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This appendix contains all of the written and oral comments received on the draft EIS prepared 

for Xcel Energy’s proposed additional spent fuel storage in the PINGP ISFSI, as well as EERA’s 

responses to these comments. Some responses to comments will note that modifications to the 

draft EIS were made due to the comment. All modifications to the text within the draft EIS are 

noted by underlined red text for additions and strikethrough red text for deletions. Underlined 

green text indicates text that was not modified but moved to another part of the document. 

The original placement of that text will be shown in green strikethrough. 

 

The draft EIS was issued on October 31, 2024. Comments on the draft were solicited through 

two public meetings and a public comment period that ended on December 6, 2024.   

 

A total of ten written comments were received on the draft EIS (Table E-1, page E-2). Five oral 

commenters made comments on the draft EIS at the public meetings (Table E-1). Each 

comment has been assigned a unique identification number (ID number).  

 

An image of the comment letter or the transcript from the public meeting is provided for each 

commenter along with the comment ID number. Sub-comments for each commenter are 

marked with the comment ID number followed by a dash and a number for the sub-comment. 

For example, comment 1-1 is the first sub-comment in the submission from commenter 1 and 

1-2 is the second sub-comment. EERA responses to each comment correspond to and are 

labeled with the same nomenclature as the sub-comments. 
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Table E-1: Commenters and Comment Nomenclature 

 
ID Number Commenter Page Number 

Written Comments 
1 Minnesota Pollution Control Agency E-4 
2 Prairie Island Indian Community E-6 
3 Midahkota Wells E-16 
4 Peder Otterson E-17 
5 Sarah Childs E-18 
6 Janice Erickson E-20 
7 Rocky Erickson E-22 
8 Shane Erickson E-23 
9 Carol Overland E-24 

10 Kristen Eide-Tollefson E-40 
Oral Comments (In-Person) 

11 Craig Edstrom E-49 
12 Nathan Dull E-49 
13 Michael Murphy E-49 

Oral Comments (Virtual) 
14 Henry Stelten E-57 
15 Janice Erickson E-57 
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Written Comments 
 
 

All written comments are also combined and available on eDockets: 
Document ID No. 202412-212830 

  

https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/submissions/0640670c-728e-4522-95f5-dc7cc6c5d90b
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Commenter ID No. 1 
 
Comment 1-1:
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Response 1-1: 
Thank you for your comment.  
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Commenter ID No. 2



 Appendix E – Comments on Draft EIS and Responses 
   

E-7 
 



Appendix E – Comments on Draft EIS and Responses 
   

E-8 
 

2-1 

2-2 

2-3 
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2-4 
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2-5 

2-6 
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2-8 

2-9 

2-10 
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Response 2-1: 
Text in Chapter 2.1 has been modified to provide further context on the NRC’s site-specific 
licenses and general licenses as they relate to the ISFSI. This includes an explanation of the 
licensing process and environmental review requirements for each license type. 
 
Response 2-2: 
Text in Chapter 3.5 has been added to elaborate on the role states play in rail and highway 
shipments as well as how nearby tribes are impacted. Text was also added to clarify why 
shipments of spent fuel are not currently under consideration. 
 
Response 2-3: 
The figure provided by PIIC has been included in the EIS (replacing the draft EIS’s Figure 6) to 
fully capture the proximity of the ISFSI to the Tribe’s community as a whole. Text in Chapter 4.2 
has been modified to include both the correct number of tribal member homes (footnote 4) 
and number of total residences within 1 mile of the ISFSI. 
 
Response 2-4: 
Text in Chapter 4.3 has been added to clarify that Xcel Energy has indicated to EERA that they 
are willing to use the private access road to access and exit the PINGP ISFSI for construction 
traffic as long as compliance with other regulations such as load restrictions can be 
maintained.1 
 
Response 2-5: 
Text in Chapter 4.3 has been modified as suggested to address Xcel Energy’s payment terms to 
PIIC accurately. Staff have additionally removed reference to negative socioeconomic impacts.  
 
Response 2-6: 
Text in Chapter 5.2 has been modified to provide summaries of referenced monitoring data to 
detail how standards are being met. The review and new summaries include both the 
Radiological Environmental Monitoring Program report and Minnesota Department of Health’s 
(MDH) Environmental Monitoring Report. The most recent monitoring data, published by MDH 
in December 2024, was also reviewed as it was not available when the draft EIS was published. 
 
