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ID Number 5 – Responses 

 
5-1 
EERA staff notes that both the SEIS (Chapter 5.5) and the 2009 Prairie Island EIS (Chapter 2, 
Section 5.4) address environmental justice in a meaningful way. EERA staff agrees that in 
recent years substantial advances have been made by state and federal agencies in 
identifying environmental justice communities and in developing processes that integrate 
public engagement to avoid environmental injustices. 
 
However, the environmental injustice suffered by the PIIC is decades old and is 
perpetuated, in part, by the federal government’s inability to meet its obligation to remove 
spent nuclear fuel to a geologic repository or an interim storage facility. Advances in 
identifying environmental justice communities and in public engagement processes to avoid 
future injustices, while important, cannot remove the injustice borne by the PIIC. 
 
5-2 
To EERA staff’s reading, the comment is directed to whether the NRC is appropriately 
regulating casks and canisters such that they can perform their functions over the timelines 
analyzed by the NRC in its generic EIS for the continued storage of spent nuclear fuel 
(NUREG-2157). Whether the NRC is appropriately regulating the performance of casks and 
canisters is outside the scope of this SEIS (see Appendix A). 
 
5-3 
See response to comment 4-32 regarding institutional control.  
 
5-4 
As the commenter notes, EERA staff determined that Xcel Energy’s request to the 
Commission represented substantial new information that significantly affects the potential 
environmental effects at the Prairie Island ISFSI (see eDockets Number 20215-174578-01, 
May 27, 2021). EERA staff acknowledged that the NRC has exclusive authority to regulate 
spent fuel storage technology. However, staff believed that new technology in the PINGP 
ISFSI could have impacts on humans and the environment that were not examined in the 
2009 Prairie Island EIS. Further, staff noted that new technology in the PINGP ISFSI could 
impact the PIIC, a community identified in the 2009 Prairie Island EIS as a community for 
which there existed environmental justice concerns. A failure to take the time and effort to 
ensure the meaningful involvement of the PIIC in any change in spent fuel storage 
technology in the PINGP ISFSI would, to staff’s understanding, be contrary to environmental 
justice principles.  
 
Staff disagrees with the commenter’s suggestion that the SEIS does not reference sources 
other than Xcel Energy’s request and the 2009 Prairie Island EIS. The SEIS uses and 
references many regulations, reports, reviews, and risk assessments.  
 

https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/EFiling/ShowFile.do?DocNumber=20215-174578-01
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5-5 
To EERA staff’s reading, the commenter wishes the SEIS to address which is better at safely 
storing spent nuclear fuel – thick-walled casks or thin-walled canisters. The SEIS cannot 
make this determination, nor can the Commission. The NRC has exclusive regulatory 
authority over spent fuel storage technology. All such technology must meet the same NRC 
standards. These standards and how each technology attempts to meet them are discussed 
in the SEIS (see Chapter 3). Whether the NRC is appropriately regulating casks and canisters 
to ensure they meet NRC standards is outside the scope of this SEIS (see Appendix A). 
 
5-6 
See response to comment 5-5. The SEIS does provide information about spent fuel canisters 
– how they attempt to meet NRC standards, how they are handled, and how they have 
become, in recent years, the prevalent spent fuel storage technology (see Chapter 3).  
 
The San Onofre Safety presentation referenced by the commenter is exhibit I to comment 4 
(eDockets Number 20223-183649-02). The gist of the presentation is that thin-walled 
canisters are not appropriate for the storage of spent nuclear fuel (particularly along the 
California coast) and the NRC should not allow them or should regulate them more 
rigorously. Whether the NRC should allow or certify canisters for spent fuel storage is a 
matter solely within the jurisdiction of the NRC and is outside the scope of this SEIS (see 
Appendix A).   
 
5-7 
With respect to the NRC’s generic EIS and the appropriateness of NRC regulation of spent 
fuel storage casks and canisters, see the response to comment 5-2.  With respect to 
decommissioning the PINGP ISFSI, see the response to comment 4-18. 
 
5-8 
The commenter is correct that there are studies that have been conducted regarding cask 
and canister aging, aging management, and maintenance. These studies are intended to 
inform NRC regulation of casks and canisters such that these technologies perform within 
NRC standards for their lifetimes. Whether the NRC is appropriately using these reports to 
inform their regulation of spent fuel storage technology is outside the scope of this SEIS 
(Appendix A).   
 
5-9 
To EERA staff’s understanding (and the commenter’s as well), the PINGP is the only plant 
that stores spent nuclear fuel in TN-40 casks. The SEIS notes that there are other casks in 
the TN series, e.g., TN-32 cask (see Chapter 3.2). 
 
As to the benefits and risks, other than costs savings, associated with a different spent fuel 
technology in the PINGP ISFSI, the SEIS concludes that the impacts of a different technology 
are anticipated to be minimal because all spent fuel technology must meet the same NRC 
standards (see Summary, Chapter 4, and Chapter 5). 

https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/EFiling/ShowFile.do?DocNumber=20223-183649-02
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5-10 
EERA staff interprets the commenter’s question to address the Commission’s options for 
responding to Xcel Energy’s request. Does the Commission need to issue a new CN 
(“recertification”) or can it issue an amendment to its 2009 CN?  What information needs to 
be developed in order for the Commission to respond Xcel Energy’s request? What 
conditions can be put on any approval granted by the Commission? 
 
