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116-33

Commenter 116 — Robert J. Whiting

Responses
Comment 116-33
DOE included the following statement beginning on the first line of page
1-7 of the Draft EIS (Volume 1): “In consultation with USACE regulatory
staff, Excelsior has developed a purpose and need statement to satisfy
USACE NEPA and CWA Section 404 requirements. The project
purpose, provided in Appendix F1 and stated below, will be carried into
the CWA Section 404 permit evaluation, and will be the basis for the
alternatives analysis required by USACE regulations.” The Final EIS

was revised to include similar language in new Section 1.4.3 (Volume 1).
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their NEPA analyses, the statement made in the EIS regarding DOE's limited ability to
evaluate alternatives is difficult to understand. The Corps, as a permitting agency, has
the same type of obligation, with 3 options: 1) issue permit for the requested action, 2)
issue permit with special conditions/modifications, or 3) deny permit. However, Corps
regulations at 33 CFR 325 require the Corps to evaluate alternatives beyond those
proposed by the applicant. Corps staff have worked w/ Excelsior reps regarding an
appropriate alternatives analysis. Please add the following to this section: "At the request
of Corps stafl, Excelsior has prepared an alternatives analysis intended to satisfy Corps
NEPA and CWA Section 404 requirements, This supplemental alternatives analysis is
provided in appendix X"

29. P. 1-29, line 30: Please change "obtain the required permits from the state" to
"obtain all required state and federal permits”

Section 2:
30. p. 2-1. line 26: Please change "state agencies” to "state and federal agencies"

31.p. 2-1. line 29: 2 potential scenarios are listed for the no action alternative. What
about a 3rd altemative: Mesaba energy project modified to meet state & federal permit
requirements.

32. P. 2-2. line 1/8: I don't understand why proceeding with the project as proposed
would be part of the no action alternative.

33. P. 2-2, line 8: Due to the Corps Regulatory scope of analysis, a federal EIS would
be required as part of CW A section 404 permit evaluation.

34. P. 2-2. line 13/19: Please add the following to this section: "However. to satisfy
Corps NEPA and CW A Section 404 requirements, Excelsior has prepared an analysis of
alternative sites within the TTRA. This supplemental alternatives analysis is provided in
appendix X"

35.P. 2-2. line 20/23: A reasonable alternative would appear to be a phase 1 project
only. It appears to satisfy both the DOE and MN purpose & need statements, and would
be less damaging to the aquatic environment. Please address this alternative.

36. P. 2-3. line 16: what is meant by "in conformance with MN statutes” would it be
against MN statutes to site a plant outside the TTRA?

37. P. 2-4: Excelsior has indicated in its alternatives analysis that more coal would be
burned at the East Range site than the West Range site. Table 2.1-1 shows the same
amount at both sites.

38. P. 2-5. line 25: It is our understanding that the current proposed sites would not
meet the criteria in the 2003 legislation, which was amended in 2006 to allow utilization

Responses
Comment 116-34
See response to Comment 116-05, which addresses the same concern.
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of the preferred or alternate site. In 2003, the Minnesota Statute required the site to be
located in the TTRA on a previous mining or industrial site, have direct rail access to a
Great Lake Port. and have onsite access to railroad infrastructure. The 2006
modifications to the statute deleted the requirement that the site be on previous mining or
industrial site but still within the TTRA and changed the railroad access to existing
railroad infrastructure within three miles of the site. If this is the case, then in the interest
of full disclosure, this distinction should be made in the document.

39. P. 2-9, line 2: Please delete "for the federal proposed action" since there is more
than one federal action associated with the proposal.

40. p. 2-20, line 4-18: Technology is available for CO; capture — Please explain why
CO; is not included in the project as a reasonable measure to reduce impacts.

41. p. 2-27: The EIS states that the ZLD will be used at either site. and will be
enhanced at the East Range site to treat cooling tower blow down. This option should
also be evaluated for the West Range site as well. Please see also our comments on the
Water Resources Section.

42. p. 2-28, line 17: typo, power vs. powder

43. p. 2-29 line 3: Since a FSQ would have less impact. please explain why it is not
practicable.

44, p. 2-33: Please explain the contents of the MISO reports and impact studies and
what their findings mean for the practicability of the proposed project. What overall
network upgrades or new transmission system infrastructure is necessary in order for the
project to deliver output or be designated as a network resource?

45. p. 2-36 line 3: The EIS states that air emissions would be independent of the site,
but the analysis shows more PM10 emissions at the East Range site.

46. p. 2-36 line 16-19: Were truck and train emissions analyzed?

47. p. 2-62 line 1: The EIS states that rail route 1-A is preferred due to less impact,
but it shows 77 acres wetland impact vs. 64 acres of impact for route 1-B. For route 1-A
to be permittable. the applicant would need to demonstrate that it is the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative.

48. p. 2-69 line 26: Alternative 2 for wastewater treatment appears to be the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative.

49. p. 2-78: Rail alternative 2 at the East Range site appears to be the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative.

Responses
Comment 116-35
See response to Comment 116-13, which addresses the same concern.

