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Biil Storm

From: Jamison Harker [j.harker@mchsi.com]
Sent: Monday, September 04, 2006 7:54 AM
To:  Bill.Storm@state.mn.us

Dear Mr. Storm,

| am emailing you with my overwhelming opposition fo the Mesaba Coal Gasification Plant. A lefter te the editor in our local paper
has prompied me to send this to youl. | feel that the majority of people in our area are very much against this project. | am for
mulfipie reasons. As a physician, | am concerned about the health risks; no matter how "clean" this coal plant is described as, it is
adding to pollution in our area. As a taxpayer, the infrastructure to build this plant wilf cost an already poor area of the state much
in taxes, with very minimal increases in jobs for these same people that are being taxed. Finally, as an outdoor enthusiast and
sportsman, | moved here with my family to enjoy the ouidoors and the relative abundance of undisturbed land in this area. This is

not consistent with the building of one or multipte power plants in this region.

We do not want this here. Despite the above host of reasons to oppose, | know money is the most important issue. Were it fo
bring in 100's of jobs, | think tha pro's outweigh the cons. Knowing the full number of permanent positions is not even 100, there is

no way this contributes to the vitality of Itasca County, with no existing infrastructure in place.
Thank you for your time.
Sincerzaly,

Pr. Jamison Harker
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Comments on Scoping EIS for Mesaba ‘Energy Project, PUC Docket
- Number

Dear Mr. Storm: ’ ' - )

Iiwrit‘e on behalf of the Minnesota Center fer Environmental Advocacy

(“MCEA”) with comments on‘the. scope of the Environmental Impact Statement -
(“EIS™) for the Mesaba Energy PI‘O_] ect. MCEA is a Minnesota nonprofit

environmental organization Whose mission is to use law, science and research to.

preserve and protect Minnesota’s natural resources, wildlife, and the health of its

people. MCEA has state-wide membership. Energy policy has been an important

focus of much of MCEA’s work, and MCEA regularly participates in matters

before the Minnesota Public Utilities Commission. Thank you for the opportunity |

to present comments on the scope of the EIS for the Mesaba Prbject

MCEA urges the Department of Commerce to include mformatlon on the
following pomts in the EIS for the Mesaba Project: - ~

1. Environmental review on need and related issues.

~

The June 23, 3006 Scoping Document incorrectly states that “DOC energy facility
permitting staff is precluded from considering issues related to the need, size or

" type of the facﬂlty ”- Nothing in the innovative energy project statute, Minn. Stat.

§ 216B.1694, supports the position that DOC is “precluded” from making such

* congsiderations in the context of environmental review. Indeed, the statute

explicitly states that, although an innovative energy project is exempt from the

- requirements for a certificate of need, it is “subject to all applicable

environmental review and permitting procedures . . .” 1 (emphasis added).
Thus, Exoelsior Energy need not obtain a cert1ﬁcate of need for the project, but”

the environmental review considerations expressed in Minnesota Rules 4410 7010

to 4410.7070 still apply.
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The certificate of need requirement places a bar on new construction unless a project
proponent demonstrates that “demand for electricity cannot be met more cost effectively
‘through energy consérvation and load-management measures.” An exemption from this
requirement means simply that an innovative energy project need not clear the initial ‘
hurdle of showing the “need.” The absence of an affirmative duty on the proponents to
demonstrate need, however, does not translate into a prohibition of considering need i in
the context of permitting and environmental decisions related to the project. To the
contrary, whether the electricity from this project is needed is clearly relevant to a
number of considerations public bodies will make with respect to the Mesaba Energy
Project. The Public Utilities Commission (“PUC™), for example, will have to consider
need in weighing whether this project is.in the ¢ public interest.” Likewise, the EIS must
consider the need for the electricity from this project in evaluatmg the soc1a1 economic
and environmental unpacts of the proposed project.

The Department should treat environmental review for the Mesaba Project as it would the
EIS from an applicant who has not yet secured a certificate of need as set out in Minun.
Rule 4410.7060. Thus, rather than providing a separate environmental report for a
certificate of need proceeding, the Department should mclude the ana1y51s required by .
Minn. Rule 4410. 7035 in the siting and routmg EIS.

- i

’ :
The Department’s interpretation of the certificate-of-need exeniption as expressed in the
Scoping Document is unnecessarily constraining. It is also eontrary to the legislative
charge given the Department in the siting statite, which declares that state policy is to
locate power facilities in a manner “compatible with environmental preservation and the -
efficient use of resources.” Minn. Stat. § 116C.53, subd. 1 (emphasis added). The statute
further states that locations should be chosen to “minimize adverse human and
environmental imp act while insuring continuing electric power system reliability and -
integrity and insuring that electric energy needs are met and fulfilled in an orderly and
timely fashion.” Id, Clearly, issues related to the need for electricity generated by the
proposed project are relevant to these considerations, regardless of whether an exemptlon
to the certificate of need requirement has been granted to. innovative energy projects.’

Itis sigiliﬁcant that the Legislature provided an exemption from the certificate of need

‘requirement as opposed to a legislative declaration that innovafive energy projects per se
satisfy the certificate of need requirements. An exemption is simply that: such projects
are not required to get the certificate, but there is no implied finding related to need and
certainly nothing that precludés considering need in the context of other considerations.
and decisions.- That need is relevant for purposes of envirenmental review is supported

. Y

! Additionally, while the Mésaba Project seeks the regulatdry benefits of the Indovative Energy Project
statute, it has'not yet demonstrated an entitlement'to those benefits and no findings have been issued
establishing that it is in fact an innovatjve energy project: Therefore, the Department need not be
constrained by the certificate of need exemption as it applies to this project at this tlme .
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by the EIS rule which states; in part, that when the PUC “has issued a Certificate of Need
. the [EIS] shall not address questions of need, including size, type and timing . .

Here no Certlﬁcate of Need has been issued, and thus, questions of need, size, type and

tnmng must be evaluated in the EIS. , ‘

Finally, Excelsior Energy, proponent of the Mesaba Project, has placed before the PUC
for its consideration the issue of need for the electricity from the project. Thomas

* Osteraas, Excelsior’s Vice President.and General Counsel, for example, stated in
testimony to the PUC filed June 19, 2006, that it is “urgent” for the PUC to resolve issues
in its docket related to the Mesaba Project in part because of “the need for new baseload
capacity to meet Minnesota’s future energy demands and the fact that no other new
baseload plant can be built in time.” Having placed the issue of need front and-center for
consideration by the PUC, Excelsior could not now obJ ect to the Department’s
cons1derat10n of need in the EIS.

For all of these reasons, the scope of the EIS must include an evaluation of need for the
electricity to be generated by the proposed project. :

2. No-build alternative. , L \

The Department of Commerce’s June 23, 2006 Environmental Impact Statement Scoping
Document suggests m Section 6 that the Department will not consider the no-build

ophon This statement is made without justification or reference to any authority. It is
contrary to the purpose of an Environmental Impact Statement to narrow the scope to .
exclude the no-build option. , - : e,

Clearly, the underlymg purpose of envuonmental review is to 1dent1fy potential
environmental consequences of a proposal in order to weigh the potential benefits of the
project against the negative consequences As stressed in cases under NEPA, adequate
environmental review reqmres consideration of a firll range of viable alternatives.

- Muckleshoot Indian Tribe V. U.S. Forest Service, 177 F.3d 800, 812-13 (9th Cir. 1999).
The no build alternative is important to, and required for, a full comparison of the
environmental impacts as compared to the status quo — the no-build alterniative provides a
benchmark. Custer County Action Association v. Garvey, 256 F.3d 1024, 1040 (10th Cir.
1002). By limiting the scope of this EIS to exclude the no-build option, the
Department is subverting the undeﬂying purpose of environmerital review. Providing -
information-about a no-build scénario is essential because it becomes a baseline agzunst
which the environmental consequences of the proposal can be judged. The EIS must
include consideration of the no-build option. See Minn. R. 4410. 7035, subp. 1(B); seé
also, e.g., Minn. R. 4410.2300(G) (EIS must include comparison with other reasonable
alternatlves 1nclud1ng the alternative of no action). N A

3. Additional alternative sites.
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Excelsior Energy has submitted in its application two proposed sites, the West Range Site
(near the city of Taconite) and the East Range Site (near the city of Hoyt Lakes). The
East Range Site, however, is not a viable alternative and therefore should not be
considered in the EIS. Instead, an additional site (or sites) must be developed for
evaluation.-

The East Range Site is not a viable option for Excelsior Energy’s proposal because that
site has been identified for use by PolyMet Mining Corporation. According to PolyMet
Mining’s website, it holds an exclusive option on the purchase of the site from Cliff-Erie.
It is unclear whether Excelsior is proposing to build jts plant adjacent to the Cliff-Erie
land or if PolyMet and Excelsior would be in competition for the same parcel. In any
case, it is hot a viable scenario that both projects would move forward in such close

~ proximity. Both projects would be vying for access to,the limited infrastructure, and it is
unrealistic for two major pro_] ects of this size to be constructed over the same period at

this Iocatlon ,

- ~

The EIS should consider additional site(s) takmg into account c0n31derat10ns such as
access to potentxal sites for future carbon sequestration, access to the existing electncal
grid, and proximity to Class 1 protected areas. .

4, Assessment of the capture, transport, and sequ’estration of carbon dioxide.

The EIS should include information about the environmental impacts of (1) capturing, (2)
: transporting, and (3) sequestering carbon dioxide from the proposed IGCC facility.

‘Tt is widely agréed and non-controversial that the main benefit IGCC techncl’ogy offers is |
the potential to generate energy from an-abundant resource, coal, but to capture and store

" its carbon emissions and thereby curb.the trend toward dangerous climate change.’
Indeed, Excelsior Energy has touted this aspect of its proposed project in thousands of
pages it has submitted in support of IGCC’s “pubhc interest benefits. 2 Excelsior’s
expert witness in the PUC proceeding, Professor Daniel Schrag, in testimony submitted

' to the PUC on June 19, 2006, describes the relationship between fossil fuel consumption
and global climate change and the need for carbon capture and sequestration. Professor
Schrag believes that coal-is “an essential source of energy” for the United States and,
therefore, if we are to address carbon concentrations and curb climate change, we must

* capture and store carbon dioxide from coal burning facilities. In describing the

advantages of IGCC over older technelogies, Professor Schrag states “most importantly”

¢

) D -
" 2 Sampling just the first few of many articles submitted by Excelsior in support of their project shows thaf
cach promotes the capture and sequestration potential of IGCC as a major benefit of the techmology. See,
e.g., Rosenberg, et al, “Deploying IGCC in This Decade With 3Party Covenant Fiauncing, Vol. 17, p. 6:
David and Herzog, “The Cost of Carbon Capture”; USDOE, FETC “IGCC! Clean, affordable energy for
. tomorrow’s world” p. 6; USDOE, NETL ‘Major Environmetnal Aspects of Gasification-Based Power
Generation Technolcgws” p. ES-8.
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IGCC plants have the potential to produce “concentrated effluent of carbon dioxide at
relatively high pressures, all ready for piping to a geologic répository for storage.” The
Minnesota Legislature likewise indicated in enacting the Innovative Energy Project
statute that carbon capture and sequestration is an important aspect of its support for this
new technology. See Minn. Stat. 216B.1694, subd. 2(6) (requiring project to seek
funding for demonstration project for carbon sequestration).

1

“ The EIS-for the Mesaba Project inust evaluate the environmental impacts of carbon

capture, transport and sequestration because it is an mtegral part of the project the PUC
has been asked to evaluate. Again, Excelsior has placed the issue front and center with
its submissions to the PUC. It is an assumed benefit of the proposed project and as such
must be considered in enwronmental review. Excelsior’s air permit application, for
example, states that regulation of greenhouse gas emissions is expected in the next ten
years and that, as a result, the plant is being designed to be *“carbon capture ready.” (Air
Permit app., p. 35). Carbon capture, transport and storage are clearly “connected actions”
as that term is defined in the rules. See Minn. R. 4410.0200, subp 9b (connected action
where “one project would dlrectly induce the other; one projegt is a prerequisite for the

- other; or neither project is Justlﬁed by 1tse1f” here aH three definitions would; be

satlsﬁed) -

The EIS must address multlpie issues in this regard including but not limited to the

following: -
* With regard to carbon capture
* Descrlption of the technical process
w Overview of existing projects that employ it -
*  Anyrelated discharges or emissions assoc:1ated with carbon
capture .
* Any known or p0tenﬁa1 risks or environmental effects
B cher relevgnt information

* With regard to transport: ' L
Description of the technical process

‘Transport alternatives {pipelines, track, etc.)
Possible routes and existing infrastructure
Environmental consequences and potential risks
Other relevant information

* ¥ ¥ % »

* With regard to sequestration:

’ Description of the technical process

Evaluation of possible sites for sequestrat10n

Analysis of feasibility

Potential environmental consequences of sequestration
Other relevant information :

E A - T
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5. Global climate change

‘The EIS should include a separate section detailing the environmental effects of
greenhouse gas emissions. The EIS should describe the effect greenhouse gases are
having on global climate, the effects of changing climate on the environment, and the
consequences of the project’s contributions to carbon concentrations in the atmosphere.

The Scopmg Document refers to a section entitled “Air Quality. and C_Iimate’_’ but it 1s

unclear what the Department intends to address under this rubric. There is a scientific

- consensus that climate change caused by the continued increase in CO2 emissions (as
will result if this project is approved) will have dangerous consequences for the natural
environment. According to Excelsior’s air permit application, even with carbon capture

“technology in place, it only would expect to capture one-third of carbon the plant emits.
(p. 36) Global climate change is, in terms of potential environmental effects, among the -
most significant issues to review in this EIS. It should, therefore, have its own section

“that is well—researched thorough and detailed. -

6. Cumulative effects. .

‘The EIS must address the cumulative effects of a number of projects in various stages of
proposal or permitting on the Range in close proxu'mty to proposed, sites for the Mesaba
Project. Projects that should be mcluded in the cumulative effects anaLys1s include, but .
are not limited to:

* Minnesota Steel Industries, mining, pellet production, and steel

* Polymet, mining and metal produchon

* Birch Lake, sulfide mining propdsal

¥ Northshore Mining, increased production

* Mesabi Nugget, mining and nugget production
*  MinnTac air violation issues

* Pine Island and other peat mines

Environmental consequences.resulting from the cumulative effects of many of these
projects that must be analyzed in the EIS include, but are not limited to:

- Visibility and air quality in Class 1 areas
Wetlands impacts (and the value, if any, of mitigation)
Water supply : .
Water quality ,
Alr quality
Global climate change
. Fragmentation of habitat

% % % % % ¥ %
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T Hazardous waste disposal and transportati_on\

Excelsior stated at the EIS scopmg meeting in Taconite that its process would result in
4.5 thonsand tons of ZLD salts, a hazardous substance. The EIS must discuss in detail
the dispasal of the hazardous waste, including a review of possible hazardous waste
landfills and means of transportation from the facility to the landfill.

2. Local economy and infrastructure

" The construction schedule published by Excelsior energy calls for between 800-and 1300
labors for a period of two years during construction of the proposed power plant.

Taconite has a total population of 310; Hoyt Lakes has a population of approximately -
2000. The EIS should evaluate the feasibility as well as the social and economic,

_ consequences of an influx and subsequent departure of approximately 1000 workers on

~ these proposed locations. Questions in this regard 1nelude but are not limited to, the

following: .
* How many people (1ncludmg families) are 1000+ constructlon jobs
going to bring to the'location? ~
* ‘Where are they likely to come from? ' : :
* ere will they be housed? " !
* Is there infrastructure to meet basic néeds and deal with waste'? '
' * Are there sufficient services? (Schools, hospitals, etc.)
¥ What effect will the completlon of construction have on local ’
communities?" )
*, Will county social services be strained when hundreds of

. tempotary workers are laid off'7 '

With regard to the “permanent” jobs Excelsior has stated will result from the project, the

-EIS should evaluate the extent to which the local workforce will have the necessary
qualifications. Citizen comments at the EIS scoplng hearing in Taconite suggested that .
the IGCC plant upon which the Mesaba Project is based requires workers with advanced
skﬂls and/or experience. The EIS should mvestlgate and address this issue. -
MCEA appreciates the opportumty to comment on the scope of the EIS fof the Mesaba
Project. Please include MCEA .on future notices regarding thJs prOJ ject. If you have
questions, piease feel free to contact me.

Sincerely,

.
- R ) ._
W/L/ | | . \\
- . '
P

Kevin Reuther
Staff Attorney
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Bill Storm

From: Mike/Barb Lukens [lukamed1@msn.com]
Sent:  Thursday, August 31, 2006 12:30 PM
To: Bill. Storm@state.mn.us

Subject: Mesaba Energy Project

I approve of the Mesaba Energy Project. My families livelihood may depend on it.
Michael L. Lukens

P.O.Box 221

Bovey, MN 55709-0221

lukamed1@msn.com

8/31/2006



Bill Storm

From: likusi@marblemn.com

Sent: Thursday, August 31, 2006 11:12 AM
To: Bill.Storm@state.mn.us

Subject: Excelsior Energy Project

Just to let you know that we support the project that is proposed at Taconite, Mn. We
have resided in Marble for 54 years and have seen many changes thru the years. We think
this will be good for the economy and gcod for the people who need work in the area.

I worked in the mines for 29 years and had to retire because of my health at a very young
age of 49. We have seen the youth leave the range because of no jobs. Maybe this will
bring young families back to the area.

Leo and Inez Kusi
Marble, Mn

mail2web - Check your email from the web at hitp://mail2web.com/
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Bill Storm

Minnesota Department of Commerce
85 7™ Place, Suite 500
St. Paul, Mn. 55101-2198

I am 1007% in favor of this Mesaba Energy Plant that is proposed to be
built near Taconite Minnesota. I grew up in this area when the Iron Mines
were operating full strength, I have seen first hand the effect these mine
closings had on our economy. I also live in Trout Lake Township near Bovey
Minnesota where a big part of the opposition to this plant was instigated.

In my opinion, about 99% of the arguments presented against this
Energy Plant by C.A. M. P. and others really make no sense and are based on
misguided assumptions and emotions. Many of these arguments are
downright laughable. It seems that if you are against something you have a
tendency to scream the loudest, but if you are in favor of something, most
people don't get very vocifercus. Most of the thinking people that T have
+atked fo on this project seem to be very much in favor, as they recognize
that we need Industry and jobs in our area. They also recognize the spin-off -
effect that this project con have on our local econciny.