Response 2-7: 
EERA asked for MDH’s evaluation in preparing the final EIS to review sections related to 
radiation and health/safety, which included another review of Chapter 5.3. Regarding the 
comment on regular radiation study, it should be noted that prior to loading and storing the 
new EOS 37-PTH technology, a mandatory NRC dose analysis will be conducted in 2025 via 10 
CFR 72.212. Xcel Energy expects those results to be closer to the lower range of values, or at 
the very least, less than 22 mrem. 
 

 
1 Xcel Energy Additional Information. 
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Response 2-8: 
EERA staff believes that the potential impacts on human health regarding the mental, 
emotional, and spiritual components of human health, at least for those who exist so close to a 
nuclear power plant and stored radiological waste (as requested by the commenter), are 
included in Chapter 5.7 rather than Chapter 5.3.  
 
Response 2-9: 
Text in Chapter 5.3 has been modified to detail the proximity of the Canadian Pacific Railway to 
the ISFSI and to evaluate the fire risk to the project associated with a derailment of freight 
carrying a highly combustible or flammable product.  
 
Response 2-10: 
Text has been added to Chapter 5.3 to include information on the status of the developing DOE 
proposal to conduct a spent nuclear fuel package performance demonstration. 
 
Response 2-11: 
Text in Chapter 4.4 has been modified based on MPCA feedback to this comment including 
omission of “industrial stormwater” in reference to the NPDES/SDS permit as it also covers 
process wastewater and domestic wastewater. Additional information was also provided to 
better describe the NPDES/SDS permit in Chapter 4.4 and to comprehensively discuss fish kills 
in Chapter 6.1. 
 
Response 2-12: 
The period of 60 years was used to mimic the NRC’s generic EIS (NUREG-2157) which is cited in 
the corresponding footnote. EERA agrees that institutional control and adequate funding is 
integral to the safety and viability of long-term storage, and thus added text in Chapter 6.2 to 
evaluate and summarize the recent Xcel Energy filing for its Triennial Decommissioning Study. 
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Commenter ID No. 3 
 
Comment 3-1: 

 
 
Response 3-1: 
Thank you for your comment. The draft EIS discusses Xcel’s Energy’s payments to the Prairie 
Island Indian Community in Chapter 4 under Environmental Justice. These payments are 
codified in Minnesota Statute 216B.1645, Subd. 4 (b) and any amendments would require 
legislative action. 
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Commenter ID No. 4 
 
Comment 4-1: 

 

 
 
Response 4-1: 
Thank you for your comment.  
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Commenter ID No. 5 
 
Comment 5-1: 
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Response 5-1: 
Thank you for your comment.  
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6-1 

6-2 

6-3 

Commenter ID No. 6 
 

 
 
Response 6-1: 
Thank you for your comment. EERA staff believes the existing text accurately summarizes 
impacts from radiation on human health and the environment due to the project. 
 
Response 6-2: 
Thank you for your comment. Traditional Ecological Knowledge was not included in the draft 
EIS. EERA staff did work with leaders at the Prairie Island Indian Community (PIIC) on the 
environmental justice sections of the draft EIS and offered to collaborate on other sections of 
the draft EIS as PIIC deemed appropriate.  
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The NRC has a memorandum of understanding with the PIIC that acknowledges PIIC’s special 
expertise in the areas of historic and cultural resources, socioeconomics, land use, and 
environmental justice as they relate to license renewal.2 The NRC cooperates with PIIC and 
facilitates their participation when preparing their environmental review documents.3 
 
Response 6-3: 
Thank you for your comment. The draft EIS discusses Xcel’s Energy’s payments to the Prairie 
Island Indian Community in Chapter 4 under Environmental Justice. These payments are 
codified in Minnesota Statute 216B.1645, Subd. 4 (b) and any amendments would require 
legislative action. 
  
  

 
2 NRC. Memorandum of Understanding between the U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission and Prairie Island Indian 
Community as a Cooperating Agency. (October 3, 2012). https://www.nrc.gov/docs/ML1228/ML12284A456.pdf. 
3 Ibid. 