Comment 116-36

DOE included the following text in the sixth paragraph on page 2-27 of
the Draft EIS (Volume 1): “Operating in fully slurry quench mode would
result in reduced fuel use and, consequently, reduced pollutant
emissions/discharges, and Excelsior intends to operate the Mesaba
Energy Project in the more-efficient full slurry quench mode to the extent
feasible. However, full slurry quench is an IGCC design improvement
that is subject to further engineering and verification by experience at the
Wabash River Plant. Therefore, to avoid unrealistic expectations,
neither the maximum resource requirements nor maximum pollutant
emissions/discharges operating under full slurry quench are considered
in this EIS.” This text has been retained in the Final EIS (Section
2.2.2.1, Volume 1).

Comment 116-37
See responses to Comments 80-20, 116-14 and 116-15, which address
the same concerns.

Comment 116-38

Sections 2.2.3.1 and 4.3.2 (Volume 1) of the Final EIS have been
updated to include a subsection with discussions regarding truck and
train emissions associated with the Mesaba Energy Project (also see
response to Comment 12-01 which addresses the same concern).
Emissions from coal unloading and loading from trains are not expected
to appreciably change air quality because emissions would be reduced
by minimizing unenclosed points of material transfer components,
enclosing conveyors and loading areas, and installing control devices
such as baghouses and wetting systems.

Comment 116-39
See response to Comment 116-28, which addresses the same concern.

Comment 116-40

As stated beginning on the first line of page 2-61 of the Draft EIS
(Volume 1): “Excelsior prefers Alternative 2 for treatment of domestic
wastewater from the Mesaba Generating Station because it would avoid
discharging treated domestic effluent upstream of public waters impaired
for DO and nutrients.” This text has been retained in the Final EIS
(Section 2.3.1.3, Volume 1).

Comment 116-41
See response to Comment 116-28, which addresses the same concern.
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50. p. 2-84 line 12: The EIS states that there is a significant cost of increased ZLD on
East Range site. Does the applicant consider this a factor in the practicability of this site?

Sections 3 and 4

Affected environment and environmental consequences were briefly reviewed
consecutively by resource. Comments are provided in that sequence. Due to the brief
review, lack of comment does not constitute agreement with the content of the EIS.
Corps Regulatory staff will likely have additional comments upon a more thorough
review of the EIS.

Aesthetics (3.2/4.2)

51.P. 4.2-9 line 7: Regarding the GIS visibility analysis of emissions. I don’t
understand figures 4.2-1 & 4.2-2

Air (3.3/4.3)

52. p. 3.3-2 shows a wind rose for West range site. Is there a wind rose for the East
range site?

53. p. 3.3-6: Please explain the concept of class [ and Class II areas. These are not
defined in the glossary.

54. p. 3.3-7: Does the applicant view the closer proximity of the East Range site to
the Class I areas as a consideration in the determination of the least environmentally
damaging practicable alternative?

55. Section 4.3: Please address any aquatic resource impacts associated with mercury
deposition.

56. p. 4.3-7: It does not appear that construction emissions were calculated. Why?

57. p. 4.3-8: Were train and vehicle emissions analyzed with the other emissions. to
arrive at total emissions?

58. p. 4.3-9: The EIS states that plumes will rise to significant heights, several
thousand feet. Was this modeled in the visual impact analysis?

59. 4.3-9 line 25 refers to high concentration of dissolved solids in source water.
Please provide a complete set of water quality data to allow a comparison of eastern and
weslern site water sources.

60. 4.3-33 Summary indicates the East Range will not comply with PM10. However.
this section indicates it can be mitigated through the installation of control technology
(peg.4.3-32). Does “mitigation” mean “compliance?”

Responses
Comment 116-42
Impacts to aquatic resources associated with mercury emissions from
the power plant are discussed briefly in Section 4.3.2.6 of the EIS
(Volume 1) with more detail on the risks associated with the fish
ingestion mercury-exposure pathway in the Section 4.17, Safety and
Health (Volume 1). The Final EIS has been revised to insert a missing
sub-section heading (in printed copies of the Draft EIS) “4.17.2.3 Human
Health Risks” for the text that addresses human health risks associated
with air pollutants (including mercury emissions) from the project.

Comment 116-43

Vehicle traffic emissions during peak construction were calculated and
presented in Section 4.3.2.2 of the Draft EIS (Volume 1). However,
emissions from other construction-related activities, such as site grading
and soil movement, were not calculated. The qualitative assessment of
the impacts from these activities is based on similar types of construction
activities, and it was determined that the emissions would be small
compared to the regulatory threshold used to determine the need for
further impact analysis.

Comment 116-44
See response to Comment 116-38, which addresses the same concern.

Comment 116-45

The visual impacts of the cooling tower plume are discussed in Section
4.2.2.2 of the Final EIS (Volume 1). The plumes from the cooling towers
would consist of water vapor and are expected to be similar to small
cumulus clouds and their presence will be dependent on the time of the
year, the rate at which coal is being processed into syngas, and the rate
at which syngas or natural gas is being consumed in the combustion
turbines.
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61. p. 4.3-18: The EIS states that there would be no significant visibility impact.
However. in the comparison between the East Range site and the West Range site (p. 4.3-
23). would the applicant consider visibility to be a factor in determining the least
environmentally damaging practicable alternative?

62. p. 4.3-21. line 16: The EIS states that predicted CO; impacts are slightly lower
for the East Range site. but elsewhere it says that emissions are independent of site, and
on another page it says they are the same except for CO,. Please edit for consistency.

63. p. 4.3-23 line 6: What is the USFS position relative to the estimate that on 40 to
60 days per vear there will be greater than 10% reduced visibility in the BWCA post-
project?