We have an sbundance of coal in the U.S.A. We also have many, many
rules and regulations o emissions, both for air and water that are related fo
these coal fired plants. I amaf present paying $1.25 q gailon more for
L P Gas now than T was paying 4 years ago. We cannot continually fire all of
our energy plants on Natural Gas into the future and keep the prices from
going out of sight for L.P. and Natural Gag, unless we open up many of the, at
the sresent, ofT-limits areas of our country for oil and gas expioration.
Natural Gas production, ot presesnt, cannot keep up with demand.

Franc has built approximately 50 Nucleor Power Plants in the last 25
vears, we have built "0" Muclear Power Plants. I would hate to hear what

these people from C. A ﬁ!* P would heve to say if thig propoced plont was to
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subject seems to be the most efficient and with the modern technology |, a
sensible and economical solution to our energy problems.

I do believe this Coal Fired Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle
Power Generation Piant is and will prove to be cutting edgs technelogy and

H Ak . TL tliw slnand et saoblumess B 10 mne boa
3 27 £ CON ol

should be built near Taconite Mism IT this plant and sthers ke
built and proven efficient and the whole wor

naysayers seem to believe, just maybs
provide many more decent paying jobs 1o I
zinployed of Blondin Paper Company for 33 years, retiring in 1995, In 1993
we had over 1100 employees, both salary and union, employed ot in
present there are less than 300 employe
and jobs in our area!

M/M
rdnk L. Hendricks
Trout Lake Township

25h94 Jolanne Lane
Bovey, Minn. 55709
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August 27, 2006

Bill Storm

Minnesota Department of Commerce
85 7" Place, Suite 500

St Paul, MN 55101-2198

Dear Bill:

I am a Trout Lake Township resident who strongly opposes the Mesaba
Energy Project.

I have many concerns on the negative environmental impact it would have
on our air, water, and quality of life we have today. .

I do not believe the manipulative statements that officials that support this
project say. They do not tell you all the facts (nor do I believe they know all
the fact themselves) and also they make incorrect statements such as when
this project happens rather than if it hbappens.

I do believe in economic development but not at the high cost for this project
both monetarily and environmentally.

Please do not let this disaster happen, represent the people and the
environment and STOP IT FROM HAPPENING.

Sincerely

Sherry Jokinen

25062 County Road #10

Bovey, MN 55709
adam]@?2z.net

Ph# 218-245-3518
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August 25, 2006

William Storm

State Plaoning Director

85 7" Place East Suite 500
St. Paul MN 55101-2198

I am requesting the following comments, requests and questions be included and incorporated
into the scoping process for the proposed IGCC high risk demonstration plant to be sited in
Taconite Minnesota.

Safety

The scoping process should require the applicant to produce an actual safety program for review
based on the fact that the applicant has no safety history or experience in operating a high risk
demonstration plant. A catastrophic incident at the proposed plant could affect the long term
health and well being of local residents, and employees and could be devastating to the
surrounding environment.

The applicant should be required to submit a comprehensive Emergency Action Plan that
addresses Preparation, Response, Recovery and Mitigation for all potential emergencies during
the construction and operational phases. The Emergency Action Plan should be reviewed and
approved by Itasca County Emergency Management, State of Minnesota Ofﬁce of Emergency
Preparedness and Homeland Security Emergency Management.

Power Purchase Agreement

At the Scoping Meeting held in Taconite on August 22, 2006 Excelsior Energy provided several
handouts to attendees. Two of these handouts contained misleading information relative to the
sale of electricity generated by the proposed plant. Under the heading:

Sale of Electricity it was inferred that Excelsior Energy has a long term agreement with NSP for
the purchase of electricity. It is my understanding that the Public Utilities Commission has
appointed an Administrative Law Judge to preside over the Power Purchase Agreement
proceedings. Excelsior Energy is misleading the public by distributing information inferring a
Power Purchase Agreement is in place with NSP.

The scoping process should include an inspection of all documents submitted and distributed by
Excelsior Energy to determine accuracy and truthfulness. Excelsior Energy shouid be held
accountable for their inappropriate actions and statements.

Rail Lines Section 1 1.12.3.12D

The preferred West Range raii line route, Alternative 1A, shows no consideration to local
residents when compared to Alternative 1B or the East Range Site. The Alternative 1A rail
corridor wonld pass between Big Diamond and Dunning Lakes to within 400 feet of the nearest
resident. Table 1.12-10 shows 3 residences within 1000 feet of the proposed rail corridor.
Alternative 1B shows No Residences within 1000 feet of the rzil line. Clearly, the choice of
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Alternative 1A as the preferred route was based on monetary concerns with absolutely no
consideration for the local residents. Alternative 1A will require the taking of property from
individual owners by eminent domain.

Alternative 1B should be the preferred routing for the West Range Site as it would divert rail
traffic away from residential properties.

Phase I and 2 IGCC Power Station Deliveries will require up to 12, 135 car unit trains per week.
These trains will pass through the downtown business area of Grand Rapids. Since the tracks
dissect the city, emergency response vehicles may be delayed in responding to emergencies. I
request the scoping process include a detailed study and analysis of any impact these trains may
have in delaying first responders. The study should include a mitigation plan, relocation of
emergency services and its cost to taxpayers.

The study should be reviewed by and approved by Itasca County Emergency Management, State
of Minnesota Office of Emergency Preparedness and Homeland Security Emergency
Management.

The East Range Railroad Analysis in Section 1.12.3.1.2D(1)(b) page I-329, shows no residences
within 1000 feet of proposed rail lines in both Alternative 1 and 2.

The East Range Site Alternative 1 would require 3.4 miles of track and Alternative 2, 3.5 miles,
half of what would be required for the West Range Rail Alternatives 1A & B, which require a
minimum 6.0 and 6.9 miles of newly constructed track. The East Range Site rail alternatives
would be less cost to taxpayers and significantly less impact to residents. This is another example
as to why the East Range Site should be the preferred site.

Receptor Notification

As an affected property owner, 1 am deeply disturbed by the fact that Excelsior Energy has failed
to notify me or my wife of specifics regarding the distance of our residence to significant
receptors identified in the application regarding transmission lines and rail road lines and
modifications to existing highways and roads.

Further, the plant siting procedures are in favor of the applicant. The applicant has received large
amounts of public money of which includes the cost of legal representation. On the other hand
receptors are not treated equally. There are no provisions for legal assistance, and all costs of
representation and technical assistance must be borne by the affected individual property owners.

— el

Ronald P. Gustafson
PO Box 1
Bovey MN 55709



COMMENT ON SCOPE OF ENY ERCHNIVEE!

Mere's & form to guide vou in makang your Comment for the reeord. You can hand # in oday oF you can
cond it later to-the Dept. of Commerce that's preparing the Enyirommnental impact Sratement.
Comments are due by August 30, and may be sent by craai 1o billslormalfistate mn s |

Bilt Storm, Facilitics Siting
Deparkment of Commercs
85 . 7" Place E., Suite 500
Sy, Paul, MIN 55101-2198

FOR COMMENTS TG COUNT, TREY RMUST BE ABOUT THE SCUPR OF THE
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, WHAT THE FIS MUST ADDRESS.

I questions: (631} 206-9533

pavid Hudek

W e ematl

6228 W Broadway Ave, Brooklyn Park, MN 55428

Phono

Address
Wiy COMMENT REGARDING SCOPE OF MESABA EIS:

The Environmental Impact Statement for the Mesaba project should address:

Generally: :
Location of Mesaba plant site should be on a F

sast on 169 - Calumet!

LAT site 3 miles

infrastructure at Bxcelsior’'s designated site:
Too expensive for this.

N

Water use and contamination issuss:
Fishing advisory updates for local lakes.

Water infrastructute issues (process water,  treatment, discharge):
Discharge will have rust and chemicals and toxins ~ and corrosion

of pipes.

Air poliution issuey:
Ccarbon dioxide and mercury’ to immediate area and durin

weather conditions.

g adverse-

Noise isues:

Traffic routing and npact 155u€s!
Access to Diamond Lake homes. See other side =

elsior PPA proceeding af the PUC,

Prepared by mncoalgasplant.com - luiervenor in the Exo
5. search elocket for 05-1993

nfo- worwy pmeoaloaspiant com and Wy, UG, Stale TNILU
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‘Fihe Buvironmental lnpact Statement for the Mesaba project should address

Rail infrastruciure routing and impach 1551657

Loss of ATV z=oads, loss of business from tourists.

. High voitage tranermission line routing and impact 185Le5!
Loss of private lands - many.

Gas pipeline routing and impact igsues
Safety, ungightly, road access - loss.

Lighting trapact issues;
Hunting the wooded area.

Wetland impact issues:

Land use.appropriateness and impact issues:

poliution for years. Alternative is clean, cheap, fast, long-
lived WIND.

Eminent domain (“Buy the Farm” Mimn. Star. §116B.63, Subd. 4 applies) for this project’

Health impact 155088
Global warming from carbon dioxide amounts!

Electromagnetic field impact 1§sues:
Not studied on this gcale.

ALTERNATE SITES AND ROUTES

The Dept. of Commerce should consider the following alternate sites or TOUEs {provide
description of location inciuding address, legal description. common place nate, ${6; and wiy
site or ronte should be consitiered ~ inciude map i possible):

Pate; 4’“?/ ggb/f ;)Cw[) | Signature: __

ayided by Camal A Crverfimd. rcg'wmcnmu_',-mn-::na!raspinm.-:om [For myore inlor }:IWW_EHrlug'::th':ujgk_‘g!_.g‘_y‘_r_l-scc shso vy deepleoidioary
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COBMENT QN SCOPE OF ENVIRONM ERTAL

can hand i in today or you can

Here's a form to guide vou in making your Compient for the record, You
e gttt T EREP O SO TE THAL Y PECATINg, T 1D TGP Tt STEemeil
Comments are due-by August 30, ané may be seng by cmail to billstormidistale nin.us |

Bill Storm, Facilities Siting

Department of Commerce

85 — 7" Place E., Suite 300
- G Paul, MN 55101-2198

FOR COVIMENTS TO COUNT, THEY MUSE
ANVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, WHAT

If questions: (63 1) 206-9535

BE ABOUT THE SCOPE OF THE
THE EIS MUST ADDRESS.

David Hudek

MName

ey il

6228 W Broadway Ave, Brooklyn Park, MN 55428
hLildress . Fhone

MY COMMENT REGARDING SCOFE OF MESABA EIS:

The Environmiental Impaci Statement for the Mesaba project should address:

!
Generally: NOT A RENEWABLE ENERGY SOURCE!

infrastructure at Bxcelsior’s designated site!

Impacting local demand for food, gas, road access, ete.

Water use aid conlagunation 1$sues:
private wells by local lake {Diamond} .
home owners, rivers down-state.

aAlso, mercury pollution,

Water infrastructure issues (process water, reatment, discharge}:

Toxins and rust from plant and/or pipes into ecosystem!
Ajr pollution 1ssues: »
by rolling uncovered for

Coal dust from hauling coal cars ,

hundreds of miles weekly through several states.

Noize 135u88:
The distance to loca n cars and

construction area.

1 residential homes from the trai

Traffic routing and nupact §sUS5
See other side =

1
Prepared by mneoatgasplant.coni - ltervenos 10 the Excelsior PPA proceeding at the PUC
info: www.mnconlossplani oom and www, puc.state mRLUS, search elocket for 05-1993
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The Environmental fmpaci Statement for the Miesaba project should address”

Rail infrastructure routing and pact issues:
Proximity ‘to homes on piamond Lake.
noise! :

Dust from coal, tremors,
Ao

High voltage transmission line routing afid tmpact 185Ues:

Limits expansion from future wind projects.

Gas pipeling routing and tmpact issues:
T.oss of access to lake roads!

Lighting impact issues:
10ss of views for land owners.

Wetland impact ssues: 7
Construction dust, loss of bald eagle habitat.

Land use appropriateness and impast Tssues:
Residential property values affected.

» Ming. Stat. §1 16863, Subd. 4 applies) for this projeot:

Eminent domatn {“Buy the Farm
ttles in multiple counties.

Eminent domain land ba

Health impact issues:

Mercurﬁ and carbon dioxide into air, causing birth defects!

Flectromagnetic field impact issues:

ALTERNATE SITES AND ROUTES

The.Dapt. of Commerce should consider the Tollowing alternate sites of routes (provide
description of location inciuding address, legal description, common piace nawe, &e., and why
site oF route should be considered - include map if possible): '

Trare: 74%0}/ . ;Zb/, ;\)O /}[7 Signature: /Mﬂ%
A RS

Provided by Carol A Orverland, representing mneosltspien.con: For more infor wwvanncoalugipayl.oon) st abze voyssdeeaioelricnry
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Public Comment Sheet
Mesaba Energy Project
PUC Docket No. E6472/GS-06-668

Name: Representing:
Herbert L. & Marion L. Bibeau Selves
Adress: Email:

50830 County Road 137
Deer Riwer, Mn. 56636-2128

Last niyght we attended an "information" session reyarding the proposed

coal yassification project. what we heard was an unmitigated oration of
suchcgl%ﬁ %ray that we can't help but wonder if Excelsior thought they were
en
faczng a group of "Hey. Rubea."

Exce181or s Planu. We are keepers of the earth and water and the proposed
plant—wii desecrgte our wardships

The people of Northern Minnesota have no need of what electricty {(if any)

MAY be produced and feel no obligation to supply the Cities at the expense

of our health and livelihood. It has always been the case that when the
Cities want, Northern Minnesota must suffer. There have been other such
rlan : i d
dismally, leaving a mess behind when they closed and whichcannot be cleansed.
Are We“tU"be“subjeUte&—tU*the—sHme?——There—ts—nv——receﬁenf—fﬁr—statements
that there will be no "unacceptable" pollution (in our minds ONLY =zero
pOollution is acceptable). The plant will use water from lakes and/or rivers
in this area and so what happens to our fishing and hunting rights? Are we
to become a desert area to satisfy some greedy unthinking corporate structure’

Even—ene—percent—more—mercury added toour lakes—is too—mueh.— We-—would

hate to thlnk of our descendants having three legs, cyclops eye or some
othe . 15 LIrOJE O n they
want to build it regardless of conseguences. It seems to us the rowers
-that be at Excelsior have found a way of milkinyg Government funds and

will build the plant and then abandon it when (NOTE: When, not if) it

rroves unfeasible, leaving us holding the bag -- sick, mutated and gazing

at a s

We go on record as opposing construction of such a glant. We want to

maintair OUr IakKes and Earth Without Turther pollution and devastatlon.
Please submit coroments to meeting moderator or send to:

William Cole Storm Email: bill. storm({@state. mn.us
MDOC Voice: 651-296-9535
85 7% Place East Fax: 651-297-7891
Suite 500
St. Paul, MN 55101-2198
F MINNESOTA
DEPARTMENT OF

COMMERCE
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Biil Storm

From: Karen B [karenyb@gqwest.net]
Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2006 5:21 PM

To: Bill. Storm@state.mn.us
Subject: COMMENT ON SCOPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

COMMENT ON SCOPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Karen Burthwick kburthwick@unionplus.net

22736 County Road, Bovey, MN 55709 218-245-2824

MY COMMENT REGARDING SCOPE OF MESABA EIS:

The Environmental Impact Statement for the Mesaba Project should address:

Generz-xlly:

Plants such as this, if determined environmentally acceptable, should be smaller scale pldnts placed closer to the areas
of greatest need designed to reduce infrastructure impacts. Plants should not be built, when and where there is not a
need for additional power. The power is not needed at the West Range site. Other power companies should not be

forced to purchase power from this company. : o

The public must be mformed well in advance of the Mesaba projegt; as to how much the cost will be for power
generated by this plant and what the cost to the public will be for infrastructure costs.

Also, a study should be undertaken to determine if the Mesaba project could or will go into direct competition with
other area providers of electricity to local and Minnesota customers. This is important as other providers could be put at
risk due to an inability to compete with this highly subsidized project that is receiving millions of dollars in public
monies. The poteintial loss of existing jobs and community tax base should be known in advance of this project.

“Infrastructure at Excelsior’s designated site:

The preferred site by Diamond Lake near the communities of Grand Rapids, Coleraine, Taconite, Marble, Calumet, and
Bovey does not contain sufficient infrastructure to accommodate this project. For the plant itself and to provide coal
gas & other services to and from this plant will involve the taking of significant acreage from local citizens through the
use of Eminent Domain to benefit a private company. This is wrong and it will be disrupting a whole way of life. This
is a rural area of forest, wetlands, lakes, mine pit lakes, agriculture areas and rural homes that will forever be ruined and
displaced. Snowmobile trails, biking trails, fishing and hunting areas, and wetlands will be adversely impacted and the
Canisteo pit area closed to the public. The Canisteo pit is a popular fishing lake and I believe it is being stocked with
Trout by the DNR. The project will adversely impact the local tourism industry. People come to Northern Minnesota to
see the woods and wildlife, to fish, to hunt, to enjoy the rural area, not to see a power plant. The adverse impact on the
local tourism industry and local citizens due to the huge impact this project will have should be known in advance of
this project and be considered to offset any potential gain the community might obtain from the project.

Water Use and contamination issues:

[eNia R N ia¥ataYs
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The mine pits are filled with water from underground water sources as well as from rainfall. Pollution generated by this
plant will dump tons of pollutants into the swrounding area every year. Contamination of underground water aquifers
upon which the local cities and surrounding rural communities rely for their drinking water source will likely be
contaminated from seepage. There are already fish consumption advisories in area lakes. Discharged water from this
--plant will reach the Mississippi and Swan River watershed, already impaired waters. Why is Excelsior required to meet
more stringent guidelines for the Lake Superior watershed than this preferred site? It is not O.K. to pollute more at the
preferred site just because it 1s cheaper to build here. The company should be required to use all current available
technologies at all sites in order to reduce pollution to the greatest extent possible or preferably to eliminate all
pollution. They should not be permitted to build where 1t is not possible to use these available technologies.

The effects of water pollution on the Mississippi River will significantly increase as the runoff from the Mesaba plant
finds its way to this already impaired waterway. The current effect of the Clay Boswell plant, the UPM paper mill in
Grand Rapids and other local industry will only be increased by the addition of pollution from the Mesaba plant. The
combined effect of increased pollution to the Mississippi River by the Mesaba plant must be a factor when determining

acceptable limit standards.

Likewise there will be added adverse impact to the Swan R.iver,.the source of which is Swan Lake by Pengilly. The
over all pollution effect is compounded with the new Steel Industry project planned for north west of the city of
Nashwauk. The combined effect of these projects must be factored in when determining acceptable standards for both

air and water quality.

Water infrastructure issues (process water, treatment, discharge):

This project will require that significant public dollars be invested in upgrading the Bovey, Coleraine, Taconite Waste
Water plant and will require that additional space be found to spread the by product of the waste treatment process.
This will result in the additional loss of greenspace. Also, will a heavy metal and chemical contamination hazard be
created by the influx of waste water to the waste freatment plant and will that in turn contaminate the soil on which the

by product is spread?

