area and includes 
all areas that could experience significant air quality impacts from 
Mesaba emissions.  Resolution is adequate to identify the specific 
location of highest predicted concentrations.  Emissions factors from 
trucks on unpaved roads were obtained from AP-42 Section 13.2.2, and 
applied to Fluor’s estimate of annual vehicle miles traveled to transfer 
slag, assuming 100% annual plant operation, a 0.2 mile round trip, and 
80% control from application of dust suppressant on the roadways.  This 
yields annual PM30 emissions of less than 3 tons per phase and PM10 
emission of less than 1 ton per phase.  The Final EIS has been updated 
to include this information.  Also see response to Comment 9-01 for 
discussions on PM10 and PM2.5 emissions.  A reference has been added 
in Section 4.3.2.2 of the Final EIS to the assumption made regarding 
reduction in vehicle traffic due to carpooling. 
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 Commenter 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses
 Comment 105-07 

Minnesota is in the midst of rulemaking to develop a SIP for the Regional 
Haze Rule with target reductions for 2018. While the final rule is not 
known, the draft SIP primarily relies on BACT determinations to limit 
emissions from new sources. The draft SIP includes a target of reducing 
SO2 and NOX emissions from northeast Minnesota by 30%, which, like 
the national Regional Haze program, mainly deals with retrofit controls 
for older sources. Section 3.3.3.3 and Table 3.3-5 (Volume 1) of the 
Draft EIS, to the extent possible, discussed potential requirements that 
the Mesaba Energy Project would face due to potential changes to 
requirements in the Minnesota Regional Haze program; therefore, further 
speculations cannot be made as to the types of control that may be 
required.  See Section 4.3.1.4 (Volume 1) for more details regarding the 
modeled scenarios.  See also response to Comment 49-01, which 
addresses the issue of visibility in Class I areas and the MPCA’s BACT 
decision.  

DOE acknowledges that the Mesaba Energy Project would be an 
existing source after 2018 and therefore would be subject to BART in 
future phases of the Regional Haze Rule. Discussions regarding visibility 
impacts have been updated based on latest modeling efforts for the Final 
EIS and are presented in Class I (Far-Field) Visibility/Regional Haze 
Analysis under Section 4.3.2.5 (Volume 1) and Class I Visibility/Regional 
Haze Analysis in Section 5.2.2.2 (Volume 1).  DOE understands that the 
FLMs do not consider reductions by other sources to be “offsets” for 
visibility impacts of the Mesaba Energy Project.  Ultimately, the MPCA 
must address cumulative visibility impacts as part of its responsibilities 
under the Regional Haze Regulation.  Section 5.2.2 (Volume 1) of the 
Final EIS identifies such responsibilities and how the project would be 
designed to be an integral component in supporting them.  Note that 
since publication of the Draft EIS, a revised air modeling analysis was 
conducted in light of comments on the Draft EIS to accurately evaluate 
Mesaba Energy Project impacts on air quality and AQRVs in Class I 
areas near the West and East Range Sites.  Section 5.3.2.2 (Volume 1) 
has new text on conceptual emission offsets and presents results from a 
supplemental modeling analyses of the effectiveness of a sample offset 
scenario at reducing model-predicted visibility impacts. These analyses 
were conducted only as examples to provide information and illustrate 
the concept of mitigation. 
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 Commenter 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses
 Comment 105-08 

Section 4.17 (Volume 1) and Appendix C (Volume 2) of the EIS have 
been updated with the results of the revised AERA, which was 
conducted in accordance with MPCA requirements.  See response to 
Comment 42-01, which addresses the same concerns. 

Comment 105-09 
The Final EIS has been updated to show that revised AERA included a 
description of the locations of each receptor modeled in the IRAP in a 
consistent manner and included distances from the facility fence line. 