As an initial matter, these are all questions that must be answered by the Commission. They 
cannot be definitely answered by this SEIS. The SEIS does discuss the regulatory framework 
for Xcel Energy’s request (see Chapter 2). As noted there, and to EERA staff’s understanding, 
there is not a statute or rule that provides direct guidance regarding the amendment of a 
CN for an ISFSI. As the SEIS notes, a CN amendment, rather than a completely new CN, 
appears possible based on related rules and on Commission practice. As to the information 
needed by the Commission to proceed, again there are no statutes or rules directly on 
point. As the SEIS notes, the Commission may rely on related rules to answer this question 
(see Chapter 2).  
 
Finally, as regards conditions, the SEIS notes that any number of conditions could be placed 
on an amendment of the Commission’s 2009 CN decision. Several possible CN conditions 
are noted in the text of the SEIS and are summarized in the Summary (see Comments on the 
Draft SEIS).  
 
5-11 
Yes, Xcel Energy is seeking permission from the Commission to use any spent fuel 
technology certified by the NRC in the PINGP ISFSI. Further, Xcel Energy proposes to use the 
NRC’s general license process for this technology (see Chapter 2.2). See response to 
comment 4-19.  
 
5-12 
The SEIS discusses funding for the long-term storage of spent nuclear fuel, including a 
nuclear decommissioning trust fund (NDT) that has been established to decommission the 
PINGP and PINGP ISFSI. (Chapter 7.3). As noted in the SEIS, the NDT is reviewed by the 
Commission every three years and by the NRC every two years. Thus, the Commission and 
NRC have reliable, up-to-date cost data to ensure monitoring and maintenance of the 
PINGP ISFSI.  
 
5-13 
See response to comment 4-32. The SEIS notes that if (assuming) institutional control exists, 
then radiological impacts are anticipated to be minimal. If institutional control does not 
exist, then radiological impacts will be adverse, predictable, and severe (Chapter 7 of the 
SEIS). 
 
As discussed in the response to comment 5-12 (above), the Commission and NRC have good 
cost data to ensure monitoring and maintenance of the PINGP ISFSI. This said, EERA staff 
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interprets this comment, along with comments 5-3 and 4-32, to suggest that the 
Commission do more institutional control planning to avoid radiological impacts associated 
with the long-term storage of spent nuclear fuel. Or, that the Commission make existing 
planning mechanisms more inclusive and public-facing such that Minnesotans can be 
informed on the topic, can engage in deliberations, and can, ultimately, assist the 
Commission in addressing the issue of institutional control.  
 
Text in Chapter 7 has been modified to note that the Commission could, as a condition on 
any CN amendment or on its own motion, implement a planning process for institutional 
control of spent nuclear fuel in Minnesota or adapt an existing planning process (or 
processes) to make them more transparent and inclusive. 
 
5-14 
See response to comment 5-12.  See also the response to comment 5-6 regarding the San 
Onofre Safety presentation. 
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ID Number 6 

 
ID Number 6 – Response: Thank you for your comment. 
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ID Number 7 – Responses 
 
7-1 
Text in the Summary has been modified to address this comment. The NRC has issued a 
license for the first phase of a CISF in Texas. 
 
7-2 
Text in the Summary has been modified to address this comment. See also the response to 
comment 7-13.  
 
7-3 
An endnote has been added to this sentence in Chapter 1 to address this comment. Spent 
nuclear fuel at the PINGP is stored first in the spent fuel pool and then in the ISFSI.  
 
7-4 
Text in Chapter 1.3 has been modified to address this comment. The NRC has issued a 
license for the first phase of a CISF in Texas. 
 
7-5 
Text in Chapter 2.1 has been modified to address this comment. Per Minnesota Statute 
116C.83, the Minnesota Legislature is not required to positively affirm Commission 
decisions regarding spent nuclear fuel; the legislature must be provided an opportunity to 
review any such decisions.   
 
7-6 
Text in Chapter 2.2 has been modified to address this comment.  
 
7-7 
Table 2 has been modified to address this comment. The table now indicates the primary 
shielding material for casks and canisters (as opposed to all shielding materials).   
 
7-8 
Text in Chapter 4.3 has been modified to note that both horizontal and vertical overpacks 
can be pre-fabricated or constructed on-site. 
 
7-9 
Text in Chapter 4.3 has been modified to note the correct number of TN-40 type casks 
currently in the PINGP ISFSI.  
 
7-10 
Text in Chapter 5.2 has been modified to address this comment.  
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7-11 
Text in Chapter 5.2 has been modified to address this comment. Relative to the edits 
proposed by the commenter, EERA staff’s edits are minor. The SEIS is a supplement to the 
2009 Prairie Island EIS. The SEIS text is cited to the 2009 EIS, which includes substantially 
more information about radiological monitoring at the PINGP. If the reader wishes to know 
more on the subject, they can refer to the 2009 EIS.    
 
Endnotes referencing NRC radiological environmental monitoring program (REMP) reports 
and Minnesota Department of Health monitoring reports have been added for Chapter 5.2.  
 
7-12 
Text in Chapter 5.4 has been modified to address this comment. EERA staff did not include 
the safety analysis report data suggested by the commenter in Table 4 (see response to 
comment 7-13); thus, there is no discussion in the text of the data. EERA staff believes that 
the relevant comparison is among spent fuel technologies that store fuel from pressurized 
water reactors. The text focuses on this comparison.  
 
7-13 
Table 4 has been modified to address this comment. EERA staff did not include the safety 
analysis report data suggested by the commenter. EERA staff believes that the relevant 
comparison is among actual dose levels for different spent fuel storage technologies. 
 
7-14 
Text in Chapter 5.4 has been modified to address this comment. Relative to the edits 
proposed by the commenter, EERA staff’s edits are minor.  
 