Air Pollution issues:

The preferred site at Diamond Lake will increase the Air pollution for citizens in the immediate surrounding area. For
those living South of the plant site it will mean a double dose of pollution. The prevailing winds are west-northwest.
The existing Clay Boswell plant is located in Cohasset directly to the West of Grand Rapids, Bovey, Coleraine,
Taconite, Marble and the rural areas south of those communities. The Mesaba project is planned for the area directly
north and north east of those same communities. When determining the air pollution effect on these areas and its
citizens, the combined effect of pollution from both of these plants must be taken into consideration.

High Voltage transmission line routing and impact issues:
The proposed route from north of Taconite to the Blackberry sub station would follow a new power line route. To date,

QLT INNNA
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the public has not been informed of the proposed route for high voltage transmission lines after the Black Berry sub
station. The added power is not needed in the area of the proposed power plant rather it is targeted for the Metro area,
therefore the plant, if necessary should be built closer to the area of need in order to diminish adverse effects to the
general public. Transmission lines will have to be newly built and/or upgraded to handle the additional power load and
will cover most of the State from north to South. This unnecessarily exposes large segments of the states population to
added health risk from high voltage, and it takes away an as yet unknown amount of privately owned acreage and
properties through the use of Eminent Domain. The total impact on the public of these high voltage transmission lines
and the total loss to private landowners must be factored in when making a determination on the best location for the

Mesaba plants (it is understood there will be six total).

Gas Pipeline routing and impact issues:

The preferred route for the gas line runs from Blackberry Township across Trout Lake Township from South to North.

It cuts right through the center of Trout Lake Township and takes an entirely new route. Upgrading of existing gas lines
is not being considered. In part the reason given for taking this preferred route is that it will involve the use of Eminent
Domain for only eight (8) landowners. It follows a route through the most rural and open areas of this township,

predominantly farm, forest and wetland areas.

Use of existing gas line routes should be the first consideration when determining a source for natural gas. There is an
abandoned gas line along Highway 169 near to and west of the City of Nashwauk that used to serve a now abounded
mine. This could be extended and/or upgraded to serve the Mesaba Plant. The city of Nashwauk currently has gas
service and natural gas lines serve the mine in Keewatin, just to the East of Nashwauk. If Nashwauk is going to be the
provider of Natural gas to this plant or any other plant, or if the Mesaba Project puts in its own gas line, they should be
required to utilize existing gas line routes in or near Nashwauk and those that already cross through Brownfield mine
areas or be required to upgrade existing gas lines in the Nashwauk community. They: should not be permitted to cross
new areas of private properties to serve a private company. There is not a need for gas in the City of Nashwauk.

Seconcﬂy, there are two existing gas lines that already tap into the Blackberry lin;s and which cross-parts of Grand
Rapids Township to the East of Grand Rapids and part of Trout Lake Township that should be utilized and upgraded if

necessary.

Thank you for considering my comments.

Date 7 Signature

QT MINNA
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Swan Lake Association and Ronald R. Rich Comments and
Requests for EIS Evaluation Concerning:

The Excelsior Energy Proposed Mesaba Energy Facility
Submitted August 30, 2006
For Comment and Request Questions or Clarification Contact:

Ronald R. Rich — Swan Lake Association Director
Mailing Address: 7008 West Shore Drive, Edina, MN 55435
Phone: 612-849-6975 Email: rrr@atmreyv.com

Major Issues of Concern and Re commendations — 6 Items Total:

1. Carbon Dioxide Emissions and Sequestration from the Proposed
Mesaba Facility

3.1.5.3.5 Potential Carbon Capture Retrofit — Page 150-151

This section states: “The Applicant believes that some form of state of federal greenhouse gas
emissions control will be imposed within the next ten years. To provide the State and consumers with
a means to deal with such requirements, the Applicant will design Mesaba One and Mesaba Two to be
¢arbon capture ready”. “The carbon capture system that the Applicant will seek to engineer on a
preliminary basis can be added after the IGCC plant is in operation.” “For PRB coal, the

Applicant would attempt to design facilities to capture approximately one third of the carbon (as

COz) present in the solid IGCC feedstock.” “This capture would likely come at a decrease in

capacity and an increase in heat rate of the IGCC plant.

Combined Comments and Recommendations Concerning Carbon Capture
Equipment:

1. Since CO2 capture requirements within the design lifetime of the facility are
acknowledged in the application, design and environmental impact assessment
of CO2 capture equipment should be required in the EIS and by the PUC.

2. When CO2 capture is required, capturing only 1/3 of the CO2 planned for
emission will almost certainly not meet such capture requirements; most
announced plans for future DOE backed IGCC plants assume 2 90% CO2
capture requirement. Therefore the proposed CO2 capture amount is
inadequate — planning and cost assumptions should be targeted at the 90%
capture level. .

3. CO2 capture was used to justify the proposed facility’s substantially highe
cost of electricity and such control is anticipated in the EIS to be forthcoming.

Page 1 of 12
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Not including the additional cost of equipment assumed required in the near
term imposes unknown, even higher costs per KWh on Minnesota ratepayers
than will already be imposed if this facility is constructed. The PUC is
obligated to consider complete facility costs prior to approval.

Capturing and compressing CO2, even from an IGCC would require a
significant portion of the plant’s energy output, reducing net electrical output
and further increasing ratepayer costs. Most DOE estimates for carbon
capture range from 10-25% of the net output of an IGCC plant and do not
include the additional energy required for CO2 transportation and
sequestration. If the net power reduction is known by Excelsior Energy and
not disclosed (likely given the decision to design for only a 33% capture of
their CO2 emissions), this section of the application as well as all net power

output and per KWh emissions presented elsewhere in the report are

purposefully misleading and need to be revised. If they are not known by
Excelsior Energy the document language should state the anticipated
performance penalties based on best available information. The PUC should

require these disclosures and their related economics. .

This saime section also states: “Additionally, the Applicant has contracted with the University of North
Dakota Energy and Environmental Research Center (“EERC”) to assess CO2 management options for
Mesaba One and Mesaba Two. This work is part of the Plains CO2 Reduction Partnerships,

Phase II efforts EERC is conducting for DOE to validate the most promising sequestration
technologies and infrastructure concepts identified during Phase I of the Programs. Sink-source

pairs, specific to the composition of COz gas streams that can be removed from the syngas

produced by Mesaba One and Mesaba Two, will be identified and ranked according to |

engineering, economic, and public-acceptance considerations.”

Comments on Carbon Sequestration:

1.

A review of this research indicates that the carbon sequestration method of most interest to
Excelsior Energy is based on the amount of excess CO?2 that can be captured by natural CO2
absorption in the land or water (with a wetland focus). Even if such sequestration had
significant potential, IGCC CO2 capture potential is not needed for this approach, since all
atmospheric CO2 (inciuding that from conventional PC coal plants) would still be equally
affected. )

Since the global CO2 concentration is rising faster very year, it is clear that natural “sinks” for
CO2 have been unable to absorb the massive worldwide volumes of CO2 emitted. Permanent
underground or under ocean storage of CO2 in liquid or solid form is the only currently known
method that has any prospect of maintaining atmospheric CO2 levels at acceptable
concentrations.

The volume of CO2 captured by the plant (even at only 33% much less 90%) would far exceed
the volume of coal shipped to the plant.

The proposed West Range location lies approximately 450 miles east-southeast from the
nearest remotely feasible underground sequestration area (South-Central Saskatchewan). A
large capacity, high pressure pipeline would need to serve that nearest area even if sufficient

capacity existed.

Page 2 of 12
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5. Higher capacity, more viable sequestration locations with sufficient potential capacity exceed

1000 miles from the West Range plant site.
6. The East Range plant site is closer to Lake Superior which might be used for transshipment of

captured CO2 in tankers.
7. Given the energy, cost and danger of liquid or solid CO2 transportation over the long distances

both proposed sites are inappropriate for anticipated future CO2 sequestration requirements.

Recommendation for the EIS: The PUC should require that both proposed site
evaluations include the estimated energy consumption and economics of CO2
transportation and sequestration using appropriate permanent sequestration
approaches in the EIS. In addition, to indicate the finrancial penalty caused by
the mandated siting, the PUC should also consider an economic evaluation of
two alternate reference sites, one near a coal mine-mouth and one near a
permanent CO2 sequestration location.

2. Air Emissions from Proposed Flares from Mesaba Facility
3.4.1.1.3 Flares - Pages 183-184 (Plus Other Information Scattered Throughout the Submittals)

This section states: “The elevated flares for Mesaba One and Mesaba Two will be designed for a
minimum 99 percent destruction efficiency for carbon monoxide and hydrogen sulfide.” and that the
flares are normally used only to oxidize treated syngas and natural gas combustion products

during gasifier startup operations.” However it also states that: “The flares will also be available to
safely dispose of emergency releases from the IGCC Power Station during unplanned upset events or
outages. The estimated maximum short-term and annual emission rates, based on agency guidance and
equipment supplier specifications, are shown in Table 3.4-8.

. Table 3.4-8 Flare Short-Term Emission Rates (Phase I and IT)

Operating Mode Emission Rate (Lb/Hr
NOx 80O: CO PMw VOC
Normal operationi 0.3 001 22 0.03 0.02

Nommal startup operations 230 370 5,350 28 21
Maximum flaring operations 478 2080 11.360 &0 45
Emission Rate (Tons/Year)

Maxinmun Annuals 268 246 572 34 26

iNatural gas pilot, only.

2Startup flaring of syngas for two gasifiers and two flares.

sMaximum flaring capacity for two flares, based on flaring syngas production from two gasifiers for gach
flare and a worst case upset sulfur content of 400 ppmv in syngas.

aMaximum annuai emission based on combustion of approximately 700 billion Btu: of syngas and 136
billion Btu of natural gas during startup, plant upsets, and normal operating conditions,

Comments on Flare Operation and Emissions:
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1. The E-Gas process and the syngas it forms is similar to many existing processes that use flares
for “startup”, “plant upsets” (i.e. problems and emergencies) and “normal operating
conditions™.

2. As indicated in Table 3.1.3 the anticipated syngas formula (30-40% H2; 35-50% CO; 13-26%
CO2; 1-5% CH4; 2-3% N2 and Ar) at one atmosphere pressure is nearly identical to
specialized heat treating and steel reducing atmospheres for which my company makes
monitoring and control devices and that T have personally monitored and controlled.

3. Flares are often the single larges contributor to air emissions from such processes and the
assumptions made on their use make very large differences in anticipated criteria air emissions
from such processes.

4. The data presented in Table 3.4-8 indicates that the gasifier flares have the potential to be the
most significant source of air emissions from the facility. :

5. If the flare pilot is extinguished during an emergency or caused by an opérator error the short
term air emissions from the 185 foot stack may be significantly higher than indicated and could

_cause onsite health effects or fires and possibly offsite heath risks too.
6. The air emission assumptions made are questionable and/or misleading, and in addition:
" a. No maximum synga$ flow rates through the flarés are indicated during “upsets and
- emergencies” however the diameter of each syngas flare would apparently be 5.5 feet,
capable of large flow rates. Maximum startup and emergency flow rates should be
specified.

b. Only two gasifiers are assumed to be operating at any one time, However, if there is a
problem with one of the two, flaring will likely occur in from the third during its
starfup:- Two or three flares could be simultaneously operating in high emission startup .
0r emergency modes.

Normal operation is assumed to emit only the combustion products of the natural gas

.l")

pilot. This assumes zero flow. The proposed B-Gas reactors will operate at 400+ psi
and likely will release a portion of syngas through the flare at all times. During partial

* power operation can be assumed (as other in other syngas systems) that an-unused
fraction of the gas will be vented through flare _

d. During an emergency or a syngas vessel valve failure, large amounts of syngas could
vent through the flare. According to Excelsior Energy, during emergencies, the
scrubber system would not operate so non-combustible air emissions (including
selenium, arsenic and mercury) would vent directly to the atmosphere without
reduction or conirol. If the flare is extinguished, no control of any emission would take
place. '

e. A “minimum 99% destruction efficiency™ for CO and H2S is stated. Therefore CO in
the syngas would range from maximums of 3,500-5,000 ppm and an undisclosed
amowunt of H2S would be emitted. Flare monitoring data I have measured would
indicate emissions of CO would approximate 10,000 to 35,000 ppm through smafler
diameter flares. There seems no basis for the “99% reduction” assumed; if there is, such
data should be provided.

f.  The majority of the facility HAPs are indicated as coming through the flares. No
assumnptions other than table footnotes are provided.

Recommendation for the EIS: The EIS scope should include a much more
detailed assessment of syngas flare operations, performance, flow rates,
planned and unanticipated syngas upsets, emergency conditions and assumed
frequency, component reliability, and on and offsite effects.
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. 3. Plant and Off-Site Safety

Plant operating safety and its potential for human and environmental impact has not been adequately
considered in the application. With-one exception, the applicant has included only standard
(“boilerplate™) references to safety permits, construction issues, generic training and related material
safety data sheets along with one reference to the CMP public access closure for “safety reasons. The
exceptional reference is “Flaring of untreated syngas or other streams within the plant will only occur
as an emergency safety measure during unplanned plant upsets or equipment failures.” (Section 3.1.6.5
Flare). In one location, IGCC technology combines all the safety risks and potential repair,
remediation, and liability costs associated with: 1, coal transport and storage; 2, natural gas fired
combustion turbine-electric power plants; 3, steam turbine-electric power plants; and 4, forced
evaporative cooling systems. Problems with or failures in each of these components of an IGCC plant
pose relatively known safety risks both on the plant site and to the surrounding community and
environment. None of these safety risks are addressed by Excelsior Energy.

In addition, IGCC technology adds three significant but relatively unknown additional safety risks: 1,
high pressure gasifiers employing both natural gas and coal slurry as fuel and pure oxygen; and 2, use
of low and variable energy content syngas as a feedstock to the gas turbines; and 3, extreme
technological complexity with a high probability of operational accidents. Of these three, the syngas
gasifiers would appear to cause the greatest safety risk both on and off site.

Normal Operation Gasifier Risk - The proposed IGCC intends to inject pure oxygen and coal slurry
directly intv'two of three high pressure vessels at more than 400 psig during “normal” 6peration at a
scale much larger than has be tried before. Gas valve control or sealing failures could result in a non-
explosive but sudden increase in pressure that would either blow out undisclosed but probable “rupture
disks” or cracking the vessel or its piping. This “normal operation” risk would result in a sudden, high
volume air emission of the most contents of the gasifier including the “normal” contents (30-40% H2;
35-50% CO; 13-26% CO2; 1-5% CH4; 2-3% N2 and Ar), most of the hazardous pollutants including
mercury, and any additional combustion products from the pressure increase. The volume released
would far exceed 30 times the actual volume of the gasifier (depending on the pressure relief setpoint
and pose a serious on-site asphyxiation and fire hazard. Residents downwind of the facility would also
be at risk, especially since the release would oceur at ground level.

Startup Gasifier Risk — During startup, natural gas would apparently be used to heat the gasifier until it
reaches appropriate temperatures and pressures. If the temperature in the vessel is below a critical
value {(at ambient pressure about 1200 Deg. F. ), and if the natural gas and oxygen valve set or ignition
system fails in certain ways during the heat up, unburned combustible gas can accumulate i the
gasifiers that can suddenly explode. Such explosions occur often in the auto industry in heat treating
furnaces that use similar (but less explosive) gas mixtures. However, because they do not operate at
elevated pressures, less damage occurs. An explosion at elevated pressures in a gasifier vessel genrally
cannot be relieved by rupturing of a component. In this case the gasifier can potentially fracture the
vessel info a number of pieces that can travel significant distances from their original location. Clearly
there is significant on-site risk both to workers and other IGCC equipment. It is conceivable that
smaller pieces (like bomb shrapnel} could be put offsite individuals and property at risk too.
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;/e“_LL é//?

Emergency Gasifier Risk ~ It is not specified by Excelsior Energy what constitutes an “emergency”.
However, because Excelsior Energy chooses to address only this risk in the joint application there
must be other situations or combinations of situations more serious than that described above for
which “Flaring of untreated syngas or other streams within the plant will only occur as an emergency
safety measure during unplanned plant upsets or equipment failures.” In any event, such emergencies
may or may not be served by flaring untreated syngas (especially if a flare or its associated valving is

itself part of the failure).

This is one example of the kind of risk assessment that should be part of the EIS. Others should also be
included. According to the IGCC industry itself:

“s The most unpredictable startup activities concern shakedown of (the syngas) gasifier and gas
processing systems and initial operation of the gas turbines on syngas. Early ASU startup and startup
of the power block on natural gas ensure they stay off the critical patch (intended word path?).

'« The integrated plant controls mcluding the gasifier safety shutdown and control systems must be
thoroughly checked prior to first syngas production. Small programming glitches can significantly
delay startup because of the time needed to prepare for each gasifier light-off.”*

* IGCC - The Challenges of Integration
Robert F. Geosits and Lee A. Schmoe
Bechtel Corporation, 3000 Post Oak Bivd., Houston, TX 77056-6503
Proceedings of GT2005 '
" 'ASME Turbo Expo 2005: Power for Land, Sea and Air
Tune 6-9, 2005 Reno-Tahoe, Nevada, USA

The same team (ConocoPhilips, Fluor and Siemens) that is supposed to provide design, construction
and operational expertise to the Mesaba Power facility attended an IGCC “risk” symposium sponsored
by the DOE in 2004. This presentation compared the IGCC risks (technological, regulatory and

. economic) to those posed by nuclear power and conchided that electric power utilities believed nuclear

power plants posed less risk. **

**Clmate VISION Risk Framework for Advanced Clean Coal Plants Risks & Challenges

David Berg, Chief Advisor, DOE Policy Office
Presentation to Roundtable on Deploying Advanced.Clean Coal Plants
Tuly 29, 2004, Washington, DC

This document provides a framework to address safety and economic risk issues and could be used by
Excelsior Energy to more properly evaluate the missing safety information. Accordingly, I have
attached it to my comments and it should be considered a part of this submittal.