Appendix E – Comments on Draft EIS and Responses 
   

E-22 
 

Commenter ID No. 7 
 

Comment 7-1: 
 

 
 
Response 7-1: 
Thank you for your comment. EERA staff believes the existing text accurately summarizes 
impacts from radiation on human health and the environment due to the project. 
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8-1 

8-2 

Commenter ID No. 8 
 

 
 
Response 8-1: 
Thank you for your comment. EERA staff believes the existing text accurately summarizes 
impacts from radiation on human health and the environment due to the project. 
 
Response 8-2: 
Thank you for your comment. The draft EIS discusses Xcel’s Energy’s payments to the Prairie 
Island Indian Community in Chapter 4 under Environmental Justice. These payments are 
codified in Minnesota Statute 216B.1645, Subd. 4 (b) and any amendments would require 
legislative action. 
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Commenter ID No. 9
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9-1 

9-2 

9-3 
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9-3 

9-4 
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9-4 

9-5 

9-6 
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9-6 
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9-6 
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9-6 

9-7 
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9-7 

9-8 
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9-8 
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9-8 
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9-8 

9-9 

9-10 
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9-10 

9-11 

 
 
 



Appendix E – Comments on Draft EIS and Responses 
   

E-36 
 

Response 9-1: 
Thank you for your comment. Negotiations between the city of Red Wing and Xcel Energy 
regarding a cask assessment are outside the scope of this EIS. The economic impacts of the 
project and the potentially significant adverse or beneficial effects generated, be they direct, 
indirect, or cumulative, are discussed in Chapter 4.3 of the draft EIS to the extent this 
information is known or can be obtained.  
 
Response 9-2: 
Thank you for your comment. Several of the responses to comment 9-1 also apply to comment 
9-2. In addition, whether residents have authorized or agree to the terms of an agreement 
between Xcel Energy and the City of Red Wing is outside of the scope of this EIS. 
 
The IRP and its involvement with the project and state regulation is discussed in Chapter 2.2 of 
the draft EIS. EERA staff cannot speak to the city of Red Wing’s or the residents’ knowledge of 
what the Commission’s approval of an IRP means.  
 
Response 9-3: 
Thank you for your comment. Regardless of any agreement with Xcel Energy, the PIIC and City 
of Red Wing cannot authorize the continued operation of PINGP and nuclear waste storage. 
The NRC authorizes operation of the PINGP whereas the Commission authorizes additional 
waste storage. 
 
All projects that require environmental review in the State of Minnesota have some degree of 
impact or impacts that cannot be avoided or prevented. Hence the importance of the 
environmental review program in providing this information to aid in governmental decision-
making.4 EERA believes Chapters 4, 5, and 6 of the draft EIS fulfill requirements in Minnesota 
statute and rule in describing and assessing potential impacts and mitigation measures. The no 
action alternative in Chapter 7.1 of the draft EIS addresses the outcome of not building the 
project. Similarly, Chapters 7.2 through 7.4 weigh the impacts of various alternatives other than 
the proposed project. The EIS discusses opportunities to avoid, minimize, mitigate, or correct 
impacts of the project as defined in Chapter 4.  
 
Response 9-4: 
EERA uses passive language when discussing unresolved matters, such as the Commission’s 
decision on the CN, or in areas where EERA does not have the expertise to declare whether a 
statement made by Xcel Energy in their IRP or CN application are correct or incorrect. The IRP 
and CN proceedings have other subject matter experts involved throughout the process to 
comment and guide the Commission in their decision-making. EERA’s draft EIS is only one 
aspect of that guidance, analyzing human and environmental impacts (“the facts”), rather than 
advocating, questioning, or debating what the Commission should decide about the project 
(“what the facts mean”). Thus, EERA states the beliefs or indications made by Xcel Energy in 

 
4 Minn. R. 4410.0300, subp. 3. 
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their applications, whereas the Commission will determine whether those assertions are 
sufficient to approve the IRP or CN requests.  
 
Response 9-5: 
The commenter cites page S-2 as an example of unsubstantiated claims of minimal impact; 
however, this portion of the EIS is an Executive Summary of the entire document. All 
characterizations of project impacts are discussed in the Chapters which focus on the discussion 
for that impact, with corresponding footnotes. For example, the impact from the use of cooling 
water mentioned in the Executive Summary is discussed in full in Chapter 6.1 with footnotes 6 
through 21 substantiating why that impact is anticipated to be minimal.  
 