Comment 105-10 
Section 4.17 (Volume 1) and Appendix C (Volume 2) of the EIS have 
been updated to include a discussion of the emission factors and 
emission calculation methods used for the compounds included in the 
revised AERA.  Calculations were based on emission sources operating 
at their capacities.  Emission factors for air toxics were developed based 
on emission tests from the Wabash River Plant, material balances, and 
published emission factors. 

Comment 105-11 
Section 4.17 (Volume 1) and Appendix C (Volume 2) of the Final EIS 
have been updated to address PM2.5 emissions.  Also see responses to 
Comments 7-03 and 9-01, which address the relationship between PM2.5 
and PM10. 

Comment 105-12 
Section 4.17 (Volume 1) and Appendix C (Volume 2) of the EIS have 
been updated to identify “insignificant activities” and documents how 
they meet the conditions described in the AERA guidance.  

Comment 105-13 
Section 4.17 (Volume 1) and Appendix C (Volume 2) of the EIS have 
been updated to explain how the list of chemicals of potential concern 
was compiled and includes a description of the process used to choose 
the chemicals of potential concern and eliminate them from the 
Chemicals for Evaluation list. 

Comment 105-14 
Section 4.17 (Volume 1) and Appendix C (Volume 2) of the EIS have 
been updated to present hazard indices and risk values for the various 
scenarios at the location of highest off-property concentration.  The IRAP 
method of estimating risk associated with the proposed facility is 
conducted at the receptor location having maximum impact from all the 
sources combined for each air parameter. The receptor location 
represents the worst-case location where a rural resident, farmer, or  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

105-08 
 
 
 
 
 
 

105-09 
 
 
 

105-10 
 
 
 

105-11 
 
 

105-12 
 
 

105-13 
 

105-14 
 
 

105-15 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 

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

 
388

 Commenter 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses 
   Comment 105-14 (cont’d) 

fisher may be found off the proposed facility property boundary. The 
maximum impact receptor location, R3, can be seen on Figure 2 of 
Appendix C (Volume 2). 

Comment 105-15 
Section 4.17 (Volume 1) and Appendix C (Volume 2) of the EIS have 
been updated to show hazard indices and risk values for the various 
scenarios (including adult and child residents, farmers, and fishers) at 
the area of highest off-property concentration and includes updated text 
and tables, indicating receptors with the highest predicted risk, as well as 
the associated risk values.  Appendix C provides the full AERA report 
and includes figures illustrating receptor locations modeled.  The 
cumulative health risk analysis has also been updated for the Final EIS 
and is discussed in Section 5.2 and Appendix D2. 
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 Commenter 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses
 Comment 105-16 

The AERA spreadsheets in Appendix C (Volume 2) of the EIS have been 
updated to provide a list of the sensitizers and developmental toxicants 
and the respective hazard quotients.  Any chemicals with hazard 
quotients that are not protective have also been addressed in the Final 
EIS. 

Comment 105-17 
Appendix C (Volume 2) of the EIS has been updated to include fugitive 
emissions of carbonyl sulfide, hydrogen chloride, and hydrogen sulfide 
from equipment leaks.  Additionally, the Final EIS clarifies in the Section 
4.17.2 that fugitive emission rates of other compounds are less than 1 
percent of their respective project emission rates. 

Comment 105-18 
Appendix C (Volume 2) of the EIS has been updated to show that only 
toxicological values approved by MPCA in the updated IRAP analysis. 

Comment 105-19 
The mercury analysis has been updated using the most current version 
of the Mercury Model for the Fish Ingestion Pathway from the MPCA 
website (i.e., Version 1.3, date April 13, 2006) and the results have been 
provided in the Final EIS. 

Comment 105-20 
Additional information has been provided in Section 4.17 (Volume 1) and 
Appendix C (Volume 2) of the EIS to show the rationale for choosing Big 
Diamond Lake in the mercury analysis.  See response to Comment 42-
01, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 105-21 
The mercury risk assessment was revised to use the 95th percent upper 
confidence limit of the mean fish tissue data and the results are 
presented in Section 4.17 (Volume 1) and Appendix C (Volume 2) of the 
EIS. 