Recommendation for the EIS: The PUC should consider both known and potential
safety and related environmenta] risks of the proposed plant in the EIS. '
Particularly, the EIS should reflect the potential safety and environmental risks
posed by the three proposed syngas gasifiers and all proposed safety measures to
mitigate their potential problems. Site selection criteria should favor that location
with the least potential for accidental harm to the surrounding people and
property and the least over all on and off-site environmental impact.
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4. Evaporative (Wet) Cooling Tower and ZLD Air Emissions

Excelsior Energy proposes to discharge water vapor and chemicals to the air through its use of
evaporative (wet) cooling towers and evaporation from its ZLD system(s). Based on the inconsistent

and incomplete data provided in the following tables:

Table 3.6-6
“Water Appropriation Requdirements
- West Range IGCC Power Station East Range IHCC Power Station
Phase Average Annual Peak Average Annual Peak
Appropriaticn Appropriation Appropriation Appropriation
(GFA) (GFAD (GPAL {GPM)
Meszaba One %,000%4,400° 6,500 3.700° 5.000
Tdesaba One & Two | 8.800%10,300° 13,200 7.400° 10,000

*Bazed on § COC in the gasificaiion island and ke powar block cooling toswers
“Bazed on 3 COC fa the gasification isiand and the power Biosk cooling wwas
“Bazzd on 3 COC i the gesification isfiné aud the power Block cooling wwers
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Tables 3.4-17
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Cpcles of Prak Discharze ﬂ“’;f:f;ﬁ’:m‘
Concentration [EFAL [GER I;
I 5 1300 ]
Tond @i 3 SI50 3 200-3.500

Page 208, and

Table 24-18 Wastewster Dizcharze Bate From Systemns Ev The Phaze I IGCT Bovrer

Stadion
Wastemater Component Gg:;i of | Exzpecied Disthurge {GPAD)
- B, dxa, Pankr
Power Black Qoaiing Towsr Ripwdows £ f 433
HIRG Daminarztizer /RO Beject Wasars 2 iz
EBERAG Slowdosn™ 3 i7
St feA ST Cooding Tower Blowdowa & e
Plazt S e Walsr £ 45
fizsd =i Polisher Rezes Sackwask & %

vo B
T
“M

Nﬁaﬁﬂ?‘;% P:J

D:x". ez Black Cpoling Tewer Slowdown

Dover Black Cooiing Towss Slewdown 3 833
EZE5 Darrnerelizer BI5 Pejace Wamer z iz i3

HREGE Ripsedown* 3 iF 57

Gaifiani SU ConHing Toaver Biowdowmn 3 225 388
Dijans Seruiee Wetsr 3 25 - =5
5 3 5

1750
L3RG Deminzrmiize B0 Bejacs Waisr™ 3 i3 3
EESG Rivwdawns 3 i 7
Castien/A 8T Caoting Tomwer Siowdows 3 43 733
Plamp Sexvice Waer 3 23 23
Mizpd Sed Pelisher DezenSackwash 3 i3 i3

*Thz FRICG Dapsasns
Hpwer Dotk Cood
Towz Far

cenRd) Fstan Water 3=

cancerTein Wl be $35 M {34055y pot 'EF {333+

Page 210

15y

: amd ‘-‘R:Lr n.mm:t zezm bole E"..t]h..i'& m=_lr_r' w zha

oz eod. Sherefirs, W el I =y
: ‘m!::xr: a;:m E cydiss oF

Kl

3/

The Mesaba I and II combined facility proposes to evaporate somewhere between 5,000 and 10,000
gallons of water per day. The vast majority of the evaporation is assumed to be through the

“oasifierf ASU” and “power block” evaporative cooling towers.

Especially during celd winters, but alse occurring year round during more humid periods, the water

vapor often forms a significant continuous cloud of water vapor and mist that can continue downwind
. of the cooling tower for several miles. Within a mile or two of the facility, the evaporated water can

also produce a ground fog at the ground level and extending upward for several hundred feet.

In addition to the obstruction of view this water vapor causes, this cloud can condense and form a

shippery layer that in the winter can freeze and build up ice on homes, walkways and streets and pose a

danger to nearby residences.
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Evaporative cooling towers always emit more than water. The upward flow of the air inside these
towers mix pick up (entrain) small droplets of water containing any of the chemicals and organisms
that are added to. or come from the water source being used or form as a result of chemical or
biological reactions in the tower. An example chemical is chlorine. An example organism that forms in
warm weather causes “IegiOBnéire_s’ disease”. As the droplets evaporate, there diameter reduces, they
are carried further and they can penetrate far into lungs. This tendency increases health risks of
individuals several miles downwind of the discharge point. These particles also can significantly add
to the facility’s PMo and PMa 5 air emissions. These emissions do not appear to have been considered
by Excelsior Energy. In fact none of the cooling tower emission, health and visual obstruction conerns

seems to have been considered at all.

Excelsior proposes to consume the following chemicals that may evaporate or become entrained in the

as a cooling tower air emission:
Tablz$.4-18 Chemical Addifives Tsed Par Fear {FhnrseI ?Iﬂdﬁ.:)

Esinnsted | Esfimated Basic 3% In
Chamical Pointfs) Of intredacfion | Useze | ResidualZs D"f"& °
(@bsiVezr}) | Discharee eharge
Srale Dispersact Coclins Towars 73,080 736 %
Lot lbfytrar Codling Towars 356008 3830 %
P Copimz Towar - -
Dediocinstion— I - 13,008 I3 .
Sodtum: bisuie Hiowdown S, T # %
Reverss Oan0sis Sysem
Onpzen Scavspger Soiler Faed Warr GG &3 1%
Lontarae Comrmsion
Inkfhine-Nenralizng Boiles Faed Wy 1] juxl h
Jroina
Crlorinxion ~ Sodnrs . [ az, e
Expochisrite Cooling Tovwrars . 384.908 1530 0i%
- . AN et Cochng Towsars, 1£,058 35
B L3 Sultme = N .
PE Commol A% SRS | Reverge Oamosin, 3500 6 B2%
Mimd Bed 1,000 22 .
o, L. vl . . ocaity
Sodiwr: Hydrosida Wfinzd Bed rezeseszion o & asgr alized)
i:;;ﬁ‘;ﬁ Comsion: BoleERSE 5000 -3 w
\ Beverse Dsmiozi, i3 3 .
And-Bedant Disionizar 0 3 5
Horn-Ouidizroz Blockes Cooleg Towers 131060 s e
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_ The majority would be used in the cooling towers, and a significant fraction could be discharged to the
air in vapor or mist form. The chemicals include significant quantities of unspecified “non-oxidizing
biocide”, “corrosion inhibitor”, and “scale dispersant™ as well as sodinm hypochlorite (bleach) and
sulfuric acid. The table indicates that only 1% or less of these chemicals will be discharged in
wastewater. The remaining portions would therefore leave the facility as hazardous or solid waste or

" as an undisclosed air emission. No mention is made of the fraction of dissolved solids in the natarally

occurring water that would also be discharged. This information is not disclosed, nor their effects

constdered.

There are alternative cooling technologies (such as use of a mine pit heat exchanger, dry cooling
towers, natural draft evaporative towers and combination cooling systems) that can mitigate this risk.
Some are even more energy efficient and may be more cost effective than the proposed cooling

approach.
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Recommendations for the EIS: Quantify and evaluate the air emissions, visual

~ impairment, and health effects from the proposed cooling tower systems and ZLD
system(s) in the EIS. Account for the impaired visibility and nuisance factors
caused by winter operation, and estimate the distance the cloud plum will extend
during times of inversions. Evaluate cooling alternatives that have less
environmental and health impacts even if they have somewhat higher capital costs.

5. Cooling Water Blowdown Z1.D
3.1.6.3.2 Elimination of Cooling Tower Blowdown: East Range Site — Page 158

This section states: “Stringeﬁt condifions applying to discharges of mercury in the Lake Superior
Basin watershed make it necessary for the East Range IGCC Power Station to eliminate all direct
wastewater discharges to recéiving waters...” and this section states: :

3.'4.2 Water Effluents -~ Pages 199-200

“The allowable quantity and concentration of chemical species in wastewater d1scharoes from the
IGCC Power Station are dependent in large part on the characteristics of potential receiving
waters in the Project’s vicinity. In the case of the West Range and East Range Sites, the
receiving waters are located in different watershed basins that have greatly different water
quality criteria: Importantly with respect to wastewater discharges, the East Range . Site 1s located
within the Lake Superior Basin watershed, and the standards that apply to discharges of
bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (“BCCs”) in that basin effectively preclude discharges of
cooling tower blowdown from Mesaba One and Mesaba Two. The reason for such discharge
prohibitions is that mercury — a BCC — is found in the source waters for the East Range Site at
concentrations nearly equal to the water quality criteria standard applied to end-of-the-pipe

discharges.”

A primary reason the West Range “Greenfield” site is favored over the East Range “Brownfield” site
is that the high surface water mercury levels at the East Range Site require a ZLD and the cost and
power efficiency loss supposedly caused by addition of a ZLD system is too great. The application
does not consider that the mercury removal technology (reverse osmosis, ion exchange and activated
carbon among others) can reduce the high surface water mercury levels before use possibly
eliminating the need for the ZL.D. The application also does not acknowledge that there is a strong
likelithood that mercury, selenium and arsenic wastewater discharge limits will be reduced in the
region of the West Range site in the near future.

Not considering mercury removal technology for the East Range site or a ZLD system for the West -
Range site is limiting, shortsighted and inappropriately and unfairly skews the site location decision.
Given the low flows likely available to dilute these discharges (see Cumulative Impacts), a ZLD
system will likely be required for the West Range site anyway. In addition (see cooling tower air
Emissions comments), alternative, closed loop cooling systems are available that may have less impact
on both the operating cost and the ZL.D need. '
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Recommendations for the EIS: Evaluate alternative feed water mercury removal
technologies, consider alternative condensate cooling options and/or require that a
ZLD be installed at the West Range site.

6. Cumulative Effects of Mesaba Power and Minnesota Steel

Neither Excelsior Energy nor Minnesota Steel Industries (MSI) has considered the combined
environmental and health effects of both proposals if the West Range site is selected by for the Mesaba
Power facility. While both companies claim to be aware of each other and even though MSI is further
ahead in their EIS process, Excelsior has not mentioned MSI envnonmental 0T TESOUICE Use issues n

any of its submittals.

Since “cumulative effects” are required to be included under Minnesota rules in each EIS, the lack of
any meaningful cumulative effect analysis-would call into question the validity of both EIS findings if
not propetly addressed. A map showing both proposed facilities and their boundaries would look about

like this: \

MSI proposes to construct a large steel-making facility that uses conventional and “commercially
available” mining, ore, and metals processing technologies. Their unfortunate but professed intent to
use “proven” technologies all but assures significant air, water and solid waste discharge impacts that
make many of Excelsior’s environmental discharge assessments invalid.

The most chemicals proposed for discharge to the air and water by MSI are identical to those proposed
by Mesaba Power for the West Range site. Both proposed projects will also discharge to the same
regional ambient air, and require significant revision of the West Site portion of the application.

MSI proposes to significantly impact water and land resources in the area of Swan Lake and Swan
River as well as the health and safety of the people living in and around the Swan Lake watershed
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area. According to their draft EAW documents, MSI proposes to consume from and discharge to
many of the same surface waters that Excelsior proposes for the Mesaba Energy West Site. If
Excelstor locates Mesaba Power at the West Range site (also in the same watershed) there can be no
question that the surface and ground water resource availability, quality and impact assumptions used
by Excelsior in its application for the West Range site are incorrect and need to be completely revised.
In addition, MSI proposes to so much surface water from the region that the DNR (supposedly)
commissioned an impact assessment study for the Swan Lake and Swan River. This study is due for
September release, changing Excelsior Energy’s West Site assumptions further.

Excelsior mentions MSI only in conjunction with roads and natoral gas pipelines. Yet the eastern
boundary of Mesaba West Site and the western boundary of Minnesota Steel as currently proposed

nearly join north of Marble.

The DNR refiised the request made by the Swan Lake Association (and separately by me) to include
significant cumulative effects of Excelsior’s West Site. refused the However, the MSI EIS draft
(ihitiated prior to Mesaba Energy) has now been delayed until December (from August) so such

inclusion might still be possible.

Recommendation for the EIS: Revise all of Excelsior’s assumed air and water
quality, surface and ground water resources and include cumulative off-site health
effects based on the assumption that the MSI is constructed as they propose.

Then, revaluate the proposed West Range site overall costs and operating
economics to reflect the MSI presence. Otherwise remove the West Range site
from further consideration in the EIS.

Page 12 of 12



Lood U=

Bill Storm

From: Bobbie [bobbie@norridist.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2006 2:56 PM
To: Bill. Storm@state.mn.us

Subject: re: Mesaba EIS

My comments regarding scepe cf Mesaba EIS:

The Environmental Impact Statement for the Mesaba project should address the following
issues:

Boes Excelsior Energy's designated site have adequate infrastructure? The initial
legislation stated that the plant woculd be built upon a Brownfield site using existing
infrastructure. Why has that changed to a Greenfiesld?

How will the electricity be able to be delivered to the Excel Territory? Is there a need
for this additional power and how will this potential power sffect the stabiiity in the

current power grid? -

Who will be picking up the cost of this project if it fails? How can the project go
forward if the FEDERAL DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY has stated that, "The Financial Risk
associated with this technology demonstration is, in general, tco high for the private
sector to assume in the absence of strong incentives"?

Will the water use from the Canisteo and Hill Annex pits be subjected to contaminaticn,
and if so how?

Will the water infrastructure, processes water, treatment or discharge, be subjected %o

the environmental protection Laws? _
The Department of Energy, in 10/5/05 Federal Register, refers to this project as a "HIGH

RISK DEMONSTRATION PLANT™.
The planned discharge levels were not acceptable for Hoyt Lakes-St.Louis County, why

should they be accepted in Itasca County?

How will the discharge water be treated so that it will not "routinely violate" its water
bermits, as did the sister plant in Wabash River? Is the proposed discharged water for

the Swan River and Mississippi Rivers watzrshed? These two rivers are on the MINNESOTA'S
IMPAIRED WATER'S list. How will this affect these two rivers when selenium, cyanide and

cccasionally arsenic are released?

" How will this impact the wetlands located in the proposed site? Doesn't the Wetland

Conservation Act and Envirconmental Protection Laws protect this Minnesota wetland.

HBow will the wildlife in the area be affected? The American Bald Eagle is on the
Endangered Species Act of 1973, Bald Eagle Protection Act of 1940, Migratory Bird Treaty
Act of 1817 and the Lacey Act. There are American Bald Bigles that live, nest, breed, and
hunt cn the Canisteo Mine Pit, Hill Annex Mine Pit, Swan River, Mississippi River, Trout
Lake, Hill Lake and Diamond Lake. Will Excelsicr Follow these rules and not disrupt,

peciscn or displace these eagles?

How will the American Indian Treaty of 1837-7 Stat. 537-App.541 (Letter from Meritt to
Hammitt, Dec. 14, 1925), the 1855 Treaty Journal bs followed? If the water sources become

contaminated how will this effect the Americen Indians right?

Will the Air Pollution from Excelsior Energy cause health problems? Will it follow the
Clean Air Act Laws? Mesaba I and 2 will result in over 5000 tons of pollutants for Itasca
County Each Year. How will this effect the people that live next deoor to it with ambient
air concentrations of mercury being 2.3 times higher? Mesaba 1 and 2 will emit up to
541bs of mercury per year. The Mercury Impact Reduction bill is to remove one-third of
mercury emissicns in the state by 2015. Will Excelsior be following this?

How will the noise from the operation of the Mesaba plant, traffic tc and from the plant,
railroad cperations affect the area?
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How will the Gas Pipeline route impact the people and animals who live by? What will be
the adverse effects to the environment and area people if there is a gas leak?

How will the Electromagnetic Field from the High Voltage Transmission lines effect the
people and animals that live in the area. Will Excelsior Energy honor the "Buy the Farm"
Minn. Stat. 116B.632, Subd.4, for the people in the transmissions line field and how will
people know if they fall in the guidelines for this law. Will they be told and keep up to

date?
Signed

Roberta Wood
13 Driftwood Drive
Virginia MN 55782
218-745-2318
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August 28, 2006

Attn: Mr, Bill Storm,

T am writing to express my opposition to the proposed Coal Gasification plant. As a
resident of Ttasca County, and as someone who cares about this beautiful Northiand, and
the environment 1 canmot support a Billion Dollar project that will create 100 jobs and
endanger our air and water. This tells me that each job will cost us about $1,000,000 per
job, and an undetermined amount to our quality of life. Now where is the rationale in

that?

As we have learned from the Eastern Iron Range, they are opposed for the same reascn
that many of us are. The difference with our area is so much of this planning has been
dorne in secrecy, or with last minute notice. An example is this letter with our local

newspaper gave us three days to get in.

Mary local residence who value our community, wildlife and way of living find this to be
a shortsighted way of creating jobs. There are so many things we can do in the area of
renewable energy. FExcel Energy cwrently has one of the dirtiest coal plants in the State

located right here in Itasca County.

The citizen of Northern Minnesota deserve the respect from this company which axe
choking out our fish and Lakes, Give us the facts. ‘What are the real costs? What will it
look like above ground and under ground. How will the coal arrive and how with that

affect us.

Let keep the Coal plants where the coal is, and where the beautiful pristine lake of
Northern Minnesota are not.

T am 85 vears old, and I have seen this area devastated by mining, and I am so grateful for
the comeback. Please let’s not do anything to hurt this ares again. I live on Caribou Lake,
which is the clearest lake in Minnesota, but just a few miles north of this proposed plant.
T may not live to see this plant built, by my children and my grandchildren will and I will
fight to my death to try to prevent this area from being destroyed by a few men’s short

sightedness.

ncerely,

jnmm\

June Landin
Buckhorn on Caribou Lake Resort



August 24, 2006

Bill Storm

MN Dept. of Commerce
85 7th Place, Suite 500
St. Paul, MN 55101-2198

Mr. Storm,
| attended the EIS scoping meeting in Taconite, MN on August 22nd. Here are

additional comments that | would like added for the record.

Respectfully submitted,
Amanda Nesheim

1) | am formally requesting the Certificate of Need exemption for Excelsior Energy
concerning the Mesaba Energy Project be reversed. | demand this action be taken
because there are too many issues that need to be addressed and haven't been
because of the exemption. | do not believe that there can be a “Full Review Process”
without the Ceriificate of Need checks and balances in place.

2} I am also requesting a full review be made on how many jobs will be lost to those
directly and indirectly involved in the tourist trade. | believe that families, hunters,
fishermen, etc. will no ionger come here after they find that the environment has been
polluted to the point where it affects their health. How many small businesses will go
under because of the lack of tourist dollars? How many full and part-time employees
will be “let go” because small businesses won’t have the resources to pay them? And
how does this weigh in with the proposed jobs to be created from the Mesaba Energy

Project?

3) The issue of light pollution also needs o be addressed. These plants are going to
be lit up like Christmas trees. What affect on our night skies is the Mesaba Energy
Project going to have? And how is Excelsior Energy planning on preventing this?

4) What overall affect is the Mesaba Energy Project going to have on the quality of life
for the northland community? | truly don’t believe our quality of life will be enhanced by
this project. The overall impacts on our health, environment, and financial risks to all
Minnesotans far outweigh the handful of part-time and full-time jobs that this project

will bring.