64. p. 4.3-29: was the Excelsior carbon capture plan included as an appendix?

65. p. 4.3-30: The section on mercury deposition does not discuss any predicted
human or environmental impact of the mercury emissions associated with the proposed
project? Please include this discussion in the EIS.

Geology (3.4/4.4)

66. p. 3.4-24: Does the CO; sequestration plan indicate whether it would be
practicable to sequester CO; from the proposed project at the sites evaluated in the plan?

Water Resources (3.5/4.5)

67. Please address the alternative of sending cooling tower blowdown to the local
wastewater treatment plant.

68. Please address the alternative of treated wastewater as a water supply.

69. Please address any fisheries impacts that may be associated with water
withdrawals from the potential sources of water supply at both the West and East site.

70. Please provide equivalent information together to allow comparisons between
sites. If equivalent information is not available, that should be stated. For example:

a. Table 3.5-8 provides sustainable flow information for the east site
(determined adequate for phase I and II). but this information is not
provided in this section for the west site. It would be beneficial to place
this table next to table 2.3-5. The sustainable flow information for the
west site is located in the environmental consequences section at pages
4.5-8 and 9.

b. A comprehensive list of water quality data for the west site is provided in
table 3.5-4. This information is not provided in the section for the east
site.

Responses
Comment 116-46
DOE’s statement in the DEIS reflects DOE’s understanding of the known
conservatism in the FLAG 2000 guidance on modeling visibility impacts
and the proponent’s analysis of the actual meteorological circumstances
attending times when significant visibility impacts were modeled.
Therefore, although the actual impacts in some circumstances are
deemed to be insignificant because of natural conditions, the modeled
impacts are not. Given that the FLMs will use modeling results on which
to base their initial findings of an adverse impact to visibility, DOE
expects that USACE which has the responsibility for making a LEDPA
determination, will consider modeled visibility impacts as a factor.
However, to respond to the specific question in this comment, DOE
understands that Excelsior also considers visibility impacts a factor in
determining the LEDPA.

Comment 116-47

The USDA Forest Service considers the modeled visibility impacts to the
nearby Class | areas described in the Draft EIS as significant. See
responses to Comments 49-01 and 49-11, which address concerns from
the MPCA and the Forest Service regarding the visibility modeling.

Comment 116-48

Predicted human and environmental impacts of mercury emissions from
the power plant are discussed in the Section 4.17, Safety and Health, of
the EIS (Volume 1). The Final EIS was revised to insert a missing sub-
section heading (in printed copies of the Draft EIS) “4.17.2.3 Human
Health Risks” for the section that addresses human health risks
associated with air pollutants (including mercury emissions) from the
project.

Comment 116-49
The following text has been added to Section 4.8 (Volume 1) to address
potential effects of water withdrawals on fish populations:

“Large quantity water withdrawals for plant process water requirements
could alter lake or stream temperatures and reduce the quality and
quantity of aquatic habitat. Consequently, this could impact the lake or
stream’s ability to support certain types of fish, potentially leading to a
decline in biodiversity in source waters for the project. Significant water
level reductions could interfere with lake trout natural reproduction, as
this species deposits eggs in the fall on boulder or cobble habitats in
depths usually less than 40 feet and incubation lasts 4 to 6 months after
spawning (Snyder and Oswald, 2005). Refer to Section 4.5, Water
Resources (Volume 1), for surface water withdrawal predictions.”
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71. Refer to Table 3.5-1. Regarding mercury FCA impairment: It should be stated
here and elsewhere, that surface water bodies not listed as impaired simply may not have
been tested. This is particularly important considering the prevalence of mercury fish
consumption advisories in the immediate area and regionally.

72. Page 4.5-1, Method of Analysis, The determination or evaluation of whether a
“significant impact” will occur is based on subjective and vague terms or conditions.
This section needs attention.

a. “Substantially change capacity”™. How is this measured? A challenge for
siting the plant was finding adequate water sources. At the west site, it is
not clear there will be available sources for phase I and I1. It has not been
determined if this will substantially affect water withdrawal opportunities
for future users?

b. “Contaminate surface waters” such that water quality no longer meets
applicable water quality standards. Would this include an evaluation of
compliance with the state’s non-degradation standard? It is suggested the
statement be reworded to, “modify surface waters™.

“Change stormwater discharges affecting drainage patterns...” Itis

difficult to describe a human caused disturbance that does not have this

effect.

d. “Contaminate... listed protected water bodies”™. We are unsure what this
“list” might include. However, the Canisteo Mine Pit contains lake trout
with documented natural reproduction. A waterbody with status as a “lake
trout water” might receive special protection in MN law and regulations.
For example, it is understood MN is reviewing their water quality
standards and have proposed modifications to the phosphorous and
mercury standards. The most stringent standards would be applied to lake
trout waters. It is recommended you change “contaminate” to “modify”.

o

73. p. 4.5-1: The Region of Influence for surface water resources should be
appropriate sized subwatershed basin(s) encompassing the project site and right of ways.

74. 4.5-3. line 3. It is stated that the impaired status of waterways. due to mercury, is
aresult of levels found in the surface water. It should be clarified that impairment is a
result of levels found in fish flesh.

75.4.5-3. line 11. Explain in detail why an increase in the concentration of
phosphorous and mercury has no deleterious effects. Explain how this is acceptable
under the state nondegradation water quality standard.