Comment 105-22 
The risk from fish ingestion from the IRAP model and MPCA’s fish 
consumption analysis are provided although a total is not provided.  The 
risk contribution from chemicals of potential concern other than mercury 
in the IRAP is negligible (on the order of 10-7 for cancer and 10-4 for non-
cancer hazard quotient). 
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 Commenter 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses 
   Comment 105-23 

Appendix C (Volume 2) of the Final EIS has been updated to provide 
further justification of the speciation of mercury emissions. 

Comment 105-24 
The IRAP fish intake value was corrected to 0.142 mg/day to be 
consistent with the MPCA fish consumption model value in the revised 
IRAP analysis and the results are presented in Section 4.17 (Volume 1) 
and Appendix C (Volume 2) of the EIS. 

Comment 105-25 
Because the data was not available from the Wabash River Plant, the 
risk analysis has been revised to include dioxins and furans from 
surrogate data approved by MPCA and the results are provided in 
Section 4.17 (Volume 1) and Appendix C (Volume 2) of the EIS. 

Comment 105-26 
The revised Cumulative Risk Impacts Evaluation (Volume 2, Appendix 
D2) was completed by Excelsior’s consultant in accordance with 
guidance provided by MPCA (April 30, 2008).  DOE independently 
reviewed the analysis and summarized its conclusions in Section 5.2.3 
(Volume 1). 
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 Commenter 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses
 Comment 105-27 

To date, Excelsior has met with the MPCA to discuss how to permit the 
Mesaba Energy Project while working within the framework of evolving 
guidelines being established for new and expanding sources. The 
discussions have focused around developing offsets in the amount the 
Project’s expected actual annual emissions exceed the de minimis 
threshold of three pounds per year.  Based on discussions at these 
meetings, MPCA would take into consideration the innovative nature of 
the Mesaba Energy Project (i.e., the lack of a robust historical testing 
database) and MPCA would allow Excelsior to establish the Project’s 
expected annual emissions using the best information it can assemble 
from published research studies, expert testimony, and testing results 
from similar mercury control technologies applied on sources in different 
industrial sectors (i.e., technology transfer).   See also response to 
Comment 97-04, which addresses the same concern. 

Comment 105-28 
A 92 percent capacity factor is consistent with project objectives and 
represents a reasonable upper bound for estimating emissions of carbon 
dioxide.  The plant capacity was adjusted to reflect ZLD and the heat 
rate was adjusted to reflect site average conditions and enhanced ZLD.  
Because the plant capacity and heat rate are fuel-specific (largely 
dependent on the fuel’s heat content), these parameters were adjusted 
based on preliminary design data for Illinois No. 6 coal, and based on 
interpolation for 50/50 PRB coal and petroleum coke.  Based on these 
adjustments, which result in capacity factor ranging from 75 to 92 
percent, the Final EIS has been updated with the CO2 emissions that 
would be emitted from all three fuel sources.  New text provided in 
subsection Emissions of Greenhouse Gases under Section 2.2.3.1 
(Volume 1) of the Final EIS has been added to provide discussions of 
non-CO2 emissions and provide a complete carbon footprint for the 
Mesaba Energy Project during combustion and as a result of electrical 
transmission. 
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 Commenter 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses
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 Commenter 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses
 Comment 105-29 

DOE recognizes the present uncertainties of the regulatory status of CO2 
and other GHGs.  Table 3.3-5 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS has been 
updated with information made available since the publication of the 
Draft EIS and includes discussions on the Minnesota Legislature’s Next 
Generation Energy Act, the proposed Federal regulation, the America’s 
Climate Security Act, and the Midwestern Greenhouse Gas Reduction 
Accord signed by Minnesota.  In general, the Mesaba Energy Project is 
considered to have much greater flexibility than existing or new 
conventional coal-fueled plants in complying with future carbon 
regulations because of the inherent efficiencies of IGCC technology and 
the capabilities for pre-combustion carbon capture vs. post-combustion 
capture. 