5) Lastly, and | do not say this lightly and regret that it has to be stated at all, Excelsior
Energy and each of its backers, including the politicians on both county and state
levels, should be fully investigated as to their ties to Enron Corporation and the market
manipulation before one dime is given to proceed with this project.
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To; Minnesota Department of Commerce.

Glka, Bl ke

Most of us have chosen to live in northern Minnesota because we love the lakes, wilderness, fresh

air, and quality.of life. Or maybe you were born and raised here, this is where friends and family

live and you stay because you love the lifestyle. We continue to live here even though we can’t

find the high paying jobs we could find in larger cities. We put up with this and the long winters

so we can fish and swim in our crystal clear Jakes in the summer. The down side of this area has

Ef;en ;gck of employment, as we saw a few years ago with the huge layoff of so many from
andin.

Now we have an opportunity of creating 100 new jobs with the construction of the Coal

Gasification plant in Taconite. As we read in a recent issue of the Herald Review, our local

Senators and State Reps are excited about it, so much so that they’re willing to give a big tax

break to Excel Energy if they build in Ttasca County.

As a business owner and employer, I believe a decent paying job is the most important thing you

can give anyone, but 1 also believe we must ask ourselves some very serious question before we

jump on this coal gasification project.

We should first ask to be provided with more information on the impact of this project.

Since the Herald Review is the place where we get our local news and information, let’s ask them

to keep us informed. Here are a few things we would like 1o know concerning this propased

project: Aow T aslke Youo Rl

What will this plant look like above ground and what will it look like under ground?

Where will we sell the electricity, and how will we get it to where it’s going?

It is said that to fuel this plant, one mile of train cars filled with coal will pass through Grand

Rapids each day. [s this true?

The cost to build one coal gasification plant is between 1.5 and 2 billion dollars. As noted by the

United Press article, published March 8, 2006, stating that the propose plant is new technology,

and Coal Gasification produces two to three times the amount of Carbon dioxide, the gas most

identified with global warming.

How will this affect our lakes and our fish population?

What is the cost for each job created?

Have we ever logked at investing in renewable energy, such as placing wind generators on the top

of little man made mountaing across the iron range, and how many jobs and kilowatts could we

create with this option?

Experts are telling us that there will soon be strong regulation on carbon dioxide emissions. Is this

why the people we send to Saint Paul and Washington are such a hwry to push this through?

I have been amazed how few people from this area are even aware of this project. I noticed from

this last week’s paper that although it made the front page it was masked with an unassuming

name with as little information as possible.

As a community that already relies on a coal plant for many of our jobs it is easy for us to

imagine 100 more jobs created in the same way, and welcome it. But I would expect more from

the independent nature of those who have chosen this county of 1000 lakes as their home. I

believe we care about our community in the same way we care about our children. And before we

would let anything come in which could harm the health of either one we would ask some very

serious questions.

As a commuatity, let's try to visualize something we haven’t seen before. Maybe if we set our

sites to wind rather than coal we can creale jobs while continuing to make Itasca County a unique

and beautiful place to live. A place where our children can eat the fish from our lakes as ofien as

they like. :

Remember, Water will be to the 21* Century what Ofl was to the 20® Century.

Peg Lanidn

Grand Rapid / Marcell Mn.
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Billi Storm

From: Earl Currie [ejecurrie@hotmail.com]

Sent:  Wednesday, August 30, 2006 1:48 PM

To: Bill.Storm@state.mn.us

Subject: scoping comments, Meaaba Energy project

To: Bill Storm

Re: opportunity for public comment on the scope of the EIS required for the Mesaba Energy project
Following are areas of concern that I believe should be covered in preparation of the EIS:

1. It would seem much more sensible and responsible for this project to built on a site such as the proposed Hoyt Lakes
site, since it already has been desecrated by the works of mine, i.e., its having been the site of major mimning and
taconite production. With such a choice site available, we should not be promoting the desecration of forested, non-

industraialized sites such as the one proposed near Bovey.

2. Already, we live close to the power plant at Cohasset, said to be among the very worst polluting plants of its type in
the country. It is irresponsible to add a facility that will generate even more mercury and other pollutants that will go
into our lakes, and contaminate the fish. At the very least, we need to be informed of what if any programs can be
established to reduce the contamination coming out the Cohasset plant, and at least, offset

the "new" pollution that would be coming out of the Mesaba Energy facility.

3. How much will the level of the water in the Canisteo pit go down if the Mesaba Plant draws on it for its water
supply? Will it be enough to remove the danger of flooding and damage that will occur in Bovey and nei crhbormg
communities in the next few years, if nothing else is done to prevent it?

4, 1t is said the site near Bovey is preferable to the one at Hpyt Lakes due to the availability of service from two
railroad companies, rather than one. That is not likely to be the case, as the mines that will furnish the coal are located
on either the BNSF Railway or the Union Pacific Railroad, in Wyoming. The alternate railroad that operates close to
Bovey (Canadian National) has no access to the mines in Wyoming. The only coal mines served by Canadian National
are mines in southern Illinois that produce high sulphur, high pollutiong coal, that is scarcely used any longer, for any
purpose, at least not by electric power plants. In reality, the Bovey site will be served by only one railraod, not two, as

claimed by the proponents of the Mesaba Plant.

5. Due to the high water in the Canisteo pit, the former DM&IR Railroad (now owned by Canadian National) had to
take its line out of service several years ago. It should be noted that the BNSF Railway has a contract allowing it to
operate its trains over this line. Until it was taken out of service, BNSF operated its taconite treains over this line. The
shortest, and lowest cost route for deliveriong-coal to the plant proposed near Bovey, would be on this line. However,
the line cannot be restored to sevice until the problem of the high water that is eating away at the embankment has been
resolved. Until it is, if ever, the-coal would have to move on a much less direct and more costly route, via Brookston
and Kelly Lake. That will raise the costs of delivering coal, and cause more diesel fuel to be consumed, all of which
leads to mre pollution. Itis essential, therefore, that a determination be made of the cost and feaability of restoring the

line that is now out of service.

6. How much more blight on the landscape will be created when eminent domain is applied to land that will be needed
(in the form of an easement or other means) for the new railroad spur need to acces the plant, and for new transmission
lines? It is of great concern that property will have to be taken in support of a development whose product (electricity)
is not even needed in the area where the plant would be located. Further, the electricity is not even needed by Excel
Energy, the company to which the output from the new plant would be delivered.

[oNiaNa¥ iaYatava



Cu\/’/{:@ Page 2 of 2

7. The overall justification for approving construction of this plant needs to be examined. Why should the taxpayers
have to bear the ultimate responsibility for financing it, through guarantee of loans by the federal government? If there
were any ecxonomic justificationn or need for the plant, the private sector would be leaping at the opportunity to
finance it. If the plant were to go bankrupt, the taxpayers would have to continue to make paymednts on the debt, just
as the City of Duluth is doing on the facility built for Northwest Airlines several years ago. It has become obvioius that
facility never was needed in the first place. Once Northwest got into trouble financially, one of the first moves it made
was to cease its operations in that facility. The strike had nothing to do with that decision. If Northest had needed that
facility, it would have put replacement workers in it. The same kind of problem would occur if the Mesaba facility
would get into financial difficulty--it would be shut down and we would have to make the payments on the debt.

8. Finally, the technology for coal gasification has not yet been refined sufficiently to make it reliable, or even
workable. In time, the immediate, continuing problems may get worked out, and such plants will become vialble. The
fact that this technology continues to be fraught with problems, is a major part of the reason for the private sector's
unwillingness to finance the plant without guarantees by the taxpayers. It is over 30 years since a coal gasification
plant was built in North Dakota. It is my underatanding that plant is not operating as it should. The same is true of
another such facility near Terre Haute, Indiana. Why blight our landscape for a plant that will be based on technology

having technical problems that have gone on for such a Jong time?

I trust your organization will include the above issues in the process of review and analysis it has underway.

Earl J. Currie
20723 N. Shallow Lake Road
Warba, MN 55793

P
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Bill Storm

From; peggy mik [punkin1263@yéhoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2006 12:42 PM
To: Bili. Storm@state.mn.us

Subject: Mesaba EIS

Peggy Mikulich
31698 Scenic Hwy.
Bovey, MN. 55709
218-245-2266

My comments regarding scope of Mesaba EIS:
The Environmental Impact Statement for the Mesaba project should address the following issues:

Does Excelsior Energy's designated site have adequate infrastructure? The initial legislation stated that the plant would
be built upon a brownfield sit using existing infrastructure why has that changed to a greenfield?

How will the electricity be able to be delivered to the Excel territory, is there a need for this additional power and how
will this potential power effect the stability in the current power grid?

Who will be picking up the cost of this project if it fails? How can the project go forward if the Federal Department of
Energy has stated that "the financial risk associated with this technology demonstration is, in general, too high for the
private sector to assume in the absence of strong incentives"?

Will the water use from the Canisteo and Hill Annex pits subjected to contamination and if so how?

Will the water infrastructure such as processes water, treatment, discharge, be subjected to the environmental protection
laws? The Department of Energy, in 10/5/05 Federal Register, refers to this project as a "high risk demonstration plant”
If the planned discharge levels are not acceptable for Hoyt Lakes, why should they be accepted in Itasca County?

How will the discharge water be treated so that it will not "routinely violate" its water permits as did the sister plant in
Wabash River? Is the proposed discharged water for the Swan River and Mississippi watershed? If so, these two rivers
are on the Minnesota's Impaired Water's list how will that affect these two rivers when selenium, cyamde and

occasionally arsenic are released?

How will this impact the wetlands located in the proposed site? Do not Wetlands Regulations in Minnesota, Wetland
Conservation Act, and Environmental Protection Laws protect these lands?

How will the wildlife in the area be affected? The American Bald Eagle is on the Endangered Species Act of 1973,

Bald Bagle Protection Act of 1940, Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 and The Lacey Act. How will Excelsior foliow
these rules‘7 There are American Bald Eagles that live, nest, breed, and hunt on the Canisteo Mine pit, Hill Annex Mine
pit, Swan River, Mississippi River, Trout Lake, Hill Lake Diamond Lake, how will Excelsior not disrupt, poison or

displace these eagles?

How will the American Indian Treaty of 1837- 7 Stat. 537-App.541 ( Letter from Meritt to Hammitt, Dec. 14, 1925),
the 1855 Treaty Journal be followed? If the water sources become contaminated how will this effect the American

Indians rights?

Will the Air pollution from Excelsior Energy cause health problems, will it follow the Clean Air Act laws? Mesaba 1
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and 2 will result in over 5000 tons of pollutants for Itasca County each yeér. How will this effect the people that live
right next door to it with ambient air concentrations of mercury being 2.3 times higher? Mesaba 1 and 2 will emit up to
54 Tbs. of mercury per year. The Mercury Impact Reduction bill is touted to remove one-third of mercury emissions in

the state by 2015 how is Excelsior following that?

How will the noise from operation of the Mesaba plant, traffic to and from the plant, rail road operation affect the area?

How will the Gas Pipeline route impact the people and animals who will live by it? What if there is a gas leak, what
will be the adverse effects to the environment and people who are effected? .

How will the Electromagnetic Field from the High Voltage Transmissions lines effect the people and animals that will
be living by it? Will Excelsior Energy honor the "Buy the Farm" Minn.Stat. 116B.63, Subd.4, for the people in the
transmissions line field and how will people know if they fall in the guidelines for this law, will they be told?

Signed;

Peggy Mikulich
31698 Scenic Hwy.
Bovey, MN. 55709
218-245-2266

How low will we g0? Check out Yahoo! Messenger’s low PC-to-Phone call rates.
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Bill Storm

. From: Joan Strom [kay@frontiernet.net]
Sent:  Wednesday, August 30, 2006 11:03 AM
To: Bill.Storm@state.mn.us
Subject: Mesaba Energy Project

| want to let you know that | am in favor of the Mesaba Energy Project. | have lived on the Mesaba
Range all of my life. This area has not been the best place to make a fiving. Mining and logging have
been our major industries and they have not always been reliable. This is a chance to bring in another
means of making a living. | have seen in my township new people moving into oid homesteads. These
people have made a living elsewhere and found this 2 nice area to retire. They don't want anything to
change. They try to stop any type of progress from the township level on up. They assume that any kind
of progress is going fo be bad no matter that all evidence supports that the project could be good for

the area and would help others.

Joan Strom
Goodland, Mn. 55742
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Bill Storm

From: Lieschen Hecimovich [hecimo@uslink.net)
Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2006 10:32 AM
To: Bill. Storm@state.mn.us

Subject: Mesaba Energy Prdgect

Darrel Hecimovich
26051 Ozkshore Dr.
Bovey, MN 55709

Comments:

Environment: | feel it is unconsciencable fo have two coal burning plants approximately 13 miles apart. Much too close. |
ook out a map and counted approximately 120 lakes within 2 13 mile radius of the proposed Mesaba Energy plant. There
are fifty some lakes that have overlap with the 13 mile radius of two piants. Lakes such as Bluewater, Wabana, Bass,
Pokegama, Deer (partial), and two different Trout Lakes along with the Canistec Pit. These are some of our clearest and
cleanest [zkes in the county and probably the most used. What a disaster to give them a double dose of plant outpuis.

Health: At the input meeting held at Taconite on August 22, 2006, a Mr. Bob Evans indicated that the risks for cancer are
within guidelines. | think one has {o look at the acculative effects and not just one enity. The lron Range on a nationaf basis
has one of the highest incidences of cancer already. To add to that is indeed not reasonable. It was also pointed out that the
plant would be cheaper to buiid at the West Range site because the standards for the Lake Superior watershed are more
sirigent than those of the Mississippi waiershed. Is our health and water qualities of lesser value than those in the Lake
Superior watershed? We should at least require that the output be equal to that of the Lake Superior watershed.

Trade Offs: If it is frue that windmills in Southwest Minnesota and other producers of en'ergy {South Dakota?) would have
to shut down because of the building of this plani, this is reason enough not {o build it. -

Cost: If the Department of Energy considers the project to risky for the public sector, then why are we pursuing this? It
was mentioned that the Mesaba Energy project has backer such as Conoce and Simens, then why is there no private funds
in this project? If the city of Taconite bands for 4.5 million doliars and this project bellies up, does this mean that on a 20-yéar
bond that each man, woman and child in Taconite would have to pay approximately $800/yr for twenty years? Do we dare
put our communities and county in this situation? Also, why do we new a new roadway for CSAH #7 to the tune of 14

miliion? [s this really needed?

Q/an/NnNg
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Bill Storm

From: Harry and Sue Huichins [shhuichins@mchsi.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 30, 2006 8:33 AM

To: Bill.Storm@siate.mn.us

Subject: Mesaha Energy Project

Dear Mr. Storm,

| am one of many who are opposed fo this project. Energy efficiency is our best choice - not a coal burning power plant. [am
especially against the choice of sites. | understand that it was picked partly because there are no sirict water discharge laws like
the Lake Superior watershed has. Tourism is big up here in the Grand Rapids arez, and this project just doesn't belong here.

Please, do not allow this project to go through. Sometimes decisions made rationally (yes - this project will make money) prove o
be disastrous to the local area. I'm just finishing reading Jared Diamond's book Colffapse, which gives details on many
environmental decisions that proved to be bad news for the people involved!

Thanks for reading this, and I'm sure you'll make the right decision for the residents of this area.

Susan Hutchins
Biclogy instructor
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Bill Storm

From: sue stish [suesi@uslink.nef]

Sent:  Tuesday, August 29, 2006 10:21 PM
To: Bill. Storm@state.mn.us

Subject: Mesaba Project feedback

Dear Mr Storm:

We are opposed to the Mesaba Power Plant Project at the Taconite site.

We have farmed for 23 years in the Balsam Township area. Our farm is 10 miles due north of the proposed plant.

For 15 years we have provided fruits and vegetables for hundreds of families at the Grand Rapids and Hibbing Farmers Markets. Most of our customers are concerned about
the safety of their food supply. We grow on 5-7 acres sustainably with minimal chemical use. We've always been committed to provide our customers with a clean and
fresh product.

If this plant goes anfine, will we still be able to look our friends and neighbors in the eye and reassure them of the quality they've come to expect from us? We have worked
for years to establish our farm: as a source for a healthy qualitypreduct. We don't want to grow fruits and vegetables watered and grown with mercury and "added
particulates". This could conceivably put us out of business.

We use our farm income as a supplement to our retirement pension. Our biggest asset is our farm. This will undoubtedly impact its value downward.

Both of us are 3rd generation "Rangers”. We've raised 3 children here and have seen the highs and lows  affecting the ecanomy of the area. We realize quality jobs are
needed , but we aren't desperate. People retire here, by choice. That is our econorny now. Those who want to work ,do ,andthose who won't . don't!

We love the clean air and lakes. We enjoy all the outdoors has to offer. We raise fresh produce and our own free-range chickens and eggs. We aiso enjoy hunting and
‘eating venison and grouse, and fishing from area lakes. We are concerned about the present mercury levels in the air and water. We are worried about future increases of
mercury in the consumption advisories published by the MN DNR due to emtissions from coal generated power facilities.
- Thank you for your consideration. . .

Sincerely,

Ed and Sue Stish

42582 Scenic Highway

Bovey, MN 55709

218-245-1549

suesl@usiink.net
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Bill Storm

From: tom viren [virenberg@hoimail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, August 29, 2006 9:45 PM

To: Bill. Storm@state.mn.us

Subject: scoping comments and questions regarding Mesaba Project

Aug. 25, 2006

Dear Mr. Storm,

Questions and comments regarding the EIS scoping for the Excelsior Energy Mesaba Project
site proposal north of Taconite.

1. The EIS should address risks posed by transifer of sulfur products,
landfill materials, natural gas, and all products traveling to or from the

Mesaba Project site.

2. What are the discharge differences for all of the various types of cocal?
Are we seeing the discharge prejections for the best or worst case

scenarios?

3. What are the possible consequences of the mineralization of the water in
the source lakes? Could local and regional groundwater be contaminated or

otherwise adversely affected?

4. How does the destruction of the wetland affect area streams and surface
waters concerning clarity, run-off contamination, flaura and fauna within
the water and using the wetland area, and as a "sponge" helping to curb

fleoding?

5. The EIS should alsc include the hazardous waste site that will be
utilized or built to contain the ZLD salts and any other waste by-product.

6. A higher stack would disperse particulates, metals, and gases more.
Local people have reason to prefer that. Would the plant then have to meet
stricter Lake Superior basin standards for emissions?

7. When Excelsior shows mercury risks for local fishing, are they shewing a
one year impact?. We must look at the cumulative impact over the 1ife of the

plant since mercury is persistant.