76. 4.5-3. line 15. The west site requires the development of a water management
plan to ensure the facility will maintain compliance with mercury water quality standards
and to manage phosphorous levels. A brief conceptual plan should be included in the
document to allow a prediction of effects to the aquatic environment.

Responses
Comment 116-49 (cont’'d)
Potentially affected fisheries are the CMP and Prairie River on the West
Range and Colby Lake and White Water Reservoir on the East Range.
Withdrawals from the Prairie River may not be necessary and would be
less than the state limit of 25 percent of 7Q10 flows, which is set to
protect the river from excessive withdrawals (see response to Comment
82-43). As part of the water appropriation permit process, the project
proponent would be required to provide further hydrologic modeling to
ensure that the Mesaba Generating Station would not result in any
significant adverse impacts to regional water resources at both the West
Range Site and East Range Site. New text has been added to Sections
4.5.3.1 and 4.5.4.1 (Volume 1) which discusses potential impacts on
water level fluctuations as a result of water appropriation during the
proposed facility’s operation at the West and East Range Sites,
respectively.

Comment 116-50

As discussed in response to Comment 116-13, the enhanced ZLD
system at the West Range Site would not discharge any process-related
wastewaters or non-contact cooling tower blowdown and, therefore,
eliminates the concerns regarding discharge of pollutants posed by this
comment.
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77.4.5-3, line 20-33. Evaporative losses of water are approximately 3,500 gpm for
each phase (7.000 gpm total). Explain the overall effect of this water loss in the
subwatershed. Provide a discussion of the water balance impacts, diversions, long-range
trend and effects, anticipated or projected hydrological effects to downstream waterways.,
wetlands, and potential subsequent impacts to biota.

78. 4.5-6, line 30. The west site is preferred because of “abundant sources of water™.
However. it does not appear that the status of available and sustainable water supplies at
the west is fully determined (inflow rates/volumes to the mine pits is not clearly known).
Additionally, the western site water source includes withdrawals from the Prairie River,
which will result in an aquatic resource impact. Provide a discussion of the overall water
balance and impacts at the west site.

79. 4.5-6, it is not clear what effects the withdrawal will have on water levels in the
pits or the withdrawal impact to biota and recreation. Provide commentary on maximum
withdrawal allowances or anticipated restrictions.

80. 4.5-6. use of ZLD at the west site would significantly reduce water needs and
would possibly reduce the need to withdraw from the Prairie River. More dramatically.
this eliminates the discharge of mercury and phosphorous to surface water. Please
discuss.

81. 4.5-15 indicates a transfer of water from the CMP to Holman Lake is necessary to
control water level and/or to maintain water quality standard compliance for solids.
Previous information indicates that facility water usage would control the water level (is
the Prairie River needed as a water source?) in the CMP. In addition, this indicates there
will be a reliance on groundwater inflows to the pit to control or “dilute” the buildup of
solids. ZLD would eliminate this requirement and would not modify water quality for
solids. phosphorous or mercury. 4.5-15 indicates the discharge to CMP will require a
mixing zone to comply with TDS and conductivity limits. Will the pit water quality
degrade over time for TDS and conductivity, and will that affect the mixing zone or the
effluent limits? The current water quality in the CMP for TDS (solids) and conductivity is
well below the water quality standard (Table 3.5-4). What is the anticipated level of
degradation that will occur in the pit? (anticipated effluent limits in table 4.5-6)

82. p. 4.5-15: Regarding the transfer of water from one waterbody to another (e.g.
CMP to Holman Lake. Prairie River to CMP), provide a discussion regarding the
potential adverse effects of biota transfer or the controls that will prevent it.

83.4.5-17, line 9. The mass is the same, but concentration will increase. How does
this relate to the non-degradation standard?

84. 4.5-25, line 27. This statement indicates water in the lake is suffering from
“stagnation” and would benefit from flushing. Previously, Holman Lake has been
described as meeting all applicable standards (i.e. is not impaired). The lake has no

Responses
Comment 116-51
Regarding impacts to water resources resulting from use of mine pit
waters, for the West Range Site, new text has been added to subsection
Water Levels and Water Balance During Operations (under Section
4.5.3.1, Volume 1). The new text also addresses pumping estimates for
the CMP and potential impacts to Holman Lake (no discharge to Holman
Lake would occur during normal operating conditions). In general, use of
the enhanced ZLD system at the West Range Site would eliminate
discharges and decrease water demand and, thus, reduce most of the
water quality and quantity concerns discussed in the Draft EIS.

Comment 116-52

The quantity of water available within the West Range mine pits and the
Prairie River is described in Section 3.5.1.1 of the Final EIS (Volume 1).
The inflow rates used by the project proponent for the CMP are based on
MNDNR monitoring that was conducted when water elevations in the pit
were at relatively high levels. Although this method produces a net
inflow rate, it produces a measurement that is, in the case of the CMP,
considered to be conservatively low. Inflow rates for the HAMP Complex
were determined on the same basis and provided to the proponent by
the MNDNR. The basis for these computations is included as Appendix
E to the Water Appropriation Permit Application.

Flow estimates for the LMP and the Prairie River were determined on a
different basis and are discussed in Section 3.5.1.1 of the Final EIS
(Volume 1). More information regarding the flow calculation for the LMP
can be found in Table 1.12-15 of the project proponent’s Environmental
Supplement. In general, with the exception of the spring snow melt or
torrential rains, the LMP continually overflows to the Prairie River.
Available flow measurements include one measurement taken in the
summer of 2005 and one taken in the winter of 2005; both
measurements produced essentially identical flows.

