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The commenter’s letter included nine exhibits (A through I). Though some of these exhibits
are relatively short in length (e.g., 10-15 pages), others are several hundred pages in length.
EERA staff believes that inclusion of these exhibits here would make the final SEIS difficult
for readers to use – both in electronic form and in print. Thus, the exhibits are incorporated
by reference in the following table (Table E-2). The table briefly describes each exhibit and
provides an electronic link to the document in eDockets.
Table E-2. Exhibits Included with Comment Letter of Ms. Carol Overland
Exhibit

Description

eDockets Links

A

Exhibit A is an article that discusses an alternative
methodology for determining the radiological dose to the
population near the Three Mile Island nuclear plant.

20223-183648-03

B

Exhibit B is a report prepared by Argonne National Laboratory
regarding issues associated with managing the potential
impacts of aging on spent nuclear fuel casks and canisters.

20223-183648-04

C

Exhibit C is an overview prepared by Sandia National
Laboratories of the features that affect the sealing capability
of radioactive material packaging then certified by the NRC
(1989).

20223-183648-05

D

Exhibit D is a letter from Ms. Carol Overland to the NRC in
rulemaking docket PRM-72-4 regarding seals on TN-40 casks.

20223-183648-06

E

Exhibit E is a letter from the Idaho National Engineering
Laboratory describing the operational experiences related to
transferring spent fuel canisters from a metal cask to a
concrete cask.

20223-183648-07

F

Exhibit F is a set of procedures for unloading TN-40 casks.

20223-183648-08

G

Exhibit G is a preliminary evaluation of an interim storage site
for spent nuclear fuel from 13 shutdown reactors prepared
for the DOE.

20223-183648-09
20223-183648-10

H

I
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Exhibit H is a letter from Transnuclear to the NRC regarding
additional information related to TN-40 cask transportation
packaging.
Exhibit I is a presentation by Donna Gilmore,
SanOnofreSafety.org, to the NRC regarding spent nuclear fuel
problems and solutions.