Comment 105-30 
Environmental impacts and cumulative impacts of emissions from the 
Mesaba Energy Project are discussed in Sections 4.3 and 5.2 of the 
Draft EIS, respectively.  New text regarding the impacts of CO2 
emissions has been added to Sections 2.2.3.1 and 5.2.8 (Volume 1).  
Additional discussions regarding CO2 emissions have been included in 
the Final EIS as provided in responses to Comments 105-28 and 105-
29. 
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 Commenter 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses
 Comment 105-31 

Text in Section 4.5.2.1 (Volume 1) has been revised due to Excelsior’s 
announcement to implement an enhanced ZLD system at the West 
Range Site and reference to MNDNR as the state agency responsible for 
the NPDES/SDS Program has been deleted.  New text in Section 4.5.2.5 
acknowledges that MPCA is the agency responsible for implementing 
the NPDES/SDS Program. 

Comment 105-32 
In formulating its decision to use an enhanced ZLD system to eliminate 
all industrial wastewater discharges from the proposed West Range 
IGCC Power Plant, Excelsior commissioned an independent engineering 
consultant to study and confirm the economic implications associated 
with the ZLD system.  The details and findings of the report will be 
reflected in an updated permit application submitted to the MPCA, which 
will be made publically available.  New text has been added to Section 
4.5.2.1 (Volume 1), which discusses the enhanced ZLD system.  Also, 
Appendix H (Volume 2) has been updated in the Final EIS, to describe in 
more detail the conceptual design of the ZLD unit that treats the non-
contact wastewater.  The ZLD system would be equipped such that 
equipment redundancy would be be provided throughout the system 
(e.g., pumps throughout the systems including for chemical feed would 
have spares installed and a surge and equalization pond would be a 
single pond which would be divided into two areas so that cleaning of 
solids could occur in one side while the other is in use).  The ZLD unit to 
be used for the Mesaba Generating Station would be the same system 
that has been successfully employed at the Wabash River Plant to 
control permit exceedances of metals in that plant’s discharges. The 
Wabash River Plant has never experienced a shutdown due to the ZLD 
unit not being available (Lynch, 2009).   
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 Commenter 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses
 Comment 105-33 

As stated in response to Comment 6-01, Excelsior has agreed to 
implement an enhance ZLD system at the West Range Site.  The Final 
EIS has been updated in Section 2.2 (Volume 1) to describe the use of 
the enhanced ZLD system, which would eliminate the majority of water 
quality concerns as originally discussed in the Draft EIS.  Section 4.5 
(Volume 1) has been revised to describe the changes in water quality 
impacts anticipated with the enhanced ZLD system at the West Range 
Site. 

Comment 105-34 
The Final EIS has been updated in Section 2.2 (Volume 1) to describe 
the use of the enhanced ZLD system, which would eliminate the majority 
of water quality concerns as originally discussed in the Draft EIS.  
Section 4.5 (Volume 1) has been revised to describe the changes in 
water quality impacts anticipated with the enhanced ZLD system at the 
West Range Site. 
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 Commenter 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses
 Comment 105-35 

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

Comment 105-36 
The Final EIS has been updated in Section 2.2 (Volume 1) to describe 
the use of the enhanced ZLD system, which would eliminate the majority 
of water quality concerns as originally discussed in the Draft EIS.  
Section 4.5 (Volume 1) has been revised to describe the changes in 
water quality impacts anticipated with the enhanced ZLD system at the 
West Range Site.  Re-modeling of phosphorus levels in the CMP, based 
on the updated water balance, was conducted to analyze impacts to 
water quality in the CMP.  In general, use of the enhanced ZLD system 
at the West Range Site would eliminate discharge and phosphorous 
levels in the CMP would be within state standards.  New text has been 
added to Section 4.5.3.2 (Volume 1) regarding new analysis on 
phosphorous levels in the CMP. 
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 Commenter 105 – Jeff J. Smith Responses
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