Calculation of the 7Q10 for the Prairie River is provided in the project
proponent’s Water Appropriation Permit Application to MNDNR
(Appendix F in the application) and discussed in subsection Prairie River
Intake (under Section 4.5.3.1 [Volume 1]). While the status of water
sources would not be ‘fully determined’ until a Water Appropriation
Permit is issued, the amount of available water has been estimated on
the conservative bases described above (i.e., the water sources are
likely to be more abundant than these conservative assumptions
indicate). New text has been added to subsection Water Levels and
Water Balance During Operations (under Section 4.5.3.1, Volume 1),
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residences but has a public park and recreational beach. Is it possible the discharge might
have an adverse impact, including water quality degradation?

85, 4.5-26, line 30. Indicates mercury concentrations in process water will be
allowed to rise until such time it approaches the standard (limit), and then will be
discharged. Is this problematic in terms of non-degradation requirements?

86. Without the water management plan (discussed at 4.5-3, line 15), it is unclear
how, when and why discharge points 001 and 002 will be operated.

87. p. 4.5-33, process water alternatives: Where is the discussion of the impact of
water level fluctuations on the affected water resource(s)?

88. 4.5-34. Mercury water quality standard in GL basin is 1.3 ng/L, at the west site,
it’s 6.9 ng/L. However, MN also uses a human health based 0.2 mg/kg fish flesh level to
assess water quality impairment. MN has proposed to establish a W(Q standard based on
the fish flesh criteria. Compliance with one mercury standard will not assure compliance
with the other. (The Swan River is already impaired for mercury in fish flesh. It is not
clear that the CMP. HAMP, Holman Lake. Panasa Lakes have actually been tested.)

89.4.5-35, line 7. This points out that the ZLD system is practicable.

90. p. 4.5-35, line 12: The EIS states that there would be a significant cost increase
associated with the ZLD on the East Range site. Does the applicant consider this a factor
in the practicability of this site?

91. 4.5-35, line 25. ZLD eliminates all direct pollutant discharges to surface waters
with the exception of domestic wastewater. This suggests ZLD treatment is an essential
component of the LEDPA, at the east or west site.

92. 4.5-38. line 10. This indicates there would not be any restrictions or controls on
reducing water levels at the east site.
a.  Are there any implications to aquatic life resources in the east site pits?
b. Are there any implications to competing water users?
¢. Does this imply there would be restrictions on water levels in the CMP,
HAMP, at the west site?

Wetlands (3.7/4.7)

93, Please address the potential for reducing wetland impacts by running the rail loop
around the plant instead of off to the side.

94, Wetlands community types should be discussed generally regarding the functions
they provide. Types of functions provided by wetlands include flood storage, water
quality, habitat and recreation. Methodologies. such as MNRAM (Minnesota Routine
Assessment Method for Evaluating Wetland Functions), provide a basis for assessing

Responses
Comment 116-52 (cont’'d)
which discusses impacts to water resources from use of the mine pit
waters.

Comment 116-53
It is anticipated that withdrawal from the CMP would be restricted if water
levels reached the 1,250 feet msl elevation range.

Comment 116-54
See response to Comment 116-50, which addresses the same concern.

Comment 116-55
See response to Comment 116-50, which addresses the same concern.

Comment 116-56

See response to Comment 116-50, which addresses the same concern.
New text has been added to Section 4.5.3.2 (Volume 1) regarding new
analysis on phosphorous levels in the CMP.

Comment 116-57

As discussed in response to Comment 116-13, the enhanced ZLD
system at the West Range Site would not discharge any process-related
wastewaters or non-contact cooling tower blowdown and, therefore,
eliminates the concerns regarding discharge of pollutants posed by this
comment. The section, MPCA NPDES/SDS Permit for Cooling Tower
Blowdown, in which this statement was located has been revised and
reference to “stagnation” of Holman Lake has been deleted.

Comment 116-58
See response to Comment 116-50, which addresses the same concern.

Comment 116-59

As explained in responses to Comments 6-01, 76-01, 76-02, and 76-13,
the proposed use of an enhanced ZLD system at the West Range Site
would eliminate the need for outfalls 001 and 002. MNDNR has
proposed construction of an overflow device to regulate water levels in
the CMP that would eliminate the need for the Mesaba Energy Project to
provide an emergency outfall from the CMP pumping station to Holman
Lake as initially discussed in the Draft EIS.

Comment 116-60

New text has been added to subsection Water Levels and Water
Balance During Operations (under Section 4.5.3.1, Volume 1), which
discusses impacts to water resources from use of the mine pit waters.

Comment 116-61
See response to Comment 116-50, which addresses the same concern.
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116-67

116-68

116-69

116-70

Commenter 116 — Robert J. Whiting

Mesaba PDEIS Comments
2/21/07

Page 11 of 12

these functions. MNRAM includes characteristics for landscape features and criteria
such as wetland integrity and diversity that are used to evaluate wetland functions.
Wetland resources should be assessed using MNRAM. Given the difference in acreage
impacts of the two alternatives, a functional assessment by community type is necessary
to assess which alternative is the least damaging.

95. P. 3.7-1: The wetland definition from the CWA, as shown on this page. is
different from the wetland definition provided in the glossary.