Response 9-6: 
While the City of Red Wing states on its website that it relies heavily on PINGP for property tax 
revenue, it also states that the percentage of revenue year to year “varies widely.”5 EERA 
conducted an additional review for historic data prior to 2013 and found that property tax 
revenue fluctuated from 35-70 percent.6 Thus, text was added to Chapters 4.3 and 6.1 to better 
portray this information rather than keeping language that conveyed that property tax revenue 
has been “relatively high and stable”.  
 
In general, the PINGP is a high value property. While the project may increase the overall value 
of the plant, there is no guarantee that tax payments will remain at current levels. EERA 
intended to convey that while local taxation laws can change from year to year, and the degree 
of that change can be somewhat unpredictable, changes are shown to be relatively stable in 
recent history.7  
 
Text added to Chapter 4.3 also analyzes tax revenue stability based on other sources of 
information that increase context around the possible negative socioeconomic impacts. As 
demonstrated by the commenter, the City of Red Wing provided relevant information regarding 
property taxes in its comments on Xcel Energy’s current IRP docket, some of which was added 
to Chapter 4.3 to properly represent the City of Red Wing’s perspective on the socioeconomic 
impacts of the project.8 
 
Response 9-7: 
Radioactive liquid releases are discussed in Chapter 6.1 of the draft EIS, specifically, under the 
Potential Radiological Impacts header on pages 72-74. Page 73 also discusses regulations 
around tritium, which are designed to minimize its potential to enter local groundwater. There 
is a discharge point for permissible liquid effluent that is also regulated and discussed on page 
73.  
 

 
5 City of Red Wing. Where Red Wing’s Local Property Tax Revenue Came From: 2023. (2023). 
https://www.redwingreportcard.org/taxes 
6 Ibid.  
7 Ibid. In the last decade, tax revenue has fluctuated between 44-56 percent. 
8 eDockets, Document ID No. 20248-209390-01. 

https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/documents/%7B10264691-0000-C510-9296-0C81C93CA597%7D/download?contentSequence=0&rowIndex=177
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The ISFSI berm is not related to operations of the PINGP that result in liquid effluent discharges, 
including tritium. The berm was not designed to contain liquid radioactive releases, it was 
designed to provide radiological shielding. However, dry fuel storage casks do not have liquid 
inside, and if they were to release their contents, it would not be in liquid form. NRC 
regulations for spent fuel storage design are conservatively protective such that a radioactive 
release should not occur from the most extreme man-made or natural disasters that have been 
tested by the NRC, as discussed in Chapter 5.3 of the draft EIS.  
 
Response 9-8: 
EERA has amended language in Chapter 5.7 as suggested by the commenter. 
 
As noted in Chapter 5.1 of the draft EIS, while the first study cited by the commenter9 offers a 
new way to measure radiological impact for the scientific community that should be considered 
and further tested for validity in the future research, the study itself concludes that additional 
analysis and interpretation is needed to establish any potential significance. This means the 
study itself, and the scientific community, have not yet determined a cause-and-effect 
relationship that can be relied upon as a valid scientific method for radiological measurement 
or impact.  
 
The second study cited by the commenter10 also argues that further research is needed to 
reevaluate this impact – this argument is not a conclusion that validates the findings of the 
research itself. The last study offered by the commenter11 was reviewed by EERA and 
determined to have the same conclusions, i.e., the proposed methods of calculating radiation 
(“shot noise”) are not currently scientifically valid albeit offer an important critique of the 
current radiation calculation method for future research. 
 
Due to the lack of scientific validity of these studies, the assertion of the commenter that the 
National Academy of Sciences’ BEIR VII Report12 is outmoded is a matter of opinion rather than 
scientifically accurate at this time. EERA notes that staff did review several sources seeking 
more updated information as well as conferred with MDH’s radiation unit for any sources of 
information they were aware of.13 To EERA staff’s understanding, the National Academy of 

 
9 ISEE Conference of the International Society of Environmental Epidemiology, Volume 2024, Issue 1. Results of a 

Biodosimetric re-assessment of Three Mile Island (TMI) exposures using whole genome directional genomic 
hybridization (dGH). Doug Brugge, Aaron Datesman, Christopher J Tompkins, Megan Rouillard, Erin M Cross, and 
Susan M Bailey. (25 August 2024). https://doi.org/10.1289/isee.2024.0631. 

