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Appendix E Comments on the Draft SEIS and Responses 
 
This appendix contains the written and oral comments received on the draft SEIS prepared 
for Xcel Energy’s proposed change in spent fuel storage technology at the PINGP ISFSI, as 
well as responses to these comments. The draft SEIS was issued on February 1, 2022. 
Comments on the draft were solicited by EERA staff through two public meetings, a meeting 
with the Prairie Island Indian Community, and a public comment period. The public 
comment period ended on March 3, 2022.   
 
A total of seven written and nine oral comments were received on the draft SEIS (Table E-1). 
Each comment has been assigned a unique identification number (ID number). Individuals 
who made multiple oral comments have been assigned a separate ID number for each time 
they spoke at the public meetings.  
 
This appendix includes responses to the comments received on the draft SEIS. Some 
responses are relatively short; others are longer. Some of the responses include 
modifications of the text and tables of the draft SEIS. All such modifications are noted in the 
responses. All modifications to the text of the draft SEIS are noted by underlining.  
 
For each comment, an image of the comment letter or the transcript from the public 
meeting is provided along with the comment ID number. Individual sub-comments within 
each comment have been marked to indicate their location. These sub-comments are 
designated with the ID number followed by a dash and a number for the sub-comment. 
Thus, for example, comment 1-1 is the first sub-comment in the submission from 
commenter 1; 1-2 is the second sub-comment. 
 
EERA responses to each comment and sub-comment are provided at the end of the 
comment letter or meeting transcript. Responses are labeled with the same nomenclature 
as the sub-comments (e.g., 1-2) and correspond one-to-one with the marked sub-
comments. 
 

Table E-1. Commenters and Comments Received on Draft SEIS 
 

ID Number Commenter Page Number 

Written Comments 

1 Prairie Island Indian Community E-4 
2 Minnesota Pollution Control Agency E-8 
3 William Gehn E-10 
4 Carol Overland E-11 
5 PINGP Study Group E-31 
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E-2 
 

ID Number Commenter Page Number 

6 Marc and Ann Vogel E-45 
7 Xcel Energy E-46 

Oral Comments 

8 Alan Mueller E-61 
9 Carol Overland E-63 

10 Alan Mueller E-70 
11 Carol Overland E-73 
12 Carol Overland E-76 
13 Susan Anderson E-82 
14 Carol Overland E-93 
15 Heather Westra E-103 
16 Michael Roach E-114 
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E-3 
 

 
 

Written Comments  
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E-4 
 

ID Number 1 
 

 
 

1-3 

1-2 

1-1 
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E-5 
 

 
ID Number 1 

 

 

1-9 

1-8 

1-7 

1-6 

1-5 

1-4 
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E-6 
 

ID Number 1 – Responses 
 

1-1 
The Commission could place any number of conditions on an amendment of its 2009 CN 
decision. For example, the Commission could grant an amendment conditioned on Xcel 
Energy reporting on the results of the competitive bidding process that Xcel Energy 
conducts to select spent fuel storage technology. See Department of Commerce, Division of 
Energy Resources comments regarding conditions on any amendment of the 2009 CN 
decision (eDockets Number 20215-174604-01, May 28, 2021). 
 
Several possible CN conditions are noted in the text of the SEIS and are summarized in the 
Summary (see Comments on the Draft SEIS).  
 
1-2 
Xcel Energy estimates that it will take 24 to 30 months for the NRC to complete its review 
for TN-40HT transportation license. Text in Chapter 3.5 has been modified to include this 
estimated review time. 
 
1-3 
The commenter is correct that canisters typically hold fewer fuel assemblies than casks (see 
Chapter 3.6, noting that canister systems can now hold 32 to 37 PINGP fuel assemblies, 
which is less than the 40 assemblies held by the TN-40 type casks). The text referenced by 
the commenter notes the increased number of fuel assemblies that can now be held by 
canisters, as compared to when canisters were first certified by the NRC for spent fuel 
storage (emphasis added). The text does not compare the capacity of canisters and casks; it 
notes that a greater number of fuel assemblies – now, relative to when canisters were first 
introduced – can be stored in a canister.  
 
1-4 
The text in Chapter 3.6 has been modified to reflect costs in 2021 dollars. 
 
1-5 
Table 2 has been revised to reflect costs in 2021 dollars. 
 
1-6 
Text in Chapter 4.1 has been modified to note that the PINGP is immediately south of the 
Prairie Island Indian Community.  
 
1-7 
Text in Chapter 4.1 has been modified to address this comment. Text in Chapter 5.3 has also 
been modified to reflect an estimated population of 950 persons within two miles of the 
PINGP. 

https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/EFiling/ShowFile.do?DocNumber=20215-174604-01
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E-7 
 

1-8 
Text in Chapter 5.4 and Table 4 has been modified based on additional information from 
Xcel Energy. Based on this information, there is no significant difference in radiological 
exposure levels for workers between horizontal and vertical overpack systems. Exposure 
levels in Table 4 for Monticello’s horizontal overpack system are relatively higher due to a 
higher radiation source (boiling water reactor spent fuel) as compared to PINGP spent fuel 
(pressurized water reactor spent fuel). See response to comments 7-12 and 7-13.      
 
1-9 
Your comment is noted. EERA staff selected a document format that employs endnotes in 
attempt to make the document easier to read. As the commenter notes, some readers may 
prefer a different format. For continuity in the preparation of this SEIS, EERA staff has not 
made any changes to the document format.  
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E-8 
 

ID Number 2 
 

 
 

2-1 
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E-9 
 

ID Number 2 – Responses 
 
2-1 
Text in Chapter 2.3 has been modified to note that the project may require a construction 
stormwater permit from the MPCA. As noted in the associated endnote and in Chapter 4, 
any change in spent fuel storage technology in the PINGP ISFSI is not anticipated to disturb 
more than one acre of land.  
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E-10 
 

ID Number 3 
 

 
ID Number 3 – Response: Thank you for your comment. 
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E-11 
 

ID Number 4 

 
 

 

4-4 

4-3 

4-2 

4-1 
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E-12 
 

 
ID Number 4 

 
 

4-6 

4-5 

4-4 
cont. 
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E-13 
 

ID Number 4 

 
 

4-7 
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E-14 
 

 
ID Number 4 

 
 

4-12 

4-11 

4-10 

4-9 

4-8 
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E-15 
 

 
ID Number 4 
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E-16 
 

 
ID Number 4 

 
 

4-15 

4-14 

4-13 
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E-17 
 

 
ID Number 4 

 
 

4-16 
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E-18 
 

 
ID Number 4 

 
 

4-18 

4-17 

4-16 
cont. 