96. P.3.7-1/20: Suggest adding MPCA to list of regulatory agencies, since they are
responsible for CWA Section 401 certification.

97. Section 3.7.3 Wetlands were classified under the USFWS Circular 39 system.
The Corps of Engineers uses a system that classifies wetlands by wetland plant
community tvpe (Eggers and Reed. 1997- Wetland Plants and Plant Communities of
Minnesota and Wisconsin). Please incorporate this classification system into the EIS.

98. p. 4.7-1, line 29: Please update the definition of fill.

99. p. 4.7-34, line 14: Corps Regulatory staff evaluate wetland loss by function, and
therefore give much attention to wetland impacts by type. In determining necessary
compensation for unavoidable wetland impacts, Corps staff often use an acreage-
surrogate. Please revise this paragraph accordingly.

100, p. 4.7-35, line 14/19: As stated previously, Corps Regulatory staff
evaluate wetland loss by function. and therefore give much attention to wetland impacts
by type. Wetland mitigation ratios often due vary by wetland type impacted, particularly
for losses of forested wetland that require decades to establish.  Please revise this
paragraph accordingly.

101. p. 4.7-35, line 20: At this time. the Corps cannot concur in the statement
that the “proposed action has been designed to minimize impacts to wetlands wherever
feasible.”

102. p. 4.7-35. line 25: The EIS implies that mitigation for temporary impacts
would not be required. Mitigation is often required for temporal wetland impacts.

103. p. 4.7-37. line 1: In this paragraph, the EIS indicates that mitigation is
dictated by wetland value. As stated previously. Corps Regulatory staff evaluate wetland
loss by function, and wetland mitigation ratios often due vary by wetland type impacted,
due to lost functions. Please revise this paragraph accordingly.

Biological Resources (3.8/4.8)

104. Section 3.8/4.8 It does not appear that the EIS includes the following: a
discussion of fishery or aquatic species resources or kev habitat features in surface waters

Responses
Comment 116-62
See response to Comment 116-50, which addresses the same concern.

Comment 116-63
See response to Comment 116-50, which addresses the same concern.

Comment 116-64
See response to Comment 116-50, which addresses the same concern.

Comment 116-65

The East Range mine pits are on private property to which the public is
not allowed access and the waters therein are not protected under
Minnesota Law. As a result, no fishery has been encouraged or
established within the pits. See response to Comment 76-31 and new
text in Section 4.5.4.1 (Volume 1) on competing water users at the East
Range Site.

Water levels in the CMP and Hill-Annex Mine Pit Complex would be
controlled as discussed in Section 4.5.3.1 (Volume 1). Water levels in
the CMP and Hill-Annex Mine Pit Complex would be controlled as
discussed in response to Comment 76-12.

Comment 116-66
As noted in response to Comment 116-28 this alternative has, as have
other rail alternatives, been evaluated and discussed in the Final EIS.

Comment 116-67

In response to this comment in February 2007, DOE revised Section
4.7.7.1 of the Draft EIS (Volume 1) as published. DOE has further
revised paragraph 2 of Section 4.7.7.1 of the Final EIS to read as
follows: “Special or protected wetlands as discussed above are not
known to occur within the West Range Site or the East Range Site IGCC
Station Footprint and Buffer Land or utility and transportation corridors.
However, areas of tamarack and spruce bogs are located within the
facility site and the utility and transportation corridors (Excelsior, 2006b).
USACE regulatory staff evaluates wetland loss by function, and therefore
gives much attention to wetland impacts by type. In the absence of more
definitive information on the functions of a specific wetland site, a
minimum one-to-one acreage replacement may be used as a reasonable
surrogate for no net loss of functions. Wetland mitigation ratios often
vary by wetland type impacted, particularly for losses of forested wetland
that require decades to establish. Therefore, a more detailed analysis of
wetland loss by function and actual mitigation ratios is addressed in this
section.”
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(cont’d)

116-71

Commenter 116 — Robert J. Whiting

Mesaba PDEIS Comments
2/21/07

Page 12 of 12

{lakes. mine pits, streams/rivers) in and around the project areas: a discussion of
invertebrate populations and habitat features in and around the project areas: an
assessment of impacts to fishery resources or aquatic species habitat: an assessment of
the potential for impacts such as mercury bicaccumulation in fish, the potential for biota
transfer between water sources in the west range site or impacts to recreational
fishing/angling activity.

105. Section 3.8/4.8: Discussions of biological resources, especially wildlife
habitat should be based on an association of habitat community types and species use or
reliance on habitats. Land cover types depict vegetative coverage and may not associate
a habitat type and species use. The project areas should be described using an ecosystem
classification system and assessed using methodology such as gap analysis. Gap analysis
could be used to identify major habitat types or ecological features in the area and then
add information regarding species occurrence. Focus could be placed on important
critical habitats or species occurrences and potential impacts.

Section 5.2.5 Wetland Cumulative Impacts

106. As noted previously. Corps staff would like to discuss the wetland analysis
with the DOE and EIS preparers.

107. The DOE cumulative impact analysis should be compared to the wetland
cumulative impact analyses that have been prepared for the proposed MSI and Polymet

mining projects located near the proposed Mesaba sites.

108. We are not familiar with Circular 39 types 80 and 90.

Responses
Comment 116-68
See response to Comment 116-67, which addresses the same concern.

Comment 116-69
This comment relates to a preliminary (prepublication) version of the
Draft EIS; the text has subsequently been revised. See response to
Comment 116-67.