10 Datesman, AM. Radiobiological shot noise explains Three Mile Island biodosimetry indicating nearly 1,000 mSv 
exposures. Sci Rep. 2020 Jul 2;10(1):10933. doi: 10.1038/s41598-020-67826-5. PMID: 32616922; PMCID: 
PMC7331574. 

11 Dirty Secrets of Nuclear Power in an Era of Climate Change (Chapter 7: Protracted Exposures May be 
Misunderstood). Doug Brugge and Aaron Datesman, corrected publication 2024. ISBN 978-3-031-59594-3. 
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-031-59595-0 

12 National Academy of Sciences. Beir VII: Health Risks from Exposure to Low Levels of Ionizing Radiation.  
https://www.nap.edu/resource/11340/beir_vii_final.pdf.  

13 Sources reviewed for more updated information include the NCRP, EPA, DOE Office of Nuclear Energy, the Blue 
Ribbon Commission, the NRC and their Research Information Letters dated 2020-2024, WHO and their United 

https://www.nap.edu/resource/11340/beir_vii_final.pdf
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Sciences’ BEIR VII Report is scientifically valid and appropriate for use in estimating potential 
radiological impacts.  
 
Response 9-9: 
Compensation from Xcel Energy to the PIIC is established in Minnesota Statute 216B.1645, 
Subd. 4 and is outside of the scope of the EIS. EERA cannot interpret the intentions of this 
statute beyond the language provided by the Minnesota Legislature when it was introduced in 
the 2023 session law bill No. 2310.14 With respect to the city of Red Wing, see Response 9-1.  
 
Response 9-10: 
The proposed rule cited by the commenter15 is not in effect or finalized. Xcel Energy will have to 
comply with all applicable regulations that are finalized prior to decommissioning the ISFSI and 
plant, which will include those related to Greater-Than-Class C Waste. 
 
Response 9-11: 
Modeling has been performed for the project as outlined in Chapter 5.3 of the draft EIS to 
analyze the impacts of low-level radiation exposure. The dose study conducted by Xcel Energy is 
publicly available on the eDockets website as it was completed to support the CN application 
associated with the project.16  
  

 
Nations Scientific Committee on the Effects of Atomic Radiation 2018 Report, the US Department of Health, the 
National Academy of Sciences and their Committee on Medical Aspects of Radiation in the Environment, and the 
American College of Radiology. 

14 See Minnesota Revisor website: https://www.revisor.mn.gov/laws/2023/0/Session+Law/Chapter/60/. 
15 NRC. Package ML23242A249 -SECY-24-0045: Proposed Rule - Integrated Low-Level Radioactive Waste Disposal 

(RIN 3150-AI92; NRC -2011-0012). 
16 Xcel Energy, Certificate of Need Application for Additional Dry Cask Storage at the Prairie Island Nuclear 

Generating Plant Independent Spent Fuel Storage Installation, February 7, 2024. CN-24-68, eDockets Nos. 20242-
203185-01 through -10 and 20242-203189-01 through -10. 

https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=showPoup&documentId=%7b408F858D-0000-C41A-BC02-E5F4EECEFE44%7d&documentTitle=20242-203185-01
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=showPoup&documentId=%7b408F858D-0000-C41A-BC02-E5F4EECEFE44%7d&documentTitle=20242-203185-01
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=showPoup&documentId=%7b708F858D-0000-C46A-BD2E-272A99C2CC6C%7d&documentTitle=20242-203185-10
https://www.edockets.state.mn.us/edockets/searchDocuments.do?method=showPoup&documentId=%7b3092858D-0000-C019-9D9E-E15043070C13%7d&documentTitle=20242-203189-01
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Commenter ID No. 10



 Appendix E – Comments on Draft EIS and Responses 
   

E-41 
 

10-1 

10-2 
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10-3 

10-4 

10-5 

 
  



 Appendix E – Comments on Draft EIS and Responses 
   

E-43 
 

Response 10-1: 
Please see response to comment 9-5. 
 
Response 10-2: 
MDH is considered to have the greatest expertise for the majority of the potential impacts 
related to the project. MDH staff has been involved throughout the EIS development process. 
Staff reviewed portions of the EIS and provided comment.  
 