20223-183649-01

20223-183649-02
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ID Number 4 – Responses
4-1
Thank you for your comment. See response to comment 1-9.
4-2
All of the information noted as “Xcel Energy Additional Information” in endnotes and used
to prepare this SEIS has been filed in eDockets, eDockets Number 20224-184613-01.
4-3
EERA staff disagrees that the SEIS is biased in its selection and use of sources. A variety of
sources are cited for the SEIS analysis including regulations, reports, reviews, and risk
assessments. Citations to the 2009 Prairie Island EIS are necessary to provide background
for this SEIS and a point of comparison for potential human and environmental impacts.
4-4
Xcel Energy’s request is that it be given permission, by the Commission, to conduct a
competitive bidding process for spent fuel storage technology to be used in the PINGP ISFSI.
By the nature of this request, it is not possible to know which technology will be selected by
Xcel Energy. Thus, it is not possible for the SEIS to identify the cask or canister technology
that will be selected and used in the PINGP ISFSI. The SEIS provides discussion and analysis
of all types of NRC-certified casks and canisters so that the Commission has before it the
information necessary to make decisions regarding Xcel Energy’s request.
To the extent the commenter wishes the Commission to conduct its review of Xcel Energy’s
request in a step-wise fashion, such that the Commission approves a specific technology for
the PINGP ISFSI, this is a matter for the Commission, not the SEIS.
4-5
EERA staff disagrees that alternatives are not discussed in the SEIS. The SEIS discusses all of
the alternative storage technologies, casks and canisters, certified by the NRC. The SEIS
does not discuss siting alternatives, as such alternatives are outside the scope of the SEIS
(see Appendix A).
4-6
See response to comment 4-4. The commenter’s urging to not approve a “fill in the blank
request” is directed to the Commission, not this SEIS.
4-7
The SEIS provides as much detail regarding costs for the project as is possible at this time.
The SEIS includes costs for TN-40 casks, and it discusses Xcel Energy’s estimates for the
costs of other spent fuel storage technology (see Section 3.6). Given Xcel Energy’s request,
it is not possible for SEIS to provide further cost detail. The Commission may require
E-25
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additional cost information from Xcel Energy prior to or as a condition of granting a CN
amendment.
4-8
The text of the SEIS is not erroneous – Xcel Energy did propose, to the Commission and
ultimately the Minnesota Legislature, that spent nuclear fuel from the PINGP be stored in
TN-40 type casks. That Xcel Energy may have researched and selected, internally, a storage
technology that they preferred is not relevant. The technology required the approval of the
Commission. To obtain this approval, Xcel Energy was required to propose the technology it
thought best suited at the time.
4-9
The Department of Commerce, Division of Energy Resources (DER) staff, has proposed the
measures suggested by the commenter. DER staff has proposed to the Commission, as a
condition of any CN amendment, that the results of Xcel Energy’s request for proposals be
filed with the Commission for its review. See analysis and comments by DER staff, May 28,
2021, eDockets Number 20215-174578-01.
4-10
The SEIS addresses potential human and environmental impacts, including impacts that are
non-economic in nature. The SEIS will be used by the Commission in making a decision on
Xcel Energy’s request.
4-11
See response to comment 7-11. Links to radiological monitoring results have been included
in endnotes for Chapter 5 of the SEIS.
4-12
See response to comment 1-7. Text in Chapter 4.3 has been modified to note that there are
few persons living near the PINGP that could experience non-radiological impacts (the topic
of Chapter 4 of the SEIS).
4-13
Text in Chapter 5.3 has been modified to discuss emergency planning zones. Also see the
2009 Prairie Island EIS, Chapter 1, Section 4.13.
4-14
Public health monitoring for Goodhue County related to potential radiological impacts is
discussed in the 2009 Prairie Island EIS (see Chapter 1, Section 4.13). Per the SEIS scoping
decision (Appendix A), no further discussion is necessary in the SEIS.
4-15
EERA staff believes the record for the Commission’s decisions on Xcel Energy’s request
includes the final SEIS; all public comments on the SEIS, from scoping through adequacy; all
E-26
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comments in response to the Commission’s initial request for comments (see eDockets
20215-174178-01); and all comments on any future Commission comment period on Xcel
Energy’s request. In addition, as the SEIS is a supplement to the 2009 Prairie Island EIS, the
record includes the 2009 EIS as well as all comments provided in the development of that
document.
4-16
See response to comment 4-11. Links to radiological monitoring results have been included
in endnotes for Chapter 5 of the SEIS.
With respect to potential radiological impacts due to low doses of radiation, the SEIS and
2009 Prairie Island EIS explicitly adopt the National Academy of Sciences’ BEIR VII Report
which assumes that there is no lower bound or threshold for impacts due to low levels of
radiation (see 2009 Prairie Island EIS, Chapter 1, Section 4.13, discussing the BEIR VII linear,
non-threshold approach). All levels of radiation have the potential for impacts.
Exhibit A provided by the commenter suggests an alternative means of calculating potential
impacts to residents near the Three Mile Island nuclear plant. To EERA staff’s
understanding, this alternative means has not been adopted by the larger scientific
community and there is no methodology for employing it in the SEIS. Further, the exhibit is
not focused on potential ISFSI accidents or radiological releases but rather on radiological
impacts associated with specific materials released from the Three Mile Island reactor.
4-17
The SEIS describes the regulatory framework as it is understood by EERA staff. The language
is, in part, qualified because, as explicitly noted in the SEIS, there are no regulatory rules
that are directly on point with respect to the Commission’s considerations and possible
actions. Further, the language is qualified because it represents possible actions by the
Commission which cannot be known in advance.
4-18
The 2009 Prairie Island EIS discusses potential impacts associated with using the PINGP ISFSI
to store spent nuclear fuel when the PINGP is decommissioned (see Chapter 2, Section 5.4).
The 2009 EIS noted that a total of 98 TN-40 type casks would be necessary to store the
spent fuel associated with PINGP operations through 2033/34 and decommissioning. The
2009 EIS focused on potential radiological impacts associated with these 98 casks. The 2009
EIS assumed, but did not explicitly discuss, that the PINGP ISFSI could require modifications
to accommodate the 98 casks.
Xcel Energy indicates that the PINGP ISFSI currently has three concrete pads, each of which
can hold 24 TN-40 type casks (see Xcel Energy Additional Information). Xcel Energy notes
that the ISFSI would require modifications to hold all of the casks associated with
decommissioning. These modifications could include additional concrete pads and a
reconfiguration or increase in size of the current ISFSI. Thus, independent of whether casks
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Appendix E – Comments on Draft SEIS and Responses
or canisters are used for decommissioning, the PINGP ISFSI would require modifications to
accommodate the spent fuel associated with decommissioning.
Xcel Energy would need to obtain a CN from the Commission to store any spent fuel
associated with decommissioning the PINGP in the PINGP ISFSI, i.e., any spent fuel beyond
the 2,560 spent fuel assemblies approved by the Commission in 2009. Xcel Energy would
also need to obtain all necessary approvals from the NRC to store the spent fuel associated
with decommissioning and to make any modifications to the PINGP ISFSI to accommodate
the spent fuel.
4-19
The SEIS notes that Xcel Energy intends to use the NRC’s general license process for any
new spent fuel technology in the PINGP ISFSI (see Chapter 2.2). The commenter’s concern
appears to be that this might not be the correct NRC process for Xcel Energy to use. Further,
the commenter suggests that the Commission not proceed with any approvals without
further information regarding the NRC’s licensure process. Text in Chapter 2.2 has been
modified to note that the Commission could, as a condition on any CN amendment, require
Xcel Energy to file with the Commission all documents provided for the NRC’s licensure
process.
4-20
See response to comment 4-2.
4-21
See response to comment 4-19. The NRC rules for the general license process are noted in
the endnotes for Chapter 2 of the SEIS.
4-22
See response to comment 4-19.
4-23
The title of Table 1 has been modified to note that the casks listed are certified for storage
of spent nuclear fuel. Whether casks or canisters used in the PINGP ISFSI are certified by the
NRC for transport is discussed in Chapters 2.1 and 3.2 of the SEIS. Whether a specific cask or
canister has been transported (or not) is not relevant to any decision by the Commission
regarding Xcel Energy’s request (see Minnesota Rule 4410.2300, Subpart H).
4-24
Whether seals have been replaced on TN-40 casks in the PINGP ISFSI is not relevant to any
decision by the Commission regarding Xcel Energy’s request (see Minnesota Rule
4410.2300, Subpart H).