Comment 116-70

Additional information has been added to Sections 3.8 and 4.8 (Volume
1) regarding fisheries and potential impacts to fisheries around the
project areas. Information on invertebrate populations around the project
area has been added to Section 3.8. Mercury bioaccumulation in fish is
discussed in Section 4.8.2.2, as well as Sections 4.3 and 4.17 (Volume
1). Areference to Sections 4.3 and 4.17 is included in Section 4.8.2.2 to
direct the reader for additional information regarding bioaccumulation of
mercury. As discussed in Sections 4.5 and 4.8, the intake structures for
process water pumping stations at the various mine pits would be
designed to prevent the entrainment of fish species, which would
preclude the transfer of live fish between surface waters. Impacts to
recreational activities are discussed in Section 4.13 (Volume 1).

Comment 116-71
See response to Comment 116-25, which addresses the same concern.
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117-01

117-02

Commenter 117 — Janet L. Brandon

Public Comment Sheet

MINNESOTA Mesaba Energy Project
3 OMMERCE PUC Docket No. E6472/GS-06-668
W&WM Rep ing:
Email:
Address:_ 24252 G0 KL 5/ Tel:

Lovew MY 55778

Comments: V&ZL}@;Z .

Please submit comments to meeting moderator or send to: ! 26L35 2 I@C(_, 5/

William Cole Storm
Department of Commerce
85 7™ Place East, Suite 500
St. Paul, MN 55101-2198.
Tel: 651-296-9535.

»»If mailing, fold along dotted lines and tape closed ««

/6,4—41—&‘9;- IR FE 207

Responses
Comment 117-01

Thank you for your comment. It has been noted and will be included in

the administrative record for this EIS.

Comment 117-02

See responses to Comments 1-02, 4-01, and 67-01, which address the

same concerns.
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Commenter 117 — Janet L. Brandon

Comments Continued:

L k) ! s WAL Moghariy Benccgh),

(F°1dhmJ

- Staple/Tape here

I
“%
[
=
m
“
W04 SV RS wEn :

William Cole Storm
Department of Commerce
857" Place East, Suite 500
St. Paul, MN 55101-2198.
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Responses
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Responses
Comment 118-01
See responses to Comments 1-01, 12-02, 82-37, and 95-26, which
address the same concerns.

Comment 118-02
See responses to Comments 1-02, 4-01, 19-03, and 78-03, which
address the same concerns.

Comment 118-03

See response to Comment 37-01. DOE oversees numerous projects
that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of renewable energy
generation technologies, such as wind, solar, and hydro power.
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119-02 |

119-03

Commenter 119 — Ly Her

I am submitting my comments/questions pertaining to the Mesaba Energy Project:

- How will the added pollution affect the fish in local area lakes?

- Will this change the fish advisory consumption?

- How will this affect the health of deer that may be taken during hunting and ultimately the
human consumption of the deer meat that has been exposed to multiple exposure to the coal
dust from trains?

Thank you.
Concerned citizen,
Ly Her

6407 377th St
North Branch, MN 55056

Put your friends on the big screen with Windows Vista® + Windows Live™. Start now!

Responses
Comment 119-01
See responses to Comments 38-01 and 59-12, which address the same
concerns.

Comment 119-02

As stated in Section 4.12.4 (Volume 1), as much as 98 percent of the
mercury in Minnesota lakes and rivers comes from the atmosphere.
Mercury deposition to Big Diamond Lake from the Mesaba plant was
determined to be less than 1 percent of the background deposition rate.
Therefore, although the incremental increase in health risk from
ingestion of fish posed by mercury from plant emissions would be below
state thresholds, the plant would not eliminate existing fish consumption
advisories.

Comment 119-03

The ingestion of meat from deer exposed to coal dust from trains or
power plant emissions was not determined to be a risk pathway of
concern for the AERA protocol.
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120-01

Commenter 120 — Larry Johnson

I would like to submit my comment for the record ofthe Draft EIS for the Mesaba
Energy Project. In table 2.4-1 I find that the DEIS does not fully explain the social effects
of the statement:

Water Sources and Discharges: Security requirements for process water intake facilities
may necessitate terminating access to Canisteo Mine Pit for recreational boating.

I feel that the EIS should disclose who would make that decision and what contolling
factors would dictate their decision. I also feel the DEIS is lacking in that it makes no
mention that the Canisteo Mine Pit is currently managed by the Mn DNR as a
viable Lake Trout fishery. Fisherpeople use this resource not only in the summer months

but also during the winter trout season which runs from mid January to mid March.

Enclosed is a photo of the recreational opportunites that will be lost if this resource is
closed for public use.

Sincerely.

Larry Johnson

25159 Trout Lake Acres Road
Bovey. Mn 55709

218 245-3528

Comment 120-01

See responses to Comments 7-02, 111-08 and 116-49, which address

the same concerns.