8. BAll risk should be looked a2t cumulatively and in addition to already
existing risks in Jtasca county. Add the risks over the lifetime of the
plant. The cancer risk, asthma risk, etc. must be added to current risks
for people in Itasca County. We will now have an additional risk. It is
also important to calculate this project's risk in addition to risk factors
for any pending industrial projects in the region such as MN Steel.

9. What is the economic, social, recreational impact of the combinaticn of
the existing coal plant in Cohasset and the Mesaba Project and MN Steel? Do
people want to move to / vacation in a place with those air guality and
visual impacts? What is the cumulative effect on the psyche to the density
of theses types of industries?

10. The EIS should address the issue of kicking SW windpower off the grid
to be replaced by the Mesaba Project's dirtier energy. Are we replacing
clean energy power for dirty energy power? How would this project impact
the percentage of renewable{not fossil) energy used in Minnesota? Would we
still meet legislative guidelines for use of renewable energy in MN? Would
we be able to meet our goal for the progression toward increased use of

renewable energy in MN?
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11. The EIS should address impact on all water sources and possible water
sources for the plant. What could impacts be on the Prairie River? Water
from the Mesaba Project can't be pumped back into the river so it would be a
net loss to the river(or could they pump water back in with increased
mineralization after eveporation? What impact would that have?).

12. If all this public money goes into infrastructure, funding, and reduced
interest loans for Excelsior, don't we as citizens deserve a percentage of
the profits? We are co-investors (through our tax dollars) so we should be
shareheolders. If the project is built, money should go back into public
coffers as a percent of profits and the public should be represented on the

Excelsior Energy's Board of Directors.

13. What will be the economic impact on local infrastructure and schools of
having a glut of new workers and their families in the area for the
construction process and then a drop in that number cfter completion of tghe
project? Will our schools have to bulld and hire to accomcdate the families
of 3000 contruction-phase workers and then downsize to the families of
100-150 worker-families post-completion?

14, What economic impact will local municipalities incur if Excelsior
defaults on obligations? (i.e. Techimar in Cohasset)

15. Why not put a coal plant next to a cecal field instead of hauling ceal
around- the country, especially since we are not -in need of the energy here?

16. If this is built, I want the co2Z seguestration in place. I do not want
to rely on future regulations that may reguire it.

17. XNumbers are compared as.if this plant is replacing Itasca's exilsting
coal plant. It is in ADDITION to the mercury, coZ, etc. already in our air.
The health risk is also in addition to those that exist for current Itasca,

air, radon, stc.

18. 1Is this plant the first on a slippery siope? If it is built, will
there be the same rigorous process required for the building of plants 3-67
There should be a new process for each additional plant. A new EIS should
be done for each plant even if they are built on the same site.

19, 1I'd prefer to wait for the no emissions FutureGen plant and not fund an
experimental Mesaba Project.

20. There are cother ways to produce energy that are much cleansr. If we
insist on using coal, we should be replacing old coal plants cn these
already impacted sites. Only then does this technclogy make any sense. NO
renewable energy money should go toc a non-renewable source plant. There is
too great a need for research and utilization of solar, wind, biomass, etc.
to waste the money on old fossil fuel usage which adds to the problem of
global warming. We MUST build and experiment for the world 30 years from

now instead of the world now!

21. Be more creative. Thers must be much more innovative and clean ways to
deal with excess water in the Canisteo 'and Hill-Annex pits. How about good
old hydroelectric power (if we needed the power) and then creating hydrogen
with the water? C(lean it, bottle it, sell it.

22. We should not be overriding the certificate of need for a nen-renewable
energy source. We should be replacing old, dirty plants, not creating
additional, un-needed energy with coal.

23. The DOE should put more money into research and implementation of
on-site generation and grid-feed. I.e. wind generatcrs, sclar panels,
passive solar energy on existing and new homes and businesses. That would
use the existing grid and reduce the need for big public projects like

Mesaba.

24. To be on the global cutting-edge and increase cur energy independence’
2

2 /7
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we need to think in innovative ways. Individualized energy productiocn and
usage reductions seem the way to go. Government should spend this funding
on future technologies.

Sincerely,

Christa Berg and Tom Viren
19669 County Road 434
Bovey, MN 55708
{218)247-0107

P.S. Please acknowledge receipt of this e-mail.Bug. 25, 2006

Windows Live Spaces is here! It's easy to create your own perscnal Web site.
http://spaces.live.com/signup.aspx

‘3/?4



Bill Storm

From: Laurie Jacobi [twinpines@qwest.net]
Sent: Tuesday, August 29, 2006 2:19 PM
To: Bill.Storm@state.mn.us

Subject: . Mesaba Energy Project

Dear Mr. Storm,

I have never been a politically active person, but I now feel strongly that I must speak
out against the Mesaba Energy Project. I live in the Twin Cities, but have spent time in
that area bescause of its natural beauty and fresh air. If this proiect becomes a reality
it will destroy that beauty and damage an already compromised environment which will
affect the whole state. I feel I musi get invclved because I am angry; angry that the

state is allowing a handful of people to compromise my health and the health of my planet
- which is the only one we have.

It flies in the face of reason to be putting dollars into such a project. With glocbal
warming now considered a reality by scientists and lay people alike, it seems that yocu are
going backwards instead of forwards. Those dollars should be spent on research and
production of alternative energy forms such as wind and) solar power. This project opens up
the .chances of countless.opportunities for further pellution and worse, dangerous .
accidents and malfunctions. Don't we already see the evidence of outdated energy
production? Trees are dying everywhere you look - both in my neighborhood in the cities
and many areas up north. Reread "The Lorax" by Dr. Suess, if you need a reminder of what
we are capable of doing to our environment because of narrow-minded thinking and greed.
And there seems to be no one who has not been affected by cancer - eilther themselves or a
family member. What is the reason? One is certainly our burning of fossil fuels and other

degradations of the environment.

I always thought Minnesota was a progressive state, one that led the nation in forward
thinking and progress, especially when it comes to our precious natural envircnment. I am
stunned, saddened and guite ocutraged that this project is bsing considered. I will do

" whatever I can ro find out who is respensible, to vote out those in office who are
involved, even to physically boycott the process if it becomes necessary in order to be
heard. Can't believe I said that, but that is how strongly I feel about this issue.

I hope that you and others inveolved will take my opinion seriously and stop this project.
I will also send this letter to the Governcr of Minnesota.

Thank you,

Laurie Jacobi
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Bill Storm

From: Sharon Forconi [miarconi@?2z.nef]
Sent:  Tuesday, August 29, 2006 11:17 AM
To: Bill. Storm@state.mn.us

Subject: Mesaba Energy Project

Mesaba Energy Project:

As a 60-vear resident of Eastern ltasca County, [ strongly approve of the Measba Energy Projeci.

| agree with keeping a close eye on environmental concerns, but not to the extent that the success of the development is
endangered.

Please inform me about any up-coming hearings or meetings concerning this development, as | would like to attend.

Sincerely,

Sharon Forconi
micreconi@2z.net
29208 Eden Lp Rd
Bovey, MN 55709




Bill Storm

From: Jim Hanttuta {MP) [JHanttula@mnpower.com]

Sent: Tuesday, August 29, 2006 11:00 AM

To: Bill. Storm@state.mn.us

Subject: ‘FW: Public scoping meéting of the west Mesaba EIS

William C. Storm
State Planning Director
Fnergy Facllity Permitting

Ei Bill,

Thank .you for taking the time to read and consider my comments on the West Mesaba EIS.
My name is James E. Hanttula Jr. I am the resident of :

35017 North RdA. Bovey 55709 and also owner of 25184 North Rd.

I would like to start by saying I am not against this project in our community. I
think our community and local school district will benefit from gconomic growth with the
reintroduction of industry to this area.

T under stand that a HVTL may be.located within a mile east of the North Rd, and a high
pressure gas pipeline will also be lccated along the North Rd4. I would like to request
that the PUC consider and include in there EIS the use of the Itasca county tax forfeited
properties one quarter mile east of the North Rd., and use common right-of-way as much as
possible to minimize impact to environment and land owners along that portion of the
route. The pipeline and HVTL look to be joining just north of this portion anyway.

If the pipeline must be on the west side of the North Rd, I would like the EIS toc
include my reguest for the PUC to do whatever they can to keep a minimum of 500 ft from my
new home, or any other residents along the pipeline and HVTL routing.

Thank you again for your time and consideration,

James E. Hanttula Jr.



Page 1 of 1

Bill Storm

From: david hudek [dvdhudek@yahoo.com]
Sent;  Tuesday, August 29, 2006 10:26 AM
To: Bill. Storm@state.mn.us

Subject: mesaba -

MR Storm, ‘ August,28,2006

As part of the scoping process, I would like to see the impact on the enviroment(s), due to the transpotation of 'coal’,
from the coal mines all the way to the mesaba power plant. The uncovered (train) coal cars will leave 'coal-dust' , each
trip, over a large area. Hundereds of miles. Near residential areas and road crossings and also by many lakes and
countless buissnesses near the proposed train tracks.

Has the DNR of Minnesota or the EPA been informed on the polution PRIOR to the prodution of electric power??
Transportaion costs?? Also how much Diesel fuel will be used each irip to haul a load of 'coal'? This is another source
of pollution from the frains themselfs! This will effect several states furter Air Quailty!

Thanks for your time...

Talk is cheap. Use Yahoo! Messenger to make PC-to-Phone calls. Great rates starting at 1 ¢/min.

(oW aTaV¥ aYa¥a Vel
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Bill Storm

From: rusty eichomn [rusty@rustyeichorn.com)]
Sent: Tuesday, Aug‘usi 29, 2006 8.26 AM
To: Bill. Storm@siate.mn.us

Subject: mesaba energy proj‘ect

This tetter is in support of Excelsior Energy, Inc, Mesaba Energy Project, and its proposed location in Itasca County. To help
support our nations future energy needs, along with much needed ecaonomic development this region, | agree that this project
should be located here. Thank you.

Rusty Eichorn 31708 laplant rd, grand rapids, mn, 55744

/A NNA
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Bill Storm

From: marian barcus [barcpark@paulbunyan.net]
Sent:  Monday, August 28, 2006 9:53 PM

To: Bi[!.Storm@state‘.mq.us

Subject: Mesaba Energy EIS

Dear Mr. Storm:
RE: PUC Docket #£6472/GS-06-668 A
Thank you for this opportunity to submii comment on the Mesaba Energy EIS Scoping. This is an imporiant project both from

an economic and from an environmental standpoint. The ltasca area stands io gain 100 sustainable wage skilled jobs, and it is
critical that this factor is weighted with the protection of the ecosystem in our rural area. The Integrated Gasification Combined
Cycle technology proposed for the Mesaba Project is best practice in the utility industry. | hope that the EIS fllustrates the
advantages of IGCC, and that it also identifies other protective features which may be necessary to make this project
economically feasible as well as environmentally sound.

| grew up a few miles north of the Taconite location for the Mesaba Energy plant, and my father was employed as a shovel
operator in the open pit iron ore mining operation (now the Cannisteo Pit Lake) which occupied the Taconite vicinity. On Sunday
drives, dad would take our family to view the washing plant tailings basin which is located very near the Little Diamond Lake.
While this area is on the mend from the ravages of ore tailings, it is not a pristine environmental area. The mining history of the
Taconite site should be included in the scope of the EIS. . . )

Thank you for the usually thankless work you do in balancing research data with human needs, and economics with
environmeni.
Marian Barcus, Mayor
City of Cohasset

e P e
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July 23, 2006

William Storm

State Planning Director

85 7™ Place East Suite 500
St. Paul MN 55101-2198

I am requesting the following comments, requests and questions be included and
incorporated into the scoping process for the proposed IGCC demonstration plant to be
sited in Taconite Minnesota.

Vague Unsubstantiated Comments by the Applicant

I am requesting the scoping process include a detailed analysis verifying the applicant’s
broad based statements that will possibly impact the socio-economic sectors of the
community. Specifically, I am requesting Paragraph 1 — Line 1 through Line 3 of Section
7 page 410 be reviewed. : _

“The applicant does'no;‘ éxp_ect any industry to be adversely impacted by the
construction and operation of the IGCC Power Station at the West Range Site.
Area tourism and recreation areas will not be adversely impacted by the

Project.”

I am requesting the scoping process include a detailed analysis verifying the applicant’s
broad based statements that will impact the residences located to the southwest of the
north shore of Big Diamond Lake. Specifically, I am requesting Paragraph 4 — Line 8
through Line 11 of Section 7 page 410 be reviewed. In addition, I am requesting that an
exhaustive list of ali the impacts and interruptions anticipated be provided by the

applicant to all receptors.

“Construction of these two transportation elements will likely take place over a
two year period interrupting the residents’ normal daily activities. Thereafier,
increased levels of construction traffic will be ongoing over several years as
construction of Mesaba One and Mesaba Two reach peak levels.
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Third Party Review of Entire PUC Joint Application

I am requesting the scoping process include review of the entire 2000 page document
submitted by the applicant by a objective third party and any reference to receptors be
catalogued and provided to all parties identified as receptors. Since most of the tables do
not drill down to a level that a private citizen can decode, this is necessary.

Executive Oversight

I am requesting the scoping process include establishment of executive oversight for a
two year period to ensure the landowners are treated fairly by the applicant. I make this
request based upon the fact that the applicant had their general counsel petition the
administrative law judge to prevent participation in the PPA.

Legal Fees and Search and Process Fees

I am also requesting we be made whole for the legal fees we have had to expend to
protect our investments and work through this unique scenario of a joint application with
the Department of Energy. This really is a rate case.

I am also requesting that I be made whole for all costs associated with search and process
fees levied by the DOE for documents I have requested under the FOIA. I am requesting
that the scoping process require review of the quarterly financial reports and monthly
backup invoices required by the DOE from the applicant. The applicant stated repeatedly
the creation of jobs in construction and at the plant on the Iron Range as a reason for this
project. The scoping process needs to follow the money back to see if that is in fact the

case.

I have made every effort not to duplicate any of the items noted in the draft scoping
document provided at the community meeting on August 22, 2006.

Linda Castagneri

808 Berry Street Apt 406
St. Paul MN 55114-1384
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Name: - Representing:

CHARLES W, DECKER

Adress: : " Email:

2218 Tenth Ave East
 HIBBING, 4N 55746

August 28, 2006

. Comment: I am writing in opposition to the XESARA ENERGY PROJECT.
I present the fepllowing reasonss L

1 HEALTE AND BERVIRONMENTAL PROBLEMS

__Mr. Evans painted s rosey picture at his presentation in Taconilie.
T guestion the slide on cancer incidemce at the plant site versus other
. . _ s . . ok t i o ]

i ' - . 3 C)

eI gt a—et
Perhaps other data in his.preseﬁtation iz misleading as well.
Thig plant will burn over, b mIllien Tons of. coal per year producing
12 million tons of 80,, - Overwhelming scientific opinion has cerncluded
-$hat CO» is tne cause of global warming the se called rreenhouse effect.
n.e in—% ant—wi 5t-be olled but—witl-dtgo-ouiihe
stakggu“ The sther pollutants, By oxides of mitregen and sulfer, merocury,

) [Es = ¥

0o, 5w dthe nronpsed —p nad e e

o = , 3w ’
will in significant amounts be went into ambient air and water.

T helieve Lthere should be @ meritorium on the building of ceal fired
planta._ _The hest wminds in our country should meet te discuss ophions

of nuclear, wind, selar, amd yes, conservationm,

o MISLEADING FINANCIALS

Although the federal government provides 1/2 of the finsnging, where will
the other 1/2 come frem? The MHesabe Energy Team has been out seliciting

A BRw

= picture of mammoth finance that will be needed

mhs AL aks:l-la

Willizzm Cale Storm Email: bill storm@state.mo.us
MDOC Voice: £51-206-9535

83 7" Place Fast Fax: 651-297-7391

Suite 500

St. Panl, MN 53101-2198
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Comments Continued:

in bhis preject but large amounts for these munlclpalltles. This action
d0Es mob demonstrate solid fimgncizl—btwckimzs——
I velieve this plant, if approved by ¥N governmemt, will not be built,

completed, and come %o operation by viriune of wezk financing and umexpected
cpstssuch-asjnflating huilding costs, unacceptahle ecpat of pawer produced
maklnb it unmarketahle, predlctahle and unpradlctable problems with the coal

i rienced
NMesabs Energy Team with ne history in building and operating such z rroject.

32 . POUWER NREEDS
—Ehie-preovoset—phant—weuld-—net—o 2.0 L—along a3

werse not for 50% federal flnanclng.

iesabi ENETZY
the Iron Range for what I helleve are the wrong reasons. They bave mo far

been ahle to geh bulldlng 51tes en the cheap and approval from the local

of thelr bellef that the cltlzens of the rangs are mostly foolzsh innocents

-

The power is not needed in §E Minneseta and would be wheeled to the

Metre. 1t 1s therefore IofFical and Should DE mandatory What GHE plramts—

he built either st the ecoal source in ND or near the metro. An zltermative
source gould be between the two in SW Mlnnesotap

4. SUMHARY

"It ig my hovpe thet this preojedt be stépped. However, if it proceeds,

I belleve, unferﬁunately, that it Wlll be a fallure because of the above

safet13 2 “whlte elephan |

' ' / : 4
?Re§n chfully submitted,

/ / A f ‘r‘/\l R //f
S W 7 ey

rile » s g LRV - .\ R ¥

IAEQB\Powoer Plant Siting\Projects - Active\Excelsior - Megaba Energy\Profect Management\Fyblic Comiment Shect.doc



Bill Storm

From: John & Mandy [neshfamily@bigfork.net]

Sent: Monday, August 28, 2006 1:03 PM

To: Bill. Storm@state.mn.us ,
Subject: Comment on EIS Scoping Meeting

Dear Mr. Storm,
Additional comments on the EIS scoping meeting that was held in Taconite on August ZZnd,

2006.

Health Care Cost Impacts from Mesaba Energy Project Emissions/Water Contamination.

A great many people in this community do not have health insurance and rely on government
assisted programs to cover their medical costs. What short term and long term increases in
nealth care costs through government agencies will there be because of health impacts from
polluted air emissions, water and fish contamination? How deoes that compare teo the revenue

generated by the few jobs being offered?

"Respectfully Submitted, -
Amanda Nesheim

Amanda Nesheim

309%4 Bat Roost Trail
Bigfork, MN 56628
218-832-3945
neshfamily@bigfork.net
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Jane H. Kingston

7874 North Saint Mary's Drive
Eveleth, Minnesota 55734-4054
218-744-3833
kingsionjane@mchsi.com
28 August 2006

Mr. William C. Storm, State Planning Director
Minnesota Depariment of Commerce

85 7" Place East, Suite 500

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2198

Subject: Mesaba Energy Project
‘PUC Docket No. E6472/GS-06-668
Environmental Impact Statement Scoping Public Hearing
August 22, 2006 — Taconiie, Minnesota

As an interested party (i.e., 4™ generation property owner at 0998 Rydberg Road, Bovey,
Minnesota, on Trout Lake in Itasca-County), | attended the hearing identified above, and
submit the following comments for the record. Some may fall outside the purview of the
EIS Scoping at this point, but are still relevant.