E-28

Appendix E – Comments on Draft SEIS and Responses
4-25
Whether a TN-40 cask has ever been unloaded is not relevant to any decision by the
Commission regarding Xcel Energy’s request (see Minnesota Rule 4410.2300, Subpart H).
Further, as noted in Chapter 3.5 of the SEIS, Xcel Energy is not proposing any unloading,
repackaging, or other handling of spent fuel from existing TN-40 and TN-40HT casks in the
PINGP ISFSI.
4-26
Whether a TN-40 or TN-40HT cask has ever been transported is not relevant to any decision
by the Commission regarding Xcel Energy’s request (see Minnesota Rule 4410.2300, Subpart
H).
With respect to the transportability of the TN-40HT cask, and in light of this comment,
comment 1-2, and the requirements of Minnesota Statute 116C.776, text in Chapters 2.1
and 3.5 has been modified to note that the Commission could, as a condition on any CN
amendment, require Xcel Energy to file with the Commission: (1) the results of its
application to the NRC for a transportation license for the TN-40HT cask and (2) the
transportation license for any cask or canister selected for use in the PINGP ISFSI through
Xcel Energy’s competitive bidding process.
4-27
The integrity of fuel assemblies in casks and canisters during storage and transport is
regulated solely by the NRC. To EERA staff’s reading, the commenter’s comment is directed
at the possible failure of the NRC to regulate appropriately. Whether the NRC is regulating
appropriately is outside the scope of this SEIS (see Appendix A). Further, fuel assembly
integrity is not relevant to any decision by the Commission regarding Xcel Energy’s request
(see Minnesota Rule 4410.2300, Subpart H).
4-28
Any welding issues and any associated safety concerns with casks or canisters are regulated
solely by the NRC. Whether the NRC is regulating appropriately is outside the scope of this
SEIS (see Appendix A).
4-29
As the commenter notes, the monitoring and maintenance of canister vents is discussed in
the SEIS (Chapter 3.4). Whether the NRC is properly regulating the monitoring and
maintenance of canisters is outside the scope of this SEIS (see Appendix A).
4-30
The SEIS discusses potential impacts to tax revenues for the city of Red Wing (Chapter 4.3).
As noted in the SEIS, tax revenues are based on the valuation of the PINGP as a whole
including current and future TN-40 type casks in the PINGP ISFSI. Even with a rough
estimate of potential, alternate technology costs (40 to 50 percent less than a TN-40 type
cask; see Chapter 3.6), the impact to tax revenues will be incremental and is anticipated to
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be minimal. This does not mean that no change in tax revenues will occur. It means that the
best characterization that can be made at this time, not knowing the exact costs of
alternate technology, is that impacts will be incremental and minimal.
4-31
Environmental justice is discussed in Chapter 5.5 of the SEIS. The analysis in Chapter 5.5
builds upon the discussion in the 2009 Prairie Island EIS. See response to comment 5-1.
4-32
The SEIS does not make any assumptions about institutional control and whether it will
exist to facilitate monitoring and maintenance of the PINGP ISFSI. The text 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). Text in Chapter 7 has been modified to
clarify this latter point.
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