Responses
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Responses

Commenter 120 — Larry Johnson
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121-01

Commenter 121 — MEHHED

From: MEHHED (mehhed@peoplepc.com
To: Bill.Storm

Regarding the proposed Mesaba Energy Project — PUC Docket #E6472/GS-06-

668

7en "new"

I am opposed to any gove
coal energy production t
production.

nent funding for this project. Es
hnology is really "old" school energy

R
Qg

Any public funds proposed for this project should be channeled to clean
alternative energy reso e development - sun and wind - and enerqgy
conservation/efficiency projects

It is time to start thinking further along the
than only tomorrow.

energy producticn road

Thank you.

way tc Internet
p: //waw . peoplepc. com

Responses
Comment 121-01
See response to Comment 37-01. DOE oversees numerous projects
that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of renewable energy
generation technologies, such as wind, solar, and hydro power.
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122-01

Commenter 122 — Bob Tammen

PO Box 398
Soudan, MN 55782
November 28, 2007

I'm Bob Tammen from Soudan, Mn. 55782. I'd like to address the job creation aspect of this
project. Not everyone has the job they want where they want it but we don't appear (o have a severe
unemployment problem in Northern Minnesota.

I'm a retired electrician and as a condition for drawing a pension [ had to quit electrical work. This
fall I received a letter from my pension fund authorizing me to return to electrical work while I drew
my pension. (Exhibit 1) Apparently our economy does not have an adequate supply of electrical
workers,

We've also been told about all the spin off jobs this project will create to keep our young people in
Northern Minnesota. A few months ago I was reading the want ads and saw that a Hibbing company
was advertising for electrical and hydraulic technicians. I suppose that's good news. The bad news
is, I was reading a South Dakota newspaper. (Exhibit II) Our fine Iron Range employers are already
going to a low wage non-union state for employees. How many more projects can we build before
our employers go to the next logical step and bring in illegal immigrants?

If you look at the numbers, this project is going to produce exorbitantly priced electricity in our
back yard. It's a liability for Northern Minnesota.

Responses
Comment 122-01
See response to Comment 30-01, which addresses the same concerns.
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Commenter 122 — Bob Tammen
Extbea 1

NOTICE TO ALL RETIREES
RECEIVING A NORMAL OR EARLY RETIREMENT PENSION BENEFIT
CONCERNING A TEMPORARY RETURN TO WORK AMENDMENT TO
THE PLAN OF BENEFITS FOR THE NEBF

The Trustees of the National Electrical Benefit Fund (NEBF) and the National Employees
Benefit Board have approved a temporary Return to Work Amendment to the Plan of Benefits
for the NEBF that permits certain eligible retirees to return to covered and contributory
employment for a period of time without a loss of pension benefits from the NEBF.
Please read the following notice carefully, as this amendment does not apply to all retirees or to
all electricatemployment. L S

As you are aware, the rules of the Plan generally provide for a suspension of benefils fora
retiree who returns to employment in the elecirical industry for forty (40) or mare hours per
maonth. This termporary Return to Work Amendment changes the suspension rules for certain
eligible retirees. Following are the features of the amendment:

1. The temporary amendment is effective from September 1, 2007 through December 31,
2007.

24 All normal and early retirees with a pension effective date of August 2007 or earlier will
be permitted to return to covered and contributory employment only and will be permitted
to work for up to 800 hours during the above period without a loss of NEBF benefits (In
order to receive benefits from other funds it will depend on the rules of those funds).

3. Once an individual has worked for 600 hours in covered and contributory employment
during the term of the temporary amendment, the individual will no longer be able to take
advantage of this amendment and the normal rules (permitting work in the electrical
industry for less than forty (40) hours per month without a suspension of benefits) will

apply.

———4—Disability pensionars are nol eligible (the 8xisiing ules applicable to disabled pensioners

(

A

.

ramain in effect).

5. Onily retirees who return to NEBF covered and contributory employment will be able to
take advantage of this amendment — this amendment will not apply to persons who wark
for covered employers where no NEBF contributions are required or to persons who
wiork for non-covered employers in the electrical industry.

) bl ieeTrivs! Wl St

September 1, 2007

Responses
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Commenter 122 — Bob Tammen

N“““'”“"?m“Mﬁm m““:"::".& b e
GManIncTthsmnngrwm oomsu tive salaries and an axcellent

its package inchding Medical, Deneal,Vision, 401 k. Tuion Raimbursement,

flox spending and an on-sive fmess cencer,
CURRENT OPPORTUNITIES:

Advertising Sales Executive * Classified Advertising Manager

» District Coordinator = Distribution Center = Computer

Operator * Press Operator * Online Content Producer ©
Formmldomum or to apply online, visit us at
and click on Wark for Ls!

THE EARLY BIRD
CATCHES AS MUCH AS
$700 A MONTH

Delivery
routes available

in these cities:
 Sioux Falls » Brookings
= Rock Valley, 1A » Pierre
 Tea » Irene = Canton

» Milbank « Marion

» Parker » George, 1A = Mitchell
» Dell Rapids * Hartford

You can earn tip to 3?00 extra each month
simply by delivering the Argus Leader.

Motor route available on the East side that pays $1000 per month.

PAHMinaPra Sarvices i gionel inader in e datign,

chinery in Tha weri B Iha surtace minng incustry,
10 continued groarth. e have a1 cpeamg for a:
Service Speclalist
Tha Sarvice Speciailst wiil be responsicle for
tha indtalietion, uu«mlr cnmmu-ﬂn*i and
FiH

cmu ‘o canen g e e st

Nersass Cogts ncumm-mmm—
Trmad, [acateed -3 ke
ol v, bach:

. -t thsbersement and

o St S Sor S b 3¢

P&H MinePre Borvgas

Attn: Human Resaases

3531 6 Aveny dost MinePro'
WS 85

Equal Bmgtoymani/adiimatie Aztion Emgtoes
. pRmining.cam

Responses
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