Although Canisteo pit water does not fall under the protection of “waters of the state,” it
‘is of such high quality and value that it merits the same protection. As they exist today,
the natural resources located there (including current resident species) — don’t recognize
the difference between “waters of the state” and any other waters, and this water
resource has far greater potential value fo the area and io the state for future recreation
and property development than a mere cooling water source and process water

discharge receptacle.

Proposed power transmission line routes between the proposed plant and the
Blackberry substation were generally mentioned but not presented in any detail..
Whether there is a requirement to lay out such routes at this point in the permitting
process or not, it's sure to be a huge public concern and omitting it at this stage falls far
short of the transparency needed for the Mesaba Project to successfully proceed.

Although not required, it would be very helpful to see all projected environmental impacts
(air, water, waste, etc.) as compared {o a typical existing taconite plant on the same
page(s), rather than compared to a traditional coal-fired power plant. It would have
much more relevance to either proposed location and its community.

Similarly, although there may be no requirement to present the estimaied NAAQS
emissions (e.g., NOx, SO,, PM;p) from the proposed power plant cumulatively with
existing ambient levels of each parameter, any information — such as bar charts —
detailing these estimates should be stacked, including the estimated plant emission on
top of ambient level for the information to be meaningful. | can state from experience
having lived in two different areas that exceeded NAAQS was, and is, not a good thing

for any resident or business entity.
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Setting aside for the moment regulations and science, and assuming the Mesaba Project
actually proceeds to construction and operation, it is far more palatable and a far wiser
course on a purely common sense, gui-level standpoint to locate the plant at the former
LTV site — where until very recently a heavy industrial plant operated, where
infrastructure is already in place, where residents are accustomed to and weicome living
in the proximity of such a facility, and where environmental impacts have already taken

place.

Excelsior's rationale for preferring the Taconite site is for the most part due to the
pristine quality of that particular location and its resources, and the same rationale holds

true for NOT locating its power plant there.

Locating a plant at the former LTV site would utilize more existing right of way, would

~ entail less previously undisturbed land, would involve less complicated right-of-way
acquisition, would impact less wetland, would disturb less wildlife habitat, and would

cause less stormwater runoff. All these concerns strongly point towards construction at

the LTV site as far more socially and environmentally acceptable and responsible.

The treatment requirements and costs for discharging process water into the Lake
Superior watershed will no doubt become just as stringent for the Upper Mississippi -
watershed in the not-too-distant future, and the burden for waier quality treatment prior
to discharge should be the same for either site location. The same holds true for air
quality emission standards and proximity to the Boundary Waters Canoe Area.

Taxpayérs and the environment should not Rave to bear the burden of a less satisfactory
site location when another viable aliernative exists.

Sincerely,
Al g e
A AN
(s

Jane H. Kingston

¢: The Hartley Office, Duluth, MN

2/2



Bill Storm

From: pershirl@frontiernet.net
Sent: Monday, August 28, 2006 8:04 AM
To: Bill. Storm@state.mn.us
Subject: Comment on Scope of Mesaba EIS

Please take into consideration my comments on the scope of the EIS regarding the Mesaba
Project proposed for NE Minnesota.

1. The small number of permanent jobs (approximately 100 for the Taconite site} are NOT
worth the potential damage to environment and personal health and is not cost effective
when you consider the very large input of public monies needed to fund the project

upfront.

2. More precise information is needed as to the potential toxic effects on drinking water
(ground water) and surface water.

3. Since the technology for €02 sequestering is not perfected yet, and since Mesaba will
not be required to seguester its CO2, you cannot call this a "clean coal" gasification

project.
4. Since there will still be 10% mercury emissiocns which will be deposited locally

because of the short stack, and because more needs to be known about how they will treat
the other 90%, you cannol call this a "clean coal” gasification project.

5. Since wetland mitigation removes established, working wetlands and replaces them with
questionable wetlands somewhere else that may not benefit the local area, there may be
severe damage to the local wildlife and water rescurces.

6. I feel the Department of Commerce should be putting its time, energy and money behind
truly renewable energy scurces, i.e. solar, wind and biomass {(from natural bilomass, not

crops such as corn] .

Thank you.

Shirley Loegering 33314 Gary Drive Grand Rapids, MN 55744
(218- 326-0252
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Bill Sform

From: P Warner [paulanddolly@hotmail.com]
Sent:  Sunday, August 27, 2006 12:02 PM
To: Bill. Storm@state.mn.us

Subject: Mesaba Enerdy Project

Dear Mr. Storm;
I attended the recent meeting you hosted at Taconite. It was very informative and well run.

1 am very concerned about the various environmental issues raised at that meeting, and was very impressed with the
thoughtfulness of most of those 23who raised them. In particular, the lack of any firm plan as to how CO2 produced

will be dealt with is unacceptable!

I agree with the statement that there is no such thing as "clean coal" and feel that the attempt to locate this plant in an
area of pristine lakes, far from the coal source is not the thing to do. It did not sound to me like it would be good for
little towns like Taconite, and the financial risk to the public is enormous! (Particularly since some somewhat similar

plants have not lived up to initial hype)

Renewable energy seems to make more sense for all of us.

Thanks for the ability to coment,
Paul Warner

54387 State Highway 38
Bigfork, Mn., 56628

[aWiaTaNiatatars



Bill Storm

From: suegeo’/@mchsi.com

Sent: Monday, August 28, 2006 9:35 AM
To: Bill.Storm@staie.mn.us

Subject: Mesaba Energy Power Plant

To Bill Storm: My wife and T are retired and live in Southwest Grand Rapids.
We are concerned about the mile and 1/4 long coal trains,geing both directions, loaded and
empty. The tracks run through the middle of town with only two traffic crossings. The Fire
Dept. and the ambulance service are located on the North of the tracks and the hespital on
the South.These long trains have the potential of blocking these crossings for up to 10
minutes or even longer. In an emergency these 10 minutes can make the difference of life
or death or a persons house burning completely down. Also there is the possibility of a
derailment of a heavily loaded rail car. The noise factor is another concern of ours. It
is impossible to sleep with the windows open when trains come through town in the night.
Please take these concerns in consideration when making your decision. Thank you for your

time! George and Susan Ganje.



Bil! Storm

From: Daidre [daidre@marblemn.com]
Sent: Sunday, August 27, 2006 6:32 PM
To: Bill.Storm@state.mn.us

Subject: excelsior energy plant

I very much approve of the Mesaba Energy Plant.

Daidre Breen
P.0. Box 361
Marble, MN. 55764
39 year resident
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August 24, 2006

Mr. Bill Storm

Minnesota Department of Commerce
85 7" Place

Suite 500

St. Paul, Minnesota 55101-2198

Re:  Excelsior Energy, Inc.
Mesaba Energy Project
PUC Docket #E6472/GS-06-668

Dear Mr. Storm:

This letter supplements my letter of November 8, 2005 to Mr. Richard A. Hargis, US
Department of Energy/National Energy Technology Laboratory regarding the proposed scope
of the Environmental Impact Study (EIS) for the Mesaba Energy Project. My understanding
from the June 23, 2006 draft of the above document is that that letter will be considered and
specifically that socioeonomic impacts will be considered in the scope of the EIS. Thank you.

In reviewing the socioeconomic impacts please include the Research Report of UMD
Labovitz School of Business and Economics entitled The Economic Impact of Constructing
and Operating An Integrated Gasification Combined-Cycle Power-Generation Facility on
Itasca County dated April 2006. Itasca Development Corporation (name has been changed to
Ttasca Economic Development Corporation) commissioned this research study on the
economic impact on Itasca County to supplement the study published in September 2005
which focused on the econiomic impact on the Iron Range.

Itasca County’s poverty and unemployment rates are significantly above state averages. In
fact, Itasca County is recognized as economically disadvantaged as a federally designated
HUBZone. The Mesaba Energy Project has the potential to turn this trend around. The
economic impact during construction will boost our local economy during this time of great
economic need. According to the UMD report Value Added (a measure of the impacting
industry’s contribution to the local community including wages, rents, interest and profit) will
be very significant. In fact, the Value Added in 2010 peak construction year is estimated at
$229 million. This is approximately 22.5% of the economic base for all current industries in
Jtasca County of $1,019 million (2002 dollars). The annual impact of on-going operations is
estimated at $242 million or approximately 23.7% of this same base.



TEDC

We are also excited about the additional opportunities provided by Mesaba Energy of
producing electricity from state-of-the-art Integrated Gasification Combined Cycle IGCC)
technology on Minnesota’s Iron Range. Basic industries requiring significant amounts of
electricity have been the foundation of our local economy for a hundred years. Having a
reliable and environmentally friendly locally produced source of electricity will enhance our
area’s competitive advantage for hosting mining and forest products industry expansions and
the additional high paying jobs they provide our community.

Due to the importance of this project our organization initiated an Action Team in 2006 with
the mission to revitalize the local economy by providing community support to the Mesaba
Energy Project north of Taconite.

Thank you for your consideration.

Peter McDermott Kris Ferraro
President Chair

zie
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Bill Storm

From: Rob & Dawn Crowe [rcrowe@cpinternet.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 24, 2006 12:03 AM

To: Bill.Storm@state.mn.us

Subject: Taconite Forum

Bill:

Thanks for enduring the meeting at Taconite the other night. I think the presentations
were excellent but most of the attendees weren't listening. I wrote the following letter
to the local newspapers, hopefully it will generate more than just hate mail.

Rob Crowe

You ever heard of a Euclid? Our house was not too many miles from the iron mines on
Prairie River and most calm nights we could hear them roar as they were dumping their
loads on the dumps. Zuclids were powered by two 6-71 Detriot Desel engines, an engine
known as much for its durability as for its propensity to drivel oil, probably as much as
a gallon a day per engine was not uncommon. Thousands of days worth of ©il leakage along
with all the other wastes of an iron mining operation were on the bottom of the pits
before nature took its course and the pits. filled with water after the mining operations

ceased.

One of my best early memories was when a friend.of the family, Cliff Stone, toock us to the
iron mine at Taconite. We looked at the mine from the observation post and then he took
us to the bottom, and then we followed one of the "Eucs”, as they were fondly called,
slowly up cut of the pit, the exhaust putting out lots of smoke as the truck labored up

the grade.

.

This event came to mind at the Department of Commerce hearing in Taconite last Tuesday
night as I heard many obviously misinformed people talking of the "pristine" area around
the proposed Coal Gasification Plant near there. "This heavily industrialized area has not
been pristine in my lifetime, nor in the lifetime of any perscn in the room, many of them
owing their existence to the industry in the area.

As I entered the building kefere the meeting, I saw that the "CAMP"

organization had a room set up, I'd guess many of the people speaking were from that
organization. From the lack of truth to most of the statements being made I concluded
that the letters must stand for Compile All Misinformation Possible. The sensible psople
of this area should be embarrassed by the words of most of the people speaking against the
project. While a few had some legitimate guestions, one wanted the temperature of the
Canisteo Pit kept cool to enhance the trout habitat, most were just regurgitating the
twisted accusations you've probably already seen in the numerous letters to the editor in
the newspaper. I have the strange inkling that each person in the room on Tuesday will
either themselves apply to work on the project or have a close relative apply to help
construct it or work at the plant if it comes fte fruition.

The bottom line is, this area needs as much reascnable industrial development as possible.
We don't need more power from the Dakotas or windmills that won't produce power because we
don't have wind. I hope the Excelsior Energy people keep pursuing this project on the
West Range. Please don't let the small number of naysayers cf the area define what will
happen here. Please e-mail bill.storm@state.mn.us and tell him you approve of the Mesaba

Energy Project. Your livelihood may depend on it.

Rob Crowe

36587 State Highway 200
Hill City, MN 55748
697-8359
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Bill Storm

From: mark roalson [mroalson@hotmail.com]

Sent:  Friday, August 25, 2006 11:38 AM

To: Bill.Storm@state.mn.us; patmicheletti@excelsiorenergy.com
Subject: Mesaba Energy Project: Public Comment

William Cole Storm and Pat Micheletti:

I was not able to attend your informational meeting on the MEP in Hoyt Lakes this last week, as I work out of town,
as do many in this area. Hoyt Lakes lost a major employer not too many years ago due to the banhuptcy of LTV
mining. Now things are looking up with the expanded interest of the Polymet copper-nickel project and even renewed
interest of Cominco in mineral lands farther north by Babbit. Now we maybe have a shot at a state-of-the-art energy
plant, too.

A local businessman informed me that residents in the Taconite area do not want your facility and are very vocal
about it, mainly for aesthetic reasons. I have reviewed your papers on the technology being used for this plant and
personally am impressed and encouraged that such advanced systems exist and are up and running elsewhere. I know
most Americans are concerned chiefly with pollution and degrading of the environment. They not only want a clean
place to live, work, and recreate, but want a good legacy for their children and grandchildren as well. Jobs of course are
important, but people now want a low impact on the water, soil and air quality. It looks like the MEP answers all these
concerns very well. '

As you know, we already have a power plant here in Hoyt Lakes that is a conventional coal-burning plant. Mercury
and other emissions are low by international standards, but the IGCC tehnology is welcomed by me (and others I know
concerned about the environment) as a step up. I cannot of course speak for all the residents of Hoyt Lakes, but I
would welcome a plant of this quality in our area. I don't think aesthetics are a major concern here. as much as

pollution is.

I work for a natural resources agency where I am exposed to a whole spectrum of environmental philosophies in the
public domain. Most people realize that we need power sources, but want a cleamn source independant of fo1e10n oil. It
appears the IGCC technology fills the bill. Count me as a supporter. Thank you for your time.

Sincerely,
Mark S. Roalson
Forestry Technician

AN o e P
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Environmental Concerns with the Mesaba Project
Taconite, MN hearing, 22 August 2006

Wiltiam K. Steele, 21950 County Road 445, Bovey, MN 55709, scl@uslink. net

While such an enormous project as the proposed Mesaba I and II causes me great worry about
numerous potential environmental impacts, I will imit my concerns expressed here to the four that

disturb me the most. _

First, when Excelsior Energy presented the project to the Minnesota Legislature, the project was
proposed for a brown field in the Hoyt Lakes area. Since then, Excelsior has switched the project
to a relatively pristine area of forest and wetlands off the Scenic Highway at Taconite. Debasing

. scenic natural lands harboring fully functioning ecosystemns while an already degraded site is available
is clearly not in the best interest of the Minnesota public or of future generations of Minnesotans. I
would like to see the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) compare the effects of siting the project

- at these two areas. Excelsior should be required to explain why it prefers to put the plant at the -

Taconite site.

I am also concerned about the release of the element mercury by the proposed project, a total of 54
pounds per year from Mesaba I and II. I was an avid fisherman when I lived in Washington State.
After moving to Minnesota nine years ago, however, Iread the health warnings about consuming fish
from northern Minnesota Lakes, and as a result I have not purchased a single Minnesota fishing
license. I would find no joy in catching fish that I couldn’t eat. What’s worse is that I have two
grandchildren who will soon be approaching an age at which they would Iove to fish. How could 1
explain to them that the fish they caught are too toxic to eat because of human actions? Natural
waters are arguably Minnesota’s most precious natural resource, yet tragically we have wasted the
bounty of food from these waters. I like to think that there is a special place in Hell reserved for
those regulators and politicians who have allowed this degradation to occur. The EIS for this project
should examine the impacts of mercury pollution from this project and present alternatives evaluating
the use of different mercury reduction technologies. -

And if the potsoning of Minnesota’s fisheries is not bad enough, mankind is also destroying the
climate of the whole earth by adding great quantities of carbon dioxide to the atmosphere through
burning fossil fuels. One of the benefits of coal gasification is that carbon dioxide can be captured
and sequestered. Alas, the Mesaba project is to be “capture ready,” but the gas will not actually be
captured, so in reality, the plant will be just one more dirty coal-fired contributor to global warming.
Even if eventually, politicians and regulators become enlightened enough to mandate carbon
sequestration, doing so at the Mesaba plant will be impractical because there are no suitable strata

in the bedrock geology of the site.

Finally, there is the economic impact of the project on Minnesotans. I have long been aware that the
conventional wisdom for siting coal-fired electric power facilities is that to be economical, a coal-fired
plant must be sited either at the mouth of the mine or near the load. The electrical plant should be

(Over)
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near the mine to minimize the expense of hauling the coal or near the load to minimize electrical
losses to resistance in the power line. The Mesaba plant is far distant from the mine and from the
load. Apparently the Mesaba plant will only be viable if Xcel Energy is forced to purchase the high
cost power the plant will produce. Xcel’s ratepayers should be made aware of how much more they
will be paying to support this project. Perhaps this economic issue is outside the scope of an EIS,

but Xcel’s customers should be made aware. As world petroleum production inexorably declines and
demand increases, the cost of diesel fuel to haul the coal will become ever more expensive, and the

cost of Mesaba’s energy will escalate rapidly.
And then there is the air pollution from the coal trains...

But I promised to restrict myself to my four greatest COncerns.

Thank yot.
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Bill Storm

From: Leeann Norgord [leeannn@locainet.com]

Sent:  Wednesday, August 23, 2006 6:48 PM

To: Bill. Storm@state.mn.us '

Subject: Public Comment Sheet for Mesaba Energy Project

Lee Ann Norgord
Representing: CAMP
Address: 26739 Birch Dr.

Bovey, MN 55709
e-mafl-leeannn@localnet.com

Dear Mr. Storm:

We do not need or want Excelsior Energy to be building a coal gasification plant in the Taconite area. They keep touting it as
“clean coal". There is no such thing as "clean coal". They will ba poliuting the air, water, and land in northern Minnesota and
make this beautiful northland into an industrial waste site. They also keep touting it as "state of the art". Well, it is not state of the
art. This type of power plant technology is from the early 1930's and they didn't want it back then because it was toa dirty! Why do

you want it now?7?7?

Why did our legislators OK them for eminent domain when they are not a power plant, they have never generated 1 watt of
electricity. Why are they being made tax exempt? Other businesses have to pay their taxes, why don't they? Other power plants
pay taxes and take the tax burden off the surrounding community, but not this plant. If anything, they will putting the tax burden on

the area residents.

It's just not right what is allowed for this company, but not others. The project is far too risky for the normal tax payer io pay the
burden. [t is being modeled after the Terre Haute, IN. plant, which is constantty being shut down for not being able to keep their

emissions down.