Response 10-3: 
Clarifying language was added to Chapter 6.2 of the final EIS in response to this comment 
regarding institutional control. Chapter 7 of the 2022 PINGP SEIS includes similar information as 
Chapter 6.2 and 7.4 of this EIS. As noted in Chapter 7.4 of the draft EIS, “CISFs are not currently 
a feasible alternative to additional storage of spent fuel in the PINGP ISFSI,” and similarly in the 
Executive Summary, “If monitoring and maintenance [of the ISFSI] do not continue, radiological 
impacts are anticipated to be significant.”  
 
Summaries of current legal, political, and social challenges for each CISF are discussed in 
Chapter 7.4 of the draft EIS. Xcel Energy will be required to comply with all regulations that are 
finalized at the time of decommissioning the PINGP and ISFSI. 
 
Response 10-4: 
EERA staff believes alternatives to the project are sufficiently discussed in Chapter 8 of the draft 
EIS.  
 
Xcel Energy’s IRP proceeding is in process and not finalized, and the Commission may approve, 
reject, or modify the proposed resource plan. EERA did not include information from parties 
who contributed alternatives to the IRP in the analysis of alternatives to continued operation of 
the PINGP in the EIS. The weighing of any such alternatives is part of the IRP process. The 
analysis in this EIS relied on information in Xcel Energy’s CN application (see Appendix A: 
Scoping Decision). 
 
Response 10-5: 
Xcel Energy did not submit a draft EIS. Commerce solely prepared and managed the draft EIS, 
along with information supplied by Xcel Energy, MDH, PIIC, and others.  
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Oral Comments 
 
Oral comments on the draft EIS are included here. Oral comments were solicited by EERA 
staff through two public meetings: 
 

• November 19, 2024 – Red Wing, Minnesota, 6:00 p.m. 
• November 20, 2024 – Virtual, Online Meeting, 6:00 p.m. 

 
Comments are indicated on the meeting transcripts. To aid the reader and to focus on the 
draft EIS comments, transcripts herein are condensed versions. Complete transcripts are 
available in eDockets: 202412-212932. 
 
EERA responses to each comment and sub-comment are provided after each meeting 
transcript. Responses correspond to and are labeled with the same nomenclature as the 
sub-comments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

https://efiling.web.commerce.state.mn.us/submissions/51d0463e-0fd2-481b-bada-d34727f4d54c
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November 19, 2024, In-Person Meeting 
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11-1 
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11-1 

12-1 

13-1 

12-1 
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Response to Comments (November 19, 2024, In-Person Meeting) 
 
Response 11-1: 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
Response 12-1: 
Safety is generally discussed for the project in Chapters 4.3, 5.3, Appendix B, and Appendix 
D of the draft EIS as well as in new language added in Chapter 3.5 of the final EIS. 
Comparisons of safety between the current and proposed fuel storage technologies is not 
discussed in the draft EIS other than the affirmation that both technologies must meet the 
same NRC safety requirements in their design criteria (10 CFR 72). Thus, the safety of both 
technologies, including the different storage module methods, are relatively similar. 
Differences between the technologies are mostly related to the more recent development 
of the proposed technology, which does have a slightly better design for some safety 
standards.1 Regulations for radiation (10 CFR 72.104) and transportation (10 CFR 71) are 
similarly enforced by the NRC and all spent fuel storage technology in the U.S. must meet 
the same requirements. 
 
Response 13-1: 
Thank you for your comment.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
1 Draft EIS Chapter 5.3, Fire or Explosion. 
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November 20, 2024, Virtual Meeting 
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14-1 
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15-1 
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Response to Comments (November 20, 2024, Virtual Meeting) 
 

Most of the public comments that were made at the November 20, 2024, virtual public 
meeting do not require further response because responses were given during the meeting, 
which can be seen in the transcript above. Comments of this nature are not given an ID 
number because they do not have a corresponding response below.  
 
Oral public comments made at the November 20, 2024, virtual public meeting that do 
require additional response are assigned an ID number, which can be seen in the transcript 
above. Responses correspond to and are labeled with the same nomenclature as assigned 
to the comment. 
 
Response 14-1: 
EERA staff was not able to locate the study referenced by the commenter from the 
University of Minnesota College of Science and Engineering St. Anthony Falls Laboratory. 
The commenter suggests that sedimentation in Lake Pepin may change floodplain 
boundaries. It’s uncertain whether any such change would alter the NRC’s conclusions 
regarding the safety of the ISFSI or its location above the level of the probable maximum 
flood.     
 
Response 15-1: 
Thank you for your comment.  
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