As far as their saying that they're creating jobs. Give me a break. We already know that they are bringing in "specialized people"
during the construction which will be most of the employees. After construction, the 107 few jobs that they claim will be
permanent, well, they also say those will be their "specialized people” that they will be bringing in. And how many of those 107
jobs are administrative? The VERY FEW JOBS that they will bring to his area are NOT worth the risk of pollutsng our water, air

and land.

Why are our legislatures not approving a "renewable" energy source instead of this dirty thing? Why not wind power which was
‘originally planned for this area. [ don't think you'd have any objections {o that type of power. We are all for jobs for this area, which
‘we need, but not at the very high price that would be paid for this dirty plant, not only for us, but for our children and grandchildren.

Also, we do not need the power. There is an overabundance of it. Why should our northland be the waste site for electricity that
would be brought down io the cities and beyond? Why don't they put it in Mr. Micheletti's back yard since he thinks it is so
clean???? )

WE DO NOT WANT THIS PLANTI

Lee Ann and Bob Norgord
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Bill Storm

From: frank weber [fisherman52_us@yahoo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, August 22, 2008 6:25 AM

To: Bill. Storm@state.mn.us

Subject: questions for the board

Sir, ' :

The speaker for Excelsior at the second meeting held in Taconite put forth a list of pollutants expected from the coal
process with the levels in ppm. He sited these as being "within standards". Those standards were established by
NIOSH. What Mr Watley did not divulge was the standards are the health and safety of workers.......workers defined as
adult males not to exceed 8 hours per day or 40 hours per week. It is common knowledge that children and pregnant
women are suseptible at much lower rates and those living 24/7 within the radius of stack discharges are going to be
exposed.

The discharge figures sited were also what is "expected" to come out the stack and through the scrubbers....part of the
process that will probably be missed during emergency blowdowns when they experience problems.

Frank Weber
Damage Control Senior Chief (retired with 23 years of the Navy's gas-free engineering program)

Yahoo! Messenger with Voice. Make PC-to-Phone Calls to the US (and 30+ countries) for 2¢/min or less.
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‘Public Comument Sheet
Mesaba Energy Project
« PUC Docket No. E6472/GS-06-668

.+ Name: - ' ' .~ Representing:

CHARLES W. DECKER

Adress: . "Email;

2218 Tenth Ave East
 HIBBING, MN 55746

August 28, 2006

C g

~Comment: I a=m wmtmgx 'tn mpposs.tlon 'to the MESABA ENERGY PROJECT.
I present the follcw1ng reasons.

.“LT_HEAALEH“AHR“EKXIRQﬂMEHEﬁI;PRGRTVMF

‘ Perha.ps o'ther data Ain. h:l.s presenta‘tlon is xlsleadlng as well.
THiS, plant will. burn over, & millien fens of coal per year produclng

12 million tons of COO. Overwhelmlng scientific opinien has concluded

-that {202 13 the cause of glehal war:az.ng the so called greenhouse effect.

. , _
will in 51gn1f1cant amounts be went into amb:l.en'h air and water.
I believe 't;here should ke a moriioriua en the bulldzng of ceal fired

of nuclear, wingd, selar, and yes, conserva‘blon. < -

2+MISLEADING FINANCIALS

Although the federal government provides 1/2 ef the financine, where will
the other 1/2 come from? ’I.‘he Mesaba Energy Team hag ‘seen out SOllCl'tlng‘

= }nﬁ t% 1se ctonmnic developnent. These flnanc:Lal
nusbers arcg smear%l gﬁ ﬁ; ﬁ)?ctéi-ne of mammoth finance that will be needed

Wiltiam Cole Storm Email: bill storm(@state.mmus
MDQC Voice: 631-296-9535

85 7" Place East Fax: 651-297-7891

Suite 500

St. Paul, MN 55101-2198
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Comments Continued:

in this preject but large amounts for these munlclpalltles. This action

does me EmONstT i i frras

I believe this plant, if approved by MN government, will not be built,
completed, and come to operatlon by virtue of weak finarncing and unexpected
costs, unacceptable cnst of power produced

maklng it unmarketable, predlctable and unpredlctable problens with the ceal
y ; --rlenced

Tne Mesaba inergy TcaH OPUSE
the Iron Range for what I belleve are the wrong reasons. They have so far

been able to get bulldlng smtes en the cheap and approval frem the lecal
3 opment on what I _perceive

of thelr bellef that the cltlzens of the range are mostly foellsh innocents

£ e W= P R |
.J.-I--A-\J;.LU:L.LO

The 'power is-pot needed in NE Minneseta and would be wheeled 1o. the.
Ketro, - It .is thérefore logical and snould be mandatory that tné—piants—‘
be_built é¢ifliér at. the ¢oal source in ND or near the meiro. Ao A¢ternat1ve
source would ‘be“between the two in SW Minnesota. ' e

4. SUMMARY . . .. w7 - R

"It is mv bope that this progedt be. qtopped. However, if it proceeds,
I believe, unfortunately, that it will ‘be a failure because of th& above

mentisned finanecial and technical - reascas This.plant ulllmeMSLiiln;_an

the west range, a monument o 1mprudent economic develophent wath the

safety, a "white elephant."

] ﬁe§n ctfullv sub.ittedf //” ' o
{ /nr;‘;?\n .(-Aﬂ;uf// -
AW W T vy _
gnéries W Devker; B — , ‘

IAEQB\Power Plant Siting\Projects - Active\Excelsior - Mesaba Energy\Project Management\Public Comment Sheet.doc.
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Public Comment Sheet
Mesaba Energy Project
PUC Docket No. E6472/GS-06-668

Name: Representing:

Adress: _ Email:
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William Cole Storm Ermail: bill storm{@state.mn.us
MDOC - Voice: 651-296-9535

85 7 Place East Fax: 651-297-7891

Suite 500

St. Paul, MIN 55101-2198
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Comments Coptinued:
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COMMENT ON SCOPE OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT

Here’s a form to guide you in making your Comment for the record. You can hand it in
send it later to the Dept. of Commerce that’s preparing the Environmental Impact State
Comments are due by August 30, and may be sent by email to bill. storm(@state. mn.us ;

Bill Storm, Facilities Siting
Department of Commerce
85 — 7" Place E., Suite 500 If guestions: (651} 256-
St. Panl, MN 55101-2198

FOR COMMENTS TO COUNT, THEY MUST BE ABOUT THE SCOPE OF
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, WHAT THE EIS MUST ADDRESS.

Doneald Klawde

Name email

1366 6. AL 72  Swan River My _As-H492-F33F
ddress one

Add ff?ﬁ“f Ph

MY cg@@gmzmcmme SCOPE OF MESABA EIS: _ .

The Envﬁéi%ﬁi’éﬁtél-lmpact Statement for the Mesaba project should address:

Generally: Poﬁuj/m R a;;r‘ + Wﬁ‘v—t/@}/ FasSime ;w-.fa.d-‘f ‘i, . .
' MVWaMMm;}— ﬁﬂf-e //M HVTL- me/N,_,ﬂ %SWM'

P t
53

- oy Tpe

Infrastructure at Excelsior’s designated site: ,:m;")‘rwcff'w fﬁ d_gq% f/f@ ey
HVT’— will damegs 2avippament — erosion o /oSS o Forest cover
et

Water use and contamination issues: /. ;s 7o, /""I_ his pure walor & natral laft -
vt ;-apﬂfpuc'h}-r-. Mesd| ﬂm-d.ad- v g andd alTer + J‘u-nu;e Thes Mbouwrcé

Water infrastructure issues (process water, treatment, discharge): areéa wafox & wldd
be cowtampmates almf; wofh g—rvzwwf waler

Air pollution issues: Magssve s2bp awsunds o\;‘. f/’//‘v_f'ﬂw‘fx ’”0/“’/2”.7
mercu Could  afSect  swaryy m/mf ajta /&k‘?g ?"’*V"”’f/
-+ hu,wld-«‘v'- }taﬁ- /Til . Cood Cg“ts‘?“ rg—y-y—m T/’""M [6—44& P’J\’Lf—c{u(

Noise issues:

Traffic routing and impact issues:
) See other side =

Prepared by mncoalgasplant.com - Intervenor in the Excelsior PPA proceeding at the PUC.
Info: www.mncoalgasplant.com and www.puc.state.mn us, search eDocket for 05-1993
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The Environmental Impact Staterent for the Mesaba project should address:

Rail infrastructure routing and impact issues: _:I'Mfa,d A:‘ Con SWN ) BrESies

High voltage transmissiqn line routing and impact issues: [ o53 aﬂ acnu ~ /MJ
reguerd  Jar r’%’f"*f‘ A W7 ) wetdants a!w-;.ﬁgj,

Gas pipeline routing and impact issues: Sowe at Rad + elechi / \
e g s

Lighiing irnpact issucs:

Wetland impact issues:  J)g ) % W, U%’} g

S Land use appropnateneqs and lmpact xssues Hof)f ‘f‘ ; a-«;’éa_gv ot 7 /I hﬁ? e’ R/T’

For Mu*ﬂ”?

* Eminent domain (“Buy the Farm” Minn. Stat. §116B.63, Subd. 4 applxes) for this project:
fr-lfv'a:rt m:ﬂu{f’7 .SA,&“,{,J n,ﬂ"" 7‘2[(& WVT— 2 al;
W“/éb P"“g F. LG—-\JDWth& cowld be 3,57—"1':_/ 7 /'osg agﬂ

fi’“l,vaj" Sands
Health 1mpact issues!
Pl assive a,*-—tpu,-vt aoC fﬁ[/..,'f?,,j—s 540 V‘ad‘ é—& q./{;é&/
7o I tasca c,)b@;? AFFOUNy b alreads Aoty
e Pl Il affet healtn A pesidae,

Electromagnetic field impatt issués™

ALTERNATE SITES AND ROUTES
The Dept. of Commerce should consider the following alternate sites or routes (provide

description of location including address, legal description, common place name, etc., and why
site or route should be considered — include map if possible): #_ ' Lakos shyobd

be Considered ¥ a Pow ey /0/4'«-1" )'Lu_ja,! 'f’)« be A‘u:[j__
Heed hags net bas %d—zug/l.SAlj

. &-27-04
Date: Signature:

Provided by Carol A Overland, representing mneoaltasplant com  For more info: www.mncoaleasplant com see also www.lesalectric.orpg
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6312 164" St. NW
Cass Lake, MIN 56633

M DEPT OF COW‘J"]LPCE

MALRGO, August 24, 2006

Mr. Bill Storm

Minnesota Department of Commerce

85 7% Place East, Suite 500

St. Paul, MIN 55101 /

Dear Sir,

1 would like you to know that, afier careful consideration of the economic factors,
I am strongly against building Excelsior’s Mesaba Energy coal gasification plant either
near Taconite, MN or anywhere else in our beautiful state. I base this decision on the fact
that the gasification plant is not economically sound and has a strong chance of going
bankrupt, thus exhausting tens of millions of doilars of our taxpayers’ money up its

" smoke stacks.

First, the two billion dollar price tag is unsupportable relative to the amount of
electricity the coal fired plant is designed to produce. It cannot compete with current
wind power generating systems, either in up front construction costs or operating costs.
Second, this coal gasification plant is an experimental project while wind technology is
proven. We know wind power will work because the generators are tested and proven.
Furthermore, the wind industry is developing newer and more productive wind generators
as I write. They will be much more compeutlve in two to five years. In addmon, we
know up front that the amount of pollution produced and fuel costs for wind generators
are zero.

With coal, we do not know for sure how much pollution it will produce or its
harm to the people and the Earth or what the cost of the fuel will be. The scrubbing
systems may remove most of the toxic metals and chemicals, but we can be sure many
will escape. The Excelsior engineers admit that ten percent of the mercury will escape
from the plant, which 1s too much for a toxic metal byproduct. If the scrubbing systems
do not catch enough toxins, they will need more pollution removal equipment. This may
increase operating costs both to clean the pollutants from the exhausts and to clean up
what escapes. Our people will not accept more toxins in our fish. Our children have the
right to eat the fish.

The future cost of fossil fuels, both to run the gasification plant and the fuels to
transport the operational fuels, is an unknown, because coal, oil, and natural gas prices
will most likely rise. We do know even if coal is relatively cheap today, 110 rail car
loads of coal per day will cost a lot. Even if the cost of coal itself increases at a slower
pace than other fuels it will increase and the cost to transport it to northern Minnesota
will increase significantly. Furthermore, as the demand for coal increases and the
supphes dwindle, the price will rise, whereas wind costs will still be zero. Whatever its
cost, it cannot compete with free wind (which transports itself). Free is hard to beat.

~ The reliability of wind power will increase as more wind generators are built and
are dispersed over a much wider area, enabling them to supply a more constant source of

1/
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electricity. While wind does not always blow in one area, wind is always blowing
somewhere. Coal will become less competitive. Coal, gas, and oil electric generation
will assume a more supportive role in the electrical generation grid and step in when
wind cannot keep up with the demand. Renewable energy sources such as solar and
biomass can fill roles here also. We will need fewer of the coal generators and many will
be forced to operate part time or even close down completely. Those who are in deep
debt like Excelsior’s could go bankrupt.

The enclosed chart compares Excelsior’s Mesaba project with the Maple Ridge
wind project in West Lowville, NY. Maple Ridge’s projected cost to build wind
generators is less than % of Excelsior’s estimated cost for the proposed coal plant in
Taconite, yet the wind farm is projected to produce more than Y of the electricity of the
coal plant. If we spent the same amount of money to bujld wind generators, §2 billion, as
the enclosed chart illustrates, the Lowville wind project could produce 1280 mw. This is
more than double the output of the proposed Taconite “advanced™ coal plant, which is
designed to produce only 606 mw. Not only could wind produce more than double the
electricity for the same construction cost, but the fuel is free! How can coal compete
with this? Furthermore, the Taconite project would require at least another $500 million
to build additional infrastructure, such as railroad lines and highway connectors.

To show how economically unsound the Excelsior coal project is, its promoters
are asking the, federal, state, and local governments to help them pay for it. They also
want tax breaks. The wind people, on the other hand, are putting up their own money at
Maple Ridge and, in addition, they plan to pay miltions of dollars in taxes to the local
governments and for leases to local land holders to use their area to produce electricity!

Excelsior cannot get the full private financing because their project is a dinosaur.
It does not make economic sense. It looks more like a pork barrel project hatched in Vice
President Cheney’s White House meeting with the executives of the fossil finel industry
as described in a “Time” magazine article at the staet of the Bush administration. In that
meeting, Cheney asked for their wish Iist. This looks like a “wish™ project, not a sound
business project. If these peaple want this project, they should finance it out of their
pockets and not ask the poor taxpayers to finance it.

A careful examination of the enclosed chart illustrates the current economic
weakness of coal fired plants relative to wind power systems. Of greater import, the
rapid advancement of wind technology will increase wind’s advantage exponentially.

The Excelsior plant must pay for the 1190 train car loads of coal each day. We
have no coal in Minnesota, which means millions of our dollars will drain out of state.
We could be spending these doHars on education, health care, rapid transit, and roads.
Wingd is free and keeps the money for fuel in our state. The wind generators pay taxes
and leases that will infuse money into our local economies and peoples’ pockets making
our communities more prosperous, economically independent, and sovereign. We are
losing many of our little communities. Perhaps wind power will help reverse this trend.

Lastly, if you would like to promote job growth in our area, you will note if we
. invest the $2 billion in wind power on the fron Range, we could create 120 post
construction permanent jobs as compared to the 107 that Excelsior promises. We can
build wind generators on the tops of the numerous giant piles of mine tailings.
Furthermore, the skills needed for the wind related jobs are more easily found within our
area. With some additional training, many of our skilled electricians can find work with
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them. On the other hand, the coal plant jobs require skills and experience that few of our

local peopie possess. As a result Excelsior will hire most of the skilled workers from

outside our area. This leaves the less skilled and lower paying jobs for our local people.
We must also consider the removal costs of both systems. The wind generators

can be removed, if necessary, quickly and they will leave little evidence of their presence.

On the other hand, the coal fired plant will leave a large and costly footprint. It may cost
the taxpayers into the tens of millions or even billions of dollars to clean up the buildings
and the toxic wastes it will inevitably leave behind. We will saddie our grandchildren
and great grandchildren with this bill. Is this the kind of legacy we want to leave them?
We frolic in electricity today while they will wallow in our wastes and debt tomorrow.

1 ask you to deeply consider this matter. You are committing not only Excelsior,
but our state and the US to the financial risk that this coal gasification plant will operate
at a loss at best or go bankrupt at worst. Either way, it will leave us and future
generations with a vast debt. We do niot want either a Savings and Loan or an Enron
debacle on the Iron Range.

The project is conceived on economic quicksand. If it cannot compete with wind
today, how will it ever compete ten or even twenty years down the road when wind
technology makes more advances on the one hand and the price of coal increases on the
other hand? It is all simple, basic economics. Coal generating plants are dinosaurs.
Their day has passed and we should let them quietly pass into extinction.

Thank you for your time and interest in this serious matter.

2/
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COMPARING COAL GASSIFICATION AND WIND ELECTRIC GENERATION

EXCELSIOR, MN MAPLE RIDGE POWER PROJECT, NY
COAL GAS SYSTEM  WIND POWER WIND POWER
(EXPERIMENTAL) (FRIED AND PROVEN) (EXTENDED)
Cost $2 +billion - $450 -~ $550 miflion $2 billion
(Potential 60% increase)
(3500 + mil infrastruc costs)
($400 + mil transmiss lines)
Total Power Prod 606 mw 320 mw 1280 mw
Sources of Money Public/Private Private/State incentives? Private

$55.5 mili comm.
$1.2 mill Ttasca Co.?

Yrs to build/Begin earning 10 years 3 years 6-10 years

No. of Construct workers 3,000 400 800-1600
Full time post-construct wrkrs 107 30 120

Local taxes to cities and towns $1 mil $8 million/ yr $32 malliyr

Fees to local land holders/frmrs 0 $1.2 million/yr $4.6 mill/yr
Cost of fuel/year - Pres/Future 7 * FREE FREE
*(110 car loads/day)

ADDITIONAL COMPARISONS

Cost to maintain ‘ ? ? ?

Cost to clean exhaust  (air) ? 0 0

Cost to community pollution damage ? 0 0

(air, water, and heat borne toxins)

Type . Amnt of pollution and impact  ? 0 0
(not trapped but hazardous to health)

Chance of Bankruptcy/Default 74 ? ?
#(US Govt. Loan Guaran - $800 mill)

THE EXS MUST COMPARE ECONOMIC, HEALTH, AND ENVIRONMENTAL
IMPACTS AND COSTS OF THE COAL GASSIFICATION AND WIND ELECTRIC
' GENERATION
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